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9:00 

10:00 

1:30 

AGENDA 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

December 20, 1974 

Sweptwing- Restaurant, Redwood Room-
1212 Southeast Price Road, Albany;· Oregon 

A. Minutes of November 22, 1974 Commission Meeting 

B. Program Activity Report. £or: November 1974 --::Mr~ Myles ·-'' 

C. Tax Cred-±t Applications -- Mr. Myles 

D~ Oregon CUP Awards--Screening Committee Nominations -- Mr. Cannon 

1. Cascade Construction Company, Abernethy_plant, Portland, Oregon 
2. Kenneth H. Spies 

AIR QUALITY 

E. Authorization:for PUblic Hearings to Adopt Motor Vehicle Inspection 
Program Criteria -- Mr. Householder ·•. ,, 

F. Motor Vehicle .. Inspection Program--Status Report -- Mr. Househo_lder 

ENFORCEMENT/SOUTHWEST REGION 

G •. Gold Mining in Oregon-~1974 Report ~- Mr. Westfall 

NORTHWEST REGION 

H. Public Hearing to Consider Permanent Adoption of Rules Pertaining to an 
Interim Policy for Approving New or Expanded Air Emission Sources in.the 
Portland Metropolitan Area -- Mr. Kowalczyk·" .. 

L,:, Browns Island (Marion Gbunty).:,-..-solid Waste Status Report ,-- Mr. Fetrow.: 

WATER QUALITY . 

J. Teledyne~wah Chartg (Albany) ~status Report -- Mr. Ashbaker 

LAND QUALITY 

K. Public Hearing on Proposed Rules Pertaining to.Surety-Bonds or btht.r 
'security Required by ORS 454'4'25 -- Mr. Spies 

[over] 



2:30 

AIR QUALITY 

L. Public Hearing on Proposed Rules Pertaining to Veneer and Plywood 
Manufacturing -- Mr. Skirvin 

M. Variance Requests Mr. Bosserman 

1. Boise Cascade Lumber Co., Beaver Marsh 
2. Russell Industries, LaPine 

N. Authorization for Public Hearing Regarding Amendments to Indirect 
Sources Rules -- Mr. Vogt 
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AGENDA 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

December 20, 1974 

sweptwing Restaurant, Redwood Room 
1212 Southeast Price Road, Albany, Oregon 

9:00 A. Minutes of November 22, 1974 Commission Meeting 

10:00 

B. Program Activity Report for November 1974 

C. Tax Credit APPlications 

D. Oregon CUP Awards--Screening Committee Nominations 

1. Cascade Construction Company, Abernethy Plant, Portland, Oregon 
2. Kenneth H. Spies 

AIR QUALITY 

E. Authorization for Public Hearings to Adopt Motor Vehicle Inspection 
Program Criteria 

F. Motor Vehicle Inspection Program--Status Report 

ENFORCEMENT/SOUTHWEST REGION 

G. Gold Mining--1974 status Report 

NORTHWEST REGION 

H. Public Hearing to Consider Permanent Adoption of Rules Pertaining to an 
Interim Policy for Approving New or Expanded Air Emission Sources in the 
Portland Metropolitan Area 

I. Browns Island (Marion County)--Solid Waste Status Report 

WATER QUALITY 

J. Teledyne-Wah Chang (Albany)--Status Report 

LAND QUALITY 

1:30 K. Public Hearing on Proposed Rules Pertaining to surety Bonds or Other 
Security Required by ORS 454.425 

AIR QUALITY 

2;30 L. Public Hearing on Proposed Rules Pertaining to Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing 

M. Variance Requests 
1. Boise Cascade Lumber Co. , Beaver r1arsh 
2. Russell Industries, LaPine 

N. Authorization for Public Hearing Regarding Amendments to Indirect Sources Rules 
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MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-THIRD MEETING 

of the' 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

November 22, 1974 \ 

Public notice having been given to the news media, other interested 

persons and the Commission members as required by law, the sixty-third meet

ing of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order by 

the Chairman at 9 a.m. on Friday, November 22, 1974, in Room 309 State Capitol, 

Salem, Oregon. 

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

Morris K. Crothers, M,D., Vice Chairman, Mrs. Jacklyn L. Hallock, 

Graces. Phinney, Ph.D., and Ronald M. Somers. 

The Department was represented by Director Kessler R. Cannon; Deputy 

Director Ronald L. Myles; Assistant Directors Frederick M. Bolton (Enforcement) , 

Wayne Hanson (Air Quality), Harold L, Sawyer (W~ter Quality), and Kenneth H. Spies, 

(Land Quality); Regional Administrators Verner J, Adkison (Midwest), 

Richard P. Reiter (Southwest), and E. Jack Weathersbee (Northwest); staff members 

John E. Core, Dr. Robert L. Gay, John F. Kowalczyk, Harold M. Patterson, 

Ernest A. Schmidt, Barbara J. Seymour, Shirley G. Shay, Fredric A. Skirvin, 

Paul M. Stolpman, Richard L. Vogt, Jr., Dr. Warren c. Westgarth, Patrick H. Wicks; 

and Chief Counsel Raymond P. Underwood. 

MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 25, 1974 COMMISSION MEETING 

Dr. Crothers asked that an addition be made to the October 25th minutes to 

include in Mr. Wayne Kuhn's testimony on the proposed interim policy for the 

Portland metropolitan area, Mr. Kuhn's statement that business would gladly 

absorb the cost of the low-sulfur residual fuel proposed for production by CIR!. 

With that addition, it was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Dr. Crothers 

and carried to approve the minutes of the October 25, 1974 Commission meeting, 

held in Portland. 



2. 

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT FOR THE MONTH OF OCTOBER 1974 

It was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried to give 

confirming approval to staff actions, as reported by Mr. Myles, regarding the 

136 domestic sewage, 24 industrial waste, 29 air quality control, and ten 

solid waste management projects: 

water Quality Control - Water Quality Division (76) 

Date 

10- 1-74 
10- 1-74 
10- 1-74 
10- i..:74 
10- 2-74 
10- 3-74 

10- 3-74 
10- 3-74 
10- 4-74 

10- 4-74 
10- 4-74 
10- 8-74 
10- 8-74 
10- 9-74 
10- 9-74 

10-10-74 
10-11-74 

10-11-74 

10-14-74 
10-14-74 
10-15-74 
10-15-74 
10-15-74 

10-15-74 
10-15-74 
10-15-74 
10-15-74 
10-16~74 

10-17-74 
10-17-74 
10-18-74 

10-18-74 

10-18-74 
10-22-74 

Location 

Springfield 
Green S.D. 
Eugene 
NTCSA 
Bly S.D. 
sunriver 

Grants Pass 
Milwaukie 
Veneta 

Florence 
Florence 
Scio 
Odell S.D. 
Bly S.D. 
Bend 

Sunriver 
Ashland 

Corvallis 

Portland 
Tri-City S.D. 
Bly S.D. 
Arlington 
Astoria 

Eugene 
Seneca 
Black Butte Ranch 
Bend 
Metolius 

Ontario 
Tri-City 
Rogue River 

Lake County 

N. Umpqua S.D. 
BCV SA 

Project 

Gateway Park, 3rd Addition 
Poteet sewer project 
Storey Blvd. sewer extension 
c.o. #B-6, Sch. IV sewers 
c.o. #2 and 3 - STP project 
Mountain Village West No. II 

sewers 
c.o. #1 thru 10 - STP contract 
C.O. #4 - Milwaukie int. project 
Pioneer Park and Hunter Court 

sewers 
20th Street sewer extension 
Rhododendron Drive sewer 
Pump Station relocation project 
Lenz Road sewer system expansion 
Mill Lunchroom sewer extension 
Addenda Nos. 3 and 4 - grit works 

project 
Sky Park Addition sewers 
Revised Plans - Grandview Drive 

sewer 
Edgewood Park Estates, 2nd 

Addition sewers 
Gertz-Schmeer sewer system 
Phase 5 - sewer improvements 
c.o. #1 and 2, Schedule B 
c.o. #1 STP project 
Schedules A, B and C -

10 change orders 
Willagillespie Area sewers 
C.O. #2 - sewage lagoon project 
Pump Station No. 9 
Canyon Park, 1st Addn. sewers 
Addenda No. 1 and 2 - sewerage 

{>roject 
City Water Plant Sewer 
Addendum No. 1 - Phase V sewers 
Woodville Heights Subdivision 

sewers 
Weyerhaeuser - Camp 9 - 0.8 acre 

non-overflow sewage lagoon 
Amacher Park sewers 
First Street and Orchard Home 

Drive sewers 

Action 

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

Approved 
Approved 
Prov. app. 

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

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

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

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

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 



3. 

Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division (continued) 

Date 

10-22-74 
10-25-74 
10-25-74 

10-28-74 
10-28-74 

10-28-74 
10-28-74 

10-30-74 
10-30-74 
10-30-74 

10-31-74 

10-31-74 

Location 

Gold Beach 
Central Point 
Sutherlin 

Forest Grove 
Coos Bay 

Portland 
BCV SA 

Warrenton 
Astoria 
Josephine County 

NTCSA 

Grants Pass 

!'roject 

11th Street sewer 
Scenic Village Subdivision sewers 
Orval Allen Property sewer 

extension 
c.o. #2 STP project 
Sewer inspection and sealing -

Phase 2 
c.o. #8 - STP project 
White City - Cascade Village 

#16 sewers 
Hendrickson Mobile Home Park 
c.o. #15 - Schedule A 
Harbeck-Fruitdale; Brandy Lane 

and Fixen-Hansen sewers 
C.O. B-7 and B-8, Schedule IV 

sewerage project 
c.o. #11 - 14 - STP project 

Water guality Control - Northwest Region (60) 
' 

Date 

10- 3-74 

10- 3-74 

10- 3-74 

10- 3-74 
10- 4-74 

10- 8-74 

10 -9-74 
10-14-74 

10-14-74 

10-18-74 

10-18-74 

10-22-74 
10-22-74 

10-22-74 

Location 

West Linn 

Tualatin 

Troutdale 

Gresham 
Lake Oswego 

(Tryon) 
Tualatin 

Turner 
Portland N. 

CCSD #1 
(Gladstone) 

Salem (Willow and 
E. Salem Sewer 
and Drainage 
District 1) 

Canby 

Gresham 
Gresham 

USA (Aloha) 

Project 

Portland nvenue L.I.D. sanitary 
sewers 

Western Metro sewer extension 
(west of 65th Avenue) 

Sanitary force main connection 
to a city manhole 

Casa-De-Lass sanitary sewers 
Revised Forest Glen Subdivision 

sanitary sewers 
Conrad veneer property sanitary 

sewers 
A Sewerage Plan Report for Turner 
Gertz-Schmeer sewerage system 

including lift stations, waste
water pump station and sanitary 
sewers 

Monte Carlo Heiqhts Subdivision 
sanitary sewer 

Mackel Construction Company 
shopping center sanitary sewer 
at Silverton Road and 
Lancaster Drive 

N. Juniper Street and NE. 1st Ave. 
sanitary se\'1ers 

Gresham Clinic sanitary sewers 
Camelot Plat 3 Subdivision 

sanitary sewers 
Tanasbrook Development Neighbor

hood 11 C11
, sanitary sewer line 

C-1 revision, sanitary sewer 
line C-2 

Action 

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

Approved 
Prov. app. 

Approved 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Approved 
Prov. app. 

Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Pending 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 



,, 

4. 

Water Quality Control - Northwest Region (cont) 

Date Location 

10-22-74 Independence 

10-23-74 West Linn 

10'-24-74 St. Helens 

10-25-74 USA (Durham) 

10-25'-74 Twin Rocks S.D. 

10-28-74 USA (Somerset 
West) 

10-28-74 USA (Forest Grove) 
10-29-74 Portland s.w. 

10-31-74 Tualatin 

10-31-74 Portland 
10-31-74 USA (Aloha) 

10-31,-74 USA (Beaverton) 
10-31-74 USA (Aloha) 
10-31-74 USA (Aloha) 

Project 

Independence Airpark final phase 
of 84 lots sanitary sewers 

Hidden Springs Ranch No. 2 
sanitary sewers 

Kaiser Gypsum Co., Inc., sanitary 
sewage disposal modifications 

Preliminary plans for Cedar Hills 
trunk sewer 

Stark Street sanitary sewer 
extension lots E-5 and E-5-1 

Somerset West Commercial Center 
sanitary sewer 

Forest Grove STP c.o. #2 
s.w. Fairvale Court north of 

s.w. Pendleton Street 
sanitary sewer 

Revised Shawnee Plains sanitary 
sewers 

S.E. Harney Street sanitary sewers 
Ray Sullivan sanitary sewer 

extension 
Carol '\v-ood 1 sanitary sewers 
CO-JO No. 2 sanitary sewers 
Hyland Hills Center - Phase 1 

construCtion sanitary se\.'7ers 

Action 

Prov. :app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Pending 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 
Pending 
Pending 

Water Quality Control - Industrial Projects - Water Pollution Control Division (2) 

Date Location Project Action 

10- 3-74 Ontario Ore-Ida Foods Prov. app. 
wastewater control facilities 

10-21-74 Wasco T and H Farms Prov. app. 
anim·al waste facilities 

Water Quality Control - Industrial Projects - Northwest Region (22) 

Date Location Project Action 

10- 1-74 Yamhill County Austin Warner Approved 
animal waste· disposal system 
holding tank . 

10- 1-74 Tillamook County Joe Davis Approved 
ani1nal waste disposal system 
holding tank 

10- 2-74 Tillamook County Gary 1'-Iannin9: Approved 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 

10- 3-74 Tillamook County William Gates Approved 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 



5. 

Water Quality Control - Industrial Projects - Northwest Region (cont) 

Date Location 

10- 3-74 Yamhill County 

10- 3-74 Columbia County 

10- 4-74 Columbia County 

10- 4-74 Clackamas County 

10- 4-74 Columbia County 

10- 4-74 Columbia County 

10- 7-74 Portl<!-nd 

10- 7-74 Tillamook County 

10- 7-74 Tillamook County 

10- 8-74 Washington County 

10- 8-74 Washington County 

10- 8-74 Washington County 

10-17-74 Portland 

10-17-74 Portland 

10-21-74 Columbia County 

10-23-74 Willamina 

10-29-74 Tillamook County 

Project 

Cascade Steel 
wastewater control facilities 
rnodif ication 
Ernest Obermeyer 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Francis Wright 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Ted Wilson 
animal waste disposal systeir: 
holding tank 
Ross Winans 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Melvin Kelley 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Pennwalt Corp. 
asbestos settling ponds 
James Trent 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Hugh Skarda 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Gary Duyck 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Robert Vandehey 
anil!Ull waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Louis Hillecke 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
Bird and Son 
study for recirculating cooling 
water 
Chipman Chemical 
Rhodia Defuser 
Ronald W. Bone 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 
U.S. Plywood 
water pollution abatement 
modification 
Daryl Johnston 
animal waste disposal system 
holding tank 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Pending 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



6. 

Air Quality Control - Air Quality Control Division (8) 

Date Location Pro~ect 

10- 4-74 Portland Tri-Met F.mEloxe Parkin2 
100-space parking facility 

10- 9-74 Beaverton Hyland Hills ShoEEin2 Center 
471-space parking facility 

10-10-74 Portland Presbxterian Church of Laurelhurst 
68-space parking facility 

10-10-74 Beaverton Pa~less Distribution Center 
156-space parking facility 

10-18-74 Springfield Carrow's Restaurant 
67-space parking facility 

10-21-74 Beaverton Tektronix, Inc. 
modification to existing 
parking facilities 

10-22-74 Portland Burs:er King Restaurant 
57-space parking facility 

10-25-74 Multnomah County Sornmerwood 
588~space residential parking 
facility 

Air Quality Control - Northwest Region (19) 

Date Location 

. 10- 1-74 Yamhill County 

10- 4-74 Multnomah County 

10- 7-74 Multnomah County 

10- 8-74 Multnomah County 

10- 8-74 Multnomah County 

10-10-74 Washington County 

10-10-74 Multnomah County 

10-11-74 Clackamas County 

10-11-74 Columbia County 

10-15-74 Multnomah County 

10-1 &-74 Multnomah County 

Project 

Publishers Paper, Newberg 
new digester 
Rhodia-ChiEman Division 
dichlorophenol distillation 
expansion 
Medford Corporation 
greenwood chip storage and 
distribution center 
Rich Manufacturing 
baghouse 
Chamberlain's Pet Crematorium 
cremation incinerator 
Western Foundry 
control of furnace, sand handling, 
cleaning room 
Ross Island Sand and Gravel 
concrete batch plant 
Oregon Portland Cement 
paving of vehicular traffic areas 
Charter Energy Company 
new oil refinery 

ESCO - Plant #3 
new 4-ton induction furnace 

Oregon Steel Mills, Front Street 
baghouse with canopy 

Action 

Req. add. info. 

Req. add. info. 

Cond. app. 

Cond. app. 

Cond. app. 

Cond. app. 

Req. add. info. 

Req. add. info. 

Action 

Drafting letter 
of approval 

Processing 

Processing 

Approved 

Proposed permit 
being drafted 

Approved 

Approved 

Drafting approval 
letters 

Evaluating trade
off s and effect 
on ambient air 
quality 

Reviewing 
emission cal
culations 

Awaiting info on 
hooding design 
and capture 
efficiency 



7. 

Air Quality Control - Northwest Region (cont) 

Date Location 

10-18-74 Multnomah County 

10-24-74 Multnomah County 

10-28-74 Yamhill County 

10-28-74 Multnomah County 

10-29-74 Multnomah County 

10-29-74 Multnomah County 

10-29-74 Multnomah County 

10-31-74 Multnomah County 

Project 

Portland Steel Mills 
new steel mills 
J. Arlie Bryant, Inc. 
portable rock crusher 
Publishers Paper, Newberg 
new hog fuel boiler 

Action 

Drafting 
permit 

Proposed 
iSS\.led 

Approved 

proposed 

permit 

Columbia Independent Refinery, Inc. Evaluating trade-
oil refinery ' off benefits 
Layton Funeral Home 
cremation incinerator 
Oregon Steel Mills, Rivergate 
pellet metallizing 

Evaluating source 
test results 

Reviewing 
emrnissions cal
culations 

Teeples & Thatcher, Inc. Reviewing request 
sawdust cyclones to temporarily use exist

ing cyclone while 
installing bag filter to 
exhaust inside building 

Ross Island Sand and Gravel Approved 
concrete batch plant 

Land Q4ality - Solid Waste Management Division (7) 

Date Location 

10- 2-74 Marion County 

10- 4-74 Benton county 

10-14-74 Douglas County 

10-18-74 Coos .County 

10-22-74 Curry County 

10-23-74 Coos County 

10-24~74 Linn County 

Project 

Woodburn Landfill 
existing site, closure plan 
Coffin Butte Landfill 
existing domestic site, 
operational plans 

Action 

Approved 

Prov. app. 

Camas Valley Transfer Station Approved 
new transfer· station, 
construction and operational plans 
Hempstead Sludge Lagoon Approved 
existing domestic site, 
construction plan 
Agness Transfer Station Approved 
new transfer station, 
construction plans 
,Toe Ney Disposal Site 
existing domestic site, 
operational plan 
Albany Landfill 
existing domestic site, 
closure plan 

Prov. app. 

Approved 

Land Quality - Northwest Region (3) 

Date Location 

10- 2-74 Marion County 

Project 

Woodburn Sanitary Landfill 
new garbage landfill, 
operational plan 

Action 

Approved 



8. 

Land Quality - Northwest Region (cont) 

Date Location 

10-16-74 Multnomah County 

10-28-74 Clatsop County 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Project 

Resource Recovery ByProducts 
new transfer station, 
operational plan 
Crown Zellerbach - Lewis and 
Clark Log Sorting Yard 
expansion of existing wood waste 
landfill, operational plan 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Mr. Myles presented the Department's review of the 11 tax credit appli

cations submitted for this meeting and the tax credit application of 

Weyerhaeuser Company, Springfield (T-580) deferred from the October 25th 

meeting. With respect to the Weyerhaeuser application, Mr. Somers informed the 

Commission of the telephone call he received on November 15th from Mr. Jerry 

Harper, Environmental Manager of Weyerhaeuser's Oregon activities (Springfield). 

Mr. Harper subsequently sent Mr. Somers a package of materials pertaining to 

the tax credit application which Mr. Somers made a part of the permament record 

of the meeting. In addition, Mr. Somers asked for confirmation that the furnace 

was constructed at the direction of the Department. Mr. Patterson of the Air 

Quality Division stated that Weyerhaeuser did install the furnace to meet 

departmental requirements. 

Discussion followed on whether or not there was a net gain to the company 

from the new furnace since, as Mr. Somers pointed out, the Legislature directed 

the Commission to deduct from tax credits the benefits received by the applicants. 

Both Mr. Patterson and Mr. Allan Coleman, Technical Director at the Weyerhaeuser 

Springfield kraft mill, stressed that all kraft mills burn their liquor for fuel, 

as an economic necessity, in order ~o recover the chemicals. The furnace for 

which the tax credit application was made performs the same function as the 

furnaces it replaced but in addition better controls the odorous emissions result

ing from burning kraft liquor. Mr. Harper pointed out that when the furnace was 

installed in 1969, it was the first of its kind in the area. 

Dr. Crothers asked Mr. Harper if the furnace would have been purchased 

if there had not been a problem of pollution. Both Weyerhaeuser representatives 

replied negatively. 



r1r. Somers maintained that tQe Commission had "to draw a line on 

furnaces that go into plants" and directed the staff to develop a formula 

for evaluating them in terms of the portion th\lt goes into heating and tne 

portion that goes into pollution control. 

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Mr. Somers and carried to 

approve the issuance of tax credit certificates for the following applicants 

for the pollution control facilities described in the following applications 

and bearing the costs as listed with 80 percent or more of the cost in each 

case being allocated to pollution control: 

Ali?£• l.J'o. Ali?£licant Claimed Cost 

T-580 Weyerhaeuser Company, Paperboard Manufacturing $8. 511. 981. 00 
T-571 Kaiser Gypsum Company, Inc. 71,324.00 
T-572 Kqiser Gypsum Company, Inc. 67,283.00 
T-582 Timber Products 102,924.22 
T-586 Georgia-Pacific Corporation 50, 081. 00 
T-589 Georgia-Pacific Corporation, Toledo Division 40,605.QO 
T-597 Hanna Nickel Smelting Company 183,519.00 
T-598 Hanna Nickel Smelting Company 2,513.639.00 
T-599 Hanna Nickel Smelting Company 18,620.00 
T-600 Hanna Nickel Smelting Company 21,414.00 
T-601 Hanna Nickel Smelting Cornpary 72,497.00 

It was alsp tl1e Director's recorrunendation to deny issuance of a ~ax 

credit certificate to Portland Mobile Home Court (T-547 with a claimed cost 

of $25,182.00) and the Corrunission concurred with the recommendation. 

PRESENTATION OF RENEWAL CUP PLAQUES 

Renewal plaques for Oregon CUP recipients, American Can Company and 

Publishers Paper Company, for the calendar year 1975, were presented by 

Chairman McPhillips to Mr. George Wagner and Mr. Jim James of American Can, 

and Mr. Pete Schnell of Publishers. 

Mr. McPhillips said that Pacific Northwest Bell was underwriting the cost 

of the Oregon CUP awards for 1974. 

STATUS. REPORT ON PROPOSI:D REFINERIES AND PROPOSED COMPANION FUELS USE POLICY 

Mr. Kowalczy~ said that three environmental impact statements had been 

received two weeks ago from Cascade Energy (Rainier) for a 30,000 barrel/day 

refinery, Charter Oil (Columbia County) for a 52,000 barrel/day refinery, 



10. 

and Columbia Independent Refinery, Inc. (Portland) for a 100,000 barrel/day 

refinery. The status report to the Conunission was a preliminary analysis 

of these doc.uments. 

Mr. Kowalczyk presented the staff repdrt which was distributed to the 

Conunission at the meeting. Mr. Kowalczyk explained that Table II was 

intended to illustrate potential demands for fuel oil to supply the opera

tions listed and that these potential demands would probably exceed typical 

yearly projections for the future because of increased interruptible natural 

gas service. 

Following the reading of the staff report, Dr. Phinney asked whether 

CIRI's possible difficulty in meeting ambient air criteria' was projected with 

or without the benefit of tradeoffs. Mr. Kowalczyk replied that it was pro

jected with tradeoffs included, but that at the 100,000 barrel/day capacity, 

the company possibly could impact on the downtown Portland area in terms of 

the 25 percent incremental increase in the margin of safety between the 

ambient standards and the ambient projections. 

Mr. McPhillips called on witnesses who indicated they wished to conunent 

on the staff report. 

Mr. Roqer Ulveling of Columbia Independent Refinery, said he had no 

major objections to the staff report and did not wish to conunent at this time. 

Dr. Wayne Kuhn, representing the Portland Chamber of Conunerce, said he 

was pleased with the staff report and the proposed time table because "we are 

certainly interested in going forward with sound developments." He had two 

observations: He suggested that the ability of any of the three companies to 

financially and technically carry out their proposals should be included in 

the report; and he said he was acutely aware that there is a great deal of 

work underway throughout the petroleum industry on the question of sulfur 

reduction and that he is confident that by the second phase of expansion 

there will be sound technical methods for further reducing sulfur in fuels. 

He said the Chamber of Conunerce of Portland is on record for supporting methods 

of reducing pollution and'very much in favor' of the work that is being done. 

Mr~ Herbert Bowerman of Robert Brown Associates (Carson, California), 

representing Charter Oil Company, said his company has been working on the 
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environmental assessment for Charter. With respect to the financial and 

technical viability of the company, referred to by Mr. Kuhn, Mr. Bowerman 

said that Charter is a very large company and has the expertise to make the 

proposed project work. He said the proposed refinery would be a new source 

of pollutants, but that the diesel fuel produced at the refinery and used 

for its opi;!ration would produce the lowest possible emissions. This diesel 

fuel would be made from North Slope crude oil expected to be available 

within three years which would coincide with the projected completion of the 

refinery at St. Helens. 

Mr. McPhillips said that a letter to the Commission had been received 

from Mr. Lloyd Anderson, Executive Director of the Port of Portland, urging 

the Commission to expedite the issuance of a draft permit for Columbia 

Indepenaent Refinery. (A copy of Mr. Anderson's letter has been made a part 

of the permanent record of the meeting.) 

There were no further witnesses and no action was required by the 

Commission. 

PROPOSED AMBIENT AIR STANDARD FOR LBAD 

It was ~by Mr. Somers and seconded by Mrs. Hallock to dispense with 

the reading of the staff report and proceed directly to the Director's Recom

mendation. Mr. Cannon suggested that the Conclusions as well as the 

Director's Recommendation be read. r..1r. Somers with the concurrence of 

}\rs. Hallock amended his motion accordingly. The motion was then voted unon 

and carried .. 

f4r. Johnson read the Conclusions and presented the Director's Recommenda"'1"' 

tion, given below: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the following standard be 
adopted for concentrations of lead in the ambient air: 

Standard: The lead concentration measured at any sampling station, us.j.nq 
sampling and analytical methods on file with the Department, shall not 
exceed 5.0 ug/m3 as an arithmetic average concentration of all samples 
collected during any one calendar month period. 'l'his standard if adopted 
shall becornc section 31-0?5 of the Oregon Administrative Rules. (Under.:.. 
scored material added at the meeting.) 
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For purposes of discussion,. ttr. Somers MOVED that tl1e Director's recorn

menda tion be acl.opted; seconded by Dr. Pl1i~1ney. 

r1r. Somers commented on a letter from 1'-1r. Charles J. Merten, Esq., on 

bel"1alf of several petitioners, dated November 19, 1974, whicl1 was sent to 

each·mernber of the Commission and made a part of the permanent record of the 
3 

meeting, in which Mr. Merten proposed a standard of 2.0 ug/m • He expressed 

dissatisfaction with the Department's proposed standard on the basis that it 

was not stringent enough. Mr. Somers asked Dr. Crothers about the human body's 

capacity to rid itself of lead accumulation. Dr. Crothers said that the body 

gets rid of lead very slowly but that it can be removed. He added that by 

far the most common source of lead poisoning outside of industry was lead-based 

paint, which is no longer used. He noted that the possibility of lead poison

ing was further reduced by the requirement of lead-free gasoline for new model 

cars. He added that there are no recorded cases of lead poisoning in Oregon, 

and 

5.0 

that the existing 
3 

ug/m except near 

ambient lead levels throughout the state were well below 

freeways. 

Commissioners discussed the possibility of a lower standard. 

Mrs. Hallock asked if 3.0 ug/m3 had• ever been exceeded. Mr. Johnson replied 

that only one monthly average overall on all the sampling done in the state 
3 

had exceeded 3.0 ug/m, and that was at a downtoWI1 Portland sampling station. 

He added that 5.0 ug/rn
3 

was the lowest level the Department could reasonably 

defend as contributina to a health hazard. 

Mr •. Somers asked whether the 

growth in the state if a standard 

Commission would unduly restrict economic 
3 

of 3.0 ug/m were adopted. Mr. Johnson 

replied that in the case of industries, restrictions would come in the 

permit conditions. Dr. Phinney observed then that restrictions in highway 

construction seemed necessary. 

3 Dr. Crothers MOVED that the standard be amended to 4.0 ug/m ; seconded 

by Mr. Somers. 

. 3 
Mrs. Hallock llOVED that the standard be amended to 3.0 ug/m ; seconded 

by Dr. Phinney. 
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Voting on the latter amendment first, Mrs. Hallock and Dr. Phinney voted 

in favor, Dr. Crothers and Mr. Somers aqainst. The Chairman broke the tie by 

voting in favor of the amendment. 

The main motion was then voted uoon and carried. 

OSPIRG/llEDC PETITION ON SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY 

Mr. Somers~ to dispense with the reading of the staff report and to 

!Jave Mr. Patterson comment on the petition submitted by the Oregon Student 

Public Interest Research Group (OSPIRG) and the Northwest Environmental Defense 

Center (NEDC) and respond to questions. There was no objection and the 

Chairman said the request would be granted as a matter of procedure. 

Mr. Patterson read the 11 Cornments 11 portion of the staff report and discussion 

followed. 

Mr. Patterson also noted that the Department had received a copy of 

a news release dated November 15, 1974, issued by the Sierra Club Legal 

Defense Fund, Inc., to the effect that the Sierra Club would resume its 

lawsuit against the EPA unless that a\Jency e'nfoi:ces the Clean Air Act. 

The Chairman called for. public testimony, <Jtating that the time limit 

for discussion of this agenda item would be held to an hour. 

Johns. Ullman, Ph.D., OSPIRG Staff Scientist, submitted a prepared 

statement which he read into the record (a copy has been attached to the 

permanent record of the mcetinry) . In Sltmmary, Dr. Ullman 1 s testimony was 

directed to OSPIRG's assertion "that Oregon can and should move immediately 

to prevent further deterioration of the state 1 s clean air," and offered the 

following points in support of this, view: the importance o.f protecting 

Oregon's scenic areqs in order to prevent pollution levels approaching the 

federal secondary standard; the necessity for Orer;on to adopt standards 

because 11 tl1e EPA will soon adopt extremely weak regulations" which will be 

challenged in court by the Sierra Club; the insufficiency of present state 

regulations to protect clean air; the attraction of clean industry and 

the stimulation for developing clean ener9y sources that the maintenance 

of clean air should provi<le. Dr. Ullman tl1en summarized the major features 

of the rules proposed by OSPIRG and responded to questions from the Com

mission members. Ile said the proposed rules were drafted by himself and 
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Neil Robblee of OSPIRG and were based on DEQ's statement to the EPA made in 

San Francisco in October 1973, and further that no other state has adopted 

standards. He said that the proposed rules represent a basic plan, that the 

specific limitations in the rules would have to be worked out, but that 

OSPIRG liked their basic idea of increment limitations and emissions ceilings 

as stated in their proposed rules. 

Mr. Somers said that many people are concerned with this problem which 

affects the entire state and thought all interested parties should sit down, 

work out their differences, and submit proposed rules that would be subject 

to a public hearing. Dr. Ullman agreed that such a discussion would be 

worthwhile. 

Mr. Thomas C. Donaca, representing the Air Quality Committee of the 

Associated Oregon Industries, said he disagreed with the petitioner's 

contention that Oregon has not lived up to its responsibilities as out

lined in ORS 468.305, and that the proposed rules are aimed at further 

controlling the already controlled sources which have shown a decrease in 

particulate and sulfur dioxide emission levels. Mr. Donaca said that 

other area sources have continued to grow and the rules proposed would not 

alleviate the air quality problems they create. 

Mr. Somers noted that the Commission does not have the authority to 

control all the factors, referred to by Mr. Donaca, which contribute to 

significant deterioration of the air. 

Testimony had been submitted to the Commission prior to the meeting 

by Ms. Norma Jean Germond representing The League of Women Voters of Oregon, 

and by Mrs. Mary Ann Donnell, President of the Oregon Environmental Council 

(copies of which have been made a part of the permanent record) . They had 

previously indicated they wished to testify at the meeting but instead asked 

that they be permitted to relinquish their time to Mr. Thomas Guilbert. 

Mr. Guilbert stated that he concurred with Mr. Underwood's letter and 

with Mr. Donaca's statement that the Department had complied with 

ORS 468. 305 but that compliance 11 doesn 't exhaust the Commission' S responsi

bility." He said that responsibility comes under federal law as interpreted 

by three levels of the federal courts in Sierra Club vs. Ruckelshaus. 
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Mr. Guilbert said that Section 110 of the Federal Clean Air Act, which requires 

the states to formulate implementation pla:ris, has been interpreted to include 

th(: purposes clause of the Clean Air Act as set forth in Sierra Club vs. 

Ruckelshaus. Althouqh the F.PA approved Oregon's Clean Air Act Implementation 

Plan in May of 1972, it disapproved it in November 1972: that disapproval is 

still law. Oregon along with all other states is in violation of the federal 

law. Mr. Guilbert said that if the Commission wished to be in compliance with 

federal law, it should adopt rules on significant deterioration. 

Dr. Crothers then~ that the petition be denied and further, that the 

Department be instructed to initiate t~1e rulemaking process with due haste. 

The motion \'1aS seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried. 

Other testirnon1' on this matter, received by mail and made a part of the 

permanent record, iricluded statements from !"Ir. Bruce Helser, Oregon State 

University; r1r. and ~1rs ... Tames Sloss, Portland; Pacific Power and Light Company, 

Portland: Northwest Pulp and Paper Association, Seattle; Portland Chamber of 

Commerce: Mr. Dan Wilson, Albany; and Dr. Robert Gay, Portland. 

CHEM-NUCLEAR LICENSE APPLICATION 

Mr. Wicks presented the staff memorandum report with the following 

recommendation of the Director: 

The Director reconunends that the Commission make its decision at the 
November 22, 1974 meeting on the issuance of the proposed license for 
Chem-Nuclear, Inc. It is further recommended that the Commission 
authorize the Director to formally notify Chem-Nuclear of the Commis
sion 1 s decisioii. and of the applicant's right for a hearing if the 
license is refused. 

~·1r. ,John Mosser, a Portland attorney representin9 Chem-Nuclear, Inc., 

;requested to be heard. He spoke to the .question of whether there should be 

nuclear wastes, noting that this clecision was first a_pproached by the Com

mission two srears a~JO. l\t that time the Commission said it would prefer not 

to have nuclear wastes but \'1oulcl consider them if they were economically 

necessary to make a viable site. lie said that on November 26, 1973, the 

Commission adopted the Director's recoITIItlendation that nuclear wastes be per

mitted since they were necessary to make an economically viable site. 

Y..tr. ~lesser said that if these earlier decisions were reversed, considerable 

time would have been expended for no purpose, since the Commission would be 

no closer to finding a site for environmentally hazardous wastes that it was 

several years ago when the law \oras passed. 
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Mr. r1osser conceded ·that nuclear wastes are not necessary in the sense 

that there is another site close by. But he added that the State of Oregon 

requires a different method of handling chemicals than any other state, and 

that in order to carry some of the overhead of the excessive costs of handling 

chemicals, Chem-Nuclear has said that a minimum of nuclear wastes was necessary. 

He said no environmental reason for refusinq the inclusion of nuclear wastes 

has been shown. The company has proposed storing low-level radioactive wastes 

which deteriorate over time. The chemical life of hazardous chemical wastes, 

on the other hand, is infinite. over time, the chemical wastes are a greater 

problem than the nuclear wastes. 

Mr. Mosser concluded by stating that Chem-Nuclear "has tried to work 

with this Commission and the DEQ staff to meet what we understood was Oregon's 

desire for the highest type of operation for both nuclear and chemical wastes," 

and that the only way to operate the site to Oregon's standards would be to 

have some nuclear wastes permitted. 

Mr. Jonathan Newman, a Portland attorney representing Nuclear Engineering, 

Inc., said he was available for questions, that his client's position had been 

clearly stated, and that there was no need for the site proposed by Chem-Nuclear. 

Mrs. Hallock noted that the November 26th meeting referred to by 

Mr. Mosser, no commitment was agreed to by the Conunission to permit radio

active wastes at the Che1n-Nuclear site. ~·tr. Mosser concurred, stating that 

the Commission had not adopted a policy on that matter. 

Dr. Phinney MOVED that the permit be amended to exclude the storage of 

radioactive wastes; secon".led by Mrs. Hallock and carried. Dr. Crothers voted 

against the motion, saying that he ,.,as essentially voting against the exclusion 

of radioactive wastes. 

Mr. McPhillips had to leave the meeting and Vice Chairman Crothers 

presided for the remainder of the afternoon. 

Mr. Cannon said the staff would work with the applicant and submit a 

proposal to the Commission as to the best means of handling 11 this very real 

problem." Ile said a site must be acquired and the Department would ask the 

Legislature for the necessary funds to acquire a site and finance its operation. 
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Mr. Mosser said his client could not operate a chemicals only site with

out subsidy. 

Mr. Somers MOVED that the staff look into another site and seek assist-

ance from the Legislature if it was needed. 

~r. Mosser said his company would be interested either in operating its 

site on a subsidized basis for chemicals, in selling it to another operator, 

or in selling it to the state if the state wanted to operate it. He said 

Chem-Nuclear would be glad to cooperate because "it's been our desire to get a 

site for the state and any other site is going to take two years of geologic 

and hydrologic studies before you can use it." 

The Commission agreed to leave out the word 11 another" and t4r. Somers 

amended his motion to state that the staff be instructed to look into a site 

and seek assistance from the Legislature if it was needed. There was no 

objection, and it was so ordered by unanimous consent. 

PROPOSED RULES FOR INDIRECT SOURCES 

Mr. Somers MOVED_ to accept the recommendation of the Director that the 

Environmental Quality Commission repeal OAR, Chapter 340, sections 20-050 

through 20-070 and adopt in lieu thereof Rules for Indirect Sources and 

~aintenance of Air Quality Standards, sections 20-100 through 20-135, dated 

November 12, 1974. The motion was seconded by '!rs. Hallock and discussion 

followed. 

Dr. Crothers commented that the staff report indicated that 40 percent ------.-
of tl1e permit applications received 11y the Department were for small parking 

lots of less than 50 spaces }Jut that those a.p_plications accounted for only 

7 1/2 percent of all the parking spaces applied for in the Portland area. He 

objected to the SO-space minimum requirement for a permit and to the inclusion 

of residential and apartment house parking lots. 

Mr. Vogt explained that permits are required for parking lots of 50 or 

more spaces. Although parking facilities of this size are not large enough 

for individual air quality evaluations for the purpose of determininq tl1eir 

effect on the Implementation Plan and the effect on the ambient air quality, 
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they may, in the aqqreqate, have an effect on air quality. He added that 

the conditions required for parking facilities of this size encouraged 

utilization of mass transit and that departmental review tended to control 

the proliferation of parking in given areas. 

The Vice Chairman called for public testimony on the matter. 

Mr. Fred VanNatta, representing the Oregon State Horne Builders Associ

ation, noted for the record that he had worked with the Mobile Horne Parks 

Association as well. lie opposed the proposed rules on the basis.of their 

"substantial impact" on the cost of the residential housing they would affect. 

Copies of his testimony were distributed to the members and one has been made 

a part of the permanent record. His testimony contained several questions, 

the answers to which he had previously discussed with the staff,· for the pur

pose of clarifying the intent of the rules. 

Mr. Van!iatta voiced several objections to the definition of "associated 

parking." lie said the definition could be construed to include on-street 

parking and parking that is connected by a public way as well as exclusions 

presently provided for in the rules. He suggested the addition of the language 
11 off-street area or s1>ace" which was languaqe recently added to the definition 

of ''park i.ng space." 

Mr. VanNatta also objected to the 50-space cut-off standard in or within 

five miles of metropolitan areas and with conditions proposed by the Department 

for inclusion in the permits. He said that the EPA did not intend tha.t its 

proposed Indirect Source rules would apply to single family tracts, and that 

the EPA has proposed a 1,000 space cut-off, where the state has proposed 50. 

In reply to t-1r. Somers' question concerning the number of 1, 000-space 

parking lots in Oregon, Mr. VanNatta replied that the staff report indicated 

that some 50 percent of the spaces staff has reviewed in the last two years 

are in parking lots of 1,000 or more. Mr. VanNatta also questioned whether 

parking areas in multi-family residential dwellings contributed significantly 

to the deterioration of the ambient air in the area. 

'Ir. Cannon stated that the entire Portland downtown plan was based upon 

the premise that cars do affect the ambient air quality. 



Mr. VanNatta said that the limitation of parking in the downtown 

Portland area was one thing, but that he was opposed to such limitations 

within five miles of a metropolitan area, particularly at places of residence. 

!·1r. Cannon stated that the Dci)artn1ent has been working to limit pollu

tion in a known area and must be able to limit it in the proposed surrounding 

areas as well. 

Mr. Bruce Anderson, an attorney from Eugene, representing the Oregon 

Members of International Council of Shoppinq Centers (I.C.S.C.), distributed 

copies of a letter he prepared and which he summarized (a copy of which has 

peen made a part of the permanent record). He said there are three major 

issues of concern: (1) consistent opposition by a wide range of public and 

private organizations to a number of requireMents in the regulations, especi

ally the 50-space minimum, and the effect they would have on commercial 

facilities: (2) the expected delay in implementation of the federal Indirect 

Source regulations from January 1, 1975 to mid-1975, because of an awareness 

tl1at the proposed regulations would have 11 a minimal effect on air quality 

even if they work optimu!'lly [sic]"; (3) the analysis made by the National 

Academy of Sciences and the National Acadeny of Engineering, submitted to th~ 

Public l'~orks Co.runittee of the United States Senate 11 on the question of both 

the necessity and the effectiveness of other transrmrtation controls, in 

particular indirect source controls, in place of, or in addition to, direct 

controls on the automobile." 

Mr. Anderson objected to the mimimum size of a facility for which a 

parking permit is required, noting that the DEQ proposed limits of 50 and 

500, where applicable, and the EPA has proposed 1,000 and 2,000. He sug

gested 500 and 1,000. He asked the Commission not to apply the same figure~ 

to the rest of the state that have been applied to the Portland metropolitan 

area, noting that five miles outside Salem or Euqene is significantly differ

ent than five miles outside Portland. 

Mr. cannon said that if t11e federal government had some years ago done 

what it said it was going to do about the automobile, much of the present and 

proposed regulations would not be necessary. However, he said that the 

permit procedures are designed to see if there 'is some way to accommodate the 

automobile, which continues to he a major source of pollution, and still allow 
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developments to take place, at the same time meeting the standards in air 

quality "that we've committed ourselves to." 

I1r. ll.nc1crson urged the Commission to carefully review the rules changes 

r)roposed Ly I .c. S .c. prior to adopting rules for the control of indirect 

sources, and asked that they not set regulations 11 that will drive small 

developers out and hurt the already hard hit construction industry." 

~1r. Douglas Sowl es, a member of t11e Environment Committee of Associated 

General Contractors, dealt with three specifics: (1) the requirement for 

estimating traffic: in the tenth and twentieth years following completion of 

the facility--20-129(1) (a)--since it was not included in previous drafts nor 

mentioned in the public hearings; (2) clarification of the jurisdiction of 

the regional authorities; and (3) his objection to the 50-space minimum, 

preferring either 500 or 1,000. 

Mr. Douglas Stevie, Senior Planner of the Oregon State Housing Division, 

distributed copies of a prepared statement which he read (a copy of which has 

been made a part of the permanent record). He spoke in opposition to the 

proposed rules, particularly sections 20-115(2) (a) and 20-130, pertaining to 

the inclusion of indirect sources in or within five miles of a municipality 

with a population of 50,000 or more, and to the issuance or denial of indirect 

source construction permits. He said these sections "will act to further 

shift the cost of general protection to lower income households by increasing 

overall housinq costs." 

Mr. Victor W. Shearer of Corvallis, President of the Mobile HoI'le Parks 

Association and owner of Whispering Pines Mobile Lodge, objected to the 

inclusion in the permit rec1uirernents of mobile home parks in applicable areas. 

Ile said the regulations appear to be "unreasonable." 

Mr. Ron Symons of Travelers Insurance Company (real estate loan division), 

Portland, objected to the 50-space minimum; the conditions for construction of 

an indirect source, as contained in the permit requirements; and the duration 

of the permit. Ile said that the Portland office of Travelers Insurance has pro

vided mortgage loan money for over 30 shopping centers and other commercial 

properties, and one of their criteria is the economic viability of the facility 

in terms of good ingress and egress and adequate parking. He noted that 
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mortgage lenders usually require more sraces than the developer wants but 

which are often limited by the DEQ. He suggested that the minimum number 

of spaces for which a permit \.'1as required was too small but he did not 

offer a substitute figure. 

Mr. Richard Hanson, Manager of Valley River Shopping Center in Eugene, 

expressed Concern about the 50-space minimum, preferring that 50 be changed 

to 500 and 500 to 1,000. He said that shopping centers must work with 

transit authorities; but in response t6 a question from Dr. Crothers, stated 

that only about two percent of his shopping center's customers come by bus, 

although a bus arrives at the Center every 10 minutes. ~.bout 1,000 people 

visit the Center each week. 

Mr. Glen Odell, consulting engineer from Portland, spoke in favor of the 

proposed rules. As a former staff employee of the DEQ, he said he was 

instrumental in drafting the parking and highway regulations two years ago. 

He said the staff initially wanted to get a handle on the automobile in a 

way the federal government was not and in a way in which land use control 

agencies refused to do. 11 DEQ' s actions since that time have succeeded in a 

large measure if not in getting a handle on the automobile, at least in 

getting industries of all kinds and the general population at large to under

stand that the automobile is related to air pollution .... " 

He said that the staff has been reviewing 50-car parking facilities 

within five-mile limits of Salem, Eugene and Portland for the past 2 1/2 years 

and was "personally pleased" to see the staff undertal<.e this revision of the 

regulations. He said the proposed rules form the options the DEQ has ~Then 

it does a1-,prove parking facilities, and that these options have previously 

existed as staff guidelines. He said the regulations benefit the environment, 

applicants and industry, and that the reci:uirement for master plan a1)proval will 

help with regulating these indirect sources. Mr. Odell suggested that the 

ninirnum number of parking spaces in a facility for which a permit ,.,.ould be 

required could go to 100 "without hurting anything" although the staff seemed 

to think they could continue to handle the load with a SO-space minimum. 

Mr. Odell said that qood land use planning would eliminate the need for 

consideration of parking facilities in residential areas. In terr.1s of 
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continued staff review of corunercial facilities, Mr. Odell said he "couldn't 

be more supportive of it." 

There were no other witnesses. 

It was ~10VED by Dr. Phinney and seconded by Mr. Somers to accept the 

Director's recommendation. Dr. Crothers called for a roll call vote. Voting 

in favor of the motion were Mrs. Hallock, Dr. Phinney and Mr. Somers; voting 

against the motion was Dr. Crothers who said the Department already has 

regulations to control indirect sources and further, that the minimum numbers 

for a permit were too small. 

OPEN BURNING REGULATIONS--AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING; and 
WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY, SPRINGFIELD--REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HEARING 

Action on these two agenda items was taken by a single motion made by 

Mr. Somers and seconded by J'.-!rs. Hallock, to accept the Director's recommenda

tions given below. There was no objection and it was so ordered by unanimous 

consent. 

Open Burning Regulations, Authorization for Public Hearing: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that a public hearing be 
authorized at the Environmental Quality Commission meeting to be 
held on January 24, 1974 [changed from December 20, 1974), for the 
purpose of taking public testimony prior to the adoption of pro
posed rule changes. 

Weyerhaeuser Company Request for Public Hearing: 

It is recommended that authorization to hold a public hearing on 
the proposed modifications to the Weyerhaeuser Company Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit be granted. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Mr. Somers asked about the status of the Wah-Chang plant in Albany. 

"Ir. Sawyer said a full report would be presented to the Commission at its 

meeting in Albany on December 20th. 

There was no further business and the meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m . 

.. ~ • 1 ,·'' •• 
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MEMORANDUM Revised 

To Environmental Quality Commission 

From Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. B, December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

November 1974 Program Activity Report 

During the month of November, staff action was taken relative 
to the list of project plans, specifications, and/or reports 
which follows: 

Water Quality 

1. Seventy (70) domestic sewage project plans and specifications 
were reviewed: 

WATER QUALITY DIVISION - 35 (see attachment #1) 

Approval was given to ten (10) Change Orders and Addenda. 

Provisional approval was given to 21 sewer projects and 
four (4) sewage treatment plant projects. 

NORTHWEST REGION - 35 (see attachment #2) 

Provisional approval was given to 30 sewer projects. 

Three (3) sewer project plans are pending. 

Two (2) sewer project plans were submitted to the Marion 
County Boundary Commission. 

2. Four (4) industrial projects were reviewed: 

NORTHWEST REGION - 3 

Approval was given to two (2) projects: 
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Robert Belozer Fryer Farm, Marion County 
chicken rearing facilities 

Proto Tool, Milwaukie 
chrome plated rinse water .. treatment sy10.tem. 

One (1) project is pending: 

Kaiser Gypsum, St. Helens 
bay study 

MIDWEST REGION - 1 

Provisional approval was given to 

Air Quality 

Donald GabrielTf, Linn County 
animal waste facilities 

'Forty-one (41) air pollution control projects and parkhrg fac'iTity proposals 
were reviewed:. 

AIR QUALITY.DIVISION ~ 13 

.. ,, .-.. .- ··-··--:'.' . 

Approval .. was giveff'·to· seven· ·(T)· ·ai·r poliut±orr· control projects: 

Perman·eer, Douglas County- · 
door jam plant installation 

Georgia·-Pacific ,·coos Bay 
veneer dryer emission scrubber system 

Georgia-Pacific'; ·coquil·le 
,. venee?;"., -dryer emission.- scrubber system 

Georgia-Pacific, Toledo 
ven-eer dryer· emission scrubber system 

.warm· Spr±ngs F0rest Products, Jefferson 'County 
new wigi.vam burner'-installat·ion····.. .. "'!·· 

Fibreboard (Bate Plywood) · 
Air"-GUard scrubber for veneer dr-yer em-issio·ns 

Kogap, Jackson County 
new veneer dryer (No" 3) installation 

;._.· 

Conditional approval was given to five (,5) parking facility proposals. 

Farmers Insurance Group, -Washington County 
relocation of existing facility, 4 parking spaces added 
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Tualatin Plaza, Washington County 
56-space parking facility 

Pringle Creek Parking Facility, Marion County 
Hilton Hotel, 520-space parking facility 

State Motor Pool, Lane County 
relocation of 175-space parking facility 

Lincoln International, Clackamas County 
phased warehouse parking facility 

No action was taken on·one (1) parking facility proposal since it 
is outside the jurisdiction of the Department: 

Dammasch State Hospital, Clackamas County 
100-space parking addition 

NORTHWEST REGION - 28 

Approval was given to seven (7) air pollution control projects: 

Western Foundry, Washington County 
scrubber to control cupola emissions 

Publishers Paper, Newberg, Yamhill County 
new digester 

Oregon Steel Mills, Front Street, Multnomah County 
ladle fume exhaust 

Oregon Portland Cement, Clackamas County 
paving of vehicular traffic areas 

Teeples & Thatcher, Inc., Multnomah County 
sawdust cyclones 

Tillamook Creamery, Tillamook County 
control whey dryer exhaust 

ESCO - Plant #3, Multnomah County 
new 4-ton induction furnace 

Information was requested and received for seven (7) air pollution 
control projects and is being evaluated: 

Resource Recovery Byproducts, Multnomah County 
paper classifier--information on controls 

Cascade Energy, Inc., Columbia County 
oil refinery--emission information and EIA 
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Western Farmers, Multnomah County 
control of truck receiving 

Charter Energy Company, Columbia County 
new oil refinery--evaluating tradeoffs and effect on ambient air 

Triangle Milling, Multnomah County 
dust control,,,.,.drafting approval letter 

Rhodia - Chipman Division, Multnomah County: .. 
dichlorophenol.distillation expansiori.--draftibg approval ·1etter 

AJY1Ale ll'.Illininurn, Clatsop County 
new alumi~um reduction plant-""'information p~rtaining to issues 
raised at public hearing.~ 

Additional information was·requested for one (1) air pollution control· 
project:. 

Owens Corning, Multnomah County 
fiberglass plant--awaiting information on more efficient controls. .. 
and .. tradeoffs ..... 

,, .Five (5) air polluti911 control projects are being processed: 

Pennwalt Corp' , Multnomah Courit¥ 
expansion .of ... -_chlor ine~cuas.tic .... soda 
_emission inform·ation 

manufacturing_':""_~:r:evi.ewing 

Oregon.Portland Cement Company, Clackamas CciuntY 
new aggregate ··lime storage bin 

Zidell Explorations, Inc., Multnomah County 
new secondary aluminum smelter--accepted for f.iling 

Kaiser· Permanente.. MedicaI Center,_ MuLtnomah. CoU11ty t:; .; 
controlled atmosphere incineratqr-·--reviewing:: $Q:bmitted: application 

' ,,·-

., Norwest.Publishing, Multnomah County 
control of heatset ink dryer--'reviewing manufacturer's data 

Four (4) permits were issuedo,·: .. 

Ross Island Sand and Gravel•i Multnomah County·· ' 
·concrete· bat;ch p1ant · 

Columbia Steel Casting, Multnomah County 
new furnace and· contro:L:;;· · 

Pacific Carbide, Multnomah County 
new furnace 

Schnitzer Steel Products,. Muit!lomah County. 
wire incinerator 

,,.- _,,, 

~. l. 
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Two (2) proposed permits were issued: 

Chamberlain's Pet Crematorium, Multnomah County 
cremation incinerator 

Portland Steel Mills, Multnomah C.ounty 
new steel mill 

Two (2) Notices of Construction were cancelled: 

Pacific Building Materials, Washington County 
concrete readymix plant 

Milwaukie Plywood Clackamas.County 
veneer dryer control 

Solid Waste Management 

Four (4) solid waste management project plans were reviewed: 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION - 3 

Approval was given to one (1) project plan: 

Franklin Landfill, Lane County 
existing site; operational and closure plans 

Provisional approval was given to two (2) project plans: 

Les Schwab, Crook County 
new site; tire disposal site 

Ladd Canyon Disposal Site, Union County 
new site; operational plan 

NORTHWEST REGION - 1 

Approval was given to: 

Willamina Lumber Company, Yamhill County 
new wood waste landfill 

Director's Reconunendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission ·give its confirming 
approval to staff action on project plans and proposals for the month of 
No.vember 1974. 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



Attach111ent. fl 

PROJECT PLANS 

Water Quality Division 

During the Month of November 1974, the following project plans and specifications 
and/or reports were reviewed by the staff. The disposition of each project is 
shown, pending ratification by the Environmental Quality Commission. 

Date Location Project Action 

Municipal Projects - 35 

11-1-74 Green S.D. 

11-1-74 Ashland 

11-1-74 Unity 

11-4-74 Springfield 

11-4-74 Bend 

11-4-74 Gold Beach 

11-4-74 Lincoln City 

11-8-74 Mosier 

Happy Valley Rd. - No. 26 sewer 
Crossing 

C. 0. #2 STP 

Sewage collection system & 7.74 acre 
non-overflow sewage lagoon system 

Minor Subdn sewers 

Addendum No. 5 - grit chamber & 
septic tank dumping station 

Septic tank dumping station 

Careage Corp. nursing home· sewer 

Sewage collection system & 0.085 MGD 
extended aeration STP 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. ·Approval 

Prov. Approval 

11-12-74 USA(Beaverton) Allen Ave. sewer diversion Prov. Approval 

11-12-74 NTCSA 

11-13-74 Josephine Co. 

11-13-74 Junction City 

11-15-74 BCV SA 

11-15-74 BCV SA 

11-15-74 Gleneden S.D. 

11-18-74 Boardman 

11-19-74 BCVSA 

11-21-74 Pendleton 

11-25-74 North Bend 

11-25-74 Springfield 

11-25-74 Springfield 

C.O. A-1 - Sch. IV 

Harbeck-Fruitdale-South Allen Cr. 
Int. sewer 

Norman Park Subdn. Third Addn sewers 

Valley Estates Subdn.sewers 

Oak Grove Rd. sewer project 

Sewerage system to Depoe Bay S.D. 

C.O. to contract for interim sewage 
facilities 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Lozier Lane sewer project & Wilson Rd. Prov. Approval 
sewer Lat. #1 south 

Indian Agency sewer extension Prov. Approval 

Newmark St. sewer Prov. Approval 

Gateway St. sewer Prov. Approval 

SWF Plywood pressure sewer line Prov. Approval 
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Date Location Project 

11-25-74 Coquille East 13th St. sewer 

11-25-74 USA C. O. No. 3 - STP modifications 
(Forest Grove) 

11-26-74 Bay City C. O. B-8 - STP contract 

.11-26-74 Ashland Mt. Ranch Subdn, Phase 1 sewers 

11-26-74 Josephine Co. Harbeck-Fruitdale S.D. -
Alexander Drive sewer 

11-26-74 Salem Sludge truck purchasing documents 

11-27-74 Corvallis 26th St. sewer replacement 

11-27-74 Gold Beach C. o. No. 1 - STP contract 

Action 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

11-29-74 Bly S.D. C. 0. Nos. 3 & 4 - Sch. B, STP contract Approved 

11-29-74 Warrenton c. O. No. 1 - interceptor project Approved 

Sewers 21 
c.o. 10 
STP's 4 

35 



Attachmeat #2 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NORTHWEST REGION OFFICE - Technical Services 

Water Quality Division - Project/Plan Review 

During the month of November 1974, the following sanitary sewer· 
project plans and specifications and/or reports were reviewed by the 
staff. The disposition of each projec~ is shown, ~ending ratification 
by the Environmental Quality Commission. 

se·e attached sheets for disposition of each project. 

Summary of projects 

13 sanitary sewer plans received 
18 sanitary. sewer plans approved 
4 sanitary sewer plans pending* 

* Pending refers to scheduling for staff review relative to 
disposition of projects unless noted on attached sheets as 
"under· study". 



1 

0. 

/) 

Received 
Date Location 

362 9-25-74 USA (Sunset) 

363 9-16-74 Timberline 
Lodge _ 
c·lackamas Co. 

364 9-26-74 Tualatin 

365 9-22-74 West Linn 

366 9-26-74 Tualatin 

367 9-11-74 Portland 

368 10-1-74 Gresham 

369 9-30-74 Troutdale 

370 10-2-74 Lake Oswego 
(Tryon) 

371 10-1-74 Tualatin 

') 
J)!_ORTHWE s;: ):!EGIOlL'.: .HQ - _·_s">yei;:_tl11n Dj,sposj,~_i_OI), __ 

. _') 25 
Sheet: 

;;: N .LO . .R . .M.A _T _ _I_O l; _R_E __ C .. .E_J_\~.E D ____ ---------- DEQ -5J:afLnisp.osition __ _ 

