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AGENDA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
Meeting of

November 26-27, 1973
~ Public Service Building
920 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon

November 26, 1973*

9 a.m.

Swearing in of Mrs. Jacklyn Hallock as a member of the Environmental
Quality Commission

A. Minutes of October 22, 1973, EQC Meeting
B. Project Plans for the Month of October

C. Authorization for Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Rules
Pertaining to the Subsurface Disposal of Sewage

D. Variance Request--Western States Plywood Coop., Port Orford

E. Presentation of Oregon CUP Renewal to Publishers Paper Company

10 a.m.

F. Adoption of Proposed Amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-255
through 25-290, Emission Standards for Primary Aluminum Plants

11 a.m.

G. Public Hearing to Amend OAR Chapter 340, Section 24-100, Regulation
Pertaining to Motor Vehicle Inspection

H. Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc., Application to Establish a Hazardous Waste
Disposal Site in Gilliam County near Arlington, Oregon

noon - luncheon recess



Agenda - EQC Meeting
November 26-27, 1973

1:30 p.m._
I. Metropolitan Service District, Grant Application for Supplemental Funds

2 p.m.

J. Public Hearing tc Consider Adoption of Special Air Pollution Control
Ruies for Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties

K. Portland General Electric Beaver Turbine Generator Installation,
Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

L. Sewerage Works Construction Grants, Consideration of Project List

M. Tax Credit Applications

November 27, 1973

9 a.m.

N. Status of New Department of Environmental Quality Laboratory

10 a.m.

0. Public Hearing to Amend OAR Chapter 340, Sections 20-033.02 through
20-033.20, Air Contaminant Discharge Permits

* Agenda items scheduled for November 26, 1973 may continue to
November 27, 1973, following Agenda Item 0.
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MINUTES OF THE FIFTIETH MEETING
of the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission
October 22, 1973

Pursuant to public notice mailed to the news media, to persons on a
mailing Tist of the Department'and to the Commission members, the fiftieth
meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order
by the Chairman at 1:30 p.m. on Monday, October 22, 1973, in the Vert
Auditorium of the Henel McCune Junior High School, 400 S. W, Dorian Avenue,
Pendleton, Oregon. The Commission members present were B. A. McPhillips,
Chairman, Dr. Morris K. Crothers and Dr. Grace S. Phinney. Mr. Arnold M.
Cogan, Vice Chairman, and Dr. Paul E. Bragdon were unable to attend because
of other commitments.

The Department was represented by Director Diarmuid F. O'Scannlaiﬁ,
Deputy Director Ronald L. Myles, Fred Bolton, John E. Borden, M. J. Downs,
Wayne Hanson, Ronaid Householder, Harold M. Patterson, Harold L. Sawyer,
Shirley Shay, James Van Domelen, Warren C. Westgarth, and Chief Legal Counsel
Ray P. Underwood.

MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 21, 1973 COMMISSION MEETING

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that
the minutes of the forty-ninth meeting of the Commission held in Portland on
September 21, 1973, be approved as prepared.

PROJECT PLANS FOR THE MONTH OF SEPTEMBER 1973
It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney.and carried that
the actions taken by the Department during the month of September 1973, as
reported by Mr. Myles regarding the following 73 domestic sewerage, 8 industrial
waste, 24 air quality control and 6 solid waste management projects be approved:
Water Quality Control - September 1973

Date Location : Project . Action

Municipal Projects (73)

9-4-73 Green San. Dist. Meadowbrook Subd. sewers Prov., app.

9-4-73 Gresham Sotogrande Subd. sewers Prov. app.

9-4-73 East Salem Sewer Yeakley's Addn. sewers Prov. app.
& Drainage Dist. I

9-5-73 Oregon Primate Effluent irrigation piping Prov. app.

Research Center (revised)



Municipal Projects (73) - continued

Date
9-5-73

9-5-73
9-5-73

Location
Brookings

Dammasch State Hosp.
Klamath County

Eugene
Portland

USA (Sunset)

Gresham

Junction City
Springfield

USA (Forest Grove)
Klamath Falls

Pendieton
Oak Lodge San. D.
Albany

Hillsboro (Rock Cr.)
Gresham
Springfield

Gresham

Gresham
Jefferson

Bandon

Pendleton

Oak Lodge San. D
Hilisboro (Rock Cr.)
North Bend
Portland

Gresham

USA (Sherwood)
Milwaukie

Cedar Hills

Gresham

Gresham
Lake Oswego

Lebanon

Project

Harris Beach State Park
pump station
Rehabilitation Center sewers
Round Lake Estates Subd.
sewerage system, 3.5 acre
sewage lagoon, disinfection
and irrigation disposal
Royal Avenue sewer
Addenda Nos.2-4, sewage
treatment plant project

Fire station sewer - health
hazard
Bramblemead Subd. sewers
Third St. sewer & pump station
Sherry Park Subd. sewers
Doherty Ford sewer ext.
West Oregon Avenue improve-
ment unit 248

Tutuilla Creek sewer
Sanitary sewer extension
Sanitary. sewer projects

1) SS 73-10

2) SS 73-17
Twenty-four Maples Subd. sewers
Sage East Shopping Center sewer
Sanitary sewer projects

(1) sP-125

(2) sSP-126

(3) sp-128

Lorraine Subd. sewers
S.W. Towle Rd. san. sewer
Tanglewood Drive sewer
Chicago Ave. & 12th St. sewers
Bonbright Dev. - revised plans
Lucinda Estates Subd. sewers
S.E. Cornell Rd. sewer
Lewis & Oak St. sewers
Portnomah Pak Subd. sewers
Darling Park #2 Subd. sewers
Lincoln St. & Park Row sewer
Interceptor, Schediule I
Larry Brown, Inc. Industrial
Property san. sewer
Shelburne Subd. sewers,

Phase 2 and 3
Sommerwood Addn. sewers
Gainer sewer extension and
Red Fox Hills #2 Subd. sewers
Laterals M-1, M-2, M-3, and
Morton Place sewer

Action

Prov.

Prov.
Prov.

Prov.

app.

app.
appl

app.

Approved

Prov.

Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.

Prov.
Prov.
Prov.

Prov.
Prov,
Prov.

Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.

Prav,

Prov.
Prov,

Prov.

app.

app.
app.
app.
app.
app.

app.
app.
app.

app.
app [ ]
app.

app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.

appi:

app.
app.

app.



Municipal Projects (73) - continued

Date
9-19-73

9-21-73
9-25-73
9-26-73
9-26-73
9-26-73
9-26-73
9-26-73

9-26-73

9-26-73
9-26-73
9-26-73
9-26-73

9-26-73
9-26-73
9-26-73

Location
Somerset West

Lake Oswego

North Umpqua S. D.
Gresham

Gresham

Gresham

Central Point

East Salem Sewer

& Drainage Dist. I

Bear Cr. Vailey
San. Auth. (Talent)
USA (Tigard)

USA (Metzger)
fualatin

Sandy

Salem (Wallace Rd.
Salem (Willow Lake
Portland

Portland

Jefferson

Ontario

Hilisboro (Rock Cr.)
Hillsboro {Rock Cr,)
Josephine County

Salem §wi1low Lake)
Salem (Willow Lake}
Salem (Willow Lake)
Sutherlin

Industria}

Project

Sewage treatment plant expan-

sion - 31.2 acre lagoon

Mountain Park, Phase 5-B sewers

Sewer lateral C-8.,]

Aldercreek Subd. sewers

S.E. Hood Avenue sewer

Crisway Place Subd. sewer

Debrot Way sewers

(1) Denver Ct. Subd. sewers

(2) Royal Oak Estates Subd.
sewers

Pacific Estates Subd., Unit 1

sewers

Webber Studio commercial sewer

Carmel sanitary sewer

S. W. 65th Ave., sewer

Sandy Heights and Marcy

Acres sewers

Wallace Rd., N.W. sewer

Monarch Estates Subd. sewers

N. Ensign Street sewer

S.W. 40th & Marigold St. sewer

Promise Addn. Subd. sewers

Sunset Dr. & NW 4th St. sewer

Minter Bridge Road sewer

Edwards Meadows #3 Subd. sewer

Manzanita Roadside Rest Area

experimental sewage treatment

plant - 0.04 MGD advanced waste

treatment with water recycle

Hawthorne Ave. sewer

Brentwood Subd. sewers

South Cedar Estates sewers

Duke, Gleason & South Comstock

sewers

Projects (8)

Yamhill
Canby
Sherwood

Roseburg
Nyssa

Lloyd Bansen Dairy, animal
waste facilities

Globe Unjon, Inc., waste
treatment facilities

Lloyd Koch, animal waste
facilities

Fred Prosser, animal waste
facilities

The Amalgamated Sugar Co.,
waste water control facility
improvements

Action

Prov,

Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov,
Prov.
Prov,.
Prov.

Prov.

Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov,

Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.

Prov.
Prov.
Prov,
Prov.

Prov.
Prov.
Prov.
Prov.

Prov,

app.

app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.

app.

app.
app.
app.
app.

app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.
app.

app.
app.
app.
app.

app.
app.
app.
app.
app.



Industrial Projects (8) - continued

Project

Stimson Lumber Company, pre-
liminary concept proposal for
modification of waste water
treatment and control system
Widing Terminai, Inc., waste
water control facilities
Pacific Resins and Chemicals
Inc., waste water treatment
facilities

Control (24)

Date Location
9-25r73 Forest Grove
9-26773 Springfield
9+28+73 Eugene

Air Quality
9+6773 Jackson
9-10-73 Coos
9-17-73 Josephine
9-17-73 Coos
9-19-73 Umatilla
9-24-73 dJackson
9-25-73 Baker
9-27-73 Lane
9-28-73  Marion

Permaneer Corporation -
Construction of raw material
storage fence enclosure to
prevent wind-blown emissions
Georgia-Pacific Corporation -
Installation of two Clarke
baghouse filter units to con-
trol cyclone emissions

Mountain Fir Lumber Company -
Plans and specifications for

new medified wigwam waste burner
Moore Mill and Lumber Company -
Plans and specifications for
installation of new modified wig-
wam waste burner

Pendleton Grain Growers, Inc.
Plans and specifications for
the instatlation of a seed
processing facility

Timber Products Company -
Plans and specifications for
construction of structure to
enclose particleboard plant
truck dump area

Baker Valley Rendering - Plans
and specifications for instal-
lation of a condenser for cooker
odor control

Weyerhaeuser Company - Plans

and specifications for instal-

lation of two scrubbers to control

particulate emissions from the
smelt dissolving tank vent
Boise Cascade Corporation -
Plans and specifications for
the installation of a pneumatic
railcar< unloading system

Action
Prov. app.

Prov. app.

Prov. app.

Approved
Approved

Approved

Approved
Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved



Air Quality Control (24) - continued

Date
9-11-73

9-12-73

9-12-73
9-12-73
9-19-73
9-20-73
9520-73
9-24-73

9-20-73

9-20-73

9-21-73

9-21-73
9-24-73
9-27-73
9-28-73

9-6-73

9-17-73

9-17-73

9-26-73

Location

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

MuTtnomah

Washington

Mul tnomah

Washington

Clackamas
Multnomah
Multnomah

Multnomah

Clackamas

Clackamas

Clackamas

Lane

-5-

Project

The Portland Clinic
Medical Building

147-space parking facility
Transcorp Apartment
97-space parking facility

Moore Oregon Dry Kiln
36-space parking facility
Cal-Roof Wholesale
100-space parking facility
General Telephone Co.
90-space parking facility
Greentree Business Park
150-space parking facility
Bernard's Beaverton Mall
191-space parking facility
First Baptist Church of
Parkrose - 64-space
parking facility
Tanasbourne Town Centepi -
Phase 1 - 705-space
parking facility

Portland General Electric
Office Building - 401-space
parking facility
Washington Square Shopping
Center - 3369-space
parking facility

Kruse Way FAS 943

4-lane urban arterial
Portland Adventist Hospital
685-space parking facility

Red Lion Hotel - Hayden Island

678-space parking facility
Oregon Steel Mills
74-space parking facility

Solid Waste Managément (6)

Crown Zellerbach Sorting Yard
(Existing IW - Log Deck Clean-up

Landfill)

Rossman's Sanitary Landfill
(Existing Garbage Sanitary
Landfill)

Sandy Transfer Station

(Addition to Existing Transfer

Station)
Low Pass Transfer Facility
(New Transfer Station)

Action
Approved

Requested Mass-
Transit
Incentive Prog.
Requested Add.
Information
Req. Add. Info,

Req. Add. Info.
App. with
conditions
App. with

conditions
Approved

Req. Add. Info.
Req. Add. Info.
Req. Add. Info.
Req. Add. Info.
App. with
conditions
App. with

conditions
Req. Add. Info.

Approved
Prov. App.
Approved

Approved
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Solid Waste Management (6) - continued

Date Location Project Action

9-26-73 Lane Walton Transfer Facility Approved
(New Transfer Station)

9-26-73 Lane Mapleton Transfer Facility Approved
(New Transfer Station

9-28-73 MSD Region Action Plan Interim Progress Review and
Report Comment

SPECIAL AIR POLLUTION CONTROL RULES FOR CLACKAMAS, COLUMBIA, MULTNOMAH AND
WASHINGTON COUNTIES--AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING

Mr. Hanson presented the Department's request dated October 11, 1973, for
authorization by the Commission for a public hearing before the Commission on
adoption of portions of the former Columbia-Willamette Air Poliution Authority
(CWAPA) rules as permanent rules of the Commission for Clackamas, Columbia,
Washington and Multnomah Counties, pertaining to:

1. Emission standards for commercial, industrial sources

2. Prohibited practices which pertain to open burning, incinerator
. operation, odor control and emissions from ships

3. The definitions pertaining to the above portions.

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that as
recommended by the Director, the Department be authorized to set a public hearing
before the Commission for November 26, 1973, in Portland, Oregon, on the proposed
CWAPA rules.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING TO AMEND OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTION 24-100,
REGULATION PERTAINING TO MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION

“Mr. Householder presented the Department's request dated October 10, 1973,
for authorization by the Commission for a public hearing before the Commission
to amend the regulation pertaining to county designations for motor vehicle
inspection program requirements. Mr. Householder noted that on March 2, 1973,
the Comnission held a public hearing and adopted a rule, pursuant to ORS 481.190,
which designated Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties as within
the vehicle emission contrel inspection program approved by the Commission at its
meeting on October 25, 1972. Funds for implementing the program, which was to
be established on January 1, 1974, were made available by the State Emergency
Board on August 15, 1973, at which time the Emergency Board also requested that
Columbia County be deleted from the inspection program requirements. Amendments
for consideration at the requested public hearing would remove Columbia County
from the list of designated counties and extend the effective date of the rule
to May 31, 1974.
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Mr. 0'Scannlain explained that the Departhent proposed to delete Columbia
County not only to comply with the Emergency Board request, but also because
the amount of motor vehicle pollution contributed by cars registered in Columbia
County would only increase the total amount of pollution in the Portiand metro-
politan area by approximately one percent.

After a brief discussion, it was MOVED by Dr. Phinney, seconded by
Dr. Crothers and carried that as recommended by the Director, the Department be
authorized to set a public hearing before the Commission for November 26, 1973,
in Portland, Oregon, on the proposed amendments to the motor vehicle inspection
rule.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING TO AMEND OAR, CHAPTER 340, SECTIONS 20-033.02
THROUGH 20-033.20, AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS

Mr. Patterson presented the Department's request dated October 10, 1973,
for authorization by the Commission for a public hearing to amend the regulation
pertaining to air contaminant discharge permits, for the purpose of clarifying
the designated sections and to add eight new source categories to the fee schedule
which would be required to obtain an air contaminant discharge permit.

It was MOVED by Dr. Phinney, seconded by Dr. Crothers and carried that as
recommended by the Director, the Department be authorized to set a public hearing
before the Commission for November 27, 1973, in Portland, Oregon on proposed
amendments to the air contaminant discharge permit rules.

REPORT FROM THE DIRECTOR ON REORGANIZATION AND DECENTRALIZATION OF THE
DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

In summarizing his report, Mr. 0'Scannlain noted that the reorganization
and decentralization of the Department were designed to meet objectives expressed
by the Commission, the Governor's office, the Oregon Legislative Assembly, and
representatives of the private and public sectors of the state, as well as to be
more responsive to the environmental needs of Oregon citizens.

The Director explained that the geographic areas of the five proposed regions
incorporate boundaries established for the state's administrative districts and
thus maintain the integrity of the Councils of Government. Present field office
staffs will be egpanded to administer department programs which on January 1, 1974
will include a statewide permit system for subsurface sewage disposal.

Mr. 0'Scannlain pointed out that the administration of the Midwestern Region
will mark a unique approach to intergovernmental cooperation since it will be
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based on an agreement with the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority to carry
out DEQ functions and at the same time preserve Lane Regional's statutory
responsibilities in air quality control. Mr. Vern Adkison, Administrator of
Lane Regional, has agreed to serve as administrator of the Midwestern Region
as well as the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

Mr. McPhillips stated that he was heartily in accord with the concept out-
lined by the Director, but urged that the department retain headquarters control
over grass seed burning. Mr. 0'Scannlain agreed and said that no change in the
administration of this program was planned, aithough enforcement activity in
the area of illegal burning would be increased by expanded staffing in the
Eugene office.

Further discussion focused on the size of the regions, the fact that their
boundaries did not follow river basin drainage areas or natuyral air sheds, and
the need for public comment on the reorganization proposal. The Commissioners
recommended that at an appropriate time, the Director reevaluate the boundaries
after consulting with local public and governmental officials in the regions.

Mr. O'Scannlain agreed, stating that additional regions would be considered
in the future, but that presently the department must work within the framework
of a limited staff and the legislative mandate contained in Senate Bill 77 to
work with local governments on environmental matters.

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that the
Director be authorized to proceed with the reorganization and decentralization
of the department as outlined and discussed, and to request Emergency Board
approval as required.

PUBLIC FORUM

Mr. McPhillips pointed out that the Commission was meeting for the first
time in Pendleton to give members of the general public an opportunity to voice
any environmental concerns they might have directly to the Commission members.
He stated that time might not allow extensive discussion of individual items,
but gave assurance that appropriate followup actions would be taken on questions
or problems not answered or resolved at this meeting.

Mr. McPhillips introduced State Senator Michael Thorne of Pendleton, and
State Representative Stafford Hansell of Hermiston.

Representative Hansell welcomed the Commission to Pendleton and the oppor-
tunity to learn firsthand about the uniqueness of the Eastern Oregon country and
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related environmental concerns. He urged thoughtful deliberation of the pro-
posed departmental reorganization before presentation to the Emergency Board
or the Legislative Assembly, commenting that such broad changes in the area
of environmental protection will have long-term application and must therefore
be carefully considered. Mr. Hansell briefly explained the recycling of
effluent utilized in his farming operations, and concluded his comments with
general statements about the importance and significance of state and federal
environmental legislation.

Mr. Forrest Bowman of Pendleton was the first person to make a statement
regarding the request of 25 owners of summer homes in the Anthony Lakes area
for a workable sewage disposal system. Mr. Bowman explained that the U.S. Forest
Service designed and installed septic tanks for some residents but that this
method had now been rejected because of poor soil conditions. Since the DEQ
will assume responsibility for subsurface sewage disposal on January 1, 1974,
Mr. Bowman wanted personally torinform the Commissioners of the problems.

Mr. 0'Scannlain suggested that Mr. Bowman provide Mr. Jackman and
Mr. Van Domelen, who were present, with more detailed information.

Mr. Dan Russell, plumbing inspector for the Oregon Department of Commerce
(Pendleton), discussed problems associated with the construction of a sewer
line from the City of Pendleton to the Indian Agency, the pians for which were
approved by the department. Mr. Russell wanted to know who was paying for the
line and why it was put through a residential area of about 200 homes without
outlets. He also questioned the suitability of the materials used to bear the
loads on the line which was installed below the water line and under several
roads.

At the Director's request, Mr. Bolton commented on Mr. Russell's concerns.
He stated that the Indian Agency had contracted with the City of Pendleton for
sewer service to the reservation. He explained that both he and Mr. Van Domelen
had inspected the site and affirmed that the plans submitted to the department
had been approved. He stated further that the installation of the interceptdr
must be done on its own merit and that hookups for Riverside residents could
be made by installing a sewer system in that area. The City would like to have
the Riverside area annexed to the City or form its own district and contract
with the city for service. He added that DEQ has on several occasions tried to
explain to Mr. Russell that the department's authority is limited to plan review
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and that it is the responsibility of the project engineer to meet contract
conditions and requirements,

Although invited to do so by the Chairman, no other persons asked to be
heard during this part of the meeting. '

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS REPORT ON JEFFERSON COUNTY

Mr. Borden presented the staff report on the environmental status of
Jefferson County, which had been deferred from the September 21, 1973 Commis-
sion meeting.

No action was required regarding this matter.

STATEWIDE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN--GRANT AND PROGRAM STATUS

Mr. Jackman reviewed the status of the Statewide Solid Waste Management
Action Plan, noting that 22 grants for projects representing 33 counties had
been funded by the department with commitments of $1,098,978 of the $1,129,630
statewide planning grant fund. In addition, the Port of Umpqua Commission was
granted $75,000 by the department to research the feasibility of a power
recovery system utilizing combustible solid wastes including wood wastes.
Final draft and adoption of the statewide action plan is estimated for the
falt of 1974.

No action was required regarding this matter.

AMENDMENTS TO EMERGENCY RULES GOVERNING THE SUBSURFACE DISPOSAL OF SEWAGE

Mr. Jackman presented the Department's request dated October 10, 1973, for
approval of amendments to the emergency rules governing the subsurface disposal
of sewage, adopted by the Commission at its September 21, 1973 meeting. The
amendments proposed would transfer jurisdiction from the Health Division to the
department for any appeals on denials of suitability for sites for subsurface
sewage disposal, with hearings officers in such matters to be provided by the
Health Division. The proposed amendments were outlined in a memorandum of
understanding between the two agencies signed on October 5, 1973.

In presenting the proposed amendments, Mr. Jackman added the words
“qualified agents" to Subsection (4) of Section 2. (A copy of these amendments
is attached as part of the official record.) He explained that the addition was
needed to cover the Special situation in Clackamas County where the sanitarians
work under the authority of the health officer but in the employ of the Public
Works Department,
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It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that
the amendments as modified be adopted.

VALLEY RIVER CENTER PARKING FACILITY

Mr. Downs presented the department's recommendation dated October 15, 1973
concerning the Valley River Center parking facility which had first come before
the Commission at its July 26, 1973 meeting in Medford. At that time the Com-
mission voted 2 to 2 on the recommendation and subsequently adopted an order
prohibiting construction of Valley River Center's request for 872 additional
parking spaces based on the contention that construction of the entire 872
spaces was not justified considering the level of existing transit service and
planned improvements in service and patronage incentives.

Mr. Downs stated that a revised determination of the proper amount of addi-
tional parking to be allowed at Valley River Center was made on the basis of a
reevaluation of the program for transit service and patronage incentives agreed
to by the Lane Transit District and Valley River Center in the light of addi-
tional data just received, and the application of Washington Square's parking
ratio to Valley River Center.

Mr. Downs said that both Washington Square and Valley River Center were
designed as urban regional shopping centers with equivalent parking needs.
Washington Square had requested construction of 5.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet
of gross leasable area assuming no transit available, compared to Valley River
Center's request for 5.23 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross leasable area
with transit available. In analyzing Valley River Center's parking needs, the
staff applied the Washington Square ratio. Both shopping centers had previously
agreed to a reduction of five spaces for each 40 persons using transit daily to
the centers. Additional information received the morning of this meeting indi-
cated that current projected transit ridership to Valley River Center should
result in a reduction of 52 spaces. Mr. Downs said that the Director's recom-
mendation for 677 spaces should therefore be changed to 625 additional spaces.

Valley River Center was reprasented by Mr. Vernon Gleaves, attorney for
the center, with offices at 858 Pearl Street, Eugene, Oregon. He said he would
also call on Messrs. Bruce Anderson, Glen Odell and Richard Hanson for portions
of Valley River Center's presentation.

Mr. Gleaves reviewed the development of Valley River Center, pointing out
that when it opened in 1969, there were no parking restrictions placed on regional
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shopping centers. He reminded the Commissioners that the request for 872
additional parking spaces had received the approval of the department and
the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, and yet a tie vote of the Com-
mission on July 26, 1973, resulted in a denial of the request. He distributed
to the Commissioners copies of a letter to Mr. 0'Scannlain dated August 23, 1973
from Mr. W. H. Shields, a partner in Valley River Center, demanding a hearing
before the full Commission to appeal the July decision. He also distributed
copies of a letter dated October 22, 1973 to the Mayor and City Manager of
Eugene, from officers of the Oregon Student Public Interest Research Group,
questioning the Eugene City Council's ruting in:the matter of Valley River
Center's zoning change application.

~Mr. Bruce Andersorn, also an attorpey for Valley River Center, with offices
at 858 Pearl Street, Eugene, Oregon, took issue with the EQC order dated
July 26, 1973, on the basis that the Commission acted "unlawfully and
unreasonably." Mr, Anderson contended that the citations referenced in the
order did not give the Commission jurisdiction over parking facilities, but
that Valley River Center applied to DEQ for a permit to construct the parking
spaces because it was directed to do so by the Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority. However, in doing so, the Center preserved what it contended to be
a legal error and would thus retain its right of appeal in the event the request
for 872 parking spaces was again denied by the Commission.

Mr. Anderson also contended that the Commission was bound by legal standard
to act only on the evidence presented to it, all of which recommended approval
of the construction of the requested 872 parking spaces.

Mr. Richard Hanson, Manager of Valley River Center, stated that the Center
has been a leader in promoting and implementing transit, and that even on the
basis of increased transit patronage, the nationally recommended ratio of 5.5
spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross leasable area was valid. He stated that
the Center must drawn on a population of 400,000 in order to survive, and that
the additicnal spaces were needed particularly for the 8-10 day period before
Christmas to alleviate a serious traffic problem.

Mr. Glen Odell, Consulting Engineer with offices in Portland, Oregoh,
examined the Valley River Center situation with respect to the ratio to be
applied and the impact of reducing the number of spaces from the established
ratio. He pointed out that the difference between the 5.5 spaces recommended
by the Urban Land Institute and the 5.0 ratio used by the DEQ staff was the
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difference between having an overloaded parking lot for three days for a

total of 10 hours, or ten days for a total of 30 hours, with a net difference
of five days of over-capacity, or a net total of 20 hours. He stated that

the rationaie for controlling parking is to provide an incentive for shopping
center developers and managers to increase bus ridership by creating a
"convenience disincentive." But Mr. Odell questioned the validity of this
approach since peak periods amount to only 8-10 days a year. He said the issue
should rather be a determination of the number of parking spaces based on
Valley River Center's efforts to promote transit ridership.

Mr. Gleaves summarized the applicant's position by reiterating that in
July, the staff had recommended approval of the 872 additional spaces contingent
upon the Center's promoting transit ridership. He pointed out that the compari-
son with Washington Square was not valid since that shopping center's applica-
tion for parking facilities covered the entire area and the Center's applied
only to a portion of the area. He stated again that Valley River Center has
been and would continue to be a leader in promoting mass transit in the Eugene-
Springfield area, but that it has been the only facility penalized because of
those efforts.

Director 0'Scannlain asked Mr. Ray Underwood, Assistant Attorney General
and Chief Counsel to the department, to comment on the legal aspects of the
applicant's arguments. Mr. Underwood said that there is sufficient legal author-
ity under the law and the rules for the Conmission's determination of whether
or not construction of new air contamination sources may go forward, and that
this authority is supported by an official opinion of the Attorney General for
Oregon, issued prior to the adoption of the regulations, defining parking
facilities as air contamination sources.

With regard to what the Commission could properly consider at the July 26,
1973 meeting, Mr, Underwood stated that the Commissioners have the duty of mak-
ing policy determinations based on their wide knowledge and experience, and
that this knowledge of and:experience in other matters may be considered by
them legally as well as the specific matters in the record. He also expiained
that a tie vote was the equivalent of a rejection of the recommendation, and
that the substantive issue before the Commission was the reconsideration of
its previous decision in view of the fuller explanation made by the applicants
at this meeting.
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It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers and seconded by Dr. Phinney that the
Commission approve the Director's recommendation of July 26, 1973, which
approved the construction of 872 additional parking spaces at Valley River
Center. Those voting aye, Dr. Crothers and Dr. Phinney; Mr. McPhillips
voted no for the record, stating that Mr. Cogan favored the October recom-
mendation and that he agreed with Mr. Cogan's position. Motion carried.
SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS, CONSIDERATION OF REVISED CRITERIA FOR
PRIORITY RANKING OF PROJECTS

Mr. Sawyer presented the department's recommendations concerning the
proposed priority criteria and priority listing of projects eligible for
federal sewerage works grants and for use of state pollution control bonds
for sewerage works planning and construction., He made the following changes
on Attachment B, "Needs Priority Ranking": insert on page 2--Applicant,

City of the Dalles~East Side Interceptor; Environmental Points (A), 250;
River Segment Points (B). 69: Project Type Points (D), 40, Total Points, 359;
On page 3, the applicant listed as "Medford-So. Medford Int." was corrected
to read "Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority-So. Medford.Int."

Mr. Sawyer referred to a letter from Mr. Arthur R. Johnson, City Manager
6f Bend, taking issue with the number of priority points established for the
Bend project. Mr. Sawyer explained that the Department's records showed this
project to be an interceptor needed to replace an interim pump station.
Information contained in Mr. Johnson's letter indicated this was an incorrect
assessment, and the department has asked for more details to clarify the
matter. Mr. Sawyer proposed that should any change in the number of points
be warranted, that information would be brought to the Commission at its next
meeting. Mr. Sawyer said that the department expected that other projects
might be similarly affected and that adjustments would be made as required.

Referring to Attachment E, "Preliminary Priority Ranking, Sewerage Works
Planning Advances," Mr. Sawyer added the Foster Midway Area outside the City
of Sweet Home, with planning costs of aﬁpfﬁkimately $25,000 and in the 8-point
category. He said the department expected more locations to be identified and
noted that the number of requests for planning advances may exceed the amount
to be requested from the Emefgéncy Board. Therefore, the scheme for ranking
such projects was based on the ability to pay.

Mr. Sawyer presented the Director's recommendations with the following
additions:
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In recommendations 2. and 5. following the word "approved" add

"subject to later revision and refinement."

Mr. 0'Scannlain requested that the Commission grant the department
latitude to adjust the details of the priority list in the event additional
information is brought to the attention of the DEQ.

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that
the recommendations as modified be approved.

BLY SANITARY DISTRICT--GRANT REQUEST

Mr. 0'Scannlain asked Mr. Sawyer to comment on Bly Sanitary District's
request for a hardship grant for sewerage construction, a matter related to
the agenda item previously presented. Mr. Sawyer distributed copies of a
staff recommendation prepared in response to the request by Bly Sanitary
District for a 30 percent construction grant, sent to the Department in a
letter dated September 25, 1973, from Mr. B. J. Mautzen (Kiamath Falls),
attorney for the district.

Mr. Sawyer noted that the sanitary district was formed to provide adequate
sanitary disposal of wastes from a community which currently has septic tank
and drainage field systems which are unreliable and constitute a health hazard.
The district lacks approximately $100,000 to construct sewage collection and
treatment facilities, and qualifies for a hardship grant under the guidelines
just adopted by the Commission. Mr, Sawyer presented the Director's recom-
mendations as follows:

1. The Commission approve subject to Emergency Board approval, the
authorization of a grant not to exceed $100,000 from state funds as
authorized by House Bill 2438 for construction of the Bly Sanitary
District sewage system, such grant not to exceed 30 percent of the

cost of the collection system.

2. The Department should be directed by the Commission to submit a
request to the Emergency Board for approval of such a grant to the
District under the previously established hardship category.

Mr. B. J. Mautzen provided further background information in support of
the staff recommendation. He asked the Commission for action today so that if
granted, a request for the grant could be made to the Emergency Board in
November, which would give the district the authorization necessary to request
an extension on the bids which were opened September 15, 1973, and which would
remain firm for only 60 days.
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It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that
the recommendation for a hardship grant be approved and submitted to the
Emergency Board in November. '

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that
as recommended by the Director, Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit
Certificates be issued to the following applicants for facilities claimed in
the respective eight applications with the costs 1isted being 80 percent or
more allocable to pollution control:

Appiicant Appl. No. Claimed Cost
Reynolds Metals Company, Troutdale "~ T-299R $ 33,780.08
Menasha Corporation T-452 3,925.00
Crown Zellerbach Corp., Lebanon T-470 3,607.00
George F., Joseph & Estate of T-476 90,283.55

Victor H. M, Joseph
dba Modoc Orchard Company

Simpson Timber Company, Albany T-483 42,077.00
Bohemia, Incorporated T-484 181,942.60
International Paper Company T-485 685,456.49
Woolley Enterprises, Inc. T-487 38,737.74

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m.



MINUTES OF THE FIFTY-FIRST MEETING
of the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission’
November 26-27, 1973

Public notice having been given to the news media, other interested persons
and the Commission members as required by law, the fifty-first meeting of the
Environmental Quality Commission was called to order by the Chairman at 9:00 a.m.
on Monday, November 26, 1973 in the Second Floor Auditorium of the Public Service
Building, 920 S.W. 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon. |

Goyerhor Tom McCall was present and swore in Mrs, Jackiyn L. Hallock as
member of the Commission. She succeeds Dr. Paul Bragdon, president of Reed
College, who recently had resigned from the Commission because of other duties.

The other Commission members present were B.A. McPhillips, Chairman,

Arnold M. Cogan, Dr. Morris K. Crothers and Dr. Grace S. Phinney.

The Department was represented by Director Diarmuid F. 0'Scannlain, Deputy
Director Ronald L. Myles, Assistant Directors Wayne Hanson and Harold L. Sawyer,
Regional Administrator E.J. Weathersbee, staff members Harold M. Patterson,

Paul Johansen, Harold H. Burkitt, F.A. Skirvin, Dr. Robert L. Gay, R.C. Householder,
Ray Johnson, E.A. Schmidt, P.H. Wicks, Dr. Warren C. Westgarth, Shirley Shay,

B.J. Seymour, K.H. Spies and John Kowalczyk, and Chief Legal Counsel Ray P.
Underwood.

MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 22, 1973 COMMISSION MEETING

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that the
minutes of the fiftieth meeting of the Commission held in Pendleton on October 22,
1973 be approved as prepared.

PROJECT PLANS FOR MONTH OF OCTOBER 1973

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that the

actions taken by the Department during the month of October 1973, as reported

by Mr. MyTes regarding the following 64 domestic sewerage, 6 industrial waste,
24 air quality control and 17 solid waste management projects be approved:



Water Quality Control

Municipal Projects (64}

Date
10-1-73

10-1-73
10-1-73
10-1-73

10-1-73
10-1-73
10-1-73
10-1-73
10-2-73

10-3-73
10-3-73

10-3-73

10-3-73
10-3-73

10-3-73
10-3-73

10-10-73
10-11-73

Location

Gresham
Brookings
Baker

Sunriver

USA (Durham)
Portland
Astoria

USA (Aloha)
Aumsville

Wood Village
St. Helens

Myrtle Point

Gresham
USA (Sunset)

Springfield
Wasco -

Port Orford
Bend (Ward Con-
struction Co.)

Bandon
Coos Bay

Lake Oswego
Pendleton
Monmouth

USA (Sherwood)

Newport

Project

Binford Homes, Phase I,
Subdivision sewer
Change Order No. 7,

sewage treatment plant contract

1973-74 sewer project,

Phases 4 and 5

1. Meadow Village, First
Addition sewers

2. Mt. Village East sewers

Addenda 1-5, sewage treat-

ment plant contract

S.E. 39th & S.E. Johnson Cr.

Blvd. sanitary sewer district

Change Order No. 3, Schedule

A, and Change Order No. 1,

Schedule B

Fallatin Subdivision sewers

Wildwood Subd., Phases 2 and 3

sewers

Air View Estates sewers

Change Order No. C-1 to

sewage treatment plant contract

Change Order No. 5 to sewage
treatment plant contract
Children's World Subd. sewers
114th Avenue L.I.D. sewers--
existing health hazard
Thurston Park Subd. sewers
0.04 MGD aerated lagoon sewage
treatment plant with effluent
disinfection and percolation
Port interceptor sewer
Nottingham Square pump sta.
C.0.1.Db. canal crossing
Tillicum Viilage Third Addn.
Lateral C-8
Change Order No. 1, Sewage
Treatment plant No. 1 project
T. Mt. Park, Phase 5-B
2. Mt. Park No. 7, Lot 62
sewer relocation
Edwards Addition Subd. sewers
S.E. Mommouth & Lea Addition
sewers ‘
Nottingham Townhouse Estates
Subdivision sewers
Yaquina Bay sewer crossing

Action
Prov. app.

Approved

Prov. app..

Prov. app.

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

Prov. app.
Approved

Approved

Prov. app.
Prov. app.

Prov. app.
Prov. app.

Prov. app.
Prov. app.

Prov. app.
Approved

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

Prov. app.



Municipal Projects - cont.

Date

10-11-73
10-11-73

10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
10-15-73
10-16-73
10-16-73

10-16-73
10-18-73
10-18-73
10-18-73

10-18-73
10-18-73
10-18-73

10-22-73
10-22-73
10-23-73
10-23-73
10-23-73

10-24-73

10-24-73
10-24-73

10-24-73
10-24-73
10-24-73
10-24-73
10-24-73
10-24-73
10-25-73

10-25-73
10-29-73

10-31-73

Location

Central Point
Black Butte Ranch

Corvallis
Medford

USA (Tigard)
Woodburn
Wilsanville
Coos Bay

USA (Beaverton)

North Roseburg S.D.

Lincoln City

Woodburn
Wilsonville
Stanfield
North Bend

Woodburn
Springfield
Wilsonville

Corvallis

Oak Lodge San. D.
Roseburg
Inverness
Independence

Multnomah County
b

Yachats
Sweet Home

Inverness
Independence
McMinnville
Inverness

USA (Aloha)
USA (Metzger)
Woodburn

Seneca
Astoria

Gresham
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Project

Freeman Road san. sewer

South Meadow, Second & Third
Additions, sewers

26th Street sewer project
D'Anjon Village #4 sewers
Summerfield, Phase II, sewers
Elana Subd. sewers

Boones Ferry Road sewer
Pumping station #4

7th Day Adventist Center sewer
BLM-Roseburg Office sewer
S.W. Harbor Avenue, Phase I
sewers

Elana Subd. sewers

Oregon Pacific Industries sewer

Willow Drive sewers

Scotts Edgewood Terrace Sub-
division sewer

Cherry Orchard Heights sewers
Sunset Drive sewer.

Charbonneau-single family

first addition sewers

Forest Heights Subd. sewers:
Mr. Steak Restaurant sewer
Terrace Park Estates sewers
Skow Property

Independence Air Park Subd.
sewers :

Pleasant Valley School sewage
treatment plant additions,
holding pond and pumping
facilities

Change Order No. 1, sewage
treatment plant contract
Change Order No. 1, sewage
treatment plant contract
Space Industrial Park sewer
Ash Brook Addition sewers
Airport Rendezvous sewers
N.E. Rose Parkway sewers
Augusta Lane Subd. sewer
Carmel sanitary sewer

Change Order No. 8, sewage
treatment plant contract
Addendum No. 1, sewage treat-
ment plant contract

Change Order No. 2, Schedule
B, sewerage system

Children's World-Linden Avenue
and Regner Road sewers

Action

Prov. app.
Prov. app.

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

. Prov. app.

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

Prov. app.
Prov. app.
Prov. app.
Prov. app:

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

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

Prov. app.

Approved
Approved

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

Approved
Approved

Prov. app.



Industrial Projects (6)

Date
10-2-73
10-2-73
10-5-73
10-10-73
10-15-73
10-23-73

Location

Lebanon

Coos Bay

Dayton

Multnomah County
Toledo

Beaverton

Air Quality Control

Date
10-1-73

10-1-73
10-1-73
10-1-73
10-1-73

10-2-73
10-4-73

10-4-73
10-4-73

10-4-73

10-8-73
10-8-73

10-10-73

Location
Lane County

Lane County
Lane County
Lane County

Lane County

Washington

Multnomah

Multnomah

Washington
Washington

Lane

Multnomah

Umatilla
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Project

Bauman Lumber Co., waste
water control facilities
Texaco, Inc., Spill Prevention
and Contingency Plan

Dayton Sand and Gravel, waste
water system

Property Resources, Inc.,
animal waste facilities
Georgia Pacific Corp.,

chip spill prevention facilities

Tektronix, Inc., proposed
fluoride waste teatment
facilities expansion

Project

Green-Lovegren Shopping Center
161-space parking facility
Fifth & Q Shopping Center
55-space parking facility
Waremart, Inc.

130-space parking facility
Rodeway Inn of America
481-space parking facility
Stellar Engineering & Design

Condominium - 332-space parking

facility

Park Plaza West

Office park - 97-space parking
facility

Rockwood Industry Center
Warehouse, office
150-space parking facility
Norwest Publishing Co.
64-space parking facility
Sequoia I

Warehouse, office

63-space parking facility
Sequoia II

_ Warehouse, office

87-space parking facility
Fred Meyer Shopping Center
671-space parking facility
Macadam Investors Oreg., Ltd.
Retail and office building
278-space parking facility
General Foods Corp.
Modification of cyclones

Action

Prov. app.
Prov. app.
Prov. app.
Pr'ovf app;

Prov. app.

Prov. app..

Action
Approved

Approved
Approved
Approved
Approved

App. with
conditions

Req. add'l
info.

Req. add'l
info.
Reg. add'l
info.

Req. add']
infq.

Req. add'l
info.

App. with
conditions

Cond. app.



Air Quality Control - continued

Date
10-12-73

10-16-73
10-17-73
10-22-73

10-24-73
10-26-73
10-26-73
10-29-73

10-29-73
10-29-73

10-31-73

Location
Clatsop

Clatsop

Grant

Lane

Multnomah
Multnomah
Washington

Baker

Washington

MuT tnomah

Mul tnomah

Solid Waste Management

Date
10-3-73

10-3-73

10-3-73

10-4-73

10-5-73

10-10-73

Location

CoTumbia Co.

Yamhill Co.

Lane Co.

Lane (o.

Lane Co.

Marion Co.
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Project

Astoria Plywood Corp.
Installation of Carter-Day
baghouse filter to control
sanderdust emissions

Crown Zellerbach Corp.
Installation of package oil-
fired boiler

Prairie City Timber Co.
Plans and specifications to
modify wigwam waste burner
Valley River Center

872- -space parking fac111ty
expansion

Transcorp Apartment Complex
97-space parking facility
Moore Oregon Dry Kiln
36-space parking facility
Tigard Motel

340space parking facility
Baker Valley Rendering
Plans and specifications to
install vapor condenser

‘Fifth Avenue Business Park

7/9-space parking facility
Yerticare (Rockwood Center)
Medical center - 67-space
parking facility

Halsey St. Office Bldg. and

.Restaurant - 153-space
- facility

Project

Santosh Landfill

Existing sanitary Tandfill
tire disposal operational
plan

Whiteson Sanitary Landfill
New sanitary landfill
amendment to operational plan
General Development Corp.

New I.W. Site-letter authori-
zation operational plan
Bohemia Inc. Coburg Landfiil
#2 New I.W. site-letter
authorization operational plan
McKenzie Bridge Landfill
Existing garbage site
operational plan

McCoy Creek Landfill

Existing garbage site
operational plan

Action
Approved

Cond. app.

Approved

EQC approved

App. with
conditions
Approved

Req. add'l info.

Cond. app.

App. with

cond.
App. with
conditions

Req. add'l
info.

Action
Prov. app.

Approved

Prov. app.

Approved

Prov. app.
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Solid Waste Management - cont.

Date Location Project Action

10-11-73 Clackamas Co. Sayre Tire Landfill Prov. app.
Existing tire disposal area
operational plan for closure
of site (letter authorization)
10-15-73 Clatsop Co. Lewis & Clark log sorting yard Prov. app.
landfill - existing I.W. site
' operational plan
10-16-73 Jackson Co. Ashland sanitary Tandfill Prov. app.
Existing garbage site
operational plan
10-23-73 Lane Co. Walton Disposal Site Approved
Existing garbage site
closure plan
10-24-73 Linn Co. Holley Disposal Site Approved
~ Existing garbage site
closure plan -
10-25-73 Lane Co. Erbs Disposal Site Approved
Existing garbage site
closure plan
10-25-73 Lane Co. Horton Disposal Site Approved
Existing garbage site
closure plan
10-25-73 Clackamas Co. Milwaukie Plywood Prov. app.
Existing I.W. site
closure plan
10-25-73 Wasco Co. ' Northern Wasco County Refuse Approved
Haulers Inc. Sanitary Land-
fill. Existing garbage site
operational plan
Planning Program

10-15-73 Coos Co. First Interim Report Approval
10-17-73 MaTheur Co. Second Interim Report Approval

AUTHORIZATION OF PUBLIC HEARING FOR PROPOSED ADOPTION OF SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
DISPOSAL RULES

In the absence of Assistant Director Robert D. Jackman, who was ill,
Mr. 0'Scannlain reviewed briefly the memorandum report dated November'14, 1973
regarding the matter of adoption of proposed permanent rules pertaining to the
subsurface disposal of sewage.

It was ngggfby Dr. Phinney, seconded by Mr. Cogan and unanimously carried
that as recommended by the Director the Commission hold a public hearing begin-
ning at 2:00 p.m. on December 17, 1973 in Harris Hall, Corner of East 8th and
Oak Street, Eugene, Oregon to consider the adoption of proposed rules pertaining
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to standards for subsurface sewage disposal and that based on the testimony.
received ‘at and prior to said hearing apprbpriate action be taken.
VARIANCE REQUEST OF WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOP.

Mr. Johansen presented thé memorandum report'dated November 19, 1973 per-

taining to the request of the Western States Plywood Cooperative of Port Orford

in Curry County for an extension of air contaminant discharge permit compliance

dates. He said that in view of the fact that the plant is Tocated in a well-

ventilated, sparsely-populated area, that there have been no citizen complaints

about atmospheric emissions from the plant and that the Cooperative present1y'

has a crucial financial problem and may have to lay off more employees or shut

down completely, it is the recommendation of the Director that the Cooperative

be granted a variance until December 31, 1974 subject to certain specific conditions.
Mr. Smith Mitchell, President of the Cooperative, was present and answered

questions raised by the Commission members regarding the financial condition of
the Cooperative and its prospects for continued operation. He said their present
problem is due to the recent extreme drop in the price of plywood which has
affected the entire industry. He said further they get most of their timber
from the U.S. Forest Service and BLM and currently have contracts for about a

3 year supply.

After further discussion it was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Dr. Phinney
and unanimously carried that as recommended by the Director Western States
Plywood Cooperative of Port Orford be granted a variance from O0AR Chapter 340,
Sections 21-020 and 25-315(2) until December 31, 1974 subject to the conditions
outlined 'in the aforementioned memorandum report dated November 19, 1973, a
copy of which has been made a part of the Department's permanent records
regarding this plant.

PRESENTATION OF OREGON CUP RENEWAL TO PUBLISHERS PAPER

Mr. Dan Williamson, Executive VYice President, was present and received
from Mr. 0'Scannlain the certificate of renewal for another year of the Oregon
CUP Award which had initially been issued in 1972 to the Publishers Paper Company
by the Department of Environmental Quality for its outstanding program of air
and water quality control. Mr. Williamson commented that he hoped to be back
again next year for another renewal of the award.
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TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS
This agenda item, shown as part of the afternoon session, was taken out of

order in order to use effectively the time of the Commission members. Mr. Myles
reviewed briefly the Department's evaluation of the tax credit applications

Nos. T-412, T-433 and T-453 which had been submitted by the Weyerhaeuser Company,
Hyster Company and International Paper Company, respectively. For reasons stated
in the respective review reports, the Director in all three cases recommended
that the applications be denied.

There were no representatives present to represent any of the applicants.

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Dr. Phinney and unanimously carried
that as recommended by the Director all three applications for tax credit
certificates be denied.

During the afternoon session of the meeting Ms. Margaretta Eakin, legal

counsel for the Hyster Company, appeared and requested that Apptication No.
T-433 submitted by that company be reconsidered. She proceeded to present a
lTegal argument that the waters in the pipes of the Portland city water system
are public waters and that therefore the backflow prevention devices and other
facilities installed by Hyster Company to protect the quality of the city water
system qualify under the laws of the state of Oregon for tax credit. Mr.
Underwood pointed out that the position of the Department in this matter was based
on an opinion of the Attorney General which had been rendered some time ago.
After further discussion it was MOVED by Dr. Phinney, seconded by Dr. Crothers
and carried that application T-433 submitted by the Hyster Company of 2902 N.E.
Clackamas Street, Portland be reconsidered, that it be referred to the staff for
re-evaluation and that a further opinion in this matter be requested of the
Attorney General.
"POSITION OF EQC RE: ENERGY CRISIS
At the request of the Chairman, Mr. Cogan presented the position of the

Commission in regard to the energy crisis. He stated that the nation must find.
ways to produce energy without degrading the environment, that in Oregon industry
and the public need to understand that the Environmental Quality Commission will
not use the energy crisis as an excuse to back off from environmental quality
standards, that both Governor McCall and Director 0'Scannlain have taken stands
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against the lTowering of environmental standards, and that such a stand has
the support of the Commission.

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mr. McPhillips and unanimously
carried that the Commission fully supports Director 0'Scannlain's stand that
there be no éompromising of Oregon's hard won environmental quality standards
during or because of the energy crisis.

SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PROJECT LIST
Mr. 0'Scannlain presented the list of 93 projects which had been prepared by

the Department staff pursuant te the regulations of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and based on the needs priority list approved by the Commission
at its October 22, 1973 meeting.

There was no one present at the meeting who offered to comment on the
project 1list. | |

It was MOYED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that as
recommended by the Director the project 1ist (Format #5 Construction Grants
(Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915)) as contained in Exhibit I of the Department's
memorandum report dated November 13, 1973 be approved.
ADOPTION OF PROPOSED EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

On June 29, 1973 in Portland, July 26, 1973 in Medford, and October 24 and
25, 1973 in Astoria public hearings were held by the Commission for the purpose of
receiving testimony relevant to proposed amendments to Primary Aluminum Plant
Regulations, OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-255 through 25-290.

Mr. 0'Scannlain pointed out that the proposed amended rules being considered

at this meeting will pertain to all aluminum plants built in the state of Oregon
and not just to the proposed AMAX aluminum plant at Warrenton. He said a hearing
regarding the application for permits for the latter plant will be held later,
probably during the month of January 1974.

Dr. Robert Gay reviewed the Department's memorandum report dated November 19,
1973 regarding the proposed rules and discussed the changes which had been made

in the proposed emission standards since October when the hearings were held in
Astoria. These changes were based on a detailed and comprehensive analysis
which had been made by Dr. Gay of available emission data and particularly data
received recentiy from the Intalco atuminum plantat Ferndale, Washington.
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In addition to the changes contained in the copies distributed prior to this
meeting Dr. Gay proposed two additional changes in the rule covering definitions.
In the definition of "annual average" the word "consecutive" is to be inserted after
the word "recent". In the definition of "monthly average" the word "the" before
the word "three" and the words "best valid" after the word "three" are to be
deleted. '

Mr. Peter Keppler, Attorney for AMAX, said they objected to the use of the
data from the Intalco plant as the basis for establishment of emission standards.
In this connection he read a letter dated November 1, 1973 from James A. Howarth
to Mr. 0'Scannlain. Iﬁ that Tetter it was contended that the sampling was too
Timited to provide a reliable and accurate basis because only 3 of 102 wet
scrubber emission points and 3 of 100 dry scrubber emission points were sampled
over a 24 hour period and only once a month, and there was no measurement of the
carbon baking emissions. It was claimed, therefore, that such sampling does not
constitute a compliance type test.

Mr. Keppler stated further that the staff's analysis appears to be an 11th
hour attempt to justify the standards proposed 2 years ago, that the staff report
does not show the probabie effects of the proposed emission standards on ambient
air quality, and that the difference between the standards for existing and new
plants should be based on health or injurious effects. He contended that technology
is not now available to meet the proposed standards of 1.0 and 1.3 1bs F./T of
aluminum produced. He said that hard factual data must be used as a basis for
such rules and he asked that the hearing record be kept open for another 90 days
to allow his company time to get more factual data.

In response to a question by Dr. Crothers, Mr. James A. Howarth, Project
Manager for AMAX, said he did not know for sure what their monthly average figure
of 1.5 1bs of F would mean on an annual average basis but he was confident that
they could meet 1.3 1bs as an annual average and there was hope that they could
do better. He said further that after the Astoria hearings their company had
decided to install both primary and secondary control systems. He pointed out
that the Intalco plant at Ferndale, Washington, is required to meet ambient
air standards rather than emission standards and the sampling procedures used
have been selected on that basis.
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Mr. Allan Hart, Attorney for Reynolds Metals, asked that the Commission

defer for at Teast 30 days making any decision in this matter in order to allow
the Reynolds Metals officials more time to evaluate their situation. He said
they had guestions concerning the statistical analyses of their plant data made
by the DEQ staff. ' _
Mr. Harry Helton, Plant Manager, stated that Reynolds Metals is committed

to spend some 12 to 15 million dollars for a new primary control system at the
Troutdale aluminum plant and has no plans or 1ntent10ns to shut down the
operations in 10 years. He said that they need more time to analyze the DEQ
staff report which they did not see until Thanksgiving eve, that they do not
think they can meet the revised proposed emission standards for existing plants,
that their figure of 5.4 1bs F. was a monthly average, not a maximum figure’
not to be exceeded (the DEQ staff had assumed the latter), that the 12% im-
provement assumed by DEQ would work an economic hardship on the company, and
that they did not think the equipment and controls would be as efficient as the
DEQ staff had indicated. | |

Mr. Neil Robblee made a brief statement for Oregon Students Public Interest

Research Group (OSPIRG). He said that in general they supported the proposed
standards except in a couple of respects they considered them too weak. They
asked that a 1imit on gaseous fluoride emissions be reinstituted and that the
monthly 1imit of total pounds of fluorides emitted be lTowered although he was
not sure what the figure should actually be.

Mr. Robert Kerr, Attorney for the Wasco County Fruit Growers Leagque, said

his clients were pleased that the time limits given in the proposed rules are
maximum and definite deadlines rather than target dates as otherwise the League
would be greatly concerned about the Tength of times given. He urged that all
of the monitoring of emissions and ambient air be under the strict control of
the EQC to insure its integrity.

There being no other persons present who asked to be heard in this matter
Dr. Crothers made a motion to delay action on the proposed standards for 30
days. The motion died for lack of a second.

It was then MOVED by Mr. Cogan and seconded by Dr. Phinney that the proposed
amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-255 through 25-290, Emission Standards
for Primary Aluminum Plants, as revised and recommended by the Director be
approved and adopted.
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Dr. Crothers moved to amend the motion by substituting the figures "1.3"
and "1.5" for the figures "1.0" and "1.3", respectively. The motion to amend
died for Tack of a second.

The original motion by Mr. Cogan was approved by a vote of 4 to 1 with
Dr. Crothers voting "No". A copy of the rules as adopted is attached to and
made a part of these minutes.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR AMENDMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION RULES
' Proper notice having been given as required by state law and administrative

rules, the public hearing scheduled for 11:00 a.m. on this date of November 26,
1973 in the matter of adoption of proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340,
Section 24-100, Regulation Pertaining to Motor Vehicle Inspection was opened
by the Chairman in the Second Fioor Auditorium of the Public Service Bui]ding,'
920 S.W. 6th Avehue, Portland, Oregon with all members of the Commission in
attendance. ) :

Mr. Householder presented the Department's memorandum report in this

matter dated October 10, 1973 and reviewed the reason for and wording of the
proposed amendment.
State Representative Dick Magruder of Columbia County appeared before

the Commission and urged adoption of the proposed amendment.
Mr. Charles E. Van Gorder, Mayor of the City of Rainier, also testified

in support of the amendment.
A written statement was received from Fred Foshaug, Chairman of the Columbia

County Board of Commissioners urding adoption of the amendment as proposed.

No other testimony was offered.

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mrs. Hallock and carried that
OAR Chapter 340, Section 24-100 be amended as recommended by the Director
including elimination of the words "Columbia County" and by extension of the
effective date to May 31, 1974.

A copy of the rule as adopted is attached to and made a part of these
minutes.
AMAX PERMIT APPLICATION

Mr. Cogan brought up the subject of the proposal by the AMAX Corporation
to construct an aluminum reduction plant at Warrenton. He said that if this
plant is built there may be more of an environmental impact created by its
effect on the energy problem than from the plant itself. It was agreed by
all of the Commission members that before any decision could be reached
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regarding the company's application for the necessary permits. from DEQ a
comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement covering all aspects should be
prepared by the company and under the supervision of DEQ. Mr. Keppler stated
that the company has for some time been engaged in the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement and that they hoped to have it completed
within the next 2 or 3 weeks. _

The meeting was then recessed at 12:20 p.m. and reconvened at 1:40 p.m.'
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT APPLICATION

Mr. Schmidt presented the Department's memorandum report dated November 14,
1973 regarding the Metropolitan Service District's (MSD} grant application for
supplemental funds needed to meet all the implementation and organizational |
plapning requirements leading to actual construction of the regional solid
waste management facilities.

Mr. Chuck Kemper of the MSD staff was present and answered questions
regarding the progress made thus far by the district under the original state
grant. '

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that
as recommended by the Director the Commission authorize a request to the State
Emergency Board for an increase in the limitation established in Chapter
771, Section 4(3), Oregon Laws 1973 to allow a supplemental grant of $350,000
to the Metropolitan Service District for advance planning of solid waste
facilities.

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, INC. HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL SITE
Mr. Wicks presented the Department's memorandum report and Director's

recommendations dated November 15, 1973 regarding the application of Chem-
Nuclear Systems, Inc. for a license to establish and operate an environmentally
hazardous waste disposal site in Gilljam County near Arlington, Oregon. The
company is presently storing low-level radioactive wastes but no chemical
wastes at this 320 acre site which the company owns. These storage operations
are regulated by the State Health Divfsion which issued a license to the
company in 1970. Mr. Wicks explained that Tow-level radicactive wastes in
general have a half-1ife of 50 years or less and that after 5 to 10 half

1ifes the degree of hazard is insignificant.
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Dr. Marshall Parrott of the State Health Division was present and answered

questions raised by the Commission members. He discussed the matter of integrity
of the metal containers being used to store the wastes at the Arlington site.

He said the high Tevel wastes from the Trojan project will be disposed of at a
site in South Carolina, not in the state of Oregon. He stated also that he
agrees with the Department's report presented by Mr. Wicks, that the Arlington
site is considered most acceptable for burial of Tow-level rad wastes, and that
if it is used for that. purposé the State Health Division will continue to monitor
it.

Mr. John Mosser, attorney for Chem-Nuclear, discussed the relative hazard
of chemical versus low-level rad wdstes and pointed out that toxic metals last
forever., He said that because of its characteristics the Arlington site is not
only a good site but one of the best in the United States for disposal of Tow-
level rad wastes. He pointed out that the area has a negative water balance,
that is, more water evaporates than falls as precipitation, and that the jon
exchange capacity of the soil is extremely high. He expressed confidence that
the system which the company proposes to use for treatment of pesticide wastes
will be entirely successful. He said incineration had been investigated but
not recommended because it has too many problems.

With regard to the financial status of the company he stated it now has
3 million dollars in assets and has a profitable operation in South Carolina.

‘Mr. Mosser said that basically the company supports the Director's recommen-
dation except that in Item No. 1 they think that a financial limitation would
be preferable to a volume Tlimitation for controlling the amount of rad wastes
received per year. Also he asked that Item No. 3 be changed to read as follows:
"Condition said license to require notification of the Director and, if he
determines it necessary, a formal application and public hearing be required
to amend the initial license before disposing of any additional wastes or

constructing new disposal facilities which are not included as part of the initial

'1icense."

Mr. Bruce M. Johnson, President, was also present to represent Chem-Nuclear
Systems, Inc. He estimated that the Arlington site would have a 60 to 100 year
Tife for disposal of both chemical and rad wastes.
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After further discussion of reasons for having a combined chemical and rad
waste disposal site in Oregon it was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Dr. Crothers
and carried that the Director's recommendations as presented in the Department's
November 15, 1973 memorandum report be approved with a revision to Item No..]
that a formula be developed for limiting the amount of rad wastes to be handled
but insuring the profitability of the operation and also with a revision to
Item No. 3 as proposed by Mr. Mosser.

PUBLIC HEARING RE SPECIFIC AIR POLLUTION CONTROL RULES FOR CLACKAMAS, COLUMBIA,
MULTNOMAH AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES

Proper notice having been given as required by state law and administrative

rules, the public hearing in the matter of proposed adoption of Specific Air
Pollution Control Rules for Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties
scheduled for 2:00 p.m. on Monday, November 26, 1973 was called to order by the
Chairman in the Second Floor Auditorium of the Public Service Building, 920 S.W.
Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon with all Commission members in attendance.

Mr. Wayne Hanson reviewed the Department's memorandum report dated November 16,

1973 and the proposed specific rules. He presented proposed changes to the
printed copies of Sections 28-003, 28-055 and 28-085.
Mr. Tom Donaca, Attorney, was present and read a prepared statement for

the Air Quality Committee of the Associated Oregon Industries, a copy of which has
been made a part of the Department's permanent files in this matter. He asked
for no further modifications in the proposed rules at this time.

No other testimony was offered regarding the proposed rules.

It was MQVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that the
proposed Specific Air Pollution Rules for Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and
Washington Counties with the revisions presented at this hearing be adopted.

A copy of the rules as adopted is attached to and made a part of these
minutes.

PGE BEAVER TURBINE GENERATOR INSTALLATION

Mr. John Kowalczyk presented the Department's memorandum report and

Director's recommendations regarding the application received from PGE for an

air contaminant discharge permit for installation and operation of an oil-fired
433 megawatt 6-unit turbine electric generating plant to be located at Port
Westward, the former Beaver Military Reservation Site in Columbia County.
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He stated that in view of the facts that the Department has previously
recommended issuance of a stringent air contaminant discharge permit, that a public
hearing in this matter has been held, that public and PGE testimony regarding this
matter has been considered, and that a revised permit based on saijd testimony
has been prepared, it is recommended by the Director that the revised permit
be issued.

Mr. Hull PhiTTips, Attérney, was present to represent PGE,

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Dr. Crothers and carried that the
revised air contaminant discharge permit as proposed by the Department be

approved and issued.
STATUS OF DEQ LABORATORIES
Dr. Westgarth submitted and discussed a written memorandum report dated-

November 21, 1973 pertaining to the status and particularly the gross inadequacies
of the Department's present laboratory facilities. His report contained a general
layout and cost estimate of establishing new laboratory facilities on state-owned
property. The proposal calls for an initial development of 12,000 Sqdare feet of
laboratory space, 14,438 square feet of storage and office space and 6,500

square feet of parking area. The preliminary cost estimate for such a project
~is $2,666,000.

The present laboratory facilities consist of 10,284 square feet of laboratory-
office-storage space and 3,300 square feet of parking area.

Dr. Crothers said he is well aware of the urgent need for new and better
facilities and intends to do everything he can to obtain the necessary financing
and construction at the earliest possible date. An attempt will be made to
present this matter to the State Emergency Board in January 1974.

The other Commission members also indicated their full support. It was
MOVED by Mrs. Hallock, seconded by Dr. Crothers and carried that the Department
be authorized to pursue the expeditious acquisition of new Taboratory facilities
through the State Emergency Board.

There being no further business the meeting was recessed at 4:55 p.m.
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PUBLIC HEARING RE AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT REGULATIONS _
Proper notice having been given as required by state Taw and administrative

rules, the public hearing in the matter of proposed revisions to the Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit Regulations, QAR Chapter 340, Sections 20-033.02 through 20-033.20,
was called to order by Commission member Dr. Grace S. Phinney at 10:00 a.m.,
Tuesday, November 27, 1973 in the Second Floor Auditorium of the Public Service
Building, 920 S.W. 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Others present included Mrs.
‘Jacklyn Hallock, Commission member and Department Director Diarmuid F. Q'Scannlain.
Mr. Burkitt presented the Department's memorandum report dated November 8,
1973 containing the Director's recommendations and explained the extent and purpose
of the proposed revisions. He also read additional changes to be made in the
printed copies of the proposed dmendments. : _
Mr. Burkitt then read into the record a letter dated November 26, 1973
from Mr. Thomas D. Wogaman, Superintendent-Clérk of the Corvallis School District

No. 509J objecting to the District's being required to get a fuel burning permit
on a fee basis.

Mr. Cleo Hicks, School Board member of Salem District 24J; Charles D.
Schmidt, representative of the Oregon School Board Association, and Wayne

Foster, Superintendent of St. Helens District 502 each testified in opposition
to the reguirement that school districts pay fees for air contaminant discharge
permits for their fuel burning equipment.

A resolution that school districts be exempt from paying the permit fees
was received from 10 school districts in Yamhill County.

Mr. Tom Donaca, Attorney, read a written statement from the Air Quality

Committee of the Associated Oregon Industries, a copy of which has been made a
part of the Department's permanent records in this matter.

Mr. J. Ronald Miner, Associate Professor, Department of Agricultural
Engineering from Oregon State University, was the next person to make a state-
ment regarding the proposed amendments. In a letter dated November 16, 1973
addressed to the DEQ and in his oral testimony he expressed concern about
requiring permits for contaminant sources which emit "malodorous odors". He
asked that such a requirement not be adopted until some degree of definition
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of odors, such as intensity and frequency, could be established. He said
that although agricultural operations, including 1ivestock productichn, are
exempt from the statutory requirements such interests should expect to
comply with them sometime in the future and with the present wording as
proposed in this particular requiréhent he did not know how agriculture
could comply with it.

Mr. Dan Evickson of Erickson Lumber Company was the last person to make
a statement regarding this matter. He stated that his company operates a
sawmill which has no air contaminant sources and yet because it is included
in Table A of the ruies they must make application for a permit and pay the
required fee. He did not think it is proper to make them pay the fee under
such circumstances. '

Following Mr. Erickson's statement there was further discussion by the
school district representatives about their having to pay permit fees. In
response to their questions, Mr. Underwood said he could see no way under the
existing laws that school districts could be exempt from this requirement.
Likewise he knew of no way that the fees for school districts could be reduced
even if they monitored themselves.

There being no further testimony offered at this hearing Dr. Phinney
announced that the record would remain open for another 10 days to allow time
for the receipt of additiona]lwritten statements, if any, and that a final
decision would be expected to be made at the next Commission meeting in
Eugene on December 17, 1973.

Proceedings of the meeting and public hearings covered by these minutes
were recorded on tapes which are a part of the Department's official records.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

0AR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290:

25.255

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.

In furtherance of the public po]iby of the state as set forth in

ORS 449,765, it is hereby declared to be the purpose of the

Commission in adopting the following regulations to:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Require, in accordance with a specific program and time table

for each operating primary aluminum plant the highest and best
practicable éo]]ection, treatment and control of atmospheric
pd11utants emitted from primary aluminum plants through the
utilization of technically feasible equipment, devices and pro-
cedures necessary to attain and maintain desired air quality.
Require effective monitoring and reporting of emissions, ambient
air levels of fluorides, fluoride content of forage and other
pertinent data. The Department will use these data, in conjunc-
tion with observation of conditions in the surrounding areas, to
develop emission and ambient air standards and to determine
compliance therewith,

Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to conduct a research
and technological development program designed to reduce emissions,
in éccordancg with a definite program, including specified objec-
tives and time schedules.

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

as needed when new information and better technology are developed.



OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290 {continued)

25-260 DEFINITIONS.

(1)

(2)
(3)
f4)
(5)
(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)

(10)

()
(12)

A1l Sources - Means sources including, but not limited to,
the reduction process, alumina plant, anode plant, anode

baking plant, cast house, and collection, treatment and

- recovery systems.

Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, excluding

the general volume of gases contained within any building

or structure.

Annual Average - Means the arithmetic average of the twelve
most recent consecutive monthly.averages reported to the
Department.

Anode Baking Plant - Means the heéting and sintering of
pressed anode blocks in oven-like devices, including the load-
ing and unloading of the oven—like devices.

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

Commission - Means Environmental Quality Commission.

Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or
is intended to be consumed by livestock.

Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality.
Emission - Means a release into the outdoor atmosphere of air
contaminants.

Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the release of a
contaminant or multiple contaminants to the ambient air.
Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion.

Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation that is

consumed or is intended to be consumed by Tivestock.
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(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

Monthly Average - Means the arithmetic average of threekfést-
results obtained during any calendar month, utilizing test
methods and proce&ures approved by the.Departmenf.

Opacity - Means the degree to which an emission reduces trans-
mission of Tight or obscures the view of an_objeét in the

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

1iquid matter, but not including uncombined water.

Primary Aluminum Plant - Means those plants which will or do
operate for the purpose of or related to producing aluminum
metal from aluminum oxide (alumina).

Pot Line Primary Emission Control Systems - Means the system
which collects and removes contaminants prior to the emission
point. If there is more than one such system, the primary
system is that system which is most directly related to the
aluminum reduction cell.

Regularly Scheddled Monitoring - Means sampling and analyses in
compliance with.a program and schedule approved pursuant to
Section 25-280.

Ringelmann Smoke Chart - Means the Ringelmann Smoke Chart with
instructions for use as published in May 1967 by the U.S.
Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines.

Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas - Means that amount of the gas
which would occupy a cube having dimensions of one foot on each
side, if the gas were free of water vapor at a pressure of 14.7

P.S.I.A. and a temperature of 60°F.



QAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290 (continued)

25-265 EMISSION STANDARDS.

(1) The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant constructed
on or after January 1, 1973, shall be coliected and treated as
necessary so as not to exceed the following minimum requirements:
(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources shall not exceed:

(1) a monthly average of 1.3 pounds of fluoride ion per ton
of aluminum produced; and (2) an annual average of 1.0 pound
of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum produced; and (3) 12.5
tons of fluoride ion per month from any single aluminum
plant without prior written approval by the Department.

(b) The total of organic and inorganic particulate matter
emissions from all sources shall not exceed: (1) a monthly
average of 7.0 pbunds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced; and (2) an annual average of 5.0 pounds of
particulate per ton of aluminum produced.

.(c) Visible emissions from any source shall not exceed ten (10}
percent opacity or 0.5 on the Ringelmann Smoke Chart at any
time.

(2) Each primary aluminum p1ant constructed and operated after
January 1, 1973, shall be in full compliance with these regula-
tions no later than 180 days after completing potroom start-up
and shall maintain full compliance thereafter.

(3) The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant constructad
on or before January 1, 1973, shall be collected and treated as
necessary so as not to exceed the following minimum requirements:
(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources shall not exceed:

(1) a monthly average of 3.5 pounds of fluoride ion per

ton of aluminum produced; and {2) an annual average of 2.5

-4-



0AR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sectiohs 25-255 through 25-290 {continued)

pounds of fluoride jon per ton of aluminum produced; and
(3) 22.0 toris of fluoride ion per month from any singie
aluminum plant without prior written approval by the
Department.

(b) The total organic and inorganic particulate matter emis-
sions from all sources shall not exceed: (1) a monthly
average of 13.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced; and (2) an annual average of 10.0 pounds of
particulate per ton of aluminum produced.

(c) Visible emissions from any source shall not exceed 20
percent opacity or 1.0 on the Ringelmann Smoke Chart at
any time.

(4) Each existing primary aluminum plant shall procéed promptly
with a program to comply as soon as practicable with these
regulations. A proposed program and implementation plan shall
be submitted by each plant to the Department not later than
180 days after the effective date of these amended regulations.
The Department shall establish a schedule of compliance for eacﬁ
existing primary aluminum plant. Each schedule shall include
the dates bj which compliance shall be achieved bﬁt in no case
shall full compliance be later than the following dates:

(a) Existing plants shall comply with emission standards in
Section 25-265(3) by January 1, 1977;

(b) Existing plants shall comply with emission standards in
Section 25-265(1) by January 1, 1984, pending a review by

the Commission as described in 25-265(5).



OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290 {continued)

(5) The Commiséion shall review during calendar year 1979 the
feasibility Bf applying Section 25-265(4)(b) based on their
conclusions regarding:

(a) the then current state of the art of controlling emissions
from primary aluminum plants;

(b) the progress in controlling and reducing emissions exhibited
at that time by then existing aluminum plants;

(c) the need for further emissions control at those facilities
based on discernible environmental impact of emissions up
to that time. |

25-270 SPECIAL PROBLEM AREAS.

The Department may require more restrictive emission limits than the

numerical emission standards contgined in Section 25-265'for an

individual plant upon a finding by the Commission that the individual
plant is located or is proposed to be Tocated in a special problem
area. Such more restrictive emission limits for special problem areas
may be established on the basis of allowable emissions per ton of
aluminum produced or total maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere,
or a combination thereof, and may be applied on a seasonal or year-
round basis.

25-275 HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTICABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL REQUIREMENT.

In order to maintain the lowest possible emissions of air contaminants,

the highest and best practicable treatment and control currently

available shall in every case be provided, but this section shall not
be construed to allow emissions to exceed the specific emission limits

set forth in Section 25-265.



OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290 (continued)

25-280 MONITORING.

(1)

(2)

Each primary aluminum plant constructed and operated on or
before January 1, 1973, shall submit, within sixty (60) days
after the effective date of'these amended regulations, a
detailed, effective monitoring program. The program shall

include regularly scheduled monitoring and testing by the plant

‘of emissions of gaseous and particulate fluorides and total

particulates. The p]ant\sha]] take and test a minimum of

three {3) representative emission samples each calendar month.
The samples shall be taken at specified intervals. A schedule
for measurement of fluoride levels in forage and ambient air
shall be submitted. The Department shall establish a monitoring
program for the plant which shall be placed in effective opera-
tion within ninety (90) days after written notice to the plant
by the Department of the established monitoring program.

Each primary aluminum plant proposed to be constructed and
operated after January 1, 1973, shall submit a detailed pre-
construction of post-construction monitoring program as a part

of the air contaminant discharge permit application.

25-285 REPORTING.

(1)

Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the Department, data

shall be reported by each primary aluminum ptant within thirty

(30) days of the end of each calendar month for each source and

station included in the approved monitoring program as follows:

(a) Ambient air: Twelve-hour concentrations of gaseous fluoride
in ambient air expressed in micrograms per cubic meter of

air, and in parts per billion (ppb}: &lso 28-day test



OAR'Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290 {continued)

(2)

results using calcium formate ("1imed") paper expressed
in micrograms of fluoride per centimeter sguared per
cubic meter (pg/cmz/m3).

(b) Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage expressed
in parts per million (ppm) of fluoride on a dried weight
basis.

(c) Particulate emissions: Results of all emission sampling

- conducted during the month for particulates, expressed in
grains per standard dry cubic foot, in pounds per day, and
in pounds per ton of aluminum produced. The method of

.calculating pounds per ton shall be as specified in the
approved monitoring programs. Particulate data shall be
reported as total particulates and percentage of fluoride
ion contained therein.

(d) Gaseous emissions: Results of all sampling conducted
during the month for gaseous fluorides. All results shall
be expressed as hydrogen fluoride in micrograms per cubic
meter and pounds per day of hydrogen fluoride, and in pounds
per ton of atuminum produced.

(e) Other emission and ambient air data as specified in the
approved monitoring program.

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

Each primary aluminum plant shall furnish, upon request of the

Department, such other data as the Department may require to

evaluate the plant's emission control program. Each primary
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aluminum plant shéall report the value of each emission test
performed during that reporting period, and shall also
immediately report abnormal plant operations which result in
increased emiss%on of air contaminants.

(3) No person éha]] construct, install, establish or operate a
primary aluminum plant without first applying for and obtain-
ing an air contaminanf discharge permit from the Department.
Addition to, or enlargement or replacement of, a primary
aluminum plant or any major alteration thereof shall be con-
strued as construction, installation or establishment,

25-290 deleted by EQC on 11-26-73.



REGULATION PERTAINING
TO MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION

24-100 C O U N T Y DESIGNATIONS.
_ (1) Pursuant to the requirements of ORS
449,957, Clackamas, Multnomah and Washing-
ton Counties are hereby designated by the
Environmental Quality Commission as coun-
ties in which all motor vehicles registered
therein, unless otherwise exempted by stat-
ute or by rules subsequently adopted by the
Commission, shall be equipped with a motor
vehicle pollution control system and shall
comply with motor vehicle emission standards
adopted by the Commission. :

(2) The effective date of this regulation
is May 31, 1974. :

bt



Adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission at the November 26, 1973
Meeting.

{(Note: The section numbers are subject o change following
filing with the Secretary of State)
DIVISION 2
ATR POLLUTION CONTROL
Subdivision 8

SPECIFIC AIR POLLUTION CONTROL RULES FOR CLACKAMAS, COLUMBIA,

MULTNOMAH AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES

28-001 PURPOSES AND APPLICATION : The rules in this subdivision
shall apply in Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington
Counties. The purposes of these rules are to provide continuity
of the air quality control program previously administered by the
Columbia—Wi]lamette Air Pollution Authority and to deal specially
with the critical and unique air quality control needs of the four
county area. These rules shall apply in addition to all other rules
of the Environmental Quality Commission. The adoption of these
rules shall not, in any way, affect the applicability in the four
county area of all other rules of the Environmental Quality
Commission and the latter shall remain in full force and effect,
except as expressly provided otherwise. In cases of apparent
duplication, the most stringent rule shall apply.

28-003 EXCLUSIONS: The requirements contained in this subdivision shall
apply to all activities conducted in Clackamas, Columbia, Multhomah

and Washington Counties, other than those for which gpecific
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industrial standards have been adopted (Subdivision 5 of this Division 2),

except for the reduction of animal matter, Section 254055(1) and (2).

28-005 DEFINITIONS:

As used in this Subdivision;

(1)

@

3)

4

(6)

"Domestic Rubbish" means rubbish generated by a private dwelling
housing four families or less.

""Fuel burning equipment" means a device which burns a solid, liquid,
or gaseous fuel, the principal purpose of which is to produce heat,
except marine installations and internal combustion engines that are
not stationary gas turbines.

"Odor'" means the property of a substance which allows its detection
by the sense of smell.

"Open outdoor fire" means the burning of any material outdoors in an
open fire, a burn barrel or any similar device.

"Rubbish'' means non-putrescible wastes consisting of both combustible
and non-combustible wastes, such as but not limited to ashes, paper,
cardboard, yard clippings, wood, glass, cans, bedding, household
articles and similar materials.

"Special Restricted Area' means a special area established to control
specific practices or to maintain specific standards.

(a) In Columbia, Clackamas and Washington Counties, Special Restricted
Areas are all areas within Rural Fire Protection Districts, including
the areas of incorporated cities within or surrounded by said Districts,
but excluding the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Districts.

(b) In Multnomah County, the Special Restricted Area is all area west
of the Sandy River.

28-010 OPEN OUTDOOR FIRES - GENERAL:

(1)

(2)

No person shall cause or permit to be ignited or maintained any open

outdoor fire which is specifically prohibited by any rule of the Department.

