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A G E N D A 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 

May 23, 1975 

City Council Chambers, City Hall, 555 Liberty Stree't S.E., Salem, Oregon 

9:00 a.rn. 

A. Minutes of April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting 

B. April 1975 Program Activity Report- Ron Myles 

C. Tax Credit Applications Ron Myles_ 

D. PUBLIC HEARING to consider adoption of order prohibiting construction Jack 
of subsurface sewage disposal systems in certain (moratorium) areas Osborne 

E. Comments by JACKSON COUNTY officials regarding subsurface sewage 
disposal prior approvals 

F. Consideration of ADOPTION of proposed revisions to Oregon Administrative Jack 
Rules p~rtaining to subsurface sewage disposal Osborne 

G. Boise Cascade, Salem - Air Quality Control Program - Status Report Russ Fetrow 

H. VARIANCE REQUESTS 

1. Re·ichhold CherniCal Company, St. Helens, Oregon - One-year variance 
to conduct pilot testing on methods to control particulate 
emissions from prill tower 

Torn 
Bispham 

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

Fritz Skirvin 

3. Union Oil Company John Kowalczyk 

Extension of Variance to Sulfur Content of Fuel Regulation 

4. SWF Plywood Company, Fir-Ply Division, White City - request for Al Burkart 
one year extension of compliance schedule 

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

I. Authorizations for PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Al 
Burkart 

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

2. Pertaining to proposed adoption of National Emission Standards Ray Johnson 
for Hazardous Air Contaminants (NESHAP) 

J. Field Burning - Status Report Dick Vogt-

The Commission will breakfast and lunch at Stuart Anderson's Black Angus 1 

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 
,~rder 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, 
Oregon. 

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 meetirig. 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 seconded 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 Conunissioner Somers, Mr. Patterson 
stated that there were no major permit applications recently received 
other than that of Alumax. 

Commissioner Phinney inquired 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 hog fuel and require periodic 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 complete 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 
Somers, seconded by Commissioner .Hallock, and carried that the Conunission 
approve staff action on plans and permits for the month of March 1975. 

Conunissioner Somers concurred with Cormnissioner 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 
recommended 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 tiliree of sixteen necessary 
soil nutrients. Properly treated human waste would replace all sixteen 
of these nutrients - nutrients which he declare& 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 yield 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 involved 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 add.ressed 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. Also, 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 questioning 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 necessary 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 be 
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 w~s 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. Hamiltqn 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. Hamilton commended government in Oregon 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 choice 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 Citiz6ns 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 11 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-Philorna 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 unnecess~ry 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 enst 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 wa~ 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 
inquiry was limited to the question of whether the system would solve the 
health problem. Whether 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. 

Mr. Buehner reported his survey had indicated, in at least fifty 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 beneath frequent 
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 app.lication for an EPA grant, it 
was reported. At this point, Mr. Sawyer stated, the project had reached a 
construction stage, and tl1e Department's work in connection with the project's 
planning had been essentially completed. 

Mr. Sawyer and CommiHsioner Somers concurred that current legislation 
did not afford the CommisBion the power to use additional state funds to 
further assist property O\Tners 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 see~ 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 bui!d residences on unsuitable land had occurred 
ten to fifteen years ago. In 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 
Corrunission that he had been in communication with legislators over two 
bills. One, a de£erred 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 th~usand 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 valuations 
of the affected property, rendering infrequent 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 assessments unsuitable, reminding them that May 1 was the 
deadline for filing. 

Mr. Runyon then call"d to the Commission's attention a newspaper 
article wherein Mr. Crutcher, City Manager of Sweet Horne, 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. In 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 Croth.ers 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 ~ny 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. In answer to inquiry by Dr. 
Crothers, Mr. Runyon cited ORS 222.850 as authority requiring that annexation 
be followed by a solution 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 conunitment 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 CollUllissioner 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 conunended 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. 

Conunissioner Somers requested that a spokesman for the Br~dgeton­
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 th~ Conunission 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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Cornmissioner Somers speculated that, should the Cornmission 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. Cornmissioner 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 rnonth,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 Cornmission, suggested that the Cornmission 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, Agenda 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 Conunissioner Phinney, Mr. Sawyer expressed surprise 
on learning that the City did not plan to hook up houseboats. Commissioner 
Phinney pointed out that.if the problem were one of health hazard solution 
rather than funding, the Cornmission 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 
problem. 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 interpretation 
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 tre·atrnent 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 Environmental 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 
.interceptor sewers, major pwnping 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 unfortilnate current federal emphasis 
was on solution of existing problems (to the exclusion of preventive 
measures for foreseeable problem~. 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 nwnber 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 questioned 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 adoption 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. 

Conunissioner 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. Conunissioner 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 CIVIL PENALTIES 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and carried that the Commission adopt the Director's reconunendation 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 pliblic hearing before a hearings officer 
for the proposed rule amendments dealing with slibsurface sewage regulations. 
4) That a pliblic 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 11 London Bus 11 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, reductio11 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 slibstantial 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 Commissioner 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 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 inquiry 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 rulinq qranted 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 Conunission. 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 Conunission, 
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 ba~ed 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 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 or 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 inquired 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 Conunission 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'Jlarties) 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, noti~g that the Commission was in agreement that 
its duty was to implement whatever legislation might be passed, inquired 
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 to 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 CoDUllissioner 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 believed, would require remedial action by either 
the State or the Federal 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, n6t to be regarded as a~ 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 p9inted 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 
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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 
regulations 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 warn_ed 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 t6 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 being 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 
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that, with the workload 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 6f the Governor's Office to invoke vigorous police enforcement. 

Comniissioner Crothers noted that, despite its intentions to the 
contrary, the Conunission 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 erroneous weighing of testimony. 

There being no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned. 
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APPENDIX A 

Water Quality Control - Wa_t_e_r:._Qu~ity Divi_sion (26) 

Date 

3-5-75 

3-6-75 
3-6-75 
3-7-75 
3-7-75 

3-7-75 
3-7-75 
3-10-75 
3-10-75 
3-11-75 

3-14-75 

3-18-75 

3-18-75 
3-20-75 

3-21-75 
3-24-75 
3-2 7-75 

3-2 7-75 
3-27-75 
3-28-75 
3-28-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

Location 

Tillamook 

Tillamook 
Jackson 
Grant 
Mar ion 

Clatsop 
Coos 
Coos 
Tillamook 
Unatilla 

Mu 1 tnomah 

Clackamas 

Yamhill 
Coos 

Jefferson 
Jackson 
Washington 

Clackamas 
Clackamas 
Li nco 1 n 
Union 

Harney 

Doug 1 as 

Marion 

Project 

Cloverdale S.D. - 410 PE STP & Coll. 
System incl. effluent filtration & 
disinfection 
Bay City - Rev. change order B-8 proj. 
Medford - Blackstone Sub. Sewers 
Prairie City - S. Side lntercptr. Sew. 
Marion Co. - Labish Village Sewerage 
Sys tern 
Warrenton - C.O. #3 E. Warrenton Int. 
.North Bend - Holy Redeemer Subdv. Sew. 
Eastside - C.O. #3 & 4 Pump St. Cnst. 
NTCSA - C.O.A-2 Sch. ll&C.O. B-9 Sch.IV 
Hermiston - Underwood Addn. Sewers 
(revised plans) 
Mult. Co. - Inverness Int. Units 6B & 
6C 
Milwaukie - C.O. #5, Milwaukie Int. 
Sewer Sch. I 
Lafayette - C.O. #1, STP project 
Eastside - C.O. #5, Pump STP Const. 
STP 8.78 AC Lagoon 
Culver - Sewers & STP 
BCVSA - C.O. #1 S. Medford trunk 
USA (Aloha) - 5 Equipment Bid Pkgs. 
for the Phase Ill Aloha STP interm 
imp rove men ts 
Clackamas S.D. #1 - Phase IV lntcptrs. 
Lake Oswego - "G" Ave. Sewer Ext. 
Newport - Embarcadero Sewers 
LaGrande - Reynolds Safety Rest Area 
Sewer 
Hines - Chlorination & P.S. Modifi~ 
cations. 
North Umpqua S.D. - Main A & Lateral 
A-8.5 sewer extensions 
Salem (Willow Lake) - Rev. Sludge 
Hauling Vehicle Contract documents 

Action 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 
Prov. Approva 1 
Prov. Approva I 
Prov. Approval 

Approved 
Prov. Approval 

Approved 
Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Prov. Approval 
Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. App rova 1 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approva 1 
Prov. Approval 

Prov . App rova 1 

Prov. Approval 



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

Date 

3-10-75 
3-13-75 

Location 

Clatsop 
Doug I as 

Project 

Union Oil, Astoria Terminal 
I. P. Gardiner, Veneer Dryer Water 
Recycler 

Water Quality Controi - Northwest Region (HJ) 

Date 

3-4-75 
3-4-75 
3-5-75 

3-5-75 

3-7-75 
3-7-75 

3-7-75 
3-11-75 
3-11-75 
3-12-75 
3-14-75 

3-17-75 
3-18-75 

3-18-75 

3-.18-75 

3-19-75 
3-24-75 

3-2 7-75 

Location 

Tillamook 
Clackamas 
Marion 

Washington 

Marion 
Washington 

Washington 
Yamhi 11 
Mar ion 
Clackamas 
Mui tnomah 

Yamhi 11 
Marion 

Washington 

Mari on 

Clackamas 
Mari on 

Clackamas 

Project 

Garibaldi - Polly Ann Park - San. Sew. 
Oregon City- Library Rd. San Sewer 
Keizer-Sanitary Dist. (Willow) West of 
Mistletoe - Loop San. Sewer 
Somerset West (USA) - Rock Creek No. 10 
San. Sewer 
Mt. Angel-Cherry St. Sag. Sewer 
Forest Grove - 4th Ave. - L.l.D. No. 4 
San. Sewer 
Metzger (USA) - Argent Subdv. San. Sew. 
Dayton-Palmer Addn. San. Sew. Adden. No.1 
Salem (Wallace) Hope Ave. - San. Sewer 
Oregon City-Rev. Library Rd. San. Sew. 
Wood Village-West Coast San. Sewers 
Schedule 2 
Dundee-Locust & 8th St. San. Sewer 
East Salem-Sewage & Drainage Dist. No.1 
(Willow) - Village East San. Sew. System 
Aloha (USA)- Tom Moyer Enterprises San. 
Sewer System 
Salem (Willow)-Hickory St. Between Indus­
rial Way & Val Park Rd.- San. Sewer System 
Gladstone-Bill Morrow Dvlpmt. - San. Sew. 
Salem (Willow)- Columbia Mill Work San. 
Sewer - Near Anunsen St. 
Lake Oswego-CID 165, G Ave. - San. Sew. 
Extension 

Water Quality Control - Northwest Region - Industrial Projects (3) 

Date Location Project 

3-75 Multnomah Portland-Pennwalt Corp. - Outfall & 

Diffuser System Plans. 
3-12-75 Multnomah Portland-Halton Tractor Corp. - 0 i l 

Water Separator Facilities 
3-17-75 Clatsop Astoria - Uni on 0 i 1 - Separator Fae. 

Ac ti on 

Approved 
Approved 

Action 

Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division (7) 

Date Location 

3-6-75 Coos 

3-10-75 Lincoln 

3-10-75 Klamath 

. 

3-10-75 Coo~ 

3-24-75 Douglas 

3-31-75 Union 

3-31-75 Union 

Project 

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

Toledo - Georgia Paci fie Corp. Pl'o­
posal to burn tires in hog fuel 
boiler 
Klamath Falls - Weyerhaeuser Co. Air/ 
Air condenser for veneer dryer emis­
sion control 
North 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 

Air Quality Control - Air Qual.ity Division - Industrial Sources (36) 

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 

Location 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Hood River 

Li nco 1 n 

Jackson 

Douglas 

Coos 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Lake 

Project 

Drain - Smith River Lumber 
( 10-0028) Sawmi 11 
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 - Bel lview Moulding Mi 11 
(15-0070) Mi 1 lwork 
Klamath Falls - Jeld-Wen, Inc. 
(18-0006) Sawmi 11, Mi llwork 
Klamath Falls - Klamath Rock Products 
(13-0012) Asphalt Plant 
Lakeview - Louisiana Pacific Corp. 
( 19-0002) Sawmi 11 

Action 

Contitionally ap­
proved subject to 
satisfactory 
inspection 
Approved Con­
ditionally 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Permit Issued 

" 

II 

II 

Permit Modified 

II 

Permit Issued 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 



Air Qua] ity Control - Air Qua] ity Division - Industrial Sources (cont.) 

Date 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3- 5-

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 

J-26-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

Location 

Lincoln 

Lin co In 

Lincoln 

Umati 1 la 

Umati Ila 

Wallowa 

Coos 

Coos 

Curry 

liood River 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Josephine 

Malheur 

Wal Iowa 

Doug 1 as 

Lincoln 

Toledo - Guy Roberts Lumber Co. 
(21-0013) Sawmill 
Newport - Paul Barber Hardwoods Co. 
(21-0020) Sawmill 
Yachats - Dahl Lumber Company 
(21-0021) Sawmill 
Pendleton - Hermiston Asphalt Products 
(30-0003) Asphalt Plant 
Hermiston - E.S. Schnel 1 & Co., Inc. 
(30-0071) Asphalt Plant 
Joseph - Boise Cascade Corp. 
(32-0001) Sawmi 11 
Bandon - Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc. 
(06-0019) Sawm i 11 
Bandon - Rogge Lumber Sa 1 es, Inc. 
(06-0057) Sawmill 
S i xes - Rogge Lumber Sal es , In. 
(08-0016) Sawmill 
Cascade Locks - Cascade Locks Lumber Co. 
( 14-0005) Sawmill 
Central Point - Chaney Forest Products 
( 15-0007) Sawm i l l 
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) Mil lwork 
White City, Alder Mfg., Inc. 
( 15-0060) Sawmi 11 
Grants Pass - Spaulding & Son, Inc. 
(17-0013) Sawmill 
Ontario - Monroe Inc. 
(23-0021) Rock Crusher 
Wal Iowa - Rogge Mil ls, 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 - tlorthwest Region (4) 

Date 

3-13-75 

3-2 7-75 

3-2 7-75 

3-2 7-75 

Location 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Project 

Portland - Simpson Timber/Chemical 
Division-Forced Evap. System 
Clackamas-Hall Process Co. -
Pipe coating & wrapping 
Near Brightwood-Estacada Rock Prod. 
Control of truck loadout area 
Near Molalla-Estacada Rock Products 
Control of truck loadout area 

Action 

Permit Issued 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

II 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Permit Modified 

" 

Act ion 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



Land Quality - Solid Waste Management Division (2) 

Date 

3-6-7~ 

3-6-75 

3-3-75 

3-5-75 
3-llt-75 
3-llt-75 
3-26-75 
3-31-75 

Location 

Yamhi 11 

Yamh 111 

Mui tnomah 

Doug I as 
Lane, 
Linri 
Columbia 
Lake 

Projec~ 

Wh i teson San i ta ry Land fi 11 
Interim Leachate Collection 
System 
Delphian Foundation -
Sol id 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 Issued 

Permit Issued 
Permit Issued 
Permit Issued 
Permit Issued 
Permit Amended 
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Recycled 
Mn1er1,1ls 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

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

April, 1975 Program Activity Report 

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. 

RLM:vt 
5/13/75 
Attached 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Di rector 



Plan and Permit Actions ----
April, 1975 

Water Quality Program: Page Number 

79 - Plan Actions Completed 1 

29 Plan Actions Pending 5 

12 Permit Actions Completed 8 

297 Permit Actions Pending 9 

Air Quality Program: 

15 - Plan Actions Completed 10 

31 Plan Actions Pending 12 

47 Permit Actions Completed 16 

582 - Permit Actions Pending 20 

Land Quality Program: 

4 - Plan Actions Completed 24 

7 - - - Plan Actions Pending 25 

14 - - - Permit Actions Completed 26 

146 Permit Actions Pending 28 



Plan Actions Completed (79) 

Water ~ality Program 

April, 1975 

Municipal Sewerage·Projects (71) 

County 

Klamath 

Washington 

Curry 

Washington 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Lincoln 

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 System, 
Sewer Lateral 2Al0-2 

Salern-(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.O. #2,3,4, & 5 

Rufus-C.O. #3 STP Project 

USA (Forest Grove) Trinity 
Subdivision sewers 

Salem-(Willow Lake) Iron Wood 
Estates Sewers 

USA (Forest Grove)-C.O. #1 Corn. 
F.G. Intertie 

BCVSA-T & M Subdivision (White 
City) Sewers 

Woodburn-West Hayes St. Sewer 
Lateral 

Date of 
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 

Springfield - N. Olympic St. Sewer 4/8/75 

Gresham - Binford Farms Subdn. 
Sewers 

Klamath Falls-Americana Subdn. 
Sewers 

- 1 -

4/10/75 

4/10/75 

Action 

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) 

County 

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.0.#1 Outfall 
Sewer 

Aloha - STP Modifications - 3 
Addenda 

Newport-Edinview 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. #1 - 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.o. #6 Force Main 
and Pump station 

Coos Bay - C.O. #3 Coos Bay 
Pump Station 

Metolius - c.o. #1 STP Contract 

Warrenton - c.o. #4 East 
Warrenton Int. 

Date of 
Action 

4/10/75 

4/10/75 

4/10/75 

11/75 

4/14/75 

4/14/75 

4/15/75 

4/15/75 

4/16/75 

4/16/75 

4/16/75 

4/18/75 

4/18/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/22/75 

4/22/75 

4/22/75 

Gold Beach - c.o. #4 STP Contract 4/22/75 
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Status 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



Plan Action Completed - Municipal (Continued) 

County 

Lincoln 

Multnomah 

Klamath 

Marion 

Umatilla 

Sherman 

Marion 

Lane 

Marion 

Washington 

Linn 

Marion 

Washington 

Washington 

Marion 

Do.uglas 

Clackamas 

Yamhill 

Multnomah 

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. #1 Hayesville 
Estates No. 2 Sewer 

Milton-Freewater - Orchard 
Subdn. Sewers 

Rufus - c.o. #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 
III Subdn sewers 

Salem (Willow Lake) - c.o. #1 
STP Project 

Roseburg - Selmer Hutchins 
Prop. Sewer 

Clackamas Co. S.D. #1-Milwaukie 
K-Mart & Clack. ;Ford Bl.dg. Sewers 

McMinnville - H.W. Cozine San. 
Sewer 

Portland - Addenda No. l & 2 
Gertz-Schmeer sewers 

- 3 -

Date of 
Action Status 

4/22/75 Approved 

4/23/75 Prov. Approval 

4/23/75 Prov. Approval 

4/24/75 Prov. Approval 

4/24/75 Prov. Approval 

4/28/75 Approved 

4/28/75 Prov. Approval 

4/28/75 Prov. 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 Approved 



Plan Action Completed 
Industrial Waste Sources (8) 

County 

Polk 

Marion 

Polk 

Lane 

Clatsop 

Lane 

Clackamas 

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 

- 4 -

Date of 
Action 

4/2/75 

4/2/75 

4/3/75 

4/9/75 

4/10/75 

4/18/75 

4/21/75 

4/30/75 

Status 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



Plan Actions Pending (29) 

Water Quality Program 

April, 1975 

Municipal sewerage Projects (14) 

County 

Baker 

Curry 

Douglas 

Clackamas 

Lane 

Jefferson 

Douglas 

Linn 

Washington 

Lincoln 

City and Project 

Huntington - Disinfection 
Facilities 

Harbor S.D. - Holly Lane 
Sewer 

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 

- 5 -

Date 
Received Status 

1/16/75 Revision required 
by letter (Dated 
Jan. 27. 1975) 

2/4/75 Held pending con­
struction of 
Harbor S.D. System 
Response (Dated 
Feb. 19, 1975) 

2/14/75 Revision required 
and information 
requested by letter 
(April 18, 1975) 

2/14/75 Review to be com­
pleted upon sub­
mission of final 
plans 

3/24/75 Additional infor­
mation requested by 
letter (April 8, 
1975) 

3/31/75 Revision required 
and information 
requested by letter 
(April 29, 1975) 

4/1/75 Revision required 
and information 
requested by letter 
(April 30, 1975) 

4/16/75 Under review (Review 
completion projected 
April 2, 1975) 

4/18/75 Under review (Review 
completion projected 
April 2, 1975. 

4/25/75 Under review (Review 
completion projected 
April 16, 1975) 



County 

Umatilla 

Douglas 

Deschutes 

Malheur 

City and Project 

Hermiston - Pumping Station 
No. 7 

Roseburg - Umpqua West 
Subdivision sewers 

Bend - Preliminary Specifications 
for Vacuum Sewer System Equip­
ment for R & D Project 

Ontario -Tuttle Subdivision 
Sewers 

Industrial Waste Sources (15) 

County 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Clackamas 

Lincoln 

Clackamas 

Lincoln 

Multnomah 

Jackson 

Clatsop 

Washington 

City and Project 

Newport - 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 
Secondary Treatment 

Aloha - Intel IV 
Neutralization 

- 6 -

Date 
Received Status 

4/25/75 Under review (Review 
completion projected 
April 9, 1975) 

4/25/75 Under review (Review 
completion projected 
April 9, 1975) 

4/25/75 Under review (Review 
completion projected 
April 15, 1975) 

4/30/75 Under review (Review 
completion projected 
April 9, 1975) 

Date 
Received Status 

2/3/75 Additional informa­
tion necessary 

2/26/75 Approval - early 
May 

3/17/75 Approval - early 
May 

3/17/75 Additional informa­
tion necessary 

3/17/75 Approval denied -
early May 

4/3/75 Approval in early 
May 

4/7/75 Approval in early 
May 

4/9/75 Plans returned 

4/17/75 

4/22/75 

4/24/75 

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 

- 7 -

Date 
Received Status 

4/24/75 Review underway 

4/24/75 Plans returned 

4/25/75 Approval - early 
May 

4/29/75 Review Underway 



Permit Actions Completed (12) 

Water Quality Program 

April, 1975 

Municipal Sources J.!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 - *Lynnbrook, Inc. 

City of Moro 

Industrial Sources ~ NPDES; .!. State*) 

County City and Source 

Lincoln Newport - Petersons Seafoods, Inc. 

Lane Eugene - Simpson Extruded 

Multnomah Portland - Chevron Asphalt Co. 

Clackamas Canby - *Union Mills 

- B -

Date of 
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 

4/26/75 

4/26/75 

4/26/75 

4/26/75 

Action 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

state Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Issued 

Action 

NPDES Issued 

NP DES 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. Applen. status 

Various 24 State Permits Various Various Not Drafted y 

Various 10 NP DES Appl. April Various Not Drafted y 

Various 10 State Permits Various Various Pencil Drafts 

Various 20 NP DES Permits Various Various Pencil Drafts y 

Various 132 NPDES Permits Various Various Applicant Review 

Various 73 NP DES Permits Various Various Public Notice y 

Various 28 NPDES Permits various Various EPA Final Review 

y Most of these applications are for gold dredging. 
made as to whether or not a permit is necessary. 
delayed. 

An evaluation is being 
No projects are being 

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

y 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. 

- 9 -

y 

y 



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 o·f TRS emissions 
from pulp washer. 

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

Date of 
Action 

4/9/75 

4/11/75 

4/16/75 

4/16/75 

Portland - Trumbull Asphalt- 4/16/75 
New burner package for #2 boiler. 

Portland - W. R. Grace Co. - 4/21/75 
Baghouse for control of 
vermiculite dust. 

Milwaukie - Milwaukie Plywood -
Enlargement of sawdust storage 
bin. 

4/21/75 

Colton - Colton School District - 4/25/75 
New paint spray booth. 

Salem - Boise Cascade - New 4/30/75 
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 -

4/30/75 

4/30/75 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



County City and Project 

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

Clatsop Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
New noncondensible gas 
incinerator 

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

Indirect Sources ill_ 

County 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Portland - Pacific Northwest 
Bell - 302 space parking 
structure. 

- 11 -

Date of 
Action 

4/30/75 

4/30/75 

4/30/75 

Date of 
Action 

4/23/75 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Action 

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 
Horne - New cremation 
incinerator y 

Date 
Received 

2/28/74 

Roseburg - Raintree Wood 4/9/74 
Products - New cyclone to 
control dry sawdust from 
several saws y 

Portland - Port of Portland 6/12/74 
Bulk commodity rail receiving 
and ship loading facility. y 

Salem - Boise Cascade - 7 /7 /74 
New countercurrent pulp 
washers. Y 

Portland - Zidell Explorations, 11/12/74 
Inc. - New secondary aluminum 
smelter. Y 
Portland - Kaiser Permanente 11/22/74 
Medical Center. New con-
trolled atmosphere incinerator. 3J 

Portland - Boeing of Portland - 11/26/74 
Scrubber to control salt fumes. Y 

- 12 -

Status 

Awaiting emission 
data from similar 
unit. 
by end 
action 
1975. 

Expect data 
of May and 
by June 15, 

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 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Union 

City and Project 

Durham - U.S.A. - New 
sludge incinerator. 31 

Bly - Weyerhaeuser Co. -
New boiler with two (2) 
multiclones for control. l/ 

Clackamas - Caf f al Brothers 
Construction - Portable rock 
crusher. 31 

Clatskanie - Kaufmann Chemical 
Corp. - Bulk sulphur rail 
receiving and ship loading 
facility. 31 

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

Troutdale - Reynolds Metals 
Co. - New particulate and 
fluoride baghouse collection 
system for all aluminum 
reduction pot lines. l/ 

Milwaukie - Milwaukie Plywood -
Scrubber control of veneer 
driers. l/ 

Lake Oswego - Oregon Portland 
Cement - New baghouse for #2 
cement packing scale. l/ 

Molalla - Molalla Sand and 
Gravel Co. - Water spray 
dust control on rock crusher. l/ 

Elgin - Boise Cascade - New 
veneer drier. l/ 

- 13 -

Date 
Received Status 

12/31/74 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. 

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 

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. Y 

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

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

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

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser - New 
condensate stripper. y 

Date 
Received Status 

4/16/75 Reviewing submitted 
info. Expect to 
determine whether 
add info will be 
needed by 5/15/75. 

4/18/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

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

~eviewing 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 
detennine whether 
add info will be 
needed by 5/20/75. 

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser - New 4/21/75 
co_unter current pulp drum washer. Y 

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

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
Control odorous emissions 
from the causticizing equip. Y 

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

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser - New 
concentrator evaporator. '!::/ 

- 14 -

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

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. 



County 

Lane 

Multnomah 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Multnomah 

Footnotes: 

City and Project 

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

Date 
Received Status 

4/21/75 Reviewing submitted 
info. Expect to 
determine whether 
add info will be 
needed by 5/20/75. 

Portland - Troxel Panel 4/27/75 Reviewing submitted 
info. Expect com­
pletion by 5/12/75. 

Products, Inc. - Two new 
paint spray booths . .!/ 

White City - SWF Plywood - New 4/24/75 
cyclone for new truck chip bin . .!/ 

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

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

4/24/75 

4/30/75 

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

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

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

.!/ 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. 

~ These plan reviews are for new facilities. Production or operation of 
facility is dependent on Department action. 
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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 Oil 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 - Bahler 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 
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Date of 
Action 

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 

Status 

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 

Multnomah 

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. 

Date of 
Action 

4/15/75 

4/16/75 

4/16/75 

4/29/75 

4/29/75 

4/29/75 

Portland - Alpine Veneers, Inc. 4/29/75 
(03-2065) Plywood Mfg. 

Portland - Supreme Perlite Co. 4/29/75 
(26-2390) Perlite expanding kiln 

Cornelius - c. c. Ruth Co. 4/29/75 
(34-2037) Animal Feeds 

Beaverton - Tualatin Valley 4/29/75 
Paving, Inc. (34-2581) 
Asphaltic Paving 

Tillamook - Trask River Gravel 4/29/75 
(29-0041) Rock Crusher 

Nehalem - Miami Shingle & Shake 4/29/75 
Co. (29-0017) Shake Mill 

Cloverdale - Kimber Log and 4/29/75 
Lumber Co. (29-0048) Sawmill 

Tillamook - Tillamook County 4/29/75 
Road Dept. (29-0051) Rock 
Crusher 

Astoria - Bumble Bee Seafoods 4/29/75 
(04-0036) Boiler 

Astoria - Bayview Transit Mix 4/29/75 
Inc. (04-00461 Ready Mix Concrete 
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Status 

Permit 
Modified 

Permit 
Modified 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

Date of 
County City and Source Action status 

Clatsop Gearhart - Bayview Transit 4/29/75 Pennit 
Mix, Inc. (04-0045) Ready Issued 
Mix Concrete 

Multnomah Portland - ABC Foundry, Inc. 4/29/75 Permit 
(26-1848) Brass Foundry Issued 

Clackamas Molalla - Avison Lumber Co. 4/29/75 Pennit 
(03-1772) sawmill Issued 

Multnomah Portland - Great Northern 4/29/75 Pennit 
Products, Inc. (26-2538) Issued 
Sawmill 

Multnomah Portland - Service Bronze and 4/29/75 Pennit 
Brass (26-1855) Brass Foundry Issued 

Multnomah Portland - Galvanizers Co. 4/29/75 Pennit 
(26-1885) Galvanizing Issued 

Multnomah Portland - Consolidated Metco, 4/29/75 Pennit 
Inc. (26-1890) Aluminum Foundry Issued 

Washington Banks - Banks Lumber Co. 4/29/75 Permit 
(34-2565) Sawmill Issued 

Multnomah Portland - Colonial Mortuary 4/29/75 Permit 
Inc. (26-2803) Crematory Issued 

Columbia Mist - Olympic Forest Products 4/29/75 Pennit 
Co. (05-1771) sawmill Issued 
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Indirect Sources J.2.L 

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 
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Date of 
Action 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/28/75 

4/25/75 

Status 

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 

April, 1975 

Direct Stationary Sources (576) 
(New sources - - - -
(Existing Sources- -

- - - - 17 - - - - See listing below) 
- - - - 353 - - see footnote !fl 

(Fuel Burning (Boilers)- - - - - - 206 - See footnote ~) 

County 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

· Mul tnornah 

Date of Date of 
Initial Completed 

City and Source Applen Applen. Status 

Portland - Union 
Carbide #1 Furnace 
Product Change 

11/21/73 2/13/75 Issued proposed 
Permit 2/28/75. 
Expect Issuing 
Permit by 5/19/75. 

Astoria - Layton 
Funeral Horne - New 
Cremation Incinerator 

2/28/74 

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

Portland - Resource 
Recovery Byproducts 
Paper air classifier 

Portland - Pennwalt 
Corp. - Expansion of 
chlorine-caustic soda 
manufacturing. 

11/1/74 

11/4/74 

3/28/75 

2/25/75 

4/17/75 

Portland - Zidell 11/12/74 4/2/75 
Explorations, Inc. -
New secondary aluminum 
smelter. 

Portland - Kaiser 11/22/74 2/25/75 
Permanente Medical 
Center - New controlled 
atmosphere incinerator. 
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(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 
permit 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 - Caf f al 
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 - Umpqua 
Dairy Products 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

12/21/74 

1/20/75 

2/25/75 

4/18/75 

. 3/75 

3/75 

3/75 

4/21/75 

4/17/75 

4/15/75 
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Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

4/2/75 

Status 

(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 
issued by 
6/30/75 



Footnotes: 

1J 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. All permits for existing sources 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 1975.) 
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Indirect Sources (6) 

County 

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 
Applen. 

7/19/74 

7/19/74 

4/14/75 

4/14/75 

4/21/75 

4/23/75 
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Date of 
Completed 

Applen. Status 

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. No 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) 

county 

Crook 

Klamath 

Washington 

Douglas 

City and Project 

Ochoco Lumber Co. 
Existing Landfill 

Lake Ewauna Landfill 

Arden Danielson 
New site 

Glide Transfer Station 
New Transfer Station. 
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Date of 
Action 

4/7/75 

4/9/75 

4/17/75 

4/21/75 

Action 

Letter of authori­
zation approval 

Review and comment 
rejected by Klamath 
Falls City Planning 
Commission 

Provisional approval 

Approval 



Plan Actions Pending J2l_ 

Land Quality Program 

April, 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects (6). 

County City and Project 

Deschutes Southwest Landfill 

Umatilla Pendleton Landfill 

Douglas Myrtle Creek Transfer Station 

Baker Baker Sanitary Landfill 

Douglas Reedsport Landfill 

Douglas Canyonville Landfill 

Industrial Solid Wastes Disposal Projects J.!l. 

County City and Project 

Linn Western Kraft Corporation 
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Date 
Received Status 

10/10/74 More data requested 

10/15/74 More data requested 

1/6/75 More data requested 

1/31/75 More data requested 

2/18/75 More data requested 

3/18/75 More data requested 

Date 
Received status 

4/24/75 In Process Action 
5/75. 



Permit Actions Completed (14) 

Land Quality Program 

April, 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities ~ 

County 

Crook 

Deschutes 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Josephine 

Lake 

Washington 

City and Source 

Riverside Ranch Transfer 
Station - New Facility 

LaPine Disposal Site 
Existing Facility 

Ashland Landfill 
Existing Facility 

South Stage Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Culver Landfill 
Existing Facility 
Permanently closed. 

Kerby Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Adel Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Arden Danielson 
New Facility 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities J1l 

County 

Washington 

City and Source 

Hillsboro Landfill 
Existing Facility 
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Date of 
Action 

4/16/75 

4/2/75 

4/7/75 

4/7/75 

4/2/75 

4/4/75 

4/3/75 

4/17/75 

Date of 
Action 

4/1/75 

Action 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 
(Renewal) 

Permit issued 
(Renewal) 

Permit revoked 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 

Letter authori­
zation issued. 

Action 

Permit issued 
(Renewal) 



Land Quality Program - Permit Actions Completed (continued} 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities J.il.. 

County 

Clatsop 

Crook 

Douglas 

City and Source 

Lewis & Clark Log Sorting 
Yard - New facility 

Ochoco Lumber Co. 
Existing Facility 

Little River Box Co. 
Existing Facility 

Hood River u. s. Plywood, Dee 
Existing Facility 

Sludge Disposal Facilities (1) 

County 

Linn 

City and source 

Nored Sludge Lagoon 
Existing Facility 
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Date of 
Action 

4/21/75 

4/7/75 

4/7/75 

4/24/75 

Date of 
Action 

4/11/75 

Action 

Permit issued 

Letter authori-
zation issued. 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Action 

Permit issued 
{Renewal} 



Pe:nnit Actions Pending (146) 

Land Quality Program 

April, 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (103) 

County 

curry 

Curry 

Curry 

Douglas 

Gilliam 

Umatilla 

Umatilla 

Clackamas 

Lane 

City and Source 

Brookings Landfill 

Nesika Beach Landfill 

Port Orford Landfill 

Camas Valley Landfill 

Arlington Landfill 

Pilot Rock Landfill 

Weston Landfill 

Rossman's Landfill 

Franklin Landfill 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

5/16/72 

5/16/72 

6/20/72 

6/12/72 

5/15/72 

5/17/72 

5/17/72 

4/21/75 

4/2/75 
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Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

6/16/72 

6/16/72 

6/20/72 

2/30/75 

11/14/74 

8/14/74 

B/14/74 

4/21/75 

4/2/75 

Status 

Under temp. permit 
Proposed reg. pe:nnit 
issued 4/16/75. 

II II II 

II II II 

Under temp. permit. 
Regional staff to 
draft regular pe:nnit 
5/75. 

Under temp. pe:nnit. 
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 pe:nnit 
by 7/75. 

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

Renewal. Permit 
expired 3/31/75. 
Regional staff draft­
ing new permit for 

issuance 5/75. 



County City and Source 

Jackson Prospect 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

3/7/75 

93 other sites with temporary permits 
(incomplete applications) 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities ~ 

County City and Source 

Marion Salem Airport Landfill 

Polk Fowler Demolition 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

6/20/72 

8/8/72 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (41) 

County 

Benton 

Benton 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Josephine 

City and Source 

Hobin Lumber Co. 

Paul Barber Hardwood 

Reedsport Mill 

Superior Lumber 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

6/21/73 

12/19/73 

8/8/73 

6/20/73 

Josephine Co. Industrial 7/18/73 
Sludge Disposal Site 
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Date of 
Completed 
Appl. Status 

4/21/75 Renewal. Permit 
expired 4/ 1/7 5. 
Proposed new permit 
drafted. To be 
issued 5/75. 

Date of 
Completed 

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

Appl. Status 

8/14/74 Under temp. permit. 
Regional staff to 
draft regular permit 
by 7/75. 

8/14/74 Under temp. permit. 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

6/29/73 

5/20/74 

8/8/73 

7/12/73 

7/18/73 

Regional staff to 
draft regular permit 
by 7/75. 

Status 

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

II II U 

II II II 

II II If 

II II II 



County 

Josephine 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

Douglas 

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 !,umber 

U.S. Plywood, Roseburg 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

6/25/73 

6/22/73 

6/28/73 

6/29/73 

6/1/73 

6/25/73 

4/22/75 

10/2/74 

7/3/73 

6/20/73 

7/13/73 

6/29/73 

7/13/73 
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Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

7/13/73 

6/22/73 

9/7/73 

5/30/74 

7/3/73 

6/25/73 

4/22/75 

Status 

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

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

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

11/12/74 Proposed new facility 
will not be used until 

7/3/73 

7/2/73 

7/13/73 

6/29/73 

7/13/73 

summer. 
to drqft 
5/75. 

Regional staff 
regular permit 

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

II II II 

II II II 

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

II II II 



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 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

7/13/73 

7/2/73 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. Status 

7/13/73 Letter authorization 
issued with no exp. 
date. Regional 
staff to draft 
regular letter 
authorization or 
permit by 6/30/75. 