Inf or- Approval 

~~~~- Engineer mat ion Date 
-=---- --=----:-:·"- ·- ---- -- -~ .. -----.:: -- -- !1-£1: ~"'""'"~--===== ~:~ 

Extension to !14th Street 
L. 1.0., Edwin J. Peterson 
property, sanitaiy sewers 

Timber! ine Lodge Sewage 
Effluent Seepage Bed 

Shawnee Plains 
sanitary sewers 

'Portland Ave. L. I .D. 
sanitary sewers 

Hilton 
Eng1neering Co. 

U.S.Department 
of Agriculture 

Compass Corp. 

John W. 
Cunningham 
& Associates 

Western Metro Sewer [ CH 2MHi 11 ' 
' Extension (West of 65th Av~) 
i 

P 8172.0 Tryon Creek City of Portland 
infiltration/inflow 
analysis 

Casa-De-Lass Moffatt Nichol 
sanitary sewers & Bonney, Inc. 

Sanitary force main Sleavin-Kors 
connection to a City 
Manhole 

Revised Forest Glen Murray-McCormick 
subdivision sanitary , E nv i ronmen ta I 
sewecs ' Group 

Conrad Veneer prop·erty Dorner & Tunks, 
sanitary sewer Inc. 

2 plans 9--27-74 . Prov. Approva I AHJ 

2 plans 9-19-74 Prov. Approval CHG 

2 plans I0-3-74 ·Prov. Approval AHJ 

2 plans 10-3-74 _Prov. Aooroval AHJ 

1 plan 10-3-74 ! Prov. Approval AHJ 

2 plans -- Pending (under study) REG/P 

2 plans 10-3-74 Prov. Approval AHJ 

2 plans 10-3-74 Prov. Approval AHJ 

2 plans I0-4-74 Prov. Approval AHJ 

3 plans I 0-3-74 Prov. Approval .AHJ 
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J 
. __ ___ _ ~ORTliWESC REGION__=_ WQ _:-_Sew~r _:tJ_ap. D_i~po~_it:i,p_n __ _ 

.::J 
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) 

------~·------ ·-----------· ----· : N _E__O R 11.A _T _I_O__:lL__R _E _C _ _E_J _:i'.E D_ .. 

: :-a • 

'55 

372 

373 

374 

375 

376 

) ' 

377 

378 

379 

Received 
Date Location En7±neer 

Infor- Approval 
matiort 

--·-- =-::.=~---- ---
_Project .... -- =·=--~-==== .~'::;)-- ·-- -11a~_e 

10-3-74 Salem (Willow) 
E. Salem Sewer 
& Drainage 
District 1 

10-10-74 CCSD#l 
(Gladstone) 

10-9-74 Turner 

10-10-74 Salem (Willowr 

10-15-74 Canby 

10-15-74 St. Helens 

10-16-74 Gresham 

10-17-74 Gresham 

10-17-74 USA (Alohal 

Mackel Construction Company 
Shopping Center sanitary 
sewer at Silverton & 
Lancaster Drive 

Monte Carlo Heights 
subdivision sanitary sewer 

Martin 
Eng foeer i ng 
Company 

A Sewerage Plan Report for .. Clark & Groff 
Turner 

2 plans 

3 plans 

3 plans 

Central Services Center 
near Interstate 5 & State 
Street sanitary sewers 

Carkin and 1 plan ' 

North Juniper Street and 
N.E. First Avenue 
sanitary sewers 

Kaiser Gypsum Co., Inc. 
Sanitary Sewage Dispo~al 
Modifications 

Gresham Clinic sanitary 
sei.-.Jers 

ShermanJ\.IA and: 
Wes tech 

! Engineering 

Zarosinski -
Ta tone 
Engineering Inc. 

Whitely, 
Jacobsen and 
Assoc rates 

Wilsey & Ham 

2 plans 

3 plans 

2 plans 

10-18-74 

10-14-74 

11-1-74 

10-18-74 

10-24-74 

10-22-74 

Camelot Plat 3 subdivision. Carl E. Green : 2 plans. fo-22-74 
sanitary sewers 

Tanasbrook Development 
Neighborhood "C", 
sanitary sewer 1 ine C-1 
revisi.on·, sanitary sewer 
line C-2 

& Associates 

Alpha 
Engineering 

2 plans 10~22y-74 

·- _ DEQ. StafL.Uisp.osition __ _ 

' - At;_!' t C>r! 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Pending (under study) 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

·Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

' . I 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

_, 

-,. 

B_':'. 

AHJ 

AHJ 

RHF1 
PDC 

AHJ 

AHJ 

AHJ. 
LOP 

AHJ 

AHJ 

AHJ 
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_J 
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______ _:;_l:{_r':__O_.RJ:! A _T _ _I_Q_,'\ ___ R__E __ C __ E__I._y __ E D_. ------- _ DEQ _$ta£Lllispasition ___ _ 

Received Inf or- Approval 
.... . Date Location mat ion Date Action Bv =·"="""'=.-=--- - -- .-= ...... -· -·=-=-----==-----·- ----:...-- ,. ___ .. ----Pro j_ect -~~~~~~~--~-E~ __ ;;:.nginee~ '"" -,_~==·..=.=-;=..;.:...· 

330 Independence 

381 10-18-74 West Linn 

382 10-21-74 USA (Durham) 

383 10-23-74 Twin Rocks 
Sanitary 
District in 
Ti 1 lamook Co.: 

Independence Airpark 
final phase of 84 lots 
sanitary sewers 

Hidden Springs Ranch Na.· 2 
sanitary sewers 

Preliminary Plans for 
Cedar Hills Trunk Sewer 

Stark Street sanitary 

W. I. Peterson 
Engineeri~g 

Wilsey & Ham 

Stevens, 

2 plans 

2 plans 
Thompson & Runyan 

W. F. Perley :2 plans 
sewer extension, lats, E-5, and Associates 
and E-5-1 

334 l0-24-74 USA Somerset West Commercial R .A. \~r i g"fft 
Engineering 

: 2 plans 
(Somerset West)Center sanitary sewer 

385 

i 
I0-25-74 Portland S.W. S.W. Fairvale Court north of City of Portland 1 plan 

S.W. Pendleton Street 

386 Portland N. 

387 10-31-74 Tualatin 

383 10-31-74 Portland 
(Co 1 umb i a) 

339 10-31-74 USA (Aloha) 

sanitary sewer 

Gertz-Schmeer se1•erage City of Port 1 and 2 pl ans_ 
system including 1 ift 
stations, wastewater pump 
station and sanitary sewers 

Revised Shawnee Plains 
sanitary sev1er s 

S.E. Harney Street 
sanitary se1-1ers 

Ray Sul 1 ivan sanit~ry 
sewer extension 

Compass Corp. 2 plans 

City of Portland 1 plan 

H.A. Mohr : 2 plans 
Engineers 

10-22~74 Prov. Approval 

10-23-74 Prov. Approval 

10-25-74 Prov. Approval 

10-25-74 Prov. Apprava 1 

10-28-74 'Prov. Approval 

10-29-74 Prov. Approval 

10-14-74 Prov. Approval 

11-5-74 Prov. Approval 

11-18-74 Prov. Approval 

11-7-74 Prov. ~pproval 

• 

AHJ 

AHJ 

AHJ 

AHJ 

AHJ 

AHJ 

WQ-by 
CPH 

AHJ 

AHJ 

AHJ 
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390 

391 

392 

10-31-74 USA 
(Beaverton) 

10-31-74 USA 
(Aloha) 

10-31-74 USA 
(Aloha) 

Carolwood I 
sanitary sewers 

CO-JO No. Z 
sanitary sewers 

Hyland Hills Center -
Phase I Construction 
sanitary sewers 

Wilsey&Ham 2 p 1 ans 

·Harris-McMonagle 2 plans 

Robert E. Meyer 2 plans 
Consulting 
Engineer 

393 USA F0rest Grove STP : CH 2M/Hi 11 

(Forest Grove) Change Order No. 2 

394--' - Milwaukie 

395 11-1-74 Troutdale 

396 

397 

398 

..:: . 

11-4-74 USA (Aloha) 

11-6-74 Lake Os"iego 
(Tryon) 

11-12-74 CCSD #1 

399 11-15-74 Amity 

400 11-18-74 Salem 
., (Will01-1) 

401 11-15-74 Monmouth 

:The Grove, phase 
sanitary sewers 

:Autumn Park Subdivision 
sanitary sewers 

Harris & 
McMonagle 

...... 
Hi 1 sey & 11am 

Torreyview On Site, Phase I,· John W. 
sanitary sewers 

L. I .D. 163, Lake Shore 
Road sanitary sewers 

Rainier Court 
sanitary se•iers 

Cunningham 

City of Lake 
Oswego 

R. A. '.·Ir i g ht 
Consulting 
Engineer 

Lateral A-2, sanitary sewEr ·John W. 
on Roth Street Cunningham 

Railroad Trunk-Phase I I, City of Sa 1 em 
Main Road-! sanitary sewers. 

Southwest Heights Addition Clark & Groff 
No. 5 sanitary sewers 

2 plans 

2 plans 

2 plans 

1 plan 

2 plans 

3 plans 

2 plans 

1 plan 

11.-13-74 

11-8-74 

11-8-74 

10-28-74 

11-6-74 

-·· 11-7-74 

11-14-74 

i 1-18-711 

11-19-74 

11-21-74 

11 "'25 -74 

11:22-74 

_/.C_t:_iOI_1 - B': 
Prov. Approval AHJ 

Prov. Approval AHJ 

Prov. Approval AHJ 

Prov. Approval WQ-b 
CPH 

Prov. Approval AHJ 

Prov. Approva 1 AHJ 

Prov. Approval AHJ 

Prov. Approval AHJ 

Prov. Approval AHJ 

Prov. Approval AllJ 

Submitted to Marion - - RHF 
County ~oundary 
Con)jn 1 s s 1 on 

Prov. Approva j - AHJ 
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. 1: I N i' 0 R MA 1' I 0 N R E C )<: I V E D JJ m;:_Q._S.taff Disposition 

r Received ! Infor- Approval · 1: ' I 1· . I . 11 I 

'.lo. 1· Date I Location Project I Engineer · mation I Date Action 

402 Iii 1-20-7[ Hillsboro ! Sew~l l Station I Rolland Baxter 2 plans 111-22-74 \Prov. Approval 
lj san 1 ta ry sewer I 

1 t; ! I 

403 \i11-20-7 Tualatin Rev~sed 105th Street· Gene T. Gi_nther 2 plans !"'11-22~74 \Prov. Approvaf 
!: san 1 tary sewer ; 

I I: 404 ;I --- USA Revised Allen Avenue -------- --- .Vll-12-74 
i' (Beaverton) sewerage divers ion I I ii ,. \, .. I q ,. ' 

405 1: 11-29-7 Gresham Between S. E. Stark S~ree Hi 1 ton R. 2 plans 'I 

I• and S. E. 221st Avenue Emerson . 
Ii sanitary sewer ! 
I i 

406 1!11-26-7 Canby· N. Cedar Street from 5th Zarosinski-
J • to Dahlia Place .- .. Tatone Engineer 

i 
I 

If 

I! 
I' 
I' 

Ii 
Ii 
H 
' 

I 
I 
!.. 
f ~ 

i' 

, __ .. ~. -_sanitary sewer 
°:--"'·. 

-.·· ...... , 
' ... •. __ , 

··:....o. •: 
"" : . I .. ..:.. ._ 

. ·.-.:; ,,7.: .. 

:.:.- ... -

I 
L 

.:. .... 

,.,........., .. _ 

plan II 

II ; , . ..:_· - .: 

-.I -
11 
I 
I 
i 
·' " 
Ii 
p 
!\ 
~: 

11 

I 

I 

I 

. -.- -- ... 
.... 

- ' 

'C" ••• 

Prov. Approval 

Pending 

I Pending 

--, 
-:.. ~:._.. ~ .. ~ . ..,, . ... ... 

-
~ 
~ 

,.. __ 

·-

I 
I 
I 
I 
l 
i 
I 

.. _, -<···· -··· 

.. ,_ -- - -- .,-_ 
~- ... 

Bv 

AHJ 

AHJ 

\.IQ-b 
CPH 

AHJ 

AHJ 



Memorandum 

TO: Shirley~y 

FROM: Jolkowa l czyk 

December 6, 1974 

SIJB,lECT: Supplement to November 1974 Activity Report to EQC 

Northwest Region °ermit Work Output-Racklog 
November 1974 

A[!Pl. Pending 
Sources Appl. Permits Permits Permits 
Req'd Rec'd Drafted Issued To Be Permits 
Permits (mo.) (mo.) (mo.) Drafted Drafted 

Air Permits 
Process 300 14 9 5· l 37 10 
Fuel Burning 630 0 3 0 0 622 

Water Permits* 
Industrial l 57 0 9 0 20 108 
Domestic 123 0 0 0 5 42 

Solid Waste Permits 
General Refuse 26 0 0 0 6 0 
Demolition 10 0 0 0 3 0 
Industrial 15 0 2 0 3 2 

*NPDES 

Sources 
Under 
Regular 
Permit 

11'9 
8 

39 
76 

20 
7 

10 



·' 
' .. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Northwest Region 

Technical Services 

Air Quality Division - Project/Plan Review 

. During the month of November, 197 4 the fo 11 owing air aua 1 ity project 
plans and specifications were reviewed by the staff. The dispos.ition of 
each project is shown pending ratification by the Environmental Quality 
Commission. See attached sheets for disposition of each project. 

Summary of Projects 

Air Quality Plan Reviews - Notice of Construction 

3 Received 
5 Pending (awaiting additional information requested) 
7 Processing 
9 Approvals 
2 Cancelled 

New Source Air Quality Permits 

5 Received 
2 Pending (awaiting additional information requested) 

13 Processing 
3 Proposed Permits Issued 
3 Permits Issued 



P = Permit 
NC = Notice of Construction DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NORTHWEST REGION - AQ-Plan Disposition 

No. 

Pl44 

Pl45 

Pl 46 

P259 

Date 
Received 

11 /9/73 

11/21/73 

11 /23/73 

l /30/7 4 

NC504 2/5/74 

P267 2/28/7 4 

NC513 3/26/7 4 

P27 5-7 4/2/7 4 

P282 4/15/74 

NC520 5/7/74 
P338 11/1/74 

I N F 0 R M A T I 0 N R E C E I V E D 

Location 

Clatsop 

Project 

AMAX Aluminum - New 
Aluminum Reduction Plant 

Multnomah Union Carbide - #1 furnace 
Product Change 

Multnomah Schnitzer Steel Products 
Wire Incinerator 

Multnomah Columbia Steel Casting 
New furnace and controls 

Multnomah Western Farmers - Dust 
Control of Tr,uck Receiving 

Multnomah Layton Funeral Home 
Cremation Incinerator .. 

Clackamas Milwaukie Plywood - Veneer 
Dryer Control 

Review 
Engineer 

JFK 

JAP 

JAP 

cl AP 

JAP 

JAP 

,JAP 

Multnomah Columbia Independent Refinery ,JAP 
Oil Refinery 

Multnomah Pacific Carbide 
New Furnace 

Multnomah Resource Recovery Byproducts 
Paper Classifier 

cl AP 

JAP 

DEO Staff Disoosition 

Information 
Req'd Rec'd 

12/26/73 11/26/74 1 

7/15/74 8/14/74 

.A:c.oroval 
Date Action 

Further information 
requested resulting 
from issues raised at 
public hearing 

Proposed permit being 
drafted 

6/28/74 8/7/74 9/30/74 ; Issued permit 11/8/74 

2/6/74 6/13/74 9/30/74 

3/21/74 11/5/74 / 

5/14/74 10/29/74 

6/17 /74 

4/30/74 10/28/74 

'Issued permit 11/7/74 

Reviewinq reauired 
information received 
on 11/5/74 

Evaluating Source 
Test Results 

/Cancelled 11/4/74 

Evaluating tradeoff 
benefits 

5/17 /74 9/30/74 v Issued permit 11/7/74 

5/29/74 11/1/74 / Reviewing information 
on controls submitted 
11 /l /74 

By 



l 

P = Permits Page 2 
NC = Notice of Construction DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NORTHWEST REGION .., AQ-Plan Disposition . 

No. 
Date 
Received 

P294 5/31/74 

NC542 6/12/7 4 

P305 6/28/7 4 

P306 . 6/28/7 4 

NC539 7 /9/74 

NC533·· 7 /12/74 

NC537 7 /12/7 4 

NC535 7/17/74 

I N F 0 R M A T I 0 N R E C E I V E D DEO Staff Disposition 

Review Information 
Location Project Engineer Req'd Rec'd 

Aooroval 
Date Action By 

Columbia Cascade Energy, Inc. 
Oil Refinery 

Multnomah Port of Portland 
Bulk Loading Facility 

Multnomah Owens Corning 
Fiberglass Dlant 

Multnomah Portland Steel Mills 
New Steel Mi 11 

Multnomah Triangle Milling 
Dust Control 

Washington Pacific Building Materials 
Concrete Readymix Plant 

Yamhill 

Marion 

Publishers Paper - Newberg 
New Digester 

Boise Cascade - Salem 
New Washers 

JAP 

JAP 

.JFK 

~ ........ . 

JAP 

ono 

DDO 

DDO 

DDO 

7/16/74 11/4/74 / 

7 /2,2/74 

11 /15/74 / 

7/17/74 10/18/74 

9/20/74 11/15/74 / 

9t6/74 11/2/74 

Reviewing submitted 
emission information 
and EIA 

Awaiting information 
on controls (information 
will be rece·ived when 
Port aporoves project 
funding) · 

/\.waiting information on 
more efficient controls 
and tradeoffs with 
respect to interim 
rule adopted 10/25/74 

Issued proposed· rermit 
11/19/74 

Drafting anproval 
1 etter 

,/Cancelled. 

9/26/74 10/1/74 11/1/74,. · Approved 

8/15/74 Awaiting final 
engineering design 
on controls 



l 

P = Permit Paqe 3 
NC = Notice of Construction --DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NORTHWEST REGION ·"' AQ-Plan Disposition 

No. 
Date 
Received 

NC534 7/17/74 

P317 7/18/74 

NC543 7/24/74 

NC548 7/31/74 

NC544 8/1/74 

NC545 8/8/7 4 

NC549 8/15/7 4 

P323 9/11/74 

P324 9/13/74 

P325 9/17/74 

NC556 9/27 /74 

I N F 0 R M A T I 0 N R E C E I V E D DEQ Staff Disposition 

Review Information A:ooroval 
Date Location Pro·ject Engineer Req'd Rec'd Action By 

Marion Boise Cascade - Salem 
New Digester 

DDO 

Multnomah Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate DDO 
Pellet Metallizing 

Multnomah Oregon Steel Mills - Front St, DDO 
Baghouse with Canopy 

Clackamas Barton Sand and Gravel -JAP 
Rock Crusher 

Multnomah Oregon Steel Mills - Front St. ODO 
Ladle Fume Exhaust 

Multnomah Teeples & Thatcher, Inc. ODO 
Sawdust Cyclones 

Washington Western Foundry - Scrubber 
to Control Cupola Emissions 

JAP 

Co 1 um bi a Charter Energy Company ,JAP 
New Oil Refinery 

Multnomah Chamberlain's Pet Crematorium ,JAP 
Cremation Incinerator 

Multnomah The Oregon Humane Society 
Cremation Incinerator 

Clackamas Oregon Ready-Mix 
Concrete Batch Plant 

,JAP 

noo 

8/15/74 

9/16/74 10/29/74. 

Awaiting final 
enqineering design 

Drafting air contaminant 
discharge permit 

10/15/74 11/15/74' Drafting approval 
letter 

9/17/74 Awaiting information on 
final process design 

11 /5/74 • Approved 

8/27 /74 10/29/7 4 11/8/74 • Approved 

11/1/74 v 

18/11 /74 11/7 /74.; 

9/19/74 10/8/7 4 

12/2/74 

Approved 

Evaluatinq tradeoffs and 
effect on amb.i ent air 
quality 

/ Issued proposed 
permit 11/14/74 

Proposed permit being 
drafted' 

New Source • Mailed 
- out permit application 



P = Permit 
NC = Notice of Constructi.on. 

Date 
No. Received Location 

NC561 l 0/4/74 Multnomah 

P340 10/7 /74 Multnomah 

P333 10/10/74 Multnomah 

NC558 l 0/11 /74 Clackamas 
NC559 
NC560 

NC562 l 0/15/74 Multnomah 

NC563 11/1/74 Tillamook 

P343 11/4/74 Multnomah 

NC564 11/5/74 Clackamas 

P342 ll/12/74 Multnomah 

P348 11/22/74 Multnomah 

NC565 11/27 /74 Multnomah 

, 

··DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
NORTHWEST REGION ·' AQ~Plan Disposition 

I N F 0 R M A T I 0 N R E C E I V E D· 

Review Information 
Project Engineer Req'd Rec'd 

Aooroval 
Date 

Rhodia-Chipman Division ODO 11/15/74 11/25/74; 
Dichlorophenol distillation 
expansion 

~~edford Cor-poration JAP 
Green wood chip storage 
and distribution center 

Ross Island Sand & Gravel JAP , 
Concrete Batch Plant 

Oregon Portland Cement ODO 11/5/74 ./ 
Paving of vehicular traffic 
areas 

ESCO - Plant #3 rmo 11/18/74 , 
Mew 4 ton induction furnace 

Tillamook Creamery ~ Control RHF 11/14/74 ,/ 
whey dryer exhaust 

Pennwalt Corp. - Expansion of DDO 
chlorine-caustic soda mfg. 

Oregon Portland Cement Co. ODO 
New agg. lime storage bin 

Zidell Explorations Inc. JAP 
new secondary aluminum smelter 

Kaiser Permanente Medical JAP 
Center - Controlled 
atmosphere incinerator 

Norwest Publishing - Control DDO 
of heatset ink dryer 

Page 4 

DEO Staff Disoosition 

Action By 

Drafting aooroval letter 

Processing 

Issued proposed 
permit 11/4/74 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Reviewing emission 
information 

Drafting approval 
1 etter 

Accepted for filing 
on ll/15/74 

. Reviewino suhmitted 
application 

Reviewing manufacturers 
data 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

E. A. Schmidt Date, December 4, 1974 

From: w. H. Dana 

Subje~t, Sununary of Activities, Program Operations Section, November 1974 

I. Permits 

A. Regular Permits· issued.- - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - 4 

B. 

1. Curry County - Agness Transfer.Station 
2. Linn County -Albany Landfill (renewal) 
3. Multnomah County - Resource Recovery Byproducts (issued by NWRO) 
4. Polk County - Fishback Hill (renewal by NWRO) 

Permits Amended - -··-' 
1. Clatsop County -
2. Josephine County 

2 
Lewis & Clark Log Sorting Yard (issued by NWRO) 
-Kerby Landfill 

C. Proposed Permits Mailed - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - 5 

D. 

1. Crook County -,Les Schwab Tire Disposal Site 
2. Curry County - Agness Disposal Site 
3. Polk County -Willamette Industries, Dallas (issued by NWRO) 
4. Yamhill County - Willamina Lumber Co. (issued by NWRO) 
5. Union County - .Ladd Canyon Disposal Site 

Proposed Permit Amendments Mailed - - -
1. Klamath County - Crescent Landfill 

- - - - 1 

II. Plan Review 

A. Construction and/or Operational Plans Approved - - - - 4 
1. Crook County - Les Schwab Tire Disposal· Site 
2. Lane County - Franklin Landfill 
3. Union County - Ladd Canyon Disposal Site 
4. Ya.'llhill County - Willamina Lu.'Tiber Co. (approved by NWRO) 

III. Field Investigations 

A. Domestic ~>laste Sites - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 3 
1. Gilliam County - Arlington Disposal Site 
2. Sherman County -Tsubota Dump 
3. Umatilla County - Pendleton Landfill 

IV. Other 

DEQ .•I 

A. Prepared lists of permits to be written, by region, prior to July 1, 1975. 

B. Reviewed copies of site operational reports from pe.rrnittees. Distributed 
copies to regions~ Set up central report filing system. 

·c. Submitted monthly pennit data report to EPA 



To: 

From: 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

E. A. Schmidt 

W. H. Dana 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Date: December 9, 1974 

Subject: Work Projects Pending - November 30, 1974 

OEQ 4 

I. PERMITS 

~- Incomplete Permit Applications Pending - - - - - - - - 15 
1. Existing Sites - - - - - - - 8 
2. New Disposal Sites - - - - - - - - - - - - 7 

B. · Complete Permit Applications Awaiting Staff Action 33 

c. 

II. PLANS 

1. Existing Disposal Sites 30 
2. New Disposal Sites - - - - - - - 3 

Temporary Permits Pending - - - -
1. Domestic Sites -
2. Industrial Sites - - -

- 128 
_. 113 

15 

A. Operational Plans for Permitted Sites Pending - - - - 4 

B. Operational Plans for Non-permitted or Temporarily permitted 
Sites Pending - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - 152 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES FOR NOVEMBER, 1974 

Project Plans 
Plan reviews received 12 
Plan reviews completed 13 

Surveys 
Area surveys 3 
Industrial surveys 21 
Source tests 1 

Computer Pro!\'rams 
Computer programs completed 2 

Meteorological Report 
Number of days on Alert Status 0 
Number of days under Air Stagnation Advisory 5 

Permit Activities 
Permit Applications received 
Permits issued 
Public Hearin!\'S held 
Notice of Intent to Issue Permits 
Permits revised, reissued 

Summary of AQCD permits by source categories 

Received* 
Wood products 210 
Minerals and Metals 164 
Pulp and paper 13 
Miscellaneous 88 

*Includes applications for renewals 

Source Compliance Evaluations 
Source tests received and;Or reviewed 

Regulation Revisions in process 

Tax Credits 
Review reports prepared 

4 
11 

0 
17 

1 

Issued 
86 
60 
12 
20 

7 

3 

13 

Pending 
124 
104 

1 
68 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvalli11 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KES,SLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Contains 
Recycled 
Muterials 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Status Report on Air Quality Control Division Workload 

Attached is a status report of the various projects in 
the Air Quality Control Division as of December 1, 1974. This 
status report includes special projects and ongoing pro~ams 
including air contaminant discharge permit applications and 
source tests. 

HMP - 12/19/74 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



Affi QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORJlilATION RECEIVED 

--.----.,...,-------.---------~ - I Received I L I Review 
No. Date Location _ Project Engineer I Information 

1 I 4-Mr4--f-1I'o-l:ed i-Geor>-gia-Fa-eifi-e-venee'!'-··dryer-1--Burkarll--Noti-ce-/Gons·u. 
·erni·s-sfon-control 

Program - Engineering Services 
DEQ Staff Dispositioa 

Approva 
Date Action 

Approved 11/15/74 

-

"'2"-·~+'7/2 9/'14-· .. --f GHde-~~·"·'•"""l·"·Little·"Rivet'··Box··· 4Iog-·fueF··J-~-~--·~~~-· ""·'"'f"~,.u~~·"'"'" --·--··· J··-9/27/7 4 · I Completed and approved 
-troileT 

3 

4 

5 

G 

7 

8 

12/7 /73 Medford 

3/1/74 I Bandon 

6/28/74 · I North Bend 

8/5/74 I Grants Pass 

8/15/74 I North. Bend 

Boise Cascade - Leckenby 
scrubber for veneer dryer 
emissions control 

Rogge Mills, stud mill canst. 

Weyerhaeuser 
Cyclo screen separator 

Agnew Plywood 
Veneer dryer emission contra 

Weyerhaeuser - veneer dryer 
emission control (Air-Air 
condenser) 

9/13/74 Klamath Fallsl Weyerhaeuser - veneer dryer 
emissions control 

" " " 
" 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

9--f--rl/4f'l'4---l--Billar rl I· Peft'll'all~ecn-ja-mb-"1!lanL'-"~l-w-··''"-"·"'~"'-l•--~~---·-·-·--·u ....•.. 

ro---l·-:t-o-/317'-'M-f-Medf'IYrcl---l-K-0e;ap--1Uime.er-.d:i;y=--~!---'.'--... I " " 1-

··11 . -1--1r/291'14 I B rooKihfts"-"IBr'601{lligs-PlyWlldit''"'"V-l'!J'feer+--·-·"+l~---·- '• ·I· '"'11 -- '-· . . ,, ' 

d'ryer-modiftca:tions-•-• 

12 · · ·-- 1·"'10/-7+---L·"-··=--"'"'w-AAL·Fibreboar-d·•-,(Bate·-'Plywood)-·"•·····" J,,.,_.,,. 1. 1• - ---L" .!.!· ... ,,,,. - " · •···•·• -

verreer-dner-emissfon-·eoirtrel-

Approved 11/8/74 

Approved 11/26/74 

Approved 12/4/74 

Approved 11/15/74 

... ·::.:-- /' - .-' ..:/ 



,,( 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - EngineeriEZ Services 
ATION RECEIVED EQ Staff -. Received Review Approva , . 

No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

1 8/28/74 Dee Champion International Burkart Permit compl 9/18/74 H.F. boiler in com)liance. 
Letter to be answered 

2 9/13/74 North Bend Weyerhaeuser " Compliance 9/13/74 Letter to be answered 
status 

3 Veneer Dryer emissions " Special Project 
control program 

·' 

. 

j 

jo/' ·- - / 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL. DIVISION 
INFOR!VIATION RECEIVED 

~---,-~~~~---.-~~~~~---,-~~~~~~~~~-

Review I 
. ~""' No. Date I Location 

1 9/30/74 IGold Beach 

2 17 /5/74 I Glendale 

3 I 6/10/74 I Medford 

4 12/31/73 !Medford 

Project 

Champion International 
Cyclone test 

Robert Dollar - bark dryer 

Timber Products 
Dryer, boilers, cyclones 

Boise-Cascade, cyclones 

Engineer Information 

Burkart ~ource test 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

Program - Engineering Services 

Approva 
Date 

D EQ Staff DiS]JOSition 

Action 

To be reviewed 

II II 

II II 

II II 

,_? 

o---t-:>f5-/73···-·-·iRedmond---·-,-·-1···Brm:rks-wHlamette;·-·cycl6nas--i·~---••-··~-- ··=---+-·•---·-·~·-··,, •.•. -f.,,,, ... ·Review c=pleted 10/18/74 

tr-·-·i·10-/2/'7S-·--···1Retlmond····- .. ·--+··Br-ooks-Willamette;·-HF botler~----. .,, .• ___ ......... , ... ·n>-········- ... ,, •.. __ - Review completed 10/18/74 

7 5 /29 /7 4 ---!Redmond---·-···· ·· H3rooks··Willamette;··-HF·-Boiler1---·-- '' ""•"htl· --·--·'-" ·· •· ·'··I-I·,. ·- - , Review completed 10/18/74 

S--1-12/74-. ----!Bond-- .. ··---·---····+Brooks··Wiila:mdtte·;-·cyclones···l·-·-·4 1----·-··1-... u--···-··-·· 11• -- " Review completed 12/4/74 

.f}----1··5(24/73···· ·-IBem:l-.,··- ---·--····+Hro6ks··Willamette;·rIF'"B6ilerst·--· .. ,,. .. ·· ·"·-·I· ··n · · ....... ,, · · ··· Review completed 10/17 /74 

iO--H:trl4/'f2-·-·iRedmund-·-·--·-··-·l-Bt>oolIB"·Willamette;···"HF"Boiler~·--- .,, ........... - .. f-··n···· ······n· Review completed 10/18/74 

11 f-&f-26f7~-fK-erby-------+-eaba'.h.--Mills;--H-;··F;··boiler •·· -·+·-···••---··--·· ·+·-" ···--··--·· ,, .... Review completed 12/4/74 

.--r--1··:t-/28fr3---fcas·ca:de··-Ltrck~---c-a:sca:de'"'tocks···LumJJer----------r--'"--···· .. -···f.-w11 ·····"-·"- 11•·•· Review completed 11/7 4 
H-.-F-.-buile-r- I • 

r.i--f-7-(n-----tmtm:rct-·---l-Diilard .. I:ibr-;·;"-H;-.. F-:"··boil:eI-"···--· -~-~,.~ .. l-1--~,··-·• -~---1--.. .t.1--·"':---~·""'"'"--,.-l-f .. .. ·"•· , Review completed 11/74 

1:.-1:~--·---·-- tDra'.irr"---··-.-----·,·j-·Drain--Plywood;·--H:"F':·"·boiler'-·--··~--~~-.. 1.i..~, ... __ ""'.1,,,. .. 1,1 .............. "., ... Lt .... ·· 

l :if'lS--r:Orltiir 1·-Dra:fn-·J?lywood;-·cyclones····-·-----I·· ·--<•-·-- --·-- · f---.-1i----- ·- ...... '"' ' 

Review completed 12/4/74 

Review completed 11/74 

;~-/- 7 .1-(' 



---------~---------A_IR_~UALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

----.--,R~e-c-e~i-v-ed.,,-1--------.,---------- I Review I 
No. I Date Location Project Engineer Information 

'I6-i-sf&l9'4----fffines-----1-E-dward--Hl:nes-I:iumber--Oo;--------f-Burkart·--·---source-·-test-·· 
cyclones--

-17 - --f l/15/74----1rrines··-·------- .. t Edtvard-Hii:ies-·Lumbet Go; ·----1- - ,,--------1~ 11 • -- 11•·· 

Hog--fuel:-··-boil er------.. 

1-s--+s--l23-/rr-z--fGardin:ei:---r1nternational' Paflei"·-::.-·c;y-cloiies r----,-; -- -- --- -1--- ·rr--·--- ·,i -- - · 

1-9--~ll/22/72---iGhiloquin---~-B-o----G.-Sheltei?--D~-HF--boH-e-J.-,'------+-H--------1-1-------

2fl---t4fl-7l'i'-S~----f K: ;--Falls------1--Mn do c-·--I:;urnber,---HF--boil er----1---i 1----- ---- - --1---- ',. -- --- -11- •• --

-£'1:------1-4/12/73--.- !white- City-- ---1-olsen~Lawyer;----HF 'boiler· ---- f·-· -,,------.. -- · l"'•I"""-· 'ff·---- ·· 

'-22 --14/72 - Medford Medford· Corp,, cyclones' - -- 1r"'' · ·- ,, ..•.. ,.,~"~1·~., ··i'i" _, -···· ·-·-·;1-

_ 2-3--~'9fg1-/13---IWhite--G-ity----+-Pe-rmane&--~--cyclcrnes·-------- ---1-----tt·------- ---1- ri-------·- ,, .... 

24- 12/2/73 Glendale Robert· Dollar· Go. -- cy'Clotres ..... ""·"·· L ···-- ti · '1f""'" 

2fi-t-4-f-1-9 /93 f---·~-------·----f----M----------=- -HF"boile--rs·---------1-----ir· -------· ·-- -1----, ,-- ·---------- - ;;-·-

-26---l-4f'l-2----IGPants-Pass---i---So-;--·-Oregon-P-lywuod-=-··cyclone$----H___:_ ____ l----+1-,.---·-" 1-- _ ••..• 1--

-21 -1"7tn--·-IRt>sebu:rg--·-------r-sun-studs-"'---H; ·F;--boiler------ ---- l----<+-----------1-- 1•- ------· - 11- -· -

" 2s-----l15/5/73------l··-' 1 -- ·· 1· ·11 ·••-- --H:F.-boiler --- 1-·--••-· 
. .,1_,_._.,, ___ ,,, 

:W --H/3/7-2-----IGrants- Pass·-- I Tim Ply- _.-Cyclones - ·,-r- TT- " 

30 9/17/74 Grants Pass Tim Ply - H.F. boiler " " II 

'f 

Program - Engineeri_!!g Services 
D EQ Staff Disposition 

Approva 
Date Action 

Reviewed 11/74 

Reviewed 11/74 

Reviewed 12/4/74 

Reviewed 12/4/74 

Reviewed 11/74 

Reviewed 12/4/74 

Reviewed 10/22/74 

Reviewed 10/22/74 

Reviewed 10/25/74 

Reviewed 10/25/74 

Reviewed 12/4/74 

Reviewed 12/4/74 

Reviewed 12/4/74 

Reviewed 10/22/74 

To be reviewed 



Affi QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

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

Review I . 
No. 

31 

32 

Received 
Date 

9/17/74 

9/17/74 

Location 

Medford 

II 

Project Engineer Information 

Timber Products - HF boiler I Burkart 

" ", dryer and sander
dust scrubbers 

" 

Source Test 

II " 

33 .,, Yll/17/71-~+--~·~------··--·-r--·"·H•• ·--·H" ··cyclones·----~-------·--· ..• r·--w------ :----l-··11····--··--· n· ,.,,. ,,,, 

'3'4:-f-to/ttf7r I , ...... -------r---11·---··--•1-cyclonef!r·---·--------+·-.,.,.------t·-w---,..,-,,. .... 

-35·--i•J:J:fl'i'-/'7·1--l- 11 -·--------- .. ---+-··"-- - .,"·H.F;· Boiler··"··· 1-·-·· 11-· ...... -·1··-11 · · • .,, 

-w·-r'.t7'7:r-----·j·GtJ·ld"B'ea·ch-·"·i-u:s:·-ptywood·"-'·'H;F;· ·boil'er·+-···-•r··----·1·--11 .. ------.,--.... · 

37--· I 4/10/73 · "'!Lebanon" u;s.--Plywooa·::.- rotary· drye:r-1·---· .. n ,, ........ t. 11· ······,; 

38---14/12/73 - I Port {)rford- -I Western States Plywood· 
H. F. boiler 

39 6/71 Pilot Rock U.S. Gypsum - stacks, cyclom 

40 3/27/73 II II " ", H.F. boiler, cyclonee 

.. - 'It·--... 1 •'II.. - .. " 

II " " 

" " " 

Program - Engineering Services 

Approva 
Date 

D EQ Staff Disposi ti an 

Action 

To be reviewed 

" II 

Review completed 

Review completed 

Review completed 

Review completed 

Review completed 

Review completed 

To be reviewed 

II " 

.5> 

,;z_,_. / , .. ? }"' 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

.-N-o-. -i-R-~-~-;-;-ve-~-1-_-L_o_c_a_ti_o_n-._-1 ~~-_-P_r_o-je_c_t_____ I ~~~~:er 
Information 

1 11/20/73 I Brookings Brookings Plywood, EI 8-001~ Burkart I Permit Appl. 

Program 

Approva 
Date 

Engineering Services 
DEQ Staff Disvositioro 

Action 

Permit issued 11/74 

Z--l~/'.ti74 I Gold-B eaeh---l-Paeific·-Teollisuus,-Apph--473 I·---· 11---.. ·--I·'' ·····-··- JL ---+-· ··--·--···· · ·l·1?ermit issued 10 /74 

~ 

3 ·· -1-- ·. · ······ · ----1 Medford------~--SWF-.Plywood, --Appl--469-------1·--·--"-·-·······--+IL __________ .!, ..•. -I·· ------!-Variance. approved .by . EQC-
-Per-mit-Publ.ic-Hearing·· 

. •-B-ehedu!ed-for ... 9 /23!74-

4 I 12/3/73 Brookings South Coast Lumber, Appl 31"' " I 11 Tl 

5.. .... 1 .. 11/20/'7.3-- Glide-----·---- - ... Little..River-Box-,- App.---2-'i'@--- -----~ .. !J .... ------ - .TL. n •. ---1·· - ........... I P®Troit issued 11/74 

G I 11/8/73 · Drain Smith River Lbr. App. 259 Tl " Tl 

7 I 12/6/73 Central Pt. LA-Pacific, App 346 I Tl I 11 " 
(Cheney Fot'est Products) 

8 I 11/20/73 Grants Pass SH&W Lwnber, App. 275 I " I " Tl 

9 I 12/6/73 Grants Pass WEBCO (App. 343) I " I " " 
· (Brown Bros. Lumber) 

10 I 12/6/73 Alice! Peacock "Lumber, App. 363 I " I " Tl 

11 I 6/1/73 Union Ronde Valley Lumber, App 1~8 " I 11 " 
' 

_/":{-/· _,,, 



-, 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services · 
DEQ Staff Disposit· INFORMATION RECEIVED . 

-No. I 
Received Review Approva 

Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action . 

1 4/2/74 Bandon Rogge Lumber, App. 436 Burkart Permit Appl. 

4/2/74 Bandon Rogge Lumber, Appl. 435 " " " 1 

11/20/73 Bandon Moore Mill & Lb!'. App. 277 " " " 
j_ 

12/6/73 Broadbent Alder Pacific, Appl. 350 " " " 

1/18/74 Lakeside Bohemia, Appl. 406 " " " 

12/6/73 Myrtle Pt. Leep Logging, Appl. 347 II 11 " 

12/3/73 ' Langlois R. D. Tucker, Appl. 334 II " " 

4/2/74 Sixes Rogge Lumber, Appl. 437 " " " 

11/20/73 Riddle C & D Lumber, Appl. 274 " " Tl 

9/18/73 Dillard Dillard Lumber, Appl. 245 " " " 

11/20/73 Sutherlin L & H Lumber, Appl. 284 " II " 

1/18/74 Reedsport Reedsport Mill, Appl. 407 Tl 11 Tl 

11/8/73 Drain Mt. Baldy Mill, Appl. 261 " 11 Tl 

12/6/73 Myrtle Cr. Green Valley Lumber, App. 55 " 
.> 

" " 

12/18/73 Reedsport Bohemia, Appl. 385 " " " 
(Bolon Is. Division) 

/.Z ·/- 7•,' 



8 

AIB QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 

- - - - - -- - -INFORMATION RECEIVED D EQ Staff Disnosit · 
. Received Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date . Action . 

27 12/6/73 Reedsport Schafer Lumber, Appl. 344 Burkart Permit Appl. 

28 12/28/73 Riddle D.R. Johnson Lumber, App. 39 " " " 

29 1/10/74 Riddle Herbert Lumber, App. 401 " " " 

30 5/17 /73 Central Pt. Double Dee Lumber, App. 150 " " " 

31 12/3/73 Central Pt. Steve Wilson Co. " " " 

32 12/18/73 Central Pt. Mt. Pitt Co. , Appl. 381 " " " 

33 5/8/73 White City Eugene Burrill Lumber, App. ,19 " " " 

34 11/14/73 Grants Pass Morris Lumber, App. 264 " " " 

85 11/27 /73 Grants Pass Lew· Merrill Lbr., App. 290 " " . 11 

3G 1/10/74 Grants Pass So. Ore. Lumber, App. 403 " 11 " 

37 12/G/73 Grants Pass Grants Pass Moulding,App. 36 " 
,, 

" 

38 5/7 /74 Pendleton Blue Mtn. Forest Prod. " " " 
Appl. 455 

39 5/10/73 Pendleton Harris Pine Mills, App.· .131 " .. " " 

40 6/7 /73 Pilot Rock Kerns Furniture, App. 190 " " " 

~~-:' r - ,:~ <'./ 



7 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 
--·- - --· -NFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disoosit' - - ---

-No. I 
Received Review Approva 

Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

41 11/20/73 Athena S & G Lumber, App. 271 Burkart Permit Appl. 

42 6/6/73 La Grande Boise Cascade, App. 184 " " " 

43 6/6/73 Joseph Boise Cascade, App. 185 " " " 

44 12/3/73 Lostine Starner Lumber, App. 332 " " " 

45 11/27 /73 Wallowa Victor & Sons, App. 302 " " " 

46 7 /22/74 Wallowa Rogge Lumber, App. 470 " " " 

·' 

. 

;_?-/. ·-



;() 

-------------------"A""IR"---QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineerin__g Service'!_ 
INFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disoosit· 

- Received Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

1 8/7 /74 LaGrande Boise Cascade - permit rev. Bosserman To be reviewed 

2 8/26/74 Coquille Roseburg Lumber, compliance II II II 

schedule change 

3 8/1/74 Grants Pass Four Ply - permit revisions II II " 
I 

4 8/1/74 Brookings Four Ply - permit conditions II II II 

5 8/29/74 Medford Timber Products, T582 Tl Tax credit Request information 

G 8/28/74 Creswell Mazama Timber, T581 II Tl Tl Awaiting CPA's report 
' 

, 



I -i 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 
INFORIVTATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disnosit· . . Received 

. 

Review EI # Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action . 

1 12/27 /73 Baker Ellingson. Timber, App. 391 Bosserman )1-0004 To be issued 

0· i>,L3.±,l~-· Gi;.affi-s-:J.2a&&-~ •-Moun:tain--F-W·-:fuumb0i;..,-App·J.Jf.( ~u._,,,.._...,.A-. H'-OlH-1---·--·----- PeJ?-mit--draft-ed·-9/-'74-· 

3 9/19/73 Lakeview Louisiana Pacific, App. 246 " 19-0004, 0016 To be issued 

4 9/26/73 Baker Ellingson Lumber, App. 247 " )1-0003 
I!. " 

5 6/13/73 Prineville Hudspeth Pine, App. 208 " 07-0004 I! 

6 6/7 /73 Prineville Ochoco Lumber, App. 189 I! 37-0005 " 

7 1/25/74 . !Roseburg Roseburg Shingle, App. 419 " 10-0026 I! 

8 11/20/73 Dillard Rom1d Prairie Lumber, 281 " 10-0027 " 

9 1/25/74 Prairie City Prairie City Timber, App.422 I! 12-0003 I! 

1 0 6/11/73 Cascade LockE Cascade Locks Timber, 19 8 I! 14-0005 I! 

11 12/3/73 Ashland Bellview Moulding, App. 322 " 15-0070 I! 

1 2 12/18/73 White City Cascade Wood Products, 377 " 15-0005 " 

1 3 11/27 /73 Madras BrighLwood Corp., App. 301 " 16-0003 " . 

·' 
1 4 6/18/73 Grants Pass Spalding & Son, App. 213 " 17-0013 " 

1 5 12/3/73 Cave Jmwtion Rough & Ready Lbr., 309 " 17-0018 " 

1 G 1/15/74 Selma M & Y Lumber, App. 405 " 17...:0019 II 



·-

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program _ Engineering Services 

INFORlVIATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disposition 
. Received Review EI No, Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

1 7 11/8/73 Bly Weyerhaeuser Co, App. 257 BossermaJJ 18-0037 To be issued 

1 8 6/7 /73 Klamath Falls Modoc Lumber, App. 191 " "8-0009 " 

1 9 5/14/73 Lakeview Lakeview Lumber, App. 141 " 9-0006 " 
2 0 7 /30/73 Toledo PuJ:Jllshers Forest Prod. 233 " 21-0011 Tl 

2 1 ll/8/73 Toledo Guy Roberts Lbr., Appl. 160 " 21-0013 Tl 

·2 2 1/25/74 Philomath 3-G Lumber, App. 421 " '1-0029 Tl 

2 3 2/13/74 . Spray Heppner Lumber, App. 428 " ,5-0004 " 

2 4 12/3/73 Bunker Hill Coos Head Timber, App. 338 " 16-0074 " 

2 5 11/20/73 Coos Bay Pierce Lumber, Appl. 267 " 16-0004 " 

2 s 11/27 /73 Prineville Clear Pine Mouldings, 296 " 17-0001 " 

2 7 12-18-73 Prineville Coin Millwork, Appl. 373 " 07-0002 " 

2 8 6/4/73 Prineville Consolidated Pine, App. 181 " 07-0003 0 " 

2 9 5/31/73 Prineville Pine Products Corp. 169 " 07-0006 " 

3 0 ll/14/73 La Pine Russell Industries, App. 265 
,; 

" ~9-0031 JI 

3 1 12/18/73 Bend Cascade Forest Prod., 382 " l!)-0014 " 

3 2 11/27 /73 Bend Oregon Trail Wood Prod. 307 " 19-0033 " 

3 3 12-6-73 Bend F & F Products, App. 360 " 09-0010 Tl 



/ .? 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 

INFORMATION RECEIVED -- - - - D EQ Staff Disposition 
- Received Review EI No. Approva 

No- Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action -

Bosserman To be issued 

II II 

II II 

II II 

II " 

" " 

" " 

" " 

" " 

" " 

" " 

" " 

" " . 
. ..: " IT 

" " 

" IT 

50 12/G/73 White City Alder Mfg,, Appl. 349 " 15-00GO " 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFOR1\1ATION RECEIVED 

-~~~~~--,-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------0 

Review I EI No. 
Engineer Information No. 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

GO 

61 

62 

G3 

G4 

G.5 

G6 

G7 

Received 
Date 

1/22/74 

5/22/73 

11/27 /73 

11/20/73 

11/27 /73 

11/20/73 

6/7 /73 

11/20/73 

11/27 /73 

6/11/73 

7 /9/73 

11/27 /73 

Location 

White City 

White City 

White City 

White City 

White City 

Talent 

Ashland 

Ashland 

Ashland 

Chiloquin 

Chemult 

Malin 

Project 

Delah Timber Prod., 415 

So. Oregon Dry Kiln, 152 

Olson-Lawyer Lbr., 294 

· Medford Moulding, App. 285 

Oregon Cutstock, Appl. 305 

Fountain Lumber, Appl. 280 

McGrew Bl'os. Sawmill, 188 

Parson Pine Prod. , App. 268 

Bigfoot Wood Prod. , 287 

D. G. Shelter, Appl. 199 

Boise Cascade, Appl. 227 

Loveness Co, , Appl. 292 

4/25/74 Klamath Fallsl Jeld Wen, Appl. 447 

11/27 /73 I K. Falls Chris Moulding, Appl. 298 

1/10/74 I K. Falls Jeld Wen, Appl. 400 

11/27 /73 I Yachats Dahl Lumber, Appl. 303 

12/18/73 !Newport Paul Barber Hardwoods 387 

!Bosserman 15-0009 

" 15-0053 

" 15-0046 

" 15-0037 

" 15-0047 

" 15-0013 

" 15-0016 

" 15-0035 

" 15-0086 

" 18-0016 

" 18-0019 

" 18-0007 

" 18-0059 
.; 

" 18-0028 

" 18-000G 

,, 
21-0021 

" 21-0020 

I~/ 

Pro!'ram - Engr. Services 

Approva 
Date 

------
DEQ Staff Disposftion· 

Action 

To be issued 

" 

" 

" 

" 

II 

" 

II 

II 

Draft to typing 10/1/74 

Draft to typing 10/1/74 

To be issued 

" 
Draft for approval 10/2/74 

To be issued 

11 

" 

" 



0 

__________________ A_IR_QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 

INFORMATION RECEIVED -- -· - - . DEQ Staff Disposit" 

-No. I 
Received 

I 
Review ~I No. Approva 

Date Location Project En¢.neer Information Date Action -

GB 5/29/73 Tygh Valley Tygh Valley Lbr., App. 163 Bosserman 33-0008 To be issued 

69 12/3/73 Maupin Mountain Fir Lbr. , App. 316 11 33-0009 " 

70 6/8/73 Kinzua Kinsua Corp. , Appl. 194 11 35-0002 11 

.> 

I 



I (c 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - EngjneerJng ServiceR -
INFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disoosit · . 

. Received Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

Notice of 
4/15/74 Coos Bay · Georgia Pacific, log chipper Bosserman Construction 

2 4/4/74 Coos Bay Geo. Pac. , truck dumper II 11 

3 4/24/74 Dillard Roseburg Lumber, particle II 11 

pre-dryer 

4 8/10/74 Bend Bend Millwork, cone collectors II II 

5 8/9/74 Bend Northwood, spray booths II 11 

G 6/24/74 ' John Day Edward Hines, H. F. boiler 11 11 

7 5/26/74. Dillard Roseburg Lumber, truck dum1 " " 
8 !;/10/74 Dillard Round Prairie Lbr., H. F. " ,, 

boiler 

9 >t/9/74 Roseburg Raintree Wood Products, " " 
cyclones 

10 G/28/74 Nyssa Amalgamated Sugar, boiler II " 

11 7 /23/74 Lakeview Fremont Sawmill, boilers " " 
12 8/23/74 ·' Pilot Rock Louisiana=Pac., boilers " " 

. 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---""-'-"'~ 

Review I 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Received 
Date Location Project Engineer Information 

NO ACbP APPLICATIONS RECEIVED 

Coos Co. Arago Cedar - SIC 2429 Bosserman I 06-0042 

Coos Co. Weyerhaeuser, SIC 2492 " 
106-0051 

Coos Co. Acme Wood products, SIC 241:l9 11 ,06-0018 

Coos Co. Rose Ci'ly Archery, SIC 2499 II 06-0069 

Crook Co. Burnet Box, SIC 2441 II 107-0009 

Douglas Co. Dillard Veneer, SIC 2430 11 10-0011 

Douglas Co; Duco-Lam, Inc., SIC 2433 II 10-0060 

Dot1glas Co. B. F. Cleat & Slat, SIC 2441 II 10-0008 

Dougfas Co. Poteet Wood Prod. , EI 2442 II '10-0062 

Douglas Co. A. F. Saar, SIC 2499 " '10-0065 

Grant Co. Edward Hines, SIC 2421 II 2-0021 

·' 
Jefferson Warm Springs Forest Prod. II 6.,-0001 

Warm Springs. SIC 242 

Jefferson Warm Springs Forest Prod. 11 ~6-0008 

Madras SIC 2430 

Josephine Cabax Mills Lbr, SIC 2421 II 17-0005 

Program - Engineeri_gg Services 
DEQ Staff Disposition 

Approva 
Date Action 

No permit /Letter to 1G sent 
needed 

12/14/73 I II 

II 

II 

II 

I 7 

Closed I (see if245 for Dillard Lbr.) 

Probably /Letter to be sent 
no permit 
needed 

II " 

" II 

" 

See 12-000 II 

Meeting arranged 9/24/74 

II 

Letter to be sent 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineer:lng Services 
INFORl'IIA TION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disposition 

. Received Review EI No. Approva ' 

No. Date Location Proj<"•'t Engineer Information Date Action 
. 

NO ACDP APPLICATIONS RE1 PEIVED Probably do s 
1 5 Josephine Diamond Indus. , SIC 2431 3osserman 17-0046 not need Letter to be sent 

oermit 

1 G Klamath D. G. Shelter, SIC 2421 II 18-0016 App. rec. II 

1 7 Klamath A. L. Pennington, SIC 2441 II 18-0055 Not needed II 

1 8 Klamath Hudson Lumber, SIC 2499 " 18-0022 " 

1 9 Klamath Paint Rock Cedar, SIC 2421 " 18-0022 Sold II 

' 
2 0 Lake Dame Lumber, SIC 2431 " 19...:0005 Received 8/20/74 (o 29) 

2 1 Lake Oregon Winder, SIC 2431 " 9-0008 See Lakeview Lumber Per mit 

2 2 Lincoln Toledo Shingle, SIC 2429 " 21-0015 Letter to be sent 

2 3 Umatilla Exterior Wood, SIC 2429 " 30-0034 " 

2 4 Umatilla Harri,s Pine Mills , SIC 2421 ,, 30-0005 App. rec. " 

2 5 Wasco J. H. Baxter, SIC 2491 II 33-0003 II 

,, 



I ·7 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 
INFORivlATION RECEIVED 

-~----~-----~----------
Review I Received 

No. I Date 

1 I 4/12/74 

Location 

St. Helens 

Project Engineer Information 

Boise Cascade, condensible I Clinton 
and non-condensible gas 
systems, Tax Credit T-550. 

Approva 
Date 

D EQ Staff DiS]JOSition 

Action 

Requested additional info 

2 -'i'-124-f'r4-i-:'Poledo---·f-Georgia:-Pa:cifirr--Nc~----[--·elinton:--j---·-----·--··---+-re--;25-j74,---J· Approved 
electrostatic precipitator, 
Tax Credit No. T-531R 

--a+-7-/-24/74--~St,--Helens-l---Kaisel'.'-Gypsum-Co.-,---- --· ---l---Clinton----1------ ---- - -I 11/22/74 
baghouse, Tax Credit No. 
T-572 

'4--l-'7.,lz4t'~Str--Helens---l-- Kaiser--Gypsum--Co, - · ------1--Glintorr--\--- - -- - ----- --+ 11/22/7 4 
scrubber, Tax Credit 

5 9/18/74 Pot'tland 

No. T-571 

Terminal Flout' Mills Co. 
baghouses. Tax Ct'edit 
No. T-585 

Clinton 

--b--J-9-/-2&1-'7-4-l-'l'eledo----J--Georgia-Pa-cHic-Corp.·······--·--l--C-linton'··--"-·-···-·--··-------
scrubber, Tax Credit T589 

7 9/30/74 Newberg Publishers Paper Co., blow I Clinton 
stack emission control 
tax credit T-591 

11/22/74 

-B-+--9-/3{)f74---/-0regon··{}ity-J-·Publ:ishers-Paper-Co,-, 1----Glinton--f-------- ·--- ·· -/- 11/22/74 

9 9/30/74 Oregon CitY 

smoke density t'ecorder 
Tax Credit No. T-594 

Fourth stage venturi for 
Publishers Paper Co. 
Tax Credit No. T-595 

Clinton 

Approved 

Approved 

Ileport written 

Approved· 

Report written 

Approved 

Report written 

',(; "";"' 1./ 



/ 17/ "::_.-

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 
INFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disposition 

Received . Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

0 10/15/74 Wauna Crown Zellerbach, non- Clinton 
condensible system revision 
Tax Credit T-603 

1 11/26/74 Oregon City Publishers Paper Co. , " 
Blow stack emission control 
Tax Credit T-608 

2 11/26/74 Toledo Georgia Pacific Corp. " 
No. 2 smelt dissolving tank 
vent scrubber, Tax Credit 
T-610 

3 11/26/74 Toledo Georgia Pacific Corp. " 
No. 2 smelt dissolving tank 
vent scrubber, Tax Credit 
T-611 

1 4 11/26/74 Toledo Georgia Pacific Corp. " 
KKP vent line, Tax Credit . 

T-612 

1 5 11/26/74 Toledo Georgia Pacific Corp. " 
MKP spill tank, Tax Credit 
T-615 . 

,~ 



_, 0 

--'------------------A-'IR--"QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Set'vice~ 
INFORMATION RECEIVED D EQ Staff Disnosit · -

Received Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer . Information Date Action -

1 9/18/74 Halsey American Can Co. lime Clinton Under review 
mud oxidation system plan 

2 Albany Pesticide research project Clinton Equipment has been 
ordered and I have 
started collecting the 
equipment in one location. 

3 5 test report reviews Clinton 

4 , . Policy on permit violations Clinton 

. 

. 

~·t _, ~ -_,, ~-



; ' 

AIB QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program -Engineering_Services 
INFORJ\1ATION RECEIVED DEQ Stafi Disoosit' 

Received Review Approva 
No. Date 

. 

Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 
. 

1 11/27 /73 Metolious Gourmet Food Products, Inc. Clinton Permit Appl. Visite mit 

2 4/22/74 Pendleton Pendleton Community Hospita Tl Tl Tl Tl 

3 12/6/73 Pendleton St. Anthony Hospital Tl Tl Tl Tl 

4 11/14/73 John Day Blue Mountain Hospital Tl Tl Tl IT 

5 5/7 /74 Burns Harney County Hospital Tl . Tl Tl Tl 

6 4/24/74 Nyssa Malheur Memorial Hospital Tl Tl Tl Tl 

7 12/3/74 La Grande Eastern Oregon State College Tl Tl Tl Tl 

8 4/26/74 Nyssa Albertson Land & Cattle " Tl Tl Tl 

9 12/6/73 Newport Pacific Communities Hospttal IT Tl Tl IT 

10 1/29/74 Toledo New Lincoln Hospital Tl II Tl Tl 

11 12/18/74 Reedsport Lower Umpqua Hospital Tl Tl Tl Tl 

12 11/27/73 Bandon Sb. Coos General Hospital Tl II " Tl 

13 10/29/73 Pendleton General Foods Col·pora:tion Tl II II Tl 

14 10/29/73 Pendleton General Foods Corporation Tl II II Tl 

15 4/22/74 Pendleton Eastern Oregon Hospital Tl Tl " IT 

and Training Center 

:z, •""/./ 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Rno-inPAf'inD' RPT'\Tif':P.~ 
INFORl'vIATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disposition 

Received Review Approva . 
No. Date Location Project Enirtneer Information Date Action 

16 5/31/73 Medford Morton Milling Co. Clinton Permit Appl. mi Visited site, to prepare per 

17 5/25/73 Central Point Grange Coop Supply II II II II II " 

18 6/1/73 Roseburg Box J Pellet Co. II II " " " " 

19 5/29/73 Grants Pass Josephine Growers Co-op " II II II " II 

20 4/5/73 Boardman Eastern Oregon Farming " " " To prepare permit 

21 4/29/74 Coos Bay Bay Area Hospital " " " " 

22 5/31/73 Klamath Fall1 Full Circle, Inc. " " " II 

23 5/31/73 Roseburg Douglas County Farm Bureau II II " " 
. 

24 4/16/74 Enterpt"i$e Wallowa Memorial Hospital II " II 11 

25 1/23/74 Medford Rogue Valley Memorial Hosp. 11 II 11 II 

2G 5/22/74 Island City Pioneer Flouring Mills Co. " 11 " 11 

27 12/27 /73 Roseburg v. A. Hospital II " II II 

28 12/3/73 Hermiston Lamb-Weston, Inc. II II II II 

29 12/6/73 Hermiston Union Pacific Railroad II " II II 

30 11/20/73 Hood River Diamond Fruit Growers II " II " 

31 12/3/73 Hood River Hood River Mem. Hospital II " " II 

32 5/13/74 Umatilla Umatilla Hospital 11 II " " 

}".- "'-·- ~ ... 



Affi QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services . 
INFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disposition 

Received Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

33 4/24/74 Hermiston · Good Shepherd Hospital Clinton Permit Appl. To prepare permit 

34 11/27 /73 The Dalles Columbia Park Hospital " " II II 

35 12/G/73 The Dalles The Dalles General Hospital II " II " 

36 6/4/73 The Dalles Sunshine Biscuits, Inc. II II II " 

37 5/17/74 Grants Pass So. Oregon General Hospital II II II II 

38 3/1/74 White City 3M Company. II II II " 

39 7 /23/74 Ontario Andrews Seed Co. " " " " 

40 4/10/74 Roseburg Douglas Community Hosp. " " " " 

41 11/27 /73 Lakeview Lake Hospital District " " " 11 . 

42 12/3/73 Medford Harry .and David " " 11 " 

431 12/18/73 Medford Providence Hospital " " 11 11 

44 11/20/73 Klamath Falls Presbyterian lntercommunity " 11 " 11 

Hospital 

45 4/10/74 Grants Pass Josephine General Hospital " " " 11 

46 10/26/73 Grants Pass State Highway Di vision " 11 " 11 

47 12/7 /73 Roseburg Mercy Hospital 11 11 " " 

48 12/6/73 Redmond Central Oregon Dist. Hosp. 11 " 11 " 

/".'.-~- ,/ .. 



Received 
No. Date Location 

49 12/6/73 Roseburg 

50 1/7 /74 Ashland 

51 12/18/73 Ashland 

52 6/14/73 McNary 

53 10/22/74 Eagle Point 

54 10/29/74 North Bend 

55 11/8/74 Klamath Falls 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

Review 
Project Engineer Information 

Pacific Building Clinton Permit Appl. 

Ashland Community Hospital 11 11 II 

So. Oregon College ti ti ti 

John Mansville Products II " II 

So. Ore. Tallow Co. , Inc. 11 II II 

Menasha Corporation 11 II II 

Klamath Tallow Co. II II II 

I 

I 

:,...1 </ 

Program - Engineering Services 
DEQ Staff Disposition 

Approva 
Date Action " 

ro prepare permit 

11 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

. 

.?· .. / -



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

Program - Engineering Services 
DEQ Staff Disposition 

·' 

~---,-.,------.,--~----~~.-----------~ 

Received I I Review [Permit Applic. 
No. I Date Location Project :§:ngineer I EI No. 

Approva 
Date. Action 

1 Durkee Ot'egon Portland Cement J.A.Broad 01-0027 

2 Huntington Oregon Portland Cement " 01-0015 

3 Redmond Central Oregon Pavers " 09-0050 

4 Bend Central Oregon Pumice " 09-0024 

5 Roseburg Umpqua Sand & Gravel " 10-0091 
I 

6 ~ I B osebui;.g--Sand~ -Gra-veI " -l-1,0.--0044 

7 Riddle Mining Minerals & Mfg. " 10-0066 

8 Cascade Loclks Hood River S&G & Redimix II 14-0012 

9 Jacksonville Sasco Gravel " 15-0089 

10 Klamath Fall~ . Klamath Rock Products " 18-0047 

11 Hermiston Rohde Sand & Gravel 11 30-0055 

12 Boardman Ready Mix Sand & Gravel 11 30-0046 

13 Pendleton Rogers Construction(Airport) " 30-0047 

14 Pendleton Morrison Knudsen " 30-0053 

15 Pendleton Rogers Const. (Pendleton) " 30-0068 

lG Hermiston E. S. Schnell " 30-0069 

Pending review, to prepare 
permit 

Pending review " 

Pending inspection, to issue 
Permit 

Pending inspection 

Completed 10-14-74 
·-r---.. -1-Peniling--·inspeetion · 

11 

II 

Pending review, to prepare . 
penmt 

Pending inspection,to issue 
permit 

Pending inspection " 

Pending inspection " 

Pending inspection " 

Pending inspection 11 

Pending inspection 11 

Pending inspection " 

Pending inspection " 

_..-:-,I_. 



No. I 
Received 

Date Location 

17 Island City 

18 Portable 

19 Portable 

20 Portable 

21 Portable 

22 Portable 

23 .:g . 

24 Grants Pass 

25 Klamath Fall. 

26 Klamath Fall 

27 Malheur Co. 

28 JYEitton""Pree-
.wa:tar 

29 Umatilla Co. 

30 Hermiston 

31 Pendleton-

32 F<md1"8't&n-· 

AIR G°IUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

Review Permit Appl. 
Project Engineer EI No. 

R, D. Mac Broad 31-0020 

Jarl Construction 11 37-0069 

C. H. Stinson 11 37-0073 

Klama:th Road Department 11 37-0019 

J. C. Compton II 37-0065 

So. Oregon Aggregate 11 37-0067 

- .. • na,nf[-&-GJ:'-avel- 11 ~ 

Copeland Paving 11 17-0001 

George Stacy II 18-0060 

Klama:th Rock Products 11 18-0012. 

Ontario Asphalt Paving 11 23-0001 

1--R-e-actly--Mi~ncl-&-Grave!-- 11 3-0-00Gll-

Percy E. Jellum 11 30-0003 

E. S. Schnell 11 30-0071 . 

-R-Oge.r-s--G-Ont.-(AiFp&l't) 11 3-04066 

1-Rogel's-Genst-.-{lMi-ooi-On) 11 3-0-8-067 

.:. !.c 

Program - Eng·ineering Services 
n F:Q Staff Disnosit · . 

Approva 
Date Action 

. 

Pending insp. ; mi1 

Pend, review ;b m 

Pending rilviev 

Pending reviev 

Pend. insp. , t. it 

Completed 9-1: 

Pending reviev 11 

Pending reviev 11 

Pending reviev 11 

Pending reviev 11 

Completed 9-2 

Pending reviev 

Pending reviev 

Completed 10-

··- Completed 10-

/;(__- ~,, ',, 



AIB QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED -----------------------

Review !Permit Appl. 
Engineer EI No. 

Received 
No. I Date Location Project 

33-1-----i--Pol"tab-le l-:b-.-W-~Vail----------l-Bl'Qad--~-3-7-0068-

-34--I H=>o-Ptalale I -J-,-G.-Gompt-{} j 't--06'7-8-

-35 -1--------1---Portable- ------1---C oos- Gounty------~----------1--u -3 'i'-0 031---

-36 --- ----1-Portable ---- -J--L. W ,--Vail --- --- -- -- ---------·-----'-'- 1--'il-'1--0 04-3-

--3 7 ---1-- ----'----I -Po rtab le-----J--L ,- W-,--Vail --- -- -------------------1--- - ''----------1--37-0041-

-38--/-- PG-rt-a'ble---t---f,.--W-.--:\la-il-- I- ' l-3-'7-002-6-

-39--1----------f-Po-rtahle----l----J-.-G-..-Gompton- " '7---0-022--

-40--1- ------------1-Portable--------l--Peter-Kiewit-&-sons-----------1 -l-3-'7-0024---

.:..±-1-+----------+-Portable----l-S.---D.--Spencer I -----1-37--0052-

-42- 1---- --------l--Portable-----+-eregon--St;--Highway-RE--64----f------''--------l-S7--0003-

-43 -1- - --- ---- -l---Portable---------l---Oregon-St;-·-Highway-RE---135----f-----'•----l--31--0004-

-4 --l-Pertable---,-J-BableP--B-rc:¥thers I " I 37-0-02-1---

4-G--f-.-----1--Portable---~---Rogue-R-i-vce:t'-Pa-v;ing- " -7-0028-

4B I 1-Portable--,----/---T-i-Ha-mook--Ge,-R-d-. Dept. --/-3-'7-0034-

-4-7-- ~--------l--Portable--l--B--&--D-Pa-v-ing------------1 " I 37-0G4-'i'-

'4 8 I I Portable j-Ifla-math-P-aving I l-3'7-0-0 5-1 -· 

Program - Engineerin~- Services 
DEQ Staff Disposition 

Approva 
Date Action 

Completed 9)18/74 

Completed 9/9/74 

Completed 10-4-74 

Moved out of Oregon 

Sold 

Completed 9--18 74 

Sold 

Completed 9/:?4/74 

Moved out of state 

Phased out 

Completed 9-26-74 

.Completed 9-16--74 

Completed 10-3-74 

Sent to NWRO 

Completed B-26-74 

1 

Completed 9--13--7 4 

' ., , 

,...... /,.-• ,., ... 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 
INFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disoosition . . 

Received Review Permit Appl. Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer EI No. Date Action 

49 Baker Baker Redi Mix Broad 01-0028 Pend. review-to prepare per mi'I 

50 Crook Co. Ochoco Redi Mix " 07-0011 Pending review " " 

51 Curry Co. Pacific Redi Mix " 08-0021 Pending review " " 

52 Curry Co. Ferry Creek Rock & Cone. " 08-0030 Pending review " " 

53 Deschutes Cc. Bend Redi Mix " 09-0038 Pending review " " 

54 Deschutes Cc. Redmond Redi Mix " 09-0039 ' Pending review " " ' 

55 Douglas Co. Beaver State Redi Mix " 10-0098 Pending review " T' 

56 Douglas Co. Tri City Redi Mix " 10-0087 Pending review " T' 

57 Douglas Co. Umpqua Redi Mix " 10-0086 Pending review " ' 

58 Douglas Co, Jimelcrete " 10-0095 Pending review " ' 

59 Douglas Co. Pre Mix Concrete Pipe " 10-0096 Pending review " ' 

60 Douglas Co. Bohemia Umpqua Div. " 10-0103 Pending review " ' 

61 Hood River C ~. Hood River S & G " 14-0015 Pending review " ' 

' 

62 H. Rvr. Co. Hood Rvr. S & G & Redimix " 14-0016 Pending review " ' 

63 Jackson Co. M. C. Liniger " 15-0071 Pending review " ' 

G4 Jackson Co. Pine St. Redi Mix TT 15-0082 Pending review " ' 

G5 I Jackson Co. Tru Mix Leasing " 15-0090 Pending review " ' 

~. 



"';.i. 'i 

-~-----------------'A-"'IR=-.:QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Engineering Services 
INFORMATION RECEIVED - - D EQ Staff Disposit" 

No. I 
Received Review Permit Appl. Approva 

Date Location Project En£dneer EI No. - Date Action -0 -

66 Jackson Co. M. C. Liniger Broad 15-0062 Pend.· rm 

67 Josephine Co Davidson Redi Mix II 17-0041 Pendi 

68 Josephine Gilbert Rock & Redi Mix II 17-0048 Pen di: 

69 Josephine Mel Barlow II . 17-0051 Pendi 

70 Josephine Gary L. Peterson 11 17-0053 Pen di 

71 Klamath Co. Klamath Redi Mix 11 18-0042 Pen di 

72 Klamath Co. Concrete Products Ind. II 18-0041 Pen di: 

73 Lincoln Co. Ocean Lake Redi Mix 11 21-0030 Pencli: 

7'1 Lincoln Co. Ocean Lake Redi Mix II 21-0034 Pen di: 

75 Lincoln Co. Lincoln Recli Mix II 21-0035 Pen di: 

76 Lincoln Co. Lincoln Recli Mix II 21-0028 Pencli: 

77 Malheur Co. Oregon Concrete Products II 23-0014 Pendi: 

78 Malheur Co. RTP Concrete II 23-0015 PendiJ 

79 Malheur Co. Flynn Sand and Gravel II 23-0013 Pendii 

so Morrow Co.· Ready Mix Sand & Gravel " 25-0014 Pencli1 

81 Umatilla Co. Ready Mix Sand & Gravel 11 30-0057 Pendi: 

·''T .-. 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

~-.-~~~~.,.-,-~~~~~-,.~~~~~~~~~~ 

Received' 
No. Date Location Project 

82 Pendleton I Pendleton Redi lVIix 

83 Uma:tilla Co. I Central Cement 

84 Union Co. I R. D, Mac 

85 Wasco Co. Tygh Valley Sand & Gravel 

86 Wasco Co. The Dalles Concrete 

87 Portable Acme Vickery 

88 Portable Bohemia-Umpqua Division 

89 Portable Ready Mix Sand & Gravel 

90 Portable ACCO Contractors 

91 Portable Bi State Redi Mix 

I 

li.eview 
Engineer 

Broad 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Perrott Appl. 
EI No. 

30-0019 

30-0020 

31-0010 

33-0017 

33-0019 

I 37-0077 

I 37-0063 

37-0054 

37-0055 

37-0056 

92 I 9-10-74 ·+····Portable'·"·'• 1 ·0'Hair Construction·· Co;·· ·"I ,· n,, · , I 37-0072"''" 

93 I %-3-0--74._,__!,, .. w:aldport ·· · / · -Eckman·Creek,,Quarri·es·""'' -+· ,,,_,, .. ,,.,,,, ,,,, .. I· ··21~0043 ,,.,,, "· 1 • -

94 I '9-30-74· -·l·,,Waldport-····· I Far West·Paving"·· · · · t··-·····11 ,,·····1'21"-0044· 

95 I 9-10-74 I'· Ft. Klamath O 'Hair Construction-·co; "·'"'·''' ·' 11·' .. ·--.J-... 37~0071 

96 '9~10-74-·+·Portable ...... J · Curry .. ·County· Crushers" ..... -~···~--·~··11- ,.,,_._, "37-0081 ' 

97 Portable-. ·:-f--· Dre;"State·Hil?;hwa.y·n~pt;· · ·-·1···-...... ,._,, .. •• · 1···37~ooor· ·-

" ' 

Program - Engineering Services 

Approva 
Date 

D EQ Staff Disposition 

Action 

Pend. review-to prepare permi:I 

Pendi:ng review II " 

Pending review " II 

Pending review II II 

Pending J;"eview II II 

Pending review " II 

Pending review II II 

Pending review " " 

Pending review " II 

Pending review II " 

Completed 9-11-74 

Completed 10-2-74 

Completed 10-2-74 

Completed 9-11-74 

Completed 10-7-74 

Comp. 9-26-74 

L /- .. 7..-.. 



(::·_,. 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program .., Engineering Servic0s . 

INFOR!VIATION RECEIVED D EQ Staff Disposition 

No. I 
Received Review Approva 

Date Location Project ·Engineer Information Date Action -

98 -!),.j:.g~7<£--· -PortablEr--·--- -"-J ~ ·· c ~-· Compto11~·-···-"·-·-.,-- -·-B'i'."oad·-·· '""3'1-'0044" Comp. 9-23-74 

99 • 9-23~74· - Portable·- · · ·o 'Hair Construction·· co~ ........ -- ·-·"'·""'~'-ft·'"·' . 37"00-83 -, Comp. 11-1-74 

100 -lf)-8--'{4-f-Porfable-----· ····De1rnhutes-RediMix· ----- - -- .... · ~ .. -.,., .... ~- ........ ' -37~0026· Comp. 11-4-74 

/)~ . / , . ., ,:.,,.. 



___________________ AIR Q.UALTTY CONTROL DIVISION 

INFORMATION RECEIVED 
Received Review 

No. Date Loc:-t ti on Project Engineer Information 

1--- --ifr/I//'14- ~·-Ridcile--- ··-- Hanna-Nickel-Smeltin~ ·Co;- ··· -Broad--··- 1o:cooo7--- · 

-Tax Credit -T-587--

.z-:-----11-~--1--··---" --·· - ------- - Hanna Nickel -smelting-Co:-- · .... n-· .. _ . ---- u . -

- T-598~--

~ 'L--- --U----·----- -- -mrnna: Nieker sm:eltirig-co. · - -- --,i·---,--- . 
II 

····--- ·-·- --_-.... 

v 

T-599 

. 4-- --"----- II Hanna-Nickel-.Smeltin~ .Co ... ···- II II ________ _,_ 

T-600 
e - - ____ :1 __ ---- ·- II ___,___ ---·---- .. -·· . --· . - -Hanna--Nickel- Smeltin~ Co. - - ... -· .u ·--· . Tl 

T=601 

' 

.. 

. ~-~ 

--'-P_r-'-op;rmn - Ene;ineeri'.le; .se.".yon ____ c· __ 
DEQ Slzi.ff DisposUion __ 

Approva 
Date Action 

11/4/74-· Approved 

11/5/74 - Approved 

10/31/74 Approved 

10/31/74 . Approved 

10/30/74 ·Approved 

,,._.., ~ .,,. 



No. I Received 
Date Location 

1 7 /22/74 Clack co 

2 7 /22/74 Mulco 

3 8/26/74 Mulco 

4 2/25/74 Mulco 

5 7 /8/75 Mulco 

6 4/19/74 Clackco 

'!-- -ii/30-PM-~Mulc-o·-->:;'!'!:~ 

8 7 /2/74 Mulco 

9 Washco 

10 6/24/74 Mulco 

AIR ~UALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

. Review 
Project Engineer Information 

Clackamas Town Center RMJ/RLV E.A. 
requested 

Mt •. Hood Mall RMJ/RLV E, A. 
Requested 

Randall Construction RMJ Application 
to be amend 

MacI>onalds Restaurant RMJ/RLV Add'l info 
requested 

Safeway Stores Shopping RMJ " 
Center 

Lincoln International Center RMJ/RLV II 

·~•P'l:'esbyierian··~:H~1:11'ch~-of"'-~"· ~·MJ-1>:<: ... ~11 i""'~-i.1~-
~~' 

McCormick Dock RMJ/RLV Info request 

Lloyd Properties, Inc. RMJ Need applic. 

Owens-Corning Fiberglas RMJ Info request 

l 

Proo-ram - Indirect Sources 
------'--

Approva 
Date 

d 

11/25/74 

,,....,,..,,,,.-~,-,,.,,_,,,, 

d 

d 

. 

D EQ Staff Disposition 

-Action 

~....;,· Apprcwe"pending··explar 
of-cH~repancy0 in--numl: 

of--spa:ces 

.ati-o 
l'< 

/;!.'-/ .. ·-.. • ..... 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED --,--,-----,-------.-------------

Received I I I Review I Status or 
No. I Date Location Project Engineer Information 

11 4/3/74 Mulco Columbia Independent Refiner\; RMJ Applic. request 

Program - Indirect Sources 
·c::-----· 

Approva 
Date 

DEQ Staff Disposition 

Action 

t2 I 'H'#'M---f-o¥la'St1eo •f • Payl:eSS"•DiBiTibu:tion=0'ent-el'-~l·"-R·M.r--l->Trrurs1t•"r~ ,,.,~~··"·v-• ··- · ·· "' · ·~~ .. -~~-" 

-rs--l-e:f£9i<t4--l-M:w~---i.-~,ppingle-·£·!'eek<•.J?al'kil1g~a"'"''"Nf•··RMJ f------~·-·~····:f--·---·f·~fnfo"reoi.d=l0/1/7 4,-. 

SffiFting-£-e-11iew-

~i't4--l-W'ira!·rrnr---f-·"i'=lati1!""Pla-za-=''°54--spa'C'e3'•~l-R·Mir--f-Apprev-al---~+-1ol2&/J74-·r-··-ApprevaJ..·-sche<lule 

1&-~/-'74--j-M.,leo 1-R-ivorgate,.Noct'th-··Shvpping·-Oen;-RMJ···--····f·· · ·" •• •··-· 1·~··10(26\"''7-t- I -~ .. ,,_ 

16 9/26/74 Washco Farmers Insurance 
MoclificRfion to exis·fing 

RMJ Applic. rec. ll/5/74 

n-·1·--l1fJ:5·fM-l-WtrShtlu-"--f·-'J:'ektronix-"··-~·-~--~-~·-~~1~·RMJ-i-R·B¥-l--•Reque£t-ed-~r-ABA·P--f---Appro--ve··wi·th·"ecmdi-tiDns 
a4El.l.J.-We-

18 9/18/74 Washco 

19 9/4/74 Mulco 

20 10/28/741 Mulco 

21 11/1/74 Mulco 

Sunset West Shopping Center I RMJ 

Tri-Met I RMJ 

Sommerwood RMJ 

Argay Square Shopping Cen.1 RMJ 

Add'l info 
req. 
Needs land us~ 
approval 

Add'l info 
requested 

" 

ll/25/74 

12/1/74 

-22--t-1.1.,l1/.U-l-. .. Lane..-Co .• -l-Eugene..Moto.r-Pool-.. "--·~'"---·~-.. -~ MJ-......... 1---·· .. --------1----Ll/7/.74--

23 11/7 /74 Mulco Aldean Construction RMJ Add'l info 
requested 

12/7/74 

'· 

/.?_: ,',, ~ ... • 



_;;:.:..:: .. < 

Indirect Sources 
---------,------------A.IR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Prog-raJn "":__T.echnical Seruic.es_ __ . -

INFORMATION RECEJVED DEC-) SlaiT Disposition ----· 
Received Re1iew Appl'OV8 

No. Date Location Project Engineer 
. 

Information Date Action 

24 ll/26/74 Multnomah LDS Church, 182nd Ave. RMJ· Appl. rec. 

25 11/25/74 Mulco Jantzen Village Apts. II II 

26 ll/2/74 Mulco LDS Church, 16th Ward II II 

. 

27 11/21/74 Wash co Pacific ~ Tennis Club II II 

28 11/15/74 Mulco Robt. Randall Apts. II II 

I 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

Program - Indirect Sou,,,r'-'c"'e"'s"-----:--:-
D EQ Staff Disposition 

Received Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

la Lead Standard RMJ - l--Repept.-eo-1npl lt-00 Standard adopted by EQC 

2a Federal Register Search RMJ Continuing Pr gram Review as needed 

3a CRAG, Transportation RMJ /RL~ II II 

Committee, Watchdog Comm 

4a Hearings, informational RMJ II II 

meeting, etc. for various 
indirect sources 

. 

,/_,_".:- ·"' 



-'-------------~------"A=IR"-'---'QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

-~-R-e_c_e-iv_e_d~i-----~1---------"'-'-"-' I Review I 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information 

Program - Program Development . 

Approrn 
Date 

DEQ Staff Disposition 

Action 

·T-·~··9"/24/'M···--·i-Portland·~··m~··i·"·'Revisicr!l'"ot· ... ,Pallution·-··•··-····-r-R-BP .......... ~-·-1··Statisttcal· .. ·~"f-'1\-SA:P-~·-·~1·Revision~of··active··program 
Pirrtieie-tntlex-"-pertieR·-e-f r~ewluati0H" I completed 

·datly-air-p1'Hutton-adv1socy• 
I 

fl ·I l:naetenmfia>t&-~Pe¥1Jarul-~e'r-w.:iJ1;i.g-el"'"·M>,JJ.,..-·P&-·study-f--R·BP--Hlumma'l.>y«•~~----t·~As.&:P-·-.,,1··R-eview·•--0 f" tlata.•>and.•• envi·w1"" 
t eporl: completed meill:a±-ffieffips--fe-i.0-poo£-ible 

3 March 74 I Statewide 

4 March 73 Statewide 

5 M."\rch 73 I Statewide 

Implementation, review of 
operation of Air Quality 
Assurance Program as 
required by EPA 

Operation and execution of 
Emergency Action Plan for 
Alert, Emergency and 
Warning levels of pollutants 
according to guidelines in 
Federal Register and OSIP. 

RBP 

RBP 

Date handling and validation I RBP 
of accuracy. Inspection of 
values, trends and summarie 
Distribution of same to 
designated agencies and 
other parties. 

Operational 
review, 
statistical 

Levels of 
high pollutant$ 

Date review 
and distribu.:. 
tion. Recall 
of past data 

use in sett'ing~b-st:rndrrr"d. 
So1ne-s·tirLis1.i·cnhevieW';' 

Continuing! Statewide program to validat 
methods used to collect 
and report sample data 

Corrtinuou~ Surveillance of pollutant levE 
at statewide sampling sites 
Consultation with EPA, 
Regional agencies, DEQ staf 
U.S. Weather Bm·eau. 
Determine and recommend 
declaration of Alert if 
conditions warrant. Recom· 
mend termination of episode 
conditions when normal leve. 
return. 

Continuous! Raw Lab data inspection. 
Review of data after data 
processing. Transmittal. 

;t.~ 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

-, 

Program - P.rogrn m J)pvelapment 

DEQ Staff Disposition 

_N_o __ --,l_R_D_e_~-:e-h-,e-d,..,1--L-o_c_a_tr __ o-n--.l--P-r-o-je_c_t _____________ --- I ~:~::er I Information Approva 
Date Action 

6 Apr. -Oct.I The Dalles 
1973 and 

Make summary report of 
sample results for ambient 
air F- levels measured at 
sampling sites 

RBP Summary 
report 

ASAP Review of data and weather 
conditions at location during 
ambient sampling. Some 
statistical review. 

r-j-A-ug:-T4-j4>tr:tlanr:Mtrrdl-H-:·;.:-~nd-P-P0-8.:rmpring·-at·-~NWR~-·~~-· a-ta-eoHee--tindeteMJ.?''" ~--B,ependent· on··informati~n 
mJ:e1 Ri!':n:1ei::'6i""pal"t'1eu1aeeEr-·-... · --·-a-nd~:-:·_-___ .• ., -·ti-ofr-·~n<l···"''"~--r··-·-- ·-· --~--~-- .furmshed.""by-NWR e ,,.~.fuw100 

e~ooti-ng-4POm-P.owe-r-~- -part-hrn.e- - •-rev~ew,"~-· ·---~~~~-c-··-· · l-.samphng-··"Sites----and~methm 
ft>d:ll'.t-in-S-tate-m~Wa:s-hingioIT· R·BP=-··~·- ··'l'ransi:nHtal~" , ..... - ••..• ,,,,..,,,,." ··corrtaet··with---SWA-POA 

8 July 74 Salem I Air monitoring at Salem for 
Boise Cascad~ so2, PFO, H, V. and sticky 

paper. Determine extent anc 
level of B. C. emissions. 

9 I March 73 I Portland Rewrite and update E.A. 
plan presently being used 

Portland Information on various air 
quality connected subjects 
requested by phone calls, 
written correspondence or 
staff members 

NWRO 
and part
time RBP 

RBP 

RBP 

.;to NVTR9 _ ~E>!Hl.ef, 

Network 
plans, 

equipment, 
correct 
procedures 

Continuou~ Dependent on information 
furnished by many staff 
members involved outside 
main DEQ office. Check 
with EPA. 

New contac·ts I ASAP 
revised 
procedures 

Air sampling 
procedures, 
methods, 
types of 
instruments, 
etc. data 
requests. 

Continuing! Requests from private 
consultants, other governmer 
agencies and interested 
individuals. 

', -...., .. -



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED 

Program - Prngram Development
DEQ Staff Disposition 

i-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Review I Received 
No. I Date Location 

101 Aug. 74 Portland 

11 l\1ar. 73 Portland 

12 10/31/74 Portland 

131 Nov. 1974/ Portland 

14 12/74 

15 11/74 

Centralia 
Washington 

Portland 

Project Engineer Information 
Approva 

Date Action 

Supervise operation of Dept. I RBP 
daily air pollution advisory. 

P.R. for TV 
newspapers 
and Public 

·Info program 

Continuing! Daily reports to TV, 

Answer questions concerning 
what it means and obtaining 
information on levels at 
various times during the day 

Miscellaneous assignments 
which are not pad of long 
range plan. Usually do not 
require extensive time. 

Summarize Air Quality 
Assurance Data 

Arrange for monitoring 
trailer use in Portland and 
Willamette Valley 

Description of PP&L Power 
generating facility with data 
and process info. 

Tri Met "Free Zone" 
CO study with CAS and 
Laboratory. 

RLV/HMPI Misc. as 
needed 

RBP I Field data, 
lab data, 
operational 
data 

Continuing. 
as needed 

Dec. 15-
31, 1974 

RLV /HMP/ Determine of/ ASAP 
need and 
production of 
useful data 
for DEQ 

I RLV /HMPI For DEQ 
files 

By 1/1/75 

CAS/RBP I Site location I Indefinite 
for CO 

news media and staff membe1 
Secretaries handle actual 
work and transmittal of info. 

Dependent on need 

Review and evaluate efficienc 
of Air Monitoring Program 
based on possible maximum 
effective success rate. 

Write letter, review requestE 

Collecting necessary informa
tion for outline report 

Start Jan. 75 to time when 
resurvey is indicated 

/"2 



.") ) ) 
__ :;; 7 I 

< 

AIR Ql'ALITY COXTROL DIVISION Progr:im - Program Development 
INl'OR::-L\ TION RECEIVED 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--'"'--''---' 

Review I 
No. I 

Received I 
DEQ St:iff Disposition 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

DCttC 

I Jan. 1 74 

Oct. '72 

• 

Loc:ition 

I Designated 
AQMA's 

Portland 

As required 
by 1. s. 
regulations 

Portland 

Sept. '74 i Portland 

Nov. '74 I Portland 

I 
I 

Project Enctnccr 1 Inforrn:ition 
Appro1·1 

Date Action 

AQMA Plan Development C.Simons 

Portland Transportation Con- IC.Simons 
trol Strategy lmpl•ementation 

Developed by Revised Parking IC.Simons 
Facility Guidelines to con-
form with new proposed 
Indirect Source Ruleso 

Prepare agenda for Citizens 1 IC.Simons 
Watchdog Committee on TCS 

Represent DEQ on CRAG Air IC.Simons 
Quality Technical Com-
mittee 

Represent DEQ on Ad Hod Com- IC.Simons 
mittee on Shopping Centers 

Coordinated 
program with 
COG 1 s , OD OT , 
EPA, CAC's, 
etc. 

Coordinated 
implementa
tion of 
approved 
strategies 

Presently 
being 
revised 

To keep Com
mittee 
abreast of 

Pending 
EPA 
approval 

Approved 
by EQC 

Ongoing program to be com
pleted by June, 1975. 
Draft to be prepared by 
February, 1975. 

Ongoing program to be com
pleted by July 1, 1975. 

·Pem:l+ng- I To be completed by Jan. 17 
~QC-appr.o-

v al- ·O f---1-.. S . 
·-regu 1 at ions 

Monthly meetings. 

TCS activitie~ 

To coordinate 
land use, 
transporta
tion air qual 
ity plans. 

To develop 
1 and use .. en
vironmental 
criteria for 
Shopping 
Centers 

,J 

Monthly meetings. 

Periodic 

. .,, 
"-· 



") 

Pa_ge 2 

No. I 
ncc~ivcd I 

D:i tc Loc:ltion I 
7 Sept. '74 Portland 

8 Portland 

• 
9 Portland 

I 

10 Start 11/7- Portland 

11 Nov. 1974 Portland 

' 

) 

Affi Ql!:\ LITY COC\TRO L D!VlS!O:\' 
INFOf\c,L\TIO:\ RECET\"ED 

Pro iect 
Re\iew I 
Encincc r 1 L11forrnJ.tiou 

Represent DEQ on CRAG Trans- C.Simons To review & 
portation Committee comment on al 

transporta-
ti on proj ecte1 
effect.)by A-9 
& 3C P races se 

Review of Applications for C.Simons Review all 
Parking Facility Permits applications 

submitted 

Review of draft EIS on II Prepare DEQ 
transportation projects comments as 

of A-95 proce: 

•' 

Coordination of TriMet Transi II Develop, 
Incentive Program with DEQ coordination 
Revised Indirect Source mechanisms 
Guidelines for new IS 

regulations 

Evaluation of Tri-Met Free II Review CO 
Fare Zone on downtown air data for 
quality dowrrtown. 

Monitor CO 
. 

data during 
start-up peri• 

. 

) :? .-,;' 

' 
Pro~r:im - Program Development 

DI·;() Slaff Di.~Dri:·:L~iuu 
~----------

Appro1·:i~ 
Date Action 

As required 
by regula-
tions 

art 
s 

d 

Monthly meetings. 

Review all appl ic< 
required by OAR 2( 
20-070 . 

Ongoing program 

beriodic meetings, 
o be developed by 

boordinate ambient 
ata with downtown 
flows 

tions as 
-050 th rL 

Program 
Jan. 1975 

co 
traffic 

,, 



.-1 ' 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Field .Burning/Meteorology 
---- ------------- ---- - - -INFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disposition 

Received Review Approva 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

1 ~ ~1'B-w 1--eumptetl'U l-Expeete&" 
10-/.1#74< . 

2 Slash burning review LDB 2/;./74 

3 Open burning regulations LDB Public Hearin1 12/24/74 
1;24/15 

'· --~·-- -PGE Bmt¥(~_.H;e----~'~' ·~·I:;D:('I--··-'"- ........... ,.,..,, .• ,..,.,,...,. .. _..._,_,,_,,,., ... _,~·.~· ,U,..,"''"·"'·'···- '·•· ·-'·'-"'-·"··' ..-~•n,.....,_,..,.,_,_,,,,, ,._.~--'~"•"'"'"'·'I" ,-,•-,•e'_,.,,,,.,.,_,._,.C. .~"'•-'•'-. 
frPplication" 

5 Field burning report 1974 LDB 1/1/75 

6 Daily burning annotmcements LDB Continuom 
and weather records 365 days 

per year 

7 Field burning law LDB 12/25/74 
recommendations 

8 Episode forecasts LDB as occurr ng 

9 EMSU LDB 1/15/75 Implementation 

. 

z /. 
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AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Program - Program _Qevelopment -
DEQ Staff Disposition INFORMATION RECEIVED 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Review I 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

Received 
Date 

10/1/74 

10/1/74 

10/1/74 

Location 

Portland 

Portland 

Portland 

Project 

Present model package 
- update 
- modification 
- Application 

Emissions Inventory 

Oregon-Washington 
Diffusion Modeling Study 

Engineer Information 

W.B.C. 

WBC 

WBC 

Calibration, 
validation, 
application 
of existing 
EPA Model 
pack for 
Portland anc 
other areas 
of interest. 

Developmen 
and mainten +. 

ance of an 
"up to date' 
emissions 
inventory. 

Be an integfal 
participant 
in the 
development 
operation, 
calibration, 
sensitivity 
and other 
facets of thd 
production o: 
a usable air 
qua lily 
Simulation 
model for tlte 
Portland/· 
Vancouver 
study area 

Approva 
Date Action 

Familiarization with the 
computing facilities, with 
the Oregon State Model pack, 
with the available data base. 
Simulation testing, calibratio 
and validation using input 
parameter data base and 
output monitoring data. 

Familiarizatibn with present 
system. Development of 
logistical procedures 
necessary for successful 
maintenance. 

Work in direct connection 
with the prime and sub
contractors in all phases 
of model development, as 
participant and reviewer as 
conditions .dictate. 

1'-?-· /-
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AIR Ql'ALITY CONTROL DIVISI0::-1 Progr:im - Program Development 
INFORl\L\TION RECEIVED D EQ St:iff Disoositic)n 

No. I 
Received ' 

I Review I Appro1·a 
D:itc Loc:ition Project Engineer 1 Inforrr.'ltion Date Action 

4 11/1/74 Portland Present model package WBC PTDIS In house capability to use 
EPA UNAMAP Series PTMAX EPA Air Quality Models 

PTMPT is now available. 
~re all modifi< d 
for our systen 

5 11/1/74 Portland Present model package WBC EMF AC Written and compiled 
- emission· factors and validated 

• 
6 12/1/74 Portland Users Manuals for II Necessary Rough draft form 

PTDIS input and 
PTMAX ·output and 
PTMPT -' formats 

7 12/1/74 Portland Use of model package by II Verification Coordination with NWRO on 
NWRO runs duplicate runs of model pack 

8. 12/1/74 Portland EI System II Proddini:; for Memo's to regions to assist 
data in EI time schedule by 

getting the data in. 

' . 

_,,, '/ 
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------------------A-"IR~QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Data Proce_s_s_i_n~g~---
INFORMATION RECEIVED DEQ Staff Disposition 

Received Review 
-;J 

Approva' 
No. Date Location Project Engineer Information Date Action 

1 9/16/74 CSDS - Write a program to Hawthorne Needed ASAP Completed 10/1/74 
produce extended forecasts 
of compliance data· 

2 VID - Write a program to Hawthorne Completed 10/17 /74 
analyze average cost of 
repair for motor vehicle 
inspection program 

3 10/23/74 Write a program to convert Hawthorne Needed ASAP Completed 10/29/74 
old format of data (3 cards/ 
test) to the new format 

(2 cards /test) 
. 

3 El - complete conversion of Hawthol!!Ile Needed ASAJ Completed 11/8/74 
EI data into new format 

Update current EI files and Hawthorne Data require Completed 12/3/74 
, . generate annual print-out from regions 

Design logic for edit step Hawthorne Tentative completion 
of new EI system. Code 1/15/75 
programs and debug 

. 
Visit Regions concerning . Hawthorne Completed 12/1/74 
new EI and provide assistance Crews 
relative to implementation of 
new system. 

Begin learning PL/I for use Hawthorne 
in new EI System Rendar 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION Program - Data Processing 
---"'----~ 

INFORMATION RECEIVED D EQ Staff Disposition 
Received Review Approva 

No. Date Location Project Eno-ineer Information Date Action 

4 AQDMA - Assist in analysis Rendar ar d Preliminary results by 
of EPA suggested method- Hawthorrn 2/1/711 

ology for analyzing ambient . data as part of AQMA 's 

·-"- ·~------>-MDS--Write·a··program-to·-· ··-·Hawthorm -- Completed 11/10/74 
summarize· by station- by---· 

-month by--year--all data on· th s-
meteorological master files ·-

6 Motor vehicle.s II In process Tentative completion 12/18 /74 

a. Edit MV file 
b. Run statistics by 

model-year group 
c. Punch cards for OSU 

stat runs 

·':' 



___________________ A_IR_qUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORMATION RECEIVED ----------------------=-=-c 

Review I Received 
No. I Date 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 September 

G 

7 

8 

Location Project Engineer Information 

CSDS Hawthorne I On-going 

MDS Hawthorne! On-going 

EI ------l--Hawthornel--0n-going-

Air Quality Data System 
update, printouts, EPA 
reports, statistical analysis 

Hawthorne 

Rendar On-going 
Monthly, 
quarterly 
throughout 
year 

Meteor-e-legioa±-Dat-a-Sys-te-m-1-Renda!'
X-tabulatien--printouts.-

completed 

Extend Whittaker-Henderson I 
method to HV sites 

Rendar I I In process 
Hawthorne 

Look into EPA statistical I Rendar/ I Start Nov. 
tests of significance Hawthorne or Dec. 

Look into PL/I I 11 I In process 

Program - Data Proces __ sc_i_n:;.g ____ c._ _ 

Approva 
Date 

October 

October 

12/5/74 

DEQ Staff Disposition 

Action 

Monthly update and generate 
forecast 

Monthly update 

Completed conversion of 197 
data to new format 

Begin system design for 
new system 

Cu=entl-y....he-ing-oob-ugged 

Preliminary results comp. 
12/1/74 

Will try to evaluate applic 
ability to our ambient data 

Will be writing part of EI a 
future ambient programs in 
PL/I 

. 



AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 
INFORl'vlA TION RECEIVED 

-,......,-~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~---"-' 

Received 
No. I Date Location 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Project 

---Revising E. I. -data:--anrl--forrmit--RC"H---" 
-to-be-somewhat-compatible" 
·with NEDS· and .. more · efficien 
for our use. 

Reviewing NESHAPS 

Source search for users of 
vinyl chloride or poly vinyl 
chloride 

Odor survey of Publishers 
Paper mill, Newberg, Ore. 

Emission Inventory update 

RCH 

RCH 

RCH 

RCFI 

-We-:ekmg--w-i.th-GSP-I-R.Q.lS-j RGH-+--
-propased--rttles--fe-r 

--significant--<leterioraHon 

~h:tg-a-nd-ttpdat-i-ng · -1--R-eH----· 
llsti.ng--o-f-4G9-te&-SetH'oes-J 

Revising and updating listing 
of 25 -'100 ton sources 

II 

Program - ProgTam Development 
DEQ Staff Disposition 

Action 

Dec. 1974 Completed 

I 12/15/74 Handled by. Norm Edmisten 

12/30/74 

an-Feb. 
975 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

11/20/74 I Completed 

11/20/74 I Completed 

1/10/75 

/;"' . ~ ·' /•' 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Conlc.1i11s 
Recycled 
Mil!Cnilh 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item C, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting 

Tax Credit Applications 
Attached are review reports on 13 Tax Credit Applications. 

These applications and the recommendations of the Director are 
summarized on the attached table. 

AHE 
December 9, 1974 
Attachments 

Tax Credit Summary 

KESSLER R. CANNON 

Tax Credit Review Reports (13) 



Applicant 
George F. Joseph & Estate of 

Victor H.M. Joseph 
dba Modoc Orchard Company 

Terminal Flour Mills Company 
Publishers PaperCompany 

Newberg Division 
Publishers Paper Company 

Dwyer Division 
Publishers Paper Company 

Dwyer Divis ion 
Publishers Paper Company· 

Oregon City Division 

Crown Zellerbach Corporation 
Wauna Division 

Brooks-Scanlon, Incorporated 
Bend Division 

Publishers Paper Company 
Oregon City Division 

Publishers Paper Company 
Dwyer Division · 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Toledo Division 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Toledo Division 

Appl. 
!!2.:_ 

T-579 

T-585 
T-591 

T-592 

T-593 

T-595 

T-603 

T-606 

T-608 

T-609 

T-610 

T-611 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIQllS 

Facility .;:-: 
Overhead sprinkling system.·. 

Two baghouses 
Sulfur dioxide emissions con
trol system 
Baghouse and water spray system 

Rader tube control device 

Venturi scrubber (fourth stage 
of sulfur dioxide collection 
system) 
Addition to digester relief 
gas system 
Modifications to boilers #1 & #2 
(in new powerhouse) and steam 
system 
Digester pumpout system 

Scrubber which cleans exhaust 
from four veneer dryers 
Wet scrubber which collects par
ticulate from No. 2 smelt 
dissolving tank vent 
Wet scrubber which collects par
ticulate from No. 3 smelt 
dissolving tank vent 

Claimed 
- Cost 

$103 ,965 .17 

33,322.28 
575,174.00 

81,009.00 

17,817.00 

257,620.00 

215,674.00 

363,386.00 

2:413,714.00 

116,977.00 

67,903.00 

70,655.00 

% Allocable to 
Pollution Control 
More than 40% and 
less than 60% 

80% or more 
80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

Director's 
Recommendation 
Issue 

Issue 
Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 
Page 2 

Applicant 
Georgia-Pacific Corporation 

Toledo Division 

Appl. 
No. 

T-612 
Facility 
System which collects & ducts 
odorous gases from modified 
kraft process and brown stock 
washer vacuum pumps 

Claimed 
Cost· 

$ 85,366.00 

% Allocable to 
Pollution Control 
80% or more 

Director's 
Recommendation 
Issue 



Appl T-579 

Date 12-6-74 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Mr. George F. Joseph & Estate of Victor H. M. Joseph 
dba Modoc Orchard Company 
P. 0. Box 56 
Medford, OR 97501 

The applicant operates a 297-acre orchard on Modoc Road north of Central Point. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility is described to be an overhead sprinkling system on the 
remaining 60 acres of orchard not covered by the sprinkling system in 
Applications T-212, T-33g, and T-476. 

The facility was completed and put into service during April 1974. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act. The percentage claimed for pollution 
control was not specified. 

Facility cost: $103,965.17 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility serves to provide the frost protection for 60 acres of 
trees by replacing or eliminating the need for some 1000 orchard heaters. In 
addition, the facility provides irrigation by sprinklers instead of by flooding 
the entire 60 acres. (The applicant has previously obtained certification 
for - similar BO-acre, 90-acre and 67-acre systems of overhead sprinklers, 
Tax Credit Applications T-212, T-339 and T-476, respectively.) 

Since the facility claimed in this application (T-579) does contribute to 
both reducing atmospheric emissions and increasing pl'oduction, only a portion 
of it can be certified under the 1969 Act. In order to es tab 1 i sh the percentage 
of the system allocable to pollution control, the company has provided data 
on hours and days of both heating and irrigation for those years that the 
previously installed systems were operated. The data submitted for the years 
1971-1974 indicate that the average hours of orchard heating (55.5 hours per 
season) is approximately 43% of the total hours of operation. There was an 
average of 75 hours of irrigation per season. Although these numbers are 
subject to many variables, they are considered to be sufficiently representative 
to make the desired determination for this particular application. (It is well 
established that the required amount of frost protection usually varies among 
orchards and often within a given orchard.) 



Tax Application T-579 - 2 -

It is concluded that the facility operates to a substantial extent for 
reducing atmospheric emissions and that the portion of the cost allocable 
to pollution control should be 40% or more and less than 60%. (This is 
the same as the conclusion reached in Applications T-212, T-339, and T-476 
which were previously certified.) 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $103,955.17, with more than 40% and less than 60% of the cost 
allocable to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in 
Tax Application T-576. 

EGW:mh 

, 

,., 



1. i\Epl icant 

State of Oreqon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Terminal Flour Mills Co. 
Municipal Terminal No. 4 
Portland, Oregon 97203 

Appl • "'"""T --'5~85=----
Date November 27, 1974 

The applicant owns and operates a flour mill at Portland, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facilities described in this application are two baghouses which collect 
flour dust emitted in the milling and transport operations at the flour mill. 

Facility cost: $33,322.28 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facilities were placed in operation in January, 1974. Certification is 
claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocable to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The company was required to install the two baghouses as the first stage 
of Consent and Order No. 72-27 issued by the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution 
Authority. The claimed facilities replaced cyclones which were not adequate 
in controlling emissions. 

The plans and specifications for the two baghouses were reviewed and approved 
by Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority. The Department has inspected 
the claimed facilities and has found that they are operating satisfactorily. 
Baghouses are the highest and best practicable control of emissions from 
this type of source. The cost of operating the baghouse is more than the 
value of the material collected. Therefore, it is concluded that the 
facilities were installed and are operated for pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $33,322.28 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facilities claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-585. 



Appl T-591 

Date December 2, 1974 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Publishers Paper Company 
Newberg Division 
Newberg, Oregon 97132 

The applicant owns and operates a bleached sulphite pulp and paper mill at 
Newberg, Oregon. The chemical pulp production capacity of this mill is 250 ton/day. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a system which controls sulfur 
dioxide emissions from the digester blowpit. The system consists of a 
liquid seal on the blow stack and diverts the blow gases to a condenser
accumulator where the steam is condensed. The non-condensible gases are 
conveyed from the condensor to two scrubbers in series for the control 
of sulfur dioxide. 

Facility cost: $575,174.00 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in March, 1974. Certification is claimed 
under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed is 100%. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed in response to the Sulfite Pulp Mill Regulation 
(OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-360 2 (a) & (b)) which required that digester 
blow system emissions not exceed 0.2 pounds of sulfur dioxide per minute 

·per ton of unbleached pulp as a 15 minute average or 800 ppm as an hourly 
average. Prior to the installation of this system the digester blow gases 
were emitted directly to the atmosphere. The installation of the claimed 
facility has reduced digester. sulfur dioxide emissions by 9000 pounds per day 
(from 9100 lb/day to 100 lb/day). Plant site sulfur dioxide emissions were 
reduced to 2880 lb/day. 

The plans and specifications for the facility were reviewed and approved 
by the Department. The sulfur dioxide emissions of the system are currently 
below the regulation limits. 

The cost of operating the claimed facility is greater than the value of the 
sulfur collected. Therefore, it is concluded that the system was installed 
and is operated for pollution control. 



Appl T-592 

Date _D_e_c_e_m_h_er_G_,_l _97~4 

1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENV IRONMEMTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEH REPORT 

Publishers Paper Company 
419 Mairi Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant at 6637 SE lOOth Avenue, 
Portland. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is described as a baghouse and 
water sprays for reducing wood particulate emissions from existing cyclones . 
. The claimed facility includes: 

1. A baghouse - Carter Day Model 144RJ72. 

2. Alterations to cyclones. 

3. Adding a water spray .. 

4. Controls, wiring, piping. 

The facility was completed and put into operation in April 1974. Certification 
is claimed under the 1969 Act. The percentage claimed for pollution control 
is 100%. 

Facility cost: $81,009.00 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This faci 1 i ty was i nsta 11 ed as a result of requests from CWAPA for Pub 1 i shers 
to lower particulate emissions. CHAPA revie1•1ed and approved the plans on 
3-27-73 by M/C 386. The claimed facility made a significant contribution in 
lowering emissions from this plant. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $81,009.00 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution corrtrol 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-592. 

PBB:mh 



- 2 -

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $575,174.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-591. 

CRC:mh 



Appl T-593 

Date December 6, 1974 
• 

State of Oregon 
IJEPARTMENT OF rnv IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEH REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Publishers Paper Company 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant at 6637 SE lOOth Avenue, 
Portland. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is described as a Rader tube 
control device consisting of: 

1. Rader RF filter. 

2. Belt conveyor. 

3. Electric motors for higher air pressure. 

The facility was completed in August 1973 and placed in operation in 
September 1973. Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act. The percentage 
claimed for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility cost: $17 ,817 .00 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed to reduce sanderdust emissions from the plant's 
sanderdust cyclones. The plan was reviewed and approved by the Department's 
Northwest Regional Office on 11-12-73 by N/C 463. The Rader tube filter has 
been working effectively since September 1973 in controlling sanderdust 
emissions from this plant. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $17,817.00 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-593. 

PBB:mh 



Appl T-595 

Date December 3, 1974 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEMTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Appl icarrt 

PublisHers Paper Co. 
Oregon City Division 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

The applicant owns and operates a bleached sulphite pulp and paper mill 
located in Oregon City. The pulp production capacity of the mi 11 is 230 T /day. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility described in this application is a venturi scrubber which was 
added as a fourth stage of sulfur dioxide collection system on the recovery 
furnace. 

Facility cost: $257,620.00 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in September, 1973. Certification 
is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed in response to the Sulphite Pulp mill regulation 
(OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-360 2 (b)) which required that mill site 
emissions not exceed 20 pounds of sulfur dioxide per ton of unbleached . 
pulp produced and that recovery furnace sulfur dioxide emissions not exceed 
800 ppm as an hourly average. Prior to the installation of this scrubber, 
recovery furnace emissions were controlled by three venturi scrubbers in 
series. · 

The installation of the claimed facility has reduced recovery furnace sulfur 
dioxide emissions by 2750 pounds per day (from 3830 lb/day to 1080 lb/day)to 
a monthly average of 100 ppm. Plant site sulfur dioxide emissions were 
reduced to a monthly average of 10,520 pounds per day. Particulate emissions 
were also reduced by 70 pounds per day (from 520 lb/day to 450 lb/day). 

The plans and specifications for the facility were reviewed and approved 
by the Department. The sulfur dioxide and particulate emissions of the 
recovery furnace are currently in compliance with the regulatory limits •. 

The cost of operating the claimed facility is greater than the value of the 
~ulfur materia~ collected. Therefore, it is concluded that the system was 
installed and is operated for pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommende~ that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost 
of $257,620.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Appl fcation Number T-595. . 

CRC;mh 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Crown Zellerbach Corporation 
~!auna Division 
Clatskanie, Oregon 97016 

Appl T-603 

Date December 5, 1974 

The applicant owns and operates a bleached Kraft pulp and paper mill at 
Wauna, Oregon. The chemical pulp production capacity of this mill is 750 
tons per day. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility described in this application is a system which includes a 
condensor, a steam separator and associated other equipment (pumps, piping 
and instrumentation). This equipment was added to the digester relief 
gas system to provide continuous treatment. 

Facility cost: $215,674.00 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in January, 1973. Certification is 
claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed to bring the digester relief gas system into 
compliance with the Kraft Pulp Mill regulation (OAR, Chapter 340, 
Section 25-165 (1) (d) (A)) which required that digester non-condensibles 
be treated by incineration or equivalent treatment. 

The facility described in this application is a modification to the 
existing digester relief gas system. The original system (Tax Credit 
No. T-51) was incapable of condensing all of the condensible gas due to 
insufficient capacity. The pressure would cause the safety valve to trip 
emitting untreated gases to the atmosphere. The modifications claimed in 
this application solved this prohlem. The installation of this facility 
was not associated with a production increase nor does it represent the 
capability to do so. 

The plans and specifications for the facility were reviewed and approved 
by the Department. The facility is currently operating satisfactorily. 
Continual compliance with the Kraft mill regulation requires the installation 
of an alternate incinerator, which will be installed by July 1, 1975. 

There is no economic return provided by this installation. Therefore, it 
is concluded that the equipment was installed and is operated for pollution 
control. 



- 2 -

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
bearing the cost of $215,674.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution 
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application 
Number T -603. · 

CRC:mh 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Brooks - Scanlon, Inc. 
Bend Division 
P. 0. Box 1111 
Bend, Oregon 97701 

Appl T-606 

Date 12/6/74 

The applicant owns and operates a large sawmill and planing mill, gen
erating some of its electricity by its hogged fueled boilers, in ~end, 
Oregon. 

2.. Description of Facility 

The claimed facility is a whole series of independent modifications to 
boilers #1 and #2 (in the new power house) and steam system. The claimed 
reasons for these modifications were to reduce the amount of steam needed 
to even out its rate of usage, and to improve combustion efficiency. 
This was done only to allow continuous boiler operation below the maximum 
steaming rates corresponding to the maximum allowed emission limits. 

Modifications were: 

a. Boil er Filter and Feedwater System. 

b. Boil er Fuel Feed System. 

c. Modulating Kiln Controls. 

d. Fly Ash Removal System. 

e. Reroute 150 psi Steam Lines. 

f. Steam Line Fl ow Meters. 

g. Multi clone Rebuild. 

h. Miscellaneous. 

Facility Cost: $363,386.00 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

The facility modifi ca t'i ons were completed in December 1972. Source Tests 
run in October 1972 show compliance with regulations at steaming rates 
stated in Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 09-0001 dated 4/25/74. Cer
tification is claimed under the 1969 Act. The percentage claimed is 
100%. 



-2-

3. Evaluation of Application 

The modifications were made in response to the Department's program to 
reduce Brooks - Scanlon's emissions to within OAR Chapter 340, Sections 
21-015 and 21-020 limits. The Department reviewed and approved the 
program plan on September 20, 1971 and on June 19, 1972. 

This mill has shown a significant improvement and is presently operating 
within the emission limits. As shown by Brooks - Scanlon computations, 
the costs of making steam and using it have gone up. Therefore there are 
no profit-making returns from these modifications, and it is concluded 
that the installation was installed solely for air pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $363,386.00 be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Appli
cation T-606 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control. 

PBB:df 



Appl T-608 

Date 12-4-74 

State of Oregon 
IJEPARTMENT OF ENV IRONMENT/\L QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REV!rn REPORT 

1. llppl icant 

Publishers Paper Company 
Oregon City Division 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

The applicant owns and operates a bleached sulphite pulp and paper mill 
located in Oregon City. The chem i ca 1 pu 1 p production capacity of the mi 11 
is 230 tons per day. 

This application was received November 22, 1974. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility described in this application is a digester pumpout system 
which controls digester blowpit sulfur dioxide emissions. This system 
bleeds off or reduces the pressure of the digesters and ducts all the gases 
to a scrubber. The pulp is pumped out of the digester after the pressure 
has been reduced. 

The facility was placed in operation in October, 1974. 

Facility cost: $2,413,714 (Accountant's certification was provided). 
Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pol-

. lution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility was installed in response to the Sulphite Pulp Mill 
regulation {OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-360 (2)(a) & (b)} which required 
that digester blow system emissions not exceed 0.2 pounds of sulfur dioxide 
per minute per ton of unbleached pulp as a 15 minute average or 800 ppm 
as an hourly average and plant site emissions not exceed 20 pounds of sul
fur dioxide per ton of unbleached pulp produced. Prior to the installation 
of this system, the digester blow gases were emitted directly to the 
atmosphere. 

The installation of the claimed facility has reduced average digester sul-
fur dioxide emissions by 9,840 pounds per day (from 9,900 lb/day to 60 lb/day). 
The current average emissions are 0.33 pounds per ton and 44 ppm. The average 
mill site sulfur dioxide emissions are now 6. l pounds per ton or l ,070 
pounds per day. Thus, the mill is now in compliance with the regulatory 
limits. 
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The plans and specifications for the facility were reviewed and approved 
by the Department. The installation of this system, in combination with 
the fourth stage venturi scrubber on the recovery furnace, has brought the 
mill into compliance with the so2 emission limits. 

The value of the sulfur material recovered by the claimed faci I ity does not 
come close to covering the operating expenses. Therefore, it is concluded 
that the system was installed and is operated for pollution control. 

Ii. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $2,413,714 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be Issued for 
the faci I ity claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-608. 

CRC:ahe 
12-06-74 
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1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEH REPORT 

Publishers Paper Company 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Appl T-609 
Date 12-5-74 

The applicant owns and operates a plywood mill, known as its Dwyer Division 
at 6637 SE lOOth Avenue, in Portland, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility is described as a scrubber which cleans the exhaust 
from 4 veneer dryers. The scrubber is composed of: 

1. Foam generators (8) 

2. Ductwork 

3. Collection plenums 

4. Fans (2) 

5. Pumps (4) 

6. Steel tanks (2) 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% being claimed as 
allocable to pollution control. 

Facility cost: $116,977.00 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility was installed as a part of the mill's compliance 
program approved by the Department and outlined in the company's Air 
Discharge Permit. 

The scrubber is a low (4 inches of H20 pressure drop) energy type. It 
utilizes a caustic water solution to scrub and saponify the oils and 
hydrocarbons, producing foam within the unit. 

Scrubbing is accomplished by the trapping of the stack gas within 
the bubbles. There the gas is cooled, condensing the hydrocarbons, 
which can contact the solution, as the bubbles form and reform in the 
turbulent air. The hydrocarbons are ultimately captured and dissolved 
into the solution. The s.olution is batch cleaned as needed in one 
of the tanks. 



- 2 -

A pilot scale model of the scrubber did reduce dryer exhaust opacity to less 
than 5% opacity as observed by DEQ from December 1973 to May 1974. The full 
scale model, operated briefly in November, demonstrated the capability to hold 
the blue haze emissions below 20% opacity. 

The scrubber functions to control the 
a substance which has almost no use. 
boilers. 

veneer dryer emissions thereby producing 
It is planned to burn it in the plant's 

Since the plywood plant has been closed (for lack of business) the scrubber 
will not be in continuous service until the plant re-opens, perhaps in May 1975. 

It is concluded that the fuel value of the material collected is negligible 
and that 100% of the scrubber's cost is allocable to pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $116,977.00 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-l5llU09. 



---":":ii.-/ 

1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Toledo Division 
P. O. Box 580 
Toledo, Oregon 97391 

Appl T-610 

Date December 4, 1974 

The applicant owns and operates an unbleached Kraft pulp and paper mill at 
Toledo, Oregon. The chemical pulp production capacity of the mill is 1250 
tons/day. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility described in this application is a wet scrubber which collects 
particulate from the Number Two smelt dissolving tank vent. 

Facility cost: $67,903.00 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in February, 1974, Certification is 
claimed under the 1969 act with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed in response to the 1969 Kraft Pulp Mill Emission 
Regulation (OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-165 (2) (c)) which required that 
smelt dissolving tank vent particulate emissions not exceed 0.5 pounds per 
air dried ton of pulp produced by May 1, 1975. The claimed facility replaced 
a demister pad which could not meet the regulations. The additional chemicals 
collected by the new scrubber do not pay for the installation. 

The plans and specifications for the facility were reviewed and approved by 
the Department. The particulate emissions are currently below the May 1, 
1975, limits and were reduced by an average of 198 pounds per day (from 318 
lb/day to 120 lb/day). It is concluded that the scrubber was installed 
and is operated for pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $57,903.00 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-610. 

CRC :mh 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Georqia-Pacific Corporation 
Toledo Division 
P. 0. Box 580 
Toledo, Oregon 97391 

Date December 4, 1974 

The applicant owns and operates an unbleached Kraft pulp a.nd paper mill at 
Toledo, Oregon. The chemical pulp production capacity of the mill is 1250 
tons/day. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility described in this application is a wet scrubber which collects 
particulate from the Number Three smelt dissolving tank vent. 

Faci 1 ity cost: $70,655.00 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in February, 1974. Certification is 
claimed under the 1969 act with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed in response to the 1969 Kraft Pulp Mill Emission 
Regulation (OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-165 (2J (c)) which required that 
smelt dissolving tank vent particulate emissions not exceed 0,5 pounds per 
air dried ton of pulp produced by May 1, 1975.· The claimed facility replaced 
a demister pad which could not meet the regulations. The additional chemicals 
collected by the new scrubber do not pay for the installation. 

The plans and specifications for the facility were reviewed and approved by 
the Department. The particulate emissions are currently below the May 1, 
1975, 1 imits and were reduced by an average of 198 pounds per day (from 318 
lb/day to 120 lb/day). It is concluded that the scrubber was installed and 
is operated for pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearinq the 
cost of $70,655.00 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-611. 

CRC :mh 



Appl T-612 

Date December 5, l 974 

State of Oreqon 
DEPARTMENT OF EtlV IROflMENTJ\L QUAL !TY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEH REPORT 

l. Applicant 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Toledo Division 
P. O. Box 580 
Toledo, Oregon 97391 

The applicant owns and operates an unbleached kraft pulp and paper mill 
at Toledo, Oregon. The chemical pulp production capacity of the mill is 
1250 tons per day. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility described in this application is a system which collects and 
ducts odorous gases from the modified kraft process and the brown stock 
washer vacuum pumps so that they can be incinerated, or if the incineration 
system fails, released in the main stack. 

Facility cost: $85,366.00 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in December, 1973. Certification 
is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The facility ~1as installed in response to the Kraft Pulp Mill Emission 
Regulation, (OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-165 l(d) "Noncondensibles" and 
l(e) "Other Sources") which requires the control of Total Reduced Sulfur 
emissions from di gesters and 1·1ashers. 

This facility controls emissions from the newly installed Modified Kraft 
process and from t1·m existing washer vacuum pump exhausts and an existing 
washer filtrate tank exhaust. The emissions from the existing equipment 
were not controlled prior to the installation of this facility. 

The pl ans and speci fi cations for the facility were re vi e~1ed and approved 
by the Department. The facility has been inspected by the Department and 
is operating satisfactorily. 

There is no economic return provided by this installation. Therefore, it 'is 
concluded that the equipment was installed and is operating for pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $35,366.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-612. 

CRC:kok 



Applicant 
Stauffer Chemical Company 

Publishers Paper Company 
Tillamook Division 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS ADDENDUM 

Appl. 
No. Facility 
T-552 Lined pond to prevent ground 

water contaminantion 
T-590 Utilization of hogged non

pulpable residuals as fuel 
to produce steam 

Claimed 
Cost 
$37 ,998 

461,373 

% Allocable to 
Po 11 ution Control 
80% or more 

100% 

Director's 
Recommendation 
Issue 

Issue 



Appl T-552 

Date May 15, 1974 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Stauffer Chemical Company 
4429 North Suttle Road 
Portland, Oregon 97217 

The applicant owns and operates a herbicide and aluminum sulfate 
production facility at Portland, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a lined pond which 
prevents ground water contamination from the aluminum sulfate process. 

Facility cost: $37,998 (Accountant's cost schedule was provided.) 

The facility was placed in operation in August 1973. 

