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Oregon Environmental Quality Commission

May 23, 1975

City Council Chambers, City Hall, 555 Liberty Street S.E., Salem, Oregon

9:00 a.m.

Minutes of April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting .

April 1975 Program Activity Report - Ron Myles
Tax Credit Applications = - Ron lees.
PUBLIC HEARING to consider adoption of order prohibiting construction - Jack

of subsurface sewage disposal systems in certain (moratorium) areas Qsborne

Comments by JACKSON COUNTY officials regarding subsurface sewage
disposal prior approvals

Consideration of ADOPTION of proposed revisions to Oregon Administrative Jack
Rules pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal Osborne

Beise Cascade, Salem - Air Quality Control Program - Status Report Russ Fetrow

VARIANCE REQUESTS

1. Reichhold Chemical Company, St. Helens, Oregon - One-year variance Tom
to conduct pilot testing on methods to control particulate Bispham
_

emissions from prill tower

2. Oregon Portland Cement Co., Lime, Oregon Fritz Skirvin
Extension of compliance schedule

3. Union 0il Company John Kowalczyg

Extension of Variance to Sulfur Content of Fuel Regulation™

4. SWF Plywood Company, Fir-Ply Division, White City - reguest for Al Burkart

one year extension of compliance schedule

5. Continental Forest Products Company, dba Little River Box Company, Al
Glide, Douglas County, Oregon ~ extension schedule to achieve Burkart,
compliance of hog fuel boiler .

Authorizations for PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. . Pertaining to proposed adoption of Federal New Source Performance John
Standards (NSPS) } _ . Kowalczyk

2. Pertaining to proposed adoption-of National Emissicon Standards Ray Johnson
. . _—
for Hazardous Air Contaminants (NESHAP)

Field Burning - Status Report Dick Vogt-
——————

The Commission will breakfast and lunch at Stuart Anderson's Black Angus,
200 Commercial Street South, Salem. Breakfast will be at 7:30 a.m.






MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-EIGHTH MEETING
OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
April 25, 1975

Pursuant to the required notice and publication, the sixty-eighth
meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to
order at 10:00 a.m. on Friday, April 25, 1975. The meeting was convened
in Conference Room A, Human Resources Building, 850 S.W. 35th, Corvallis,
Cregon.

Commissioners present included: Mr, B.A. McPhillips, Chairman; Dr.
Morris Crothers; Dr. Grace S. Phinney; (Mrs.} Jacklyn L. Hallock; and
Mr. Ronald M. Somers.

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon,
Director; Mr. Ronald L. Myles, Deputy Director; Mr. Harold M. Patterson
{Air Quality}):; and Mr. Harold L. Sawyer (Water Quality). Several
additional staff members were present.

MINUTES OF THE MARCH 28, 1975 COMMISSION MEETING

Chairman McPhillips reported a suggestion that the minutes be amended
to more accurately reflect testimony given by Mr. John Vlastelicia during
the March 28 meeting. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by .
Commissioner Hallock, and carried that the proposed minutes be amended
as suggested (the suggestion having been set forth in writing before each
Commissioner) . '

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers and se¢onded by Commissioner
Crothers that ".5%," appearing on page six of the proposed minutes be
changed to ".3%,". The motion was carried. The Commission then adopted
the minutes as amended.

MARCH 1975 PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT

_ Mr. Ronald Myles, on behalf of the Department, presented the Program
Activity Report.

Commissioner Somers, addressing himself to Attachment Five of the
report, dealing with the month of March 1975, inquired as to the specific
problems behind those permit applications dating back to 1974 whose
resolution was not expected until June of 1975. Mr. Harold Patterson
explained that the remaining work was subject to a "catch-up" operation
and that many of the permits proposed had been sent to regional offices
with an invitation for their comment. Mr. Patterson noted that the
permits and the comments thereon were now being received by the Air
Quality Division and he expected to be able to act on a great number
of permits shortly. Mr. Patterson assured Commissioner Somers that the
permits were requested in all cases for existing sources now operating
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on temporary permits. Commissioner Somers pointed out that his under-
standing in that case was that the Department was not holding up any
industrial operation due to its time schedule for processing the permit
workload. In response to inquiry from Commissioner Somers, Mr. Patterson
stated that there were no major permit applications recently received
other than that of Alumax.

Commissioner Phinney inguired of Mr. Patterson concerning the
conditional approval granted Georgia Pacific at Toledo to burn tires
in its hog fuel burner. Mr. Patterson explained that this was a novel,
experimental permit which would allow supervised addition of rubber to
the heg fuel and require pericdic submission of data from the applicant
to enable the Department to evaluate the process. Commissioners Somers
and McPhillips, along with Mr. Cannon, recalled that Oregon-Washington
Plywood had tried a similar process and failed due to the incapacity of
older boilers to accept the heat. Mr. Patterson pointed out that Georgia
Pacific had done some minimal experimental work in this area previous
to the present proposal.

Commissioner Somers was told that the April Program Activity Report
would reflect Alumax's withdrawal of its permit application for the
Warrenton site (formerly desired for the location of an aluminum plant).
Commissioner Crothers wished to point out that he viewed the program
activity report as the most ccmplete ever given to the Commission and
as one which reflects both the vast workload of the Department and the
successful Departmental effort to catch up. It was MOVED by Commissioner
Scmers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and carried that the Commission
approve staff action on plans and permits for the month of March 1975.

Commissioner Somers concurred with Commissioner Crother's commendation
to the staff on this month's program activity report. (See attachment

for program activity report specifics).

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney,
and carried that the Commission approve seven tax credit applications as
recomnended by the Director and set forth in distributions to the Commission.
The applications were numbered as follows: T-618, T-625, T-630, T-631,
T-632, T-633 and T-634.

PUBLIC FORUM

Mr. Joseph Casey and Mr. Richard Hamilton addressed the Commission
on the subject of non-waterborne waste disposal facilities. Mr, Casey
informed the Commission that he and Mr. Hamilton were unaffiliated
researchers who had co-authored a book dealing with the subject. Mr.
Casey questioned the assumption that sound sanitation requires the flush
toilet. He asserted that, in some cases, the reverse is true; that
sound policy requires that water not be used.
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Mr. Casey decried the practice whereby the useful aspects of fecal
matter were ignored in a system which dilutes fecal matter ninety-eight
times with water, carries it through miles of sewer lines, and disposes
of it with expensive, energy consuming treatment plants. He pointed
out that conventional. fertilizers replace only three of sixteen necessary
soil nutrients. Properly treated human waste would replace all sixteen
of these nutrients - nutrients which he declared to be essential for
agriculture. It was Mr. Casey's contention that the decline and fall
of the Roman Empire (notwithstanding the view of Edward Gibbon) might
be laid at the door of sophisticated but wasteful sewerage construction.
Mr. Casey attributed the successful yvield per acre on Chinese farm .
lands to efficient management of human waste, a management which included
its return to the soil. Mr. Casey cited the motto of Sir Edwin Chadwick,
a great nineteenth century English sanitarian, "the rainfall to the river,
the sewage to the soil."

Mr. Casey stated that it was difficult to calculate the energy loss
resulting from present use of the flush toilet. He went on to state that
a primary loss of energy was invelved in the simple flushing away of
materials which should be returned to the soil. He stated that, per
million population, more than ten million four hundred thousand pounds per
year of nitrogen was lost. Annual potassium and phosphorous losses per
million population were said to be in the millions of pounds also. Mr.
Hamilton then addressed the Commission, describing what he thought was a
desirable alternative to the flush toilet. Mr. Hamilton informed the
Commission that approximately ten thousand gallons of water per year were
flushed down the average flush toilet by the average person. This water, .
he noted, had been through a purification plant and was destined for a
treatment plant, both of which operations were costly. He stated that
western civilization's elimination of waterborne diseases;such as typhoid,
had been accomplished at a hidden expense which should now be recognized.

The Commission's attention was called to the Clivis Multrum (inclined
compost) organic waste treatment system, a system which did not involve
the use of water. The system was reported to have been in use for some
thirteen years in Sweden and to have received the endorsement of several
health organizations, including the World Health Organization. The
Clivis Multrum was said to solve the problem of waste disposal by
rendering it a fine, odorless humus which was suitable for use as a
fertilizer. '

Mr. Hamilton cited the regulation of grey water (household effluents
other than those of the flush toilet) to be the central problem involved
in approval of the Clivis system. The Clivis system would not handle -
grey water, and other means of disposal were needed for this aspect of
the problem. Mr. Hamilton reported that he and Mr. Casey had retained a
consulting sanitary engineer to work up a proposal for regulation of
grey water to be placed before the Commission. Alsc, he stated, the
state of Maine had been consulted for information regarding their regulation
of grey water and their use of the Clivis system. Mr. Hamilton predicted
that use of the Clivis system would have a thirty to forty percent reduction
in the size of septic tanks and drainage fields needed to handle grey water.
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Also, he opined, many areas not now approved for septic tank installation
might become acceptable for installation of a system to deal only with
grey water effluents, effluents which were said to pose different and
lesser problems than the conventional septic tank system is designed to
meet.

In response to gquestioning by Commissioner Somers, Mr. Hamilton
pointed out that he was not a dealer for the Clivis system but knew the
Oregon dealer. To Mr. Hamilton's knowledge, there was one system which
had been delivered in Oregon but was not yet installed.

Commissioner Somers asked what was nécessary to start the system up.
Mr. Hamilton explained that the system was what might be called an inclined
compost, consisting of a fiberglass container whose bottom was overlayed
with ten to twelve centimeters of peat moss, two to three centimeters of
soil, and two centimeters of leaves. The container is separated into
compartments, one compartment for human waste, and a second compartment
for papers, wrappers, and other appropriate items of trash. Aerobic
digestion was said to be the result of the interaction of bacteria in
the waste, trash, and soil. The end product, the humus, was said to be
virtually odorless and safe from health hazard.

Commissioner Somers was told that the market price of the Clivis
system was approximately thirteen hundred dollars at present, as sold by
manufacturers in Maine.

Chairman McPhillips was told that the system was small enough to he
installed in existing homes with some excavation in appropriate cases.
It was conceded that a second story dwelling would pose problems.

Mr. Hamilton lamented poor land use planning which resulted from the
need for septic tank approval. The present circumstances, he opined, led
to the consistent building of houses on arable land. In the absence of
the "septic tank impediment," people would be free to build houses in hilly
areas, leaving the useful farmland agricultural purposes.

Commissioner Somers was informed that this system's odor was controlled
by convection through a ventilating system which led to a twenty-foot stack.
The draft is initiated by heat generated in the decomposing waste and
circulated through a vent system which would not involve waste of heat in
the dwelling. :

Commissioner Phinney was told that the digestion process was rapid
enough to abate any problem of compaction in the system. The humus
accumulation was said to equal approximately one bucket per person per
year. The tank was said to need emptying on an annual basis beginning
two to four years after installation.

Mr. Hamilton was unable to inform Commissioner Somers if the system
had been tried in boat houses.
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Mr. Cannon noted that Maine legislation approving the system had
been recent and that staff was in correspondence with officials in Maine
to investigate the benefits of the system.

Commissioner Somers suggested that Mr. Casey and Mr. Hamilton contact
different members of the Department's staff toward the end of conducting
a public hearing on the issue of Departmental approval of the Clivis Multrum
system under its rules.

Mr. Hamilion commended government in Oregeon for its responsiveness to
matters such as the one in discussion.

Commissioner Somers warned of the severe consequences involving home
owners whose lots were not approved for conventional disposal facilities
when experimental measures failed, noting that the Department then had
no cheice but to close down faulty disposal systems. He noted that the
Water Quality Division spent ninety-five to one hundred million dollars
yearly in correcting failing systems.

The Commission thanked Mr. Hamilton and Mr. Casey for what was termed
a very interesting and refreshing dissertation.

Mr. Orrin Halsten of the Bridgeton-Philoma Citizéns Association
addressed the Commission with his objection to the assessment on his
property proposed as a result of the Gertz-Schmeer sewer system. Mr.
Halsten reported that his land, valued at sixty-five thousand dollars,
was the subject of a proposed fifty thousand dollar assessment. He added
that the land had been "zoned down" making it useless for subdivision.

Commissioner Somers was told by Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department's
Water Quality Division that the prioritizing system for sewage works
construction needs (Agenda Item E) would call for seventy-five percent
federal funding of projects ordered after forced annexation; such as was the
Gertz-Schmeer project. Mr. Sawyer noted, however, that a seventy-five per-
cent EPA grant applied to the pump station and interceptor portions of
the Gertz-Schmeer project still left extremely high property assessments
in the offing for residents of the affected area.

. Mr. Henry Buehner, attorney for the Bridgeton-Philoma Citizens
Association, testified against the Gertz-Schmeer project, condemning
it as an overly expensive, inefficient design, which, in Mr. Buehner's
view, would work an undue and unnecessary hardship on the affected residents.
He stated that the Bridgeton-Philoma Citizens Association consisted of
approximately two hundred residents, approximately fifty percent of those
residing in the area. He stated that a suit seeking injunction against
the project was filed in federal court. A gentlemen's agreement was
reported in existence whereby the project would not go forward for some
thirty days. Mr. Buehner, after meeting with EPA officials and examining
the file on the Gertz-Schmeer project, concluded that the proposed
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prioritizing of sewage construction grants would be a start in the right
direction. What was needed, he contended, was a thorough revision of the
statutory and regulatory guidelines in the area of forced annexation and
sewage construction. In the unique situation of the affected flood plain,
Mr. Buehner opined, traditional planning methods had proved inadequate.

A gravity flow system, in a down zoned area such as the present one,

Mr. Buehner objected, works an intolerable economic hardship on the residents
due to the sparcity of land use. Colonel Ostelmeyer, head of the Peninsula
Drainage District #2, was reported in agreement with Mr. Buehner. The
plan, Mr. Buehner stated, did not make provision for hookup to the house-
boats along the river. There was reportedly no provision for connections
running over the dike to existing laterals.

In response to Commissioner Somer's inquiry, Mr. Buehner stated that
some of the residences involved had been located in the Gertz-Schmeer area
for as long as fifty years. Mr. Buehner stated that, while the Department
did not draw project plans, the plans were approved by the Department as
drawn. Mr. Buehner said the affected area was east of I-5, between I-5
and the airport. Mr. Buehner stated that the present plan involved instal-
lation of materials some twenty-two feet under the ground on the flood
plain, a project which, it was feared, would involve an OSHA problem.

He argued that an alternate plan was needed.

Mr. Sawyer confirmed Mr. Buehner's understanding with regard to Depart-
ment approval, reporting that it was the duty of the Department to review
the plans as drawn by the city of Portland. In its review, the Department
was to grant approval if it found that the proposal would, in fact, solve a
health problem designated by the Board of Health. Commissioner Somers
and Mr. Sawyer noted that no other plan was proposed, and that the Commission’s
inguiry was limited to the question of whether the system would solve the
health problem. Whethexr the plan was the best of all those possible was
not seen as a Commission issue.

Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Buehner if he had any suggestions for
alternative solutions. Mr. Buehner responded that the Seattle office of
the EPA had promised to present alternative plans for consideration. Mr.
Buehner called the Commission's attention to the need for condemnation of
some of the homes in the area as a consideration to be included in proper
overall planning.

In response to Chairman McPhillips' inquiry, Mr. Buehner stated that
he had not discussed his dissatisfaction with officials of the city of
Portland, noting that he and Councilwoman McCready of the city of Portland
‘were not on speaking terms.

Mr. Buehner contended that, from his study of the problem, eighty
to ninety percent of the health hazard could be alleviated without in-—
stalling a sewer. He noted that facilities such as the Delta Park Race-
way involved use of thousands of non-residents who would not have to bear
a proportionate share of the cost. This installation was cited as a
facility which should be required to solve its own problem with an individual
package plant. :
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Commissioner Somers warned that, if the Commission should act to halt
the project, whatever plan was eventually implemented would bear a price
tag swollen by interim inflation. '

My. Buehner reported his survey had indicated, in at least £ifty percent
of the assessments involved, proposed assessments exceeding the value of
the property assessed. He stated this to be the result of the election to
install a highly expensive gravity flow sewer system on property zoned for
sparse usage. '

Commissioner Somers stated that an unacceptable alternative would be
to rezone the property, permitting additional subdivision (encouraged by
the availability of a sewer) and the erection of more houses bkeneath fregquent
low altitude aircraft flights. :

Mr. Sawyer reported to the Commission that the Gertz-Schmeer project
had been in its initial stages for several years while zoning and planning
problems were resolved. Hearings had been conducted with regard to environ-
mental assessment in connection with the application for an EPA grant, it
was reported. At this point, Mr. Sawyer stated, the pxoject had reached a
construction stage, and the Department's work in connection with the project's
planning had been essentially completedq.

Mr. Sawyer and Commissioner Somers concurred that current legislation
did not afford the Commissiion the power to use additional state funds to
further assist property ovners in the Gertz-Schmeer area. Commissioner
Somers stated he would write a letter in support of any pending legislation
which would be compatible with his desire to seek additional funding con-
ditioned on repayment by the property owner where subdivision occurs in the
future. This might be done through covenants running with the land, he
speculated. Relief should be limited to those property owners whose in-
judicious election to build residences on unsuitable land had cccurred
ten to fifteen years ago. 1In more recent years, he stated, zoning and
land use expertise had become widespread and sophisticated enough to put
people on warning that they should not build dwellings on property such
as that in the Gertz-Schmeer area.

Mr. Max Runyon, a resident of the Gertz-Schmeer area, reported to the
Commission that he had been in communication with legislators over two
bills. One, a deferred payment plan, was introduced by Senator Otto, he
stated. Under this alternative, it was explained, the assessment would
be deferred during the tenure of the current owner. Beneficiaries of this
. deferment would be those enjoying annual income less than a maximum which
had not yet been decided. Under this plan, Mr. Runyon noted,the retired
property owners {reported to be considerable in number) would not be able
to afford the interest on the deferred payment in many cases. Their
estates would thus be consumed.
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Mr. Runyon stated the problem had involved a misrepresentation by
the Port of Poxtland wherein the latter had promised three hundred and
eighty-four thousand dollars to assist in the project, projecting an
average assessment of twelve to eighteen hundred dollars per owner,
The three hundred and eighty~four thousand dollars was forthcoming, he
reported; but the projection of the average assessment had been totally
inadequate. The money had been conditioned for use only in areas zoned
farm or forest, and for owners whose assessment was in excess of the one
hundred and twenty percent Bancroft Bonding Act limitation. In the interim,
Mr. Runyon reported, the city of Portland had been busy increasing wvaluations
of the affected property, rendering infreguent the case whereby the assessment
exceeded Bancroft bonding limitations, even though the assessments proved
to be well in excess of the predicted amounts. Mr. Runyon decried the
increased land valuation as a mystery in light of the moratorium on building
which was imposed four and a half years ago during annexation. the City of
Portland had not, Mr. Runyon noted, adhered to its time schedule for
imposing assessments.

Commissioner Somers urged the residents to file a hasty appeal, should
they find their assessment:s unsuitable, reminding them that May 1 was the
deadline for filing.

Mr. Runyon then called to the Commission's attention a newspaper
article wherein Mr. Crutcher, City Manager of Sweet Home, reported the
Foster-Midway Project as having been financed totally with federal funds,
twenty-five percent from HUD and seventy-five percent from EPA. Mr. Runyon
asked why such an option had not been available for the Gertz-Schmeer
project. Mr. Sawyer noted that the Foster-Midway Project had not proceeded
as far as the Gertz-Schmeer Project, and stated that he did not think the
EPA grant had been approved. Beyond this, no one present was able to
confirm or deny the newspaper report's accuracy.

Commissioner Crothers, noting that the subject matter would be dealt
with when the Commission reached Agenda Item E, urged that the presentation
proceed in a more orderly fashion. He stated that the meat of the problem
was simply the installation of a sewer serving large sized lots. 1In such a
case, he noted, the footage of sewer per assessed owner was great, resulting
in a large assessment. In this case, the moratorium on further building
left the owners unavailed of the traditional option of subdivision. Sewers
on a flood plain, however, Commissioner Crothers noted, posed no particular
problem. He mentioned that the entire city of New Orleans was below a
flood plain and served by sewers.

Mr. Runyon stated he had read the staff report for Agenda Item E and
still retained concern that, even with seventy-five percent federal funding,
some property owners still faced exhorbitant assessments. He conceded that
the answer would have to come from the Legislature and stated his willing-
ness to work with Mr. Cannon in support of any proposal the Department might
endorse. He noted, however, that he was employed full time and did not have
time to lobby excessively for the needed legislation. He argued that the
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Department of Environmental Quality, having approved the City's plan, should
accept some responsibility for the problem. 1In answer to inquiry by Dr.
Crothers, Mr. Runyon cited ORS 222.850 as authority requiring that annexation
be followed by a soluticn to the health hazard. Mr. Runyon argued that the
plan did not solve the health hazard, left out several businesses, left out
several homes, and provided no connectors going to the houseboats. The
Department's certification of this faulty plan, in Mr. Runyon's view, was
inappropriate. The houseboat residents, Mr. Runyon stated, were unable to
‘get a commitment in writing from the city of Portland allowing them to hook
on to the sewer after its construction. This was happening despite the
clear inclusion of the houseboats in the definition of the health hazard,
Mr. Runyon contended.

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. Runyon reported that the house-
boats were approximately twelve hundred yards away from the trunk line and
requiring of private easements to connect to the trunk line. He said the
airport would not be hooked on to the sewer and was now disposing its waste
through the Inverness Treatment Plant on 122nd Street, an installation
operated by Multnomah County. He cited four houses, two businesses, and the
City's Delta Park as examples of areas within the defined health hazard
which would not receive hookup. Because of the assessments, Mr. Runyon
reported, School District #1 was threatening to withdraw their school
from the assessed area, the district having been assessed some ninety-
thousand dollars. Tri-Met was also attempting to withdraw bus service,
he added. '

Mrs. Mildred Jones, a resident of the affected area, addressed
the Commission. She stated that she had lived in the area for thirty-four
years, was in fear of low flying aircraft in the area, and in need of a
solution to this problem as well as the problem of expensive sewer service.
She commended Mr. Runyon, reporting him to be working to relieve the problems
in the area despite his full time employment at night. She argued that
the entire sewer project and annexation had been unconstitutional.

Commissioner Somers requested that a spokesman for the Bridgeton-
Philoma Citizens Association state for the Commission exactly what the
Association would have the Commission do toward remedying the problem.

Mr. Runyon replied that the first request would be for the Commission to

do an Environmental Impact Statement and include a "no build" recommendation.
Included in the "no build" part he said, would be an economic impact state-
ment, Mr. Runyon said the Citizens Association felt that ten percent of
property valuation would be an equitable amount to pay.

In response to Commissioner Crothers' inquiry, Mr. Runyon and Mr.
Cannon noted the city of Portland had down zoned the area and the =zoning
was for the purpose of avoiding further construction in an area of low
altitude aircraft travel.
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Commissioner Somers speculated that, should the Commission bring the
project to a halt, federal officials might view this action with disappoint-
ment and would hesitate to fund similar future projects. Mr. Cannon pointed
out that hardship funds in the presently proposed budget, if approved by
the Legislature, could afford the Department an opportunity to assist the
Citizens Association. Mr. Sawyer and Commissioner Somers concurred that,
even without EPA funds, the City would have authority to go forward with
the project. Mr. Sawyer stated he was not sure what would be the effect
if the Department withdrew its approval. Commissioner Crothers noted that
the hardship funding presently under legislative review could reduce the
maximum payment for any property owner to about twelve to thirteen hundred
dollars. He noted that,since the project was stopped for one month,it’
might be best to await the legislative action.

Mr. Buehner, noting that the EPA had advised him and his group to
appear before the Commission, suggested that the Commission adopt a
resolution viewing the project with alarm. This action, he contended,
might bring the problem into focus in the Legislature and other govern-—
mental circles. In particular,he opined, the EPA would take deep interest
since they were the "bankers" of this project. He reported that, at this
point, the EPA was greatly concerned with the failure to plan hookups for
the boathouses.

Commissioner Hallock asked if the Citizens' Association backed the
proposed prioritizing system, Agdenda Item E, and received an affirmative
answer.

Commissioner Somers again expressed apprehension that any precipitous
action by the Commission might jeopardize the ninety-three million dollars in
federally funded sewer projects now proposed. Mr. Sawyer stated his un-
willingness to second guess EPA as to their reaction, but added that he
did not foresee serious problems. Mr. Buehner pointed out that the Code
of Federal Regulations contained emergency provisions which were intended
to apply to situations such as the present.

Upon inquiry by Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Sawyer expressed surprise
on learning that the City &id not plan to hock up houseboats. Commissioner
Phinney pointed out that,if the problem were one of health hazard solution
rather than funding, the Commission might have the jurisdiction to interfere.
Commissioner Somers expressed disappointment on hearing that the boundaries
of the health hazard area might have been drawn inappropriately so as to
leave some residents out. '

Commissioner Crothers stated his view that the Commission should not
take action at this time, but should await further information about the
pProblem. Commissioner Somers, however, contending that it was appropriate
to make a motion during the Public Forum portion of the agenda, MOVED that
the Commission go on record as viewing with alarm the Gertz-Schmeer project
#WPC-ORE326 and WSFOR-10-16-1000 and recommended that the Department once
again review the plan. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried.
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At Commissioner McPhillips'request, Mr, Cannon explained that any
Environmental Impact Statement would have to come from the federal agency
involved in the project, in this case the EPA. He further pointed out
that such an Impact Statement would have to cover the economic aspects of
the project and would have to evaluate the "no build" alternative.

PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR PRIORITIZING SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION NEEDS FOR
CONSTRUCTION GRANT PURPOSES FOR FY76

Mr. Harold Sawyer presented the staff report, pointing out that the
federal requirements for criteria for prioritizing needs had been served
by the Department; but that changes in federal rules and their interxpretation
had rendered a revision in priority criteria necessary in order to get grant
projects moving. Mr, Sawyer explained that the proposal involved quantifi-
cation of competing projects by assigning a relative point spread as follows
within five categories: The first category was that of project need.
Mandatory annexation problems under ORS 222 and drill hole elimination
problems under OAR Chapter 340 Section 44-005 would occupy the highest.
priority in this first category. Next, in their respective orders, would
come streams protected by water quality standards, projects needed to end
violation, specifically directed minimum treatment requirements, and abate-
ment of non-point source problems. The second category would be that of
regulatory emphasis. It would assign, on a descending scale, points for
projects required by order or regulation of the Environmmental Quality
Commission, Departmental permit, letter directives, preliminary planning
approval, project authorization, or other positive written response. The
third category would be stream segment ranking as had been conducted already
by the Department. A fourth category would be project type, stressing
sewage treatment plants, plant outfall projects incorporating both treatment
works and interceptors, and such public sewer system rehabilitation as would
have economic benefit to the community.  Secondary emphasis would be given
JAinterceptor sewers, major pumping stations, and pressure mains. The fifth
category would be step status, emphasizing the stage in which the project
stands.

Mr. Sawyer noted that the considerations involved in assigning high
priority to mandatory annexation and drill hole elimination projects were
their vast complexity and heavy expense. Mr. Sawyer conceded that the
stream segment ranking was an area that lacked precise definition, and
one wherein the Department had proceeded somewhat subjectively. He noted,
with regard to the step status, that unfortunate current federal emphasis
was on solution of existing problems (to the exclusion of preventive
measures for foreseeable problems). Under present federal law, he said
it was extremely hard to obtain funding for preventive projects. He
added that planning had gotten far ahead of construction, creating a
need to proceed with constructing those projects already planned.

Commissioner Phinney asked what weight would be given downstream
uses in the proposed prioritizing criteria. Mr. Sawyer replied that
emphasis on downstream uses was incorporated into the beneficial uses
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aspect of water quality standard adoption. Water quality standards, where
not being attained, weighed heavily in the project need category, he said.
For example, he noted, use of downstream waters for domestic water supply
would place the waters on a relatively high level of priority. Mr. Sawyer
was unable to speculate on the number of jobs which would result from
seventy-seven and a half million dollars in federal grant monies. He noted
however, that this year's monies would approximately double the amount
spent previously, having a vast effect on planning, design, engineering,
and construction industry.

Commissioner Somers expressed apprehension that the stream segment
ranking might be misinterpreted by land use planners and others. He opined
that the Commission might well adopt the proposal with the caveat that
stream segment ranking was for purposes of construction grant monies only.
Mr. Sawyer explained that, technically, the ranking was required to serve
other aspects of PL 92-500 and the regulations implementing that act. He
stated that a caveat limiting the ranking to those purposes only would
give less difficulty.

Commissioner Crothers MOVED that the Commission authorize a public
hearing on the proposed prioritizing criteria. His motion was seconded by
Commissioner Phinney and carried.

Commissioner Hallock gquestioned whether the motion might be out of
order in that the proposal was for adoption by the Commission without hearing.
She questioned whether going to hearing involved halting projects. Mr.
Sawyer explained that a hearing would not halt projects; that an eventual
hearing on the prioritized projects would be necessary; but that he did
not feel a hearing would be appropriate on the proposed system for prior-
itizing. Mr. Cannon concurred in Mr. Sawyer's explanation. Mr. Sawyer
reported that staff had considered adeoption of the system for prioritizing
as a temporary rule; but had decided it was best to proceed with the actual
ranking and conduct a hearing which would both consider the list and in-
herently deal with the system of ranking also. '

Commissioner Somers MOVED that the Commission amend its motion to
state that the Commission approves the system for prioritizing as proposed
and approves it for future public hearing. Commissioner Crothers con-
curred, stating this to be aligned with the intent of his motion. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried.

AGENDA ITEMS F-I, VARIANCE REQUESTS AND INTENT TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON
NOISE CONTROL CIVIIL PENALTIES

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by‘Commissioner Hallock
and carried that the Commission adopt the Director's recommendation with
regard to agenda items F through I. Adopted were the following recommendations:
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1} That a two-year variance of Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
Section 23-010(1) (a) be granted to Cascade Locks Lumber for the period

May 1, 1975 through April 30, 1977 under conditions as set forth in the
staff report. 2} That Air Contaminant Discharge Permit #12-0001 be
renewed and a seven-month variance, June 1, 1975 to December 31, 1975

from OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-020 and 21-015 (1), be granted to Edward
Hines Lumber Company at Bates (present permit to expire December 31, 1975).
3) That the Commission authorize a public hearing before a hearings officer
for the proposed rule amendments dealing with subsurface sewage regulations.
4) That a public hearing on the noise control civil penalties schedule be
conducted in July or August of 1975.

PROPOSED TRANSIT SERVICE MODIFICATIONS TO WASHINGTON SQUARE SHOPPING CENTER

Mr. Carl Simons of the Air Quality Division presented the staff report
to the Commission. As was set forth in the staff report, the operation of
the "London Bus" system, a condition to the five thousand parking spaces
at Washington Square approved by the Commission, had been unsuccessful. It
was the staff's opinion that Washington Square should be allowed to terminate
- its London Bus service, conditioned on its agreement to join with Tri-Met
in a new transit improvement program toward the ends of 1) increased transit
ridership to and from Washington Square, 2) reduced need for parking,
3) relief from seasonal parking problems, and 4) reduced traffic congestion
and air pollution on adjacent arterials. It was the Director's recommendation
that the Commission require and approve the proposed transit incentive program
with the following conditions: 1) That Washington Square be allowed to
terminate its "London Bus system" on or after May 15, 1975. 2) That all con-
ditions relating to quarterly reports, reduction of parking spaces, development
of long term land use and transit plans, and reduction of temporary parking
during peak seasonal periods remain in effect. 3) That any substantial change
in the proposed transit improvement program require approval of the Department.

Washington Square representatives present did not wish to be heard.
It was MOVED by Commissiocner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved.

PETITION FOR A DECLARATORY RULING — PORTLAND CHAIN MANUFACTURING CO.,
A DIVISION OF WEBSTER INDUSTRIES, INC.

Mr. Peter McSwain, on behalf cof the Department, presented the Director’'s
recommendation that the Commission respectfully decline to grant Petitioner's
request for a declaratory ruling. In response to inquiry by Commissioner
Somers, Mr. McSwain explained that staff was not opposed to the granting
of a variance and/or excepticn. It was the format of a petition for a
declaratory ruling to which the staff was reported in disagreement with
the Petitioner, It was staff's position that Departmental rules governing
hearings for declaratory rulings contenanced only coral arguments, indicating
that a declaratory ruling granted through this channel would be limited
to an assumed fact situation. In the instant case, it was argued,
Petitioner was able to provide actual data gathered at the site and allow
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staff to review this data in an informal setting, as in the case with all
variances requests before the Commission. Mr. McSwain added his opinion
that the granting of a variance was usually a non-coercive matter and,
therefore, a declaratory order per se.

Mr. Tom Guilbert, counsel for Petiticner, addressed the Commission,
concurring with Mr. McSwain that the present request of the Commission
was to set a hearing and not to rule on a variance request. Mr. Guilbert
asked the Commission, should it not grant the requested hearing, to construe
the petition as one for a variance and/or an exception as well as a
petition for a declaratory ruling. He explained to the Commission that
Petitioner's request for a declaratory ruling was based in part on what
he saw to be some confusion in the Department's rules. This confusion,
he feared, would result in rules governing variance hearings-before the
Department being invoked; whereas authorization for a variance such as
that requested was vested in the Commission under the noise rules. He
added that, since the walls of the howes on the proposed noise sensitive
property were not yet built, the facts upon which a wvariance might
be granted had not yet come inte play. Part of Petitioner's request
was aimed at obtaining a ruling as to whether or not the rules could be
invoked prior to the construction for the noise sensitive property. Mr.
Guilbert asked that Petitioner be informed as socon as possible whether or
not he could have an exception or a variance since he would, in the absence
of exception or variance, be required to search for a new site.

Commissionexr Somers inguired if, after the construction of the noise
sensitive property, Petitioner would, in fact, be in viclation when operating
his two three hundred and fifty ton presses. Mr. Guilbert replied that this
Wwas a very serious possibility; that some measurements had been taken; and
that the Department's Mr. John Hector had informed Petitioner that the most
limiting of the noise regulations applicable to Petitioner's operation
might be those governing impulse sounds. Mr. Guilbert added that his
petition did not contain specific measurement with regard to the source
for the reason that measurement of impulse noise was beyond the capability
of his consultant, and within the capabilities of the Department. He
noted that he did not wish the data to become a matter of public record,
usable against the petitioner in any future nuisance action. Mr. Guilbert
stated that measurements had been taken and that he would be willing to
provide the data from these measurements to the staff upon their request.

He stated his belief that, with regard to those regulations not dealing
with impulse sound, his client's source was very close to the limitations
prescribed by the rule. Mr. Guilbert stated that his client sought an
interpretation of the rules as applied to his source to see which of the
three dimensions of noise regulation would apply: dBA measurement, one
third octave band measurement, and impulse sound measurement.

Commissioner Somers inguired whether Petitioner would be satisfied if
the Commission authorized a hearing to determine whether or not the Department
should grant an exception to the Petitioner. Mr. Guilbert replied that
such a hearing would be satisfactory. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers
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seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and carried that the Commission decline

to grant Petitioner a declaratory ruling and that the Commission instruct

the Department to conduct a hearing to determine if (based on information
supplied by the Petitioner and interested ‘parties) Petitioner should be
authorized an exception based on OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-035(6). Discus-
sion on the intent of the motion revealed that the hearing was to be before

a hearing officer.

DISCUSSION OF FIELD BURNING LEGISLATION

Mr. Dick Vogt, of the Department’'s Air Quality Division, noted that the
Commission had been provided with a staff report dealing with all of the
legislative hearings attended by staff members.

Commissioner Somers, noting that the Commission was in agreement that
its duty was to implement whatever legislation might be passed, inguired
of Mr. Vogt whether federal restrictions would make it necessary, if field
burning were extended in the Willamette Valley for two years, to impose
restrictions in some other area or category of emission in order toc make
up the loss. Mr. Vogt opined that this would be necessary. It was noted
that the forest products industry and other industry in the valley would
be affected. It was Commissioner Somers' understanding that a situation
might arise whereby the Environmental Protection Agency could step in and
prevent the issuance of any further permits in the area. Mr. Cannon con-
curred, explaining that the 1971 Implementation Plan was understood by
the EPA to be the State's plan to meet the national standards. Alteration
of the Plan, Mr. Cannon kelieved, would require remedial action by either
the State or the Pederal Government to restore any loss to air quality
resulting from relaxed field burning standards.

Commissioner Crothers contended that the process of federal inter-
vention was a slow one, not to be regarded as an emergency situation.
He cited, as an example, the delay with regard to control of taxi cab
emissions in New York City, a delay which he predicted would continue for
several years.

Commissioner Somers concurred; but added that it was the responsibility
of the State to comply with federal standards where possible.

Commissioner McPhillips pointed out that legislation permitting
extended field burning could, in effect, be repealed by federal intervention
and federal prohibitions of field burning. Commissioner Somers stated
that he doubted if the EPA would act in direct contravention of State
legislative provisions.

Commissioner Phinney stated there had been a misunderstanding as to
staff's position in the legislative hearings. She asked Mr. Vogt if
staff had actually endorsed any of the legislative proposals under



- 16 -

consideration and she received a negative answer. Commissioner Phinney

said it was important to note that staff had merely offered the Legislature
technical advice, and had not taken a position on any of the current

bills. Commissioner Somers said that the staff had been involuntarily
involved in a political football game, a circumstance which was not

entirely fair to them. He added that the Department's role was to carry out
legislation, not to create it. Mr. Cannon noted that staff could not appear
before the Legislature as individuals, but would always wear the "hat”

of the Department. Nevertheless, he said, he did not understand staff to
have taken a position on any legislation. He stated the Department to be
willing to carry out whatever might be the legislative mandate. He added,
however, that considerations with regard to federal primary and secondary
standards had been the subject of caution to the Legislature. This caution,
he stated, had included the advice that any relaxation in field burning

reqgulations be accompanied by increased restriction on some other
category of emission.

Commissioner McPhillips voiced his skepticism that'any improvement
in the Willamette Valley airshed could occur as long as field burning
continued on the scale it is presently conducted.

Commissioner Somers asked why burning of stubble from cereal grain
fields was continuing. Chairman McPhillips opined that many of the farmers
took advantage of the permission to burn grass stubble in order to burn
cereal grain stubble. Commissioner Crothers conjectured that many misused
the requirement that they file an affidavit of intent to replant with
grass or crimson clover.

Commissioner Somers warned that he would be opposed to embarking on a
program of supervising field burning with insufficient funds, a situation
which he felt would lead to budgetary problems similar to those experienced
with regard té subsurface sewage permit administration. Mr. Cannon assured
the Commission that the Department would be very leery of embarking upon
such a program under those conditions. Commissioner Hallock noted that
one current proposal would have adequate funding built into it. Chairman
McPhillips asked if its implementation would require the borrowing of funds
from another program. Mr. Vogt questioned whether there would be enough
funds to conduct the entire permit issuing proposal under discussion.

Commissioner Somers expressed the view that any extension of field
burning ought to be accompanied by provision of a Class A misdemeanor
for improper field burning, and that the State Police ought to be directed
to enforce the prohibitions. He questioned the sagacity of hiring for two
month periods thirty-five state employees to drive about inspecting field
burning. He noted that another two hundred people were bheing added to
the State Police Department, a department which already had mobile units
circulating in the area. Mr. Cannon stated that there was a problem involved
with actually following the permittee to the field to determine, with
expert knowledge, if the burning was within the limitations of the permit
with regard to seed of an appropriate nature. Chairman McPhillips added



- 17 -

that, with the worklcad the State Police face, they would not find time
to enforce such a law unless specifically directed to do so. Commissioner
Somers opined that, once legislation was enacted, it would be within the
prerogative of the Governor's Office to invoke vigorous police enforcemetit.

Commissioner Crothers noted that, despite its intentions to the
contrary, the Commission was tending to take a position on the issues.

Commissioners Somers and Phinney decried the tendency of the Legislature
to interpret each comment by staff in hearings to be the position of the
Commission and/or the Department. This they felt put staff in an unfair
position and was an erronecus weighing of testimony.

There being no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned.



MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-EIGHTH MEETING

of EQC
April 25, 1975

APPENDIX A

Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division (26)

Date

Location

T111amook

Tillamook
Jackson
Grant
Marion

Clatsop
Coos

Coos
Tillamook
Umatilla

Mul tnomah
Clackamas

Yamhill
Coos

Jefferson

Jackson
Washington

Clackamas
Clackamas
Lincoin
Union
Harney
Douglas

Marion

Project

Cloverdale S.D. - 410 PE STP & Coll.
System incl. effluent filtration &
disinfection

Bay City - Rev. change order B-3 proj.

Medford - Blackstone Sub. Sewers

Prairie City - S. Side Intercptr. Sew.

Marion Co. ~ Labish Village Sewerage
System
Warrenton - C.0. #3 E. Warrenton Int.

‘North Bend - Holy Redeemer Subdv. Sew.

Eastside - C.0. #3 & 4 Pump St. Cnst.

NTCSA - C.0.A-2 Sch. 11&£C.0. B-9 Sch.lV

Hermiston - Underwood Addn. Sewers
(revised plans) '
Mult. Co. - Inverness Int. Units 6B &
6C

Milwaukie - C.0. #5, Milwaukie Int.
Sewer Sch. |

Lafayette - C.0. #1, STP project
Eastside - C.0. #5, Pump STP Const.
STP 8.78 AC Lagoon '

Culver - Sewers & STP

BCVSA - C.0. #1°'S. Medford trunk
USA (Aloha) -~ 5 Equipment 8id Pkgs.
for the Phase |il Aloha STP interm
improvements

Clackamas S.D. #1 - Phase 1V Intcptrs.

Lake Oswego - ''G'" Ave. Sewer Ext.
Newport - Embarcaderc Sewers
LaGrande - Reynolds Safety Rest Area
Sewer

Hines ~ Chlorination & P.S. Modifi-
cations.

North Umpqua $.D. - Main A & Lateral
A-8.5 sewer extensions

Salem (Willow Lake) - Rev. Sludge
Hauling Vehicle Contract documents

Action

Prov. Approval

Approved
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Approved
Prov. Approval
Approved
Approved
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval
_Approved

Approved
Approved

Prov. Approval
Approved
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval



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

Date Location Project Action

3-10-75 Clatsop Union 0i1, Astoria Terminal Approved

3-13-75 Dougl as t. P. Gardiner, Veneer Dryer Water Approved
Recycler

Water Quality Control - Northwest kegion (18)

Date Location Project Action

3-4-75 Tillamook Garibaldi - Polly Ann Park - San. Sew. Approved

3-4-75 Clackamas Oregon City- Library Rd. San Sewer Approved

3-5-75 Marion Keizer-Sanitary Dist. (Willow) West of Approved
Mistletoce - Loop San. Sewer

3-5-75 Washington Somerset West (USA) - Rock Creek No. 10 Approved
San. Sewer

3-7-75 Marion Mt. Angel-Cherry S5t. S5an. Sewer Approved

3-7-75 Washington Forest Grove - 4th Ave. - L.Il.D. No. & Approved

" San. Sewer

3-7-75 Washington Metzger (USA) - Argent Subdv. San. Sew. Approved

3-11-75 Yamhi 1 Dayton-Palmer Addn. San. Sew. Adden. No.l1 Approved

3-11-75 Marion Salem (Wallace) Hope Ave. - San. Sewer Approved

3-12-75 Clackamas Oregon City-Rev. Library Rd. San. Sew. Approved

3-th-75 Mul tnomah Wood Village-West Coast San. Sewers Approved
Schedule 2

3-17-75 Yamhill Dundee-Locust & 8th St. San. Sewer Approved

3-18-75 Marion East Salem-Sewage & Drainage Dist. No.1 Approved
(Willow) - Village East San. Sew. System :

3-18-75 Washington Aloha (USA)- Tom Moyer Enterprises San. Approved
Sewer System

3-18-75 Marion Salem (Willow)-Hickory St. Between Indus- Approved
rial Way & Val Park Rd.- San. Sewer System

3-19-75 Clackamas Gladstone~Bill Morrow Dvlpmt. - San. Sew., Approved

3-24-75 Marion Salem (Willow)~ Columbia Mill Work San. Approved
Sewer - Near Anunsen 5St.

3-27-75 Clackamas Lake Oswego-CID 165, G Ave. - San. Sew. Approved
Extension

Water Quality Control - Northwest Region - Industriail Prqjeq;g_(})

Date Location Project Action
3-75 Multnomah Portland-Pennwalt Corp. - Outfall & Approved
Diffuser System Plans.

3-12-75 Mul tnomah Portland-Halton Tractor Corp. ~ 0il Approved

Water Separator Facilities
3-17-75 Clatsop Astoria - Union 0il - Separator Fac. Approved



Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division (7)

Date
3-6-75
3-10-75
3-10-75
3-10-75

3-24-75
3-31-75
3-31-75

Air Quality Control - Air Qualfty Division - Industrial Sources (36)

Location

Coos

Lincoln

Klamath

Cdb%

bouglas
Union

Union

Project

Coos Bay - Georgia Pacific Corp.
Proposal to run hardboard fume in-
cinerator at 1000 F.

Toledo - Georgia Pacific Corp. Pro-
posal to burn tires in hog fuel
boiler

Klamath Falls - Weyerhaeuser Co. Air/
Air candenser for veneer dryer emis-
sion control

Morth Bend - Weyerhaeuser Co. Air/Air
condenser for veneer dryer emission
control )
Dillard-Round Prairie Lumber Co. New
hogged fuel boiler _

LaGrande - Boise Cascade Corp. New
baghouse for cyclones 16 & 17
LaGrande - Boise Cascade Corp. New
baghouse for cyclone 23

Date

3-3-75
3-3-75
3-3-75
3-3-75
3-3-75
3-3-75
3-25-75
3-25-75
3-25-75
3-25-75
3-25-75
3-25-75
3-25-75

Loéatiqﬂ
Douglas
Doqglas
Hood River
Lincoln
Jackson
Dougl as
Coos
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Klamath
Klamath

que

Project

brain - Smith River Lumber

(10-0028) Sawmill

Riddle - Mining Minerals Mfg. Co.
(10-0066) . Rockcrusher

Cascade Locks - Gorge Lumber Co.
(21-0011) Sawmill

Toledo - Publishers Forest Prod. Co.
(21-0011) Sawmill

White City - Olson Lawyer Timber Co.
(15-0058) Charcoal Manufacturing
Drain - Woolley Enterprises, Inc.
(10-0054) Plywood Manufacturing
Coquille - Coos Co. Highway [Dept.
{06~0002) Asphalt Plant

White City - Cascade Wood Products
{15-0005) Millwork

Central Point - Double Dee Lumber Co.
(15-0010) Sawmill

Ashland - Bellview Moulding Hill
(15-0070) Millwork

Klamath Falls - Jeld-Wen, lInc.
(16-0006) Sawmill, Millwork

Klamath Falls - Klamath Rock Products
{18-0012) Asphalt Plant

Lakeview - Louisiana Pacific Corp.
(19-0002) Sawmill

Action

Contitionally ap-
proved subject to
satisfactory
inspection
Approved Con-

~ditionally

Approved
Approved

Approved
Approved

Approved

Action

Permit lIssued

Permit Modified

Permit lssued



Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division - Industrial Sources (cont.)

3-25-75
3-25-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-26-75
3-31-75
3-31-75

Location
Lincoin
Lincoln
Lincoln
Umatilla
Unatilla
Wallowa
Coos
Coos
Curry
Hood River
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Josephine
Malheur
Wallowa
Douglas

Lincoin

Ezgject

Toledo - Guy Roberts Lumber Co.
(21-0013) Sawmi 11

Mewport - Paul Barber Hardwoods Co.
(21-0020) Sawmill

Yachats ~ Dahl Lumber Company
(21-0021) Sawmil}

Pendleton - Hermiston Asphalt Products
(30-0003) Asphalt Plant

Hermiston - E.S. Schnell & Co., Inc.
(30-0071) Asphalt Plant

Joseph - Boise Cascade Corp.
(32-0001) Sawmill

B8andon - Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc.
(06-0019) Sawmill

Bandon - Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc.
(06-0057) Sawmill

Sixes - Rogge Lumber Sales, In.
{06-0016) Sawmill

Cascade Locks - Cascade Locks Lumber Co.

(14-0005) Sawmill

Central Point - Chaney Forest Products
(15-0007) Sawmill

Central Point - The Mt. Pitt Co.
(15-0023) Sawmill

Medford - Medford Moulding Co.
(15-0037) Millwork

Central Point - Steve Wilson Co.
(15-0044) Sawmill

White City - Oregon Cutstock & Moulding
(15-0047) Millwork

White City, Alder Mfg., Inc.

(15-0060) Sawmill

Grants Pass - Spaulding & Son, Inc.
(17-0013) Sawmill

Ontario -~ Monroc Inc.

(23-0021) Rock Crusher

Wallowa - Rogge Mills, Inc.

(32-0011) Sawmill

Roseburg - Roseburg Lumber Co.

- (10-0063) Particleboard Mfg.

Toledo - Georgia Pacific Corp.
(21-0005) Kraft pulp and paper

Air Quality Control - Northwest Region (4)

Date
3-13-75
3-27-75
3-27-75
3-27-75

Location

Mul tnomah
Clackamas
Clackamas

Clackamas

Project

Portland - Simpson Timber/Chemical
Division-Forced Evap. System
Clackamas-Hall Process Co. -

Pipe coating & wrapping

Near Brightwood-Estacada Kock Prod.
Control of truck loadout area

Near Molalla-Estacada Rock Products
Control of truck loadout areca

Action

Permit |ssued

Permit Modified

Action
Approved
Approved
Approved

Approved



Land Quality - Solid Waste Management Division (2)

Date

3-6-75

3-6-75

3-3-75

3-5-75
3-14-75
3-14-75
'3-26-75
3-31-75

Location

Yamhill

Yamhi il

Multnomah

Dougias
Lane
Linn
Columbia
Lake

Projecg

Whiteson Sanitary Landfill
Interim Leachate Colijection
System

Delphian Foundation -

Solid Waste Program

Macadam Processing Center, new
facility (Tires)

Tiller Transfer St. new facility
Marcola Transfer St. new facility
Sweet Home Transfer St. new Facility
Clatskanie Landfill existing site
Adel Land fill existing site

Action

Approved

Approved

Permit

Permit
Permit
Permit
Permit
Permit

Issued

issued
Issued
Issued
I ssued
Amended



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub
GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnvilie

MEMORANDUM
GRACE S. PHINNEY
Corvallis
JACKLYN L. HALLOCK To: Environmental Quality Commission
orflam:
MORRIS K. CROTHERS From: Director

Salem

RONATlhgg-lfeOMERS Subject: Agenda Item B, May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting

KESSLER R. CANNON April, 1975 Program Activity Report

Director

Discussion

Attached is the April, 1975 Program Activity Report (as
presented in a simplified format).

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission
give confirming approval to the Department's plan/permit action

for April, 1975.

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

RLM:vt
5/13/75
Attached
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Y
Cantains
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Plan and Permit Actions

April, 1975

Water Quality Program:

79 -
29 -
12 -

297 -

Air Quality Program:

15 -
31 -
47 -

582 -

Land Quality Program:

4 -
7 -
14 -

l4e -

Plan Actions Completed
Plan Actions Pending
Permit Actions Completed

Permit Actions Pending

Plan Actions Completed
Plan Actions Pending
Permit Actions Completed

Permit Actions Pending

Plan Actions Completed
Plan Actions Pending
Permit Actions Completed

Permit Actions Pending

Page Number
1

5

10
I2
16

20

24
25
26

28



Plan Actions Completed (79)

Water Quality Program

April, 1975

Municipal Sewerage Projects (71)

County

Klamath

Washington

Curry

Washington

Marion

Clackamas

Lincoln

Washington

Sherman

Washington

Marion

Washington

Jackscn

Marion

Lane

Mul tnomah

Klamath

City and Project

Klamath Falls - County
Facilities Sewer

USA - (Beaverton)-Broadway P.S.
Bypass Sewer
Brookings — Harbor Int. Sewer

Oak Lodge S.D.-#2 System,
Sewer Lateral 2a10-2

Salem-(Willow Lake)-Cross St.
Area, S.E. Sewer Replacement

Sandy - City Park Sewer and
Fump Station

Lincoln Co.-Beverly Beach State
Park STP

UsSA-Durham STP C.O. #2,3,4, & 5
Rufus-C.0. #3 STP Project

USA (Forest Grove) Trinity
Subdivision Sewers

Salem-~(Willow Lake) Iron Wood
Estates Sewers

USA (Forest Grove}-C.0. #1 Corn.
F.G. Intertie

BCVSA-T & M Subdivision (White
City) Sewers

Woodburn-West Hayes St. Sewer
Lateral

Springfield - N. Clympic St. Sewer

Gresham - Binford Parms Subdn.
Sewers

Klamath FPalls-Americana Subdn.
Sewvers

Date of
Action

Action

3/31/75

4/1/75

4/1/75

4/1/75

4/4/75

4/4/75

4/4/75

4/7/75
4/7/75

4/7/75

4/8/85

4/8/75

4/8/75

4/8/75

4/8/75

4/10/75

4/10/75

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Approved
Approved

Prov. Approval

Prov., Approval

Approved

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval



Plan Action Completed ~ Municipal (Continued)

Date of

County City and Project Action Status

Umatilla Hermiston - Chateaubri Trailer 4/10/75 Prov. Approval
Park Sewers

Multnomah Portland - C.O,.#1 Outfall 4/10/75 Approved
Sewer

Washington Aloha - STP Modifications - 3 4/10/75  Approved
Addenda

Lincoln Newport-Edinview District Sewers 11/75 Prov. Approval

Lane Cakridge - High Leah L.I.D. 4/14/75 Prov. Approval
Sewers

Hood River Hood River - Port Area Sewers 4/14/75 Prov. Approval

Douglas Reedsport - Lower Umpqua Hosp. 4/15/75 Prov. Approval
Sewer

Marion Salem - (Willow Lake) - Fairway 4/15/75 Prov. Approval
Ave. Apts., Phase 1 Sewers

Multnomah Portland ~ {(Columbia Blvd.) 4/16/75 Prov. Approval
N. E. First Ave.

Mul tnomah Portland - (USA-Fanno) S.W. 48th 4/16/75 Prov, Approval
Place Sewer

Clackamas Clackamas Co. 5. D. #1 -~ S.E. 4/16/75 Prov. Approval
77th Ct. Sewer Ext.

Marion East Salem 8 & D Dist. #1 4/18/75 Prov. Approval
Tierra Court Sewer

Linn Albany - Adair Park Subdn Sewers 4/18/75 Prov. Approval

Benton Corvallis -~ Edwin Addn Sewers 4/21/75% Prov. Approval

Coos Eastside -~ C.0. #6 Force Main 4/21/75  Approved
and Pump Station

Coos Coos Bay - C.0. #3 Coos Bay 4/22/75  Approved
Pump Station

Jefferson Metolius - C.0. #1 STP Contract 4/22/75  Approved

Clatsop Warrenton - C.O. #4 East 4/22/75  Approved
Warrenton Int.

Curry Gold Beach -~ C.0. #4 STP Contract 4/22/75 Approved



Plan Action Completed - Municipal (Continued)

County

Lincoln

Mul tnomah

Klamath

Marion

Umatilla

Sherman

Marion

Lane

Marion

Washington

Linn

Marion

Washington

Washington

Marion

Douglas

Clackamas

Yamhill

Multnomah

City and Project

Newport - Addendum #1 -
Edenview Sewer

Portland (Tryon) - S.W. Trail
Court Sewer

Chilogquin - Re-evaluation of
Hood Way Sewer

East Salem S. & D. #l Hayesville
Estates No. 2 Sewer

Milton-Freewater - Orchard
Subdn. Sewers

Rufus - C.0. #4 & 5 - STP
Contract

Salem (Willow Lake) - Commercial
St. Sewer {(South of Barnes)

Junction City - Middle School
Sewer Extension

Keizer S.D. - McNary Apts.
Sewer

Hillsboro - Beaumead Subdn. -
Phase II Sewers

Albany - White Truck Sales
Sewer Extension

Salem (Willow Lake) - Sewer
Replacement in Alley off
Commercial 13th St. Sewer

USA (Sunset) - Valley Hills
Subdn Sewers

USA (Beaverton) - New Horizons
IITI Subdn Sewers

Salem (Willow Lake) - C.O. #1
STP Project

Roseburg - Selmer Hutchins
Prop. Sewer

Clackamas Co. S.D. #l-Milwaukie
K-Mart & Clack. Ford Bldg. Sewers

McMinnville - H.W. Cozine San.
Sewer

Portland - Addenda No. 1 & 2
Gertz-Schmeer Sewers

-3 -

Date of
Action

Status

4/22/75

4/23/75

4/23/75

4/24/75

4/24/75

4/28/75

4/28/75

4/28/75

4/28/75

4/28/75

4/29/75

4/29/75

4/29/75

4/29/75

4/30/75

4/30/15

4/30/75

4/30/75

4/30/75

Approved

Prov. Approval
Prov, Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Approved

Prov; Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval
Prov,. Approval
Approved

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Approved



Plan Action Completed
Industrial Waste Sources (8)

County

Polk

Marion

Polk

Lane

Clatsop

Lane

Clackamas

Multnomah

City and Project

Dallas - ballas Coop Whse.
Scrubber Pond i

Stayton - Stayton Canning Co.
Odor Control Pond

Independence - Bakers Custom
Meat Service Lagoch

Cottage Grove - Weyerhaeuser
Cooling Tower

Astoria - N.W. Pur Breeders
Coop. - Waste Water Screen

Florence - Sea Lion Caves
Sanitary Wastes

Damascus - Damascus Sand and
Gravel Water Recirculation

Portland - Albers Milling Waste

Water Holding Tank

Date of

Action Status
4/2/75 Approved
4/2/75 Approved
4/3/75 Approved
4/9/75 Approved
4/10/75 Approved
4/18/75 Approved
a/21/75 Approved
4/30/75  Approved



Plan Actions Pending (29)

Water Quality Program

April, 1975

Municipal Sewerage Projects (14)

County

Baker

Curry

unglas'

Clackamas

Lane

Jefferson

Douglas

Linn

Washington

Lincoln

City and Project

Huntington - Disinfection
Facilities

Harbor S.D. - Holly Lane
Sever

Spendthrift Mobile Park STP

Sandy - Preliminary Plans for
Sludge Equipment

Veneta - Sewage Lagoon
expansion

Metolius - Lift Station
Construction Drawings

Riddle - Waste Water
Treatment Plant

Albany - East Central
Sanitary Sewer System

USA-Metzger-Clover Heights
Subdivision Sewers

Starfish Cove Motel STP

Date
Received

Status

1/16/75

2/4/75

2/14/75

2/14/175

3/24/75

3/31/75

4/1/75

4/16/75

4/18/75

4/25/75

Revision required
by letter (Dated
Jan. 27. 1975)

Held pending con-
struction of
Harbor S.D. System
Response (Dated
Peb, 19, 1975)

Revision required
and information
requested by letter
(April 18, 1975)

Review to be com-
pleted upon sub-
mission of final
plans

Additional infor-
mation requested by
letter (April 8,
1975)

Revision required
and information
requested by letter
(April 29, 1975)

Revision required
and information
requested by letter
(April 30, 1975)

Under review (Review
completion projected
April 2, 1975)

Under review (Review
completion projected
April 2, 1975.

Under review (Review
completion projected
April 16, 1975)



County

Umatilla

Douglas

Deschutes

Malheur

City and Project

Hermiston - Pumping Station
No. 7

Roseburg - Umpgqua West
Subdivision sewers

Bend - Preliminary Specifications

for Vacuum Sewer System Equip-
ment for R & D Project

Ontaric —-Tuttle Subdivision
Sewers

Industrial Waste Sources (15)

County

Lincoln

Lincoln

Lincoln

Clackamas

Lincoln

Clackamas

_Lincoln

Multnomah

Jackson

Clatsop

Washington

City and Project

Newpoft - Oregon Aqua
Foods Increase Capacity

Newport - Adams Packing
Waste Water Facilities

Newport - New England Fish Co.
Waste Water Facility

Tualatin - K Lines Truck
Washing Waste Waters

Newport - Peterson Seafoods
Waste Water Facility

Lake Oswego - Oregon Portland
Cement Waste Water Treatment

Newport - Bumble Bee Seafoods
Waste Water Facility

Portland - Port of Portland
Steam Cleaning

White City - SWF (FirPly)
Glue Recirculation

Wauna -~ Crown Zellerbach
Seoondary Treatment

Aloha - Intel IV
Neutralization

Date
Received

Status

4/25/75

4/25/75

4/25/75

4/30/75

Date
Received

Under review (Review
completion projected
April 9, 1975)

Under review (Review
completion projected
April 9, 1975)

Under review (Review
completion projected
April 15, 1975)

Under review (Review
completion projected
April 2, 1975)

Status

2/3/75
2/26/75
3/17/75
3/17/75
3/17/75
4/3/75
4/7/75
4/9/75
4/17/75
4/22/75

4/24/75

Additional informa-
tion necessary

Approval - early
May

Approval - early
May

Additional informa-
tion necessary

Approval denied -
early May

Approval in early
May

Approval in early
May

Plans returned
Approval in early
May

Additional informa-
tion necessary

Additional informa-
tion necessary



County

Klamath

Washington

Wasco

Multnomah

City and Project

Klamath Falls - Weyerhaeuser

Bark and Debris Control
Klamath River

Hillsboro - Permapost
Waste Water Evap.

The Dalles -~ Martin Marietta

Phase I Scrubber Water
Recirculation

Portland - Oregon Steel-River-
gate Waste Water Recirculation

Date

Review underway

Plans returned

Approval - early

Received Status
4/24/75
4/24/75
4/25/75

May
4/29/75

Review Underway



Permit Actions Completed (12)

Water Quality Program

April, 1975

Municipal Sources (4 NPDES; 4 State)

County

Lane

Linn
ILinn

Clackamas

Douglas

Jefferson

Lane

Sherman

City and Source

Westfir - Edward Hines Lbr. Co.
(Westfir Hemlock Addition)

City of Halsey
City of Lebanon

Clackamas - *Riverview Mobile
Home Park

Winston - *Bremner Hills
Cooperative
*City of Madras

Eugene - *Lynnbrook, Inc.

City of Moro

Industrial Sources 11 NPDES ; l_state*)

County

Lincoln
Lane
Multnomah

Clackamas

City and Source

Newport - Petersons Seafoods, Inc.
Eugene - Simpson Extruded
Portland - Chevron Asphalt Co.

Canby - *Union Mills

Date of
Action

Action

4/26/75

4/26/75
4/26/75

4/26/75

4/26/75

4/26/75

4/26/75

4/26/75

Date of
Action

NPDES Issued

NPDES Issued

NPDES Issued

State Permit
Issued

State Permit
Issued

State Permit
Issued

State Permit
Issued

NPDES Issued

Action

4/26/75
4/26/75
4/26/75

4/26/75

NPDES Issued

NPDES Issued

NPDES Issued

State Permit
Issued



Permit Actions Pending (297)

Water Quality Program
April, 1975

Municipal and Industrial Sources (263 NPDES; 34 State)

Date of Date of

Initial Completed
County City and Source Applen., Applcn, Status
Various 24 state Permits Various Various Not Drafted 1/
Various 10 NPDES Appl. April Various Not Drafted 2/
Various 10 State Permits Various Various Pencil Drafts
Various 20 NPDES Permits Various Various Pencil Drafts 3/
Various 132 NPDES Permits Various Various Applicant Review 3/
Various 73 NPDES Permits Various Various Public Notice 3/
Various 28 NPDES Permits Various Various EPA Final Review 3/

Most of these applications are for gold dredging. An evaluation is being
made as to whether or not a permit is necessary. No projects are being
delayed.

These are recent applications which will be processed within the statutory
deadline.

All NPDES permits, except for new applicants, should be issued by June 30,
1975. Most applicants are existing sources which are currently regulated
by a state permit. The NPDES permit when issued will replace the state
permit.



Plan Actions Completed (15)

Air Quality Program

April, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources (14)

County

Coos

Multnomah

Clatsop

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Clackamas

Clackamas

Marion

. Clackamas

Clatsop

City and Project

Coos Bay - Georgia Pacific -
Sawdust truck dump :facility.

Portland - Portland Willamette -
Baghouse for brass melting
furnace.

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
Control of TRS emissions
from pulp washer.

Portland - Pacific Carbide &
Alloy-Ducting carbide crusher
¢yclone exhaust to new
baghouse

Portland - Trumbull Asphalt-

New burner package for #2 boiler.

Portland - W. R. Grace Co. -
Baghouse for control of
vermiculite dust.

Milwaukie - Milwaukie Plywood -
Enlargement of sawdust storage
bin,

Colton - Colton School District -

New paint spray booth.

Salem - Boise Cascade - New
New digester to convert wood
chips into pulp.

Milwaukie - Red, White and Blue
Thrift Store - New fumigation
chamber.

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -

Venting foam tank emissions to
a new gas incinerator.

- 10 -

Date of

Action Action
4/9/75 Approved
4/11/75 Approved
4/16/75 Approved
4/16/75 Approved
4/16/75  Approved
4/21/75  Approved
4/21/75  Approved
4/25/75 Approved
4/30/75 Approved
4/30/75 Approved
4/30/75  Approved



County

Clatsop

Clatsop

Douglas

City and Project

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
Venting emissions from the
digester feeder to a new
gas incinerator

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
New noncondensible gas
incinerator

Dillard - Roseburg Lumber
Co. - New sawdust truck
dump facility.

Indirect Sources {1}

County

Multnomah

City and Project

Portland - Pacific Northwest
Bell - 302 space parking
structure.

- 11 -

Date of

Action Action
4/30/75 Approved
4/30/75  Approved
4/30/75 hpproved

Date of

Action Action

4/23/75 Approved plans

for ventilation
system.



Plan Action Pending (31)

Air Quality Program

April, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources {31)

County

Clatsop

Douglas

Multnomah

Marion

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

City and Project

Astoria - Layton Funeral
Home - New cremation
incinerator 1/

Roseburg - Raintree Wood
Products - New cyclone to
control dry sawdust from
several saws 1/

Portland - Port of Portland
Bulk commodity rail receiving
and ship loading facility. 1/

Salem — Boise Cascade -
New countercurrent pulp
washers. 1/

Portland - Zidell Explorations,
Inc. - New secondary aluminum
smelter. 1/

Portland - Kaigser Permanente
Medical Center. New con-

trolled atmosphere incinerator. 2/

Portland - Boeing of Portland -

Scrubber to control salt fumes. 1/

~ 12 -~

Date
Received

Status

2/28/74

4/9/74

6/12/74

7/7/74

11/12/74

11/22/74

11/26/74

Awaiting emigsion
data from similar
unit. Expect data
by end of May and
action by June 15,
1975.

Awaiting information
to determine if type
of material should be
collected by baghouse.
Expect completion by
July 1, 1975.

Awaiting information
on controls. Info.
will be received
when Port approves
project funding
which is expected

by June 1, 1975.

B-C investigating
available control
methods as requested.
Expect info by June
15, 1975 and action
by June 30, 1975.

Review completed.
Approval letter will
be sent by 5/9/75.

Review completed.
Approval letter will
be sent by 5/8/75.

Reviewing 4/8/75
request to renovate
existing scrubber.
Expect action by
June 15, 1975.



County

Washington

Klamath

Clackamas

Columbia

Mul tnomah

Multnomah

Clackamas

Clackamas

Clackamas

Union

City and Project

Durham - U.S.A. - New
sludge incinerator. 2/

Bly -~ Weyerhaeuser Co. -
New boiler with two (2)

multiclones for control. 1/

Clackamas - Caffal Brothers
Construction - Portable rock

crusher. 2/

Clatskanie - Kaufmann Chemical

Corp. - Bulk sulphur

rail

receiving and ship lcading

facility. 2/

Portland - Albers Milling
New oil-gas boiler. 1/

Troutdale - Reynolds Metals

Co. - New particulate and

fluoride baghouse collection

system for all aluminum

reduction pot lines.

Milwaukie - Milwaukie Plywood -

1/

Scrubber contrcl of veneer

driers. 1/

Lake Oswego - Oregon Portland
Cement - New baghouse for #2

cement packing scale.

Y

Molalla - Molalla Sand and
Gravel Co. - Water spray

dust control on rock crusher. ;/

Elgin - Boise Cascade - New

veneer drier. 1/

- 13 -

Date
Received

Status

12/31/74

1/6/75

1/20/75

2/25/75

3/3/75

3/10/75

4/10/75

4/11/75

4/14/75

4/16/75

Awaiting additional
info on process &
air pollution con-
trol equipment. USA
has been notified on
4/8/75 that Dept. is
still awaiting info.
Expect response by
May 5, 1975.

Reviewing adequacy
of information sub-
mitted on 4/21/75.
Expect action by
June 15, 1975.

Review completed.
Approval letter will
be sent by 5/9/75.

Additional info re-
quested 4/22/75.
Action expected
within 15 days after
receipt of info.

Review completed.
Approval letter will
be sent by 5/16/75.

additional info re-
quested 4/4/75.
Action expected
within 30 days after
receipt of info.

Reviewing info sub-
mitted. Expect
action by 5/10/75.

Reviewing info sub-
mitted. Expect to

request additional

info by 5/9/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
complete by 5/19/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will be
needed by 5/15/75.



County

Union

Grant

Coos

Union

Lane

Lane

Lane

Lane

Lane

City and Project

Elgin - Boise Cascade - New
cyclone for conveying green
wood chips. 1/

John Day - Edward Hines
Co. - New hog fuel boiler
controlled by wet scrubber. 1/

North Bend - Weyerhaeuser -
Spray chamber control of
veneer drier emissions. 1/

La Grande - Boise Cascade - New
cyclone for conveying wood chips
and sawdust. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser - New
condensate stripper. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser - New

Date
Received

Status

4/16/75

4/18/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

counter current pulp drum washer.l/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
Control odorcus emissions
from the causticizing equip. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser - New
digester to convert wood chips
into pulp. 1/

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser - New
concentrator evaporator. l/

- 14 =

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will be
needed by 5/15/75.

Requested plans and
add info on 4/10/75.
Action expected
within 30 days of
receipt of info.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect re-
questing add info
by 5/15/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
complete by 5/30/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will be
needed by 5/20/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will be
needed by 5/20/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will be
needed by 5/20/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will bhe
needed by 5/20/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will be
needed by 5/20/75.



County

Lane

Multnomah

Jackson

Jackson

Mul tnomah

Footnotes:

City and Project

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
New sawdust conveying and
screening system. 1/

Portland - Troxel Panel
Products, Inc. - Two new
paint spray booths. 1/

White City - SWF Plywood — New
cyclone for new truck chip bin. 1/

White City - SWF Plywood — New
baghouse for control of
sanderdust. 1/

Portland - Bank Check Supply -
New lead remelt furnace. 1/

Date
Received

Status

4/21/75

4/27/75

4/24/75

4/24/75

4/30/75

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect to
determine whether
add info will be
needed by 5/20/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect com-
pletion by 5/12/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect com-
pletion by 5/30/75.

Reviewing submitted

info. Expect com-
pleticon by 5/30/75.

Reviewing submitted
info. Expect com-
pletion by 5/30/75.

1/ These plan reviews are for modification or additions to existing facilities.
Pending action by the Department is not materially affecting production or
operation of the facility.

2/ These plan reviews are for new facilities.

facility is dependent on Department action.

- 15 -

Production or operation of



Permit Actions Completed (47)

Air Quality Program

April, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources (40)

County

Clatsop

Columbia

Jackson

Josephine

Hood River

Klamath

Klamath

Union

Portable

Multnomah

Tillamook

Clackamas

Multnomah

Columbia

City and Source

Warrenton - AMAX Aluminum
New Aluminum Reduction Plant

Rainier - Cascade Energy, Inc.
New 0il Refinery

Medford - Eugene Burrill
Lumber (14-0011) Sawmill

Grants Pass, Fourply
{17-0002) Plywood Plant

Hood River, Hanel Lumber
Co. {(14-0006) Sawmill

Klamath Palls, Jeld-Wen
(18-0006) Sawmill

Klamath Falls, Jeld-Wen
(18-0059) Hardboard Plant

Elgin -~ Boise Cascade
(31-0006) Plywood Plant

Portland - Babler Bros., Inc.
(37-0020) Asphalt Plant

Portland - Kerr Grain Corp.
(26-2003) Grain Elevator

Tillamook - Publishers Paper
Co. (29-0007) Sawmill

Milwaukie - Milwaukie Plywood
Corp. (03-1874) Plywood Mfg.

Portland - Portland Bolt and
Mfg. Co. (26-1884) Galvanizing

Rainier - Cascade Energy Inc.
{05-2561}) Petroleum Refinery

- l6 -

Date of
Action Status
4/18/75  Application
Withdrawn
Issued
4/4/75 Permit Issued
4/4/75 Permit Mcdified
and Issued
4/24/75 Permit Modified
and Issued
4/2/75 Permit Modified
and Issued
4/2/75 Permit Modified
and Issued
4/24/75 Permit Modified
and Issued.
4/17/75 Permit Issued
4/16/75 Permit Issued
4/16/75 Permit Issued
4/16/75 Permit Issued
4/16/75 Permit Issued
4/16/75 Permit Issued



Direct Stationary Sources (continued}

Countz

Washington

Mulinomah

Clackamas

Multnomah

Washington

Multnomah

Clackamas

Multnomah

Washington

Washington

Tillamook

Tillamook

Tillamook

Tillameook

Clatscp

Clatsop

City and Source

Forest Grove -~ Forest
Fiber Products Co.
(34-2143) Hardboard Mfg.

Portland - Barker Mfg. Co.-
(26-1878) Furniture Mfg.

Lake Oswegc - Lakeshore
Concrete Co. (03-1924)
Readimix Concrete

Portland - Cobb Iummber Co., Inc.
(26-2539) Sawmill

Sherwood - Southwest Readymix
Co. (34-2583) Ready-mix concrete

Portland - Sterling Furniture
Mfg., Inc. (26-2547)
Furniture manufacturing.

Portland - Alpine Veneers, Inc.
(03-2065) Plywood Mfqg.

Portland - Supreme Perlite Co.
(26-2390) Perlite expanding kiln

Cornelius - C. C. Ruth Co.
(34-2037) Animal Feeds

Beaverton - Tualatin Valley
Paving, Inc. (34-258l1)
Asphaltic Paving

Tillamook - Trask River Gravel
{29-0041) Rock Crusher

Nehalem - Miami Shingle & Shake
Co. (29-0017) shake Mill

Cloverdale - Kimber Log and
Lumber Co. (29-0048) Sawmill

Tillamocok - Tillamock County
Road Dept. (29-0051) Rock

Crusher

Astoria - Pumble Bee Seafoods
{04-0036}) Boiler

Astoria - Bayview Transit Mix
Inc. (04-0046} Ready Mix Concrete

- 17 -

Date of
Action Status
4/15/75 Permit
Modified
4/16/75 Permit
Modified
4/16/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Pernmit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75  Permit
Issued



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued)

County

Clatsop

Mulinomah

Clackamas

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Washington

Multnomah

Columbia

City and Source

Gearhart - Bayview Transit
Mix, Inc. {04-0045) Ready
Mix Concrete

Portland - ABC Foundry, Inc.
(26-1848) Brass Foundry

Molalla -~ Avison Lumber Co.
(03-1772) Sawmill

Portland - Great Northern
Products, Inc. (26-2538)
Sawmill

Portland - Service Bronze and
Brass (26-1855) Brass Foundry

Portland - Galvanizers Co.
(26-1885) Galvanizing

Portland - Consolidated Metco,
Inc. (26-1890) Aluminum Foundry

Banks - Banks Lumber Co.
{34-2565) Sawmill

Portland - Colonial Mortuary
Inc. (26-2803) Crematory

Mist - Olympic Forest Products
Co. (05-1771) Sawmill

- 18 -

Date of
Action Status
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued



Indirect Sources (7)

County

Multnomah

Washington

Washington

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Washington

City and Source

Rockwood Area - Sommerwood
588 space residential
development.

Beaverton - Hyland Hills
471 space shopping center

Beaverton - Somerset West
149 space commercial center

Portland - Tri-Met - 75 space
bus parking facility

Portland - Rivergate Area
Columbia Independent Refinery
75 space parking facility

Gresham - Fred Meyer
€675 space shopping center

Progress Area -— Washington

Square - 5000+ space shopping
center

- 19 -

Date of
Action

Status

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/21/75

4/28/75

4/25/75

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit amended
with EQC approval,
new transit
conditions.