7/2/73 II II II 

Publishers Paper, Toledo 9/28/73 9/28/73 II II II 

Bauman Lwnber 

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 

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 

12/13/74 12/13/74 

7/18/73 7/18/73 

5/7/74 5/7/74 

6/21/73 4/12/74 

6/21/73 4/12/74 

6/20/74 6/20/74 

7/9/73 6/3/74 

Georgia-Pacific, Toledo 7/2/73 3/14/74 

Willamette Industries 7/5/73 12/28/73 
Sweet Horne 
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II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

Existing site, 
Requested letter 
authorization. 
Regional staff to 
respond by 6/30/75. 

II II II 

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

II II II 

II II II 

II II 11 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

(5 applications) 
II II II 

II II II 



ROBERT II. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, M~innville 

GRACES. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

((mf,iins 
R!•(ydcJ 
M,1.lcrials 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

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

Tax Credit Applications 

Attached are review reports on 11 Tax Credit Applications. 
These applications and the recommendations of the Driector are sum- .. 
madzed on the attached table, 

AHE 
May 12, 1975 
Attachments 

Tax Credit Summary 

KESSLER R. CANNON 

Tax Credit Review Reports (11) 



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

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

Coos Bay Division 
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 Cooipany T-647 Baghouse to collect dust gener~ 20,997.98 80% or more Issue 
of Oregon ated from grinders and wheela-

brator shot blast castin'g 
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 

to collect and control fumes and 
particu.lates 

Boise Cascade Corporation I T-652 Installation of effluent flow 35,809.00 80% or more Issue 
Paper Division measuring equipment 

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 

·-, 

i 

I . I 
. I 

' • 4. }. -*-*'-™!iS:Z"' 



1. Applicant 

S.tate .of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Coos Bay Division 
PO Box 869 
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420 

Appl T-636 

Date AprH 9. 1975 

The applicant operates a lumber mill and plywood plant at Coquille, Coos.County, 
Oregon. 

2. Description of Faci.lity 

The facility claimed in this application is described as a multiclone cinder 
,.. collector to collect particulates being emitted from the plant's hogged f,uel 

boiler. The collector consists of the following: 

1. Multiclone Dust Collector type 9VlOT Size 182.7 

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

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

4. Two link belt screw conveyors 

5. Foundation, wiring, piping, etc. miscellaneous 

The facility was completed and put into operation in July, 1973. 

Certification is claimed under the 196g Act and the percentage claimed for· 
pollution control is 100%. 

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

3. 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 facility has the Department's approval 
as ft solves a solid waste problem. 
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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. · 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $7D,985 with 8D% or more of the cost allocated to pollution 
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-636. 

l'BB:mh 
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State of Oregon 
. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Coos Bay Division 
P. O. Box 869 
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420 

Appl T-638 

Date 4-9-75 

The applicant operates a plywood plant in the Bunker Hill area of Coos Bay, 
Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The claimed facility is a baghouse fire suppression system consisting of the 
fol lowing: 

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-20Pl6) with fire alarms. 

Upon sensing a fire., the two baghouses are deluged by freon gas. The facility 
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 
pollution control is 100%. · 

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

3. 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 .. 

Relation 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 
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review report's equipment list 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 pollut.ant, into the outside 
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 
pollution 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. · 

4. 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 
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1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Coos Bay Division 
PO Box 869 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 

Appl T-639 

Date April 17, 1975 

The applicant operates a hardboard plant at Coos Bay, Oregon. 

2. 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-1D35, 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 facility 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.) 

3. 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 miscellaneous equipment convey 
dust ladened air to a Carter-Day baghouse and assure its continuous operation . 
This baghouse ~1as 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 required, maintenance, .etc. 
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This facility does operate within the· Department's emission regulations 
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 



l. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Clarence VanDyke and Charles Hertel 
Partnership - Dairy Farm 
Route 2, Box 238H 
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 

Appl. T-642 

. Date 5-1-75 

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 gallon concrete tank, 8 ft. deep, 30 ft. in 
diameter to hold one month's animal waste when spreading is not advisable. 

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

. Certification 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 



1. Applicant 

Appl. 

Date 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF .APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

WATER QUALITY DIVISION 

Western Pulp Products 
P.O. Box 968 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

T-643 

4-14-75 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The new treatment system provides both primary clarification and 
secondary aeration to reduce suspended solids and BOD in repu_lping 
plant waste water to conform to the limits set forth in NPDES Permit 
No. 1686-J. The new equipment and fa·ailities involved consist of: 

a. Waste Water batch separator. 
b. Fiber collection bins (2.) • 
c. Collection pump. 
d. Effluent pwnp, Pacific 1 1/2 hp. 
e. Pipe lines to lagoon, approx. 750 ft. 4" and l" PVC. 
f. Aerated Lagoon 480,000 gallon, six day detention. 
g. Aerators, two Aqua Jet, 3 hp. 
h. Lagoon discharge settler, 
i. Associated foundations, controls, electrical and miscelleneous 

piping. 
_j. Discharge piping, approximately 400 ft. 

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

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

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

3. Evaluation of the Application 

Installation of the claimed facility was necessary because 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 lbs/day BOD and suspended solids are 
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discharged in swnmer and 40 lbs/day average BOD lbs/day and 48 
lbs/day average su.sp~ed solids in the winter months are dis­
charged. The comp.;ony' claims n,, ..... seable materials .are recovered 
for profit, thus th1>-enly bene l!;l. derived is pollution control. 
Monitoring reports show that t "'''facility is performing properly. 

I . 

4. Director 1 s Re·comrnendation 

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 



l. App 1 icant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW fiEPORT 

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

Appl T-647 -------
Date April 29, 1975 

The applicant takes scrap iron and steel ~nd melts them do~m 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 grinding. The sand is re­
conditioned and reused. 

2. 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. Air 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.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

On June 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 operation is operating in compliance with air quality 
regulations. 

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

Conclusions 

It is concluded that this installation is for the sole purpose of air pollution 
prevention. Rich Mfg. Co. adhered to Department Notic·e of Construction 

r 
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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 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT.OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

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

Appl _T,_:-~6~4~8 _____ _ 

Date April 29, 1975 

Rich Manufacturing operation consists of melting 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. 

2. Description of Facility 

The claimed facility consists of a baghousa', 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 contra 1 is 100%. 

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

3. Evaluation of Application 

The now dissolved Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority issued Board 
Order Number 72-15 on October 20, lg72, to Rich Manufacturing Co. requiring 
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 No. 382 covering 
the installation 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, Cl4APA received notice of construction No. 483 covering 
installation of an !CA-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 said facility. The observations of the pre-heating, melt down, charging, 
and tapping operations indicate that the new equipment, as installed, is 
in compliance with the Department's air quality regulations concerning 
opacity and effective fume capture. 

Conclusions 

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. 

4. ·Director's RecoITTTiendation 

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 iss·ued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-648. 

JAP:mh 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Division 
P.O. Box 2089 
Salem, Oregon 97308 

Appl. T-652 

Date · 5-1-75 

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 floati:, 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 pl~ced into operation in September 
1974. Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% of the cost 
allocated to pollution 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 configuration 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 11 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 pollution 
control. 

WDL:ak 
May 1, 1975 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1 • Applicant 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Division 
P. O. Box 2089 
Salem, Oregon 97308 

Appl: T-653 

Date: Aprfl 16. 1975 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

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

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

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 certification was provided) 

3. 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 fel 1 onto cars, may have 
drifted into Pringle Creek or Willamette Slough and caused a general nuisance 
to neighbors. 

Since the installation of the claimed facility, fallout has diminished to 
the point where no complaints have been received since the startup of the 
cl aimed 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 Reco1T111endation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Faciljty 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-553. 

PBB:cs 
April 17, 1975 
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l. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT .OF ENVIRONHENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Tru-Mix Construction Co. 
PO Box 170B 
Medford, OR 97501 

Appl T-654 

Date April 17, 1975 

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 completed in November, 1974, but ~ias 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. Evaluation 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 pollution. 

4. Director's RecoJTlllendation 

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 
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Appl T-657 

Date May 5, 1975 
~~--'-~-'--C..~~~ 

I. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENV IRONMENTl\L QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIHI REPORT 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Wood P'roducts Manufacturing 
Post Office Box 389 
North Bend, Oregon 97459 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

'The facility claimed in this application is described as a sand classifier 
for the cinder collectors on the plant's three hogged fuel boilers. 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 .facility was placed into operation in July, 1974, and completed in Decem­
ber, 1974. 

Ce'rtifjcat,ion is claimed under the 1973 Act and the percentage claimed for 
pollution control is 100%. 

Facility cost: $44,178.00 (Accountant's cert\fication was provided). 

3.· Evaluation of Application 

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 hand] ing, would pass through the cinder collectors 
and be emitted out the stack. 

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

The recirculated 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 offs.et by the annual $750 cost for operating and 
maintaining the classifier. 

It is concluded that the classifier was built substantially for pollution 
·control and that it contributes to maintai11ing lowest possible boiler emissions. 

,~ '. 
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4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Faci Hty 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 



Robert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHllllPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN l. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Conlains 
Recycled 
M11terials 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item D., May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Public hearing to consider extension of existing moratoriums on 
subsurface·sewage system jnstallations 

' 

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 problems 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 longer 
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. 
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JACKSON COUNTY: 

Three (3) areas - listed as areas A, B, and C, and described on 
the attached Exhibits # l 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-Idleyld 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, lst 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. 
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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 life 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 
fol lows: 

l) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

TJO:md 
3/27/75 

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 
moratori urns. 
Adopt the aforementioned moratoriums as previously invoked 
by local governing bodies in listed areas, such moratoriums 
to take effect immediately upon filing with the Secretary 
of State. 
Sign the enclosed draft order for filing with the Secretary 
of State. 
Authorize the Department to conduct public hearings in each 
of the moratorium areas on the question of whether permanent 
moratoriums are needed. 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

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 

in Certain Designated Areas 

FINDING AND ORDER 

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 following Order. 

The Commission hereby ORDERS as follows: Effective immediately 

the construction 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 hereof. Ta 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 

PROPOSED 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 

being being made fully a part hereof. 

JACKSON COUNTY 

Three areas; see Exhibits numbered 1 and 2. 

JOSEPHINE COUNTY 

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, SA, 6, and 7. 

MARION COUNTY 

The City of Donald; see Exhibits numbered 8 and 9. 

BENTON COUNTY 

Southwest Corvallis Area; see Exhibit numbered 10 and lOA. 

The following subdivisions: 

Princeton Heights, North Albany; see Exhibit numbered 11. 

Kingston Heights, North Albany; see Exhibit numbered 12. 

Kingston Heights, 1st Addition, North Albany; see Exhibit 

numbered 13. 

Strawberry Acres, North Albany; see Exhibit numbered 14. 

Strawberry Acres, 1st Addition, North Albany; see Exhibit 

numbered 15. 

Country Estates, Lewisburg Area1 seeiExhibit numbered 16. 

Country Estates, 1st Addition, Lewisburg Area; see Exhibit 

numbered 17. 

Deerhaven Heights, s. E. of Philomath; 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. 



Exhibit #1 

AS D~3CRIBED :3~LC.:I: 

Ar23.a _l\.,B, and C of Phase I are identified as follo'.·Ts: 

.. 

Area A. Al l f S ' · 2- 26 27 ""- nd 3~· · _ o ecl.ior~·s .:; , , , -' . a ... _ i:; 

So:ith, Range 2 ~·le.st of the \·fillarnette 
in Tci»;nship 37 
l·Ieridian, and 

All those portions of Sectior:s 24,25, 36 in Tmmship 37 
South, Range 2 \·fest of the \·jilla..·11ette f·1eridian outside 
the ini:orpo.rated city limits of Nedford, Oregon, and 

All those portio.:is of Sectio~ 31 in Toi.·rr1s'1.ip 37. 
South, Ra.."l.ge 1 \·!est of the \•!ill~ette J.feridian outside 
the incor:Porated city limits o: Hedford, Oregon, and 

All of Sections 1 ac.,_d 2 in Township 38 South, Range 2 
West of the WillaT.ette Meridian, and 

All of Section 6 in Township 33 ·south, Range l ~lest of 
·the Will=ette Meridian. 

Area -"B. - The entire area lyir_g bet\-feeri. the· old Rogue Rive!- Highv1ay 
(99), someti:ies referred to as Rogue Valley Blvd . ., and 
Interstate Highway Number 5, Soc; th of the Central Poir.t 
city limits and North of the l·:edford city limits. 

Area C. All. of Sectior.s 22,- 25, 26, 27, 35 and 36 in To1·mship 
.36 South, Range.2 West of the Willamette Heridian. 

That portion of Section 34, in To.wnship 36 So.uth, Range· 
2 West. o.i' the Willamette Heridian lying East of Interstate 
Hig!i\oray Nu.rn:Oer 5. 

All of Sectio.ns 30 and 31 in To.-.mship 36 South, Range l · 
West o.f the Willa'tlette Heridia:i. 

All thm;e portio.ns. of Sections l and 2 in To.wnship 37 
So.uth, Range 2 West o.f the \1illa.':lette Meridian lying 
East o.f Interstate Highway N=b=r 5 and outside the in­
corporated city limits of 1'1edford 1 Oregon .. 

That portio!l o.f Section 6, in To.•mship 37 South, Range l 
\-lest of' the i:lil!araette l•Ieridie.n. lying outside -fhe incor- · 
porated city.limits o.f Medford, Oregon. 
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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 it.s 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 Wand 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 1.969 

Dowell 
Road 

Rogue Ri 

Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood 
Sewage Disposal Emergency Area 
Located in Township 36 S, Range 5 W 
and Range 6 W, Willamette Meridian 
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Exhibit· #7 

IN THE EOARD. OF COUNTY CD!-1MI SSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREGON 
' 

In thP 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 Heal th Officer has declared a moratorium on subsurface 
sewage disposal systems in the Glide ,area of Douglas County, 
copy of said declaration being attached hereto;· and. 

It being the opinion of the Board that said 
declaration should be filed with the County Clerk as public 
record;i 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the 
declaration herein=bove descr}bed and attached hereto be 
recorded in the County Court Journal and placed on file 
in the office of the County Clerk of Douglas Co!.!nty. 

Dated this 5th day of Octohzr, 1973. 

BOA.~.D OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF .DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREC,ON 

Al Flegel, Chairman 

"i/ 
/Ray E. Doerner, CowJ'lissioner 

r. W. Michaels, Commissioner 

I 



-, 

... ·, 

.\··· 
. . : 

.. •·',•.· 

·-·---', 
•.,: 

. ' 
-..... 

i: 

~ ,. '.' 

:··.·· 

,, .. ,, 

,,• 

•, 

'' " 

'" 

·. j 

-.... 

· .. -

,. 

·.;: . 

·, -.. 
·'' 

Exhibit 

.:•.r. ' ' 

TCltGIEN ••• 

!} 
~1\ oO 

~ ~ '>" 

,/!;;;~;:~, .. 
f•·~·'I: I ........... //.' 

I 
.... ., ... 

........... 4,. . 

'!-' I .·. ····~--.-• I ... ~. . 
~--J ' . .· . . . ' . 

•• ··: 

'·' 

' -

~ 

,r 

t 

#8 

"· ·: .. :·· ., 
.... 

_·,.· 

Ll:Gl:ND 

• PDll OHie• . • Publlc ald9. 

ii !choa\ H• Clly K<dl · 

• R.R.D-... •f-Cow'l!-1-•-Ann....y 
.. -ui-r, 

-- SI- ep.n lor llll'l'IL 

•••·''.' Sir..t Udlcatlld W ; 
--- citr u.,11., - .,... . 

. ,'' 

D 0 NALD 
MARION COUNTY, one:GON 

~.r .. 101 



~\OL:ERT i1. STRAUB 

i 
·• Exhibit #9 

( ' I '-· ' , 

DE~A~YM~NT Of 
iENV~~ONM!ENYAL QUAUiY 

Salem Distr·ict Off·lco 
2595 State Street 
Salem, OR 97301 

1234 S.W •. MORRISON STREET 0 PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 o Telephone (503) 229-., 

Mr. K. Charles Buster 
City Recorder 
P.O. Box 388 
Donald, OR 97020 

Dear Mr. Buster: 

February .14, 1975 

RE: WQ - City of Donald 
Marion County 
Salem District - NH Region 

This will confirm our telephone discussion of l'ebruary 12, ·1 11 /G, 
regarding the Department's involvement with the City of Donald, our 
findings and proposed approach toward solving the serious problem of 
improper sewage disposal within the city. 

The Department of Envi ronrnental Qual 1ty first became rn '•1i'<! 
that Donald was experiencing seMage problems in December, 1971 i-/11'.::1 
complaints ware publicly made at the city council meeting. Since t:,11: 
meeting the Department, in conjunction with the Marion County Hci\hh 
Department and members of the c'lty council, has verified that a ~nli-

. stantial number of older homes discharge their sewage directly in·t;o 
field tiles .and storm drains unor.rlying the city. 

During our investigations, we have discovered an equally scrio1e 
problem in the newer developments 1·1here people have attempted to ·1,1-
stal1 proper septic tank and drainf1eld systems. For e1:ample, <1 S''' ., ·· 
was made on the North Marion Junior Estates Subdivis'lon -In March, ·1 1'//;, 

Our preliminary findings revealed approximately 50% of these 11c:· .. 1 ho:·:~ 
had failing systems due to the h'lgh ground water and relatively si:./1-
draining soil conditions that are prevalent 1n the Donald area. 

: I·:";. 

As you know, the City of Donald 1s an urbanized area 1rltl1 1110·•1: 
lot sizes averaging bet1"1een 5,000 to 10,000 square feet. B;;isc!d 0:1 i:i;c 
adverse seasonal climatic conditions, relatively slow soil dn1'lnil[J'!, 
and septic tank failures in the newer developments of Donald, tim 
Marion County Health Department requested the city to impose i\ rnori'­
torium on all new construction. This e est was formall irin1cn;:;::::;d 
during your April, 197.!i c·lty council meeting an '; 1111-

portod by ttl1s Depa1 bm:mt. 



Mr. K. Charles Buster 
Page 2 
February 14. 1975 

In regard to correct1ng the problems, the Marion County llc;:;i'i;i1 
Department and the Department of Environmental Quality have scdous 
reservations about requiring the homes that are presently oxpcrfo01,:·iwJ 
se11age failures to attempt repairs to their systems. It is our op'iil'ion 
that this effort would not be successful and moi·e problems would Ile 
created than resolved, due to tha seasonal high ground water cond·iUl'llS, 
poorly drained soil conditions, and small lot sizes. 

It is our comb1ned opinion that tho only perr.mnont solutfon to 
the sewage problems.in Donald is tho installation of a so~rnge co11cc~ 
tion and treatment facility. Delays in providing approp1··lnte sc,1~.0:~ 
fac11ities to alleviate the dangerous health hazilrd situ<l'tion ·In 1:i1" 
Donald area can only lead to much higher costs to the resfdentr. 1-i·itli ~:ic 
so"lution remainfn\) unchanged. This Dep.artment (and all the other 
agencies involved) is lool<ing for11ard to working with you to prov·id" 
both technfcal and financial assistance in every way possible. 

If there are emy other questions regarding the above milttc1•s, 
please fee1 free to contact this office at 378-8240, Salem. 

RHF /GHM/ks 

Cordially, 

. KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Russell H. Fetrow, Jr., P .E. 
Salem District Manager· 

cc: E.J. Weathersbee, Administrator, NW Region Office 
Laverne Miller, State Division 01• Health, Portland 
c.s. Sherman, Marion County Mealth Department 
Bill Daniels, Farmers Home Administration, 1218 SW Washington St., 

Portland, 97205 
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MAR 6 1975 

Subsurface Sewage Dlvlsion 
Dept, of Envlronmentat Quality, 



· BACTERIOLCGICAL Sft.l-iFLJlfG LOC.ATIO~TS Exhibit 

ST'P - ·sei;-re.ge Tree..trns:Ilt F'lant 

I 

• 
:~ 
;; 
·' 
;( 



-" .C&Q(2! I 
. _(JL, - JQ?- _;.iA- .w_,.p,;;_ .. ~~·;; 

PRINCETON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION 
W.M. SEC. 26, T. 10 S., r..4 W., 

BENTON COUNTY, OREGON 
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KINGSTON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION 
SEC. 2~, T.10 S., R. 4 W., W. M. 

i -· BENTON COUNTY , OREGON 
SCALE 1"1 100' 

ROAD t CUR .. DATA: 
CUltVI • ..... ' '· 
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1ST ADDITION TO KINGSTON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION 

SECTION 25, 

BENTON 
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TIOS R4W, W.M. 

COUNTY , OREGON 

SCALE I' • 100 I 
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UTILITY EASEMENT 
A ,.,Plluol eo1e111enl 11 re1trv1d for ullllt1 in1lolla!ion, moln .. 
ltnonc• and rtploc11111nt ntr and und" the oround In lht ~11111, 

I hlttb-, cutU7 that Oii 1111111 
011 paid .ZS. thl• :ta .11. 

~n th •lth~~',::.:!bld P,.PlrfJ 
da1 or A.O. 19n 

ti rip• 01 ehown ottd 111•rlltd on 11111 plul. Thll rtffnotlon tboll 

lncl11d1 !ht right to lntloll olld maintain our• and 1111 onchan 
along all lot 11n11 whtrt nec1111rr to facllllolt tlandard poll 

llnt con1tr11ctlon, II 1holl turlher Include tftt right• al ln;ro11 to 
ond 11r111 lrull'I onr or Ill 1011 In 111, mo11n1r 111c11100• tor '"' 
putpOH of con1truct1on, malnltnanH, Of rtaovol GI' ulllltr 1qul11· 
mini, provided that !ht ulllltr 111/:\g ltll1 101tm1nt shall rt• 
11or1 n11 prop.rt)' at nt41r 01 pracllcab11 to 111 orlglnol condltlofl. 
Molnt1nonc1 1holl lnolud1 th• rl9hf to remoYI tr1n, lllnbo of ttn1, 
uncl1rtro•th Ot" othu ob1tri.ctlon1 tl'lot 0¥1rtlCNl1 or 01h·uw110 
1tw11n111r ullllt:r 1qu1&111H1nt. 

