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9 a.m. 

AGENDA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
Meeting of 

November 26-27, 1973 
~Public Service Building 

920 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 

November 26, 1973* 

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 to Consider Adoption of Special Air Pollution Control 
Rules for Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties 

K. Portland Beneral 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. 

O. 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 O. 
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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 list 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, 
Chainnan, Dr. Morris K. Crothers and Dr. Grace S. Phinney. Mr. Arnold M. 
Cogan, Vice Chainnan, and Dr. Paul E. Bragdon were unable to attend because 
of other commitments. 

The Department was represented by Director Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain, 
Deputy Director Ronald L. Myles, Fred Bolton, John E. Borden, M. J. Downs, 
Wayne Hanson, Ronald 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 l!l, 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, B industrial 
waste, 24 air quality control and 6 solid waste management projects be approved: 

Date 
Municipal 
9-4-73 
9-4-73 
9-4-73 

9-5-73 

Water Quality Control - September 1973 
Location 

Projects (73) 
Green San. Dist. 
Gresham 
East Salem Sewer 
& Drainage Dist. I 
Oregon Primate 
Research Center 

Project 

Meadowbrook Subd. sewers 
Sotogrande Subd. sewers 
Yeakley's Addn. sewers 

Effluent irrigation piping 
(revised) 

Action 

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

Prov. app. 



Municipal Projects (73) - continued 
Date 
9-5-73 

9-5-73 
9-5-73 

9-6-73 
9-6-73 

9-6"73 

9-6-73 
9-10-73 
9-10-73 
9-10-73 
9-10-73 

9-13-73 
9-13-73 
9-13-73 

9-13-73 
9-13-73 
9-13-73 

9-13-73 
9-13-73 
9-13-73 
9-13-73 
9-14-73 
9-·14-73 
9-14-73 
9-14-73 
9-14-73 
9-14-73 
9-14-73 
9-14-73 
9-17-73 

9-17-73 

9-17-73 
9-17-73 

9-17-73 

Location 
Brookings 

Da11111asch State Ho~p. 
Klamath County 

Eugene 
Portland 

USA (Sunset) 

Gresham 
Junction City 
Springfield 
USA (Forest Grove) 
Klamath Falls 

Pendleton 
Oak Lodge San. D. 
Albany 

Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) 
Gresham 
Springfield 

Gresham 
Gresham 
Jefferson 
Bandon 
Pendleton 
Oak Lodge San. D 
Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) 
North Bend 
Portland 
Gresham 
USA (Sherwood) 
Milwaukie 
Cedar Hills 

Gresham 

Gresham 
Lake Oswego 

Lebanon 

-2-

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) SP-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, Schedule 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. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Approved 

Prov. app. 

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

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

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
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. app1;· 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 



Mun1ci~al 

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

9-26-73 
9-27-73 
9-27-73 
9-27-73 

8-31-73 

9-7.:.73 

9~12~73 

9~191:.73 

9.~21 .~73 

Projects {73} - continued 
Location 
Somerset West 

Lake Oswego 
North Umpqua S • D. 
Gresham 
Gresham 
Gresham 
Central Point 
East Salem Sewer 
& Drainage Dist. I 

Bear Cr. Valley 
San. Auth. (Talent) 
USA (Tigard) 
USA (Metzger) 
ifualatin 
Sandy 

Salem (Wallace Rd.~ 
Salem (Willow Lake 
Portland 
Portland 
Jefferson 
Ontario 
Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) 
Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) 
Josephine County 

Salem (Willow Lake) 
Salem (Willow Lake) 
Salem (Willow Lake) 
Sutherlin 

-3-

Project 
Sewage treatment plant expan­
sion - 31 .2 acre lagoon 
Mountain Park, Phase 5-B sewers 
Sewer lateral C-8.l 
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 

Industrial Projects (8) 
Yamhill 

Canby 

Sherwood 

Roseburg 

Nyssa 

Lloyd Bansen Dairy, animal 
waste facilities 
Globe Union, Inc., waste 
treatment facilities 
Lloyd Koch, animal waste 
facilities 
Fred Prosser, animal waste 
faci 1 i ti es 
The Amalgamated Sugar Co., 
waste water control facility 
improvements 

Action 
llrov. 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. 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
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Industrial Projects (8} - continued 
Date Location Project Action 
9-2sr73 Forest Grove Stimson Lumber Company, pre - Prov. app. 

liminary concept proposal for 
modification of waste water 
treatment and cont~ol system 

9-26;73 Springfield Widing Terminal, Inc., waste Prov. app. 
water control facilities 

9.~28f73 Eugene Pacific Resins and Chemicals Prov. app. 
Inc., waste water treatment 
facilities 

Air gualitl Control (24) 
9+6.f73 Jackson Permaneer Corporation - Approved 

Construction of raw material 
storage fence enclosure to 
prevent wind-blawn emissions 

9-10-73 Coos Georgia-Pacific Corporation - Approved 
Installation of two Clarke 
baghouse filter units to con-
trol cyclone emissions 

9-17-73 Josephine Mountain Fir Lumber Company - Approved 
Plans and specifications for 
new modified wigwam waste burner 

9-17-73 Coos Moore Mill and Lumber Company - Approved 
Plans and specifications for 
installation of new modified wig-
warn waste burner 

9-19-73 Umatilla Pendleton Grain Growers, Inc. - Approved 
Plans and specifications for 
the installation of a seed 
processing facility 

9-24-73 Jackson Timber Products Company - Approved 
Plans and specifications for 
construction of structure to 
enclose particleboard plant 
truck dump area 

9-25-73 Baker Baker Valley Rendering - Plans Approved 
and specifications for instal-
lation of a condenser for cooker 
odor control 

9-27-73 Lane w,yerhaeuser Company - Plans Approved 
and specifications for instal-
lation of two scrubbers to control 
particulate emissions from the 
smelt dissolving tank vent 

9-28-73 Marion Boise Cascade Corporation - Approved 
Plans and specifications for 
the installation of a pneumatic 
railcarr! unloading system 
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Air gualitx Control {24} - continued 
Date Location Project Action 
9-11-73 Multnomah The Portland Clinic Approved 

Medical Building 
147-space parking facility 

9-12-73 Multnomah Transcorp Apartment Requested Mass-
97-space parking facility Transit 

lncenti ve Prog. 
9-12-73 Multnomah Moore Oregon Dry Kiln Requested Add. 

36-space parking facility Information 
9-12-73 Washington Cal-Roof Wholesale Req. Add. Info. 

100-space parking facility 
9-19-73 Washington General Telephone Co. Req. Add. Info. 

90-space parking facility 
9-20-73 Washington Greentree Business Park App. with 

150-space parking facility conditions 
91!20-73 Washington Bernard's Beaverton Mall App. with 

191-space parking facility conditions 
9-24-73 Multnomah First Baptist Church of Approved 

Parkrose - 64-space 
parking facility 

9-20-73 Washington Tanasbourne Town Centepr·- Req. Add. Info. 
Phase I - 705-space 
parking facility 

9-20-73 Multnomah Portland General Electric Req. Add. Info. 
Office Building - 401-space 
parking facility 

9-21-73 Washington Washington Square Shopping Req. Add. Info. 
Center - 3369-space 
parking facility 

9-21-73 Clackamas Kruse Way FAS 943 Req. Add. Info. 
4-lane urban arterial 

9-24-73 Multnomah Portland Adventist Hospital App. with 
685-space parking facility conditions 

9-27-73 Multnomah Red Lion Hotel - Hayden Island App. with 
678-space.parking facility conditions 

9-28-73 Multnomah Oregon Steel Mills Req. Add. Info. 
74-space parking facility 

Solid Waste Management (6} 
9-6-73 Clackamas Crown Zellerbach Sorting Yard 

(Existing IW - Log Deck Clean-up 
Approved 

Landfi 11) 
9-17-73 Clackamas Rossman's Sanitary Landfill Prov. App. 

(Existing Garbage Sanitary 
Landfi 11) 

9-17-73 Clackamas Sandy Transfer Station Approved 
(Addition to Existing Transfer 
Station) 

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



Solid Waste Management 
Date Location 
9-26-73 Lane 

9-26-73 

9-28-73 

Lane 

MSD Region 

(6) 
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- continued 
Project 
Walton Transfer Facility 
(New Transfer Station) 
Mapleton Transfer Facility 
(New Transfer Station 
Action Plan Interim Progress 
Report 

Action 
Approved 

Approved 

Review and 
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-Wjllamette Air Pollution 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 Commission 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 control 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. O'Scannlain explained that the Department 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 Portland 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 pennits, 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 
reconunended by the Director, the Department be authorized to set a public hearing 
before the Conunission for November 27, 1973, in Portland, Oregon on proposed 
amendments to the air contaminant discharge pennit rules. 

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

In summarizing his report, Mr. O'Scannlain noted that the reorganization 
and decentralization of the Department were designed to meet objectives expressed 
by the Conmission, the Governor's office, the Oregon Legislative Assembly, and 
representatives of the private and· publtc 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 e~panded to administer department programs which on January 1, 1974 
will include a statewide permit system for subsurface sewage disposal. 

Mr. O'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 
responsi&ilities 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-
1 ined by the Director, but urged that the department retain headquarters control 
over grass seed burning. Mr. O'Scannlain agreed and said that no change in the 
administration of this program was planned, although 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 d~d not follow river basin drainage areas or natural 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 gqvernments 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 8nergency 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 tontnform the Commissioners of the problems. 

Mr. O'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 plans 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 intercep11)r 
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 
fall 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 represented 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. O'Scannlain dated August 23, 1973 
from Mr. W. H. Shields, a partner in Valley River Center, demanding a hearing 
before the full Corrmission 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 ruling in the matter of Valley River 
Center's zoning change application. 

Mr. Bruce Anderson, also an attorney 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 Corrmission acted "unlawfully and 
unreasonably." Mr. Anderson contended that the citations referenced in the 
order did not give the Corrmission jurisdiction over parking facilities, but 
that Villey 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 Corrmission. 

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 recorrmended 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 additional 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, Oregon, 
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 recorrmended 
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 rationale 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 O'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 Commission'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 11ay be considered by 
them legally as well as the specific matters in the record. He also explained 
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 recorrmendation 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 IntercePto.r; Environmental Points (A), 250; 
Rjver Segment pojnts IB). 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 
of 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 Fo~ter Midway Area outside the City 
of Sweet Home, with planning costs of ap'p.roximately $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 Emergency 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 1 ater revision and refinement." 
Mr. O'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. O'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 (Klamath 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 reconmendation 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 listed being 80 percent or 
more allocable to pollution control: 

Applicant 
Reynolds Metals Company, Troutdale 
Menasha Corporation 
Crown Zellerbach Corp., Lebanon 
George F. Joseph & Estate of 

Victor H. M. Joseph 
dba Modoc Orchard Company 

Simpson Timber Company, Albany 
Bohemia, Incorporated 
International Paper Company 
Woolley Enterprises, Inc. 

Appl. No. 
T-299R 
T-452 
T-470 
T-476 

T-483 
T-484 
T-485 
T-487 

Claimed Cost 
$ 33, 780.08 

3,925.00 
3,607.00 

90,283.55 

42,077.00 
161,942.60 
685,456.49 
38,737.74 

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 
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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 orde_r by the Chairman at 9:00 a.m. 
on Monday, November 26, lg73 in the Second Floor Auditorium of the Public Service 
Building, 920 S.W. 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

Goyernor Tom McCall was present and swore in Mrs. Jacklyn 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. O'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. Myles regarding the following 64 domestic sewerage, 6 industrial waste, 
24 air quality control and 17 solid waste management projects be approved: 
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Water Qualit~ Control 
MuniciQal Projects (64) 
Date Location Project Action 
lD-1-73 Gresham Binford Homes, Phase I, Prov. app. 

Subdivision sewer 
10-1-73 Brookings Change Order No. 7, Approved 

sewage treatment plant contract 
10-1-73 Baker 1973-74 sewer project, Prov. app .. 

Phases 4 and 5 
10-1-73 Sunriver l. Meadow Village, First Prov. app. 

Addition sewers 
2. Mt. Village East sewers 

10-1-73 USA (Durham) Addenda 1-5, sewage treat- Approved 
ment plant contract 

10-1-73 Portland. S.E. 39th & S.E. Johnson Cr. Prov. app. 
Blvd. sanitary sewer district 

10-1-73 As tori a Change Order No. 3, Schedule Approved 
A, and Change Order No. l, 
Schedule B 

10-1-73 USA (Aloha) Fallatin Subdivision sewers Prov. app. 
10-2-73 Aumsville Wildwood Subd. , Phases 2 and 3 Prov. app. 

sewers 
l 0-3-73 Wood Vi 11 age Air View Estates sewers Prov. app. 
l 0-3-73 St. Helens Change Order No. C-1 to Approved 

sewage treatment plant contract 
l 0-3-73 Myrtle Point Change Order No. 5 to sewage Approved 

treatment plant contract 
10-3-73 Gresham Children's World Subd. sewers Prov. app. 
l 0-3-73 USA (Sunset) ll4th Avenue L.l.D. sewers-- Prov. app. 

existing health hazard 
l 0-3-73 Springfield Thurston Park Subd. sewers Prov. app. 
l 0-3- 73 Wasco 0.04 MGD aerated lagoon sewage Prov. app. 

treatment plant with effluent 
disinfection and percolation 

10-4-73 Port Orford Port interceptor sewer Prov. app. 
10-8-73 Bend (Ward Con- Nottingham Square pump sta. Prov. app. 

struction Co.) C.O.I.D. canal crossing 
Tillicum Village Third Addn. 

10-9-73 Bandon Lateral C-8 Prov. app. 
10-9-73 Coos Bay Change Order No. l, Sewage Approved 

Treatment plant No. l project 
10-9-73 Lake Oswego l. Mt. Park, Phase 5-B Prov. app. 

2. Mt. Park No. 7, Lot 62 
sewer relocation 

10-9-73 Pendleton Edwards Addition Subd. sewers Prov. app. 
10-9-73 Monmouth S.E. Monmouth & Lea Addition Prov. app. 

sewers 
10-10-73 USA (Sherwood) Nottingham Townhouse Estates Prov. app. 

Subdivision sewers 
10-11-73 Newport Yaquina Bay sewer crossing Prov. app. 
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Munici~al Projects - cont. 
Date Location Project Ac ti on 
10-11-73 Central Point Freeman Road san. sewer Prov. app. 
10-11-73 Black Butte Ranch South Meadow, Second & Third Prov. app. 

Additions, sewers 
10-12-73 Corva 11 is 26th Street sewer project Prov. app. 
10-12-73 Medford D'Anjon Village #4 sewers Prov. app. 
10-12-73 USA (Tigard) Summerfield, Phase II, sewers Prov. app. 
10-12-73 Woodburn Elana Subd; sewers Prov. app. 
10-12-73 Wil sonvi 11 e Boones Ferry Road sewer Prov. app. 
10-12-73 Coos Bay Pumping station #4 Prov. app. 
10-15-73 USA (Beaverton) 7th Day Adventist Center sewer Prov. app. 
10-16-73 North Roseburg S.D. BLM-Roseburg Office sewer Prov. app. 
10-16-73 Lincoln City S.W. Harbor Avenue, Phase I Prov. app. 

sewers 
10-16-73 Woodburn Elana Subd. sewers Prov. app. 
10-18-73 Wilsonville Oregon Pacific Industries sewer Prov. app. 
10-18-73 Stanfield Willow Drive sewers Prov. app. 
10-18-73 North Bend Scotts Edgewood Terrace Sub- Prov. app. 

division sewer 
10-18-73 Woodburn Cherry Orchard Heights sewers Prov. app. 
10-18-73 Springfield Sunset Drive sewer. Prov. app. 
10-18-73 Wilsonville Charbonneau-single family Prov. app. 

first addition sewers 
10-22-73 Corva 11 is Forest Heights Subd. sewers Prov. app. 
10"22-73 Oak Lodge San. D. Mr. Steak Restaurant sewer Prov. app. 
10-23-73 Roseburg Terrace Park Estates sewers Prov. app. 
10-23-73 Inverness Skow Property Prov. app. 
10-23-73 Independence Independence Air Park Subd. Prov. app. 

sewers 
10-24-73 Multnomah County Pleasant Va 11 ey Schoo 1 sewage Prov. app. 

treatment plant additions, 
holding pond and pumping 
facilities 

10-24-73 Yachats Change Order No. 1, sewage Approved 
treatment plant contract 

10-24-73 Sweet Home Change Order No. l, sewage Approved 
treatment plant contract 

10-24-73 Inverness Space Industrial Park sewer Prov. app. 
10-24-73 Independence Ash Brook Addition sewers Prov. app. 
10-24-73 McMinnville Airport Rendezvous sewers Prov. app. 
10-24-73 Inverness N.E. Rose Parkway sewers Prov. app. 
10-24-73 USA (Aloha) Augusta Lane Subd. sewer Prov. app. 
l 0-24-73 USA (Metzger) Carmel sanitary sewer Prov. app. 
10-25-73 Woodburn Change Order No. 8, sewage Approved 

treatment plant contract 
10-25-73 Seneca Addendum No. 1, sewage treat- Approved 

ment plant contract 
10-29-73 Astoria Change Order No. 2. Schedule Approved 

B, sewerage system 
10-31-73 Gresham Children's World-Linden Avenue Prov. app. 

and Regner Road sewers 
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Industrial Projects (6) 

Date Location Project Action 
10-2-73 Lebanon Bauman Lumber Co., waste Prov. app. 

water control facilities 
10-2-73 Coos Bay Texaco, Inc., Spill Prevention Prov. app. 

and Contingency Plan 
10-5-73 Dayton Dayton Sand and Gravel, waste Prov. app. 

water system 
10-10-73 Multnomah County Property Resources, Inc., Prov. app. 

animal waste facilities 
10-15-7 3 Toledo Georgia Pacific Corp., Prov. app. 

chip spill prevention facilities 
10-23-73 Beaverton Tektronix, Inc., proposed Prov. app. 

fluoride waste teatment 
facilities expansion 

Air Qual it~ Contro 1 

Date Location Project Ac ti on 
10-1-73 Lane County Green-Lovegren Shopping Center Approved 

161-space parking facility 
10-1-73 Lane County Fifth & Q Shopping Center Approved 

55-space parking facility 
10-1-73 Lane County Waremart, Inc. Approved 

130-space parking facility 
10-1-73 Lane County Rodeway Inn of America Approved 

481-space parking facility 
10-1-73 Lane County Stellar Engineering & Design Approved 

Condominium - 332-space parking 
facility 

10-2- 73 Washington Park Plaza West App. with 
Office park - 97-space parking conditions 
faci 1 i ty 

10-4-73 Multnomah Rockwood Industry Center Req. add' 1 
Warehouse, office info. 
150-space parking facility 

10-4-73 Multnomah Norwest Publishing Co. Req. add' l 
64-space parking facility info. 

10-4-73 Washington Sequoia I Req. add'l 
Warehouse, office info. 
63-space parking facility 

10-4-73 Washington Sequoia II Req. add' 1 
Warehouse, office info. 
87-space parking facility 

10-8-73 Lane Fred Meyer Shopping Center Req. add'l 
671-space parking facility info. 

10-8-73 Multnomah Macadam Investors Oreg., Ltd. App. with 
Retail and office building conditions 

10-10- 73 Umati 11 a 
278-space parking facility 
General Foods Corp. Cond. app. 
Modification of cyclones 
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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 

Lo ca ti on 
Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Grant 

Lane 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Baker 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Solid Waste Management 
Date 

10-3-73 

10-3-73 

10-3-73 

10-4-73 

10-5-73 

10-10-73 

Location 
Columbia Co. 

Yamhill Co. 

Lane Co. 

Lane Co. 

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
fi red boil er 
Prairie City Timber Co. 
Plans and specifications to 
modify wigwam waste burner 
Valley River Center 
872-space parking facility 
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 
79-space parking facility 
Verticare (Rockwood Center) 
Medical center - 67-space 
pa,rking facility 
Halsey St. Office Bldg. and 
Restaurant - 153-space 
facility 

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' 1 
info. 

Project Action 

Santosh Landfill Prov. app. 
Existing sanitary landfill 
tire disposal operational 
plan 
Whi teson Sanitary Landfill Approved 
New sanitary landfill 
amendment to operational plan 
General Development Corp. Prov. app. 
New I.W. Site-letter authori-
zation operational plan 
Bohemia Inc. Coburg Landfill 
#2 New I.W. site-letter 
authorization operational plan 
McKenzie Bridge Landfill Approved 
Existing garbage site 
operational plan 
McCoy Creek Landfi 11 Prov. app. 
Existing garbage site 
operational plan 



Solid Waste Management - cont. 

Date 

10-11-73 

l 0- 15- 73 

l 0-16- 73 

10-23-73 

l 0-24-73 

10-25-73 

10-25-73 

10-25-73 

10-25-73 

Location 
Clackamas Co. 

Clatsop Co. 

Jackson Co. 

Lane Co. 

Linn Co. 

Lane Co. 

Lane Co. 

Clackamas Co. 

Wasco Co. 

Planning Program 

10-15-73 Coos Co. 
10-17-73 Malheur Co. 
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Project Action 
Sayre Tire Landfill Prov. app. 
Existing tire disposal area 
operational plan for closure 
of site (letter authorization) 
Lewis & Cl ark log sorting yard Prov. app. 
landfill - existing I.W. site 
operational plan 
Ashland sanitary landfill Prov. app. 
Existing garbage site 
operational plan 
Walton Disposal Site Approved 
Existing garbage site 
closure plan 
Holley Disposal Site Approved 
Existing garbage site 
closure plan 
Erbs Disposal Site Approved 
Existing garbage site 
closure plan 
Horton Disposal Site Approved 
Existing garbage site 
closure plan 
Milwaukie Plywood Prov. app. 
Existing I.W. site 
closure plan 
Northern Wasco County Refuse Approved 
Haulers Inc. Sanitary Land-
fill. Existing garbage site 
operational plan 

First Interim Report 
Second Interim Report 

Approval 
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, 

~r. O'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 MOVED 'by Dr. Phinney, seconded by Mr. Cogan and unanimously carried 
that as recollll1ended by the Director the Comnission 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 appropriate action be taken. 
VARIANCE REQUEST OF WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOP. 

Mr. Johansen presented the 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 located in a well­
ventilated, sparsely-populated area, that there have been no citizen complaints 
about atmospheric emissions from the plant and that the Cooperative presently 
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 OAR 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 Vice President, was present and received 

from Mr. O'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. 



- 8 -

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 MOVE~ by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Or. 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 Application No. 
T-433 submitted by that company be reconsidered. She proceeded to present a 

legal 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 Or. 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 O'Scannlain have taken stands 
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against the lowering 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 O'Scannlain's stand that 
there be no compromising of Oregon's hard won environmental quality standards 

during or because of the energy crisis. 
SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PROJECT LIST 

Mr. O'Scannlain presented the list of 93 projects which had been prepared by 

the Department staff pursuant to 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 list. 

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

recommended by the Director the project list (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. O'Scannla·in 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 recently from the Intalco aluminum 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 l".ead a letter dated November l, 1973 from James A. Howarth 
to Mr. 0' Scann 1 a in. In that letter it was contended that the samp 1 i ng was too 

limited 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 probable 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 lbs 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 lbs of F would mean on an annual average basis but he was confident that 
they could meet 1 .3 lbs 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 least 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 questions 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 intentions 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 lbs 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 limit on gaseous fluoride emissions be reinstituted and that the 
monthly limit of total pounds of fluorides emitted be lowered although he was 
not sure what the figure should actually be. 

Mr. Robert Kerr, Attorney for the Wasco County Fruit Growers League, 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 length 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 lack 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 R~LES 

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, 
lg73 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 Floor Auditorium of the Public Service Building, 

920 S.W. 6th Avenue, 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 urging 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 
planning 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 Gilliam 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 Division which issued a license to the 

company in 1970. Mr. Wicks explained that low-level radioactive wastes in 
general have a half-life of 50 years or less and that after 5 to 10 half 
lifes 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 level wastes from the Tro'jan 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 buri~l of low-level rad wastes, and that 
if it is used for that.purpos~ 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 low­
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 ion 
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. Mos.ser said that basically the company supports the Di rector's recommen­
dation except that in Item No. l they think that a financial limitation would 
be preferable to a volume limitation 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 
license." 

Mr. Bruce W. Johnson, President, was also present to represent Chem-Nuclear 
Systems, Inc. He estimated that the Arlington site would have a 60 to 100 year 
life 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. l 

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 MOVED 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 heltl, that public and PGE testimony regarding this 
matter has been considered, and that a revised permit based on said testimony 
has been prepared, it is recommended by the Director that the revised permit 
be issued. 

Mr. Hull Phillips, Attorney, 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 square 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 laboratory 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 law and administrative 

rules, the public hearing in the matter of proposed revisions to the Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit Regulations, OAR 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. O'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 amendments. 

Mr. Burkitt then read into the record a letter dated November 26, 1973 

from Mr. Thomas D. Wogaman, Superintendent-Clerk 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 requirement 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 livestock production, 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 requir~ment he did not know how agriculture 

could comply with it. 
Mr. Dan Erickson 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 rules 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. 
Fo 11 owing Mr. Erickson's statement 1th ere 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 themse 1 ves. 

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 additional written 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 

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

25-255 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

In furtherance of the public policy of the state as set forth in 

ORS 449.765, it is hereby declared to be the purpose of the 

Convnission in adopting the following regulations to: 

(l) Require, in accordance with a specific program and ttrne table 

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 equipment, devices and pro­

cedures necessary to attain and maintain desired air quality. 

(2) Require effective monitoring and reporting of emissions, ambient 

air levels of fluorides, fluoride content of forage and other 

pertinent data. The Department will .use these data, in conjunc­

tion with observation of conditions in the surrounding areas, to 

develop emission and ambient air standards and to determine 

compliance therewith. 

(3) Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to conduct a research 

and technological development program designed to reduce emissions, 

in accordance with a definite program, including specified objec­

tives and time schedules. 

(4) Establish standards which based upon presently available technology, 

are reasonably attainable with the intent of revising the standards 

as needed when new information and better technology are developed. 



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

25-260 DEFINITIONS. 

(1) All Sources - Means sources including, but not limited to, 

the reduction process, alumina plant, anode plant, anode 

baking plant, cast house, and collection, treatment and 

recovery systems. 

(2) Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, excluding 

the general volume of gases contained within any building 

or structure. 

(3) Annual Average - Means the arithmetic average of the twelve 

most recent consecutive monthly averages reported to the 

Department. 

(4) Anode Baking Plant - Means the heating and sintering of 

pressed anode blocks in oven-like devices, including the load­

ing and unloading of the oven-like devices. 

(5) Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated with 

the preparation of anode carbon except the anode baking 

operation. 

(6) Commission - Means Environmental Quality Commission. 

(7) Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or 

fs intended to be consumed by livestock. 

(8) Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality. 

(9) Emission - Means a release into the outdoor atmosphere of air 

contaminants. 

(10) Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the release of a 

contaminant or multiple contaminants to the ambient air. 

(11) Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion. 

(12) Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation that is 

consumed or is intended to be consumed by livestock. 
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OAR Chapter 340, Oivision 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290 (continued) 

.'-': 

(13) Monthly Average - Means the arithmetic average of three, test 

results obtained during any calendar month, utilizing test 

methods and procedures approved by the Department. 

(14) Opacity - Means the degree to which an emission reduces trans­

mission of light or obscures the view of an object in the 

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

liquid matter, but not including uncombined water. 

(16) 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). 

(17) Pot Line Primary Emission Control Systent; - 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. 

(18) Regularly Scheduled Monitoring - Means sampling and analyses in 

compliance with a program and schedule approved pursuant to 

Section 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, Bureau of Mines. 

(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 pressure of 14.7 

P.S.I.A. and a temperature of 60°F, 
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OAR 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 collected ahd 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 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) Each primary aluminum plant 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 constructed 

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

pounds of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum produced; and 

( 3) 22. 0 tor.s 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 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 proceed 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 each 

existing primary aluminum p"lant. Each 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 

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

25-270 

25-275 

(5) The Corrmission 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 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. 

SPECIAL PROBLEM AREAS. 

The Department may require more restrictive emission limits than the 

numer·ical emission standards contained 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 located 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. 

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

25-280 

25-285 

MONITORING .1 

(1) 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 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 monitoring program. 

(2) 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. 

REPORTING. 

(1) Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the 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 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); a"Jso 28-day test 
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OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sections 25-255 through 25-290 (continued) 

results using calcium formate ("limed") paper expressed 

in micrograms of fluoride per centimeter squared per 

cubic meter (~g/cm2;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 aluminum 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. 

(2) 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 

-8-
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OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Sec~ions 25-255 through 25-290 {continued) 

25-290 

aluminum plant shi1ll report the value of each emission test 

performed during that reporting period, and shall also 

immediately report abnormal plant operations which result in 

increased emission of air contaminants. 

(3) No person shall construct, install, establish or operate a 

primary aluminum plant without first applying for and obtain­

ing an air contaminant 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. 

deleted by EQC on 11-26-73. 
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REGULATION PERTAINING 
TO MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION 

24-100 C 0 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 Conunission 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. 

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

(Note: The section numbers are subject to change following 
filing with the Secretary of State) 

DIVISION 2 

AIR 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-Willamette 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, Multnomah 

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

except for the reduction of animal matter, Section 25-055(1) and (2). 

28-005 DEFINITIONS: 

As used in this Subdivision: 

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

(2) "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. 

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

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

(5) "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. 

(6) "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) 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. 

(2) 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 District 
b) Estacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69 
c) 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) Aurora Rural Fire Protection District 

(3) Until 1 January 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 agencies 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 
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open outdoor fire as part of any land clearing operation: 

(1) 1n Washington County within Rural Fire Protection Districts 

including incorporated 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 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. 

c) Any area between areas established by this rule where the 

distance between the boundaries is three miles or less. 

(3) 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. 

(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 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 be granted upon the submission of a written request 

stating: 

i) Name and address of the applicant 
ii) Location of the refuse burning equipment 
iii) Description of refuse burning equipment and its control 

apparatus 
iv) Type and quantity of refuse 
v) Good cause for issuance of such approval 
vi) Hours during which the applicant seeks to operate the 

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

(1) No person shall willfully cause ·or permit the installation or use 

of any device or use of any means such as 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 any 

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. 

28-040 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. 

28-045 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. 
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(2) Gas effluents from incineration operations 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 HANDlJNG OF PETROLEUM PRODUCTS: 

(1) In volumes of greater than 40, 000 g"allons, gasoline or any 

volatile petroleum distillate or organic 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 containers equipped with a fl:>ating 

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 g"allons per day or more shall be 

equipped with submersible filling devices or other vapor 

emission control systems. 

(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 Willamette 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 visible 

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, GENERAL: Compliance with any specific 

emission standard in these rules does not preclude required 

compliance with any other applicable emission standard or 1~equire­

ment contained in any of the rules of the Department. 

28-070 VISIBLE AIR CONTAMINANT STANDARDS: No person 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 function 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 o. 2 grain, and from new 

fuel burning equipment utilizing wood residue, it shall be 

O. 1 grain for each standard CUbic foot of exhaust gas, 

calculated to 12 percent carbon 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 dioxi~c 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, constructed 

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) 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 scentometer No. 0 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 

Scentometer No. 
0 
1 
2 
3 

Concentration Range 
No. of Thresholds 

1 to 2 
2 to 8 
8 to 32 

32 to 128 

(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). 



Taken Prom Hinutes 

of the 

Oregon Env:Li;onmental Quality Commission 

November 26-27, 1973 

POSI'.l'IO~ OP EQC RE: EN8RGY CRISIS 

J\t the request of the Chairman, !·Ir. Cogan 

presented the position of the CoP.mission 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 ai1d 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 O'Scannlain 

have talcen stands against the lowering of environmental 

standards, and that such a stand has the support of 

the Commission. 

It was 1-:0VED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mr; NcPhillips 

and unanimously carried that the Commission fully· 

supports Director O'Scannlain's stand that there be 

no C01!1pronisinr1 of Oregon's hard won environmental quality 

standards during or because of the cncrcrv ci~isi.s_. 
llURT!!i'IEST RE!llilll OFFICE 
RECEIVED 

DE' I 

D~l"A1dMENT Of 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 



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 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

I 234 S.W. MORRISON STREET • PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To 

From 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. B, November 26, 1973 
Project Plans for October 1973 

During the month of October, staff action was taken relative 
to the attached itemized list of plans, specifications and reports 
as follows. These actions are summarized as follows: 

Water Quality Control 
1. Sixty-four (64) domestic sewage projects were reviewed: 

a. Provisional approval was given to: 
50 plans for sewer extensions 
2 plans 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: 

l Animal Waste Facility 
5 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 preveAtion facilities) 

5) Tektronix, Inc., Beaverton 
(proposed fluoride waste treatment facilities expansion) 
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Air Quality Control 
1. Twenty-four (24) project plans, reports or proposals were reviewed: 

a. Approval was given to: 
7 Parking Space Facilities 

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

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

3) Waremart, Inc., Lane County 
(130-space parking facility) 

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

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

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

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

2 Miscellaneous Projects 
1) Astoria Plywood Corporation, Clatsop County 

(installation of Carter-Day baghouse filter to 
control sanderdust emissions) 

2) 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) Park Plaza West, Washington County 
(office park - g7-space parking facility) 

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

3) Transcorp Apartment Complex, Multnomah County 
(g7-space parking facility) 

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

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

3 Miscellaneous Projects 
1) General Foods Corporation, Umatilla County 

(modification of cyclones) 
2) Crown Zellerbach Corporation, Clatsop County 

(installation of package "oil-fired boiler) 
3) Baker Valley Rendering, Baker County 

(plans and specifications to install vapor condenser) 
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c. 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 
l) Whiteson Sanitary Landfill, Yamhjll County 

(new sanitary landfi 11, amendment to 
Operational Plan) 

2) McKenzie Bridgellandfill, 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) 
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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 Pl an) 

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

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

8) Lewis & Clark Log Sorting Yard, Clatsop County 
(landfill - 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 Con1nission give its confirming 
approval to staff action on project plans and reports for the 
month of October 1973. 

DIARMUID F. D';~ 

Attachments 

SS: 11 /19/73 



PROJECT PLANS 

Water Quality Division 

During the month of October, 1973, the following project plans and spec­
ifications and/or reports were reviewed by the staff. The disposition 
of each project is shown, pending ratification by the Environmental Quality 
Conunission. 

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 St. Helens 

10-3-73 Myrtle Point 

10-3-73 Gresham 

10-3-73 USA (Sunset) 

Project 

Binford Homes, Phase I, 
Subdivision sewer 

Action 

Prov. approval 

Change Order No. 7, Approved 
sewage treatment plant contract 

1973-74 sewer project,. Prov. approval 
Phases 4 and 5 

1. Meadow Village, First Prov. approval 
Addition sewers 

2. Mt. Village East sewers 

Addenda 1-5, sewage treat- Approved 
rnent plant contract 

S.E: 39th and S.E. Johnson Cr. Prov. approval 
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 

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 

!14th Avenue L.I.D. sewers-­
existing health hazard 

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 

10-9-73 

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.) 

Bandon 

Coos Bay 

Lake Oswego 

Pendleton 

Monmouth 

USA (Sherwood) 

Newport 

Central Point 

Black Butte Ranch 

Project Action 

Thurston Park Subd. sewers Prov. approval 

0.04 MGD aerated lagoon sewage Prov. approval 
treatment plant with effluent 
disinfection and percolation 

Port interceptor sewer Prov. approval 

Nottingham Square pump sta. Prov. approval 
C.O.I.D. canal crossing 
Tillicum Village Third Addn. 

Lateral C-8 Prov. approval 

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

1. Mt. Park, Phase 5-B Prov. approval 
2. Mt. Park No. 7, Lot 62 

sewer relocation 

Edwards Addition Subd. sewers 

S.E. Monmouth & Lea Addition 
sewers 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Nottingham •rownhouse Estates Prov. approval 
Subdivision sewers 

Yaquina Bay sewer crossing Prov. approval 

Freeman Road san. sewer Prov. approval 

South Meadow, Second and Third Prov. approval 
Additions, sewers 

Corvallis 26th Street sewer project Prov. approval 

Medford D'Anjon Village #4 sewers Prov. approval 

USA (Tigard) Summerfield, Phase II, sewers Prov. approval 

Woodburn Elana Subd. sewers Prov. approval 

Wilsonville Boones Ferry Road sewer Prov. approval 

Coos Bay Pumping station #4 Prov. approval 

USA (Beaverton) 7th Day Adventist Center sewer Prov. approval 

North Roseburg S.D. BL~-Roseburg Office sewer Prov. approval 



Date Location 

10-16-73 Lincoln City 

10-16-73 Woodburn 

10-18-73 Wilsonville 

10-18-73 Stanfield 

10-18-73 North Bend 

10-18-73 Woodburn 

10-18-73 Springfield 

10-18-73 Wilsonville 

10-22-73 Corvallis 

10-22-73 Oak Lodge San. D. 

10-23-73 Roseburg 

10-23-73 Inverness 

10-23-73 Independence 

10-24-73 Multnomah County 

10-24-73 Yachats 

10-24-73 sweet Home 

10-24-73 Inverness 

10-24-73 Independence 

10-24-73 McHinnville 

10-24-73 Inverness 

10-24-73 USA (Aloha) 

Project 

s.w. Harbor Avenue, Phase I 
sewers 

Elana Subd. sewers 

Action 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Oregon Pacific Industries sewer Prov. approval 

Willow Drive sewers 

Scotts Edgewood Terrace Sub­
division se\11er 

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 

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 Location 

10-24-73 USA (Metzger) 

10-25-73 Woodburn 

10-25-73 Seneca 

10-29-73 Astoria 

10-31-73 Gresham 

Project 

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 

Chilren's World-Linden Avenue 
and Regner Road sewers 

Action 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Prov. approval 



Water Quality Division 

Industrial Projects (6) 

Date Location 

10/2/73 Lebanon 

10/2/73 Coos Bay 

10/5/73 Dayto~ 

10/10/73 !1ultnomah 
County 

10/15/73 Toledo 

10/23/73 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. , pro_posed 
fluoride waste treatment facili-· 
ties expansion 

Action 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov •. Approval. 

. Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 



AP-7 PROJECT PLANS, REPORTS, PROPOSALS FOR AIR QUALITY CONTROL 
DIVISION FOR OCTOBER, 1973 

DATE LOCATION PROJECT ACTION 

1 Lane County Green-Lovegren ShoEEing Center ,/ Approved ,,,. 
161-sj).ace parking facility 

1 Lane County Fifth and g Shopping Center V Approved / 
55-space parking facility 

1 Lane County Waremart, Inc. /Approved v 
130-space parking facility 

1 Lane County Rodewa;i>: Inn of America ,/ Approved / 
481-space parking facility 

~pp roved 1 Lane County Stellar Engineering & Desis:!!; / 
Condominium - 332-space parking 
facility 

2 Washington Park Plaza West V'" Approved with conditi~ns ,,,. 
Office park - 97-space parking facility 

4 Multnomah Rockwood Industr;i>: Center /Requested Add'l info v 
Warehouse, office 
150-space parking facility 

4 Multnomah Norwest Publishing: Co. / Requested Add 'l info :../ 
64-space parking facility 

4 Washington Saquoia I v Requested Add'l info v 
Warehouse, office 
63-space parking facility 

4 Washington Sequoia II / Requested Add'l info v 
Warehouse, office 
87-space parking facility 

8 Lane Fred Meyer Shopping Center / Requested Add 11 info .,,,.. 
671-space parking facility 

/ 8 Multnomah Macadam Investors Oreg., Ltd. Approved with conditions / 
. Retail and office building 
278-space parking facility 

10 Umatilla General Foods CorE2ration / Cond. approval / 
Modification of cyclones 



AP-7 PROJECT PLANS, REPORTS, PROPOSALS FOR AIR QUALITY CONTROL 
DrVrSION FOR OCTOBER, 1973 (continued) 

DATE LOCATION PROJECT ACTION 

12 Clatsop Astoria Plywood CorEoration v Approved / 
Installation of Carter-Day baghouse 
filter to control sanderdust emissions 

16 Clatsop Crown Zellerbach Corporation / Cond. approval ./ 
Installation of package oil-fired 
boiler 

17 Grant Prairie City Timber Co. / Approved v 
Plans and specifications to 
modify wigwam waste burner 

22 Lane Valley River Center ~ EQC approved v 
872-space parking facility 
expansion 

24 Multnomah TranscorE AEartment ComElex v Approved with conditions I 
97-space parking facility 

26 Multnomah Moore Oregon Dry Kiln ~Approved / 

36-space parking facility 

26 Washington Tigard Motel Requested Add'l info v 
340-space parking facility 

/ 
29 Baker Baker Valley Rendering Conditional approval v 

Plans and specifications to install 
vapor condenser. 

29 Washington Fifth Avenue Business Park ,/ Approved with conditions ' 
79-space parking facility 

29 Multnomah Verticare (Rockwood Center} / Approved with conditions i< 

Medical center - 67-space 
parking facility 

31 Multnomah Halsey St. Office Buildi~ and / Requested Add'I info. ./ 
Restaurant 
153-space oarking facility 



PROJECT PLANS 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

During the month of ~~O~c~t~o~b~e~r'-~1~9~7~3"--~' 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 

3 Columbia Co. 

3 

3 Lane co. 

4 Lane Co. 

5 Lane Co. 

10 Marion Co. 

11 Clackamas Co. 

15 Clatsop Co. 

PERMIT PROGRAM 

PROJECT 

~santosh ~~df ill 
Existing Sanitary Landfill 
Tire Disposal Operational Plan 

~ Whiteson Sanitary Landfill 
New Sanitary Landfill 
Amendment to Operational Plan 

·' 

/ General Development Corp. ?r>c"r. · 

I 
New I.W. Site-Letter Authorization 
Operational Plan 

Bohemi.a Inc. Coburg Landfill #2 )1'' "' 

New I.W. Site-Letter Authorization 
Operational Plan 

•V//McKenzie Bridge Landfill 
Existing Garbage Site 
Operational Plan 

./''McCoy Creek Landfill 
Existing Garbage Site 
Operational Plan 

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

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

ACTION 

Prov. Approved 

Approved 

Prov. Approved 

Prov. Approved · 

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 

16 Jackson Co. 

23 Lane Co. 

24 Linn Co. 

25 Lane Co. 

25 Larie Co. 

25 Clackamas Co; · 

25 Wasco Co. 

15 Coos Co. 

17 Malheur Co. 

PROJECT 

v'/Ashland Sanitary Landfill 
Existing Garbage Site 
Operational Plan 

~Walton Disposal Site 
Existing Garbage Site 
Closure Plan 

/Holley Disposal Site 
Existing Garbage Site 
Closure Plan 

,,_...,.Erbs Disposal Site 
Existing Garbage Site 
Closure Plan 

~Horton Disposal.Site 
Existing Garbage Site 
Closure Plan 

~ilwaukie Plywood 
Existing I;w. Site 
Closure Plan 

...,....- Northern Wasco County Refuse 
Haulers Inc. Sanitary Landfill 
Existing Garbage Site 
Operati-onal Plan 

PLANNING PROGRAM 

First Interim Report 

Second Interim ·Report 

ACTION 

Prov. Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Prov. Approved 

Approved 

Approval 

Approval 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHJLLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

PAUL E. BRAGDON 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DJARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To 

From 

Environmental Quality Conmission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. C, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting 
Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing to 
Consider Adoption of Rules Pertaining to the Subsurface 
Disposal of Sewage 

Background 

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 lzo-=days:.~11el·:tfteref€J,fe:m1Aa't .be .pe.rmanerit,ly replaced 

- - --~----- - - . . -,- . - -- . ---·-o· 

prior to February 2, 1974. 

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. 
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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'.publ ic 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 
Albany 
Eugene 
Coos Bay 
Grants Pass 
Medford 
Klamath Falls 
Pendleton 
Portland 
Newport 

Date 
November 28, 1973 
November 29, 1973 
December 4, 1973 
December 5, 1973 
December 5, 1973 
December 6, 1973 
December 11, 1973 
December 12, 1973 
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. 

F.MB: s 
11/14/73 

Attachment 

/'/ 
~"---~ .... .::.._ 

IARMUID F. 
Director 
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SYN OPS.IS 

. PROPOSED SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL RULES 

The Environmental Quality Commission will hold a public hearing 

to consider the adoption of subsurface sewage disposal. 

Testimony may be submitted orally or in written form at the public 

hearing before the Environmental Quality Commission at 2 o'clock p.m. 

on the 17th day of December 1973 in the Main Floor, Harris Hall, Corner 

of East 8th and Oak Street, Eugene, Oregon, 97401. 



., .. 
-~~-~-~'. .~-· 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

DEPARTMENT OF E.NVIROtlMENTAL QUALITY 

STATE OF OREGON 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Environmental Quality Commission 

will consider the adoption of subsurface sewage disposal rules at a public 

hearing at 2 o'clock p.m. on the 17th day of December, 1973, in Harris Hall, 

Main Floor, Corner of East 8th and Oak Street, Eugene, Oregon 97401; 

The Department adopted Emergency rules on Octobe.r 5, 1973. Such 

rules must be permanently replaced before February 2, 1974. The rules 

which the Department proposes to adopt will be similar to the present 

Emergency rules, with modifications including the proposal to incorporate 

consideration of regi ona 1 differences. 

Copies of the proposed rules are available for:public inspection, 

or may be obtained by request, from the Department of Environmental Quality, 

Land Quality Program, 1234 S. W. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205. 

Any interested person desiring to submit written testimony concerning 

the issues of fact, law, or policy on these matters may do so by forwarding 

them to the office of the Department of Environmental Quality, land Quality 

. Program, 12.34 S. W. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205, prior to the 

officer ·at other locations, yet to be determined, pri ot:' to the December 17, . 

1973 hearing before the. Environmental Quality Corrvnissi~6 .. 
Notice of these hearings will be given by the best available method. 

·Testimony received at these hearings will be summarized and presented to the 

Commission at their public hearing. 