Permit Actions Pending (582)

Air Quality Program

Bpril, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources (576)

(New Sources
(Existing Sources
(Fuel Burning (Boilers)

County

Multnomah

Clatsop

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Mul tnomah

- Multnomah

City and Source

Portland -~ Union
Carbide #1 Furnace
Product Change

Astoria =~ Layton
Funeral Home -~ New

Cremation Incinerator

Portland - Oregon Steel 7/18/74
Mills, Rivergate - New

Initial Completed

Applcn Applcn.

- = ==17 - - - - See listing below)

- - - 353 - - - - see footnote 1/}

- - - 206 - - - - See footnote 2/)
Date of Date of

Status

11/21/73 2/13/75

2/28/74

pellet metallizing furnace

Portland - Resource
Recovery Byproducts

Paper air classifier

Portland - Pennwalt

Corp. - Expansion of
chlorine-caustic soda

manufacturing.

Portland - Zidell

Explorations, Inc. =
New secondary aluminum

smelter,

Portland - Kaiser
Permanente Medical

Canter - New controlled
atmosphere incinerator.

3/28/75
11/1/74  2/25/75
11/4/74 4717775

11/12/74 4/2/75

11/22/74 2/25/75
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Issued proposed
Permit 2/28/75.
Expect Issuing
Permit by 5/19/75.

(See plan action
pending). Permit
will be drafted
within 15 days of
plan approval, ex-
pected by 6/30/75.

Expect to issue
proposed permit

' by 5/15/75.

Issued proposed
permit 2/25/75.
Expect to issue
Permit by 5/15/75.

Expect proposed
pexrmit to be issued
by 5/16/75.

Issued proposed
permit on 4/2/75.
Expect to issue
final permit by
5/30/75.

Issued proposed
permit 2/25/75.
Expect to issue
final permit by
5/15/75.



County

Washington

Clackamas

Columbia

Umatilla

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portable

Douglas

Douglas

City and Source

Durham - USA - New
Sludge Incinerator,
Lime recalciner and
steam boilers.

Clackamas - Caffal
Bros. Construction
Portable rock crusher.

Clatskanie - Kaufman
Chemical Corp. - Bulk
sulfur rail receiving
and ship loading
facility.

Umatilla - Alumax
Pacific Corp. = New
aluminum reduction
plant.

Redmond - Watson
Asphalt & Paving Co.

Salem, State of
Oregon — Highway
Division

Yakima - Superior
Asphalt & Concrete
Company

Allied Paving,
Asphalt Plant

Roseburg - Dan M.
Parker - Rock
crusher

Roseburg - Umpgua
Dairy Products

Date of

Applcn.

Date of
Initial Completed

Applcn.

Status

12/21/74

1/20/75

2/25/75

4/18/75

3/75

3/75

3/75

4/21/75

4/17/75

4/15/175
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4/2/75

{See plan action
pending) Permit
will be drafted
within 15 days of
plan approval. Ex-
pected by 6/1/75.

Issued proposed
permit 4/2/75.
Expect to issue
final permit by
5/30/75.

{See plan action
pending) Permit
will be drafted
within 15 days of
plan approval. Ex-
pected by 6/15/75.

Request additional
information on
4/29/75. Expect to
hold public hearing
on proposed Depart-—
ment action on permit
application within
45~60 days of receipt
of information
requested.

Permit to be
issued by 6/30/75

Permit to be
issued by
6/30/75

Permit to be
issued by
6/30/75

Permit to be
issued by
6/30/75

Permit to be
issued by
6/30/75

Permit to be
issved by
6/30/75



Footnotes:

v

These permit actions are of existing sources that are operating on automatic
extensions of existing permits or on temporary permits. Of this number
approximately 1/4 are on Public Notice, 1/2 are ready for final review

and 1/4 are being drafted. BAll permits for existing scurces are expected

to be issued prior to June 30, 1975.

All) fuel burning (boiler) permits are final type and are being processed
for approval. Expected completion date of 6/15/75. These permits are
of existing sources and do not hinder their operation. (65 fuel burning
permits were issued in April 1875.)

- 22 -



Indirect Sources (6)

Countz

Clackamas

Multnomah

Clackamas

Jackson

Clackamas

Clackamas

City and Source

Milwaukie Area -
Clackamas Town Center
6000+ space shopping
center,

Rockwood Area -

Mt. Hood Mall -
6000+ space shopping
center.

Oak Grove Area-Stuart
Anderson's Black
Angus 115 space
parking facility.

Central Point Area -

Jackson County
Exhibition Center -
1500+ parking facility
for fairgrounds.

Clackamas - Clackamas
Industrial Complex -
68+ space parking
facility.

Milwaukie, Waverly
Greens - 145 space
parking facility.

Date of
Initial
Applcn.

Date of
Completed

Applcn.

Status

7/19/74

7/19/74

4/14/75

4/14/75

4/21/75

4/23/75
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Environmental
Impact Statement
received, no
further review by
Department neces-
sary until land
use is approved
by local planning
commission.

Additional infor-
mation requested,
environmental assess-
ment. WNo further
review by Department
necessary until land
use is approved by
local planning
commission.

Requested addi-
tional information
4/30/75 regarding
transit incentives.

Requested environ-
mental assessment,
carbon monoxide,
traffic, noise
impact, 4/16/75.

Anticipate request
for additional
information,
5/7/75.

Anticipate request
for additional
information,
transit incentive
and traffic
controls, 5/5/75.



Plan Actions Completed (4)

Land Quality Program

April, 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects (4)

Action

Date of
County City and Proiect Action
Crook Ochoco Lumber Co. 4/7/75
Existing Landfill
Klamath Lake Ewauna Landfill 4/9/75
Washington Arden Danielson 4/17/75
New site
Douglas Glide Transfer Station 4/21/75

New Transfer Station.

- 24 -

Letter of authori-
zation approval

Review and comment
rejected by Klamath
Falls City Planning
Commission

Provisicnal approval

Approval



Plan Actions Pending (7)

Land Quality Program

April, 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects (6)

Date
County City and Project Received Status
Deschutes Southwest Landfill 10/10/74 More data
Umatilla Pendleton Landfill 10/15/74 More data
Douglas Myrtle Creek Transfer Station 1/6/75 More data
Baker Baker Sanitary Landfill 1/31/75 More data
Douglas Reedsport Landfill 2/18/75 More data
Douglas Canyonville Landfill 3/18/75 More data
Industrial Solid Wastes Disposal Projects (1)

Date
County City and Project Received Status
Linn Western Kraft Corporation 4/24/75

- 25 o

requested
requésted
requested
requested
requested

requested

In Process Action

5/75.



Permit Actions Completed (14}

Land Quality Program
April, 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (8)

Action

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued

{Renewal)

Permit issued
{Renewal)

Permit revoked

Permit amended

Permit amended

Letter authori-
zation issued.

Action

Date of

County City and Source Action

Crock Riverside Ranch Transfer 4/16/75
Station - New Facility

Deschutes LaPine Disposal Site 4/2/75
Existing Facility

Jackson Ashland Landfill 4/7/175
Existing Facility

Jackson South Stage Landfill 4/7/75
Existing Facility

Jefferson Culver Landfill 4/2/75
Existing Facility
Permanently closed.

Josephine Kerby Landfill 4/4/75
Existing Facility

Lake Adel Landfill 4/3/75
Existing Pacility

Washington Arden Danielson 4/17/75
New Facility

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (1)

Date of
County City and Source Action
Washington Hillsboro Landfill 4/1/75

Existing Facility

- 26 -

Permit issued
{(Renewal)



Land Quality Program - Permit Actions Completed (continued}

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (4)

Date of
County City and Source - Action Action
Clatsop Lewis & Clark Log Sorting 4/21/75 Permit issued
Yard - New facility
Crook Ochoco Lumber Co. 4/7/75 Letter authori-
Existing Facility zation issued.
Douglas Little River Box Co. 4/7/75 Permit issued
Existing Facility
Hood River U. S. Plywood, Dee 4/24/75 Permit issued
Existing Pacility
Sludge Disposal Facilities (1)
Date of
County City and Source Action Action
Linn Nored Sludge Lagoon 4/11/75 Permit issued
Existing Facility {Renewal)
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Permit Actions Pending (146}

Land Quality Program

April, 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (103)

Under temp. permit
Proposed reg. permit
issued 4/16/75.

Under temp. permit.
Regional staff to
draft regular permit

Under temp. permit.
Regional staff to
coordinate site
upgrading. Proposed
regular permit
expected 5/75.

Under temp. permit.
Regional staff to
coordinate site
closure as soon as
possible. Proposed
regular permit
expected 5/75.

Under temp. permit.
Regional staff to
draft regular permit

Renewal. Permit
expires 6/31/75.
Regional staff draft-
ing new permit for
issuance 5/75.

Renewal. Permit

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
County City and Source Appl. Appl. Status
cuxry Brookings Landfill 5/16/72 6/16/72
Cuxrry Nesika Beach Landfill 5/16/72 6/16/72
Curry Port Orford Landfill 6/20/72 6/20/72
Douglas Camas Valley Landfill 6/12/72 2/30/75
5/75.
Gilliam Arlington Landfill 5/15/72 11/14/74
Umatilla Pilot Rock Landfill 5/17/72 8/14/74
Umatilla Weston Landfill 5/17/72 8/14/74
by 7/75.
Clackamas Rossman's Landfill 4/21/75 4/21/75
Lane Franklin Landfill 4/2/75 4/2/75
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expired 3/31/75.
Regional staff draft-
ing new permit for

issuance 5/75.



County

Jackson

County

Marion

Polk

Renewal. Permit
expired 4/1/75.
Proposed new permit
drafted. To be
issued 5/75.

Most awaiting com-
pletion of regional
solid waste manage-
ment plans. Regional
staff to draft permit
by 7/75 if possible.

County

Benton

Benton
Douglas

Douglas

Under temp. permit.
Regional staff to
draft reqular permit

Under temp. permit.
Regional staff to
draft regular permit

Under temp. permit.
exp. 7/1/75. Reg-
ional staff to draft
regular permit by

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
City and Source Appl. Appl. Status
Prospect 3/7/75 4/21/75
93 other sites with temporary permits
{(incomplete applications)
Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (2)
Date of bate of
Initial Completed
City and Source Appl. Appl. Status
Salem Airport Landfill 6/20/72 8/14/74
by 7/75.
Fowler Demolition 8/8/72 8/14/74
by 7/75.
Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (41)
Date of Date of
Initial Completed
City and Source Appl. Appl. Status
Hobin Lumber Co. 6/21/173 6/29/73
6/30/75.
Paul Barber Hardwood 12/19/73 5/20/74
Reedsport Mill 8/8/73 8/8/73
Superior Lumber 6/20/73 7/12/73
Josephine Co. Industrial 7/18/73 7/18/73

Josephine

Sludge Disposal Site
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County

Josephine

Lane

Lane

Lane
Marion
Multnomah

Columbia

Douglasg

Benton

Coos

Curry

Douglas

Douglas

City and Source

Rough and Ready Lumber

Georgia-Pacific, Irving
Rd. Eugene

Georgia-Pacific,
Springfield

Hines Lumber
Green Veneer
Pacific Carbide

Camp 8 Landfill

Round Prairie

Willamette Industries

Coos Bay Plywood
Millington Flats

U.S. Plywood, Gold
Beach

D & D Lumber

U.S. Plywood, Roseburg

Date of Date of

Initial Completed

Appl. Appl. Status

6/25/73 7/13/73 Under temp. permit.
exp. 7/1/75. Reg-
ional staff to draft
regular permit by
6/30/75.

6/22/73 6/22/13 nomom

6/28/73 9/7/73 nowon

6/29/73 5/30/74 romon

6/1/73 7/3/73 o

6/25/73 6/25/73 nowou

4/22/75 4/22/75 Renewal. Permit
expires 6/30/75. Reg-
ional staff drafting
new permit for issuance
5/75.

10/2/74 11/12/74 Proposed new facility
will not be used until
summer. Regicnal staff
to drgft regular permit
5/75.

7/3/73 7/3/73 Letter authorization
issued with no exp.
date. Regional staff
to draft regular letter
authorization or permit
by 6/30/75.

6/20/73 7/2/13 wwmn

7/13/73 7/13/73 oo

6/29/73 6/29/73 Letter authorization
issued with no exp.
date. Regional staff
to draft regular
letter authorization
or permit by 6/30/75.

7/13/73 7/13/73 tnow
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County

Hood River

Jackson
Lincoln
Linn
Linn
Linn

Linn

Baker

Jackson

Coos

Coos

Coos

Coos

Coos

Coos

Douglas

Douglas

Lincoln

Linn

City and Source

Champion International

Boise Cascade, Medford

Publishers Papef, Toledo

Bauman Lumber
Cedar Lumber
Dean Morris Lumber

Willamette Industries
Foster

Oregon-Portland
Cement Co.

Jackson Co. Park

Coos Head Timber

International Paper

Roseburg Lumber,
Coquille

Westbrook Pole and
Piling

Weyerhaeuser, Allegany

Weyerhaeuser, Horse
Flats

L and H Lumber

Roseburg Lumber Co.
5 mill sites

Georgia-Pacific, Toledo

Willamette Industries

Sweet Home

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Appl. Appl.
7/13/73 7/13/73
7/2/73 7/2/73
9/28/73 9/28/73
6/19/73 6/19/73
7/1/73 7/1/73
6/28/73 6/28/73
7/5/73 7/5/73
6/19/73 - - -
1/12/74 - - -
6/21/73 6/21/73
12/123/74 12/13/74
7/18/73  7/18/73
5/7/74 5/7/74
6/21/73 a/12/74
6/21/73 a/12/74
6/20/74 6/20/74
7/9/73 6/3/74
1/2/73 3/14/74
7/5/73 12/28/73
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Status

Letter authorization
issued with no exp.
date. Regicnal
staff to draft
regular letter
authorization or
permit by 6/30/75.

Existing site,
Requested letter
authorization.
Regional staff to
respond by 6/3G/75.

Existing site.
ional staff to
investigate by
6/30/75.

Reg-

(5 applications)

n L1 n



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT V. STRAUB

GOVERNOR ~ MEMORANDUM
B. A, McPHILLIPS '
Chairman, McMinnville . . . . .
To: Environmental Quality Commission
GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis . : '
From: Director

JACKLYN 1. HALLOCK
Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

Subject: Agenda Item C, May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting

Tax Credit Applications
RONALD M, SOMERS
The Dalles ) -

KESSLER R. CANNON Attached are review reports on 11 Tax Credit Applications.

irector -
These applications and the recommendations of the Driector are sum--"
marized on the attached table. -

A Hl%
KESSLER R. CANNON

"AHE
May 12, 1975
Attachments

Tax Credit Summary
Tax Credit Review Reports (11)

,Qj CQ
Containg

Recycled
Malerials



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

_ AppT. ‘ Claimed % Allocable to Director's
Appiicant No. Facility _ Cost Pollution Control Recommendation
Georgia-Pacific Corporation T-636 Multiclone cinder collector $70,985.00 . 80% or more ' Issue

Coos Bay Division S o
Georgia-Pacific Corporation T-638 Baghouse fire suppression 11,785.81 80% or more Issue
Coos Bay Division system
Georgia-Pacific Corporation T-639 Baghouse to control emissions 36,683.00 80% or more Issue
_ of sawdust fines from hard- ‘
. ‘ board plant
Clarence Van Dyke and Charles T-642 44,000 gallon concrete holding 3,824.00. 80% or more ' Issue
Hertel - Dairy Farm tank for animal waste
Western Pulp Products T-643 Treatment system providing both - 21,585.00 80% or more Issue
primary clarification and secon-
dary aeration .
Rich Manufacturing Company T-647  Baghouse to collect dust gener= 20,997.98 ~ 80% or more . Issue
of Oregon ated from grinders and wheela-
brator shot bTast casting
| cleaning machine |
Rich Manufacturing Company ' T-648 Baghouse, cyclone precleaner, can- 141,157.42 80% or more Issue
of Oregon opy hoods and associated items '
Co ‘ to collect and control fumes and
‘ particulates . :
_ Boise Cascade Corporation I T-652 Installation of effluent flow 35,809.00 80% or more : Issue
Paper Division measuring equipmént . ;
Boise Cascade Corporation T-653 Clay unloading system 35,640.00 80% or more Issue -
‘Paper Division _ .
- Tru-Mix Construction Company T-654 Baghouse to capture particulate 78,244.53 80% or more Issue
_ emissions from aggregate dryer
Weyerhaeuser Company T-657 Sand classifier for cinder collec- 44,178.00 80$ or more Issue

Wood Products Manufacturing tors on hogged fuel boilers



: | © . nppl _71-636

pate _April 9, 1975

State .of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

\]‘

2.

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Coos Bay Division

PO Box 869

Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

The applicant'opefates a lumber mill and plywood plant at Coqui]Te, Coos County,
Oregon.

Descfiption of Facility ' .

" The facility claimed in this application is described as a multiclone cinder

collector to collect particulates being emitted from the plant's hogged fuel
boiler. The collector consists of the following:

1. Multiclone Dust Collector type°9V10T Size 182.7

2. Five rotary air locks, 8" Prater Model 8C |

3. Two sand classifiers, Eriez Magnetics Modei 65B-22x30

4, Two link belt screw conveyors

5. Foundatlon wiring, piping, etc. m1sce11aneous

The facility was comp]eted and put into operat1on in July, 1973.

Certification is c]aImed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed for
pollution control is 100%.

Facility cost: $70,985 (accountant’s cost certification was provided)..

Evaluation of Application

This facility was installed in accordance with Department of Environmental Quality
approved plans and specifications. The secondary collectors were installed

to enable the boiler to meet the Department's emission concentration regulation.
The facility's source test demonstrating compliance has Department approval.

The cinder re-injection feature of this fac1l1ty has the Department's approval
as it solves a solid waste problem.



Tax Application T-636

Page 2 -

4.

It is concluded that the facility claimed was installed and is operated
solely to meet the Department's regulations. Therefore, the whole
claimed cost can be allocated to air pollution control.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $70,985 with B0% or more of the cost allocated to poliution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-636.

PBB:mh



Appl T-638

Date &4-9-75

State of Oregon
' DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Coos Bay Division

P. 0. Box 869

Coos Bay, Oregon 87420

The applicant operates a p]ywood p]ant in the Bunker Hill area of Coos Bay,
Oregon. _ y

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is a baghouse fire suppression system consisting of the
following: ,

1. Four Agent Storage Containers (Ferwall #31-192007- 203)

2. Two explosion gates (dampers) in duct pipes (Archer #13-673-1).

3. Two electrical panels {Hoffman #A-20P16) with fire alarms.

Upon sensing a fire, the two baghouses are deluged by freon gas. The faciTity
was completed in February 1974 and placed into operation in March, 1974, Since

no fires have occurred to date, the system has never been used,

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed for
poliution control is 100%. . _

Facflity costs: $11,785.81 (Accountant's certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

Use. The claimed facility insures that a fire will not destroy an inordinate
amount of the pollution-control device. In three cases, Georgia-Pacific has had
baghouses with no fire suppression systems incur severe damage from fires.
Baghouse replacement time varies from 3 weeks to 6 months, during which time

the plant would emit above the standard or simply close the plant with attendant
economic impact. Georgia-Pacific and their Insurance Agent consider it good
design practice to protect baghouses with a fire suppression system. .

Relatijon to Air Pollution Control

Precedent. In T-495 and T-506, tax credit was granted for a fire suppression
system. In both cases, the fire suppression system was not mentioned in the



Tax Application T- 638
Page 2

review report's equipment 1ist nor in the body of the report, even though
the value was included in the credit.

Degree of Direct Relation. This fire suppression system does not clean

the air; indeed, it releases freon, a mild pollutant, into the ocutside

air. The guidelines of November 1971 for Tax Relief on page 6 state
"Construction which is related to the normal repair and maintenance of an
existing pollution control facility to keep it operating...is not eligible."
These two reasons would be cause for denying the application.

On the contrary, the guidelines also state on the same page "It should be
a permanent...facility...to prevent...air pollution." A function of the
fire suppression system is to prevent the inordinate down time caused by

a fire where the emissions would have only cyclone or no control until the
baghouse is repaired. Certainly its use cannot be characterized as a
“normal" use; nor can the freon released be considered nearly as severe
potlution as the smoke from an uncontrolled fire and 3 weeks or more of
sanderdust emissions.

Conclusion. It is concluded that this installation offers the possibility

. of air pollution prevention. The company may earn a return on this invest-
ment in the form of reduced baghouse costs in the event of a fire. Since

no fires have occurred in over a year of operation, there has been no
return and may never be any return.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $11,785.81 with 80% or more of the costs allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-638.

PBB :mh



R | - o Appl _ T-639

pate . April 17, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Coos Bay Division

PO Box 869 ' : .

Coos Bay, OR 97420 2

The app]icaht operates a hardboard plant at Coos Bay, Oregon.

Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application is described as a baghouse control-
ling emissions of sawdust fines from the hardboard plant and other auxiliary
equipment. The equipment is described as:

1. Clarke baghouse, Model #PNA-1035, serving cyclones 14, 34 and 35

2. New relay cyclone gathering exhaust from cyclones 27 and 28 for
transfer to the new Carter Day baghouse

3. Fire protection system for the Carter Day baghouse
4. Miscellaneous parts and supplies
The faci]ity was completed and placed into operation about December 1, 1973.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act as amended in. 1973 and the percent-
age claimed for pollution control is 100%.

Facility cost: $36,682.98 {(Accountant's certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

The claimed Clarke Baghouse was reviewed and approved by the Department on
September 11, 1973. It is contributing significantly to the reduction of
wood fines emissions from the hardboard plant.

The claimed cyclone, fire protection system, and miSce]léneous equipment convey'
dust ladened air to a Carter-Day baghouse and assure its continuous operation.
This baghouse was approved by the Department on March 13, 1973,

* The dust collected by these. baghouses is worth about $10 per day. This income

is more than offset by the operating costs incurred by the higher horsepower
fans requ1red ma1ntenance etc.



Tax Application T-639
Page 2

This facility does operate within the Department's emission regqulations
and is concluded to be 100% for air pollution control.

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $36,683 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to_ pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-639.

PBB:mh



Appl. T-642
.Date 5-1-75
State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
'TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Clarence VanDyke and Charles Hertel
Partnership - Dairy Farm

Route 2, Box 238H

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116

The applicants own and operate a dairy farm with 40 milking cows, 30 re-
placement stock and 120 acres of crop land one mile north of Verboort on
Evers Road.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility is a 44,000 galion concrete tank, 8 ft. deep, 30 ft. in
diameter to hoid one month's animal waste when spreading is not advisable.

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation in June 1974.

Lertification is claimed with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution
control.

Facility Cost: $3,824.00 (Invoice for tank construction was attached)

3. Evaluation of the Application

Prior to the installation of the facility, manure was stored in a low area

that flooded during winter high water. With the tank, manure is stored without
the possibility of being washed into the creek. It is spread on high crop

land when weather conditions permit.

4, Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the claimed facilities in Application T-642, such certificate to bear the
actual cost of $3,824.00 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control.

WDL:ak
May 1, 1975



Appl. _ T-643

Date 4-14-75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT
WATER QUALITY DIVISION

Applicant

Western Pulp Products

P.0.

Box 968

Corvallis, Oregon 97330

The applicant owns and operates a plant to manufacture vacuum formed
nursery containers, flower pots and protective packaging materials
from waste paper. :

Description of Claimed Facility

The new treatment'system provides beoth primary clarification and
secondary aeration to reduce suspended solids and BOD in repulping
plant waste water to conform to the limits set forth in NPDES Permit

No.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
£.
g.
h.

i,

3.

1686-J. The new equipment and facilities involved consist of:

Waste Water batch separator.

Fiber collection bins (2).

Collection pump. o

Effluent pump, Pacific 1 1/2 hp.

Pipe lines to lagoon, approx. 750 ft. 4" and 1" PVC.
Aerated Lagoon 480,000 gallon, six day detention.
Aerators, two Agqua Jet, 3 hp.

Lagoon discharge settler,

Associated foundations, controls, electrical and miscelleneous
piping.

Discharge piping, approximately 400 ft.

The claimed facility was completed and placed intc service in
December 1974.

Certification is claimed with 100% of the cost allocated to pollution

control.

Facilty Cost: $21,585 (accountants cerxtification was attached to the
application.) '

Evaluation of the Application

Installation of the claimed facility was necessafyrbecause'of the
limits required by NPDES Permit Condition. The facility has re-

duced BOD and suspended solids in the summer months 85 percent or
more so that an average of 15 1lbs/day BOD and suspended solids are
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discharged in summer and 40 lbs/day average BOD lbs/day and 48
lbs/day average suqu;ded solids in the winter months are dis-
charged. The company claims ng@iuseable materials are recovered
for profit, thus the “enly benerfg,derlved is pollution control.
Monitoring reports show that t “?faclllty is performing properly.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Certificate be issued
for the claimed facilities in Application T-643, such certificate
to bear the actual cost of $21,585 with 80% or more allocable to
pollution control.

WDL :mr



- | App)  T-647

pate April 29, 1975

) State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -

TAX RELIFF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Rich Manufacturing Company of Oregon
866 North Columbia Boulevard
Portland, OR 97217

The applicant takes scrap iron and steel and melts them down in an induction
furnace. The molten metal is poured into sand molds to make gray iron castings.
The castings are cleaned by shot blasting and gr1nd1ng. The sand is re-
conditioned and reused.

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is a baghouse, associated hooding, ductwork, fan and
motor to collect dust generated from two double ended grinders and a wheel-
abrator shot blast casting cleaning machine, The baghouse is a Rees Blowpipe
Manufacturing Co. Model No. 24, intermittent shaker type. Adir Movement is by
a 54" diameter, 600 RPM fan powered by a 25 HP motor.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed for pol-

" lution control is 100%.

Facility costs: $20,997.98 (Accountant's certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

On Jﬁne 19, 1974, Rich Mfg. Co. of Oregon submitted Notice of Construction
Number 426 for the proposed baghouse to capture dust emissions from said
grinders and shot blast machine.

On October 8, 1974, the Department approved the construction.

The baghouse was completed and in full operation on November 4, 1974.
Evaluation of the approved system was made by the Department shortly thereafter.
No visible emissions were observed from the baghouse and the Department is
satisfied that said operat1on is operating in compliance w1th air qua]ity
regulations.

The collected baghouse fines are hauled away to an apﬁroved landfill.

Conclusions

It is concluded that this installation is for the sole purpose of air pollution
prevention. Rich Mfg. Co. adhered to Department Notice of Construction
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procedures and said equipment is meeting all air quality emission
standards. , .

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
- cost of $20,997.98 with 80% or more of the costs allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-647.

JAP:mh



. _ . hppl T-648

pate April 29, 1975

7 State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT .OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Rich Manufacturing Company of Oregon
866 North Columbia Boulevard
Portland, Oregon 97217

Rich Manufacturing operation consists of meiting down scrap iron and steel
in an induction furnace. The molton metal is poured into sand molds to
make gray iron castings. The castings are cleaned by shot blasting and
grinding. The sand is re-conditioned and re-used.

Description of Facility

The claimed facility consists of a baghouse; cyclone precleaner, two large
canopy hoods and associated ductwork, fans, motors, cleaning mechanism and
screw conveyors to control and collect fumes and particulates released
from the gas fired scrap pre-heater and the electric induction furnace. -
The baghouse is manufactured by Industrial Clean Air, Rees Division, Model
#16-800 intermittent shaker type. Air movement is by a 85" diameter fan
powered by a 150 HP motor. _

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed for
pollution control is 100%.

Facility cost: $141,157.42 (Accountant's_certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

The now dissolved Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority issued Board
Order Number 72-15 on October 20, 1972, to Rich Manufacturing Co. reguiring
control of emissions from the induction furnace and gas~fired pre-heater.
Incorporated within the order was a two phase compliance schedule stating
time frame for achieving compliance.

On January 30, 1973, CWAPA received notice of construction Ho. 382 covering
the 1nsta11at1on of hooding and ducting to capture emissions from the
electric induction furnace and the scrap pre-heater.

On March 22, 1973, CWAPA approved NC #382 as submitted.
On October 18, 1973, CWAPA received notice of construction No. 483 covering

installation of an ICA-REES Model Number 16-800 baghouse and associated ducting,
motors and fans. The Department approved the construction on January 23, 1974,
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In March, 1974, the Department made a compliance determination evaluation
of sajd facility. The observations of the pre-heating, melt down, charging,
and tapping operations indicate that the new equipment, as installed, is

in compiiance with the Department's air quality regulations concerning
opacity and effective fume capture.

fonclusions

It is concluded that this installation is for the sole purpose of air pol-
lution prevention at the request of Columbia Willamette Air Pollution
Authority.

Rich Mfg, Co. adhered to Department Notice of Construction procedures and is
operating said facility in compliance.

"Director’s Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $141,157.42 with 80% or more of the costs allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-648.

JAP :mh



Appl.__ T-652

Date '5-1775

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Boise Cascade Corporation
. Paper Division

P.0. Box 2089

Salem, Oregon 97308

The applicant owns and operates a sulfite pulp and paper mill at Salem,
Oregon on the Willamette River.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of the installation of effluent flow measuring
equipment, installation of floats to assist pumping out the emergency holding
pond and rearrangement of aerators in secondary treatment aeration cells

with necessary wiring, piping and anchoring materials and work.

The claimed facilities were completed and placed into operation in September
1974. Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% of the cost

allocated te pellution control.

Facility Cost: $35,809 (Accountant's certification was attached to the
Application)

3. Evaluation of the.Application

An engineering study conducted for Boise Cascade showed that better treatment
could be obtained with a change in confiquration of aeration in the secondary
treatment cells. The Department of Environmental Quality approved this change
and also asked for flow measurement equipment.

The staff considers that the main function of the work described herein is to
insure more consistent operation of the treatment facilities - less susceptable
to upsets. The application states that BOD's have dropped about 200 pounds per
day and flows 1.7 MGD. The application also states that Boise Cascade expects
BOD's to drop 1,000 pounds per day in future. .

There is no income to be derived from these facilities so that the only benefits
are in pollution control. ‘ '

4, Director"s Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility certificate be issued

- for the facilities claimed in Application T-652, such certificate to bear the
actual cost with 80% or more of the cost of $35,809 allocable to pollutiocn
control. ’

WDL: ak ]
May 1, 1975



Appl: T-653

- Date: April !Q, |925

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corporation
Paper Division

P. 0. Box 2089

Salem, Oregon 97308

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill at 315 Commercial
Street S. E., in downtown Salem, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility claimed in this app11cat1on is described as a clay unloading
system consisting of:

. Radar Pneumatics clay suction system, 20 ton/hour
. Kleissler Baghouse, No. PT-8-54, at 2450 CFM
Support structure and electrical facilities
Labor, engineering and miscellaneous

P -

The facility was completed and put into operation in March 1974.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed for
pollution control is 80% plus.

Facility cost: $35,640 (accountant's cost certiffcation was provided)

Evaluation of Application

This facility was installed in accordance with a Department of Environmental
Quality approved plan. The facility was constructed by Boise Cascade to
replace a belt-type conveying system which was acceptably conveying the

clay, but caused fugitive air emissions which fell onto cars, may have :
drifted into Pringle Creek or Willamette Slough and caused a general nu1sance
to ne1ghbors

Since the installation of the claimed faci1ity, fallout has diminished to
the point where no complaints have been received since the startup of the
claimed facility. The Department's District Manager reports that the
area is now clear of fugitive clay dust and that the system is operating
within Department regulations, .

" Boise Cascade has claimed 80% plus allocable to pollution control. The

value of the clay recovered by the dust collector {500 lb/week or $715/year)
is offset by the increase in electric power cost to run the pollution
control system. There is another savings in housekeeping and cleanup costs
which is probably too intangible to be quantified.

It 1s concluded that not less than 80% of the facility's cost is allocable
to pollution control.
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4, Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $35,640 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-653.

PBB:cs :
April 17, 1975



Appl T-654

pate April 17, 1975

-

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Tru-Mix Construction Co.
PO Box 1708
Medford, OR . 97501

The applicant leases and operates an asphalt batch plant north of Medford,
Oregon, on Highway 62.

2. Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application is described as a baghouse used to
capture particulate emissions from the asphalt plant's aggregate dryer.

The facility was complieted in November, 19?4, but was placed into operation
in May, 1974.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed for
pollution control is 100%.

Facility cost: $78,244.53 (Accountant's certification was provided.)

3. Eva]uation of Application

The batch plant was formerly located in Central Point, where several housing
tracts grew up around it. The plant had cyclone primary controls and spray
system secondary controls. When the plant was forced to move to their new
location, the management went to a baghouse for secondary control to meet
the new emission source standard.

The Department required the plant to prove compliance as a condition of their
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. Compliance was proved by a source test
dated July 9, 1974, which was approved by the Department.

The fines collected by the baghouses are returned to the process. Their worth
is more than offset by the $8 200 annual ‘operating expenses of the claimed
facility. ,

Therefore, it is concluded that the baghouse was installed only for control of
air p011ut1on

4, Djrector s_Recommendation
It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $78,244.53 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control
be "issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-654,

PBB:mh



Appl T-657

Date  May 5, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY - -

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEY REPORT

AEEIicant

Weyerhaeuser Company

Wood Products Manufacturing
Post Office Box 389

North Bend, Oregon 97459

The applicant 6perates a sawmill, planing mill, plywood and particleboard
plant at North Bend in Coos County, Oregon.

Descr?ption of Claimed Facility

"The fac:fnty claimed in this application 1s described as a sand classifier

for the cinder collectors on the plant s three hogged fuel b011ers The
sand classifier consists of:

1. six rotary screens

2. sump pump

3. sump, piping, valves, and related equipment
4, labor costs of installation

The facitity was'placed into operation in July, 1974, and completed in Decem-
ber, 1974, . .

Certlchatlon is claimed under the 1973 Act and the percantage claimed for
pollutlon control is IOO/

Facility cost: $44,178.00 (Accountant s certification was prov:ded)

Evaluétion of App]ication 7

Six cinder collectors remove sand, cinders (char), and salt from the stack
gas of Weyerhaeuser's three hogged fuel boilers .at North Bend. Formerly,
all was reinjected into the boilers to burn the char. The sand and salt, as
it became smaller during handling, wou]d pass through the cinder collectors
and be emltted out the stack.

The classifiers claimed in this appllcatfon separate the sand and salt so
that it is not reinjected. Because it lessens air pollution, this project
was approved by the Department on July 24, 1973,

The reC|rculated sand formerly had an abrasive effect on the boiler tubes
and cinder collectors. Weyerhaeuser estimates an annual $500 savings on.

- wear which is more than offset by the annual $750 cost for operatlng and

maintaining the classifier.

It is concluded that the classifier was built substantially for pollution‘

‘control and that it contributes to maintaining lowest possible boiler emissions.



T-657
May 5, 1975
" Page 2

L. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
the cost of $44,178.00 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number
T-657.

PBB:ahe
05~05-75



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub
GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM
B.. A. MA:PH":'LIPS
Chairman, McMinnville To: Env.ironmenta'l Qua'l ] 'ty Commission
GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallie From: Director
JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
Portland Subject:  Agenda Item D, May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting

MORRIS K. CROTHERS

Sal - . . g . I T L
oo Public hearing to considér extension of existing moratoriums on
RON"’#: “;;If:MERS subsurface sewage system installations

KESSLER R. CANNON . g
Director Background

There are existing in a number of cities and counties certain
defined geographic areas in which the local governing body has
declared moratoriums or embargoes on installation of new subsurface
sewage disposal systems. The reason for these actions is that
health hazards and/or water pollution probiems have been created
by failing subsurface systems. The installation of new systems
would only aggravate the problem. Moratoriums on new installations
were instituted to force action toward cleanup of such problems by
construction of sewerage systems or other appropriate means.

Effective January 1, 1974, the Oregon Legislature provided
that the Environmental Quality Commission and the Department of
Environmental Quality should regulate subsurface sewage disposal.
ORS 454,605 to 454.745., It was the intent of the Legislature to
preempt this field of regulation to the Commission and the Depart-
ment. Consequently, it is legal counsel's opinion that such
moratoriums or embargoes by local governments are no Tonger
effective.

Conclusion

Many of the moratoriums are necessary to protect public health
or prevent water pollution and therefore should be continued.

The following areas now under moratorium have in the past
shown a high failure rate on subsurface sewage disposal systems,
creating health hazards and/or water pollution.

@D
&y

Recycled
Marerfals



JACKSON COUNTY:

Three {3) areas - listed as areas A, B, and C, and described on
the attached Exhibits # 1 and 2.

JOSEPHINE COUNTY:

The Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood sewage disposal emergency area as
described on the attached Exhibits # 3 and 4.

DOUGLAS COUNTY:

The Glide-Idleyid Park Area as shown on the attached Exhibits
#5, 5A, 6 and 7.

MARION COUNTY:

City of Donald - Entire city as set forth on attached map,
Exhibit # 8, and in keeping with the understanding set forth
in Exhibit # 9, fourth paragraph.

BENTON COUNTY:

Southwest Corvallis Area as set forth in Exhibit # 10.
The following subdivisions:

Princeton Heights, North Albany, Exhibit # 11.

Kingston Heights, North Albany, Exhibit # 12.

Kingston Heights, 1st Addition, North Albany, Exhibit # 13.
Strawberry Acres, North Albany, Exhibit # 14.

Strawberry Acres, 1st Addition, North Albany, Exhibit # 15.
Country Estates, Lewisburg Area, Exhibit # 16.

Country Estates, 1st Addition, Lewisburg Area, Exhibit # 17.
Deerhaven Heights, S. E. of Philomath, Exhibit # 18.

LINN COUNTY:
Midway-Foster Area as set forth in Exhibits # 19, 20 and 21.
COLUMBIA COUNTY:

Scappoose Dike Land septic tank ban area as set forth in Exhibits
# 22 and 23.



Conclusion - continued

Failure to act promptly will result in serious prejudice to
the public interest for the specific reasons that the public will
be without adequate protection from water pollution and health
hazards attendant to the construction of subsurface systems in
the areas of proposed moratoriums.

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2) the Commission may adopt a
temporary rule to be effective immediately upon filing with the
Secretary of State and until 120 days thereafter.

The Commission's rule (if adopted) will have been preceded by the
requisite thirty-day notice to all interested parties as required by
ORS 454.685 and will constitute an "order" pursuant to that section.
While such order will not be directed against named person(s) and
generally applies to all persons within the jurisdiction of the State,
it is thought that caution would require the Commission to reduce
such order/rule to writing and sign the same for filing with the
Secretary of State. (See draft prepared for Commission signatures in
the the event adoption is the Commission's election in this matter).

During the 120-day 1ife of the temporary rule, the Department
could hold public hearings in each of the affected areas to consider
whether permanent moratoriums are needed.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission act as
follows:

1) Enter a finding that failure to act promptly will result
in serious prejudice to the public interest for the specific
reasons that the public will be without adequate protection
from water pollution and health hazards attendant to the con-
struction of subsurface systems in the areas of proposed
moratoriums.

2) Adopt the aforementioned moratoriums as previously invoked
by Tocal governing bodies in Tisted areas, such moratoriums
to take effect immediately upon filing with the Secretary
of State.

3} Sign the enclosed draft order for filing with the Secretary
of State.

4) Authorize the Department to conduct public hearings in each
of the moratorium areas on the question of whether permanent

moratoriums are needed. )
K Pl

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

TJO:md

3/271/75

Attachments: Exhibits #1 through #23



BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

Re: Moratoriums on the Construc- }
tion of Subsurface Sewage Systems ; FINDING AND CRDER

in Certain Designated Areas ) of the Commission

The Commission, having conducted a public hearing in
this matter after affording notice to interested persons in
the affected area, having considered all testimony presented
therein, and having taken the matter under consideration, pursuant

to ORS 454.685, enters the following Finding and Order:

The Commission FINDS that construction of subsurface sewage
disposal systems should be limited in those areas described in

the fellowing Order.

The Commission hereby ORDERS as follows: Effective immediately
the ceonstruction or installation of subsurface sewage systems of any
type is prohibited in those areas described in the attached Exhibits
numbered 1 through 23, said Exhibits being incorporated herein and
made fully a part herecf. Teo effectuate said prohibition pursuant
to ORS Chapter 183, the Commission hereby adopts the Proposed OAR
Chapter 340, Section 71-020(6) attached hereto as Exhibit A, Said
Proposed Rule is a temporary rule pursuant to ORS 183.335(2) and
is to be promptly filed along with the requisdte Findings and

Reasons in the Secretary of State's Office.

Respectfully entered by the undersigned Commissioners this

day of , 1975.

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman Morris K, Crothers

Grace S. Phinney Ronald M. Somers

Jacklyn L., Hallock



Attachment A

FROPOSED OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTION 71-020(6)

The Director and his authorized representatives shall not approve
or issue construction permits for subsurface sewage disposal systems within
the boundaries of the following geographic areas of the State of
Oregon as described in Exhibits numbered 1 through 23, said Exhibits
Lbeing being made fully a part hereof.

JACKSON COUNTY

Three areas; see Exhibits numbered 1 and 2.

JOSEPHINE CCOUNTY

The Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood Sewage Disposal Emergency
Area; see Exhibits numbered 3 and 4.

DOUGLAS COUNTY

The Glide-Ideyld Park Area; see Exhibits numbered 5, 5A, 6, and 7.
MARION COUNTY

The City of Donald; see Exhibits numbered 8 and 9.
BENT®N COUNTY

Southwest Corvallis Area; see Exhibit numbered 10 and 10a,
The following subdivisions:
Princeton Heights, North Albany; see Exhibit numbered 1l.
Kingston Heights, North Albany; see Exhibit numbered 12.
Kingston Heights, lst Addition, North Albany; see Exhibit
numbered 13.
Strawberry Acres, North Albany; see Exhibit numbered 14.
Strawberry Acres, lst Addition, North Albany; see Exhibit
numbered 15.
Country Estates, Lewisburg Area; SeeiExhibit numbered 16.
Country Estates, lst Addition, Lewisburg Area; see Exhibit
numbered 17,
Deerhaven Heights, S. E. of Philcocmath; see Exhibit numbered 18.



Attachment A

Page two

PROPOSED OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTION 71-020(6) Cont.

LINN COUNTY

The Midway-Foster Area; see Exhibits numbered 19, 20, and 21.
COLUMBIA COUNTY

The Scappoose Dike Land Septic Tank Ban Area; see Exhibits
numbered 22 and 23.



s 4,B, and C of Phase I are icd

Area AL

Area -B. -

Area C.

Exhibit

T SESTIC SYSTEHS IS EZREBY PRCZISITED AS OF MARCH 21, 1973,

itified as follows:

&
o
o

A1l of Sections 23, 26, 27, 2zl and 35 in Township 37
Soath, Range 2 VWest of the Ull amette HMeridian, and

All trose poriions of Sectiors 24,25,36 in Township 37
South, Range 2 West of the Willzmette Meridian outside
the 1ncorporated city limits of \edlord Oregon, and

A1l those portions of Section 31 in Towmship 37
South, Range 1 West of the Willamette Meridian outside
the incorporated city limits oI Hedford, Oregon, and

A1l of Sections 1 and 2 in Township 38 South, Range 2
Vest of the Willamette Meridian, and

A1l of Section 6 in Township 38 South, Range 1 VWest of
“the Willamebtte Meridian. ‘ '

The entire area lying between the old Rogue River Highway
(99), sometimes referred to as Rogue Valley Blvd., and
Interstate Highway Number 5, South of the Central Point
city limits and North of the Medford city limits.

A1l of Sections 22, 25, 26, 27, 35 and 36 in Township
36 South, Range 2 West of the Willamette Meridian. -

That portion of Section 3%, in Township 36 South, Range

2 West of the Willamette Meridizn lying East of Intsrstate

- Higtway Number 5.

A1l of Sections 30 and 31 in 110'ns‘h1p 36 SOLth Ranfe 1
- West of the Ulllanette Meridizn.

Al1 those portions_of Sections 1 and 2 in Fownship 37
South, Range 2 VWest of the Willamette Meridian lying
East of Interstate Highway Nuzmber 5 and outside the in-
corporated city limits of Mediord, Oregon.

That portion of Section 6, in Township 37 South, Range 1
West of the Willamsite Meridian lying outside the incor-
porated city limits of Medford, Oregon.

£l
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Exhibit #3

Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood Sewage Disposal Emergency Area

Description: Boundary:

Beginning at the point on the Rogue River which is
due North of the northernmost end of Dowell Road; thence
easterly along the Rogue River to the point on the Rogue
River due North of the point of the intersection of Fruitdale
Drive and Canyon Drive; thence due South to the point of
intersection of Fruitdale Drive and Canyon Drive; thence
southwesterly along Canyon Drive to the point of its
intersection with Highline Canal; thence westerly along
Highline Canal to the point of its intersection with
Allen Creek; -thence northerly along Allen Creek to the
point of its intersection with Redwood Highway; thence
westerly along Redwood Highway to the point of its
intersection with Dowell Road; thence due North to the

point of beginning:

The above described area is located within Township
36 S, Range 5 W and Range 6 W, Willamette Meridian, All
topographic features are set forth in the Grants Pass

Urban Area Map of the Oregon State Highway Division (December,

1969).



Exhibit #4

See Grants Pass Urban Area Map
Oregon State Highway Department
December 1969

Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood

Sewage Disposal Emergency Area
Located in Township 36 S, Range 5 W
and Range 6 W, Willamette Meridian

\ Redwood

Highway
Allen
Creek
-_‘,--_‘ \ Hih .‘ ..‘
Dowell

Road




Exhibit. #7

IN THZ POARD OF COUNTY COMVISSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREGON

-
<

In the Matter of the Moratorium on Septic )

Systems in the Glide Area of Douglas County )} _ORDER

It appearing to the Board of County Commissioners
that in the interest of public health and safety the Douglas
County Health Officer has declared a moratorium on subsurface
sewage disposal systems in the Glide area of Douglas County,
copy of said declaration belng attarhpd hpreto ~and

- It being the 0p1n10n of the Board that sald
- declaration should be Filed w1th the Co"nty C’efk as publlc
. records : : g

NOW THEREFORE, IT IS HER EBY ORLCERED that- the
declaration herelnabovo desrr}bpd and attached hereto be.
recorded in the County Court Journal! and placed on file -
in the office of the County Clerk of Douglas County, .

Dated this 5th day of Octobsr, 1973.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREGON

r

7
Al Flegel, Chairman

s/ . -
/Ray E. Doerner, Commissioner

5/

A. W, Michaels, Commissioner
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mm RTMENT OF © Salem District 0fFico
ENVIRONMENTAL @)UAM"Y T e ey

1234 S.W. _MQ'R'R'ISON_STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE, 97205 © Telephone (503) 229-
Februaw 14, 1975

r. K. Cﬁarles Buster

~ City Recorder

P.0. Box 388 -
Donald, OR 97020

RE: WQ - City of Donald
Marjon County
Salem District - NW Region

Dear Mr, Buster:

This will confirm our telephone discussion of Februavy 12, 1475,
regarding the Department's involvement with the City of Donald, our
findings and proposed approach toward solving the serious probiom of

| ~ improper. sewage disposal with1n the city.

The Department of Environmental Quality first became avare
that Donald was experiencing sewage probiems in December, 1971 whou
complaints were publicly made at the city council meeting. Since iiing
meeting the Department, in conjunction with the Marion County Healih
Department and members of the city councii, has verified that a sub-

"stantial number of older homes discharge their sewage divectly inio

field tiles and storm drains undirlying the city.

During our investigations, we have discovered an equally scvinus
problem in the newer developments where people have attempted to in-~
stall proper septic tank and drainfield systems. For example, a sivv"
was made on the North Marion Junior Estates Subdivision in larch, 1??4.
Qur preliminary findings revealed approximately 50% of these ncw hei

had failing systems due to the high ground water and relatively sivi-

draining soil conditions that are prevalent in the Donald avea.

‘As you know, the City of Donald 1s an urbanfzed avea with wout
lot sizes averaging between 5,000 to 10,000 square feet. DBasad on ihic
adverse seasonal climatic conditions, relatively slow soil drainagye,
and septic tank failures In the newer developments of Donald, tho
Marion County Health Department requested the city to imposc a moio-
torium on all new construction. This request was formally friplaid
during Jour April, 1974 clity council meating and’] eCisSToN 16 Sup-

'
i 20

pDY‘ Q .

COPY.
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Mr. K. Charles Busier :
Page 2 .
" February 14, 1975

In regard to corvecting the problems, the Marion County Hoalin
Department and the Department of Environmental Quality have serious
reservations about requiring the homes that are presently expevicianing
sewage Tailures to attempt repairs to their systems. It s our opinion
that this effort would not be successful and more problems would be
created than resolved, due to the seasonal high ground water conditicns, -
poor]y drained s0il conditions. and small lot sizes.

It is our combined opinion that the only pernanant solution ©o
the sewage problems.in Donald is the instaliation of a sewage colice~
tion and treatment facility. Delays in providing appropiriate SCHRED
facilities to alleviate the dangerous health hazard situstion in €iin
Donald area can only lead to much higher costs to the residents with the
solution remaining unchanged. This Department {and all the other
agencies involved) is Iooking forward to working with you to provide
‘both technical and financial assistance in every way possible,

1T there aralany other questions regarding the above mattevs,
pTease feel free to contact this office at 378-8240, Salam. .

" Cordfally,

* KESSLER R. CANNON
Director S

Russell H. Fetrow, Jr..'P.E.
-~ Salem District Manager -

RHF /GWM/Ks

" e¢cr E.J. Weathersbee, Administrator, NW Region Office
- Laverne Miller, State Division o7 Health, Portland
C.S. Sherman, Marion County Mealth Department -
Bi]] Danie1s. Farmers Home Administration, 1218 SW Washington St.,
. Portland 97205
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1ST ADDITION TO KINGSTON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION
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JULIUS VARGA, M.D. TELEPHONE 926.4!

ST 0 counTy heRLT JEPARIMENT o

COURT HOUSE
ALBANY, OREGON
97321

May 23, 1973 NENS RELEASE

AN IMMEDTATE MORATORIUM IS HEREBY DECLARED BY THE LINN COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT
ON THE ISSUANCE OF SEPTIC TANK PERMITS IN THE MIDWAY-FOSTER AREA, LINN COUNTY. THIS
AREA HAD A COMMUNITY SANITATION SURVEY MARCH 19-30, 1973, WITH. THE SURVEY A COMBINED
EFFORT OF THE LINN COUNTY HEALTH DLPARTMENT, THE STATE SANITATION SECTION AND THE

' DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, AND INVOLVING 225 RESIDENCES. |

THESE PRELIMINARY RINDINGS INDICATE THAT THERE IS THE POSSIBILITY THAT A HEALTH
HAZARD, AS DEFINED BY THE 1973 RULES GOVERNING THE SUBSURFACE DISPOSAL OF SEWAGE,
EXISTS. HEALTH HAZARD DEFINED MEANS A CONDITION WHICH PRESENTS THE POSSIBILITY OF
EXPOSING THE PUBLIC-TO AN ILLNESS, DISORDER, OR DISABILITY NOT LIMITED TO BACTERIA,
VIRUSES, POLLUTANTS OR OTHER NOXIOUS WASTES NORMALLY FOUND IN HUMAN WASTE, ANIMAL
WASTE, OR AS BY-PRODUCTS RESULTING FROM THEIR DISPOSAL.

WITH THE EXISTENCE OF MANY SHALLOW, UNPROTECTED WATER SUPPLIES IN THE STUDY AREA
PARAGRAPH 5, PAGE 10, IN THE 1973 RULES, PRECLUDES THE ADDITION OF ANY FURTHER SUB-
SURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN THE AREA. PARAGRAPH 5 ON EXISTING WATER SUPPLY
STATES "IF, IN THE JUDGMENT OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OR HIS AUTOHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE,
THE INSTALLATION OF A SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM WILL ADVERSELY AFFECT THE
QUALITY OF AN EXISTING DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY, HE SHALL NOT AUTHORIZE THE INSTALLATION
OF THE SYSTEM." o

THE PURPOSE OF THE MORATORIUM IS TO ALLOW SUFFICIENT TIME FOR A MORE DETAILED
STUDY OF THE AREA AND FORMULATE RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADEQUATELY CORRECT THESE HAZARDS.
THE MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS FOR SEPTIC TANK SYSTEMS WITHIN THIS AREA
IS RECOMMENDED BY CORNELIUS BATESON, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OREGON STATE MEALTH DIVISTON,
AND HE OFFERS THE SERVICES OF HIS STAFF TO ASSIST IN FINDING THE LONG RANGE SOLUTION
TO THE PROBLEMS FACING THIS AREA.

Julius Varga, M.D,
Linn County Health Officer
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Robert W. Straub

GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
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- JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
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MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem
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b nn sewage disposal.

“Since then this task force has met regularly and has

i effective in performing the task assigned to it.
"'frank and helpful discussions between Department staff 'and the CTF.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 5.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696 '

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: " Director

- Subject: Agenda Item F, May 23, 1975 EQC Meeting
;i;C0n51derat1on of Adoption of Prqposed Revisions to
iy ‘.Oregon Administrative Rules Perta1n1_g_t0 subsurface
4 veSewage Disposal 3
! _
Jiﬁ;

Qanuary, 1974, the Environmental Qua11ty Comm1ss1on,after
ide public hear1ngs, adopted the présent-rules. on;subsurface:.
‘During these hearings,. there was much . .conflicting
testimony. It was felt by the D1rect0r that a task force gould, help
resolve conflicts and propose a more“equitable, workab]e set of ru]e

Just over a year ago the Citizen's.Task Force on Subsurface ‘
Sewage D1sposa1 (CTF) was appointed., cons1st1ng of sixkeen members
ﬁe]d severaT
public hearings at different locations around the State. LT

The Department considers this .task force to haveebeen-veryi H
There. have been’

Minutes of the CTF meetings have been supplied to those san1tar1ans,‘ i
soil scientists, and others working directly with the program in :
the field. 1In addition, a number of meetings involving field personnel
were held by the Department to discuss proposals -and progress of the -
CTF. The task force has tried to involve anyone having a pos1t1on

in this matter. " :

The proposed rules before the Commission are the result of -:h_ bt
more. than a year's work by the CTF. o s by v

L -
L AT

L
:E.

Lt



Agenda Item F
Page 2

Discussion

The more significant of the changes proposed are summarized in the
accompanying attachment.

The record in the May 21, 1975 hearing before the Commission's hearing
officer will be closed to further written comment on June 2. The hearing
officer's report will be made available to the Commission promptly. Since
the CTF's proposals respond to advice from every guarter as gathered and
pondered for more than a year, it is felt that any eventual permanent rule
will be substantially in alignment with the current proposals. Any worthy
suggestions received on May 21 may result in a revised Director's recom-
mendation to be presented in the Commission meeting.

In the interim,prior approvals effective under the current rule expire
July 1, 1975, Also, the construction season is upon us. For these reasons
a rule change is needed now.

Conclusions

Failure to act promptly will result in serious prejudice to the public
interest for the specific reasons that the expiration of prior approvals
under the current rule is imminent and maximum advantage to builders under
the proposed rules for the current building season requires immediate action.

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), the Commission may adopt a temporary rule
to become effective immediately upon filing with the Secretary of State and
to remain effective for 120 days thereafter. Subject to review of the
May 21 hearing, after formal closure of the record on June 2, the Commission
may later adopt a permanent rule revision.to become effective ten days after
publication in the Secretary's Bulletin.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission act as
follows:

1} Enter a finding that failure to act promptly will result in
serious prejudice to the public interest for the specific reasons that
the expiration of prior approvals under the current rule is imminent
and maximum advantage to builders under the proposed rules for the current
bu11d1ng season requires immediate adoption

Chapter 340 ‘D1v1s10n aé presented by
the C1t1zens Tagk GGE - , to be a temporary
Ective 1mmed1ate1y upon filing w1th the Secretary o ate.

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

PUM: vt
5/13/75
Attachment



Revision to Director's recommendation

2) Except for the following deletion, adopt as a temporary rule
to become effective immediately upon filing with the Secretary of State
the Proposed Revisions to Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340,
Division 7, Subsurface Sewage Disposal, as presented by the Citizens'
Task Force on Subsurface Sewage Disposal, including the corrections
shown on the errata sheet and the further proposed amendments to
Definition (39) on page 6, to the new subsection 71-030(4)(d) on
page 46, to the design of drop box shown in Diagram 11A on page 55,
and to paragraphs Y. A and B of Appendix B on page 70:

In Subsection 71-030(5)(a) delete "Seepage pits and cesspools
shall not be used, except in those counties of three hundred fifty
thousand (350,000) population or greater. No new land partitioning
or subdivision shall be made based on the use of seepage pits or
cesspools.”



Attachment :
There may be some objections by people working directly in the field to
a small number of the proposed changes, but by-and-large the package of
amendments has been accepted by them.

The most controversial proposed amendment is the one dealing with
"Prior Appfova]s". That amendment is on page 29 of the document. This
is the rule that requires that written approvals on permits issued prior
to DEQ taking jurisdiction (Jan. 1, 1974) would, under certain conditions,
be recognized for a definite period of time. |

The present rule requires that applications for a permit based on prior
approval must be made by July 1, 1975 and that installation of the system be
completed by July 1, 1976. 'Under the proposed amendment, the dates would
be advanced 6ne year. Specifically, application would have to be made by
July 1, 1976 and installation of the system completed by July 1, 1977.

There are numerous housekeeping amendments proposed, but some others
are quite significant and need to be discussed.in detail. Those significant
proposed changes that should be mentioned are:

(]) Definitions:

(a) “Escafpment" - Page 5. There has been confusion between cuts -

escarpments by some people in the field. This definition
clarifies that and allows rules citing escarpments.

(b) "Effective sidewall" - Page 5. The change in this definition

will provide some additional flexibility in the rules. - This
will be especially important where land area is a problem.

(c) "Temporarily abandoned well" - Page 12. The intent here is to

recognize that a well, even though not in use, can serve as an
access point for sewage contamination of underlying ground.

water bodies to which it may be connected. Appropriate setbacks

are therefore required. ™~ SR — =



(e) "Unstable Tandform" - Page 12. This definition attempts to

establish the fact that it is hazardous to construct on
unstable Tand subject to slippage, and requires setbacks
for the disposal system from such areas.

There is a new general requirement on Page 26: Proposed 0AR 71-012.
Discharge of sewage or septic tank effluent on the surface of the ground
or into waters of the state is prohibited. This is designed to clarify that
such practices are unlawful. Requested by Department of Justice.

In the Daily sewage flow chart, page 31, mobile home parks are Towered
from 375 gal/unit/day to 250 gal/unit/day. This is in keeping with figures
most often used nationally.

There is a new table of separation distancé, page 34. The most significant
change is the setback from intermittent streams lowered from 100 feet to 50
feet. It is felt that 50 feet will provide adequate protection for such
streams.

The table on Page 39. The minimum 1iquid capacity list for septic tanks
for certain facilities is deleted completely because it is unnecessary.

Conditions under which water table measurements may be performed are
set forth on page 42. This would come into play whenever mottling of the
soil would indicate a high water table but this should be verified by actual
observations during rainy season, irrigation season or during periods of snow
melt runoff.

On Page 47, the minimum depth of the disposal trench was raised from 24"
to 18". This would take advantage of the more favorable soil characteristics
near the surface, that is, better reduction of wastes by bacteria and oxygen

which are more prevalent near the surface.
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Cesspools and seepage pits, page 47, woﬁ]d be ai]owed only in counties
of 350,000 population or greater (Multnomah County) and not for new sub-
divisions.

Page 57, permit requirements would not apply to pit privies used for
temporary farm labor. '

New specifications of cesspool and seepage pit design are contained
on page 72. This 1is one of the major shortcomings of the present rules.
Such facilities were allowed but the construction étandards were deficient.

New subdivision 4, Page 87. Provides for methods to test new or
experimental systems.

In addition to the Amendments proposed, the following changes are pro-
posed to those Amendments:

Page 29. Add a new subsection (10) to 71-015 to read as follows:

(10) Connection to existing system. No mobile home, trailer, other

dweiling or buyilding shall be connected to an existing subsurface
sewage disposal system that was not originally designed to serve
that mobile home, trailer, other dwelling or building without
first obtaining a connection permit from the Department or con-
tract agent. '

If in the opinion of the Department the connection of a mobile
home, trailer, other dwelling or building to an existing system
not originally designed to serve that mobile home, trailer,
other dwelling or building would likely result in failure of
the existing system a connection permit shall be deniéd.

Eégg_g: Definition (39) - First Tline delete "tight jointed" and in fourth
1ine after "Box" add ",drop box,".

Page 46. New proposed subsection (d), in second 1ine after "watertight,"



Page 70.

Page 55.

add "within four (4) feet of any diversion valve, drop box, or
distribution box,".

Section V Drop Boxes _

After "A. Sump" delete the entire subsection and substitute
“sumps are optional”.

After "B. Invert elevations" delete the entire subsection and
substitute "Overflow and inlet pipe inverts shall be at the
same level. The invert of the header pipe leading to the dis-
posal field shall be six (6) inches below overflow and inlet
pipe inverts".

At bottom of page substitute new drawing "drop box cross sec-

tion" for one shown.
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub

GOVERNOR To: Environmental Quality Commission
Ch:fn:;mmhﬁue From: Director
ot Subject: Agenda Item G, May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting .

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK

Fortand Boise Cascade Corporation, Salem Pulp and Paper Plant

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Selem STATUS REPORT
RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles
Installation of the Mist Eliminator on Recovery

Furnace and Fugitive Emission Control

KESSLER B. CANNON
Directar

Background

At the May 24, 1974 EQC Meeting, the Enviromental Quality
Commission granted a variance of one year (July 1, 1974 to July
1, 1975) to Boise Cascade Corporation, Salem Pulp and Paper Plant,
for the control of the recovery system particulate emissions. In
granting this time extension, the Commission approved the following
compiiance schedule for the installation of a mist eliminator
system (highest and best practical treatment available) on the
recovery furnace:

1. By no later than July 1, 1974, submit p?éns and specifi-
» cations to the Department for all necessary construction
and/or modification work.

2. By no later than August 1, 1974, obtain approval from
the Department of engineering plans and specifications
with any required amendments of the air contaminant con-
trol system,

3. By no later than September 1, 1974, issue all -purchase
orders for component and control equipment.

4. By no later than December 1, 1974, commence construction
and/or modification work.

5. By no later than May 15, 1975, compiete all construction
and/or modification work.
&9
Conlains

Recycled
Materials



6. By no later than July 1, 1975, demonstrate that the
recovery boiler is operated in compliance with Con-
dition 4.a

Condition 4.a of the company's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
requires that, after July 1, 1975, particulate emissions from
the recovery system not exceed: (1) 4 pounds of particulate per
ADT of pulp produced; and (2} an opacity equal to or greater
than twenty percent for an aggregated time of more than three
minutes in any one hour exclusive of uncombined moisture.

At the June 27, 1974, public hearing in Salem, the Environ-

| mental Quality Commission approved Boise Cascade's request to |

increase pulping capacity subject to conditions contained in
Amendment II of the company's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
(Attachment A). The conditions in this Amendment reduce the
allowable sulfur dioxide (S02) emission from the present 1imit
of 800 ppm as an hourly average to 200 ppm as an hourly average
after July 1, 1975 (400 ppm if the 200 ppm 1imit proves unat-
tainable). An increase in pulping capacity to 310 average ADT/
day was also approved provided the permittee adequately demon-
strates compliance with all Air Contaminant Discharge Permit con-
ditions for a six-consecutive-months' period commencing when
gperation of the recovery furnace with the new mist eliminator
is stahilized.

The Amendment to the Permit also referred to a joint DEQ-
Boise Cascade study of perceivable concentrations of sulfur
dioxide off the plant site {(Condition 10, Section A) and an
evaluation and control program for fugutive emissions (wood
particles, chemicals, etc.) escaping or having the potential
of escaping from the plant site (Condition 12, Section A).

Mist Eliminator Installation

Boise Cascade notified the Department by letter dated
April 2, 1975, that due to equipment delivery delays, the
compliance date of May 15, 1975 for completion of all construc-
tion was no longer obtainable. Since this notice, the Depart-
ment has remained in close contact with the company in regard
to equipment delivery and construction complietion. The most
recent communication, on May 8, 1975, informed the Department
that the only item yet to be delivered is the main valve lead-
ing to the mist eliminator from the top of the existing absorp-
tion tower. Due to continuous delays by the company with whom
the purchase order for this valve was made, Boise Cascade can-
celled the order and is now manufacturing this part. Completion
of the construction and actual start-up of the mist eliminator
is now programmed for the week of May 25, 1975. Barring unfor-
seen start-up problems, the company feels that the recovery
boiler will be in full compliance by the July 1., 1975 deadline.



. Fugitive Emission Control

On October 31, 1974, Boise Cascade submitted its fugitive
emission evaluation and control study. It should be noted that
an extension from the September 1, 1974 date (Condition 12, Sec-
tion A) was granted by the Department in order to schedule, test,
and analyze certain air quality emissions. The study included
but was not limited to evaluation of the adequacy of the present
pneumatic chip blowing operation, chip transfer cyclone and knot
storage bhin,

In regard to the above, the company has agreed to install
chip transfer cyclones on the six original digesters (the newest,
7th digester has a cyclone already). The test result on the
cyclone on the 7th digester showed  insignificant emissions
{0.038 1bs/hour). The above program is scheduled to be accom-
plished early in 1976.

In response to the knot storade bin problem, the company
relocated the bin and transfer equipment. This facility was
previously located near Front Street at a high elevation. The
relocation has placed it almost 100 yards further onto company
property and at a lower elevation. Visual observation by the
Department staff since this relocation has shown that this is
no Tonger a source of fugitive emission off the plant site.

During the spring of 1974, the majority of public comptaints
were in regard to the blowing of sawdust and chip fines off the
plant site during the unloading of rail cars and trucks. In
response to this, the company implemented the following program:

a. Chips are thoroughly wetted while they travel off the
drag chain and prior to leaving the pneumatic blower.

b. The distance between the pipe outlet and chip pile
is being maintained as short as practical.

c. The chips are being blown into the low side of an
existing chip pile.

d. Stockpiling of chips is restricted during high winds.

In conjunction with all of the above fugitive emission pro-
gram, particle fallout buckets were located at 5 approved sites
around the miil, In addition to this, the Department has set up
a particulate and sulfur dioxide (SO5) monitoring program on the
downtown side of the mill. '



It should be noted that from July 1, 1974 to May 1, 1975, ~
no complaints on wood particles were received. During this time,
many field investigations were conducted by the Department staff
with no nuisance problems noted. However, two complaints were
received from the same person on May 5, 1975, with reference hack
to May 2, 3, and 4 {(weekend). Subsequent field evaluation by
the staff verified the problem as well as the area involved. The
results of this investigation are now being evaluated for the
appropriate Department action. In addition, the company has been
apprised of the problem, and meetings are being scheduled to
develop the necessary corrective program.

DEQ-Boise Cascade Air Quality Monitoring Program

In order to obtain background information on the off-plant-
site sulfur dioxide (S0;) concentration levels, as well as the
fugitive emission program, the Department of Environmental Quality
commenced an Air Network Monitoring Program on September 25, 1974.
Two sulfur dioxide (S02) monitors, four particle fallout buckets,
four high volume samplers, and four sticky paper samplers were
located on the downtown side of the mill as shown in Attachment B.

The summary of the data collected showed that allowable
ambient sulfur dioxide (SO,) levels (DAR 340-31-020: 260 ug/m3
of air {0.10 ppm) maximum 24 hour average) were exceeded on three
occasions at the Pioneer Trust Building. In addition, perceivable
concentrations (0.3 ppm SO2 is considered the threshold or per-
ceivable level) were exceeded 0.34% of the time at the Civic
Center and 3.14% of the time at the Pioneer Trust Building.

Data from the sticky paper and particle fallout buckets
revealed the presence of wood fibers, with the average per-
centage of such material increasing for the Hogg Brothers and
Pioneer Trust Building sampling stations in closer proximity
to the northern side of the company's property (chip pile area).*
Violations in the allowable ambient particulate fallout levels
for residential and commercial areas were noted at those sta-
tions, while none were noted at the more distant stations.
These violations cannot be wholly attributable to Boise Cascade
due to the particulate emissions associated with the adjacent
Salem Iron Works operation.

As was the case with the particulate fallout, Tevels of -
suspended particulates were found to increase as the distance
from plant property decreased. Possible violations in allowable
ambient suspended particulate levels were noted; however, a
greater number of samples would be required to make an official
determination of violation.

* Hogg Brothers Warehouse and Pioneer Trust Building are
aﬁproximate1y 250 feet and 1,100 feet, respectively, from
the echip pile. '



The first phase of this monitoring program was suspended
on March 3, 1975. The data collected during this phase serves
as ample base information prior to the installation of the re-
covery boiler mist elimination system.** The two Beckman
906-A sulfur dioxide (S0;) monitors used in phase one of the
sampling study will be replaced by Technicon sulfur dioxide
{S0») analyzers (purchased by Boise Cascade). The monitoring
program with the new superior analyzers will be reactivated on
May 21, 1975, prior to the start-up of the mist eliminator.

Complaints

A total of 94 complaints has been received in the De-
partment's Salem office since July 1, 1974 (up to May 6, 1975).
Of these, 28 complained of sulfur dioxide (S02) only, 50 of
sulfur dioxide (SO2) and visibility, 7 of visibility onty, and
2 of wood particles. 48 of the people desired no call back
with 36 of the remaining 46 contacted by the Salem staff, with
complete explanation of the pollution control programs being
installed at the plant.

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

A proposed renewal Air Contaminant Discharge Permit was
sent to Boise Cascade, Salem Pulp and Paper Plant on April 21,
1975 (Attachment C). Comments have been received back from the
company and are being evaluated by the Department staff prior
to placement on public notice. Permit processing has been de-
layed slightly by a request from Boise Cascade to allow increased
production of yeast from present production of 16,000 1bs/day
(dry basis) to a maximum of 55,000 1bs/day. This request is
being evaluated jointly by the Department of Environmental Qual-
ity and the Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority.

Director's Recommendation

This report is intended to apprise the EQC of the status
of the air pollution control program at Boise Cascade Corpora~
tion, Salem Pulp and Paper Plant, in regard to Commission action

taken in May 1974. No C0nmi;z;zgiijfézg%iiaiiiiiiii;k

KESSLER R. CANNON

EdW:1g
5/12/75

ATTACHMENT A, B, & C

** It should be noted that the recorded violations of ambient
air standards were anticipated by the Department; however
installation of the mist elimination system should prevent
these occurrences.
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" ATTACHNENT A Dot oy M

AIR commmmnm DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of I :\vta(bnqlaol!tnl Quality
(2 S.W, Moveison Steeet ‘
Portland, Oregon 97205 ’
'l'(-](plmlu.- {503) 229.5096
I%ucd in accordanee with the provisions 0[
()RH H') 727 :

——n . Y

ISSUED TO: | 7 ' REFERENCE INFORMATION
Buise Cascade Corporation - . .
Paper Group . . _ Applieation No, . .. 0012 e e

Salem, Oregon 97301 , ;
' Date Reccived .. .. November.l, 1972 . ... v w.n

TLANT SUTE:

Bolise Cascade Corporation
Paper Group )
Salern, Oregon 97301

[

Amendment No. II

In accordance with Oregon Adminiatrative Rules 340- 20-033 02 Air Contaminant Dischaxge
Pexmit Number 24-4171 is modlfied ‘as follows .

Condition 2, Sectlon A, is replaced by the following new condition:

2. After July 1, 1975, sulfur dioxide (502) emlssions from the sulfita pulp mill,
excluding steam generating boiler facilities, shall be kept to the lowest
practicable levels and shall not exceed the following:

a. 200 ppm as an hourly average;
b. 3075 lbs per day as a yenrly'average;'

é. 3075 1lbs per day as a monthly average;

d. Nine ( 9.0)1bz per unbleached air dried ton (ADT)
- Ox 3075 lbs per day as a maximum daily emission.

Except, 1f after operation of the recovery furnace with the new mist eliminator
is stabilized, the Department determines, after public hearing, that the specifié
emission llmztatlons set forth above cannot be met when the mill operates at

the increased pulplng capacity provided herein, the follow1ng limits shall

apply;
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AMENDMENT NO. XTI
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Sulfur dioxide (Soé) emission from the sulfite pulp mill, excluding steam
'generating boiler facilities, shall be kept at the lowest practlcable
“levels but shall not exceed the following:

a. 400 ppm as an houxly average:;
b. 4100 1bs per day as & yearly avefage;.i;qéwe:\ufrwwlr.

c. - 4500 lbs per day as a monthly averager

d. Fifteen and eight-tenths (15. 8) 1bs per unbleached air dried
+ ton (ADT) or 5400 lbs per day as a maximum daily emission.

The following new conditions are added to the “"Performance Standards and Emission
Limits" portion of Section A; _ .

8,

10.

11,

'Prior to increasing pulping capacity to 310 average ADT/day but not later than

The permittee shall be allowed to increase pulplng capacity to 310 average

AD tons/day by simultaneous operation of eight digesters only after adequately
demonstrating compliance with all air contaminant discharge permit conditions
for a six-consecutive-month period commencing when 0peratlon of the recovery

furnace with new mist eliminator is stabilized.

s

February 1, 1976, the permittee shall vent acid plant and counter current
washer sulfur dioxide emissions to theé recovery furnace control system or
provide equlvalent control acceptable to the Department. _ '

Aftexr installation and operation of the recovery furnace mist eliminator, the
permittee shall undertake a program in conjunction with. the Department which
will detexrmine to what extent, if any, emissions from the recovery furnace
systems result in perceivable® concentrations of sulfur dioxide off the plant
sit:, The study shall be completed by not later than November 1, 1975, If
results of the study indicate perceivable off site concentrations of S02 occur
at a frequency determined by the Department to constitute a nuisance, the
permittee shall submit a program to the Department by not later than January 1,
1976, for review and approval which should in the’ judgement of the Department
eliminate this problem, :

If a control program ls required, consideration shall be given to increasing

" buoyance of the recovery furnace exhaust gas by injection of auxlliary heat

and/or increasing the. stack helght

The permittee shall utilize water sprays ox equiva]ent control approved by the
Department on the mechanical chip conveyor whenever the conveyor is operating

. to adequately pre-wet wood chips and fines prior to pneumatic transfer.
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AMENDMENT NO. IT .

12, The permittee shall submit by September 1, 1974, to the Department for review
and approval a proposed study and evaluation program to’identify fugitive
emisgions which may be escaping or have the potential of escaping from the
mill site in such a manner and such amount as to cause a,nuisance as deflned

in OAR 21,050,

R I o o
a. The study éhall include but not be limited to evaluation of the adequacy
of the present pneumatic chip blowing operation, Chlp transfer cyclone, )

and knot storxage bin,

b, The permittee shall submit to the Department by November 1, 1974, a
compliance schedule for remedial actions 1f any are reguired as a result .
of the study. The compliance schedule shall be developed with a compliance
demonstration objective date of July 1, 1975,

13. By July 1, 1975, the permittee shall install an opacity monitor and recorder -
acceptable to the Department on the recovexry furnace exhaust stack.

The remaining condition numbers in Section A of the permit are re-numbered as follows-

Condition 8. is renumbered’ condition 14,

" 9, "o " " 15,
" 10, " " » 16, "

u 11, " " 17.. R o - e
" 12, % ru . L 18. '!. . C

This amendment shall be attached to and made:pait.oﬁ Alx Contaminant Discharge Permit
Number 24-417. - o L : o .

. ... DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Ly ™
| . Title

Date
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PSRRI ERE A PRERTE N W |

Direclor

Boise Cascade Corporation
Paper Group

P. C. Box 2089

Salem, Oregon 97308

Attention: C. J. Fahlstrom, Resident Manager
- Re: AQ - Boise Cascade Corp., Paper Group

. Marion County
Gentlemen: . S Acpor

The proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for your sulfite pulp
and paper plant ig attached. .You are invited to submit any comments
you may have concerning the permit in writing prior to the date
indicated above.

A copy of the public notice allowing 30 days for comments
from the public and goverrmental agencles is also attached for
your review and comments. All comments received will be evaluated
by the Department and final action on your proposed permit will be

taken 30 days after the public notice is distributed.