Open outdoor fires in violation of any rule of the Department shall be

extinguished by the person in attendance upon notice by the Department.
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28-015 OPEN OUTDOOR FIRES - DOMESTIC: No person shall cause or permit
to be ignited or maintained any open outdoor fire containing domestic rubbish
within Special Restricted Areas, except such open outdoor fires are permitted:
(1} Until 1 July 1974 in Columbia County,

(2) Until 1 July 1974 in Clackamas County in
a) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection Disirict
b) Estacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69
¢} Colton-Springwater Rural Fire Protection District
d) Molalla Rural Fire Protection District
e) Hoodland Rural Fire Protection District
f) Monitor Rural Fire Protection District
g) Scotts Mills Rural Fire Protection District
h) Awurora Rural Fire Protection District

(3) Until 1 Jamuary 1975 for the burning of wood, needle or leaf
materials from trees, shrubs or plants, during the period
commencing with the last Friday in October and terminating
at sundown on the last Sunday in November, and the period
commencing the second Friday in April and terminating at
sundown on the third Sunday in May. Such burning shall be
conducted in strict compliance with the applicable rules,
regulations and ordinances of fire protection agencies. No open
outdoor fire shall be conducted on any day when the Department
advises fire permit issuing agencieg not to issue permits because
of adverse meteorological or air quality conditions.

28-020 OPEN OUTDOOR FIRES - LAND CLEARING:

No person shall cause or permit to be ignited or maintained any



open outdoor fire as part of any land clearing operation:

(1)

(2)

3

@

In Washington County within Rufal Fire Protection Districts
including incorporated cities within or surrounded by said
Distriets.
In Control Areas in Clackamas and Multnomah Counties established
as: |
a) Any area in or within three (3) miles of the boundary of
any city of more than 1,000 population, but less than
45,000 population,
b) Any area in or within six (6) miles of the boundary of any
city of 45,000 or more population.
¢) Any area between areas established -by this rule where the
distance between the boundaries is three miles or less,
Whenever two or more cities have a common boundary, the
total population of these cities will determine the Control Area
classification and the municipal boundaries of each of the cities
shall be used to determine the limits of the Control Area.
Whenever the boundary of a Control Area pasées within the
boundaries of a city, the entire area of the city shall be deemed
to be in the Control Area. If the Control Area boundary within
a city is between Control Area (b) and Control Area (a), the

entire city shall be deemed to be in Control Area (b).
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(5) The annual population estimate issued by the Center for Popula-
tion Research and Census, Portland State University, shall
establish which municipalities will be used for determination
of Control Areas.

28-025 INCINERATORS AND REFUSE BURNING EQUIPMENT:

(1) No person shall cause, permit or maintain any emission from
any refuse burning equipment which does not comply with the
emission limitations of these Rules.

(2) Refuse Burning Hours
a) No person shall cause, permit or maintain the operation of

refuse burning equipment at any time other than one-half
hour before sunrise to one-half hour after sunset, except
with prior approval of the Department.

b) Approval of the Department for the operation of such equipment
may bhe granted upon the submission of a written request
stating:

i) Name and address of the applicant

i) Location of the refuse burning equipment

iii) Description of refuse burning equipment and its control
apparatus

ivy Type and quantity of refuse

v) Good cause for issuance of such approval

vi) Hours during which the applicant seeks to operate the

equipment ‘
vil) Time duration for which approval is sought
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28-030 CONCEALMENT AND MASKING OF EMISSIONS:.

28-040

28-045

(1) No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation or use
of any device or use of any means such as dilutio‘n,' which,
without resulting in a reduction in the total amount of air con-
taminant emitted, conceals an emission of air contaminants
which would otherwise violate rules of the Department.

(2) No person shall cause or permit the installation or use of aﬁy
device or use of any means designed to mask the emission of
an air contaminant, which air contaminant causes or is likely
to cause detriment to health, safety or welfare of any person.,

EFFECTIVE CAPTURE OF AIR CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS:

Air contaminants which are, or may be, emitted to the atmosphere

through doors, windows or other openings in a structure or which

are or may be emitted from any process not contained in a structure,
shall be captured and transferred to air pollution control equipment |
using the most efficient and best practicable hooding, shrouding

or ducting equipment available. New sources shall comply at the

time of installation.

ODOR CONTROL MEASURES:

(1) Control apparatus and equipment, using the highest and best
practicable treatment currently available, shall be installed
and operated to reduce to a minimum odor-bearing gases or

odor-bearing particulate matter emitted into the atmosphere.



(2) Gas effluents from incineration opefa.tions and process after-
burners shall be maintained at a temperature of 1,400 degrees
fahrenheit for at least 0.5 second, or controlled in another
manner determined by the Department to be equally or more
effective.

28-050 STORAGE AND HANDLING OF PETROLEUM PRODUCTS:

(1) In volumes of greater than 40,006 gallons, gasoline or any
‘volatile petroleum distillate or organie liquid having a vapor |
pressure of 1.5 p.s.i.a. or greater under actual storage
conditions shall be stored in pressure tanks or reservoirs
or shall be stored in confainers equipped with a floating
roof or vapor recovery system or other vapor emission
control device.

(2) Gasoline or petroleum distillate tank car or tank loading
facilities handling 20,000 gallons per day or more shall be
equipped with submersible filling devices or other wvapor
emission control sysiems.

(3) Gasoline tanks with a capacity of 500 gallons or more, installed
after 1 January 1970, shall be equipped with submersible filling
device or other vapor emission control systems.

28-055 SHIPS:

While in those portions of the Willametie River and Columbia River
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which pass through or adjacent to Clackamas, Columbia and Multnomah
Counties, each ship shall minimize emissions from soot blowing and
shall be subject to the emission standards and rules for visibie

emissions and particulate matter size.

28-060 UPSET CONDITION:. Emission of air contaminants in excess of
applicable standards as a result of equipment breakdown shall not
be considered a violation of said standards provided the conditions
of section 21-075 are met.

28-065 EMISSION STANDARDS, GENERAIL: Compliance with any specific
emission standard in these rules does not preclude required
compliance with any other applicable emission standard or require-
ment contained in any of the rules of the Department.

28-070 VISIBLE ATR CONTAMINANT STANDARDS: No persoﬁ owning,
operating or maintaining non-fuel burning equipment sources of
emissions shall discharge into the atmosphere from any single
source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a period
or periods aggregating more than thirty (30) seconds in any one
hour which is equal to or greater than 20 percent opacity.

28-075 PARTICULATE MATTER WEIGHT STANDARDS:

(1) The maximum allowable emission of particulate matter from
any fuel burning equipment shall:

a) Be a funetion of maximum heat input and shall be determined
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from Figure 1, except from existing fuel burning equipment
utilizing wood residue, it shall be 0.2 grain, and from new
fuel burning equipment wtilizing wood residue, it shall be
0.1 grain for each standard cubic foot of exhaust gas,
calculated to 12 percent Vcarbon dioxide.
b) Not exceed Smoke Spot #2 for distillate fuel and #4 for
residual fuel, measured by ASTM D2156-65, "Standard
Method for Test for Smoke Density of the Flue Gases
from Distillate Fuels",
~(2) The maximum allowable emission of particulate matter from any
refuse burning equipment shall be a function of the maximum heat
input from the refuse only and shall be determined from Figure 2.
28-080 PARTICULATE MATTER SIZE STANDARD: No person shall cause or
permit the emission of any particulate matter which is larger than
250 microns in size provided such particulate matter does or will
deposit upon the real property of another person.

28-085 SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSION LIMITATIONS:
No person shall cause or permit emission of sulfur dioxide in excess
of 1000 ppm from any air contamination source, except those persons
burning fuel conforming to provisions of rules relating to the sulfur
content of fuels. This rule is applicable to sources installed, constiructed

or modified after October 1, 1970.
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PARTICULATE MATTER EMISSION STANDARDS FOR REFUSE BURNING EQUIPMENT
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28-090 ODORS:

(1)

(2)

No person shall cause or permit the emission of odorous matter
in such manner as to contribute to a condition of air pollution,
or exceed:
a) A sceniometer No. O odor strength or equivalent dilution

in residential and commercial areas.
b) A scentometer No. 2 odor strength or equivalent dilution

in all other land use areas.

Scentometer Readings
: Concentration Range

Scentometer No, No. of Thresholds
0 1to 2
1 2to -8
2 8 to 32
3

32 to 128

A violation of this Rule shall have occurred when two measure-
ments made within a period of one hour, separated by at least
15 minutes, off the property surrounding the air contaminant

source exceeds the limitations of subsection (1).



Taken From !inutes
of the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission

November 26-27, 1973

POSITION OF LEQC RE: ENERGY CRISIS

At the request of the Chairman, HMr. COgah
presented the ﬁositioh of the Commission'in-regard to
the energy crisis. He stated that the nation must
find ways to produce enefgy without degrading thé
environment,.that in Oregon industry and the public
needfto understand that the Environmental‘Quality
Commission will not use the energy crisis as an excuse
to back-off.from environmental quality standards,
that both Governor McCall and Director O'Scannldin.
have taken stands against the loﬁering of environmental
- standards, and that such a stand has the support of |
the Commission, |

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded bf Mr. McPhillips
and unanimously carriéd that the Commission fuliy‘ |
- supports Dircctor O'Scannlain's stand that there be

no compromising of Oregon's hard won environmental quality

standards during'or because of the'enérqv;cfisis.
: MORTHWEST RESIQN OFFICE
) RECEIVED
DET &

. DEPARFMENT OFf
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

TOM McCALL
GOVERNGR MEMORANDUM
Chmbmman hinmalle To : Environmental Quality Commission
GRACE S. PHINNEY .
Corvallis From : Director
PAUL E. BRAGDON
Portland Subject: Agenda Item No. B, November 26, 1973
TS o Project Plans for October 1973

ARNOLD M. COGAN
Portland

. During the month of October, staff action was taken relative
DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN to the attached itemized 1ist of plans, specifications and reports
as follows. These actions are summarized as follows:

Water Quality Controi
1. Sixty-four (64) domestic sewage projects were reviewed:
a. Provisional approval was given to:

50 plans for sewer extensions
2 ptans for sewage treatment works improvements
b. Approval without conditions was given to:
12 change orders and addenda for sewage treatment plant projects.
2. Six (6) industrial waste treatment plans were reviewed:
a. Provision approval was given to:
1 Animal Waste Facility
b miscellaneous projects

1) Bauman Lumber Company, Lebanon
(waste water control facilities)

2) Texaco, Inc., Coos Bay
(spill prevention and contingency plan)

3) Dayton Sand and Gravel, Dayton
(waste water system)

4) Georgia Pacific Corporation, Toledo
(chip spill prevention facilities)

5) Tektronix, Inc., Beaverton
(proposed fluoride waste treatment facilities expansion)



Air Quality Control

1. Twenty~-four (24) project plans, reports or proposals were reviewed:
a, Approval was given to:
7 Parking Space Facilities

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7)

Green-Lovegren Shopping'Center, Lane County
(161-space parking facility)

Fifth and Q Shopping Center, Lane County
(55-space parking facility)

Waremart, Inc., Lane County

(130-space parking facility)

Rodeway Inn of America, Lane County
(481-space parking facility)

Stellar Engineering & Design, Lane County
(Condominium-332-space parking facility)

Valley River Center,. Lane County
(872-space parking facility expansion, EQC approved)

Moore Oregon Dry Kiln, Multnomah County
(36-space parking facility)

2 Miscellaneous Projects

1)

2)

Astoria Plywood Corporation, Clatsop County
(installation of Carter-Day baghouse filter to
control sanderdust emissions)

Prairie City Timber Co., Grant County
(plans and specifications to modify wigwam waste burner)

b. Conditional approval was given to:

5 Parking Space Facilities

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

Park Plaza West, Washington County
(office park - 97-space parking facility)

Macadam Investors Oreg., Ltd., Multnomah County
(retail and office building, 278-space parking facility)

Transcorp Apartment Complex, Multnomah County
(97-space parking facility)

Fifth Avenue Business Park, Washington County
(79-space parking facility)

Verticare (Rockwood Center), Multnomah County
(medical center, 67-space parking facility)

3 Miscellaneous Projects

1)
2)

3)

General Foods Corporation, Umatilla County
(modification of cyclones)

Crown Zellerbach Corporation, Clatsop County
(installation of package ~oil-fired boiler)

Baker Valley Rendering, Baker County
(plans and specifications to install vapor condenser)



¢. Additional information was requested from:
7 Parking Space Facilities

1) Rockwood Industry Center, Multnomah County
(warehouse, office--150~space parking facility)

2) Norwest Publishing Co., Multnomah County
(64-space parking facility)

3) Sequoia I, Washington County
(warehouse, office-~63-space parking facility)

4) Sequoia II, Washington County
(warehouse, office--87-space parking facility)

5) Fred Meyer Shopping Center, Lane County
(671-space parking facility)

6) Tigard Motel, Washington County
(340-space parking facility)

7) Halsey Street Office Building and Restaurant, Multnomah County
{153-space parking facility)

Solid Waste Disposal

1. Seventeen (17) project plans were reviewed: _
a. Approval was given to:
15 miscellaneous projects

1) Whiteson Sanitary Landfill, Yamhill County
(new sanitary landfill, ameéndment to
Operational Plan)

2} McKenzie Bridge' Landfil1, Lane County
(existing garbage site, Operational Plan)

3) Walton Disposal Site, Lane County
(existing garbage site, Closure Plan)

4) Holley Disposal Site, Linn County
(existing garbage site, Closure Plan)

5) Erbs Disposal Site, Lane County
(existing garbage site, Closure Plan)

6) Horton Disposal Site, Lane County
(existing garbage site, Closure Plan)

7) Northern Wasco County Refuse, Wasco County
(Haulers Inc. sanitary landfill, existing garbage site,
Operational Plan)

b. Conditional approval was given to:
|

8 miscellaneous projects /

1) Ashland Sanitary Landfill, Jackson County
(existing garbage site, Operational Plan)

2) Milwaukie Plywood, Clackamas County
(existing I.W. site, Closure Plan)



3) Santosh Landfill, Columbia County
(existing sanitary landfill, tire disposal
Operational Plan)

4) General Development Corp., Lane County
(new I.W. site-letter authorization,
Operational Plan)

5) Bohemia Inc. Coburg Landfill #2, Lane County
(new I.W. site-letter authorization,
Operational Plan}

6) McCoy Creek Landfill, Marion County
(existing garbage site, Operational Plan)

7) Sayre Tire Landfill, Clackamas County
(existing tire disposal area, Operational Plan
for c¢losure of site-letter authorization)

8) Lewis & Clark Log Sorting Yard, Clatsop County
{landfi11 - existing I.W. site, Operational Plan}

2. Two (2) Action Plan Interim Progress Reports were reviewed and
approved:

a. Coos County
b. Malheur County

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission give its confirming
approval to staff action on project plans and reports for the
month of October 1973.

¢

DIARMUID F. O'SCANMLAIN

Attachments

$5:11/19/73



PROJECT PLANS

Water Quality Division

During the month of October, 1973, the following proiect plans and spec-

ifications and/or reports were reviewed by the staff.

The disposition

of each project is shown, pending ratification by the Environmental Quality

Commission.
Date Location

Municipal Projects (64)

10-1~-73 Gresham
10-1-73 Brookings
10-1-73 Baker
10-1-73 Sunriver
10-1-73 USA (Durham)
10-1-73 Portland
10-1-73 Astoria
10-1-73 USA (Aloha)
10-2-73 Aumsville
10-3-73 Wood Village
10-3-73 5t. Helens
10-3-73 Myrtle Point
10-3-73 Gresham
10-3-73 USA (Sunset)

Project

Binford Homes, Phase I,
Subdivision sewer

Change Order No. 7,

sewage treatment plant contract

1973-74 sewer project,
Phases 4 and 5

1. Meadow Village, First
Addition sewers

2. Mt. Village East sewers

Addenda 1-5, sewage treat-
ment plant contract

S.E. 39th and S.E. Johnson Cr.
Blvd. sanitary sewer district

Change Order No. 3, Schedule
A, and Change Order No. 1,
Schedule B

Fallatin Subdivision sewers

Wildwood Subd., Phases 2 & 3
sewers

Alr View Estates sewers

Change Order No. C-1 to

sewage treatment plant contract

Change Order No. 5 to sewage
treatment plant contract

Children's World Subd. sewers

ll4th Avenue L.I.D. sewers—-
existing health hazard

Action

Prov. approval

Approved

Prov. approval

Prov. approval

~ Approved

Prov. approval
Approved

Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Approved
Approved

Prov. approval

Prov. approval



Date
10-3-73

10-3-73

10-4-73

10-8-73

10-92-73

10-9-73

10-9-73

10-9-73

10~-9-73
10-10-73

10-11-73
10-11-73

10-11-73

10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
10-12-73
'10-15—73

10-16-73

Location
Springfield

Wasco

Port Orford
Bend {Ward Con-
struction Co.}
Randon

Coos Bay

Lake Oswego

Pendleton

Monmouth
USA (Sherwood)

Newport
Central Point

Black Butte Ranch

-

Corvallis
Medford

ﬁSA (Tigard)
Woodburn
Wilsonville
Coos Bay

USA {(Beaverton)

North Roseburg S.D.

Project

Thurston Park Subd. sewers
0.04 MGD aerated lagoon sewage
treatment plant with effluent
disinfection and percoclation
Port interceptor sewer
Nottingham Square pump Ssta.
C.0.I.D. canal crossing
Tillicum Village Third Addn.

Lateral C-8

Change Order No. 1, Sewage
Treatment Plant No. 1 project

l. Mt, Park, Phase 5-B
2. Mt. Park No., 7, Lot 62
sewer relocation

Edwards Addition Subd. sewers

S.E. Monmouth & Lea Addition
sewers

Nottingham Townhouse Estates
Subdivision sewers

Yaguina Bay sewer crossing
Freeman Road san. sewer

South Meadow, Second and Third
Additions, sewers

26th Street sewer project
D'Anjon Village #4 sewers
Summerfield, Phase II, sewers
Elana Subd. sewers

Boones Ferry Road sewer
Pumping station #4

7th Day Adventist Center sewer

BLM-~Roseburyg Office sewer

Action
Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Approved

Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval
Prov. approval
Prov. approval
Prov, apprdval
Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval



Date

10-16-73

10-16-73
10-18-73
10-18-73

10-18-73

10-18-73
10-18-73

10-18-73

10-22-73
10-22-73
10-23-73
10-23-73

10-23-73

10-24-73

10-24-73
10-24-73

10-24-73
10-24-73
10~24-73
10-24-73

10-24-73

Location

Lincoln City

Woodburn
Wilsonville
Stanfield

North Bend

Woodburn
Springfield

Wilsonville

Corvallis
Oak Lodge San. D.
Rosehurg
Inverness

Independence

Multnomah County

Yachdts
Sweet Home

Inverness
Independence
McMinnville
Inverness

USA (Alcha)

Project

S5.W. Harbor Avenue, Phase I
sewers

Elana Subd. sewers

Oregon Pacific Industries sewer

Willow Drive sewers

Scotts Edgewood Terrace Sub-
division sewer

Cherry Orchard Heights sewers
Sunset Drive sewer

Charbonneau-single family
first addition sewers

Forest Heights Subd. sewers
Mr. Steak Restaurant sewer
Terrace Park Estates sewers
Skow Property

Independence Air Park Subd.
sewers

Pleasant Valley School sewage
treatment plant additions,
holding pond and pumping
facilities

Change Order No. 1, sewage
treatment plant contract

Change Order No. 1, sewage
treatment plant contract

Space Industrial Park sewer
Ash Brook Addition sewers

Airport Rendezvous sSewers

N. E. Rose Parkway sewers

Augusta Lane Subd. sewer

Action

Prov. approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval
Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Prov. approval

Approved
Approved

Prov. approval
Prov. approval -
Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval



Date

10-24-73

10-25-73
10-25-73
10-29-73

10-31-73

'Location

USA (Metzger)

Woodburn

Seneca

Astoria

Gresham

Project

Carmel sanitary sewer

Change Crder No. 8, sewage
treatment plant contract

Addendum No. 1, sewage treat-

‘ment plant contract

Change Order.Neo. 2, Schedule
B, Sewerade system

Chilren's World-Linden Avenue
and Regner Road sewers

Action
Prov. appreoval

Approved

Approved

Approved

Prov. approval



Water Quality Division -

Industrial Projects (6)

Date

10/2/73

10/2/73

10/5/73

110/10/73
© 10/15/73

. 10/23/73

Location

Lebanon

Coos Bay

Dayton

~ Multnomah’
~ County

- Toledo

Beaverton

© Project

Bauman Lumber Company, waste °

water control facilities . |

Texaco, Inc., Spill Prevention

and Contingency Plan

Dayton Sand and Gravel, waste
water system

Property Resources, Inc.,
-animal waste facilities.

Georgia Pacific Corporation,

chip spill prevention facilities’

Tektronix, Inc., proposed . . -
fluoride waste- treatment facili—;

ties expansion

 Aéti0n

'Pfovf_Aéproval'
T?%°V5'Aﬁ9févé1 -"
.?ﬁ?0§- Aépra?ai_-
fPro?;'APF?bvé¥_t
i.érov;_APPfOVal-"

- Prov. Approval



. AP T PROJECT PLANS REPORTS, PROPOSALS FOR AIR QUALITY CONTROL _

DATE

DIVISION FOR OCTOBER, 1973

LOCATION. PROJECT '

10

Uratilla General Foods Corporation

. Lane County Green-LoVegrén Shopping Center

- 161-space parking facility

Lahe County | Fifth and Q'Shoppi'ng”-Center
' ~ 66-space parking facility

_ Lane County Waréma.rt, Inc.

130-space parking facility

 Lane County Rodeway Imn of America

481-space parking facility .

Lane County Stellar Enginéering & Design

facility

- Washington  Park Plaza West

_ACTION -

/ -Ap'proveldi v

‘_V/VVApproved / -

/ Approved »/ '

‘/ :Appx_'o#ed e

\/‘

- Office park - 97—5pace parking faclht_v

Multnomah ~ Rockwood Industry Center
: Warehouse, office
150-space parking facility

Multnomah " Norwest Publishing Co.
- . 64~space parking facility

Washington - Saquoia I
' R Warehouse, office o
63-space parking facility

Washington Sequoia 11
: Warehouse, office -
87-space parking facility

Lane Fred Meyer Shopping Center
' o 671-space parking facility

Multnomah. - Macadam Investors Oreg., Ltd. -

. Retail and office building
- 278-space parking facility

Modification of cyclones

E \Approved / o

Condominium ~ 332~space parking

Approved with condltlons v

B /Requested Add"l info v*

/ Requested Add'l info v

/
v

" Requested Add"l info

RequestedAdd'I info v .

v

Reqﬁested,Add'I info e |

‘Approved with conditions v/

Cond. approval_ v



AP 7 PROJECT PLANS REPORTS PROPOSALS FOR AIR QUALITY CONTROL
.DIVISION FOR OCTOBER 1973 (continued) '

DATE LOCATION  PROJECT ' ~ AcTION

12 - Clatsop - Astoria Plywood Corporatidn ' \/ Approved \/

- Installation of Carter-Day baghouse
filter to control sanderdust emiss:.ons

16 Clatsop ' Crown Zellerbach Corporation l/ Cond approval ‘/
' ' Installation of package oil-fired
~ boiler :
17 Grant - Prairie City Timber Co, \/ ' Aﬁproved ‘/_-

~ Plans and specifications to
modify wigwam waste burner

22 - Lane . Valley River Center - - \/ ' :EQC approvéd‘ v
‘ -872-space parking facility E '
expansion
24 Multnomah _ Transcorp Apartment 'Comj)lex _ / Approved w_ith conditions /

97-space parking facility

26  Multnomah -~ Moore Oregon ny Kiln - = / Apprdved -
' ' - 86-space parking facility o

26 Washington Tigard Motel - . Requested Add'l info v
' ' 340-space parkmg ﬁc111ty ‘ B

29 _Bake'r o Baker Valley Rendermg Y N Conditior_:l_al approval v
' ' Plans and specifications to mstall S
vapor condenser. '

29 Washington - 1“1fth Avenue Business Park v . Appfoved with conditions ~
' - 79-space parking facility - B ' :

29  Multnomah Verticare {(Rockwood Centef) o / Approved with conditions ;
' Medical center ~ 67-space ' S o
parking facility

31  Multnomah Halsey St. Office Building and _ / IVRequested Add'l info, 7 |
- Restaurant . _ . : :
' 1563-space parking facility




During the month of

specifications and/or reports were reviewed by the staff,

PROJECT PLANS

SbLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION

..

October 1973 , the following project plans and

The disposition

of each project is shown, pending confirmation by the Environmental Quality

Commission.

. DATE

10

11

15

LOCATION

Columbia Co.

Yamhill Co.

Lane Co.

Lane Co,

Lane Co.‘

Marion Co.

-

PERMIT PROGRAM

PROJECT

V/;antosh Landfill méﬁg
Existing Sanitary Landfill
Tire Disposal Operational Plan

p//‘Whiteson Sanitary Landfill
.New Banitary Landfill
Amendment to Operational Plan

J/’ General Development Corp. M.
New I.W. Site-Letter Authorization
Operational Plan

V// Bohemia Inc. Coburg Landfill #2 ht**
New I.W. Site-Letter Authorization
Operational Plan

’V////McKenzie Bridge Landfill hwpdb
Existing Garbage Site )
Operational Plan

V/’McCoy Creek Landfill
Existing Garbage Site
Operational Plan

Clackamas Co. v///éayre Tire Landfill

Clatsop Co.

Existing Tire Disposal Area
Operational Plan for Closure
of Site (Letter Authorization)

Lewis & Clark Log Sorting Yard
Landfill - Existing I.W. Site
Operational ‘Plan

ACTICN

Prov. Approved
Approved
Prov. Approved
Prov. App;oved
Approved
Prov. Approved

Prov. Approved

Prov. Approved



PROJECT PLANS

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION

During the month of October 1973 , the following project plans and

specifications and/or reports were reviewed by the staff. The disposition
of each project is shown, pending confirmation by the Environmental Quality

Commission.

DATE LOCATION PROJECT ' ACTION

16 Jackson Co. v’j Ashland Sanitary Landfill - Prov. Approved
Existing Garbage Site
Operational Plan
23 La v i ; |
ne Co. Walton Disposal Site Approved
Existing Garbage Site
Closure Plan

24 Linn Co. ,f/Holley Disposal Site Approved
Existing Garbage Site
Closure Plan

25 ' Lane Co. v Erbs Disposal Site Approved
Existing Garbage Site
Closure Plan

25 Lane Co. «///Horton Disposal Site ) ' Approved
' Existing Garbage Site
Closure Plan

25 Clackamas Co. . \/’/;ilwaukie Plywood . : Prov. Approved
- Existing I.W. Site
: Closure Plan

25 Wasco Co. " Northern Wasco County Refuse Approved
Haulers Inc. Sanitary Landfill
Existing Garbage Site
Operational Plan

PLANNING PROGRAM

15 Coos Co. - First Interim Report Approval

17 Malheur Co. Second Interim Report : Abproval



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

TOM McCALL MEMORANDUM

GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS To : Environmental Quality Commission
Chairman, McMinnville

GRACE 5. PHINNEY From : Director

Corvallis

PAUL E. BRAGDON Subject: Agenda Item No. C, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting

Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing to
Salem Consider Adoption of Rules Pertaining to the Subsurface
ARNOLD M. COGAN Disposai of Sewage

Portland

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN Bac kgr‘ound

Diractor

Effective January 1, 1974, Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973
establishes a subsurface sewage disposal permit program and trans-
fers jurisdiction of subsurface sewage disposal from the State
Health Division to the Department of Environmental Quality.

Because the same legislative act terminated the Health
Division's authority in subsurface sewage disposal on October 5,
1973, the Commission adopted the Health Division's rules with minor
modifications as temporary rules of the Department. The Department
also contracted with the Health Division for administrative enforce-
ment until January 1, 1974, The emergency rules were filed with the
Secretary of State and became effective October 5, 1973. Such rules
are effective for' 120 -days--and-therefore must.be permanently replaced
prior to February 2, 1974. N o ' |

In order to develop the proposed rules, the Department's staff
conducted workshops with field staff working with the temporary rules,
with many county and city officials, home builders and realtors

throughout the state during the month of October 1973, to gather
information on proposed changes with the present temporary rules.



On the basis of these workshops, recent information submitted
to the Department and a complete review of the temporary rules
and Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973, proposed rules have been prepared
for a public hearing before the Commission.

The Department proposes to conduct hearings before a hearings
officer prior to a- public hearing before the Commission in order to
gather testimony throughout the State of Oregon. This testimony will
be summarized and presented to the Commission at their public hearing.
Hearings are scheduled in the following cities on the dates as
indicated:

City Date
Albany November 28, 1973
Eugene November 29, 1973
Coos Bay December 4, 1973
Grants Pass December 5, 1973
Medford December 5, 1973
Klamath Fails December 6, 1973
Pendleton December 11, 1973
Portland December 12, 1973
Newport December 13, 1973

A public hearing to consider adoption of rules pertaining to
subsurface sewage disposal must be authorized by the Commission.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize
that public testimony be heard to consider adoption of proposed rules
pertaining to standards for subsurface sewage disposal at their meet-
ing in Eugene on December 17, 1973 at 2 p.m., and that appropriate
action be taken on the proposed rules after giving consideration to
the testimony received and presented.

///./:’7 A
IARMUID F. O'SCANNLATIN
Director
FMB: s
11/14/73

Attachment



_SYNOPSIS

" PROPOSED SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL RULES

- The Env1ronmenta] Qua]1ty Comm1ss1on w111 ho]d a pub11c hear1ng
to cons1der the adopt1on of subsurface sewage d15posa] 7 o
Test1mony may be subm1tted ora1]y or’ 1n wr1tten form at the pub11c .
 ;heer1ng before the Env1ronmenta] Qua]1ty Comm1ss1on at 2 o c]ock p. m.
on the 17th day of December 1973 in the Ma1n F]oor, Harr1s Ha]] Corner -

of East 8th and Oak Street Eugene Oregon, 97401




o NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
- DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

. STATE OF OREGON

| ;-‘ NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Env1ronmenta1 QuaT1ty Comm1ss1on ;frfe
-'.w111 cons1der the adopt1on of subsurface sewage d15posa1 ruTes at a pub]1c f;;]
o 1hear1ng at 20 c10ck p.m. on the T7th day of December,_]973, in Harr1s HaTT,TT
-[ Ma1n FToor, Corner of East. Bth and Oak Street Eugene, Oregon 974OT '
The Department adopted Emergency ruTes on October 5 1973. Such

'"p_ ru]es must be permanent]y repTaced before February 2, 1974 The ruTes

'“fblwh1ch the Department proposes to adopt w1]1 be s1m11ar to the present
:.Emergency rules, with mod1f1cat1ons 1nc1ud1ng the proposa] to’ 1ncorporate i;;_hh
E:'.COHSTdEPatTOH of reg1ona1 d1fferences R _. _ O
o Cop1es of the proposed ruTes are ava11ab1e for pub11c 1nspect1on,
g | ':1- or may be obta1ned by request, from the Department of Env1ronmenta1 Qua11ty,eit
b Y “Land Qua11ty Program, 1234 5. W. Morr1son Street, PortTand Oregon 97205. |
T . Ay 1nterested person des1r1ng to subm1t wr1tten test1mony concern1ng |

e the 1ssues of fact, ]aw, or policy on these matters may do S0 by forward1ng

‘-fu!; them to the 0ff1ce of the Department of Env1ronmenta15*ua11ty, Land Qua11ty _
'jfjf{_program, 1234 S W. Morr1son Street Port]and Oregon 97205 Pr1or to the il
. ".hear.l ng . ‘

The Department further proposes to conduct hea kngs before a hear1ngs ”

e éif-off1cer at other ]ocat1ons yet to be determ1ned pr1o ;to the December 17

’-3rLd1973 hear1ng before the Env1ronmentaT Qua11ty Comm1ssfin

'TT-_ Not1ce of these hear1ngs will be given by the best aVa11abTe method ].'“
”f‘Test1mony rece1ved at these hear1ngs w111 be summar1zed and presented to the"
'fi“'Comm1ss1on at tne1r pub11c hear1ng i

Dated _this 2nd day of November, 1973'7"'

/m ' .
(Ron L Myles 7/ - o
- Deputy Directer . o -




TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

bEQ-1

Director

DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5284

ME MORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From; Director

Subject: Apgenda Item No. D, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting
Variance Request, Western States Plywood Cooperative,

Port Orford, Curry County, SIC 2432, Extension of Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit Compliance Dates

Background:

Western States Plywood is a cooperative corporation located approximately
61 miles northeast of the town of Port Orford, Oregon, in Curry County. The
plant produces plywood and 2 x 4 studs. It has a normal work force of 240
employees and currently operates 16 hours/day, 5 days/week, 50 weeks/year.
The plant has been in operation for 22 years.

An Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (application No. 0073) was
approved for issuance to Western States Plywood at a public hearing held on
September 24, 1973. Thié. pending permit contains compliance demonstration
schedules for the two (2) hog fuel boilers, three (3) cyclones, and two (2)
veneer driers located at.the ‘plywood plant. The pending permit specifies
that by no later than September 30, 1973, emission tests were fo have been

conducted, and the results submitted to the Department of Environmental



Quality, in order to demonstrate that the hog fuel boilers are in compliance
with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-015 and 21—020, and that the plywood plant
is in compliance with OAR, Chapter 340, Sectlon 25-315(2). The pending
permit also specifies that the veneer driers shall be demonstrated to be in
compliance with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-315(1) by no later than
December 31, 1974.

A modified wigwam waste burner is also located am.the plant site and
is utilized by the company to burn-. excess wood wastes. This burner was
demonstrated to be capable of operation in compliance with OAR, Chapter 340,
Section 25-020, and was approVed for operation on October 5, 1972,

On Octoher 18, 1973, and Qctober 24, 1973, letters were received
informing the Department of the Cooperative's serious financial difficulties,
Due to the depressed condition of the plywood market, the company had a
net operating loss of $409,- 340,00 for the three months preceeding September 30,
1973. On chober 18, 1973, production was curtailed by approximately 36%
and 80 employees were laid off. The Cooperative informed the Department
that it presently does not have the capital needed to conduct emission
compliance tests or to purchase pollution control devices (if necessary).

Until the market improves, any a.dd‘ition.aI drain on their cash flow for
financially non-productive improvements could result in closing the plant,

Current Program:

Due to recent serious financial losses as a result of the depressed
plywood market, Western States Plywood Cooperative has requested an
extension of the compliance demonstration dates specified in their pending

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. They will continue to search for



economically feasible methods to bring their plant into compliance and will do
so as soon as their financial condition allows. The COOperafive hopes to be
in full compliance with all required standards by no later than December 31, 1974,

Factual Analysis:

1. The Cooperative's pending Air Contaminant Dischargé Permit
specified that compliance be demonstrated for the two (2) hog fuel boilers
by no léter than September 30, 1973, Particulate emission tests were conducted
on the boilers on April 12, 1973, and it was determined that they were not in
compliance with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21—7020. To date, no compliance
program for these boilers has been developed nor have they been re-tested
to demonstrate compliance. The Roseburg Asgistant District Engineer reports
that emissions from these boilers generally average about 15% opacity (visible:
emission limitation for this source is 40% opacity).

2. The Cooperative's pending: pei‘mit specified that compliance be
demonstrated for the three (3) plywood plant cyclones by no later than
September 30, 1973. To date, no compliance tests have been conducted on
the cyclones, nor have any control devices been installed on them, The
Rogeburg Assistant District Engineer reports that emissions from these
cyclones are generally legs than 20% opacity (visible emission limitation for
this source is 4 0% opacity).

3. The Assistant District Engineer reports that emissions from the.
two (2) veneer driers generally average between 40% and 50% opacity. These
driers are not required to be in \;:ompliance until December 31, 1974, The
Cooperative has submitted written notice to the Department as required by

OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-315(1¢) delineating their veneer drier emission



control program,

4, The plant site is located in a sparsely populated area, far-removed
from any large population centers. It is situated in a valley with good
circulation and the prevailing westerly winds generally carry plant emissions
away from the nearest town (Port Orford, 6% miles southwest of the plant).
The Department has received no formal citizen complaints regarding this
plant.

5. The recent instabilities in the plywood market resulted in a reported
net operating loss to the cooperative of $409, 340, 00 for the three months
preceeding lSepteI'nber 30, 1973. The resulting curtailment in production forced
the company to lay off 80 of its 240 employees.

6. Tt is reported that utilization of the Cooperative's remaining working
capital at this time to purchase emission control equipment and conduct
compliance tests could result in the shut down of the plant. Plant closure
would seriously affect the economy of the surrounding area.

7. Modification of the pending permit will be necessary if the variance
is granted so that compliance and compliance determination dates conform to
the variance period.

Conclusions:

1. Particulate emission tests conducted on Western States Plywood's
hog fuel boilers indicate that these boilers do not comply with OAR, Chapter
340, Section 21-020.

2. The Cooperative has never conducted particulate emission tests on

the plywood plant in order to demonstrate compliance with OAR, Chapter 340,

Section 25-315(2),



3. Western States Plywood does not, at this time, have the necessary
capital to conduct compliance demonstration tests or to purchase emission
control equipment. They state that to do so, could resulf in additional layoffs
and possible plant closure.

4, The plant is located in a well-ventilated, sparsely-populated area.
Plant emissions are blown away from the nearest town, and, as evidenced
by the lack of citizen complaints, are not causing any problems.

Director's Recommendation:

It is recommended that Western States Plywood Cooperative be granted
a variance from OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-020 (Fuel Burning Equipment
Particulate Limitations) and 25-315(2) (Other Emission Sources from Veneer
and Plywood Manufacturing Operations) until December 31, 1974 subject to
the following conditions:

A, At the earliest practicable date, but in no case later than July 1,
1974, the Cooperative shall either: 1) conduct and submit emission test
results to the Department of Environmental Quality to demonstrate compliance
for the boilers and plywood'plant, or 2) submit 2 compliance program and
schedule designed to bring these sources into compliance on or before
December 31, 1974;

B. Demonstrate that this variance continues to be necessary by
submifting to the Department on January 1, March 1, and May 1, 1974, a
statement of the Cooperative's financial status and a report on what efforts

are being conducted to bring the plant emission sources into compliance,



€. Continue to make every effort to operate the plant in such a manner
that the emissions are as low as practicable with current control and operating

equipment,

It is also recommended that Western State's pending Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit be amended to reflect the above variance dates., The hog
fuel boiler and plywocod plant compliance demonstration dates would become
July 1, 1974. The veneer drier compliance program dates would be changed to:
1) July 1, 1974, for submitting plans and specifications, |
2) August 1, 1974, for “issuing purchase orders,
3) October 1, 1974, for commencing construction,
4) December 1, 1974, for compieting construction.
The final veneer drier compliance demonstration date (December 31, 1974)

shall remain unchanged.

DIARMUID F, O'SCANNLAIN

PJJ:h 11/19/73
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Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Control Division °

. AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT APPLICA‘I-‘ION REVIEW REPORT

WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE
- : _ P. 0. Box 86
‘ Port Orford, OR 97465

 WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD operates a sawmill, planing mill, plywood plant, modified
wigwam waste burner and steam generat1ng bo11er at Port Orford, Oregon.

SECTION A - SAWMILL AND PLANING MILL

Background

1. Existing visible and particulate emission-sources at the sawmill and planing
mill plant site consist of one (1) cyclone.

2. Wood waste residues are sold for further utilization whene&er any market exists.
© Unsalable wood waste residues are disposed of in the wigwam waste burner or

. hog fuel boilers at the plywood plant.

Eva1uat1on

3. As demonstrated by the Department S observat1ons to date, the company CUrrent1y
has an effective air pollution control program and the sawm111 and planing mill
are judged to be capable of full operation in compliance with limitations esta-
biished by regulations and the proposed permit.

4, Production operatigns at the sawmill and planing mill are conducted on a 3 shift,.

6 days per week, 50 weeks per year basis.

-

SECTION B - PLYWOOD PLANT

Background

1. Existing visible and particulate emission sources at the plywood plant site con-
- 8ist of the following:

a. Two (2} hog fuel boilers,



b. One (1) modified wigwam waste burner,
¢. Three (3) cyclones,
d. Two (2) veneer dryers.

2. Wood waste residues are sold for further utilization whenever any market
exists. Unsalable wood waste residues are disposed of in the modified
wigwam waste burner or hog fuel boilers,

3. The solid waste ash residues from the hog fuel boilers and wigwam waste burner
are disposed of in an approved landfill at the county dump.

4, The company has demonstrated that the modified wigwam waste burner is capable
of continuous operation in compliance with the emission limitations.

Evaluation

5. The company will conduct tests of particulate emissions from the hog fuel
boiler discharge sources. These tests will be made before September 30,
1973.

6. Measurements--ef actual -amounts-of particulate emissiens from the nlant cyclones
will be made by the company and reported to the Department on or before Septem-
ber 30, 1973.

7. Installation of the new veneer dryer modifications in accordance with Depart-
ment approved plans and specifications will be completed on or before Septem-
ber 1, 1974, Tests to demonstrate operation in compliance with emission limita-
tions will be made and submitted to the Department for review on or before Dec-
ember 31, 1974. .

8. Total particulate emissions from the piywood plant, other than emissions from
fuel or refuse burning equipment, and the veneer dryers, are limited to 13 ibs/
hr. based on a maximum production capacity of 13,000 square feet per hour of
plywood (3/8 inch basis).

9. Production operations at the plywood plant, other than the wigwam waste burner,
are conducted on a 3 shift, 6 days per week, 50 weeks per year basis. Total
allowable particulate emissions from the plywood plant site, other than emis-
sions from fuel or refuse burning equipment and the veneer dryers, are calculated .
to be 47 tons/year.



Permit Number: _08-0005 & 08-0014
Expiration Date: _ 6/1/78
PROPOSED Page 1 of

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Strcet
Portland, Oregon 97205
Telephone: (503) 229-5696
Issued in accordance with the provisions of

ORS 449.727
ISSUED TO: REFERENCE INFORMATION
WESTERN STATES: PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE
P. 0. Box 86 Application No. 0073
‘Port Orford, OR 97465
Date Received May 23, 1973

PLANT SITE:

Port Orford, Oregon QOther Air Contaminant Sources at this Site:

Source 5IcC Permit No.

(1)

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF (2)
: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain Date
Dircector

SQOURCE(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS:

Name of Air Contaminant Source Standard Industry Code as Listed
SAWMILL AND PLANING MILL 2421
PLYYWOOD MANUFACTURING o 2432

Permitted A;tivities ’

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, WESTERN STATES
PLYMOOD, COOPERATIVE is herewith permitted to discharge treated exhaust gases
containing air contaminants including emissions from those processes and activities
directly related or associated therto in conformance with the requirements, limita-
tions, and conditions of Section A through C of this permit from its sawmill, planing
mitl, plywood plant, veneer dryers, modified wigwam waste burner, and steam generating
facilities, located at Port Orford, Oregon.

The specific listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained herein
does not relieve the permittee from complying with all other rules and standards of
the Department, '

Divisions of Permit Specifications - , Page

‘Section A - Sawmill and Planing Mill
Saction B - Plywood Plant

Section C. - General Requirements

h WM

-~

For Requiremenls, Limitatlons and Conditions of this Permif, see atlached Seclions E



PROPOSED | Expiration Date  6/1/78

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS Page 2__of 7

Issued by the Appl. No.:_0073
Department of Environmental Quality for File No.:08-0005 & 08-0014

WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE {Port Orford)

SECTION A - SAWMILL AND PLANING MILL
{Includes {1} cyclone)

. Performance Standards and Emission Limits

1. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source shall not exceed
‘the fol]ow1ng

a. 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot for sources existing
prior to June 1, 1970,

b. 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot for sources installed,
constructed, or modified after June 1, 1970, or

~¢. An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%)
- for a per1od or periods aggregating more than three (3)
minutes in any one (1) hour,
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS Page 3 of 7
Issued by the Appl. No.: 0073
Department of Environmental Quality for File No.: 08-0005 & 08-0014

WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD- COOPERATIVE (Port Orford)

SECTION B - PLYWGOD PLANT
(Includes (1) Wigwan Yaste Burner,

(2) Steam Generating Facilities, (2) Veneer
Dryers, and (3) Cyclones)

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

1. Particulate emissions from all sources on a plant site basis, other than
the wigwam waste burner, the steam generating boilers, and the veneer dryers,
shall not exceed thirteen (13) pounds per hour based on a maximum hourly
production rate of 13,000 square feet per hour on a 3/8 inch basis.

2, Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source other than
the steam generating boilers and the veneer dryers shall not exceed the following:

a. 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot for sources ex1st1nq
prior to June 1, 1970,

b. 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot for sources installed,
constructed, or modified after June 1, 1970, or

c. An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%)
for a period or periods aggregating mare than three (3).
minutes in any one (1) hour,

3. Wigwam waste burner visible emissions shall not exceed an opacity equal to
or greater than twenty percent (20%) for a period or periods aggregating more
than three (3) minutes in any one (1) hour.

4. The permittee shall operate and control the steam generating boiler(s) in

accordance with the following 1isting of boiler operating parameters and emission
Timitations:

Operating Parameters Maximum Allowable Emission Limitations

Boiler Fuel to Max. Steaming
Identification be used (1) = Capacity (2} Opacity (3) Particulates (4)
1 H.F. To Be Esta- 40% 0.2
2 H.F. blished by 4£0% 0.2
9/30/73

(1) H.F. means wood residues commonly referred. to as hog fuel; R.0. means
residuat oil; D.0. means distallate oil; S.D. means sanderdust; M.G.
means natural gas; and LPG means 1iquefied petroleum gas.

(2) Steam production in pounds per hour.

(3) Maximum opacity that shall not be equalled or exceeded for a period or
periods aggregat1ng more than three minutes in any one hour, excluding
uncombined ‘'water vapor.

(4) Emission limitation for particulates which shall not be exceeded and is
stated in grains per standard cubic foot, corrected to 12% Carbon Dioxide
(COZ) or at 507 excess air.
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5. The permittee shall not operate the bo11er(s) with other fuels or at greater
steam generating rates than those specified in Condition 4. without prior written
approval from the Department.

6. After December 31, 1973, the two {2) veneer dryers shall be controlled and
operated so that there shall not be:

a. Any visible emission at a distance greater than fifty (50) feet
from the veneer dryer or the edge of the building housing said
dryer, whichever is greater,

b. An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) from
any single stack on the same veneer dryer,

¢. An opacity equal to or greater than ten percent (10%) as an
arithmetic mean from all stacks on the same veneer dryer, and

d. A grain loading of greater than 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot
corrected to 12% Carbon Dioxide (002) or at 50% excess air for any
combustion source supplying heat to“the veneer dryers with return
exhaust incineration.

Compliance Demonstration Schedule

7. The permittee shall demonstratz by no later than September 30, 1973, that
the piywood ptant is capable of operating in continuous compliance with Condi-
tions 1. and 2. by submitting all test data and results to the Department

of Environmental Quality for review. These tests shall be conducted in -
accordance with testing procedures on file at the Department of Environmental
Quality or in conformance with recognized applicable standard methods approved
in advance by the Department.

8, The permittee shall demonstrate by no later than September 30, 1973, that

the steam generating boilers are capable of continuous operation at normal maximum
steaming rates in compiiance with Conditon 4. by submitting all test data and results to
the Department of Environmental Quality for review. These tests shall be conducted in
accordance with testing procedures on file at the Department of Environmental

Qua11ty or in conformance with recognized app11cab1e standard methods approved

1n advance by the Department.

9. The perm1ttee shall submit written notice by no later than July 1, 1973, to
the Department of Environmental Quality for Department approval that he is '
participating in a study to sufficiently identify the emissions from cne (1)
representative veneer dryer and to design an air cleaning device to achieve
compliance with Condition 6.
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10. The permittee shall provide controls for the two (2) veneer dryers
s0 as to limit emissions in accordance with Condition 6. and the f0110w1ng
schedule:

a. By no later than December 31, 1973, submit plans and
specifications to the Department of Environmental Quality
for all necessary construction and/or modification work,

b. By no later than March 1, 1974, issue all purchase orders
for components and control equipment,

c. By no later than June 1, 1974, commence construction and/or
modification work,

d. By no Tater than September 1, 1974, complete all construction
and/or modification work, and ' - :

e, By no later than December 31, 1974, demonstrate that fhe
two (2) veneer dryers are operated in comp]1ance with
Cond1t1on 6.
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WESTERH STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE {Port Orford)
. SECTION C - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
(for all wanufacturing activities listed
in this permit) :
Monitoring and Reporting

1. The permittee shall submit temperature charts recording the operation of the
.wigwam waste burner for the preceding month to the Department of Environmental
Quality by no later than the fifth (5th) day of each month.

2. The permittee 'shall promptly notify the Department of Environmental Quality
by telephone or in person, with written confirmation when requested by the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality, of any scheduled maintenance.or ma1function.of air
pollution control equipment that may cause or tend to cause a significant increase
of ‘air contaminant emissions. Such notice shall include:

a. The nature and quantity of increased air contaminant emissions
that are likely to occur during the maintenance or repair
period, . .

b. The expected length of time that the ajr pollution contro!
equipment will be out of service,

" ¢. The corrective action that shall be taken, and

d. The precautions that shall be taken to prevent a future
recurrence of a similar condition. :

Prohibited Activities

3. The permittee is prohibited from cdnducting any open burning at the plant site.

4, The permittee is prohibited from causing or allowing discharges of air contam-
inants from source(s) not covered by this permit so as to cause the plant site .

emissions to exceed the standards fixed by this permit or rules of the Department of
Environmental Quality. : ‘

Specia]ACOnditicns

5. The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures to meet -
the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance Conditions"”
in OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-050.

6. (NOTICE COMDITION) The permittee shall dispose of all solid wastes or residues
in manners and at locations approved by the Department of Environmental Quality.

7. The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representatives
access to the plant site and record storage areas at all reasonable times for the
purposes of making inspections, surveys, collecting samples, obtaining data3
reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge records and otherwise
conducting all necessary functions related to this permit.
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8. The permittee is pfohibited from altering, modifying or expanding the subject
sawvmill and plywood plant »oroduction facilities so as to affect emissions to the
atmosphere without prior notice to and written approval from the Department of

Environmental Quality.

9, The permittee shall be required to make application for a new permit if a
substantial modification, a1teration, addition or en]arqement is proposad which
would have a significant impact on air contam1nant em1ss1on increases or reductions
at the plant site.

10. The permittee shall submit the Annual Compliance Determination Fee to the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality according to the following schedule:

Amount Due o : Date Due
$150.00 June 1, 1974

"~ $150.00 ~ June 1, 1975
$150.00 | . | June 1, 1976
$150.00 _ . © June 1, 1977

11. This permit is subject to revocation for cause, as provided by law, including:

a. Misrepresentation of any material fact or lack of full disclosure
in the application including any exhibits thereto, or in any
other additional information requested or sup011ed in conjunction
therewith;

b. Violation of any of the requirements, limitations or conditions
contained herein; or ‘

¢. Any material change in quantity or character of air contaminants
emitted to the atmosphere

-
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D.F.P.A,

WESTPLYCO
P. 0. BOX 86 TELEPHONE 332-3711

PORT ORFORD, OREGOMN 97465
October 24, 1973

Environmental Quality Commission
1234 Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Attention: Mr. Diamuid F. O'Scannlain, Director
Dear Mr. (O'Scannlain;

We hereby request a variance, from the Environmental Quality
Commission, regarding the compliance date specified in the air
contamination discharge permit application No. 0073.

In our letter of October 18, 1973, we outlined various facts
and explained, to some extent, the present circumstances under
which we are operating our plant. In addition thereto, we submit
the following information for the Commission to review in making
a determination on our request, and to justify our continued ex-
sistence.

(1) There are very few homes within miles of the plant and
to my knowledge, we have never had a complaint from anyone
in the area,

(2) At no time in the past, to my knowledge, has the County
Health Department, or other local Governmental Agencies issued
any detrimental reports.

(3) The firm has had a net operating loss of $409,340.00 for
the three months ended September 30, 1973. The drastic lay-
off and other steps that have now been taken, were necessary
to minimize this rapid deterioration of working capital and
the firm must continue on a partial curtailment program until
the plywood market improves and stabilizes, Any additional
drain on our cash flow at the present time for non-productive
improvements could very well create a financial disaster.

(4) We have every intent to comply with all Environmental
requirements at the earliest date our financial condition
will allow. We hope that our firm can be in full compliance
with all required standards on or before December 31, 1974,



Enviromnental Quality Commission
Mr. Diamuid O'Scannlain, Director
BGctober 24, 1973
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(5) We are continuing efforts to determine the most feasible
method to correct our problems.

(6) As stated in our letter of October 18, 1973, the economy of
this sparsely populated area of Northern Curry County is greatly
effected by the Mills annual payroll of over $2,500,000,00, at
normal operating capacity. The economic impact can be expressed
in terms of what 1,000 ft of logs produced, will generate for
the economy of the area:

Western States Plywood Cooperative requires approx-
imately 24,000 M ft. annual log product1on for normal
operations,

The normal annual payroll of the mill in the amount
of $2,500,000, indicates that for every 1,000 ft. of logs
produced $104,00 is generated in wages, at the mill level.

Local contract loggers and haulers are paild approx-
imately $1,400,000, annually or $58.00 per M, of which

- a substantial amount is paid out for wages: These amounts

affect the local area directly and help support local
sales and service establishments, R

Alsd, some l-million-dollars-is expended directly
for supplies and services, furnished by other Oregon
industries and service establishments, local and state-
wide, ‘

Nearly $2,800,000 is disbursed for rhw materials,

4‘an1ud1ng ‘logs’ frOm the U.S, Forest Service, State of
‘Oregon, Bureau of Land Management and local entities,

$1,400,000 was redlized from the sale of logs in the
past year.

» .+ Sales of finished: products. {plywood, -studs and .-
chips) amounted to $8,000,000, during the: past 12
months, thus contributing -to the overall economy of
the United States, from truckers and ra11roads, to-

plywood commission brokers, etc., etc.' The logs and

chips exported, contribute-to 1nternat ‘trade balances,



Environmental Quality Commission
Mr, Diamuid O'Scannlain, Director
October 24, 1973
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In summary:
1,000 feet of Logs Generates-

Mill Payroll ' . $104
Loggers & Hauling Contractors  -58
Local Sales § Services . '54
“Suppliers and service industries 42
Raw Material. Turnover 117
Log sales 58
Sale of Finished Products . 333
' 766,00

Total Generated L _
Average Basic Stumpage Cost . - $106 00

Annual Turnover Rate Generated .-
by 1,000 ft, of Logs ' . .7 Times

(7) Western States Plywood was organized,under the laws of the
State of Oregon on August 21, 1951, as a Cooperative Corperation.
Authorized capital- stocks—con51sts of 300 Membershlp Certificates
of which 295 have been issued to date. Forty nine of these
certif1cates have been: repurchased by the Cooperative;.leaving
246 shares outstand1ng.

_ ' Dur1ng.the twenty two years, the mill has. operated, the
members, all with substantial cash investments, have sacrificed
several drastlc wage curtailments for long periods of time, to
prevent the mill from closing, during depressed conditions of
the market. Of the normal work force of 240 employees, 119 atre
members, many of whom helped build the plart and who have put
22 years of their life with the organiztion.' Many have retired
and a good number w111 be considering retirement within the

" next few yedrs,

Management understands’ the problems and hardshtps these

individuals have been through and also recognizes their right
to continue with their jobs in the1r commun1ty,

It would be greatly appreciated, if your off1ce could furnish a
complete summary of just exactly what is requlred in order to meet
all the standards necessary to bring our plant into compliance.

Sincerely,

D, e fge S

Don Psge Smith
General Manager

.DPS/cl
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D.F.P.A.
P. 0. BOX 86 WESTPLYCO TELEPHONE 332-3711
PORT ORFORD, OREGON 97465
October 18, 1973 State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

REGEIVE
0CT 191973

Dept. of Environmental Quality OFECE OF THE DIRECTOR
1234 Morrison Street '

Portland, Oregon 97205

Subject: Air Contamination Discharge
Permit application No. 0073
Attention: Mr, Diarmuid F, O'Scannlain

Dear Mr, 0O'Scannlain:

On September 27, 1973, our Plant Engineer and myself had the
opportunity to meet with Mr, Harold H. Burkitt of your engineering
Department, We had a lengthy discussion pertaining teo the environ-
mental problems of our firm and Mr. Burkitt was very helpful,

We outlined the enormous operational problems facing the
orgainzation, in attempts to continue operations of the plywood
mill, the major controlling factors being the cost impact of the
State and Federal Environmental control regulations combined with
the depressed condition of the plywood market. The varying and
unstable market has been a constant factor that this organization
has lived with throughout the past twenty-two years. '

With our normal work force of 240 employees, the economy and
livelihood of the residents of this small community are dependent
upon the continued operations of the firm,

Our personnel have spent a great deal of travel, time and
expense in viewing many other mills throughout Oregon, Washington,
Northern California, and in Canada, gathering data and information
pertinent to our own problems so that we may proceed in an economic
manner, within the means of our financial ability, to correct our
problems and maintain the mill within the required standards.

We have thus far been unsuccessful in our search to find
economically feasible methods to meet all the required standards.
We will continue to make every effort to comply therewith, as
soon as possible.



Mr, Diarmuid F, 0'Scannlain
October 18, 1973
.~ Page 2 of 2 pages

We further advise you, that it was with deep regret that on
October 18, 1973, due to the continuing depressed condition of the
plywood market, together with the high timber costs and related
factors, we were forced to curtail our production by approximately
36%. This affected a lay-off of 80 employees, a very drastic
action for our small community, Lay-offs were based upon a
seniority basis and included the Plant Engineer.

Under present. circumstances, we must request an extension of
time for meeting our obilgations relative to Environmental Control
regulations, until the current depressed market conditions improves.

We trust that you will be able to grant us a reasonable ex-
tension. We will do everything in eur power to comply with require-
ments as soon as our financial position allows. We deeply appreciate
the information and help afforded by your staff. ‘

1f we can furnish additional information, please contact us
at any time, —

Sinceréif,
45%774%;2256%¢225

Don Page Smith'
General Manager '

DPS/cl
cc: Harold H. Burkitt, Chief
Engineering Services Section
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GOVERNOR
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Chairman, McMinnville
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Corvallis
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Portland

MORRIS K, CROTHERS
Salem

ARNOLD M. COGAN
Portland

DIARMUID F, O'SCANNLAIN
Director

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM OF INFORMATION

To : Environmental Quality Commission
From ° Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. E, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting

Presentation of Oregon CUP Renewal to Publishers
Paper Company

Renewal of Publishers Paper Company application for the Oregon
CUP Award was approved by the Commission at its meeting in

Portland on September 21, 1973.

Director'0’Scannlain will make the presentation,



Presentation of Oregon CUP Renewal Plaque
to Publishers Paper '
Agenda Item E - 11/26/73

The Oregon CUP Awafd is our highest redognition for
environmental excellenée. Its full name is the Oregon
Cleaning Up Pollution Award and it goes only to industries
that go beyond our basic pollution control reQuirements.

Recipients of the award have the right to use the
Oregon CUP symbol on their product labélé. Its purpése
ié to tell the consumer which products afe made by
"environmental good guys."

I'm particularly pleased to present this renewal plaqué
to Publishers Paper Company. Publishers was one of the
first two industrial recipients of the qward. They were the
first td use the CUP symbol on their products: newsprint
labels, paper bags and paper ?owels are now on the market
with the Oregon CUP insignia.

This is our first presentation of a renewal plaque. It
means Publishers Paper has not only achieved environmental
- excellence but maintained it throughout the succéeding year.

The initial award, presented in 1972, covered the remainder
of that year and the entire year of 1973, IThis renewal
entitlies the company to the use of the Oregon CUP.symbol
for caiendar year 1974 on their products and on the flags
flying over their plants at Oregon City and Newbe:g.

To Mr. Williamsbn, Executive Vice-President of
Publishers Paper, who is here to accept the award in behalf

of the company, and to Publishers' entire staff, may I




present this renewal award along with hearty
congratulations and the hope that I'll be presenting
similar plaques annually for many years to come.

#



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE, 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

TOM McCALL MEMORANDUM

GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS To : Environmental Quality Commission

Chairman, McMinnville

GRACE S. PHINNEY From : Director

Corvallis
PAUL E. BRAGDON Subject: Agenda Item No. F, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting
MORRIS K. CROTHERS Adoption of Proposed Amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Sections
Satem 25-255 through 25-290, Emission Standards for Primary
ARNOLD M, COGAN Aluminum PTants

Portland

— Background
DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN On June 29, 1973, the EQC held a public hearing for the purpose

Direclor
of receiving testimony relevant to the proposed amendment to the
Primary Aluminum Plant Regulations, OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-255
through 25-290. Draft standards were proposed at that time which would
1limit emissions from all aluminum plants to 0.3 pounds of gaseous
fluoride ion per ton of aluminum produced, 1.0 pound of total fluoride
den per ton of aluminum produced, and 8.0 pounds of total particulate
per ton of aluminum produced.

In addition to meetings with aluminum company representatives and
reviewing additional data submitted to the Department on October 24 and
25, 1973, another public hearing was held in Astoria to receive addi-
tional public testimony concerning the proposed regulations.

Discussion

The presently proposed regulation will Timit the total quantity of
fluoride materials, particulates emission, and visible emissions from
all emission sources at primary aluminum plants.

Based upon Department staff experience, public testimony and
information received, the proposed regulations have been revised to allow
for fluctuation in monthly sampling data and provide a reasonable time
for existing plants to achieve compliance of the proposed regulations
and yet insure protection of adverse effects on plant and animal life.
The Department Technical Report is attached.



Agenda Item F
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Summary and Conclusions:

It is recognized that the establishment of aluminum fluoride
standards based exclusively on available technical data leaves
room for challenge on the grounds of both insufficient data and
the number of approaches to the data's interpretation which can be
taken. Certainly the Intalco aluminum plant data over the coming
months may indicate significant fluctuations over that which has
been available to the staff in the preparation of its findings.
However, two significant factors -- unapproachable from existing
available data -- should readily offset variances in statistical
findings with regard to Intalco:

1.) Intalco is a converted plant and its findings have been
considered in terms of newly constructed plants. It is felt
reasonable to presume that the absence of any constraints associated
with converting an existing plant permits sufficient engineering
capability to improve on a2 new plant's capability;

2.) Even should a new plant be started in Oregon immediately
following the adoption of these regulations, the technological
changes and potentials for change in the period between when
engineering ended on the Intalco installation and when engineering
on any new Oregon plant would be completed are Tikely to improve
on new plant capabilities to meet the proposed Oregon standards.

The standards proposed now are attached and can be summarized thusly:

For new plants (constructed on or after January 1, 1973):

1.) Total fluoride emissions shall not exceed one (1) pound
per ton of aluminum produced, expressed as an annual average.

2.) Those emissions shall not exceed one point three (1.3)
pounds per ton expressed as a:monthly average.

3.) Total particulate matter emissions shall not exceed five
(5) pounds particulate per ton of aluminum produced, expressed as
an annual average.

4.) Total particulate emissions shall not exceed seven {7)
pounds particulate per ton of aluminum produced, expressed as a

monthly average.
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5.) Total tons of fluoride emissions from any plant is also

limited to 12.5 tons per month, with any increase above this requiring - "

written approval by the Department.
6.) Visible emissions from any source shall not exceed ten (10)

per cent opacity (Ringleman 0.5) at any time.
Compliance is to be achieved within 180 days of plant start-up.

For existing plants (constructed on or before December 31, 1973):
1.) Total fluoride emissions shall not exceed two point five
(2.5) pounds per ton of aluminum produced, expressed as an annual average.
2.) Those emissions shall not exceed three point five (3.5)
pounds per ton expressed as a monthly average.
3.) Total particulate emissions shall not exceed 10.0 pounds
particulate per ton of aluminum produced, expressed as an annual average.
4.) Total particulate emissions shall not exceed 13.0 pounds
particulate per ton of aluminum produced, expressed as a monthly average.
5.) Total fluoride emissions at existing plant sites shall not
exceed 22.0 tons per month.
6.) Visible emissions from any source shall not exceed 20 per
cent opacity (Ringleman 1.0) at any time.

Existing plants must submit an acceptable compliance schedule to the
Department within 180 days of the effective date of the proposed
regulations that demonstrate compiiance will be achieved on or before
January 1, 1977. Based upon a re-evaluation by the Commission in
1979, existing plants are required to comply with the proposed new
plant standards on or before January 1, 1984.

Director's Recommendation:
It is recommended by the Director that CAR, Chapter 340,
Sections 25-255 through 25-290 be amended as proposed herein.

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

WH:mg
November 19, 1973
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

November 1973

Proposed
Amendments to OAR, Chapter 340, Division 2

OAR, Chapter 340, bivision 2, Sections 25-255 through
25-290 is proposed to be amended as follows:

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.

In furtherance of the public policy of the state as set
forth in ORS 449,765, it is hereby declared to bé_the
purpose of the Commission in adopting the followihg
regulations to:

(1) Require,‘in accordance with a specific program
and timetable for each operating primary aluminum
plant the highest and best practicable collection,

| treatment and control of atmospheric-pollutants
emitted from primary aluminum plants through. the
-utilization of technically feasible equipmeﬁt,r
devices and procedures necessary to attain and
~maintain desired aif quality.

(2) Require effective monitoring énd reporting of

- emissions, ambient air levels of fluorides,“ o~
. flouride content of forage and other pertinenﬁ
data. The Department will use these data, in

conjunction with observation of conditions in



(3)

(4)

the surrounding areas, to develop emission and
. ambient air standards and to determine compliance

-therewith.

Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to

conduct a research and technological development

program designed to reduce emissions, in accordance

with a definite program, including specified objec-
tives and time schedules.

Establish standards which based upon presently

available technology, are reasonably attainable

with the intent of revising the standards as needed
when new information and better technology are

developed.

25-260 DEFINITIONS.

(1)

(2)

(3)

All Sources - Means sources including, but not.
limited to, the reduction process, alumina plant,
anode plant, anode baking plant, cast house, and
,coliection, treatment and reéovery systems. 7
Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth,
excluding the general volume of gases contained
within any building or structure.

Annual Average. - Means the arithmetic average of

the twelve most recent monthly averages reported to the

Department.
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[(9)] (10)

[(L0}] (11)

[(11)] (12}

(13)

Anode Baking Plant - Means the heating and sintering
of pressed anode blocks in oven-like devices, includ-

ing the loadiﬁg and unloading of the oven-like devices.

Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated
with the preparation of anode carbon except the anode

baking operation.

Commission - MeanéjEnvironmental Quality Commission.
Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is
consumed or is intended to be consumed by livestock.
Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality.
Emission - Means a release into the outdoor a£mosphere
of air contaminants.

Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the
releas= of a contaminant or multiple contaminants to

the ambient air.

Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion..
Forage - Means grasses, paS£ure and other vegetation
that 'is consumed or is intendéd to be consumed by
iivestock.

Monthly Average - Means the arithmetic average of the

three best valid test results obtained during any

calendar month, utilizing test methods and procedures
: _ —

approved by the Department.

Opacity - Means the degree to which an emission

(14)

reduces transmission of light or obscures the view -

~of an objeét in the backgfound.




[(22)] (15) Particulate Matter - Mecans a small, discrete mass
. of solid' or ligquid matter, but not including uncom-—
bined water. |

[(13)] (16) Primary Aluminﬁm Plant —.Means those plants which
will or do operate for the purpose of or related
to producing aluminum metal from aluminum oxide
ﬁlumina).

[{14) 1] iill Pot Liﬁe Primary Emission Control System[s] - Means
the system which collects and removes céntaminants
prior to the emission point. If there is more than
one such system, the primary system 1is that system
which .is most directly related to the aluminum
reduction cell. ‘

[(15)]1 (18) Regularly Scheduled Moﬁitoring - Means sampling and
anhalyses in COmpliance with a program and schedule
approved pursuant to Section [25-275] 25-280.

(19) Ringelmann Smoke Chart — Means the Ringelmann Smoke

Chart with instructions for use as published in May

1967 by the U.S. Department of Interior, Burcecau of Mine:

[(16)] (20) Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas - Means that amount of
- the gas which would occupy a cube having dimensions
of one foot on each side, if the gas were free of
water vapor at a preésure of 14.7 P.S.1.A. and a

température of 60°r.

25-265 EMISSION STANDARDE.
[(1) Visible emissions from all sources shall not exceed

twenty (20) percent opacity (Ringelmann 1).



(2)

(1)

Fach primary aluminum plant shall proceed promptlyr
with a program to comply with this regulation. A

proposed schedule of compliance shall be submitted

by each plant to the Commission not later than

one hundred and eighty (180) days after the effec—
tive date of this regulation. After receipt of the
proposed schedule, the State shall establish é
scheduie of compliance for each plant. Such sched-
ule shall include the date by which full compliance
must be achieved but, in no case, shall full com-
pliénce be later than January 1, 1975.]

The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant

constructed on or after January 1, 1973, shall be

collected and treated as necessary so as not to

exceed the following minimum requirements:

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources

shall not exceed: (1) a monthly average

of 1.3 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of

aluminum produced; and (2) an annual average

of 1.0 pound of fluoride ion p=r ton of

aluminum produced; and (3) 12.5 tons of

fluoride ion per month from any single

aluminum plant without prior written approval

by the Department.

(b) The total of organic and inorganic particulate

~ -
matter emissions from all sources shall not

exceed: (1) a monthly average of 7.0 pounds

of particuléte par ton of aluminum produced;



and (2) an annual average of 5.0 pounds of

particulate per ton of aluminum produced.

(¢} Visible emissions from any source shall not

exceed ten (10) percent opacity or 0.5 on

the Ringelmann Smoke Chart at any time.

(2) Pach primary aluminum plant constructed and operatéd

after January 1, 1973, shall be in full compliance

with these regulations no later than 180 days after

completing potroéﬁ start-up and shall maintain

full compliance thereafter.

(3) The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant

"constructed on or bhefore January L, 1973, shall

be collected and treated as necessary so as not

to exceed the following minimum regquirements:

" (a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources

shall not exceed:

(1) A monthly average of 3.5 pounds of fluoride

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and

(2) An annual average of 2.5 pounds of fluoride

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and

(3)y 22.0 tons of fluoride ion per month

from any single aluminum plant without

prior written approval by the Department.

(b) The total organic¢ and inorganic particulate matter
——

emissions from all sources shall not exceed:

(1) A monthly average of 313,ppounds of particu-

late per ton of aluminum produced, and




(2) An annual average of 10.0pounds of particu¥

late per ton of aluminum produced.

(c) Visible emissions from any source shall not

exceed 20 percent opacity or 1.0 on the

Ringelmann Smoke Chart at any time.

(4) Each existing primary aluminum.plant shall proceed

promptly with a program to complzﬁas soon as

practicable with these requlations. A proposed

program and implementation plan shall be submitted

- by each plant to the Department not later than

180 days after the effective date of these amended

regulations. The Department shall establish a

schedule of compliance for cach existing primary

aluminum plant. Such schedule shall include the

dates by which compliance shall be achieved but,

in no case, shall full compliance be later than

the following dates:

{(a) Existing plants shall comply with emission

standards in 25-265(3) by January 1, 1977;

(b) Existing plants shall comply with emission

standards in 25-265(1) by January 1, 1984,

pending a review by the Commission as described

in 25-265(5). N

{(5) The Commission shall review during calendar year

1979 the feasibility of applying section 25-265(4) (b)

based on their conclusions regarding:




(a} the then current state of the art of controlling

emissions from primary aluminum plants;

{b) the progress in controlling and reducing emis-

sions exhibited at that time by then existing

aluminum plants;

(c) the need for further emissions control at those

facilities based on discernible environmental

impact of emissions up to that time.

The Department may require more restrictive emission

limits than the numerical emjission standards contained

in Section 25-265 for an individual plant upon a find-

ing by the Commission that the individual plant is located

or is proposed to be located in a special problem area.

Such more restrictive emnission limits for special problem

areas may be established on the basis of allowable

emissions per ton of aluminum produced or total maximum

daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a combination

thereof, and may be applied on a seasonal or year-round

25-270 - SPECIAL PROBLEM AREAS.
basis.

[25-270]

25-275

HTIGHEST AND BEST PRACTICABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL
REQUIREMENT. g : AN

[Notwithstanding the specific emission limits set forth

in Section 25-265 of these regulations, in] In order to



[25-275]

25-280

maintain the lowest possible emissions of air contaminants,
the highest and best practicable treatment and control
currently available shall in every case be provided [.],

but this section shall not be construed to allow emissions

to exceed the specific emission limits set forth in

Section 25-265.

MONITORING.

(1) Each primary aluminum plant constructed and operated

on or before January 1, 1973, shall submit, within
sixty (60) days after [an] the effective date of

[this] these amended requlations, a detailed,

effective monitoring program. [The proposed
program éhéll be subject to revision and approval

by the Commission.] The program shall include

regularly scheduled monitoring and testing by the

plant of [for] emissions of gaseous and particulate

fluorides and total particulates. The plant shall

take and test a minimum of three (3) representative

emission samples each calendar month. The samples

shall be taken at specified intervals.

A schedule for measurement of fluoride levels in
forage and ambient air shall be submitted. The

Department shall establish a monitoring program for

the plant which shall be placed in effective opera-

tion within ninety (90) days after written notice

to the plant by the Department of the established




[25-280]

25-285

(2)

menitoring program.

[Necessary sampling and analfSis equipment shall be
ordered or otherwise provided for within thirty (30)
days after thé monitoring program has been approved
ir writing by the Commission. The equipment shali
be placed in effective operation in accordance with
the approved program ﬁithin ninety (90) days after

delivery.] Each primary aluminum plant proposed to

be constructed and operated after January 1, 1973,

shall submit a detailed preconstruction and post-

construction monitoring program as a part of the air

contaminant discharge permit application.

REPORTING.

tl) Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the

[Commission] Department, data shall be reported by

each primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days

of the end of each calendar month for each source

and station included in the approved monitoring

érogram as follows:

(a) Ambient air: Twe;ve—hour concentrations of
gaseous fluoride in ambient air expressed in
micrograms pex éubic meter of air[.], and .in parts

per billion (ppb). BAlso 28 day test results using

calcium formate ("limed") paper expressed in

micrograms of fluoride per centimeter squared

per cubic meter (pg/cm2/m3).

-10~



(b)

(c)

{a)

Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage

expressed in parts per million (ppm) of fluoride

on a dried weight basis.

Particulate emissions: Results of all emission
sampling conducted during the month for particu-
lates, expressed in grains per standard dry
cubiq foot, in-pounas per day, and in pounds
per ton of aluminum produced. The method bf
calculating pounds per ton shall be as speci-
fied in the approved monitering programs.
Particulate daté shall be reported as total
pafticulates and percentage of fluoride ion
contained.therein.

Gaseous emissions: Resuits of all sampling

conducted during the month for gaseous fluorides.

- All results shall be expressed as hydrogen

(e)

" (£)

fluoride in micrograms per cubic meter [on a
volume basis] and pounds per day of hydrogen

fluoride[.], and in pounds per ton of aluminum

Eroduced.

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

Changes in collection efficiency of any portioﬁ
of the collection or control system that resulted

from equipment or process changes.

w~ll-
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(2)

(3)

(1)

Each primary aluminum plant shall furnish, upon reqﬁest

of the [Commission] Department,such other data as the

[Commission] Depaxtment may require to evaluate the

plant's emission control program. Each primary

aluminum plant shall report the value of each emission

testgpefformed during that reporting period, and

shall also immediately report abnormal plant opera-
tions which result 1£ increased emission of air
contaminants.

,[Prior-to construction, installation or establish-
ment of a primary aluminum plant, a notice of con-

struction shall be submitted to the Commission’ ]

No person shall construct, install, establish or

operate a primary aluminum plant without first

applying for and obtaining an air contaminant dis-

charge permit from the Department. Addition to,

or enlargement or replacement of, a primary aluminum

plant or any major alteration [therein] thereof

shall be construed as construction, installation or

establishment.

SPECIAL STUDIES.

Speciai studies, covering the areas in subparagraphs
(a), (b) and (c) of this subsection shall be con-

~
ducted at each primary aluminum plant.

(a) Emissioné of particulates from all sources

within the plant, including size distribution

—-]12-



and physical énd chemical characteristics wheré
feasibie,.and é separation of fluoride and non-
fluoride particulaté; |

(b) Plume opacity from all sources within the plant,
including its relationship to grain loading,
particulate characteristics, particule emissions
in pounds per ton of production and stack
characteristics.

(c) Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons,
carbon monoxide,'chlorine and chlorides, oxides
of nitrogen, ozone, water vapor, and fluorides
from all sources. |

(2) Each primary dluminum plant shall submit a program
for conduétingrthe aforesaid special studies to the

- Commission for approval within sixty (60) days

after the effective date of this regulation.

(3) The results of the special studies shall be submitted
to the Commission not later than eighteen (18) months
after approval of the special studies program;]

(25-290 -REVISiON OF ED'E[ISSION STANDARDS.

(1) A public hearing may be called on or before ninety

(90) days after submission of the results of the
_special studies to evaluate thefspecial-studigsp
current technology and adequacy of these regula-
tions and to make revisions to the requlations ”

as necessary.