DatecLthis 2nd day of November, 1973 

~~~e· ·-"--
tfion L ·Myles 71 

.. Deputy Di recU . . . 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DIARMUID f, O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

OEQ·l 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda 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 

6-~ 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. This 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 to have been 

conducted, and the results submitted to the Department of Environmental 
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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, Section 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 on-,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 October 18, 1973, and October 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 October 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 additional 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 
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economically feasible methods to bring their plant into compliance and will do 

so as soon as their financial condition allows. The Cooperative 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 Discharge Permit 

specified that compliance be demonstrated for the two (2) hog fuel boilers 

by no later 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 21-020. To date, no compliance 

program for these boilers has been developed nor have they been re-tested 

to demonstrate compliance. The Roseburg Assistant 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' permit 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 

Roseburg Assistant District Engineer reports that emissions from these 

cyclones are generally less 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 compliance until December 31, 1974. The 

Cooperative has submitted written notice to the Department as required by 

OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-315(1c) delineating their veneer drier emission 
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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, 6i 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 September 30, 1973. The resulting curtailment in production forced 

the company to lay off 80 of its 240 employees. 

6. It 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). 



-5-

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 result 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 a 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 

submitting 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. 
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C. 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 plywood 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 completing construction. 

The final veneer drier compliance demonstration date (December 31, 1974) 

shall remain unchanged. 

DIARMUID F. 0 1SCANNLAIN 

PJJ:h 11/19/73 



Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division · 

. AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT APPLICATION REVIEW REPORI' 

WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE 
P. 0. Box 86 

Port Orford, OR 97465 

· File 08-0005 
. 08-0014 

Appl 0073 

Date 

WESTERN STATES PLYHOOD operates a sawmill, planing mill, plywood plant, modified 
wigwam waste burner and steam generating boiler 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 whenever any market exists. 
Unsalable wood waste residues are disposed of Jn the wigwam waste burner or 
hog fuel boilers at the plywood plant. 

Evaluation 

3. As demonstrated by the Department's observations to date, the company currently 
has an effective air pollution control program and the sawmill and planing mill 
are judged to be capable of full operation in compliance with limitations esta-
blished by regulations and the proposed permit. -

4. Production operations at the sawmill and planing mill are conducted on a 3 shift, 
6 days per week, 50 weeks per year basis. 

SECT ION B - PL YHOOD PLANT 

Background 

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

a. Two (2) hog fuel boilers, 



-2-

b. One (1) modified wigwam waste burner, 

c. 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-·of-actllal -amounts of particulate emissions from the plant 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 pl ans and specifi cations wi 11 be completed on or before Septem­
ber 1, 1974. Tests to demo.1strate 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 plywood plant, other than emissions from 
fuel or refuse burning equipment, and the veneer dryers, are limited to 13 lbs/ 
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, SO 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. 
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Permit Number: 08-0005 I\ 08-0014 
Expiration Date: 6/1178 
Page __ l ___ of ____ _ 

ISSUED TO: 

PROPOSED 

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 

REFERENCE INFORMATION 
!·/ESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE 
P. O. Rox 86 Application No. -~0=0~73~--------

·Port Orford, OR 97465 

PLANT SITE: 

Port Orford, Oregon 

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Diarmu-id F. O'Scannlain 
Dirl.'ctor 

Date 

Date Received --~r~1a,._y~2=3~,_,_l 9e.c7'-'3'------~ 

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Source SIC Permit No. 

(1) --------- ---------

(2) --------- ---------

SOURCE(S) PERMIITED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS: 

Name of Air Contaminant Source 

SAWMILL AND PLANING MILL 
PLYWOOD MANUFACTURING 

Permitted Activities · 

Standard Industry Code as Listed 

2421 
2432 

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, WESTERN STATES 
PL YHOOD, 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 
mill, ply\'lood plant, veneer dryers, modified wig~1am 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 

. Section A - Sawmill and Planing Mill 
Section B - Plywood Plant 
Section C - General Requirements 

2 
3 
6 

For ltequitements, Lbnitatlons and Conditions of this Permit, see attached Sections · 



PROPOSED 
AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 

Issued by the 
Department of Environmental Quality for 

WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE (Port Orford) 

SECTION A - SAWMILL AND PLANING MILL 
(Includes {I) cyclone) 

Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

Expiration Date 6/1/78 
Page 2 of _ _,_ __ 

Appl. No. :__,.o..,_o7 ..... 3'-----­
F1l e No.: DB-0005 & OR-0014 

1. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source shall not exceed 
the following: · 

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

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

c. 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. 



· . PROPOSED 
AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 

Expiration Date.'""'· ,.--6_,,,./_,l /~7-'8-
Page 3 of 7 

-~-

Issued by the Appl. No.: 0073 
File No; :-08~-~0-00_5_&_0_8 ___ oo 14 Department of Environmental Quality for 

HESTERf1 STATES PLYHOOD COOPERATIVE (Port Orford) 

SECTION B - Pl.YHOOD PLAMT 
(Includes (ll l'iigwan Haste 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 wigl'lam 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 sha 11 not exceed the fo 11 owing: 

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

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

c. 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. 

3. ~ligwam waste burner visible emissions shall not exceed an opacity equal to 
or greater than t1~enty percent (20%) for a period or periods aggregating more 
than three (3) minutes in any one (l) hour. 

4. The permittee shall operate and control the steam generatinq boiler(s) in 
accordance with the following listing of boiler operating parameters and emission 
l 1mi ta tions: 

lloil er 
Id ent i fi cat ion 

l 
2 

Operatinq 
Fuel to 
be used (1) 

H.F. 
H.F. 

Parameters 
Max. Steaming 
Capacity (2) 

To Be Esta­
blished by 
9/30/73 

Maximum Allowable Emission Limitations 

Opacity (3) 

40% 
40% 

Particulates (4) 

0.2 
0.2 

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

(2) Steam production in pounds per hour. 

(3) Maximum opacity that shall not be equalled or exceeded for a period or 
periods aggregating 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 123 Carbon Dioxide 
(C02} or at 50% excess air. 



. AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 
Issued by the 

Department of Environmental Quality for 
MESTERtl STATES PLYHOOD COOPERATIVE (Port Orford) 

t.xp1 rat1 on ua te: 6/1178 
Page 4 of · -

Appl. No. :-=-0=07'""3'-----
Fi le No;: 08-0005 & 08-0014 

5. The permittee shall not operate the boiler(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 hous'ing 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, 

c. 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 qreater than 0.1 qrains per standard cubic foot 
corrected to 12% Carbon Dioxide (co2) or at 50% excess air for any 
combustion source supplying heat to the veneer dryers with return 
exhaust incineration. 

Compliance Demonstration Schedule 

7. The perm-ittee shall demonstrate by no lat.er than September 30, 1973, that 
the plywood plant 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 compliance 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 
Quality or in conformance with recognized applicable standard methods approved 
in advance by the Department. 

9. The permi ttee sha 11 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 one (1) 
representative veneer dryer and to design an air cleaning device to achieve 
compliance with Condition 6. 



AI'R CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 
Issued by the 

~xpiration Date: 6/1/78 
Page 5 of 7 

Appl. No.: 0073 
-:'-7'-'"=-=-~-,---:c Department of Environmental Quality for File No;: 03-0005 & 08-0014 

HESTERfl STATES PLY\!000 COOPERATIVE (Port Orford) 

10. The permi ttee sha 11 pro vi de controls for the two (2) veneer dryers 
so as to limit emissions in accordance with Condition 6. and the following 
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 
modifi ca ti on ~mrk, 

d. By no later than September 1, 1974, complete all construction 
.and/or modification work, and 

e. By no later than December 31, 1974, demonstrate that the 
two (2) veneer dryers are operated in compliance with 
Condition 6, 



PROPOSED E;xp1ration Date: 6/1/78 
Page r-; of AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 

Issued by the 
Department of Environmental Quality for 

-~-Appl. No. =....10,_,.o"-z.,_3 ___ _ 

HESTER:< STf\TES PLYHOOD COOPERATIVE (Port Or!ord) 
File No;: 08-0005 & 08-Ql)l4 

SECTION C - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 
(for all manufdcturir,9 activities listed 

in this permit) 

Monitoring and Reporting 

l. The permittee shall submit temperature charts recordinq the operation of the 
• wigwam ~iaste burner for the preceding month to the Department of Environmental 

Qual tty by no later than the fifth (5th) day of each month. 

2. The permi'ttee sha 11 promptly notify the Department of Environmental Quality 
by telephone or in person, with written confirmation when requested by the Depart­
ment .of Envir:onmental Quality, of any scheduled maintenance .or malfunction 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 air pollution control 
equipment will be out of service, 

c. The corrective action that shall be taken, and 

d. The precautions that shall be taken to prevent a future 
recurrence of a similar cond.ition. 

P.rohibiterl Activities 

3. The permittee is prohibited from conducting 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. 

Special Conditions 

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 COilDIT!ON) The permittee shall dispose of all solid \~astes or residues 
in manners and at locations approved by the Department of Environmental Quality. 

z. The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental .Quality representatives 
access to tile plant site and record storage areas at all reasonable times for the 
purposes of makina inspections, surveys, collecting samples, obtaininq data, 
reviev1ing and copying air contaminant emission discharge records and otherwise 
conducting all necessary functions related to this permit. 
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Department of Environmental Quality for File No;: 08-0005 & 08-0014 
W[STER;J STATES PLYHOOD COOPERl\TIVE (Port Orford) 

8. The permittee is prohibited from altering, modifyinq or expanding the subject 
sawmill and plywood plant production 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, alteration, addition or enlargement is proposed which 
would have a significant impact on air contaminant emission increases or reductions 
at the plant site. 

l 0. The permittee shall submit the Annual Compliance Determination Fee to the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality according to the fo 11 owing schedule: 

Amount Due Date Due 

$150.00 June l ' 1974 

$150.00 June l ' 1975 

$150.00 June l ' 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 supplied in conjunction 
therewith; 

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

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



WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE 
INTERIOR 

S"f'.eli«vi PUpuaoJ PIU>ri1u:t4. 
D.F.P.A. 

EXTERIOR 

WESTPLYCO 
P. 0. BOX 86 TELEPHONE 332-3711 

PORT ORFORD, OREGON 97465 

October 24, 1973 

Environmental Quality Commission 
1234 Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention: Mr. Diarnuid 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 aHow. We hope that our firm can be in full complj.;ance 
with all required standards on or before December 31, 1974. 



Enviromnental Quality Commission 
Mr. Diamuid O'Scannlain, Director 
October 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 c.apacity. 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 production 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 paid approx­
imately $1,400,000, annually or $58.00 per.M, of which 
a substantial. amount is paid out for .wage~; These. amounts 
affect the local area directly and help support local 
sales and service establishments. · · 

Also, some 1 mill ion dollars is expended directly 
for supplies and services, furnished by other Oregon 
industries and service establislulrents, local and state­
wide. 

Nearly $2,800,000 is disbursed for raw materials, 
in1=luding. logs from the U.S. llorest · Senl.ii:e,· State of 

'oregon, Bureau of Land Management and local entities. 
$1,400,000 was reali'zed'from the sale of logs in the 
past year. 

Sales of finished. products. {plywood; .studs and 
chips) amounted to $8,000·,ooo. duri;ng the past 12 
months, thus contr{buting·to the overall economy of 
the UniteP. States, from truckers and .railroads, to 
plywood commission brokers, etc., etc. The logs and 

. I··· .. 
chips exported, contribute to interna1;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 
Loggers & Hauling Contractors 
Local Sales & Services 

· Suppliers and service industries 
Raw Material Turnover 
Log sales 
Sale of Finished Products 

Total Generated . 

$104 
58 

. 54 
42 

117 
58 

333. 
$766,00 

Average Basic Stumpage Cost ·$106,00 

Annual Turnover Rate·Genei-ated 
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 Coope;itative Corporation. 
Authorized capital· stock!Y consists 9f 300, f1!ernb!frship Certificates 
of which 295 )lave been issued to date. Fqrfy nine of these 
certificates have been repurchased by the Coope'rative, .. leaving 
246 shares outstanding. · 

During the twenty twO' years, the. mill has operated, the 
members, all with substantial cash investmentS 1 have sacrificed 
several drastic wage curtailments for long pe):l.ods of time, to 
prevent the mill from closing, during depressed conditions of 
the m;trket. Of the normal work force of 240 employees, 119 are 
members, many of whom helped build the plant arid who ])ave put 
22 years of their life with the organiztion. ·. Many have retired 
and a good number will be considering retirement within the 
next few years. ' · · 

Management understandst:he problems and 'hardships these 
individuals have been through, and· also recognizes their right 
to continue with their jobs in their cornmunity 1 

It would be greatly appreciated, if yourof"fice could furnish a 
complete· SUJlllDary· of just exactly what is required in order to meet 
all the standards necessary to bring our plant into compliance. 

. DPS/cl 

Sincerely, 

('.'l ~e- _,f -__,__; _ cl7/ l'a
1
_ ~ 

Don Pe.ge Smith 
General Manager 



WESTERN STATES PLYWOOD COOPERATIVE 
INTERIOR 

D.F.P.A. 

P. 0. BOX 86 
WESTPLYCO 

PORT ORFORD, OREGON 97465 

October 18, 1973 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
1234 Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

EXTERIOR 

TELEPHONE 332-3711 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[ffi~@~OWrnIDJ 
OCT 1 9 1973 

OFEl.CE Of. lliE DJRECIOR 

Subject: Air Contamination Discharge 
Permit application No. 0073 

Attention: Mr. Diarmuid F. 0 1Scannlain 

Dear Mr. O'Scannlain: 

On September 27, 1973, our Plant Engineer and myself had the 
opportunity to meet wi~h Mr. Harold H. Burkitt of your engineering 
Department. We had a lengthy discussion pertaining to 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 impac~ of the 
State and Federal Envi-ronmental 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. Diarrnuid F. O'Scannlain 
October 18, 1973 
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We further advise you, that it was with deep regret that on 
October l&, 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 qur obilgations relative to Environmental Control 
regulations,< until the current depress<ed market conditions improves. 

We trust that you will be ~ble to grant us 
tension. We wiU do everything in our power to 
ments as soon as our finanCiat pos:i;tion allows. 
the information and help afforded by your staff, 

a reasonable ex­
comply with< require­

We deeply appreciate 

If we can furnish additional information, please contact us 
at any time. 

DPS/cl 

Sincerely, 

<'.~,4-~ 
Don Page Smith < 
General Manager ' 

cc: Harold H. Burkitt, Chief 
Engineering Services Section 



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 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM OF INFORMATION 

To 

From 

Environmental Quality Commission 

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'O'Scannlain will make the presentation. 



I. 

Presentation of Oregon CUP Renewal Plaque 
to Publishers Paper 

Agenda Item E - 11/26/73 

The Oregon CUP Award is our highest recognition for 

environmental excellence. 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 labels. Its purpose 

is to tell the consumer which products are made by 

"environmental good guys." 

I'm particularly pleased to present this renewal plaque 

to Publishers Paper Company. Publishers was one of the 

first two industrial recipients of the award. They were the 

first to use the CUP symbol on their products: newsprint 

labels, paper bags and paper towels 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 succeeding year. 

The initial award, presented in 1972, covered the remainder 
, 

of that year and the entire year of 1973. This renewal 

entitles the company to the use of the Oregon CUP symbol 

for calendar year 1974 on their products and on the flags 

flying over their plants at Oregon City and New.berg. 

To Mr. Williamson, Executive Vice-President of 

Publishers Paper, who is here to accept the award in behalf 

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

! 
I 



·~ . 

present this renewal award along with hearty 

congratulat1ons and the hope that I'll be presenting 

similar plaques annually for many years to come. 

# 

2. 



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 
Oireclor 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To 

From 

Envit10nmental· Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting 

Background 

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

On June 29, 1973, the EQC held a public hearing for the purpose 
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 
limit emissions from all aluminum plants to 0.3 pounds of gaseous 
fluoride ion per ton of aluminum produced, 1.0 pound of total fluoride 
~an 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 limit 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. 
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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 lntalco 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 lntalco: 

1.) lntalco 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 a 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 lntalco installa.tion and when engineering 
on any new Oregon plant would be completed are likely 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 compliance will be achieved on or before 
January l, 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 l, 1984. 

Director's Recommendation: 
It is recommended by the Director that OAR, Chapter 340, 

Sections 25-255 through 25-290 ,, G"""' herein. 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 

WH:mg 
November 19, 1973 



... 

25-255 

J.J./J.b/iJ 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
• 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

November 1973 

Proposed 
Amendmen.ts 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 set 

forth in ORS 449.765, it is hereby declared to b~ the 

purpose of the Commission in adopting the following 

regulations to: 

(1) Require, in accordance with a specific program 

and timetable for each opera~ing primary aluminum 

plant the highest and best practicable collection, 

treatment and control of atmospheric pollutants 

emitted from primary aluminum plants through the 

-utilization of technically feasible equipment, 

devices and procedures necessary to attain and 

maintain desired air quality. 

(2) Require effective monitoring and reporting of 

emissions, ambient air levels· of fluorides, , 

. flouride content of forage and other pertinent 

data. The Department will use these data, in 

conjunction with observation of conditions in 
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the surrounding areas, to develop emission and 

. ambient air standards and to determine compliance 

therewith. 

(3) Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to 

conduct a research and technological development 

program designed to reduce emissions, in accordance 

with a definite program, including specified objec­

tives and time schedules. 

(4) Establish standards which based upon presently 

available technology, are reasonably attainable 

with the intent of revising the standards as needed 

when new information and better technology are 

developed. 

DEFINITIONS. 

(1) All Sources - Means sources including, but not 

limited to, the reduction process, alumina plant, 

anode plant, anode baking plant, cast house, and 

.collection, treatment and recovery systems. 

(2) Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, 

excluding the general volume of gases contained 

within any building or structure. 

ill Annual Average- Means the arithmetic average of 

the twelve most recent monthly averages reported to the 

Department. 
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[(3)) J.il 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. 

[(4)) ~ Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated 

with the preparation of anode carbon except the anode 

baking operation. 

[(5)) ~ Commission - Means· Environmental Quality CoITJTiission. 

[(6)] l2l. Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is 

consumed or is intended to be consumed by livestock. 

[(7)) ill Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality. 

[(8)] ill Emission - Means a release into the outdoor atmosphere 

of air contaminants . 

. ·. [ (9)] (10) Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the 

relea~~ of a contaminant or multiple contaminants to 

the ambient air. 

[(10)) (11) Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion. 

[(11)] (12) Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation 

that.is consumed or is intended to be consumed by 

livestock. 

(13) Monthly Average - Means the arithmetic average of the 

three best valid test results obtained during any 

calendar month, utilizinq ·test methods and procedures 
' 

approved by the Department. 

(14) Opacity - Means the degree to which an emission 

reduces transmission of light or obscures the view 

of an object in the background. 
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[ (12)] (15) Particulate Matter - Means a small, discrete mass 

of solid· or liquid matter, but not including uncom­

bined water. 

[(13)] (16) Primary Aluminum Plant - Means those plants which 

will or do operate for the purpose of or related 

to producing aluminum metal from aluminum oxide 

'3.lumina) • 

[(14)] (17) Pot Line Primary Emission Control System[s] - Means 

[ ( 15) l 

the system which col·lect s 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 dire'ctly related to the aluminum 
' 

reduction cell. 

(18) Regularly Scheduled Monitoring - Means sampling and 

analyses 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, Bureau of Mine' 

[(16)] (20) Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas - Means that amount of 

-the gas which would occupy a cube having dimensions 

25-265 

of one foot on each side, if the gas were free of 

water. vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.S.I.A. and a 

temperature of 60°F. 
·' 

EMISSION S'rANDARDS. 

[(l) Visible emissions from all sources shall not exceed 

twenty (20) percent opacity (Ringelmunn 1). 
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(2) Each primary aluminum plant shall proceed promptly 

with a program to comply with this regulation. A 

proposed schedule of compliance shall be submitted 

by each plant to the Conunission 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.] 

J..!l 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 averaqe 

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 pounds 

of particulate per ton of aluminum produced; 

-5-
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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. 

fil Each primary 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 start-up and shall maintain 

full compliance thereafter . 

.Ql_ The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant 

·.constructed 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: 

ill_ A monthly average of 3.5 pounds of fluoride 

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and 

fil An annual average of 2.5 pounds of fluoride 

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and 

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.opounds of particu-

late per ton of aluminum produced, and 
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fil 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. 

~ Each existing primary aluminum plant shall proceed 

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 aTter the effective date of these amended 

regulations. The Department shall establish a 

schedule of compliance for each 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). 

(5) The Commission shall review during calendar year 

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

based on their conclusion~ regarding: 
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[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. 

SPECIAL PROBLEM AREAS. 

The Department may require more restrictive emission 

limits than the numerical emission standards conta-ined 

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

ing by the Commission that the individual plant is located 

cir is proposed ·to be located in a special problem area. 

Such more restrictive e~ission 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. 

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 
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maintain the lowest possible emissions of air contaminants, 

the highest and best practicable treatment and control 

currently available shall in every case be provided [.]L 

but this section shall not be construed to allow emissions 

to exceed the specific emission limits set forth in 

Section 25-265. 

25-280 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 regulation~, a detailed, 

.effective monitoring program. [The proposed 

program shall 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. Th~ 

Department shall establish a monitoring program for 

the plant w6ich shall be placed in effective opera­

tion within ninety (90) days after written notice 

to the plant by the Department of the established 
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monitoring proqra!!l..:. 

(2) [Necessary sampling and analysis equipment shall be 

ordered or otherwise provided for .within thirty (30) 

days after the monitoring program has been approved 

in ~riting by the Commission. The equipment shall 

be placed in effective operation in accordance with 

the approved program within ninety (90) days after 

deli very.] Each prima·ry al uminurn 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. 

(1) Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the 

[Commission] Departmen~, data shall be reported by 

each primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days 

of the end of each calendar month for each source 

and station included in the approved monitoring 

program as follows: 

(a) Ambient air: Twelve-hour concentrations of 

gaseous fluoride in ambient air expressed in 

micrograms per cubic meter. of air r. l .!... and .in' parts 

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

calcium formate ("limed") paper expressed in 

micrograms of fluoride per centimeter squared 

per cubic meter (pg/cm2/m3). 
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(b) Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage 

expressed in parts per million .!J?pmL of fluoride 

on a dried weight basis. 

(c) Particulate emissions: Results of all emission 

sampling conducted during the month for particu­

lates, 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 speci­

fied 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 [on a 

volume basis) and pounds per day of hydrogen 

fluoride[.)~ and in pounds per ton of aluminum 

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. 

-11-
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(2) Each primary aluminum plant 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 

aluminrn 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 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 alteraLion [therein] thereof 

shall.be construed as construction, installation or 

establishment. 

SPECIAL STUDIES. 

(1) Special studies, covering the areas in subparagraphs 

(a), (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-
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and physical and chemical characteristics where 

feasible, and a separation of fluoride and non­

fluoride particulate. 

(b) Plume opacity from all sources within the plant, 

inqluding 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 aluminum plant shall submit a program 

for conducting the aforesaid special studies to the 

Commission for approval within sixty (60) days 

after the effective date of this regulation. 

(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.] 

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 studiesr 

current technology and adequacy of these regula­

tions and to make revisions to the regulations 

as necessary. 

-13-
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(2) The Corrunission 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 Corrunission, together with plans and specifications, 

in accordance with Section 25-280(3).) 
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STATEMENT 

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

News Conference - November 20, 1973 

Announcing Proposed Standards for Aluminum Plants 

THIS COMING MONDAY, NOVEMBER 26, THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL 0UALITY COMMISSION WILL TAKE 

FINAL ACTION ON ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS FOR 

ALUMINUM PLANTS, HEARINGS HAVE BEEN HELD 

IN PornLAND, MEDFORD AND ASTORIA AND BOTH 

COMMISSION MEMBERS AND DEQ STAFF HAVE 

PARTICIPATED IN EACH HEARING, 

BEFORE OUR HEARINGS BEGAN, J 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 IS, UNTIL THE INTALCO ALUMINUM PLANT 

IN FERNDALE, WASHINGTON, BEGAN TO APPROACH THAT 

STANDARD WITH GREAT CONSISTENCY, 

I r 
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BASED ON THE RECORD OF THESE HEARINGS 

I 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 1 AM RECOMMENDING THAT OUR 

ORIGINAL PROPOSAL OF A MAXIMUM OF ONE POUND 

OF FLUROIDE PER TON OF ALUMINUM PRODUCED BE 

~ODIFIED 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 

PERMITTED IN ANY GIVEN MONTH ~IOULD 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 I 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 FLOUR!DE 

CONTROL THAT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED FOR THE LAST SIX 

MONTHS AT THE lNTALCO PLANT AT FERNDALE, WASHINGTON, 

CERTAINLY IF A CONVERTED PLANT SUCH AS lNTALCO 

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, 

I AM, OF COURSE, AWARE THAY AMAX 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, ·' · ... ·:· 
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THE STANDARD. WE ARE PROPOSING TODAY IS A 

STANDARD WHICH WE FEEL, BASED UPON THE RECORD 

OF THESE HEARINGS, IS 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 IS CONCE8NED BUT THESE 

STANDARDS ARE NOT IMPOSSIBLE TO REACH, 

,' . 



-5-

ONE OTHER CHANGE FOR NEW PLANTS IS I'M 

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, 

FDR THE PLANTS NOW OPERATING IN OREGON, l'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 POUND~ PER TON AND A YEARLY 

AVERAGE OF 2,5; PARTICULATE LEVELS 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, 

I ' 
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TEN YEARS FROM NOW, BY THE BEGINNING OF 

1984, THE GOAL IS 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 THEN SET SPECIFIC 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES FOR THE NEXT STEPS, 

THESE INTERIM STANDARDS CAN BE MET BY THE 

MARTIN-MARIETTA PLANT AT THE DJ.\LLES ~/ITH THEIR 

PRESENT LEVEL OF FLUORIDE EMISSION CONTROL, 

THE STANDARD WOULD REQUIRE ABOUT 20 PERCENT 

REDUCTION OF PARTICUL..8.1.E. 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, 

aoTH PLANTS WILL BE EXPECTED TO MEET EACH 

PART OF THE STANDARD AS SOON AS PRACTICABLE, THE 

1977 DATE IS AN OUTSIDE LIMIT, 

' 
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IN "SPECIAL.PROBLEM AREAS," WHERE LOCAL 

CONDITIONS \~ARRANT, THE PROPOSED RULES WOULD 

PERMIT THE COMMISSION TO SET EVEN STRICTER 

LIMITS THAN THOSE PROPOSED HERE, THIS ALSO 

COULD AFFECT "flARTHJ-i'lARIETTA'S TIMETABLE, 

WE WILL REQUIRE l'lONITORING NOT ONLY OF 

STACK EMISSIONS AND RELATED POLLUTANT 

CONCENTRATIONS IN THE AMBIENT AIR, BUT ALSO 

COLLECTING AND ANALYZlilG FORAGE SAMPLES TO 

MEASURE EFFECTS ON PLANT LIFE, 

J 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 

TIGliTER REQUIREMENT FEASIBLE AND PRACTICABLE, 

IT ALSO MEANS THAT AN EXISTING PLArff sucH AS 

MARTIN-ilARIETTA CAN BE REQUIRED TO MEET AN 

IMMEDIATE DEADLINE \'/HERE IT HAS THE CAPABILITY 

TO ACHIEVE REQUIRED LEVELS SOONER THAN 1977, 
·' 
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THIS GIVES YOU IN SUMMARY WHAT I AM 

RECOMMENDING TO THE COMMISSION I I HAVE 

SAID PUBLICLY, AND SO HAS GOVERNOR ilcCALL, 

THAT IF A NEW ALUMINUM PLANT IS BUILT IN 

OREGON IT'S GOING TO HAVE TO BE THE 

CLEANEST IN THE WORLD, THESE STANDARDS ARE 

DESIGNED TO CARRY OUT THAT INTENT, 

I ACKNOl~LEDGE THAT THERE ARE LIMITATIONS 

TO THE DATA, CERTAIN ASSUMPTIONS, ON WHICH 

REASONABLE AND KNO\'/LEDGEABLE MEN MAY DIFFER, 

COME INTO PLAY IN ANY SUCH ANALYSIS, 

,, 
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ONE MAJOR CONCLUSION FROM DATA PRESENTED 

TO US IS THAT THERE IS NO LEVEL OF FLUORIDE IN 

THE AIR THAT D[Q CAN CERT! FY AS 11 SAFE," IIDVERSE 

EFFECTS OF FLUORIDE POLLUTION liAVE BEEN 

DOCUMENTED AT VERY LOW CONCENTRATIONS; THEREFORE, 
.. 

IT'S THE DUTY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF tNVIRONMElffAL 

QUALITY TO REQUIRE, AS \'IE DO IN ALL OTHER 

STANDARDS, THAT AIR CONTAMINANTS BE KEPT TO THE 

LO\'IEST LEVELS PRACTICABLE. THIS MEANS SETTING 

THE MOST STRINGENT STANDARDS POSSIBLE, AND TlllS 

IS THE BASIS FOR THE STANDARD I AM PRESENTING 

TODAY, 

# # # 

.· 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

__. ... .--W.•'I. II II.·-· '"' " 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Technical Report 

EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS 

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has pre-
OIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 

Director 
pared this report describing some of the technical considerations 

that prompted the proposed emissions 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 

plant 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 attention 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 staff undertook the statistical evaluation described 

below. Its predictions of feasible emissions performance under 

various conditions are not presented as certainties, but rather 

as reasonable probabilities. 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 variability in any set of emissions 

test data must be considered in determining an emissions 
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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 ser-ies 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 reportec 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 avai·lable to the Departmene 

described recent total fluoride and total particulate emissions 
~ 

at the Intalco 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 equipment at Intalco last spring. Each monthly 

average was calculated from 3 - 9 tests conducted on the primary 

emission control system. and the same number conducted on the 

secondary control system. Intalco emissions data as reported 

to the Washington Department of Ecology are summarized in Table III. 

I I 



TABLE I 

TOTAL FLUORIDE EMISSIONS (LBS FLUORIDE/TON OF ALUMINUM PRODUCED) 
. .FROM EXISTING PLANTS IN OREGON 1 

Month- MARTIN MARIETTA2 

Year 
Primary 
System 

9-1973 o. 03 
8-1973 o. 036 
7-1973 0. 048 
6-1973 0.018 
5-1973 0. 033 
4-1973 0. 031 
3-1973 0. 014 
2-1973 0. 040 
1-1973 o. 034 

12-1972 
11-1972 0. 049 
10-1972 o. 010 
9-1972 0. 011 
8-1972 0. 017 
7-1972 0. 036 
6-1972 0. 032 

-1972 o. 018 
4-~972 0. 017 
3-1972 0. 067 
2-1972 0. 929 
1-1972 1. 38 

12-1971 1. 2'12 

11-1971 1. 32 

10-1971 0. 748 

9-1971 0.816 

8-1971 1. 362 
7-197l 0.824 
6-1971 1. 696 
5-1971 0. 164 
4-1971 0. 879 
3-1971 1.115 

Secondary 
System 

1. 37 

2.83 
2.43 
1. 49 
1. 68 
1. 00 
1. 35 
0.79 
2.25 

Freeze 
3.5 
3.4 
4.64 
3.10 
4.23 
1. 335 
1. 96 
1.47 
1. 37 
Freeze 
1. 579 
1. 58 
1. 129 
1. 87 
2.01 

2. 09 .. 
2.07 
1. 69 
1. 26 
0.92 
1. 23 

Total 
Fluoride 

1.40 

2.87 
2.49 
1. 51 
1. 71 
1. 031 
1. 364 
0.830 
2. 284 

3.55 
3. 41 
4.651 
3.117 
4.266 
1. 367 
1. 978 
1:487 
1. 44 

2.959 
2.852 

3.452 
2.894 
3.386 
1.424 
1. 799 
2.345 

REYNOLDS METALS CO, 3 
Primary 
Svstem 

2.97 
2.93 
3.03 
3.07 
3.17' 
4.83 
5. 48 
5.63 
3.23 
5.05 

6.94 
7. 65 

7.20 
6.27 
8.04 
7.95 
7.04 
8,86 

Secondary 
System 

3.36 
3.32 
2.3 
5.8 
6.1 
5.10 
6.2 

11. 2 
4.9 
9.43 

II. 61 

9.08 

11. 50 
7.39 

10.30 
6.37 

Total 
Fluot'ide 

6.35 
6.25 
5.33 
8.97 
9.87 
9.93 
8. 09 

16.8 
8.13 

14.48 

·Remarks 

Martin-Marietta reduces 
primary control system 
emissions to near zero. 

18.55 
16.73 

18.70 
13. 66 
18.34 
14.32 

1. Monthly average emissions obtained from monitoring data required by Oregon Department 
of Environmental Quality. 

2. Located at The Dalles, Oregon. 

~ Located at Troutdale, Oregon. 

,. ' 



TABLE II 

TOTAL PARTICULATE EMISSIONS (LBS PARTICULATE/TON OF ALUMINUM 
PRODUCED) FROM EXISTING PLANTS IN OREGONl . 

Month-

Year 

2 
MARTIN MARTETTA' REYNOLDS METALS CO. 

~~"""''-"-'"-='-"'.=="-'-':..::..;::.:.:.~~~~~-=-=-::..:..:..=.=:=::;_::.:=-::.:..:c::=..__::._:;:_o_ __ 
Primary 
System 

Secondary 
System 

Total 
Particulate 

Primary 
Svstem 

Secondary 
. System 

Total 
Pai:tiou!ate 

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 o. 26 8. 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 o. 11 8. 3 8. 41 15. 5 14. 2 29. 7 
2-1973 o. 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. 97 

Remarks 

11-1972 0. 28 11. 6 11. 88 12. 57 7, 49 20. 06 
~~--'-'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

10-1972 o. 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 

6-1972 0. 024 10. 5 

i-1972 0.25 10.6 

4-1972 
3-1972 
2-1972 

0.15 11.0 
0. 1G5 9. 7 
8.3 Freeze 

1-1972 11. 0 11. 35 
12-1971 10. 7 16.9 
11-191) 9. 6 11.4 
10-1971 6.22 12.2 

9-1971 4. 7 13.1 
8-1971 10. 4 12.3 
7-1971 10. 5 16. 0 

6-1971 9 .. 85 12. 63 
5-1971 6. 25 9.79 
4-1971 7. 37 7.0 
3-1971. 10. 59 8.40 

10.524 
10.85 
11.15 
9.87 

22.35 
27.6 
21. 0 
18.4 

.17.8 
22.7 
26.5 
22.48 
16.04 
14.37 
18. 99 

o>=i 

22.49 
20.42 
25.13 
21.14 
22.25 
20.14 
20.85 
24.38 

14. 41 
11. 36 
12.94 
13.99 
13.16 
11. 73 

Mai:tin-Marietta reduces 
primary contrc~ system 
emissions to near zero. 

36.90 
31. 78 
38.07 
35. 13 
35.41 
31. 87 

1. Monthly average emissions obtained from monitoring data required by DEQ. 

2. Located at The Dalles, Oregon 

3. Located at Troutdale, Oregon • 

I I 



TABLE I II 

Total Fluolide and Total Particulate Emissions (lbs/ton of aluminum produced) 
at INTALCO 

Month - Year 

4 - 1973 

5 - 1973 

6 - 1973 

7 - 1973 

8 - 1973 

9 - 1973 

Gaseous 
,Fluoride 
(lb/ton AL) 

0.95 

0.45 

0.84 

0.25 

0.26 

0.26' 

Total Total 
Fluoride Particulate 
(lb/ton AL) (lb/ton AL) 

1.27 1.93 

0.757 3.83 

1.448 4.43 

o. 71 3.47 

l.017 5.32 

. 1 .oo 5.33 

1 Monthly average emissions obtained from monitoring data reported to 
Washington Department of Ecology. Intalco plant is located in Ferndale, 
Washington. 

.. 

i 
T ~-
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Because of its prior monitoring programs, the Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality has obtained one of the 

longest continuously reported series of emission data from 

one of its two existing aluminum plants· (Martin-Marietta plant 

at The Dalles, Oregon). In Appendix A, the 64 individual data 

points which make up this series are evaluated and found to 

exhibit log normal distribution (these data are graphically 

represented in Figure 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 

1 
make it more representative of recent performance. For Reynolds, 

the 10 monthly averages reported since the plant was re-star~ed 

up in November 1972, are used in analyses below. For Intalco, 

6 monthly averages have been reported since control system 

improvements were completed last spring. The resulting data 

indicates that this plant has consistently achieved emissions 

lower than have 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%. 



. I I 
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which include large numbers of individual data po-ints, while 

the analysis described below is forced to consider populations 

of less than one hundred individual measurements. 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 fut:u.re 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 terms 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 oi:.:c 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 "approximately 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 samples, 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 

single 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 monthly 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 aluminnn plants evaluated, 

their particular series of emissions data was first analyzed to 

determine the arithmetic mean (m) and the arithmetic standard 

(tr) for that series, using the following equations: 

z X; 
/>'Ii - ~~m (I) 

/>'\ 

::;; 11 ~ x.]-,...(,.,.,)'l. 
...... ,,.. 

,..,, - I 

. (Pl) 

where xi = individual data point in the series 

n = the number of data points in the series. 

' ' 
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The arithmetic mean indicates the average emissions exhibited 

by that plant, while the arithmetic standard deviation (IJ"") 

is the basic statistical indicator of 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 

Cand on page 11 of Appendix A). From the line, two other import-

ant statistical parameters can be obtained directly, from the 

50th and 84th percentile values on that line: the geometric 

mean (mg); and 

mg = 

(f"g = 

the geometric standard 

50th percentile 

84th percentile 

50th percentile 

deviation (0-g) • 

(3) 

(4) 

The geometric mean (mg) represents the approximate value not 

exceeded by 50% of the individual data points in the data series, 

while the geometric standard deviation (erg> is again a measure of 

the spread of the data about the geometric mean. Equations (5) 

and (6) below can be used to calculate the geometric mean and 

the geometric standard deviation, if the arithmetic mean and 

arithmetic standard deviation are known. 1 

0-g = exp [1n-!i (ii_ 
m2 + ii] (5) 

mg = m 
exp (0. 5ln2cr-gl 

(6) 

1 A Mathematical Model for Relating Air Quality Measurements 
to Air Quality Standards; Larsen, Ralph I., EPA publication 
AP-89, p. 10 

I J 
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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 calculate the arithmetic mean and the arithmetic 

standard deviation, as shown in equations (7) and (8) below. 

m "' mg (:xp ( 0 . 5 ln 2crg >] (7) 

er= {exp ~c1n2crg. + ln mgu 
2 2 2 "' }' 

- mg [exp ( O . 5 ln crg1 "" 

This means that for a log normal distribution of data, the 

calculated arithmetic mean (m) and arithmetic standard devia­

tion (Ci) , · can be used to determine the geometric mean (mg) an·d 

geometric standard deviation (IT:). These, in turn, afford two g 

points on the frequency distribution line--the 50th and 84th 

percentile points--from which the entire line may be reproduced. 

Conversely, starting from the straight line frequency distribu-

tion, first the geometric and then the arithmetic 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 "line 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 

line graphs we can derive the following four parameters of use 

in characterizing aluminum plant emissions: geometric mean (mg); 

geometric standard deviation (~);arithmetic mean (m); and 

arithmetic standard deviation (II). The arithmetic mean (m) 

( 8) 
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represents the average emissions that must be achieved to 

insure that individual emission tests will not exceed any 

chosen value on the frequency distribution line more than a 

corresponding percentage 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 

a constant mean (mg), the steeper the slope the greater is this 

variability among individual emission test results, which we 

assume arises from two main sources: (1) variations in average 

emissions from the pots, due to fluctuating pot conditions; 

(2) errors inherent in the measurement processes of those 

emissions. The arithmeti·c standard deviation (er') 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 

best fits the Intalco total fluoride emissions data in Table III 

is graphically represented in Figure I (line T). Together with 

equations (7) and (8), this line provides 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 (m ); the arithmetic g 

mean (m) or average of all tests over an extended time should 

approach 1.0298 lbs F/Ton Al; and (3). the standard deviation (CT") 
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from the average (m) should be 0.3291 lbs F/Ton Al. Note: 

Appendix C (Case #2), based on recalculated monthly average 

emissions for Intalco, indicates that the plant's present 

performance is even better than shown here. 

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 must define the limits surrounding that mean (m) within 

which there is a high probability that any carefully measured 

emissions 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 (Cl"") for aluminum plant emissions 

tests. The probability (P) that any single emissions test (xi), 

or average (x) of a number (n) of emissions tests, will exceed 

the mean (m) required for compliance with the standard ran be 

expressed as follows: 

Pn(x) = <x> m (9) 
(!"/ vn 

=the probability that x will be within<T'/V n 
of the mean (m) a designated percentage of 
the time 

~ x. 
x = the average of n individual tests, or i~i 

n 
where xi = individual emissions tests results 

n = the number of individual tests averaged to 
determine compliance with the standard 

<r = the arithmetic standard deviation associated 
with the total population of emissions test 
resl\lts; which population is assumed to be log 
normally distributed 

' ' 



o-Pp (x) 

n 

= x m 

= m + Yo­
n 

(0) 

(11) 

In Equation (11), Y is a constant in a probability factor, 

Yf:l"/1.(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 (1.282<1) 80% of the time, or 

more than l.645c:r 90% of the time, or more than 2.5760"' 99% of 

the time, etc., if the data is log normally distributed.
1 

These 

coefficients of the standard deviation correspond to the constant 

(Y), so that the probability factor, Yr/(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 

Y<l"/fn) • 

TABLE IV 

PROBABILITY FACTORS FOR NORMALLY DISTRIBUTED 

DATA FOR DESIGNATED FREQUENCY REQUIREMENTS 

Number of Tests Probability 
Probability Factor for Designated Frequency Requireme· Averaged 

Number of Tests Probability Factor for Designated Freguency Requirements 
Averaged 

1 

3 

36 

1 

80% 90% 95% 98% 99% 

1.282 1.645 1.960 2.326 2.576 

i.202r l.645cr l.96ocr 2.326cr 2.576cr 

'f3 Y3 'VJ ;'3 r3 

1.282 1.645 1 •. 960 2.326 2.576 

"136 '(36 136 1'36 '(36 

For value of coefficient (y) of the standard deviation (a-), 
see.Table II, page 625 of Statistics for Scientists and 
Engineers, by R. Lowell Wine, Prentice Hall, Inc., 1974. 
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We ma.y now write an expression which corresponds to the 

maximum acceptable value for any emissions test, or average of 

a series of tests, which will constitute 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). 

Single Test Maximum = m + YIT = m + 2.576 (12) 
11 

Maximum Average = m + Ya- = m + 2.576(J"" (13) 
(of 3 tests) 'V"3 V3 

Maximum Average = m + y~ = m + 2.5760- (14) 
(of 36 tests) }'36 "'{36 

In the above expressions, (m) represents both (1) the long-

term average plant emissions required for compliance with the 

standard; and (2) the arithmetic mean of a se£ies of tests of 

that plant's emissions, which are (a) log normally distributed, 

and (b) whose absolute values constitute compliance with the 

standard, and (cl whose standard deviation from the arithmetic 

mean (m) is <!'. Real values for (m) and ( d") can be obtained from 

emissions test results for existing plants using equations (1) . 

and (2). For situations where actual plant performance must be 

predicted (e.g., new plants; or, estimating (m) and (<:r) for the 

Reynolds/Troutdale plant after the installation of primary system 

improvements), (m) and ((j') must be obtained from straight line 
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frequency distribution plots of the type shown in Figure I, 

using equations (7) and (8). Then (m) and· (CT') 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 (a") values for three existing aluminum 

plants in order to determine what maximum value should n·ot be 

exceeded (99% 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 

month; 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 application to several exist­

ing aluminum plants (Appendix B) appearsto be both a novel and 

useful way to model the overall emissions control performance of 

primary 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 to 

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--
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RELATIONSHIP OF CDRRENT EMISSION FROM SEVERAL 
EXISTING ALUMINUM PLANTS TO PROPOSED EMISSION STANDARDS1 

Proposed Intalco Plant~--. Martin~Marietta-Plant:;---Re 
Emissions Standard Standard 2 DEQ4 I DOE 5 Currents °"c~ur=r"'e.:;n:i:t;.,:;.,;;;;P:;;r-...oposed 

Category9 (lbs/Ton Al (lbs/Ton Al) (lbs/Ton Al) (lbs/Ton Al) 

Total Fluoride Fmissions 

New Plants 

Single test 
Monthly Avg. (3) 
Annual Avg. (36) 

Existing Plants 

Single test 
l\lonthly Avg. (3) 
Annual Avg. (36) 

Total Particulate Emissions 

New Plants 

Single test 
Monthly Avg. (31 
Annual Avg. 136) 

Existing Plants 

Single test 
Monthly Avg. (3) 
Annual Avg. (36) 

1. 3 
1. 0 

3.5 
2.5 

7. 0 
5.0 

13. 0 
10. 0 

1. 35 
1.18 
1. 01 

8.68 
6.85 
4.60 

1 77 
1. 46 
1.16 

7.36 
5.97 
4. 60 

' 

4.26 
3.32 
2.40 

18. 3 
15. 1 
12.0 

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, 

18.8 
14. 9 
11. 0 

36. 0 
29. 3· 

23.8 

4.80 
3.80 
2. 80 

12. 7 
10.4 

8. 2 

3. Plant locations: Intalco at Ferndale, Wn.; J.VIartin-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 Eeology (DOE) and listed 
in Table III (see Appendix B - eases ill and #3). 

6. See Appendix B. (Cases #5 and #6). 
7. See Appencfo: B. (Cases #7 and #9). 
8. See Appendix B. (Cases #8 and #10). 
9. Monthly averages are of three separate emission tests; anr.ual averages are of the twelve most recently reported 

monthly 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 lbs fluoride (F) ion/ 

Ton of aluminum (Al) 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 Ecology 

(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 bette~ than that 

that requited by the standard proposed (Appendix D) for new 

plants in Oregon.* Likewise, the proposed standards for total 

* 1.3 lbs F/Ton Al as a monthly average; 
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 ·1ess 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 plantS' 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 the 

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 exceed 

13.0 lbs./Ton Al as a monthly average and 10.0 lbs/Ton Al as an 

annual average. 

The new standards proposed were chosen after reviewing the 

present and proposed performance of existing aluminum plants 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 economic 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 providing Oregon's 

environment maximum protection in an effort to prevent damage 

to any persons, animals or plant life. 

The projections of Reynolds' overall emissions control per­

formance indicate that after installation of an improved primary v 

control system, Reynolds will approach the fluoride control levels 

presently reported by Martin-Marietta, and will surpass Martin­

Marietta' s particulate control performance. Thus, a single 

standard for existing plants, which is equitable statewide and 

affords maximum environmental protection, 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 proble:n 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 environmental damage (primarily to fruit crops). 

However, attention is called to Section 25-270 of the proposed 

regulations which permit the Commission to adopt stricter 

standards in "Special Problem Areas." Options under Section 25-270 

would include not only lower standards to be applied year round, 

I I 
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but also partial curtailment of production during especially 

sensitive periods {e.g., "fruit set"). \ 

The potential to 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 presen·t secondary control system. 

At Martin-Marietta better particulate 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-

static precipitators are efficient fluoride scrubbers, the 
\'. i'·, 

significantly steeper slope of line MM in Figure I suggests that 

emissions measurement techniques at Martin-Marietta should be 

examined to determine why their test data have greater variabil-

ity th'\n Intalco's. Also, Figure II indicates a seasonal "hump" 

in fluoride emissions (late summer, early fall) at Martin-

Marietta, which also '.ndicates a target area for improvements. 

Several changes in the original proposed standards deserve 

mention. Because of the potential variability among aluminum 

plants of the proportion of gaseous fluoride emissions within 

the total fluoride emissions, and the present difficulty in 

separately and accurately measuring the gaseous fluoride , no 

specific standard for gaseous fluoride emissions is recommended 

at this time. However, because the gaseous fluoride is believed 

to be more toxic to plants 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 

monitor fluoride levels in plant life near 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 represent 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 performance, 

the Department 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 
. 1 

Necessary Protection 

Documented information about the adverse effects of moderate to 

large concentrations of fluoride on man, animals and plant life is 

fairly plentiful,. but 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 that 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 concentration by, plants, and the effects on animals which feed 

on those plants. And since fluoride accumulates in the tissues of plants 

and animals, long term 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-

l';arietta 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 Jilg/m3 (or 

0.65-0.95 ppb) 2 • "Soft suture" of peaches has been associated with low 

levels of ambient fluoride 3 • 

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. 
3. N. R. Benson, Proc. Amer. Soc. Mart. Sci, 74:184-198 (1959). 
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The National Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has coordinated 

study of fluoride damage to plants and animals in the vicinity of the 

2 Anaconda Company's aluminum plant at Columbia Falls, Montana • 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 

2 the ~.30 pg F/cm /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-

kettle Mountain, less than 1.0 miles away) and up to 10 miles 

away (hpgar Mountain). Vegetation damage consisted of visible 

injury to sensitive conifers (white pine, lodgepole pine and 

ponderosa pine), including mortality of young trees, and other 

vegetation. Sensitive indicator plants (apricot trees, gladiolus 

exposed in the area showed moderate tip burD within 16 weeks. 

Conclusions of EPA: (1) elevated fluoridation rates in plants 

were measured 10 or 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-

elude how much damage is occurring as a result of present (lower) 

emissions; (4) location, topography and meteorology are keys 

to exposure risk. 

. ~ 
1. Fluoride in Glacier National Park - A Field Investigation, 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 fluoride 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 possibility. 

Further studies will be needed to ascertain the ecological 

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 oi: 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 

air 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;~ 1 

1. Contractors Report 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. 



In its review of the effect of fluorides on the environment the 

National Academy of Science 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, according 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 susc<?tible species and 10 

pg/m3 or higher for species of intermediate susceptibility; for 

exposure periods longer than a month, the threshold is about 

0.5 pg/m3 for susceptible and between 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 conditions. 

The average concentration of fluoride in forage 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 
3 0.33-1.3 pg/m • 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 
3 1 air concentration of gaseous fluoride of about 0.5 ug/m ." 

.The potential for accumulation of 40 ppm fluorides in plants in 

3 the short span of one month at low levels (0.33-1.3 pg/m , or about 

0.42-1.67 ppb of HF) is significant. Ambient fluoride concentrations 

near both 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 vicinity, especially in particularly clean air areas. Thus, 

additional impetus for requiring the minimum possible pollution- ievels 

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. 

I I 
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has proposed a regulation to prevent significant deterioration of air 

quality. Along with many other states, Oregon supported this concept 

of minimizing degradation of 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 m~re 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. 
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 

APPENDIX A 

.. 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

HMP 

RH 

Ddte: August 7. 1973 

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 fluride 
values from 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·l9, 1973. 

~e 
Enclosure 

--.-.' 

' ' 



COliCLIJS IO'IS 

The data vias sho\'m to be log-normally distributed and when the cur:iulated 
relative frequencies \'tere plotted cin log-probability paper, the graph approxi­
mated a straight line. The line of best fit was approximated using the 
geometric mean and the geometric standard deviation; Using this line to 
estimate the 95~ occurrence shows the approximate value of 3.6 lb. Fl/Ton Al. 
In other words, 95% of the samples collected have values less than 3.6 lb. 
F.1/Ton Al. This i;Jeans that based upon the statistical analysis; 1·1hen 20 
samples are collected, 19 of them (95%) will have values of less than 3.6 lb. 
Fl/Ton Al. 

The ti~~ series plots (ref. pg. 14, 15, 15) show that the highest values 
and the most extreme 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 time 
period has not been collected yet, hence there is some question that these 
values are typical. The impact of these values is very significant since they 
are the source of the non-normality in the data and are the case of interest. 
In. any event, it seer;is clear that there are obviously other variables at 1·1ork 
here and that more data needs to be collected before the cor:iplexity of the 
situation is resolved. 

PERTIMEMT STATISTICS 

Number of samples = 64 
Median = l .49 
Arithmetic Mean = l . 819 
Geometric Mean= 1.59 
Geometric Standard Deviation= 1.69 
95% of samples< 3.6 - predicted by cumulated frequency 

distribution 

DISCUSSION AND DESCRIPTIO~I OF AN.l\L YSIS PROCEDURES 

I. Raw Data 

The data analyzed was the 64 source test samples collected by 
Martin Marietta on their secondary system. Only the total fluride 
samples 1·1ere analyzed. 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 co~piled a frequency count. That is, 
the number of occurrences (frequency) 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 ifo. 1 
on pages 4, 5 and 6 of the appendix. 

I I 



The s~cond step was compiling a cumulative frequ2ncy distribution. 
This was done by successively adding the frequ2ncy count obtained 
above for each obs2r12d data value. These values are tallied under 
thef F column on Frequency Table ~lo. l. 

The third ste;:i \•/:is t:1e calculation of cumulative relative frequ2ncy 
for each observed value. These numbers re~res8nt the cumulative 
frequ2ncy for each value expressed as a percentage of the total 
number of data values. It 11as calculated in this case by dividing 
the entry in the F column of Frequency Table tlo. l by 64 and 
multiplying by 100. · 

III. Determination of Normality 

The easiest method of testing for normal distributions of data is· to 
graph the frequency against the observed value. If the resulting 
curve approximates a bell-shaped curve then the data is assumed to be 
normally distributed-meaning among other things that it is free of 
-bias. . 

An important fact apparent from the F column of Frequency Table No. 1 
is that the data is multi-modal. That is, there are several observed 
values with the highest frequency count. The fact that the data is 
multi-modal in addition to the fact that the number of data values ~s 
relatively small (for statistical purposes) led to the conclusion 
that for the purpose of determing the.normality of the frequency 
distribution, the data should be treated on a class interval basis. 
!hat is, the frequency distribution should be lumped together for a 
range of values rather than ta 11 i ed for each distinct va 1 ue. 

To facilitate the class_ interval frequency distribution, the Y'.lnge 
of the raw data was calculated by subtracting the minimum value from 
the maximum value and the decision ~1as arbitrarily made to use ten 
cl.ass Intervals. This then meant that the data should be tallied 
for ten class intervals with a class interval of (5.80 - .40) ~ 10 = 
.54 .. The class interval frequency distribution was compiled with the 
results displayed on page 7 of the appendix titled Class Interval 
Distribution Table. 

A graph of the class interval frequency distribution was drawn 
linear graph paper and is included in the appendix as page 8. 
this graph it is apparent that the data deviates from a normal 
bution for class intervals of 3.6 and beyond. In other 1·1ords, 

on 
From 
distri­
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 log-normally distrihuted. Simply 
said, a log-normal distribution shm·is a bell-shaped curve for the 
frequency distribution wh2n graphed on semi-log graph paper instead of 
linear graph paper. This graph was drawn, is included in the appendix 
as· page 9 and the results clearly show that the data is log-normally 
distribut2d.. The impor-tunce of this ·fact ·Only ccm2s into pla.J' in this 
case when estimating the curve of best fit described below. 

. 1· I 



IV. Graphs of the Cumulated Relative 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 be used to predict the number ~f occurrences of 
a specific value. In plain language, it can be used to determine 
what percentage of the data will fall belm·i or exceed a specific 
value; · 

The mechanics of making this graph are to plot the cumulated 
relative frequency expressed as a percentage against the data value. 
When this procedure is followed, a graph is obtained which shows the 
general shape 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 curve but which curve best 
approximates all of the plotted points. 'It is this line which is 
useful for the purposes described above. 

Because the data exhibited a log-normal distribution, the cumulative 
relative frequency distribution curve will in theory be most nearly 
approximated by a straight line 1·1hen plotted on log-probability paper. 
This graph was dra~m using the va 1 ues from Frequency Table No. 1 under 
the N and%~ F columns with the resulting graph included in the 
appendix as page 10. As expected, th~ graph on page 10 approximates 
a straight line. The line of best fit for this graph was calculated 
using the geometric mean arid the geometl'"ic standard deviation of the 
raw data. The graph on page 10, with the line of best fit drawn on 
it, was made and is included as page 11 in the appendix. From the 
line drawn on page 11, the 95i; occurrence appears to be 3. 6. 

' ' 

For the sake of completeness, 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 linear regression) to determine the 
line of best fit was run on the Hang programmable calculator; 
The equation cf the line of best fit produced from the linear 
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 line shown on page 11 since the frequency distribution was 
shown to be log-normal rather than normal. 

V. Time Series Graphs 

To get an insight into the pattern of the raw data as a function of 
time, three time serf es graphs of the ra1·1 data were drawn. The graphs 
were obtained by plotting the observed value against the date of 
collection. These graphs are included in the appendix as pages 14, 
15 and 16. 

VI. Excluded Data 

The graph on page 15 shows that the highest value~ obtained ~nd the 
most extreme deviations in the data occurred in the later part of 



of 1972. T~e question of the impact of these extremes in the data 
on the cumulative relative frequency distribution graph (page 10) 
and the attendant line of best fit (page 11) 1•1as raised. In essence 
the question is 1·1i12-t happens to these graphs if this data is e:<cluded 
from the statistical analysis realizing that no claim is made to the 
statistical validity of such a process. · 

To answer this question, I decided to exclude the data from late 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 
4 August 1972 

26 October 1972 
2 November 1972 

value of 
value of 
val.u.e of 
value of 

5.77 
2.69 
0.90 
5.80 

These four data values represent the two extreme deviations in the 
data as shown on the time series graph of page 15 in early August 
1972 and late October-early i'lovember 1972. 

A second frequency table 1·1as compiled in the same manner as before . 
. This table is included as pages 17, 18 and 19 labeled as Frequency 
Table lie. 2. Likewise a cumulated relative frequency distribution 
for this set of data was dra1·m (page 20) and the line of best fit 
plotted on it (page 21). 

. . 
A comparision of the graphs on page 11 (line of best fit with all 
data included) and page 21 (line of best fit with some data excluded) 
show~ that a slight decrease in the slope of the best fit line was the 
result of the data exclusion. The 95: occurrence from the graph on 
page 21 is approximately 3.2 lb Fl/Ton Al. 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 analysis when 
further data is available. 
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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 lntalco plant at Ferndale, 
Washington, the Martin-Marietta plant at The Dalles, Oregon, and for the 
Reynolds Metals Company plant at Troutdale, Oregon. The following are defini­
tions of shorthand nomenclature used: 

= 

m 

= 

= 

= 

y = 

n = 

WANG) = 

Line I-A1 = 

Individual item of data reported to state regulatory 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. 

The arithmetic mean or average of all individual items of data 
within a particular series for a given aluminum plant. 

The arithmetic standard deviation of a particular series of data. 

The geometric mean of a particular series of data. 

The geometric standard deviation of a particular series of data. 

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. 

The number of individual items of data in a particular series of data. 

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. 

Refers to Figure I of this Appendix and specifically to the straight 
line frequency distribution plot labeled A1 in that Figure. Similar 
designations are included with each calculation below. Line II-C2 would refer to plot labeled c2 in Figure II of this Appendix. 

I ' 
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Appendix B - page 4 

CASE .#1: Intalco plant: Total fluoride emissions, as reported monthly to 
Washington Department of Ecology (DOE} and listed in Table III of 
this report · 

MONTH xi x 2 
.1 

4-1973 l.27 1.6129 

5-1973 0.757 0.5730 
6-1973 1.448 2.0967 

7-.1973 0.71 0.5041 
8-1973 l.017 1.0342 

9-1973 l.00 l .0000 

6.2020 6.8209 

n 

m 

2,.xi 
2 

1lm2 

L,xi2-nm 2 

G"' 2 

(j 

Given: 

= 6 
= 6.2020/6 
= 6.8209 

= 6.4108 
= 0 .4101 

= 0.4101/5 
= 0.28639 

m = l .0336 
er= 0.2864 

= 1.0336 

= 0.082020 

mg = 0.99606 
WANG ) a-g = 1.3125 

mgllg = l .30739 

For Log Normal F.!:_equency Distribution Plot, see Line I-A1 

The'following 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 

Sing] e Test: 
y II' 

l.0336 2.576(0.2864) = l. 771 m + -rr- = + 1.0 
0.4262 

Monthly Ave: m + Ytr = l .0336 + 2.576(0.2864) = l .4598 
(3 tests} ~ l. 731 

0.12296 
Annual Ave: m + Ya- = l .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. 

MONTH xi x.2 
l 

4-1973 l.181 1.3947 n = 6 
5-1973 0.872 0.7604 m = 5. 6870/6 = 0.9478 
6-1973 0.870 0.7569 Ix/ = 5.5096 

7-1973 0.742 0.5506 2 = 5.3903 nm 
8-1973 l.049 l. l 004 ~xi 2-nm2 = 0 .1193 

9-1973 0.973 0.9467 0"'2 = 0.1193/5 = 0.02386 

5.6870 5.5096 q- = 0.15446 

Given: m = 0.9478 m = 0.93545 
U-= 0.1545 WANG> g = l.1757 a-g 

mgag = l .09989 

For Log Normal Frequency Distribution Plot, see Line l-A2 

/·lHo 

/,lb 

' ' 



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 
ya-

0.9478 2.576(0.1545) = 1.3458 Single Test: ·+ = + m 11 1.0 

0.2299 
Monthly Ave: m + Yrr = 0.9478 + 2.576(0.1545) = l. 1777 

(3 tests) '(j l . 731 
0.0663 

Annual Ave: m + Ytr = 0.9478 + 2.576(0.1545) = 1 .014 
(36 tests) "('36 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. 

MONTH Xi x.2 , 
4-1973 l.93 3.7249 
5-1973 3.83 14.6689 
6-1973 4.43 19 .6249 

7-1973 3.47 12.0409 

8-1973 5.32 28.3024 

9-1~73 5.33 28.4089 

24.31 106. 7709 

n = 
-m = x = 

l Xi2 = 

-2 nx = 

i.: 2 -2 xi -nx = 

,,.2 = 
~= 

Given: 

6 
4.05166 
l 06. 7709 

98.4960 

8.2749 

I. '7S 't'l!O 
1.2864 

m = 4.0517 
,,. = 1.2864 

-2 x = 16.4160 

mg = 3.8617 

O'"g = l • 3632 
mgrg = 5.2646 

For Log Normal Frequency Distribution Plot, see Line II-A1 
The following maximum emissions should not be exceeded in order to maintain 

/,'35 

I· 18 

/10/ 

compliance with the overall performance described by the data above, and assum-· 
ing log normal distribution of the data. 

3.3137 

Single Test: Yr .. 4.0517 + 2.576(1.2864) = 7.3654 9. '.3>' m + 1.0 1.0 

YO" 
l.9143 

Monthly Ave: m + = 4.0517 + 2.576(1.2864) = 5.9660 'f, Cf? 
(3 tests) 1'j 1.731 

0.5523 
Annual Ave: y~ = 4.0517 + 2.576(1.2864) = 4.6039 'i6o m + 

rl6 (36 tests) 6.0 
. ' 



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. 

X; x.2 
l 

l.93 3.7249 
3.60 12. 9600 
4.33 18.7489 

3.256 14.1075 

5.59 31.2481 
6.79 46.1041 

25.9960 126.8935 

m = 6 

m = 4.332666 m2 = 18.7720 
2 EX; = 126.8935 

nm2 =·il2.6320 

EX~m2 = 14.2615 

r/- = 14.2615/s = 2.8523 

()'" = 1.6889 
Given m = 4.3327 

ct"' = 1. 6889 

Wang mg = 4.03684 
-) 

= l.4565 

= 5.8800 

For log normal frequency Jistribution 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: 

Single Test: 

Monthly Ave: 
(3 tests) 

Monthly Ave: 
(36 tests) 

m +)f 

m+.Jf' 

m+$ 

= 

= 

-

4.3327 + 

4.3327 + 

4.3327 + 

4.3506 
2.576 (1.6889) = 8.6833 (8.7) 

l.O 
2.5133 

2.576 (l.6889) = 6.8460 ( 6 .8) 
l . 731 
0. 7251 

2.576 (l .6889) = s.os78 
6.0 

r r 
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CASE #5: Martin-Marietta Plant; total fluorid·e emissions - secondary.system 
only; as reported to Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and 
listed in TAble I (Column 3) of this report. 

xi 
1.37 
2.83 
2.43 

x.2 
1 

1.8769 
8.0289 
5.9049 

1.49 2.2201 
1.68 2.8224. 
1.00 1.00 
1.35 1.8225 
0.79 0.6241 
2.25 5.0625 
3.5 12.2500 
3.4 11.5600 
4.64 21.5296 

3.10 . 9.6100 
4.23 17,8929 
1.335 l. 7822 
1.96 3.8416 
1.47 2. 1609 
1.37 1.8769 
1. 579 2.4932 
1.58 2.4964 
1.129 l .2746 
l.87 3.4969 
2.01 4:.J0401 
2.09 4.3681 
2.07 4.2849 
1.69 2.8561 
1.26 l • 5876 
0.92 0.8464 
1.23 1.5129 

58.8830 140.4793 

m = 29 
m = 2.0304 m2 

= 4 .12272 

2 = 140.4295 
EXi 
n(m) 2 

= 119.5589 
2 2 20. 9206 EX. -nm = 

1 a2- = 20.9206/28 = 0.747164 

0- = 0.86438 

Given m = 2.0304 Wang mq = 1.8681 
----) -

er = o.8644 rrg = l.5o4o 
m

9
og = 2. 8096 

For Log Normal Frequency Distribution Plot, see Line I-B 

The following maximum values 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: 

Single Test: m + y(J 
-1 

Monthly Ave: m + Yrf 
(3 tests) --r 

2.2267 
= 2.0304 + 2.526 (0.8644) = 4.2571 (4.26) 

1.0 
= 2.0304 + 2.57~·rB?g544) = 3.3167 (3.32l 

l. 731 

Annual Ave: m + y(f = 0. 3711 
2.0304 + 2.576 (0.8644) = 2.4015 (2.40) 

(36 tests) '"1136 
6.0 
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CASE #5 (Continued) 

1. For a proposed standard of 3.5 lbs total fluoride/Ton of Aluminum produced 
(monthly average) and 2.5 lbs F/Ton Al (annual average): 

(a) m +~ 
13 

(b) m + y tr 

-(36 

= 3.5 

= 2.5 

m = 3.5 

m = 2. 5 

2.576(0.8644) = 2.22 
1. 731 

2.576(0.8644) = 2.13 
6.0 

Both 2.22 and 2.13 are larger than 2.03 lbs 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 lbs F/Ton Al (monthly average) and 2.0 lbs F/Ton 
Al (annual average): 

(a) m + _.!_!" 
3 

= 3.0 m = 3.0 2.576(0.8644z) = 
1 • 731 

1 . 717 

(b) m +yr = 2.0 m = 2.0 2.576(0.8644) = 1.629 

116 
2.0304 1.629 = 0.401 (100) = 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 lf6: 

Appendix B - page 9 

Martin-Marietta plant -·Total Particulate emissions - secondary system 
only; as reported to Oregon DEQ and listed in Table II (column 3) of 
this report. 

x 

8.4 
14.2 

9.6 
6.56 
8.7 
7.45 
8.3 
6.4 
8.2 

11.6 
8.3 

11.4 
11. 6 
17.6 
10.5 
10.6 
11.0 
9.7 

11. 35 
16. 9 
11.4 
12.2 
13.1 
12.3 
16. 0 
12 •. 63 

9.79 
7.00 
8.40 

311. 180 

x 

70. 5600 
201. 6400 

92.16 
43.0336 
75.6900 
55.5025 
68. 8900 
40.9600 
67. 2400 

134.5600 
68.8900 

129.9600 
134.5600" 
309.7600 
110.2500 
112. 3600 
121. 0000 

94.0900 
128.8225 
285.6100 
129.9600 
148. 8400 
171. 6100 
151. 2900 
256.0000 
159.5169 

95. 8441 
49.0000 
70.5600 

3578.1596 

Single test: 

Monthly Avg: 
(3 tests) 

Annual Avg: 
(36 tests) 

n = 29 

m = 10. 7303 
2 

m = 115.1403 

zx;. 2 
= 3.578.1596 

ll'\m
2 

= 3339. 0687 

c:e_ 2 2 
L_Xt - ftm = 239. 0909 

er = -:!:>9. ()'fO'I /28 = s. 53896 

er = 2. 9_2215 

Given: m = 10.7303 i1:hg = 10.3532 

(]"" = 2.92215 

tT 
a; = 1. 3066 

~~ = 13.5275 

For log normal frequency distribution 
see Line 11-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) = is. 2578 

1. 0 

m +Ya-
4, 3486 

= 10.7303 + 2. 576(2. 92215) = 15. 0789 

"f3 1.731 

1. 2545 
m + Yrr = ·10.7303 + 2. 576(2. 92215) = 11. 9848 . 

136 6. 0 

I~ I 1 

I 
/Z. 0 \ 

I r 
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CASE #6 (Continued) 

1. For a proposed standard of 13.0 lbs particulates/Ton of Aluminum produced 
(monthly average) and 10.0 lbs/Ton Al (annual average): 

(a) m + y r:r = 13.0 13.0 2.576(2.9215) = 8.65 , 
/{'J""" 1 . 731 

(b) m +~ = 10.0 10.0 2.576(2.9215) = 8.73 
136 6.0 

10. 73 8.65 = 2.08 2.08(100) = 19.4% 
lo. 73 

To comply 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 lbs particulate/Ton Al (monthly average) and 8.0 
lbs/Ton Al (annual average): 

(a) m + Y<r = 11.0 m = 11.0 2.576(2.9215) = 6.66 -;rr l. 731 

(b) m + Ya- = 8.0 m = 8.0 = 2.576(2.9215) = 6.75 
136 6.0 
10. 75 6.66 = 4.07 4. 07 ( l 00) = 37.9% 

10. 73 

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) 

Month x x 2 

8-1973 6.35 40.3225 
7-1973 6.25 39.0625 
6-1973 5.33 28,4089 
5-1973 8.97 80,4609 
4-1973 9.87 97. 4169 
3-1973 9.93 98.6049 
2-1973 8.08 65. 2864 
1-1973 16. 8 282.2400 
12-1972 8. 13 66.0969 
11-1972 14.48 209.6704 --

94. 1900 1007.5703 

Given: m = 9.4190 

n • = 10 

m = 9.4190 m 2 = 88, 71756 

Z.xJ = 1007.5703 

zit- n·'.m)2 = 887.1756 , Hl0. 3~41 

o-2 = 120.3947 = 13. 3771 
9 

r:r = 3. 65748 

r:r= 3. 65748 Wang) ~g = 8. 7802, a;= l. 4546 

"iilga; = 12 7720 
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. 

Single test: m+ y = 
1. 0 

Monthly Average: m+ Yr) = 
(3 tests) 16 
Annual Avg; mx Y<I = 
(36 tests) '15'"~ 

9. 4216 
9.4190 + 2. 576(3. 65748- = 18. 8406 

1. 0 

5. 4428 
9.4190 + 2. 576(3. 65748) = 14. 8618 

1. 731 

1. 5702 
9.4190 + 2.576(3.65748) = 10.9892 

6. 0 

lt.i 

//, () 
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Case 118: 
Reynolds (Troutdale) ;ilant - 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-C2 represents this projected situation with a 
frequency distribution plot parallel to Reynolds' existing fluoride emissions 
performance (line I-C1) and for which the 99th .i;i~rcentile value = 5. 4 
lbs F/ton Al. From line I-C 2 can be obtained'rag = 2.245 and a; = 1.454. 

Given: ~g = 2.245 m: 2.4067 

a;= 1.454 
Wang) 

rT = 0. 9299 

Then, the following maximum emissions should not be exceeded when 
Reynolds achieves its projected improved performance described by 
line I-C2, assuming log normal distribution of resulting emissions test 
dato.: 

2. 3954 
Maximum single test = m + Y(;' = 2. 4067 + 2. 576 (0. 9299) = 4. 8021 

Monthly Average: 
(3 tests) 

Annual Average'. 
(36 tests) 

n l.o 
1. 3838 

= m +Yo-= 2.4067 + 2.3954 = 3.7905 
1lS 1. 731 

= m +Ya-= 2.4067 + 0.3992 = 2.8059 
m 

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): 

a) m + YJC. = 3. 0 ' m = 3. O -
)'! 

b) m + YIJ 

~ 
= 2. 0, m = 2. O -

2.4069 - 1.62 = 0.7869 

2. 576 (0. 9299) = 1.62 
1. 731 

2. 576 (0. 9299) = 1. 61 
6.0 

0. 7869 
2. 4069 

(100) = 32. 7% 

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. 

I ' 
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2. For a proposed standard of 3.5 lbs F/ton Al (monthly average) and 2.5 lbs F/ton Al 
(annual average): 

a) 

b) 

m + Y(J = 3. 5 , m = 3. 5 - 2. 576 (0. 9299) = 2. 12 
1f'!, 1.731 

m + y er = 2. 5 ' m = 2. 5 = 2. 576(0. 9299 = 2.11 
~ 6.0 

2.4069 - 2.12 = 0.2869 o. 2869 (100) = 11. 91% 
2.4069 

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 lbs F /ton Al(monthly average\ and 3. 0 lbs ·F /ton Al 
(annual average): 

a) m+Y = 4. 0 m = 4. O - B. 576(0. 9299) = 2.61 
3 1. 731 

b) m+Y = 3.0 m = 3. 0 - 2. 576!0. 9299) = 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 Pla~t total particulate emissions - as reported to 
Oregon Department of Environmental Qual_ity and listed in Table II 
(Column 7): 

xi x.2 
1 

16.6 275.5600 kl= 10 
17.7 313.2900 m = 21.3430 m2 = 455.5236 
15.6 243.3600 £x.2 = 

1 
4845 .445 

18.0 324.0000 
25.5 650.2500 rim2

= 4555.2360 
29.7 882.0900 
23.6 556.9600 £x.~m2= 290.2085 

1 2 
290.2085/9 = 32.245388 30. 7 942.4900 rr = 

15. 97 253.0409 
20.06 402.4036 0- = 5.6785 

213.4300 4845.4445 Given m = 21.3430 Wang m 
-7 g 

= 20. 62546 

,,.. = 5.6785 0-g = 1.2989 

mgcrg = 26.7905 

Log Normal Representation = Line II - cl 

Given m = 21.3430 Then the following maximum values should not be 

Single Test: 

Monthly Ave: 
(3 tests) 

Annual Ave: 
(36 tests) 

tr= 5.6785 exceeded 99% of the time to maintain compliance with 
the overa 11 performance described by the above data. 

Yr 14.6278 
m + = 21.3430 + 2.576(5.6785) = 35.9708 -1- 1.0 

8.4505 
+~ = 21.3430 + 2.576(5.6785) = 29. 7934 (29.8) m 

V3 l. 731 

Yr 2.4379 
m + = 21.3430 + 2.576(5.6785) = 23.7809 

if36 6.0 



''r-'t"'-" ... '" ..... I ... ~.... I:> 

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 lbs particulate/Ton 
of aluminum produced. Line II - c2 represents this projected situation 
with a frequency distribution plot parallel to Reynolds' existing 
particulate emissions performance (Line II - c1), and 
99th percentile value= 13.5 lbs particulate/Ton Al. 

for which the 
From Line II - C · 2 

can be obtained mg= 7.08 and ir"g = 1.3192. 

Given mg = 7.08 Wang 
-7 

= 1.3192. 

m = 7.3569 

tr = 2.0777 

Then, the following maximum emissions should not be exceeded when 
Reynolds achieves its projected improved performance described by 
Line II - c2, assuming log normal distribution of resulting emissions 
test data. 

Single Test: 

Monthly Ave: 
(3 tests) 

Annual Ave: 
(36 test) 

m 

m 

m 

+~ = 1 

+ __ ::f._([" = 
"\I J 

= 

5.3521 
7.3569 + 2.576(2.0777) 

1.0 

3.0919 
7.3569 + 2.576(2.0777) 

1 . 731 

0.8920 
7.3569 + 2.576(2.0777) 

6.0 

= 12,7090 12.7) 

= 10,4488 (10.4) 

= 8.2489 8.2) 

1. For a proposed·standard of 11.0 lbs particulate/Ton of Aluminum produced 
(monthly average) and 8.0 lbs/Ton Al (annual average): 

(a) m + _Y_ 
3 

(b) m + Y 

36 

7.3569 

= 

= 

11. 0 m = 

8.0 m = 

7.11 = 0.2469 

11.0 

8.0 

2.576(2.0777) = 
l.731 

2.576(2.0777) = 
6.o 

0.2469(100) = 3.35% 
7.3569 

7. 92 

7 .11 

To comply with this standard, Reynolds 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 'J[ in the text of 

this report. 



Raw Emissions Data - Intalco 
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November 2, 1973. 

Mr. Frederic A. Skirvin, Associate Engineer 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
State of Oregon 
1234 s. w. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

·near Mr. Skir~in: 

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 Ecology request, To date, this change has 
resulted in lower gaseous fluoride figures. Our investi­
gation into the reason for this difference has not yet 
provided a satisfactory answer. 

An outline of our analytical procedure and a sketch 
of the sampling train are also included, 

We trust this provides the information you require. 

RAG:gp 

cc: I. Macdonald 
R. Ferrie 
T. Briggs 

! 
~e'!';~t_zl .' 

?:;, (t ';L~ui&i. , . 
R. A. Gustaf on 
Property an 
Environmer al Manager 



The ·following expressions were followed to calculate emission 

rates in pounds per ton of aluminum produced from the individual test 

results 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 digits. 

* Total Partic. = (0. 003168) (Volume, SCFM) (Part .Cone. ,mg/SCP) (Uni ts Op) 
(Ave. tons Al produced)** Ton Al 

Partic F = (Tot Partic. ) (% F) 

Ton Al Ton Al 

- * (Volume,SCFM) (Gas.F-Conc.,mg/SCF) Gas F = (0.003168) (Uni ts Op) 

** Ton Al (Ave. tons Al _produced) 

Tot. F = Partic F + Gas F 

Ton Al Ton Al Ton Al 

* Combined factor necessary to convert milligrams (mg) to pounds (lbs) 

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 0.45.1'147 mm Gelman which we dissolve 
in Methyl Ethel Ketone with H?O & 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 rinsed with 
distilled water into the graduate. The volume is noted 
and a portion of the liquid is saved for analysis on the 
Orion specific-ion meter. 

. . 

. I 
I 
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APPENDIX D 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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 set 

forth in ORS 449. 765, it is hereby declared to be, the 

purpose of the Commission in adopting the following 

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 equipment, 

devices and procedures necessary to attain and 

. maintain desired air quality. 

(2) Require effective monitoring and reporting of 

emissions, ambient air levels of fluorides, 

. flouride content of forage and other pertinent 

data. The Department will use these data, in 

conjunction with observation of conditions in 
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the surrounding areas, to develop emission and 

ambient air standards and to determine compliance 

therewith. 

(3) Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to 

conduct a research and technological development 

program designed to reduce emissions, in accordance 

with a definite program, including specified objec­

tives and time schedules. 

(4) Establish standards which based upon presently 

available technology, are reasonably attainable 

with the intent of revising the standards as needed 

when new information and better technology are 

developed. 

DEFINITIONS. 

(1) All Sources - Means sources including, but not 

limited to, the reduction process, alumina plant, 

anode plant, anode baking plant, cast house, and 

_coll.ection, treatment and recovery systems. 

(2) Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, 

excluding the general volume of gases contained 

within any buiiding or structure. 

ill Annual Average - Means the arithmetic average of 

the twelve most recent monthly averages reported to the 

Department. 

-2-



... 

[ (3)) Ji.L Anode Baki·ng 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. 

[(4)] ill Anode Plant - Means all operations_ directly associated 

with the preparation of anode carbon except the anode 

baking operation. 

[(5)) J.§1_ Commission - Mean?. Environmental Quality Commission. 

[(6)) J.22.. Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is 

consumed or is intended to be consumed by livestock. 

[(7)) ~ Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality. 

[(8)] fil Emission - Means a release into the outdoor atmosphere 

of air contaminants. 

[ ( 9) ) ( 10) Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the 

release of a contaminant or multiple contaminants to 

the ambient air. 

[ (10) l ( 11) Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion. 

[(11)] (12) Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation 

that is consumed or is intended to be consumed by 

livestock. 

(13) 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. 

(14) Opacity - Means the degree to which an emission 

reduces transmission of light or obscures the view. 

of an object in the background. 

-3-



[(12)] (15) Particulate Matter - Means a small, discrete mass 

of solid or liquid matter, but not including uncom-

bined water. 

[(13)) (16) Primary Aluminum Plant - Means those plants which 

will or do operate for the purpose of or related 

to producing aluminum metal from aluminum oxide 

'3.lumina) • 

[(14)) (17) Pot Line Primary Emission Control System[s] - Means 

the system which col'lects 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 dire.ctly related to the aluminum 
' 

reduction cell. 

[(15)) (18) Regularly Scheduled Monitoring - Means sampling and 

analyses 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, Bureau of Mine 

[(16)] (20) Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas - Means that amount of 

-the gas which would occupy a cube having dimensions 

25-265 

of one foot on each side, if the gas were free of 

water vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.S.I.A. and a 

temperature of 60°F. 

EMISSION STANDARDS. 

[(l) Visible emissions from all sources shall not exceed 

twenty (20) percent opacity (Ringelmann 1). 

-4-

I I 



(2) Each primary aluminum plant shall proceed promptly 

with a program to comply with this regulation. . A 

proposed schedule of compliance shall be submitted 

by each plant to the Commission not later than 

one hundred and eighty (180) days after the 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 includ·e the date by which full compliance 

must be achieved but, in no case, shall full com­

pliance be later than January 1, 1975.] 

fil 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 averaqe 

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 pounds 

of particulate per ton of aluminum produced; 

-5-
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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. 

J1l Each primary 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 start-up and shall maintain 

full compliance thereafter. 

Jll_ The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant 

constructed 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 sou:cces 

shall not exceed: 

QL A monthly average of 3.5 pounds cf fluoride 

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and 

J1l An annual average of 2.5 pounds of fluoride 

ion per ton of aluminum produced, and 

Jll_ ~-2_2_.o~~~t_o_n~s~o_f~f_l_u~o_r_i_d_e~-i~o_n~p~--e~r--'-m~o~n-'-t_h 

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 J . .:L.._oPounds of particu­

late per ton of .aluminum produced, and 

-6-
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Ql_ An annual average of 10.0pounds of particu­

late per ton of aluminum produced. 

JEJ_ Visible.emissions from any source shall not 

exceed 20 percent opacity or 1.0 on the 

Ringelmann Smoke Chart at any time. 

J!l. Each existing primary aluminum.plant shall proceed 

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 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). 

J2l. The Commission shall review during calendar year 

1979 the fea·sibility of applying section 25-265 (4) (b) 

based on their conclusion~ regarding: 

-7-
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[25-270] 

25-275 

~ 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; 

J£l_ the need for further emissions control at those 

facilities based on discernible environmental 

impact of emissions up to that time. 

SPECIAL PROBLEM AREAS. 

The Department may require more restrictive emission 

limits than the numerical emission standards conta-ined 

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 emission limits for speciel problem 

areas may be established on the basis of allowable 

emissions per ton of aluminum pr.oduced or total maximum 

daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a combination 

thereof, 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 

-a-
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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 regulation~, a detailed.!.. 

effective monitoring program. [The proposed 

program shall be subject to revision and approval 

by the Commission.) The program shall in~lude 

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 

-9-
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25-285 

monitoring progra~ 

(2) ·[Necessary sampling and analysis equipment shall be 

ordered or otherwise provided for within thirty (30) 

days after the monitoring program has been approved 

in writing by the Commission. The equipment shall 

be placed in effective operation in accordance with 

the approved 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. 

(1) Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the 

[Commission] Departmen!_, data shall be reported by 

each primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days 

of the end of each calendar month for each source 

and station included in the approved monitoring 
, 

program as follows: 

(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). Also 28 day test results using 

calcium formate ("limed") paper expressed in 

micrograms of fluoride per centimeter squared 

per cubic meter (pg/cm2/m3) . 

-10-
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.(bl Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage. 

expressed in parts per million _ippmL of fluoride 

on a dried weight basis. 

(c) Particulate emissions: Results of all emission 

sampl~ng conducted during the month for particu­

lates, 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 speci­

fied in the approved moni t.oring 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 [on a 

volume basis] and pounds per day of hydrogen 

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

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. 

-11-
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(2) Each primary aluminum plant 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 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. 

(1) Special· studies, covering the areas in subparagraphs 

(a), (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-
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and physical and chemical characteristics where 

feasible, and a separation of fluoride and non­

fluoride particulate. 

(b) Plume opacity from all sources within the plant,· 

including its relationship to grain loading, 

particulate charac.teristics, 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) E_ach primary aluminum plant shall submit a program 

for conducting the aforesaid special studies to the 

Commission for approval within sixty (60) days 

after the effective date of this regulation. 

(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.] 

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-
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(2) The Cornmissi.on 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. Diarrn~id F. O'Scannlain 
Director "' 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 s. W. ~orrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Hr. O'Scannlain: 

At the supplementary hearing on proposed emission 
standards for primary aluminum plants held in Ast9ria 
on October 24, results from the emission monitoring pro­
gram at the INTALCO Aluminum Corporation were read into 
the record. 

Since April 1973, the INTALCO monitoring program has 
yielded results indicating emission of F ion varying 
from 0.7 lbs/ton Aluminum to 1.4 lbs/ton Aluminum. It 
must be emphasized that the calculation is based on a 
limited number of saraples from only some of the emission 
points of the primary and secondary potroom scrubbers.* 

The results of INTALCO's potroom emission monitoring 
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 emission 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 
requested. 

The INTALCO potroom emission monitoring results read 
into the record do not constitute a basis for establishment 
of emissions stanqards.for primary aluminum plants. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ .--.-1-. ~/ ·=?~· l·JA-·L-<•/ Cf, 0 ' .--z( 

I James A, Howarth 
· Project Manager . 

,7AH :as 



.. ~· . 

Page - 2 - Diarrnuid F. O'Scannlain 

*Normal sampling frequency is to sample 3 of 102 
wet scrubber emission points and 3 of 100 dry scrubber 
emission points over a 24 hour period once per month• 
There is no measurement of carbon baking emission or 
other fugitive losses. 



DIRECTOR'S PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR AGENDA ITEM F, 

EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS 



MR, CHAIRMAN, BEFORE THE COMMISSION BEGINS ITS 

DELIBERATIONS ON EMISSION STANDARDS FOR ALUMINUM PLANTS, 

l'D LIKE TO CLARIFY ONE POINT THAT MAY BE A SOURCE OF 

CONFUSION TO S.OME OF THE PEOPLE IN OUR AUDIENCE, 

I 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, HE ARE liQI DECIDING TODAY 

WHETHER ANY SPECIFIC PLANT SHOULD OR SHOULDN'T BE BUILT AT 

A SPECIFIC LOCATION, 

HE HAVE RECEIVED AN APPLICATION FROM AMAX CORPORATION 

. FOR ITS PF\OPOSED PLANT AT WARRENTON, HE EXPECT TO HOLD A 

FACT-F.INDJNG 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, HE 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, VIHILE WE 

DON'T REGULATE ENERGY USE, WE DO HAVE TO LOOK 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, 

. I I 
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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 ~/ILL HAVE TO MEET INTERIM STANDARDS AS SOON AS 

PRACTICABLE BEFORE THE 1977 DEADLINE, CONSIDERING Hml FAR 

ALONG THE PLANT IS NOVI AND HOH 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, ;Jo PERMIT FOR ANY ALUMINUM PLAfff IS 

BEING CONSIDERED TODAY, 
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MR, CHAIRMAN, I THINK YOUR DISCU$SION OF STANDARDS 

MAY BE MORE MEANINGFUL TO OUR AUDIENCE IF THEY KEEP THIS 

DISTINCTION CLEARLY IN MIND, \'/JTH THAT, THE STAFF IS READY 

TO PRESENT ITS REPORT, 

I 1 
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CONTAMINANT 
PERMITS· 

• ~>§J!,.21. "', 
-"· -·' ~''-""... - -' 

. . d fo 
. hall allow 30 ays 

The public notice .sfrom the public, 
written comment . . , and Fe!!· 
from interested S t a :~;~i:c?', .· ~ . 
-~.Ae-<t!J\;. .._.~.--.-·-________ _,_~-~---~------"--~~ 

. [ED. NOTE: Uriless otherwise speci·· 20_033 • 06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall bi!!<'· 
· fied, sections 20-033.02 through 20•033, the policy of the Department of Envi11on-
. 20 of this chapter of the Oregon Adrnin- · mental Quality and Regional AuthoritY,",1;o 
istrative Rules Compilation were adopted issue public notice as to the intent:~_~:·· 
by the Department o\ . .lji~virorunental Qual- . issue an Air Contaminant Discharge Permi.t 
ity July 28, 1972_, .. and filed with the Sec- allowing at least ·30 days for written"' 
retary of State., August 31, 1972 as DEQ 47.) comment from the public, and from interested 

20-033.02 PURPOSE. The purpose of I· State and Federal agencies, prior to issuance 
these regulations is to pr!!_~cribe the of the permit. 
reqi.ii rements and procedul"es for otJ'~:. ' · · 
~:~~~t~ ~i.ts~~~ia~~n[~~a~l~~h46i~~~~\~ · cQ~;!~~~~ ~!!~;e ~~Q~!~~·s (l~~~ 
gon Laws 197l]ORS''11'49.727 to 449;(39 be obtained for the a i r contaminant 
and related statutes;for stat1b_nary· sources, including those processes and 

a~tivities directly related or associated 
thereto which are listed in. Table A, ap­
pended hereto and incorporated therein by 
reference, in accordance with the sched­
ules set forth in subsections (2), (3), (4), 
and (5) of this section . 

sources. 
·--'-'·~ ~-~~-----.- ---

·IJ 0- 033. 04 DEFINITIONS. As used in 
t~se regulations unless otherwise re-
qi)iired by. context: · · · 
-a(l) "Department" means Department o!. 

. ·.El,virorunental Quality. · , 
't(2) "Commission" m e an s Environ­

mental Quality Commission. . · 
(3) "Person" means the United, States 

Goverrunent and agencies thereof;'· a n y 
state, individual, public or private corpor­
ation, political subdivision, goverrunental 
agency-, municipality, industry, co-pq.rt­

. nership, association, firm, trust, estate, 
or any other leral entity whatever.. · . 

( 4). "Permit' or "Air Co_ntaminant 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 perrnittee to construct, install, 
modify- or operate specified facilities, 
conduct specified activities, or emit, dis­
charge or dispose of air contaminants in 
accordance with specified pracHi;:es, lini-

.. itation_~~o_:i; prohibitiol_ls •. · ; .. , 
~~~-- (5) ;,R~gf~~a(Aut;~.;rity" me;.ns the [Col­

umbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority•) 
· Mid.,-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth­
ority_·[.~] or the Lane Regional Air 
_Ppllutim'l Authority. 

- ---- --- - ..-='-<.4=_--,,:_: _ _J 

(?0-033.06 NOTIGE ·POLICY. it ,shall be 

th:nf~11i~~:~~anft9:~~~~-~~~ 
··.a to issue public notice as to theot_re-•i 

pt of an·.-'application within 15 day,S 'af­
r ,the applicaVcm is accepted for filing. 

-.,-:.:-_•_;_. 
' . )_'' .Sc . 

'.J.:.~. 

(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 January 1, 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 from the 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 Department or Regional 
Authoritv. 

(5) After January l, 1974, .no person 
shall ciperate any air contaminap.t source 
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap­
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or-,i!l­
low any air contaminant from said source 
except as may be authorized by a cur­
rently valid permit from the Department 
pr Regional Authority::J 
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20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED •. (1) ~ 
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 
o\l,taini.ng a permit from the Department 
6:?:" Regional Authority, construct, i?stal;l, 
establish; develop or operate any air 

r 'conthlninant source not listed in. Table A . ' 
,.which ·would emit: . 

(a) 10 tons or more per year, if the 
source were to· operate uncontrol­

Hled, of any air-cont~m~riants 
including, but not 11m1ted to, 
Particulates, SO , NO , or hydro-
i_:.=.:-c-'-'-~~~~--,x~~x 

carbons; or 
(b) at the discretion of the, Depart-. 

ment or Regional Authority, any 
malodorous odors. 

'' :>;l ( 3) Any source listed in Table A may 
: 'J1.pply to the Departm7nt or R<;!<jr<ilonal. . . , 
, !Authority for a special letter permit if 

:.ciperating 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 
. '"'nnual .Penni t Compliance Determination Fee, 
p~ovided by section 20-033.12, may.·ee 
waived·by the Department or Regional 
Authority. 

. ! 

Bc-1 

20-033.10 MULTIPLE-SOURCE YERMIT. When 
a single-site includes more bhan 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. [Appli-- I 
cati~pa for multiple-souTce permitS will ~ 
not be received by the Department or Re~::' 
gional Auth(j):rity for processing wi~hout' . 

.... ·-' 
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prior writt~ agr.eem.ent between the per­
mit issuing agency and the a.pplicant con­
cerning the overall meritofissuingamul-

. tiple-source permit for.the site under con.-
. side ration.) · · . · 
·. (1) When a single air contaminant source 
which is included in a multiple-source per­
mit, is subject.to permit modification, re­
vocation, suspension or denial, such action 
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 issuirig 
agency. In such cases, the Department 
and the Regional Authority shall other­
wise ma:l.ntain and exercise all other as­
pects of their respective jurisdictions over 
the permittee. 

20-033.12 FEES. (I) All persons required 
to obtain a permit shall be subject to a 
three-part fee consisting of a uniform non­
refundable Filing Fee of $25.00, a vari­
able Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable 
Annual Permit Compliance Determination 
Fee. The amount equal to the Filing Fee and 
the Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be submitted 
as a reqtiired 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 
listina of air contaminant sources listed 

0 - - . 

in Table A appended hereto shall be 
applietl 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. . . 

0

( 4) Modifications of existing, unexpired 
per:m:its which are instituted by the De­
partment or Regional Autho_rity due to 
changing conditions or standards, receipts 
of additional·information or any other re­
ason pursuant to applicable statutes a.".!.~ 
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 
Anni.la.I Permit Compliance Ll:!termination · 

·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 (1) year, the applicable 
Annual Permit Compliance Determination 
Fee shall be equal to the full annual fee. 
H 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· riurnber. of months covered by · 
the permit and dividing by twelve(l2). 

(8) In rio case shall a permit be issued 
for more than five (5) years. 

(?__),.Upon accepting anapplicationforfil­
ing, the Filing Fee shall be considered · 
as non-refundable. 

8d 

{10) The Application Investigation and 
Permit Issuing or Denying Fee need not 
be submitted upon notice in writing· by 
the pe;rmit. issuing agency or shall be 
refunded when submitted with applications 
for modified or renewed -permits if ·the 
following conditions exist: 

.(a) The modified or renewed permit is 
essentially the· same as the previous per­
mit. 

(b) The source or ·sources included are 
in compliance with all conditions of the 
modified or renewed permit. 

(11) When an ab: contaminant source 
which is· in compliance with the rules of 
a permit issuing agency r.elocates orpro-

12-15~ 72 
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poses to relocate its operation to a site 
in the jurisdiction of anothe_r perz;nit is­
suing ·.agency .having comparable .control 
requirements, application may be' rn,ade 
and approval.may be given for an e~egip-

. tion of the A. pplication Investigationj;.an_._· d 
Permit Issuing or.Denying Fee. The p'er­
mit application and the request for ~ch 
fee_ reduction shall be accompanied b~yh(l) 
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 sa,me pr9-
duction rate, and under similar coriditions 
at the new or proposed location •. Gerti"­
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 temporary or conditionalpermit 
is issued in accordance with a d o pt e d 
procedures,. fees submitted with the appli­
cation for an air contaminant -discha·rge 
permit shall be retained and 'be appli­
cable to the regular permit when it is 
g.:i:anted or denied. 
. . 13 -Sources re ui red to obtain a er111 

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 .IDased upon 
the anticipa~ed cost of issu~ng or.deny­
ing the permlt, and of compl 1ance inspec-
tions: · 

Schedule 

if low · 
cost 
Tfffied­
iumcost 
if high 
cost 

Applicijtion Annual 
Investigation. Permit 
and Permit Compliance 
Issuing or Determination 
Denying Fee :..F.:::.e-=e~----

$ 25 

150 

450 

$ 25 

100 

325 

· · !Ml· [l]3)] All fees shall be made pay­
able to the permit issuing agency_,_ [and 
shall be deposited in the.State Treasury 

, by the Department of Environmental QUality 

i. 

. to th,.; credit of theDepax:tment of Envirori-
. · .·· ... lJlenta,l Quality Aii; E:!"is.,ioI1 Pe_rtn~t Accmmt · 
;e' .. _which is_ i::ontinu"cUsly app;i'.opr:j.a.l;e?, f9,r, the 

:·',_\~~~!"ip~!.\~tr~~~!f ~j~~~t~~~~l8i;,:_Jii~.~- ·· 
:·,~>.~~gulations.] ' , , ,,,,-_,?: 1~ 

;;r 



~) E·ach perinit proposed ·to be issued 

.... ,,· .... ·i revised ·H..· .. ;a Regional Authority s~all 
,l,be submitte~. the Department of EnV1r-. 
~1phmi·· ~l Quality at least . fourteen (14) 

·· ays •. · :i;::ior to. t.he proposed issuan~e.·}iato;. 
· · .. the. fourteen (14) day period, tlie· 

rt!'tient: ,:Shall, give written· notice to 
. . · ~f~f}/i/~'Authority of any objection 

f.' • a:ttnienf has to the proposed per-
1'/ . . ; · revised. permit ,or its issuance. 
·:Na'.rnit shall be issued by a Regional 

A;:it .. -~ty unl;ess a:n objections thereto by 
; -. ' . ,. . . 

'I .-
-i '• 

" 
·'•··-' 

-"-- - ·'- ... _', - . 

··.·· ·. -ent sli~7l be resol~~·vrior 
... ~'11'.\'Ce, If;' the Departmei!,t4Qes 
·, e. any s_tich obje ct~on, ~.he pi6J;!6sed . 

·.c·:.· .. ~:r. r~V1sed l'er,mit maybe :i.s'"'.·~.·.;.i ..... 
1 .. , .. · :;i::iona~ Authority. · . ·:,: ;': 

· a:;3l~J:f·~here lS• an objection bythe'P~­
.· p ,,~ent regarding a proposed or revised 
per~t~. the . Depar.tnient . shall .. • t 
its ob:;.;. t' · b f. · · presen 

: . ,,.,. :o-·-<=. ion. e o:re the Board of the Re-
?1c;>p;al Authori~y in question p:fio:r to the 
,i~~uance of a final permit, . ~ .· · 

.•· (4) If as a result ofobjection'bythe D -
part~ent regarding a proposed' or revis:d 
f:rmit; ·the. ~egional 'Authority is unable 

. m1ee~ the time pr~visions of either this 
~e~u ation ·or those contained m· · an 
istin ·t ·· " ex-
·~ permi • .th.e Regional Authority shall 

-:, 
,. .. 

Bf 

~·· 
issue·a tem.po~ary permit for a .pi:l:'iod not'. 
to exceed 90 days. . .·• ,·. 

(5) The Regional Authority shall giv~:: 
w:ritten notice to the Department of ·its' 
intention to· deny an · applic:ation for ··a 
permit._ not to renew a pe.rmit, or to re" 
voke or suspend any existing p~r:mit. 