The permit fees you'sﬁbmitted with your renewal application of
11/27/74 did not include the $25 filing fee. Please pay this fee so
that the Department can proceed with issuing the permit. .

- If you have any questions; rlease do not hesitate to contact
Mr. Ray Polts of the Northwest Region Office 'at 238-8471.

" Very truly yours,

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

RP:1b ' } E. J. Weathersbee
Dire¢tor, Technical Programs

i \\..‘( \"r ) ) .
((”T- Attachments L,,f””/,
MR I3 . . .
Fe i cc: Salem District, DED

Farerialy ' ec:  Adr guality Division, DEQ
cct M:d-Wll]dmettc Valley Air Pollution Author1ty

Srse



K . o Northwest Region Officé  o
) ' 1010 N: E. Couch Street
Portl and, Orggon 97232

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT APPLICATIOﬁ REVIEW REPORT
' : ‘ File_24-417)

Boise Cascade Corporation ' Appl_352

Paper Group : Date 5-.311-75
P.0. Box 2089 )
Salem, Oregon 97308

Bagkground

1, The Boise Cascade Corporation operates a sulfite pulp and paper mill and torula
yeast plant located at 315 commercial Street, Salem, Oregon.

2. The annual production capacity is approximately 100,000 tons pulp.

3. The installation of a "mist eliminator” emiéSions control system to control
emissions. from the recovery furnace is on schedule and should be completed by
~July 1, 1975. The recovery furnace is the main source of emissions at the mill.
After observing a similar system in coperation at another paper mill, Departmental
personnel were favorably impressed with the effectiveness of the system.

4,‘ The estimated annual rate of air contaminant emissions is 162 tons particulate
and 3,000 tons sulfur oxides. .

5. The emissions from this facility are scheduled to be in compliance with Department
of Environimental Quality emission limitations by. July 1, 13875.
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Fernui vumber:
‘Expiration Date:
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of 11

Page

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHRRGE PERMIT

Department of Envu'omncntal Quality
1234 S.W, Morrison Sireet
Portland, Oregon 97205
Telephone: (503) 229-5696
Issued in accordance wth the provisions of

ORS .468.310

ISSUED TO:
" Boise Cascade Corporatlon
Paper Group-: .
P.0O. Box’ 2089

Salem,’ Oregon .
PLANT SITL

3J.5 Commeféia
Salem, Oregon
At

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF /
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY /

Kessler R. Cannon Date

Director

‘Date Received

REFERENCE INFORMATION
352

Application No.
11/27/74

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site:

Source SIC Permit No.

(1). _ ‘ ' e

(2)

SOURCE(S) PERMITTED. TO DISCHARGE A_iR CONTAMINANTS:

Name of Air Contaminant Source

Sulfite Pulp and Paper

" Fuel Burning Equipment; Residual oil
250 million or more BTU/lr.; heat
input (multiple devices) '

Permitted Activities

Standard Industry Code as Listed

- 2621
4961

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, Boise Cascade .
Corporation, Paper Group is herewith permitted in conformance with the

requirements,

limitations and conditions of this permit to discharge air

contaminants from its sulfite pulp and paper plant and torula yeast plant

located at Salem, Oregon.

Compliance with the specific requirements,

limitations and conditions

contained herein shall not relieve the permittee from complying with all
rules and standards of the Department and the laws adm:.nlstered by the

' Department.
- 4
Divisions of Permit Specifications
Section A: Sulfite Pulp and Paper
Section B: Toxula Yeast Manufacture
- Section C: Power Bollers
Section D: General Conditions

Page

.o

10

For Reguirements, I-'l.'ll"ll”llllﬂ sl Coudltlond of ihis Fovmil, sen nttached Beetions




ragalion date,  1us31,/9

. AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS R  Page 2 of ST
Issued by the S - Appl. No.: 255
Department of Environmental Quality for File No.:_24-4171

Boise Cascade'Corp., Paper Group

SECTION A: SULFITE PULP AND PAPER

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant generating
processes and all contaminant control equipment at full efficiency and effectiveness,
such that the emissions of air contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels,
and in addition: :

1. Until July 1, 1975, sulfur dioxide (S0;) emissions from the sulfite pulp mill
excluding the steam generating boiler facilities, shall not exceed the following:

a. 800 ppm as an hourly average,
b. 5,500 pounds per day as a monthly average, or

c. Twenty (20) pounds per unbleached, air-dried ton (adt) -or 6,200 pounds
per day as a maximum daily emission. !

2. After July 1, 1975, sulfur dioxide (507) emissions from the sulfite pulp mill,
excluding steam generating boilerx facilities, shall be kept to the lowest
practicable levels and shall not exceed the following:

a. 200 ppm as an houfly‘average,
b. 3,075 pounds per day as a yeafly average, or

c. 3,075 pounds per day as a monthly avefage;'or

d. Nine (9;0) pounds per unbleached air dried ton (adt} or 3,075 pounds
per day as a maximum daily emission.

Except, if after operation of the recovery furnace with the new mist eliminator )
is stabalized, the Department determines, after public hearing, that the specific
emission limitations set forth above cannot be met when the mill operates at

the increased pulping capacity provided herein, the following limits shall apply:
Sulfur dioxide (S03) emisgions from the sulfite pulp mill, excluding steam
generating boiler facilities, shall be Kept at the lowest practicable levels

but shall not exceed the following:

a. 400 ppm as an hourly average,

b. 4,100 pounds per day as a yearly average,

c. 4,500 pounds per day as a monthly average, or

d. Fifteen and elght—tenths (15. 8) pounds per unbleached air dried ton (adt)
or 5 400 pounds per day as a maximum daily emission. .
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. AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISLOUNS . Page 3 of ~UEi
o Issued by the B Appl. No.: 352
Departinent of Environmental Quaiity for ; ~ File No.: 24=a17l

Boise Cascade Corp., Paper Group

3.

As Ssoon as'pradticable, but not later than July'l, 1975, the recovery system
particulate emissions shall not exceed the foliowing:

a. Four (4) pounds per adt of pulp processed, Or
b. .. An opaciity equal to or greater than twénty.percent (20%) for an
aggregated time or more than three (3) minutes in any one (1) hour

exclusive of uncombined moisture.

The use of residual fuel oil containing more than one and three-quarters
percent (1l.75%) sulfur by weight is prohibited.

Special Conditions

5.

10.

The permittee shall be allowed to increase pulping capacity to 310 average

AD tons/day by simultaneous operation of eight digesters only after adequately
demonstrating compliance with all air contaminant discharge permit conditions
for a six-consecutive-month period commencing when operation of the recovery
furnace with new mist eliminatox is stabilized.

Prior to increasing pulping capacity to 310 average ADT/day, but not later than
Februaxry 1, 1976, the permittee shall vent acid plant and counter curxent washer
sulfur dioxide emissions to the recovery furnace control system or provide
equivalent control acceptable to the Department. .

After installation and operation of the recovery furnace mist eliminator, the
permittee shall undertake a program in conjunction with the Department which
will determine to what extent, if any, emissions from the recovery furnace
systems result in perceivable concentrations of sulfur dioxide off the plant
site. The study shall be completed by not later than November 1, 1975. If
results of the study indicate perceivable off site concentrations of S0, occur
at a fregquency determined by the Department to constitute a nuisance, the

‘permittee shall submit a program to the Department by not later than Januvary 1,
- 1976, for review and approval which should in the judgement of the Department,

ellmlnate this problem.

1f a control program is required, consideration shall be given to increasing
buoyance of the recovery furnace exhaust gas by injection of auxlllary heat
and/or increasing the sLack helght.

The permittee shall utilize water sprays or equivalent contreol approved by
the Department. on the mechanical chip conveyor whenever the conveyor is operating
to adequately pre-wet wood chips and fines prior to pneumatic transfer.

The permittee sﬁall prevent fugitive emissions from escaping the mill site in
such a manner and_such amOunt as to cause a nuisance as defined in CAR 21.050.

By July 1, 1975, the permlttee shall- 1nstall an opaclty monitor and recorder
acceptable to the Department on the recovery furnace exhaust stack.
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Issued by the ' ‘ Appl. No.: 352

Department of Environmental Quality' for . Fite No.: 24-4171

3015e Cascade Cotp], Paper Group

Emission Reduction Plan

il.

The permittee shall implement the following emission reduction plan
as previously agreed to during air pollution episodes when notified
by the Department or by the Mld -Willamette Alr Pollution Authorlty
(Reglonal Ahuthority).

Notice Conditicn " Action T¢ Be Taken By Permittee

a. Alert 1. Switch to low sulfur fuels
' 2. Cut recovery system back to 75% of
" furnace capacity
3. Prepare to shut down pulp mill and
recovery system

b. Warning . ‘ 1. Continue alert measures
' 2. Start to shut down pulp m111 and
. recovery system
3. No new cooks

¢.  Emergency _ © 1. Continue alert and warning measures
' : 2. shut down sulfite pulp mill and SSL
recovery system

-Compliance Schedule

12,

The permittee shall continue the installation of the mist eliminator to
control recovery boiler emissions, as approved by . the Department of Environmental
Quality, in accordance with the following schedule:

a. ‘By no later than May 15, 1975, complete all construction and/or
modification work of the recovery boiler and mist eliminator.

b. By no later than July 1, 1975, demonstrate(féggzﬁ)bomler operatlon
in compliance with conditions 2 and 3 above. :

c. The permittee shall notify the Departmerit in writing within fourteen
(14} days of the completion of each of these conditions. '

Monitoring and Reporting

13.

Thé permittee shall effectively monitor the operaticon and maintenance of the
sulfur pulp and paper production and control facilities. A record of all such
data shall be maintained and submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality
within fifteen (15) days after the end of each calendar month unless requested

in writing by the Department to submit this data at some other frequency. Unless
otherwise agreed to in writing the information collected and submitted shall be in
accordance with the testing, monitoring and reporting recognized applicable
standard methods approved in advance by the Department, and shall include, but not

" necessarily be limited to, the following parameters and monitoring frequencies:



capivavion Date:  ja/31/79

S AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS g : Page ¢ of 3
Issued by the : Appl. No.: 365

Deparﬂnent of Envir'onmentu'l Quality' for : .- Flle No.: z4-4171

Baise Cascade Corp, . Paper Group

Parameter . u-' . ﬁinimum Monitoring Frequency
a. Recovery system, sulfur,dioxidé : Continually
emissions '
.b.  Recovery fﬁrnéce, pérticﬁlate emissions - ?hree times per month )
C. Prodﬁction of ﬁnbleached pulp . Summarized menthly from-

production records
" a. Recovery system opacity emissions Continually

.14. In addition to the above, the permittee shall monitor the following parameters
with the collected data maintained at the plant site for a period of one year
and made available to representatlves of the Department of Environmental Quality
upon request:

Parameter _ - o Minimum Mopitoring Frecuency
a. Meteorological conditions of Continually
wind direction, wind speed, and amblent -
temperature
b. Particulate fall out associated with . Monthly
the plant's fugitive emission monitoring
program '

15. The final monthly report regquired in condition 14 submitted during any
calendar year shall also include quantities and types of fuels used during
that calendar year by the recovery system.

16. The Department shall be promptly notified of any upset condition in accordance
with OAR, Chapter 340, "Upseil Conditions" which may cause or tend to cause any
detectable increase in atmospheric emissions. Such notice shall include the
reason for the upset and indicate the precautions taken to prevent
& recurrence.
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Issued by the ‘ Appl. No.: 352
Depa;nﬂnent of Environmental Quality for o .. File No.: SA-a171

 Boise Gascade Corp., Paper Group

SECTION B: TORULA YEAST MANUFACTURING

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, Boise Cascade
Corporation is herewith. permitted to discharge treated exhaust gases containing

air contaminants in conformance with the requirements, limitations and conditons

of this permit from its 1,400 pound per hour (dry basis) Torula Yeast Plant

{14,500 pounds/hour spent sulfite liquor input)} consisting of fermenters, separators,
wash tanks, pasteurizer, spray dryer with exhaust cyclones and scrubber, and packing
station exhaust baghouse collector located at Salem, Oregon.

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

The pérmitteé shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant generating
control equipment at full efficiency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of
air contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels, and in addition:

1. Particulate emissions from the piant shall not:

a. Exceed 0.1 graln per standard cubic foot of exhaust gas from any
" single socurce, or

b. Exceed 12.8 pounds per hour of particulates from all emission sources
in the plant at a production rate of 1,400 pounds per hour.

2. Air contaminant emissions from any single source of emission shall not be as
dark or darker in shade as that designated as number one (No. 1) on the
Ringlemann Chart or equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) opacity for
a period of more than three {3) minutes in any one (1)} hour.

‘Monitoring and Reporting

3. The permittee shall effectively monitor the operation and maintenance of the
Torula Yeast production and control facilities. A record of all such data
shall be maintained and made available upon request by the Department of
Environmental Quality or the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority
(Regional Authority). Unless otherwise agreed to in writing the informaticn
collected and submitted shall be in accordance with testing, monitoring and
reporting procedures on file at the Department of Environmental Quality or
Regional Autheority, or in conformance with recognized applicable standard
methods approved in advance by the Department and Regional Authority.

4. At the .end ofléaCh calendar year a report shall be submitted including annuyal
production and operating hours to both the Department of Environmental Quality
and the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWVAPA).
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Issued by the : . Appl. No.,: 352

Deparyment of Environmental Quality for ; . File No.:_24-4171

Boise Cascade Corp., Paper Group

5.

Any schedule maintenance of operation or emission contrel equipment which
would result in any violation of this permit shall be reported at least
twenty-four (24) hours in advance to the Department of Environmental Quality

-and the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority.

Any upsets ox breakdowns which result in any violations of this permit shall
be reported within one (1) hour teo the Department of Environmental Quality
and the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority.
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Issued by the - Appl. No.: 352

Departﬁnent of Environmental Quality for . - File No.: 24-4i71

Boise Cascade Corp., Paper Group

SECTION C: POWER BOILERS

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

l. The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all fuel burning and
related equipment listed below at full efficiency such that the emissions
of air contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels. Operation.
shall be limited to only those fuels llsted below and shall not exceed the
maximum heat input stated. i

Type of _ Type of ' " Maximum Heat Input

Equipment _ Fuel BTU/hr or gal/hr
No. 4 Power Boiler . No. 6 Fuel oil/Natural Gas 125 million BTU/hr.
No. 5 Power Boiler No. 6 Fuel oil/Natural Gas 100 million BTU/hr.
No. 6 Power Boiler No. -6 Fuel oil/Natural Gas 100 million BTU/hr.

2., Emissions of air contaminants from the fuel burning equlpment shall not
exceed any of the fellowing:

a. Vigible emissions shall not equal or exceed 20% opacity for a period or
periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour except for

the presence of uncombined water.

b. Particulate emissions shall not exceed 0.1 grains per standard cubic
foot of exhaust gas.

3. The permlttee shall not use any residual fuel oil contalnlng more than 1.75
percent by weight of sulfur.

Special Conditions

4. The permittee shall provide, within 30 days of issuance of this permit, an
easily accessible sampling port in the exhaust stack which is 5/16 inch in
diameter. If a damper exists, the sampling port must be located between
the firebox section and the damper or any other source of dilution air.

Emergency Emission Reduction Plan

5. The permittee shall implement the following emission reduction plan as
previously agreed to durlng air pollution episodes when notified by the

Department.
Notice Condition : Action to be Taken by Permittee
a. Alert : S 1. Switch to low sulfur fuels

2. Cut recovery system back to 75%
. : . 'of furnace capacity
c : 3. Prepare to shut down pulp mill "
‘ and recovery system



Axu CONTAMINART DISCHARGE PEWALYT PROVISLIUNS
- Issued by the
Department of Environmental Quality for

Paée q. T
Appl. No.: 352
- Fila No.: =24-4171

Boise Cascade Corp., Paper Group

Notice Condition

b. Warning

C. Emergency

Monitoring and Reporting

Action to be Taken by Permittee

1.
2.

Continue alert measures

Start to shut down pulp mill and
recovery system

No new cocks

Continue alert and warning measures
Shut down sulfite pulp mill and
SSL Recovery System

6. The permittee shall conduct or have conducted a smoke spot test (ASTM D2156-65
"Standard Method to Test for Smoke Density"}, after each instance of o0il burner
service or adjustment. The results shall be maintained for a flveuyear period
and be made available on request to Department personnel.

7. The permittee shall submit an annual quahtities and types of fuels used on a
monthly basis report to the Department by not later than January 15 of each

yvear this permit is in effect.
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Department of Environmental Quality for - File No.:

Boise Cascade Corp., Paper Group C

Issued by the o Appl. NoT: 352

—~—ad=-4171

General Cdnditions

SECTION D: GENERAL CONDITIONS

Gl.

62,

G3.

G4.

G5,

- G6:

G7.

A copy of this permit or at least a copy of the title page and an accurate

‘and complete extraction of the operating and monitoring requirements and discharge
Timitations shall be posted at the facility and the contents thereof made

known to operating personnel.

This issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either
real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize
any injury to private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any
infringement of Federal, State or local laws or regulations.

The permittee is proh1b1ted from conductlng any open burning at the p]ant
site or facility.

The permittee is proh?bited from causing or allowing discharges of air contaminants
from source(s) not covered by this permit so as to cause the plant site emissions
to exceed the standards fixed by this perm1t or rules of the Department of :

Environmental Quality.

The permittee shall at all times conduct dust. suppression measures to meet
the requirements set forth in “Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance Conditions"

~in 0AR, Chapter 340, Section 21-050.

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

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representatives
access to the plant site and record storage areas at all reasonable times

for the purpoaes of making inspections, surveys. co]lect1nq samples, obtaining
data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge records and

- otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this permit.

G8.

G9.

The permittee, without pr1or notice to and written approval from. the Department
of Environmental Quality, is prohibited from altering, modifyina or expanding
the subject production facilities so as to affect emissions to the atmosphere.

The permittee shall be required to make application for a new permit if a
substantial modification, alteration, addition or enlargement is proposed '
which would have a significant impact on alr contaminant emission increases
or reductions at the piant site.
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Issued by the : ' Appl. No.: — 359

- Department of. Environmental Quality for o - File No.: 5a-m171

Boise Cascade Corp., Paper Group

G10. This permit is subject to revocation for cause, as provided by law, including:

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

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

c. - Ay materia] change in quantity or chardcter of air contaminants emitted
to the atmosphere.:

Gil. The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone-or in person within
one (1) hour of any scheduled maintenance, malfunction of pollution control
equipment, upset or any other conditions that cause or may tend to cause a
significant increase in emissions or violation of any conditions of this permit.
Such notice shall 1nc1ude.

a. The nature and quant!ty of increased emissions that have occurred or are
likely to occur,

b. The expected length of time that eny pollution control equipment will
be out of service or reduced in effectiveness,

c. The corrective action that is proposed to be taken, and

d. The precautions that are proposed to be taken to’ prevent a future recurrence
of a simiiar condition.

Gle. Apptication for a modified'or renewal of this permit must-be submitted not
less than 60 days prior to permit expiration date. A filing fee and Application
Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee must be submitted with the
application.

G13. The permittee shall submit the Annual Compliance Determination Fee to the
Department of Environmental Quality according to the following schedule:

Amount Due - ‘ Date Due
Section A Section B ééctibn c Total
$175.00 - $120.00 $295. 00 12/1/75
175.00 e o 120.00 295.00 12/1/76
175.00 : - ) 120.00 295.00 12/1/77
175.00 - 120.00 ' 295,00 12/1/78

(see G12) .{see G12) {see G12) .. (see Gl2) 11/1/79

Gl4. The.permittee shall provide adequate controls and safequards to prevent the
escapement of ammonia (NH3) from all handling and process systems in such
guantities that cause ammonia odors to be detected off the plant plemlser



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM
B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chelrman, McMinnville To: Environmental Quality Commission

GRACE §. PHINNEY
Corvallis

From: Director
JACKLYN L, HALLOCK

Portland Subject: Agenda Item No.H(1), May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salern

Variance Request - Reichhold Chemicals, Inc.

RONALD M. SOMERS T
The Dalles Columbia County

KESSLER R. CANNON

Director Background

In December 1972, Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. purchased from Shell
Chemical Company the ammonium nitrate fertilizer plant constructed by
Shell at St. Helens, Oregon, in 1965. It has operated continuously
since then in its present location 3-1/2 miles northwest of St. Helens
and presently employs 61 people.

In addition to an ammonium nitrate solution, the plant produces
ammonia, nitric acid, and a dry form of urea. The urea is manufactured
by reacting ammonia with carbon dioxide and by spraying the molten
urea mixture from the top of a large tower through an updraft of air.
During this process the droplets solidify and harden into spherical
pellets or "prills." These are subsequently bagged and sold for fertilizer.

During this process, particulate matter escapes from the top of the
prill tower. The average grain loading is 0.018 gr/SCF which is in
compliance with Department standards. Sixty-two percent (62%) of this
particulate matter is in the 0.5-1.0 micron range which is the critical
visible spectrum and results in visible emissions in excess of the
Department's opacity standard. An additional 25 percent of the
particulate emission is in the 1.0-2.0 micron range. The facility
annually emits in excess of 75 tons per year of particulate.

Early in the plant's operation, Shell Chemical conducted process
studies and engineering work on various scrubbing systems for the urea
prill tower in an attempt to correct the opacity problem. Three devices
were tested at the St. Helens plant and others in California. Shell
was considering total recycle of the prill tower exhaust when it sold
the operation to Reichhold in 1972.

£
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Analysis

As previously mentioned, Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. is located
3-1/2 miles northwest of St. Helens, Oregon, near the sparsely
populated community of Columbia City. The plant property encompasses
approximately 800 acres and the physical piant occupies 50 acres of
this parcel. The nearest resident is located approximately 1/4-1/2
mile from the physical plant and the Department has not recorded any
complaints related to the urea production process.

Reichhold was aware of the opacity problem upon assuming control
of the operation in December 1972. Since that time efforts by the
company through the chemical fertilizer industry and air pollution
consultants to obtain guarantees of an economically feasible system
have proven unsuccessful. Attached as Exhibits, A, B, and C are
summations of Shell Chemical Company's and Reichhold Chemicals' efforts
toward recuding the opacity of the prill tower visibie emissions.

On December 19, 1974, representatives of Reichhold and the
Department met to discuss the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit proposed
for the urea process. As a result of this meeting, it was mutually
agreed that the company would either submit a compliance schedule or
apply for a variance relative to the prill tower opacity problem.

Subsequently, in correspondence submitted December 23, 1974,
Reichhold stated that investigations had thus far not disclosed any
“"practicable method of treatment or control to reduce the opacity of
the prilling tower to 20 percent or less,” and in a meeting with
Department officials that same day confirmed their intention to submit
a written request for a variance.

On Jahuary 13, 1975, Reichhold submitted to this Department a
written request for a five-year variance from the existing opacity
standard. This request was made on the basis of Reichhold's belief
that it is presently using the highest and best practicable control
available, "since practicable technology to achieve a plume opacity
of less than 20 percent for urea prill towers has not been demonstrated."

In a letter dated February 11, 1975, the Department responded that
it did not concur with the statement that the highest and best practicable
treatment is presently being employed. Several of the vendors cited by
Reichhold would guarantee particulate collection efficiencies which the
Department believes would be capable of attaining compliance with our
opacity standard. The Department stated that practically no equipment
manufacturer will guarantee to meet opacity 1imits regardless of the
application of their equipment, but most will guarantee a collection
efficiency or outlet grain loading. The Department contended that a
grain loading or collection efficiency can be established which would
meet opacity limits and that a schedule and vendor guarantee could be
developed based upon this approach. This procedure has been used many
times in the past by the Department and industries in the state.
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The Department's response further stated that the variance request
did not present any evidence that strict compliance would result in
substantial curtailment or plant closure. Also, the length of the
variance was considered unreasonably long, particularly since no
definitive schedule for ultimately attaining compliance was presented.

After meeting with the Department on February 19, 1975, Reichhold
Chemicals, Inc. submitted a modified regquest (copy attached) for a one
year operational variance during which time various devices capable
of reducing particulate emissions to a level which would give a good
assurance of attaining compliance with the opacity standard would be
tested.

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS), Chapter 468.345, 1974 Replacement
Part, Variances from Air Contaminant Rules and Regulations, paragraph (1)
states that:

The Commission may grant specific variances which may be
limited in time from the particular requirement of any
rule or standard . . . if it finds that strict compliance
with the rule or standard is inappropriate because:

a. Conditions exist that are beyond the control of
the persons granted such variance; or

b. Special circumstances render strict compliance
unreasonable, burdensome or impractical due to
special physical conditions or cause; or

c. Strict compliance would result in substantial
curtailment or closing down of a business, plant
or operation; or

d. No other alternative facility or method of handling
is yet available.

Conclusions

1. Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. operates a chemical fertilizer
plant 3-1/2 miles northwest of St. Helens, Oregon.

2. The company employs approximately 61 people whose annual
payroll and annual operating expenses has a significant
impact on local economics.

3. The company employs a prill tower in its production of
pelletized urea from which visible particuiate matter
escapes in excess of the Department's opacity standards.
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4, Company investigation has thus far resulted in no guaranteed
solution to opacity problems.

5. From an overall environmental viewpoint, the granting of a
variance will have 1ittle impact due to the plant's location.
The Department has no record of complaints relative to this
source.

6. Granting'of a variance by the Environmental QuaTlity Commission
would be allowable in accordance with ORS 468.345.

7. Since this source is included in the control strategy of the
Oregon State Implementation Plan, granting of the said variance
will also necessitate an amendment of the Implementation Plan.

Recommendations

It is the Director's recommendation that the Implementation Plan
be amended and that a one year variance be granted to Reichhold Chemicals,
Inc. from June 1, 1975, to June 1, 1976, under the following conditions:

1. Amend the current Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to
include the variance period and conditions.

2. During the variance period the company will conduct
investigations and pilot testing of the control devices
which appear most capable of meeting grain loading or
efficiency requirements which the company and the
Department mutually agreed are likely to result in
compiiance with the Department's opacity standard.

3. Forty-eight (48) hours prior to the testing of any pilot
equipment, the company shall notify the Department.

4. Thirty (30) days prior to the expiration of the variance,
Reichhold shall submit a written report to the Department
describing the results of the testing program and be :
prepared to enter a compliance agreement for any method
proven acceptable.

o QD

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director
SMW/kz
Attadments:
Exhibits A, B, and C
Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. Tetter dated March 13, 1975
5/12/75
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EXHIBIT A

SUMMARY QF SHELI. CHEMICAL COMPANY'S STUDIES

ON PRILL TOWER PLUME CONTROL

A

Shell Chemical did process studies and engineering work

on various scrubbing systems for the urea prill tower.

They actually tested three devices at the 5t. Helens plant
site and others at the Ventura, California plant. Reichhold
does not have the written summary of this test work, nor

the raw data that was collected. The various tests at St.
Helens are briefly described below:

1. A High Pressure Drop Venturi Scrubber

This venturi was installed temporarily and a slip

stream of air from one of the prill tower fans was
directed to grade. Tests of grain loading in and out

of the test scrubber were conducted for various pressure
drops. Shell Chemical discarded the concept of the
venturi because of the very high pressure drop required
to achieve an acceptable efficiency on the submicron
fume that is generated in the tower.

2. Bag Filters

A pilot baghouse was tested at the plant site. Reason-
ably good efficiencies were obtained, but high humidity
caused the bags to clog, making a baghouse installation
impractical in this application.

3. A Brink HV (High Velocity) Mist Eliminator

This system involves the inertial impaction removal
technique for particles and mist greater than 3 microns.
After studying the system's geometry for installation

in the prill tower itself rather than at grade, it was
determined that an HV unit could be installed physically
in the tower. However, the removal efficiencies for the
HV unit were not sufficient to achieve an opacity of
less than 20%, so Shell determined this was not an
acceptable system.

4. Total Recycle of Tower Air

This concept was considered by Shell in 1971. It in-
volved recycling the prill tower exhaust through a '

e
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scrubber-cooler to the base of the tower, and the
treatment of a slip stream with a high efficiency
scrubber. This was the scheme that Shell proposed '
to reduce the plume opacity. The installation itself
was not started, however, before Shell decided to shut
down the St. Helens operation in 1972,

The design engineering material for this emission
control facility was given to Reichhold under a secrecy
agreement as part of the purchase agreement for the
plant.
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EXHIBIT B

SUMMARY OF REICHHOLD CHEMICALS, INC.'S EFFORTS TOWARD

REDUCING THE OPACITY OF THE PRILL TOWER PLUME

T\

Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. purchased the St. Helens plant
from Shell Chemical Company in December of 1972, and by
February of 1973 started ammonia and urea production.
-Engineering efforts were, of course, directed to the initial
start up and shake down period of the previously moth-balled
plant. It was realized that while the urea prill tower
emission was in compliance with the process weight table,
‘the plume opacity generally exceeded 20% and that we were
expected to find a suitable means to maintain the opacity
below the 20% level. Efforts were started toward this end,
and Exhibit C lists the major contacts made in this regard.

‘Initial emphasis to reduce opacity was placed on the Shell
recycle scheme, since this was the result of their extensive
investigation. There are many potential problems with this
approach. The prilling system is not designed for the high
temperature, high humidity conditions this scheme would re-
guire. Build up of urea on the tower walls and collection
cone is a problem during normal operations, and would have
to get more severe, since the recycle air stream would be
saturated. Further, as the temperature of the inlet air
increases, the urea prills do not solidify completely before
reaching the bottom of the tower, resulting in a solid

build up that must be manually chipped out. The removal
procedure is time consuming, a safety hazard, and often
requires the tower to be shut down to achieve satisfactory
results. Accelerated build up rates anticipated with the
recycle scheme would magnify the problems we now have with
the tower.

During the summer months the tower capacity is barely
adequate. We expect both a build up problem and reduced
rate operation if the recycle scheme were used. Furthermore,
we do not know of any such system operating on any prilling
tower. The concept has beén proposed for high density
ammonium nitrate prill towers, but the problems of refrig-
eratlngthe air economically and achieving a tower system
that is completely enclosed have so far dlscouraged anyone:
from pursuing this method.

For the above reasons we decided this scheme is not practicable
and redirected our efforts to other possible alternatives.
Through industry meetings we contacted and became members of
the Ammonium Nitrate Pollution Study Group (ANPSG) which is

an industry association of manufacturers that organized to
exchange information and technology on pollution problems
associated with ammonium nitrate plants. Their primary concern
was the ammonium nitrate high density prilling tower and NOx
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abatement from nitric acid plants. At the meeting in

February 1973, the first held after we joined we requested
that the study group consider urea plants, since many of the
manufacturers present also operated urea production facilities.

In talking with the other urea manufacturers at these meet-—
ings, we learned that only one other company was actively
pursuing modifications to urea prill towers to reduce em-
issions. However, their work was primarily concerned with
reducing the grain loadings to achieve an emission within
the process weight table. To our knowledge, there is no
urea prill tower currently in operation in the United States
that achieves an effluent cleaner than ours. Several people
are very interested in our system, and we have talked at
length with Borden Chemicals, Inc. regarding wet scrubbing
for their urea prill tower. The February 1975 meeting of
the ANPSG will hold a special one day conference initiated
at Reichhold's regquest, directly aimed at urea plant pollution
' problems.

In addition to contacts we've had in the industry, we've
continued to evaluate different collection equipment that

- could be applicable to our urea prill tower. Several
contacts were made with Monsanto Envirochem about their

Brink systems. A basic problem with the Brink is the sus-
ceptibility of the glass fiber elements to corrosion in an
alkaline environment. The small amount of ammonia present’
in the prill tower exhaust would contribute to this problem _
substantially. Plugging of the fiber elements by biuret is
also a potential problem. The long term effectiveness in .
our environment, therefore, is very questionable. Monsanto™™ .. °
will guarantee a removal efficiency, but they will not M
guarantee the results on the opacity level of the treated '
air stream.

Environeering Inc.'s proposal was also evaluated. It
appears possible that Environeering can install a modified
rod type scrubber in the existing prill tower. However,
their collection efficiencies on submicron particulate is
low, and they have stated that they would not guarantee an
opacity of the resultant effluent from their scrubber system.
It appears that although the energy requirements for this
system are moderate, the overall efficiencies are too low

to effectively remove the submicron urea that is the main
contributor for light scattering and resultant visibility of
our plume. It does not appear that their system would be
successful in reducing our opacity below 20%.

Johns-Manville has recently developed a scrubbing system that
they claim would be capable of removing submicron particles
with moderate energy requirements. We have arranged for them
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run tests on our tower with their pilot scrubbing unit ///

late February or early March to see if it is applicable
our situation. v

an alternate to installing scrubbing equipment to catch

the fume (submicron particle) after it has been generated,
efforts were made during 19732-1974 to reduce the amount of
submicron material that is generated within the tower.
These efforts include:

1.

Revision of prill heads.

We modified the existing prill plates to produce a
smaller, more uniform prill that would resist mechanical

break up and dust formation. Although we were successful -

in reducing the particle size distribution of the
product from the tower, we were not able to detect any
visible change in the plume opacity. We theorized that
although the drop of molten urea would be cooled faster
with the smaller diameter, and thus emit less fume,

the compensating factor of having more available surface
area apparently counteracted the desirable effect.

Melter design changes.

.Various ideas were considered on possible changes to
the crystal melter in the urea prill tower to minimize
fume generation by preventing excessive temperatures
and reducing residence time. We concluded there would
be little advantage to a major change in melter design,
and have, therefore, discarded this approach for the
time being. New ideas aré actively being sought, and
discussed within the industry.

Reduction of Air Flow.

Consideration was given to the possibility of reducing
the air flow through the tower to limit the amount of
particulate matter in micro prills entrained in the

gas stream. However, a reduction in air flow would
probably aggrevate our problem rather than improve it
since entrainment of submicron material is not dependent
‘on velocity. Reducing the air flow would increase the
prill temperature and this would result in additional
fume generation which would increase the opacity. As
mentioned earlier, the tower capacity is maxrginal during
warm weather, so rate reduction would be necessary if
the air flow is decreased.

o

e
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4. Alternates to prilling.

We are considering major revisions and expansion of the
urea plant, which, if carried out, may make it feasible
to abandon the prilling operation altogether. There are
only two alternate processes currently available to

urea technology. These are a spherodizing system as
licensed by C & I/Girdler and pan granulation system as

‘licensed by Norsk Hydro.

We have obtained preliminary information on both these
processes, and have visited the Norsk Hydro pilot plant
unit near Oslo, Norway, the TVA pan granulation unit

at Muscle Shoals, Alabama, and the C & I/Girdler instal-
lation at Cominco Ltd. in Calgary, Alberta, Canada.
Additionally, we plan to visit a C & I/Girdler installation
in Louisiana in early February 1975,

From observations and discussions during these visits,

it appears that both processes will meet mass emission ////
standards, but there is still some question on guarantees
for the opacity standards. More information must be
gathered and evaluated before concluding that either
process may be better than prilling for our situation.

Since these choices involve major process changes and

are not primarily pollution contreol equipment, they

could only be economically feasible if the proposed ex-
pansion is undertaken. Additional time is needed to

make a decision on the expansion, particularly in view

of the natural gas shortages experienced so far and the
uncertainty of this supply, which is our basic raw material,
for the next few years.

L
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EXHIBIT C

CHRONOQLOGICAL LISTING OF CONTACTS

WITH VENDORS AND CONSULTING ENGINEERING FIRMS

AYS

RELATING TO UREA PRILL TOWER PLUME OPACITY REDUCTION

1/3/73

3/5/73

4/1/73

7/31/73

8/8/73

P. S. Hewett - Vice President Environmental
Services - Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. Discussed
possible use of scrubber manufactured by Entoleter
Corporation. Information was requested from the
manufacturer. (Subsequent investigation indicated
high pressure drop required to effect clean up

and overall system not suitable for our tower.)

E. T. Comeau - Cooperative Farm Chemical Association
{CFCA), Lawrence, Kansas. Discussion of work on '
ammonium nitrate tower emission problem at CFCA.
Urea towers not yet considered by CFCA, and their
approach requires urea vapor pressure data which
they've not found in the literature. (CFCA
forwarded copy of paper on "Abatement of Prilling
Tower Effluent"” by Mitsul Toatsu. Not applicable

to particles near or in submicron size range,
however.)

Day Tooley - Monsanto Envirochem Systems.
Discussed application of Brink mist eliminator
systems for urea prill tower application.
Reviewed our problem and requested additional
information from them on their system.

Richard S. Reid - CH2M Hill, Discussions at our
site regarding sampling the prill tower effluent.

Day Tooley - Monsanto. Discussions on application
of the Brink mist eliminator in urea service,
and a brief review of our existing analytical

‘information on our tower effluent. Information
was also obtained on Monsanto's MBS1( sampling

system and subsequent to this meeting a purchase

" order was placed to Monsanto for use of their

sampler on both our ammonium nitrate neutralizer
effluent stack and the urea prill tower effluent.
(Meaningful results not obtained in the urea
plant.) '
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8/12/73

106/73

11/30/73

2/7-8/74

2/19/74

3/5/74

3/5/74

3/19/74

3/38/74

f N : ff_h}\

Received CHoM proposal dated 8/9/73. Subsequent
decision made not to proceed since study would
only be a duplicate of the previous test work.

Joined Ammonium Nitrate Pollution Study Group

" (ANPSG) .

Ivo Mavrovic, Consulting Engineer - Scientific
Design. -During discussions of possible plant
expansion, possible methods for control of the
prill tower effluent were considered.

Ammonium Nitrate Pollution Study Group (ANPSG)
meeting. Attended by E. J. Stipkala and J. H.
Cramer. RCI requested time slot be allocated

at future meeting to discuss urea towers.
Contacted other urea tower operators and dis-
cussed common problems. Other plants concerned
with grain loading limitations, not with opacity.

Glen T. Sparrow, Norman J. Walton - URS/Engineering
and Construction Company. Meeting at RCI, St.
Helens to discuss prill tower plume opacity
control.

Phil Keown - Borden Chemical, Louisiana. Mr.
Keown discussed their approach on prill tower
effluents. Noted that Environeering Inc. was
doing test work for and with them.

N. 8. Balakrishnan - Environeering, Inc.
Discussed the application of the Environeering
venturi rod scrubber system in urea service.
Requested additional information.

Received proposal from URS/Engineering and
Construction Company. Study not undertaken as
Environeering's experience with test work on
urea towers judged to promise more help to us.

Roy L. Duggan - Air Products and Chemicals,
Pengacola, Florida. Follow up contact regarding
system mentioned at ANPSG meeting being tested for



)
T

Exhibit C
Page 3

4/18/74

4/74

5/21/74

6/1/74

8/4/74

8/10/74

/—-\\ - 1 /_\

abatement of prill tower effluent. Told that
more tests required before any results will be
given out. Also secrecy agreement details not
firmed up vet.

Submitted data sheets to Heat Systems Ultrasonics,
Inc. to determine if their scrubber system may

be applicable to our problem. Subsequently

told that their units so far cannot handle the
air volume that we have.

Phil Keown - Borden Chemical. Discussed results
of Environeering's "dust difficulty determinator"
testing. Results inconclusive because of

extreme difficulties in getting representative
samples from their system. Briefly discussed
Lone Star Steel's agglomeration approach to
particulate remcval, but they are bound by a
secrecy agreement, and could not divulge any
details at this -time. . '

N. S. Balakrishnan - Environeering. Discussed
test work at Borden Chemicals and Triad Chemical.
Based on preliminary test experience, Environeering
felt they could reduce grain loading at those
plants to the level at which we are now operating.

Phil Keown - Borden Chemical. Borden not confident
of the results of their and Environeering tests.
Now planning to undertake a study of possible
changes in melter design to minimize formation of
fume.

N. S. Balakrishnan - Environeering. Determined -
scope cost for sampling work. Grain loading to
be determined only on the inlet, with outlet
loadings calculated from material balance around
the unit.

W. E. Brown - C & I/Girdler, Inc. Requested
price information and effluent standards for
spherodizing process. -
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8/19/74 Received Environeering proposal for a "dust
' difficulty determinator survey". Proposal
for testing not accepted, but alternate proposal
‘rYequested for guarantees utilizing inlet loadings
as determined from their testing at Borden, Triad,
and W. R. Grace. '

9/5/74 John Stover - Cooperative Farm Chemicals Association,
Lawrence, Kansas. Discussion centered around the
applicability of the CFCA shroud design for urea
plants. They have installed a system to allow
separation of highly contaminated ammonium nitrate
effluent air from their ammonium nitrate prill
tower. They have not designed nor worked on a
similar system for use in urea prill towers,
and did not know if it could be applied to our
‘situation. :

11/12/74 Al Dierl - E & L Associates, Inc. They discussed
work being performed by E & L for the purchasers
of the moth-balled Shell Chemical plant at

. Ventura, California. Requested a proposal from
them for engineering and design services.

11/25/74 N. S. Balakrishnan — Environeering, Inc. They
have done some preliminary investigations to
see if their scrubbing system could be installed .
in our existing tower. They predict an outlet
loading of 0.012 grains/SCF but stated that they
could not guarantee opacity. (Written proposal
dated 12/13/74 is Exhibit D, attached.)

12/10/74 Al Dierl - E & L Associates, Inc. Discussed
their position on performance guarantees. They
are a construction engineering firm and would
only pass on equipment guarantees from vendors.
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March 13, 1975 . ADDRESS REFLY TO

P.0O. BOX 810
ST. HELENS, CREGON 27081

TELEFHONE (B03) 397.2224

Department of Environmental Quallty
Northwest Region

1010 N.E. Couch Street

Portland, Oregon 97232

Attention: Mr.‘E.‘J. Weathersbhee
Administrator

Gentlemen:

Further to your letter of February 11, 1975 and our meeting of
February 19, 1975, Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. requests a modi-
fied variance of the opacity provision item 2(b) of Section A
of the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to allow continued
operation of our St. Helens urea plant for a period of one year.

Thig variance period will be used to test various devices to
reduce the opacity of the air stream exit the prilling tower.
We have completed one series of tests with the Johns-Manville
filter system, but do not yet have the final reports. Addi-
tionally, we have scheduled preliminary sampling work with
Monsanto Envirochem Inc. which will be followed by a 10-12
week test run using a Brink pilot unit installed on our tower.
This pilot run should answer some of the concerns regarding
element corr051on and plugging. ,

" We.will also continue to investigate other methods and equip-
ment that may be effective in reducing the effluent opacity.

Please let'us‘know:if more information is necessary.
Very truly yours,
REICHHOLD CHEMICALS INC.

7

Ef{J Stlpkala

Manager, Plant Operations

EJS:beb



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM

B. A. McPHILLIPS

, Mcinnvill . . ..
Chairmar, McMiontle 7o+ Environmental Quality Commission

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis

From: Director
JACKLYN L HALLOCK
Fortiand Subject: Agenda Item H.2 for EQC Meeting of May 23, 1975
MORRLS K, CROTHERS
Salem Oregon Portland Cement Co., Lime, Oregon
RONALD M. SOMERS Variance Request - Extension of Compliance Schedule

The Dalles

BACKGROUND
KESSLER R. CANNON ———
Diractor

Oregon Portland Cement Company owns and operates a wet process
cement manufacturing plant located along U. S. Highway 80-N about 5
miles north of Huntington, Oregon. The plant produces about 550 tons
of cement per day and employs 110 people at full production. Plant
production generally parallels the construction activity in the
Eastern Oregon and Boise, Idaho areas.

DISCUSSION

The cement plant includes a raw grind section, slurry tanks, two
natural gas or coal-fired rotary kilns, a finish grind section, bins,
silos, bagging and truck and rail loading facilities. A pozzolan
cinder drier also operates infrequently at the site.

The exhausts from the two kilns, which are combined and discharged
to the atmosphere via a 150 foot tall stack, are not in compliance with
Department regulations and are not on an approved compliance schedule.
The remainder of this facility is considered to be in compliance or an
an approved compliance schedule. Therefore, only the kilns are being
considered at this time.

Oregon Portland Cement Company and the Department began discussing
the reduction of kiln emissions about a year ago during the process of
developing an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for the cement plant
(see attached May 10, 1974 letter from OPC). At that time the Company
indicated consideration had been given to controlling the kilns whth
either a precipitator or a baghouse, but decisions were not being made
since long range plans were in the state of flux. During this period
it was understood that the Company would be evaluating its long range
plans and would submit a control program for the kilns as soon as

égéé practical.

Cantains
Reeycled
faterials
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A Notice of Construction for an electrostatic precipitator to
control emissions. from kiln No. 2 was submitted by the Company on
December 26, 1974. The Company, on January 15, 1975, submitted
additional information and requested a variance to operate kiln No. 2
at the existing level during the construction period. The Department
approved the precipitator proposal by letter dated February 10, 1975
and began processing the variance request. Some five bids, sub-
sequently obtained by the Company, indicated that the total installed
cost of the precipitator would approximate $800,000 (letters attached).

In the January 15, 1975 correspondence, the Company also requested
a variance to operate kiiln No. 1 at the current emission level untii
its production would be supplemented by increased productivity at
their Inkom, Idaho plant. It was projected that kiln No. 1 would
operate intermittently in response to market demand until permanent
retirement in 1978 or 1979,

In early March .the Company informed the Department that it wished
to eeassess its previous commitments due to the results of a recently
completed long range planning study and the cost of the precipitator
installation. Essentially, this study indicated that the existing
cement plant should be replaced with a new modern facility. In a letter
dated March 28, 1975, the Company indicated that it would make a decision
regarding a new plant on or before September 1, 1975. Proposed scheduies,
one based on a decision to build and one based on a decision not to
build, were also submitted.

The Company revised and expanded these scheduies by copying the
Department on a Tetter dated April 4, 1975 and addressed to the EPA.
(Since the Huntington plant will not be in final compliance by July,
1975, and is not on a DEQ approved compliance schedule, the EPA has
also been involved in this source.)

The proposed schedules and requested variances under consideration
at this time are summarized below:

Case I - Based on a decision to build a new pliant
A. Proposed Schedule
1. On or before September 1, 1975, decide to construct new plant.
2. By March 10, 1975, begin preliminary engineering (accomplished).
3. By September 1, 1975, begin design engineering.
4. By October 1, 1975, submit Notice of Construction and Applica-
tion for Approval for air contaminant sources contemplated

in new plant.

5. By February 1, 1976, issue purchase orders for major equip=
ment.

6. By June 1, 1976, award construction contract, or contracts.
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By August 1, 1976, begin construction.
By June 1; 1978, compiete construction.

By September 1, 1978, demonstrate compliance with applicable
air discharge standards.

B. Requested Variances

1,
2.

Kiln No. 1 - Until December 1, 1977.
Kiln No. 2 - Until September 1, 1978.

Case II - Based on a decision to defer building a new plant

A. Proposed Schedule

1.

= TN & ; B

~J

10.

On or before September 1, 1975, decide to defer building a
new plant.

By July, 1974, begin preliminary engineering for an electro-
static precipitator (ESP) for Kiln No. 2 (accomplished).

By December 26, 1974, submit Notice of Construction and
Application for Approval for ESP {accomplished).

By September 1, 1975, begin design engineering for ESP.
By September 15, 1975, issue purchase order for ESP,

By January 1, 1977, award construction contract.

By January 15, 1977, begin construction.

By May 1, 1977, complete construction.

By June 1, 1977, demonstrate compliance with applicable
air discharge standards.

By December 1, 1977, cease operating Kiln No. 1 without
controls adequate to achieve compliance.

B. Requested Variances

1.
2.

Kiln No., 1 - Until December 1, 1977.
Kiln No. 2 - Until June 1, 1977.



ANALYSES

Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 21-015,
21-030 and 21-040 limits the amounts of particulates emitted from
industrial processes. Cement Kiln No.'s 1 and 2 at the Oregon Portland
Cement Company piant along U. S. Highway I-80N north of Huntington,
Oregon are not capable of complying with these limits as currently
equipped. Therefore, the Company has proposed compliance schedules
to correct this matter and requested appropriate variances to allow
legal operation in the interim.

The Department has reviewed the proposed schedules for both Case I
and Case II, including the decision on constructing a new plant and
designing, procurring and installing equipment, and did not see any
obvious way whereby they might be shortened. A new modern plant
(Case 1) is considered by the Department to be the preferred long term
solution. Should this be deferred (Case II), the precipitator would
provide adeguate control for kiln No. 2.

The economic importance of the plant includes being the major
employer in the Huntington area, plus the major supplier of cement for
the construction activity in the eastern Oregon - Boise, Idaho area.

Particulate emissions from the plant are not known to cause any
adverse effects except for aesthetics in the area near the plant.
The current emissions are not suspected of causing any violations of
ambient air quality standards beyond the site area.

Forasmuch as Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 468.345,
1974 Replacement Part, "Variances From Air Contaminant Rules and
Regulations", paragraph (1) states:

"The Environmental Quality Commission may grant specific
variances which may be limited in time from the particular
requirements of any rule, regulation or order...if it finds

that special circumstances render strict compliance unreasonable,
burdensome or impractical due to special conditions or cause;

or strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment

or closing down of the business, plant or operation.",

Oregon Portland Cement Company has petitioned the Environmental Quality
Commission for variances from Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
Sections 21-015, 21-030 and 21-040 to operate kilns 1 and 2 at its
cement plant near Huntington, Oregon.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. Oregon Portland Cement Company operates a two kiln wet process,
cement manufacturing plant near Huntington, Oregon. This
facility has a significant impact on local economics.

2. The company is considering the construction of a new dry
process plant. A decision on whether or not to start construc-
tion will be made on, or before, September 1, 1975.
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3. If the new plant is to be constructed, kilns 1 and 2 would be
permanently phased out by December 1, 1977 and September 1,
1978, respectively.

4, 1If the new plant is not to be constructed, kiln No. 1 would
be permanently phased out or not operated in non-compliance
by December 1, 1977 and kiln No. 2 would be controiled by
June 1, 1977.

5. The company has requested variances for kilns No. 1 and No. 2
with the appropriate time Timits as necessitated by the dates
in 3. and 4. above.

6. The granting of this variance by the Environmental Quality
Commission would be allowable in accordance with ORS 468.345.

7. The requested variances are not expected to cause any violations
of ambient air standards beyond the plant site area.

8. The results of the Commission action regarding the proposed
schedules and requested variances will be incorporated in the
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit upon its issuance for this
facility.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

It is the Director's recommendation that the proposed schedules
be accepted and variances from Oregon Administration Rules, Chapter 340,
Sections 21-015, 21-030 and 21-040 be granted to the Oregon Portland
Cement Company plant near Huntington for kiln No. 1 until December 1,
1977 and for kiln No. 2 until June 1, 1977 with the provision that the
latter date be extended to September 1, 1978 if a decision to build a
new plant is reached on or before September 1, 1975.

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

Attachments - Oregon Portland Cement Company-DEQ correspondence
in reverse chronological order

FAS:h



7 OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CONIPANY

INCDRPORATED 1915

April L, 1975

: R
B "

Ms, Floye Nul Sumida , ' o Vi S
Mail Stop 513, Region X, EPA . IR _ RS
1200 Sixth Avenue ' : R
 Seatbtle, WA 98101 ' I

RE: NOTICE OF VIOLATION FIIE NO. X75-02-L5-113
Dear Ms, Sumida:

As suggested at our conference held March 31, 1975, regarding the subject Notice
of Violation, we have revised the scheduls which we submitted by letter to the
Oregon DEQ on March 28, 1975. It is our intention that the revisions we have made,
-along with the supplementary information herewlth provided, will satisfy require-
ments of both the DEQ and EPA. As previously stated to you, we will appreciate
your Kkeeping this material confidential to the extent possible.

The schedule which we intend %o follow is as follows:

1) Our company will complete the installation of the bag-type dust
collector in the Finish Grind as shown on the schedule already
approved by DEQ, Other control measures for fugitive dust to be

- taken as may be agreed upon between company and DEQ staffs.

2) On, or before, September 1, 1975, our company will make the

~ decision to undertake the construction of a new plant at its |
Durkee, Oregon guarry site, or will make the decision to defer
such construction pending a more favorable economic outlook.
In the event that the new plant construction is deferred,
the dates and actions shown for steps 3A throughIOA, below,
will apply.

In the event that new plant construction is to proceed steps
(3} through (10) will apply.

3) March 10, 1975, preliminary engineering was started,
L) September 1, 1975, begin design engineering.

5) October 1, 1975, submit Notice of Construction and Application
for Approval for air contaminant sources contemplated in new plant.

6) February 1, 1976, issue purchase orders for major eqniﬁment.

111 S.E. MADISON * PORTLAND, OREGOM 97214 - (503) 233-5353
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' Ms. Floye Nui Sumida | | April L, 1975

7) June 1, 1976, award construction contract, or contracts.
8) August 1, 1976, begin construction.
9) June 1, 1978, complete construction.

10) September 1, 1978, demonstrate compliance with applicable air
discharge standards.

BA)' July, 19?h, preliminary englneering was started fdr an electrostatic
: precipitator (ESP) to control stack emissions from Kiln No. 2 at
existing plant.

LA} December 26, 197h submitted Notice of Construction and Appllcatlon
for Approval for ESP.

EA) September 1, 1975, begin design engineering.

6A) September 15, 1975, issue purchase order fdr ESP.
7A) Jamary 1, 1977, award construction contract.

84) January 15, 1977, begin construction.

9A) May 1, 1977, complete construction.

10A) June 1, 1977, demonstrate compliance W1th applicable air discharge
standards. :

We do not wish to provide emission controls for Kiln No. 1 at the existing plant

due to its age, design, poor fuel utilization and other reasons explalned to you

in our conference, Alsoc, we have found that we cannot replace that kiln's produc-
tion abt our Idaho plant as contemplated in our Jamuary 15, 1975, request for a
variance to the Oregon BEQ, TIf the new plant is not construected, our request to
your agency and to the DEQ is for a walver to allow us to operate Kiln No. 1 with ibs
present level of emission control until December 1, 1977. With such a waiver, we
would then have the option of acquiring clinker (or cement) from others to maintain
our market after December 1, 1977, or we could do whatever was necessary to provide
suibable control to allow us to operate the kiln after that date.

We think that the waiver, if granted in this sibuation, is justified because it
limits the existing operation of Kiln No. 1 to only about six months operation
beyond the time when Kiln No. 2 would be controlled. At the same time it allows
the company six months, or more, extra time to attempt to negotiate with other
companies for product before ordering a collector which would allow us to keep
Kiln No. 1 on the line after December 1, 1977.

Whatever course taken by the company for Kiln No. 1, it is very important to the .
construction industry in the Huntington plant's trade area that sufficient cement
is available. 4Also it is important to the company to maintain its market position
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Ms. Floye Mui Sumida : ' April L, 1975

- by supplying the required cement, We submit, therefore, that the adverse impact
of operating Kiln No. 1 with existing level of control until December 1, 1977,
would be minimal due to the location which is remote from significant population
and which is in an area well ventilated throught the year. On the other hand, the
adverse impact of a shortage of cement could be very noticeable in the area's
construction industry and the loss of business could have the adverse effect of
further postponing or eliminating the company's ultimate plan for replacing the
existing plant with a new plant. A new plant would be subject to new plant emission
standards which are much more restrictive and would use only about 50% as much
energy per ton of clinker made as the existing plant.

Please see Attachment I to this letter which is supportive of our time schedule
for construction of a new cement plant. :

Also please see Attachments II and ITT which are supportive of our time schedule
for constructlon of an ESP for Kiln No. 2 at the existing plant.

We will be pleased to further discuss any of the foregoing material with your. agency
or with the DEQ. In any event we wish to have the opportunlty to read a draft of
a Consent and Order prior to its being issued to us.

Very truly yours,
OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

/ﬂ%zm{//%%ﬂ'/

Edmond L. Miller
7Assistant Vice President

EIM/pk
. Enclosures: Attachment I
Attachment II
Attachment III

cc: Mr. Haroid Patterson, Oregon DEQJ”/



. ATTACHMENT T

smeicmmstd ENGINEERING CONPANY
4260 SHORELINE DRIVE » EARTH CITY, (ST. LOUIS COUNTY) MISSOURI 63045 » 314-201-2030
TELEX 44-7673

April 2, 1975

Mr. Edmond L. Miller

. Assistant Vice President
Oregon Portland Cement Company

111 8.E. Madison Street

- Portland, Oregon 97214

Dear Mr. Miller:

Currently, Bendy is engaged in several cement plant projects.

We draw on these experiences to estimate with reasonable accuracy
the time required to put into operation a new cement producing
facility.

In some cases we are performing a feasibility study (preliminary
engineering) to define the project, an assignment that may ex-
tend over a period of four to six months. At the conclusion of
such a feasibility study, the technical features, a normal
'schedule, and the costs have all been defined sufficiently to
base a decision to proceed with design and construction.

An entire cement plant for a new site justifies several months
of study. This practice of investigating the operational, tech-
nical, and economic aspects is well established in the cement
1ndustry s approach to a 1arge project.

For a new plant of 400,000 to 500,000 tons per annum, we currently
estimate 36 months for design, procurement construction, and
placing in productional operation. This calendar time may be in-
creased by about three months if the delivery of equlpment and
materials is delayed or if unusual difficulty occurs in construction.
A shorter interval might be enjoyed, perhaps with a saving of three
months, 1f, for example, equipment delivery schedules meet or
anticipate the vendors' promises.

Presently, the delivery of the principal equipment (grinding mills,
kilns, and clinker coolers, large dust collectors) is the chief -
determinant in getting ready for production.

One example may illustrate the matter: the time of delivery of a
large grinding mill is currently quoted as 17 to 20 months with

an "open" gear and pinion drive while 26 months is gquoted for a
mill with an enclosed gearbox drive. Adding three months lead time
from project decision day to purchase order date plus four months
after the delivery of the mill gearbox to make the mill and motor
ready for test, we have 33 months for this unit by itself. The
schedules of other sections of the plant overlap so that the con-—
struction schedule for the plant takes more than 33 months.
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Assuming that authorization may be granted on review of the
feasibility study report (which would depict all of the dust

- contxol equipment), such authorization would coincide nearly

with the Owner decision to build the plant. These two events
could occur about four to six months after starting a feasi-
bility study. This interval may be shorter if some of the
information from earlier surveys of your plants can be
salvaged, updated, and elaborated. -

Within three to five months after the decision to build, all
orders for the principal mechanical and electrical equipment
will have been placed. o

During this interval, certain structural design work which
does not depend on having drawings of vendors' equipment can
be started. Storage buildings and silos are typical. .~

It is also during this time that the Owner may be able to
negotiate a cost plus a fee-type agreement with a contractor
company, on the basis of the feasibility report, and returned
bid from several contractors. (However, if it is necessary to
award a lump sum contract for construction, the letting of
this contract must await the execution of a substantial per-
centage (more than 60%) of the working drawings. This would"
delay the construction activity several months,)

We estimate that this could begin from six to seven months

after the Owner's decision to proceed (authorization to build
assumed, of course). This schedule depends on taking bids on
the basis of the feasibility report. This is frequently done.

-

Construction could be completed in about 33 months after the

‘decision to build by the Owner. Add to this about three

months for testing, start-up, and early productional operations. -
During this last three-month interval, the vendors will test .
their equipment for fulfillment of stipulated or guaranteed
performance.
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5. Final Compliance with the Law

As indicated in Section 4 above, testing of the equipment

to verify compliance with the law might be completed in 36
months, if all plans go well, or later if equipment delivery
is delayed beyond current dellvery promlses, or 1f there

are faults in the eguipment. :

The above statements constitute our best estimate for the con-
struction of ‘a new cement plant. In arriving at this estimate,
we have utilized recently completed studies on similar plants.
In one of these studies we collaborated with The H. K. Ferguson

~ Company which has experience in heavy industrial construction and

~its scheduling.

We would be glad to furnish further information.

Yours very truly,

W

A+ M. Wolf
Senior Consultant

JMW/mg
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Industial M{W Sypsloms, Inc.

" DIVISION OF ENVIRO ENERGY CORPORATION

16167 Yenteera Beocelevesed Seeile 2208 ' 7 o Encine, %‘a{%mm-sx?/s

212996 152

April 1, 1975

Edmond L. Miller, Asst. Vice Pres.,
Oregon Portland Cement Company,

111 Southeast Madison,

Portland, Oregon 97214

RE: Electrostatic Precipitator
Huntington, Oregon
Proposal No. KPN-4030F

Dear Mr. Millerx:

We wish to reconfirm the statements made in our proposal No.
KPN-4030-F with regards schedule performance. As of this date,
April 1, 1975: '

1. Drawings

A Load Diagram and General Arrangement drawing showing
firm dimensions and loads at the points of application
will be mailed within four (4) weeks from date of an
order or letter of intent. This drawing will have
adequate information to complete all structural and
layout work relative to the precipitator. Electrical
drawings will be mailed within eight (8) weeks. from
receipt of an oxder. Meetings will be held at the
plant or Purchaser's offices to resolve problems as
need warrants.

2. Material and Erection

The delivery of material will require approximately -
16 months to start erection. The erection of the
equipment proposed will require approximately 3—~1/2
months based on a 40 hour work week.

This information was confirmed with Mr. Steve Mitchell, Environ-
mental Elements Corporation, Baltimore, Maryland. If we may be
of any further service to you, please let us know. : '

Very truly yours,

INDUSTRIAL, MARKETING SYSTEMS, INC.

wz\
\

Jack Cooper
JC:dlr
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ATTADHMENT III

JOY MANUFACTURING COMPANY
WESTERN PREGIPITATION DIVISION RP-9645C

ABSTRACT

In response to Oregon Portland Cement Company inquiry, Joy Manufacturing
Company (Western Precipitation Division) proposes to design, fabricate
and deliver electrostatic precipitation equlpment for the purpose of
removing dust and fume from the gases arising from wet process cement
klln $#2, located at Huntington, Oregon.

An electrostatlc precipitator (follow1ng an existing mechanical collector)

will be provided as described in Section 190 of this propoesal; the equip-
" ment arrangement will consist of a single chamber and three (3) fields

in series, with twenty-three (23) gas passages formed by 9' x 24' col-

lecting surfaces (on 9" centers) as illustrated by the proposal drawing.

IDENTIFICATIONS

The Purchaser - ~ Oregon Portland Cement Company

JOY ' - - Joy Manufacturlng Company (Western

: Prec1p1tat10n Division)

Ready for Operation ' ‘ The precipitator will-be ready for
operation at the conclusion of
mechanical/electrical checkout,.
after installation by others.

" Initial Operation ~ Initial operation will occur when
- exhaust gas first passes through the
"collector.
DIMENSIONS

As indicated by proposal drawing $#K-143441-A, Section 800.
SELLING PRICES - . SCHEDULE o

As indicated by Section 120. As indicated by Section 130.
VAPPROXIMATE NET WEIGHTS .

(a) Precipitator ' - 141,340 1bs.

(b) InIet/outlet nozzles . - , 13,820 lbs.
(c) Total estimated net weights ) 155,160 lbs.

—e—_p——r—

2/1-1/75' N - {a)



JOY MANUFACTURING COMPARNY
WESTERN _PRECIPITAT!ON SIVISION - " RP-9645C

" 130 SCHEDULE

" 131  After written or telegraphic notification of award, and
- agreement as to scope, conflguratlon, price, terms and
conditions, JOY will: - ,

L1 Provide general arrangement drawings,
electrical single line diagrams and -
loading schedules for approval, within , 12 weeks

.2 Submit final certified drawings, assuming
return of approval drawings within two (2)

weeks, within. o 20 weeks
.3 Begin shipment of proposed eguipment within 13 months
.4 Complete delivery within e 15 months

132 Shipment will be made by a combination of rail/trucking
- facilities judged most expedient, economical and efficient
based upon both source of supply and the nature of the
equipment /materials.

133 The proposed schedule is subject to prior orders and is

- premised upon prompt receipt of information and/or required
approvals during the engineering and production phases of
the work. Purchaser, if unable to receive the materials
when ready for shipment, will promptly advise JOY where -
delivery may be made with payment due as if delivered to
Purchaser's plant; any storage or additional transportation
or handling cost so-occasioned will be for Purchaser's account.

2/11/75 ~ 130-1
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OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPAN ¥

INCORPORATED 1915

March 28, 1975

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Contaminant Discharge Program
1234 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Re: Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
Huntington, Oregon Plant

Gentlemens:

We are pleased to provide for your information the schedule which we have
verbally requested that you incorporate in the subject permit when issued.
The schedule is as follows: '

1) OPC will complete the installation of the bag-type dust
collector in the Finish Grind as shown on the schedule
already approved by DEQ. Other control measures for
fugitive dust to be taken as may be agreed upon between
OPC and DEQ staffs.

2) On, or before, September 1, 1975, OPC will make the
decision to undertake the construction of a new plant
at its Durkee, Oregon quarry site, or will make the
decision to defer such construction pending a more
favorable economic outlook.

In the event that the new plant construction is deferred,
the dates and actions shown for steps 3A through 6A,
below, will apply.

In the event that new plant construction is to proceed,
begin to finalize the engineering agreement and follow
through steps 3 to 8.

3) By October 1, 1975, begin detailed engineering. Begin,
or continue financial negotiations. Begin, or continue
the obtaining of all necessary permits.

L} By April 1, 1976, place orders for long delivery major
equipment.

111 S.E. MADISON » PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 - (503) 233-5353
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5)

6)
7)
8)

3A)

LA)

5A)
6A)

By January 1, 1977, engineering substantially complete.

Begin construction contract negotiations. Complete placing
of orders for vendor items.

By April 1, 1977, begin construction.

By October 1, 1978, construction cbmp]ete and start trials.
By December 1, 1978, shut down production at Lime, Oregon
plant and operate new plant. Ship from Lime to use up
inventory before closing completely.

Under the alternate schedule, by October 1, 1975, place order
for equipment to control particulate emissions to bring about
compliance with applicable Oregon standards.

By November 1, 1976, initiate onsite construction for collector(s).

By April 1, 1977, compiete onsite construction.

By June 1, 1977, demonstrate compliance with Sec. 21-040 OAR
340 by source testing,

We believe that it is in the overall best interest of the company, its employees,
people living in its trade area and of the regulatory authorities that
the EQC approve the above schedule.

Very truly yours,

OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

Soramil W I

Edmond L.

Miller

Assistant Vice President

ELM:er
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DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5296

ROBERT W. STRAUB )
GOVERNOR February 10, 1975

KESSLER R. CANNON
Direclor

Oregon Portland Cement Company
111 SE Madison
Portland, OR 97214

Attn: Edmond L. Miller Re: File #10-0010, SIC #3241
Assistant Vice President , & NC #283
Gentlemen:

The Department has reviewed the "Notice of Construction and - -
Application for Approval" forms which you submitted for the
anticipated installation of an electrostatic precipitator to con-
trol emissions from kiln #2 at the Huntington plant. It s the
Department's understanding that the construction will also include
a completely enclosed conveyor and storage bin system which wili
return collected dust to the kiln to the maximum extent possible.

It is also the Department's understanding that the completion of this
control plan will enable kiln #2 to comply with the limits set forth
in 0AR Chapter 340, Sections 21-015 and 21-040, and that the outiet
grain loading from the electrostatic prec1p1tat0r will be less than
0.026 gr./acf. ;

In view of these understandings your proposal has preliminary
approval subject to the Department's review of the final plans and
specifications.

If you have any gquestions, please feel free to contact J. A.
Broad or F. A. Skirvin of this office. '

Cordially,

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

F. A. Skirvin, Chief
Engineering Section

JAE R
cc: ERO

DEQ-1



¥ OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

ITNCORPORATED 1915

Janﬁary 15, 1975

Department of Environmental Quality
AMr Quality Control Division

- 123} S. W. Morrison Street

Portland, OR 97205

RE: ATR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT ~ BUNTINGTON, OREGON PLANT -
Gentlemen:
On December 26, 197k, we submitted to you our Notice of Construction
and Application for Approval to install a control facility for XKiln #2
at our Huntington, Oregon plant. As part of the application, we sub-
- mitted as Exhibit II dates for increments of progress in that installa-
tion.
We hercby request a variance under ORS L68.,3LS to allow operation of said
Kiln #2 with existing level of control during the construection period
shown by the aforementioned increments of progress.

Very truly yours,

OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

N
Edmond. L. Miller <o) %
Assistant Vice President 46“'%;%
i i ‘ . “‘g&, ' P
ELM/pk _ oy <, 2 fgf
cc: R. E. Cooke, Huntington Plant Lz B BG

111 S.E. MADISON » PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 « (503) 233-5353



OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

INCORPORATED t3185

Janmary 15, 1975

Department of Environmentazl Quality
Air Quality Control Division

123} S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

RE: ATR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT ~ HUNTINGTON, OREGON PLANT
Gentlemen:

Cur Application for Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for our Huntington cement -
plant submitted to you under date of April 2L, 1973, shows the emissions from

the two kilns to be a major source of contaminants at that plant. In meetings
with DEQ staff we have been informed that a permit could be issued only after
proper control, or after a schedule for propsr control of that source has been
submitted. Having submitted a Notice of Construction and Application for

Approval on December 26, 197l covering a new collector to suibably control Kiln
#2, we hereby request a variance for Kilu #1 for a period of time sufficient to
replace the productive capacity of that kiln at our Tdaho facility. The requested
variance could be issued under ORS }68.3L5 for reasons detailed in this letter.

Kiln #L is a 9' and 10' x 210! kiln installed in 1923. It is very small by
modern standards and inherently poor in fuel economy due to its size and age.
Fuel consumption for Kiln #1 averages aboub 78 therms per ton of clinker which
does not compare well with new, larger wel process kilns which produce clinker
with less than S50 therms per ton. Kiln #2, somewhat larger than Kiln #L, uses
about 58 therms per ton. For the foregoing, and other reasons, our company has
now developed a plan under which new productive capacity will be installed at our
'Tdaho plant which will allow the phasing out of Kiln #1 at the Huntington plant
and the absorption of a larger part of our Idaho market by the Idaho plant.

No time schedule for having the new capacity available at our Idaho plant has
been made but it seems unlikely that it could be on line until 1978 or 1979.

As we foresee the markeb for cement, however, it probably will be necessary to
use Kiln #1 only intermittently until it is permanently retired in 1978 or 1979.

Prior to making this request for a varlance, the alternatives of either providing
a suitable collector for Xiln #1 or combining the collection for Kilns #1 and #2
were considered. We Ffound that a capital expenditure of from $400,000 to $700,000,
depending on the option selected, to provide suitable control for a probable total
production from Kiln #1 of less than 150,000 tons of clinker in 1977 and 1978
could not be mads.

111 S.E. MADISON * PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 - (503) 233-5353 .
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Department of Environmental Quality
Ar Quality Control Division January 15, 1975

In view of the circumstances alluded to above, and in view of the geographical
location of the facility, we feel that compliance with Sections 21-015 and

21-00 of Chapter 30, Oregon Administrative Rules, for the operation of Xiln #1
in the period 1975 throuﬂh 1978 would be unreasonable, burdensome and impractical.
Your favorable response to our request for a variance is urgently sought.

Very truly yours,
OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

Edmond L. Miller
Assistant Vice President

EIM/pk
cc: R. E. Cooke, Huntington Plant -



OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT C GMPANY

INEDHPDRATED 1215

December 26, 197L

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Control Division

1234 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

RE: ATR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT -~ HUNTINGTON,_OREGON PLANT
Gentlemsn:

Attached hereto please find our Notice of Construction and .
application for approval for an electrostatic precipitator to
control emissions from Kiln No. 2 at our Huntington plant. We
understand that the subject permit, when issued, will be com-
patible with a1l terms and conditions which may be imposed by
your approval of the attached application.

Very truly yours,
OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

7 s b

Fdmond L. Miller
Assistant Vice President

- 4 //'
o /2.
S ST a,m e

ELM/pk
Enclosurses

cc: R, E. Cooke, Huntington FPlant

111 S.E. MADISON ~» PORTLAND, OREGON 87214 - (503) 233-5353
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OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

INCORPORATED 19215

May 10, 1974

Mr. F. A. Skirvin

Air Quality Control Division
Department of Envirommental Quality
123 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

RE: ATR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT -- Huntington, Oregon Plant
Dear Mr. Skirvin:

This letter is in response to your reguest that we 1ist for you the various
proposals which have been discussed internally to satisfy conditions which would
likely be attached to subject permit when issued.

As Mr. Voldbaek explained to you at our meeting on May 2, 197L, we have had
trouble coming to grips with the problem due to the state of flux of company long
range plans, Unfortunagtely, consultant's input and company decisions on such
long range plans will not be forthcoming until possibly early fall this year. In
the interim, for purposes of negotiating a compliance program with your department, we -
are going to assume that the plant will remain in operation for about ten more years
and that during those ten years, the company will obviously choose to minimize
capital expenditures.

As to proposals that have been considered within the company, only two have had
much attention. The first and most obvious of these is a proposal to install a
dust collector on No. 1 and 2 kiln exhaust. Either a precipitator or a bag house
would bring this source within the Oregon standard. The other proposal is to
replace the Finish Grind clinker dust collector with another unit of sufficient
capacity to properly eliminate emissions in that area.

These items may be further discussed when you visit the plant later this month.
Very truly yours,

OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY it

"
= -~ iy S
//%Wa/ﬂ/ /%/«%@ @& gjpgpf:f.ff'; .

Edmond L. Miller Vi S,

Assistant Vice President < /;’7’4},13 iy

R ,
EIM/pk | Q(/,q L7/
cc: Dick Cooke, Huntington, Oregon Plant 4, C s
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111 S.E. MADISON * PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 +« (503) 233-5353
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OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CONMIPANY

INCORPORATED 1915

May 19, 1975

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
123l S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, OR 97205

RE: FILE #10-0010 VARIANCE REQUEST

Dear Mr, Camnnon:

We have received a copy of your memorandum directed to the Environmental Quality
Commission concerning Agenda Item H,2 for EQC meeting of May 23, 1975 -- Oregon
Portland Cement Company, Lime, Oregon, Variance Request - Exten51on of Compliance
Schedule.

We find that there has been a misunderstanding concerning our variance request for
Kiln No. 1 in the event the decision is made to build a new plant on or before
September 1, 1975, It was our intention in both oral and written communication

with the staff that Kiln No, 1 as well as Kiln No. 2 would operate with a variance
until September 1, 1978 when construction of the new plant would have been completed
and compliance demonstrated.

As presently proposed we would have to shut down Kiln No. 1 on December 1, 1977,
nine months prior to completion of the new plant. To do so would adversely affect
the construction industry in that plant's trade area and the company's market posi-
tion. The adverse impact would be compounded in the event Kiln No. 2 was unable to
operate during this periods We submit that the adverse impact of operating Kiln
No. 1 for nine additional months would be minimal. :

We request that the Director's recommendation be modified by providing that the date
of December 1, 1977 (for Kiln No. 1) be extended to September 1, 1978, but only if
a decision to build a new plant is reached on or before September 1, 1975.

If our request for modification is nolt granted at this time, we reserve the-right
to renew our request at a later date.

Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yéurs, _
OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY

Edmond L. Mlller
Assistant Vice President

ELM/pk
cc: Mr, Harold M, Patterson

111 S.E. MADISON + PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 - (503) 233-5353



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub
GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville , . ] . .
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
GRACE S. PHINNEY )
Carvallis
FROM: Director
JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
Portland
SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. H (3), May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting
MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem
Variance Extension Request: Union Qi1 of California

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

KESSLER R. CANNON Background

Director

On September 20, 1974, the Environmental Quality Commission considered
the attached Department report entitled, "Variance Request: Union 0il
of California" {Attachment 1). Based on the information available in
September 1974, the Department recommended, and the EQC granted a variance
effective until July T, 1975 to Union 0i1 of California and its customers,
from the Department's residual fuel o0il requirement limiting sulfur
content to a maximum 1.75%. Specific conditions imposed with the variance
are contained in the aforementioned Department report.

On April 21, 1975, Union Qi1 of California submitted a request to
the Department to extend their variance from July 1, 1975 to July 1,
1976, and as before requested that it be applicable to the fuel oil
customers served by Union 0il Company. This request by Union 01, which
included a progress report toward achieving compliance with the Depart-
ment's rules is also attached (Attachment 2).