CENTER LINE CURVE DATA 

~~~c""'' 
STATE OF OREGON SS 
COUNTY OF BENT.ON 

SMrlff 

I h111b-, c1rtllr thot th• •lthln •o• r1c11wod ond dulr r•· 
cord1d b:r mo In 
Volu1111 

111111011 Count7 R1cord1, Booll of Plot• • 
.,., ___ on tu ----- do:r of 

A. D. llTR 

countr R101rder 

KNOW ALL MEN 

Thol .. , JAK[ PA 
!old out 1 ST ADDI 
1111, ohapo ond clin 
al tho public torovu 

Tiit utllll:r and clroi 

Th•I Gil ••••• and_ 

/(r 
',{'AM 

STATE Of OREGt 
COUNTY Of SENTI 

011lhl1~. 
Joll1 rrtnc1 , Wlllt 

d1cllcotlon, ud •h 

STATE Of ORF. 
COUNTY OF 8E N 

1, Jomes W. Proc 
01 1-ST AODITIOI 

111ginnlnt ol 1110 I 
1old Initial Polnl 
ond olto Hlrtt s a· 
ThlllCI No• 16' ? 
30• E 187.81 111 

l11f, 1hlnu •long 
and N e:o• 45' "' 
Kin91ton war; tflt 
90.00 fell ; lhln 
38-8"5 ••••• , .... 
1urv1 lo lh• l1rt 
78.91 t•t lo lh 

Tiii• pl•t opprovt 

on• ••tltt'•d ""' 

Tiii• plot oppto• 

c 



[· ,_ 
r.. ' . "' -- 2 

·- " " • "I , 
::· ~ " . " ~j • ~ 

i:' C> 

"' • f' '"~ 
~ ·- 'a-::; , ... ~ 

·--~-'...:.~·)•·-··· •,------"-'-----~· 

Exhibit #14 

STRAW BERRY ACRES 
Section 31, TIOS,R3W, W.M. 

Benton Countr,Or111oa 

Scale I'• I001 Nov111btr 1964. 
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JULIUS V/>.,RGA, M.D. 
1 _' •HEAL TH OFFICER unn counTY ~fHl.TH ~f PHRTITTfnT 

COURT HOUSE 

ALBANY, OREGON 
97321 

May 23, 1973 

lElEPHONE 926·•1: 

Exhibit #19 

NEWS RELEASE 

AN IMMEDIATE MORATORIUM IS HEREBY DECLARED BY THE LINN COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

ON THE ISSUANCE OF SEPTIC TANK PERMITS IN TllE MIDWAY-FOSTER AREA, LINN COUNTY. TIIIS 

AREA HAD A COMt·flJNITY SAi'UTATION SURVEY MARCH 19-30, 1973, WITH TIIE SURVEY A Coto!BINED 

EFFORT OF THE LINN COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT, THE STATE SANITATION SECTION AND THE 

DEPARTl·IENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, AND INVOLVING 225 RESIDENCES. 

THESE PRELIMINARY FINDINGS INDICATE THAT THERE IS THE POSSIBILITY THAT A HEALTH 

HAZARD, AS DEFINED BY TIIE 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 SllALLOW, 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 JUDGMEl'rf 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." 

THE PURPOSE OF THE MORATORIUM IS TO ALLOW SUFFICIENT TIME FOR A MORE DETAILED 

STUDY OF THE AREA AND FORMULATE RECO~!MENDATIONS TO ADEQUATELY CORRECT THESE HAZARDS. 

THE MORATOIUUM ON THE ISSUANCE OF PEJL\!ITS FOR SEPTIC TANK SYSTEMS WITHIN THIS AREA 

IS RECOMMENDED BY CORNELIUS BATESON, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OREGON STATE HEALTH DIVISION, 

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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ENVIR-ONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

i~~~~' 
1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-569'{{ 

Robert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chainnan, McMinnville T 0 : Environmental Quality Commission 

GRACES. PHINNEY 
Corvallis From: Di rector 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 

Portl•nd . s'ubject: Agenda Item F, May 23, 1975 EQC Meeting 
MORRIS K. CROTHERS 

Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

' i}lf 

@ 
Coritciins 
Recycled 
Materials 
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·. 11 
j' 

.. ·Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Revisions to 
' . .:Elre,goTI Administrative Rules Pertaining to Subsurface 
.;.~ewage Disposal 

I . ·)• 
. ·J'L i; 

. Bac·k~urid · •· • .· ·. · 

)·~\)' .fl'~anuarr, 1974~ the Environmental Quality Coml)lis_sion,after 
\ sta.t\1t!1de public hearings, adopted the present rul.es cmisubsurface· 
•:- sewage disposal. ·During these hearings, there .was much ,conflicting., 
· testimony. It was felt by the Di rec-tor that a task f.orce .c;ould. help\· . 

resolve conflicts a·nd propose a more"equitable, workable set of rUle'i;; 

Just over a year ago the Citizen's.Task Fdrce on Su~;su,;f,ace .. 
Sewage' Disposal ( CTF) was appointed., consisting of si l(teen members, . · 
Si nee then this task force has met regularly and has .lie 1 d s.everal ... · .· 
public hearings at different locations around the State. · 

The Department considers this task force to have .. been very 
., ef.fe.ctive in performing the task assigned to it. There. have been 
"frank and helpful discussions between Department .staff ·and the .CTF. 

Minutes of the CTF meetings have been supp 1 i ed to those sanitar'i ans, 
soil scientists~ and others working directly with the program in 
the field. In addition, a number of meetings involving field personn'el 
were held by the Department to discuss proposals ·and progress of the 
CTF. The task force has tried to involve anyone hav.ing a position 
in this matter. 

The proposed rules before the Commission are the result of 
more than a year's work by the CTF. ·· ' :·· 
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Agenda Item F 
Page 2 

Discuss ion 
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 quarter 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 
building season requires immediate adoption. 

Proposed Revisions to Oregon Administr 
Chapter 340, Division f sa . as presented by 
the Citizens' T surface a 1 ,' to be a temporary 

PWM:vt 
5/13/75 
Attachment 

c ive immediately upon filing with the Secre ar 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



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 llA on page 55, 
and to paragraphs V. 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 
- l -

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 Approvals". 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. l, 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 l, 1975 and that installation of the system be 

completed by July l, 1976. Under the proposed amendment, the dates would 

be advanced one year. Specifically, application would have to be made by 

July l, 1976 and installation of the system completed by July l, 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: 

(1) Definitions: 

(a) "Escarpment" 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 

a re ther.e.fo.r_E__Lequ .. ired~-~ 
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(e) "Unstable landform" - Page 12. This definition attempts to 

establish the fact that it is hazardous to construct on 

unstable land subject to slippage, and requires setbacks 

for the disposal system from such areas. 

There is a new general requirement on Page 26: Proposed OAR 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, mob.ile home parks are lowered 

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 distance, 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 liquid 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, would be allowed 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 is one of the major shortcomings of the present rules. 

Such facilities were allowed but the construction standards 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 5ubsection (10) to 71-015 to read as follows: 

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

Page 6. 

Page 46. 

dwelling or building 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 denied. 

Definition (39) - First line delete ''tight jointed'' and in fourth 

line after ''Box'' add '',drop box,''. 

New proposed subsection (d), in second line after "watertight," 



Page 70. 

Page 55. 

- 4 -

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 "dr,op 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 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

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

Boise Cascade Corporation, Salem Pulp and Paper Plant 

Background 

STATUS REPORT 

Installation of the Mist Eliminator on Recovery 
Furnace and Fugitive Emission Control 

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 
compliance 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 plans and specifi­
cations to the Department for all necessary construction 
and/or modification work. 

2. By no later than August l, 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 1 ater than September 1 , 1974, issue a 11 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, complete all construction 
and/or modification work. 
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6. By no later than July l, 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 l, 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_Commissicm ap~roved._Boise Cascade'suregug_st j;p J 

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 limit 
of 800 ppm as an hourly average to 200 ppm as an hourly average 

after July 1, 1975 (400 ppm if the 200 ppm limit 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 
operation of the recovery furnace with the new mist eliminator 
is stabilized. 

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 completion. 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 
boil er 1~i 11 be in full compliance by the July l, 1975 deadline. 
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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 bin. 

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 lbs/hour). The above program is scheduled to be accom­
plished early in 1976. 

In response to the knot storage 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 longer a source of fugitive emission off the plant site. 

During the spring of 1974, the majority of public complaints 
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 mill. In addition to this, the Department has set up 
a particulate and sulfur dioxide (SOz) monitoring program on the 
downtown side of the mill. 
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It should be noted that from July l, 1974 to May l, 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 back 
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 Aar Quality Monitoring Progra"l 

In order to obtain background information on the off-plant­
site sulfur dioxide (S02) 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 vo 1 ume 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 s_ulfur dioxide (S02) levels (OAR 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 S02 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 
Sal em Iron WO'l'lks opera ti on. 

As was the case with the particulate fallout, levels 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 
approximately 250 feet and I, 100 feet, respectively, from 
the chip pile. 



-5-

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 (S02) monitors used in phase one of the 
sampling study will be replaced by Technicon sulfur dioxide 
(S02) analyzers {purchased by Boise Cascade). The monitoring 
program with the new superior analyzers wi 11 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 (S02) and visibility, 7 of visibility only, 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 lbs/day 
(dry basis) to a maximum of 55,000 lbs/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 Comm~~ 

EJVJ: lg 
5/12/75 
ATTACHMENT A, B, & C 

KESSLER R. CANNON 

** It should be noted that the recorded violations of ambient 
air standards were anticipated by the Department; however 
installation of the mist el1mination system should prevent 
these occurrences. 
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HEfo'gRJ~N'cg INFO!lMATION 
Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Group App lien lion No ........ 0012 ............ ·-~-·-- ... : .... _ ...... .. 
Salem, Oregon ·97301 

Date Received·'· •. November. l,. 1972 ., ........... . 
PLANT SITE: 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Group 
Sillern, Oregon 97301 

_Amendment No, II 

In accordance with Oregon Administrative Rules 340-20-033,02 Air Contaminant Dischai·ge 
Perrni t N\lmber 24-417], is modified ·as follows: 

.. 
Conditl.on 2, Section A, is replaced by the following new condition: 

' . ' 
! 

2. Aftur ·July 1, 1975, sulfur dioxide (S02) emissions from the sulfite 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 yearly average1 

c, 3075 lbs per day as a monthly average1 

d. Nine ( 9. 0) lbs per unbleac'hed air dried ton (ADT) 
or 3075 lbs per day as- a maximum daily emission. . 

Except, if after operation of the recovery furnace with the new mist eliminator 
is stabilized, the Department determines, after public hearing, that the specific 
cmissi.on limi.tations set forth above cannot be met when the mill operates at 
the increased pulping capacity provided herein, the following limits shall 
apply: 

' . 
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AMENDMENT NO, II 

.sulfur dioxide (so2J emission from the sulfite pulp'mill, excluding steam 
·generating bol. lcr facili tics, shall be kept at the lowest practicab.le 
levels but shall not exceed the following: 

a. 400 ppm as an hourly average; 

b. 4100 lbs per day as · e:· yearly average 1 .. .... 11; 'II'. 

c, 4500 lbs per day as a monthly averagep 

d. Fifteen and eight-tenths (15.8) lbs per \mbleached air dried 
ton (ADT) or 5400 lbs per day as a maximum daily emission. 

The follow:lng new conditions are. added to the "Performance Standards and Emission 
Ll.mits" portion of.Section A1 

8, The permittee shall be allowed to incr.ease pulping capacity to 3l.O 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-consecuti.ve-month period commencing when operation of the recovery 
furnace with new mist eliminator is stabilized, · 

9, ·Prior to increasing pulping 'capacity to 310. average ADT/da,y but not later than 
)7ebruary 1, 1976, the permittee shall vent acid plant and counter current 
wasb.er sulfur dioxide emissions to the recovery furnace control system or 
provide equivalent control acceptable/ to the. Department. 

10. After installation and operation of the recovery furnace mist elJ.minator, 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 
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 is required, consideration shall be given to increasing 
buoyance of the recovery' furnace exhaust gas by injection of auxiliary heat 
and/or increasing the stack height. 

·11, The permittee shall utilize water sprays or equivalent 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 • 

.. 

' I ~ ' .. 
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AMENDMENT NO. I! 

12, The permittee shall submit by September 1, 1974, to the Pepartment for re~iew 
and approval a proposed study and evaluation program to';·identify fugitive 
emissions 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 defined 
in OAR 21,050, 

" ,- ~ ·1 •. 

a. 1'he study shall include but not be limited to evaluation of the adequacy 
of the present pneumatic chip blowing operat'ion, ci\ip transfer cyclone, 
and knot storage bin. 

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

13, ~y July 1, 1975, the permittee shall install an opacity monitor and recorder· 
acceptable to the Department on the recovery 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. " " " 15. 
" 10. " " " 16. ' 

" ll. " " " 17. 
" 12 •. " . " " 18. '. 

i ' ,. 
This amendment shall be attached to and made pa.rt of Air Con.taminant Discharge Permit 
Number 24-4171. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

. I 

By ______________ _ 

1~tle----~~------------------~ 

,. 
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Hobert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Direclor 
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DEPARTMENT .Qf 
ENVIRONMENTAl QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, 

APR 2 1 1975 

"ATTACHMENT C" 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Group 
P. o. Box 2089 
Salem, Oregon 97308 

Attention: c. J. Fahlstrom, Resident Manager 

Final Date for Submission 
of Written Conunents: 

MAY 5 19"?5 

Re: AQ ;- Boise Cascade Corp. , Paper Group 
Marion County 

<;."'-"'- A~i<:> P Gentlemen: 

The proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for your sulfite pulp 
and paper plant is 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 governmental agencies 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 submitted with your 
11/27/74 did not include the $25 filing fee. 
that the Department can proceed with issuing 

renewal application of 
Please pay this fee so 

the permit. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
Mr. Ray Potts of the Northwest Region Office at 238-8471. 

RP:lb 

Very truly yours, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

E. J. Weathersbee 
Dire.;:tor, Technical Programs 

Attachments ~ 
cc: Salem District, DEQ~ 
cc: Air Quality Division, DEQ 
cc: Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PEIU.UT APPLICATION REVIE.W REPORT 

Background 

Boise Cascade Co.rporation 
Paper Group 

P.O. Box 2089 
Salem, Oregon 97308 

Filo 24-1J7l 
Appl_.3.52, ____ _ 

Date 2-ll-75 

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

4. The estimated annual rate of 'i'ir contamina.nt emissions is 162 tons particulate 
and 3,000 tons sulfur oxides. 

5. 'rhe emissions from this facility are scheduled to be in compliance with Department 
of Environmental Quality emission limitations by.July 1, 1975. 
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 
Department of Environmental Quality 

1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
P01·tland, Oregon 97205 

Telephone: ( 503) 229-5696 
Issued in accordance wth the provisions of 

ORS .468. 310 

REFERENCE INFORMATION 

Application No. __ 3 __ 5 __ 2 _____________ _ 

11/27/74 Date Received --·---------·---

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Kessler R. Cannon 
Director 

Date 

Source SIC 

(1) 

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

SOURCE(S) PERMIT'l'ED. TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS: 

Name of Air Contaminant Source 

Sulfite Pulp and Paper 
Fuel Burning Equipment; Residual oil 

250 million or more BTU/hr.; heat 
input (multiple.devices) 

Perini tted Activities 

Standard Industry Code as Listed 
~ . . 

2621 
4961 

Per1nit No. 

Until such time as this permit expires or i~ 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 c·onditions 
contained herein shall not relieve the permi ttee from complying with all 
rules and standards of the Department and the laws administered by .the 
Department. 

Divisions of 
Section A: 
Section B: 
Section C: 
Section D: 

Permit Specifications 
Sulfite Pulp and Paper 
Torula Yeast Manufacture 
Power Boilers 
General Conditions 

Page 
-2-. 

6 
8 

10 
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File No. :--=2:..:4_-..:..41:::..1c.:1:__ __ 

SECTION A: SULFITE PULP AND PAPER 

Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant generating 
processe~ and all CC?ntaminant control equipment at fU.11 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 (S02) 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 pound~ 
per day as a maximum daily emissioq. 

2; After July 1, 1975, sulfur dioxide (S02) emissions from the sulfite 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. 3,075 pounds per day as a yearly average, or 

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

d. Nine (9.0) pounds per unbieached 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 f.oilowing limits shall apply: 

Sulfur dioxide (S02) emis?ions from the sulfite pulp mill, excluding steam 
generating boiler facilities, shall be kept at the lowest practicable leveJs 
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 eight-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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3. As. soon as practicable, but not later than July· 1, 1975, the recovery system 
particulate emissions shall not exceed the following: 

a. Four (4) pounds per adt of pulp processed, or 

b. .. An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for an 
aggregated time or more than three (3) minutes in any one (l) hour 
exclusive of uncombined moisture. 

4. The use of residual fuel oil containing more than one and three-quarters 
percent (1.75%) sulfur by weight is prohibited. 

Special Conditions 

5. The perrnittee 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 cont.3.minant discharge permit conditions 
for a six-consecutive-month period commencing when operation of the recovery 
furnace with new.mist eliminator is stabilized. 

6. Prior to increasing pulping capacity to 3io average ADT/day, but not later than 
February 1, 1976, the perrnittee shall vent acid plant and counter current washer 
sulfur dioxide emissions to the recovery furnace control system or provide 
equivalent control acceptable to the Department. 

7. After installation and operat~on 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 so 2 occur 
at a frequency determined by the Department to constitute a nuisance, the 
·pennittee 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. 

lf a control program is required, considerat_ion shall be given to increasing 
buoyance of the recovery furnace exhaust gas by injeqtion of auxiliary heat 
and/or increasing the stack height. . 

8. The permittee shall utilize water sprays or equivalent 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. 

9. The permittee sh.all prevent fugitive emissions from escaping the mill site in 
such a manner and. such amount as to cause a nuisance as defined in OAR .. 21.050. 

10. By July 1, 1975, the perrnittee shall·install an opacity monitor and recorder 
acceptable to the Department on the recovery furnace exhaust stack. 
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Emission Reduction Plan 

11. 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 Mid-Willamette Air Pollution Authority 
(Regional Authority). 

Notice Condition 

a. Alert 

b. Warning 

c. Emergency 

Compliance Schedule 

Action To Be Taken By Permittee 

1. Switch ·to low sulfur fuels 
2. Cut recovery system back to 75% of 

fu!nace capacity 
3. Prepare to shut down pulp mill and 

recovery system 

1. Continue alert measures 
2. Start to shut down pulp mill and 

recovery ·syst6m 
3. No new cooks 

1. Conti.nue alert· and _warning measures 
2. Shut down sulfite pulp mill and SSL 

recovery system 

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, demonstrat~Y:,boiler operation 
in compliance with conditions 2 and 3 above. 

c. The permittee shall notify the Department in writing within fourteen 
(14) days of the completion of each of these conditions. 

Monitoring and Reporting 

13. The permittee shall effectively monitor the operation 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 req<iested 
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: 
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Parameter Minimum Monitoring Frequency 

a. Recovery system, sulfur.dioxide 
emissions 

b. . Recovery furnace, particulate ernissiqns 

c. Production of unbleached pulp 

d. Recovery system opacity emissions 

Continually 

Three times per montl1 

Summarized monthly from· 
production records 

Continually 

.14. In addition to the above, the permittee shall monitor the following paramceters 
with the collected data maintained at the plant site for a period of one year 
.and made available to representatives of the Department of Environmental Quality 
upon request: 

Parameter Minimum Monitoring Frequency 

a. 

b. 

Meteorological conditions of 
wind direction, wind speed, and ambient 
temperature 

Particulate fall out associated with 
the plant's fugitive emission monitoring 
program 

Continually 

Monthly 

15. The final monthly report required 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, "Upset 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 th7 precautions taken to prevent 
a recurrence. 
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SECTION B: TORULA. YEAST MANUFACTURING 

Permitted Activities 

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, Boise Cascade 
Corporation is herewith. permi.tted .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 (d:r:y 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 permittee 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 plant shall not: 

a. Exceed 0.1 grain per standard cubic foot of.exhaust gas from any 
single source, 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 an? 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 agre!i'd to in writing the information 
collected and submitted shall be in accordance with testing, monitoring and 
reporting procedures on f·ile at the Department of Environmental Quality or 
Regional Authority, or in conformance with r·ecognized applicable standard 
methods approved in advance by the Department and Regional Authority. 

4. At the .end of each calendar year a report shall be submitted including anrn1al 
production and operating hours to both the Department of Environmental Quality 
and the Mid-Will;rniette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWVAPA). 
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5. Any schedule maintenance of operation or emission control 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. 

6. Any upsets or breakdowns which result in any violations of this pennit shall 
be reported within one (1) hour to the Department of Environmental Quality 
and the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. 
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SECTION C: POWER BOILERS 

Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

1. The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all fuel burning and 
rel.ated 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 listed below and shall not exceed the 
maximum heat input stated. 

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 equipment shall not 
exceed any of the following: 

a. Visible 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 permittee shall not use any residual fuel oil containing 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 during air pollution episodes when notified by the 
Department. 

Notice Condition 

a. Alert 

Action to be Taken by Permittee 

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 
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c. Emergency 
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Action to be Taken by Permittee 

1. Continue alert measures 
2. Start to shut down pulp mill and 

recovery system 
3. No new cooks 

1. Continue alert and warning measures 
2. 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 11

), after each instance of oil burner 
service or adjustment. The results shall be maintained for a five-year period 
and be made available on request to Department personnel. 

7. The permittee shall submit an annual qua"ntities and types of fuels used on a 
monthly basis report to the Department by not later than January 15 of each 
year this permit is in effect. 
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SECTION D: GENERAL CONDITIONS 
General Conditions 

Gl. 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 
limitations sha 11 be posted at the facility and the contents thereof made 
known to operating personnel. 

G2. This issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either 
real or personal property, or any exclusive pri v1l eges, nor does it authorize 
any injury to private property or ariy invasion of personal rights, nor any 
infringement of Federal, State or local laws or regulations. 

G3. The permittee is prohibited from conducting any open burning at the plant 
site or facility. 

G4. The permittee is proh'ibited 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 permit or rules of the Department of 
Environmental Quality. · 

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

· G6; (tlOTICE CONDITION) The permittee shall dispose of all solid wastes or residues 
in manners and at locations approved by the Department of En vi ronmenta l Quality. 

G7. The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representatives 
access to the plant site and record storage ar~as at all reasonable times 
for the purposes of making inspections, surveys, collecting samples, obtaining 
data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge records and 
otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this permit. · 

G8. The permittee, without prior notice to and written approval from the Department 
of Environmental Quality, is prohibited from altering, modifyinri or expanding 
the subject production facilities so as to affect emissions to the atmosphere. 

G9. The permittee shall be required to make application for a new permit 1f a 
substantial modification, alteration, addition or enlargement is proposed 
which would have a significant impact on air contaminant emission increases 
or reductions at the plant site. 
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GlO. This permit is subject to revocation for cause, as provided by law, including: 

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

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

c .. Any materi a 1 change in quantity or charac~er of air contaminants emitted 
to the atmosphere. 

Gll. 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 include: · · 

a. The nature and quantity of increased emissions that have occurred or are 
likely to occur, 

b. The expected length of time that any 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 precaut\ons·that are proposed to be taken to.prevent a future recurrence 
of a similar condition. . 

Gl2. Application for a modified or renewal of this pennit must· be submitted not 
1 ess than 60 days prior to permit expiration date. A fi 1 i ng fee and App 1 i ca ti on 
Inves ti gati on and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee must be submitted Hi th the 
application. · 

Gl3. The permittee shall submit the Annual Compliance Determination Fee to the 
Department of Environmental Quality according to the following schedule: 

Section A 

$17?· 00 
175.00 
175.00 
175.00 

(see Gl2) 

Amount Due 

Section B 

. (see Gl2) 

Secti6n C 

$120.00 
120.00 
120.00 
120.00 

(see Gl2) 

Date Due 

Total 

$295.00 12/1/75 
295.00 12/1/76 
295.00 12/1/77 
295.00 12/1/78 

(see Gl2) 11/1/79 

Gl4. The permittee shall provide adequate controls and safeguards to prevent the 
escapement of ammonia (NH 3) from all handling and process systems in such 
quantities that cause ammonia odors to be detected off the plant p~emises. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No.H(l), May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Variance Request - Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. 
Columbia County 

01'"'"' Background 

Can I a ins 
Recy(_led 
M<Jferi<lls 

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 
pe 11 ets or "pri 11 s." These are subsequently bagged and sold for ferti 1 i zer. 

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 plant 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 Care 
summations of Shell Chemical Company's and Reichhold Chemicals' efforts 
toward recuding the opacity of the prill tower visible 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 January 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 limits 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 request (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 particulate 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 little 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 Quality 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 
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. 

SMW/kz 
Attachments: 

Exhibits A, B, and C 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. letter dated March 13, 1975 
5/12/75 
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EXHIBIT A 

SUMMARY OF SHELL CHEMICAL COMPANY'S STUDIES 

ON PRILL TOWER PLUME CONTROL 

"' 

Shell Chemical did process studies and engineering work 
on various scrubbing systems for the urea prill tower. 
They actually tested three devices at the St. 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 
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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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SUMMARY OF REICHHOLD CHEMICALS, INC.'S EFFORTS TOWARD 

REDUCING THE OPACITY OF THE PRILL TOWER PLUME 

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
quire. 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 been proposed for high density 
ammonium nitrate prill towers, but.the prol:>lems of refrig­
erating the air economically and achieving a tower system 
that is completely enclosed have so far discouraged 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 consicler 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 request, 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 biure.t. 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 fl', 
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 re.sultant 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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to run tests on our tower with their pilot scrubbing unit ,,,/ 
in late February or early March to see if it is applicable 
in our situation. '" 

As an alternate to installing scrubbing equipment to catch 
the fume (submicron particle)· after it has been generated, 
efforts were made during 1973-1974 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. 

2. 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 are actively being sought, and 
discussed within the industry. 

3. 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 marginal during 
warm weather, so rate reduction would be necessary if 
the air flow is decreased. 

/,.,..,., 
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4. Alternates to prilling. 

We are considering majl!>r 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 control 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. 
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EXHIBIT C 

CHRONOLOGICAL LISTING OF CONTACTS 

WITH VENDORS AND CONSULTING ENGINEERING FIRMS 

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 Frilling 
Tower Effluent" by Mitsui 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 sarripling 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 MBSlO 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 

10/73 

11/30/73 

2/7-8/74 

2/19/74 

3/5/74 

3/5/74 

3/19/74 

3/38/74 

Received CH 2M 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. S. 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 
Pensacola, Florida. 
system mentioned at 

Products and Chemicals, 
Follow up contact regarding 

ANPSG meeting being tested for 
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4/18/74 

4/74 

5/21/74 

6/1/74 

8/4/74 

8/10/74 

abatement of prill tower effluent. Told that 
more tests required before any results will be 
given out. Also secrecy agreement details not 
firmed up yet. 

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 removal, 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 

9/5/74 

11/12/74 

11/25/74 

12/10/74 

Received Environeering proposal for a "dust 
difficulty determinator survey". Proposal 
for testing not accepted, but alternate proposal 
requested for guarantees utilizing inlet loadings 
as determined from their testing at Borden, Triad, 
and w. R. Grace. 

John Stover - Cooperative Farm Chemicals Association, 
Lawrence, Kansas. Dfscussion 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. 

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. 

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 b.012 grains/SCF but stated that they 
could not guarantee opacity. (Written proposal 
dated 12/13/74 is Exhibit D, attached.) 

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 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Northwest Region 
1010 N.E. Couch Street 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Attention: Mr. E. J. Weathersbee 
Administrator 

Gentlemen: 

ADDRESS REPLY TO 

P.O. BOX 810 

ST. HELENS, OREGON 97081 

TELEPHONE (503) 397·2224 

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. 

This 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 corrosion 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, 

'~72:)~AL', me. 

E / J. Stipkala 
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. McPHllllPS 
Chairman, McNlinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis. 

JACKLYN L HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R:. CANNON 
Director 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item H.2 for EQC Meeting of May 23, 1975 

Oregon Portland Cement Co., Lime, Oregon 
Variance Request - Extension of Compliance Schedule 

BACKGROUND 

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 w~th 
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 
practica 1. 
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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 kiln No. 1 at the current emission level until 
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 r.eassess 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 schedules, 
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 schedules by copying the 
Department on a letter 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 plant 

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 Febraary 1, 1976, issue purchase orders for major equip= 
ment. 

6. By June 1, 1976, award construction contract, or contracts. 
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7. By August 1, 1976, begin construction. 

8. By June 1, 1978, complete construction. 

9. By September 1, 1978, demonstrate compliance with applicable 
air discharge standards. 

B. Requested Variances 

1. Kiln No. 1 - Until December 1, 1977. 

2. Kiln No. 2 - Until September 1, 1978. 

Case II - Based on a decision to defer building a new plant 

A. Proposed Schedule 

1. On or before September 1, 1975, decide to defer building a 
new plant. 

2. By July, 1974, begin preliminary engineering for an electro­
static precipitator (ESP) for Kiln No. 2 (accomplished). 

3. By December 26, 1974, submit Notice of Construction and 
Application for Approval for ESP (accomplished). 

4. By September 1, 1975, begin design engineering for ESP. 

5. By September 15, 1975, issue purchase order for ESP. 

6. By January 1, 1977, award construction contract. 

7. By January 15, 1977, begin construction. 

8. By May 1, 1977, complete construction. 

9. By June 1, 1977, demonstrate compliance with applicable 
air discharge standards. 

10. By December 1, 1977, cease operating Kiln No. 1 without 
controls adequate to achieve compliance. 

B. Requested Variances 

1. Kiln No. 1 - Until December 1, 1977. 

2. Kiln No. 2 - Until June 1, 1977. 
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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 plant along U. S. Highway I-BON 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 I) is considered by the Department to be the preferred long term 
solution. Should this be deferred (Case II), the precipitator would 