( 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 p:re". 

pare and submit to the Department a.·. 
summary listing .of ·a i r. contaminafil; 
sources currently in violation of issued 
permits. These reports shall be made on a 
quarterly basis commencing April 1, 19 7~•] 

. , 

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 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-

.Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

1. [a] 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. [e] 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 200 125 

9. [i] Secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175 

10. [j] Rendering plants 2094 150 100 

11. [k] Coffee roasting 2095 100 75 
~ 

12. [1] Sulfite pulp and paper 2611 300 175 
production 2621 

2631 

[m] [Grain mill products loca- [2041] 
ted in Special Control 
Areas] · 

[2042] 

[10,000 or more T/yr.] [250] [150] 
[less than 10,000 Ttyr.] [50] . [50] 

13. Flour and other grain 2041 
mill ~roducts in S~ecial 
Control Areas 

a. 10,000 or more T/ir. 250 150 
b. Less than 10 ,000 T /:t.r. 50 50 

17 Oct 73 8g 



CH. 340 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Table A Continued Application Annual 

Standard Investigation Permit 
Air Industrial and Permit Cllmpl iance 

Contaminant Classifica- _Jssu i 1)9 or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

14. Pre~ared feeds for animals 2042 
and fowls in S~ecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 10,000 -or more T/ r. $ 250 $ 150 
[. Less than 10,000 T r. 50 50 

15. Cereal ~re~arations in 
S~ecial Control Areas. 

2043 250 150 

16. Blended and ~re~ared 2045 
flour in S~ecial Control 
Areas. 

a. 10,000 or more T/xr. 250 l 50 
b. Less than 10,000 T7xr. 50 50 

[n] [Grain elevators located [4221] 
in Special Control Areas] 

[20,000 or more T/yr.] [150] [lDO] 
[Less than 20,000 T/yr.] [50] [50] 

17. Grain elevators - storage 4221 
on1x located in S~ecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/xr. 150 100 
b. Less than 20,000 T7xr. 50 50 

18. Grain elevators - ~rimarilX 5053 
engaged in 6uling and7or 
marketing gra-n - in S~ecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/xr. 300 225 
b. Less than 20,000 T[xr. 50 50 

19. [o] 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 l 50 

23. [s] Hardboard manufacturing 2493 200 100 

24. [t] Charco.al manufacturing 2861 200 100 

25. [u] Battery separator manufacturing 2499 75 50 

[v] [Furniture and fixtures [2511] [125] [100] 
100 or more employees] 

26. Battery manufacturing 3691 100 75 

8h 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Table A continued 

27. 

28. [w] 

29. [x] 

30. [y] 

.· 31. [z] 

32. [aa] 

[bb] 

33. 

[cc] 

Air. .. · ... 
Contam1 nant 

Source 

Furniture and fixtures 
a. loo or more emploxees 
b. 10 emploxees or more 

but less than loo 
emploxees 

Glass manufacturing 

Cement manufacturing 

Lime manufacturing 

Gr&¥ iron and steel 
foundries 

a. 3,500 or more tons 
per year production 

b. Less than 3,500 tons 
per year production 

Steel works, rolling and 
finishin9 mills 

[Incinerators (not else-
where included) more than 
2,000 lb/hr. capacity] 

Incinerators 
a. Greater than 4,000 lbs/hr 

b. 
capac1tx 
40 lb/hr to 4,000 lb/hr 
capacitx 

[Fuel burning equipment 
(not elsewhere included) 
Residual oil 5 million 
or more btu per hour 
(heat input)' 
Wood fired 5 million or 
more btu per hour (heat 
input)] 

8i 

" A l. t" . _,, .... ,,, PP ica ion 
Standard 

Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

·''Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

2511 
$ 125 

75 

3231 100 

3241 300 

3274 150 

3321 
3323 

300 

100 

3312 300 

[100] 

100 

75 

[4961] 

[100] 

[100] 

CH. 340 
Annual . · 
Permit 

Compliance 
Deterriiina­
. tion· Fee 

$ 100 
50 

75 

150 

100 

150 

100 

175 

[100] 

.100 

75 

[50] 

[50] 



CH. 340 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Table A continued 

34. 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

Fuel burning equipment 
a. Residual 011 

l) 250 million or 
- more btu/hr. 

(heat input) n 5 mill ion or more 
but less than 250 
mi 11 ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

l2_ Less than 5 mil­
l ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

b. Distillate oil 
l) 250 million or more 
- btu/hr. (heat in­

put) 
.£)_ 5 million or more 

but less than 250 
million btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

c. Wood fired 
l) 250 million or more 
- M:Khr. (heat in­

ut n 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
mi 11 ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

l2_ Less than 5 mil­
l ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

d. Coal fired 
l) 250 million or more 
- btu/hr. (heat in­

put) n 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
mi 11 ion btu/hr. 
·(heat input) 

l2_ Less than 5 mil­
l ion btu hr. 
heat in ut 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

4961* 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 150 

100 

25 

150 

25 

150 

100 

25 

150 

100 

25 

$ 

Annual 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

100 

50 

25 

100 

25 

100 

50 

25 

100 

50 

25 

NOTE: The above fees shall be increased by 20% to cover costs of multiple 
device installations. 

*Not limited to fuel burnin 
power generation SIC 4911 

Bj 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL OUALITY CH,340 

Table A continued 

Application An nu a 1 
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- 333g 
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 

36. [ee] Synthetic resin manufacturing 2821[2831] 100 100 

37. [ff] Seed cleaning located in 0719 0 0 
Special Control Areas (not 
elsewhere included) 

38! [gg] Kraft pulp and 2611 300 175 
paper production 2621 

2631 

39. [hh] Primary aluminum production 3334 300 175 

40. [ii] Industrial inorganic and 2810 250 125 
organic chemicals manu-
facturinJ (not elsewhere 
included 

41. [jj] Sawmill and planing 2421 
a. 25,000 or more 75 50 

bd.ft./shift 
b. Less than 25,000 25 25 

bd.ft/shift 

[kk] [Mill work] [2431] [75] [50] 
• 

42. Mill work with 10 2431 75 50 
em~loyees or more 

[11] [Furniture and fixtures [2511] [75] [50] 
less than 100 employees] 

43. [mm] Minerals, earth and rock 3295 100 75 
ground or otherwise 
treated [(not elsewhere 

1442 

included)] 
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CH. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

Table A continued 

Application An nu a 1 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Deterniina-

Source tion Number Den.):'.ing 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 EiEe coating - 3479 75 50 
exclude all other activities 

47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or 2013 75 50 
more emElo.):'.ees 

48. [rr] Herbicide manufacturing 2879 225 175 

49. [ss] Building Eaeer 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 
(not elsewhere included). 

[4961] 

Residual oil less [25] [25] 
than 5 million btu/hr 
(heat input) 
Distillate oil 5 [25] [25] 
million or more btu/hr 
(~eat input) 
Wood fired less than 5 [25] [25] 
million btu/hr (heat 
input)] 

50. Hardwood mi 11 s 2426 50 25 

51. Shake and shingle mills 2429 50 25 

52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 100 

53. Electroelating, eolishing 3471 75 50 
and anodizing with 5 or 
more emEloyees 

Bl 



OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES CH. 340 

Table A continued 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit -compliance 
Contaminant Cl assifica- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

54. Electric eower generation 4911 $ 350 $ 225. 

55. Gas eroduction and/or 4925 350 225 
manufacturing 

56. Petroleum refining 2911 450 325 

57. Wood Preserving 2491 75 50 

8m 



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 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To 

From 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. iG, November 26, 1973, EQC Meeti~g 

Background 

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

The Environmental Quality Commission at its meeting on 

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 

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 deleted from 

the inspection program requirements. 



, . " . 
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The Department has prepared proposed admendments to Oregon 

Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Subdivision 4, Section 24-100, 

which remove Columbia County from the list 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 

re11etved. 

2 I 

/. ~ <::_ 
DIARMUID F. ~ SCANNLAIN------.---...__ 

RCH:sb 
l 0/10/73 



~ ' ' .. 

REGULATION PERTAINING TO MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION 

24-100 COUNTY DESIGNATIONS. 

- -
(1) Pursuant to the requirements of ORS L481. 19.Q/ 449. 957, 

Clackamas, LColumbiai/Multnomah and Washington Counties are hereby 

designated 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 L~iJ and 

shall comply with motor vehicle emission standards adopted by the 

Commission. 

(2) The effective date of this regulation is lranuary 1, 197_!7 

May 31, 1974. 

L _/ = deletion 

= addition 



Testimony of Fred Foshall!::J, Chairrn&'1, Board of Corrrrnissioners, 
Columbia County, Oregon. 

Before DEQ, November 26, 1973 

I am here to testify on behalf of the Board of County Commissioners and 

the people of Columbia County. 

We support the proposed arrendment to the Oregon Administrative Rules, 

Chapter 340, Sul::division 4, Section 24--100, regarding counties for mandatory 

motor vehicle :L'1spections. 

Columbia Counrj today is not part of the metropolitan area. There is 

no reason to include us in on the mandatory inspections. Certainly, there is 

less reason t.'1an there would be to include Lane and Marion Counties. 

Most of our citizens trade locally or in the Astoria or Longview-Kelso· 

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 residents 

do not use the metropolitan area facilities any more t.'1an do the other small 

county residents from throughout the state. 

This arrendment would put us on a par wit.'1 the other small counties regarding 

vehicle inspections. They are not yet needed in the small crn:mties. 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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

MEMORANDUM 

01ARMu10 F. o·scANNLA1N To: Environmental Quality Commission 
Director 

DEQ.1 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item H, November 26, 1973 EQC Meeting 

Background 
In 1971, The Oregon Legislature enacted legislation which placed 

regulatory responsibility for disposal of radioactive and other environ­
mentally hazardous wastes on this Department. The Corrmission, 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 radioactive wastes were already stored at the site. 
under authorization and in accordance with conditions of the State 
Health Division license. 

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 



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 
the 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 ~e 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 radioactive 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 license which would specify the types and volumes 
of wastes and disposal methods to be permitted and the necessary 
safeguards 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 license available to the public and 
sbhedule 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. 

-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 radioactive 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 later 
than May 1, 1973, but by the May 29, 1973 EQC meeting the Department had 
heceived 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 letter 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 additi~nal 
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 establish 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 annually must be brought into the site, at 
prices ranging from $4 to $7 per cubic foot and resulting in gross annual 
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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 environmentally 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-level 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 
uf 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 radioactive 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. Navy 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 licensed disposal site within 
Oregon. Many hazardous wastes are now being disposed in Oregon 
by enacceptable 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. 

2. 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. 

B. 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 low-level 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. Chem-Nuclear has not yet submitted fully detailed engineering 
plans required for the puoposed 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 A~lington site. 

2. 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 likely that this action would be unacceptable to 
Chem-Nuclear and that the company would withdraw its application. 

3. As a third alternative, the Commission could direct the Depart­
ment to continue consideration of Chem-Nuclear's application 
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 limiting the total volume and by requiring priority 
for wastes originating in Oregon through the licensing process. 

4. 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. 

5. 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 radioactive 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 continuediavailability of hazardous waste disposal sites 
in other states. 

2. The need for a site within Oregon for the disposal of lowalevel 
radioactive wastes is not apparent at the present time. 

3. 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 license application unless disposal 
of both radioactive and chemical wastes were allowed. 

4. 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 safeguards are provided 
and the site is operated and monitored under a properly conditioned 
license. 
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5. It appears feasible to license the pr.oposed facility for 
chemical wastes plus a limited quantity of radioactive wastes 
that would be consistent with economical operation. Any 
limitations on waste volumes should be viewed as interim limits 
which could be rev4sed if warranted by changes in site 
economics or other circumstances. 

6. It appears desirable for the Commission 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 low-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. 

PHW:mm 
11/15/73 -9-



Mr. Pat Wicks 
Public Service Building 
Portland, Or, 

Dear Mr. Wicks: 

1622 E, 9th Ave #11 
The Dalles, Oregon 97098 
November 25, 1973 

Revival of the Chem Nuclear issue at Arlington 

Oregon site is without jurisdiction, 

License for Cherr.Nuclear was formally refused 

by the Enviromaental Q,uali ty Commission 

calling it dead--no further action. 

So please kick it! 

Yours truly, 

!l-2,,t 17(. Jt~ 
Fred M, Weatherford ~ ~ 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

DEQ..1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Conmission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item r, November 26, 1973 EQC Meeting 

Background 

Metropolitan Service District (MSD) Grant Application for 
Supplemental Funds 

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 
local 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 
eJ1compassing the entire State. Plans from these projects 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 conceptial 
plan will be completed and ready to consider for formal adoption. 



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 project 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 detennine 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. 
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The Department staff fully agrees with the reconmendation 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. 

GLG:mm 
11/14/73 
Attachments (9) 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DIARMUID f, O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5360 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item J , November 26, 1973, EQC Meeting 

Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Special Air Pollution 
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 Environmental 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, Multnomah 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 similar or 

identical with existing rules 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. 
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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. 

~ 
O'SCANNLAIN 

Attachment 

EWH:h 11/16/73 



PROPOSED RULES 

(Note: The section numbers are subject to change following adoption and 
filing with the Secretary of State) 

DIVISION 2 

AIR 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 

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-Willamette 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, Multnomah 

and Washington Counties, other than those for which specific 
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industrial standards have been adopted (Subdivision 5 of 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) "Domestic Rubbish" means rubbish generated by a private dwelling 
housing four families or less. 

(2) "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. 

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

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

(5) "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. 

(6) "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) 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. 

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

extinguished by the person in attendance upon notice by the Department. 



-3-

28-015 OPEN OUTDOOR FIRES - DOMESTIC: No person shall cause or permit 

to be ignited or maintain any open outdoor fire containing comestic 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 District 
b) Estacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69 
c) 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) Aurora Rural Fire Protection District 

(3) Until 1 January 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 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 to 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) ln Washington County within Rural Fire Protection Districts 

including incorporated 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 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. 

c) Any area between areas established by this rule where the 

distance between the boundaries is three miles or less. 

(3) 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. 

(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 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 be granted upon the submission of a written request 

stating: 

i) Name and address of the applicant 
ii) Location of the refuse burning equipment 
iii) Description of refuse burning equipment and its control 

apparatus 
iv) Type and quantity of refuse 
v) Good cause for issuance of such approval 
vi) Hours during which the applicant seeks to operate the 

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

(1) No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation or use 

of any device or use of any means such as dilution, which, 

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 any 

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. 

28-040 EFFECTIVE CAPTURE OF AIB 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. 

28-045 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. 
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(2) Gas effluents from incineration operations 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, 000 gallons, gasoline or any 

volatile petroleum distillate cir organic 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 containers equipped with a fl:>ating 

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 vapor 

emission control systems. 

(3) Gasoline tanks with a capacity of 500· gallons or more, installed 

after 1 January 1970, shall be equipped with submersihle 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 minimize emissions from soot blowing and 

shall be subject to the emission standards and rules for visible 

emissions, particulate matter size, and sulfur dioxide from fuel 

burning equipment. 

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, GENERAL: Compliance with any specific 

emission standard in these rules does not preclude required 

compliance with any other applicable emission &tandard or require­

ment contained in any of the rules of the Department. 

28-070 VISIBLE Affi CONTAMINANT STANDARDS: No person 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 aggregnting 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 function of maximum heat input and shall be determined 



-9-

from Figure 1, except from existing fuel burning equipment 

utilizing wood residue, it shall be O. 2 grain, and from new 

fuel burning equipment utilizing wood residue, it shall be 

0.1 grain for each standard cubic foot of exhaust gas, 

calculated to 12 percent carbon 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: 

(1) Fuel Burning Equipment: The following emission standards are 

applicable to sources installed, constructed or modified after 

October 1, 1970. 

a) For fuel burning equipment having more than 150 million BTU 

per hour heat input, but not more 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) O. 8 lb per million BTU hea,t input, maximum 2-hour 

average·, when liquid fuel is burned. 

ii) 1. 2 lb per million BTU heat input, maximum 2-hour 

average, when solid fuel is burned. 

(2) 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. 

28-090 ODORS: 

(1) 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 scentometer No. 0 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 

Scentometer No. 
0 
1 
2 
3 

Concentration Range 
No. of Thresholds 

1 to 2 
2 to 8 
8 to 32 

32 to 128 



-13-

(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). 



TESTil!flNY ON THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC 

AIR POLLUTION RULES FOR CLACKAY.AS, COLUMBIA 

MULTNOMAH AND WAS11I!'GTON COUNTIES 

November 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 because 

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 rep:ion promulgated by 

the Columbia Willamette Regional Air Pollution Authority which no longer exists. 

However, the consideration of these proposed rules by your commission is a 

departure from the past appro~~h to air quality by this agency. Previously you 

have adopted statewide standards applicable either to all sources oc to soecific 

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, 

al,,ays have the authority to promulgate area standards under ORS 449. 735(1). We 

believe this authority should be used sparingly and only where truly adverse local 

conditions would result from your failure to act. We believe statewide standards 

provide great.er uniformity and consistency and therefore we would suggest that 

you place a time ljniit on the applicability of the proposal standards, say one 

year. During that year your staff should review the entire body of air quality 

regulations and redraft them in their entirety. The final draft should be a set 

of rules with statewide appJ.icability with few exceptions to meet the needs of 

particular local airsheds. 

We have snp;gested that the entire aiI' quality rules be redrafted. Here are 

some of the reasons 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 apµly." Under CWAPA the source need 

only look at the CWAPA rules, Now 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 is t!ie 

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 snecialized 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 governmental, who must deal with your rules. 

(3) CWAPA had jurisdiction only over air quality, but your commission has 

jurisdiction 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 waste. 

Let us conclude by discussing the proposed sulphur dioxide limitations in 

proposed rule 28-085. The 1000 ppm limitation has two applications: Relesaes 

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, 197·4 at which time it 

drops to 1. 7 5 percent sulphur by weight. We have reason to believe that there 

may not be adequate supplies of residual fuel oil and some suppliers may not be 

able to meet the 1.75 percent limitation on July 1. Normally, this would not be 

a problem because othP.r suppliers would tak" the account. This is not true today 

due to the oil allocation system which ties the consumer to his supplier. Any 
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consumer, industrial; government 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 r.ecommend that you undertake a re-1iew of this situation because 

of the significant economic and employment impact that could result. Also, while 

it is recognized that Portland generally has the highest concentration oc so 2 

we are "'!l),y at about 50 percent of the national secondary standard. Oregon has no 

recognized health or general air quality problems from current sulphur dioxide 

emissions and Oregon was never in the position of many Eastern states of l:.mdng 

to roll back or reduce their so 2 emissions to meet the ~_ational standards. It now 

appears that the residual fuel oil situation may be the critical part of our enei·gy 

crisis as our natural gas supplies are curtailed for longer periods requirins the 

use of more fuel oils. We are not asking for any mod:!.fica tion of your rules ,,ow, 

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. 

-3-
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CORVALLIS, OREGON 97331 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Gentlemen: 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING 

November 16, 1973 

RE: Proposed Ammendments to the Air Contaminant Discharge 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 Regional Authority, construct,· install, es­
tablish, develop or operate any air contaminant source not listed in Table A 
which would emit, at the discretion of the. Department or Regional Authority, 
any malodorous odors 11 • 

The wording of this proposed regulation has some confusing 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 environment. 

The criteria of any "malodorous" odors is in marked contrast to the other 
criteria of ten tons or more per year of various specific measurable pollu­
tants. There is no defi.nition included of "malodorous odors". This would 
lead to a great number of complaints from residents who may have on a single 
occasion smelled an odor which they found objectionable.· With thi.s 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 
livestock producers look forward to meeting the same regulatory requirements 
as other C0!1llilercial and industrial operations. The definition included· in 
your proposed regulation would be extremely difficult if it.were ·applied to 
agricultural pursuits, and it therefore creates some uncertainty in the live­
stock industryls 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. 

If you feel that is is importa..lt to include some Coverage of odor sources· in 
this regulation, I would be pleased to share what information I have concerning 



• >·,-· 

Department of Environmental Quality 
November 16, 1973 
Page 2 

the emission of odorous compounds. 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 orderly 
control procedure. Please feel free to call upon me if I may be helpful. 

Very truly yours, 

. ~~l/tb/t . 
• Ronald Miner, ASsociate Professor 

of .Agricultural Engineering 

JRM:jt 

cc: W •. T •. Cooney 
J, R, Davis 
T, L. Willrich 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5359 

MEMORANDUM 

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 2~-085, Sulfur Dioxide Emission 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 
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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'SCANNLAJN 

11/26/73 EWH:h 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

DEQ-1 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 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 . O 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 oil. 

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, th.e Department presented a staff report summarizing its 

analysis and conclusions with a recommendation that the proposed 

permit be issued. 
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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 letter dated November 20, 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.l 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 
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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. 
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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 oil 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. 



- .. .. 

H. H. PHILLIPS 
VICE PRESIDENT AND 

CORPORATE COUNSEL 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 

. 621 S.W.ALOER ST. 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

Mr. E. J. Weathersbee, Administrator 
Northwest Region Office 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Weathersbee, 

November 20, 1973 

We would like to suggest the following changes in the Beaver license: 

1.2. l: 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 Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

1.2 .4: Add at the end of the sentence the words "after the water 
injection system has become operative". 

Reason: Our testimony was to the affect that water 
injection would not be available until April, 
1975,. even on an accelerated schedule. If an 
interim NOx 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: Strike in its entirety. Substitute "Sound pressure levels 
measured at 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:" 

2. 1.2: 

Frequency - Center of 
Octane Band - Hz 

31.5 
63 

125 
250 
500 

1,000 
2,000 
4,000 

Sound Pressure 
Level, DB 

66 
60 
53 
45 
41 
37 
31 
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, the words 
"of untreated fuel". 

Reason: Treatment may alter the apparent ash content of 
the fuel. It cannot be provided for in fuel pro­
curement contracts. 

2.4: In the second line strike everything after the word "at" and 
substitute "the earliest practicable time and in no case 
later than July 1, 1975". 

Reason: As testified at the he~ring, water injection hard­
ware will be installed in the engines at the time 
of their delivery. However the water treatment 
plant cannot be designed, fabricated and installed 
by the time the Beaver facilities must go into 
operation for power production. 

I 
f 

I 

I 
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2.6: Strike everything in the second line after the word 
"department". Insert "to the extent that the results of 
the plume rise impact study and/ar ambient air mani­
toring program indicate that such stocks 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. 

2.7: Strike this section in its 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 time, the 
Company expects to do so. However the decision 
does not appear to be an appropriate one for the 
Department of Environmental Quality~ Our 
testimony indicated that the routine operation 
may exceed 2,000 hours per year after 1975. 

2.8: 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. 

4.1: Remove "particulates: continuous when operating, and". 

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, I' 

Cc: Honorable A. Si Iver 

P. S. Section 2. 1.2 states that " ••• but in no case shall distil I ate 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 extreme degree and greatly 
increase the possibility that no oil at all will be available. In a 
report by the turbine manufacturer it was stated: 

"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 will 
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. 
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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) 
Turbine Generator Installation ) 
(Beaver, Oregon) ) 

TO: Diarmuid F~ O'Scannlain 
Director 

HEARINGS OFFICER REPORT 

Department of Environmental Quality 

FROM: Arnold B, Silver 
Hearings Officer 

Pursuant to Notice a public hearing was held on November 13, 

1973 at the Columbia County Courthouse, St. Helens, Oregon, 

regarding the air contaminant 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) o{ these 

witnesses were PGE officers and employes with highly competent 

technical qualifications. The final witness on behalf of PGE 

was Robert Johnson, a General Electric Corporation engineer. 

This company is .the manufacturer of the turbines to be installed 

at the Beaver facility. 

Numerous officials of Columbia County submitted views at 

the hearing, including 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 Organ.ization 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. Felter, 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 buff er zone but 

only pointed out which they felt was an alleged 

inconsistency. 

2. The language 11or combined turbine plume 11 should be 

deleted from Section 1.2.1. Testimony indicated this 

provision was impossible to meet, since the combined 

plumes may very well exceed the limitation in the Section 

while a single plume from each turbine would be in 

compliance with the section. 

3. Insufficient data is available as to whether smoke 

spot #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 oil heating system as the fuel for the turbines. 

Section 1.3. through 1.3.2. 

5. The term 11 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 permittee the option of choosing control 

methods he deems best to meet DEQ limitations. 

6. The requirement.to continuously monitor gas turbines 

as set forth in Sect·ion 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 turbines rather than 

utilizing the actual monitoring 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 permit but did stress turbulence 

from the turbines cannot be muffled. 

2. Steven Roso raised numerous questions 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? 

c. 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 oil to prevent oil spills? 

f. Has the Coast Guard agreed to monitor the facility. 

g. Were the proposed stacks 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 plant the best facility to be constructed 

on the premises? In other words, would another 

plan.t which may serve the public be a better facility 

'rather than the Beaver facility. 

j. What type of oil will the plant consume in the event 

of a real oil crises and shortage? 

Page Three - Hearings Officer Report 
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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 opposed the issuance of the 

permit to PGE on the basis that these plants are notoriously 

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 of Environmental Quality be issued 

to Portland General Electric Company in substantially 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 /71_• day of Novembe5,_l.9.~73 __ 

. 
(~ . 
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PROPOSED . 
AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 

Issued by the 
Department of Env;ronmental Quality for · 
Portland General Electric Company - Beaver 

1. Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

Expiration Date J .laD!Jary 1977 
Page 2 of · 

Appl. No.: 0237 
File No. :•om5~_-;,2""52""or----

1.1 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. 

1.2 Emissions of air contaminants shall not exceed any of the following: 

1.2.1 An opacity (as defined by OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-005(4)) 
equal to or greater than 10 percent (10%) 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 

· (20%) for combined turbine plume~. . 

1.2.2 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, 

1.2.3 50 pounds per hour of particulate matter for any single turbine, 

1.2.4 280 pounds per hour of Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) for any single turbine, 
after the NOx control system becomes operable but in no case later 
than after August l, 1975, 

1.2.5 282 pounds per hour of Sulfur Dioxide (S02) for any single turbine, 

1.2.6 416 pounds per hour of Carbon Monoxide (CO) for any single turbine,. 

1.2.7 Smoke Spot number 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. 

1.3 Emfss ons from the fuel oil heating system fired on number? distillate fuel 
shall not exceed. the following: 

1.3.1 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, 

1.3.2 The maximum allowable emission rates of particulate matter shall 
be a function of heat input as determined from Figure 1 of this 
permit for new sources, 

1.3.3 Smoke Spot number 2 as measured by the American Society for 
Testing Materials procedure 02156-65 
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 

Issued by the 
Page 3 of 
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Department.of Environmental Quality for 
Portland General Electric Company - Beaver 

F 11 e No • : _.,0""5;;;.J-2.,5""2,,,_0 -~--

1.4 

( 1.4) 
1.5 

( l . 5) 
1.6 

The fuel oil heating system 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 shall be stored in pressure vessels or reservoirs, or in tanks 
equipped with a floating roof or approved vapor recovery systems·or other 
approved vapor emission con.trol devices. 

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 

Maximum Sound Pressure Levels at 800 Feet 

Frequency - Center of 
Octave Band, Hz 

31.5 
63 

125 
. 250 

500 
l,000 
2,000 
4,000 
8,000 

Overa11 

Sound Pressure 
Level, db 

73 
67 
60 
52 
58 
44 
42 
38 
35 
74.5 

2. Special Conditions 

2.1 Fuel usage shall conform to the following: 

2.1.l 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 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 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 so2 at the Beaver or Oak Point 
sampling stations are projected to be exceeded by continual operation 
of the facility. · 
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2.2 

2.3 

(2.4 

(2.5) 
2.4 

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 lines. These plans must be 
approved and facilities installed prior to operation of the combustion turbines. 

The permittee shall submit plans 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 operation of the 
combustion turbines. 

NOx emission controls acceptable to the Department shall be installed and 
placed in operation at the time the facility commences commercial operation.) 

A study acceptable to the Department shall be conducted to define ·actual 
plume rise· and air quality impact under various meteorological conditions. 
This study shall be completed within six ~onths of commencing commercial operation. 

(2.6) Special stacks for all turbine exhausts shall be installed as may be required 
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 routine operation is 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 obtained 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 operation. 

3.1 On March l, 1974 or before, file with the Department a Notice of Construction 
along with complete engineering plans and specifications of an NOx emission 
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 with copies thereof 
furnished to the Department. 

3.4 On May 1, 1975 or before the permittee will have initiated on-site construction 
of the regui red control systems. · 

3.5 On August 1, 1975 or before, the NOx control systems shall be completely 
installed and in operation. 
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4.1 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 testing 
frequencies: · 

Time of operation, 
Quantities and types of fuel used related to time of operation, 
Electrical output related to time of operation, 
Fuel additives used related to time of operation, 
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. 

4.2 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 so2 emissions resulting from turbine operations. 

4.3 The permittee shall install and operate in Beaver, Oregon, and Oak Point, 
Washington, areas an ambient air monitoring program,·that has been approved 
by the Department, to continuously determine ground-level concentrations 
of so2, and meteorological parameters. The program shall be in operation 
prior to commercial operation. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item ~o. K, November 26; 1973, EQC Meeting 

PGE Beaver Turbine Generator Installation 
Application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 

l . O 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 easterly 

and westerly than winds at Kelso. This is most likely 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 oil received by tanker, truck and rail. Oil 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 liquid fuels. Each turbine would have an 

i,ndividual 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 

period until other planned large baseload electrical generating facilities 

in the region are brought on line. 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 (so2) 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 plume 

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, so2 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 large 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 little. A 47% reduction in particulate emissions in the Portland 

Interstate Air Quality Control Region has been projected by 1975. SOx 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 levels 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 low. 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 reflected 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 probable 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 little 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 likely 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 significant 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 limits in defining significant deterioration. 

Plan 1, the Air Quality Increment Plan, would allow a maximum 

increase in air quality as follows: 

For Particulate Matter: 

For Sulfur Dioxide: 

10 1-9/m3 (annual average 
30 ,..g/m3 (24 hour average) 

15 pg/m3 (annual average) 
100 1-19/m3 (24 hour average) 
300 ~g/m3 (3 hour average) 
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PGE Beaver would not be expected to exceed the Plan 1 criteria. 

Plan 2, the Emission Limitation Plan, would in essence allow a 20% 

increase in baseline particulate and so2 emissions in the air quality control 

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 so
2 

emissions by 12%. PGE Beaver would therefore not exceed limits that would 

be allowed under Plan 2, but would use a considerable portion of the so
2 

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 limits 

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 (annual average) 
15 pg/m3 (24 hour average) 

2 ~g/m3 (annual average) 
5 pg/m3 (24 hour average) 

25 pg/m3 ( 3 hour average) 

Zone l 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.l 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/106 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% 
c. Combustion is maintained at peak efficiency to meet the 

proposed 10% opacity limit 

3.2 Ambient Air Impact 

3.2.l The facility by itself would not cause violation of Department'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 

plan.~s 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 502 air quality problems in the community 

of Oak Point, Washington. 

3.2.4 If the facility is converted to a combined cycle operation, in 197B 

as projected or earlier,(in order to increase fuel utilization efficiency) 

use of extremely low sulfur content fuel or, more feasibly, instal,lation 

of a taller stack are expected to be necessary to insure compliance with 

502 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 

Plan. 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 502 allotment of the Emission Limitation Plan 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 performance standards 

for gas turbines. 

4.J. Use of the lowest sulfur fuel oil available. 

4,_4 Establishment of an extensive emission and ambient air monitoring 

program. 

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 

f•oility •ftec 1975 '''""' 2,000 h "'' ''.' Y••~~-

·-~ 
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TABLE 1 

PGE Beaver Plant Site Emissions 

Particulate 
soxl (.4% sulfur fuel) 
NOx w/o water injection 
NOx with water injection 

1 

Pounds 
Per hour 

270 
1400 
4700 
1400 

Tons Per Year 
(4,000 hrs. of 
operation) 

527 
3712 
9183 
2735 

For different sulfur content fuels, SOx emissions would be proportional 
to the difference in sulfur content from the stated 0.4%. 



Particulate 

SOX 

NOx 

TABLE 2 

Summary of Air Contaminant Emissions 
In Vicinity of PGE Beaver 

(Not including PGE Beaver Facility) 

tons/year 

Washington1 Oregon2 
1970 1975 1970 1975 

21,245 12,464 4,463 1,823 

6,923 6, 117 1 ,606 1 ,527 

11,404 11 • 715 4,954 4,985 

Cowlitz and Wahkiakum County 

2 
Columbia and Clatsop County 

3 

PIAQCR3 
1970 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 ualit Data - Lon view, Washin ton·D.O.E. Site 
All Values in Micrograms/m 

Year 

1971 
1972 

Year 

l 972 

Suspended Particulates 

Maximum 24 hr. 
Average 

165 
246 

Sulfur Dioxide 

Annual 
Geometric 
Mean 

64 
67 

Maximum 3 hr. 
Average 

Maximum 24 hr. 
Average 

Year 

1972 

Year 

332 157 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Approximate 
Annual Average 

25 

Tota 1 Oxidants 

. Maximum 1 hr. 
Average 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

28.3 

1972 
1973 

118 
98 

(3 months data, Oct.-Dec.) 
(5 months data, Mar.-Jul.) 



Year 

1970 

1971 

TABLE 4 

Air Quality Data 
Rainier, Oregon 

(,11g/m3) 

Suspended Particulate 

Maximum 24 hr. 
Average 

134 

117 

Annual 
Geometric 
Mean 

28 

28 



Oregon 

Federal 

Oregon 

Federal 

TABLE 5 

Air Quality Standards 
State of Oregon and Federal 

.Sulfur Dioxide 

Maximum 3 Hr. 
Average 

1300 i-:g/m3 

1300 ~19/m3 
(secondary) 

Maximum 24 hr. 
Average 

260 µg/m3 

365 yg/m3 

Suspended Particulates 

24 Hour 
Maximum 

150 pg/m3 

260 yg/m3 

24 hr. cone. not 
more than 15%/month 

100 "g/m3 , . 

none 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Oregon 

Federal 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

100 _µg/m3 

100 yg/m3 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

60 pg/m3 

80 ;,;g/m3 

Annual 
Geometric 
Mean 

60 .'.lg/m3 

75/1g/m3 



Po 11 utant 

Particulate 

TABLE 6 

PGE Beaver Turbine Generating Plant 
Air Quality Impact 

Maximum Annual Average (ug/m3) 

Air 
Standard 

60 
60 

PGE Beaver 
Impact 

0.5 
2.6 so? (.3% s fuel) 

NOl< as N02 
with water injection 
without water injection 

100 
100 

2.5 
8.6 

Particulate 

so2 (.3% s fuel) 

so2 (.3% s fuel) 

Maximum 24 hr. Average 

150 

260 

0-84* 
2 
0-440* 
7 

Maximum 3 hr. Average 

1300 0-3100* 

Critical Location 

Longview-Rainier 
Longview-Rainier 

Longview-Rainier 
Longview-Rainier 

Oak Point, Washington 
Longview-Rainier 
Oak Point, Washington 
Longview-Rainier 

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. 
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ISSUED TO: 

PROPOSED 

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 
. Department of Environmental Quality 

1234 S.W. lllorrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Telephone: (503) 229-5696 
. Issued in accordance with the provisions of 

ORS 449.727 

REFERENCE INFORMATION 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. 
Power Resources Application No. _0=2=3=7 __________ _ 

621 S. H. Alder 
PortlandA OR 97205 

PLANT SUE: 
Beaver Turbine Generating Plant 
in Columbia County near 
Clatskanie, Or2gon 

Date Received l 0 August 1973 

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Source SIC Permit No. 

(1) ------------------

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain 
Director 

(2) ------------------

Date 

SOURCE(Sl PERMITTED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS: 

Name of Air Contaminant Source Standard Industry 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 
emissions from those processes and activities directly related or associated thereto, 
provided operation of the facility and discharges therefrom are in strict conformance 

_with the requirements, limitations and conditions of this permit. 

Compliance with the specific requirements, 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. 

1 5 OCT 1973 

For Requlrement'.5, LlmilaUons and Conditions of this Permit. sec atlachcd Sections 



PROPOSED 
AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 

Issued by the 
Department of Environmental Quality for 
Portland General Electric Company - Beaver 

I. · Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

Expiration Date J ,Jarniary 1977 
Page 2 of ___ _ 

App 1. No. : 0237 
File No. :'0"'5.-._.,,.25"'2"'o,..,·----

1.1 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. 

1.2 Emissions of air contaminants shall not exceed any of the following: 

1.2.l An opacity (as defined by OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-005(4)) 
equal to or greater than 10 percent (10%) 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 
(20%) for combined turbine plume~, · 

1.2.2 The maximum allowable emission rates of particulate matter· from 
any single combustion turbine shall be a function of heat input 
as determined from Figure l of this permit for new sources, 

1.2.3 50 pounds per hour of particulate matter for any single turbine, 

1.2.4 280 pounds per hour of Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) for any single turbine, 
after the NOx control system becomes operable but in no case later 
than after August .l, 1975, 

1.2.5 282 pounds per hour of Sulfur Dioxide (S02} for any single turbine, 

1.2.6 416 pounds per hour of Carbon Monoxide (CO) for any single turbine, '. 

1.2.7 Smoke Spot number 2 as measured by the American Society for Testing 
Materials procedure 02156-65 for any single turbine when fired with 
distillate fuel oil and smoke spot number 4 when fired with crude 
fuel oil. 

1.3 Emi-ss ons from the fuel oil heating system fired on number 2 distillate fuel 
shall not exceed the following: 

1.3.l 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, 

1.3.2 The maximum allowable emission rates of particulate matter shall 
be a function of heat input as determined from Figure l of this 
permit for new sources, 

1.3.3 Smoke Spot.number 2 as measured by the American Society for 
Testing Materials procedure 02156-65 · 
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1.4 The fuel oil heating system may be fired on other fuels up.on demonstration 
to the Department that air emission and ambient standards can be complied 
with. The Department shall approve the demonstration program. 

( 1.4) 
1.5 

( l. 5) 
1.6 

Fuels shall be stored in pressure vessels or reservoirs, or in tanks 
equipped with a floating roof or approved vapor recovery systems or other 
approved vapor emission control devices. 

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 tu.rbine 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 

Maximum Sound Pressure Levels at 800.Feet 

Frequency - Center of 
Octave Band, Hz 

31.5 
63 

125 
250 
500 

1,000 
2,000 
4,000 
8,000 

Overall 

Sound Pressure 
Level, db 

73 
67 
60 
52 
58 
44 
42 
38 
35 
74.5 

2. Special cdnditions 

2.1 Fuel usage shall conform to the following: 

2.1. l 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 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 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 so2 at the Beaver or Oak Point . 
sampling stations are projected to be exceeded by continual operation 
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 lines. These plans must be 
approved and facilities installed prior to opera ti on· of the combustion turbines. 

2.3 The permittee shall submit plans 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 operation of the 
combustion turbines. 

(2.4 NOx emission controls acceptable to the Department shall be installed and 
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 commencing commercial operation. 

(2.6) Special stacks for all turbine exhausts shall be installed as may be required 
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 routine operation is projected to exceed 

2,000 hours per year after 1975. 

(2.8) Operation sha.11 not exceed the expected schedule of operation, "Attachment A", 
2.7 unless prior written approval is obtained 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 operation. · 

3. l On March l , 1974 or before, file with the Department a Notice of Construction 
along with complete engineering plans and specifications of an NOx emission 
control system. 

3.2 On April l, 1974 or before, obtain approval from the Department of engineering 
plans and specifications with any required amendments. 

3.3 On May l, 1974 or before the permittee shall have issued purchase orders· 
for all components of the approved NOx control systems with copies thereof 
furnished to the Department. 

3.4 On May 1, 1975 or before the permittee will have initiated on-site construction 
of the required control systems. 

3.5 On August l, 1975 or before, the NOx control systems shall be completely 
installed and in operation. 
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4.1 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 testing 
frequencies: · 

Time of operation, 
Quantities and types of fuel used related to time of operation, 
Electrical output related to time of operation, 
Fuel additives used related to time of operation, 
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. 

4.2 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 so2 emissions resulting fr_om turbine operations. 

4.3 The permittee shall install and operate in Beaver, Oregon, and Oak Point, 
Washington, areas an ambient air monitoring program, that has been approved 
by the Department, to continuously determine ground-level concentrations 
of so2, and meteorological parameters. The program shall be in operation 
prior to commercial operation. . 
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5.6 The permittee is prohibited from altering, modifying 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 ne\'1 permit prior 
to substantial modification; alteration, addition or enlargement of the 
~ubject 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 la1'1, including: 

5.8.l Misrepresentation of any material fact or lack of full disclosure 
in the application including any exhibits thereto, or in any 
other additional information reauested or supplied in conjunction 
therevJi th; · 

5.8.2 Violation of any of ·the requirements; limitations or conditions 
contained herein; or 

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

5.9 The permittee shall submit the Annual Compliance Determination Fee to the 
Department of Environmental Quality according to the foll 01'/i ng schedule: 

Amount Due 

$150.00 

' $150. 00 
'· 

. Date Due 

January 1, 1975 

January 1, 1976 
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ATTAO-~T A 

Portland CaDeral Electric ~~pany 
Expected Sch~dule Of 
Operation At ?eaver 

~ m. !:'S: £! ""y . JL?J l!!!,, 

Energy Avatla~le (!"'.'~-~A) 289 285 280 278 270 265 .,. 
6 units @ 56.6 Y...l 65% LY 

lase Lo11d lOOZ U 340 335. 329 327 317 311 303 

Ex;i~cted t:Sa(i;e 
1974 ~-}".o 

Bours - -. 
luel Osage (bbl x 103) 

1975 ~·-~.o 289 150 100 10 J 3 l 

Bo<Jr• 632 301 226 22 7 7 7 

1ue.l Vsag~ {bbl x tol) 440 207 152 ll 4 4 4 

1976 t".J-YA 47 14 " 10 J .l J 

Bour• 103 . 28 32 22 7 7 7 

tuel ll'sage (b~l x 103) 72 19 22 15 4 4 4 

At:G E 
262 265 

308 311 

90 265 

217 614 

137 "' 
J 3 

7 7 

4 4 

• 13 

7 JO 

4 " 

--

txp 1 r a 't 1 on ua 't e . ......,ce1,::..i:.::ct:.:,n:.::u:.::ct:.:r2·y:_.:1 ,, / 
Page. _ _,7 __ of 8 
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. 
. 

. 7-24-73 

OC! ~ lli ~ 

275 284 289 

323 JJ4 340 

275 283 ... 1202 

633 610 632 2706 

419 417 4'0 1805 

13 9 20 606 

:JO " '' 1309 

20 13 Jl ... 
18 207 189 . 624 

41 446 632 1J62 

27 305 ... 935 
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Chairman, McMinnville 
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Corvallls 

PAULE. BRAGDON 
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 

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

Background 

Sewage Works Construction Grants - Consideration of 
Project List 

On October 22, 1973, the Environmental Quality Commission 
approved the Department's proposed program for funding sewage works 
projects including revised needs priority ranking criteria and a 
needs priority list. At that time, it was indicated that the next 
step was to develop from the needs priority list the so-called 
"project list" or funding list. The project list expands the 
priority list to include project scheduling information. 

The project list has been developed and is attached as 
Exhibit I. For reference, the report and recommendations as 
approved at the October 22, 1973 meeting.are attached as Exhibit II. 

Environmental Protection Agency regulations require public 
participation 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 
opportunity to be heard if they so desire. 
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It should be noted that no further Federal grants can be 
awarded until the project list is approved by this Commission and 
transmitted to EPA for approval. 

Director's Recommendation 

It 1s recommended that the project list contained in Exhibit I : 
be approved. I 

HLS:ak 
November 13, 1973 
Encl. 

Exhibit I 
Ex hi bit II 

DIARMlllD :.~~ 



Exhibit 1 .. • c ' 

Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) 
I. PROJECT LIST 

PRIOR-. MUNICIPALITY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST. PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA . SIX MONTH 
ITV SCOPE (Extended de- TOTAL . PLANS DRAWINGS AND AND ASSISTANCE RE- PERIOD . 
RANKING scriptions may be COST 5PECIFICAT- ERECTION QUIRED. TO COM- (July-Dec or 

continued on ad- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) EST. I EST. EST. EST. EST. EST. ($) . WHEN GRANT 

START I COMP. START COMP. START COMP. WILL BE 
DATE i DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE REQUIRED 

' 
I 

' l Portland Gertz-Schmeer I nL 2 ,100 ,000 11/711 5/71 6/72 7/73 11/73 8/74 l ,575,000 July-Dec. 73 
. 

2 Florence Int. 350,000 3/731 7 /73 I 8/73 ll/73 1/74 I 6/74 262,000 Jan-June 74 
I 

I 

3 Foster-Midway Int. 600,000 . 8/73 11/73 3/74 12/74 3/75 3/76 450,000 Jan-June 75 

4 Corvallis STP Exp. 12,000,000 . 7/73 11/73 2/741 7/741 9/74 I 9/76 9,000,000 July-Dec.74 
I 
' 

5 Salem STP Exp. 13,500,000 12/70 10/731 7/73 1/74 5/74 1/76 10,125,000 July-Dec. 74 

I 

3/74 i 
. 

6 Maupin STP Imp. 235,000 I 5/71 11 /73 ! 12/73 5/74 11/74 176,000 Jan-June 74 
i 

. I i 

6/741 10/75 
! 

7 Redmond STP & Int. 2,000;000 l/70 6/76 9/76 9/78 l ,500 ,ODO July-Dec. 76 

- I 
Winston-8 STP l< Int .. 800,000 ll/73 8/74 i 9/741 1/75 3/75 6/76 600,000 Jan-June 75 

I Dillard . I I 1 
' ! 
I 

9 Riddle .STP Exp; 480,000 . 5/72 3/741 6/73 . 5/741 · 7/74 9/75 360,000 July-Dec. 74 
I 

4/741 
' 

Glendale 
I 

10 STP Exp. 800,000 10/73 5/74 9/74 I 12/74 12/75 600,000 Jan-June 75 
' 

' I I 
' ' 
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Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) 
PROJECT LIST 

. 

RIOR- MUN IC I PALI TY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST. · PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION . BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA SIX MONTH 
TY SCOPE (Extended de- TOTAL PLANS DRAWINGS AND AND ASSISTANCE RE- PERIOD 
AN KING scriptions may be COST. SPECIFICAT- ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- (July-Dec or 

continued on ad- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) - ($) WHEN GRANT 

EST. l EST. EST. EST. EST. EST. 
.START COMP. START COMP. START COMP. WILL BE 
.[iATE i DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE REQUIRED 

I i 
11 Glide- STP & Int. 1,200,000 5/70 t 3/74 .4/74 12/74 3/75 6/76 900,000 Jan-June 75 

Ideyld 
. 

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 Fa 11 s 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 3/741 5/74 10/74 281 ,000 Jan-June 74 

15 Portland Col. Blvd. outfall 1 '100 ,000 6/72 7/731 9/73 11/7311/74 12/74 825,000 Jan-June 74 

I 

16 Rufus STP & Int. 460,000 4/72 5/72 l 9/73 112/731 2/74 9/74 345 ,ODO Jan-June 74 
I 
I I I 

I 
17 Clatskanie STP Imp. 300,000 6/73 4/74 2/74 .. 6/741 8/74 8/75 225,000 July-Dec. 74 

18 Wauna- STP & Int. 1 ,000 ,000 10/72 4/74 [ 5/74. 9/74 10/74 10/75 750,000 July-Dec. 74 
Westport I 

19 John Day- STP & Int. 1,600,000 6/70 8/73 2/74 9/74111/74 11/75 1 ,200,000 July-Dec. 74 
Canyon City 

20 Mt. Vernon STP & Int. 300,000 6/70 11/73 2/74 9/741 11/74 11/75 225,000 July-Dec. 74 
I ' 
' 

I ! 
! 

! 
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Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) 

1. PROJECT UST 

PRIOR- MUNICIPALITY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST. PRELIMINARY . CONSTRUCTION BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA SIX MONTH . 
ITV 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- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) -·· - ($) ·WHEN GRANT EST. I EST. EST. EST. · EST. EST. 

START i COMP. START COMP. START COMP. WILL BE 
' REQUIRED 
I DATE i DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE 

' I . 

' 

21 Union STP 200,000 5/70: 
i 

3/74 4/74 11/74 3/75 3/76 150 ,000 Jan-June 75 

22 Charleston S. . Int. .1.100,000 5/641 7/73 9/73 4/74 6/74 6/75 825,000 Jan-June 74 

23 Fruitda 1 e- Int. 110,000 12/68 2/74 4/74 7/74 9/74 3/75 82,000 . July-Dec. 74 
Harbeck 

24 Portland S.E. Relieving Int. 750,000 l/70 3/74 3/73 5/74 7/74. 4/75 562,000 July-Dec. 74 
I 
' 

25 Port of Int. . 400 ,000 11/73 2/741 2/74 . 4/741 7/74 4/75 300,000 July-Dec. 74 
As tori a i 

26 The Dalles E. Side Int. 390,000 5/72 12/72 I 12/72 11/731 2/74 9/74 292,000 Jan-June 74 
. I i 

27 Netarts- STP & Int. 600,000 5/70 3/74 5/74112/741 3/75 3/76 450,000 Jan-June 75 
Oceanside 

28. , Pacific City STP & Int. 230 ,000 
I 

4/74110/74 6/71 2/74! . 3/75 3/75 172 ,000 Jan-June 75 
I : I 
I ' ' ' 29 Huntington Chlorination 22 ,000 G/71 7 /71 i 3/72 4/72 1/74 3/74 16,000 July-Dec. 73 

• I 
I 

I 
30 Mapleton STP & Int. 430,000 2/74 6/74 8/74 2175[ 

I 
5/75 5/76 322 ,000 July-Dec. 75 

: . 