Union 0i1 Company has complied with the conditions of their present
variance by not distributing residual oil having a sulfur content greater
than 2.5%, submitting quarterly reports on oil shipments and sulfur
content, and submitting a report on progress toward achieving compliance
with Department ruies.

o>
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Discussion

At the time Union 0i1 Company was granted a variance, fuel oil
supplies were extremely scarce and Federal allocation controls on oil
product distributions were in effect. Had Union 0il not been granted a
variance, it was very doubtful if any other oil company could have
supplied Union Qi1 customers.

Union Qi1 Company's latest request for a one-year variance
extension is accompanied by a rather generalized report that indicates
compliance with the Department's residual fuel o0il rule could not be
expected before 1978 or 1979. The Department is concerned about the
equity of granting continual extensions of the Union Qi1 variance, since
it now appears that:

1. A1l other Oregon oil suppliers are complying and appear
capable of continuing compliance with the Department's re-
sidual fuel o0il rule.

2. Crude o0il supplies and supplies of o0il products appear to have
significantly improved in the past year.

3. The Federal allocation requirements on 0il product distribution
appears to have become less restrictive in the past year.

4,  Other Oregon fuel 0il suppliers may now be able to supply
Union 011 customers with oil meeting current Department rules.

The Department is equally concerned about setting a precedent in
granting Union 0i1 a variance extension in light of the possibility of
similar variance requests coming in 1979 from many other oil companies
who can now meet the 1.75% sulfur Timit, but who may not be able to meet
the new 0.5% sulfur 1imit which is scheduled to become effective in 1979
in the Portland Metropolitan Area. This concern is justified since new
local refining capacity should be able to supply the required 0.5%
sulfur fuel in 1979.

Fully examining the justification for perpetuating Union 0il's
variance will take many weeks since contacts and confirmation letters
with Tocal o0il suppliers.and their headquarter offices, and State and
Federal energy offices will be necessary. Further detailed information
will also be needed from Union Qi1 to more explicitly describe their
program for achieving compliance with the Department's 1.75% sulfur
content of residual fuel oil rule and more stringent requirement of 0.5%
sulfur content in the Portland Area by 1979.
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It is apparent that insufficient time is available for the Depart-

ment to complete the necessarily thorough evaluation of Union 0il's
variance extension request before Union 0il's present variance expires.

A short-term extension of Union 0il's existing variance appears justi-
fied to allow the Department time to complete its evaluation and give
Union 0i1 and its customer's sufficient time to adjust fuel supplies
should the Department recommend, and the Commission approve modifications
or termination of Union 0il's variance.

t.

Conclusions

Union 011 of California was granted a one-year variance from the
Department's sulfur content of residual fuel oil rule at a time
when 011 supplies were scarce and stringent Federal controls
{allocations) on fuel oil products were in effect. In fact, it
appeared at the time the variance was granted, in September 1974,
that customers of Union 0il could not obtain o0il supplies from
other sources if Union 0il Company's variance request was denied.

Union 0i1 of California has now requested a one-year extension of
their variance which expires July 1, 1975, and at the same time
Union 011 has indicated essentially no possibility of complying
with the Department's residual fuel oil rules until 1978 or 1979.

The Department is concerned with the equity of granting Union 011l
further variance extensions in 1ight of the fact that:

a. A1l other Oregon oil suppliers are complying with the Depart-
ment's residual fuel oil rules and appear capable of continual
compliance for some time into the future.

b. 011 supplies appear to have significantly improved in the past
year,

c. Federal control (allocations) on oil product distribution may
have become less restrictive in the past year.

d. Other Oregon fuel oil suppliers may now be able to supply
Union 0i1 customers with oil meeting current Department rules.

e. A precedent may be set for similar variance requests coming in
1979 from many other 0il companies who can meet the 1.75%
sulfur Timit now, but who may not be able to meet the new 0.5%
sulfur 1imit in 1979 in the Portland Metropolitan Area.



-

4, Extension of Union 0il's variance will result in continued exces-
sive air contaminant emissions from some facilities in the State,
many of which are located in the already overloaded Portland
Metropolitan Area airshed.

5. There is insufficient time for the Department to fully evaluate
Union 0i1 Company's variance extension request prior to termination
of Union 0il's existing variance, due to apparent recent changes in
fuel oil supplies and Federal allocation regulations which need to
be fully identified.

Director's Recommendation

As there is insufficient time for the Department to fully investigate
Union Qi1 of California's request for a variance extension before their
present variance expires, it is the Director's recommendation that Union
0i1 be granted a 90 day extension of their present variance subject to
the following conditions:

1.

JFK:cs
5/14/65

The maximum sulfur content of residual fuel oil to be sold,
distributed, or used shall not be more than 2.5% sulfur by
weight.

Union 0il shall continue to submit to the Department a report
containing the sulfur analysis and quantity of each shipment
sold or distributed in the State on a quarterly basis.

Union 011 Company shall provide, to the extent possible, all
information requested by the Department to fully evaluate
Union 0i1's variance extension regquest and that such infor-
mation shall be supplied in the shortest time possible.

This variance extension shall terminate October 1, 1975.

A A

KESSLER R. CANNON

Attachment (2)
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TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

" B, A, McPHILLIPS

Chairman, McMinnville

. GRACE 5. PHINNEY

Carvallis

JACKLYN 1, HALLOCK
Paortland

* " MORRIS K. CROTHERS

Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

"ent upon the sulfur content of the crude oil processed.

Attachment 1

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

MEMORANDUM V_

To ‘: Enviroﬁmental Quality Commission

-From. . ‘Directo; |

sﬁbject: Agenda Iteﬁ Nb. I,lSeptembér 20, 1974 ﬁQC Meeting
. Variance Request: Union 0il of Califormia o
Background

On June 21, 1974, the Environmental Quality Commission con-
sidered the attached staff report entitled "Consideration of
Variance Request, Sulfur Content of Residual Fuel 0il.™ Based
on the information available in June, the Department recommended
and the Commission granted a short-term variance to the Union Oil
Company of California until October 1974, with the conditions
contained in the attached staff report.

The primary basis for the staff recommendation to limit the
variance period for approximately 90 days was to allow suEficient
time for the staff to meet with each of the oil companies and

- obtain additional information to evaluate their short and long

range programs as related to the Department rule.

As planned, the-Department had discussions with representa-
tives of Shell 0il Company, Standard 0Qil of California, Mobil 0il,
Texaco, Inc., Atlantic Richfield Company, and Union Oil of ’
California.

Discussion

Based on the discussions held and the information obtained, the -
following general observations and conclusions are made:

1. As presently projected, the sulfur content of residual oil
in Oregon for the next three to'four]years will be primarily depend-
In general,
compliance with the Department’s existing rule is achievable when
processing domestic crudes and some foreign crudes. However,
compliance will be difficult if not impossible in some cases where it
is necessary to process higher sulfur foreign crude oils, primarily
Arabian crude. '
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The most significant potential effect on the availability of czrude
0il as related to sulfur content in the near future (1979) will be the entry
of Morth Slope crude oil. It is anticipated the North Slope crude will
xeplace most of the foreign crude now used in the West Coast refineries. If
no further refining changes are made, the sulfur content of processing North
Slope crude should result in a residual product with a sulfur content con-
sistently less than two percent or near that, presently obtained when processing
present domestic crudes. ‘

Other potential changes in crude supply such as shale oil are not

. expacted to have any major sffect until arfter 1980. '

2. BAnother potential method of obtaining lower residual fuel oil would
be to add residual desulfurization at existing refineries. Most of the companies -
are investigating this possibility; however, actual planning is only being con-
ducted by one or two companies. It appears most of the companies are weighing
the economics of desulfurization as compared to utilizing the higher sulfur oil
in other processes such as coking. '

If desulfurization units were added to existing plants, such units
would not be operational for three to four years.

3. Market demand and reflnery locatlon can also affect the gquality of oil
received in Oregon.

Except for very small quantities, all the residual oil used in Oregon
is received by ships from refineries located in California. In most cases the
same vessel that delivers cil to Oregon also delivers oil to Washington. Con-
sequently, frequently the same quality of oil is received by hoth states and
often from the same vassel.

From the oil companies viewpoint, it would he de51rable to have identical

regulations for fuel oil in both states.

4, According to the best'information available to the staff, it appears
that most of the suppliers and users of residual oil in the state have stored
residual oil near their storage capacity. Also, with the increased availability
of foreign crude, approximately the same quantity of oil as in the past appears

Based upon'all of the information thus far obtained, the staff is not recom— .
mending any changes in the Department rule concerning this matter at this time.
However, it is the Department's intention to evaluate the need for any rule
revision that may be necessary as part of the Maintenance of Alr Quallty Areas
project work that is to be completed by July 1, 1975.

It is our opinion the Commission should continue the same policy as in the
past in this matter, and that is to consider each variance request subnltted on
a case-by-case basis.
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Variance Request, Union 0il of California

- Attached is a request submitted by Union 0il to extend their existing
variance from October 1, 1974 to July 1, 19?5, including the basis for such
" request.

Also attached is a complete list of all Union 0il Residual Fuel 0il
Customers in Oregon, as requested by the staff. As outlined in our June
staff revort, the primary users of Union's residual oil in Oregon are Crown
Zzllerbach and anna Mickel. :

The Department has evaluated the infoimation submitted and concurs with
the request as submitted.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission grant a variance
from the Deparitment rule, Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, section
22-010(2) pertaining to the sulfur content of residual fuel oil to the Union
0il Company of California, and to its distributors and users of residual oil,
until July 1, 1975, with the following conditions based upon a finding by the
Commission that strict compllance with the Department rule is inappropriate
because: :

a) no other alternafive facility or method of handling is yét available; or

b) conditions exist, as described in the letter request for extension of
variance and in the staff repoxrt, that are beyond the control of the
persons granted such variance.

Conditions

1. The maximum sulfur content of residual fuel oil to be sold,
distributed or used shall not be more than 2.5 percent sulfur
by we1ght

2. .Union 0il shall submit to the Deparitment a report containing _
the sulfur analysis and quantity of each shipment sold or dis—
tributed in the state on a quarterly basis beginning S
Octoher 1, 1974, :

- 3. On or before May 15, 1974, Union 0il shall submit to the Depart-—
ment a written report describing plans or programs adopted to
achieve compliance with the Department rules 1nclud1ng expected
dates of 1mplementat10n.

4, This variance shall terminate July 1, 1975.

FESSLER R.
: Director

EWH:sS - -

September 19, 1974 '

attachments — 3




-, : . Union 7_6 Division: Western Region Attachment 2

. . . - Union Qil Company of California
R : 2901 Western Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98111
' Telephone: (206) 223-7646

 State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

[%E@EUWE@

APR 2319715

D.J. Fogelauist o April 21, 1975 . OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Division Salaes Manager

Mr. Kessler R, Cannon

Director i

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

~ Dear Mr. Cannon:

The Environmental Quality Commission granted a variance from Oregon

Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section 22-010 to the Union Oil

Company of California on September 20, 1974 pertaining to the sulfur

content of residual fuel oils. In accord with requirements of this vari-
- ance, Union Oil has: :

1. Not distributed residual fuel oil with more than 2.5% sulfur
by weight.

2. Reported to the Department the sulfur analysis of fuel sold or
distributed on a guarterly basis., The most recent report cover—
ing the first quarter of 1974 was submitted to your office
April 4, 1975,

3. Continued to develop plans to achieve compli'ance with the
Department's rules. :

Union's current position is summarized with the following
comments: '

a. Union's Los Angeles Refinery continues to operate on
- 45 to 50% foreign crude.,

b. TUnion continues to be dependent upon short term and
spot purchase contracts for crude supply to the Los
Angeles Refinery. |
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Mr. Kessler R. Cannon ' -2~
Department of Environmental Quality
Portland, Oregon

April 21, 1975

4.

Ce

g..

The most readily available crude oil is high sulfur crude.
Union has been able to obtain enocugh lower sulfur foreign
foreign crude (from Ecuador) to maintain fuel oil sulfurs

within the 2.,5% limit.

1978 still is our best estimate of when North Slope Alaskan
crudes should be available to reduce overall sulfur content.

Meantime the average sulfur -level will not decrease.

Preliminary work is continuing toward design and installation

.of resid processing facilities at the Los Angeles Refinery with
-completion expected in 1979,

We request that the termination date of the variance be extended from

July 1, 1975 to July 1, 1976 and_as before that it be applicable to the
fuel oil customers served by the Union Qil Company.

Union will have representation at vour MEEX 23 meeting for any further questions
or discussion you desire, ' '

djf:ed

Sincerely,

UNION 76 DIVISION: WESTERN REGION
UNION OIi, COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA

D, I. Foé%/lst

Division Sales Manager



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 5.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696
Robert‘w. Straub

GUVERNOR

B. A MCPHILLIPS To: Environmental Quality Commission
Chairman, McMinnville
GRACE . PHINNEY From: Director
orvallls
JACKLYN 1. HALLOCK Subject: Agenda Item H(4), May 23, 1975 EQC Meeting
Portland
MORRIS K. CROTHERS Variance Request: SWF Plywood Company, Fir-Ply Division,
Salam White City, Jackson County, Oregon
RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles
KESSLER R, CANNON Background

The SWF Plywood Company operates the Fir-Ply No. 1 mill in
White City which it purchased in 1974. Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit, No. 15-0012, was issued to the company for this mill on
October 2, 1974.

Analysis

At the Fir-Ply Division there are six cyclones, one is not
operational, one has a negative pressure at its mouth and hence
is not a source of particulate emissions, two are in compliance,
as determined by source test reports submitted to the Department,
and two sander dust cyclones which require particulate emissions
control equipment.

SWF Plywood Company submitted a "Notice of Construction",
atong with plans and specifications, for a Carter-Day baghouse
filter unit to control the sander dust emissions (see April 23,
1975 letter attached). They indicate in this letter that the
equipment probably could be delivered by August 1975. The Depart-
ment approved the "Notice of Construction" in a Tetter to SWF
dated May 7, 1975.

Condition No. 8 of their permit requires that the plywood mill,
including emissions from the sanderdust cyciones, be in compliance
by December 1, 1974. Due to the economic difficulties encountered
by the wood products industries in general, and specifically -

&
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to cash flow problems and to the Fir-Ply mill shut down from
November 1974 , to February 1975, the SWF Plywood Company deferred
the purchase and installation of the baghouse filter unit. In
February, 1975, the Fir-Ply mill resumed production. They

are now going ahead with installation plans and have requested
this variance to update their permit which will allow them legally
to operate the Fir-Ply mill within the requirements, 1imitations
and prohibitions of their permit.

Certain permit modifications, to be legal, reguire a variance
from rules. Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section
25-315(2c), requires that all plywood mills shall achieve final
compliance by December 31, 1973; the Fir-Ply mill was operating on
a permit compliance schedule up to December 1, 1974. Any exception
to this rule necessitates a variance, as per Oregon Revised
Statutes, Chapter 468.345, which states in part that "The Commission
shall grant such specific variance only if it finds that strict
compliance with the rule is inappropriate because strict compliance
would result in closing down (the) plant or operation." Pursuant
to ORS 468.345 SWF Plywood Company requests a variance from
0AR, Chapter 340, Section 25-315(2¢) until November 30, 1975.

It should be noted that the result of not approving this
variance request will be non-compliance of the sanderdust system
with the applicable Air Quality Rules. This in turn could result
in the shut down of the sanding operation which is a significant
part of the mill's production.

The sanderdust system at Fir-Ply is not a major source of
particulate emissions in the Regional Air Shed. No complaints
about this system or the mill have been received by the Department.
Until the Carter-Day unit is operating it is concTuded that the
effect of the uncontrolled sanderdust system on the overall air
quality of the Region will be minimal and can be tolerated.

Summary and Conclusions

1. SWF Plywood Company operates a veneer and plywood mill, called
the Fir-Ply Division, at White City, Oregon.

2. As per Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Condition No. 8,
compliance, including particulate emissions from the two
sanderdust cyclones, was to be achieved by December 1, 1974.

A baghouse filter unit was decided as the control equipment
for the sanderdust emissions. Economic difficulties, including
a mill shutdown deferred the purchase and installation of this
control equipment last year.

. 3. In March 1975, the Fir-Ply mill resumed using its sanderdust
system. The SWF Plywood Company submitted a "Notice of Construction",
incTuding plans and specifications, for a Carter-Day baghouse
filter unit for the sanderdust system. The Department approved
the installation and equipment delivery is expected in August,
- 1975, with installation and operation by November 30, 1975.
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4. The proposal to install the baghouse filters by November 30,
1975, is acceptable to the Department considering the
extenuating circumstances. The time schedule is reasonable
and baghouse filtration represents the highest and best
practicable treatment for emissions of this type.

5. In order to operate legally the Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit for the Fir-Ply mi1l must be modified to contain the
November 30, 1975, compliance achievement date. In this case,
the permit modification requires a variance, since Oregon
Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section 25-315(2c) requires
all plywood mills to be in compliance as of December 1, 1973.

6. The Environmental Quality Commission is empowered by ORS,
Chapter 468.345 to grant this variance.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that:

1. A variance from Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
Section 25-315{2c) be granted to the SWF Plywood Company,
Fir-Ply Division until November 30, 1975.

2. This variance be incorporated into Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit No. 15-0012, for the Fir-Ply Division

A Pl

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

Attachment

AFB: 5/12/75



SWF Panggd (@mpdﬁy _ P. 0. Box 370

Medford, Cregon 97501
A SUBSIDIARY OF SOUTHWEST FOREST INDUSTRIES Telephone (503) 773-7766

April 23, 1975

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 5. W. Morrison
Portland, Oregon 97205

Attention: Air Quality Control Division
Re: Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 15-0012, Fir-Ply No. 1
Gentlemen:

Enclosed herewith is a Notice of Construction and Application
for Approval covering the installation of a Carter Day Baghouse-
Air Filter for control of sander dust emissions at our Fir-Ply
No. 1 Division in White City. Also enclosed are plans for this
installation.

Upon approval of these plans, we will ask for quotations cover-
ing the equipment and installation after which purchase orders
will be issued. It appears that delivery of the equipment could
probably not be atcomplished before July or August of 1975 and
therefore we hereby request a variance from paragraph 8 of our
Discharge Permit until November 30th, 1975.

Upon completion of the project, we 1ntend to apply for 'tax credlt
in accordance with Oregon statutes.

Yours truly,

SWF PLYWOOD COMPANY

o | : .af‘é% Oty
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Secretary R W;
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cc: R. A. Miller , ‘ g, ,. -
Eo Lo Quirk . ‘_ R i \ ““\‘?iﬁl.‘k (“
Glen Jones - ' ' Cn,.
Red Hayden : : ' : Ny

Gary Grimes



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT . STRAUB
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM -

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

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis .
From: Director
JACKLYN L. HALEOCK
Portland

Subject: Agenda Item No. H(5}, May 23, 1975. EQC Meeting
MORRIS K. CROTHERS h
Salem

Variance Request: Continental Forest Products Company,
RONALD M, SOMERS DRA Little River Box; Company

— Glide, Douglas County, Oregon

KESSLER R. CANNON

Director Bac-kg round

The Little River Box Company operates a sawnill in Glide, Oregon.
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, No. 10-002T, was issued to the com-
pany on November 14, 1974. s

In 1974, the company. purchased.and installed a hogged fue] steam
boiler from the Foster-Wheeler Corporation. The fuel for the new
boiler was bark, which had formerly been a waste product that was dis-
posed of in their wigwam waste burner. The new boiler, which supplies
steam to the drying kilns, permitted them to phase out the use of the
wigwam waste burner and reduced the consumption of fossil fuel, which
was used to fire their old steam boiler.

Discussion

Condition No. 5 of' the Little River Box Company's Air Contaminant .
Discharge Permit, No. 10-0021, required that a source test be per-
formed before January 1, 1975, on the hogged fuel steam boiler in
order to demonstrate compliance with Oregon's particulate emissions
standards. The source test was performed on schedule; however, the
boiler failed to meet the particulate emissions limitation of 0.1
grains/standard cubic:foot. The reported grain loadings were 0.91,
0.69, and 0.71 GR/SCF.

The company now needs to develop a control strategy to bring the
new boiler into compliance. This control program will culminate in
another source test which will dagmonstrate the adequacy of the con-
trol project.

{D
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Agenda Item No. H(5)
Page 2

Emissions from the bojler do not seriously impair the air quality of the
regional air shed due to the relatively isolated Tocation of the mill and to
the fact that the company . operates the new boiler only about 25% of the time.
Currently and for the forseeable future, the bulk of the mi1l's production
does not require drying in the kilns. This has resulted in curtailed use of
the boiTer.

During the interim while the company is developing and completing their
compTiance attainment program, they need a variance to operate the hogged
fuel boiler out of compliance with the applicable air quality rules. The Ore-
gon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan required the source to be in compliance
by May 30, 1975. Forasmuch as Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS), Chapter 468.345,
"Variances from Air Contamination Rules and Standards," empowers the Environ-
mental Quality Commission (EQC) to grant specific variances from particular
requirements of any rule or standard, if it finds that strict compliance
would result in the closing down of a business, plant, or operation, the
Commission is herewith petitioned to grant a variance to the Little River Box
Company.

ConcTusion

1. The Little River Box Company operates a sawmill at Glide, Oregon. The
company purchased and installed a new hogged fuel steam boiler in order to
reduce the amount of fossil fuels they consume, to utilize economically the
waste bark they generate, and to phase out the use of their wigwam waste burner.

2. The Department of Environmental Qua11ty (DEQ)} required that compliance
with Oregon's Particulate Emission Rule, OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-020(2),
be demonstrated by performing a source test on the new steam boiler. The
test was performed on schedule, but the new boiler failed to meet the State's
Particulate Emissions Limitations. -

3. The company is required to develop and conduct a compliance schedule
program that will bring the boiler into compliance with Oregon's Emissions
Standards.

4. While the compliance program is being developed, and until the com-
pliance is demonstrated on the boiler, a variance to operate the boiler out of
compliance is necessary.

5. Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 468.345 empowers the EQC to grant
variances from air contaminant rules and standards.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the EQC grant the Little River
Box Company a variance to operate their new hogged fuel steam bhoiler out of
compliance with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-020(2), Particulate Emissions
Limitations, and 21- 015(2), Visible Emissions Limitations, under the follow-
ing conditions:
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1. The Little River Box Company sha]] operate and control the hoggeq fuel
steam boiler to maintain the visible and particulate emissions.at the lowast
practicable level at all times.

2. Within minety (90) days of the granting of this variance, the Little
River Box Company will submit to the DEQ in writing, a proposed or tentative
schedule to bring their new hogged fuel boiler into compliance with Oregon's
Air Quality Rules and Standards.

3. The above compliance schedule shall 1nc1ude the five {5) increments
of progress, which are as follows:

a. By no later than * the permittee will submit a final control strat-
egy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

b. By no later than * the permittee will issue purchase orders for the
major components of emission control equipment and/or for process
modification work.

c. By no later than * the permittee will initiate the installation of
emission control equipment and/cr on-site construction or process
modification work.

d. By no later than * the permittee will complete the installation of
emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or process
modification work.

e. By no later than * the permittee will demonstrate that the hogged
fuel steam boiler is capable of operating in compliance with the
applicable Air Quality Rules and Standards.

*Date to be supplied by company.

4. The above compliance schedule must be acceptable to the Department and
it will be included in the company's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, No. 10-0021.

5. Cont1ngent upon the submission to the Department of an acceptab]e com-
pliance.schedule by-the company, this variance shall cover-the time frame up to-
and including the fifth step 1E the increments of progress schedu]e, compliance
demnnsfraf1on, in Condition No 3. :
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6. As a contingency, the DEQ has the option of extending this variance
sixty (60) days beyond the date in the fifth step of the increments of pro-
gress schedule (see Condition No. 3).

o Bl

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

AFB:ahe
May .8, 1975



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub
GOVERNGOR To: Environmental Quality Commission

B. A. McPHILLIPS .
Chairman, McMinnville From' Di rector

GRACE S. PHINNEY Subject: Agenda Item No. I (1), May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting

Carvallis
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__ Background

KESSLER R CANNON The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted five new source

performance standards (NSPS) relating to air contaminant emissions on
December 23, 1971 and seven others on March 9, 1974, EPA is

presently responsible for enforcing NSPS in Oregon. EPA allows, and
has encouraged states to request delegation of authority to administer
NSPS.

EPA has adopted NSPS for the following source categories which
generally specify allowable air contaminant emission rates.

Large fossil fuel fired steam generators,

Incinerators handling more than 50 tons per day of refuse,
Portland Cement plants,

Nitric Aeid plants,

Sulfuric Acid plants,

Asphalt concrete plants,

Petroleum refineries,

Large gasoline, solvent, etc., storage tanks,

Furnaces at secondary lead smelters.

Furnaces at secondary brass and bronze plants,

Basic oxygen furnaces at iron and steel plants,

Sludge incinerators at municipal sewage treatment plants.

.+ n *

—
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The NSPS for these source categories are, in some cases, more
stringent than specific Department emission 1imits and are considered
by EPA to be consistent with application of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT).

EPA is expected to promulgate NSPS for other source categories
in the future.
£
Contains

Recycled
Materials



Discussion

EPA encourages states to administer NSPS primarily because states
generally already have plan review and enforcement programs in
existence. These programs would be duplicated by FPA should EPA
administer these standards. The desirability of one government agency
having environmental regulatory responsibility over industry is also
obvious.

From a practical standpoint, the Department has been reviewing
proposed new facilities for compliance with EPA NSPS as a first '
step in assessing whether Highest and Best Practicable Treatment
and Control is being proposed. It is anticipated that no significant
increase in work 1oad will be imposed on the Department if NSPS are
adopted by the State.

: EPA does not expect states to enforce NSPS for facilities which
are subject to the EPA standards prior to the time delegation of
authority is given to the State to administer NSPS. EPA indicates
they will bring these sources into compliance or certify compliance
before Oregon will be asked to assume jurisdiction.

Conclusions

It is concluded that it is in the best interest of the State
for the Department to:

1. Adopt by Department rule, federal new source performance
standard requlations and accompanying emission monitoring
and performance test methods.

2. Immediately after adoption of such a rule, request EPA
to delegate authority to the State of Oregon to administer
the NSPS program,

The Department or appropriate regional air pollution authority
could then administer these requlations.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Environmental Quality Commission
authorize the Director to schedule a public hearing, at a time and
place to be determined, for the purpose of receiving testimony relevant
to the adoption of Department regulation for administering the EPA
new source performance standard regulations relating to air contaminant

emissions.

KESSLER R. CANNON

PBB:cs
5/7/75
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MORRIS K. CROTHERS Proposed Emission Standards for Asbéstos, Beryllium and
Mercury - Request for Authorization to Hold Public Hearing

Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
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— Background

KESSLER R, CANNON ) .
Directar On December 7, 1971, proposed Emission Standards for Beryllium,

Asbestos and Mercury were published by the Envirconmental Protection
Agency under the title of National Emission Standards for Hazardous

Air Pollutants (NESHAPS). In the interest of maintaining jurisdiction
over sources of these contaminants within the State, the Department
prepared a proposed rule and conducted a preliminary survey to determine
those sources within the State which would be affected by the Rules

if adopted. During the time that the Department's presentation

was being prepared, EPA remained undecided as to whether jurisdiction
over these sources would be delegated to the State.

Subsequent to the above events, the final NESHAPS rules were
adopted by EPA on April 6, 1973. Jurisdiction over these sources was
not immediately delegated to the State, and EPA has been enforcing
the provisions of the regulations in Oregon since that time.

EPA has since determined that delegation of jurisdiction over
these sources to State agencies would be permitted, and the rules
contained as a part of this report are proposed to be adopted in
order to accomplish the necessary requirements for delegation of
this authgrity.

Discussion

By Federal definition, hazardous air contaminants are those
contaminants for which "no ambient air standard is applicable and
which in the judgment of the Administrator may cause, or contribute
to, an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible,
or incapacitating reversible i1lness." Air contaminants currently
considered to fit this definition include Asbestos, Beryllium and
Mercury. ' .
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The rules accompanying this report represent a modification of
the NESHAPS regulations adopted by the EPA. Parts of the NESHAPS which
were already requlated by existing Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR)
were included only by reference, and all sampling methods required by
NESHAPS are proposed to be adopted by reference.

Sources affected by these proposed rules are very limited, and
few in number in Oregon. Surveys of sources by both EPA and the Depart-
ment indicate that only one Beryllium source and one Mercury source
will currently be affected, and that the probable number of Ashestos
sources affected will be less than 50. As is indicated in Attachment
1 of this report, the majority of Asbestos sources will be demolition
operations, and it is anticipated that only a few of these operations
will be engaged in tear-out of Asbestos material at any given point in
time. _

The potential for additional Mercury sources exists in the State,
inasmuch as Oregon was a major producer of this element at one time.
The currently low prices for Mercury and the ready availability of
Mercury from foreign sources will probably preclude any expansion of
Mercury production in the State in the foreseeable future.

EPA contacts with existing sources of Beryllium emissions in the
State indicate that all such sources are currently in compliance with
NESHAPS, and would therefore be in compliance with the proposed Oregon
Rules. :

It gs_beIieved that all other requirements for delegation of authority
not specifically delineated in the proposed rules are covered in existing
Oregon 3u1es and Statutes. The Rules as proposed should be sufficient
to permit delegation of authority over these sources to the Department.

Conclusion

The proposed Rules establish emission limitations for Asbestos,
Beryllium and Mercury and permit delegation of authority over sources
of these contaminants from EPA to the Department. No known health
hazards exist in Oregon from emissions of contaminants proposed to he
requlated by these rules.

Director's Recommendation

It is the recommendation of the Director that the Environmental
Quality Commission authorize the Director to schedule a public hearing,
at a time and place to be determined, for the purpose of receiving
testimony relevant to the adoption of the Rules establishing 1imits on
the emissions of Asbestos, Beryllium and Mercury for sources within the

State.
(M L,
3 el L"‘_L“’—%._._‘
KESSLER R. CANNON
RMJ:es
5/8/75

Attachment 1 - Table
Attachment 2 - Rules



ATTACHMENT I

Present Sources in Oregon
Affected by Hazardous Air Contaminant Rules

Estimated
Total EPA Number
Number Considered Waiver for Rule
Contaminant Identified ~'In Compliance ~ Granted Application
Asbestos 41 (stationary) 1 0 0
- 33 (demolition) Not Known 0 33*
Bery11ium 3 3 0 0
Mercury - 1 0 0 1

*Rule applies to demolition contractors only when they are involved in tear-out
of Asbestos material.



DISCUSSION DRAFT

‘ATJZAQHMEN_T 2.

DEPARTMENT-.OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, ATR QUALITY CONTROL DIVI SION
_PROPOSED_RULES RELATING TO-EMISSJONHSIANDARDSmFOR HAZARDOUS AfR CONTAMINANTS
A. POLICY |

The Commission finds and declares that certain air contaminants for which
there is no ambient air standard may cause or contribute to an increase in mor-
tality or to an increase in serious irreversible or ingapacitating reversible
illness, and are therefore considered to be Hazardous Air Contaminants. Air
contaminants currently considered to be in this category are Asbestos, Beryllium,
and Mercury. Additional air contaminants may be added to this category provided
that no ambient air standard exists for the contaminant, and evidence is pre-
sented which demonstrates that the particular contaminant may be conéidered as
hazardous. |
B. DEFINITIONS

(1) "Asbestos" means actinolite, amosite, anthophyllite, crysotile, croci-

dotite, or tremolite.

(2) "Asbestos Material" means Asbestos or any material containing Asbestos,

including particulate asbestos material.

(3) "Asbestos Tailings" means any solid waste product of Asbestos mining or

milling operations which contains Asbestos.

(4) "Beryllium" means the element Beryllium. Where weight or concentrations

are specified in these Rules, such weights or concentrations apply to Beryl-

1ium only, excluding any associated elements.

(5) "Beryllium Alloy" means any metal to which Beryllium has been added in

order to increase its Beryllium content, and which contains more than 0.1

percent Beryllium by weight.

(6} "Beryllium Containing Waste" means any material contaminated with

Bery1lium and/or Beryllium compounds used or generated during any process

or operation performed by a source subject to these Rules.
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(7) "Beryllium Ore" means any naturally occurring material mined or gathered
for its Beryllium content.
{8) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission.
(9) '"Department" means the Department of Environmental Quaiity.
(10) '“Directof" means the Director of Eﬁe Depaftment or Regional Authority
‘.and aﬁ%horized deputies or-officefs.

(11) "Friable Asbestos Material” means any asbestos material easily crumbled
or pulverized, resulting in the release of Particulate Asbestos Material.
This definition shall include any friable asbestos debris.

(12) "Hazardous Air Contaminant” means any air contaminant considered by the
Department or Commission to cause or contribute to an increase in mortality
or to an increase in serious irreversible or incapacitating reversible ill-
nes§; and for whichrno ambient air standard exists.

(13) ”Mercyfy" means the element Mercury, excluding any associated elements
and includes Mercury in particulates, vapors, aerosols, and compounds.

(14) "Mercury Ore" means any mineral mined specifically for its mercury con-
tent.

(15) "Mercury. Ore Processing Facility" means a facility processing Mercury
Ore to obtain Mercury.

{16) "Mercury Chlor-Alkali Cell" means a device which is basically composed
of an electrolyzer section and a denuder {decomposer) section, and utilizes
Mercury to produce chlorine gas, hydrogen gas, and alkali metal hydroxide.
(17) "Particulate Asbestos Material” means any finely divided particles of
Asbestos material.

(18) "Person" means individuals, corporations, associations, fiirms, partner-

ships, joint stock companies, public and municipal corporations, pelitical
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subdivisions, the State and any agencies thereof, and the Federal Government
and any agencies thereof.

(19) “Propellant" means a fuel and oxidizer physically or chemically combined,
containing Beryllium or Beryllium compounds, which undergoes combustion to
provide rocket propulsion.

(20) "Propellant Plant" means any facility engaged in the mixing, casting,
or machining of propellant.

(21) "Regional Authority" means any regional air quality control authority
established under the provisions of ORS 468.505.

(22) "Startup" means commencement of operation of a new or modified source
resulting in release of contaminants to the ambient air.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

(1) Applicability. The provisions of these Rules shall apply to any source

-which emits air.contaminants for which a Hazardous Air Contaminant Standard
is brescribed. Compliance with the provisions of these Rules shall not re-
lieve the source from compliance with other applicable sections of the Ore-
gon Administrative Rulés, Chapter 340, or with applicable provisions of the
Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan.

(2) Prohibited Activities.

(a) No person shall operate any source of emiSsions subject to these

Ru]es w1th0ut first registering such source w1th the Department Such

reg1strat1on sha11 be accomp]ished w1th1n n]nety (90) days f011ow1ng the

effective date of these Rules.

(b) After the effective date of these Ru]es no person sha11 constwuct a
hew source or mod1ty any existing source so as to cause or increase emis-

sions of contam1nants SUbJECt to these Ru]es w1thout first obtaining

written approval from the Department.
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(c) No person shall operate any new source in violation of these stand-
ards without written approval from the Department.

(d) Ninety (90) days after the effective date of these Rules, no person
shall operate any existing source in violation of these standards with-
out written approval from the Department.

(e} No person subject to the provisions of these emission standards
shall fail to provide reports or report revisions as required in these
Rules.

Application for Approval of Construction or Modification. Al1 appli-

cations for construction or modification shall comply with the requirements

of OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 20-020 through 20-030 and the requirements of

the standards set forth in these Rules.

(4)

Notification of Startup. Notwithstanding the requirements of OAR, Chap-

ter 380, Sections 20-020 through 20-030, any person owning or operating a

new source of emissions subject to these emission standards shall furnish the

Department written notification as follows:

(5)

(a) Notification of the anticipated date of Startup of the source not
more than sixty (60) days nor less than thirty (30) days prior to the

anticipated date.

(b) MNotification of the actual Startup date of the source within fifteen

(15) days after the actual date.

Source Reporting and Approval Request.

(a) Any person operating any existing source, or any new source for
which a standard is prescribed in these Rules which had an initial Start-
up which preceded the effective date of these Rules shall provide the

following information to the Department within ninety (90) days of the
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effective date of these Rules:
[1] Name and address of the owner or operator.
[2] Location of the source.
[3] A brief description of the source, including nature, size, design,
method of operations, design capacity, and identification of emission
points of hazardous contaminants.
[4] The average weight per month of the hazardous materials being pro-
cessed by the source, including yearly information as available.
[5] A description of existing control equipment for each emission point,
including primary and secondary control devices and estimated control
efficiency of each control device.
[6] A statement indicating whether the source can attain compliance
with these standards within ninety (90) days of the effective date of
these Rules.
(b} Any person operating an existing source unable to attain compliance
with these standards may request written approval for operation of the
source for a period not to exceed two (2) years from the effective date
of these Rules. Such request shall be made in writing to the Department,
and shall include the following information:
[1] A description of control equipment to be installed to insure that
the source attains compliance with the-standard.
[2] A schedule of compliance, including dates of attainment of each
increment of progress toward compliance. The following dates shall be
included as a minimum:

[a] Submission of proposal for approval.

[b] Date of contract awards for purchase of control equipment or
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process modifications; or date of issuance of orders for the pur-
chase of components to accomplish emission control or process modi-
fication.
[c] Date of initiation of construction or initiation of control
equipment or process change.
[d] Date of completion of installation or construction of control
equipment . or process change.
[e] Date by which final compliance is to be achieved.
[3] A description of interim emission control steps which will be taken
during the approval period.

(c) Any changes in information provided under paragraph C(5)(a) of this

- section shall be reported to the Department within thirty (30) days.

(d) Based on the information provided in section (5)(b)[2], the Depart-
ment may grant approval for operation of any source emitting contaminants
for which a standard is included in these Rules for a period not to ex-
ceed two {2) years from the effective date of such standard. Such
approval, if granted shall:

[1] 1Identify the source{s) covered.

[2] Specify the termination date of the approval.

[3] Specify the conditions for revocation of the approval of conditions
are not met.

[4] De]ineate‘dates,ofjincrements of progress toward compliance and any
additional conditions which may be necessary to protect the public health.

Source Emission Tests and Ambient Air Monitoring.

(a) Emission tests and monitoring shall be conducted using methods set

forth in 40 CFR, Part 61, Appendix B, as published in the Federal Register,
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Volume 38, No. 66, Friday, April 6, 1973. The methods described in

40 CFR, Part 6T, Appendix B, are adopted by reference and made

a part of these Rules. (40 CFR, Part 61, Appendix B is attached as
Appendix 1 of these Rules.)

(b) At the request of the Department, any source subject to standards
set forth in these Rules may be required to provide emission testing
facilities as follows:

[1] Sampling ports, safe sampling platforms, and access to sampling
platforms adequate for test methods applicable to such source.

[2] Utilities for sampling and testing equipment.

(¢) Emission tests may be deferred if the Department determines that
the source is meeting the standard as proposed in these Rules, or if

the source is operating under, or has requested a written approval for
operation under section C(s)(b) of thesexRu]as. If such a deferral of
emission tests is requested, information supporting the request shall

be submitted with the request of written approval for operation. Approv-
al of a deferral of emission tests shall not in any way prohibit the
Department from cancelling the deferral if further information indicates
that such testing may be necessary to insure compliance with these Rules.

(7) Delegation of Authority. The Commission may, when any Regional Authority

requests and provides evidence demonstrating its capability to carry out the
provisions of these Rules relating to Hazardous Contaminants, authorize and
confer jurisdiction within its boundary until such authority and jurisdiction
shall be withdrawn for cause by the Commission.

EMISSION STANDARD FOR ASBESTOS

(1) Emission Standard for Asbestos Mills. There shall be no visible emissions
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to the outside air from any asbestos mi]]ing operation except as provided
under subsection (7) of this section. [For purposes of these Rules, the pre-
sence of uncombined wa&er in the emission plume shall nof be caﬁse fof.fékl-
uré-to meet the visible emission requirement. OQutside storage of asbestos
materials is not considered a part of an asbestos mill.

(2) Roadways. The surfacing of rﬁadways with asbestos tailings is pro-
hibited, except for temporary roadways ohi an area of asbestos ore deposits.
For purposes of these Rules, the deposition of asbestos tailings on road-
ways covered by snow or ice is considered surfacing.

(3) Manufacturing. There shall be no visible emissions to the outside air

from any manufacturing operation Tisted in this section except as provided
in subsection (7) of this section. The pre#ence of uncombined water in the
emission plume shall not be cause for failure to meet the visible emission
requirements. Manufacturing operations considered for purposes of These
Rules are as follows:

(a) The manufacture of cloth, cord, wicks, tubing, tape, twine, rope,

thread, yarn, roving, 1ap, or other textile materials.

(b} The manufacture of cement products.

{(¢) The manufacture of fireproofing and insulating materials.

(d) The manufacture of friction products.

(e) The manufacture of paper, millboard, and felt.

(f) The manufacture of floor tife.

(g) The manufacture of paints, coatings, caulks, adhesives, or sealants.

(h) The manufacture of plastics and rubber materials.

(i) The manufacture of chlorine.

(j) Any other manufacturing operation which results or may result in
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the release of asbestos material to the ambient air.
(4) Demolition. AlT persons intending to demolish any.institutional com-
mercial, or industrial building, including apartment buildings having four
or more dwelling:uunits, structure, facility, installation, or any vehicle or
vessel including, but not limited to ships; or any portion thereof which
contains any boiler, pipe, or load supporting structural member that is in-
sulated or fireproofed with friable asbestos material shall comply with the
requirements set forth in this section.
(a) Notice of intention to demolish shall be provided to the Depart-
ment at least twenty (20) days priorrto commencement of such demolition,
or at any time prior to commencement ¢f demolition covered under section
of this section. Such notice shall include the following information:
[1] Name and address of person intending to engage in demolition.
[2] Description of building, structure, facility, installation, vehicle,
or vessel to be demolished, including address or location where the de-
molition is to be accomplished.
[3] Secheduled starting and completion dates of demolition.
[4] Method of demolition to be employed.
[51 Procedures to be employed to insure compliance with provisions of
this section. |
(b) The following procedures shall be employed to present emissions of
particulate asbestos material to the ambient air:
[1] Friable asbestos materials used to insulate or fireproof any boiler,
pipe, or load supporting structural member shall be wetted and removed
from any building, structure, facility, instailation, or vehicle or

vessel before demolition of load supporting structural members is com-
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menced. The friable asbestos debris shall be wetted adequately to in-
sure that such debris remains wet during all stages of demolition and
related handling operations.

[2] No pipe or load supporting structural member that is covered with
asbestos material shall be dropped or thrown to the ground from any build-
ing structure, facility, installation, vehicle, or vessel subject to

this section, but shall be carefully lowered or taken to ground level

in such a manner as to insure that no particulate asbestos material is
released to the ambient air.

[3] No friable asbestos debris shall be dropped or thrown to the ground
from any building.structure, facility, installation, vehicle, or vessel
subject to this section, or from any floor to any floor below. Any debris
generated as a result of demolition occurring fifty (50) feet or greater
above ground level shall be transported to the ground via dust-tight
chutes or containers.

(¢) Any person intending to demolish a building, structure, facility,

or installation subject to the provisions of this section, but which has
been declared by proper State or local authorities to be structurally un-
sound and which is in danger of imminent collapse is exempt from the re-
quirements of this section, other than the reporting requirements
specified in subsection (4)(3)(1) of this section.

(d) Sources located in cities or gther areas of local jurisdiction hav-
ing demolition regulations or ordinances no less restrictive than those
of this section may be exempted from the provisions of thfs section.

Such Tlocal ordinance or regulation must be filed with and approved by

the Department before an exemption from fhese Rules may be issued. Any
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authority having such local jurisdiction shall annually submit to the
Department a 1ist of all sources subject to this subsection operating
within the local jurisdictional area and a 1ist of those sources ob-
served by the local authority during demolition operations.
(5) Spraying.
(a) There &hall be no visible emissions to the ambient air from any
spray-on application of materials containing more than one (1) percent
asbestos on a dry weight basis used to 1nsu1ate:or fireproof equipment
or machfner&;wéxcept as provid?d in subsection (7) of this section.
-Spfay-on haféria1s.used to insulate or fireproof buildings, structures,
pipes, andfcondufts shall contain Tess than one (1) percent asbestos on
a dry weight basis. In the case of any city or area of local jurisdiction
having ordinances or regulations for spray application materials more
stringent than those in this subsection, the provisions of such ordin-
ances or regulations shall apply.
(b) Any person intending to spray asbestos materials to insulate or
fireproof buildings, structures, pipes, conduité, equipment, or machin#
ery shall report such intention to the Department at least twenty (20)
days prior to the commencement of the spraying operation. Such report
shall contain the following information:
[1] Name and address of person intending to conduct the spraying oper-
ation.
[2] Address or location of the spraying operation.
[3] Procedures to be followed to insure compliance with the provisions
of this section.

(6) Options for Air Cleaning. Rather than meet the no visible emissions re-
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quirements of subsections 1, 2, and 4 of this section, owners and operators
may elect to use methods specified in subsection (7) of this section.

(7) Air Cleaning. A1l persons electing to use air cleaning methods rather

than comply with the no visible emission requirements must meet all provi-

sions of this subsection.

(a) Fabric filter collection devices must be used, except as provided

in subsections 2 and 3 of this section. Such devices must be operated

at a pressure drop of no more than four {4) inches water gage, as mea-
sured across the filter fabric. The air flow permeability, as determined
by ASTM Method D737-9, must not exceed 30 ft.3/m1’n./ft.2 for woven fab-
rics or 35 ft.3/min./ft.2 for felted fabrics with the exception that
airflow permeability of 40 ft.3/min./ft.2 for woven and 45 ft.3/min./ft.?
for felted fabrics shall be allowed for filtering air emissions from
asbestos ore dryers. Each square yard of felted fabric must weigh-at
Teat 14 ounces and be at least one-sixteenth {1/16) inch thick through-
out. Any synthetic fabrics used must not contain fill yarn other than
that which 1is spun.

(b) If the use of fabric filters creates a fire or explosion hazard,

the Department may authorize the use of wet collectors designed to oper-
ate with a unit contacting energy of at. Tleast forty (40) inches of water
gage pressure.

(c) The Department may authorize the use of filtering equipment other
than that described in subsections 1 and 2 of this section if such filter-
ing equipment is satisfactorily demonstrated to provide filtering of
Asbestos Material equivalent to that of the described equipment.

(d) A1 air cleaning devices authorized by this section must be properly
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installed, operated, and maintained. Devices to bypass the air cleaning

equipment may be used only during upset and emergency conditions, and

then only for such time as is necessary to shut down the operation generat-

ing the Particulate Asbestos Material.

(e} A1T persons operating any existing source using air cleaning devices

shall, within ninety (90) days of the effective date of these rules, pro-

vide the following information to the Department:

[1]1 A description of the emission control equipment used for each pro-

cess.

[2] If a fabric is utilized, the following information shall be reported:
fa] The pressure drop across the fabric filter in inches water gage
and the airflow permeability in ft.3/min./ft.2. )
[b] For woven fabrics, indicate whether the fill yarn is spun or
not spun.

[c] For felted fabrics, the density in ounces/yard3 and the minimum
thickness in inches.

[3] If a wet collector is used, the unit contact energy shall be reported

in inches of pressure, water gage.

[4] A11 reported information shall accompany the information required in

section C(5) of these Rules.

E. EMISSION STANDARD FOR BERYLLIUM

(1) Applicability. The provisions of this section are applicable to the fol-

Towing emission sources of Beryllium.
(a) Extraction plants, ceramic plants, foundries, incinerators, and Pro=
pellant Plants which process Beryllium, Beryllium ore, oxides, alloys,

or Beryllium containing waste.
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(b) Machine shops which process Beryllium, Beryllium oxides, or any
alloy when such alloy contains more than five percent (5%) Beryllium
by weight.-:

(c) - Other Sources which may be determined to héve Beryllium emissions
in concentrations sufficient to be considered hazardous to public
health.

Emission Limit.

(a) Emissions to bhe ambient air from any source shall not exceed 10
grams of Beryllium for any 24 hour period, except aﬁwé;6§fdéa“;n éubseéj.
tion {b) of this Section. o

{b) Rather thén meet the requirements of subsection {a) of this section,
persons operating sources of Beryllium emissions may rquest approval

from the Department to comply with an ambient air contentration limit

for Beryllium emissions in the vicinity of the source. The ambient con-
centration shall not exceed 0.01 micrograms per cubic meter as an average
of all samples taken during any one month period. Approval of such re-
quests may be granted by the Director provided that:

[1] At Teast three (3) years of ambient sampling data.is available whichr
demonstrates that the future ambient concentrations of Beryliiuhrw111

not exceed this standard concentration in the vicinity of the source.

Such three (3) year period shall be the three years ending thirty (30)
days before the effective date of these Rules.

[2] The person requesting this approval makes such request in writing
to the Department within thirty (30) days after the effective date of
this standard.

[3] The person making §uch request shall submit a report to the Depart-
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ment within forty-five (45) days after the effective date of these Ruies,
including the following information:
[a] A description of the sampling procedures, inciuding methods
of sampling and averaging technique for determining monthly con-
cehtratioﬁs.
[b] Identification of sampling sites, including number of stations,
distance and heading from the source, ground elevations, and height
above ground of sampling inlets.
[c] Plots of source and surrounding area, including emission points,
sampling sites, and topographic features significantly affecting
dispersion of contaminants.
[d] Information necessary for estimating dispersion, including
stack height and inside diameter, exit gas temperature and velocity
or flow rate, and Beryllium concentration in exit gases.
[e] Air sampling data as required in subsection (b) of this section,
including data for individual samples and site locations used to
develop the one month average concentrations.
(c) Within gixty (60) days of receipt of such report, the Department
will notify persons making this request of the decision to approve or
deny the request. Prior to denying approval of provisions of subsection
(b) of this section, the Department will consult with representatives of
the source for which the report was submitted.
(d) Stack sampling
[1]1 Unless a deferral of emission testing is obtained under the provi-
sions of section C(6), each person operating a source subject to the

provisions of this standard shall test emissions from his source subject
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to_the following schedule:
[a] Within ninety (90) days of the effective date of these Rules
for existing sources or for new sources having startup dates prior
to the effective date of this standard.
[b] Within ninety (90) days of startup in the case of & new source
having a startup date after the effective date of this standard.
[2] The Department shall be notified at least thirty (30} days prior
. to an emission test so that they may, as their option, observe the test.
[3] Samples shall be taken over such periods and frequencies as neces-.
sary to determine the maximum emis¢ions occurring during any 24 hour |
period. Calculations of maximum 24 hour emissions shall be based on
that combination of process operating hours and any variation in capac-
rlitieg or processes that will result in maximum emissions. No changes
in operation which may be expected to increase total emissions over
those determined by the most recent stack test shall be made until esti-
mates of the increased emissions have been ca]cu]ated, and have been
reported to and approved in writing by the Department.
[4] A1 samples shall be analyzed and Beryllium emissions shall be
determined and reported to the Department within thirty (30) days fol-
lowing the stack test. Records of emission test results and other data
needed to determine Beryllium emissions shall be retained at the source
and made available for inspection by the Department for a minimum of
two years following such determination.
(e) Ambient air sampling
[11 Sources subject to the provisions of this section shall locate and

operate ambient air sampling sites in accordance with a plan submitted
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to and approved in writing by the Department. Such sites shall be lo-
cated in such a manner as to detect maximum ambient air concentrations
in the vicinity of the source.

[2] Al11 monitoring sites shall be operated in such a manner as to pro-
vide continuous samples, except for a reasonable time allowed for instru-
ment calibration and repair, or for replacement of equipment needing
repair.

[3] Filters shall be analyzed and contaminant concentrations calculated
within thirty (30) days of the date they are collected. Concentrations
of contaminants at all sampling sites shall be reported to the Depart-
ment each calendar month. Records of concentrations and other data
necessary to determine concentrations shall be retained at the source
and made available for inspection by the Department for a minimum of two
(2)-years after determinations have been made.

[4] The Department may require changes in the sampling network at any
time in order to insure that the maximum ambient aif concentrations of
Beryliium in the area of the source are being measured.

EMISSION STANDARD FOR BERYLLIUM ROCKET MOTOR FIRING

{1) The emission standard for.Beryllium Rocket Motor Firing, 40 CFR, Part 61,
Section 61.40 through 61.44, adopted Friday, April 6, 1973, is adopted by
reference and made a part of these Rules. (A copy of 40 CFR, Part 61, Sec-
tion 61.40 through 61.44 is attached as Appendix 2 of these Rules.)

EMISSION STANDARD FOR MERCWRY

(1) Applicability. The provisions of this section are applicable to sources

which process mercury ore to recover mercury, sources using mercury chlor-

alkali cells to produce chlorine gas and alkali metal hydroxide, and to any
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other source, the operation of which results in the emission of mercury to

the ambient air.

(2) Emission Standard. Emissions to the ambient air from any source shall

not exceeg 2,300 grams of mercury during any 24 hour period.

(3} Stack Sampling.

(a)

Mercury ore processing facility

[1] Unless a deferral of emission testing is obtained under section C(6)

of these Rules, each person operating a source processing Mercury Ore

shall test emissipns from his source, following the provisions of sec-

tion E(d)(1) through E(d)(4) of these Rules.

(b)
[1]

[2]

Mercury Chlor-Alkali Plant

Hydrogen and end-box ventilation gas streams

fa]l Unless a deferral of emission testing is obtained under sec-
tion C{6) of these Rules, each person operating a source of this
type shall test emissions from his source following the provisions
of section E{(d){1) through E(d}(4) of these Rules.

Room Ventilation System

[a] Unless a deferral of emission testing is obtained under sec-
tion C(6) of these Rules, all persons operating mercury chlor-alkali
plants shall pass all cell room air enforced gas streams through
stacks suitable for testing.

[b] Emissions from cell rooms may be tested in accordance with pro-
visions of section B(1){(a) of this section or may demonstrate com-
pliance with section B(2)(c) of this section and assume ventilation

emissions:of 1,300 grams/day of mercury.
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[c] If no deferral of emission testing is requested, each person
testing emissions shall follow the provisions of section E(d}(1)
through E(d)(4) of these Rules.
(c) Any person operating a mercury chlor-alkali plant may elect to comply
with room ventilation sampling requirements by carrying out approved de-
sign, maintenance, and housekeeping practices. A summary of these ap-

proved practices shall be available from the Department.



1L ta—8g

<

ta oWners or uperaturs
" in the judgment of the A
Arency the emissions from
‘standard or f the owper
.7 'vaiver of corpijance o

trat
oup

* o This apphcatinn s
S Sectmn I..

Te

Reason = Sjffte the reasons fnr'

T the reason stated

Date by whfch on- site construction op instanation of,
control equipment or pracess. madi fication 15 to be

s of bery{1ium or mercur¥

within thae. prescribed 'Hmits. documen‘
on must be attached. it ) .

G.

r of emiss{on testing may be granted
poliutants {f
or of the Environmental Protection
ce comply with the appropriate -

tors of the source have requested a
nted 2 wai ver of compliance.

requesting
is that the ¢

S

-D_Eﬂ é--l—-— '
Ar‘mﬂmx B—Tmsr Mz:'mons

t

BLLTIIOD 101. REFERENCE METHOD FOR DET’EEH

AUATION OF PARTICULATE AND GASEQUS MER= -

{OURY EMISSIONS FROM EITATIONAEY BD'D'ILCES
(AUISTIIIAHS}_"' T "‘-"l

|" ‘“!

L. Principle and applicabimy—ll Priu-

" ¢iple, Particulate and gaseous mercury efniys

siens are lsoklpeticslly sampled Ifrom th
scurce and collected in neldle lodine mfano
ehloride solutlon, The mereury collected: (In
uhe wereurly form) I3 reducad to elemental-.

mercury in bpsle solution by hdroxylemine

sulinle, Mercury is gernted from the solution
aud analyzed using spectrophotometry. °

1.2 Appheablility. This method is applies
ble for the determination of particulate and
ptucous mercury emlsslons when the carrier -

gas stream & principally sir, The method i3
tor use m ducta or stacks at stntionary:‘

c soulcos )
method 13 not Intsnded to apply to gag -
" streams othier than those emitted divecily ta
the _atmospherg without further proceseing.
2. Apperafus—3.1° ‘Sampling trefi. A sche-

: matlc of the sampling fraln used by EPA I -
shown In’ figure - 101-1. COmmerclal mode]s'_.

Uuless othe;'wlsa specmed. tlﬂs

“of this train ore’ nva.ilable, although cone
tructlon detnils aro described in APTD- ‘.
581, and opemting pnd maintenance proce--;

ponents essential to thls samp!mg tra.in. are

K nal cost Irom the N.u.tlonal Technical Infor-

- mation Service, Ug. Department of Coma.’

merce, 523.» Port Royal Road Sprlngﬂeld. Ve,

; Envlronmental Protection Agency.,

l .

A

ACID
TRAP .

HEATED AHEA. FILTERHOLDER THEHMOMETER CHECK

{UPTIONN.-) S / /VALVE
= ) vACUUh'i
W L ey o] A LINE

INGERS *

3.1.1 " Nozzle, Sta.lnless steel or. glass wlth
gharp, ta.pored leading edge. Lo

. heating system coapahls ur malntaining o

" minlmum gas temperature of 250° F at the .

. Probe outlet during sampling may be used to
" provent condensntion from ocourring. ., -

, or equivalent, with p coefficlent within 6 per-
.cent over the worklng - range, nttu.ched 'I:o
¢ probe to'monitor stack ges veloelty. .~ -

“. 2,14 Impingers. Four Greenburg-ﬂmith

. Joing fittings. The first, third, and fourth im-
ping,crs mpey be modified. by replectng the '
. tip wlth » one-half ‘inch ID glass fube ax~

- 'dures ore’ ‘described. ln APTD-0576. The coms " . “tending to Onb-hn.lf inch n'om thﬂ bottom 01"

" the flask.:
- 215 .-ic{cl Trap Mine Sarety Appunnces
Alr Line Filter,- Caialogue Number 81887,
with aecid sbsorbing’ cnrtridga nnd sultuble
connectlons. or equlvalent. ;

* 2Mentlon or trade nemés or speciﬁc prod= -

Impingers connected In series with glass ball -

Flgure 101-1. Mercury samphng train i

213 Pitot tube, Type 8 (Figure 101-2), BT

l?:EsATH
BY-PASS VALVE S

MAIA

vicoum
GAUGE

216 Metermy syatem. Vacuum gauge.‘ .

‘lenkless pump, thermometers cnpnbla of

.- 21,3 Probe, Sheathed Pyr'eicl glass, “A | measurlng tempcrature to within §* F, dry

- gns meter with 2 percent npcuracy, and re-
leted efulpment, deseribed in APTD-0G81,
to maintaln an isokinetio snmpling rate a-nd
~to clltor,mlna sample volume,

Ll PIPECDUPL'IN

'.tq.=‘n__

T\‘FE I PITaT TUBE

2.7 Filter Holder (opticmal) —Pyrez gzass.

. uets does not constitute endorsement by the ! A filter moy be used in cases where the gns
. atrou.m to ba mmpled cnntnms lnrge qun.n-
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. grade.

£336

tities of particulate matter. The Alter holder
.must provide a positive seal agalnst leakage

- from outslde or around the Alter, A heating
. sistem capable of malntalning the filter ab .

" a minimum temperature of 250° ¥. should
be used to prevenl: cond.ensa.tion from opeeur-
ring.

2.18 . Barorieter. To measare atmospheric
pressure to' +0.1 In Hg.

22 Mcasurement “of steck’ comiitmm
(stack pressure, temperaiure; motstare gnd’
velocity)—221 Pitot tube. Typs 8, or/
equivalent, with a coefclent thhl.n 5 percent
over the working range. '

2,22 Dpifferential pressure ga’uge Incl.tned

- -manometer, or egulvalent, to measure veloc~
. tt¥ held to within 10 percent of the minimuem

value. Mluromanomaters shou.ld be. used 1.!

- warranted.

. 223 Temperalure gouge. Any tempam-
ture measuring device to mea.su.re stack tem- -
perature {o mthln 1°F,
T'2.24 Pressure gauge, Pltot t'ube and i.n-—

clined manometer, or equlvalent, ia measure .
- rle acld. Prepare solutions at concentrations.

stack pressure to within 0.1 in Hg.: .
225 Moisture determination, Wet a.nd
dry buldb thermometers, drying tubes, con-
_ densers, or equivalent, to determlne stack
gas molsture content to within 1 percent..
2.3 Somplarecovery—3.3.1 - Leakleas glass -
_ socmple bottles. 500 ml a;u.d 100 m.l Wlth’I‘eﬂon.
lined tops.
‘232 Grad-uated cyltmier 2::0 ml -
2.3.3 Plastio jar. Approxl.mately 300 ml
24  Apalysis—2.4.1 Spect‘rophotometer
To measure absorbance a$ 2535 nm. Perkin -
© -Elmer Model 303, with & cylindrical gas cell
. {approximately 16 .in. OD. x 7 I1n.) with -
quartz glass windows, and houow cathoda
source, or equivalent,

2.4.2 Gas sempling bubbler.. T‘udor S-cien- .

tifie Glass Co., Smog Bubhler Catalogue No. V': care should be taken to e exposure,

! Finally, since the total quantity of mercury
.~ 1o be collscted generally is small, the test

TP-1150, or equivalent.
. 2143. Recorder. To match output or spec-
trophotometer, - -

3. Reagenis—3.1 .Stock reagents—al 1
Potassium iodide. Reagent grade. .

312 Distilled water—3.1.3 Pota.sa-ium
iodide solution, 25 percent, Dissolve 25¢ g -
of potassium lodide (reagent 3.1.1) in dis- -
tivted waler and dlutetal tol. ..

3.14 Hydrochloric ecid. Concentra.ted

3.1.5. Potaseium dodaie. Reagent grade.-

3.1.8 Todine monochloride (IGl} I0M, To-
800 ml. of 25% potassiun lodide solution -
(reagent's.i.s). add 800 mL of concentratad:
hydrochlorde acld. Cool fo Toom temperature.
With vizorous stirring, stowly add 135 g. of .

potassinm jodate and contioue stirring untll - *

" il free lodine-has. dissolved io give a clear
orange-red soluiion: Cool to room . tempers-—
ture and dilute to 1800 ml..with: distilled

water. The sclution should be kapt. amher ’

bottles to prevent’ degradation. .
217 Sodmm hydrozide peuet.r Basgent
grade.
312 N:tr‘.cacid COncentra.ted_
319 Hydfarylumiﬂa .'mlfate. Reagent.

3.1.10 Sadium ch!oﬁde Reagent g'rada.

3.1.11 [ffercuric chloride. Reagent grade,

. 33 Sampling—32.1 Absorbing -solution,.
-0:3f ICL. Dilute - 160 ml. of the 1.0M ICI
stock solutlom (reagent F16) to 1 to 1’
with distilled water. The solutiom should be
ket in glass bottles to prevent degradaticn.
This reagent ‘should be stable for at lenst 2
- months; however, perlodlc checks should be
performed-to insure guallty. ;
3.22. Wash acid 1:1 V/V ni['.r!c acid——
-water. )
323 Dwtrued déionized water. -
324 SiHca gel. Indicatlng type, 8 to 18
‘mesh dried of 350° P, for 2 hours.
an3 Fitier. (c'pt‘o"'al‘ Gl2s8 fiper, Mine
- Safety Appliances I106BH, or equivalant. A
zor rnay be necessary in cased where the
m 1o be swmpAed contains large -
3 of particulate maiter.

on
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'1 with distilled water. :

+ add 03N hydrochloric actd and adjust the

; testing are detalled in the followlng sectlons.

'tami.n.u.r.ion or loss of sample, -

RINIMUM uumazh oF mgygn‘se ?dims

F
T y | . .
RULES AND REGULAT!ONS
‘33 Analysw——a 3. 1 sadmm hydra@de
10 N.—Dissolve 400 g of sodium hydroxide
pellets In distilled water and dilute to 1 to 1.
332 Reducing egent, 12 percent hydroz-
yilamine suifate, 12 percent sodium chlo-

ride—To 60 ml of Qistilled water, add 12 g
©of hydroxylamine sulfate and_12 g of sodium

chloride. Dilute to 100 ml. This-quantity is -

.sufficlent for 20 ana.lyses and -must be pre-

" pared dally, -

8.3.3 Aderation gas —Zero grade s.l.r -~ ?':
“33.4- Hydrochloric acid, 0.3 ~Dilute 25.5

ml of concentrated hydmch.loric acld to 1 to

= 8.4 Standard . mercury aolutwns—.?.e‘:l.
‘Stock solution—aAdd 0.1354 g of mercurle
chloride-to 80 m¥ of 03N hydrochlorie acid.
After the-rmercuric. chloride has dissolved,”

" volume to 100- ml. One ml of this solution .
Is squlvalent to 1 mg of free mercury. .
3.4.2 Stgndard solutiony—Preparg call-

“bration solutions by serially diiuting the

stock -solution (3.41) with 02N hyd.mch.lo- '

in the lnear working rangs for the instru-
ment to-be used. Soutlons of 0.2 pg/ml, 0.4
‘rg/ra) end 0.6 pg/ml have been found ac-
ceplable- for. most instruments. Store all
solutions In glass-stoppered, ‘glass.-botiles,
- ‘These solutlons should ba stable for at least

-. 2 raonths; however, perlodie checks should'
T be pen!ormed 1o lnsure quality.

"4, Procedure—4.1 Guidelines for sourl:ér

These guldelines are generilly applicable;
however, most saraple sites differ to some
degree and temporary alterations such es
-stack extenmstons or expansions oiten are re-
‘gquired 0 ensure th@ best possible sample
site. Further, since mercury is hazardous,:

must be carefully conducted to prevent con-

* 4.2 Belection of a sampling site and mlnl-
muum number of traverse points:

42,1 Select a suitable sampling site that -
- Is as close as is practicable to the polnt of

atmospheric. emlssion. If possible, stacks
Bmgller than 1 foot ln d.'lameter should not
‘be sampled. el

f.-'-‘tz:. When the sbove sampling aite crl
iraverse points is four (4) for stacks 1 foot .-
: than 1 footbut 2 feet in diameter or less, and~

~ traverse peints. However, use figure 101-3 -
only for stacks 1 foot !n diameter or lerger, -

" disturbances. Divide thls- distance “by- the
. mine the distance In-terms-of pipe dlameters.
"Determine the . corresponding  number of

“traverse polots for each distance from 2g-
ure 101-3. Select the -higher of the two num-

.- the wall,

" erse polnts on at-least two dlameters sccord-
.ing to flgure 1014 and tebls 101-I, The *

NUMEER OF DUCT DIA“ETERS UPSTRB\M

422 The Bampll.ug slte should be ab least . -
elght stack or duct dlameters downstream: '
and two dlameters upstream from any flow . '
disturbanca such &3 a bend, etpa.u.slon or -
contraction. For a rectangular cross sectlon, -
determine an equl.valenr. dlameter Irom the-
Iollowmg equa.tion :

‘wherer T <
o D,:Equivatent dlameter.
L=Length -

terle can be met, the minimum numbep-of . - - -

in diameter or less, elght (8) for stacks larger .

twelve (12) Ior stacks larger than 2 feet,

T 424 Bome sempling sltuatlons msy ren
der the above sampling site criterla 1mprac
tical. When: this 13 the-case, choose a con-:
-venlent sampling locatfon- and.use figure .
101-3 to determine the minimum number of.

425 To use figure 10i-3, first measure
“the distance from the chosen sampling loca~ -
- Flon to the Desrest 1ipstream and downstream

.diameter or equivalent-diameter to deter-:

bers of ‘traverse polnts, or-a.greater value,
such that for-cireular stacks the numbey is -
a multiple of four, and for rectangular stacks
Zhaznumbar Iouows t.he crlterm DI sectton.
3 - -y

498 Tfa selected samplmg pol.nt is closer
than 1 inch from the stack wall, adjust the -
location of that polnt to ensure that the

sample 1s faken at least 1 lnch a.way r.rom,

ot

4.3 - Crosy sectiona.l :layout ancl location n! -
traverse points;

43,1 TFor circular stac!:s locate the tmv- "

traverse axes shall. divide tha stack ¢ross
“sectlon Into equa.l.parts . .

0~ ~FROM POINT OF ANY TIPE OF - :
DISTURBANCE (BEND. EXPANSIOY, cwm\cmm. ETC
1 : r
0 ! i T : |
2 3 B -6 R
NUMBER OF DUCT DIAMETERS DONSTREAM® -

- .o
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RULES AND REGULATIONS . ~ . . = - .-~ gg8p
_ 7 Tible i'o'l.-L-\"'LocétiOn of traverse points In circular stacks = - PR
=7, ... [Percent of stack diameter from inside wall to traverse point)

 Traverse
i... peint I L R =
A n:uzb:r o . - Number of traverse_.p‘iﬁ]its on a diameter
“diameter| 2 [.4- 1-6 | 8-t {12 }14 {16 {18} 20| 2z _
‘ 44 3.3 250201 18] 1e} 1.4 3] 1) L
14.7(10.5] 8.2] 6.7] 5.7{ 4.9) 4.4} 3.6 35} 3.2
29.5119.4[14.6]11.8[ 9.9|-8.5{ 7.5{ 6.7] 6.0 5.5
70.5| 32.3 [ 226 17.7 [14.6 | 12.5 | 10.9] 9.7] 8.7 1" 7.9
185.3[.67.7 [ 34.2 ] 25:07[ 20.3 | 16.9 | 14.6 | 12.9 { 11.6{ 10.5
95.6 65.8 | 35.5 (26.9 [22.0} 78.8} 16.5 | 14.6 | 13.2.
. 1'89.5| 77.4| 64.5 | 35.6 | 28.3 [ 23.6 | 20.4 {18.0 | 16.1
;7]85.4175.0.['63.4|37.5[29.6] 25.0 ] 21.8
tor.sl'e2,3 }73:1 {62.5} 38.21.30.6 | -26.1
97.5|88.2 {79.9{7.7]61.8|38.8 315
| 93,3 |85.4{78.0 | 70.4 | 61.2  39.3.§
97.9 | 90.1 1 83.1|76.4| 69.4 | 60.7
| 983 67.5) 81,2 | 75.0 ] 68.5 | 6
98.2]91.5] 85.4( 79.6 [ 73.9.
195.1] 89,1 |83.578.2 | 7:
98.4) 92.5] 87.1 | 82.0 {77.0
7. 195.6}90.3)85.4'|80.6
l98.6]93.3188.4 |83.9

' 96.1|91.3186.8
98,7 | 94.0.{89.5
e o fees (92
bt | ess s

43.2 'For- rectangular stacks - dlvlde the
cross.section into as many equal rectangular
areas a&s traverse points, such that the ratio-
of the-length to the width of the elemental
agreas is-hetween one enad two. Locats the
" traverse points at the centroid of eac]:l. equal’
area according to figure 101-5., :

'4.4\“ Measurement of stack condltions.
4.1 Sat: up. the apparatus .83 shown-in
gure-101~-3. Meke sure all connectlons. are
-tight -and: leak-free. Measure the veloelty
' head and temperature at the tz'averse pomts_
ecl.ﬂed by section 42 and 43. :

_4.4.2 Measure the- static pressu.re in th

*rgurd 101-4, Gross sackion o&nlrcuraralackshwlm lecatlon of™
points di

443 Datermlna the stack g gas molsture ‘
-4.44- Determine the stack ges molecular
walght from, the. measured moisture content :
--.and Kuowledge o! the expected gas siream *
.. composition: A standard Orsat analyzer has .
T . 'been found valuable at combustlcu; sources. |-
‘ In all cases, sound engloeering udgment
ac of) ngular 3
e ff;'f.‘;',? J,?&{Ua\?;:s?;omg% cer;:?ldgor aa:;::ﬁ:l.vldad lnla 12 EM snould be used =
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4.5 Preparation of sampling traln:
4,561 Prior to assemnbly, clean-al] glassware
{probe, lmplngers, and connectors) by rinsing
- with wash' acld, tap water, 0.1M IC1, tap

water, and flnally qistilled water. Place 100 .

mi of 0.1M IC! in €ach of the first three
implngers, and place approximately 200 g of
‘preweigbed silica-gel In the fourth Impinger.
Save 80 ml of vhe 0.1M ICL as a blank in tha

Eimple analysis. Set up the traln and the -

probe as In Agure 1011, - L
4.5.2 1If the gas stream to Be sampled.ls
excessively dirty or molst, the first Impinger

may clog or become dllute too rapidly for.-

* sutiiclent testing. A filter can be placed ahead
. of the impingers to collect the particulates.
An inltial empty Impinger may elso -be used
to-remove egcess molsture. I g fifth impinger
13 requlred, the final impinger rany have to
-be carefully taped to tha cutside of the
sample box. . . ) i s
. 453 Leak check the sampling train’at the
sampllng sita, The leakaga rate should not
be-in excess of 1 percent of the desired sam-
pling rate, If condensatlion in the probe or
£lter }s a problem, probe end flter heaters

will be requlred. Adjust the heaters to pro-..

vide a temperature of at least 256° ¥_ Place

crushad-ice arqund the impingers. Add mors

PO A L [

" RULES. AND REGULATIONS -

© - lee'during the test to Xeszp the tempgrature
F : A
.- 481 - Appargtus . preparation.—Clean all .

of the gases leaving the last impinger at 70°
orless, - S R o
.4.6 Mercury traln operation:

4481 For esch rum,-record the data re-
gqulred on the example sheet shown in figure

101-8, Take rendings at each sampling point

. at least avery 5 milnutes End when signifi-

¢ant changes In stack conditions necessltate

additional adjustments In flow rate. -
" . 482 Saniple'at a rate of 0.5 to 1.0 cfm.

. Samples shall be taken over such a period
or periods as are necessary. to accurately
. Qetermlne the mazlmum emissions. which
- would gecur in a 24-hour period, In the case
‘of eyelic operations, suficlent tests shall be
Inade 50 &3 to-allow accurats determination
or calculation of .the emissions which will
occur over the duration of the cyele. A mini-

.~ mum sample time of 2 hours Is recommended.
. In some Instances, high INercury concentre-

tlons can prevent sampling in one run for
the desired minimum time. This s Indicated
" by reddening In the first impinger as free
lodine is Uberated. In this case, a run may
be divided into two or more subruns to en-
‘sure thab the absorbing soiutions are not
‘depleteq. . . - e Lo T
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© 4.63 - To begin ‘sampling; 'postiion the- uated eylinder miust bs i:nréc_:iee.ned as In sec= *
nozzle af the Arst traverse point with thetip " tlon 4.5.1). This operation should be per-- meter temperature, stack temperature, stack

" polnting directly. into' the gas stream. Im-- formed In an area free of possible mercury
medlately -start .the. pump and adjust. the- contamination. Industrial laboratorles and
How to-isokimetic conditions. Sample for at -amblenk air around mercury-using facilitles
least 5 mlnutes at each traverse polnt: samp— are not normally Iree of Imerciiry contamina-

 Ung tlme must be the same for each poiot:

Malntaln jsokinetic sampling throughout the-
sampling period, Nomographs which zld in-

the rzpld adjustment of the sampling rate
without other computations pre in APTD-

0375 2nd are avaliable from commerelal sup= -

pliers. Note the stendard nomographs are
2pplicadle only for type S pitot tubes and
air or a stack gas with an equivalent density,

" Conraci EPA or-the sampling train supplier
- for instructiors when the standard nomo-
graph is not applicable. -
4.64 Turn off the-pump at the conclusion

ot each run and record the- final readings.

Tmmediately remove thé. probe and nozzle

from the stack and handle In accordance

with the sampls recovery

ln: section 2.7: .-
4.7 Sample recovery: :

4.7.1 (Al glass storage bobtles and ths grad-

process .descrlibed -

tlon. ‘When the sampling train is moved, care

must he exerclsed to prevent hreakage and .

contamingtion, L .