~13~



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

in accordance with Séction 25-280(3).1

~14-



STATEMENT

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN, Director
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

News Conference - November 20, 1973

Announcing Proposed Standards for Aluminum Plants

TH1s comINGe Monpay, NoveMBER 26, THE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION WILL TAKE
FINAL ACTION ON ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS FOR
ALUMINUM PLANTS. HEARINGS HAVE BEEN HELD
1N PorTLAND, MEDFORD AND ASTORIA AND BOTH
COMMISSION MEMBERS AND DEQ STAFF HAVE
| PARTICIPATED IN EACH HEARING,

BEFORE OUR HEARINGS BEGAN, | RECOMMENDED
A STANDARD OF ONE POUND OF FLUORIDE EMISSION PER
TON OF ALUMINUM, THE ESSENCE OF MUCH INDUSTRY
TESTIMONY WAS THAT SUCH A STANDARD WAS IMPOSSIBLE
TO MEET; THAT 1S, UNTIL THE INTALCO ALUMINUM PLANT
IN FERNDALE, WASHINGTON, BEGAN TO APPROACH THAT
STANDARD WITH GREAT CONSISTENCY,

T
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' BASED ON THE RECORD OF THESE HEARINGS
| WILL RECOMMEND TO THE COMMISSION THAT THE
SO-CALLED “ONE POUND STANDARD” BE MAINTAINED
FOR NEW PLANTS WITH SLIGHT MODIFICATIONS TO
TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE PROBLEM AREAS WHICH
WERE REVEALED IN THE HEARINGS. WITH RESPECT
TO EXISTING PLANTS IT IS MY CONCLUSION THAT
A CONSIDERABLY LONGER PERIOD OF TIME, UP TO
TEN YEARS, MUST BE PERMITTED IN ORDER TO HAVE
SUCH PLANTS REACH THE ONE POUND GOAL.,

SPECIFICALLY I AM RECOMMENDING THAT OUR
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL OF A MAXIMUM OF ONE POUND
OF FLUROIDE PER TON OF ALUMINUM PRODUCED BE
MODIFIED TO BECOME AN AVERAGE OF ONE POUND
PER TON ON AN ANNUAL BASIS. THIS IS BEST
DESCRIBED AS A “ROLLING 12 MONTH AVERAGE” AS
OPPOSED TO THE ORIGINAL PROPOSAL OF THE ONE
POUND MAXIMUM, UNDER THE ROLLING AVERAGE
CONCEPT, THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT THAT WOULD BE
CPERMITTED IN ANY GIVEN MONTH WOULD BE 1,3
POUNDS PER TON,
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IN MY VIEW THE "ROLLING 12 MONTH AVERAGE"
IS WITHIN REACH OF THE ALUMINUM INDUSTRY,
WHEREAS | AM NOT CONVINCED, BASED ON THE RECORD,
THAT A ONE POUND MONTHLY MAXIMUM IS ATTAINABLE
IN THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE. OUR REVISED STANDARD
REQUIRES ESSENTIALLY THE SAME LEVEL OF FLOURIDE
CONTROL THAT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED FOR THE LAST SIX |
MONTHS AT THE INTALCO PLANT AT FERNDALE, WASHINGTON.
 CERTAINLY IF A CONVERTED PLANT SUCH AS INTALCO
CAN MEET THIS STANDARD FOR THE FIRST SIX MONTHS
AFTER ITS UPGRADING,A NEWLY CONSTRUCTED PLANT,
HAVING THE BENEFIT OF ADDITIONAL TECHNOLOGICAL
EXPERIENCE TO DRAW FROM, CAN BE EXPECTED TO MEET
THE DEQ MARK ON A REGULAR BASIS.,

[ AM, OF COURSE, AWARE THAT AmMAX ALUMINUM
COMPANY WHICH HAS FILED AN APPLICATION FOR A
PERMIT TO BUILD AT WARRENTON, WILL ARGUE
VOCIFEROUSLY THAT IT CANNOT MEET ANY STANDARD
"WHICH SETS A LIMIT LESS THAN 1.5 POUNDS MAXIMUM
IN ANY MONTH, ON THIS POINT IT APPEARS THAT |
AMAX AND THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MUST RESPECTFULLY DISAGREE, '

ry
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THE STANDARD. WE ARE PROPOSING TODAY IS A
STANDARD WHICH WE FEEL, BASED UPON THE RECORD
OF THESE HEARINGS, 1S WITHIN REACH OF THE
ALUMINUM INDUSTRY IF IT IS WILLING TO COMPLETE
THE EXTRA EFFORT NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE THAT GOAL.,
I CERTAINLY DO NOT BELIEVE THAT DEQ SHouLD USE
THE RULE-MAKING PROCESS TO ATTACK INDIRECTLY
WHAT MUST BE CONFRONTED OPENLY AND ABOVE BOARD,
‘WHETHER OR NOT THE AMAX PLANT SHOULD BE BUILT
IN WARRENTON IS A MATTER ON WHICH THE DEQ WILL
TAKE A POSITION ONLY AFTER A CAREFUL ANALYSIS
OF ITS APPLICATION AND FULL HEARINGS HAVE BEEN
HELD IN JANUARY, TODAY'S ANNOUNCEMENT SIMPLY
SAYS THAT WE ARE HOLDING OUT FOR THE TOUGHEST
ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS IN THE COUNTRY SO FAR
AS THE ALUMINUM INDUSTRY 1S CONCERMED BUT THESE
STANDARDS ARE NOT IMPOSSIBLE TO REACH.
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ONE OTHER CHANGE FOR NEW. PLANTS 1S 1M
ALSO RECOMMENDING A TIGHTENING: OF PARTICULATE
STANDARDS FROM OUR ORIGINAL PROPOSAL OF 8 POUNDS
PER TON TO A 12 MONTH AVERAGE OF 5 POUNDS PER
TON AND A MAXIMUM MONTHLY AVERAGE OF 7 POUNDS.
THE MAXIMUM LEVELS FOR VISIBLE EMISSIONS WOULD
BE 10% opacITY.:

FOR THE PLANTS NOW OPERATING IN OREGON, 1'M
RECOMMENDING A STEP~BY-STEP PHASING IN:

By January 1, 1977, EXISTING PLANTS WOULD

BE REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE A MAXIMUM MONTHLY
AVERAGE OF 3,5 POUNDS PER TON AND A YEARLY
AVERAGE OF 2,5; PARTICULATEILEVELS BY THAT
1977 DATE WOULD HAVE TO BE DOWN TO 13 POUNDS
MONTHLY MAXIMUM AND 10 POUNDS ANNUAL AVERAGE;
VISIBLE EMISSIONS COULD NOT GO OVER TWENTY
PER CENT OPACITY.
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TEN YEARS FROM NOW, BY THE BEGINNING OF
1984, THE GOAL 1S FULL COMPLIANCE WITH

THE ONE POUND STANDARD, BUT WE EXPECT TO
TAKE ANOTHER LOOK IN FIVE YEARS AT THE
FEASIBILITY OF ACHIEVING THAT GOAL. BASED
ON OUR 1979 REVIEW, WE'LL THEM SET SPECIFIC
COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES FOR THE NEXT STEPS.

THESE INTERIM STANDARDS CAN BE MET BY THE
MARTIN-MARIETTA PLANT AT THE DALLES WITH THEIR
PRESENT LEVEL OF FLUORIDE EMISSION CONTROL.,

THE STANDARD WOULD REQUIRE ABOUT 20 PERCENT
REDUCTION OF PARTICULATE EMISSIONS FROM PRESENT
LEVELS AT THAT PLANT,

ReynoLDs METALS AT TROUTDALE, WITH IMPROVEMENTS
IN THEIR CONTROL SYSTEM WHICH THEY HAVE ALREADY
PLANNED TO MAKE, IS EXPECTED TO BE ABLE TO COMPLY
WITH THE PROPOSED PARTICULATE STANDARDS BUT WILL
NEED AN ADDITIONAL 12 PERCENT REDUCTION IN TOTAL
FLUORIDE EMISSIONS,

BOTH PLANTS WILL BE EXPECTED TO MEET EACH
PART OF THE STANDARD AS SOON AS PRACTICABLE. THE
1977 DATE 1S AN OUTSIDE LIMIT,
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IN "SPECIA;_PROBLEM AREAS," WHERE LOCAL
CONDITIONS WARRANT, THE PROPOSED RULES WOULD
PERMIT THE COMMISSION TO SET EVEN STRICTER
LIMITS THAN THOSE PROPOSED HERE, THIS ALSO
couLD AFFECT TARTIN-MARIETTA'S TIMETABLE,

WE WILL REQUIRE MONITORING NOT ONLY OF
STACK EMISSIONS AND RELATED POLLUTANT
o CONCENTRATIONS IN THE AMBIENT AIR. BUT ALSO
COLLECTING AND ANALYZING FORAGE SAMPLES TO
MEASURE EFFECTS ON PLANT LIFE.

| EMPHASIZE THAT WE ARE REQUIRING THE
HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTICABLE TREATMENT AND
CONTROL CURRENTLY AVAILABLE, THAT MEANS ANY
PART OF THESE STANDARDS COULD BE MADE TIGHTER
STILL, IF TECHNOLOGY IN THE FUTURE MAKES A
TIGHTER REQUIREMENT FEASIBLE AND PRACTICABLE.,
IT ALSO MEANS THAT AN EXISTING PLANT SUCH AS
MARTIN-/TARIETTA CAN BE REQUIRED TO MEET AN
IMMEDIATE DEADLINE WHERE IT HAS THE CAPABILITY
TO ACHIEVE REQUIRED LEVELS SOONER THAN 1977,
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THIS GIVES YOU IN SUMMARY WHAT [ AM
RECOMMENDING TO THE ComMIssIoN, [ HAVE
SAID PUBLICLY, AND SO HAS GOVERNOR HcCALL,
THAT IF A NEW ALUMINUM PLANT IS BUILT IN
OREGON IT'S GOING TO HAVE TO BE THE
CLEAWEST IN THE WORLD. THESE STANDARDS ARE
DESIGNED TO CARRY OUT THAT INTENT.

[ ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THERE ARE LIMITATIONS
TO THE DATA. CERTAIN ASSUMPTIONS, ON WHICH
REASONABLE AND KNOWLEDGEABLE MEN MAY DIFFER.
COME INTO PLAY IN ANY SUCH ANALYSIS.



ONE MAJOR CONCLUSION FROM DATA PRESENTED

TO US IS THAT THERE IS NO LEVEL OF FLUORIDE IN
THE AIR THAT DCQ cAN CERTIFY AS “SAFE.” ADVERSE
EFFECTS OF FLUORIDE POLLUTION HAVE BEEN
DOCUMENTED AT VERY LOW CONCENTRATIONS, THEREFORE,
IT'S THE DUTY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF CNVIRONMENTAL
- QUALITY TO REQUIRE, AS WE DO IN ALL CTHER
'STANDARDS., THAT AIR GONTAMINANTS BE KEPT TO THE
LOWEST LEVELS PRACTICABLE. THIS MEANS SETTING
THE MOST STRINGENT STANDARDS POSSIBLE, AHD THIS

IS THE BASIS FOR THE STANDARD I AM PRESENTING
TODAY .

#i##



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Technical Report

EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

: The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has.pre—
DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN .
Direcer pared this report describing some of the technical considerations
that prompted the proposed emissiqns standards for primary
alcminum plants, presented to the Environmental Quality Com-
mission on November 26, 1973...Its contents are intended to
serve as background information for interested parties,
" especially regarding the statistical study of existing aluminum
piant emissions. It should not be construed as a summary of
all the information considered by the Department to be pertinent
to the adoption of the standards, and attentipn is directed to

the voluminous record pursuant to the adoption of these stand-

ards, which has been accumulated during the last two years.

STATISTICAL STUDY

Prompted by testimony received, and because the proposed
standards for primary aluminum plant emissions are stringent,
Department s;aff_undertook the statistical evaluation described
below. 1Its predictions of feasible emissions performance under
various conditions are not presented as certainties, but rather
as reasoﬁable prébabilities. Necessary assumptions have been
identified and discussed,

One of the primary reasons for pursuing a statistical
analysis with available'data is the testimony by an aluminum
company that the inherent wvariability in any set of emissions

test data must be considered in determining an emissions



-2

standard which "shall not be exceeded." The analysis under-
taken below and the resulting recommendations makes possible
specific consideration of the inherent variability of test

data in the standard proposed for adoption by the Environmental

Quality Commission.

Data Base

Emissions data for aluminum plants is not plentiful,
especially as a continuous series covering an extended period
of years. Oregon's two existing plants have reported their
emissions continuously to the Department since March 1971. The
Martin-Marietta (MM) plant at The Dalles, Oregon has reported
total plant emissions for over 30 consecutive months, usually
as the average of 2 - 3 emissions tests each month. The
'Reynolds Metals Company (RMC) plant at Troutdale, Oregon has
similarly reported a monthly average (usually of 3 - 4 tests),
but was shut down completely for 13 months in 1971-72. Data
for these two plants are summarized in Tables I and II.

A third set of emissions data available to the Departmene
described recent. total fluoride and total.particulateiemissions
at the Intaléo aluminum plant at Ferndale, Washington. This
series consists of six consecutive monthly averages (April
1973 to September 1973), following major improvements in emis-
sions control equiﬁment at. Intalco last spring., Each monthly
average was calculated from 3 - 9 tests conducted on the primafy
emission control system and the same number conducted on the
secondary control system. Intalco emissions data as reported

to the Washington Depértment of Ecology are summarized in Table III.



TABLE I

TOTAL FLUORIDE EMISSIONS (LBS FLUORIDE/TON OF ALUMINUM PRODUCED)
FROM EXISTING PLANTS IN OREGON 1

Month- MARTIN MAR[ETTA?‘ ‘ REYNOLDS METALS CO, 3
Primary Secondary  Total Primary Secondary  Total Remarks
Year System System . Tuoride System System Fluovride
9-1973 0,03 1.37 1.40
8-1973 0. 036 2.83 2.87 2.97 3. 36 6. 35
7-1973 0.048 2.43 2.49 2.938 3.32 6,25
6-1973  0.018 1.49 1.51 3.03 2.3 5.33
5-1973 0. 033 1.68 1.71 3. 07 5.8 8.97
4-1973 0. 031 1.00 1,031 3.17° 6.1 9,87
3-1973 0.014 1.35 1. 364 4,83 5.10 9.93
2-1973 0. 040 0.79 (. 830 5.48 6,2 8. 08
1-1973 0. 034 2.2b 2.284 5,63 11.2 16. 8
12-1972 Freeze —————————-— 3.23 4.9 8.13
- 11-1972 0.049 3.5 3.55 5. 05 9.43 14,48
10-1972 0,010 3.4 ©3.41
9~1972 0.011 4.64 4,651
8-1972 0.017 3.10 3.117
T-1972 0. 036 4,23 4,266 -
6-1972 0.032 1,335 1. 367 - E
. -1972 0,018  1.96 1.978 05
4-1972 0.017 1.47 1.487 o H Martin~-Marietta reduces
3-1972 0. 067 1,37 1.44 o primary control system
_2-1972  0.929 Freeze - =~ emissions to near zero.
1-1972 1.38 1.579 2.959
- 12-1971 1.272 1.58 2.8b2
11-1971 1.32 1.129 2,49 .
10-1971 0.748 1.87 2.618 G. 4 11,61 18755
9-1971 0.816 2.01 . 2.826 7.65 9,08 16,73 -
8-1971  1.362 2. 09 3.452 7.20 11.50 18.70 B
7-1971 0.824 2.07 2.894 G. 27 7.39 13.66
6-1971 1.696 1.69 3. 386 3.04 10, 30 18.34
S 5-1971 0,164 1.26 1.424 7.95  6.87 14. 32
4-1971 0.879 0.92 1,799 7.04 - -
3-1971 1,115 1.23 2,345 8, 86

1. Monthly average emis_sioné obtained from monitoring data required by Oregon Department
of Xnvironmental Quality.

2. Located at The Dalles, Oregon.

2, Located at Troutdale, Oregon.



TABLE II

TOTAL PARTICULATE EMISSIONS (LBS PARTICULATE/TON OF ALUMINUM
PRODUCED) FROM EXISTING PLANTS IN OREGON!

Month- MARTIN MARIETTA® REYNOLDS METALS CO.. -
Primary Secondary  Total Primary Secondary  Total Remarks
Year _ System System Particulate System . System Particulate
9-1973 0.25 8.4 8.65
8-1973  0.26 14,2 14,42 8.8 7.8 16. 6
7-1973 0.33 9.6 9,93 7.8 9.9 17.7
6-1973 0.14 6.56 6.70 8.9 6.7 15.6
5-1973 0, 26 B.7 8.96 9.1 8.9 18. 0
4-1973 0.23 7.45 7.68 7.3 18.2 25,5
3-1973 0.11 8.3 8.41 15.5 14.2 29,7
2-1973 0.28 - 6.4 6.68 13.1 10.5 23.7
1-1973  0.26 8.2 8.46 16,9 13.8 30.7
12-1972 Freeze 9. 27 7.49 15. 87
11~1972 0.28 11.6 11.88 12, 57 7,49 20, 06
10-1972  0.053 8.3 8,35 )
9-1972 0. 054 11.4 11.45
8-1972 0.04 11.6 11.64
"7-1972  0.19 17.6 17.79 0 E
6-1972 0.024 10.5 10.524 195
i-1972 0.25 10.6 10.85 O =
4-1972  0.15 11.0 11.15 == Martin-Marietta reduces
3-1972  0.165 9.7 9.87 = primary contrc! system
2-1972 8.3 ¥reeze emissions to near zero,
_1-1972  11.0 11.35 22. 35
12-1971 10.7 16,9 27.6
11-19%1 9.6 11.4 21.0
10-1971 6, 22 12,2 18.4 22,49 14,41 36. 90
9-1971 4.7 13.1 ' -17.8 20.42 11.36 31.78
8-1971 10.4 12.3 22.7 25,13 12,94 38, 07
7-1971 10.5 16,0 26.5 21.14 13.99 35,13
6~1971 9.85 12,63 22,48 22,25 13.186 35.41
5-19871 6.25 9,79 16.04 20. 14 11,73 31. 87
4-1971 7.37 7.0 14,37 20. 85 - -
3-1971  10.59 8.40 18.99 24, 38 - -

1., Monthly average emissions obtained from monitoring data required by DEQ.
2, Located at The Dalles, Oregon

3. Located at Troutdale, Oregon . ’



TABLE III

Total F]uoTide and Total Particulate Emissions (1bs/ton of aluminum produced)
at INTALCO

Month - Year Gaseous Total : Total
Fluoride Fluoride S Particulate
(1b/ton AL) : (1b/ton AL) . (1b/ton AL)
4-1973 0.95 27 1.93
5 - 1973 0.45 0.757 | 3.83
6 - 1973 0.84 7 - 1.448 4.3
7-1973 0.25 0.71 | 3.47
8 - 1973 0.26 B Wi 5,32
9 - 1973 0.26 1,00 | 5.33

1 Monthly average emissions obtained from monitoring data reported to
Washington Department of Ecology. Intalco plant is located in Ferndale,
Washington.
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Because of its prior monitoring programs, the Oregon
'Depértment of Environmental Quality has obtained one of the
longest continuously reported series of emission data from
one of its two existing aluminum plants'(Marfin-Marietta plént
at The Dalles, Oregon). In Appendix A, the 64 individuai data
points which make up this series are evaluated and found to
.exhibit log normal distribution (these data are graphically
represented in Figuré I, Line MM). The other analyses in this
report are performed on monthly averages of emissions, as
reported to regulatory agencies in Oregon or Washington state
and listed in Tables I - III. For Martin-Marietta, the 29
monthly averages of the secondary system only were used in
subsequent analyses, in order to preserve series length but
make it more representative of recept performance.l For Reynolds,
the 10 monthly averages reported since the plant was re-started
up in November 1972, are used in analyses below. For Intalco,
6 monthly averages have been reported since control system
iﬁprovements were completed last spring. The resuiting data
indicates that this plant has consistently achieved emissions
lower £han hqve been publicly reported by any other aluminum

plant, to the best of our knowledge.

Assumptions

1. There is enough data available to undertake a statistical

analysis. -Statisticians prefer to work with data populations

1 Since the improvement of the Martin-Marietta primary system
in the spring of 1972, 96-99% of the total emissions of fluoride
and particulates have come from the secondary system, so that
neglection of primary system emissions would only underestimate
total emissions by 1 - 3%.
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which include large numbers of individual data points, while
the analysis described below is forced to consider populations
of less than one hundred individual measu:emehts. While this
does not preclude.such an analysis, it suggests caution in
interpreting the results. One indicator of the reasonableness
of these results is their close agreement with a projection by
one aluminum company of what they Believe is a reasonable
guarantee of the company's future emissions performance. In
any event, the data are the latest and best available, and the
statistical analysis is presented in the same spirit--as the
best effort of the Department, based on available data, to
describe in statistical tetms what aluminum plants can achieve
in the way of emissions control.

2. The emissions test data distribution from aluminum

plants is log normal. Appendix A of this report describes a

statistical analysis of Martin-Marietta emissions data--the
longest continuous series (64 individual measurements) of such
data available to our knowledge--which concludes that the data
is log normally distributed. Alcoa, Inc. has supplied data to
the Department about the emissions from their plant at
Wenatchee, Washington, in the form of frequency distribution
plots on log probability graph paper which indicate that they,
too, consider emissions test data to be log normally distributed.
The hearing record contains a letter from Dr. J. C. Schwegmann
-of Kaiser Aluminum in which he describes certain emissions data
as exhibiting “approximétely normal distribution" (as distinct

from log normal distribution). However, his interpretation
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appears to be based on visual inspection without a detailed
analysis of the type carried out in Appendix A. It also
refers to considerably fewer sampleé, and samples which come
from more than one plant. Moreover, a log normal distribution
is not uncommon for a series of emissions tests performed at a

. 8ingle source or facility over time. Thus, for purposes of

this analysis we have assumed that any series of carefully
collected emissions data from a single aluminum plant will
exhibit log normal distribution. We have further assumed that
the series of monfhly averages of several emissions tests will
also exhibit log normal distribution, although the relatively
“small amount of monthly data available may preclude a conclusive

test of this assumption at this time.

Analytical Concepts

' For'each of the three existing alumini'm plants evaluated,
their particular series of emissions data was first analyzed to
determine the arithmetic mean {m) and the arithmetic standard

(ov) for that series, using the following equations:

- ﬁé- XA

m = Aom (N
P
”m
T
: & xF-m(m)
g = Kom — (2).
-1
where X, = individual data point in the series

the number of data points in the series.

=}
I
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The arithmetic mean indicates the average emissioﬁs exhibited
5y that plant, while the arithmetic standard deviation (g~)
i§ the basic statistical indicatorrof how'much any series of
data "spreads out" around its mean (m)--i.e., an indicator of
the variability of the data.

Because Martin-Marietta's total fluoride emissions were
found to be log normally distributed,‘they can be represented as a
straight line on log probability graph paper as shown in Figure I
(and on page 11 of Appendix A). From the 1ine, two other import-
antrstatistical parameters can be obtained directly, from the
50th and 84th percentile values on that line: the geometric

. mean (mg); and the geometric standard deviation (@) .

Ty

Tg

50th percentile : (3)

84th percentile (4)

50th percentile
The geometfic mean (mg) represents the approximate wvalue not
exceeded by 50% of the individual data pointé in the data series,
while the geometric standard deviation (qa) is again a measure of
the spread of the data about the geometric mean. Egquations (5)
and (é) below caﬁ be used to calculate the geometric mean and

the geémetric standard deviation, if the arithmetic mean and

arithmetic standard deviation are'known.l
’ ) 2
oy = exp [lﬁg(gf + lﬂ (5)
m ‘- -
m_= (6)
g - exp(O.Slnzdb)

1 A Mathematical Model for Relating Air Quality Measurements
to Alr Quality Standards; Larsen, Ralph I., EPA publication L

AP—Bg,‘ P' 10 . ) . B“,\\‘_

Ny

L
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Conversely, equations (5) and (6} above can be solved so that
the geometric mean and geometric standard deviation can be
used to calcula£e the arithmetic mean and the arithmetic
standard deviation, as shown in equations (7) and (8) below.

- 2
_m myg r_exp(O.Sln a‘g)] (?)
_ , .
a= {exp [Ztlnzu-g + 1n mg)] = my Eexp(O.Slnzg—g] 2} * (8)

This means that for a log normal distribution of data, the
calculated arithmetic mean (m) and arithmetic standard devia-
tion {(¢g*), can be used to determine the geometric mean (mg) and
geometric standard deviation (aa). These, in turn, afford two
points on the frequency distribution line-~the 50th and 84th
percentile points—-from which the entire line may be reproduced.
Conversély, starting from the straight line frequency distribu-
tion, first the geometric and then the arithﬁetic means and
standard deviations can be obtained; It should be emphasized
that the resulting parameters will represent real situations only
if the data is log normally distributed.

The fact that the "liné of best fit," defined as the curve
which most nearly approximates all of the data points in the
frequency distribution, is linear (when plotted on log probabil-
ity paper) is very useful in describing present or predicted
aluminum plant emissions. As described above, from these straight
-1ine.§£aphs we can derive the following four parameters of use
in characterizing aluminum plant emissions: geometric mean (mg);
geometric standa;d deviation (qa); arithmetic mean {m); and |

arithmetic standard deviation {(¢*). The arithmetic mean {(m)
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represents the average emissions that must be achieved to
insure that individual emission teéts will not exceed any
chosen value on the frequency distributionrline more than a
corresponding percenfage of the time. 'The geometric mean (mg)
represents the approximate value not to be exceeded by 50% of
the individual emission tests. The slope of the frequency
distribution line reflects the "spread" of the data points in
any series (about the mean value of that series). Assuming

5 constant mean (mg).r the steeper the slope the greater is this
variability among-individual emission test results, which we
assume arises from two main sources: (1) variationé in average
emissions from the pots, due to fluctuating pot conditions;

(2) errors inherent in the measurement processes of those
emissions. The arithmetic standard deviation (g*) may, in turn,
be used to describe the permissible variation in individual
emission tests which would constitute compliance with the over-
all emissions performance represented by the straight line
frequency distribution plot.

For example, the log normal frequency distribution which
begt fits the Intalco total fluoride emissions data in Table ITT
is graphically represented in Figure I (line T). Together with
equations (7) and (8), this linerprovides the information that
to maintain Intalco's overall performance in terms of fluoride
emissions: (1) approximately 50% of the tests should show no
‘greater emissions than 0.981 lbs F/Ton Al (mg); the arithmetic
mean (m) or average of all tests over an extended time should

approach 1.0298 lbs F/Ton Al; and (3) the standard deviation (g~)
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from the average (m) should be 0.3291 1bs F/Ton Al. Note:
hppendix C (Case #2), based on recalculated monthly average
emissions for Intalco, indicates that the ﬁlgnt's present
performance is even Better than shown hére.

In order to set an emissions standard "not to be exceeded,"
we need to define the average or mean (m) plant performance
level which constitutes compliance with that standard, Then
we mustrdefine the limits surrounding that mean (m) within
which there is a high prohability that any carefully measured
emigsions test result will fall. The latter requires that we
know something about the inherent variability of emissions test
data of the type we are interested in--namely, that we can
estimate the standard deviation {(¢g~) for aluminum plant emissions
tests. The probability (P} that any single emissions test (x;),
or average (X) of a number (n) of emissions tests, will exceed
the mean (m) required for compliance with the standard can pe

expressed as follows:

Po{x) = _(X) - m (9)
T/ Vn |

the probability that X will be withina 4 n
of the mean (m) a designated percentage of
the time

Z x,

X = the average of n individual tests, or i—en
n
where X, = individual emissions tests results

n

where, Pn(xi}

‘n = the number of individual tests averaged to
determine compliance with the standard

g = the arithmetic standard deviation associated
with the total population of emissions test
results; which population is assumed to be log
normally distributed



oPp{x) = x - m (0)

|
N

m o+ Yo~ 1)
- |

In Equation (11), Y is a constant in a probability factor,
Yo /Y n, which describes how far X can be expected to exceed
the mean (m) a designated percentage of the time. Statistical'
theory tells us that individual test values will not exceed
the arithmetic mean (m) for the entire series of tests by more
than 1.282 standard deviations (1.2824d") 80% of the time, or
more than 1.645g> 90% of the time, or more than 2.5760° 99% of
the time, etc., if the data is log normally distributed.l These
coefficients of the standard deviation correspond to the constant
(Y), so that the probability factor, Y¢/¥n, is given by values

© in Table IV for various designated frequency requirements (the
percentage of the time that X will not exceed m by more than

Yr/7ny
TABLE IV

PROBABILITY FACTORS FOR NORMALLY DISTRIBUTED
DATA FOR DESIGNATED FREQUENCY REQUIREMENTS

Numbexr of Tests Probability

Averaged Probability Factor for Designated Freguency Requireme
g Yy g g Y
Number of Tests Probability Factor for Desi ted F i
Averaged gnate reguency Requirements
80% . 90% 95% 98% 99%
1 1.282 1.645 1.960 2.326 2.576
3 1.282¢ 1l.645¢0" 1.960¢ 2.326¢0 2.5760
Y3 : 3 Y3 Y3 1£3
36 1.282 1.645  1.960 2.326 2.576
Y36 Y36 Y3s 136 136

1 For value of coefficient (y) of the standa: Lati l
Y ard deviation (g~
see Table II, page 625 of Statistics for Scientists_and &
Engineers, by R. Lowell Wine, Prentice Hall, Inc., 1974,
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We may now write an expression which corfeSponds to the
maximum acceptable value for any emissions test, or average of
a series of tests, which will consti£ute compliance with a
"not to be exceeded" emissions standard, and which will be
expressed in terms of the average emissions which the plant
‘must maintain and a factor reflecting the inherent variability
of emissions test data. These expressions are given below for
the case where "not to be exceeded" is defined as "99% of the

time® {(or, in 99% of the emissions tests performed).

m + Y& = m + 2.576 {(12)

Single Test Maximum =
Y1
Maximum Average =m 4+ Yo = m + 2.5764 (13)
(of 3 tests) V3 : 13
Maximum Average =m + ¥Yg = m + 2.5760 {14)

(of 36 tests) ﬁﬁ -r‘3'

In the above expressions, (m) represents both (1) the long-

term average piént emissions required for compliance with the
standard; and (2) the arithmetic mean of a series of tests of

. that plant's emissions, which are (a) log normally distributed,
and (b) whose absolute values constitute compliance with the
standard, and (c) whose standard deviation from the arithmetic
mean {(m) is . Real values for (m) and (¢g) can be obtained from
emissions test results for existing plants using equations‘(l).
and (2). For situations where actual plant performance mdsf be
predicted (e.g., new plants; or,estimating (m) and (g for the
Reynolds/Troutdale plant after the installation of primary syétem

improvements), (m) and {(¢g°) must be obtained from straight line
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frequency distribution plots of the type showﬁ in Figure I,
using equations (7) and.(B). Then (m}) and (7)) can be sub-
stituted into expressions like equations (12), (13) and (14)
to determine proper numerical values for standards which are
"not to be exceeded."

In Appendix B, the analysis described above is carried
out to determine (m) and (@) values for three existing aluminum
plants in order to determine what maximum value should not be
exceeded (992 of the time)} by emissions tests at these plants
reported as: (1) any single test of emissions; (2) an average
of three tests conducted at separate times during a calendar
-montﬁ; and (3) the average of 12 such monthly averages (or 36
tests) during a calendar year. These-results are discussed in
the next section of this report and emissions standards for

both new and existing plants are discussed.

Conclusions

The foregoing analysis and its épplication to several exist-
ing aluminum planfs (Appendix B) appearsto be both a novel and
-usefui way to mo&el the overall emissions control performance of
primarf aluminum plants. It offers a framework both to describe
~existing emissions and to predict-future emissions, after plant
alterations. It readily treats the problem of allowing for the
inherent variability of emissions test data in setting a "not £o
be exceeded" standard, and can aid in choosing specific numerical
standards for a variety of testing and reporting schedules
(monthly average, annual average, etc.). Critical assumptions--

such as the log normal distribution of emissions test data--



RELATIONSHIP OF CURRENT EMISSION FROM SEVERAL |
EXISTING ALUMINUM PLANTS TO PROPOSED EMISSION STANDARDS

T EV

1

1

Proposed Intaleo Plant? Martin-Marietta Plant®  Reynoldg Plant®
Emissions Standard Standard 2 DEQZ I DOE® . Current’ | Proposed
Category? (Ibs/Ton Al (Ibs/Ton Al {Ibg/Ton Al (Ibs/Ton AY)
Total Fluoride Fmissions
New Plants _
Single test .- 1.35 177
Monthly Avg. (3) L3 1.18 1.46
Annuval Avg., (36) 1.0 L0l 1.16
Existing Plants
Single test - 4,26 18.8 4.80
Monthly Avg. (3) 3.5 3.32 14.9 3.80
Annual Avg. (36) 2.5 2.40 11.0 2.80
Total Particulate Emissions
New Plants ' ' !
Single test - 8.68 7.36
Monthly Avg. (3 7.0 6.85 5,97
Annual Avg. (38) 5.0 4, 60 4.60
-—Existing Plants
" Bingle test - ' . 18.3 36.0 12.7
Monthly Avg. (3) 13.0 - . . 15.1 29,8 . 10.4
Annual Avg, (36) 10.0 , 12,0 23.8 8.2
1. For calculation of individual plant values listed in this Table, see Appendix B of this report.
2, Part of proposed revisions of OAR, Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290.
3. Plant locations: Intalco at Ferndale, Wn.; Martin-Marietta at The Dalles, Oregon; Reynolds at Troutdale,. Oregon. -
4, Based on monthly averages recalculated by DEQ staff from raw emissions test data furnished by Intalco, Inc,, and
included in Appendix C; see Appendix B (Cases #2 and #4).
5. Based on monthly average emissions as reported by Intalco to Washington Department of Ecology (DOE) and listed
in Table IIl (see Appendix B - cases #1 and #3),
6. ©See Appendix B. (Cases #5 and #6).
7. See Appendix B. (Cases #7 and #9),
8. BSee Appendix B. (Cases #8 and #10).
9.

Monthly averages are of three separate emission tests; anrual averages are of the twelve most recently reported
moenthly averages,
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involved must be tested, but preliminary indications
(Appendix A) are encouraging.

The results of specific evaluations of the three existing
plants carried out in Appendix B are summarized in Table V for
comparison with the proposed standards for total fluoride and
total particulate emissions. Two projections for Intalco are
listed because a recalculation of monthly average emissions for
this facility by Department staff (using raw emissions data sub-
mitted by the company} yielded results significantly different
from those calculated using the data in Table III. While this
recalculation caused some monthly figures to rise and others to
fall, the overall result was a lower average fluoride emissions
level coupled with less variance in the individual monthly
averages; the same recalculation process resulted in higher
average particulate emissions. Evaluation of the recalculated
emissions by DEQ staff indicate that Intalco should not exceed
a monthly average emission rate of 1.2 1lbs fluoride (F) ion/
Ton of aluminum (A1) produced (99% of the time), if their
emissions control remains at the levels they have reported for
the past six months to the Washington Department of Ecoloéy
(DOE) ; and they should not exceed an annual average of 1.0 lbs
F/Ton Al (99% of the time). Thus, Intalco is apparently control-

ing total fluoride emissions at a level slightly better than that

that required by the standard proposed (Appendix D) for new

plants in Oregon.* TLikewise, the proposed standards for total

* 1,3 lbs F/Toen Al as a monthly averége;
1.0 lbs F/Ton Al as an annual average
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-particulate emissions (7.0 lbs total particulate/Ton Al as a

monthly average; 5.0 lbs/Ton Al as an annual average) also appear

to be slightly less stringent than Intalco has achieved during

the past six months.

The stringent emissions standard imposed on new plants is
a proper future goal for existing plants, but the latter will
require considerably more time.to comply. Accordingly, compli-
ance by.existing plants with the new plant§ standard is proposed,
but cannot realistically be required for up to ten years. There-
fore, provision should be made for a review by the Environmental
Quality Commission (EQC), of the feasibility of achieving this
level of emission control well before such a deadline. In thé
meantime, existing plants should be subject to separate stand-
ards, which require that (a) total fluoride emissions not exceed
3.5 lbs F/Ton Al as a monthly average and 2.5 lbs F/Ton Al as an
annual average; (b) total particulate emissions not exce=d
13.0 1lbs/Ton Al as a monthly average and 10.0 1lbs/Ton Al as an
annual average.

The new standards proposed were chosen after reviewing the
present and propésed performance of existing aluminum‘plaﬁts as
summarized in Table V, and considering what opportunities exist
at each plant for improving emissions control. They are considered
to be achievable without severe econonic hardship for the companies
involved. The standards will require continued vigilance on the
part of the companies involved to maintain compliance, yet
compliance is well within reach as demonstrated by the achievement

of this level of control at other existing aluminum plants. These
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standards are recommended with the intent of prowviding Oregon'é
_environmeﬁt maximum protection in an effort to prevent damage
to any persons, animals or plant life.

The projecticns of ReYnolds' overall emissions control per-
formance indicate that after installation of an improved primary -
control system, Reynolds will approéch the fluoride control levels
presently reported by Martin-Marietta, and will surpass Martin-
Marietta's parficulate control performance. Thus, a single
étandard for existing plants, which is equitable statewide and
affords maximum ehvironmental protéction, will be likely to
require slightly better fluoride control at Troutdale and better
particulate control at The Dalles than is currently reported.

" The proposed standards for existing plants do just this, requir-
ing roughly a 20% reduction in total particulate emissions at
The Dalles and about 12% reduction in total fluoride emissions
at Trcutdale (in addition to fluoride emissions reductions pro-
posed as a result of improvements to Reynolds' primary control
system) . One problem with this approach is that a single
fluoride standard which Reynolds can reasonably achieve, even
after its proposed substantial reductions in fluoride-emissions,
does not require reductions in present fluoride emissions at
Martin-Marietta, where fluoride Has been more notoriously asso-
ciated with envifonmental damage (primarily to fruit crops).
However, attention is calléd to Section 25-270 of the proposed-
regulations which permit the Commission to adopt stricter
standards in "Special Pfoblem Areas." Options under Section 257270

would include not only lower standards to be applied year round,
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but also partial curtailment of production during especially
sensitive.periods (e.g., "fruit set"), : ' \

The potential £0' achieve the proposed emissions reduc-
tions exists at both plants. At Reynolds it may require increas-
ing hooding efficiencies or exhaust gas volumes in the new
primary emissions control system, or upgrading the poor
scrubbing efficiency of the present sécondary control system.

At Martin-Marietta better partiéulate control may be achievable
both in the handling and feeding of alumina feedstock as well
‘as by upgrading the particulate removal efficiency of the
emissions control system. Though Martin-Marietta's wet electro-
statlc precipitators are efficient fluorlde scrubbers, the

" significantly steeper slope of line MM in Fiqure I suggests that
emissions measurement technigues at Martin-Marietta should be
examined to determine why their test data have greater wvariabil-
ity than Intalco's. Also, Figure II indicates a seasonal "hump"
in fluoride emissions (late summer, early fall) at Martin-
Marietta,which also indicates a target area for improvements.

Several changes in the original proposed standards deserve
mention. Becausé of the potential variability among aluminum
plants of the proportion of gaseous fluoride emissions within
the total fluoride emissions, andrthe present difficulty in
separately and acéurately measuring the gaseous fluoride , no
specific standard for gasedus fluoride emissions is recommended
at this time. However, because the gaseous flﬁoride is believed
to be more toxic to plaﬂts than particulate fluoride, the

Department intends to .require, as part of any approved monitoring
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program, procedures to . measure gaseous fluoride and to
ﬁonitor fluoride levels in plant life neaﬁ aluminum plants.
Because it is intended to maintain the lowest practicable
levels of fluoride emission and because the previously discussed
emissions standards are expressed only in weight per unit of
~ production (lbs per ton of aluminum produced), it was considered
desirable to include in the proposed standards a ceiling on the
total fluoride emissions at any single aluminum plant. . This
does not imply that such ceilings £epresent a "harmless" level
of fluoride emissions.
Although based upon the statistical evaluation, numerical
. standards could have been proposed for any single‘emissions
test ("not to be exceeded" 99% of the time), a single test
standard is not recommended. Because all test results are
needed for continuing statistical evaluation of plant pexformance,
the bepartﬁent is concerned not to discourage the reporting of
high results. A standard which allows averaging offers a better
chance of compliance in spite of occasionally high test results.
The proposed regulation is included as Appendix D of this

| report.



Notes on Aluminum Plant Pollution -- Necessary Protectionl

Documented informétion about the adverse effeéts of moderate to
large concentratiéns of fluoride on man, animals and plant life is
fairly plentiful,-bﬁt reliable knowledge about the effects of low levels
" of fluoride over extended periods of time is sparse. In general, the
standards proposed in this report should result in ambient levels of
fluoride in the air that cannot presently be shown to adversely effect
man, and most other large animals, so that plant life is the major
living organism at risk. Of course, certain conditions of terrain and
meteorology could combine to give considerably heavier doses of emitted .
pollutants to specific areas thét would not be experienced throughout
the vicinity of the aluminum plant. But, by and large, the chief
identified danger to date of airborne fluorides lies in their collection
on, and concéntration by, plants, and the effects on animals which feed
on those plants; And since fluoride accumulates in the tissues of plants
and animals, long tgrm exposure to very low levels risks adverse chronic
effects not yet studied in enough detail.

Oregon's experience of damage to fruit crops near the Martin-
harietta plant at The Dalles, where measured ambient fluoride levels
- average less than 1.0 part per billion (ppb), illustrates the problem.
Dr. Timothy Facteau's research has suggested that-fluoride hinders "fruit
set" in sweet cherries at concentrations as low as 0.5-0.75 Fg/m3 (or
0.65-0.95 ppb)z. "Soft suture" of peaches has been associated with low

levels of ambient flﬁorideB.

1. This section is not intended to be a comprehensive statement of the
risks of fluoride pollution, but does highlight some of the testimony
received and literature. .

2. Testimony of Dr. T. Facteau at Commission hearing on June 29, 1973.

N. R. Benson, Proc. Amer. Soc. Mart. Sci, 74:184-198 (1959).

(V3]
.
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The National Environmental Protection Agency fEPA) has coordinated
study of fluoride damage to-élants and animals in the vicinity of the
Anaconda Company's aluminum plant at Columbia Falls, Montanaz; The
findings may be summarized as follows:

- Ambient fluoride rarely exceeded the 1 ppb (Montana) standard

on the valley floor, but higher elevations apparently exceeded

the 0.30 yg F/cmz/day_(Montana) standard by a factor of two or

more. Meteorlogical work and vegetation surveys confirmed that
most severe damage occurred on high ridges near the plant (Tea-
kettie Mountain, less than 1.0 miles away) and up to 10 miles
away (Apgar Mountain). Vegetation damage consisted of visible
injury to sensitive éonifers (white pine, lodgepole pine and
ponderosa pine), including mortality éf young trees, and other
vegetation. Senéitive indicator plants (apricot trees, gladiolus
exposed in the area showed moderate tip burn within 16 weeks.

Conclusions of EPA: (1) elevated fluoridation rates in plants

were measured ldror more miles from the Anaconda plant; (2)

vegetation damage was definitely caused by chemical agents

(fluoride), not insects; (3) pre-1971 emission levels at

Anaconda were clearly too high, but more time is needed to con-

c¢lude how much damage is occurring as a result of present (lower)

emissions; (4) location, topography and meteorology are keyg

to exposure risk.

n

4,
1., Fluoride in Glacier National Park - A Field Investigationﬁ Report
No. EPA-908/1-73-001. Prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region VIII, Denver, Colorado, 80302, and published in
November, 1973. .
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In a concurrent study of the effects of fluoride pollution on

wild animals near Columbia Falls, Dr. Clancy Gordon concluded:

"In conclusion, it is reiterated that there are'ex—
cessive. fluoride concentrations in the flora and fauna
collected in the southwest zones of Glacier National
Park. A comparison of flucride concentrations found in
vegetation and animal species confirms that an increase
of several orders of magnitude is occurring in the food
chain. How much more accumulates in the carnivores
which are higher up the food chain is not known. How-
ever, the propensity of fluoride to concentrate in the
food chain, as evidenced by the results of these studies,
suggests that excessive fluoride accumulation in the

carnivores in Glacier National Park is a strong poésibility.

Further studies will be needed to ascertain the ecoclogical
consequences of the fluoride pollution which has occurred
in the past and continues to occur today in Glacier
National Park. The major ecological consequences will
probably develop slowly over many years because, as
mentioned previously, the fluoride accumulation in flora
and fauna occurs at extremely low concentrations o:f fluoride
in -the ambient air. But slowly and insidiously these low
but .excessive levels of fluoride accumulate in the'foliage
of vegetation until they reach concentrations several
thousands of times higher than those found in the ambient
ailr at any given time. In turn, the animals which feed
upon this forage accumulate fluoride in their bone

tissues in concentrations several hundred times that

found in the vegetation;ﬂl

Contractors Réport entitled "1970 Glacier National Park Study",
prepared by Dr. C. C. Gordon and personnel of the Environmental
Studies Laboratory, at the University of Montana, Missoula,
Montana, 59801. pp 44-45,
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" In its review of the effect of fluorides on the environment the
National Academy of Sciencé.described the range of plant response to
various fluoride levels and the cumulative nature of exposure of plants
to fluoride.

"Accumulation of atmospheric fluorides by plants can result
. in changes in metabolism, production of foliar lesions, and
alteration in growth, development, and yeild. Plants may be
grouped in three general classes, accérding to their response
to fluoride exposure: susceptible, intermediate, and resistant.
In addition to differences among species and varieties, the
duration of exposure, stage of development and rate of growth,
rate of accumulation of fluoride, environmental conditions,

and agricultural practices are important factors in determining

‘the susceptibility of plants to fluorides.

The following threshold concentrations for atmospheric fluorides

are based primarily on research, rather than on field studies.

For exposure periods of 1 day, the threshold for foliar markings
is between 3 and 4 pg/m3 for the most suscestible species and 10
pg/m3 or higher for species of intermediate susceptibility; for
exposure periods longer thanra month, the threshold is about

0.5 pg/m3 for susceptible and betweeh 1 and 3 Pg/m3 for some
intermediate species. The relation of the accumulated foliar
fluoride to the occurrence of foliar lesions is complex. Suscept-
ible plant species show foliar lesions when tissue fluoride con-
centrations are 20-150 ppm. Some highly resistant species can
tolerate tissue concentrations in excess of 4,000 ppm without
~injury. Reduction in growth may occur at tissue fluoride con-

centrations of 30-300 ppm, depending on the species and coﬁditions.

The average concentration of fiuoride in fofége that appears to
be important for animals is 40 ppm. Estimates suggest that a
fluoride accumulation of 40 ppm in forage would be achieved in
30 days at a mean hydrogen fluoride concentration in the air of
 0.33-1.3 pg/m3. However, these estimates do not take into
account variability in exposure to fluoride, rate of plant

growth, or the effects of weathering in a field condition.
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The available data suggest that a threshold for significant
foliar necrosis on susceptible species or an accumulation of

fluoride in forage of more than 40 ppm would be a 30-day average

air concentration of gaseous fluoride of about 0.5 ug/m3.“l

.The potential for accumulation of 40 ppm fluorides in plants in
thé short span of one month at low levels (0.33-1.3 pg/m3, or about
0.42-1.67 ppb of MF) is significant. Ambient fluoride concentrations
near bdth Oregon aluminum plants average‘less than 1.0 ppb, but forage
samples average fluoride levels of 50 ppm downwind near the Reynolds
plant. The proposed standards should provide maximum long range

(many months) protection for Oregon plant life and foraging animals,

both wild and domestic.

In view of reports such as the above, the Department is unable
to certify that any particular level of fluoride in the air is a
"safe" level, Accordingly, the Department must rely once again on its
continuing policy of reducing air contaminants to their lowest possible
Levels. This, in turn, calls for the most stringent standards'possible,

based on presently available technology.

Significant Deterioration of Air Quality

The Department is also concerned about the considerable overall
impact of large stationary sources on the general level of air quality
in their wvicinity, espe&ially in particularly clean air areas. 'Thus,
additional impetus for requiring the minimum poséible pollution' levels

also comes from the National Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which

1. Fluorides, completed in 1971 by the Committee on Biologic Effects
of Atmospheric Pollutants, Division of Medical Sciences, Nation
Research Council, for the National Academy of Sciences.
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has proposed a regulation to prevent significant déterioration of air
éuality. Along with many other states, Oregon supported this conceptr
of miniﬁizing degradation_qf air quality, especially in these areas

" which now have particularly clean air. Such clean air areas cannot

be allowed to become pollution havens. Also, because federal require-
ments increasingly direct states to assess the air quality impact of
more and more specific types of growth and development, it is clear
that any new facility with a large volume of emissions must limit these
emissions to the maximum extent possible - or risk usurping too great

a portion of that community's future growth potential.



APPENDIX A

State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY | INTEROFFICE MEMO
o P - - Date: August 7, 1973
F_ror.n: RH .
‘Subject: Request for Analysis of Martin Marietta Flouride Data

Presented here is a brief description of my statistical
treatment of the “total flouride" emission data from the
secondary system at Martin Marietta. The attempt was made
to keep the narrative simple enough to be understood yet
technical enough to have some technical substance.

As requested, the analysis was confined to the total filuride
values frem the secondary system as reported to the Department
by Martin Marietta. The time period covered by the data is
from March 2, 1971 through June 19, 1973.

e

Enclosure



COMCLUSINYS -

The data was shoun to be log-normally distributed and when the cunulated
relative frequencies were plotted on log-probability paper, the graph approxi-
mated a straight line. The lina of best Tit was approximatad using the
gzometric mean and the gzometric standard deviation. Using this line to
- estimate the 950 occurrence shows the approximate value of 3.6 1b. F1/Ton Al.
" In other words, 95% of the samples collected have values less than 3.6 Tb.
F1/Ton Al. This means that based upon the statistical analysis; when 20
samples are collected, 19 of them {95%) will have values of less than 3.6 1b.
F1/Ton Al. , : .

The time series plots (ref. pg. 14, 15, 16) show that the highest values
and the most extrame deviations in the data occurred in the later part of 1972.
-The 1971 data does not show this type of pattern. The 1973 data for that tima
period has not bzen collectad yet, hence thare is somz question that thase
values are typical. The impact of thase valuss is very significant sinca they
are the source of the non-normality in the data and are the case of interest.
In any event, it seems clear that there are obviously other variables at work
here and that mora data needs to be collected before thz conp1ex1rj of the
's1tuat1on is resolved. o

PERTINENT STATISTICS

Numbar of samples = 54

Median = 1,49 o : K

Arithmatic Mean = 1.819 : _ - .

Geometric Mean = 1.59 :

Geometric Standard Deviation = 1 69

.95% of samp]es<: 3.6 - predicted by cumu1ated frequency
d15tr1bu;10n

DISCUSSTON AND DESCRIPTION OF AMALYSIS PROCEDURES

- I. Raw Data

The data analyzed was the 64 source test samples collected by
Martin Marietta on their sacondary system. Only the total fluride
samples were analyzad. The time period of the data is from March 2,
- 1971 through June 19, 1973, The raw data is presented on pages 1,

2 and 3 of the appendix.

II. Frequency Distributions

As a first step in the treatment of this data, I arranged the raw
data in ascending order and compiled a frequancy count. That is,
the number of occurrences (frequaency) of each data point was tallied
and recorded next to the observed value. The results of this com-
pilation are recorded under the F. column of Frequency Table llo. 1
on pages 4, 5 and 6 of the appendix.



III.

The szcond step was compiling a cumulative Trequancy distribution.
This was done by successively adding the frequency count obtained
abova for each observed data value. Thase values are tallied under
the< F column on Freguency Table No. 1.

~ The third stap was the calculation of cumulative relative frecu2ancy

for each observed valua. Thase npumbers represent the cumulative
frequancy for each value expressed as a percentage of the total
number of data values. It was calculatad in this case by dividing
the entry in the F column of Frequency Table fio. 1 by 64 and
mu1t1p1y1ng by 100 . ' C

Determination of Normality

The easiest method of testing for normal distributions of data is to
graph the Trequancy against the observed value.. If the resulting
curve approximates a ball-shaped curve then the data 1s assumad to be
normally distributed-meaning among other things that it is free of

-b1as

An 1mportanL fact apparent from the F column of FrequenCJ Tab‘la No. 1. |

~is that tha2 data is multi-modal. That is, there are sevaral observed

values with the highast frequency count. The fact that the data is
multi-modal in addition to the Tact that the number of data values is
re]at1ve1y small (for statistical purposes) lead to the conclusion
that for the purpose of determing the normality of the frequency
distribution, the data should be treatad on a class interval basis.
That s, the fraquency distribution snould be lumped togethar for a
range of values rather than tallied for each distinct value.

To facilitate the class. interval frequency distribution, the range
of the raw data was calculated by subtracting the minimum vaiue from
the maximum value and the decision was arbitrarily made to use ten
class intervals. This then meant that the data should be talljed
for ten class intervals with a class intarval of (5.80 - .40) = 10 =
.54, The class interval frequency distribution was compiled with the
resu1ts disniayved on page 7 of the appﬂnd1x titled Class Interval
D1str1but10n Tab]e. ,
A graph of the class interval frequency distribution was drawn on
linear graph paper and is included in the appendix as page 8. Frocm
this graph it is apparent that the data deviates Trom a normal distri-
bution for ¢lass intervals of 3.6 and bevond. In other words, the
data is skewed to the right. This departure from normality is
important since it appears in the range of data values of most. concern.
The shape of the curve approximated by this graph (page 8) led to the
suspicion that the data might be Tog-normally distrihuted. Simply
said, a log-normal distribution shows a bell-shaped curve for the
frequency distribution when grached on semni-log graph paper instead of
Tinear graph paper. This graph was drawn, is included in the appendix
as page 9 and the rasults c]ear]; show that tha data is tog- norma]ly
distributed. The importance of this vact only comes into play in this
case whan estimating the curve of best fit describad below.



V.

vI.

Graphs of the Cumulated Relativa Frequency

The purpose of this type of graph is to relate a specific data value
to the distribution of all of the data. A graph of this kind when
carefully done can bz used to pradict the numbar of occurrences or
a specific value. In plain language, it can be used to determine

- what percentage of tne data will fall be]ou or nxceed a spec1f1c

value.

The mechanics of making'this graph afe to ﬁlot the cﬂmuTatéd

relative frequency expressad as a percentage against the data value.
Hhen this procedure is followed, a graph is obtained which shows the
general shapa of the curve used for the predictions described above.

- The problem then is to determine the curve of best fit. That is,

the points plotted show the shape of the curva but which curve best
approximates all of the plotted points. Tt is this line which is
useful for the purposes described above. : S :

Because the data exhihited a log-normal distribution, the cumulative
relativa frequency distribution curve will in theory be most nzarly
approximatad by a straight line when plotted on Tog-probability paper.
This graph was drawn using the values from Frequency Table No. 1 under
the N and %5 F columns with th2 resulting graph included in the
appendix as page 10. As expected, the graph on page 10 approximates

a straight line. The line of best fit for this graph was calculated
using the geometric mean and the geometric standard deviation of th=
raw data. The graph on page 10, with the Tine of best Fit drawn on
it, was made and is included as page 11 in the appendix. From the

- 1ine drawn on page 11, the 35% occurrence appears to be 3.06.

For the sake of completenzss, the cumulated relative frequency
distribution for the same data was plotted on linear graph paper -
included as page 12 in the appendix. The standard statistical
technique (least squares fit Tinear regression) to determine the
line of best fit was run on the Yang programmable calculator.

The equation of the 1ine of best fit produced from the 1linear
regression has been plotted on the graph shown on page 12. That
graph is included as page 13 in the appendix, however; it must be
noted that the results of this graph (page 13} are not as accurate
as the Tine shown on page 11 since the freaquency dlstr1out1on vias
shown to be Tog-normal rather than normal.

Time Series Graphs

To get an insight into the pattern of the raw data as a function of
time, three time series graphs of the raw data were drawn. The graphs
were obtained by plotting the observed value against the data of
collection. These graphs are included in the appendix as pages 14,

15 and 16. ' : .

Excluded Déta

~ The graph on page 15 shows that the highest va?ues'obfained ~nd the

most extreme deviations in the data occurred in the later part of



of 1972. Tha questicn of the impact of these extremes in the data

on the cumulative relative frequency distribution granh (page 10)

and the attendant 11na of bast it (page 11) was raised. In essence-
tha quastion is what happens to thase graphs if this data is excluded
from the suat1st1c31 analysis realizing that no claim is made to the
stat1st1ca1 validity of such a proceass. :

To answer this question, I decided to exclude the data from Iate 1972
- which introduced the extremes occurring in a short time interval.
Four data points were removed under this criteria. They are as follows:

2 August 1972 value of 5.77
4 August 1972  value of 2.59
26 October 1972 valus of 0.90
2 Movember 1972 V21Je of 5.80

T‘1eso four data values represunt the two extrems dnv1at1ons in the
- data as shown on the time series grapn of page 15 in ear?y August
]972 and late Octobar-early flovember 1972. _

A second frequency table was compi]ed in tha same manner as before.
. This table is included as pages 17, 18 and 19 labeled as Freguency
Table ilo. 2. Likewise a cumulated relative frequency distribution
for this set of data was drawn (page 20) and the line of bast Tit
plotted on it (page 21). , o ' '

.

" A comparision of the graphs on page n (11ne of best fit with a11

data included) and page 21 (1line of best fit with some data excluded)
shows. that a slight decreass in the slope of the best fit line was the
result of the data exclusion. The 959 occurrence from the graph on
page 21 is approximately 3.2 Tb F1/Ton A1. This is not a large
variation from the value predicted from the graph on page 11 but as I
said, in the area of _ritical concern and worthy of more ana1y51s when
further data is avajlable. :
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APPENDIX B

STATISTICAL EVALUATION OF EMISSIONS TEST RESULTS
FROM SEVERAL EXISTING PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

The analysis described above in this report is carried out below for |
total fluoride and particulate emissions from the Intalco plant at Ferndale,
Washington, the Martin-Marietta plant at The Dailes, Oregon, and for the
Reynolds Metals Company plant at Troutdale, Oregon. The following are defini-
tions of shorthand nomenclature used:

x; = Individual item of data reported to state requlatory agency;
usually a monthly average of two or more tests. For purposes
of this analysis, such monthly averages are not broken down
into individual test results unless otherwise indicated.

m = The arithmetic mean or average of all individual items of data
within a particular series for a given aluminum plant.

o = The arithmetic standard deviation of a particular series of data.

mg =  The geometric mean of a particular series of data.
d'bt. = The geometric standard deviation of a particular series of data.

Y = Coefficient of the arithmetic standard deviation as used in the
probability factor in Equation (11) of this report, and whose
numerical values are contained in Table IV of the report,

n =  The number of individual items of data in a particular series of data.

WANG y = Signifies that the indicated parameters were calculated using a
Wang electronic calculator programmed to solve Equations (5), (6),
(7), or (8) in the text of the report.
Line I-A;, = Refers to Figure I of this Appendix and specifically to the straight

1 line frequency distribution plot labeled A, in that Figure. Similar
' designations are included with each ca]cu1ltion below. Line II-—C2

would refer to plot labeled C2 in Figure II of this Appendix.
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Appendix B - page 4

"CASE .#1: Intalco plant: Total fluoride emissions, as reported monthly to
Washington Department of Ecology (POE) and listed in Table IIT of
this report '

2
MONTH X; Xy
4-1973  1.27 1.6129 n o = 6
5-1973  0.757  0.5730 m, 6.2020/6 = 1.0336
6-1973 1.448  2.0967 2" = 6.8209
7-1973  0.71 0.5041 mm = 6.4108
8-1973 1.017  1.032  Jx.Fm® = o0.410]
9-1973 1.00 .  1.0000 T2 - 0.4101/5 = 0.082020
6.2020  6.8209 @ = 0.28639
Given: m = 1.0336 . mg = 0.99606
o = 0.2864 _WANG ) 9 - 1.3125
g%g = 1.30739

For Log Normal Frequency Distribution Plot, see Line I-A]

The 'f61lowing maximum emissions should not be exceeded, assuming log normal
distribution of the above data, in order to maintain compliance with the overall
performance described by the data above,

0.73776
Single Test: m + 7$$1— = 1.0336 + 2'57$(g'28651— = 1.7n
0.4262
Monthly Ave: m + Yo = 1,033 +  2.576(0.2864) =  1.4598
(3 tests) Y3 - 1.731
0.12296
Annual Ave: m o+ Yo = 1.0336 + 2.576{(0.2864) = 1.156
(36 tests) 36 6.0

CASE #2: Intalco plant: Total fluoride emissions, as recalculated by staff of
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality {DEQ) from raw data
contained in Appendix C.

. 2
MONTH X; X;
4-1973 1181 1.3947 n = 6
5-1973  0.872  0.7604 mo= 5.G670/6 = 0.9478
6-1973 0.870 07569  gx.° = 5.509
7-1973  0.742  0.5506 m® = 5.3903
81073 1.049  1.7004 » xZm® = 0.1193
9-1973  0.973  0.9467 T2 - 0.1793/5 = 0.02386
5.6870  5.5096 o = 0.15446
Given: m=0.9478 ' - m = 0.93545
WANG, 9 _
7= 01545 TR0 o = 1.1757
mgog = 1.09909

For Log Normal Frequency Distribution Plot, see Line I—A2



Case #2 (continued) ' ' Appendix B - page 5

The following maximum emissions should not be exceeded in order to maintain
- compliance with the overall performance described by the data above, assuming .
log normal distribution of the data.

0.3980
Single Test: m + TT—W-' = o.o478 + Z2576{0.1585) = 1.3458
0.2299
Monthiy Ave: m + Yoo = 0.9478 + 2.576(0.1545) = 1.1777
(3 tEStS) ﬁ * ].731
_ 0.0663
Annual Ave: m + = 0,9478 + 2.576(0.1545) = 1.014

Yo
(36 tests) Y36 6.0

CASE #3: Intalco plant: Total particulate emissions, as reported monthly to
the Washington Department of Ecology (DOE), and listed in Table III
of this report.

2
MONTH  x, X;
4-1973  1.93 3.7249 n = 6
5-1973  3.83 14.6689 m=3x% = 4.05166 , X° = 16.4160
| )
6-1973  4.43  19.6249 2.%° = 106.7709
7-1973  3.47  12.0409 nX?> =  98.4960
8-1973 5.32  28.3024 inz-niz - 8.2749
9-1773  5.33 28.4089 r2 = |.6S4950
24.31  106.7709 o= l.2864
) Given: m = 4.0517 WANG mg = 3.8617
o = 1.2864 7 g = 1.3632
me: = 5.2646

For Log Normal Frequency Distribution Plot, see Line II-Al

The following maximum emissions should not be exceeded in order to maintain
compiiance with the overall performance described by the data above, and assum-"
ing log normal distribution of the data.

3.3137

Single Test: m + _%f.!‘o_ = 4.0517 + 2-57$((1)-2864) = 7.3654

Monthly Ave: m + —9%— = 4,0517 + 2.576(1.2864) = 5.9660
(3 tests) LE | | T.731
0.5523

L = 4.6039

. 4,0517 + 2.576(1.2864)
Annual Ave: m +
(36 tests) . Y36 6.0

)18

)0/




Appendix B .- page 6

CASE #4: Intalco Plant; total particulate emissions - as recalculated by staff
of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality from raw data contained
in Appendix C. '

2

X Xs

1.93 - 3.7249 m=6 ,

3.60  12.9600 m = 4.332666 m = 18.7720
4.33  18.7489 zxiz = 126.8935

3.256  14.1075 am® = 112.6320

5.5  31.248] ' ixZmme = 14.2015

6.79  46.1041 0% = 14.2615/s - 2.8523
25.9960 126.8935 0~ = 1.6389 ]

0~ = 1.6889 gy T 1-4565
= 5.
me 8800

For log normal frequency Jdistribution plot, see Line II-A2
“The following maximum emissions should not be exceeded in order to maintain com-
pliance with the overall performance described by the data above, assuming log normal
distribution of this data:

4.3506

Single Test: m i;éqzi = 44,3327 + 2.576 (1.6889) = 8.6833
. 1.0
o~ 2.5133
Monthly Ave: m +173- = 4,3327 + 2.576 (1.6889) = 6.8460
(3 tests) 1.737
: 0.7251
Monthly Ave: m + YG}. = 44,3327 + 2.5260(1.6889) = 5,0578

(36 tests)



Appendix B - page 7

CASE #5: Martin-Marietta Plant; total fluoride emissions - secondary.system
only; as reported to Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and
Tisted in TAble I (Column 3) of this report.

X X°

1.37 1.8769 |

2.83 8.0289 m = 29 o .

> 13 - 0019 m o= 2.0304 me = 4.12272
1,49 2.2201 > = 120.4295

1.68 2.8224. i,

100 1.00 én(m% = 119.5589

1.35 1.8225 IXj -nm = 20.9206

0.79 0.6241 0 = 20,9206/28 = 0.747164

2.25 5.0625 |

3.5 12.2500 = 0.86438

3.4 11.5600 |

4.64  21.5296 Givenm = * 2.0304 Wangm_ = 1.868]
3.10 . 9.6100 T = 0.8644 e = 1.5040
4.23 17,8929 mge = 2.80

1.335 1.7822 For Log Normal Frequency Distribution Plot, see Line I-B
1.96 3.8416 '

_1.47 2.1609 The following maximum values should not be exceeded in order
1.37 1.8769 to maintain compliance with the overall performance described
1.579 2.4932 by the data above, assuming log normal distribution of this
1.58 2.4964 data:
1.129 1.2746  Single Test: m + YO 2.2267
T = 2.0304 + 2.526 (0. -
1.87 3.4969 T ‘ 5 $.60l8644) 4.2571 {{4.26)
2.01 400401  Monthly Ave: m+ YO = 2.0304 + 2.576°(8%864d) = 3.3167
2.09 4.3681 (3 tests) 3 - LIBT .
2.07 .2849 . 0.3711
2899 monuat Ave: m+ YO = 2.0304 + 2.576 (0.8644) = 2.4015((2.40)
1.69 2.8561 (36 tests) 36 6.0 -
1.26 1.5876 )
0.92 0.8464
1.23 1,5129

58,8830 140.4793
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CASE #5 (Continued)

1. For a proposed standard of 3.5 1bs total fluoride/Ton of Aluminum produced
(monthly average) and 2.5 1bs F/Ton A1 (annual average):

a) m +—-% = 35 , m = 3.5 - 2.576(0.8644) = 2.22
K] T.731
) m +1& = 255 , m = 2.5 - 2.576(0.8644) = 2.13

_vﬁgﬁ ' ‘ 6.0

Both 2.22 and 2.13 are larger than 2.03 1bs F/Ton Al, Martin-Marietta's
present average (m) emissions ~ so no further fluoride emissions reductions
would be required by such a standard.

2. For a proposed standard of 3.0 1bs F/Ton Al (monthly average) and 2.0 1bs F/Ton
Al (annual average): S

(a) m + Y& - 30 , m = 3.0

- 2.576(0.8644z) = 1.717
3 . 1.731
) m +'% = 2.0 , m= 20 - 2.576(0.8644) = 1.629
56
2.0904 - 1.629 = 0.401 0y = 19.75%
2.0304

To comply with this standard, Martin Marietta would have to reduce fluoride
emissions by nearly 20% from its present level.



Case #6:

Martin~-Marietta plant -.Tofal Particulate emissions - secondary system
only; as reported to Oregon DEQ and hsted in Table IT (column 3) of

this report.
X X
8.4 70. 5600
14. 2 201. 6400
9.6 92. 16
6.56 43,0336
8.7 75. 6900
7.45 55,5025
8.3 68. 8900
6.4 40. 9600
8.2 67. 2400
11.6 134, 5600
8.3 68. 8900
11.4 129, 9600
11.6 134, 5600
17.6 309. 7600
10.5 110. 2500
10.6 112, 3600
11.0 121. 0000
9.7 94, 0900
11.35 128. 8225
16.9 285, 6100
11.4 129, 9600
12.2 148,8400
13.1 171. 6100
12.3 151. 2900
16.0 256, 0000
12.63 159, 5169
9.79 95,8441
7.00 49. 0000
8.40 70. 5600
311.180 3578, 1596

Single test:

Monthly Avg:

(3 tests)

Annual Avg:

(36 tests)

h =29

m =10.7303 m" = 115.1403
2
S x;” = 8578.1596
2
mm°~ = 3339.0687
Sx,” - mm® = 239.0909
o2 = 239.0909/28 = 8.5389%
@ = 2,92215
Given: m = 10.7303 @g = 10.3532
g= 2.92215 O3 = 1.3066
r o0y = 13.5275
For log normal frequency distribution

see Line II-B.

The following maximum values should not be
exceeded in order to maintain compliance with
the overall performance described by the data
above, and assuming log normal distribution

of the data:
7.5274
m+Y = 10.7303 + 2.576(2.92215) = 18,2578
1.0 '
4,3486
n1-+JE[’ = 10.7303 + 2.576(2.92215) = 15. 0789
13 1.731
1. 2545
m +YU— =

36

Appendix'B - page 9

2

'10.7303 + 2.576(2,92215) = 11.9848 {

6.0
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CASE #6 (Continued)

1. For a proposed standard of 13.0 1bs particulates/Ton of Aluminum produced
(monthly average) and 10.0 1bs/Ton Al (annual average):

() m + YO = 130 , 13.0 - 2.576(2.9215) = 8.65
7 T.731
Y m +—2C = 10.0 , 10.0 - 2.576(2.9215) = 8.73
3% B
. . - - = . 2- = .
10.73 8.65 2.08 10.92(100) 19,49

To comb]y with this standard, Martin-Marietta would have to reduce its total
particulate emissions by 20% from present levels.

2. For a proposed standard of 11.0 1bs particulate/Ton Al (monthly average} and 8.0
Tbs/Ton Al (annual average):

(@ m + ' = 110 , m = 11.0 - 2.576(2.9215) = 6.66
E T.731

) m + 6 = 80 , m = 8.0 = 2.576(2.9215) = 6.75
36 o 6.0
10.75 -  6.66 = 4.07 lg:% 00y = 379

To comply with this standard, Martin-Marietta would have to reduce its total
particulate emissions by 38% from present levels.
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Case #7:
Reynolds (Troutdale) plant; Total Fluoride emissions - as reported to
‘Oregon DEQ and listed in Table I (column 7)
' 2
Month X X
8-1973  6.35 40,8225 v =10
7-1973  6.25 39.0625
6-1973  5.33 28,4089 m = 9.4190 m? = 88, 71756
5-1973 8,97 80,4609 2
4-1973  9.87 97.4169 ix,; = 1007.5703
3-1973  9.93 98,6049
2-1973  8.08 65.2864 4 x% nam)Z = 887,1756
. N r
1-1973 16.8 282, 2400
12-1972  8.13 66. 0969 57  —i2er8otT
11-1972 14,48  209,6704
94,1900 1007.5703 o2 = 120.3947 = 13.3771
9
g = 3.65748

Given: m = 9.4190  g~= 3.65748 Wang, Vg = 8.7802, Og = 1.4546

‘Rely = 127720
Log normal representation in line I-C.

The following maximum emissions should not be exceeded in order to maintain
compliance with the overall performance described by the data above, assuming
log-normal distribution of this data.

~9.4216
Single test: m+ Y = 9.4190 + 2.576(3.65748 = 18,8406
1.0 1,0
5.4428
Monthly Average: m+ Y@ = 9.4190 + 2.576(3.65748) = 14,8618
(3 tests) Y3 1.731
) » 1.5702
Amnual Avg; mx Y6 = 9.4190 + 2.576(3,65748) = 10.9892

(36 tests) ;i 1A ‘ 6.0
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Case #8:
Reynolds (Troutdale) plant - Total Fluoride emissions after improvements
to primary control system reported (in Reynolds' testimony) to limit
maximum total fluoride emissions to 5.4 lbs fluoride/ton of aluminum
produced, Line I~-Co represents this projected situation with a
frequency distribution plot parallel to Reynolds' existing fluoride emissions
performance (line I-C1) and for which the 99th percentile value =5.4
Ibs F/ton Al. From line I-Co can be obtained &g = 2,245 and 5'5 = 1.454.

Given: "Bg = 2.245 m = 2,4067

Wang y
0'9' =1,454 O = 0.9299

Then, the following maximum emissions should not he exceeded when
Reynolds achieves its projected improved performance described by
line I-Cy, assuming log normal distribution of resulting emissions test

data: :
2. 3954
Maximum single test =m + YO = 2,4067 + 2.576(0.9299) = 4.8021 ‘t.8
17 1.0
1.3838 ‘ 3,?
- Monthly Average: =m + Yor = 2,4067 + 2,3954 = 3.7905

(3 tests) U3 1,731
Annual Average: = m + Yg—= 2.4067 + 03992 = 2.8059 2.3
(36 tests) V36

1., For a proposed standard of 3.0 lbs total fluoride/ton of aluminum (monthly average)
and 2.0 lbs F/ton Al (annual average):

aym+ Y[ =23.0, m=3.0 ~ 2,576(0.9299) = 1,62

¥3 1. 731

b) m+ YO~ = 2.0, m=2.0 - 2 576(0.9299) = 1.61
¥36 ’ 6.0

1l

2.4069 - 1.62 = 0.7869 0.7869 100y = 32.7%
2.4069 |

Thus to comply with these standards would require nearly 33% improvement in
the average emissions (m) which should result from improvements already
promised for the primary emissions control system.,
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2. For a proposed standard of 3.5 Ibs F/ton Al (monthly average) and 2.5 Ibs F/ton Al
{annual average): .

a) m+Yg =8.5, m=23.5 - 2.576(0.9299) = 2.12

13 : 1.731

by m+YO =25, m=2.5=2576(0.9299 = 2.11

36 6.0

2.4069 ~ 2.12 = 0. 2869 0.2869
2,4069

(100) = 11.91%

To comply with these standards would require 12% improvement in the projected
average emissions (m), which should result from improvements already promised
for the primary emission control system.

3. For proposed standard of 4.0 Ibs F/ton Al(monthly average) and 3.0 1bs F/ton Al
(annual average): '

a) m+ Y =4,0 , m=4,0- 3 576(0.9299) = 2,61
3 1.731
“b) m+ Y =3.0 , m=3.0~ 2.576(0.929% = 2.61
6.0

Both 2.62 and 2.61 are greater than the projected mean (2.4069), so no improve-
ments beyond those already promised are needed.
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CASE #9 Reynolds (Troutdale Plant total particulate emissions - as reported to
Oregon Department of Environmental QuaTity and listed in Table II
(Column 7): '

S %
16.6 275.5600 = 10
17.7 313.2900 m= 21.3430 me =  455.5236
15.6 243.3600 Ex.% = 4885445
18.0 3240000 |
25.5 650. 2500 nn?=  4555,2360
29.7 8820900
23.6 556,900  £x.Znm’=  290.2085
30.7 942.4900 2. 290.2085/9 = 32.245388
15.97 253.0409 -
20.06 402.4036 o = 5.6785
213.4300 4845.4445 Given m = 21.3430 Wang m_ = 20.62546
. — 9
& = 5.6785 o = 1-299
Mg = 26.7905

Log Normal Representaticn = Line Il - C]

Given m = 21.3430 Then the following maximum values should not be
g = 5,6785 exceeded 99% of the time to maintain compliance with
the overall performance described by the above data.
. Ve ' 14.6278
Single Test: m + = 21.3430 + 2.576{5.6785) =. 35.9708
‘ T 1.0
8.4505
Monthly Ave: m + Y& = 21.3430 + 2,576(5.6785) = 29.7934
(3 tests) V3 1.731
: Yo~ 2.,4379
Annual Ave: m + = 21.3430 + 2.576(5.6786) = 23.7809

(36 tests) 1I§B 6.0
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CASE #10 Reynolds Troutdale Plant - total particulate emissions after improve-

ments to primary control system, reported (in Reynolds' testimony} to
limit maximum total particulate emissions to 13.5 1bs particulate/Ton

of aluminum produced. Line II - C2 represents this projected situation
with a frequency distribution plot parallel to Reynolds' existing
particulate emissions perfdrmance (Line II - C1), and for which the
99th percentile value = 13.5 1bs particulate/Ton Al. From Line II - Cz
can be obtained mg = 7.08 and Ty 1.3192.

Given mg = 7.08 m 7.3569

Wang
2.0777

= ’
a5 1.3192. a

Then, the following maximum emissions should not be exceeded when
Reynolds achieves its projected improved performance described by
Line IT - Cz, assuming log normal distribution of resulting emissions

test data.
Yo 5.352]
Single Test: m + - = 7.3569 + 2.576(2.0777) = 12,7090 {12.7)
1.0
Yo 3.0919
Monthly Ave: m + —* = 7.3569 + 2.576(2.0777) = 10,4488
(3 tests) ~ 3 1.731
0.8920
Annual Ave: 04 YG; = 7.3669 + 2.576&260777) = 8.2489

(36 test)

1. For a proposed standard of 11.0 1bs particulate/Ton of Aluminum produced
{(monthly average) and 8.0 1bs/Ton Al (annual average):
Y

(a) m +—— = 11.0 , m = 1.0 - 2.576(2.0777) = 7.92
: Y.731
(b)Y m + Y = 80 , m = 8.0 - 2.576(2.0777) = 7.11
A 6.0
36
7.3569 - 7.11 = 0.2469 , 0.2469 100y = 3-35%
 7.35691100)

To comply with this standard,'Reyno1ds must reduce total particulate matter about
3-1/2% more than is proposed to be achieved with promised improvements to their
primary emissions control system.

The results analyses of CASES #1 through #10 are summarized in Table 3 in the text of
this report.
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Mr. Frederic A. Skiruin, Associate Engineer A UNURAL St
Ajr Quality Control Division [ﬁ} F? ﬁ? ﬂ EV G? TTX
. - |
Department of Environmental Quality . f U\I- / /I
State of Oregon Y 1923

L2/
1234'5. W. Morrison Street :
Portland, Oregon 97205 : ' éﬁﬂi Lfl’Lf (yntvmﬁ_h

Wiy fat

RLLEY

"Dear Mr. Skiruin:

In reply to your request of October 29th, we are
enclosing sheets giving individual sample results on which
our reports to the Washington Department of Ecology are
based., The weighted averages reported to them are based
upon these results plus an operating reliability figure
for the various units.

By way of comment, we might state that a change of
procedure was initiated in April or May as a result of a
Department of Lcology request. To date, this change has
resulted in lower gaseous fluoride figures. OQur investi-
gation into the reason for this difference has not yet
provided a satisfactory answer.

An outline of our amalytical procedure and a sketch
of the sampling train are also included.

We trust this provides the information you require.

R. A. Gustaf 6n

RAG:gp

cce: I, Macdonald
R. Ferrie
T. Briggs




The following expressions were followed to calculate emission

rates in pounds per ton of aluminum produced from the individual test

raesults obtained from Intalco:

Primary System - Serial numbers containing alphabetical

designation for potlines A, B and/or C followed by three

numerical digits.

Secondary System = Serial numbers containing alphabetical

designation for potlines A, B and/or C followed by two

numerical

Total Partic.
Ton Al

Partic F
Ton Al

Gas F
Ton Al

Tot, F_
Ton Al

digits.

I

* ' .
(0.003168) (Volume, SCFM) (Part.Conc.,mqg/SCF) (Units Op)
(Ave. tons Al produced) ™"

{Tot Partic.) (% F)
{ Ton Al )

~(0.003168) (Volume ,SCFM) (Gas.F Conc.,mg/SCF)(Unlts Op)

{Ave. tons Al produced)

Partic F H ‘Gas F
Ton Al Ton Al

%  Combined factor necessary to convert milligrams (mg) to pounds (1lbs)

and minutes to days.

** This data obtained from monthly Intalco reports to Washington

Department of Ecology.

The above calculations were made for each individual sample. Primary,

secondary and potroom totals were obtained by summing similar quantities

obtained from simultaneous sampling .for potlines A, B and C unless noted

otherwise. The sampling was tripled in August and September and these

monthly averages therefore result from three times as much the data.
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The sample point in the stack to be tested will depend
on whether single point-or multiple point is used. " The
sample rate we use is > 0.6 CFM.

We sample the stacks for 24 hours to get a complete
cycle in the potrooms. .

The filters are 0.45447 mm Gelman which we dissolve
in Methyl Ethel Ketone with H»0 & KOH. Evaporate the M.E.K.,
dilute to 100 ml and run on the Technicon auto analyzer.

-

The impingers have 200-250 ml distilled water in them.
They are emptied into a 1000 ml graduate and rimsed with
distilled water into the graduate. The volume is noted
and a portion of the liquid is saved for amalysis on the
Orion specific-ion meter. :
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APPENDIX D

" DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALLTY
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

November 1973

Proposed ,
Amendments to OAR, Chapter 340, Division 2

OAR,-Chapter'340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through
25-290 is proposed to be amended as follows:
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.
In furtherance of the public policy of the state as sét
fortﬁlin ORS 449,765, it is hereby declared to be the
purpose of the Comﬁission in adopting the followihg
regulations to:
(1) Require,_in accordance with a specific program
| and timetable for'eachroperating primary aluminum
plant the highest %nd best practicable collection,
| treatment and control of atmospheric pellutants
emitted from primary aluminum plants through the
1utiiization of technically feasible equipment,
devices and prbcedures necessary to attain and
‘maintain desired air quality.
(2) Reqﬁife effective nonitoring and reporting of
. emissions, amBient air levels of fluoridés,
. flouride content of forage and other pertinent
data. The-Department will use these data, in

conjunction with obsérvation of conditions in



(3)

(4)

the surrounding areas, to develop emission and
ambient air standards and to determine compliance
thexrewith.

Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to

conduct a research and technological development

program designed to reduce emissions, in accordance

with a definite program, including specified objec-
tives and time schedules.

Establish standards which based upon presently

available technology, are reasonably attainable

with the intent of revising the standards as needed
when new information and better technology are

developed.

25-260 DEFINITIONS.

(1)

" (2)

(3)

All Sources - Means sources including, but not
limited to, the reduction process, alumina plant,
anode plant, anode baking plant, cast house, and
.coliéction, treatment and recovery systéms.
Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth,
excluding the generai volume of gases contained
within'any building or structure.

Annual Average - Means the arithmetic average of

the twelve most recent monthly averages reported to the

bDepartment.



1(3))

[(4)]

[(5)]
[(6)]

[(7)]
[(8)]

[(9)]

[(10)]
[(11)]

|

——
%5
-

|

—
co
—

|

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

Anode Baking Plant - Means the heating and sintering
of pressed anode blocks in oven-like devices, includ-

ing the loading and unloading of the oven-like devices.

Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated
with the preparation of anode carbon except the anode

baking operation.

Commission - Means.Ennironmental Quality Commission.
Cured.Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is
consumed or is intended to’be consumed by livestock.
Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality.
Emission - Means a release into the outdoor anmosphene
of air contaminants.

Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the

" release of a contaminant or multiple contaminants to

the ambient air.

Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion.

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

livestock.

Monthly Average — Means the arithmetic average of the

(14):

three best valid test results obtained during any

calendar month, utilizing ‘test methods and procedures

approved by the Department.

Opacity - Means the degree to which an emission

reduces transmission of light or obscures the view

of an object in the background.




[(12)] (15) Particulate Matter - Means a smali, discrete mass
of solid or liquid métter, but not including uncom-
bined wééer. | |

[(13)] (16) Primary Aluminﬁm Plant —-Means those plénts which
will or do operate for the purpose of or relatéd
to producing aluminum metal.from aluminum oxide
élumina).

[(14)] iill Pot Line Primary Emiésion Control System[s] - Means
the system which collects and removes céntaminants
prior to the emission point. If there is more than
one such system, the primary system is that system
which is most directly related to the aluminum
reducﬁion cell. |

[(15)] (18) Regularly Scheduled Monitoring ~ Means sampling and

- analyses in compliance with a progfam and schedule

approved pursuant to Section [25-275] 25-280.

(12) Ringelmann Smocke Chart - Means the Ringelmann Smoke

Chart with instructions for use as pﬁblished in May

1967 by the U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mine

[(16)] (20) Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas - Means that amount of
- the gas which would occupy & cube having dimensions
of one foot on each side, if the gas were free of
water vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.S.I.A. qnd a

temperature of 60°F.

25-265 EMISSION STANDARDE.
[(1l) Visible emissions from all sources shall not exceed

twenty (20) percent opacity (Ringelmann 1).



(2)

(1)

Fach primary aluminum plant shall proceed promptly
with a program to comply with this regulation. A

proposed schedule of compliance shall be submitted

by each plant to the Commission not later than

one hundred and eighty (180) days after the effec—
tive date of this regulation. After receipt of the
proposed schedule, the State shall establish a
schedule of compliance for each plant. Such sched-
ule shall include the date by which full compliance
must be achieved but, in no case, shall full com-~
pliance be later than January 1, 1975.]

The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant

constructed on or after Januvarv 1, 1973, shall be

collected and treated as necessary so as not to

- exceed the following minimum requirements:

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources

shall not exceed: (1) a monthly average

of 1.3 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of

aluminum produced; and (2) an annual average

of 1.0 pound of fluoride ion pzsr ton of

aluminum produced; and (3) 12.5 tons of

fluoride ion per month from any single

aluminum plant without prior written apovroval

.by the Department.

(b) The total of organic and inorganic particulate

matter emissions from all sources shall not .

exceed: (1) a monthly average of 7.0 pounds

of particulate per ton of aluminum produced;




and (2) an annual average of 5.0 pounds of

particulate per ton of aluminum produced.

{(c) Visible emissions from any source shall not

exceed ten (10) percent opacity or 0.5 on

the Ringelmann Smoke Chart at any time.

(2) Fach primaryv aluminum plant constructed and operated

after January 1, 1973, shall be in full compliance

with these regulations no later than 180 days after

completing potroom stért—up and shall maintain

full compliance thereafter.

(3) The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant

cbnstructed on or before January 1, 1973, shall

be collected and treated as necessary so as not

to exceed the following minimum reguirements:

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources

shall not exceed:

(1) A monthly average of 3.5 pounds cf fluoride

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and

(2) An annual average of 2.5 pounds of fluoride

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and

- (3) 22.0 tons of fluoride ion per month

from any single aluminum plant without

prior written approval by the Department.

(b} The total organic and inorganic particulate matter

emissions from all sources shall not exceed:

(1) A monthly average of 13,popounds of particu-

late per ton of aluminum produced, and



(2) An annual average of 10.0pounds of particu-

late per ton of aluminum produced.

(c) Visible emissions from any source shall not

exceed 20 percent opacity or 1.0 on the

Ringelmann Smoke Chart at any time.

(4) Each existing primary aluminum .plant shall proceed

promptly with a program to complyraé soon as

practicable with these requlations. A proposed

program and implementation plan shall be submitted

by each plant to the Department not later than

1B0 days after the effective date of these amended

requlations. The Department shall establigh a

schedule of compliance for each existing primary

aluminum plant. Such schedule shall include the

dates .y which compliance shall be achieved but,

in no case, shall full compliance be later than

the following dates:

(a) Existing plants shall comply with emission

standards in 25-265(3) by January 1, 1977:

(b) Existing plants shall comply with emission

standards in 25-265 (1) by January 1, 1984,

pending a review by the Commission as described

in 25-265(5).

(5) The Commission shall review during calendar year

1979 the feasibility of applying section 25-265(4) (b)

based on their conclusions regarding:




25-270

[25-270]

- 25-275

(a) the then current state of the art of controlling

emissions from primary aluminum plants;

(b) the progress in controlling and reducing emis-

sions exhibited at that time by then existing

aluminum plants;

(c) the need for further emissions control at those

facilities based on discernible environmental

impact of emissions up to that time.

SPECTIAL PROBLEM AREAS.

The Department may require more restrictive emission

limits than the numerical emission standards contained

in Section 25-265 for an individual plant upon a find-

ing by the Commission that the individual plant is located

or is proposed to be located in a special problem area.

Such more restrictive emigsion limits for special problem

areas may be established on the basis of allowable

emissions per ton of aluminum produced or total maximum

daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a combination

'thereéf, and may be applied on a seasonal or year-round

basis.

HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTICABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL
REQUIREMENT.

[Notwithstanding the specific emission limits set forth

in Section 25-265 of these regulations, in] In order to



[25-275]

25-280

maintain the lowest possible emissions of air contaminants,
the highest and best practicable treatment and control

currently available shall in evexry case be provided [.1],

but this section shall not be construed to allow emissions

to exceed the specific emission limits set forth in

Section 25—265.

MONITORING.

(1) Each primary aluminum_plant constructed and operated

on or before January 1, 1973, shall submit, within

sixty (60} days after [an] the effective date of

[this]}] these amended regulationg, a detailed,

effective monitoring program. [The proposed
program Shéll be subject to revision and approval
by the Commission.] The program shall include

regularly scheduled monitoring and testing by the

plant of [for] emissions of gaseous and particulate

fluorides and total particulates. The plant shall

take and test a minimum of three (3) representative

emi.ssion sémples each calendar month. The samples

shall be taken at specified intervals.

A schédule for measurement of fluoride levels in
forage and ambient air shall be submitted. The

Department shall establish a monitoring program for

the plant which shall be placed in effective opera-

tion within ninety (90) days after written notice

to the plant by the Department of the established




[25-280]

25-285

(2}

monitoring program.

‘[Necessary sampling and analysis equipment shall be

‘ordered or otherwise provided for within thirty (30)

days aftér the monitoring program has been approved
in writing by the Commission. The equipment shall
be placed in effective operation in accordance with
the approvea program within ninety (90) days after

delivery.] Each primary aluminum plant proposed to

be constructed and operated after January 1, 1973,

shall submit a detailed preconstruction and post-

construction monitoring program as a part of the air

contaminant discharge permit application.

REPORTING.

tl) Unless otherwise_authorized in writing by the

[Commission] DeEartmenE; data shéll be reported by

each primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days

of the end of each calendar month forx each source

and station included in the approved monitoring

ﬁrogram as follows:

(a) Ambient air: _Tﬁelve—hour concentrations of
gaseous fluoride in ambient air expressed in
micrograms per éubic meter of air[.]L;nd in parts

per billion (ppb). Also 28 day test results using

calciuvm formate ("limed") paper expressed in

micrograms of fluoride per centimeter squared

per cubic meter (pg/cmz/m3).

-10~-



(b)

(e)

(d)

(e)

(£}

Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage.

expressed in parts per million (ppm) of fluoxide
on a-dried‘weight basis.

Particulate emissions: Results of all emission
sampling conducted during the month for particu-
lates, expressed iﬁ grains per standard dry
cubic foot, in. pounds per day, and in pounds

per ton of aluminum produced.' The method of
calculating pounds per ton shall be as speci-
fied in the approved monitoring programs.
Particulate daté shall be reported as total
particulates and percentage of fluoride ion
contained.therein.

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

fluoridel.], and in pounds per ton of aluminum

produced.

Other emission and ambient air data as specified
in fhe approved moﬁitoring program.

Changes in collection efficiency of any portioﬁ
0f the collection or control system that resulted

from equipment or process changes.

-11-.



(2) Each primary aluminum plént shall furnish, upon request

of the [Commission] Department,such other data as the

[Commission] Department may require to evaluate the

plant's emission control program. Each primary

aluminum plant shall report the value of each emission

test performed during that reporting period, and

shall also immediately report abnormal plant opera-

tions which result in increased emission of air
contaminants.

(3} [Prior to construction, installation or establish-
ment of a primary aluminum plant, a notice of con-

¥

struction shall be submitted to the Commissioni]

No person shall construct, install, establish or

operate a primary aluminum plant without first

épplying for and obtaining an air contaminant dis-

charge permit from the Department. Addition to,

or enlargement or replacément of, a primary aluminum
plant or any major alteration [therein] thereof
shalllbe construed as coﬁsﬁruction, installation or
eétablishment.
[25-285 SPECIAL STUDIES.
| (1) Special studies, covering the areas in subparagraphs
(), (b).and (c) of this subsection shall be con- .
 ducted at each primary aluminum plant.
(a} Emissions of particulates from all sources

within the plant, including size distribution

-12=-



and physical and chemical characteristics wheré
feasible, and é separation of fluoride and non-
fluoride particulaté.

(b) Plume opacity from all sources within the planﬁ,'
including its relationship to grain loading,
particulate characteristics, particule emissions
in pounds per ton of production and stack
characteristics.

(c) Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons,
carbon monoxide, chlorine and chlorides, oxides
of nitrogen, ozone, water vapor, and fluorides
from all sources..

(2) Each pfimary aluminum plént shall submit a program
for conduétingrthe aforesaid special studies to the
Commission for approval within sixty (60) days
after the effective date of this regulation.

(3) Thezfesults of the special studies shall be submitted
to the Commission not later than eighteén (18) months
after. approval of the special studies program. ]

[25-290 REVISION OF EMISSION STANDARDS.

{1) A public hearing may be called on or before ninety
(90) days after submission of the results of the
special studies‘to evaluate the .special studies,
current technology and adequacy of these regula-

“tions and to-make revisions to the regulations

as necessary.

~13-



(2)

The Commission may, after public hearing, establish
more restrictive regulations for new primary aluminum
plants or for plants that expand existing facilities.
Data documenting projected emissions and changes in

or effects upon air quality that would result from

the construction or expansion, must be submitted to

the Commission, together with plans and specifications,

in accordance with Section 25-280(3}).]

~14-
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November 1, 1973

Mr. Dlarngld F. 0'Scannlain

Director

Oregon anartment of FnVLronmental Quality
1234 5. W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 927205

Dear Mr. O'Scannlain:

At the supplementary hearing on proposed emission
standards for primary aluminum plants held in Astoria
on October 24, results from the emission monitoring pro-
gram at the INTALCO Aluminum Corporation were read into
the record.

Since April 1873, the INTALCO monitoring program has

. yielded results indicating emission of F ion varying

from 0.7 lbs/ton Aluminum to 1.4 lbs/tori Aluminum., It

- must be emphasized that the calculation is based on a

limited number of samples from only some of the emission
points of the primary and secondary potroom scrubbers.¥

The results of INTALCO's potroom emission monitoxing
program should be a good indication that INTALCO emission
control is being maintained but cannot be considered as
the equivalent of a compliance test in establishing an
accurate enission level.

We understand the DEQ staff have requested additional
information from INTALCO; this information to include raw
data on individual samples, and both sampling and analyti-

- cal procedures. - This information will be forwarded as

reque sted,

The INTALCO potroom emission monitoring results read
into the record do not constitute a basis for establishment
of emissions standards.for primary aluminum plants.

Very truly yours,

S st /véwai’c\ﬁ

James A, Howarth
Project Manager

JAH:as



Page:-.z ~ Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain -

_ *Normal sampling frequency is to sample 3 of 102
-wet scrubber emission points and 3 of 100 dry scrubber
emission points cver a 24 hour period once per month.
There is no measurement of carbon baking emission or
‘other fugitive losses., -
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MR, CHAIRMAN., BEFORE THE COMMISSION BEGINS ITS
DELIBERATIONS ON EMISSION STANDARDS FOR ALUMINUM PLANTS,
I'D LIKE TO CLARIFY ONE POINT THAT MAY BE A SOURCE OF
CONFUSION TO SOME OF THE PEOPLE IN OUR AUDIENCE.

] WANT TO BE SURE IT'S CLEARLY UNDERSTOOD THAT
WHAT'S AT ISSUE TODAY IS THE STANDARD THAT WILL APPLY TO
ALL ALUMINUM PLANTS IN OREGON WHETHER ALREADY IN
EXISTENCE OR CONTEMPLATED. WE ARE NOT DECIDING TODAY
WHETHER ANY SPECIFIC PLANT SHOULD OR SHOULDN'T BE BUILT AT
A SPECIFIC LOCATION,

WE HAVE RECEIVED AN APPLICATION FROM AMAX CORPORATION
FOR ITS PROPOSED PLANT AT WARRENTON, WE EXPECT TO HOLD A
FACT-FINDING HEARING IN JANUARY ON AMAX PERMIT APPLICATIONS
FOR AIR, SOLID WASTE, PLUS BOTH STATE AND FEDERAL
REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO WATER. |
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"WE EXPECT THE JANUARY AMAX HEARING TO COVER THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THAT PROPOSED PLANT., WE EXPECT AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY FROM THE COMPANY. WE WILL
EVALUATE THE PROPOSED ESTUARY STUDY BY OREGON STATE
UNIVERSITY AS PART OF THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT. WE WILL EXPLORE
THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE FEDERAL NON-DEGRADATION REQUIREMENTS
RELATE TO THE AMAX PROPOSAL FOR THIS PARTICULAR AREA EVEN
THOUGH OUR RULES ON NON-DEGRADATION WON’T BE READY FOR
SOME TIME. WE WILL ALSO LOOK AT POWER NEEDS. WHILE WE
DON'T REGULATE ENERGY USE, WE DO HAVE TO LOGK AT THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE OF THE PLANTS THAT GENERATE THAT
ENERGY, FOR EXAMPLE: TURBINE PLANTS, SUCH AS THE ONE AT
HARBORTON, AND THE BEAVER PLANT WHICH THE COMMISSION WILL
CONSIDER LATER TODAY. DO AFFECT AIR' QUALITY AND PRODUCE SOME
NOISE. IF WE'RE SHORT OF POWER. WE'RE LIKELY TO NEED MORE
FACILITIES OF THIS KIND, AN ALUMINUM PLANT USES A LOT OF
POWER. THEREFORE, INDIRECTLY, THE BUILDING OF A NEW ALUMINUM
PLANT CAN MEAN MORE TURBINES OR STEAM PLANTS BECAUSE THERE'S
ONLY SO MUCH HYDRO POWER AVAILABLE,

‘THESE ISSUES MAY WELL ENTER INTO THE COMMISSION'S
DELIBERATIONS ON THE AMAX PERMIT APPLICATIONS,
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OTHER HEARINGS AT OTHER TIMES MAY BE HELD ON PERMITS
FOR OREGON'S TWO EXISTING PLANTS, THOSE HEARINGS WOULD
INCLUDE CONSIDERATION OF INDIVIDUAL COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES
FOR MEETING WHATEVER STANDARDS THE COMMISSION SETS TODAY,
EACH PLANT WILL HAVE TO MEET INTERIM STANDARDS AS SOON AS
PRACTICABLE BEFORE THE 1977 DEADLINE, CONSIDERING HOW FAR
ALONG THE PLANT IS NOW AND HOW FAR IT HAS TO GO TO ACHIEVE

THOSE STANDARDS, OTHER CONSIDERATIONS WILL INCLUDE WHETHER

THE PLANT IS LOCATED IN A “SPECIAL PROBLEM AREA" THAT
REQUIRES ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS IN CERTAIN SEASONS,

THESE ARE THE ISSUES TO BE DEALT WITH IN CONSIDERING
SPECIFIC PERMITS, TODAY THE COMMISSION HOPES TO SET
GENERAL. RULES AND DEFINE THE SPECIAL CASES UNDER WHICH
THOSE RULES MAY VARY, 0 PERMIT FOR ANY ALUMINUM PLANT IS
BEING CONSIDERED TODAY,



ol

MR. CHAIRMAN. I THINK YOUR DISCUSSION OF STANDARDS
MAY BE MORE MEANINGFUL TO OUR AUDIENCE IF THEY KEEP THIS
DISTINCTION CLEARLY IN MIND, WITH THAT, THE STAFF IS READY
TO PRESENT ITS REPORT,
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CH. 3

CONTAMINANT DISCHAI

AIR
: PERMITS -

N

"[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise sp.eci-
“fied, sections 20-033,02 through 20-033,

20 of this chapter of the Oregon Admin-

TRONMENTAL QUALITY

The public
written co
from 1nterested

AT

istrative Rules Compilation were adopted .-
by the Department of Environmental Qual~ *
ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec=

retary of State, August 31, 1972 as DEQ 47. ]

20-033.02 PURPOSE. The purpose of-
these regulations is .to prescribe the
requ1rements and procedures for 0 L

Bermi ts-pu'fsuant to [Chapter 406 “a}% . ?
;

. gon Laws 19717 'ORS 449.727 ‘to 449,739
. and related statutes for statlonary
sources._ o ,

%0 =033, 04 DEFINITIONS As used in"

‘these regulations unless otherwme‘re---

qulred by-context:
(1) “Department’’
Hvironmental Quality,

(2) “Commission”’  mean s Envu'on- '

mental Quallty Commission. -
(3) ""Person’’ means the Umted States
Government and agencies thereof, a n y
state, individual, public or private corpor-
ation, political subdivision, governmental
‘agency, mun1c1pahty, industry, co-part-
‘nership, association, firm, trust, estate, .
or any other legal entlty whatever.. :
(4) ““Permit’ ot ‘Air Contaminant Dis~
charge Permit’’ means a ‘written permit
igsued .by the Department or Regional
. Authority in accordance with duly adopted
procedures, which by its conditions auth-
orizes the permittee to construct, install,
modify or operate specified facilities,
conduct specified activities, or emit, dis~
- charge or dispose of air contaminants in
- accordance with specified practlces, limi-
L 1tat10ns or proh1b1‘t1ons.

(5) “Reg:l_onal Authorlty" means the ECol-
ume.a-Wlllamette Air Pollution Authorlty,]
Mld-Wlllamette Valley Air ‘Pollution Auth—

“ority: [,] or the Lane Reg:l.onal Air -

L
"'-“ﬁ'

Po llut J.on Authori ty

t of anx appl:.catmn Wlthln 15 day,us af-;...

means Department of N

lication. is acceptnd for fling.

sememieTeoyeoer y

notice. shall allow 30 days £0Zg

m the public
mments f: Oa and F

20- 033 oe NOTICE POLICY. It shall biew-
the ‘policy of the Department of Envipon- -
mental Quality and Regional Authority .to.,
issue public notice as to the intent #8::
issue an Air Contaminant Discharge Perm i ‘
allowing at least 30 days for written «
comment from the public, and from interested

State and Federal agenc:n.es pr:.or to issuance

* of the perm:.t.

[:zo -033,08 PERMIT REQUIRED, (1) Air
contaminant discharge pe rm it s shall .
be obtained for the a i r contaminant.
sources, including those processes and
activities directly related or associated |
thereto which are listed in Table A, ap-
pended hereto and incorporated thereinby
reference, in accordance with the sched-
ules set forth in subsections (2), (3), (4),
and (5) of this section.

(2) No person shall construct, install,
establish develop or operate any new air
contaminant source listed in Table A ap-
pended hereto without first obtaining a
permit from the Department or Regional
Authority.

{3) After Januaryl, 1973, no person shall
operate any air contaminant source (a) -
through (1) as listed in Table A appended
hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any air
contaminant from said source except as
may be authorized by a currently valid per-
mit fromthe Department or Regional Auth-
ority.
~ (4) After July' 1, 1973, no person shall
operate any air contaminant source (m)
through (hh) as listed in Table A appended
_hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any
air contaminant from said source except

- as may be authorized by a currently valid

permit from the Department or Regional
Authoritv, ,

€3) After January 1, 1974, no person
shall operate any air contaminant source
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap-
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or.al-
low any air contaminant from said source
except as may be authorized by a cur-
rently valid permit from the Department

~ or Regional A‘uthority:
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20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1} No
person shall construct, install, establish,
develop or operate any air contaminant
source, including those processes and
activities directly related or associated
thereto which are listed in Table A,
appended hereto and incorporated herein
by reference, without first cobtaining a
permit from the Dapartment or Regional
Authority.

I_(Ziniﬁd;person shall, without first

btaining a permit from the Department '+

6”,Regiona1'Authoritgl conStruct, instg;;é'~i

‘establish, develop or operate any air = .
‘Gthﬂminant source not listed in Table A -
gﬁhich”would emit: ‘ P

-source were to operate ‘uncontrol-

i gional Authi?r_it_y

10 tons or more per year, if the

Ted, of any air contaminants -~
including, but not limited to,
particulates, SO , NO , qr{hydro-

_carbons; or _ o
at the discretion of: the Depart- .
“ment or Regional Authority, any

malodorous odors.

®)

- {3) Any source listed in Table A may .
ply to the Department or Regional o
uthority for a special létter permit if

idpérating a facility with no, or insign-

_Aficant, air contaminant discharges. The
-determination of applicability of this
special permit shall be made solely by
the Department or Regional Authority
having jurisdication. If issued a special

i,permit, the Application Investigation and

‘Permit Issuing or Denying Fee and/or

‘Afinual Permit Compliance Determination Fee,
provided by Section 20-033.12, may-be
waived: by the Department or Regional
Authority. , .

8c-1

20-033.10 MULTIPLE-SOURCE PERMIT. When

. a single -site includes more than one of

the air contaminant sources listed in

Table A, a single permit may be issued
including all sources located at the

site. [Such] For uniformity such [permits]
applications shall separately identify by
subsection each air contaminant source
included from Table A. [' APPH"_“
. cations for multiple-source permifs will
' not be received by the Department or Re-~ :

for processing without .
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prior written agreement between the per-
mit 1ssu1ng agency and the appl:.cant con-

cerning the overall meritofissuinga mul-

" tiple-source permit forthe gite under con-

-  'sideration.] -

(1) When a single air contaminant source
which is included in a multiple-source per-
mit, is subject to permit modification, re-
vocation, suspension ordenial, suchaction
by the Department or Regional Authority
shall only affect that individual source

without thereby affecting any other source -

subject to that permit.

{(2) When a multiple-source permit 1n—'

e¢ludey air contaminant sources subject to

'.Shall not requlre subm1ss1on of the lemg ‘

the jurisdiction of the Department and a -

Regional Authority, the Department may

require that it shall be the permit issuing
agency. In such cases, the Department
and the Regional Authority shall other-
 wise maintain and exercise all other as-
pects of their respective Jur13d1ct10ns over
the permittee.

' 20-033.12 FEES, (1) All persons required
to obtain a permit shall be subject-to a
three-part fee consistingoef auniformnon-
~ refundable Filing Fee of $25.00, a vari-
. able Application Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee. The amount equaltothe Filing Fee and

the Apphcatlon Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be submitted.
as a required part of the application. The -

Annual Permit COmpliance Determination
Fee shall be paid pnor to 1ssuance of the
-actual permit. -

" {2) The fee. schedule contamed in the
. listing of air contaminant sources-listed
"in Table A appended hereto shall be
. applied to determ:ne the variable permit
fees.

vestigation and Permit Issumg or Denying
- Fee shall be submitted with each appli-
ction for a new permit, modified - permit,
or renewed permit.

{4) Modifications of existing, unexpued
permits which are instituted by the De-
~partment or Regional Authority due to
changing conditions or standards, receipts
. of additional information or any other re-
ason pursuant to applicable statutes and

{3) The Filing Fee and Application In-

Fee or the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee. '

(5) Applications for multiple-source -
permits received pursuant to Section 20- -
003,10 shall be subject to a single $25.00 -
Filing Fee. The application Investigation -
and Permit Issuing or Denying Fe e and
Annual Permit Compliance Ietermination -

"Fee for multiple-source permits shall be:
. equal to the total amounts required by the
-individual sources involved, as listed in

Table A. ,
" (6) At least one Annual Permit Com-
pliance Determination Fee shall be paid .
prior to final issuance of a permit. There-
after, the Annual Permit Compliance Det-
errnination Fee shall be paid at least 30
days prior to the start of each subsequent
permit year. Failure to timely remit the
Annual Permit Compliance Determination -
Fee in accordance with the above shall be. .
cousidered grounds for not issuing a per-
mit or revoking an existing permit.

(7) If a permit is issued for a period.
less than one (1) year, the applicable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee shall be egual to the full annual fee.
If a permit is issued for a period greater
than 12 months, the -applicable Annual
Permit. Compliance -Determination Fee -
shall be prorated by multiplying the An-
nual Permit Compliance Determination -
Fee by the number of months covered by

‘the permit and dividing by twelve(l2).

{(8) In no case shall a permit be 1ssued '
for more than five (5) years.

{9)Upon accepting an application forf11-
ing, the Filing Fee shall be c0n51dered
as non-refundable. i

(10) The Application Invest:.gatmn and ;
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee need not

"be submitted upon notice in writing by

the permit. issuing agency oxr shall be
refunded when submitted withapplications
for modified or renewed permits if the’
following conditions exist:

{a) The modified or renewed permit is
essentially the same as the previous per-
mit,

(b) The source or spurces 1nc1uded are
in compliance with all conditions of the

- modified or renewed permit.

do not require re-filing or review of an

application or plans and specifications

(11) When an air contaminant source
which is in compliance with the rules of
a permit issuing agency relocates or pro-

12-15-72



poses to relocate its operation to a site
in the -jurisdiction of another permit is-
suing “agency having comparable control
requirements, application may bé& made
~ and approval may be given for an exemp-
 tion of the Application Investigationiand
‘Permit Issuing or Denying Fee. The ger-
- mit application and the request for such
fee reduction shall be accompanied b)g(l)
2 copy of the permit issued for the pre-
‘vious location, and (2) certification: that
the permittee proposes to operate with
the same equipment, 'at.the same pro-
ductmn rate, and under similar conditions
at the new or proposed. location, .Certi-
fication by the agency previously having
Junsdlctlon that the source was operated
in compliance with all rules and regul-
" ations will be acceptable should the pre-
vious permit notindicate such compliance.

(12) If a temporary or conditional permit.

is issued in accordance withadopted
procedures,. fees submitted with the appli-
cation for an air contaminant .discharge
permit shall be retained and be apph-
cable to the regular permit when 1t is
granted or denied.

~ (13) Sources required to obtain a perw
. mit under Section 20-033.08 {2) not in-
~-cluded in Table A shall be subject to, in

- addition to the Filing Fee of $25.00, the:

'*foT1owing fee schedule to be applied in
- each case by the Department kased upon

the'anticipated cost of issuing or deny- -
-ing the permit, and of c__pliance 1nspec-;

t1on5'
- - Application  Annual
" Investigation.Permit
and Permit Compliance
Issuing or 'Determ1nat1on
Schedu]e Denyiqg Fee Fee '
if low-: o ,
cost - _${25 ' $ 2
if med- L
dum cost 150 100
it high L '
cost. 450 325

(14) “[133}] :
able to the permit issuing agency. [and
.. shall be deposited in the_ State Treasury
;by the Department of. Env:.ronmental Qual:.ty

r _,{gulations.]

and approved in w

._as requ‘ired by ORS 449 712. and;

ity Commission autfl
‘Authority to issu

All fees shall be made pay=

meiit or -Regional Authonty' upon ré u_est

sued puréuan :
exemnpted from :

charge permits forx
sources.within its ju;

gram, 1nc"r‘1 d:_ng ‘p1
pr0posed rev1sed 3

s ‘11—1"1 rﬂ-\ ]
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2) Each permit proposed ‘to be issued
revised by a Regional Authority shall
he Department of Envir-.
1 ty at least fourteen (14)
jor to the proposed issuance date.

all give written- notice to

has to the proposed per~
revised permit or “its issuance,
N rrnit shall-be issued by a Regional

\ utHr _‘?ﬁy unless all objections thereto by

bment sKAH be resolvedp
wguance, Iﬁ,the Departm{
©.any such objection, the prdp
0T revised permit -may be is

gional Authority, .~
eJl:ve';'i_s"j an objection by thea: ,
.-rggg:§1qg 2 proposed or revised
the' - Department ' shall _present
ection. before' the Board of the Re-

1 (4;’-1;;e of a final permit. - ik ali
as a result of obie £3 IR ‘. R
Partment regarding a proposcd’ol oo
foer;nltz : :}I:e .‘tRe'gionaI ~Authority is unable
: eel the time provisj ; I

regulation . o thp' ovisions of either thig

i__s__lii.z_n g pe zjrnit, ‘the Regional Autho rity shall -

:

-

the fourteen ({14) day perici-di- ‘tHe-

thority of any objection

Authority in Qquestion prior to the |

0se’ contained in an ex- |

' issue'a temporary permit fo
' to exceed 90 days.

+ written notice to the Department of its

_ .Pr0posed"o_r revised

e s

r a péfiod not

{5) The Regional Authority shall g:r.v

intention to deny an application for a
pe:::‘mit',:l“-:not' to renew a permit, or to re= . -

- voke or suspend any existing permit.

(6) A copy of each permit issued or re-
vised by a Regional Authority pursuant -

" to this.section shall be promptly sub-

raitted to the Department. ,
[(7) The Regional Authority shall pre- :
pare and submit to the Department. a
summary listing .of "ai r  contaminant
sources currently in violation of issued-
permits. These reports shallbemadeon a
quarterly basis commencing April 1, 19737

12-15-72




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

" CH. 340

1. [a]
2. [b]
3 el
4. [d]
5. fe]
6. [f]
7. [4]
8. [h]
9. [i]
10, [§]
1. [kl
12, 1
[m]

13
17 Oct 73

PROPOSED CHANGES TO

“TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND

ASSOCIATED FEE éCHEDULE

Air
Contaminant
Source
Asphalt production by
disti]]gtion '
Asphalt blowing plants

Asphaltic concrete paving
plants '

Asphalt felts and coating

Calcium carbide manu-
facturing

Alkalies and chlorine
manufacturing

Nitric acid manufacturing
Ammonia manufacturing
Secondary lead smelting
Rendering plants

toffee roasting

Sulfite pulp and paper

production

[Grain mi1l products loca-

ted in Special Control

Areas] '
[10,000 or more T/yr.] -
[1ess than 10,000 T/lyr.]

Flour and other grain
mill products in Special
Control Areas

~a. 10,000 or more T/¥r.

b. Less than 10,000 T/yr.

89

Standard
Industrial
Classifica-
tion Number

Application
Investigation
and Permit
Issuing or

Denying Fee

2051

2951
2951

2952
2819

2812

2819
2819
3341
2094
2095
2611
2621
2631

[2041]
[2042]

2041

75

100.
100

150
225

225

100
200
225
150
100
300

[250]
[50]

Annual
Permit
Compliance
Determina-
tion Fee

50

75
100

100

150

175 -

75
125
175
100

75
175

{1501
- [50]

———t
o
EE
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Table A Continued : Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit Cémpliance
Contaminant Classifica- _Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
14 Prepared feeds for animals 2042
and fowls in Special
Contro] Areas. :
a. 10,000 -or more T/yr. 250 $ 150
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50
15 Cereal preparations in 2043 250 150
Special Control Areas.
16. Blended and prepared 2045 7
flour in Special Control
Areas.
a. 10,000 or more T/yr. 250 150
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50
{n] [Grain elevators located [4221]
in Special Control Areas]
[20,000 or more T/yr.] [150] [100]
[Less than 20,000 T/yr.] [50] [50]
17 Grain elevators - storage. 4221 '
only located in Special
Control Areas.
a. 20,000 or more T/yr. 150 100
b. Less than 20,000 T/yr. 50 50
18 Grain elevators - primarily 5053
engaged in buying and/or
marketing grain - in Special
Control Areas.
a. 20,000 or more T/yr. 300 225
b. Less than 20,000 T/yr. 50 50
19. [d] Redimix concrete 3273 75 50
20. [p] Plywood manufacturing 2432 150 100
21. [q] Veneer manufacturing (not 2434 75 75
elsewhere included}
22. {r] Particleboard manufacturing 2492 300 150
23. [s] Hardboard manufacturing 2493 200 100
24. [t] Charcoal manufacturing 2861 200 100
25. [u] Battery separator manufacturing - 2499 75 50
[vi [Furniture and fixtures [2511] [125] r100]
100 or more employees]
26 3691 100 75

Battery manufacturing

8h




more btu per hour (heat
input)]

8i

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340
Table A continued - <. Application Annual ;.
Standard -~ “Investigation Permit -
Y Industrial - and Permit Comptiance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee “tion Fee
27. Furniture and fixtures 2511
a. 100 or more employees $ 125 $ 100
b. 10 employees or more 75 50
but Tess than 100
employees "
28. [w] Glass manufacturing 3231 100 75
29. [x] Cement manufacturing 3241 300 150
30. [y] Lime manufacturing 3274 150 100
‘31. [z] Gray iron and steel 3321
foundries 3323
a. 3,500 or more tons 300 150
per year production
b. Less than 3,500 tons 100 100
per year production
32. [aa] Steel works, rolling and 3312 300 175
finishing mills :
[bb] [Incinerators (not else- [100] roo]
where included) more than
2,000 1b/hr. capacity]
33 Incinerators
a. Greater than 4,000 1bs/hr 100 oo
capacity
b. 40 1b/hr to 4,000 1b/hr 75 7%
capacity
[cc] [Fuel burning equipment [4961]
(not elsewhere included)
Residual oil 5 million [100] [50]
or more btu per hour
(heat input)
Wood fired 5 million or [100] [50]
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Table A continued

NOTE:

Air
Contaminant.
Source

Fuel burning eguipment

a.

Ic'

{o

d.

Residual o1l

1) 250 million or
more btu/hr.
(heat input)

2) 5 million or more
but Tess than 250
miilion btu/hr.
{heat input)

3) Less than 5 mil-
lion btu/hr.
{(heat input)

Distiilate o0il

1) 250 million or more

btu/hr. {heat in-

. put)

2) 5 million or more
but less than 250
million btu/hr.
{heat input)

Wood fired .

1) 250 million or more |

btu/hr. (heat in-
ut

2} 5 million or more
but Tess than 250
million btu/hr.
(heat input)

3) Less than b mil-

~1ion btu/hr.

{heat input)

Coal fired

1) 750 million or more

btu/hr. (heat in-
put)

2) 5 million or more
but less than 250
miTlion btu/hr.
‘(heat input})

3) Less than b mil-
1ion btu/hr.
(heat input)

The above fees shall he

Application Annual

Standard Investigation Permit
Industrial and Permit Compliance
Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee

4961%

$ 150 $ 100

100 50

25 25

150 100

25 25

150 100

100 50

25 25

150 100

100 50

25 25

increased by 20% to cover costs of multiple

device installations.

*Not Timited to fuel burning equipment generating steam for sale but excluding |

power generation {SIC 4911)

8]



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL NUALITY

CH,.340

Table A continued

[dd]

[eel
[ff]

[g99]

Lhk]
[ii]

[ijil

[kk]

[11]

[mm]

Air
Contaminant
Source

Primary smelting and refin-
ing of ferrous and nonfer-
rous metals not elsewhere
classified

a. 2,000 or more tons per

year production

b. Less than 2,000 tons

per year production
Synthetic resin manufacturing
Seed cleaning located in
Special Control Areas (not
elsewhere included)
Kraft pulp and
paper production
Primary aluminum production
Industrial inorganic and
organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere
inc]uded?

Sawmill and planing

a. 25,000 or more

bd.ft./shift
b. Less than 25,000
bd.ft/shift

[Mi11 work]
Mill work with 10

emp loyees or more

[Furniture and fixtures
Tess than 100 employees]

Minerals, earth and rock
ground or otherwise
treated [(not elsewhere
included)]

Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Industrial and Permit Compliance
Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
3313
3339
$ 300 $ 175
100 75
2821[2831] 100 100
0719 0 0
2611 300 175
2621
2631
3334 300 175
2810 250 125
2421 ,
75 50
25 25
[2431] [75] [50]
2431 75 50
[2511] [75] [50]
3295 100 75
1442 :



CH. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

Table A continued

Application Annual
. Standard Investigation Permit
Air : Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
o Source ' tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
44. [nn] Brass and bronze foundries 3362 $ 75 $ 50
45. [o0o] Aluminum foundries (not 3361 75 50
elsewhere included) '
46. [pp] Galvanizing and pipe coating - 3479 75 50
exclude all other activities :
47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or 2013 75 50
more employees :
48. [rr] Herbicide manufacturing 2879 225 | 175
49. [ss] Building paper and building 2661 150 100
board mills [{not else-
where included)]
[tt] [Incinerators {not else- [75] [75]
where included) 2,000 to
4,000 pounds per hour
capacity)]
Luul Fuel burning equipment [4961]
(not elsewhere included). :
Residual ol less ' [25] [25]

than 5 million btu/hr

(heat input)

Distillate oil 5 p [25] - [25]
million or more btu/hr

(heat input)

Wood fired less than 5 [25] [25]

milTion btu/hr (heat

input)]
50. " Hardwood mills 2426 50 . 25
51. Shake and shingle mills - 2428 50 25
52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 100

53. Electroplating, polishing 3471 75 50
and anodizing with 5 or .
more employees




OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

CH. 340

Table A continued

Air
Contaminant
Sayrce

Electric power generation

Gas production and/or
manufacturing

Petroleum refining

Wood Preserving

Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Industrial and Permit "Compliance
Classifica- . Issuing or Determina-
tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
4917 $350 $225
4925 350 225
2911 450 325
2491 75 50



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 *® Telephone (503) 229-5696

TOM McCALL MEMORANDUM
GOVERNOR
To : Environmental Quality Commission
B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville .
GRACE 5. PHINNEY From : D1 rector
Corvallis
PAUL E. BRAGDON Subject: Agenda Item No.#G, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting
Portland
MORRIS K. CROTHERS 7 - "~ "Public Hearing to Amend OAR
Salem Chqpter 340, Section 24-100, Regulation Pertaining
ARNOLD M. COGAN to Motor Veh1cTe Inspection

Portland

Background

The Environmental Quality Commission at its meeting on

" DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN
Dirsctor

October 25, 1972, reviewed and approved the basic concepts of
a vehicle emission control inspection program as outlined in
the Department report presented at the meeting. On
March 2, 1973, the Commission held a public hearing and adopted=fj
a rule, pursuant to ORS 481.190, which designated Clackamas,
Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties as within the inspec-
tion program area. An effective date of January 1, 1974 was
established.

Legislative delays in providing funding requirements necessitate
a delay in the effective date of regulatory inspections. No specific
funds were actually made available for the vehicle inspection program
until the State Emergency Board action of August 15, 1973, allowed
the Department to expend the appropriation provided for the inspection
program by the 1973 Legislative Assembly. The State Emergency Board
in this action also requested that Columbia County be dé]eted from

the inspection program requirements.



-2-

The Department has prepared proposed admendments to Oregon
Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Subdivision 4, Section 24-100,
which remove Columbia County from the 1ist of counties designated by
the Environmental Quality Commission as counties in which motor
vehicles registered therein are subject to the vehicle inspection
program requirements. These proposed admendments also extend the
effective date of the rule to May 31, 1974; which is the latest
date projected in the Transportation Control Strategy for the

inspection program start-up.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that public testimony be
heard concerning the proposed rule admendments at a public hearing
in Portland on November 26, 1973, and that appropiate action be
taken on these admendments after giving consideration to the testimony

regeived.

/ DIARWUID F. B! SCANNLAIN

RCH:sb
10/10/73



REGULATION PERTAINING TO MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION

24-100 COUNTY DESIGNATIONS,

(1) Pursuant to the requirements of ORS /481.190/ 449.957,
Clackamas, /Columbia,/Multnomah and Washington Counties are hereby
degignated by the Environmental Quality Commission as counties in
which all motor vehicles registered therein, unless otherwise exempted
by statute or by rules subsequently adopted by the Commission, shall
be equipped with a motor vehicle pollution control system 1—057 and
shall comply with motor vehicle emission standards adopted by the
Commission,

(2) The effective date of this regulation is ZEanuary 1, 197&7

May 31, 1974,

Z._ _7 deletion

addition



Testimony of Fred Foshaug, Chaimman, Board of Commissioners,
Columbia County, Oregon.

Before DEQ, November 26, 1973

I am here to testify on behalf of the Board of County Comiissioners and
the people of Columbia County.

We support the proposed amendment to the Oregon Administrative Rules,
Chapter 340, Subdivision 4, Section 24-100, regarding counties for mandaﬁory
motor vehicle inspections.

Columbia County today is not part of the metropolitan area. There is
no reason to include us iﬁ on the mandatory inspections. Certainly, there ié

.less reason than there would be to include Lane and Marion Counties. |

Most of our citizens trade locally or in the Astoria or Longview*KelsQ'
area. Perhaps some, less than a majority, from the south end of the county
(the Scappoose end) trade in the Portland area on a regular basis.  Our résidentsl
do not usé the metropolitan area facilities ény more than do the other small
county residents from throughout the state.

This amendment would put us on a par with the other small counties regarding

vehicle ihspections. They are not yet needed in the small counties.




DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 * Telephone (503) 229-

T AL MEMORANDUM
DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN ~ TO: Environmental Quality Commission

Director
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item H, November 26, 1973 EQC Meeting
Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc. Application to Establish a

Hazardous Waste Disposal Site in Gilliam County near
ArTington, Oregon {Staff Report)

Backaround
In 1971, The Oregon Legisiature enacted legislation which placed

regutatory responsibility for disposal of radioactive and other &nviron-
mentally hazardous wastes on this Department. The Commission, in March
1972, adopted rules pertaining to license applications for environmentally
hazardous waste disposal sites. Subsequently in June 1972, Chem-Nuclear
submitted an application to the Department for a license to dispose of
both radioactive and chemical wastes at a site near Arlington, Oregon.

In 1970 the State Health Division had issued Chem-Nuclear a license to
store radioactive wastes at the Arlington site. By the time Chem-Nuclear's
application was filed with the Department, approximately eleven-hundred

55 gallon drums of radicactive wastes were already stored at the site
under authorization and in accordance with conditions of the State

Health Division Ticense.

At the request of the Department, the Commission held a public hearing
at Arlington on September 5, 1972 to receive public and expert testimony
related to the proposed Chem-Nuclear Arlington disposal site. At this
hearing, several Arlington residents stated their opposition to the
proposed site based on concern regarding disposal of hazardous wastes
at the proposed site and possible groundwater contamination that might
result. In addition, the Oregon Environmental Council presented a
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statement indicating that group's concern that the company would not

be financially able to carry out a sustained operation. Representatives
of the Gilliam County Court and Planning Commission presented statements
at the hearing favoring approval of the Arlington facility. Following
fhe September 5 public hearing, an advisory committee was appointed by
the Department to evaluate the financial condition and corporate

status of Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc.

Later at the November 30, 1972 Commission meeting, the Department
presented a staff report outlining the Department's evaluation and
recommendations concerning Chem-Nuclear's application and the proposed
disposal site. The November 30 staff report recommended that the
Department be authorized to take the following action:

1. Notify Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc. that henceforth, consideration
of its license application by the Department will preclude
radioactive wastes (pursuant to OAR, Chapter 340, Section 62-035
(4)). .

2. Request the State Health Division to amend Chem-Nuclear's
existing radiocactive materials handling license so that
storage of radioactive wastes at the Arlington site will not
be permitted after a specified date.

3. Proceed with processing Chem-Nuclear's application for licensing
the proposed disposal facility for non-radioactive chemical
wastes only.

4. Subject to receipt of additional detailed information and
acceptable engineering plans from Chem=-Nuclear, draft a
proposed 1icense which would specify the types and volumes
of wastes and disposal methods to be permitted and the necessary
safequards to be provided at the disposal facility.

5. Condition said license to require formal application and public
hearing to amend the initial license before disposing of any
additional wastes or constructing new disposal facilities which
are not included as part of the initial license.

6. Make any finally proposed Ticense available to the public and
sthedule a public hearing no less than 30 days thereafter for
the purpose of receiving public and expert comment upon the
specific conditions of the proposed Ticense prior to its issue,

-2-



The Commission adopted these recommendations with the condition that
the company was found to be financially responsible and that items 1, 2
and 3 be reconsidered if the company could demonstrate that the operation
would not be feasible if radiocactive wastes are eliminated.

As a result of the Commission's action at the November 30, 1972
meeting, the company agreed to investigate chemical waste disposal only
at the proposed site in order to determine the economic feasibility of
disposal of only non-radioactive wastes. Chem-Nuclear requested the
Department to determine the cash bond amount that would be required
under ORS 459.590 to offset costs of site closure and perpetual
monitoring so that this cost could be included in the economic evaluation.
The Department informed Chem-Nuclear by letter on January 30, 1973, that
the total amount of the proposed bond for chemical waste-only would be
$120,000, of which one-half of the bond amount, or $60,000, would be
required at the time the license is issued and that the remaining
$60,000 could be paid into the bond account in equal annual installments
over a ten-year period. It should be noted that the bond amount and
conditions for payment would be subject to Commission approval.

Chem-Nuclear initially advised the Department that the economic
evaluation of chemical-only disposal would be completed by no Tater
than May 1, 1973, but by the May 29, 1973 EQC meeting the Department had
haceived no communication from Chem-Nuclear relative to the evaluation
other than an indication from the company that it still intended to pursue
the application. _

On a related matter, Chem-Nuclear informed the Department in May 1973
that the company had brought two shipments of low-level radioactive
wastes into the Arlington site in early 1973 and one more shipment into
the site was scheduled for June 1973. These three shipments were under-
stood to originate from the U.S. Navy at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. Although
the company still stores low-level radioactive wastes at the site as
authorized by the State Health Division license issued in 1970, it had
been the Department's understanding that no additional wastes had been
brought into the site since December 1972. In a May 11, 1973 lekter to
the Department from the State Health Division, it was recommended that
the wastes stored at the site (approximately eleven-hundred 55 gallon
drums) either be removed from the site to an approved disposal site or
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that burial at the site be authorized by the Department to protect against
possible loss of integrity of the storage'containers.

At the May 29, 1973 EQC meeting, the Department presented a staff
report pertaining to Chem-Nuclear's economic evaluation of chemical-only
disposal, to storage of radioactive wastes at the site and to continued
shipment of radioactive wastes into. the site. The May 29 staff report
recommended that the Department be authorized to:

1. Request the State Health Division to modify Chem-Nuclear's
existing license for storage of radioactive wastes at Arlington
to preclude shipment of additional wastes into the site after
June 30, 1973.

2. Bring the matter of Chem-Nuclear's application before the
Commission for consideration of denial of the application if
Chem-Nuclear does not actively pursue its application and
does not provide the Department with the results of its economic
evaluation of chemical waste disposal only, by August 15, 1973.

The Commission adopted these recommendations, with the additional
provision (to item 1) that, after the June 30, 1973 deadline, the company
be permitted only one shipment of radioactive wastes into the site from
the U.S. Navy for which the company had already contracted.

Chem-Nuclear submitted the chemical-only economic feasibility report
to the Department on August 10, 1973. Review of this report by the staff
revealed several areas for which clarification or additional information
was required and the company submitted the requested additidnal
clarification and information in a letter dated October 11, 1973.

Factual Analysis

Chem-Nuclear's letter of August 10, 1973 transmitting their economic
evaluation report states that in the company's judgement "...the
inescapable conclusion is that it would be a very poor risk for Chem-Nuclear
Systems and the State of Oregon to establiish a chemicals-only waste disposal
site at Arlington." The company's analysis of the Oregon chemical waste
market indicated that approximately 82,000 cubic feet per year of wastes
from various sources might be potentially available for disposal at the
Arlington site. Of this volume, the company states in its report that a
minimum of 58,000 cubic feet anrnually must be brought into the site, at
prices ranging from $4 to $7 per cubic foot and resulting in gross annual

-4-



revenues of approximately $300,000 or greater "...before Chem-Nuclear
could begin to consider that the site was making an adequate contribution
to general corporate overhead and profit." Chem-Nuclear has indicated
that it is unlikely that the required chemical waste volume could be
committed and assured to their operation and the company concludes that
"...at this time the only way to have an enviromnmentally hazardous waste
site in Oregon that could provide reasonable charges and an adequate
return to the operator is on the basis of accepting both chemical wastes
and low-Tevel rad wastes."

Chem-Nuclear, in the economic evaluation report, has also proposed
a new system for disposal of pesticide wastes. The greatest proportion
of pesticide wastes in Oregon are by-product residues resulting from
2,4-D and MCP manufacture by Rhodia, Inc. of Portland. Chem-Nuclear has
proposed a subsurface bio-degradation system for these wastes which would
employ gravel beds several feet in depth in two of the small enclosed
natural basins at the Arlington site. Although this proposed system may
be technically feasible, it is essentially an untried, untested system
which the company hopes to adopt on a trial basis. Other pesticide waste
disposal methods, such as incineration and soil incorporation, have been
successful in some applications, but Chem-Nuclear does not favor either
of these methods because incineration is economically unattractive and
the Arlington site is not suited to soil incorporation.

At the Department's request, Chem-Nuclear's economic evaluation also
addressed the alternative of disposing both chemical and low-level radio-
active wastes. In this part of the evaluation, the company showed that
the disposal of low-level radioactive wastes would add considerable income
and that radiocactive waste disposal is considerably more profitable and
predictable than chemical waste disposal. Chem-Nuclear's report states
that with both chemical and radioactive waste disposal at the Arlington
site, the operation would be economically feasible.

With regard to sources of wastes considered in Chem-Nuclear's
evaluation,approximately 82,000 cubic feet per year of chemical wastes
from only Oregon were included. Of the total 60,000-65,000 cubic feet
per year of radioactive wastes considered in the company's report,
approximately 6,000 to 10,000 cubic feet per year are indicated to originate
from Oregon sources, 35,000 cubic feet per year from U.S. Nawy facilities
at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii and Bremerton, Washington and the remaining 20,000
cubic feet per year from other sources outside Oregon.
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In addition to the above analysis of Chem-Nuclear's economic
evaluation, there are several other relevant and important factors which
deserve consideration in determining the proper course of action with
respect to Chem-Nuclear's Arlington site license application. These
factors include the following:

1.

The Department's hazardous waste planning activities of the last
year and one-half have shown that one of the major limitations

to proper hazardous waste disposal for chemical wastes at the
present time is the lack of a 1icensed disposal site within
Oregon. Many hazardous wastes are now being disposed in Oregon
by anacceptable methods such as landfilling, burial or dumping

on private property and discharge into streams and sanitary
sewers. Much of this waste should be disposed in a hazardous
waste disposal site, as the law requires. The existing

hazardous waste laws in Oregon are certainly strong enough, but
without an available site, the Department cannot properly enforce
the law, nor can the Department require adequate disposal, in
many cases.

Since enactment of the State's hazardous waste statutes in 1971,
no firm, except Chem-Nuclear, has indicated significant interest
in providing an adequate,licensed disposal facility for hazardous
wastes within Oregon.

Some of Oregon's hazardous wastes are now or have recently been
disposed at sites located in the State of Washington. For
example, Oregon's small volume of Tow-Tevel radioactive wastes
are presently disposed at a privately-operated disposal site
near Richland, Washington. Another private disposal site near
Pasco, Washington has accepted a substantial volume of pesticide
manufacturing waste and other chemical wastes from several Oregon
industries. The Pasco site, however, has recently become in-
volved in a dispute with a local governing body which could well
result in prohibition of waste shipment to that site from Oregon.
Since the time the Commission last considered Chem-Nuclear's
proposal, the disposal of radioactive wastes at the Atomic Energy
Commission Hanford, Washington reservation has received con-
siderable attention in the press and by the public. In view of
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this recent publicity it should be reiterated that proposed radio-
active waste disposal operations at the Arlington site involve
low-level and not the high-level wastes of concern at Hanford.
The financial advisory committee appointed to evaluate Chem-
Nuclear's financial and corporate status has not yet completed
this task. Based on recent financial statements submitted by
the company, Chem-Nuclear's financial position appears to be
sound. Nonetheless, it would seem advisable for the advisory
committee to complete its analysis on this matter for the
Department's consideration.

Chem-Nuclear has not yet submitted fully detailed engineering
plans required for the pooposed facility.

With respect to specific actions that might be taken by the Depart-
ment and the Commission, the following items should be considered:

1.

The Commission could act at this time to deny Chem-Nuclear's
entire license application. This action would preclude further
consideration of hazardous waste disposal by Chem-Nuclear at

the ARlington site.

The Commission could act to preclude further consideration of
any radioactive waste disposal operations and encourage licensing
and development of the Arlington site for non-radioactive waste
disposal. It is 1ikely that this action would be unacceptable to
Chem-Nuclear and that the company would withdraw its application.
As a third alternative, the Commission could direct the Depart-
ment to continue consideration of Chem-Nuclear's apblication

for both radioactive and chemical waste disposal. If disposal of
chemical and radioactive wastes were permitted at the site, it
must be recognized that some of these wastes could or would come
into the site from outside Oregon. However it is believed
possible to regulate the volume coming into the site from outside
the State by 1imiting the total volume and by requiring priority
for wastes originating in Oregon through the licensing process.

A fourth possible alternative might be for the Department to
establish and operate a disposal site. The Department does not
advocate a State-operated site, nor is the Department presently
authorized or funded for such an undertaking, but this possibility
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can be considered. Although a State-operated site could preclude
wastes from outside Oregon, it would seem more advantageous at
this time for private industry to operate such a site and for

the Department to maintain a regulatory role.

Any final action by the Commission and the Department concerning
Chem-Nuclear's application must provide for satisfactory
disposition of radioactive wastes presently stored at the
Arlington site. If disposal of radioactive wastes were allowed
at the Arlington site, then the rad wastes now stored there could
be disposed at the site in accordance to license conditions. If
disposal of radioactive wastes at the site were not permitted by
the Commission removal of these stored radiocactive wastes from
the site and disposal at an approved site would be necessary.

Conclusions:

Based on the background and facts outlined above concerning Chem-
Nuclear's disposal site license application, the following conclusions
have been reached:

1.

A site within Oregon for disposal of hazardous chemical wastes

is urgently needed at this time in order to achieve adqquate
hazardous waste management. Moreover, the State of Oregon and
producers of hazardous chemical wastes within the State cannot
depend on continued; availability of hazardous waste disposal sites
in other states.

The need for a site within Oregon for the disposal of low=level
radioactive wastes is not apparent at the present time.

In view of Chem-Nuclear's economic evaluation of chemicals-only,
disposal of only chemical wastes at the proposed site appears
economically unfeasible. Consequently, the company would not

be expected to pursue the Ticense application unless disposal

of both radioactive and chemical wastes were allowed.

The site near Arlington which has been proposed by Chem-Nuclear
would be suitable for disposal of both radioactive and non-
radioactive hazardous wastes if adequate safequards are provided
and the site is operated and monitored under a properly conditioned
license.



5. It appears feasible to license the proposed facility for
chemical wastes plus a limited quantity of radioactive wastes
that wouid be consistent with economical operation. Any
Timitations on waste volumes should be viewed as interim limits
which could be revised if warranted by changes in site
economics or other circumstances.

6. It appears desirable for the Conmission and the Department to
license a privately-operated site rather than establish a State-
operated disposal site.

Director's Recommendations

In view of the findings of the Department, the Director recommends
that the Commission authorize and. direct the Department to continue to
process Chem-Nuclear's application as follows:

1. Draft a proposed license which would specify the types and
volumes of Tow-level radioactive and chemical wastes (consistent
with site economics), disposal methods to be permitted and the
necessary safeguards to be provided at the disposal facility.
Drafting of the proposed license would be contigent upon the
findings of the financial advisory committee, and upon receipt
of additional detailed information and acceptable engineering
plans proposing suitable waste disposal methods, waste volumes,
safeguards and other necessary facilities for the site.

2. Make any finally proposed license available to the public and
schedule a public hearing no less than 30 days thereafter for
the purpose of receiving public and expert comment upon the
specific conditions of the proposed license prior to its issue.

3. Condition said license to require formal application and public
hearing to amend the initial license before disposing of any
additional wastes or constructing new disposal facilities which
are not included as part of the initial license.

4, In the event a license is issued, periodically evaluate the
company's license, performance, site economics and other related
factors and revise the license conditions as may be warranted to
protect the environment and public health and welfare.

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

PHW:mm
11/15/73 -9-



1622 B, 9th Ave #11
The Dalles, Oregon 97058
¥November 25, 1973

Mr., Pat Wicks

Public Service Building

Portland, Or.

Dear Mr, Wicks:

Revival of the Chem Wuclear issue at Arlington
Oregon site is without jurisdiction,

Licenge for ChemNuclear was formally refused
by the Favironmental Quality Commissicn

calling it dead--no further action.

5o please kick it!

ngrs truly,
. d . Ik

Fred M, Weatherford



DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-

TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM
DIARMUID F. OSCANNLAIN. - Tg: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item I, November 26, 1973 EQC Meeting

Metropolitan Service District (MSD) Grant Application for
Supplemental Funds

Background
November 10, 1972, the State Emergency Board authorized the

Environmental Quality Commission through the Department of Environmental
Quality to grant up to $1,129,630 from Pollution Control Bonds to assist
tTocal governments in the development of Regional Solid Waste Management
Action Plans. The Department has since been providing administrative,
coordinative, and technical assistance to twenty-three (23) projects
encompassing the entire State. Plans from thesefprojects are being
finalized and are scheduled for official adoption in early 1974.

A grant of $325,00 was authorized to MSD, an agency with Regional
implementing authority, to perform the Solid Waste Management planning
for the entire area of Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington, and Columbia
Counties. All local governments involved entered into agreements for
MSD to perform the planning function for the area outside, but contiguous
to it's metropolitan boundaries through the Columbia Region Association
of Governments (CRAG).

Discussion

‘The present MSD planning period and project will expire December 31,
1973, by which time it is expected that an action-oriented conceptsal
plan will be completed and ready to consider for formal adoption.
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MSD is meeting or exceeding all conditions of the original grant
agreement and work plan. Of special interest on a national scale is a
Tire Ordinance which has been drafted and adopted for controlling the
disposal of more than 1,000,000 tires annually in the Metropolitan area
that are presently creating nuisance conditions. The plan being
developed contemplates transfer stations for public convenience, and
emphasizes recycling wherever possible, with milling to aid resource
recovery.

The current MSD planning project has gathered region-wide support
from the local government units, and it now appears that the role of
Solid Waste Management in the Counties of Clackamas, Washington, and
Multnomah can be assumed by the District as soon as it is prepared to
accept the responsibility. Considerable public involvement and support
has been generated and the prbject is concluding with the momentum of
the MSD program at its greatest.

Conclusions

It has become apparent to MSD and DEQ that the current planning
project upon completion will not bring the MSD Region into a ready-to-
implement position. The project has necessarily and appropriately
been 90% consultant oriented to determine the best engineered conceptional
solid waste handling system. The project funds will be depleted prior
to meeting all the implementation and organizational planning needs which
necessarily lead to the actual facility construction. MSD is therefore
requesting a supplemental grant of up to $350,000 over a two year period
(January 1, 1974-December 31, 1975) to acquire and sustain a permanent
MSD staff which will develop the management system needed to implement
and maintain the MSD programs.

Recommendation

The State Solid Waste Management Citizens' Advisory Committee (CAC)
reviewed the MSD grant application on October 31, 1973, and unanimously
recommended to the Director that it be approved with the condition that
the Final Report to the concluding grant funded project be reviewed by
the CAC and approved by the DEQ prior to release of additional funds.




The Department staff fully agrees with the recommendation of the CAC,
and supports the entire program.

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize
a request to the Emergency Board for an increase in the limitation to
spend established in 771, Section 4(3), Oregon Laws 1973 to allow a
grant of $350,000 to the Metropolitan Service District for advance
planning of Solid Waste facilities.

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

GLG:mm
11/14/73
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DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5360

TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

Director To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Dirt_ector
Subject: Agenda Ifem J, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting
Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Special Air Pollufion

Control Rules for Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and
Washington Counties

Background

The Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, formed
pursuant to Chapter 425, Oregon Laws 1967, was a regional air
quality control agency approved by the State Sanitary Authority
effective January 1, 1968 for the counties of Multnomah, Clackamas,
Columbia, and subsequently Washington County.

On 1 July 1973, the EQC approved the transfer to the
Department of all CWAPA plans and programs, On the 29 June 1973,
the EQC by order adopted all presently effective CWAPA rules as
temporary rules of the Envirenmental Quality Commission,

Recognizing the need to insure continuity of existing control
programs, compliance schedules and enforcement in the former

CWAPA territory, .-on the 22 October 1973, the EQC authorized the
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Department to hold a public hearing on 26 November 1973 in Portland
for the purpose of obtaining appropriate public testimony and to
consider the adoption of certain special air pollution control rules to
be applicable to the areas of Clackamas, Columbia, Multhomah and
Washington Counties.

Appropriate notice of the public hearing to be held has been
given by the Department and copies of the proposed special rules
were made available for public inspection.

Conclusion

The Department has reviewed the rules and regulations of the
former Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority and has deleted
portions of those rules which have been determined to be siﬁﬂar or
identical with existing fules of the Department, Proposed for adoption
is that portion of the former CWAPA rules which have been determined
to be more restrictive than existing Department rules or as may be
necessary to ensure continuity of existing control programs. No
new rules or more restrictive regulations are proposed than formerly
were in effect in the CWAPA territory.

It is concluded to maintain the high degree of control required
in the four-county area, to ensure continuity of control programs and
to achieve the objective of the Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation
Plan, the special air pollution control rules as proposed be adopted

as permanent rules of the Department of Environmental Quality.



Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that after consideration of public testimony,
the attached specific air pollution rules for Clackamas, Columbia,

Multnomah and Washington Counties be adopted by the Commission.

é g/%c’i /
DIARMUID F. O'SCANNIAIN

Attachment

EWH:h 11/16/73



(Note

PROPOSED RULES
The section numbers are subject to change following adoption and
filing with the Secretary of State)
DIVISION 2
ATR POLLUTION CONTROL

Subdivision 8

SPECIFIC AIR POLLUTION RULES FOR CLACKAMAS COLUMBIA
MULTNOMAH AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES

28-001 PURPOSES AND APPLICATION: The rules in this subdivision

28-003

shall apply in Clackamas, ‘Columbia, Multnomah and Washington
Counties, The purposes of these rules are to provide continuity
of the aif quality controi program previously- administered by the
Columbia—-Wi]lamétte Air Pollution Authority and to deal specia]ljr
with the critical and unique air quality control needs b-f the four
éounty area. These rules shall apply in addition té all other rules
of the Environmental Quality Commission. The adoption of tﬁese
rules shall not, in any way,- affect the applicability V'in_ the four
county area of ail other rules of .the Environmental Quality
Commission and fhe lattef shall remain. in full force and effect,
except as expressly provided otherwise. In cﬁSes of apparent
du;Aal::L-cation, the most Stringént rule shall apply. |
EXCLUSIONS: The requirements contained in tiliS subdivision shall
apply to all activities conducted in Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah

and Washington Counties, other than those for which specific
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industrial standards have been adopted (Subdivision 5 Qf this Division 2),

except for the reduction of animal matter, Section 25~-055(1) and {(2);

Upset Conditions, Section 21-065 and 21-070.

28-005 DEFINITIONS:

As used in this Subdivision:

(1)

(2}

3

(4)

(®)

(6)

"Domestic Rubbish" means rubbish generated by a private dwelling
housing four families or less. '

"Fuel burning equipment' means a device which burns a solid, liquid,
or gaseous fuel, the principal purpose of which is to produce heat,
except marine installations and internal combustlon engines that are
not statlonar'y gas turbines.

"Odor™ means the property of a substance which allows its detection
by the sense of smell.

"Open outdoor fire" means the burning of any material outdoors in an
open fire, a burn barrel or any similar device.

"Rubbish'" means non-putrescible wastes consisting of both combustible
and non-combustible wastes, such as but not limited to ashes, paper,
cardboard, yard clippings, wood, glass, cans, bedding, household

articles and similar materials,

"Special Restricted Area' means a special area established to control
specific practices or to maintain specific standards. '

(@) In Columbia, Clackamas and Washington Counties, Special Restricted
Areas are all areas within Rural Fire Protection Districts, including
the areas of incorporated cities within or surrounded by said Districts,
but excluding the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Districis.

(b) In Multnomah County; the Special Restricted Area is all area west
of the Sandy River. .

28-010 OPEN OUTDOOR FIRES - GENERAL:

(1)

(2)

No person shall cause or permit to be ignited or maintsined any open

outdoor fire which is specifically prohibited by any rule of the Department.

Open outdoor fires in violation of any rule of the Department shall be

extinguished by the person in attendance upon notice by the Department.
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28-015 OPEN QUTDOCR FIRES - DOMESTIC: No person shall cause or permit
to be ignited or maintain any open outdoor fire containing comestic rubbish
within Special Restricted Areas, exceﬁt such opén outdoor fires are permitted:r
(1) Until 1 July 1974 in Columbia County,
(2) Until 1 July 1974 in Clackamas County in -
a) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District
b) Estacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69
c} Colton-Springwater Rural Fire Protection Disfrict
d) Molalla Rural Fire Protection District
e) Hoodland Rural Fire Protection District
f) Monitor Rural Fire Protection Digtrict
g) Scotts Mills Rural Fire Protection District
h) Aurora Rural Fire Protection District
(3) Until 1 January 1975 for the burning of wood, needle or leaf
materials from i{rees, shrubs or plants, during the period -
commencing with the last Friday in October and terminating
at sundown on the last Sunday in November, and the period
commencing the second Friday in Spril and terminating at
sundown on the third Sunday in May. Such burning shall be
conducted in struct compliance with the applicable rules,
regulations and ordinances of fire protection agencies, No open
outdoor fire shall be conducted on any day when the Department
advised fire permit issuing agencies fo not issue permits because
‘of adverse meteorological or air quality conditions.

28-020 OPEN OUTDOOR FIRES - LAND CLEARING:

No person shall cause or permit to be ignited or maintain any
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open outdoor fire as part of any land clearing operation:

(1) In Washington County within Rural Fire Protection Districts
including incorporafed cities within or surrounded by said
Districts.

(2) In Control Areas in Clackamas and Multnomah Counties established
as:

a)' Any area in or within three (3) miles of the bouﬁdayy of
any citj of more than 1,000 populatién, but less than |
45,.000 population.

b) Any area in or within six (6) miles_ of the boundary of any
city of 45,009_ or more population.

¢) Any area between areas ésta.blished by fhis rule where the
distance-between the boundaries is three miles or less.

(3) Whenever two or moré cities have a common 'boundary, the
total populé,tion of these cities will detefmine the Control Area
classification and the municipal boundar;ies of each of the cities |
-shali be used to détermine therlimits of'-the Control Area.

(4). Whenever the boundary of a Control Area passes within the
boundaries of a city, the entire area of the ,city'shall be deemed

‘to be in the Control Area. If the _Control Area boundary ‘within

a city. is between ControllArea-(b) ‘and antrol Area (a); the

entire city shall be -deemed to be in Control Area (b).



- (5)

The annual population estimate issued by the Center for Popula-
tion Research and Census, Portland State University, shall
establish which -municipalities will_be used for determination -

of Cont_rol Areas.

28-025 INCINERATORS AND REFUSE BURNING EQUIPMENT:

(1)

(2)

No person shall cause, permit or maintain any emission from .
any refuse burning equipment which does not comply with the
emission limitations of these Rules,

Refuse Burning Hours:

a) No person shall cause, permit or maintain the operation of
refuse burning equipment at any time other than one-half
hour before sunrise to one-half hour after sunset, except
with prior approval of the Department.

b) Approval of the Deparitment for -the operation of such equipment
may be granted upon the Submission of a written request
stating:

i) Name and address of the applicant

if) Location of the refuse burning equipment

iii) Description of refuse burnmg equlpment and its control
- apparatus

'iv) Type and quantity of refuse

v) Good cause for issuance of such approval

vi) Hours during which the apphcant seeks to Operate the

) equipment
vii) Tlme duration for which approval is Sought




. 28-030

28-040

28-045

-6

CONCEALMENT AND MASKING OF EMISSIONS: |

(1) No person shall willfully cause 6r permit the installation or use
of any _deﬁce or uée .of any means such as dilllltion,r which,.
without resulting in a reduction in the total amount qf air con-
taminant emitted, conceals an emission of air contaminants
\.hrhich would otherwise violate rules of the Departmeﬁt_.

(2) No person shall cause or permit the installafion or use of any -
device or use of any means designed to mask the emission of
an air contaminant, which- air confaminant causes or is likely

to cause detriment to health, safety or welfare of any person,

EFFECTIVE CAPTURE OF AJR CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS:

Air qontaminants whidh are, Or may bé, emi&ed to the atmosphere
through doofs, win&ows or other 6pénings m a structure ér Whicﬁ
are or may be emitted from any process not contained in a structure,
shall be captﬁred and transferred to air pollution control equipment
using the most efficient and best practicable hooding, shroudiﬁg

or ducting equipment availablé. New sources shall complsr at the

time of installation.

ODOR CONTROL MEASURES:

(1) Control apparatus and equipment, using the highest and best

practicable treatment currently available, shall be installed
and operated to reduce to a minimum odor-bearing -gases_ or

odor-bearing particulate matter emifted into the atmosphere.
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(2) Gas .efﬂuénfs from incineration operations and process affer-
burners shall be maintained at a temperature- of 1,400 'degfees
~ fahrenheit for at least 0.5 s_econd, or controlled iﬁ another '
manner deternu‘ned by the Department to be equally or more
effective.
28-050 STORAGE AND HANDLING OF PETROLEUM PRODUCTS:

(1) In volumes of greater than 40,000 gallons, gasoline or any
volatile petfoieum distillate or organic liquid havmg a Vapof
pressure of 1.5 p.s.i.a.- or greater under actual storage
conditions shall be stored in pressure tanks or reservoirs
or shall be stored in containers equipped with a floating
roof or vapor recovery system or other vaﬁor emigsion
control device.

(2) Gasoliné or petroleum distillate tank car or tank loading
.facilities handling 20,000 gallons per day or more shaﬂ be
eqﬁipped with submersible filling devices or other vapor
emission coﬁtrol systems. | |

(3) Gasoline tanks witﬁ a caéacity of 500 ga]lbns or more, installed
after 1 January 1970, shall be equipped with sﬁbmersible filling
‘device or other'vapor emission control systems. |

' 28—-055 SHIPS:

While in those portions of the Willamette River and Columbia River
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.which pass through or adjacent to Clackamas, Columbia and Multnomah
Counties, each ship shall rﬁjnimjze emissions from soot.bloWing and
shall be subject to the emission standards and rules for visible
erﬁis.sions, particulate ﬁatter size, and sulfur dioxide from fuel
burning equipment.

28;060 VUPSET CONDITION: Emission of zﬁr contamina.nt.s in ex@ess of
-applicﬁé.ble standﬁrds as a result of equipment breakd()\;m shall not
bé considered a violation of said standards provided thé conditions
of section 21-075 a;re met.

28-065 EMISSfON STANDARDS, GENERAL: Compliance with é.ny specific
emission standard in t?;ese rules does not preclude required |
complianc'e with any other applicable emission standard or require-
ment contained in any éf the rules of the Department.

28-070 VISIBLE AIR CONTAMINANT STANDARDS: No person owning,
operating or maintaininé nonf-fuel burﬁing equipment sources of
emissions shall discharge into the atmOSpﬁere from any single
source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a period
or periods aggregating more than thirty (30) secbnds in any one
hour which :is equal to or greater than 20 percént opacity.

28-075 PARTICULATE MATTER WEIGHT STANDARDS:

§h)] _-The maximum allowable enﬁission of particulate matter from
any fuel T.ourning. equipment shall:

a) Be a function of maximum heat input and shall be determined



28-080

28-085

9. |
from Tigure 1, except from existing fuel burning .equipment
utilizing wood residue, it shall be. 0.2 grain, and from new
Ifu.el burning.equipment utilizing wood residue,. it shail be
0.1 grain for each standard cubic foot of exhaust gas,
calculated to 12 percenf: ca;rbon dioxide.

b) Not exceéd Smoke Spot #2 for distﬂlate fuel and #4 for -
residual fuel, measured by ASTM D2156-65, "Standard
Method for Test fof Smoke Density of the Flue Gases -
from Distillate Fuels'". |

(2) The maximum a-llowable‘emission of particulate matter from any
refuse burning. eq_uipment shall be a functién of thé maximum heat
input from the refuse only and s.hall be determined.frbm Fig‘ure 2.

PARTICULATE MATTER SIZE STANDARD: No porson shall cause or

permit the emission of any particulate mattér which is _larger than

250 ﬁicrons in size provided Such particulate mtter d_oes or will

deposit ﬁpon the real property of another- person.

SULFUR- DIOXIDE .EMISSION LIMITATIONS:

(1) Fuel Burning Equipment: The following eﬁﬁssion standards are.
applicable to sources.installed, constrlJ;cted or _modified after
October 1, 1970. | |
a) TFor fuel burning equipment h'av'ing more thén 150 million BTU

per hour heat input, but not moré- than 250 million BTU per
hour input, no person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit

‘the emission into the atmosphere of sulfur dioxide in
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excess of:

i) 0.8 Ib per million BTU heat input, lﬁaximuin 2-hour
average, when liquid fuel is burned,

ii) 1.2 b per million BTU heat input, ma)ﬁmu_m 2-hour
ﬁverage, when solid fuel is burned..

(2} No person shali' cause or permit emission of sulfur _dioxide in
excess of 1060 ppm from any air contamination source,‘ except
‘those persons bﬁrning Vfuel conforming to provisions of rules
.relafing to the sulfur content of fuels.

28-090 ODORS: |

(1) No pérson shall éause or permit the emijssion of odorous matter
in such manner as to COntribute to a coﬁcﬁtion of air po]lutibn,
or exceed:

a) A scentometer No. O odor strength or- equivalent dilution _
in ifesidential and commercial areas, |
b) A scentometer No. 2 odor strength or eduivalenf dilution
in all other land use areas. |
Scentometer Readings
_ Conqentration Range
Scentometer No. No. of Thresholds
0 ito 2
- 2to 8

1 ) :
2 _ . 8 to 32
"3 32 to 128
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(2) A violation of this Rule shall have ‘occurred when two measure—
ments made within a .period of one hour, separated by at least
15 minutes, off the property surrounding the air contaminant

source exceeds the limitations of subsection 1.



TESTIINNY ON THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC
ATIR POLLUTION RULES FOR CLACKAMAS, COLUMBIA
MULTNOMAH AND WASWIFGTON COUNTIES
¥ovember 26, 1973

I am Thomas C. Donaca, representing the Air Quality Committee of Associated
Oregon Industries.

We understand that these rules are considered for adoption primarily hecause
of the necessity to maintain conformance with the Air Quality Implementation Program
filed with, and approved by, the Federal Environmental Protection Agency. The
implentation program contained regulations for the four county repion promulgated by
the Columbia Willamette Regional Air Pollution Authority which no longer exists.
However, the consideration of these pronosed rules by your commission is a
departure from the past approdth to air quality by this agency. Previously you
have adonted statewlde standards applicable either to all sources or to sgpecific
classes of sources. Although we understand the necessity to maintain continuity
with the implementation program, we believe you should review the question of the
desirability of the adoption of standards, other than statewide. You, of course,
always have the authority to promulgate area standards under ORS 449.735(1). Ve
believe this authority should be used sparingly and only where truly adverse local
conditions would result from your failure to act. Ve believe statewide standards
provide greater uniformity and consistency and therefore we would suggest that
you place a time limit on the applicability of the proposal standards, say one
year. During that year your staff should review the entire body of alr quality
regulations and redraft them in their entirety. The final draft should be a set
of rules with statewide applicability with few exceptions to meet the needs of
particular local airsheds.

We have suggested that the entire alr quality rules be redrafted. Here aras

some of the reagons and difficulties that justify such an approach:



(1) Proposed rule 28-001 in its last line states "In cases of apparent
duplication, the most stringent rule shall apply.” Under CWAPA the source need
only look at the CWAPA rules, HNow the source should look at both the special
proposed rules and at the DEQ rules in order to be sure which "most stringent' rule
does apply.

(2) Proposed rule 28-005(3) adopts a different definition of "fuel-burning
equipment” than found in existing rule 28-005(2), We do not suggest which iz the
better definition but only that they are different. We suggest that when all your
rules are redrafted there be a definition section which includes all definitions
except those highly specialized definitions found in the "Specific Industrial
Standards" and applicable only to those sources. This would eliminate confusion
on the part of all persons, public and govermmental, who must deal with your rules.

(3) CWAPA had jurisdiction only over air quality, but your commission has
Jurisdictlion over solid waste disposal. It appears essential then, that as you
adopt prohibitions such as those relating to open outdoor fires and clearing
{28-015 and 28-020) that you are sure that there are other acceptable methods of
disposing of such solid wastae.