I I 
' ' 
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. Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40·CFR Section 35.915) 

1 . PROJECT LIST 

PRIOR- MUNICIPALITY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST. PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA SIX MONTH 
ITV 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- IONS. PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) EST. EST. EST. EST •. EST. EST. ($) WHEN GRANT 

WILL BE . START COMP • START. COMP. START COMP. REQUIRED DATE i DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE 
I i I 

i 
31 Lafayette STP Exp. 100,000 2/73' 4/74 8/73 5/74 6/74 3/75 . 75 ,000 July-Dec. 74 

32 Harbor S.D. Int. 200,000 12;71 I i 2;73 2/74 9/74 12/74 12/75 150,000 July-Dec. 74. 
. 

33 · .Mi 11 City STP & Int. 1 ,000,000 2/73 11 /73 ! 12/73 12/74 3/75 3/76 750,000 Jan-June 75 
. 

34 Coburg STP & Int. 275,000 1/74 3/74 I 5/74 . l l/741 3/75 3/75 206,000 Jan-June 75 
. 

" : 
35 Toledo Int. to H.S. 80,000 6/72 12/731 1/74 I .4/74 5/74 9/74 60,000 Jan-June 74 

I I 

36 Aurora Int. 200,000 5/74 i 1;74 I· 2;75 12/751 3/76 12/76 150 ,000 Jan-June 76 
' i I 

. 

37 Donald Int. 180,000 5/74 11 /741 2/75 12/75 3/76 12/76 135 ,000 Jan-June 76 
I 
I 

38 Fall City STP & Int. 235,000 4/74 10/74 l l/751 7/75 10/75 10/76 176 ,000 July-Dec. 75 · 
i 
' 

39 Sutherlin STP Exp. l,300,000 . 5/73 i 3/74 6/741 8/74 8/75 975,000 · July-Dec. 74 2/74' 
. I 

40 Monmouth- STP & Int. 400,000 11/73 5174 j 1 /75 7/751 8/75 8/76 300,000 July-Dec. 75 
Independence I I 

' i I 
' 
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Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) 
1. PROJECT LIST 

PRIOR- MUNICIPALITY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST. PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA SIX MONTH 
ITV SCOPE (Extended de- TOTAL . PLANS DRAWrnGs AND AND ASSISTANCE RE- PERIOD 
RANKING scriptions may be COST SPECIFICAT- ERECTION QUIRED TO COM- (July-Dec or 

continued on ad- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) -·--- ($) WHEN GRANT EST. I EST. EST. EST. EST. EST. 

START J COMP. START COMP .• START COMP. WILL BE 

DATE i DATE I DATE DATE DATE DATE REQUIRED 
• l 

. 

41 Bonanza STP & Int. 600,000 2174 I 10174 11/74 5/75 7/76 4/77 450,000 .July-Dec. 76 
I 

. 

5/72 i. 42 Chiloquin STP Exp. 450,000 7/741 10/74 3/75 5/75 5/76 337,000 Jan-June 75 
I . 

' 43 Unity STP 190,000 6/71 12/73 I 1/74 3/74 6/74 12/74 142 ,000 Jan-June 74 
I 

44 Cloverdale STP & Int. 330,000 .. 6/67 4/74 5/741 9/74111/74 11/75 247,000 July-Dec. 74 
S.D. I I 

. 

i 7/73112/731 45 Arch Cape · STP & Int. 900,000 1/70 3/731 4/74 4/75 675,000 Jan-June 74 
S.D. 

. . ! 
7 /741 2/75 46 Rockaway STP Imp. 170,000 I 6/69 5/74 ! 4/75 4/76 127 ,000 Jan-June 75 

' 
' I I 

47 Cave Junction STP Exp. .150,000 1/73 7173\ ll/7J. 3/74i 5/74 10/74 112 ,000 Jan-June 74 
I 

I . 
' I I 

48 Shady Cove STP & Int. 700 ,000 2/74 12/74 l 
! 

l /7! 5/75 7/75 7/76 525,000 July-Dec. 75 

49 Merlin - i 
Col. Villag STP & Int. 1,000,000 3/74 12/74\ l/7! 5/75! 7 /75 7 /76 750,000 July-Dec. 75 

. . 

' 

50 White City STP Imp. 2/751 
! 

July-Dec. 75 · 230,000 2/74 . 3/7 6/751 7/75 7/76 172,000 
' I 

I ' ' \ 
I 



"' 

Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) . 

1. PROJECT .LIST 
. 

PRIOR- MUNICIPALITY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST. PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA SIX MONTH 
ITV 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- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) EST. ! EST. 

·-··- ($) WHEN GRANT EST. EST. EST. EST. 
START j COMP. START COMP. START COMP. WILL BE 
DATE ( DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE REQUIRED 

i I .· 

51 I M . osier STP Imp. 200,000 11/721 4/73 ll/73 2/74 4/74 10/74 150,000 Jan-June 74 
I 

52 Pendleton Int. (Mt. Hebron) 260,000 12/72'1 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/T4 6/75 112 '000 July-Dec. 74 
. I 

54 The Dall es Ind. STP 380,000 6/70 3/74 5/74 10/741 3/75 3/76 285,000 Jan-June 75 
. i 

' 

55 Long Creek STP .160,000 10/72 6/73111/731 2/741 5/74 11/74 120,000 Jan-June 74 

• ! 

7/741 3/75J 56 Corva 11 is Airport - Int. 500,000 2/74 5/74! 7/76 1/77 375,000 July-Dec. 76 
! ! I 

57 Corvallis Mobile Ct. - Int. 90,000 2/74 5/74i 7/741 3/75l . 7 /76 1/77 67,000 July-Dec. 76 

. I I 
58 Albany . N.E. Int. 2,000,000 3/72 7 /741 9/741 5/751 7/75 1/77 1 ,500 ,000 July-Dec. 75 

I ' I . ' 

' 
3/761 59 West Linn Lower Tualatin Int. 480,000 12/71 7 /74110/75 . 5/76 11/76 360,000 Jan-June 76 

. I . . 

60 Gresham Ruby Jct. - Int. 1 ,500 ,000 2/74 8/741 10/74 6/751 8/75 6/76 1 '125 '000 July-Dec. 75 

I 
' I ! ' 
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Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915)· 
l. PROJECT LIST 

PRIOR- MUNICIPALITY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST. PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA SIX MONTH 
ITV 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- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June)• 
ditfonal pages) · - ($) WHEN GRANT EST. EST. EST. EST. EST. EST.· 

START COMP. START COMP. START COMP. WILL BE 
DATE I DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE REQUIRED 

\ 
I 

61 I Clackamas Co. Int. 700,000 5/70 12/73 .1/74 3/74 5/74 4/75 525,000 July-Dec. 74 
Service Dist. 

62 Culver STP & Int. 300,000 5/72 3/74 7/74 2/75 5/75 5/76 .225 ,000 Jan-June 75 

63 Terrebonne STP & Int. 450,000 3/74 9/74 12/74 B/75 8/76 8/77 337,000 July-Dec. 76 
I 
\ 

64 Metolius STP & Int. 345,000 7 /71 4/72 1/74 5/741 7/74 7/75 258,000 July-Dec. 74 
\ 
! 

4/74i 65 Bend East Pilot Butte 180,000 5/73 8/731 1/74 5/74 5/75 135,000 Jan-June 74 
Interceptor 

66 BCVSA So. Medford Int. 600,000 5/72 9173111/73 i l/741 3/74 12/74 450,000 Jan-June 74 
I I I ' . 

. ; i 
67 Columbia City Int. 190,000 5/70 2/74 I 4/74 5/741 7/74 1/75 142,000 July-Dec. 74 

I 
I 

68 Umati 11 a McNary Int. 350,000 12/72 1/74 i 1/74. 3/74 5/74 8/74 262,000 Jan-June 74 
I 
! 

' 

69 Multnomah Co. Int. 400 ,000 6/71 2/74! 3/74 6/74 . 8/74 5/75 300,000 July-Dec. 74 
I I I 

70 Jordan Valley STP & Int. 310,000 6/71 8/711 9/73 1/74 4/74 4/75 232,000 Jan-June 74 
I 
I 

. ' . . i I 
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Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) 

l. PROJECT LIST 

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- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) EST. I EST. EST.· EST. EST. EST. ($) WHEN GRANT .. 

START I COMP. I START COMP. START COMP. WILL BE 

I 
DATE ; DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE REQUIRED 

· i I · 
~ 

I 
12/73 i 71 Aumsville STP Imp. . 80,000 6/74 8/74 1/75 5/75 11/75 60,000 Jan-June 75 

I 
I 

72 Turner Int. STP 600,000 4/73 1/74 2/74 . 6/741 8/74 8/75 450,000 July-Dec. 74 

' 73 Tillamook Bay Int. 600,000 3/74 3/75. 5/75 12/75 3/76 3/76 450,000 Jan-June 76 
. Port of 

I 

74 Yamhill STP Imp. · 80 ,ODO 11/72 3/74 3/74 5/741 7/74 1/75 60,000 July-Dec. 74 
I 
I 

75 Silverton STP Imp. 250,000 1/74 8/74 10/74 4/75 ! . 7 /75 
I 

5/76 187,000 July-Dec. 75 

100,000 ! 
I 

76 . Scotts Mi 11 STP & Int. 3/74 8/74i 10/74 2/751 5/75 5/76 75,000 Jan-June 75 
I 

I 
. 

2/751 
I 

77 Brownsville STP Imp. 230,000 . 2/74 3/75 I 1/761 3/76 12/76 172 ,000 Jan-June 76 

. i 
4!74 / 6/74 78 Veneta STP Exp. · 400,000 4/73 4/74 i 7/74 1/75 300,000 Jan-June 74 

' ! I 
. ! 

' 79 Modoc Point STP 230,000 l/74 5/741 6/74 2/75 5/75 l/76 172,000 Jan-June 75 
I I I 

80 .Portland Tryon STP Exp. 4,500,000 1 /71 2/74 5/73 3/741 6/74 I 10/75 3,375,000 July-Dec. 74 
I . I 

I ! 
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Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref. 40 CFR Section 35.915) 
1 • .PROJECT LIST 

PRIOR- MUN IC I PALI TY TYPE OF PROJECT AND EST .. PRELIMINARY · CONSTRUCTION BUILDING ESTIMATED EPA SIX MONTH 
ITV 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- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
ditional pages) . - ($) WHEN GRANT EST. EST. EST. EST. EST. EST. - WILL BE START COMP. START COMP. START COMP. REQUIRED DATE I DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE 

' I 

: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 l/75 3/75 12/75 3/76 12/76 56,000 Jan-June 76 

I 

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 3/751 6/75 12/75 63,000 Jan-June 75 
\ . 

85 Eugene . E. Side Int. 4,500,000 12/71 5/741 7/74 5/75 3/76 3/77 3;375,000 Jan-June 76 
I 

86 LaGrande- . Int. 
. I 

6/751 300 ,000 I 6/71 10/741 12/74 8/75 4/76 225,000 July-Dec. 75 
Island City i 

I I 

87 Dayton STP Imp. 290,000 2/74 5/741 6/74 1 /75i 4/75 12/75 217,000 Jan-June 75 
I I 

88 Gervais STP ·Imp. 80,000 2/74 10/74 1/75 l/76. 3/76 3/77 60,000 Jan-June 76 
I 

89 Detroit STP 400,000 1/74 10/741 1/75 1/76 3/76 3/77 300,000 Jan-June 76 
,. 

. 

90 Sublimity Int. 440,000 5/71 5/74 8/74 
I 

3/751 7/75 3/76 330,000 July-Dec. 75 
' ' ! 
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Format #5 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS (Ref, 40 CFR Section 35.915) 

1. PROJECT LIST 

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- IONS PLETE PROJECT Jan-June) 
di tional. pages) \ . -- ($) WHEN GRANT EST. : EST. EST. EST. EST. EST. WILL BE 

START I COMP., START COMP. START COMP. 
DATE 1 DATE DATE DATE DATE DATE REQUIRED 

' I I 

I Barlow 
. 

91 Int. .110,000 5/74\ 11/74 .2/75 12/75 3/76 12/76 82,000 Jan-June 76 
' I I 

. 

92 Juntura STP 50,000 1/74 i 9/74 10/74 12/75 3/76 12/76 37,000 Jan-June 76 

93 Baker STP Imp. 150 ,000 6/71 1/74 3/74 1/75 3/75 9/75 112,000 Jan-June 75 

I I 
I I 
' 

' I 

I 
! 

I I 
I I 
I I 

I 
' 

I 
[ 

I I 
! 
' . 

. 

I 
! 

' I 
I 

I 
' : 
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Exhibit 2 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. K, October 22, 1973, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Sewerage Works Construction Grants, Consideration of Revised 
Criteria.for Priority Ranking of Projects 

At the present time, there are two major sources 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 priority listing of projects eligible 
for Federal sewage works grants. 

Chapter 771, Oregon Laws 1973 (HB 5090), limits pollution control 
bond fund expenditures for the biennium beginning July 1, 1973 to $1.00 
for construction of sewage treatment facilities and $144,852 for al­
ready 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 approval. 
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The Department's proposals for Federal grant priorities and 
utilization of State pollution control bond funds for sewerage works 
planning and construction are presented in the following sections. 

Priority System for Federal 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 list including cost information. 

It is anticipated that the prioritized needs 1 ist 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 

Since 'creation of the State pollution control bond fund, the 
Department has purchased the bonds which many communities have sold 
to finance .the non-grant portion of grant eligible projects. This 
extends the State's favorable credit rating to the communit.ies. 
Attachment C contains a column showing the need for funds from the 
pollution control bond fund for this purpose. 

/-,._ 
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Planning Loans from Pollution Control Bond Fund 

New EPA grant r~gulations require that detailed plans and 
specifications be complete prior.to award of a construction grant. 
For grant purposes, EPA· divides each project into three phases with 
separate grants for each phase as follows: 

Phase 1 

Phase 2 
Phase 3 

Preparation of Facilities Plan. (Preliminary 
Engineering Report and Environmental Assessment). 
Preparation of Detailed Plans and Specifications 
Construction of Project. 

If a single grant is given at the Phase 3 step, the community 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 loan to communities 
to pay for the preparation of facility plans and engineering plans. 
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 contains 
a preliminary listing of prioritized planning projects which totals 
approxfmately $1 mi 11 ion in needed funds. It is expected that 
additional needs will be identified to increase the total to $1.6 
million. 

/3 
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Grant Project Funding 

Based on the above concept of State pre-financing of planning 
phases and the time required for each project to reach the "ready 
to construct" or "ready for construction grant" status, construction 
projects will not be funded in the exact order of the needs priority 
list. A funding list 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 list is projected to have plans completed.and be ready to 
proceed with construction in August of 1975, such project would be 
number one on the FY 76 funding list. 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 list. The needs 
priority list will remain relatively constant whereas the funding 
list for any year may be expected to change frequently. However, 
the funding list 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 Grants 

Due to the lack of sufficient Federal funds, EPA grants 
eligibility wi 11 be limited to treatment works and interceptors 
for the forseeable future. Chapter 839, Oregon Laws 1973, extends 
State grant eligibility to sewage collection systems •. Specific 
criteria for priority for such grants has not been developed yet 
due to a lack of "needs" information. However, a few projects are 
known where communities 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 financing 
difficult. In other cases, the 13% of true cash value funding 
limit of sanitary districts can make it impossible to finance 
a se11erage system without additional assistance. In other cases, 
correction of health hazards is difficult due to low· assessed values 
of such areas and the resulting difficulties in financing needed 
systems. 

' 

I<( 
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Until such time as an accurate needs list 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 Emergency Board approval. 

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 Gl eneden to the Depoe Bay 
plant site, the interceptor through Depoe Bay must be increased 
in siz·e. 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 allow 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. 

The Department fully supports this request. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that: 

1. The needs priority ranking criteria contained in Attachment 
A be adopted. 

2. The needs priority list contained in Attachments Band C 
be approved, subject to later revision and refinement. 
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3. The concept of Department pre-financing of planning or 
pre-construction phases of projects be endorsed. 

4. The criteria for prioritizing of planning loans contained 
in Attachment D be adopted. 

5. The planning loan priority list contained in Attachment E 
be approved, subject to later revision and refinement, 

6. The Department be authorized to develop the time phased 
funding list from the needs priority list and revise 
this funding. 1 ist as necessary to insure that construction 
of needed projects is initiated as soon as possible. 

7. The concept of handling hardship grants on a case-by-case 
basis be approved. 

8. The Department be authorized to negotiate a $92,000 loan 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 request to the 
Emergency Board to authorize expenditures from the 
Pollution Control Bond Fund during the current biennium 
as follows: 

HLS 
10/12/73 

a. Construction loans totalling $35,000,000 based on 
projected project needs shown in Attachment C with 
a contingency allowance and including the special 
loan to Gleneden Sanitary District. 

b. Planning loans or advances totalling $1,600,000 based 
on projects listed in Attachment E with a contingency 
allm·;ance for projects yet to be identified. 

I\ . /1 ""] 
~/K-

D(ARJ.IUID F. O' SCANNLAIN 

Note: . Underscored words in recommendations added at presentation in 
Pendleton., Recommendation was approved as modified. 



Point 
Assignment 

300 

250 

200 

150 

77 max. 

50 

40 

Attachment A 

NEEDS PRIORITYRNJKING CRITERIA 

Sewerage Works Construction Grants and Loans 

Point 
Categories 

l. Need 

2. 

A. 

B. 

Health Hazard I -- documented and certified 
under ORS 224. 

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 facility. 

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". 

3. Project Type 

A. 

B. 

Sewage treatment plant including sewer system 
rehabilitation as shown by evaluation and analysis. 

Interceptor se~-1ers, _pumping st~tion.S, pressure sewers. 

17 



NEEDS PRIORITY PJ\MKH!R 
Attachment B !'i. 

Environmental River Project Total Priority 
Points (A) Segment Type Points Ranking 

Applicant Points(B) Points(D)· 

Portland (r,ertz Schmeer) 300 69 . 40 409 l 
Florence 300 54 -io ·394 2 

. Foster-Midway .300 43 40 383 3 

Corvall i s-STP 250 76 50 376 4. 

Salem-STP 250 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 

Gl.enda le 250 73 50 373 10 

£11 ide-Ideyld 250 72 50 372 ll 

Red\'/OOd S.D. 250 71 50 371 12 

Butte Falls 250 71 50 371 13 

Gold Hill 250 71 50 371 14 

Portland-Col. Blvd. nut fa 11 250 69 50 369 15 

Rufus 250 69 50 369 16 

Clatskanie 250 69 50 369 17 

Wauna-Hestport 250 69 50 . 369 18 
·John Day · 250 68 50 368 . 19 

Mt. Vernon 250 68 50 368 20 
Union 250 67 50 . 367 21 
Charleston S.D. 250 75 40 365 22 
Fruitdale-Harbeck 250 71 40 361 23 
Portland-SE relieving 250 69 40 359 24 
Port of Astoria 250 69 40 359. 25 
Netarts-Oceanside 250 57 50 357 26 
Pacific City 250 56 50 356 27 
Huntington 250 54 50 354 28 
Mapleton 250 54 50 354 29 
Lafayette 250 46 50 346 30 
Harbor S.D. 250 53 40 343 31 
Mill City 250 41 50 341 32 



Attachment·B 
I? 

NEEDS PRIORITY RAr!Krnr· 

Environmental River Project Total · Priority 
Points (A) Segment Type Points Ranking 

Applicant · · Po il'lts (B) - Points (D) · 

Coburg 250 40 50 340 33 

Toledo 250 50 40 340 34 

. Aurora 250 45 40 335 35 

· Donald 250 45 40 335 ·. 36 

. Fall City 250 .35 50 335 37 

Sutherlin 250 33 50 333 38 

Monmouth-Independence 200 76 . 50 326 39 

Bonanza 250 26 50. 326 40. 

Chiloquin 250 25 50 .325 41 

·.Unity 250 74 50. 324 . 42 

Cloverdale S.D. 250 22 50 322 43 

Arch Cape 250 22 50 322 44 

. Rockaway 250 22 50 322 45 . 

Cave Junction 200 71 50 321 46 

· Shady Cove 200 71 50 321 47 

Merlin 200 71 50 321 48 

White City S.D. 200 71 50 321 49 

Mosier 200 69 50 319 50 

Pendleton. 250 29 40 319 51 

Boardman 200 69 50 319 .. · 52 . 
. . , 

. The Dalles-Ind.STP 200 / 69 50 319 53 . 

Long Creek 200 68 50 .. 318 54· 

Corvallis-Airport 200 76 40 316 55 

Corvallis-Mobile Ct. 200 76 40 316 56 

Albany-NE 200 76 40. 316 . 57 

West Linn-L. T. 200 76 40 316 58 

Gresham-Ruby Jct. 200 76 40 316 59 

Clackamas Co. Service Dist. 200 76 40 316 60 

Culver 250 15 . 50 315 61 

Terrebonne 250 15 50 315 62 

- 2-



Aoplicant 

Metolius 
Bend (Int. in lieu of ps) 
Medford-So. Medford Int. 
Columbia City . 

· Umatilla-McNary 
Mult. Co. 
Jordan Va 11 ey 
Aumsville · 

·. Turner 

Port of Tillamook Bay 
Yamhill 
Silverton 
Scotts Mill 
Brownsville 
Veneta 
Modoc Point 
Portland-Tryon 
Tangent 
Dufur 
Eagle Point 
Elgin 
Eugene - E. side 
La(:;r.ande-lsland City 
Dayton 
Gervais 
Detroit 
Sublimity 
Barlow 
Juntura 
Baker 

The Dalles-E.Side Int. 

Attachment B 

NEEDS PRIORITY RAt!KIMf: 

Environmental 
Points (A} 

250 . 
200 
.200 

. 200 
200 
200 
250 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

. 200 

200 
200 
200 
150 
150 
150 

. 150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
250 

River 
Segment 

· Points(B) · 

15 
74 
71 
69 
69 
69 
5 

48 

48 
57 
46 
45 
45 
33 
32 
28 
76 
76 
74 
71 
67 
76 
67 
46 
45 
41 
48 
44 
23 
7 

69 
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Project Total 
Type . Points 

Points(D) · · · · · · · · · · 

.50 315 
40. 314 
40 311 
40 309 
40 309 
40 309 
50 305 
50 298 
40 298 .. 

40 297 
50 296 
50 295 

. 50. 295 
50 283 
50 282 
50 278 
50 . 276 

50 276 
50 274 
50 271 
50 267 

.. 

40 266 
40 257 
50 246 
50 245. 
50 241 
40 238 
40 . 234 
50 223 
50 207 
40 359 

Priority 
Ranking 

63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 .. 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 

.76 
77' 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 .· 

85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 

25a 
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DEQ Sewerage Works Needs Priority List - October 1973 

Applicant Project 

Arlington 
Gold Beach 
Coos Bay 
N. Tillamoo~ Co. s. A. 
Bly S. D. 
Rogue River 
Yachats 
Seneca 
Newport 
Bunker Hill S. D. 
Eastside 
Winchester Say s. D. 
McMinnville 
Prineville 
Milwaukie 
Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) 
Unified Sewerage Agency 
Unified Sewerage Agency 
Sweet Home 
Unified Sewerage Agency 
Unified Sewerage Agency 
Unified Sewerage Agency 
Wood Village 
Bend 
Ashland 
Depoe Bay 
unified Sewerage Agency 
Wasco 
Portland 
Madras 
Port of Port Orford 
Bear Creek Valley s. A. 

STP 
STP 
STP's 
STP & 

STP & 

STP & 

STP & 

STP & 
Int. 
Int. 
Int. 
STP & 
Int. 
Int. 
Int. 

Int. 
Int. 
Int. 
Int. 
Int. 

Int. 

STP Exp. 
Cedar Mill Int. 
Sherwood Int. 
STP Exp. 
Fanno Cr. Int. 
Forest Grove STP Exp. 
Forest Grove-Cornelius Int. 
Int. 
Grit facilities 
STP Exp. 
STP & Int. 
Durham STP 
STP 
Grit facilities 
STP & Int. 
Int. 
West Medford Int. 

(All cost shown in $1000 units) 

Priority· 
No. 

Project 
Cost 

217.7 
371.3 

2,745.9 
1,320.0 

254.2 
273.0 
666.0 
167.5 
179.5 
246.0 
154.0 
589.3 
243.0 
561.0 
661.5 

1,285.0 
569.0 
550.0 

1,152.0 
2,122.0 
2,798.0 

305.0 
232.0 
50,0 

895.0 
1,110.0 

25,191.8 
137.0 
875.0 

1,152.0 
27.5 

2,515.1 

Cumulative 
Cost 

All of the above projects have received a 75' EPA qrant. 

Grant 
75\ 

Potential Bond 
CUmulative Purchase Requir~ent (25\) 
Grant Amt. Bonds CUmula ti ve Bonds 

54 54 
92 146 

686 832 
330 1,162 

63 1,225 
68 1,293 

166 1,459 
41 1,500 
44 1,544 
61 1,605 
38 1,643 

147 1,790 
60 1,850 

140 1,990 
165 2,155 
321 2,476 
142 2,618 
137 2,755 
288 3,043 
530 3,573 
699 4,272 

76 4,348 
58 4,406 
12 4,418 

223 4,641 
277 4,918 

6,298 11,216 
34 11,250 

218 11,468 
,. .... 

288 11,756 .... ,. 
6 11,762 n 

:i:: 

628 12,390 3: 

"' :z .... 
n 
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DEQ Sewerage Works Needs Priority List - October 1973 

(All cost 
0

shown in $1000 units) 
Potential Bond 

Priority Project Cumulative Grant Cumulative Purchase ReqUirement (25\) 
Aa;i:licant Project No. cost Cost 75\ Grant Amt. Bonds Cmnulative Bonds 

Portland Gertz-Schmeer Int. l s·1,soo $ 1,800 $ 1,350 $ l,350 $ 450 $12,840 
Florence Int. 2 350 2,150 262 1,612 87 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. 8 800 31,285 600 23,463 200 20,210 
Riddle STP 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. ll 1,200 33,065 900 24,799 300 20,655 
Redwood S.O. STP & Int. 12 900 33,965 675 25,473 225 20,880 
Butte Falls STP & Int. 13 100 34,065 75 25,548 25 20,905 
Gold Hill STP Exp. 14 375 34,440 281 25,829 93 20,998 
Portland Col. Blvd. OUtfall 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 75 21,463 
Wauna-Westport STP & Int. 18 850 37,150 637 27,861 212 21,675 
John Day STP & Int. 19 1,600 38, 750 1,200 29,061 400 22 ,075 
Mt. Vernon STP & Int. 20 100 38,850 75 29,136 25 22,100 
Union STP 21'. 200 39,050 150 29,286 50 22,150 
Charleston s.o. Int. 22 1,100 40,150 825 30,111 275 22,425 
Fruitdale-Harbeck Int. 23 llO 40,260 82 30,193 27 22,452 
Portland S.E. relievinq 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 n 

"' Harbor S.D. Int. 31 200 42,292 150 31,715 50 22,958 3: ,., 
Mill City STP 32 280 42,572 210 31,925 70 23,028 z 

--< 
n 

" r 
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DEQ Sewerage Works Needs Priority List - October 1973 

(All cost shown in $1000 units) 
Potential Bond 

Priority Project Cumulative Grant cumulative Purchase Requirement (2St) 
A12e;licant Project No. Cost Cost 7S• Grant Amt. Bonds Cum.ula ti ve Bonds 

Coburg STP & Int. 33 27S 42,847 206 32,131 68 2i,P96 
Toledo Int. 34 80 42,927 60 32,191 20 23,116 
Aurora Int. 3S 200 43,127 lSO 32,341 so 23,166 
Donald Int. 36 180 43,307 l3S 32,476 4S 23,211 
Fall City STP & Int. 37 23S 43,542 176 32,652 S8 23,269 
Sutherlin STP 38 1,300 44,842 97S 33,627 32S 23,594 
Monmouth-Independence STP & Int. 39 400 45,242 300 33,927 100 23,694 
Bonanza STP & Int. 40 600 45,842 4SO 34,377 lSO 23 ,844 
Chiloquin STP 41 4SO 46,292 337 34,714 112 23,956 
Unity STP 42 190 46,482 142 34,856 47 24,003 
Cloverdale S. o. STP & Int. 43 330 46,812 247 35,103 82 24,085 
Arch Cape S. D. STP & Int. 44 900 47. 712 67S 35,778 22S 24,310 
Rockaway STP Imp. 4S 170 47,882 127 35,905 42 24,352 
Cave Junction STP Exp. 46 lSO 48 ,032 112 36,017 37 24,389 
Shady Cove STP & Int. 47 300 48,332 22S 36,242 7S 24,464 
Merlin-Col. Village STP & Int. 48 1,000 49,332 7SO 36,992 2SO 24,714 
White City S. D. STP Imp. 49 230 49,562 172 37,164 S7 24,771 
Mosier STP Imp. so 160 49,722 120 37,284 40 24,811 
Pendleton Int. Sl. 260 49,982 19S 37,479 6S 24,876 
Boardman STP Imp. S2 lSO 50,132 112 37,591 37 24,913 
The Dalles' Indust. STP S3 380 so ,512 28S 37,876 9S 25,008 
Long Creek STP S4 160 50,672 120 37,996 40 25,048 
Corvallis Int. - Airport SS soo 51,172 37S 38,371. 12S 25,173 
Corvallis Int. - Mobile Ct. S6 90 51,262 67 38,438 22 25,195 
Albany N. E. Int. S7 2,000 53,262 lt500 39,938 500 25 ,695 
West Linn Lower Tualatin Int. S8 480 53,742 360 40,298 120 25,815 ~ Gresham Ruby Jct. Int. S9 1,500 55,242 1,125 41,423 37S 26, 190 
Clackamas Co. Ser. Dist. Int. 60 s,ooo 60,242 3 ,750 45,173 1,250 27,440 n 

"' Culver STP & Int. 61 300 60,542 22S 45,390 7S 27 ,515 :;: 

"' Terrebonne srp & Int. 62 2SO 60,792 187 45,585 62 27,577 :z .... 
Metolius STP & Int. 63 34S 61,137 2S8 45 ,843 86 27,663 
Bend Int. (in lieu of PS) 64 180 61,317 l3S 45,978 4S 27,708 n 

'J 
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DEQ Sewerage Works Needs Priority List - October 1973 

(All cost shown in $1000 units) 
Potential Bond 

Priority Project Cumulative Grant Cumulative Purchase Requirement (25\) 
A;p;elic:ant Project No. Cost Cost 75• Grant lmlt. Bonds CWnulative Bonds 

Bear Crk. Vly. s. A. so. Medford Int. 65 $ 600 $61,917 $ 450 $46,428 $ 150 $27,858 
Columbia City Int. 66 160 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 73 80 64,497 60 48,362 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, 7G7 172 49,268 57 28,803 
Portland-Tryon STP Exp. 79 4,500 70,207 3,375 52,643 l,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. 85 300 75,447 225 56,572 75 31,237 

. Dayton STP 86 290 75,737 217 56,789 72 31,309 
Gervais STP 87 BO 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 so 76,817 37 57,598 12 31,578 
Baker STP Imp. 92 150 76,967 112 57 '710 37 31,615 > 
The Dalles Int. (East) 25a SlS 77,482 400 s0,110 115 31,730 il n 

"' "' "' :z .... 
n 

" ' 
·---·--



PRIORITY CRITERIA 

FOR 

SEWERAGE WORKS PLANNING ADVANCES 

A. Per capita planning costs 

$ 0 - 2 

3 - 4 

5 - 6 

1 

3 

5 

7 - 10 

11 - 50 

51 plus 

B. Stream segment (FY 74 annual state strategy) 

1 - 25 

26 - 51 

51 - 77 

4 

3 

2 

Attachment D ~; < 

8 

9 

10 

J 



Attachment E 

I' PRELIMINARY PRIORITY RANKING 

SEWERAGE WORKS PLllNNING ADVANCES. 

Planning Cumulative Priority Priority 
Location Cost Costs Points Ranking 

Glendale $ 15,000 $ 15,000 14 1 
Tangent 6,500 21,500 14 2 

I Wedderburn-Knoxtown 15,000 36,500 14 3 

I Cave Junction 12,500 49,000 13 4 
Chiloquin 25,000 74,000 13 5 
Lafayette 22,000 96,000 13 6 -I 
Mapleton 25,000 121,000 13 7 I 

Charleston 68,500 189,500 12 8 
Colonial Valley 30,000 219,500 12 9 
Lowell-Dexter 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 9 18 
Bend 100,000 488,500 8 19 
Cannon Beach 10,000 498,500 8 20 
Cl<1tskanie 9,000 507,500 8 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 
l,loi:;eburg Metro 40,000 857,500 6 35 
Fo~ter 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. 

WEG:ahe 
November 19, 1973 

Attachments 
1. Tax Credit Application Review Reports and Synopsis: 



\ppli cant 

leyerhaeuser Company 
Wood Products Manufacturing 
Division 

lyster Company 
Portland Plant 

International Paper Co. 
Gardiner Paper Mill -
Northern Division 

. 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Appl. 
No. Facility 

T-412 Underground diesel storage 

T-433 Pressure backflow prevention 
devices 

T-453 Sanitary wastes collection and 
conveyor system 

Claimed 
Cost 

$ 3,230 

29,413.79 

52,369.57 

% Allocable to Director's 
Pollution Control Recommendation 

Deny 

Deny 

Deny 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARl'MENT OF ENVIRONllENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Wood Products Manufacturing Division 
P. 0. Box 389 
North Bend, Oregon 97459 

Date 11-19-73 

The applicant owns and operates a wood products manufacturing complex on Coos 
Bay at North Bend, Oregon, in Coos County. 

2. 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 (Oocumentation provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to the installation 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 oil 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 cl aimed facility is apparently good, its primary function is to store 
diesel oil. Pollution control is only realized because the equipment was 
properly installed and permits filling without additional manpower. 

4. 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 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
OEPl\RTiIB!·IT OP EtJVIEOt·TrIBNTi\L QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICAT!Oil REVIEH REPORT 

Hyster Co. 
Portland Plant 
2902 N. E. Clackamas 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

· Date 

The applicant owns and operates a plant to manufacture equipment at the 
above address in Multnomah County. · · 

2. 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. 

ll-19-73 . 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution 
control. 

Claimed cost: $29,413.79. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The City of Portland required installation of the c.laimed 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: 

· "(l) ***any*** installation*** 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 elimination 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 becomes: 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 

Hyster 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 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEP.l\Rrl·IBNT OF ENVI1101HIBNTllL QUi'.LITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEH REPORT 

International Paper Co. 
Gardiner Paper Mill, Northern Division 
P. 0. Box 854 
Gardiner, Oregon 97441 

Date 11-19-73 

The applicant owns and operates a Kraft Paper Mill on Highway 101 north of 
Gardiner in Douglas County. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of p1p1ng and pump stations to collect and 
convey sanitary wastes (sewage) from the mill to the Gardiner-Reedsport 
sewage system. 

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation in December 1972. 
Construction began in January 1972. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100%.allocated to pollution 
control. 

Claimed 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 
Director 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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

MEMORMIDUM 

To Environr::ental Quality Commission 

From Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item No. N, November 27, 1973, EQC Meeting 

BACKGROUND 

Status of Deoartment of Environmental Quality 
Laboratories 

The orimary ourpose of this report is to inform the Environmental 

Quality Commission that the current laboratory facilities on v1hich 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 

hazard, has very poor hooding and venting facilities and is a dangerous 

place from both staff and equipment angles. Under these adverse conditions 

of space, equipment and working difficulty, it is becoming 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 nel'I - expanded facility to replace the rapidly deteriora-

ting laboratories at Raleigh Hills. 

Heavy de:;:ands for data are building up because of expanded local, 

state and federal l a\'1s and the resultant data· requirements for monitoring, 

surveillance, oermi ts, standards, crnnpl i ance inspections, enforcement pro-

cedures and ot~er environmental control decision situations. It is the 
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job of the Laboratories and Applied Research ·Division personnel to sample, 

measure, evaluate and report on these environmental problems, so that 

control measures can be formulated from the ensuing data. Currently the 

laboratories cannot keep up, needs are increasing and the problem must 

have some relief if 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 closely 

coordinated with ancillary laboratories in the Health Division, Depart­

ment of Agriculture, Environmental Protection Agency, Geological Survey, 

universities and small local government or private laboratories. None 

of these laboratories has major capabilities in the kind of operations 

in air, water and solid ~1astes that are charged to DEQ. Research is done 

by EPA, universities and others organized in this area. DEQ only does 

special project work 11here a short-term study will delineate a partic­

ularly difficult problem vlith imminent need for answers. Solid wastes 

leachates, Columbia River Slime, Hill amette Sludge Rafts are examples. 

Sampling and testing are done on a priority based on need in 20 

major river basins 1-1hich include about 500 stations, 11 bays and estuaries, 

300 sewage treatment plants, 495 1·1ater sup[llies, 200 solid waste areas, 

40 air stations, 700 industrial effluents with air, water and solid wastes 

problems and various unidentified or non-point sources in air, v1ater 

and solid wastes. Because of the perishable nature of samples collected 

many of the. tests are both field and laboratory. Al though testing appears 

repetitive and routine; skilled people are essential to be able to observe, 

test, and rel ate data to en vi ronmenta l ciua l ity needs. To handle increased 

industrial wastes monitoring and to nermit rapid testing of nevi environ-



mental oarameters such as hydrocarbons, lead and other trace toxic chem-. . 

icals, a switch from the regular routine tests is past due. This will 

necessitate better space, more eaui nment and addi ti ona l ski 11 ed help to 

identify and evaluate the conplex materials involved. 

A proposal was made in the DEQ portion of the Governor's 1973-75 

budget document for a ten year plan which envisioned a need of 70,000 

square feet of laboratory SJace and 95 people by 1983 at a $5,090,000 

estimated cost. Subsequently the Executive Department helped in pre-

paration of an architect's report which was submitted as evidence in 

House Bill 5094 which passed both houses with appropriation referral to 

the Emergency Board. Some i!ffort has been made both by DEQ and the 

Executive Department to get the matter before the Emergency Board, but 

no effective results have t!en noted. 

Coli"llllission members have asked for a re-appraisal of the needs of 

the DEQ Laboratory for a s~ort-range !~ith the design to be flexible 

enough for ready expansion 'dhen necessary. The DEQ Laboratory staff 

has undergone a long perioc of time with inadequate facilities, too 

fe1·1 peoole and promises for the future and is fearful that the pressure 

for saving money v1il l keep them in a state of inadequacy. However, the 

situation in the existing laboratory is so dire that some bterim-bare-

bones needs solution has tc be. found. The following plan has been promu-

lgated as the minimum vie fEel is acceotable for providing t'ie major 

portion of data needed in ::ie next fev1 years. He recognize with fear and 

dread that 1·1e must somehov; ~old the current facilities in ~:'iich l'le exist 

together for at least t~~ ,ears while design and building are progressing. 

The need is il:iminent and rc"st t .. o. addressed. 
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DI RECTOR'S RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is the Director's rcco1T111endation that the commission revie1·1 and 

_evaluate the status rerort and authorize the Department to pursue the 

expeditious acquisition of new laboratory facilities through the 

Emergency Board of the legislature. 

HCU:bmf 
11 /21 /73 

0 I SCANNLAIN 



Interim-Minimal Pl an for 
Department of Environmental Qual"ffV Laboratories 

The following assumntions are made for putting together a minimal olan: 

1. EQC and DEQ are goina to continue to protect and enhance environmental 
concerns and in doing their jobs wi 11 reoui re increasing amounts of 
adequate data for making decisions. 

2. DEQ Laboratories l'lill be doing the work because it \•muld be inordinately 
exoensive and imoractical to "farm out" this work. 

3. The present laboratory is inadequate and unsafe and should be abandoned 
as soon as practicable. Some laboratory equir,ll:ient is salvageable, but 
the furnishings are not. They are \·mrn out. 

4. State orooerty large enough to handle ultimate exnansion is available 
in a properly zon2d· area. 

5. The design must be flexible to rrovide easy internal changes and easy 
expansion. Easy access is essential to the operation. 

6. Treatment facilities must be built to pretreat \·1astes that so to mun­
i ci pa 1 sewers in accordance 1·1ith DEQ and EPA rules. 

7. Safety for peoole and equiDment 11ill be built in without cost cutting. 

8. Incremental staging will be part of the initial stage approval. 

It is vital to have a facility that is accessible for automobifo and truck 
traffic so that samples, equioment and other materials can be routed in and out. 
A ground floor situation \'tith a loading dock and receiving room for handling mat­
erials is the most efficient method. Elevator access is a major bot:l eneck for 
laboratories that have multiple floors. 

·Ground floor space has been considered as the practical alternative because 
the costs of duct 1·1ork, plumbing and other facilities required in laboratories 
of this kind increase considerably in multi-storied units and are usually not 
efficient. First floor soace is also more amenable to expansion. Consideration 
has been given to use of existing buildings and it was felt that the costs of 
duct work, plumbing and revamp~ing of facilities in most old structures to bring 
them into compliance ~lith local zoning, fire and safety rules and with SAIF-OSHA 
regulations would probably exceed ne~t construction that was designec \'tith 
zoning, codes and safety incorporated. Because the materials handled in these 
laboratories are corrosive, flammable, exolosive and generally dangerous, there 
must be ready access for cleaning, reoairing and maintaining ducts, • .. 1ater systems, 
drains and treatment devices. The t_voe building section shown in Figure 1 ~muld 
allov1 the flexibility desired. 

Treatment facilities for pretreating wastes are necessary because many por­
tions of the laboratories have toxic fumes that are given off in qua~titi2s that 
arc above air pollution standards and water carried wastes have toxic materials 
that would kill a biological sewage treatment nlant. The gasse~ can normally 
be controlled by scrubbers •:1ithin or adjacent to the hoods that contain the 
toxic fumes. \ihen scrubbed, hm·1ever, the materials oollute water l'lhich ~iust be 
treated. Samole oreservatives and chemicals used in tests become oollutants at 
the conclusion of the t2sts. These can b2 treated by normal water treatnent 



procedures such as coagulation and settling, pH control, carbon absorption and 
filtration, so that the material can be sent to a seviage treatment olant without 
serious· 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 square feet. Costs are estimated at 
$169,QOO (see Appendix l). 

In response to the request for a crf-tical 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 needed and facilities 
needed to perform required tests on a bare-bones program. The.work sheets of 
Appendix 2 indicate, the rl:!sults of the survey. Table l summarizes minimal 
personnel and space needs for the 1975 to about 1980 period of time. The staff 
feels that any reduction below these numbers viill provide a laboratory that will 

· not be ab le to ful fl 11 requirements for data. 

Laboratory construction costs appear to range around $75 to $100 oer square 
foot in areas with heavy duct work and utilities. Warehouse-office construction 
on the other hand is closer to $25 per scuare foot. This concept is used to 
arrange the facility in such a way that costly laboratory areas are together, 
warehousing types together and offices consolidated. The breakdown of estimated 
costs on this assumption is: 

Site preparation, roads, walks, landscaoing 

Services (utilities) 

Waste pre-treatment 

Construction: Laboratories 12,000 ft2 @ $80 
Storage-Office 14 ,438 ft2 @ $25 

Parking 6,500 ft2 @ $10 

Contingencies (15%) · 

Professional services (6.6%) 

Suoervision (4%) 

Furnishings 

$100,000.00 

110,000.00 

169,000.00 

960,000.00 
360,350.00 

65,000.00 

26~, ,652. 00 

116 ,447. 00 

70,574.00 

450,000.00 

TOTAL $2,666,023.00· 



Figure 1 

Above ceiling ducts and pipes 
can be changed or extended 
after removing ceiling panels. 
After changes are made, ceiling 
panels are replaced.----
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Table l 

SUMMARY OF AREA REQUIREMENTS 

(Present) 
1973 
ft2 

1. Water Quality Lab 

2. Air Quality Lab 

3. Solid Wastes Lab· 

4. Biological Lab 

2,555 

2,545 

0 

900 

5. Noise Lab (soundproof) 0 

6. Field Monitoring 1,378 

7. Chemical preparation 0 

8. Instrument repair 0 

9. Washing room 750 

ro. Wood, metal & glass 
shop O 

11. Loading dock and 
receiving 0 

12. Stockroom 353 

13. Automobile emission 0 
testing. 

14. Administration and 1,156 
services 

15. Restroosm, janitor 
room, misc. storage 

16. · Circulation 
(hallways, etc.) 

17. Mechanical and 
electrical .room 

Covered Parking 

TOTAL SQUARE FEET: 

247 

450 

50 
** 10,284 

*3,300 

13 ,584 
*Present oarking not covered. 

Minimal 
Need 
1975 ft2 

4,075 

4,580 

1,200 

1 ,758 

400 

3,900 

0 

375 

800 

contract 

1,300 

600 

900 

3,550 

800 

1 ,000 

l ,200 
26,438 

6,500 

32,338 

·**Includes boat and storage areas. Does not 
include CAl•IS or other remote monitoring stations. 

SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS 

(Present) Minimal 
1973 Need 197 

l. Administrator l 

2. Assistant Administrator l 

3. Chief Secretary 1 

4. Secretary l 

5. Clerk Typist 

6. Chief Chemist 2+1** 

7. Sec ti on Chief l 
(Monitoring) 

8. Data Aquisition Chief 1 

9. Environmental Biologist -

10. Aquatic Biologist 

11. Field Technician 

12. Bacteriologist 

13. Chemist 

14. Lab Technicians 

15. Student Trainees 

16. Di sh1"1ashers 

17. Maintenance 
18. Custodial 

l 

2 

l 

7 

6 

*5 

*l 
19. Instrument Technicians 1 

20. Stock purchasing clerk -
21 . Safety Officer 
22. Night Watchmen 

TOTAL PERSONNEL: 33 

*Part-time 
**Fi 11 in January, 1975 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

2 

11 

9 

7 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

50 



Appendix l 

New Laboratory Haste Treat'!lent Facilities 

Assume: 25 sinks at 18 gJrn each = 250 gpm 
5 scrubbers at 20 gprn each = 100 gpm = Total 350 gprn 

Use: l /2 mgd and 4 seoarate processes 

Flow gpd 

l. Lime flocculation and 
precipi ta ti on 125,000 

2. Alum flocculation and 
preci pi ta ti on 125 ,000 

3. Adsorption in solution, 
chemical treatment 125,000 

4. Ion exchange, carbon 
adsorption, regeneration 125,000 

Construction: 

l - 37,500 ft3 = 80 x 40 x 12 

l - 75,000 ft3 = 2 x 80 x 40 x 12 

2 - 9,375 ft3 = 40 x 30 x 10 
Pumps, pipe, instruments 

Sludge handling equipment 

Controls 
Engineering and contingencies 

= Approx. 500,QOO gal/day 

Hrs. Detention 

l 

2 

1/4 

1/4 

$25,000.00 

50,000.00 

36,000.00 

10,000.00 

20,000.00 

8,000.00 

30,000.00 

$169,000.00 

Tank Size 
~ ft3 

5,000 37,500 

10,000 75,000 

1,250 9,375 

1,250 9,375 

Sludge 
gal/day 

75 

100 

75 

50 

300 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

O!Q-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229- 535 

MEMORANDUM 

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 1 :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 regulations 
in brackets [ ], and underlining new or added language. The 
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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 genera 1 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. 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-a.11" 
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 limited to, particulates, 
SOX, NOx' or hydrocarbons; or 

b. at the discretion of the Department or Regional 
Authority, any ma fodorous odors." 

An industry too new to oe 11stea in 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. 

All 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 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 low 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 
52 Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 
53 Electroplating, polishing 3471 

and anodizing 
54 Electric power generation 4911 
55 Gas production and/or 4g25 

manufacturing 
56 Petroleum refining 2911 
57 Wood preserving 2491 

All of the above industrial sources are either existing or planned in 
the State and Should ba 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 
16 Blended and prepared flour 

2043 
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 
50 Hardwood mills 
51 Shake and shingle mills 

SIC 
2426 
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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convnent 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 convnents 
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 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 requirement. 
Sunvnary 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 (g) 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 lumber industries 

should 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 Pennit Regulations should be amended to facilitate the 

functioning of the control agencies and be in agreement with 

new legislation. 

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 infonnation developed as a result of this hearing. 

RP:mh 

11/8/73 

Attachments 

NLAI~ 
/ 



COMMISSIONER COGAN 

DI STRICT 

II 
CORVALLIS SCHOOL 50 9 J 1555 S. W. 35th Street 

Corvallis, Oregon 97330-752-5141 

November 26, 1973 
THOMAS D. WOGAMAN, Ed.D. 

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 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, OAR 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 509J did go on record as opposing 
the necessity for fuel burning permits for the District on a fee basis. 