472 Disconnect the probe from the im- - -

. ploger train. Place the contents (measured to
=+1 ml) of the fst thres tmplngers Into a
500 ml sample boitle, Rinse the probe and ali

- glassware between it and the back half of

-the third impinger with two 50 ml portions
of 0.1M ICL solution. Add these rinses to the

first sample bottle. For a hlank, place 80 ml .

of the 012 ICI in a 100 m! sample botile, I
used, place the filter along with 100 ml of
0.IM ICI !n acother 100 m! sernple bottle,

Retaln a dlter blank. Place the silica gel in

the plastic jar. Seal and secure all conteiners
for shipment, If an additlonai best is desired,

fhwe eilassware can he carefully double rinsed -

with. dlstllled water and reassembled. How-
ever, U the glassware is to be ouf of use mors

.- shaklng at this.peln6 13 netessary to obtaln .
.. . 8n accurate analysis. Add 5 mil of the re- :-
- ducing agent (reegent 3.3.2), cap tube with

" peak helghts of.the ealibration solutions. If-

“'solutlons, Standards should be interspersed.’

than 2 days, the Inltlal aeld wash procedura -
must be followed. i -7
.48 Anglysis: ’ ’
" glassware according tao the Dbrocedure of sec-
“tlon 4.5.1. AdJust the Instrument settings ac- p
-cording to-the Instrument manual, using-an 7.
absorption wavelength of 253.7 nm. - =
482 Analysis preparction—Adjust the
i alr dellvery pressure and the needle_valve
to obtain s constant alrflow of about 12 tos -
1/min. The analysls tube should be bypassed = - -
excepk durlng aeration. Purge the equlpraent
Tor 2 minutes; Prepare a sample of mercury -
standard soluticn {3.4.2) according to section .
483. Place the analysla tube in .the llue, -
and nerate until a miximum peak héight is -
reached on the recorder, Remove the anal yals .-
tube, flush the lines, and rinse the analysis
tube with distilled water. Repeat with an- °
other sample of the same standard solution.
"Thls purge aned analysls cycle is tc be re-
© peated until peak helghts are repreductble. .
' 48B3 Sample preparation—Just prier to. -
anzlysly, transfer a sample allquot .of up -
to 50 ml to the cleaned 100 mI analysis tube,
Adjust the volume to 50 m! with Q1M 101 -
" i required. Add 5 'ml of 10 N sodlum hy- =
droxide, cap tube with a clean glass stopper .
-.and shake vigorously. Prolonged, vigorous:

. 8 clean glass stopper and shake
and immediately in sample line. Lo

484 -Mercury. determination—After the

- system has been stabllized, prepare samples. .-
from the sample bottle according to section -

4.8.3. Aerate the sample until a maximum _

peak helght Is-reached on the recorder, The

mercury content 1s determined by compat=

Ing the peak heights of the samples to the-

vigorpusly

collected samples are out of the linear range,- ..
" the samples should be dlluted. Prepars &
‘blank from the 100 ml bottle accordlng to .
section 48.3 and-analyze to detertnine the.- . -
reagent blank mercury level. R K
_ _ 5. Calibration—5.1 Sampling. traim——
5.1.1. Usa standard methods and equipment
-as detalled in APTD-0376 to callbrate the -
rate meter, pitot tube, dry gas meter, and -
"probe heater (If used), Racalibrate prior to. .
each test serles, = - - P S
- 0.2. Analysis~—5.2.1. Propare n _ eallbra-
tion curve for the speclrophotometer using
the standard mercury sclutions, Plot the..
peak helghts read on the recorder versus the
concenirations of mercury In the standard -

with the samples slnce the collbratlon cam
-chenge sightly with time, A new callbratfon
- curve should. be. prepared for each new set:
'oifsamples-run.--.';_;_.\; Lo .

:.6. Caleulations.—81 . Average  dry- “ges

pressure and average orifice
See data sheet {fig. 101-6), R
" 6.2 Dry gas:wolume—{orrect the sample
volume measured by the dry gas meter to
stack-conditlons by using equation -101-2.

A (P““'+ 13.6)
F,

bressure -drop

. “eq. 1042
where: - ° 0 o0 o oL e
. ¥, =Volume of gas sample throuzh the dry gas meter-=
- (stack congitions), It), . -
Ve =Voluma of g23 sarnple throngh the Ay gas meter -
. {reter conditions), (t3, .
T =Averegs tempernture of sfaek s, ° R, - )
T =Averngn dry gas meter temDeraturns, "R el I
Prar=Barometric pressure st the oriflca ©  * -
meter, lnHg. ) o el ’
Al = Average pressure drop across the cri-
o flee meter, InH 0. . o
' 13.6=Speclfic gravity of mercury. . X
P.=8tack prossyirs, Pu.r-kstatio pressyre,
InEg. ’

FEDERAL RIGISTER, VOL. 38, MO, &4-—FRIDAY, APRIL &, 19773



o

6.3. Volume of weter vapor. N
L. . 4 T.' .
Fe,= _ "V—"F. eq. 19].—3
‘ v.he-e. ) - CL -
. Vir,=Volumne of water ¥apor ia the gas sa.mplo (stacl.

eondltions), fed, .

Ep=D, 00"67 -193-’;—'-!5-, whon these units are useda
¥1,=Total volume of lquid eolleated In Imnpingers
and silica gel (see figura 101-7), ml.
=Average stack gas temperaturs, °R.
. P.a-:!t:mk pressure, Pyae = statio pressurs, in. Hg:
.4 Total gns volume. -
: Vu.1=V..,+ We . eq. 100-%.

V.....—-Tota.l vl of a3 sampls (stack condittons),
Y, =V nlu::;;; of gu.s throu.,h guy meter (stack condi~

tiona),
' Vo, =-Volume of mter vapor In ge.s snmpla (stack
eonditions), It
VOLUME OF LIOUID
WATER GOLLECTEN
. WPINGER | SIUCA GeL
VOLUME, WEIGHT,
mi L]
FINAL T
T INITIAL
7 LD COLLECTZO
TOTAL VOLUM COLLECTED n'r [ ]

" CONVENT WEIGHT OF MATER TO VOLUME BY dwfding total wWelght )

ICREASE BY DENSITY OF WATER. {1 9/mij:
INEREASE. 9 _ :
A ety o = Vot \lﬂfﬂt.-ml
‘Figure 1017, Analytical data.

6.3 Stack gas velocity. Use equatlon 101-6
to calcuiate the sta-ck gas velocity. -

7'2) ava.
e =E, ¢, (FAP).., (P‘])k‘;_' |
eq. 101-5
woerp:
- (r.)_..,_::Avamga stack pas veloclty, feet per second.
Hp=5558 - b fe YA oyen
e b.mole"R.in, H:0 / *

thesa hoits ars used,
© Op=Pilot tube coelliclent, dimensionless.
(T)ars.=Averngoe stack gos tempemtum °R,
. (\,/AP).,,_-n_lrerage square root of the veloclty head
of stack ga3 (in. H;0)'2 (see Ag. 101-8}).
P,=Siack pressure, Pha,~atatic pressurs, In. Hg. -
Af,=XMoleculur welght of stack gas (WBE ba.ﬂs),
the summatlon of the products of the
. . molecular welght of each component
. multiplled by Its volumel:rlc propor:ion
. 1n ihe mictore, Ib.2b. mole,

*Figure 101-8 shows a sample-recording shee'l:
for veloclty iraversa dala, Usé the averages

In the lasé two columus of figure 101-8 to '

determainae the average stack gas valocilry Irom
equation 101-5, :
- 8.8 Mergury collected Ca.lcu]a.te the total
welght of mercuzry collected by usmg equa—
4ion 101-6. .
Wl-VJC‘l—-VhC'b (+V{C’f) --eq 101-6
-whsare:
Wi =total Welg_ht ot' mercury collected, .ug,

o

PLANT_ .
" DATE

RULES AND REGULATIONS
S

FUN NO,__"__
STACK DIAMETER, n._2
BAHOMETRIC PRESSURE, in, Hg.

) STATIC PRESSUHE IN STACK IP ). in. Hg.

" SCHEMATIC OF STACK

3339

OPERATOHS o .
~ CROSS SECTION ™ - -
Traverse point Velocity head, e .| Stack Temperature
. , number in. H;0 VAR : (GL°F
AVERAGE;

~

Figure 101-8. Ve!oc':i'ly fraverse data; .
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8540
Vi=Totel volume of condensed molsiure
end IGL in sample bottle, ml. - -
Ci=Concentratlon of mercury. measured in
sample bottle, gg/ml.
Ve="Total voluras of ICl used in sampl!.ng'
: {lmplnger contents and all wash
emounts), ml
_Cy=Blank concentration of mercury L ICL
solution, pz/ml.
Vi=Total volume of 1C1 used In fitter bom&*
' {1f used), ml.
Cr=Concentratlon. of meTcury In, ﬂlter .
bottle (h’. used), xg/ml. :

6.7 - Total mercury emission. Calculate the
a2l emount of mercury emltted from each

" stack per day by equation 101-7. Thls equa-

tion ls epplicable for continuous operations.
For cyclic operations, use only the time per.
day each stack is in operation. The tfotal

-. mercury emisslons from a source will be the

sumrmation of results from. aIl stacks,

R=W.(v.) ..,_A.XBG 400 seconds/day
: .thl T 1P pgim -
eq-_IDI—'T ‘
there g

F=TRate ol’ emisslon, g/iday.
- I¥i="Tuotal welght of mercury cn]lected
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pll.ng Mea.surements, Paper presented at i:he

Annual Meeting of the Alr Pollitton Control

Associatlon, sn. Louis, Mo,, June 14--19, 1970.
11, Smith, W 3., et al, Stack Gas Sampling

Improved snd Simplfied with New Equip-

ment, APCA paper No, 87-119, 1967.

12. Smith, W, 5., R. T. Shigéhara, and. W.
¥, "Todd, A Method of Interpretlng Stack
Sampling Data,- Paper presented ab the 634
Annual Meeting of the Alr Pollution Control
Assoclatlon, St. Louis, Mo., June 14-18, 1970.

13, Specifications for Incinerator Testing at
Federal Facilitles PHS, NCAPC, 1967.

14, Standard Method for Sempling Stacks
for Particulate Matter, In: 1971 Book of
ASTM Standards, part 23, Phuadelphla 1971,
ASTM Designation D-2028-71. )

15. Venna.rd J. K., Elemantary Fluld Me~
c¢hanics, John Wuey and Sons. inc., New
York, 1947,

M:ETHOD 102, REFERENCE METHOD POR DETER~
" MINATION OF PARTICULATE AND. GASEQUS MER=-
CURY EMISSIONS FEOM STATIONARY SOURCES
{HYDROGEN STREAMS) - .

1. Principle. cmd upplmhhty—l 1 Princi-

“Fratsl —Totul volume of gas Sample (s‘l:ncl: cuuditious;,

(t)as A'rernﬂu stack veloclty, reet per second.
.riT-=Sl'ﬂLk area, [t9. gna '

6.8 Isokinetlc variation (comparlson or

- veloclty of ges in probe tip to stack veloclty) .

1=_100V_m-1.-. o ,
:_l@_(ﬂa)n:_ eq. 101-8
where: : ) ’ ' -

Tz Percent of isokinetic sampling. '
Frotsi= Total volume of gas sample (stack ccmdltirms),

A..=-Pmbe tip ares; [i1,
@==8ampliog l:u:ue ser.
At} avg.= Average stack gas veluclty, leef per second. !
7. Evaluction of results—1.1 Determina-
-tion of complience~T.1.1 Each performanca

- tesk shall conslist of three repetlilons of the

applicablz test method. For the purpose of’
_deiermining compllance with an applicable

_national emlssion standard, the average of -

results of all repetitions shall apply..

72 Acceptable isokinetle results—731
.'The following range sets the limit on accept- -

‘ ahle ispkinetic sampling results: .
If 90% =T«=110%, the results are accept-

. able; otherwlsa, reject the test and:repeat. - -

B: References—1. Addendum to Spec:.ﬁca..
-tlons for Incloerstor Testing st Federsal

Facilities, PHS, NCAPC, Dec. 6, 1967. .
" 2. Determining Dust Concentration: in a- - -
" Gas Stream, ASME Performance. Test Coda.

_ No. 27, Mew York, N.Y., 1957, -

3. Devorkin, Howard, et al Air Pollut!on
‘Source Testing Manual, Alr Pollutton Con-—
trol District, Los Angeles, Galll., Nov. 1963.

4, Hatch, W. R. and W. L. Oif, “Determino—
tion of Sub-Mlicrogram Quantities of Mercury
by Atomic Absorption Spectrophotumetty
- Anal. Chem., 40: 2085-87, 1968,

5. Mark, L. S, Machan!cal Engineers’ Hand-- -
book, \IcGraw-HLll Book Co,, Inc., New York
N.¥., 195. -

6. Martin Robert M., Construction Detal‘.ls
of Isoilnetic Source” Sampl!.ng Equipment,
Environmental -Protectlon Agency, APTD-
03581, .

7. AMsthods for Determination of Véloelty,
Volume, Dust and Mist Content of Gases,
TWestern Precipitation Dlvislon of Joy Mfg.

. Co.; Los Angeles, Callf: Bul, WP-50, 1868,

B. Perry, 4. H;, Chemical Englnesrs' Hand-
‘boolk, I--:GA'aw—Hill Book Co., inc., New Yorlk,
Y., 1560.

9. Rom, Jarome J. - ;\Iamlenance Calibra-
tion, and Operation of Isokinetle Source Sam-
plin wipment, Environmental I—‘mtect!on
nTD-05375.
anara, &, T, W. F. Todd and W. 3,
, biguidconce oi Errors In Stack Soara-
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ple—Par biculate and gaseous mercury emls-
sions are lsokloetlcally sampled from the
source and collected In acldlc iodine mono-
chloride solutlon. The mercury collected (in
the mercurle form) !s reduced to elemental
mercury in basle solution by hydroxylamine

" sulfate. Mercury ls aerated from the soluation

and analyzed uslng spactrophotometry. .

12 Ap'pzicabtltty —This method is appll-~
cable for the determination of particulate
and gaseous mercury. emlsslous when the
carrier gas siream ls prineipally hydrogen.

The method is for use In ducts or stacks at

stationary sources. Unless otherwlse spacliied,
this method Is not Intended to epply to gas

- streams other than those emitted directly to

the atmosphere without further Pprocessing.

oo Apparatus—a.1 Sempling train—A sche- -
matic of the sampling- trein used by EPA

13 shown 1o figure 102-1. Commerclal models- R

of this traln are avallable, although complete
construction detalls are described in APTD~

05811 and operating and malntenance pro- - -

cedures: are descrlbed In APTD-4576. " The

components essential to-thls sa.mpllng tra.m S ‘

are the following. P

WALL ';
S F 5 o o e . S VACUUM
“TYPES - [ . %2 TSR e LiNE
PITOT TUBE e
. . >
: Ay L A
PITOT MANOMETER ~ IMPINGERS . ICE BATH
. BY-PASS VALVE Lo
ORIFICE
. \. S Z
VACUUM T
- - GAUGE -
. THERMOWETERS MAINVALVE . . .
DRY TEST MEER - ARTieHT .
D o - PUNMP _
e - -Figure-102-t. Mercury sampling train ..

2.1.Y Nozzle, Stalnless steel or glass w!th
sharp, tapered leading edge,

2.1.2° Probe, Sheathed Pyrex?* glass.

'21.3 Pitot tube. Type B8 (figure 102-2), or
equivalent, with & coeiiclent within 5 per-
cent over the worklng range, attached to
‘probe to monltor stack ges velocity.

214 Impingers, Four Greenburg-Smith

Impingers connected in series with glass ball-"

jolnt fittings. The first, thlrd, and rfourth

mpingers muny be modlied by replacing the -

tip with one-half inch ID glass tube gxtend-
ing to one-half Inch Irom the bottom of the
“flask.

2,15 Acid frap. Mine safety appllances alr
line filter, catalogue No. 81857, with acid ab-

sorbing cartridge and suttable connections, or =~

equlvalenk.
2.1.6 Melering systam. Vacuum gage, leak-

iThess doi:uments are avallable for a nomi-

nal cost from the Natlomal Technical In=- .

formatlon Service, U.5. Depariment oi Com-
merce, 5285 Port Royal Roed, Springfeld, Va.
22151,

Txfentlon of trede names or commercial |

products daes nob c¢onstlbute endoisement
by ths Ezavironmeatal Protectlon Agency.

less pump, thermbh:eters_ capable of measur- -
© Ing temperature to within 5°F; dry-gas meter .

with 2 percent accuracy; and related equip-

meant, descrlbed In APTD-0581, to malntain - ‘
an mokmetlc sampling rate a.n.d to.determine -
- Ssample volume, .

Cacio
- TRAP

2.1.7° Barometer. To measure a.tmospherlc c o

pressure to =+ 0.1 in hg.

TYeE $ PITOT TUBE

FIFE COUMLI

) jmslm: ADAPTEY

Figura1c2-2, Pital k3 —Ranamelar 23sesyly
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i

_stack pressurs to within 0.1 in hg.

R e ikl

‘82 Measurament of stuck - conditions

“i(stack pressure, temperature, molsture, and
- welocity)—22.1 Pilot tube. Type 3, or
- equlvalent, With a coeficlent within & per~

coenk over theworking. ranga..

© 222 Differential pressure gage. Inclined
manomster, or equlvalent, to measure veloc~
ity head to within 10 percent of the mini«

-‘mum, value: Mlcromanommrs should be used

if warranted,
223 Temperature gage. .Any tampera-
tiure-messuring device to maasure sta,ck tem-

" perature to within 1* P.
234 Pressure gage. Pitob 'b‘uba and In-

clined manometer, or equivalent, to measure

2.2.5 Moisture determination. Drying
tubes, condensers, or equivalent, to deter-
mine stack gas moisbure contem: m hydrogen
to withln 1 percent.

2.3 Sample recovery—23.1 Zeakless glasa

semple bottles. 500 ml and 200 m.‘l with Tef-'r_

lon-lined tops.
2.3.2 Graduated cylinder. 250 n:.l .
2.3.3 Plostle jar. Approximately 300 ml.
24 Analysis—24.1 Spectrophotomeier.
To rpeasurs absorbance at 253.7 nm, Perkin

. Elmer model 303, with a cylindrical gas cell

{approxlmately 1.5 in o.d. x 7.in} with gquartz
glass windows, and houow cathode source, or

" equivalent,

242 Gas sump!mg bubbler. Tudor Selen-
tlfic Co. Smog: Bubbler, catalogue No, TP
1160, or eguivalent.

243 Recorder. To match - output “of
spectrophotometer..
" .8, Beagenty.—i3.1. Stock reagents—-ﬂ 11.
Potasshm lodide. Reagent grade.

3.1.2 Distilled tzater. -

3.13 Potossium Iodida solution, 25 per-

. eent~—Dlssolya 250 g of potasslum jodids (re- -
agent 3.1.1) In distilled water and dilute to

1tol. ™
- 314 Hydrochlorie acid, Concentratei
3.1.5 Potassium iodate. Reagent grade, .
8.16 ‘lodine wmonochloride (IQI) 1.0M.
To 800 ml of 25 percent potassium Jlodide
solutlon (reagent 3.1.3), add 800 m! of con-
centrated hydrochlorle acld. Cool to room

tecperature, With vigorous stlrring, slowly -
- 2dd 135 g of potassium iodate and continue

stlrring until all freer iodine has dissolved to
give a clear orange-red solution. Cool to room

" temparaiure and dilute to 1,800 ml with dis-
- tlted water. The solution should be. kept in
. afmber botiles to prévent degradation.

3.1.7 Sodium hgdromde penets Reagent b

grade. 3
3.1.8 - Nit‘ric-acid cont:entrsted.-"
3.19 Hydro:rylamme
grade,
3.1.1% .S'od{um chlaride. Reagantgmd

3.1.11  Mercuric. chloride. Reagent grade. '
. 9.2 Sampling. 3.2.1 Absorting solution, -
0.1M ICL Dilute 100 ml of the 1.0M ICl stock. -

selution (reagent 3.1.8) to 11 with distsilled

water, The solution shounld be kept in glass -

botties to prevent degradation. Thls reagent

" should bé stable for at least 2 months; how- < -

ever, periodic chetks should bhe performed to
nsure quality.
- 3.2.2  Wash acid, 1 1Vv/V nitric acld-water.
9.9.3 . Distilled, deionized water. -. .
3.2.4 Sitica gel. Indicating type, 6 to 16
mesh, dried at 350°F for 2 hours. |, -
- 38, Analysis—2371 Sodium hydroz‘!de
19N. Dissclva 400 g of sodium hydroxide pel-
lets ih distilled water and diuts to 1-L
333 Reducing agent; 12 percent hydror-

-ylc.m ne sulfate, 12 percent sodium chloride,

To 60 ml of distilled water, add 12 g of hy-
drozylamina sulfate and 12 g of sodium chlo-

" ¥ide. Dllute to 100. ml. Thls quantity is

suifcient for 20 ana.lyses and must be pre-

-+ pared dally.

3,3.3 x!erctvcm ga., Zaro grads alz,
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3.34 Hydrochloric acid, 0.3N. Dilute 25.5
ml of concentrated hyd.roch.lorlc acid to1 1
with dlstliled water. . .
3.4 Standard wmercury solufionsg—3.4.1
Stock solution, Add 0.1334 g of mercuric

chloride to 80-1ml of 02N hydrochlorlc acld.

After the mercurie chloride has dissolved,

* add 0.3N hydrochlorie ecid and adjust the

volume to 100 ml. One mt of thls solution
15 equivalent to 1 mg of free mercury,

- 3.42 Standard solulions. Prepare - calt-
bration solutlons by serlally dlluting the
stock solution (3.4.1) with 0.3N hydrochloric
acld. Prepare solutions ef concentrations In
the linear working range for the lnstrument
to be used. Solutlons of 0.2 zg/ml, 0.4 pg/ml

and 08 pg/ml have heen found accepbabla-

for most Instruments, Store all solutions In
glass-stoppered, glass bottles, These solutions
should be stable for at least 2 months: how-
ever, periodlc checks should be petrformed
to insure quality.

" 4, Procedure. 4.1 Guidelines for source

testing are detailed {n the following sections,
Thesa guidelines are generally applicable;
however, most sample sites differ fo some de-
gree and, temporary alterations such as stack
extenslons or eXpanslobs often are. required
to Insure the hest possible sample site, Fur-
ther, slnce mercury is hazardous, care should
be taken to minlmilze exposure, Fnally, since
the total quantity of mercury to be collected
generally is small, the test must .be care-

fully conducted to prevent conta.lmnatlon or

loss of sarnple.

4.2 Selection of a sampling site and minj-
mum’ number of traverse polnts.

421 Select s suitable sampling site that
is #s close a3 is practicabla to the point of
atmospheric emisslon. If possible, stacks
smaller than 1 foot 111 dla.meter should nof
be sampled

8s41

422 The sampling slte should he ab least

elght stack or duct dlameters downstream
and iwo dlameters upstream from any flow

disturbance such as a bend, expansion or

contraction. Fop rectaugula.r cross sectlon,
determine an equivalent dlumater Irom the
following equation:

D= aw .
. 3 » o v eq. 102-—1
where: . N
De=equ1valent dlameter. R
.L=length. - - oL
, W=width., N
A

423 . When ths above samp]lng sits cribe-
rla can be met, the m um humber- of
traverse points 13 four {4) for stacks 1 fook in
diameter or less, elght (B} for stacks larger
than 1 foob but 2 feet In dismeter or less, and
twelve (12) for gtackslarger than 2 feeb. -

424 Some sampling shtuations miay ren-

venlent sampllng location and use fgure
102-3 to delermine the mintmum number of
traverse points, Howsver, use figura 102-3
only for stacks 1 foot In diameter or larger.

4.2.56 Touse Agure 102-3, first meagure tha

distance from the chosen sampling location -
to the-nearest upstream and downstream dis- -
turbances. Divide this distance by the di~

" der the above sampling site criteria lmprac- - -
ticel.-‘When this i1a the case, chooss a con- .

ameter or equlvalent diamater to deterrmine .

the distance in terms of pips dlametars, De= -

termine the corresponding number of trave

erse points for each distance from Agure -

102-3. Select-the higher of the two numbers

of traverse polnts, ar & greater value, such
that for clrcular stacks the numper 1s o mul-

tiple of four, and for rectongular stacks the

number follows the criterin of secblon 4 3.2. U

NUMBER oF DUCT DIAMEYERS UFSTREAM'
{DISTANCE A) B

B~ rnow pomeT oF ANYTYPE OF

% N A B

IR

DISTURBANCE [BEND, EXPANSION. CDNTRACTI ON, ETC l

15 : Y R ‘25

'DISTURRANCE

b el

L swmume -

2 - 3 13 &

"R

PIUNBER OF DUCT DIAMETERS DOWNSTREAM
IDISTANCE 8)

Flgura 1043, Hmi’mum number of taverse pornts. -

4:28 X a selected Bampling polnt 1s closer-
“asa 1loch irom staci wa]l, adjust the loca.-

"tion of that polnt to insyre t‘ia,.. tne sample
13 taken at le?.st 1 Inch a.way from the walk,

ArRiL. 5, 1973
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4.3 -Crosa-sectional layout and Iocation of
traverse polnts, .
" 4.3.1 For clrcular stacks locate -the tra-
verse polots on at least two dlameters ac-
cording to figure 102-4 and tahle 102-1. The

‘traverse axes shall divide the stack-cross sec-

tlon Into equal parts. -

432 For rectangular stacks divide the

cross-section Into as many equal rectangular”

arexs ns traverse polnts, suth that the ratioof
tihe length to the width of the elementsl areas
15 hatween one and two. Locafe the traverse

point3 at the centrold of each egual area ac- -

cording to fizure 102-6. . _
41  Measurement of stack conditions.”
. 4.41 Set up the apparatus as shown in

fizure 102-2, Make sure sl conneciions are -
- t'znt and leak free. Measure the veloclty head

- and temperstors-at the traverse points spect-
flad hy section 4.2 and 4.3.. . e

442  Measure the static pressure in the

stack.

443 Determine the stack gas :ﬁoﬂatu;e,—
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Flgure 102-4. Crasa sec'ln-:n of circular Sack showlng focation of
- lraverss poipla oa porpandlcutar dmu:. - .

e T
b 4
s -3 v 1 e .
] [
-—-..' Lo
I
1
o LI .
b
i
e mmmn - p =
H .
o ¢ 1 o 1 &
N ) -
I t

Figua 102-5. Gross seciion of ractangular stack divided |nta 12 equal,
araas, with lravarss poinla at cenirdid of aach area,

Table-102-1. Lacation of Eraverse points in circular stacks

(Percent of stack diameter from inside wall to traverse point)

" Traverse| =
- point SRR I, L
ngﬁbaeh . ‘Number- of traverse points on a diameter =~
diameter{ 2 4 6 -8 | 10 12 | 14 16 i8 20 22 24
1 | 46[ 6.7) 4.4 33| 25| 2.3 1.8 Tef .4 13[ 73] 14
2 |85.4]25.0(14.7]10.5| 8.2| 6.7) 6.7 4.9) 4.4} 3.9 3.5] 3.2
3. 75.0[20.5(19.4|14.6|11.8] 9.9 8.5 7.5] 6.7) 6.0} 5.5
Coal 93,3 70.5[32.3 | 22.6 | 17.7 {14:6 {12.5./ 10.9} 9.7 8.7] 7.9 .
5 85.3 | 67.7 | 3¢.2 25.0 | 20.3 [16.9] 14.6 | 12,9 [11.6 [ 10.5
6 -{ | ~ |95.6/80.6]65.8]|35.5 26.9{22.0|18.2]16.514.6 [13.2
71 .V 1 |so5|77.4(64.5{36.6]28.323.6]20.4]18.0{16.1
8 {- ' 96.7 {-85.4 1 75.0-163.4 {37.5 | 25.6} 25.0-| 21.8 | 19.4
g 91.8 | 82.3 [73.1 | 62,5 38.2 ] 30.6 { 26.1 [ 23.0
(S SR _ l975|88.2[79.9{7.7])61.8}38.8]31.5|27.2
- b L [esa|es.efraof 04| 61.2{39.3 323
a2 L F ] 1 | eree[s0.1 831 76.4 ) 69.4 | 0.7 | 30,8
13 - 94,3 }87.5)81.2] 75.0 | 68:5 | 60.2
1" 99,2 | 91.5| 85.4| 79.6| 73.8 { 67.7"
15 ~|95.1)89.1| 83.5|78.2|72.8
16- - 98,4 | 92.5( 87,1 | 82.0 (77.0
17 ) o 95;6] 90.3 | 85,4 {80.6
18 S 4 : . 98.6) 93.3 | 83.4183.9
ST A R S ] ) 7 lesa|aai{ese
REFT IR S B B I | 1. les.7[94.0]80.5
BT PV A SOl ees (o2
RN : S I - R N
23 b r',_ b o F 1 o less
- 24 : © 198.9

_~compositlon. Sound

* specife itema are recommended:

444 Determine the stack gag molécula:.

welght from the measured molsture content
and knowledge of the expected gas stream
. englnesring Judgment
should be used. o S

. 45 Prepamtlon of sampling train,

"451. Prior to assembly, clean all glass- |

.ware (probe, Implngers, and connectors) - by
rinsing with wash acld, tap water, 0.1M IC1,

tap water, and finally distllled water. Place i -

100 ml of 0.1M ICL in each of the first three

- Implagers, snd-placa approxlmataly 200 g.
of prewefghed slllca gel in the fourth im- -

plnger. Save 80 ml of the 0.1M ICL1 as a blank
in the samplé analysls. Set up the train.and
the probe as In Flgure 102-1, S

452 Leak check the sampllig train at =

the sampling site. The leakage rate should
nok be In excess of 1 percent of the desired
sampllng rate. Place crushed lce around the

implngers. Add more ice during the rum to - -
-keep the temperature of the gases leaving : -

‘the last Impinger at 70" F or less, .
4.6 Mercury traln operation, . .. . .

4681 Safety procedures. It is Imperative -~ -
" that the sampler conduct the spurce test -

under conditions of utmost safoly, since
hydrogen and alr mixtures are explosive. The
sample train essentlally i3 leakless, so- that

attentlon to safe operatlon can be concen- :

trated at the inlet and outles. The followling

4611 Cperate only the vacuum pump

- durlng the test.. The other electrical equip-.
~ment, e g. heaters, fans and timers; normslly
suceess of & hydro- -

aro not essential to the

gen stream test. - . .

46.1.2 Seal the sample port ko minimize .
lezkage of hydrogen from the stack. = . ...

4.6.13 Vent sampled hydrogen at least
10 feet away from -the traln,. Thls- ean be
.accompllished easlly by attaching n 14-In id,
Tyzon tubs y
meter.

to- the- exhaust from the orlfice .

4.62 ¥For each rum, récbrd the data re- .

qulred on the sample shest shown in figura -
'102-6. Take readings at each sampling polnt’
at least every 5 minutes and when stgnlAcant -

changes in stack conditlons. necessitate ad-

» ditonal adjustments in Aowrate. = o0
463 Bample ab a rate of 0.5 tol0 ofin, -
. Samples sheil Be taken over such & pertod ... .

or periods as are necessary to accurately

determine- the maximum - emtissions which
" would occur in & 2d-hour period. In the case =
‘of cyclic operations, suficient tests shall be- . .-

made so as to allaw accurata determination

or calculation of the emissions. which will - -
occur over the duration. of the cyele. A mini- . ~ .. -

-, mum sample time of 3 hours is recommended. -
- Tn some-lnstences, hizh mereury concentra- -

ilons can prevent sampling Int ore run for
the dasireéd minimum fime. This is Indicated
by reddening in the first Implnger as fres
iodine is libersted. In thls cass, s run may
be divided Into two or more subruns to-Insure

that the absorblng solutions are not depleted.

. - ~
3 N




‘where:

LI -

T
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NNO_
SAMEROING
bErinan,, — .

‘manual, uslng an.absorption wavelength- of
253.7T nm, .
482 Anglysis preparation—AdJust the
alr delivery pressure and the negedle valve to
! . obtain a constant air Aow of about 1.3 1/min,
L PoRlLR, e, The analysis tube should ba bypassed ex-
% MRUEDIETR b cept during meration. Purge the equipment
C o for 2 minutes. Prepare a sample of mercury
TN - - stendard solutlon (3.4.2) according to sec-

L RENT IPSATAE &,
BANETHC PAESTURE ey
ASSD WOSTURE, $

CFACTON et ot

SEHEMATIC OF STACK CROSS 3:CTION.

tion 4.8.3. Place the aualysis tubs In the 1ine,

L ] . OalF
SAvPLING | STATS STA%E vaschr] -

TAAVERSE POINT PRESSURE

PRESSURE
- DIFFERENTIAL b -
- acss- |

NETER GASSAALE
Thia TEMPERA HeaD I taMh vu.mﬁ
Huven fhomim |tPghinHe | (1K (aFs), n. Hy0 vl I

-z .- ) e B and aerate until 8 maximum peak helght is
reached on the recorder. Remove the znaly-
slz tube, flush ths llpes, and rlnse the
analysis tube with distilled water, Repeat

- With another semple of the same standard
Solution, Thls purge and analysls cycle is to

Ua CAS SAURLE FWPERATURE
ATOMY GAs v | saumcsor | nwiscen

LRET OUTLET | 1 [ouPehATURE. | TEWPERATURE |
T gy 1. "8 | Mo pde®F 1 o

-be repeated untll peak heights Are Trepro=-
‘ducible, ’ B :

analysls, transfer a sample aliquokt of up to

50 ml to the clerned 100 ml mnalysis tube.

ing ab this point 1s necessary to obtaln an

"accurate analysls. Add 5 ml of the reduclng

.101'-\]_

[

glass stopper and shake vigorously and.im--
At Ars. medlately plece in sample 1ine. -

AVEALGE . ) -

-

464 'To begin sempling, posltion the noz-
zle at the first iraverse point -with the tip

- polnting dlrectly into the gas stream, Imme-
© diately start the pump and adjust the flow

to i1sokinetic conditions. Sample for at least
5 minutes at each traverse point; sampling
time must be the samse for each point, Maln-
taln isoklnetic sampling throughout the sam-~

pling perlod, using the following procedures,

- 4,641 Nomographs which sld in the rapid
adjustment of the sampling rate without
other compltations are in APTD-0576¢ and
are avallable from commercial suppliers. The
availzble nomographs, however, are set up
Tor use in alr streams, and minor changes are
requlred to provide applicability to hydrogen.

€.642 Calibrate the mater box orifice, Use
the techniques as described In APTD-0576.

4643 The correctlon factor nomograph

+ . Qiscussed In APTD-0676 and shown on the
.. .réverse side af comrnerclal nomographs-will

not ba usad. In its place, the correction factor
wHl ba celculated using equation 102-2, -

€

—p o1 fCeMa)? Po T
o 8. 102-2
C =Correction factor. - e ol
C;=Pltot tube coefictent. LU
Ble=Mole fraction dry gas,
P,=35tack pressure, inHg. -
Pn=DMeter presgure, inHg. . . = L,
Tw=DMater temperature, *R. R
2y=Moiecular weight of stack gas (from
44:4), 1b/1b mole. S
- AH@ =Mgtsr box calibration factor, obe
: tail:'led'in step 4.6.4.2. e
4644 Sel the calculated correctlon factor.
oa tha front of tha operating momograph.
Select the proper nozzle and set the K-factor
on tiz nomograph as detalled In APTD-0378,
- 24845 TRead the velocity head in the stack

" ak each sample point from the menometer in

tha meter box. Convert the hydrogen AP to
en equivalent value for alr by mulslplyting by
a railo-of the molecular.welght of air to hy-
dregan at the stack molsture eontent. Insert
this valde of AP onto the nomogreph and .
read off Af. Agaln, convert the AH, whlieh i3
a0 alr egquivalent.value, to the AH for hydro-

LY

Tige 63 —PL Tf—at

Flars 1024. Field data
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i . ’ . 484 Mercury determination-—After tha
- _ T tystem has been stabilized, prepars samples
D . B L e from, the sample bottle according to séctlon
gen by dividing by 13. This factor includes
the ratlo of the dry molecular weights and a
correctlon for the diferent orifica calibration
-factors for hydrogen and sair, This procedure
1s dlagrammed below:

Ppeak helght i3 reached on the recorder. The
mercury content Js determined by comparing
the peak heights of the samples to the peak

: . MW air the samples should be dluted. Prepare a-
. Obaorve AP**MEI,}!NS' Srr e §oet thison blank from the 100 ml bottle according to

MIWHy /ew” momoguphs  Cooricr ‘283 and exsiyza to deremmina S

P -. reagent blank mercury level.

4646 Operate the sample train at the. bPrate priorto each test serles. ‘
calcuiated AH at each sample point,

from the stack and handle in accordance with ¢oncentration of mercury in the standard
the semple recovery process described in sec- SOlutlons, Standards should be Interspersed
tion 4.7,

47 Semple recovery. - - change slightly with time. A new calibration

47.1 (Al giass storage bottles and the CUrve should be prepared for each new set

graduated cylinder must be preclesned ag In 0L samples run, ‘ ST
sectlon 4.5.1). This operation should be per- - 9 Celculations—~B6.1° Average dry gas meter

forraed in an ares Iree of possible mercury temperature, stack temperature, stack pres- "

agent (reageni 3.3.2), cap tube with a clean -

helghts of the callbrebion solutions, If col- -
R © - lected samples are out of the linear range, .

483 Sample pi-eparatt‘on.——aust prlor,ti: .

AdJust the volume to 60 ml with 0.1M ICL .~ -
if requlred, Add 5 rnl of 10 N sodium hydrox- -~

o ide, cap tube with a clean glass stopper and,’
Shake vigorously. Prolonged, vigorous shak- -

4.8.3. Aerate the sampls unt!l a maximum -

o - 5. Calibration—b.1 SampHng Tran. 511
: - oL - Use standard methods and equiprnent as des " .
: ' . talled In APTD-0576 to calibrate the rate
- Keod of AH—DIvide by 13=WH tobeusedonmeterbox.  neter, pitot tube and.dry gas meter, Recpli-.
52 Adnalysis—5.2.1 Prepare n calibra- .

"4.66 Turn off the pump at the concluslon tlon curve for the spectrophotometer using - -
of each run and record the final readings. the standara mercury sclutlons. Plot the .
- Immediately* remove the probe and nozzle DPedk helghts read on the recorder versus the

.with the samples since the callbration can o

contammstion. Industrial Iahoratories and * Sure and average oriflce pressure drop.—Seo .

smblent air around mercury-using facilitles - Uata sheet (fg. 102-8).
are not normally free of mercury contamina-~

T

confamination. - .. - T :

472 Disconnect the probe from the im-—-
pinger train. Place the contents (measured - -
to =1 mil} of the first three impingers into .
& 500 ml sample bottle. Rinse the probe and.”
all glasswara between it and the baeck half where: -
of the third Ilmpinger with two 50 ml por- .
tlons of 0.1M ICl solution. Add these ringes
to the first- bottle, For a blank, place 80 mil
of the 0.IM ICl in a 100 ml sample botile,
Flace the silica gel In the plastic jar. Seal and : 5o,
gecure afl containers for shipment. If an ad- . Ty == Average temperature of stack BAas, <R,
ditional test 13 desired, the glassware can be
carefully doubls rinsed with distilled water -
and reassembled. However, if the glassware is
to b2 out of use more than 2 days, the initial
acld wash procedure must be followed.

48 Andlysls—481 Apporatus prepara-
tlon—Clzan oll glassware mccording to the 13.6=35pecific gravity of mercury. :
pracedura of saction 4 5.1, Adjust the Instru- _ Pu=5tack prassure, Puar2-shatic pressure,
ment setiings according to the Instrument / - InHg. . . :

(stack conditions), fv.? -

Prar—Baromebrle pressure 2t the orifice
' meter, in'tHg, : .

AH = Average pressure drop across the ori-

- ficd meter, inH.0, -

FXDAY, APRIL 5, 1973

Vm=Volume of gas sample thmﬁgh the
dry gas meter (meter conditions), -

6.2 Dry gas voliume —Correct the sample -
.~ tlon. When the sampiing traln is moved, cars - YOIums measured by the dry gas meter to
- must be exercised to prevent breakage anud Stack conditions by using equatlon 102-3. ..

: eq.102-3 .
-V, =Volume of gas sainple through the dry gas meter

Tm=Average dry gas meter temperature,
"R, T




P r
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63 Volume of water vapor. . -~ . PLANT : -
e T . ——— .
V.,=K V: . eq. 1024 DATE__
mnﬁ:e =Volame of watcr vapor in the gas. _ampla Cs'tnck * RUN NO._ - .
. conditions), fe2, . - 1
; STACK DIAMETER, in._ - E H
K=o, 0026' l”l"-lk'-‘,:—, when these units are used. . . }
B * - BAROMETRIC PRESSURE, in. Hg. —
'l 1, =Tohi volrne of linid colleeted {n impingers . - ’
Tom o Sl el e e 1 T - * STATIC PRESSURE IN STACK [f}, in. Hg.
P, =8tuck pregsure, Pbar == static pmsu.re,ln Hg - . o . . o S ) Tk
6.4 'Total gas volume. . . ' DPERATORS___ S © <. SCHEMATIC OF STACK . .~
. Vaoml=Ym.+ Vw, T eq. 102—5 o - R ’ - S T e CHOSSSECTION .
whera! .- 1._'-:._.,\_.:“ - : = E "

T Vreta= total volume o: gas sample (stack:
: ecmd.ltlom) 73, -

VY, —"-oluma of throngh dry-gos meter (stack .-
“eonditia 5“::

Stack Temperature . '

=Volume of water vopor in gas sample (stm:k L . . } B
Ed.lﬂon-'i). P ) S ) : Traverse point Vel.ocny head, . ’ _\/— - 2
T e e o number : in. H;0 WAp {%)L°F
T VOlwECFLIQUWD . -} ...
_ WATER COULECTED - - =
' pevacen | siicace
. . VOLLIE WEIGHT, _
R | ™ F'3 . e . -
FaL i
T INTIAR
LIQUTD COLLECTED
[ zaraL voLune cowecren ! n'l B
ECNVERT JEIGHT OF WATER TO VOLUME o7 divndmg tnh‘l mlght
1NIREASE BY DENSITY OF WATER: [3-g/mil; ] N
JINCFEASE. 9 \JﬂLUﬁIE'I-\l’EI‘Lnd - - . . R . N

i1 g =

Flgure 102-7. Acalptical data. - - °

6.5 Siack gos tvelocliy—Use - equation

- 102-6 to calculate the stack gas velocity.

(3t =KL C (VBB ey B0
- ' eq 102-6 _ B
where; - - . .
[N, ==Averﬂ.ge stuk va]s[_]v:lﬂoﬂ;y feot effsecoud - - —

- 1t
K, s:&i..'ﬁ To mole®R-4aH0 J - when - o 7

the.\.a units: are B .
- Cy=Pitot tuba coefficient, dmmnslon!ess. T -

(T. sz mAvearage stock g=s temperature; °R.

P ari szﬁe square root of the velocity head of * - o Co
gas (InHjO¥A (see figure 102-8). . - - — P
- P, =5tack . pressure, . Pb..:::smtie. pressira, !n- - [ -

Hg.
}h’. n)l’olﬂcular wzlght of stack gos (wek bagds), ™
he sumonation of the produets of the. - -

muleculnr welght of each -component _ _
‘multtplied by its volumetrie proporﬂon . - . . . . .
in tha mivturs, lbf’ln-mo[u. . . - .

Figure 102-8 shows & sample recarding sheet . L : . N

for veloclty traversa data. Use the averages In -
“the last t'wo columns of figure 102-8 to de—

th stack loctty 1 - : . '
rining the average stack gas ‘750"”'7 rom. _ . -~ -~ _ - . AVERAGE:

. qu:l..,lon 102-8. .
6.8 Mercury collected. Ca.lcu.late tha tota-).

welght 01 mercnry  collected by uaing eq
..—T - .
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Figura 102-8. Velocity traverse data,




w.:v.c;-v»ca__;_-eq. 102~7

v-nere
Wi ="Total weight of mercury collected, ug.
Vai=Total volume of condensed molsture
" and IC1 In sample bottle, ral.
Ci=Concentration of mercury measured in
sampla bottle, gg/ml.

Vi=Total volumes of IC]l used In sa-mplmg,

{implnger cootents and all wash
amounts), ml.

' C»=Blank concentratlon of mercury In ICL

solutlon, pg/ml.

6.7 Total mercury emission —Ca.!.cu.late
. the total amcunt of mercury emitted from
each stack per day by equation 102-8. This
‘equation is applicable for continuous opern-
tions. For cyelle operations, Use only the time
‘per day each stack 13 In operation. The total
mercyry emissions from a source will be the
summgation of results from all stacks, . .

Y e(v.)ave, 4, XSB 400 Seconds/day
Vo 100 pgjg

- R=

- where: o

R=Rats u!emlsalun. glday.-
* J¥;=Taotal welght.of mercnry collecfed, pg
Frotal= ;I;':ohn volnma of gas sampla (stack coud.lﬂous},

(r-).r..WAvemge stack gas veInelty, teet per sscond.
. A.=Stack area, f2.
. 8.8 Isokinegtic variation (comparison of
velotity of gas in ;probe tip to :tack veIocity)
I* 100 wtm - :
. n@ (”l) ATE.:
whare:

I=Parcent of isokinetlc ssmpling.

eq. 1(_)2-9

¥ m.l-Tgtul voiume of gas sample (Stack r:ondi tioﬂs),"

A ,=Proha tip ares, Itl . )
@ =8ampling tims,
(&) urg, = AVernge stack gas valocity, feel per sscond.
7. Evaluation of results —71 Delermlna-
tion of compllance.~-7.1.1 Each performence

" - test shall consist of three repltitions of the

applicable test method. For the purpose of
determining compllance with an applicable
pational emlsslon standard, the average of
resull:s of all repetitions shall apply-

9.2 Acceptable isokinetic resulis~T7.2.1
- The followlng range sets the limit on ac-
cepltable isokinetlc samplng results: I

‘ptherwise, reject the test and repeat.
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mnon 103, mrmum scmn-mu METHQD

- 1, Principle and applicability —1.1 Prin~
.ciple —Berylllum emisslons are isckinetically
.- sampled from three polnts in 5 duct or stack. .

- The cpllected sample 1s analyzed Ior beryi-

lium using an appropriate technigque.

1.2 Appzwabztity—Tms proceditre detalls
guidelines and requirements for methods
acceptable for use In determimning berylliium
emlsslons in duects or stacks at statlonary
sources, as speclfied under the provisions of
§ 61.14 of the regulatlons.

2, Apparatus—32.1 Sampling train.—A
schematle of the reguired sampling train

- eonflguration is shown in figure 103-1. The

essential components of ths traln ‘are the

“following*

2.1.1 Nozzle—Stainless steel, or eguiva-

lent, with sharp, fapered leading edge.

2.1.2 Probe—Sheathed Pyrex 1 glass.

213 Filler—3ilipore AA, or equivalent,

wlth appropriate filter holder that provides

- & positive seal agalnst Ieakage from ouislde

or around the fAlter. It Is suggested that a
Whatman 41, or equlvalent, be placed Imme-
diately agalnst the back side of the Millipore
filter as a guard agplnst breakage of the
Millipore. Include the Whatman 41 in the
analysls. Equivalent filters must be at least

9995 percent eoficlent (DOP Test) and

. amenable to the analytical procedure.
807 -x1=110%, the results are- acceptable, . P

FILTER -

_Figws 103-1. Beryllum mnl.ng mnlhod ea.vpph tralyy sehematic, -
214 Meter-pump sysiem —Any system

that will mainfaln isoklnetic sampling rate,

datermlne ssmpla volume, and is capable of

'a sampiing rate of greater than 0.5 cfm.

. 2.2 Measurement of slack conditions

(stack pressure, temperaturd, molsture and-
. welocity) —The following equipment shall be

used in the manner specifled in sectlon 4.3.1.
22,1 Pitod tube—Typs 8, or equivalent,

with a coeficient withln 5 _percent over the .

working range.

2,2.2 Differential pressure gauge.—-In-
clined manometer, or equlvalent, to measure
velocity head to.within 10 percent of the

- minimum value,

1Mentblon of trade names or spéci.ﬂc prod-
ucts doss not constliute endorsement by the
Enyironmeptal Protecrlon %ﬂenuy.

REGISTIR,

YOL.

D=

¢ where: " -

- 451

2.3.3. Temperature gauge—~Any tempera=
ture measurlng device to measure stack tema-
perature to within 5° F.

224 Pressure- gauge—Any device to
measure stack pressure to within 0.1 in. Hg.

225 JFBaromeler—To ' measure
pherie pressure to within 0.1 In, He.

2.2.6 Moisture determination—Wet and
dry bulb thermometers, 'drying tubes, con-

" densers, or equlvalent, to determlns stack gas

molsture content to within 1 percent,

2.3 Semple recovery—2.3.1 Probe clean~ -
ing equipment.,—Probe brush or cleaning rod ~ -
-at least as long as probe; or equivalent, Clean

cotton balls, or equtva]ent should. be usad

"with the rod.

23.2 Leakless glass sample botﬂes

atmos- -

24 Analysis~—2.4.1 " Equlpment neces-

sary - to perform an atomic absorption,
spectrographie, fuorometrie, - ch.mmato—
graphic, or equivalent analysls,

3. Reagenits~—3.1

acld-water. .
3.2 Andalysis --3 a1

testing are detallad in the followlng sectlons.

These guldelines are generally epplicable; - - .
however, most sample sites differ to some de-- . -

gree and temporary alteratlons such as stack
extenslons or expansions often are requirsd

to insure the best possible sample site, Pur- .

ther, since berylllum Is- hazardous, care

) Sample reccme-ry—a 1.1
’ Acetcme ~Reagent grade. M
'8.12 Wash ccid —1 T vV hydrochlorlc ST

Reagents ‘a3 neces-
sary for the selected analyticel procedure, =
-4, Procedure—4.1 Guidelines for source :-

~

should be taken to mlnimize exposure.~ .

Finally, since the total quantity of beryllium
to be collected Is qulte small, the test must
ba carefuily conducted to prevent, contaml-
natlon or.loss of sample.

4.2 Selection of a sampling site ancz num- -

ber of runs,—4.21 Select 2 sultable sam-
pling site that is as close as practicable to the

point of etmospherie emlsston. If posslble,,

stacks smaller than 1 foot in dlameter should
nob be sampled.

4.23 The sampling site should be at least
eizht stack or duct dlameters downstream
and two diamsters upstream from any flow
disturbance such as a bend, expanslon or
confractlon. For rectangular cross-sectlon,
determine an equlvalent dlameter us[ng the -
:follovnuv equatlon: .

2LW
LW

L=length
W=width. .

428 Some sampl!.ng sltruatlons mny reh-
der the above sampiing site criterla impracg-
tical, When this i3 the case, an alternate
slte may be selected but must be no less.

than two dlameters -downstream and one=‘.
.'_hau’ dlameter upstream from any point of
- disturbance. Additional sample runs are rec-
ommended st any sample slte oot meehlng ’

the criteria of section 4.2.2_ .
424 -Three runs shall constltute a test,.

‘The runs shall be conducted at three dif-

ferenk polnts. The three polnts shall proe —
poriionetely divide the diameter, e, ba lo-
cated at 25, 50 and 75 percent of the dlameter
from the Inslde wall. For horizontal ducts,

the diameter shaill be in the vertical direca
tion. Por rectangular ducts, sample on a line -

through the centrold and parallel to a side.
I addltional Tuns are requlred per sectlon
4.2.3, proportionataly divida the duct to ac-
commodate the total number of runs,

‘4.3 Measurement of stack conditiong,
Dieasure the staclk. ges pressure, mois-
ture, and temperature, using the equipment
described In § 2.2, Determ!ne the moteouiar

wealght of the stack gas, Sound spat Tinering -

t‘stmmhs may he made In liew of (]rr'er‘b
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: me'lsurements Ths basls for such esthna.bes

‘shall be glven In the test report.

4.4 Preparauon of sompling irain—~
441 Assemble the sampling train as shown
11 fgure 103-1. It Is recornmended that all

rcicd for 2 houra.

- glassware he precleaned by soaking In wash -

. 443 LenXk check the sampling train ak the.

saanpling slte, The leakage rata should not be -

in excess of 1 percent of the desired sa.mple—

rate.

4.5 Beryzlmm train ope'mﬂcm—é 51 For -

each run, measure the velocity at the selected .

-sampling polat. Determine the Isekinetic
. -Sampling rate. Record the velocliy head and
- the requlifed sampling rate. s

452 Place the noezle a$ the sampling
point with the tip pointing directly luto the
gas stream, Immedlately start the bump and

the coneluslon of the test, Tecord.the sam-
pling rate. Again measure the velocity head
at the sampling point. The required lsokinetic
rate at the end of the period should not have

.- adjust the flow.to lsokimetlc conditions. AL -

+  RULES AND REGULATIONS

.Wi(”n)nm
th.ll -

86 400 *econds/day

E= ]00 pele

‘where;
R=Rate of exlssion, g/day.

Wi;=Total weight of beryitium collected, ug.
Viota1=Tolail volime of ga3d sampled, {t4,

{o) are.=Average stack o3 ve]oclty, feel: per vecond

Ap=Stack area, (83, _
L ff. Test report, 7.1 A test report shall be
prepared which shall Include as o mipimum:

7.1.1 A detalled description of the sam-
pling traln used and results of the proce-
dural check with all rIa.ta and calculations -
made.

. 713x A1l pertinent -data taken durlng
test, the basis for any estimates made, cal-
culations, and results.

713 A descr!ptlon ‘of the test site, In-
cluding a block diagram with z brlef de-
seription of the process, location of the sam-
ple polnts In the <¢ross sectlon, dimensions
and distances from any point of disturbance.

' }EETHDVD 104, REFERENCE METHOD FOR DETER-

.- devlated more than 20 percent trom tha['.-
© originally calenlated. -

453 Sample et a minlmuwm ra.te of 05 .

Tt1/min. Samples shall be taken over such a
pertod or periods as are necessary to deter-

.mine the maxtmum emlssiona which would
“oceur In a 24-hour period. In the case of
cycllo operatioms, suficlent tests shall he . -
+-made so as {o allow defermmination or ealecu- -

latlon of the emlssions which would cceur

-over the. duratlon of the cycle, A minimum .
samprma- time of 2 hours is recomrpended. - =~
+ - 454 All pertinent data shou.ld. be ln- :
: _—t:luded In the test report.

‘a6 Semple recovery~~4.6.1 Ir, is recom- :

mended that all glassware be precleaned as

-in § 4.4.1. Semple recovery should. elso be

performed in an area free of possible beryl-
lium contaminatlon. When the sampling
trein is moved, - exereclse care to prevent

amount of acetone used should be measured

. for accurate blank correction, Blanks can be

eliminnated 1f prior analrsis shows negligible
amounts.
4.52 Remove the fliter and any loose par-

-ticulate. matter from filter holder and place

in o container,
4.63 Clean the probe with acetone and a

49 Anglysig—47.1 Make the ' mecessary

- breakage and contamination. Set aside a por- -
tlon of the acetone used in the sample re- .
.eovery ps’ a blank for analysls. The total

“brusn or lo=nz rod and cotton balla. Weash Into -
-the container. Wash out the fllter holder
" with scetons and add to the same container.

; preparation of samples and analyze for beryl- -~
lum, Ahy cun-ently acceptable method Such

as ptomic absarptlon, smectrographle, filuoro- .

metrie, chromabogmphk:. or eq‘luvalent msy N

bs used.

5. Calibration - tmd srandarde—ﬁl Sam-'

pltng train~—5.11 As a procedural check,
sanipling rate regitlation should be compared
with a dry gas meter spirometer, rotameter
{cplibrated for prevalling atmospheric con-
ditions), or equivalent, abttached to nozle
Inlet of the camplebe sampling traln,

5.1:2 Data itom this test and caleulations

- should be shown in test report.

3.3 - Araiysis.—5.2.1 Standardizafion Is
made a3 suggested by the manufacturer of

the icstrument. ar the procedures for the
" analytical method. ’

6. Caleulelicrrg—a.1 Total beryllium emrs-
sion. Caletlate the total amount of beryl-

-lium emlited from.each stack per day by ~
~ eguatlon 103-2. This equation is applicahla

fur cortinuous operatlons. Por cyclic opera-
tions, use only the-time per day each stack

is in operation. The totel berylllum emis-

slons irom a source. will-be the suwmmatlon

" ofiresuiks from all stacks,
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"lealkless pump, thermotnelers capabla of

- MINATION - OF BEREYLLIUXL !-hlJISSIONS FROM ~
. STATIONARY SOURCZS - -

1- Principle and applicabi!ity——-l.l Prin-
ciple.—Beryllinm emlssions are isokinetical-
1y sampled [rom the source, and the eollected

. sample Is digested In an peld salution and
anzalyzed by a.tomic a.bsorptlon spectropho-
tometry.

1.2 App!tcabtht_;—'rhls method 13 appli-

cable for the determinatlon of beryilium :
erplsslons In ducts or stacks at Stationary-
Unless otherwlee speclfied, thia -

sources.
method s not Intended to apply to ges
streams other than those emitied directly
to the aimosphers wlthouh rurther
processing. o .

2, Appargtus-2.1 Sampling tram-—A
. schematlc of the sampling train used by
EPA is shown In figure 104-1. Commaeareclal
‘models of {his train are avellable, although
construction detalls are described in APTD-
0381} and opérating and malntenance pro-

cedures are described In APTD-0378, The .
components essential to- thls sampllng train’

are the following:

2.1.1 Nozzle~Stainless steel or glnss wlth

sharp, tapered leading edge.

- 21.2 Prope—Sheathed Pyrex? glass A

hea,ti.ng system capable of maintalning a
minimum gas femperature In tha range of
the stack temperature at the probe ouilet

during sampling may be -used to prevent T

condensation from eccurring.

C'HECK'

T~ HEATED AREA  EILTER HOLDER - TH:RMO\!ETEH
, 7 A /VALVE
. PROBE STACK o
) WALL s
; ) - - L] L VACUUM -
o . P od 5 [F CLINE

TYPES - / _ o RS
PITOT TUBE 1 | .

S - / o —X '

: |"-1PINGEHS 1CE BATH
s OMETER - : ,
L P'TOT MAN BY-PASS VALVE
ORIFICE /

, bmr'TEsr METER

213 P:tot tube —Typs S (Agure 104-2),
or ec[ulvslent 'with a coceMcient within & per-

prabe to monitor stack gas velocit:y

2.1.4 Filter holder —PyTex glass: The filter
holder must provide & positive seal agalnst.
leakage from outslde or around the flter.
A heating system capable of maintainitag the -
filter at a minlmum temperaiure In the range
of the stack temperature may be used to
prevent condensation Irom occurring: -

2,15 Impipngers—Four Gresnburg-8mith
impingers connected in series with glass ball
joint Attings. The frst, third, and fourth
impingers may be modified by replaciag tha

tip with a2 1 -inch 1.d. glass.tube extending

to one-half inch from th=- bottom of the -
fask.
‘2,16 Metering system—Vacuwm gauge,
measurlng temperature to within 5° P, dry
gas meter with 2 percent accuracy, and re- .
lated squipment, described In APTD-058T,

L6,

) AIR-TIGHT' :

< F.gure 104 1. Bery‘lhmn samphng train

_over the working range,

- PUMP

to maintaln an. fsokinetic sampling ral:e“a.nd ]
.to determine sample volume. -
cent ‘over the working range, attached to -

2,17 Barometer—To.. mea.m:e-
pheric prassure to + 0.1 In Hgz,

- 2.3 Measurement . of ¥ stack ccmdz‘hous'
(stack pressutre; tempemture moigture and
vetoctty)—-z 2.1 -Pitot tube -—Type B,
equivalent., with e coeficlent within 5 percent

© 2,22 Differential - presmre gauge.—-In-'
cllned manometer, or equivelent; to measure

veloctty head to Within .10 percent of the

minimum Va.lue

formatlon Service, U8, Depirtment of Corn-

‘merce, 5285 Port Roya.'l: Road Soringfield,

Va. 221351,

2 Mention of trade names on specific prod-
usts does not coaskitute endorsement by the

. 1='T‘‘.'!.n:n:l.:m:r.lt‘.aul Protection Agency
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. ’mumo ADAPTER

-ngs .a;—z. PllQItub-- : A ya .
223 Temperature gage —-Any tempera--

ture measuring device to measure stack tem--_

. perature to within 5* F.
2.2.4 Pressure gage—Pilot tube and In-
clined manormeter,-or equivalent, to mesasure
stack _pressure to within 0.1 In Hg. ’
223
dry bulb thermomeaters, drying tubes, con-
. dangers, or equivalent, to determine stack.
gi&s molstute content to within 1 percent.
2.3 Sample recovery—2.3.1 Probe clean-
ing rod.~—At least s long aa probe. - .
032 Leakless glass sample bottles—soo
ml,
233 Graduated: cylmder.—zso ru]

2.3.4 Plastic jer~—Approximately 300 ml. .

2.4 Analysis—2.4.1 Atomic chsorption
: spectrophotometer.~—To measurg absorbance
at 23t8 nm. Perkin Elmer Model 303, or
egujvaient, with N,O/acefylene biurmer. -
242 Hot plate.
243 Perchloric gcid fume hood, .
3. Reagents—3.1 Stock reage'nta——all
Hydrochlorie acid.—~Concentrated. -

3.1.2 Perchloric ocid—Concentrated, 70

percent.

31.3 Nifrie acid —Concentrated.

3.1.4 Sulfuric acid~Concentrated.

3.1.5 Distilied and deionized water.

3.16 PEeryllium powder—98 percent minta
mum puriwy.
. 32 Saompling—3.2.1 Fﬂter.
© AA, or eguivalent. It 1s suggested that a
* Whatman .41 filter be placed irnmedlately
agalnst ths bhack side of the Milllpors fllter-
as. a guardl agalnst breaking the Milipore-

filter, In th2 analysis of the filter, the What- '
man 41 filter should be mcluded. with- tha-

Alllipore flter. .
3.2.2 Silica gel -—Indicatlng’ type, Gto 13
mash, dried-at 350" P for 2 hours, . -
323 Distilled and dzionized water.

3.3 Sample recovery—33.1 Disttlled and

deiornized waler..
3.3.2 Acetone.—Reagent grada.
3.3.3
astd-water, . :
. 3a Anc"ysw.—-aé 1 Sul]um acid solu-
-tior, 12 N.—Dilute 3233 ml of concentrated
suliurle aclid to 1 1 with distilled water.

342 25 percent V/V- hydrochloric .acid= -
weLar. L . .

3.5 Stendard Deryllium solutm—a.s.l
stoek  solution—-1 pg/ml berylllum. Dis-
soive 10 mg of berylilum in 80 ml of 12 N
sGlfuric aetd ‘solution and dllute to a volume

.01 10200 ™I with distilled water. Dilute a 10 ml -
atlgquob to 100 mt with 25 percent V/V hydro-

chioric acid, giving- m concentratlon of 1

£g'mt, This dilute stock solution should be
prepared fresh dally, Equivelent strength (in
berytiitim) stock sclutlons may be prepared
. Irom veryllium salts es BeCl, and Be(I\O,),

(BB percent minimum purity) :

4 Procedurs. 41 Guldelinzs for. Source
-tesiing are detalled In tha following sections,
Tnese guidellnes are generally. applicable;

20IRAL REGISTER, VOL. 33, NO, &6—F

Moisture determinagtion.—Wet and :

MllLtpure .

Wash acid—1.1. V/V hydrocmorxc )

RULES AND REGULATIONS

however. most sampls sites d:.Erer to Some
degree and ternporary alterations such as
stack extenslons or expansions often are re-

.quired to Insire the best possible sample

site. Further, since berylllum ls hazardous,
care should be taken to minimilze exposure.
Flnelly, since the total quantity of beryllium
to be collected 1s qulte small, the test must

. he carefully conducted to prevent contami--
" nation or losa of sample. - -

- 8847

smaller than 1 foob In dlameter should noh
be sampled, h

4722 The sampling slte shnuld be ab least
8 stack or duct disemeters downstream and
2 dlameters upstream, from any flow disturb-
ance such as a. bend, expanslon or contrac-. :
tlon. For a rectangular cross-section, deter-
mloe &n equlvalent dlemeter from the
following equation: . )

De=32LW

4.2 Belection of a sampling site and minl-. I eq. 104—1
mum number of traverse points. i where: ) N
421 BSelect a sultable sampling slte that D,=equlvalont dlamel;er

13 a5 close as practlcakle to the pol.nt of at- L length -

mospheris - emisslon. II posslble, stacks W=width .

Ce o TR U NULBER OF DUCT DIAMETERS upsrnsw-'
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Figura 104-4. Cress sacllon of clecutar slack shewing Iacatlm of
travaaa pointa on perpendicular diametary.
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Figura 1045, "Croas seellop ol rictangular stack divided intq 12 equal

. @tgad, wilh Uavsraz poinld at centrold of =ack graa.

423 When the ebove sampling site cri-
terla can be met, the minhmum number of
traverse poluts is four (¢) for gtacks 1 foot
in diameter or less, elghat (3) for stacks larger
than 1 foot buk 2 feet In diameter or less, pnd
twetve (12) for stacks Iarzsr than 2 {ezt.

Flgure 101-3 Mintmum numbvet of traverse points. L

NUMBER OF DUCT DIANETERS DOWNSTREAM*
| . iDISTANCERY

42.¢ Soma sampung slma.tlons ma.y ren-
der the azbove sampling site criterla imprac<’
tical. When this i3 the cass, choods a con-
venjent sampling location -and use fgure
104-3 to determine the minimum number .
of traverss points. However, use figure 104-3
only for stecks 1 foot in dlameter or larger..

225 To use flgure 104-3, first measure.

" the distance from the chosen sampling-lo-

catlon to the nearest upstream and down-..
streamt disturbances. Divide this distance by

tho diameter or equivalent dlameter to.deter— = -.
mine the distance in terms of plpe dlametars. " - -
- Determine the 'corresponding number o'

traverse polnts for each distance from fig-
ure 104-3. Seleck the higher of the two num-.
bers of traverse polnts, or a greater value,
such that for clrcular stacks the number is
a multiple of four, and for rectangular stacka

. ‘the numhber rollows the crlteria. of section
432,

426 Iz selected ss.mpling poink s closer’
than 1 inch from the stack wall, adjust the

locatlon of that polnbt to ensure thab the .
sample 1s ta'en at least I inch away frem ihs - -
“wall,

" 43 Cross-sectional layout a‘ld locatlon of
travarse potnts,

RADAY, APRIL &, 1973




Table 104-1.

- . . - L P '
tillod water in ench of the first two Impring-

ttuc Hmlt Plneo crushed e nrpund thn lim-

Location O‘F tl‘aVEY‘SE PO'ThtS n CTT‘CUTEII" staCkS ‘ers, leave the third Implnger eniply; and place  pingers. Adel oo iee durlng the tost 1o Kdep
( Percent of stack diamotes f vom inside wall ta traverse point) upproxirintely 200 & of prewelglited slltcu gel - the tomperntufe of Who gases leaving Ui Jss
- = 2 — Ju the fourth lmpingor. Save n portion of the  impinger nt 70° I, or less.
Travorse distilled water a8 n blank In the sample 4.6 Beryllium rain apcration—481 Jor
soint.- ‘ ‘analysis, Seb up the train and the probe a3 onch fun, record the data required on the -
nlnber o o a h - Anfigure 104-1. exumple sheet shown in flgure 104-8. Take
Number'of traverse points on a diameter 4.5.2 Leak check the sampling train at the - readings at edch sampling point at least
ona - e - - ——r --sampling slte. The lepkege rate should not be  every & minutes nnd when slgnificant chenges’
diameter| '2; A 16 8 10 12 4 |16 18 | "20. |"22 || 24 . in excess of 1 percent of the desired gampling ' ln stack conditlons necessitate addltlonal ad-
) — = ) T . RS A ” rate. If condensation in the probe or filter 15 juatments in flow rate.
1 14.61 6.7 4.4} 3.3] 25! 2.7( 1.811,60-7,40-7,3] T.1{ .1 .. & prﬂalgmkgjrobta a?d 1:@llt:r hegtcrs will ba '~ ¢6.2 Sample at & rate of 0.5 to 1.0 #53/min.
: . i : . requlred. ug! g heaters to provide & . Samples shall be taken over such a
2 85.4| 25.0 14.7(10.5] 8.2 6.7} 5.7| 4.9 44| 3.9{3.5[ 3.2 . tomperature ot or nbove the stack tompers-  periods 03 are necessary $o accurntel;;rcli‘:%egt
3 75.6120.56019.4|14.6|11.8] 9.9) 8.5 7.5] 6.7| 6.0 5.5 Rtler;l.AHowa:r. mﬁnt;x;ngetmtgrs :u;ghs a.sFtI;? mine the maximwm emisslons which would
_ . -t - . b pors are llmited to abou « P, ceceur in & 24-hour perlod. In the ¢ t
o 93,3 170.5(32.3|22.6)77.7 | 146 |12.5]10,9| 9.7 B.7| 7.9 - the Tgackt{;as lg in excess of sbout 200¢ F.. cyclic operatlons, sul;ﬂciant tests esh:liile gs
. . : : . conslderation sheuld be glven to an alternate made so rs to allow nccurate' determination
5 85.3)67.7  34.2 25-0_ 20.1 [16.8,1 4.6 12.9 ) 11.6 1 10.5 procedure such as moving the filter holder or caloulation of the ermisslons which will -
6 95.6] 80.6(65.8}35.5126.9;22,0{18,8]16.5(|14.6113.2 . ‘:g:g‘:g‘:ﬂﬁ?ta?_fdtgle: g;it 1;!11“2%13: 1;'0 losura  occur over the duration of the cycle, A mini-
. - . : . excee a- " m
7 g9.5 | 77.4 64."5‘ 6.6 | 28.3 23,5 20.4 18.0 |16.1 L ne g temper: N umsnmple time orshourslsrecommended
8 96.7 | 85.4 | 75.0 | 63.4'[37.5 | 29.6| 25,07 21.8 [19.4 " = ' ‘m.mu.mm: -
9 51.8]82.3 [73.1 | 62.5{ 38,2 30.6 | 26.1 [23.0, [ loeerew ; BTG U
18 97.5)83.2179.9 (7.7 ]| 61.8) 38.8 [ 31.5 j27.2 DAY HEATER 80 sty
! 93,3 |85.4178.0| 70.4{ 61.2 | 39.3 | 32.3 T e ot e
12 97,9 | 90,1 | 83.1 | 76.4 [ 69.4 | 60.7 | 39.8 L FROBE HEATLD SETTHNO g e
. WETCR akly, . . . ay y !
13 , 94,3 (87.5(|81.2| 75.0 [ 68.5 60.2._ etacron. PNy rrmr— " S
1 R P e i | 5= R P e
] ! . e . . . ' e : . v QA SAMPLE TEMPERATURE ’ :
] i 4 ORIFICE AT URY OAS MEIER
16 N gg.41092,6187.1182.0177.0 mavense rowy | g | eoiskuRe |resseuatune{ ‘vianr |1 damn, | e CUTLLT ™| FeueCaTybe, | TEUPCRATORE.|
- d £ VRE I
17 R KO o 95'5 90.3 | 85.4 | 80.6 NUHDER tol min. | ®gh i Ho | IRh°F | {alg), In, 0 ok 1§ L E [ Tmg R e o
18 ‘ ! : o 198.6) 83.3 1834 83.9 - =
19 ' Lh Lol 1 96.1791.3 [86.8
20 . ST )T T 8.7 9400895
21 % R N 9.5 | 92.1 '
22 ' 98.9 {94.5
23 %6.8
24 9.9 - i
431 Far circﬁlnr stacks locate the tre- - head and temperature at the traverse polnts B Avg. B
verse points on at least two dinmeters nceord-  speciflied by §§ 4.2 pnd 4.3, AVEARGE Ao

ing to fgure 104~4 and table 104-1, The tra-
verse pxes shall divide the stack crogs section
Into equal parts,

4.3.2 For rectangular stacke dlvide the
cross seetlon Into as many equal rectangular '
arens ns traverse polnty, such that the ratio
ot the length te tho width of tho elemeltal
ureas Is betwesn 1 and 2, Locate the traverse
peints at the eentrold of each gqual area
necording to figure 104-5.

4.4
4.4.1 .
ure 1042, Munke sure all connectlons. nre

light and leak free. Measure the yeloolty

*r.r sasurement of stack conditions— -
Set up the apparatug as shown in Ogs-

443 Meu.sura tha Etatic _pressure in the
stack,
443 Determing the Htack gas lesture

444 Determine the stack gas molecular
welzht from the mmeasured moilsture content -

and knowledge of the expected gns stream

composition, A standard Orsat anslyzer has

been found valunble at combustion solrces,
In all cases, sound engineering Judgraent
should be used. - -

FPrior to usaumbly, clean all glassware (probe,
impingers; -and’ connectors) by soaking In
wash ac!d for 2 hours, Plncn 100 m!l of dls-

4.5 Preporation oj aamplmg tratn.—4.5.1

Flgure 104-5. lFfer data

4.0.3 To beg[n sampnng. pos[tion the noz-

zle at the Arst troverse point with the’ tlp-‘
" pointing directly into the gos stream, Imme- .

diately start the pump and adjust the. flow

to isokinetic conditlons. Sample for at least -

5 minutes at ench traverse point; sampling
- time must be the same 1oy each polnt. Main-
‘tein fsokinetic sampling throughout the sam-

pling perlod. Nomographs which ald in‘the

" raptd adjustment of the sampling rate with-
'out other camputntlom aro 1;1 APTD-OE?H.‘
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.

und nre avallable from commerclal suppllers.
Note that standard monographs nre applica-
bie only for type 8 pitot tubes and alr or n
stack gas with an eguivalent density. Con~
tact EPA or the sampling traln supplier for
instructlons: when the atnndnrd menegraph
15 not appucuhla.l !

. 484 Turn off the pump at the concluslon
of each run ahd record the final resdings.
Immedintely remove the probe and nozzle

SR
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from the stack and handle 1n accordance with

1rne sample recovery process described In § 4.7.
4.7 Sample recovery—4.71 (All glass
- storaza bottles and the graduated cylinder

- must be precleansd ns in § £.5.1.) Thla opera~--

tlon shouid be performed In an area free of
- possible beryllium contamlination. When the

o sampling train 13 ooved, care must be exer-

clsed to prevent hreakeage and contamlnation,
479 -Dlsconnect the probe from the im-
ploger train. Remtove the flter and any loose

‘parriculate matter from the flter holder and -
. place in a sample bottle. Place the contents.

. (measured to =1 ml) of the first threes im-
plngers Into another sample botile. Rinss the
probe and ‘all ‘glasswara between It and the.
back ‘half of the third lmplinger with water

" and acetone, and add this to the latter sam-
pie botile. Cloan the probe with a brush or a
Iong slender rod and cotton bails. Use acetone
whils cleaning. Add these to the sample bot-
tle. Retaln a sample of the water and scetone
a3 a blank. The total amount of wash water
and acetone used should be measured for ac-
curete blank correction. Place the sllica gel
in the plastic Jar. Seal and secure ell sample
contalners for shlpment. If en additlonal test
is deslred, the glassware can be carefully dou-
ble rinsed with distilled water and reassem-
bled. However, 1f the glassware is to be out of

-use more then 2 days, the l.nitial acld
vash procedare must be followed

48 Analysls, -
‘4.8.1 Apparatus preparaﬁon -—Clean au

Blassware according to the procedure of sec=

tlon 4.5.1. Adjust the Instrument settings
" accordlng to the Instrument manual, using

en absorption wavelength of 234.8 nm.

4¢.82 Somple prepaerztion—The dligestion
of beryillum samples 1s accomplished in part
in concentrated perchloric acid. Caution:
The analyst must insure that the sample is
heated to light brown fumes after the initial
nitric acld addition; otherwise, dangerous
perchlorates may result from tho subsequent
perchloric acld digestion, Perchlorlic acld also
should ba used oniy under.a perchlor!c acld
hood.

4821 Transfer the ﬂlter and any loose
particulaie matter from the sample contalner
0 a 150 ml beaker. Add 35 ml concentrated

nltric actd. Heat on a hofplate untit light -

brown fumes are svident to destroy all or-

-, ganlc matter. Cool to room temperaturs and- - -
add § ml concentrated suifuric acid and 5.~ -
mi concentrated: perchloric acid. Then pro~- .-

wyherer T

ceed with step 4.8.2.4.

4822 Place a portion.of the water ‘and.- -
- acetone sample into & 150 ml beaker and put
on & hotplate. Add portiona of the remainder "
- &8s evaporation proceeds and evaporate to dry~ -
nes3, Ceol the residue and. add 35 ml concen-. ~ °
irated nitric acld. Heat on s hotplate until -
light brown fumes are eviden? to deatroy any .
organic matter.. Cool to room temperature
and add 5 ml concentrated sulfurie acid, and -

FEDIRAL REGISTER, VOL. 82, NO. 65
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5 Tl éoncentrated-perchlorlc acid. Thén pro-
ceed with step 4.8.2.4. .