provide adequate 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. If 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 controlled by 
June 1, 1977. 

5. The company has requested variances for kilns No. 1 and No. 2 
with the appropriate time limits as necessitated by the dates 
in 3. and 4. above. 

6. The graRting 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 
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OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY 

April 4, 1975 

Ms, Floye Nui Sumida 
Mail Stop 513, Region X, EPA 
1200 Six~h Avenue 
Seat-l;le, WA 98101 

INCORPORATIO:D 1915 

RE: NOTICE OF VIOLATION FILE NO, X75-02-45-113 

Dear Ms. Sumida: 

I'! lj 

-·,· 

//: ' 

I 

As suggested at our conference held March 31, 1975, regarding the subject Notice 
of Violation, we have revised the schedule 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 herewith provided, will satisfy require­
ments of both the DEQ and EPA. As previously stated to you, we will appreciate 
your keeping this material confidential to the extent possible. 

The schedule which we intend to 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 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 tbroughlOA, 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. 

4) September 1, 1975, begin design engineering. 

5) October 1, 1975, submit Notice of Construction and Application 
for Approval f"or air contaminant sources contemplated in new plant. 

6) February 1, 1976, issue purchase orders for major equipment. 

1 1 1 S.E. MADISON • PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 • (503l 233-5353 
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7) June 1, 1976, award construction contract, or contracts. 

B) August 1, 1976, begin construction. 

9) June 1, 1978, complete construction. 

April 4, 1975' 

10) September 1, 1978, demonstrate compliance with applicable air 
discharge standards. 

JA). July, 1974, preliminary engineering was started for an electrostatic 
precipitator (ESP) to control stack emissions from Kiln No. 2 at 
existing plant. 

4A) December 26, 1974, submitted Notice of Construction and Application 
for Approval for ESP. 

SA) September 1, 1975', begin design engineering. 

6A) September 15, 1975, issue purchase order for ESP. 

7A) January 1, 1977, award construction contract. 

BA) January 15, 1977, begin construction. 

9A) May 1, 1977, complete construction. 

lOA) June 1, 1977, demonstrate compliance with 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 explained to you 
in our conference. Also, we have found that we cannot replace that kiln's produc­
tion at our Idaho plant as contemplated in our January 15, 1975, request for a 
variance to the Oregon DEQ. If the new plant is not constructed, our request to 
your agency and to the DEQ is for a waiver to allow us to operate Kiln No. 1 with its 
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 
suitable control to allow us to operate the kiln after that date. ' 

We think that the waiver, if granted in this situation, is justified because it 
l:lmits the existing operation of Kiln No. 1 to only about six months operation 
beyond the t:lme 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. Also it is important to the company to maintain its market position 
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by supplying the required cement, We submit, therefore, that the adverse impact 
of operating Kiln No. l 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 III which are supportive of our time schedule 
for construction 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 opportunity to read a draft of 
a Consent and Order prior to its being issued to us. 

Ver:y truly yours, 

ORJOClON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY 

~~c=~/~///Z:&;~~ 
Edmond L, Miller 
Assistant Vice President 

ELM/pk 
Enclosures: Attachment I 

Attachment II 
Attachment III 

cc: Mr. Harold Patterson, Oregon DEQ V' 



ATTACHMENT I 

4260 SHORELINE DRIVE • EARTH CITY, (ST. LOUIS COUNTY) MISSOURI 63045 • 314-291-2030 

TELEX 44-7673 

April 2, 1975 

Mr. Edmond L. Miller 
Assistant Vice President 
Oregon Portland Cement Company 
111 S.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 
industry's approach to a large project. 

For a new plant of 400 1 000 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 equipment and 
materials is delayed or if unusual difficulty occurs in construction. 
A shorter interval might be enjoyed, perhaps with a saving of three 
months, if, 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 quoted 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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Mr. Edmond L. Miller ..• 2 April 2, 1975 

1. Plans for Permit to· Co0n·str'Uct the· ·Plant 

Assuming that authorization may be granted on review of the 
feasibility study report (which would depict all of the dust 
control 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. 

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.) 

3. Initiation· of Construction 

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. 

4. Completion' of co·n·stru·cti·on : (and Sta-rt-up J 

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. 



Mr. Edmond L. Miller ••. 3 April 2, 1975 

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 delivery promises, or if there 
are faults in the equipment. 

* * * * 

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, 

h~~ 
Senior Consultant 

JMW/mg 



ATTACHMENT II 

DIVISION OF ENVIRO ENERGY CORPORATION 

z /.1-.9.'Jf>. 6' J.U 

April 1, 1975 

Edmond L. Miller, Asst. Vice Pres., 
Oregon Portland Cement Company, 
lll Southeast Madison, 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

RE: Electrostatic Precipitator 
Huntington, Oregon 
Proposal No. KPN-4030F 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

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 order. Meetings will be held at the 
plant or Purchaser's offices to resolve problems as 
need warrants. 

2. Ma:teria:l ·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. 

~T 
JC:dlr 
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ATTACHMENT III 

JOY MANUFACTURING COMPANY 
WESTERN PRECIPITATION 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 equipment for the purpose of 
removing dust and fume from the gases arising from wet process cement 
kiln #2, located at Huntington, Oregon. 

An electrostatic precipitator (following an existing mechanical collector) 
will be provided as descrjbed in Section 190 of this proposal; 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 1 col­
lecting surfaces (on 9" centers) as illustrated by the proposal drawing. 

IDENTIFICATIONS 

The Purchaser 

JOY 

Ready for Operation 

Initial Operation 

DIMENSIONS 

Oregon Portland Cement Company 

Joy Manufacturing Company (Western 
Precipitation Division) 

The precipitator will be ready for 
operation at the conclusion of 
mechanical/electrical checkout, 
after installation by others. 

Initial operation will occur when 
exhaust gas first passes through the 
collector. 

As indicated by proposal drawing #K-143441-A, Section 800. 

SELLING PRICES 

As indicated by Section 120. 

APPROXIMATE NET WEIGHTS 

(a) Precipitator 

(b) Inlet/outlet nozzles 

(c) Total estimated net weights 

2/11/75 

SCHEDULE 

As indicated by Section 130. 

(a) 

141,340 lbs. 

13,820 lbs. 

155,160 lbs. 
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JOY MANUFACTURING COMPANY 
WESTERN PRECIPITATION DIVISION RP-9645C 

130 SCHEDULE 

131 After written or telegraphic notification of award, and 
agreement as to scope, configuration, price, terms and 
conditions, JOY will: 

.l Provide general arrangement drawings, 
electrical single line diagrams and 
loading schedules for approval, within 

• 2 Submit final certified drawings, assuming 
return of approval drawings within two (2) 
weeks1 within 

• 3 Begin shipment of proposed equipment within 

• 4 Complete delivery within 

12 weeks 

20 weeks 

13 months 

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 



Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Contaminant Discharge Program 
1234 s. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Re: Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Huntington, Oregon Plant 

Gentlemen: 

01-00/u 

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. 

4) By April 1, 1976, place orders for long delivery major 
equipment. 

111 S.E. MADISON • PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 • <503) 233-5353 



OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CO., PAGE No •... o? ..... 

5) By January 1, 1977, engineering substantially complete. 
Begin construction contract negotiations. Complete placing 
of orders for vendor items. 

6) By Apri 1 1, 1977, begin construction. 

7) By October 1, 1978, construction complete and start trials. 

8) 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. 

3A) Under the alternate schedule, by October 1, 1975, place order 
for equipment to control particulate emissions to bring about 
compliance with applicable Oregon standards. 

4A) By November 1, 1976, initiate onsite construction for collector(s). 

SA) By April 1, 1977, complete onsite construction. 

6A) 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 

Edmond L. Miller 
Assistant Vice President 

ELM:er 



ROBERT W. 5rRAUB 

GOVERNOR 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Direclor 

·. ·~ ... , 

DEQ.1 

DEPARTMENT .Qf 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET" PORTLAND, ORE. 97205" Telephone (503) 229-5296 

Oregon Portland Cement Company 
111 SE Madi son 
Portland, OR 97214 

February JO, 1975 

Attn: Edmond L. Miller Re: File 1110-0010, SIC #3241 
Assistant Vice President & NC 11283 

Gentlemen: 

The Department has reviewed the "Notice of Construction and 
Appl i ca ti on 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 is the 
Department's understanding that the construction will also include 
a completely enclosed conveyor and storage bin system which will 
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 OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-015 and 21-040, and that the outlet 
grain loading from the electrostatic precipitator 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 questions, please feel free to contact J. A. 
Broad or F. A. Skirvin of this office. · 

JA~.Jhlh 
cc: ERO 

Cordially. 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

F. A. Skirvin, Chief 
Engineering Section 



OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY 
INC:ORF'DRATEO 1915 

January 15, 1975 

Department of Enviromnental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

RE: AIR CONTAMINANT DISC!lARGE PER_l.!IT - HUNTINGTON, OREGON PLANT 

Gentlemen: 

On December 26, 1974, we submitted to you our Notice of Construction 
and Application for Approval to install a control facility for Kiln #2 
at our Huntington, Oregon plant. As part of. the application, we sub­
mitted as E_xhibit II dates for increments of progress in that installa-
tion. . 

We hereby request a variance under ORS L~68.345 to allow operation of said 
Kiln #2 with existing level of control during the construction period 
shown by the aforementioned increments of progress. 

Very truly yours, 

OREGON FDRTLAND CEMENT COMPANY 

U-.~c7'~/~ /;:?f,<_:e;:C~/L-
Edmond L. Miller 
Assistant Vice President 

EIM/pk 
cc: R. E. Cooke, Huntington Plant 

111 S.E. MADISON • PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 • (503l 233-5353 
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OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY 

INCDRPDRATED 1915 

January 15, 1975 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

RE: AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT - HUNTINGTON, OREGON PLANT 

Gentlemen: 

Our Application for Air Contmninant m.scharge Fem.it for our Huntington cement 
plant submitted to you under date of April 24, 1973, shows the emissions from 
the two kilns to be a major source of contaJllinants 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 proper control of that source has been 
submitted. Having submitted a Notice of Construction and Application for 
Approval on December 26, 1974 covering a new collector to suitably control Kiln 
#2, we hereby request a variance for Kiln #1 for a period of time sufficient to 
replace the productive capacity of that kiln at our Idaho facility. The requested. 
variance could be issued under ORS 468.345 for reasons detailed in this letter. 

Kiln #1 is a 9' and 10 1 x 210 1 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 about 78 therms per ton of clinker which 
does not compare well with new, larger wet process kilns which produce clinker 
with less than 50 therms per ton. Kiln #2, somewhat larger than Kiln #1, 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 
Idaho 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 market 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 variance, the alternatives of either providing 
a suitable collector for Kiln #1 or combining the collection for Kilns #1 and #2 
were considered. We found 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 ;'fl of less than 150,000 tons of clinker in 1977 and 1978 
could not be made. 

1 11 S.E. MADISON • PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 • <503l 233-5353 



OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CO., PAGE No .... 2 .... 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air 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 
21-040 of Chapter 340, Oregon Administrative Rules, for the operation of Kiln #1 
in the 

1
period 1975 through 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 COMP.ANY 

c::~~~/////t:'~ 
Edmond L. Miller 
Assistant Vice President 

EL..lv!/pk 
cc: R. E. Cooke, Huntington Plant 



OREGON PORTLAIVD CEMENT COMPANY 
INCORPORATED 1915 

December 26, 1974 . 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

RE: _l\IR CONTk'ITNAJl<"'T DISCHARGE PERMIT - HUNTINGTON, .OREGON PLANT 

Gentlemen : 

Attached hereto please find our Notice of Construction and 
application for approval for an electrostatic precipitator to 
control emissions from KiLll No. 2 at our Huntington plant. We 
understand that the subject permit, when issued, will be com­
patible with all terms and conditions which may be imposed by 
your approval of the attached application, 

Very truly yours, 

OREGON PORTLA!'ID CEMENT COMPANY 

Edmond L. Miller 
Assistant Vice President 

ELM/pk 
Enclosures 

cc: R. E. Cooke, Huntington Plant 

1 1 l S. E. MADISON • PORTLAND, OREGON 9721 4 • (503l 233-5353 
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OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY 

INCORPORATED 1915 

May 10, 1974 

Mr, F, A, Skirvin 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S, W, Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

RE: AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT -- Huntington, Oregon Plant 

Dear Mr. Skirvin: 

This letter is in response to your request that we list 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, 1974, we have had 
trouble coming to grips with the problem due to the state of flux of company long 
range plans, Unfortunately, consultant 1 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 

Edmond L. Miller 
Assistant Vice President 

ELM/pk 
cc: Dick Cooke, Huntington, Oregon Plant 

111 S.E. MADISON • PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 • <503l 233-5353 
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INCOl'lPORATEO 1915 

May 19, 1975 

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

RE: FILE #10-0010 VARIANCE REQUEST 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

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 - Extension 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 period~ 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 not granted at this time, we reserve the right 
to renew our request at a later date. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY 

Edmond L. Miller 
Assistant Vice President 

ELM/pk 
cc: Mr. Harold M. Patterson 

111 S.E. MADISON • PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 • (503l 233-5353 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

Robert w. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

8, A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairnum, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Conlains 
Recycled 
M11terials 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. H (3), May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Variance Extension Request: Union Oil of California 

Background 

On September 20, 1974, the Environmental Quality Commission considered 
the attached Department report entitled, "Variance Request: Union Oil 
of California" (Attachment l). Based on the information available in 
September 1974, the Department recommended, and the EQC granted a variance 
effective until July 1, 1975 to Union Oil of California and its customers, 
from the Department's residual fuel oil 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 Oil of California submitted a request to 
the Department to extend their variance from July l, 1975 to July l, 
1976, and as before requested that it be applicable to the fuel oil 
customers served by Union Oil Company. This request by Union Oil, which 
included a progress report toward achieving compliance with the Depart­
ment's rules is also attached (Attachment 2). 

Union Oil 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 rules. 
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Discussion 

At the time Union Oil Company was granted a variance, fuel oil 
supplies were extremely scarce and Federal allocation controls on oil 
product distributions were in effect. Had Union Oil not been granted a 
variance, it was very doubtful if any other oil company could have 
supplied Union Oil customers. 

Union Oil 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 oil rule could not be 
expected before 1978 or 1979. The Department is concerned about the 
equity of granting continual extensions of the Union Oil variance, since 
it now appears that: 

1. All other Oregon oil suppliers are complying and appear 
capable of continuing compliance with the Department's re­
sidual fuel oil rule. 

2. Crude oil supplies and supplies of oil products appear to have 
significantly improved in the past year. 

3. The Federal allocation requirements on oil product distribution 
appears to have become less restrictive in the past year. 

4. Other Oregon fuel oil suppliers may now be able to supply 
Union Oil customers with oil meeting current Department rules. 

The Department is equally concerned about setting a precedent in 
granting Union Oil 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 limit, but who may not be able to meet 
the new 0.5% sulfur limit 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 Oil's 
variance will take many weeks since contacts and confirmation letters 
with local oil suppliers and their headquarter offices, and State and 
Federal energy offices will be necessary. Further detailed information 
will also be needed from Union Oil 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 Oil's 
variance extension request before Union Oil's present variance expires. 
A short-term extension of Union Oil's existing variance appears justi­
fied to allow the Department time to complete its evaluation and give 
Union Oil and its customer's sufficient time to adjust fuel supplies 
should the Department recommend, and the Commission approve modifications 
or termination of Union Oil's variance. 

Conclusions 

1. Union Oil of California was granted a one-year variance from the 
Department's sulfur content of residual fuel oil rule at a time 
when oil 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 lg74, 
that customers of Union Oil could not obtain oil supplies from 
other sources if Union Oil Company's variance request was denied. 

2. Union Oil of California has now requested a one-year extension of 
their variance which expires July 1, lg75, and at the same time 
Union Oil has indicated essentially no possibility of complying 
with the Department's residual fuel oil rules until 1978 or 1979. 

3. The Department is concerned with the equity of granting Union Oil 
further variance extensions in light of the fact that: 

a. All 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. Oil 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 Oil customers with oil meeting current Department rules. 

e. A precedent may be set for similar variance requests coming in 
1979 from many other oil companies who can meet the 1.75% 
sulfur limit now, but who may not be able to meet the new 0.5% 
sulfur limit in 1979 in the Portland Metropolitan Area. 
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4. Extension of Union Oil'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 Oil Company's variance extension request prior to termination 
of Union Oil'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 Oil of California's request for a variance extension before their 
present variance expires, it is the Director's recommendation that Union 
Oil 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 Oil 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. 

3. Union Oil Company shall provide, to the extent possible, all 
information requested by the Department to fully evaluate 
Union Oil's variance extension request and that such infor­
mation shall be supplied in the shortest time possible. 

4. This variance extension shall terminate October 1, 1975. 

JFK: cs 
5/14/65 
Attachment (2) 

d_po,,_,,~ 
KESSLER R. CANNON 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnvill• 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMeRS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER IL CANNON 
Director 

Attachment l 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COM!Y\ISSION 

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

ME.'IORANDUM 

To Environmental Quality Commission 

From Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, September 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 

Variance Request: Union Oil of California 

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 Oil." Based 
on the information available in June, the Deparbnent 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 sufficient 
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 Oil Company, Standard Oil of California, Mobil Oil, 
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
ent upon the sulfur content of the crude oil processed. 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. 



Agenda Item No. I 
~epternber 20, 1974 EQC Meeting 
p~ge t\'lo 

\' 

The most significant potential effect on the availability of crude 
oil as related to sulfur content in the near future (1979) will be the entry 
of North Slope crude oil. It is anticipated the North Slope crude will 
replace 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 
expected to ha11e: any major effect lii.1.til after 1930_ 

2. Another 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 refinery location can also affect the quality 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 oil to Oregon also delivers oil to Washington. Con­
sequently,. frequently the same quality of oil is received by both states and 
often from the same vessel. 

From the oil companies' viewpoint, it would be desirable 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 
to be available for use this coming winter. 

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 Air Quality 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 submitted on 
a case-by-case basis. 

1 
! 
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Variance Request, Union Oil of California 

Attached is a request submitted by Union Oil to extend their existing 
variance from October 1, 1974 to July 1, 1975, including the basis for such 
request. 

Also attached is a complete list of all Union Oil Residual Fuel Oil 
Customers in Oregon, as requested by the staff. As outlined in our June 
staff report, the primary users of Union's residual oil in Oregon are Crown 
Zellerbach and Hanna 1'iickel. 

The Department has evaluated the information submitted and concurs. with 
the request as submitted. 

Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission grant a variance 
from the Department· rule, Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, section 
22-010(2) pertaining to the sulfur content of residual fuel oil to the Union 
Oil 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 compliance with the Department rule is inappropriate 
because: 

a) no other alternative facility or method of handling is yet available; or 

bl conditions exist, as described in the letter request for extension of 
variance and in the staff report, 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 weight. 

2. Union Oil shall submit to the Department a report containing 
the sulfur analysis and quantity of each shipment sold or dis­
tributed in the state on a quarterly basis beginning 
October 1, 1974. 

3. On or before May 15, 1974, Union Oil shall submit to the Depart­
ment a written report describing plans or programs adopted to 
achieve compliance with the Department rules including expected 
dates of implementation. 

4. This variance shall terminate July 1, 1975. 

EWH:ss 
September 19, 1974 
attachments - 3 

Director 

--·"" 
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I'\ ., Union 76 Division: Western Region 
Attachment 2 

Union Oil Company of California 
2901 Western Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98111 
Telephone: (206) 223-7646 

un1@n State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[ffi~@~DW~[ID 
APR 2 3 1975 

D. J. Fogelquist _April 21, 1975 
OFEICE O.E IHE DIRECTOR 

Divfslon Salas Manager 

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon 
Director 
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 quarterly 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 compliance 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. Union 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 

c. The most readily available crude oil is high sulfur crude. 

d. Union has been able to obtain enough lower sulfur foreign 
foreign crude (from Ecuador) to maintain fuel oil sulfurs 
withiri the 2.5% limit. 

e. 1978 still is our best estimate of JVhen North Slope Alaskan 
crudes should be available to reduce overall sulfur content. 

f. Meantime the average sulfur level will not decrease. 

g •. Preliminary work is continuing toward design and installation 
of resid processing facilities at the Los Angeles Refinery with 
completion expected in 1979. 

4. 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 Oil Company. 

Union will have representation at your May 23 meeting for any further questions 
or discussion you desire. -·---

djf:ed 

Sincerely, 

UNION 76 DIVISION: WESTERN REGION 
UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 

J)J,~~ 
D. J. Fogef.?u:st 
Division Sales Manager 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item H(4), May 23, 1975 EQC Meetinq 

Variance Request: SWF Plywood Company, Fir-Ply Division, 
White City, Jackson County, Oregon 

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", 
along 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 letter to SWF 
dated May 7, 1975. 

Condition No. 8 of their permit requires that the plywood mill, 
including emissions from the sanderdust cyclones, be in compliance 
by December 1, 1974. Due to the economic difficulties encountered 
by the wood products industries in general, and specifically 



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, limitations 
and prohibitions of their permit. 

Certain permit modifications, to be legal, require 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 
OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-315(2c) 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 concluded 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", 
including 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. 



• 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 mill 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 
mi 11 . 

Attachment 

AFB: 5/12/75 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



Sb1JF Plywood Company 
A SUBSIDIARY OF SOUTHWEST FOREST INDUSTRIES 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 s. w. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention: Air Quality Control Division 

P. 0. Box 370 

Medford, Oregon 97501 

Telephone (503) 773-7766 

April 23, 1975 

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. l 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 accomplished 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 intend to apply for·tax credit 
in.accordance with Oregon statutes. 

CWB:jp 

cc: R. A. Miller 
E. L. Quirk 
Glen Jones 
Red Hayden 
Gary Grimes 

Yours truly, 

SWF PLYWOOD COMPANY 

{! tr.4A--
c. W. BOOT~ Tu 
Secretary 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item No. H(5), Ma.v 23, 1975, EOC Meetina 

Variance Request: Continental Forest Products Company, 
OBA Little River B6X! Company 
Glide, Douglas County, Oregon 

"''""o' Bac·kg round 

Contains 
Recycled 
M<1teriuls 

The Little River Box Company operates a sawmill in Glide, Oregon. 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, No. 10-0021, was issued to .the com-
pany on November 14, 1974. · 

In 1974, the company. purchased ,·and installed a hogged fuel 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 demonstrate the adequacy of the con­
trol project. 



Agenda Item No. H(5) 
Page 2 

Emissions from the boiler do not seriously impair the air quality of the 
regional air shed due to the relatively isolated location 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 mill's production 
does not require drying in the kilns. This has resulted in curtailed use of 
the boiler. 

During the interim while the company is developing and completing their 
compliance 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. 

Conclusion 

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 Quality (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 boiler 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 shall operate and control the hoggeq fuel 
steam boj_l er to maJnta.i n the visible- anc( particulate emisstons .. 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 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/or 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. Contingent upon the submission to the Department of an acceptable com­
pliance schedule by-the companr, this vari a nee shal-1 cover-the time frame up- to­
and including the fifth step in the increments of progress schedule, compliance 
~ t t. . c rl •t. hi • ~ 11emnns ,ra ,ion, in on .1 ,1or. .. o .... 
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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). 

AFB:ahe 
May 8, 1975 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. I (1), May 23, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Proposed Regulation Adoeting Federal New Source Performance 
Standards Relating to A1r Contaminant Emissions - Request 
for Authorization to Hold Public Hearing 

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. 

1. Large fossil fuel fired steam generators, 
2. Incinerators handling more than 50 tons per day of refuse, 
3. Portland Cement plants, 
4. Nitric Acid plants, 
5. Sulfuric Acid plants, 
6. Asphalt concrete plants, 
7. Petroleum refineries, 
8. Large gasoline, solvent, etc., storage tanks, 
9. Furnaces at secondary lead smelters. 

10. Furnaces at secondary brass and bronze plants, 
11. Basic oxygen furnaces at iron and steel plants, 
12. Sludge incinerators at municipal sewage treatment plants. 

The NSPS for these source categories are, in some cases, more 
stringent than specific Department emission limits 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. 
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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 EPA 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 load 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 regulations 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 regulations. 

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. 

PBB:cs 
5/7/75 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. I(2}, May 23, 1975, EOC Meeting. 

Proposed Emission Standards for Asbestos, Beryllium and 
Mercury - Request for Authorization to Hold Public Hearing 

On December 7, 1971, proposed Emission Standards for Beryllium, 
Asbestos and Mercury were published by the Environmental 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 authq.rity. 

' 

Discussion 

By Federal definition, hazardous air contaminants are those 
contaminant~ for which "no ambient air standard is applicable and 
which in the audgment of the Administrator may cause, or contribute 
to, an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, 
or incapacitating reversible illness."'' Air contaminants currently 
considered to fit this definition include Asbestos, Beryllium and 
Mercury. 

/.; 

.f 
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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 regulated by existing Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 
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 Asbestos 
sources affected will be less than 50. As is indicated in Attachment 
l 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 •s believed that all other requirements for delegation of authority 
not specifically delineated in the proposed rules are covered in existing 
Oregon Rules 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 sourc~s 
of these contaminants from EPA to the Department. No known health 
hazards exist in Oregon from emissions of contaminants proposed to be 
regulated 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 limits on 
the emissions of Asbestos, Beryllium and Mercury for sources within the 
State. L .. IZ, 

RMJ:cs 
5/8/75 

Attachment 1 - Table 
Attachment 2 -.Rules 

(.~ ~-----
KESSLER R. CANNON 



ATTACHMENT I 

Present Sources in Oregon 
Affected by Hazardous Air Contaminant Rules 

Estimated 
Total EPA Number 
Number Considered Waiver for Nul e 

Contaminant Identified lri Corilf!l iance Granted A[![!l i ca ti on 
Asbestos 41 (stationary) 41 0 0 

33 (demolition) Not Known 0 33* 

Beryllium 3 3 0 0 

Mercury l 0 0 l 

*Rule applies to demolition contractors only when they are involved in tear-out 
of Asbestos material. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN:f'AL QUALITY, A!R-QUAUT-Y-CONTROL-DIVISION 

. PROPOSED RULES RELAT-ING TO EMISS-ION S"f'M!DARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AI'R 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 inaapacitating 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 considered as 

hazardous. 

B. DEFINITIONS 

(1) "Asbestos" means actinolite, amosite, anthophyllite, crysotile, croci­

dolite, 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 Bery~­

lium only, excluding any associated elements. 

( 5) "Beryl 1 i um A 11 oy" means any meta 1 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 

Beryllium and/or Beryllium compounds used or generated during any process 

or operation performed by a source subject to these Rules. 



- 2 -

(7) "Beryllium Ore" means any naturally occurring material mined or gathered 

for its Beryllium content. 

(8) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(~) "Department" means the.Department of Environmental Quality. 

(10) "Director" means the Director of the Department or Regional Authority 

and authorized deputies or officers. 

(ll) "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

ness., and for which no ambient air standard exists. 

(13) "Mercyry" 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, if!irms, partner­

ships, joint stock companies, public and municipal corporations, political 
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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. 

C. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

(1) Applicability. The provisions of these Rules shall apply to any source 

which emits ai~ contaminants for which a Hazardous Air Contaminant Standard 

is prescribed. Compliance with the provisions of these Rules shall not re­

lieve the source from compliance with other applicable sections of the Ore­

gon Administrative Rules, 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 

"Rules without fir~t registering such source with the Department. Such 

registration shall be accomplished within njnety (90) duys following the 
- -

effective date of -these Rules. 

(b) After the effective date of these Rules, no person shall const,11uct a 

new source or modityi:any existing source so as to cause or increase emis­

sions of contaminants subject to these Rules without 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. 

(3) Application for Approval of Construction or Modification. All 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 340, 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: 

(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) Notification of the actual Startup date of the source within fifteen 

(15) days after the actual date. 

(5) 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: 

[l] 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: 

[l] 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 f5)(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: 

[l] Identify the source(s) covered. 

[2] Specify the termination date of the approval. 

[3] Specify the conditions for revocation of the approval llf conditions 

are not met. 

[4] Delineate dates ofi increments of progress toward compliance and any 

additional conditions which may be necessary to protect the public health. 

(6) 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 61, Appendix B, are adopted by reference and made 

a part of these Rules. (40 CFR, Part 61, Appendix B is attached as 

Appendix l 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: 

[l] 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. 

(c) Emission tests may 6e 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(5)(b) of these.,Rules. 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. 

D. EMISSION STANDARD FOR ASBESTOS 

(l) Emission Standard for Asbestos Mills. There shall be no visible emissions 
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to the outside air from any asbestos milling operation except as provided 

under subsection (7) of ttris section. ,For purposes of these Rules, the pre­

sence of uncombined waiter in the emission plume shall not be cause for fail­