The percentage claimed is 100 percent. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The company was required by the Department of Environmental Quality 
to install control and recirculation facilities to eliminate the 
discharge of alum tank wash waters to the Columbia River. The waste
water recirculation pond is lined with a nylon material and allo1'/s 
no discharge to public waters. 

The plans and specifications for the facility were reviewed and 
approved by the Department of Environmental Quality. The Department 
has inspected the facility and has found that it is operating 
satisfactorily. Although the pond collects solids which are of no 
value to the company, the clarified water is recirculated through the 
alum production process. It is concluded that the facility was 
installed and is operated for pollution control. 

4. -Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
bearing the cost of $37,998.00 be issued for the facility claimed in 
Tax Credit Application No. T-552 with 80 percent or more allocated to 
pollution control. 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality 

~AX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Publishers Paper Company 

419 Main Street 

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

~pl. T590 

Date 11/11/74 

The applicant owns and operates a lwnber mill at Tillamook, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility utilizes hogged non-pulpable residuals from lwnber 

manufacturing operations as a fuel to produce steam. The facility consists 

of: 

a. One hog fuel boiler 

b. Boiler feed system 

c. Hog, including drive motor. 

d. 36" suspended permanent magnet 

e. Fire protection spinkler system. 

f. Foundation 

Construction of the claimed facility was initiated December 1972 and it was 

placed in operation in October 1973. The construction was fully completed 

in June 1974. Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended 1974 

(ORS 468.165(b}) with 100% of the cost allocated to pollution control for 

utilization of what would otherwise be a solid waste. 

Facility Cost: $461,373.00 (Accountant's certification was attached to 

application. ) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, 125 barrels/day of Bunker C high 



.sulfur, residual oil were burned to provide process steam, non-pulpable 

solid wastes originating from the applicant's lumber manufacturing 

facilities· (approximately 100 units/day) were burned in a wigwam 

burner. This facility was built for several reasons: 

a. To phase out the wigwam burner in response to DEQ's regulatory 

air quality program. 

b. To utilize the solid waste which had been burned in the 

wigwam burner rather than landfill it. 

c. To virtually eliminate large emissions of sulfur oxides and 

carbon monoxide which are characteristic of the Bunker C 

fuel oil. 

d. To reduce the costs of oil burned in the former facility and 

avoid high maintenance costs of operating a wigwam burner. 

The claimed facility appears to meet the test of ORS 468.165(b) for a 

facility, the substantial purpose of which is to utilize by burning a 

material which would otherwise be solid waste. Under the solid waste 

portion of the statute, a facility either meets the test for 100% tax 

credit eligibility or fails the test as not eligible. It is also 

clear that at the time the decision was made to construct the facility 

there was no alternative productive use for the wood wastes. 

4. Director's Recommendations 

It is recommended that .a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 

be issued for the claimed facilities in Application T-590., such certificate 

to bear the actual costs of $461,373.00 with 100% allocable to pollution 

cont·rol. 

(2) 



App 1 i cant 
Modoc Orchard Canpany 

Klamath Orchard 

TAX CREDIT APP LI CATI CNS ADDENDUM NO. 2 

Appl. 
No. Facility 
T-573 Overhead sprinkling system on 

43 acres of orchard 

Cl aimed 
Cost 

$50,381.02 

% Allocable to Director's 
Pollution Control Recanmendation 
More than 40% and Issue 
Less than 60% 



Appl T-573 

Date December 16, 1974 

1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ElNIROWIENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATI011 REVIEH REPORT 

Mr. George F. Joseph & Estate of Victor H. M. Joseph 
dba Modoc Orchard Company 
P. o. Box 56 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

The applicant operates an orchard on s. Stage Road south of Medford. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility is described to be an overhead sprinkling system 
on 43 acres of orchard. 

The facility was completed and put into service during April, 1974. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act. The percentage claimed 
for pollution control was not specified. 

Facility cost: $50,381.02 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility serves to provide the frost protection for 43 acres 
of .trees by replacing or eliminating the need for some 1500 orchard heaters. 
In addition, the facility provides irrigation by sprinklers instead of by 
flooding the entire 43 acres. (The applicant has previously obtained 
certification for similar systems of overhead sprinklers, Tax Credit 
Applications T-212, T-339 and T-476). 

Since the facility claimed in this application (T-573) does contribute to 
both reducing atmospheric emissions and increasing production, only a 
portion of it can be certified under the 1969 Act. In order to establish 
the percentage of the system allocable to pollution control, the company 
has provided data on the average hours and days of both heating and irriga
tion for those previous years for which this information was available. The 
data submitted for the years 1969 to 1974 indicate that the average hours 
of orchard heating (68 hours per season) was approximately 30% of the total 
hours of use. There was an average of 168 hours of irrigation per season. 
Although these numbers are subject to many variables, they are considered 
to be sufficiently representative to make the desired determination for this 
particular application. (It is well established that the required amount 
of frost protection usually.varies among orchards and often within a given 
orchard.) 
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It is concluded that the facility operates to a substantial extent for 
·reducing atmospheric emissions and that the portion of the. cost allocable 
to pollution control should be 40% or more and less than 60%. (This is 
the same as the conclusion reached in Applications T-212, T-339 and T-476 
which were previously certified.) 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that· a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $50,381.02, with more than 40% and less than 60% of the cost 
allocable to pollution control be issued for the facility claimed in 
Tax Application T-573. 

EGW:kok 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

December 10, 1974 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Dire.i;:tor 

Subject: Agenda Item No. D-1, December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

Oregon CUP Award Application, Cascade Construction Company 

Background 

Cascade Construction Company has been nominated for an Oregon 
CUP Award. The Asphalt Paving Association which made the nomination 
notes that Cascade Construction Company has won a national award for 
its environmental control efforts. 

Cascade Construction Company operates at two sites: the Abernethy 
Plant which is the subject of the national award and a smaller plant 
at Rivergate which is leased from another company. 

Pollution control equipment at the Abernethy Plant is described 
by the company as follows: 

1. An 85,000 CFM baghouse was installed to clean the exhaust 
gases from the rock dryer. Scavenger air to pick up fugitive 
dust from the plant building and blue smoke from the track 
loading area is also fed into this baghouse for cleaning. 
The baghouse replaces a former wet system which cleaned the 
exhaust gases within present limits but created the problem 
of dirty water being wasted into the Willamette River. No 
water is wasted into the Willamette at the present time. The 
baghouse, during a test after 40,000 tons of material had been 
dried, produced air with a grain loading of approximately 0.02 
grains per SCFM. 

2. The water system formerly used to clean the exhaust gases is 
now used to feed a new sprinkler system on the rock stockpiles. 
This system is used sparingly except during dry windY conditions 
since any excess water in the rock has to be removed by the 
dryer prior to use in the asphaltic concrete. 
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3. Diesel is commonly used to spray on the truck beds to 
prevent the asphaltic concrete from sticking to the bed. 
The company has eliminated the use of diesei for this purpose 
and are using non-pollutant products althoughthe cost 
has been increased considerably, When diesel was used, 
any excess usually was washed into the river during rain 
storms. 

4. To prevent oil products from spills, drippings from vehicles 
and the usual contaminants around mechanical operations from 
reaching the river, the company dug a trench on the river banM and 
filled it with sand which filters the oil wastes· A sump 
system was installed to catch oil wastes f~om the shop opera
tions and fueling area and preventing them from reaching the 
river. A log boom along the river also is a secondary backup 
to these systems as it catches the petroleum products spills 
which then can be pumped out or dispersed with chemicals. 

5. Yard maintenance is a constant ongoing operation. A water 
truck is used to settle dust, and a pickup broom is used to 
gather spilled rock and road dust. 

6. A beautification program was started with the planting of 
trees, shrubs, roses, and ivy along the river bank, trees 
and shrubs around the stockpiles and washing or painting 
the plant when required. 

7. A Hauck silent burner was installed in the dryer. This has 
decreased the noise level around the plant and is beneficial 
to their plant when required. 

The Rivergate plant is a small plant on which the company has 
made no particular effort beyond what is required for compliance with 
DEQ rules. 

Staff comments the main improvement at the Abernethy Plant has 
been installation of bagfilter on rock dryer to replace venturi scrubber 
which periodically violated standards. The bag~ilter installed about 
July 1973 operated very little until this spring due to contractor 
strikes last year. Shortly after sustained operation the baghouse (bags) 
failed and excessive emissions occurred for several weeks until a new 
type bag was recently installed. The manufacturer of these bags had 
indicated a much longer life for the bags than Cascade Construction 
Company experienced. The company is in the process of negotiations 
with their supplier to determine who is responsible for the cost of 
replacing the bags. Since the failure of the bags was not Cascade 
Construction Company's fault, DEQ would probi!bly have been willing to 
consider a compliance schedule allowing time for Cascade to obtain 
replacement bags from the supplier. However, the company went ahead 
and ordered replacement bags at its own expense, and will make its own 
arrangements about recovering this expenditure since they felt it would 
not be acceptable to allow excessive emissions to continue while they 
waited to determine what actions the supplier was going to take. 
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It should be noted that improvements such as landscaping and 
noise suppression are entirely voluntary on the part of the company. 
DEQ has no requirements whatsoever Eelated to visual pollution, and 
noise requirements were not yet adopted as of the date of the appli
cation. The company has made particular efforts to control dust, 
ordinarily associated with asphalt operations by paving their entire 
area and by constantly wetting down the dust and sweeping even though 
they are located in an industrial area where complaints about noise, 
dust, and lack of landscaping would be unlikely. 

Numerous compliance inspections have been made by Northwest Region 
staff including a stack particulate emission test on October 9th. 
Results of this test indicated the baghouse was continuing to perform 
at a very high degree of collection efficiency .(p_prticulate emission 
rate of 0.03 grains/SCFM). All other relevant environmental control 
aspects of the plant (i.e., control of fugitive dust from roadways 
and stockpiles, solid waste disposal, and noise) have been continually 
maintained at an exceptional level. In summary, the Northwest Region 
staff is of the opinion the Abernethy asphaltic concrete batch plant 
is, from all environmental aspects, by far the best of any such plant 
in the region and possibly in the State of Oregon. 

All available means of providing highest and best practicable 
environmental control have been utilized and continually maintained 
and the plant should be considered a model for all other plants of its 
type which historically have been associated with numerous dust problems. 

In regard to the Rivergate plant, modifications have been made to 
the particulate emission control system and the plant has operated in 
compliance with Department rules when production rate is maintained 
within reasonable limits. The waste water treatment system built by 
Rivergate Rock Products, which will eliminate waste water discharge 
from the Rivergate asphaltic concrete plant, is scheduled to become 
operational this week. 

Evaluation 

As indicated above, the Cascade Construction Company, Abernethy 
Plant is outstanding, and in the opinion of the staff would fully 
qualify for the Oregon CUP Award. 

In addition, it appears that all reasonable efforts have been 
made to improve the Rivergate Plant on St. Helens Road. As noted in 
the July 17th memo, the company has less control over environmental 
problems since the plant is leased from another company. Note that 
in the earlier memo there was mention of discharge to the Willamette 
which has now been eliminated. 

In previous deliberations involving CUP nominees where one phase 
of a company's operation was outstanding, the Committee has taken the 
position that a CUP Award could reflect environmental excellence at 
a particular plant site so long as none of a company's subsidiary or 
related operations were out of compliance with environmental requirements 
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(for example American Can Company received the Award for its Halsey 
Plant without regard to evaluation of several can plants operating 
within the State). 

Recommendation 

Based on its outstanding efforts in environmental control at the 
Abernethy Plant, as evidenced by repeated compliance checks as well 
as obvious visual improvements, the Oregon CUP Awards Screening Committee 
has recommended an Oregon CUP Award to Cascade Construction Company 
for its Abernethy site. 

BJS:kok 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Attachment: Memorandum of July 17, 1974 to Oregon CUP Screening Committee 
from Staff Liaison 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

December 10, 1974 

ME: MORAND UM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. D-2, December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

Oregon CUP Award Nomination, Kenneth H. Spies 

Background 

Kenneth H. Spies, Assistant Director of the Department of Environmental 
Quality for Land Quality, has been nominated by Director Kessler Cannon 
for an individual Oregon CUP Award. 

Mr. Spies came to the Oregon State Sanitary Authority (predecessor 
of the DEQ) as one of the first full time professional employees 
November 1, 1941. At that time there were only two full time positions 
Mr. Spies and one secretary. 

More than any other single staff member he has lent continuity 
to Department activities and shepherded the development of Oregon's 
environmental programs through 33 years of change and growth. 

During that time, Oregon has become world-famous for its cleanup of 
the Willamette River and its dedication to environmental effluence. The 
staff has grown until today it has 220 employees. 

Evaluation and Conunent 

Awards such as the Oregon CUP are frequently given for an outstanding 
achievement or a series of achievements which has already drawn public 
recognition. Too often, the day in and day out efforts of the dedicated 
career employee go unnoticed. An Oregon CUP Award to Mr. Spies would 
be an opportunity to recognize such an employee for long and devoted service. 

Recommendation 

The Oregon CUP screening Conunittee has reconunended consideration of 
Kenneth H. Spies for an Oregon CUP Award· the D' ector reconunends that 
the award be made. 

BJS:kok 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET • PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-6235 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item E, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting. 
Authorization for Public Hearings to adopt 
Motor Vehicle Inspection Program Criteria 

ORS 481.190, as amended by the 1974 Special Session, reads in 
part as follows: 

(1) Motor vehicles registered within the boundaries, existing 
on the effective date of this 1974 Act, of the metropolitan 
service district formed under ORS chapter 268 for the met
ropolitan area, as defined in subsection (2) of ORS 268.020, 
which includes the City of Portland, Oregon,, shal 1 be equipped, 
on and after July 1, 1975, with a motor vehicle pollution control 
system and shall comply with the motor vehicle pollutant, 
noise control and emission standards adopted by the commission 
pursuant to ORS 468.370. 

(2) The division shall not issue a registration or renewal of 
registration for a motor vehicle subject to the requirements 
of subsection (1) of this section unless the division receives, 
with the registration or renewal of registration, a completed 
certificate of compliance. The certificate must be signed by 
a person licensed and qualified pursuant to ORS 468.390, and 
must be dated not more than 90 days prior to the motor vehicle 
registration or renewal of registration date. 

Thus, this law necessitates that the EQC adopt and have vehicle 
inspection program regulations in effect, including licensing procedures 
for inspectors, by no later than July 1, 1975. Since the law provides 
that an inspection certificate may be obtained up to 90 days prior to 
the motor vehicle registration or renewal of registration date, it would 
be preferable if the regulations and procedures for issuance of inspec
tion certificates were in effect by April 2, 1975. In any event, it 
is the conclusion of the Department staff that early finalization of 
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the inspection program criteria is desirable so as to provide the automotive 
service industry and the motoring public with sufficient advance notice of 
the program requirements. 

The Department requests authorization to schedule public hearings to 
receive testimony regarding proposed inspection program criteria, including 
licensing of inspectors. It is proposed that hearings be held by a hearings 
officer and that one be scheduled in each of the effected counties (Clack
amas, Multnomah, and Washington) plus an additional hearing in the City of 
Portland. This type of schedule would provide an opportunity to more thor
oughly familiarize the public with the inspection program and offer ample 
opportunity for public comments regarding the proposed criteria. It is 
intended that these hearings be held early enough so that the commission 
could consider the proposed criteria and the testimony received during the 
public hearings at the commission meeting of March 28, 1975, in Portland. 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229- 6235 

December 9, 1974 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting. 
Status Report, Vehicle Inspection Program 

The attached Status Report is intended as resource material 
for Environmental Quality Commission members. The Department staff 
will present an oral report on the vehicle inspection program status 
at the December 20th meeting. 

Attach. 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229- 6235 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: .Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F , December 20, 1974 
Environmental Quality Commission Meeting 
Status Report, Vehicle Inspection Program 

Purpose 
The purpose of this report is to provide the Environmental Quality 

Commission with a background summation to the development of the Depart
ment's vehicle emission control inspection program, a review of the 
current status of this program, and - by way of_ appendix - a reference 
summation on the status of similar programs in some other areas of the 
country. 

Background 
Motor Vehicles have been recognized as a major air pollution source 

in many areas of the country since the work of Dr. A. J. Haagen-Smit 
established that "Los Angeles' smog" was an atmospheric photochemical 
reaction involving products of automobile exhaust. Additionally, it 
has long been known that carbon monoxide was present in major quantities 
in automobile exhaust and that this pollutant could cause adverse health 
effects when present in sufficient concentrations. 

As a result of the photochemical smog studies, California adopted 
standards which required new cars sold in California, beginning with the 
1961 models, to be equipped with control systems to restrict the amount 
of engine crankcase fumes vented to the atmosphere. By 1964, most new 
cars sold in the United States were equipped with positive crankcase 
ventilation (PCV) systems to control crankcase fumes, and California 
had begun a program which required many used cars within the state to 
be equipped with crankcase fume control systems. 

Beginning with the 1966 model year, California established exhaust 
emission standards for new automobiles sold in California. These stan
dards set the maximum allowable concentrations of carbon monoxide and 
hydrocarbon gases in the engine exhaust, and required that a test fleet 
for each basic production model be emission tested during a specified 
driving cycle and testing procedure. Compliance with the standards had 
to be certified prior to that model being offered for sale in California. 
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During 1966, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare issued 
national motor vehicle emission standards applicable to 1968 and later 
model year new vehicles. These national standards were based upon the 
California exhaust emission standards and testing procedures, and further 
required closed engine crankcase systems to prevent the escape of any 
crankcase fumes to the atmosphere. 

Federal legislation through the Clean Air Amendments of 1970 included 
several provisions which affectedmotor vehicle emission control programs. 
Most directly were the requirements that the allowable emissions of carbon 
monoxide and hydrocarbon gases from 1975 model year automobiles be reduced 
90% from that allowed for 1970 model year cars, and that standards for nitro
gen oxides emissions be set at a level 90% below the emission rate from 1971 
model cars. The amendments further required the Environmental Protection 
Agency to establish national ambient air standards for various pollutants, 
and required the state governments to develop implementation plans for 
achieving compliance with the national standards. · 

During 1971 the Environmental Protection Agency established national 
ambient air standards for various pollutants, including carbon monoxide, 
and developed the criteria for development of state implementation plans 
to meet those standards. Also in 1971, Oregon Legislation was adopted 
which directed the Department of Environmental Quality to develop a peri
odic motor vehicle emission inspection program. 

In January 1972, Governor McCall submitted Oregon's Implementation 
Plan to the Environmental Protection Agency. This plan included provisions 
for both transportation control•measures and a periodic motor vehicle inspec
tion program to help bring automotive related pollutants into compliance with 
national standards. 

At this time also, the Department recommended formation of a Technical 
Advisory Committee comprised of automotive or related industry associations 
and affected governmental agencies to provide assistance and information in 
the development of the vehicle emission control inspection program. This 
committee held its first meeting in February 1972, and by the first of August 
1972, submitted to the Director, then Mr. L. B. Day, a report on motor vehicle 
emission control inspection. This report concluded that an inspection program 
would be effective in controlling emissions and that state-owned and operated 
inspection stations would be the most practical and effective inspection sys
tem. The committee recommended that the inspection program be made operational 
in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties; that fleet operators be per
mitted to inspect their own vehicles; and that the program utilizes state-owned 
and operated inspection stations. 

At its October 25, 1972 meeting, the commission reviewed a comprehensive 
staff report regarding motor vehicle emission control activity. This report 
contained several recommendations from the Director for commission approval. 
These recommendations, which the commission did approve, were: 
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l. Approval of the basic concept of a vehicle inspection program 
as outlined in the report. 

2. Authorization for the Director to 

a. Proceed with arrangements to hold a public hearing to designate 
those counties in which the program would be enacted. 

b. Prepare necessary legislative proposals to provide specific 
authorization and funding for state operated inspection facilities. 

c. Request funds from the Emergency Board to initiate a pilot vehicle 
inspection program. 

The basic concept of the inspection program outlined in the staff report 
was that of state operated facilities conducting annual emission control tests 
in the four county Portland Metropolitan area. Meeting the standards of the 
testing program was a requirement for vehicle license renewal as specified in 
the Oregon laws, passed by the 1971 Legislative Session. 

In late December 1972, the Director, Mr. Day, forwarded to Governor McCall 
the report from the Technical Advisory Committee, the staff report presented to 
the commission at their October 25, 1972, meeting, and a Projection Report which 
summarized the basic concept and design of the projected system and inspection 
procedure. This projection report also noted in some detail the legislative 
and funding requirements for the program and outlined an implementation sched
ule. Mr. Day's covering memorandum to these reports noted that the program 
could be expanded in an orderly manner to a statewide program after gaining 
experience in the four county Portland-Metro area, and projected that the 
Motor Vehicle Division be responsible for administration and operation of the 
overall program, with the Department responsible for the establishment of the 
criteria, procedure and standards of the inspection program. A $5 inspection 
fee was deemed necessary to make the program self-supporting. 

The Commission at its meeting of March 2, 1973, adopted a regulation to 
initiate the inspection program in Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, and Wash
ington counties beginning January l, 1974. This regulation was adopted pur
suant to ORS 481.190. 

The 1973 Oregon Legislature considered a bill to make specific modifi
cations to the 1971 series of laws pertaining to the vehicle emission con
trol inspection program. This bill would have explicitly allowed state owned 
and operated inspection stations and would have increased the allowable in
spection fee to a $10 maximum so as to make the program self supporting from 
receipt of inspection fees. This bill was passed by the House on the last day 
of the session, but was referred back to committee in the Senate in the last 
hours of the session and there "died." The Department's budget, however, 
was approved including the cost of the inspection program. This budget was 
based upon an annual inspection fee of $5 and further a $1 million appropri
ation from the Motor Vehicle Account was provided for start-up costs and 
necessary cash flow requirements of the program. 



Following failure of legislation to allow for an increased inspection 
fee, the Director, Mr. O'Scannlain, requested the State Emergency Board to 
authorize the Department to expend the appropriation provided the inspection 
program by the 1973 Legislative assembly. Approval for this action was 
granted by the State Emergency Board at this meeting of August 15, 1973. 
The Board suggested that Columbia County be deleted from the inspection pro
gram requirements. At the commission meeting of November 26, 1973, a public 
hearing was held to consider deleting Columbia County from the inspection 
program requirements and to extend the effective date of the program to May 
31, 1974. The commission did authorize these rule changes. 

The most recent direct action of the commission regarding the inspec
tion program was its hearing of January 25, 1974, to consider adoption of 
criteria for certification of motor vehicle pollution control systems. The 
criteria proposed for initial adoption by the commission at this hearing 
was designed to preclude approval of retrofit devices as certificable 
systems. The commission approved the proposed initial criteria. 

In February, 1974, the Special Legislative Session considered and 
favorably acted upon a bill of the type considered during the regular 
session. This legislative action provided for an increase in the allowed 
inspection fee to $5 so as to make the program self supporting, restricted 
the area of the program to the boundaries of the Metropolitan service Dis
trict (MSD), required an annual inspection rather than just at time of li
cense renewal, and set the start-up date as July, 1975. This legislatively 
set date clearly provides opportunity for legislative review by the 1975 
Session prior to mandatory enactment of the program. 

Current Status of Oregon Program 
Following the State Emergency Board action in August, 1973, which 

authorized the Department to proceed with implementation of a development 
program, arrangements were undertaken to fill six inspector positions and 
to order four sets of inspection equipment including infra-red exhaust gas 
analyzers and chassis dynamometers. The inspector positions were filled, 
the initial equipment received in December, 1973, and very preliminary 
engineering study testing begun. This testing was undertaken in the Wade 
Building which had been obtained on a $1 rental agreement from the Highway 
Division. 

While testing of public vehicles began in January of this year, it 
was found that the testing conducted in that month did not provide suf
ficiently reliable data for our use due to equipment calibration and oper
ational errors. As such, al 1 reported data values are based on testing 
conducted from February, 1974, forward. In the period of February-March
Apri 1, just over 1,300 emission tests were conducted. In the period of 
May through August, two mobile inspection units were sent out to test 
fleet owned vehicles. These>mobile units were based upon the two used 
small Post Office vans that the Department had earlier purchased. The 
vans were sent to staging areas of fleet-owned vehicles to conduct the 
tests. Fleets tested included federal, state, county, and municipal 
governmental units, as well as a number of the utility companies. Just 
over 2,200 vehicle tests were conducted during this period. 
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In July bid specifications for the exhaust gas analyzers to be used 
in the regulatory inspection program were finalized and a request for bids 
prepared. This bid specification incorporated many features determined to 
be necessary or desirable as a result of various equipment and operational 
difficulties encountered in the development stages of the program. These 
features include improvements in sampling response time, improved calibra
tion methods, reduced sensitivity to climatic conditions, improvements in 
the sample handling system to reduce water entrainment and analyzer over
loading, and provision for digital display of the test values so as to 
reduce possibility of a reading error by an inspector. The bid award for 
this analyzer equipment went to Sun Electric Corporation and initial delivery 
of four of the eleven units in the bid was made in November. Delivery of all 
eleven units is to be completed in December. 

In July also, the bid specifications for an inspection station at the 
90th and Southeast Powell Street site in Portland were finalized. The bid 
process began in August and was completed in November, at which time con
struction began. This $75,000 facility, scheduled for completion in Feb
ruary, 1975, is designed to be able to conduct dynamometer emission test
ing and is sufficiently sized for vehicle safety inspection to be under
taken if required. 

The Powell facility site itself is owned by the Highway Division and 
had been acquired as part of Mt. Hood Freeway right-of-way. The site lo
cation was a subject of concern to members of the State Emergency Board 
and was reviewed thoroughly during their consideration of the program. 

In September this year, the Department began public testing at a 
rented site on 57th and East Burnside Street in Portland, replacing the 
Wade Building operation. The mobile unit testing operation was also changed 
at this time to emphasize testing of privately owned vehicles. Additional 
inspection personnel had been hired, thus filling 18 of the 24 authorized 
inspector positions. As a result of this changed emphasis over 14,500 
emission tests were conducted during the period of September, October, and 
November. As part of this enlarged testing operation, the Department pro
vided bumper stickers to those vehicles which "passed" the tests. Reaction 
to the bumper stickers has been extremely favorable; in fact, it appears 
that for a number of people the bumper stickers are a genuine incentive to 
have their vehicle tested. It should be noted that "passing" or "failing" 
is based upon emission numbers called "interim idle standards." These num
bers have no legal status, but it was discovered early in the testing pro
gram that few people cared what the numbers were that were measured, but 
wanted only to know if they passed or failed. As such, numbers thought to 
be reasonable as a first estimate of simple emission criteria were deve•loped 
and have now been used for a number of months. Almost one-half of the ve
hicles tested have idle emissions greater than these interim criteria, as 
is illustrated in Table 1. 

The data collected in the pilot program is manually being put onto 
computer cards and then onto computer tape, in which form it can be read
ily analyzed. The data is being analyzed to assist in the development of 
proposed regulatory criteria and to help ascertain the emission reduction 
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benefits resulting from corrective repair of detected high emission vehicles. 
This data, as well as the information gained from the "Failed" form question
naire mailback, is also being reviewed to obtain some base information on the 
type and cost of repairs undertaken on failed vehicles. 

Table 2 is a summation of the returned questionnaire information. Most 
of the reports show that carburetor adjustments were made. Since the majority 
of vehicles not passing the interim criteria have excessive idle CO readings, 
carburetor adjustment is a correct adjustment or repair technique for those 
vehicles. 

The majority of vehicle owners returning the questionnaire report a repair 
of $10 or less, and 75% reported a repair cost of $50 or less. Due to the 
voluntary status of the program and the relatively small sample size, this 
repair cost information may be biased toward lower average repair costs than 
might be experienced in a regulatory program. The report Mandatory Vehicle 
Emission Inspection and Maintenance completed by the Northrop Corportion in 
December 1971 under a State of California contract, projected average repair 
costs of $26.70 to $36.00 for the Key-Mode and idle mode type of emission 
tests. The questionnaire returns give an average repair cost of under $22. 

It should be noted that Oregon law provides no recourse for a vehicle 
owner who is unable to afford required repairs other than to cease using or 
to se.11 the vehicle. 

The Department is attempting to keep the automotive service industry 
located within the inspection program area apprised of program developments. 
The primary means of accomplishing this is through an Information Bulletin 
which is periodically sent out. Approximately 1 ,200 automobile dealers, 
independent garages,, service stations, or related individuals are included 
on this mailing. A copy of the most recent bulletin is included in this 
report. Response to the bulletin by the service industry has been good. 

With regard to legislative matters, the Department has been advised 
that legislation will be introduced this session to return the motor vehicle 
1 icensing period to a yearly base. Such a change would be beneficial to the 
inspection program operations. Under current law, the Department is respon
sible for collecting the inspection fee at the inspection site. A legislative 
change so as to make the .Motor Vehicles Division responsible for collecting 
this fee at the time of registration renewal is desirable. The Division of 
Motor Vehicles reports that they are unable to define the MSD boundaries and 
thus unable to precisely enforce the registration requirements. The Department 
is unaware of any specific legislation dealing with this matter, but it is 
presumed that this matter will be amongst those discussed as part of a legis~ 

lative review of the program. 

In summation of the current program status: 22 of 24 authorized inspector 
positions have .. been fi 1 led, all eight authorized office and supervisory per
sonnel positions are filled, three of the originally projected four mobile 
inspection units are in operation, a fourth mobile unit will be operational 
in January, the one inspection facility projected to be newly constructed is 
under construction in Multnomah County and is scheduled for completion in 
February, an unused service station site in Clackamas County is being eval
uated as to the possibilities of modifying it for use as an inspection facility, 
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no site has yet been located in Washington County, over 19,000 emission tests 
have been conducted and the data recorded, the test data obtained is being 
used to help finalize the proposed pass/fail criteria and to ascertain costs 
and emission reductions that can be attributable to an inspection/maintenance 
program. 

RCH:pf 
12/6/74 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF PRIVATELY OWNED VEHICLES * 
Tested in Sept. , Oct. , & Nov. , 1974 

Number of Tests at Burnside Facilities 
Number Tested by Mobile Units 
Total Number of Tests Conducted 

6305 
8233 

14538 

Interim Oregon Idle Emission Criteria 

. 
Pre 1968 vehicles 

1968-1969 

1970-1971 

1972-1974 

BURNSIDE FACILITIES 

Pre 1968 vehicles 

1968-1969 

1970-1971 

1972-1974 

Total 

MOBILE UNIT TESTING 

Pre 1968 vehicles 

1968-1969 

1970-1971 

1972-1974 

Total 

TOTAL ALL VEHICLES 

CO% 

6 

5 

4 

3 

Number of 
Vehicle 
Tests 

2354 

1040 

1038 

1873 

6305 

2820 

1427 

1565 

2421 

8233 

14538 

HC ppm 

1200 

600 

500 

350 

% Passed CO HC Both Other 

53 25 7 7 8 

56 26 4 7 7 

54 31 4 6 6 

55 33 3 6 3 

54 28 5 7 6 

53 

51 

50 

51 

51 

53 

19 

20 

26 

20 

21 

24 

12 9 

10 11 

6 12 

7 17 

9 13 

7 10 

8 

7 

6 

4 

6 

6 

* Includes less than 1% publicly owned vehicles 

DEQ/VID 74337 



TABLE I I 
SUMMARY OF RETURNS FROM DEQ VEHICLE INSPECTION MAIL BACK CARDS 

Through November, 1974 

6~8 Cards Received Represents 9.5% Response For Cars Failed During That Time _Period 

INFORMATION RECEIVED 

• • • 
Cost of Repair For Model Vear Groupings, Percent 

Pre-68 68-69 70-71 72-74 

Under $10 58 53 46 48 

$10 - 30 14 14 18 19 

$30 - 50 10 11 8 14 

$50 - 70 5 2 5 4 

$70 - 90 7 2 4 

Over $90 4 4 5 2 

Did not respond 8 9 16 9 
to question 

* • • 
Estimated Average Dollar Cost of Repairs Reported on Mai 1 Back Cards For 
November, 1974 $21.52 

• • • 
Repair Work Reported For Model Years Groupings, Percent Responding 

Pre-68 68-69 10-11 

Carburetor adjustment 91 88 86 

Electrical tune-up. 30 30 27 

Spark plugs replaced 27 15 19 

Valve grind 3 4 4 

Engine overhau 1 . I 2 

Other 9 11 8 

• • • 
Completed Repair Work, Percent 

Pre-68 68-69. 70-71 

Dealership Service 15 18 21 
Department 

lnd~pendent _Garage 21 11 16 

Service Station 19 15 19 

Self 30 26 21 

· Other 7 2 4 

Did not respond 8 28 19 
·to question 

Customer Satisfaction With Repairs 

44% Responded YES 

7% Responded NO 

49% Did Not Answer This Question 

72-74 

89 

29 

21 

11 

72-74 

47 

7 

12 

19 

4 

11 

• 

Total 

51 

16 

11 

4 

3 

4 

11 

• 

* 

Total 

87 

29 

21 

3 

10 

* 

Total 

28 

14 

16 

24 

5 

13 

DEQ/V ID 74340 





DEQ-31 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION DIVISION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-6235 

INFORMATION 
BULLETIN 

74310 

The Department has expanded its vehicle emission testing operations to 

include both testing by mobile units and at a stationary facility on 57th 

and East Burnside St. in Portland. The inspection station (5724 E. Burnside) 

is open seven days a week and starts testing at 10 : 00 every morning . On week

days, the station is open until 10:00 at night, on Saturdays until 8 : 00 p.m., 

and on Sundays until 7:00 p .m. 

The mobile units' testing schedule for the remainder of 1974 is : 

Portland Community College, Sylvania Campus, November 4- 9; OMSI, November 

10; Clackamas Community College, November 12-16; Washington Square Shopping 

Center, November 17; Mt . Hood Community College, November 18-23; the old Mt. 

Hood National Forest Service Offices at 340 N. E. 122nd, Portland, November 

24th; Milwaukie, 13939 Mcloughlin Blvd . at Courtney Rd ., November 25 - Dec

ember (except Thanksgiving Day) . The operating hours at all these sites 

will be 10:00 a.m . - 6 :00 p.m. Starting December 2, the mobile units will 

be at the Lloyd Center, N.E. 15th and Multnomah. Testing will start at 

10:00 a .m. every day and continues until 10:00 p.m. weekdays, 8 :00 p.m. 

Saturday, and 7:00 p. m. on Sundays. The units will not operate on Christmas 

or New Year's Day . 

# # # # 

(over) 



. ·· <>ver 1 6,000 emission tests have been conducted so far, including almost 2,000 

tests on government vehicles. In approximately 7,000 of these tests, the vehicle 

owner volunteered to have the vehicle dynamometer tested . 

# # # # 

The emission test results are being studied to help develop standards for the 

mandatory inspection program beginning in July, 1975. It is expected that hearings 

will be held in the three effected counties during the first of 1975 to consider 

adoption of the regulatory criteria and standards. Later bulletins will provide 

details on the proposals and the hearings . 

# # # # 

The emission test results' summary for October, 1974, are attached . Note 

that the majority of "failures" are due to excessive carbon monoxide emissions. 

These failures can often be corrected by carburetor adjustments. The failures 

listed as "Other" include smoky cars and tampering or removal of emission con

trol equipment in violation of Oregon law (ORS 483.825), 

# # # # 

Presented on the reverse side of the October test summary is a chart show

ing the range in idle carbon monoxide emissions found in cars tested earlier in 

the year. This study shows that a numbe r of older cars had lower idle carbon 

monoxide emissions than some newer cars . Also, a number of newer cars emit quite 

high levels of carbon monoxide at idle. However, the average or mean idle emis

sion values are considerably lower for newer model year cars with emission con

trols than for pre-emission controlled cars. It should be noted that the failure 

rates are about the same for newer cars as for older cars, as shown on the October 

test summary, even though the idle emission criteria being used for newer cars are 

much lower than for older cars. 

# # # # 

The Department regularly is asked about who has infra-red test equipment. 

Consideration is being given to preparing a list, which could be regularly up

dated, of the dealerships, i ndependent garages , and service stations in the area 

which have this equipment. Please send us your comments. 



SUMMARY OF PRIVATELY OWNED VEHICLES * 

Tested in October, 1974 

Number Tested Burnside Facilities 2360 
Number Tested by Mobile Unit 4172 
Total Number of Privately Owned Vehicles Tested 6532 

Interim Oregon Idle Emission Criteria 

CO% HC ppm 

Pre 1968 vehicles 6 1200 

1968- 1969 5 600 

1970- 1971 4 500 

1972-1974 3 350 

Number of 
Vehicles 

BURNSIDE FACILITIES Tested % Passed co HC Both Other 

Pre 1968 Vehicles 870 53 23 8 7 9 

1968- 1969 404 59 25 4 6 7 

1970- 1971 386 54 33 4 5 4 

1972- 1974 700 59 32 3 5 2 

Tota l 2360 56 28 5 6 6 

MOB ILE UNIT TESTING 

Pre 1968 Vehicles 1406 52 19 14 9 7 

1968-1969 733 53 18 9 13 6 

1970- 1971 819 49 25 9 13 4 

1972- 1974 1214 54 20 8 16 3 

Total 4172 52 20 10 13 5 

TOTAL ALL VEHICLES 6532 54 23 8 10 5 

*Inc ludes less than 1% publicly owned vehicles 

DEQ/V ID 74305 A 
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APPENDIX 

The purpose of this appendix is to outline the status of 
motor vehicle emission control inspection programs in the 
Western states, as well as in a few other areas the Department 
is aware thai there has been some progress in the development 
of such programs. 



Albuquerque, New Mexico 

There is no motor vehicle emission control inspection program in 
New Mexico . A statewide brake and 1 ight safety inspection does exist 
and is conducted in private repair facilities. 

The 1973 New Mexico legi s lative session considered two measures 
pertaining to vehicle emission inspection, but neither were enacted. 
In May 1973, the state Environmental Improvement Agency notified the 
Albuquerque Department of Environmental Health that a transportation 
control strategy (TCS) was required for that area. 

A TCS study contract for Albuquerque was completed by the TRW 
Corporation in December 1973 . The University of New Mexico was also 
contracted to undertake a study on pass/fail criteria, and as part of 
this conducted a testing program for three months. 

Proposed legi s lation has been prepared for the 1975 legi s lative 
session to establish a mandatory emission control inspection program 
for the Albuquerque area using special inspection - only - facilities. 
The local agency expects EPA to promolgate rules requiring inspection 
if the state fails to act. In any case, they expect vehicle testing 
to begin by July 1976 . 

State of Arizona 

The State of Arizona has recentl y awarded a contract to the Ham
ilton Standard Divi s ion of United Aircraft Corporat ion for the estab-
1 i s hment and operation of a network of official in s pection stations 
for emission testing of motorized vehicles in Maricopa and Pima Counti es . 
All in-use vehicles, unless spec ifically exempt by law, reg i s tered in 
Maricopa a nd Pima Counties are required to meet emission inspect ion 
requirement s sta rting January 1, 1976. Total program costs including 
State Administrative costs are required, by Arizona State law, not to 
exceed five dollars for each vehicle tested. 

Over 600,000 vehicles are registe red in Maricopa County and over 
200,000 in Pima County . Phoenix is the major metropolitan area in 
Maricopa County and Tuscon in Pima County . Vehicles over 15 years old 
are exempt from the inspection r equirements; howeve r, trucks and motor
cycles are not exempt. New vehicles receiving title regi st rations for 
the fir st time are exempt as are electrical powered vehicles. 

The state has not yet established the regulatory emission control 
criteria for the program. Vi s ual inspection to determine that emission 
control devices insta lled on the vehicle are connected i s to be one 
requirement though. The emission test procedure is based upon loaded
mode t ests us ing dynamomte rs and it i s estimated that the criteria will 
fail approx imately 40% of the vehicles tested. Diesel fueled vehicles 
will be inspected for excessive smoke. 
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The State of Arizona has no existing vehicle safety inspection 
program . The bid request did require the contractor to demonstrate 
that provisions are made for including safety inspections in the emis
sion test lanes . 

State of California 

The State of California utilizes a multi facet approach to motor 
vehicle emission control. One program is that of requiring more 
stringent emission standards than federal requirements for new vehi
cles sold in California. This program includes assembly line testing 
of vehicles to be sold in California. 

A second program is conducted by the Highway Patrol . This involves 
an idle emission test as part of the random roadside vehicle inspection 
operations . Vehicles failing the emission tests must have the enforce
ment document cleared by a licensed Motor Vehicle Pollution Device In
stallation and Inspection Station . During the first quarter of 1974, 
240, 100 vehicles were emission tested by the Highway Patrol with 23% 
found to exceed the State Air Resources Board roadside idle emission 
standards. 

California has also used retrofit, that is the installation of 
pollution control systems to vehicles not so originally equipped, as 
a control technique. This was originally begun in the mid 1960's with 
a requirement that crankcase fume control systems be added to certain 
vehicles . In order to insure that the approved systems were properly 
installed, the state required that a 1 icensed station either install 
the system or inspect the installation for correctness . At the pre
sent time, California is involved with a retrofit program for control 
of nitrogen oxides . 

A fourth control approach under development in California is an 
annual emission inspection program . Inspection criteria for this pro
gram have been established utilizing loaded-mode (dynamometer) test 
procedures. This program is legislatively restricted to the greater 
Los Angeles area and is to be preceded by a trial · program. This trial 
program must be completed by the end of 1975. During the trial program 
operation vehicles will be required to be inspected upon change of reg 
istration . By no later than December 31, 1976, all non-exempt vehicles 
must be inspected upon initial registration and at each renewal of reg 
istration . 

City of Chicago 

The City of Chicago is currently operating on a motor vehicle in
spection program on a non-mandatory basis. This program is funded from 
the city motor vehicle 1 icense fee, which has been increased to cover 
the additional cost. The program is presently using 18 mobile inspec
tion lane units and employs 90 people including 80 inspectors . The cur
rent city ordinance requires that the Chicago inspection program becomes 
mandatory beginning May 31, 1975. 



Over 350,000 idle emission tests have been conducted. The overall 
failure rate has been 30% for both privately owned vehicles and fleet 
vehicles, even though fleet vehicles must meet more stri ngent require
ments . The units operated by Chicago work on a seven day week schedule 
and the inspectors are sc heduled on a four ten day work basis . The in
spection units are automated and each one utilizes a mini-computer. 
The inspection criteria are as fol lows: 

Private Vehicle Class 

pre-1968 
1968-1969 
1970-1974 

Cincinnati, Ohio 

% co 

6 
5 
4 

ppm Hydrocarbons (HC) 

1,000 
600 
500 

The City of Cincinnati has operated a city motor vehicle inspection 
program si nce 1937 or 1938 . The city owns one test station which incor
porates five inspection lanes . One of these lanes is reserved for truck 
use. The safety in spect ion program has been a twice a year requirement 
with each inspection costing $1.75. Defects must be corrected within 
30 days. 

The present plans for Cincinnati to have an emission inspection 
program operational January 1, 1975 . The inspection program will be 
charted to a once per year requirement to both safety a nd emiss ion con
trol and will have a $5.00 charge. The city ha s received two exhaust 
gas ana l yzers and has five on order. The emission test proposed is a n 
idle test using the following criteria: 

Vehicle Cla ss It co ppm Hydrocarbons (HC) 

pre-1968 6 1 ,000 
1968- 1969 5 600 
1970-1974 4 500 
1975 1. 5 50 

State of Colorado 

A motor vehic l e safety inspection program is currently in force in 
the State of Colorado. The Department of Revenue is respons ible for 
enforcement of the safety inspection program, which is conducted by the 
privately owned automotive service industry. There i s no mandatory emis
sion control in spection program, although the Department of Health is 
operating a two lane facility in Denver a nd conducting engineer ing type 
emi ssion test studies. One lane conducts idle tests and the other con
ducts l oaded moded tests. This facility is equipped with a mini -computer 
and the daily test results are put on punch tape so that they can be 
eas il y and rapidly ana lyzed. 
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Legislative proposals for mandatory vehicle emission inspection 
has been prepared fo r consideration by the 1975 Legis lat ive session, 
which convenes in mid-January. The proposed leg i s lation wou l d pro
vide for instituting of the program July 1, 1976 , within the frame
work of the exis ting safety in spect ion program. A $6 t o $8 charge 
for the emission inspect ion alone i s anticipated. 

State of Idaho 

Motor vehicles regi s tered in the State of Idaho are subject to 
an annual safety inspection . This program began in 1968, ut ili zes 
licensed ga rages to conduct the inspections and to is sue the certi
ficates, and is enforced by the Department of Law Enforcement. 

No TCS requ iring a veh ic l e inspection/maintenance program is 
necessa ry i n Idaho. 

State of Montana 

No TCS required in Montana . 

State of Nevada 

The State of Nevada i s currently operating an in spection program 
i n Las Vegas and the surrounding county. Thi s program requ ires that 
an inspect ion sticker be received prior to registered ownership change 
of veh icles in the effected area. The burden of obtaining a sticker 
is placed upon the buyer, except ing in the case of used car dea l er 
transact ions where it is the responsibility of the car dea ler to obtain 
the st icker prior to retail sa l e of a vehi c le. This particular provi
s ion is currently in court. The program was ini t iated in February of 
this yea r and enforcement was improved upon in Jul y. 

In spect ion sticke r s are obta ined from pri vate repair fac ili ties 
licensed to i ssue such stickers. Fleet operations, def i ned as owner
ship of three or more vehicl es, are allowed to se lf-inspect. The in
spect ion criteria require a ll em iss ion control equipment to be intact 
and operational, a nd further that the vehicles meet the following em i s
sion l eve l s at hot id l e and a t a 2500 rpm no-l oad condition: 

Vehicle Class 

pre- 1968 
1968-1 969 
1970- 1974 

% co 

7.5 
5 
4 

ppm HC 

1200 
600 
400 
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A public hearing is scheduled for January 15, 1g75, to consider 
idle emission criteria for 1975 and newer vehicles. The proposed 
criteria are : 

Vehicle Class 
Catalytic Equipped 
Non-Catalytic 

% co 
0 
2 

ppm HC 
0 

200 

In the situation of engine changes, Nevada has taken the position 
that the engine year determines the vehicle requirements. 

State of New Jersey 

The State of New Jersey initiated a state owned and operated vehicle 
safety inspection program in 1938. The inspection is currently on an 
annual basis and the program is operated by the Di vision of Motor Vehicles . 
The system consists of 39 permanent inspection stations with 69 lanes to 
handle a vehicle population of about 3,3 mill ion cars, 620,000 commercial 
vehicles , and 60,000 motorcycles . The inspection stations range in size 
from one to four lanes . Each lane has four work stations and six assigned 
inspectors . 

Into this safety program the state added an idle emission test re
quirement for 1 ight duty vehicles . Emission inspection began on July 1, 
1972 , on an educational basis with no requirement that a vehicle be brought 
into compliance. Regulatory enforcement of the emission standards began 
in February , 1974 . The current idle emission standards result in an 11 % 
reject rate and are a s follows : 

Vehicle Class 

pre-1968 
1968-1969 
1970- 1974 

% co 

10 
8 
6 

ppm HC 

1600 
800 
600 

Regulations currently require that more stringent idle emission stan
dards be enforced starting February 1, 1975 . This date may be delayed 
until June while a review of the entire process of failed vehicle re-inspec
tion is completed . If the date is delayed, it is intended to go directly to 
the third phase criteria. The third phase idle emission criteria are : 

Vehicle Class 

pre- 1968 
1968-1969 
1970- 1974 

% co 

7,5 
5. 0 
4.0 

ppm HC 

1200 
600 
400 
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Repair cost information gathered during the first year of operation 
in New Jersey by means of a return card questionnaire showed that 30% of 
the vehicle owners reporting had repair costs of $10 or less. For 85%, 
the repair cost was $50 or less. The average repair cost is currently 
estimated to be around the $25-$30 range. 

The Department of Environmental Protection has also evaluated auto -
motive service industry exhaust gas analyzers and has developed procedures 
for approving such units. 

State of Texas 

The State of Texas requires motor vehicles to pass an annual safety 
inspection. This program, begun in 1951, is enforced by the Department 
of Public Safety. The inspections are conducted in private garages li
censed for this purpose. Over 16,200 facilities are 1 icensed, with approx
imately 25,000 mechanics involved. The Department of Public Safety has a 
staff of 120 assigned to this program. 

There is no specific vehicle emission inspection program in Texas, 
although emission control equipment operation is supposed to be checked 
as part of the safety inspection. The State of Texas had filed a court 
suit against EPA promulgation of transportation control strategy rules; 
however, the court held that the EPA promulgation of a vehicle inspection 
maintenance program was valid. As such, the state is proceeding to develop 
this program and to incorporate it within the existing safety inspection 
program. Projected start-up date is June 1976. Legislative authority 
is, however, still required for implementation. 

State of Utah 

A motor vehicle safety inspection program is currently operated in 
the State of Utah within the private automotive service industry. Leg
islative authority for an emission inspection program does exist; however, 
funding has not been provided. The Department of Health has assigned a 
position and obtained some equipment to develop background information. 
A funding request for state operated inspection stations in the four 
county Salt Lake City area is to be presented to the legislature this 
coming session. 

State of Washington 

The State of Washington has three areas in which a TCS is necessary. 
In two of these areas, the Seattle and Spokane metropolitan areas, ve
hicle inspection/maintenance programs have been proposed. The Washington 
Department of Ecology is considering seeking legislative authority to 
operate one voluntary inspection station in each of these two areas. The 
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Department is presently engaged in a voluntary data acquisition program 
with certain fleet operations and 1 imited public testing programs. The 
criteria being used for these tests are: 

Vehicle Class % co ppm HC 

pre-1968 6 1600 
1968-1969 3 800 
1970-1974 2 600 
1975 1 300 

State of Wyoming 

Motor vehicles registered in the State of Wyoming are subject to 
an annual safety inspection . These inspections are conducted by private 
garages 1 icensed by the state. This program was begun in 1967 and is 
administered by the Department of Revenue. 

No TCS required in Wyoming . 
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ENVIR·ONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT : Agenda Item G, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting 

Staff Report - GOLD MINING IN OREGON 

BACKGROUND: 

The tremendous increase in the value of gold during the last two 
years (from $35 per ounce to nearly $200 per ounce) has created a sub
stantial increase in mining activities throughout Oregon. The greatest 
increase in activity comes from people who seek recreation along with 
monetary returns from their labor. These people spend weekends and 
vacations moving from stream to stream searching for a few flakes of 
gold much as the hunter or fisherman moves about searching for the 
"big one" that usually gets away. 

Because the " recreational" miner's time is limited, they tend to be 
mobile , thereby primarily using equipment that is easily carried from 
one site to another. Such equipment includes picks and shovels , gold 
pans , small sluice boxes and small suction dredges powered by light
weight gasoline motors. Very little damage to water quality results 
from this type of mining with the exception of damage to fishery 
resources , particularly habitat disturbance , during critical parts of 
the year. 

There has also been an increase in the number of larger mining 
operations becoming active. Many of these claims became inactive years 
ago because it was no longer economical l y feasible to continue. It now 
appears profitable to reope n many of these old claims. 

The larger mining operations characteristically use heavy earth
moving equipment and are much less mobile than the "recreational" miners. 
These large operations have the greatest potential for damaging water 
quality. 

In an effort to identify the many placer and suction dredging 
opera tions throughout Oregon, the Department requested assistance from 
other State and Federal agencies , including the Oregon Wildlife Commission , 
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Oregon Department of Forestry , Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral 
Industries, United States Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Manage
ment. The response to that request has been very encouraging , with many 
new mining operations being identified . In addition, these agencies are 
reporting new mining activities to DEQ on a continuous basis. Without 
this inter-agency cooperation, an effective surveillance program would 
be difficult , at best, with our existing manpower. 

It would be very difficult to enumerate the exact number of registered 
claims and active mining operations. However, the following quotation 
from the Bureau of Land Management District Office in Medford will give 
an indication o f the potential scope of mining in South West Oregon: 

"The active placer mining operati ons are generally a small 
percentage of the potential. On the Medford District 
administered lands, approximately 2,100 mining claims are 
considered active. In addition to those on Bureau of 
Land Management lands, a considerable number of operations 
occur on private l ands. The problem could be one of great 
magnitude if the price of gold continues to rise. " 

Based on this past year ' s activities, DEQ staff have identified at least 
fifty (50) placer operations which present an immediate water quality 
concern . 

It should also be noted that the United States Forest Service (USFS) 
has just adopted new regulations pertaining to mining on their lands, 
which should be of great help in insuring protection of Oregon ' s water 
quality. These regulations became effective on September 1, 1974, and 
require that all persons wishing to prospect or mine on USFS lands file 
a notice of intent. If the USFS determines upon preliminary review that 
the operation will cause significant disturbance to the surface resources 
it can require the miner to submit mining plans for approval as well as 
furnishing a bond commensurate with the expected cost of rehabilitating 
the area after mining or prospecting. 

Gold mining activity in Oregon is found primarily in two regions of 
the State; northeastern and southwestern Oregon. These two areas differ 
in soil types and weather conditions , and, therefore, mining activities 
differ as to time of year and amount of water quality problems produced. 
For example , a miner in northeastern Oregon would normally have to wait 
for the Spring snow runoff period to have adequate water to use, and 
would stop operations in late summer due to l ow water supply, or be 
forced to recirculate the available water. A miner in southwestern 
Oregon would depend more on rainfall to supply water for his needs . 
Therefore, the only time he could not operate would be during the dry 
summer season and flood periods during the winter. In addition , the 
soil types of northeastern Oregon seem to be primarily decomposed granite 
which tends to settle out of suspension much faster than the clay-type 
soils found in much of southwestern Oregon. 

Gold exists naturally in two forms - lode and placer gold. Lode 
gold is physically bound to rock and is removed by crushing the ore and 

-2-



subjecting it to a smelting process. Placer gold is "free" gold found 
in the form of nuggets, flakes or dust. Placer gold is separated from 
its surroundings (clay, gravel and sand, etc.) by various methods, all 
of which are based on the principle that gold has a greater density 
(i . e., heavier for a given volume) than the surrounding materials. 
The separation is accomplished by washing the gold-bearing materials 
with water through a sluice box, which is a series of artificial riffles. 
Lighter materials such as sand, gravel and clay particles pass over the 
riffles, thus remaining in the flow of water whi l e the heavier materials, 
such as gold , small sand particles and "black" sand containing iron, 
settle out and are retained behind the riffles. This heavy material is 
further refined by using a conventional gold pan to remove all but the 
gold and black sand. Nuggets and larger flakes of gold can then be 
removed by hand (or tweezers) while the small flakes and dust, often 
called "colors", can later be removed with the help of liquid mercury . 
At this time, the impact on water quality from using liquid mercury in 
this refining process is unknown and further research is needed. 

Sluice boxes may range in size from a small two-foot trough to a 
very large box built in a stream channel through which the entire flow 
of the stream is funneled. The lighter materials remaining suspended 
in the flow of water passing through these sluice boxes can lead to 
water quality problems when the wash water is returned uncontrolled 
and/or untreated to the stream. 

The magnitude of a mining waste-water disposal problem depends 
on the type of soils encountered and the size of the operation. Since 
gold is heavy, it tends to work its way downward through clays and gravel 
to the solid bedrock. The soil layer found over the gold-bearing 
bedrock is referred t o as the "overburden" and must be removed to get 
at the richer gold-containing soil nearest the bedrock. Heavy earth
moving equipment such as tractors, backhoes and hydraulic "giants" are 
used by miners to remove this overburden. A hydraulic "giant" (or 
monitor) is a large swivel-mounted nozzle that shoots water, under high 
pressure, into the overburden, thus washing it downstream through a large 
s l uice box. When the overburden contains a high content of clay-type 
soils, such as is commonly found in southwestern Oregon, the receivi ng 
stream can become muddy for several miles downstream . The clay particles 
are very fine and tend to stay in suspension for long periods of time. 
Some mining operations occur in gravel that is relatively free of clay 
and silt. Wash waters from this type of operation normally clears up 
a short distance downstream since the soil particles are heavier and 
settle out quickly. 

DISCUSSION: 

The adverse effects on water quality from placer mining operations 
take several forms: 

A. Aesthetic - Streams are muddy (turbid) at times of the year 
when they should be clear. Recreation, including water 
contact sports, is impaired. 
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B. Fishing - Downstream fishing is ruined when a clear stream be
comes muddy (more than 25 JTU discourages fishing). Also, 
normal migration patterns can be altered due to blockage of 
the stream c hannel. 

C. Silt ation - Silt impairs the exchange of oxygen needed by 
salmonoid eggs in the gravel and suffocates aquatic insect 
larvae. It can act as an abrasive, causing tissue damage to 
external fish membranes. The silt may also render good 
spawning gravel unusable for future use. 

D. Destruction of Spawning Beds - The removal or displacement of 
usable spawning gravel by heavy equipment can reduce the fish 
production of the stream and change natural stream channels. 

E. Water Supplies - Domestic and irrigation water supplies can 
be endangered due to water pump damage or interference with 
proper treatment and chlorination practices. 

The mining activities that the Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ) is most concerned with are placer operations that use water as 
an integral part of the gold removing process. For the purposes of this 
report, recommended actions regarding suction dredges will be discussed 
separately. 

A. Current DEQ Permit Programs 

The Department can issue two types of permits depending upon 
the nature of the mining operation. 

(1) A State DEQ waste discharge permit is issued only when 
there is no direct discharge to publ i c waters. An example 
of this type of operation would be where all of the water 
used in the mining operation is either recycled or allowed 
to enter settling basins which have no direct overflow 
(the water is filtered through the gravel , thereby remov
ing the suspended soi l particles.) However , if the 
filtration is not adequate, resulting in violation of 
turbidity standards, then an NPDES permit would be 
n ecessary. 

(2) A National Pol l ution Discharge Elimination Systems 
(NPDES) permit (required by Public Law 92- 500 for a ll 
point source discharges) is issued by DEQ when there is a 
direct discharge to the publ ic waters and requires that 
State and Federal water quality standards are maintained. 
An example would be an operation which, due to geographic 
limitations, is not able to provide settling basins large 
enough to achieve complete filtration of the waste water. 

B. DEQ Compliance Program 

Enforcement of v iolations of permit requirements has not been 
adequate to date due to several factors. 
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(1) Most miners feel that State and Federal pollution control 
laws do not apply to their operations, claiming that the 
old general mining laws of 1872 give them "grandfather" 
rights to use the water as they see fit. Therefore, few 
miners have ever applied for a waste discharge permit. 

It should be noted, however, that a class action suit 
was filed in U. s. District Court in March, 1973 , against 
the State of Oregon and the State DEQ by Harry Steward 
and Arthur Davies on behalf of placer gold miners in 
Jackson, Josephine and Curry counties charging, among 
other things, that their constitutionally protected 
private water and mineral rights had been violated. 
This suit was dismissed in favor of the State of Oregon 
and the State DEQ in both the U. S. District Court and 
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

(2) Considerable mining activity occurs in remote mounta inous 
regions of the State away from the major population and 
industrial areas which have been higher priority areas 
of pollution control. In the past, the DEQ did not have 
the staff or special equipment necessary to insure com
pliance with State and Federal water quality standards due 
to the amount of travel required on poorly maintained roads. 
To a great extent, these limitations of staff and equipment 
still exist. 

(3) Many miners in the Rogue River basin still fee l that the 
only State agency controlling mining activities in their 
area is the Rogue River Coordination Board (RRCB) . This 
board was o riginally formed in 1939 to coordinate placer 
mining activities with sports fishing activities with 
regard to turbidity caused by mining. Although there 
appears to be conflicting State jurisdiction over the 
water quality of the Rogue River basin, Attorney General 
Lee Johnson, on July 9, 1970, ruled that the Department 
of Environmental Quality, having control of water quality 
standards for all waters of the State, had the higher 
authority regarding water quality in the Rogue basin, 
unless the RRCB made regulations (for turbidity only) 
that were more restrictive. It appears that the only 
useful purpose of the board as it exists today is for 
public relations between the miners and fishermen. 

(4) When violations of permits or water quality standards 
have occurred, DEQ staff have been unable to pursue 
compliance requirements to the fullest extent possible. 
This was primarily due to other higher priorities and 
lack of manpower. 

(5 ) The majority of gold mining operations today are fairly 
mobile and portable, thereby making them difficult to 
monitor or observe. Small suction dredges and sluice 
boxes are popular with weekend recreationalists who 
normally do not stay long in any one spot. 
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One of the major problems foreseen by the DEQ staff in implement
ing an effective permit program for placer operations will be 
the l ack of voluntary compliance with State and Federal permit 
requirements by many miners , thus , making it necessary to use 
legal procedures (i.e. , civil penal ties , criminal complaints , 
etc.) in forcing compliance. This will be time- consuming and 
costly. Also , past experience in southwest Oregon has shown 
that some mi ners can be very uncooperative and it may be 
necessary to request Oregon Stat e Police assistance during 
some v i olation investigations. During the past year DEQ staff 
have been tol d to leave one active mini ng claim whi l e 
conducting routine surveil l ance activites. 

C. Divi sion of State Lands Fill and Removal Permit Program 

The Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL) requires a fill 
and/or removal permit for any operation (gravel removal , 
mining , etc.) that moves more than fifty (50) cubic yards 
of material within the "bank-full " level of a streambed. 
Most small dredges and sluice box operations probably would 
not be required to apply for this permit , but larger operations 
would need this permit in addition to an NPDES or DEQ waste 
discharge permit. As with DEQ , the DSL lacks sufficient man
power to adequately insure compli ance to their regulations. 

D. Current DEQ Policy Regarding Suct i on Dredges 

A large percentage of the "recreational" miners are using 
portable suction dredges. Many of these miners are 
from other states , such as California and Nevada, that 
presently require permits to enter streams during times of 
the year when operations are least likely to cause injury 
to fishery resources. 

When such a person contacts DEQ regarding requirements for 
operating a suction dredge in Oregon's waters , it has 
been the Department ' s policy that the miner contact the local 
Oregon Wildlife Commission fishery biologist having jursidiction 
in the area wishing to be mined. In this way , the streams are 
protected from entry during critical spawning times. The 
Department has also reserved the right to deny access to a 
stream if the suction dredge causes excessive turbidity or 
becomes a public nuisance. 

E . Current Regul ations on Suction Dredging in Other States 

During May, 1974 , DEQ staff requested information on placer 
mining regulations (including suction dredges) currently 
being enforced in Oregon ' s neighbor i ng states. Most of the 
responding State agencies felt that placer mining activities 
were being adequately controlled by their water quality 
regulat ions and did not warrant any special concern. Two 
states , California and Nevada , di d give special attention 
to suction dredges. Copies of their reply to DEQ are attached 
to this report (Appendix A) . 
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Basically, both California and Nevada use the same approach in 
controlling access to streams by issuing permits, administered 
by the State's Department of Fish and Game, which designate 
when, where and the type of equipment to be used in suction 
dredging. The main emphasis in issuing these permits is for 
the protection of anadromous fish spawning areas. The only 
apparent difference in the two State permit programs is that 
California is more explicit in defining the open or closed 
areas of the State. Approximately 3,600 permits were issued 
by the California Department of Fish and Game in 1973. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

A. Proposed DEQ Staff Recommendation for Control of Placer Operations 

Current State and Federal regulations require that mining 
operations having a discharge to public waters (direct or 
indirect) apply to the Department of Environmental Quality 
for an appropriate waste discharge permit prior to operating 
mine . At this time very few of the major mining operators 
have applied for permits even though they were on the initial 
NPDES mailing list . Since it is likely that most mining 
activity will resume next January or February (coincident with 
availability of water), the staff would recommend the following 
course of action : 

(1) A certified letter be sent to all known operators of 
active placer claims explaining the State and Federal 
permit requirements and supplying them with appropriate 
application forms. 

(2) If applications are received, Department staff shall 
review each application on its own merit in regard to 
water quality standards, effluent limitations, mixing 
zones, etc. to ensure that State water quality standards 
will be met outside of the mixing zone. Current standards 
most directly related to mining activities address 
turbidity levels and siltation. 

(3) If no response is received within thirty (30) days, 
attempt to personally contact the operators, explaining 
the permit requirements and possible legal penalties for 
non-compliance. 

(4) If a mining activity resumes without having applied for 
the appropriate permits, the regional staff, the enforce
ment division and legal counsel should meet and decide 
the next course of action (civil penalty, criminal complaint, 
etc.) depending on the circumstances in each case. 

Based on past experience, the DEQ staff feels that the 
many miners will not voluntarily comply with current 
regulations. This will probably change in time, but may 
initially require considerable enforcement activity on 
the part of Department Staff and EQC (appeals on permit 
conditions and/or permit denials.) 
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(5) The Department should coordinate enforcement activities with 
other State and Federal agencies (i.e., Division of State 
Lands, Department of Forestry, Forest Service, Bureau of 
Land Management, etc.). 

B. Proposed DEQ Staff Recommendations for Control of Suction Dredges 

Those people contacting DEQ regarding permit requirements for 
suction dredges represent only a few of the total number of 
miners actually using this type of equipment. While many 
people are aware of the need to protect water quality when 
using suction dredges, they fail to realize the potential for 
damaging spawning gravel. 

Therefore, in an effort to afford greater protection for 
Oregon's fishery resource, the Oregon DEQ staff make the 
following recommendations for control of suction dredges: 

(1) The Director of DEQ should approach the Director of 
the Oregon Wildlife Commission requesting his opinion 
as to the suitability of a state-wide permit program 
being adopted and administered by the owe similar to 
programs now being used by California and Nevada Fish 
and Game departments. 

(2) If a favorable reply is received from the OWC Director, 
then the directors of DEQ and OWC should appoint appro
priate staff members to a committee for formulating 
legislation pertaining to the use of suction dredges. 
Upon adoption of a permit program by the OWC, the 
Department should administratively exempt suction dredges 
from needing a State water quality permit. 

(3) If an unfavorable reply is received from the owe Director, 
then the DEQ Director should appoint appropriate staff 
members to formulate policies and regulations to be 
administered and enforced by DEQ. 

(4) After tentative policies and regulations have been formed, 
public hearings should be scheduled. These meetings 
should be held in locations close to centers of mining 
activities, that is, in northeastern and southwestern 
Oregon. As soon as public testimony has been analyzed, 
a final draft of the regulations shall be prepared and 
presented before the Environmental Quality Commission 
for their action. 

(5) Until new regulations are formulated, the Department 
should continue its policy of requiring suction dredge 
operators to get written permission from the owe and 
comply with DSL fill and removal permits when deemed 
necessary. 

-8-



. ' 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATIONS: 

A. DEQ staff proceed as rapidly as possible to reinitiate the 
permit application process on all placer operations, except 
suction dredges 

B. 

c. 

RTW:ss 

The Director arrange necessary meetings with the owe regarding 
a permit program for suction dredges. If concurrence is 
received, DEQ staff will assist in preparation of appropriate 
legislation. 

If owe concurrence is not received, DEQ staff should proceed 
to formulate policies and regulations for suction dredges to 
be administered and enforced by DEQ. 

Attachments Kessler R. Cannon 
Director 

-9-



STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
t 100 VALLEY ROAD, RENO, NEVADA TELEPHONE 784-6214 

89510 

GLEN K. GRIFFITH 
DIRECTOR 

IN REPLY RE ER TO: 

Mr. R. Terry Westfall 
Southwest Regional Office 
1000 S . E. Stephens Street 
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 

Dear Mr. Westfall: 

June 25, 1974 

At the present time we have not been having problems in con
nection with placer mining activities and with our existing water 
pollution laws, I feel that we can prevent such operations if they 
allowed any material to go into our streams which would be dele
terious to fishlife. Howeve r we have had substantial interest in 
suction tj redv.J.p.g. 

I am sending a copy of Section 503 .425 of our Fish and Game 
laws which gives our Department the authority to have some control 
over this activity. I am further sending you copies of our appli
cation form, our permit form and informational sheet pertaining to 
suction dredging operations. 

The seasons we have set up for dredging are dependent upon 
the species involved. Generally speaking, however, they are as 
follows: with those streams having both spring and fall spawning 
species of fish, the season in which we allow dreging is from June 
1 through September 30. On those having only spring spawning 
species, the season is June 1 through December 31 and those having 
only fall spawning species have a season from March 1 through 
September 30. 

I trust that this information may be of interest and help to 
you. 

TJT:vh 
Encs: 

Sincerely, 

GLEN K. GRIFFITH, 

By: 
Thomas J. 

DIRECTOR 

.~ 



PERMIT TO OPERATE SUCTION DREDGE 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

In accordance with Section 503.425 of our Fish and Game laws, a 
copy of which is attached, 

Name of Applicant 

Address 

is authorized to operate the following described vacuum or suction 
dredge 

Make Model Size 

Waters and seasons in which the above described dredge may be operated: 

Waters (Streams or Lakes) Seasons 

This permit is issued only for the operation of the dredge as it 
pertains to fishlife. It does not give authorization for the permittee 
to trespass upon lands owned by private individuals and is subject to the 
landowners permission over which the permittee may have to pass to gain 
access to his area of operation. 

This permit may be cancelled in the event damages to fisheries re
sources are found to occur. 

Glen K. Griffith, Director 
NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 
P.O. Box 10678, Reno, Nv. 89510 

Dated: 



Application Form 
for 

Dredging Permit 

FF 

Nevada Departme nt of Fish and Game 

Applicants Name: 

Address: 

Make of Dredge: 

Model of Dredge: 

Size of Dredge: 

Location(s) where dredge is anticipated to be used. 
to be specified. Dredging seasons will be assigned 
on the individual streams or lakes involved and the 
in the m and appear on the permit issued. 

Stream or Lake 

Signature 

Date 

Send to: Nevada Department of Fish and · G;Jme 
P.O. Box 10678 
Reno, Nevada 89510 

Streams or lakes are 
to the waters depending 
species of fish found 

County 



NEVADA IEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
P.O. Box 10678 

Reno, Nevada 89510 

503.42S DREDGING OPERATIONS: PERMITS: UNLAWFUL ACTS. 

1. Prior to any person ' s using any vacuum or auction dredge 
equipment in any river, stream or lake of this state, he shall 
1ubaalt an applicatioR to the department specifying the type and 
1ize of equipment to be used and its location. If the depart· 
ment determines that 1uch operations will not be deleterious 
to fish it shall iasue a permit to the applicant. 

2. It la unlawful for any peraon to: 

(a) Conduct such dredging operations without securing 
a permit; 

(b) Operate any equipment other than that specified in 
the permit; or 

(c) Conduct such operation outside . the area designated 
on the permit. (Added to NRS by 1969,1368) 

NOTE: 

In specifing the location, indicate the portion 
of a stream in which operations are anticipated 
to be conducted. For exmnple, Carson River in one 
mile aection above Cradleoaugh Bridge. 

Also, In ieauing permits, the department designates 
the time of year when sucb dredging operations may 
be conducted to avoid damage to egg deposits of the 
species of fish involved in the stream in which the 
dredging operationa are to be conducted. 



Nevada Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 10678 

Reno, Nev. 89510 

INFORMATION LEAFLET 
DREDGI NG OPERATIONS 

Section 503.425 of Nevada Revised Statutes States: 

503 .425 Dredging operations: Permits; unlawful acts. 

1 . Prior to any person's using any vacuum or suction dredge 
equipment in any river, s tream or lake of this State, he shall 
submit an application to the Department specifying the type a nd 
size of equipment to be used and its location . If the Departme nt 
determines that such operations will not be de leterious to fish 
it shall i ssue a permit to the applicant. 

2. I t is unl awfu l for any person to: 

(a) Conduct such dredging operations without securing a permit; 

(b) Operate any equipment other than that specified in the 
permit; or 

(c) Co nduct such operation outside the area designated on the 
permit. 

To be .in conformance with this above section it i s t he objective of the Ne vada 
Department of Fi s h and Game to prevent undue damage to fisheries res our ce s by allow
ing dredgi ng operations on Nevada waters only during the periods when eggs or 
embryonic young or the habita t are not vu l nerable . This depends upon the species 
of fish pres ent in the wate rs involved and water temperatures that prevail. Some 
species of fish s pawn primarily in the spring, others primarily in the fa ll . 

In order to obtain a permit for dredging operations , the fol lowing i nformation 
should be supplied to t he Nevada Fish and Game Department when applying for a permit: 

1. Type of dredge which will be used. 
2. Size of dredge which will be used. 
3. Location (streams or lakes or portions thereof) in wh i ch dredge 

will be us ed. 

There is no charge for a dredging permit. 



' STATE OF CALIFOR,NIA-THE RESOURCES AGEi'! 

ST ATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
ROOM 1015, RESOURCES BUILDING 

1416 NINTH STREET • SACRAMENTO 95814 

JUL 8 1974 

Mr. Richard P. Reiter 
Regional Administrator 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Southwest Regional Office 
1000 S. E. Stephens Street 
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 

Dear Mr. Reiter: 

RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

Your letter of May 15, 1974 requests information concerning 
California's approach to control of water pollution due to 
gold mining. 

California has not to date faced any significant water quality 
degradation as a result of placer mining for gold . Our Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, which has juris
diction over mbst of the areas of the state susceptible to 
placer mining, reports that it has between twelve and fifteen 
outstanding permits for discharges from placer mines but that 
very few of these mines operate on a regular basis. 

When a permit is issued for placer mining, it gener ally contains 
two major provisions: (1) that the effluent from the washing 
operation contain no more than .2 ml/liter of settleable solids 
and (2) that the discharge not result in an increase of more 
than 10 percent in the turbidity of the receiving waters. 

of 

re ging is genera ly fiandled by the 
Game altno a er uality Control Boards 
have concurrent jurisd~ction to issue permits or take enforce
ment action. Under the program of the Department of Fish and 
Gaine, approximately 3 600 ~ennits for operation of suction 
dredges Yl8l'e iss in 3 . The Department's permit appli
cation distinguigAgs get%~ dredges with intakes greater 
than 12 inches in diameter and those with intakes less than 
12 inches. The majority of the permits issued are for dredges 
in the latter category. These smaller dredges result in very 
minor effect,§ gp wete r gualitx:,. particularl y since most suction 
dredging is done in fast-water areas where little silt can 

R E CYC L ED PAPER 



' 
Mr. Richard P. Reiter -2-

locations are listed on 
of which is enclosed. 

JUL 8 1974 

Should you have any further questions concerning California's 
water quality control program, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Executive Officer 

Enclosures 
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..L. :.. \...i....I.:.. 

Rt:S~Ju.qc£S J\G;Iii:Y f)~ Cl-~l?C .. ·~ ~··i J:\ 

D:-:?AJ~'I!-<f.K'i'T 0? .FJ:S::i M~J C·.!.J.1£ 

APPLICNL'IO;I ?O~ P.2....,~'l11'1.' TO 0?2?J-.'IZ VACuU>I Ort SUCTIO.i~ D~::::DGE 

I hereby ::::.9.ke appl i cation fa:- 2. ( c.h'.:'!c~: on~) S"" .. .andarc.·:;. _ _ __ S:;ieciel:~· 
:?e:-mi·~ ~o ll~e a v·acu~ O!* suction d~edge :-.or the c:J.l ~cda;: :/ear o;~ . _; 
or f or t he reT.a.ining fO~tion of the yeay from the date cf per::ii~ issuance. 

~!A.:.IB ------------·----- ----- --- -------

CI'?! STA'LS ZI?, ---------------- ---- -'-------

'l'ype of Opera.ti on: {check one ) Mining Other 

·:<-Stands.rd ~!"..:iit - A st;J.r.dard _-;:en!..it is valid only for !.:Se of d.1~~l3-= ;; · . .,rith a n J::-";:.a.}:~c: 

cliamete:::- o-r' .t2"inc!lcS or less and i n vaters Op<::!D to dr ed :;;i ng. A s~:cd.P.:t•d ~e.!T.li t r::,p~y •:i~~ 
i s 3ued by an._y one of the regional offices or by h eBdquarters office. 

·:'.-*S:iecial. Per:'.ll.it - Dredges with an i ntake larger than 1 2 inches i n d i.a.;neter, or i:my a.r ed.?,e _ __,,....,. _______ _ 
cr·er<J.teC. in waters othenr.i. s e closed t o d.l'edg i ng, nay b e 1;sed "'only wi~h a sp ecial _permit 
isS'.lcd "by t;'l,; :ce.~;:.0eEl c :.::.r.ce o.!: t !le region :Ln vbich t,~1e ;-rater is located . Il'. a ::.yeci ct:L 
p::!:;:-mi t l:> desi.:rea, :fi.l.l :i.!1 the following : 

~·:a ters ar..d. ::; .::cat.ions wi1ere J'Ol\ desire -~.o dredge 
sec~ion where possible ) ---

I hereby cer-r;i:fy th.a t I have read the :provisions of Section 5653 oi' the Califor71:!.::1. F':t:;;l: ar:d 
Ca.::ie CC<ie 3.!ld. Section 228, Title 14, Califor:iia .;c1..mini3"'-.:-ative Cod e ) s.m ti-:at I ir,d,:r sJ·-"'Jj.-3.. 
<?.!.le~ agree to be oour..<l by all the terms set forth in the :;?ermi t issued :pursi.:.P...nt to t he 8. c ove .· ra:ned. sectiPns. 

Date of- .~p:plicstion 
-~~~~~~~~~·----~~ 

Sigr...a t~e o f Applica.Tt 

( See ReguJ.3.tions on r~Y~rse ) 
--- -------·-----·-----------
DO HO'I' WRITE IN ~lli.E SPACE :BELOW ~ FC~ O!.''FICI..l.L USE Oi'lLY 

VALIDA TI Oif: 

Permit :Number -------- Permit Valid During 
-----~ 

'l'_!e applicant is he :reby a uthorized to operate a 'l.ra.cm!!!l or suction dreC..ge with in't.a.ke d.ia~ 

n:eter of 1 2 ii.1che s or l ess in waters of this st.ate in accordance with the atta.cl'\e<l. list 
of o~e.r... and/or closed "i.-aters . Such list is a psrt of t~~s pernit. 

'Signed - --- -
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LI ST Cf OPE.'i ANO/Ck CLOSrn J.i!EAS-FOR us: \.ii T :~ JT.~ ~iD .IRO PE1'l11 r 

(SPC:Cl,\L PEf'l'! iT5 ~.Qj VALID IN n!ESE ~iAT£rs UNLESS so SPECIFIED 
Ill THE Si'C:CI AL i':Ft; Ir) 

FOR THE CALENDAR YEAR 1 973 

r •. HI FOA)liA IS Cil/IOEO INTO Fl YE zcm:s ~i!1 1 CH ,\P.t u srrn u Lci.J WITH THE OATES HilEN ::UCTION .1..110 l/).GLJLM OREDGlkG IS Prn'i l riW 
IN EACH Z.ONE. 

zm: t: '' 
ZC:!E o 
ZCNf. C 
Zm!E 0 
ZC': E E 

ct.csrn ~TERS - · ~!C DREDGl~G Pf.:2tffTTEO AT ANY TIM[ 
OP:~ TO OR£0G :NG FRCM JU LY :I T.120U6H AUGUS T 31. 
OPEN TO DilEGG l /liG FRCM JUL'f 1 THROUGH SE?TEM~EP. 30 . 
OPEN TO DREDG I NG FRCM M'Y 15 TrtlCUGH SEPTEJ":BER 30. 
OPO! TO OREDG INCi HIRCU6~!0UT TH£ YE.Ail . 

COUNTY ARC:AS ARE INCL UDED IN ONE CR t'CRE OF TllE ABOVE ZONES. IN AOOITICll TO TnE ZCNE. OR ZCt\ES l ISTEO C?POS ITf CCl.J:IT IES 
ElELC'.,J, /"iOST COUNT IES A:J 1;.m 1c,i-:-w aY A.~ ASTERISi( {* ) HAVE S~E FU'.1n!E.R OETA lLF.D fiES TRICTI Ci'IS Of! ADO!TlvNAL OPrn \·.'.HERS. 

THESE FURTHER RESTRlCTIG1iS ca ~no 1 nm1AL OPEN i-IATf.?.S ARE LISTED ALPHABET ICt.LLY CN THE FCLLOtJ ING PAGES BY STREAM or. \,~l.TEB 
\-JITH ThE Pi\RT ICLJLAR A?PLiC.ioLC: COUi1TY SHQ.111 BY PAF:EN Ti'f.SES (). 

A LP INE 
/.l"IADOR-l~ 
BUTTE* 
CAI.MERAS-;(-
G€1. t:vilTE 
EL OOHADO·:<· 
FflE3~lo-X· 
!lli'll'.ULQT* 
Wl'f.Rl)L * 
! :·!YO 
l<EFN* 
LASSEN 
LOS :UGcLES* 
I"), om.:. ·:t 

M,\il ! PG~* 
l' 'ERC£cr* 
MCOOC 
MONO 
t:f:l.'ADA~-'" 
CRA(JG£-:<· 
PLACEfl':.'<
Pl!.:MAS* 
RIVERSlflt~· 
SACRA:~.rnro* 
SAN 8EilN ARO INC .;_c 

S/.N JOAQU IN°*' 
SHAST.\* 
S I ERRA* 
SI SK I YOU* 
STANISLAUS* 
i::HAl"V;lf 
TP. INITY* 
TULA RE* 
1 t;OLUl1ff·* 
YUBA* 

ALL WATERS ZCHE C. 
EAST CF HI GHW:\ Y #49 I S ZG-JE C, REi'lA I NOER ZONE E. 
ZONE C. 
EAST OF H! Gh'1'AY#49 IS ZCtlE c. REMAl /mrn ZC1Nt''E.. 
ZONE 0 , EXCEPT i<L!li'~UH RI V:H ' •• H ICll IS ZGIE E. 
EAST GF HI Gt-:\o.'A .f i49 IS ZONE C, REMA I HO ER ZC~lf. E. 
ZONE E. 
ZC.'1F. 0. 
zom: E. 
ZGNE A. 
ZONE E. 
ZCNE 0. 
ZONE E. 
ZONE E. 
EAST OF HIGh\lrlYi49 IS ZONE C, REl1AINOER ZONE E. 
ZCNE E. 
ZGNE O. 
ZONE.•A. 
EAST Cf f! I GH~A Y f'l9 IS ZONf. C, REf".A INDcJl ZONE E. 
ZONE E. 
Ei\ST OF HI GH\>A Y /49 IS ZONf. C, REMAINOtR ZCNE £. 
ZONE C. 
ZONE E. 
ZCNE f. . 
ZUlE E. 
ZCNE E. 
ZONE 0. 
ZON E C. 
ZOME D. 
ZONE E. 
ZCNf. 0. 
ZONE·o. 
ZONE [. 
EAST CF ll l G~1'n'AY #49 IS ZC.~E G, RE~'All;U ER ZONE E. 
ZONE E. 

SEE FOLLOW ING ALPEAAt:T ICAL LI STliiG OF STREAMS , L.Ai<ES 011 RIV ERS. 

( CONTI NUEO) 

·l 
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,\l'EP. i :·.:.:; S J /'.fl ( SJ..Cfl..\.{•!'.:NTO COUNTY) . FRG1 ,\ rOl 'H AP PP.0:<1 :"Hc LY 3 i~ l ~ ::s L!PSrfi~!(·i F;~m Th: ·.-:.TT A'IE :.~~ cRIDGE l..iPS T?:E .~i·i 
fO .•• 1i·;2us i!A!-i 13 ZONE !l. 

;;:-·::i !CP i 111VcR, ~;ORTH FORK (EL DORADO ANO PL..IC~.i ccc1m:sl . FRCr'i f~ ~S J'1 Rr.srn ·,c 1., li i' S ffE t.;~ T0 ~·01.n:.i CF Hl.."·JfJIJG U." YU i 
(Tl~1 ~: i111E ~J ) IS ZQ,\it ~ . . . 

.- ·- . -., " ORT' C"R' o- - .. E '""T' FC"' ('L'- ' -cr· , - v• - ~ -. I TS 11 ''/ ' T•P· i 1r·,r· - ' ' "'T Fe- · "r THEA"r-1· 1 · -·\·-r· t.r-i~ r1 11 ... . \~t 1,l'v(n, ,, HIV to. t 1 ri 1'1\..n d ('\I\ r ,..v ci1 ..JL.,f.J . :-i"H .. A·1 I ...,,_, .,., · - · n n :-c. .~.\.Al H 11 ( v r l iC..!11_,,..,.'t ~J :. 1 

GPST~EAM TO Tff RAWHI GE ~l~E FOOTBR I DG E (T15N ~ t lE 533) 13 ZONE E. 

;\. ~ .ER !CA.1/ RI VU<. ~! l ODLE cCR ;< ( '2L DORADO ;\ w ? LACE~ COl;t!T l :3 ) . FRO'! i Ts JUi'iCT I C~ ..... , TH Ht .'tCii TH FGR r. C" THE Ai'ircR I ::...~.\ n I '!ER 
'. ·f' Sii1C:,\1'! TO Ti'E CCilFl.ua;c£ '.-ilTH TH: ?. US l \:CN RU,:R IS ZC;.~ c.. 

,i,j;f.RJC.~ ~· R! V'.:R, NOR TH FCRK OF THC: 1-l l OD LE FCRK (P LACER cc ~~ . TY ). FRCr·: ! TS JUNCTI·:-:; ;,\TH F:: :V:l \J DLE F C-~f. OF THE /..i'.E/11(,P.1; 
1\1 \'E fi UPSTf1Eil1'1 TO THC ::Hl '.lSt Ci-I THE ~ilCJHGA.'i P..LLFr (Ju;::..;_0!.1) L,\ST (.~. ~ NC~ TRAIL ( T15:-I Rl2.£ S32) IS ?.U! t £. 

:..;-. ~R I CA~: RIV ER , SCUT~ FCRl<(El DORADO COUNTY ) . FRCM FGLS.:J" fiESERVOI ~ !.if-STREAM TO Tl-£ HIS;"· . ..i, y 50 CRG.SSH; G >.T Rl 'IER TC~1 IS 
ZG,E. E. 

AMER ICAN RIVER , SOUTH FORK TR IBU T1-1 RIES ( EL OCRAOO COUtJ TY i . ALL TRl i: ', T;.i'1!~5 TO Tc' C. SOUTH FCRi\ OF ThE Ai':E RI CAI, i~ IVE.R FiiCt-i 
FG LSGi RESERVO IR UPSTRF.AM TO CH!'Ll P..AR ER IO GE (T 11N Rl OE: S35) ARE z.: ·,f. E, £XGE ?T r OR \.IEEE?. CHEEK A!;(;l.tE HIGK\·IAY 50 CROss.1:.;(i 
-.H IGH IS ZC.'JC: C. 

CEAil RIVER (\EVAOA Ai\O PL.ACER COUNTIES). FRG'i filGl-:\.iAY 4$ l!?STREAM TC ~: UTCK FLJ..T PO"f.RHOUSE (T l &N fi 10E S27) I S z :;~; E E. • 

(l~JHE CREU, (8UTTE COUNTY). FRCM SU TT t R cc 1~.~TY LI NE UP ST:]C: . .I.!''. TO GC,'. ~iitCJ 8H IOSC. '.: \ iC1\EY fi t: ~! GRADE :s ZON t E. FSCVi CGVERF.fl 
BRIDGE ON 1-'AJl,EY RUii GRAOC: (T22N R2E S25) UFSTl\ U.r-1 TO C E ,'. 7 ~ ilV I L LE PC1r~:1P.:;LJSE (T 22;, il3£. S2S j IS ZO.':E " FRO'I CU:T C:il '/!LIJ: 
PG'1iERl-OUSE UPSTilEAM TO Trt. INT.\K( CF Cf./HE RVI LLE DITC H (T2~N R3E S1 0; I S ZOllC: E . 

CALAVERAS fi l VER At\O TRIBUTMlli:S (CALAVERAS CCU1'ITY). FRCJ-\ HIGH.iAY 49 L'FSlflEP.M TC THf. COtn'ITY ROAD CC1 .~ ... :cr 1:1G n c: W.·!i·;s Of 
i".O!_:NTA I ~I fw;c H ANO WEST PO I ~Ir A RE ZONE E. ., 

CMISCN Rl'IER, UST FCRI( A::o TR I SUTAR IC:S {ALPINE COUNn'). F.:ic;-1 1rs C.:-!lFLIJrnCf. 1 
• ..JTH BAG LEY '.'ALLEY C<-!r::K (T9N R21: S27) 

UPST~EAM IS ZCNE A. 

COL0'1.~0o Rl'l::R fRi8UT.\Al':S (IMPUll~L , Rl \'Ef1SIJC: A\I D SA~ :t.~::-~RDl'!O c..:.1_ :;1::s ). f.LL Sl lJC. SL~t;G t'S M:c •=-: 1sUT4Rli:. S Ci' THF. 
CGLOnAO(J R! '/i'.R ,4ilE zc;· ;E A. i''Al:-1 CH,\~Na IS ZC1'1£ E. 

COSl. :i"\~!€3 ~dVE R (SAC'.-l!MENTO, A;'1AOCR M 1D : L 00 ::.i .~DO CGUliT l~ 3'. FPCi-i r:-: ~ES TERM P .~C l i' I C u. 1 t.~CAO SRI JS~ ASOl lT ± i"'!L~ ,1.ecvE 
~:ours UPS T?.Ui"l TO TiiE LA TR08E H l '.il~"AY ER I UGE iS zo:E o • . c.:c;~ ff1t L.~ 1.=c E:. H I G>cl.· ~':' ~R l ::GE :.. PSiR ~,',f-l F) B E CC!-: Fu .. :.~cf. 1...:1n1 
ThE ;,l)RTH ? \O MIDDLE FORK OF THE COSU"llJES f: 1v:: R I S ZOlf. ~. 

COliSUr'.'1E3 li 1Y£f!, NORTH FOflf{ (EL OORAuG COU).TY ) . FRCM I E J ']~ C TI O:'-l ·.-ITK lnE Ml l!DLE FORK OF 1HE COS0-' i ES fl l 'IER Ui'5Pf..~j"; TO 
n : ERIGGE c;·.; Tli[ scr£RSCT-?LE/1S1"1-!T VAL LEY P.Gt1 J IS ZONC. i:. 

CCSU·Jlif.S RIVE8 , MIDDLE FORK (EL OGRADO COUNTY,). FiiCM ITS J :;llCTICN ' .• \Tii THE NCf\TH FCRK CF THE CfiSl)-'.l, ~S RI VER GPSTR[;IM TO 
EAr EilS FORO O~J THE AUKLM-.5Cr··rn.3ET ROAD IS ZC.'!c E. 

CCSll':Nt3 HJVtfl, SOUTH FORK (AriAilOR Ar~D EL OOilAOO CCUNTIES }. FROM ITS J l!~CT I CN .. !TH THE t·ll'}CLE FOR~ Or THE COSu";fJ ES RIVE ?. 
ursrnEAM TO TH~ CCH;N TY ROAD BR IDGE Af RIVER ? !~ES IS zc.11~ E. 

OEEP Cil EEK A~<O TR I BUTARIE S (SAN BERNARDINO ccw.TY ). FMCtl Ti;E ~:ourn 2?S T:'.Em IS ZOii~ A 

DEER CRE EK (t!HAOA COUNTY) . FRCM PGNOEROSA ~·AY ~ElOi./ RO:_Grl M1D REAJY FALLS (Ti5!i R7E S13 ) ::?STREA~l T::J HIGl1\.iAY ·!9 IS ZCNt C. 

FUTHER fll'IER (5U TTE COUMTY) . FfiCM ITS CC.-:FLUENCE \\/ ITH hCNCUT GiiEE:\ ( Tl?N R3E: S27) Uf'STRtAi'i TO Hf FEATl-ER fil'IEii 
P.ATCHE.flY FI SH 6Af<B l tfl DAM (T19 N R4E SS) IS ZCi!E B. ( 

FE.~rnrn RI VER, MORTH 'FORK (BUTTE .A.~0 Pll~HAS COUNTI ES). Fiil:M OROV I Lli RE.SERVO lR CPSTHEAM TO ITS CCtiFLUENCE 1...- 1n Tf-iE 
EAST ERA:-iCH OF THE NORTH FOR K FEATHER RIVER IS ZC11E E. • 

FEATHER P. JVER, UST eRAliCH OF THE NORTH FORK (SUTE COL.;.'! TY) . FR0·1 7!-c Jul;(,T \O,'; 'rdTH THE \CRTH FCR K CF THE FEATHER 
RIVER UPSTi1EAM TO THE CGNFLUEl!CE OF HJOIA ~i ANiJ S~AM I Sfl C?. EE KS I S z:;-.:: E. 

FEATHER RlvEP., ~iEST eR,\NCI! OF THE rwr.rn FOR!\ (B1:rr~ COU~ii ~ ) . FROM c.=GV !i.. LE RESL·.VOl?l UPS 'TRE.iM TO Tit HEAD D.lf-1 Of Tli( 
UPPER ~I OC~~E il lTCH (T23H R4E S30) IS ZONE E. 

Fr:ATHEH HJVEH, t-ilJOl t FORK (BUTTE .t ~.o Pll'MAS GCUliT IC:S). fi1 Ct-: Oi1CVILli. ilES::RVG tR J!f'S TRE m TO !TS CCi1FLl!ENC£ 1.·1rn '! ELSON 
CREEK (T2JN R10E S16) IS Z011E A. 

I . I 
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I J ~I ) 

' . - ' . -;·~ ·· ~ fi !'(i? : 

13 zc.:·.E £. 
{f-. 1l i~ A~. r; P ~ , : C:Ct.'!TIES). FflCf·: L\OV I LLf. f1ES':rv0 1fl u;-,,, ,r,:,\r·; TC LITTLE Gi; /.SS ·1,\LLEY ~, ;'.i· ; 

, • : I° I { ,"j ;,':~r. ': .~ : ) 

" ::i "; C?E Er ( :, ;: ·: ~JA C~ L': , i'f ) . FR(l·; i'!'': i<Oi.iT n t;?STfiC:Al"i IS ZGl.E E. . 

;-.!.'.~M CR: £i< ~i'iJ TRIBUTARIES (SIERRA COUNTY) . FRCM THE KCUHI UPSTREAM IS ZOl!E E. 

frn il iil'/ER Aii t.l TR l 3UTA R1ES {f•ER~ MiO Tl.J LAP.E CCU~TIES). FRCl"l I SABE.LLA D:..M UPSTREAM IS ZONE C. 

l\l'IG5 RIVER Ai; 1j Til l 31JfAfi!E.S ( FP- ESW CClili TY) . FfiCM THE HI GH1.AY 180 5RIUGE 'AT CEi'.TERV ILLE t;PSTREAi"o IS ZC11t; C. 

~ :-u~:~rn R l vF. ~ (OEl. ~iOilE , Ht.:M 501.DT ~ID SISK IYOU COUNTIES) . Fi1CM THE i"'/JUTH UPSTREAM TC Tl-:( JU~CTlvll OF l HE SCOTT f111/ER I S 
z.~:1c £. 

Lii TLE ROCK CA:E K Al<O T8181JHRIES (LQS Ai~GHES COUNTY). FilCl'l THE SYCAMORE CAr-;P GROUND IN Al\GLES 1\AT IOr!>.L FOREST UPSIREAM 
I ) ZGt~E A. 

-· 

i'"A(;K tl :'i CliEEJ.. (N EVADA ccu1;1v). FRG1 I TS CCNFLUENCE wlTH THE i'llDOU'. FOHK YUBA hi VER (T19N R12E Sl 6) UPSTREAM IS Z.uNE ;.,, 

:··.::.~cm RI VER (MERCED CCUllTY). FRU1 Tttt: SANTA FE. flA I Ll;.AY SRl lJGE (Bff,,£ti'. BALLI CG MIO CREASY) UPSTREAM TO Hf( CRCCKER-·HUFft'), : .. 
DA:·! : S ZOl'iE B. . 

l"l~.;·.£Ll:MME Hll/CR ( AMA DOR, CALA'IERA.S, ANO S~!i JCAQU !N COUNT IES) . FR0'1 LOCl\EFORO UPSTREAM 10 PARDEE DAM IS ZONE 8, f'RCM 
~,lilik E JAM UPSfilEAM TO Tr£ CCi'IFLUENCE OF TII. t!GR TH McO MIDD LE f'ORKS IS ZONE E. 

; ;U[J CREE K (31JTlE' COUNTY). FRCM I TS JUNCTION 1,JITH !l lG CH ICO CREE K UPSTREAM IS ZONE E. 

,·.,,c,, CR ::EK (EU TE GOUl!TY ) . rnc.~1 ITS Jm<CTICN \.t lTH BI G CH ICO CREE'- UPSTREAf-1 TO THE BUTTE- TEl!AMA CCU~!lY LPiE IS zm: t: [, 

n'·3i CO\ R IV~fl ii'L~GER COWHY) . FH C~I ITS ..:u::CT ION wlT H lPt MI OO LE FORK Of THE Af'IER ICA;\ RI VER UPS TREAM TO THE GLOiiGUo .. r.~ 
:J I Y l~: t-RALSTCI< iil JGE iiOAO CflC.SS ING (T i 31J Ri 2E S7) IS ZCNE E. 

'.)~C;1 ,\t~E11TU Rl'/£fl ( EH.AMA ANO SHASTA COLt;TIES). FRCM HIE SQllA\.t HILL ERIUGE (euwrn; CCRNli';G mo V!~A) UPSTRtA~! TO llt ShlCK 
'.~.\;-, ; S 'l.C:IE A. 

:3;,CflA;·! EN TO fl I '/ER ( SU TTE COLJN TY). ZOliE E. 

' .. . : ,, GAEiilH RIVf..tl , Et.ST FCRK 1\NO TR! 9U1ARltS (LCS ANGELES COUNTY) . 

GAERI EL F.IVER, \vEST FCR~ A1•0 Tf! ! BIJTAR IE 5 (LQS Ao\GELES GCUMTY). 

Fill.I'~ CA TT LE CAI-I Ymi t.:P s rn E AM I s ZCNE A. 

FRCti fif1,CCli GCARO STAT IOI; UPSTRf...1.M IS ZONE A, 

s~ :. JGi.GUIN ;;;vrn ANO TR l tllJTARIES (FRESNO ,\ /10 t!AOERA CGUNTI ES) . FRCM THE MORTH FORli~AU8ERRY ROAD 511IDGE t;PS THEA~ IS ZOl1E c . 

S.l /, T,', A~lA RI VER Al\0 TRIBUTARIES (SAN BERNARDINO comJTY) . FRC'1 THE MOUTH OF BEAR CREEK UPSTREAM IS ZONE A. 

).l\T!4GC CfiE EK (GRA;·iGE COt.;NTY). \-l lTH IN H E cL;'IEU.HO rlAT !OriAL FGRtST IS ZONE A. 

2:: 01i:>1'!,\~ CR Ea. (NEVADA CCUNTY). F:lCM THE i".GUTH UFSTREAM IS zc;~E E. 

S:i/.OY CREtK ( f;C:VAOA COUHY). FRCl'l TPE l"OUTH U?STRtAM IS ZOl! E E • . 

SH l?.TTA il CREEK (PLACER COUNTY). FRCt'l ITS JUNCTlmi \.J I TH THE MCRTH FORr: OF THE Al~ERICAi1 RIVE.'l UPSTREAM TO THE MOUTH GF 
REFUGE CM:rn1 ( T14N R10E S9) IS ZONE E. 

STA~ ISLAUS RIVER (CALAVERAS, TUO LL!~'.1-!E , SM JOAQUl'i A~ID STA NISLAUS COUNT IES) . FRCl1 THE SAl-. n FE fiA ILWAY E'll l UG~ UPSTRU.ro TC 
~OOCW !li DAM IS ZOl1E 6. 

STl:E?fiOLLOri CREEK (N EVA DA COU~iTY ) . FRW T!iE ~;ourn UPSTROM TO CAME LS iil.t:P RQ;.o (Tl 5N 111 0[ SS) 13 ZQ.'JE E. 

•lH llr l TY Rl'/Efl (Hli~BCLOT M!D TR INITY CCUNT! F.s;. fil:,o..: ITS ::;cti FL~~:·;:. ~ ·.d!:i T~!~ .<L:.:·;,.;:· •. :; i'. tn Ur~fH(i.;~ TC TH~ JdiS fl G!I Cf 
r .. [ 'iCi1T'-i rc.?1: I S ZGllE E. 

TdCLli-ll:E ~ I V E1l (~fA.'li SlAU.:i C' 0li'.~ TY) . F:Kt-·. Tiit. -.-:ATERf('R .J ?::~1;,r:,c: Lli'SiRfW T) LA Ui A:;GE ~A" • S /.C ,\~ fi, 

'I Gl CANO CRC.EI\ (PLA:.:Ut couri n ). FRCt' t'iv S~u lT O Rl r:'C E i~GAL'! (T14ti Rll :: $30/ '.!i'~;,:~~.M ~ 0- Ft,C;; .~('I: ~! Iii[ T/. I L I~:'.;~ ::c;-:? 
(THr: R11E SJ:' : 1.S ZCl~ E E. 



----~ .... ;., 

\ · 

\ ,{l[ c C;~ :r· (:1EVAQA COUllTY) . fR(J'i THt TARR DITCH u 1vrns1m; (r1~iil ilSE Sl O) UPSrR~Ah IS Z.C~tE (,. 

'>':!;·~ ;.ivE~ (~ ii i'.\ CCL:. u ) . Fi1Ci•; P. F'Gl~:T 4 hi LES EASl OF t-\ARYS VI LLE U?STR~AVi T(, G.GLE lH I GHT om IS i:ONt fl. 

~ l ' b\ ;~!';~;1, :.~nm rn;i ;; (S1£;1F;). )JIO Ylli:A COU~H l~.S}. FRU'I THE CO~iF LUEi·iC : OF THE ~I OJLE Fffi K OF YUV. RIVER UPST?.EAi'I TC THE 
J !' ';(;i 10 ', WiTH ~·t:JlJ LE CRi:Ei< i5 ZC.'1': E. 

YU[;!. 1< 1·;ER, ~ i l OO LE fOrlX ( i;EVADA , SI ERRA A1:o YU[)A COUioTIES}. fRU-i THE c;or : FLUE~!C E OF THC. liCRTH FCi1~ c;: YU3A F. l '/~ F. l;P:;/,"EA1~1 
iO Tr'~ Jli~•C Tl 0'!'i \.; I HI K>NAM c:: c:.: K IS 2.CliE E. 

)'l_l~A Rl 'IER,. SOUTH FORK{:!EVADA A;;o YU 6A COUNTI ES } . FR0'1 ITS JUNCT1ci; \-i l TH THE YUBA RI VER UPSTRE.li"'. TO Wm~RfJS CROSS I NG 
(rnN R9 ~ 517); .\NO;;, :: SOUTH FOrtX CF lf!E Yl!F..A RIVER Fi1C1~ IT S jlj,\(,TIC1'; wlT H f' Om:r-1,1;.;s CHEEK UPSTffo~i~ Tu THE Gf:EY EAG•_E 
l". i l.~ (Tl?:>. fi11E S ll) ,\HE ZONC: E.. 

~-sr:CT! Oll 580G , FISH ;\.\I) GAl'1E CCOE. (A) i T IS lJN G\\,FUL TO CG~OUCT ANY 1-!1!\ING O?ERATICNS I N rnE TH f ~;fT'( AllO hU,~i,;fH nlVER 
TISH ~:.i.l G;~~ !J I STH ICT CEIWC:c:: JULY 1ST A:rn l·.C'IEi'lE£R 30TH EXCEi'r \:HEN TH~ DE.OR IS, SUi3STANCES , 1A ILiNGS OR m~t:R EFFLLENT 
f.'HC!·I S~!C H OP !::~ ATIONS QO i\OT AliO CM;NOT PASS INTO THE WA TERS OF THAT DISTR I CT. 

( 8) IT IS UtlLA\.1FUL DET\..Hi·: JULY 1S°i M:O l·!CVEKBER 30TH TO POLLUTE, MUDDY ' cmiTAl": INATE., CR RO IL HE h°ATEHS Of' rtt.: 
TR !lo: ITY A~.o r. LWATH RIVER FI SH A1W GAH OISi rtlCT. IT IS U1\lAiriFUL eET'.,-E£i; THOSE Oil.TES TO DEPOS IT ll·l OR CAliSE' S'... Fr~R, CR 
PRO'.:L•RE. TO EE OE1'US ITto 1;; , P~i'ii·i lT TO ?,\ ~;s 1:no, GH PLACE ';nt.:RE iT CAi-. FASS i \TC:, SUCH ~.,; r rns, A;-,Y DE2R IS, 0!; ci31A:.: .:. CH 
TAltlliGS FRGM HYDRAUL IC, PLACER , MlLLli,lG, CR OHEn l"!INING OPERAT ICN AFFECi'l:iG T:it. CLAR I TY OF Sl:C H WATERS . rn.:: CL.Af;!lY OF 
SliCH ;,,,l.TERS SHALL aE tlEEJ':EO AFFECT::() wH~N SUCH \·M ti-!3 AT.~ PO INT A 0 1sv.:;C( (j( 01·1£ 111LE. 6ELC't1 me. ccr:F l UEiiCi: GF THE 
i\ LA~ ;ATH R! VC: R AiifJ Ti.£ ;;,;LJ~llli ri l '/Eil Oil AT A FGl:-IT A ll l STMiCf. OF ONE !·ill£ i>ELCi,,; 'l roE CC~iFLl:fi~C~ Gr TH£ SOUIH Fl:f;r, Qi- 1HE 
Tf< : t·!ITY RIVER ~N fJ Tiif. TfllldTY f1 1ViR, CCi .TAIN FI FTY (so) PARiS PER ·Vil!..LI 0:-1 , Bf \~E I GHT , CF SUSPErnEO f' .ATT£R . /:OT lliCIJjfJ i.'IG
VEG:.:T,;81_E i'.,;TTER J1.j SUSi'eiSh°il MiO SlJS PENOtO MA TTEfl OCCUERI NG IN Tfit: STREAri OR STRU1'\S Dlf TO :.1. ACT Of GOO •. 

(c) 11 I S UNl..A\-iFUL, EfT',.,H!: JUL't 1ST Al\0 NOVEMRf.R 30TH TO CAil?.Y GN OR O?f.HATE NI Y hYORAUUC r·rn;E OF :.n ;; 1 ~:0 mr, 
ALGl:G, OR lh M:Y 'h'.TEHS FLO\~ I NG u.;rn HE TRINITY ANO KL\MATH RIVER DISTRICT. l!G\·!EVER, r;OTHl/H'.; HERE IN CONHH:EO SHl..LL 
PR~Va!T THE OPERAT! O:·; OF A HYDRA ULI C MI NE 1,iHERE THE TAl lll.GS, SUBSTA):CE' on llEQfll S, Oil ornrn EFFLUUiT TtlEiffFi:U·! CCES l;Or 
OR ~/Ill. W T PASS !)jT() THE ;,AT£:1S OF rH£ TR INITY M;O ilLJ.MATH RI VtR FI SH A}lO GAME OI STRIGT , Bc:T\,'Ef.N SUC H Gil.ES, J.!,Q Alff 
Pi:RSm; , Fl.ii·i , on COH?OP.H IOI; E.i~G1~ Grn Ill H'lliRAULIC MI NING SHA LL HAVE THE RIGHT IJl>T lL THE FI FTtEl>;TH DAY CF JULY TU US£. 
k\°IER FCA H~ Pl ii POSC: OF CLE.A :·!ll~G lJP. . 

(ll) At'f( Siiiu;Tt:i-lt. en GC.'JTH I VANCt WH ICH C,\USE S OH CONTRIBUHS, II~ wliJLE CA I N PAP. T, TU mi: CU iDil l ON, iHE GAus1;,(i OF 
\./ tl!CH IS !r1 THIS GECTIOIJ PROHICllTEO, IS A PUSLlC NUISANCE, ANO A;,"( PrnSOH , FOR!"'., Cii COtlPOfi..I TION MAI NTAINING Cfl PErrnH l i·iG 
IT IS GL•ILT Y OF. :·A1NTA!:1tliG A PUBLIC ;:u :s,1,\CE, ;<ND n 13 Tl-:E DUTY o;: THc Dl 0TH!CT ATTORriEY OF Tl-'E COUNTY \•:fGlE TH:. 