48.23 Welgh the spent sllica gel and re-
port to the nearest gram;

4824 Samples from 4.82.1 and 4822

may be combined here for, ease of analysls.

Replace on & hotplate and evaporate to dry-

‘pess in & perchloric acid hood. Cool and dls-

solve the resldue in 10.0 ml of 25 percent
V/V hydrochloric ac¢id. Samples are now

ready for the atomic absorption unlt. The .

beryllium concentration of the sampls must
be within the caltbration range of the uwnit.

If necessary, further ditution of sample with -

25 percent V/V hydrochloric acld must be
performed to bring the sample within ths
calibratiod range.

4.83 Beryllium determination.—Analyze -
. the samples prepared In 482 at 2348 nom

using a nitrous oxlde/acetylene fame. Aluml-
num, sifleon and other elements can Inter-

"fere with thls method M present in large

quantities, Standargd metheds are avallable,

“however, to effectively eliminate these inter-

ferences (see Reference 3).

B, Culibration-—5.1- Samplmg train—
5.1.1 Usa standard methods and equipment
a3 detailed In APTD-0576 to calibrate the rate

raeter, pltot tube, dry gas meter and probe-
. heater (if used). Recallbrate prlor to aach
test series. -

62 Anglysis—53.1 Standardlzabiou ls

" made wlith the procedure as suggested by the
" manufacturer with standard berylllum solu-

tion. Standard sclutions will be prepared

from the stock solution by dilution with 235

percent V/V hydrochlortc scid. The linearity
of working range should be established with
a serles of. standard sclutions, If collected
samples are oubt of the Iinear range, thae
samples should be diluted. Standards should

be interspersed with the samples since the.’

calibration can change slightly with time, ~

8. Oalculations—8.1 Average dry gas meter L

temperature, stack temperature, stack pres-

sure and average orifice 'pressure: drop —See .

data sheot (fgure 104-5).

62 - Dry gas Lolume-—correct the sample .
volume measured by the dry gas meter to’

stack conditions by using equation 104-2.

T (P""+136
T P. -

Vi =Vm '

(stack conditions), 1t
. V =Velome of gas sample through tha d.ry g&s meter
(meter conditions), A
" Ty=Average tem peratirs of stack gy, ° R, -
Tm=Average dry gas meter temperature, °R,

E AHaAivJ:mga pressure drop seresy the orifice mater,
13 6=8pecific gravity of m

‘where: - ’ )
Vuo;.|=ToLal vulu.me of gas sampla (sl:eck coudldous),, R

_n', eq 104-2 -
V,.,=Vo]u.me of gas samplo thmugh tha drygnsmeter i

ercary. ;
P.wStack pressure, P,bqr =+ static pn:mlm, in Hg. L

63 Volume of water vapor,

W,

. Where:

8849
e
= -V"P eq. 104_3 -

¥u,=Volumo of water vapor in the pas sample (stack

conditlons), It
x..-o 2o TLIELE

ml*R *

when these nrits are 13ed.

=Tatal volume o! llquid collected in !.mplngers
and sillca gel (sea figure 104-7), ml,

T= Avemgo stack gas I:emperatu.re °R.

P,=Stack pressurs, Phacstatic pressure, In Hg, -

64 Total gas voluma.

thhl—‘ Vm.+V1p

eq 104—4,- '

V..,—Voluma of ga.s th.rou"h dry goa meter (stacik

cenditons), I

: Vo, =Voluma of- walar ‘vepor In samp!e ack .
= condltlons), ft i st .

65" smekgawezomty L r' R
Use equation IWa to ca.lcu]at.a tha stack

gas velocity.

: 'where*

(ﬂ.)arg —K Cp("/_—)avl "f (g‘ﬂ)’}ml lr 7‘ . ,, .

. eq 104—5.' _

(v,)", -ﬂAvamga sback gas veloclty l'eet per

Ep=95.53 0 ( -

Ib-nHz- in -
oS RAnmG0,/ * Vhen .

l:hesa units arg used.
Cp=Pitok tube coeticient, d.tmenslonles.
(T ara, = Average stack ges tamperature, °R.

- ('\/ D) ava. =Av[crnga square reot of the velocity head

teck gas (inHa0}A (see Agure 104-8) - -
P,= Stﬁck pressure, Ppa.static pressure, in .

- A,=Molecular welght of staek 2as (wet basls).
. the sumpmafion of the produets of tha . .~
- moleeular weight of ¢ach component -

" ‘multiplied by Jts volumetri
: in the- m.ixl:uro, lb,rlh-malo @ progortion

VOLUME OF LIQUID
WATER COLLECTED
IMPINGER SiLiza CEL
" -VOLUKE, & | _ weigHT,
™ 9.
. FNAL - -
CITIAL .
LicUID COLLECTED
| oraw voume coltgoren | oo - | o]
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“Flgue 104-7. Malyllcaldala. .

L *CONVERT WEIGHT DF WATER TO VOLUME BF  div b I
m:us.xsemnmmo;mﬁa. 11 g/l ! 1"‘[‘ total Heighl: L

Puy,=Barometric pressurs at the orifica meter, in Hg:. .- .. ..

[

INcREA
'—tﬁ;%-q— = \mlm ilArEl. ml




PLANT,

DATE

“'RUN NO.

STACK DIAMETER,. in.

* BAROMETRIC PRESSURE, in. Hg,

STATIC PRESSURE IN STACK (Ry). In, Hg. .

_SCHEMATIC OF STACK

 OPERATORS

- e CROSSSECTION
. . velacity head, . | - . ‘o Stack Temperature
Traverse point G0 | VA, - (). °F
7
L . N
- AVERAGEY a
FIgure 104-8. Veloc:ty traverse data. SR

Pivure 104-8 shows a sample recom!.ng .

shee.. for veloclty.traverse data. Use the aver~

eges in_the last two columns of figure 1048 .-

to defermine the a.vera.ga stack gas veloclty

I from equadion 104-5, "

6.6 Beryllium: coﬂected —-Ca.lc'lﬂata the
total weight of berylliium collecbed by using
equation 10—1—6
. = ViCi—VuCuw—Vala.-2q. 104-8
whera: . N -

‘Wr=Total welght of beryllium. collected,
ng.

Vi=Total volume of hydroch.lonc acld

from step 4.8.2.4, mL - .

Ci=Concentration of beryulum Iound in

sample, pug/ml.

Vi =Trotal ‘vplurra of water used in symo

pling- (implnger contents plus all
wash amounts), ml.

C»=Blank cozcentratlon of beryllium .

water, pg/ml,.

- Vu=Total volume of acebone used ln sam-
pllng (all wash amounts), ml,
Ca=Blank ecouncentrakion of berylllum in

acetone, pg/mi. -

6.7 Total beryllium emissions —Calcu]a.te‘
the total amount of berylium emltted from .
each stack per day by equation 104-7. Thils °

equatlon is applicable for continuous opera-
tiong, For cyclle operations, use only the time

per day each stack is in operatlon. The total-

beryllium emlssions from a source will be the
summation of results from all stacks.

R Vi) e 4. 86,400 seconds/doy
- ) Vieotar 10° nglg
’ .  eq. 104-7..
where!
ft=Rate of am.lsson, £, day.

Ty="Total weizght of ber_'.-lhu.m collzetad, pg
Vt-uF'Toral yolume of gas =ampls (stack condltlons),

{9 ez, = -lvor-m- stack a3 veloelty, [220 par s2cond.
=S5ra0¥ nrea, [E%,

-FEDERAL REGIATER, VOL. 18, NO. 66-'-—F2ID.-\Y, APRiL

- ] ~ Atomle Absorption Spectroscopy ’* Spectro—

. —York N.¥.,1960.

. tection- Agency, -APTD-0576..

" ¢hanics.” John Wlisey . and Sm:ls, Inec.,

- 68 Iso]:.metw variation (compuarison of

- ve!ocaty of gas in probe tip to stack velocity).

71.=r 100V o1at i -

’ . Aae (UB);\.‘__ R - T :

N : eq. 104—8' .

‘wherer

- I=Percent of Isolcinetic sampling. ’
“om=}lt‘ota.l volome of gassample (s[ai:k condmons).

_Ap=Probe tip area, 112, L - N
©=Sampling time, sec. -
(v} ave, = Average stack gas velacity, feet per secoui}.

7. Evaluation oj results——T7.1 ~Detertnina-.
" tion of compliance:—7.11 Each performance-
test shall consist of three repetitions of the .
.applicable test method. For the pwpose of -
determining eompliance with an applicable -° -
national emisslon standerd, the average ot
results of all repetitions shall apply. : " .
7.2 ‘Acceptoble {fsokinetic results—721 -+ ..
"The following range sets the limit on accapt-
‘able Isokinebic sampllng results: sl
If 90 percent =I-c110 percent, thea results - -
‘are acceptable; otherwise roject the test and
. Tepeat. R
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e APF’ENDIX-Z ST
v -RULES AND REGULATIONS '

W Alr sampling data indicating beryl- -in-._accordance mth & plam approved. by
- linm concentrations in the vicinity of the the Admintstrator. Such sites shall be
stationary source for the 3-year period located in such a mapner asis caleulated

L spectfied in paragraph (b»(1» of this to detect maximum concentrations of

‘sectiorr.. This data -shall be presented beryillume In-the ambient alr. . - - -
chronclogically and include the beryi-- - (b) All monitoring sites shall be op-
littnr concentration and Jocation of each erated continuously except for a Teason-
individua} sample {zken by the network . abletime allowance for instrument main-~
and the corresponding.30-day a.merage tenance and:calibration, for changing-
. perylium concendrations. :.-7 . - filters, or. for replacemet of equipment
- (2) . Within 60 days after’ rewvfng needlng' major repair.
such report, the Administrator will notify - (¢) Pilters shall be an,azyzed and con—
the owner ar cperator in writing whether ecentrations. calenlated within- 30 days
©  approval Is granted or denied. Prior to -after filters are collected.: Records of :
" denying approval to comply with the pro- - conicentrations aé all sampling sites and -
. visions of paragraph ¢b) of this section, = otherdata reeded to determine such con-
_.the Admimistrator will consult with centrationsshall beretained at the source
representatives of the statxonary sgurce and made available, for mspectlon by the
Tor which the demon.stmﬂon re o:rt was Admm:strator. for a minimum of 2 years.

submitted, - - B S
(cy The burning ut berymum anﬂ/or
beryllivm-containing waste,- except DIG--
pellants, 1s prohibited except iz incinera-
tors, emissions from Which must cmnply

. with the standard. - ca

.§61.33 Stackaamplm.,.

(a) Unlessa walver of emission. testing ;

is obtajned under § 61.13, each owner or
- operator required to comply . with .
§ 61.32¢a). sha.u tesi‘. em.issmns f:rom h.is
- source, :
(1) Withir 90 days of the eﬂ'ectxve
‘date in the case of an existing source or
a new source which has an inifial sta.rtup
date preceding the effective date; or = . -
(2) Within 80 days of startup in the
case of a new source which did not have
an initial sl;a.rtup da.te precedlng the ei’-
fective date. .
(b> The Admtnistrawr shal} be noti-
fied atb least 30 days priorto an emission

test so that he may at his option observe_

the test.

(c) Samples shall be taken over such a
period or perlods as are necessary to ac--
curately determine the maximum'emis- -

‘slons which will occur in any 24-hour
.period. Where emissions depend upon the
. relative frequency of operation of differ-’
ent types of processes, operating hours, -
operating capeclties, or other factors,
the calculatlon of maximum 24-hour--

¢ Concentrations measured at all
sampling sites shall be reported to the ¢
Administrator every 30 days by a re“is-
bered letter. - -
(e} 'I‘heAdmlmstra.tormayat anyh'me

require changes i m, or expa.nsmn of the

Subpart D-——Natlonai Ermss:on Standard
for Beryllium Rocket Motor F iring -

§61.40 . Applicability. .

'pIica.bIe to rocket. mol.‘;or tast sﬂ;es
§ 63.41 - Deﬁmhons.

"'Terms used In this su‘bpart are deﬁned
in the Act, In Subpart A of this pa.rt or
i this section as follows: -

(a) “Roclket motor test site’” means any
buxldmg‘. strueture, faellity, -or, installa-
. tion where the static test ﬁrmg of & -
berylliurm rocket motor and/or the dis-
posal . of _ bery]Jium propel]a.nt - is’
conducted. .

(by “Bery]]mm pronellant” means any
propellant: incorporating beryllmm

§ 61.42 ‘Emission stendard.

(2) Emissions to the atmosphere from:- -
rocket-motor test sites shall not cause
time-welghted atmaspheric concentra--
tlons of beryllium to exceed 75 micro-

gram minutes per cubic meter of air . -

" perlod emissions will be based on that. .Within the limils of 10 to 60 minutes,

- tombination of factors which. is lkely- to Bccumtlated during -any 2 consscutive. ‘this sectlon as follows:

océur during the  subject period and.
~which result’ n the maximum emissions, .
. No changes in the -operation shall be':
made, which would potentially increase .

weeks, ir any area in which an effeot

adverse.to_public health could oceur..
(b) If combustion products from the

flring of ~beryllium propellant are col-:

emissions above that determined by the -Iected in a closed fank, emisslons from

most recent source test, until s new emis- -
sion level hag been estimated by calculd--

! tion arpd the, msnltsreported',to theAd- B
~ mlnistrator.

(dy An samples shall be analyzed s,nd

bery!lium-emissions shall be-determined - :
eryiium-2 td e "+ (a3 Ambient air concentrations shall -

determinations shall be reported to the be measured dun.no' and after firing of a - proeesses wkilizing heat to ext.r-a.o’r. meg- -

within 20 days after the source test. All .

such tank shall not 3zceed 2 grams per
"hour. a.nd a max:mum of 10 grams Der-

§ 61.43 Em1ssmn leshng—-rocket ﬁnng
" or propellant disposal.: o

_§ 61 53 Apphcn'b:]ntr.

.. CUTY, excludma—any associgted elements,

before the c]ose- of the next business day N

rollowing determination of such results.

(¢) Records of alr sampling test results .
and other data needed to determine in-
tezrated - Intermiitent eoncentrations -
shall be retained ak the source and made -

available, for inspectior by the Admip-

istrator, for & minimum of 2 years..

(dy The Administrator shall be. notzj
fied ab least 30 days priorto an air sam- "

ph.na' test, so that he may at hls opl;lon

observe the test. - .
§ &144 Stack samphng. IR

: (a¥ Sources subject to § 61 42(&) shall“_

be continuously sampled, during relesse
of combustlon products from the fank, in
such & manner that compliance with the

standards can be determined, The pro--

visions of § 61.14 shall apply.
(b) All samples shall he anaIyzed and

"beryllim ‘emissions shall be- determined -,
- within 30 days after samples are taken.

-and before any subsequent rocket rnotor-
firing or propellant disposal at the given .
- site. All determinations shall he reported
- to the Administrator by a registered let- -
ter dispatched before the close of the

o . next business day fo]lowmg. such deter-, :
.. minations. °
The provislons of thls subpart are ap— :

(c) Records of emission test results and

other dala needed to determine total - .-

emissions shalf be retained at the source -
and made available, for Inspeetion by the
Administrator; for & minimum of 2 ¥ears.:

-(d) The Adminisirator shall be- notn-
" fied at least 30 days prior to an emission .
test, so'that he m‘a.:z- at his opﬁon observe
_the test. “l

Subpart E—}‘Iatnonal Emlssaon Standard

for. Mercury s

- The provislons of this suhpo.rt araBp-
plicable to those stationary sources which e

. brocess mercury.ore to recover mercury,
and to those which use mercury chlog--

alkali cells to produce chlorine gas and
- alkali metal hydruxide..

§ 61.51 Definitons.. = ;-

in the-act, in subpart & of th&.-part’, orin

{a) “Mercury” ineans. the eIemenl:mer

and includes mercury in pa.rtloulates va
.pors, aerosols, and compounds, -

() “Mercury ore” means. s mmera.l
rm:aei spectﬂca.uy for 1bs mercunr con=

(Y "Merou.ry ore processmﬂ‘ fam.ht.'r' K

means a Tacllity processulg mercury ure
to obtain mercury:”

© (d} *Condenser stack gases" m&a.n f.he
gaseous efiuent evolved from the stack of -

Administrator by 2 registered letter dis— rocket motor or prepellant disposal and cury metal from mercury ore.:

. patched before the close of the next busi-
ness day. following such determinakton. -
(e) Records of -emission test results
and other data needed to determine total.

emissions -shall be retained at the source

in such & manner that the effect of these

. emissions can be compared with the

standard. Such sampling techniques shall
be-approved by the Administrator,

(1) All samples shall be analyzed and .

{e) “Mercury chlor-alkall cell” means
& deviee which is basically compesed of -

Terms used-in this subparfr are deflned”

an electrolyzer section and g depuder . -

" (decomposer) section and utilizes mer-
cury to produce chlorine gas, hsdz'ogen

and made available, for inspection by the results shall be caleulated within 30 days gas, 2nd alkali metal hydroxide. . .
(£ “Mercury chlor-alkali electrolyzer” )

Administrator, for a- minimizn of 2 years.
§61.3%  Alr sampling.

(2) Sta.tmnary sources subject . ta
§ 61.32(b)  shall locale alr sampling sltes

FIDERAL REGISTER, VOL,

. after samples are takXen and before any
subseéguent rocket motor firing or DTO- -
- pellant disposal at the given site. All re-
sults shall be reported to the Adminis-
trator. by a registered letter dispalched

34, RO. §&—FRIDAY, APRIL &,

means an glectrolytic device which is part
of a mercury chlor-alkali cel} and utilizes

a ilowing mercury cathode to produce

chlorine gas and alkali mesal amalzam.
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Molded Fiber F/bra/ and Plant Containers

WESTERN PULP PRODUCTS COMPANY

P. O. Box No. 968, Corvallls, Oregon 97330 * Area Code 503 762-7179

7115
May 9, 1975
State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Department of Environmental Quality MAY 12 1975
1234 S.W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205 OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Attn: Mr. K.R. Cannon, Director
Ref: Tax Application T-643
Gentiemen:

Thank you for your May 7, 1975, letter advising us of the status of the
tax relief application for our new pollution control facility.

In reviewing the Department's report on our application, we note the
Department recognizes " . . . installation of the claimed facility was
necessary {to meet the) . . . NPDES Permit Condition{s) ... ", and that
“. . . no useable materials are recovered (by the system) for profit,

. . the only benefit derived is pollution control."

Therefore, when considering this application, we ask the Environmental
Quality Commission to approve the full cost (100%) of the facility as
qualifying for tax relief purposes.

In the event the Commission does not concur with this request, we ask for
the opportunity to appear in support of our position at the May 23rd hearing
b-h‘—-n‘_

in Salem. T e T

Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours,

State ot Oregon

‘ " DEPARYWMENT OF ENVIRONMENTA
! 0 L QUALITY
Kb Mint, [ EOETVE

Richard D. Hurley AAY 121975
Vice President :
WATER QUALITY conTrey

RDH:b1

Manufacturers of Western Floral Gontainers » West-Pots *+ West-Paks ¢ Nursery Pots



REPORT ON THE SEPTIC SYSTEM
MORATORIUM OF MARCH 21, 1973 IN
JACKSON COUNTY. OREGON

REPORT PREPARED BY:

Jackson County Department of Planning and Development
Jackson County Health Department
May 1975



INTRODUCTION

During T972 and early 1973, considerable pressure was building within the sub-
surface sewage disposal program of Jackson County. A general toughening of the
rules governing the subsurface permit program and the implementation of more
technically competent procedures for the evaluation of proposed disposal sites,
considerably Tengthened the time required for the issuance of a sewage disposal
permit. This fact, coupled with the general upsurge of building and development
activity in Jdackson County, created in a short time a substantial backlog of
applications awaiting review and consideration by the Health Department staff.

A series of procedural changes were instituted in order to accomodate the back-

log and better serve the increased demand fér services. Among these was the

hiring of two soil scientists by the County Planning Department. These special-
ists devoted part of their time (eventually most of their time} to the provi-

sion of technical assistance to the sanitarians operating the subsurface sewage
disposal program at the Health Department. Their assistance was in the area of
site evaluations and the streamlining of various procedures and techniques utilized
in the subsurface program.

It became apparent to all concerned with the subsurface program at the time,
that applications within certain areas of the county were consistently denied
permits. These denials were based on the relatively uniform characteristics of
the sites, including soil types, in those areas. It was also common knowledge
that many existing dwellings in those same areas had manunctioning subsurface
sewage systems, some of which could not be repaired. Concurrently, Jackson
County experienced a major increase in the number of infectious Hepatitis cases.
A preponderence of these cases were existent within or near these same areas of
permit denial. Proper disposal of body wastes in infectious Hepatitis patients
is an accepted part of the measures used to reduce its spread to other members
of the community.

For two major reasons, then, the idea of establishing a septic system moratorium
was discussed during late 1972 and early 1973:

1) To help curb the epidemic levels of infectious Hepatitis and other less
dramatic diseases related to exposure to sewage in roadside ditches, on the
surface of the ground, in irrigation waters and/or possible contamination of

drinking waters.



2) To alleviate the requirement for site evaluations, re-evaluations, and
consideration of individual applicaticns for sewage disposal permits within
an area wherein those permits should be categorically denied.

After thorough consideration of the many aspects of the matter, joint review of
the problem by the Jackson County Board of Health and the Jackson County Planning
Commission, and with concurrence of the Jackson County Board of Commissioners;
the Health Officer, acting within the powers and authority vested in him by

ORS Chapter 431, did on March 21, 1973, institute a septic system moratorium

in the area depicted on page 3. This action was in conformance with procedures
established by the Jackson County Sewage Disposal and Individual Water Supply
Ordinance of 1972. The moratorium has been continuously enforced by the Jackson
County Health Department, and its successor .for subsurface disposal, the Jackson
County Department of Planning and Development, until the present time.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AUTHORITY IN THE MORATORIUM

In October of 1973, the statewide authority for subsurface sewage disposal pre-
viously vested in the Oregon State Health Division, was passed by the legislature
to the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). However, by inter-agency
agreement, the Health Division continued to operate the program until January of
1974. It now appears that along with the authority indicated above was conveyed
under ORS Chapter 468, all prerogatives relating to the matter of septic system
moratoriums. DEQ remained relatively silent on the question until recently, when
it expressed its intent to continue existing moratoriums in effect until the mat-
ter could be considered by the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) at public
hearing on May 23, 1975, DEQ's recommendation to the ch; which will be consi-
dered at that time, would extend all moratoriums in effect for a period of six
months, during which the DEQ will study their present validity and make recommen-
dations to the EQC regarding their continuation.

STUDY PURPOSE

In anticipation of the EQC's deliberations in this regard, the Jackson County
Board of Commissioners has instructed the moratorium study committee authorized

by the Jackson County Sewage Disposal and Individual Water Supply Ordinance of
1972, to investigate the present necessity for continuing the Jackson County mora-
torium, and to report jts findings to the Board of Commissioners at a public meet-
ing to be held at 10:00 a.m., Friday,'May 16, 1975. The study committee is com-
posed of the County Health Officer and his staff, and representatives of the
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Soil Conservation Service, County Department of Planning and Development, and
the Jackson County Planning Commission.

TOPOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE

The Bear Creek Valley, within which the moratorium area is situated, is a large,
nearly flat, intermountain plain composed of alluvial materials. Its average
elevation is about 1,300 feet.

The valley experiences mild, wet winters and hot, very dry summers, receiving
less annual percipitation than any other area of Oregon west of the Cascades.

At Medford, the average annual temperature is about 54 degrees, ranging from

37 degrees in January to 72 degrees in July. However, maximum temperatures in
summer are often more than 90 degrees, and not infrequently over 100 degrees.

In winter, minimum temperatures are‘often ngar or below freezing. Average annual
precipitation at Medford is about 19-inches, 72 percent of which occurs from
November through March. Only about two inches fall from June through September.

Aside from the general subsurface disposal problems associated with a well defined
wet season, winter rains in the valley are frequentiy very intense over a period

of several days, leading to annual flooding of low lying areas along drainageways
and streams. During these periods, the prevalent clayey soils of the region
quickly saturate and develop standing water conditions at the surface. These
physical characteristics, which are found in many Tocations within the moratorium
area, are very detrimental to the proper functioning of subsurface disposal systems.

SOILS INFORMATION

Basic to any consideration of subsurface disposal, is the quality and character

of the soil underlying the surface upon which development will take place, and
within which the effluent generated therefrom will pass. Soils left in their
natural condition change almost imperceptably, even over very long periods of
time. Although some refinements have occurred in the soils mapping and evaluation
techniques within the moratorium area, the data is relatively the same as was
available for consideration in 1973. Generally, the soils range in character from
poorly drained to well drained, with textures from loam to clay. They are derived
from alluvium of volcanic, mixed, and metamorphic origin, occurring from nearly
level to gently sloping (0-7%) alluvial fans, stream terraces, and bottom land.



The soil types within the moratorium have been categorized according to their

- probability of providing a suitable site for subsurface disposal on five acres

of each soil category. In general, if a lot is substantially smaller than five
acres within a given category, then the chances of finding a suitable site are
reduced. It is important to note that this data does not take into consideration
various requisite minimum distance requirements, odd-shaped lots where there
may be difficulties in design of the drainfield, special usages that require
larger systems than for single family dwellings, or other factors pertaining

to suitability that are not soil related. Additionally, the saturated zone
(regional water table) as defined by DEQ was not considered in this evaluation.
As technical data increases, the depth requirement to the saturated zone (six
feet or more) may negatively affect the chances of finding suitable sites in
certain locations within the moratorium area. An acreage summary of soil cate-
gories within the moratorium follows. |

ACREAGE AND SEPTIC SUITABILITY OF SOIL CATEGORIES

% Chance of North Area South Area North & South Areas
Soil Suitable Site # of % of # of % of # of % of
Category on Five Acres Acres Total Acres  Total Acres Total
Very Good 85 - 100 440 ' 7 136 2 576
Good 65 - Bb 3 : 0 743 13 746
Fair 35 - 65 704 11 1,608 27 2,312 . 19
Poor 15 - 35 124 2 890 15 1,014
Very Poor 0- 15 - 5,739 80 2,672 43 8,411 62
TOTAL 7,010 100 6,049 100 13,059 100

The primary reference for this soils information was the preliminary soils infor-
mation sheet for subsurface sewage dispesal, which was derived from basic soil
resource data provided by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service. Minimum standards set forth in current DEQ regulations (CAR 71-030)
were used as the criteria for site suitability.

Between one-third and one-half of the south moratorium area, and about one-sixth
of the north moratorium area, are given soils that offer at least a 3b percent
chance of finding a suitable site on a five acre parcel. It would seem, at least
from the standpoint of soils alone, that the odds of finding suitable sites are
sufficiently in favor of the applicants to indicate the desirability of individual
case evaluations, especially in those areas demonstrating fair, good, and very
good prospects for approval. |



DOMESTIC WATER RESOQURCES

Domestic water supplies within the moratorium area stem from two sources: 1indi-
vidual wells, usually serving only one property, and the water supply and treatment
facilities of the City of Medford. The status of ground water supplies was

studied by the Oregon State Engineer's Office in 1971, and documented in a report
entitled Availability and Quality of Ground Water in the Medford Area. Nearly

all of the moratorium area is underlaid with alluvium materials (sand, gravel,
and cobb]es) deposited by Bear Creek and other tributaries of the Rogue River.

The report discusses alluvium as follows:

“AlTuvium is the most productive aquifer in the area. Where total thickness
is generally 30 feet or more, the unit usually has a saturated thickness of
more than 10-15 feet, and will yield 10-50 gallons per minute to wells. In
a few areas, 100 gallons per minute or ﬁore 1s obtainable from properly
deéigned and constructed wells. Water is likely to be of good chemical
quality for most uses, except for excessive iron in shallow zones of the

area."

The City of Medford has two water supply sources: Big Butte Springs, approximately
25 miles northeast of the City, and the Rogue River. Big Butte Springs supplies
26.5 miltion gallons per day (mgd), and a recently completed treatment plant on

the Rogue River near the City can presently supply 15 mgd. However, the design
capacity of the plant could ultimately yield 65 mgd, which is sufficient to meet
all anticipated demands in its service area well beyond the year 1990.

The City of Medford presently supplies water to three other cities and eight water
districts and associations. The Medford Water Commission and City Council have,

in recent years, establisehd firm policies for fhe-provision of water outside their
corporate jurisdiction, These include the necessity for an accompanying complete
range of urban level services, as well as enforced land use, building and housing

- regulations. As a result of these policies, virtually no additional service to

areas outside the City is anticipated for some time. At present, five water districts,
all served by Medford, provide water to approximately 37 percent of the homes in

the moratorium area.
SEWER SERVICE

Since 1973, considerable expansion of the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authonity
collection system has occurred. At the present time, approximately 1,000 acres
in the north moratorium area and 800 acres in the south moratorium area, which
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were subject to subsurface disposal methods in 1973, are now within the Sani-
tary Authority's primary benefited area. This accounts for 237 connections in
the north area and 485 connections in the south area. An additional 182 connec-
tions will be completed in the south area in the next few weeks. Although the
Authority's program is directed toward areas of greatest need, future extensions
are subject to the approval of each individual neighborhood to be served. For
this reason, future line extensions are not entirely predictable. The Authority
does, however, have the capability within its system of providing service through-
out the moratorium area. In accordance with State law and the Authority's
~ordinances, any dwelling within 300 feet of existing sewer service must be con-
nected.

Another factor has occurred 1in several areas of the moratorium since its inception.
Approximately 349 acres of land, or 2.5 percent of the total moratorium area,

have been annexed by the cities of Medford and Central Point, and are subject to
the service policies administered by those cities. Central Point requires con-
nection within 300 feet of service; however, Medford allows no new development
within its boundaries unless it is served by the city's collection system,

INCIDENCE OF HEPATITIS

During the period from 1970 to 1973, prior to establishment of the moratorium,

350 cases of Hepatitis were recorded within Jackson County. Of this number 51

or 15 percent occurred within the moratorium area. It is significant to note that
according to health officials, approximately six cases of Hepatitis go unreported
for each single case brought to their attention. Since 1973, 102 cases of Hepa-
titis have been recorded throughout Jackson County, with four occurring within

the moratorium area. Although this substantial reduction in the incidence of the

- disease is coincidental with the period of time.covered by the moratorium, attempts
to correlate the two factors must remain inconclusive, Significant reductions have
also occurred in other areas of the county not covered by the moratorium. Hepatitis
does not usually recur in an individual after he has once contracted the disease.
After those persons in an area who are partfcu]ar]y susceptible have been infected,
a general remission of the contagion normally follows, since re-infection of those
persons is rare. These factors must be weighed in any conclusion regarding the
effectiveness of the moratorium for the purposes of disease control, 7

COUNTYWIDE ZONING

Although Jackson County's Comprehensive Plan was adopted in June of 1972, zoning
had not yet been effectuated when the moratorium went into effect in March of
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1973. Land use and partitioning was then, as it always had been, controlled
only by the economics of development and the discretion of individual developers.
Through the years, many lots of five acres or less in size had been created along
existing county roads or established in new subdivisions.

Countywide zoning became effective on September 1, 1973, and has since served

to control the minimum size of newly created lots. Existing lots, however, were,
by State Law, exempt from such restrictions. Article V, Section 2, Subsection 4,
of the Jackson County Zoning Ordinance states the following:

"If a lot created prior to the effective date of this Ordinance has an _
area or dimension which does not meet the requirements of the district
in which it is located, it may be occupied by a use permitted in the
district, subject to the other regquirements of the district."

In accordance with the above requirement, any lot of record existing as of
September 1, 1973, the effective date of zoning, can be utilized for a dwelling
unit, even though it may be well below the minimum lot size presently reguired for
the zone in which 4t is located. Within the moratorium area there is a total of
3,871 individual tax lots. The number of lots within several categories of lot
size and the respective percentage of the total represented by each category is
summarized in the table below: |

NUMBER OF LOTS BY SIZE GROUPING

North Area South Area North & South Areas

# of % of # of % of # of % of
Lot Size Lots Total ‘Lots Total Lots - Jotal
10 Acres + 167 - 12 81 3 248 6
5-10 Acres 107 7 105 4 212
2%-5 Acres 364 24 435 18 799 21
1-2% Acres 463 31 552 23 1,015 26
%-1 Acre 127 9 1,098 46 1,225 32
Up to % Acre 258 17 114 6 372 10
TOTAL 1,486 - 100 2,385 - 100 3,871 100

Although the above figures concern the existing lot pattern. legal partitioning
of Tots since September of 1973, could have occurred in only four general zoning
categories (comprising less than 10 percent of the moratorium area). About 85
percent of the north moratorium area and 87 percent of the south maratorium area
is zoned in a manner which would require at least one acre for the creation of
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any new lot. Only the commercial, industr'ial, and aggregate zones, which account for
6 percent of the moratorium area, have no minimum lot size, and can be readily developed.
However, the value of these properties for commercial and industrial use should
effectively restrict their development for residentia] purposes. One remaining

zone, the Exclusive Farm Zone, also has no minimum lot size. State law does

require within this zone, however, that all partitions of land below ten acres

in size be reviewed and approved by the Board of County Commissioners. After

one and one-half years of administering the Exclusive Farm Zone, only four
applications for reduced parcel size within that zone have been received for
consideration throughout the County, none of which were within the moratorium area.
The following table is a summarization of the acreage figures for the various

zoning categories and annexed lands within the moratorium area:

ZONING DISTRICT ACREAGE

Minimum North Area  South Area
Zoning Designation Lot Size Acreage Acreage Total
Aggregate Resource - 95 - 95
Exclusive Farm - 439 424 863
Open Space Reserve 20 Acres 169 - 169
Open Space Development 5 Acres | . 231 _ - 231
Farm Residential 5 Acres 3,340 3,256 6,596
Rural Residential-5 5 Acres 1,477 668 2,145
Rural Residential-2.5 2.5 Acres _ 114 1,333 | 1,447
Rural Residential-] 1 Acre 170 - 170
Interchange Commercial - 8 - | 8
Rural Service Commercial - 7 - 7
General Commercial - 31 89 120
Light Industrial - 334 28 362
General Industrial - 328 169 497
Annexed Lands Unknown 267 82 349
- TOTAL , | 7,010 6,049 13,059

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Since zoning has effectively stopped the creation of dense residential patterns
served by subsurface disposal methods, the next question which arises is the abili-
ty of today's zoning to maintain the status quo in the face'of possible pressures

to re-zone at higher densities. The answer to this question Ties within the Compre-
hensive Plan for Jackson County, which sets forth the county policy concerning

such changes of_]and use. With minor exceptions, the Comprehensive Plan Map por-
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trays virtually the same basic land use and residential density pattern described
in the section on zoning, page 9. However, the Plan does provide opportunities

for urban density residential development under certain circumstances.

Page 14 of the Comprehensive Plan text makes the following statement concerning
urban medium density residential development:

"Housing developments on nine thousand square foot lot sizes may be
accomodated within this classification. However, this housing density
is based on the assumption that community water and sewer services are
available. Where the deve]opment alternative symbol is shown on the

ptan, urban medium housing densities are possibie."

The development alternative symbol discussed in the Plan encompasses approximately
3,725 acres of the south moratorium area and 1,459 acres of the north moratorium
area. Although water has been available in a number of these areas for some time,
sewerage has become available through the efforts of the Bear Creek Valley Sani-
tary Authority only within the last two years. Even though.the plan states that
water and sewer service are prerequisites for urban densities, it does not imply
nor does State Taw allow, that such land use changes occur automatically.

Since 1973, land use decisions in Oregon have been guided by the results of an
Oregon Supreme Court case known as the "Fasano" decision. That case clarified

the intent of the existing law by requiring not only that a requested change of
land use be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, but also that proof be
demonstrated by the applicant that there exists a public need for the change of
use in question. The decision further requifed that the particular site proposed
for the change be the best available site within the general area for the change
being considered. The court also expressed the fact that the appropriate bodies
hearing tand use questions were quasi-judicial in nature, and must, therefore,
‘refrain from any contact with a particular application outside of the deliberative
process established by law; and must also, as a part of that process, make appro-
priate written findings to substantiate that all requirements of law have been -
met prior to issuing a decision concerning a land use gquestion. Considering the
fact that these procedural requirements would be followed within the moratorium
area, it is reasonable to conclude that any change of zoning density would occur
only after complete and thorough evaluation of total community need.
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EXISTING RESIDENTIAL DEMELOPMENT

Given a fixed number of pre-existing substandard lots, and a zoning pattern and
comprehensive plan which preclude the uncontrolled proliferation of such lots in
the future, two related questions concern the effect of Tegal partitions on sub-
surface disposal, and the proportion of existing lots which have not already been
developed. The primary basis for the residential densities established by zoning:
was the suitability of the soil for subsurface disposal. For this reason, parti-
tions accomplished in accordance with zoning should be in general conformance with
sanitation requirements. The question concerning developed Tots requires a more’
intensive analysis. The most recent Yesidentia] Tand use survey by the Department
of Planning & Development was completed in March of 1975. Of the 3,411 existing
lots in the moratorium area of less than five acres in size, only 599 or 18 percent
are undeveloped at the present time. A complete breakdown of existing development,
categorized by lot size, is included in the'tab1e below:

DEVELCPED AND UNDEVELOPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGURY

NCRTH AREA
, Number Number Percent
Lot Size Number of Lots Developed Undeveloped Undeveloped
10 Acres + 167 38 129 33
5-10 Acres . 107 67 40 10
2%-5 Acres 364 289 ‘ 75 19
1-2% Acres . 463 377 86 27
-1 Acre 127 99 28 6
Up to % Acre 258 | 220 38 10
TOTAL 1,486 1,090 396 100
SOUTH AREA
' Number Number Percent
. Lot Size Number of Lots Developed  Undeveloped Undeveloped
10 Acres + 81 54 27 6
5-10 Acres 105 73 ' 32 8
25-5 Acres | 435 375 60 14
1-2% Acres ‘ 552 447 105 24
-1 Acre 1,098 934 164 38
Up to % Acre | 114 71 43 10
TOTAL 2,385 1,954 431 100

-11-



DEVELOPED AND UNDEVELOPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGORY (con't)

NORTH & SOUTH AREA

Number Number Percent
Lot Size - Number of Lots Developed Undeveloped Undeveloped
10 Acres + 248 - 92 156 19
5-10 Acres ' . 212 140 72 9
2%-5 Acres ‘ 799 664 135 16
1-2% Acres 1,015 824 191 23
L-1 Acre 1,225 1,033 192 23
Up to % Acra 372 291 81 10

TOTAL : 3,871 3,044 827 100
CAPACITY OF EXISTING SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS

It is not possible to accurately report the-capacity of all existing subsurface
sewage disposal systems in the moratorium areas without conducting a survey of
each developed property. Most of the septic tank systems installed before 1966,
when the Jackson County sewage disposal permit system was started, were not
inspected. Therefore, a search of all existing county records would reflect only
those systems installed or reconstructed after 1966. In some pre-1966 installa-
tions where the County Health Department was called on to specify and/or inspect
systems for builders on a voluntary basis, or where financing could not be
arranged without Health Department approval, are alsoc a matter of record. For
these reasons, there are too many unknown systems in the County to develop a
meaningful report on capacities without doing an individual property investigation

and evaluation.
"PRIOR APPROVAL"™ SEWAGE DISPOSAL PERMITS

Present rules of the DEQ allow, under certain circumstances, the re-issuance of
expired permits which were originally approved prior to January 1, 1974. This

rule has not, however, applied within the moratorium area. It is apparent from

a review of the permit files for the area, that on]y about 50 properties would be
eligible for consideration under the "Prior Approval" rules. These properties are
scattered throughout the moratorium area, and do not constitute a potential problem
if the moratorium were 1ifted.

-12-



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMEWNDATIONS

After review of the information contained in this report, the Moratorijum Study
Committee made the following findings concerning the present moratorium:

1) Even though the previous epidemic levels of infectious Hepatitis have
subsided, no meaningful conclusions can be drawn concerning the effect of
the moratorium in bringing about this fact.

2) The urworkable backlog of sewage disposal permits existent in 1973 has
since been overcome. It is not expected that the removal of the moratorium
would cause moré than a temporary short-term increase in the workload of the
sanitation section of the Department of Planning and Development.

3} Nearly one-third of the moratorium area has soil characteristics offering
at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on five acres.

4) Sewer lines installed since 1973 presently or will soon serve about 900

homes and businesses, a high percentage of which were previously served by
subsurface systems within the moratorium area.

5) Approximately 350 acres (2.5 percent) of the moratorium have been annexed
by the cities of Medford and Central Point, and are subject to municipal services.

6) Countywide zoning adopted in September 1973, in concert with the Comprehensive
Plan adopted in June 1972, precludes new residential development at densities not
supportable by soil conditions, unless public water and sewer services are
available and public need can be demonstrated.

7) Of the 3,411 existing lots of less than five acres in size within the mora-
torium area, only 599 or 18 percent are undeveloped at the present time. Of
this number, nearly 100 are within soil areas offering at Teast a 35 percent

chance of finding a suitable site on five acres.

8) Potential "prior approval" subsurface disposal permit applications within the
moratorium area number only about 50, and are not concentrated in any particular

Tocation.

-13-



10) The question of possible health hazard stémming from the cumuTative effect
of otherwise individuaily acceptable subsurface systems cannot be answered
without extensive monitoring, testing, and other research techniques beyond
present capability.

11} The moratorium has served well the purposes for which it was esfablished;
however, it does not seem to sufficiently meet the reguirements of present law
to justify its continuation.

Based on thése findings, the Moratorium Study Committee did, on May 14, 1875,
unanimously recommend that the Septic System Moratorium of March 21, 1973 be
Tifted.

-14-
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Mr. B. A. McPhillips
P.0. Box 571 .
McMinnville, Oregon 97128

Dear Chairman McPhillips:

Enclosed, please find a copy of a transcribed seg-
ment of the April 25, 1975 EQC meeting relating to Portland
Chain Manufacturing Company's petition for a declaratory ruling
regarding the noise from its presses. As you will recall, the
purpose of the agenda item that date was to comply with Chap-
ter 340 Oregon Administrative Rules, Section 11-070{(2) which
states: "The Commission shall inform the petitioner promptly
after the filing of the petition whether it intends to issue
a ruling." The director's recommendation in the staff report
which Mr. MecSwain read was that you decline to issue a declara-
tory ruling. I appeared for the purpose of requesting that
the declaratory ruling procedure be followed, and had begun
to list my reasons when Mr. Somers interrupted (line 26 of
page 3 of the transcript) with the motion, "I move that the
Petitioner's request be granted."

-SBome discussion ensued, in which there was some con-
fusion arising from the fact that the Commission had not yet
given the requisite notice to grant the relief requested in
the petition for declaratory ruling, but was deciding at that
time only whether to grant a declaratory ruling hearing pur-
suant to Chapter 340 Oregon Administrative Rules, §§11-060
through 11-090. Dr. Crothers explicitly made this point immed-
iately prior to the Commission's vote which was to pass

Mr. Somers' resolution unanimously.

Section 6(d) of Petitioner's request for a declara-
tory ruling stated as one of the Petitioner's specific requests
for relief that the Commission give policy direction to the
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Department of Environmental Quality to grant exceptions to
Portland Chain Manufacturing Company under §§35-035(6) (b) and
{(c). As a reason in support of granting our petition for a
declaratory ruling, Commissioner Somers expressed his belief
that the cited sections of Rule 35-035 were applicable to
Portland Chain's situation. As you will note, in the para-
graph at the bottom of page 14 of Mr. McSwain's draft minutes
of the April 25, 1975 meeting, the Department has interpreted
that discussion to mean that the Commission decided that it
would not grant Petitioners a declaratory ruling hearing, but
rather instructed the Department to hold a hearing on an excep-
tion. In effect, the Department's interpretation of the Com-—
mission's action was that the director's recommendation from
the staff report was accepted rather than that the Petitioner's
request was granted.

We request that the minutes of the April 25 meeting
be amended to reflect what transpired that day. The paragraph
which begins at the bottom of page 14 and continues to the top
of page 15 of the draft minutes should read, in full, as fol-
lows:

"Commissioner Somers inquired whether
Petitioner was requesting the Commission to
" give policy direction to the Department that

Petitioner's fact situation is the type of
situation to which Section 35-035(6) applies.
Mr. Guilbert replied that, among those sec-
tions upon which the petition prayed for a
declaratory ruling, Section 35-035(6) is
probably the most applicable. Commissioner
Somers then MOVED that Petitioner's request
be granted, and amended the motion to direct
that the hearing be held before a hearing
officer. The motion was seconded by

Mrs. Hallock and carried."

We urge a second minor correction in the account of
this discussion in the minutes. In the middle of the second
full paragraph on page 14, the sentence "He noted that he did
not wish the data to become a matter of public record, useable
against Petitioner in any future nuisance action” appears.

We wish to emphasize that our reluctance to supply the noise
measurement data we have collected extends only to the situa-
tion where the Commissioner denies our petition for a hearing



i
DaviES, BIGGS, STRAYER, STOEL AND BOLEY

Mr. B. A. McPhillips
May 12, 1975
Page 3

on a declaratory ruling. We have no reluctance to supply the
data for the purposes of obtaining a legal interpretation of
their effect, which interpretation would go into the public
record alongside the data. We fear that the raw data, how-
ever, might be taken out of context and presented to a forum
in which the protective clauses of the EQC's noise rules are
absent.

Thank YOu for your time and consideration in review-
ing this record and setting it straight.

Very truly yours,

iy

Thomas Guilbert

TG:jg

Enclosures

cc: Morris K. Crothers, M.D.— w/ enclosures
Grace S. Phinney, Ph.D. - w/ enclosures

Mrs. Jacklyn L. Hallock - w/ enclosures
Mr. Ronald M. Somers - w/ enclosures
Mr. Kessler Cannon, Director
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\\Transcribed Seaqnent of the April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting.

1 . TOM GUILBERT: For the record I'm Tom Guilbert representing Portland
2 Chain Manufacturing Company and as Mr. McSwain pointed out to you, the
h 3 reason why we're here today is jusu to decide vhether or not to sehedule
4 a deelaratory ruling hearing, not to make the ruling iuself. Of the nature
5 -of the appllcatlon for petition for a declaratorv ruling, you askdK for
6 the relief at the time you flle{ the petltion and so the variance request
l7 was withln the petition for a declaratory ruling, and I would héepe that the .
8  _Departmeni would recoanize, if the Cormission denies this request for'a
q declaratoryﬁruling that the request for a'variance'has already been uade.l
10 If not we could‘always do it again. The reason why Irdidn't think the
11 variance.procedure was apbropriate is becauae of some intricacies in the
12 procedural rules. In Section 11—008‘of the procedural rules it says that
i3 the proeedure that you go through to h,l & wariance hearing iz as in
j4 Section 11-007, andlin Seqtion 11-007, it refers you to Section 11—035@)
'15 . which has to do with a variauce by the Department. What‘we're asking for
16 here is a variance from rhe Coumission, as specifically required by the noise
17 rules.. And also, I think that proeably a variance or an exceptieh can
"-18 only be granted on facts which ex15t, and the facts whlch exlst‘are the
19. | .facts whlch would hanpen after the walls of these homes are built. We're
'20 - asking for a ruling on whether orrnot the rules would apply before the
21 houses get built. We think that this is the appropriate time to solve
22 these problems, get them aired. If in fact we will not be granted a
23 variance or an exceétion, ve'd like.to know about iﬁ now so we could look
24 arouhd for another place to move; because there'e no way that the sound from
25 the presses ean be reduced below what it is nou and if we are not going to
26 '

get an exception or variance we're going to have to move as soon as those

Page 1
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houses are cccupied and then become noise sensitive property. We'll

2 be in violatién from the first day those houses are occupied.

3 MR, SOMERS: Areryou telling us that if the fellow utilized hié

4 _ property in the manﬁer in which he’d like to utilize it tﬁat it would

5 violate thé noise ofdinance?

6 MR. GUILBERT: There is a poséibility. Now, in the Staffrreport,

7 ’ they talk aboué the féct tﬁat'wé don't héve aﬁy measurements in the pétitiOn

8 and that's pérfectly true. We have taken méasurements, but we;ve also been:

g informed ﬁy John Hector-of the DEQ staff that probably the most limiting

10 of the three possible measufemeﬁ£s vhich might abply to ug are impulse pdise

11 ﬁeasurements which require a very, very, sophisticated machine ssst Epere are

12 ~only two or three of them in the state of Ofegén and John Heétdf ha;-éne.

13 We don't have that kind of macﬁine. Our consulfant who works fér the State

14. Aécident Insufance Fund does not have cne. The measurements‘that e made_on

15 C scale and one;third 6ctave bands, indicate that, in those parameters, we

16 are very, verf, clqse to the line on what is allowed. As-you know, noise

17 measurements are imprecise and.wg‘re withinfa significanﬁ-deviétion on that;
_-18 so that one person measuring may find we're over. and one person measuring

19 may find we'fe under. We didﬁ't include our figures in the petition for one

20 reason tha£ it would become a matter of public record and it migﬁtlbe used

21 against us if you denied our petition and somebody came in on a nuisance |

N o ' . ;‘ e

22 action. But we will make the fiqures available to the DEQ staff ehatnwant

23 £hem. As I say, their indication is that the impulse noise measurement is

29 prabably tﬁe most limiting of the three. Now this gets to another reason

25 why we ask for a declaratory ruling, because we're asking for a ruling of

26 law, not purely a question of fact. There are'£hree separate critefia

Page 2
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which we mightrtheéretically have to apply and comply with, one is the
total noise measurement.on the DBA scale, and this is weighted according'
to the human ear.  2 second one is one- third octave band scale measurements
which is for any particﬁlar octavelreading.rqné third octave'reading. They've
got various numbers for ﬁarious octave bandsf And the-third one is impulse
noise which is'é single frequéncy maintéined for not more than.oné second.
We believejthat our noise,whichlis a "thiank" that's created by the presses
coming doﬁn,_sfamping sheet metal into chain 1inks; is an impulse noise;
but wheq the preséés are going:full 5ore its repeated often ehough-thét
somebody else might allege that;in addition to being an impulse noise, its a
noise tﬁat should be governed by the rule on the daBA sééle‘and by the
rule on the one third octave band scaie. Wé would 1like a ruling of law
on this question of whether-or‘ ﬁo£ all'three criteria'applg to us or 6nly
the impulse noise.
MR. SOMERS: Mr. Guiibert, in a senée what youf're asking is that thé
Commission aliow yoﬁrto comply with Chapter 35 of our regulafions; |
MR. GUILBERT: That's right. |
MR. SOMERS: lSpecifically,OVer on subsectibn {6} which says "exceptions:
_upon.written request from the owner-o;lcontroller of industrial or‘cqﬁmercial‘
;noisé source, tﬁe Department may aﬁthorize exceptions.to the rules pursuant
to Séction.35—035hlvzp:, omitting_(a) since ité not an unusual or infreqﬁent
évent,“(b) indu§£rial ér commerciai facilities previoﬁsly established in
areas 6f new development of noise sensitive property—-——-"
MR..GUILBERT: That's probabli.the most aﬁplicable of the rules that wé
cited in thes——- - | - |

MR. SOMERS: I move that the Petitioner's request be granted.
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MR. GUILBERT: Ehisais a request for a hearing at this point.

MR, SOQERS{ That's your request.

MB. GUILBERT: That's right.

CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: Yﬁu move, Mr. Someré that fhe request for a
declaratory;-—— ‘

MR. SOMERS: rf——requeét, which is for a hearing, be granted.

CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: be granted.

MR. SOMERS: Yes. ‘He's complying with our statutes. He is an inaustrial
or commercial facility which he alleges previdusly estabiiéhed in areas of
new devélopment of noise sénsitive property and he's asking for a rulingt
aé an exception' I-take it, so that he can get it cleﬁred-up.

~ CHAIRMAN MCPHiLLIﬁS:' You're moving thét wé held a pﬁblic'hearing to
establish this, |

'MR.‘SOMERS: Beforé a Hearings_Office?.

_CHAiRMAN MCPHILLIPS: 'okay. Do we have a second?

MRSi HALLbCK: AMr. Chairman, does that méaﬁ you're granting-—-—_

CHATRMAN MCPHILLIPS: We're, in effect,ldenying ; think—-———

Mﬁ; SOMERS: We're not granting anything. Wg're setting i£ for-a hearing
so his éeﬁple can come‘in,_the property developerrcan come’in and the Hearings
Officer can take tﬁe testimony and that's all thaf‘s goiﬁg torhappen.

bR. PHINHEY: You're-neithef denying nor'granfing.

: ﬁR. SOMERé:¢ No, Qe'ré just allowing hiﬁ to haQeAa hea;ing pursﬁant to
oﬁr subsection (6) of the-——-

CHAIRQAN MCPHILLIPS:‘ Alrightras a point §f ordér then; you being a legal
beagle,-wa'ré passing---- BActually fhey have petitioned to us for a dec-

laratory ruling. Do we or do we not have to act on that as well as setting

4 f' - ._,
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up a hearing.

MR, SOMERS: No we're acting--we're setting up a hearing pursuant to
Sectioﬁ 35-035 sub 1. |

CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: In other words we're ignoring theix requestrfor
a declaratoryrfuling. | |

" MR. 7 SOMERS : Right.

. DR, CROTHERS: I think confusion arises here that the Director's
recdmmendation.that the Commission respectfully declinerto grént the petition
for a declaratéry ruling. The Petitioner hasn't asked fér a declaratory,
he's merely asked for a hearing on a deciaratory ruling.

MR. GUILﬁERT: Mr. Chaifman, under the rules of procédure, in order for
there to be a dgclaratory-ruling.lthere has to be a heafing at thch all
parties have an oéportunity tn'present'bfiefs. And therefore, it would bg
impossible for you to grant the petition as such until the developer and .
the'ofher interested parties had an opportunity to present briefs and appear
before him. | | N |

CHAIRMAN HCPHILLiPS: Okéy, vou've héard the mbtioh and fhe secoué.

Those in favor? :hli\ayes; Opposed? Carried.
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. PETITION FOR A DECLARATORY RULING -~ PORTIAND CHAIN MANUFACTURING CO.,
A DIVISICN OF WEBSTER INDUSTRIES, INC.

Mr. Peter McSwain, on behalf of the Department, presented the Director's
. recommendation that the Commission respectfully decline to grant Petitioner's
" request for a declaratory ruling. In response to ingquiry by Commissioner
Somers, Mr. McSwain explained that staff was not opposed to the granting
"of a variance and/or exception. It was the format of a petition for a
declaratory ruling to which the staff was reported in disagreement with

the petitioner. It was staff's position that Departmental rules governing
hearings for declaratory rulings contenanced only oral arguments, indicating
that a declaratory ruling granted through this channel would be limited

to a hypothetical fact situation. - In the instant case, it was argued,
Petitioner was able to provide actual data gathered at the site and allow .
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staff to review this data in an informal setting, as in the case with all
variances requests before the Commission. Mr. McSwain added his opinion
that the granting of a variance was usually a non-coercive matter and,
therefore, a declaratory order per se. '

Mr. Tom Guilbert, counsel for Petitioner, addressed the Commission,
concurring with Mr. McSwain that the present request of the Commission
was to set a hearing and not to rule on a variance request. Mr. Guilbert
asked the Commission, should it not grant the requested hearing, to construe
the petition as one for a variance and/or an exception as well as a
petition for a declaratory ruling. He explained to the Commission that
.Petitioner's request for a declaratory ruling was based in part on what
he saw to be some confusion in the Department's rules. This confusion,
he feared, would result in rules governing variance hearings before the
Department being invoked; whereas authorization for a variance such as
that requested was vested in the Commission under the noise rules. He
added that, since the walls of the homes on the proposed noise sensitive
- property were not yet built, the -esiseing facts upon which a variance
might be granted had not yet come into play. Part of Petitioner's request
was aimed at obtaining a ruling as to whether or not the rules could be
invoked prior to the construction for the noise sensitive property. Mr.
Guilbert asked that Petitioner be informed as soon as possible whether or
not he could have an exception or a variance since he would, in the absence
of exception oxr variance, be required to search for a new site.

.Commissioner Somers inquired if, after the construction of the noise
sensitive property, Petitioner would, in fact, be in violation when operating
his two three hundred and fifty ton presses. Mr. Guilbert replied that this
. was a very serious possibility; that some measurements had been taken; and
.that the Department's Mr. John Hector had informed Petitioner that the most
limiting of the noise regulations applicable to Petitioner's operation
might be those governing impulse sounds. Mr. Guilbert added that his
petition did not contain specific measurement with regard to the source
for the reason that measurement of impulse noise was beyond the capability
of his consultant, and within the capabilities of the Department. He
noted that he did not wish the data to become a matter of public record,
‘usable against the petitioner in any future nuisance action. Mr. Guilbert
stated that measurements had been taken and that he would be willing to
provide the data from these measurements to the staff upon their request.
'He stated his belief that, with regard to those regulations not dealing

" with impulse sound, his client's source was very close to the limitations

prescribed by the rule. Mr. Guilbert stated that his client sought an
interpretation of the rules as applied to his source to see which of the
three dimensions of noise regulation would apply: dBA measurement#, one
third octave band measurement, and impulse sound measurement:.

Commissioner Somers inguired whether Petitioner would be satisfied if
the Commission authorized a hearing to determine whether or not the Department
should grant an exception to the Petitioner. Mr. Guilbert replied that
-such a hearing would be satisfactory. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers
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seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and carried that the Commission decline

to grant Petitioner a declaratory ruling and that the Commission instruct
the Department to conduct a hearing to determine if (based on information
supplied by the Petitioner and interested parties) Petitioner should be
authorized an exception based on OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-035(6}. Discus-
sion on the intent of the motion revealed that the hearlng Was ddabemdar tO
be before a hearing officer.



BEFORE THE ENVIRONMLINTAL OUALITY COMAIISSION

OF THE STATE OF ORLGON

In the matter of Portland Chain PETITION FOR DECLARATORY

Manufacturing Company, a division

of Webster Industries, Inc. RUFING

The Commission, having reviewed this matter in its April 25, 1975
Meeting and having resolved the matter by motion as is reflected in
the minutes of said meeting, hereby rules consistently with its motion

in the matter as follows:

1. Pursuant to ORS 183.410 and OAR Chapter 340, Section 11-060,
the Commission declines to issue a declaratory ruling as requested in

Petitioner's filing of March 26, 1975,

2. The Department is instructed to construe Petitioner's filing
as a request for authorization of an exception pursuant to OAR Chapter

340, Section 35—035(6)._

3. The Department is instructed to hold an informational hearing
before a hearing officer on said request for authorization for an ex-
ception. Said hearing is to be conducted pursuant to OAR Chapter 340,
Sections 11-007, 11-025, and 11-035 and is to be preceded@ by reasonable

‘notice to all known interested parties.

& —
4. The Department is further instructed, subject to the informa-—

tion presented at said hearing and any information before it, to rule
on Petitioner's request, either granting or denying him an exception

pursuént to OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-035(6).

Respectfully entered by the undersigned Commissioners this

day of May , 1975.

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman Morris K. Crothers

Grace §. Phinney T Ronald M. Somers —-

Jacklyn L. Hallock



May 22, 1975
To the members of the Environmental Quality Commission

Attached, you will find a copy of Petltloner Portland
Chain Manufacturlng Company's proposed Order of Intent to
Issue a Declaratory Ruling, which parallels the Director's
proposed order which he sent to you by memo dated May 14, 1975.

Strictly as a matter of adherence to Robert's Rules
of Order, I believe that the Commission's vote on Mr. Somer's
motion, "I move that the Petitioner's request be granted," was
conclusive on this matter. However, considering the matter
anew, allow me to summarize, in the briefest possible manner,
the distinctions between an exception by the Department and a
declaratory ruling by the Commission.

1. An exception by the Department might be withdrawn by
a future Director for any reason and without process. This is
insufficient assurance to form the basis of a business decision
to continue to operate at the same location. A .declaratory
ruling by the Commission, however, "is binding between the
Commission and the petitioner on the state of facts alleged,
or found to exist." OAR 340-11-090. Cf. ORS 183.410.

: 2. The City of Tigard, Washington County, and the land
developer may conveniently ignore a public informational hear-
ing on a Department exception. While neither the City of
Tigard nor Washington County would be bound by the Commission's
.decision on a declaratory ruling, by notification as required
by ORS 183.410 and ORS 340-11-070(3), they become parties to
the proceeding and would be strongly encouraged by fear of
laches to make their views known now. Since neither Tigard nor
Washington County has jurisdiction over all of the real estate
in question, neither government alone would be an appropriate
forum for a similar proceeding. '

3. An exception hearing is an incompetent forum to make
a ruling as a matter of law as to whether subsections (a) and
{e) and (f) of OAR 340-35-035(1), or only one or two of those
subsections, apply to Portland Chain's operation.

4. A declaratory ruling is, as the Director's report on
Agenda Item K of the April 25 meeting states, more appropriate
than a variance or exception proceeding to determine the applic-
ability of rules to fact situations which presently do not
exist. Portland Chain's noise emissions presently violate no
EQC rules, since there is no noise-sensitive property in the
area yet. 3



5. Portland Chain has been approached since the April 25
meeting by a realtor interested in selling some of the lots
on Commonwealth's subdivision. That realtor, too, wants a
- speedy and final resolution of this matter. The petition has
been filed already two months. An expeditious determination
of the matter is in everyone's best interests. ' :

Very truly yours,

. r\/,/ﬁ_,.,,, Lot

Thomas Guilbert



BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of Portland Chain ) , '
) - ORDER OF INTENT TO ISSUE

Manufacturing Company, a division)
) A DECLARATORY RULING

of Webster Industries, Inc. _ )

'TheVCommission, having réviewed this matter in its
April 25, 1975 Meeting and having resolved the matter by motion
-as is refleﬁted in the minutes of said meeting, hereby rules
consistently with its motion in the matter as follows:

1. Pursuant tb ORS 183.410 and OAR 340-11-070(2), the
Commission.informs petitioner in this matter thaf it intends
to issue a ruling.

2. The Commission instructs the Departmeﬁt to serve a
copy of the petition, and a notice of a hearing at which the
petition will be considered;-on all persons named in the peti-
tion as ﬁpersons known by petitioner to be interested in the
,requested'declaratory\ruling." |

3. The hearing referred to in paragraph 2 of this order
shall be before a hearings officer, and shall be conducted not
later than June 17, 1975.

4, The Commission.instructs'the hearings officer to
exert best efforts to prepare and report his opinion to the

Commission at its regularly scheduled June 1975 meeting.



5. The Commission instructs the hearings officer to
make separate recommendations upon each prayer for relief con-
tained in section (6} of the petition.

SO ORDERED by the undersigned Commissioners this

23rd day of May, 1975.

Barney A. McPhillips, Chairman

Grace S. Phinney, Commissioner

Jaclen I.. Hallock, Commissioner
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relating to noise emission controls

Present: Representatlves Fadeley, C Johnson, Kafoury,

Mltchell

Excused Early Portlon of Meetlng

Whiting, Jones

Excused: Representative Kulongoski

Present: John Hitchcock, Committee Counsel

Helen Linde, Asssistant Clerk

»Recordlng Log

. Meetlng called to order

Hearlng on HB 2029

Representatives

Dr. Morris. Crothers, member of Env1ronmenta1 Quallty

Commission

Tom Donaca, representing Associlated Oregon Industrles

Amendment to HB 2029 adop
Hearing resumed

Ron Kathern, health physicist, Portland General Electric Co.

John Hector, engineer,

Environmental Council

Meeting.adjourned

ted
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Dr. Paul Herman, psychologist, City of Portland
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The meetlng was called to order by. the chalrman, REPﬁESENTATIVE
-.NANCIL FADELEY

*. Ret HB 2029, relatihg to noise emission. coﬁtrol'

Dr Morrls Crothers, member of the EnV1ronmental Quality ’ 2
. Comm1551on, testified that the legislature in 1971 declared that .
noise is a pollutant that harms the environment, and it directed

the EQC and DEQ to develop standards for its control. EQC believes
that it has the authority to grant variances, though there is some
contrary opinion on this:. Dr. Crothers feels that there are formid-
able conflicts involved in attempting to develop standards about
noise that are consistent both with the statute and with common good ‘
sense. Resources, equipment and persconnel are very limited. If .
" BQC and DEQ are compelled to cut back programs, as appears possible
‘hecause of noney - problems, he suspects that the first area to be -
cut back would be noise control. : :

- Dr. Crothers said an issue of intense emotional pitch in the
last couple of years has been the noise emitted by the jet-propulsion
standbys for electrical generation located at Bethel and Harborton.
~The PGE jet-propulsion standby facility at Bethel is located in an
area zoned for an industrial park and is. perfectly in accord with
‘the law but unfortunately is closer to some homes than is ideal.
The issue about infrasound is one which affects relatively few
people, but some seem to be abnormally and intensely affected by
the infrasound pressure-levels, and their situation must be sympa-
thetically considered. Whether the practical solution lies in
exparnrded regulatory powers is a question which the legislature must
decide, but Dr. Crothers hopes that if it decides that it should
direct the DEQ to regulate infrasound it will first satisfy itself
.that the technology is adequate to establish standards that can be
precisely enforced. His own opinion is- that it-is impossible to
matérially contribute to the resolution of the conflict at Bethel.

Referring to HB 2029, Dr. Crothers expressed the hope that the
legislators will put themselves in the position of a commissioner-
trying to weigh all these equities. The commission has taken no
stand in support of or opposition to HB 2029 and will do its best
to adopt .and enforce reasonable regulations and be sensible about
variances but, the witness concluded, '"I would beg you to be merciful
‘ to the commission.™ -

REPRESENTATIVE FADELEY ingquired about Dr. Crothers' reference
to reactions to infrasound being subjective, and he responded that
some people are bothered by conditions which apparently don't affect
others at all. The chairman expressed concern about physical damage
- other than to hearing, and Dr. Crothers felt that this is very much
a function of what one has bectme accustomed to. He asserted that
noise pollution is not the hazard to public health that water or air
pollution is; that he has not, for instance, seen data supporting
the claim that noise has insidious effects on longevity or function
of the heart. ‘He thought perhaps there is some relation with
nervous disorders but "that can make you unhappy, it doesn't shorten
your life." : : "
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Relative to HB 2029's prov1d1ng that EQC and DEQ have the power
. to grant variances to noise standards, Dr. Crothers testified that
-the attorney general has said that EQC 'has an implied right to grant
variances, but he thinks that spelling ocut the commission's powers
to do so is desirable. "If you expect a viable program on noise.
pollution, I think you have to have variance authority."

REPRESENTATIVE FADELEY asked Dr. Crothers if he felt it was

important to keep in the bill the regulation of inaudible sound.

‘He responded that if enough people think it is important, it should
‘be included, but there is n o point in doing it unless the money is
. provided to 1mp1ement regulatlon. : :

. TOM DONACA, representatlve of Assoc1ated Oregon Industrles, "told
the. commlttee that HB 2029 was prompted in part by AOI's concern that
the commercial and industrial noise regulations adopted by EQC con-
.tain exemptions, exceptions and variances although the statute does
. not grant specific authority to EQC to make these. It is of great
.importance to the state's industry that the power be unequivocal and

beyond legal challenge, and AOI supports Sections 3 and 4 of HB 2029
as a.necessary addition to the act. _

Mr. Donaca. went on to discuss other portlons of HB 2029. He

" testified that the commission so far has adopted noise regulatlons
‘pertaining to three areas: on-road vehicles, off-road.vehicles, and
commerce and industry. The noise emissions of road vehicles are far
and away the most noxious, but enforcement is difficult in this area
and the result is that the burden has fallen most heav1ly on commerce
-and industry.

~ BAOI wants to see removed from Section 2 of the bill the inclusion
of high and low fregquencies beyond the audible range. Commerce and
‘industry have enough problems with trying to conform to regulation
. of audible noise that they do not want this largely unknown area
1ncluded now. ,

: AQI supports Section 5, which Mr. Donaca said is in the bill

at AOI's request. It was concerned with the problem of concurrent
'jurlsdlctlon, taking the position that it wants to deal with only
. one agency in any particular matter--"one agency, one set of regula—
tions, one set of enforcers".

. MOTION: Representative Fadeley moved an amendment to Section
5 of HB 2029. On page 3 of the printed bill at line 22, after
."that are" delete "consistent with and"; at the end of line 29
delete "con-"; at beginning of line 30 delete "sistent with and".

Without objection, the chairman ruled the bill is so amended.

.+

; Mr. Donaca continued his testimony, stating that AOI requests
that the emergency clause be kept in the bill. Commercial and
industrial regulations are now in operation, and in ‘order to avoid
the potential for litigation AOI wants the blll,,if passed, to
become cffectlve at once. ’

RON KATHERN, health physiciét with Portland General Electric

R v N [P 1 JR U | 3
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Company, testlfled that he in general agrees with HB 2029, and
particularly the portlon on variances, but he noted two exceptions:
. (1) the definition set forth in Section 2, and (2) the amendment
~adopted earller at this hearing. S '

Audlble noise, accordlng to the federal Env1ronmenta1 Protectlon
Agency, ranges from 16 hertz to.20,000 hertz, and EPA, according to
Mr. Kathern, notes that inaudible sounds normally do not warrant
consideration in most environments in which the public is present.
Mr. Kathern feels that extending the definition to include infra- ,
“and ultrasounds serves no apparent useful purpose, nor would the g 4
expenditures for additional equipment and research required to -
" ‘develop and implement these controls prov1de a- commensurate public =«
-beneflt. ..

. Mr. Kathern referred to a study entltled "Environmental Noise °

. at, Bethel", undertaken by Robin M. Towne, a licensed engineer and
‘independent consultant in sound and vibrations, and commissioned by

PGE. 'In his Summary Conclusions, Towne writes, "There does not

- appear to be any basis for physiological damage to humans through _
noise at the Bethel residences including noise in the infrasonic _ CL
range." - Mr. Kathern commented that the infrasound levels in an
‘automobile traveling at 55 mph are "very, very, very much greater"
than the levels produced at the nearby re51dences or even inside
the installatioh enclosure at Bethel.

Commenting. on Section 5 and the committee's earlier amendment e
of that section, Mr. Kathern thought that removal of the words _ i
"consistent with" could create problems. Different jurisdictions
"mlght have different standards, leading to confusion. He would
suggest that -using the phrase "con51stent with the 1ntent of"
would overcome the dlfflculty : :

JOHN HITCHCOCK asked Mr. Kathern for his opinion about the

. complaints from residents near the Bethel PGE jet-propulsion
generator.  Mr. Kathern responded that if there are complaints then
there is a problem. However, he read from the Towne report the
assertion that various subjective factors may influence complaints
and fcelings of annoyance., One such factor, for instance, is "the
complainant's opinion of whether the source is necessary or whether
the noise could be successfully controlled. by the noise maker."

In other words, people are sensitized, to noise just by the plant's .
being there. He menticned that 20% of the complaints received have
pertained to periods when the plant was not operating. He does not
question that those in the area who complain of the noise are indeed
.annoyed, but his professional opinion is that a noise study done with
uribiased observers would show no annoyance.

REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON asked how long the Bethel plant has been
" in place and the actual number of days that it has operated. Mr.
Kathern did not have precise figures, but he said it had existed a
little over 1-1/2 vears and had been in operatlon perhaps 10% of

the possible operatlng days.
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JOHN HECTOR, éngineer for the Department'of Environmental
Quality, read a prepared statement (EXHIBIT A) indicating that in
general DEQ is in favor of the passage of HB 2029.

- REPRESENTATIVE KAFQURY referred to Mr. Kathern's testimony

- about the difficulties of devising standards for regulating infra-
sounds and he asked Mr. Hector about the DEQ's view on this matter.
Mr. Hector said DEQ's equipment for monitoring does not reach below
15 or 20 herz. A practical definition of infrasound is below 16
herz. The department would have to purchase new equipment to reach
these levels, which Mr. Kathern estlmated mlght ‘cost a couple of

) REPRESENTATIVE WHITING said she wanted 1t noted for the record
“that her earlier comment to Mr. Kathern when she pointed out that
. she questioned his facts was not that she was discounting any

- medical evidence but discounting segmented scientific evidence.

i DR. PAUL HERMAN is a psychologist working for the City of
Portland in developing a noise ordinance. He said he had come
primarily to speak for the deletion from Section 5 of HB 2029 of the
phrase "consistent with", which the committee did earlier tcday by
_amendment, and he explained his reasons for approving -its removal.

Commenting on testimony heard earlier, Dr. Herman asserted
that the effects of infrasound are reasonably well documented.
Most of the research comes from NASA and other federal governmental
programs. The effects include nausea, dizziness, vomiting, headaches,
in some .instances resonance of certain body cavities in certain portions
of the body. Because the ear is relatively insensitive to low
frequencies, exposure would not be perceived as a loud sound, but
the pressure is still- there and the body is still exposed to it.

. ‘Dr. Herman asserted that noise is becoming suspect as a major
contributor to high blood pressure or chronic hypertension. 'Chronic
hypertension, with the associated cardiac failure, is the No. 1 . ‘
killer in this country today. Other effects have been reported, some
well documented and some not so well documented. Elevated serum
blood cholesterol is thought to be related, as are impotency, higher
incidence of mental hospital admissions, predisposition to ulcers
and increased number of ulcers. The effects of noise seem to be
related to the ears and hearing, related to the blood system, and -

‘related to a general collection of reactions called styess. He

- feels there is ample evidence that ‘the effects of infrasound are

real; that they are apparently not now extreme but that it is
possible in thée future problems will increase. He feels inclusion
of infrasound in this bill is appropriate. :

JEANATTE M. EGGER, chairman of the Noise Committee of the

" " Oregon Environmental Council, testified that that organization

supports the inclusion of Section 2 (the definition section)
primarily because it makeés possible the development of standards

on infrasound in the future.. It merely provides the legal authority
for scientific work to be undertaken. Mrs. Egger said her under-
standing is that DEQ cannot now even study. the problem.

Mrs. Egger read to the committee portions of a-study entitled
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Noise Pollution, edited by Towler and Mervine of the University of
Maryland, concerning effects of infrasound. She pointed out that
most infrasound studies are laboratory studies of high-intensity,
short-duration exposures of laboratory subjects.- They do not
"show the long term effects on people. - '

JAMES B. LEE addressed his brief remarks to the matter of
equpment to monitor infrasound, He said that instruments are
available, cost between $1,000 and $2,000, and can be found in
the Standard Instruments catalog. o "

_The meeting waS'adjourned‘at 10:50 A.M; .

-hespectfully'submitted,

i

Helen Linde, Assistant Clerk’

Submltted for 1nclu51on 1n the .record. of today s-hearing:

'_ EXHIBIT B, statement by Charles H. Frady,.390 Fir Knoll Lane, N.E.
o Salem, in support of HB 2029. :




KESS CANNON

Director

‘ MY 151975

Our people say they 5 ""shocked" at Walt
Sellers said., No basis for his comment at all
except again to place blame on DEG., In any
event, a copy of our letter is attached. The
permit will be issued so far as we are
concerned, and only local cobjection om other
grounds would be involved.

Had we known a copy of the letter went to you
I would have sent copies of our letter earlier.

Best wishes.

Kess



Mr. Walt Sellers
Broker ' - _ T . :
Sellers ReaItY L T SRR AT T T
P. 0. Box 363 B ;;.., 'u O AR Yl - .
Rogue River, Oregon 97537 g e

T R I TP

Dear Mr. Sellers:':\

a ébpy of your letter of April 26, 1975 addressed to State
Representative Al Densmore and concerning the matter of subsurface
sewage disposal on tax lot 1600, T36S, R4W, WM, Section 27, Jackson
County which is owned by Mr. John Lopez has been referred to this
offica for reply. o

When the proposal by Mr. Lopaz to replace the irrigation
overflow ditch which runs diagonally through his properxty was
£irst brought to the attentlon of our Hedford office 1t was not
clearly stated as to whether the proposal Involved merely a simple
replageﬁent of tha ditch by an enclosed watertight pipeline in tha
present location or if it also involved a diversion of the ditch
and surface drainage to a different location.

In elther case the proposal would require the approval of local
drainage authorities to make gure that the pipeline would have
sufficiant capacity to prevent flooding of and damage to upstream
properties. We understand that this aspect has since been discussed
with you by Mr. David Couch of our Medford Gffice.