RWR:djg 

Very truly yours, 

;j,f~ J~ ll~44U<-_ . 
Thomas D. WogamaiJ 
Superintendent-Clerk 



RESOLUTION 

We would like to go on record as 0pposing the actions of the 
Willamette Valley Air Pollution Board in requiring permits 
of the public schools .. This appears to be an unfair 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 oubl ic schools should 
be exempt from this requirement. 

Yamhill-Carlton District 



TESTI'!ONY ON THE PROPOSED 

AMENmfENTS TO THE RULES 0'! 

AIR CONTAHil1ANT DISCHARGE PERJ!,ITS 

November 27, 1973 

I am Thomas C. Donaca representing the Air Quality Committee of Associated 

Oregon Industries. The foll0"7ing 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 filing, but before any form of permit was i>repared. However, the 

proposed language has no time frame, at least from the applicant's standpoint. 

This seems in conflict with Rule lli-025 (Issuance of Permit). Subsection (2) of th< 

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 

persons at the discretion of the Department for comment. All co11l!Dents must be 

submitted in writing within 14 days of mailing of the proposed urovisions if such 

col'llllents are to receive 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 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 "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 in the State. 

If you should adopt this lanp,uape, we ask -·- what sources are included that 

you want to cover that aren't included in Table A? Wouldn't this bring a nu,~ber of 

small sources under permit and require of the.m sophisticated and ex11ensive 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 you to put more certainty into the method of 

determining fees. Lm' 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. He·are also concerned that the proposed high cost 

fees are above all current fees except those propQserl for a new classification in 

this proposal, and we wonder in what basis it is proposed? 

(4) Table A. There are several questions regarding the proposed permit;: fees. 

(a) We note that for (1) Incinerators (formerly bh and tt); fuel butning 
and uu) 

equipment (formerly cc/; and minerals, earth and rock r,round or other-

wise (formerly mm) that the words "not elset·ihere in.eluded" hav<" been 

elim:lnated, Does this mean that separate permits and fees will be 

charged to each type of installation? If so, this is contradictory 

to the languaf>;e of 20-033.08(1) which states "air contaminant disch<:rP,e 

permits shall be obtained for the air contaminant sources, includinv, 

those processes and activities directly related or associated thereto 

which are listed in Table A;" When the permit regulations were ·first 

adopted it was clearly understood that the major source was to get the 

permit which would include all subsidiary sources even though they had 

an SIC number and were listed in Table A. The three categories most 

often subject to the question were those for which the language "no:: 

elsewhere included" is now deleted. For example a large asphaltic. 

concrete paving plant (Table A(3) might well have a toiler for process 

heat or steam, an incinerator for disposinr of solid waste and a crushing 

operation. Unde:.: prior policy the asphalt!c concrete pavir.g plar.t wes 

the oµeration receiv:lp.g the permit because all three other operations 

we;:e. "aasociated or related". We believe that adoption of these new 

-2-



categories as uritten may not be consistent ~Tith the stated policy of 

the Commission at the ti'!le of adoption of the permit rer-ulations. We 

therefore request the r"insertion of ''not else>",rhere included" where de­

leted for both clarification s>l.ke and t>olicy consistency. 

(b) On pao:e 3j there is a note discussing a 20% increase j,n costs for 

multiple device installations. We ''Tonder if this is justifiably 

confined bo boi!.lers and further whether the "Annual Permit Complccance 

Determination Fee" justifies the increase? We assume that applications 

fm: 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 uould 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. 

(c) Again on page Bj there is a * The language "not limited to fuel 

burning equipment generatin£ steam for sale but excluding power generat:!.on." 

Does this mean that if a wood products plant generates electric power, 

and a number do, that they are no longer clasned as fuel burn~ng equip-

ment at those fees? If not they will be automatically subject to 

Table A, 54 "Electric Power Generation" at fees which exceed any fees 

now being charged for any permit. We request a review of this classifi­

cation and elimination of any possibility that power generation under 

these conditions be subject to the fees proposed for electric pouer 

generation. 

(c) Table A, 56 "Petroleum refining. Oregon does not now have a major oil 

refir>,:ory but it does have some rerefiners. We suggest the fee is 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 nnd 

investigatiLg the application, of issuing or denying the requested 

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 opel'ational 

program. We believe there should be adequate justification of the amounts 

of these proposed new and changed permit fees, particularly where they 

are hip.her than other existing classifications. 

-4-
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'l-A\Nl· F•)~llR, ~.ll!'l~1Ht1,1H>i><i-< 1111• Dl5l 1~1Cf SCI IOOl. noAnb 
ll'il l 11\11 I• \\)Ji'" 111, ('I~\< I,·~ < n lN'oll.'11• 11<•1! 

r.nNAtt1 1 ,;>11-1·.1 11111'. u••·.1N,, ... -1·.·.1·.1~N1 

MAll(;.A~(.I li ',L\N'."ol\r'I,''· !•~"'"~ lLR•. 

WAI LACF f', 1.AMCll 111, c;1v.1R.,At1 
HI!', Ill~ JI I ",()(JL[. 

I l 010 11. MloNDfNllALL 
Gl'.OllGI: L. HUHl~l':C.K 
J/\CK _It Pti'I fllSON 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 502 
115 S. :.!MD STJ,ll<i;T 

5T. ~IELENS. OREGON 'i17051 

PHONE 397-:ioa, 

November 27, 1973 
To a Hec:trinp;s \)fficer 11'or 
Departm,,nt of 'cnvironm.-ntal i,!uali ty 
State of O:r<>170n 

(l) P11hJ \ e lk·ar1ng f'mc the Jlllrnose of amendl.ng portions of the Air Contnml.m1J1t 
iii~wh,)rr;~, 01111 '\110, ~J,,ctt·ms ?0-01).02 thrrnwh :•0-013.?0. 

\ .. '.) ~ ~..:L l,1,:,,;~~:.1.ttt=,1 i1ove111b~1· :.~'(, l';J'(~ii 'J.'J.me& 10:00 ,;1.fr1. ; ~i 1\.uditorlum 
Public Service JJuilding, 920 S.W, :Jixth Avenu.,, .Portl<md, Or,,g·on, 

(J) S1'A'l1':J'iUiT1 .!?.I St. Helens School District No. ~. St. H .. lens, Oregon .2ZQih 

ile petition that school districts be exempted from the payment of any fees under 
these or other r"r:ulations of the Depa.rtmM1t of l!:nvlronm~nta.1 \,ua.lity. F'inancial 
support of ''chool districts is d"rl.v<"d ba.sica lly from ~.ocal ta.xes and sta.te 
J'evenue fl:"> authoriv.ed by the Orepon Je,e>;l::ilAture. 

Assessment of th.,se fees upon schnol dic.tricts is l.n effect a :form of taxatlon. 
I l is not good ecovernmental fiscal prii.ctice for •me state arency to tax another 
a.rency of the state. This is like ta.J.:inl! mcrney out of one pocket and placing it 
in another of th<' s<ime coat, Taxirrg school districts for this purnose will 
create an unequal tax burden on ci ti?.ens throughnut a given area • 

.Long ago the lJnited States Suprem~ C~urt issued the 1 " State Instrumentalities" 
Doctrine." 'l'he court held: " that the basic di vision of power between federal 
and state povernments reouired that each level of (Tovcrnment be prevented from 
taxing th" "instrwnent<Jlities" - the property, Hecurities, and actl.vities - of 
the other, to insure that the taxing power would not be used to weaken the powers 
of tlw othPr level of government." 

The taxing of one state agency by another state agency has the effect to weaken 
the nowers of the one that is taxed, To the local tax payer this becomes an added 
ta.x. To the 'ocal school district this is a direct loss of financial rl'lsources. 
The 1'.173 lerisla.ture crant~d acldlt.iono.1 state reve1rn"' to school districts for the 
purpo:=:;r!' of loi--.rering local µrope:rty tnxes,. Is then, ;.-1nother ·-st3.te apency'' to be 
vuthor:l.7.r·d to malu~ c1ssl'..?ssrnent.s Nhl.ch w1-ll in t11rn raise to ;:i. dr:o:gree -Lbese sa.me 
taxes? 

He .'.:."'itronr-~:ly protest to ~-1ny fee afiGf::!SSment U!lOn school districts, it is a t_ax., 
llecau~:;e f'.uch agency fj,.nanei.ng is unsound vovernmentaJ.i p -licy t a.nd is contrary 
to the public interest. 

li.r-~-;pcctfully Y.~·furs ,( ,. 
.'I. , \ \ / ' ' c-' 1 J ' ;. 

Hayn"/ Foster, Sunerintendent-Clt-rl< 



! ,• 
I. 
'' 

" 
' 

WAYNL 1"0SHR. sur~~·l•HNll~>ll·C.l~~I. 
WlltlAH (;. Wll~ON, fllH< lDR or INS.1~11( 11<11• 
OONl\ll> I. <'lt\~1"11111-', f\IJ~ltHS.S f<!,~r•,JA>lf 
HAflGARLI h. :;rANSL1UllY, lltrLI!". ClEIU~ 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 502 

ST. HlilltNS, ORGGON Q70!11 

To 1 Hearings Officer !'or 
Departm.,nt of h:nvironmental Qual:\.ty 
State of Oregon 

Pl-lONE 39'1-308!1 

DISTRICT SCHOOL IJOARD 
WAI LACE t. U.Mllr;1n, i:itl<Ull1At.j 
Mfl!.. fJtfrY SOULE 
LLOYD ~I. MEiNDGNHALL 
Ct;ORGE F., MIJl;fllECI( 
,JACK II. l'E"I 1'RSON 

November 27, 1973 

(1) Public Hearing for the purpose of Mending portions of the Air ContElminant 
Dl.scharge Hule, OAH 'JlJ.O, Sections ?0-0)'3. 02 through ?.0-0JJ.?0, 

(2) D"te of Hearinga November 27, 19731 ~I 10100 a.m. 1 ~I Auditorium 
Public Service lJuilding, 9;~0 3.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon, 

(J) STATEMBNT1 fu: St. Helens School District 1!£• j!g, St. Helens, Oregon ,rn 
We petition that school districts be exempted from the payment of any fees under 
these or other regulations of the Department of l!:nvironmental l,uality, Financial 
support of school districts is derived basically from :j.ocal taxes and state 
revenue as authorized by the Orel'on ler,islature, 

Assessment of these fees u~on school districts is in effect a form of taxation• 
It is not good governmental fiscal practice for one state agency to tax anothe·r 
ap:ency of the state, This is like taking money out of one pocket and placing it 
in another of the same coat, Taxing school districts for this purpose will 
create an unequal tax burden on ci tiz•ms throughout a given area, 

Long ago the United States Supr.,me Court issued the1 " State Instrumentalities" 
Doctrine." The court held1 " that the basic division of power between federal 
and state vovernments reouired that each level. of p:overnment be prevented froni 
taxing the "instrumentalities" - the property, securities, and activities ·- of 
the other, to insure that the taxlng power would not be used tci weaken the pol-lers 
of the other level of government." 

The taxing of one state agency by another state a.gency has the. effect to weaken 
the powers of the one that is truced, To the local tax payer this becomes an added 
tax. To the J.ocal school district this is a direct loss of financial resources,· 
The 1973 lei>:islature granted additional state revenue to school districts for the 
purpose of lowering local property taxes~· Is then, another state agency to be 
authoriz.ed to make assessments which will in turn raise to a degree these same 
taxes? 

We strongly protest to any fee assessment upon school districts, it is a tax, 
because such agency f1nancing is uns0und governmental v1licy, and is contrary 
to the public interest. 

i;~ :~~ ct~~~ly i~r; •' &; \ · · 
H~:yne/ Foster, Superintendent-Clerk 
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WAYN[,_ l'l l!'.l 1'11, !,111'~!lllJl•NU~NI -Cl ~ ~~ DISTRICT 5<]-JDOl. P.OARD 
WU I IAM ,-;, wu~;ON, 1•1Q1,l l\H~ <'!' 111'·111111"11•1'1 
l)l\NAl I) I 11( JI:.< 111 I(', 1•lhl!ll ·.~ 11,·,~.1~.1.._Nl 
MAllGA~LI !!. :,fAN:'>lllJIN, tJLl'!!I\" CL~~~ 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 502 
21.5 S. 2ND STRliET 

ST. HE;LENS, OllEGON 97051 

To 1 Hearings Officer For 
Department of J<;nvironm1mtal quality 
State of Oregon 

PHON.i; 397.3oa:1 

WAI L/\C:I< L', I AHIJlall, CUJ.lijMJ.N 
11ur., II~. I TY SOUl-E 
l 1 OYI) ~I. 11ENll£NHAl.L 
Gf;0RGE E. H1,16HUiCK 
JACK R. PEl l:QSON 

November 27, 1973 

(1) Publi<e Hearing for the purpose of amending por,tions of the Air Contaminant 
Discha.rge liule, OAH 'l~·O, f3ecth>na :<o-<rl),02 through ?0-033.?0, 

(;') D<tte Q! HeAring1 November 27, 19731 1'imel 10100 a.m. 1 ~I Auditorium 
Public Service Huilding, 920 S,W, Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

(3) STA'1'l<!Mh:NT1 fu: St. Helens School District .!'.!g_. 502, St. H1>lens, Oregon 97051 

We P"ti tion that school districts be exempted from the payment of any fees under 
these or other regulations of the Department of Environmental l;uality, Financial 
support of school districts is derived basically from :j.ocal taxes and state 
revenue as authorized by the Oreeron legislature, 

Assessment of these fees upon school districts is in effect a form of taxation, 
It is not good governmental fiscal practice for one state a.erency to tax another 
agency of the state, This is like ta.king money out of one pocket and placing .it 
in another of the same coat, Taxing school districts for this purpose will 
create an unequal tax burden on citizens throughout a given area, 

Long ago the United States Supreme Court 1ssued the 1 " State Instrumentalities" 
Doctrine," The court held1 " that the basic division of power between 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 would not be used to weaken the powers 
of the other level of government," 

The taxing of one state a,o;ency 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 fl.nancial resourcea, 
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 raise to a degree these same 
taxes? 

We strongly prot<lst to <'ny fee assessment upon school districts, it is a tax, 
because such agency financing is unsound governmental p·,licy, and is contrary 
to the public interest. 

Hespectfully yr{~~s. 1\ / \ · · 

L(~ (•_t

1 
j~ ( C ·- -/("- l le } 

W?--yne Foster, Superintenc!ent-Cl!!rk 



WAYNI< FOSTU!:, SUPE~INT~NOENl-CLEHt: 
WILLIAM G- WILSON, DIRECTOQ O~ INSTAUC.llON 
OONAlO L. OLMSCHf,ID, llUSIN~~S ..._SSIST,\NT 
MARGA.RU lJ.. STANSBURY, OEPUr~ (.L~Rt: 

SCl-lOOL DISTRICT NO. 502 
215 S. 2HO STRGliT 

ST. HGLliNS, OAGGON 970~1 

PHONE 397-3085 

'l'o 1 Hearings Officer F'or 
Department of l~nvironmental C,lua.li ty 
State of Oregon 

DISTRICT SCl-IOOL BOARD 
WALLACE: I:. LAMBERT, CMAIR"AN 
MRS. llE:TTY souu; 
Lt OYD H. MENDENHALL 
GE;ORGr, E. MUliHLECK 
,IACK R PETERSON 

November 27, 1973 

(1) Public Hearing for the purpose of amending portions of the Air Contamimint 
Discharge !Jule, OAR 140, :3ectl.r>m< ?,O-O)J,02 through ?.0-0'j).?0, 

(;~) ~ 2£ Heartng1 Hovember 27, 19731 ~· 10100 a,m. 1 ~I Auclitorium 
Public Service Building, 920 S,V/. Sixth Avemie, Portland, Oregon. 

(3) STA'l'EMBNT1 ~ St. Helens School District No. 'j02, St, Helens, Oregon 97051 

We petition that school districts be. exempted from the payment of any f..es under 
these or other regulations of the Department of Bnvironmental ~1uality. JPinanc1al 
support of school districts is derived ba.sicnlly from :).ocal taxes a.nd state 
revenue as authorized by the Ore1mn legislature. 

Assessment of these fees upon school districts is in effect a form of taxation. 
It is not good governmental fiscal practice for nne state a,,:ency to tax another 
a.gency of the state. This is like ta.king mnney out of one pocket and placing it 
in another of the same coat. Taxirlg school districts for this purpose will 
create a.n unequal tax burden on citizens throughout a given area, 

Long ago the United States Supreme Court issued the: " Sta.te Instrumenta.11 ties" 
Doctrine," 'fhe court held1 " that the ha.sic 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 to weaken th,ec powers 
of the other level of government." · 

The taxing of one state agency by another sta.te agency has the effect to weaken 
the powers of the one that is taxed, To the local ta.x payer this becomes an. added 
tax. To the J.ocal school district this is a direct loss of fina.ncial r"sources. 
The 1973 legislature granted additional sta.te revenue to school districts for the 
purpose of lowering local property taxesp Is then, another state agency to be 
authoriz.ed to ma.ke assessments Nhich will in turn raise to a. degree these same 
ta.xesl 

We strongly protest to any fee assessment upon school districts, it is a tax, 
because such agency financing is unsound governmental p·,licy, and is corttrary 
to the public interest, 

R,e.spectfully yofurs.,(-,- \- ·· ·· 
l{• "-'/ 't C: .• {,~._ t C~·) 
Wii.yne Foster, ·Superintendent-Clerk 
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, '•I (J . . 
WAYNE FOSH.R, SUP~QllHGNO~NT·CLHI~ 
WILLIAM G. WILSON, DIAECTOR OF 'NSTRUCllO"< 
DONALD L 0LM$Cl-l~ID, BUSINESS ASSISTANT 
11ARGARE:! a. srANSllURY. DEPUT'( ClE~K 

To 1 Hearings Officer For 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 502 
21!1 S. 2ND ST~lilOT 

Sr. HIOLIONS, OR,GON 91051 

PHONli 397"306' 

Departm .. nt of 1'.:nvironm<>ntal QuHli ty 
State of Oregon 

DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD \ 
WALLAC:: E. LAMBERT, CJ.IAlll!'IAN 
MRS. llETTY SOULE 
Ll.OYD II. MENDl".NHA.LL 
GEORGE E. MUEJ.ILt=.CI( 
JACK R. PETERSON 

November 27, 1973 

(1) Pu'blic Hear1.ne; for the purpose of a.mending portions of the Air Cont11mim1nt 
Disr.harp;" Hule, OAR ']I.JO, Sl!ctl,,ns ?.0-01'.J.02 th.r.oup;h 20-0'.J3.?0, 

(2) Dnt" £f. H•)llr't11g1 November ;>7, 19731 ,!1me1 10100 ii.m, 1 ~I Auditorium 
Public Service !Juilding, 920 S,W. Sixth Avenue, Portla.nd, Or,.gon. 

(3) STAT!!:MENT1 1!i£ .§!. Helens School D&strict £!£• S02, £!!• Helens, Oregon 97051 

We P"ti ti on that school dist.r.icts be exempted from the payment of any fees under 
these or other regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality, Financial 
support of school districts is derived basically from :j.ocal taxes a.nd state 
revenue as authorized by the Ore~on lep:islature. 

Assessment of these fees upon school districts is 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 is like ta.king money out of one pocket and placing it. 
in another of the same coa.t, Taxirng school districts for this purpose will 
create an unequal tax burden on citizens throughout a given area, 

Long ago the United States Supreme Court issued the 1 " Sta.te Instrumenta.11 ties" 
Doctrine." The court held: " that the basic· division of power between federa). 
and state governments required that each level of government be prevented from 
taxing the "instrumenta.li ties" - the property, securities, a.nd activities ·- qf 
the other, to insure that the taxing power would not be used to weaken the powers 
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 one that is taxed, To the local tax payer this becomes an added 
tax. To the local school d.istrict this is a direct loss of financial resources, 
The 1973 legislature granted additional state revenue to school districts for the 
purpose of lowering local property ta.xesp' Is then, another state agency to be 
authorized to make assessments wh.ich will in turn raise to a degree these same 
taxes? . 

We stronp:ly protest to any fee assessment upon school districts, it is a tax,. 
because such agency financlng is unsound governmental P''licy, and is contrary 
to the public interest, 

~
., . 

Ri'.spec. tfu.lly y =s,c_.i'r· - ····· 
l('' "-ti L( (. •. - c.(. ((J,) . 

W~e Foster, Superintendent-Clerk 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

-DEQ-1 

. DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229- 5301 

Notice of Public Hearing.· 

Department of En vi ronmenta l Quality . 

State of Oregon 

MOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Department of Environmental 

Quality will conduct public hearings before a hearings officer 

designated by the Department for tile purpose of amending portions 

of the Air Contaminant Discharge Rule, OAR 340, Sections 

20-033. 02 tl1rough 20-033. 20. The amendments clarify source 

categories subject to permits, adds new sources required to have 

permits, and clarifies fees for some source categories. 

The Department will hold public hearings to consider testimony 

relating to the proposed rule changes as indicated below: 

Date: November 27, 1973 

Time: 10:00 a.m. 

Place: Auditorium (2nd Floor) 
Public Service Building 
920 S. W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 

Copies of the proposed rule changes may be obtained from the 

Department at 1234 S. M. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205 

(telephone 229-5630) 

Dated October 4, 1973 
DIMRMUID F. 0' SCAMNLA!N, Di rector 
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE 
PERMITS 

15 OCT 1973 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci-
. fied, sections 20-033.02 through 20•033. 
20 of this ch.apter 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 4 7.] 

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 m1less otherwise re­
quired by context: 

(1) "Department" means Department of 
·Environmental Quality. 

(2) "Commission" m e an s Environ­
mental Quality Commission. 

(3) "Person" means the United States 
'·overnment and agencies 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 lei;al entity 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 condition~ auth­
orizes the permittee to construct, mstall, 
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) 11 Regional Authority" means thia :1~Col­
umbia-Willamette Air.Pollution Authority,] 
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth­
ority :,J or the Lane Regional Air 
Pollution Authority. 

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be 
· '1.e policy of the Department of Eviron­
,.nental Quality and the Regional Author­
ities to issue public notice(as to the re­
ceipt of an appl_ication within 15 days af­
ter the application is accepted for filing. 

12-15-72 

The public notic shall allow 30 days for 
written comm n from the public and 
from interested S t a t e and Federal 
agencies. 

20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) Air con­
taminant discharge permits shall be obtain­
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.;J . u.~t/:. illf ... -' 

. (2) No person shall construct, install, 
establish, develop 9f. operate any~ air 
contaminant source""'Iisted in Table A u·:.f,i , _ _i, 
appended hereto or any W source not · · · 
l~'l'!abl:.s, ll •·1l:ij...+! would emii@.ilt un­
controlled 10 tons or more per year of any 
air contaminants including, but not lin1i t- , 

ed to: part.i. ,ulate , s NO ,. o .h~.~a o:- ~!.(1 

· carbons War. anY i a 0 o ci-us e isSi . i ~ et1.I 
)first obtaining a permit from the 

ment or Regional Authority. 
(3) Any source listed in Table A may 

!PIJlY to the Department~~re~ional A~th­
ority for a special N2T _ ;s, il -Air ~ 
~-na·'f'l.t- -D::i.scha:rq-e-Permi t i - o - nrati:-.g a 
facillty with no·'-;- r ·a 'fo~ t dischargef1, 
The determinatio;;·-of ;-pplicability of this'/</';, 

f'(totlr.J:W?R Ewiesi.wR Air Conta,rn?-nant Discharge ~ '·1' 

Permit shall be made"'ty the Department or 
Regional Authority having jurisdiction. 

Be 

If .issued a special Won Fmi55jan TAii;.. Q0n­

t.oa<-i.f.la'1.t. .. D4'~"<f'e' Permit, the Applicai:ion 
Investigati~n 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. 

\ {'3) After Januar:y i: 19 73; 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 from the Department or Regional Auth­
ority.] 

\j4) After July 1, 1973, no person shall 
operate any air contaminant source (m) 
through (hh) as listed in 'liable 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.] 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[{S) After Jan~ary l, 1974, -D.O person 
·shall operate any air contamin~t source 
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap­
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or.al­
low any air _contaminant from said souice 
except as may be authorized by a cur­
rently valid permit from the Department 
or Regional Authority.] 

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 •• -t .. 7-._ 
site. lrSuctiJ For uniformity ~i!fl Fi»-~~ 
.W... s~ separately identify by sub-
section each air contaminant source 
included from Table A• applications for 
multiple-source permits will not be re-
ceived by the Department or Regional 
Authority for processing without 

81:. - 1 

CH. 340 
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·prior written ·agreement between the per­
mit ''<Suing agency and the a.pplicant can­
cer'. .g the overall merit ofissuing amul-

. tiple-source permit forthe siteundercon-
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 or denial, such action 
by the Department or Regional Authority 
shall only· affect that individual source 
without thereby affecting any oth<;!r source 

. subject tci that permit. 
(2) When a multiple-source permit in­

cludei;; air contaminant sources subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Department and a 
Regional Authority, the Departm!"nt 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 jurisdictions over 
the permittee, 

20-033.12 FEES. (l)Allpersons required 
to obtain a permit shall be subject to a 
thr· ·part fee consisting of a uniformnon­
refu...dable Filing Fee of $25,00, a vari­
able Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable 
Ann?al Permit Compliance Determination 
Fee. The amount equal to the Filing Fee and 
the Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or. Denying Fee shall be submitted 
as a; required part of the application. The 
Aruiual 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
par~"'lent or Regj.onal Authority due to 
chC: _,1ng 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 

8d 

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 ~termination 
Fee !or 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 per:m:it. 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 (1) year, the applicable 
Annual Permit Compliance Determination 
Fee shall be equal to the full annual :(ee. 
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 coveted 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 anapplicationforfil­
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 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 E><JUrces included are 
in compliance with all conditions _cf the 
modified or renewed permit. 

(ll) When an air contaminant source 
which is in compliance with the rules of 
a permit issuing agency relocates or pro-

12-15- 72 
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( 

( 

poses to relocate its operation to ~ s.ite 
in the jurisdiction of another peri;:ru.t 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 
jurisdietion that the source was operated 
in compliance with all rules and regul­
ations will be acceptable should the pre­
vious pe.rmit not indicate such compliance. 

(12) If a temporary or conditional permit 
is issued in accordance with a d o p t e d 
procedures,. fees submitted with the appli­
cation for an air contaminant discharge 
permit shall be retained and be appli­
cable to the regular permit when it is 
gJ:anted or ('.lenied. --·-·-

(13) Sources required.to ~btain a permit 
under Section 20-033.0B (2) not included 
in Table A shall be subject'to, in addi 
tion to the Filling Fee of $25.00, a fee 
schedule based 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 bv the Env1r-
~ onmental Quality Commission. 

' (14) [(13)JAll fees shall be made payable to 
--.-the permit issuing agency

0
'1i-a eJ.all 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 perm~rogram cov-
ered by these reguiatio~ · · 

20-033.14 PROCEDURES F 0 R o·ac... 
TAINING PE.R.MITS. 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. 

8e 

I 

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 foi· 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 RE GIST R .AT I 0 N EX­
EMPTION. Air contaminant sources con­
. structed and operated under a permit is­
sued pursuant to these re~ulations m~y be 
exempted from Regi~tration as required 
by rule~ adopted pursu'.'-nt to ORS 449. 70_7. 

20-033~20 PERMIT PROGRA1"1S FOR 
REGIONAL AIR P.OLLUTION AUTHOR,IT­
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 con.tam.ination 
sources within its jurisdiction. 

(1) A Regional Authority's permit pro­
gram, including propo.sed 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. ~Y a Regio:ial 
Authority shall by its cond.1tions authorize 
the permittee to construct, install, modify 
or operate specified facilities, conduct . 
specified activities, or emit, discharge. 
or dispose of air contamina,nts in accord-' 
ance with specified practices, limitations, 

· or prohibitions. 

. r 
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f2) _E.ach permit proposed to bE: issued 
or revised by a Regional Authority shall 
be bmitted to the Department of Envir­
onrriental 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
mH or revised nermit or its issuance. 
N~ permit shall be issued by a Regional 
Authority Unless all objections thereto by 

the Department shali be resolved prior 
to its issuance. If the Department does 
not make _any such objection, the proposed· 

· p~rmit 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 
it.s objection before the Board of the Re­
gional. Authority ui question prior to the 
issuance of a final permit. 

· (4) If as a result of objection by the 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 

Bf 

_·,,_--.. 

issue a temporary permit for a period not 
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 pe.rmit, 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. 
[l.7J The Regional Authority shall pre­
pare and submit to ·the Department a 
summary listing .of ·a i r. contaminant 
sources currently in violation of issued 
permits. These reports shall be made on a 
quarterly basis c;ommencingApril 1, 1973."_j 

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 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Class Hi ca- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

1. [a] Asphalt Productio_n by 
distillation 2951 $ 75 $ 50 

2. [b] Asphalt blowing plants 2951 100 75 

3. [c] Asphaltic concrete paving 
pl ants 2951 100 100 

4. [d] Asphalt felts and coating 2952 1.50 100 • 
5. [e] Calcium carbide manu-

facturin9 2819 225 150 

6. [f] Alkalies and chlorine 
manufacturing 2812 225 175 

7. [g] Nitric acid manufacturing 2819 100 75 

8. [h] Ammonia manufacturing 2819 200 125 

9. [i] Secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175 

1 o. [j] Rendering plants 2094 150 100 

11. [k] Coffee roasting 2095 100 75 

12. [1] Sulfite pulp and paper 2611 300 175 
production 2621 

2631 

[m] [Grain mill products loca- f 2041] ted in Special· Control 2042] 
Areas] 
[10,000 or more T/hr.] [250] [150j [less than 10,000 T/yr.] [50] [50 

13. flour and other grain 2041 
mill eroducts in seecial 
Control Areas 

a. 10,000 or more T/y_r. 25"0 150 b. Less than 10,000 T/y_r. 50 50 

3 Oct. 73 89 
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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 

14. PreQared feeds for animals 2042 
and fowls in SQecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 10,000 or more T/yr. $ 250 $ 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T/xr. 50 50 

l§_. Cereal EreEarations in 2043 250 150 
SQecial Control Areas. 

16. Blended and Erepared 2045 
flour in SEecial Control 
Areas. 

a. 10,000 or more T/tr. 250 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T7tr. 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] 

1l· Grain elevators -stora~ 4221 
on1t located in SQecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/yr. 150 100 
b. Less than 20,000 T/tr. 50 50 

]§_. Grain elevators - Erimarilt 5053 
enqaged in buying and/or 
marketing grain - in SQecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/tr 300 225 
b. Less than 20,000 T/xr. "'liJO_, . 75 

,f;>O .fi3 
19. [o] Redimix concrete 3273 75 50 

20. [p] Plywood manufacturing 2432 150 100 

21. [q] Veneer manufacturing (not 2434 75 75 
elsewhere incluaed) 

22. [r] Particleboard manufacturing 2492 300 150 

23. [s] Hardboard manufacturing 2493 200 100 

24. [t] Charcoal manufacturing 2861 200 100 

Sh 
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Table A continued 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

25. [u] Battery separator 
manufacturing 

[v] [Furniture and fixtures 
100 or more employees] 

26. Battery manufacturing 

27. Furniture and fixtures 
a. 100 or more emplo ees 

·1 ess than l 00 
employees 

28. [w] Glass manufacturing 

29. [x] Cement manufacturing 

30. [y] lime manufacturing 

11_. [z] Gray iron and steel 
foundries 

a. 3,500 or more tons 
per year production 

b. Less than 3,500 tons 
per year production 

. 32. [aa] Steel works, rolling and 
finishing mills 

33. 

[bb] [Incinerators (not else­
where included) more than 
2,000 lb/hr. capacity] 

Incinerators· (not elsewhere 
included 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

2499 

[2511] 

3691 

2511 

3231 

3241 

3274 

3321 
3323 

3312 

a:-G'reater than 4,000 lbs/hr 
capacity 

b. 40 lb/hr to 4,000 lb/hr 
capacity 

8i 

' 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 75 

[125] 

100 

125 

75 

100 

300 

150 

300 

100 

300 

[100] 

100 

75 

CH. 340 

Annual 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

$ 50 

[100] 

75 

100 

50 

75 

150 

100 

150 

100 

175 

[100] 

100 

75 

T 
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Table A continued Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

34. 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

[cc] [Fuel burning equipment 
(not elsewhere included) 
Residual oil 5 million 
or more btu per hour 
(heat input) 
Wood fired 5 million or 
more btu per hour (heat 
input)] 

Fuel burning equipment 
~ »OC-Ms* gl-SJ:f! I a J lsA6 i w·Efsi) 

a. Residual oil 
1) 250 million or 
~ more btu/hr. 

(heat input) 
£1 5 million or more 

but less than 250 
mill ion btu/hr.­
(heat input) 

11_ Less than 5 mil~ 
lion btu/hr. 
heat input 

b. Disti ate oi 
l[ 250 million or more 

btu/hr. (heat in-
£i!i1 £1 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
mi 11 ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

c. Wood fired 
11 250 million or more 

btu/hr. (heat in­
put) 

._g_i 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
million btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

11_ Less than 5 mil­
lion btu/hr. 
(Heat input) 

d. Coal fired 

[4961] 

4961* 

11 5 mill ion or more 
~-ess · tha11 258 
m1"l-14e'FI' btu/hr. 
(heat inputY--

NOTE:(:tfhe above fees shall .be increased 
ple device installatio.!:12.!. 

Application 
Investigation 
and Pennit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ [100] 

[100] 

Annual 
Pennit 

· Comp 1 i a nee 
Determina­
. tion Fee 

$ [ 50] 

[ 50] 

150 100 

100 50 

25 25 

150 100 

25 25 

150 100 

100 50 

25 25 

.J-00' 
-~~-' 

/PD 

by 20% to cover costs of multi-

*Not limited to fuel burning eguipment generating steam for sale;} Af 
~~- ,(I ' ' ' I cJ '· • 1 aT '. "· · ,,. . ·: . ' . . 

,. 
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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 Denling 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 0 
Special Control Areas (not 
elsewhere included) 

38. [gg] Kraft pulp and 2611 300 175 
paper production 2621 

2631 

39. [hh] Primary aluminum production 3334 $ 300 $ 175 

40. [ii] Industrial inorganic and 2810 250 125 
organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere 
included) 

41. [jj] Sawmill and planing 2421 
.!!.· 25,000 or more 

bd.ft/shift 75 50 
Q. Less than 25,000 

bd.ft/shift 25 25 

[kk] [Mil 1 work] (2431] [75] (50] 

42. Mi 11 work 1ri 'Iii: Ii-

efM@l e)ees 01 11181"e' 2431 75 50 

[11].[Furniture and fixtures 
less than 100 employees] [2511] [75] [50] . 

43. [mm] Minerals, earth and rock 3295 
ground or othen1i se 
treated ft:l!-~·a"tt! CO!!& 

alscnlit: t 11:e l dddb) 

JM2.. 100 75 

8k 



CH. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
. ) 

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. [nn] Brass and bronze foundries 3362 75 50 

45. [oo] Aluminum foundries (not 
elsewhere included) 3361 75 50 

~ -
46. ~pp] Galvanizing and pipe coating - 3479 75 50 

exclude all other,activities _J (,-1.:--
47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or 

more employees_ 2013 75 .50 

4B. [rr] Herbicide manufacturing 2879 225 175 

49. [ss] Building paper and building 
board mills (not else - 2661 . 150 100 
where included) 

[tt] [Incinerators (not else-
where included) 2,000 to 
4,000 pounds per hour 
capaci.ty_)] $ [75] $ [75] 

[uu] [Fuel burning equipment [ 4961] 
(not elsewhere included) [25] [25] Residual oil less 

than 5 million btu/hr 
(heat input) 

[25] [25] Distillate oil 5 
mill ion or more btu/hr 
(heat input) 

[25] [25] Wood fired less than 5 
million btu/hr (heat 
input)] 

50. Ha rd~1ood mi i ls with 5 or 
more employees 24215 50 25 

51. Shake and shinale mills 
wH.:fl.5 -i;E~emp·1 OJ:ees · 2429 50 25 --

52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 100 

53. Electroplating, 2-Qljshing i 
I and anodi zinq vLiJ;b 5 I'>"- ' 

m~np1 ovee.s 3471 75 50 I 

--1 
81 I 

I 
' 
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CH. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

Table A continued 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

Air 
Contaminant· 

Source 

Electric E0~1er generation 

~reduction and/or 
manufacturing 

Petroleum refining 

Wood Preserving 

'· 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

4911 

4925 

2911 

2491 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

350 

350 

450 
75 

__..--,!~~~:':::'.S~~;;..c ~~-'"l~,~~i_. 

6 \'Y\ 

Annual 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

225 

225 

325 
50 



TESTF!ONY ON THE PROPOSED 

AHENm!ENTS TO THE RULES 0'! 

AIR CONTA11Il1ANT DISCHARGE PERMITS 

November 27, 1973 

I am Thomas C. Donaca representing the Air Quality Committee of Associated 

Oregon Industries. The following are our comments on the proposed rules: 

l. 20-033.06. We understand the difficulty the Department was having with 

the time frames of havine to give public notice 15 days after an application was 

accepted for filing, but before any form of permit was prepared. However, the 

proposed language 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 th€ 

rule states "If the Department nroposes to issue a permit, proposed provisions 

prepared by the Department will be forwarded to the applicant and other interested 

persons at the discretion of the Department for comment. All COl!llllents must be 

submitted in writing within 14 days of mailing of the proposed provisions if such 

COl'llllents are to receive consideration prior to fi11al action on the application." 

Perhaps changing 14 days to 30 <1ays 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 sugr-est 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 in the State. 

If you should adopt this lanpua11e, 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 1 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 you to put more certainty into the method cf 

determining fees. Low cost, medium cost and high cost is too subjective. It 

cotlld be based on the cost of the installation, a number of hours of work performed 

by the agency or other methods. He are also concerned that the proposed high cost 

fees are above all current fees except those propG>serl for a new classif lcat:to11 :ln 

this proposal, and we wonder in what basis it is proposed? 

(4) Table A. There are several questions regarding the proposed permit fees. 

(a) We note that for (1) Incinerators (formerly bh and tt); f~'el ourni:"1p; 
and uu) 

equipment (formerly cc/; and minerals, earth and rock p,round or ot'.1er-

wise (formerly mm) that the words "riot elsewhere included" haw•. heen 

eliminated. Does thin mean that separate permits and. fees will be 

charged to each type of installation? If so, this is contradictory 

to the language of 20-033. 08(1) which states "air contaminant disch;:,n,e 

pe1"11lits shall be obtained for the air contaminant sources, including 

those processes and activities directly related or associated thereto 

which are 11.sted in Table A," When the permit regulatj.ons were firnt 

adopted it was clearly understood that the major source was to get ·~he 

permit which would include all subsidiary sources even though they had 

an SIC number an1 ~,;ez·e listed in Ta.ble A. The three categories r.:tost 

often subject to the question were these for >'hich the language "no;: 

else1-1here includedn is now deleted. F'or exe.~ple a large aspbaltic 

concrete paving plant (Table A(3) mi.~ht well have a toiler fo:r pro.::c>ss 

heat or steain, an incinei"ator for d:i.sposi!tp of solid \•Jaste and s. c:rti:-::h.ir:.g 

operation. Un~e:,:- pr::?or policy tlLe asphalt:::.c conc.rete pa·..ri1'!.g pla.1-;.t 1,·Jas 

the oi.,e:.:at!on r-ecei·-17:1.ng the per1r~:~.t ·because all t'hre-e. other operatio11s 

1ife-:::.:.~ ' 1associated or i·elated". ~-Je believe that adoption of t~1ese ne-i:;.r 

-·2-



cateFories as uritten may not be consistent with the stated policy of 

the Commission at the time of adoption of the permit regulations. \fo 

therefore request the reinsertion of "not else'!1here included" where de­

leted for both clarification sake and nolicy consistency. 

(b) On paf'e aj there is a note discussing a 20% increase in costs for 

multiple device bstallations. We •rnnder if this is justifiably 

confined bo hollers and further whether the "Annual Permit Compliance 

Determination Fee" justifies the increase? We assume that applications 

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 ;10uld 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. 

(c) Again on page 8j there is a * The lan~uage "not limited to fuel 

burning equipment generatinr: steam for sale but excluding power generation." 

Does this mean that if a wood products plant generates electric power, 

and a number do, that they are no longer classed as fuel burn~ng equip-

ment at those fees? If not they will be automatically subject to 

Table A, 54 "Electric Power Generation" at fees which exceed any fees 

now being charged for any permi.t. We request a review of this classifi­

cation and elimination of any possibility that power generation under 

these conditions be subject to t':!e fees proposed for electric pouer 

generation. 

(c) Table A, 56 "Pet:ro:i.eurn refining. O·regon does not now have a major oil 

refinery but it does have some rerefiners. We suggest the fee is 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 nnd 

investigatiLg the application, of issuing or denying the requested 

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 ooerational 

program. We believe there should be iidequate justification of the amounts 

of these proposed neH and changed permit fees, particularly where they 

are hi~her than other existing classifications. 

-4-



II 
CORVALLIS SCHOOL DISTRICT 50 9 J 1555 S. w. 35th Street 

Corvallis, Oregon 97330-752-5141 

November 26, 1973 
THOMAS D. WOGAMAN, Ed.D. 

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 Distdct 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, OAR 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 509J did go on record as opposing 
the necessity for fuel burning permits for the District on a fee basis. 

Very truly yours, 

~/ /) () .1;{J \::f'1.~ (J ~ l , '1(_41~ 
Thomas D. Wogama · 
Superintendent-Clerk 

RWR:djg 

I 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEf\JTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

l\'W Regional Office of DEQ, Nf..VVAPA, LRAPA Ddte: November 1 1973 
' 

From: H. M. Patterson 

Subject: 
Revision of Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Regi.1lation 

My attention has 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, SOX, NOx, or hydrocarbons; or 
at the discretion of the Department or Regional Authority, any malodorous odors •.. " in the 
revising of the subject regulation. 

The question is: Won't this requirement in essence mean that all new sources 
will have to obtain a permit? And, if so, is this what is desired? 

It also appears that the 10 tons is a total of all air contaminants which may · 
be emitted in an uncontrolled state. Is this the proper interpretation? 

The attached summaries from the EI indicate that although the number of sources 
emitting any individtml air contaminants {with controls) is gTeat, the impact on total 
emissio.n3 is (1uite small even at the 100 tons per year level. 

By this memo, 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 necessary to adopt the 
proposed requirement, in its present form. 

Please give me your recommendations. 

Attachment 

• ! 

l 
l 
' I 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

OIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Dire cl or 

DtQ.I 

DEPARTMENT Of 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229- 535 

MEMORANDUM 

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 heret~ 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 ru 1 es, and Tab 1 e 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 regulations 
in brackets [ ], and underlining new or added language. The 



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. 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 rdded. Section 20-033.08 (2) would provide 
that: 

"No person sha 11 - - - 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 limited to, particulates, 
sax, NOx' or hydrocarbons; or 

b. at the discretion of the Department or Regional 
Authority, any malodorous odors." 

An industry too new to be 11sted in 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. 

All 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 listed in Table A has 
been added to Section Z0-033.12 (13), Fees. The variable fees 
are based upon the anticipated cost of. issuing or denying the permit 
and of compliance inspections: 

If low cost 
If medium cost 
If high cost 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 25 
150 
450 

Annual 
Permit 
Compliance 
Determination 
Fee 

$ 25 
100 
325 

The Department and Regional Authorities propose that the following 
industrial sources be added to Table A: 

TABLE A 
Item SIC 

26 Battery manufacto•ri ng 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 

All 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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Furth.er 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 
16 Blended and prepared flour 

2043 
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 - primadly 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 
Item 
50 Hardwood mills 
51 Shake and shingle mills 

SIC 
2426 
2429 

To better facilitate processing of permits, Section 20-033.06, 
Notice Policy, ~1hich 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 iss-ue 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 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 f.o.r a permit, but have no, or insignificant 
air contaminant emissions. This paragraph allov1s 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, 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 ctmendment 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 1 i sting of air contaminant sources currently 
in violation of issued permits is deleted. 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 
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 lumber industries 

should 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 legislation. 

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 

ll /8/73 

Attachments 
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AfR 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 449.739 
and· related statutes for st~t1onary 
sources. 

20-033.04 DEFINITIONS. As used in 
these regulations unless otherwise re­
quired by context: 

( ) " t" D t t f 1 Departmen means epar men o 
Environmental Quality. 

(2) "Commission" m e an s Environ­
mental Quality Commission. . 

(3) "Person" means the United States 
Governrr1ent and agencies thereof, a n y 
state, individual, public or private corpor­
ation, political subdivision, governmental 
agency, municipality, industry, co-part­
nership, association, firm, t! ·.i.st, estate, 
or any other lep;,l entity 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 pr prohibitions. 

(5) "Regional Authority" means the [col­
umbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority,) 
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth­
ority [,] or the Lane Regional Air 
Pollution Authority. 

. (}0-033.06 NOTICE POLICY.-It shall be 
the policy of the Department of Eviron­
mental Quality and the Regional Author­
. 'iea 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 Sc 

The public notice shall allow 30 days for 
written comment from the public and 
from interested S t a t e and Federal 
agencies.) 

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be 
the policy of the Department of Environ­
mental· Quality and Regional Au':'hority to'(-,.;·,_ 
issue public notice as to the intent to -~ 
issue an Air Coritaminant 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 permit. 

(20-033.08 PERMIT REQlJIRED, (1) Air 
contaminant discharge p· e r m i t 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 therein by 
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 January 1, 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 from the Department or Regional Auth­
ority. 

(4) After July 1, 1973, no person shall 
operate any air contaminant source (m) 
through (hh) as listed in 'L'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 Department or Regional 
Authoritv. 

{!!) After January l, 1974, .no person 
shall operate any air contaminant source 
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap­
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or-§ll~ 
low any air contaminant from said source 
except as may be authorized by a cur­
rently valid permit from the Department 
or Regional Authority :J 
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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 
~r Regional Authority, construct, install, .nl 
establish, develop or operate any~l'Z""T 
contaminant source not listed in Table A 
which would emit: 

(a) 

( b) 

10 tons or more per year, if the 
source were to operate uncontro 1-
1 ed, of any air contaminants 
including, but not limited to, 
particulates, SOx-LllQ.x' or hydro­
carbons; or 
at the discretion of the Depart-
ment or Reqional Authority, any 
malodorous odors. 

;rf~~ 
20-033.10 MULTIPLE-SOURCE .PERMI~(j)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. [Appli­
cations for r,i.ultiple-sou~ce permits will 
not be received by the Department or Re­
gional Authority for processing wi~hout 

(1) Any source listed in Table A may \ i) 
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 
deterrr.tnation 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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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.J 

(1) When a single air.contaminant source 
which is included in a multiple-source per­
mit, is subject to permit modification, re­
vocation, suspension or denial, such action 
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
cludea air contaminant sources subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Department and a 
Regional Authority, the Department may 
require that it shall be the permit is suing 
agency. In Slfch cases, the Department 
and the Regional Authority shall other­
wise maintain and exercise all other as­
pects of th-eir respective jurisdictions over 
th,e permittee. 

20-033.12 FEES. (1) All persons required 
to obtain a pe i-mit shall be subject to a 
three-part fee •nsistingof auniformnon­
refuncable Fi' Fee of '.·~25.00, a vari­
able Applicatic., Investig;:,, m and Permit 
IssuL;g or Denying Fee · .•.d a variable 
Annual Permit Compliance Determination 
Fee. The amount equal to the 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 paid prior to issuance of the 
actual permit. 

(2) The fee schedule contained in the 
listina of air contaminant sources listed 0 . 

in Table A appended hereto shall be 
applied to determine the variabla 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 a.'1.d 
do not require re-filing or review of an 
application or plans and specifications 

Bd 

.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 Determination 
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 Dn 
ermination Fee shall be paid at least JU 
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 is suing a per­
mit or revoking an existing permit. 

( 7) If a permit is is sued for a period 
less than one (1) year, the ap1;•:cable 
Annual Permit Compliance Deterr:· ;tion 
Fee shall be equal to the full ann · · fee. 
If a permit is issued for a period J·: <eater 
than 12 months, the applicable .1\.nnua: 
Permit Compliance Dete~mination 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 a.".ld 
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· 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 r.ources included are 
in compliance with all conditions of the 
modified or renewed permit. 

(ll) When an ah- contaminant source 
which is in compliance with the rules of 
a permit issuing agency relocates or pro-

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 (l) 
a c.opy of the permit is sued 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 temporary or conditionalpermit 
is issued in accordance with ad o' pt e d 
procedures,. fees submitted with the 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 re ui red to obtain a er& 

mit under Section 20-033.08 2 not in­
cluded in Table A shall be subject to, in 
addition to the Fil'ing Fee 1f $25.0Q, 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 inspec­
tions: 

Schedule 
if 10~1 
cost 
ttmed­
i um cost 
if high 
cost 

Aefl~l·ic:ation Annual 
Inv.- :igation Permit 
and · · imit Compliance 
~l+~e ~:~ermination 

1-11 
150 

450 

(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 Environmental 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 
regulationsJ -

20-033.14 PROCEDURES F 0 R. OB~ 
TAINING 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. 