CCSD iT luN CCC UnS OH H~ ACTS C.1EATl NG TP.E PUJLIC t/UIS-i~CC: OCCUR , TO otlJ i\;G AC TIOi; TO AEA TF.: SUCfl l;UISAiil,£. 

Sf.CT JON 11 037, F ISH ,.\NO f;,\f"i r.COE. TP.t. FOLLQl,.; pJr:; CCi'ISll·TIJTE'.' THf. TR INITYA!l[l 1:u11ATH rnvrn FI Sft ANO G~E OISTH ICT: 
li!t r:LAl''. \TH RI '/tR M:J f i it i,.,Aft:Fl0 1:-t:RCOF , FO LLOW ING ITS l':EAN OE '11NGS Fi<Ci"I Tf!E ~ :O llHi OF T!IE l . L;\~A TH HI V~~ 11; OE L l·iOR TE' 

CGiJ.'1TY TO ! TS CC.'~ fL!E>iCE \.,'ITH Tri£ S.·'. U·lJN Rl'IER , ANO ALSO TH[ TRll·i l TY RIVER Al-'D TfiE •,,·ATE AS THE REOF, fO LLO\-' l l>G ITS 
i : .~.:. i1<:?. i ::Gs FF.CM I TS CCllF LUtr!Cf: 1.•i Ii H T f'.E KLAi"IA TH f1 I VER I N THE COCMTY Cf HUMOOLDT rn ITS CCH LU c1\CE l,Jj TH Hf SOllTfl FCRK 
CF THE SA I D TRINITY AI YER. 

§:.§._~TICN 1 602 1_~ G.i.ME CODE. /..MY f'CRSOl-i WHO S!J ES TANTIALLY DIVER TS CR CBSTflUCTS Th£ NATURAL FLOW OR SUBSTANT I ALLY 
Ct1A1;GES r r.E .::: ;J , CHM<liC:L OR 8..\NK OF ;\,\iY R1vrn·,' STilEAM on LAKE , OR USES ANY l'IATEf;fi\L FROM HE S1R!:.Ar.srns, SHALL ;~JT IF'( 
THE 0£Pt.Rl~HIT OF Sl;CH OPE ilAT ICns , EXCt.PT \·iHE: : Tf'E C:O:P,IAW:U! T H>.S i3Ee1 IWTlrl EO FLRSUANT TO SECT IO~; 1601~ THE uE :'ART:->(NT 
\·:! TH I N 30 o.ws CF RECEIPT c;: SUCH NOTICt , on \.l ! T!llN TH~ TIME OtiC:fo'111;rn BY ,,·,urn;.. L WRITTEN AGREEi".E~: i , SHAL L, \·1H Eli AN 
c X I S TJ ~.G FISH OR GAl'IE RESOUxCE MAY BE SU8STAfH i ALLY ADVERSE LY AFFECTED BY sco: .Cf'ERAT I CNS , su2r:1T TO Tht PERSCN I TS 
PRC?f'.SA LS AS TO t'~EA SLlP.F.S 1lECtSS>.RY TO PROTECT F I SH ANO •,JI LOLI FE. THE OEP~RTi'1Ei i T SHALL NOTI FY THE t.FFECTEO PAin IES TIV.T 
.IT 3}:J.Ll 1".,! ~E c,·:s 1TE INVESTIGA TIG1~ OF :~E OPERATI C~' MiC SHALL ~AKE SUCH I HVESTl (i/ITI ON ilEFORE iT SHALL PROPOSE Ai,iY t'iEASLR( 
r;:cE ;.,5,1. ;:iy rn PROTECT THE FISH ANO \</ ILOLl rE . 

~d i n I ll i4 0-IYS CF RECE I PT OF TliE DEPAR:Me;r • s PROPOSALS , THE ,\FrECTEQ. PE~i SCtl SHAl.L NOTIFY r >t DEPART/'.rnT I~! '"H I Tl l lG 
~ s 10 TfiE ,\CC~PTASll.lrY CF TH:'.: PROFCS.ILS, EXCEPT THAT THIS TIME l"!A Y oE EXTEi\OEO BY MUTL:H .~GP.EE1".C11T. I F SUCH PROPOSALS ARE. 
llOT ,\CCE PT.\ SLE TO THE AFFECTED PERSCN) mm THA T PERSON SHALL so tlOTIFY THE OEPARir.Ef> T. \VI f!{ IN SEVEN DAYS A PA!!El OF 
AR B!fRAlO?.S SHA LL BE ESTABLISHto CCMPOSED OF CNE REPRES EllTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT, GllE REPRESEUAT I VE OF Tf£ AFFC:G.TEO 
FEHSCN, M.O A THIRD PERSot-; f·iUTUA LLY AGREED l.JPOI;, OR I F liO AGREE.t' lUi T CM! BE REACHED, THE THIRD PERSON SHALL BE APPO INT[ll 
l ~i H'c . i ~&.NNER p;;ov 1crn BY SEC TI ON 1 28 1 ~6 OF THE COO£ OF CIV IL PROCEDURE. THE THIRO PERS CN SHA LL ACT AS PArlE L CP.A l rMl.N. THC: 
PANEL SP.AL L HAVE pm,rn TO SETTLE DISAGREEMENTS ANO MAJ{E 5 1 NO. l ~!G O~CIS IOri S REGA fiDI NG FI SH AN O f:Ai''.E r:QO IFI GATI C. s • .SVCH 
ARBITR~T i OiJ SHAL L BE COi"iP LETEO \~ I TH IN 14 DAYS FRG'1 Tf;E DAY m n THE c~:MPOS ITI CN Cf THE PANE L ! S ESTAcllSHED , t.;1HESS THE I 
Tl~iE IS EXWiOEO BY r-:UTUA L AGRE EMENT. EXPENSES OF THE OEPA Rl~ENT REPRESEi:TAT I VE AiiE:. TO BE 8GRi'<f. SY THE 0£P,;Rm£i: T, EXf'£r, SE$ . 1 

or T~·~ H<:~RF.sE~Ti\Tl': E OF rnE PEi1SON 1.;m Dl>ERrs CR 00srnucrs THE 1,ATURH FLO',.,o OR CHA: Gc:s Tr£ Bto GF Ali\' '1iv~n. srnf.Ar-1 CR I 
(\'\~[, cl .. '1 Ll SES Ai'1Y l'l.Hrn l AL FRCM THE STREAMBEOS SHALL BE BOR NE B'( SUCH PERSGN; EXPC. i iSES CF THE CH.!. I FtlAM ARE TO GE PA I D . 
_ ;: ~-r..l .. F 3Y £AC!! PAft TY . 

PEHSONS PRCPOSll;G OPERA Tl miS AFFEC TE.0 BY TH I S SEC TI OM SHALL 1'0T COt'MG:Ci: ~...,C H OPERAT !Ot1S UllTIL THt f;UARTt-d'. T'S 
Pi10."0SALS , OR THE DECIS IONS OF A P1\NEL. OF ARBITRATORS, HAVE Bi:Ef: l i·i CDRPCRATEO lldO SUCH PROJECTS. 
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hibitions (a) comply forthwith, (b) comply in accordance with a time 
schedule set by the board, or (c) in the event of a threatened violation, 
take appropriate remedial or preventive action. In the event of an 
existing or threatened violation of waste discharge requirements in t11e 
operation of a community sewer system, cease and desist orders may 
restrict or . prohibit the volume, type, or concentration of waste that 
might be added to such system by dischargers who did not discharge 
into the system prior to the issuance of the cease and desist order . 
Cease and desist orders may be issued directly by a board. after notice 
and hearing, or in accordance with the procedure set forth in Section 
13302. . 

(Amended by Stats. 1971, Ch. 1288.) 
13301.1. The regional board shall render to persons against whom a 

cease and desist order is issued pursuant to Section 13301 all possible 
assistance in making available current information on successful and 
economical water quality control programs, as such information ·is 
developed by the state board pursuant to Section 13167, and informa-
tion and assistance in applying for federal and state funds necessary 
to comply with the cease and desist order. 

(Added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1464.) 
13302. (a) Hearings for consideration of issuance of a cease and 

desist order may be conducted by hearing panels designated by . 
the regional board, each panel to consist of three or more members of 
the board as it may specify. A member of the board may serve on 
more than one panel. 

(b) Due notice of the hearing shall be given to all affected persons. 
After the hearing, the panel shall report its proposed decision and· 
order to the regional board and shall supply a copy to all parties who 
appeared at the hearing and r equested a copy. Members of the panel 
are not disqualified from sitting as member s of the board in deciding 
the matter. The board, after making such independent r eview of 
the record and taking such additional evidence as may be necessary, 
may adopt, with or without revision, the proposed decision and order 
of the panel. 

13303. Cease and desist orders of the bonrd shall become effpctive 
and final upon issuance thereof. Copies shall be served forthwith by 
personal service or by registE'red mail upon the person being chii rged 

I 
: I 
I 

I! 

it 
; I 

with the violat ion of the requirements and upon other affected persons · 
who appeared at the hearing and requested a copy. --~~~-..,...-- ! 

...L--~Amendecl by Stats. 1972, Ch. 813.) 
13304. (a) Any person who discharges waste into the waters of ~ 

I 
\ 

\ 
1 

this state in violat ion of any waste discharge requirement or other 
order issued by a regional board or the state board, or who intentionally 
or negligently causes or permits any waste to be discharged or de-
posited where it is, or probably will be, discharged into the waters of 
the state and cr eates, or threatens to create, a condition of pollution 
or nuisance, shall upon order of th e regional board clean up such 
waste or abate the effects thereof or, in the case of threatened pollution 
or nuisance, t ake other necessary remedial action. Upon failure of any 
person to comply with such cleanup or abatement order, the Attorney 
General , at the request of tllE' board, shall petition tl1e superior court 
for that county fol' the issuance of an injunction r equiring such person 

. : 
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to comply therewi th. In any such suit, the court shall have jurisdictio 
o grant a prohibitory or mandatory· injunct ion, either preliminary or 

p rmanent, as the facts may warrant. 
(b) The regional board may expend available moneys to perform 

any cleanup, abatement, or remedial work r equired under the cir cum
stances set forth in subdivision {a) which in its judgment is required 
by the magnitude of endeavor or urgency of prompt action n eeded to 
prevent substantial pollution, nuisance. or injury to any w:ater~ of the 
state. Such action may be taken in default of, or in addition to, reme
dial work by the waste discharger or other persons, and regardless of 
whether injunctfre relief is being sought. The regional board may per
form the work itself, or by or in cooperation with any other govern
mental agency, and may use rented tools or equipment, either with 
vperators furnished or unoperated. Notwithstanding any other provi
sions of law, the regional board may enter into oral contracts for such ) 
work, and the contracts, whether written or oral, may include provi- ' 
sions for equipment r ental and in addition the furnishing of labor and 
materials necessary to accomplish. the work. Such contracts shall be 
exempt from approval by the Department of General Services pursuant 
to the provisions of Section 14780 of the Gov·ernrnent Code. 

(c) If such waste is cleaned up, the effects thereof abated, or, in the 
case of threatened pollution or nuisance, other necessary remedial 
action is taken by any governmental agency, the person or persons who 
discharged the waste, within the meaning of subdivision (a), shall be 
liable to that governmental agency to the extent of the reasonable costs 
actually incurred in cleaning up such waste, abating the effects thereof, 
or taking other r emedial action. The amount of such costs shall be 
recoverable in a civil act ion by, and paid to, such governmental agency 
and the state board to the extent of the latter's contribution to the 
cleanup costs from the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abatement 
Account or other available funds. 

(Amended by Stats. Hl71, Ch. 1288). 
(1'\ote the new authority of r egional boards in subsection (b) to 

expend available moneys to perform cleanup work when a cleanup 
order has been issued under subsection (a) , and prompt action is 
needed to prevent substantial pollution or nuisance. Full authority to 
take all necessary actions can be delegated to the executive officer (Sec
tion 13223). "Available moneys" ordinarily refers to moneys in the 
State Water P ollution and Abatement Account (Section 13441). Funds 
made available from an outside source, such as the F ederal Govern
ment, could also constitute "available moneys". Note that authority 
to expend moneys for cleanup requires an exercise of judgment. For 
accounting purposes it is desirable that the exercise of j udgment be 
in writing. A letter to the state boa rd should request needed funds 
ancl give the r eason in the context of the statute, such as the existence 
of an "urgency of prompt action is needed to· prevent substantial 

( pollution". A preYious phone call could ascertain whether necessary 
1 funds are iwailablP..) 

:305. (a) Upon determining tha t a condition of pollution or 
nuisance exists 'vhich has r esulted from a nonoperating industrial or. 
business location within its region, a regional board may cause notice 
of such condition to be posted upon the property in question. The 
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waste discha_rge and are provided an opportunity for public hearing 

Any person who discharges pollutants, except as permitted 
by waste discharge requirements, or who violates any cease and desist 
order, prohibition, waste discharge requirement, effluent limitation, 
water quality related effl.uent limitation, national standard of perform
ance, pretreatment or toxicity standard or who refuses to comply with 
the requirements adopted pursuant to Section 13382 shall be subject to 
a civil penalty not to exceed ten . thousand dollars ($10,000) for each 
day in 'rhich such discharge, violation, or r efusal occurs. Funds col
lected shall be paid to the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abate. 
men t Account. 

a e rney , u e::r1ona ar 
or the state board, shall petition the superior court to impose, assess and 
recoYer the sums provided in Section 13385. 

(b) Upon the violation of the terms of any cease and desist order, 
prohibition, waste discharge requirement, effluent limitation, water 
quality related effluent limitation, national standard of performance, 
pretreatment or toxicity standard, the requirements of Section 13383, 
or upon the failure of any discharger into a public treatment system 
to comply with any cost or charge adopted by any public agency under 
Section 204 (b ) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, 
the Attorney General, upon the request of the state board or regional 
board shall petition the appropriate court for the issuance of ·a pr e
liminary or permanent injunction, or both, as may be appropriate, 
r estraining such person or persons from continuing- the violation . The 
provisions of subdivisions (b) and ( c) of Section 13331 shall be applica
ble to proceedings under this subdivision. 

(c) ·with respect to violation of waste discharge requirements or 
cease and desist orders, remedies under Section 13385 are in lieu of 
ciYil monetary remedies provided for in Section 13350. 

13387. (a) Any person who willfully or neglig-ently discharges pol
lutants except as allowed by waste discharge r equirements or who will
fully or negligently violates any effluent standard, water quality 
related effluent standard, national standard of performance, toxicity or 
pretreatment standard, or who refuses to compl,v with the requirements 
adopted pursuant to Section 13382, or who violates any cease and desist 
order, prohibition, or waste discharge requirement shall be punished 
by a fine of not more than twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) nor 
less than two thousand five hnndred dollars ($2,500) for each day in 
which such violation occurs, or by imprisonment for not more than one 
year in the county jail, or by both. If the conviction is for a violation 
committed after a first conviction of such person under this sect ion, 
punishment shall be by a fine of not more than fifty thousand dollars 
($50,000) for each day in which such Yiolation occurs, or by imprison
ment for not mqre than two years in the county jail, or both. Funds 
collected shall be paid to the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abate
ment Account. 

(b) Any prrson who knowingly makes any false statement, repre
sentation, r ecord, report, plan 01· other doeument. fikd with a r egional 
board or the state board, or who fa lsifies, tampers with, 01· Jmowin~dy 
renders inaccurate auy monitoring device or method requir ed under 
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illINERAL RESOURCES 

E OGlIBJ)J,"IER COORD1NATlON BOl\1.RD 

(517.5.1{( Rogue River Coordina;i;fon 
} °':t1a1'i1 . 'There is created a board to be known 
:is tile Hogue H.iver Coordination Board, re
ferred to in ORS 517.520 to 517.550 as the 
"board." 

517.520 il'faini:anance oI fishing conili
·aons; coopera.tion oi pla.cel' ancJ fishing in
te:re:-;i:s, It is tb.e L-itent of ORS 517.510 to 
517.530 that, from the standpoint of tur
bidity, fishing conditions in the Rogue River 
and it.3 tributaries shall be maintained in 
Curry County comparable to such fishing 
conditions in Josephine County, and to pro
vide a medium through which the placer min
ing interests. ancl . fishing interests on the 
Rogue River and its tributaries may cooper
ate :for the· mutual benefit of both. 'l'he per
sonnel of the board shall exercise the au
thority conferred upon the board to that 
end. 

517.530 Members of -boa:rtl; assist.ants~ 
expen::>es; quol"Ulll. The board shall consist 
of three members to be appointed by the 
Governor. One member shall be a fisherman 
or angler residing in Curry County, one 
2. miner residing in Josephine County and 
one member · at ia1·ge who shall be neither a 
fisb.erman nor a miner and who shall act as 
chairman ~f the board. The board shall select 
one of its members as secretary, who shall 
have custody of the records. T'ne board is 
authorized to employ such clerks and assis
tants as :may be necessary and to fix their 
compensation. Each member of the board 
shall be allowed and paid his necessary ex
pense~ while engaged in the performance of 
his duties. A majority of the board shall con~ 
~titute a quorum to transact business and 
the act or decision of any t wo members of 
the board shall be deemed the act or decision 
of t'he board. 

alternating or coordinating the operations of 
the various placer mining activities in and 
along such waters to the end that suitable 
and favorable conditions. for angling and 
game fishing in such waters, or any part 
or parts thereof, may be brought about and 
maintained during certain periods of time 
by Ute control or prevention of turbidity 
caused by placei· mining operations in such 
waters or part or parts thereof. 

(3) Cause to be suspended the placer 
mining operations being carried on by any 
person or company in or along such waters 
for any period or periods of time it shall deem 
necessary to accomplish the purposes of the 
system. 

(4) Make such rules, regulations and 
orders as it shall deem necessary to carry 
out the purposes expressed in ORS 517.520. 
Such rules, regulations and orders shall have 
the force and effect of law. 

517.550 Cooperation of pouce officers 
wHh board. Every state police officer and 
sheriff whose other duties require him t o be 
in the vicinity of the Rogue River or any of 
its tributaries shall cooperate with and assist 
the board in enforcing the provisions or ORS 
517.540 and .every rule, regulation or order 
made pnrsuan t thereto. 

MJNJNG WlTJl Dl~EDGlNG l'rIAGllli""LE 

517 .610 [Repealed by 1953 c.188 §2] 

517.611 Definitions :fo.r ORS 517.611 to 
517.700. As used .in ORS 517.611 to 517.700: 

(1) "Division" means the DiviSion of 
State Lands. 

(2) "Consulting committee" means the . 
committee established by ORS 517.7GO. 

(3) "Dredging operation" means any 
dredge-mining operation, except industrial 
mineral or sand and gravel production, con
ducted in L'i.is state which substantially dis
turbs more than 15 acres per year of the 
topsoil or ground cover of the land on which 
it is conducted, if the land so disturbed con
stitutes the floor of a valley. 
[1957 c.580 §1) 

517.540 Jurisdiction oi boa:rd; powe:rs 
and tlaties. The board shall have complete 
jurisdiction over the placer mining operations 
in the waters of and along the Rogue River 
and each of its tributaries, In respect to the 
exercise of such jurisdiction it sball: 517.020 [Repealed by 1953 c.188 q2] 

(~.) Make a survey of the placer mining 517.621 License :requir~d; npplication; 
opera.lions in and along the waters of Rogue f•ee; applicant's r,,.ruaran~e ol fail:l1fo1 per
River and its tributaries for the purpose of formance. (1) No pe-rson shall conduct a 
ascerta_ining the effect thereof upon the an- dredging operation without securing a Ii
gling conditions in such waters. cense from the division as provided in ORS 

(2) Establish from the facts found by -517.611 to 517.700. Applications for a li
the surv~y and study a system of rotating, cense shall be verified, shall be in a form 
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DEPARTivi E N T O F .JUSTICE 
STATE OFFICE BUILDI N G 
S A L EM. OREGON 97310 

T EL EPHONE: ( 503) 364·2 171 

July 9 , 1970 

No . 67 41 

This bpini on i s in r e s pons e t o a questi on present~d by 

the Honor ab l e E. D . Potts , President o f the Senate and confir ms 

an earl ier oral opi nion rendered t o t he Environmental Qual ity Com-

mission . 

QUESTION PRESENTED 

What are t he respective powers 6f 
t he Rogue River Coordination Bo~rd and 
t he Departme nt of Bnvironmcntal Qual i t y 
with respect to regu l ation and preven-
tion of turbidity resulting from placer 
mining operations i n the Rogue River Bas i n? 

ANSWER GIVEN 

The powers of each agency are com
plementary , and placer mining operations 
i n the Rogue River Basin resulting in 
t urbidity must be ~onducted in accordance 
with regulations of both agencies . If 
such regulations are in conflict , the 
stricter of the conflicting r equirements 
i s controlling . Placer miners must both 
obtain water discharge permits and com
ply wi th minimum \·1ater quality standards 
as required by the Department of Environ
m·ental Qua l ity . 

DISCUSSIOi~ 

· The a u thority .of the Rogue River Coordination Board , 

created in 1 939 , is defined by ORS 517 .510 t o 517 . 550 . ORS 

517 . 5'10 grants it " . complete j urisdiction over the placer 

m~ning operati ons in the waters of and along the Rog ue River 



and each of its tributaries." On the other hand, the Department 

of Environmental Quality, also created in 1939 as the State 

Sanitary Authority, has broad powers granted by Chapter 426 

[1967) Oregon La\·1s 946, compiled in ORS Chapter 449 , with re'- · 

spect to qua li ty of all of the waters of the state. There thus 

appears a possible conflict between the specific powers of the 

Rogue Rive r Coordination Board with respect to the Rogue River 

and its tributaries, and the ge~eral powers of the Department 

of En~ironmental Quality~ For example, may p l acer mining activity 

p e rmitted by the Coordination Board continue, notwithstanding 

failure to obtain a "i.vaste discharge permit f:r;om the Department , 

r~ or may it be prohibited by the Coordination Board.notwithstanding 
\~} 

. "'\ 

issuance of and compliance with such a was te discharge permit? 

Notwithstanding that ORS 517.540 on its face grants 
. . 

to the Coordination Board "complete jurisdiction over placer 

mining operations in the ·waters of and along the Rogue River in 

eacl1of its tributaries ," the scope of the Bo.ard's activity is 

nevertheless limited to controlling turbidity caused by placer 

mining operations, to the extent that such turbidi ty causes con-

ditions in downstream Curry County to be less favorable for .angling 

and game fishing than those in upstream Josephine County. ·The 

Board is simply called upon to bala nce the needs of two specific 

interest groups for the mutual benefit of both. ORS 517.520 . 

This limitation and scope of the Board's function is 

underscore d by the p c culic.r composition of the Board. Although 

· · the 19 3~ Act provided that the. membership of the Board would 

con~ist of the state engineer, the 6hairman of the department 

-. .:o:t ! .-iio:• 



I : •. 

. . 

of g eo l ogy and minera l indus tries and the chairman of t he state 

g ame commission or their duly authorized r epresentatives , a 1941 

amendment eliminated the publi c offici a ls from the composition 

o f the Board. ORS 517.5 30 now provides: 

"The b oard shall consist q f three 
members to be appointed by the Governor. 
One member shall be a fisherman or 
angler residing in Curry County , one a 
miner residing in Josephine County and 
one member at large who shall be neither · 
a fisherman nor a miner anc.1 \·:ho shall act 
a s ."chai rman of the board . " 

ORS 517.540 sets forth Ll1e jurisdiction , powers and 

duties of the Board: 

-· 

"The board shall have co~?lete juris
dict i on over the placer mining operations 
in t h e waters of and-along the Rogue River 
and each of its tributaries . In respect to 
the exercise of such jurisdiction it shall : 

"(l) Make a survey of the p l acer min 
ing operations in and along the waters of 
Rogue River and its tributaries for the pur
pose of ascertaining the e ffe c t thereof upon 
the angl ing conditions in such waters. 

"( 2) Establish from the fac t s found by 
the survey and study a system of rotating , 
alternating or coordinating the operations 
o f the various p l acer mining activi t ies i n 
and along such waters to the end that suit
able and favorable conditions for angl ing 
and game fishing in such water~ , or any part 
thereof , may be brought about and maintained 
during certain periods of time by the contro l 
o r prevention of turbidity caused by placer 

. . mining operations i n such waters o r part o r 
p arts thereof ." 

On t h e othe~ hand , the statement of l egis l ative pur-

pose purs uant to which the Department of Environmental Qual ity 

· is. g ran ted its authority i s markedl y b roader t han t he s t atement 
I 

.. I 

-
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of legislative intent related to the Rogue River Coordination 

Board: 

ORS 448.077: 

"{l) Whereas the pollution of the 
waters of this state constitutes a menace 
to public health and welfare, ·creates pub
lic nuisances , is harmful to wildlife , fish 
and aquatic life and impairs domestic , 
agricultura l, industrial, recreational and 
other legitimate beneficial uses of water , 
and whereas the problem of water pollution 
in this sta te is closely related to the prob~ 
lem of water pollution in adjoining states , 
it is hereby declared to be the public policy 
of the stat~ to conserve the waters of the 
state and to protect, maintain and improve 
the quality thereof for public water supplies , 
for the propagation of wildlife , fish and 
aquatic life and for domestic , agricultural, 
industrial, municipal , recreational and other 
l egitimate beneficial uses; to p~ovide that 
no waste be discharged into any waters of 
this· state without first rece iving the neces
sary treatment or other corrective action to 
protect the l egitimate beneficial uses of such 
waters ; to provide for the prevention, abate
ment and control of new existing water pollu
tion; and to coopera te with other agencies of 
the state , agencies of other states and the 
Federal Government in carrying out these ob
jectives. 

" ·{2) ORS 449.016 to 449 .150, 449 .205 to 
449.250, 449.305 to 449.340 , 449.390 to 449.400, 
449.410 to 449.440 , 449.505 to 449.565, 449.580 , 
449.760 to 449.830 and 449 . 850 to 449 . 920 shal l 
b e liberally construe d for the _a ccomplishment 
of these purposes. " 

From the statements of l egislative purpose with respect 
I 
' to each agency, it i s apparent that the legislature envisioned 

vastly different roles for the two agencies. The Board is to 

assist in promoting cooperation b e tween mining and fishing 

interests, and to promulgate on l y those r egulations necessary 

4 



e~ ...... 
I \ 
\ . 

to maintain angling conditions on the c1ownstrear,1 portion of 

the Rogue River comparable to those upstream. In contrast , 

the l egislature h as charge d the De partment with the duty to 

:~: ·:-;·." .;_.:.:._:\}~:/: ;_,:{_': .~~~~g\1ard the interests of the peop l e of Oregon genera lly with 
: ..... ':<". ~· ... : ... : '!''\:<~· :.·< :· . . . . . . 

· · · r espect to a ll waters of this state , and the protection of 
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all b eneficial uses of the water , including many which the 

Coordination Board is not charged with protecting . 

In order to carry out i ts charge from the l egis lature , 

the Department of Environmenta l Quali ty is gr anted overall juris -

diction of the waters of this state for the prevention and 

control of pollution . Specific grants of authority are made , 

and enforceme nt of general laws prohibiting water pollution 

i s a l so granted to the Department. ORS 449 . 079 provides: 

"(i) No p erson shall: 

· (a) Cause pollution of any w~ters of 
the state or place or c ause any wastes to 
b e place d in a locatio n ~fu cre such wastes 
are likely to escape or be carried into the 
waters . of the state by any mea ns . 

(b) Discharge any wastes into the 
waters of the state i f the discharge r educes 
the quality of such waters below the water 
qual~ty standards established for such waters 

_by the Sanitary Authority. 

(2) No person shall violate t he condi
tions of any waste di scharge permit issued 
under ORS 449.083 . 

. . 
(3) Violation of subs e ction (1) or (2) 

of this section is a public nuisance . 

The Depart ment is authorized by ORS 449 . 080 to formu -

late regulations and to establish standards of water quality 

·and purity in various waters of this state. · In establishing 
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l ~J such standards, the Dep artment is directed to take into account 

the standards of water qua lity and purity found in ORS 449.086. 

ORS 449.086(3) provides for the issuance of was t e dis -

charge permits by the Dep artment, which permits must specify 

their duration and the conditions for conformance with both 

statutory and Departmental standards of water quality and purity. 

The overall jurisdiction of the Department of Environ-

mental Quality over the wate rs of the state for the prevention 

and control of pollution. includes control of tur_bidi ty, \·1hich 

is a form of pollution within the statutory de fini tion in ORS 

449.075(8). Both agencies , the refore , exercise jurisdiction 

oyer the same subj ect matter , ·unless either ·1.) the special 

(0 legislation creating the Rogue River Coordinating Board and 
~ 

granting power over a particular form of pollution in a part i-
. 

cular river basin stands as an exce ption t o t~e operation of 

the l ater genera l a ct covering pollution t h roughout t h e state , 

or 2.) the late r act granting jurisdicti on to the Department 
. . 

of Environmental Quality impliedly r e pealed the l egis l ation 

granting pm·1er to the Coordination Board. For the following 
•, 

reasons, it is our opinion that both age ncies d o exercise juris-

diction over th e same subject matte r, and that neither o f the 

I . . · suggeste d a lte rn a tives i s valid in this c ase . 

. ·· Generally, a spe cial statute dealing ·with a particular 

subject i s controlling over statutes of gene ral app lication , 

standing as an exce ption to the t erms of the general act . . . 

: "·'\ ~:} ···. Ricker v. Ricker, 201 Or. 416, 270 P.2d 150 (1954); Anderson 

6 " 
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v. Heltze l, 197 Or. 23, 251 P.2d 482 (1952). 

" . . . the general wqrds with which 
it [the special act ] conflicts will be 
restrained and modifi e d accordingly , so 
that the two a r e to be de eme d to stand to
g ether, one a ·s the general l aw of t he l and , 
the other as the rule of the particular 
case or an exception to the g e neral rul e. " 

· Appleton v . Oregon Iron & Ste e'l Co., 229 Or. 
81, 86, 358 P.2d 260 , 366 P.2d 174 (1961) . 

However , in ·this cas e spe cific s t atutory language 

negates the general rule, and the provisions of ORS Chapter 449 

with r esp e ct · to wat er pollution a~e c ontrol ling over any inco n-

siste nt prior legislation , whether general or special. ORS 

449.070 provides: 

"In so far as ORS 449 .0 16 to 449.150 
and A49.390 to 449.400 are inconsistent 
with any other l aw , ORS 449.016 to 449 .150 
and 449.390 to 449 . 400 shall be controlli~g." 

Does this l egi s l ation thus impli e dly repe al the l~gis-

l a tion granting powers to the Rogu e River Coordination Board? 

If Chapter 449 is controlling, does it also superse de? 

Repeal s by i mplica tion are n ot favored in law, .and, 

"if po~sible , both Acts should be h a rmonized and c onstrued to-

geth~r . State ex rel. Flaxel v. Chandle~ , 180 Or. 28, .175 P.2d 

. 448 (1946) ; City of Portland v. Bingh am , 209 Or. 575, 307 P.2d 

·492 (1957 ). A specific sta tute will not be considered repealed 

by a subseque nt statut~ g e neral in its t erms . NortlYe rn· 'Wasco 

Go. P . U.D. v. Wasco Co., 210 Or. 1, 305 P.2d 7 66 (1 957 ). 

Thus while the statutory provisions dealing with the 
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Rogue River coordina ting Bo ard do not stand as an exception to 

the statutory powe r s of the Departmen t of Environmenta l Qua lity, 

they remain in e f fec t i f they c a n b e h armoni zed and construed 

together· with the later statute s, and unle ss they aie incon-

sistent with them. 

In our opinion the a pplicab l e s tatute s can b e harmoni zed 

and constr u e d toge the r, and are no t i ncons i s t e nt. The Rogue River 

Coordination Board is charge d with b a l ancing the interests of two 

particular groups, i.e. placer mine r s a nd fish e r men, prov iding f o r 

cooperation betwe en the two groups, a nd r e gulating pla c e r mining 

activity, so that stream conditions for fishing purpo s es only are 

the same in Curry County as in Jos.ephine County. Acting within 

its broader pmvers and with a wider range of qbj ect~ves, the De-

partment of Environmental Quality may n o t achie ve the spe cific 

· objective s of the Rogue River Coordination Board. To the exte nt 

necessary to achieve those specific obj e ctive s, the Coordination 

Board may enact appropriate regulations, and is not precluded from 

.i .mposing standards of turbidity which are more stringent than 

those .impoged by the Department, if nece ssary fo~ the protec~ion 

of downstream angling. 

Neve rth e less, it is apparent from ORS 449~070 that 

Chapter 517 does not exempt placer mining from the requirement 

of obtaining a waste discharge permit, and. compliance with minimum 

8 
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water quality standards -- for all purposes, not simply angling 

purposes -- as set by the Department.of Environmental Quality. 

r 
Should th e De partme nt en a ct stricter wa t e r quality standards 

than those of the Coordina tion Board~ the standards impos e d by 

I: 
the Depar t men t are controlling. 
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GOVERNOR 
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Director 
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OEQ-26 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NORTHWEST REGION OFFICE 

1010 N .E. COUCH STREET • PORTLAND, OREGON • 97232 • (503) 238-8471 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From : Director 

SUBJECT : Agenda Item No . H, December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

Public Hear i ng - Adoption of Permanent Rul es Pertai ning to " I nteri m 
Policy for Approval of New Air Contaminant Sources in the Portl and 
Metropolitan Spe ci a l Ai r Quali ty Maintenance Area" 

Background 

The urgent need for an "Interim Policy for Approving New Air Contaminant 
Emission Sources in the Portland Metropolitan Area" was first brought to 
the attention of the Environmental Quality Commissi on at its September 20, 
1974, meeting (Agenda Item F) . At this meeting the EQC directed the staff 
to draft this policy in Rule form and to include provi sions for consider
ati ons of tradeoffs in terms of air emissi ons . At the October 25 , 1974, 
meeting of the EQC the "Interim Policy .. • " i n draft rule form was 
presented (Agenda Item D) with the Director's recommendation to i mmediately 
adopt the "Criteri a for Approval of New Air Contaminant Sources in the 
Portland Area Special Air Quality Maintenance Area " as a temporary rule . 
It was the Director ' s further recommendation that necessary hearings be 
authorized withi n the 120 day time limit of the temporary rule to 
establish the Interim Policy as a permanent Rule of the Department until 
such t i me as it can be replaced by adoption of a 10- year Ai r Qual ity 
Maintenance Plan . 

Testimony at the October 25 1974, EQC Meeti ng regarding adoption of the 
"Interim Policy" as a rule was generall y quite supportive . Representatives 
of the Port of Portland , Associated Oregon Industries , Portland Chamber of 
Commerce, Portland Steel Mi lls, Columbia Independent Refinery, Inc . , and 
North Portland Ci tizens Committee supported adoption of the policy although 
the North Portland Citizens Committee was not in favor of inclusion of 
tradeoffs i n the r u le . 

Si gnificant i ssues raised i n discuss i on of the Interi m Policy included : 

1. Desi re for expeditious processi ng of pendi ng permi t applicati ons . 

2 . Need to i mprove the air qual i ty management data base. 



2. 

3. Need for and general support of a clean fuels policy to improve 
Portland Area air quality and make room for additional growth . 

4 . Apparent need to focus future control efforts on non-industrial 
"area source " air emissions including automobiles, backyard and 
field burning . 

After some discussion the EQC adopted the Interim Policy with some minor 
modifications as a Temporary Rule and authorized conducting necessary 
hearings to adopt the Interim Policy as a permanent rule. 

Public notice of this hearing along with copies of the adopted temporary 
rule (see attachments A and B) were distributed on November 1, 1974 . Since 
publishing the hearing notice no written comments have been received to 
date regarding adoption of the permanent rule. 

Discussion 

Since adoption of the Interim Policy as a temporary rule, three pending 
air permit applications subject to the rule have been processed. These 
facilities are listed below and account for approx imately 25% of the 
particulate and 15% of the so2 emission allocation allowed by the rule . 

Source Allowed Emission Increase (tons/year) 

Pacific Carbide-N. Portland 
(Carbide Mfg. increase) 

Cook Industries- Rivergate 
(New grain elevator) 

Portland Steel Mills -N. Portland 
(New Scrap Steel Processing 

facility) 

Part . 

0 

30 

86 

0 

0 

205 

Permits for three new small air contaminant sources which emit less 
than 10 tons/year of air contaminants and thus are ex empt from the 
interim policy have been processed since adoption of the temporary 
rule. Aggregate air emission increase from these facilities are 
5 tons/year of particutate and 0 tons/year of so2 thus, confirming the 
staff position at least at this. time that exemption of small sources 
from the policy would not seriously affect the policy . 
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Pending permit applications are being processed in the most expeditious 
manner possible; notably, action on three oil refinery permits and a 
companion clean fuels policy is proposed at a public hearing before the 
EQC at the January 24 , 1975, meeting. A status report on this matter 
was presented to the EQC at the November 22, 1974, meeting (Agenda 
Item E) . 

Other pending permit applications are being processed and the interim 
policy rule appears to be providing the needed guidelines to both the 
Department and permit applicants for expeditious processing. 

The development of a 10-year air quality maintenance plan, the heart 
of which is development of an airshed s imulation model, is on schedule. 

Improvement in the air quality data base, which is needed to insure 
accuracy in the formation and administration of a 10-year air quality 
maintenance plan, will require considerable monetary expenditure if 
improvements are to be made in a relatively short time. The Department 
has begun to identify the areas where improvements in this data base 
are needed and a proposal is being formulated to identify these needed 
improvements along with costs for presentation to the 1975 Oregon 
Legislature with a request for special funding. 

Conclusions 

The temporary rule relating to "Interim Policy for Approval of New Air 
Contaminant Emission Sources in the Portland Metropolitan Special Air 
Quality Maintenance Area" has generally been accepted by the local 
community and has provided needed guidelines to insure against over 
allocating of the air resources in the critical Portland Metro Airshed. 

Continuation of the rule pertaining to "Criteria for Approval of New 
Air Contaminant Sources in the Portland Metropolitan Speci al Air 
Quality Maintenance Area" beyond the 120 day time limit of the present 
temporary rule is needed to provide reasonable criteria for evaluation 
of pending and new air permit applications until a comprehensive 10-year 
air quality maintenance plan is adopted (scheduled by July 1, 1975) and 
to continue to protect against irreversible environmental damage to the 
airshed. 
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Director's Recommendations 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission adopt as a 
permanent rule, the temporary rule which was previously adopted by the 
Commission at its October 25, 1974, meeting and identified as "Criteria for 
Approval of New Air Contaminant Sources in the Portland Metropolitan 
Special Air Quality Maintenance Area" (attachment B). It is further 
recommended that this rule remain effective until adoption of a 10-year 
air quality maintenance plan. 

Attachments: 

A) Notice of Public Hearing 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

B) Criteria for Approval of New Air Contaminant Sources in the 
Portland Metropolitan Special Air Quality Maintenance Area 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

E. J. WEATHERSBEE 
Region Administrator 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NORTHWEST REGION 

Attachment "A" 

1010 N.E. COUCH STREET • PORTLAND, OREGON • 97232 • (503) 238-8471 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
for 

INTERIM POLICY FOR APPROVING NEW OR EXPANDED AIR 
EMISSION SOURCES IN THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA 

The Environmental Quality Conunission at its October 25, 1974 meeting 
adopted as a temporary rule an interim policy for approval of new or 
expanded air contaminant emission sources in the Portland Metropolitan 
Special Air Quality Maintenance Area. The interim policy is to control 
new or expanded air contaminant emission sources until such time as it 
can be replaced by adoption of a ten-year Air Quality Maintenance Plan. 

The interim policy is to provide criteria for the Department of 
Environmental Quality to follow in reviewing and approving air contaminant 
discharge permit applications for new or expanded air contaminant sources, 
including their proposed site locations and general designs, to assure 
that air quality standards can be achieved and maintained without major 
disruption to the orderly growth and development of the area. 

The purpose of the public hearing is to establish a permanent interim 
policy rule to supersede the adopted temporary interim policy rule 
which expires after 120 days. The hearing will be held before the 
Environmental Quality Conunission at the time and place listed below. 

At 10:00 a.m. on December 20, 1974 
Redwood Room 
Swept Wing Restaurant 
1212 S. E. Trice Road 
Albany,. Oregon 97321 

Any interested person desiring to submit written testimony concerning 
the issues of fact, law or policy related to these matters may do so by 
forwarding them within forty (40) days from the date of this notice to 
the Department of Environmental Quality, Northwest Region, 1010 N. E. Couch St,, 
Portland·, Oregon 97232·, or may be heard orally at the public hearing on 
the date and at the time given above. 

Copies of the adopted temporary interim policy rule are available 
upon request from the Northwest Region off ice of the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

~·"'!)lflf 
Date 

~-/'Ai,~ 
orthWeSt Region Administrator 

Co,,1,ii11~ 

Recycled 
Matc1ials 

DEQ-26 

News Item Only 



Attachment "B" 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 340, OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES. 

adopted as temporary rule by 
Environmental Quality Commission 

on October 25, 1974 

DIVISION 3 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL STANDARDS FOR AIR PURITJ' AND QUALITY 

Subdivision 2 

Criteria for Approval of New Air Contaminant Sources in the 
Portland Metropolitan Special Air Quality Maintenance Area 

32-005 PURPOSE. The purpose of this subdivision is to provide criteria 

for the Department to follow in.reviewing and approving air contaminant dis

charge permit applications for new or expanded air contaminant sources, 

including their proposed site locations and general designs, in the Portland 

Metropolitan Special Air QUality Maintenance Area; to assure that air quality 

standards can be achieved and maintained without major disruption to the orderly 

growth and development of the area. 

32-010 DEFINITIONS. (1) 11Air contaminant" means a dust, fume, gas, mist, 

odor, smoke, vapor, pollen, soot, carbon, acid or particulate matter or any 

combination thereof. 

(2) "Implementation plan" means the State of Oregon Clean Air Act 

Implementation Plan described in section 20-047 of this chapter, together with 

any amendments thereto. 

(3) "New or expanded air contaminant source" means an air contamination 

source, as defined in ORS 468.275, whose construction, installation, establish

ment, development, modification or enlargement is authorized by the Department 

after October 25, 1974. 

(4) "Portland Metropolitan Special Air Quality Maintenance Area"' means 

that portion of the State of Oregon within the boundaries designated by the 

Columbia Region Association of Governments as the 1970.Transportation Study 

Area, as shown on figure 1 attached (generally, the area bounded by the Columbia 

River to the north; communities of Troutdale, Pleasant Valley and Gladstone to 

the east; Oregon City to the south and Hillsboro to the west). Legal definition 

of the maintenance area is on file with the Department. 
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(5) "Yearly' projected average controllable growth" means 215 tons/year 

of particulate emissions and 715 tons/year of sulfur dioxide from new or 

expanded air contaminant point sources as follows: 

(a) commercial and industrial fuel combustion sources, 

(b) process loss sources, 

(c) solid waste incinerators, 

(d) wigwam waste burners, and 

(e) power plants. 

32-015 SPECIAL AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA. The Portland Metropolitan 

Special Air Quality Maintenance Area is hereby established as a special air 

quality maintenance area to which the rules provided in this subdivision shal:l 

apply. 

32-020 CRITERIA. In reviewing applications for air contaminant discharge 

permits for new or expanded air contaminant sources in the Portland Metro

politan Special Air Quality Maintenance Area, the Department shall consider the 

potential effect upon air quality of increases in particulate and sulfur 

dioxide emissions from such new or expanded air contaminant sources and shall 

approve such permit applications only to the extent that: 

(1) Ambient air quality standards will not be exceeded at air sampling 

stations and adjacent areas between sampling stations for particulates and 

sulfur dioxide projected by the Department's March 1974, report on Designation 

of Air Quality Maintenance Areas to be in compliance with such standards. A 

copy of the Department's March 1974, report on Designation of Air Quality 

Maintenance Areas is on file in the Department's Portland office. 

(2) Increases in particulate and sulfur dioxide emissions will not exceed 

two years of projected average controllable growth (equivalent to 430 tons/year • 
of particulate and 1430 tons/year of sulfur dioxide). 

(3) No single new or expanded air contaminant source shall emit particu

lates or sulfur dioxide in excess of 25 percent of the total allowable 

emissions (noted in Criteria 1 and 2 above). The exact proportion may be 

determined by the Commission. 
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The particulate and sulfur dioxide emissions allowable under Criteria (1), 

(2) and (3) above shall be based on net emission increases after taking into 

account any offsetting emission reductions which may occur within the 

Portland Metropolitan Special Air Quality Maintenance Area, or portion thereof, 

which can be a) assured of implementation and b) are attributable to the source 

seeking the permit. 

32-025 EXCEPTIONS. New or expanded air contaminant sources projected 

to emit less than ten (10) tons per year of particulate or sulfur dioxide shall 

be excepted from this rule. 
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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 No. I, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting 

Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill, Marion County - Status Report 

The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill is located in the NE 
1/4 Section 31 and the NW 1/4 Section 32 of Township 7 South, Range 
3 West, W.M. on Brown's Island in Marion County (see attached map 
fig. 1). 

This landfill is the major solid waste disposal site in the 
Chemeketa 5-county region, serving some 117,000 people who generate 
approximately 240 tons of solid wastes for disposal each day. 

The actual site is owned and operated respectively, by two 
different private individuals; however, the wastes disposed therein 
are collected under franchises issued by the City of Salem and 
Marion and Polk counties and the landfill is operated under a solid 
waste disposal site permit issued by the DEQ and a conditional 
land use permit issued by Marion County. The Chemeketa Regional 
Solid Waste Management Plan has designated the Brown's Island site 
as a major solid waste regional landfill for a 5 to 10 year period. 

The site lies in the floodplain of the Willamette River, between 
the old Willamette River channel and the present river channel. 
The old channel is usually dry, but during annual high flood flows 
it becomes an important flood flow channel. 

The original access road, Homestead Road South (Brown's Island 
Road} has two low sections at approximately elevation 128 (USGS 
datum} which are inundated at river stages in excess of 19 feet 
(Salem gage} and thereby rendered non-usable for varying periods 
almost every yeara During these periods of nonaccess to Brown's 
Island, in past years, the solid wastes have been hauled to Marion 
County's Macleay site for disposal. The Macleay site is now essentially 
filled to capacity, has serious leachate and other environmental 
problems and is not an adequate bac.k-up site. 
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In order to make the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill available 
for use year-round, Marion County, in 1973, constructed an allweather 
access road to the island. The new road is an extension of Roberts' 
Road and crosses the old river channel with a rock and earth fill 
to an elevation of approximately 140 (USGS datum) so as not to 
be overtopped by floods that would ordinarily be expected to occur 
not more than once in 10 years. The Department, by its letter of 
June 19, 1973, supported Marion County's request to FHA for funding 
construction of an all-weather access road to Brown's Island; however, 
the design criteria and construction plans were not submitted to 
or reviewed or approved by the Department. Detailed plans for 
County roads are normally not reviewed by the Department. 

In January 1973, extreme high flood flows of the Willamette 
River (attenuated by darns to an effective 24year flood according 
to the U. s. Corps of Engineers) washed out the new allweather 
access road and two sections of the landfill dikes. Substantial 
solid wastes were washed downstream and if the road had not washed 
out, thereby relieving the pressures on the landfill, undoubtedly 
a much greater portion of the landfill would have been washed away. 
In spite of objections by the Department, Marion County has rebuilt 
the washed out section of the allweather access road thereby again 
placing the landfill in jeopardy of being eroded or washed out 
by floods that might be expected to occur with a frequency as often 
as once in five years and which, in fact, could occur any given 
year. 

The Brown's Island landfill has been operated under a series 
of short term permits issued by the Department since State jurisdiction 
of solid waste disposal was transferred from the State Health Division 
to the Department by the 1971 Oregon Legislature. Short term permits 
were used as a mechanism to require and obtain needed improvements 
in the construction and operation of the landfill. Also, since 
the landfill was located in the Willamette River floodplain, the 
Department restricted operation to the 30-acre area then under 
lease unless and until it could be shown by a comprehensive engineering 
study and flood flow analysis that further expansion into the floodplain 
could be safely done. 

The construction of the all-weather access road and the subsequent 
wash out and temporary closure of the Brown's Island landfill in 
January, 1974, increased the urgency for a detailed flood flow 
study to determine what needed to be done to protect the landfill 
from further washout and to determine the extent and the conditions 
under which the landfill might be expanded. 
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On May 3, 1974, Department staff and a representative of the U. S. Corps of 
Engineers made a field inspection and evaluation of the landfill, 
and Marion County, City of Salem, Sanitary Services Co., Inc., 
and Chemeketa Region were advised by our letter of May 9, 1974, 
and at a meeting held on May 22, 1974, of actions and conditions 
necessary to continue use of the Brown's Island Landfill. These 
included: 

1. Cutback the upstream dike of the landfill to ease interference with 
Willamette River flow. 

2. Repair exterior dikes to withstand 100 year flood flows. 

3. No further expansion of the landfill toward the main river channel 
unless it could be shown by a hydraulic study that further expansion 
could be safely accomplished. 

4. Removal or modification of the all-weather access road so as not 
to further jeopardize the landfill. 

It was also suggested that the landfill might be expanded 
immediately without further study into the high ground area to 
the east and downstream of the landfill if proper authorizations 
from BOR and Marion County could be obtained. This area could 
be used because it is located immediately downstream from the 
present landfill and would cause no further restriction of flood 
flows. The area is also at a high enough elevation that it can 
be worked during high river flow periods of the year. BOR approval 
is necessary because these 21 acres were purchased for the Willamette 
Greenway with BOR funds. A conditional use permit from Marion 
County and a new or modified solid waste disposal permit from the 
Department would also be necessary before this area could be used. 

Subsequently, Chemeketa and Marion County financed preparation 
of a detailed flood flow analysis by Mr. John McDonald of Clark 
and Groff, Consulting Engineers. The analysis indicates that the 
Brown's Island landfill could be safely expanded further into the 
Willamette River floodplain provided the new all-weather access 
road is removed or modified so as not to substantially restrict 
flood flows in the old channel. 

The Department is generally inclined to agree, on the basis 
of the Clark and Groff study and a preliminary evaluation of the 
study results by the U. S. Soil Conservation Service, that the 
Brown's Island landfill probably could be expanded further into 
the floodplain to some yet undetermined limit if (1) the road is 
removed or substantially modified and (2) the exterior dikes of 
the landfill are properly designed and constructed to assuredly 
withstand maximum expected flood flows. Location of landfills 
in flood plains is not generally recommended; however, the Chemeketa 
regional solid waste planning group and its consultants were unable 
to locate a better site in almost 3 years of intense planning activity. 
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In order not to risk having the landfill washed out again 
this winter, a request was made to Marion County by letter dated 
October 2, 1974, " .•. that this road be removed or modified by no 
later than December 1, 1974, such that it will not interfere with 
flood flows in the Willamette River in a manner to jeopardize the 
integrity of the landfill." So far, Marion County Has not agreed 
to remove or modify the new road. Mr. McDonald has advised Marion 
County that in his opinion the new road could be used until such 
time a 5-year flood is forecasted and then a section of the road 
" ... MUST be weakened so that it is carried away before the landfill 
is eroded. 11 

The Department is not satisfied that the "flood forecast, 
road weakening" procedure suggested by Mr. McDonald, could be carried 
out in a manner to afford adequate assurances against wash-out 
of the landfill. Also, if the road is left to wash out at the 
whim of Mother Nature, the area could be suddenly faced with a 
solid waste disposal crisis. The Department is of the opinion 
the road should be removed or modified on a planned basis with 
alternative disposal plans made to assure continuous and adequate 
solid waste disposal for the area. 

A possible solution to the Brown's Island access problem might 
be to raise the old road 3 to 5 feet to an elevation of 131 or 
133 feet (USGS datum). It appears that this could be done without 
seriously restricting flood flow passage at the higher river stages. 
A rough analysis of river stage data by the Department indicates 
that raising the old road from its present elevation of 128 to 
elevation 131, would have made it usable for all but 13 days during 
the high flow period of 1973-74 and if raised to elevation 133, this 
road would have been passable all but 6 days during 1973-1974. 
Most years the old road would appear to be operable year-round 
if elevated 3 to 5 feet in its lowest sections. Lowering the 
new road from its present elevation of approximately 140 to elevations 
131 or 133 might produce somewhat similar results; however raising 
the old road would appear to cause less flood flow pressures on 
the landfill than would be the case if the new road were to be 
left in place at a lowered elevation. Both of these possibilities 
appear worthy of further study; however, neither should be done 
without a thorough engineering analysis of the potential benefits 
and hazards. Alternative disposal procedures would have to be 
developed for the short periods when Brown's Island might not be 
accessible with such a modified road system. Of course, Brown's 
Island could be made safely accessible during any river flow conditions 
by construction of a properly designed bridge; however, this is 
believed to be prohibitively expensive, at least on a short term 
basis. 
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The Department has been notified by the site operator, Sanitary 
Services Co., Inc., that the present operating area will be filled to 
capacity by February 1, 1975. The operator also indicated that it would 
take between 30 and 45 days to prepare the Greenway land for receipt 
of solid waste. Since the Greenway land has not yet been acquired, 
possible short term alternatives were explored and a letter outlining 
possible alternatives was directed to Marion County on December 6, 1974. 
Interim hauling to the Coffin Butte Landfill in Benton County or to 
Rossman's Landfill in Clackamas County are possible short-term alternatives, 
subject to local approval. Construction of another lift at Brown's 
Island is not considered a practical alternative because: 

a) Cover material would have to be imported. 

b) Mounding of the solid wastes would be unsightly. 

c) Mounding would tend to produce more leachate discharge. 

Conclusions 

1. The Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill is the major solid waste 
disposal site in Marion County and serves the entire City of 
Salem and portions of Marion and Polk Counties. 

2. The present landfill area will be filled by February 1, 1975, and 
the only usable area available for short-term expansion of the 
landfill is the 21-acre parcel to the east of the present landfill 
which was purchased with BOR money for the Willamette Greenway. 

3. Use of the 21 acres of Willamette Greenway lands requires the 
acquisition and trade of equivalent lands acceptable to BOR, a 
conditional use permit from Marion County and a modified solid 
waste disposal permit from DEQ. 

4. In order for the 21-acre parcel to be made ready for use by 
February 1, 1974, when the present landfill will be full, 
preparation of the site should start no later than January 1, 
1974. Every effort should be made to acquire and make this 
area available for use by February l; however, contingency 
plans should be made now for alternative disposal sites in the 
event this schedule cannot be met. 

5. The new all-weather access road places the landfill in jeopardy 
of being seriously damaged or washed away by once in 5 years 
expectancy, or greater, flood flows. The new road should 
immediately be removed or modified such that flood flows in the 
old channel will not be substantially restricted. 
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6. An immediate analysis should be made to determine if the old road, 
or perhaps the new road, could be modified so as to greatly improve 
reliability of access to Brown's Island during high-water periods 
and still not restrict flood flows to the point of jeopardizing 
the landfill. 

7. Marion County or the Chemeketa group should act immediately and 
positively to assure that the area's solid wastes will be disposed 
of in an acceptable manner on a continuous basis. 

Proposed Action 

Based on information on hand to date, the Department proposes as follows: 

1) The Department proceed to issue a renewal permit to Sanitary Service 
Co.,Inc., allowing continued disposal of solid waste within the 
present confines of the Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill until 
February 1, 1975. Additional time will be incorporated to allow 
completion of specified site closure procedures including the 
provision of adequate exterior dike protection. (The extent of 
dike protection needed will be dependent upon the final disposition 
of the new road.) 

2) The Department proceed to issue, subject to BOR and local land-use 
approval, a solid waste disposal permit to either Sanitary Services 
Co., Inc., or to Marion County to allow immediate expansion of the 
Brown's Island landfill into the 21-acre area to the east. 

Such action will require submission of an application to expand the 
landfill together with detailed site preparation and operational plans. 

3) Marion County be encouraged to either remove or modify the new road 
in order to remove the serious threat of washout of the landfill by 
anticipated high river flows. 

4) The old access road be raised to provide essentially year-round access 
to Brown's Island, except during unusually high water periods, provided 
a more detailed study verifies that this can be accomplished without 
jeopardizing the landfill. 

5) Chemeketa make immediate alternative plans for disposal of solid 
wastes for both the immediate future, in the event the Greenway 
lands may not be available by the time the present landfill is 
full, and for the longer-~erm future periods when Brown's Island 
may not be accessible due to exceptionally high waters. 

Attachments 
Figure 1 

Letters (4) 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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TOM McCALL 
COVER,'IOR 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

DEQ-1 

• 
DEPART1'V\ENT Of 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229- 5357 

Mr. Pat McCarthy, Chairman 
fvlarion County Board of Corrunissioners 
Courthouse 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

June 19, 1973 

Re: S.W. - Marion County 
6fQim 1 s Island Disposal Site 

Dear Commissioner McCarthy: 

This is. in reply to your letter of May 29, 1973, regarding the 
Farmer's Home Administration construction grant to r,larion County, 
and requesting assurance that the Brovm's Island Landfill is acceptable 
as a regional disposal site for at least ten years~ 

The present Brown's Island solid waste disposal permit, issued 
by the·Department of Environmental Quality under which the landfill 
is being operated, covers only 30 acres of the approximately 90 
acres potentially available for filling. Hr. William Schlitt, operator 
of the Brm.m 's Island Landfill has been advised by the Department that 
before consideration can be given to expansion of the site beyond the 
area approved under the present permit, a full engineering evaluation 
of the disposal site rriust be completed which includes data and 
operational plans as necessary to assure that the landfill will not 
be adversely affected by at least 100 year frequency flood waters. 

The present landfill area is estimated to_have a remaining life 
of 3 to 5 years depending upon how well the site is operated and based 
upon the present rate of fill. At this time, assurance of landfilling 
at Brown's Island can be given for only up to five (5) years, con
tingent upon the conditions of a valid permit issued by the DEQ, 
operation in accordance .with the permit and operation at maximum 
compaction densities and efficiencies. The occurrance of any un
foreseen envirorunental hazards during this time would of course have 
to be dealt with in an appropriate manner. 

AssUrance beyond five years cann?t be considered until engineer
ing studies have been conducted which demonstrate feasibility of 
filling additional areas without hazard of potential washout by flood 
waters. 
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Mr. Pat McCarthy, Chairman 
June 19, 1973 
Page 2 

, 
The Department considers constructi6n of an all-t.,,eather access 

road to the Bro~m's Island Site to be an im9lementation project .of 
high priority. The present rate of filling and anticipated short 
remaining life of the Macleay Landfill Site make it imperative that 
year-round access be de·veloped for the Brown's Island Site as soon 
as possible. Actions of the County Solid Waste Advisory Committee 
and the Cherneketa Region Board of Directors also indicate support 
of the Brown's Island access road project. The Department's full 
support is given to use of the FHA Funds for this purpose. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, or if we can 
be of further assistance, please let us know. 

EAS:rnrn 
cc: Ken Keudell, FHA Portland 
cc: J. J. Armstrong 
cc: Clifford Jones 
cc: Alan Hershey 
cc: J. A. Anderson 
cc: Salem District 

' . ~ . .'\ .· 

Office./ 

Sincerely, 

DIARMUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

Deputy Director 



KESSLER R. CANNON 

Mr. John A. Anderson, Chainnan 
Joint County-City Solid Waste Committee 
Marion County Department of Public Works 
County Courthouse 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

May 9, 1974 

Re: SW - Brown's Island Sanitary 
Landfill, Marion County 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

This is in repl~· to your letter of April 29, 1974, requesting 
a Department evaluation of Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill. 

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, in a letter dated March 25, 
1974, has indicated that there are severe problems with the location of 
the landfill and the newly constructed access road. They indicated 
that expansion of the landfill further into the floodplain, as proposed,· 
would restrict approximately 90% of the floodway and cause velocities 
approaching nine (9) feet per second past the landfill. The Corps feels 
that at these velocities it would not be economically feasible to 
protect the dikes from erosion. The existing new service road and 
existing landfill already restrict approximately 70% of the flood 
plain until the road is either overtopped or washed out. As you know, 
last January the pressures and velocities resulting from this 
constriction caused the landfill dikes to be washed out in two places 
resulting in substantial solid waste loss downstream. The landfill 
damage and waste· loss would have undoubtedly been much greater if the 
road hadn't washed out, thereby providing relief. 

On May 3, 1974, Department staff along with a representative 
of the Corps of Engineers conducted an inspection of the existing 
landfill. The following actions and conditions are considered 
necessary to protect the landfill and to serve as a basis for detennining 
future operations 
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Mr. John Anderson 
Page 2 
May 9, 1974 

1. The Westward or upstream point of the present diked area must 
be cut off and a new dike constructed starting from the southwest 
corner and extended in a straight line to intersect with the 
North dike at an angle (inside the diked area) of approximately 
150 degrees. This would require pulling back some of the garbage 
that has already been spread out toward the northwest corner of 
the present diked area • 

. 2. All exterior dikes must be repaired and constructed such that they 
can assuredly withstand 100 year flood pressures and velocities. 
This will require a detailed floodflow analysis to determine actual 
design velocities, with and without the road, and with present 
and possible future landfill configurations. 

3. It appears that the landfill cannot be safely expanded in a manner 
that would further restrict the floodplain and unless a detailed 
and thorough hydraulic study is conducted and unless such study 
shows that it could be safely done, it would be the intent of this 
Department not to allow expansion of the landfill beyond the present 
diked area (after the northwest corner has been cut back as 
discussed in i tern l. ) • 

4. The new all-weatl1er access road should )Je ren1ove({ or re-constructed 
to allow essentially unre·stricted flow of floodwaters unless it can be 
shown by hydraulic study that the landfill can be protected against 
washout without removing the restricting influence of the road. 

The above items will be specifically dealt with in the renewal 
permit for Brown's Island landfill scheduled to be issued prior to 
July 1, 1974. 

It is possible that some expansion of the landfill to the east or 
southeast might be allowed in accordance with a specifically agreed plan 
provided the necessary authorizations could be obtained for such use of 
these lands. However, such areas would provide only an interim, short-term 
program at best and a search for alternative disposal areas muet be 
implemented immediately. 

If it could be shown by a full engineering evaluation that the 
landfill and expanded areas could be protected under 100 year flood 
conditions and not cause damage to adjacent areae, the Department 
would be receptive to expansion and use of the site as a regional 
landfill. However, preliminary evaluation by the Corps of Engineers 
and the Department indicate that this will not prove practicable. 
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May 9, 1974 

We would like to meet with your committee and discuss this matter 
in further detail at your earliest convenience.· 

RLB1 lb 

Very truly yours, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

E. J. Weathersbee, Administrator 
Northwest Region Office 

cc: Solid Waste Management Division, DEQ 
cc: Chemeketa Region 
cc: Marion County Board of Commissioners 
cc: Marion County Health Department 
cc: City of Salem 
cc: Sanitary Service Company, Inc. 
cc: Salem District Office, DEQ 



Marion County Board of Conanissioners 
Marion County Courthouse 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Gentlemen1 

October 2, 1974 

Rer SW - Brown's Island Sanitary 
Landfill, Access Road 
Marion County 

The DEQ is in receipt of a flood-flow study concerning the 
Willamette River-in the vicinity of Brown's Island prepared for 
the Chemeketa Region by Clark & Groff Engineers, Inc. The report 
was prepared at the request of the Department to help determine 
the acceptability and advisability of the continued use of Brown's 
Island as a sanitary landfill disposal site. 

On September 19, 1974, a meeting was held between Frank Richendorf 
of the Soil Conservation Service, Jerry Conners of Chemeketa, John McDonald 
of Clark and Groff Engineering, Inc., and Russ Fetrow, Bob Brown and me 
representing the Department. At that meeting it was determined, based on 
the Clark & Groff analysis and report and upon our understanding of 
Mr. Richendorf 's evaluation and interpretation of the data in the Clark 
& Groff report, that it would be necessary to remove the all-weather 
access road to Brown's Island in order to protect the present refuse 
filled area from potential wash-out by normal high river flows. It is 
therefore, requested that this road be removed or modified by no later 
than December 1, 1974, such that it will not interfere with flood water 
flows in the Willamette River in a manner to jeopardize the integrity of 
the landfill; 

It is further requested that you notify this Department at the earliest 
possible time, but no later than November 1, 1974, of the County's 
intended action regarding the all-weather access road. 

It was also determined that further northward expansion into the flood
plain should not be allowed until such time additional information, as 

·outlined in the Department's letter of September 6, 1974, is provided, 
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at which time a more complete judgement regarding this aspect of the 
overall Brown's Island matter could be made, It is our understanding 
that John McDonald will subnit a proposal to Marion County for 
providing the additional information. 

Since it appears that an all-weather road to Brown's Island will 
not be available, it becomes imperative that an alternate disposal 
site which will pe:i:mit adequate disposal of solid wastes during hiqh
water periods each year when Brown"s Island would be inaccessible, 
must be identified and aqreed upon within a very short time. We 
would be glad to meet with representatives of the County to find a 
solution to this urgent problem, 

If you have any questions or wish to discuss any of the above in 
further detail, please contact me or Mr. Robert Brown of this office 
at 238-8471, or the Salem District Office at 278-8240, 

RLB1lb 

Encl. 

cc 1 Chemeketa 
CCI City of Salem 
cc1 Salem District Office 

Very truly yours, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

E. J, Weathersbee 
Administrator 
Northwest Region 

cc1 Solid Waste Management Division 
cc• Frank Reckendorf 
cc 1 John McDonald 
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December 6, 1974 

Mr. Harry Carson, Chairman 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Marion County Courthouse 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Dear Mr. Carson: 

Rei SW - Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill 
Marion County 

on December 2, 1974, a meeting between Bill Schlitt and this 
Department was held to discuss th• Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill 
status. During this meeting, Mr. Schlitt informed us that tlie present 
landfill would be full by February 1, 1975. 

In regard to expansion into the 21 acre parcel to the east, Mr. 
Schlitt indicated that it would take between 30 and 45 days for its 
proper oonstruction and preparation for disposing of garbage. Since 
the Bureau of outdoor Recreation land to the east has not been acquired, 
possible short term altematives were explored. one alternative 
discussed was the placement of an additional lift. Mr. Schlitt, as well 
as the Department, feels that this approach is unacceptable due to the 
following• 

1. The oost of hauling cover and berm construction material to 
the site would be extremely high and perhaps prohibitive • 

. 2. Adding additional height to the.present landfill would probably 
be unacceptable to home owners north of the Willamette River as 
well as to the landfill property owner. 

3. An additional lift would increase the possibility of heavy 
leachate production and discharge to the river. 

4. Finished landfill contours should be maintained at elvations 
oompatible with surrounding lands. 

The only other alternatives to the immediate disposal problem 
would appear to be to transfer the wastes to other established 
acceptable landfills. Accordingly, it ie requested that Marion County 
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immediately make initial contacts with operators of Rossmans Landfill 
in Clackamas County and Coffin Butte Landfill in Benton County, and 
the respective county governments to determine their positions on 
possible interim transfer of solid waste from the Salem area in the 
event that the BOR land has not be acquired, locally approved, and 
the site prepared for use by February 1, 1975, 

Recognizing that both alternatives would be costly and only 
interim in nature, at best, the urgency for obtaining the BOR. land, 
obtaininq conditional use approval and preparing the site for use 
is obvious. In hopes of expediting the solid waste disposal pemit for 
the new land, the enclosed forms and site preparation and operational 
plans for the BOR land should be returned as soon as possible. The 
appropriate permit will be issued subject to the acquisition of the land. 

In order to keep this Department apprised of on-qoing work, an 
immediate status report on the following would be apprecieted1 

1. Status of acquisition of BOR land to the east. 

2. . Status of Conditional Use Pemit for the use of DOR land 
for a landfill. 

3. The date that the engineering plans and appropriate solid 
waste disposal permit foms will be submitted to the Department. 

4. The status of the engineering flood flow analysis. 

In response to Mr. McKinney's letter dated November 15, 1974, we · 
offer the following infomation1 

1. The qUestions of the use of the gravel pits around the Salem area 
for solid waste disposal will be presented to the State Engineer's 
Office for conunent in the near future. It should be noted that 
this proposal has been rejected by that off ice under the previous 
State Engineer, Mr. s~ley. 

2. In regard to the Departnient's contact with the Corps of Engineers 
and comments received regarding the :River and Harbor Act of 
3 March, 1899, Mr. L. J. Stein, Chief of the Enqinearinq Diviaion, 
should be contacted. 

In summary, the present Brown's Island landfill will be filled by 
pebruary 1, 19751 site preparations of the adjacent BOR land should be 
started by not later than January l if this a! te is to be available for 
use by Pebruary1 since it is likely that the BOR land may not be acquired 
and ready for use by February 1, it is imperative that alternative 
interim plans be made to assure a means of disposing of solid waste 
from the City of Salem and adjacent areas. 
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We are most eager to assist you in any way possible to resolve 
this urgent problem. 

If there are any questions regarding the above matters, please 
feel free to contact this office. 

snclosures 

Very truly yours, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

E. J. Weathersbee 
Administrator 
Northwest Region 

cc: Mayor Lindsey, City of Salem 
cc1 Bill Schlitt, Sanitary Service Co., Inc. 
cc• Russell H. Fetrow, Salem District Engineer 
cc: E. A. Schmidt, Solid Waste Division, DEQ 
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Agenda Item No. J, December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 
Teledyne Wah Chang, Albany - Status Report 
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KESSLER R. CANNON 
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Teledyne Wah Chang operates a refractory and reactive metals plant 
at Millersburg near Albany. Operations consist of extraction and reduction 
of ores to produce zirconium, hafnium, tantalum, columbium and other 
reactive and refractory metals. Their primary product is zirconium which 
is used as cladding for nuclear fuel elements. This plant is one of two 
on the North American hemisphere and produces 85% of the nation's production 
of zirconium. 

The principal pollutants in the waste water discharges from Wah 
Chang are ammonia, MIBK (Methylisobutyl ketone), thiocyanate and total 
solids. 

The waste waters are partially treated-and discharged to Truax 
Creek, thence to Murder Creek, and via a slough to the Willamette River. 
The wastes are sufficiently strong and toxic that Truax and Murder Creeks 
and the slough are rendered almost sterile and devoid of aquatic life and 
unfit for beneficial use except as an outfall ditch for Wah Chang wastes. 
In addition, a significant oxygen demand is ultimately exerted on the 
Willamette River as a result of the organic and NH4 + components of the 
liquid waste stream. 

This plant was put under a State waste water discharge permit in 
August 1968 which called for substantial, incremental reduction in ammonia 
and other toxic and organic components of its waste water even though the 
methodology for effecting the required waste component reductions had not 
yet been developed. The incentive which assured that a strong, sustained 
waste water control effort would be made was the requirement that pro
duction should not increase unless and until waste discharge limits were 
met. 
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Over the years, Wah Chang has sustained substantial "in-house" and 
consulting service effort to reduce its waste component discharges, has 
spent substantial monies for development and installation of control 
facilities and has had some successes in reducing ammonia, MIBK and 
thiocyanate discharges. Up to about two years ago it appeared that slow 
but steady progress was being made toward making their wastes non-toxic 
and in reducing the oxygen demand on the river. This was done primarily 
by converting substantial waste ammonia to salable fertilizer. Currently 
a large part of the recovered ammonia .is being returned to in-plant 
production proccesses. 

During the past two years Wah Chang's attempts to further reduce its 
waste discharges through recovery of additional materials for sale or 
recycle have had serious setbacks. These failures, coupled with un
authorized increases in production, have resulted in waste discharges 
substantially and consistently in excess of its waste discharge permit 
limits. It was recently learned that Wah Chang has steadily increased 
its production of zirconium metal over the past few years in violation of 
its existing State Waste Discharge Permit. Their records indicate 
that in 1973 production was about 37% higher than in lg72. The 1974 
levels will be about 60% higher than 1972. Projections for 1975 show an 
increase over 1972 of greater than 90%. 

By letter dated May 29, 1973, attached to their State permit renewal 
application, Wah Chang requested permission to increase production. 
Their stated justification for such increase was that it would be nec
essary in order to afford the costs of continued waste water control 
research and development. Their letter also stated that, "This, of 
course, is contingent upon our ability to reduce proportionate amounts of 
ammonia, thiocyanate, and chloride in our effluent." Again, in a letter 
dated May 14, 1974, Wah Chang repeated that it would be necessary for 
them to increase plant capacity in order to make the required environmental 
improvements economically feasible. On April 29, 1974, the Department 
forwarded a preliminary draft of a permit to Wah Chang for comment. 
Comments and counter proposals returned by the company on July 29, 1974 
also included reference to this need to expand. 

The company made no mention in their communications that they were, 
and had been, expanding production without approval. The details of 
their already completed production expansions were not fully divulged 
until a meeting with the Department's staff on October 24, 1974. 

Issuance of an NPDES permit (to also serve as renewal of their State 
permit) has been delayed due to failure of Wah Chang and the DEQ staff to 
agree on effluent limits that would be both environmentally acceptable 
and practicably achievable. Under DEQ regulations, their permit which 
was issued August 3, 1972, with an expiration date of July 1, 1973, 
remains in full force and effect until it is either revoked or replaced 
by a new permit. 
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Departmental regulation OAR Chapter 340, Section 41-022 (1) spe
cifically prohibits any increase in production until waste waters 
currently produced are adequately treated and approved facilities to 
adequately treat projected increased wastes have been provided. Thus, 
Condition 5 of their still effective 1972 Waste Discharge Permit pro
hibits an expansion of production facilities or increase in production 
until satisfactory control over total plant wastes has been achieved so 
that plant effluent is non-toxic. 

Wah Chang presently is requesting increases in the Department's 
proposed NPDES permit limits to accommodate increases in production 
already made, to allow further increases in production which they claim 
are necessary to meet requirements of their customers, and to produce 
profits needed to develop and install additional waste control facilities. 
The company's proposal for increased limits would put their pollutant 
discharges back approximately to the point where they were in 1970. At 
the same time they, and we, have no assurances that the limits and 
schedules they propose will be met, only that they will do the best they 
can. 

There are two main reasons why the DEQ staff has failed to keep 
abreast of happenings at Wah Chang over the past two years. First, the 
NPDES program necessitated a reissuing of every waste discharge permit 
in the State by December 1974. To accomplish this, key personnel had to 
be taken from routine field inspection-followup duties and assigned to 
the time-consuming tasks of generating and moving paper in accordance 
with NPDES procedures. As a result, followup on problems has suffered. 
The Department reorganization in 1973 caused the second major setback. 
The reorganization shifted staff and reassigned responsibility in a 
manner such that historically knowledgeable staff members were no longer 
available and new, inexperienced staff had to begin the long task of 
learning about each and every waste source in their area. Unfortunately, 
Wah Chang's problem was one to worsen for lack of agency attention. The 
Department is approximately two years behind schedule on most field 
related water quality control functions, and further lagging can be 
expected until first round permit issuance is complete and staff members 
can be properly trained. 

While this may be a partial explanation for the Department's delay 
in dealing with Wah Chang's problems, it does not explain the company's 
proceeding to increase production without a permit. 

Recent investigations by the staff indicate that the waste is still 
toxic and the total impact on public waters is greater than it was two 
and three years ago. In situ bioassays performed in Truax Creek below 
the plant discharges in November, 1974, showed 100 percent mortality of 
all test specimens within 18 minutes. Species tested were juvenile 
bluegills, large-mouth black bass, suckers, and sculpins. Resident 
populations of bluegills and large-mouth black bass were found plentiful 
in the Truax Creek pond area immediately upstream from the plant. Aside 
from existing toxic conditions, the creek and lakes downstream from Wah 
Chang's effluent discharge point are rank with chemical waste odors and 
chemical sludges. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

The Department has been working with Teledyne Wah Chang for many 
years in an attempt to achieve a level of waste control and treatment 
that would make effluents acceptable for discharge into public waters. 
Concentrated efforts, numerous in-plant changes, and process improvements 
by Wah Chang personnel have achieved some beneficial results but have 
neither satisfactorily reduced waste damages in the neighboring environ
ment nor met limits prescribed in DEQ Waste Discharge Permits. In spite 
of these shortcomings and contrary to permit restrictions, Wah Chang has 
proceeded to expand production which resulted in proportionally increased 
strong waste discharges to the public waters. The wastes continue to be 
highly toxic in local waterways and exert a substantial dissolved oxygen 
demand on the ma i nstem Willamette River. Further production expansions 
are now being proposed. 

Planned Department Action 

The Departmental staff proposes to proceed with issuance of an NPDES 
permit to Wah Chang which will include the .following: 

1. A program and time schedule for reducing the ammonium 
levels and other waste components to non-toxic levels. 

2. A requirement to immediately a chi eve interim effluent 
limits substantially equivalent to those established 
in Condition 4 (2000#/day NH4 +,etc.) of their Waste 
Discharge Permit issued On August 3, 1972, even if it 
necessitates limiting production. Once a production 
level has been demonstrated at which compliance with 
those limits can be continuously achieved, no increase 
in production will be permitted until the Department has 
approved the permittee's program for achieving, as soon 
as possible but not later than July 1, 1977, the final 
environmentally acceptable limits established in the 
NPDES permit. 

3. A program and time schedule for eliminating sludge 
deposits in the Truax Creek - Murder Creek complex 
that result from Wah Chang operation. 

As soon as the proposed NPDES permit is drafted, the Department will 
schedule a public hearing. This hearing is expected to be in late January 
or early February, 1975. 

The Department has also initiated a special effort to gather data to 
document permit compliance or non-compliance by Wah Chang, and would 
intend to issue Civil Penalties or take other appropriate enforcement 
action for each permit violation. ,~ /) 

~Qo, ·~ 

HLS:ak 

December 4, 1974 

. KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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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. K, December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

Public Hearing to Consider the Adoption of 
Proposed Rules Pertaining to Surety Bonds 
for Sewerage Facilities 

BACKGROUND 

ORS 454.425 requires every person, except a public 
officer acting in his official capacity or any political 
subdivision, proposing to construct facilities for the 
collection, treatment or disposal of sewage to file with 
DEQ a surety bond of a sum required by the Commission, 
not to exceed $25,000. Any subsurface sewage disposal 
system for a residential structure serving not more than 
four families is exempt from this requirement. The 
Commission, by rule, may exempt other classes of dwellings 
or municipalities. 

The Department may permit the substitution of other 
security for the bond, in such form and amount as the 
Commission considers satisfactory. 

The purpose of the bond or other security is to 
assure that construction will be carried out in accordance 
with plans approved by DEQ and that following construction 
the facilities will be properly operated and maintained. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

To implement the requirements of ORS 454.425 the 
attached proposed rules have been drafted. They prescribe 
the requirements and procedures for the filing, maintenance 
and termination of surety bonds or other approved equivalent 
security, and the type and amount of security to be filed. 
Copies of a proposed surety bond form and of proposed 
forms for assignment of insured certificate of deposit 
as other security are also attached but are not part of 
the proposed rules. 

It is proposed that these rules be codified as Sub
division 5, Division l, Chapter 340, Oregon Administrative 
Rules, and that following public hearing they be adopted 
by the Commission. 

Section 15-015 defines those sewerage facilities which 
are exempt from the requirement of filing a surety bond 
or other approved equivalent security. 

Section 15-020 outlines the type of security that can 
be accepted by the Department. 

Section 15-025 specifies the dollar amount of bond 
or other security required to be filed. 

Sections 15-030 and 15-035 pertain to the transfer 
of facilities and to the maintenance and termination of 
security, respectively. 

Notice of today's public hearing was published in the 
Secretary of State's bulletin on November 15, 1974 and 
copies of the notice were mailed to interested persons on 
October 29, 1974. Copies of the proposed rules were also 
made available to all persons requesting them. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is the Director's recommendation that public 
testimony be received in this matter at this time, that 
with full consideration being given to all such testimony 
thus received the proposed rules be adopted as permanent 
rules, and that they be filed promptly with the Secretary 
of State to become effective 10 days after publication by 
that office. 

KHS:vt 
12/2/74 
Attachments: 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Proposed Additions to Oregon Administrative Rules 
Chapter 340 
Proposed Surety Bond Form 
Proposed Forms for Assignment of Insured Certificate 
of Deposit 



Proposed Additions to 
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340 

DIVIS ION 1 

RULES OF GENERAL APPLICABILITY AND ORGANIZATION 

Subdivision 5 

SURETY BONDS OR OTHER SECURITY FOR CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OF SEWAGE COLLECTION, TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL FACILITIES 

15-005 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. These rules, adopted pursuant to ORS 454.425, 
prescribe the requirements and procedures for the filing, maintenance and 
termination of surety bonds or other approved equivalent security for the 
construction, operation and maintenance of sewage collection, treatment or 
disposal facilities. 
15-010 DEFINITIONS. As used in these rules, unless the context requires 
otherwise: 

(l) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 
(2) "Construct" or "Construction" includes installation, repair and 

. major modification or addition. 
(3) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality. 
(4) "NPDES waste discharge permit" means a waste discharge permit 

issued in accordance with requirements and procedures of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System authorized by the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-500) and of 
OAR Chapter 340, Sections 45-005 through 45-065. 

(5) "Person" means any person as defined in ORS 174.100 but does 
not include, unless the context specifies otherwise, any public officer 
acting in his official capacity or any politi~al subdivision, as defined 
in ORS 237.410. 

(6) "Subsurface sewage disposal system" has the same meaning as 
in ORS 454.605(13). 
15-015 SURETY BOND REQUIRED. (1) Every person proposing to construct 
facilities for the collection, treatment or disposal of sewage shall file 
with the Department a surety bond, or other approved equivalent security, 
of a sum determined under Section 15-025 of these rules. 
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(2) The following shall be exempt from the provision of subsection (1) of 

this section: 
(a) Subsurface sewage disposal systems designed to serve not more 

than four families or to have not more than 1200 gallons per day 

of sewage flow. 
(b) Any sewage collection, treatment or disposal facility owned and 

operated by a state or federal agency, city, county, county service 

district, sanitary authority, sanitary district, or other public 

body, including, but not limited to, a school district or port 
district. 

(c) Any industrial plant having an NPDES waste discharge permit and 
its own sewage collection, treatment or disposal facilities, if 
the latter serve only plant employees and not permanent residences. 

15-020 TYPE OF SECURITY. The type of security to be furnished pursuant 
to ORS 454.425 may be: 

(1) Perpetual surety bond executed in favor of the State of Oregon 
on a form approved by the Attorney General and provided by the Department, 
such bond to be issued by a Surety Company licensed by the Insurance 
Commissioner of Oregon, 

(2) Insured savings account assigned to the Department with interest 

earned by such account made payable to the assignor, or 

(3) Other security in such form and amount as specifically approved py 
the Commission. 

15-025 AMOUNT OF BOND OR OTHER SECURITY. The amount.of the surety bond 
or other approved equivalent security filed with the Department shall be 

equal to $1.00 per gallon per day of installed sewage treatment or disposal 
capacity with the minimum sum not to be less than $2,000, or shall be of 
some other sum specifically approved by the Commission, except that in no 
case shall the maximum sum exceed $25,000. 
15-030 TRANSFER OF FACILITIES. The ownership of the sewage disposal 
facilities shall not be transferred without the prior written approval of 

the Department and the surety bond or other approved equivalent security 

filed pursuant to ORS 454.425 shall remain in full force and effect not-. 
withstanding any subsequent ownership transfer without such prior written 
approval. 
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15-035 MAINTENANCE AND TERMINATION OF SECURITY. The surety bond or other 

approved equivalent security filed pursuant to ORS 454.425 shall remain 
in force and effect until such time as a state or federal agency, city, 
county, county service district, sanitary authority, sanitary district, 
or other public body acquires ownership or assumes full liability and re

sponsibility for operation and maintenance of the sewage disposal facilities 
with the prior written approval of the Department pursuant to section 
15-030. 
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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 L , December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

Public Hearillg Relative to Proposed Amendments to Rules 
Relating to Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations 

Background: 

The rule amendment under consideration is a proposed emission 
limitation relative to veneer dryer emissions and is attached as Appendix A. 

Durin1t the manufacture of plywood, the veneer passes through a dryer 
in which the moisture content is reduced from the range of 30-200% to 
about 3%. During this process, the steam driven off carries with it small 
quantities of organic volatiles present in the wood. 

An investigation made in 1970 by Washington State University found 
that emissions from veneer dryers in the Pacific Northwest and in the South 
consist of small quantities of solid particulate matter (1tenerally under 
o. 002 grains per standard cubic foot) and hydrocarbons. 

Veneer dryer emissions, consisting of the particulates, volatilized 
and condensed hydrocarbon compounds, are capable of forming a character
istic blue haze upon emission to the atmosphere. 

When the initial Board Product Industries Rules were adopted (March 5, 
1971), no emission limit was set for veneer dryers pending completion 
of a series of studies of emissions and control methods for this source 
by the American Plywood Association. · Instead a section requiring a 
public hearing was adopted as follows: (Also see Appendix B) 

"25-315 VENEER AND PLYWOOD MANUFACTURING OPERATION. 
(1) Veneer Dryers-Public Hearing for Emission Standard. By no 
later than July 1, 1971, the Director of the Department shall schedule 
a public hearing for the purpose of determining the feasibility of adopting 
an emission standard for particulate and gaseous emissions from veneer 
dryers, setting forth allowable emission levels and dates for compliance." 
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Washington State University published findings of the previously referred 
to study in a report, "Investigation of Emissions from Plywood Veneer Dryers",. 1 

dated March 1971 (Contract supported by the Plywood Research Foundation and 
the EPA). While significant information was received, much served to verify 
that emissions varied with wood species, type of dryer, and dryi~ cycle including 
speed, moisture content, temperature, etc. The report provided the following 
summary: "Eight Pacific Northwest and five southern plywood veneer dryers 
were tested for emission rates and process variables, Gas- and steam-heated, 
longitudinal and jet dryers were studied drying ten wood species types. Wood 
particles in concentrations of less than 0, 002 gr/std dry ft3 were the only 
significant particulate found at stack temperatures, The visible blue-haze plume 
consists of hydrocarbon materials that condense after the plume cools below stack 
temperature. The blue-haze plumes averaged about 20% in equivalent opacity. 
Douglas fir and ponderosa pine produced the most visible plume, Some dryers 
have visible water plumes. Total hydrocarbon emissions from the stacks 
avera~d 5. 7 lbs/10, 000 ft2 of 3/8" plywood produced, of which 3, 6 lbs 
represented the condensable fraction, The other fraction is termed volatile 
hydrocarbons," The conclusions of that report are attached as Appendix E. 

The report discussed above was not received by control agencies 
until May 13, 1971. The American Plywood Association (APA) was then 
engaged in an evaluation of several additional dryers, examining the effect 
of changing dryer operating conditions upon the emission of contaminants. 
The Department had also arranged with the APA to conduct independent 
emission tests along side the WSU group at installations in Eugene and 
Lebanon, This information was transmitted to the Environmental Quality 
Commission at the June 4, 1971 meeting with a request for authorization 
for a public hearing in December of 1971, which was approved. 

It is considered sufficiently relative to the matter before the Commission 
today to report that discrepancies in source sampling of hydrocarbon emissions 
and the analytical methods and procedures which were under review by WSU 
and DEQ were technical in nature and were resolved by diligent and cooperative 
work. 

In late 1971 a proposed rule for veneer dryer emissions was Incorpor
ated with other amendments and new rules prepared for Oregon's Clean Air 
Act Implementation Plan. Public hearings were held in Portland, Medford 
and Eugene. The proposed rule con1ained a visible emission limitation 
(apacity) and a particulate grain loading emission limitation of o. 05 grains 
per standard cubic foot, The maximum allowable concentration of particulate 
matter (0. 05 gr /scf) was deleted, primarily as a result of a large amount 
of new data submitted by the American Plywood Association on January 10, 
1972. The new test results essentially confirmed the industry hearing 
testimony to the effect that the O. 05 gr/scf limit would have been considerably 
more stringent than the opacity limitation on visible emissions. 
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The Environmental Quality Commission and the Director, at the 
request of members of the plywood industry, granted an additional nine 
months to complete investi!\'ations into control hardware. As a condition, 
the American Plywood Association was to submit quarterly reports in 
March, June, and September of .1972 delineating industry efforts and 
pro!\'ress in finding and installing various types of control equipment. 
After submission of the second report, the Department appointed a study 
committee, composed of individuals from various plywood manufacturing 
companies and equipment representatives who were involved in research 
and development programs on veneer dryers, 

The continued investigation by the Department made clear the extreme 
difficulty of effectively controlling veneer dryers with only a visible emission 
limitation, The multiplicity of emission points in close proximity to one 
another frequently resulted in interference to a degree that no valid 
individual readings was possible. Further the staff concluded that the 
visible haze which hangs over plants and areas was related to the total 
mass emission of the particulates (hydrocarbons) from the plant and that 
limitations in terms of mass measurements bad to be established. A 
number of other significant items were developed at that time: 1) there 
is little uniformity in the operation of veneer dryers; 2) there was still 
a limited amount of bard data relating to veneer dryer emissions to 
various operating parameters; 3) there was not agreement within industry 
that a quantitative emission regulation was warranted. 

The Department during this period investigated several means of 
quantitatively relating veneer dryer emissions including 1) process weight 
limitation, 2) grain loading, and 3) mass emission versus production. 
Each of the control systems were considered to have advantages and 
disadvantages. 

The report to the Environmental Quality Commission at its October 4, 
1972 meeting requesting authorization for a public hearing for a proposed 
rule amendment which included a quantitative mass emission limitation 
had these conclusions: ,: 

"It is the conclusion of the Department that a quantitative mass 
emission limitation should be considered at this time. This 
conclusion is not shared by the industry. 

The presently recommended emission limitation of o. 5#/1000 ft2 
total veneer (3/8" basis) is the level which, on the basis of limited 
data, will assure the relief of the current visible emission problem, 
and is achievable with currently available control equipment. 
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The limitations imposed by insufficient data makes it desirable 
that a definite date for further review should be included in 
this regulation. There are several members of the industry 
currently embarked on emission control programs. The review 
date is to coincide with-these control programs and further 
amendments of the regulation will be predicated on the results of 
these installations. Should these control installations demonstrate 
an adequate control of visible emissions and indicate a higher or 
lowe:r mass emission limitation, the presently recommended O. 5 
pounds per 1000 square feet (3/8 inch basis) would be adjusted. 
All adjustments will be made on the basis of operating test data." 

A final report from the Pl}rwood Research Foundation dated 
October 12, 1972 was received and is attached in Appendix F. The 
report, in addition to stating the cost of testlng veneer dryers could be 
prohibitive depending upon dryer configuration and frequency of testing 
required, suggested there was inadequate data to set an emission limit. 
It was estimated that source testinf1; could cost $1200 to $1600 per 
emission point per test which could approach $2 million for the Oregon 
segment of the plywood industry. Industry also requested a review 
date for emission limits if limits were set at that time. A dual standard 
for new and old equipment did not appear justified, The report also 
reviewed the status of control equipment trials. 

The initially proposed rule presented at the October 4, 1972 meeting 
for the January 26, 1973 public hearing was revised to reflect results of 
conferences and further evaluation by the Department. Basically it 
removed the mass emission limitation and it recognized the difficulty 
in reading opacity from individual stacks and new language was added 
addressing visible air contaminants and the area blue haze problem by 
the following: 

" •••• no person shall operate any veneer drier, or driers, such 
that visible air contaminants, including condensible hydrocarbons, 
are emitted in such quantities so as to create any characteristic 
''blue haze" which is observable at any point beyond the exterior 
wall of the building housing the veneer drier or driers, or at any 
point further than 50 feet in any direction from the veneer drier, 
whichever is greater." 

At the public hearing on January 26, 1973 much of the testimony 
was in contrast to the precepts and conclusions drawn from the industry 
evaluations and conferences with control agency staffs over the prior 
year. The Department reviewed the testimony and obtained an Attorney 
General's Opinion relative to the enforceability of "the characteristic blue 

I 

J 
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haze" section. The Industry Committee basically agreed with only 
setting an opacity limitation on veneer dryer emissions, however 
suimested that the section (l)(a) relative to "characteristic blue haze" 
should be labelled a policy section. The complete testimony is attached 
as Appendix G. 

The Department report to the Environmental Quality Commission 
for the April 2, 1973 meeting had these conclusions: 

111. The proposed veneer drier regulation is an enforceable regula1ion 
and will require a substantial reduction in the visible emissions 
from veneer driers. 

2. The proposed regul.a1ion may make it impractical to attempt to 
achieve compliance with low energy scrubber systems and will 
have an impact on and require control of veneer drier leakage 
that occurs at many installations. 

3. The enforcement of the "limitations on visible emissions" are 
concluded to be a sufficient control requirement and neither 
process weight nor grain loading requirements need be applicable 
at this time. 

4. Several word changes were recommended and are incorporated 
in the attached draft regulation dated March 16, 1973. 

5. The emission measurements required in the regulation will 
result in data which will provide a basis for emission inventory 
purposes and decisions regarding the emission control accomplished. " 

· The Commission adopted the proposed rule as amended on April 2, 1973 
(a copy is contained in Appendix D). 

The rule as adopted contained in subsection (a) a restriction on 
visible emissions such that the ''blue haze" was not observable beyond 
the exterior wall of the building housing the dryer or at any point greater 
than 50 feet; subsection (b) contained an opacity limitation; subsection (c) 
required submission of a compliance schedule or notice o.f participation 
in an approved study; and in addition to other requirements relative to 