ure to meet the visible emission requirement. Outside storage of asbestos 

materials is not considered a part of an asbestos mill. 

(2) Roadways. The surfacing of roadways with asbestos tailings is pro­

hibited, except for temporary roadways on 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 listed in this section except as provided 

in subsection (7) of this section. The presence 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, lap, or other textile materials. 

(b) The manufacture of cement products. 

(c) 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 ti1lie. 

(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. All persons intending to demolish any institutional com­

mercial, or industri~l building, including apartment buildings having four 

or more dwelling,units, 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 prior to commencement of such demolition, 

or at any time prior to commencement of demolition covered under section 

of this section. Such notice shall include the following information: 

[l] 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. 

[5] 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: 

[l] 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, installation, or vehicle or 

vessel before demolition of load supporting structural members is com-
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roenced. 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. 

(c) 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)(_B)(l) of this section. 

(d) Sources located in cities or other 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 this section. 

Such local ordinance or regulation must be filed with and approved by 

the Department before an exemption from these Rules may be issued. Any 
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authority having such local jurisdiction shall annually submit to the 

Department a list of all sources subject to this subsection operating 

within the local jurisdictional area and a list of those sources ob­

served by the local authority during demolition operations. 

(5) Spraying. 

(a) There shall 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 insulate or fireproof equipment 

or machinery, except .as provid!!d in subsection (7) of this section. 
' -- - -----

Spray-on materials used to insulate or fireproof buildings, structures, 

pipes, and. conduits shall contain less 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, conduits, equipment, or machinµ 

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: 

[l] Name and address of person intending to conduct the spraying oper-

at ion. 

[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 t~an meet the no visible emissions re-
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quirements of subsections l, 2, and 4 of this section, owners and operators 

may elect to use methods specified in subsection (7) of this section. 

(7) Air Cleaning. All 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 3D ft. 3/min./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. 2 

for felted fabrics shall be allowed for filtering air emissions from 

asbestos ore dryers. Each square yard of felted fabric must weigh·at 

leat 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 is 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 least 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) All 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) All persons operating any existjmg 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: 

[l] A description of the emission control equipment used for each pro-

cess. 

[2] If a fabric is utilized, the following information shall be reported: 

[a] The pressure drop across the fabric filter in inches water gage 

and the airflow permea~ility 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] All reported information shall accompany the information required in 

section C{S) of these Rules. 

E. EMISSION STANDARD FOR BERYLLIUM 

(1) Applicability. The provisions of this section are applicable to the fol-

lowing 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 have Beryllium emissions 

in concentrations sufficient to be considered hazardous to public 

hea 1th. 

(2) Emission Limit. 

(a) Emissions to the ambient air from any source shall not exceed 10 

grams of Beryllium for any 24 hour period, except as provided in subsec­

tion (b) of this section. 

(b) Rather than meet the requirements of subsection (a) of this section, 

persons operating sources of Beryllium emissions may request 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: 

[l] At least three (3) years of ambient •Sampling data is available which 

demonstrates that the future ambient concentrations of Beryllium will 

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 such request shall submit a report to the Depart-
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ment within forty-five (45) days after the effective date of these Rules, 

including the following information: 

[a] A description of the sampling procedures, including methods 

of sampling and averaging technique for determining monthly con­

centrations. 

[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 11ixty (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 

[l] 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 a new source 

havling a startup date after the effective date of this standard. 

[2] The Department shall be notified at least thirty (30l 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 emissions 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

ities 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 calculated, and have been 

reported to and approved in writing by the Department. 

[4] All 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 

[l] 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] All 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 air concentrations of 

Beryllium in the area of the source are being measured. 

F. EMISSION STANDARD FOR BERYLLIUM ROCKET MOTOR FIRING 

(l) The emission standard for Beryllium Rocket Motor Firing, 40 CFR, Part 61, 

Section 61.40 through 61.44, adopted Friday, April 6, lg73; 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.) 

G. EMISSION STANDARD FOR MERCWRY 

(l) 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 exceed 2,300 grams of mercury during any 24 hour per,iod. 

(3) Stack Sampling. 

(a) Mercury ore processing facility 

[l] Unless a deferral of emission testfog is obtained under section C(6) 

of these Rules, each person operating a source processing Mercury Ore 

shall test emissions from his source, following the provisions of sec­

tion E(d)(l) through E(d)(4) of these Rules. 

(B) Mercury Chlor-Alkali Plant 

[l] Hydrogen and end-box ventilation gas streams 

[a] 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)(l) through E(d)(4) of these Rules. 

[2] 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(l)(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)(l) 

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

si.gn, maintenance, and housekeeping practices. A summary of these ap­

proved practices shall be available from the Department. 
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· · · 1 "' · · ' .,. '· .- . -' :r, hea.tlng system capo.ble of ma.lntcitnlng o. 
Signature of.th&_ ow,rier ~~operate , ·' mlnhnum gai.; temperQ.ture Qr 250~ Fat tbe" 

·c-:- ·· .. :. , ·-·· -. '· . :Probe outlet durJng sainpllng ma.Ybe used to 
.. sOw·c~a .. :· VuleSs 'oiheFw1ae . speclfi~d. tll!s _: · prevont ·condensa.tlon from occurring: 

.-:·· 

Af•piJ:JiOIX D-TJES'l' 1'.ie:'I'H~DS. 
DETER .. ·· fueth~. ts not 1ntendec; to apply to gas- 2.1.3 Pftot tube. Type S (Figure 101-2) ~-

_;uu;.\TlOH Oi' l'AnTrcui:A.TE AND a1.si;:aus .MER- streams other thau those emitted directly to , or equivalent, with a coemclent ,w1t:Q1n 5 pei·­
cun.'Y EMISSIONS FR0.1'4 STA'I'IONARY. so'ORCES 1 .. the, atmosphere without !urther processing. . ·cent ov~r tl1e 'vorkl:i:i-~ · ra.nge, ntta.~e~ .... ,to 
\A Di snu:1iws> ' • : · .~.:Apparatus-2.1:. Sa.mpztng tratn. Asche• .t ·'probe to monitor sta.ck ga.s velocity. · :, 

I 
~l~TIIOD 10J.. REFEnENCl!j ME'I'!IOD i'Olt 

.. or , :. ma.tlc of _the_ sa.mpUng tra.ln used by EPA 18 . -- , 2.1.4 Imptngers. Four Greenburg-Smith. 
I. 1'Tinc1ple ~71cl applical>tlUy"""'.1.1 ~r1n- sl)own 1n flgur" ·.~Ol-1.- 'commercial models· i_mp1ngers connected ln series with gl~ss lialt 

cipl-:. Po.rtti;ula.te and. gn.s~ous mercury einis~ ''. ·.ot thts .tratn ·.nre.· llV~tli:i.ble, . nlth.ou~h con- .. Joint fl.ttings. The first, th~rd, and fourth lm· 
'>1wnG !l.re 1soklnetically sampled from. the.: .. ,. ..struetlon (:leta.U.:j a.re described in APTD- ~-· ptng:ers may be modified. by replacing "!!he · 
i;ource and collected in 11cidlc iodine mOno .. ·::· 0581,l and Opera.Ung Plld malntena~ce p1:oce-· .. .--:· .tip with a. one-halt 'inch ~D glass tube. ex"'.·. 
chlorldo solution. The mercury collected· (1n ;~: 'dures ni-e .. desCribed. 1n APTD-0576. The co1n .. . :, teDding tq· Oil!'·ha.l! inch from the bottom of~ 
ihe iucrcul"lt( form) Is reduced to elemcntp.l : porient~-e~seri~tal te> ~hls f!amp!!Ii.g 'train ·nre.:··· the fulsk. . , . ,. .... . . . · 
ini:rcu~y 1n ho.sic solution by hdroxylamin~ <the!ol~owlng; .. ,> __ · .·~.; .. :_;:·~·./~_ ... · .. _ ·- .. 

1
.;::;, 2.1.? 'Acict: Trap. Mine So.fety·A~plio.nces( 

::.ult1.le. Mercury ts nera.ted from tl)e solutio;i. .'. ·;:, · ;:·:,· '.,,--···.~; ·.~·. :· ·· ..... ". i:· "' · .~ ·.·.Air Llne Filter,· ca.7a1ogue Numbor 81857, 
~?id anil1yzec1 'l.ls1ng spect1·ophotometry. . ~ ;· :i' ·: · ,, · .: , .: ·· ':' , .. >::: ;f·.:-._ ·-,- .< i·-, :.. . .. . '. . . . .-: _wlth e.cld absorbin~ cnrtridge and i=;ultu.J:lle . 

2.1.e Meter!ng systeni. Vacu\mi · go.uge, 
· Ieakless pump, thermometer!J CO:po.bltl of 
·measuring temperature to wtthln 5• F, dry 

gCls me~"r with 2 percent o.9curo.cy, nnd re .. 
111.ted equipment, described· tn APTD-0581, 
to maintain o.n isokinetic snmpllng rate a.nd 
to detcrµiiuc so.mp!~ vo1un1e, 

•' " ~ 

'''. 

TUUINQ AOAJITEll 

~ 

•"i"·:· 

' : ' '. . ~ 

. .,..,. 

""'""""'' ' 
1.2 AppUcabflity. Tl1is metho.4 is applica- .' .- 1.These:documents.o.r11.avalla~Ie for a nomi·"/. connections, or equivalent.: ·. · 

lJlo.! for the determlno.tlon of pru.-t1clllate nnd .' nal cost from ·th. e National Techntcal Infer· ;·.. r • • .. , • • ' ' ,'. i ··. \
0

' Fl A •• ,, , ,.. .., . . . _ . · · .· gur11101-... o .... o•mancmotN11t11 ..... y. 
gt.o.cous mervury em.Lsslons when the curJ~r ; .. matton se,;vtce •. · 'C!·S· ·Department pt Com .. ·: .>' .s Mention of' trade names or ·Spectitc .prod .. · ··~ · 2.1.7 F1.lter Holder (optional) ~Pyr~:r: glass • 
. i:.:a:; s_t~enm 1L: principo.Uy air. Ti1e meth04 19:, ~- mere~, ~-~~~ .. ~~.r~ .. ~O.f~~ R.~a~, .:6P.ri.ngfi_e,l~. Va:'. .:·: ucts does not ccinstltute endorsement bY the 1 ·A filter. ll:ui.y be used 1n cases where the gos 

< ,, 
? m :i> . -,,•. 
>' ~· z :z 
c·o 
~ 

:<I x m· 
Cl'~ 

c ' ... 
~ 
0 
z .,. 

:ror i.l!:ill in ducta or. stacks at ~tatio~ary: !· ~~ffil •. ·.: ~•.:r~·;.:· 7 .. '.:; -~·~_,:,;· ·.:·
1 

'.·'. :~ > " .= .. ·.:::<· ... ~· .· :, . ...-: .Envlro11mental. ~rot.ection .A,gency,: strowu te: bl'.' sampled contains lo.rge quo.,n ... 

·· ; 1·,;;1~1~r~x~~1t~f !f ~~F;~,~: ~.' :.· :2',.;'.:;· ;~ <··~·:c · · · · · · ' · ·· · ·· \. ~ ' ·. ~ 
1,· "d.' 

. ··.,. 
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RULES AND REGULATIONS --. 

title5 of particulate Ina.tter. Th~ filter holder ' 3.3 "Analysis-3.3.1 · Sodtum ftydrof!.de, 4.2.2 Tbe-'6amp1Jng .slte· should be at. lea.sl; 
must provide a positive seal a.ga.lnst lea.kage 10 N.-Dlssolve 400 'g o! sod.lum hydroxide eight stack or duct diameters downstream 
rr-0 r.i ·outsld& or around the mter. A heating pellet.s 1n dlstllled. water and dilute to-1to1. and two dl'.'Lnieters upstream from any flow 

. s\·:;tem capable of ma.l.ntaJn.tng the filter at 3.3.2 Reduetng agent, 12 percent hydTOX- disturbance such Qs a. bend, expa.nslon,. or 
o.: mlnltnwrt temoernture of 250'" F. should ylamine sulfate; 12 perce~t sodtum chZo- contra~tion. For a. rectangular cross sectton, 
be used 00-preven~t condensation from occur- ride.-To 60 ml o! dtstllled water, add 12 g determine an. equivalent dlame_ter from the--
rlng. · ._ · · . ·. . . of hydrox:yia.mli::te sulfate and'."12 g oI sodium fo11owing equation: - ~. -· " -·' 

2.1.B . Barometer. To measure atmospheric.•. chloride. Dilute t.o 100 ml .. 'liUs-quantity is_· .- · ·· · 
pressure to· ±·0.1 In Hg. . . - . _ .suinCient for 20 analyses and .must be pre- ··1:'.•_~-;~:.. :·~ 

2.2 .lle431lTem-ent ·01· stack.. conditwn.! ·pa..~ dally. · , • · 
(stack pressure, temperature; moisfilTe and 3.3.3 Af?Tati&tt. gas.-Zero grade a.Ir. · · ·:where: · - . . .::_c .·}-_, 
i:elocity)-2..2.1 Pttot tube. Type s. or ! -'3.3.4-" Hydroch1.oric acid, O.JN.-Dllute 25.5 ~ Dt=Equ1va1ent-d!ameter. · ~. ___ ,_ . 

equivalent, with a coefficient with1n·5 percent. __ ml oI concentrated hydrochloric acid to 1 to . , ~~;;~~---.- - r:· ::..-... . .. ,,_;',·. ,'. .. -~~,.. '·>f:.._:.· 
07er the working range. . . -_.: -_, .. _ ,,, :1 with.distilled water_ . -· . · ~ ··,.·.-. ;.:..-. ,._ 

2.2.2 · Dtf/ert:ntial pressure gauge. InClined · ".:. 3_.4 Standard . mereur-y ~oZ-utions-3:4.1 -:>-"!!:.2.3 When the abovt! sampling site· cr1-··., :·· 
·ina.nometer, or equivalent, to measure veloc- Stock soiutton.-Add 0.1354 g o! mercuric terta. can be met; the mlnlrQ.um .nu.m~r ·of'.· · 
tti" held to wtthlh 10 percent of the minimum .. chlorlde-.to 80 ml of 0.3N hydrochloric acid. __ :-traverse polnts is .four (4) for stacks 1 toot _· .- - .. -. 
~aiue. Mlcromanometers should. be. used Jf After the·ni.ereurlc. chloride has dissolved; tndia.meteror.less~eight (8) forsl:acksln.rger .. - · 
warr3.Ilted. · • · add 0'3N lcydrocliloric ?-Cid and adjust the -than 1:foot-but2 feet tn.d:ia.meter or less, and-. 

2.2.3 Temperature gauge. Any temp.era.--. volume to 100· ml. One· ml of thiS- solution . twelve (12) for stacks larger than 2 feet. , . 
ture measurm.g device to mea.Sure·stack tem-· .. is eqnlva.lent to 1 mg af tree mercury. 4.2.4. Some sampling sJ.tua.tloll.3 may ren .. ·•J 
peratuxe to withln-1° F. --. ·· · · ..... 3.4.Z. Standard .solutiona.-Prepa.re Ca.11- · der the above .sampling site criteria Jmprn.c- · · -· _ 
- -2.2.4 · PresS1Lre gauge. Pitot tube ~d ~- bra.tion solutions by serially diluting the ttca.J.~ When- tb.1.s ts the- case, choose a con-­
cllned manometer. or equivalent, to me~ure _ stock-solution (3.4.1) with D.3N hydrocblo- venient sampling location-- and. .. use :figure._ 
s"::ack. pressure to witb.1.n.0.11n Hg~:.= : rte acid. Prepare solutions ..at concentrations 101-3 to determine the minim.um number of 

2.2.5 1"fof.stur6· deterndnation; Wet ·and 1n the llnear working range for the instru- ; __ traverse points. HOwevei •. US6 figure 101-a · 
dry Pulb thermometers, drying tubes, con- _ment to: be used. Soutions o:f 0.2 µ;g/ml, 0.4 - only for stacks 1 fo_ot In diameter or le.rger. 
densers, .or equivalent. to determine stack µ;g/ml and 0.6 p.g/ml have been _found a.c-. 4.2.5 To use :figure 101-a .. fl.rst measure· 
ga.s moistUre content to within 1 percent.. ceptable- !or. most instruments.. Store all the dl.stan.ce !ram... the Chosen sampllng Ioca.----~-- -'" 

:?.3 Sample recovery-~.3.1 - LeakJess gla3S solutions 1n glass-stoppered. ·glass ... bottles. . tlon to the nearest upstream and downstream_· . --
sample bottles. 500 ml a.nd·lOO ml with _Teflon-.. These solutions should be stable for at least · disturbances. Divide this· distance by· the- .:.-,. 
lined tops. · c -.-._:- ,- .- - _ ·~ • • a. months; however, periodic checks should- .diameter or equtvalent-dlameter to deter- -. -:-~ ·--~ :· 

2.3.2 Graduated. cylinder.-250 ml. _, . be performed to Insure quality. . mine the dtste.nce__ln-terms of pipe diameters~.: 
2.3.3 Plastic jar. Approximately 300 ml. · · 4. Procedu.re.=--4.l· Guidelines for source 'Determine the· correspondln.g number or_.' ... : 
2.4: Analysis--2.4.'- - Spectrophotometer. : testing are- detailed In the-followlng aecttons.. traverse po~ts for each distance from flg-_· _ ... 

To :i;neasure absorbance at 253.7 nm.. Perkin. These guidelines are gener&lly applicable; ure 101-3. Select the·blgher of the two num..:.:~·-~­
. Elmer ~Iodel :303, with a cylindrical gas cell . however, most sample sttes dlffer to. some bers ·of ·traverse potntat or· a. greater value,--:;. 
(approximately 1:6 .Jn_ O.D. x _7 ln.) with degree and temporary alterations such es such that :for· ctrcula.r stacks the number 1S 
quartz glass windows. and hollow cathode stack extensions or expansions often are re- a multiple of four, and for rectangular stacks 
source. or eqW.vaJ.ent. . · .. .- :: ." :,-_ ·.__··quired to ensure the best possible sample- tha num"ber follows th&--ci-itertD. of" secttou· 

2.4.2 Ga.s sa.mpzt.ng bubbler •. Tudor- Beien- site. Further. slnce mercury ls hazardous. 4 .3.2. ··c-"' · .-- •· _..:.. · 
tific Glass Co .• Smog Bubbler. Catalogue No. care should be taken to mlnlmlze exposure. 4.2.6 If a selected sampllng polnt is clooe-r­
TP-1150, or equlvalent. -·- Finally, since the total quantity of mercury ihan 1 inch :from· the sta.c~ wall, adjus:t; tbe-

2:4.3. BecOTder. To match output of spec-: ·to be. cOllected generally :ls ..small, the test location of that point to ensure tha.t the -
· tropbotometer. . - · .. _; ,.; .. _;;. must be ca.re:tully conducted to prevent con- sample is taken-at least 1 Inch away from 

3_ Rea:ge-nt.s--3.t -Stock · reagent11--a.1.1 tamlna.t-lon.or loss of sample. the wall. ' ·---. · 
Pota:.ssium tod.ide. ·_Reagent grade. - - " .-. s·1 ti f r stt and · ! . 4.3 - cross sectiOnal. 'ayout"" ""'"d Joc·ot.!on of~ 3.1.2 Di3tiUed. water-3.1.3 Potas.:rium: - "#:.A. e ec on o a samp mg e min - ..... -... 
t.oc!:de solution, 25 ·percent. Dissolve 250 g mum number of traverse points: traverse points:· 
or potassium lodtde (reagent 3.1.1) ln ~- 4.2.1 Select a suita.ble sampling_ site that. - 4.3.1 For circular stacks locate the tmV-
tilled water and dllule to. l to 1. .1s as close -as is pra.cticable to the polnt of - erse points on a.t·least two dlam.eters accord--
. 3.1.4- Hydrochloric acid. concentrated. atmospheric: emlssion. If. possible, stacks Jng to figure 101-4 and table 101-1. The > · 

3.1.5. Pota.ssfum iodate. Rea.gent grade.· smaller than l foot in diameter should not · traverse axes Shall~ divide the stack:- cross 

~~ ~ ~ -;'~efu_;.·~·-"'--r·-"~'·~··_·~~~-:f~~?:,'.._.~_~u~:_~_--·~rn'--or-F-D~·~~ocr_,ST..;.~~IAr:_~~;-~n'E:·:~s~'1:r:~=~~-:-±~~~:;~:;'"-·~,:1:·~·~L~~·-~·~:~:-~~-;._•--:r~-.-.~::~t~!~"~~'.1~~!;~; 
ora.uge-ied solutiQ.tL Cool to room.. tempera-- ';~~;· -- ·· 
ture and dilute- to · 1soo ml.· with- distllled -
water. The solution should be- kept.in __ amher 
bottiea to preVent- degre.dation. ~ : : . ; · 

3.1.7 Sodium -hyd.rcr.r:fd.i! pellet:.7-.'.;_~agent._ 
grade. ' ·· - ' ·:'. ~·-.·· .·: :--; - ' · 

3.1.B Nitr'.cadd:co:D.celltra~~: · ~---. ·,.~ 
c:; ·- ~~-' 3.1.9- Hydioxy?amina 81JI/ate.. _; ~~ent.. ._. ~- _. 

_gr:~~~o Sodiuni chloride. ~;-g~f;~~~d~. --~. 30 
3.1.11 Mercurlc ch.Zcride- Resgant- grade-. · ~ . 
3.2 sa?n.pz-tng-:.....a..2.1 Absorbing- ·-solution, 

0-J.)I JCL. Dilute· 100· ml. of _the 1.0M IOI. 
stock solutldn (i-'eagent 3.1.6) . to 1 to 1 
wt::h tli5tilled water. Tlie solution should be 
ke~t in aJa.ss bottles to prevent degradat16n. 
This r~ent"·should be stable for at least 2 
months: however~ periodic checks should be 
performed-·to insure q~allty. 

3.2.2_, \Vash ac~. 1:1 V/Y- nitric acid..:_ 
-v.·e.ter. 

3.2.3· Di3tilled; dEi:ion.ized water. · 
3.2 4: SiHca gel. Indicating type, 

·mesh _dried -n.t: 350° F. f_or 2 hours. 
6 to 18 

:'!.'.:!.5 Y:.U:er. (cpt~onal}. '3!:?.Ss !lb~r~ l.!!ne­
S""!ety Apolfances lf06BH, or equivalent. A 
f!:-::~-:- ::-~'3.J- l:<~ n-:-ces.-;:i.ry in case~ wbf.'re the 
:;:'.i .>':-:;:>'.'.:::;i· -.ro be sI>.mp;ed contains large 
c: ;'.,·.: ... · .. :; o~- po.;ticuL1.tt> ma~7e:-. 

20 

·,.._. 

•FROM POINI. OF A~'Y TYPE OF 
OISTURBAi'lCE {BEND. EXPANSION", C<;INTRACTlON. ET9,J 

NUMBER OF DUC'fDIAMETERS 00'/tNSTREAM• __ 
. (Cl~TA~!CE I:) 

F"lgur~ 102-3. Minlrn•1rn of traverSP. points. 

i"SD';:R;\l li.F.Grsr;:;.1, VOL J3, i'IO. 66-1'-RlSIAY, .\?R!L 6, 1_ ?73 

""-.-...: 

--.·· 



. 
'._ •. 
'.\ 
:\ 
j 
! 

----=.· 

-.·· -· 

. - '·'·:~ .. 

-. ..,. - -· -------------------- -·;--_---

, ( 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 

~·· Ta"b1e i-ol-T~-.. .. locatiOn o-f traverse p61r:its ifn circulcir stacks 
(Percent of stack diameter from inside wall to traverse point) 

·- - . ' 
- ~ .. _--:::_f_\ -... ··~\ .... - ~~ 

Number of traverse. p"bints on a diameter 

" 
_.;_-. 

Traverse 
pOi.nt 

number 
on a 

diameter 2 lO 12 14 16 '18 20 22 24 ·- .· - -

·: .. ·~ 

.. 2':: 

·3 
·;:·.-· .A:. 

6.7 4.4 
14.7 
29.S 

70.5 

3,3 . 2.5 2.1 

6.7 10.s 
l~.4 

8.2 
14.~ ·11.8 
.22.6 17..7 

·J.8 

5.7 
9.9 

14.6 

.. ': .• 5 

32.3. 
. 85.3 -67.7 34.2 25;0' 20;1 

1.6 
4 •. 9 

·8.5 

12.5 

16.9 

22.0 
28.3 
37.5 

1.4 
4.4 
7.5 

10.9 
14.6 
18,8 

23.6 
29.6 

38.2 
61.8 

70.4 
76.4 
81.2 

·1r 
12 
13 
14 . 

is 
. 16 
.:".- 11' 

--.: 

"18 
19. 

20 

../' ,21 
. •," . 22. 

23 
24 

80.6 65 .• 8 

n'4 
85.4 

35,5 
64.5 
15.0 

91.8 '82,3 

88.2 

97.9 

\ -..... 

: ·. FJaur.t 101-s •. crcsi 3BCll.;,. o1.tectangular 3lack dlvlif!d riiti:i 12 eqi.ial 
·: : _II/DU, with lranr3• porn~ <ll eentrnld of aaeh ara~ . 

·-.-·-,-

26.9 
36.6 
'63.:4. 
7.3.1 .62.5 

79.9 

90.1 
94.3. 

71.7 

83.l 
87.5 

98.2 ·91.5 85.4 

.. . ~ 

95.l 

98.4 

· .. ,, 

89.1 

92.5 

95.6 
98.6 

1.3 1.1 
3.9- '3.5 

6.0 
8.7 

l~l 
3;2 .. ·, .. , 

' --- ··-. 
5.5 6.7 

9.7 

12.9 

16.5 

20.4 
25.0 

. 30.6 
.38.8 

61.2 

69.4 

11.6 10.5 

75.0 68.5 
73.9 
78.2 
82.0 
85.4 

88.4. 

79.6 
'83;5 

87.1 
90.3 
93.3 
96.l 

98.7 
91.3. 86.B 

94.0. 

96.5 
98.9 

89.S 
QZ;l 

94.S 

96:8 
98.9 

··.· 

. -·.· 
- :'. 

.. ,.,_. 

·n .. 

- -· ....... 

. ·.·-... _,_ __ _ 

-.•:' 
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, RULES AND .REGULATIONS 

than 2 days, the Jnlt!al acid WUsh procedure 
4.5 Prep"aratlon 'Qf sampllng train:~ - Jce'"d'!Ulng the test to keep the temperature must be followed. · _ 
4.5.l Prior to assembly, clean-QJl glBSSWare of the gases leaving the last fmpillger at 70° P-. 4.8 Analysis: · · . _ · 

(probe, lmplngers, and connectors) by r!Il3lng or- Jess. · · · . 4.8.1 - Apparatw preparation..-Ctea.n.· all 
-with WBsh· acid, tap water, O.IM ICl, tap . 4.6 Mercury traln operation: glassware acco:rdlng to the procedure or sec-
wrner, and tl,na.Uy ~Ustllled water. Place 100 4 .6.1 FOr ea.Ch run,-,record the dat;_ re- tion 4.5.1. Adjust the-instrument settings ac-.. 
1111 of 0.1M IC! in ea.ch. of the first three quired on the. example sheet shown.In figure · cording to-the 1n.strume.at ma..o.ual US.in"'- an 
iwplngers, and piace approxlm.ately 200 g of lOl-6. Take readings at. each sampling point absorption wavelength or 253.7 ~. - 0 

__ -

p-reweighed s~iea-ger 1D .t!i.e fourth 1mplnger. , a.t least every 5 . mloutes B'tld when slgnifi-- 4.82 Analysis preparation.-Adjaa·t · the 
s~ve 80 ml or ·~b:e O.lM ICl as a bla.nk li:l. the cant; changes in Sta.ck conditions necessitate alr delivery pressure and tbe needle valve 
.~\tmple a.aalysfu. Set up the- train. and, the . additional adjustments In flow rate. _ ' to obtain. a. constant alrftow or about; :La to/' 
p!'Obe as ln figure 101-1. . . - 1/Dlin. The 11.Dalysls tube should ba bypassed. -

4.5.2 I! the gas stream to ne sampled -IS 4 ·6·2 Sariipla ·a.t a rate ot 0.5 to l.0 c.(m. - e:x:cep1;. durtng aeration. Purge. the equipment 
excessively dlrty or moist, the fl.rst Im.pinger Samples shall be ta.ken over such a period tor 2 minutes;· Prepare- a sample of mercu...,.. 

l b dll t too 1dl t or pertods as are- ~essa.ry to accurately standards lut1 (3 4.2) ., may c og or ecome u e . rap T or deten:nJne _ the- maximum emissions.. which o on . according to section . 
s_ttirlclent testing. A filter can be placed ahead - wouJd occur 1n a 24_hour period. In. the case- 4.8.3. Place the analysts tube in . the llne. 
of the impinge.rs to collect the_ pa.rtlcula.tes; of cyclic operations, sum.ctent tests Shall be and aerate until a mLUmi.un peak beiaht- ts 
An initial empty tmpioger may also -be used reached on the recorder. Remove the e.n~ya!s. 
to-remove excess moisture. It a. :fi.!th imptnger made. so as to-·allow· accurata determJnation tube, flush the- lines. and r.Lnse the analysis 
is .required, the final tmplnger may have l:o or calculation of -the emlsstons which. w1ll tube w1th dlstUled water. Repeat With an-- : · 

- be carefully taped to the_ outside of _the occur over tb·e dura.tio.ri: of the cycle. A mint- other sample of the- same standard solution. 
sample_ box. · _ · .tnum sample time 01'" 2 bolll"31s recommended. This purge- and analysis cycle- is to b& re-

4.5.3 Leakcheckthesamplingtraln-at'the - In some Instances, htgh mercury concentre..- peated._until peak heiglits are- reproducible .. 
sampU.ng ·sitEi. The leakage rate should not ttons can prevent sampling 1n one run for · 4.8.3 Sa.mple preparatfon,--Just prior to 
be-in·e~cess of 1 percent_ of the desired sam- the desired mtn-u:num time. 'Ibis 1s indicated analysis, transfer a sample aliquot -of up. 
pllng rate. I!- cbndensatlon in the probe or by reddening in the- first impinger as free to 50 ml to the cleaned. 100 m.J. analys13 tube, 
.Clte •· bl m rob a d filter he ters 10!31De ls liberated. In this· case, a run may Adjust the- volume to 50 ml wttb. O.lM lCl r ...s. a pro e • P 8 n · a be divided Into two or mOre subruns to en-
will be required.. Adjust the heaters-- to pIOR• · 1! required. Add 5'-ml ot 10 N .sodium hy-
~lde a temperature of at least 250• F. Place ·sure that the abSorbing solutions a.re not droxide, cap tube with a cletlll glass stopper _ 
crushed.· lee a.round the_Jmpingers.. Add more depleted:. .. and Shake vlgoroualy; Prolonged, vigorous. 

~""'......------·iocAnON _____ _ 

Cf'!:AATOll _____ --" • ,., 

-~U•--------
"""'"-------
l.lf!E~~NQ.-----
llETU.•h., _____ _ 

CFACTOR 

"""-""' "" !•I.min. 

STATIC SfACI 
J;\AVVISf POINT. l'Rf.SSUll& WIPfllAM!( 

Nu.\Ullill: ll'sl· "'- H9- rrs1 •• , 

. 

I 

:·· ~~~ 
DIFfEilfrfilAL 

"""' OIUFICE 
vaocrrr I · : llUl:R 

HUD .f .. HI, 
C .. Psl. la. H;z0 

. 

-{_8.\atlllfTIUC~---· 

_-.·, ~EDMOliTUlllt.~---­
-- HE-1.TEllllOtS~__._ 

NCIZ2U! tH~ la._. -­

" "'*Hurur smmo_ 

· - GU SAAIPl.E TEl!l'!UTU!tE 

~""" L.~·~·~0~·~~="""'=:_~ SAMPU: ~ l>IPJNGE~ 
:::.~ IT~~~;~.F fT,.°:,i~F TI.~TUl'if, ~JVllE. 

." 

. 

··. 

shaking at this. poln t- ls necessary to obtalo. ·' . 
· an accm;ate analysis. Add 5 ml of the re-- · 
ductng ag-ent (reagent 3.3.2), cap tube With 
a clean glass stoppe_r· and -shake vtgori;:iusly 
and immediately in sample line. _ . :-

4.8.4 ·Mercury .. determination.-Atter -the __ 
· system has bee.a sta.blllxed, prepare sainples · 
from the sampie. Dottle according to section 
4.8.3. Aerate the sample untu a maxim.um 
peak height is· reached on the recorder. The -
mercury content 1s determined by compar- _--­
Ing the peak heights of the samples to the-.­
peak helghts or._the calibration solutions. rr·­
collected samples a.re out of the Unea.r range, -
the samples should be- dlluted. Prepare a 
"blank from the 100 ml bottle accorcHng to 
section 4.8.3 and · analyze to deterhll.o.e the , _ 
reagent blank. mercury ]~V'el. 

_ 5. Galibration.-5.1 Sa-mpUng train.-
5.1.1. Use standard methods nnd equipment 
as detailed in APTD--0576 to caHbra.te the ..:. -
rate :meter, pitot tube, dry gas .meter. a.nd · : , · 
probe heater (if_ used), R.aCalibrnte prior-- to 
each test series. : - .. .· _ .. .-. · 
~ 5.2 _ AnaZysi.s.~.2.1 - Prepa...~ a: · -Ca1ibra-:- ·· 
tlon curve for_-the spectrophotometer using;.· ·':~·_> 
the standar~ · mercury. soh.1t1ons:. Plot the, . .:;.:"'=:"_-~,,';- _ 
peak heights read OD the recorder versus· the ·-:':· -.., __ --

'--'----J..:C..--J--'-l---'-·-j.-,.C. ··+-·-'-·-+---1=--l--;;:::-""'-f--;,-.,-,-'-t-~---L conceni:rations _o-r. ·me:rcury in the standard· -.- ;,:·::·~-
t- A"'" A.,g. .~·solutions. Standards- shoUld. be interspersed."'. .~, 

tor.u. _ A"". . _ with the samples slnee the cnl.ibra.tlon ca.u.-; - -~"-·_;;-o ... 

"'~' •• <"C -::;\':{;( .;,.;. ,.;~)f•Td i;ta · · · . _· •' -: ; ... ·_ ·.·.-. . · ~/ . ~~~~;;::.~~ ~o~';;c",,.al~~tf:.':,;TccfrN _ 
4.6.3 ·· To beg.bl·_: sampltni~ ·postiion ~thii-·_--.-u8tett cylinder.niti:st be Precleened a.s In see-- · .6. Calculation,,-.~.1 . Average ·'dry .. ··gas:·>··~ .· -~. -

nozzle a.t the .flist traverse pol.at with the "tlp -_ tion 4.5.1). This- operation: should be per--:, meter temperature, stack temperature, sto.ck_;, -
·pointing- directly.into' the gas stream. lm.-~-tormed. in an area free of possible mercury pressure and average orW.ce pressure-drop~:· ·~·· 

media tel~· ·start .the. _pump and adjust. the··· conta.mJnat1on. Industrial laborator:les e.nd See data sheet (fig. 101-6). . , .. -- _- : - -~:~:. ;~~~~-:~=,;i'.-
flow to -1sok1:e.et1c. condiUon.s. Sample for. at. ambient·. air· arol.tnd· mercury-using ra.cilitles 6.2 Dry ga.s :voZume.--Cor:-ect the sample··· .-
least 5 nilnutes a.t each traverse: point; samp-~ are not normally :free o! mercury contamlna- vol rune measured by the dry gas llJ.eter to.: 
Ung tlme must .be thee aa:m.e·:!or each poiIJ.t. tlon; When the sampling train is moved.. care stack-conditions by- u~ing equation -101-2.· -: ___ _ 
~la.J.ntaln 1sok1netlc sampllng throughout the mll3t be exercised to prevent breakage and - ·-· ; · - · · ·,,~. ;._ 

--, 

sampling period. Nomographs- wh1Ch ald in co.atamlna.tlon. , _ - ( il.H) 
the r~pld. adjustment of the sampling rate 4.7.2 Disconnect th~ probe !rom the Im- T .. P&11r+ru ·._-~'.'··· ·· 
w!th_out otlJ.er: computations n.re 1n APTD- pinger train. Place the contents (measured to Vin .. = V "'T P 
05j'5 2.C.d a.r.e avaUable from commercla.l su~ - ±1 ID.l) of the .:first three lmplngers tnto a. m '" 

p!i.:-rs. Note the standard nomographs a.re 500 ml sample bottle. Ritise the probe and all 
P.ppl!cable only tor type S pi~t tubes and - glassware between It and the back half of 
air or a stack gas with an equivalent density. - the th!!d impinger W1th two-50 ml portlo~s 
Con~n.ct EPA or.- the sampling- train supplier of O.llVI !Cl solution. Add these rinses to the 
for instructions when the stn.ndard nomo- first sample bottle. For a. blank, place 80 ml . 
graph is not applicable. · of the O.lM IC! in a. 100 ml sample bottle. If 

·eq. 101-2 

4.6.4 Turn of! the-pump_ at the conclusion used, _place the filter a1ong With 100 ml of 
of ea~h run and record tbe· final rea.dings. 0.111 ICI Jn another 100 ml sample bottle. 
Irnm.~di:i.tely remove the-. probe and_ nozzle Retain a filter b1ank. Place the Silica gel In 
from t~•e stack arid handle· 1n accordance the plastic ja.r. Seal and secure all conta.iners­
\l'iih the sample reco1iery process .described for sh!prne~~. If a.n nd.:lltlona.l test is desired. 
Jn section 4_7, · ti~ gi~ware can be carefully double rinsed 

4.7 S~mp~e recovery: with. dlstllled water. and reissembled. How-
4·.7.1 (;\!l g!~sa storage bottles and th:i g;:ad- c1.-er, it the gJa.ss·.vace is tn b'! 0 1.ii; of use =o~ 

where: ~ 
V m.=Volumo ofgM sample throu.;h the dry gas meter--.:. 

· (stack c::mdi.t!on.s) lt~. _ -
V,.. =Volume ofg~ ~pie thn:m~h the dry gas meter 

{metf'r conditions), ftl. 
T• =A ~?re~ temper-J.ture of sf-.lek l-":l..~. 0 R. 
T- =Average dry gas meter tcm!lt'r-.ltUrn, "'R. 
Phr=-Barometrlc pres.sU!'e a.t the orifice 

met~r. i,!lHg. _ . 
lli=Average pressure droiJ ?.cross the c•!­

tlce meter, in.H.,O. • 
13.6:::;;Speciflc-kravity ot mt!rcury. 

p_. =St~.ck ~~;:;s\~ra, Pb,.:!::: ;;t3tic pre::;sure, 
lnlig. · 
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6.3. Volume o/ water vapcr . 
. • . 'p,. 
Vw,=~wV~cp.., eq.101-3 

b·ho::e: 
VW: ,,."\'-olume of Wnter t!lpor In the ps sample (stack. 

.. :CDn41t1om). ftJ.. . 0 
. 1n Il"g.-fi1 .. 

Krr:::::o.002~7 ~-".R. whea- these-11nits are usedi 
V1 -Total -volume ot llquld collected In im.pio.gers 

• no.d Silica gel (see figure 101-7), ml. 
T.=.\verage stack gas temperature, "R. 
P.-Bt.'.ICk pressure, Ph~ ::I:: static pro:mme, !i:J.. Hgo 

6.4 Total ia.3 volume. · 
v-... .. 1=v .... +v,,.,. eq~lOl~. 
wh~re: . · 

V 1+1•i=Total voluma ol P3 sampl& (stack co.odlt!om), . w. . 
.... -="'\.-olll!na ol gas through P3 meter (stack coo.di· 

• tioos.11 n~ .. · . · 
· Vir-Yolum.e or water vap0r J..o. gas se.m.pl9 (stti.ck 

"'· eo_n<LJtions), ftf. . 

vt&LU.lle OF LIQUID 
WAn:R cttlECTED. 

l/.IPINGER SILICA GEi. 

""'-""• VIEIGHf, ... • 
•m"- ' 

. INJnAL 

LlOUID COLL£CTI:D 

Ti>TAl YOLWJf COl.lECTEO .. , .. 
CONV~W~GHTOFl'IATEllTO\'Ot.UU!!IT divfdtng total weight. 
J;iCi':EASi SY DENSITY Of WATER. ii !l'lmlJ• 

INC~A.W. 9 _ VOi.WE \YA1"Elt ;,.1 
11 !JfiNJ · - . 

F/gll{9 101-7. Analytical data. 

6.5 Sta.ck gas_ velocity. Use equatlon_!Ol-5 
to calculate the stack ga.s vel~ty. 

(T.)a"""· 
p ... JJtf ... 

eq. 101-5 
Wi:Jl'rl': • 

(r J_., ...... =A vernge stn$: gas velocity, feet per seOOnd. 
~~ "" "" !t. ( 1!).-tn.Hg )'h h , .. ,.=.,,,,.,.,- lb I 0 R· HO 'wen .!IO!C. .mo g..; ·ID.. 2 

these nnJts are used. · 
C;o=Pitot tube coefilclent, dimerufonles!!. · 

(T,}a.-..-.=.!vernge stack gus temperature," R. · 
( V .lP) ... ,_ .... .\.verage square root or. the velocity head 

oI rt!lCk g:l3 (in. Hl0)111 (see Jig. 101--8). 
P,;=Stackp~, Pb.,~taticpCeMir"e1 1JL. Hg. -
M.=:'t!olecu.bt.wellW.t of stnck gas (we& b93:1s), 

the .~U.Illlllat1on oi the prodncta oI the 
:m.oll'Clllar weight ol each comPOneo.t 

. multiplied by its volumecrlc proportion 
. 1n the J'll1.rtnr&, lb./1b. lll0le. 

· ·F:igu..re li;>l-B ~hom .a sample-recording she~ 
fO:" Velocity traverse-. data. Use the 8V8r&g8S" 
bi the Ia.st tmi ~lumns ot figure 101-8 .to 
d2~ettclne·the average &tack gis velocity f!Qm 
~ua.tlon 101-5 •. 

6.6.· Aiercury _collected. Calculate the total 
we!ght of .r:D.ercu.ry c_ollected: by u.Slng .equa-
·tion 101-6: · · · 

_ W1~V10r...:. V6C11 C+ V1C1)--eq. l0!-6 
·"-here: 

W1::::: total Wel~t Of· mercury collected, µ.g. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 

PLANT~~~~~~~~~·~·~~'~~~~~~· 
DATE~-----------~-

'~'' 

~UNNO •• _ _,...~-----~--~----
STACK DIAMETER, in •. _·_? ________ _ 

BAROMETRIC PRESSURE, in, Hg,,_.·-----
.,_ .. 

STATl_C PRESSURE IN STACK !Pgl• in. Hg,;.. __ _. 

. OPERATORS. ___________ .,.. 

·-· -· 

.. 

Traverse point Velocity head1 

number in. H20 

. 

. 

. 

--. 

. 

AVERAGE: 

"VA;· 

8839 

SCHEMATIC OF STACK 
CROSS SECTJOW · 

.. -·~-

Stack Temperature 

l"JSf. °F .. 

. 

-

-. 

. 

/ 

.. 
~ . ·. •. 

Figure 101-a. Velocity traverse data; 
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8840 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Vt=Total volume or condensed moisture 
e.ud Ici ln s11.mple bottle, ml. 

C_1 =Concentro.t.lon o! mercury: measured in 
·sample bottle, p.g/ml. 

P1lng 1\-1~8.sUrements·, P~pe; preseU:fud a.t be pZe.-Pa1·~1culate a.ud gµeous me.rcu.ry em!s­
Annual l\.Ieettng o:t the Air" PollUtton Control slons are lsoklnetlcally sampled from the 
.Assocla.tlon, St. Louis, 1.-Io., June 14--19, 1970. source and collected.- in acld.!c iodine mono-

V&=:Tota.1 volume of ?Cl used In sa.mpllttg 
(lmplnger content5 and all W35h 
&1:!10UDts), ml. , 

11. Smith, W. S., et al:., Stack Gas Se.mp.Ung chloride solution. The me.rcury coll.ected (in 
Improved. and Simpll.fled with New Equip- the mercuric form) ls reduced to elemental 
xnent, APCApaperNo-. 67-119;·1967. mercury in basic solutton by hydroxylam.1ne 

12. Smith, w: S., R. T. Shigebara.,·and.W. sulfate. Mercury ls aerated from the solution 
F.· "Todd, A I\fethod of· Interpreting Sta.ck and analyzed using spectrophotometry •. 
Sampling Data,- Pa.per presented a.t -the 63d 1.2 ApplicaOility.-This method Is a.ppll­
Annual Meeting of the Air Pollution Control ca.ble !or the determination o! pa.rt.J.culate 
Association, St. Louis, JI.Io., June 14-19, 1970. and gaseous mercury-. em.1.sslons when the 

C!t=Bla.nk concentra.tion of mercw:y in IC!: 
· solutlon, p.g-/rnl. 
V 1 =Total volume of- IC! used in filter bottle--

(!!use~), ml. 
Cr=Concentratlon. o! mereucy_ ln. filter 

bottle (l! used), µg/ml. 
13. Speelfl.cattons for Incinerator Testing a.t carrier gas str_ea.m ls principally hydrogen. 

Federal Facilitles PBS, NCAPO, 1967. The method iB for- use in ducts oc stacks a.t 
(l .7 · · Total mer_eury' em.lsslon. CalcUla.te the 

tot:.i.L em.aunt O! mercury emitted from each 
st.:i.ck per day by eq~ation: lGl-7. ThJ.s equa.­
tloo. ls applicable for·con~nuoUs operations. 
For cyclic opera.tlon.s, Use only the time per 
do.}· each sta..ck _ is 1n o~tion. The total 
.me:-cury emissions from a source will be the __ 

14. Standard Method for Sa.mpling Stacks stationary sources. Unless otherwise speclfled, 
fo'r Particulate :n..ra.tter, In: 1971 Book of th..is method is not" Intended. to- a.ppl:y to gas 
AStiI Standards,. part 23, Phlla.d.elphia, 1971, · streams other than those emltted directly- to 
ASTM Deslgna.t10n D-2928-71. . the atmosphere. without further processing. 

15. Venne.rd, J. K., Elementary Fluid Me- 2. ApParatus-2.l Sampling tTa.in.-A sche-
chanlcs, John Wiley a.:0.d Sons, Inc., New · matte of the sampling-- train ·usect by EPA 
York, 1947. 1s shown In figure 102-1. Comme:ccial models 

summation of results from.all stacks. 11/lETHOD 102. REFERENCE" METHOD FOR DETER• 

R 
w ( ) . 86 ·oo nds/da ... : Mll'IATION OP PARTJCULATE AND-GASEOUS·Jl,IER-

1 
11

• ,.,..,A.x - ,4 seco y· ctra.Y ElldISSIONS-FllOM STATIONARY SOUEl.CES 

.v wral . - . 10' pg_/~ . -: {RYDB.OOEN Sl1LE.a.MS) 

"\"rher!O': . 
eq-101-7 1. Principle. and applicability-1.1 Prine!-

P.=Rnte or emfs:sl,on, gjda.y. ·' 
. lf1""Tot9.l weight or mercury collected, ,.g. _ . 

·\.--..,,.,=Tot~ volume ol gns sample (stnck conditiomj, -
lt a. 

(r,)~T_;f.=Avl"mge stack gas velocity; teet per-!leeond. 
A,=Stack area, n1.. . · 

a.8 Isoklnetlc varta~ton ( com.pa.rlson-· ot 
-. veloctty·or ga.s ln probe tip to stack...velocltj-)_ -

i 1.00V~.., 
A,.(B(va)aTa. eq. 101-8 

""here: _ . 
I~ Percent or isokinetic sa.-nplini;. · 

l .. 10!~1= Tot!l.I volume oI gos sample (stack conilltlons), 
ftl. 

A .. .,.Prube tip are;.(tl. . 
G=S::unpllag time, sec-. · 

(l·~) a.••·""' Average steck. gas veloclty, feet per secoad. 

7. Evaluation of. results-7.l Determiria-­
-tion oj compiiance.-7.1.l Each per!ormance 
tes!; shall consist o! three repetl!;lons or the 
applicable test method. For the purpose o!. 

_ deter:t?:!.lnl!lg complla.nce with an appllca.ble 
-ns.tton3l emlssion sts.ndard., the a.verage Qt' 
- results. of a.ll rePetitlon.S shall apply •. 

7.2 Acceptable- faolcMettc results.-7.2.l 
·The followi!lg range sets the Um.it on accept- •· 
·able 1sok!.nertc-sampllng result&: 

It 90':"0~-:;:::110%, -the results a.re accept­
able; o~herwise, reject the test and'.repeat. · -

8-' RefeTences.-1. j\dd.endum to Spect.fica.. 