Let us conclude by discussing the proposed sulphur dioxide limitations in
proposed rule 28~085. The 1000 ppm limitation has two applications: Releases
from process and releases from fuel burning. The proposed rule ties fuel burning
to the "sulphur content of fuels" regulation 22-005 and 22-010 which allows 2.5
percent. sulphur by weight in residual fuels until July 1, 1974 at which time it
drops to 1.75 percent sulphur by weight., We have reason to believe that thecre
may not be adequate supplies of regidual fuel 611 and some suppliers may not be
ahle to meet the 1.75 percent limliaztion om Juiy 1. DNormally, this would not be
a problem because other suppliers would take the account. This is not trus today

due to the oil allocation system which tles the consumer to his supplier. Any

-



consumer, industrial; pgovernment Institutions, local and state; school districts:
and hospitals whose supplier can't meet the 1.75 percent regulation may be out of
business. We would recommend that you undertake a review of this situation because
of the significant economic and emplcoyment impact that could result, Also, while
it is reccpgnized that Portland generzlly has the highest concentration of 50,

we are oaly at about 50 percent of the national secondary standard. Oregon has no
racognized health or general air guality problems from current sulphur dioxide
emissions and Oregon was neve¥ in the position of many Eastern states of haviug

to roll back or reduce their 50, emissions to meet the national standards. It now
appears that the residual fuel oil situation may be the critical part of our ensrgy
crisis as our natural gas supplies are curtailed for longer periods requiring the
use of more fuel olls. We are not asking for any modification of your xules ucw,
but only that you be fully cognizant of the situation, give it your attention, and

devise a means of handling the situation expeditiously should it arise.
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OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

PEPARTMENT OF AGHIGULTUHAL ENGINEERING

. CORVALLIS, OREGON 97331 . ' Hovember 16, 1973

Department -of Enviroomental Quality
Air Quality Control Division

. 1234 5.W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

" Gentlemen:
RE; Proposed Ammendments to the Air Contaminant Dischaige Rule;

In reading the proposed changes to the Air Contaminant Discharge Rule,

OAR 340, Sections 20~033.02 through 20-033.20, I note that you have included
‘odor sources as among those requiring a permit. The statement that is indi-
cated to be added is as follows, "No person shall, without first obtaining

a permit from the Department or Regicnal Authority, comnstruct, install, es-

tablish, develop or operate any air contaminant source not listed in Table A
wiich would emit, at the discretion of the Department or Regional Anthorlty,
any malodorous odors"

The wording of . thls proposed regulatlon has some confuslng aspects however.
I interpret this to say that a permit is required for anyone operating an-
odor producing enterprise if such a permit is requested by the Department or
Regional Authority. Without some additional thought, this would not seem
to be an appropriate manner to begin controlling odors in the enviroonment,

.. The criteria of any "malodorous" odors is in marked contrast to the other
‘eriteria. of tem tons or more per year of various specific measurable pollu-
tants. . There is no definition included of '"malodorous odors". This would
lead to a great number. of complaints from residents who may have om a single
occasion smelled an odor-which they found objectionable. With this loose
wording, it should be anticipated that the regulation would be difficult to
administer.. Unless you have information not available to me, the wording
of a permit to an acknowledged odor source would further seem difficult to -
compose.

' Although agricultural operations, including livestock production, are
specifically exempt from the air quality regulation, it is important that

_llvestock producers look forward to meeting the same regulatory requirements
as other commercial and industrial operations. .The definition included in .
your proposed regulation would be extremely difficult if it were -applied to
agricultural putrsuits, and it therefore creates some uncertainty in the live-
stock industry's wishes to move toward compliance procedures. Unless further
study is planned and can be reflected in the regulation, it would be my recom—

- mendation that Section b of 20-033.03 (2) should be eliminated. :

1f you feel ‘that is is important ‘to include aome coverase of odcr sources in
this regulatlon, I would be pleased to share What 1nformat10n I have concernlng



Departmeht of Environmental'Quality
" November 16 1973
Page 2 :

- the emission of odorous compownds. By considering the technology currently

“available, I believe a more suitable regulatory statement can be written.
which will be more easily administered and which would lead to a more oxderly
control procedure. ‘Please feel free to call upon me if I may be helpful.

Very truly yours

ol Yo

Ronald Miner, Assoc1ate Professor
partment of Agricultural Engineering

JRM:jt'

ce; W.fT..Cboney
J, R. Davis -
~ T, L. Willrich



DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W, MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE, 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5359

TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR ME MORANDUM
DIARMUID F. O’SCANNLAIN
Director To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Addendum, Agenda Item J, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting

Based upon further review by the staff and public comments thus
far received on the proposed specific air pollution rules for Clackamas,
Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties, the Director recommends
the following changes/revisions in the proposed rule.

Page 2, Section 28-003, Exclusions: Delete the phrase "Upset Conditions,

Section 21-065 and 21-070". The proposed deleted phrase was inapprop-
riately placed and is not necessary. The language contained in Section

28-060 is sufficient to carry out the intent of the proposed rules.

Page 8, Section 28-055, Ships: Delete the phrase ",...and sulfur dioxide

from fuel burning equipment.' This deletion is necessary to conform with
the existing Department rules - Section 22-025, pertaining to the exemption

of vessels from the sulfur content of fuel regulation,

Page 9, Section 28-085, Sulfur Dioxide Emigsion Limitation: Delete sub-

paragraph a) pertaining to the limitation of sulfur dioxide per million BTU

heat input for fuel burning equipment, Section 22-055 of the existing

bEG-1



Department rules pertains to the same subject matter and limits sulfur
dioxide emissions based on BTU heat input for fuel burning equipment,

To insure uniformity of Department rules, this deletion is necessary.

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

11/26/73 . EWH:h



DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-

TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN
Director

MEMORANDUM
T0: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Staff Report for November 26, 1973 Meeting, Agenda Item K

PGE Beaver Turbine Generator Installation
Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

1.0 Background

On August 9, 1973 PGE filed an application for an air contaminant
discharge permit with the Department for a 433 megawatt turbine electric
generating plant to be located at Port Westward, the former Beaver
Military Reservation Site in Columbia County. PGE is proposing to
install six General Electric combustion turbines which are anticipated

to be fired with crude o0il.

On November 13, 1973 a public hearing was held at the Columbia
County Courthouse, St. Helens, Oregon regarding an air contaminant
discharge permit proposed to be issued by the Department. At this
hearing, the Department presented a staff report summarizing its
analysis and conclusions with a recommendation that the proposed

permit be issued.

DEQ-1



PGE Beaver Turbine Generator Installation
Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
Page 2

On November 14, 1973 a Hearings Officer report was prepared in
regard to the November 13, 1973 hearing. This report summarized
testimony of witnesses and recommended that the Department evaluate
points raised by PGE witnesses prior to issuing a final permit and
further that the Department issue the proposed permit in substantially

its same form.

On November 15, 1973 the Department received a letter from the
North Portland Citizen's Committee containing a summary of 15 questions
they raised at the November 13, 1973 public hearing. The Department
responded to these questions after consideration of changes requested
in their proposed permit by PGE in a letter dated November 20, 1973
and after the Department made certain modifications to the proposed

permit.

2.0 Evaluation
In a Tetter dated November_ZO, 1973 PGE suggested changes in
their proposed permit. The Department has taken these into consideration

and modified the proposed permit to the following extent.

Section 1.2.1 of the proposed permit has been modified to delete

the requirement of meeting a ten percent (10%) opacity visible emission

standard for combined plumes as it has been concluded that this



PGE Beaver Turbine Generator Installation
Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
Page 3

requirement is unattainable. The Department has maintained the
proposed EPA opacity requirement for turbines of ten percent (10%)
opacity for a single turbine plume. The Department has added a new
visible emission restriction of twenty percent (20%) opacity for the
combined turbine plumes which is consistant with general Department
visible emission standards and which will insure minimizing visual

impact of facility emissions.

Section 1.2.4 of the proposed permit has been modified to require

meeting the Oxides of Nitrogen emission standard no later than August 1,
1975. PGE had indicated at the November 13, 1973 public hearing that
the only available control system to meet the Oxides of Nitrogen
emission standard would involve installation of water injection and

an associated water treatment plant which even on an accelerated
schedule could not be operational until April 1975. The Department
concurs with this fact. In developing the compliance schedule now
incorporated in Section 3 of the revised permit, PGE has indicated

that August 1, 1975 would be the most practicable date for operation

of the water injection system. The Department concurs with this fact.

Section 1.3.3 has been added to the proposed permit to require

that fuel oil heating systems particulate emissions not exceed a
smoke spot number 2. This is in conformance with existing Department

requirements for such equipment.



PGE Beaver Turbine Generator Installation
Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
Page 4

Section 1.4 has been added to the proposed permit to allow PGE
under Department supervision to demonstrate compliance if they so

wish to burn other than distillate oil in the fuel 0il heating systems.

Section 2.1.2 of the proposed permit has been modified to exclude

fuel additives as part of the fuel oil ash content. PGE has indicated
that fuel additives may be necessary to maintain durability of the
turbines and/or minimize smoke emissions. The Department has reserved

the right to approve use of any additive.

Section 2.5 of this revised permit has been modified to allow other
than special stacks to be required if necessary to minimize ambient air
impact. This condition has been modified to allow use of the best

practicable means of meeting the Department's objective.

Sections 3.1 to 3.5 have been added to the proposed permit. This

section contains the Oxides of Nitrogen control compliance schedule

previously discussed.

3.0 Director's Recommendation
In view of the facts that the Department has previously recommended
issuance of a stringent air contaminant discharge permit, that a

public hearing has been held on this matter, that public and PGE
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testimony in regards to this matter have been considered and that a
revised permit has been prepared, it is the Director's recommendation

that the revised permit be issued.

DIARMUID F. O'SEANNLAIN
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VICE PRESIDENT AND
CORPORATE COUNSEL

November 20, 1973

Mr, E. J. Weci‘hersbee, Admmlsfrqtor
Northwest Region Office
Department of Environmental Quallfy
- 1234 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Mr. Wéai'hersbee,
We would like o suggest the following changes in the Beaver license:
1.2.1: Delete the words "or combined turbine plume",

Reason: As testified by Mr, Snyder, the opacity of the
combined plumes cannot meet the 10 percent
limitation. Further this is a departure from the
position originally taken by the Depariment of
Environmental Quality.

1.2,4: Addat fhe end of the sentence the words "after the water
injection system has become operative"”,

Reason: OQur testimony was to the affect that water
injection would not be available until April,
1975, even on an accelerated schedule. If an
interim NOy limitation is to be imposed, we
would suggest 962 pounds per hour.

1.3: Strike the words "fired on number two distillate fuel”,
Reason: It is expected that the.fuel oil heating system will

utilize the same range of fuel as the turbines them- -
selves and the same emission limits should apply.
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1.5:

2.1.2:

2.4:

Strike in its entirety, Substitute "Sound pressure fevels
measured af the PGE property line shall not exceed 45 DBA

- nor.shall turbine noise, measured at the same place, exceed

the following in any octave band:"

Frequency - Center of Sound Pressure
Octane Band - Hz Level, DB

31.5 66
63 60

125 ‘ 53
250 : 45
500 41
1,000 37
2,000 _ 1
4,000 7 28

Reason: This is consistent with proposed DEQ regulations
and with what should be the purpose of the
regulation - comfort of nearby residents, Arbi-
trary sound reduction heard and appreciated by
no one adds only cost.

 Insert before the words "be used " in the last line, fhe words

"sf untreated fuel”.

Reason: Treatment may alter the apparent ash content of -
the fuel. It cannot be prov:ded for in fuel pro-
© curement coniracts,

In the second line strike everything after therword' " and

substitute "the earliest practicable time and in no case
later than July 1, 1975",

Reason: As testified at the hearing, water injection hard-
ware will be installed in the engines at the fime
of their delivery. However the water treatment -

plant cannot be designed, fabricated and installed -

by the time the Beaver facilities must go into
Operahon for power produciion.

[P ———
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2.6:

2.8:

4.1;

Strike everything in the second line after the word
“department”. Insert "to the extent that the results of
the plume rise impact study and/or ambient air moni-
toring program indicate that such stacks constitute the
highest and best practicable treatment".

Reason: The method of achieving the desired result
should be left to the licensee's discretion.
Other means might reduce air pollution more
effectively or cheaper than combined exhaust
stacks,

Strike this section in ifs entirety.

Reason: If, in the interests of users of electricity and the
residents in the area it appears feasible to install
a waste heat boiler at some later fime, the-
Company expects to do so. However the decision
does not appear o be an oppropriate one for the
Department of Environmental Quality. Our
testimony indicated that the routine operation
may exceed 2,000 hours per year after 1975,

Strike this section in its entirety.

Reason: As indicated above, the testimony is that under =
adverse conditions operation will exceed the
- schedule included in the application. Under ideal
conditions it might be less. In any case the
facility has been sited with the view having maxi-
“mum operating flexibility, It is felt that limita-
tions on this nature are unnecessary.

Remove "particulates: continuous when operating, and".
: & P g, ,

Reason: There is presently no continuous particulate

monitoring equipment available, The daily smoke
_spot tests will be adequate,
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- Testimony of Mr. Kathren and Mr, Snyder is attached.

We would greatly appreciate an opportunity to discuss these matters with you
at your earliest convenience. ‘ '

Very truly yours, ™

P.S.  Section 2,1,2 states that "...but in no case shall distillate or crude
fuel oil with a sulfur content greater than .3% or ash content greater
than .035% by weight be used”, This matter was not addressed at the
hearing but we are now informed by the same source which supply the
very low sulfur content distillate for use in the Bethel and Harborton
combustion turbines that the .3% limitation will restrict the avail-
ability of crude and residual oils to an exireme degree and greatly
increase the possibility that no oil af all will be availcble. Ina
report by the turbine manufacturer it was stated:

Ce: Honorable A. Silver

"The sulfur restriction of 0,3% will severely limit the
availability of fuels for these turbines, especially in the
residual fuel class. Our data shows that less than 1% of
the #4, #5, and #6 fuel oils will be available to meet the
sulfur requirement, In addition, special crude oils wili
be necessary to meet this restriction. "

We will, of course, seek the lowest sulfur oil available, regardless of
cost, but the proposed .3% limitation may be impossible to meet., We
suggest that the .5% sulfur content limitation elsewhere applicable
would be more realistic in the circumstance.




BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT ;OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OF THE STATE OF OREGON
In the Matter of the Application

)
For an Air Contaminant Discharge )
~ Permit for PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC) HEARINGS OFFICER REPORT
)
)

Turbine Generator Installation
{Beaver, Oregon)

TO:. Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain
Director
Department of Environmental Quality
FROM: Arnold B, Silver
Hearings Qfficer
Pursuant to Notice a pubiic hearing was held on November 13,
1973 at the Columbia County Courthouse, St. Helens, Oregon,
regarding the air contamihént discharge permit purposed to be
issued to Portland General Electric {(PGE) for its turbine
generator installation at Beaver, Oregon by the Department of
Environmental Quality.
SUMMARY OF WITNESSES
Following a DEQ staff report, PGE presented seven {7)
witnesses in support of its application. Six (6) of these
witnésses were PGE cfficers and employes with highly competent
technical qualifications. The final witness on behalf of PGE
was Robert Johnson, a General Electric Corporation engineer.
This cémpany is the manufacturer of the turbines to be installed
‘at the Beaver facility.
Numerous officials of Columbia County submitted views at
the hearing, inciuding Raymond Stewart, Port of St. Helens,
Jack Minkoff, Columbia County Commissioner on behalf of the
Board and as Chairman of the Clatskanie Public Utility Department,
the Mayor of Clatskanie and Kenneth Erickson, Chairman, Columbia
County Organization of Governments. All these witnesses were
supportive of the PGE application,
James Lee, representing the Northwest Environmental Defense
Center, did not oppose the issuance of the permit but raised

several points he believed should be evaluated. steven Roso,



]

on.behalf of the Northwest Neighborhood Association, opposed
issuance of the permit, at least until several points were
clarified. A letter from Fred C. Feiter, M.D., of Portland, was
also introduced into the record; which opposed issuance of the
permit.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
A. PGE witnesses:

1. The proposed permit does not allow for a buffer
zone for noise which is inconsistent with the
proposed Department rules which contemplate buffer
zones. It should be stressed, however, that the
Company did not demand or request a buffer zone but
only pointed out which they felt was an alleged
inconsistency.

2. The language "or combined turbine plume" should be
deleted from Section 1.2.1. Testimony indicated this
provision was impossible tc meet, since the combined
pPlumes may very well exceed the limitation in thg Section
while a single plume from each turbine would be in
compliance with the section.

3. Insufficient data is ayailable as to whether smoke
gpot #2 is a reasonaBle limitation with the use of
distillate fuel oil. Section 1.2.7.

4. PGE would expect to receive the same allowances for
the fuel o0il heating system as the fuel for the turbines.
Section 1.3. through 1.3.2.

5. The term "special stacks" in Section 2.6 is vague and
uncertain and at variance with the DEQ policy not to
direct or dictate types of equipment to be utilized but
to allow the permittegrthe option of choosing control
methods he deems best to meet DEQ limitations.

6. The requirement to continuously monitor gas turbines

as set forth in Section 4.1 is an unknown factor. Very
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little is known regarding monitoring gas turbines and
the methods utilized for such monitoring may be of
little help. The Company suggests studying methods
and means used in monitoring gas tu:bines rather than

utilizing the actualrmonitoring itself.

B. Public Witnesses:

1.

James Lee, The Beaver plant will be better than either

Bethel or Harborton. Mr. Lee did not oppose the

issuance of the perﬁit but did stress turbulence

from the turbines cannot be muffied.

Steven Roso raigéd numerous gquestions which were not

necessarily related to an issuance of an air contaminant

discharge permit. Among the issues raised by Mr. Roso
were as follows:

a. How many gallons of oil would the facility use per
hour?

b. Has the plant been cleared by the Governor's
Energy Council?

¢. Has the plant been cleared by the State of Washington
Department of Ecology?

d@. Is there any real need for this power?

e, What provisions have been made for the storage
of o0il to prevent oil spills?

£. Haé the Coast Guard agreed to monitor the facility.

g. Were the proposed étacks.structurally sound?

h. What meteorological data is available and, if very
little, the plant should not be constructed until
it's known.

i. Is the ﬁlant the best facility to be constructed
on the premises? In other words, would another
plant which may serve the public be a better facility
rather than the Beaver facility,.

j. What type of o0il will the plant consume in the event

of a real o0il crises and shortage?
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While most of the questions may be relevant to other
issues, your Hearings Officer feels they are not
necessarily relevant‘to the permit hearing held

in St. Helens.

3. Fred Felter, M.D., flatly opposéd the issuance of the
permit to PGE on the basis that these plants are notoricusly
inefficient and wasteful of our precious energy sources.

RECOMMENDATION OF YOUR HEARINGS OFFICER

Your Hea;ings Officer recommends that the permit proposed
to be issued by the Department cof Envirommental Quality be issued
to Portland General Electric Company in substéntially the same form
and with the same terms and provisions that was the subject
of the hearing at St. Helens. Your Hearings Officer does,
however, recommend that the Department evaluate the points
raised by Portland General Electric Company's witnesses
prior to issuing a final permit.

Attached to this report are the written views and testimony

presented at the hearing.

Dated this/ﬂﬁfifday of November, 1973

/

OLD B. SILVER
Hearings Officer
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_Portland General Electric Company - Beaver

Perfdrmance'Standards and Emission Limits

1.1

1.2

1.3

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all processes and all
control equipment at full efficiency and effectiveness such that the emission
of air contaminants and noise are kept at the lowest practicable levels. '

Emissionslof air contaminants shall not exceed any of the following:

1.2.1

1.2.4

An opacity (as defined by OAR, Chaptér 340, Section 21-005{4))

equal to or greater than 10 percent E]O%) for a per1od or
periods aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (1)

_hour from any single turbine plume or greater than 20 percent

20%) for comb1ned turbine p1umes.

The maximum allowable emission rates of particu1ate matter from .

- any single combustion turbine shall be a function of heat input

as determined from Figure 1 of this permit for new sources,
50 pbunds per hour of particulate matter for any sing]e turbine, -

280 pounds'per hour of Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) for any single turbine,

-~ after the NOx control systéem becomes operable but in no case later

'_ than after August 1, 1975

1.2.5

282 pounds per hour of Sulfur Dioxide (S0,) for any single turbine,

- 416 pounds per hour of Carbon Monoxide (C0)} for any single turbine,

Smoke Spot humber 2 as measured by the American Society for Testing
Materials procedure D2156-65 for any single turbine when fired with
distillate fuel oil and smoke spot number 4 when fired with crude

: fuel oil.

Emissions from the fuel oil heating system fired on number 2 d1st111ate fueT '
shall not exceed. the following: .

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

An opac1ty equaT to or greater than ten percent (10%) for a period
or periods aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (1)
hour, :

The maximum allowable emission rates of particulate matter shall
be a function of heat input as determined from F1gure 1 of this
permit for new sources,

Smoke Spot number 2 as measured by the American Sot{é;y'foﬁ

Testing Materials procedure DZ2156-65 _ §
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- 1.4 The fuel o0il heating system may be fired on other fuels upon demonstrafion
: to the Department that air emission and ambient standards can be complied
with. The Department shall approve the demonstration program.

(

1.4) Fuels shall be stored in pressure vessels or reservoirs, or in tanks
1.5 equipped with a floating roof or approved vapor recovery systems or other
approved vapor emission control devices. ,

(1.5) Sound pressure levels emitted from the turbine shall not exceed the Timitations

1.6 specified in Table I of this condition, when measured at any location 800 feet
from the geometric center of the turbine engine installation. Sound pressure
levels may be measured at a distance other than 800 feet and corrected,
.accord1ng to the inverse square law, to a reference d1stance of 800 feet

Table T I

* Maximum Sound Pressure Levels at 800 Feet

Frequency - Center of Sound Pressure -
Octave Band, Hz _ Level, db
31.5 ) 73
- 63 ’ 67
125. - 60
- 250 S y 52
500 _ 58
1,000 44
- 2,000 : ' - 42
4,000 o . 38
Overall ' : : 74.5 -

2. Special Conditions
2.1 Fuel usage shall conform to the following:

2.1.1 Cleanest burning fuels practicably available shall be used at all times
- to minimize air contaminant emissions.

2.1.2 Any fuel oil used shall be the lowest sulfur content distillate or
crude fuel oil availabie, but in no case shall distillate or crude
fuel oil with a sulfur content greater than 0.3% or ash content greater
than 0.035% by we1ght excluding additives approved by the Department
be used.

2.1.3 The permittee shall cease operation of all combustion turbines when
notified by the Department that the three (3) hour and/or twenty-four
(24) hour ambient air standards for S0, at the Beaver or Oak Point
sampling stations are projected to be exeeeded by continual operat1on
of the facility. -
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2.2 The permittee shall submit plans to the Department for review and approval
of easily accessible facilities for obtaining samples of fuel oil after
purification from the turbine fuel oil feed 1ines. These plans must be
approved and facilities 1nsta11ed prior to operat1on of the combustion turbines.

2.3 The permittee shall submit p]ans to the Department for review and approval of
easily accessible smoke spot sample ports for each combustion turbine. These
plans must be approved and facilities installed prior to operat1on of the
combustion turbines.

(2.4 NOx emission controls acceptable to the Department shail be insta11ed and -
placed in operation at the time the facility commences commercial operation.)

A study acceptable torthe Department shall be conducted to define actual
plume rise and air quality impact under various meteorological conditions.
This study shall be completed within six months of commencing commercial operation.

—
[l A
—
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=

Npr®

Special stacks for all turbine exhausts shall be installed as may be required

by the Department (based on the results of the plume impact study and/or ambient
air monitoring program.} to the extent that the results of the plume rise impact
study and/or ambient air monitoring pregram indicate that such stacks constitute
the highest and best pract1cab1e treatment. ,

—
NN
.

g1 O

The facility shall be converted to a combined cyc1e operation at a time
acceptable to the Department if rout1ne operation is’ prOJected to exceed
2,000 hours per year after 1975

" em—— -
NN
—

o ~d

(2.8) Operation shall not exceed the expected schedule of operation, "Attachment A",
2.7 unless prior written approva] is 0bta1ned from the Department

3. Compliance Schedule: The facility shall be in compliance with the performance
standards and emission limits of this permit and rules, regulations and standards
of the Department at start of commercial cperation.

3.1 On March 1, 1974 or before, file with the Department a Notice of Construction
along w1th compiete eng1neer1ng_p1ans and specifications of an NOx emission
control system.

3.2 On April 1, 1974 or before obtain approval from the Department of eng1neer1ng
plans and spec1f1cat1ons with any required amendments.

3.3 On May 1, 1974 or before the permittee shall have issued purchaée orders
~for all components of the approved NOx control systems w1th cop1es thereof
furnished to the Department. _ ,

3.4 0n May 1, 1975 or before the permittee will have initiated on- ~site construction
of the requ1red control systems.

3.5 On August 1, 1975 or before, the NOx control systems shall be comp]eteTy
installed and 1 operation.
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~4.' Monitoring and Reporting

4.1

4.2

4.3

The permittee shall effectively monitor the operation and maintenance of each
combustion turbine. Uniess otherwise specified‘in writing, information shall
be collected and submitted for each turbine in accordance with procedures
filed by the permittee and approved by the Department and shall include, but
not necessarily be limited to, the following parameters and test1ng
frequencies: _

Time of operation, -
Quantities and types of fuel used related to time of operat1on,
Electrical output related to time of operation, .
ruel additives used related to time of operat1on,
Smoke spot, daily,
. Nitrogen Oxides (NOx): continuous when operating,
Particulates: continuous when operating, and
Fuel Analysis: total to include but not be Timited to ash
' content, sulfur content, bound nitrogen, etc.

The permittee shall document to the Department, the sulfur content of all fuel

- 0ils utilized by the type and in a manner that will permit accurate computatlon
~of S0, emissions resulting from turbine operations.

The permittee shall install and operate in Beaver, Oregon, and Qak Point,
Washington, areas an ambient air monitoring program,-that has been approved
by the Department, to continuously determine ground-level concentrations
of 50,, and meteorological parameters. The program shall be in operation

prior to commercial operat1on
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DEQ-1

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda’ Item No. K, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting

PGE Beaver Turbine Generator Installation
Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

1.0 Background

On August 9, 1973 PGE filed an application for an air contaminant
discharge permit with the Department for a 433 megawatt turbine electric
generating plant to be located at Port Westward, the former Beaver Military

Reservation Site in Columbia County.

1.1 Site Description

The site of the proposed PGE Beaver facility is on the Oregon side
of the Columbia River Valley about 45 miles down river from Portland and
about 30 miles up river from Astoria (see Figure 1}. The Beaver site, which

is in a rural area of Columbia County, was at one time a military reservation

. covering some two square miles lying on relatively low level Columbia River

flood plane.
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The closest city of significance is Clatskanie, Oregon which is
about five miles south of the plant site. The cities of Longview and
Kelso, Washington, 12 miles east-southeast, are the most heavily populated
areas in the vicinity of the plant site. There are some scattered residences
and a school about two to three miles southeast of the plant site along the
Quincy-Mayger Road in Columbia County, Oregon (see Figure 2). There are
also some scattered residences about one and one-half miles northwest
of the plant site on the State of Washington side of the Columbia River in
a community called Oak Point. These residences are located on river valley
bluffs rising up to 600 feet above the plant site. Similar bluffs are located
on the Oregon side of the river two to three miles southeast of the plant site
but are very sparsely populated. Such bluffs would be exposed to highest
concentrations of air contaminants from the plant due to their closer

proximity to plume centerline.

1.2 Site Meteorology

There is no historical meteorological data available for the Beaver site,
however, data from Astoria, Longview, Kelso and Portland can be used to

generally describe expected ventilation conditions in the plant site vicinity.
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The ventilation at Beaver is expected to be slightly better than that
at Portland. Annual mean wind speeds should average about 15% greater than
at Portland. Relatively low morning mixing heights should be about 20%
higher than at Portland while relatively high afternoon mixing heights should
be 20% lower than at Portland. Wind rose information indicates transport
of Beaver emissions generally would be towards the Oak Point bluff area on
the State of Washington side of the Columbia River about 20% of the time,
towards Clatskanie about 10% of the time and towards the Longview-Rainier
and Portland areas about 5% of the time. This latter condition could be
as much as 20% if WNW to NNW winds are channeled by the Columbia River
Valley towards Longview and Portland. Wind roses for the Kelso airport
and Washington Department of Ecology air sampling site near downtown
Longview depict these conditions (see figures 3 and 4). It should be noted
that prevailing winds at Longview appear to be oriented more easterily
and westerly than winds at Kelso. This is most 1ikely due to channeling
of air flow by the Columbia River Valley and adjacent terrain. Actual wind
directions at Beaver might be oriented slightly differently than at Longview

or Kelso due to local topography.

1.3 PGE Facility Description

PGE is proposing to install six General Electric series 7001

combustion turbines at Beaver capable of a combined peak electric generating
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output of 433 megawatts. The facility is anticipated to be fired with
crude 0il received by tanker, truck and rail. 0il would be stored in
floating cover storage tanks having a total capacity of 900,000 barrels.
The turbines would also be capable of operation on distillate oil and
possibly other gaseous and 1iquid fuels. Each turbine would have an
individual exhaust-sound reducing stack 33 feet high. The facility is
projected to operate approximately 4,000 hours during the period August
1974 through July 1975 and less than 300 hours the following yearly period
when electrical energy from the Trojan nuclear plant will be available.
Operation of the facility is expected to steadily increase after this
pertiod until other planned large baseload electrical generating facilities
in the region are brought on Tine. Beaver is planned to continue to serve
as a "swing" plant to pick up load deficits in the years between activation
of these major new power generating facilities.

Expected air contaminant emissions from the PGE Beaver facility on
a daily and yearly basis are shown in Table 1. Oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions
are shown with and without use of water injection emission control. Sulfur
dioxide (502) emissions are based on 0.4% sulfur fuel, however PGE has indicated

the potential of obtaining 0.2% sulfur crude oil.
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PGE has indicated the possibility of adding waste heat boilers to
the Beaver turbines by 1978. By recovering substantial portions of the
turbine heat rejection to the atmosphere nearly 30% more electrical power
could be produced with no increase in fuel input. Conversly, for a given
power demand or output, fuel usage and correspondingly atmospheric emissions
would be 30% less. The so-called combined cycle operation would cause pTume

rise from the turbines to decrease and air quality impact to increase unless

taller stacks were utilized to offset this loss of plume buoyancy.

1.4 Present and Projected Vicinity Emissions

There are no large air contaminant emission sources (emission rates
greater than 50 tons/yr.) of particulate, 502 or NOx within five miles of
the Beaver site. Largest quantities of air contaminant emissions in the
vicinity eminate from the heavily industrialized area of Longview-Kelso,
Washington,where 15'1arge emission sources and numerous smaller emission
sources are located. One large emission source is located about 12 miles
to the west of Beaver at Wauna, Oregon. Air contaminate emissions in
the vicinity of Beaver and in the entire Portland Interstate Air Quality
Control Region (PIAQCR} are summarized in Table 2, along with projected
emissions in 1975 when significant emission reductions are projected to
occur due to requirements of the Oregon and Washington Clean Air

Implementation Plans.
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A 42% reduction in particulate emissions had been expected in the
four-county vicinity of Beaver by 1975, while SOx and NOx emissions were
to change 1ittle. A 47% reduction in particulate emissions in the Portland
Interstaté Air Quality Control Region has been projected by 1975. SO0x and
NOx emissions in the PIAQCR were to increase by a factor of nearly four and

two respectively, primarily due to operation of PP&L's coal fired steam

electric generating facility at Centralia, about 40 miles northeast of Beaver.

1.5 Present and Projected Vicinity Air Quality

There is no historical air quality data in the immediate vicinity
of the PGE Beaver site. The most extensive air monitoring data available
is from the Washington Department of Ecology air monitoring trailer near
downtown Longview. This station probably does not reflect the highest air
contaminant leveis in the Longview area. Highest levels are expected along
the Columbia River near Longview where source density is highest but the
population density is relatively Tow. The existing sampling site would be
representative of air contaminant levels generally experienced by the
highest population density in the vicinity. Air quality in the vicinity
of Beaver and other nearby areas on the Oregon side of the Columbia River
would be expected to be better than refiected at the Longview monitoring site.
Air quality data for the DOE Longview site are shown in Table 3. Data from
a suspended particulate monitoring site located at Rainier, Oregon are shown

in Table 4.
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These data, when compared to State and Federal ambient air standards
shown in Table 5, indicate that all air contaminants except for suspended
particulate are well below standards. Suspended particulate levels at
Rainier are substantially less than at Longview and are probably more
indicative of levels at Beaver. The 42% projected reduction in particulate
emission in the Longview-Kelso, Rainier vicinity is expected to improve

particulate air quality sufficiently to comply with State and Federal

standards.

2.0 Evaluation

2.1 Compliance with Emission Standards

Projected emissions from G. E. 7001 turbines indicate the applicable
Department emission standards can be met when crude or distillate fuel
oil are burned and that EPA new source performance standards (in draft form)
for stationary gas turbines can be met if NOx control is utilized, fuel
sulfur content is limited to 0.3% and efficient combustion is maintained

to minimize visible emissions.

2.2 Application of Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control

The Department's requirements for new sources to apply the highest
and best practicable treatment and control can be satisfied if NOx control
is provided, and visible, carbon monoxide emissions, and fuel sulfur content
are restricted to requirements proposed by EPA new source performance

standards for stationary gas turbines.
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2.3 Compliance with Ambient Air Standards

Assessment of maximum air quality impact of the PGE Beaver facility on
an annual, 24-hour, and 3-hour basis has been made utilizing latest EPA
computerized simulation models and actual worst ventilation conditions
extrapolated from Longview and Portland weather data. It should be
recognized that these estimates are subject to error due to limitations of
the model to take into account rough terrain effects on plume dispersion in
the vicinity of Beaver, the probability of rising plumes being trapped by
limited mixing heights and the most important factor in this case, the
probability of the six individual turbine plumes to partially combine and
increase calculated single turbine plume rise.

Enhancement of plume rise due to combining of plumes would have the
greatest effect on the nearby areas, notably Oak Point, Washington. Air
quality concentrations at greater distances downwind (as at Longview-Rainier)
would experience little change whether plumes combined or not. For this
reason, predicted air quality impact at nearby Oak Point has been calculated
for a minimum to maximum expected range while concentrations at Longview-
Rainier are based on most probabie impact.

Table 6 presents projected air quality impact of the Beaver facility.

Projected air quality impact of the PGE Beaver facility indicates
that ambient air standards should not be exceeded as a result of plant

emissions. If 1ittle or no enhancement of plume rise occurs as the six
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turbine plumes intermingle a potential does exist for SO2 concentrations
to exceed SO2 odor and taste thresholds as well as ambient standards.
With the six turbines in line with Oak Point it is highly l1ikely that
enhancement of plume rise will occur and resulting air quality will be near
the lower limits projected. Precautions can be taken to prevent any
potential problem through air monitoring, regulating plant operation, and
if necessary increasing stack heights. A 100 meter stack, for instance,
would result in projected maximum air quality impact at Oak Point near

the present minimum expected impact levels which are essentially negligible.

2.4 Degradation of Air Quality

An evaluation of PGE Beaver has been made with respect to proposed
EPA regulations pertaining to prevention of sighificant air quality
deterioration. This evaluation is based on the assumption that impact at
Oak Point will approach the lower concentrations projected either through
natural plume rise enhancement, or addition of taller stacks. Three of
the four plans proposed by EPA (July 16, 1973, Federal Register, Vol. 38,
No. 135) contain numerical 1imits in defining significant deterioration.

Plan 1, the Air Quality Increment Plan, would allow a maximum

increase in air quality as follows:

For Particulate Matter: 10 y9/m3 (annual average
30 pg/m3 (24 hour average)

For Sulfur Dioxide: 15 pg/m3 (annual average)
100 pg/m3 (24 hour average)
300 Pg/m3 (3 hour average)



PGE Beaver Turbine Generator Installation

Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

Page 10
PGE Beaver would not be expected to exceed the Plan 1 criteria.
Pian 2, the Emission Limitation Plan, would in essence allow a 20%

increase in baseline particulate and SO, emissions in the air quality control

2
region. Considering 1970 as a baseline (EPA regulations would set 1972
as baseline year, however the 1972 data is not available for the PIAQCR).
PGE Beaver would increase the PIAQCR particulate emissions by 1% and 502
emissions by 12%. PGE Beaver would therefore not exceed Timits that would
be allowed under Plan 2, but would use a considerable portion of the SO2
allotment.

Plan 3 of EPA would give states the authority to develop their own
criteria to determine significant deterioration.

Plan 4, the Area Classification Plan, would allow deterioration 1imits
identical to Plan 1 for Zone II areas. Zone 1 areas to be designed by

the states would be allowed considerable less deterioration as follows:

Particulate: 5 yg/m3 Eannua] average)
: 15 pg/m3 (24 hour average)

502: 2 Pg/mB sannual average)
5 pg/m3 (24 hour average)

25 yg/m3 ( 3 hour average)

Zone 1 would be intended for areas desired to be retained as ultra
clean, such as National and State forests and parks and other recreational
areas. PGE Beaver could not comply with Zone 1 criteria.

The EPA plans discussed above are so far only proposed and are now
being considered for possible adoption. Some final action on a significant

deterioration regulation is expected before the end of the year.
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3.0 Conclusions

3.1 Emission Standards

3.1.1 PGE's Beaver turbine installation would comply with all Department's

existing emission standards.

3.1.2 NOx control must be utilized by the facility to comply with the
Department's highest and best practicable treatment and control rule. G.E.
turbines have adequately demonstrated ability to achieve an NOx emission
rate of .3# NOx/108 BTU with NOx control. This represents a 70% reduction

in NOx emissions from Beaver without NOx control.

3.1.3 Proposed EPA new source performance standards would be exceeded by
the Beaver installation unless:

a. NOx control is provided to the degree stated in 3.1.2

b. Sulfur content of fuel is restricted to .3%

¢. Combustion is maintained at peak efficiency to meet the
proposed 10% opacity limit

3.2 Ambient Air Impact

3.2.1 The facility by itself would not cause violation of Depariment's

existing ambient air standards.

3.2.2 The facility should not cause ambient air standards to be exceeded
when its emissions combine with other vicinity emissions providing control
plans now being implemented primarily in the Longview-Kelso area achieve

expected results.
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3.2.3 Extensive ambient air monitoring, plant operation restrictions,
studies of plume rise and possible installation of taller stacks are
necessary to prevent potential SO2 air quality problems in the community

of Oak Point, Washington.

3.2.4 If the facility is converted to a combined cycle operation, in 1978
as projected or earlier,(in order to increase fuel utilization efficiency)
use of extremely low sulfur content fuel or, more feasibly, installation
of a taller stack are expected to be necessary to insure compliance with

S0, air quality standards on the nearby bluffs of the Columbia River Valley.

3.3 Degradation
Of the three specific degradation regulation plans proposed by EPA,

the facility is expected to comply with the Emission Limitation Plan,
the Air Quality Increment Plan and Zone II criteria of the Area Classification
Pian. The facility would not comply with Zone I criteria of the Area
Classification Plan. The facility would use 5% of the particulate and

60% of the SO2 allotment of the Emission Limitation PTan in the PIAQCR.

4,0 Director's Recommendations

In view of the fact that the PGE Beaver turbine generating facility
is capable of complying with all Department regulations, it is the Director's

recommendation that the attached permit be issued which provides for:

4.1 Noise surpression equivalent to that required at the PGE Harborton

installation.
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4.2 Requirements to meet proposed EPA new source performénce standards

for gas turbines.
4.3° Use of the lowest sulfur fuel oil available.

4.4 Establishment of an extensive emission and ambient air monitoring

progran.

4.5 Curtailment of operation if necessary to insure compliance with Air

Quality Standards.

4.6 Conducting a special plume rise and air quality impact study during

the first six months of commercial operation.

4.7 Installation of taller stacks if necessary to insure minimal air

quality impact dependent upon results of study required under 4.5.

48 Conversion of the facility to a more efficient (higher power output
to emission ratio) combined-cycle operation if projected operation of the

facility after 1975 exceeds 2,000 hqurs per year.

11-1-73 JFK
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TABLE 1

PGE Beaver Plant Site Emissions

Tons Per Year

Pounds (4,000 hrs. of
Per hour operation)
Particulate 270 K27
sox! (.4% sulfur fuel) 1400 3712
NOx w/o0 water injection 4700 9183

NOx with water injection 1400 2735

1 : . o
For different sulfur content fuels, SOx emissions would be proportional
to the difference in sulfur content from the stated 0.4%.



TABLE 2

Summary of Air Contaminant Emissions

In Vicinity of PGE Beaver
(Not including PGE Beaver Facility)

tons/year
washington] Oregon2
1970 1975 1970 1975
Particulate 21,245 12,464 4,463 1,823
SOx 6,923 6,117 1,606 1,527
NOx 11,404 11,715 4,954 4,985

1
Cowlitz and Wahkiakum County

2
Columbia and Clatsop County

3

PIAQCR3

70 1975
130,712 69,656
49,099 181,637
117,448 208,759

Portland Interstate Air Quality Control Region (Clark, Cowlitz, Wahkiakum,
Lewis and Skamania Counties, Washington; Columbia, Clackamas, Washington,
Multnomah, Yamhill, Marion, Polk, Linn, Benton and Lane Counties, Oregon)



TABLE 3

Air Quality Data - Longview, Washington-D.0.E. Site

Year

1971
1972

Year

1972

(A11 Values in Micrograms/m3)

Suspended Particulates

Annual
Maximum 24 hr. Geometric
Average Mean
165 64
246 67
Sulfur Dioxide
Annual
Maximum 3 hr. Maximum 24 hr. Arithmetic
Average Average Mean
332 157 28.3
Nitrogen Dioxide
Approximate
Year Annual Average
1972 25
- Total Oxidants
-Maximum 1 hr.
Year Average
1972 118 (3 months data, Oct.~Dec.)

1973 98 (5 months data, Mar.-dJul.)



Year

1970
1971

TABLE 4

Air Quality Data
Rainier, Oregon

(ug/m3)

Suspended Particulate

Maximum 24 hr.
Average

134
17

Annual
Geometric
Mean

28
28



Oregon

Federal

Oregon

Federal

TABLE 5

Air Quality Standards
State of Oregon and Federal

.Sulfur Dioxide

Maximum 3 Hr. Maximum 24 hr.
Average Average

1300 rg/m3 260 pg/m3
1300 pg/m3 365 :g/m3
(secondary)

Suspended Particulates

24 Hour 24 hr. conc. not
Maximum more than 15%/month
150 p1g/m3 100 ng/m3
260 “g/m3 none

Nitrogen Dioxide

Annual

Arithmetic

Mean
Oregon 100 4g/m3

Federal _ 100 yg/m3

Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

60 )1g/m3

80 :g/m3

Annual
Geometric
Mean

60 :.g/m3

75 ng/m3



TABLE 6

PGE Beaver Turbine Generating P1aht
Air Quality Impact

Maximqm Annual Average {2g/m3)

Air PGE Beaver

Pollutant _ Standard Impact Critical Location
Particulate 60 0.5 Longview-Rainier
S0, (.3% s fuel) 60 2.6 Longview-Rainier
NO% as NO, -
with water injection - 100 2.5 Longview-Rainier
without water injection 100 8.6 Longview-Rainier
Maximum 24 hr. Average
Particulate ‘ 150 0-84* Oak Point, Washington
2 Longview-Rainier
SO2 (.3% s fuel) 260 0-440* Qak Point, Washington
7 Longview-Rainier
Maximum 3 hr. Average
S0, (.3% s fuel) 1300 0-3100*  Oak Point, Washington

*Range based on no enhancement to maximum enhancement of plume rise

due to combining of turbine plumes. Some enhancement would be expected
when turbine plumes are transported towards Oak Point since all six
turbine exhausts are in line with Oak Point. Most probable impact
would therefore be closer to the lowest concentrations.projected.



Expiration Date; ~ _~"2"7F 177/

PROPOSED Page | of 8
AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

_Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

_ Telephone: (503) 229-5696
Issued in accordance with the provisions of

ORS 449.727
ISSUED TO: | o REFERENCE INFORMATION
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. ' o ' 0237
Power Resources Application No.
621 S. W. Alder
p d, 0OR 9720 Date Received 10 Auqust 1973
gekk e 97205
Beaver Tu“'_‘bme Generating Plant Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site:
" in Columbia County near
Clatskanie, Oragon : Source SIC  Permit No.
(1)
ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF (2)
ENV IRONMEN'I'_AL QUALITY )
Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain Date
Director

SOURCE(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS:

Name of Air Contaminani Source * Standard Indusiry Code as Listed

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, PORTLAND GENERAL
ELECTRIC CO. is herewith permitted to discharge treated exhaust gases containing air
contaminants from its six (6) General Electric Company (Model Series 7001 B, combination
turbines) fuel burning devices located at the Beaver Turbine Generating Plant, including
emissjons from those processes and activities directly related or associated thereto,
provided oparation of the facility and discharges therefrom are in strict conformance
_with the requirements, limitations and conditions of this permit.

Compliance with the specific requiremants, limitations and conditions contained herein

shall not relieve the permittee from complying with all rules and standards of the
Department and the laws administered by the Department.

15 0CT 1973 - .

For Requirements, Limitallons and Conditlons of this Permit, sce atlached Sections
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_Portiand General Electric Company - Beaver

|. Performance Standards and Emission Limits

1.1

1.2

1.3

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate'a11 processes and all
control equipment at full efficiency and effectiveness such that the emission

- of air contaminants and noise are kept at the lowest practicable levels.

Emissions of air contaminants shall not exceed any of the following:

1.2.1

- 1.2.2

1.2.4

1.2.5

'.§20%2 for combined turbine plumes,

An opacity (as defined by OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-005(4))
equal to or greater than 10 percent slo%) for a period or

periods aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (1)
hour from any single turbine plume or greater than 20 percent

The maximum allowable emission rates of particulate matter from

- any single combustion turbine shall be a function of heat input. -

as determined from Figure 1 of this permit for new sources,

50 pounds per hour of particulate matter for'any sing]e turbine,

280 pounds per hour of-N1trogen Oxide (NOx) for'eny single turbine,
after the NOx control system becomes operable but in no case 1ater

than after August 1, 1975,

282 pounds per hour of Sulfur Dioxider(SOZ) fqr any sing]e turbine,
416 pounds per hour of Carbon Monox1de (c0) for any single turbine,
Smoke Spot number 2 as meastured by the American Society for Testing -

Materials procedure D2156-65 for any single turbine when fired with
distillate fuel oil and smoke spot number 4 when f1red with crude

. fuel oil.

Em1ss10ns from the fuel oil heating system f1red on number 2 d1st111ate fuel
shall not exceed the following: ‘ : .

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

An opacity equal to or greater than ten percent (10%) for a period
or periods aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (1)
hour, - : :

The maximum allowable emission rates of particulate matter shall
be a function of heat input as determ1ned from Figure 1 of th1s
permit for new sources, S

Smoke Spot number 2 as measured by the Ameriean Soeie;y for

Testing Materials procedure D2156-65 - _ - _
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1.4 The fuel oil heat1ngﬁsystem may be fired on other fuels Upon demonstration
to the Department that air emission and ambient standards can be complied
“with. The Department shall approve the demonstration program.

Fuels sha11 be stored in pressure vessels or reservoirs, or in tanks
" equipped with a f]oat1ng roof or approved vapor recovery systems or other
approved vapor emission control dev1ces _ '

o
—

(1.5) Sound pressure levels emitted from the turbine shall not exceed the limitations
specified in Table I of this condition, when measured at any location 800 feet
from the geometric center of the turbine engine installation. Sound pressure
levels may be measured at a distance other than 800 feet and corrected,
according to the inverse square law, to a reference distance of 800 feet.

=

Table I

Max imum Sound‘Preséure Levels at 800,Féet

Frequency ~ Center of | ~ Sound Pressure

Octave Band, Hz Level, db
31.5 - 73
- 63 - _ 67
125 : ' 60
- 250 ‘ .
.~ 500 _ : 58
- 1,000 s : 44
2,000 o ' 42
4,000 , 38
8,000 : . 35

Overall - ' - 745

2. Special Conditions

2.1 Fuel usage sha]] conform to the fo]1ow1ng

2.1.1 C]eanest burn1ng fuels pract1cab1y available shall be used at all times
: to minimize air contaminant emissions. .

2.1.2 Any fuel oil used shall be the lowest sulfur content distiilate or
. crude fuel o0il available, but in no case shall distillate or crude
fuel oil with a sulfur content greater than 0.3% or ash content greater
than 0.035% by weight exc]ud1ng_add1t1ves approved by the Department
be used. ,

2.1.3 The permittee shall cease operation of all combustion turbines when
notified by the Department that the three (3) hour and/or twenty-four
(24) hour ambient air standards for 50, at the Beaver or Oak Point
- " sampling stations are proaected to be éxceeded by continual operat1on
~of the fac111ty ' : '
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2.2 The permititee shall submit plans to the Department for review and approval
of easily accessible facilities for obtaining samples of fuel oil after
purification from the turbine fuel oil feed 1ines. These plans must be .
approved and facilities installed prior to operation of the combustion turbines.

2.3 The permittee shall subm1t plans to the Department for review. and approva1 of
easily accessible smoke spot sample ports for each combustion turbine. These
plans must be approved and facilities installed prior to operation of the
combustion turbines.

(2.4 NOx emission controls acceptable to the Department shall be installed and o
" placed in operation at the time the facility commences commercial operation.)

(2.5) A study acceptable to the Department shall be conducted to define actual
2.4 plume rise and air quality impact under various meteorological conditions.
This study shall be completed within six months of commenc1ng commerc1a1 operat1on ‘
(2.6) Special stacks for all turbine exhausts shall be 1nsta11ed as may be reguired
2.5 by the Department (based on the results of the plume impact study and/or ambient
air monitoring program.} to the extent that the results of the plume rise impact
study and/or ambient air monitoring program indicate that such stacks constitute
the highest and best practicable treatment.
(2.7) The facility shall be converted to a combined cycle operation at a time
2.6 acceptable to the Department if rout1ne ~operation 1s projected to exceed

2 000 hours per year after 1975

(2.8) Operation shall not exceed the expected schedule of operation, "Attachment A",
- 2.7 unless prior written approval is obta1ned from the Department

Comp]1ance Schedule: The facility shal1 be in compliance with the performance
standards and emission Timits of this permit and rules, regulations and standards
of the Department at start of commercial operation.

3.1 On March 1, 1974 or before, file with the Department a Notice of Construction
aTong_w1th compiete engineering plans and spec1f1cat1ons of an NOXx emwss1on'
control system. '

3.2 On April 1, 1974 or before, obtain approval from the Department of engineering
plans and specifications with any required amendments. ‘

3.3 On May 1, 1974 or before the permittee shall have issued purchase orders
for all components of the approved NOx control systems w1th cop1es thereof
furnished to the Department.

3.4 On May 1, 1975 or before the permittee will have initiated'on—site construction
of the required controil systems.

3.5 On August 1, 1975 or before, the NOXx control systems shall be completely
installed and n operat1on _
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‘4. Monitoring and Reperting

4.1

4.2

4.3

The permittee shall effectively monitor the operation and maintenance of each
combustion turbine. Unless otherwise specified in writing, information shall
be collected and submitted for each turbine in accordance with procedures
filed by the permittee and approved by the Department and shall include, but
not necessarily be limited to, the following parameters and test1ng
frequencies:

Time of operation,
Quantities and types of fuel used related to time of operat1on,
Electrical output related to time of operation,
Fuel additives used related to time of operat1on,
Smoke spot, daily,
. Nitrogen Oxides (NOx): continuous when operating,
Particulates: continuous when operating, and
Fuel Analysis: total to include but not be limited to ash
‘ content, sulfur content, bound nitrogen, etc.

The permittee shall document to the Department, the sulfur content of all fuel
oils utilized by the type and in a manner that will permit accurate computation
of S0, emissions resulting from turbine operations.

_The permittee shall install and operate in Beaver, Oregon, and Qak Point,-

Washington, areas an ambient air monitoring program, that has been approved
by the Department, to continuously determine ground-level concentrations

of 505, and meteorological parameters. The program shall be in operation
prior to commercial operation. - :
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General Conditions (continued)

5.6 The permittee is prohibited from altering, modifyihg or expanding the
subject facilities so as to affect emissions to the atmosphere without
prior notice to and approval by the Department.

5.7 The permittee shall be required to make application for a new permit prior
to substantial modification; alteration, addition or enlargement of the
subject facilities which would have a significant impact on air contaminant
emission increases or reductions at the plant site.
5.8 This permit is subject to revocation for cause, as provided by law, including:
5.8.1 Misrepresentation of any-mater1a1 fact or lack of full disclosure
. in the application inciuding any exhibits thereto, or in any

other additional information reguested or supp11ed in conjunction
therew1th

5.8.2 Vioiation of any of the requirements, limitations or'conditions
contained herein; or ,

5.8.3 Any material change in quantity or character of air contam1nants
emitted to the atmosphere.

5.9 The permittee shall submit the Annua] Compliance Determination Fee to the
' Department of Environmental Quality according to the following schedule:

Amount Due _ ’ - Date Due
$150.00 . ~ January 1, 1975
1 $150.00 © January 1, 1976
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. ATTACIMENT A
Portland Ganeral Electric Company _
Expected Schedule Of
Operation At Zeaver . 1-24-73
_ I3 EEB MR APR MAY CJU¥  JEL ATG  SE? OCT  ROY  DEC ANNUAL
Enerzy Availadle (Vi-a) 289 285 280 278 270 265 258 262 265 275 284 289
6 unlts @ 56.6 14 B5Z LF - : ‘
Base Load 1002 LF 340 335- 329 327 317 3 303 308 31 323 3% 340
Expected Lsage '
1974 Mi-¥o - - - - = - - 90 265 275 203 229 1202
Bours - - - - - - - - 217 614 631 6l0 632 2706
Fuel Usage (bbl x 10%) - - - - - - - 131 392 415 417 450 1805
1975 %Yo 289 150 100 10 3 3 3 3 13 5 20 606
Hours 632 301 2% 22 7 7 7 T o3 1% - &4 1309
Fuel Usage (bbl x 10%) 440 207 152 15 4 4 4 & 20 13 2 98
1976 Kivo 47 % 14 10 3 3 3 13 18 207 289 624
Acura 103 -2 32 22 ? 7 7 30 | kL M6 612 1362
Fuel Caage (bb1 x 103) 72 19 22 15 4 [ [ 19 27 305 44D 935
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1 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION -

11234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

TOM McCALL
" GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS _ MEMORANDUM

Chairman, McMinnville

GRACE S, PHINNEY o : '
Corvallts _ To:- Environmental Quality Commission

PAUL E, BRAGDON .
Portland - From: Director

MORRIS K. CROTHERS -~ guihject: Agenda Item No. L, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting

Salem

ARNOLD M. COGAN _
Portland S Sewage Works. Construction Grants - Consideration of
— . Project List

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN
Director

Background

On October 22, 1973, the Env1ronmenta1 Quality Commission
| approved the Department S proposed program for funding sewage- works‘
projects 1nc]ud1ng revised needs priority ranking criteria and a
 needs priority list. At that time, it was indicated that the next'r
- step was to develop from the needs priority list the so-called
"project 1ist" or funding list. The project_Tist expands the
priority 1ist to inc]ude project scheduling 1nf0rmation.r

- The project 11st has been deve1oped and is attached as _
. Exh1b1t I. For reference, the report and recommendations as -
' approved at the October 22, 1973 meet1ng are attached as Exh1b1t II.

Env1ronmental Protect10n Agency regulations requ1re pub11c
1 part1c1pat1on in the process of adoption of the project list.
‘Notice has been given to all cities on the list and to others
deemed interested. All have been advised that they will: have an
- opportun1ty to be heard if they S0 des1re. :



_ It should be noted that no further Federal grants can be
awarded until the project 1ist is approved by this Commission and
“ transmitted to EPA for approval. '

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the project 1ist containgd in Exhibit I :
be approved. o ' ' .

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

HLS:ak

November 13, 1973
Encl.
Exhibit I

Exhibit II



1. PROJECT LIST

Exhibit 17 L

 Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) .

PRIOR- {MUNICIPALITY | TYPE OF PROJECT AND| EST. .~ |PRELIMINARY | CONSTRUCTION| BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA .| SIX MONTH
my SCOPE (Extended de-| TOTAL ~ PLANS | DRAWINGS AND| AND = .. | ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD .= -
RANKING| - scriptions may be | COST | - | SPECIFICAT- | ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or
continued on ad- e IONS - . PLETE PROJECT Jan-dune) -
ditional pages) - €sT. | EsT. | EsT. |Est. | Est. [est, | (8) - | WHEN GRANT
R START | COMP. | START | COMP.| START| comP.| o Eébhlggn |
DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE ‘ RED
1 |Portland Gertz-Schmeer Ihti_ 2,100,000 | 11/71] 5/71 6/72| 7/73 | 11/73 | 8/74 1,575,000 Ju1ynDec; 73
2 |Florence Int. 350,000 | 3/73| 7/73 | 8/73|11/73| 1774 | 6/74 262,000 Jan-June 74 -
3 . Foster-Midway | Int. 600,000 | -8/73111/73 ¢ 3/74|12/74 | 3/75 | 3/76 450,000 Jan-June 75
4 |Corvallis | STP Exp. . |12,000,000 -7/73 11/73 | 2/74| 7/74 | 9/74 | 9/76 | 9,000,000 July-Dec.74
5  [Salem . | STP Exp. 13,500,000 | 12/70{10/73 | 7/73| 1/74 | 5/74 | 1/76 | 10,125,000 July-Dec. 74
6  {Maupin STP Imp. 235,000 | 5/71\11/73 | 12/73; 3/74 | 5/74 {11/74 176,000 Jan-June 74
7 |Redmond STP & Int. 2,000;000 | 1/70| 6/74 | 10/75{ 6/76 | 9/76 | 9/78 | 1,500,000 July-Dec. 76
-8 |Winston- STP & Int.. 800,000 | 11773 8/74 1 9/78! 1/75| 3/75 | 6/76 600,000 Jan-June 75
K Dillard S o ' : - . _ - \ .
9  |Riddle STP Exp. 480,000 | 5/72 3/74| 6/73) 5/74| 7/74 | 9/75| - 360,000 . |July-Dec. 74
10 |Glendale . | STP Exp. 800,000 | 10/73 4/74| 5,78 9/74112/74 |i2/75| 600,000 | Jan-June 75
:‘



o ~ Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) -
. PROJECT LIST S T

RIOR- |MUNICIPALITY | TYPE OF PROJECT AND| EST. - | PRELIMINARY | CONSTRUCTION( BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA | SIX MONTH . -
TY L ‘ SCOPE (Extended de-| TOTAL = PLANS DRAWINGS AND{ AND ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD S
ANKING . scriptions may be COST .. - SPECIFICAT- | ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or
o ' ' continued on ad- 7 ‘ IONS ' PLETE PROJECT Jan-June)
ditional pages) | = Fgoy TEst. |Eest. |Est. | est. | Est. | (8) . [ WHEN-GRANT
| - " | START] COMP. | START | COMP.| START| COMP.{ o géEhIEED -
-DATE | DATE DATE_ DATE | DATE | DATE N _
11 Glide- . : STP & Int. | 1,200,000 | 5/70 3/74| 4/74 [12/74{ 3/75| 6/76 . 900,000 Jan-June 75
- Ideyl L : . _ y :
12 Redwood S.D. | STP & Int, " 900,000 | 5/70| 11/73|12/73 | 4/74| 5/74| 5/75 675,000 Jan-June 74 -
13" | Butte Falls | STP & Int. | 100,000 | 2/74| 4/74| 6/74 |12/74| 3/75] 3/76 75,000 | Jan-June 75
14 - | Gold Hill - STP Exp. _ : 375;000 8/73| 10/73| 12/73 | 3/74 5/74l 10/74 281,000 : Jan~-Jdune 74 -
15 | Portland  .f Col. Blvd. outfall | 1,100,000 | 6/72| 7/73| 9/73 |11/73] 1/784|12/74] 825,000 Jan-June 74
16 { Rufus STP & Int. | 460,000 | 4/72 5/72; 9/73 |12/73| 2/74] 9/74| 245,000 | Jan-dune 74
" . ) . i " .
| 17 Clatskanie STP Imp. - 300,000 6/731 4774 2/74 | 6/74; 8/74 ‘28/75 225,000 | July-Dec. 74
18 Wauna- STP-& Int. ' 1,000,000 | 10/72| 4/74] 5/74 9/74 10/74 | 10/75 750,000 Ju]y—bec. 74
‘ Westport . - . o o : ' ' ‘ S _ - - :
19 | John Day- STP & Int. = - | 1,600,000 6/70{ /73 2/74| 9/74; 11/74| 11/75] 1,200,000 July-Dec. 74
Canyon City - _ S : o _ . , . SRR
20 | Mt. Vernon | STP & Imt. . | 300,000| 6/70{ 11/73| 2/74| 9/74 11/74| 11/75] 225,000 | July-Dec. 74
f ; f




o

1.7 PROJECT LIST

~ Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915)

TYPE GF PROJECT AND

EST.

CONSTRUCTION

ESTIMATED EPA

PRIOR- |MUNICIPALITY | PRELIMINARY BUILDING A | SIX MONTH.
ITY ~ | SCOPE (Extended de-| TOTAL PLANS . | DRAWINGS AND| AND - ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD
RANKING scriptions may be | COST - . S SPECIFICAT- |. ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or
continued on ad- o IONS o - PLETE PROJECT | Jan-June)
ditfonal pages) EST. | EST. | EST. |EST. | EST. | EST. 0 [ WHEN GRANT
: - START | COMP. | START | COMP.| START| COMP. ﬁéhhxﬁﬁn
DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE .
21 | union STP 200,000 | 5/70. 3/74| 4774 |11/74] 3/75| 3/76| 150,000 Jan-June 75
22 | Charleston S.D. Int. 1,100,000 5/64| 7/73| 9/73| 4/780 /74| 6/75| 825,000 Jan-June 74
23 | Fruitdale- | Int. 110,000 | 12/68| 2/74| 4774 | 7/78| 9/74| 3/75 82,000 - July-Dec. 74
'Harbeck ' ' - - : ‘
24 | Portland S.E. Relieving Int. | 750,000| 1770 3/74] 3/73| /78] 7/74| 4/75| 562,000 July-Dec. 74
o5 | Port of Int. £ 400,000 | 11/73| 2/74| 2/74| 4/74] 7/74| 4/75] - 300,000 July-Dec. 74
Astoria - . I : o - :

26 | The Dalles | E. Side Int. 390,000 | 5/721 12/72| 12/72 | 11/73| 2/74] 9/74] 292,000 Jan-June 74
27 | Netarts- STP & Int. 600,000 | 5/70| 3/74] 5/74|12/74, 3/75| 3/76] 450,000 Jan-dune 75
- Oceanside - : R o ' ‘ '

28 . | Pacific City | STP & Int. 230,000| 6/71| 2/741 4/74110/78| 3/75| 3/75| 172,000 Jan-dune 75
" 29 | Huntington . | Chlorination 22,000 /71| 7/ 372 4772 1/74| 3/74 16,000 July-Dec. 73
30 | Mapleton STP & Int. 430,000| 2/74| 6/74 8/74 2/75 5/75| 5/76 322,000 July-Dec. 75




e * Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40-CFR Section 35.915)
1. PROJECT LIST . N

PRIOR- |MUNICIPALITY | TYPE OF PROJECT AND| EST. .. | PRELIMINARY | CONSTRUCTION| BUILDING | ESTIMATED EPA | SIX MONTH
Y | | SCOPE (Extended de-| TOTAL ~PLANS DRAWINGS AND| AND | ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD -
RANKINGl - . | scriptions may be | COST = S SPECIFICAT~ | ERECTION | QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or-
' _ h ' continued on ad- Lo IONS _ B PLETE PROJECT Jan-June)
| ditional pages) - | Fger Tgst. | Est. |Est.| Est. | Est. | (9 - WHEN GRANT
- | | o |START]| coMp. | START | cowP.| START| comp.| = REGUIRED -
DATE | DATE | DATE |DATE | DATE { DATE | ] ,
31 | Lafayette = | STP Exp. 100,000 | 2/73: 4/74| 73| 5/74| 6/74| 3/75| . 75,000 | duly-Dec. 74
32 |Harbor $.0. | Int. | 200,000 {12/71|12/73| 278 | 9/74| 12/74 | 12/75| 150,000 | July-Dec. 74
33 | Ml city. | STP&Int. | 1,000,000] 2/73|11/73| 12/73 |12/74{ 3/75| 3/76| 750,000 | Jan-June 75
38 | Coburg | STP & Int. 275,000 { 1/74| 3/74| 5/74{11/74] 3/75| 3/75{ 206,000 Jan-June 75
35 |Toledo | Int. toH.S. | 80,000 6/72|12/73| 1/74 | .4/74| §/74| 9/78| = 60,000 | Jan-dune 74
36 | Aurora | Int. | 200,000 | 5/74| 11/74: 2/75 |12/75 3/76 | 12/76| 150,000 | Jan-dune 76
37 |Domald” | Int.. - | 180,000| 5/74|11/74| 2/75|12/75{ 3/76|12/76| 135,000 | Jan-June 76
3 |Fall City | STP&Int. | 235,000| 4/74|10/74] 1/75] 7/75| 10/75 | 10/76] 176,000 July-Dec. 75
39 | Sutherlin STP Exp. | 1,300,000 | .5/73| 2/74! 3/74| 6/74| 8/74| 8/75| 975,000 | July-Dec. 74
40 | Monmouth- STP & Int. 400,000 { 11/73| 6/74] -1775| 7/75{ 8/75| 8/76] 300,000 . | July-Dec. 75
: Independence : : ' ' __ _ : : :




1. PROJECT LIST

" Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) -

TYPE OF PROJECT AND

PRELIMINARY

BUILDING

ESTIMATED EPA

'PRIOR- |MUNICIPALITY EST. CONSTRUCTION SIX MONTH
Iy | | SCOPE (Extended de-| TOTAL ~ PLANS DRAWINGS AND| AND ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD -
RANKING scriptions may be COsT e SPECIFICAT- | ERECTION - - | QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or -
S continued on ad- . \ CIONS ..~ | PLETE PROJECT | Jan-June)
ditional pages) EST. | EST. | EST. |EsT. | Est. | est. | (8) WHEN GRANT
o START | COMP. | START | COMP.| START| COMP. | géhhxggn-
DATE  DATE j DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE |
41 Bonanza STP & Int. '600,000 2/74E ]b/74 11774 5/75 7/76 4/77 450,000 July-Dec. 76
42 | Chiloquin STP Exp. - 450,000 | 5/72% 7/74; 10/74 3/75) 5/75) 5/76| ~ 337,000 Jan-June 75
43 | Unity STP 190,000 | 6/71| 12/73| 1/74 3/74| 6/74|12/74| 142,000 Jan-June 74
44 | Cloverdale | STP & Int. 330,000 | .6/67| 4/74| 5/74) 9/74| 11/74 1 11/75| 247,000 July-Dec. 74
45 | Arch cape: | STP & Int. 900,000 | 1/70| 3/73 7/7312/73] 4/74| 4/75| = 675,000 Jan-June 74
- 5.D. L . | o . | :
46 | Rockaway STP Imp.. 170,000 | 6/69| 5/74. 7/74 '2/75| 4/75| 4/76] 127,000 Jan-June 75
47 | Cave Junction| STP Exp. 150,000 1/73| 7/73) 11773 3/74| 5/74{ 10/74| 112,000 | Jan-dune 74
48 | Shady Cove | STP & Int. 700,000 | 2/74| 12/74] /7% 5/75| 7/75| 7/76] 525,000 | July-Dec. 75
49 Merlin - o ' _ ' S I B . ' _ B
Col. Village STP & Int. 1,000,000} 3/74( 12/741 1/78 5/75{ 7/75( 7/76{ 750,000 ~ | July-Dec. 75
50 | White City | STP Imp.: 230,000| 2/74| 2/75] . 3/74 6/75{ 7/75| 7/76] 172,000 | July-Dec. 75



1. PROJECT LIST

" Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) .

'PRIOR- |MUNICIPALITY { TYPE OF PROJECT AND| EST. PRELIMINARY | CONSTRUCTION| BUILDING - | ESTIMATED EPA | SIX MONTH
ITY = | SCOPE (Extended de-| TOTAL PLANS DRAWINGS AND| AND | ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD
RANKING scriptions may be | COST : SPECIFICAT- | 'ERECTION . | QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or.
- continued on ad- - S IONS : D PLETE PROJECT Jan-June)
ditional pages) EsT. |est. | Est. [Est. | Est. [EST. | WHEN GRANT
| | START | COMP. | START | COMP.| START| COMP. géthgED
'DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE |
! | ' ‘ L o
51 | Mosier - STP Imp. 200,000 | 11/72{ 4/73| 11/73| 2/74| 4/74|10/74] . 150,000 Jan-June 74
52 | Pendleton Int. (Mt. Hebron) 260,000 | 12/72| 3/72| 6/73 | 8/73| 12/73| 6/74 195,000 July-Dec. 73
53 | Boardman STP Imp. 150,000 | 10/73 '3/74| ~4/74|  7/74 8/7%| 6/75{ 112,000 July-Dec. 74
54 | The Dalles Ind. STP 380,000| 6/70; 3/74| 5/74110/74] 3/75| 3/76] 285,000 | Jan-June 75
'55 | Long Creek | STP 160,000| 10/72| 6/73] 11/73 2/78  5/74| 11/74 120,000 Jan-June 74
56 | Corvallis | Airport - Int. 500,000|  2/74 5/74. 7/74} 3/75] 7/76| 1/77] 375,000 July-Dec. 76
57 | Corvallis : Mobile Ct. - Int. 90,000% 2/74% 5/74| 7/74; 3/75| . 7/76} 1/77 67,000 July-Dec. 76
58 | Albany N.E. Int. 2,000,000} 3/72| 7/74; 9/74) §/75, '7/75) 1/77] 1,500,000 July-Dec. 75
59 | West Linn | 'Lower Tualatin Int. 480,000 12/71 7/74r 10/75¢ 3/76; 5/76| 11/76] = 360,000 Jan-June 76
60 | Gresham “Ruby Jet. - Int. 1,500,000{ 2/74{ &/74 10/74 6/75 8/75| 6/76 1,125,000 July-Dec. 75
| i i



1. PROJECT LIST .

" Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915)

PRIOR~

TYPE OF PROJECT AND

PRELIMINARY

MUNICIPALITY EST. . CONSTRUCTION| BUILDING | ESTIMATED EPA | SIX MONTH
ITY : B © SCOPE (Extended de-| TOTAL . PLANS | DRAWINGS AND| AND  ° | ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD

_RANKING scriptions may be COST o SPECIFICAT~ | ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or

5 continued on ad- ' ' TONS : S PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) -
ditfonal pages) ' EST. | EST. | EST. |EST. | EST. | EST. | WEN GRANT

| - START | COMP. | START | COMP.| START| COMP. géthEED |

DATE | DATE | DATE |DATE | DATE | DATE _ -

61 Clackamas Co.| Int. 700,000 5/70§ 12/73| 1/74 | 3/74| 5/74| 4/75| 525,000 Ju1y-Dec; 74

: Service Dist. - : , : ' : ‘ _ :

62 | Culver STP & Int. 300,000 | 5/72| 3/74| 7/74| 2/75} /75 5/76) 225,000 Jan-June 75

63 Terrebonne STP & Int. 450,000} 3/74| 9/7412/74} 8/75 3/76 8/77 337,000 July-Dec. 76

64 | Metolius STP & Int. 345,000 | 7/71| 4/72) 1774 | 5/74 '7/74 7775 258,000 July-Dec. 74
65 | Bend" East Pilot Butte 180,000 | 5/73| 8/73| /74| 4/78] 5778 5775 135,000 Jan-dune 74
Interceptor : . R ' : .

. 66 | BCVSA . So. Medford Int. 600,000 | 5/72 é/73; 11773 F 1/741 3774 12774 450,000 Jan-June 74
67 | Columbia City| Int. 190,000 5/70 2/74}. 4/74 '5/78% 7/74) 1/75 142,000 July-Dec. 74

68 | Umatilla McNary Int. 350,000 | 12/72 1/74%_ 1/741 3/74) 5/74| 8/74] 262,000 Jan-June 74
69 | Multnomah Co.| Int. 400,000 | 6/71] 2/74] 3/74] 6/74{ 8/74| 5/75 300,000 July-Dec. 74
70 | Jordan Valley| STP & Int. 310,000] 6/71 8/71! 9/73| 1/74] 4/74) 4/75| 232,000 Jan-June 74

| | o | | | |
]



1. PROJECT LIST

 Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915)

TYPE OF PROJECT AND

CONSTRUCTION

ESTIMATED EPA

PRIOR- |MUNICIPALITY EST. PREL IMINARY BUILDING = ' SIX MONTH
1y || SCOPE {Extended de-| TOTAL PLANS DRAMINGS AND| AND - - - | ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD
. RANKING _scriptions may be | COST . ~ 7| SPECIFICAT~ | ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- | {July-Dec or

BRI continued on ad- - - o IONS - BT PLETE PROJECT Jan-June)

ditional pages) EST. | EST. | EST. VEST. | Est. |est. | 8 WHEN GRANT ..
S L START | COMP. | START | COMP.| START| COMP.| géablggb'
DATE | DATE | DATE |DATE | DATE | DATE RED
71 | Aumsville | STP Imp. 80,000 | 12/73| /74| 8/74 | 1/75| 5775 {11/75] 60,000 | Jan-dJune 75
: 72 Turner - Int, STP 600,000 | 4/73 .1/74 '2/74 | 6/74| 8/74| 8/75 450,000 | July-Dec. 74
73 Tillamook Bay Int. 600,000 { 3/74| 3/75| 5/75.112/75} 3/76| 3/76 450,000 Jan-June 76

o Port of o _ : o ,

74 | Yamhill - | STP Imp. 80,000 [ 11/72| 3/74| 3774 | 5/78| 7/74| 1/75| 60,000 | July-Dec. 74
75 | Silverton | STP Imp. 250,000 | 1/74| 87741 10774 | 4775\ 7775 | 57760 © 187,000 July-Dec. 75
76 | Scotts Mill | STP & Int. 100,000 3/74| 8741 10/74 | 2/75| 5/75| 5/76 75,000 Jan-June 75

‘ - ’ o | ,

77 | Brownsville | STP Imp. 230,000 | - 2/74| 2775| 3775 1776| 3/76|12/76) 172,000 Jan-June 76
78 | Veneta STP Exp.. . 400,000 | 4/73| 4778 4/74| /78| /78| 1/75{ 300,000 Jan-dune 74
79 | Modoc Point | STP . 230,000 1/74| 5/74! 6/74| 2/75| 5/75| 1/76} 172,000 - | Jan-June 75 .
80 | Portland Tryon STP Exp. 4,500,000 1/71| 2/74! 5/73| 3/74] 6/74| 10/75| 3,375,000 July-Dec. 74

? !




1.. PROJECT LIST

Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915)

TYPE OF PROJECT AND

ESTIMATED EPA

'PRIOR- |MUNICIPALITY EST. | PRELIMINARY | CONSTRUCTION| BUILDING - SIX_MONTH
ITY "~ | SCOPE (Extended de-{ TOTAL = | ~ PLANS = | DRAWINGS AND| AND . { ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD .
'RANKING scriptions may be | COST- - SPECIFICAT- | ERECTION = | QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or
R & ~continued on ad- S IONS S PLETE PROJECT | Jan-June) .
ditional pages) EST. | EsT. | EsT. |Est. | est. |est. | (8} WHEN GRANT
o | START ! COMP. | START | COMP.| START | COMP. RECIRED .
DATE | DATE { DATE | DATE |{ DATE | DATE SRR
:81 | Tangent STP & Int. 180,000 2/74 ‘4/74| 6/74| 3/75{ 6/75| 6/76| 135,000 Jan-June 75
82 | Dufur STP Imp, 75,000 3/74| 1/75| 3/75|12/75] 3/76{12/76] . 56,000 | Jan-June 76
. 83 | Eagle Point | STP Imp. 100,000 | 11/73| 12/73| 3/74| 5/74] 7/74| 2/75] 75,000 July-Dec. 74
84 | Elgin STP Imp. 85,000 2/74| 8/74| 10/74| 3/75/ 6/75|12/75| 63,000 Jan-June 75
85 | Eugene E. Side Int. 4,500,000 12/71| s/74l 7/74| 5775 3/76| 3/77} 3,375,000 | Jan-dune 76
86 | LaGrande- | Int. 300,000 6/71] 10/741 12/74| 6/75] 8/75| 4/76]. 225,000 July-Dec. 75
| Island City | . o | R o : :
87 | Dayton STP Imp. 290,000 | 2/74| 5/74{ 6/74) 1/75| 4/75| 12/75| 217,000 - | Jan-June 75
88 | Gervais STP- Imp. 80,000 2/74| 10/74| 1/75| 1/76] 3/76| 3/77 60,000 Jan-June 76
80 | Detroit | STP 400,000 | . 1/74{ 10/74] 1/75} 1/76| 3/76| 3/77] ~ 300,000 Jan-June 76
90 | Sublimity Int. 440,000| 5/71| 5/74 /74| 3/75| 7/75{ 3/76] 330,000 | July-Dec. 75




./--J .

1. PROJECT LIST

© Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915)

TYPE OF PROJECT AND

EST.

' CONSTRUCTION|

SIX MONTH -

150,000

1/75

112,000

PRIOR- |MUNICIPALITY | PRELIMINARY BUILDING | ESTIMATED EPA
ITY | - . .| SCOPE (Extended de~| TOTAL PLANS DRAWINGS AND| AND | ASSISTANCE RE- | PERIOD. -
RANKING| scriptions may be | COST SPECIFICAT- | ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- | (July-Dec or
L continued on ad- g IONS = PLETE PROJECT | Jan-June)
ditional. pages) EsT. VEsT. | £sT. |EsT. | esT. | kst. | (9) - WHEN GRANT
START | COMP., | START | COMP.| START | COMP. EEBEIEED -
DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE | DATE _
91 | Barlow Int. 110,000 | 5/741 11778 2/75 {12/75| 3776 |12/76 | 82,000 Jan-June 76
92 | Juntura STP . 50,000 | \1/74} 9/74110/74 |12/75} 3/7612/76 37,000 Jan-June 76
93 | Baker STP Imp. 6/71| 1/74| 3/74 3/75| 9/75

Jan-June 75




TOM McCALL

GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville

" GRACE S. PHINNEY
Corvallis

PAUL E. BRAGDON
Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

ARNOLD M, COGAN
) Portland

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN
Director

R

i - Exhibit 2

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telepnone (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: .. Environmental Qua]ﬁty Commission-
From: Director

Subject: Agenda_xtem No. K, October 22, 1973, EQC Meeting

Sewerage Works Construct10n Grants, Cons1derat1on of Revised
Criteria for Priority Ranking of Projects

Background

At the present time, there are two major sonrces of funds available
to cities to aid in the financing of sewerage systems: : '

1) 75% Federal grants for sewage works construction under
PL. 92-500.

2) 30% maximum State grants and 70% maximum loans from the
Oregon pollution control bond fund.

Under Section 204 (a)(3) of PL 92-500, the states are required to
establish priority criteria and a pr1or1ty listing of proaects e11g1b1e
for Federal sewage works grants ‘ ' ' '

Timits pollution control
1973 to $1.00

' Chapter 771, Oregon Laws 1973 (HB 5090),
bond fund expenditures for the biennium beginning July 1,

" for construction of sewage treatment facilities and $144,852 for al-
_neady committed projects for planning of sewage and solid waste

facilities. Thus, all proposals to expend pollution control bond

. funds must be presented to the Emergency Board for approva].
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- The Department's propdsa]s for Federal grant'prioritieé and
utilization of State pollution contro1 bond funds for sewerage works

_pTahning and construction are presented in the following sections.