fugitive emissions, etc. required a public hearing be held not later than 
January 1, 1975 to review current technology and the adequacy of these 
regulations and the necessity and practicability of adopting a mass 
emission limitation. 
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Discussion; 

The public hearing today has been called t.o fulfill the hearin~ 
requirement in the adopted rule. The proposed rule as amended, 
and being considered here today 1 would require: 1) applying highest 
and best practicable treatment as does the current rule in Section 
25-310(4); 2) establishing as an objective instead of a regulation the 
limitation on the distance from the dryer or beyond buildings that the 
characteristic "blue haze" may persist, proposed in Section 25-315(1)(a); 
3) establishing an opacity limitation of 10% from any one stack, proposed 
Section 25-315(1)(a), which is considered more restrictive than the 
current rule; 4) those persons operating veneer dryer(s) to be in compliance 
with the rule or under a compliance schedule approved by the Department 
by March 1, 1975, proposed section 25-315(1)(c); 5) operation at all times 
such that emissions of air contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable 
levels, proposed section 25-315(1)(d); 6) prohibiting any practice of will
fulJy concealing emissions by such means as dilution, proposed section 
25-315(1)(e); 7) control of fugitive emissions, proposed section 25-315(1)(f); 
and 8) more restrictive emission limitations for problem areas upon a 
finding by the Commission that such was necessary, proposed section 
25-315(1)(g). 

Since late 1969, the Department has met with industrial committees 
and through consultation and the regulat.ory process, industry and others 
have developed control technology to control the visible emissions from 
veneer dryers. Unfortunately at this point in time, not all of the developed 
and evaluated control systems have been installed on operating plants. 
Thus, performance capabilities over long periods of time have not been 
established. In fact, a few control systems have been operated only as 
pilot plant installations. Appendix H contains a staff evaluation of all 
the control installation technology reviewed or observed by the Department. 
Of those systems for which emission test data are available, including 
the Georgia Pacific System, Buchholz Foam System, Baker Filter, Dupont 
Catalytic Afterburner, .Energex Burner, Leckenby and Moore Lo-Em System, 
opacities of less than lo% are achievable and the reported grain loading 
are frequently at o. 05 grains per standard cubic foot (gr/scf) and some 
are reported as less than O. 03 gr/scf. Essentially all are at less than 
o. 08 gr/scf. It is concluded from data available that a mass emission 
limitation is not necessary at this time, alleviating a significant cost 
for source testing to determine compliance. General particulate emission 
limitations are 0.1 gr/scf for "new" sources, and O. 2 gr/scf for "existing" 
sources, OAR 340, Section 21-030. However, the proposed 10% opacity is 
expected to be more restrictive than either 0.1 or O. 2 gr /scf. It should 
be noted that under OAR 340, Section 20-035, the Department can require 
source testing to determine type, quality and quantity of emissions. 
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The currently proposed rule revision is the result of a number of 
meetings with a :representative industrial committee responsible in part 
for reporting to the Department control progress and test data. The 
committee position is that available highest and best practicable control 
technology if installed cannot comply with the essentially zero visibles 
50 feet beyond the dryer stacks or buildings contained in the existing rule. 
They claim there is insufficient evidence to assure that a wisp or plume 
of ''blue haze" might not occasionally be observed beyond the current 
regulatory limits and place them in technical violation of the current 
rule. 

The Department concludes that the proposed rule changes, which 
makes an objective out of the distance ''blue haze" may persist and 
adds a 10% maximum allowable opacity, have the following merits. They 
remove an argument that current control technology is not available on 
a reasonable basis to meet the rule, Control systems, presently available, 
can reduce visible emissions from less than 10% to zero opacity. These 
same systems will be installed under the highest and best practicable rule 
section providing a high degree of control. Each such proposal is subject 
to review and approval by the Department. · 

The industrial committee initially proposed an opacity limitation of 
20% as set forth in their letter and attachment of September 16, 1974, 
attached as Appendix I. In that letter it was stated that cost of control 
per dryer will range from $60,000 to as high as $175,000 per unit, 
exclusive of costs for control of fugitive emissions. 

According to Department records, 93 mills in Oregon will be 
subject to the rule and those mills have a total of 253 dryers. The 
Department agrees with the industry statement that the proposed rule 
will have its greatest impact on older smaller mills. In view of 
current economic conditions submitted schedules will be approved on 
a case-by-case basis. 

Testimonjr relative to the proposed rule received by December 9th 
includes a letter from the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 
supporting the proposed rule change, and a letter from the North 
Santiam Plywood Company at Mill City objecting to the proposal as 
too costly, causing curtailment of production and possibly forcing 
closure of the average mill. Both letters are also attached in 
Appendix J. 
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Conclusions: 

The Department concludes that: 

1. Control technology is available to reduce visible emissions 
from veneer dryers to the proposed rule requirements. 

2. The proposed rule change is not projected to result in any 
significant change in applied control technology so as to 
comply with the proposed rule as compared to the current 
rule. 

3. The 10% opacity limitation will result in grain loadings below 
0.1 grain per scf, and based upon current information a mass 
emission limitation is not _considered necessary. 

4. The adoption of the proJiosed rule will allow the Department 
to receive and approve schedules of compliance in an orderly 
manner. 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that public testimony be 
heard concerning the proposed amendments to Veneer and Plywood 
Manufac1nring Operations and appropriate action be taken on the regula
tion after giving consideration to the testimony received. 

FAS:h 12/19/74 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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PROPOSED RULES RELATING TO 

VENEER AND PLYWOOD MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS 

OAR 340, Section 25-315, Subsection (l)(a) through (h) are repealed and the 
following Subsections (l)(a) through (l)(g) are adopted in lieu thereof, and Subsection 
(2)(c) is repealed. 

25-315 VENEER AND PLYWOOD MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS 

(1) Veneer Driers 

(a) Consistent with Section 25-310(1) through (4), · it is the objective of 

this section to control air contammant emissions, including but not 

limited to condensible hydrocarbons such that visible emissions from 

each veneer drier are limited to a level which does not cause a 

characteristic "blue haze" to be observable at any point beyond the 

exterior wall of the building housing the veneer drier or at any 

point further than 50 feet in any direction from the veneer drier, 

whichever is greater. 

(b) No person shall operate any veneer drier such that visible air 

contaminants emitted therefrom exceed 10% opacity, opacity as 

defined by Section 21-005(4), from any one stack. Where the 

presence of uncombined water is the only reason for the failure to 

meet this requirement, said requirement shall not apply. 

(c). After March 1, 1975 no person shall operate a veneer drier which 

is not in compliance with the emission limitations of this rule or 

is not subject to a compliance schedule approved by the Department 

which is incorporated into an enforceable air contaminant discharge 

permit. 
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(d) Each veneer drier shall be maintained and operated at all times 

such that air contarhinant generating processes and all contaminant 

control equipment shall be at full efficiency and effectiveness so 

that the emissions of air contaminants are kept at the lowest 

practicable levels. 

(e) No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation or use of 

any means, such as dilution, which, without resulting in a reduction 

in the total amount of air contaminants emitted, conceals an emission 

which would .otherwise violate this Rule. 

(f) Where effective measures are not taken to minimize fugitive emissions, 

as defined by Section 21-050, OAR, Chapter 340, the Department 

may require that the equipment or structures in which prbcessing, 

handling and storage are done be ·tightly closed, modified or operated 

in such a way that air contaminants are minimized, controlled, or 

removed before discharge to the open air. 

(g) Th£,l Department may require more restrictive emission limits than 

provided in Section 25-315(l)(b) 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. The more restrictive 

emission limits for special problem areas may be established on 

the basis of allowable emissions expressed in opacity, pounds per 

hour, or total maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a 

combination thereof. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 

Board Products Industries 
(Veneer, Plywood, 

Particleboard, Hardboard) 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise specified, 
sections 25-305 through 25-325 of this 
chapter of the Oregon Administrative 
Rules Compilation were adopted by the 
Department of Environmental Quality 
March 5, 1971 and filed with the Secre
tary of State March 31, 1971 as Admin
istrative Order DEQ 26]. 

2 5-305 DEFINITIONS. (l)'bepartment" 
means Department of Environmental Qual
ity. 

(2) "Emission" means a release into 
the outdoor atmosphere of air contami
nants. 

refuse burning equipment. 
( 3) Emission limitations established 

herein and stated in terms of pounds per 
1000 square feet of production shall be 
computed on an hourly basis using the 
maximum 8 hour production capacity of 
the plant. 

(4) Upon adoption of these regulations, 
each affected veneer, plywood, pa~tid&o 
board, and hardboard plant shall proceed 
with a progressive and timely program of 
air pollution control, applying the highest 
and best practicable treatment and control 
currently available, Each plant shall at the 
request of the Department submit periodic 
reports in such form and frequency as di
rected to demonstrate the progress being 
made toward full compliance with these 
regulations. 

(3) "Hardboard" means a flat panel 25-315 VENEER AND PLYWOOD 
made from wood tha.t has been reduced to MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS. (1) 
basic wood fibers and bonded by adhesive Veneer Driers. 
properties under pressure. ( As soon as practicable, but no late.t 

(4) "Operations" includes plant, mill or A than ecember 31, 1974, no person sh.ail 
facility, opera any veneer drier, or driers, "jUch 

( 5) "Particleboard" means mat formed 'that vi ible air contaminants, incl;u'ding 
flat panels consisting of wood particles condens1 le hydrocarbons, are emvted ;,1 
bonded together with synthetic resin or such qua ities so as to create al)V char · 
other suitable binder. acteristic 'bluehaze"whichis;::f;ervable 

(6) "Person" means the same as ORS at any point eyond the exterio allofthe 
449.760 (1). building hous g theveneerdr~ rordrie"' 

(7) "Plywood" means a flat panel built or at any pain further than 0 feet in""·~ 
generally of an odd number of thin sheets direction from t e veneerd er, whichF>v•· · 
of ven,eers of wood in which the grain di- -0 is greater. 
rection of each ply or layer is at right tJ (b) As soon as actic ble, but no later 
angles to the one adjacent to it. - than December 31, 97 , no person shall 

(8) "Tempering oven" means any fa- (:f operate any veneer 'er, such that vis1bJ,. 
cility used to bake hardboard following an ~air contaminants e · ed thereirom at any 
oil treatment process. time exceeds 20% q ac y, opacity as de

(9) "Veneer" means a single flat panel ~fined by section.t'l.-005 4), from any one 
of wood not exceeding l/4inchinthickness u;,, stack or an ar· hmetic verage of 10% 
formed by slicing or peeling from a log. ! opacity from ,a l ·stacks f that veneer 

: drier. Whe~e he presence f uncombined 
water is th only reason for ailure of an 

25-310 GENERAL PROVISIONS. (1) emission · meet these re irements, 
These regulations establish minimum per- said requj ements shall not app . 
formance and emission standards for ve- (c) As/soon as practicable, but at iater 
neer, plywood, particleboard and hard- than July 1, 1973, every person o rating 
board manufacturing operations. a ven?er drier shall submit totheD part-

( 2) Em i s s ion limitations established ment' of Environmental Quality: 
herein are in addition to, and not in lieu <if, (A) Written information, reports, or 
general emission standards for visible analysis which demonstrates cornplia e 
emissions, fuel burni?g equipment, and ~ith the emission limitations contained in 
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CH. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

\ 
(1) (a) and (1) (b), of this ('B.) The date the "air cleaning devic~·; 

ection, or as defined by ORS 449. 760 ( 6), deJl-i-gned 

I; (B) A specific written compliance sche - to achi~?e compliance with the mission 
ul for complying with the emission l' limitations ·ontained in sub ctions (1) 
ita ·ons contained in subsections (1 (a) (a) and (1) (b f this is put into 
and I) (b), of this section, or ~ operation, or 

( C ··· ritten notice that the per n is \) (C) The date agr e to by the Depart-

Depar ment as sufficient· to iden fy the 10 schedule. "'-. · 
parti ipating in a study approve~y the~ ment and establis ·!' the compliance 

' emissi ns from said veneer d ier or Q.. (h) A publ' hearing sha1J be held by 
similar veneer drier, and to d sign an nY the Depart ent no later than".T,anuary 1, 
"air cl ning device", as defin <I. by ORS~ 1975, to view current technology and the 
449. 760 ( , which will achieve c mpliance i· adeq y of these regulations ~~he 
by said neer drier or sim' ar veneer ' ne ssity and practicability of adopting,a 
drier wi'Ch the emission limi ations con- 1 ass emission limitation. ' 
tained in s bsections (1) (a) nd (1) (b) of (2) Other Emission Sources. 
this section. (a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

(d) Any ve eer drier com lying with the particulate matter from veneer and ply-
emission li itations con ined in sub- wood mill sources, including but not limi-
sections (1) (a! and (1), (b of this section ted to, sanding machines, saws, presses, 
shall be exe t from ompliance with barkers, hogs, chippers and other ma-
section 21-030, (pertain' g to particulate terial size reduction equipment, process 
emission limitat ons). or space ventilation systems, and truck 

(e) Any veneer rier he construction of loading and unloading facilities in excess 
which is comple ed subsequent to the of a total from all sources w'.thin the plant 
effective date oft ule, shallfromtime site of one (1.0) pound per 1000 squarefoet 

comply with the of plywood or veneer production on a 3/8 
emission contained in sub- inch basis of finished product equivalent. 

'3 sections (1) (a) an ( ) (b) of this section. (b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
!) (f) No person s · aH attempt. to comply veneer dryers, fuel burning equipment and 
_ with the emission imit tions of subsection refuse burning equipment. 
J (1) (a) or (1) (b) this ection by diluting A l Compliance Schedule. No later t 
l_the emissions fr mthed yingprocesswith I Septem r 5, 1971, every personope ing 
!J outside air or other g ses. Emissions a plywoo veneer manufact ng plant 
I which are so iluted sha l be deemed to~ shall submit t e DepartIY19" of Environ
';" be. in violati of subsec ion (1) (a) and QJ mental Quality a rop ,..t[d schedule for 

(1) (b) of thi section. ~ compliance with thi tion. The schedule 
(g) Unless otherwise agr ed to by the \) shall provide fo omplia e with the ap

Department in writing, any P-plicable pr · ions at the e iest prac
ating one r more veneer dr rs in com- \J ticable e, ·but in no case s l final 
pliance w' h subsection (1) (a and (1) (b) '1'· com ance be achieved by later tha e
shall test at least one (l) rep esentative r: ber 31, 1973. 
veneer rier in such manner (3) Open Burning. Upon the effective 
fied by the Department in its date of these regulations, no person shall 
standar test method, as it may be mended cause or permit the open burning of wood 

i from t' e to time, copies of whic residues or other refuse in conjunction 
file a available at the main offic of the with the operation. of any veneer or ply-
Depa tment. ·A written report of t e re- wood manufacturing mill and such acts 
sult of the test or tests shall be file with are hereby prohibited. 
the Department within 90 days o the 

ie st to occur of the following: 
A) The d a t e compliance with he 

e is sion limitations contained in su -

I 'f ctions (1) (a). and (l) (b) of this secti 
ls reported to the Department, or 

Hist: 

25t 

Amended 2-15-72 by DEQ 37 
Amended 5- 5- 72 by DEQ 43 (T) 
Amended 9-20-72 by DEQ 48 
Amended 4- 9- 73 by DEQ 52 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

RELATIVE TO PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULES RELATING TO VENEER 

AND PLYWOOD MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN thnt n Public Hearing will be held for the purpose 

of considering amendments pertaining to rules relating to Veneer and Plywood 

Manufacturing Operations. Pursuant to OAR Chapter 340, Section 25-315 (1) (h) a 

public bearing shall be held by ~he Department no Inter than January 1, 1975, to 

review current technology and the adequacy of OAR 340, Sections 25-305 to 25-315. 

The hearing is sd1eduled for that purpose and to consider proposed amendments 

to The Clean Air Act Implementation Plan for Oregon. The public hearing will 

be held before the Environmental Quality Commission: 

At 2: 30 p. m. on December 20, 1974 
Redwood Room 
Sweptwing Motel 
Albany, Oregon 

Any person desiring to submit testimony related to this matter may do so by 

forwarding testimony within 30 days from the date of this notice to the Office of 

Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Control Division, 1234 S. W. 

Morrison, Portland, Oregon 972G5, or may be heard orally at the public hearing 

on the date and at the time and place mentioned above. 

Copies of the proposed -rule amenc;lment are available upon request from the 

Department of Environmental Quality, Portland. 

Dated this 31st day of October, 1974. 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AL QUALITY CH. 340 

Board Products Industries 
(Veneer, Plywood, 

Particleboard, Hardboard) 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise specified, 
sections 25-305 through 25-325 of this· 
chapter of the Oregon Administrative 
Rules Compilation were adopted by the 
Department of Environmental Quality 
March 5, 1971 and filed with the Secre
tary of State March 31. 1971 as Adminis
trative Order DEQ 26.) 

25-305 DEFINITIONS. (1) "Department" 
means Department of Environmental Qual
ity. 

(2) "Emission" means a release into 
the outdoor atmosphere of air contami
nants. 

(3) "Hardboard" means a flat panel 
made from wood that has been reduced to 
basic wood fibers and bonded by adhesive 
properties under pressure. 

( 4) "Operations" includes plant, mill 
or facility. 

(5) "Particleboard" means mat formed 
flat panels consisting of wood particles 
bonded together with synthetic resin or 
other suitable binder. 

(6) "Person" means the same a$ ORS 
449. 760(1). 

( 7) ''Plywood'' means a flat panel built 
generally of an odd number of thin sheets 
of veneers of wood in which the grain di
rection of each ply or layer is at right an
gles to the one adjacent to it. 

(8) "Tempering oven" meansanyfacil
ity used to bake hardboard following an oil 
treatment process. 

(9) "Veneer" means a single flat panel 
of wood not exceeding l/ 4 inch in thickness, 
formed by slicing or peeling fi<om a log. 

25-310 GENERAL PROVISIONS. (1) 
These regulations estabtishminimumper
formance and emission standards for ve
neer, plywood, particleboard and hard
board manufacturing operations. 

(2) Emission limitations established 
herein are in addition to, and not in lieu 
of, general emission standards for visible 
emissions, fuel burning equipment, and 

refuse burning equipment. 
(3) Emission limitations established 

herein and stated in terms of pounds per 
1000 square feet of production shall be 
computed on an hourly basis using the max
imum 8 hour production capacity of the 
plant. 

(4) Upon adoption of these regulations, 
each affected veneer, plywood, particle

. board, and hardboard plant shall proceed 
with a progressive and timely program of 
air pollution control, applying the highest 
and best practicable treatment and control 
currently available. Each plant shall at the 
request of the Department submit periodic 
reports in such form and frequency as di
rected to demonstrate the progress being 
made toward full compliance .with these 
regulations. 

25-315 VENEER AND PLYWOOD MAN
UFACTURING OPERATIONS. (1) Veneer 
Dryers-Public HearingforEmissionStan
dard. By no later than July l, 1971, the Di
rector of the Department shall schedule a 
public hearing for the purpose of determin
ing the feasibility of adopting an emission 
standard for particulate and gaseous emis
sions from veneer dryers, settingforthal-· 
low able emission levels and dates for com
pliance. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted. 

particulate .matter from v en e e r and ply
wood mill sources,including but not limit
ed to, sanding machines, saws, presses, 
barkers, hogs, chippers and other material 
size reduction equipment, pro c e s s or 
space ventilation systems, and truck load
ing and unloading facilities in excess of a 
total from all sources within the plant site 

. of one (l.O) pound per 1000 square feet of 
plywood or veneer production on a 3/8 inch 
basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection(a) are ve
neer dryers, fuel burning equipment and 
refuse burning equipment. 

(c) Compliance Schedule. No later than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a plywood or veneer manufacturing plant 
shall submit to the Department of Environ
mental Quality a proposed schedule for 
compliance with this section. The schedule 
shall provide for compliance with the ap-
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plicable provisions at the earliest practi
cable date, but in no case shall final com
pliance be achieved by later than December 
31, 1973. 

(3) Open Burning. Upon the effective date 
of these regulations, no person shall cause 
or permit the open burning of wood resi
dues or other refuse in conjunction with the 
operation of any veneer or plywood manu
facturing mill and. such acts are hereby 
prohibited, · 

25-320 PARTICLEBOARD MANUFAC
TURING OPERATIONS •. (1) Truck Dump 
and Storage Areas• 

(a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a particleboard manufacturing 
plant shall cause all truck dump and st()r
age areas holding.or intended to hold raw 
materials to be enclosed to prevent wind
blown particle emissions from these areas 
from being deposited uponpropertynotun• 

. der the ownership of said person. 
(b) The tempo·rary storage of raw ma

terials outside the regularly used areas of 
the plant site is prohibited unless the per
son who desires to temporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality and re
ceives written approval for said storage. 

(A) When authorized by the Department 
of Environmental Quality, temporary stor
age are as shall be ope rated to prevent 
windblown particulate emissions from be
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storing the raw 
materials, 

(B) A.~y temporary storage areas au
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in excess of six (6) months from 
the date they are first authorized. 

( c) Any person who proposes to control 
windblown particulate emissions from 
truck dump storage areas other than by en
closure shall apply to the Department for 
authorization to utilize alternative con
trols. The application shall be submitted 
pursuant to Section 20-020 to 20-030, Ch, 
340, OAR, and shall describe in detail the 
plan proposed to control windblown partic
ulate emissions and indicate on a plot plan 

the nearest location of property not under 
ownership of the applicant, 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from particleboard 
plant sources including, but not limited to, 
hogs, chippers. and other material size re
duction equipment, process or space ven
tilation systems, particle dryers, clas si:.. 
fie rs, presses, sanding machines and ma
terials handling systems, in excess of a 
total from all sources within the plant site 
of three (3.0) pounds per 1000 square feet 
of particleboard produced on a . 3/ 4 inch 
basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dum.p and· storage areas, fuel burn
ing equipment· and refuse burning equip-· 
ment. 

( 3) Compliance Schedule, Not later than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a particleboard manufacturing plant shall 
submit to the Department of Environm"!n
tal Quality a proposed schedule for com
plying withSections (1) and (2) of this reg
ulation. The schedule shall provide for 
compliance with the applicable provisions 
at the earliest practicable date, but in no 
case shall final compliance be achieved by 
later than December 31, 1973. 

( 4) Open Burning. Upon the effective date 
of these regulations, no person shall cause 
or permit the open burning of wood resi
dues or other refuse in conjunction with 
the operation of any particleboard manu
facturing plant and such acts are hereby 
prohibited. 

25-325 HARDBOARD MANUFACTURING 
OPERATIONS. (1) Truck Dump and Storage 
Areas. · 

(a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a hardboard manufacturing plant 
shall ca u s e all truck dump and storage 
areas holding or intended to hold raw ma
terials to be enclosed to prevent windblown 
particle emissions from these areas from 
being deposited upon property not under 
the ownership of said person. 

(b) The temporary storage oi raw ma
terials outside the regularly used areas of 
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the plant site is prohibited unless the per
son who desires to temporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality and. re
ceives written approval. 

(A) When authorized by the Department 
of Environmental Quality, temporary stor
age areas shall be operated to prevent 
windblown particulate emissions from be
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storiµg the raw 
materials. .' 

(B} Any temporary storage areas au
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in exces!i of six ( 6) mbnths from 
the date they are first authorized. 

( c} Alternative Means of Control. Any 
person who desires to control windblown 
particulate emissions from truck dump and 
storage areas other than by enclosure 
shall fir st apply to the Department far au
thorization to utilize alternative controls. 
The application shall be submitted pur
suant to Section 20-020 to 20-030, Ch. 340, 
OAR, and shall describe in detail the plan 
proposed to control windblown particulate 
emissions and indicate on a plot plan the 
nearest location of property not under own
ership of the applicant. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from hardboard plant 
sources including, but not limited to hogs, 
chippers and other material size reduction 
equipment, .process or space ventilation 
systems, particle dryers, classifiers, 
presses, sanding machines, and materials 
handling systems, in excess of a total from 
all sources within the plantsiteofone(l.O) 
pound per· 1000 square feet of hardboard 
produced on a 1/8 inch basis of finished 
product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dump and storage areas, fuel burn
ing equipment and refuse burning equip
ment. 

(3) Emissions frpm Hardboard Temper
ing Ovens. 

(a) No person shall operate any hard
board tempering oven unless all gases and 
vapors emitted from said oven aretreated 
in a fume incinerator capable of raising the 
temperature of said gases and vapors to at 
least 1500 ° F for 0.3 seconds or longer. 

(b} Specific operating temperatures low
er than 1500°Fmaybeapprovedby the De
partment upon application, provided that 
information is supplied to show that oper
ation at said temperatures provides suffi
cient treatment to prevent odors from 
being perceived on property not under the 
ownership of the person operating the 
hardboard plant. 

(c} In no case shall fume incinerators 
installed pursuant to this section be oper
ated at temperatures less than 1000° F. 

(d) Any person who proposes to control 
emissions from hardboard tempering 
ovens by means other than fume inciner
ation shall apply to the Department for au
thorization to utilize alternative controls. 
The application sh a 11 be submitted pur
suant to Section 20-020 to 20-030, Chapter 
340 OAR, and shall describe in detail the 
plan proposed to control odorous emis
sions and indicate on a plot plan the loca
tion of the nearestpropertynotunderown
ership of the applicant. 

( 4) Compliance Schedule. No later .than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a hardboard manufacturing plant shall sub
mit to the Department of Environmental 
Qua.lity a proposed schedule for complying 
with Sections (1), (2), and (3) of this regu
lation. The schedule shall provide for com
pliance with the applicable provisions at 
the earliest practicable date, but in no case 
shall final compliance be achieved by later 
than December 31, 1973. 

( 5) Open Burning. Upon the effective date 
of these regulations, no person shall cause 
or permit the open burning of wood resi
dues or other refuse in conjunction with the 
operation of any hardboard manufacturing 
plant and such acts are hereby _prohib
ited. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 

Board Products Industries 
(Veneer, Plywood, 

Particleboard, Hardboard) 

[ED, NOTE: Unless otherwise specified, 
sections 25-305 through 25-325 of this 
chapter of the Oregon Administrative 
Rules Compilation were adopted by the 
D e p a rt men t of Environmental Quality 
March 5, 1971 and filed with the Secre
tary of State March 31, 1971 as Admin
istrative Order DEQ 26). 

25-305 DEFINITIONS~l) "Department" 
means Department of Environmental Qual
ity. 

(2) "Emission" means a release into 
the outdoor atmosphere of air contami
nants. 

(3) "Hardboard" means a flat panel 
made from wood that has been reduced to 
basic wood fibers and bonded by adhesive 
properties under pressure. 

(4) "Operations" includesplant,millor 
facility. . 

(5) "Particleboard" means matformed 
flat panels consisting of wood particles 
bonded together with synthetic resin or 
other suitable binder, 

(6) "Person" means the same as ORS 
449. 760 (1). 

(7) "Plywood" means a flat panel built 
generally of an odd number of thin sheets 
of veneers of wood in which the grain di
rection of each ply or layer is at right 
angles to the one adjacent to it. 

( ) .. . .. f 8 Tempering oven means any a-
cility used to bake hardboard following an 
oil treatment process. 

(9) "Veneer" means a single flat panel 
of wood not exceeding l/ 4 inch in thickness 
formed by slicing or peeling from a log. 

25-310 GENERAL PROVISIONS. (1) 
These regulations establish minimum per
formance and emission standards for ve
neer, plywood, particleboard and hard
board manufacturing operations. 

(2) Emission limitations established 
' he rein are in addition to, and not in lieu of, 
general emission standards for visible 
emissions, fuel burning equipment, and 
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refuse burning equipment. 
(3) Emission limitations established 

herein and stated in terms of pounds per 
1000 square feet of production shall be 
computed on an hourly basis using the 
maximum 8 hour production capacity of. 
the plant. 

(4) Upon adoption of these regulations, 
each affected veneer,plywood, particle
board, and hardboard plant shall proceed 
with a progressive and timely program of 
air pollution control, applying the highest 
and best practicable treatment and control 
currently available. Each plant shall at the 
request of the Department submit periodic 
reports in such form and frequency as di
rected to demonstrate the progress being 
made toward full compliance with these 
regulations. 

25-315 VENEER AND PLYWOOD MAN
UFACTURING OPERATIONS. (1) Veneer 
Driers. 

(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 
from any veneer drier, visible air con
taminants of an opacity equal to or greater 
than 20% for a period or periods aggre
gating more than 3 minutes in any one 
hour. Where the presence of uncombined 
water is the only reason for failure of 
an emission to meet this requirement, 
said requirement shall not apply. 

(b) No person shall cause to be emitted 
from any veneer drier constructed or in
stalled after March 1, 1972, visible air 
contaminants of an opacity exceeding 10% 
for a period or periods aggregating more 
than 3 minutes in any one hour. Where 
the presence of uncombined water is the 
only reason for failure of an emission to 
meet this requirement, said requirement 
shall not apply. 

(c) No person shall attempt to comply 
with the requirements of (1) (a) or (1) (b) 
of this subsection by dilution with outside 
air or by otherwise increasing the exhaust 
gas volume above that generally occurring 
under normal operating conditions. 

(d) No later than September 30, 1972, 
every person operating a veneer drier 
shall submit to the Department of En
vironmental Quality, a specific proposal 
for complying with this subsection, and 
by no later than March 30, 1973, a spe-
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cific detailed schedule of compliance. The 
schedule shall provide for compliance 
with the applicable prov1s1ons at the 
earliest practicable date, consistent with 
local air quality conditions and the diffi
culty and complexity of compliance, and 
shall employ the highest and best prac
ticable treatment and control. In no case 
shall final compliance be achieved by 
later than December 31, 1974. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from veneer and ply
wood mill sources, including but not limi
ted to, sanding machines, saws, presses, 
barkers, hogs, chippers and other ma
terial size reduction equipment, process 
or space ventilation systems, and truck 
loading and unloading facilities in excess 
of a total from all sources within the plant 
site of one (1.0) pound per 1000 square feet 
of plywood or veneer production on a 3/8 
inch basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
veneer dryers, fuel burning equipment and 
refuse burning equipment. 

(c) Compliance Schedule,, No later than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a plywood or veneer manufacturing plant 
shall submit to the Department of Environ
mental Quality a proposed schedule for 
compliance with this section. The schedule 
shall provide for compliance with the ap
plicable provisions at the earliest prac
ticable date, but in no case shall final 
compliance be achieved by later than De
cember 31, 1973. 

(3) Open Burning. Upon the effective 
date of these regulations, no person shall 
cause or permit the open burning of wood 
residues or other refuse in conjunction 
with the operation of any veneer or ply
wood manufacturing mill and such acts 
are hereby prohibited, 

Hist: Amended 2-15-72 by DEQ 37 

25-320 PARTICLEBOARD MANUFAC
TURING OPERATIONS. (1) Truck Dump 
and Storage Areas. 

(a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a particleboard manufacturing 
plant shall cause all truck dump and stor
age areas holding or intended to hold raw 

25e 

materials to be enclosed to prevent wind
blown particle emissions from these areas 
from being deposited upon property not un-

. der the ownership of said person. 
(b) The temporary storage of raw ma

terials outside the regularly used areas of 
the plant site is prohibited unless the per
son who desires to temporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality and re
ceives written approval for said storage. 

(A) When authorized by the Department 
of Environmental Quality, temporary stor
age areas shall be operated to prevent 
windblown particulate emissions from be
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storing the raw 
materials. 

(B) Any temporary storage areas au
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in excess of six (6) months 
from the date they are first authorized. 

(c) Any person who proposes to control 
windblown particulate emissions from 
truck dump and storage areas other than 
by enclosure shall apply to the Depart
ment for authorization to utilize alterna
tive controls. The application shall be sub
mitted pursuant to Section 20-020 to 20-
030, Ch. 340, OAR, and shall describe in 
detail the plan proposed to control wind
blown particulate emissions and indicate 
on a plot plan the nearest location of 
property not under ownership of the ap
plicant. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from particleboard 
plant sources including, but not limited 
to, hogs, chippers and other material size 
reduction equipment, process or space 
ventilation systems, particle dryers, clas
sifiers, presses, sanding machines and 
materials handling systems, in excess of 
a total from all sources within the plant 
site of three (3,0) pounds per 1000 square 
feet of particleboard produced on a 3/ 4 
inch basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dump and storage areas, fuel burn
ing equipment and refuse burning equip
ment. 

(3) Compliance Schedule. Not later than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a particleboard manufacturing plant shall 
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submit to the Depar~ment of Environmen
tal Quality a proposed schedule for com-

-plyin'g with Sections(!) and (2) of this reg
ulation. The schedule shall provide for 
compliance with the applicable provisions 
at the earliest practicable date, but in no 
case shall final compliance be achieved by 
later than December 31, 1973. 

(4) Open Burning. Upon the effective 
date of these regulations, no person shall 
cause or permit the open burning of wood 
residues or other refuse in conjunction 
with the operation of any particleboard 
manufacturing plant and such ai:ts are 
hereby prohibited. 

25-325 HARDBOARD MANUFACTUR
ING OPERATIONS. (1) Truck Dump and 
Storage Areas. 

(a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a hardboard manufacturing 
plant shall cause all truck dump and stor
age areas holding or intended to hold raw 
materials to be enclosed to prevent wind
blown particle emissions from these areas 
frorn being deposited upon property not un
der the ownership of said person. 

(b) The temporary storage of raw ma
terials outside the regularly used areas of 
the plant site is prohibited unless the per
son who desires to temporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality and re
ceives written approval. 

(A) When authorized by the Department 
of Environmental Quality, temporary stor
age areas shall. be operated to prevent 
windblown particulate emissions from be
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storing the raw 
materials. 

(B) Any temporary storage areas au
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in excess of six ( 6) months from 
the date they are first authorized. 

(c) Alternative Means of Control. Any 
person who desires to control windblown 
particulate emissions from truck dump 
and storage areas other than by enclosure 
shall first apply to the Department for 
authorization to utilize alternative con
trols. The application shall be submitted 
pursuant to Section 20-020 to 20-030, Ch. 
340, OAR , and shall describe in detail the 
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plan proposed to control windblown par
ticulate emissions and indicate on a plot 
plan the nearest location of property not 
under ownership of the applicant. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from hardboard plant 
sources including, but not limited to hogs, 
chippers and other material size reduc
tion equipment, process or space venti
lation systems, particle dryers, classifi
ers, presses, sanding machines, and ma
terials handling systems, in excess of a 
total from all sources within the plant 
site of one (1.0) pound per 1000 square 
feet of hardboard produced on a 1/8 inch 
basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dump and storage areas, fuel burn
ing equipment and refuse burning equip
ment. 

(3) Emissions from Hardboard Tem
pe ring Ovens. 

(a) No person shall operate any hard
board tempering oven unless all gases 
and vapors emitted from said oven are 
treated in a fume incinerator capable of 
raising the temperature of said gases and 
vapors to at least 1500°F for 0.3 secondr. 
or longer. 

(b) Specific operating temperatures low
er than 1500"F may be approved by the De
partment upon application, provided that 
information is supplied to show that op
e ration of said temperatures provides 
sufficient treatment to prevent odors from 
being perceived on property not under the 
ownership of the person operating the 
hardboard plant. 

(c) In no case shall fume incinerators 
installed pursuant to this section be op
erated at temperatures less than 1000°F. 

(d) Any person who proposes to con
trol emissions from hardboard temper
ing ovens by means other than fume in
cineration shall apply to the Depart:ment 
for authorization to utilize alternative 
controls. The application shall be sub
mitted pursuant to Section 20-020 to 20-
030, Chapter 340 OAR, and shall describe 
in detail the plan proposed to control 
odorous emissions and indicate on a plot 
plan the location of the nearest property 
not under ownership of the applicant. 

(4) Compliance Schedule. No later than 
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September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a hardboard manufacturing plant shall sub
mit to the Department of Environmental 
Quality a proposed schedule for complying 
with Sections (1), (2), and (3) of this regula
tion. The schedule shall provide for com
pliance with the applicable provisions at 
the earliest practicable date, but in no case 

25g 

shall final compliance be achieved by later 
than December 31, 1973. 

(5) Open Burning. Upon the effective dah 
of these regulations, no person shall cause 
or permit the open burning of wood resi
dues or other refuse in conjunction with the 
operation of any hardboard manufacturing 
plant and such acts are hereby prohibited. 
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Board Products Industries 
(Veneer, Plywood, 

Particleboard, Hardboard) 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise specified, 
sections 2.5-305 through 2.5-32.5 of this 
chapter of the Oregon Administrative 
Rules Compilation were ·adopted by the 
Department of Environmental Quality 
March 5, 1971 and filed with the Secre
tary of State March 31, 1971 as Admin
istrative Order DEQ 2.6], 

2.5-305 DEFINITIONS, (l)'bepartment" 
means Department of Environmental Qual
ity, 

(2.) "Emission" means a release into 
the outdoor atmosphere of air contami
nants. 

(3) "Hardboard" means a flat panel 
ma.de from wood that has been reduced to 
basic wood fibers and bonded by adhesive 
properties under pressure. 

(4) "Operations" includesplant,millor 
facility. 

( 5) "Particleboard" means mat formed 
flat panels consisting of wood particles 
bonded together with synthetic reain or 
other suitable binder. 

(6) "Person" means the same aa ORS 
449. 760 (1). 

( 7) "Plywood" means a flat panel built 
generally of an odd number of thin sheets 
of veneers of wood in which the grain di
rection of each ply or layer is at right 
angles to the one adjacent to it, 

() .. . " f 8 Tempering oven means any a-
cility used to bake hardboard following an 
oil treatment process, 

( 9) "Veneer" means a single flat panel 
of wood not exceeding 1/ 4 inch in thickness 
formed by slicing or peeling from a log. 

2.5-310 GENERAL PROVISIONS. (1) 
These regulations establish minimum per
formance and emission standards for ve
neer, plywood, particleboard and hard
board manufacturing operations. 

(2.) Emission limitations established 
· herein are in addition to, and not in lieu of, 
general emission standards for visible 
emissions, fuel burning equipment, and 
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refuse burning equipment, 
(3) Emission limitations established 

herein and stated in terms of pounds per 
1000 square feet of production shall be 
computed on an hourly basis using the 
maximum 8 hour production capacity of 
the plant. 

(4) Upon adoption of these regulations, 
each affected· veneer, plywood, pa~tid~ 
board, and hardboard plant shall proceed 
with a progressive and timely program of 
air pollution control, applying the highest 
and best practicable treatment and control 
currently available, Each plant shall at the 
request of the Department submit periodic 
reports in such form and frequency as di
rected to demonstrate the progress being 
made -toward full compliance with thelle 
regulations. 

2. 5d 

2.5-315 VENEER 
MANUFACTURING 
Veneer Driers. 

AND Pi.YWOOD 
OPERATIONS. (1) 

(a) As soon as practicable, but no later 
than December 31, 1974, no person shall 
operate any veneer drier, or driers, such 
that visible air contaminants, including 
condensible hydrocarbons, are emitted ;,-, 
such quantities so as to create any char · 
acteristic "l;>lue haze" which is observa.ble 
at any point beyond the exterior wall of the 
building housing the veneer drier or drier' 
or at any point further than 50 feet in "''~ 
direction from the veneer drier, whichev'·' 
is greater, 

(b) As soon as practicable, but no later 
than December 31, 1974, no person shall 
operate any veneer drier, such that visibl" 
air contaminants emitted therefrom at any 
time exceeds 2.0% opacity, opacity as de
fined by section 2.1-005 ( 4), from any one 
stack or an arithmetic average of 10% 
opacity from all stacks of that veneer 
drier. Where the presence of uncombined 
water is the only reason for failure of an 
emission to meet these requirements, 
said requirements shall not apply. 

(c) As soon as practicable, but not later 
than July l, 1973, every person operating 
a veneer drier· shall submit to the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality: 

(A) Written information, reports, or 
analysis which demonstrates compliance 
with the emission limitations contained in 
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subsections (1) (a) and (1) (b), of th i s 
section, or 

(B) A specific written compliance sched
ule for complying with the emission lim
itations contained in subsections (1) (a) 
and ( 1) (b), of this section, or 

(Cl .. , ritten notice that the person is 
participating in a study approved by the 
Department as sufficient· to identify the 
emissions from said veneer drier or 
similar veneer drier, and to design an 
"air cleaning device", as defined by ORS 
449. 760 ( 6), which will achieve compliance 
by said veneer drier or similar veneer 
drier with the emission limitations con
tained in subsections (1) (a) and (1) (b) of 
this section. 

(d) Any veneer drier complying withthe 
emission limitations contained in sub
sections (1) (a) and (1), (b) of this section 
shall be exempt from compliance with 
section 21-030, (pertaining to particulate 
emission limitations). 

(el Any veneer drier,theconstructionof 
which is completed subsequent to the 
effective date of this rule, shall from time 
of initial operation comply with the 
emission limitations contained in sub
sections (1) (a) and (1) (b) of this section. 

(f) No person shall attempt to comply 
with the emission limitations of subsection 
(1) (a) or (1) (b) of this section by diluting 
the emissions from the drying process with 
outside air or other gases. Emissions 
which are so diluted shall be deemed to 
be in violation of subsection (1) (a) and 
(l) (bl of this section. 

(g) Unless otherwise agreed to by the 
Department in writing, any person oper
ating one or more veneer driers in com
pliance with subsection (1) (a) and (1) (b) 
shall test a't least one (1) representative 
veneer drier in such manner as speci
fied by the Department in its published 
standard test method, as it may be amended 
from time to time, copies of which are on 
file and available at the main office of the 
Department. A written report of the re
sults of the test or tests shall be filed with 
the Department within 90 days of the 
earliest to occur of the following: 

(A) The d a t e compliance with the 
emission limitations contained in sub
sections (1) (a) and (1) (b) of this section 
is reported to the Department, or 

(B) The date the "air cleaning device", 
as defined by ORS 449. 760 ( 6), designed 
to achieve compliance with the emission 
limitations contained in subsections (l) 
(a) and (1) (b) of this section is put into 
operation, or 

(C) The date agreed to by the Depart
ment and established in the compliance 
schedule. 

(h) A public hearing shall be held by 
the Department no later than January 1, 
1975, to review current technology and the 
adequacy of these regulations and the 
necessity and practicability of adopting a 
mass emission limitation. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No persoJ.l shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from veneer and ply
wood mill sources, including but not limi
ted to, sanding machines, saws, presses, 
barkers, hogs, chippers and other ma
terial size reduction equipment, process 
or space ventilation systems, and truck 
loading and unloading facilities in excess 
of a total from all sources w:'.thin the plant 
site of one (l.O) pound per 1000 square feet 
of plywood or veneer production on a 3/8 
inch basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
veneer dryers, fuel burning equipment and 
refuse burning equipment. 

(c) Compliance Schedule. No later than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a plywood or veneer manufacturing plant 
shall submit to the Department of Environ
mental Quality a proposed schedule for 
compliance with this section. The schedule 
shall provide for compliance with the ap
plicable provisions at the earliest prac
ticable date, ·but in no case. shall final 
compliance be achieved by later than De
cember 31, 1973. 

· (3) Open Burning. Upon the effective 
date of these regulations, no person shall 
cause or permit the open burning of wood 
residues or other refuse in conjunction 
with the operation of any veneer or ply
wood manufacturing mill and such acts 
are hereby prohibited. 

Z5e 

Hist: Arnended 2-15-72 by DEQ 37 
Arnended 5- 5-72 by DEQ 43 (T) 
Arnended 9-20-72 by DEQ 48 
Arnended 4- 9- 73 by DEQ 52 
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25-320 PARTICL;!:BOARD MANUFAC
TURING OPERATIONS. (l) Truck Dump 
and Storage Areas. 

(a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a particleboard manufacturing 
plant shall cause all truck dump and stor
age areas holding or intended to hold raw 
materials to be enclosed to prevent wind
blown particle emissions from these areas 
from being depositeduponpropertynotun
der the ownership of said person. 

(b) The temporary storage of raw ma
terials outside the regularly used areas of 
the plant site is prohibited unless the per
son who desires to temporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality and re
ceives written approval for said storage. 

(A) When authorized by the Department 
of Environmental Quality, temporary stor
age areas shall be operated to prevent 
windblown particulate emissions from be
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storing the raw 
materials. . 

(B) Any temporary storage ~reas au
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in excess of six (6) months 
from the date they are first authorized. 

(c) Any person who proposes to control 
windblown particulate emissions from 
truck dump and storage areas other than 
by enclosure shall apply to the Depart
ment for authorization to utilize alterna
tive controls. The application shall be sub
mitted pursuant to Section 20-020 to 20-
030, Ch. 340, OAR, and shall describe in 
detail the plan proposed to control wind
blown particulate emissions and indicate 
on a plot plan the nearest location of 
property not under ownership of the ap
plicant. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matte r from particleboard 
plant sources including, but not limited 
to, hogs, chippers and other material size 
reduction equipment, process or space 
ventilation systems, particle dryers, clas
sifiers, presses, sanding machines and 
materials handling systems, in excess of 
a total from all sources within the plant 
site of three (3.0) pounds per 1000 square 
feet of particleboard produced on a 3/ 4 
inch basis of finished product equivalent. 
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(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dump and storage areas, fuel burn
ing equipment and refuse burning equip
ment. 

( 3) Compliance Schedule. Not later than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a particleboard manufacturing plant shall 
submit to the Department of Environmen
tal Quality a i:;>roposed schedule for ·com
plying with Sections (1) and (2) of this reg
ulation. 1·ne schedule shall provide for 
compliance with the applicable provisions 
at the earliest practicable date, but in no 
case shall final compliance be achieved by 
later than December 31, 1973. 

(4) Open Burning. Upon the effective 
date of these regulations, no person shall 
cause or permit the open burning of wood 
residues or other refuse in conjunction 
with the operation of any particleboard 
manufacturing plant and such acts are 
hereby prohibited. 

25-325 HARDBOARD MANUFACTUR
ING OPERATIONS. (1) Truck Dump and 
Storage Areas. 

(a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a hardboard manufacturi",; 
plant shall cause all truck dump and sto"· ·· 
age areas holding or intended to hold raw 
materials to be enclosed to prevent wind
blown particle emissions from these area., 
from being deposited upon property no~ un· 
der the ownership of said person. 

(b) The temporary storage of raw ma
terials outside the regularly used areas of 
the plant site is prohibited unless the per
son who desires to temporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality and re
ceives written approval. 

(A) When authorized by the Department 
of Environmental Quality, temporary stor
age areas shall be operated to prevent 
windblown particulate emissions from be
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storing the raw 
materials. 

(B) Any temporary storage areas au
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in excess of six (6) months from 
the date they are first authorized. 

(c) Alternative Means of Control. Any 
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person who desires to cohtrol windblown 
particulate emissions from truck dump 
and storage areas other than by enclosure 
shall first apply to the Department for 
authorizatior:: to utilize alternative con
trols. The application shall be submitted 
pursuant to Section ZO-OZO to Z0-030, Ch. 
340, OAR, and shall de scribe.in detail the 
plan proposed to control windblown par
ticulate emissions and indicate on a plot 
plan the nearest location of property not 
under ownership of the applicant. 

(Z) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from hardboard plant 
sources including, but not limited to hogs, 
chippers and other material size reduc
tion equipment, process or space venti
lation systems, particle dryers, classifi
ers, presses, sanding machines, and ma
te rials handling systems, in excess of a 
total from all sources within the plant 
site of one (1.0) pound per 1000 square 
feet of hardboard produced on a 1/8 inch 
basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dump and storage areas, fuel burn
ing equipment and refuse burning equip
rnent. 

(3) Emissions from Hardboard Tem
pering Ovens. 

(a) No person shall operate any hard
board tempering oven unles11 all gases 
and vapors emitted from said oven are 
treated in a fume incinerator capable .of 
raising the temperature of aaid gases and 
vapors to at least 1500 F for 0.3 seconds 
or longer. 

(b) Specific operating temperatures low
er than 1500 F may be approved by the De-

partment upon application, provided that 
information is supplied to show that op
e ration of said temperatures provides 
sufficient treatment to prevent odors from 
being perceived on property not under the 
ownership j of the person operating the 
hardboard plant. 

(c) In no case shall fume incinerators 
installed pursuant to this section be op
erated at temperatµres less than 1000 F. 

(d) Any person who proposes to con
trol emissions from hardboard temper
ing ovens by means other than fume in
cineratioh shall apply to the Department 
for authorization to utilize alternative 
controls. The application shall be sub
mitted pursuant to Section ZO-OZO to Z0-
030, Chapter 340 OAR, and shall describe 
in detail the plan proposed to control 
odorous emissions and indicate on a plot 
plan the location of the nearest property 
not under ownership of the applicant. 

(4) Compliance Schedule. No later than 
September 5, 1971, every personoperating 
a hardboard manufacturing plant shall sub
mit to the Department of Environmental 
Quality a proposed schedule for complying 
withSections (1), (Z), and (3) of this regula
tion. The schedule shall provide for com
pliance with the applicable provisions at 
the earliest practicable date, but in no case 
shall final compliance be achieved by later 
than December 31, 1973. 
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(5) Open Burning·. Upon the effective 
date of these regulations, no person shall 
cause or permit the open burning of wood 
residues or other refuse in conjunction 
with the operation of any hardboard man
ufacturing plant and 11uch acts are hereby 
prohibited. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Eight dryers in Pacific North1·1est mills and five dryers in southern 

mills were studied. Steam- and gas-heated longitudinal and jet dryers 

were studied drying ten different species types. 

The nature of veneer dryer en1.issfons varie~ bet11een species types, 

heat source, and dryer type. A number of basic similarities exist, how

ever. At stack temperatures the only particulate emission consists of 

wood particles in concentrations less than 0.002 gr/standard dry cubic 

feet of stack gas. Outside the stack, however, at coo 1 er than stack 

temperature, hydrocarbons and ~1ater typically condense to form blue 

haze and/or a water olume or both. Plume opacities of the blue-haze 

emission ranged from 0% to 100% but averaged 20;L Other volatile hydro
carbons do not condense. 

The average total hydrocarbon emission from all dryers tested was 

5. 7 lbs/10000 ft 2 of 3/8" ply1·1ood produced. The average condensable 

hydrocarbon emission was 3.6, same basis. 

There 1"1ere large differences in the operation of veneer dryers. 

These differences, coup 1 ed 1~i th the con di ti on of the dryers, combined to 

give varying results for opacity readings of the stacks, water vapor 

emitted from the stack, and the to ta 1 hydrocarbon emitted from the stack. 

If, for example, a stack was operated with its dampers open, the volume 

f I ow of gases out the stack was very high, pl un;e opacity was very low, 

and the volatile and condensable concentration figures seemed generally 

to be at the 1011er values. If, hm~ever, the dryer was operated with the 

dampers closed, production 1·1as generally higher, air volume was lower, 

plume opacity was higher, volatile and condensable hydrocarbon concen

trations were higher, and total hydrocarbons on a 10,000 ft2 (of 3/8" 
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ply~1ood) production basis were also lo•:1er. An important factor, there

fore, in veneer dryer opera ti on is the dasper setting. 

Routine GC analyses o'f the volatile hydrocarbons in the stack gas at. 

the thirteen dryers studied sho·::ed that ,, pinene 1·1as the major rr.onoterpene 

emitted except for ponderosa pine 1·1here Li 3 ca rene 1·1as the major component. 

Alpha and S pinene are recognized to be potentially reactive hydrocarbons. 

Stu di es to determine the relative reactivities of " and f3 pi nene, ethy 1 ene, 

i sobutene, and 1-butene are i t1 progress. 

During the drying of Douglas fir, a pinene accounted for 75 to 90% of 

the monoterpene emission; for southernpine, 55 to 65:>; and for ponderosa 

pine, 40 to 50%. The data also shm·ted that the monoterpene composition 

of the stack gas was characteristic of the wood species being dried. How

ever, the concentrations were not as characteristic as the composition. 

During the drying of Douglas fir, southern pine, and ponderosa pine, the 

concentrations were quite variable; 1·1hereas the concentrations measured 

during the drying of western hemlock, larch, and white fir were at the 

lower limits of sensitivity of the GC used. 

The condensed hydrocarbon fraction has been preliminarily studied. A 

tentative i denti fi ca ti on of the bulk of the condensate as a mixture of 

abietic-pimaric acids has been made. The data also indicate the presence 

of sesquiterpenes, fatty acids, resin esters, and resin alcohols. Analyses 

to more precisely identify the co;;,ponents in the condensate would require 

an effort equal to a separate research project and as such is outside the 

scope of the present project. 
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0 Plywood Research Foundation 
1119 A Street 
'l'acoma, Washington 98401/206-272-2283 

October 12, 1972 

FINAL REPORT TO OREGON DEQ ON VENEER DRYER EMISSION CONTROL PROGRESS 

BACKGROUND 

During January 1972, hearings were held by the Environmental Quality Commission 
of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality to consider an emission stand
ard for veneer dryers. During and after that hearing, the DEQ indicated interest 
in periodic reports on activity within the plywood industry relative to the con
trol of veneer dryers. Since that time, two quarterly reports have been prepared 
covering intermediate progress made and a series of three joint industry-DEQ 
meetings have been held, at the invitation of DEQ, to d·iscuss the progress made 
in dryer emission control and its relation to future control regulations. This 
report is the final in the series and will summarize the ground covered in the 

.. t.fi.r-ee ·meet<i·ngs -a·s weU -as .update .l,n.f.<>rma.tion <>n ·emission control equipment that 
has been tried, is in operation or is planned for future-trial or installation. 
Minutes of the three meetings are appended. 

JOINT INDUSTRY-DEQ MEETINGS 

Meetings were held at the DEQ offices at 1234 S.W. Morrison - Terminal Sales 
Building, Portland, Oregon at 10:00 a.m. on August 3, August 24 and September 14, 
1972. During the first meeting, the current status of control equipment trials 
was presented by industry representatives. This will be covered later in the re
port when the status of control equipment is discussed. 

The subject of testing of veneer dryers was discussed and it was pointed out that, 
if the recommendations of the S-8 Source Test Committee for testing of veneer 
dryers were followed, the cost of testing. dryers could be prohibitive depending 
on the dryer configuration and frequency of testing required. It was estimated 
that testing would cost from $1,200 to $1,600 per emission point per test. It 
was reported that this cost could approach 2 million dollars annually for the 
Oregon segment of the plywood industry. It was pointed out that this cost to the 
industry would be unproductive and would not result in any improvement in air 
quality. DEQ representatives indicated it was not the wish of DEQ that industry 
spend large amounts of money on testing. Although the permit program which has 
been introduced for registration of sources of ·air pollutants will involve some 
testing, DEQ representatives indicated that permits may run for up to five years 
and that the testing would only be required if there was an obvious visible prob
lem or when changes were made in the emission source. 
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When questioned regarding the industry coverage of possible means of .controlling 
the emissions from veneer dryers, DEQ representatives stated that there appeared 
to be no possibilities that remain to be investigated. In other words, those 
areas that should be looked at either have been, or are being, studied now. 

There was some discussion of employing a process weight standard to limit total 
weight of particulate matter emitted. One-manufacturer was in favor of this ap
proach on the basis that it does give some latitude in selecting which emission 
sources in a plant to control. However,. other manufacturers expressed the view 
that not enough data are available to make any decision on a total emission re
quireme_nt at this ·time. 

The subject of sampling and testing of the emissions was discussed at each of 
the meetings. The establishment of a standard procedure was also discussed and 
it was pointed out that the S-8 Committee 'of PNWiS APCAwas in the process of de
veloping such a test procedure which "1ould be recommended to all Pacific Northwest 
air pollution control authorities. At the second meeting, Mr. Phillips of DEQ 
discussed the subject in depth and stated that they would ·prepare a standard met
hod for review prior to the next meeting. The proc'edure was distributed at. the 
third meeting and was found to vary somewhat from the method under study by the 
S-8 Committee. There was considerable concern voiced by industry that the test 
procedure_ adopted by the various local and state air pollution control agencies 
should be the same. Otherwise, comparison of test results_ could be confusing. 

The subject of an emission weight limit was discussed at the second and third 
meetings. The position of DEQ was that a measurable number is needed to apply to 
veneer dryer control for the times when opacities cannot be read due to darkness 
or weather conditions. ·At the third meeting, ~ proposed standard was distributed 
which set forth limitations of 0.5 lb./l,000 sq. ft. 3/8"_production for existing 
dryers and 0.3 lb./1,000 sq. ft. 3/8" for new dryers .. There was consideraO-le d"is
cussion with questions raised by industry representatives as to the validity of 
the dual standard for new and existing dryers as well as the fact that the 0.5 lb. 
figure is based on measurements of uncontrolled dryers while the stan~ard is to 
apply to controlled dryers, other than incinerator controlled, to determi'le com-

· pliance. It was suggested that iince the ~tandard would, if adopted, apply to 
controlled dryers, of which there are none at the present time, there is really 
no urgency in incorporating a mass emission limitation in the standard as the 
opacity limitation is in the current standard. 

It was pointed out that a provision for a review date which had been discussed 
previously was .not included in the standard which was distributed September 14. 
Mr. Phillips indicated· that it was the feeling of the DEQ that if a review of data 
were indicated for any reason, the Department would cal_l for the review. 

Near the close of the third meeting, Mr. Patterson summarized the following points 
which had been presented by Industry representatives to date: 

1. Not enough reliable data has been collected to set a standard. 

2". Industry would like a review date for the emission limits if a 
standard is proposed at this time. 

3. The dual weight standard for new and old equipment does not appear 
justified. 

A more detailed account of the information covered at the three meetings can be 
had by referring to the complete minutes which are attached. 
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STATUS OF CONTROL EQUIPMENT TRIALS 

At the first of the three meetings, each participant whose company had been in
volved in testing of veneer dryer emission control eql>ipment gave a brief report 
on the current status and progress. Their reports follow wi_th added information 
included whe_re updating is appropriate. 

Glen King and Dave Rice of Carolina-Pacific reported on the Mill Conversion Con
tractors, Inc. burner now in operation at their Grants Pass mill as reported in 
the August 3 minutes. This burner is a suspension burner that can be fired with 
wood-waste which has been- dried and finely ground. At the current time, the burner 
is being fired on sanderdust but additional storage capacity is being constructed 
to allow mixing and storing of ground plywood trim with the sanderdust td increase 
the firing capacity of the burner. Mr. Case of Mill Conversion reports ~ gas 
saving at Carolina-Pacific amounting to $5,500 per month as a result of the use. 
of the burner on one dryer. He also reported that the burner has the capacity and 
flexibility in ducting to fire six zones of drying space whether it be all in one 
dryer or separated into two or three dryers. 

John Vranizan of Moore Oregon reported on the burner they have constructed at 
Lane Plywood. This burner is currently being fired with sanderdust and is being 
utilized to heat the green zone of the dryer. In the current application, it is 
not being used to incinerate the dryer emissions directly from the stack however, 
since a portion of th·e circulating air within the dryer is ducted from the dryer 
to the burner and blended with 2400°F. gases in the burner and then ducted back 
to the dryer to supply heat, a portion of the organics in the drye,r are burned. 
The result is that the exhaust stack from the green zone of the dryer, although 
not treated directly, does not emit a visilile plume. 

Wally Cory reported on the experiences with the first of the sanderdust fired 
burners which was installed at their Albany plant by Wasteco of Portland. This 
burner is incinerating all of the emissions from one of two dryers in the mill 
and burning all of the mill's sanderdust. Heat is ducted back to the dryer from 
the burner to supply a portion of the heat to the dryer. It has been reported 
that during short test periods, the usage of natural gas has been reduced by as 
much as 35%. ·However, on a monthly basis, apparent gas savings have been negli
gible due to inadequate supplies of sanderdust. 

In all three cases of the wood waste fired incinerators, sanderdust has been used 
as the fuel. In the case of the Mill Conversion unit, equipment is being instal
led to enable other wood waste to be used as supplementary fuel. The concept of 
the suspension burner is not limited to burning sanderdust although sanderdust 
is the only fuel available in a plywood plant without additional treatment. Any 
type of wood waste can be burned in a suspension burner provided it is first dried 
and ground. This additional treatment would add considerably to the cost of the 
installation and the need to dry the fuel prior to burning would reduce the amount 
of heat available for incineration and ~eneer drying. 

As an example of the cost involved in the use of a suspension burner system de
signed to dry, grind and burn general plywood mill wood waste, ·Bill Swindells of 
Willame.tte Industries, reported quotes from two manufacturers in the range of 
$600,000 and up to treat emissions from two veneer dryers. That is more than the 
initial cost of the dryers. Willamette Industries has also conducted studies to 
maximize dryer efficiency and minimize stack exhaust volumes as well as make neces
sary-repairs on the dryers in preparation for desi~n work for construction of 
control equipment, regardless of the type of control equipment which will ulti
mately be used. .• 
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Willamette Industries has indicated recently that they will be trying a medium 
energy scrubber manufactured by American Air Filter Co. This scrubber will be a 
pilot model that .will treat 4,000 CFM and will be supplied with the exhaust from 
one dryer stack. The order has been placed with completion of construction and 
installation anticipated by the end of November. Testing and evaluation will 
follow with preliminary .results expected by years end. 

Harry Bartels of U.S. Plywood reported on the status of the Wheelabrator high 
velocity filter at their Willamina plant and the proposed Leckenby scrubber at 
their Seattle plant. The Wheelabrator unit at Willamina will treat the emissions 
from one dryer. Due to debys·in shipment from the manufacturer, startup has been 
delayed. It is now .anticipated that th.e unit will be operational by the second 
or third week in October. 

The Leckenby scrubber is of the low energy type. A small 500 CFM unit has been 
tried at the Seattle plant with promising results. Based on these results, an 
order has been placed with Leckenby for construction of a scrubber that will treat 
the emissions from a single stack. It is anticipated that fabrication of the 
scrubber will be completed by November 1 with the unit to be set in place on the 
roof of the mill on November 5 with completion of the installation taking abo~t 
two weeks for the unit to be operational by November 17. A period of intensive 
evaluation and testing will follow the installation of these two units. 

In addition to the testing of the Leckenby and Wheelabrator pilot plant units, 
U.S. Plywood has also evaluated the Electroprecipitrol made by the Electronatom 
Corp., a wet electrostatic precipitator, and an air cooled condenser which was 
constructed and tested by a University of Washington student working toward his 
Master's Degree. 

Dave Junge of Weyerhaeuser Co. reported on the work they had done on in-line jet' 
dryers toward control of emission opacity by changing operating conditions; mainly 
lowering drying temperatures. After several months of testing and evaluation, 
they reached the following conclusions: 

1. Lower opacity readings were achieved with reduced drying temperatures. 
However, even under extreme temperature reduction conditions, they were 
unable to consistently meet an opacity limitation of 20%. The control 
of the blue haze through ·temperature reduction would be possible if 
the limitation was greater than 20%. 

2. Dryer temperature reduction will mean a substantial productivity loss, 
depending on the magnitude of the temperiture drop employed. For a 
specific situation at Coos Bay, an average temperature reduction through 
the dryer of 27 to 29°F. showed a productivity loss of 10 to 12%. These 
amounts will vary, depending on specific dryers and drying conditions. 

3. Control of drying conditions to achieve increased moisture content of 
5% or more at normal temperature settings had little impact on bl'ue 
haze control. 

During the past six months, Georgia-Pacific has been operating and evaluating a 
wet scrubber at their Eugene plant on a piloi ~~~le. The results of testing of 
this pilot model have been promising enough that they are currently constructing 
a larger unit that will treat the exhaust from one stack. It is estimated that 
the construction of this larger unit will be completed by about the middle of 
November. Assuming that construction is compl~ted on schedule, testing and eval
uation will follm.1 and will be completed by the end of the year. 
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Simpson Tim.her Company reports· no changes in the schedule for completion of their 
system for ducting the exhaust from their two dryers at Albany to their boiler 
and injecting the exhaust gases as overfire air. They report that the engineering 
is nearly completed and they anticipate completion of construction by or shortly 
after the first of the year. 

Another system is being offered for the control of veneer dryer.emissions and 
heating of veneer dryers although it has not actually been tried. on a veneer dryer. 
This system is available from Automated Combustion Division of Michel Lumber Co. 
At this time, a mill in Southern Oregon is negotiating with Automated Combustion 
for installation of a unit to eliminate the dryer emissions and supply heat for 

. their veneer drying .. · 

The Automated Combustion burner is of the wood-gas generator type. This type of 
burner has the advantage over suspension burners in that it does not require any 
fuel pre-treatment. Any wood waste fuel that can be fed through a 12 inch auger 
can be burned. All combustion controls are automatic. The wood-gas generator 
concept can be applied to the heating of veneer dryers, firing boilers, etc. 

In the application to veneer dryer, the exhaust fro~ the dryers would be ducted 
to the burner and injected as primary or secondary combustion air. A portion of 
the hot gases from the burner would, in turn, be ducted back to the dryers to sup
ply the heat required. Any plywood mill wood waste can be used for fuel without 
drying or grinding. It is only necessary that the wood waste be hogged to the 
point that it can be fed through the auger. 

The burner has been demonstrated in static firing using a wide variety of fuels 
from hydr aul i.c barker residue ·to sanderdus t. E~iss ion testing· \Vas conducted on 
a number of different fuels and the oniy combustable that did not meet all exisc
ing air pollution control standards was rubber tires. All wood waste products 
were well within the emission limitations. 

Mt. Jefferson Plywood has constructed a condensing system for the control of veneer 
dryer emissions. The system consists of ducting which conne.cts the two stacks 
together and carries the dryer exhaust to ground level where it is introduced into 
condensing chambers. Cooling can be accomplished either by air or water or both. 
The system employs a fan to insure that there is no back pressure against the dryer. 
It is estimated, on the basis of visual observations, that the system, in its pre
sent configuration, has a removal efficiency of about 50%. Mt. Jefferson plans 
modification and continued evaluation of the system over the remainder of the year. 

In addition to the air pollution control equipment mentioned above as having been 
tried or planned, equipment manufacturers are working on new concepts in the control 
of veneer dryers. The proprietary nature of this work precludes men ti on of the 
equipment and concepts at this time. 

~fl_ 
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INDUSTRY cmrm TTEE STATEMENT ON VENEER DRYER STA~DAJUlS 

ENVIRONMCNTi\L QllALl TY COMMISSION HEARING 

January 26, 1973 

Hy name is Vincent J. Tretter, Jr. and I am Senior Environmental 

Engineer with Georgia-Pacific ¢orporatiot'i. I am here today representing 

the Industry Committee on Veneer Dryers. The plywood industry recognizes 

that the visible blue haze coming from plywood veneer dryers is a problem 

and has sponsored a study conducted by Washington State University to 

define the problem. When the Washington Stitte Study was completed, 

industry embarked on a crash program to develop equipment to control 

veneer dryer emissions. Industry's progress has been reported on a 

quarterly basis to the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality by the 

American Plywood Association. Several types of control equipment have 

been tested and we now feel that control of the blue haze emissions can 

be accomplished. 

Industry is in agreement with the approach of setting only 

opacity limitations on.veneer dryer emissions because of the lack of 

correlation between opacity and any mass emission rate. The problem 

associated with veneer dryer emission is one of visibility reduction 

and it is logical to have a standard that reflects the amount of visibility 

reduction. Stack opacities have been used extensively for control of other. 

types of emissions and the technique of reading opacities is well defined. 
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We offer the following two suggestions for changes in the pro

posed regulations: 

SEC TI ON (1 )(a) 

Section (l)(a) may be subject to different interpretations 

and introduces terminology that may result in enforcement difficulties. 

The term "condensible hydroc\irbons or characteristic 'blue haze"' has 

no precise definition and could be subject to a number of interpretations. 

We believe that if Section (l)(b) of the regulation is met, Section (l)(a) 

will also be met. We therefore suggest that section (a) be included at 

the beginning of the regulation and be labeled as a policy statement, 

using the following wording: "It is the policy of the corrunission that 

no later than Decemb_er 31, 1974, no person shall operate any veneer 

dry~r or veneer dryers such that visible.air contaminants including 

condensible hydrocarbons or the characteristic blue haze are emitted in 

such quantities that create any 'blue haze' to be observed in the area 

surrounding a veneer dryer. A public hearing shall be held by the 

Department no later than January 1, 1975 to review current technology 

and to determine if these regulations are adequate to meet this policy." 

The regulations would then start out with the present Section (l)(b). 

SECTION (l)(b) 

We suggest insertion of the word. "arithmetic" before "average" 

in the first sentence to prevent misinterpretation. The regulation would 
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then read" "As soon as practicable, but no later than December 31, 1974, 

no person shall operate any veneer dryer such that visible air contaminants 

emitted therefrom at any time exceed 20% opacity as defined by Section 

21-005(4) from any one Stack or an arithmetic average of 10°1. opacity as 

so defined from all stacks of that veneer dryer." 
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VENEER DRYER EMISSIONS CONTROL SYSTEMS 

1. Veneer dryer emission control systems fall into two general categories 
plus additional approaches. 

A. Adiabatic scrubbers 

B. Incineration 

C. Others - condensation, filtration, low temperature veneer drying 

2. Adiabatic scrubbing 

A. Adiabatic scrubbing depends upon: 

l. Condensing th~ veneer dryer emissions adiabatically, i.e., the 
heat removed in condensing the organics is absorbed in vaporizing 
water; 

2. Collecting the condensed vapors by intimate contact with the 
scrubbing medium; and 

3. Separation or removal of the condensed phase. 

B. The intimate contact step is crucial to removing the condensed drops 
from the air stream, as most of them are small (<l.qu) and thus they 
are insensitive to inertial effects. Intimate contact is based on 
the parameters of time, turbulence and the influence of a contact 
agent, such as packing 1n a packed scrubbing tower. Two novel ap
proaches to the contact problem are: l) the foam in the Buchholz 
scrubbing system and the sand bed in the Becker Sand Filter. 

C. Adiabatic scrubbing systems 

System 

Afr Guard 

Becker Sand Filter 

Buchholz 

Emissions Reactor 
Control Corp. 

Georgia-Pacific 
w/o demister 

w/ demister 

Leckenby 

Remarks * 
l, 2, 4 

3 

l. 2. 4 

l. 2, 4 

l. 2. 4 

3 

l, 2. 4 

* See footnotes on next page. 

Performance 

Unit at Cloverdale, .California had 
blue tail (no zero blue haze, but could 
meet 10% opacity) 

Pilot plant unit achieved zero blue 
haze on yellow pine for l hr. run 

Pilot plant observed to tie 10% opacft.v 

Has not been observed in normal 
opera ti on 

Large steam plume, visible emissions 
evaluation difficult, estimated to 
be about 10% opacity 

Pilot Plant Brink Unit was observed 
at zero blue haze 

Data from Leckenby indicate their 
unit can operate consistently 
l 0% opacity 



Veneer Dryer Emissions Control Systems 
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1. Sfze and/or design varies 

2. Operating above pilot scale 

3. Not operating above pilot scale 

4. Readily available for full scale installation 

3. Incineration 

A. Complete incineration fs a practical approach ~specially if there is 
a heat source, f.e., furnace, boiler or WWB, located near the veneer 
dryer. 

B. Partial fncf neration - part of the af r circulated in the veneer dryer 
fs passed through a hfgh temperature chamber where the organic comp0nents 
are oxidized to CO & H 0. This heated air is then blended with cooler 
air being recfrcul~ted ~o the veneer dryer. By combusting a fraction 
of the organic vapor ft fs hoped that the discharge from the veneer 
dryer can meet the veneer dryer regulations. 

C. Incfneratfon systems:· 

System 

Incineration in H.F. Boiler 

Incineration f n WWB 

Incineration in N.G./R.O. 
'Boiler 

Company 

Simpson Timber, Albany 
Weyerhaeuser, Cottage 

Grove - Startup 1/75 

Drain Plywood 

Willamette Industries 

Partial Incineration (Energex) Lane Plywood 

Catalytic Afterburner U. S. Plywood 

Performance 

Meets H.F. Boiler Reqs. 
No blue haze · 

Should be completed by 
l/75 

Scheduled for startup 
1/75 

Installed on Green End -
Little blue haze - no 
opacity 

Opacity data not avail
able 
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4. Other approaches 

A. Air/Air condensation - Weyerhaeuser Company 

At Snoqualmie Falls little or no blue haze was observed on pilot 
scale. Condenser at Springfield to start up 12/12/74. 

B. Low temperature drying - Unique, attempts to prevent the formation 
and emission of the organics, rather than removing them from 
gas stream. In operation at Roseburg Lumber, Dillard. Can meet 
the 10% opacity regulation. 

C. Johns-Manville - HEAF Filter - can meet 10% opacity, but there is a 
solid waste disposal problem. 

D. AAF Kinpactor - was demonstrated to operate at 5 to 10% opacity. 



T/\iJLE II 

Sum.r."Tl.ary of Veneer Drye= :Crnission Control 11ethods {l, 2, 3) 

I 
I -:rver 

Press 1.;.!'e Drop ParticulG?.t.~ Concent:::-atio:"'l. 
Flow Rate Across System Gr/SCF E!"ficiency 

SC:?:"\ In. T:!at·..::.r G.:i.uc;e In O,,_._ 'l_ 
I • 
. -......... -Cont.rel F.qui_e_r.:en ... 

::c~:n / ,"' .... "'::er ican 1'\ir Fil tcr Kinpactor 3,800 

~ ~carr: J\r.crican Air Filter !<ir1pactor 
<J.:'1.ci g l.JSS fiber de:nistor 3,000 

3':.~.J.r. n.1:.:c.r Fil'tcr 33 5 
.; ':CJ.~ 

1 
.:3:;.c:-ihol:::. Fo.:::?.m System 405 

,,j ':C<:l;.J. I 'Duµo:1t Cat.:ilytic Afte~b.u,~ner 133 
140 

I 13 6 

-~ 
Ene:::-gex Burner 8'13 0 

·•r G-P Scrubber 11,000 .. , 
::G , Johns-~:anville II~ //tr Ar: 26S 

' 272 
2SO 

.3 team · Leckcnby 3,000 

··r 
oJ :·:oore Lo-Em 3,413 

J,200 
Sev~rsky Electrostatic Ptecip. 700 

1.300 
5tea.-n · "r\eyco ConGenser Pilot 

3t.ear.i. · ~-:;,eelabrator 13' 000 

··~ ~·iasteco Incinerator 7,760 ..... 
~ tea."':'I f!ogfucl Boiler Incineration 73,100 

3tcarn ·Tc~pcrature Reduction 
5tea;.: Tcw?erature Reduction 

I 
" :;ot S ~ . .:!.n.C.a=d F~~•'IS-1\PCl" S-8-2 Test !'1ethod 

I :.c~~rzcted for dilution air, aree~ end 
1 : • 'J:J· c:--.d 
: ; .• :-.:i~ c-:-~C"· -=\.."'nt ~cs ts 
I : ; est.:.::- value 

I 

-
33.S .065 . 013 I 37 

I 
I 

27 .142 .049 I 65 

2S-40 .138 .02 ! 85 
I 

2-3 .086 .010* 88 
2 .086 .014 (36l"F') 84 

.099 .0067 (499" F') 93 

.134 .0087 (601' F) 93 

.084@ 12% co2 

[SJ .137 .036 74 

17-29 0 .14 4 .018 87 
17-29 0.0789 .0019 98 
17-29 0.0779 • 0017 95 

' [ S l .070 • oss·'· 21 
. 08 0 .ossl 31 
.054 .034 2 ·37 
.137 .069 2 48 
. 09f."6 ' .09443 
.093 • 01 o3 2S 

1.3 .004 
3.5 .007 

<: s 51 

16 .048 .035 26 
14.6 

... .016 Run H 
14.6 •. 015 Run #2 

.108 @ 12% C02 

.11s @ 11% co2• 

.: 004-. 009 

. 

Average ?=cducti~n 
Op~city % ~o~p 
In O~t !~::~~l~sd 

I 40 

-
6 

2S s 

so ::r 0 
Bro1;n Plu"'c 

~3/74) 

;::; 0 7/73 

55 5-20 7/73 

60 ·s Early 7 4) 
20 ~s 

20 4S 

410 
<10 
410 
410 

(60] 5-25 7/73 
2/73 

"" 0 
20 

Red Plum" [~/74] 

22 110/72 
i i 

20 
9/71 

10 2/73 

20-40 
(1975] 
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Mr. Harold Patterson 
Director, Air Quality Control 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Patterson: 

1n9 A Sr. I Tacoma, Waahington 984011 Araa Code 208 I Broadway 2·2283 

TLX 32-7430 

~ ' !MPZC)Eb 11 .¢1. .;;4_4µ;;1119{ _·..-:4i!ii..J¢?.A .,,.$ "'43 .. _ . . .. .... .& .. £if .... EL...... . , .£ .. \, ... t>.·.,. G~t ~~M 
AMERICAN PLYWDDD ASSOCIATION 

September 16, 1974 

Subject: Veneer Dryer Emission Control 

The revised veneer dryer regulation is submitted for your review and 
consideration. The industry advisory committee feels this proposal to 
be a reasonable compromise, particularly in view of the considerable 
industry opinion that only the basic Oregon air regulations should apply 
to veneer dryers. 

Industry, at the time the present regulation was formulated, fundamentally 
disagreed with the concept of "ze~o" visibility. At the time of the 
Environmental Quality Commission action on this subject, the Chairman, 
Mr. McPhillips, recommended Commission passage of the present regu
lation as a "goal" for industry's control efforts. Plywood manufacturers, 
in good faith, have tried to find workable control mechanisms that would 
meet this "goal. 11 We have now reached a conclusion, based on actual 
operating experience, that the Commission "goal" cannot be met consis
tently with any control equipment presently available. 

No regulation that discriminates against a segment of a particular 
industry is fair or equitable. Venee.r dryer emission has been .defined 
as an aesthetic concern, in that the emission does not constitute any 
danger to the health and welfare of the public. The industry advisory 
committee believes the regulation, revised as appended, can be met by 
equipment the industry has developed under stimulus of the original goal 
set by the Commission. Furthermore, the committee feels the proposed 
revision, based on the following criteria, will provide an effective and 
enforceable regulation: 

I. It is consistent with 
Washington. 

i:. I. 
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z. It is consistent with opacity regulations governing emissions 
from other sources within the State of Oregon. 

3. Compliance can be achieved with a number of available control 
devices. 

4. The existing regulation allows no additional time for study and 
testing of untried or unproven control techniques. 

5. Delay of the final compliance date, to permit the industry to 
install the needed equipment, will not jeopardize Oregon's 
attainment of the National Ambient Air Standards as required 
by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

6. Fugitive emissions are provided for in such manner that each 
plant can most effectively cope with its own unique situation. 

7. More restrictive requirements may be imposed where special, 
local conditions warrant. 

The magnitude of capital and operating costs of veneer dryer control 
equipment remains of great concern to the industry. Controlled expendi
tures per dryer will range from a minimum installed cost of $60, 000 to as 
high as $1 75, 000 per unit, exclusi~e of costs for fugitive emission control. 
A single plant can have as many as seven dryers for which total control 
costs may exceed a million dollars for the facility. To put these costs into 
perspective, it should be pointed out that the original cost of a veneer dryer 
in an average Oregon plant was around $80, 000. Thus, the investment in 
control equipment will exceed the depreciated value of the dryer in the 
majority of cases. The impact of the veneer dryer regulations will fall 
heaviest on the older; smaller plants, and will be particularly oppressive 
in today's depressed plywood markets. 

In view of the approaching December 1974 deadline of the existing regula
tions, we look forward to working with you toward an expeditious revision 
of the existing veneer dryer standards. 

MG:dl 
Enc. 

Respectfully submitted, 
I 



25-315 VENEER AND PLYWOOD MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS 

( 1) Veneer Dryers 

(a) As soon as practicable, but no later than December· 31, 

1975, no person eihall cause to be emitted from any 

veneer dryer stack, visible air contaminants of an 

opacity equal to or greater than 20%. Where the pres

ence of uncombined water is the o.nly reason for failure 

of an emission to meet this requirement, said requirement 

shall not apply. 

( b) Where required, because of valid adverse local 

geographical or meterorological conditions, and for 

dryers installed after December 31, 1974, no person 

shall cause to be emitted from any veneer dryer stack, 

visible air contaminants of an opacity equal to or greater 

than I 0%. Where the presence of uncombined water is 

the only reason for failure of an emission to meet this 

requirement, said requirement shall not apply. 

(c) As soon as practicable, but no later than December 31, 

1975, or upon application for approval to operate a new 

source, each owner or operator of a veneer dryer shall 

submit to the Department for approval a schedule for 

repair. and maintenance to control of fugitive emissions. 

(d) As soon as practicable, but not later than May 1, 1975, 

every person operating a veneer dryer shall submit to 



the Department of Environmental Quality: 

1. Written information, reports, or analysis which 

demonstrates compliance with the emission limitations 

contained in subsections ( 1) (a) or ( 1) ( b) of this 

section, or 

11. .A specific written compliance schedule for complying 

with the emission limitations contained in subsections 

( 1) (a) or ( 1) (b) of this section. 

( e) Any veneer dryer complying with the emission limitations 

contained in subsections (1) (a) or (1) (b) and (1) (c) of this 

section shall be exempt from compliance with section 21-030, 

(pertaining to particulate emission limitations). 

(f) Any veneer dryer the construction of which is completed 

subsequent to the effective date of this rule, shall, from 

time of initial ope ration, comply with the emission limitations 

contained in subsection ( 1) (a) or ( 1) (b), and ( 1) ( c) of this 

section. 

(g) No person shall attempt to comply with the emission limitations 

of subsections (1) (a) or ( 1) ( b) of this section by diluting the 

emissions from the drying process with outside air or other 

gasses. Emissions which are so diluted shall be deemed to be 

in violation of subsections (1) (a) or (1) (b) of this section. 
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?OLl,..UTION 
c-AUTHORl'TV 

VERNER J. ADKISON 
Program Director 

l6 OAKWAY MALL 
EUGENE, OREGON 9740l 
AC 503 686-76l8 

November 27, 1974 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 s.w. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

Re: Comments on revised veneer dryer regulation. 

Gentlemen: 

BOARD OF' THRF:CTORS 

NANCY HAYWARD 
Lane County 

DARWIN COURTRIGHT 
Springfield 

WICKES BEAL 
Eugene 

GERALD CATES 
Cottage Grove 

GUS KELLER 
Eugene 

We have worked closely with Department of Environmental Quality staff 
and Industry representatives in the last few months in their attempt 
to draft a regulation which will reduce the problere of "blue haze" 
from veneer dryers, while not causing undue hardship on mill owners. 
We feel that the proposed regulation fulfills this purpose. 

This regulation should cause fine particulate emissions in o~r region 
to be reduced. This will benefit the health of the community by reduc
ing the amount of suspended particulate in the air. Visibility reduction, 
caused by this source should .be diminished. We also feel that Industry 
will be able to meet this regulation with existing control equipment. 

We fully support the proposed regulation and have appreciated the oppor
tunity to work with the staff on the proposed regulation. 

Sincerely, 
_, - ~~ 

2::~.:{~-- /~· ~~!c.-~ 
Verner J~kison 
Di rec tow 

DMB/rh 

Clean Air Is A Natural Resource - Help Preserve It 



NORTH SANTIAM PLYWOOD COMPANY 

P. o. Box 377 MILL CITY, OREGON 

AREA CODE !503 897-2391 

November 19, 1974 

Office of Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 S. W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Si rs: 

SUBJECT: Written comments concerning Pub 1 i c Hearing, 2: 30 PM, 
December 20 at Albany for Environmental Quality Division 

We, as one of the major plywood producers of the area, have 
concluded that your proposal to limit all visible blue haze emissions 
to within fifty feet of the building will be so costly to accomplish 
and would curtail production of dry veneer to such a degree that the 
average Douglas Fir mill would be forced to shut dCMn. This seems a 
drastic statement but several years of investigating this problem 
has convinced us that the economics of accomplishing this are insur
mountable at this time. 

We would like to state at this time that we do not believe the 
small amount of blue haze our present dryers produce are in any way 
harmful to the health and well being of the people of Oregon. This 
same process is repeated thousands of times over by nature in the 
process of sun drying of forest matter and is essential to the growth 
of plants and trees. This is a well recognized and documented fact. 

We would also like to point out that in event this was made a 
law of the land, the additional energy required to dry Douglas Fir 
veneer would be enormous and at a time when for national survival we 
are trying to decrease our need for energy and to make every ounce of 
energy consumed produce a maximum effort. 

Due to these and many more reasons, we ask that you do not implement 
th is ru I i ng. 

Sincerely, 

NORTH SANTI AM PLYWOOl) .. C~l).fj-·'""•e 01 Oregon 
fl . . . iJ ..-tf: ~ OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALi. ' 

~ ~- ln1 . @ 1§' n fVl ~ 
David Barnhardt NOV 2 21974 . 01 

AIR QlJAU~r COIVfROt 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

8. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Coni11in'.; 

Eer:yclocl 
IVl<>i(:ti<lh 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item No. M-1, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting 

Variance Request - Boise Cascade Lumber Mill, 
Beaver Marsh, Oregon 

Background 
Boise Cascade Corporation operates a sawmi 11 and pl aniing mill 

near Beaver Marsh in northern Klamath County. Bark and waste white 
wood have been burned in their modified wigwam waste burner, in com~ 
pliance with the Department of Environmental (DEQ) regulations since 
September 21, 1972. 

The wigwam waste burner was given a Notice of Violation by the 
Department of Environmental Quality's Regional office in Bend for 
violation of the 20% opacity regulation on November 12, 1974. 

Boise Cascade, by letter dated November 27, 1974, requested a 
variance and explained the conditions contributing to the violation: 

1. The sawmill and planing mill have been shut down by pre
vailing market conditions and the plant is operating as a 
chip mill. White wood planer shavings and hogged trim are 
no longer available at the wigwam waste burner to promote 
good combustion. 

2. Their supply of natural gas is subject to curtailment so that 
3 minute startups to reach a low opacity condition may not 
be possible. A continuous supply of natural gas to enable 
smokeless combustion may not be available either. 
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3. The company has allocated funds to hog and chip the bark 
next year so that the wigwam waste burner may be shut down. 
a. Funds have been allocated for 2nd quarter 1975. 
b. Actual construction may start as soon as weather permits, 

perhaps in mid-May of 1975. 
4. The company proposes and wants to keep the chip operation 

running at Beaver Marsh so as not to contribute further to 
the region's unemployment. 

5. The company requests a variance until the bark hog and chip
ping facilities are completed and running. 

Discussion 
The mill is located behind a screen of pine trees east of High

way 97 in sparsely settled northern Klamath County. The ambient air 
is degraded by very few sources there. Other lumber mills are cur
tailed so that significant unemployment exists. The benefit of 
employment from a chipping operation involving 50 men is considered 
significant as compared to the adverse effects of air pollution 

caused by this wigwam waste burner and. which are essentially aesthetic. 
The company has submitted a practical plan to eliminate use of 

the wigwam waste burner altogether. While delaying this plan to May 
of next year may appear unnecessary, a project to install the machin
ery now would involve winter construction. This is considered 
reasonably difficult and costly at that 1 ocation in view of the proba
bilities of snow and grozen ground.and minimum temperatures that 
prevail in this area, etc. 

Other alternatives of dispersing of the bark are considered to 
run the costs to where the chips might only be made at a net loss 
which may mean shutting down this remaining part of the operation. 

Conclusion 
The Commission has the authority to grant a variance for the rea

son that speci a 1 circumstances render strict compliance impracti ca 1 a.nd 
no other alternative is available until the proposed facility is can
pleted. The DEQ's Air Quality Control Division recanmends this variance 
to permit the wigwam waste burner emissions to exceed the opacity limit 

of 20%, when necessary, until July 1, 1975. 
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The Regional office in Bend recommends the granting of this 
variance until the bark hog and chipping machinery phase out the 
wigwam waste burner. 

The adverse effect of increased smoke to the workers at the mill 
and inhabitants of the area is considered small and tolerable. The 
degradation of the environment as seen from Highway 97 may be con
sidered minimal. 
Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a variance from OAR, Chapter 340, Section 
25-020 (1) be granted to Boise Cascade Corporation for their lumber 
and planing mill at Beaver Marsh in Klamath County under the following 
conditions: 

1. Smoke from the wigwam waste burner operation shall be mini
mized by use of natural gas as necessary when it is available. 

2. The underfire air, overfire air, top damper, and the temper
ature recording equipment shall all be kept operative at all 
times. 

3. This variance shall terminate on June 30, 1975. 

PBB:ahe 
December 6, 1974 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



Wood Products Division 

Southern Oregon Region 
P.O. Box 100 
Medford, Oregon 97501 
(503) 779-2050 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison St. 
Portland, Oregon 97025 

Attention: Mr. Fritz Skirvin 

Gentlemen: 

Boise Cascade 

November 27, 1974 

This is in reply to the notice of violation of visible 
emission standards observed by Mr. Borden at our Beaver Marsh stud 
mill on November 12, 1974. 

The sawmill and planing mill at this location have been shut 
down by prevailing market conditions and the plant is now operating as 
a chip mill. We feel that lo.ss of the dry waste material from the 
planing mill is the major factor contributing to this violation since 
wet bark is the only waste now being burned. 

California Pacific Utilities has already given notice to expect 
significant interruptions of natural gas supply during the coming winter 
months so it is obvious that we cannot depend on the auxiliary burners 
for consistent compliance in the immediate future. 

We have received an offer to purchase all waste material from 
this plant and have budgeted the installation of hogging and truck loading 
equipment for the second quarter of 1975. This budget has been approved 
in principle by corporate management so we do not anticipate problems 
in securing allotment of funds. Upon completion of this project the 
wigwam burner would be placed on a standby status and used only in 
emergencies. Considering the extremely rigorous climate conditions in 
the Beaver Marsh area and current lead time on equipment, it is most 
doubtful that actual construction could start before May 15th 1975. 

In view of the facts outlined above and our reluctance to 
contribute any further toward the unemployement situation in our industry, 
we would request a variance to operate this burner in violation of 
visible emission standards until such time as the solution proposed above 
can be implemented. 



We regret our inability to offer a firm date for compliance 
at this time. If you have further questions please contact Bob Vincent 
at 779-2050 or Wally Cory at (208) 384-6161. 

Yours very truly, 

BOISE CASCADE CORPORATION 

R. B. Parrish 
Manager, Southern Oregon Region 

RBP/dh 

cc: rla 11 y Cory 

John E. Borden - Regional Engineer 
Dept. Environmental Quality 
Bend, Oregon 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

TOM McCALL MEMORANDUM 
GOVERNOR 

To: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
B. A. McPHILLIPS 

Chairman, McMinnville 
From: Director 

GRACES. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

Subject: Agenda Item No. lVI-2, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting 
JACKLYN l. HALLOCK 

Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem Variance Request: Russe 11 Industries Lumber Mi 11 , 

La Pine, Oregon 
RONALD M. SOMERS 

The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Co111ciins 
F'.ecyded 
!'v\a1eriab 

Background: 

Russell Industries operates a small sawmill at La Pine in southwest 
Deschutes County. The firm operates a salvage type mill by processing 
snags and dead standing timber into useful lumber, and saleable by
products such as chips and firewood. The mill has no wigwam burner, no 
boiler, and only one cyclone on a seldom used planer at their furniture 
shop. The yard is located between Highway 97 and State Highway 31. 

Some logs recieved at the mill are found to be rotten; other wood 
has nails in it and cannot be processed. This waste wood has always 
been segregated and burned as needed about once a quarter in a pile 
estimated at 10 feet high and 30 feet across. 

Upon applying for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, Russell 
Industries learned of its conflict with Department of Environmental 
Quality Regulations and has responded with letters dated November 13, 
19, and 27 detailing their case for open burning. 

The letter of November 27, 1974, requests a variance to open burn 
the described waste wood three (3) times per year for a duration of 
approximately sixteen (16) hours each time. 

Discussion: 

The mill's practice of open burning has aroused no adverse comment. 
The materials processed by the mill expectedly results in some unusable 
ends or rotten portions which accumulate at this mill site. 

To build a conforming wigwam or employ a conforming trench burner 
for such a small volume of wood is not considered practical or feasible 
by the field staff. 

The Air Quality Division and Regional Office in Bend recommend a 
variance to the open burning regulations as no reasonable alternative is 
considered to now exist. 
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Con cl us ions: 

The proposed burning has been accomplished at this location without 
objections being filed with or adverse observations made by the Depart
ment. Degradation to the air environment if significant at all, is con
cluded at this time to be more acceptable than allowing accumlations of 
wood wastes resulting in a possible fire hazard or other environmental 
problem. No feasible alternative is concluded.to be available. 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is recommended that a variance be granted from OAR Chapter 340, 
Section 23-010 (l) (a), to Russell Industries for their sawmill site at 
La Pine under the following conditions: 

l. That the burning be confined to the present location (as photo
graphed on September 24, 1974). 

2. That the burning be conducted no more than three (3) times each 
year, unless specifically authorized by the Department. 

3. That this variance expire on January l, 1980. 

4. That this variance in no way relieves Russell Industries of com
plying with applicable fire control or fire permit regulations of 
other governing bodies. 

5. That Russell Industries report annually as required by the Air Con
taminant Discharge Permit the amount burned. 

6. Russell Industries shall notify the Department of Environmental 
Quality Bend office (phone 382-6886) on the day preceding each of 
the burning occurences. 

This variance may be revoked upon findings of violation of any of 
the above conditions. It may also be revoked if any waste other than 
that produced by Russell Industries (as described in his letters of 
November 1974) is added to these fires. 

FAS:df 

~~ 
KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