20-033.16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS. (1) 
No person shall construct, in.stall, est~b­
lish modify or enlarge any air contamin­
ant 'source listed in Table A or facilities 
for controlling, treating, or otherwise lim­
iting air contaminant e:riissio;is from air 
contaminant sources listed 1"- Table A 
without notifing the permit issuing agency 
as required by ORS 449.71Z_ 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. 

200..033.18 RE GIST RAT I 0 N EX­
EMPTION. Air contaminant s·ources con­
structed and operate~ under a perm~t is-­
sued pursuant to these regulations may b 
exempted from Registration as require' 
by rules adopted pursuant to 0RS449.707. 

20-033.20 PERMIT 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 contam.i.nation 
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 shall by 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 prohibiti.ons. 
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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
' nental Quality at least fourteen (14) 
'-'-ts 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 oermit or its issuance. 
No permit shall be issued by a Regional 
Authority unless all objections thereto by 

the Depal"hnent 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 
it_s 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 
rF ·ilation or those contained in an ex­
is._.1g permit, the Regional Authority shall 

•. 

. 
8£ 

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 pe.rmit, 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. 
((7J The Regional Authority shall pre­

pare and submit to the Department a 
summary listing .of ·a i ·r contaminant 
sources currently in violation of issued 
per:i:r.its. These reports shall be made on a 
quarterly basis commencing April 1, 1973.J 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO 
TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 

• ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica'- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Den,}'.ing Fee tion Fee 

l· [a] Asphalt production by 2951 $ 75 $ 50 
di sti 11 at ion 

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. [e] 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 200 125 

9. [i] Secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175 

10. [j] Rendering plants ~~()77 150 100 

11. [k] Coffee roasting 2095 100 75 

J 2. [1) 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.] [250] [150] 
[less than 10,000 T/yr.] [50] [50] 

13. Flour and other grain 2041 
mill eroducts in seecial 
Control Areas 

a. 10,000 or more T/,}'.r. 250 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T7,}'.r. 50 50 

17 Oct 73 8g 
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Table A Continued Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit C6mpliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Den.}'.ing Fee tion Fee 

14. Preeared feeds for animals .e&tL' z~~ 
and fowls in Seecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 10,000 or more T/yr. $ 250 $ 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50 

15. Cereal ereEarations in 2043 250 150 
· Seecial Control Areas. 

16. Blended and EreQared 2045 
flour in Seecial Control 
Areas. 

a. 10,000 or more T/yl. 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 seecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/yr. 150 100 
b. Less than 20,000 T7yr. 50 50 

18. .~rain elevators ~ erimarily 51JB'J 5153 
engaged in buxing and/or 
marketing gram - in seecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/yr. · 300 225 
b. Less than LJ,000 T/yr. -so 50 

19. [o] Redimix concrete 3273 75 50 

.20. [p) Plywood manufacturing I ~ R.435' ( v 150 100 
on ( 2~ {.JMJ.,., 

21. [q) Veneer manufacturing?fnot ~~'* 75 75 
elsewhere included) .:l4~ 

22. [r] Particleboard manufacturing 2492 300 150 

23. [s] Hardboard manufacturing .249'3' ,;:,..~gg 200 100 

24. [t] Charcoal manufacturing 2861 200 100 

25. [u) Battery separator manufacturing 2499 75 50 

[v] [Furniture and fixtures [2511] [125] [100] 
100 or more employees] 

26. Battery manufacturing 3691 100 75 

8h 
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27. 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

Furniture and fixtures 
a. 100 or more employees 
b. 10 employees or more 

but less than 100 
employees 

28. [w] Glass manufacturing 

29. [x] Cement manufacturing 

30. [y] Lime manufacturing 

ll· [z] Gray iron and steel 

32. 

foundries 
a. 3,500 or more tons 

per year production 
b. Less than 3,500 tons 

per year production 

[aa] Steel works, rolling and 
finishin_g m1lls 

[bb] [Incinerators (nJt else­
wh~re included) more than 
2,000 lb/hr. capacity] 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

3231 

3241 

3274 

3312 

v 33 .. Incinerators · } • ._1;/;r· 
a. &1"pater-tl3an- ~ooo lbs/hr F 
- capacity y,,_ovv 

[cc] 

b. 40 lb/hr to a.,ooo lb/hr 
capacity 

[Fuel burning equipment 
(not elsewhere included) 
Residual oil 5 million 
or more btu per hour 
(heat input) 
Wood fired 5 million or 
more btu per hour (heat 
input)] 

Si 

[4961] 

Application 
Investigation 
and Penni t 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 125 
75 

100 

300 

150 

300 

100 

300 

[100] 

100 

75 

[100] 

[100] 

Annual 
Pennit 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

$ 100 
50 

75 

150 

100 

150 

100 

175 

[100] 

100 

. _;r'5 SD 

[50] 

[50] 



Table A continued 

34. 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source-

Fuel burning equipment 
a. Residual oil 

11 250 million or 
more btu/hr. 
(heat input) n 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
mill ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

lL Less than 5 mil­
l ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

b. Distillate oil 
11 250 million or more 

btu/hr. (heat in­
put) n 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
million btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

c. Wood fired 
1) 250 million or more 
- btu/hr. (heat in­

put) n 5 mill ion or more 
but less than 250 
mill ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

lL Less than 5 mil­
l ion btu/ hr. 
(heat i nout) 

d. Coal fired 
11 250 million or more 

btu/hr. (heat in­
put) n 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
mill ion btu/hr. 
·(heat input) 

lL Less than 5 mil­
l ioL btu hr. 
heat i nPill 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Mumber 

4961* 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 150 

100 

25 

150 

25 

150 

l 00 

25 

150 

100 

25 

$ 

Annual 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

100 

50 

25 

100 

100 

50 

25 

100 

50 

25 

NOTE: The above fees shall be increased by 20% to cover costs of multiple 
device installations. · 

*Not limited to fuel burnin eneratin steam for sale but excludin 
po1ver generation SIC 4911 

Bj 
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- .. :·".Table A continued 

/lpplic11tion An nu a 1 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Indus tri a 1 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 $ 300 $ 175 

year production 
b. Less than 2,000 tons 100 75 

per year production 

36. [ee] Synthetic resin manufacturing 2821[2831] 100 100 

37. [ff] Seed cleaning located in ~ 071?3 0 0 
Special Control Areas (not 
elsewhere included) 

38. [gg] Kraft pulp and 2611 300 175 
paper production 2621 

2631 

39. [hh] Primary aluminum production 3334 300 175 

40. [ii] Industrial inorganic and ~~1.9 250 125 
organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere 
included) 

41. [jj] Sawmill and planing 2421 
a. 25,000 or more 75 50 

bd. ft./shift 
b. Less than 25,0JO 25 25 

bd.ft/shift 

[kk] [Mi 11 work] [2431] [75] [50] 

·42. Mill work with 10 2431 75 50 
an~lo~ees or more 

[11] [Furniture and fixtures [2511] [75] [50] 
less than 100 employees] 

43. [mm] Minerals, earth and rock 3295 100 75 
ground or otherwise 
treated [(not elsewhere 

1442 

included)] 

8k 



1ao1e A cont1nued 

- I,_, Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Dennit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Detennina-

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. [prJ 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 
board mills [(not else-

2661 150 100 

where included)] 

[tt] [Incinerators (not else-
where included) 2,000 to 

[75] [75] 

4,000 pounds per hour 
capacity)] 

[uu] Fuel burning equipment [4961] 
(not elsewhere included) 

Residual oil less [25] [25] 
than 5 million btu/hr 
(heat input) 
Distillate oil 5 [25] [25] 
million or more btu/hr 
(heat input) 
Wood fired less than 5 [25] [25] 
million btu/hr (heat 
input)] 

50. Hardwood mi 11 s 2426 50 25 

51. Shake and shingle mills 2429 50 25 

52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 l 00 

53. Electroplating, polishing 3471 75 50 
and anodizing with 5 or 
more employees 

81 
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Table A continued 

54. 

55. 

56 .. 

57. 

fit. 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

Petroleum refining 
e')rd/1''11Fe ;.,,j),,,,,f ,t.N6we ::>.,/ 

Hood Preserving 

t:1;-8t1.~l 7i-~d/(./t 

Bm 

Standard 
Industrial 
Cl ass ifi ca­
tion Number 

2911 
~z... 
2491 

:3.A:ri/ 

..,, , . .... ,.v 

Application Annual 
Investigation Permit 
and Permit r:o1np l i ance 
Issuing or Determina-
Denying Fee tion Fee 

$ 350 $ 225 

350 225 

450 325 
//JCJ %' 
75 50 

/() () .174 



STATE OF OREGON 

ROUTE SLIP 
j{)- 24- 73 

Date--~---~--~----

TO: pmr 

FROM: 

CHECK -- Approval -- Investigate 

-- Necessary Action 

-- Prepare Reply 

-- For My Signature 

-- Your Signature 

--Comment 

-- Initial and Return 

COMMENTS: 

--Confer 

--_ Per Telephone 
')( Conversation 
--For Your 

Information 
-- As Requested 

-- Note and File 

-- Return With 
More Details 

~Z0-033 .. o<5(1J 
~t-4- _,,,r,:e(!/f\ foL - --<AJ->z::i!J!,:n. ~ 1 HE 
af:U·c_ --{--M-R--fL-e.- ~>u~ --c~ 

.... ,,,,__,Vf,~ /Yf'l,tV_,&.J.' 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR CONT AMIN.ANT 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 ofEnvironmentalQual­
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
quired by context: 

(1) "Department" means Department of 
·Environmental Quality. . 

(2) "Commission" m e an s Environ­
mental Quality Commission. · 

(3) "Person" means the United States 
:.verz;_rnent and agencies 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 le?al entity 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, L-istall, 
modify or operate npecified facilities, 
conduct specified activities, or emit, dis­
charge or dispose of air contaminants in 
accordance with specified practices, lim­
itations pr prohibitions. 

. ... 
(5) "Regional. Authority" means the ·~~Col-

umbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority,) 
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth­
ority [,] or the Lane Regional Air 
Pollution Authority. 

-- - --· ·- -·-
~ 0- 033. 06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be 
e policy of the Department of Eviron­

.i1ental Quality and tne 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 Be 

The public notice shall allow 30 days for 
written comment from the public and 
from interested S t a t e and Federal 
agenc:ie~:J 

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 permit. 

(20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) Air 
contaminant discharge p e r m i t 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 therein by 
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 January 1, 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 from the Department or Regional Auth­
ority. 

(4) After July 1, 1973, no person shall. 
operate any air contaminant source (m) 
through (hh) as listed in '1.'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 Department or Regional 
Authoritv. 

(5) After January 1, 1974, -DO person 
shall operate any air contamina.nt source 
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Table A ap­
pended hereto, or discharge, emit or-,;:i-1-
low any air contaminant from said source 
except as may be authorized by a cur­
rently valid permit from the De.partment 
or Regional Authority :J 
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L<i-033. 08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) N;·'-.:~< 
/ person shall construct, install, establish,\, 
' develop or operate any air contaminant \ 

source, including those processes an~ ' 
activities directly related or associated 
thereto which are listed in Table A, 
appended hereto and inc~rporated.h~rein 
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, i~stall, 
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 ~1ere to operate uncontrol-
1 ed, of any air contaminants 
including, but not limited to, 
.1:P~a:...r,=.t.!.: 1· c:.:u,_,l..::ac:t"'e=-s ,_, ~S=O x-' _N_O x , or hydro­
ca rbon s; or 

(b) at the discretion of the Depart­
ment or Regional Authority, any 
malodorous odors. 

(3) 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 
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 Pennit Compliance Determination Fee, 
provided by Section 20-033.12, may be 
waived by the Department or Regional 
Authority. 

Bc-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. [Appli­
cations for multiple-source permits will 
not be received by the Department or Re- · 
gional Authority for processing wi~hout 





( 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCH,ARGE 
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 ofEnvironmentalQual­
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 st~.tionary 
sources. 

20-033.04 DEFINITIONS. As used in 
tl:iese regulations unless otherwise re­
quired by context: 

(l) "Department" means Department of 
·Environmental Quality. 

(2) "Commission" means Environ­
mental Quality Commission. 

(3) "Person" means the United States 
' . f ]overn1nent and agencies thereo , a n y 
i;;tate, individual, public or private corpor­
ation, political subdivision, governmental 
agency, municipality, industry, co-part­
nership, association, firm, trust, estate, 
or any other le~al entity whatever. . 

( 4) "Permit' or "Air Contaminant Di~., 
charge Permit" means a written pe_rmit 
issued by the Department or Regi.or~al 
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 f Col-
umbia-Willamette Air ·"Pollution Authority•) 
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth­
ority [,] or the Lane Regional Air 
Pollution Authority. 

~---Q_33.06 /NOTICE POLICY.-lt sha];J::::rre 
l:(e, p¢>1rey of the Depa,trnent of Evi:r:on-

:qi<;/lt"-1 Quality-and tne J\egipnal Autli.or­
iji~s .to issue public notice as to the :re,-
5";ipt of an ap!'lication w.ithin 15 days af­
te)r'_ the application is acc_epte'd for filirtg. 

·J 

12-15-72 Sc 

Trl)e ~upli.,'_i:. notice .. shall a!lo..v_30. d'tY.s for 
~:Htlen; c!omm~.1lt .£rortC the p~blj.d ahd 
£1r(q ~~~nter-ested S t a t e and Federal 
' ·eri.c::l.{rS~J 

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 t~ 
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 permit. 

20:-033.08 PERMIT REQU~RED. [(l)' Air' co~- , 
taminant discharge permits shall .oe ontain-NI ,), 
ed for the air contaminant :o~r~~s.[~nclud- t-01'.:.11< 

ing those processes and activities directly I . 
relat.:>d or associated thereto which are 
listed in Table A, appended hereto and in­
corporated .herein by 'reference r' 1 ~' [4#' 

.accordance· with the -schedules set J'a.t:tb.,_.in 
subsections (2); (3), (4), and (5) -of -£hi;; 

_ -~ect~_~n.J ~ 
(2) No rerson shall, without first 

obtaining a permit from the Department 
or Regional Authority, construct, install, 
establish, develop or operate any air · ! 
contaminant source not listed in Table A _.,,..

1 
11:(.,. 

~ 0 C>' which would emit: . ·,;t'.\ 
. ' I 

(a) 10 tons or more per year, if the r 

source were to ooerate uncontrol­
led, of any air contaminan-ts 
including, but not limited to..!.. 
Particulates, SO ;NO, or hydro-
'--'-'~~~~~~-x~~x 

carbons; or 
(b) at the discretion of the Deoart­

ment or Regional Authority, any 
malodorous odors. 

(3) Any source listed in Table A may 
apply to the Deoartment or Regional 
Authority 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. 
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2) No p~rson shall'lconstruct,fn~~all, ---ci 
es abli&~h tlevelo~ e_Eerate_ any ~ ~ir ~+-'·J:._ __ --,,i!Q-14.~,__,, 
-ontamm nt~rG:e J1sted m Tabfe~ap-
_,ended eryto wit176ut ±\,-st -obtaining a 
p_e:c;mit rom the D,epa7lr;r'tent or Regional \' 
Author ty.J · / I _ 

. Q3J J!-ftez;Janu.ar_}•;'l, 1973/ J'o pers~p.shall 
operat

1
6 any air fco:dta:m1rtant ~o;u-tce (a) 

througli__,/l) as lis~esf ih :T.~ble A appended 
· hereto, or discharWi,(e~it or al19~1any air 

contaminant from sai_d /pource except as 

may be.author.1.·zed by;,a\;Ki,, rr~mtly vii.. lid Pr.-.1-.­
mit from the D,epartme or ~egio:ii,alA1)1th-
orHyJ. . . / 

· [(4) After J/uly 1, 197;B, no person shall 
opera,l:e '!I!Y:! air conta*1in_ant source,_i'i~) 

tll.. rough (.hh·. )a·· .. s listed ,iit 1i able c.A· app~.-nqed hereto, or-:1'.lischarge, emit or ,lallov.i a)ny 
-air contaminant from said sou-rce e cept 

- · r.:I, '· , - j\ /I 

as may ber. ufhorized by .. a CUrJ;'ently: alid 
Permit fr 'm the/Department 0r Reg' i <rial · 

,- I' I I I ' 
AuthoritY,~ / .- . 1 • • \I · -
[(5) ¥t R Janu'r." 1, ;1974, ,,.:ho_ iper~on 
sha·ll· ope _ate. a.n· y air ccintam .. ina11t -~ .. ource 
(ii) throu · h (u~} as .lis1ted _in Table.A ap-
Pended h *eto,,:..or, disqha7ge, e~it 

1
or.,?-l­

l()w/any a,rn· ·. cqrtt<i-minan~ f;~om s<dd source 
''Ccept as, : Iriaf\.J:>e·· a~th?rized by a cur-

1ently va d her~'it0\i'frdtn the Department 
_ d-~ Region~(Authorit\r.J . • _ _ _ _ 

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 fir .contaminant _source · 
included from Tai:ile A. · · [f,P li-

c a·~. i.pn~f01'i, .. m·ul._!;.·ple .. -,~o.f-r.c e '<p. ".7m: .. ~-t!';~ill ndt b<;Y received by the Diepartment o1'!Re-
gi0n:~l Author~tY, ~£.or pr'o'cessing • ,-ithout 

. </ . - i . -

' 

' 

8 t. • 1 
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prior written agreement between the pei;·'" 
mit issuing agency a:nQ. t.he a.ppl~c~t/con­
cer.ning the overall merit:of issuing amul-

' , . , / '. •- I /f ·-.' 
.tiple"\;'ou,ic'e permit for.the site wi4er cqn-
si4eration.J V · · · 

(1) When a single air contaminant source 
which is inciuded in a multiple-source per­
mit, is subject to permit modification, re­
vocation, suspension or denial, such action 
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
clud.eS: 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 th"eir respective jurisdictions over 
the pe rmittee, 

20-033.12 FEES. (l)Allpersons required 
to obtain a permit shall be subject to a 
three-part fee consistingof auniformnon­
refundable Filing Fee of $25,00, a vari­

. able Application Investigation and Permit 
IssuL-ig or Deny.ing Fee and a variable 
Annual Permit Compliance Determination 
Fee. The amount equal to the Filing Fee and 
the Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be s.ubmitted 
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 
listina of air contaminant sources listed 

0 . 

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 sta::idards, receipts 
of additional information or any other re­
ason pursuant to applicable statutes and 
do no~ require re-filing or review of an 
application or plans and specifications 

8d 

.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 U,termination 
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 Gom­
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 (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 A.71-
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 with applications 
for modified or renewed· permits if the 
following conditions exist: 

(a) The modified or renewed permit is 
e·ssentially the same as the previous per­
mit. 

(b) The source or ·r;ources included are 
in compliance with all conditions of the 
modified or renewed permit. 

(ll) When an air contaminant source 
which is in compliance with the rules of 
a permit issuing agency relocates or pro-

12-15-72 

r· 
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poses to relocate its operation to a site 
in the jurisdiction of another per:r;nit 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 temporary or conditional permit 
is issued in accordance with adopt e d 
procedures,. fees submitted with the appU-· 
cation for an air contaminant discharge 
permit shall be retained and be appli­
cable to the rt;?gular permit when it is 

.granted or denied. 
· 13 Sources re uired to obtain a er"' 
mit under Section 20-033.08 2 not in-
c uded in Table A shall be subject to, in 
addition to the Filing Fee of $25.00, the 
following fee schedule to be app-lied in 
each case by the Department based upon 
the anticipated cost of issuing or deny­
ing the permit, and of compliance inspec­
tions: 

·, 

Schedule 
if lm·1 
cost 
lTliied­
ium cost 
if high 

·cost 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 25 

150 

450 

Annual 
Permit 
Compliance 
Determination 
Fee 

$ 25 

. 100 

325 

(14) [ (13)] All fees shall be made pay­

able to the p.··e·rm· it.~ssu. ing a.ge. nc:y.:J~,ryd 
s'hall be depositeQ_ im .the ·51;ate .T'S'iAfµrYr' 
by the Department of

0 

EriV:ironmentai Quality 
to. the credit of the Department of' Environ­
inehtal Quality Air Emission Permit Acc:ount 
which is continuoµsly appropriated for, .i:he 
~rpose of fundiryg the tir contami.nant.j~is­
o)1arge peimit p:r;<;lgram c:o,vered by these 
regulations.] · 

Se 

20-033.14 PROCEDURES F 0 R OB'­
TA!NING PERMITS. Submissio1" 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. 

20-033.16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS. (1) 
No person shall construct, in.stall, est~b­
lish modify or enlarge any air contamin­
ant 'source listed in Table A or facilities 
for controlling, treating, or otherwise lin:­
iting air contaminant e::nissio:ns from air 
contaminant sources 11.:;ted 1n Table A 
without notifing the permit issuing agency 
as required by ORS 449. 712 _.and rules 
promulgated thereunder. 

(2) Prior to construction, installation, 
establishrn.ent, modification or enlarge­
ment of any air contaminant source listed 
in Table A or facilities for controlling, 
treating, or otherwise linliting air con­
taminant emissions from air contaminant· 
sources listed in Table A, detailed plans 
and specifications shall be submitted to 
and approved in writh1g by the Depart­
ment or Regional Authority upon request 
as required by ORS 449. 712 and rules 
promulgated thereunder. 

20-033.18 RE GIST RAT I 0 N EX­
EMPTION. Air contaminant sources con­
structed and operated under a permit is­
sued pursuant to these regulations maybe 
exempted from Registration as required 
'by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 449. 707. 

20-033.20 PERMIT PROGl'{Ai.YfS 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 shall by 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 cevised 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 'fourte·en (14) day period, the 
Department shall give written notice to 
the Regional Authority of any objection 
the Department has to the proposed per­
m;t or revised n'ermit or its issuance. 
N~ permit .shall be issued by a Regional 
Authority unless all objections thereto by 

: the .Department shall be re solved 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 
it.s 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
pal;'trnent re'garding 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 

' 

8£ 

' is sue a temporary permit for a period not 
to exceed 90 days. . . .· .. · 

(SJ The Regional Authority shall give 
written notice to the Department of its 
intention to deny an application for a 
permit, not to renew a pe.rmit, 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 _R.~gion.tl Authqrity ~hal} PiJe7/ 

pare and submit to . the . Departni.ent1/;;t 
S\ll11mary ,1istingi.<if '-~ i r. ·· contazyiil)-)3-n'.t 
~~"?7i:/s ii:urrentlY, .i'':' v;iol.fitipn o~ii~s 'u.e;a 
J?e7tn,1ts .. The.se~r"lpoi;ts:s_h;all/)'e ~adr 9\1.; a 
q~arll.erly basis co)ln.menc1ng April l,j 9'\3.J 

12-15-72 
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DEPARTMENT .OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO 
TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 

ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDU~E 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

1. [a] Asphalt production by 2951 $ 75 $ 50 
distillation 

2. [b] Asphalt blowing plants 2951 100 75 
' 3. [c] Asphaltic concrete paving 2951 100 100 

A 

plants 

4. [d] Asphalt felts and coating 2952 150 100 

5. [e] 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 200 125 

9. [i] Secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175 

10. [j] Rendering plants 2094 150 100 

11. [k] Coffee roasting 2095 100 75 

12. [1] Sulfite pulp and paper 2611 300 175 
production 2621 

2631 

[m] [Grain mi 11 products l oca- [2041] 
ted in Special Control [2042] 
Areas] 

[10,000 or more T/yr.] · [250] [150] 
[less than 10,000 T/yr.] [50] [50] 

13. Flour·and other grain 2041 
mill ~roducts in SEecial 
Control Areas 

a. 10,000 or more T/~r. 250 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50 

' 

17 Oct 73 89 
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, Table A Continued Application Annual 

Standard Investigation Permit 
Air Industrial and Permit C6mpliance 

Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-
Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

14. PreEared feeds for animals 
and fowls in seecial 
Control Areas. 

2042 

a. 10,000 or more T/yr. $ 250 $ 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50 

Ji. Cereal Ereearations in 2043 250 150 
SEecial Control Areas. 

]§_. Blended and EreEared 2045 
flour in SEecial Control 
Areas. 

a. 10,000 or more T/yr. 250 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T7yr. 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 seecial 
Control Areas. 

a .. 20,000 or more T/y_r. 150 100 
~· Less than 20,000 T7yr. 50 50 

18. Grain elevators - erimarily 5053 
engaged in buying and7or 
marketing grain - in seecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/yr. 300 225 
b. Less than 20,000 T/lr. 50 50 

19. [o] 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 

[v] [Furniture and fixtures [2511) [125) [loo] 
100 or more employees] 

26. Battery manufacturing 3691 100 75 

ah 
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· Table A continued 

27. 

28. [w] 

29. [x] 

30. [y] 

31. [z] 

32. [aa] 

[bb] 

33. 

[cc] 

Air. 
Contaminant 

Source 

Furniture and fixtures 
a. 100 or more emeloyees 
ii". 10 emeloyees or more 

but less than 100 
emeloyees 

Glass manufacturing 

Cement manufacturing 

Lime manufacturing 

Gray iron and steel 
foundries 

a. 3,500 or more tons 
per year production 

b. Less than 3,500 tons -,_ 
per year production 

Steel works~ rolling and 
finishin9 mills 

[Incinerators (not else-
where included) more than 
2,000 lb/hr. capacity] 

Incinerators 
a. Greater than 4,000 l l:5s/hr 

caeac1ty 
b. 40 lb/hr to 4,000 lb/hr 

caeacity 

[Fuel burning equipment 
(not elsewhere included) 
Residual oil 5 million 
or more btu per hour 
(heat input) 
Wood fired 5 million or 
more btu per hour (heat 
input)] 

' 

8i 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica- · 
tion Number 

2511 

3231 

3241 

3274 

3321 
3323 

3312 

[4961] 

Application 
Investigation 
· and Permit 

Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 125 
75 

100 

300 

150 

300 

100 

300 

[100] 

100 

Z§_ 

[100] 

[loo] 

l.n. .J'tU 

Annual 
Penn it 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

$ 100 
50 -
75 

150 

100 

150 

100 

175 

[100] 

100 

75 

[50] 

[50] 



' . Table A continued 

34. 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

Fuel burning eguipment 
a. Residual oil 
- Jl 250millionor 

more btu/hr. 
(heat in8ut) 

n_ 5millionormore 
but less than 250 
mil 1 ion btu/hr. 
(heat i nnut) 

1)_ Less than 5 mil­
lion btu/hr. 
(heat inPlitT 

b. Distillate oil 
Jl 250 million or more 

btu/hr. (heat in­
put) 

,_n_ 5 mil 1 ion or more 
but less than 250 
millio.n btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

c. Wood fired 
·1) 250 million or more 
- btu~hr. (heat in-· 

E.!!.!L n_ 5 million or more 
but less than 250 
mill ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

1)_ Less than 5 mil­
l ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

d. Coal fired 
TI 250 mi 11 ion or more 

btu/hr. (heat in­
put) 

n_ 5 mill ion or more 
but less than 250 
mill ion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

1)_ Less than 5 mil-
1 ion btu hr. 
heat input) 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion ~lumber 

4961* 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$ 150 

100 

25 

150 

25 

150 

100 

25 

150 

100 

25 

$ 

Annual 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

100 

25 

100 

25 

100 

50 

25 

100 

50 

25 

NOTE: The abov~ fees shall be increased by 20% to cover costs of multiple 
device installations. 

steam for sale but excludin 

8j 
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Table A continued 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- IS'suing or Determina-

Source tion Number · Den~i ng Fee tion Fee 

35. [dd] Primary smelting and refin- 3313 
ing of ferrous and nonfer- 333.9 
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 

36. [ee] Synthetic resin manufacturing 2821[2831] 100 100 

37. [ff] Seed cleaning located in 0719 0 0 
Special Control Areas (not 
elsewhere included) 

38; [gg] Kraft pulp and 2611 300 175 
paper production 2621 

2631 

39. [hh] Primary aluminum production 3334 300 175 

40. [ii] Industrial inorganic and 2810 250 125 
organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere 
included) 

41. [jj] Sawmill and planing 2421 
a. 25,000 or more 75 50 

bd.ft./shift 
b. Less than 25,000 25 25 

bd.ft/shift 

[kk] [Mill workJ [2431] [75] [50] 

42. Mill work with 10 2431 75 50 
em~lo~ees or more 

[11] [Furniture and fixtures [2511] [75] [50] 
less than 100 employees] 

43. [mm] Minerals, earth and rock 3295 100 75 
ground or otherwise 
treated [(not elsewhere 

1442 

i nc;l uded)] 

' 

Bk 
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Table A continued 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Penni t 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Denying Fee ti on Fee 

44. [nn] Brass and bronze foundries 3362 $ 75 $ 50 

45. [oo] Aluminum foundries (not 3361 75 50 
elsewhere included) 

46. [pp] Galvanizinl and EiEe coating - 3479 75 50 
exclude a-11 other activities 

47. [qq] Smoke houses with 5 or 2013 75 50 
more emElotees 

48. [rr] Herbicide manufacturing 2879 225 175 

49. [ss] Building J22.Per and building 
board mills [(not else-

2661 150 100 

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 oil less [25] [25] 
than 5 million btu/hr 
(heat input) 
Distillate oil 5 [25] [25] 
million or more btu/hr 
(heat input) 
Wood fired less than 5 [25] [25] 
million btu/hr (heat 
input)]_ 

50. Hardwood mi 11 s 2426 50 25 

51. Shake and shingle mills 2429 50 25 

52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 100 

53. Electr6Elating, rolishing 3471 75 50 
and anodizing with 5 or 
more ernQl oyees 

' 

81 
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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 Denzring Fee ticln Fee 

54. ·Electric power generation 4911 $ 350 $ 225 

55. Gas production and/or 4925 350 225 
manufacturing 

56. Petroleum refining 2911 450 325 

57. ~lood Preserving 2491 75 50 

' 

Bm 

r 
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State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Toi E. J. Wea~ee Dates October 3, 1973 

From: JK 

Subject• Fuel Burning Equipment Air Contaminant Discharge Permits and Fees 

The application of permit fees to fuel burning equipment in the former 

CWAPA region has been extensively reviewed. Relatively accurate data on type 

and quantity of fuel burning devices as well as time requirements for permit 

writing and compliance inspections has recently been compiled making it possible 

to provide a realistic judgement of program time requirements. 

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 Equipment AIPID PCD CWAPA Re2ion 
Fee Fee No. Devices No. Plant Sites 

Residual oil >5 MB'l'U $ 100 $ 50 285 150* 

Wood Fired >5 MBTU 100 50 15 

Residual oil <5 MBTU 25 25 1500 

Distillate oil >5 MBTU 25 25 100 

* 40% Schools 

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 off set the cost of the program. 

15 

1200 

80 

In April of 1973 CWAPA sent out fuel burning permit applications to 

facilities requiring permits by 1 July 1973 (Residual and wood fired devices >5 MBTU). 

Great remonstrance from pr-imarily school districts occurred with major objections 

being: 

1. A feeling that permit fees should not be applicable to government agencies 

especially educational institutions. 



2. .l1oney for permit feel? wal? not contained in school district budgets. Not 

eno_ugh lead t:irne was· given to get such money into budget. 

3. · A.•riecessity to hire someone to complete permit application forms was created. 

Money not now budgeted for this purpose. 

4. Fees were considered excessive in comparison to $10 State boiler inspection 

fee .. 

An extension 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 pe-rmits 

and instructed their staff to gather necessary facts to assess the true cost 

of such a pr_ogram 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. 

Assessment of the number_and type of fuel burning devices in the CWAPA region 

has been made, sample permits drafted and several compliance inspections 

conducted. 

A summary of the average staff time for fuel burning permit program has been 

compiled and is attached. 

In summary this study indicates that for an average furl burning device about 

--~-----~------- -,-~-- -----· --

ten no> staff ·hours are required for the initia.l permit yea.r. Seven of the _tgn 

hours a.re for complia.nce inspections and would 

a.dditiona.l fuel burning device at ~ plant site 

be annual re-occurring worka -------- - . ~---- ___ _,,__.,.___, ~--------~ 

would add about 2 hours staff 

Each 

work. 

Large oil and wood fired boilers would require somewhat more staff time than 

the a.verage estimates. These facilities are normally required to have extensive 

monitoring requirements including, smoke and steam flow meters which require 

additional time for permit preparation and compliance inspections. Facilities 

such as PGE Harborton and Beaver, fuel burning devices for Northwest Natural Gas's 

SNG facility and·cRI's Refinery require considerably more time than the 

average estimate. 

Based on an average staff cost of $7/hr the existing fee schedule would 

be approximately for a plant site having a single fuel burning device if residual 

oii and wood fired devices (>5 MBTU) were inspected once per year and Residual 

a.nd Distillate Oil Fired devices (<5 MBTU) were inspected orice every two years. 



For plant sites with more than one device it would be in most cases not 

justifiable to charge the. stated fee for each, device. hyt a. fee somewhat. greater 

than that for a single device would be appropraite and justified. 

Recommendation for Fee Assessment 

There are two basic approaches which could be taken in finalizing application 

of the permit program to fuel burning devices, those being: 

1. Administratively apply existing regulations as equitably and justifiably as 

possible, or 2. Modify existing regulations in the most equitable and justifiable 

manner. The lat~er approach would be the most desirable but does have the 

disadvantages of delaying issuance of permits until a rule change has been made 

and making some adjustments in fees already paid. In 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 .Rule application this 

way, however, is highly inequitable and not commensurate 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) Pennwalt 

(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 !'m fees for .total. heiit input -~t. the p1cant site. In this 

way fees would be closely commensurate with staff cost and there would be equity 

between small and large facilities. A suggested modification to the present 

rule is presented below. Such a change would require a minimal modification 

to existing rules. ~letion of th~_.Cnot elsewhere included) for fuel burning 

devices is recommended since fees for other processes which have fuel burning 

devices appear insufficient to cover costs of fuel burning inspections (i.e. 

$50 - $75 annual compliance determination fees for the following services: 

asphalt distillation and blowing plants, ammonia manufacturing, small grain mills 

and elevators, nitric acid mfg., primary smelting less than 2000 T/year, 



, ... 

- 4-

·sawmills, millwork and furniture manufacturing, brass, bronze, aluminum foundries, 

smokehouses' Deletion of the "not. elsewhere.included" for fuel burning devices. 

would also have a net effect of justifiably increasing total fees ·- an objective 

which the Department now seems to have .. The third class of 250 MBTU/yr was 

chosen· sinc.e it is ·the· lower limit of demarking between medium and large facilities. 

New Regulation - Fuel Burning Equipment 

Fee 
Fuel Burning Equipment - Heat input/hr for plant site Aipid PCD 

a Distillate. Oil >5 MBTU <250 MBTU $ 25 $ 25 
Resiaual oil <5 MBTU . ___,__ 

b Residual oil or wood fired >5 MBTU <250 MBTU 100 50 

c Distillate or Residual oil <250 MBTU 150 100 

·"'~of''- h If 
Note: Thea fees ~d be ;.,.S>&ii!i:em3:y increased by 20% to cover costs of ·rnultiple 

device· instc:illations,as~·=a:r1_estner:.:tne~eF~i111e:reasi11§·"'c.feVe·nUe- t~rtttr f 6 4S. 
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 

DEQ .C 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

E. J. Weathersbee, H. M. Patterson, Mike Roach Ddte· 
Vern Adkison, Hayne llanson .~ Ray Potts · 10/4/73 

H. H. llurkitt 

Proposed Modification to Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Rules 

Attached is a draft copy of the proposed amendments to OAR, 340, 

Section 20-033.02 through 20-033.20. 

Please note that the major revisions include the follo11ing: 
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 emissions 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 cateqori es. 

Your comments and suggestions are invited at the earliest practica~le 
date. After evaluation of your comments, a meeting will be scheduled to 
discuss any revisions made to this attached draft. 

sb 

P. S. A pubic hearing has been scheduled for 10 a.m. on 'lovember 27, 1973, 
in the Auditorium of the Public Service Bldg. in Portland. It is 
imperative that you forward your comments to this office by no later 
than October 12, 1973, in order to comolete a re-draft and meet on 
this matter. ' 
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE 
PERMITS 

· [ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci-
. fied, sections 20-033.02. through 20-033.' 
20 of this chaptei- of the Oregon Admin­
istrative Rules ·Compilation we re. adopted 
by the Depa,:tment of Environmental Qual- -
ity July 28, 1972., and fiied with the Sec- · 
retary ofState August 31, 1972.asDEQ47.]' 

20-033.02. PURPOSE. The . purpose of 
these regulations is to pr.escribe the re­
quirements and procedures for obtaining 
Air Contaminant Dischai:-ge Permits pur­
suant to -Chapter 406,;'0regon Laws 1971' 

. for stationary '-,gources. 
J 

20-033.04 DEFINITIONS. As used in 
these regulatfons ;m_less otherwise re­
quired by context: 

(1) "Department" means Department of 
·Environmental Quality. . . 

(2.) "Commission" me an s Environ-, 
m~ntal Quality Commission. 

(3) "Person" means the United States 
Government and agencies thereof, a rt y 
state, individual, public or private corpor­
ation, political subdivision, governmental 
agency, municipality, industry, co-part­
nership, association, firm, trust, estate, 
or any other le;ial entity whatever. · -

( 4) "Permit' or "Air Contaminant Dis.., 
charge Permit" means a written!le-rmit 
issued by the Department or Regional 
Authority in accordance with d.ulY ad.opted 
procedures, which by its conditions auth­
orizes the permittee to construct, install, 
modif-1- 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 
(Columbia-l·Jillamette Air Pollution 
Authority ;3 Hid-Willamette Valley Air 
Pollution Authority (A!> ft') ~Lctne 
R?gional Air Pollution.A~thority. 

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be 
the policy of the Department of Eviron­
mental Quality and the Regional Author­
itie a 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 Be 

The public notice shall allow 30 days for 
written comment from the public and 
from interested S t a t e and 'Federal 
agencies. 

20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) .Air 
contaminant discharge p e 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 therein by 
referenc~ 0 1 ibl: bl 5 l i­

. 1¥e s ,:,_et _for_t}a_ iB &4i,,h&scbic::s (i!J.(i);-~~ 1-l, 
.end ( 5

) s'thj *i ;? 
(2) No person shall construct, install, 

. 111't'N) _.,--v 
. establi•sh, develop. or operate s.ny - air · 
contaminant' source' listed in Table A ·.1 1 . t ,,,. , • 
appended hereto or anv new source which 1_$

110 
-

would emit if uncontrolled 10 tons or 
more per year of .any air contaminants 
including but not limited to particulates, 
SO , NO ,ifhvdrocarbons, ~"Odoreu& 
em'fssioRs without first obtaining a permit 
from the Department or Regional ~uthority. 

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 
is sued including all sources located at the 
s'?vtite. rch .p,er. mit. $ shall separately ident-
·- b J)f. •· I h L • I i 1 y : su .. sec.19n eac. 1a1r contan)1nant 
aour;!::e inqluded if r o r/i Table A • .Appli­
cations for multiple-source permits will 
no)"lre rece.ived by t,he Department or Re­
gional Authority fp_J> proc es sing....,..f~hout 
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prk..._ .wr~tt,~r agreei~-ent hetwee:i the per~ · 
mfi ,sumg agency and the, a.pphc;mt con': 
c~rhing the overall merit of is.suing a mul- · 

_ t,iple-sourc~ perrl.i.t~ forthe.siteJ.lllder C:oI1-
sld.eration. ' \;. 

(1) When a single air contaminant source 
which is included in a multiple-source per­
mit, is subject to permit ~edification, re­
vocation, suspension or denial, such action 
by the Department cir Regional Authority 
shall only affect .that individual source 
without thereby affecting any oth~r source 

. subject to that permit. 
(Z} · WhE;n .a, :muUipte-source permit in­

cludeS: air contaminant sourc·es '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 jurisdictions over 
the perm.ittee. '•· 

Z0-033.lZ FEES. (l}Allpersons required 
to · tain a permit shall be subject to a 
thr~.,-part fee consisting of a uniform non­
refundable Filing Fee of $Z5.00, a vari­
able Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable 
Annual Permit Compliance Determination 
Fee. The amount equal to the 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 paid prior to issuance of the 
actual permit. 

(Z) 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
ctio:ri for a new permit, modified -permit, 
or renewed permi.t. • 

(4) Modifications of existing, unexpired 
,pe,..-nits 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 

Bd 

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 ~termination 
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 ex_isting 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 applica~le 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 issued 
for more than five (5) years. 

(9) Upon accepting anapplicationforfil­
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 permits if the 
following conditions exist: 

(a) The modified or renewed permit is 
essentially the' same as the previous per.: 
mit. 

(bl The source or ·Eiources included are 
in compliance with all conditions cf the 
modified or renewed permit. 

(ll) When an air contaminant source 
which is in compliance with the rules of 
a permit issuing agency relocates or pro-

lZ-15- 72 
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poses to relocate its operation to a site 
i;n 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 
jurisdietion 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 temporary or conditional permit 
is issued in accordanc.e with a d o pt e d 
procedures,. fees submitted with the appli­
cation for an air contaminant discharge 
permit shall be reta.ined and be appli­
cable to the regular permit when it is 
.granted or denied. 

. (i3J .Jille; fOr~urce~ required to 
obtain a permit under Section 20-033 .. 08 , 
(2) not included in Table A shall .b~.s,,AJ•~·lf. 
in addition to t~e Fil~nq Fee of $25.00, ) 
$100.00 for· the Permit Application Issuance 
or Denial Fee, and $50.00 for the Annual 
Compliance Determination Fee. 

(14) [(l3)JAll fees shall be made payable to 
the permit issuing agency arid 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 .purpose of funding the air con­
taminant discharge permit program cov-
ered by these regulations. . · · 

20-033.14 PROCEDURES F 0 R oa~ 

TAlNING PERMITS. Submission and pro­
cessing of applications for permits and 
issuance, denial, modification, and re­
vocation of permits shall be in accordanc'e 
with duly adopted procedures of the per­
mit issuing agency. 

Be 

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 liated 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 
promulgate.cl thereunder. 

20-033.18 REG IS TR.AT I 0 N EX­
EMPTION. Air contaminant sources con­
structed and operated under a permit is­
sued pursuant to these regulations maybe 
exempted ·from Registration. as required 
by riiles adopted pursuant to ORS 449.707. 

20-033.20 PERMIT PROGRA.'\1S 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 shall by its cond.itions 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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f2) E·ach permit proposed to b.e issued 
or vised by a Regional Authority shall 
be ,,. .... omitted 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 propos·ed per­
mit or revised nermit 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 re.vised 
permit, the Department . shall present 
it.s 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 

Sf 

' 

issue·a temporary permit for a period not 
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 pe.rmit, dr 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 · a i r. contaminant 
sources currently in violation of issued 

"permits. These reports shall be made on a 
quarterly basis commencing April 1, 1973 • 

12-15-72 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO 

TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 

ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

Appl feat ion Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

l· [a] Asphalt oroduction 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 1.50 100 

5. [e] Calcium carbide manu-
facturing 2819 225 150 

6. [f] Alkalies and chlorine 
manufacturing 2812 225 175 

7. [g] Nitric acid manufacturing 2819 100 75 

8. [h] Ammonia manufacturing 2819 200 125 

9. [i] ·secondary lead smelting 3341 225 175 

.lQ. (j] Rendering plants 2og4 150 100 

11 • [k] Coffee roasting 2095 100 75 

12. [l] 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/hr.] [250) [150j [less than 10,000 T/yr.] [SO) [50 

13. Flour and other grain 2041 
mil I Qroaucts in S~ecial 
Control Areas 

a. 10,000 or more T/~r. 250 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T/yr. 50 50 

3 Oct. 73 8g 
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Table A Continued 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Cl assifi ca- Issuing or Determina-

Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

14. PreQared feeds·for animals 2042 
• and fowls in SQecial 

Control Areas. 
a. 10,000 or more T/:t.r. $ 250 $ 150 
b. Less than 10,000 T7:1.r. 50 50 

15. Cereal Qreearations in 2043 250 150 
SQecial Control Areas. 

16. Blended and erepared 2045 
flour in SQecial Control 
Areas. 

a. 10,000 or more T/fr. 250 150 
b. Less than 10,000 -7:1.r. 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 -storafe 4221 
onl:t. located in Seecia 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/:t.r. 150 100 
b. Less than 20,000 T/:t.r. ·so 50 

1§.. Grain elevators - Qrimaril:t. 5053 
engaged in bu:t.ing and/or 
marketing grain - in seecial 
Control Areas. 

a. 20,000 or more T/~r 300 225 
b. Less than 20,000 T/:t.r. TOO 75 

19. [o] Redimix concrete 3273 75 50 

20. [p] Plywood manufacturing 2432 150 100 . 

21. [q] Veneer manufacturing (not 2434 75 75 
elsewnere incluaea) 

22. [r) Particleboard manufacturing 2492 300 150 

23. [s] Hardboard manufacturing 2493 200 100 

24. [t] Charcoal manufacturing 2861 200 100 
: ~ 

Bh 
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Table A continued 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifi ca- 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] t-

: 
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 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 

~· 3,500 or more tons 
per year production 300 150 

£. Less than 3,500 tons 
per year production 100 100 

32. [aa] Steel works, rolling and 
finishing mills 3312 300 175 

[bb] [Incinerators (not else-
where included) more than 
2,000 lb/hr. capacity] [100] [100] 

33. Incinerators 
included) 

(not elsewhere 

a. Greater than 4,000 lbs/hr· 
capacity 100 100 

b. 40 lb/hr to 4,000 lb/hr 
capacity 75 75 

Si 
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Table A continued 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

[cc] [Fuel burning equipmer};t: 
(Ret el sewhe1 e iAe~aed)· 
Residual oil 5 mi~ ion 
or more.btu p~r'hour 
(heat i npl!,t'J/ 
Wood fi.r-e'd 5 mi 11 ion or 
mo~;,;b'iu per hour (heat 
iJ1put)] 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

[4961] 

Fuel burning eguipment 4961* 
(Ret- el sewf'le-re incl ud~ C; f/·· 

[dd] 

[ee] 

[ff] 

[gg] 

a. Residual oi·~ ' · 
million or more btu/hr 
(heat input) t. < ~.Ji t' 

b. Residual oil - less , 
than 5 mi 11 ion btu/hr < 'JJ.l) 
(heat input) 

c. Distillate oil - 5 
million or more btu/hr 
(heat input) 

d. Wood fired - 5 million 
or more btu/hr (heat 
input) 

e. Wood fired - less than 
5 million btu/hr heat 
in ut 

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 

3313 
3339 

.2821 [2831] 

0719 

2611 
2621 
2631 

Application 
fnvestigation 
and Permit 
!;;suing or 
Denying Fee 

$ [100] 

[100] 

100 

25 

25 

100 

25 

300 

100 

100 

0 

300 

Annual 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina- . · 
t.;on Fee 

l $ [ 50] 

[ 50] 

50 

25 

25 

50 

25 

175 

75 

100 

0 

175 

*Not 1 imited to fuel burning eguipment generating steam for sale. 

8j 
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Table A continued 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determi na-

Source tion Number Denying Fee tion Fee 

39. [hh] Primary aluminum production 3334 300 175 

40. [ii] Industrial inorganic and 2810 250 125 
organic chemicals manu-
facturing (not elsewhere 
included) 

41. [jj] Sawmill and planing 2421 
.!!.. • 25,000 or more 

bd. ft/shift 75 50 
.Q.. Less than 25,000 

bd.ft/shift 25 25 

[kk] [Mill 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 othen~i se JM.2 ... 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 employees 2013 75 50 

48. [rr] Herbicide manufacturing 2879 225 175 
l 
I 

[ss] Building paper and building 49. I board mills 2661 150 100 

I 
' 

8k 



' , 

CH. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

Table A continued 

Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Penn it 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Determi na-

Source tion Number Denling Fee tion Fee 

[tt] [Incinerators (not else-
where included) 2,000 to 
4,000 

pounds per hour 
capacity)] [75] [75] 

[uu] [Fuel burning equipment [4961 J 
(not else1~here included) 

Residual oil less 
than 5 million btu/hr 
(heat input) [25] (25] 
Distillate oil 5 
million or more btu/hr 
(heat input) [25] [25] 
Wood fired less than 5 
million btu/hr (heat 
input)] [25] [25] 

50. Hardwood mills with 5 or 
more employees 2426 50 25 

fil_. Shake and shinale mills 
with 5 or more employees 2429 50 25 

52. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 150 100 

53. Electroplating, polishing 
and anodizing with 5 or 
more emplolees 3471 75 50 

54. Electric power generation 4911 350 225 

55. Gas production and/or 
manufacturing 4925 350 225 

56. Petroleum refining 2911 450 325 

Bl 



Application r10. -------­

Pennit No. 