Priority System for-Federa] Grants

EPA has advised the Department of the need to revise its
present needs priority system to meet new EPA guidelines. These
- guidelines require consideration of facility need, basin and stream
segment ranking established in the Annual State Strategy, type of
facilities needed, and national priorities. Financial need and
readiness to proceed cannot be used as a basis for priority. :

Attachment A contains the Department's proposed needs priority
system for Federal grants. Attachment B contains ranking of needs
in accordance with this system. Attachment C contains the needs
priority Tist including cost information. R

It is anticipated that the prioritized needs list will have to be
periodically revised to incorporate newly identified needs, or

priority revisions resulting from receipt of additional information.

Construction Loans from Pollution Control Bond Fund

"Sihdéfcreation of the State pollution control bond fund, the
Department has purchased the bonds which many communities have sold
- to finance thé non-grant portion of grant eligible projects._ This -
extends the State's favorable credit rating to the‘commuhities;
Attachment C contains a column showing the need for funds from the
' pollution control bond fund for this purpose. ' '



I;Plannlng Loans from Po]]ut1on Control Bond Fund

New EPA grant regulat1ons require that detailed plans and
,spec1f1cat1ons be complete pr1or to award of a construction grant
For grant purposes, EPA divides each project into three phases with
- separate grants for each phase as follows: S '

- Phase 1 Preparation of Facilities Plan. (Pre1im1nary
Co . Engineering Report and Environmental Assessment).
Phase 2 . Preparation of Detailed Plans and Specifications
Phase 3 Construction of Project. '

If a single grant is given at the Phase 3 step, the commun1ty can be
reimbursed for the grant eligible costs of Phases 1 and 2.

" This three separate grant concept causes some practical problems
in administration including increased paperwork and difficulty in
financing the initial planning phase. In order to aid in the process

of developing needed plans and getting projects ready for construction, -

it is proposed that state funds be advanced as a Toan to communities
to pay for the preparation of facility plans and engineering pians.
At the time of construction} the planning advance would be repaid --
75% from the Federal grant and 25% from local funding. The planning
advances would be made in accordance with an agreement which would
require repayment in full of the funds within a specific time or
upon. receipt of a Federal grant for construction.

Attachment D sets forth proposed. criteria for prioritizing
anticipated planning advance requests. The criteria are based on

stream segment priorities and per capita cost. . Attachment E contalns .

o a pre]1m1nary listing of prioritized planning projects which totals
~approximately $1 million in needed funds. It is expected that

' add1t1ona] needs will be identified to increase the total to $1.6
m11110n ' '



Grant'Project Funding

Based on the above concept of State pre-f1nanc1ng of p]anning
phases and the time required for each project to reach the "ready
_ to construct” or "ready for construction grant® status, construct1oh ,i'
projects will not be funded in the exact order of the needs priority
 list. A funding Tist or project list will be derived for each
fiscal year from the needs priority list based on the actual project
status. Thus, as an example, if the first project on the needs
'priority'1ist is projected to have p]ens completed and be ready to
proceed with construction in August of 1975, such project wou]d,be-
" number one on the FY 76 funding Tist.  If the second project on the
needs priority list is ready to construct in January of 1974, such
project would be number one on the FY 74 funding Tist. The needs
priority list will remain relatively constant whereas the funding
list for any year may be expected to'change frequently.- However,-
the funding 1ist for any year will maintain the same relative
sequencing order as that established in the needs list.

The necessary funding lists will be developed as soon as'
the priority system is approved. -

Hardship Grantsi

Due to the Tack of sufficient Federal funds, EPA grants
“eligibility will be limited to treatment works and interceptors
for the forseeable future. Chapter 839, Oregon Lawe 1973, extends
State grant eligibility to sewage collection systems. Specific
criteria for priority for such grahts has not been developed yet
“due to a lack of “needs" information. However, a few projects are
known where commun1t1es will have difficulty financing prOJects
In the case of Bend and Redmond, rock excavation will cause per
capita costs to be excessive and ability to raise local f1nanc1ng
~difficult. In other cases, the 13% of true cash value funding
- limit of sanitary districts can make it impossible to finance -
a sewerage system without additional assistance. In other cases,
correct1on of health hazards is difficult due to low assessed values
of such areas and the resu1t1ng d1ff1cu1t1es 1n.f1nanc1ng needed
" systems..
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_ Until such time as an accurate needs 1ist and priority system
‘can be developed, it is proposed‘that specific requests for State
grants for collection systems be considered on their own merit
based on demonstration of hardship and inability to finance
through normal methods. Each such project would be subject to
Environmental Quality Commission and EmergencyrBoafd apprové].

Special Gleneden Sanitary District Loan

Gleneden Sanitary District and Depoe Bay Sanitary District |
have entered into an agreement for joint treatment at Depoe'Bay;
Depoe Bay is ready to construct. Gleneden is in the planning -
phases. ' In order to get waste from Gleneden to the Depoe Bay |
plant site, the interceptor through Depoe Bay wust be increased
in size. Gleneden will pay $92,000 for the oversize cost.
Gleneden has voted $1,350,000 bonds but cannot sell them until
it is ready to construct. Depoe Bay does not have enough money
to prefinance the oversize cost. '

" As a result, in order to aliow Depoe Bay to proceed with
construction, Gleneden has requested a loan of $92,000 from
the Department of Environmental Quality to be repaid when its
bonds are sold. Such a loan would be handled administratively in
the same manner as the planning advances. o

The Départment'fully supports this request.

Director's Recommendation
It is recommended that:
1. The needs priority rahking criteria contained in Attachment
A be adopted. o | " '
2. The neéds priority list contaiﬁed in Attachments B-and c
. be approved, subject to later revision and refinement.
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| '_3; The cdncept of Department pre-financing of planning ar
pre-construction phases of projects be endorsed '

4, The criteria for pr1or1t1z1ng of plann1ng loans conta1ned :
in Attachment D be adopted '

5. The p]ann1ng loan priority 1ist contalned in Attachment E
be approved, subject to later revision and refinement,

6. The Department be authorized to develop the time phased
| funding 1ist from the needs priority 1ist and revise
this funding list as necessary to insure that construction
of needed projects is initiated as soon as possible.

R The concept of handling hardship grants on a case-by-case
basis be approved.

8. The Department be authorized to negotiate a $92,000 iocan with
Gleneden Sanitary District to permit construction of the
badly needed sewerage system in the Depoe Bay area.

9. The Department be instructed to submit a requeét‘to the
"Emergency Board to authoriie expenditures from the
Pollution Contro1 Bond Fund during the current b1enn1um
as follows:

a. Construction loans totalling $35,000,000 based on |

projected project needs shown in Attaehment C with

- a contingency allowance and including the special
loan to Gleneden Sanitary District.

b. Planning loans or advancesitota11ing'$],600,000 based
- on projects listed in Attachment E with a contingency
allowance for projects yet to be identified.

‘ \ Ly N

_ DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN
HLS . - - .
. 10/12/73

" Note: . Underscored words in recommendations added at presentation in
Pendleton. : Recommendation was approved as modified.



 Attachment A .

NEEDS PRIORITY RANKING CRITERIA

Sewerage Works Construction Grants and Loans

Point - Point

| 200
150
77 max. 2.
3.
50

40

Assignment Categories
1. Need
300 A. Health Hazard I -- documented and certified
i under ORS 224, ‘
250 B. Required by EQC or EPA Order.

C. = Required by Permit -- compliance schedule.
D. Required by standard changes.
E. Health Hazard II -- documented but not certified

under ORS 224; existing hazard to recreation,
fishing, shellfish or water supplies.

F. Elimination of interim faciliﬁy.

G. Improvement of performance.

H. Potential health hazard.

" I. . Expansion for future.

Stream Segment =-- ranked in reverse order to that

~ shown in "Annual State Strategy Program, FY 74".

Project Type

A. Sewage treatment plant iﬁcludinq sewer system 7
rehabilitation as shown by evaluation and analysis.

" B. Interceptor sewers, pumping stations, pressure sewers.

a7



NEEDS PRIORITY. RANKING

.Totalr'

: Attachment B {Fl

Prfority"

Mill City

Environmental River =~ - ‘Project
B Points (A) Segment  Type’ Points Ranking
Applicant SR - Points(B)  Points(n) |
_Pott1and (ﬁgrtz Schmeer} 300 69 - 40 409 _‘f 1 'g
Florence | | 300 54 40 394 2]
. Foster-Midway 1300 43 40 383 3
Corvallis-STP 250 76 50 376 4.
'Salem-STP o250 76 50 .. 376 -5
Maupin 250 74 50 374 6
Redmond 250 74 50 374 7.
Winston-Dillard 250 73 50 . 373 - 8
Riddle - 250 73 50 - 373 9.
“Glendale 250 73 50 73 10
Glide-Ideyld 250 72 50 372 . 1
Redwood S.D. 250 71 50 - 371 12
Butte Falls 250 7 50 371 13
Gold Hill . 250 71 " 50 371 14
‘Portland-Col. Blvd. Nutfall 250 69 50 369 15
" Rufus B 250 69 50 - 369 16
Clatskanie 250 - 69 - 50 . 369 7
Wauna-Hestport 250 69 50 . 369 -
~John Day = - 250 68 50 368 19
Mt. Vernon 250 68 50 368 20
Union 250 67 . 50 367 2
Charleston S.D. 250 75 - 40 365. 22
Fruitdale-Harbeck 250 71 40 361 23
Portland-SE relieving 250 69 40 - 359 2
Port of Astoria . 250 69 40 - 359  og
Netarts-Oceanside 250 57 50 357 o6
Pacific City 250 56 50 356 27
~ Huntington 250 54 50 - 354 28"
Mepleton 250 54 50 34 29
~Lafayette 250 46 . 50 346 3n
- Harbor S.D. 250 83 40 343 e
250 .41 50 341 32



_ , _ . Attachment B - .
NEEDS PRIORITY RAMKINE | a

Environmental. River = Project  Total - Priority
_ | Points (A}  Segment =~ Type  Points' ~ Ranking
- Applicant S o g

“points(B) - Points(D)"

Coburg o § 250 - 0 60 . 340 . 33
. Toledo . . 250 50 . . 40 .. 340 - 34
.. Aurora o - 250 o 45 a0 f“. 335.__71-   35 L
“Domald . .. 250 45 40 33 36
 FalleCity .. - . 20 3% s 33 . 3
‘Sutherlin . - - 250 -~ 3 . sp - 333 - . 38 .
~ Monmouth-Independence - 200 . - 76 50 .. 326 39 7
~ Bomanza = .- . 250 6 50 . = - 326 40
~ Chiloguin =~ . 250 25 . 50 " 3B . 8
Cumity . 250+ 74 . . 50- 324 . 42
Cloverdale s.D. - - 250 . 22 50 - '322'ﬂ, A3
Arch Cape. 250 22 50 32 M
.Rockaway'-' - S N 250 22 50 - 322 - 45
Cave Junction - = 200 o 50 .~ 321 - 4
‘Shady Cove = 200 no s - 31 4
Merin | 200 07 so0 . 321 48
‘White City S.D. - 200 71 oso o3 49
~Mosier -+ - 200 69 50_'},5‘ 319 . 50 =
‘Pendleton. .. 250 . 29 40 o319 5L
. Boardman - : . 200 89 o 50:‘,'7 319 "«'._'52.,F1,.
The Dalles-Ind.STP - . 200 7 6 . 50 . 319 =~ 83
‘Long Creek - 200 . 68 .50 . .-318 ;. 8 T
Corvallis-Airport . . 200 . 76 - 40 316 .. 56 ° -
Corvallis-Mobile Ct. 200 76 40 316 .~ 56
Albany-NE -~ 200 76 . 40 . .36 .. 5 -
West Linn-L.T. . 20.. . 76 40 .36 - 8- -
Gresham-Ruby Jct. ~ ° . 20 76 - - - 40° . 316 - - 59
Clackamas Co. Service Dist. . 200 76 40 o 316 - 60
CoCulver o280 15 .50 a5 61
Terrebonne © L2850  _' L 50 . . 315 62



- Attachment B
NEEDS PRIQRITY RAMKIMG :

Environmental River -_' Project - Total Priority
~ Points (A) Segment . Type . . Points = Ranking

Aoolicant |  Points(B) " " Peints(m)

“Metolius S 250 . 5. 50 - 35 63

Bend (Int. in lieu of ps) 200 74 . a0 34 64
. Medford-So. Medford Int. 200 1 40 .- 3 65

Columbia City - - .200 69 40 - 309 - 66
- Umatilla-McNary - = 200 .69 - 40 - 309 67
Mult. Co. . ° - . .20 - 69 80 309 . . 68
Jordan Valley . 20 5 50 305 - 69
Aumsville = .- - 200 - 48 . 50 28 . 70 -
*Turner | o 200 48 40 .28 71
Port of Tillamook Bay 200 57 . 4 297 72
Yamhill o 7200 - 46 - 50 2% 13
Silverton - 20 45 50 205 - 74
Scotts Mill 200 45 . .50 205 . 75
Brownsville - 200 33 | 50 . 283 .76
Veneta T 200 32 50 282 o TT -
Modoc Point o 200 28 .50 2t8 78
 Portland-Tryon 150 - 76 50 26 79

‘Tangent - - R 150 76 - 50 . - 216 e
Dufur o 10 - 74 0. 274 81
Eagle Point .10 - N 50 _2;1 - 8
Elgin =~ - 10 . 6 - 5 - 260 8
'Eugene - E. side - 150 76 40 266 . 8% "
© LaGrande-Island City - . - 150 ' 67 . .40 - 257 - - 85

Dayton 150 4 - .50 286 . - 86
Gervais . - 150 45 - 50 245 87
Detroit - 150 - - 4 . . - sp 247 . 88
" Sublimity 150 48 . 49 .. 238 . 89
Barlow S 150 4 a0 .23 90
CC duntura - 10 23 s0 23 - 91

~ Baker. . . 150 7 . 50 w92

_ The Dalles-E.Side Int. 250 69 . 40 359 - 25
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DEQ Sewerage Works Needs Priority List - October 1973

{All cost shown in $1000 units)

Botential Bond

Priority = Project Cumulative Grant Cumulative Purchase Requirement (25%)
Applicant Project No. Cost Cost 75% Grant Amt. Bonds Cumulative Bonds
Arlington sTP 217.7 54 54
Gold Beach STP 371.3 92 146
Coos Bay STP's 2,745.9 686 8132
N, Tillamook Co. S. A. STP & Int. 1,320.0 330 1,162
Bly 5. D. STP & Int. . 254.2 63 1,225
Rogue River STP & Int. 273.0 68 1,293
Yachats STP & Int. 666.0 leé6 1,459
Seneca STP & Int. 167.5 41 1,500
Newport Int. 179.5 44 1,544
Bunker Hill S. D. Int. 246.0 6l 1,605
Eastside Int. 154.0 as 1,643
Winchester Bay S. D. STP & Int. 589.3 147 1,730
McMinnville Int. 243,0 60 1,850
Prineville Int. 561,0 140 1,990
Milwaukie Int. 661.5 165 2,155
Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) STP Exp. 1,285.0 21 2,476
Unified Sewerage Agency Cedar Mill Int. 569.0 142 2,618
Unified Sewerage Agency Sherwood Int, 550.0 137 2,755
Sweet Home STP Exp. 1,152.0 288 3,043
Unified Sewerage Agency Fanno Cr. Int, 2,122.0 530 3,573
Unified Sewerage Agency Forest Grove STP Exp. 2,798.0 699 4,272
Unified Sewerage Agency Forest Grove-Cornelius Int. 305.0 76 4,348
Wood Village Int. 232.0 58 4,406
Bend Grit facilities 50.0 12 4,418
Ashland ETPF ExXp. 825.0 223 4,641
Depoe Bay ‘STP & Int. - 1,110.0 277 4,218
Unified Sewerage Agency Durham STP 25,121.8 6,298 11,216
Wasco STP 137.0 34 11,250
Portland Grit facilities 875.0 218 11,468
Madras STP & Int. ’ 1,152.0 288 11,756
Port of Port Orford Int. 27.5 6 11,762
Bear Creek Valley S. A. West Medford Int. 2,515.1 628 12,390

All of the ahove projects have received a 75% EPA grant.

3 INIWHIWLLY
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DEQ Sewerage Works Meeds Priority List - October 1973

(All cost ‘shown in $1000 units)

Potential Bond

Priority Project Cumulative Grant Cumulative Purchase Requirement (25%)
Applicant Project No. cost Cost 75% Grant Amt. Bonds Cumulative Bonds
Portland Gertz-Schmeer Int. 1 $ 1,800 $ 1,800 $ 1,350 $ 1,350 § 450 512,840
Florence Int. 2 150 2,150 262 1,612 a7 12,927
Foster-Midway Int. . 3 600 2,750 450 2,062 150 13,077
Corvallis STP Exp. 4 12,000 14,750 9,000 11,062 3,000 16,077
Salem STP Exp. 5 13,500 28,250 10,125 21,187 3,375 19,452
Maupin STP 6 235 28,485 176 21,363 58 19,510
Redmond STP & Int. 7 2,000 30,485 1,500 22,863 500 20,010
Winston-Dillard STP & Int. 8 BOO 31,285 600 23,483 200 20,210
Riddle 5TP Exp. 9 480 31,765 360 23,823 120 20,330
Glendale STP EXp. 10 100 31,865 75 23,898 25 20,355
Glide-Ideyld STP & Int. 11 1,200 33,065 900 24,798 300 20,655
Redwood S.D. STP & Int. 12 200 33,965 675 25,473 225 20,880
Butte Falls STP & Int. 13 100 34,065 75 25,548 25 20,9205
Gold Hill STP Exp. 14 375 34,440 281 25,829 93 20,998
Portland Col. Blvd. Qutfall 15 1,100 35,540 825 26,654 275 21,273
Rufus STP & Int. 16 460 36,000 345 26,999 115 21,388
Clatskanie STP Imp. 17 300 36,300 225 27,224 15 21,463
Wauna—Westpoft STP & Int. 18 850 37,150 637 27,861 212 21,675
John Day STP & Int. 19 . 1,600 38,750 1,200 29,081 400 22,075
Mt. Vernon STP & Int. 20 1c0 38,850 75 29,136 25 22,100
Unicn sTP 21 200 39,050 150 29,286 50 22,150
Charleston 5.D. Int. 22 1,130 40,150 B25 30,111 275 22,425
Fruitdale~Harbeck Int. 23 110 40,260 82 30,193 27 22,452
Portland S.E. relieving Int. 24 250 40,510 187 30,380 62 22,514
Port of Astoria Int. 25 400 40,910 300 30,680 100 22,614
Netarts-Oceanside STP & Int. 26 600 41,512 450 31,130 150 22,764
Pacific City STP & Int. 27 230 41,740 172 31,302 57 22,821
Huntington Chlorination 28 . 22 41,762 16 31,318 5 22,826
Mapleton STP & Int. 29 230 41,992 172 31,490 57 22,883
Lafayette STP Exp. 30 -100 42,092 75 31,565 25 22,908
Harbor S5.D. Int, 3l 200 42,292 150 31,715 50 22,958
Mill City STP 32 280 42,572 210 31,925 70 23,028

J LINIWHOVLLY
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DEQ Sewerage Works Needs Priority List -~ October 1973

{All cost shown in $100C units}

Cumulative

Potential Bond

Priority Project Cumulative Grant Purchase Requirement (25%)
Applicant Project No. Cost Cost 758 Grant Amt, Bonds Cumulative Bonds
Coburg STP & Int. 33 275 42,847 206 32,131 68 23,096
Toledo Int, 34 80 42,927 60 32,191 20 23,116
Aurcra - Int, as 200 43,127 150 32,341 50 23,166
Donald Int. A 36 180 43,307 135 32,476 45 23,211
Fall City STP & Int. 37 235 43,542 176 32,652 58 23,269
Sutherlin STP . 38 1,300 44,842 975 33,627 325 23,592
Monmouth~Independence ' STP & Int. 39 400 45,242 300 33,927 100 23,694
Bonanza STP & Int. 40 €00 45,842 450 34,377 150 23,844
Chiloquin STP 41 450 46,292 337 34,714 112 23,956
Unity STP 42 190 46,482 142 34,856 47 24,003
Cloverdale S. D. STP & Int. 43 330 46,812 247 35,103 82 24,085
Arch Cape S. D. STP & Int. - 44 200 47,712 675 35,778 225 24,310
Rockaway STP Imp. 45 170 47,882 127 315,905 42 24,352
Cave Junction STP Exp. 46 150 48,032 112 36,017 37 24,389
Shady Cove STP & Int. 47 00 48,332 225 36,242 75 24,464
Merlin-Col. Vvillage STP & Int. ‘ 48 1,000 49,332 750 36,992 250 24,714
White City S. D. STP Imp. 49 230 49,562 172 37,164 s7 24,771
Mosier ’ STP Imp. 50 160 49,722 120 17,284 40 24,811
Pendleton Int, © 81 260 49,982 195 37,479 55 24,876
Boardman STP Imp. 52 150 50,132 112 37,591 37 24,913
The Dalles’ Indust. STP 53 380 50,512 285 37,878 95 25,008
Long Creek sTP 54 160 50,672 120 37,996 40 25,048
Corvallis Int. - Airport 55 500 51,172 375 38,371 125 25,173
Corvallis Int. -~ Mobile Ct. 56 20 51,262 67 38,438 22 25,195
Albany N. E. Int. 57 2,000 53,262 1,500 39,938 500 25,695
West Linn Lower Tualatin Int. 58 480 53,742 360 40,298 120 25,815
Gresham Ruby Jct. Int. 52 1,500 55,242 1,125 41,423 375 26,1920
Clackamas Co. Sey. Dist. Int. o 60 5,000 60,242 3,750 45,173 1,250 27,440
Culver STP & Int. 61 300 60,542 225 45,398 75 27,515
Terrebonne STP & Int, 62 250 60,792 187 45,585 62 27,577
Metolius 5TP & Int. 63 345 61,137 258 45,843 86 27,663
Bend Int, (in lieu of PS) 64 180 61,317 135 45,978 45 27,708

J  IN3IWHIVLLY



DEQ Sewerage Works Needs Priority List - October 1973

-2 -

(All cost shown in %1000 units)

Potential Bond

Priority Project Cumulative Grant Cumulative Purchase Requirement (25%)
Applicant Project No. Cost Cost 75% _Grant Amt. Bonds Curmulative Bonds
Bear Crk. V1y. S. A. So. Medford Int. 65 $ 600 $61,917 450 $46,428 $ 150 $27,858
Columbia City Int. €6 160 62,077 120 46,548 40 27,898
Umatilla McNary Int. 67 350 62,427 262 46,810 87 27,985
Multnomah Co. Int. ' 68 400 62,827 300 47,110 100 28,085
Jordan valley- STP & Int. 69 310 63,137 232 47,342 77 28,162
Aumsville STP 70 80 63,217 60 47,402 20 28,182
Turner Int. 71 600 63,817 450 47,852 150 28,332
Tillamook Bay, Port of Int. 72 600 64,417 450 48,302 150 28,482
Yamhill STP 72 80 64,497 60 48,3862 20 28,502
Silverton STP Imp. 74 250 64,747 187 48,549 62 28,564
Scotts Mill STP & Int. 75 100 64,847 75 48,624 25 28,589
Brownsville STP Imp. 76 230 65,077 172 48,796 57 28,646
Veneta STP Exp. 77 400 65,477 300 49,096 100 28,746
Modoc Point STP 78 ».230 65,7C7 172 49,268 57 28,803
Portland-Tryon STP Exp. 79 4,560 70,207 3,375 52,643 1,125 29,928
Tangent STP & Int. 80 180 70,387 135 52,778 45 - 29,973
Dufur STP 81 75 70,462 56 52,834 18 29,991
Eagle Point STP Imp. 82 100 70,562 75 52,909 25 30,016
Elgin STP Imp. 83 85 70,647 63 52,972 21 30,037
Eugene E. Side Int, 84 4,500 75,147 3,375 56,347 1,125 31,162
La Grande~-Island City Int. as 300 75,447 225 56,572 75 31,237
. Dayton STP 86 290 75,737 217 56,789 72 31,309
Gervais STP 87 80 75,817 60 56,849 20 31,329
Detroit STP 88 400 76,217 300 57,149 100 31,429
Sublimity Int. 89 440 76,657 330 57,479 110 31,539
Barlow STP 90 110 76,767 82 57,561 27 31,566
Juntura STP 91 50 76,817 37 57,598 12 31,578
Baker STP Imp. 92 150 76,967 112 57,710 a7 31,615
The Dalles Int. (East) 25a 515 77,482 400 58,110 115 31,730

3 INGWHOYLLY
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PRICRITY CRITERIA
FOR

- SEWERAGE WORKS PLANNING ADVANCES

A. Per capita planning costs

$0-2 1 7~-10

3 -4 3 11 - 50
5 -6 5 51 plus

B. Stream segment (FY 74 annual state strateqy)
1l - 25 4
26 - 51 3

51 - 77 2

Attachment D

10




Attachment E e

PRELIMINARY PRIORITY RANKING

‘SEWERAGE WORKS PLANNING ADVANCES

_ Planning Cumulative Priority Priority
Location Cost . Costs Points Ranking
Glendale $ 15,000 $ 15,000 14 1
Tangent 6,500 21,500 14 2
Wedderburn-Knoxtown 15,000 36,500 14 3
Cave Junction 12,500 49,000 13 4
Chiloquin 25,000 74,000 13 5
Lafayette 22,000 ) 96,000 13 6
Mapleton 25,000 121,000 13 7
Charleston 68,500 189,500 12 8
Colonial Valley 30,000 219,500 12 9
Lowell-pDexter 20,000 239,500 12 10
Rockaway 20,000 259,500 12 11
Tillamook-Suburban 20,000 279,500 12 12
Sheridan=Willamina 12,500 292,000 11 13
Boardman 5,000 297,000 10 14
Lincoln City Sub. 30,000 327,000 10 15
St. Paul 3,500 330,500 10 16
Sandy-Boring 40,000 370,500 9 17
Veneta 18,000 388,500 o ) 18
Bend 100,000 488,500 8 19
Cannon Beach 16,000 498,500 8 20
Clatskanie 9,000 507,500 ‘B 21
Dunes City 15,000 522,500 8 22
Lincoln County-Rural 40,000 562,500 8 23
North Albany S.D. 24,000 586,500 8 24
Otter Rock 8,500 595,000 8 25
Scappoose~St. Helens 60,000 655,000 8 26
S.W. Lincoln Co, Sewer D. 25,000 680,000 8 27
Sutherlin 18,000 698,000 8 28
White City San. Dist. 7,500 705,500 8 29
Winston 12,000 717,500 8 30
Rhododendron-Welches 30,000 747,500 7 31
Florence—-Glenada 10,000 - 757,500 6 32
Monmouth-Independence 30,000 787,500 6 33
Newberg-Dundee 30,000 817,500 6 34
Roseburg Metro 40,000 857,500 6 35

" Fogter Midway 25,000 882,500 8 22a
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item M, November 26 and 27, 1973, EQC Meeting

Tax Credit Applications
Attached are review reports on three (3) Tax Credit Applications.
These applications and the recommendations of the Director are sum-

marized on the attached table.

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN
WEG:ahe
November 19, 1973

Attachments
1. Tax Credit Application Review Reports and Synopsis-



pplicant

leyerhaeuser Company
Wood Products Manufacturing
Division

lyster Company
Portland Plant

nternational Paper Co.
Gardiner Paper Mill -
Northern Division

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Underground diesel storage

Pressure backflow prevention

Appl.
No. Facility
T-472
T=-433

devices
T-453

Sanitary wastes collection and
conveyor system

Claimed
Cost

$ 3,230

29,413.79

52,369.57

% Allocable to
Pollution Control

Director's .
Recommendation

Deny

Deny

Deny
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Date 11-19-73 .

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROCNMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company

Wood Products Manufacturing Division
P. 0. Box 389

North Bend, Oregon 97459

The applicant owns and operates a wood products manufacturing complex oan Coos
Bay at North Bend, Oregon, in Coos County.

Description of the Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of a 1,000 gallon underground diesel storage
tank, one turbine pump connected to existing pipe line to dock with a gas-
boy spring loaded reel, hose and nozzle.

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation in June 1972,

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution
control.

Facility Cost: $3,230 (Documentation provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to the instailation of claimed facilities, a diesel oil storage tank
was mounted on the outer stiff boom in the water. The applicant claims that
each time the tank was filled from shore it was allowed to overflow resulting
in about three gallons of oil lost to the bay. ‘According to the applicant,
with the claimed facilities,there is no o0il pollution.

The original installation and operating procedures were obviously inadequate
and unsafe. The spillage problem could have been solved by providing ade-
quate manpower for proper operation during filling of the tank. Although
the claimed facility is apparently good, its primary function is to store
diesel o0il. Pollution control is only realized because the equipment was
properly installed and permits filling without additional manpower.

Director's Recommendation

For the reasons stated in Item 3 above, it is recommended that a Pollution
Control Facility Certificate be denied for the facility claimed in Application
T-412.

HLS:ak
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Date  11-19-73 -

State of Oregon
EPARTHENT OF DNVIROSMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Hyster Co.

Portland Plant

2902 N. E. Clackamas
Portland, Oregon 97232

The applicant owns and operates a plant to manufacture equipment at the
above address in Multnomah County.

Description of Claimed Facility

Three (3) reduced pressure backflow prevention devices and two (2) double
check valve installations to prevent potential contamination of city water
system in the event of reduction of city water system pressure.

~ The claimedfacilities were placed in operation in March 1972,

Ceftification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution
control. :

Claimed cost: $29,413.79.

. Evaluation of Application

The City of Portland required installation of the claimed facilities to comply
with city code and to prevent potential contamination of the city water

supply.
ORS 449.605 defines a "pollution control facility" in part as:

'“(1) * k% gpy * * * qpstallation * * * equipment or device
reasonably used * * * constructed or installed by any person
if a substantial purpose of such use, * * * construction or
installation is the prevention, control or reduction of * * *
water pollution by:

"(a) The disposal or climination of or redesign to eliminate
"industrial waste' * * * .

The terms "pollution" and "industrial waste" are defined in ORS 449.075.
In particular, pollution refers to "waters of the state," which are also
defined in ORS 449.075.

The question then becomés: Do the claimed facilities operate to prevent
"pollution" of the "waters of the state" by "industrial waste"?

In a similar situation the Department's legal counsel advised that the
water within a city's water system is not "waters of the state".



Tax Relief Application T-433
11-19-73
Page 2

Hystér Co.

Therefore, it is concluded that the claimed facility is not eligible for
certification. Two applications for similar facilities have been denied.

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that certification of the facility claimed in Tax
Application T-433 be denied for the reason that the claimed facility
does not operate to prevent pollution of the waters of the state by
industrial waste.

HLS:ak
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State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROHMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

International Paper Co.

Gardiner Paper Mill, Northern Division
P. 0. Box 854

Gardiner, Oregon 97441

The app11cant owns and operates a Kraft Paper Mill on H1ghway 101 north of
Gardiner in Douglas County.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of piping and pump stations to collect and
convey sanitary wastes (sewage) from the mill to the Gardiner-Reedsport
sewage system.

The claimed fac111ty was completed and placed in operat1on in December 1972
Construction began in January 1972.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% aliocated to pol]ut1on
control.

C]aimed cost: $52,369.57.

3. Evaluation of Application

ORS 449.605 (2) excludes facilities for human waste from the definition of a
pollution control facility. As a result, the claimed facilities are not
eligible for certification. '

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that certification of the facilities claimed in Application
- T-453 be denied.

HLS: ak



TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

DEQ-1

Director

DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-
MEMORANDUH '

To : Environmental Quality Commission
From : Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. N, November 27, 1973, EQC Heeting

Status of Department of Environmental Qua]ity
Laboratories

BACKGROUND

The orimary ourpose of this report is to inform the Environmental
Quality Commission that the current laboratory facilities on which they

depend for technical data for decision making are no longer adequate either

“in size or physical capability for providing'needed data. In fact, the

current laboratory is too small, inadequately equipped, is a fire-explosion

hdzard, has very noor hooding and venting facilities and is a dangerous

place from both staff and equipment angles. Under these adverse conditions

oflspace, equioment and wofking difficulty, it is becdming impossible to
carry through the responsibilities assigned to the Laboratories. A second
purpose is to request the aid and experience of EQC in obtaining rapid
funding for a new - expanded facility to replace the rapidTy deteriora-
ting laboratories at Raleigh Hills. | |

Heavy demands for data are building up because of expénded local, -

“state and federal laws and the resultant data requirements for monitoring,

surveillance, permits, standards, compliance inspections, enforcement pro-

cedures and other znvironmental control decision situations. - It is the
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joblof the Laboratoriesland Applied Research Division pérsohne1 to samp1e;
measure, evaluate and report on these environmental pfob]ems, SO-that .
control measures caﬁ be formulated frpm-the ehsuing data. Currently the
_ 1aboratories cannot keep'up, needs are increasinj and the problem must.
havé‘some relief {f we are to survive; ' |
DEQ Laboratories and Applied Research Division is the major labora-
tory for environmental work in the State of Oregon. Work is c1o$e1y
coordinated with ancillary laboratories in'thé Health Division, Depart-
ment of'AgriCUIture, Environmental Prbtection Agency? Geological Survey,
universities and SmaT] local government or.ﬁrivate laboratories. None
of these-laboratories has major cépabi1ftie5 in the kind'of operations
in air, water and solid wastes that are charged to DEQ. Resedrch.is done
by EPA, universities and others organized in thiS-areé; DEQ only does
special project work ﬁhere a short-term study will delineate a partic-
ularly difficult problem with imminent need for answers. Solid wastes
leachates, Columbia River Slime, Willamette Siudge Rafts are examples.
Sampling and testing are done on a priority based on need in 20 :
major river basins which include about 500 sfations, 17 bays and estuaries,
300 sewage treatment plants, 495 vater supnﬁies; 200 solid waste aréas,
40 air stations, 700 industrial effluents with air, wafer_and solid wastes'
problems and various unidentified or non—point sources:inrair, water
and solid wastes. Because of the pekishéb]e'naturerof samp]és'co11ected -
many of the.tests'are both field andllaborétory. Although testing anpearé'
repetitive and rouﬁine; skilled peonle are essentfal to bé able to obser?e,
test, and relate data to envikonmenta] quality needs.  To‘handle‘increased

industrial wastes monitoring and to permit rapid testing of new environ-
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mental perameters sueh as hydrocarbons, lead end other trace toxic chem-
icals, a switch from the renu1ar'foutine tests is past due. . This will
necessitate better space, more eau1nment and additional sk111ed help to
1dent1fy and evaluate the cmﬂolex materials involved.

A proposal was made in the DEQ portion of the Governor's 1973-75
budget document for a ten ysar nlan which envisioned a heed of 70,000
square feet of laboratory szace and 95 people by 1983 at a $5,090,000
estimated cost. .Subsequently the Executive Department helped in pre-
paration ef an architeet's-report which was'submitted as evidence in
House Bi1l 5094 which passed both houses with appropriation referral to
the Emergency Board. Some =ffort has been made both by DEQ and the
Executive Departmenf to get the matter before the Emergency Board, but
no effective results have b=2en noted. | |

.Commission members hava asked for a refappraisa1 of the needs of
the DEQ Laboratory. for e short-range with the design to be flexible
enough for ready expansion when necessefy. THe\DEQ Laboratory staff
has undergone a long period of time with inadequate‘faei]ities, too
Feu peoole end'promises for the future.ahd is fearful that the pressure‘
for saving money will keep then iﬁ a state of inadequacy. ”owaver the
situation in tne ex1sblng 1aﬂoraeory is so d1re that some in er1m—bare— _
bones needs solution has tc ae_fo nd. Tne_fo11ow1ng p]an has been proﬁu—
lgated as the miniMum vie feal is accentable for.providing the major
portidn of data needed in zhe next fev years. He recounize with fear and
dread that we must somehow 1cld the currenf facilities in which we ex1st -
together for at least t“o F2Ars wn11e design and bu11d1ng are nrogrn551nq.

The need is imminent and rm.st ba2 addressed.



DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATIONS

It is the Director's recormendation that the commission review and
“evaluate the status report and authorize the Department to pursue the
expeditious acquisition of new laboratory facilities through the

Emergency Board of the legislature.

,’EIARMUID F. O'SCANMLAIN

WCH :bmf
11/21/73



~Interim-Minimal Plan for
Department of Environmental Qualitv Laborator1es

The following assumptions are made for putting together a minimal nlan:

1. EQC and DEQ are going to continue to protéct and enhance environmental
concerns and in doing their jobs will reouire increasing arounus of
adequate data for making decisions.

2. DEQ LaboratorTes will be doing the work because it would be 1n0rd1nate1y
exnensive and impractical to “farm out" this work.

3. The present Taboratory is inadequate and unsafe and should 52 abandoned
- as soon as practicable. Some laboratory equinnent 15 salvageable, but
the furnishings are not. They are worn out.

4, State nronerty large enough to nhandle u1t1mate exnansion is available
in a properly zonzd area.

- 5, The design must be flexible to nrovide easy internal changes and easy
expansion. Easy access is essential to the operation. S

6. Treatment facilities must be built to pretreat wastes that 50 to mun-
icinal sewers in accordance w1tn DEN and EPA rules.

7. Safety for peonle and equipment will be built in without cost'cutting.

8. Incremental staging will be_part of the initial stacge anpreval.

It is vital to iave a fac1]1tv that is access1ble for automobila and truck
traffic so that samples, enuioment and other materials can be routed in and out.
A ground floor situation with a loading dock and rcce1v1ng room for nandling mat-
erials is the most efficient method. Elevator access is a major bottlenzsck for
laboratories that have multipie floors.

. -Ground floor space has beaen considered as the practical alternative because
the costs of duct work, plumbing and other facilities required in laboratories
of this kind increase considerably in multi-storied units and are usually not
efficient. First floor space is also more amenable to expansion. Consideration
has been given to use of existing buildings and it was felt that the costs of
duck work, plumbing and revampXing of facilities in most old structures to bring

“tnem into compliance with local zoning, fire and safety rules and with SAIF-OSHA-
‘regulations would probably exceed new construction that was designed with

zoning, codes and safety incorvorated. Because the materials handied in these -

- laboratories are corrosive, flammable, exnlosive and generally dangerous, there

-must be ready access for cleaning, repairing and maintaining ducts, water systems,

--drains and treatment devices. The tvne buildina section shown in Figcure 1 wouid
allow the flexibility desired. ' .

Treatment facilities for nretreating wastes are necessary because many. por-
tions of the laboratories have toxic fumes that are given off in quantities. that
are above air nollution standards and water carried wastes have toxic materials
that would kill a biological sewage treatment plant. The gasses can normally
ba controlled by scrubbers within or adjacant to the hoods that contain the
toxic fumes. \hen scrubbed, however, the matcrials pollute water which must be
treated. Sample oreservatives and chemicals used in tests become pellutants at.
the conclusion of.the tests. These can be treated by normal water treatment



nrocedures such as coagulation and settling, pH control, carbon absorption and
filtration, so that the material can be sent to a sewage treatment plant without
serjous effect. Pre-treatment is only necessary for part of the flows from the
laboratories. These can be selected out to minimize the size of treatment fac-
ilities which are programmed at 6,750 scuare feet. Costs are estimated at ‘
$169,900 (see Appendix 1).

In response to the request for a crftical baseline program the staff has
physically measured sizes of equipment, reviewed bench space needs and has _
- assessed turn-around room on the basis of tests run, people neaded and facilities -
needed to perform requ1red tests on a bare-bones program. The work sheets of -
Appendix 2 indicate | the rasults of the survey. Table 1 summarizes minimal
personnel and space needs for the 1975 to about 1980 period of time. The staff
feels that any reduction below these numbers will provide a laboratory that will
‘not be able to fulfill requirements for data.

Laboratory construction costs appear to range around $75 to $100 ver square
foot in areas with heavy duct work and utilities. MWarehouse-office construction
on the other hand is closer to 325 per scuare foot. This concept is used to.
arrange the facility in such a way that costly laboratory areas are together,
_,warehous1ng tvpes together and offices consolidated. The breakdown of estimated
costs on this assumnt1on is: o

Site preparation, roads, walks, landscapning

- $100,000.00

Services {utilities) - 110,000.00
Waste pre-treatment : ' - 169,000.00
Construction: Laboratories 12,000 fi2 @ $80 -~ 960,000.00
Storage-0ffice 14 438 fi2 @ $25 - 360,350.00

Parking 6,500 fi2 @ $10 - 65,000.00

Contingencies (15%)° _ - 264,652.00
‘Professional services (6.6%) | - 116,847.00
Supervision (4%) . - 70,574.00
Furnishings o , ' - 450,000.00

TOTAL $2,666,023.00 -



Figure 1
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Table 1

SUMMARY OF AREA REQUIREMENTS , SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS
| (Present) Minimal | S ' (Present)  Minimal
1973 Need 9 I _ 1973 Need 197
fte - 1975 ft - |
1. MWater Quality Lab 2,555 4,075 1. Administrator 1 1
2. Air Quality Lab 2,545 4,580 ' 2. Assistant Administrator 1 1
3. Solid Wastes Lab 0 1,200 3. Chief Secretary - 1 1
4. Biological Lab 900 = 1,758 4, Secretary D B
5. Noise Lab (soundproof) 0 - - 400 5. Clerk Typist - 1
6. Field Monitoring 1,378 3,900 6. Chief Chemist L el 3
7. Chemical preparation 0 0 7. Section Chief 1 1
' _ : (Monitoring) _
8. Instrument repair 0 7375 8. Data Aquisition Chief 1 -~ 1
9. Hashing room 750 800 9. Environmental Biologist - B
10. Wood, metal & glass _ 0 f B" ot _
7 shop _ . 0 contract 10. Aquatic Biologist 1 1
' . ield Technici
11. Loading dock and | , 11. Field Technician 2 | 4
receiving . -0 1,300 12. Bacteriologist 1 2
12, Stockroom 1353 600 13. Chemist R g 17
13. Automobile emission o 900 14, Lab Technicians & ' 9
testing. : ‘ . o
: . ) * .
14. Administration and 1,156 3,550 15. Student Trainees 73 7
services _ 16. Dishwashers .- : 1
15. Restroosm, janitor 247 800 " 17. HMaintenance - -
room, misc. storage : . :
, . , 18. Custodial - - B S * 1
16, Circulation 450 1,000 19. Instrument Technicians 1 1
(hallways, etc.) _ |
: 20. Stock purchasing clierk - 1

17. Mechanical and . . 50 1,200 21. Safety Officer
electrical.room *% 10.284  26.438 )

| 22. MNight Watchmen . 1
Covered Parking ~ *3,300 6,500 TOTAL PERSOMMEL: 33 50
TOTAL SQUARE FEET: . 13,584 32,338  *part-time |
*Present parking not covered. - **Fi11 in January, 1975

-#*Includes boat and storage areas. Does not
include CAMS or other remote monitoring stations.

///3//73 /VCW .- -



- Appendix 1

New Laboratory Haste Treatment Facilities

Assume: 25 sinks at 10 gom each = 250 gpm
5 scrubbers at 20 gpm each = 100 gpm

Total 350 gom .

n

Approx. 500,700 gal/day

‘Use: 1/2 mgd and 4 separate processes _
: : Tank Size Sludge
Flow gpd Hrs. Detention gal ft3 gal/day

1. Lime flocculation and

precipitation : 125,000 | 1 . 5,000 37,500 75
2. Alum flocculation and ' ‘

precipitation - 125,000 2 10,000 75,000 100
3. Adsorption in solution, ' - '

chemical treatment 125,000 1/4 ~1,250 9,375 75
4, 1lon exchange, caroon , _

adsorption, regeneration 125,000 - 1/4 1,250 9,375 50

' o 300

Construction:

1 - 37,500 ft3 = 80 X 40 X 12 - $25,000,00

1-75,000 ft3 =2 X80 X40 X 12 - 50,000.00

2 -9,375 ft3 =40 X 30 X 10 - - 36,000.00-

Pumps, pipe, instruments - ~10,000.00

Sludge handling equipment . - 20,000.00

Controls | - 8,000.00

30,000.00

Engineering and contingencies
' $169,000.00
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DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-535.

TOM McCALL  MEMORANDUM

DIARMUID F. OSCANNIAN - To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. O , November 27, 1973, EQC Public Hearing

Proposed Revisions to Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Regulations

Background

The Environmental Quality Commission at its October 22, 1972,
meeting authorized the scheduling of this hearing for the purpose
of receiving testimony relevant to proposed amendments to the Air

- Contaminant Discharge Permit Regulations, OAR, Chapter 340,
Sections 20-033.02 through 20-033.20. A copy of the proposed ...amended
Regulations are appended hereto and made a part of the record of this
hearing.

As stated at the October 22, 1973, meeting, the purposes for
amending the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit rules, and Table A
attached thereto, are to provide clarity to certain sections, and
to add new source categories to Table A which would be required to
obtain an Air Contaminant ,Discharge Permit, and to authorize permits
and fees for sources not included in Table A which would have
uncontrolled emissions of 10 tons annually or emit malodorous odors.

The Notice of Public Hearing and a copy of the amended rules
were mailed on October 24, 1973, to approximately 210 addresses
on the Department's general mailing list. The notice was also
published in the Secretary of State's bulletin on October 15, 1973.
As of November 6, 1973, no written comments were received by the
Department.

The proposed amendments, which are attached, have been prepared
by enclosing language to be deleted from the existing requilations
in brackets [ 1, and underlining new or added language. The

DEG-1



proposed amendments are the same as those distributed with the
Notice of Public Hearing except that Section 20-033.08 (1} which
was essentially unchanged is now re-phrased to make it explicit
that a person must obtain the required permit.
Discussion
The proposed amendments will accomplish three general purposes:
1. Add additional emission sources which should be
included under permit conditions for better control
of emissions.

2. Provide a better interpretation of those industries
originally intended to be covered by Table A.

3. Facilitate the processing of permits by the Department

and Regional authorities.

Two classes of industrial sources have been added to those
which should be included under the permit rules:

1. Uﬁforeseen industries that may in the future locate in

the state, and industrieé (o1d or new) that are too
new to be listed in the Standard Industry Code (SIC)
.Manual, and

2. Known specific sources that should be controlled by a

permit. '

Rather than amend Table A to add each significant emitting
industry that locates in the State in the future, a general "catch-all"
amendment has been added. Section 20-033.08 (2) would provide
that: '

"No person shall - - - operate any air contaminant source

not listed in Table A which would emit:

a. 10 tons or more per year, if the source were to
operate uncontrolled, of any air contaminants
including, but not Timited to, particulates,

0 NO » or hydrocarbons; or

b, at the d1scret1on of the Department or Reg1ona1
Authority, any malodorous odors."

An ndustry too new to be 11sted 1n the SIC Manual wou]d a]so, by
this new section, be required to have an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit. A known example would be an automobile shredding operation.
All industries listed in the SIC Manual known to meet the conditions of

this catch-all section are already listed in Table A.



A fee schedule for thesé sources not listed in Table A has
been added to Section 20-033.12 {13}, Fees. The variable fees
are based upon the anticipated cost of issuing or denying the permit
and of compliance inspections:

Application Annual
Investigation Permit
and Permit Compliance
Issuing or Determination
Denying Fee Fee

If Tow cost $ 25 $ 25

If medium cost 150 100

If high cost 450 325

The Department and Regional Authorities propose that the following
industrial sources be added to Table A:

TABLE A
Item SIc
26 Battery manufacturing 3691
34 Fuel burning equipment 4961
 d.. Coal fired
46 Pipe coating 3479
B2 Beet sugar manufacturing 2063

53 Etectroplating, polishing 3471
and anodizing

54 Electric power generation 4911

55 Gas production and/or 4925
manufacturing

56 Petroleum refining 2911

57 Wood preserving 2491

A1l of the above industrial sources are either existing or planned in
the State and should be included in.the permit program for better control.
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Further subdivisions of the SIC classifications presently
listed in Table A are needed to include all variations of an
industry originally intended to be included in the permit program,
The SIC classifications 2041 and 2042, "Grain Mill Products" are
further subdivided as follows:

Table A
Item SIc
13  Flour and other grain mill products 2041
14 Prepared feeds for animals and 2042
fowls
15 Cereal preparations 2043
16 Blended and prepared flour 2045

The SIC classification 4221, "Grain Elevators," is further subdivided

as follows:

Table A
Item sic
17  Grain elevators-storage only 4221
18 Grain elevators - primarily 5053

engaged in buying and/or
marketing grain
It should be noted that item 18, Grain elevators - primarily
engaged in buying and/or marketing grain, contains an increase in fees
from $250 and $150 to $300 and $225 for elevators handling 20,000 tons
or more per year of grain.
This fee increase reflects the greater emission problem related to
this type of grain operation. The lumber manufacturing classification
has been further sub-divided into the following categories:

Table A
Item | sic
50 Hardwood mills 2426
51 Shake and shingle mills 2429

To better facilitate processing of permits, Section 20-033.06,
Notice Policy, which covers the 30-day public notice for written
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comment prior to issuance of an air contaminant discharge permit was
re-drafted. As now proposed, the Department would issue a thirty (30)
day public notice of intent to issue an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit. This will allow the staff to prepare the permit while comments
are submitted from interested parties instead of waiting unti] the
end of the thirty (30) day period. If adverse commenis. are received and
the Department considers the issue to be controversial, then a public
hearing may be scheduled to resolve those issues.

Section 20-033.08 (3), Permit Required, is a new sub-section which
makes possible the issuance of a special permit to industrial sources that
meet the Table A requirements for a permit, but have no, or insignificant
air contaminant emissions. This paragraph allows literal application
of Table A and relieves the control agencies from expending
effort on non- emitting sources. The sub-sections of this section which
specified the phase-in of the permit program are deleted since the time
period ends on January 1, 1974. Section 20-033.10, Multiple Source
Permit, 1s simplified for control agency convenience. Section 20-033.12 (14),
Fees, is old sub-section (13) except that the statement concerning the
deposit of all fees collected by the Regional Authorities into a
Department of Environmental Quality Air Emission Permit Account has been
deleted. This amendment is in agreement with legislation passed by the
1973 Legislature. In Section 20-033.20 (7), Permit Programs for Regional
Air Pollution authorities, the requirement that the Regional Authority
~submit to the Department a listing of air contaminant sources currently
in violation of issued permits is deleted. No useful purpose was found
to be served by this reguirement.

Summary and Conclusions
1. There is a need to require new, potentially polluting industries

locating in the state to obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit without having to first revise Table A of the Permit
Regulations,

2. Nine (9) additional source categories of air contaminant
emissions should be required to obtain an Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit to better facilitate control of emissions.
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3. Additional sub-divisions within the grain and Tumber industries
§h0u1d be included in Table A for clarity. By doing this the
control agencies will be provided with a means for better
control over the affected source.

4. The Permit Regulations should be amended to facilitate the
functioning of the control agencies and be in agreement with
new legisiation.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended by the Director that OAR, Chapter 340, Sec-
tions 20-033.02 through 20-033.20 be amended as proposed herein, with
such further amendments as may be deemed appropriate after consid-

eration of information developed as a result of this hearing.

RP:mh
11/8/73
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COMMISSIONER COGAN
I8 CORVALLIS SCHOOL DISTRICT
1555 S.W. 35th Street

Corvalhs Orcgon 97330 752 5141

THOMAS D. WOGAMAN, Ed.D.
November 2_’.6, 1973 - SUPERINTENDENT

Mr. Diarmuid F, O'Scannlain, Director
Department of Environmental Qua.hty
1234 S, W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Sir:

The Board of Directors of Corvallis School District 509J has instructed me
to transmit the following information to your department for inclusion in
the testimony at the public hearing on November 27, 1973 concerning the

- proposed rule changes of the Air Contaminant Discharge Rule, QAR 340
Sections 20-033, 02 through 20-033, 20, .

By its motion no, 81 at its meeting held on November 13, 1973, the Board
of Directors of Corvallis School District 5097 did go on record as opposing
the necessity for fuel burning permits for the District on a fee basis.

Very truly yours,

Tl 8 1

Thomas D, Wogama
Superintendent-Clerk

RWR:djg



RESOLUTIONM

We would like to go on record as opposing the actions of the
Willamette Valley Air Pollution Board in requiring permits
of the public schools.. This appears to be an unfalr action
that is double taxation. All schools have their burners
checked on an annual basis, and are cooperating in all ways
to help In the fight against pollution,

We feel the permits are simply a fund raising activity.
Because districts were not notified of this new regulation,
funds were not budgeted.

it is the feeling of this group that public schoo]s should
be exemot From this requirement.
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TESTDMONY ON THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS TC THE RULES OM
AIR CONTAMINANT DISCEARGE PERMITS

Movember 27, 1973

I am Thomas C. Donaca representing the Air Quality Committee of Agsociated
Gregon Industries. The following are our comments on the nroposed rules:

1. 20-033.06. VWe understand the difficulty the Department was having with
the time frames of having to give public notice 15 days after an application was
accepted for filing, but hefore any form of permit was prepared. However, the
proposed language has no time frame, at least from the applicant's standpoint.

This seems in confliet with Rule 14-025 (Issuance of Permit). Subsection (2) of the
rule states "If the Department proposes to issue a permit, proposed provisions
prepared by the Department will be forwarded to the applicant and other interested
rersons at the discretion of the Department for comment, All corments must bea
submitted in writing within 14 days of mailing of the proposed oroviaions if such
corments are to receive consideration prior to final action on the appiication.”

Perhaps changing 14 days to 30 days in Rule 14-025(2) would solve this problem
and you could delete proposed Rule 23-033.06 from further consideration,

2. 20-033.03(2). We would suggest that in line four of Subsection {2) after
"any" the word "nev" be inserted. This would confine this new language only to new
operations of a type not otherwise listed in Table A, probably because no such
type of operation currently exists in the State.

If you should adopt this lanpuape, we a3k -~ what sources are Included that
you want to cover that aren't included in Table A? Wouldn't this bring a number of
small sources under permit and requive of them sophisticated and expensive testing?
Why can't Table A be expanded? This has the advantage of putting the soutrce on

notice as well as your staff that pecrmits are required. You have started out with



a program certain in its application, and we sugpest it be continued as started.

(3) 20-033,12(13). We urge you to put more certainty into the method of

determining fees. Low cost, medium cost and high cost is too subjective., It

could be based on the cost of the installation, a number of hours of work performed

by the agency or other methods. We-are also concerned that the proposed high cost

fees are above all current fees except those proposed for a new classification in

this proposal, and we wonder in what basis it 1s proposed?

(4}

(a)

Table A. Thare are several questions regarding the proposed permit fees.

We note that for (1) Incinerators {(formerly bh and tt); fuel butning
and uu)

~equipment (forﬁerly ce/: and minerals, earth and rock ground or other-

wise (formerly mm) that the words ''not elsewhere included" have been
eliminated., Does this mean that separate permits and feesg Wili be
charged to each type of installation? 1If so, this is contradictory

to the 1anguége of 20-033.08(1) which states 'air contaminant dischsrge
permits éhall be obtalned for the air contaminant sources, including

those processes and activities dilrectly related or associated thereto

~ which are listed in Table A." . When the permit regulations were first

adopted it was clearly understoqd that the major source was to get-the
permit which would include all subsidia;y sources even though they had
an SIC nuﬁber and were listed in Table A, The three catepories most
often subject to the question were those for which the lapnguage "not
elsewhere included" is now deleted. For exemple a large asphaltic
concrete paving piant (?gble A{3) migﬁt ;ell have a toiler for process
heat or steam, an incinerator for dispusing of Qolid waste and a crushing
cperation, Under ﬁrior policy the asphaltic concrete paving plant was
the operation receiving the permit becauge all three othex operations

wera Tassoclated or related". We believe that adoption of these new

-



(b)

(c)

(¢)

categories as wvritten may not be consistent with the stated policy of
the Commission at the time of adontion of the permit repulations. We
therefore request the reainsertion of "not elsevhere included” where de-
leted for both clarification sake and nolicy consistency.

On pare 3j there is a note discussing a 20% increase in costs for
multiple device installations. We wonder if this is justifiably
confined bo hodlers and further whether the "Amnual Pefmit Compliance
Determination Fee" justifies the increase? We assume that aoplications
for permits have ncw been received for the January 1 and July 1, 1973
permits and we are within the 60-day period for the January 1, 1974
group of permits. If adopted this change would appear to apply to all
fuel burning equipment because of the change in the rule which places
under Table A, 34 what was in Sections (cc) and (ww) of Table A. We
would request at least that these be applicable only to new operations:
that it not affect any existing permittees.

Again on page 8] there is a * , The language ''not limited to fuel
burning equipment generating steam for sale but excluding power generation.,”
Does this mean that if a wood products plant penerates electric power,
and a number do, that they are no longer classed as fuel burning equip-
ment at those fees? TIf not they will be automatically subject to

Table A, 54 "Flectric Power Ceneration" at fees which excead any fees
now being charged for any permit. We request a review of this clasgifi-
cation and elimination of any possibility that power generation under
thege conditions be subject to the fees proposed for electric power
genaration,

Table A, 56 "Petroieum refining. Orepon does not now have 2 major oil

refinary but it does have some rerefipers, We suggest the fee is too
¥
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high for rerefiners. Further we question the new higher fees and wonder
how they were justified. ORS 449.733(2) states ''The permit fees contained
in the schedule shall he hased upon the anticipated cost of filing and
investigatirg the application, of issulng or denying the requestad

permit, and of an inspection program to determine compliance or non-
compliance with the permit, The permit fees are to cover only certain
aspects of your permit program and not of your general opetrational
program. We believe there should be @dequate justification of the amounts
of these proposed new and changed permit fees, particularly where they

are hipgher than other existing classifications.
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GIORGE [ HUEHLECK
JACK R PETERSON

St .57[;[5)15 Public Schools

SCHOOL DISTRICT NG, 502
215 5. 2wD STREET -
S5T. HELENS, OREGON 97051

PHONE 397-2085

_ ~November 27, 1973
Hearings UfTicer For

Department of bnvironmental Guality
State of Orepgon

(1)

(o)

(3)

Uiarharua Hule, UAH §H0, nwctiwnq ?0 033 07 thrnumh ’O 013.,0.

diske vl heeiangs hovenber 27, 19731 Limet 10: Q0 a. e 3 Place; nudltutium
Fublic Service bBuilding, 900 S, Sixth A Avanuv, Portlend, Oregon,

STAIRNMENT: By St. Helens 3chool District Eg. 502, St. Helens, Oregon 97051

We petition that school districts be exempted from the payment of any fees under
these or other repulations of the Department of Bavivonmental tuality. Financlal
support of school districts is derived basically from Jocal taxes and state
revenue as authorized by the Orepon lecislature.

Assessment of these fees upon school districis is in effect a form ol taxation.
It 1s not good governmental fiscal practice for nne state agency to tax another
agency of the state., This is like taking money out of one pocket and placing it
in another of the same coate. Taxing school distriects for this purpose will
create an unequal tax burden on citirens throughnut a given area.

Long ago the United States Supreme Cnhurt issusd thes " State Instrumentalities"
Doctrine." The court held: " that the basic division of power between federal
and state governments reouired that each level of government be prevented from
taxing the "instrumentalities" - the property, securities, and activities - of
the other, to insure that the taxing power would not be used io weaken the powers
of the other level of government.”

The taxing of one state agency by ancther state agency has the effect to weaken
the powers of the one that is taxed, To the local tax payer this becomes an added
taxs To the 'ocal school district this is a dlrect loss of financial resources.
The 14973 lepislature granted additional state revenue to school districts for the
purpose of lowering local property taxes, Is then, another-state apency to be
authorlzed to make assessments which will in turn railse to a degree these same
taxes? ' '

We strongly protest Lo any fee assessment unon school distriets, 1t ls a tax,
because such agency finaneing is unsound governmental p llcy, and is contrary
to the public interest.

lesperetfully vﬁuru; L

L -}"._‘,-’. g

Nayne}Foster, Superintendent-Clerk
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DONALD T OLASSHETE, BUSINESS ALsIAMT ' S E
MANGARLL 14, STANSDURY, nLpUTY CLERK :Il%;rl;mi:r:lgl?gl;—:HALL

GEORGE E, MUEHLECK
JACK . PETERSCIN

St. Helens Public 5@500[5

SCHOOL DISTRICT NQ. 502
215 S, 2ND STREET
ST. HELENS, ORGGON 9703)

PHONE 397-3083
November 27, 1973
Tov Hearings Officer For
Department of knvironmental Huality
State of Oregon

5 (1) Public Hearing for the purpose nf amending portions of the Air Contaminantu
¥ Discharge Rule, OAR 340, Sectinns 20-033.02 through 20-093.20,

(7) Dbute of Hearing: hovember 27, 19733 Timers 10:00 . ; Place) Audltorium
" Public Service Luilding, 920 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Orepon.

et

! il . . 'S' »
(3) STATEMENT: Ex St. Helens School District No. 502 t Helens Oregon 97051

§.' We petition that school districts be exempied from the payment of any feen under
. - these or other regulations of the Department of Environmental tuality. Financial
support of school districts is derived basically from jJocal taxes and state
revenue as authorized by the Oregon legislature,

Assessment of these fees upon school districts iz in effect a form of taxation.

It is not good governmental fiscal practice for one state agency to tax another
agency of the state. This ia 1like taking money out of one pocket and placing. it -
in another of the same coat. Taximg school districts for this purpose will
create an unequal tax burden on cltlzens throughout a given area.

Long ago the United States Supreme Court issued the:r " State Instrumentalities"
Doctrine." The court held: " that the basic division of power between federsl
and state govarnments required that each level of government be prevented from
taxing the "instrumentalities" - the property, securities, and activities - of N
the other, to insure that the taxing power would not be used to weaken the poWers L
of the other level of government,"” : ‘

The taxing of one state agency by another siate agency has the effect to weaken
the powers of the one that is taxed. To the local tax payer thils becomes an added
taxs To the local school district this is a direct loss of financial resources.:
The 1973 legislature granted additional state revenue toc school districts for the
i purpose of lowering local property taxes, Is then, another state agency to be

P authorized to make assessments which will in-turn raise to a degree these same

! ' taxes:

é We strongly protest to any fee assessment upon school distriets, it 1s a tax,
~ because such agency finanecing 1s unsound governmental prlicy, and is contrary
to the public interest,

Qespectfully y ursfr.agnr
L."Ld'\,f L C PANR N (,j

Nayne Foster, Superintendent-ﬂlerk
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GEORGE E. MUEHLECK
JACK R, PE1LRSOM.
’ .
St. o%-;[sna Publin Sehools
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 502
215 5. 2nD STREET
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051
PHONE 397.3083
‘November 27, 1973
Tot Hearings Officer For :

Department of Lnvironmental GQuality
State of Oregon

(1)
(2)

(3)

Public Hearing I'or the purpose of amending portlons of the Air Contsminant
Meacharge Nule, QAR 340, Sectinns 20-033.02 through ?0-033.20.

Date of Hearing: MNovember 27, 973; Times 10100 a.m. { Ploce; Audiltorium
Public Service building, 9?0 W, bixth Avenue, Portland Oregon.

STATEMENTI- Ex St. Helens School District No. 502, St. Helens, Oregon 9?051

We petition that school districts be exempted from the payment of any feas under
these or other regulations of the Department of Environmental Guality. Financial
support of school districts is derived basically from 10ca1 taxes ard state
revenue as authorized by the Oregon legislature,

Assessment of these fees upon school districts is in effect a form of taxation.
It 1s not good governmental fiscal practice for one state agency to tax another .
agency of the state., This is like taking money out of one pocket and placing it .. .
in another of the same coate. Taximg school districts for this purpose will
create an unegual tax burden on citizens throughout a given area.

Long ago the United States Supreme Court issued the: ™ State Insirumentalities"
Doctrine.,” The court held: " that the basic division of power beiween federal
and state governments required that each level of government be prevented from
taxing the "instrumentalities" - the property, securities, and activities - of - .
the other, to insure that the taxing power wnould not be used to weaken the powers o
of the other level of government.” : =

The taxing of one state agency by another state agency has the effect to weaken
the powers of the ona that is taxed. To the local tax payer this becomes an added -
taxs To the local school district this is a direct loss of financial resources.
The 1973 legislature granted additional state revenue to school dlstricts for the
purpose of lowering local property taxea, Is then, another state agency to be
authorized to make assessments which will in turn ralse to a degree these same
taxes,

We strongly protest to any fee assessment upon school districts, it is a tax,
because =uch agency financing is unsound governmental prlicy, and ls contrary
to the public interest.

stpcctfully Np urs,-‘
("f,gr‘l(.l ‘ € -
Wgyné/Foster; Superlntendenthblerk
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WILLIAM G- WILSON, DIRECTGR OF INSTAUCHON
DONALD L, OLMSCHEID, BUSINESS ASSISTANT
MARGARET 1), STANSDBURY, DEPUTY CLERK

Tot

WALLACE E. LAMBERT, CHAIRHAN
MRS. DETTY SOULE

LLOYD H. MENDENHALL -
GEORGE E, MUEHLECK

JACK R PETERSCHN

c%f. c;'l)(.s[um Publia ./_-Saﬁooﬁi

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 502
215 S. 2D STRAEY
ST, HELENS, OREGON 9705}

PHOMNE 397-30a5 .
_ . November 27, 1973
Hearings Officer For - ‘ A

Department of Lnvironmental Guality
State of Oregon

(1) Public Hearing for the purpose of amending portlons of the Aix Lontaminant

(2)

(3)

Discharge Itule, OAR 340, Sectionz 70-033,02 through 20~ 013 20,

Date of Hearing: Novembsr 27, 1973; Times 10:00 a.m. j Place Auditorium

Public Service Building, 920 S.W. Sixth Avenue Portland, Oregon.

STATEMENT: By St. Helens School Distrlet No. 502, St. He].ens, Oregon 97051

We petition that school districts be exempted from the payment of any fees under
these or other regulations of the Department of Environmental tuality. Financlal
support of school districts is derived basically from 1ocal taxes and state
revenue as authorized by the Oregon lepiqlature. .

Assessment of these fees upon school districts is in effect a form of taxation.

It is not good governmental flscal practice for nne state agency to tax another

agency of the state. This is like taking money out of one pocket and placing it

in another of the same coat. Taximg school districts for this purpose will R
create an unequal tax burden on citizens throughout a given area.

Long ago the United States Supreme Court issued the: " State.Instrumentalities“
Doctrine." The court held: " that the basic division of power between federal .
and state governments recuired that each level of government be nrevented'ffom
taxing the "instrumentalities" - the property, securities, and activities - of
the other, to Insure that the tax1ng power would not be used to waaken the powers};fﬁ
of the other level of government." : .

The taxing of one state agency by another state agency hdé the effect to weaken
the powers of the one that is taxed. To the local tax payer this becomes. an added

taxs To the local school district this i1s a direct loss of financial resources, .-

The 1973 legislature granted additional state revenue to school districts for the
purpose of lowering local property taxes, Is then, another state agency to be :
authorized to make assessments which will In turn raisge to a degree these same. -

taxesf

We strongly protest to any fee assessment upon school districts, it is a tax, _'
because such agency financing is unsound governmental p\llcy, and is GOntraIy
to the publlie interest. ,

HeSpectfully Y ure, 7 B
v aypy 0 g les

wayne Foster,ASuperlntendent-Clerk
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WAYNE FOSTER, SUPERINTENDENT.CLERK ’ ' DISTRICT
WILLIAM G- WILSON, HAECTOR OF 'NSTRUCTION R . wﬁ._fggii”ﬂ%égi?ﬁa,mw

BONALD

OLHSCHEIR, BUSINESS ASSISTANT : MRS, BETTY SOULE

MARGARET B. STANSDURY, DEPUTY CLERK - LLOYD 1), MENDENHALL

" Tot

GEORGE E. MUEHLECK
JACK R. PETERSON

St 5717[5&121 Publie 454/900[1

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO, 502
21% 5, 28D STRERT
5T, HELENS, QREGON 97051

PHONE 397-3043 . . .
November 27, 1973
Hearings Officer For '

Department of bnvironmental humlitv
State of Oregon

(1)
(=)

(3)

Public Hearing for the purpose of amending portions of the Air Contaminant

‘scharge Ruls, QAR 40, Sections 20-033.02 through 20-0%3.20,.

Dute of Hearing: November H?,'Jﬂ?ﬂg Times 10100 awm. 3 Placej Auditorium

Public dervice bullding, 920 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

STATEMENT: By St. Helens School _;gtr 502, St. Helcns, Oregon Q?Qﬁl

We petlition that school dlstricts be exempted from ithe payment of any fees under

. these or other regulations of the Department of Environmental (nality. PFinanclal.

support of school districts is derived basically from Jocal taxss and Statﬁ3ﬁf
revenue as authorized by the Oregon legislature.

Assessment of these fees upon school districtis iz in effect a form of taxation,
It is not good governmental filscal practice for one state agency to tax another :
agency of the state. This is like taking money out of one pocket and placing. it
in another of the same coat. Taximg school districts for this purpose will . -
create an unequal tax burden on citigzens throughout a given area.

Long ago the United States Supreme Court issued the: " State Instrumentalitios“' s
BDoctrine." The court held: " that the basic division of power between federal
and state governments reguired that each level of government be prevented from
taxing the "instrumentalities" - the property, securities, and activities - of P
the other, to insure that the taxing power would not be used to weaken the powers ‘
of the other level of government. : - :

The taking of one state agency by another state agency has the effect to weaken
the powers of the one that is taxed. To the local tax payer this becomes an added
tax. - To the local school district this is a direct loss of financial resources.
The 1973 legislature granted additional state revenue to school districts for ihe
purpose of lowering local property taxesy Is then, another state agency to be
authorized 1o make assessments which will in turn raise 1o a degree these same o
taxes. '

We atrongly protest to any fee assessment upon school distriets, 1t is a fax,
because such agency financing is unsound governmental prlicy, and is contrary
to the public interest. :

QpSpectfully yAurs( fﬂJ~~N“”"
Clvttey 1UC. o ooy 7 .
Wﬁyyg Foster, Suparintendent—CIerk :



DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAI. QUAI.ITY

1234 sW. MoRmsoN STREET 'I_PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 * Telephone (503) 229- 5301

TOM 'M.cCA'LLi' -' Sl |
. GOVERNOR S DT ’\Iotu:e of PUb]'lC Hearmg

DIARMUID F. O‘SCANNI..AIN
- Dlrector -

Department of Env1ronmenta] Qua11ty

State.of Oregon - o

- MOTICE ISHEREBY*GiVEH.thaf the Departméntrof En&fraﬁﬁentﬁi ,.
QuaTity will -.conduct. pubiic .hearings bafore a heaﬁngs ﬁfﬁcér -
Ides1gnated by the Department for the purpose of amend1ng port1ons A }f‘e'
of the Air Contam1nant D1scharge Pu]e ‘0AR 340 Sect10ns _ |

'.20—043.04 through 20-033.20. The amendments c]arlfy source ;
. - categories subject to permits, adds new soufces-reqdired to have -
.perm1ts, and clarifies fees for some source cateGOW1es
The anartment w111 hold pub]1c 1ear1ngs to cons1der test1mony
ré]at1ng to the nroposed rule changes as 1ndj¢ated_be]ow: -
| | Date: November 27, 1973 | BRI
Time: 10:00 a.m.
Place: 1Aud1t0r1um (2nd Floor)
. Public Service uu1]d1ng .

920 S. H. Sixth Avenue .
Portland, OR . o

_ Coﬁiés of tﬁe.proéoséd rule cﬁangés méy be bbfdfﬁedifroﬁifhe""' _
© Department at 1234 S, . Horrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205
(telephone 229-5630) | o |

e

' Dated  October 4, 1973 . A&Jﬁé ' , SR
o - o DIF#RMUID F. 0'SCA} INLATN, Directolr_

DEQT

L akmlin
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The public noticeg shall allow 30 days for
written commé&nt from the public and
from interested S t at e and Federal
agencies, '

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

it

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE
PERMITS -
15 0CT 1973

20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) Air con~
taminant discharge permits shall be obtain-

- [ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci-
fied, sections 20-033.02 through 20-033,

20 of this chapter of the Oregon Admin-
istrative Rules Compilation were adopted
by the Department of Environmental Qual-
ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec~

retary of State ‘August 31 1972 as DEQ 47.]

20-033,02 PURPOSE. The . purpose of
these regulations is to prescribe the re-
quirements and procedures for obtaining
Air Contaminant Discharge Permits pur-
suant to Chapter 406, Oregon Laws 1971

for stationary sources,

- 20-033,04 DEFINITIONS. As used in
these regulations wunless otherwise re-
qulred by context:

(1} ““Department’

{(2) ““Commizsion’  means Environ-

. mental Quality Commission.

(3) ‘"Person’’ means the United States
“overnment and agencies thereof, an vy
state, individual, public or private corpor=~
ation, political subdivision, governmental

~agency, municipality, industry, co-part-

nership, association, firm, trust, estate,
or any other 1ega1 entlty whataver,

(4) “‘Permit’ or ‘Air Contaminant Dis-
charge Permit’’ means a written permit

issued by' the Department or Regional’
~Authority in accordance with duly adopted

procedures, which by its conditions auth-
orizes the permittee to construct, install,
modify or operate specified facilities,
conduct specified activities, or emit, dis=-
charge or dispose of air contaminants in
accordance with specified practices, lim-

itations or prohibitions.

(5)
umbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authorlty,]
Mid—wi;l:lamette Valley Air Pollution Auth-
ority ‘_ﬁ,] or the Lane Regional Air
Pollution Authority.

© 20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be

he policy of the Department of Eviron-

.nental Quality and the Regional Author-
itica to issue public noticelas to the re~-
ceipt of an application within 15 days af-
ter the application is accepted for filing.

12-15-72 : :

"Regional Authorlty" means the ICol-

> means Department of
‘Environmental Quality.

ed for the air contaminant sources, includ-
ing those processes and activities directly
related or associated thereto which are
listed in Table A, appended hereto and in-
corporated therein by reference- [,_J . {in
accordance with the schedules set forth in
subsections (2), (3}, (4), and (5) of this
section. WA /a (Q( -2

, {2} No person shall construct, install,
establish, develop or operate any & air
contaminant source listed in Table A ./ . K
appended hereto or any #e# source not
lésted~in=Table A-whish would emit@df uni-
controlled 10 tons or more per year of any
air contaminants including, but not limit-
ed to: 1

Nfirst obtal ning a permit from.the Depa.rt—

ment or Regional Authority.
{3) Any source listed in Table A may

apply to the Department ‘Regional Auth-
ority for a special mﬁ&»» - AL Con—
taminant- Discharge-Permit if operating a

facility with no alr afindhat .dischaxgeg,
The determination of applicability of this ‘-'N‘

rw-ﬂ Nonalimwi-aaden Alr Contaminant DlscharqD

8c'

Permit shall be madc®oy the Department or
Regicnal Authority having jurisdiction.:
If issued a special Mewsimission Air-Con-—
bamirant . Digeherge Permit,the Application
Investigation and Permit Issuing or Deny-
ing Fee and/or Annual Permit Compliance
Determination Fee, provided by Section
20-033.12, may be waived by the Depart-
ment or Regional Authority.

Y__(’3 ) After Janwaryl, 1973, no person shall
operate any air conlaminant source {a)
through (1) as listed in Table A appended
hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any air
contaminant from said source except as
may be authorized by a currently valid per-
mit fromthe Department or Regional Auth-
ority.|

{_4) After July 1, 1973, no person shall
operate any air contaminant source (m)
through (hh) as listed in T'able A appended
hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any
air contaminant from said source except
as may be authorized by a currently valid
permit from the Depa.:rtment or Regmnal
“Autho rity. ] :
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ft3) After January 1, 1974, no person
-shall gperate any air contaminant source
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap-
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or.al-
-low any air contaminant from said souzce
except as may be authorized by a cur-

rently valid permit from the Department

or Regional Authority.’

20-033.10 MULTIPiE—SOURCE PERMIT. When

a single site includes more than one of
the air contaminant sources listed in
Table A, a single permit may be -issued
including all sources located at the
site. E;lch:[ For uniformity -swel-jes-
mides  sha separately identify by sub-
section each air contaminant source
included from Table A¢ Ekpplications for
multiple-source permits will not be re-
ceived by the Department or Regional
Authority for processing without

8c-1
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'pnor written agreement between the per- -

mit ‘ssuing agency and the apphcant con-
cer g the overall meritofissuing a mul-
tiple-source permit forthe site under con-
sideration.

~ {1) When'a Smgle. air contaminant source
which is included in a multiple-source per-
mit, is subject to permit modification, re~
vocation, suspension or denial, suchaction
by the Department or Regional Authority
shall -only - affect that individual source
without thereby affecting any other source
.subject to that permit.

(2) When a multiple-source perm1t in-
cludes air contaminant sources subject to
the jurisdiction of the Department and a
Regional Authority, the Departmeni may
require that it shall be the permit issuing

agency. In such cases, the Department
-and the Regiorial Authority shall other-
wise maintain and exercise all other as-
-pects of their respective jurisdictions over
the permittee,

2_0-033.12 FEES. (1) All persons required
to obtain a permit shall be subject to a
thr- -part fee consistingof a uniformnon-
refu.dable Filing Fee of $25,00, a vari-
able Application Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee. The amount equaltothe Filing Fee and
the Apphca.tlon Investigation and Permit
Issumg or Denying Fee shall be submitted
as a required part of the application. The
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee shall be paijd prior to issuance of the

actual permit, .

(2} The fee schedule contamed in the
listing of air contaminant sources listed
in Table A appended hereto shall be
applied to determine the variable permit
fees.

‘vestigation and Permit Issuing or Denying
Fee shall be submitted with each appli-
ction for a new permit, mochﬁed permit,
or renewed permit.

(4) Modifications of existing, unexpired
permits which are instituted by the De-
partment or Regjonal Authority due to
chz ing conditions or standards, receipts
of additional information or any other re-
ason pursuant to applicable statutes and
do not require re-filing or review of an
application or plans and specifications

shall not require submission of the Filing
Fee or the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee,

~(5) Applications for multiple-source
permits received pursuant to Section 20-
003.10 shall be subject to a single $25.00
Filing Fee., The application Investigation
and Permit Issuing or Denying Fe e and
Annual Permit Compliance Letermination

. Fee for multiple-source permits shall be

{3) The F111ng Fee and Apphcatlon In-"

8d

equal to the total amounts required by the
individual sources involved, as listed in
Table A,

(6) At least one .A:nnual Permit Com-
pliance Determination Fee shall be paid
prior to final issuance of a permit. There-
after, the Annual Permit Compliance Det-
ermination Fee shall be paid at least 30
days prior to the start of each subsequent
permit year, Failure to timely remit the
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee in accordance with the above shall be
considered grounds for not issuing a per-
mit or revoking an existing permit.

(7) If 2 permit is issued for a period
less than one (1) year, the applicable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee shall be equal to the full annual fee.
If a permit isdssued for a period greater
than 12 months, the applicable Annual
Permit Compliance Determination Fee
shall be prorated by multiplying the An-
nual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee by the number of months covered by
the permit and dividing by twelve(l2).

{(8) In no case shall a permit be 1ssued
for more than five (5) years.

(9) Upon accepting an application for fil-
ing, the Filing Fee shall be considered
as non-refundable,

- (10) The Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee need not
be submitted upon notice in writing by
the permit issuing agency or shall be
refunded when submitted with applications
for modified or remewed permits if the
following conditions exist:

(2} The modified or renewed permit is
essentially the same as the previous per=-
mit.

{b) The source or svurcesincluded are
in compliance with all conditions gf the
modified or renewed permit.