tio!l.S !or Inclcerator Testing at- Federal· 
Fa.c.illtles, PHS .. NCAPC, Dec. 6, 1967. 

DRY TEST METER 

or thl.5 tra.In are available, al.though complete 
construction details are described Jn APTP-
0581,1 and operating and maintenance pro­
cedures~ are described In APTD-0576. ·The 
components-essentJ.al to·thls sampling. tra.ln 
a.re the following:_ .- - , . . : •. 

AIR· TIGHT 
PUMP 

\ 
\. 

VAC.UUM_ 
GAUGE 

MAIN VALVE .•. 

VACUUM 
LINE 

2.. Determining-. Dust -COncentratlQn· 1n a..­
. G3s Streai;n. ASME Perfon:nance_ Test Code. 

Figura·102-1. f'<>rcury sampling train~ .. ,_, ·-· 
No. 27, ~rewYork, N.Y., 1957. · - 2.1-.t Nozzle; Stainless steel or glass With 
· a. DevorkLn. Howard, et al., Air POllutlon sharp •. ta.pered leading edge, 

·Source Testing- Manual, Air Pollution Con~ 2.i.2· Probe. Sheathed f>yrexS glass. 
trol DistriC.t, Los Angeles,. Ca.II!.~ Nov. 1963. 2.1.3 Pitot tube. Type S (figure 102-2), or 

-:!:. Hatch~-W. R. e.nd-W. L. Ott, "Determlna- equivalent, wtth a. coeiftelent within 5 per­
tlor:. or Sub-Microgram Quantities of Mercury· cent over- the worklng range, attached to 
bj- Atomic ~bsorption -Sp~ophotometry,-""' probe to monltor stack ge.s velocity. 
An-?.l. Chem.~40:20~5-87, 19.68. . - 2.1.4 Impingers. Four Greenburg-Smith. 

5. l\.!o.rk; L; s-., Mechanical Engineers' Hand- - lm.pingers connected. in series with glass ba.ll­
boOk, 1:fcGre.v.·-Hlll Book Co., Inc., New York, jolnt fittings. The first, third, and fourth 
?t.Y., J.951. lmpi.agers may be modliied by replacing the 

6 . .i\Ja'rtJn, Robert M., Construction DetS.lls· tip with-one-ha.I! lnch ID glass tube extend­
ot I.soklnetlc Source· Sampling Equipment, ing to one-half inch from the. bottom o! the 
Envi..-.Onmenta.l -Protec~ton Agency, APTD- :flask. 
0581. . . . 2.1.5 .-4.cicl trap. l'vilne safety applla.nces a.Ir 

7. ~re.~hods for Deterrilination of vetoc!ty, line filter, catalogue No. 81857, With acid ab­
Volumc, Dust and l\.llst Content of· Gases,· sorbing cartridge a.nd suitable connections, or 
\Vestern Precipitation Division of Joy ]iifg. equJvalent. 
Co.; Lo.o; Angeles, Call!: Bui. WP-50, 1968. 2.1.6 .t.Ietering_systam. Vacuum gage, leak-

& Perry, -J. H;,_ Cbemlcai Englneers'.Hand­
boo:.::. ~rcG-r"aw-Hill Book Co., Inc., New York,. 
N.Y., 1960. · 

9. :aonl~ J~rome J.~ l\Ia.iuLena.nce, Caiibra­
tlon, n:n.d ·opera.tion Ot Isoklnetlc Source·sa.m­
p!!!l~I I'.q ttipment, Environmental Protection 

· • .;.:;:-::.::>. (~-•• ~!''!'D-0575. · . 
t:J. :;;::-,L;~h:i.ra. R. T., Vl. F. Todd, ri.nd VT. s. 

s~::L:1, G'.gniii.c::i.nce of Error.; Jn St;1ck Sam-

1 These Q.ocuments are a.valla.Ole for a nomi­
nal cost !rom the National Technical In­
ionnation Service, V .S. Depa.r~ment oi Com:. 
merce,_5285 Port Royal Road, Sp.ring-field, Va. 
22151. 

"l'o!en tlor.. o! trade D'.l.?Ues or commerc!al 
product.s does not con5tl~ute endorsement 
by the E.:::.-;lronrneat:i.l ~otectioa. Age:!cy. 

less pump, therm.Ometers capable of measur- · - · 
ing temperature to within &•P; dry-g&s meter - · 
wtt.h 2 percent a.ccura.cy; and· related equip­
ment, described. In APTD--058l, to- ma.l.ntain _ 
an lsokineitic sampling rate and to.determine 
ssm.ple volume. - _ .. · · 

2.1.7- Barometer. To measure a.tmosphertc. · 
p~ssure to ± 0.1 in h~. 

PIPE COUPU lU~INC AOA1rn 
I 

F::WE:?AL REGISTE~. VOL. ::a, 1\10. 66-FR!D . .\Y, AP~i~ 6, l 'J73 

I 
~ 
l 
·I 

l 
I 

,1 , . . , 

!.i 
. ' I! 
'I . I 

'· 
1 · 

-- ! 

I 
! 



·-1 

1 
J 
I 

. ' 
' ' 

-2.2 Jl.Teasur11ment o/ :itack · conditions 
·.(stack pressure, temperature, moisture, and. 
vc:Zcci.ty)=--2.2.1 Pltot tube. Type S, or­
eqill•alent, With a. coefficient wlthln 6 per:.­
ccnt over theworkl.ng. rB.D.ge •. 

2.2.2 DifJerentia1. pressure gage. Inclined 
Jne..nometer, or equivalent, to measure veloc­
it.y head to :Withln lO percent of the m.ln1:.0 ' 
-mum value. Mlcroma.nometers should be used 
!!warranted. 

2.2.3 Temperature gage. AD.y- tempera .. 
ture·m.easur.lng device to measure stack tem ... 

· peratUl'e to wtth.l.n 1 • P. · 
2.2.4 Presaure .gage. Pitot tube and 1n .... 

cllned manometer, or equivalent, to IJ1.easure 
_stack P:reSsure to wtthin 0.1 Jn ·bg. ·. 

2.2.5 Moiat1LTB determination. Drying 
tubes. condensers, or equivalent, to deter­
mine stack."gas motsture content in hydrogen 
to within 1 pe:rcent. 

.2.3 Sampla Tecovery-2.3.1 I.eaklesa glass 
.sample bottles. 50CJ. ml and 200 ml with Tef ... · 
!on-lined tops.. 

2.3.2 Graduated cylinder. 250 ml .. 
2.3.3 Plastic jar. Approximately 300 ml. 
2.4 Analy..ris-2.4.1 Spectrophotometer. 

To measure absorbance at 253.7 nm. Perkill 
El.mer model 303 •. with a cyllndrlcal gas. cell 
(approxlmately 1.5 in o.d. x 7Jn) with.. quartz 
glass windows, and hollow cathode source. or 

· equiValent. . 
2.4.2 Gll8 sainpling· bubbler. Tudor Belen .. 

tlflc Co. Smog· Bubbler, catalogue No. TP-
1150, or equivalent. 

2.4.3 Record.er. To match · output of 
spectrophotometer. _ 

3. Reagents.--3.1. Stock reagents.-3.li 
Potassium. iodide. Reagent grade. 

3.1-2 Distilled taater. 
3.1.3 Potassium Iodtd.e solution, -25 per­

cent.-Dlssolve 250 g of potassium. iodide (re .. 
a.gent 3.1.1) in distilled. water and dilute to 
!"to 1. ' 

3~1.4 Hydrochlorfc acid. concentrated. 
3~1.5 · Potass-tum iodate. Reagent gride. 
3.1-6 ·Iocti-ne monoch.Zoride "(ICl) 1.0M. 

To 800 ml of 25- percent potassium. iodide 
:;;elution (reagent 3.1.3), add 800 ml.of con .. 
centrat"ed hydrocblorlc acid. Cool to room 
teC'.!.pernture. With vigorous stirring, slowly 
add 135 g of p,otasslwn iodate a.nd contt.nue­
stLtrillg until an free- iodlne has. dlssolved to 
glve a. ciear ora.nge .. red solution.. Cool to room 
temj;l~rn.ture·and dllute to 1,800 ml with dis .. 
tilled water. The solution should be- kept ill 
atnber bottles to prevent degradation. 

3.1.7 ~otUum .h'!Jd.rrxr:h:le pellets. Resgent 
grade. 

3.l.8 Nifnc-acfd. CQnc:entratecL· · 
3.1.9- Hyd.rozyl~mine sulfate.-: Reagent_ 

gr.e.d,e. . 
3.1.10: Sodium. chloride. R6agenti grade. 

. 3.1.11 . M~rlc. chloride . . Rea.gent grade. 
3.2 Sampling. · 3.2.1 Absorbing _Solutton • 

0.13! JCl.-D:Uute 100 ml of the I.OM ICl stock:· 
solution (reagent 3.1.6) t;o 1 l with dlstsllled 
wat~r. The solution should be kept in glass 
bo_ttles to preven.t degradation. This reagellt 
should be stable for at least 2 months; how~, · 
ever, periodic cheCks .shoUld be performed. to 
insure quality~ 

3.2.2 Via.sh. acid.. I :1 V JV nttrlc acJd-water. 
3.'J.~ ._Disti.lled, deionized. water. ·. 
3.2.4 Silica gel. Indicating type, 6 to 16 

me3h, dried at 350°P for 2 hours . 
.. 3.3. Analysis--3.s.1· Sodium hydroxide 

10N. J?issolve 400 g o! sodluin hydroxtde pel~ 
lets in di.stilled: watel" and dllute to 1 ·L 

3.3.2 Reducing. agent; l2 percent hydro$ ... 
·Ylamine sulfate, 12 percent sodium chU::riide. 
To 60 l'.lll o! distilled water,. add 12 g of by .. 
droo:<ylnmlne sulfate end l'J g of sodium chi°"" 
ii.de. Dilute tO 100 ml. Th.1.3 quanttty 1s 
sumcieo.t tor 20 ana.lyses and must be pre-

·. 
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3.3.4 Hydrochloric acid-, 0.3N. Dilute 25.5 
ml o! concentrated hydrochloric acid to ·1 1 
w1 th dlstilled. water. 

3.4 Standard. mercury solutfons---3.4.1 
Stock solution. Add. 0.1354 g or mercuric 
chloride to 80· -m1 o! 0.3N hydrocblorlc ac1d. 
After the mercuric chloride has dlssolved. 
add 0.3N hydrocblorJc_ scld and adjust the 
volume to 100 JD.I. One mJ. o! thJs solution 
ls equivalent to 1 mg of free mercury. 

3.42'- Standard- solution.7. Prepare· cali­
bration solutions by serially diluting the 
stock solution (3.4.l) with 0.3N hydrochloric 
acid. Prepare solutions at concentrations In 
the linear working range for the instrument 
to be used. ~lutlons of. 0.2 µ.g/ml. 0.4 µg/ml 
and a.a µg/ml have been found acceptable 
tor most instruments. Store all solutions In 
glass.stoppered. glass bottles, These solutions 
should be stable tor a.t least 2 months: how­
ever. period.le checks should· be performed 
to insure quality. . 

4. Procedure. 4.1 GuJdelines for Source 
testing are- detailed in the following sections: 
These guidelines a.re generally ap"pUcable; 
however, most sample sites differ to some de­
gree and temporary a.ltel-attons such as stack 
extensions or expa.nstons often are. required 
to insure the· best possible sample slte. Fur­
ther, slnce mercury ls hazardous, care should 
be taken to mlnlmlze exposure. Fnally, since 
the total quantity or mercury to be collected 
genera-Uy is small, the test must; .be care­
fully conducted to prevent contamination or 
loss o! sample. 

4jl, Selection of a sampllng site and mln!­
mum· number of traverse points. 

4.2.1 Select a. suitable sampling site that 
is es close as ts prscticabl~ to the point or 
atmoopheric emission. I! possible, stacks 
smaller than 1 foot ln diameter should not 
be sampled. 
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4.2.2 The samplLo.g site should ·be at lee.st 

eight stack or duct diameters down.stream. 
and two diameters upstream from_ any ttow 
disturbance such as a bend, expansion or 
contractton. For rectangular cross section.· 
detenntne an eqllivalent din.meter from the 
following equ8.tton: 

where: 

2LW 
Do=:r;+W 

De=equivalent dlameter. 
L=length. 

,. W=wtdth. _ 

eq.102-1 

/ . ' . 
4.2.3 - When the above sampling site cnte­

rla can be met, the mln1m.um. number- of 
traverse po1n.ts Ls four (4) for stacks 1 foot 1n 
dla.meter or less, eight _( 8) for stacks larger 
than 1 foot but 2 feet lD. diameter or less, and 
twelve ( 12.) for stacks larger thati 2 feet. 

4.2.4 Some samplillg situations JDa.y ran .. 
der the above sampling stte crtterta lmpra.c .. 
tlcal.; When th:Ls is tbe case, ch<>oise _a con .. 
venient sampling location and use figure 
102-3 to determine.the mlnlmum number or 
traverse points. However. use figure IO:i-3 
only for· stacks 1 foot 1n diameter or Ja.rger. 

4.2.6 To use figUre-102-3, :fir.3.t measure the 
dlstance from the chosen sa.m.pllng location 
to the-nearest upstrea.m and downstrea.m dis­
turbances. Divide this distance by the dt­
ameter or equivalent diameter to determine 
the di.stance in terms of pipe dlameters, De• 
termine the" corr.es.ponding number ot trav­
erse points for each distance :from. f!.gure 
102--3. Select-the higher of tbe two numbers 
of traverse points~ or a· greater value. such 
that !or clr-cular stacks the number 1s a muJ. .. 
tiple of four, and for rectn-ngular stacks the 
number follows the cr!terli\ of section 4.3jl. 

NUMBER OF DUCT DIAMETERS UPSTREAM" 
(DISTANCE A) 

0.5 
50 

~ z 
0 
~ 

w 
~ = w 

~ 
!!: ... 
0 
ffi 
~ 

-"' .. 
5l 
;;; 
;;; lD 

1.D 1.5 

"1ROM POINT OF ANY TYl'C OF 
DISTURBANCE (BEND, £Xl'ANSION, CON!JIACTION, ETC.) 

NUMBEi! OF DUCT OIA.\IETERS DOWNSTREAM." 
(DISTANCE BJ 

2.0 

Flsur• 10Ht. Minimum number of traverse points. 

DISTURBANCE 

pered dalJy. · · . 
3,3.3 .A.e_~c.ticm. !Ja.:1. Zero grade a.!r. 

4,2',6 Ira. selecU!d aamplingpolnt :Is closer·· 
.ii1:1.au l 1:;:;,all tJ;om ~~ w~ itdjust the lq.ca. ... 

t:lon of that poln.t !:o 1n:n•re t-hi\.t t.n.e sample 
is t~keu at. least I Inch a.way. from the wall:. 
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4.3 crosa..sectlonal layout and location of 
t_..~ve:se pol.ut.s. 

· <i-.3 .1 For. clrcuiar· sta.cks loca.te . the- tra­
\'~1-se pplnts -on at least two dlametera BC· 

cord.log t-o fl.gure 102-4 and table 102-1. The 
t~verse axes shall divide the st.a.c~oas sec .. 
tlon Into equal parts. · 

. 4,3.2 For rectanguJ.3.r stacks divide· the. 
cro.:;s-sectlo.n Into as :Ql.a.ny equal rectanguI_ar 
are:l.s a.s trave~e polnbl,such that the ratio O! 
the length to ~e width or the elemental areas 
is between one .and two. Locate the traverse 
polnt3 at the centroid ot ea.eh equal area ac.-
cordlhg to figure 102-5. . 

~-1 Measurement ol st.a.ck collCllt::l.ons: 
4.4.1 Set up the- api)ara.tua as -showu- 1n 

fl..,.ure 102-2, Make sure all connections are -­
t~;ht and leak free. Me&sure the veloclty l;t.ea.d. 

. a.."1.d teiape.ratur8 at the-traverse points.sped­
.fled by section. 4.2 and 4;.3. 

. RULES AND REGULATIONS 

Flgin 102-.t. eras sec!Ton of clrcul.v.!:laclc showrrig foc11.Uo:n of 
· lrav~e points Oil porporodJClllar d~in,. -

I i J 

• : 0 : 0 : .-
• I · I -·-· -~··---1.-----r-----

.•. ,.1 • : • -1 • 
t- .t : --r--·r--·r----i - I l . 

O· ·1 0 I 0. I o 
' . ' . ' ' 

4.4.4 Determlne the stack ga.s molecular 
Welght from the measured moisture content 
e.nd knowledge of the. e=<pected gas stream 

__...- composttlon. Sound englneertng judgment 
should be used. - · 

4.6 .Preparation of sampling tram.. 
· 4.5.1 Prior to assembly, clean. all glass­

ware (probe, implngers, and connectors). by 
rlnslng With wash acld. tap water, O.lM !Cl, 
tap water, and finally distilled water. Place 
100 ml o! O.lM 101 in ea.ch o.C the first. three -· 

- im.plngers, anct-placfll approxlmately 200 g. 
o! prewetghed slllca. gel 1n tha fourth. tm­
pl.D.gec. Save BO mJ. of the 0.1}.1 IC! as a. blank 
in th_e sample' anaJ.ysJs.. Set up the tra.ln..a.nd 
the Probe as ln F:tgure 102-1, . . . . · _ _ .. 

4.5.2 Leak . check the satnpltz:ig tr8Jn ~t­
the sampling site. The leakage rate Should 
not be in excess of 1 percent or. tl:l& desU:ed. 
sampling rate. Place Crushed lco- a.round the 
im.plngers .. Add more· ice during: the run to 

Figure io2-s. CtOU 11mcil1111 ol ractall§U'IBr $tack divided Into 12 eqllill· · ,keep the- temperature of th& gases lee.vlng 
&f,u, willl travars• PQinUi ato=ntroi<I otl3acll~s.. · the last_tznp_inger at 70m For less. 

4.4.2 _ Mea.su:r& the- sta.tic- pressure- 1n. t-!1-e 
stack. _,. 

4.4.3 Determine the stack gas. mo1sture~-

Traverse-
point. 

numbar-: 
on a 

.diameter 

·1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 
11 · 

12 . 
13 
14 
15 

·1·6· 

17 
18 
19, 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

' 
TabJecl02-l. Locatlort of traverse points. in circular stacks 
(Percent of stack dlameter·from inside· wall to traverse point) 

. 

. -
' 

·NUmbe.,. of traverse points on a· diameter 
2 4 6 -s- - 10 12 14 16 18 20 Z2 

!4.6 6.7 4.4 3.3 2.5 2.1 1.a 1.6 l.4 J.3 1.1 
85.4 2s.o 14.7 10.5 8.2 6.7 5.7 4.9 4.4 3.9 3.5 

75.0 29.5 19.4 14.6 11.S 9.9 8.5 7 .5 6.7 6.0 
9;j,3 70.5 32.3 22.6 17.7 14;6 12.5. 10.9 9.7 8.7 

85.3 67.7 34.2 25.o 20. l 16. 9 14.6 12.9 l l. 6 
- 95.6 80.6 65.8 . 35.5 26.9 22.0 18.8 16.5 14.6 

89.5 77..4 64.5 36.6 28.3 23.6 20.4 18.0 
96.7 ·85.4 75.0 63.4 37.5 29.6 25.(). 21.8 

91.S 82.3 73. l 62.5 38.2 30.5 26.l 
. 

- 97.5 88.2 79.9 71.7 51.8 '38.8 3i.5 
93.3 85.4 78.0 70.4 61.2 39.3 
97,9 90.l 83.1 76.4 69.4 60.7 

94.3 87.5 81.2 7s.O 68;5 
98.2 91.5 85.4 79.6 73.9 

95,1 89.l 83.5 78.2 
I··._,_. 

9!!.4 92.5 87.l 82.0 .. 
95;6 90.3 85.'4 ... 

98.6 93.3 88,4 
' 96.l 91,3 

'· 
' 

' 98.7 94.0. . ., 

. 9~;5 
' 

~ 98,9 -

• 

.... 

24 

l. l 
3.2. 
!/.5 
7.9 

10.5 
13.2 
16. l 
19.4 
23.0 
27.2 
32.3 
39.8 
60.2 
67 .1· 

72.8 
77.0 
80.6 
83.9 
86.S 
89.5 
92.l 
94.5 
96.8 
98.9 

4.6 Mercury·tratn operation. 
4.6.1 Safety _procedures. It ts-''I.mpeiatl~e 

that the sampler conduct the source test 
rmder condltion.s o!. utmost safety, stnce 
hydrogen and air mLUures are e."tploslve. The 
sample train essenttal!y 1s leaklesa, SO· that 
attention to· sa.!e operation can be concen- . 
't?'3.ted at the inlet and outlet, The fallowing 

- specl.flc items are _recommendecl:-
4.6.1.1 Operate only the- vacuum Pump 

during the test.. The other ·electrica.I equip­
ment, e.g. heaters, fans and-timers; normally 
are not essentlaJ to the success Ot a hydro­
gen stream test. 

4.6.1.2 Seal the Sample port to m.Lnllllh:e- . 
leakage· o! hydrogen !ram the stack:_ 

4.6.1.3 Vent sampled hydrogen. at- lea.st 
10 feet ·away from ·the trat~ This· can be 

.. accompllshed easily by attaching n ¥.r-ln fd . 
Tygon tube to- the· exhaust from the _orlfice 
meter. 

4.6.2 For .each run, record th& de.ta. Te• 

quired.on the sample·sbeet Shown ln figure 
"1Q2-6. Tolke res.dtngs- a.teach sa.mpllng--polnt · 
at least every 5 minutes a.nd when sta:nlf!.Cant 
changes- in stack cond1tlons.. necessitate- a.cl­
ditional a.djustments. Ln ttowrate. 

4.6.a- ·Sample- at" a rate ot 0.5 tcr·l.O- cf.in.. 
Samples Shall De taken over_ such a. p~lod 
or periods as are n~essary to accurately 
determJ.n11- the maximum.-emlss!on.s whJch 
would occur- in· a 24-hour·por:lod..' In the- case 

·of cyclic operations, su.fficlei:t.t tests. shall be· 
_made so as to aJJow accu:rata detenhlnatlon 
ot caJcuiatton_ ot th11- emlsslon&. whlch.. will 
occur over the duration.of the·cyci.e.-Am.lni­
m.um. sample time of a hours b recommended. · 

- In some- 1nstance9, high mercury concentra. 
tlon.s can prevent sampling 1n one. :run. !or . 
the desired minimum tlme. Tb.ls is Indicated 
by reddening In the first impl..nger as fre_e 
iodine 1s liberated. In thla ca5a, a rul:i may 
be divided into two or more subnina to...lnsure 
that the a.b.sorblng solut1on3 are not. depleted • 
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·mn.nuat, using nn_ absorption wavelength· of 
253.7 nm. 

4.8.2 Analysis prepa.ratfon.-:-Adjust the 
alr dellvery pressure and the needle valve to 
obtain a constant air .flow of a.bout 1.3 1/min. 
The analysis tube should be bypassed ex .. 
CeP.t during aeration. Purge the equipment 
for 2 minutes. Prepare a sample o.r mercury 
standard solution {3.4.2) according to seC­
tton 4.8.3. Place the aualysl.s tuba In the line, 
and aerate until a ma:r.iml.l.Dl peak helght ls 
reached on tbe recorder. Remove the analy­
sls tube, tlush the lines, and rinse the 
analysls tube With dlstllled- water. Repeat 
wlth another sa.mp1e of the same standard 
solution. ·Thls purge a.nd analysts. cycle is to 
be repeated until peak heights are _repro-

"ducible. · 
4.8.3 Sample preparati01J..-Just prior_ to 

anaJysla, transfer a sample aliquot of up to 
50 ml to the cleaned 100 ml analysis tube. 
AdJu3t the volume to 50 ml with O.L\'1 ICI. 
1f requlred. Add 5 ml of 10 N Sod.lum hyclrox-

. ide, cap tube wlth a clean glass stopper and· 
shake vigorously. Prolonged, vigorous shak­
ing at th.ls potnt is necessary to obtain an 

· accurate analysis. Add 5 ml or the reducl,ng 
agent (reagent 3.3.2), cap tube with a cli:ian 

~ glass stopper and shake vigorously and .tm-­
medlately ple.ce in sample line. 
· -4.8.4 ltlercury determination.-Atter· the 

system has been .stabilized. prepare samples 

4.6.4 To begin sampling, posltlo:r::t. the noz­
zte at the first traverse point ·with the tlp 
pointing directly into the gas stream. Imme~ 
dlately start the pwnp and adjust the flow 
to tsoktnettc conditions; Sample fo?' at least 

gen by div;ldlng by· 1a. This factor includes -
the ratio or the dry molecular weights and a. 
correction !or the dl.Ererent ortfl.ce Calibration 
factors for hydrogen and air. This procedura­
ls dlagrammed below: 

from the sample bottle according to section 
4.8.3. Aerate the· sample until a m.axlmum.. · 
peak helght is reached on the recorder. The 
mercury content is deten:nined by comparing 
the peak heights of the samples to the peak 
heights of the callbratlon solutions. U col ... 
Iected samples are out ot the linear range, 
the samples should be dlluted. Prepare a... 
blank from the 100_ .ml bottle a.ccordlng to 
section 4.8.3 and analyze to determine the 
reagent blank .mercury level.. 

5 mlnu tes at each traverse point; sampling · . (.LlflV air) 
time must be the same for each point. Ma.ln.- Observe AP--lfult1ply :.IWH -.Set this on 
tatn isoklnet.lc sampling throughout the sam- _ by . _ .ll'. .~ _.... nomogw1ph~ 
pllng period, using' the following procedures. ..:------

4.6.4.1 Nomographs which ald in the rapid _ ~ _ . 
adjustment o! tile . sampling rate Without - ~ · 
other comp:utatlons are in ~576 and. . · , - - - · · 
are ava.Ull.ble from colllmerctal suppliers, The · -
avaUa.ble ii..omograpbs, however, are set up · BeBdoff~ _,.Dlvlde:by13=WHtobeusedonmeterbo.i:i 
for use in a.Ir strea.ms, and mlnor-cha.nges are 4.6.4.6 Operate -the sample tmln at the 
requl.!"ed to provlde 9.pplicability to hydrogen. calculated 6.H a.teach sample point. 

4.6 . .f..2 Ca.llbrate the meter box Ori.flee. Use · 4.6.5 Turn o.Er the pump at the conclusion 
the tech.!:t.lques as described In APTD-0576. o! ea.ch run and record the final readlngs. 

4.6.4.3 The correction factor nomograpb ·Immediately· remove the probe. and nozzle 
discus.sad In APTD--0576 and shown on the from the stack and handle in accordance with 
re:.--erse side at commercial nomographa--wtll ~he sample recovery process _described in sec• 
not ba us& In its place, the correction factor tion 4.7. 
will be ceJ.cula.~ us.lng eq~ation 102-2. 4.7 Sample recovery~ 

C=O,OJ (C.,M;)' P. T~ 
. _ . · . AH@ Pm·1V.·. 

Where: 
eq;_-~02c2 

O=Coaectlon fs.ctor. · 
0-..,=Pltot tub& coefficient. 

1'1 u=Mole fraction dry gas. 

4.7.1 (All glass. storage bottles and the 
graduated. cylinder musi be preclee..ned as 1n 

_ section 4.5.l). Thls operation sbould be per­
formed in an area. free- of poS3ible mercury 
coutamlnatlon. lndustrlal l.aboratories an<! 

· ambient atr eround-.mercury-uslng facilities. 
are not normally free of mercury i;ontamt.na .. 

· tlon. When the samplblg train is moved, care 
must be exerclsed to prevent breakage and 
c_ontamlnatlon. · · 

5. Calibration.-5.1 Sa:mpztng Train. 5.1.t. 
Use standard methods and equipment as de., 
tailed In APTD-0576 to calibrate the rate 
meter, pitot tube and.dry g<¥> meter. Recali .. 
brate prior to each test serlei;;. 

5.2 AnaZysis.-5.2.1 Prepare a calibra.-. 
tlon curve !or the spectrophotometer ustng · 
the standard m~rcury solutions. Plot the 
pe<1.k heights read on the recorder Vera.us the 
concentration of mercury in the standard 
solutions. Standards Shoutd be interspersed 
with the samples since the callbratlon can 
change sllghtly with time. A new calibration 
curve should be prepared for each new .set 

- ot'_ samples run. · · -:;-.-.! · 
. 6. Calculations--6.1 Average dry gas meter 
temperature,. stack temperature, stack pres- · 

c s-ure: and average orifice pressure drop.--aee 
data sheet _{fig. 102-8). , 

- 6.2 Dry gas 2Jolume.-Correct the sa.niple 
volume measured by· the dry gas meter to 
stack _conditions by using equation 102-3. 

.·-:--.. _ 
P. =Sta.ck presaure, tn.Hg. 
P,,.=~Ieter pressure, lnHg. 
T~ .. =Mete.r temperature-, aR. 
l'tf~=Moleeular weight of stack gas· (from 

4.7.2 Disconnect -the probe from the' _1.m_..:.-,.:-· 
pinger train. Place the contents (measured · 
to ±1 l!ll) of the first three lmp.tngers into 

(P•·:+M) 
4.4-:4)..- lb/lb mole. . , .-· 

_ >l.H q =~I~ter box callbratton _fa.ctor, Ob• 
tan;ted in step .4.6.4:2. -

4.6.4:.4 Set the calculated correctlon facto?' 
o:i th<!' tront or ·th·e operating nomograph." 
Se!ect. ~he proper nO'ZZle and set the K·fa.ctor 
on t_h,<:: -uomogra.ph as detalled 1n APTD--0576. 

4:.6.4.5 Read the velocity head In the stack 
a.t each ~mple point !rom the manomete:r in 
tha me·t~r- box. Convert the hydroge:Q. AP to. 
e.n equJ,va!ent value for' a.tr by mu!tiplitng by­
s. ratio· or. the .molecular.weJgbt of air to hy­
d:rcg~n at the stack moisture content. Insert 
th1s voihte o! ti.!'. onto the nomograph and 
re.i.d ot! JJ.fl." Ag::iln, convert the tJ.H1 which is 
:i.n '..'.!:- e-qu-1"'.al~:nt. "ta!lH!-1 to the-..1H !rJJ: hydro-

' 

a. 500 ml sa.mp1e bottle. Rinse the probe and -
all glassware between it and. the back: half whrre~ . 

~ .P. 

ot "t:he third lmpi.Dger with two 50 ml por.. v ..... =Volnmeof~!l.1nnp\etluoughthedrygasmeter 
tlons of D.llYI ICl solution. Add these rinses (stack condit!Oas), lt.~ -. -, . .--

.to the first- bottle. For a blank, place BO m1 Vm=Volume of ga,;i sample through the 
of the 0.lM !Cl In a 100 ml sample bol;tle. dry gas meter (meter conditions)• 
Place the silica gel In the plastic jar. SeaJ._and rt:i. 
secure an contatne:-s for shipment. If an ad- 7' •=Average temperature of stack gas, a&. 
dltional test ts desired. the glassware ca.n be 7" ... '.:::::.Average dry gas meter temperature. 
carefully doubl111 rln.sed. with distilled water DR 

and reassembled. However. i! the glassware 1S Pboir=Baro~etrlc pre~nre a.t the orHlce 
to be out of use more than 2 days, the Initial meter, inHg. 
acid wash procedure· must be followed. .iH=Average pressure drop across the orl· 

4.8 AniHysl.!--4.8.1 Apparatus prepara.- fice meter, inH~O. 
. tlon.--C!ean nil glassware e.ccordlng to the 13.6=Specific gra.vtty of mercury. 
proC'edU!'~ o! seet:!o::::. 4.5.1. Adjust the lnstru- _!'~=Stack p-ressure, P!: ... r±Sti?.ttc p:esst:re, 
ment se,-;y;ings accord!ng to the Instrument / lnHg. 
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6.3 Volume oj' water vapo-r. 

wh~re: 

T.· 
y,..=K,.V1~P. eq.102-4 

V ... = Yohiml? ot tr"ntcr vapor 1n the giu.~rnple (stack 
• condittons), tti. · ·· 

K . ,....,..,.,,·~ ta...Il~.-ft.1 h th ... d 
~""'.u.•;;u._ '· ml. '".R • w en ese um Br8 we • 

l-"1.,i,,Tota.I Vl)ltI?I:.~ or li~Wd collt>tt!!d in lmplnGers 
and !=l.Uc:1. !!el·(se-P. ligttre-102-7) ml. . 

T.= . ..\"teroge st.'\Ck g:l3 tempernt1I111, 4R. 
P, =-Stm~!.: p~--ure, Pi. ... ;:!;: st11t.ic PttSSUre, in. B;g. 

6.4 ·Total ga:1 i;o~ume. 

. v....,~v~.+v~ •.. eq.102-5. 
'\\""here:_ 

Vtohi=::total volume 01' gas sample- (stack 
· ·CondltlonS). ft3 • - - · · - · -

r .... ="\~oiume oC ~through d:ry-gu. met~ (stack 
condlti'lIU), rti. • 

i-·,..~=Yolum!' or water v:i.p:>r tn g!!S sample (ste.ck 
_ COnd..iUons). I;1• . • · _ 

VO..\JUE Of UQ\llD -
- •A 1t11 ca.ucn~ .. _ 

SILICllGEL 
VOllJME • 1 

llEIGliT, ... • ,...,,.. 
ll\lnl,\L . 

LIQUID CDlilCTtO 

J:lT.U. VCl.UME CO.UCTI:Q ··I ... 
£C.'lVERfil~Cl-lTOF\T.\TRTOVOl.U\IE9T dividing total weight 
IS<:~~.lSE Ill' DENSITJ Of WATlll: IJ.Y...il; 

ll<:::;~~~Ei g "' wWr..e ·~JEJI. mi 

" 6.5 Stack gas 1ielocit~Use · equation 
102-6 to c~cula.te :the stack gas velocity. 

( \ • ·x (J (·,.::,:,·· f(T,) •••. 
V11,a~li.= .. " p "\!J.P),.,V'Z.-y Pall£. 

eq 102-6 
'IOh<;':-e; ~ 

(:.,' .. ~•· =A.vera.gestack~veloeity, Ceetpersecond. 
• i< ( lb ·inHg - )'ii; 

R,. ~s:.5.l ~c JO moJe>-R-in.R~O - when 
tbe.:;a. units: llre used. . . 

C',. oc.Pttot tnb<3 coeBlclent. dimenslOnie-ss. 
( T.) •'"~- -Average stock gS!I tempera~; 0 R. 

('{.l"Pi~,.r.=Awr.!g& sqnare root or the-velocity bead or 
sttlclc g::is (lnH10).lfl (see ligure- lO'U-8). 

P. =Steck.~.- Pi..,:±:statle. .Presstll"9, tn -_. 
Hg-~ . 

~v,, -Molenila.r weight ol stack ges {wet basis), "---: 
th& srunm.ation of the products of. the 
moleeWar.- weight of each -component . 

· multtplled by tts volumetriq JJMport1on 
lo._ the mi..J:ture, l)J1To-pio_le. - _ . . · 

F!gure 102-8 shows a. sample recording sheet 
!or veloclty_ tra.versa data. Use the averages m 
t!'le l"a.iit two columns Or figure 102--8 to de­
~ri:ni.ne· the a,.;erage stack gas velOOity from 
e"qui:..lori 1"02-8; . • 
· 6.6 ~lercury collected. Calculate the total 
w~!ght .O! merctU7 co:µected bY using, ~q. 
102-1-.. 

RULES AN:D REGULATIONS 

PLANT-------~~,,---~-~ 
DATE _____________ _ 

RUNNO··----~--------

SfACK DIAMETER. in.~--------­

BAROMETRIC PRESSURE, -in: Hg~. -----~ 

STATIC PRESSURE IN STACK 1Pg ), in. Hg_. __ _ 

OPERATORS, ___________ _ 

. 

Traverse point 
number 

. 

.. ·· 

. 

Velocity head,.· 
in. H2o 

. . 

. 

AVERAGE: 

. . .. : 
.. 

. 

SCHEMATIC OF STACK . -
CROSS SECTION 

_,.; __ -

Stack Temperature · 

fJSl. ° F 

-_·: 

' ; . -.. -

.. 

. . .. 

...• -

. 

. 

.. 

i ; · .. 

. 

·. 

.- . 

Figure 102-a. Velocity travers·e data.· 

\ . 
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\1:hcre:. 
· - l\71=Total wo!lght of mercury collected, µ,g. 

V.1=Tota.1 volume ol condensed molsture 
. · and rel 1n sample bc>ttle, ml. 

c 1= co:ncentratloo. of mercury measured in 
san)pl~ bottle, pg/ml. -

Vi>== Total ·vo1um.e or ICl used. 1n sa.mpllng_, 
(lmptnger contents and. all wash 
amounts), ml. . 

C&;::;Blank.concentratlon of mercu_ry in ICI · 
solution. µg/ml. 

RULES AND REGULAT.lONS 8&15 

IO .. Sh1gehara, R.~ .• W. F. Todd, a.nd\:.W. s. 2.2.3. Temperature.gauge.-Any tempera-
Sm.lth, Slgnl.ficance of Errors in Stack Sam- ture measuring device to measure stack tem­
pllng l\ie-asurements, Paper presented at the-· peraturetoWithin6° F. 
Annual Meeting of the Air. Pollution Control 2.2.4 Pressure gauge.-Any devlce to 
Assoclatlan, St. Louis, ll1IO., June 14-19, 1970. measure stack :Pressure to wtthln 0.1 in. Hg. 
'11. Sm.1th, w . .$;,·et al.,-?taCk Gas Sam- 2.2.6 Barometer.-"fo measure atmos­

pUng IJ:nproved and Simpllfied with New pheric pressure to within 0.1 tn. Hg. 
Equipment, APCA paper ?fo. 67-119, 1967. 2.2.6 Moisture determ:fnatl<m.-\Vet and 

12. Smith, W. S., R. T. Shigehara, and w. P. dry bulb thermometers, "drytng tubes, con­
Todd, A l\IIethod of InterpretlD.g Stack Sa.m- · densers, or equivalent, to determine st.ack ga.s 
pllng Data, Paper presented at the 63d An- moisture content to within 1 percent. 
nual -1\.Ieettng of the Air Pollution Control 2.3 Sample recovery.-2.3.1. Probe clean­
Assocla.tton. St. Louis, Mo., June 14-19, 1970. ing equipment.-Probe brush or clean.lD.g rod 

6.7 Total'. mercury emtasion.--Calculate 13. SpecUl.cattons for- Incinerator Te3tlng ·at least as long as probe; or equivalent. Clee.u 
the total" amount of mercuiy em.1tted from a·t Federal FBcilitles PHS, NCAPC, 1967. cotton balls, or equivalent, shoulct be used 
each stack per day by equat.lon 102-8. Th15 14~ standard ~!ethod. !or Sampling StacRs with the roct. 
equation :la applicable tor continuous opera- tor Particulate -'Matter, In: 191l_ Book of 2.3.2 Leakles11 glass sample bottles. 
t!on.S. For cyclic operations, use only the tlme ASTM Standards, part 23, Philadelphia, 1971, 2.4 Analysia.-2.4.1 ·- Equlpment neces-

. per day -ea.ch stack ts in operation.· The toW ASTM Designation D-2928-71. · sary . to· perform an atomic : absorption. 
mer-cl,117. em.1.s.1tOWI from a source wtll be the 16. Vennar~ J. K., Elementary Fluid Me- spectrographic, fiuorometric, chromato-
summation<>! results fro~ all stacks~ chanlcs, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New graphic, or equivalent analysts~ 

da York, 1947. 3. Reagents.--3.1 Sample recovery.-3.1.l 
R W 1(v_,) ........ A.X86,400 seconds/ Y .Msrnoo 103.~~~ s~NYNG METHOD Acetone.-'-Reagent".grade. · 
~ Ytot.al . · 10' p.g/g · 3.1.2 Wash acid.-1:1 V/V hydrochlorte - -

• - · eq.- ; 1.o2~s. 1. Principle ~nd applicabiHty.-1.1 frin .. · acld-water. -

where:< 
_ciple.-Berylllwn emissions a.re isoklnetlcally 3_.2 Analysis.-3.2.l · Reagents a.s neces-
samp1ed trom three polnts 1n a duct or stack. sary for the selected analytical procedure. 

R""'Rate Or emission. g/day.- · ·_ The collected sample is analyzed !or beryl- · 4. Procedure.-4.1 Guidelines for source 
JY,:.Total welght.o!mereury collected, ,,g. l.lum win""o an appropriate technique. testlng are detailed in the following sections. 

v·,0!~i=Total volumeolgusamp!e (stackcoudlt1oos). ld in w. 1.2 Applicability.-Th!.a procedure deta.11s These gu el es a.re generally a.ppllcable; 
· guidelines and requirements !or methods however, most sa.rnple sites differ to some de-· 

(r,)ur=A:veragestackguveloclty, te:etperseeond.. acceptable for use 1n determining beryllium gree and temporary altera.t!ons such as stack 
A.=Stack area, ft!. emJ.sslons 1n ducts: or stacks· at stationary extenslons or eKpEmSions often e.re requlred 

6.8 Isokinetic variatton (comparison of sources, as sPeclfled. under the provisions of to insure the best possible sample site. Fur- . 
· ve.locity of ga.s in probe tip to .atack_velocity) _•_ § 61.1~ ot the regulations. ther, since beryllium is· hazard.ous, care / ·.- · 

2. · Apparatus-2.1 Sa.mpHng train.-A should be taken to minimize exposure.··-
. 100Vtota1 schematic of the required sariipllng tratn Finally, since the total qu:mtlty of beryllium 

·I A EB(v) eq.10. 2-9 ·configuration ts .shown in figure 103-1. The to be collected is quite small, the test must 
whi!re: n a &Tl'. essential Components ot the train ·are the be carefully conducted to prevent contaml-

I=Parce11t otisokinetlc sempliug. following:· nation or.loss of sample. ' . : 
- lr1.,1 .. 1=Totn.I volum.eolge.ssample (stackconditfons); 2.1.1 No~le.-Sta.in1ess steel, or equiva- 4.2 Selection of a samplfng sits and num-
. A~=P!~e tip area, {tl. . . . _ lent, with sharp, tapered leading edge. ber of runs.-4.2.1 Select a suitable sam-

S=Sampling time, see. · · .2.1.2 Probe.--Shea.thed Pyrex 1 glass. piing slte that is as close as practicable to the 
(!i,) ... ,,=AVemge stack ges velocity, feet per.second. 2".1.3 Filter.-M11llpore- AA, or equtvalent, point of atmospheric emlsslon. If possible,. 
7. Evaluati<m o/_ _results.-7.1 Determine.- wlth approprJa.te fl.ltei' holder tha.t provJdes stacks smo.Iler than 1foot1n diameter Should 

tlon of compllance.-7.Ll Ea.ch performance . a positive seal against leakage from outsJde not be sampled. -
tes: shall con::;Jst o! three repltition.s of the or around the filter. rt ts: suggested that a 4.2.2 The sampling site shoUld be at least 
applicabl~ te.;;t method. For the purpose o! Wbo.tman 41, or equivalent, be pleced Imme- eight stack or duct dlatneters downstream 
determ!.nl;::tg compliance with an applicable dtately again.st the back side of .the 1\.-Iillipore and two diameters upstream !ram any :fl.ow 
:national e.:nls.slon standard, the average of filter as a guard against breakage o! the dlsturba.nce such as a bend, __ expansion or 
res':.llts o! all repetitions shall apply. -· 1\.-Ullipore. Include the Whatm.a.n 41 in the contraction. For rectangular cross-section, 

7.2 Acceptable fsokinetic Tesul~s.-7.2.1 analysis. Equivalent filters must be at least determine an equlva.Ient diameter usl.ng the · · 
The follow!ng range sets the Um:tt; on ac- _99.95 percent emcient (DOP Test) and ~ollowing equation: .... · 
cepta.ble i30k1net1c sampllng results: U , amenable to the ana.J.yttcal procedure." 
90%~1:-::_110%, theo results are- acceptable; 
·.ot.hervrlse. reject th&. test and repeat. · - · 

a. Re/erence!J . .,......l. Addendum. to Speclft­
catlons !or Incinerator Testing at Federal 
Faclllties, PHS, NCAPC, Dec. 6, 1967 •. 

. 2. Determining Dust Concentration 1n B-· 
Ga.a Sf=ream, .AaME Pertorm.anCe Test Code 
NO. 27, NeW. York. .N'.Y.,. 1957. . . · -

. 3. Devorktn, Howard~ et al., A1r Pollution 
Source Testing Manual. Air Pollution Con-­
irol District, Los ·Angele9; Cali!.,. Nov. 1963~ 

4. l{~tch, w. R. and W. L. Ott, ••.oetennina-. 
t!Oll" ·o( Sub-i\.llcrogra.m Quantities of ME!:r­
cury by· Atomic Absmptton Spectrophotom­
etry," Anal. Chem.. 40: 2085-87, 1968. 

i), · 1.Iark, L. s.. !-Iech9.DJ,cal Englneers" 
Handbook, ?.IcGraw-H:W Book co .. Inc.,_ New 
York, N.Y., 19Sl. -

6. Martin, Robert M., -Construction Details 
of Iso;ctnetlc. Source· :Sampling Equipment, 
Envl.ronmental. ftotect!on Agency, APTD-. 
0-581. -

7. Ma~hods tor De'termtnation of Velocity, 
Volun1e, Dtc;t a·nd Mist Content Of Gase.!I, 
waster!l. Prectpltatlon Division o.t'. Joy_Manu .. 
!o..c~uring Co., ios··A.ngel09, Ca.lJt. Bull. WP-50, 
1968. . 

8. Perry, J:. H., Chemical-Engineers' Hand­
book, ]..ICGraw·Hill Book Co., Inc., New York, 
N.Y·., 1960-· 

9: Rom, Jere'!!"~~. J .• l:.!a~tena.nci?, Ca.Ubra­
t!o:::., Jli:j Cpuratlo.a· ol Isok!netic Source 
Sampling Equipment. Environmental Protec .. 
-t1vn :~:;ency, APTD--05.76. · 

Figwe- 103·1. SttyTIJ111115a11111fng11191liod': ~!rain schttillllc •. 

2.l.4 !Tfeter-pump system.-AIJ.y system 
that will maintal.n 1s:okl.uetlc sampling ra~,,­
daterml.na sample volume, a.nd is capable or 
a sampling rate of greater than 0.5 cfm. 
. ~.2· JJ<fea.aurement o/ stack conditlons 

(stack pressure:. temperature, mofature and 
velocity) ;-The !ollowb:lg equipment shall be 
used in tbe manner specified in section 4-.3.1. 

. ZLW 
.l!•=L+w-··---~---~---.--~..;.:. __ :--· eq.10~~~-,,. 

-: where: ~. · - ··,.;; .-.•--:'c1'-~~;'_:-:;.._,.-, 

n.~·ecj"utve.ient dla.m&~r- 0

' 

L=length - .. 
. -~ -~- : ·~ . 

W=Width.. -·:., ·. 

4.2.3 Some sampling sltuo.~~~ns nlay ~~- -'-· 
der the above sampllng site criteria im:ora.c­
tical, When this is the case, an. a.J.terna.ta 
site may be selected' but must _b& no less-, 
than two d1a.i:ne"ters. -downstream a.n.d one-

. haJ.t dla.meter upstream from any point or 
dlsturbAnce. Additional sample runs are rec­
ommended a.t any sa.mpla slte not -meeting 
t?e criteria of section 4.2.2. · 

4.2.4 -Three runs sha.J.I constitute- a test.. 

2.2.1 Pitot tube.-Type 8, or equivalent, 
with a coefficient· wttbln 5.percent over the , 
working range. 

The runs shall b& conducted at three dl!­
ferent points. The three polnts shall pro .. -­
port!ona.tely divide the- die.meter, i.e. ~ lo­
cated at 25, 50 and 75 percent Ot the diameter 
from the Inside wall. For horizontal ducts, 
the_ diamete< shall be in the vertical direc-. 
tion. For rectangular ducts,, sample on o. line­
through the centroid and parallel to a side, 
It additional n1ns a.re reqti.Ired per secilon 

2.2.2 DifferentfaZ pressure gauge.-In­
clined mo.nometer, or equlvalent~ to measure 
velocity head to. wt thin 10 percent of the 
minimum value. 

11-rentlon of trade- names or s_i>ecific ptod­
uct.-:i does not coc.stltute endorsement by the 
En:.ri.!"oumetc.tal Protection .~gency. 

4.2.3, proportionately divide the dt1ct to a.c­
commoda.te the total number or runs. · 

4.3 J."lleas11rement o/ stack conditiims. 
4.3,l i\Ieasure the stack. ge.s pressure, mois­
ture-, and temperature, using the equipment 
descrlbed. in § 2.2. Determine tt.c molacuiar 
weight of the sti:o.c~ gas. S0n!!.d. en::;!.~::.r.er~n·5 
e.:;th:nates n1a.y be inade i!l Ee~.t of clirect 
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83-16 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

measur£>ments. The basis tor such estlma.tes -R. W ,(v.),."".A~.X86,400 second5/qay sample is digested in an ac1d solutton and 
·:shall be given in the test repQrt. · · . y toW . ~ I04 µ.gfg analyzed by a.tom.le a.bsorpttori spectropho-

4.4 Pr~par(ltlon . of sampling train.- tometry. · 
4.4,1 Assemble tha S8lilpllng tmtn as shown whe~ R= Rate or emission, g/day. - l.2 Appltcability.-Th1S- method J.s appli-
ln figure 10~1. It is reco.rmnendad that. all W:=Total weight ol beryWwn collected, ,..g. cable for the detenninatlon o! beryllium 
gbssware be precleaned. by. soaldng 1n wash · V..,i.i=Total vtilume or gas S9.lllpled, ttJ. emlsslons in duct.s or stacks at ste.t!onary-
ltclcl for 2 hours. . . (t',)u .... = • .\ve~ s~ gas veJocrty, Ceet per second. sources. Unless otherwise speclfled, this 

. 4.4.2 Leakcb.eckthesamp.Ungtra.ina.tthe .11.-St:acka.re:i.ft. .~ -· method is·not Intended to apply to gas 
srunpUng site, The lea.ke.~e rate should. not be.:...·~. 7. Test report. 7.1 · A test report shall be stream.a other than thosa emitted dJrectly 
1n excess -<;>t 1 percent Ol the deslred ~pie· prepared which shall include as a minimum: to the atmosphere Without further 
rate. · . . · · · 7.1.l A de.tailed descrtptlon o! the sarn- processing. 

4.5 BtryUi.um trajn operatton.--4.6.1 For pllng tralD. used and results of the proce- 2. .Apparatu~2.1 Sampling irain.-A 
each run. measure the velocity at the selected duraJ. "Check with all data ~d calcuiations · schematic of the sampling train used by 