Please be adviged that if the open ditch through the property
owned by Mr. Lopez is replaced by a watertight pipeline meeting the
approval of the local' drainage authorities and the Jackson County -
Planning Department a minimum separation distance of 10 feet
between it and a subsurface sewage drainfield would ba acceptable.

5301



Mr. Walt Sellers
May 9, 1975
Page 2

Wa understand that there would then ba sufficlent area available for
such a sawage disposal system and consequently we concur with tha
Jackson County Planning Department that a permit for construction of
a subsurface sewage dlgpozal system meeting the npproval of that
department could be issued by them to Mr. Lopez.

With regard to tha proposed increase In construction-permits
for subsurface sewaga disposal systems it should be pointed ocut
that 1t 1s in response to requests from certaln countles which have
been unable to €inance thelr program costs under the present fee ..
schedule. Buch a proposal was therefore initiated by the counties
and not be DEQ. Incidentally, the bill rocently passed by tha A
Tegislatura authorizing tha fee Increase also allows a county to.ll,f g
charge less than the regular amount if it so deﬂirea, provided it can
_ adequately finance its permit program by other means, : :

J'?%.f“'f};‘n ‘:;f?; Cordially,_”f-T-;”f*_-:?;r_: b Qﬁ

oD Teen e 57 KESSLER R,
; L T f:L,_Z Diiector : ) REEE
. KHS:mm s - A ey , .. .
. cgt State Representative Al Densmora . B A PR
- ca: State Senator Lenn Hannon : T
001 Dave Couch, Medford Offica .
‘cc1 Jackson County ?lanning Department=7- R Tt

Toam _ -
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Septlc battle rages

Ore%l n's Enwronmental Qual:ty Commls- !
. s1on, ich was given statewide authority by
the Legislature to enforce waste disposal laws, |
“may well be losing the battle of the septic tank.
- - Pressures have been growing at the Legisla-
ture to force the EQC into a wide retreat. Devel- |
- opers of housing tracts, trailer court operators
. and various individuals who have been restricted
: have turned the heat on the Legislature.
B. A. (Barney) McPhillips, chairman of the

" EQC, declared that the Department of Environ-

- mental Quality, the agency charged with enfore-
"ing the. rules, is being ‘‘vilified, hounded,

" harassed and badgered by land developers " .
‘f McPhillips said the sewage and SEEtIC tank-
Frogram was given to the DEQ without any .

undirig, requiring the agency to rely entirely on

' fees, which because of their snze area blg part of -

' the complaints. - :
i But the real problem is that the DEQ has
; been énforcing the law, long disregarded when it
. was left to local authorities. Developers, McPhil- -
-lips said, charged to the Legislature when they -
- found “they can’t puta septlc tank next to some-
* body’s well any more.” ., -
.- Now the Leglslature, judgmg by the amend- '
ments being proposed, is about to cave in, per- :
mitting a delay in the cutoff date of July 1, 1975 .
for approvals given prior to DEQ's authorlty by‘ '
local officlals on uninstalled. septic tanks for .
lands that developers have been holding. Qther
"amendments would perm1t local _officials to
grantvanances

At stake in this battle is the health of Ore-

'gon's’ citizens and the purity -of . the state's .
_ground waters. If the Legislature caves in, one of -
" the state’s major environmental and health bat—
tles wﬂl have been lost RS

R it e
5
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Copies to EQC -



OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY—1975 REGULAR SESSION

(To Resolve Conflicts)

C-ENGROSSED

Senate Bill 34

Ordered by the Senate May 19
(Including Amendments by Senate February 19, May 14 and May 19)

By order of the President——In conformance with presessicn filing rules and
indicates neither advocacy nor opposition (at the request of the Joint
Interim Commitiee on Environmental/Agricultural and Natural Re-
sources)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the
measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject to con-
sideration by the Legislatlve Assembly. It is an editor's brief
statement of the essential features of the measure,

Allows Environmental Quality Commission, afier hearing, to grant vari-
ances from subsurface sewage disposal system construction rules on stand-
_ ards if strict compliance inappropriate, unreasonable, burdensome or im-
o ‘practical. Requires commission. on appropriate conditions, to delegate
o variance power to special variance oificers. Establishes maximum fee.
Continuously appropriates fee revenue to delray hearing expenses. Repeals
provisions relating to subsurface sewage disposal permit appeals boards.
Allows Department of Environmental Quality to enter into agreements,
upon request, with local units of government for local units to perform

variance duties.

Declares emergency.

NOTE: Maiter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and brack-
eted] is existing law to be omiited; compleie new sections begin with
SECTION , ’
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i o [31 C-Eng. SB 34

(4) Each request for a variance shall be heard by the appropriate
variance officer withiﬁ 30 days after the date on which a completed appli-
cation for a variance has been reéeived by the Department of Environmen-
tal Quality. A decision shall be made by the variance officer within 45
days after completion of the hearing on the variance request.

SECTION 4, Each applicaﬁon for a variance subwmitted pursuant to
section 2 of this 1975 Act must be accompanied by a nonrefundable fee,
the .amou_nt of which shall be determined by -a fee structure adopted by
rule of the Environmental Quality Cornmissi'on‘ but not to exceed $150
per application. The moneys received are continuously appropriated to
meet administrative expenses of the hearings. |

Section 5. ORS 454.725, as amended by section 9, chapter —, Oregon
Laws 1875 (FEnrolled Senate Bill 297), is amended to read:

454.725. (1) The Department of Environmental Quality may enter into
agreements with local units of government for the local units to perform
the duties of the departmént under ORS 454635, 454655, 454.665 and
454.695. |

(2) Ifa fee is collecj:ed by a local unit of government performing duties
under subsection (1) of this section, the deplartment may dishurse all or
part thereof to the local unit. |

(3) The Department of Environmental Quality may enter into agree-
ments with local units of government when the local units so request for
the local units to perform the variance duties of the department under
sections 2 and 3 of this 1975 Aci subject io variance criteria specified in
the agreement by the department. Each county performing variance duties
under an agreement may set and collect a nonrefundable variance applica-
tion iee as provided in section 4 of this .1975 Act,

SECTION 6. ORS 454785 is repealed.

- SECTION 9. This Act beiﬁg necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist,

and this Act takes eifect on its passage.

™
S
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DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

ROOM 112, COURT HOUSE
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051 \
PHONF 397.2262 '

May 21, 1975

Mr. B.A. McPhillips, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
Balem, Oregon

Extension of deadline on
prior permit approvals

Re
Dear Mr, McPhillips:

It is the recommendation of the sanitarians from the Portland
region counties that the deadline for expiration of prior
approvals remain at July 1, 1975. The sanitarians from Mult-
nomah, Clackamas, Washington and Columbia counties met on’
April 15, 1975 and diszcussed the situation at gsome length.
Tha concensus was clear that the honoring of approvals based
on unsound technology was not in keeping with the statement
of purpose as outlined in Oregon Administrative Rules, Chap-
ter 340-71-005,

In the statement of purpose it indicates that the rules are
intended to restore and protect the public waters and protect
the public health and general welfare of the public. To al-
low the continued installation of systems which have demon-
stralted a high risk of failure can hardly be in keeping with
the goal of restoring and protecting the waters of the publiec.

To allow the continued installation of systemg based on in-
ferior technology cannot be interpreted as a step toward
protecting the public health of the people of the state of
Oregon, since failures lead without question to additional
potential for disease transmission.

o continue constructing systems which in many cases do not
" offer the homeowner an adedquate functional life expectancy
cannot be congtrued as protecting his general welfare, since
it is the home owner who ultimately is the loger when he is
required to spend additional and unexpected sums of money
because his developer purchased a lot and built his home
under the provisions of a prior approvals section.
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B.A. McPhillips, E.Q.C.
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The only fair way to deal with the problem is to require
all development to proceed under an equal set of standards.
The utilization of a double standard is both illogical and
unfair to all parties involved.

‘The sanitarians from the Portland region made it very clear
that they were not in favor of continuing the use of obso=

lete technology for drainfield construction. We sincerely

hope that you will agree that it is not in the best inter-

est of anyone to continue this provision beyond the July 1,
1975 deadline.

Sincerely,

COLUMBIA COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT
Division of Environmental Health

Terrance M. Rahe, R.S.,
Supervising Sanitarian

TMR/ 1w
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n.L.C. sioners B-28-74 as a oped. The development lies in size: slopping to the clay loam which has portion of the development.
37 result of survey find- in what is known as the South and East a moderately slow Because of the slopes and
1118, ings of the Benton ‘Cresent Valley area approx- with a wide range permeability (.2-.6"/ relatively shallow deprhs to
R5W, W.M. County Health Depart- imately 5 miles North of of 3%-.30% in hr.) at 12-34". bedrack runoft (surface and
Yorth ment. Survevs con- Corvallis. The present grade., Depth to weathered pexched water) is medium to
Corvallis docted 3-24, 4-7, & population of the general bedrocls is 20 to 40". rapid in the major portion
5-11 of 74 as a result area is about 1500 people. of the axea.
of a citizen's petition Present zoning with ecentral
cxpresaing concern with services would allow For
the existing sewage approximately 9000 people.
disposal conditions. The area relative to city of
Corvallis zoning would allow
for something like 50,000
people.
Deer— Temporary moratorium The subdivision currently From approx- Located on a area The predominant soil The surface and pround water
haven ordered by Benton has 22 single family dwell- imately 1 to with slopes in all type is Veneta which  movement is mostly to the
Heights County Board of Com- ings. The original survey greater than. directions varying has a slow permeabi southwest. The area is
T125, R5W, missioners 2-26-74 as of 1968 indicated 23 tracts. § acres. from 3% to 10% in lity (.06~.2"/hy) at positioned in such a maoner
“ee. 30 a result of citizen's Recent information has grade. Predominant 14: 39" because of a that there is a natural bowl
requests and prelim- shown that since 1968 to the slope influence is heavy clay loam tex-  formation in this divection,
inary survey con- present the area has been to the south west. ture., The south Runoff is moderate. especially
ducted by Denton further subdivided to in- western portion ol in the south west direction
County Health Dept. clwde a total of 37 lots. the subdivision con- and the water tables ave
2-10-74. Detailed The overall area was zoned tains Mazelair soil perched during satuvated
survev conducted by in 1974 for a minimum of type which has a timos at the alorementioned
the State’ llealth 5 acre tracts. llowever, slow permeability soil restrictive depths.
Divigion 4-22-23-74 & arveans divided prior to this {.06-.2"/hr) at 18-30"
Benton County llealtl time are exempt [rom the because of a clay
Departwent -22-23- minioom Lot size. Because textural classilica-
7. of zouwing Lhe general area tion.
will probably remain low
donsity in the future
Soublweest  Moriatorium ovdeved by The avea contains 697 The major por- The topography is There are 13 diller- DBecause of the wide varia-

curvinllis
rea
subnrbs

Benton County Boarvd
ol llealth belrvary of
967 at the request
of the Denton County
Health Depinctment,
Thee Healvh Depart-
meat: hiwd reeeived
nume o complaints
from residents o
the avea with ro-
gl 1o failing
roplic tank svsiems,
A environmental
sinital ion survey
witd couduet od e,
S8 throogh Kov, 8
ol g by the Slade
Heatt e DivEzion ol
Henton County Heatth
Depitrbment .

mits which incarporare
residential, commercial,
amd indostrial dovelop-
wenis that dimeolve a
population ol about 2500
personx.  Iresent coundy
roning woutd allow rer an
whlitional. &,000 people.
City ol Corvallis zoning &
sorvicos wonbd allow for a
populat ivon ol approximwitely
L0, HHY persons. Aboul 200
wmeits ol the 7 were
sl te 1he ¢ify pff
CorvalLis Tn ™% Theoe
cleelions (o aneex ot ol
the romsining iorea laveo
i Led abueiog Uhe past L0
Vv

tion ol the

arca has city
sizod lots and
less than one

hall acre lots.

Sume Layvge
NETHILEeH
{preater than
5) exist Dot
Chey have {he
potential Loy
mee e higher -
density when
serviees !l(.‘\‘l]llll.!
avii table.

variable. The
clevations range
fwom approximitely
280 feet to e leot.
The Land may be des—
cribedvis ranging
Crom low, relatively
Flat Lwul with slope
ol 'rom 02 1o 7% Ho
poend by rolling hills
with prades vinging
From 7 Lo 20,
However, iwosome
Instanees, there

e sume wleep slopes
with ressddent ol lots

Ll .

vt i peaekis From

ent soil btyvpes in the
arca. Ten ol the

sotl typos are classi-

Fied by the V.8, Soil
Gouzervition Scorvice
s zoils that havie
sovere Limd it ions
for sepliv tank sys-
tom use.  They have
slow permeabiLity
ratings and yvela-
tively high per-

ched witer tabiles.

tions in topography and the
3.13 square miles of area
involved, the movement of
pround ad suctace water is
i all diveetions, but mostly
to the north central portion
ol the arca 1hit fweltuwdes
twa sbreanms,  Phe streans
Ulow east 1o the Marve River
and Lrom there east Lo the
Willmmetie River. Seil
Limltat ions allow [or soa-
somtl perchel witter talbles
Tomeh of Lhe area,
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CLIMATL

FRY & PROIGCTLD
WAL LILS & PROXTHETY T(
DOMESTIC WAT LI SEDIMLY SOURGES

TYPE OF & PROXTHEITY POy LXIST NG
SURVALE WATLRS

CAPMITY B STATUS OF EXISTING SYSTULHS

nid |
Willamelte

The development iy served by o communlty
water ayalen {groundwaler) which has
grentar Lhan 500 usern,  There are 12
other commmity woler syslems o the
Noril Albany area. In addition, the
clty of Albany's supply is contipuous

to the alorementioned pervice district,

The Willawetie rlver mvves oy
the Sovthern aml Lastorn bound-
arley for Lhe North Albany arca
The Prineeton llelghts develop-
ment de approxdmaiely 1 3/4
miles from the river. There
are no other major gurlace
watery in the area,

The August 3, 1971 survey by the
Benton Gounty Henlth Departient
revenlad that 1L of Lhe 28 dwell-
inge had failing septlc tank
sysiews, This constitutes a

394 luilure rate. Correction of
exiating {fallures ia dIfFleult
hecanse of small Lot sives and
the alorementioned topographical
and scil conditions.

Mid
Willamette

The development is scrved by the same
water supply iliat presently serves

the Princeton Heiphts Subdivision.
(8ee above For additional information).

The suldivision lies approxi-
mately 3/4 of a mile From the
Willamette river. (Sce above
for additicnal informatien).

N

The January 28, 29, 30, & 31 of
1975 survey by the Benton County
tlealth Department revealed 10 or
25% of the existing houses had
septie tank system failurea.
Correction of systems appears
difficult because of the small
lot sizes and limiting soil con-
ditions

Mid
Willamette

The area is served by individual water
supplies. The quantity of water avail-
able appears questionable by way of
review of well logs in the area and in
the course of discussion with some of
the residents. Long range projections
indicate the area will be serve by the
city of Corvallis. Interim methods
have not been proposed.

There are several streams &
intermittant streams in this
general arca. llowever, there
are no major surface waters
(Willamette river) for .-
approximately 5 miles.

The Mareh 24, April 7, and May 11
of 1974 survey indicated that 23%
of the septic tank systems in this
area were malfunctioning. Overall
physical conditions limit the
feasibility for correcting many of
these systems.

id
Willamette

The subdivision is served by indivi-
dual water supplies. The yield of
water appears adequate at this time
by way of review of some of the well
logs in the area. There is one com-
munity water system immediate to this
area. The present status and capacity
is not: known, The Deerhaven lleights
subdivision is approximately 2 1/2
miles Southeast ot the city of
Philowmath. Present and future

plans do not indicate such a growth
for Philomath to reach this area.

There is a stream approxi-
mately one-balf mile to the
Southeast of this develop-
ment. It could not be con-
sidered a major surface
water source,

The April 23-24 of 1974 suxvey by
the State Health Division & the
Benton County llealth Department
indicated that 8 or 36% of the

22 houses investigated had fail-
ing septic tank systems. Attempt-
ed corrections have been made on
some of the failures. Success of
the alterations cannot be predict-
ed at this time. It is ouxr opin-
ion that the area must be restrict-
ed to low density development if
the priveipals of sewage contami-
nant & any degree of treatment of
septic tank effluents is to be
eflective,

Approximiately one-hall of the area

is served by the eity of Corvallis
mnicipal water snpply. The re-
miinder has individual wells as its
witer supply sources. Sincee the arvea
is contiguous (o the city ol Corvallis
it is only reasonable o assome {hav
e enfive area will somediay be
served by The city.

There ave the two previ-
ousLy meul ioned streams
that low Theongh 1he area.
lecause of the relatively
smill size theiv vnly bon-
elit appears Lo be in the
facilitation ol drainage
{or Lhe arcie, The Wil-
Lamet o viver, hoiwg 1he
wjor wikler someo Por
Coival Liz, would have 1n
be consideved as the most:
Pikely srouree to sorve
thisz entive Zvea in [he
Muture.

The 1968 survey by the State Health
Division aud the Benton Cownty
llealth Division showed that 22, of
the wits had failing =eplic tank
systems.  The sewape dizposal fail-
ures are nol restvicted (o any vng
darci. bk gree speead ralher wni-
Formly Chrongheat A e aren. Tho
carrecl ion ol exist ing svstews hns
nut been very suecesstul becanse of
the smll ot sives and the Lindting
rhyvsical comlitions,

Propaved wned anbmi 11 ef Ly

Benton County Hen lth Departwent
fesilon Plaza, 08 2.%. Monree Ave,
torealLis, thepon 9750

Moy 22, Lot




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W, MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 @ Telephone (503) 229-5696
Robert W. Straub ' | '

GOVERNOR May 29, 1975
B. A, McPHILLIPS Mrs: lone Hanson : '
Chairman, McMinnville Office of the Secretary of State
GRACE S. PHINNEY Elections and‘Publlc Records
Corvallis . 121 state Capitol
JACKLYN L, HALLOCK Salem, Oregon 97310
Partland o
MORRIS K. CROTHERS . Dear Mrs Hanson
Salem

RONALD M, SOMERS

Enclosed for filing as temporary rules are OAR chapter 340,
The Dalles sections 71-015(8) and 71-020(6) and the Environmental Quality

Commission' Findings and Reasons for théir temporary adoption.

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

Please provide this office with a date stamped copy of
the enclosures.

Thankyou for your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,

,AﬁJD % W‘J“z .
Peter W. McSwain
Hearing Officer
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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

'CERTIFICATION OF RULE ADOPTION

I, Peter W. McSwain, hearing officer, certify as follows:

On May 23, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission of the
State of Oregon, having found that failure to act promptly would
result in serious prejudice to the public interest , adopted amendments

+to the Rules on Subsurface Sewage Disposal (OAR chapter 340, section

71-015(8} and 71-020(6)) as temporary rules to take effect immediately
upon filing with the Secretary of State.

Attached. hereto are copies of said amendments together with the
findings and reasons therefor.

I have compared said copies w1th the originals and they are
correct transcripts thereof.. _

Dated this 28th day of May, 1975

Peter W. McSwain



‘ ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION .
ADMINISTRATION OF SUBSURFACE DISPOSAL
: 1975

by: Paul A. DeBonny, Director
Jackson County Department -of
Planning & Development
May 23, 1975 :



In 1973 the Oregon state Tegislature centered authority for subsurface sewage dis- -
posal regulation in the Environmental Quality Commission and established the Depart-

" ment of Environmental Quality as the administrative agency. The justification for

this move was based on generally ineffective management by local government agencies
that threatened to pollute the waters of the state and increase potential health
hazards.

Implementation of the controls centers around administrative rules adopted through a
public hearing process; once adopted, the rules have the effect of law and set minj-
mum acceptab]e standards for compliance. Administration of these rules is the re-
sponsibility’ of the Department of Environmental Quality.

In the months we have been working under this legislative mandate, we have experi-
enced the pains of any new major program with such far reaching goals, and have
identified many problems. In many cases, what may seem to have been a straight for-
‘ward policy decision by the Environmental Quality Commission, becomes a complex
entanglement of legal opinion and technical interpretations that do not always focus
on the original legislative intent. In the end, many unsuspecting citizens suffer.

It is my firm conviction that every governmental official has two prime responsibili-
"ties; one is to the public at large and the other to each individual citizen who
seeks his service. There is no.question that the public need must be served, -but
that does not lessen our responsibility to the individuals.

Through a general lack of communication and clarity of the intent of the rules, there
has been inconsistent and UnJust administration of the rules that have been costly to
a significant number of citizens.

It is not my position to fix blame, but to discuss the problem and seek an equitable
solution. My concerns lie in the areas of prior approvals and variance from the
rules. -

PRIOR APPROVALS

When the commission decided to honor all outstanding pr1or permits and approva]s,
three basic criteria were set down:

1) Express]y authorized use of subsurface sewage disposal for an individual
lot or for a specific lot within a subdivision. . :

2) Approvals or permits which were issued by a representative of a state or
local agency authorized by law to grant such approval.

3) They were issued in accordance with all rules in effect at the time.

These three items have been interpreted in many ways. There have been slight changes
in interpretation over time. :

Since slight differences in interpretation can mean the difference between issuance
or denial of a permit, consistency is extremely important.

I contend 'that the basic reason for allowing prior approVa]s.is to protect the land
owner who has invested in property in good faith based on the availability of a.
septic tank permit. Once we have established that a permit was issued by a responsi-




ble official, we should not measure it against any rules; we should go back to the
" intent of the law to prohibit water pollution and protect public health.

- Since the rules in effect have been changed, and the existing rules are currently

being considered for change; I feel prior approvals should be honored in all cases,
except the extreme cases where successful installation and maintenance of a system
is unlikely in the judgement of qualified professionals.

Extension of prior approvals another year will solve nothing unless a more equitable
process can be established for administration of prior approvals.

RULE VARIANCES (rural areas, new legislation)

It has been acknowledged that the administrative rules can never perfectly deal
with all cases. . In some cases, because of weaknesses in the rules themselves,

- there has been created an allowance for variances from the rules in rural zoned

areas approved by the director. In other cases, inappropriate interpretations can
be dealt with by a Tocal appeals board.

In the case of rural zoned areas, Jackson County submitted a formal request for des-
ignation by the director. The request did not base itself solely on zoning. Zoning
changes over time, and conversions from rural to urban densities would defeat the
intent of the rule. In Jackson County, we devised a set of criteria for identifying
rural lands based on our Comprehensive Land Use Plan, zone districts, map locations,
-and a minimum parcel size of five acres. The director finally accepted our proposal
with the exception of requirement for a minimum parcel size of ten acres. We asked
for reconsideration of this parcel size requirement since our Zoning Ordinance sets
five acres as the minimum rural Tot size. We were turned down in anticipation of
the passage of SB 34 that would create a statewide variance procedure.

The rural area process has not opened up much additional land to septic tanks, but
has given our professional staffs the ability to judge rural parcels on their 1nd1—
vidual merits.

It seems rather apparent that the 1eg1s1ature will pass SB 34 in some form, and that
a varaince procedure will evolve.

Approximately 80% of the land in Jackson County has severe limitations for subsurface
disposal systems. I am concerned that a major proportion of applications com1ng to
our office will require a denial, fifty dollar fee and submission for a variance with
an additional one hundred fifty do]]ar fee as a regular procedure,

[t is my opinion that our professional sanitarians and soil scientists should be-

given more discretionary authority to determine suitability and design of systems,
and not less. A hearings officer should only be necessary in extreme cases where

all ava11ab1e local remedy is exhausted.



II.

III,

RECOMMENDATIONS

Environmental Quality Commission expand the 0.A.R. concerning rural areas
designations to specifically include compliance with the County's Comprehen-
sive Land Use Plan, general rural character as de51gnated by exhibit map,

,and minimum lot size of five acres.

Removal of the criteria for Prior Approvals that requires compliance with the
rules in effect at the time, and substitute .

3. Construct1on shall conform as nearly as poss1b1e with the current ru]es
of the commission.

4. The site is suitable for installation of a subsurface system (not including
alternate systems unless approved by E.Q.C.) that will not pollute the waters
of the state or endanger pub]ic health.as determined by the department.

Acknowledge that contract counties carry the full authority of statute thaf
relates to the Department of Environmental Quality except for those areas

specifically excluded by 0.R.S. or 0.A.R.



WITNESS REGISTRATION

I wish to testify before the Environmental Quality Commission on:
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May 23, 1975
T0: Members of the Lnvirormental Quality Commission

From: East Salem Envirormental Committee, 390 Fir Knoll Lane N.E.,, Salem, Ofe.

After the EQC decision July 19, 1974 to establish a 45 dBA limit for the PGE
Bethel power plant, we received a telephone call from Dr, Morris Crothers.
~The nature of the call was to tell us that the 45 dBA ruling probably was not
“legal, that we would probably be much happier if we would sell to PGE and that
. he wes sure PGE would pay us a very handsome price for our home. Also that
lawsuits would be very expensive and there was a chdnce we mzy lose in court,

Dr, Crothers called us again in response to a letter we sent to the ECC

- members, He told us that the E?C had no power to regulate low freguency or
infrasonic sound below 22 Hz, and that we shonld either sue PGH or go to the
leglslature.

.Dr. Crothers was invited to testify at the hearing on HB'2029, March 25, 1975
before the House Enviromment end Energy Committee, Dr, Crothers signed the.
register as representing the ECC but did nov mark for or ageinst the bill.

Following are brief exerpts of Dr. Crothers etatements as taken from the tape .
of the House Environment & Energy Committee: ,

The issue about infrasound is one which affects relatively few people,
but some seem to be abnormelly and intensely a’fected by the infrasound
pressure levels, and their situation must be sympzthetically considered.
"Referring to noise - what a person becomes accustomed to - -~ I don't pretend
to be an expert on-it at all - - noise in city - practically undetectable -
getting enforceable standards - so different as it would be in Stayton, Salem
or- downtown Portland - - depends enormously on individusl sensitivity.

Noise ~ subjective area. :

Cuestions then were asked by the Representatives:

Question: Are the cracks in the walls subjective?

Dr. Crothers: Great dispute about nature of the cracks in the walls -~ there
_are experts that have looked at the cracks and have a difference
of opinion,(The Frady's would like to know who these experts are),
Noise -~ relatively low priority as far as programs are concerned

if the budget is cut back,

Chairman: Expressed concer Sut physical dsmage olher than to hsaring.

Dr, Crothers: This is very much a function of what one has become accustomed to.

: Noise pollution is not the hazard to public health that water
or air polliution is,

Ouestion- Do you think there are medical authorities who would disagree with

you on this?

Dr, Crothers: I don't believe so - I've never seen data (statements) at all
on the insidious e’fects on longevity on vital statisties.

Dr, Crothers: -~ simple, more pragmatic ways of solving the Bethel problem
than requiring PGE to move.

Ouestion: What?

Dr, Crothers: Have them own a blgger zone around it,

Cuestion: How can that be done?

Dr, Crothers: If the people were willing to sell, if they weren't you could
give them power of condemnation - - - but I understsnd they are
for transmission lines,
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Dr, Crothers:~ - only place where we have noise problem like this - -~
more intensity of feeling than any other place - similar to
airport problems.

Chairman: Agency ought to be looking at this.

Dr, Crothers: - - part of the problem

Chairman: Should we keep inaudible sound in the bill?

Dr, Crothers: If there are enough people that feel so then we should,
Expressed his fears about the enormous responsibility of the
Comiission in making economic decisions that may involve
millions of dellars, I believe if the Commission has to cut
back on programs, noise would be the first to be cut,

-The people who live in East Salem, near the Bethel power plant, are not
trying to put anyone on the spot but we simply would 1like to know if the
above comments, by Dr, Crothers, are representative of all the members of

the EQC? Ve hope it is not out of order to ask the Commission their
position on HB 2029, either for or against and whether or not the Commission
supoorts section 2 of this b1119 :
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CENTRAL OFFICE
SBB8-Fl42

AREA CODE 503

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHER EAS

WHEREAS

(¢

i \

MARION COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT HOME HEALTH ABENCY
FOUNDED IN 1925 s5BB-540)
2455 FRANZEN STREET, N.E. ERVIRONMENTAL, HEALTH

SBB-5346

FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES
5B88-5355

R E N ) COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH
S OLUTT 0 CLINIC (494 STATE 8T.
588-5381

SALEM, OREGON 973N

The City of Donald,Oregon had very little if any regulation
over the use of Sub-surface sewage systems prior to the enactment
of Department of Environmental Quality Regulations, regulations

that extended into Incorporated communities and

this,combined with small lot sizes,has resulted in direct connection
to the Cities Storm drainage system in addition to infiltration of
this drainage system with sewage effluent and

a serious Health Hazard for the citizens of this community has

“resulted and

the City of Donald,Oregon has initiated a formal moratorium by
Council action in April 1974 after recommendation by the Marion Co.
Health Department and

The City of Donald,Oregon has also initiated a Sewer study . -

BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Environmental Quality Commission be reguested

to support the City of Donalds Moratorium until such time as a
______'__'_,_—a—-"“—_'_ T o ' o

Municipal Sewage Collection and Treatment system becomes a reality.”

“John T. Herron,M.D. Health Officer

O- A - M‘/}Mﬂ)

For Presentation by Richard C.S. Sherman, R.S. Director
Lerman at EQC Meeting 23 May 1975 Environmental Health Services
9 a.m. City Council Chambers,Civic

Center, Salem,Oregon



COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
TAM MOORE, Chairman

ISABEL SICKELS, Commissioner

JON DEASON, Commissioner
Administrative Assistant

EDWARD S. BRESNAHAN

Jackson County Oregon

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

(503) 773-6211, EXT. 311 ® COUNTY COURTHOUSE ® MEDFORD, OREGON @ 97501
March 24, 1975

Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman
Enviromental Quality Commission
Multnomah County Courthouse
1021 S. W. 4th Ave. Room 602
Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: Proposed Rule Adoption, Open Burning
0.A.R. Chapter 340, Sections 23 & 28
Hearing 2:00 p.m., March 28, 1975
Portland, Oregon

Dear Mr. McPhillips,

Both letters and verbal requests to the Department's Portland office failed
to put Jackson County's governing board on the distribution list for the
text of your commission agenda items.

The Medford office was kind enough, in response to verbal requests, to
furnish us with a copy of the proposed rules in this case.

The board of commissioners was shocked, upon receiving these proposed rules
on March 19th, to discover that they propose to ban all commercial burning
in substantial portions of Douglas, Josephine and Jackson counties. And,

we are surprised to find that in Jackson County, we have been the subject of
boundary procedings by the Commission on--to form '"Special Control Areas'--
without any public notice. I'm sure you have had notice served in Josephine
and Douglas counties, and that omission of Jackson County was just an
oversight on someone's part.

The Jackson County Board of Commissioners requests that, as a minimum, the
Commission direct that a public hearing be conducted within the proposed
Rogue Special Control area before any action is taken adopting these rules.

cerely,

JACKSON CO BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS State oi Oregon —

Q < MENT OF ENVIRONMENTA

J DEPART

4m Moore, Chairman h_l?ﬁ E @ E ‘] W E

T™:vj APR 31975

cc: M. C. Loughridge

Larry Michaels OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Debbs Potts
Jason Boe
Lenn Hannon
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Maxch 31, 1975

Mr, Gene Hopkins

'zecutive Vice President

Creater Medford Chamher of Commerce
304 South Central

Medford, Oregon 97501

Dear CGene:

Barney McPhillips asked that I respond to your
letter concerning open burning regulations which you
directed to us March 24. The Commission, as you
perhaps know, addressed the issue at the March 28
meeting here in Portland.

As a result of that meeting, the EQC decided
to leave unchanged existing regulations, except for
backyard burning periods in the Portland area which
are extended. The Commnission has been advised that
legislation is being considered in Salem which would
have a direct bearing on opven burning regulations
gsince it would deal with slash burning, agricultural
clearing, etc., and therafore action by the EQC will
be set aside pending legislative decision.

What had been proposed was that industrial and
commercial burning controls remain the same as in
current rules, that land clearing be modified to be
more lenient in that the prohibition of open burning
of land clearing would be on a population basis
rather than the Rogue basin bhasis, That proposal,
of course, was based upon our finding that by far
most of the burning -- slash and agricultural clear-
ing -- was exempt by law, and our controls were
being applied only to a small fraction of the problen,

Best wishes,

Cordially,

KESSLER R, CANNON
Director
KBC:cnm

ccs  Representative Brad Morris, Commissioner Tam Moore



COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
TAM MOORE, Chairman

ISABEL SICKELS, Commissloner

JON DEASON, Commissioner
Administrative Assistant

EDWARD S. BRESNAHAN

Jackson County Oregon

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
(503) 773-6211, EXT. 311 ® COUNTY COURTHOUSE ® MEDFORD, OREGON @ 97501

May 16, 1975

State of Orego
DEPARTMENT OF ENV!RONMENTM. QUALITY,

Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman [R E @ E [I \W E

Environmental Quality Commission MAY 19 1975
Multnomah County Courthouse
1021 s. W. 4th Ave., Rm. 602

Portland, Oregon 97207 OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Re: Moratorium Hearing 23 May 75

Dear Commissioners:

Attached is a resolution and order vacating all sub-
surface sewage moratorium areas in Jackson County. The
technical report, supporting the finding, is included
for reference. I will be present at the hearing, with
supporting maps, data and technical information, should
a question arise as to any need for imposition of the
proposed order.

Jackson County took its action today after giving thirty
days notice and making extensive display advertising of
the hearing time and place. There was no testimony in
favor of any moratorium area being required within Jack-

son County.
.,-"/
Sincerely, :

-
o
_r*

" JACKSON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

P

Chairman

cc: Mr. Kessler Cannon
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FLAY

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FOR JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

In the Matter of Vacating an
Order Prohibliting Installation
of Septic Systems in Certain
Areas of Jackson County

RESOLUTION AND ORDER

WHEREAS, the Board has heretofore directed the formation of a
study committee to consider the moratorium imposed by the County
Health officer March 21, 1973, on installation of subsurface dis-
posal systems in certaln areas of the county, to investigate what
changed conditions or new conditions may exist within the moratorium

area, and to make a recommendation to this Board on whether the

.moratorium should be continued; and

WHEREAS, the committee has conducted its inquiry as requested
by fhe Board and made its report, and the committee has found that
because of the extension of service by the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary
Authority into the area, the adoption of countywide zoning with min-
imum lot size requirements and the decline of incidence of hepatitis
in the moratorium area, the public'health,coﬁsiderations which re-
sulted ih imposition of the moratorium no longer exist, and the
committee has recommended that the moratorium not be continued;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board expresses its appreciation to
the committee for its efforts in making its study and recommendation;

BE- IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board adopts and endorses the
recommendation of the committee that the moratorium‘should be ended

and that no new moratorium under state law should be imposed by the
Environmental Quality Cdmmission; and 3

IT IS ORDERED that a certified copy of this Resolution be for-
warded to the Environmental Quality Commission to be included in the

proceedings to be held before thaﬁ body on May 23, 1975.

- DATED at Medford, Oregon, this 16 1975

ay of May,

FARD OF COMMISSICNERS

é -5 FACKSGON CGUNTY.
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RESOLUTION AND ORDER



REPORT O THE SEPTIC SYSTEM
MORATORIUM OF MARCH 21, 1973 IN
JACKSON COUNTY., OREGON

REPORT PREPARED BY:

Jackson County Department of Planning and Development
Jackson County Health Department
May 1975



INTRODUCTION

During 1972 and early 1973, considerable pressure was building within the sub-
surface sewage disposal program of Jackson County. A general toughening of the
rules governing the subsurface permit program and the implementation of more
technically competent procedures for the evaluation of proposed disposal sites,
considerably lengthened the time required for the issuance of a sewage disposal
permit. This fact, coupled with the general upsurge of building and development
activity in Jackson County, created in a short time a substantial backlog of
applications awaiting review and consideration by the Health Department staff.

A series of procedural changes were instituted in order to accomodate the back-

log and better serve the increased demand for services. Among these was the

hiring of two soil scientists by the County Planning Department. These special-
ists devoted part of their time (eventually most of their time) to the provi-

sion of technical assistance to the sanitarians operating the subsurface sewage
disposal program at the Health Department. Their assistance was in the area of
site evaluations and the streamlining of various procedures and techniques utilized
in the subsurface program.

It became apparent to all concerned with the subsurface program at the time,
that applications within certain areas of the county were consistently denied
permits. These denials were based on the relatively uniform characteristics of
the sites, including soil types, in those areas. It was also common knowledge
that many existing dwellings in those same areas had malfunctioning subsurface
sewage systems, some of which could not be repaired. Concurrently, Jackson
County experienced a major increase in the number of infectious Hepatitis cases.
A preponderence of these cases were existent within or near these same areas of
permit denial. Proper disposal of body wastes in infectious Hepatitis patients
is an accepted part of the measures used to reduce its spread to other members
of the community.

For two major reasons, then, the idea of establishing a septic system moratorium
was discussed during late 1972 and early 1973:

1) To help curb the epidemic Tevels of infectious Hepatitis and other less
dramatic diseases related to exposure to sewage in roadside ditches, on the
surface of the ground, in irrigation waters and/or possible contamination of

drinking waters.



2) To alleviate the requirement for site evaluations, re-evaluations, and
consideration of individual applications for sewage disposal permits within
an area wherein those permits should be categorically denied.

After thorough consideration of the many aspects of the matter, joint review of
the problem by the Jackson County Board of Health and the Jackson County Planning
Commission, and with concurrence of the Jackson County Board of Commissioners;
the Health Officer, acting within the powers and authority vested in him by

ORS Chapter 431, did on March 21, 1973, institute a septic system moratorium

in the area depicted on page 3. This action was in conformance with procedures
established by the Jackson County Sewage Disposal and Individual Water Supply
Ordinance of 1972. The moratorium has been continuously enforced by the Jackson
County Health Department, and its successor.for subsurface disposal, the Jackson
County Department of Planning and Development, until the present time.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AUTHORITY IN THE MORATORIUM

In October of 1973, the statewide authority for subsurface sewage disposal pre-
viously vested in the Oregon State Health Division, was passed by the legislature
to the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). However, by inter-agency
agreement, the Health Division continued to operate the program until January of
1974. It now appears that along with the authority indicated above was conveyed
under ORS Chapter 468, all prerogatives relating to the matter of septic system
moratoriums. DEQ remained relatively silent on the question until recently, when
it expressed its intent to continue existing moratoriums in effect until the mat-
ter could be considered by the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) at public
hearing on May 23, 1975. DEQ's recommendation to the EQC, which will be consi-
dered at that time, would extend all moratoriums in effect for a period of six
months, during which the DEQ will study their present validity and make recommen-
dations to the EQC regarding their continuation.

STUDY PURPOSE

In anticipation of the EQC's deliberations in this regard, the Jackson County
Board of Commissioners has instructed the moratorium study committee authorized

by the Jackson County Sewage Disposal and Individual Water Supply Ordinance of
1972, to investigate the present necessity for continuing the Jackson County mora-
torium, and to report its findings to the Board of Commissioners at a public meet-
ing to be held at 10:00 a.m., Friday, May 16, 1975. The study committee is com-
posed of the County Health Officer and his staff, and representatives of the

P
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Soil Conservation Service, County Department of Planning and Development, and

the Jackson County Planning Commission.
TOPOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE

The Bear Creek Valley, within which the moratorium area is situated, is a large,
nearly flat, intermountain plain composed of alluvial materials. Its average

elevation is about 1,300 feet.

The valley cxperiences mild, wet winters and hot, very dry summers, receiving
less annual percipitation than any other area of Oregon west of the Cascades.

At Medford, the average annual temperature is about 54 degrees, ranging from

37 degrees in January to 72 degrees in July. However, maximum temperatures in
summer are often more than 90 degrees, and not infrequently over 100 degrees.

In winter, minimum temperatures are often néar or below freezing. Average annual
precipitation at Medford is about 19 inches, 72 percent of which occurs from
November through March. Only about two inches fall from June through September.

Aside from the general subsurface disposal problems associated with a well defined
wet season, winter rains in the valley are frequently very intense over a period
of several days, leading to annual flooding of Tow lying areas along drainageways
and streams. During these periods, the prevalent clayey soils of the region
quickly saturate and develop standing water conditions at the surface. These
physical characteristics, which are found in many locations within the moratorium

area, are very detrimental to the proper functioning of subsurface disposal systems.
SOILS INFORMATION

Basic to any consideration of subsurface disposal, is the quality and character

of the soil underlying the surface upon which development will take place, and
within which the effluent generated therefrom will pass. Soils left in their
natural condition change almost imperceptably, even over very long periods of
time. Although some refinements have occurred in the soils mapping and evaluation
techniques within the moratorium area, the data is relatively the same as was
available for consideration in 1973. Generally, the soils range in character from
poorly drained to well drained, with textures from loam to clay. They are derived
from alluvium of volcanic, mixed, and metamorphic origin, occurring from nearly

level to gently sloping (0-7%) alluvial fans, stream terraces, and bottom land.



The soil types within the moratorium have been‘categorized according to their
probability of providing a suitable site for subsurface disposal on five acres
of each soil category. In general, if a lot is substantially smaller than five
acres within a given category, then the chances of finding a suitable site are
reduced. It is important to note that this data does not take into consideration
various requisite minimum distance requirements, odd-shaped lots where there
may be difficulties in design of the drainfield, special usages that require
larger systems than for single family dwellings, or other factors pertaining

to suitability that are not soil related. Additioha]]y, the saturated zone
(regional water table) as defined by DEQ was not considered in this evaluation.
As technical data increases, the depth requirement to the saturated zone (six
feet or more) may negatively affect the chances of finding suitable sites in
certain locations within the moratorium area. An acreage summary of soil cate-
gories within the moratorium follows.

ACREAGE AND SEPTIC SUITABILITY OF SOIL CATEGORIES

% Chance of North Area South Area North & South Areas
Soil Suitable Site # of % of # of % of # of % of
Category on Five Acres Acres Total Acres Total Acres Total
Very Good 85 - 100 440 7 136 2 576
Good 65 - 85 3 0 743 13 746 6
Fair 39 = 65 704 11 1,608 27 . 19
Poor 15 - 35 124 2 890 15 1,014 8
Very Poor 0 - 15 5.739 80 2,672 43 8.411 62
TOTAL 7.010 100 6,049 100 13,059 100

The primary reference for this soils information was the preliminary soils infor-
mation sheet for subsurface sewage disposal, which was derived from basic soil
resource data provided by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service. Minimum standards set forth in current DEQ regulations (0AR 71-030)
were used as the criteria for site suitability.

Between one-third and one-half of the south moratorium area, and about one-sixth
of the north moratorium area, are given soils that offer at least a 35 percent
chance of finding a suitable site on a five acre parcel. It would seem, at least
from the standpoint of soils alone, that the odds of finding suitable sites are
sufficiently in favor of the applicants to indicate the desirability of individual
case evaluations, especially in those areas demonstrating fair, good, and very

good prospects for approval.



DOMESTIC WATER RESOURCES

Domestic water supplies within the moratorium area stem from two sources: indi-
vidual wells, usually serving only one property, and the water supply and treatment
facilities of the City of Medford. The status of ground water supplies was

studied by the Oregon State Engineer's Office in 1971, and documented in a report
entitled Availability and Quality of Ground Water in the Medford Area. Nearly

all of the moratorium area is underlaid with alluvium materials (sand, gravel,
and cobbles) deposited by Bear Creek and other tributaries of the Rogue River.
The report discusses alluvium as follows:

"ATTuvium is the most productive aquifer in the area. Where total thickness
is generally 30 feet or more, the unit usually has a saturated thickness of
more than 10-15 feet, and will yield 10-50 gallons per minute to wells. In
a few areas, 100 gallons per minute or more is obtainable from properly
designed and constructed wells. Water is likely to be of good chemical
quality for most uses, except for excessive iron in shallow zones of the
area."

The City of Medford has two water supply sources: Big Butte Springs, approximately
25 miles northeast of the City, and the Rogue River. Big Butte Springs supplies
26.5 million gallons per day (mgd), and a recently completed treatment plant on

the Rogue River near the City can presently supply 15 mgd. However, the design
capacity of the plant could ultimately yield 65 mgd, which is sufficient to meet
all anticipated demands in its service area well beyond the year 1990.

The City of Medford presently supplies water to three other cities and eight water
districts and associations. The Medford Water Commission and City Council have,

in recent years, establisehd firm policies for the provision of water outside their
corporate jurisdiction, These include the necessity for an accompanying complete
range of urban level services, as well as enforced land use, building and housing
regulations. As a result of these policies, virtually no additional service to

areas outside the City is anticipated for some time. At present, five water districts,
all served by Medford, provide water to approximately 37 percent of the homes in

the moratorium area.

SEWER SERVICE

Since 1973, considerable expansion of the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authonity
collection system has occurred. At the present time, approximately 1,000 acres
in the north moratorium area and 800 acres in the south moratorium area, which
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were subject to subsurface disposal methods in.1973, are now within the Sani-

tary Authority's primary benefited area. This accounts for 237 connections in

the north area and 485 connections in the south area. An additional 182 connec-
tions will be completed in the south area in the next few weeks. Although the
Authority's program is directed toward areas of greatest need, future extensions
are subject to the approval of each individual neighborhood to be served. For
this reason, future line extensions are not entirely predictable. The Authority

- does, however, have the capability within its system of providing service through-
out the moratorium area. In accordance with State Taw and the Authority's
ordinances, any dwelling within 300 feet of existing sewer service must be con-

nected.

Another factor has occurred in several areas of the moratorium since its inception.
Approximately 349 acres of land, or 2.5 percent of the total moratorium area,

have been annexed by the cities of Medford and Central Point, and are subject to
the service policies administered by those cities. Central Point reguires con-
nection within 300 feet of service; however, Medford allows no new development
within its boundaries unless it is served by the city's collection system.

INCIDENCE OF HEPATITIS

During the period from 1970 to 1973, prior to establishment of the moratorium,

350 cases of Hepatitis were recorded within Jackson County. Of this number 5]

or 15 percent occurred within the moratorium area. It is significant to note that
according to health officials, approximately six cases of Hepatitis go unreported
for each single case brought to their attention. Since 1973, 102 cases of Hepa-
titis have been recorded throughout Jackson County, with four occurring within

the moratorium area. Although this substantial reduction in the incidence of the
disease is coincidental with the period of time covered by the moratorium, attempts
to correlate the two factors must remain inconclusive. Significant reductions have
also occurred in other areas of the county not covered by the moratorium. Hepatitis
does not usually recur in an individual after he has once contracted the disease.
After those persons in an area who are particularly susceptible have been infected,
a general remission of the contagion normally follows, since re-infection of those
persons is rare. These factors must be weighed in any conclusion regarding the
effectiveness of the moratorium for the purposes of disease control.

COUNTYWIDE ZONING

Although Jackson County's Comprehensive Plan was adopted in June of 1972, zoning

had not yet been effectuated when the moratorium went into effect in March of
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1973. Land use and partitioning was then, as it always had been, controlled
only by the economics of development and the discretion of individual developers.
Through the years, many lots of five acres or less in size had been created along

existing county roads or established in new subdivisions.

Countywide zoning became effective on September 1, 1973, and has since served

to control the minimum size of newly created lots. Existing lots, however, were,
by State Law, exempt from such restrictions. Article V, Section 2, Subsection 4,
of the Jackson County Zoning Ordinance states the following:

"If a lot created prior to the effective date of this Ordinance has an
area or dimension which does not meet the requirements of the district
in which it is Tocated, it may be occupied by a use permitted in the
district, subject to the other requirements of the district."

In accordance with the above requirement, any lot of record existing as of
September 1, 1973, the effective date of zoning, can be utilized for a dwelling
unit, even though it may be well below the minimum lot size presently required for
the zone in which it is located. Within the moratorium area there is a total of
3,871 individual tax lots. The number of lots within several categories of lot
size and the respective percentage of the total represented by each category is
summarized in the table below:

NUMBER OF LOTS BY SIZE GROUPING

North Area South Area North & South Areas

# of % of # of % of # of % of
Lot Size Lots Total Lots Total Lots Total
10 Acres + 167 12 81 3 248 6
5-10 Acres 107 e 105 4 il s 5
2%-5 Acres 364 24 435 18 799 21
1-2% Acres 463 31 552 23 1:015 26
%-1 Acre 127 9 1,098 46 1,225 32
Up to % Acre 258 17 114 6 372 10
TOTAL 1,486 100 2,385 100 3,871 100

Although the above figures concern the existing lot pattern. legal partitioning
of lots since September of 1973, could have occurred in only four general zoning
categories (comprising less than 10 percent of the moratorium area). About 85
percent of the north moratorium area and 87 percent of the south moratorium area
is zoned in a manner which would require at Teast one acre for the creation of
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any new lot. Only the commercial, industrial,' and aggregate zones, which account for
6 percent of the moratorium area, have no minimum Tot size, and can be readily developed.
However, the value of these properties for commercial and industrial use should
effectively restrict their development for residential purposes. One remaining

zone, the Exclusive Farm Zone, also has no minimum lot size. State law does

require within this zone, however, that all partitions of land below ten acres

in size be reviewed and approved by the Board of County Commissioners. After

one and one-half years of administering the Exclusive Farm Zone, only four
applications for reduced parcel size within that zone have been received for
consideration throughout the County, none of which were within the moratorium area.
The following table is a summarization of the acreage figures for the various

zoning categories and annexed lands within the moratorium area:

ZONING DISTRICT ACREAGE

Minimum North Area  South Area
Zoning Designation Lot Size Acreage Acreage Total
Aggregate Resource - 95 - 95
Exclusive Farm - 439 424 863
Open Space Reserve 20 Acres 169 - 169
Open Space Development 5 Acres 231 - 231
Farm Residential 5 Acres 3,340 3,256 6,596
Rural Residential-5 5 Acres 1,477 668 2,145
Rural Residential-2.5 2.5 Acres 114 T.333 1,447
Rural Residential-I 1 Acre 170 - 170
Interchange Commercial - 8 - 8
Rural Service Commercial - 7 - 7
General Commercial - 31 89 120
Light Industrial - 334 28 362
General Industrial - 328 169 497
Annexed Lands Unknown 267 82 349
TOTAL 7,010 6,049 13,059

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Since zoning has effectively stopped the creation of dense residential patterns
served by subsurface disposal methods, the next question which arises is the abili-
ty of today's zoning to maintain the status quo in the face of possible pressures

to re-zone at higher densities. The answer to this question lies within the Compre-
hensive Plan for Jackson County, which sets forth the county policy concerning

such changes of land use. With minor exceptions, the Comprehensive Plan Map por-
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trays virtually the same basic land use and residential density pattern described
in the section on zoning, page 9. However, the Plan does provide opportunities
for urban density residential development under certain circumstances.

Page 14 of the Comprehensive Plan text makes the following statement concerning
urban medium density residential development:

"Housing developments on nine thousand square foot lot sizes may be
accomodated within this classification. However, this housing density
is based on the assumption that community water and sewer services are
available. Where the development alternative symbol is shown on the

plan, urban medium housing densities are possible."

The development alternative symbol discussed in the Plan encompasses approximately
3,725 acres of the south moratorium area and 1,459 acres of the north moratorium
area. Although water has been available in a number of these areas for some time,
sewerage has become available through the efforts of the Bear Creek Valley Sani-
tary Authority only within the last two years. Even though‘the plan states that
water and sewer service are prerequisites for urban densities, it does not imply
nor does State law allow, that such land use changes occur automatically.

Since 1973, land use decisions in Oregon have been guided by the results of an
Oregon Supreme Court case known as the "Fasano" decision. That case clarified
the intent of the existing iaw by requiring not only that a requested change of
land use be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, but also that proof be
demonstrated by the applicant that there exists a public need for the change of
use in question. The decision further required that the particular site proposed
for the change be the best available site within the general area for the change
being considered. The court also expressed the fact that the appropriate bodies
hearing land use questions were quasi-judicial in nature, and must, therefore,
refrain from any contact with a particular application outside of the deliberative
process established by law; and must also, as a part of that process, make appro-
priate written findings to substantiate that all requirements of law have been
met prior to issuing a decision concerning a land use question. Considering the
fact that these procedural requirements would be followed within the moratorium
area, it is reasonable to conclude that any change of zoning density would occur
bn1y after complete and thorough evaluation of total community need.
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EXISTING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Given a fixed number of pre-existing substandard Tots, and a zoning pattern and
comprehensive plan which preclude the uncontrolled proliferation of such lots in
the future, two related questions concern the effect of legal partitions on sub-
surface disposal, and the proportion of existing Tots which have not already been
developed. The primary basis for the residential densities established by zoning
was the suitability of the soil for subsurface disposal. For this reason, parti-
tions accomplished in accordance with zoning should be in general conformance with
sanitation requirements. The question concerning developed lots requires a more
intensive analysis. The most recent residential land use survey by the Department
of Planning & Development was completed in March of 1975. Of the 3,411 existing
lots in the moratorium area of less than five acres in size, only 599 or 18 percent
are undeveloped at the present time. A complete breakdown of existing development,

categorized by lot size, is included in the table below:

DEVELGPED AND UNDEVELGPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGORY

NORTH AREA
Number Number ercent
Lot Size Number of Lots Developed  Undeveloped  Undeveloped
10 Acres + 167 38 129 33
5-10 Acres , 107 67 40 10
2%-5 Acres 364 289 75 19
1-2% Acres 463 377 86 22
-1 Acre 127 99 28 6
Up to % Acre 258 220 38 10
TOTAL 1,486 1,090 396 100
SOUTH AREA
Number Number Percent
Lot Size Number of Lots Developed Undeveloped Undeveloped
10 Acres + 81 54 27 6
5-10 Acres 105 7 32 8
2%-5 Acres 435 375 60 14
1-2% Acres 552 447 105 24
-1 Acre 1,098 934 164 38
Up to % Acre 114 71 43 10
TOTAL 2,385 1,954 431 100
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DEVELOPED AND UNDEVELOPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGORY (con't)

NORTH & SOUTH AREA

Number Number Percent
Lot Size Number of Lots Developed Undeveloped Undeveloped
10 Acres + 248 92 156 19
5-10 Acres 212 140 72 9
2%-5 Acres 799 664 135 16
1-2% Acres 15018 824 191 23
L-1 Acre 1,225 1,033 192 23
Up to % Acre 372 291 81 10
TOTAL | 3,871 3,044 827 100

CAPACITY OF EXISTING SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS

It is not possible to accurately report the.capacity of all existing subsurface
sewage disposal systems in the moratorium areas without conducting a survey of
each developed property. Most of the septic tank systems installed before 1966,
when the Jackson County sewage disposal permit system was started, were not
inspected. Therefore, a search of all existing county records would reflect only
those systems installed or reconstructed after 1966. In some pre-1966 installa-
tions where the County Health Department was called on to specify and/or inspect
systems for builders on a voluntary basis, or where financing could not be
arranged without Health Department approval, are also a matter of record. For
these reasons, there are too many unknown systems in the County to develop a
meaningful report on capacities without doing an individual property investigation

and evaluation.
"PRIOR APPROVAL" SEWAGE DISPOSAL PERMITS

Present rules of the DEQ allow, under certain circumstances, the re-issuance of
expired permits which were originally approved prior to January 1, 1974. This

rule has not, however, applied within the moratorium area. It is apparent from

a review of the permit files for the area, that only about 50 properties would be
eligible for consideration under the "Prior Approval” rules. These properties are
scattered throughout the moratorium area, and do not constitute a potential problem
if the moratorium were Tifted.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

After review of the information contained in this report, the Moratorium Study
Committee made the following findings concerning the present moratorium:

1) Even though the previous epidemic levels of infectious Hepatitis have
subsided, no meaningful conclusions can be drawn concerning the effect of
the moratorium in bringing about this fact.

2) The unworkable backlog of sewage disposal permits existent in 1973 has
since been overcome. It is not expected that the removal of the moratorium
would cause more than a temporary short-term increase in the workload of the
sanitation section of the Department of Planning and Development.

3) Nearly one-third of the moratorium area has soil characteristics offering
at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on five acres.

4) Sewer lines installed since 1973 presently or will soon serve about 900

homes and businesses, a high percentage of which were previously served by
subsurface systems within the moratorium area.

5) Approximately 350 acres (2.5 percent) of the moratorium have been annexed
by the cities of Medford and Central Point, and are subject to municipal services.

6) Countywide zoning adopted in September 1973, in concert with the Comprehensive
Plan adopted in June 1972, precludes new residential development at densities not
supportable by soil conditions, unless public water and sewer services are
available and public need can be demonstrated.

7) Of the 3,411 existing lots of less than five acres in size within the mora-
torium area, only 599 or 18 percent are undeveloped at the present time. Of
this number, nearly 100 are within soil areas offering at Teast a 35 percent
chance of finding a suitable site on five acres.

8) Potential "prior approval" subsurface disposal permit applications within the
moratorium area number only about 50, and are not concentrated in any particular

location.
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10) The question of possible health hazard sfemming from the cumulative effect
of otherwise individually acceptable subsurface systems cannot be answered
without extensive monitoring, testing, and other research techniques beyond

present capability.

11) The moratorium has served well the purposes for which it was established;
however, it does not seem to sufficiently meet the redquirements of present Taw

to justify its continuation.

Based on these findings, the Moratorium Study Committee did, on May 14, 1975,
unanimously recommend that the Septic System Moratorium of March 21, 1973 be
lifted.
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STATE OF OREGON,

!ss.

I, Harry Chipman, County Clerk and Clerk of the Board of Commissioners

County of Jackson

of the County and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that the foregoing copy of
RESOLUTION AND ORDER
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OF JACKSON COUNTY - Report on the Septic System Moratorium

has been b?ﬁneM%grﬁ:Jér%&Mljt?\r?&el%rﬁ]&%?o%n(aomttyit 122%rrect transcript

therefrom and of the whole of such original as same appears of record at my
office and in my custody.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of

said
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e lg o }z?.i:’_"f?f: ____________
/ [/ Clerk



~State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

oh Environmental Quality Commission ' Dates May 22, 1975

From:- Richard Reiter, Administrator Gﬁ:LnCi\

Southwest Region
Subjects .
Moratorium Areas

Jackson County: Exhibits #1 and 2

Since the iméosition of these moratoriums én Mafch 2L+ LT3,
extensive local activity has occurred to incorporate these areas,
by annexation, into existing city dr‘sewerage district boundaries. As
a result of this annexation aétivity, it has been possible to plan - for
and construct needed sewer extensions to abate known problem aréas.

Based on this planned or completed construction activity, and also
recognizing the degree Qf control presently provided through Jackson County's
planning and éubsurface sewage dispoéal programs, we would recommend

"~ that these moratoriﬁms not be continued.

We would like the record to show, however, that several small pockets
of unsewered, but developed, areas still exist ( i.e. Gibbon Road Area,
Forest Acres Area) and it is our intent to coordinate Qith Jackson County
on a reassessment of these areas this coming winter. Based on an updated
survey, a new abatement strategy can be developed including the possible

reimposition of a much more realistic moratorium program.

Josephine County: Exhibits #3 and 4

Since the imposition of this moratorium on July 1965, extensive
local activity has occurred to provide éanitary sewer service to this
"area. Most recently, Josephine County, thru the Redwood County Service
District, has attempted to construct the needed sanitary sewers, however,
theif efforfs are presently delayed because EPA required the preparation
of an Environmental_lmpact Statement.

Since the underlying problem'remains (malfunctioning subsurface

sewage disposal systems) and the installation of sanitary sewers is not

assured at this time, it seems prudent to continue this moratorium for

DEQ 4
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at least six months during which time local hearings could be held,
possible boundary changes recommended and possible resolution of the

delays to the Redwood Sewerage Project attained.

Douglas County: Exhibits #5, SR, 6 and 7

Prior.to and since this moratorium was established on October 4, 1973,
. extensive local efforts have been undertaken to provide sanitary sewers
in the Glide - Idleyld Park area. All past efforts have failed, however,
when bond elections were held to finance the local share of the project
cost. At this time, no sewerage agency, other than Douglas-cdunty,
exists to provide the needed sanitary sewers. Douglas County is presently-
working with the local citizens on the possible installation of a
pressurized collection system (substantial anticipated savings in con-
struction costs) to provide these sanitary-sewexs. _
Considering a survey in the fall of 1974 confirmed the continued
existence of a high malfunction raté, we would recommend the continuation
of this moratorium area for at least sixlmonths pending local hearings,
reevaluation of possible boundaries changes and progress on the possible

installation of sanitary sewers.



To: Members of the Environmental Quality Commission

Re: Agenda Item I, May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting

As Agenda Item I of the May 23, 1975 EQC meeting,
the Director requests you to authorize public hearings on tﬁo
empty and meaningless acts. Primarily as a taxpayer who wants
his state tax dollar to be spent on other than superfluoﬁs
endeavors, I respectfully-urge you to cancel the proposed public
hearings. |

Sections 111 and 112 of the Clean Air Act, 42 USC
§§1857c-6 and 1857c-7 (at pages 545-547 in the federal laws
section of your blue looseleaf binders) are unequivocal about
new source performance standards and emissions standards for
hazardous air pollutants. Once the EPA administrator has prom-
ulgated such standards, every new source or source, new or old,
emitting hazardous pollutants in the United States must, at a
minimum, comply with the standards. The requirement to comply
is not contingent upon any state's adoption of the standards.
The national standards are now, with no action by you, the law
of this state. You may enact more stringent standards under
§116 of the Clean Air Act, 42 USC §1857d-1, but you may not
abrogate or relax the federal standards. Thus, your adoption
of the federal standards would be redundant.

Both the new source performance standards section and
the hazardous air pollutants section of the Clean Air Act ex-

pressly provide that the administrator may delegate his



enforcement authority under the respective sections to the
states, but there is no requirement, express or implied, that
the states need go through the charade of adopting the federal
standards to qualify for delegation. I know of no requirement
of state law which would prohibit the DEQ from enforcing a
"naked" federal standard, but, if the Commission believes that
it is necessary to clothe the federal standards in state rules
in order to enforce them, I suggest that OAR 340-20-001, "Highest
ana Best Practicable Treatment and Control," is ample authority.

Several of the federal new source performance stan-
dards are real "patsies," and could only undercut the EQC's
historic commitment to highest and best practicable treatment
and control. The proposed standard for primary aluminum plants,
for example, though differing slightly in'measurement téch-
niques and averaging periods from the Oregon standard, allows

: g Pn.u(w:{-v‘vn
double the amount of fluoride emissions per ton of emisstoms
thalf the Oregon standard allows. The federal standard for
coal-fired thermal electric generating plants allows twenty
times the sulfur emissions of the New Mexico standard (as, inci-
dentally, does the permit for the PGE Boardman plant which NTEC
. has determined you must issue). Enactment of the federal stan-
dards would thus give credence to foot-draggers who don't want
to apply highest and best practicable treatment and control.

Adoption of the federal standards could accomplish
nothing. I respectfully urge you to direct the Department to
cease wasting its time on this project.

Very truly yours,

//“\12214W“Q£Mxkavé}
Thomas Guilbert



MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-NINTH MEETING
of the
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
May 23, 1975

Following the required notice and publication, the sixty-ninth meeting
of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order at 9:00 a.m.
on Friday, May 23, 1975. The meeting was convened in the Salem City.CQuncil
Chambers, 555 Liberty Street S.E., Salem, Oregon.

Commissioners present included Mr. B.A. McPhillips, Chairman; Dr. Morris
Crothers; Dr. Grace Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M.
Somers. - 5 R

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, RPirector;
Mr. Ronald L. Myles, Deputy Director; Mr. E.J. Weathersbee, Assistant Director
(technical programs); Mr. Fred Bolton, Assistant Director (regional programs) ;
Mr. Harold M. Patterson, Assistant Director (air quality program); Mr. Harold L.
Sawyer, Assistant Director (water guality program); and Mr. Kenneth H. Spies,
Assistant Director (land gquality program). Mr. Raymond P. Underwood, Counsel
to the Commission, and several other staff members were also present.

MINUTES OF THE APRIL 25, 1975 COMMISSION MEETING

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Somers
and carried that the minutes of the April 25, 1975 Commission meetipg be
adopted as distributed.

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT

Mr. Ronald Myles, Deputy Director of the Department, presented the
Program Activity Report.

Chairman McPhillips, addressing himself to the water quality items in
the report, inguired whether listed gold mining operations were recreational
or commercial in nature. Mr, Richard Reiter, Southwest Region Administrator,
explained that the operations were commercial placer operations employing
settling ponds and recirculation techniques. He added that the small
recreational activities did not require a permit. It was reported that
there were four commercial operations along the Rogue River whose proprietors
have been reluctant to communicate with the Department about required permits.

Commissioner Phinney inquired how many of the municipal sources listed
on page eight were treatment plants and how many were lagoons. Mr. Harold
Sawyer, Assistant Director in charge of water quality, stated that he
understood there was only one lagoon listed, the Winbrook facility in
Eugene.

Commissioner Crothers asked that Mr. Myles summarize the Program Activity
Report so that those present who hadn't read the report could learn of the
Department's extensive efforts. This was done.
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Commissioner Somers inguired if permits had been issued to Pennwalt,
Oregon Steel Mills, and Portland Resource Recovery and received an af-
firmative reply.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried that the Commission approve Department action on plans and

permits for the month of April as reflected in the report.

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried that the Commission approve eleven tax credit applications as
recommended by the Director and set forth in distributions to the Commission.
The applications were numbered as follows: T-636, T-638, T-639, T-642,
T-643, T-647, T-648, T-652, T-653, T-654, and T-657.

PUBLIC FORUM

(Mrs.) Marlene Frady of the East Salem Environmental Committee addressed
the Commission on the subject of HB 2029, legislation dealing with noise
pollution control. Representing the people who live near the Bethel PGE
power plant, Mrs. Frady made it clear she did not wish to cast blame and
would not address the Commission if Dr. Crothers were absent. She asked if
the comments made by Dr. Crothers before the House Environment and Energy
Committee on March 25, 1975 regarding HB 2029 were representative of the
members of the entire Commission. Mrs. Frady exerpted Dr. Crothers' state-
ments as taken from the tape of the House Environment and Energy Committee
hearing regarding noise and infrasound. Dr. Crothers reportedly stated
that, in his opinion, noise is what a person becomes accustomed to and
depends enormously on individual sensitivity; that noise pollution is not
the hazard to public health that water or air pollution are; and that PGE
should acquire larger easement around the plant site. Also, it was reported
that he expressed concern about the enormous responsibility of the Commission
in making economic decisions that could involve millions of dollars and
said he believed any required cutback (due to budgetary problems), should
start with noise.

Mrs. Frady asked the Commission to state its position on HB 2029;
either for or against. She asked whether or not the Commission supported
Section 2 of the bill. Chairman McPhillips responded that it is not the
policy of the Commission to take a stand on any bill. He indicated that
at various times all the Commissioners have been asked to answer questions
regarding bills that affect the Department and have been known to do so.
He added that no public stance on any bill had been assumed. He noted
that the Commission does not make laws. Chairman McPhillips indicated to
Mrs. Frady that her question had been answered by her comment that Dr.
Crothers signed the register as representing the EQC but did not mark
"for" or "against".

Commissioner Hallock noted that it was her recollection that when the
EQC adopted current noise regulations, it was conjectured that these would
protect those in the Bethel project's vicinity. Later, when this conjecture
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proved erroneous, it was Commissioner Hallock's recollection, the Commission
advised the neighbors of the project to seek legislation empowering the
Commission to control infrasound. On this basis, Commissioner Hallock
opined, Mrs. Frady's position was gquite understandable.

PUBLIC HEARING: TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF ORDER PROHIBITING CONSTRUCTION OF
SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN CERTAIN (MORATORIUM) AREAS

Mr. Jack Osborne of the Department's Land Quality Program presented
the staff report. This report mentioned several local areas of previous
moratoriums on new construction of subsurface sewage systems. It was legal
counsel's opinion that 1973 legislation vesting in the Commission power
to regulate subsurface sewage disposal (ORS 454.605 to 454.745) pre-empted
the local moratoriums. The Director recommended that the Commission adopt,
both as a temporary rule and as an order pursuant to ORS 454.685, several
areas of moratorium previously enforced locally. During the 120-day life
of the rule, it was contended, the Department could hold hearings in each
local area affected and evaluate the advisability of each moratorium.

The moratoriums in issue were as follows:

Jackson County - three areas.
Josephine County - the Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood sewage disposal
emergency area.

Douglas County - the Glide-Idleyld Park area.

Marion County - City of Donald.

Benton County - Southwest Corvallis area and the following subdivisions:
Princeton Heights, North Albany.
Kingston Heights, North Albany.
Kingston Heights, lst Addition, North Albany.
Strawberry Acres, North Albany.
Strawberry Acres, lst Addition, North Albany.
Country Estates, Lewisburg Area.
Country Estates, lst Addition, Lewisburg Area.
Deerhaven Heights, S.E. of Philomath.

Linn County - Midway-Foster area.

Columbia County - Scappoose dike land septic tank ban area.

Mr. Osborne noted that, on May 16th Jackson County officials, after a
detailed preliminary study, had conducted a hearing on the advisability of
the Jackson County moratorium. The conclusions flowing from that hearing
were that the proposed moratorium area in Jackson County was no longer
needed. Mr. Osborne contended, by way of a revised Director's recommendation,
it was unlikely a Departmental hearing would yield results differing from
those advanced by Jackson County. For these reasons Mr. Osborne reported
the Director's recommendation to delete Jackson County from the list of
moratoriums sought to be invoked by temporary rule.

Commissioner Hallock asked whether or not Jackson County had used
topographical health overlay maps in coming to its decision about the
moratorium. Mr. Osborne replied that Jackson County officials were present
to give a full account of the procedure they undertook. He added that the
Department did not have topographical health overlays for the areas in
question.
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Mr. Tam Moore, Chairman of the Board of Commissioners for Jackson County,
summarized a study conducted with regard to the proposed Jackson County
moratorium area and presented the conclusions and recommendations resulting
from that study. They were as follows:

1) Even though the previous epidemic levels of infectious hepatitis
have subsided, no meaningful conclusions can be drawn concerning the
effect of the moratorium in bringing about this fact.

2) The unworkable backlog of sewage disposal permits existent in 1973
has since been overcome. It is not expected that the removal of the
moratorium would cause more than a temporary short-term increase in
the workload of the sanitation section of the Department of Planning
and Development.

3) Nearly one-third of the moratorium area has soil characteristics
offering at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on
five acres.

4) Sewer lines installed since 1973 presently or will soon serve about
900 homes and businesses, a high percentage of which were previously
served by subsurface systems within the moratorium area.

5) Approximately 350 acres (2.5 percent) of the moratorium have been
annexed by the cities of Medford and Central Point, and are subject
to municipal services.

6) Countywide zoning adopted in September 1973, in concert with the
Comprehensive Plan adopted in June 1972, precludes new residential
development at densities not supportable by soil conditions, unless
public water and sewer services are available and public need can
be demonstrated.

7) Of the 3,411 existing lots of less than five acres in size within
the moratorium area, only 599 or 18 percent are undeveloped at the
present time. Of this number, nearly 100 are within soil areas offering
at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on five acres.

8) Potential "prior approval" subsurface disposal permit applications
within the moratorium area number only about 50, and are not concentrated
in any particular location.

9) The question of possible health hazard stemming from the cumulative
effect of otherwise individually acceptable subsurface systems cannot be
answered without extensive monitoring, testing, and other research
techniques beyond present capability.

10) The moratorium has served well the purposes for which it was
established; however, it does not seem to sufficiently meet the require-
ments of present law to justify its continuation.
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Based on these findings, the Moratorium Study Committee did, on May 14,
1975, unanimously recommend that the Septic System Moratorium of March 21,
1973 be lifted.

Chairman McPhillips inquired if a reported dispute over the South
Medford sewer project of the Bear Creek Sanitary Authority would have any
effect on the provision of sewer service to certain areas in the proposed
moratorium. Mr. Moore replied that, though a suit was pending in federal
district court, the project was almost completed and, in his opinion, would
soon be a matter of fact. It was added that a series of negotiationsinvolving
the West Side sewer project were underway. It was noted, however, that the
sewer would not affect the moratorium area.

Commissioner Hallock, upon asking Mr. Moore if any orchards would be
damaged by sewer trunk lines, received the answer that Mr. Moore was unaware
of any such problem. Mr. Moore noted that the City of Medford annexed one
orchard and was removing the trees. Mr. Paul DeBonny, Administrator of the
Jackson County Department of Planning and Development, explained that Bear
Creek Valley Sanitary Authority, the City of Medford, and Jackson County
had entered into an agreement to spend a 120 day period studying resolutions
toward land use planning designed to protect existing agricultural interests
as much as possible. Commissioner Hallock noted that Senator Hannon had
stated that orchard owners were complaining of possible interruption of
their use by sewer projects. She asked if any action proposed for the
Commission today would exacerbate this problem. Mr. DeBonny answered that
this was not the case.

Commissioner Somers asked if anyone representing the Bear Creek
Sanitary Authority was present and received a negative answer. He then
asked if Mr. Moore could enlighten the Commission on other general problems
in the Jackson County area. Mr. Moore offered to discuss these matters
with Commissioner Somers at lunch or some other time, noting that a public
hearing was in progress and that he did not wish to consume more than the
appropriate amount of the Commission's time.

In response to inguiry from Chairman McPhillips, Mr. Moore stated that,
absent the moratorium, the County would proceed to receive applications from
owners in the moratorium area which would be reviewed on their merits.
Applications not conforming to existing Commission rules would be denied,
he assured Chairman McPhillips. Chairman McPhillips asked if the Jackson
County would be served by the Commission's invoking a moratorium and
granting a variance procedure from the moratorium to the County. Mr.

Moore replied that he found little substance to support the adoption of
the moratorium and suggested that the Commission's current rules, combined
with any legislation with regard to variances which might be forthcoming,
would serve better.

Commissioner Crothers asked if, given the deletion of the moratorium,
Jackson County planned to proceed on standard rules governing subsurface
sewage system installations and contemplated no variance procedures in the
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moratorium areas. Mr. Moore replied that, absent delegation of authority
to Jackson County as a contract agent of the DEQ, the County would have no
authority to proceed with variance permits.

Commissioner Somers asked if it was the conclusion of those conducting
the investigations in Jackson County that the previous moratorium had, in
fact, reduced the incidence of hepatitis. Mr. Moore replied that this was
not the conclusion; that it was concluded that the moratorium's effect could
not be evaluated positively or negatively with regard to hepatitis cases.

He added that the incidence of hepatitis had abated within and without the
moratorium area.

Mr. Richard Reiter, Administrator of the Department's Southwest Region,
agreed the moratorium should be deleted due to the imminence of sewer service
in much of the moratorium area, and the responsible management exercised by
the Jackson County Department of Planning and Development. He added, however,
that it was the intent of the regional office to coordinate with Jackson
County during the coming winter and discover whether certain small geographic
"pocket" areas would appropriately be subject to a later, much smaller,
moratorium.

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter would explain the circumstances
in Jackson County leading up to the moratorium. Mr. Reiter stated it was
his understanding that intense development prior to 1973 was dealt with
under less stringent rules than those currently in effect. The result,
he said, was the evolution of a problem with which the local people dealt
through invoking their own moratorium.

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter was, in essence, saying that,
under the current stringent rules, there was no need for a moratorium in any
area of the state. Mr. Reiter responded that there was, in his view, a need
for a moratorium in those areas where, even though individual lots might
qualify under the present rules, it was undesirable to encourage new develop-
ment in an area ridden with health and pollution problems. He stated that
this rationale would apply to two other moratorium areas in Josephine and
Douglas Counties upon which he wished to comment later.

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter predicted no wholesale installa-
tion of septic tanks after the moratorium was removed and whether Mr. Reiter
thought that State and federal planning and grants would be used to help
the local people provide sewer service. Mr. Reiter replied he did not expect
the problem to recur, given local efforts to abate the problem and the
stringency of current Commission regulations on subsurface sewage. He
added that many of the houses in the area were over 30 years old and that
the problem, which was essentially solved, had been a problem of long-
standing with older facilities.