(11) When an air contaminant source
which is in compliance with the rules of

a permit issuing agency relocates orpro-

12-15-72
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poses to relocate its operation to a site
in the jurisdiction of another permit is-
suing agency having comparable control
requirements, application may be made
and approval may be given for an exemp-

“tion of the Application Investigation and

Permit Issuing or Deaying Fee., The per~

. it application and the request for such

(14)

fee reduction shall be accompanied by (1)
a copy of the permit issued for the pre-
vious location, and (2) certification that
the permittee proposes to operate with
the same equipment, at the same pro-
duction rate, and under similar conditions
at the new or proposed location. Certi-
fication by the agency previously having
jurisdic‘:tion that the source was operated
in compliance with all rules and regul-
ations will be acceptable should the pre-
vious permit not indicate such compliance,

(12) If a temporaryor conditional permit
is issued in accordance withadopted
procedures, . fees submitted withthe appli-
cation for an air contaminant discharge
permit shall be rstained and be appli-
cable to the reaular permit when it is

(13) Sources requlred to obtaln a permlh
under Section 20-033.08 (2) not included
in Table A shall be subjecy to, in addi-
tion to the Filling Fee of $25.00, a fee
schedule bhased upon the anticipated costs
of investigating the application, of
issuing or denying the permit, and of com-
pliance inspections. Said schedules shall
be subject to confirmation by the Envir-

onmental Quality Commission.

({13)) All fees shall be made payable to
the permit issuing agency, Eﬁd—-ﬂ'h&'ll be
deposited in the S.tate Treasury by the
Department of Environmental Quality to
the credit of the Department of Environ~-
mental Quality Air Emission Permit Ac-
count which is continuously appropriated
for the purpose of funding the air con-

taminant® discharge permit program cov-

ered by these reguiations.

20-033.14 PROCEDURES F OR OB-'

TATNING PERMITS, Submission and pro-
cessing of applications for permits and
issuance, denial, modification, and re-

- vocation of permits shall be in accordance

with duly adopted procedures of the per-

‘mit issuing agency.

Ee

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

20-033,16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS; (1)
No person shall construct, install, eatab-
lish, modify or enlarge any air contarin-
ant source listed in Table A or facilities
for controlling, treating, or otherwise lim-
iting air contaminant emissions from air
contaminant sources listed in Table A
without notifing the permit issuing agency

as required by ORS 449.712 and rules
promulgated thereunder.
{(2) Prior to construction, installation,

establishment; modification or enlarge-
ment of any air contaminant source listed
in Table A or facilities for. controlling,
treating, or otherwise limiting air con-
taminant emissions from air contaminant’
gsources listed in Table A, detailed plans
and specifications shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Depart-
ment or Regional Authority upon request

. as required by ORS 449.712 and rules

promulgated thereunder.

20-033,18 REGISTRATION EX-
EMPTION. Air contaminant sources con-

.structed and operated under a permit is=

sued pursuant to these regulations may be
exempted from Registration as required
by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 449.707.

20-033.20 P E RMIT PROGRAMS FOR
REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORIT -
IES, Subject to the provisions of this sec-
tion 20-033.20, the Environmental Qual-
ity Commission authorizes each Regional
Authority to issue air contaminant dis-
charge permits for air contamination
gources within its jurisdiction,’

{1) A Regional Authority’s permit pro-
gram, including proposed permits and
proposed revised permits, shall be sub-
mitted to the Environmental Quality Com-
mission for review and approval prior
to final adoption by the Regional Auth-

ity. Each permit issued by a Repgional

Authority shallby its conditions authorize
the permittee to construct, install, modify
or operate specified facilities, conduct .
gspecified activities, or emit, discharge.
or dispose of air contaminants in accord-"
ance with specified practice s, 11m1tat1ons,

' or prohibitions,
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(2) Each permit proposed to be issued

or revised by a Regional Authority shall
" be. bmitted to the Department of Envir-
onmental Quality at least fourteen (14)
days prior to the proposed issuance date.
. Within the ‘fourteen (14) day period, the
Department shall give written notice to
the Regional Authority of any objection
the Department has to the proposed per-
mit or revised permit or its issuance.
No permit shall be issued by a Regional

Authority Unless all ob_]ec\.mna the;eto by

" the Department shall be resolved prior
to its issuvance. If the Department does

not make any such Ob]&Cth‘l,_the proposed”

- permit or revised permit may be issued
* by the Regional Authority.
© . {3) If there is an objection by the De~
. partment regarding a proposed or revised
permit, the Department shall present
- 'its objection before the Board of the Re~
glonal Authority in questlon prlor to the
" issuance of a final permit,

-(4) If as a result of objection bythe De-

partment regarding a proposed orrevised
permit, the Regional Authority is unable
to :et the time provisions of either this

regulation or those contained in an ex- -
isting permit, the Regional Authority shall

R34

 issue a temporary permit for a period not
" to exceed 90 days.

(5) The Regional Authorlty shall give

- written notice to the Department of its

intention to deny an application for a

. permit, not to remew a permit, or to re-
. voke or

suspend any existing permit.
(6) A copy of each permit issued or re-
vised by a Regional Authority pursuant.
to this section shall be promptly sub-
mitted to the Department.
E_L?) The Regional Authority shall pre-
pare and submit to the Department a
summary listing .of "ai r  contaminant
sources currently in violation of issued
permits. These reports shallbemadeon a
quarterly basis commencing April 1, 1973,

12-15-72
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY | CH. 340

PROPOSED CHANGES TO
TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE

Application Annual
Investigation Permit
Air I§§323$¥21 and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number _Denying Fee ti?n Fee
1. [a]l Asphalt production by
~ distillation 2951 $ 75 $ 50
2. [b] Asphalt blowing plants . 2951 100 75
3. [c] Asphaltic concrete paving
plants 2951 100 100
4. [d] Asphalt felts and coating 2952 150 100
5. [e] Calcium carbide manu-
facturing 2819 225 150
6. [f] Alkalies and chlorine -
manufacturing : 2812 225 175
7. [g] Mitric acid manufacturing 2819 100 75
8. [h] Ammonia manufacturing 2819 200 125
9. [i] Secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175
10. [Jj] Rendering plants ' 2094 150 100
11. [k] Coffee roasting _ 2095 100 ‘ 75
12. [1] sulfite pulp and paper . 2611 300 B b £
production ‘ 2621
2631
[m] [Grain mi1l products loca- 2041]
ted in Special Control 2042]
Areas]
(10,000 or more T/hr.] [250] [150
(less than 10,000 T/yr.] [50] [50}
13. Flour and other grain 2041
mill products in Special
Control Areas _ _ ,
a. 10,000 or more T/yr. 250 150
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. . 50 50

3 Oct. 73 |  8g
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Table A Continued

14
15.
16

(n]
7.
18.
19. [o]
20. [p]
21. [q]
gg;. [r]
23. [s]
24, [t]

Air
Contaminant
Source

Prepared feeds for animals

and fowls in Special
Control Areas.
a. 10,000 or more T/yr.

b. Less than 10,000 T/yr.

Cereal preparations in
Special Control Areas.

Blended and prenared
flour in Special Control
Areas.

——

a. 10,000 or more T/yr.

b. Less than 10,000 I/yr.

[Grain elevators located
in Special Control Areas]
{20,000 or more T/yr.]

[Less than 20,000 T/yr.]

Grain elevators -storage
only located in Special
Control Areas.
a. 20,000 or more T/yr.
b. Less than 20,000 T/y

I

Grain elevators - primarily

engaged in buying and/or

marketing grain - in Special

Control Areas.
a. 20,000 or more T/yr

b. Less than 20,000 T/vr.

Redimix concrete
P1ywood manufacturing

Veneer manufacturing (not
eisewnere included)

Particleboard manufacturing

Hardboard manufacturing

Charcoal manufacturing

8h

Sfandard
Industrial
Classifica-

tion Number

2042

2043

2045

[4221]

3273
2432
2434

2492
2493
2861

Application

- Annual
Investigation Permit
and Permit Compliance
Issuing or Determina-
Denying Fee tion Fee
$ 250 § 150
50 50
250 150
250 150
20 20
[150] {100]
[50] [50]
150 100
50 50
300 225
<0~ - 75
Lo BT
75 50
150 100
75 75
300 150
200 100
200 100



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340

Table A continued

Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Air ~ Industrial and Permit Compliance -
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
25. [u] Battery separator 2499 $ 75 $ 50
manufacturing. ]
[v] [Furniture and fixtures [2511] {125] [100]
100 or more employees]
26. Battery manufacturing 3691 100 75
27. Furniture and fixtures 2511 .
a. 100 or more employees 125 100
b.
iess than 100 -
employees 75 50
28. [w] Glass manufacturing 3231 100 75
29. [x] Cement manufacturing 3241 300 150
30. [y] Lime manufacturing 3274 150 100
31. [z] Gray iron and steel 3321
, foundries ' 3323
a. 3,500 or more tons '
per year production 300 150
b. Less than 3,500 tons :
per year production 100 100
. 32. [aa] Steel works, rolling and _
finishing mills 3312 , 300 ' 175
[bb] [Incineﬁétors (not else-
where included) more than
2,000 1b/hr. capacity] : [100] [100]
33. Incinerators]znot eléewhere
included) j
a. Greater than 4,000 1bs/hr
capacity - 100 100
b. 40 Tb/hr to 4,000 1b/hr
capacity 75 75

81
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(heat input)

CH, 340 OREGON ADMINISTRAT
: - ' Application Annual
Table A continued Standard Investigation Permit
: : - Air Industrial and Permit " Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee “tion Fee
[cc] [Fuel burning equipment [4961]
(not elsewhere included) '
Residual oil1 5 million $ [100] $ [ 50]
or more btu per hour
(heat input)
Wood fired 5 million or [100] [ 50]
more btu per hour (heat
input) ]
34. Fuel burning equipment 4961*
1“"1’5{.2‘ vptlon ,:..,‘...r:-ilfl'F:F:F:'l'
a. Residual o1l .
- 1) 250 miliion or 150 100
more btu/hr,
(heat input)

2) 5 million or more 100 50
but less than 250
million btu/hr.

(heat input)

3) Less than 5 mil- 25 25
Tion btu/hr.

Sheat input)
b. Distillate oi

1) 250 million_or more 150 100
btu/hr. (heat in-
put) :

2) 5 million or more 25 25
but less than 250 ‘
million btu/hr.

{heat input)
c. Wood fired

1] 250 million or more 150 100
btu/hr. {heat in-
put)

2) 5 million or more 100 50
but Tess than 250
million btu/hr.

(heat input)
3) Less than 5 mil- 25 25
Tion btu/hr.
{Heat input)
d. Coal fired _ I
j T) & million or more 280 50~
\ drtless~tham=-259 ' T
' mid-lGem btu/hr. )50 A0

2 . ) )
NOTE:> The above fees shall be increased by 20% to cover costs of multi-

~ple device installatio

ns.

*Not }imited to fuel burning equipment generating steam for sa]gj ¢éz%¢

/W%wa ‘x-(? ' I.:-'l-.f ﬂ.j J'T_e, gggj' -

e N -

¢
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340
Table A continued |
Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
35. [dd] Primary smelting and refin- 3313
ing of ferrous and nonfer- 3339
rous metals not elsewhere
classified. :
a. 2,000 or more tons per
year production 300 175
b. Less than 2,000 tons
per year production | 100 75
36. [ee] Synthetic resin manufacturing 2821 [2831] 100 100
37. [ff] Seed cleaning located in 0719 0 ]
Special Control Areas (not
elsewhere included)
38. [gg] Kraft pulp and 2611 300 175
paper production 2621
2631 7
39. [bh] Primary aluminum production 3334 $ 300 $175
40, [ii] Indﬁstria] inorganic and 2810 250 125
organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere
included) :
41, [3jj] Savmill and planing 2421
a. 25,000 or more
bd.ft/shift 75 50
b. Lless than 25,000
bd.ft/shift 25 25
fkk] [Mi11 work] [2431] [75] [50]
42 Mill work b :
ERPHOYERs—armereer 2431 75 50
[11] [Furniture and fixtures
7 Tess than 100 employees] [2511] [75] [50].
43, [mm] Minerals, earth and rock 3295
ground or otherwise 100 75
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. Table A continued

AppTlication Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Air : Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
44, [nn] Brass and bronze foundries 3362 75 50
45. [oo] Aluminum foundries (not
elsewhere included) ' 3361 75 50
[ppl Galvanizing and pipe coating - = 3479 75 - 50
exclude all other_ activities : : AAJ
C sl _ . S .
47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or
more employees 2013 75 .50
(rr] Herbicide ménufacturing 2879 225 175

48
49. [ss] Bu11ding paper and building

: board mills (not else - 2661 - 150 100
where included)

[tt] [Incinerators (not e]se~
where 1nc1ﬂfed) Z’POO to ,
4,000 pounds per hour _
capacity)] : . $ [75] $ [75]

[uu] EFue] burning equipment) [4961]
not elsewhere included -
Residual 01l less . [25] [25]

%han 5 miilgon btu/hr .
heat input -
Distillate oil 5 [25] [25]

?11110n or Tore btu/hr .

heat input _ '

Wood Fired less than 5 \ [25] [25]

million btu/hr (heat ‘ '
~ input)]

Hardwood mills with 5 or
more empioyees

Shake and shinale mills -
N T8 employeas:

Electroplating, polishing
and anodizing with b ax

mere_employees

81

Beet sugar manufacturing

2426

2429
2063

3471

™Y
[$)]
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Table A continued

N } Application Annual
Standard - Investigation Permit
Ai{- o Industrial and Permit Compiiance
Contaminant . Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
54, Electric power generation 4911 350 225
55. ~ Gas production and/or
manufacturing 4925 _ 350 225
56. Petroleum refining 2011 . 450 325
57. ~ Wood Preserving 2491 75

T (tabJesT andd_speefaities— .

8. Frozen fruits, juicesy Vege;/f@,/wz’wj_@:ﬁaﬂ

50




TESTTMONY ON THY PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS TG THE RULES OM
AIR CONTAYMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS

Movember 27, 1973

I am Thomas G. Donaca representing the Air Quality Committee of Associated
Oregon Industries. The following are our comments on the proposed rules:

1. 20-033.06. We understand the difficulty the Department was having with
the time frames of having to give public notice 15 days after an application was
accepted for filiag, but hefore any form of permit was prepared. However, the
proposed lanpuage has no time frame, at least from the applicant's standpoint.
This seems in conflict with Rule 14-025 (Issuance of Permit). Subsection (2) of the
rule stétes "If the Department nroposes to lssue a permit, proposed provisions
prepared by the Department will be forwarded to the applicant and other interested
rersons at the discretion of the Department for comment. All comments must be
submitted in writing within 14 days of mailing of the proposed orovisions if such
corments are to receilve consideration prior to final action on the application."

Perhaps changing 14 days to 30 days in Rule 14-025(2) would solve this problem
and you could delate proposed Rule 23-033,06 from further consideration.

2, 20-033.08(2). We would sugpest that in line four of Subsection (2) after
"any" the word "new" be inserted. This would confine this new language only to new
operations of a type not otherwise listed in Table A, probably because no such
type of operation currently exists 1n the State.

If you should adopt this lanpuage, we ask -~ what sources are included that
you want to cover that aren't included in Table A? Wouldn't this bring a number of
small sources under permit and require of them sophisticated and expensive testing?
Why can't Table A be expanded? This has the advantage of putting the source on

notice as well as your staff that permits are required. You have started out with



a program certain in its application, and we suggest it be continued as started.

(3) 20-033.12(13). We urge vou to put more certainty into the method of

determining fees. Low cost, medium cost and high cost is too subjective., It

could be bagsed on the cost of the installation, a number of hours of work performed

by the agency or other methods. Ve are also concernesd that the proposed high cost

fees are above sll current fees except those propesed for a new classificatfion in

this propesal, and we wonder in what basis it is proposed?

{4)
{a)

Tahle A. There are several questions regardiﬁg the proposed permit fzes.
We note that for (1} Incinerators (formeriy bh and tt); fuel burning

and uu) ’ .
equipment (formerly cc/; and minerals, earth and rock ground or other-
wise (formerly mm) that the words '"not elsevhere included" have heen
eliminated. Does this mean that separate permits and fees will be
charged to each type of installation? 1If so, thls is contradictory

T

to the lanpuage of 20-~033,08(1) which states “air contaminani dischorpe
permite shall be obtalined for the air contaminant sources, including
those processes and activities directly related or aséociated thereto
which are listed in Table A," Uhen the permit regulations weare first
adopted it Was.clearly undetrsteood that the major source was to get ihe
permit which would include all subsidiary sources even though they had :
an 5IC number and were listed in Tahle A. The three catepcries nost
often subject to the queszion were those for vhich the language "not
elsevhere included” is now deleted. For exemple a large asphaltic
concrete paving plant {Teble A{3) mignt well have a koiler for process
heat or steam, an incinerator for dispousing of so0lid waste and & crushing
operation. Under prior polley the asphaltic concrete paving plant was
the overation receiving the permit hecause all three oiher operations

wera ‘associated or related”. We believe that adoption of these new



categories as written may not be consistent with the stated policy of
the Commission at the time of adoption of the permit repulations., e

therefore request the rainsertion of "not elsewhere included” where de-
leted for both clarification sake and noliecy consistency.

(b} On page 3j there ig a note discussing a 20% increase in costs for
multiple device installations. We wonder if this is justifiably
confined bo hollers and further whether the "Annual Permit Compliance
Determination Fee" justifies the increase? We assume that applicatilons
for permits have now been received for the January 1 and July 1, 1973
permits and we are within the 60-day period for the January 1, 1974
group of permits. If adopted this change would appear to apply to all
fuel hurning equipment because of the change in the rule which places
under Table A, 34 what was in Sections (ce) and (ww) of Table A. We
would request at least that these be applicable only to new operations;
that it not affect any existing permittees.

(¢c) Again on page 8] there is a * . The language "not limited to fuel
burning equipment genevating steam for sale but excluding power generation.”

Does this mean that 1f a wood products plant generates electric power,

and a number do, that they are no longer classed as fuel burning equip-

ment at those fees? If not they will be automatically subject to

Table A, 54 "Flectric Power Ceneration” at fees which exceed any fees

now being charged for any permit. We request a review of this classzifi-

cation and elimination of any possibility that power generation under
these conditions be subject to the fees proposed for electric power
renaration.

(c) Tahle A, 56 "Petroieum refining., Orepon does not now have & major oil

refinery but 1t does have some rerefiners. We sugpest the fee 1s too

-3-



high for rerefiners. Further we question the new higher fees and wonder
how they were justified. ORS 449.733(2) states "'The permit fees contained
in the schedule shall be based upon the anticipated cost of filing and
investigatirg the application, of issuing or denying the requested

permit, and of an Inspection program to determine compliance or non-
complience with the permit. The permit fees are to cover only certain
agpects of your permit program and nof of your general operationzl
program. We believe there should be ddequate justification ef the amounts
of these proposed newr and changed permit fees, particularly where they

are hizher than other existing classifications.



J CORVALLIS SCHOOL DISTRICT
§4 1555 S.W. 35th Street
Corvalhs Orcgon 97330 752 5141

_ THOMAS D. WOGAMAN, Ed.D.
November 36, 1973 R SUPERINTENDENT

Mr, Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain, Director
Department of Environmental Quality |
1234 S. W. Morrison Street

~Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Sir:

The Board of Directors of Corvallis School District 509J has instructed me -
to transmit the following information to your departmeént for inclusion in
the testimony at the public hearing on November 27, 1973 concerning the
- proposed rule changes of the Air Contaminant Discharge Rule, OAR 340,
Sections 20-033, 02 through 20-033, 20, ' '

By its motion no, 81 at its meeting held on Noirembei- 13, 1973, the Board
of Directors of Corvallis School District 509J did go on record as opposing
the necessity for fuel burning permits for the District on a fee basis,
Very truly yours,
U—’ﬂ*—"" g Z oV A

Thomas D, Wogama
Superintendent-Clerk

RWR:dig



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY . INTEROFFICE MEMO
. NW Regional Office of DEQ, MWVAPA, LRAPA  Dele: November 1, 1973
from: H. M, Patterson ‘

Sub'e&t: - . - S
- ! - Revision of Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Regulation

My _atténtion hﬁS been directed to the proposal to require new sources which
would emit: "'10 tons per year or more, if the source were to operate uncontrolled,
of any air contaminants including, but not limited to, SO,, NO,, or hydrocarbons; or

at the discretion of the Department or Regmnal Authorlty any maloclorous odors..." in the

‘revising of the subject regulation.

The cuestion is: Won't' this requirenient in essence mean that all new sources
will have to obtain a permit ? And, if so, isthis what is desired?

it also appeus that the 10 tons is a total of all air contammants wlnch may
be emlttpd in an uncontrolled state., Is this the proper interpretation? '

- The attached summaries from the EI indicate that although the number of sources
emitting any individual air contaminants (with controls) is great, the impact on total
emissions is quite small even at the 100 tons per year level,

By this meio, I am requesting your comments and evaluation of this issue.

After removing those sources which emit 10 tons or less of individual contam-
inants with controls from the emission inventory, it may not be necessqry to adOpt the
provooced reqmremen... in its present form, _

- Please give me your recommendations.

Attachment

. '9.504.

State of Oregon 7‘ : ‘ o o _ 5%-//\//7 3
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DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

4 1234 S.W, MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 © Telephone (503) 229-535

TOM McCALL :
GOVER;OR MEMORANDUM

D”WanggﬁfAM“MN To: " Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. O Novémber 27, 1973, EQC Public Hearing

Proposed Revisions to Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Requlations

Background

The Environmental Quality Commission at its October 22, 1972,
meeting authorized the scheduling of this hearing for the purpose
of receiving testimony relevant to proposed amendments to the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit Regulations, OAR, Chapter 340,

‘Sections 20-033.02 through 20-033.20. A copy of the proposed amended
Regulations are appended heretr and made a part of the record of this
hearing. '

As stated at the October 22, 1973, meeting, the purposes for
amending the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit rules, and Table A
attached thereto, are to provide clarity to certain sections, and
tb add new source categories to Table A which would be required to
obtain an Air Contaminant .Discharge Permit, and to authorize permits
and fees for sources not included in Table A which would have
uncontrolled emissions of 10 tons annually or emit malodorous odors.

The Notice of Public Hearing and a copy of the amended rules
were mailed on October 24, 1973, to approximately 210 addresses
on the Department's general mailing list. The notice was also
published in the Secretary of State's bulletin on October 15, 1973,
As of November 6, 1973, no written comments were received by the
Department. )

The proposed amendments, which are'attached, have been prepared
by encTosing language to be deleted from the existing regulations
in brackets [ ], and underlining new or added lanquage. The



proposed amendments are the same as those distributed with the
Notice of Public Hearing except that Section 20-033.08- (1) which

" was eséentia]]y unchanged is now re-phrased to make it explicit
that a person must obtain the required permit. '
Discussion

The proposed amendments will accomplish three gereral purboses:
1. Add additional emission sources which should be

included under permit conditions for better control

of emissions.

2. Provide a better interpretation of those industries
originally intended . to be covered by Table A.

3. Facilitate the processing of permits by the Department

and Regional authorities.

Two classes of industrial sources have been added to those
which should be included under the permit rules:

1. Unforeseen industries that may in the future locate in

the state, and industries (old or new) that are too
new to be listed in the Standard Industry Code (SIC)
Manual, and

2. Known specific sources that should be controlled by a

permit.

Rather than amend Table A to add each significant emitting
industry that locates in the State in the future, a general "catch-all"
amendment has been edded. Section 20-033.08 (2} would provide
that:

“"No person shall - - - operate any air contaminant source

not listed in Table A which would emit:

a. 10 tons or more per year, if the source were to
operate uncontroilled, of any air contaminants
including, but not limited to, particulates,
50, , NOX, or hydrocarbons; or

b. at the discretion of the Department or Regional
Authority, any malodorous odors."

An industry too new to be 11sted 1n the SIC Manual would also, by
this new section, be required to have an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit. A known example would be an automobile shredding operation.
A1l industries listed in the SIC Manual known to meet the conditions of

this catch-all section are already listed in Table A.
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A fee schedule for these sources not Tisted in Table A has
been added to Section 20-033.12 (13), Fees. The variable fees
are based upon the anficipated cost of issuing or denying the permit
‘and of compliance inspections: '

Application - Annual
Investigation Permit
and Permit Compliance
Issuing or Determination
Denying Fee Fee

If Tow cost $ 25 $ 25

If medium cost 150 100

If high cost 450 325

The Department and Regional Authorities propose that the following
industrial sources be added to Table A:.

TABLE A _
Item sic
26 Battery manufacturing 3691
34  Fuel burning equipment 4961
d. Coal fired '
46 Pipe coating 347J
52 Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 ’

53  Electroplating, polishing 3471
and anodizing

54 Electric power generation =~ 4911

55 Gas production and/or 4925
manufacturing ‘

56 Petroleum refining 2911

57 Wood preserving - 2491

A1l of the above industrial sources are either existing or planned in
the State and should be included in the permit program for better control.
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Further subdivisions of the SIC classifications presently
listed in Table A are needed to include all variations of an
industry originally intended to be included in the permit program.
The SIC classifications 2041 and 2042; “Grain Mi11 Products" are
further subdivided as follows: '

Table A
Item . sic
13  Flour and other grain mill products 2041
14 Prepared feeds for animals and 2042
fowls ;
15 Cereal preparations - ‘ 2043
16 Blended and prepared flour 2045

The SIC classification 4221, "Grain Elevators," is further subdivided

as follows:

Table A
Item sIC
17 Grain elevators-storage only 4221
18  Grain elevators - primarily 5053

en~aged in buying and/or
marketing grain
It should be noted that item 18, Grain elevators - primarily
engaged in buying and/or marketing grain, contains an increase in fees
from $250 and $150 to $300 and $225 for elevators handling 20,000 tons
or more per year of grain.
This fee increase reflects the greater emission problem related to
this type of grain operation. The lumber manufacturing classification
has been further sub-divided into the following categories:

Table A
50 Hardwood mills 2426
51 Shake and shingle milis 2429

To better facilitate processing of permits, Section 20-033.06,
Notice Policy, which covers the 30-day public notice for written
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comment.prior to issuance of an air contaminant discharge permit was
. re-drafted. As now proposed, the Department would issue a thirty (30)
day public notice of intent to issue an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit. This will allow the staff to prepare the permit while comments
are submitted from interested parties instead of waiting until the
end of the thirty (30) day period. If adverse comments are received and
the Department considers the issue to be controversial, then a public |
. hearing may be scheduled to resclve those issues.

Section 20-033.08 (3), Permit Required, is a new sub-section which
makes possible the issuance of a special permit to industrial sources that
meet the Table A requirements for a permit, but have no, or insignificant
air contaminant emissions. This paragraph aliows Titeral application
of Table A and relieves the control agencies from expending
effort on non- emitting sources. The sub-sections of this section which
specified the phase-in of the permit program are deleted since the time
period ends on January 1, 1974. Section 20-033.10, Multiple Source
Permit, is simplified for control agency convenience. Section 20-033.12 (14),
Fees, is old sub-section (13) except that the statement concerning the
deposit of all fees collected by the Regional Authorities into a
Department of Environmental Quality Air Emission Permit Account has been
deleted. This amendment is in agreement with legislation passed by the
1973 Legislature. In Section 20-033.20 (7), Permit Programs for Regional
Air Pollution authorities, the requirement that the Regional Authority
submit to the Department a 1isting of air contaminant sources currently
in violation of issued permits is deteted. No useful purpose was found
to be served by this requirement.

Summary- and Conclusions
1. There is a need to require new, potentially polluting industries
Tocating in the state to obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit without having to first revise Table A of the Permit

Regulations.

2. Nine (9) additional source categories of air contaminant
emissions should be required to obtain an Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit to better facilitate control of emissions.



6
" 3., Additional sub-divisions within the grain and lumber industries

should be included in Table A for clarity. By doing this the
control agencies will be provided with a means for bétter
control over the affected source.

4. The Permit Regulations should be amended to facilitate the
functioning of the control agencies and be in agreement with
new 1egis]ation.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended by the Director that 0AR, Chapter 340, Sec-
Ations 20-033.02 through 20-033.20 be amended as proposed herein, with
such further amendments as may be deemed appropriate after consid-

eration of information developed as a result of this hearing.

o

"/DIARMUID F. 0'SCANNLAI

RP:mh
11/8/73
Attachments



AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE
o PERMITS

"[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci-
‘fied, sections 20-033,02 through 20-033.
20 of this chapter of the Oregon Admin-~
istrative Rules Compilation were adopted
by the Department of Environmental Qual-
ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec~
retary of State August 31, 1972 as DEQ 47.]

20-033.02 PURPOSE. The purpose of

© these regulations is to prescribe the
requirements and procedures for ob-

taining Air Contaminant Discharge

Permits pursuant to [Chapter 406, Ore-

gon Laws 1971] ORS 449.727 to 449,739

~and related statutes for stationary

© sources.

- 20- 033 04 DEFINITIONS As used in
these regulations unless otherwise re-
qun-ed by context:

(1) ""Department’’
Environmental Quality.

" {2) ‘“Commission’  me an s Environ-
mental Quality Commission.

(3) ““Person’’ means the United States
Government and agencies thereof, a n y
state, individual, public or private corpor-
ation, political subdivision, governmental
agency, municipality, industry, co-part-
nership, association, firm, tzuast, estate,
or any other leg 21 ent:Lty whatever. :

(4) “"Permit’ or ‘Air Contaminant Dis-
charge Permit’’ means a written permit
issued by the Department or Regional
Authority in accordance with duly adopted
procedures, which by its conditions auth-
orizes the permittee to construct, install,
modify or operate specified facilities,
conduct specified activities, or emit, dis-
charge or dispose of air contaminants in
accordance with specified practices, lim-

itations or prohibitions.,

(5) "Regional Authority" means the {Col—
umbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority,}
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth-
ority E,} or the Lane Regional Air
Pollution Authority.

[20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY, It shall be
the policy of the Department of Eviron-
mental Quality and the Regionai Author-
‘“iesa to issue public notice as to the re-
~eipt of an application within 15 days af-
ter the application is accepted for filing,

12-15~72

means Department of

agenc1es .J

The public notice shall allow 30 days for
written comment from the public and
from interested § t a t e and Federal

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be
the policy of the Department of Environ-

, mental Quality and Reglonal Authority to f‘

issue public notice as to the intent to

issue an Air Contaminant DiscHarge Permit

allowing at least 30 days for written

comment from the publicg, and from interested

State and Federal agencies, pricr to issuance

. of the permit.

8¢

[:2'0-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) Air
contaminant discharge perm it s shall
be obtained for the a i r contaminant
-sources, including those processes and
activities directly related or associated
thereto which are listed in Table A, ap-
pended hereto and incorporated thereinby
reference, in accordance with the sched-
ules set forth in subsections (2), (3}, (4),
and (5) of this section.

{(2) No person shall construct, install,
establish develop or operate any new air
contaminant source listed in Table A ap-
pended hereto without first obtaining a
permit from the Department or Regional
Authority,

(3) After Januaryl, 1973, no person shall
operate any air contaminant source {a)
through (1} as listed in Table A appended
hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any air
contaminant from said source except as
may be authorized by a currently valid per-
mit fromthe Department or Regional Auth-
ority.

(4) After Jul),r 1 1973, no person shall
operate any air contaminant source (m)
through (hh) as listed in Table ‘A appended
hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any
air contaminant from said source except
as may be authorized by a currently valid
permit from the Department or Regional
Authority,

(8) After January 1, 1974, mo person
shall operate any air contaminant source
{ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap-
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or.al-
low any air contaminant from said source
except as may be authorized by a cur-
rently valid permit from the Department
or Regional Authority:
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20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) No
person shall construct, install, establish,
develop or operate any air contaminant
source, including those processes and
activities directly related or associated
thereto which are listed in Table A,
appended hereto and incorporated herein
by reference, without first obtaining a
permit from the Department or Regional
Authority.

(2) No person shall, without first
obtaining a permit from the Department
or Regional Authority, construct, install,

» DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Rl

20-033.10 MULTIPLE-SOURCE PERMITS{)}When

‘a single -site includes more than one of

the air contaminant sources listed in
Table A, a single permit may be issued
including all sources located at the

site. [Such] For uniformity such [permits)
applications shall separately identify by

subsection each air contaminant source
included from Table A. !:jkppli-

iy X
cations for multipla-source permits will

- not be received by the Department or Re-

gional Authority for processing without

establish, develop or operate anyﬁﬁii“*=-~*ﬁiﬁq}_

contaminant source not listed in Table A
which would emit:

{a) 10 tons or more per year, if the
-source were to operate uncontrol-
led, of any air contaminants )
incTuding, but not limited to,
particulates, SO , NO , or hydro=-
carbons; or " .
at the discretion of the Depart-
ment or Regional Authority, any
malodorous odors.

(b)

(1} Any source listed in Table A may
apply to the Department or Regional
Authority for a special letter permit if
operating a facility with no, or insign-—
ificant, air contaminant discharges. The
deterrination of applicability of this
special permit shall be made solely by
the Department or Regional Authority
having jurisdication. If issued a special
permit, the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denving Fee and/or
Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee,
provided by Section 20-033.12, may be
waived by the Department or Regional
Authority.

8c-1
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prior written agreement between the per-
mit issuing agency and the applicant con-
cerning the overall merit of issuing a mul-
tiple-source permit forthe site under con-
'sideration.]

(1) When a single air contaminant source
which isincluded in a multiple-source per-
mit, is subject to permit modification, re-
vocation, suspension or denial, suchaction
by the Department or Regional Authority
shall only affect that individual source
without thereby affecting any other source
subject to that permit.

(2) When a multiple-source permit in-

cludes air contaminant sources subject to
the jurisdiction of the Department and a
Regional Authority, the Department may
require that it shall be the permit issuing
agency. In such cases, the Department
and the Regional Authority shall other-
wise maintain and exercise all other as-
pects of their respective Jur1sd1ct1ons over
the permittee,

20-033.12 FEES, {1) All persons required
to obtain a permit shall be subject to a
three-part fee . nsistingof auniformnon-
refundable Fit - : Fee of ©25.00, a vari-
able Applicatic.. Investigai :n and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee ' :d a variable
Annual Permit Compliance Jetermination
Fee. The amount equaltothe Filing Fee and
the Application Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be submitted
as a required part of the application. The
Annual Permit Complia.nce Determination
Fee shall be paid prior to issuance of the
actual permit.

(2} The fee schedule contained in the
listing of air contaminant sources listed
in Table A appended hereto shall be
applied to determine the variable permit
fees.

(3} The Filing Fee and Application In-
vestigation and Permit Issuing or Denying
Fee shall be submitted with each appli-
ction for a new permit, modified - permit,
'or renewed permit.

{4) Modifications of existing, unexpired
permits which are instituted by the De-
partment or Regional Authority due to
changing conditions or standards, receipts
of additional information or any other re-
ason pursuant to applicable statutes and
do not require re-filing or review of an
application or plans and specifications

| shall not require submission of the Filing

Fee or the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee.

(5} Applications for multiple-source
permits received pursuant to Section 20-
003.10 shall be subject to a single $25.00
Filing Fee. The application Investigation
and Permit Issuing or Denying Fe ¢ and
Annual Permit Compliance Letermination
Fee for multiple-source permits shall be
equal to the total amounts required by the
individual sources involved, as listed in
Table A, _

(6) At least one Annual Permit Com-
pliance Determination Fee shall be paid
prior to final issuance of a permit, Ther:

_after, the Annual Permit Compliance Det-

ermination Fee shall be paid at least 30U
days prior to the start of each subsequent
permit year. Failure to timely remit the
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee in accordance with the above shall be
cousidered grounds for not issuing a per-
mit or revoking an existing permit.

(7) If a permit is issued for a period

less than one (1) year, the apiiicable
Annual Permit Compliance Deterr- -:tion
Fee shall be equal to the full ann . fee.
If a permit is issued for a period : :cater

than 12 months, the applicable Annua’
Permit Compliance Determination Fee
shall be prorated by multiplying the An-
nual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee by the number of months covered by
the permit and dividing by twelve(l2).

{8) In no case shall a permit be issued
for more than five (5} years.

{9) Upon accepting an application for fil-
ing, the Filing Fee shall be considered
as non-refundable,

(10) The Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee need not
be submitted upon notice in writing by
the permit issuing agency or shall be
refunded when submitted withapplications
for modified or renewed permits 1£ the
following conditions exist:

(a) The meodified or renewed permit is
essentially the same as the previous per-
mit.

(b} The source or svurcesincluded are
in compliance with all conditions of the

- modified or renewed permit.

8d

(11} When an air contaminant source
which is in compliance with the rules of
a permit issuing agency relocates orpro-

12-15-72
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'po-ses to relocate its operation to a site

in the jurisdiction of another permit is=
suing agency having comparable control
requirements, application may be made
and approval may be given for an exemp-~
tion of the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying ¥Fee. The per=-
mit application and the request for such

fee reduction shall be accompanied by {1)

a copy of the permit issued for the pre-
vious location, and (2) certification that
the permittee proposes to operate with
the same equipment, at.the same pro-
duction rate, and under similar conditions
at the new or proposed location. .Certi-
fication by the agency previously having

jurisdiction that the source was operated .

in compliance with all rules and regul-
ations will be acceptable should the pre-
vious permit not indicate such compliance,

{(12) If a temporaryor conditionalpermit
is issued in accordance withadopted
procedures,. fees submitied with the appli-
cation for an air contaminant discharge
permit shall be retained and be appli-
cable to the regular permit when it is

- granfed or denied,

(13) Sources required to obtain a perw
mit under Section 20-033.08 {2) not in-
cluded in Table A shall be subject to, in
addition to the Filing Fee »f $25.00G, the
following fec schedule to be applied in
each case by the Department based upon
the anticipated cost of issuing or deny-
ing-the permit, and of compliance inspec-
tions:

Appiication  Annual
--1gation Permit

' and rmit Compliance
IsnLtug or Determination
Schedu1e Denying Fee Fee
if Tow
cost $ 25 $ 25
it med- _
jum cost 150 100
if high
Q0 325

cost 45

{(14) [(13)] All fees shall be made pay-
able to the permit issuing agency. [[and
shall be deposited in the State Treasury
by the Department of Enviromnmental Quality
to the credit of the Department of Environ-
mental Quality Air Emission Permit Account
which is continuously appropriated for the
purpose of funding the.air contaminant dis-
charge permit program covered by these
regulations, ’

. Ber‘

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

. gram,

20-033.14 PROCEDURES F OR. OB-
TAINING PERMITS, Submission and pro-
cessing of applications for permits and
issuance, denial, rnodification, and re=-
vocation of permits shall bein accordance
with duly adopted procedures of the per-

mit issuing agency.

20-033.16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS. (1)
No person shall construct, install, estab-
lish, modify or enlarge any air contamin-
ant source listed in Table A or facilities
for controlling, treating, or otherwise lim-
iting air contaminant emissions from air
contaminant sources listed in Table A
without notifing the permit issuing ageéncy
as required by ORS 449.712 and rules

. prornulgated thereunder.

(2) Prior to construction, installation,
establishment, modification or enlarge-
ment of any air contaminant source listed
in Table A or facilities for confrolling,
treating, or otherwise limiting air con-
taminant emissions from air contaminant’
gources listed in Table A, detailed plans
and specifications shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Depart-
ment or Regional Authority upon request
as required by ORS 449.712 and rules
promulgated thereunder,

20-033.18 R E GISTRATION EX-
EMPTION., Air contaminant sources con-
structed and operateu under a permit is-
sued pursuant to these regulations mayb
exempted from Registration as require-
by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 449,707,

20-033,20 P E RMIT PROGRAMS FOR
REGIONAL ATR POLLUTION AUTHORIT -
IES, Subject to the provisions of this sec-
tion 20-033.20, the Environmental Qual-
ity Commission authorizes each Regional
‘Authority to issue air contaminant dis-
charge permits for air contamination
gsources within its jurisdiction,

(1) A Regional Authority’'s permit pro-
including proposed permits and
proposed revised permits, shall be sub-
mnitted to the Environmental Quality Com-
mission. for review and approval prior
to final adoption by the Regional Auth-
ity. Each permit issued by a Repgional
Authority shallby its conditions authorize
the permittee to construct, install, modify
or operate specified facilities, conduct

. specified activities, or emit, discharge

or dispose of air contaminants in accord-
ance with specified practices, limitations,
or prohibitions,
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" (2) Each permit proposed to be issued

or revised by a Regional Authority shall
be submitted to the Department of Envir-
r mental Quality at least fourteen (14)
4uys prior to the proposed issuance date.

. Within the fourteen {14) day period, the

Department shall give written notice to
the Regional Authority of any objection
the Department has to the proposed per-
mit or revised permit or its issuance.
No permit shall be issued by a Regional
Authority unless all objections thereto by

_-the Department shall be resolved prior
. to its issuance. If the Department does

not make any such objection, the proposed
permit or revised permit may be issued

- by the Regional Authority.

. {3) If there is an objection by the De-

- . partment regarding a proposed or revised

permit, the Department shall present
its objection before the Board of the Re-
gional Authority in question prior to the

' issuance of a final permit.-

(4) If as a result of objection bythe De=-
partment regarding a proposed or revised
permit, the Regional Authority is unable
to meet the time provisions of either this

rr 1lation or those contained in an ex- -

is._ag permit, the Regional Authority shall

8f

- issue a temporary permit for a periodnot
‘ to exceed 90 days., ’

(5) The Regional Authority shall give
written notice to the Department of its
intention to deny an application for a

. permit, not to renew a permit, or to re-
- yoke or

suspend any existing -permit.
(6) A copy of each permit issued or re-
vised by a Regional Authority pursuant
to this section shall be promptly sub-
mitted to the Department,
E(?) The Regional Authority shall pre-
pare and submit to the Department a
summary listing .of "air contaminant
sources currently in violation of issued
permits. These reports shallbemadeon a
guarterly basis commencing April 1, 1973.3

12-15-72



1. [a]
2. [b]
3. [e]
4. [d]
5. [e]
6. [f]
7. [4g]
8. [h]
9. [i]
10.  [§]
1. [x]
2. 1]
[m]

13.
17 Oct 73

PROPOSED CHANGES TO
TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE

Air
Contaminant
Saurce

Asphalt production by
disti]]ation

Asphalt blowing plants

Asphaltic concrete paving
plants

Asphalt felts and coating

Calcium carbide manu-
facturing

Alkalies and chlorine
manufacturing

Nitric acid manufacturing
Ammonia manufacturing
Secondary lead smelting
Rendering plants

Coffee roasting

Sulfite pulp and paper

production

[Grain mill products loca-
ted in Special Control
Areas]
[10,000 or more T/yr.]
[Tess than 10,000 T/yr.]

Flour and other grain

mil) products in Special
Control Areas

a. 10,000 or more T/yr,

b. [Less than 10,000 T/yr.

89

Standard
Industrial
Classifica-
tion Number

Application
Investigation
and Permit
Issuing or

2951

2951
2951

+ 2952 -
2819

2812

2819

2819

3341
208902077
2095

2611

2621

2631

[2041]
[2042]

2041

$

Denying Fee

75

100
100

150
225

225

100
200
225
150
100
300

[250]
[50]

- 250

Annual
Permit
Compliance
Determina-

tion Fee

$ 50

75
100

100
150

175

75
125
175
100

75
175

[150]
[50]

—
Lnlon
B
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Table A Continued

Inl

[o]
(p]
(a]

[r]
[s]
[t]
[u]
[vl

~ Air
Contaminant
Source

Prepared feeds for animals

and fowls in Special

Control Areas. :
a. 10,000 or more T/yr.

b. Less than 10,000 T/yr.

Cereal preparations in

~Special Control Areas.

Blended and prepared

flour in Special Control
Areas.

- a. 10,000 or more T/yr.
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr.

[Grain elevators located
in Special Control Areas]
[20,000 or more T/yr.]

[Less than 20,000 T/yr.]

Grain elevators - storage

onty located in Special

Contraol Areas.

a. 20,000 or more T/yr.
b. Tess than 20,000 T/yr.

Grain elevators - primarily

engaged in buying and/or

marketing grain - in Special
Control Areas. '

a. 20,000 or more T/yr. -
b. Less than 2J,000 T/yr.

Redimix concrete:
Piywood manufacturing f
Veneer‘manufatturingT?;ot
elsewhere included)
Particleboard manufacturing
Hardboard manufacturing

Charcoal manufacturing

Battery separatornmnufacturing

[Furniture and fixtures
100 or more employees]

Battery manufacturing

Application
Standard Investigation
Industrial and Permit
Classifica- Issuing or
tion Number Denying Fee
2047 2045
§ 250
50
2043 250
2045
250
50
[(4221]
[150]
(50]
4221
150
50
jﬂﬁkiﬂEVJi?
300
50
3273 75
425
24€Z§4A62wdum9150
4254 '
Aykﬁf2§i§§, 75
2492 300 .
2497 24499 200
2861 200
2499 75
{2511] [125]
3601 100

Annual

Permit
Cémpliance
Determina-

tion Fee

-
—
U
B

—
(4]
o

150
100
iOO
50
[100]



1IG IS N LUV T IUEY ’ App] ication _ B Annual

Standard ~ Investigation Permit
Adr Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
27. Furniture and fixtures ' 2511 Az512 N
a. 100 or more empioyees $ 125 $ 100
b. 10 employees or more 75 50
but Tess than 100
employees
28. [w] Glass manufacturing 3231 100 75
29, [x] Cement manufacturing 324 300 150
30. [yl Lime manufacturing 3274 150 100
31. [z] Gray iron and steel 3321 ¢
foundries 3325 -
a. 3,500 or more tons 2325 300 150
o . ) K
per year production 25
b. Less than 3,500 tons - 100 100
per year production
32. [aa] Steel works, roiling and 3312 300 175
finishing mills
[bb] [Incinerators (nJt else- [100] [100]
whare includéed) more than
2,000 1b/hr. capacity]
v 33, Incinerators };0¢&4b
a. Greater~shar Zzooo 1bs/h o 100 100
' capacity urasca_/
b. 40 1b/hr to 21-;000 Tb/hr 75 .25 50
cagac1tx ' '
[ec] [Fuel burning equipmént o [4961]
(not elsewhere included). ‘ :
Residual oil 5 million [100] [50]
or more btu per hour
(heat input)
Wood fired 5 million or ' [100] [50]
more btu per hour (heat
input)]

8i



Table A continued

Application Annual

Standard Investigation . Permit
Air ' Industrial and Permit CompTliance
Contaminant Classifica-- Issuing or Determina-
Source - tion Mumber Denying Fee tion Fee
34. Fuel burning equipment - 4961*
a. Residual oil
1) 250 million or $ 150 $ 100
more btu/hr.
{heat input)
_ogols 2) B million or more 100 50
S st but Tess than 250

million btu/hr.

(heat input) ' -
3) Less than 5 mil- 25 25
Tion btu/hr.
(heat input)
Distiilate oil
1) 250 million or more 150 100
btu/hr. (heat in-
put)
2) b willion or more 25
but less than 250
million btu/hr.
{heat input)
Wood fired
1) 250 million or more 150 100
btu/hr. (heat in- : :
put) _
2) 5million or more : 100 50
but less than 250 '
-million btu/hr.
(heat input) -
3) Less than b mil- _ . 25 25
Tion btu/hr.

{(heat input)

Coal fired

1) 250 miilion or more 150 100

btu/hr. (heat in-
-~ put)

2) 5million or more 100 50
but less than 250
million btu/hr.
~(heat input] , :

3) Less than 5 mil- 25 25
tior. btu/hr. ' '
(heat nput)

Ic‘

!n

|=

NOTE : The above fees shall be increased by 20% to cover costs of multiple
device installations. '

*Not Timited to fuel burning equipment generating steam for sale but excluding
power generation {SIC 4911)

8j
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“+. Table A continued

[dd]

[ee]
[ff]

[gg]

[k
[11]

3]

[kk]

[11]

[rom ]

Annual

' Application
Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or: Determina~
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
Primary smelting and refin- 3313
ing of ferrous and nonfer- 3339
rous metals not elsewhere
classified
a. 2,000 or more tons per $ 300 $ 175
year production '
b. Less than 2,000 tons - 100 75
per year production '
Synthetic resin manufacturing .. 2821[2831] 100 100
Seed cleaning located in D1y 0723 0 0
Special Control Areas (not
elsewhere included)
Kraft pulp and 2611 300 175
paper production 2621
2631
Primary aluminum production 3334 300 175
Industrial inorganic and 2810 A8/3 250 125
organic chemicals manu-
facturing {not elsewhere
included)
Sawmill and planing 2421
a. 25,000 or more 75 50
bd.ft./shift
b. Less than 25,000 25 25
bd.ft/shift
[Mi11 work] [2431] [75] [50]
Mill work with 10 2431 _15 50
employees or more _
[Furniture and fixtures [2511] [75] [50]
less than 100 employees]
Minerals, earth and rock 3295 100 75
ground or otherwise 1442
treated [(not elsewhere
included) ]



1aptle A continued

Application Annual
) Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial . and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
44. [nn] Brass and bronze foundries 3362 _ $ 75 $ 50
45. [oo] Aluminum foundries (not 3361 75 - 50
elsewhere included)
46. [pp] Galvanizing and pipe coating - 3479 75 50
exclude all other activities
47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or 2013 - 75 - 50
more. employees
48. [rr] Herbicide manufacturing' 2879 225 175
49. [ss] Building paper and building 2661 150 100
board mills [{not else- :
where included)]
[tt] [Incinerators (not else- [75] [75]
where included) 2,000 to
4,000 pounds per hour
capacity)]
[uu] Fuel burning equipment ' [4961]
(not elsewhere included)
Residual o0il Tess [25] [25]

than 5 million btu/hr

(heat input) B

Distillate oil 5 [25] [25]
million or more btu/hr _

(heat input)

Wood fired less than 5 [25] [25]
million btu/hr (heat
7 input)]
50. Hardwood mills _ 2426 50 25
51. Shake and shingle mills 2429 50 25
52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 100
53. Electroplating, polishing 3471 75 , 50

and anodizing with 5 or
more_employees
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. Table A continued

Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
N _
. 54. Electric power generation, 4911 $ 350 $ 225
XLy grd Tl Pl
55, Gas productidn and/or #AmriZs & 4925 350 225
manhufacturing ;gz;ZZdé%ka/
56. . Petroleum refining 2911 450 325
5/!«.{_}.???;?:/}»734;? Tadwic 21/ 2492 00 s
57. Wood Preserving 2491 75 50
v¢, g/,pgzz.-:»ff Fo cwac! 3275 /40 <}

8m .



STATE OF OREGON

ROUTE SLIP
jp-24-"73

Date

To:  HMP

FROM: KV

Investigaie

CHECK Approval
Necessary Action Confer
——— Prepare Reply — Per Telephone
A Conversation
For My Signature For Your
Information
Your Signature ———- As Requested
Comment Note and File
Initial and Return Return With
More Details

COMMENTS:

detin 20-033,08 (1)
d Aeen S o tidEn ,(,? HHE
prda 7&%.&&;&. n/lw’ffi;ele AWQ

1.0 asmes AANNS ﬂ%M@é‘i/ ;



20 of this chapter of the Oregon Admin~.

'DEPA:RTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

" AIR CONTAM]NANT DISCHARGE
PERMITS -

[ED, NOTE: Unless
‘fied, sections 20-033.02 through 20-033,

istrative Rules Compilation were adopted

. by the Department of Environmental Qual-

ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec-

otherw1se speci-

The .'publi_c notice .shall allﬁw 30 days -for

written comment from the public and

and Federal -

from interested S tate
,agenc:.es.j _
20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be

" the policy of the Department of Envivon-

retary of State August 31, 1972 as DEQ 47.]

20-033.02 PURPOSE. The purpose of
these regulations is to prescribe the
requirements and procedures for ob-
taining Air Contaminant Discharge
Permits pursuant to [Chapter 406, Ore-

- .gon Laws 1971] ORS 449.727 to 449.739
. and related statutes for stationary
--sources.”"

- 20=-033. 04 DEFINITIONS As used in
these resgulations unless otherwise re-
quired by context:

(1) “Department’’
CEnvironmental Quallty

{2) ‘“Cormnmission’’
mental Quahty Commission.

(3) ““Person’’ means the United States

svernment and agencies thereof, a n y
state, individual, public or private corpor-
ation, political subdivision, governmental

‘agency, municipality, indusiry, co-part-

nership, association, firm, trust, estate,
or any other legal entlty whatever,

(4) “Permit’ or ‘Air Contaminant Dls-
charge Permit’’ means a written permit
issued by the Department or Regional

. Authority in accordance with duly adopted

procedures, which by its conditions auth-
orizes the permittee to construct, install,
modify or operate specified facilities,
conduct specified activities, or emit, dis-
charge or dispose of air contaminants in
accordance with specified practices, lim=-

1tat10ns or prohibitions.

(5)
umbia-Willamette Air Pollution Author:.ty,]

" Mid-wWillamette Valley Air Pollution Auth-

ority E,} or the Lane Regional Air

Pollution Authority. v

[20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be
e policy of the Department of Eviron-
aental Quality and the Regional Author-
ities to issue public notice as to the re-

E ceipt of an application within 15 days af-

ter the application is accepted for filing,
12-15-72 |

"Regional. Authorlty" means the a)Col-

 of the permit,

means Department of

means Environ-

8c

mental Quality and Regional Authority to
issue public notice as to the intent to
issue an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
allowing at least 30 days for written
comment from the public, and from interested

CH, 340

State and Federal agencies, prior to issuance

[(20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) Air
contaminant discharge pe rm it s shall
be obtained for the a i r contaminant
gourceg, including those processes and
activities directly related or associated
thereto which are listed in Table A, ap-
pended hereto and incorporated thereinby
reference, in accordance with the sched-
ules set forth in subsections {2), (3), (4),
and (5) of this section. '

(2) No person shall construct, install,
establish develop or operate any new air
contaminant source listed in Table A ap-
pended hereto without {first obtaining a
permit from the Department or Regional
Authority.,

(3} After Januaryl, 1973, no person shall
operate any air contaminant source (a)
through (1) as listed in Table A appended
hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any air
contaminant from said source except as
may be authorized bya currently valid per-
mit fromtheDepartment or Regmnal Auth-
ority.

(4) After July 1, 1973, no person ghall .
operate any air contaminant source (m)
through (hh) as listed in Table A appended
hereto, or discharge, emit or allow any
air contaminant from said source except
as may be authorized by a currently valid
permit from the Department or Regional
Authoritv,

(3) After January 1, 1974, mo person
shall operate any air contaminant source
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap-
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or-al-
low any air contaminant from said source
except as may be authorized by a cur-
rently valid permit from the Department
or Regional Authorityg
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7 2u-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) No = =~ - '

/ person shall construct, install, establishf\ “a zgngiziigtéMEiZ;Egi;Sgg§CE£EERMIT. aen

! develop or operate any air contaminant \\ * the air contaminant source: 1ia: gn? o

' source, including those processes and _ - Table A, a single permit ma bs ? 1nd
activities directly related or associated. ] including all sources locatzd :tlisze
thereto which are listed in Table A, ) ‘ site. [Such] For uniformity such [permits]
appended hereto and incorporated herein ; applications shall separately identify b
by reference, without first obtaining a . subsection each air contaminant sourcg Y

L) f - : /,’ .
permlt. rom the Department or Regional P  included from Table A. !: oli
Authority. . ! e - R . JXPP 1=
hriadusiulhotiulimiund® S . e ) i Caslons ifor mul\.lp;e-s.-_.urce Permits will

(2) No person shall, without first » g‘i’;nz‘i Izzf}ll"eﬂc b}'fthe Department or Re~ -
obtaining a permit from the Department : _ orily lor processing without
or Regional Authority, construct, install, ' T o e -
establish, develop or operate any air i
contaminant source not listed in Table A :

which would emit:

-~ (a) 10 tons or more per vear, if the

T source were to operate uncontrol-
led, of any air contaminants
including, but not limited to,
particulates, SO , NO , or hydro-
carbons; or ~ ~

{b) at the discretion of the Dapart-

ment or Regional Authority, any
malodorous odors.

(3) Any source listed in Table A may
apply to the Department or Regional
uthority for a special letter permit if
operating a facility with no, or insign-
ificant, air contaminant discharges. The
determination of applicability of this
special permit shall be made solely by
the Department or Regional Authority
having jurisdication. If issued a special
permit, the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee and/or
Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee,
provided by Section 20-033.12, may be
waived by the Department or Regional
Authority,

8c~1
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A DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CH. 340

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE
PERMITS -

"{ED, NOTE: Unless otherwise speci-
‘fied, sections-20-033.02 through 20-033.
20 of this chapter of the Oregon Admin-
istrative Rules Compilation were adopted
by the Department of Environmental Qual-
ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec=
retary of State August 31, 1972 as DEQ 47.]

20-033.02 PURPOSE. The purpose of
these regulations is to prescribe the
requirements and procedures for ob-
taining Air Contaminant Discharge
Permits pursuant to [Chapter 406, Ore-
gon Laws 1971] ORS 449.727 to 448.739
and related statutes for stationary
~ sources. -

- 20-033, 04 DEFINITIONS As used in
these regulations unless otherwise re=-
qu1red by context:

(1) ““Department’’ means Department of
‘Environmental Quality, ki

(2) ‘“‘Commission’” me an s Environ-
mental Quality Cormmission.

. (3) “"Person’’ means the United States
_:overnznept and agesncies thereof, a n y
state, individual, public or private corpor-
ation, political subdivision, governmental
agency, municipality, industry, co-part-
nership, association, firm, trust, estate,
or any other legal ent1ty whatever,

(4) ““Permit’ or ‘Air Contaminant Dm-
charge Permit’’ msans a written permit
issued by the Department or Regional

. Authority in accordance with duly adopted
procedures, which by its conditions auth-
orizes the permittee to construct, install,
modify or operate specified facilities,
conduct specified activities, or emit, dis~
charge or dispose of air contaminants in
accordance with specified practices, lim=
itations or prchibitions.

{5) "Regional Authority" means the aCol—
umbla=-Willamette Air Polluticon Authorlty,:g
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth-
ority E,E or the Lane Regional Air
Pollution Authority. -

<033.06 ‘NOTICE POLTCY It snaLl"E’é

he pollcy of the DePartment of- Evu'on-
mental Quality-and ine Rﬁ-gmnal .n.utnor-

, 11;1es to issue publ1c notice as to the re-
: qemt of an application within 15 days af-
ter the apphcatlon is acceptﬂd for filirg.

12 15 72 8¢

_section.j

\é pubhc notice shall a]low 30, days for
r1t en/ domment . frori~ “the pubhc\ and

f\ro ,-arnterested S tate andFederal
enc1e53 - . '
20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be

~ the policy of the Department of Environ-

mental Quality and Regional Authority to
issue public notice as to the intent to

issue an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
allowing at least 30 days for written

comment from the public, and from interested .
State and Federal agencies, prior to issuance
of the perm:Lt .

20—033 08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) Air con-'
taminant discharge permits shall be oot—aln—ﬁ“: 1
ed for the air contaminant sources[;lnclud- V’Lm!“\
ing those processes and activities directly ll‘
related or associated thereto which are
listed in Table’ A, appended hereto and in-
corporated gherein by reference E,’ . fi’i.'!'!"""
+aggordance: with the .schedules set. o.r;_.h
subsections (2), {3), (4), and, (5) of thls

{2) No person shall, without flrst
obtaining a permit from the Department
or Regional Authority, consti¥uct, install, :
establish, develop or operate any air ! )
contaminant source not listed in Table A '
which would emit:

(a) 10 tons or more per year, if the -
source were to operate uncontroi-
Ted, of any air contaminants .
including, but'not Timited to. t
particulates, SO {0, or hydro-
carbons; or ~

at the d1scretion of the Denart-
ment or Regional Autror1ty5 any 1

- malodorous odors. {
- -]

(b)

{3) Any source listed in Tazble A may
apply to the Department or Regional
Authority for a special letter permit if
operating a facility with no, or insign-
ificant, air contaminant discharges. The ﬁj
determination of applicability of this = 7

special permit shall be made solely by Eﬁ%
the Department or Regional Authority

having jurisdication. If issued a special
permit, the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee and/or

Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee,

provided by Section 20-033.12, may be
walved by the Department or Regional
Authority.
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: QZ) No péerson shall‘?construct ,13§:ca]l ﬁ
establish develop or 6perate any dir -
~ontaminant fﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁe& in-Table & ap=<
sended hergto w1t1}out 1/rst ~obtaining a |
perm1t rom the Depa ment or Reg:.enal \
Author tyj / / e
(3) terJanuaryl 1973 ;10 person shall
'oPerat any air cor t?rmPant soufce (a)
thraugh/(l} as listed in Table A appended
“hereto, or dischargg, erhit or allow any air
contaminant from sald‘ ourée except as
. may beauthorized by\a\cﬁirently véhd Der-—
- mit fromthe Departme or ReglonalAu“th-
orltyﬂ /
' (4) After quly 1, 1973, no person gHall
operate any’air contamninant source!/{m}
: tHrough (hh) as listed' i Table A apps hded
hereto or‘d1scharge, emit or,allow any
-@dir contaminant from said source. e"\cept
as may be ufhonzed by a currently a11d
permit fr m the Department or Reg1 nal .
Author1tv‘.‘ . / oo \f -
[f5) e.ft', r Januafy 1, 1974 _'no perdon ' '
shall ope ,ate any air ¢ ntammant ource
(ii) throu‘h (uu/) as listed in Table A ap-
pended hdreto; oz, dlscharge, emit or.al-
1ow any a; ‘ cohtammant ﬁ‘om sa1d source
. ! ma be f1}119r1z»:3d by a cur-
. enuly val d ermitTirem the Departmﬂnt
' ;ti- Reglona Lthont‘y_s

20-033.10 MULTIPLE- SOURCE PERMIT. When

‘a single site includes more than one of
the air contaminant sources listed in
‘Table A, a single permit may be issued
including all sources located at the .
site. [Such] For uniformity such [permits]
applications shall separately identify by
subsection each air. contaminant source :
included from Tdble A. ‘ E/A
Cau10‘15//4.01. multiple-source ‘per E;/lll
ndgt be/ Teceived by the’ Department o‘r '‘Re-
gmnal Author:,tyr for process:Lng

N

8e-1
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prlor written agreement between the perh
. mit 1ssu1ng agency and the appllcant ‘con-
cerning the overall meritofis smng amul-
t1p1~e-\§ou\rc\e permit forthe site under con-
SIderatmn.:! (CE :

(1) When a single air contaminant source
which is included ina multiple-source per-
mit, is subject to permit modification, re-
vocation, suspension ordenial, suchaction
- by the Department or Regional Authority
shall only affect that individual source
without thereby affecting any other source
subject to that permit.

{2) When a multiple=-source perm:t in=-
cludes air contaminant sources subject to
the jurisdiction of the Department and a
Regional Authority, the Department may
require that it shall be the permit issuing
agency. In such cases, the Department
and - the Regional Authority shall other-
wise maintain and exercise all other as-
pects of their respective _]ur1sd1ct10ns over

" . the permittee,

20-033.12 FEES. (1) Allpersons requ1red
to obtain a permit shall be subject to a
three-part fee consistingof a uniformnon=~
refundable Filing Fee of 325,00, a vari~
.able Application Investigation and Permit
- Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee., The amount equalto the Filing Fee and
the Applibation lnvestiga.tion and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be submitted

as a required part of the application. The

Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee shall be paid prior to issuance of the
-actual permit.

(2) The fee schedule contained in the
listing of air contaminant sources listed
in Table A appended hereto shall be
applied to determine the variable permit
fees.

(3) The Filing Fee and Application In-
vestigation and Permit Issuing or Denying
Fee shall be submitted with each appli-
ction for a new permit, modified ' permit,
or renewed permit.

(4) Modifications of existing, unexpired
permits which are instituted by the De-
partment or Regional Authority due to
changing conditions or standards, receipts
of additional information or any other re-
ason pursuant to applicable statutes and
do not require re-filing or review of an
application or plans and specifications

shall not require submission of the Filing
Fee or the Application Investigation a.nd
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee.

(5) Applications for multlple-source
permits received pursuant to Section 20-
003.10 shall be subjeect to a single $25.00
Filing Fee. The application Investigation
and Permit Issuing or Denying Fe e and -
Annual Permit Compliance Ietermination
Fee for rnultiple-source permits shall be
equal to the total amounts required by the
individual sources involved, as listed in
Table A,

(6) At least one Annual Permit Com=
pliance Determination Fee shall be paid
prior to final issuance of a permit. There-
after, the Annual Permit Compliance Det-
ermination Fee shall be paid at least 30
days prior to the start of each subsequent
permit year. Failure to timely remit the
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee in accordance with the above shall be
cousidered grounds for not issuing a per=-
mit or revoking an existing permit. '

(7) If a permit is issued for a period
less than one (1) year, the applicable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee shall be equal to the full annual fee,
If a permit is issued for a period greater
than 12 months, the applicable Annual
Perrnit Compliance Determination Fee
shall be prorated by multiplying the An-
nual Permit Compliance Determination -
Fee. by the number of months covered by
the permit and dividing by twelve(l2),

{8) In no case shall a permit be issued
for more than five (5) years,

{9) Upon accepting an application for fil-
ing, the Filing Fee shall be considered
as non~refundable,

(10) The Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying ¥ee need not
be submitted upon notice in writing by
the permit issuing agency or shall be

.refunded when submitted withapplications

for modified or renewed permits if the
following conditions exist:

(a) The modified or renewed permit is
essentially the same as the previous per-
mit,

(b} The source or sourcesincluded are
in compliance with all conditions of the

- modified or renewed permit.

8d

(11}) When an air contaminant source
which is in compliance with the rules of
a permit issuing agency relocates orpro-

-

12-15-72
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poses to relocate its operation to a site
in the jurisdiction of another permit is-
suing agency having comparable control
requirements, application may be made
and approval may be given for an exemp-

tion of the Application Investigation and

Permit Issuing or Denying Fee. The per-
mit application and the request for such
fee reduction shall be accompanied by (1)
a copy of the permil issued for the pre-
vious location, and {2) certification that
the permittee proposes to operate with
the same equipment, at the same pro-
duction rate, and under similar conditions
at the new or proposed location. Certi-
fication by the agency previously having
jurisdiction that the source was operated
in compliance with all rules and regul-
ations will be acceptable should the pre-
vious permit not indicate suchcompliance.

(12) If a temporaryor conditional permit
is issued in accordance withadopted
procedures,. fees submitted withthe appli~
cation for an air contaminant discharge
permit shall be retained and be appli-
cable to the regular permit when it is
granted or denied.

(13) Sources required to obtain a perw
mit under Section 20-033.08 (2) not in-

* cluded in Table A shall be subject to, in
addition to the Filing Fee of $25.00, the
following fee schedule to be applied in
each case by the Department based upon
the anticipated cost of issuing or deny-
ing the permit, and of compliance 1nspec-
tions: :

g Application  Annual
Investigation Permit
and Permit Compliance
, Issuing or Determination

Schedule Denying Fee Fee

if low

cost $ 25 $ 2

if med-

ium cost 150 - *100

if high -

cost, 450 325

(14) 1(13)]
able to the permit issuing agency. "@ﬂd
dhall be - dep051ted\1m the -5tate. Tr Sprym
by the Department of. Env1r0nnenta1 Quallty
to the credit of the Depaytment of Environ-
mehtal OQuality Air Emission Permit Account
whlch is contlnuopsly appr0pr1ated for the
ﬁﬁrpose of’ fundlnq the. a1r contamlnantjdls-
¢harge permit prdgram covered by these
regulatlons 1

hll fees shall be made pay- '

_Be'

20-033.14 PROCEDURES F OR OB- .

TATNING PERMITS, Submission and pro-
cessing of applications for permits and
issuance, denial, modification, and re-
vocation of permits shall bein accordance
with duly adopted procedures of the per-
mit issuing agency.

20-033.16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS (1)
No person shall construct, install, estab-
lish, modify or enlarge any air contamin-
ant source listed in Table A or facilities
for controlling, treating, or otherwise lim-
iting air contammant emissions from air
contaminant sources listed in Table A
without notifing the permit issuing agency
as required by ORS 449.712 and rules

. promulgated thereunder.

(2) Prior to construction, installaticn,
establishment, modification or enlarge-
ment of any air contaminant source listed
in Table A or facilities for controlling,
treating, or otherwise limiting air con-

taminant emissions from air contaminant-

sources listed in Table A, detailed plans
and specifications shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Depart-
ment or Regional Authority upon request
ag required by ORS 449.712 and rules

promulgated thereunder.

20-033.18 REGISTRATION EX-
EMPTION. Air confaminant sources con-
structed and operated under a permit is-
sued pursuant to these reguldtions may be
exempted from Registration as required
by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 449,707,

20-033.20 P E RMIT PROGRAMS FOR
REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORIT -
IES. Subject to the provisions of this sec~
tion 20-033.20, the Environmental Qual-
ity Commission authorizes each Regional
Authority to issue air contaminant dis-
charge permits for air contamination
sources within its jurisdiction.

{1) A Regional Authority’s permit pro-
gram, including proposed permits and
proposed revised permits, shall be sub~
mitted to the Environmental Quality Com-
mission for review and approval prior
to final adoption by the Regional Auth-
ity. Each permit issued by a Regional
Authority shallby its conditions authorize
the permittee to construct, install, modify
or operate specified facilities, conduct

- specified activities, or emit, discharge
. or dispose of air contaminants in accord-

ance with speciiied practices, limitations,
or prohibitions.
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(2) Each permit proposed to be issued
or revised by a Regional Authority shall
be 1bmitted to the Department of Envir-

onmental Quality at least fourteen (14) -

days prior to the proposed issuance date.
Within the "fourteen (14) day period, the
Department shall give written notice to
the Regional Authority of any objection
the Department has to the proposed per-
mit or revised permit or its issuance.
No permit shall be issued by a Regional
Authority lJ_n.LESS all ObJECLJOnb the;eto by

the Department shall be resolved prior
to its issuance. If the Department does
not make any such objection, the proposed
permit or revised’ permit may be issued
by the Regional Authority.

(3) If there is an objection by the De-
partment regarding a proposed or revised
permit, the Department shall present
its objection.before the Board of the Re~

glonal Authority in question prior to the

issuance of a final permit, -
(4-) If as a‘result of objection bythe De-

partment regarding a proposed or revised:
permit, the Regional Authority is unable”

to et the time provisions of either this

regulation or those contained in an ex- .

isting permit, the Regional Authority shall

8f.

* issue a temporary permit for a permd not |
* to exceed 90 days. '

(5) The Repgional Authonty shall g1ve )
written notice to the Department of its
intention te deny an application for a

. permit, not to renew a permit, or to re-
- voke or

suspend any ‘existing permit.
(6) A copy of each permit issued or re-
vised by a Regional Authority pursuant

"to this section shall be promptly sub-
- mitted to the Department.

{(7) The Regmnal ‘Authority shall pie
pare and -‘submit’ to .the . Department;rg
summary 11st1ng of "air contaminant
séuréps currently inf v101at10n of i uﬁEl
peri‘ruts .These; reports shall’be mad%;h a
quart‘.erly basis commencing April L, 9735

12-15-72




DEPARTMENT .OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY . CH. 340
PROPOSED CHANGES TO . -
~TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND
- ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE
o Application Annual
- Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant Classifica~ Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
1. [al Asphalt production by 2951 $ 75 $ 50
distillation .
2. [b] Asphalt blowing plants 2951 100 75
3. {[c] Asphaltic concrete paving 2951 100 100
plants
4. [d] Asphalt felts and coating 2952 150 100
. 5. [el Calcium carbide manu- 2819 225 150 .
. facturing - -
6. [f] Alkalies and chlorine 2812 225 175
manufacturing
7. [g) Nitric acid manufacturing 2819 100 75
8. [h] Ammonia manufacturing 2819 200 126
9. [i] Secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175
10. [j] Rendering plants 2094 150 100
1. [kl Coffee roasting 2095 100 75
_12. f1] Sulfite pulp and paper 2611 300 175
production : 2621
2631
[m] [Grain mill products loca- [2041]
ted in Special Control [2042]
Areas]
[10,000 or more T/yr.] - [2507 [150]
. [1ess_than 10,000 T/yr.] [50] [50]
13 Flour -and other grain 2041 -
mill products in Special
Control Areas
a, 10,000 or more T/yr. 250 150
b. Eess than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50
17 Oct 73 8g

3
[P S
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- Table A Continued

14.
15
16.
[nl
17
18.
12; [o]
20. [pl
21. [q]
22, [r]
23. [s]
24. [t]
25. [u]
[v]

L]
(o) ]

Air
Contaminant
. Source -

Prepared feeds for .animals
and fowls in Special
Control Areas.

a. 10,000 or more T/yr.
b. Less thap 10,000 T/yr.

Cereal preparations in
Special Control Areas.

Blended and prepared
flour in Special Control
Areas.
a, 10,000 or more T/yr.
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr.

[Grain elevators located
in Special Control Areas]
[20,000 or more T/yr.]

[Less than 20,000 T/yr.]

Grain elevators - storage

“only located in Special

Control Areas.
a. - 20,000 or more T/yr.
b. Less than 20,000 T/yr.

Grain elevators - primarily
engaged in buying and/or
marketing grain - in Special
Control Areas.

a. 20,000 or more T/yr.
b. Less than 20,000 T/yr.

Redimix concrete
Plywood manufacturing

Veneer manufacturing (not
elsewhere included)

Particleboard manufacturing
Hardboard manufacturing
Charcoal manufacturing

Battery separator manufacturing

[Furniture and fixtures
100 or more employees]

Battery manufacturing

8h

Standard
Industrial
Classifica-
tion Number

Application
Investigation
and Permit

Issuing or

2042

[4221]

3273
2432
2434

2492
. 2493
2861
2499
[2511]

3691

Denying Fee

") N
o ol

"]
o
o

g

. [150]
£50]

—

B
Lo ] o]

[ ]
ono
IS

75
150
75

300
200
200

Annual
Permit

" Cbmpliance

Determina-

_tion Fee

$ 150
B

o

15

i

|_|
ouon
1S

[100]
[50]

—
451 en]
oo

N
(&2 o]
B

50
100 -

150
100
100
50
[100]
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" Table A continued Application Annual
‘ Standard Investigation . Permit
Afr Industrial  and Permit Compliance
. Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
‘ Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
27, Furniture and fixtures - 251 -
a. 100 or more employees $ 125 $ 100
b. 10 employees or more 75 50
but less than 100
employees
28. [w] Glass manufaéturing 3231 100 75
29, [x] Cement manufacturing 3241 300 150
30. [yl Lime manufacturing 3274 150 100
"31. [z] Gray iron and steel 3321
foundries 3323
a. 3,500 or more tons 300 150
per year production
b. Less than 3,500 tons 100 100
" per year production
32. [aa] Steel works, rolling and 3312 300 175
finishing mills
[bb] [Incinerators (not else- [100] [100]
where included) more than
2,000 Tb/hr. capacity]
33 Incinerators
a. Greater than 4,000 1bs/hr 100 100
capacity
b. 40 1b/hr to 4,000 1b/hr 75 75
capacity
[cc] [Fuel burning equipment [4961]
(not elsewhere included) ‘
Residual 0il 5 million - [100] [50]
or more btu per hour -
(heat input) -
Wood fired 5 million or - [100] [50]
more btu per hour (heat
input)]




Table A continued

: Standard

Air - Industrial
Contaminant Classifica-
Source tion Number

34. Fuel burning equipment 4861*
a. Residual oil
1) 250 million or
more btu/hr.
{heat innut)
2) 5 million or more
but Tess than 250
million btu/hr.
(heat innut)
3) Less than § mil-
lion btu/hr.
{heat innut)
b, Distillate o7l
1) 250 million or more
btu/hr. (heat in-
put)

,.2) 5 million or more
but less than 250
million btu/hr.
(heat input)

c. MWood fired
: T). 250 million or more

btu/hr. (heat in-

. put)

2) b5 million or more
but less than 250
million btu/hr.
{heat input})

3) Less than 5 mil-
Tion btu/hr.

{heat input)
Coai fired

d.

1) 250 million or more
btu/hr. (heat in-
put) '

2)° 5million or more
but less than 250
* million btu/hr.
{heat input)
3) Less than 5 mil-
Tion btu/hr.
{heat 1nput)

Application
Investigation
and Permit
Issuing or

Denying Fee

Annual
Permit
Compliance
Determina-

tion Fee

NOTE: The above fees shall be increased by 20% to cover costs of multiple

device installations.

*Not limited to fuel burning equipment generating steam for sale but excluding

power generation (SIC 4911)

83
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) Table A continued

[dd]

Air
Contaminant
Source

Primary smelting and refin-
ing of ferrous and nonfer-
rous metals not elsewhere
classified

- a. 2,000 or more tons per

fee]
[ff]

f991]

[hh]
[ii]

(3]

Lkk]

[11]

[mm]

year production

b. Less than 2,000 tons

per year production
Synthetic resin manufacturing
Seed cleaning located in
Special Control Areas (not
elsewhere incliuded)
Kraft pulp and
paper production
Primary aluminum production
Industrial {norganic and

organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere

~included)

Sawmill and planing

a. 25,000 or more

bd.ft./shift

b. Less than 25,000

bd.ft/shift
[Mill work]

Mi11 work with 10

employees or more

[Furniture and fixtures
less than 100 employees]

Minerals, earth and rock
ground or otherwise
treated [{not elsewhere
included)]

' ~ Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Industrial and Permit Compliance
Classifica- ISsuing or Determina-
tion Number ‘Denying Fee tion Fee
3313
3339
$ 300 § 175
100 75
2821[2831] 100 100
0719 0 0
2611 - 300 175
2621
2631
3334 300 175
2810 250 125
2421
75 50
25 25
[2431] [75] [50]
2431 75 50
[2511] [75] [50]
3295 100 75
1442
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Table A continued

Application Annual

] Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit Compliance -
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee. tion Fee
44, [I'nn] Brass and bronze foundries 3362 $ 75 $ 50
45. [oo] Aluminum foundries (not 3361 75 - 50
elsewhere included)
46. [pp] Galvanizing and pipe coating - 3479 75 50
exclude all other activities
-~ 47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or . ° 2013 75 50
more employees
48. [rr] Herbicide manufacturing 2879 | 225 175
49. [ss] Building paper and building 2661 150 100
board mi1ls [(not else- . .
where included)]
[tt] [Incinerators (not else- [75] [75]
where included) 2,000 to
4,000 pounds per hour
capacity)] _
fuul Fuel burning equipment {4961]
{not elsewhere included)
Residual oil less [25] [25]

than 5 miilion btu/hr
- {heat input) :
Distillate 0i1 5 [25] [25]
million or more btu/hr
(heat input)

Wood fired less than 5 [25] [25]

million btu/hr (heat .

input)]
50. Hardwood mills 2426 50 25
51.  Shake and shingle mills 2429 50 25
52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 100
53. Electrdplating, polishing 3471 75 50

and anodizing with 5 or
more employees
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Table A continued

Air
Contaminant
Source
54. -Electric power generation
55. Gas production and/or

manufacturing

56. Petroieum refining

57. Hood Preserving

8m

Standard
Industrial
Classifica-

tion Number

4911
4925

2911
2491

 Application

Investigation
~and Permit
Issuing or

Denying Fee
$350
350

Annual
Permit

- Compliance

Determina-

_tion Fee_

$ 225
225

325
50
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State of Oregon —

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMOD

Tos E. J. Weat ce Dates ctobe'r r I 3.