97739 
\Nork!ng to K220 ou1 LaPint' Country Beautiful and Growing 

Dcpartrnent of Enviror1rne1:d:cal Qu.ali·Ly 
12Jl~ S,, l'J 0 1'-1or:cison St:cec L. 
Por'Llar1d 11 Ot'cgo.n 97205 

He: file 09-0031 
ApplicaLion 0265 

11ack.g1"01i.:nd 

and Buggy Pine Our Specialty 

2!1> The c1:clce oawc v1e -u;30 t..ravel at. 650 11I>r4 and ir1 very· :ca:co carJes 1r1l1erc 
a lug i;s ·roL.Lon.::;avrd1_:-iD·L rnay trdvel 20 feet, ir1to the air .. 

40 We do :not eorrvcy ;:;a1rJdusL by air@ 'rtic p1.a:nt clue~:.; have one cyclor1e 
a:nd ha;_; l1ad i'or the lo.st f:i..·(rc.: y·ci.u·s * Th():Ce is poss::tb1y~ 100 lbrs of 
0ha\ri11gs that wou.ld_ pass t11rv th:L;;.; cy·c:LoJ.18 i-110. 1-·JC·-::;k:; ox'igin~:rLing 
:from. a sm:::.iJ.J~ ft1rr1:i.-t11.re plar1er,.. 

5~ 1I'he rnain ~:t';;:rv·clod areas in l.rur aii11 ;_'/ard is covercc.l wit .. 1·1 a red. cir1dnr 
·Lo the clur-;t o.i:1d 1rJaLo:cing :L;_; dor1e ·whu.n ncodcc1." 

6* I have LaJ;:cr1 c1 persr:i:nal sur·vc:y ~-vith the _people i:Jho ] ivc r~oa:c us arid 
in our' Gfftall L.own ai1d do x1ul, finrJ 011e C:oinpla1r.rt. v1it:,h our operu:Lio11~ 

7 ® Productiori up:;;rations at tbe rnill dc1>cnds on 'Lb0 wcathe:c * 

D T1; (~ 1ner1 hav·e gui:1c cyv-;;:,r-· iny pla11L site 01ul 11a.ve ;::;c:cn n1y· opcJ'v.tior1 BJld if J 
1r1cx·c to OJ)Srate UJHlc:.:c t,}1c re::.;t1"'ietio11.::; y·o·u ha-ve uc:t .fortlL1 I l.ltTl l)X'C 
th.c 1a\"f,. l"1ave o.l.:1tiay·s brolte11 tJ1e 1.0.t-J, ar:; far a.s yorrr r;e;"; arc conccrnod t 
DJJd rnig}rL juDt t:i/> vJcll ca1J. it, 

If tJri;:.; i0 the vl ;J.y \'Jf; <.:i.ru 
J ~;en.t y·ou for thir~ 

to be :cest:i;::Lctcd~ 
on Nov, 12, 1973, 

Yours t rnly, 

Mo.rvJn Husso.D 
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Mr, Kessler R. Cannon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
123l,. S, W, Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 9720l,. 

Dear Mr, Cannon: 

November 13 1 197h 

S~ate of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAllT\ 

00 [g C!B [g ~ \VJ [g [ID 
NOV 181914 

OFJ:l.CI! OF IH!l DIREO:OR 

In response to your letter of Nov, • .l,.1 we just wanted to toll you that we 
feel we are being made a fool of by the D E Q. 

Shortly after receiving your letter we received a copy of the permit that 
we are to receive in the near future. It prohibits us from any open 'burntng at 
our plant site, This is wh,at we applied for in the first place, a permit to do 
open burning two or three times a year and this is what we thought we were going 
to receive. 

The permit you are issuing enables us to operate our plant, which does not 
and never has in the twenty years we have operated, caused any air contamination, 
So we paid $50 for nothing, 

The bureaucratic monster th,'~, you are working for has reached it's t<rntacles 
way beyond reason, Contamination is something we believe all people are very 
nruch concerned with and it should be dealt with for the good of all of WJ, f\ 
large part of the small business that you are confusing to the point that they 
are ready to quit and fold up are people that are not contaminating anything. 

Why can't the DEQ work w:i.th the problems that you do have so you can take 
care of the contamination of the air that is a real threat to people's health, 

Mr, Cannon, if this letter sounds bitter it's because we are bitter, In 
Nov, 1973 we filed the papers, sent the $50 as requested for the permit and 
what do we get, One full year later we are notified that we cannot do any 
open burning at our plant site, Between Nov, 1973 and Nov, 197h we did not 
have any correspondence from your office, not even a receipt for the $50, 

What makes this even more irritating is that the Forest Service is burning 
slash all around us and is creating a smokey haze in the air that stays for 
days this time of year. Why is our smoke more contaminating than theirs, 
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We have spent 20 years worldng and developing this business jnto what it 
is today and have been thru some pretty tough times getting it on it's feet 
financially, Directly and indirectly this business supports nearly 50 fo.milies 
in the LaPine area. In our peak season we employ l,O to 4.5 and tho hauler who 
hauls our logs has another 6 or 8 people that earn their livelihood from 
Russell Industries. 

Isn't it going to be a great day for Oregon when the government agencies 
have made it too rough for the individually mmed and fo.mily owned business to 
oporato? Won~,t it be nice when all the small companioo arc cone nnc\ thero in 
only \i,Jyorhauuor, Goori:rln Pacific, Doioe Caocado and other lar[,'O corporations 
working in Oroi;on forests, 

We are not going to argue with you people any longer, when our 1·msto makes 
it impossible for us to operate we will put nunsell Industries up .for auction 
nnd the 50 fo.milies that earn their living from this opera~ion can either move 
to anothe1· area for employment or they can apply for welfare. 

We have another comment that we would like to make, The loggers have taken 
good care of the forest for a good mnny years before the environmentalists came 
along, We have kept fire wa+.c.hes all fire season each year, provided fire fii:;hting 
crews when needed, and wntchi;ld out for the birds and animals. You people o.re 
harrassing the wrong group. You should be after yourselves because you people 
are from the big cities and do not !mow how to respect the woods, People fl•om 
the cities who do not know how to care for the forest cause more fires, create 
more garbage in the forest and unnecessarily kill more animals and birds than 
all the loggers put together, but of course we do not have the Game Commission 

nol!' the Tourist Bureau for a lobby in the legislature to protect our interests. 

cc.: 
' --. ~ ... 

, .. .. 
So.m Johnson 
OOQ 1 !Jend office 
Governors' office 
Radio Station KBND 
The Bulletin 

Sinceroly1 . , . . 
1
/} /, 

1;~~·(~/lf J& 7f;'fln~/t{,,,7£i/ 
'\' 

'1'' 
Mr, & Mrs. Marvin Russell 

·,1, 
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DEPT._ OF, ENVIROLlENTAC QU11tlU{ 
Environmental Control Commission 
1234 s.w. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Gentlemen: 

November 27,1974 

Refer: File #09-0031 
Application: 0265 

On November 25,1974, Cone Hunter, representive for Russell Industries, met 
with Kessler Cannon, Director, Department of Environmental Quality, in Mr. 
Cannon's office in Portland, Oregon, At· this meeting it was determined that 
there had been some misunderstandings, with Russell Industries not having been 
adequately informed as to action to be taken in order to obtain a required 
variance for open burning, which by law cannot be incorporated within the 
permit proper. 

In Certified, return receipt requested, letter to the D.E,Q., dated Nov
ember 19,1974, background information was given on the operations of Russell 
Industries. I reiterate ·.this information as follows: 

1, We do operate a sawmill at LaPine and have for twenty years, 

2. The circle saws we use travel at 650 RPM. In very rare cases, where 
a log is rotten, sawdust may travel 20 feet into the air. 

3, We sell our wood wastes to different people for utilization. 

4, We do not convey sawdust by air. The plant does have one cyclone 
and has for the past five years. There is possibly 100 pounds of 
shavings that pass through this cyclone per week. These shavings 
originate from a small planer, used in making our Forest Furniture 
Products. 

5, Main traveled areas in our mill yard are covered with a red cinder 
aggregate to retard dust. This is sprinkled with water in order to 
abate 'dust as conditions warrant. 

6. I have taken a personal survey of people who live near us in our 
small town and have yet to find one complaint with our operations. 

7, Production and operations at the mill are dependant upon the weather. 
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The following information is herewith set forth: 

All slab and waste wood trimmings from the mill operations is piled and 
held until such time as a chipper can be moved in to chip this waste wood for 
use by another producer. Arrangements have been made to dispose of presently 
stored slab and waste via the chipper method. 

It is estimated that there is now from ZOO to 300 truck loads of sawdust 
piled in storage. Arrangements have been made to haul this sawdust from the 
area for delivery to a manufacturer who can utilize this waste product. 

Local residents purchase a large amount of waste wood for home heating. 
Older people on Welfare and Sociill Security are often allowed to pick over 
the least desirable waste wood and are assessed no charge whatsoever for what 
they wish to remove from the premises. This is kept confidential, however, and 
is not advertised. But those truly in need gradually learn of this practice. 

As sole owner of Russell Industries, I am fully aware that no industry 
should be allowed to pollute our air, water or land. Russell Industries has 
not nor does not pollute in any manner, in my opinion. 

In any mill operation, there accunmlates a certain amount of rotten, punky, 
slivered and split wood which must be disposed of in some manner. There also 
accunmlates some old boards and timbers with nails. This material cannot be 
run through a chipper due to the nails and quite often the quality of the wood 
is such that it cannot even be given away. It is simply a case of one not be
ing able to utilize it or caring to remove it. The accumulation of worthless 
wood has to be disposed of in some manner and open burning is the only way at 
this time. No other manner is available to or feasible for a small operator. 

I therefore request that a variance be granted to allow open burning of 
the waste wood mentioned. Burning will occur about three (3) times per year 
and lasts approximately sixteen (16) hours each tjme. Said burning must take 
place at such time as the weather and local fire conditions will permit. The 
U. s. Forest Service and State Forestry has control over issuance of fire 
permits, when required. 

After my representative met with Mr. 
above, I feel we have been appeased only. 
could have better informed me of what was 

Cannon on November 25,1974, 
It does appear that D.E.Q. 

expected and/or required. 

as mentioned 
personnel 

As stated in my letter of November 19,1974, D.E.Q. representatives have 
inspected my plant site and observed my operations. Apparently, without a 

,variance being granted, as requested above, I am operating under restrictions, 
am breaking the law and have always broken the law, considering the permit only. 
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In my twenty years of operation no government subsidies have ever been 
given or received, no requests for an SBA loan has ever been made, I have 
operated solely from personal initiative, using capital borrowed on a busi
ness basis, as required, My business is totally a self made one, with no 
grants or governmental type loans involved. I pay and have always paid all 
applicable taxes. Present payroll covers approximately 31 individuals, During 
the summer months this number increases to perhaps fifty. This comprises the 
largest single payroll in the LaPine area, 

I cannot continue to operate if it must be under a constant threat of 
citations for so-called unlawful activity. Were my operations ever to have 
been creating contamination, then I agree that something would need to be 
done. This has not been the case, however. 

I would hope the variance for open burning, as stated, may be granted, 
I also would hope that full and complete information be given to us in the 
future so that we have a thorough understanding of what constitutes the per
mit proper and where a variance nrust be requested. 

MR/lj 

cc: D,E,Q., Bend office 
Mr. Kessler Cannon 

Yours truly,~ 

cfoj aµn~ I;::_:,,:!-~~/ 
/ Marvin Russell 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chaim1an, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN l. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Contilills 
Eecyde-d 
Mcitorlah 

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. N, December 20, 1974, EQC Meeting 

· Indirect Source Rule Change 
Authorization for Public Hearing 

Background: 

On November 22, 1974, the Commission adopted rules for Indirect 
Sources. Since that adoption the Director has expressed a concern for 
the staff time required to implement these rules and has directed the 
staff to re-evaluate the rule with the following objective; a maximum 
reduction in manpower requirements with a minimum effect on the Indirect 
Source review program. 

Discussion: 

The staff has reviewed the Indirect Source rule and finds that the 
maximum savings in manpower with the minimum impact on the effective
ness of the program can be achieved by increasing the minimum lot size 
reviewed from 50 to 100 parking spaces. 

Based on the data submitted to the Commission at the November 22, 1974 
meeting,this change would have resulted in: 1) approximately a 36.5% reduction 
in the number of applications received through September 1974 by the Depart
ment under the exis-ting rule; and 2) a loss of review authority over approx
imately 7. 5% of the total parking spaces reviewed in the Portland area 
through September 1974 under the existing rule. 

The staff feels that review of all parking facilities is necessary to 
achieve a balanced indirect source review program. However, review of 
those individual facilities containing fewer than 100 parking spaces does not 
at this time appear to be critical based strictly on air quality considerations. 
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Additional minor changes and corrections proposed for the clarification 
of this rule include: 1) section 20-llO(lO)(b), capitalize "Facilities"; 2) section 
20-114(14), addition of the words "in designated parking areas"; 3) section 20-
115(5) renumbered to 20-115(3); 4) section 20-115(6) renumbered to 20-115(4); 
5) section 20-125(1)(a)(iv), the deletion of "of" and the insertion of "and 
quantity of Parking Spaces at the Indirect Source and"; 6) section 20-125(1)(a)(vii) 
line 2, the deletion of the word "spaces"; 7) section 20-129(1)(a)(vi) line 2, 
the insertion of "concurrent with or" and the insertion of a comma after 
"the result of". 

Recommendation: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that a public hearing be 
authorized for the next Environmental Quality Commission meeting to be 
held January 24, 1975 for the purpose of taking public testimony prior to 
considering the adoption of the proposed rule changes. 

RLV:h 12/11/74 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



ADDENDUM TO AGENDA ITEM N, December 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

Discussion: 

The staff has received from LR'\.PA and MWVAPA letters requesting 
delegation of authority to carry out the provisions of the Indirect Source 
Rule within their respective areas of jurisdiction. As stated in each 
letter the two Regional Authorities have, under the existing Parking 
and Highway rule, been conducting Indirect Source reviews and have 
demonstrated their ability to adequately maintain this program. The 
staff feels that the delegation of authority is appropriate. 

Recommendation: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the authority to 
carry out the provisions of the Indirect Source Rule within their 
respective areas of jurisdiction be granted to LRAPA and MWVAPA 
with the following exception: 

"The Department of Environmental Quality shall retain jurisdiction 
over "Highway Sections" which cross Rei;ional Authority boundaries." 



MID V\/ILLA!VlETTE VALLEY 

fv\iCHAEL D. ROACH 
Director 

2585 STAT!: STREET/ SALEM, OREG Of\! 97301 / TELEPH01'\iE AC 503 ! 581-1715 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 
From: Michael D. Roach, Director 
Date: December 20, 1974 

Subj: Indirect Source Regulations - Delegation of Jurisdiction 
to Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 

As provided for in Section 20-105 of the recently adopted Indirect 
Source Regulations, the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
requests delegation of jurisdiction over those indirect sources 
located in the five-county region served by the Authority. 

As indicated in our letter to Mr. Cannon requesting this hearing, 
our Board of Directors, on February 19, 1974, passed a resolution 
to request jurisdiction of indirect sources from the Environ.~ental 
Quality Commission at the appropriate time. Following this 
resolution, the Authority's federal grant application was filed 
with the Department committing Authority money and staff hours to 
these sources and to developing a plan to implement the Department's 
regulations by May, 1975. The Department reviewed and accepted the 
application and its objectives. These were included in the official 
State-wide consolidated plan. At the November 26, 1974 Board Meeting 
the Board reaffirmed its commitment to regional review and instructed 
the staff to proceed with obtaining jurisdiction. 

Mid-Willamette has been working with indirect sources in the form of 
parking lots and highways since 1972 with the support of the Depart
ment. 

In the past two years, the agency has reviewed nmnerous parking 
facilities, along with the I-5 expansion, and has requested from 
the Highway Department an environmental impact statement for the 
proposed I-305. In the spring of 1974, the Authority participated 
in a series of workshops with the Mid-Willamette Valley Council 
of Governments, the Oregon State Highway Department, and the 
Federal Highway Administration regarding evaluation of the Salem 
Area Transportation System's impact on air quality. At the present 
time the agency staff is involved in working with both the cities 
of Salem and Corvallis in evaluating the air quality impact of 
urban renewal projects, transit systems 2nd industrial parks. Rapid 
mid-valley growth rates necessitate continued comprehensive review 
of these and associated developments. By virtue of its organization 
Mid--Willamette is most atune with area priorities and problems. 
Cooperative working relationships have been established with other 
government agencies, citizens groups, private industry and special 
interest groups in the area. The nature of the indirect source 
regulations makes it evident such relationships are a must. 

!'11lEf'11BE8 Ci..lUNTlES: Bl:f·~TOd / l!NN i r,.;,.\F~lON J POLI< /l'A~.IHJLL 
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To imorove the agency's data base for reviewing indirect sources, a 
mobil'e air monitoring laboratory is currently being assembled with 
the aid of the Department of Environmental Quality. The unit will 
have the ability to sample for CO, ozone, 502, NOx, and other 
critical pollutants. It is anticipated the unit will be sited 
initially in either the Salem metropolitan area or the Albany
Lebanon - Corvallis area. Data collected will provide the mid
valley pollution profile required for review of all sources, 
not only indirect. 

In light of meeting these prerequisites, the Mid-Willamette Valley 
Air Pollution Authority requests delegation of jurisdiction over 
indirect sources in.its region. 

Thank you. 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

KESSLER R.. CANNON 
Director 

Con!.>ins 
RBcyclccl 
Ma1eri,1ls 

OEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT .Qf 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET 0 PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 o Telephone (503) 229- 5359 

Administrative Rules Division 
Secretary of State's Office 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Attn: Mrs. Ione Hanson 

Gentlemen: 

November 27, 1974 

Re: Adoption of Rules Change, 
Rules for Indirect Sources 

Attached are two copies of the Rules for Indirect Sources adopted 
by the Environmental Quality Commission a:t the November 22, 1974 
meeting, submitted for filing with the Secretary of State. 

Included with this transmittal are two copies each of the rule 
summary, the certification of adoption, and the adopted rule. 

It is requested that this rule be published in the Secretary of 
State's BuD.etin on December 15, 1974. 

HMP:h 

Enclosures 

Cordially, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



CERTIFICATE OF RULE CHANGE 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

I, RON L. MYLES, Deputy Director, Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality, certify that Sections 20-050 through 20-070, 
Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, relating to Highways and 
Parldng Structures in Urban Areas were repealed, and Sections 20-100 
through 20-135, Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, relating 
to rules for Indirect Sources were adopted by the Environmental 
Quality Commission on November 22, 1974, as shown on Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and made a part hereof. 

I further certify that said Exhibit A is a true and correct copy 
of the original thereof. 

Dated this /fl day of December, 1974. 

Deputy Director 
ent of Environmental Quality 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

Rule: General Subject Matter 

The adopted rules, Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340, 
Sections 20-100 throm;h 20-135, Rules for Indirect Sources, define 
indirect sources as air contamination sources and provide for state
wide control of these sources based on parking size or average 
traffic use. More restrictive limitations are placed on sources 
located within or near major urban centers. Sources affected by 
these rules include, but are not limited to airports, highways and 
parking facilities. Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, 
Sections 20-050 through 20-070 are repealed. 

r 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

Adopted November 22, 1974 

RULES FOR INDIRECT SOURCES 

OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 20-050 through 20-070 are repealed and Sections 20-100 
through 20-135 are adopted in lieu thereof. 

20-100 POLICY 

The Commission finds and declares Indirect Sources to be air contamination 
sources as defined in ORS 468. 275. The Commission further finds and 
declares that the regulation of Indirect Sources is necessary to control 
the concentration of air contaminants which result from Motor Vehicle 
Trips and/or Aircraft Operations associated with the use of Indirect Sources. 

20-105 JURISDICTION AND DELEGATION 

The Commission finds that the complexity or magnitude of Indirect Sources 
requires state-wide regulation and assumes or retains jurisdiction thereof. 
The Commission may, however, when any Regional Authority requests and 
provides evidence demonstrating its capability to carry out the provisions 
of these rules relating to Indirect Sources, authorize and confer jurisdiction 
upon such Regional Authority to perform all or any of such provisions 
within its boundary until such authority and jurisdiction shall be withdrawn 
for cause by the Commission. 

20-110 DEFINITIONS 

(1) "Aircraft Operations" means any aircraft landing or takeoff. 

(2) "Airport" means any area of land or water which is used or intended 
for use for the landing and takeoff of aircraft, or any appurtenant 
areas, facilities, or rights-of-way such as terminal facilities, parking 
lots, roadways, and aircraft maintenance and repair facilities. 

(3) "Associated Parking" means a parking facility or facilities owned, 
operated and/or used in conjunction with an Indirect Source. 

(4) "Average Daily Traffic" means the total traffic volume during a given 
time period in whole days greater than one day and less than one year 
divided by the number of days in that time period, commonly abbreviated 
as ADT. 
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(5) "Commence Construction" means to begin to engage in a continuous 
program of on-site construction or on-site modifications, including 
site clearance, grading, dredging, or landfilling in preparation for 
the fabrication, erection, installation or modification of an indirect 
source. Interruptions and delays resulting from acts of God, strikes, 
litigation or other matters beyond the control of the owner shall be 
disregarded in determining whether a construction or modification 
program is continuous. 

(6) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(7) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality. 

(8) "Director" means director of the Department or Regional Authortty 
and authorized deputies or officers. 

(9) "Highway Section" means a highway of substantial length between logical 
termini (major crossroads, population centers, major traffic generators, 
or similar major highway control elements) as normally included in a 
single location study or multi-year highway improvement program. 

(10) "Indirect Source" means a facility, building, structure, or installation, 
or any portion or combination thereof, which indirectly causes or may 
cause mobile source activity that results in emissions of an air con
taminant for which there is a state standard. Such Indirect Sources 
shall include, but not be limited to: 

(a) Highways and roads. 
(b) Parking facilities. 
(c) Retail, commercial and industrial facilities. 
(d) Recreation, amusement, sports and entertainment facilities. 
(e) Airports. 
(f) Office and Government buildings. 
(g) Apartment, condominium developments and mobile home parks. 
(h) Educational facilities. 

(11) "Indirect Source Construction Permit" means a written permit in letter 
form issued by the Department or the Regional Authority having 
jurisdiction, bearing the signature of the Director, which authorizes 
the permittee to Commence Construction of an Indirect Source UJ).der 
construction and operation conditions and schedules as specified in 
the permit. 

(12) "Mobile Source" means self-propelled vehicles, powered by internal 
combustion engines, including but not limited to automobiles, trucks, 
motorcycles and aircraft. 
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(13) "Off-street Area or Space" means any area or space not located on 
a public road dedicated for public use. 

(14) "Parking Facility" means any building, structure, lot or portion thereof, 
designed and used primarily for the temporary storage of motor vehicles. 

(15) "Parking Space" means any Off-street Area or Space below, above or 
at ground level, open or enclosed, that is used for parking one motor 
vehicle at a time. 

(16) "Person" means individuals, corporations, associations, firms, partner
ships, joint stock companies, public and municipal corporations, political 
subdivisions, the state and any agencies thereof, and the federal govern
ment and any agencies thereof. 

(17) "Population" means that population estimate most recently published by 
the Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State 
University, or any other population estimate approved by the Department. 

(18) "Regional Authority" means a regional air quality control authority 
established under the provisions of ORS 468. 505. 

(19) "Regional Parking and Circulation Plan" means a plan developed by a 
city, county or regional planning agency, the implementation of which 
assures the maintenance of the state's ambient air quality standards. 

(20) "Regional Planning Agency" means any planning agency which has been 
recognized as a substate-clearinghouse for the purposes of conducting 
project review under the Unites States Office of Management and Budget 
Circular Number A-95, or other governmental agency having planning 
authority. 

(21) "Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites" means locations where people 
might reasonably be expected to be exposed to air contaminants generated 
in whole or in part by the Indirect Source in question. Location of 
ambient air sampling sites and methods of sample collection shall 
conform to criteria on file with the Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

(22) "Vehicle Trip" means a single movement by a motor vehicle which 
originates or terminates at or uses an Indirect Source. 
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20-115 INDIRECT SOURCES REQUIRED TO HAVE INDIRECT SOURCE CONSTRUC
TION PERMITS 

(1) The owner, operator or developer of an Indirect Source identified 
in subsection 20-115(2) of this section shall not Commence Construction 
of such a source after December 31, 1974 without an approved Indirect 
Source Construction Permit issued by the Department or Regional 
Authority having jurisdiction. 

(2) All Indirect Sources meeting the criteria of this subsection relative to 
type, location, size and operation are required to apply for an 
Indirect Source Construction Permit: 

(a) The following sources in or within five (5) miles of the municipal 
boundaries of a municipality wi.th a Population of 50, 000 or more, 
including but not limited to Portland, Salem and Eugene: 

(i) Any Parking Facility or other Indirect Source with Associated 
Parking being constructed or modified to create new or 
additional parking (or Associated Parking) capacity of 50 or 
more Parldng Spaces. 

(ii) Any Highway Section being proposed for construction with an 
anticipated annual Average Daily Traffic volume of 20, 000 or 
more motor vehicles per day within ten years after completion, 
or being modified so that the annual Average Daily Traffic on 
that Highway Section will be increased to 20, 000 or more 
motor vehicles per day or will he increased by 10, 000 or 
more motor vehicles per day within ten years after completion. 

(b) Except as otherwise provided in this section, the following sources 
within Clackamas, Lane, Marion, Multnomah or Washington counties: 

(i) Any Parking Facility or other Indirect Source with Associated 
Parking being constructed or modified to create new or 
additional parking (or Associated Parking) capacity of 500 
or more Parking Spaces. 

(ii) Any Highway Section being proposed for construction with an 
anticipated annual Average Daily Traffic volume of 20, 000 or 
more motor vehicles per day within ten years after completion, 
or being modified so that the annual Average Daily Traffic on 
that Highway Section will be 20, 000 or more motor vehicles 
per day, or will be increased by 10, 000 or more motor 
vehicles per day, within ten years after completion. 

r 
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(c) Except as otherwise provided in this section, the following 
sources in all areas of the state: 

(i) Any Parking Facility or other Indirect Source with Associated 
Parking being constructed or modified to create new or 
additional parking (or Associated Parking) capacity of 1, 000 
or more Parking Spaces. 

(ii) Any Highway Section being proposed for construction with 
an anticipated annual Average Daily Traffic volume of 50, 000 
or more motor vehicles per day within ten years after 
completion, or being modified so that the annual Average 
Daily Traffic on that Highway Section will be 50, 000 or 
more motor vehicles per day, or will be increased by 
25, 000 or more motor vehicles per day, within ten years 
after completion. 

(d) Any Airport being proposed for construction with projected annual 
Aircraft Operations of 50, 000 or more within ten years after 
completion, or being modified in any way so as to increase the 
projected number of annual Aircraft Operations by 25, 000 or more 
within 10 years after completion. 

(5) Where an Indirect Source is constructed or modified in increments 
which individually are not subject to review under this section, and 
which are not part of a program of construction or modification in 
planned incremental phases approved by the Director, all such 
increments commenced after January 1, 1975 shall be added together 
for determining the applicability of this rule. 

(6) An Indirect Source Construction Permit may authorize more than one 
phase of construction, where commencement of construction or 
modification of successive phases will begin over acceptable periods 
of time referred to in the permit; and thereafter construction or 
modification of each phase may be begun without the necessity of 
obtaining another permit. 

20-120 ESTABLISHMENT OF AN APPROVED REGIONAL PARKING AND CIRCULATION 
PLAN{S) BY A CITY, COUNTY OR REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 

(1) Any city, county or Regional Planning Agency may submit a Regional 
Parking and Circulation Plan to the Department or to the Regional 
Authority having jurisdiction for approval. Such a plan shall include, 
but not be limited to: 

(a) Legally identifiable plan boundaries. 

I 
I 
' I 
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(b) Reasonably uniform identifiable grids where applicable. 

(c) Total parking space capacity allocated to the plan area. 

(d) An emission density profile for each grid or plan. 

(e) Other applicable information which would allow evaluation of 
the plan such as, but not limited to, scheduling of construction, 
emission factors, and criteria, guidelines or ordinances applicable 
to the plan area. 

(2) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall hold 
a public hearing on each Regional Parking and Circulation Plan 
submitted, and on each proposed revocation or substantial modification 
thereof, allowing at least thirty (30) days for written comments from 
the public and from interested agencies. 

(3) Upon approval of a submitted Regional Parking and Circulation Plan, 
the plan shall be identified as the approved Regional Parking and 
Circulation Plan, the appropriate agency shall be notified and the 
plan used for the purposes and implementation of this rule. 

(4) The appropriate city, county or Regional Planning Agency shall annually 
review an approved Regional Parking and Circulation Plan to determine 
if the plan continues to be adequate for the maintenance of air quality 
in the plan area and shall report its conclusions to the Department or 
Regional Authority having jurisdiction. 

(5) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall initiate 
a review of an approved Regional Parking and Circulation Plan if it 
is determined that the Regional Parking and Circulation Plan is not 
adequately maintaining the air quality in the plan area. 

20-125 INFORMATION AND REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO INDIRECT SOURCE(S) 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATIONS WHERE AN APPROVED REGIONAL 
PARKING AND CIRCULATION PLAN IS ON FILE 

(1) Application Information Requirements: 

(a) Parking Facilities and Indirect Sources Other Tban Highway Sections: 

(i) A completed application form; 
(ii) A map showing the location of the site; 
(iii) A description of the proposed and prior use of the site; 
(iv) A site plan showing the location of Associated Parking areas, 

points of motor vehicle ingTess and egress to and from the 
site and Associated Parking; 
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(v) A ventilation plan for subsurface and enclosed parking; 
(vi) A written statement from the appropriate planning agency 

that the Indirect Source in question is consistent with an 
approved Regional Parking and Circulation Plan or any 
adopted transportation plan for the region. 

(vii) A reasonable estimate of the effect the project has on total 
parking spaces approved for any specific grid area and 
Regional Parking and Circulation Plan area. 

(b) Highway Section(s): 

(i) Items (i) through (iii) of subsection 20-125(l)(a). 
(ii) A written statement from the appropriate planning agency 

that the Indirect Source in question is consistent with an 
approved Regional Parking and Circulation Plan and any 
adopted transportation plan for the region. 

(iii) A reasonable estimate of the effect the project has on total 
vehicle miles travelled within the Regional Parking and 
Circulation Plan Area. 

(2) Within 15 days after the receipt of an application for a permit or 
additions thereto, the Department or Regional Authority having juris
diction shall advise the owner or operator of the Indirect Source of 
any additional information required as a condition precedent to issuance 
of a permit. An application shall not be considered complete until the 
required information is received by the Department or Regional Authority 
having jurisdiction. 

20-129 INFORMATION AND REQUffiEMENTS APPLlCABLE TO INDIRECT SOURCE(S) 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION WHERE NO APPROVED REGIONAL 
PARKING AND CffiCULATION PLAN IS ON FILE 

(1) Application information requirements: 

(a) For Parking Facilities and other Indirect Sources with Associated 
Parking, other than Highway Sections and Airports, with planned 
construction resulting in total parking capacity for 1000 or more 
vehicles, the following information shall be submitted: 

(i) Items (i) through (v) of subsection 20-125(1)(a). 
(ii) Subsection 20-125(2) shall be applicable, 
(iii) Measured or estimated carbon monoxide and lead concent11ttions 

at Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. Measurements 
shall be made prior to construction and estimates shall be 
made for the first, tenth and twentieth years after the 
Indirect Source and Associated Parking are completed or 
fully operational. Such estimates shall be made for average 
and peak operating conditions. 

r 
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(iv) Evidence of the compatibility of the Indirect Source with any 
adopted transportation plan for the area. 

(v) An estimate of the effect of the operation of the Indirect 
Source on total vehicle miles traveled, 

(vi) An estimate of the additional residential, commercial and 
industrial developments which may occur as the result of the 
construction and use of the Indirect Source, This shall also 
include an air quality impact assessment of such development. 

(vii) Estimates of the effect of the operation and use of the Indirect 
Source on traffic patterns, volumes, and flow in, on or within 
one-fourth mile of the Indirect Source. 

(viii) An estimate of the average daily Vehicle Trips, detailed in 
terms of the average daily peaking characteristics of such 
trips, and an estimate of the maximum Vehicle Trips, detailed 
in one hour and eight hour periods, generated by the movement 
of people to and from the Indirect Source in the first, tenth 
and twentieth years after completion. 

(ix) A description of the availability and type of mass transit 
presently serving or projected to serve the proposed Indirect 
Source. This description shall only include mass transit 
operating within 1/4 mile of the boundary of the Indirect Source. 

(x) A description of any emission control techniques which shall be 
used to minimize any adverse environmental effects resulting 
from the use of the Indirect Source. 

(b) For Parking Facilities and other Indirect Sources with Associated 
Parking, other than Highway Sections and Airports, with planned 
construction of parking capacity for 50 to 1000 vehicles; the 
following information shall be submitted: 

(i) Items (i) through (v) of subsection 20-125(1)(a). 
(ii) Subsection 20-125(2) shall be applicable, Such additional 

information may include such items as (iii) through (x) of 
subsection 20-129(1)(a). 

(c) For Airports, the following information shall be submitted: 

(i) Items (i) through (v) of subsection 20-125(1)(a). 
(ii) Subsection 20-125(2) shall be applicable. 
(iii) A map showing the topography of the area surrounding and 

including the site. 
(iv) Evidence of the compatibility of the Airport with any adopted 

transportation plan for the area. 
(v) An estimate of the effect of the operation of the Airport on 

total vehicle miles traveled. 
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(vi) Estimates of the effect of the operation and use of the 
Airport on traffic patterns, volumes, and flow in, on or 
within one-fourth mile of the Airport. 

(vii) An estimate of the average and maximum number of Aircraft 
Operations per day by type of aircraft in the first, tenth 
and twentieth years after completion of the Airport. 

(viii) Expected passenger loadings in the first, tenth and twentieth 
years after completion. 

(ix) Measured or estimated carbon monoxide and lead concentrations 
at Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. Measurements 
shall be made prior to construction and estimates shall be 
made for the first, tenth and twentieth years after the Airport 
and Associated Parking are completed or fully operational. 
Such estimates shall be made for average and peak operating 
conditions. 

(x) Alternative designs of the Airport, ie. size, location, parking 
capacity, etc., which would minimize the adverse environmental 
impact of the Airport. 

(Jd) An estimate of the additional residential, commercial and 
industrial development which may occur within 3 miles of the 
boundary of the new or modified Airport as the result of the 
construction and use of the Airport. 

(xii) An estimate of the area-wide air quality impact analysis for 
carbon monoxide, photochemical oxidants, nitrogen oxides 
and lead particulate. This analysis would be based on the 
emissions projected to be emitted from mobile and stationary 
sources within the Airport and from mobile and stationary 
source growth within 3 miles of the boundary of the Airport. 
Projections should be made for the first, tenth and twentieth 
years after completion. 

(xiii) A description of the availability and type of mass transit 
presently serving or projected to serve the proposed Airport. 
This description shall only include mass transit operating 
within 1/4 mile of the boundary of the Airport. 

(d) For Highway Sections, the following information shall be submitted: 

(i) Items (i) through (iii) of Subsection 20-125(1)(a). 
(ii) Subsection 20-125(2) shall be applicable. 
(iii) A map showing the topography of the Highway Section and 

points of ingress and egress. 
(iv) The existing average and maximum daily traffic ·on the 

Highway Section proposed to be modified. 
(v) An estimate of the maximum traffic levels for one and eight 

hour periods in the first, tenth and twentieth years after 
completion. 

I 
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(vi) An estimate of vehicle speeds for average and maximum 
traffic volumes in the first, tenth and twentieth years after 
completion. 

(vii) A description of the general features of the Highway Section 
and associated right-of-way. 

(viii) An analysis of the impact of the Highway Section on the 
development of mass transit and other modes of transportation 
such as bicycling. 

(ix) Alternative designs of the Highway Section, ie. size, location, 
etc., which would minimize adverse environmental effects 
of the Highway Section. 

(x) The compatability of the Highway Section with an adopted 
comprehensive transportation plan for the area. 

(xi) An estimate of the additional residential, commercial and 
industrial development which may occur as the result of the 
construction and use of the Highway Section, including an air 
quality assessment of such development. 

(xii) Estimates of the effect of the operation and use of the Indirect 
Source on major shifts in traffic patterns, volumes, and flow 
in, on or within one-fourth mile of the Highway Section. 

(xiii) An analysis of the area-wide air quality impact for carbon 
monoxide, photochemical oxidants, nitrogen oxides and lead 
particulates in the first, tenth and twentieth years after 
completion. This analysis would be based on the change in 
total vehicle miles traveled in the area selected for analysis. 

(xiv) The total air quality impact (carbon monoxide and lead) of 
maximum and average traffic volumes. This analysis would be 
based on the estimates of an appropriate diffusion model at 
Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. Measurements shall 
be made prior to construction and estimates shall be made for 
the first, tenth and twentieth years after the Highway Section is 
completed or fully operational. 

(xv) Where applicable and requested by the Department, a Department 
approved surveillance plan for motor vehicle related air 
contaminants. 

20-130 ISSUANCE OR DENIAL OF INDIRECT SOURCE CONSTRUCTION PERMITS 

(1) Issuance of an Indirect Source Construction Permit shall not relieve 
the permittee from compliance with other applicable provisions of the 
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan for Oregon. 

(2) Within 20 days after receipt of a complete permit application, the 
Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall: 

(a) Issue 20 day notice and notify the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, appropriate newspapers and any interested 
person(s) who has requested to receive such notices in each region 
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in which the proposed Indirect Source is to be constructed of 
the opportunity for written public comment on the information 
submitted by the applicant, the Department's evaluation of the 
proposed project, the Department's proposed decision, and the 
Department's proposed construction permit where applicable. 

(b) Make publicly available in at least one location in each region in 
which the proposed Indirect Source would be constructed, the 
information submitted by the applicant, the Department's evaluation 
of the proposed project, the Department's proposed decision, and 
the Department's proposed construction permit where applicable. 

(3) Within 60 days of the receipt of a complete permit application, the 
Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall act to 
either disapprove a permit application or approve it with possible 
conditions. 

(4) Conditions of an Indirect Source Construction Permit may include, 
but are not limited to: 

(a) Posting transit route and scheduling information. 

{b) Construction and maintenance of bus shelters and turn-out lanes. 

(c) Maintaining mass transit fare reimbursement programs. 

(d) Malting a car pool matching system available to employes, shoppers, 
students, residents, etc. 

(e) Reserving parking spaces for car pools. 

(f) Making parking spaces available for park-and-ride stations. 

(g) Minimizing vehicle running time within parking lots through the use of 
sound parking lot design. 

(h) Ensuring adequate gate capacity by providing for the proper number 
and location of entrances and exits and optimum signalization for such. 

(i) Limiting traffic volume so as not to exceed the carrying capacity 
of roadways. 

(j) Altering the level of service at controlled intersections. 

(k) Obtaining a written statement of intent from the appropriate public 
agency(s) on the disposition of roadway improvements, modifications 
and/or additional transit facilities to serve the individual source. 

(1) Construction and maintenance of exclusive transit ways. 
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(m) Providing for the collection of air quality monitoring data at 
Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. 

(n) Limiting facility modifications which can take place without re
submission of a permit application. 

(o) Completion and submission of a Notice of Completion form prior 
to operation of the facility. 

(5) An Indirect Source Construction Permit may be withheld if: 

(a) The Indirect Source will cause a violation of the Clean Air Act 
Implementation Plan for Oregon. 

(b) The Indirect Source will delay the attainment of or cause a 
violation of any state ambient air quality standard. 

(c) The Indirect Source causes any other Indirect Source or system of 
Indirect Sources to violate any state ambient air quality standard. 

(d) The applicable requirements for an Indirect Source Construction 
Permit application are not met. 

(6) Any owner or operator of an Indirect Source operating without a permit 
required by this rule, or operating 1n violation of any of the conditions 
of an issued permit shall be subject to civil penalties and/or injunctions. 

(7) Nothing in this section shall preclude a Regional Authority authorized 
under Section 20-105 from setting the permit conditions for areas 
within its jurisdiction at levels more stringent than those detailed in 
Sections 20-100 through 20-135. 

(8) If the Department shall deny, revoke or modify any Indirect Source 
Construction Permit, it shall issue an order setting forth its reasons 
in essential detail. 

20-135 PERMIT DURATION 

(1) An Indirect Source Construction Permit issued by the Department or 
a Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall remain in effect until 
modified or revoked by the Department or such Regional Authority. 

(2) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction may revoke 
the permit of any Indirect Source operating in violation of the construc
tion, modification or operation conditions set forth in its permit. 
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(3) An approved permit may be revoked without a hearing if construction 
or modification is not commenced within 18 months after receipt of 
the approved permit; and, in the case of a permit granted covering 
construction or modification in approved, planned incremental phases, 
a permit may be revoked as to any such phase as to which construction 
or modification is not commenced within 18 months of the time period 
stated in the initial permit for the commencing of construction of that 
phase. The Director may extend such time period upon a satisfactory 
showing by the permittee that an extension is justified. 
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Subject: 

DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Hea.r~a Officer Date: December 23, 1974 

R. L. Vogt 

~.atertal Submittai at the December 20, 1974 EQC mee&<!,'1 

Attached plea.se find: 

1.. A final staff report as presented to me Commis1;ion reqmisllill\' 
· authorization to hoid a public hea~ on the proposed motlificailona 
. t<:> the indirect Source .Role. 

2. A final staff report ar! presented fo the Commission authoriz~ 
dele$J.t!on of authority to the Re!tional Authorities to implement the 

.. adopted Indlrect &>urea rule. 

3. · A copy of the testimony p1·epa:red by MWVAPA for presentation at 
the EQC meel:inll.'. The 'NfWVAPA reore<telltative arrlyed dter the 

. Commission took action on the two staff reports li::ited above. 

Attachments 
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- .'1\:CHAfL D. ROACH 
Director· 
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j~ 2:i35 STATE STRECT I Si\LE:-...1, OH~GO<·~ 37301 .r TELEPHO\iE" AC 503 / 581-1715 
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F'rorn: 
Date: 

Environ.·nental ·Quality Corarrtission 
Michael D. P.oach, .Director 
December 20, 1974 

Indirect Source Regula-tions - Delegation of Jurisdiction 
to Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 

As provided for in Section 20-105 of the recently adopted Indirect 
Source Regulations, the :Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. 
requests delegation of jurisdiction over those indirect sources 
located in the five-county region served by the Authority. 

As indicated in our letter to Mr. Cannon requesting this hearing, 
our Board of Directors, on February.19, 1974, passed a resolution· 
to request jurisdiction of indirect sources from the Envirornnental 
Quality Commission at the appropriate time. Following this 
resolution, the Authority's federal grant application was filed 
~1i·th the Departraent- com_-rnitting Authority money and s·taff hours to 
these sources and to developing a plan to implement the Department's 
regulations by nay, 1975. The Department revie\•ied and accepted the 
a02lication and its objectives. These were included in the official 
State-wide consolidated plan. At the November 26, 1974 Board i'leeting 
the Bo2~rd reaffirmed its cOrnrnitment to regi_onal revier.·7 and instrl.1.cted 
the staff to proceed with obtaining jurisdiction. 

Hid-Willamette has been '·10rking with indirect sources in the form of 
parking lots and highways since 1972 with the support of the Depar:t
me11t ~ 

In the past two years, the agency has reviewed numerous parking 
facilities, along with the I~5 expansion, and has requested from 
the I-Tigh•.-1a~7 Department an environ.mer1tal il-npact Statement for the 
proposed I-305. In the spring of 1974, the Authority.partici9atec1 
in· a series of workshops with .the Nid-Willamette Valley .Council 
of Governments, the Oregon State Highway Department, and the 
Federal Highway Administration regarding evaluation of the Salem 
Area Transportation System's impact on air quality. At the pre.sent 
time the agency staff is involved in working with both the cities 
of Salem and Corvallis in evaluating the air quality impact of 
urban renewal projects, transit systems und industrial parks. Rapid 
mid-valley gro>.·1-th rates necessitate co:-itinued co::nprehens i ve revie1.v 
of these and associated developments. By virtue of its organization 
r.-1id-·~1Jillarnette is most a tune 1 .. 1i th area priori ties and p:::-oblems ~ 
Cooperative •:1or1::.ing rela-tionships ha\re been established r .. :ith other 
government agencies, citizens groups, private industry a~d special 
it1t.e1:est~ gi~oL1ps in the area~ The na t.ure of tl"r·2 .indirect sot..1rce 
regulations makes it evident such re~a~ionships are a ~U3~. 



v Page 2 
Envirorunental Qt1ali ty Corrunission 

To irrtp~cove ·the agency 1 s da t.a base fo::- ·rs-:;ier.·ting ir:.di:r:ect soiirces r a 
rnobile air rnoni torir1g labo::::-a tory is cu::~cently being asser.tbled t·;:L tl1 
the aid of t11e Department of Env i·ron2":le::~ -t2. l Qual it~{.. TD e 1.ini t r,; i 11 
have tti_e ability to sample for CO r 020::-~2, SOz r r::o:.:, and otb . .:::r 
critical pollutants.. I·t is anticipate:i the t1nit i,;·1ill be sit~d 
in.i ti ally in either the Salera rne-tropolita.n area or the Albs.n•,.r
Lebanon - Corv2.llis area. Data collected ,.,ill provide the nld
valley pollution profile required fo:c re7iew of all sources, 
not only indirect. 

In light of meeting these prerequisites, the Mid-Willamette Valley 
Air Pollution Authority requests delegation of jurisdiction over 
inc1irect sources in. its region. 
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MEMORANDUl\T 

To: 

F.rom: Dir8ctox· 

Subject: 

~_Get Sollrcr~ :8.11le Char.c,:e 
i\tttl1o1.~iz8_tlon fol' Po})lic H2c:rlr:_::,: 

011 :t~roven11Jer 22~ 197~1, t11e Co:rrr:."l1ission ? .. dopted r11lcs £01· Indfrect 
So11rcos. Since tha.t ac1c:iptio11 the Diree;to::- I1as expressed a co:ucarn fo1~ 
the staff time required to implement these rufos and has directed the 
staff to re-evalu.ate thG role \viCh the foll:i'>'!ing objectiYe; a r11axin1u.m 
reduction in rnanpcr,ver req~1iren1c11ts \\'ith a i11lr1inTLlm effect 02 t11e Iadirect 
Source review progTam. 

Di SC\lSSj.on.: 

Tl1e staff 11as x-evie1.ved the Indirect Soui~ce ru_lc 2.nd finds t11at the. 
ID.c::'lxi.1nurn savings_ in 1nanpo\ver \Vi-th t"ioe J:I1illin1un1 i:rr1ptict on the effective
ness of ti1e program cau lJe ac11ieved b:{ in.creasing t11e P.1.inirnum Iot size 
re\rie\ved from 50 to 100 parking spaces. 

Based on. tl1e data st1b111ittec1 to t}ie Cor:.1.n1ission 2~t the l~ot.-era.b21~ 22, 197·±-
'• 'l • 1 -·. . "1 "1 h j ' ., • 1) ~ -t. "I ..... r-: - r~ j L • r_1.1e_c-l,,111g, i.:_11s c lnnge \Yo-:..:tcl 1~ ;,-e resu.:. t8C! i:c.:.: ~.ppro::-..:::111:8. LC1j' a ._) o. ;y~,:. r-:.:c, tlC t.-2.0~.:.. 

in tl10 nttlnlJei-- of applicD.tions recei\·ed tl!roug1-1 Septc1n1Jcr 197~~ b}- tl1e IJGpart~ 
· ment llnder the existi.11g r<-lie; an.cl 2) a loss of i~e\rie\V a:u_t11o:ritv o\·cr auo1~0:-..:
imatel:>' 7 ~ G~d of the -total p::t:rl.Qng sp:1ces re\riC\Ved in t11e Portia.rid 2re;~. 
-tl1rot1gl1 September 197,± l1nc1er t11e existir:.s l'llle. 

TI1e staff feels t1-:.at 1'8\'icr,v of 8.11 p::::.r1dng- facilitics is nec23sary- to 
achieve f-i_ 1J::ll~nccc1 inc1ir(::Ct source re,,-ie:·,:,.. p!:og-x·;11n. lis·.1:e\·er, re 0 .. i8vr· of 
those ir1cli\i.du.~1l f:::-tcili.ties contain.ing fc·:.re::: thftn 100 IJ~1r1-\.i:1s sp'.1cc·3 doe.3 uc.>t 
at this ti111c ar1pc2 .. 1~ to 1Jc critical b:is·::.'d s~_.rictly on '1.i"t- q· .. L1Ji'ty co:13};_~:.:.:i~~: 7 Lc-:.1s~ 
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Additional minor chanq:es and corrections proposed for the clarification 
of this rule include: 1) section 20-llO(lO)(b), capitalize "Facilities"; 2) section 
20-114(14), addition of the words "in designa.ted pnrking areas"; 3) section 20-
115 (5) renumbered to 20-115(3); 4) section 20-115 (G) renumbered to 20-115('1); 
5) section 20-125(1)(a)(i1·), the deletion of "of" and the insertion of "and 
quantity of Parking Spaces at the Indirect Source and"; G) section 20-125(l)(a)(vii) 
line 2, the deletion of the word "spaces''; 7) section 20-129(l)(a)(vi) line 2, 
the insertion of "concurreat with or" and the insertion of a comma after 
"the result of". 

One additional proposed modification to the rule is the insertion of 
section 20-130(9) to formally adopt as part of the Indirect Source rule 
a policy to not approve or deny any Indirect Source· application until after 
the Indirect Source in question has obtained land use approval from the 
appropriate local planning agency. This procedure has been and is currently 
being followed and is the policy of the DepRrtment under the existing 
Parking and Hig;hways rule, however, the insertion of this policy within 
the rule will assist to clarify the intent of the Department. 

Recommendation: 

It is the recomn1endation of the Director that a public hearing be 
authorized for the next Environmental Quality Commission meeting; to be 
held January 24, 1975 for the purpose of takine; public testimony prior to 
considering; the adoption of the proposed rule changes. 

RLV:h 

(as presented at the EQC meeting;) 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



A:ODENDU:VI TO AGENDA ITEJ\1 N, December 20, 197'± EQC Meeting 

Discussion: 

The staff has received from LR~PA and l\IWVAPA letters requesting; 
delegation of authority to carry out the pro\'isions of the Indirect Source 
Rule within their respective areas of jurisdiction. As stated in each 
letter the two Regional Authorities ha\'e, under the e:;dstine; Parking 
and H:h;hway rule, been conducting Indirect Source reviews and have 
demonstrated their ability to .adequately maintain this pro;;ram. The 
staff feels that the delegation of authority is appropriate. 

Recommendation: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the authority to 
carry out the provisions of the Indirect Source Bule within their 
respective areas of jurisdiction be granted to LBAPA and 'JYFNVAPA 
with the following exception: 

"The Department of En\ironmental Quality shall retain jurisdiction 
over "Hie:hway Sections" which cross Re;;ional Authority boundaries." 



Mr. Chairman: 

The Department and this Commission have been working 

for a considerable period on the problems associated with 

the AMAX proposal. I'm sure you're all aware of the long 

history of this project, actually going back to 1967 when 

the proposition was before the Legislative Assembly. Sub-

sequent then, the Department and this Commission started 

work on problems associated with air emission standards 

for aluminum plants. The federal government had failed to 

develop standards, and this Commission knew such standards 

were essential. Work by the Department was completed, and 

more than a year ago this Commission took final action and 

adopted emission standards, known at that time to be the 
/f1111A""') 

toughest in the world. Industry andApeople generally felt 

plants could not meet the standards set, and those who 

opposed the development at Warrenton felt the issue was 

therefore dead, and the plant would not be constru?ted. 

In the months which followed, new techniques emerged 

which now indicate that AMAX may well be able to meet Oregon's 

strict standards. This being the case, both this Commission 

and the Department have had literally thousands of citizen 

comments offered into our decision-making process. Surely 

it is timely and proper that this issue now be resolved. 

I think most people know that members of this Commission 
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have serious and growing concerns with the many unknowns 

associated with the proposal. Later this spring, for 

example, studies will be completed to give needed baseline 

data on the makeup and complexity of the estuary and Youngs 

Bay. However, we will not have, nor do we see any way in 

which we can have reliable comments on impacts of the plant 

and its emissions through future years on the biota of the 

estuary. Years from now it may well be that evaluations 

will show little if any impact if the plant were to operate. 

It is equally possible that years from now we may well find 

serious and damaging effects on the estuarine life, with 

irreversible impacts. Then it would be too late. 

Members of this Commission have commented on the pos

sibility of designation of Oregon's estuaries as special 

areas. Such an action could provide needed special restric

tions on development which would forego irreversible impacts. 

To me a very real cloud exists over this plant and 

others because of the newly published EPA rules on significant 

deterioration. There is no question but what this must be 

resolved, and that resolution in itself may require some 

substantial time. Included in that resolution may well be 

a decision by this Commission that coastal areas such as 

the area to be impacted by AMAX would go into a Class I 

classification, precluding major industrial development. 

Members of this Commission are also aware of a new 

process for aluminum reduction being developed by Alcoa, 
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which promises zero discharges, with a significant and sub

stantial reduction also in energy use. 

The subject of energy also is one of the great social 

questions involved in this problem. I think responsibilities 

of this Commission go beyond the technical side of actual 

standards for environmental protection. We cannot avoid an 

awareness of the enormous amount of a dwindling energy 

supply which would be required by this operation. Regardless 

of the complexities of the northwest power pool, it remains 

true that kilowatts required for this plant cannot be avail

able elsewhere, and may in fact have to be replaced by 

environmentally damaging generation facilities. 

Therefore, I move: 

(1) that all of the area within and between Youngs Bay 

estuary, Fort Stevens State Park and Fort Clatsop 

National Monument, within which the proposed AMAX 

Company primary aluminum plant is planned to be 

located be designated by the Environmental Quality 

Commission by rule to be a special problem area 

pursuant to Section 25-270, chapter 340, Oregon 

Administrative Rules; and 

(2) that the following designated more restrictive 

limits be established by rule for such special 

problem area: 

(a) an emission limit of fluoride essentially 

equal to zero; and 



-4-

(b) the same sulfur dioxide and particulate limits 

as are provided for a Class I area designation, 

pursuant to the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency rules published in the 

Federal Register on December 5, 1974, for 

prevention of significant air quality 

deterioration (Federal Register Document 

74-28353; filed 12/4/74). 

# # # 
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BERN'STEIN CONCERT '- Bernstein Gofdberg, who 
·will be 102 on Dec. 31, ·'entertains s.enlor citizens and 
handicap·Ped parsons \vit-h bis harmonica during a 
Christmas party al Albina Action Center, 

~AcCall chides EOC for stand .. . ~ ' . 

standards . . . SAIJBM (AP) -: Gov. Tam 
· ·McCall has.gently chided the 

Environmental Quality Com
:;": ·i:~;-pi_issiori for d?;signatihg.- the 
,.,., (sit~· of the proposed A/\1AX 
'i"'. ''.aluminum plant ·as·· -"spe

·.c_ial area" subject to .the 
strictest pollution control 

The EQC said last F~lday 
air· einissi.ons :fr~ouri the pro .. 
posed plant \n wairrernt\m 
s'ho•uld be HmJ:te-d 1to- "essen~ 
'l!ilally zsro" pollution. 

.. ,.;.· .Jobs' official 
· ·· to quif post· 

"i'm no fain of !be AMAX 
p.roposall, but I'm sympalihet
illc . to the . compairuy in urnis 
case/: Mc:Calll salid. '~AMAX 
'Was. tald_.(ea\!'l;er) \O 1itnliot. 
fluodde ernisstliJl!\s to ·,a poot<dJ· 
iperr 1tc1n, and it came itrt lll!t1lder . 
thaJt. Naw lt's being t<JM lth.e 
limit m1'glht he zero." 

McCalll satld i<t drumaiges 
Oregon's in1age t6 dhamige 

SAIJEM (AP) _ Eldon the ['Ule;s 11fter telli"'g a com-
painy what it m1tsrt: do to btnld 

. C'.on1e, dspu.ty. ad1nlii.nli:sb11a1!1or ~In the sta1te, ·eve.n though the 
··:.'.; \)f.·the: s-fate empL9'J'lmen1t di1vi-. ctea:ision may have been oOlr

_.,_", -~:-,~~iaii; ~vill 1-Biti.re Fri•daY after rect in the .ca·se -of PMAX. 
'. 3·4 _:Years W~th the ·agency.. "Ne:iJ:.iher a state nor a 
.. Ha StarteicLin the KlaJmaibh .business c.a.n hl'Ck a field 

· goal \VhiJ!e son1ebady js mov-
'ti'allS olffice .in 1940. Co-.ne th.as irug fhe goals po:.sits, 11 McCa;N 

·% -dire-Ct~ Of ·'.i!h~ ernploy- sailrd. "This poh1ts up agru1n 
- ' ;.:mit .service, 1n:ainager of of- rthe 111<eed to_ do -all the re--
"· '','i;', ,ficeis.·'_ait:Th.e. Dail.le~, ~Onitario ~e8"r'C'h. :b.eifiare the .deciisio.l1r-

anij IV,[¢Mipin;Vi;J1\e, .. and super- makirug .stage. lls ~each ed. Jt 
,.,· .. : .. ~,'/VisOi'.'of-i'ieltl s~'\ll.U9~~· , .. '\Voul.d .S;aive·~_bol!h~.b-u'S!nes::Y." 
;,.:;y:~tino"1!1o~he<r mo:Ve; Cerirg;e . wtl ;the state a lot of grrnf .. 
1:13.?f·.:-:::-'~~;W_~;:·::EeTieP:i,1dt , Via~· . nia:m~ · · ·. · _. . . · 
t-~·f1 .. :/·/iriJ3.nager of itihe -idn\vntown 
··:_1,l~·;:;_.:,_ :>;:::'.J?Ortlan<l nFfic:e nf thp P-m- ~a. f 
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S_ti~auh, McCall Divide~;. 
, GriA1Uillillum Pfariftp~~lllI\ 

, ily DEAN SMITH . 
' - Journal Staff Writer · 
Gav:-elect Robert Straub 

said Tuesday that he doesn't 
· share Gov. Tom McCall's 

:; _ concern that AMAX 'Alumi
/:·: num·.· co.-' is beii:ig- unfairly 
i dealt_ with by the state Envi
_-: ronmental Quality Commis-

_. siOri.'~"-~ _ - - . : 
f -_Straub .met_- with_· A_MAX 
\Preside~! David Mayers and 
: : Kessler Cannon, director of 
! ·_the D( ,_ . 
· "menta' :;,,,--

! 

· Ronald Somers, The _Dalles,-:· ·stand i-r d s,··V{hi¢h:fe4~ir~_"::,~:;").';( \
instigated the move to re- new plants to.meet astarid-F:-;:., \ 

"We have a ~hanging ;nvi- ·-_ move any ch an c ~ that ard of one pound_,,fluodde'..':'::.- •} 
ronment and we're going to - AMAX mi g ht harm the per ton of -alumirtuih ·'piO'.-~~·-
have to· change the goal _ You~gsBayestuary. · - duc~x alrea~f ha~ffot,ced]'.f;i/ ,, 

way (as does McCall). 

P
osts from time_t_o time._But · . Cannon said the EQC has AM to· o t ngs •:•we_c,;·::'.·'· 

Sch. e· duled·a Feb~ 7 heari_ng in , didn't think we. could do_,''./ __ ,:,.~-:' .-;, 
I am co_ncerned about the de- - _ _ _ 
layfacto_rand_ the'extraco~ts Portland,beginningat9a.m. · Mayerssaid. . ._, ,,.,__ -,:, 

- at the- PU.blic Service Build·" AMAX-will produce about·, \.-. on.industry.'.' . -. · · ' ·11 · · · ::·_,. · - ing, to 'consider the ·special one-half pound oL uoride: ,', .' " 
. .' strallb"Said ht(think~r."~Jt~·.o.:._ designatioll~' ·_- _. - · - : · -_: eiliissionS'pet· iOh ·of ahi_Jni,.;·i:. ,_·: 

tra · cautioil is justified" in !-Ie decliried "to speculilte· · .. nU.m as an ann'ual aye;~ge'.~1e:.~:·~r·;:· ·'· :-·: 
thecaseofth~·Astor~a_area. on the· commission's decis- said. . _ _ .. 

: ,Jon, but' said he believes the_ ' -- Mayers said the nation and 
-\ - ". , .. ·. ;~·.·:·.:, \ ••Cl".-1,-! ._">:;"'P.:! :;-l~'!T'•: -,_,J'.:1 
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1~)No~~wes · '" 
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-~A.R,TO THE WALL. EARTOTHEWA:LL .·.·: ,.r,_ :i ::,:.>;;, 

-:'A•· ... · .. ··.· .. · ·.Ch·, f c·· ... ···· .... •· .. 5 · .... ·· .. ·.· ... · ·.··••··• .· •.. ·····.•·••••'.::>.~ .. >§ , 1·· .·' 
·,· ... max· ... · ·z~ ... ·,, J.tmax·fjhi~f Cri.~~···8~~~:1fl;,;;t':,l,~· 

L·· ByKENBRADLEY .. ' : .. ' . ·::: •:.Jt•1' 111:. ,,,. 
, ,·, ) Journal Business Editor· . , By KEN JlllADI,EY .:. 
:- ·.':: ·~·; -·"We've· be~n had/' _ t~e president of >·· >;·: " .. __ -:._. -~_f:)i.lfnal_.Busb~.ess·~~it~r> -i·'''") .• _ :i'-< 

Amax Aluminum Co. said as he came :V. '. , ''We've been had,"}lie' ptesid~nt of' 
~way from a Tuesday afternoon meeting Aritl!Ji: 'Alumi~um C?· .s.al~ as ~e .ca:i'e . 

·, ,withGov.-electBobStraub. . . . i ~ii1'1ay,!rolll a Tuesday,afternoo.n meetmg 
)i·:David Mayers and a party pf Amax :,::\;lithGdv.-e!edBob.~tr~1!b· , .• !· ,: .. , 
• e~ecutives. fiew here from Sa!\ Mateo. for . · 'l :pa:vid• Mayers and a party .. of. /\:max . 
. a:.face,to-face conversation after the .En- executives f1ew hereJrom R~l\ !V!ateo for 
·. v.ironmental 1Quality_. C~nnmission ~oved· ·-a·:._face::to~_face. c6nv.er~atio11>after. __ ~_P:e_-;-En~: 
)'!'~·F:icta~ to change.the ground rules o_n ·. ·.•. vifo1lmentalpuality .C:ommi.ssion rr.ioved 

·, em1ss1ons m the Warrenton area .. Amax is <' :lasf'Friday to change.the ground rulespn' 
P!'oposing to build a $300 million alumi- :: .. 'elliihionsin the Warrenton area; Amax~· 
~~m reduction·plant there. . P!pposing to build. a $300 millio.n aluµy-

. ·f:u:1;:,Mayers said Amax.cannot back off on .. 'ntn1lreduction-plantthere ... · .. · ; ···· .. · . 
; '""<project and is prepared to fight. .·.· · . :•.:\.':Mayers. said Arna>; cannot bac~ ?ffon 

:we'ye spent $9 million in studies and &ii''ith~projectandlsprepa.r~dto_fight_. · .: , 
j,:·.:--:;.-:t,g~neer1ng," he said. . . . ;_-:;·:'.::<)~Vj~1.v~·.Spen_t $.9.:f:I11lhop_1,n_:_st~~~escan~ 
I'~ ':}Conceding that Amax has kept a rath-. ;,\ !;engineering/' he said: . .· . ,·, .·.; ·, , · .. 

·· ' .. ;e,r;•1aw profile, Mayers ·s.aid 1 that Oregon ;,::).:;/Conceding that Arnru<:has keptarath-
. 1~l:!eople need only to.look~! the. facts and . i ;.''e,r fow profile, Mayers 'Said 

1 
that 9rego~ 1 .· 

Tp:~,is sure the colllpany will get a go~·· '' ]letiple need only tolookatthefa:cts ~nd. · 
, /al)ead. . :. · . : : . · ·. . \ ih~'is sure the compi!ny will ge\ a go-; 
(1ti'!i ;."The state needs the jobs, thenation ':•ahead, . ···, :, ' :: ' ,' .. ·. > 
;./:_:'n€'Bd:s~. the·. aluminum and, it won1

t. be ·a .<.'.L-_ -'-'"The··:·sbi.te: nee(ls-:,the_jobs,.- th_e ~-1;1.tron· 
.. _·;'::dfaiil:_on_ the region.'s· power facilit'ies/' he ,---~>_~eea:s··-.the __ ._B.lumiilll.rn. :_~nd i_t. Won_'t~ _be a_ ·-

·':':;·.~~~·-;_ ~-,::·.:-,. ·_ .. · · ,. . · · ·_ · · _ >_'·dr.aill On·thj:! r~gion1.~ p_6-wer'.--faci1it_ies,".h~ '._ 
;:i/~:itfviaYers seemed ·amazed that th~ state ,,.:_:·::.:>s#q~. _·_· · _---;-_:-_.-_ , _ ,-.. ,,_ -_::.' ., , ___ ... :-<· 

. '','iYl.ould. set a standard of I pound_ of fluor- ·•·:·: ;·Mayers 'seemed'amazed .that the state 
.· ;··::Ide,''Jier ton.of aluminum and .then move would set a standard of .1 pound. of fluor-

', -: .. \;:;::tJ&::r~n_eg~:-t?ti:the._~~~-~g. ' '. · ., _ide ._Per:_ton_. Of aluminum -and .then move 
''S;:B li!I,:\:'.~• ,are;so}per;j:ent under the stand- ... '.('< .:\tb/enege o\'ithe ruling,. .. ·.· ·•·· ·.·· < . · 

. ·:.·;,11:at1t1:.1,,rlili.e ::emphasized: "This plant is at· ' '•::. :,;i•.".·'·.···.:.<•w. .•. iir. ··.e 5. o•.per.c. en.tun.ct er the .stand-"'' ~1··:.i 'f•··' ,, ' '"·"' ,' ' ' : ' ' . '-·,"' -'-· ' ' ' ' ' '" ' ' ' ' ' ' 
.,:.{:::S'itl~~~f~~.Y:~4~-~~s ·a~.~~~ ... a~:'.the pest .alurfll~ . /-', ', :-a·td:/1_._::h,~ :·_emphasized~· . ' 1This :·plant is ~t 
2illt~~~.!Jl1PH!J(j)1Lth_e;,.,tate,,u .. :J\1".ax-has e~\' ieast:fiv.e,times asgood as the best alu)lll· ., ... .· . , .··; .. , c .. · .· .'.•i ·''" 
i'•"hiiffio/~.~~;,$40_m1l.)10n for pollut10n controls, . ·11um"plaJ1t.in~.the;state.''An:ax has ear.- . ~' ••• I don't understanWt ;c.;~!~;!j ~~~p99ding :to t~e ,argument that the., ,r ,:miir)fod"$40 million for pollution controls. : ·. •. .·. · . ,. ; _ . 

' ' ·:' -, ·---, -- - '·'i-'>'~''",'"·'~'"·":'.\''".';'.~"< .... id·:'(:. 
DAYIDMA:cY;E:Rs, .• ;cc ; . -· : 

'•.3'.:~~l~~Yjll'.OJ1ld .. use en"crgy; that ,would have. · t ; · ··, R,espbl1ding to 1h• argum,en< that. the opment. The Alcoa'.people· tell us 1tw1ll 
;:~,~t~d!.~;repl,aced fate:. by a,: more-polluting · . t · plant wolild use energy, that .would h~v•. be three years before they kno1'1 .wh):1'•r . 
: ;:!~~H~ .. ,~~; Mayer said itwoul?. use less than. to be r~placed late: ny .a more,pollutu~g . the process is feasi)jle on.a l~rge scale ..... · . · 
·. 'i!~j per.cent of '.he peak!oad. m 1~7';:. . ,.· . S• 'source, Mayer said. it wou)d .use less than . ·. May~r said.Amax·has d1Scus~e.d liµ~n, 
. '<i1 c:l.Th.e alummum· executive had done .his ti . '] p.ercen\ of .the peak.load 1111~77. ·. . . sing with Alcoa, }/ut eve11Alcoa1s usmg 

'. '.&~mework. He pointed to an arg.ument ' ·· Theaiumin\Jm executiye had do.ne ,nm the old method in.jts.n·ew plan.ts, . . . ·. 
1.)Ieard previously: •:u the power isn't. . .homework. He pointed to ap arg~ment · .He said the"\li'arrenton plan( must be 
:'j\iect, it will escape to the State of.Wash-. :~ (heard previously:, "lf the power isn't inpperation .by late 19(5. "_)V•. ~ari\just 

· . lp,gt,on.'' . . . .· P ·.• µsed, it 1'1ill escape to the State of. Wash-. sit on our po1'1ercontracl ~1th BonpeVJlle 
((';But'his best argument was y~t to. · ._h:igton .. ~1 :-- ·_· --.- .... ~:· ._:_· _': : .. ··, ··'.:.· • Powe.iAdministration.'.'.·:·· ')_.·, _-.::·.'..:_·--:· .,'-__ 

· · 1e.' MaJler sald th.e state would. get .a ai . , \ • Bui his ,best,• aj'g-nrilent .·was ye! to .. · .. · . Mayer ,gaid,BPA has b~en coogerative 
. . . '~·eye and. other indust:'es would. be. it / toine: !V!ay~r said t)l~ st~t~ ,would get ~· ·· : and th~tthere has bee~ no:pres~'*r~ fr,()m:c 
.,arr.~\d. to· conSider Oregon 1f the ground · · •black. eye, .. and otlrnr mdus~nes: would: be. . '. it for Afrtaxto g1ve.up1ts power co_ntr~ct, ' 
. ;11,\!,es are to be changed .... · . . ·. tb afraid to consider ,Oregon if tp~ groun~ · . Tl]e Arna.if executi.ve. s~id he ~xpec,ts .< 
\ ,,J: '~:We had to come. Up he.re and See. if .. , , . rUl~S are\obe.changed ... • , . · the'n\atterfo b,eresolyed mthe neji:\,S!X I 

. dve··cciul\l shed any light on the matter. "'' , < "Weihad to come.up.here, and s~e:if . weeks. .·:.[:. ;... ,< .. · ..•.. ·• ; : ',, 
· 1,\'.eican't understand what th.• problem · . ' we couili shed anyJlght on the. matter. ·. . ''To impose a zero ,emis.sion standard, 

l)~s been.~' . · .· k~r. We can't understand 1'1hat the . problem on the Astoria, ar~a wou,Id be th~ '#orst 
:_ ·.f~e srud the company has followed 'all . .. has .bee.n.1

_•-, - . - _ - ._.- _- kind:of.-discnm1_11a_t1op. .. -~. > ... : -'-'· · · .... :-'._; .. -.'· ·> J~.~ rules_~nd_ther~ .. i~ a'iieglig~~~e im·pact_! . ,;i! _ sidi , -... ::--He ·Safd~Jhe comR"~ny.:·~as;f9ll_o".;'~_4_ au._- ·-"'·'Vin, surprfS'e_d-.::,th'e1-·_.WO~ld ~yerr~.co,~M: . 
. ~fhe enVJron~~nt. ·• .. . . . , '·. aw the rµles andJhere.IS a n~ghg1~le 1mpa?t .s.ider. it, h'\cause,.t,?at,1s the e~rn~alent of 
·'ri:,Amax1saJ01ntventurew1th.M1tsm& .I· .] ·oritheenvironment .. , ·· .... , . : , · awildernessarea .. ·· .. ,;: . · ··. 
C?, ofJapan.: ' , " .. : · . . .. corr . : Amax is a joint venture with M1tsm & . Mayer' sal(I )1e does~ t kn?\V:,,,h,at the .. · 

1)".layer said •. the 'n~\1on IS importing ' ! ... mitl Cci.opap~n. ; : ' . . . : ' : ( .. ·. . comp~ny's: next· step Will bf If 1t, is.n t f>•r' .. . 
}90 .. o.oo ro~s of alu~mum annuaUy anct· 1· ... 1 ·Mayer said. the,ti~bon IS importmg. mitted'tob~11·a:atWarrentoi;., . : .. . 
· .th• !Igure is. expected to double m the : whi .· soo;ooo tims of alufnmurr.i ann~ally. and He llfl:ure.s :the. people Jn Warr;nton: 
:n~l(tJew years., · : . : ii· voe ·''the 'figure is expecied t? do~ble in th• .• · . who. favot the plantwm become.1IJore . 
·;~Ronald Somers, an attorney.from .The · _ 1 ,nextfew years. . . . . . · . ·.. · . •. voc~lwhenthey,hear t~e-whole sto.~y. . .. ··• 

'les and an EQC member, .last Fnday ter .... Ronald:Sofners, ari, attorney from The . · · , Mayer wouldn't s~y 1'1.~:ether:l~e .;:iat:,>: 
rred to a new 1\1.coa process that . ·Dalles·•and an EQC member; last Friday ter will oe· taken t? th• ·COtlrts.:, · \'{,• 

l:':romises zero discharges. · won referred to a new AlCoa 'process that won't giVe up With.out·a:'.St_~-UggI,¢· .. 11 :·-~(: .;>.-;;~-:, _ 
· The ' process 'still ·· is under devel- promises zero discharge.•. . . ·(Related story ~n B14>" '' • · · 

The · process still 1s under deveIM . , -.-. :,:.: .',.":·--~ .
,.,~--' ',\,}_.:.'..<, 

; "'--c--,-.. ~-;.-~/;_;~;,...-:-

',:;! 

•:"i~~ .. -
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Opening statement for the plywood industry ver1€er dryer hearing, ~//.,._,_ 
Albany, Oregon, December 20, 1974, before the Environmental ~) 
Quality Commission of the State of Oregon . 

. -

. My name is Russell J. Hogue, President and Chief Executive Officer 

of the Medford Corporation, Medford, Ore. What I have to say 

represents the consensus of the entire plywood industry in 

Oregon, as expressed in a unanimous position recently adopted 

by the American Plywood Association Board of Trustees. 

Plywood is the backbone of adequate housing for America. In 1973, 

approximately half of the 18. 3 billion square feet of plywood 

produced by 190 mills in 18 states went into residential 

construction. 

The role of plywood as an indispensable material for all types of 

construstion is well recognized by the nation 1s builders. In 

the words of the National Association of Home Builders, there 

is no effective substitute for it. 

For more than three decades, Oregon has been the most important 

plywood manufacturing state in the nation. Eighty-four Oregon 

plants produced 8. 5 bil.lion square feet of plywood in 1973, or 

46. 5 percent of total industry production. 
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In contrast to 1972-1973, when all manufacturers of wood products 

enjoyed a brief boom, the plywood industry has been experiencing 

a market crisis that has grown progressively more severe through 

the summer and fall of 1974. Prospects for the months 

immediately ahead are even more bleak. 

The No. 1 cause of the weak market, which has resulted in mill 

closures and curtailments affecting one-third of the entire 

industry, has been the col lapse of plywood's primary market, 

new home building. 

By year end, housing starts nationally are expected to be at least 

40 percent below the 1973 level. Many efforts are being 

directed toward at least a modest home building recovery, but 

no significant marketplace relief is possible before April or 

May of 1975 at the earliest. 

As a result, plywood manufacturers are facing the most difficult 

winter in their history. 

While President Ford has finally acknowledged that the nation is in a 

recession, it is obvious that for some months many communities 

in Oregon and Washington have been in a depression, suffering 

unemployment levels well in excess of the national average. 
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Some Oregon communities are now reporting unemployment levels 

exceeding 12 percent. This is about double the national level. 

These figures reflect the impact of the market collapse on plywood, 

one of Oregon•s basic industries. 

As an indication of the fasf.:.accelerating decline, the American 

Plywood Association reported that 18 plants nationwide 

were closed and 55 others curtailed, in the week ending 

December 14, 1974. Eight of the closures were in Oregon 

and three in Washington. No less than 17 of those 

curtailed were in Oregon and 13 in Washington. 

I 

Nationally, about 8, 000 out of 42, 000 plywood production workers 

are unemployed. At least 3, 000 of the jobless are in Oregon 

alone. The Plywood Association estimates weekly payroll 

losses in the state at not less than $750, 000 a week. 

These earnings losses are for plywood production personnel only, 

and do not include losses in logging, sawmills and the many 

service industries dependent on wood products. Including 

logging, lumber and the community-wide effect, the state's 

weekly earnings drop can be conservatively estimated at 

about $3, 000, 000. 
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The great concern of the plywood industry as it enters the winter of 

1974 is survival. For many of the companies, large as well 

as small, the combination of low market prices and soaring 

manufacturing costs is critical. 

The production capacity of all plywood companies will be desperately 

needed when housing demand eventually returns. A number 

of these companies, however, have announced permanent or 

long-term shutdowns. 

If more of these closures are not to become permanent, with 

irreparable loss to the communities involved as well as to the 

nation, the plywood companies will need the help and 

understanding of the financial community and all who deal 

with them, including the environmental agencies. 

It is against this background of severe market depression that this 

hearing on veneer dryer emissions takes place today. 

The plywood industry has been engaged for many years, on a 

voluntary basis, in cooperative efforts with regulatory 

agencies to find out more about dryer emissions. 
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Our industry believes in clean air and clean water, and we are 

pledged to do our share toward the realization of a better 

environment. But at th is ti me of market collapse and future 

economic uncertainty, we simply cannot afford the luxury of 

doing more than is needed. 

· As a nontechnical man, I have never understood why veneer dryers 

needed to be flagged out for special regulations. There is no 

evidence that the emission is harmful to health and, as far as 

I know, there are no other state regulations on dryers, or on 

industrial emissions as a whole, that are more restrictive than 

a 20 percent opacity. 

\ 

Why discriminate in Oregon and why discriminate against veneer 

dryers? All existing dryers in Texas, for instance, must 

meet only a 30 percent requirement with new dryers to 

meet 20 percent. Our industry in Oregon is being required 

to spend far more money on dryers than the plywood 

industry in other states. 

This would put Oregon mills at a competitive disadvantage. 

Perhaps you will recall that in the beginning, control equipment 

for veneer dryers was not available. Under those circumstances, 

our industry did not wait but undertook to adopt, design and 

develop suitable control devices and this work is continuing. 
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Everything that appeared to have any promise whatsoever has been 

or is being tried and evaluated. None of these control systems 

has proven to be totally effective regardless of cost. To our 

knowledge, this is the first time a single industry has been 

involved in such a major research effort to develop its own 

pollution control equipment. 

Let me close with an appeal for moderation. In your commendable 

zeal to do the best possible for Oregon's air, please give 

consideration to all of the factors affected and to the total 

impact of the regulation on the people of Oregon. 

we ask you not to impose this unjust burden on the plywood industry, 

especially in the fragile economic conditions we face today. 

For some firms, the added uncertainty and anticipated cost 

could well be the straw to break the camel's back, further 

adding to Oregon's unemployment and economic problems. 

The regulations as drafted are very comprehensive. However, as an 

industry, we are unitedly opposed to a 10 percent opacity 

requirement. We do not believe that any adequate justification 

has been made for departing from the state-wide 20 percent 

opacity standard. 
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We, therefore, respectfully request that the Environmental Quality 

Commission revise the proposed regulation to require veneer 

dryers to meet only the standard set for all industry in Oregon. 

# # # 



REMARKS OF TED HURD, MANAGER AND SUPERINTENDENT, GIUSTINA BROS. LUMBER 
& PLYWOOD CO., EUGENE, OREGON. 

Rl:SPOl'-!SE OF THE TASK FORCE ON VENEER DRIER EMISSIONS TO THE PROPOSED 

RULES RELATING TO VENEER AND PLYVvOOD MANUFACTURING OPERATIONS AS 

THEY RELATE TO VENEER DRIERS: 

The lndus!"ry Task Force on Veneer Drier Emissions disagrees with the 10% opacity 

limit as defined in paragraph l··B of the proposed rules as being discriminatory and too 

restriclive, and that this limit should be changed to 20% opacity, or Ringleman 1. 

1·his change would make the rule consistent with the opacity regulations of our. 

neighboring states of California and Washington, the plywood plants with which we 

must· compet·e in the rnarketpl9ce. 

It would also be consistent with the regulOtions governing emissions from other 

sources within the state of Oregon. Any regulai·ion that discriminates against a 

segment of a particular industry is neither fair nor equitable and may be illegal, 

particularly when it is known that veneer drier emissions do not constitute a danger to 

the health and welfare of the public -- and remain only of an ciesthetic concern. 

Despite the claims of some manufacturers and developers of control equipment 

it cannot be shown beyond a reasonable doubt that existing know-how or equipment 

will. conlrol veneer drier emissions to 10% opacity consistently under.all conditions 

of weather, geographical location, veneer species, type of energy used as heat 

source, or seasonal and other general operational upset conditions. 

Quoted prices for as yet unproven control devices on the market today could 

cost the average plywood plant from $60,000 to $175,000 per drier, depending on 

size and age of the facility. These costs are beyond reason for the marginal 
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effcdiveness that would result, in many coses more, even, thon the originol costs of 

the drier installation. 

We osk only for a realisi-ic achievable rule, one 1hot industry could live with 

Gnd believe in. One that could be met at a rcasonoble cost. 



Closing statement 

I am Lyle K. McDonald, General Manager of Linnton Plywood 

Association, Portland, Ore., and a member of the 

Board of Trustees of the American Plywood Association. 

On behalf of the Board of Trustees, I would like to offer 

some brief closing thoughts in summation of the 

industry position. 

we are unitedly opposed to the 10 percent opacity requirement, 

believing it to be discriminatory and not founded on any 

known detriment to health .. 

We ask that veneer dryers be required to meet the opacity 

standard for all industry in Oregon, and no more than that. 

Having stated our conviction that the proposed regulation on 

opacity is unjust and unnecessary, let me add thatits 

implementation would be an economic disaster for our 

state-wide plywood industry. 

In the depressed market conditions existing today and likely to 

continue for months to come, mills just can't afford to 

gamble hundreds of thousands of dollars on equipment 

which has not yet proven the abilityto render 10 percent 

opacity under all conditions. 
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Some devices currently avai I able have demonstrated an 

ability to meet a 10 percent standard in one set of 

circumstances over a limited period of time. But there 

is no assurance whatever that these results can be 

obtained in other circumstances and over a longer 

period of ti me. 

A mil I cou Id spend $150, 000 or $200, 000 on control eq Li pment 

in good faith, and still get opacity readings in excess of 

10 percent. 

We submit that to require an economic burden of this order, 

without any guarantee of satisfactory results, and 

which is more severe than that required of others, 

would be both unreasonable and unjustified. 

The magnitude of capital and operating costs of veneer dryer 

control equipment, even without a 10 percent opacity 

requirement, is literally staggering. 

Control expenditures per dryer range from a minimum installed 

cost of $60, 000 to as high as $175, 000 per unit, exclusive 

of costs for fugitive emission control. A single plant can 

have as many as seven dryers for which total control 

costs may exceed a million dollars for the facility. 
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To put these costs into perspective, it should be pointed out 

that the original cost of a veneer dryer in an older 

Oregon plant was around $80, 000. Thus, the investment 

in control equipment will exceed the depreciated value of 

the dryer in the majority of cases. 

The impact of the regulations will fall heaviest on the many 

small, independent plants in the industry -- plants which 

in many cases are the economic mainstays of their 

communities. 

The small, independent and worker-owned plywood mills account 

for about 20 percent of national production. They 

represent an investment in human and material resources 

that is incapable of replacement. 

These plants, and the industry as a whole, sincerely wish to 

play their part in realizing a better quality of life. In 

this regard, they have made a notable contribution already. 

But, if they are forced into permanent closures by a burden 

greater than their fair share, the state and citizens of 

Oregon will be the heaviest losers. The question of 

environmental controls would then become a matter of 

purely academic and historic interest. 



REID· STRUTT 

Environmental Quality Commission 
12 34 S . W. Morrison St . 
Portland, Oregon 9 7205 

Attention: Mr. Wayne Hanson 

I NC. 
929 N. E. 23rd Avenue ,. P. 0. Box 14247 • Portland, Oregon 97214 

Phone 234-5011 
Area ('ode 503 

December 27, 1974 

Assistant Director, Air Quality 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Friday, December 20, it was our privilege to attend the EQC hearing con
cerning the proposed amendments to veneer and plywood manufacturing opera
tions. 

Our company designs and supplies pollution control systems for veneer and 
other types of dryers. We have reviewed with interest the various comments 
made at the meeting, such as: 

"10% opacity is unreasonable and possibly illegal." 
"There is no equipment presently available to run continually at 10% 
opacity or below. 11 

11 10% opacity is too low, 20% is reasonable. 11 

"No equipment supplier would guarantee compliance with 10% opacity." 
11 10% opacity is not achievable, we are unitedly opposed to 10% opacity 
requirements . 11 

In light of these and other comments, we felt our response would be in order. 

We understand the apprehension exhibited by a number of Oregon plywood 
manufacturers concerning sizeable capital expenditures for pollution abate
ment equipment, especially considering the present economic trends. We 
do not, however, agree that the proposed 10% opacity regulations are "not 
attainable" with present technology. In fact, we believe that the regulations 
requiring zero opacity with mass emissions rates of 0 .1 grains per dry 
standard cubic foot are fully achievable with present technology and at 
reasonable cost. 

Reid-Strutt, Inc. is presently under contract with Multnomah Plywood Corp., 
St. Helens, Oregon, to supply two 100% recycle-incineration systems using 
the closed loop, incineration principle as heat source replacement and pol-

Branch Offices in Principal Western Cities 
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lution abatement modifications to two existing gas-fired Prentice veneer 
dryers. We specifically guarantee compliance with applicable pollution regu
lations, including zero opacity and 0 .1 grains per dry standard cubic foot 
mass emissions . Completion and acceptance of the contract is contingent 
upon meeting these requirements. We are prepared to extend this guarantee 
on any such contract. 

Multnomah Plywood Corp. issued the contract to satisfy action demanded by 
the Department of Environmental Quality, Northwest Region, State of Oregon. 
A construction permit was applied for and obtained from this Agency. Con
struction is under way with start-up and full operation expected before 
March 1, 1975. This system achieves more than just pollution abatement. 
It also provides the heat source for the drying operation and utilizes in 
plant generated waste wood as the main fuel source. The elimination of 
natural gas and propane as fuel mean monthly savings of approximately 
$15 ,000. 00 at today's natural gas prices. At this anticipated fuel cost savings, 
the total installed price of the system will be covered in less than three years. 

Multnomah Plywood is our first application of the 100% recycle system to 
veneer dryers . However, we have five such systems operating on particle
board and hardboard dryers . Two of these systems are installed at 
Timber Products in Medford, Oregon, and have been in operation for more 
than one year. The source test reports for both are included herein. The 
first report, conducted on Dryer #3, shows compliance with the regulations 
for new sources in both opacity and mass emissions rate. This unit, as shown 
by test report data sheet, is capable of running at zero opacity and under 0.1 
grains per dry standard cubic foot. The source test report for Dryer #4 was 
made, at the request of the D.E.Q., using the newly proposed veneer dryer 
testing procedures . As its data sheets show , #4 Dryer is also in compliance 
with the regulations for new sources; namely, zero opacity and less than 0. 1 
grains per dry standard cubic foot. 

The particleboard dryer produces the same blue haze as the veneer dryer with 
the added problem of combustible particulate carry-over from the cyclone 
separator used to collect the dry furnish following the drying process. (The 
blue haze is often a bigger problem with the particleboard dryer than the 
veneer dryer due to higher temperature differences across the average 
particleboard dryer.) 

Our other three systems are installed and operating at Pope & Talbot Hardboard 
Plant at Oakridge, Oregon. Source tests for these units will be made in the 
near future. A fourth unit at Oakridge will be installed in mid-1975. The 
units at Timber Products in Medford and Oakridge use sanderdust waste as 
fuel. 
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Drawing #B-0099 shows the 100% recycle loop applied to a "dual zone" 
veneer dryer. Actually, the dryer could be virtually of any type, since the 
thermodynamics would be essentially the same. 

It will be noticed that all gasses leaving the dryer must pass through the 
"air heater" before being exhausted to atmosphere. It is while in the air 
heater that the gasses are raised to a temperature high enough to burn up 
or incinerate any combustibles including the "blue haze," usually 1000-1200°. 
The vent gasses therefore are free of combustibles and mass emission rates 
are low enough to provide colorless vent stack gasses at zero opacity. 

We appreciate the opportunity you have given industry to submit data that 
could be helpful to you in setting veneer dryer pollution standards. We 
thus thought it important that we acquaint you with our company and the 
type of systems and guarantees that we offer to the Plywood Industry. Any 
opportunity to meet with you personally on these matters would be welcomed. 

Sincerely, 

REID-STRUTT, INC. 

Ken Parks 

KP:su 

Enclosure 
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SOURCE TEST REPORT 

PARTICLE DRYER #3 
TIMBER PRODUCTS - MEDFORD, OREGON 

November 6, 1974 

B~~-11 . t\1 ~\ Route 3 Box 1405 
ASS¢)GJATF-S KlamMh Falls, Oregon 97601 
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TIMBER PRODUCTS 
Medford, Oregon 

1.0 SOURCE TEST REPORT 

1.1 Introduction: 

On November 6, 1974, emission tests were performed on a rotary 
dryer fired with a Coen Burner, in operation at the particle 
board plant of Timber Products in Medford, Oregon. The purpose 
of the tests was to demonstrate compliance with Oregon Depart
ment of Environmental Quality air contaminant discharge regula
tions. The tests were performed in accordance with the Oregon 
Veneer Dryer test procedure of January 1973 as agreed in tele
phone conversations with Mr. Skirvin of DEQ. Two samples were 
obtained each of two hour test time duration. Sampling was 
accomplished with an EPA Method 5 sampling train operated under 
isokinetic conditions. 

Particulate concentrations measured including "back-half" catch 
averaged 0,08 grains per dry standard cubic foot. Mass emission 
rate averaged 6.1 pounds per hour. Equivalent Opacity during the 
four hours of testing was zero. · 

1.2 Description of Source: 

The source is a Coen Inner Air Wall Air Heater rated at 7 x 106 
BTU per hour. Effluent gas from the burner is utilized to dry 
particle board process material in a rotary dryer. An I.D. fan 
system is utilized as a recycle transport.system to carry the 
cyclone exhaust back into the burner for incineration of the 
hydrocarbon material from the wood drying. Natural gas is used 
for a sustaining flame in the burner and contributes about 3,5% 
of the heat input to the dryer. (See Photographs) 

1. 3 Sampling and Analytical Methods: 

1.3.l 

1. 3. 2 
1.3.3 
1.3.4 

Field Equipment 
Sampling Train: LSI Model 100 stack sampler 

Calibrated 9- 7 4 
Field Procedures: As specified in DEQ Method 
Laboratory Procedures: As specified. 
Special Problems: None 

1.4 Sampling Point Description: 

Two 3" diameter ports were located at 90° to one another 24 
feet above the inlet and 15 feet below the top of a 36" diam
eter stack. 

1,5 Detailed Results: 

See 1.5.1 Summary Report and body of attached. 
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1. 5 .1 SUMMARY REPORT 

Plant: Timber Products 
Medford, Oregon 

Source: Particle Dryer ff3, 

Stack: #3 - 36" diameter 

Control Equipment: Recycle incineration system for hydrocarbons, 

Date of Test: November 6, 1974 

Time - Start 
Duration - Minutes 
Process Rate lbs/hr (bone dry 
Rated heat input 106 BTU/hr 
Aux. Fuel - % Natural Gas 
Ave, Stack Temperature 
Ave. Stack Velocity fps 
Ave. Stack Flow Std.cfm 
Ave. Moisture Content % 

Grain Loading gr/dscf 
Mass Emission Rate lbs/hr 
Percent Isokinetics 
Ave, Equivalent Opacity % 

Ave. Particle Size microns 

RUN HI RUN H2 AVERAGE 

1100 1440 
120 120 120 

basis) 8000 
7 
3.5 

530 522 526 
43.97 41.,75 42.86 

8855 8450 8653 
8.7 9,0 8,85 

0,08 0,08 0,08 
6,33' 5.9 6,1 

97.6 96.2 96,9 
0 0 0 

4,5 

by: w~ 
BWR ASSOCIATES 
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~hvironmental Consultants 
~-· SOURCE TESTING 

ANO ANALYSIS 

L A B 0 R A T 0 R Y ANALYSIS R E P 0 R T 

Route 3 Box 1405 
Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601 

503/884·1538 

CLIENT: Reid-Strutt Company, Inc. 
----'C:.::..~--"-:..::CC..:..=--:..:..:;ci...:~'-'--=:..::...:c._ ___ _ 

SAMPLE SOURCE: 

DATE OF SAMPLE: 6 November, 1974 DATE OF ANALYSIS: 21 November 1974 

NATURE OF SAMPLE: Combustion Particulate - Filter catch. 

SAMPLE WE IC.HT : 

RESULTS: Insoluble Material: 84mg-----------42,0 % 
~------------- ·---·-·--·--

Solubles 116mg-----------58,0 % 
-----------------''----· ·----·---·-···-·· 

Sodium 33,4mg 28.79 % 
------------------~· -·---r--·---~-· -

Potassium 9,0mg 7.76 % 
-------------------·-·--------. ' 

Calcium 2.8mg 2.41 % 
---·-----------------------·--·-----·-

Chloride 30,0mg 25.86 % 

Carbonate 20.0mg 17. 24 % 

Undetermined Solubles 17.94 % 
----------- ----·--------

-----------------------------

by: E.~ ----;-=------·----An al y st · 
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ROTARY CHIP DRYER # Lj 
TIMBER PRODUCTS, MEDFORD, OREGON 

MAY 15, 1974 

f:l'IVIRONMENTAL 

Route 3 Box 1405 
Klamath Falfs, Oregon 97601 

CONSULT AN~--~ 



1.0 SOURCE TEST REPORT: TIMBER PRODUCTS, MEDFORD, OREGON 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

On May 15, 1974, emission tests were performed on a rotary chip 
dryer installed by Reid-Strutt Company, Inc at the Timber Products 
plant in Medford, Oregon. The purpose of the tests were to demonstrate 
compliance with Oregon Department of Environmental Quality emission 
regulations. All tests were performed as prescribed in the tentative 
method developed by the Oregon-Washington Hog Fuel Boiler Study Com
mittee using an E.P.A. sampling train operated under isokinetic con
ditions. 

Particulate concentrations measured averaged 0.085 grains per dry 
standard cubic foot of stack gas. Corrected grain loading was 0.1 
grains per dry standard cubic foot at 12% Carbon dioxide. The mass 
emission rate averaged 2.55 pounds per hour. Approximately 35% of 
the total particulate weight collected on the filters was composed 
of soluble sodium salts probably derived from the glue residues pres
ent in the plywood trim component of the fuel. 

Visible emissions from the stack did not exceed 5% Equivalent Opacity 
at any time during the testing period. The source is in compliance 
with Oregon D.E.Q. regulations of Opacity, mass emission rate and 
grain loading for new sources. 

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF SOURCE 

The source is a Coen Inner air wall air heater rated at 7 x 106 BTU 
per hour. Effluent gas from the combustion of wood fuel is utilized 
to dry chips in a rotary dryer. An I.D. fan system is used as a re
cycle transport of effluent from the dryer back into the furnace. 
Natural gas is employed for a sustaining flame and contributes about 
3.5% of the heat input to the dryer. 

1. 3 SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL METHODS 
l. - . I 

1.3. l 

1.3.2 
1. 3. 3 
1.3 .4 

Field Equipment; 
Test Train: Lace Model ll EPA Train- Calibrated 10-73 
Orsat Analyzer: Hayes - recharged 5-14-74 

Field Procedures: As specified 
Laboratory Procedures: As specified 
Special Problems or Considerations: None 

1.4 SAMPLING POINT DESCRIPTION (See Basic Source Test Data Sheet) 

1.5 DETAILED RESULTS (See Summary Report) 



1,5 SUMMARY REPORT 

Plant: Timber Products, Medford, Oregqn. 

Source: Chip Dryer - Coen Inner Air Wall Air Heater 

Stack: Dryer Stack 37 1/2" in diameter 

Control Equipment: I.D. Recycle system from dryer to air heater. 

Date of Test: May 15, 1974 

Time - Start 
Duration - Minutes 
Load 

6 Rated Heat Input BTUxlO 
Auxiliary Fuel Natural Gas 
Ave. Stack Temperature °F 
Ave. Gas Velocity FPS 
Ave. co2 Content % 
Ave. Moisture Content % 

Grain Loading gr/dscf 
Adjusted gr/dscf @ 12% co2 
Emission Rate lbs/hr 
Isokinetics % 

Ave. Particle Size microns 
Ave. Equivalent Opacity 

% 

RESULTS 

Run 1 Run 2 Average 

1200 1330 
60 60 60 

max. max, max. 
7 7 7 
3,S 3 .• 5 I . 3.5 

933 909 921 
27,15 26.84 26.995 
9.96 9.87 9,92 

26 27 26.5 

0.09 0.08 0.085 
0.108 0,097 0.10 
2.7 2.4 2.55 

96.3 98.6 97.45 

2.36 
< 5% 0 <5% 

by: fau)~ 
BWR ASSOCIATES. 



/·• / . 

f; 
. ''1·• 

.;: 

. -,,.' 
,'',\ 

.. \- --

,, . 

IDENTIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION 

Identification No. (i.e., 1, w, •.• N, S., ... } : 
1 

C~HIP 'J)l2.'!C72 

Manufacturer __ C:::...,o_e_·'_A_;__J_J;:::..:c/\J~8~R..=-~A~t~k''-"IU~.4--=L~L'--~A..:...c1~R~._,_//,~6~"~~~J~''~·~~·;g"'-----~ 

Installation Date: / '9 7 3 Maj or Revision Date: ------------
Nameplate Capacity of Boiler: "'"Y1 ZL. (lbs/hr) @ __ '7_1_"""'' ""--(psig} 

or (H.P.} Water.Tube: Fire Tube: ------- ------ ----------

Spreader Stok8r: _________ Dl!tch Ov8n: _______ Other: Coe:AJ fu.e,_;eJ? .. 

· Indicat8 which of the following are installed 
.'i' 

V F.D. Fan Wot Scrubber ---
v Automatic F. D., Fan Damper. Control Bag House ---
v· I. D. · Fan REc:.YcLE:' 71<.ANs?or<..T ___ Cinder,. R8injection Syst~m. 

Automatic I.D. Fan Damper Control ---
v/ Automatic Fu81 Feed Controller 

Continuous Rec0rding.St8am Flow Meter ---
___ Continuous Recording ,Opacity Monitor 

', ': .. · ,,., '. ".''-' ~\ 

Continuous Recording Oxygen Recorder ---
Multiclone Cinder Collectors ---

··• .. STEA!-1 GENERATION RATE DATA ".'i .-1 

The following data should be recorded for each test· run:• ,; ' 

' ' 
.,1' _: 

"' ,,,, 
Date: Run.· No.: Steam Pressure· (psig}; ---------- ------- -------

• • 11 " 
Average Boiler Steam Generation Rate During ,Test: ______ ( lbs/hr}·"·· ,

1
, ... ,., .... 

'Peak Boiler Steam Generation Rate During Test: _____ (lbs/hr} 

Minimum Boiler Steam Generation Rate During 1Test: ______ (lbs/hr} 11 

'',; 

· How was.steam flow rate determ~n~d•-----------------------

'' 
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BASIC SOURCE TEST DATA 

.'·i 

SO!JRCE IDENTIFICATION 

Name of Company (Owner): ·-/ttV\l"!,eR ~~.DUC7'S 
----'--'--'-'~~~"-'---"""'-"--"'--'-~'-----------

Location of Jitcr.i~ (Stack) 
C.~IP Dey6'R., 

M E:-})FO@. I) 
City. 

Name of Company Contact: l(eN PA I< K ~~ 

State·· 

('I 

Names of Persons Conducting.Test: 

I/Iii;: LLf\/\AN 

'.::1:'.: ··.· 1:; ;• 

Ass .. oc1~~£sl -

. Name of Regulatory Agent(s) Present to Observe Test: 

'._·,'·· 

Stack Identification (i.e.,.1,2, ... N.,.s .•.. : .. ): I --------------
- ' . !-' ' 

How many boilers are· ducted to the exhaust .. stack? /\/oov 0C 
---'---'-~-------

IdendJ:ication of each. boiler ducted to tho.stack: 

l. ___ / __ _ 
"ci 

3 • __________ ; 5 ·-~-------

'i ! 

Note: A separate boiler.identification form must 
for each.boiler connocted·to th.: .. stack . 

,,,. 
Sample Point Description: ·; .,, . 

If reetangularo what is the height? ------
what is the width? ---'---

How.far downstream from the sample point is the nearest bend 

other flow obstruction7_-,--__ 2_4~ __ (ft). 

How far upstream.from the.sample point is. the nearest bend or. 
1.:'·. 

,-i' 

other flow obstruction? / 5 (ft) . , : --------- . r. ,~ 

' ' ~ I 
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llNllLYSIS OP \>/000 FUEL USED DURING BOILER CERTIF'ICllTION TEST 

Describe the approximate percentage make.-up of the 

during the compliance certification test: 

Fuel llc•c:cdplion 

·. )< Planer Shavings 

·.·.·' ApJ)l:oximate Percent· 
by Wo.iqht (!JHY) 

............. -....... . 
Sanderdust 

)( Sawdust ............................. ' 
Bark 

VHogged White Wood .••.. ~ ...•.••.••.... 

X' Other Wood Hesidues . P.i., Y~t?~.~ ?.~!({\ : 
1 / • • • Total . .... . 

% 

% -----
% 

9.," -----
% ------
% -----

100% 

What is j:he moisture· content of: the mixed wood. fuel· on a· ·~wet"•' 
.-."·.·, 

\·. ·:. 

basis? .,::: / 0 % · · ------"'----- 8 TU t/4-LuG"" l/-Pt?l1.oy 8.900 
He4 T 1 tJ P1J'f 11. ~y-1 yr. 10 t• t"?.Ti.1 / f/Ai!... 

If the boiler .. is. equipped with a cinder reinjection. 'jYStem, 
. ''• 

,t•· 

<' cinders. being injected during .. the .test? N 0 ,, --~---
··:,. ''i'.i '·'.i'' .:·I 

l\UXILil\RY l'UEL CONSTITUENTS.,, ';' 
' ' 

':. 

:-·' 
' 

·what is the normally used percentage of 

l\ux. l'ucl Description 
' ' .... 

heat input to' the boiler 
_Approximate'Percent' 

of 'l'olal. D'.rtJ In!JUf: 
" 

Natural Gas· 
' ':? 5 ,· 

.:.Jo % 

. :propane ......•..•.•.•..•..••.•..•••. % ------
Coal 

Oil. ....•.•.••..... Crude .•.•••.....•. _____ % 

'' 
Light 1: .•• •••••••••• % ------

.i··· Other .............. . 
r'.,. 

% -----
Clarifier Sludge .................... 
Otl1cr •...••.•..••••••• · ••• , ••• ·• , ••••• % ------
Wood (llogged) Fuel O O O o O O O O 0 I ,O I O O O · O O O 

·Total. .. 100% 

. ·.I 
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PRELIMINARY VELOCITY TRAVERSE . 

'PLANT -;1-MBFP l;;RDDUL7S - Mc:pA>f.?.J) 

DATE __ !_V/"-1_\ '-v~/ ,.__~i_.:.../'-'-.9-'-7_1_/ _______ _ 

I 

BAROMETRIC PRESSURE, in. Hg. 29 • 85 .. 
STATIC PRESSURE IN STACK (Pg), in. Hg. • 008 

OPERATORS 

SOURCE TYPE -~("-:,_·1..:...'/_"_..._·'>,_,-"<!_,,_t-"t"-;'-f<;.c;;,!. _______ _ 

TYPE OF PITOT TUBE USED("S" or "P")-

SCHEMATIC OF STACK GROSS 
CONNECTION ' 

Traverse point Velocity head, -{6P Stack temperature . 
number in.HzO (TS)' OF 1,·· 

l • 10· • 3/0 -920' 
' , ·, ' 

'J • 10 .3/0 ' 
' 

3 '09 .300 

"I ID CJ ,300 . 
; .. 

' ; ; ' ~· ' ' c'' ,05 • 224 .,_} 

' 

{, .05 .2Z4 

7 .os .283 
i:, 

v.~ .ID . 31& ·,.'1·',''• 

" 
!) ,/{) I 3/0 

~ ' . 

' i 
!() • 10 I 310 

' ''1,.:. ' I! •i . ' ·08 I 283 ' 

' ' ' . 
.23</ /:/ .055 •': ·, 

., 

··- ' 

' 
'' 

• 
' 

AVERAGE: .28b 92-o,.,r~ 
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TRAl'Ef($[' POINT LOCATION · 

·, ··,, :·:· 

~ ;, ' 1 -: ' • ,., 

I,·, 

:· .. . .. , .. _, 

Cross section of a· circular stack JiviJcJ into· 
· ''·' '., : three concentric equal. areas showing the locatioI\ of 

:'~tl1e traverse points.:· 
. ·', ' ' ; 

; ___ ' ,.;· ':. ,. 
··.:-. ·:· ,· 

·. '·. '"•fl 

PERCENT OF STACK DIAMETER FROM INSIDE WALL OF STACK · 

. -··.:·: 

;•:· 

~, .'.I ~~~~RS1E 
' , NUMBER 

'NUMBER OF TRAVERSE POINTS 01< A D.IAME!ER, .·'· 
1

;:: 

•:., 

rr r 
\ 

. 1, :·1. 
2 
3/ 
4 ·,' ' : .. , ' 

. ~:t:f-.;. 
7 
8 
9 

10· ,,,· 

11 
12 : : 
13 ;· 
14 •:;, 

' 15 
16 
17· 
18 ' 
19 
20 
2l 
')') . ,, 
2). 

'.Jlt 

J.'·, 

,!,' 

6 

4.4 
14.7 
29. 5. 
70. 5 .. 
85. 3 .. ·. 
95.6 

' :;• 

-;· .. 

... ·,··' 

•I : 

8 14 20 

3. 3 2. 5 1!, • 1 ' 1. 8 ' 1. 6 : 1. 4 ' 1. 3 ! 

10.5 8.2 6.7: 5.7 , '4,9,, .,4.Lt . 3.9 
19.4 14.6 11.8 '9.g ' 8.5:, '7.5. 6.7 
32.3 .22.6 ,,,17.7 :, 14.6 12.5 •10.9, 9.7 
6 7. 7 3 4. 2 •::. 2 5. 0 ;, 20. 1 .. 15. 9 ' ! 14. 6 12. 9 
80.6 65.8. 35.5. 26.9 ' . 22.0' .'! 18.8 .16.5 
89.5 '77,4· 64.5,· 3&.6 28.3 1 '.·23.G 20.4 
96.7, ··.··• 85.4 ,,75,0 ·•.·. 63.4 ...• ,37.5. ,, · 29.6 25.0 

'• 91.8 82.3 .. ·>73.1' 62.5 ·.38.2· 30.6· 
.,,,.97.5·,.88.2. '79.9 71.7•• 61.s. 38.8 
... ' 93.3 >; 85.4'' .78.0• 70.4' ·51.2 

,':' 97.9 ·~· 90.1 .. 83.1. ,,· 76.4 ! 69.4' 