Mr. Jim Pomejavich, an attorney representing certain property owners in
the Deerhaven Heights Subdivision in Benton County, near Philomath, ad-

dressed the Commission. Mr. Pomejavich contended the problem in the proposed
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moratorium areas could be handled under existing rules on a case by case
basis. He argued that the problem was an "acre by acre" problem, not
deserving of a blanket moratorium. It was pointed out that a moratorium
which included lots otherwise suitable for septic systems was tantamount to
condemnation of those lots. He conceded that Deerhaven Heights, a sub-
division said to contain approximately 100 acres in some 30 lots, had low-
lying areas clearly unsuited for septic systems. On the other hand, he
argued, a community sanitation study of the area clearly indicated that some
of the property on higher ground could adequately support a septic system.
He added that several systems in the area now were functioning perfectly
well on lots varying from one to five acres in size. Mr. Pomejavich
conjectured that Benton County health officials felt existing rules would
allow for competent handling of Deerhaven Heights. He noted that some of
the people he represents were sure their property would not support a septic
system. On the other hand, he argued, some of his clients had properties
which could support a septic system and should be allowed one.

Mr. Pomejavich asked the Commission to explain what variance procedures
would be available should a moratorium be invoked. Mr. Cannon answered
that current legislation (SB 34) would, if enacted, provide the Department
and the Commission with powers to adopt rules for variance procedures
previously unauthorized. He went on to explain that, under the proposed
legislation, variance officers with expertise in soils sciences and sanitary
systems would be named. The Department and the Commission, he said, would
adopt rules specifying the methods to be used in naming variance officers
who in turn would be empowered in specific cases to approve variances from
the existing rules. Mr. Pomejavich predicted that, under this legislation,
it would take the Commission and the Department from six months to a year to
adopt the requisite rules and appoint personnel to begin considering variances.
He asked if there were any interim relief by way of variance which would
be available to residents of Deer Haven Heights in the event the moratorium
were invoked.

Commissioner Crothers responded that, in his view, variances were not
contemplated where a blanket moratorium was in effect. He added that these
moratoriums had first been invoked by local authority and asked if Mr.
Pomejavich was representing a local governmental agency. Mr. Pomejavich
answered negatively, adding that he believed Mr. Heydon from Benton County
was present and could be heard on the subject of local government's position.

Commissioner Somers inquired of the possibility for further subdivision
in Deerhaven Heights, and its attendant increase in density of septic
systems. Mr. Pomejavich responded that in his believe, under current zoning
the minimum lot size would be five acres, leaving very little room for
further subdivision in the area. He added that under previous zoning
regulations some lots as small as one acre were developed.

Mr. Pomejavich proffered to the Commission a report on the sanitation
study done in the area and a topographical overlay of the area which
demonstrated that both high and low elevations were present in the subdivision.
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He suggested that, if the moratorium were adopted, the Commission should
order the Department to conduct a public hearing in the affected area, not
simply authorize the Department to do so.

Commissioner Somers ingquired why, given the previous regulations
imposed by the Health Department, the problems now existing in Deerhaven
Heights had occurred. Mr. Pomejavich replied that the Health Division's
regulations had been subject to various changes and might have been in-
adequate during some previous term. Commissioner Somers opined that the
rules had not changed to any great degree. Mr. Pomejavich added that
there was always a risk of individual error in the interpretation of the
rules. Commissioner Somers inquired as to the possibility that sewer service
might be extended to Deerhaven Heights and received the answer that, in Mr.
Pomejavich's opinion, it was unlikely given that the nearest sewer trunk
line was some two and a half miles away in Philomath. Mr. Heydon concurred
in this view.

Commissioner Somers inquired as to the average value of the tracts in
Deer Haven Heights and received Mr. Pomejavich's estimate that $1,000 to
$2,000 per acre would be a conservative guess. Mr. Pomejavich said that he
knew of one owner holding 10 acres who had received an offer of $15,000 for
the land alone. He added that some of the residences were probably $50,000
to $60,000 in market value. Commissioner Somers inquired what would be the
benefit in owning an expensive house if the septic system were working
improperly. Mr. Pomejavich replied there were evidences of failure but no
residence had been condemned and he knew of no problem which could not be
corrected.

Directing the Commission's attention to Exhibit 18 of the staff report
(an older map of Deerhaven Heights) , Mr. Pomejavich pointed out several
lots which had experienced septic tank problems and noted that in each case
the lot was on low ground. Mr. Pomejavich then pointed out several lots
which had experienced no malfunction and which were all on higher ground.
In response to Commissioner Somer's inquiry, Mr. Pomejavich pointed out that,
while he had been referring to lots with septic installations which had not
experienced trouble, there was much undeveloped high ground left in the sub-
division which, in his opinion, could support new septic systems.

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Hallock, Mr. Pomejavich pointed
out that there were approximately 20 homes in the Deerhaven area, leaving
the potential for development of approximately 15 more lots. He assured
Commissioner Hallock that some of these undeveloped lots would not be developed
under existing septic tank installation requirements and contended that the
Department's rules governing septic tank installations would insure freedom
from health and pollution hazards in the remaining cases.

Answering a guestion of Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Pomejavich stated that,
of those he represented, only 2 presently owned dwellings in Deerhaven Heights.

Chairman McPhillips asked Mr. Pomejavich for an estimate as to how much
construction would take place in the Deerhaven area during the next 120 days
with no moratorium. Mr. Pomejavich stated that he knew of one, and perhaps as
many as three, applications for permits that would be filed immediately. He
added that he did not know if all of these applications would be found ac-
ceptable under current rules, and predicted that at least one of them would be
found acceptable and result in immediate commencement of construction. Mr.
Pomejavich cautioned that of the 17 remaining undeveloped lots in the area,
he only represented a few owners and could not speak for the intentions of
the remaining owners. He asked that the Commission call upon Mr. Heydon
of Benton County to be sure that he had not unintentionally misstated Benton
County's view in the matter.



Mr. Roger Heyden, Benton County Sanitarian, presented the Commission with
written testimony prepared by his office with regard to areas of moratorium
proposed for Benton County. He stated that the Commission could examine the
testimony at its leisure but that he wished to comment fully on the Deerhaven
Heights area. Mr. Heyden referred to a detailed study conducted jointly
by the State Health Department and his office during April of 1974. He
noted that, as of the present, there were 22 single family dwellings in the
area and that subdivieion since 1968 had resulted in a total of 37 lots,
developed and undeveloped, in Deerhaven Heights. Zoning ordinances effective
August 1, 1974, he reported, left an outlook of continued low density population
in the area due to the minimum lot size of 5 acres now required. Mr. Heyden
stated that lot sizes ranged from approximately one acre to greater than five
acres and that the area topography involved sloping in all directions, ranging
from 3 degrees to 10 degrees. He reported a predominant slope influence to the
southwest. Mr. Heyden went on to state that the predominant soil type had
apermeability of .06 to .2 inches per hour (low permeability) 14 to 39 inches,
due to a relatively heavy clay-loam texture. He noted that the southwest portion
of the area had a soils classification involving less permeability than the rest
of the area, .06 to .2 inches per hour at 18 to 20 inches. Mr. Heyden said the
soil classifications were from soil conservation charts and might vary within the
Deerhaven Heights area. Dealing with adverse geological and water table formations,
Mr. Heyden explained that the sloping toward the southwest formed a natural
bowl which resulted in perched water tables at the restrictive depths during
certain times of the year. He reported that well logs in the area, an area
supplied primarily by individual sources, indicated adequate water supply at
the present time. He mentioned the proximity of one community system whose
capacity was unknown, and the prediction that future development of Philomoth,
two and a half miles away, would not result in community water from that quarter
being supplied to Deerhaven Heights in the near future. A stream one half mile
from the Deerhaven Heights was not considered a major surface water source.

Mr. Hayden reported that 36% of the 22 houses investigated in the survey had
failing systems. He added that attempts to correct the failing systems could
not be evaluated at the present time. It was the opinion of Mr. Heyden's office
that the area must be restricted to low-density development to accomodate sub-
surface sewage installation systems.

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Somers, Mr. Heyden stated that the
present rules gave neither difficulty of understanding nor difficulty of enforce-
ment and would, in his view, be adequate to protect Deerhaven Heights in the
absence of a moratorium.

Commissioner Somers asked Mr. Heyden why it was necessary to have blanket
moratoriums in any of the areas of Benton County, given the case by case possibilities
of administration of the current stringent rules. Mr. Heyden replied that, in
his belief, the moratoriums had arisen from a local philosophy wherein it was
determined better to restrict further development in areas which already experienced
a health problem, even though the restriction might include lots which otherwise
would be suitable for septic tank installation. Commissioner Somers questioned
whether or not this amounted to inverse condemnation.
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Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Heyden what would be the desire of the
Benton County government in this matter and received the reply that, in Mr.
Heyden's understanding, local government would prefer that local hearings
be conducted with regard to each moratorium area. Commissioner Crothers asked
if this meant they would have the Commission continue the moratorium in each
of the areas until such time as local hearings could be conducted. He received
an affirmative answer.

Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Cannon what would be the time span necessary
to conduct the requisite local public hearings and learned that the Department
would attempt to conduct the hearings within a month and report on them June 27th.

Noting that past rules had resulted in a 36% failure, Commissioner Phinney
asked Mr. Heyden what, in his professional opinion, would be an acceptable
percentage of failures. Mr. Heyden replied that, on a statewide basis, he did
not think a 20 to 25 percent failure rate on septic systems installed since
1968 was an uncommon occurrence. Commissioner Phinney stated that, while this
percentage might not be uncommon, it was hardly acceptable in view of the
investments lost by those 20 to 25 percent of the people installing the systems.
Mr. Heyden agreed and noted that, in his view, the previous rules had been vague
and unmanageable and predicted the present rules would improve upon this
percentage.

In response to Commissioner Somers:' question, Mr. Heyden stated that

his experience in interpreting the rules had gone back to 1966. Commissioner
Somers noted that Mr. Heyden had considerable experience in the field and added
that it should be remembered that many septic systems would fail over a protracted
period of time. Mr. Heyden agreed with this assumption, He said he felt there
was a concensus of opinion amoung those in the field that there were now definable
standards and concurred with Commissioner Somers that the enforcement of these
standards would result in increased longevity for septic systems. Mr. Heyden
added that, at the time the local moratoriums were invoked, the standards had

not been satisfactory. Mr. Pat Emmons, owner of property in Kingston Heights,
stated that he had a subsurface sewage disposal permit for his Kingston Heights
property prior to the moratorium and urged that, if the Commission found Benton
County authorities capable of handling Deerhaven Heights under existing rules
without a moratorium, the same considerations would apply to Kingston Heights.

Mr. Robert Steel presented himself as a homeowner in Kingston Heights who
had been victimized by a poor septic system installed to serve a home he had
purchased. He stated that within 30 days after his purchase of this brand new
home, a septic problem was apparent. He said there were many problems in the
Kingston Heights area similar to his. Mr. Steel stated that he had $35,000
invested in a house which by rights should be condemned and asked who protects
homeowners from such catastrophies. Mr. Steel said subsurface sewage had
risen in his backyard, rendering it impossible for him to build a fence in the
backyard, plant a garden there, or otherwise enjoy the backyard.

In response to Commissioner Somers' inquiry, Mr. Steel stated that he had
been in the house since February of 1974.and that he had discovered that the
warranty required for new houses contained several loopholes which made it
impossible for him to obtain any redress against the seller of the house. Mr.
Steel reported that the builder was going bankrupt and he was unable to obtain
satisfaction from that gquarter. He said efforts to move against the required
$2,000 bond had been frustrating. Commissioner Somers noted that a $2,000 bond
was hardly sufficient to secure a $35,000 investment.
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Mr. Steel contended that there had been too many problems in the Kingston
Heights area to permit further construction and urged that the moratorium be
invoked. He argued there had been too many unexplainable mistakes involving
new septic systems to risk further installation.

He informed Commissioner Phinney that there were approximately 30 houses
in the area and that he did not know the exact number of houses experiencing
septic problems because there was a tendency in the neighborhood to keep the
matter quiet. He reported that there had been instances of the sale of houses
with faulty systems which left the buyer with the problem. Because of his
propensity to bring the matter out into the open, Mr. Steel said, many of his
neighbors declined to associate with him.

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Crothers, Mr. Steel reported that
current discussions going on with Albany indicated that it would be 5 to 10
years before sewer service could be made available for the Kingston Heights
subdivision. He added that the indications at present were that the Kingston
Heights area would have to be annexed to the City of Albany before sewer service
would be available. In response to Commissioner Somers' inquiry, Mr. Steel
reported that he lived on Woodcraft Street in the First Addition of Kingston
Heights on Lot 3, Block 6. He reported this was a low-lying lot at the foot
of the hill surrounding the subdivision. Mr. Steel said his home was built
in the latter partof 1973 and he had moved into it in February of 1974. Mr.
Steel emphasized the catastrophic effects of situations where builders construct
houses for sale to innocent persons, leaving buyers with the problem. He
noted that in one instance in his heighborhood a faulty system would not receive
any redress because the builder was now bankrupt. He mentioned the effects
on family life that evolved from the unpleasant odor and the uwnavailability
of the land for normal recreational uses or gardening purposes. Mr. Steel urged
the Commission to contemplate such circumstances prior to making any decision
on the advisibility of the meratoriums.

Mrs. Edna Richards of Linn County addressed the Commission with regard to
the proposed moratorium in the Foster-Midway area. She inquired as to what
percentage of septic tank failure was considered a health hazard and received
an answer from the Department's Mr. Osborne that, in his recollection, something
on the order of 20% was the threshold used by the State Health Division.
Commissioner Crothers added that a single failing septic tank did constitute
a health hazard.

Mrs. Richards asked if she correctly understood the Benton County Sanitarian
to have stated that septic tanks in a moratorium area had been repaired after
the invocation of the moratorium and received an affirmative answer. Mrs.
Richards reported curiosity as to why she had been informed by the Linn County
Sanitarian that the moratorium precluded undertaking repairs of septic systems.

Mrs. Richards objected that she was being forced to annex to the City of
Sweethome while the city predicted it would take anywhere from 5 to 20 years
before sewer service would be provided and that in some areas of Foster-Midway
sewer service would never be provided. Chairman McPhillips told Mrs. Richards
that this problem was one which the Commission could not address. Mrs. Richards
replied that she understood but wished, in any event, to bring it to the Commission's
and the public's attention.
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Mrs. Richards also inquired as to what "strings" would be attached to the
City of Sweethome's provision of sewer service to her area. Mr. Cannon assured
Mrs. Richards that as scon as plans were completed in this area everyone
concerned would be informed whether or not they had to hook up, what amount of
property assessment would be involved, what the sewer charges would be, and so
forth. He added that legislation currently pending would involve an economic
assessment of annexation-as well as a health hazard assessment and permit the
municipality, in appropriate cases, to avoid annexation if it appeared that
the cost to the city of annexation and provision of services would be impossible
to restore through the imposition of assessments.

Mrs. Richards stated that much of the problem in their area was caused by
poor drainage and asked that consideration be given to improvement of the
drainage system along Highway 20.

Commissioner Somers urged Mrs. Richards to inform herself of what the
regulations are with regard to repair of systems and noted that repair was
permitted where it did not involve expansion of the facility. Mr. Cannon
added that it was his understanding that when a moratorium existed, repair
which did not contemplate expansion of the system would be perfectly permissible
and asked that Mrs. Richards talk with him after the hearing so that her mis-
understanding could be ironed out.

Mr. C. William Olson of Josephine County Health Department addressed the
Commission. He pointed out that the boundary of the Josephine County moratorium
area (Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood) was inaccurate as reflected on the Department's
exhibit 3 of the staff report in that it included an area which was serviced
by sewer. Mr. Olson reported that evergthing west of Allan Creek was hooked
up to sewers and no longer in need of moratorium action. Mr. Olson stated that
the remaining area involved land which would not qualify for subsurface installa-
tion under existing rules, leaving no possibility for development even in the
absence of a moratorium. Consequently, it was reported, Josephine County Board
of Health, in a meeting one month previous to the Commission meeting, had
decided to take no stance whatever on the Commission's decision with regard
to continuing or discontinuing the moratorium.

Commissioner Somers asked if Josephine County had made a predetermination
that the entire area was not fit for septic installation without examining it
lot by lot. Mr. Olson replied that the area had been accepted by the people
as a problem area for many years now and there was no pressure at all to grant
permits for septic tank installations in the area. He added that it was part
of the Redwood Sewer District and plans to service it were just getting under
way. He alluded to a survey taken in 1970 which indicated a failure percentage
as high as 40 percent for the area. Mr. Olson assured Commissioner Somers that,
without qualification, there was not a lot in the proposed area which under current
subsurface sewage regulations, would qualify for a permit. He added that it
had been the custom to conduct tests during high-water, winter season in the
area and that these had always had disgualifying results. Restrictive layers
and winter water tables prevented their qualification, he reported.

In response to inquiry by Mr. cannon, Mr. Olson reported that the Josephine
County ordinances required hookup to sewers if the sewer was within 160 feet of
the property line. He stated that no new septic installations would be permitted
in that part of the moratorium now serviced by sewers and that existing systems,
if found failing, would be required to hookup regardless of cost or distance.
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Commissioner Somers asked if, under current rules, the permit applicant
could be made to wait until the winter season prior to the decision whether
to grant or deny a permit. Mr. Olson replied that, under current regulations,
questions about the winter conditions could result in deferral of an application
for purposes of winter testing and conceded that there had been some complaints
about this process which had not thus far been extremely adamant. He cited
realtors as the group complaining most. Mr. Olson added that the area was
virtually one hundred percent given to winter failures and that few failures
occurred during the summer dry season. He stated that the Health Department
had not been overly stringent in attempting to correct existing failures due
to the probability of sewer service to correct the problem in the near future.

Mr. Dick Lermon, Marion Co. Health Department, addressed the Commission with
regard to the moratorium proposed for the City of Donald. Mr. Lermon pointed

out that the City of Donald had experienced little regulation in earlier days,
had problems involving hookup of sewer facilities directly to drainage systems,
had invoked its own moratorium in April of 1974, and had undertaken a sewer
study. On these considerations, Mr. Lermon urged the Commission to invoke a
moratorium in the City of Donald until such time as municipal sewage collection
and treatment becomes a reality for Donald.

Commissioner Somers inquired if he had heard correctly that some systems
in Donald were hooked directly to storm sewers without the intervention of
a septic tank. Mr, Lermon affirmed that there was evidence of this along with
evidence of other extremely obsolete practices. Mr. Lermon noted that most of
the houses in Donald were very old. Commissioner Crothers noted that many of
the houses in Donald were 50 years old or more. Mr. Lermon added that the
majority of the lots in Donald were between 7,000 and 10,000 square feet, small
lots which tended to exacerbate the situation.

Mr. Lermon and Commissioner Somers concurred that most of the lots of Donald
would not qualify for septic system installation under current rules. Commissioner
somers inquired if lot owners whose property would qualify, should be considered.
Mr. Lermon responded that, with the extremely high winter water table in the area,
he did not believe that any lots would qualify. Commissioner Somers then asked
what would be the need of the moratorium. Mr. Lermon said that while it was a
matter of opinion, his office's position was that a moratorium should be invoked
as a safeguard.

Richard Reiter, administrator of the Department's Southwest Regional Office,
addressed the Commission with regard to the proposed moratorium in the Josephine
County area, noting that in the Fruitdale-Harbeck area success had been obtained
in attempts to provide sanitary sewer service. Mr. Reiter added, however, that
in the Redwood area there was not sufficient sewer service at present. Mr.
Reiter reported that the EPA's requirement of an EIS for the proposed Redwood
sewer project was causing delay in the project's completion. In the interim,
he stated, the area was still besieged with numerous failing systems and the
rationale to the original moratorium was still valid. On these considerations,
Mr. Reiter urged the moratorium be invoked for at least six months to enable local
hearings to take place which might result in the resolution of some of the delays
in the sewer project and might result in changes of the moratorium boundaries
where the same were found appropriate.
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Referring to Mr. Olson's estimation that none of the Redwood area lots
would qualify under existing rules, Mr. Reiter contended that this would not
be known for sure until each individual lot was evaluated. He then stressed
the importance of a moratorium to preclude the introduction of new people in
an area declared to be a health hazard area. This was important, he stated,
regardless of whether or not new systems could be expected to work. Even with
a properly working system, it was disadvantageous to allow new development in
a health hazard area, he argued.

Commissioner Somers inquired rhetorically if any of the property owners
whose lands would qualify under existing rules had approached the Board of
County Commissioners toward obtaining a rebate on the property taxes paid.
It was Commissioner Somers' opinion that serious consideration ought to be
given to the plight of the lot owner who would qualify in a moratorium area.
In Commissioner Somers' opinion, if rules in effect now worked properly, it
might be good judgement to forgo a moratorium.

Commissioner Somers inquired if newcomers would not be made aware through
their olfactory senses of the existing problem and, thus apprised, better left
to make their own decision as to whether they wished to enter the area. Mr.
Reiter responded that, at certain times of the year, the problem was not
readily apparant. He added, also, that there might be those who wished to
develop their property after holding it for a lengthy period of time and were
ready to do so not withstanding the problem.

Commissioner Hallock suggested that the argument used by Commissioner Somers
might work both ways in that it might be the case that, given the non-qualifying
nature of the great majority of the lots concerned, a moratorium would have
minimal impact on a few lot owners while, at the same time, affording maximum
protection for the community. Mr. Reiter responded that he would favor a
moratorium until such time as the regional office and local authorities had
time to examine the problem and return to the Commission with more detailed
information. Mr. Reiter said this recommendation held for Douglas County also.

Turning his attention to the Glide-Idleyd area of Douglas County, Mr. Reiter
reported that many bond issues had failed in attempts to provide funding for
sewer services and that no sanitation districts remained in tact. He stated,
however, that Douglas County officials were presently studying the possibility
of providing a pressurized collection system to the area which would substantially
reduce the problem at a minimal cost. In view of the continued existance of the
high failure rate of systems in the Glide-Idleyd area as revealed by a survey
undertaken in the fall of 1974, Mr. Reiter urged that a temporary moratorium be
invoked in order to afford time for public hearing and the gathering of more
definite information about the area. Mr. Reiter noted that one issue in any
proposed hearings should be the question of boundary chamges in light of the
fact that the 1974 survey did reveal certain areas within the moratorium suffering
a rather low failure rate at present and with soil make-ups which rendered
repair of systems possible. Evaluation of the progress on the possible installation
of pressurized system would be another issue, he added.

An unidentified speaker presented herself as a property owner on Whistlers
Lane, on the very fringe of the Glide-Idleyd moratorium area. She stated she
was informed by Douglas County officials that there was little likelihood the
proposed pressurized system would provide service to her area, an area which
was five miles out of Glide. She lamented that her mother owned a piece of
property contiguous to hers and found the property unusable for a great many
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purposes, including as a dwelling site under the existing moratorium. She
objected that the moratorium in its present form was sketchy and that people
near her could install systems while her mother could not. She noted that

her mother's land was of the same characteristic as hers and that she had

an adequate septic system which was installed with the advice of county
sanitarians and included a pumping device to carry the effluent to the drainage
field.

Dr. Crothers suggested that a motion might be in order to adopt the moratorium
except in those areas where written request comes from local county governments
asking for the abandonment of the moratorium. He also suggested that the direc-
tions to the Department not only authorize but instruct the Department to conduct
public hearings in the lécal areas of moratorium.

Mr. Raymond Underwood, Commission Counsel, expressed reservation about
predicating a present action on a future writing, and suggested that the
Commission try to make definite its resolution of the matter today, either
invoking all the moratoriums, or deleting those requested to be deleted by
local authorities. Commissioner Crothers agreed.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney,
and carried that the amended Director's recommendation be adopted .invoking
the moratoriums in all the proposed areas on a temporary rule basis with the
exception of that area of the proposed Jackson County moratorium, and
instructing the Department to conduct public hearings in all of the locally
affected areas as was suggested.

Mr. Pomejavich asked if Dr. Crothers had misunderstood the position of
Benton County with regard to whether or not moratoriums were desired in that
area. Commissioner Phinney responded she had attended a meeting of the Benton
County Commissioners recently wherein it was her understanding that the Commissi-
oners thought the moratoriums were needful. Commissioner Crothers added that
the moratorium was temporary in nature and only intended for a duration of time
which would allow hearings to be conducted and recommendations to be formed
in the light of additional evidence. He added the hope that by the next Commi-
ssion meeting, or in any event, by the Commission meeting thereafter, the
Department would be prepared to make recommendations to the Commission with
regard to each of the moratorium areas.

COMMENTS BY JACKSON COUNTY OFFICIALS REGARDING SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL PRIOR
APPROVALS

Mr. Paul A. DeBonny, Director of the Jackson County Department of Planning
and Development addressed the Commission. Mr. DeBonny noted that his Department
took over the task of administering subsurface sewage disposal regulations in
Jackson County in July of 1974. Since that time, he reported, there had been a
series of administrative problems which had evolved. He noted that it was at
the invitation of Commissioner Hallock that he was appearing to discuss these
problems. Mr. DeBonny stated his wish to concentrate on two primary areas of
concern, those being the area of prior approvals, and the area of variance
procedures. Mr. DeBonny recounted a series of vacillating decisions with regard
to property requested to be reviewed by Realtor Mr. Walt Sellers of Jackson
County. Mr. DeBénny cited the two-month period consumed prior to final
decision on prior approval as evidence of administrative problems regarding
prior approvals. In the matter to which Mr. DeBonny alluded, the site was
finally recognized as one subject to the prior approval clause based on the

fact that, while it may not have qualified as an approval in accord with the
rules in effect at the time regarding the minimum depth of the water table,
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this provision of the previous rules was more restrictive than the 1974 rules.
It was decided that where previous rules were more restrictive than the

present rules, conformance with the present rules in the relevent respects
would be sufficient to support a recognition of prior approval. Mr. DeBonny
emphasized that he had recounted the incident not to cast aspersions on anyone
but simply to illustrate the type of problem being encountered in the adminis-
tration of the prior approval provisions. Mr. DeBonny then addressed himself
to a position paper prepared by his Department to inform the Commission of

his staff's position on the matter. Mr. DeBonny noted that when the Commission
decided to honor all outstanding prior permits and approvals, three basic
criteria were set down: (1) expressly authorized use of subsurface sewage
disposal for an individual lot or for a specific lot within a subdivision, (2)
approvals or permits which were issued by a representative of a state or local
agency authorized by law to grant such approvals, (3) issuance in accordance
with all rules in effect at the time. These items, Mr. DeBonny contended,

had been interpreted in many ways and with changes over periods of time. Mr.
DeBonny contended that fine distinctions could make the difference between
issuance and denial and were therefore extremely important. Consistency, he
emphasized, should be sought in such matters. The basic reason for recognizing
prior approvals, he said, was to protect the landowner who had invested on the
strength of a good faith belief that a septic tank permit was available. Mr.
DeBonny argued that once it had been established that a permit was issued, the
permit should not be measured against any rules. In deciding whether or not to
recognize the prior permit, he contended, the agency should go back to the
intent of the law to prohibit water pollution and protect the public health.

He contended that in adopting the proposed amendments to the subsurface sewage
regulations, the Commission should take the course of ordering all prior approvals
except those in the extreme cases where successful installation and maintenance
of a system was considered unlikely in the judgement of qualified professionals.

He contended that extension of regognition of prior approvals for another
year would solve nothing unless a more equitable process were established for
the administration of their recognition or non-recognition.

Turning to rule variances for local areas, Mr. DeBonny noted that administrative
rules cannot perfectly deal with all cases and thought it appropriate to create
variance procedures to avert inequities in the rigid application of the rules.

He reported that under current wariance procedure, his county had applied- for
designation of its rural zoned areas by the Director and been turned down because
the request went to parcels with a minimum lot size of five acres; whereas the
Director had preferred that any designation be based on a minimum lot size of

ten acres. A request for reconsideration had been turned down in anticipation of
the passage of SB 34, which would create a statewide variance procedure. Mr.
DeBonny thought it rather apparant that the legislature would pass SB 34 in

some form and then some variance procedure would evolve. He was concerned that,
due to the great area in Jackson County having severe limitations for subsurface
systems, many applicants would apply for a permit, be denied after having paid
$50, and request a variance with an additional $150.fee only to be denied again.
Mr. DeBonny opined that professional sanitarians and seils scientists should

be given more discretionary authority to determine suitability and design of
systems. He thought a hearing officer should be necessary only in extreme

cases where all available local reméady is exhausted. Based on these considerations,
he made the following recommendation:
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1) Environmental Quality Commission expand the O.A.R. concerning rural areas
designations to specifically include compliance with the County's Comprehen-
sive Land Use Plan, general rural character as designated by exhibit map,
and minimum lot size of five acres.

2) Removal of the criteria for Prior Approvals that requires compliance with
the rules in effect at the time, and substitute:

3. Construction shall conform as nearly as possible with the current rules
of the commission.

4. The site is suitable for installation of a subsurface system (not including
alternate systems unless approved by E.Q.C.) that will not pollute the
waters of the state or endanger public health as determined by the
Department.

3) Acknowledge that contract counties carry the full authority of statute that
relates to the Department of Environmental Quality except for those areas
specifically excluded by O.R.S. or O.A.R.

Mr. DeBonny wurged that consistency and equitibility be sought in the
administration of any rules or statutes, and stated that problems existed
which would have to be solved before the statutes could be administered in
a manner conforming with legislative intent.

Mr. DeBonny stated that the reason for the last of his recommendations was
extreme concern that, as a contract agent for the DEQ, the Jackson County Depart-
ment of Planning and Development be able to issue or deny permits with a high
degree of finality, and insure that all local remedies were sought prior to any
further appeal.

Commissioner Somers inguired about Mr. DeBonny's procedure where prior
approvals were discovered which did not conform to then existing rules. Mr.
DeBonny replied that these were a problem. He noted that presently in Jackson
County there was a danger that a great many permits would be subject to rewvocation
and hoped that no stone would be left unturned which might lead to the granting
of the permits. He feared that some permits might have to be revoked owing to
technical interpretations of the rules, rather than a professional analysis of
whether or not the system sought would pose a health hazard or water pollution
problem.

Commissioner Somers asked for Mr. DeBonny's estimate of how many complaints
flowed from a misinterpretation of staff's information to individuals and a
failure to provide the individuals with the rule in issue so as to afford the
individual an opportunity to study what could or could not be done. Myr. DeBonny
replied that he thought very few problems of this nature arose, at least at the
present time. Mr. DeBonny added that, since his Department took over the
regulation of subsurface sewage, policies in force with the predecessor agency
had been changed. He noted that the soils scientists had been instructed to
evaluate each individual site with an eye to finding a portion of the site
suitable for installation, rather than simply taking random tests at various
points on the site. It was Mr. DeBonny's hope in operating the Department, to
provide the maximum possible service to each individual.
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Commissioner Somers then inquired how many private lagoons had been approved
in Jackson County and whether or not any had bee encouraged by Mr, DeBonny's
department. Mr, DeBonny replied that he was unaware of the number of lagoons
and that his Department did not encourage their use.

Commissioner Somers noted that a resident of a southern Oregon county
had informed the legislature that that county sanitarian had forbidden him to
install a septic tank on a 400 acre parcel of land. Mr. DeBonny responded that
he was not aware of any such ruling having been made by his department. Commiss—
ioner Somers noted that it was the Commission which generally took the blame for
such incidents.

Commissioner Somers asked how the Commission could effectuate Mr. DeBonny's
third suggestion without actually returning the entire program to the county.
Mr. DeBonny responded that he agreed with the concept of subsurface sewage
regulations being left in a state agency to ensure uniform statewide administra-
tion. On this basis, he reported, he would not favor a return of the program to
the county level. He urged, however, that the rules be drafted to avoid problems
of interpretation and focus on legislative intent.

Commissioner Somers sympathized with the difficulties to which Mr. DeBonny
alluded, agreed that in normal circumstances an applicant should not have to
wait so long for interpretation of the rule, and recalled that in October the
prior approval rule had been reevaluated and broadened even more than it had
been originally. He asked if further broadening of the rule was desired. Mr.
DeBonny responded affirmatively.

Jackson County Commissioner, Tam Moore, addressed the Commission and stated
that he thought the problem was one of interpretation. He desired to inform
the Commission of the scope of the problem encountered in Jackson County. He
cited a report prepared by Mr. Dave Couch when the latter was a county employee
in May of 1974 which analyzed the caseload of permits granted for undeveloped
land over the 5200 files then in the Department's office. (Mr. Moore noted
that the files now numbered over 5500). Mr. Couch's report indicated that, in
1971, 310 permits had been issued for undeveloped land. These had been preceded
by standard percolation tests. In 1972, there were 534 undeveloped permits
out of approximately 1100 applications. These had been granted in 50% of the
cases after percolation tests and, in the remaining 50%, after soils analysis
with the aid of back-hoe ditching. 1In 1973, it was reported, 968 permits were
granted for undeveloped property out of 1379 permits. The total was, Mr. Moore
reported, 1842 "undeveloped" permits out of 3300 granted in the three-year period.
This amount, Mr. Moore reported, was over 55% of the total permits approved by
the Jackson County Department of Planning and Development since May 1 of 1974. He
added that approximately 160 prior approvals had been processed since invocation
of the present rules, contending that this indicated the magnitude of the problem
that lay ahead. Mr. Moore went on to quote from Mr. Couch's report, citing the
latter's conclusion that the majority of the prior approvals were not valid
under present rules due to a lack of information in the county's files. On
the above consideration, Mr. Moore urged adoption of a rule going to the validity
of the site itself, rather than going to what was contained in the files. He
argued that it was a waste of Mr. Underwood's and Mr. Spies' time to sit in
Portland and evaluate files and interpret rules when the problem was a problem
going to the nature of each individual site. Mr. Moore interpreted Mr. Couch's
report to indicate that of the prior approvals, outstanding in Jackson County,
882 probably could not meet the existing rules.
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Commissioner Somers recalled that, in a neighboring county, a problem had
occurred wherein the files indicated that, during spring high water runs,
houses had been filled with 6 inches of water. Applications in these areas
had been approved, apparantly through the incompetance of the approving official.
He inquired as to how the Commission should approach the problem of prior
approvals without having to single out instances of incompetent behavior and
fix blame. Mr. Moore suggested that the rule be amended so that the prior
approval would receive recognition if it did not, in the opinion of the issuing
official, constitute a health hazard or a water pollution problem. Mr. Somers
rejoined that this would vest final authority in the discretion of a local
official. Mr. Moore contended this would be appropriate if the applicant had
recourse from wrongful judgement through the appeals procedure which had been
set.up.

Commissioner Somers asked Mr. DeBonny for an estimate of the cost that would
be involved in having regulations printed up and adding the requirement that
when a permit is sought the applicant receive a copy of the regulations so they
can understand them. Mr. DeBonny responded that the principal problem with this
was involved in people's reluctance to read handouts. He noted that fact
sheets are often handed out in the case of permit issuances and seldom read.

The only remedy for this problem that he knew was to persistently attempt to
explain the regulations to people.

Mr. Moore added that, in his view, the basic problem was the lack of an
adequate standard in the rule. He argued that the permit holder and the
Department could both read the rule, but that the rule itself should go
back to the guestion of health hazards and water pollution.

Chariman McPhillips inquired of Mr. Moore how long it was advisable to honor
prior approvals. He noted that many of the prior approvals had been outstanding
for several years.

Mr. DuBonny responded that, as was pointed out in his position paper,
he felt that the time factor was not relevant in that the public would be
protected by a basic standard going to the question of health hazards and
water pollution.

CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF PROPOSED REVISIONS TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE
RULES PERTAINING TO SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL

Mr. Jack Osborne of the Department's Land Quality Program presented the
staff report to the Commission. The history of the Citizens' Task Force efforts
in drafting the proposed rule revision was summarized. It was reported that
the record of a May 2lst public hearing on the proposed revision would not be
closed until June 2, 1975. For this reason it was the Director's recommendation
that the Commission adopt as a temporary rule, to become effective immediately
upon filing with the Secretary of State, the Proposed Revisions to OAR, Chapter
340, Division 7, Subsurface Sewage Disposal, May, 1975, as amended by the
following:

1) The accompanying Errata Sheet,

2) Amendments to section 71-010(39) (Definition of "Header pipe"),

3) Amendments to section 71-030(4) (d) (Requirements for header pipes),
4) Amendment to the design of drop box in Diagram 11A,

5) Amendment to Paragraphs VA and VB of Appendix B,
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6) And, Deletion of "Seepage pifs and cesspools shall not be used, except
in those counties of three hundred and fifty thousand (350,000)
population or greater., No new land partitioning or subdivision shall
be made based on the use of seepage pits or cesspools." from section
71-030(5) (a).

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Hallock, Mr. Osborne explained
that the deletion of the above-mentioned sentences would leave the present
regulations regarding seepage pits and cess pools in tact. He added that,
under the present rules, seepage pits and cess pools were allowed where they
could meet the requirements pertaining to them. Mr. Osborne added that the
proposed provision relating to seepage pits and cess pools would have a great
impact in Multnomah County, an impact which, in staff's view, justified delay
until such time as the Commission could review all of the public testimony
given on this subject in the May 21st hearing.

Commissioner Hallock inquired if it was the Director's recommendation that
the Commission not accept the proposals by Jackson County with regard to the
"prior approvals" clause. Mr. Osborne responded that the proposal to recognize
prior approvals for one year longer than they are recognized under current
rules was not an adequate solution, but an interim measure. He pointed out
that the prior approvals problem was a very difficult one whose solution was
being sought. It was Mr. Osborne's hope that, within the next 120 days, the
citizens' Task Force would be able to deal with the prior approvals guestion
a little more definitively than had been accomplished so far. Commissioner
Hallock requested whether Mr. DeBonny's proposal would be more suitable
than the proposal to postpone the prior approvals problem for another year and
received Mr. Osborne's response that he would prefer to use the coming 120
days to allow the Citizens' Task Force to evaluate the problem further. Mr.
Osborne added that he felt the philosophy behind Mr. DeBonny's proposal was
more in alignment with the thinking of staff than was the notion of simply
postponing the problem for another year. He explained that if the postponement
were adopted as a temporary rule it would last for 120 days, affording an
opportunity in the interim to come up with an alternative to the present
proposal.

Commissioner Hallock questioned Mr. Osborne with regard to his technical
views concerning the effect of Mr. DeBonny's proposal on the prior approvals
that had to be revoked in Jackson County. She added that she was not asking
for Mr. Osborne's view of whether Mr. DeBonny's proposal was politically sound,
but rather whether it was technically sound. Mr. Osborne responded that he would
have no personal, professional objection to handling prior approvals on a
case by case basis and following the opinion of an experienced professional with
regard to the questions of water pollution and health hazard.

Commissioner Somers noted that, unless the Commission took some action,
those holding prior approvals would forfeit the current building season. He
added that waiting 120 days to finally resolve the question would consume
the building season.

Commissioner Crothers wished to know if he understood correctly that it
was the Department's recommendation that the Commission temporarily adopt the
rules as proposed by the Director to afford the Citizens' Task Force interim
time to work on the controversial proposals. Mr. Osborne concurred with this
understanding.



- 21 -

Commissioner Crothers said his only difficulty with Mr. DeBonny's proposal
was that it would invite repetition of the conflict in those instances
wherein it was decided the site was not suitable under Mr. DeBonny's standards.
Commissioner Hallock replied that her understanding was that part of the present
problem was that the present rule was contingent on matters other than whether
or not a system on the prior approved site would constitmte a health hazard or
water pollution hazard. Commissioner Crothers stated that there was no
question about the proper standard; that the object was to put an an end to
pollution of the waters of the state. He concluded that this process all came
back to the reviewing of individual permit applications. Commissioner Crothers
stated that his preference would be to have the Citizens' Task Force contemplate
the matter further prior to any Commission action.

Mr. Osborne relayed the suggestion of Mr. Spies that the staff could return
to the next Commission meeting with a specific proposal regarding prior approvals.

Commissioner Phinney inquired if prior approvals did not, in fact, receive
preference over permits granted under the present rules in that the holder
of a recognized prior approval was allowed a longer period of time in which
to complete construction. Mr. Osborne replied that this was correct,

Commissioner Phinney asked whether the Proposals would exempt pit privies
from only the permit requirement, or from both the permit requirement and
other requirements relating to setback and so forth. Mr. Osborne said they
would be exempted from the requirement of obtaining a permit but would not be
exempt from other requirements of the rules. He stated the purpose to
be relief for situations wherein, under the current rules, there was a
technical requirement to obtain a no-fee permit each time a portable pit privy
was moved.

Commissioner Phinney inquired as to why the proposals adopted a standard,
per unit, daily capacity for mobile homes located in mobile home parks instead
of adopting a capacity based on bedroom spaces as had been the case with all
other dwellings. Mr. Osborne replied that, for reasons unknown, the mobile
park indistry was able to demonstrate that mobile homes located in mobile
home parks produce a sewage flow per unit which is less than that resulting
from other dwellings. He was unable to explain how mobile home park dwellers
managed to use less water.

Commissioner Somers suggested that the guestion of prior approvals be
tabled until later in the meeting to afford Commission Counsel, Mr. Spies, and
the representatives of Jackson County an opportunity to confer privately toward
drafting a proposed temporary rule to place before the Commission for consideration
later on in the day. This suggestion was accepted.

Mr. Robert McDougal of the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan
Portland addressed the Commission. Mr. McDougal noted that his organization
presented testimony to the hearings officer on May 2lst which could be considered
by the Commission and added that his organization was in agreement with staff's
recommendation that the proposals regarding restriction of cess pools and seepage
pits be deleted. He presented the Commission with written testimony regarding
the proposed rules.

Mr. Terry Rahe of the Columbia County Health Department, representing the
sanitarians of Columbia, Washington, Multnomah, and Clackamas counties, recommended
that the deadline for recognition of prior approvals remain July 1, 1975 as under
the current rules. It was reported that the sanitarians of the Portland region
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counties had met on Apxil 15th and discussed the situation at some length.
Their conclusion was that the honoring of approvals based on insufficient
technology was not in keeping withithe statement of general purpose included
in the administrative rules. He contended that the homeowner was not well
served by permission to install a system which did not have potential for
adequate functional longevity. This is particularly unfortunate, he reported,
where the homeowner purchases the home from a developer who installed a septic
system based ona prior approval. He cited Mr. Steel's testimony as being indicative
of the type of harm which could occur in this fashion. Mr. Ray argued that
the only fair approach was to require all development in the state of Oregon
to proceed under equal standards. Mr. Rahe quarreled with the notion that
prior approvals should be allowed where they don't present a potential health
hazard or water pollution problem on the ground that systems do not present
these problems only if they conform with the present rules. He pointed out

to the Commisgion that, under the current rules, prior approvals could be
honored until July 1 of 1975 and, in turn, the completion of construction
would not have to occur until July 1, 1976, affording the permit holder full
use of the current building season.

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Rahe would concede that persons holding
prior approvals had already gone through: the permit application process in
good faith. Mr. Rahe conceded this but added that, under the current rules,
holders of prior approvals still had thirty days in which to obtain recognition
of them and had over a year in which to complete construction. Commissioner
Somers contended there was harshness involved, noting that, in other "phase-out"
legislation, such as the phasing out of commercial signs along the highway,
periods ranging from four to five years had been given for cessation. Mr. Rahe
responded that, while the problem was not being approached by field technicians
on a political basis, the Commission had, perhaps, not been informed of the
very gross nature of a great many prior approvals left to be considered. From
a technical standpoint, he argued, further solicitude would be unwarranted in
that the same would open the door for some highly unsatisfactory installations.
He added that technicians were grateful that they presently had a set of
rules which were workable. He argued that he, as an individual, would not want
to buy a house built under a prior approvals provision.

Commissioner Crothers inquired if Mr. Rahe would be happy with a provision
that, when prior approvals are recognized, they are recognized with some type
of attached warning stating the technician's opinion that, though the permit
is wvalid, the system would probably fail. Mr. Rahe opined that this was already
a requirement. Commissioner Somers said he thought the requirement of this kind
attached only to bio-systems at present. Mr. Cannon stated that it was appropriate
to add to obsolete permits based on prior approval language stating that the
system was granted under obsolete standards, or would not meet <current standards
and involved a risk of failure. Commissioner Somers acknowledged this possibility,
but questioned its usefulness where there is no provision to have the warning
filed with the deed records, so as to place any potential buyer on notice of
the deficiency.

Mr. Rahe responded that he would not prefer a situation wherein the lending
agencies were called upon to enforce proper septic tank installations, rather
than having the Department do the same. Commissioner Somers rejoined that there
remained the equitable considerations to be extended to those persons who had in
good faith obtained prior approvals and invested in properties on the strength
of the Department's previous position with regard to their permits. Mr. Rahe noted,
that, in his view, many of the prior approvals will meet present standards, a



- 23 =

circumstance which would diminish the number of persons injured by reliance
on the previous approval.

Mr., Underwood speculated as to whether it would be necessary to have a
statutory enactment to render such warning admissable to the deed records.
Commissioner Somers gommented that it was his understanding that all that
was necessary for entry to the deed records was that the document contain a
description of the property and the notarized signature of its owner. Mr.
Underwood and Commissioner Somers discussed briefly whether additional legisla-
tion would be required in order to authorize the presence of such a warning in
the deed records of the county clerks.

Commissioner Hallock asked Mr. Rahe if he knew how many prior approvals
would meet current standards. Mr. Rahe responded that he did not know, adding
that a system installed on a prior approval, if the system could have met current
standards, would be reliable.

Mr. Harding Chinn, representing the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners,
noted that Multnomah County had presented its position on the proposed revisions
before the hearings officer on May 2lst and supported staff's recommendation that
the proposed limitations on the use of seepage pits and cess pools in Multnomah
County be deleted from the rule.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Crothers, and
carried that the Commission action on proposed rules be tabled until later in
the day when interested parties had had opportunity to propose a clause dealing
with prior approval which would resolve some of the problems discussed by the
Commission.

BOISE CASCADE, SALEM - AIR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM: STATUS REPORT

Mr. Russ Fetrow, Administrator of the Department's Salem Regional Office,
reported to the Commission on the progress of the Boise Cascade Salem plant mist
eliminator installation with regard to its performance in attaining, within the
July 1, 1975 deadline, emissions and opacity limitations for the plant's
recovery system.

Commissioner Somers inquired if the mist eliminator was operating now. Mr.
Fetrow responded that it was. Commissioner Somers asked why he was able to
sense odor of the type emitted by the plant. Mr. Fetrow explained that the
facility was being adjusted now and had many "bugs" to be worked out. At present,
he said, the permittee was monitoring to see if filters were going to plug up.
Upon ascertaining this information, adjustments in the recovéry boiler might be
necessary which might increase particulates to a level still within the limitation,
but reduce SO, emissions. He stated that the mist eliminator was operating at
approximately 90% capacity now, and that this was only the second day of its
operation. Commissioner Somers conjectured that it was too early to draw any
conclusions. Mr. Fetrow agreed, with the exception that it was apparant that
the opacity problem in the Salem area had been diminished. Mr. Fetrow said
that the permittee still had to install opacity and S0, monitoring equipment
on the stack. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the status report
be continued until such time as the mist eliminator had operated long enough
to provide data for its evaluation. Chairman McPhillips noted that the applicant
had until July 1, 1975 to come into compliance and that it might not be until
after the next Commission meeting when sufficient facts were known as to whether
or not this had been achieved. Commissioner Somers concurred and added that
it might not be fair to comment on the performance of the mist eliminator prior
to the time when it was required to be effectively operating. Commissioner Somers
motion was seconded by Commissioner Crothers and carried,
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VARIANCE REQUEST - REICHHOLD CHEMICAL COMPANY, ST. HELENS, OREGON

Mr., Tom Bispham of the Department's Northwest Regional Office presented the
staff report and the Director's recommendation. The Director's recommendation
was as follows:

It is the Director's recommendation that the Implementation Plan be amended
and that a one year variance be granted to Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. from June 1,
1975, to June 1, 1976, under the following conditions:

1. Amend the current Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to include
the variance period and conditions.

2. During the variance period the company will conduct investigations
and pilot testing of the control devices which appear most capable
of meeting grain loading or efficiency requirements which the company
and the Department mutually agreed are likely to result in compliance
with the Department's opacity standard.

3. Forty-eight (48) hours prior to the testing of any pilot equipment,
the company shall notify the Department.

4. Thirty (30) days prior to the expiration of the variance, Reichhold
shall submit a written report to the Department describing the results
of the testing program and be prepared to enter a compliance agreement
for any method proven acceptable.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved.

VARIANCE REQUEST - OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CO., LIME, OREGON

Mr, Frederic Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Program presented the
staff report. He added that a letter received from the applicant on May 19th
expressed disagreement with the originally proposed permit. After review of
the letter, the staff was of the position, Mr. Skirvin reported, that the
Director's recommendation should be accepted with the following amendments in
the staff report before the Commission: Page 30, item B, subsection 1, "December
1, 1977" should read, "until September 1, 1978" (requested variances for kiln
number 1). Page 5, item 3, "December 1, 1977" should be deleted. BAlso deleted
would be the last word of the sentence, "respectively". With regard to the
Director's recommendation, lines five and six should be changed by the deletion
of the words "that the latter dates" and the substitution of "these dates."

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved as amended.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the Director's recommendations with
regard to the variance requests in Agenda Item H(3) (4) (5) be approved.
Commissioner Phinney inguired with regard to the variance request of Continental
Forest Products Company, Glide, Oregon, and was skeptical of staff's proposal
to permit the applicant to supply the dates for his own compliance schedule.

She asked if it were staff's intention to grant a variance for an unknown period
of time plus 60 days. Mr. Skirvin explained that the applicant had installed

a new boiler which was not working according to plan and which might be the
subject of litigation in the near future. He said it was staff's intention to
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give them some time to investigate whether the situation could be turned around,
and, if not , to submit a compliance schedule upon discovery of this fact. The
problem, Commissioner Somers and Mr. Skirvin concurred, was the indeterminate
amount of time that any pending litigation might take up. Mr. Skirvin predicted
that, absent the possibility of litigation with installation of additional
controls, it would take approximately a year to come into compliance.

It was noted by Commissioners Somers and Crothers that the proposed variance
would require the applicant to submit a tentative compliance schedule within 90
days and that that schedule was subject tothe approval of the Department. It
was mentioned also that the applicant's plant was in a relatively isolated area.
Commissioner Somers' motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried.
The Director's recommendation with regard to the three wariances included in
the motion were as follows:

Item No. H (3)

As there is insufficient time for the Department to fully investigate Union
0il of California's request for a variance extension before their present
variance expires, it is the Director's recommendation that Union 0il be granted
a 90 day extension of their present variance subject to the following conditions:

1. The maximum sulfur content of residual fuel oil to be sold,
distributed, or used shall not be more than 2.5% sulfur by weight.

2. Union 0il shall continue to submit to the Department a report
containing the sulfur analysis and quantity of each shipment
sold or distributed in the State on a guarterly basis.,

3. Union 0il Company shall provide, to the extent possible, all
information requested by the Department to fully evaluate
Union 0Oil's variance extension request and that such information
shall be supplied in the shortest time possible.

4, This variance extension shall terminate October 1, 1975.
Item No. H (4)
It is the Director's recommendation that:
1. A variance from Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section
25-315(2c) be granted to the SWF Plywood Company, Fir-Ply Division

until November 30, 1975.

2. This variance be incorporated into Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
No. 15-0012, for the Fir-Ply Division mill.

Item No. H (5)

It is the Director's recommendation that the EQC grant the Little River Box
Company a variance to operate their new hogged fuel steam boiler out of compliance
with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-020(2), Particulate Emissions Limitations, and
21-015(2) , Visible Emissions Limitations, under the following conditions:
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1. The Little River Box Company shall operate and control the hogged fuel
steam boiler to maintain the visible and particulate emissions at the
lowest practicable level at all times.

2. Within ninety (90) days of the granting of this variance, the Little
River Box Company will submit to the DEQ in writing, a proposed or tentative
schedule to bring their new hogged fuel boiler into compliance with
Oregon's Air Quality Rules and Standards.

3. The above compliance schedule shall include the five (5) increments of
progress, which are as follows:

a. By no later than * the permittee will submit a final control strategy,
including detailed plans and specifications, to the Department
of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

b. By no later than * the permittee will issue purchase orders for
the major components of emission control equipment and/or for
process modification work.

c. By no later than * the permittee will initiate the installation of
emission control equipment and/or em~gite censtruction or process
modification work.

d. By no later than * the permittee will complete the installation of
emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or process
modification work.

e. By no later than * the permittee will demonstrate that the hogged
fuel steam boiler is capable of operating in compliance with the
applicable Air Quality Rules and Standards.

*Date to be supplied by company.

4. The above compliance schedule must be acceptable to the Department, and
it will be included in the company's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit,
No. 10-0021.

5. Contingent upon the submission to the Department of an acceptable compliance
schedule by the company, this variance shall cover the time frame up to
and including the fifth step in the increments of progress sehedule, compliance
demonstration, in Condition No. 3.

6. As a contingency, the DEQ has the option of extending this varinace
sixty (60) days beyond the date in the fifth step of the increments of
progress schedule (see Condition No. 3).

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PUBLIC HEARING PERTAINING TO PROPOSED ADOPTION OF FEDERAL NEW
SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS (NSPS) AND OF NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS
ATIR CONTAMINANTS (NESHAP)

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quality Program addressed the
Commission on these agenda items. Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Kowalczyk if
he had any comment on a letter from Mr. Tom Guilbert wherein Mr. Guilbert declared
that the holding of the proposed public hearings would constitute a meaningless act
and a wasteful expense of the taxpayers monies. Mr. Kowalczyk replied that he
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was not familiar with Mr. Guilbert's letter. Commissioner Crothers said

that Mr. Guilbert had contended that the regulations proposed to be adopted
were federal standards which the Department was compelled to enforce in any event
and the holding of a hearing on whether they should be adopted would be meaning-
less. Mr. Kowalczyk noted that the federal government would be authorized to
enforce the federal regulations in Oregon, but that he did not understand that
the Department would be able to enforce them without first adopting them as

a rule. Commissioner Crothers said that Mr. Guilbert had stated that he knew

of no requirement of law that would prohibit the State from enforecing a naked
federal standard. Commissioner Somers pointed out that the Commission could
not adopt the federal standards as a rule without following the prescribed
notice and hearing processes of the Administrative Procedure Act. Commissioner
Crothers asked what would be the cost of a public hearing. No one present had

a precise answer. Mr. Kowalcyzk stated that it was the staff's intention to

use a hearings officer to conduct both hearings.

Commissioner Hallock asked if, in some cases, the new federal standards
were more strict than our own State standards and received an affirmative reply
from Mr. Kowalczyk. Mr. Kowalczyk answered a question from Commissioner Phinney
by stating that the new federal standards had been adopted with regard to the
permits for the three proposed oil refineries. Commissioner Somers MOVED that
the Director's recommendation to authorize both public hearings be approved.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried.

FIELD BURNING STATUS REPORT

Mr. Cannon reported to the Commission that the Speaker of the House had sent
to the Trade and Economic Development Committee SB 311 and HB 2564. Mr. Cannon
stated that a hearing was scheduled next Tuesday morning at 7:30 in the Public
Service Building and that staff would be on hand to listen to the proceedings.

Commissioner Somers suggested that the Commissioners sign an order instructing
the Department to construe Portland Chain Manufacturing Company's petition for
a declaratory ruling to be a request for a hearing on the matter of an exeption
under the Department's noise rules and instructing the Department to conduct a
public hearing on the issue of exception.

STATUS REPORT GERTZ-SCHMEER SEWER PROJECT

Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department's Water Quality Program brought the
Commission up to date on events relating to the Gertz-Schmeer Sewer Project which
had been a subject of public forum discussion at the previous EQC meeting. Mr.
Sawyer reported that the staff had reviewed, emnce again, the project plans for
the sewer and had discovered several facts.

First, he reported that it was the understanding of the staff that houseboats
would be served but were not included in the tax assessments. Since they were
not property owners, they would not be assessed and the houseboat owners would
be required to construct their own facilities to hook up to the sewer.

The second point of controversy was the depth of sewer lines. Mr. Sawyer
reported that because of uneven ground the depth of the installations would be
from six to twenty-one feet, rangirg to greater depth when higher elevation was
encountered. He added that there were basements in the houses to be served and
that it was common, generally accepted design to place the sewer deep enough

to serve the basements. From staff's i i i
: . point of view, in these respect i
was quite adequate. ' RESiSx ThS platsing
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With regard to Phase I of the project (the phase that would serve the
area west of I-5, including the Multnomah County exposition grounds, Crown
Zellerbach, and Portland Stock Yards) EPA had authorized the opening of bidding
and this was expected to occur on the 29th of May. Mr. Sawyer reported that
attorney Henry Biehuer and the City of Portland were in negotiations with respect
to the phase of the project dealing with the other side of I-5.

Commissioner Somers asked if there were any representatives of the City of
Portland present who could answer questions with regard to the project. No
one appeared.

Mr. Sawyer pointed out that his information with regard to the non-grant
portion of the assessments of the cost for €runk lines and interceptors had
been spread over the entire surface area on a "per square foot of property"
basis since these were common aspects of the projects which were considered
to benefit alll property owners. He stated that this component of the assessmant
would be very low. The lateral lines, Mr. Sawyer stated, would be bought through
an assessment based on property frontage. This latter component was said to be
the largest portion of the cost to property owners. The final component of assesment
would be the cost to the individual property owners to provide for the connectors
running from the laterals to their homes or buildings.

Mr. Sawyer explained that whenthe City projected the assessments to be
expected by property owners, the projection was based on 100% of the cost of the
entire project. It was not reduced by virtue of grant expectations. This,
he reported, gave an inflated value to the projection.

Mr. Sawyer reported that several of the properties involved dwelling setback
in excess of 300 feet from the property line, a characteristic which made it
necessary to increase the depth of the sewer 1line over what it otherwise would
be and which involve heavy assessments to the property owners affected.

COMMISSION ACTION REGARDING PROPOSED REVISION FOR RULES GOVERNING SUBSURFACE
SEWAGE DISPOSAL.

It was MOVED bv Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner Somers, and
carried that the Commission adopt as a temporary rule [subsequently designated
OAR, Chapter 340, Section 71-015 (8)]1 providing as follows: Application for
construction permits under the "prior approvals" section of the rule shall
be made prior to September 1, 1975 and construction shall be completed by September 1,
1976. All permits and written approvals issued prior to January 1, 1974 shall
expire September 1, 1975.

The hearing officer was instructed to file a temporary rule with the Secretary
of State promptly. The Commission concurred in the hearing officer's understanding
that the Commission intended no action with regard to any of the proposed revisions
for the rules governing subsurface sewage disposal other than as reflected by the
above temporary rule. The remaining proposals were tabled until the June 27th
Commission meeting.



Plan Actions Completed (79)

Water Quality Program

April, 1975

Municipal Sewerage Projects (71)

County

Klamath
Washington

Curry -

Washington
Marion
Clackamas
ﬁinéolﬁ

Washington

Sherman

Washington

Marion
Washington
Jackson
Marion

Lane

Multnomah

‘Klamath

City and Project

Klamath Falls - County
Facilities Sewer

USA - (Beaverton)-Broadway P.S.
Bypass Sewer
Brookings - Harbor Int. Sewer

Oak Lodge S.D.-#2 Systen,
Sewer Lateral 2A10-2

Salem~(Willow Lake)~-Cross St.
Area, S.E. Sewer Replacement

Sandy - City Park Sewer and
Pump Station

Lincoln Co.-Beverly Beach State
Park STP

USA-Durham STP C.0. #2,3,4, & 5
Rufus-C.0. #3 STP Project

USA (Forest Grove) Trinity
Subdivision Sewers

Salem-(Willow Lake) Iron Wood
Estates Sewers

USA (Forest Grove)-C.0. #1 Corn.
F.G. Intertie ‘

BCVSA-T & M Subdivision (White
City) Sewers

Woodburn-West Hayes St. Sewer
Lateral

5pringfield - N. Olympic St. Sewer

Gresham - Binford Farms Subdn.
Sewers

Klamath Falls-Americana Subdn.

Sewers

Date of
Action

Action

3/31/75
4/1/75

4/1/75

4/1/75
4/4/75
4/4/75
4/4/75

4/7/75

4/7/75

4/7/75
4/8/85

4/8/75

4/8/75

4/8/175

4/8/75

4/10/75

4/10/75

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Approved
Approved

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Approved

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval



Plan Action Completed - Municipal (Continued)

Countx

Umatilla

Multnomah

Washington

Lincoln

Lane

Hood River

Douglas
Marion
Multnomah
Multnomah
Clackamas
Marion

Linn
Benton

Coos
Coos

Jefferson

Clatsop

Curry

City and Project

Hermiston - Chateaubri Trailer
Park Sewers

Portland - C.O.#1 Outfall
Sewer

Aloha - STP Modifications - 3

Addenda

Newport-Edinbiew District Sewers

Oakridge - High Leah L.I.D.
Sewers

Hood River - Port Area Sewers

Reedsport - Lower Umpqua Hosp.
Sewer

Salem - (Willow Lake) - Fairway
Ave. Apts., Phase 1 Sewers

Portland - (Columbia Blvd.)
N. E. First Ave.

Portland - (USA-Fanno) S.W. 48th
Place Sewer :

Clackamas Co. S. D. #l1 - S.E.
77th Ct. Sewer Ext.

East Salem S & D Dist. #1
Tierra Court Sewer

Albany - Adair Park Subdn Sewers
Corvallis - Edwin Addn Sewers

Eastside - C.0. #6 Force Main
and Pump Station

Coos Bay - C.0O. #3 Coos Bay
Pump Station

Metolius - C.0. #1 STP Contract

Warrenton - C.0. #4 East
Warrenton Int. 7

Gold Beach - C.0. #4 STP Contract

& F -

Date of
Action Status
4/10/75 Prov. Approval
4/10/75 Approved
4/10/75  Approved
11/75 Prov. Approval
4/14/75 Prov. Approval
4/14/75 Prov. Approval
4/15/75 Prov. Approval
4/15/75 Prov. Approval
4/16/75 Prov. Approval
4/16/75 Prov. Approval
4/16/75 = Prov. Approval
4/18/75 Prov. Approva;
4/18/75 Prov. Approval
4/21/75 Prov. Approval
4/21/75  Approved
4/22/75  Approved

. 4/22/75  Approved
4/22/75  Approved
4/22/75 Approved



Plan Action Completed - Municipal (Continued)

County

Lincoln
Multnomah
Klamath
Marion
Umatilla
Sherman
Marion.
Lane
Marion:.
Washington
Linn

Marion

Washington
Washington
Marion
Douglas
Clackamas
'Yamhil}

Mul tnomah

City and Project

Newport - Addendum #1 -
Edenview Sewer

Portland (Tryon) = S.W. Trail
Court Sewer

Chiloquin - Re-evaluation of
Hood Way Sewer

East Salem S. & D. #l Hayesville
Estates No. 2 Sewer

Milton-Freewater - Orchard
Subdn. Sewers ®

Rufus - C.0O.
Contract

#4 & 5 - STP

Salem (Willow Lake) - Commercial
St. Sewer (South of Barnes)

Junction City - Middle School
Sewer Extension

Keizer S.D.
Sewer

- McNary Apts.

Hillsboro - Beaumead Subdn. -
Phase II Sewers

Albany - White Truck Sales
Sewer Extension

Salem (Willow Lake) - Sewer
Replacement in Alley off
Commercial 13th St. Sewer

USA(Sunset) - Valley Hills
Subdn Sewers :

USA (Beaverton) - New Horizons
IIT Subdn Sewers

Salem (Willow Lake)
STP Project

- C.0. #1
Roseburg - Selmer Hutchins
Prop. Sewer

Clackamas Co. S.D. #l-Milwaukie
K-Mart & Clack. Ford Bldg. Sewers

McMinnville - H.W, Cozine San.

Sewer

Portland - Addenda No. 1 & 2
Gertz-Schmeer Sewers

= 3

Date of

Action Status

4/22/75 Approved
4/23/75 Prov. Approval
4/23/%5 Prov.Approvgl
4/24/75 P?ov. Approval
4/24/75 Prov. Approval
4/28/?5 Approved
4/28/75 Prov. Approval
4/28/75 Prqv. Approval
4/28/75 Prov. Approval
4/28/75 Prov. Approval
4/29/75 Prov. Approval
4/29/75 Prov. Approval
4/29/75 Prov. Approval
4/29/75 Prov. Approval
4/30/75  Approved
4/30/75 Prov. Approval
4/30/75 Prov. Approval
4/30/75 Prov. Approval
4/30/75 Abproved



Plan Action Completed
Industrial Waste Sources (8)

County
Polk

Ma¥ion
Polk
Lane
Clatsop

. Lane
Clackama$

Multnomah

City and Project

Dallas - Dallas Coop Whse.
Scrubber Pond

Stayton - Stayton Canning Co.
Odor Control Pond

Independence - Bakers Custom
Meat Service Lagoon

Cottage Grove - Weyerhaeuser
Cooling Tower

Astoria - N.W. Fur Breeders
Coop. - Waste Water Screen

Florence - Sea Lion Caves
Sanitary Wastes

. Damascus - Damascus Sand and
Gravel Water Recirculation

Portland - Albers Milling Waste
Water Holding Tank

Huniclpal Sources (4 NPDES; 4 State*)

County

Lane

“Linn
Linn

Clackamas
Douglas
Jefferson
Lane

Sherman

" City and Source

Westfir - Edward Hines Lbr. Co.
(Westfir Hemlock Addition)

City of Halsey

City of Lebanon

Clackamas - *Riverview Mobile
Home Park

Winston - *Bremner Hills
Cooperative
*City of Madras

Eugene - *Lynnbrock, Inc.

City of Moro

Date of
Action Status
4/2/75 Approved
4/2/75 Apbroved
4/3/75 Approved
4/9/75 Approved
4/10/75 Approved
4/18/75 Approved
4/21/75 Approved
4/30/75 Approved
bate of
Action Action
4/26/75 NPDES Issueé
4/26/75 NPDES Issued
4/26/75 NPDES Issued
4/26/75 State Permit
Issued
4/26/75 State Permit
Issued
4/26/75 State Permit
Issued
. 4/26/75 sState Permit
Issued
4/26/75 NPDES Issued



Industrial Sources (3 NPDES; 1 State)

County
Lincoln
Lane
Multnomah

Clackamas

City and Source

Newport - Petersons Seafoods, Inc.

Eugene - Simpson Extruded
Portland - Chevron Asphalt Co.

Canby = Union Mills

Date of

Action

L/26/75
L/26/75
L/26/75
4/26/75

Action

HPDES |ssued
NPDES Issued
NPDES |ssued

State Permit
| ssued



Plan Actions Completed (15)

Air Quality Program

April, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources (14)

County

Coos

Multnomah
Clatsop

Multgomaﬁ
Multnomah
Multnomah
Clackamas

Clackamas

Marion
Clackamas

Clatsop

City and Project

Coos Bay - Georgia Pacific -
Sawdust truck dump .facility.

Portland - Portland Willamette -
Baghouse for brass melting
furnace.

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
Control of TRS emissions
from pulp washer.

Portland - Pacific Carbide &
Alloy-Ducting carbide crusher
Cyclone exhaust to new
baghouse

Portland - Trumbull Asphalt-
New burner package for #2 boiler.

Portland - W. R. Grace Co. -
Baghouse for control of
vermiculite dust.

Milwaukie - Milwaukie Plywood -
Enlargement of sawdust storage
bin. '

Colton - Colton School District -
New paint spray booth.

Salem - Boise Cascade - New
New digester to convert wood
chips into pulp.

Milwaukie - Red, White and Blue
Thrift Store -~ New fumigation
chamber.

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -

Venting foam tank emissions to
a new gas incinerator.

= § =

Date of

Action Action
4/9/75 Approved
4/11/75 Approved
4/16/75 Approved
4/16/75  Approved
4/16/75 Approved
4/21/75 Approved
4/21/75 Approved
4/25/75  Approved
4/30/75  Approved
4/30/75 - Approved
“4/30/75 Approved

-




Countx
Clatsop

Clatsop

Douglas

City and Project

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
Venting emissions from the
digester feeder to a new
gas incinerator

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
New noncondensible gas
incinerator

Dillard - Roseburg Lumber
Co. - New sawdust truck
dump facility.

Indirect Sources (1)

Countx

Multnomah

City and Project

Portland - Pacific Northwest

Bell - 302 space parking
structure.

Date of

Action Action
4/30/75 Approved
4/30/75 Approved
4/30/75 Approved

Date of

Action Action

4/23/75 Approved plans

for ventilation
system.



Permit Actions Completed (47)

Air Quality Program

April, 1975

Direct Stationary Sources (40)

County

Clatsop
Columﬁia
Jackson
Josephine
Hood R;ver
Klamath
Klamath
Union
Portable
Multnomah
Tillamook
Clackamas
Multnomah

Columbia

City and Source

Warrenton - AMAX Aluminum
New Aluminum Reduction Plant

Rainier - Cascade Energy, Inc.
New 0il Refinery

Medford - Eugene Burrill
Lumber (14-0011) Sawmill

Grants Pass, Fourply
(17-0002) Plywood Plant

Hood River, Hanel Lumber
Co. (14-0006) Sawmill

Klamath Falls, Jeld-Wen
(18-0006) Sawmill

Klamath Falls, Jeld-Wen
(18-0059) Hardboard Plant

Elgin - Boise Cascade
(31-0006) Plywood Plant

Portland - Babler Bros., Inc.
(37-0020) Asphalt Plant

Portland - Kerr Grain Corp.
(26-2003) Grain Elevator

Tillamook = Publishers Paper
Co. (29-0007) sawmill

Milwaukie - Milwaukie Plywood
Corp. (03-1874) Plywood Mfg.

Portland - Portland Bolt and
Mfg. Co. (26-1884) Galvanizing

Rainier - Cascade Energy Inc.
(05-2561) Petroleum Refinery

Date of
Action

Status

4/18/75

4/4)75
4/4/75
4/24/75
4/2/75
4)2/75
4/24/75

4/17/75

4/16/75

4/16/75

4/16/75

4/16/75

4/16/75

Application
Withdrawn

Issued
Permit Issued
Permit Modified

and Issued

Permit Modified
and Issued

Permit Modified
and Issued

Permit Modified
and Issued

Permit Modified
and Issued.
Permit Issued
Permit Issued
Permit Issued
Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued



Direct Stationary Sources (continued)

County

Washington.

Multnomah

Clackamas

Mul tnomah
Washington

Multnomah

Clackamas
Multnomah
Washington

Washington

Tillamook
Tillamook
Tillamook

Tillamook

Clatsop

‘Clatsop

City and Source

Forest Grove ~ Forest
Fiber Products Co.
(34-2143) Hardboard Mfg.

Portland - Barker Mfg. Co.-
(26-1878) Furniture Mfg.

Lake Oswego - Lakeshore
Concrete Co. (03-1924)
Readimix Concrete

Portland - Cobb Lumber Co., Inc.
(26-2539) Sawmill

Sherwood - Southwest Readymix
Co. (34-2583) Ready-mix concrete

Portland - Sterling Furniture
Mfg., Inc. (26-2547)
Furniture manufacturing.

Portland - Alpine Veneers, Inc.
(03-2065) Plywood Mfg.

Portland - Supfeme Perlite Co.
(26-2390) Perlite expanding kiln

Cornelius - C. C. Ruth Co.
(34-2037) Animal Feeds

Beaverton - Tualatin Valley
Paving, Inc. (34-2581)
Asphaltic Paving

Tillamook = Trask River Gravel
(29-0041) Rock Crusher

Nehalem - Miami Shinglel& Shake
Co. (29-0017) Shake Mill

Cloverdale - Kimber Log and
Lumber Co. (29-0048) sSawmill

Tillamook - Tillamook County
Road Dept. (29-0051) Rock
Crusher

Astoria - Bumble Bee Seafoods
(04-0036) Boiler

'Astoria - Bayview Transit Mix

Inc. (04-0046) Ready Mix Concrete

-9 .

Date of
Action Status
4/15/75 Permit
Modified
4/16/75 Permit
. Modified
4/16/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
© Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit.
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
‘ Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued)

County

Clatsop

Multnomah
Clackamas

Multnomah

Multnomah
Multnomah
Multnomah
Washington
Mul tnomah

Columbia

City and Source

Gearhart - Bayview Transit
Mix, Inc. (04-0045) Ready
Mix Concrete

Portland - ABC Foundry, Inc.
(26-1848) Brass Foundry

Mdlal}a - Avison Lumber Co.
(03-1772) Sawmill

Portland - Great Northern
Products, Inc. (26-2538)

Sawmill

Portland - Service Bronze and
Brass (26-1855) Brass Foundry

Portland - Galvanizers Co.
(26-1885) Galvanizing

Portland - Consolidated Metco,
Inc. (26-1890) Aluminum Foundry

Banks - Banks Lumber Co.
(34-2565) Ssawmill

Portland - Colonial Mortuary
Inc. (26-2803) Crematory

Mist - Olympic Forest Products
Co. (05-1771) sawmill

= Pl

Date of
Action Status
4/29/75 Permit
© Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued
'4/29/75 Permit
Issued
4/29/75 Permit
: Issued
4/29/75 Permit
Issued



Indirect Sources (7)

County

Multnomah

Wéshington
Washington
Multnomah

~ Multnomah

-Multnomah

Washington

City and Source

Rockwood Area - Sommerwood
588 space residential
development.

Beaverton - Hyland Hills
471 space shopping center

Beaverton - Somerset West
149 space commercial center

Portland - Tri-Met - 75 space
bus parking facility

Portland - Rivergate Area
Columbia Independent Refinery
75 space parking facility

Gresham - Fred Meyer
675 space shopping center

Progress Area - Washington

Square - 5000+ space shopping
center

- 11 -

Date of
Action

Status

4/21/75

4/21/75
4/21/75
4/21/75

4/21/75

4/28/75

4/25/75

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit amended
with EQC approval,
new transit
conditions.



Plan Actions Completed (4)

Land Quality Program

April, 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects (4)

Action

: Date of
County City and Project Action
Crook Ochoco Lumber Co. . 4/7/75

: Existing Landfill
Klamath Lake Ewauna Landfill 4/9/75
Washington Arden Danielson 4/17/75
New site

Douglas ' Glide Transfer Station . 4/21/75

New Transfer Station.

- 12 =

Letter of authori-
zation approval

Review and comment
rejected by Klamath
Falls City Planning
Commission

Provisional approval

Approval



Plan Actions Pending (7)

Land Quality Program

April, 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects (6)

County City and Project

Deschutes Southwest Landfill

Umatilla Pendleton Landfill

Douglas Myrfle Creek Transfer Station

Baker Baker Sanitary Landfill

Douglas Reedsport Landfill
Canyonville Landfill

Douglas

Industrial Solid Wastes Disposal Projects (1)

County City and Project
Linn Western Kraft Corporation

- 13 -

Date
Received Status
10/10/74 More data
10/15/74 More data
1/6/75 | More data
1/31/75 More data
2/18/75 More data
3/18/75 More data
Dafe
Received Status
4/24/75

requested
requested
requested
requested
reqpested

requested

In Process Action

5/75.



Permit Actions Completed (14)

Land Quality Program
April, 1975

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (8)

Action

Permit issued
Permit issued
Permit issued

(Renewal)

Permit issued
(Renewal)

Permit revoked
Permit amended
Permit amended

Letter authori-
zation issued.

Action

Date of
County City and Source Action
Crook Riverside Ranch Transfer 4/16/75
' Station - New Facility
Deschutes LaPine Disposal Site 4/2/75
Existing Facility .
Jackson Ashland Landfill 4/7/75
Existing Facility
Jackson South Stage Landfill . 4/7/75
: Existing Facility
Jefferson Culver Landfill ' 4/2/75
Existing Facility
Permanently closed.
Josephine Kerby Landfill 4/4/75
Existing Facility :
Lake ~ Adel Landfill 4/3/75
" Existing Facility :
Washington Arden Danielson 4/17/75
' New Facility
Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (1)
Date of
County City and Source Action
Washington Hillsboro Landfill 4/1/75

Existing Facility

- 14 -

Permit issued
(Renewal)



Land Quality Program - Permit Actions Completed (continued)

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (4)

County City-and Source
Clatsop Lewis & Clark Log Sorting

Yard - New facility

Crook Ochoco Lumber Co.
: Existing Facility

Douglas Little River Box Co.
: Existing Facility

Hood River U. S. Plywood, Dee
Existing Facility

Sludge Disposal Facilities (1)

County  City and Source

Linn Nored Sludge Lagoon
Existing Facility

-8 =

Date of
Action

Action

4/21/75
4/7/75
4/7/75

4/24/75

Date of
Action

Permit issued
Letter authori-
zation issued.

Permit issued

Permit issued

Action

- 4/11/75

Permit issued
(Renewal)

[