From: JK

Subjects Fuel Burning Equipment Air Contaminant Dischargé Permits and. Fees

The application of permit fees to fuel burning equipment in the formexr
CWAPA region has been extensively reviewed. Relatively accurate data on type
and guantity of fuel burning devices as well as time requirements for permit
writing and compliance iﬁspections has recently been compiled making it possible
to provide a realistic judgement of program time reqﬁirements.

For background information the present permit regulation as applied to
fuel burning equipment and in relation to the number of sources in the former

CWAPA region is as follows:

_Fuel Burning Eguipment . )  AIPID PCD : CWAPA Region
_Fee _Fee No. Devices No. Plant Sites
Residual oil >5 MBTU $ 100 $ 50 . 285 150%
Wood Fired >5 MBTU 100 50 ' 15 15
Residual oil <5 MBTU 25 25 1500 1200

Distillate oil >5 MBTU 25 25 = © 100 - 80

;_540% Schools
q
‘Previous studies and estimates by Oregon Regional APA's based primarily
on experience of the Los Angeles APCD indicated that the Oregon Fuel Burning
equipment permit fee schedules should be applied to each and every individual
fuel burning device. This conclusion was premised on satisfying the intent
of House Bill 1066 of applying fees which will offset the cost of tﬁe program.,
. In April of 1973 CWAPA sent out fuel burning permit applications teo
facilities requiring permits by 1 July 1973 (Residual and wood fired de#ices >5 MBTU) .
Great remonstrance from primariiy school districts occurred with major objections
beihg: '
1. A feeling that permit fees should not be épplicable to government agencies

especially educational institutions.

DM A
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2. Money for permit fees was not contained in school district budgets. . Not
,'eneugh‘lead tiﬁe was given to get such.money into budget.
3. A neceSSLty to hire somecne to complete permlt application forms was created,
Money not. now budgeted for this purpose.
4. Fees were considered excessive in comparison to $10 State boiler inspection
fQEv '
An extenSLOn of time for reconsideration of the fuel burning permit program
was requested by many school districts. At their 27 April 1973 meeting the
CWAPA  board deferred fee requirements for 'all fuel burning equipment permits
“and instructed their staff to gather necessary facts to assess the true cost
of such a program and to make appropriate recommendations for a reasonable and
equitable fee schedule. The CWAPA board also instructed the staff to issue
temporary permits to the affected sources until the program was solidified.
Assegsment of the number and type of fuel bgrning devices in the CWAPA region
has been made, sample permita drafted and several compliance ingpections
conducted.
A summary of the average staff time for fuelrbﬂrning éermit program has been
compiled and is attached.
In gummary this study indicates that for an average furl burning device about-

ten LlO) staff hours are requ1red for the initial permit year. Seven of the ten
P .

T T e

hours are for compllance inspections and would be annual re-occurrlng work. Each

—

additional fuel burning device at a plant site would add about 2 hours staff work.
Large oil and wood fired boilers would require somewhat more staff time'than

the average estimates. These facilities are normally reguired to have.extensive
monitoring requirements including, smoke and steam flow meters ﬁhich regquire
 additional time for permit preparation ard compiiance inspections. Facilities
such as PGE Harborton and Beaver, fuel burning devices for Northwest Natural Gas's
SNG fac111ty- and CRI's Refinery reguire con51derably more time than the
average estimate. ' '

' Based on an average staff cost of $7/hr the ex1st1ng fee schedule would
be approximately for a plant site having a single fuel burning device if residual
oil and wood fired devices (>5 MBTU) were inspected once per year and Residual

and Distillate 0il Fired devices (<5 MBTU) were inspected once every two years.
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For plant sites with more than one deyfce it would be in most cases not
justifiable.to . charge the stated fee for.each device Byt a. fée somewhat. greater

than that for a single dev1ce would be appropraite and justlfled

Recommendation for Fee Assessment

There are two basic approaches which could be taken in flnallzlng appllcatlon
of the permit program to fuel burning deV1ces, those belng. '
1. Administratively apply existing requlations as egquitably and justifiably as
possible, or 2. Modify existing regulations in the most equitable and justifiable
manner. ‘The latter approach would be the most desirable but does have thé-
disadvantages of delaying issuance of permits until a rule change has been made
and making some adjustments in fees already paid. Iﬁ the long run, however,

disacvantages should be outweighed.

Administrative Application of Existing Rule

Based on time estimates the existing fee schedule would be justifiably
applied if one fee were changed per plant site. Literal_Rulé application this
way, however, is highly inequitable and not Commeﬁsurate-with work involved for |
multiple device plant sites especially large facilities such as PGE Harborton
(8 devices) and Beaver (6 devices), PP&L, Lincoln Station (4 devices) Pennwait‘
(5 devices). These large facilities would pay the same fee as a school or -

apartment house.

Revised Rule

An equitable and justifiable means of application of fees for fuel burning
devices would be based on fees for total heat input at the plant site. In this
way fees would be closely comﬁéﬁsurate with staff cost and there would-be equity
between small and large facilities. A suggested modification to the presenﬁ .
rule is presented below. Such a change would reQuire a minimal modification
to existing rules. FQEEEEEEE—EE_Ehg“nOt elsewhere included) for fuel burning
devices is recommended sincerfees for other processes which have fuel burning
devices appear insufficient to covér costs of fuel burning inspecticons {i.e.
$50 - $75 annual compliance determination fees for the fdllowing’services:

asphalt distillation énd blowing plants, ammonia manufacturing, small graiﬁ mills

and elevators, nitric acid mfg., primary smelting less than 2000 T/year,
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sawmills, miliwork and furniture manufacﬁuring, braos, bronze, aluminum foundries,
smokéhooéee: Deletlon of the "not elsewhere.included" for fuel burning dev1ces
would also have a net effect of justiflably 1ncrea51ng total fees - an objectlve

~ which the Department now seems to have.. The thixd class of 250 MBTU/yr was

' chosen since it is the lower Iimit of demarking between medlum and large fac111tles.

New Requlation ~ Fuel Burning Equipment

. _ - Pee
Fuel Burning Equipment - Heat input/hr for plant site Aipid PCD
a Distillate 0il >5 MBTU <250 MBTU , ' $ 25 $ 25
Re51dual 0il <5 MBTU ' :
b Re51dual 0il or wood fired >5 MBTU <250 MBTU - 100 50
¢ Distillate or Residual oil <250 MBTU 150 - 100

e
qbdy
" Note. These fees oaﬁld be juskifialdy increased by 20% to cover costs of?multiple

oAt P

dev1ce 1nsta11at10ns ms—ANoTRer. Meane-SE 1




STa're of Oregon | _ .
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ' . - ' INTEROFFICE MEMO

E. J. Heéthershee H. 4. Patterson, Mike RoachDde

o Vern Adkison, Yayne llanson i Ray Potts _ 10/4/73
from: . H. M. purkitt
Subject:

Proposed Modification to Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Rules

Attached is a draft copy of the proposed amendments to 0AR, 340,
Section 20-033.02 through 20-033.20,
Please note that the major revisions include the following:
1. Elimination of phase-in dates for issuance of permits.
2. Authorization to require permits for sources not included
in Table A which would have uncontrolled emissijons of 10
tons annually.
3. Authorization to access fees in the .amount of $100 for the
permit Application Investigation and Permit Issuance or
Denial Fee, and $50 for the Annual Compliance Determination
Fee for sources which are determined by the Department to
require a permit. '
4, Major reorganization of Table A including the addition of
new source cateqories.
Your comments and suqgestions are invited at the earliest practicahle
date. After evaluation of your comments, a meeting will be scheduled to
discuss any revisions made to this attached draft.

sh

P. S. A pubic hearing has been scheduled for 10 a.m. on Movember 27, 1973,
in the Auditorium of the Public Service Bldg. in Portiand. It is
imperative that you forward your comments to this office by no later
than October 12, 1973, in order to complete a re-draft and meet on
this matter,

"DEQ 4



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CH. 340

AIR. CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE "
PERMITS

'[ED. NOTE: Unless
fied, sections 20-033,02 through 20-033.
20 of this chapter of the Oregon Admin-
istrative Rules.Compilation were.adopted

by the Department of Environmental Qual-.

otherwise speci--

_ be
. sources,

ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec= "
retary of. State “August 31 1972 as DEQ47.)

20-033.02 PURPOSE, The -
these regulations is to prescribe the re-
quirements and procedures for obtaining
Air Contaminant Discharge Permits pur-

suant to Chapter 406, Oregon Laws 1971'

for stationary \sources.

- 20-033,04 DEFINITIONS. As used in
these regulations urless otherwise re-
quired by context:

(1) “Department”’
‘Environmental Quallty.

p‘L_:l:'t'pO'se' 'of . ,
' MM?

means D epartment of

The public notice shali allow 30 days for

written comment from the public and
fromm interested S tat e and Federal
agencies,

20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED, {l) Air
contaminant discharge pe rm it s ghall
obtained for the a i r contaminant
including those processes and

activities directly related or associated
thereto which are listed in Table A, ap-
pended hereto and incorporated thereinby

reference,f_-g_ﬂ-am '

No person shall construct, install,

ALK

(2)

“establish, develop or operate any - ST

. contaminant' source' listed in Table A

(2) "Commission’”  means Envu-on- :

rnental Quahty Commission.

(3) ‘Person’’
Government and agencies thereof, an y
state, individual, public or private corpor-
ation, political subdivision, governmental
agency, municipality, industry, co-part-

nership, association, firm, trust, estate, -

or any other legal entity whatever,
(4) ““Permit’ or
charge Permit’’ means a writtenpermit
issued by the Department or Regional
, Authority in accordance with duly adopted
procedures, which by its conditions auth-
orizes the permittee to construct, install,
modify - or operate specified facilities,
conduct specified activities, or e€mit, dis~
charge or dispose of air contaminants in
accordance with specified practices, lim-
1tat10ns or prohibitions.

(5) "Regional Authority" means the .
(Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution
Authority,)] Mid-willamette Valley Air

Pollution Authority (6 ¢m) m-Lane
ch:.onal Air Pollutlon Authorlty

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be
the policy of the Department of Eviron-
mental Quality and the Regional Author-
ities to issue public notice as to the re-
ceipt of an application within 15 days af-
ter the application is accepted for filing.

12-15-72

means the United States

‘Air Contaminant Dis=-

8¢

appended hereto or anv new source which '5""°T
would emit if uncontrolled 10 tons or

more per vear of .any alir contaminants
including but not limited to particulates, -
S0 _, NO_,Thvdrocarbons, -or—-any -malodorsus
emi"ssions_without first obtaining a permit
from the Department or Regional Authority.

20-033.10 MULTIPLE .- SOURCE PER-
MIT. When a single site includes more
than one of the air contaminant sources
listed in Table A, a single permit may be
issued including all scurces located at the
1te. ermits shall se'i:arately 1dent-

fsubsect:.qn each Air contarninant
sour,ce ingluded'f r o rA Table A, Appli-
caticns for multiple-~source permlts will
ngk'be received by the Department b6r Re~

\ gional A.uthonty for,procesmng_;ﬁithout

\ .ﬁlf' W"l{/aﬁ“[}”



'.'CH. .340

- OREGON ADM_E\IISTRATIVE RULES

' pnr* Wntt ep
mit .suing’agencyand the, apmhcant cons=

¢erning the overall merit of issuing a raul=’

_t:.ple-source perm«arl: for the. sﬁte u.nder con-
sideTation.” . | e

(1) When a smgle air contaminant source'

which is included in a multiple-source per-
mit, is subject to permit modification, re-
vocation, suspension ordenial, suchaction
by the Department or Regional Authority
-ghall only' affect that individual source
without thereby affecting any other source
-subject-to that permit.

(2) When a. multiple-source permlt in-
‘¢ludes air contaminant sources subject to
the jurisdiction of the Department and a
Regional " Authority, the Department may
require that it shall be the permit issuing
~agency. In .such cases, the Department
and the Regional Authonty shall other-
wise maintain and exercise all other as-
pects of their respective jurisdictionsover
the permittee, :

20-033.12 FEES. (1) Allpersons required
fo “tain a permit shall be subject to a
thr.:-part fee consistingof auniformnon-
refundable Filing Fee of $25.00, a vari-
able Application Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee. The amount equaltothe Filing Fee and
the Application Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be submitted
as a required part of the application. The
Annual Permit Compliance Determination

Fee shall be paijd prior to issuance of the_

actual permit, .

(2) The fee schedule contalned in the
listing of air contaminant sources listed
in Table A appended hereto shall be
applied to determine the vanable perrmt
fees.

"vestigation and Permit Issuing or Denying
Fee shall be submitted with each appli-
ction for a new permit, modified -permit,
or renewed permit.

(4) Modifications of existing, unexplred
permits which are instituted by the De-
pa nent or Regional Authority due to
changing conditions or standards, receipts
of additional information or any other re-
ason pursuant to applicable statutes and
do not require re-filing or review of an
application or plans and specifications

agreqmént between the per- 'j’ '

shall not require submission of the F111ng'

. Fee or the Application Investigation and

Permit Issuing or Denying Fee.

~(5) Applications for. multiple-source
permits received pursuant to Section 20~
003,10 shall be subject to a single $25.00
Filing Fee. The application Investigation
and Permit Issuing or Denying Fe e and
Annual Permit Compliance Ietermination

. Fee for multiple-source permits shall be

equal to the total amounts required by the
individual sources involved, as listed in
Table A,

(6) At least one Annual Permit Com-
pliance Determination Fee shall be paid
prior to final issuance of a permit, There-
after, the Annual Permit Compliance Det-
ermination Fee shall be paid at least 30
days prior to the start of each subsequent
permit year, Failure to timely remit the
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee in accordance with the above shall be
considered grounds for not issuing a per-
mit or revoking an existing permit.

(7) If a permit is issued for a period
less than one {l1) year, the applicable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee shall be equal to the full annual fee.
If a permit is issued for a period greater
than 12 ‘months, the applicable Annual
Permit Compliance Determination Fee
shall be prorated by multiplying the An-
nual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee by the number of months covered by

" the permit and dividing by twelve(l2).

{3) The Fllmg Fee and Apphcatlon In-

8d

(8) In no case shall a permit be 1ssued
for more than five (5) years.

{9) Upon accepting anapplication for fil-
ing, the Filing Fee shall be considered
as non-refundable,

{10) The Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee need not
be submitted upon -notice in writing by
the permit issuing agency or shall be
refunded when submitted with applications
for modified or renewed permiits if the
following conditions exist:

(a) The modified or renewed pernnt is
essentially the same as the previous per-
mit.

(b) The source or ‘sourcesincluded are
in comipliance with all conditions cf the
modified or renewed permit,

{11} When an air contaminant source
which is in compliance with the rules of
a permit issuing agency relocates or pro-

512-15-72
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poses to relocate its operatmn to a s1te :

in the jurisdiction of another permit is=
suing agency having comparable control
requirements, application may be made
and approval may be given for an exemp-
“tion of the Application Investigation and
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee: The per=-
mit application and the request for such
fee reduction shall be accompanied by (1)
a copy of thé permit issued for the pre-
vious location, and (2) certification that
- the permittee proposes to operate with
the same equipment, at the same pro-

duction rate, and under similar conditions

at the new or proposed location. . Certi-
fication by the agency previously having
_]urisdiétion that the source was operated
in compliance with all rules and regul-
‘atjons will be acceptable should the pre-
. vious permit not indicate such compliance.
(12) If a temporary or conditional permit
is issued in accordance withadopted
procedures,. fees submitted withthe appli-
cation for an air contaminant discharge
permit shall be retained and be appli-
cable to the regular. permit when it is
.granted or denied. :

(13) Juwes (r&urces required to
obtain a permit under Section 20-033.08

{2) not included in Table A shall. be,s«bee‘/ﬂ
in addition to the Fil4ing Fee of 525.00,
$100.00 for the Permit Application Issuance
or Denial Fee, and $50.00 for the Annual

~ Compliance Determination Fee.

{(13)J A1l fees shall be made payable to
the permit issuing agency and shall be
deposited in the State Treasury by the
Department of Environmental Quality to
the credit of the Department of Environ-
mental Quality Air Emission Permit Ac-
count which is continuously appropriated
. for the Jpurpose of funding the air con-
taminant discharge permit program cov-
ered by these regulatmns.

20-033,14 PROCEDURES F OR OB-
TATNING PERMITS, Submission and pro-
cessing of applications for permits and
issuance, denial, modification, and re=-
vocation of permits shall be inaccordance
with duly adopted procedures of the per-
mit issuing agency.

ge

© 20-033, 16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS (1)
No person shall construct, install, estab-
lish, modify or enlarge any air contamin-
ant source listed in Table A or facilities
for controlling, treating, or otherwise lim-
iting air contaminant emissions from air
contaminant sources listed in Table A
without notifing the permit issuing agency
as required by ORS 449.712 and rules

promulgated thereunder.

(2) Prior to construction, installation,
establishment, modification or enlarge-
ment of any air contaminant source listed
in Table A or facilities for controlling,
treating, or otherwise limiting air con-
taminant emissions from air contaminant’

. sources listed in Table A, detailed plans

and specifications shall be submitted to -
and approved in writing by the Depart-
ment or Regional Authority upon request

. as required by ORS 449.712 and rules

promulgated thereunder.

20-033.18 REGISTRATION EX-
EMPTION. Air contaminant sources con-
structed and operated under a permit is~
sued pursuant to these regulations may be
exermnpted from Registration as required

by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 449.707.

20-033.20 P E RMIT PROGRAMS FOR

_ REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORIT-

IES, Subject to the provisions of this sec~

tion 20-033.20, the Environmental Qual-

ity Commission authorizes each Regional
Authority to issue air contaminant dis-
charge permits for air contamination
sources within its Jurlsdmtlon.

{1) A Regional Authority’s permit pro-
gram, including proposed permits and
proposed revised permits, shall be sub=-
mitted to the Environmental Quality Com-
migsion for review and approval prior
to final adoption by the Regional Auth-
ity. Each permit issued by a Regional
Authority shallby its conditions authorize .
the permittee to construct, install, modify
or operate specified facilities, conduct

specified ‘activities, or emit, discharge -

or dispose of air contaminants in accord-
ance with specified practices, 11m1tat1ons,
or prohibitions.
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" {2) Each permit proposed to be issued
or vised by a Regional Authority shall
be s«bmitted to the Department of Envir-
onmental Quality at least fourteen (14)
days prior to the proposed issuance date.
Within the fourteen (14) day period, the
Department shall give written notice to
the Regional Authority of any objection
the Department has to the proposed per-
mit or revised permit or its issuance,
No permit shall be issued by a Regional.
Authority unless all objeciions thereto by

:the Department shall be resolved prior
_to its issuance, If the Department does
not make any such objection, the proposed-
-permit or revised permit may be issued
by the Regional Authority.
. (3) If there is an objection by the De-
-partment regarding a proposed or revised
permit, the Department shall present
its objection before the Board of the Re-
gional Authority in question prior to the
. issuance of a final permit."

(4) If as a result of objection bythe De-
partment regarding a proposed or revised
per °‘t, the Regional Authority is unable
to 1._:et the time provisions of either this
regulation or those contained in an ex-
isting permit, the Regional Authority shall

8f

" to exceed 90 days. _

" issue'a temporary permit for a periodnot (

(5) The Regional Authority shall gi\;re

- written notice to the Department of its

intention to deny an application for a

- permit, not to renew a permit, or to re-
- voke

or suspend any existing permit.

(6} A copy of each permit issued or re- -
vised by a Regional Authority pursuant
to this section shall be promptly sub-
mitted to the Department. - .

.{7) The Regional Authority shall pre-
pare and submit to the Department a
summary listing .of "air  contaminant -
sources currently in violation of issued '
“permits. These reports shallbe madeon a
quarterly basis commencing April 1, 1973,

S 12-15-72
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROPOSED CHAMGES TO
TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE
. Application Annual
Investigation Permit
Air I§§32:$:g1 and Permit Compliance
Contaminant " Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
1. [al Asphalt production by
distillation 2951 $ 75 $ 50
2. [b] Asphalt blowing plants 2951 100 75
3. [c] Asphaltic concrete paving
plants 2951 100 100
4. [d] Asphait felts and coating 2952 150 100
5. [e] Calcium carbide manu-
‘ - facturing 2819 225 150
6. [f] Alkalies and chlorine
manufacturing 2812 225 175
7. [9] Mitric acid manufacturing 2819 100 75
8. [h] Ammonia manufacturing 2819 200 125
9. [i] Secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175
10. [j] Rendering plants 2094 150 100
1. [k] Coffee roasting 2095 106 75
12, [1] Sulfite Bulp and paper 2611 300 175
production 2621
2631
[m] [Grain mill prbducts loca- [2041]
ted in Special Control [2042] ,
Areas]
[10,000 or more T/hr.] [250] ‘[150
[1ess than 10,000 T/yr.] [50] [50]
13 Flour and other grain 2041
mill products in Special
Control Areas .
a. 10,000 or more T/yr. 250 150
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50
3 Oct. 73 _

89
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Table A Continued

3.
15.
16.
[n]
17.
8.
19. [o]
20. f{pl]
‘21, [d]
22, [r]
23. [s]
24 [t]

Standard
Air Industrial
Contaminant Classifica-
Source tion Number

Prepared feeds.for animals 2042
and fowls in Special
Control Areas.

a. 10,000 or more T/yr.

b, Less than 10,000 T/yr.
Cereal preparations in 2043
Special Control Areas.
Blended and prepared 2045
flour in Special Control
Areas.

a. 10,000 or more T/yr.

b. Tess than 10,000 ¥7yr.
[Grain elevators located [4221]
in Special Control Areas]

(20,000 or more T/yr.]

[Less than 20,000 T/yr.]
Grain elavators -storage 4221
only located in Special
Control Areas.

a. 20,000 or more T/yr,

b. Less than 20,000 T/yr.
Grain elevators - primarily 5053
engaged in buying and/or
marketing grain - in Special
Control Areas.

a. 20,000 or more T/yr

b. Less than 20,000 T/yr.
Redimix concrete 3273
P1ywood manufacturing 2432
Veneer manufacturing (not 2434
elsewhere 1ncluded)
Particleboard manufacturing 2492
Hardboard manufacturing 2493
Charcoal manufacturing 2861

8h

Application Annuat
- Investigation Permit
and Permit  Compliance
Issuing or Determina-
Denying Fee tion Fee
250 $ 150
50 50
250 150
250 150
0 50
[150] [100]
[50] [50]
150 100
* 750 50
300 225
100 75
75 50
150 100 .
75 75
300 150
200 100
200 100
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Table A continued

8i

: Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit Compliance
Contaminant _ Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee ~ tion Fee
25. [u] Battery separator 2499 $ 75 $ 50
manufacturing '
[v] [Furniture and fixtures t2511] [125] [100]
- 100 or more employees]
26 Battery manufacturing 3691 100 75
27 Furniture and fixtures 2511
a._ 100 or more employees 125 100
b, 5 employees or more
but less than 100 . _
employees 15 50
28. [w] Glass manufacturing 3231 100 75
29. f[x] Cement manufacturing 3241 300 150
30. [yl Lime manufacturing 3274 150 100
31. [z] Gray iron and steel 3321
foundries 3323
a. 3,500 or more tons
per year production 300 150
b. Less than 3,500 tons
per year production 100 100
32. [aa] Steel works, rol1ling and
finishing mills 3312 300 175
[bb] [Incineréfors (not else-
where included) more than '
2,000 1b/hr. capacity] [100] [100]
33, Incinerators (not elsewhere
included) '
a. Greater than 4,000 1bs/hr-
capacit 100 100
b, 40 ib/hr to 4,000 1b/hr
capacity 75 75

P B T TRl S
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'Table A cohtinued

35.

37.

38.

Standard
Air Industrial

Contaminant Classifica-
~ Source tion Number

‘Application
Investigation
and Permit
Issuing or
Denying Fee

Annual
Permit
Compliance

Determina-

tion Fee

[cc] [Fuel burning equipment [4961]

. T a‘
Residual 0il 5 m1jj1on

or more btu per”hour
(heat input)
Hood f1ped 5 miilion or

ip

;%,bfu per hour (heat

Fuel burning equipment 4961*

A@gﬂ&&ﬂs&mhere 1nc1udg4)

Residual oil’-"5

million or more btu/hr
(heat input) s < 250
Residual oil - less L
than 5 miilion btu/hr <&h0
{heat input)

Distillate oil - 5

million or more btu/hr
(heat input)

Wood fired - 5 millijon

or more btu/hr (heat

input )

Wood fired - less than

5 million btu/hr (heat

input)

[dd] Primary smelting and refin- 3313
ing of ferrous and nonfer- 3339
rous metals not elsewhere
classified

a.

b.

[ee] Synthetic resin manufacturing

2,000 or more tons per
year production

Less than 2,000 tons
per year production

[ff] Seed cleaning located in 0719
Special Control Areas (not
elsewhere included)

[99] Kraft pulp and 2611
: paper production 2621

2631

2821 [2831]

~

$ [100]

[100]

300
100
100

300

]

*Not Jimited to fuel burning equipment generating steam for sale.

8j

$ [ 50]

[ 501

175
75
100

175
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150

Table A continued |
| Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Air Industrial and Permit CompTiance
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
39. [hh] Primary aluminum production 3334 300 175
40. [4§1] Industrial inorganic and 2810 250 125
organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere
included)
41. [ji] Sawmill and planing 2421
a. 25,000 or more
bd.ft/shift 75 50
b. Less than 25,000
bd.ft/shift 25 25
[kk] [Mi11 work] [2431) [75] [50]
42 Mill work with 15
employees or more 2431 75 50
[11] [Furniture and fixtures
less than 100 employees] [2511] [75] [50]
43. [mm] Minerals, earth and rock 3295
ground or otherwise 1442, 100 75
treated for sale (not -
elsewhere included)
44. [nn] Brass and bronze foundries 3362 75 50
45. [oo] Aluminum foundries (not
elsewhere included) 3361 75 50
46. [pp] Galvanizing 3479 75 50
47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or '
more emplovees 2013 75 50
48. [rr] Herbicide manufaéturing' 2879 225 175
49, [ss] Building paper_and building
board mills 2661 100
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Table A continded

Air
Contaminant
_sSource

[tt] [Inc1nerators (not else-

(uu]

where included) 2,000 to
4,000

pounds per hour
capacity)]

[Fuel burning equipment
(not elsewhere inciuded)
Residual oil less
than 5 million btu/hr
(heat input)
Distillate 0il §
million or more btu/hr
(heat input)
HWood fired less than 5
million btu/hr (heat
input)]

Hardwood milis with 5 or
more employees

Shake and shingle mills
with 5 or more employees

Beet sugar manufacturing

Electroplating, polishing
and anodizing with 5 or
more employees

Electric power generation

Gas production and/or

manufacturing

Petroleum refining

Application Annual
Standard Investigation Permit
Industrial and Permit Compliance
Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee
[75] £75]
[4961]
[25] [25]
[25] [25]
[25] [25]
2426 50 25
2429 50 25
2063 150 100
3471 75 50
4911 350 225
4925 350 225
2911 450 325

- em——r L m— s
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Application lo.

Permit No.

| 'T.;APPLICATION FOR AIR CONTAMIHANT_DiSCHARGE PERMIT ¢
NOTE: Prepare 4 copies each to include a1l SCHEDULES and REQUIRED INFDPMATION _
: Retain 1 copy and forward 3 copies to this Department: _ ‘
ol 0o Department of Environmental Quality Tl {‘71: T
T T 1234 S. . Morrison’ Street : : e
e - -Partland, Oregon 97205 P

' Attention:- Air Contaminant D1scharge‘Permit Program . _Phoneﬁ (503)Z229;5257.

= The applicant ‘named- he]owuherebyasubm1tsuth1secomo1eted app]ucatnon and requests:that the,air contamlnant T

"~ source(s) descr1bed in Ttem 3!below-be issued-an A1r Contaminant Discharge Permit+

. 1.-'0fticia1 Apo]icant Identification: T »2'. Source Site Description:
 Firm Mame L | . Business Name L
Division ‘ | o
Ma11ing Address __ | Piant Site Address _
City- - State Zip . City | ' State | Zip
Phone Area Code ! Phohe

3. Air Contaminant Source(s) and fees as listed in Table A of OAR Chapter 340, Section 20-033.02 through‘
. .. 20-033.20, for your facility .are shown below. Comp]ete and attach the 1nformatton as requ1red by.
. Schedules I, and II of this appilication for each air contaminant source.

i .'-.J_;i.—- e I A I I 1 G S.I.C. . AIPID L | =.. PCD .
’ C ' Number - Fee* - Fee**.
a $ $
b - 3 $
C -8 $
CTotals - I s
Subm1t a check with this app11cat1on in the amount of $ payable to this Deoartment for one

filing fee {$25.00) and the total of AIPID fee's. The Tirst total PCD fee in the amount of $
must be pa1d pr1or to f1na1 jssuance of a permit -and may be included with th1s app11cat1on

Amount of Enclosed Check s

-4, Certification: I hereby apply for permission to discharge air contaminants_in the State of Oregon as

stated or described in this application and certify that the information.contained in -
this application,. and the schedules and exh1b1ts appended hereto are to the best of my -
know]edge and belief true and- correct , . . .

(Signature of owner or 1e§511} authorized representative)

{Title) _ _ '}, - {Date)

R Appl1cat10n Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denving Fee
o ¥ - Permit Conpllance Determ1nat1on Fee

Page 1



Application Mo.

APPLICATION FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT {(Cont.)

Person Authorized to Receive Permit:

Name —_—
'T{tlel o | - ' | Phone Area Code __ / )
Address_ ~ | - _ , o .. ' _
city By | | State . _ Zip
" 6. 'Person to.Cohtact (af plant site) for Additional Details: - 1_ ;;:;;-;f‘-
'_N_a,mei “ | . | | -
Title ' ' o Phone Area Code B /
~ Address ' '
'c%ty ' - , State , - :ZiP
StdtUSfof'AppliCant (ﬁheck as appropriate) <.
Lessee | Government Agency
Individuql Ownef | ?artnerShip' -____;_;_;_porp;;;gggé ;

Name and Address of the Individual Owner, Partner or:Corporation's Régistered‘Agent:f

Name
Tft]e_ ) o Phone Area Code W,
Address | : .
Gty _ _ State 7 .

Page 2



Application No.

'SCHEDULE I - DESCRIPTION OF AIR CONTAMINANT'SOURCE

v v The- 1nfonmat1on requ1red in: this schedu]e must be furn1shed for, eacb air contam1nant ;our;e

Pl 11sted in<Item 3, page 1 of the app11cat1on. Lo S T S L ST
Air Contam1nant Source - o . . o - ' |
(as listed in Item 3 of app11cation)'_ ' - S.IL.C.
" 1, General Product1on Informat1on f- ' o - : -

Descrigtien' R : (Tons, Bd. Ft., Sg. Ft., etc. )
7+ @ List below the major raw mater1a1(s) 1nc1ud1ng fue]s ut111zed (use add1t1ona1 sheet :
e ~if necessary) - , : 7 T it e e
Raw Material and Fuels =~ '., S -Amount UtiTized Annuelly' |
'Page 37 '

:Statée the production rate in the units de11neated in the app11cab1e section of the. OAR

‘rules or in units generally used by the industry for each air contaminant source process

_- or _any component thereof for wh1ch a spec1f1c emission standard has been adopted

-, Maximum hourly production rate

b. Norma] hourly product1on rate

c. Pr1mary operat1ng schedule (1nd1cate by hours per. day, daye per week and weeks per
‘year. If seasona], 1nd1cate normal season.) o

d. Products produced: | _ _ |
| ' e e ~ Annual Production

,Fdrm_G-T

-



~Application No.

SCHEDULE 1 - DESCRIPTION OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCE (Continued)

2. Process F1ew I1agram *ﬁ*“':“' R SR S g;;ng~~vwwv fﬁ;‘*?“”if"fhfj?ﬂj*jgﬁf“
SR - Attach ‘arprocess f]ow d1agram show:ng relationship: of process equ1pment Ind1cated T
where raw materials identified in Te enter the process, where liguid waste, solid:
waste and air contaminants exit and where finished products are obtained. Ident1fy
.each air. contaminant discharge point and air po]lut1on contro] device w1th a un1que \:ai
descriptive-item name and-code letter. SR

b. Description of Air Pollution Control Device(s) =~ ﬁ‘ o .;'f:j T
. ‘Mominclature of‘. T -.}., L ii b amts of.adr .
.Code Air -Pollution- .. .Specifications..Design . - Date - Contaminants

Letter Control DeVTce Equ1p Mfg Name = or Model Mo.  Eff. (%) Installed Collected/year

e

Form G-1 R  '1' S Page $



Application No.

-

3 SCHEDULE'I - DESCRIPTION'QF AIR CONTAMIMANT SOURCE (Cntinued)

‘¢c. Description of Air Contaminant Discharge Point(s)

FA VR CAnBRT #ie-Discharge G e Beens e e ~ Period

: : D1scharge - Yolume: Height -- Stack Cross  Air - ~ Maximum Discha

Cade D1schar8e ‘Velocity "Flow  Above : Sectional ~ Contaminants Emission - Hours/

Letter Temp vs F _ft./min_ - - :SCFM:- i-. - Ground, Ft;: Area (sq ft} Emitted Rate 1b/hr  Days/w
g

Describe how emission rates were determined. = If bylsou?fé test, submit a copy of the test"?ﬁpdrt'with"this
app11cat1on o o - :

. Page 5
" Form G-1
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ke JREBLL D

Form 6-1

.T'P1pf P1an=f0r'the Air ContaminahtVSource_Listed_in Item 3, page'1'offapp1icg§igglﬁﬂi

B e —— R e - . e N T cel C emem e e g L

. Application Mo. -

rr‘»‘«{

SCHEDULE I- DESCRIPTION OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCE (Cont1nued)

[ 3

Attach a site plot plan showing the physical location on the plant site of process.
equipment, air pollution control dev1ce(s) and air contaminant.discharge point(s).

Use the same code letters employed in this Schedule, Parts 2b and 2c. The plot:

‘planimust show the distance, location and height of the nearestrinhabited resadentia]

and/or commercial.property, site access and nearest public rpad. More than one. p?ot

-plan-may :be-used when dlfferéht scales are:necessary or.when a.single.plot plan. . R

becomes dndu1y comp]ex A1l plot p1ans must 1nc1ude a North‘1nd1cator : w;_h.;; =
_— - i . ; I ‘ . N oo

e e A et

B T Are e e e g P -
T e e te d - o mt— e o el - - - o e n
- . i
e e - P e R - o= e e ]
AR TR T TN T ke d 1 S S O iy g e _mee a2 i T WP RETI R e L S el SRR e 4 RIS T e b
O T T
= et s - - - -

Page 6



| Applicétion No.
- SCHEDULE II - SUPPLEMENTAL PLANT SITE INFORMATION
v!ﬂwziﬁﬁlﬂﬂYngﬁé Schedd1éhff-is requ1red for ent1re p]ant s1te) ::ﬁéf ELIET:j_'_f;;;flf‘tf;}
1. ‘Réfuééznisposa1 Methods: '.'f
SR SRR £ a S k
e source e
Eer o tay r ' ' (Re]ate to : ol READE LS P NS
. Waste . Process Flow. : . Disposal . “Disposal .
i ;_Materia] _ Diagram) - Quantity -+ - Method - Site

]
{
o
i
.
i .
1 3 u ,‘
- '

2. Qther air contaminant source(s):

~ Are other air contaminant source{s) 10cated at p]ant s1te for wh1ch a perm1t ijs
not be1ng applied for at this t1me? . . . , : -

- No ) - f-Yes If-yes, 1ist below and briéf1y'deﬁﬁribe.

Ajr. Contaminant Sourte': ~ Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit No. (ff issued)

'-'Page'7



'_20-033.04f

120-033.8

'204033;03

" ADD

20-033.12

ADD

'Fee Table

Preliminary Review of Permit Regulation -
Modification - Oct. 10, '

27
#34
- "whlch utlllze the following as a primary fuel.
_ greater than ﬁ 2 x 106 BTU/HR.

e
#4430 .

450,

(5) change "and -0 "or the"

(2l/pef/

(3) Any soUrce listed'in Table A may apply to the
: Department or Reglonal Authority for a spec1al
- Non-Emission Air Contaminant Discharge Permit if
.operatlng a facility with no air contamlnant dlscharge.‘
- ~pEREGET
- The determination of appllcablllty of thlS permlt
'shall be made by the Department or Reglonal
Authorltyb e ’nzp Juhed rf/e leedt «

If issued a special Non-Emission Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit thexéppllcatlonLlnvestlgatlon and
;germlt I;sulng or Eeny:.ng 'Ege and Annualfermlt
ébmpllance'ﬁétermlnatlon feen&ké;& be waived by the

B \? rﬂr;n&ﬂ’

Department or Reglonal Authorlty.
V LO'&EH'}Z"’“(/ f‘

Renumber previous 13 and 14.

_ _ e . : 7
- Change lower limit to 10 employees _
Fuel Burning Equipment not elsewhere included

.lower llmlt to 10 employees
'“For sale" o

' Delete employee reference_;wgyﬂ“
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(Tentative)

"AGENDA
Environmental Quality Commission Meeting
April 30, 1973
Council Chambers, Civic Center
555 Liberty S.E.
Salem, Oregon

1:30 P.M.
A.  Minutes of April 2, 1973 EQC Meeting
'B. Project Plans for March 1973 | 7 o
C. Lloyd Corp Parking Facility, Portland
D. Alder Manufacturing Co. s Myrtle Point - Request for Var1ance
to operate Wigwam Waste Burner o
E. Stayton Sanitary Service, Stayton - EQC Confirmetion,of MWVAPA Variance
2:00 P.M. | o
F. - PUBLIC HEARING to consider adoption of anendments to OAR'Chapter 340,

| 'j /.11-',1 AL G

o4 vt
_/%(.-/f/&f W

Div. 4, Sub-Div. 1 Standards of Quality for Public Waters of
Oregon and Disposal Therein of Sewage and Industria] Wastes -

PUBLIC HEARING to consider issuance of Air Contam1nant D1scharge
Permits to:

a) Redmond Taltow Co., Redmond

b) Southern Oregon Tallow Co., Eagle Point

¢) Klamath Tallow Co., Klamath Falls

d) Ontario Rendering Co., Ontario -

e) Bioproducts Inc., Warrenton

f) Deschutes Readymix Sand & Gravel Co., Aspha]t Div., Bend

Cont1nuat1on of PUBLIC HEARING from Apr11 2 1973 meeting to cons1der
issuance of Air Contaminant Discharge Perm1ts to:

a) Publishers Paper Co., Newberg Division
b Pub11shers Paper Co » Oregon City D1V1S10n

. Unified Sewerage Agency, Washington County - Sewerage Facilities

Construction Program

J. Sewerage Works Construction Priorities List Revieions

K. Tax Credits

7:30 P.M. _ _ :

L. Continuation of PUBLIC HEARING from April 2, 1973 Meeting to cons1der

issuance of Air Contaminant Discharge.Perm.L to:
a} Boise Cascade Corp., Salem
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BEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUA.LIT Y

CH. 340

AIR. CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE
X! TS- . .

20 of this chapter of the Oregon Admin-

- istrative- Rules Compilation were adopted
. by -the Department of Environmental Qual-

 The _public’ not.u:e shall allow 30'days for

ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec~

retary of State August 31 1972 as DEQ 47 ¥

' 20-033. bz PURPOSE The -
these regulations-is to prescribe the re-
quirements and procedures for obtaining

Air Contaminant Discharge Permits pur-

suant ta Chapter ‘406, Oregbn Laws 1971

' ‘for stationary sources.

' 20-033.04 DEFINITIONS. As used in
these regulations unless otherwise re-
quired by context:

{1) ““Department”’ means Department of
Environmental Quahty.

(2) ““Commission’  me an s Environ-
mental Quaht)r Comm;.ss:.on

(3) ‘“‘Person’’ means the United States
Government and agencies thereof, a n y
state, individual, public or private corpor~
ation, political subdivision, governmental

.ageacy, municipality, industry, co-part-
-nership,. association, firm, trust, estate,
- or any other le 2gal entity whatever. :

(4) “‘Permit’ Jor ‘Air Contaminant Dis-
charge Permit”’

p11'rpose of -

‘means a written permit -

‘written comment - from:-the public and:
from. interested. S t.ate. and. .E.’e.de::al _

e 'agenc:.es..ur
7 [ED NOTEL Unless othemse speci-
f:ed sections. 20-<033,02 through 20-033.

' '20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) Adr
contaminant dischargepe rm it s shall .

-be obtained for the a i r contaminant

sources, mcludmg those processes and
activities directly related or associated.
thereto which are listed in Table A, ap~- -
pended hereto e-ad-merpe-rated-ﬂ-:erenrhy o
neigmne,.uu.ac.c.n:damuuh-the-gched '
uleg set forth in gubsections (2}, {34y,

and () itk o

.{2) No person shall construcﬁ, matall,
establish develop or operate any new air
contaminant. source listed in Table A ap--

‘r)pended hereto without first obtaining a

3

’V\J\conta 3o

R\

g

isgued by the Department or Regional

Authority in accordance with duly adopted

procedures, which by ita conditions auth= -

- orizes the perm:.ttee to construct, install, .
- modify or operate specified facilities,

conduct specified activities, or emit, dis-

charge or dispose of air contaminants in" =

accordance with spec;f:.ed practxces, hm-

' itations or prohibitions. : - )
“Regional Auth.onty mea.nn the

{(5)

id-Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Aut ontyx or Lane Reg:onal A.u.' Po]lutmn
,_uthonty'. L . ‘ . ‘

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY It shall be
ie policy of the Department of Eviron-
mental Quahty and the Regional Author-
ities to issue public notice as to the re-

~ ceipt of an application within 15 days af-

ter the apphcatmn is accepted for fllmg.
12-15.72

' permit from the Depaztment or Regmnal "

uthority. '
orate any air conta.rmnant source fa) :
throggh (1) as listed in Table A appg ded
here or discharge, emit or allowdnyair
ant from said source gfcept as
may be agthorized by a current¥ valid per~
mit from{ eDepartment or R egmnalAuth- ,
ority. \

(4) Aiter Suly 1, 1973 no. person shall
operate any alir contgfhinant source {m)
through (hh) as Ngstegin Table A appended
hereto, or dischapfie, emit or allow any
air contaminant A1l o said source except
as may be authfrized by a currently valid .
permit from/the Dep2 tment or Regmnal-' '
Authoritv. _ o
" -{8) Aftef January 1, 1974, xo person
shall Gpgrate any air contadinant source -
(ii) thpbugh (uu) as listed im\Table A ap-
pendfd hereto, or discharge,‘qmit or.al--
low/any air contaminant from said source

eycept as may be aunthorized by\g cur- -
ently valid permit fror_n__the Departsment
. - N N = -~—"-

20 033 10- MULTIPLE S'OURCE PER-

'MIT., ~When a smgle site includes more

than one of the air contaminant sources
listed in Table A, a single permit may be

_issued including 21l sources located atthe

site. Such permits shall separately ident-

- ify by subsection each air contaminant

8c

source included f r o m Table A, Appli-
cations for multiple-source permits will
not be received by the Department or Re-
gmnal Authonty for process1nu without



-CH, 340

7‘-pr1ﬂ'-" written agreement between- the per-
ssuing agency and the apphca.ut con- - -

mi
cerning the overall merit ofissuing amul-
tiple-source perrmit for the site under con=-

~gideration.

" (1) When a single air contammant source

_which is includedina multiple-source per-

- mit, is subject to perrn1t modification, re--

vocation, suspension or denial, suchaction

by the Department or Regional Authority.

shall only affect that individual source

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

shall not require submission of the Z-Fﬂ.mg" .
Fee or the Application Investigation and_‘

Permit Issuing or Denying Fee,
(5) Applications for multiple-scurce

- permits received pursuantto Section 20-
003.10 shall be subject to a single $25.00

" Filing Fee.. The application Investigation . = .~

- and Permit Issuing or Denying ¥ee and .. -~
Annual Permit Compliance fetermination. . .
. Fee for multiple-source permits shall be . ~

without thereby affecting any other source
' ' Table A, -

subject to that permit.
(2) When a multiple-source permit in-
¢ludeg air contaminant sources subject to

the jurisdiction of the Department and a’
- after, the Annual Permit Compliance Det-
- ermination Fee shall be paid at least 30

Regional Authority, the Department may
require that it shall be the permit issuing
agency. In such cases, the Department

and the Regiomnal A.uthor:.ty shall other~

- wise maintain and exercise all other as-

pects of their respective jurisdictions over

the permittee,

20-033.12 FEES. (1} Allpersons required
to ~“tain a permit shall be subject to a
- thr
 refundable Filing Fee of $25.00, a vari-
able Application Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable
Annual Permit Compliance Determination
Fee. The amount equaltothe Filing Fee and
‘the Application Investigation and Permit
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be submitted
as a required part of the application. The
Annual Permit Cdmphance Determination
Fee shall be paid prmr to issuance of the
actual pernut

(2} The fee. schedule contamed in ther

listing of air contaminant sources listed
in Table A appended hereto shall be
"applied to determine the variable permit
fees.

{3) The Filing Fee and Application In~
vestigation and Permit Issuing or Denying
Fee shall be submitted with each appli~
ction for a new permit, modified -permit,
or renewed permit. '

(4) Modifications of existing, unexpired
permits which are instituted by the De-
pa: 1ent or Regional Authority due to
changing conditions or standards, receipts

of additional information or any other re~

ason pursuant to applicable statutes and
‘\do not require re-filing or review of an

.-part fee consistingoef auniformnon-

‘\appllcat;on or plans and specifications -

s
Y
o

I i

8d

(6) At least one A.n.nual Permit Com-'
phance Determination ¥ee shall be .paid -
_prior to final issuance of 2 permit. There-.

days prior to the start of each subsequent . -

permit year, Failure to timely remit the

Annual Permit Compliance Determination '

Fee in accordance with the above shall be
considered grounds for not issuing a per=-

‘mit or revoking an existing permit.

(7) If a permit is issued for a period

less  than one (1) year, the applicable .
Annual Permit Compliance Determination -

Fee shall be equal to the full annual fee.
If a permit is issued for a period greater
than 12 months, the applicable Annual
Permit Compliance = Determination' Fee
shall be prorated by multiplying the An-
nual

the permit and dividing by twelve(12),

(8) In no case shall a pernnt be 1ssued

for more than five (5) years. -

Permit Compliance Determination’
Fee by the number of months covered by -

" equal to the total amounts required by the : - o
individual sources mvolved -as listed in

(9) Upon accepting anapplication for f:l-. . o

mg, the Filing Fee shall be cons1dered
as non-refundable, :

, (10) The Application Inveshgatmn and - e
- Permit Issuing or Denying Fee need mot - =

be submitted upon notice in writing by

the permit. issuing agency or shall be’ o

refunded when submitted with applications
for meodified or renewed pexzmits 1.f the - =

following conditions exist:

(2) The modified or renewed perm1t is

essentially the same as the previous per-
mit. ‘

{(b) The source or -gources included are
in compliance with all conditions of the
modified or renewed permit. :

(1) When an air contaminant source
which is in compliance with the rules of

- a permit issuing agency relocates orpro~-

12-15-72
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--.'pesaes te ‘relocate its operatmn to a site
_#n the jurisdiction of another permit is- .
" suing " agency having comparable control -
. Tequirements, apphcatmn may be made
- and approval may be given for an exemp-

tion of the Application Investigation and. ..
~ taminant emissions from air contaminant"

Permit Issuing or Denying Fee. The per-

' mit application: and the request for such

fee reductiom ahall be accompanied by (1)

- the same- equipment,

a . copy of the permit issued for the pre-

vious loca;tzon. and (2} certification that
the perm:.ttee proposes to operate with. -

duction rate, and under similar conditions

" at the new or proposed location, Certi-

/4) (5

fication by the agency previously having

jurisdiction that the source was operated.
. in compliance with all rules and regul- -

ations will be acceptable should the pre-
vious permit not indicate such compliance,
(12) I a temporaryor conditional permit
is issued in accordance withadopted
procedures, . fees submitted with the appli-
cation for an air contaminant discharge

.permit shall be retained and be appll-

cable to the regular permit when it is
- granted or denied.

the permit issuing agency and shall be
deposited in the State Treasury by the

" Department of Environmental Quality to
the credit of the Department of Environ- -

mental Quahty Air Emission Permit Ac-
count which -is continuously appropnated
for the purpose of funding the air com-

at - the. same pro=--

promulgated thereunder. :
{2) Prior to construction, mstallat:on. .

" _'estabhshment ‘modification or enlarge-
ment of any air contaminant source listed

in' Table A or facilities for controlling,’
treating, or otherwise lnrutmg air con-

sources listed in Table A, detailed plans -

- and spec:f:.catl.ons shall be submitted to

and approved in writing by the Depart- -
ment or Regional Authority upon request
as required by ORS. 449.712 and rules -
promulgated thereunder. :

20 033,18 RE GISTRA.TION Ex-'
EMPTION, Air contaminant sources con-

. structed and operated under a permit is-

sued pursuant to these reguldtions maybe
exempted from Registration as required
by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 449,707,

20-033,20 P E RMIT PROGRAMS FOR
REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORIT -
IES, Subject to the provisions of this sec-

. tion 20-033,20, the Environmental Qual-

All fees shall be made payable to -

taminant discharge permit program cov- '

ered by these: regulations.
29-033 14 PROCEDURES - F O R ChH-

ity Commmission authorizes each Regional
Authority to issue air contaminant dis-
charge permits for air contamination
sources within its _;unsdmtmn.‘ :

(1) A Regional Authority’s permit pro-
gram, including proposed permits and
proposed revised permits, shall be sub-
mitted to the Environmental Quality Com-
mission for review and approval prior
to final adoption by the Regional Auth-~
ity. Each permit issued by a Regional

- Authority shallby its conditions authorize
- the permittee to construct, install, modify

TAINING PERMITS. Submission and pro=~ -

cessing - of applications for permits and
issuance, denial, modification, and re-
vocation of permits shall be inaccordance

"or operate specified facilities, conduct

specified activities, or emit, d1scharge-'

‘or dispose of air contaminants in accord-

- ance with specified pract:.ce s, limitations, "
- or proh1b1t1ons.

- with dul]r adopted procedures of the per-~ :

mit 1ssmng agency.

20-033.16 OTHZER REQUIREMENTS. (1)

No person shall construct, install, estab- -

lish, modify or enlarge any air contamin-
ant source listed in Table A or facilities

for controlling, treating, or otherwise lim- -

iting air contaminant emissions from air

~contaminant sources listed in Table A

. without notifing the permit issuing agency
- as required by ORS 449,712 and rules

12-15-72".

i(2) Each perrm;t proposed “to be'Ia: 1ssued§
‘or revised- byra:'Regional Authonty' s

: i!ile_ submitted ta the Départment of Envir—3
" ‘onmental Quality at. least: fourteen (14};

-days prior to the proposed issuance date.j.
Within the fourteen (14) day period, the

Department  shall give written notice to

~ the: Regional Authority of any objection

~the Department has to the proposed per-

mit or revised permit or its issuance.
No permit shall be issued by a Regional
Authonty' unlesgs all obJectmns thereto by

8e
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the Department: shall be resolved pnor
“to its issuance. If ‘the”Department does]}
“hiot *aake any such ob;ectmn—, the proposed

per .t or revised permit may be'issued

by the Re gmnaLA.thamty. L
(3) If there is™an ob_]ect:on by’the De-

‘partment regarding a proposed or revised

permit, the Department shall present

its objection before the Board of the Re- --
g1onal Authority’ in question pnor to the

issuance of a final permit.
(4) If as a result of objection bythe De-

partment regarding a proposed or revised -

permit, the Regional Authority is unable
to meet the time provisions of either this
regulation or those contained in an ex-

isting permit, the Regional Authority shall -

8

. summary listing .of "air

" issue a temporary perxmt for a permd not
: to exceed 90 days, '

(5) The Regional Authority shall give

written notice to. the Department of itg -
intention to de'njr an application for a -

permit, not to renew a permit, or to Tew
voke or suspend any existing permit,

(6) A copy of each permit issued or re- . '
_.vised by “a Regional Authority pursuant = -
to. this section shall be promptly sub-

mitted to the Department.

(7) The Regional Authority shall pre-

pare and submit to the Department a

sources currently in violation of issued

permits. These reports shallbemadeon a
quarterly basis commencing April 1, 1973,

12-15-72

contaminant .
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R | ' DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 3-40:

* TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES' AND
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE -~

- . Application. ~ = Annual |-
o L Standard - - Invest'lgation =0 Permit
_ Air - .o . . Industrial: - and Permit Compliance
- Contaminant - Classifica~ _ Issuing or - . Determina-
Source: ... - - .~ tion Number Denying Fee . - tion Fea

1. Asphalt Production by - = 2951 %13 % 5 S
£ distillation o IR e
2. (A Asphalt blowing plants 281 = 100 - . = 75

3. S/) Asphaltic concrete pav- - 2951 " © 100 - ) j 100
ing plants ' L ‘ ' S \

4. (4} Asphalt felts and &:aati};g o2 10 0

S (;’)' Calcium carbide manufac- L 2819 B .2.25 . R 150
: turing , S .

6. (j’f Alkalies and chlorine - 1 2812 P -225 175
- 7 manufacturing ‘ L o L e

1. ( A Nitric acid ménufacturing -o2819 . - 100 - 75"_'“
- (}:{’_ V-Amnfo.'nia manufacturing o 2819 - '200 o 125 ._
' 9 t}"f-'Secondary 'lead'smé'lting- ' L '3341. - o :, - 225," --.175
lof} Rendering plants 29 150 o100
i (}d ' Coffee roasting. ) - ) 2095 N 100 RO 75
n,,m- Sulfite pulp and paper , i 281 300 '|75. ;

productmn . - e 2621
e 2631

| ISWM 'S&# msd *locan ~ 2041
"7 —ted—in-Speeiettomtrot—————2042
30,000 or moreTiym= - - . 250 50"
less than 10,000-Fhpp— & S 50 —— 50—

12-15-72 o 8g
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| f}T&biefh.¢ontinuedﬁ_'

17

CAfr
Contam1nan;
" Source

:h4a f"
 in_-Special Centrel-Aress

| ’r...Zﬂ.ﬂﬂa-op-mere—¥fyrr
18 -——-515445 Sie p-3

"_ 19.{¢)
-Zo sﬁ)
2, 5ﬁ3

‘-22~£f0'

23, (;’)

'--?.24 ()

.25 }ﬁ3

Red1m1x concrete
Plywood hénufacfuring

“VYeneer manufacturing (not
elsewhere 1nc1uded)

Part1c1eboard manufactur1ng

Hardboard manufacturing
Charcoal manufacturing:

Battery separator manu-
facturing -

_ hiw. See -

Ste p -3

o 2s 0
s
T

&, 3,500 dr more tons -

.32.. (7{)

23, ;?;K)

Glass manufacturing
Cement manufacturing

Lime manufacturing

dries

per year production
b, Less than 3,500 tons:
per year. product1on

$teel works,rro111ng and

f1n1shing mills -

Inc1nerators (not e1se- |
where included) more than
2 000 1b/hr. capac1ty

Gray iron and stee] foun-' |

-Standérd

~ Industrial

~ - Classifica-
tion Humber

- Application -
~ Investigation

. and Permit -
Issuing or -

Denying Fee

: Anﬁﬁa]r
Permit
Compliance -

Determina- _'-3 l

t1on Fee-

-3273
- 2432

2238

2492
2493
. 2861
2499

——tzrE

__3231--

m

3

332
3323 .
R 300 .

3312

=5
150

S

300 0

- 200
200
75

10
s

e w00

100
300
100

. i

- - . - “

B R
100

5

150
100

100
50

B
107

 f 15o5;;;-f5_ﬁ
100

s

10

| 12415-72
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~ Table A continued -~

, . Application- - Annual
- o - Standard Invest1gation © Permit .
.. Afr-o- - Industrial .. and Permit . - Compliance
- Contaminant. -~ = . Classifica- . Issuing or - Determina-. . - -
SOUPCE SR tion Number = Denying Fee . _tion Fee
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: Application - Annual -

o Standard -~ . Investigation - Permit”
| A‘lr o - Industrial - and Permit - - Complfance .-
_ t:ontammant o Classifica- - . Issuing or  Determina-
Source - - tion Humber ' : . Denying Fee = . tion Fee
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DEQ 4

Tos

From3

Subjects

.State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

E. J. Weathershee Date: May 8, 1873
H, M. Patterson

Permit Program -
Attached letter from LRAPA

It is assumed this lstter is in respunse to our letter of April 26
dirsoted to sach regional afr pollution authority reluative to conduoting
the permit program in a uniform manner and charges made by each
for air contaminant discharge permits.

In that letter it was suggesatad that several fess are charged to
& plant site wherein that plant site has several sourees listed in
Table A of the fee sohedule,

It is therefore concluded that they want a meeting to discuss
this matter.

co:r HHB



DEQ 4

Tos

Froms

Subjects

State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
HMP Dates April 3, 1973
EJu

DEQ/Regional Coordinating Committee Agenda Items

Mr. 0'Scannlain has requested suggested agenda items for an
initial meeting of the reconstituted Coordinating Committee.

I believe they set the initial meeting date for April 15;
therefore, an agenda needs to be prepared and sent out as soon as
possible.

Please send a 1ist of suggested topics to me and I will possibly
add a suggestion or two and send on to DFO'S for final selection.

W’
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TOM McCALL
" GOVERNOR

DHARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

Director -

EMVIRONMENTAL GUALITY

COMMISSION

© - B, A McPHILLIPS
Chairman, Mc\innvilie

ED'WARD C. HARMS, IR.
- Springfield .
STORRS 5. WATERMAN
Portland

GEORGE A. McMATH
Porttand

-ARNOLD M, COGANM
Poriland

. DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY |

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229- 5301

~ MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quaiity Commission

From: Director

-Subjéct: Agenda Item I, for Apri]JE, 1973, Meeting

Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permits Public Hearing

ThesDepartment issued public noticé'on Fébruary_éS,'1973, thét
consideration would be giveh at this hearing to issuance of Air
Contaminant Discharge Permits for eight (8) industrial air contam- -

ination sources as’f011ows:

1. Umpqua Excavation and Paving, a stationary asphalt plant -

Tocated at 1940 N. E. Newton Creek;;Roseburg,'Oregon.

2. J. C. Compton Company, a portable asphalt plant which could

operate in any county under DEQ jurisdiction.

- 3. Road and Driveway Company; a stationary éspha1t plant lo- -

cated'in_Newport, Oregon.

n I B T T U S am
4. Alldiygdadlated ougar Ldinpaiy, a sduUgar i<

in Myssa, Oregon.



5. Publishers Paper Company, a sulfite pulp and paper mill

‘located in Newberg, Oregon.

6. Publishers Paper Company, a sulfite pulp and paper mill

located in Oregon City, Oregon.

7. Menasha Corporation, a netural sulfite pulp and corrugated

miedium mill located in Morth Bend, Oregon.

8. Boise Caséade Corporation, a sulfite pulp-and paper mi11'

located in Sa1em,70regon.

Written public comment was recefved relative to the proposed
- permits for Umpgua Excavation and Paving, Jf C._Compton'Cqmpany,
Menasha Corpofatién'and Boise Cascade Corporation. Mo public cdm-
 ment was received relative to the proposed permfts for Amalgamated
Sugar Comhany, Road and Driveway Company, Pubeshers Paper Company,

Newberg and Publishers Paper Cdmpany, Oregon City.

Comments were received from all companies except Ménasha-Cor~

poration.

Of particular note are the general comments submitted by the
Asphalt Paving Association of Oregon, a copy of which is attached

"andfmadeAa part of the record of this hearing. 1In this Tetter
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Mr. Hike Hudd]eston; Managef_of the association,Ainférs thét
,zonihg conditions are a part of the proposed aspha1t p]ant peff
mits, There_are nb:zoning coﬁditions in any of the préposed
permifs including the three (3) pfbposed asphalt plant permits.
Also iﬁferred in this letter are conditions re]aﬁing,to nbfse"
and dusts off the'proﬁerty, Again, no conditions'are contained
in the proposed permits relative to noise control. -There is a
requirement underﬁMonitoring_ahd Reporting to submit.month1y
reports on forms furnished by the Depértment delineating Certain
operating parametérs whfch'provides the Department With a:"mea-.
surihg stick" of the c]éan]iness of the operation. ir. Huddleston
Has raised the question as to the Department's authority relative |
to dust suppression measures so as to control fﬁgifiVe dust emis-~

" sions. The Department s requiring that all areas undef'the con-
trol of the operétor be maintafned such that.fugitiﬁe typé dust’
emissions are controlled at a1]-fime$. Dust suppression measures
70nlpub1i¢ accéss?roads are not in;]Uded as a permit cbnﬂition.
Under paragraph #5 the Associationﬁhas‘ihdicated thaf the.Depart-
‘ment'is discriminating égainst some'dperatofs of asphalt p]aﬁts

in that it wi11'require ﬁn outside consu]tant,to perfqrm emission
‘Souf;e samp]ing to verify comp1iance'with-fhe ru]es.wﬁi1é at the
same time the Départhenf]s sampling team has conducfed_tésts'on
_other éspha]tp]ants.. The Department hasVSampled'on]y those plants
which were included in a specia1'study to examine the pérformahcé'

characteristics of various types of piants and eyuipment during the



1971 season,and during the 1972 season only (2) plants were
resampled to determine the continuing capabiIity'of maintain-
ring compliance. And finally,in paragraph #6 fhe.Asphait Paving
Association is concerned that the monitoring requirements are
excessive. Since the tocation of these plants is most critical
in relation to people, the Department has no othér meaﬁs of
measuring the control of emissions other than through a monitof-
ing and reportfng.program which is a part of tﬁese pfoposéd per-
mits. The permits do provide that by written abprova] from fﬁe
Department, changes in monthly reporting can be made as may be

indicated from actual operating expevience.
A1 comments received by the Depértment were considered and
changes are recommended in the proposéd permits, where' considered

warranted. In summary the following actions are recommended:

1. Umpqua Excavation and Paving, Roseburg: Comments were

received from one resident 1iving on Newton Creak Road approxi-
mately four (4) blocks fkom the asphalt plant who exprassed con-
cern fof the dust emissions as well as the heavy'truck fraffic; |
Suggested restrictions from this individual include Timiting hours
of operation of the plant, prohfbitiﬁg the uﬁe of jake brakes, and
prdhibiting operation during-periods when the Wind 1S;ffom the eastf
The Doug1as_County P]anning Department informed the'Departmént of

Environmenta1 Quality that the coUnty'is currently cohsidering zon-
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ing (R-2) for this area. If approved this dperatidn1wgu1d become
a non-conforming use and could be operated indefinité1y at this
site provided no expansion or discontinuity lof mbre than a‘oné
(1) year period 6ccurs;' Mo special permit conditions wére'fe-
duésted by the county. The company submitted comments regarding
zoniﬁg and truck traffic discussed in'fhe backgf0und report. The
,cpmpény requested that the dust suppression methods be Timited
only to plant property and not to any pubjic roads. 'Comments_

: relating to monitoring and reporting were qonsidered:when'pfepar-

ing the permit and are reflected in the proposed pérmit.

: Recémmendation _
" The Director recommends that the proposed Air Contahinant'
Discharge Permit,rNo..lo-OOOB, for Umpqua Excavation and_Paving
be issued with thé_f011owing additiona] conditioniunder ﬁrohibited
Activities: : | | 7
“Discharges of_air_contamfnants from sources not covered by Jéﬂkﬁf'—

his permi ibited.” ¢ gredhdecae @tu kg
th1s permit are prohibited. Y I e 'AEQ&T( )

A | i

2, J. C. Compton Company, a portable asphalt p1aﬁt: The

) Squthgast Oregon Coun;i] of Governments requested information re-

- garding the total annual quantfty of airicontaminants diséhafged )
and,wﬁat this‘percentage would mean to their environment, This
request was answered by Tetter dated February 20,,1973. No sbecia1

‘permit conditiohs viere requested by the;cbunty..



The company submitted comments regarding zdning aﬁd truck
tréffic discussed in the background report. The‘company re-
quested that therdust suppression methods be 11mitéd only to
plant property and not to any public roads. Comments_relating
to monitoring and reporting were considered when preparing the

permit and are reflected in the proposed permit.

Recommendation

The Diractor recommends that the proposed Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit, No. 37-0044, for J. C. Compton Company be is-

sued with the following additional condition under Prohibited

P AN

Activities: ' (0’ y P . k
"Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered by

this permit are prohibited.”

'3. Road and Driveway Company, Néwpoft: No'pub]fc comments

" have been received by the Department. 'The‘compény submitted com-
ments relative to monitoring and reporting. The compény does not
wish to be;required to sﬁbmit monthly reports and objectélto the
ﬁozz]e inspaction more thén once a year;- No changes were made as

" a result of these requests because the staff feels that the requests

are reasonable and necessary at the outset of the permit program.

Recommendation

The Director recommends that the'proposed Air,COntamﬁnant Dis-

charge Parmit flo. 21-0001, for Road and Driveway Comnany he issyed
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‘with the following additional condition under Prohibited Activities:

“Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered by

this permit are prohibited."

4, Amalgamated Sugar Company, Nyssa: MNo public tomments

were received. The company submitted comments to c1arify_¢éftain

conditions relating to the operation of the lime kilns. As a re-

sult, the Department proposes to make the following changes:

The company'has advised that the exhaust gases-from
these two (2) 1ime kilns are scrubbed;'compressed

and utilized to carbonate the impure sugar juice and no
discharge is:made to the atmospheré. There is, how-. -
ever, a small exhaust fan on top of each kiln which
operates to control the oxygen level in the kiln
during the Eechargiﬁg cycle. These fans draw off the
air admitted during this charging cycle and may, on
occasion, emit a puff of visib]e emissions. As a’
consequencé, the Department proposes to eliminate

condition number 4.a.

The company also requested that the comp]iance dates

for installation of the second baghouse ch]ectorrbe

‘extended to coincide with the stért of the 1974 cam-

ign (usually mid-October). The Department did not



propose to extend this date since it . will assure
completion of the installation prior to the operat-

ing season.

Recommendation

The Director recommends that the proposed Air Contaminant
DischargerPermit,'No. 23-0002, for Amalgamated Shgar Cdmpany be
jssued with the above noted change and the following additioha1‘
condition under Prohibited Activities:

"ﬁischarges of air contaminants from sources not covered by

~ this permit arerprohibited."

5. Publishers Paper Company, Newberg: No public/comments

were received as a result of the Public Notice. This permit was pre-
pared incorporating the requirements of the Mid;wii1amette VéT]ey .
Air Pollution Authority relating to operation of the steam boi]érs.
The Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority has also reviewed
the proposed permit and no comments haQe been received. The'

' Eoﬁpany has responded, and requested certain.changes. The Com-

pany po%hted out that the maxfmum capacity is 250 tons;of pulp

per day, instead of 230 tons per day. It is recommended that

this change be incorporated in the final permit. Other sug-

. gested changes are presented below:

a. - The Company objected to the short duration, on grounds

 that they should be able to expect -some reasonable 1ife



for installed contrq]s; This objection appears to be
based on a misconception of pukposesrof the permit, and
the Department would not recommend changing the expira-

tion date. .

The Company_commented that the time from submitting a.
report on steam-generating boiler particulate tests to
submitting a compliance proposal is short, ambuntfnd ta four _
(4) months. Howevén;the final compliance date is only R
five (5)'m6nths-éfter submission of a proposal (February 1,
1973). It should be pointed out that the.permit does not
prevent the Company's performing the tests and developing
such compliance programs as prove necessary wéi]”ahead of

the deadlines.

The Company commented that restricting récovefy furnace
particulate emissions.to three (3) pounds per ton of pulp
is unjdstifiabTy restrictive. 'They generally can operaté
~‘within 3 1b/toﬁ5 but occasionally their teSts'indiéate

an emission between 3 and 4 1b/ton. Applying the general
requiremént that all productioﬁ anﬁ control équ{pmént bg
operated such that emissions w0u1d'be minimized, would pre-
vent the Companyfé de]iberdte1y'a]10wing emissions to rise.
to the Tegal maximum of 4 1b/ton. The staff conﬁ]udes '

that the'purposes_origina11y intendéd could be served by
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changing the pertinent conditions of the permit to read as

follows:

5. The recovery furnace particulate emissions shall not éXceed
three (3) podnds per adt as an annual average and“;éo poundé per
day as an annual average, and at no time shall exceed four (4) pounds
per'adt.“

=, /|

_— ":) ¥

Recommendation _ , PP

The Director recommends that the proposed Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit, No. 36-6142, for Publishers Paper Company, New-

berg Division be issued with the above noted chqnge and the follow-

~ing additional condition under Prohibited Activities:

- “Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered by

this permit are prohibited."

6. Pub]ishérs Paper Coﬁbany, Oregon City: Mo public. comments

have been received as a result of the Public Motica. The permit was

prepared incorporating the requirements of the Columbia Willamette

- Air Pollution Authority relating to the operation of the steam boilers.

The Columbia Willamette Air Poliution Authority has'reviewed this
permit and no comments have been_submitted. The Companthas responded,

and requested certain changes. Suggested changes are presented below:

2. The Company objected to the short duration, on grounds that

: they'shbuld be able to expect some reasonable life for in-
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stalled controls. This objection appears to be based'on
a misconception of the purpose of the permit, and the Departi -

ment would not recommend changing thé expiration date.

The Compény cohmented that the time from submitting a re-
port on steam-génerating boiler partiCU1ate-tests to submit-
‘ting a compliance proposal for short, amountina to fourft4) :
months. Hdwever, fhe final compliance date is only five (5)
months after submission of a proposal (February 1, 19?3).

It should be pointed out that the permit does nét prevent -
the Company's performing the tests and devéloping,sucﬁ com-
pliance prdgrams as prove necessary well ahead of the.déad-

- Jines.

The Company commented that restricting recovery'furnace _
particﬁ1ate emissions to threé (3) pounds per ton of pulp
is_unjUstifiab]y restrictive.  They generally can.operéte
within 3 1b/ton, but occasionally their tests indicate-an'.
‘emission between 3 and 4 1b/ton. Applying the general re-
‘quirement that all prdducfion and control equipment be
opérated such that emigsions would be miﬁimized would pre-
vent the Combany's deliberately a]Towing eﬁissiohs to riée
to the legal maximum of 4 1b/ton. The staff conéiudes that
the purposes originaﬂy intended could be served by changi'ng,

the pertinent conditions of the pérmfts to read as follows:



-12-

5. The recovery furnace partiéﬁlate emissions shall not exceed
three (3) pounds per adt as an annual average and 690 pounds per.
day as an annual average, and at no time shall exceed foﬁr (4}

pounds per adt."

Recommendation

The Director recommends that the proposed Air.Contaminant
_Vbischarge,Permit, No. 03-1850, for Pub]ishefs Paper Cbmpany,
Oregon'City Division be issued with the above noted change and
the following additional condition under Prohibited Activities:
~ "Discharges of air contaminantsrfrom sources notrcovered by

this permit are prohibited."

7. Menasha Corporation, Morth Bend: One 1) comment was

‘received from the University of Oregon, Institute of Mafine Bio-
'Iogy, expréssing concern for odors from the mill, Sﬁbmitted-with
the letter of comment was a.survey report conducted by twb {2)
undergraduate students during the summér of 1972.| No significant
information is contained fn'this survey. The company did not sub-

mit any comments.

Recommendation

-~ The Directpf reconmends that the proposed Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit, No. 06-0015, for Menasha Corporation be issued
with the following additional condition under Prohibited Abtivities:

this permit are prohibited.“'
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8. Boise Cascade Corporation, Salem: A petition with 75

| signatures was receiVed_from the Marion Coﬁnty Chdefen's Ser-

- vices Division which "would seriously object to the state grant¥ 7

. ing permission to Boise Cascade'fo discharge air poTlutants ffqm
- its Salem p1anf.“ The petition went on to say‘that the undersijnéd
II.endorse your goals for clean water and air, and wbqu see grant- _
ing of this type permit a ﬁtep in the wrong direciion.” It shouid |
be pointed out that the purpose of the permit hrogram is to draw

all of the emiﬁsion and operating requirements together and issﬁe'

a Sing]e permit which allows the sfate to conduct a more rigorous
controi program fhan might'bé practicable otherwise. TherDépartQ

ment will advise the Marion County Children's Services Division-
of these goals. The proposed permit is a Mu]tjp1e Source Per-

mit and was prepared by the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Po}iution
Authority and the bepartment,land contains restrictions and 1ihita-._
tion§ applicable to both the Department andrRégionaT AUthdrity.'
Comments from the cbmpany were received by ]ettér‘dated Marﬁh 15,

- 1973. Tﬁe company has fequested:unti1 July 1, 1974, to demonstrafe
compliarice of the'digester,pump-out_system. lTHe éompany is commit-
ted_to a prdgram fo complete this insta]]atidn prior to December 3],"'
1973, and will know whether S05 emiésidns from;the'éystem.have beeﬁ :

‘eliminated at the time of start-up. It is felt that a run-in period
will bé necessary to varify stabi1fty of a1]1néw1y iﬁéta11ed'equip-
ment. Because of this the Department has recomﬁended a changé_in |

conditions #1, #3 and #9 of the proposed permit. The company has



-14-

indicated that a production capacity of 330 adt per day will

be achievab]é after completion of the control program. The
company also stated that this control system was designed to

meet a 500 ppm.emission concentration at the 330 adt per day' ;
production capacity. The permit application and, td date, the-
emission data and production capacity, -as reported to-fhe Deparf-'
ment, does not indicate that production has reached a level of 330
adt per day.. Further, the Department has not approvéd any produc—
tion increases for this mill since 1969 and would not recommend any .
piant production increases uhti1 compliance witn all app]icab]e ré-
gulatiens is demonstréted. Therefore, the changes recommended by
the Department appear below under conditions #1 and #2. The
company has stated that since all SO, emission points,ﬁii] be
colleéted and discharged through a single stack the prbposed

Timit of_éighteen_(18) pounds of SO» ber'adt'is more restrictive
'than_the é]iowab]e under 0AR, 340, Section 25-355(2), which would
allow twenty {20) pounds of SO, per adt on a-mill ﬁite basis.
" The Depértment is of the opinion that other small poiht'sdurCes
may have some emissions of 802 incToding the steam powef boilers
when'firiﬁg residual fue] 011 dﬁring natura] gas curtailments.
The.company has further suggested that the'pump-out system be
allowed an SO; emission of 0.2 pounds per minute per ton in ac~ -

cordance with OAR, 340, Section 25-355(2)(a).

The Department considars that the eighteén {(18) pounds of

S0z per-adt is achievable and reasonable in 1ight of the other
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sources. Further, no emissions of S0, should résd]f'fn a closed
“digester pump-out system. The company submitted a_comp]iénte,
program for controlling particulate emissions frbm-the,recovéry
 furnace from the current reported 1eve] of 5.5 poundsrper'adt to
less than 4.0 pounds per adt if furnace optimization does ﬁot_
bring.about this reduction. Since this is a smé]]lambﬁnt (1.57
pounds per adt), improvement within the current facilify hés_a
reasonable chance of succéssL The Department therefore proposes
that conditions #5 and. #10 be modified to reflect comp]ianée with
OAR, 340, Section 25-365, in that Comp]iance'df the recovery sys-
tem particulate emissions must be achieﬁed with,thelother-sources |
by no later thén July 1, 1974, If furnace opfimization fails to
provide the necessary reduction then a formé1 compliance schedu1e'
would be reﬁuired, a new permit prepared according1y and Public
Hearingé held on this matter prior to approval and submission to
"~ EPA. Condition #4 should be deleted because of dupiicatioh since
the opening conditional statement and conditionsr#z and #G_adeé

quately require.S02 emissions from all sources to be controlled.

As a consequence to the above discussion it is- recommended

that the Boise Cascade Corporation permit be modified as_fo]]ows:'

1. AFterrJu1y_1, 1974, sulfur dioxide {S02) emission§ from
the sylfite pulp mitl (1nc]udihg the recovery sysfem) shall not
exceed twenty (20) pounds per unbleached, air-dried ton (adt) of -
pulp produced, five thousand (5,000) pounds of S0, per day as a

'mohth1y average, and six thousaﬁd two hundred {6,200) pounds per

. e . it i ! L F PR G
day as a maximum daily emission. & Ewm}( teptwgHLER

N g } .
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2. Mo change.

a. No change.
b. Mo change.

c. Eighteen (18) pounds per ton and 4,500‘P0UNd5“PEr day as

a monthly average.

d. Eighteen (18) pounds per ton and 5,580 pounds per day.

3. Blow pit vent: S0» emissions shall be kept to the 1owest

pract1cab1e ]eve1s at all times.
4. Eliminate.

5. As soon as practicable but not later than July 1 1974,
,HI

. the recovery qunace particulate em1ss1ons sha]] not exceed the

following:

a. Fbur (4) pounds per adt of pulp produced.

b. An opacity equal to or greater than,twehty percent (20%)}
for an aggregated time or mofe than three (3) minutes in

any one (1) hour.

6. FEmissions from the steam-generating boilers, fired by

natural gas'and alternatively residual fuel oil, shall not exceed:

‘a; Two-tenths (0.2} grain per 5Ldnuaru cunic luut, dL tvieive
percent (12%) carbon d1ox1de (CO?) or at f1fty percent (50%)

excess air.
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Ah“opaCity equal to or greater than twenty percént
(20%) for an aggregated time of more than three (3)

minutas in any one (1) hour.

One thousand.(],OOO) ppm of sulfur dioxide (S02). ..

Compliance Demonstration Schedule

9.

Installation of blow pit vent SO, emission controls,

as approved by the Department of Environmental Quality, shall

- continue according to the on]owing schedule:

Purchase orders for remaining components and for all
site preparation and erection work as issued, shall

be cdnfirmed in writing by no 1ater.fhan April 15, 1973.

Construction shall be completed by no later than December -

31, 1973.

In the event that the company is unable to demonétrate
compliance by Decémber 31, 1973, the company shall sub-
mit reports to the Department on not less than a mdntﬁ1y .
basis reltative to the problems encountered énd fhe procé- ’
dures and time schedules implemented toAsolve_thbsé prob?

tems.

Compliance shall be demonstrated as 500N a5 possib]e after

_thé installation is compTetedP but in no case later than

“Jduly 1, 1974,
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e. The permittee shall notify the Department of Environmental
Quality in writing within fourteen-(14) &ays of'the comple-
tion of each of these conditioné, and further,\sha]l submit
an interim progress report by not later than Augﬁst 1, 1973,
describing the construction status for installing the com-

ponents of the blow-pit vent control system.

10. ‘The mechanism and location of particulate formation in
the recovery system, and the minimizing of emissions possible
through operating-parameter optimization shall be determined and
reported by no later than July 1, 1973.

_ - Adgast KN

Part B Torula Yeast Manufacturing

/

The process weight should be éhanged to 14,500 pounds per )

tour.

Rgcommendation

The Director recommends that the proposed Air Cbntaminant Dis-
charge Permit, No, 24-41717, for Boise Cascade Corpbration, Salem
Paper Group, be issued with the ahove notéd changes and tha follow-

ing additional condition under Prohibited Activities:

"Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covéred

by this permit are prohibited."

" DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN

HHB:¢
3{27/73 .