. ·' '-. 

•, 
', ·'· 

,':i 

,\94,3·· 87.5 ·\31.2r .75. 
,, 98.2. 91.5' 85.4 79.5 

'·'-' . 

';. '. 

95.1 89.1 83.5' 
. 98.4, ,, 92.5 87.1 

.95.6\90.3 
.'18.G. 93.3 

( '16. 1 
",,. 

. I: 

\.'"' . ;: . .' 
' ·, 
'' i<'', 

:. ' 
~8. 7. 

'' ·:. \·' .. ·," , '. 

'.''"' 

.. ,,, 
'' ,· 

.:,,· 

··,,.·· 
. I,. 

:· ' i 

, ' 

1.1 

: 4: 
O.'' _-(," 

8(). 8 
•;·:· 

,r_it+.o· . ..t,--,B~l.5 

'J 7 • 1 . 
q,, . ~) 

· ,Jh. ;-; 



··~ BWR !4JCIATES 
SOURCE SAMPLING "'f:LD DATA SHEET 

:'.:,t) 
• "" _I 

.. 

PLAiff: -r;,y-1 e,~-c. P-<?o,;.uc:s 
. I 

STACK DIAMETER: 37-::::._ INCHES. 

LOCATION: /;),;.Di=o'<-1) 0r<EC6o/\J 
DATE: 5- ! 5-7tf RUN NO. '.2.---
TIME START: I 3"30 TIME EN."'D-: ~"";4~L~-o----

STACKAREA: (,(0 7 SQ.FT. ·:,· 
NOZZLE DIAMETER: 1/-z_ __ IN. (o.<1.''1,D) 

ML. VOLUME CONDENSATE: f 7<0 
SAMPLING TIME/POINT: 5 . MINUTES. 

BAROMETRIC PRESSURE: :2.9, 65 "Hg. 
AMBIENT TEMPERATURE: 68 °F. 
STACK PRESSURE: 0, II "H20_, 008 "Hg. 

PERCENT C02: Cf,87 
02: '7, LZ 

co : (), ~3 
N2: Bo. 2.3 

STACK IDENTIFICATION: Cµ,p lJR'fEte.~/ BY: £0)d?n"~---n./ 
IMPINGD METER T "F STACK 

POINT # TIME ~p ,Ci H METER VOL T o F IN OUT . T OF OPACITY VACUUM REMARKS 
7~6.-3 

l 5 .os • 35 
. 

799.t:o bZ- l<.o 96. 92e>. D I BE:G11J Sw 'Po.-e7 
2 to • Jo .7g . 8D/.(;, ~2- 125 98 Boo o· 3 
3 15 ,Jo ,73 Bot.f.. D b:2.. 127 9S- 920 1) 3 ... 

' 
4 'Jo . Jo .73 Bo7,5 (:,2. IT) 95"' .940 D 3 

5 25 .Jo. ,73 6/LD t:,z. 12$ 3o 900 -o ..,,.. 
. :::> 

6 3o ,DS .~5 812.z... b2 l25 9o ec~ () 
-7 
.) E:J\J) sw Ft;12...T 

7 35 I /O ,/8 BJ4.b b2. ;25 o-..... ~ 900 0 5 "3E0111.) iJ VV Fb,2.r 

8 4o , JD ,78 8 /6,'!j 4:> 2- 12.. '5 95"" · .. 
. . . 9c:;) .. 0. ~---· 

9 45 I} D ...,a . ' . . 

8 19? 
) ·- b2.. 12t3 98 sso t) 0· 

.. 
10 50 ,/0 ,7B 8Zt.q. . (:,2.. .• 12.8 98 9ZV {) . b . ·· .. 
11 55. 105 ,35 ··-szi, t • -. (:, 2- .. 125 9.b 880 .. () . 3 •.· -... o.., 

12 00. .o<; '35 ~Z3.6 ·' ·h2- 122 ~2. 88o 0 3 
. 

61Jb cL BT · 
7.bi/ 

•· .. . 
. ' ; foO f,o :25.6 

. ·744 1502. 114-0 
.. 

I 0'110 .o '/-) 
- .: - -~· : 

TOTAL .,. -

. . 

o. 64 95"" 
.. , .. ,, - -

AVERAGE - .08?; 0.415CFM 02.. 125 909 D 3,75 . 
.. 

I ' n 



BWR ASSOCIATES 

.··)~··.· . 
SOURCE SAMPL~:~)~ELD DATA SHEET .·· .. ~·.~~·~. eq/j) J 

.. :~ 

0 LANT· /,,'r1 "'-==-,-, -;/Jr;•'·J/'7c 
I • ~ f' . ,__._. /..... . ...... !...,/_;...- • _ , ~ 

LocAnoN: · lv!ED r::o12.D · Ofe?Roo1J 
DATE: 5-15 -74 RUN NO. I 
TIME START: !Zoo TIME EN'"D-: --c,3=-0::-,7=---
SAMPUNG TIME/POINT: 5 ·. MINUTES. 

BAROMETRIC PRESSURE: 29.85 "Hg. 
AMBIENT TEMPERATURE: 72.... Of. 
STACK PRESSURE: 0.11 "H20 • 006 "Hg. 

STACK IDENTIFICATION: CHIP l:J,e'f'El2.. #I 

IMPINGE! 
POINT # TIME AP .AH METER VOL T o f 

773.4 

l 5 .Jo .7i 775.~ fo ,.-, 
2 lo .• Jo ,7~ 777.8 ho 

3 15 .oB . /o2- 779.B bo 
4 2.0 .oB • k>Z. 782,0 bo 
5 25 . . o5 ,!fo '7g4,7 bo 
6 3D 105 ,fo Jffb ,D bD 
7 -;;; S'" , lo ,/8 7B8,D . . f; [) 

~ 

8 4o ,Jo ,73 7SD,D (,, [) 

9 trS ,JO -i3 , J 792,o · bo 

10 So ,/ [) ;7& 73'-/, D 7o · 
11 55 ,()fp ;q.5 . 791,, /I- 75 
12 loo ,CJftJ -45 757. b .. •. 75 

. 

TOTAL bo .1? 7. (:,Z.. ·24,2.. ,.· ?bo 

AVERAGE - .oez.. O.bf 0, 403CFtV\ 03 

METER T UF 
IN OUT 

!Jo g5 

/ l 8 9o 

II 6 '3 2. . 

llB 92. 
. 

JJ B 9o 
I l f3 J I . 9o 

i20 92. 

!2D . 97 .·•, 

/22. 92. 

rzo 92 .. 
. . 

/Zo 92• 

/2o 92- .·· 
.. 

/422.. IDS/ 

119 91 . 

/OS 

. I 

STACK DIAMETER: 3 7-i;;_ 
· ·STACK AREA: 7, b 7 

NOZZLE DIAMETER: ;;._ 

. VOLUME CONDENSATE: / 7f3 

INCHES .. 
SQ.FT. · . 
IN. (D.4''1DJ 

ML. 

• PERCENT C02: f. 'f~ 
02: 8.83 

. . CO : o. 5D 
N2: 'iJo. 71 

BY: 'i;fw/~ 
STACK 

T Of OPACITY VACUUM REMARKS 

. 

5>2.o 0 2- &31AJ /JWP611..r 

95D 0 2.. .. 

Szo <5% I . 

93D 0 I 

910 50· < /{, . I 

B& 0 I :::_ND /\)~I) Yo.e.T 

S2o 0 2. . °3-:Z, '·1 1 C,:.J P,ZT 
,"/ - :;_,,I. 

· 9LJ.o · 0 
. 2.; .•. .. 

• 84·.o 0 :L. 

95o 0 2-· .. 

o · .... i · I 3Bo ·· - --- . 

950 . 0 I cNJ:; "r /?-Jt) ·· 

I/ l~D <5 18 ·' .. ,;· ... 

933 ::= {) - /. s 
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ORSAT 01\TI\ ArlD rnLCUL-'TIO;t SHEET 

. CLIENT 7:1111302. f/<oDUCT.S- /l!Je!)Fol<J> 

Sainolinq point location_ 26 1 
Mt!VE: i3ecrt.if11J6-· Uf!P D,e>(&f2.. · · ·· 

Oate __ M,Liy 15. /974 Time IZ.Oo-1?.,oo Run No. __ / __ _ 

Analysis ;'na l.vs is Analysis x = 1•t/r.iole 
1 2 3 /\vq mole.1·1t (dry) · 

}~? _. _-:._~~ ~: ~-0 -
% vol 

~--------
co % vol 

1 '''"f /O,'f. 10,0 
9,~- 'J,C/6 44/100 Lj., 3135 .. 

(dry) s,8" I c;,s i '7 5 S'.63 32 :100 +2.ir20 /.)' 

o.e: 0, 5o 28 /100 +0.11/-D ·- ------

I 
I 

~~--t=J (dry) I Jf:_o.71 123/_1~~- I £.?.boo • _____ _.____ 
· .. -~2- -· -· - ~ ~o~-

11 = A. vq .r.1olecular V!t I '2q, q~I i '. .. · --
of drv·stack nas= ,_ •· 

'·,, ' ' . '. ' ,' 

. ' 

'· ~- . '·'·· . '::. . ., . 

. riate _ _JJ1,; !!i...J-=9C-'7'-f,__·· ___ Time_/33v-/43o!1un 110._ ? .. 
Sa::iplinJ ooint location. ..::¥rm€"" 

co . 
2 

-~-

% vol 

2: VO 1 
---·--

(dry) 

(dry) 

rl:sis I Analvsis I Analysis 

I 5~ 6 

I 9.B ! 'J,B · ; 10.0 . 
I J_ I c;, 7- 9,5 9'. I 

I ' 

. '> ···,. 

I x • rt/mole j 
Avq mole wt I 

(dry) 
! I 
I 9, f3 7 44/100 4.34/ 

9,27 32 /100 .+2./fh5 
(dry) I o.q o. i. (}I !(;; I i0,(,,3 · 28 /100 I I I l 

I 
I . , +' 177 

' . :·;. : 

' co X vol 

. Nz 
-=----

% vol 

,,,, 
.'-'· 

.J:..> 
fl· 

';'·,' 

-
(dry) I I 

' I I --+ 
'.\·, 

'I! 

. ....... 

Bo.23 28/100 I p,2,41,4 I 
I • 

M ·"Avg molecular wt off 2z.r4.z, 
, dry stack ga,s = ,, 

1 
. 

''; ,· 
•I 1 .. 

. ... 
. '· '· ... . ~i' . 

-. : : 

, 
·,·,• 

' . ' !-" 
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BWR ASSOCIATES · 

LABORATORY REPORT 

PLANT: -7//v1el:-cR PRof)UCT-5 

ADDRESS: . fl) Cb F'D 1.2 D , {) K' E::7!'0 I\) 
' 

DATE:_MA'( 15
1 

'97'f- NO. RUNS:--'Z.=---

SOURCE IDENTIFICATION: CHIP !J12YER 

RUN # IMP INGER #1 #2 #3 #4 

l NET COND. 105 (p1_ 3 8 

2 NET COND. 112 49 4 I / 

RUN # FILTER PART l PART 2 PART 3 
+ CYUONE'. PROBE ORGAN. WATER 

l ~?/.I 49. / · · ... 1.1 3,b 

2 I) 7. I 3 i.f, 5 219 . 2,B 

TOTAL 

178 

170 

PART 4 TOTAL 
IMP. 

' 
/, 5 137 "?3 

o. '1 12B,2~. 

--. ·, ! 

:,_,_ 

•.. ; 

.. \. 

. -~ . 

. ' -;~ . 
.... ' 

'-· .. ' 

... ' -,, ' ·-: .. :i_-\ . 

. ·,· 
"· .. 
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B W R 

ISOKINETIC SAMPLING CALCULATIONS 

PLANT:_ /;_IY1&R. 'fk.obvG7S -lv1E::7>FOP-lJ DATE: '6/1~;/71. ---, 
STACK ID ENT : ___ _,,C"-'M-'-t~P-=j),"-!.e.=Y,~c..,@..=..__, _____ RUN # :_I __ BY : l~cr '', ':,-, 

•, 

1. Dry Gas Volume 
:._.,: 

Vmstd = (17,7l)(Vm)(Pbar +All ) 
13.6 

'' 
Tm 

Vmstd = 
(17. ""'"~''·") • ( .'4) f · 2 :..1_.(,f) 

', ' ' ' 13.6 

' ' ' ' ' ' '' ( 505) .·· 
·'" ' 

2.' Volume of Water. Vapor :.'_' ', .... :;, 

(0.0474) (Vlc) ·. 
i·' 

Vwstd = .. ; . 
,_.. 

Vwstd = (0,0474) ( 118 ) = B.44- SCF 
I I <, ~ ··-·· 

· ·' 3. Moisture Content ' 
'·,,,. 

_·,·' 

,:· ,, = • 2-7 __ 
\ ... : 

4. •·.Dry Molecular Weight.·· 
>!' 

·•. M 
d = (C02%)(.44)+(02%)(,32)+(CO+N2%)(.28) .. ·.; 

,, 

'.,.' 

',; . ,•· 

;;:: 
~. .' 

SCF 

)(.44)+(, )(,32)+( )(.28) - 29.95'/···· 

5, Wet Molecular Weight 

'.'" 

M
5 

= Ma(l - Bw0 )+.18(Bw0 ) 

M
5 

=(l'.:>.,51)(1-.27)+18( .i.7 ),= _2._b_,7,'--'/ __ _ 
'' '' 

•,'', 

.:,:.' 

. _ .. , ·.' .- ,- .. 

'"' 

'«:. 

·j·,_.. 

~· ' - 'i 

' ' 
, ·i,; 

: 
·: ,., 
' 
' . ' . •,., . 
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.. . ~-

',.·.--

,·,. .. 

'.1., 

.. 
'. ,.' 

.·:. -r;p, 
'.« l) tv r:I:-./: 

;.,•:''/. 

· 6 .. Stack Gas Velocity 

,,,., . "'' J•,1 ,/;,, 
Vsave = (85.48)(0,84)( ,"Z.6b) 

7. > Stack <:as Volumetric Flowrate 

;.,•'. 

Qs = 60(1 - Bw0 )Vs. As/ 530 \/ Ps .) 
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1119 A St. ·Tacoma, Washington 98401 · Area Code 20~ · araadway 2-2283 

TLX 32-7430 

R. HUGH LOVE 
Director of Communications DD ASSDC(ATIDN 

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon 
Director 
Environmental Quality Commission 
1234 s. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

December 26, 1974 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[ffi~@~D\Vl~[DJ 
DEC 2 7 19/4 

DFEl.C::E OF T.HE DIRECTOR 

As the record has been left .open for 10 days, I would 
like to submit the enclosed additional statement to the 
Commission on behalf of the American Plywood Association 
relative to the hearing in Albany on December 20 (Proposed 
Amendments to Rules Relating to Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing 
Operations). 

CME/ch 

Sincerely, 

/'1 

( C-Jf 

CARL M. ERB, JR. 
Manager, Gluing Studies 
Division For Product Approval 



December 26, 1974 

Statement of Carl Erb, a member of the research staff of the 

American Plywood Association, Tacoma, Wash. 

I am a chemistry graduate of the University of Puget Sound, Tacoma, 

Wash. I was project leader for the four year study conducted by the 

Plywood Research Foundation into veneer dryer technology and the nature 

of veneer dryer emissions. 

I would like to take this opportunity to submit additional testimony 

relative to the proposed establishment of a 10 percent opacity limit 

for veneer dryers in the State of Oregon. 

Before proceeding with a qualification concerning testimony on dryer 

energy requirements, I wish to conunent briefly on the impromptu statement 

made to the Environmental Quality Commission on December 20 by 

Mr. H. M. Demeray, of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. 

Mr. Demeray's remarks on dryer emissions and cigarettes were undoubtedly 

well intended. However, we suggest that they can be characterized as 

essentially emotional and not supportable by fact. There is no evidence 

that veneer dryer emissions are harmful to health. 

With regard to energy requirements, the matter of the energy needed for 

the operation of the veneer dryer ut Boise Cascade's Albany, Ore., plant 

was brought to the attention of the Commission on December 20. 
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In retrospect, it seems ~o me that there is some confusion which was 

not satisfactorily clarified with regard to the use of natural gas in 

conjunction with the sander dust burner. 

The dryer in question was initially a direct-fired dryer using natural 

gas as fuel. This is still the case. The sander dust burner was installed 

to dispose of the sander dust while at the same time eliminating the "blue 

haze" from the dryer exhaust. It was hoped that some use could be made of 

the heat generated by burning the sander dust, thereby reducing total 

natural. gas usage. 

Using this method, the company has made a lengthy and determined 

effort to reduce natural gas consumption. They have reported, 

howeyer, that under everyday production conditions gas savings are 

negligible. The predominant heat source is the same gas burner 

which was original equipment in the dryer. 

Further, the total volume of sander dust produced by the mill is not quite 

adequate to supply fuel for· the control of the emissions from one of the 

two dryers required for full mill operation. 

{fo ft -ff ff 





An Jndu'slrial America Company 

North Portland 

December 31, 197 4 

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

O. A. R. 3 40 Section 2 5-315 (Standards for 
Veneer Dryer Emissions) 

Ot.PT. Of ENVlf\GMENT.i\L 0-UAUTY. 

On December 20, a public hearing was held in Albany, Oregon, to discuss proposed 
amendments to existing air quality standards relating to veneer dryers. Our 
company had representatives at that meeting to observe and to speak on behalf of 
our organization. By way of submitting this letter, we wish to reiterate our position 
for the benefit of the Environmental Quality Commission. 

Moore Orego.n was incorporated in the State of Oregon in 1927. Our company has 
been engaged in the manufacture of machinery for the sawmill and the plywood 
industry for many, many years. We began manufacturing equipment for drying 
veneer in 1939. Since that time we have produced a great many veneer dryers that 
are located in plywood mills throughout the Pacific Coast as well as in Western. 
Canada and in the Southeastern United States. 

As one of the leading manufacturers of veneer drying equipment, we recognized 
several years ago the importance of controlling emissions from veneer dryers. We 
were substantial contributors to the Plywood Research Foundation (a division of the 
American Plywood Association) whose purpose it was to define the magnitude of the 
veneer dryer emission control problem and to address itself to possible solutions to 
that problem. 

Through the expenditure of our own development funds, we sought to achieve 
methods which would control veneer dryer emissions at acceptable levels but which 
would not result in significant increased operating costs for our customers, the 
manufacturers of plywood. We have been relatively successful with our develop
ment work for those manufacturers who utilize direct-heated, (gas, oil or wood
fired) veneer dryers. This is through a device that we refer to as our "Lo-Em 
System". This system introduces heat into the veneer dryer in such a manner that 
the atmosphere within the dryer is continually cleaned up. This results in fewer 
emissions from the dryer. The system makes a most significant improvement over 
what the users' current dryer emissions are; however, there is a limit to how well 
the Lo-Em system operates on an absolute basis. 

If a user has a very severe emission problem, the Lo-Em system will reduce the 
emission substantially, but they still may not be in the range of a 10% opacity. 

member 
:;)i_·~-

~J/'~ 
0'iJ;;~ 
wmrna 
P 0 Box 4208, Portland, Oregon 97208 • (503) 286-8231 ·Telex 36-0313 

continued •.•.. 
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Mr. Kessler R. Cannon 12/31/7 4 

vVe do believe, however, that any dryer can have emissions reduced to a 20% 
opacity level through the use of this system. 

The Lo-Em system is a one-time capital cost to the plywood mill operators. There 
is no operating cost after the initial change is made to the equipment. As you can 
well appreciate, this is the type of improvement that a mill operator prefers over one 
that has a continuing energy cost; i.e., high energy scrubber. 

Moore Oregon has been an observer to tests that have been conducted with low 
temperature veneer drying in steam veneer dryers. By employing this technique, 
veneer dryer emissions can be substantially reduced, but it is doubtful that they 
can be reduced to the 10% opacity level on a continuing basis. We have observed 
that the low-temperature technique is successful in meeting a 20% opacity level. 

We urge you to change the air quality standards to allow a maximum opacity of 20% 
from any one stack. Our reasons for urging you to consider this are that there are 
(1) techniques for achieving 20% opacity reliably; (2) the techniques do not result 
in increased operating costs for the plywood manufacturer; (3) the equipment and/or 
technology is readily available and can be put into use almost immediately; (4) there 
are no successful proven techniques for achieving the 10% opacity level which do 
not either (a) result in substantial increases in the consumption of energy, or (b) 
result in solid waste disposal problems which are at least equal to the air quality 
control problems that we seek to eliminate. 

Your kind attention to this recommendation is appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

MOORE OREGON 

John M. Vranizan 
Vice President & General Manager 

/en 



SOUTRE1(N OREGON 

Tll\\:BER lNDUS'I:'RlES ASSOClf..~T'lON 
2980 N. PACIFIC HWY. 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 S.W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Gentlemen: 

MEDFORD, OREGOi' 97501 TELEPHONE 773-5329 

p~cember 20, 1974 
' ) 

: .. i- ,· > ,,_, 

,__,-,_ 

Please accept this letter for placement in the hearing record on 
"Proposed Rules Relating to Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations"; 
OAR 340, Section 25-315, Veneer Driers. 

Consistent with testimony from other industry representatives, this 
organization strongly urges modification of the proposed rules to a 20% 
opacity standard rather than 10% so that the industry, as well as the De
partment, may have a goal which is attainable. We also support the sugges
tion that the extension of the deadline to March 1, 1975. 

Southern Oregon communities are significantly dependent on the forest 
products industry as the economic mainstay, as is being so forcibly illus
trated in the current economic slump. We strongly feel that v1ithout 
demonstration that public health is endangered in any manner, southern 
Oregon citizens would much prefer to tolerate a level of "blue haze" from 
operating plywood plants than to further jeopardize the ability of those 
plants to employ workers who so desperately seek gainful employment. 

There is serious doubt in our minds that the alleged benefits of the 
regulation as proposed merit the costs required to comply and the risk of. 
the cost burden on an industry already economically crippled. There seems 
to be some justification for delay to permit time for technological devel
opment which may be able to provide better answers with improved economic 
feas i bi 1 i ty. 

MEC: cw 

Si nee re 1 y yours.,;· 
.. .;/ 

--~Y1 ___ f .-'b?-:.. 

·-"-- '·''/ ' .J;2'jfZ/t?_: I(/.::;}~ cf~ J-L-C:. 

Martin Craine 
Secretary-Manager 
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Testimony Delivered at Public Hearing 
Relative to Proposed Amendments to 

Rules Relating to Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations 
December 20, 1974· 

Albany, Oregon 

My name is Wallace Cory. I am the Environmental :Manager for Boise 

Cascade Corporation's Timber and Wood Products Group and have been privileged 

+Lo. +oc.~\ ,, : c.,,J. 
to serve on aa ad .boa industr~, committee working with the D. E. Q. staff in an 

attempt to develop an effective but fair regulation. I appredate the opportunity 

to testify relative to the proposed amendments to rules relating to veneer and 

plywood manufacturing operations. Boise Cascade Corporation is vitally interested 

in promoting clean air in the State of Oregon and is especially interested in rules 

and regulations as they pertain to veneer dryers. Our corporation has some 19 

dryers i.n the State of Oregon at seven different locations. We have cooperated wit.Ji. 

the Oregon D.E.Q. and the appropriate regional Air Pollution Control autli0rities 

in attempting to control emissions from these sources to the best of our ability. 

Of the seven different locations, one location appears to be in compliance 

and has been so certified by the Oregon D.E.Q. Two more locations in the 

Willamette Valley have received considerable emission control attention. 

The installation here at Albany has been certified in compliance by the 

Mid-Will.amette Air Pollution Control Authority after a considerable investment 

in time and money by Boise Cascade Corporation. A second location within the 
Authority 

jurisdiction of the iV!i.d-Willamette Valleyfihas received a considerable amount of 

altcnlion hy Boise Cascade but has yet to be certified. Additionally, Boise Cascade 

has il1stalled cont1·ol devices at two of !ts locations in the State of Washington. 

While working on the~e proicctG we f<-,el that we have accunrnlated a cons!clcrnblc 

nn1ount of kno\\'lcdge 1:elating to t11e control of veneer dr,yer emissions. 



-2-

Based upon our experience, we have come firmly to the conclusion that 

consistent compliance with the Oregon regulation·due to become effective on 

January 1, 1975, whieh requires that there be zero visible emission from veneer 

dryers, is virtually impossible. As· the Forest Products Industry testified when 

this regulation was adopted, the zero visible emission portion of the regulation 

may be considered to be an objective but not a requirement. It is unattainable, 

however, with existing technology. A review of control devices and methodology 

as applied by various members of the industrial community verifies that the 

attainment of this goal is presently impossible. It is with this background and 

this experience that Boise Cascade is pleased to support a change in the regulations 

governing veneer dryer emissions in the State of Oregon. 

While we are definitely in favor of a change, one point in the proposed 

amendments is most disconcerting. Paragraph 1-B of the proposed amendment 

would require veneer dryer stack opacity to be less than 103. The general 

emission standards as defined by paragraph 21-015 of the Oregon regulation 

currently allow 40% opacity on emission from sources outside special control 

areas and restrict this to 20% opacity on sources within special control areas. 

The State of Washington restricts opacity to 40% and will reduce this allowance 

to 20% after July 1, 1975. The adjoining State of Idaho restricts opacity to 

40% from all sources. Recognizing that Oregon is highly concerned with pollution, 

the other Pacific Northwest states are equally concerned and appear to be satisfied 

with a less rigorous standard, Frankly, we in the industry find it hard to justify 

the additional restriction on opacity from veneer dryer stacks in Oregon. Not 

only is Oregon proposing a standard more restrictive than its neighbors, 
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but it is proposing a standard for veneer dryers that is more restrictive than the 

requirement for other sources within the state. I submit that this is descriminatory 

and that there is no reason for veneer dryers to meet a standard more restrictive 

than that established for other sources within the state. There has been no 

information to date that would indicate veneer dryers to be a more serious health 

hazard than other sources. In fact, the reverse is true. Veneer dryer emissions 

create primarily an aesthetic problem. If aesthetics can be satisfied with a 20% 

or 40% restriction on other sources, I see no reason that a 20% restriction would 

not be satisfactory for regulating veneer dryers. Limitation of opacity to 10% 

may be a nice thing to do, but hardly necessary. 

A 10% opacity means that only a wisp of smoke or emission is allowed. 

While many devices may be capable of reducing opacity to 10%, the majority of 

these devices cannot consistently meet a 10% opacity restriction. A reasonable 

. 

l 
effort at control, however, involving the purchase of many devices presimtly on 

the market will allow a reduction of opacity to 20% to be consistently met. 

In short, I see no difference in the control prescription to be applied whether 

the restriction is 10% or 20%. The 10%, however, will require more regulatory 

attention, will mean no end of headache for the operator and, in the longrun, will 

not result in cleaner air for the citizens of Oregon. 

OUr control approach for one of our locations in the Willamette Valley has 

been the installation of an incineration device in the dryer. The device has 

effectively reduced fue opacity in one stack to about 10% and from the other stack 

to consistently below 20%. The total cost of this installation was some $165, 000. 

If the State of Oregon adopts the 10% opacity restriction, it would appear Urnt Boise 

Cascade will have spent $165, 000 needlessly and at that plant we will be right 

back where we started originally. I submit that this is not the way to cle:me 1• all'. 
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A requirement on industry to expend these kinds of dollars fruitlessly results 

in only more and more resistance within the industrial community to proceed 

on an experimental basis or to proceed at all without being coerced. I do not 

think that this is the sort of situation in which you want to place Oregon industry. 

Again, I would reiterate the necessity of amending the present Oregon 

regulation. I would also reiterate my objection to the 10% opacity restriction 

in the proposed amendment and strongly urge that the Environmental Quality 

Commission recommend adoption of a regulation which would include an op.acity 

restriction no more stringent than 20%. 

Boise Cascade Corporation appreciates this opportunity to present its 

views regarding these amendments. 



ASSIGNMENT TO 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

SECURITY REQUIRED BY ORS 454.425 

hereinafter called "Assignor," whose principal place of business is 

does hereby assign and set over to the Department of Environmental Quality 
of the State of Oregon, all right, title, and interest of whatever nature 

of Assignor, in and to the insured account of Assignor in~------~ 

evidenced by a certificate in the amount of --------- numbered 

-~----which is delivered to the Department of Environmental Quality 
of the State of Oregon herewith. Assignor agrees that this assignment 
carries with it the right in the insurance of the account by the Federal 
Savings & Loan Insurance Corporation or Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 

and includes and gives the right to the Department of Environmental Quality 
of the State of Oregon to redeem, co 11 ect, and withdraw the full amount of 
such account at any time WITHOUT NOTICE TO ASSIGNOR. 

This assignment is given as security for Assignor's following the plans 

and specifications approved by the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 
in the construction by Assignor of facilities for the collection, treatment 

or disposal of sewage located at 

and to have the facilities maintained and operated in accordance with the 
rules, regulations and orders of the Commission. 

Assignor hereby notifies the above-named savings institution of this 

assignment. 
Dated this ___ day of ________ , 197_. 

Assignor 

(Corporate Seal) 



RECEIPT FOR NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT 

Receipt is hereby acknowledged to the Department of Environmental Quality 
of the State of Oregon of written notice of the assignment to said Department 
of the account and certificate identified above. We have noted in our records 

the Department's interest in said account as shown by the above assignment and 

have retained a copy of this sheet. We certify that we have received no notice 
of any lien, encumbrance, hold, claim or obligation affecting the above

identified account prior to the assignment to the Department of Environmental 
Quality of the State of Oregon. We certify that the account is fully in-

sured by the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation or Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation. We agree to make payment to the Department of Environ
mental Quality of the State of Oregon upon its request in accordance with the 
laws applicable to this savings institution. 

Dated this ________ day of __________ , 197_ 

Name of Savings Institution 

By: 
--~N~a-m_e_o~fo-oA-u7t~ho_r_i~z-e'd-O~f'f'i~c-e_r _______ _ 

Title of Authorized Officer 

Street City 

RECEIPT FOR CERTIFICATE 

AND 

DIRECTION TO PAY EARNINGS 

Receipt is acknowledged of the above assignment and the certificate identi

fied in the above assignment. The savings institution named in the above as
signment is hereby authorized and directed to pay any earnings on the above
identified account to the above-mentioned assignor until otherwise notified 
in writing by the Department of Environmental Quality of the State of Oregon. 



assumes full liability and responsibility for operation and mainte
nance, of the facilities or until the facilities are connected to 

an area wide sewerage system. 
3. The principal shall connect the sewage collection, treatment or 

disposal facilities to an area wide sewerage system as soon as such 
area wide sewerage system becomes physically available. 

4. The principal shall not transfer ownership of the domestic sewerage 

system without first obtaining the written approval of the Department 
of Environmental Quality. 

If the principal shall promptly and faithfully perform the foregoing 
conditions, then this obligation shall be void, otherwise it shall remain in 
full force and effect. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the principal and the surety have executed this 
performance bond on this day of , 19 

Principal 

Surety 

Attorney in Fact 

Countersigned: 

Registered Agent 



• 
' ' 

Dated this _____ day of ------~--' 197_. 

2 - ASSIGNMENT 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

By:---------~---Credit Representative 



SURETY BOND FOR CONSTRUCTION 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF 

SEWAGE COLLECTION, TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL FACILITIES 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That -----'--.~~------
(Name) 

(Address) 

~----r~-c--~---.------' a corporation organized and existing 
(Surety Company) 

under the laws of the State of , and duly licensed -----------
by the Insurance Commissioner of Oregon for the purpose of making, guaranteeing 
or becoming surety upon bonds or undertakings required or authorized by the 
laws of the State of Oregon, as surety, are jointly held and firmly bound 
unto the State of Oregon in the amount of 

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

---------------~ 
Dollars, lawful money of the United 

States of America, or any part thereof as provided in ORS 454.425, the 
payment of which we jointly and severally bind ourselves, our heirs, executors, 
administrators, successors and assigns, firmly by these presents. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the conditions of this obligatipn are as follows: 
l. The principal shall follow the plans and specifications in the 

construction of the facilities for the collection, treatment or 
disposal of sewage, located at 

, T. , R. , W.M. in 

~-------County, Oregon, as approved by the Department 
of Environmental Quality. 

2. The principal shall operate and maintain the facilities in accord
ance with the rules, regulations, permits, and orders of the 
Department of Environmental Quality and the bond shall remain 
in force and effect until such time as a responsible city, county, 
sanitary district or other public body acquires ownership, and 
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TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY 

AGENDA ITEM NO. J - December 20, 1974 

ALTERNATIVES OF ACTION BY COMMISSION 

1. Show cause hearing followed by Commission order to reduce production 

to those levels which existed prior to the expansion and to reduce 

effluent to present permitted levels. 

Comments: This process is slow and cumbersome. 

2. Based on unauthorized plant expansion, issue civil penalties warning 

letter to reduce production to those levels which existed prior to 

plant expans.ion. 

Comments: They may contend that since the Department neither denied 

or approved their application for expansion that they automatically 

had a temporary permit to proceed [OAR 340-14-020 (5)]. Note: Since 

the modification of rules adopted September 21, 1973, the above rule 

does not apply to discharges requiring NPDES permits. A requirement 

to reduce production to levels which existed prior to expansion may 

require employment layoffs. Our legal authority to limit production 

is questionable. It may be difficult to make a determination of what 

production level is applicable. 

*3. Based on self-monitoring data and limited Department grab samples, 

,_ issue a civil penal ties warning letter giving them 5 days to reduce 
()-?,_·1~rl l' 1..--{L--- . 

~ the effluent to the limits required after July l, 1973 of their 

present permit. 

Comments: This would undoubtedly require a large reduction in 

production but to what level is unknown. It may cause employment 

layoffs. Since the effluent limits are really our major concern 

rather than production, this alternative is better than 2. 



4. Do nothing until new NPDES permit is issued. Proceed to issue it as 

rapidly as possible and then follow a strict enforcement program to 

guarantee that they stay within the limits or be fined civil penalties. 

Comments: The very earliest the permit could be issued is mid-February. 



DEPARTMENT .of 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5372 

TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
DBA Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Post Office Box 460 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

Gentlemen: 

December 20, 1974 

HAND DELIVERED 

Re: Notice of Violation and 
Intent to Assess Civil Penalty 
WQC-MWR-74-153 
IW-Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Linn County 

In reviewing the monitoring reports submitted for August through December, 1973 
and January through October, 1974 by the Albany plant of Teledyne Industries, Inc. do
ing business as Teledyne Wah Chang Albany hereinafter referred to as "Company," I find 
violations of condition 4 of Company's Waste Discharge Permit number 1213. 

Cuni,1ii-F 

U<c<•;cicd 
NF•i(;l'idi'. 

The limits set in condition 4 are as follows: 

Ammonium ion (NH4+) 
Thiocyanate ion (SCN-) 
Methylisobutyl ketone (MIBK) 
pH 6.5 - 7.5 

The violations are specifically: 

1973 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

*Monthly 
Average 

Nfft.+ 

8,451 
8,419 
7,149 
6,703 
7,067 

Lbs/Day 
(Maximum) 

2000 

Monthly 
Average 

SCN-

917 
1,117 
1,247 
1,687 
1,586 

Lbs/Day 
(Maximum Monthly Average) 

150 
300 

Monthly 
Average 

MIBK 

792 
894 
624 

1,064 
664 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 



Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
December 20' 1974 
Page Two 

1974 

January 8,700 960 960 Not Reported 
February 7,560 1,575 1,865 Not Reported 
March 5,950 1,465 1,199 Not Reported 
April 6,960 1,845 3,810 Not Reported 
May 9,472 1,539 1,006 Not Reported 
June 8,505 1,935 1,380 

14 2.91 
25 8.40 

July 11,304 1,278 708 
1 3.44 
26 8.52 

August 10,175 1,178 918 
12 2.83 
26 8.84 

September 7,646 2,265 1,854 
4 8.69 
16 9.26 

October 8,284 2,012 1,416 
1 2.84 
14 2.53 

"Monthly average in excess of daily maximum indicates that daily maximum was ex
ceeded one or more times during the month. 

These violations of the limits contained in condition 4 of Company's Waste Dis
charge Permit constitutes violations of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 468.720(2). 

If, five days after you receive this notice the above-described violations con
tinue or similar violations occur, the Department will impose a civil penalty against 
you in the amount of from $50 to $10,000 per day for each and every violation. Each 
and every day of such violation shall constitute a separate and distinct violation. 

DDF:gc 

Cordially, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

cc: Richard P. Blunk, Vice President - Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Midwest Region - DEQ 
Water Quality Control - DEQ 
Raymond P. Underwood, Legal Counsel - Dept. of Justice 
John Vlastelicia, Oregon Operations - EPA 



Research 
51 • rn:fa n:b 
Serviri::e 

ti~ S~ SC'Wiee 1H4ttt«u 
4645 Hl!lt Pl. S., 97302 Phone 362· 1526 

fuc~mter 20, 19?4 

Environmental Qu.alitv Commisst on ;-reari.vrg 

Browns Tsland Disnosa.l Site 

Recommerdatior.s 

(1) Marion County reduce road height on new roadf 1.Je offer assistance 
in er.iuipnent and manpower. 

(2) IEQ immediately permit with condition of operational plan added hnd 
toward river and furnish technical assistance to operator in 5e•rs1op
i!1g triat plana 

(3) All legal and negotiation steps be pursued on 21 a.cres exrar:sior: for 
longer term use, with IEQ assurance that this land can be used. 

(4) Consideration be given to a joint IEQ-Marion County bridge to the 
site ba.sed upon following 1 

(a) Obtaining all legal approvals requtred on 21 acres, 

(b) Obtaining a longer term (five year minimum) IEQ operational 
permit, 

(c) 

( d) 

( e) 

Full excavation of a sufficient segment of road with reolacement 
by a piling type bridge commonly used in log trucking roads at 
roughly estim,.ted cost of $50,000, 

r~I 

Flna'1cing to be through IBQ pollution control bonds ;.rl_th }'.F 
e;rant to Marior, S:ounty as al1thDrized by law, if r-.p-proved by 
1-eg~.slature. 

Re~~yment over five year?. At current rate of 270,000 yards 
approximate ann1Ial use~- the repayment cost would 'bf.. iri ti--,C: 
neir;hborhood of )¢ per yard, Since thee 'lver'ig9 chBYge f"'r 
}'13.rrl is cur.:-~r:tl)r. just ahove Lt.Or, the -~·~ f't:arion County f~anchjse 
'.°<?e on disposal at the site would be adequc_te to repay p-rlncfapl 
and interest. If the resource recovery un1t in Sa1e:r: j;:o. placeri 
in+:o operation a.:h an earlier time, the wa:::tes cot:lri tJF> r-:-:dt..i.C""·d 
as much as 7 5::S, therel:-y reducing the repayment unles~ a::. 1:._n.•-:-rP~s~ 
:in f~e is rxovided. HOW':? Ver, the priva tBly o~ra.ted Brown::- ls :a1~,d 
3ite is the lowest cost sanitary 1Einr1fi 11 in weste1"n Cret;on, so 
there is aCeq1~1ate room to adjust the fee. 

(5) There A.r9 ..!},£ altPrnat 1-ves. MacLeay is virtually out of rocrn a.>:d r::u~t 
~ preserved for emergency use, Wot,dburn does not have su:ff-"..cient 
caJ,-.'l'.lc 1 ty and yo1n' staff does not recommend t1se. Albany ls "t.ie J_ng pha~e-i 

out 8.nd Leb.::i:ion i~ a restricted use site. Coff!.n B11tte at Corvalli~ 
has speclt"ic conditions in the permit prohibiting use ·by Sale'll, Or<>gon 
C!ity has operational hours problems that prsvent the clou~~Je sbif:E.'1g 
of trucks require1 for the 90 plus mile round tr1p to disposal to saJ' 
nothing of the ,,est over old 99S, Eugene is. des parately using an 
intermediate site. Fortlland is in danEer over its proposed expansion. 
Kewberg and Whiteson do not have the cap.'lcHy and Yahw.ill Co·rnty has 
alrec_dy indicated to Chemeketa Region that use of 'Tewberg by outside 
areas will ~ stiarply curtailed, 

We do not attempt here to assess the exc-essive cost t.c the consumer 
in any of the a.lternatives that are parti'>lly available, Better to 
entirely stop <~ollection until the goverrunent'il agencies involved 
resolve their differences and agrP.e upon a reasonable plan for diqJOsal. 

R:2"~fully s ltted, 

L,~1:,o , Ex, Director & Counsel 



CDMMIB91DNER6 

HARRY CARSON, .JR . , C::HAIRMAN 

HENRY C. MATTSON 

PAT Mc::CARTHY 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

BRUCE PROSSER 

'GAL COUNSEL 
F'RANK C. Mc::KINNEY 

COURTHOUSE 

SALEM, OREGON 97301 

December 19, 1974 

To: The Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Marion County Board of Commissioners 

Subject: Brown's Island Sanitary Landfill 

TELEPHONE SBB-5212 

AREA CODE 503 

In response to the status report and proposed action submitted 
by DEQ Director Kessle r R. Cannon, Marion County offers the 
following statement and alternative proposals. 

First, some general comments on Mr. Cannon's report. Mr. Cannon 
has indicated that the old access road has only two low spots at 
an elevation of 128 feet. Our profile maps indicate virtually 
the entire road is 128 feet or under with only the extreme 
northerly end being substantially above 128 feet. 

It is also indicated that, 11 In spite of objections by the 
Department, Marion County has rebuilt the washed-out section of 
the all-weather access road . 11 Our files indicate that the 
first objection received by Marion County from the Department 
was the letter of May 9, 1974, which was long after the road had 
been completely r ebuilt. The County therefore did not rebuild 
the road over the Department's objection. · 

We would disagree with the Departme nt's statement that Macleay 
site is not an adequate back up site. We would agree that it is 
not an adequate back up site if one is speaking in terms of 
d isposing of the entire volume which would normally be taken to 
Brown's Island landf ill for even a very short period of time. 
However, the County does not at any time use the Macleay site 
for disposal of the enti r e Brown's Island landfill volume. 
Historically, access to the Brown's Island landfill has been in
accessible for various periods each year. During these periods 
it has been the practice of Marion County to suspend residential 
collections for a week (which amount to one pick up in most 
cases) and only service those daily accounts for which it is 
imperative to have disposal service each day; e.g., hosp itals 
a nd restaurants. These wastes have then been disposed of at 
the Macleay site which, in our opinion, is still adequate for 
such use and will be for some time to come if our estimate of 
an average of four to six days of no access to Brown's Island 
per year is accurate. This estimate is based on use of the 
new road after lowe ring to ·an elevation of 136 feet. 



The Environmental Quality Commission 
Page 2 
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We would also like to note in passing that of the four recommenda
tions made by the Department in its letter of May 9, 1974, all but 
the removal or modification of the new access road have been 
completed. 

As an alternative proposal to Mr . Cannon's proposed action, Marion 
County proposes as follows: 

That the new all-weather road be modified by lowering it to an 
elevation of 136 (USGS Datum) and maintaining that elevation for 
a distance of 500 feet. 

Based on the 1974 flood levels, this road would have been closed 
for only four days at this elevation . Our cost estimates for this 
modification is $15,500 . 

:M:' . Cannon also indicates that further diking may be necessary . 
Members of the Marion County staff have been led to believe by the 
DEQ staff that the problems presented by the 1974 flood have been 
cured by the fact that the upstream dike has been completely re
moved and the west end of the fill area has been covered, rounded, 
and sloped (at l e ast 3:1) and seeded pursuant to DEQ recommendations, 
and that no further diking would be nece ssary if the the road is 
sufficiently modified. 

The County would be opposed to any further costly studies without 
some financial support of other parties who have an interest in 
this matter. Several studies have already been made, and it has 
proven difficult to get any two people to draw the same conclusions 
from or agree to what they mean. It is our recommendation that 
the parties agree on a course of action and proceed. 

Marion County would also be opposed to raising the elevation of 
the old road because of the additional expenses involved . Our 
estimate is that the cost would be $115,000 or seven to eight 
times the estimated cost to lower the new road; and, as indicated 
previously, with the new road at 136 feet, there will be no access 
due to high water for an average of four to six days per year . 

The second part of our proposal is that the Department issue a 
solid waste disposal permit to allow immediate expansion of t he 
present landfill a distance of approximately 400 feet further 
north into ihe Willamette flood plain towards the River . 



The Environmental Quality Commission 
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The DEQ agrees that further expansion is safe provided that the 
new road is modified to not substantially restrict the flood flows. 
We have been assured by our personnel that the road modifications 
and the proposed 400-foot-extension landfill area could be prepared 
for use by February 1, 1975, if a disposal permit is granted 
forthwith . 

Before proceeding with any modification of the new access road, 
however, we feel that it is imperative that we have a firm commit
ment from the Environmental Quality Commission and the Department 
of Environmental Quality that use of the proposed 400-foot north
ward extension will be permitted to its full capacity when the 
road has been lowered to an elevation of 136 f eet for a distance 
of 500 feet. 

According to our estimates, the use of the 400-foot extension 
(a total of approximately 12 acres) can be usable as a disposal 
site for approximately 14 months, the reby alleviating the present 
pressing need for a disposal site and allowing us to continue 
unpressured negotiations with respect to the BOR property and 
the private property owners. An atmosphere of meaningful nego
tiation will certainly be to the County's advantage . 

With respect to the BOR property negotiations, there is no 
possibility for the acquisition of this property by the January 1, 
1975 , date which Mr. Cannon's report indicates site preparation 
must be started if this site is to be ready for use by February 1, 
1975. Our most optimistic estimate of the date of completion 
for this complicated transaction is April 30, 1975; but depending 
on BOR and the private property owners, could be July 1, 1975, 
or later. Negotiations are presently being carried on with the 
attorney for the property owner by Bill Juza, City Attorney, 
and Frank McKinney , County Counsel . Both the Board of Commissioners 
and City Council have been fully advised of the appraisel amounts 
and are being kept current on negotiations. lY 

It is our feeling, with regard to this 21-acre parcel, that we 
need a firm commitment from the Environmental Quality Commission 
and the Department of Environmental Quality that a permit will be 
granted for the full use of this property when it is finally 
acquired. A conditional use permit application which would allow 
this property to be used as a landfill site has been filed with 
the Marion County Planning Commission on December 16, 1974. 

It is our belief that this proposal if accepted will not only 
provide for the short-term disposal needs but will lead to the 
acceptance and establishment of Brown's Island sanitary landfill 
as a regional disposal site. 
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One of our chief concerns, naturally, is the cost of implementation 
of this proposal. Marion County cannot and does not feel that it 
is appropriate that it be asked to shoulder the entire financial 
burden and, unless some cooperative financial arrangement can be 
worked out, we see no hope of this proposal reaching fruition. 

Sincerely yours, 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
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Pl.OIPIC!Oll CODI or ITBICS 

Tb• •••k•a4 proepeetor will utilla• bl• kDowleda• and all 
a•ailable reeor•• to 4at•r•1ne vbetber th• land be inteDd• 
to eater 1• opea for proapectia1. Be will not knowingly 
enter laad• tbat are under clai• by another perty without 
peral•aioa. 

L """ z. Ba will aake blaaalf •ware of land• vbich are not under 
claia b•t are otberwi•• not opea to proapectln1 

D••••• bo•••t•ad entry around (•tock r•l•l•I 
aaperat•• aurfaea froa alneral). 

La•d• adaial•tared •Y a pu~lic ageDCJ but witbdr•vn 
froa aiaeral entry bee•••• of it• public u•• and 
cla•alfleatloa •• a caap1rouad, botanical or ecanic 
area. 

l. Ba will c .. ply with all Federal aad Stat• reaulationa which 
coacara proapectin1 and ainiaa. and will help bi• fellow 
proepaetor• to tbi• aad. He will proaot• and participate 
ta trainiag of the required kaowlada• and akill• to help 
biaeelf and other• in coaplying with all federal and State 
ragalatio••· 

Ba will eooperat• with tba public land agenci•• adaiDiaterin& 
caapgrouada by liaiting bia·atay to the aaziao• auaber of day• 
allowed. realiaiag that aztenalon of ti•• at any ona place 
beyond tb• daya allowed will raault in degradation of the eita. 
Be will aaiatain hi• caapaita in a ~eat and ••nitar1 condition 
t~aa when be foaad it , aad •• a•od •• h• would lik• to find it. 
la will paet out the r afuaa froa aaterlala and auppli•• that 
h• paeked lo. 

6. Ba reali••• the traaendoo• threat of raaourca lo•• by fire, and 
therefore will coaply with all Pedaral and Stat• lava and re1u
latione concarai•I th• u•• of f ira and control of fire baaarda 

aas 

Ho opea fir•• duriD& th• Cloaad fire S•••on ••e•pt ~1 
perait fro• the adalnl•~•rin1 public a1enc7. 

411 equipaeot uaad in th• proapectiaa o••ratio••• ••cb 
a• ••hicl••• dredge angia•• and earth ao•ing aachiaary, 
will be properl7 equipped with apark arre•t•r•. -.fflera, 
tool• to reduce tbe chance of fir• epreadl•I aad lira 
••t1D&ai•h•r• t• ••• on bl• ••uipaaat about• a fire 
•tart. 

Takia1 initial action to aztia1uleb any fire ha aay dle
co•er, and alertin1 the proper ageacy raepoaaibl• for 
fire protection in that area. 

7. &.&! will 

Not uaina th• road• of public land• in period• when tra•
eliag voold l•••• deep rut• la th• runnin1 aurfaca and 
cauae eoil ao••••nt. through aplaaking of fine aatarial 
froa the road aurfaca. 

GOLD PROSPECTORS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 
1849 WILLAMETTE 

EUGENE, OREGON 97405 
r 
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ALU MI NUM COMPANY OF AMERICA 

ALCOA BUl;..OING · P!lTSBuRGH, PENNSYLVANIA ~52i & 

I ECHNOL0<3V MAR!ZETlNG D!VISJON 

December 13, 1974 

Mr. E. J. Weathersbee 
Administrator 
Regional Office 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Northwest Region 
1010 N.E. Couch Street 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Dear Mr. Weathersbee: 

ALCOA 

I have reviewed your letter of December 3 inquiring about the status of the 
new Alcoa Smelting Process with our smelting management and with our Public 
Relations Department. We are at a loss to explain the wording used in the next 
to the last paragraph of the Wall Street Journal article dated September 26, 1974, 
since we have not changed our position on the question of the completion of the 
Palestine, Texas smelter. We do not plan to expand the plant to its contemplated 
capacity until the 15,000 ton/year unit has demonstrated its capabilities . Thus, 
it follows that additional capacity that might be required prior to the decision 
to complete the Palestine smelter would be installed using the Hall Process . 

We expect the initial unit at the Palestine smelter to start up in the fourth 
quarter of 1975. Until we develop operating experience, we would prefer not 
to answer questions r elating to emissions and energy consumption . I have sent 
Mr. F. A. Skirvin copies of 10 of the most pertinent patents relating to the new 
Alcoa smelting process. I believe that a study of these patents will provide 
you with a better understanding of the process . . 

The new process .is not now available to other companies a lthough in a ll probabi
lity we will be prepared to license it for appropr iate fees . We have not yet 
est ablished a date for this licensing, but I would estimate that it would be 
five years from now or possibly longer. I hope this information will assist 

--you- in your deliberation on the Amax permit application . 

J. A. Demmler 
Sales. Manager 

JAD/an 



Mr. Chairman: 

The Department and this Commission have been working 

for a considerable period on the problems associated with 

the AMAX proposal. I'm sure you're all aware of the long 

history of this project, actually going back to 1967 when 

the proposition was before the Legislative Assembly . Sub

sequent then, the Department and this Commission started 

work on problems associated with air emission standards 

for aluminum plants. The fede ral government had failed to 

develop standards, and this Commission knew such standards 

were essential . Work by the Department was completed, and 

more than a year ago this Commission took final action and 

adopted emission standards, known at that time to be the 

toughest in the world . Industry and people generally felt 

plants could not meet the standards set, and those who 

opposed the development at Warrenton felt the issue was 

therefore dead, and the plant would not be constru?ted. 

In the months which followed, new techniques emerged 

which now indicate that AMAX may well be able to meet Oregon's 

strict standards. This being the case , both this Commission 

and the Department have had literally thousands of citizen 

comments offered into our decision-making process. Surely 

it is time ly and proper that this issue now be resolved. 

I think most people know that members of this Commission 
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have serious and growing concerns with the many unknowns 

associated with the proposal. Later this spring, for 

example, studies will be completed to give needed baseline 

data on the makeup and complexity of the e stuary and Youngs 

Bay. However, we will not have, nor do we see any way in 

which we can have reliable comments on i mpacts of the plant 

and its emissions through future years on the biota of the 

estuary. Years from now it may well be that evaluations 

will show little if any impact if the plant were to operate. 

It is equally possible that years from now we may well find 

serious and damaging e ffects on the estuarine life, with 

irreversible impacts. Then it would be too late. 

Me mbers of this Commission have commented on the pos

sibility of d e signation of Oregon's estuaries as special 

areas. Such an action could provide neede d special restric

tions on development which would forego irreversible impacts. 

To me a very real cloud exists over this plant and 

others because of the newly published EPA rules on significant 

deterioration. There is no question but what this must be 

resolved, and that resolution in itself may require some 

substantial time. Included in that resolution may well be 

a decision by this Commission that coastal areas such as 

the area to be impacted by AMAX would go into a Class I 

classification, precluding major industrial development. 

Members of this Commission are also aware of a new 

process for aluminum reduction being developed by Alcoa, 
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which promises zero discharges, with a significant and sub

stantial reduction also in energy use. 

The subject of energy also is one of the great social 

questions involved in this problem. I think responsibilities 

of this Commission go beyond the technical side of actua l 

standards for environmental protection. We cannot avoid an 

aware ness of the e normous amount of a dwindling energy 

supply which would be required by this operation. Regardless 

of the complexitie s of the northwest power pool, it remains 

true that kilowatts r e quired for this plant cannot be avail

able elsewhere, and may in fact have to be replaced by 

environmental l y damaging generation facilitie s. 

Therefore, I move: 

(1) that all of the area within and between Youngs Bay 

estuary, Fort Stevens State Park and Fort Clatsop 

National Monument, within which the proposed AMAX 

Company primary aluminum plant is planned to be 

located be designated by the Environmental Quality 

Commission by rule to be a special problem area 

pursuant to Section 25-270, chapter 340, Oregon 

Administrative Rules; and 

(2) that the following designated more restrictive 

limits be established by rule for such special 

problem area: 

(a) an emission limit of fluoride essentially 

e~ual to zero; and 
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(b) the same sulfur dioxide and particulate limits 

as are provided for a Class I area designation, 

.pursuant to the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency rules published in the 

Federal Register on December 5, 1974, for 

prevention of significant air quality 

deterioration (Federa l Register Document 

74-28353; filed 12/4/74). 

# # # 
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WAH CHANG ALBANY 

STATEMENT TO E.Q.C. Friday, December 20, 1974 

Despite our efforts to maintain communication between the 
staffs of DEQ and TWCA, the limits on our discharge as proposed 
in the December 4, 1974 staff report to E.Q.C. are not compatible 
with operation of the Wah Chang zirconium plant. We cannot 
accept the interim limits because even with production rates well 
below the production rates that were established in our 1968 
permit, we cannot meet an ammonia discharge level of 2,000 #/day. 

We are adamant in our position that the Teledyne Wah Chang 
plant cannot operate until June 1975, under the 2,000 #/ day 
ammonia limit because present regulations allow no alternative to 
the civil or criminal penalties for any discharge in excess of 
tne NPDES permit limits. 

As a result of our experience with an ammonia concentration 
unit which was installed in February 1974, repaired and tried 
again in May 1974, we feel confident that a 2,000 #/day limit 
cannot be met before June 1975. The reason the equipment that 
was originally installed is not operable is because of cata- · 
ptrophic failure of the materials of construction. We have 
r edes igned the unit and are presently building it out of materials 
which should gi v e us no problems with corrosive failure and con
struction of that unit is being expedited as rapidly as possible. 
The original unit cost in excess of $100,000. The zirconium 
~eplacement f o r the failed portion will cost over $120,000. 

Two points spould be made concerning the interim 5,000 #/ day 
limtt for tne Teledyne Wah Chang plant. 

1 . Accorq~ng t o the best figures we have for the ammonia loading 
in tne Willamette River, the 5,000 #/ day discharge for TWCA is 
?~1/2~ gf tne total ammonia loading in the Willamette River at 
J~lbany , u s ing the same analytical technique that Teledyne Wah 
Cnang is using for reporting of ammonia loading of the efflu
ent . The t otal Teledyne Wah Chang discharge as compared to 
~he Wi l lame tte River north of Salem is 0.6 %. We have been 
working for many years to continually reduce the ammonia 
o ischarge for our plant because it is the most significant 
e lement affecting the toxicity of our effluent. 

z. Our present t r eatment of waste streams at the Teledyne Wah 
Chang fac i lity is effecting approximately 85 % removal of 
ammonium ion from the discharge stream. Secondary treatment 
or its equivalent, according to the O.A.R. 41-020, is defined 
as treatment which will remove 85 % of the oxygen demand in 
wa s t e d ischa r ge.· 



Page 2 

Our efforts, although extensive, have not resulted in estab
lishing treatment in excess of 85 %. They have, however, been very 
significant in reducing discharges from our plant . 

There is no producer of zirconium in the Free World that has 
made any attempt to reduce ammonia discharge from its plant othe r 
than Teledyne Wah Chang Albany. Furthermore, we can find no 
evidence of any other ammonia user in Oregon who devotes over one
half of his steam generation capacity to ammonia removal . 

Basic to any discussion is the definition of "Plant Capacity" . 
The inference that Teledyne Wah Chang has increased the capacity of 
its plant steadily since 1972 is not in accordance with our under
standing of the 1968 waste discharge permit. The production 
capacity of our Separations plant had not increased until March of 
1974, 11 months after our notification of a necessity -to expand. 
Prior to that time, reported production capacity increases were 
achieved by greater on-line utilization of the columns which 
existed in 1968 . 

Further comment on the staff report seems to be in order . We 
would address the following specific points. 

P.l, #3 Truax, Murder Creek, Conser Slough, receives discharges 
of nine other industries in addition to TWCA. 

We have not seen evidence of a significant impact of oxy gen 
demand on the Wilamette River. 

P.l, #4 Last sentence should read " ..• effluent rendered non
toxic", not " •.. discharge limits were met." Traditionally, 
numbers at end of period have been goals, not necessarily 
practical limits. 

P.2, #2 See Para. 1 above. 

P.2, #3 Quotation taken out of context. Next sentence reads, 
"During the transition stage, we expect that there will be 
temporary increases in one or more of the pollutants, but as 
the major transitions occur, we are confident of very signi
ficant improvements." 

P.2, #3 Last sentence should include our letters of May 7, May 
14, and May 17, just to indicate our continuing attempts at 
communication. 

P.2, #4 We have not hidden anything, but have: (1) supplied all 
information requested, and (2) repeatedly asked for meetings 
to discuss our activities. As an example, our October 3, 1973 
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telephone call to Bill Lesher, at which time we were assured 
that DEQ would "assign a high priority" to the TWCA permit. 

P.3, #2 Early 1973 limits can be met. 

In sununary, Teledyne Wah Chang has made every technical effort 
to reduce the quantity of discharge from its plant . We cannot 
accept a discharge limit set by a staff which has rejected our 
continuous efforts to discuss problems and potential solutions, 
particularly when these limits are not technically feasible prior 
to June 1975. 

S. A. Worcester 
Vice President, Technology 

SAW: jks 
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I. REVIEW OF PREVIOUS PERMITS AND EXPERIENCE 

A historical review of the permits held by Teledyne Wah 
Chang Albany over the years since 1967 and the progress made by 
us will illuminate that portion of the problem which remains. In 
addition, it may well show the way toward a new and realistic 
permit. 

On the following page you will find a tabular presentation 
of our permit provisions and the modifications required by those 
permits with time. (Table 1) 

Table 1 and Appendix B clearly demons~rate a continued 
attempt at improvement in waste discharge quality since 1967. 
The improvement has been possible even in the face of an absolute 
increase in the quantities of process chemicals which are used in 
the plant. Equally apparent is the fact that the fond hopes of 
the permit writers were not realized very often. We feel that 
this was due, in part, to an unrealistic view of what could be 
achieved with modificiations to only portions of our very complex 
system. · 

None of the previous final discharge levels required by DEQ 
' permits were based on economic or technological feasibility. 
Previous permits were based on final goals to be reached by the 
end of the permit period , without any certainty that they could 
be achieved. Many of the techniques proposed to meet the final 
requirements were beyond the state of the art. 

In addition, several disappointments were occasioned by the 
failure of major pieces of equipment which did not perform at 
design level. All too often the performance of our consultants 
has been measured and found wanting. A notable example of this 
is the situation which arose from the design of the original 
ammonia distillation column by three consulting engine ering 
firms. The- original design criterion was for a flow of 150 gpm . 
However, operating experience proved that a flow of 80 gpm was 
the maximum which could be achieved. Subsequently, we used our 
in-house engineers to design a column to operate within the 
design criteria set earlier. 

Only in very specialized _ areas or in systems which are 
broadly applied throughout the chemical processing industry have 
we found dependable and useful consultants . Because of this · 
experience we are loath to seek advice outside our own staff. 
This is not to say that w~ do not intend t o seek their advice in 
the future. But we have learned that verification of their 
recommendatons is necessary if we are to avoid in the future the 
costly oversights which we have experienced. The continued 
improvement of our waste discharge is dependent, in our view, 
upon an orderly progression of reductions resultant from proces~ 
changes, reagent conservation, recycle, and recovery systems. 



TABLE 1 

' 
PAST WASTE DISCHARGE PERMITS: 

Efillli lo. PERMIT No. 
11/30/67 12/31/69 257 

9/26/69 2/28/70 540 
(modified) 

2/28/70 2/28/71 701 

2/28/71 12/31/71 983 

1/3/72 7/1/73. 1213 

12/20/74 7/1/78 Proposed NPDES 

~l ,,, .. 540 •• :-I-.. 101 
I I 
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Because of the complexity of the zirconium-hafnium separations 
system and the additional inputs from other parts of the plant, 
we can expect beneficial results only from programs which have 
been properly conceived, lab tested, pilot-plant tested, full
scale designed, installed, and debugged. Unseemly haste in order 
to meet unrealistic deadlines has not been productive of long
range benefits. Further, orderly planning has been shown to be an . 
economic necessity. Because of the costs of further reductions 
on top of previous programs, it is prudent to conserve major 
funding only for proposals of demonstrated worth. 

Programs aimed at making substantial improvements were 
proposed in our application for permit renewal dated May 29, 1973. 
Your response dated April 29, 1974 contained unattainable l evels 
as we indicated in our letters of May 7, .14, 17, 1974. Your 
response to these, dated July 12, 1974, still ·left many questions 
unanswered; as outlined in our letter to you of July 29, 1974. 
In an attempt to answer some of the remaining questions, our 
staff met with you on October 24, 1974. This poor communication 
has pushed back some planned programs and caused unproductive 
expenditure of money and engineering time. 

II. INSTALLATIONS COMING ON LINE 

The primary effort toward maximum toxicity reduction involves 
recycle and recovery of ammonia. Historical record of achievement 
in this area is included in Appendix D. 

Major capital and engineering efforts in the past have been 
expended on the ammonium sulfate fertilizer plant, the ammonium 
hydroxide recovery plant, and the V-3~ V-4 recovery unit, as 
outlined above in the historical review. Failure of the rubber
lined pressure vessels in the boildown ·unit necessitated a 
lengthy and very costly redesign using zirconium as a structural 
material. As the design required vessels capable of handling 
elevated pressures, ASME coding was necessary. Efforts to obtain 
this coding approval were successful, resulting in the issuance 
of the code for zirconium pressure vessels in September, 197 4 . 
Design of components necessary for an all-zirconium unit were 
begun immediately, the unit has been ordered, and the target date 
for operational status is May, 1975 . 

Between now and May, 19_75 additional steps 
anticipated reductions in ammonia discharge are 

Date 

11/1/74 

Process Change 

Steady state operation 
of TWCA designed re
covery column 

NH40H 
Reduction 
#/day 

2,000 

to 
as 

be taken and 
follows: 

Maximum 
NH40H 
Discharge 41/day 

9,000 



11/15/74 Recycle of NH 40H scrub- 200 9,000 
ber solution 

12/1/74 Partial recycle of V-3 3,000 6,000 
V-4 stream 

5/1/75 Steady state operation 2,000 4,000 

I of V-3, V-4 boildown 
with recycle or sale of 
concentrate 

Additional refinement of sumpage and recovery, as well as 
modification of some operating procedures is being emphasized , 
with the expectation of further reduction of approximately 1,000 
pounds per day. 

The next major project will be the reduction of total dissolved 
solids. In addition to the approximately 30,000 pounds per day 
ammonium and sulfate ions to be deleted from our aqueous discharge 
by May, 1975, the results of two . years efforts in laboratory, 
engineering, and pilot plant phases indicate that by concentrating 
the CaCl2 generated in the ammonia r ecovery column, at least 
66,000 lbs. per day CaCl2 should be removed. Marketability of 
the product is being evaluated at this time, with enough favorable 
indications that a multistage evaporator large enough to handle 
twice this amount is being designed to handle fluctuations in 
oxide production rates. Following completion of design, the best 
delivery we have been promised is 12 to 14 months, which should 
give us an on-stream plant by April, 1976. Additional benefits 
are the complete removal of residual ammonia in this particul ar 
stream, and the majority of the thiocyanate currently being 
discharged. This unit would decrease the total dissolved solids 
(TDS ) by approximately 66,000 pounds per day, leaving approx imately 
64,000 pounds in the discharge at a .Zr02 production rate of 
30,000 lbs. per day. The quantity of CaCl2 recovered should vary 
directly with oxide production at the ratio of 2.2 lbs. CaCl2 per 
lb. Zr02. Eval uation of the product by a potential customer is 
still in progress. Should that evaluation indicate that the CaC12 
product is not applica ble to the customer's need, we will be faced 
with the problem of finding a market or developing a disposal method. 

Strippers for the three- aqueous streams containing dispersed 
and dissolved MIBK are all functional as of 11/6/74 . These, 
combined with the sumpage scheduled for fiscal 1975 will drop 
the k~tone level below 500 pounds per day. 

Researc'h aimed toward quantum improvements in chemical 
efficiency and recycle through drastic modifications in many of 
the unit operations of zirconium-hafnium chlorination and sep
aration is being pushed as rapidly as possible~ Some of the 
priorities applied to long-term projects have been .changed because 
of the energy and raw material crises experienced in the past two 
years. We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss some of 
these programs with you, so that mutually desirable goals can be 



established, and subsequent priorities assigned as early as 
possible. This is one area in which we feel a consultant would 
be of benefit. We propose 1:he employment of an individual who 
could work with both Teledyne Wah Chang Albany and the DEQ in 
establishing mutually agreeable future standards based upon the 
availability of economical technology. 

III. TOXICITY BIOASSAYS AND BIOMONITORING 

The O.S.U. Department of Fisheries and Wildlife has been 
providing bioassay service to Teledyne Wah Chang Albany for 
approximately 3 years. Our agreement with o.s.u~ will conclude 
during 1975. The final portion of the agreement calls for them 
to equip a test facility for us and to train a technician to work 
under the direction of our Environmental Biologist. Not only 
routine, weekly, acute toxicity bioassays; but also long-term 
growth studies will be conducted by us. O.S.U. will continue to 
supply us with appropriate salmonid fishes for use as bioassay 
subjects. 

The laboratory is about 80% complete and is already stocked 
with fish. Bioassays will be routinely performed in the new 
facility very soon. Training of the technician will begin no 
later than January, 1975. 

As soon as the routine bioassay system goes into operation a 
series of research acute toxicity bioassays and long-term growth 
studies will be conducted on synthetic waste. The synthetic 
waste will be formulated to approximate our waste at various 
stages during the new compliance period. The purpose of the 
research is to document the decreasing toxicity of our waste as 
expressed by a sensitive bioassay subject. The ultimate purpose 
·is to determine the concentrations at which our wastes become 
non-toxic. By bioassaying the various synthetic waste concentrations 
we contemplate the ability to determine the impact of system 
changes on the aggregate toxicity of our waste. 

Final discharge limits . for the period after June, 1977 have 
obviously been based on some estimate of the toxicity of the 
waste. The research described above seems to be a more rational 
way to determine the remission of toxicity. Experience has 
indicated that direct application of EPA emission factors or 
published research data ooes .not take into account complex 
interactions which can take place in such a way that toxicity is 
ameliorated. We present this as further . support for the contention 
that specific limits for the post-June, 1977 period be left out 
of the pending permit until the factual base can be determined 
for their promulgation. 



IV. DISCHARGE LIMIT PROPOSAL 

MIBK 

TSS 

Oil & 
Grease 

COD 

TDS 

Beginning on Effective 
Date of Permit 

5,000/6,000 until 6/1/75 

1,200/1,600 until 8/1/75 

140/210 

aoo· until 6/1/75 

700/1050 

140 

3,000 until 8/1/75 

160,000/175,000 until 4/30/76 

Note: monthly average/daily maximum 

Until 6/30/77 

3,000/4,000 

500/700 

.140/210 

sop 

700/1050 

140 

1,500 

90,000/100,000 

The basis for this table can be found in the text which follows. 
The suggested limits are based upon our estimation of the best 
practicable control technology available to us now. 

As mentioned prevously, the history of our permits indicates 
that the process of determining second round limits has been fraught 
with imprecision even over short periods. Since the proposed permit 
·is being written to cover the period b e fore June, 1977 and then, 
as a second round, the period from July, 1977 to July, 197 8 ; we feel 
that this even longer period dooms the second round limit setting 
process to certain failure. Those factors which will play a role 
in limit setting will be more precisely defined as consulting 
agreements conclude, research is finalized, engineering is 
finished, and bioassay studies conducted. Therefore, we suggest 
that no limits be set for the post-June, 1977 period until some 
time certain in the future which be included in the compliance 
schedule. 

Because of the near· certainty of an energy curtailment 
during this coming winter and subsequent winters any permit 
written for us should very clearly define priorities for the 
operation of pollution control devices which are energy consumptive. 
Since we have several different natural gas and electricity 
priorities, consideration should be given to the sequence of 
equipment shutdown as the several levels of curtailment are 
instituted. In addition to energy ~urtailment we can expect that 
air pollution alert conditions may cause the shutdown of fuel 
burning equipment which will indirectly increase aqueous wastes 
by requiring the shutdown of resource recovery, recycle and 
pollution control devices. 

The proposed draft permit makes no mention of either of the 
above issues. In order to avoid any misunderstanding or confusion 



our permit should clearly define what must be done. As a simplistic 
approach one might assume that both problems could be ~andled 
under the general provisions for upsets. Unfortunately, this 
course seems to make both Teledyne Wah Chang Albany and DEQ 
liable to criticism and legal action from several sources. 

The Teledyne Wah Chang Albany staff has been keeping informed 
about advanced techniques for waste treatment. Among those 
processes which we have evaluated are only a few which now seem 
to hold any promise at all. 

Reverse osmosis membrane technology is now progressing to 
the extent that this technique may be compatible with our solvent 
containing effluent. Earlier evaluation of the system was 
discouraged by the membrane manufacturer because of the a lmost 
certain degradation of the membrane by MIBK. However, recent 
research has developed n ew materials for membranes which may 
perform acceptably in the presence of solvent. Therefore, two 
major problems still remain to be considered in evaluating 
reverse osmosis for use on part of our discharge . Those two 
remaining problems are: power consumption and brine disposal. 

An evaluation of some of our waste streams by the Avco 
freeze-crystallization research group demonstrated that the 
materials tested were not amenable to treatment by this method. 
Both the CaCl2 and HCl containing waste streams depressed the 
freezing point to such a degree that the energy requirements are 
inordinate ly high and the refrigerants used are unable to effect 
satisfactory crystallization. 



APPENDIX A 

Average daily production by month of zro2 + 

Hfo2 and Zr sponge. 

June, 1973 - Present 

Projections to June 1975 



#/Day Zr02+Hf02 
Zr Sponge 

May, 1973 31,146 13,320 

June 31,722 12,316 

July 29,699 15,094 

August 33,192 12,974 

September 30,755 14,312 

October 28,067 15,027 

November 26,566 15,921 

December 30,314 16,043 

January, 1974 29,465 16,690 

February 31,749 17,549 

March 29,088 18,062. 

April 32,705 17,179 

May 36,235 18,068 

June 38,735 17,997 

July 38,995 17,894 
i 

August 34,116 19, 191' 

September 30,629 16,893 

October 33,646 

PROPOSAL 

November 39,000 19,000 

December 38,000 19,000 

January, 1975 38,000 19,000 

February 41,000 19,000 

March 42,000 19,000 

April 48,000 19,000 

May 46,000 19,000 

June 50,000 19,000 



APPENDIX B 

Graphs and Tables of Discharge 



DATE NH4+ so4= scN- F- c1- Na+ ca++ MIBK TSS COD MGD Oil 

1968 Sept. 19,421 18,586 2,759 145 38,805 6,389 3,279 1,246 980 --- 1. 45 
Oct. 22,278 16,951 2,786 . 103 41,306 6,089 3,444 1,961 2,374 --- 1. 55 
Nov. 21,218 18,266 1,956 86 46,715 5,597 4,219 996 1,722 --- 1. 47 
Dec. 27,760 20,510 1,730 --- 44,702 5,415 5,883 425 2,338 --- 1. 50 

1969 Jan. 22,240 18,532 1,030 --- 40,930 5,707 3,865 1,216 . 2' 002 --- 1. 55 
Feb. 23,857 18,715 1,008 37 45,795 6,605 6,215 1,215 2644 --- 1.46 
Mar. 24,350 19,690 750 110 53,100 7,390 7,450 250 2,050 --- 1.49 
Apr. 20,780 16,460 820 70 47,040 6,770 1,750 1,750 1,170 --- 1. 40 
May 17,720 13,290 1,.280 100 38,650 6,230 1,500 155 900 --- 1. 54 
June 17,820 16,020 690 100 38,270 3,590 3,040 80 1,930 --- 1.66 
July 19,700 22,970 820 140 45,520 2,990 3,260 70 1,160 --- 1.63 
Aug. 20,228 16,725 992 93 41,385 2,387 2,713 155 1,519 --- 1. 86 
Sept. 21,379 11,165 1,291 130 40,628 2,911 670 430 --- --- 1. 20 
Oct. 18,132 10,263 671 140 24,960 2,937 693 390 --- --- 1. 30 
Nov. 12,780 8,683 520 65 23,404 1,593 1,377 531 228 --- 1. 30 
Dec. 16,51 0 11,573 1,148 157 31,008 3,758 881 692 550 645 1. 89 

1970 Jan. 1,644 3,132 467 156 7,977 1,878 1,897 632 311 321 1.17 
Feb. 8,367 9,249 346 149 16,951 5, 323. 2 t 914 . 932 664 1,289 1.19 
Mar. 11,578 11,254 515 95 22,707 4,183 4,069 658 400 1,286 . 1.14 
Apr. 11,083 10 t 7.93 430 118 24,478 4,031 4,053 516 269 1,344 1. 29 
May 9,717 · 7,522 380 107 23,657 3,441 5,232 498 546 1,447 1. 42 
June 10,531 7,501 300 115 20,394 3,330 5,784 334 . 426 737 1. 38 
July 6,473 6,268 377 75 19,591 2,359 6,990 355 366 1,271 1.29 
Aug. 2,833 3,416 339 71 ~,720 568 4,458 142 387 . 813 .95 
Sept. 2,712 5,057 259 108 11,648 2,604 4,927 486 940 864 1.30 
Oct. 3,062 5,788 638 75 18,638 2,213 7,588 525 713 2,063 1. 50 
Nov. 4,523 6,840 935 98 15,914 2,122 6,212 810 530 4,160 1.68 
Dec. 5,505 6,717 823 135 18,520 2,199 8,452 1,361 523 7,031 1.79 

1971 Jan. 6,049 8,003 671 130 17,469 2,236 8,506 820 640 4,009 1. 85 
Feb. 5,647 ~,888 518 123 18,291 1,664 8,880 682 655 1,296 1.64 
Mar. 4,089 6,870 500 118. 21,256 1,706 14;195 574 1,353 +,545 1. 77 
Apr. 4,994 8,324 322 154 19,992 1,539 12,073 462 392 . 3,105 1. 68 
May 4,460 7,813 385 169 24,962 3,030 15,457 538 385 3,199 1. 85 
June 4,997 7,415 583 136 23,535 1,761 10,652 409 310 2,133 1. 49 

· July 3,319 569 137 108 7,783 605 2,016 86 374 634 .86 
Aug. 4,891 7,839 375 80 20,837 2,693 13,320 214 241 2,975 1. 61 
Sept. 4,728 6,851 419 155 18,089 2,449 2,139 314 310 2,093 1.86 
Oct. 2,964 4,667 221 286 11,843 2,769 5,226 403 200 1,391 1.56 
Nov. 4,128 7,242 306 111 21,211 2,989 11,315 695 264 2,613 1.67 
Dec. 7,140 8,025 465 255 19,530 3,405 6,810 870 420 . 3,495 1. 80 

1972 Jan. 9,230 9,571 156 284 14,029 2,769 4,601 980 724 2,692 1.70 
Feb. 4,959 8,891 808 219 8,535 3,357 2,617 726 192 3,603 1.64 
Mar. 5,063 7,898 594 176 16,619 2,120 8,208 932 203 2,633 1.62 



DATE NH4+ S04= scN- F- c1- Na+ ca++ MIBK TSS COD MGD Oil 

Apr~ · 6,924 9,144 984 108 18,960 2,292 8,028 912 240 4,440 1. 45 
May 4,144 7,115 735 143 22,157 2,670 11,503 819 241 2,622 1. 49 
June 4,966 8,560 787 102 24,333 2,311 10,363 254 584 2,997 1. 52 
July 4,158 7,952 826 112 26,222 2,992 12,740 602 252 2,058 1. 68 
Aug. 3,575 7,708 915 114 26,283 3,246 10,982 601 243 2,688 1. 72 86 
Sept. 5,393 9,605 1,279 83 32,609 3,781 13,344 653 236 2,544 1. 67 83 
Oct. 3,060 6,542 649 99 30,682 4,681 12,591 846 296 2,228 1. 69 113 
Nov. 3,393 6,509 736 69 26,485 4,335 12,052 794 230 2,070 1. 38 81 
Dec. 3,032 5,062 l ·, 187 57 22,594 5,489 9,910 729 501 3,575 1. 72 100 

1973 Jan. 3,759 7,000 1,006 104 28,534 3,419 12,373 1,287 488 5,300 1. 77 74 
Feb. 4,988 10,251 765 107 34,165 3,932 14,703 1,820 1,423 3,412 1. 83 214 
Mar. 5,251 9,979 662 123 32,910 3,742 14,692 1,232 1,386 2,310 1.85 108 
Apr. 7,081 10,425 518 126 34,383 4,789 12,796 675 440 2,669 1. 88 94 
May 7,053 12,738 714 106 37,012 6,308 14,850 745 275 3,101 1. 82 76 
June 6,045 10,261 806 93 32,271 5,208 13,919 527 992 2,511 1. 86 93 
July - - - - - - - - - - - - - D R E D G I N G - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -
Aug. 8,451 10,203 917 56 30,844 4,976 9,230 792 222 2,224 1.67 83 
Sept. 8,419 11,935 1,177 119 35,194 5,483 10,475 894 536 2,354 . 1. 79 60 
Oct. 7,149 12,412 1,247 87 43,631 6,047 16,762 624 348 2, 146 . . 1.74 102 
Nov. 6,703 .14' i21 1,687 137 41,222 6,217 17,176 1,064 684 2,766 1.82 106 
Dec. 7,067 8,018 1,586 151 42,174 6,0 85 17,169 664 906 2,597 1. 81 136 

1974 Jan. 8,700 14,100 960 1 65 32,100 8,430 19,050 960 1,260 2,250 1. 80 
Feb. 7,560 11,925 1,575 135 44,100 7,500 17,925 1,845 '3,030 3,000 1. 80 180 
Mar. 5,950 11,870 1,465 118 44,370 8,155 18,352 1,199 503 4,218 1.78 148 
Apr. 6,960 13,350 1,845 135 50,895 8,580 18,315 3,810 360 2,295 1.80 75 
May 9,472 12,728 1,539 89 53,972 lD,872 17,464 1,006 148 1,036 1. 78 144 
June 8,505 17,475 . 1,935 105 66,435 9,990 28,380 1,380 . 210 2,820 1. 80 75 
July 11,304 17,060 1,278 123 61,893 12,305 26,627 708 231 2,156 1.85 62 
Aug. 10,175 14,520 1,178 122 65,561 9,394 23,837 918 459 2,402 1. 84 107 
Sept. 7,646 13,634 2,265 147 64,904 11,263 28,211 1,854 243 4,499 1.82 61 
Oct. 8,284 12,069 2,012 89 68,585 7,376 30,843 1,416 209 3,367 1.79 60 
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APPENDIX C 

Anunonia Recovery and Recycle 

·----, 



Ammonia t<ecovery ana Hecyc.Le 

Date NH3 (NH4) BS04 
Aug. 1969 40,0 0 approx. 
May 1970 80,000 110,000 
June 76,009 155,964 
July 172,140 238,915 
Aug. 107,661 132,091 
.sept. 95,673 120,318 
Oct. 169,317 140,587 

--- . Nov. 157,442 149,303 
Dec. 170,434 192,880 
Jan. 1971 179,430 213,101 
Feb. 168,565 167,175 
Mar. 329,206 159,912 
Apr. 260,644 145,112 
May 328,790 240,440 
June 314,793 197,315 
July Down Down 
Aug. 414,480 278,366 
Sept. 386,773 120,872 
Oct. · 151,442 135,166 
Nov. 353,214 165,346 
Dec. 241,706 198,051 
Jan. 1972 173,288 191,829 
Feb. ·21, 024 214,627 
Mar . 409,409 184,171 
Apr. 364,622 167,147 
May 353,668 167,221 
June 341,363 98,072 
July 602,868 186,371 
Aug. 421,140 161,151 
Sept. 510,662 169,018 
Oct . 44 7 , -145 172,573 
Nov. 386,253 183,205 
Dec. 319,960 165,645 
Jan. 1973 549,728 55,440 
Feb. .523,221 111,101 
Mar. 538,001 183,161 
Apr. 520,576 199,711 · 
May 457,916 147,303 
June 493,235 127,015 
July 664,484 156,157 
Aug . 464,949 132,096 
Sept. 550,444 136,596 
Oct. 703,596 180,326 
Nov. 509,749 145,611 
Dec. 476,328 142,286 
Jan. 1974 627,761 215,683 
Feb. 523,377 288,745 
Mar. 586,567 --- 264,384 
Apr. 632,560 347,258 
May 567,642 335,130 
June 611,968 326,381 
July 480,715 400 ,_369 
Aug. 574,021 286,584 
Sept. 659,847 194,930 



l\..mmonia Recovery and Recycle, Yearly Totals 

Year NH3 (NH.1.) 2S04 

1970 1,028,676 1,240,058 

1971 3,129,043 2,020,856 

1972 4,351,402 2,061,030 

1973 6,452,137 1,716,803 

1974 YTD 5,264,458 2,659,464 



Proposed Permit Provisions 

----. 



Sl. 

S2. 

S3. 

S4. 

SS. 

S6. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

The permittee shall provide waste treatment and control 
facilities or necessary process modifications to meet 
the effluent limitations specified in Condition S7 in 
accordance with the following time schedule: 

Preliminary engineering report 
Report of progress 
Final program and plans 
Set levels for Condition S7 
Report of progress 
Report of · progress 
Complete construction of facilities 

and planned modifications 
Attain optimum operational levels 

for Condition 87, report progress 
.Progress report 
Final report 

Delete. 

June 30, 1975 
Sept. 1, 1975 
Jan. 31, 1976 
Mar. 1, 197 6 
July 1, 1976 
Jan. 1, 1977 

Apr. 30, 1977 

June 30, 1977 
June 1, 1977 
Dec. 1, 1977 

The permittee is expected to meet the compliance 
schedules and interim dates which have been established 
in Conditions Sl of this permit. Either prior to or no 
later than 14 days following any lapsed compliance date 
the permittee shall submit to t he Department a notice 
of compliance or non-compliance with the established 
schedule. 

The permittee shall collect Vl, V2, V3 and V4 streams 
from zirconium/hafnium separation for recovery and 
reuse of the ammonium ion component. 

Prior to constructing or modifying any waste water 
control facilities, detailed plans and specifications 
shall be approved in writing by the Department. 

Beginning on the effective issuance date of this 
permit and ending June 30, 1977, the quantity and 
quality of ·effluent discharged directly or i ndirectly 
to Truax Creek shall be limited as follows: 

Beginning Effective Date 
Parameter - · - - -of Fermi t Until 6/30/77 

NU4+ 5,000/6,000 until 6/1/75 3,000/4 ,000 

SCN- l,200/l,60q until 8/1/75 400/600 

F- 140/210 140/210 

MIBK 800 until" 6/1/75 500 



' ' 

TSS 1,000/1,200 1,000/1,200 

Oil & 
Grease 140 140 

COD 3,000 until 8/1/75 1,500 

TDS 160,000/175,000 until 90,000/100,000 
4/30/76 

Note: Monthly average/daily maximum 

S7. After June 30, 1977 the quality and ·quantity of effluent 
discharged directly or indirectly to Truax Creek shall be 
limited to those levels determined on Mar. 1, 1976 for 
Condition S7. See Provision Sl above. 

SB. The total discharge shall be controlled to maintain a 
reasonable constant flow rate throughout each 24-hour 

. operating period. 

S9. Notwithstanding the effluent limitations established by 

SlO. 

Sll. 

this permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities 
shall be conducted after the effective issuance date of this 
permit which will violate Water Quality Standards as adopted 
in OAR 340-41-025 and OAR 340-41-045 except in the following 
defined mixing zones: 

Until June 30, 1977: 

The allowable mixing zone shall consist of Truax 
Creek and those bodies of water downstream starting 
at the point of discharge and extending beyond the 
confluence with the Willamette River by a radius of 
100 feet. 

After June 30, 1977: 

The allowable mixing zone shall consist of Truax 
Creek starting at the point of discharge and extending 
to the confluence with Murder Creek. 

No petroleum-b9se products in excess of the limits in 
Conditions S6 and S7 or other substances which might cause 
the Water Quality Standards of . the State of Oregon to be 
violated shall be discharged or otherwise allowed to reach 
any of the waters of the state. 

Sanitary wastes shall be disposed of to a septic tank and 
subsurface disposal system (or by other approved means) 
which is installed, operated and maintained in accordance 
with the requirements of the Department of Environmental 
Quality and the local health department and in a manner· 
which will prevent inadequately treated waste water from 
entering any waters of the state or from becoming a nuisance 
or health hazard. 



I •' 

Sl2. 

Sl3. 

Sl4. 

Filter backwash, solids, sludges, dirt, sand, silt or other 
pollutants separated from or resulting from the treatment 
of intake or supply water shall not be discharged to state 
waters without . first receiving adequate treatment (which 
has been approved by the Department) for removal of the 
pollutants. 

Unless approved otherwise in writing by the Department, the 
permittee shall observe and inspect all waste handling, 
treatment and disposal facilities and the receiving stream 
above and below each point of discharge at least daily to 
insure compliance with the conditions of this permit. A 
written record of all such observations shall be maintained 
at the plant and shall be made available to the Department 
of Environmental Quality staff for inspection and review 
upon request; 

The permittee shall monitor the operation and efficiency 
of all treatment and control facilities and the quantity 
and quality of the wastes discharged. A record of all 
such data shall be maintained and submitted to the Department 
of Environmental Quality at the end of each calendar month. 
Unless otherwise agreed to in writing by the Department of 
Environmental Quality, data collected and submitted shall 
include but not necessarily be limited to the following 
parameters and minimum frequencies: 

Parameter 

COD 
Oil & Grease 
Ammonium ion 

Thiocyanate ion 

Sulfate ion 

Chloride ion 

Calcium ion 

Sodium ion 

Fluoride ion 

Methylisobutyl ketone 

Total Suspended Solids 

Flow 
pH 
Conductivity 
Total Heavy Metal s 
Cadmium 
Cyanide 
Arsenic 

Minimum Frequency 

1 24-hr composite sample/week 
1 24-hr composite sample/week 
1 7-day composite & 1 24-hr 

composite/week 
1 ·7-day composite/week & 

composite sample/week 
1 7-day composite/week & 

composite sample/week 
1 7-day composite/week & 

composite sample/week 
1 7-day composite/week & 

composite sample/week 
1 7-day composite/week & 

composite sample/week 
1 7-day composite/week & 

composite sampl e/week 
1 7-day composite/week & 

composite sample/week 
1 7-day composite/week & 

composite sample/week 
Daily 
Daily 
Continuous recording 
l 7-day composite/week 
1 7-day composite/week 
1 7-day composite/week 
1 7-day composite/week 

1 24-hr 

1 24-hr 

1 24-hr 

1 24-hr 

1 24-hr 

1 24-hr 

1 24-hr 

1 24-hr 



• r 

' 
SlS. 

Sl6. 

Sl7. 

Sl8. 

Sl9. 

Within 30 days of the issuance of this permit the 
permittee shall submit a detailed description of the 
sampling procedures used, sample analysis techniques 
and exact location of sampling stations. 

Bioassays of the waste discharge stream shall be conducted 
in sufficient number to represent on a continually 
current basis the dilution with river water required to 
render the wastes nontoxic as evidenced by using a 
sensitive organism appropriate to the toxicity level. 
These organisms are to include Gambusia spp., a salmonid, 
or an appropriate sensitive organism, or organisms to 
be selected as a result of research. Progress reports 
shall be submitted at intervals not to exceed 9 months. 

The permittee shall cooperate and participate in continuation 
of the study "The Effects of Wah Chang Effluent on 
Juvenile Salmon" with the Department of Fisheries and 
Wildlife, Oregon State University. Progress reports 
shall be submitted at intervals not to exceed 6 months 
until completion. 

Within 90 days of issuance of permit, permittee shall 
provide an alternative power source sufficient to 
operate all facilities utilized by the permittee to 
maintain compliance with the terms and conditions of 
this permit. In lieu of this requirement the permittee 
may certify in writing to the Department within 30 days 
of the issuance of the permit that in the event of a 
reduction, loss, or failure of a power source the 
permittee shal"i halt, reduce or otherwise control 
production and/or all discharges in order to maintain 
compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit. 

The permittee shall prepare, submit to the Department 
and implement a suggested spill prevention and contingency 
plan for the facility covered by this permit within 90 
days of the date of its issuance. Such plan shall 
include at least the following information and procedures 
relative to the prevention and handling of spills and 
unplanned discharges of oil, chemicals and other hazardous 
substances: 

a. A description of the reporting system which 
will be used to alert responsible facility 
management and approp~iate legal authorities; 

. b. A description of the facilities which prevent, 
contain or treat spills and unplanned discharges; 

c. A list of all oil and hazardous materials 
used, processed or stored at the facility which 
may be spilled and could conceivable be discharged 
to state waters; 

d. A brief description of recent spills and changes 
made to prevent their occurrence; and 



S20. 

S21. 

S22. 

S23. 

e. An implementation schedule for additional facilities 
which may be required to prevent the spillage of oil, 
chemicals and other hazardous materials and subsequent · 
discharge to state waters. 

An adequate contingency plan for prevention and handling 
of spills and unplanned discharges shall be · in force at· all 
times. A continuing program of employee orientation and 
education shall be maintained to ensure awareness of the 
necessity of good in-plant control and quick and proper 
action in the event of a . spill or accident. 

A continuing program shall be initiated to reduce the total 
fresh water consumption by increased utilization of soiled 
waters. 

An environmental supervisor shall be provided to coordinate 
and carry out all necessary functions related to maintenance 
and operation of waste collection, treatment and disposal 
facilities. This person must have access to all information 
pertaining to the generation of wastes in the various process 
areas. 

The permittee shall, during all times of disposal, provide 
personnel whose primary responsibilities are to assure the 
continuous performance of the disposal system within the 
limitations of this permit. 

· .... 
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rart~~nc , 0~cgon 97205 

APPLICATION TO THE DEP:\ !\T~. !E:)."'T O~ £0:'\'IROXME.!':-fAL 

~ R.EFE R.E1'CE INFORM,,.'\ TIO'N"~ 

Oificial Name :md Address of Applicant (O.mer) 

~eledyne Wah Chang Albany 
P . O. Box 460 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

R esponsible Ofiicial (N:J.meJ Title, Address, P'nonc) 
Richard P. Blunk, Vice President 

1 P • 0 • Box 4 6 0 
Albany; Oregon 97321 (926-42~1) 

Description of activities requiring a permit from the 

St~~e ot Or~~":)n 
DE?.~~f.' ~ E~I Oi ~}lV l~J~; :.:E ."1T,;L ~iJ;~:"\... 

Yfas;c O;sc:~;:ie-Pc:t :;:..; ~ :·d re ~ Coecti:~ - :,.,. 
Present P~rr:::it No. 1213 

~"'-'---'-'~~~~~ 

Date L"<pi:es 7-1-73 

• .1,.lce.-n:w~ Rcspo:::sible Official or- Chief Operator 
E . F . Barach, Technical Director 
P . 0. Box '160 
jAl~any , Oregon 97321 (026- 4211) 

(Check all that ;;.pply) 

v Construct, install, or modify waste collection, tre;;.tmen:, or dis:::iosal fac ilities. 
. X: Operate waste collection, treatment, or dispos:i..l facilities. . 

__x_ Oischarge treated w2ste waters into the waters of ___ .,,_.,..._...,n;..:.;::i""""'x~r....._.r~--------~--------__; 

_]5_(0ther) Exoa n d productive caoa ci tv 2.:-td cons t rue t a new ·wa ste outle t . 

B • . GENER.AL QUESTIONS: 

1. Ha Ye the treaunent or disposal methods employed, c;.s i.ndic;;.;:ed in previo:.:.s applicatio;1s, b een alte re d in any way 
since the last application .was submitted? YES ~'\i'O If yes, e.x.plain. 

2. H:J.S the qu::mtity or quality o f wastes discharged, as indicated in p.-evio~s applications, b e:'!n sit;:iifica.ody ch2n:;ed 
in any way since t.l-ie last applicatio n w2s submitted? ___ YES · X NO Ji yes, explain. 

C. SPECLJ:\L QUESTI0.1'iS .tu"\.'D REQUESTED !NF0.?"'\1..A.TION; 

1. If :any changes in operations or waste quantity or q•.iality are a:iticipa ted b the near futare, please 2.tt ach ac. 
e xplana tion. or proposal. 

2. Please attach a brief report .which indicates your pro;;ress in ~eeting the requirements and limitations of your 
present permit. 

See attached letter report fo r IteDs 1 and 2 . 



May 29, 1973 

Mr. E. J. Weathersbee 
Dep.u ty Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1 234 S.H. Morrison Street 
Portl a nd , Oregon 9 7 205 

RE: Permit Number 1213 

Dea r Mr . Weathersbee: 

\NAH CHANG ALBANY 
"G. BOX ~GO 

'-lBANY. OREGON !'173?. I 

In your review of the enclosed application for renewal of our waste 
di scharge permit , it will b e apparent that we have not been able 

/ . consistently to meet limits in our present disc harge permit o n 
ammonia , k e tone, thiocyanate, and particularly chloride , ions. 

3 

As st~ady-state ope ration of our zircon i um product ion facil ities is 
dependent upon a stable supply of zirconium tetrachloride , a n inde
pendent source is being deve loped here at Teledyne Wah Chang Albany . 
. The urge ncy of this requirement is such that a crash program to 
develop and pilot plant a crude chlorination process has been under
taken. This process is capable of much mo r e e ffic i ent conversion of 
zircon and chlorine to zirconium tetrac hloride tha n has been achieved 
t o date. 

Further design r e finements to the k etone s tripp e rs are expected to 
enable some improvement , but the definite assurance of meeting the 
proposed July 1973 limits wil l require a degree o f consistancy in 
ope ration that may not be possible to achieve . 

The nature and, to a lesser extent, the quantity of our suspended 
solids has been a ltered by the addition of t he crude chlorination 
pilot plant. These suspended solids h ave proven amenabl e to contro l 
b y the use of a chemical floccul a nt, by reduction of hydr aul ic load 
on clarifie r and settling ponds , and by close r pH c ontrol during the 
p rec i pitation and sett.ling phases. ~·Te h ?,ve order e d poly"'"e r for 
floc culation a nd are in p roces s of designing a perQ3nent installation 
t o replace the present temporary unit. A wa ter use task force has 
been formed under my direction fo r the expre ss purpose of r educing 
water consumption . Piping modi fic a f i ons are b e inq made t o al l ow 
precipitation and settling to occur under r:ore stable pH c onditions . 
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: E . J. Weathersbee 
. 1 a y · ' ~ 9 I • 19 7 3 
Pa~e 2 

Ammonia is the other constituent that will :!Je extref:"lely difficult to 
control within your desired levels . Delivery schedule slip?age on 
auxiliary equipme nt n ecessary for the operation of the zirconi~~ 
boiler for concentrating the V3 - V4 stream ~ill push the initial 
ope ration of the unit into mid-August 1973. In addition, t he custo8er 
for the concentrated liquor is facing handling and s torage 9roblems 
which may curtail his usage. We are there fore active ly pursuing 
alternate acceptable disposal means . 

Now is the time we should make drastic modifications t o our basic 
s eparations process that will yield a quantu~ impr o venent · in reduc t ion 
of chemical input, improve recycle and recovery, and a subsequent 
improvement in the quality of our effluent . Su f fici ent r e search has 
b~en accompl ished to enable us to make firn c ommitment s on decision, 
design , and completion of some major moci=ications, while others 
r equire furthe r investigation. In additio~ to the need to i~prove 
our chemical input and output , and the sta t e of our R&D efforts, the 
third . essential ingredient to catalyze such drastic a nd expensive 
ch~nges ~s the currently promising market situa tion in which our 
c ustomers are beginning to demand more material . 

We would request your approval for the i i2':'.e c1iate init iation of a 
proj ect to provide a pond or lagoon to store at l east 2 0 ,000,000 
g a llons of V3-V4 l iquor . Thi s cushion would give us a c hance to 
de~elop a lternate means of disposal. As a last reso rt, we woul d 
lik~ to exp l ore the possibility of irnpounement during l ow- flow seasons . 
We would propose to use our l ower 5-acre sludge storage pond . If we 
can remove the solids stored there now , the p6nd would provide ap
proximately six months ' storage at our present rate of VJ - V4 liquor 
production . The pond capacity at prese nt would allow only about one 
months ' storage . The solids stored in this pond are reasoQably well 
dewatered , and could be trucke d either to a city park sit e , for which 
we have been asked to contribute fill materia l, or to an agricultural 
site for an amendment to heavy clay soil. I f we are to meet the July 
l imits , it is important that we should begin moving solids early in 
June . 

The fi r st major process change we intend to initiate is a syst em of 
f eed preparation by recrystallization. T~is will improve efficiency 
of the separations process by providing a higher purity feed than does 
the present system , and ·would reduce ar;u-:10!1.ia consumption by an 
apprec i abl e de gree . Most i mportantly, ho~ever, the process will allow 
an initial r educt ion of chloride ion in our d i s cha rge by about 30 %. 
September 1 , 1973 is the date our CheRical R&D Department has ?roDised 
a final dec ision on which way to proceed on r ecrys t alli zat ion, · i . e. , 
evaporation, pH , etc . One year after the dec i s i on date should allow 
suff ici e rit ti~e for engineering , fab rication , a n<l . in s t al l a tion , g iving 
us an operating system by September 1, 197 4 . 
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~ . E. J. Weathersbee 
. iay 2 9 I 19 7 3 
Page 3 

Zirconium raffinate precipitation is the next possibility for drastic 
change, with promise of a significant reduction in effluent i~purities. 
Two svstems have been under development for several years, and we 
are l;cked into an Apri l 1974 decision date on which way to proceed , 
with ·a pilot plant by February 1975. Either syste f'l. would reduce am.r:1onia 
use by at least 5,000 pounds per day , and one of the systems shows 
promise of comp lete thiocyanate destruction in this stream which 
i~ the major source of this pollutant in our discharge. Again, we 
are facing up to a one-year period to perform engineering, equipment 
design, fabrication and installation, following the April 1974 decis ion 
day. 

In addition to these two major modifications which would provide, among 
other benefits, arr.mania-free feed makeup and precipitation; we are 
vigorously pursuing investigation into the feasibility of completely 
ammonia-free separation processes. The success of these processes 
is dependent to a very great extent upon the success of project #1 , 
t he feed r ecrystallization. Mixer-settler and pilot column work will 
continue during this crystallization development period, and a firm 
decision will be made by September 1, 1974. If the decis ion is to 
proceed, we expect the required plant renovation to require not more 
t han 18 months, giving February 1976 as the latest acceptable target 
date for achievement. One other encouraging possibility of the anunonia
free separations system, combined with either of the two systems to 
be used for zirconium precipitation, is that probably sulfuric acid 
could be eliminated completely from the syste2--all acidity requirements 
being taken care of by HCl. l,vhich we would expect to reclaim and . recycle 
to a large degree. 

Other, less drastic changes already underway are additional. chlorine 
r ecovery _systems , and improved chlorination eq\].ipment which has raised 
efficiencies from a previous 70% in the o l d carbide and early model 
sand chlorinators, to over 90% in the new pilot model fluidized bed 
units. With production models based on the~e pilot units and the proven 
~eliability of the Teledyne Wah Chang Al bany continuous monitoring 
ihstruments, we confidently expect to operate consistantly at or better 

· than 95% efficiency, thereby further diITinishing chloride and sodium 
ions by a noticeable amount. 

Although it i s too early to estimate accurately the costs involved 
in the above proposed changes, the neighborhood of $10,000,000 does 
not seem unrealistic. I n order t o j ustify expenditures of this magnitude , 
these changes would of necessity have to promise increased p l ant pro
ductivity. We therefore request permission to raise the plant capacity 
from the present 900,000 lbs. zirconium oxide per month to 1,500,000 lbs. 
i n the next year, fo llowed by an increase to 1,800,000 lbs . Zro2 during 
1 975 . Thi s, of course, i s contingent upon our ability to r educe pro
portionate amounts of ammonia, th iocyanate, and chloride in our effluent. 
During the transition stage we expect that the re will be temporary in
creases in one or more of the pollutants , but as th~ ma jor process 
trans itions occur , we are confident of very significant i mprovements . . 
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To ~onitor more closely the effects of these chanqes , both increases 
and decreases , we are in the process of extending our research progra~ 
with OSU on toxicity and fish growth to the stage of building a con
tinuous b ioassa y laboratory to Dr . Warre n's design. The structure 
will be on the Wah Chang plant grounds , and wil l use a continuously 
flo~ing mixture of river wa ter and plant effluent . Oak Creek Laboratory 
per~onnel will set up and ope rate the unit for the first year , duri ng 
which time Wah Chang personnel wil l be trained and wi l l take over a t 
the end of that per i od . 

We would appreciate your keeping confidentia l our proposed process 
/cl change s and p l ant capacities . We would b e very h appy , however , t o 
' f discus s any o r all of these points with you at your conve nience . 

Yours very t r u l y , 

TELEDYl:-TE WAH CHANG ALBANY 
... , ./ ·/,,,,.,- ..... 

'. - __ ,.,,. / . ... ,,· ,. , . . '-/, c;.::: -::<. (_ c ""-:: ;; 
,.. 

v·l . A. Aschoff , _,/ 
Chief Engineer 

i·JAA : d km 
Enc . 



.t-f.JN'i'HLY Efi'l1'LU.l!:N'l' Jt'IGUlms /PUUNUS Plt~R OAY 1974 ____ . _ __,.,._;;._... ___________________ _ 
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11 , m j·:~. 175 I ?~16 ~ I NIM· ' (am;;? on ta } ~700 7560 ;j95a 69()() 91.72 8505 

--- SOI:!::.:( 8Ul fate) --f.;: ~00 ·-
11,~25 ll , 37l) 13 ,3 )0 12,1~8 17' 47~".i ~7, ()()() 14 ' 520 13 ~ (13<3. . ,. 

--· ~- --- ----.~ 

FE!3 M.l\H J\PJUL ~1A\' JUN ------,--~--
.JliL Al.Ju 

SCN- \thiocyanateJ UGO l ' ,375 1, ·165 1 , 813 I, 539 1 , 93.5 1 , 27~ l,178 2,265 
. -

l•'- (floride) 165 135 118 135 69 105 123 t22 147 
~ ......... _. -· . I -, .. ' 

Cl- (chloride) 32:":p> '!1, I uo 4'1,37{) 50,895 53 ,872 66,43J 61,893 ti5 , ~61 6<1p0tl . ,. ' 
·l~· .. •• 

~ . ., . 
Na+ (sodium) ~ .• 130 7 , 500 8 :l!l5 8 , 580 10,508 9 , 990 12,305 9 ,391 11,263 

- - ~* 

C/l++ (calcium) 19 ,050 17 , 925 18?352 18,315 17,464 28,380 26 ,267 ;?3 1837 28,211 

~Jll)t{ <w~t~1 ~~~one> ·-
960 J,845 1,199 3,810 1,0,)6 1,380 "/ '1 1, 85•1 

TSS 210 

Oil/ Grease '! 180 1 , 180 144 75 75 '! ? 61 

COD 2,250 3,000 4,218 2 , 293 l, 036 2 , 820 "! ? '1 , 199 . 

TDS H~H4,S04, 
Cl-,Na+,Ca++) 82 , 400 89,000 88,900 98,200 1)4 t } ()C,.\ 130, 8,)() 133, 900 ID, 6L>O 125,653 --

Present State Reque8ted by Initial Proposed fi'innl Propoand 
( Permil Wah Chang NPDES I.imi ts NPllES I.imi ts 7 /1/77 maximum 

(monthly average ) (monthly average) 
Nfl4.,. 2,uuu · s,uuv 3,lJOO 20 

so4= 5,000 
-

SCN- 250 1,500 250 35 

F- 200 140 140 28 

Cl- 15 ,000 
~· 

Na+ 3,000 

Ca++ 15,000 

~ 

MIBK 560 l,5'00 500 30 

TSS 4'00 1,200 ·100 280 

Oil/Gre21se 140 140 140 

coo 1,000 3,500 1,000 140 

Tf)S 160,000 489000 14,000 
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VI A ST E DISC HARGE PERMI T 
S:att or Orcson 

DEPARTME:-.'T Of ENV!!\ON1".iNTAL QUALITY 

Usucd 1n accou!~~~ with the }l!'0°11ston.s of 

ORS 449, 06 3 
Permit Nun1bert~-
Explu tloo D.ic 1 7- 1- 73 
ra&c _l _or__5~----·--

REH lU N CE !N t"OR W.AT!ON 

Tel<:<lyr.'! :·;;:h C'1aaq Albany 
Past Dff ica Box 460 

F 1 l c Numb c n -21.1 G.f'-··---------
Appl. No. I 152~ l\cct~lvc~h 1-3-72 

t\ll:.>An/, O r e Jun ':17 321 M;1Jor llu1 J'tiJ:"~;E~~~cL. i\Hu\lr Uut ~"~f~~r·· Cree-~ 
l\~.: c lvJn Y, Slrc.ul1 1_.'.!.'.f':-ll}LC:t£.'::fc. _____ _ 
River M .. a\:1 _ __ ~ •• 0 
County• __ 1. l nn 

t:r.-cil ::>~ch t irr.c ilS th l s ?Cn::it cxpirus Ot' is mt.'difi~rl or r c·1oi: cd , ·:clcc!ync 'fl,\h Ch.lng 
1.lL:1ny i ::: hc:-c'..:ith pcmit.t~d to: 

a . Cor.-.plctc ancl pl d<.:C in . cf!cct.J vc o pcrut.i on pL.mr . ..!U proccu:; chang~s .:ind 
· ... ·~~tt! r ecovery systc1ns for bett.cr cont.!'ol a1'\C. ~rc.l.te:r r~<luct:.i.cn of '1HJ$ tC~ . 

!J . Cfcri.lt:C and t'\.lintain CY.iSt:ing waste COntLo l faciliti c~. 

c . Di3churgc trcatctl was t es U...""ld uncon tarai:irttc<l coo li11g wute rs lr:. a co:1trolled 
::'"...1n:".C!: . 

c:! . Cor~·.l·.lct fu: t;hcr st,Jdics a:id <!c.•\'Clop ~pecific proposa la for !urthcr reducing 
a.,,U co~t=olling w~c~e eischargP.s. 

/\.11 c: ":-~e 3!lovc octivitics r:tus t he c.lrricd rJut in c onfor man ce w.i th the .:cquirc:.,cn t~, 

li1:U tat io!"l!; and co:idi t.Lons .,,hi ch foll<"" . 

All other was te disch3rgcs a r c prohibited. 

~ . f.ll pl:rnt p roccs ses and a ll waste collection, t reatment and disposal facili
ti.cs ~h<ll l =.c ope:-atcd and maintained at a!l times at oaximum e fficiency anC 
in a r.a:in"..!r .... :hich wil l ::U !1i;~ii :.~ wcJ.stc c!ischargcs. 

) . 

The r·c r:::i~tce shall elirr.inatc , trnat for 95\ rer.ioval of cht!r:dc.il ions and oth~r 
toxic c.::.::t??ne:it~ o r recover chcuical!: fror:i !:t:ew~s V3 and V4 (ZirconiCr:'l/h3.!ni1.:..~ 

o_::e ::-.lt:ion~) by no': l ater t.han July l, 1973 to co:nply with llr:U.ts set f orth ir. 
C.:o:iUic.ion ::o . 4 o! t."lis pc:rt!1i':. 

'!':,c ;>c=iuee shall "'.aint.:-. in waste dis charge limits withi n the following consti-
1;,,c:.t limits w1til cli1:iina.tion of V3 and v4 streai>~ or until July 1, 1973 , 
··•hic:h?Vzr occurs fi.r.Jt: 

~~U_!: 
COD 

Oil 
,\n.-:-.o:'li t....""l ion 
Thi(.)Cf~J!at.e ion 
~'..11 ~utc ion 

;-:=. Concentra~.ion (mq/l) 
(ba!;c d on l . 7 MG() 
l!fflucn t ~low) - - - --213 ____ _ 

10 
.:!55 

l hs/day 
( maxir.mm) 
-3-,-000-

140 
5 , 000_. 

600 
10,00·' 

.17 , 000 c:1lo ri.:!c ion 
Mct.!iyl isob ut yl J.:e~ne 

C.:d c i Ur.-:1 ion 
!-\c.Ji\.!.::i ion 
!'!. u::i ric.!c ion 

42 
71 0 

1 ,200 
3~ 

57 
l, OGO 

2d5 
21 

l CO 

500 (.lune- Sept incl.) 
800 (Oct-!:uy inc l.) 

15 , 000 

:o:..ul ~1.1'.lp~nJcd !ioliC.~ 

~!! J:·.nr.;e 6.5 - 7 . 5 " 

4,000 
100 

1 , 400 

lbs/day 
(maximum :"'nthl y 
-~-r~) _ _ _ 

400 
8 , 000 

4. 

¥,,\f AST~ ~8S~?H~t1G· lE ~ E RftJi rr 
Sta te of Orct;~u 

DEPARTMENT Of ENVJRC:-IM!::,'TAL W AL!TY 

.---

J\~tcr July 1, 1~73 t he pcnnl ltcc shall m~intain 't:as!:c- U. i~cha=q~ l ir:\its "~it.h!;). 

the !ollowin') con~titucnt ll1el t~: 

C~IJ 

Oil 