· sampllng :point. Determ1De the tsok:inetic made. EPA ts Shown lo :fl.guru 104-1. Commercial 
ffampling rate; Record the velocity head and 7.1.2 All pertinent ·data taken during models o! this train are available, although 
the requl.ted sa.m.pl.lng rate. ·- test, the basis for a.ny estimates made, cal- construction deta.ns are descrtbed lo. AI'TD-

4.5.2· Place· t.he nozzle at: tbe· sampling- culattons, and results. - 0581,1 and operating and maintenance pro-
point with the.tip pointing directly into the _ ·7.1.3 A deScr1ptton of the test site, tn- cedures are descrlbed 1n APTD--0576. The_·. 
gn.s. streru:n.. Immediately start the pump .and Cludlng a block ·diagram. With a brlet de- components essential to·thls sampling train 
adJust the .tJow ·to 1sok!nettc cond1tionsp At·· script:ton o! the process, location of the sam· are the following: . _ 
the conclu.slon o! the test .. record .the sam- ple pol.nts in the cross section, dimensions 2.1.1 Nozzle.--Stalnless steel Or glass wlth 
pllng ra.te. Agaln measure the veloctty head and distances from any point of disturbance. sharp, tapered leading edge. 
::i.t t.he sampling point. The reqllll:ed.1sok1nettc · 2 1.2 PrObe·-Sheathed u-..-..ex :i glass · A.··· · 
r .. tte at the end of the per!Od should not have METHOD J04. RZFQENC!! METBOD Fox DETER- . · - ... J 4 - • 

.. deviated more than 20 percent trom ·that . · ~ MINATION. oP BEBYr.LIUM nassrON3 FR03"% heating system capable o~ matntatnlng a 
orJgtn.iUy calculated. ·.'· · · . . STA.TIONilY soORCES"' mlnunum gas tempera;twe In the !Snge of 

4.5.3 Sample at a m..in.lm:am .rate of 0.5 , · 1_ Prim:iple and applicabili'ty-l.l Pr!n- the stack temperature· at the probe outlet . 
ftl/:n;iin. Samples shall be taken. over such a Cipl"e.-Berylllum. eJlllsSl.ons are isokinetlceJ.- during sampling may be ·Used to prevent 
per1od or pertoda ·es are necessary to deter- ly sampled from the source .• and the collected condensa.tJon fromoccurrlng. . 
mine the . .ma.x:tm.um. em.tssions which would 

·occur in a 24-hour period. In the case or 
· tycuo operations,. sumcien"t- tests. shall be 

· ·made so as to allow deten:nlna.tion or calcu­
l::r.tlon· ot the · em.1.ssions which wollld occur· 

· over the. duration of the cycle. A m1l11mum . 
samPiing time of 2 houn :Is· recommended. 

4.5.4 All pert_inent dat~ sh_ou:Jd- be tn­
Cluded 1n the test report.. 

· 4.6 Sample recov87'Y.---4.6.1 :rt ts recom­
mended that all glassware be precleaned. as 
in § 4A·.l. Sample- recovery· shoUld. also be 
performed in an area. tree o! possible beryl­
lium. contami.n&tJon. When the 1!alllpllng 
trein is moved.· exercise ca.re to prevent 
breakage and contamination.. Set aside a.por-

...... tlon of the acetone used Ill the sample re- . 
. Covery as· a blank for analysts-. The- total 
amount of acetone used. shoUld be measured 

. for accurate blank correction. Blanks can be 
elilllln'.l:ted it prior analysts sho~ negligible 
~mounts. 

4.6.2 P..emove the filter and any loose par ... 
· tlculate. matter from. filter holder and place 
in ~ conteiner. · _ 

4.6.3 C!ean the probe with acetone -and a 
·brush or lo::.~ rOd. and cotton be.lls.. Wash into 
.·the contatD.er~ We.ab out the· tuter holder 

v.·!th .a.cel:one and. add to the same container. 

HEATED AREA 

PROBE 

DRY TE~METER 

FILTER HOLDER . 

·\VACUUM 
. GAUGE 

MAIN VALVE · 

AIR· TIGHT 
~PUMP. 

VACUUM 
LINE 

4.7 .JJ.nezysi.lJ.-4·.7.I ·Make the necessary 
preparation ot samples·and analyze tor bt::ryI­
llum. Any currently acceptable method such 

··- .. · Figure104-f; Beryll iuin samp!ing :traiir._' .... ·.' 
as atomic absorpttoil.. ~ectrogrs.phJc,. :fl:aoro- .. 2.1.3 Pitot tube.-Type s (figure 104-2). 
nie~ic, chromatographic,. .or equivalent m&y or equivalent, With a coe.mcte!lt within 5 per­
be 1.!Sed. . . :. . cent 'over the working range. a~hed to 

5. Cali bra.ti.an and stam:lartfs-6.t Sam.. ·probe to monitor stack gas velocity. 

to maintain an. isOkiDettc sampllng ra.te:-.B."nd 
. to detenn!ne sample volume. · .:- --~'~.· 

2.1.7 Barometer~-To ... · me.9.iure- · atmOs-, 
pheric pressure to ±· Q.1 In· Hg. 

2.2 ~veasurement ·. of., s.tack conditf0n.a: pUng train.-5.1.J. As a procedural check, . 2.1.4. Filter holder.-Pyrex glass: The .filter 
sacipllng rate regulation should be compared holder must provide a positive seal against 

·th a ct~ •·- met~ sp•-~te:r: rotam.eter ·(Stacie ..,...essure,· tem ......... aturii, mt>istu. re· and W·l •J <>"'°' ...... ..1..1.u.......,, • Jeaka.ge from outside or a.round the filter. I:"" t-W• 
(c~.libr::r.ted for pTeValling a.b:nospheric con- lnta: tn th velocity)-2.2.I Pitot tube.-TYPa _s •. · or· 
d.lt •.. 0"•' ·), or eqt.u·valent, at•··•ect to "-le A heating system capable ot ma LD g e . t JI! t 

·~ ~ -- rm t ...... T-. In the rano-e equlvalen~ wl ha coe clent. wt bin 5 percent Inlet Of· tile complete sampling traln., filter at a min um empera........... c 

'.·-

5 .1 :2 D:\ta from this test and caicUlatio.ns or the stack temperature may be used to over the worklllg range. 
· . .should besb.oWnlntestreport. prevent condensation tram occu.trlng" · · 2.2.2 DiDerential -pressure ga.uge.-In- ·." · 

5.2 Ar.aZysi.7.-5.2.1 standardization: is 2.1.5 Impingers.-Foru Greenburg-Smith cUned manometer, or equivalent; to measure 
made aq suggested by the manutacturer of implngers connected 1n series with glass ball velocity head to Within 10 percent o! th& 
the ic.s~rurnent .. or the procedures tor the joint fttttngs. The first, third. a.nd fourth mint.tnu.m value. 
a.nalyt[cal lnethod. . . lmpingers may be modifl.ed by replaci.:lg tha 

.6 .. Gio:!culatfon:s--6.1 Total beryllium emis- tip with a Y:?-1nch 1.d... glass-tube extending 
s!on. Cilc-..!l:.ite the total amount ot beryl- to one.halt inch from the bot+..om o( the 
liun1 eri3.lt~ed tram. each stack per day by · flask. 
equ;iUon 1-03-2. This ·equation ts applicable · 2.1.6 ,lfetering s-y3i:em.-Vacumn gauge, 
for contlnl10U.s operattons. For c7cllc opera- · leo.kless pump, thermometers capable at 
t!on;:;. use only the·tinie per day each stack ineasurlng temperature to withln 5° F, dry 
is in opera-tion. 'Ille total beryllJu:in eml.s­
slon.s i:rom a. source. will· be the sum.matlon gas· meter wtth 2 percent accuracy. and re­
o!.re3Uit3 .. from all st:o>.ckS. . lated equ!:p;:nent, described in APTD--0581. 

i These documents a.re available for a nom­
inal cost from the Na~!onaJ. Technical In· 
!orm£Ltlon Service, U.S. ·Department o! Com­
merce, 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, 
Va. 22151. . . 

2 1\tention of trade names on specific prod­
ucts d~s .. nct constitute endorsement by the 
En:'lironme.ntaI .Protectlo-.n Agency. · 

l 
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TUBING Aci>.nat 
I 

'' 
RULES AND REGULATIONS 

·howeVer, most sample sites dilfer to l:Some 
degree and temporary alteiation3 such as 
stack extenslons or e:tpansions often a.re re .. 

. quired to insure the best possible sample 
site. FUrther, since be:ryIUum b hazardous, 
care- shonld be taken to m.Jnimlze exposure. 
FlneJly, since .the total qua.ntlty of beryllium 
to ,be collected Js quite small, the test mu3t 
be carefully conducted to ·prevent contaml· 
nation or loss ot sample. 

4.2 SelecttOi:i of a sampling site and mini-
mum number of traverse points. · 

4.2.1 Select a suitable sampling slte th'a.t 
ls as close as practlcable to the point of at.. 
mospherlo ·. emlssJon. It posolble. · stacks 

. 8847 

smaller than 1 foot In diameter should not 
be .sampled. 

4.3.2 The sampling slte should be at least 
8 stack or duct diameters. downstream and 
2 diameters upstream from nny flow disturb .. 
a.nee such ns a. bend, expansion or contrac ... 
tlon. For a. rectangular cross.section, deter .. · 
mlne an equivalent diameter from the 
following equation: 

De=2LW 
· L+w eq. 104-1 

where: 
D.,=equlvalent diameter 
£:::;length 
lV=width . ~- ..... 

_; ·~· - ---· f\IUfdBER OF DUCT DIAMETERS UPSTREAM• 
IDISTANCE A} 

2.2.3 Temperature gage.-Any tempera-· 
tur~ measuring device to n:ie&S\ll'e stack tem-· ·. 
p~!":!.ture tO with!n5• F~ 

2.2.4 Pressure gage.-Pilot tube _and tn .. 
clin.ed. .manometer, ·or equivalent, to measure 
stt!.ck p:essure to Witb.ln O.l_ln Hg. · 

2.2 . .5 J1'Ioisture. determinatton.-Wet and 
dry bulb th"ermometer3, clxytng tubes, con­

- dar:..sers, or equivalent, to determine stack. 
gc'.G mol.3tlU'e .content to wit4in 1 percent. 

2.3 Sample recovery-2.3.1 ProbS clean­
ing ·rod.----At least as locg as probe. 

2.3.2 Le·aJcleaa glass sample bottles.-500 
ml. 

2.3.3 Gi-aduated·'cylindtr • ......,.250 ~· 
2.3.4 Plastic jar.-ApproxJ.ma.tely 300 ml. 
2.4 A.nalysis-.2.4.1 Atomic abs07'Ption 

sp'!ctrophotometei'.-,-To measure ·absorba.nce. 
at 2a ~.8 nm. Perkin Elmer. Model 308, or 
equi~-S.l':lnt, With N20/ace~le~e burner. 

2.4.2 Hot plate. 

O.• 

'so 

JO 

20 

JO 

1.0 

FROM POINT of ANY TVPE Or 

2.0 ~.5 . 

DISTURBANCE 

2.4.3 Perchloric acid. fume hood. 
3. Reagents-3.1 Stocle reagents,-3.1.l 

llJ/drochloric acid.--Conoentrated. · 
b!STUHBANCE (Bf.ND. EXP'ANSI01'J, CONTAAC f!ON, ETC •. '-

3.L2 Perchlortc acid..'--Ccincentrated, 7D 
percent. · 

3 .1.3 Nitric acid.--Concentrated. 
3.1.4 SulfUrl.c acid.-Concentrated~ 
3.1.5 Di..sttllecL and deionized water. 
3.1.6 Beryllium powder.-98 percent.mlnl .. 

mur.:i pun-.y. · · 
. 3:2 SampH7tg--3.2.1 Fllter. ·- ·Ml.Iitpont . 
.A-.1\.,. or equivalent. It ls suggested. that a. 
·'Vhatma.n .41 filter be placed· immediately 
ag:i.lnst th9. back stde of the a.IUllpore. :fllter 

~tJMSER OF DUCT DIAMETERS DOWNSTREAM• 
~DISTANC.E B_I 

as. a. guard agalllst breaJting the MWlpore 
filter. In the e.n.aJpis of the filter, the What;-. 
man ·~l filter shoUld b& :!.Deluded wi~h'-th&:;, . 
p.Iil!Jpont filter. .. . . . . , .. . ··· 

Flg~ro 101-3. Mfnimum numba! of traverse poln~S. _ '· "'· 

4.2.4' Some sam.Pung··s1tu&tlons ;;a,~.~~~~·;~:~: ::.o--.· · 
der the above sampll.o.g ,;;Jte criteria. J.mprac ... · 3.2.2 S(lica geZ,---.;Indtcatlng'. type, tr to 16 · i 

mesh. drted"·at. aso~ p tor .a.hours. 
3.2.3 Distilled and deioni;;i:eij water. 
3.3 Sample l'ec0!7«1'"!l-8.a·.1 Distfilecf. and 

deior.i~ed ·water.~ - -
3.3.2 Acetone.-:-R.:=~nt grade. 
3.3.3 1-Vash' acid.-1.1 . T(/V b.Yd.rochlorle-

acid-'tvater. . · 
3.4 Anc!ysis.-3.4.1 Sulfuric acid· ·solu.­

.. tion, 12 /'/.-Dilute 333 ml of concentrated 
S\lltnr.!c a.cid to 1 l With .distilled water. 

3;1...2 2"5 perCent· v1v· h-yd.rqchZcn:fC .. acid"'[ · 
u;c:,a~r. 

3.5 Standai-ri · bergllirim · . .solution-3:5.l 
.3tock .>olution.~l pg/ml beryllium. Dis­
so~·:e 10 mg o! beryllium. in BO ml o! 12 N 
sli.Iluric acid ·aohit1on and .dilute to a. volume 

· of 1000.~I with distilled. water. Dilute a 10 ml 
a!lq'l.:.ot to 100 ml wJth 25 percent V/V hydro· 
chlo:-ic i!.Cid. gJVing_· a concentration o! 1 
J.:g'.'n1I. Th~.dih.tt& stock solution should be 
p•epa.r;:>d f.resh d:J.il-y. Equlv:!.lent stren~h (in 
be•ri:'.~;m) S:tock solution;;: may be·prepared 
!ron'. b~cy-llJum.saJts as .BeCI~_ a.nd Ee(NOj), 
(D~ percent n1inimum purity). · · 

<!.. ?ro-:ed. ure: 4.1 Gu~d.;!i.ne3 !or . .;ource 
.tes~!~; are de~a.iled"in the foUDwing sect1o!lS, 
T~ese guidelines a.re generally. epplicable; 

figure 104..f. Cross sacllon of clreular slack $hci.!11g
0 f.xlUon or 

tr.i.nru pointJ on petp!!n<llcular di~:~L'll. -

. 
I i I 

.0 I 0 ; 0 : . ID· 

' ' ' --~--r· -----1----1----
• I .0 I Ill I 0 

I I ' ~---~--~-r~~-f---~ 
I I I 

0 I 0 I 0 I q 

.1 ~ f 
Figure 104"5. "Cro'J.J s!!Cllon ol r~la11<Jular ':ac!c dlvl<:~ int a fZ. e!jU1.I 
a1ea~, wlln irovm;r :ioln\1 at caqtrold o! ~'~ ~~. 

4.2.3 When the t>.bov"' sampling site crl­
terJa. cD.n be met, the tnln.lmum number of 
tra·rer:;e points Js four (4) fo~ stacks. 1 foot 
in diameter or less, elgbt (8) for stacks larger 
than I foot but 2 feet in dl.:ltneter or less, ~nd 
twelve (12) for stacks 1~•6'=-= th1n 2 feet. 

tlca.l. When this Js the· case, choose a con­
venient· sampllog Ioca.tlon and. use figure:_ ... 
104-3 to d~ten:ntne the mtntmum. number . 
ot trave.tse Points. However, use figure 104-3 . 
only for stacks I foot in diameter or larger~;· .. 

4.2,5 To use figure- 104-3, fir.st measura.-.'.:·· · 
the distance from the chosen sampuni· 10- · 
cation to the nearest upstream and down ... 
stream disturbances. Divide thls distance· by 
the diameter or equivalent diameter to.deter ... , ___ . 
Inlne the distance in terms o! pipe d!ameters . 
Determine the ··corresp.ondlng number- ·at' 
traverse polnts for each distance from fig .. 
ure 104-3. Select the higher o! the tWo num­
bers of traverse polnts, or· a greater value. 
such that for c.lrculu. stacks the number ls 
a multiple o! fO\U', aod for rectangular stack.3 
the number follows the criteria or section 
·4.3.2. 

4.2.6 If D. selected sampling point ls closer· 
than I inch from the stack wa.n, ad.Just the 
locatlon o! that point to ensure tha.t the· 
sample is taken atJeast !.inch o.w:-.y from i:h~ 
wan. - · 

4.3 Cross-sectional layout and Iocatlon or 
traverse :potnts. . 

F.:~,;~Al R!:GliTt;?,· VOL ·39, NO, 66--F,"?!DA_Y, A?R!l 6
1
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Toole l0-1-l. Lo~ati-0n.'of traverse points in cjrctilar stack.s . ' . . . . 
tU~od'w.~t~r !'~ en~ll. o~ th~··~rst two fmprlng- tiu·o iiiu·t~."Plnco crushed ice n~p'un·d: tJ{~ lu1 .. 
·er.s, lt::t.i.ve tl1e tl1lrtl lmplng~r en1pty; r11lf.l plnco }JU1ge1·a. Acid ·1no1·0 Ice du1·1~1i; Lh~ t;t:i:>t tp tc't:I> 
npproxlriu1.tely 200 g or p1·cwctg-lltcc1 .sUlca gel tbu tu1npcr111..uro ol tho g-i1µca l.::a.\·lng- thu ln:.;t .(Perc~nt of stJck diamctC!r from inside Wal1 to traverse. point) 
.Jn tho fourth 1n1plngcir. s.u.vo n po_rtlou or tho 1111plugur ut 70o P. or lc&:1. ·· --·--·----- -·-··----·---------------·--- .. ·- ----·------· ·-·--·-. -.----. 

Traverse 
puiot. · .... 

numl.ier Number' of traverse points on a diameter on a 

Q1st1llcd wnter ns n. bln11k in the so.mple 4.6 Dcrylllu11i train apcraUon.--4.a.1 l~or 
~o.no.lysis. Set 'llp the tru.ln o.nd the probe.as cnch tun, record the .dnt11o r~quJrcd On tha 
in figu1·a 104-I. exun1plo sl1cet shown In tigLuu 104-6. Take 

4.6.2 Leak check the sampling train a.t the readings at eti.ch .sampling point a.t lea.st 
· -sa.mpllng site. The leakage rate should not be every 6 minutes nnct when slgUlfl.ca.nt changes: 

1n excess or l percent of the desired ~a.mpling 1 in stack condttlons neccm:il~ate a.ddltlonnl ad .. ~ianieter '2; 4·. ·6 B 10 
.. 

1 14.6 6.7 ' 4.~ 3.3 2,5 

2 85.4 25.0 14.7 · 10.5 8.2 
3 75.0 29.5 19.4 14 •. 6' 

.. 4 93.3 70.5 32.3 22.6 
5 85.3 67.7 34.i 
6 95.6 80.6 65;8 
7. o·s.5 17.4 
s 95,7 85.4 
Q 91.8 

10 97.5 
11 ' 
12 
13 
14 
15 
JG 
17 
10 ' I ' 1!f 
20 
21 
2~ ' 
2J 
24 

. 

4.3.1 For circular stacks locate'the tra­
verse points on nt lea.st two d111mcters o.cco:rd· 
ing to ftt,""Ute 104-4 and tfl.ble 104-1. T:Q.a tra­
.vcr"c uxcs ·sh11!1 div!d~ the sta.ck cross section 
Into cqu:1.l pn.rts. 

4.3.2 Po1· rcctnngular sta.cks dlvlde the 
cro~ ~;{;c~lon Jnto ns ma.ny equ~l rectangular 
:treas ::i.s trp.vcr.Se pOlnts, such thnt t;ie ratlo 
of the length to tho wlc!th of tho· elC1ncutn.l 
ureas Js bctwc,~n 1 n.nc1. .. 2. Locate the traverse 
points nt the centroid of each equal area. 
11.c.:corctJn~r to ftgur.a 104-5. · 

4-1: .u~asur~:n~ent o/ stack condttfons.-
4.4.l Set up the npparatus. as shown In fig .. · 
H•e 10,l-2, 1virika sure all connections are 
tlgl1~ ::i.n(t leak ~ree. Mep.sure the yclooity 

' 
,. 

12 14 .. )6 18 '20. . 22 . 24 

2.1 J,Q 1;6 ] ,4 1,3 1.1 1.1 
6.7 5,7 4.,9 4,4 3.9 . 3.5 3.2 

11.8 9.9 a.5. 7,5 6.7 6.0 5,5 
]7.7 14:6 12.5 10,9 9.7 0.i 7;9 
25.0 2o.1 16.9. 14.6 12.9 11.6 10.5 
35,5· 26.9 22.0 1a.a 16.5 14.6 13.2 
64.5 36.6 28.3 23.6 20.4 18.0 16.1 
75,0 63.f 37 .5 29;5 25:0· 21.0 19.4 
82.3 73.1 62.5 38.2 30.6 26.1 23.0. 
88.2 79.9 71.7 61.8 38.8 31.5 27.2 

' 93.3 85.4. 78.Q 70.4 61.2 39.3 32.3 
97,9 90,1 BJ,] 76.4 69.4 60.7 39.8 

94,3 87.5 81.2 75.0 68.5 60.2 
98.2 91.5 85.4 79.6 73.9 67.7" 

' 95.1 89·.1 83.5 78.2 72.B 
·g~.4· 92.5 87. l 82.0 77.0 

:1_ g5.6 90.3 85.4 80.6 
g8,6 93.3 88.4 i 83.9 
'. 96.1 91.3 86.8 

' . ·.·,· 98.7 94.0 89,5 
96.5 92.1 
98.9 94.5 

96.8 
98. 9 

hend and temperatttre a.t the traverse polnts 
specified by §§ 4.2 nnd 4.3, · 

4.4.2 Meo.suro the eta.tic pressure in the 
stack.·'· .- ..... ,' · · 1 

4.4.3 Determlne the stnck ga.s moLsturo. 

rate. If condensation ln the probe or filter ls' · Juatn1ent1!1 ln fl.ow rate. · 
·a. problem, probe and filter- hentcr.EJ Will be 4.6.2 Sample ci.t a rate of 0.6 to l.O tt.3/mlu. 
required. Adjust the he&ters to provide a. . Snmples shnll be taken over such a. period or 

· temperature 11.t or nbove the stack tompera.... periods o.s are necessary to accuro.tely deter· 
· ture. However, membrane filters such e.a the mlne the maximum emiB$1ons .which would. 
· MllU)Jore AA are llmtted. to about 225° F. If occur in a 24·hour perlod. In tho CCl8e of 
the stack gas Js in excess o! about 200 11 F., cycuc opero.tlons, sufficient tests shall be 
coruitdera.tlon should. bo g:Jven to an nlternate made so as to allow accuru.to' determination 
procedure such as moving tile filter hold.er or ca.lculntlon of the emiselons wbtch will 
downstrenm o! the first tmpl,nger to Insure occur ov.er the duration of the cycle, A mtni­
that the filter does not exceed its tempera- IQ.Ulll sample timo of 2 hours ls recommended:. :1 . 

-

,....,, _____ _ 
. , LOtATION-------

O!'ERATOll, ______ _ 
DATE _______ _ 

RUN NO·~------
W!PLE OOX NO•~__; ___ _ 

lolETER BOl NQ,---'--­

M£1CRoHe -----­
C FACTOR 

. 
SAMPLING SIATIC 

TllAVEASE POINT '"" f~fSSUllJ; 

NlllolDER 1~1. min. !P51; 111. Ho. 

JOUL 

AVCllACf 

SCHDMllC Of StAC~ CROSS SECTION 

Plil:SSlJRE• 
OtfF£.UNIJAL 

ACllOSS 
O~IFICE 

UACN Vl'LOCITY MCUR OAS 5AllPlE 
TEAIPCllAIUllli HEAO. ·' 1 .. 111. VOLUME 

l151. 0 f t"•sl. lo, H~O JV01t.11l 

. 

. 

fJgure 104·S. I Field d5ta 

· .. 
A!Jll!ENf TEUPEAATUU __ _ 

IAllOlo!ElllC pjinslJU_. __ ' 

• ASSU1.1:£D llDisruu. •---
HEAT[R !OI UTTIHO __ _ 

l'i!CMl!UNQnt. ..... _ 

NOZZLEDIAhifTl:ll..l••­

p!IOIE HE~T£11S£nrNO-..i--
·' 

' ~. 

·'l. 
QAS SAl.IPl.E TVolPfAATl/lll 

' 
AllllfW OA.liM!l~R 

SA!ill'I.! !0~ ILIPING.l:R. 
O\lllll IM.U 10.1Plll4Tl,IRE, TC~ll'fllATURE. 

IT10 hiJ• °F IT"'ou1I• "P " ., 

A•~· ·, A•O· 

A•D· 

4.4.4 Determlne the stack gns molecular 4.6.~ To begln sampllng, position the no~.. and are nva.!lable trom commerclal .. suppllers. 
' weight tram the 1nea.sured moisture content zle a.t the first tra.vei·se polnt with tho· tip·' Note that standard monogra.phs nre appllcn~ 

o.nd knowledge ot the e·xpected gn.s stream po1ntlng directly Jn to the go.s stream. Jmme· .· ble only tor type S pltot tube.s and nlr or n. 
composJtlon, A standard. Or.sat ~na.lyzer llas dia.tely s.tart the pump and. ac!Just the. tlow stack gas wltb an equivalent density. Con .. 
been to~nd. vo.lurible o.t combustion sources, to lsoktnetic conditions. Sample for at least tact EPA or the snmpllng tralu suppUer !or 
In _all Cases, souncl . engineering Judgment 6 mlnute~ at each. trnverse point; sampling 1nstructtons · when the standard monograph 
.should be used. , .,. . . . time must be the snme tor each. point. MD.ill- ls not appJJco.ble, 

4.5 PreparatWn of sampling train.-4.U.! ·ta.In isokinetic sa.mpllng throughout the sa.m· 1 
Prior to ast;emblr. clean au gin.s.swaro (probe~ pll.ng perJoti. Nomogro.pl1s which ald in 'the 4.6.<:lj Turn off the pump at the concluslon 
implngeraj ··and· i:;onnectors) by soaking In · rapl~ adJustmcnt o~ the il!at:npllng ro.te w1t11... o! each run and record the finnl rcnd1ngs. 
wnsb. ac1.q. tor 2 }}ours, Plac~ ~00 mu of dis- oi1t other compu~atlous a.ro 1µ. APTD-0570. ~mmcdlntely remove 'j;he probe nnd nozzle 

·.;- ·: t·~ ~ .. · f:~.~~,~L ·~Ecl~JE:t, .vq~. :i::i, HO. 6_6~-r-~:o.~::, ,~'.'~!~ 6, ~973_i, · · ·~. · !··. 
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tr·~·::i. the stack e.nd handle tn accord.a.nee' wlth 
t.1-.e ;;.J.u.1p1e.recovery proce3s desert.bed in § 4.7. 

4.7 Sample recovery.--4.7.1 (All glass 
. sto!:'~i;, bottl~ a!!.d the graduated cylinder 
· in.ust be prec1eanec;t o.a in § 4.5.1.) Thls opera-· 
tlan -sh.ould be lJ.e-rfon:ned 1n an area free or 
po.o.stble beryµ.tu.m contaJ;lllnatl.on. When the 
s:i.m_pliJ:lg· train 13 aioved. care must be exer• 
cls-ed to prevent br'eake.ge and contamlnatlon: 

·-

RULES AND REGULATIONS 
··._ . . ~ ~ 

5 ml Concentra.ted·perchlortc acid, Then pro..: 
ceed. with step 4.B.2.4. 

4.8.2.3 Weigh the spent silica gel and re­
port to the nearest gram~ 

4.8.2.4 Sample~ f?'oni 4.8.2.l and 4.8.2.2 
may be combined here for., ease of e.nalysls. 
:Replace on a hotplate and evaporate to dry­

.' ness in e. perchloric acid hood. Cool and dis· 
solve the- residue in 10.0 ml of 2.5 percent 
V /V hydrochloric acid. Samples are now 
ready for tbe atomic absorption unit. The . 
beryllium concentration· ol the sample must 
be wtthln- the callbratton range of the unit. 
u necessary, fUrt.her dilution of sample with 
25 percent V /V hydrochloric acid must be 
performed. to bring the sample within the 
calibratio.ti range. 

4.8.3 Beryllium determinat'lon.-Analyze 
. the samples prepared. in 4.8.2 at 234.a- nm 
using a nitrous oXide/acetylene flame. Aluml· 
num, silicon and other elements can inter­
fere With thls method 1f present in large 
quantities. Standard methods are available, 
however, to effectively eliminate these inter­
ferences (see Reference 5). --

4.7.2 -Dlsconnect the probe from the Im.­
ping.er trai.n. Remov.a ~e tilter and any loose _ 
p-3.rclcUlate matter .from the filter holder and~ 
place in a sample bottle. Place the coD.tents 
(meastired to :!:I llll) ot the tirst three 1.m .. 
plngers.tnto another sample bottle. Rlnse the 
probe and ·aU ·glassware between lt and the 
back ·halt of the third lmplnger wtth water 
A.nd ac~tone,·and'add this to the latter sam.­
ple bottle. Clean the prob~ with a brush or a 
lOtl.g slender rod and cotton balls. Use acetone 
v;hlle cleaning. Add these to the sample bot­
tle. Retalo. a sa;nple of .. the Water and aceto11:e 
a.a a. bla.nk. 'Ibe total amount of wash water 
and acetoil.e used. should be measured for ac­
c\U"a.te blank correction. Place the silica gel 
in the plastic Jar. Seal and.secure all sample 
containers for sh.lpment. I! an addltlon&l test 
ts deslred, .the glassware ·can be carefully dou­
b!e rinsed with distUled water and reassem­
bled-. However.Uthe glassware is to be out of 

6,. ciizibration-5.l · Sampling train.-
6.l.l use standard methods and equipment 
as detailed in APTD--0576 to calibrate the rate 
meter, pltot tube, dry gas meter and probe· 

. heater (11 used). Recalibrate prior to each 
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6.3 Volume o/ water vapor. 

whrre: 
eq.104-3 

· l'· ... =Voiume of water vn.portn the gaa S!Unple (stack 
corulitlOHS), ftJ. 

- inHg-ltl . 
K .. -0.0Ct267 mloR , when thrse tuUts 31"8 used. 

Vi.=Totnl volume of liquid collected ln lmplngers 
and silica geJ (see figure 104-7), mL · 

T,=A verage stack gDS temperature, 0 R. 
P ..... sto.ck: press~e. Pt. •• ±ste.tic press.rue. In Hg. 

6.4 Total gas volume. 

eq. lo4;-4 

·where: _ 
· V101a1'"'T~~ volume of gas sample (stack conditions),. 

v..,.=Volume of gas through dry go.a meter (stack 
condlttoru), ftl. ·_ 

. v ... =Volume ol water vspor In ga..i sample (stack 
_ · ~ondl_tlons), ltl. . _ . · ~ . . . 

6.5 ·_ Stack gas velocity. . . . . . 
Use equation 104:-5 to calcUlate the .stack 

gas velocity. · · · 

(v.) 0 ,,",;,, K,C~( ,fop)~ .... (T.)u1r. 
P.~I. 

. "eq. 104-5- · . use more than 2 days, the initial a.cl<! 
v:a.sh proced.Ur& must be followed. · · 

_test series. ··whew. 

4.$ Analysis. · 
4.8.1 Apparatua prepcratfon.---Clean au 

_gla&;ware according to the· procedure of sec­
t.Ion. 4-.5.1. A!fjust the Instrument settings. 
accordlng to the ln.91:rument manual, using 
e.n absorption wa.velength- o! 234.8 nm. 

4.8.2 Sample preparation.-The digestion 
of berylllwn sa.raples ts accoml)llshed in pa.rt 
in concentrated perchlor1c acid. Cau.ttcm': 
The analyst must insure that the sample fs 
heated to llght brown fumes after the iolttal 
nitric acid addition;· otherwise, dangeroua 
perchlora.tes may result from thoJ s.ubsequent 
perchloric acid digestion. Perchlorlc add also 
should ba used only U!lder .a. perchlorlc actd 
hood, 

4:..8.2.1 Transfer: the filter and any loose 
psrticu!:ite matter from the sample cont!Uner 
to a 150 ml beaker. Add 35 ml concentrated 
nltrtc acid. Heat on a hotplate until llght 
b!'O'.\"ll fumes a.re evident to destroy all oi:­
-ganlc matter. Cool to room temperature and.­
add 5 ml concentrated sul!uric acid and- 5. · 
ml conc;entrated· perchloric acid. Then pro-
ceed with step_ 4.8.2".4.. · ·· - · .. 

4.8.2..2 Place a· portton. of the water arid. 
- acetone Sample- in.to a 1so-_m1 beaker and put 

on a botpla.te. Add porttom Of the remainder· 
·es evapomtlonproceeds-and evapora'te·to dry­
.Jless. Cool the residue and. add 35 mJ:concen­
t:-s.ted nitric acid.· Heat on a- hotplate-· until 
lig.b. t bi"own tum:es are evident to destroy any 
organic matter .. c·ool to room temperature 
and add 5 ml conCentrated sµUurtc acid. and 

:-;· 

-···· ..... - -

6.2 Analysis.-5.2.1 Standardlzatlon ls 
made with the procedure as suggested by the 
manufacturer with standard beryllium solu­
tion. Standard solutions will be prepared 
from ·the stock solution by dilution with 25 
percent V /V hydrochloric acid. The Unearlty 
of working range should be established with 
a series of. staridard solutions. -I! collected 
samples are out of the linear range, the 
samples should be diluted. Standards should 
be interspersed with the samples since the~ 
calibration can change slightly wtth time. 

6. Calculations-6.l AverO.ge dry gas meter 
temperature, stack temperature, staek pres­
sure and average orifice pressure dtop.--See 
de.ta sheet (figure 104--6). 

6.2 Dry gas voZume.-correct the sami)Ie . 
volume measured by th.e dry gas meter to· 
stack conditions by using equation 104-2. 

~q: 104-2" 
where: . . 
· , v ... =Vo1ume ofgDS se.m.ple through the dryge..smeter 

· · (stack condition.sh ft.I. · · ··- , . 

(D~) ........ Average ~tack g9.'I velocity, feet per. 
second. · · _ 

_ rt ( lb-lnHg. )'n 
K,.=S5-~ lb mole-" R·in.H.30 • when 

these units llr6 used. 
C"='Pitot tube coefficient._ dimensionless-. 

(TJ ..... -Avernge staCk ge.s temperatura, 0R~ 
lV'AP)s .... ;,,,Avcrngo squar8 root of the velocity head 

. or stack gas (inH~O)IJ:J (see figure Io+-8) 
P.=Stm~k pressure, Pbs•±static pressure. ui 

.Hg. . 
~Y,=~Iolecular weight or sl:6.ck g119 (wet bl\.5ls). 

tho summation of the products or tho 
mole~ul!U' weight ol cii!.ch component 
multiplied by Jts volumetric proportion 
iu tho·mh:ture, Jb/lb·moJe. 

,. FIN.\l. · 

INl_llAL. 

LIQUID COU.i:t'no 

rorAL VOl.UME' COll.ECl:ED . 

VOtUME OF LIQUIO 
\tAIH CotuCffiJ 

Slllc.i, OEL 
- Wt10HT. 

• 

- ,., .. .. V .. =Volnme or gcis sample through the dry gas meter 
(meter conditions), eta. 

T,=Averege temperature ol stack,p.s;. 0 R. · 
T ..._-Avernge dry gas meter tempernture, 0 R. 

•cONVEllTWEJClHT OF'WATEllTOVOLU.\teBr divfiffng total weigh!: 
INCJIEASelll'DENSITYOFl'tATEIL 11!JlmlJ:- • . . , . ,.·,. 

.Pb •• =Barometrie presstll'8 at the orifice met&I', in Hg; · 
-. AH=-Averagt1 pre5SUl'e drop BCrOM the- orlftce meter, 

- lnHiO. '. . . 
13. 6=8pecitlc gravtty of mercory. · -- · · 

P.-Stack presaure, ~.b ... ±staticpres:nint, in Hg.; 

. ; .·· 
,_,. . 

. ·--.-- :--:--·-- INCREASE'o?-'"· . : C 
- j\ g/ml• = \'OlUM! l'l'_Arnr..111 

Figure 1o.t·7, A,nalylTcal data:. 

. ·.~ 
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P.LANT ________ ._ ____ _ 

DATE-------------~ 

·RUN NO •• _--.._;..,..-------~--
STACK DIAMETER •. in .. _________ "'"-

BA~OMETRIC PRESSURE. In. Hg,,_. ------'­

STATIC PRESSURE IN STA.CK (P9J •. in. Hg.,_.'----
OPERATOils. ____________ _ 

Traverse point 
number, 

. 

Velocity head,. 
in. H2Q 

' -.. 

. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 

. 

/ 
. 

.· 

.· 

SCHEMATIC OF STACK 
CROSS SECTION 

Stack. Temperature 

lli; ). 0 f 

. 

. 

· 6..8 lsokinetic variation · (comparlson of 
_velocity o/ g'" in probe tip t_o stack velocity). 

. I= 100Vtota1 
A,.S(vs) ..... 

eq. 104-8 
Where~- . _ . 

!=Percent of isokinetic sampllng. · · -. · 
V101.1=~~tal volume o!g:i.ssa.mpla ~cack condiliom) • 

.A,.=Probil Hp ares, lt'. 
S""SrunpliDg time, see. 

(tt,)a•.i:.=Averoge stack gas velocity, teet persecouU.. 

7. Evaluation o/ results-7.l · Detertnina· 
Jion of compliance;-7.l.l Each per!orme.nce -
.test shall consist of three repet1tioI13 of the 
_applicable test method. For- the purpose o! 
determ.Jnlng compUance with an appllcable 
'na.ttonal emission standa.rd, the average of 
result~ of all repetitions shall apply. · ·.. · 

7.2 ·Acceptable isokinetic results.-7.Z.1 
The following raqge sets the Um.it on accept~ 
·able lsokinetic sam.pllng reSUlts.:-
- If 90 percent ==:.I.:=:;110 percent, the results 
are acceptable; otherwise, reject the test and 

. repee.t; · . . ' 
7. References.-1. Addendum to Specttlca..:.-· 
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-
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9. Perk.in Elmer- Standard CondltiollS (ReV~ 
March 1971). -~ 

10; Perry, J. H.,; bhemlcal Erigfuefts·--mlnd--. ·~: · 
: -·book,.. :McGraw-Hill Book· Co., Inc.,. New >> ··.· 
- York, N.Y.,.1960. . -

11. Rem. Jerome J., Maln:tana.nce, Calll:Jra.;.-· 
- tion. and Operation of- Isokinetlc- Source . ; 
Sampling Equipment, Environmental Pro-

. tection- Agency-, -APTD--0576.. : ·~ · -- .... -
12. Shlgehara. R .. T .• w. F. Todd, a.nd_ w_ s.-·. Figure 104-8. Velocity traverse data. Smith, Slgni:flcance of- Errors tn Stack Sam~ -

- Vo=Tota.l volume- ol acetone used ln sam- pling Messurements, Paper presented at the PlgUre 104-8 shows·& ·aample._reco~_ 
sheeu ~or .velocity.traverse data. Use the e.ver .. 
e.g~ In.the la.st two columns of iltiJre 104-3 
to determine the. e.verag~ staek gas velocity 
froin equation 104-5. · 

6.6 Beryllium· Collected.-Ca.leulate the 
total weigh·t o! beryllium. collected by uslng­
equa.tton ·104-5. 

.W1 =.. V1C1-V ieC .. --v .. c .. __ eq. )04-6 
wher~: 

T"v"r=Total weight oI beryllium. collected. 
. µg. . 

V1=T6taI. votw:Oe or hy$ochlortc. 3.cld 
tram step 4.8.2~4. in!.· 

C•=Concentratlon of berylllllm.found in 
samgi-e, µg/ml. · 

V ... =Total ·-vplU?:C.a o! ws.ter used !n Sl;J.m .. 

pllng· (!mplllger contents plus all 
~<\11 amounts), ml. 

Ov:=Bia!l..1';: co!lcentratlon o! berylllum ln 
wate:r,·ji.gJml •. 

pllng- (all wash a.mounts), d anni.!al_ meeting oI the Alr Pollution Control . 
Cd=Btaak concentration o! berylllum in .Assoc.tatlon, st. Louts, Mo' .• June 14-19, 1970. 

acetone, µ.g/ml. · -·-. 13. Smith, W. S. et al., Stack Ge.s Sam-· 
6.7 Total beryllium emissions.-Calcula.te pling Im.proved e.nd Slmpllfled with New 

the total amount of beryllium emltted from. EqUipment, APC.o\. Paper No. 67-119, 1967. 
ea.ch stack per day by equation. 104-7. ThlS 14. Smith, W. S., R. T. Shigeh.ara, an.d 
equatlon ls appllcable for continuous opera- "\V. F. Todd, A ~Iethod oI Interpreting Stack . 
tions. For cycllc operattons, use only the tlme Sampllng Data, Paper presented a·t the 63d 
p_er day each stack is tn operao;lon. The total· annual meetlng or. the Ai.r PoUutton Control 
beryllium emI.sslons from a source will be the Assocla.tlon, St. Louis, l'tio., Ju~a l-!-19, 1970. 
summation of .results f..?Om.· all stacks. 15. Specifications for ,Incinera.tor Testing 

· at Federal Facilitles, PHS, NCAPC, 1967. 
R" ~ W ;(v~)a .. '!1.-4. X 86;400 seconds/duy 16. Standard 1.Iethod tor Sampling Stacks 

·_ lrtota.t 105.µg/g for Partlculate Matter, In: 1971 Book or. 

where: 
_ eq. 104--7 ... ASTM standards, Part 23, Phllad~lphle.. 1971, 

AS'.I';\.I Designation D-2928-71. 
R= Rate of emission, g;d:!.y. 
JY,=Total weight of beryllium collecUd. pg. _ . 

V1~,.~=Tor:tl volu.'I!e or g!lS ~mple (stack conditions), 
:tl. 

(u,).~,.,;=}1.Verag:e Ste.ck ~M veloelty~ f~t·Pl:.'r S>?C:Ond. 
.A,=St~'o: u.n:a, fL!. 

· 17. Venne.rd, J. K. Elementary Fluid l\Ie .. 
cbanics.· John 'Vlley. and Soils, Inc., New 
York, 1947. 
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RULES AND REGUlATIONS 

(_i) Alr.sampllng:data indicating beryl- in-' accordance with a. plan: approved. by before the close of the next. business day 
lium concentrations in the vicinityO! the the· "Admlpfstrator~ Such sites shall be following- determination of such results. 
stationary source far the 3-year. period located. in such a.manner as is calculated (cJ Records of all' sampling test results 
spectfied in ~graph ·(b).(l.) of this to detect· maximum concentrations of and other data needed to determine in­
·section.: Tb.is' data -shall be p.resented berylllum:- in ·.the ambient airr - - tegrated · intermittent concentrations -
chronologically a.nd inclncle the beryl--- Cb) All morutonng sites shall be op- shall be retained at the source and made . 
limn concentration and-Iocatiau. of each erated continuously· exc~ptfor a. reason- available.· for inspection by the Adm.in- · 
individual sample taken by the network_• able time allowance for ii:Istrument main- istrator-. for a minimum of 2 years._- . .:. . 
and the corresJJOD,ding. 3Cl-d37 a.verage. tenance and' calibration~ for changing (d) The Administrator shall be. not1.:· · 

. -beryllinm.concentrattons_ -- filters.: or.;.!or_.replacemet of equJpment fied at least 30 days prior to an air-sam- -
(2) Within 60" days_ afte.r' · receivhlg needing major repair. --p~g test, so that he· may at his. option _ .. 

such report., the Administrator_ will notify Cc) Filters shall be analyzed and con- ooserve the test. _- · . . .. _ . .·. -~ -

!~~:ier~::.,,ora:o~ .i'.J!l~~ ~:': ~~:t~ c~ul~!~~:~a~~ § 61.44 Sia.-k ;;,;,,,~i;,.,;~ - · .. , ){ . ~·. • 
·denying approva_l to comply-with ~bep:ro- -concentrabions at- all sampling sites and .; (a) Sources-subject to § 61.42(bl--shall. 
l-islons or paragraph: (b) of this section, other-data.neededtodetermine-such con- be continuously sampled, during- release· 
the Admmistrator will CollS1Ilt with centrationsshall be-retained: at the source of combustion products from the tank, Jn 
representatives ·of the stationai-J, source and-made available, for bispection by the such a. manner that compliance With the 
for which thedenionstratton repart·was Administrat0r.foraminimumof2years. standards-can be determined, The pro--'­
.submitted. · · ·,-_;·~ . .-. ·-~·- _ · .:(d) Concentrations measured· at all vts:ionsof§"6l.14"shallapply. --.~-- - __ ·: · 

(c> The burnlng- of ln!ryllium ancl/or sampllng sites shall be ·repor'.ed to the (bl All samples shall be analyzed, and · 
becy!lium-containing waste.- except pro- Administrator every 30 days by a regis- beryllium emissions shall be determ.tned 

. pellants,.lsprohlbited except In inclnera- tered Jetter. within 30 days after samples are ta.ken .. 
tors. emissions from which must__cmnp.Iy ·:""_ (e) TheA~-tia.tor-maY.atany-tinJ.8 -and be~ore any subsequent rocket: motor 
with the standard.. ·. · · require changes in. or expansion of, the firing or propellant disposal at the given . 
§ 61.3:t Stack •• ,;,plini. · . '·'· : .· _ ., . sampling netwoi:k. · · site. All determinations shall bt> reported · 

(a) Unless a waiver of emlSsibn tes.tuig · .. Subpart D-Nation-al Emi~jon-St~nda;d: · · to the Administrator by a. registered Iet-
is obtained-· wider.§ 61.13:.- each owner- or for Beryllium Rocket Motor Firing ter dispatched before: the close of ·the 

. o_oerator" .._.......-1.......A to comp1-. -·with § 61 40 A 1· bil next. business.. day following such deter-··~~·~ .,. . . • •. PP •c.n • ity. nun· t• . • 
§ 61.32fa). shall test emlssions.:(rom hls a rons. . . · . .· ·· . •~• .... 

The prav:Lslons of th.LS: subpart are ap- Cc) Recoids of em.Issi"on test resalts irid --
source,. · -· - ··:~---'.~.--- ,- pl!cabre. to.·rocke.t-moto. r-test.sites.. other data needed· to determine total-.. -. (1) Within 90 da;Js of th1H!fl'ective. 
·date ill the case of an: existiDg source or · § 61..41. · Definitions~ emissions ·sh.all b~ retained at the source ·. ' 
a new source which ha.S an initial startup · - - an~ made available-~ :for tnspeett.on bytbe 
dat·e Preceding the effective date; or ~ · · TennS used in this subpart are defined Administrator, f?!" a- minb:µuni of 2 years .. 

(2) Within 90 days of startup In the !n the Act. In Subpart A of this part, or · (dJ The Adininlstrator shall be·noti­
case of a new source- which did-not have in this section as follows:- . . fied: at -least 30 days prior to an emission . 
an initial startup date precedlng the ef- (a) "Rocket motor test site" means anY test, so·th-at he riiaY at his option observe 
fective date: _ . · :· -' · · building; structure, facility, -or, installa- _the test. . .- __ _ .-.: -.:.-::·.-'_::;, -· 

<b> The Admfnishator-shall be- noti- -. tion where the static test firing of -a ·. _SUbpart. E-National EinissiOr\ Stafidard 
fied at Jea.st-30 daiJ13prior-to'an' emission beryllium rocket motor and/or the-dis- f M _ 
t t th th t hls ti 1..~ - posal. of becyllium propellant :is or __ ercucy (. · -· · ·. =~_; .- .• 
es so a e may a. op on oi.roerve conducted~ _ § 61.5().··: AppliCabilitra · · . .:. --.:. _.-. 

th~c;es~amp]es shall b-e t3ken'o~r SUcli.-3. , (b)- "Bezyllium propellant•). means any The provisions of this sUbpa.rl. are. &p~ 
period or periods as are necessary to ac- propellant incorporating beryllium. plicable to those stationary sources which 
curately determine the-maximum_'em:is-. · § 61.42 ·EmisaiOns't~ani: - - . process mercury.ore to :recover merc.ur.v. .., 

· .slons which will occnr in any 2.~-houT and to those which use mercury chlar~ --
period. Where emissions depend upon the Ca> Emissioils to tn.e- atmosphei-e frODi- alkali cells. to p.roduce chlorine gaS.. and _. 

~~fr?E~:'i.:,~~~.:~5 ·=~~e~i"L~~:E: ~~,:~:-~~~et~':.%:':.~~; '::<~~:·:;J'::;.-'-·: 
the calculation of maximum 24-hour-_-· gram minutes per cubic· meter· of all".:.· Termsused-iri. this·subp¢·arede:rm.ea.-· 
period em!Ssions will be based on that. ,within the limits of 1~ to 6CJ minutes, in the-act.in subJJ<ut A of thfirpart; odn 
Combinatioil of. factors. which.is llkely.-t°' -accumulated during_ :any 2 consecutive.. this section asfouows::.- ~- ' ... · · --~~- ;, --- . -
occ:Ur duruig .. the Sµbject period and. weeks, in- .any- area· in· w~ch. an effect <a> ''Mercu&'" ineans.the eJeriielifD:Iei.:'. 
which result·m the ma.x:imum emissions .. adverse. to _public health could occ~~·· cmy! exclnclini"anY a:sSociated elements. · 
NO changes._ in:. the·operatiori- shall be-·-· Cb) If·combu.stioi;i Products from-the andmcludesmercurytnparticulates,.va--­
made~ wh!ch.·would potentlalb: increase.- tiring of-be:eyllium _propellant are- col-: .pors, aerosols, and compounds.·;· --. ·-. . 
emissions above that determined by·the-1-Ieeted lo a closed t~nk, emissions from · .. Cb) "Mercury ore~ means:a.: m.iD.e...--a.J.:·_:- ·--~·­
most recent source· test tmtil a new emfs- -- _ such tank shall not exceed 2 grams per mmect _sP,ecro.caJis:·_ ·for· its·._ mercury __ con..- ~: . c-