APPLICATION FOR A1R COflTAMillANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 

NOTE: Prepare 4 copies, each to include all SCHEDULES and REQUIRED ItlFORMATION 
Retain 1 copy and forward 3 copies to this Department: 

'c ,c'Department of Envi'ronmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Merri son' Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention: Air Contaminant Discharge Pennit Program 

. r .- .. -

Phone: ( 503} 229-5267 

' •·· 

The, a pp l .i cant ·named. be low ~her:eby osubmi:ts .thts_,,completed. a ppli cati'on, and requests . .:tbat the :air c.ontamina;nt , , .•. 
source(s) described in lter.i'3'below·be issued an Air Contaminant Discharge Penntt~· 

. l. Official Applicant Identification: 2. Source Site Description: 

Finn Mame Business Name-------------

Division 

Mailing Address Plant Site Address 
~---------~ 

City State Zip City State Zip ------- --- ·--
Phone Area Code __ I Phone 

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

3. Air.Contaminant Source(s) and fees as listed in Table A of OAR, Chapter 340, Section 20-033.02 through 
20-033.·20, tor your facility.are sh01·m below. Complete and .attach the information as required by., ,,,. 
Schedules I, and II of this application for each air contaminant source. 

.-.• l • t- • r' J r ! " "" S.I.C. AIPID PCD 
Number Fee* Fee** .. 

a. $ $ 

b. $ $ 

c. $ $ 

Totals ' $ $ 

Submit a check with this application in the amount of$ payable to this Department for one 
filing fee ($25.00) and the total of AIPIO fee's. The first total PCO fee in the amount of$ 
must be paid prior to final issuance of a permit and may be included with this application. ---

Amount of Enclosed Check $ 
~-------

4. Certification: I hereby apply for pennission 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 exhibits appended hereto are to the best of my 
knowledge and belief true and·correct. 

(Signature of o\'/ner or legally authorized representative) 

(Title) 

• Application, Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denyinq Fee 
** Permit Compliance Determination Fee 

Page 1 

(Date) 

. .. , '·' 



Application No. ---------

APPLICATION FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT (Cont.) 

5. Person Authorized to Receive Permit: 

Title _______________ Phone Area Code __ / ______ _ 

Ad.dress ------------------------------

City -----"""--------- State --------- Zip __ _.. __ 

6 •. 'Person to Contact (at plant site) for Additional Details: 

N11111e 

Title Phone Area Code _I 

Address 

City State Zip-----

7. Status ·of Applicant (Check as appropriate) - ~--'. 

Lessee 
~---

____ Government Agency 

____ Partnership ____ Corporation Individual Owner 
~---

8. Name and Address of the Individual Owner, Partner or Corporation's Registered Agent: 

Name 
---------------------------~----

Title----"------------- Phone Area Code __ / ______ _ 

Address 
---------------------~--'"-------

_____ r;j}:y ---------------State -------~~Zip --=--.. --.·------

Page 2 



Application No. 

SCHEDULE I - DESCRIPTION OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCE 

"' , The-tnf.ol"ll1ation required in this schedule must .. be furnished, for ,eiicb.,ail:' cori;tamjnal]~"~9\l.rce. ~­
c, - Jisted:tn-Item 3, page 1 of the application. , ,. ,c • _ • , ~;.~;~~'·· __ • 

Air Contaminant Source • (as listed in Item 3 of application) S.I.C. 

1. General Production Information 

'· '"' "· ·State the production rate in the units delineated in the appHcable- section of the OAR 
rules or in units generally used by the industry for each air contaminant source process 
or _a'ny component thereof for which a specific emission standard has been adopt_ed_. 

a. Maximum hourly production ra_!e 
·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

b. Normal hourly production rate 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

c. Primary operating schedule (indicate by hours per day, da~ per week and wee.k~ per . 
year. If seasonal, indicate normal season.) ,. , 

d. Products produced: 
Annual Production 

Description (Tons,. Bd. Ft., Sq. Ft., etc.) 

· e: · List below the· major ra~1 material (s) inc hiding -fuels uti·l·i·zed (use additiona-l -shee:t 
if necessary) ... .., . -~-- -- ' ... ,- --

Raw Material and Fuels Amount Utilized Annually 

Page 3 

Form G-l 



Application No. 
~-~---~~--

SCHEDULE I - DESCRIPTION OF AIR CONTAMINAlff SOURCE (Continued) 

, __ ,, ... ,_. :- - • -•. p' "!""·' 'l~."'1~' _,,._,_, ,._. •-';' 

-· ' ,; .,_ -~ -

a. Attach Fprocess flow:diagram showing relatio.nship.of process equipment;. Indic,atec• ,,,,,,-, 
where raw materials identified in le enter the process, where liquid waste, solid 
waste and air contaminants exit and where finished products are obtained. Identify 

, each air contaminant discharge point and air po.llution control device with a unique ' , 
:,descr;iptive-item name and-code letter. 'h<:x:c~·· •,i•c ,,, 

b. Description of Air Pollution Control Device(s) 

Code 
Letter 

Form G-1 

Mo111i,nclatl!re of, , , , , 
Air. -Pollution-, , .. , · - · 

' f • ! 

Control Device Equip. Mfg. Name 
.specifications- "Design , - Date 
or Model No. __ Eff. (%) Installed, 

-'--'--'-"----'"--"-~ •.- i' ,,~ ~----~' -~· '; L'; ·; ''---'-~------=--

Page 4 

Amt;. ./;)f. a.ir­
Contami nan ts , 
Collected/year 

-.,. 



Application No.---------

~ SCHEDULE I - DE~CRIPTION QF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCE (C6ntinued) 

c. Des·cription of Air Contaminant Discharge Point(s) 

- . ,-,:;,. 

Code 
Letter 

c. .-, ,. •·o •; . • ... ·Discharge 
:·,Discharge -Volume 

Discharge ·Velocity Flow 
Terna., F .. .ft ./min · SCFM-... • 

'·• ' 

' 

Height 
Above 
Ground, 

. ,,., . o..., ~ . 

Stack Cross 
Sectional 

fto-- Area (sq ft) 

' 

Air 
Contaminants · 
Erni tted 

' 

Maximum 
Emission 
Rate lb/hr 

Period 
Discha 
Hours/ 
Davs/.>i 

... -

Describe how emission rates were determined. ·· If by sourt·e lest, submit a copy ·of the test "report ·with. this 
application. 

Page 5 
Form G-1 



: '11.· 
Application Mo. ~--------

·SCHEDULE I - DESCRIPTION OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCE (Continued) 

3. Plot Plan for the Air Contaminant Source Listed in Item 3, page l of applic.a,2.2.~··L~"- , .,, · 

Attach a si,Je plot plan showing the_ physical location on the plant site of proce.ss ...... _ 
equ-ipment, air pollution control device(s) and .air contaminant,n.ischarge pojnt(s). . 
Use the same code .letters employed in this Schedule, Parts 2b and 2c. The plot· 

,,,~,' gltl'n""lllust slJow_t,tie distance, ~~catiolJ and heigh~ of t~e near,~s'P•inhabf~ed r~es:idential 
1 and/or commerc1 a,l. property., 51te access and nearest public rpad. More than ,on.ec plot 

---~. pla11~may'.be-.used; when different scales are necessary or.when[:a: .. s.ingle.plot ,pta.n .. , 
becomes unduly c'omplex. All p:lot plans must intlude a North!•indicator. ·'· .. 

I 
; , 

I . ~ ' 

"'' .'·~· .! 

' -

.• 

Page 6 
Form G-1 · 



Application No. --------

SCHEDULE II - SUPPLEMENTAL PLANT SITE INFORMATION 

-'~~ . 'Jd ... 

·-. _ .... (Or:ilycone. Schedule.IL is: required for entire plan:tsite) : r - ' ... -~ '· '..... --. -
~ . - - ,' 

- ,_ 

l • Refuse Disposal Methods: 
~ -·. l i _,_.:c •·;, 

; .-._ c ·L ,. ' !. ·~" 

. --,, ,- - • - - ' ' !. ~c:.: . .Source 
-- ~- J • . I · ·(Relate to 

Process Fl ow 
,,..,_ -f 

·-·'"' . 
Waste Disposal ; -Disposal 
Material Diaqraml Ouanti tv '' Method Site 

-· 
' 
I 
I 

' 

I 

' 
. 

. , 
' 

' ; 

I 

I ' " '' 
" 

' 

2. Other air contaminant source(s): 

Are other air contaminant source(s) located at plant site for which a permit is 
not being applied for at this time? 

No ----- Yes ---- lfcyes, list below and briefly describe. 

Air. Contaminant Source Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. (if issued) 

Page 7 



20-033.04 

20-033 .oo 

20-033.08 

ADD 

2.0-033 .12 

ADD 

Fee Table 

Preliminary Review of Permit Regulation. 

#27 

Modification - Oct •. 10, 1973 

_f 

·--------( 5) change "a!!--d!!~to "or the" 
- /' 

( 2 >?'te "new" 

(3) Any source listed in Table A may apply to the 

Department or Regional Authority for a special 

Non-Emission Air Contaminant Discharge Permit if 

operating a facility with no air contaminant discharge. 

The determination of applicability of 

' ' 
,_, ..,,._,,;,;-•P/,,;.;J( 

/11''1 ~ 
this permit 

shall be made by the Department or Regional 
I ' I 1 Authority /'I "-'1-'m; ) u.;rJ.,,;u ,:ot · 

If issued a special Non-Emission Air Contaminant 

Discharge Permit the ,4.pplication Inves,tigation and 

:t'~rmit Issuing or ~enying he and~nnual"°,f~rmit 
bompliance ~termination feef::;.ii1;(li be waived by the 

,_ -

Department or Regional Authority. 

Renumber previous 13 and 14. 

.//. 

Change lower limit to 10 employees 

#34 Fuel Burning Equipment not elsewhere included 

which utilize the following as a primary fuel. 

e. But greater than 0.2 x 10 6 BTU/HR. 

#42 - -- Change lower liiiiit to 10 employees 

1143 Delete "For Sale" 

#50, 51, 53 Delete employee reference _ __.- .. --



l :30 P.M. 

(Tentative) 

AGENDA 
Environmental Quality Commission Meeting 

April 30, 1973 

Council Chambers, Civic Center 
555 Liberty S.E. 

Salem, Oregon 

A. Minutes of April 2, 1973 EQC Meeting 

B. Project Plans for March 1973 
' ' 

I 1 " ) .. / C. Lloyd Corp. Parking Facility, Portland 

D. Alder Manufacturing Co., Myrtle Point - Request for Variance 
to operate Wigwam Waste Burner 

· f.IJM 7Ji . .-,/•.·f E. Stayton Sanitary Service, Stayton - EQC Confirmation of MWVAPA Variance 

2:00 P.M. 

F. PUBLIC HEARING to consider adoption of amendments to OAR Chapter 340, 
Div. 4, Sub-Div. l Standards of Quality for Public Waters of 
Oregon and Disposal Therein of Sewage and Industrial Wastes // ·tt 

I /(11 t ' I I • G. PUBLIC HEARING to consider issuance of Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permits to: 
a) Redmond Tallow Co., Redmond 
b) Southern Oregon Tallow Co., Eagle Point 
c) Klamath Tallow Co., Klamath Falls 
d) Ontario Rendering Co., Ontario 
e) Bioproducts Inc., Warrenton 
f) Deschutes Readymix Sand & Gravel Co., Asphalt Div., Bend 

H. Continuation of PUBLIC HEARING from April 2, 1973 meeting to consider 
issuance of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits to: 

Publishers Paper Co., Newberg Division 
Publishers Paper Co., Oregon City Division 

I. Unified Sewerage Agency, Washington County - Sewerage Facilities 
Construction Program 

J. Sewerage Works Construction Priorities List Revisions 

K. Tax Credits 

7:30 P.M. 
L. Continuation of PUBLIC HEARING from April 2, 1973 Meeting to consider 

issuance of Air Contaminant Discharge. Permit to: 
a} Boise Cascade Corp., Salem 



STATE OF _.OREGON 

ROUTE SLIP 

TO: 
J-1. Date 

Mt"° 
1 Z JUN 1973 

FROM: 

CHECK -- Approval -- Investigate 

Lconfer -- Necessary Action 

-- Prepare Reply -- Per Telephone 
Conversation 

--For My Signature --For Your 
Information 

-- Your Signature -- As Requested 

-- Comment -- Note and File 

-- Initial and Return -- Return. With 
More Details 

COMMENTS: 

• 
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l>EPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 

CON':l'A.MINANT 
~Ts· 

DISCHARGE 

. (ED. NO'l'E: 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 Departl:nent of Enviromnental Qual­
ity July 28, 1972, and filed with the Sec­
retary of State August 31, 1972 asDEQ47.} 

20-033,02 PURPOSE. The « P':.lrpo·se of 
these regulatiens i1t to prescribe the re­
quirements and procedures for obtaining 
Air Contaminant Discharge Perm.its pur­
suant to Chclpter ·'406,. Oregon 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 Quality. ·• . 

(2) "Commission" m e an s Environ­
mental Quality Commission. 

(3) "Person" means the United States 
GoverI'.=ent and agencies thereof, a n y 
state, L'ldividual, public or private corpor­
ation, political subdivision, goverrunental 

. agency, municipality, industry, co-part­
nership,. association, firm, trust, estate, 
ot< any other le,al entity 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 pe'.rmittee to construct, install, 
modify. or ·operate specified· facilities, 
cond11ct ·specified activities, or emit, dis,.. 
charge or dispose of air contaminants in 
accordance with specified practices, lim­
itations or prohibitions. · 

(5) "Regional Autho.rity" =;ean.s the 

&i'V)'p id-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 
Aut ority}(. or Lane Regional Air Pollution 
Authority. - · . .· 

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be 
:i.e policy of the Deparbnent 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 

TJ:ie · p~bliC: notice-~ shall· allow. 30-days for'! 
written -comment .. fro:mc- the public and; 
from. interested.. S_': t ,a. t. e .. and. Federai 
ag~~~ .. ~~,. 

.. 20-03.3.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (l) Air 
contaminant discharge p e r zn i t. 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 he·reto, a:ai Hl•axpozated Ll101ch11s7• 
reference, in· accordance WitA tl.e acl1cd­
ules aet forth in a11h5es;tjgns (2), (3); (it. 
arid ( 5) o§ 1iftis se c'!a• 

. (2) No person shall construct, install, 
estahlish develop or operate any new air 
contaminant source listed in Table A ap-

1., pended hereto without first obtaining a 
. 1 permit from the Department or Regional 
'-.Authority. 

~ o rate any air c~ntaminant source a) 
1 thr gh (1) as listed in Table A app ded 
~here or discharg~, emit or allo 
"l conta · ant from said source 
'-1may bea thorizedbyacurren validper-
)mit from e Department or e gional Auth­
'i! ority. 
~ (4) After y 1, 1973 no pei;son shall 

~ 
operate any a cont inant source (m) 
through (hh) as · ste in '1' al>-le A appended 
hereto, or disc e, emit or allow any 
air contaminant r m said source except 

8c 

as may be aut rize by a currently valid 
permit. fro he Dep tment or Regional 
Authoritv. 

·(5) Aft January I. 1 4, ..uo. person 
shall OP. rate any ail:' cont · a,nt source 
(ii) t ugh (1::1ul as listed · Table A ap- . 

. pen a hereto, or discharge, mit or.al­
lo any air contaminant frozn s . · soui-ce 
e ept as may be authorized· 1:> 

ently _valid permi~ from the Depar 

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 sources located atthe 
site. Such permits shall separately ident­
ify by subsection each air contaminant 
source included f r o m Table A. Appli"'. 
cations for multiple;..source permits will 
not be received by the Department or Re­
gional Authority for processing wi~hout 
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pri"~ written agree:ment between·the per­
mi ;suing agency and the applicant con-· 
cerning the overall :merit ofissuing a:mul­
tiple-source per:mit for the site under con .. 
· sideration. 

(1) When a single air conta:minant source 
which is includedina:multiple-source per­
mit, is subject to per:mit :modification, re-· 
vocation, suspension or decial~ such action 
by the Depart:ment or Regional Authority 
shall only affect that individual source 
without thereby affecting any other source 
subject to that per:mit. 

(2) When a :multiple-source per:mit in­
cilude&: air conta:minant sources subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Depart:ment and a· 
Regional Authority, the Depart:ment :may 
require that it shall be the per:mit issuing 
agency. In such cases, the Depart:ment 
and the Regional Authority shall other­
wise :maintain and exercise· all other as­
pects of their respective jurisdictions over 
the pe r:mittee. 

20-033.12 FEES. (l)Allpersons required 
to ~"tain a permit shall be subject to a 
thr ,-part fee consisting of a unifor:m non­
refundable Filing Fee of $25.00, a vari­
able Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable 
Annual Per:mit Co:mpliance Determination 
Fee. The a:moilnt equal to the Filing Fee and 

·the Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be sub:mitted 
as a required part of the application. The 
Annual Permit Co:mpliance Determination 
Fee shall be paid prior to issuance of the 
actual permit. 

(2) The fee. schedule contained in the 
listing of air conta:minant 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 Per:mit Issuing orDenying 
Fee ·shall be sub:mitted with each appli­
ction for a new per:mit, :modified ·permit, 
or renewed permit. 

( 4) Modifications of existing, unexpired 
per:mits which are instituted by the De­
pa: ient or Regional Authority due to 
<;:hanging conditions or standards, receipts 
of additional infor:mation or any other re- · 
ason pursuant to applicable statutes and 

'do not require re-filing or review of an 
\application or plans and specifications 

. \ 
\ 8d 

' \ 

shall.not require sub:mission of the Filing 
Fee or the Application Investigation and 
Per:mit Issuing or Denying Fee. · 

(5) Applications for :multiple.;.source 
per:mits re'ceived pursuant: to Section 20-
003.10 shall be subject to a single $25.00 
Filing Fee. The:· application. Investigation .... 
and Per:mit Issuing or· Denying Fe e and 
Annual Per:mit Co:mpliance I.eter:mination. 
Fee for multiple-source per:mits ·shall be 
equal to the total a:mounts required by the . 
individual sources involved, as listed in 
Table A. 

( 6) At least one Annual Permit Co:m­
pliance Deter:mination Fee shall be paid 
prior to final issuance of a per:mit. There­
after, the Annual Permit Co:mplianceDet­
ermination Fee shall be paid at least 30 
days prior to the start of each subsequent 
permit year. Failure to ti:mely re:mit the 
Annual Per:mit Co:mpliance Deter:mination 
Fee in accordance with the above shall be 
considered grounds for not issuing a per­
:mit or revoking an existing per:mit. . . 

( 7) If a per:mit is issued for a period 
less . than one (1) year, t.he applicable 
Annual Permit Compliance Deter:mination 
Fee shall be equal to the full annual fee. 
If a per:mit is issued for a period greater 
than 12 :months, the applicable Annual 
Permit Co:mpliance Detennination Fee 
shall be prorated by :multiplying the An:.. 
nual Per:mit Compliance Determination· 
Fee by the nu:mber of :months covered by 
the per:mit and dividing by twelve(l2). 

(8) In no case shall a per:mit be issued 
for :more than five (5) yearS'. 

(9) Upon accepting anapplicationforfil­
ing, the Filing Fee shall be considered 
as non-refundable. · · · 

(10) '!'he Application Investigation and 
Per:mit Issuing or Denying Fee need not 
be sub:mitted upon notice :in writing·.by 
the per:mit. issuing agency or shall be 
refunded when sub:mitted with applications 
for :modified or renewed per:mits if the 
following conditions exist: 

(a) The modified or renewed per:mit is 
essentially the same as the previous per-
:mit. . 

(b) The source or :sources included are 
in co:muliance with all conditions of the 
:modified or renewed per:mit. 

(11) When an air conta:minant source 
which is in compliance with the rules of 
a pe;;.mit issuing agency relocates or pro-

12-15-72 

( 
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. p&S<es to'"reli:)cate its operation to a site 
· .ip· th.a. j~icticm of. another permit.is­
. suing agency having co=parable control 
requiren,,_.. application inay be inade 
and approva! may be given for an exemp-. 
ti<ln Qf .the Application Investigation and 
Perinit Issuing or Denying Fee. The per­
init applieation and. the . request for such 
fee reduction shall be accoinpanied by (1) 
a copy of" thct. pernlit issued for the pre­
vious location. and (Z) cei-t:ification that -
the permittee proposes to operate with. 
the same- equipinent. at. the sa=e pro- . 
duction rate. and under si=ilar conditions 
at the ]leW 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. 
·'<I (12) If a teinporaryorconditionalpermit 

--:::._ is issued in accordance with ad o pt e d 
"1. procedures,. fees submitted with the appli-\.' . '-' cation for an air contaminant discha-rge 
l perraJ.t shall be retained and be appli­
'. cable to the regular permit when it is 

( ) granted.or denied. 
--..... 14) U&1 All 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 purpose ·of funding the air con­
taminant discharge perinit program cov-
ered by these regulations. · 

2.tl-033.14 PROCEDURES · F 0 R. OB:.. 
TAIN1NG J;>ER.MITS. Submission and pro­
cessing· of applications for permit. and 
issuance. denial. modification, and re­
vocation of Permih shall be in accordance 
with duly adopted procedures of the per­
=it issuing agency. 

Z0-033.16 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 li=­
iting air containinant emissions from air 
contaminant SQurces listed in Table A 
without notifing the permit issuing agency 
as required· by. ORS 449. 71Z and rules 

12-15-72" 

-· 

. j 
promulgated thereunder. 

CH,340 

. (Zl Prior to constrliction. installation. 
establislunent. inodification or enlarge-. 
ment of any air contaminant source listed 
in. Table A or facilities -for controlling. 
treating, or otherwise limiting air con­
_taminant emissions fro= air contaminant· 
sources listed in Table A. detailed plans 
and specifications shall be sub=itted to 
and approved in writing by the Depart­
inent or Regio!:lal Authority upon request 
as required by ORS 449. 71Z and rules 
promulgated thereunder. 

Z0-033.18 RE GIST RAT I 0 N EX­
EMPTION. Air contaminant sources con­
structed and operated under a permit is­
sued pursuant to these regulations maybe 
exempted from Registration as required 
by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 449. 707. 

Z0-033.20 PERMIT PROGRAMS FOR 
REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORIT­
IES. Subject to the provisions .of this sec­
tion 20-033.ZO, the Environmental Qual­
ity Commission authorizes each.Regional 
Authority to is.sue. air contaminant dis­
charge permits for air contamination 
sources within its jurisdiction •. 

(1) A Regional Authority's permit pro­
gram, induding proposed permits and 
proposed revised permits. shall be sub­
mitted to the Environmental QualityCom­
=ission for review and approval prior 
to final adoption· by the Regional Auth­
ity. Each permit issued by a Regional 
Authority shall by it"s conditions authorize 

. the permittee to construct. install, modify 
or .operate specified facilities, conduct· 
specified activities. or emit, discharge 
or dispose of air conta=inants in accord­
ance with specified practices, limitations,· 
or prohibitions. · _ . . 
:]zJ E•ch peilnftprOJ!cfffd:'"to.li&isSlie'dl 

for.revis~br'.¢_ Regional Authority sh_alll 
· ._he.c aummtte<i to. tha Department of" En.vir-j 
· onm.enta;t: Quality- at. least:. fourt"een (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 objections thereto by 

Se_ 
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the .Department shall bk resolved prior 
·to its issuance. lf ·the:·Deparfui:e:nt..doesl 
. ti.t>t ~ake any_ sueh objection-;: the propose~ 
pe1 it or revised:-'perinit _mar?~'.is~dj 
by.the RegionaLA.11~n:city~' '~:il . 

(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 pr~or to the·. 
issuance of a final permit. 

(4) lf as a result of objection bythe De­
partment regarding a proposed o_r 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 

·_~,. 

Bf 

is sue a te:mporary per:mit for a .period not 
to exceed 90 days. . 

(5) The · Regional Authority shall give 
written notice to. the Depart:ment of its 
intention to deny an applicati011· for· a . 
per:mit, not to renew a pe.r:mit~ or to. re­
voke or suspend any existing .. per:riiit. 

(6) A copy of each per:mit 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 · il i r contalninant 
sources currently in violation of issued 
permits. These reports shall be made on a 
quarterly basis co:mmencingApril 1, 1973._ 

. 12-15- 72 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY C.H. 340 

TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND . 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

Application . Annual 
Standard .. Investigation · Pennit 

Air Industrial and Permit. Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Detennina-

Source . -:- ... tion Number Denying Fee · tion Fee 

\. 0 Asphalt Production by "2951 $ 75 $ 50 
distillation 

~. 9'1 Asphalt blowing plants 2951 100 75 

.3. ~ · Aspha l tic concrete pav- 2951 100 100 
ing plants 

0 
. 

4. Asphalt felts and coating 2952 150 100 

.s. (jf Calcium carbide manufac- 2819 225 150 
tu ring 

( 
'· (fl 

Alkalies and chlorine 2812 . 225 175 
manufacturing 

?. >9'. Nitric add manufacturing 2819 100 75 

g·.~ Ammonia manufacturing 2819 200 125 

~. V1 Secondary lead· smelting 3341 225 175 

Jo.V1 Rendering plants 2094 . 150 . 100 

II. 9<l · Coffee roasting 2095 100 . 75 

12.yr'} Sulfite pulp and paper 2611 300 175 
production 2621 

2631 •. 

-- ~4-·~it~ ~· .. 1a.~~ 204l . s .. a,FI JR=I ...... P~--- Jg;a· 
teel iA S13eeial Eon tr ul. 2842 
AFea& 

~ O, 000 oa: mgJ:!e +t~1·. 256 150 
less than 10,000 T/yp, 50 58 

( 
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

·-··--··· . :.-;,-.· 
·· Table A continued 

•. 

Afr · 
Contaminant· 

·· '· Source ·· · 

. . :SU,:,.,,_ .3 . . 

17 ~ . Gl"al 11 el e • ate1 !I l eeatell 
- _· - in_·Sperial CeRtPel .A\eas 

·• · 20,000 gp AISPe T/yp,.. 
1 e·ss than 2n -non T/y~ 

18. --"~ - s- ,_,. 
19. {?) Redimix concrete 

.22., Y1 
. .tJ. (/) 

-.<4. V) 

Plywood manufacturing 

. Veneer.manufacturing (not 
elsewhere included) 

. Particleboard manufacturing 

Hardboard manufacturing 

Charcoal manufacturing 

~. G; Ci} ·.Battery separator manu-
7~ . facturi ng .. 

· . :2~. · ~,.., • .sie- "-r 
-~7. . 9/) .· .F11r11iture and fixt11Fes 

C'. 1 QQ e1 11101 e anpl ~ees 
.... ~I" -3 . 

· ~s. (,.{) ·Glass manu:acturing 

..z '} .. y> .. Cement manufacturing 

. ·.).,., y> ··. I,. ime manufaeturing 

t:A · Gray iron and steel foun-· 
I' dries 

4. 3·;500 or more tons 
per·year production 

b. ·Less than 3,500 tons 
per year production 

3~. (7a') Steel works, rolling and 
finishing mills . 

~I' -.5' . 
.3~. (y6) Incinerators (not else-
. .where included) more than 

2,000 lb/hr. capacity 

Sh 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 3'40 

' ) .·. '- Tati1 e Jli continued 

( 

Air····· 
Contaminant- . •· ·. 

Source 

Primary smelting and refin­
ing of ferrous and nonfer­
rous metals not elsewhere 
classified 

11,,. 2,000 or more tons per 
year production 

b. Less than 2,000 tons 
per year production 

Synthetic resin manufac­
turing 

Seed cleaning located 'in. 
·special Control Areas (not 
elsewhere ·included) 

3B,. <J81 Kraft pulp and 
paper production 

3.1. · ~~. Primary aluminum production 
- - (i,() .. Industrial inorganic and 

'/ · organic chemicals manufac­
turing (not elsewhere in-
cluded)·· · · 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica- . 
tion Number 

3313 
3339 

0719 

2611 
2621 
·2631 

3334 

2810 

App 1 i cati art· 
Investigation 
and Pennit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

$t 

-' ... 

300 

100 

100 

0 

300 

300 

250 

Annual· 
Permit 

Compliance 
. Detennina-. · 

tfonfee 

175 

75 

100 

0 

175 

.175 

. 125 

41. (j .,.( Sai·nni 11 and. planing · . 2421 . 
. ~' ... 25,000ormorebd.ft/shift 75 ·50 
1 · & •. Less than 25,000 bd.ft/shift 25 25 

; ( -r.-c:·· ( .. l u... _..-.--k . . . ., • ~ 7" .-C,..Q,0....--: .. . • ~} ~orK . . ""°' ,,,--a--_ - .. 
;~t~1 . . : ~ N•f /,;..;JLi. ·. -h j..£~ 1it ....... ;"'1 c3 .. ;,.,.._-1 ~~~.:.., s+--. ;,..,. sr-14. 
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....... ~ -,.. ·. 
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·table A··· 

. OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

- - P.1 !"' . -
Contaminant 

Source 

Standard --­
- Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 

_ Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

Annual 
Pennit · 

Compliance 
Detennina­
. tion Fee 

·i(,~-_ ~(11-1114)-. -1r=..11t1"1 t'l'l'li~teaul!"1 ee-eam11ttd""1ffii"Xxt1tamt~l!'S'S-'.ll"Ee!SS"S"s -. --i!!!-55-fllt----S$--i7~5i-'-_;_--$$-~5i0B--
(.!7' t~aA lQQ- cntpJoyees 

4_ .3'._._·c __ .;..c<_-- M-inerals,--earth';~and rock 295 .......( 
Y""' ground or othen1ise treated fo•.S•'' 144i. 

· (not elsewhere included) 

"" '· 47. 

"''· 
4'l. 

-~ -. Brass and bronze foundries 

(eid'i_ _ Aluminum foundries 
//-. (not elsewhere included) 

9>?'> 

~ 
~ 
<?51 

c.4 

Galvanizing 

Smoke houses ,.,;1~ ~ o• ....... -
.,...;,.i.~ 

Herbicide manufacturing 
~ .... - .... s~1~ 

Buildin Board Mills-
al t&tJAeP& ;nc1 "'ilad) .. 

'IR1SiR112aiet s ·(nut e1 sewlier e 
focluded) 2,889 'ia a,_ooo (fess 
paw Fifi& pap he~• eapac icy tie 

- - 3362 

3361 

. 3479 

2013 

2879 

!!661 
.:Z. (,(. I 

11 ) : : 
.a,o=~-

100 75 

75 50 

75 50 

75 50 

75 50 

225 175 

150 100 

75 - 75 

Bj 
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DEQ 4 

·~ 

~ 

Toi -

Froms 

Subjects 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

E. J, Weathersbee Datei May I, 1973 

H, M, Patteraon 

P(trlDlt Program • 
Attaoi.d 1.i:ter from LRAPA 

It la unmed thl• lllttv If tra refPO•• to our letter of April H 
dlnoted to eaah regtoaal air pollutloa authority relattff to eoachlotlng 
the permit propam Ill a Ulllform manner and eharp1 mad• by •eb 
tor air contamln1at clluharp permltll. 

Ia that letter It wa1 •aneeted that nveral fee• an eharpd to 
a plaat lite W'llllNln that plaat llte bu •eftl'al •OVMf lifted la 
Table A of the fee 1eheclltle. 

It I• therefore oonellutecl tlult tM,y want a meeting to dlaaul 
thll matter. 

001 HHB 



DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: HMP Datei April 3, 1973 

From& EJW 

Subjec11 DEQ/Regional Coordinating Committee Agenda Items 

Mr. O'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 list of suggested topics to me and I will possibly 
add a suggestion or two and send on to DFO'S for final selection. 

~/ 

re r •11°1 t 
--~-~··· -------

. ' 
°':R <' v IS I 0 /(_ 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Difector 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

f:DWARD C. HARMS, JR. 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portl<1nd 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229- 5301 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item I, for April 2, 1973, Meeting 

Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permits Public Hearinq 

The Department issued public notice on February 28, 1973, that 

consideration would be given at this hearing to issuance of Air 

Contaminant Discharge Permits for eight (8) industrial air contam-

ination sources as follows: 

1. Umpgua Excavatibn and Paving, a stationary asphalt plan't 

1 ocated 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 asphalt plant lo­

cated in Newport, Oregon. 

4. ,~--.L.-.J 
1 UL.a i...cu 

in Nyssa, Oregon. 
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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. 

t. Menasha Corporation, a netural sulfite pulp and corrugated 

medium mill located in North Bend, Oregon. 

a. Boise Cascade Corporation, a sulfite pulp and paper mill 

located in Salem, Oregon. 

Written public comment was received relative to the proposed 

permits for Umpqua Excavation and Paving, J. C. Compton Company, 

Menasha Corporation and Boise Cascade Corporation. No public com­

ment was received relative to the proposed permits for Amalgamated 

Sugar Company, Road and Ori veway Company, Pu bl is hers Paper Company, 

Newberg and Publishers Paper Company, Oregon City. 

Comments were received from a11· companies except Menasha Cor­

poration. 

Of particular note are the general comments submitted by the 

Asphalt Paving Association of Oregon, a copy of which is attached 

and made a part of the record of this hearing. In this letter 



.. 
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Mr. Mike Huddles ton, Manager of the association,. infers that 

zoning conditions are a part of the proposed asphalt plant per­

mits. There are no zoning conditions in any of the proposed 

permits including the three (3) proposed asphalt plant permits. 

Also inferred in this letter are conditions relating to noise 

and dusts off the property. Again, no conditions are contained 

in the proposed permits re 1 ati ve to noise control. There is a 

requirement under:Mon itori ng and Reporting to submit monthly 

reports on forms furnished by the Department delineating certain 

operating parameters which provides the Department with a "mea­

suring stick" of the cleanliness of the operation. i~r. Huddleston 

has raised the question as to the Department's authority relative 

to dust suppression measures so as to control fugitive dust emis­

sions. The Department is requiring that all areas under the con­

trol ·of the operator be maintained such that fugitive type dust 

emissions are controlled at all times. Dust suppression measures 

on pub 1 i c access 'roads are not included as a permit con di ti on. 

Under paragraph #5 the Association/ has indicated that the Depart­

ment is discriminating against some operators of asphalt plants 

in that it will require an outside consultant to perform emission 

source sampling to verify compliance with the rules while at the 

same time the Department's sampling team has conducted tests on 

other asphalt plants .. The Department has sampled only those plants 

which were included in a special study to examine the performance 

characteristics of various types of plants and equiµment during the 
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1971 season~and during the 1972 season only (2) plants were 

resampled to determine the continuing capability of maintain­

ing compliance. And finally, in paragraph #6 the. Asphalt Paving 

Association is concerned that the monitoring requirements are 

excessive. Since the location of these plants is most critical 

in relation to people, the Department has no other means of 

measuring the control of emissions other than through a monitor­

ing and reporting program which is a part of these proposed per­

mits. The permits do provide that by written approval from the 

Department, changes in monthly reporting can be made as may be 

indicated from actual operating expl~ience. 

All comments received by the Department were considered and 

changes are recommended in the proposed permits, where considered 

warranted. In summary the following actions are recommended: 

1. Umpgua Excavation and Pavinq, Roseburg: Comments were 

received from one resident living on Newton Creek Road approxi­

mately four (4) blocks from the asphalt plant who expressed con­

cern for the dust emissions as well as the heavy truck traffic. 

Suggested restrictions from this individual include limiting hours 

of operation of the plant, prohibiting the use of jake brakes, and 

prohibiting operation during periods when the wind is from the east. 

The Douglas County Planning Department informed the Department of 

Environmental Quality that the county is currently considering zon-
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ing (R-2) for this area. If approved this operation would become 

a non-conforming use and could be operated indefinitely at this 

site provided no expansion or discontinuity ~f more than a one 

(1) year period occurs. No special permit conditions were re­

quested by the county. The company submitted comments regarding 

zoning and truck traffic discussed in the background report. The 

. company requested that the dust suppression metho.ds be limited 

only to. plant property and not to any public roads. Comments 

relating to monitoring and reporting were c;onsi dered when pre par-

ing the permit and are reflected in the proposed permit. 

Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the proposed Air Contaminant 

Discharge Permit, No. l0-0006, for Umpqua Excavation and Paving 

be issued with the following additional condition under Prohibited 

Activities: 

"Discharges 

this permit are prohibited." 

2. J. C.Compton Company, a portable asphalt plant: The 

Southeast Oregon Council of Governments requested information re­

garding the total annual quantity of air contaminants discharged 

and what this percentage would mean to their environment. This 

request was answered by letter dated February 20, 1973. No special 

·permit conditions were requested by the county. 
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The company submitted comments regarding zoning and truck 

traffic discussed in the background report. The company re­

quested that the dust suppression methods be limited 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 Director 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 

Activities: 

"Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered by 

this permit are prohibited." 

3. Road and Driveway Company, Newport: No public comments 

have been received by the Department. The company submitted com-

ments relative to monitoring and reporting. The company does not 

wish to be required to submit monthly reports and objects to the 

nozzle inspection more than 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 Contaminant Dis-

charge Permit, Mo. 21-0001, for Road and Drivew~y Company he is,ued 



-7-

with the following additional condition under Prohibited Activities: 

"Di s<;harges of air contaminants from sources not covered by 

this permit are prohibited." 

4. Amalgamated Sugar Company, Nyssa: No public comments 

were received. The comp11ny submitted comments to clarify certain 

conditions relating to the operation of the lime kilns. As a re­

sult, .the Department proposes to make the following changes: 

a. The company has advised that the exhaust gases from 

these two (2) lime kilns are scrubbed, compressed 

and utilized to carbonate the impure sugar juice and no 

discharge is made to the atmosphere. 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 recharging cycle. These fans draw off the 

air admitted during this charging cycle and may, on 

occasion, emit a puff of visible emissions. As a 

consequence, the Department proposes to eliminate 

condi.tion number 4.a. 

b. The company also requested that the compliance dates 

for installation of the second baghouse collector be 

extended to coincide with the start of the 1974 cam-

paign (usually mid-Octobe,.). The Department did not 
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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 

Discharge Permit, No. 23-0002, for Amalgamated Sugar Company be 

issued with the above noted change and the following additional 

condition under Prohibited Activities: 

"Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered by 

this permit are prohibited." 

5. Pu bl is.hers 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-~lillamette Valley 

Air Pollution Authority relating. to operation of the steam boilers. 

The Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority has also reviewed 

the proposed permit and no comments have been received. The. 

company has responded, and requested certain.changes. The Com-

pany pointed out that the maximum 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 life 
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for installed controls. This objection appears to be 

based on a misconception of purposes of the permit, and 

the Department would not recommend changing the expira­

tion date. 

b. The Company commented that the time from submitting a 

report on steam-generating boiler particulate tests to 

submitting a compliance proposal is short. amountino to four 

(4) months. However_,; the final compliance date is only 

five (5) months after 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 well ahead of 

the deadlines. 

c. The Company commented that restricting recovery furnace 

particulate emissions to three (3) pounds per ton of pulp 

is unjustifiably restrictive. They generally can operate 

within 3 lb/ton, but occasionally their tests indicate 

an emiSsion between 3 and 4 lb/ton. Applying the general 

requirement, that all production and control equipment be 

operated such that emissions would be minimized, would pre­

vent the Company's deliberately allowing emissions to rise 

to the legal maximum of 4 lb/ton. The staff concludes 

that the purposes originally intended could be served by 
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changing the pertinent conditions of the permit to read as 

follows: 

~s. The. recovery furnace particulate emissions shall not e·xceed 

three (3) pounds per adt as an annual average and 750 pounds per 

day as an annual average, and at no time shall exceed four (4) pounds 

per adt." 

rz~, I 

Recommendation 

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 change and the follow­

ing additional condition under Prohibited Activities: 

"Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered by 

this permit are prohibited." 

6. Publishers Paper Company, Oregon City: No public comments 

have been received as a result of the Public Notice. The permit was 

prepared incorporating the requirements of the Columbia Wi 11 amette 

Air Pollution Authority relating to the operation of the steam boilers. 

The Columbia Willamette Air Pollution Authority has reviewed this 

permit and no comments have been submitted. The Company.has responded, 

and requested certain changes. Suggested changes are present!!d below: 

a. The Company objected to the short duration, on grounds that 

they should 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 Departj-­

ment would not recommend changing the expiration date. 

b. The Company commented that the time from.submitting a re­

port on steam-generating boiler particulate tests to submit­

tinq a compliance proposal for short. amountina to four/(4) 

months. However, the final compliance date is only five (5) 

months after 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 com­

pliance programs as prove necessary well ahead of the dead­

lines. 

c. The Company commented that restricting recovery furnace 

particulate emissions to three (3) pounds per ton of pulp· 

is unjustifiably restrictive. They generally can operate 

within 3 lb/ton, but occasionally their tests indicate an 

emission between 3 and 4 lb/ton. Applying the general re­

quirement that all production and control equipment be 

operated such that emissions would be minimized would pre­

vent the Company's deliberately allowing emissions to rise 

to the legal maximum of 4 l ti/ton. The staff concludes that 

the purposes originally intended could be served by changing 

the pertinent conditions of the permits to read as follows: 
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"5. The recovery furnace particulate 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 four (4) 

pounds per adt." 

Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the proposed Air Contaminant 

Discharge Permit, No. 03-1850, for Publishers Paper Company, 

Oregon City Division be issued with the above noted change and 

the following additional condition under Prohibited Activities: 

"Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered by 

this permit are prohibited." 

7. Menasha Corporation, North Bend: One (1) comment was 

received from the University of Oregon, Institute of Marine Bio­

logy, expressing concern for odors from the mill. Submitted with 

the letter of comment was a survey report conducted by two (2) 

undergraduate students during the summer of 1972. i No significant 

information is contained in this survey. The company did not sub­

mit any comments. 

Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the proposed Air Contaminant 

Discharge Permit, No. 06-0015, for Menasha Corporation be issued 

with the following additional condition under Prohibited Activities: 

"D1·s ... h"'""g"s c" 0 1·r .............. a ..... .; ...... .,~,.. 
""'''-'' '- I ~ '-Vlll,..-llllllUlll..:l fjpm souices not cove; ... ed by 

this. permit are prohibited." 
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8. Boise Cascade Corpora ti on, Sal em: A petition with 75 

signatures was received from the Marion County Children's Ser-

vices Division which "would seriously object to the state grant-

ing pennission to Boise Cascade to discharge air pollutants from 

its Salem plant." The petition went on to say that the undersigned 

"endorse your goals for clean water and air, and would see grant­

ing of this type pennit a step in the wrong direction." It should 

be pointed out that the purpose of the permit program is to draw 

all of the emission and operating requirements together and issue 

a single permit which allows the state to conduct a more rigorous 

control program than might be practicable otherwise. The Depart­

ment will advise the Marion County Children's Services Division 

of these goals. The proposed permit is a Multiple Source Per-

mit and was prepared by the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 

Authority and the Department, and contains restrictions and limita­

tions applicable to both the Department and Regional Authority. 

Comments from the company were received by letter dated March 15, 

1973. The company has requested until July 1,. 1974, to demonstrate 

compliance of the digester pump-out system. The company is commit­

ted to a program to complete this installation prior to December 31, 

1973, and will kno~1 whether S02 emissions from the system have been 

eliminated at the time of start-up. It is felt that a run-in period 

will be necessary to varify stability of all newly installed equip­

ment .. Because of this the Department has recommended a change in 

conditions #1, #3 and #9 of the proposed permit. The company has 
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indicated that a production capacity of 330 adt per day will 

be achievable 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, to date, the 

emission data and production capacity, as reported to the Depart­

ment, does not indicate that production has reached a level of 330 

adt per day. Further, the Department has not approved any produc­

tion increases for this mill since 1969 and ~muld not recommend any 

plant production increases until compliance with all applicable re­

gulations is demonstrated. Therefore, the changes recommended by 

the Department appear below under conditions #1 and #2. The 

company has stated that since all 502 emission points will be 

collected and discharged through a single stack the proposed 

limit of eighteen (18) pounds of S02 per adt is more restrictive 

than the allowable under OAR, 340, Section 25-355(2), which 1·10uld 

allow tl'lenty (20) pounds of S02 per adt on a mill site basis. 

The Department is of the opinion that other small point sources 

may have some emissions of so2 including the steam power boilers 

when firing residual fuel oil during natural gas curtailments. 

The company has further suggested that the pump-out system be 

allowed an 502 emission of 0.2 pounds per minute per ton in ac­

cordance with OAR, 340, Section 25-355(2)(a). 

The Department considers that the eighteen (18) pounds of 

S02 per adt is achievable and reasonable in liqht of the other 
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sources. Further, no emissions of so2 should result in a closed 

digester pump-out system. The company submitted a compliance 

program for control] i ng particulate emissi ans from the. recovery 

fu.rnace from the current reported 1eve1 of 5. 5 pounds per adt to 

less than 4.0 pounds per adt if furnace optimization does not 

bring about this reduction. Since this is a small amount (1.5 

pounds per adt), improvement within the current facility has_a 

reasonable chance of success. The Department therefore proposes 

that conditi ans #5 and #10 be modified to reflect compliance ~tith 

OAR, 340, Section 25-365, in that compliance of the recovery sys-

tern particulate emissions must be achieved with the other sources 

by no later than July 1, 1974. If furnace optimization fails to 

provide the necessary reduction then a formal Compliance schedule 

would be required, a new permit prepared accordingly and Public 

Hearings held on this matter prior to approval and submission to 

EPA. Condition #4 should be deleted because of duplication since 

the opening conditional statement and conditions #2 and #6 ade­

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 follows: 

1. After July _l, 1974, sulfur dioxide (S02) emissions from 

the sulfite pulp mill (including the recovery system) shall not 

exceed twenty (20) pounds per unbleached, air-dried ton (adt) of· 

pulp produced, five thousand (5,000) pounds of 502 per day as a 

monthly average,. and six thousand two hundred (6 ,200) pounds per 

day as a maximum daily emission. 
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2. No change. 

a. Mo change. 

b. Mo change. 

c. Eighteen (18) pounds per ton and 4,500 pounds per day as 

a monthly average. 

d. Eighteen (18) pounds per ton and 5,580 pounds per day. 

3. Blow pit vent S02 emissions shall be kept to the lowest 

practicable levels at all times. 

4. Eliminate. 

5. As soon as practicable but not later than July l, 1974, 
- $'.,, ,i j', "' 

the recovery fufnace particulate emissions shall not exceed the 
' 

following: 

a. Four (4) pounds per adt of pulp produced. 

b. An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) 

for an aggregated time or more than three (3) minutes in 

any one (1) hour. 

6. Emissions from the steam-generating boilers, fired by 

natural gas and alternatively residua'! fuel oil, shall not exceed: 

a; T\10-tenths (0.2) grain µer sta11dar<l cul>ic foot, at twelve 

percent (12%) carbon dioxide (C02) or at fifty percent (50:1) 

excess air. 
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b. An opacity equa 1 to or greater than twenty percent 

{20%) for an aggregated time of more than three {3) 

minutes in any one {l) hour. 

c. One thousand {l,000) ppm of sulfur dioxide {502). 

Compliance Demonstration Schedule 

9. Installation of blow pit vent 502 emission controls, 

as approved by the Department of Environmental Quality, shall 

continue according to the following schedule: 

.a. Purchase orders for remaining components and for all 

site preparation and erection work as issued, shall 

be confirmed in writing by no later than April 15, 1973. 

b. Construction shall be completed by no later than December· 

31 , .1973. 

c. In the event that the company is unable to demonstrate 

compliance by December 31, 1973, the company shall sub­

mit reports to the Department on not less than a monthly 

basis relative to the problems encountered and the proce­

dures and time schedules implemented to solve those prob-

1 ems. 

d. Compliance shall be demonstrated as soon as poss·ible after 

the installation is completed, but in no case later than 

July l, 1974. 
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e. The permittee shall notify the Department of Environmental 

Quality in writing within fourteen (14) days of the comple­

tion of each of these conditions, and further, shall submit 

an interim progress report by not 1 ater than August 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 Jul~ 1, 1973 • 
.Al~J~~ I 

1 
I ~lJ 

Part B Torul a Yeast Manufacturing 

The process weight should be changed to 14,500 pounds per 

hour. 

Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the proposed Air Contaminant Dis­

charge Permit, No. 24-4171, for Boise Cascade Corporation, Salem 

Paper Group, be issued with the above noted changes and the follow­

ing additional condition under Pro hi bi ted Acti vi ti es: 

"Discharges of air contaminants from sources not covered 

bY this permit are prohibited." 

HHB:c 
3/27/73 
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