~~~~ 

lll-::1011ilun ion 
Thiocyanate ion 
!iulf:s :c ion 
Cliloriuc i on 

Hax. Conc~ntratior(m~/l) 
( l.>U..!;Cd cir. l. 7 !·lG::> 
•1f( l u t": ut" t!.ow) 

---- - -- - -- _7_0 __ - -----

10 
lt.O 

17 
3~0 

nc ::.?1rl.ic0!Jutyl ketone 
i ,or,o 

3!> 
J.,060 Culc iu~.1 ion 

Sodi \lnl joa 
Flccn:i Ja i.o n 
'l'otal suspended solids 
p!{ :an<J~ 

215 
14 
50 

6 . 5 - 7.5 

lb~;..i,,1 
(rn;, xJo:im) 
-· -i ~-o~o··-

l4o 
i,vco 

250 
5, 0~0 

l!i,C.,O 
sco 

1 5 , 01.);) 
3 , 000 

200 
700 

ll:.s/c .1y 
{1!1dx.i.n~·~t"":1 :!'IC11L~1 ly 

--'~~·£!!::1.:-J_ --

lSO 
4, ·)CO 

300 

'l'hcsc lir.lit!i $hall be 11.t:tained b y procc::.s i:':l.?:ovcr.icnt, new trca~...,cn t filciliti~s 
o= cu.c t .:.il=lcnt o! p:od~ction. 

5. Th<! penr.ittec shall ~l.lb::ti.':: by not later tha:i July l, 1973 a c!<>t<:>ilc<! pro::;:::;:n 
anJ tir.lc schcJule for rcndc:in9 it.J total plant c!flu~:lt nontoxic. ~~o c :.:r>an
sion of production facilities or increase in pro~uction n~all be pcr~it~cd 
1.l.'11=i l s.:i ti!.if~ctory co ntrol' ov'er total plant wastes has b~cn ach!..c\'ed so t~at 
plant l!fflue!'l t is nontoxic . 

6. 

7. 

Dio~!;r,ll;,'a ()f t.:-ic wast~ cii~c:iarge strcu.m :::hall be cor.d\.!ct~C in s".!:!'.ii:icnt 
n'.l::-.b~ r to rcpre s·ent O!'\ a C:"'nti:'lu~ll}' current ~asis the C.il~:.icn with :ivc:
..., . .J.tcr rcq uirC!d to rende r ti~'! wast·!S nontoxic as !!V.i.d<.:ncc~ by ~:::inc.; a s11nsi
tivc organiso· .:ippropri.lte to th~ t~xicity l evel . These o:g~:i.i ::.~ a::-e to 
incl\!dc C.:u:'li..>usia ·s:)i.J· , a S'1loo:iid, or u::i. <lrpro;>ria~c !icnsi~i ·:c o:-sa~i~:-;, 

or organ\:s.ms to he s<.:lcctc<l us a r csul t of rc!'i~arch. A proqrcs:; r c·rort 
shall !:.c sulmi t.tcd pri or to July 1 , 1973 . 

The pcmittec shall con<l1Jr.:t. or coopcrat~ a.ii~ ptarticipate in the follcwin? 
stuCics to be co~pletcd and r eported en the tl~te as notcC: 

a . C:;:itinuation of th" st:ucy "ThP. Effects of Wah Chang I::fflu~nt on J1!'lenilc 
Salmon" with t he Ocpc!:~.cnt of Flshcric:> and t<:ildli f c , Oreoon Sta':c 
University . Pro<Jr\! S~ r eports Hay l , 1973 antl M;iy l, 1974 • 

b . Cooperate ..... ith Dt:Q study "i'.:col09icnl :ate and Effect of 'i!:-..""lonia O'H4+ 
und t:!!40H) in Intlus~rial \·:as ~t-! Viccharg~s in the ~-;i lla!:'te ttc a..,l! South 
Santiam R.i vcrs. 0 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTERO FFICE MEMO 

To: Kess Cannon Date: 12-19-74 

From: Kent Ashbaker 

Subject: Chain of Events Since Permit rlo. 1213 \•/as Issue<l to Teledyne llal1 Chang, 
Albany, August 3, 1972 

DEQ 4 

Between the date of permit issuance (August, 1972 ) and April, 1973 
l~ah Chang was essentiall y meeting permit 1 imits on the i111portant para
meters. Some of the minor parameters were being exceeded, but we 
elected to take no action since they seemed to be making progress toward 
the ne1,r1 1 imitations which \.'toul d go into effect July 1, 1073. 

January 11 , 1973 

We received a progress report from Wah Chang which indicated 
several alternatives wl1 ich they would be considering in order to achieve 
the lower effluent limits which 1,r1ould go into effect July 1 , 1°72. 

Apri 1 6, 1973 

Bi ll Lesher, Rich Reiter and Craig Starr of the staff met with Wah 
Chang to review progress toward meeting July 1, 1973 li111its. 

Apri 1 12, 1973 

Bi ll Lesher wrote memo regarding Wah Chang's nroqress toward meeting 
July l, 1973 limi ts. There \'las an indication that Hah Chang may have 
difficulty in meeting chloride limits. 

rlay 31 , 1973 

An application for renewal of the State Waste Discharge Per111it was 
received from Hali Chang. The appli cation indicated that "definite assur
ance of meeti ng the proposed July 1973 limits wi ll re"t!ire a degree of 
consistency in operation that may not be possible to achieve 11

• The 
appli cation al so indicated that there wou l d be a six-wee!: del ay in remov
ing the U3 and u4 streams from tl1e treatment system. They reriuestrd a 
production increase of 67% durinq 1Q74 and 10n3 by the end of 1 ~75. 
They requested permission to dispose of the sludge in the sludge l agoon 
and use the sludge l agoon to store tile U3 and Ull streams until they cou l d 
be el iminated. The proposa l for sludge discosa1 was not acceptaGle to 
the Soli d Haste Division. 

June 11, 1973 

Bill Lesher wrote a memo recommending that the present ~ermit he 
extended unti 1 vie have authority to issue an MP DES Permit. Therefore, 
no rene1·1al permit 111as drafted. 
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August 30, 1973 

Wah Chang sent a l etter stating that production over the past six 
months had rema ined essentially constant, and that the effluent was as 
good as it had been in previous reporting periods for the year. 

September 20, 1973 

Bill Lesher vi sited the plant to get updated information on rrogress 
toward waste treatment improvements in order to draft NPDES Permit . Some 
information was not availabl e, and he was told t hat it would be sent to 
him . 

September 26, 1973 

Oregon (DEQ ) received authority from EPA to write MPDES Permi ts. 

Ma rch, 1974 

Although Bill Lesher had still not received all of the information 
he had requested from Wah Chang , he drafted an NPDES Permit. 

April 29, 1974 

Draft MP DES Permit was ma i1 ed to \r.Ja h <:hang for comments. 

May 7, 1974 

Wah Chang requested an ext ension of time for submission of comments. 

~1ay 10 , 1974 

Wah Chang phoned and requested a meeting v1ith t he staff. They were 
told that as soon as written comments had been submitted and the staff 
had reviewed them, a meeting would be scheduled. 

l,1ay 14 , 197 4 

Wah Chang again requested additional time to submit written comments. 
They also asked for our rational in establishing the permit limits . 

May 17 , 1974 

Wah Chang submitted a progress report . 
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July 12, 1974 

A letter was sent to Wah Chang expl aining the rational behind the 
permi t limits. 

Jul y 29, 1974 

vJah Chang fi nally submitted wri tten comments on the draft permit. 

August 26, 1974 

Bill Lesher circul ated hi s comments reqard i ng Wah Chang ' s l etter of 
comments. 

October 24, 1974 

Staff hel d a meeti ng with Wah Chang. At this meeting, Wah Chang 
admi tted that they had increased production and production capacity. 

October 28, 1974 

E J Weathersbee wrote memo to the Di rector, in which he summarized 
the Wah Chang pr oblem. 

CKA:rgs 



MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-FOURTH MEETING 

OF THE 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

December 20 , 1974 

Pursuant to the required notice and publication, the sixty-fourth 
meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to 
order at 9:00 a.m. on Friday, December 20, 1974. The meeting was con
vened in the Redwood Room of the Swept Wing Res t aurant at 1212 S . E. Price 
Road in Albany, Oregon. 

All commissioners were present including: Mr. B.A. McPhillips, 
Chairman; Dr. Morris Crothers; Dr. Grace s. Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. 
Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M. Somers. Staff members present included 
Kessler R. Cannon , Director; Ronald L. Myles , Deputy Director; 
Assistant Directors Frederick M. Bolton (Enforcement) , Wayne Hanson 
(Air Quality), and Kenneth Spies (Land Quali t y). Chief Counsel Raymond 
P. Underwood and several additional staff members were present . 

MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 22, 1974 COMMISSION MEETING 

It was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Mrs. Hal lock, and carried 
to adopt the minutes of the November 22, 1974 meeting as distributed. 

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT FOR NOVEMBER , 1974 

The reading of the activity report was informally waived. Mr . 
Cannon noted that the AMAX permit application was incomplete. Mr . 
Somers commended the volume and currency of activity but noted delay 
on the AMAX proposal. He suggested that consideration of the proposal 
be begun anew in terms of: a) spring arrival of needed baseline data 
on environmental effects; b) possible zero fluoride emission feasibility 
with new Alcoa process; c) irreversible nature of potential hazards; 
and d) effects of proposed industry on the Northwest power pool . It 
was MOVED by Mr. Somers , seconded by Mrs. Hallock and carried unanimously 
to conduct a rule-making hearing on a proposed rule which woul d designat e 
as a Special Problem Area that area bounded by Youngs Bay Estuary , Fort 
Stevens State Park, and Fort Clatsop Nation a l Monument. 

It was MOVED by Mr . Somers , seconded by Mrs. Hallock and carried 
that the activity report be approv~d as submitt ed. (summary attached 
as Appendix A) 

It was MOVED by Mr. Somers , seconded by Dr. Phinney and Mrs. Hallock , 
and unanimously agreed that Director Cannon have the Commission ' s vote 
of confidence based on his past performance. 

·~ 
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TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Tax Credit Application T-590 was dropped from the agenda as incomplete . 
It was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Mrs. Hallock, and carried that the 
remain ing fifteen Tax Credit recommendations of the Director be adopted 
as submitted . 

They are as follows: 

APP. NO. APPLICANT CLAIMED 

T- 579 Modoc Orchard Company $103 , .965 
T-573 Modoc Orchard Co. 50,381 
T-585 Terminal Flour Mills Co. 33,322 
T- 591 Publishers Paper Co. 575,174 
T-592 Publishers Paper Co. 81,009 
T-593 Publishers Paper Co. 17,817 
T- 595 Publishers Paper Co. 257,620 
T-603 Crown Zellerbach Corp. 215,674 
T-606 Brooks Scanlon 363,386 
T-608 Publishers Paper Co. 2,413,714 
T-609 Publishers Paper Co. 116,977 
T-610 Georgia Pacific Corp. 67,903 
T-611 Georgia Pacific Corp . 70,655 
T-612 Georgia Pacific Corp. 85,366 
T-552 Stauffer Chemical Co. 37 , 998 

PRESENTATION OF CUP AWARDS 

It was MOVED by Mrs. Hallock, seconded by Dr. Phinney, and unani
mously carried to grant an Oregon CUP Award to Cascade Construction 
Company for its Abernathy site. 

COST 

Mr. Cannon and Mr. McPhillips commended nominee Mr. Kenneth H. Spies 
for the quality and l ongevity of his service to the Department and its 
predecessor-agency. It was MOVED by Mr. Somers and seconded by Dr. Phinney 
and carried that Kenneth H. Spies be granted the Oregon CUP Award for his 
career efforts. 

AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT HEARINGS ON PROPOSED MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION 
PROGRAM (PURSUANT TO ORS 468 . 370) 

It was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and Dr. Crothers, 
and carried unanimously that the Department be authorized to conduct public 
hearings to receive testimony on proposed standards of automobile noise 
control and emissions. 
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VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM - STATUS REPORT 

Mr. Wayne Hanson and Mr. Somers cal l ed public attention to the 
mobile inspection unit situated in view of the meeting, noting it was 
avai l able for examination and free testing . It was stated that after 
July 1, 1975 , the program would entail a fee and would be mandatory 
for vehicle owners in Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties . 
Mr . Hanson and Dr. Phinney discussed the difficulties involved in 
evaluating the results of the inspection program on ambient air quality. 
It was noted that the cost to bring vehicles into compliance with the 
Department's interim standards was not prohibitive in most cases. 

GOLD MINING IN OREGON- STATUS REPORT 

Mr. Terry Westfall, biologist for the Southwest Region presented 
a series of slides depicting the various types and sizes of placer 
mining operations now in Oregon. 

Mr . Somers expressed interest in the State Police and/or other 
state agencies as possib l e sources of assistance in maintaining com
pliance with NPDES permits. 

It was strenuously objected by Mr. George Massie on behalf of the 
Gold Panners Association of America that manifold local, state, and fed
eral agencies, in their enforcement of complex and nebulous sta ndards , 
were unduly harassing the recreational miner. Mr. Massie noted that 
the country is in need of the gold and that voluminous recreational 
mining constituted the cleanest method of obtaining it. Mr. Cannon, 
Mr. Somers, and Mr. Westfall emphasized repeatedly that the Department ' s 
only concern was with turbidity caused by the operations; and that peri
pheral concerns with land removal, wildlife, and nuisance problems were 
not under discussion. Mr. Henry Speaker testified that he had been 
mining a great number of years and had seen no deleterious effect on 
fishlife or irrigation facilities. He opined that his operation enhanced 
surrounding plant and fish life. It was his contention that he was 
protected by the 1872 Mining Law and attempts to regulate or halt his 
operation were in derogation of his civil liberties. Mr. Cliff Everett 
testifi ed that t he Commission ' s adoption of standards on December 3, 1971, 
which discriminated against the commercial miner was a violation of 
Section 20, of Article 1 of the Oregon Constitut ion. He contended that 
the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries should have exclusive 
jurisdiction in mining affairs. In the face of repeated irrelevant 
comment, a point of order was made to close discussion with the assur
ance that Department personnel would meet with the miners in the future. 

RULE-MAKING HEARING RE: PERMANENT RULE ON ALLOCATION OF AIR EMISSIONS 
IN THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA 

After due publication and notice to all required parties the hearing 
was convened. Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Northwest Regional Office read 
the Director 's recommendation. 
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Mr. Tom Donaca of the Association of Oregon Industries testified 
against the adoption of the rule . He stated concern that future improve
ments in the area ' s air quality resulting from improvement in Washington 
point sources would not be recognizable from current basel ine data and 
could not, therefore , be c r edited to Oregon Industry . Dr. Crothers pointed 
out that the budget request for funds to improve data , a request supported 
by Mr . Donaca ' s group , would , if approved , equip the Department with data 
necessary to credit Oregon installations with any improvement attribut
able to Washington reduction in emissions. 

Mr. Donaca also expressed concern that the temporary rule, if made 
permanent , woul d possibly be in conflict with the coming Significant 
Deterioration rules required by the EPA . He said Class II requirements 
are not yet fully understood and it is uncertain which state agency will 
be empowered to enforce the Significant Deterioration requirements. 

Mr. Kowal czyk stated the Portland area to be in noncompliance with 
the Significant Deterioration requirements and, therefore, exempt from 
the provisions of that federal prevention program. With regard to other 
federal standards , Mr . Kowalczyk noted that the proposed rule ' s require
ments exceeded these. 

Written matter offered by Portland ' s mayor and Port Authority was 
noted for the record by Mr . McPhillips. 

Mrs. Marianne Donnel of the Oregon Environmental Council questioned 
the exemption of sources emitting less than ten tons annually. Mr. Kowalczyk 
pointed out that such sources are still subject to the other standards 
for general air quality and that a deluge of exempt installations would 
result in reconsideration of the rule. Mr. Cannon noted that the proposed 
rule came about not to regulate small industry but due to the possibility 
of a small number of major installations resul ting from the Port of Portland's 
current Rivergate policy . 

It was MOVED by Dr. Phinney , seconded by Mrs. Hal l ock, and unanimously 
carried that the rule be adopted (OAR 340 , 32.005 to 32 . 025) . 

BROWN ' S ISLAND: MARION COUNTY SOLID WASTE-STATUS REPORT 

The staff report indicates that the Brown ' s Island Fill will be 
unfit for further use on February 1 , 1975. The selection of alternate 
solid waste disposal for the area now served by the Brown's Island Fill 
by the deadline is the problem immediatel y ahead. Mr. Russell Fetrow, 
Salem District Engineer presented the staff report and showed slides of 
the Brown ' s Is l and Fil l and the surrounding area . Mr. Roger Emmons of Sani
tary Services Co. Inc . reported that of the 240 tons deposited daily , 
less than 25% comes from the Santiam Canyon area. 

Dr. Crothers stated that Bureau of Recreation approval for the use 
of a twenty-one acre site to the east of the present fill could not be 
obtained in time to prepare the site for use on February 1 , 1975 . 
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Mr. Harry Carson Jr., Chairman of the Marion County Board of 
Commissioners noted that the staff report was not in agreement with the 
County ' s information with regard to low spots on the old access road 
to the landfill. The County ' s information is that the old road is, in 
fact , below 128 feet in elevation in all but a short portion o f it. 
Mr. Carson ' s position was that the first objection from the Department 
to the rebuilding of the new access road was May 9, 1974 , after com
pletion of the task . 

Mr. Carson went on to state Macleay site was , in the view of 
the County, an adequate back-up site for periods when the Brown's 
Island Fill was isolated by floods, (projected to average four to 
six days per annum) . The county proposed to lower the new road to an 
elevation of 136 feet and use the Macleay site for a backup. The cos t 
estimate for this was $15,500. It was proposed to extend the fi ll 400 
feet north. 

With regard to other suggested improvements at the Brown's Island 
Site, Mr. Carson noted that the Department had lead the count y staff 
t o believe that the flood danger represented by the 1973 flood had been 
cured by the removal of an upstream dike and the covering, rounding , and 
sloping of the west end fill area of the faci l ity. 

Mr. Carson stated that the County would be in opposition to any 
further costly studies without financial assistance from other agencies. 
Marion County objects t o the raising of the old access road, reasoning 
that the estimated $115,000 for this would be prohibitive. The county 
is opposed to shouldering the entire financial burden for the implemen
tation and operati on of the BOR site. 

The County proposed the Department issue a new permit to all ow 
extension o f the present site four hundred feet north (toward the main 
channel of the river) this, in the county ' s view , could be accomplished 
by February 1, 1975. The use of the proposed 400 foot extension for 
fourteen months is a condition to the county 's offer t o expend moneys 
to lower the new access r oad . This would allow more time to negotiate 
with the BOR to obtain the twenty-one acres to the west . April 30, 1975 
was the County's most optimistic estimate for t he attainment of the BOR 
site. 

In answer to a question from Mr. Somers, it was noted that half the 
$72,000 cost of restoration after the 1973 flood was born by the fed
e ral government and that the present site is owned by private interests 
and l eased to the fill operator. 

In answer to a question from Dr. Crothers, Mr. Carson stated the 
County's estimate that the BOR site would last the county five years, 
affording time to study alternate methods of solid waste disposal. The 
County is exploring Resource Recovery as a long term goal. 

Mr. McPhillips noted that, like the present one , many Oregon Landfills 
were in a crisis situation . 
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Mr. Vernon Bradley testified that the use of a river 's flood 
plain for a landfill site is poor policy which should never have been 
initiated and should not now be perpetuated. He criticized the Clark 
and Ross Engineering Report as in error with regard to the feasibility 
of further diking and reconunended that the access road be by trestle. 
Mr. McPhillips noted that the landfill on the flood plain in Yamhill 
County just above his home had proven satisfactory for two years. 
Mr. Bradley criticized the management of the Brown ' s Island Fill. 

Mr. Somers questioned t he proposition that the river stayed at 
nineteen feet or over for only a week of the year. 

Mr. Glenn Hogg testified that he, his brother, and sister own t he 
farm directly north of the present landfill in Polk County and have 
resided there for seventy years. During this time, Mr. Hogg reported, 
he has been a student of the river. He objects to the use of highly 
arable land for a landfill and objects to the fai l ure to consider the 
evolution of the river in relation to Brown ' s Island. Recalling when 
the river was straight and deep from Halsey to Salem, Mr. Hogg noted 
that the gradual deposition of materials born from upstream has made 
the river shallow, forcing it to erode against its banks. Brown ' s 
Island, Mr. Hogg contends, is the site of present heavy erosion. He 
opined that future heavy flooding will result in the taking of part of 
Brown's Island as the river channel . A dike sufficient to prevent the 
same would have to run from Illahe Hills to below Salem and would endan
ger the properties on the other side of the river in case of floods. 

Mr. Oliver Fursman who lives near Mr. Hogg objected to the fill on 
the grounds that it is unsightly , noisome, and mal odorous. These con
ditions, he testified, impaired the operation of his residential apart
ment complex. 

Mrs. W.D . Gwenn of the Dallas Highway spoke on behalf of her neigh
bors and others. from the Eola Hills area of Polk County and objected to 
the failure of the present proposals to adequately deal with the river ' s 
flood cycle which, on a ten year basis, entai l s flooding more extreme 
than that encountered in 1974. She further objected to the debris that 
is continually left on the river banks from the fill. She contended that 
the fill was not covered with six inches of overlay except on occasion 
of inspection by officials. The result is a malodorous condition that 
a f fects her neighborhood. 

Mr. William Schlitt operator of the landfill testified that he 
was as concerned with solid waste problems as anyone in the conununity 
and the conununity members should recognize that solid waste is every
one 's problem. It was noted that the present overlay is material from 
Boise Cascade. 

Mr. Fetrow noted that, on some days, inclemencies of weather render 
coverage impractical. 
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Mr. Roger Enunons, representing Mr. Schlitt for the Oregon Sani 
tary Service Institute, stated that he completely supported the Coun ty 's 
proposal. Further , he suggested that a short trestle on the new road 
is not necessary. He strenuously asserted that no alternatives to the 
county plan are available, enumerating the impediments to the several 
alternatives that have been under discussion. Mr. Enunons noted that 
under current conditi ons, it takes more than one year to get additional 
trucks and these were needed for any distance hauling to alternate sites . 
He stated that the proposed four hundred foot extension was two hundred 
feet less than the original p l an for the use of Brown 's Island . He 
added t hat the operator would be willing to help Marion County with the 
proposed road a l terations. It was noted that , except for Whiteson and 
Coffin Butte, every site in Western Oregon is on a flood plain. 

Dr. Crothers pointed out that Mr. Schlitt is reputed t o be one o f 
the best landfil l operators in Oregon. 

In response to Dr. Crothers ' questions, Mr. Enunons said three to 
ten years would be the projected time for the implementation of a sat 
isfactory long-term, solid waste disposal system involving resource 
recovery. This would eliminate 75% by weight of the solid waste. He 
asked the Department to institute studies on the feasibility of dumping 
the 25% residue in the gravel pits. I n response to a question by Dr. 
Phinney, Mr. Enunons stated that experiments with source separation had 
shown it to be t oo costly , without sufficient public participation , 
and no help in the disposal of putrescibles. The Environmental Pro
tection Agency holds forth, according to Mr. Enunons, for the source 
separation of only cardboard and newspapers. 

Dr. Phinney, noting that no action is required of the Conunission, 
urged the Department to proceed along the lines set forth and also 
urged that, as soon as the BOR site is ready, disposal to the North of 
the present site cease. 

Mr. McPhillips noted that the landfill adjacent to his home is 
covered and well cared for and opined that no suffici ent reason is 
apparent for a failure in this respect on Brown's Island. He requested 
surveil l ance of the fill. 

TELEDYNE WAH CHANG, ALBANY - STATUS REPORT 

Mr. Kent Ashbaker read the sununary and conclusions of the staff 
report, indicating that t he permittee, Teledyne Wah Chang, had expanded 
its operations, causing increased emission in violation of its permit . 
It was contended this was done despite the failure of programs to reduce 
the effluent discharge into the public waters. 

Mr. S.A. Worcester, repres enting the permittee, testified that the 
permittee had not expanded production until eleven months after its 
notification to the Department that it so intended. He argued that ex
panded production consisted of increasing the number of columns, not 
the increased use of on-line separation columns. Mr. Worcester stated 
that the permittee could not meet the 2000 pounds per day interim 
anunonia emission limit until June 1975. He cited unforeseen failure 
in the anunonia concentration unit designed to meet the l imits. He 
strenuously insisted that the permittee had not acted in bad faith 

wi th relation to its permit. 
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Mr. McPhillips stated that , in his view , the gravamen of the matter 
was incre ased discharge , not increased production. 

In response to Mr. Worcester ' s s tatement that the permittee was in 
competition with another plant located in West Virginia which h a d no 
controls whatsoever, Mr . Somers noted that West Virginia did not have a 
tax c r edit available for such efforts. Mr. Worcester rejoined that it 
was unwise for the permittee to attempt to "put the problem to bed with 
money." 

In r esponse t o questions from Mr. Somers, Mr. Worcester conceded 
that part of the malodorous condition o f the air in Albany was owing to 
the permittee's operation. 

In response to a q u e stion from Mrs. Hallock, Mr. Ashbaker stated 
that the primary violation initiated in April 1973 a nd had gradually 
increased beyond the permit limit since then . 

Mr. McPhillips noted that he could agree to 5000 pounds per day until 
June after Mr. Worcester reiterated his commi tment to meet 2000 per day 
as of June 1 , 1975. 

Mr. Worcester noted that there was no cost benefit but a high incen
tive to recover ammonia in respo nse to q uestio ning by Mr. Somers. Mr . 
Worcester stated that the column subject to a tax credit application in 
1969 has been extensively modi f i ed since and that a shut down to modify 
such equipment precipita t ed the permi ttee ' s unusually high d ischarge in 
August and July. 

In response to Dr . Crothers ' inquiry , Mr. Worcester estimated the 
u se of a recycling process tested in earl y December would permit 
op eration at curre nt volume with l ess than 5000 pounds per day. There 
was q uestion as t o the r ecycling processes ' success d u e to some problems 
with an a mmo nia distillati on process apertaining to the recycle . He 
did not know how oft en shut down for maintenance (involving pond s t orage 
a nd retrieval of ammoni a) would occur . 

Mr. Somers , noting that h e was reluctant t o shut the permittee ' s 
operation down a nd cost jobs, stressed his dissatisfaction with Wah Chang ' s 
increase of production a nd discharge a nd i ts imp lic i t p ublic disregard 
for the auth ori ty of the agency. Mr. Somers no t ed that the public nature 
o f the probl e m rendered Departme nt i nacti o n, in the face of blatant non
compliance, a poor precedent for the guidance of other permittees . 

In answer to Mr. McPhillips ' question, Mr. Ashbak er opined that the 
5000 pounds per day during high water until June would not have an adverse 
effect greater than the 2000 per day after June 1. He added that consi
derably l ess than 2000 pounds would be required t o r eturn the receiving 
creek to a nontoxic state . 

Mr. Worcester commented that the permittee was con cerned with a 
failure of the Department to commit itself as to what would be the 
ultimate limit of ammonia l oading i n the creek . 
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In response to Dr . Phinney.'s question, Mr. Worcester stated that 
the two solvents included in the permit were running at 600 pounds per 
day for the one and 400 for the other, amounts which are under negotiation 
with the Department . 

Mr. Worcester expressed dissatisfaction with the rigidity of enforce
ment by the Department which, in his opinion, used to exercise flexibility. 

Mr. Cannon stressed that the permit was the result of negotiations with 
the permittee which resulted in a prohibition of expansion until the limits 
were met . It was noted that, in light of this condition, there was an obvious 
and deli berate violati on. This, Mr. Cannon felt, justified added incentive in 
the future for compliance; such incentive to come in the form of a civil 
penalty. Mr. Cannon alluded to strong pressure from the EPA to enforce limits 
as limits, not as goals . 

Mr. Somers concurred in the proposed use of civil penalties as did 
Dr. Crothers. In voicing her concurrence, Dr. Phinney noted that the effluent 
involved was significantly dangerous. Mr . McPhill ips concurred in the use of 
the civil penalty to curb future violation. The Commission approved permit 
limits of ammonia effluent as follows : until June 1, 1975, 5000 lbs per day; 
after June 1, 1975, 2000 lbs per day with negotiations aimed at further reduction. 

Mr. Ashbaker stated that 5000 lbs per day would be enforced along with 
all other permit parameters until June 1, at which time the limit for ammonia 
would be reduced to 2000 lbs per day. 

Mr. Harold Hiemstra spoke in criticism of the permittee, pointing out 
that the Department's figures indicate that the permittee has submitted 
reports showing noncompliance with eight of the permit ' s twelve parameters 
during the entire first nine months of 1974. 

In response to a question by Mr. Somers, Mr. Ashbaker pointed out that 
thiocyanate, one of the effluents reported , was not lethal as is cyanide ; 
though it caused a minor oxygen demand on the receiving creek. 

RULE-MAKING HEARING RE: PROPOSED RULES PERTAINING TO SURETY BONDS AND 
OTHER SECURITIES UNDER ORS 454.425 

Mr. Patrick D. Curran of the Department's Water Quality Division 
read the staff's conclusions and recommendation with regard to the proposed 
rules. 

Mr. Craig Starr of Lane County spoke in favor of adoption of the 
rules as proposed but suggested that OAR Chapter 340, Section 15-015 
(2) {a) read: "Subsurface sewage disposal systems designed to serve 
not more than four single family dwelling units or any other establish
ment or establishments with a projected sewage flow of not more than 1200 
gallons per day." Mr. Starr's suggestion was based on apprehens i on 
of a conflict between "four family dwellings " and " 1200 gallons per day." 
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Mr. Somers suggested that the rul e be worded in the conjunctive 
using " and" instead of "or." 

Mr . Starr reported his suggested wording to have been almost iden
tical to that used in the subsurface sewage standards and suggested that 
OAR Chapter 340, Section 15-015 (2) {c) be worded so as not to distinguish 
between industrial p l ants having an NPDES permit and those not having 
the same. 

Mr. Somers expressed the viewpoint that the proposed subparagraph 
{c) was intended to prevent inconvenience to residents where the con
struction is performed by a plant owner and affects dwel lings served by 
the facility. He noted that the NPDES requirement made no difference in 
his view. 

Mr. Cannon stated that his understanding of the NPDES claims was 
that such a permit assured the Department of adequate construction, 
alleviating the necessity of the additional assurance a bond would pro
vide . 

Mr. Ray Underwood requested that staff be given time to study Mr . 
Starr's proposals further. 

Dr . Crothers noted that latter day practices of co-habitation out 
of wedlock brought into question t he definition of the word "family." 

Mr. I.M. Tinun of Albany expressed concern that a small restaurateur 
might be required to post bond and suffer a significant deprivation of 
capital until there was formed a service district. 

Mr . Somers reiterated that type of protection the rule was intended 
to give to homeowners as against the misconduct of developers or other 
homeowners. He noted that there is little cost involved in the organi 
zation of a service district with the power to assess all property owners 
equitably. 

Mr. McPhillips closed the hearing with instructions to the Director 
to ho l d the record open for ten days for written material. It was planned 
that the Conunission woul d make its decision at the next meeting with regard 
to the adoption of the rule. 

VARIANCE REQUEST - BOISE CASCADE LUMBER MILL, BEAVER MARSH, OREGON 

Mr. John Borden of the Central Region read the Director's con
clusion and reconunendation with respect to the Boise Cascade Wigwam Burner 
at Beaver Marsh. I t was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Mrs. Hallock 
and carried that the variance from OAR Chapter 340, Section 25-020(1) 
be granted to Boise Cascade Corporation until June 30, 1975, as reconunended . 
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Mr . Borden read the Director ' s Conclusions and Recommendation 
with regard to the variance r equest o f Russell Industries for open burn-
ing a t Lapine. In response t o a question by Mr. Somers, Mr. Fritz Skirvin 
commented that the contribution by Russell Industries t o the occas i onal 
haze in the Sun River Area was not substantial . It was MOVED by Mr. 
Somers, seconded by Mrs. Hallock and carried that Russell Industries be 
granted a variance from OAR, Chapter 340, Section 23-010(1) (a) as recommended 
by the Director . 

AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT RULE MAKING HEARING ON PROPOSED CHANGES TO 
INDIRECT SOURCE RULES 

Mr. Richard Vogt of the Department's Air Quality Division, alluding 
to the Director ' s recommendation, added the proposal that the rule be 
worded so as to adopt, as policy, inaction on applications until local 
l and use planning authority has approved the proposed land use . It was 
MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that the public 
hearing be h eld on January 24, 1975 as recommended . 

Mr. Vogt read the Director's recommendation tha t authori t y to e nforce 
the Indirect Source Rule within their respective areas of jurisdiction 
(border highway areas excepted) be delegated to LRAPA and MWVAPA. It 
was MOVED by Mrs. Hallock and seconded by Dr. Phinney and carri ed that the 
proposed authority be granted to the LRAPA and 'f/MVAPA. 

RULE-MAKING HEARING RE: VENEER AND PLYWOOD MANUFACTURING 

After due publication and notice to all required parties the hearing 
was convened. Mr. Fritz Skirvin o f the Department's Air Quality Division 
began with the r eading of the Director's Discussion, Conclusions, and 
Recommendations. Included in the discussion was the Department's view 
that "control systems presently available can reduce visible emissions 
from less than 10% to zero opacity." 

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, by correspondence to 
the Department, supported the proposed ru l e. Correspondence offered by 
the North Santiam Plywood Company prior t o the hearing was in opposition 
to the rule. 

In response to suggestion by Dr. Crothers and Dr. Phinney, it was 
agreed by Mr. Skirvin and Mr. Cannon that the Department would include 
metric figures in parentheses along with the standard measurements in 
future proposals . 

It was noted by Mr. Somers and Mr. Skirvin that the compliance 
schedule available under the proposed rule would allow a case by case 
review of the problems facing each operator: he who can immediately 
comply and he who might find delay necessary. 
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Mr. Ted Hurd, speaking on behalf of the Task Force on Veneer Dryer 
Emissions, lead the spokesmen who opposed the adoption of the proposed 
rule in its current form. He noted that the Task Force was composed 
of members of the American Plywood Association and the private sector 
of industry. Mr. Hurd stated that the Task Force was opposed to the 
10% opacity limit on several grounds: it was said to exceed the standard 
required of other industries; exceed the standard required by neighbor
ing states; pose a goal unattainable in the light of present technology; 
and pose an economic burden of undue proportion on the operators. On 
this basis the Task Force supported a 20% opacity limit. In response 
to questioning by Mr. McPhillips, Mr. Hurd opined that the 10% opacity 
limit would require much more sophisticated equipment, such as mist 
eliminators, than would the 20% opacity limit. He alluded to estimates 
of from $3.50 to $5.00 per CFM. He also expressed the view that no 
"off the shelf" equipment was available that was certain to meet 10% 
opacity for twenty-four hours per day, 365 days per year. In response 
to questioning by Mrs. Hallock, Mr. Hurd stated 10% or zero opacity 
might some day be possible . He contended the realm of the reasonable, 
not the possible, should guide the Commission. In response to question
ing by Mr. Somers, Mr. Hurd noted that control devices which incorporate 
the condensation of materials from the process simply substitute a solid 
waste problem for an air quality problem. He further opined that the 
term "characteristic blue haze" might have evolved from a failure of 
science to comprehend the precise make-up of the emission from veneer 
dryers. 

Mr. Skirvin noted that, while the Weyerhaeuser dryers in Coos Bay 
were thought to be uncontrolled at present, a mist system on their dryers 
at Springfield was in the start- up process and would soon be monitored 
by members of the Department. 

Mr. Hurd delivered a prepared statement from Mr. RussellJ . Hogue 
which was said to represent the consensus for the Oregon plywood industry 
and the American Plywood Association Board of Trustees. Mr. Rogue's 
statement took issue with the proposed 10% opacity requirement: citing 
the value of the plywood industry to the community; its present state 
of economic depression; the value of the industry to Oregon; the com
petitive disadvantage of 10% opacity requirement for Oregon industry 
while other states require less stringent control; the industry's his
tory of voluntary effort; and the lack of indication that the emission 
is harmful to health. He requested that 20% opacity be adopted. 

In answer to Mr. McPhillips' inquiry, Mr. Hurd pointed out that 
he did not contend that the emission was not harmful to health but that 
there was no evidence sufficient to support such a proposition. He also 
conceded to Mr. McPhillips that the pulp industry had undertaken efforts 
to reduce emissions which were on a scale with those undertaken by the 
plywood industry. Dr. Crothers noted that, in his opinion, the emissions 
from veneer dryers might well pose a health hazard as yet unproven. 
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Dr. Phinney noted that particulates and hydrocarbons were health problems 
per se in her experience . Mr. Wallace Corey, representing Boise Cascade 
Corporation, delivered a prepared statement objecting to the 10% opacity 
requirement of the proposed rule on many of the same grounds advanced 
by Mr. Hurd and Mr. Hogue. He added the information that, should the 
10% opacity rate be adopted, one of Boise Cascade's Willamette Valley 
installations which just spent $165,000 to reach 20% opacity in one 
stack and 10% in another will have done so needlessly. It was contended 
that such happenings would have the effect of reducing the enthusiasm 
of the industry toward voluntary efforts. 

Mr. Corey assured Dr. Crothers that the proposed amendment, if it 
read 20% opacity, would be supported by Boise Cascade. Mr. Corey expressed 
to Mr. Somers the opinion that the availability of a tax credit to be 
directed against property tax during the period of market depression would 
not pose a particular advantage to industry for attempts to meet 10% 
during the present inactivity of many facilities. Upon response to Dr. 
Crothers, Mr. Corey noted that a variety of types of energy might be 
employed, depending on the systems used, to reach the lesser opacity figure. 
Dr. Crothers asked if descending opacity corresponded with descending 
energy use and was given an affirmative answer. Mr. Corey stated Boise 
Cascade used hog fuel boilers in most places, preferred them, but used 
gas boilers in one or two locations too small to warrant the use of hog 
fuel. Mr. Somers was told that the use of hog fuel boilers was impracti
cal in the smaller installations. 

In response to a question by Mrs. Hallock, Mr. Patterson commented 
that the concept of zero opacity evolved from discussions with the indus
try wherein parameters of emission control other than opacity were dis
missed as too expensive, initiating the discussion of opacity. 

Mr. Dave Barnhardt of North Santiam Plywood stated that his plant 
employed 450 people and was required to operate at full capacity to do 
this. He objected that 20% opacity would be the most stringent regula
tion that small companies could meet without being forced to shut down. 
He told Mr. Somers that his installation of a third dryer would allow 
slowing of the entire dryer process (using three dryers to do the work 
of two) thus meeting reduced air emission requirements without increased 
energy use. Commenting on the plywood industry in general, Mr. Barnhardt 
alluded to his company's traditional willingness to absorb short term 
losses in order to keep long time employees on the job. 

Mr. James Pratt of Roseburg Lumber Company supported the statements 
of previous speakers in opposition to the- 10% opacity requirement. He added 
that the changing of goals through continual proposal and adoption of 
more stringent standards created an atmosphere of uncertainty in setting 
of policy by top management. Finally, noting that 10% opacity was the 
equivalent of slightly dirty glasses, he urged the Commission to consider 
the amount of excess energy that might be expended in trying to gain 
the dubious advantage of 10% opacity over 20% opacity. 
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Mr. Ehrman Guistina of Guistina Brothers Plywood and Lumber Company 
in Eugene testified to long cooperation with the regional authority and 
objected to the 10% opacity on several of the grounds set forth by the 
preceding speakers. He strenuously asserted insufficiency of proof as 
to the success of current devices in their ability to meet 10% opacity. 

Mr. Guistina added that application of the "highest and best practical 
treatment" rule might force the removal of expensive devices if they fail 
to meet the proposed standard . Al so , he noted tha t the emissions of the 
dryers were much less offensive than auto exhaust emissions. 

Mr. Harry Demarry of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
testified in favor of the proposal. He drew an analogy between the absence 
of proof of a causal relationship between cigarettes and health five years 
ago and the lack of proof of a like relationship with regard to veneer 
dryer emissions today . Further, he noted that the effect of the emissions 
on the community was more than aesthetic, alluding to the failure of Mr. 
Hogue to reach the meeting by the use of aircraft. Next , he cited the 
Department of Revenue as authority for the proposition that the entire 
cost of emission controls coul d be written off against taxes. He empha
sized that equipment was available, along with full guarantee by its sellers, 
to meet the 10% opacity requirement . Since March of 1974, 10% has been 
the standard within the jurisdiction of MWVAPA and, according to Mr. Demarry, 
several installations are meeting the requirement . Mr. Demarry opined that 
those installations with hog fuel burners could meet 10% opacity. He con
tended that the industry's position in negotiation prior to the proposal 
of rules was that the reduction of "zero blue haze" to a policy would be 
traded for industry acceptance of 1 0% opacity at the point source. Mr. 
Demarry urged that the Department extend , in generous fashion, tax credits 
to indirect pollution abatement devices, such as green end moisture beaters 
and fire prevention equipment. Finally , Mr. Demarry noted that the ply
wood industry could be subjected to fair discrimination such as that pro
posed. In response to a question from Mr. Somers, Mr. Demarry noted that 
he now allows the older plants higher emission rates but could not do so 
were the proposed standards adopted . Mr. Somers expressed concern that 
some of the older installations might be forced out of business by the 
rule. 

Mr. Lyle K. McDonald, speaking for the industry , argued on the same 
ground cited by previous advocates of the 20% limit and stressed the 
threat to small independent plants. He argued that where these are forced 
to shut down, the state and the communities are the ultimate losers. He 
estimated for Mr. Somers that the average plant in Oregon is twenty years 
old . It was noted that paragraph (g) of the proposed ame ndment provided 
a protection to the environment which might be considered in lieu of the 
10% limit on opacity. Mrs . Hallock asked if meeting a goal of 10% with 
a limit of 20% would result in a tax credit incentive to exceed the limit 
and attain the goal. Mr. Skirvin replied that the incentive would be there 
for either 20% or 10% but such a program would present administrative 
problems whi ch staff would prefer to avoid. He argued that elimination 
of the characteristic blue haze, a condition which is susceptible of pre
cise definition in more scientific terms, would require 10% opacity and 
would not be accomplished with a 20 % limit . Mr. Skirvin 's opinion was 
that consideration of the monetary impact of standards was beyond the 
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pale of staff's concern. It was noted by Mr. Somers that not every instal
lation had sander dust which would enable the use of the Wasteco Burner 
without the need to process fuel for this purpose. 

Mr. Jerry Ambrose of Moore-Oregon stated that his Moore Lo-EM system 
could reach 10% but could not consistently remain there. He cited 20% 
as within the capabilities of the system. He recommended that a 20% stan
dard be incorporated into the rule. 

Mr. William Capranos of Baker Industries stated the Baker Filter 
could meet 10% consistently and the maker would guarantee this to the 
buyer in terms of total refund and removal of equipment. He noted that 
the hydrocarbon recovered from control systems could be recycled into 
some of the installations using fuel of a "Bunker C" type. He stated 
that blue haze has characteristics of longevity and low altitude that 
render it more detrimental than other emissions. In response to Mr. 
Somers, Mr. Capranos stated that his filtration system depended on sand 
which had to be periodically cleaned and required an eighty to one hundred 
horse power motor. 

Mr. Al Buchholz of Buchholz Industries argued that the degree of 
visibility of the haze is dependent only on the size configuration of 
the emission. He contended that the materials offensive to health were 
present regardless of visibility, rendering opacity an insufficient para
meter for a standard. Mr. Buchholz further argued that the angle of view 
and background were factors in opacity which left some plants in a higher 
category of opacity simply due to their surroundings. 

Mr. Burt Vaughn of Boise Cascade noted that the Albany plant with 
its Wasteco burner was not providing gas savings to his dryer operation. 
Resultingly, the Sweet Home plant was equipped with a Moore Lo- EM system 
which does result in gas savings. It appears that the Sweet Home plant 
can meet 20%. Mr. Vaughn states he cannot meet the 10% limit with the 
Lo-Em. He objected to the use of the tax credit to give incentive to 
the installation of these devices. 

Mr. McPhil lips closed the hearing. 

It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded by Dr. Phinney, and carried 
that the hearing record be kept open for ten days for the inclusion of 
written offerings. 

Mr. McPhillips adjourned the meeting. 



MINUTES OF THE SIXTY- FOURTH ME ETI NG 

of EQC 

December 20, 1974 

APPEND IX A, 

Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division (35) 

Date 

11- 1-74 

11- 1-74 
11- 1-74 

11- 4- 74 
11- 4-:74 

11- 4-74 
11- 4-74 
11- 8-74 

. 11-12-74 
11-12-74 
11-13-74 

11-13-74 

11-15-74 
11-15-74 
11-15-74 
11-18-74 

11-19-74 

11-21-74 
11-25-74 
11-25-74 
11-25-74 
11-25-74 
11-25-74 
11-26-74 
11-26-74 

11-26-74 

11-26-74 
11-27-74 
11-27-74 
11-29-74 

11-29-74 

Location 

Green S.D. 

Ashland 
Unity 

Springfield 
Bend 

Lincoln City 
Gold Beach 
Mosier 

USA (Beaverton) 
NTCSA 
Josephine County 

Junction City 

BCV SA 
BCV SA 
Gleneden S.D. 
Boardman 

BCV SA 

Pendleton 
North Bend 
Springfield 
Springfield 
Coquille 
USA (Forest Grove) 
Bay City 
Ashland 

Josephine County 

Salem 
Corvallis 
Gold Beach 
Bly S.D. 

Warrenton 

Project 

Happy Valley Rd. - No. 26 
sewer crossing 

c. o. #2 ~p 

Sewage ·collcction system & 7.74 
acre non-overflow sewage 

. lagoon system 
Minor Subdivision sewers 
Addendum No . 5 - grit chamber 

and septic tank dumping station 
Careage .Corp. nursing home sewer 
Septic tank dumping station 
Sewage collection system & 0.085 

MGD extended aeration STP 
Allen Avenue sewer diversion 
C.O. A-1, Sch. IV 
Harbeck-Fruitdale-:-South Allen Cr. 

int. sewer 
Norman Park Subdivision Third 

Addition sewers 
Valley Estates Subdivis ion sewers 
Oak Grove Road sewer project 
Sewerage system to Depoe Bay S.D. 
C.O. to contract for interim 

sewage facilities 
Lozier Lane. sewer project and 

Wilson Rd. sewer Lat. #1 south 
Indian Agency. sewer extension 
Newmark Street sewer 
Gateway Street sewer 
SWF Plywood pressure s ewer line 
East 13th Street sewer 
C. O. No. 3 - STP modifications 
C. O. B- 8, STP contract 
Mt. Ranch Subdivision Phase 1 

sewers 
Harbeck-Fruitdale S.D. -

Alexander Drive sewer 
Sludge truck purchasing documents 
26th Street sewer repla cement 
C. O. No. 1 - STP contract 
c.o. Nos . 3 & 4 -:- Sch. B, 

STP contract 
C. 0. No. 1 - interceptor project 

Action 

Prov. app. 

Approved 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Approved 

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

Prov. app . 
Approved 
Prov. app. 

Prov .• app. 

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

Prov. app. 

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

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Approved 
Approved 

Approved 



Water Quality Control - Northwest Region (35) 

Date 

11- 1-74 

11- 5-74 

11- 6-74 

11- 7- 74 

11- 7-74 

11- 8-74 
11- 8-74 

11-12-74 

11-14-74 

11- 18-74 

11-18-74 
11-18-74 

11-19-74 
11-21-74 

11-22-74 

11-22-74 
11-22-74 

11-25-74 

11- 26- 74 

11-29-74 

Location 

Salem (Willow) 

Tualatin 

Milwaukie 

USA (Aloha) 

Troutdale 

USA (Aloha) 
USA (Aloha ) 

USA (Beaverton) 

USA (Aloha) 

Portland (Columbia) 

USA (Beaverton) 
Lake Oswego (Tryon) 

CCSD #1 
Amity 

·Monmouth 

Hillsboro 
Tualatin 

Salem (Willow) 

Canby 

Gresham 

Project 

Central Services Center near 
I-5 and State Street 
sanitary s ewers 

Revised Shawnee Plains sanitary 
sewers 

The Grove, Phase 1, sanitary 
sewers 

Ray Sullivan sanitary sewer 
extension 

Autumn Park Subdivision sanitary 
sewers 

CO-JO No. 2 sanitary sewers 
Hyla nd Hills Center, Phase 1, 

cons truction s anitary sewers 
Revised Allen Avenue sewerage 

divers ion 
Torreyview On Site, Phase 1, 

sanitary sewers 
Southeast Harney Street sanitary 

sewers 
Carolwood 1 sanitary sewers 
L.I.D. 163, Lake Shore Road 

sanitary sewers 
Rainier Court sanitary sewers 
Lateral A-2, sanitary sewer on 

Roth Street 
Southwest Heights Addition No. 5 

sanitary sewers 
Sewe ll Station sanitary s ewers 
Revised 105th Street sanitary 

sewers 
Railroad Trunk,. Phase 11, Main 

Road-1, sanitary sewers 
North Cedar Street from 5th to 

Dahlia Place sanitary sewer 
Bet ween SE Stark Street and 

SE 22lst Avenue sanitary sewer 

Wate r Quality Control Indus trial Projects - Northwest Region (3) 

Date 

11- -74 

11-19-74 

11- 29-74 

Loca tion 

St. Helens 

Marion County 

Milwaukie 

Proj ect 

Kaiser Gypsum 
bay study 
Robert Beloze r Fr yer Farm 
chicken r earing faci l ities 
Proto Tool 
chrome plated rinse water 
treatment system 

Water Quality Control Industrial Proj ect s - Midwest Region (1) 

Date Location Pro ject 

12-3-74 Linn County Donald Gabrielli 
animal waste fa c ilities 

2. 

Action 

Prov. app . 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov . app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov . app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app . 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov . app . 

Prov . app. 
Prov. app. 

submitted to 
Mar-Polk Bound . 
Pending 

Pending 

Ac tion 

Pending 

Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Prov. app. 



Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division (13) 

Date Location 

11- 1-74 Clackamas County 

11- 5-74 Washington County 

11- 5-74 Washington County 

11- 6-74 Marion County 

11- 7-74 Douglas County 

11- 7-74 Coos County 

11- 7-74 Coos County 

11- 7-74 Lincoln County 

11-13-74 Lane County 

11-14-74 Jefferson County 

11-15-74 Josephine County 

11-15-74 Jackson County 

11-25-74 Clackamas County 

Project 

Dammasch Sta~e Hospital 
100-space parking addition 
Farmers Insurance Group 
relocation of existing facility . 
4 spaces added 
Tualatin Plaza 
56-space parking facility 
Pringle Creek Parking Facility 
Hilton Hotel, 520-space 
parking facility 
Perrnaneer 
door jam plant installation 
Georgia-Pacific, Coos Bay 
veneer dryer emission scrubber 
system 
Georgia-Pacific, Coquille 
veneer dryer emission scrubber 
system 
Georgia-Pacific, Toledo 
veneer dryer emission scrubber 
system 
State Motor Pool 
relocation of 175-space parking 
facility 
Warm Springs Forest Products 
new wigwam burner installation 
Fibreboard (Bate Plywood) 
Air-Guard scrubber for veneer 
dryer emissions 
Kogap 
new veneer dryer (no. ·3) 
installation 
Lincoln International · 
Phased warehouse parking facility 

Air Quality Control - Northwest Region (28) 

Date Location 

11- 1-74 Washington County 

11- 1-74 Yamhill County 

11- 1-74 Multnomah County 

11-2-74 Washington County 

11- 4-74 Columbia County 

11- 4-74 Multnomah County 

11- 4-74 Multnomah County 

11- 4-74 Clackamas County 

11- 2-74 Washington County 

Project 

Western· Foundry 
scrubber to control cupola 
emissions 
Publishers Paper, Newberg 
new digester 
Resource Recovery Byproducts 
paper classifier 
Pacific Building Materials 
concrete readymix plant 

Cascade Energy, Inc. 
oil refinery 
Ross Island Sand and Gravel 
concrete batch plant 
Pennwalt Corp. 
expansion of chlorine-caustic 
soda manufacturing 
Milwaukie Plywood 
veneer dryer control 

Pacific Building Materials 
concrete readymix plant 

3. 

Action 

Outside jurisdic
tion--no action 
Cond. app. 

Cond. app. 

Cond. app. 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Cond. app . 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Cond. app. 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Reviewing info 
on controls 
Notice of 
Construction 
cance 11 ed 
Reviewing emission 
info and EIA 
Permit issued 

Reviewing info 
on emissions 

Notice of 
Construction 
cancelled 
Notice of 
Construction 
cancelled 



· Air Quality Control - Northwest Region (cont) 

Date Location 

11- 5-74 Multnomah County 

11- 5-74 Clackamas County 

11- 5-74 Multnomah County 

11- 5-74 Clackamas County 

11- 7-74 Columbia County 

11- 7-74 Multnomah County 

11- 7-74 Multnomah County 

11- 8-74 Multnomah County 

11- 8-74 Multnomah County 

11- 14- 74 Tillamook County 

11-14-74 Multnomah County 

11-15-74 Multnomah County 

11-15-74 Multnomah County 

-- ---
11-15-74 Multnomah County 

- ---- ·- -
11-18-74 Multnomah County 

11-19-74 Multnomah County 

Pro)ect 

Oregon Steel Mills, Front Street 
ladle fume exhaust 
Oregon Portland Cement 
paving of vehicular traffic areas 
Western Farmers 
control of truck receiving 
Oregon Portland Cement Company 
new aggregate lime storage bin 
Charter Energy Company 
oil refinery 

Pacific Carbide 
new furnace 
Columbia Stee.l Ca.sting 
new furnace and controls 
Teeples & Thatcher, Inc. 
sawdust cyclones 
Schnitzer Steel Products 
wire incinerator 
Tillamook Creamery 
control whey dryer exhaust 
Chamberlain's Pet Crematorium 
cremation incinerator 
Triangle Milling 
dust control 
Zidell Explorations, Inc. 
new secondary aluminum smelter 
Owens Corning 
fiberglass plant 
. - -----·-·- - --~· 

ESCO - Plant #3 
new 4-ton induction furnace 
Portland Steel Mills 

4. 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Evaluating info 

In process 

Evaluating trade
offs and e ffect on 
ambient air 
Permit Issued 

Permit issued 

Approved 

Permit Issued 

Approved 

Proposed permit 
issued 
Drafting approval 
letter 
Accepted for 
filing . __ _ 
Awaiting info on 
controls and 
tradeoffs 
Approved 

Proposed permit 

- ----- ---.........--~•r 
-~-e~ __ s :tg_e )._ !Jli :1..1.---o--· ____ _ _ _ _ _ is.sued _____ . 

11-22-74 Multnomah County 

11-25-74 Multnomah County 

11-26-74 Clatsop County 

11-27-74 Multnomah County 

Kaiser Permanente Medical Center 
controlled atmosphere incinerator 
Rhodia--Chipman Division 
dichlorophenol distillation 
expansion 
AMAX Aluminum 
new aluminum reduction plant 

Norwest Publishing 
control of heatset ink dryer 

Land Quality - Solid Waste Manager.1ent Division (3) 

Date Location 

11-14-74 Crook County 

11-19-74 Union County 

11-27-74 Lane County 

Project 

Les Schwab 
new site; tire disposal site 
Ladd Canyon Disposal Site 
new site; operational plan 
Franklin Landfill 
existing site; operational and 
closure plans 

Reviewing sub
mitted application 
Drafting approval 
aetter 

Evaluating info 
on issues raised . 
at public hearing 
Reviewing manu
facturer's data 

Action 

P.rov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Approved 



Solid Waste Management - Northwest Region (1) 

Date 

11-1-74 

Location 

Yamhill County 

Project 

Willamina Lumber Company 
new wood waste landfill 

s. 

Action 

Approved 