5ion 1evel.has been estbnated bycalcu13.--- hour and·a maximum .of 10 grams per- ·tent. · · · -- - · · ·-- - · ... , -
ti.on and- the_ results-· reporl~tt:to the- Ad-- ~ay~ · · · (c} ·.'l\tercury· -Ore proCessin€;-facil.ity'--; 
m"LTlistrator · · · - · ·. -. ·' · § 6143 .E . . 1 ti' k-t fi. ~means aiacilityprocessing mercury ore-~:·. . · · - · , mission es ng-roc e ring t b'-'-

(d) All samples..¢all be BIIalyzed and, · orpropellunt disposnl -. O 0 1.>i1L1.Llllel'Cury. • • - . ·-- - -
beryllitim-emlss_fon.s shall. be-determined ~ - • . . (d). "Condenser stack.-·gases." nieali ·the 
\•;ithin 3Q. days after the source te.st. All · • (a) Ambient air concentrations shall · gaseous effluent evolved from the stack- of 
determinations shall be reported to the · be measured durlI:lg and. after firing of a · processes. utilizing beat. to extract. mer­
Administrator. by- a registered letter dis- . r_ocket motor or propellant dlspos-al and cury metal from mercury o:re.-
patched before"the close of the next busi- iiI such a manner that the et=:ect of_ these (e) "Mercury- chlor.:.alkall cell" niealls 
ne.Ss day. following such determination.: emissions can be-_ com.pared with the a device which is- basically compo.sed of 

(e) Records oi ·emission test reSults standard.. Such sampling techniques shall an electrolszer section and a -denuder 
and other data rieeded to determine total be· approved by the Administrator. (decomposer) section and utilizes. mer-­
em!ssions ·shall be .retained at the source: . Cb) All samples shall be- analYZed .and. cury t0:_ produce· chlorine gas, b.yd..-ogen 
and made avail8.b1e, for inspection bY the results shall be calculated withln 30 days gas, and alkali metal hydroxide_ 
Administrator, for a·minimmn.of a J·ears. - after samples ~re taken and before any ti) ""Mercury chlo.r-alkatl- elec-h-olvzer,. 
~- 61 3_1 :\: I" ,.," - sub:;eq-uent rocket tn.otor firing or p-ro- - means ?..n e:!ectro!ytie de".r!ce ':":h!ch ii part 
s .- . · 4~ .. l'.'.

5.amp 1n°· ll'ellant disposal at the given site. All re- oi a. mercury chlor-alkali cell and utilizes 
(al Stationary sources sub.iect. to su!ts sha.ll.be reported to th~ Ad.nlini:;;- a f:l.owing mer:cw-Y cathode to prcx!uce 

§ 6.!..32(b) shall laci:;.te air .sampUng sltes trator- by a· registered lett.er dispatched chlorine gas and ~lkali metal ama!g::>.m. 

f':;.O.'::!Al REGIST'2::l., VOL. :3d, NO. 6&-:;;H:!DAY, A?~!L .',, 197: 
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KESS CANNON 
Director 

Pete McSwain: For your records of the meeting 

KESS CANNON 
Director 

Sawyer: Best we call them - perhaps 

they'd like to attend. 

•· j I j '/ 
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Molded Fiber Floral and Plant Containers 

WESTERN PULP PRODUCTS COMPANY 

P.O. Box No. 968, Corvallis, Oregon 97330 • Area Code 503 752-7179 

May 9, 1975 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attn: Mr. K.R. Cannon, Director 

Ref: Tax Application T-643 

Gentlemen: 

-,0}-115/ 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

00 ~ @ ~ 0 \VJ ~ ill) 
MAY 12 19/S 

OFEICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

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 11 

••• installation of the claimed facility was 
necessary (to meet the) ••• NPDES Permit Condition{s) ..• 11

, and that 
11 
••• 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 (TOO%) 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 
in Salem. "---~--·-··---·-.. --- - -~----

Thank you for your assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

WATER QUALITY. CONTROK, 

RDH:bl 

Manufacturers of Western Fl.oral Containers • West-Pots • West-Paks • Nursery Pots 



REPORT PREPARED BY: 

REPORT OfJ THE SEPTIC SYSTEM 
MORATORIUM OF MARCH 21. 1973 IN 

JACKSON COUNTY. OREGON 

Jackson County Department of Planning and Development 
Jackson County Health Department 
May 1975 



INTRO DU CTI ON 

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: 

l) 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. 
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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 
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Soil Conservation Service, County Departme'nt 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 near 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 fa.l l 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 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 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 nea.rly 

level to gently sloping (0-7%) alluvial fans, stream terraces, and bottom land. 
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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 

North Area South Area North & South Areas 
Soil 

Category 

% Chance of 
Suitable Site 
on Five Acres 

# of 
Acres 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Acres 

% of 
Total 

# of % of 
Acres Total 

Very Good 

Good 

85 - 100 

65 - 85 

35 - 65 
15 - 35 

440 

3 

704 
124 

5, 739 

7 

0 

11 

2 

80 

136 

743 
l ,608 

890 
2, 672 

2 

13 
27 
15 
43 

576 
746 

2,312 
l ,014 
8, 411 

5 

6 

19 
8 

62 

Fair 
Poor 
Very Poor 0 - 15 

TOTAL 7,010 l 00 6,049 lOO l 3, 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 (OAR 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. 
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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: 

''Alluvium 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. 11 

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 gaHons 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 1~73, 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 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 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 
350 cases of Hepatitis were recorded within Jackson County. 

of the moratorium, 
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 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 l, 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 requirements of the district." 

In accordance with the above requirement, any lot of record existing as of 
September l, 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: 

Lot Size 

10 Acres + 
5-10 Acres 
2);;-5 Acres 
1-2);; Acres 
l;;-1 Acre 
Up to '2 Acre 

TOTAL 

North 
# of 
Lots 

167 
107 

364 
463 
127 
258 

l , 486 

NUMBER OF LOTS BY SIZE GROUPING 

Area 
%.of 
Total 

12 
7 

24 
31 

9 

17 

l 00 

South 
# of 
Lots 

81 
l 05 

435 
552 

l , 098 

114 

2, 385 

Area 
% of 
Total 

3 

4 

18 
23 

46 
6 

100 

North & 
# of 
Lots 

248 

212 
799 

l ,015 
l ,225 

372 

3,871 

South Areas 
% of 
Total 

6 

5 

21 
26 
32 
10 

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 least one acre for the creation of 
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any new lot. Only the commercial, industrial, a:nd 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 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 l ,477 668 2 '145 
Rural Residential-2.5 2.5 Acres 114 l ,333 l ,447 

Rural Residential-1 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 par-
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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 l ,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 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. 
for the change be 
being considered. 

The decision further required that 
the best available site within the 

The court also expressed the fact 

the particular site proposed 
general area for the change 
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 
only after complete and thorough evaluation of total community need. 
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EXISTING RESIDENTJAL DEYELOPMENT 

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 legal 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 fequirements. 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: 

DEVELOPED AND UNDEVELOPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGORY 

NORTH AREA 
Number Number Percent 

Lot Size Number of Lots Devel OJ=led Undevelotied Undevelotied 
10 Acres + 167 38 129 33 
5-10 Acres l 07 67 40 10 
212-5 Acres 364 289 75 19 
1-212 Ac res 463 377 86 22 
12-1 Acre 127 99 28 6 
Up to 12 Acre 258 220 38 10 

TOTAL 1 , 486 1 , 090 396 l 00 

SOUTH AREA 
Number Number Percent 

Lot Size Number of Lots Devel OJ=led Undeveloped Undevelotied 
l 0 Acres + 81 54 27 6 
5-10 Acres 105 73 32 8 
212-5 Acres 435 375 60 14 
1-212 Acres 552 447 l 05 24 
l;,-1 Acre l ,098 934 164 38 
Up to l;, Acre 114 71 43 10 

TOTAL 2,385 l , 954 431 100 
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DEVELOPED AND UNDEVELOPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGORY (can't) 

NORTH & SOUTH AREA 
Number Number Percent 

Lot Size Number of Lots Develoeed Undeveloeed Undeveloeed 
l 0 Acres + 248 92 156 19 
5-10 Acres 212 140 72 9 
2Y,-5 Acres 799 664 135 16 
l -2Y, Acres l , 015 824 191 23 
Y,-1 Acre l , 225 l ,033 192 23 
Up to ~ Acr2 372 291 81 10 

TOTAL 3,871 3 ,044 827 l 00 

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 l, 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 lifted. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMME'NDATIONS 

After review of the information contained in this report, the Moratorium Study 
Committee made the following findings concerning the present moratorium: 

l) 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 ur,workable 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 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 abou·t 50, and are not concentrated in any particular 

location. 
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10) 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. 

11) The moratorium has served well the purposes for which it was established; 
however, it does not seem to sufficiently meet the requirements of present law 

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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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. Mcswain 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." 

Some 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 hea'ring 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 
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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. 

TG:jg 
Enclosures 

Very truly yours, 

~ilbert 
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 



' \~ranscribed Segment of the April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting. 

1 TOM GUILBERT: For the record I'm Toi'\ Guilbert representing Portland 

2 Chain Manufacturing Company and as Mr. Mcswain pointed out to you, the 

3 reason.why we're here today is just to decide whether or not to schedule 

4 a declaratory ruling hearing, not to make the ruling itself. Of the nature 

5 of the application for petition for a declaratory ruling, you ask41a for 

6 the relief at the time you file' the petition and so the variance request 

7 was within the petition for a dedlaratory ruling, and I would hope that the 

8 Department would recognize, if the Commission denies this request for a 

9 declaratory ruling that the request for a variance has already been made. 

10 If not we could always do it again. The reason why I didn't think the 

11 variance procedure was appropriate is bP.cause of some intricacies in the 

12 procedural rules. In Section 11-008 of the procedural rules it says that 

.13 the procedure that you go tiiro~;!1 to hold & variance hearing i;:; as ir1 

14 Section 11-007, and in Section 11-007, it refers you to Section 11-035{?) 

15 which has to do with a variance by the Department. What we're asking for 

16 here is a variance from the Commission, as specifically required by the noise 

17 rules. And also, I think that probably a variance or an exception can 

.18 only be granted on facts which exist, and the facts which exist are the 

19. .facts which would h~ppen after the walls of these homes are built. We're 

20 asking for a ruling on whether or not 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 w.ill not be granted a 

23 variance or an exception, we'd like to know about it now so we could look 

24 around for another place to move; because there's no way that the sound from 

25 the presses can be reduced below what it is now and if we are not going to 

26 get an exception or variance we're going to have to move as soon as those 
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1 houses are occupied and then become noise sensitive property. We'll 

2 be in violation from the first day those houses are occupied. 

3 HR. SOMERS: Are you telling us that if the fellow utilized his 

· 4 property in the manner in which he'd like to utilize it that it would 

5 violate the noise ordinance? 

6 MR. GUILBERT: There is a possibility. Now, in.the staff report, 

7 they talk about the fact that we don't have any measurements in the petition 

8 and that's perfectly true. We have taken measurements, but we've also been 

9 informed by John Hector of the DEQ staff that probably the most limiting 

10 of the three possible measurements which might apply to us are impulse noise 

11 measurements which require a very, very, sophisticated machine 8111i11: there are 

12 only two or three of them in the state of Oregon and John Hector has one. 

13 We don't have t.hat kind of machine. Our consultant who works for the State 

14 Accident Insurance Fund does not have one. The measurements that we made on 

15 C scale and one-third octave bands, indicate that, .in those parameters, we 

16 are very, very, close to the line on what is allowed. As you know, noise 

17 measurements are imprecise and we're within,a significant deviation on that; 

. 18 so that one person measuring may find we' re over. and one person measuring 

19 may find we're under. We didn't include our .figures in the petition for one 

20 reason that it would become a matter of public record and it might be used 

21 against us if you denied our petition and somebody caMe in on a nuisance 

If ..U...7 
the DEQ staff ~ want 

" 
22 action. But we will make the figures available to 

23 them. As I say, their indication is that the impulse noise measurement is 

24 probably the 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.three separate criteria 
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1 which we might theoretically have to apply and comply with, one is the 

2 total noise measurel!lent on the OBA scale, and this is weighted according 

3 to the human ear. A second one is one-third octave band scale measurements 

4 which is for any particular octave reading.-one third octave reading. They've 

5 got various numbers for various octave bands. And the third one is impulse 

6 noise which is a single frequency I!laintained for not ll\Ore than one second. 

7 We believe that our noise, which is a "thllnk" that's created by the presses 

8 coming down, stamping sheet metal into chain links, is an impulse noise; 

9 but when the presses are going full bore its repeated often enough that 

10 somebody else might allege that;in addition to being an impulse noise, its a 

11 noise that should be governed by the rule on the dBA scale and by the 

12 rule on the one third octave band scale. We would like a ruling of law 

1? on this question of whether or not all thrP.e criteria.apply to us or only 

14 the impulse noise. 

15 MR. SOMERS: Mr. Guilbert, in a sense what your're asking is that the 

16 Commission allow you to comply with Chapter 35 of our regulations. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

' 24 

MR. GUILBERT: That's right. 

MR. SOMERS: Specifically, over on subsection (6) which says "exceptions: 

upon written request from the owner or controller of industrial or commercial 

noise source, the Department may authorize exceptions to the rules pursuant 

" to Section 35-03!iJ}, or, omitting (a) since its not an unusual or infrequent 

" event, (b) industrial or cor.unercial facilities previously established in 

areas of new development of noise sensitive property----" 

MR •. GUILBERT: That's probably the most applicable of the rules that we 

25 · cited in the~---

26 MR. SOMERS: I move that the Petitioner's request be granted. 

Page 3 
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3 
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MR. GUILBERT: 

MR. SOMERS: 

MR. GUILBERT: 

wi.:. I.. 
~ is a request for a hearing at this point. ,. 

That's your request. 

That's right. 

CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: You move, Mr. Somers that the request for a 

5 declaratory----

6 MR. SOMERS: ,----request, which is for a hearing, be granted. 

7 CHAIRMA.."I MCPHILLIPS: be granted. 

8 MR. SOMERS: Yes. He's complying with our statutes. He· is an industrial 

9 or commercial facility which he alleges previously established in areas of 

10 new development of noise sensitive property and he's asking for a rulin9,_ 

11 as an exception I take it, so that he can get it cleared up. 

12 CHAIR'1AN MCPHILLIPS: You're moving that we hold a public hearing to 

13 ·establish t~is ~ 

14 MR. SOMERS: Before a Hearings Officer. 

15 CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: Okay. Do we have a second? 

16 MRS; HALLOCK: Mr. Chairman, does that mean you're granting----

17 CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: We're, in effect, denying I think----

.18 MR. SOMERS: We're not granting anything. We're setting it for a hearing 

19 so his pe~le can come in, the property developer can come··in and the Hearings 

20 Officer can take the testimony and that's all that's going to happen. 

21 DR. PHINNEY: You're neither denying nor granting. 

22 MR. SOMERS: No, we're just allowing him to have a hearing !_)ursuant to 

23 our subsection (6) of the---~ 

24 CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: Alright as a point of order then, you.being a legal 

25 beagle, we're passing---- Actually they have petitioned to us for a dee-

26 laratory ruling. Do we or do we no_t have to act on that as well as setting 

Page 4 
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1 up a hearing. 

2 MR. Sot.\ERS: No we' re acting---we' re setting up a hearing pursuant to 

3 Section 35-035 sub 1. 

4 CHAIRMAN MCPHILLIPS: In other words we're ignoring their request for 

5 a declaratory ruling. 

6 MR. SOMERS: Right. 

7 DR. CROTHERS: I think confusion arises here that the Director's 

8 recommendation that the commission respectfully decline to grant the petition 

9 for a declaratory ruling. The Petitioner hasn't asked for a declaratory, 

10 he's merely asked for a hearing on a declaratory ruling. 

11 MR. GUILBERT: Mr. Chairman, under the rules of procedure, in order for 

12 there to be a declaratory ruling. there has to be a hearing at which all 

13. parties have an opportunity to present briefs. And therefore, it would ba 

14 impossible for you to grant the petition as such until the developer and · 

15 the other interested parties had an opportunity to present briefs and appear 

16 before him. 

17 CHAIRMAN NCPHILLIPS: Okay, you've heard the motion and the seeond • 

. 18 Those in favor?· ·.·~li\ayes. Opposed? Carried. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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PETITION FOR A DECLARATORY RULING - PORTLAND CHAIN MANUFACTURING CO., 
A DIVISION OF WEBSTER INDUSTRIES, INC. 

Mr. Peter Mcswain, on behalf of the Department1 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 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 'i.<Tas based in part on what 
he saw tO be some confusion in the Departn1ent 1 s rul:es. 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 e11ieelin13" 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 11e would, in the absence 
of exception or 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, b~ 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 ~o 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 impu~se sound measurement. 

I 
Commissioner Somers inquired 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 heari.ng would be satisfactory. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers 



- 15 

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 ~nton?o4 to 
be before a hearing officer. 



BEPORE THE ENVI RONMENT/\L ()U/\LI'i'Y COMlHSSION 

OF THE STATE OF ORr:c;on 

In the matter of Portland Chain PETITION FOR DECLARATORY 
Manufacturing Company, a division 

of Webster Industries, Inc. 
RULING 

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 know~t~ested 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 

pursuant 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·s. Phinney Ronal<l . .M. Somers ---

Jacklyn L. Hallock 
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To the members of the Environmental Quality Commission 

Attached, you will find a copy of Petitioner Portiand 
Chain Manufacturing 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 
insu:Eficient 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. 
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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, 

cf ?t#IJ 4-.ihb 
Thomas Guilbert 

2 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of Portland Chain ) 
) 

Manufacturing Company, a division) 
) 

of Webster Industries, Inc. ) 

ORDER OF INTENT TO I'SSUE 

A DECLARATORY RULING 

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 340-11-070 (2), the 

Commission informs petitioner in this matter that it intends 

to issue a ruling. 

2. The Commission instructs the Department 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 "persons 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 

Morris K. Crothers, Vice Chairman 

Grace S. Phinney, Commissioner 

Jacklyn L. Hallock, Commissioner 

Ronald M. Somers, commissioner 

2 
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HOUSE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY 

March 25, .197 5 ____ _ 8: 3.0 A.M .. _Room 315, The Capitol 

Hearing on HB 2b29, relating to noise emission controls 

Members Present: Representatives 
Mitchell 

Fadeley, c. Johnson, Kafoury, 

Members Excused Early Portion of Meetin'g: Representatives 
Whiting, Jones 

·Member Excused: Representative Kulongoski 

Staff Present: John Hitchcock, Committee Counsel 
Hel~n Linde, Asssistant Clerk 

Tape 6, 
Side ·2 Recording Log 

0008 Meeting called to order 

0013 
0017 

0500 
0650 
0865 

1071 
1152 
1332 

1427 

Hearing. on HB 2029 
Dr. Morris.Crothers, member of Environmental Quality 

Commission· 
Tom Donaca, representing Associated Oregon Industries 

Amendment to HB 2029 adopted · 
Hearing resumed 

Ron Kathern, health physicist, Portland General Electric Co. 
John Hector, engineer, Dept. of Environfnental Quality· 
Dr. Paul Herman, psychologist, City of Portland 
Jeanatte Egger, chai;rman of Nois_e Cornrni ttee, Oregon 

Environmental Council 

Meeting adjourned 

I r 
! ' 

; 
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The meeting was called to or<'!er by. the chairman, REPRESENTATIVE 
N/\NCiE FADELEY .. 

Re: HB 2029, relating to noise emission control 

br .. Morris Crothers, member of the Environmental Quality 
Commission, testified that the legislature in 1971 declared that 
noise ds a pollutant that harms the environment, and it directed 
the BQC 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 i~ attempting to develop standards about 
noise that are consistent both with the statute and with common good 
sense. Resources, equipment and personn.el are very limited. If 
EQC ana DEQ are compelled to cut back programs, as appears possible 
because of money problems, he suspects that the first area to be · · 
~ut back would be· noise control. 

br. Crothers said an issue of intense emotional pitch in the 
last couple of years has been the noise emitted by the jet-propulsion 
stan'i:lbys 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. ~erfectly 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 pre~sure-levels, and their situatiori must be sympa­
thetically considered. Whether the practical solution lies in 
expanded 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 
mat~rially contribute to the resolution of the conflict at Bethel. 

Referring t~ 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 ~easonable regulations and be sensible about 
variances but, the witness concluded,· "I would .beg you .to be merci"ful 
to the commission." · 

REPRESENT~TIVE FADELEY inquired 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, an_d Dr. Crothers felt that this is_ very much 
a function of what one has become 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 npi~e has insidious effects on longevity or function 
of the heart. He thought perhaps there . is .some relation w.i th 
nervous disorders but "that can niake you unhappy;. it doesn't shorten 
your life." 
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Relative to H]3 2029's providi-ng that EQC and· DEQ have the power 
to grant variances to noise standard~, Dr. Croth~rs testified that 
the attorney genetal has said that ~QC 'has an {mplied right to grant 
variances, but he thinks that spelling out 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 biTl _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 implement regulation. 

. TOM DONACA, representative of Associated Oregon Industries, told 
the committee that HB 2029 was prompted in part by AOI's concern that 
the conunercial.and industrial noise regulations adopted by EQC con­
.ta~n 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. Donacawent on to discuss other portions of HB 2029. He 
testified that the commission so far has adopted noise regulations 
pert~ining 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 enforce.ment is difficult in this area 
and the result is that the burden has fallen most heavily on commerce 
and industry. 

AOI wants to see -removed from Section 2 of the bill the·inclusion 
of high and low frequencies beyond .the audible range. Conunerce and 
industry have enough problems with trying to conform to regulation 
of audible noise that they do not want this largely unknown area 
included now. 

AOI supports Section 5, which Mr. Donaca· said is in the bill · 
at AOI's request. It was concerned with the problem of concurrent 
jurisdiction, taking the position that it wants to deal with only 
one agency in any parti~ular matter--''one agency, one set of regula­
tions, one set of enforcers". 

MOTION: Representative Fadeley moved an amendme~t 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 
d~lete "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 ~rder to avoid 
the potential for litigation AOI wants the bill, if passed, to 
become effective at once. 

RON Kl\.'rllEHN, health physicist with Portland.General Electric 
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Company, testified .. that he in general agrees with HB 2029, and 
particularly the portion on variances, but he noted· two exceptions: 
.(1) the definition set forth in Section 2, and (2) the amendment 

:adopted earlier at this hearing. 

Audible noise, according to the federal Environmental Protection 
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-
ahd ultrasounds serves no apparent useful purpose, nor would the 
expenditures for additional equipment and research required to 
develop and implement these controls provide a commensurate public 
benefit. 

Mr: Kathern referred to a study en~itled "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 
range." Mr. Kathern ~ommented that the infrasound levels in an 
automobile traveling at 55 mph are ''very, very, very much greater" 
than the levels produced at the nearby re13idences or even inside 
the installation enclosure at Bethel. 

Commenting on Section 5 and the committee's earlier· amendment 
of that section, Mr. Kathern thought. that removal of the words 
"consistent with'' could' create proble~s. Different jurisdictions 
might have different standards, leading to confusion. He would 
sugg~st that using the phrase ''consistent with the inten~ of" 
would overcome the difficulty. 

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 feelings 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 mentioned 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 
unbiased observers wotild show no annoyance. · 

REPRESENTATIVE JOHNSON asked how long the Bethel plant has been 
· i_n 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 years and had been in operation perhaps 10% of 
the possible operating days . 
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JOHN HEC'l'OR, engineer for the Department of E·nvironmental 
Quality, read a prepared statement (EXHIBIT A) indicating that in 
general DEQ is in favor of the passage of BB 2029. 

REPRESENTATIVE KAFOURY 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 estimated might cost a couple of 
thousand dollars. 

REPRESENTATIVE WHITING said she wanted it 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. 

DR. PAUL HERMAN is a psychologist working foi:: 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 today by 
amendment, and he explained his reasons for approving its removal. . . . . . . 

. Commenting on .testimony heard earlier, Dr. Herman asserted 
tbat the effects of infrasound are reas6nably well documented. 
M6st cif the research comes from NASA and 6ther federai g6vernmental 
programs. The effects include nausea, dizziness, vomiting, headaches, 
in some .instances ieson~nce 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 nois~,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 effe"cts of no.ise seem to be 
related to th~ ears and hearing, related to the blood system, and 

·related to a general collection of reactions called. stress. 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 th~ 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 Sec~ion 2 (the definition section) 
primarily because it makes_ possible the development of standards 
on infrasound in the future.· It merely provides the legal authority 
for scientific wor.k to be undertaken. Mrs. Egger said her under­
standing is that DEQ cannot now .even st.udy. the problem. 

Mrs. Egger read to the committee portions of.a-study entitled 

I 

- -~ 

. ··/ 

I 
I 

I 

., 

I 

I 
. I 

I 

l 



.. "' ... 

·-· - ···-··-·•"" .. -·--- ........ _ ... . -·---·-----·--··-· .. -·- ... ---- - - i 

House 
'-· ,·, 

Conuu. Env. /Energy 
March 25, 1975 

Page 6 

Noise Pollution, eaited by.Fowler and Mervine.of the University of 
Maryland, concerning effects of infrasound. She poirited out that 
most infrasound studies are laboratory studies of high-intensity, 
short-duration exposures of laboratory subjects. · .Tl1ey ·do not 
show the long term effects on people. 

JAMES B. LEE addressed his"brief remarks to the matte-r of 
equpment to monitor infrasound. He said that instruments are 
available, cost between $1,000 and $2,000, arid can be found in 
the Standard Instruments catalog.· 

.The meeting was ~djourned_ at 10:50 A.M. 

• .. 

Respectfully· submitted, 

' ' 

Helen Linde, Assistant Clerk 

Submitted for inclusion in the record_ of today's·hearing: 
.. 

.. 

EXHIBIT B, statement by Charles H. Frady; 390 Fir Knoll Lane, N.E. 
... Salem, in support of HB 2029. 
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KESS CANNON 

Director 

i\~h f l iJ 1975 
m~,~~w~~ 

Our people say they I! "shocked" at Walt 
Sellers said, No basis for his comment at all 
except again to place blame on DEQ, In any 
event, a copy of our letter is attached, The 
permit will be issued so far as we are 
concerned, and only local objection on 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 
Sellers ~lty ·. :"~ · 
P·. o. ·Box 368 
Ro\Jlle Rive.t:;· Oregon 97537 · 

. - -... -_ ~~- 1.'0-.. - . ~ ' • 

·- ._ ·-·' 
:: .. -- .. ::. -

May 9, 1975 

- ·.·-_ ': '""' .. ·'_ •. .!~.:-<.. 
. ~r-~ ~.":: -. .- -· ~;- ", ~ ... -_ 

; . ~ ._,_ •.'; :~ f .~.; I/ -- ' ' ~i ;.:.~'··· 

-. - ·~ .. ~- ,- ~ .. ~ . 
- '- . .., . ., 

A copy of your letter of April 26, 1975 addressed to State 
Representative Al Densmore and concerning the matter of subsurface 
sewage disposal on tax lot'l600; T36S, R4W, WM, Section 27, Jackson 
County which is mmed by Mr. John Lopez bas been referred to this 
office for reply. 

When the proposal by Mr. Lopez to replace the irrigation 
overflow ditch which runs diagonally through his property was 
first brought.to the attention of our Medford office it was not 
clearly stated as to whether the proposal involved merely a simple 
replacement of the ditch by an enclosed watertight pipeline in the 
present location or if it also involved a diversion of the ditch 
and surface drainage to adiffer_ent location. 

~, . 

In either case the proposal would require the approval of local 
drainage authorities to make sure that the pipeline would have 
sufficient 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 Office. 

Please be advised that if the open ditch through the property 
owned by Mr. Lopez is replaced by a watertight pipeline meeting the 
approvalof the local' drainage authorities and the Jackson County 
Planning Department a minimum. separation distance of 10 feat 
be.tween it and a subsurface sewage drainfield would be acceptable • 

5301 

. =.=:-:..,--_-:::-.~--·;.-.. 
.. -···- --::,------ -- _._ ...::::~_ 
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Mr. Walt Sellers 
May 9, 1975 
Pa9e 2 

We understand that there would than ba sufficient area available for 
such a sewage disposal system and consequently we concur with the 
Jackson County Planning Department that a permit for construction of 
a subsurface sewage disposal system meeting the approval of that 
department could be issued by_them to Mr. Lopez. 

With regard to the proposed increase in construction .permits 
for subsurface sewage disposal systems it should be pointed out 
that it is in response to requests from certain counties which have 
been unable to finance their program costs under the present fee . · 
schedule. Such a proposal was therefore initiated by the co"Untiea 
and not be DEQ. Incidentally, the bill recently passed by. the~, .. · • · 
Legislature authorizing the fee increase also allows .'a ~o~ty tO ::";<· 
char9e less than the regular amount if it so desires; provided it .. can 
adequately finance its permit pro9ram by other means.· · .· 

. ~ ; . "" Cordially, 
. ·- - ,!' ,. 

-- -: ·~-

KESSLER R. CANNON " 
i:Jlrector 

KHS UIDll 

cc1 State Representative A1 Densmore 
cc1 State Senator Lenn Hannon 

_cc1 Dave Couch, Medford Office 
cc1 Jackson ·coiuity Planning Department·-
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The Oregonian 5/14/75 

Septic battle rages 
·' L -· '. -_.,,' . ·-:·; 

Oregon's Environmental quality Commis- 1 
sion, whiCh. was given statewide authority by 

. the Leglslat\)re to enforce waste disposal laws, I 

.·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. · 
1 B. A. (Barney) McPhiilips,. chairman of the 
• EQC, declared. that the Department of Environ­
. mental Quality, the agency charged with enforc­
. ing the rules, is being· "vilified, hounded, 
' harassed and badgered by land developers.". . . 
t . McPhillijis said the sewage and septic tank 
' program was · giyen to the DEQ without any . 
; funding, requiring the agency to r:ely entirely on . 
' fees, which because of their size· are a big part of · 
' the complaints. · · . . 
r · But the real problem is that the DEQ has 
; been enforcing the law, long disregarded wfien it 
i was left to local authorities. Developers, McPhil-
' lips said, charged to the Legislature when they · 
· found. "they can't put a se_p. tic tank. nex. t to some, 
· body's well any more." . , : . :· : . · 

Now the·Legislature, judging by the amend­
_ments being proposed, is about to cave in, per­
mitting a delay in the cutoff date of July I, 1975, . 
for approvals given prior to DEQ's authority by' 
local officials on uninstalled septic tanks . for 
lands that developers have been holding. Other 

' amendments would permit local officials to 
· grant variances. 
; · ·.At stake in .this battle is the health of Ore­
gon's' citizens and the purity of the state's 
gro.mid waters. If the Legislature caves in, one of 

'the state's major environmental and health bat­
tles will have been Jost. 

. ·' c::. ··-
;:___ __ ._.,, ; . 

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 presession filing rules and 
indicates neither advocacy nor opposition (at the request of the Joint 
Interim Committee 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 Legislative Assembly. It is an editor's brief 
statement of the essential features of the measure. 

Allows Environmental Quality Commission, after hearing, to grant vari­
ances from subsurface sewage disposal system construction rules on stand­
ards if strict compliance inappropriate, unreasonable, burdensome or im­
practical. Requires commission. on appropriate conditions, to delegate 
variance pov.rer to special variance o1ficers. E~tablishes mJxin1um fee. 
Continuously appropriates fee revenue to defray hearing expenses. Repeals 
provisions relating to subsurface sewage disposal pern1it 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: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and brack­
eted] is e:Xisting law to be omitted; complete new sections begin with 
SECTION. 
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1 (4) Each request for a variance shall be heard by the appropriate 

2 variance officer within 30 days after the date on which a completed appli-

3 cation for a variance has been received by the Department of Environmen-

4 ta! Quality. A decision shall be made by the variance officer within 45 

& days after completion of the hearing on the variance request. 

6 SECTION 4. Each application for a variance submitted pursuant to 

7 section 2 of this 1975 Act must be accompanied by a nonrefundable fee, 

s the amount of which shall be determined by a fee structure adopted by 

9 rule of the Environmental Quality Commission but not to exceed $150 

10 per application. The moneys received are continuously appropriated to 

11 meet administrative expenses of the hearings. 

12 Section 5. ORS 454.725, as amended by section 9, chapter Oregon 

13 Laws 1975 (Enrolled Senate Bill 297), is amended to read: 

u 454.725. (1) The Department of Environmental Quality may enter into 

15 agreements with local units of government for the local units to perform 

16 the duties of the department under ORS 454.635, 454.655, 454.665 and 

17 454.695. 

18 (2) If a fee is collected by a local unit of government performing duties 

19 under subsection (1) of this section, the department may disburse all or 

20 part thereof to the local unit. 

21 (3) The Department of Environmental Quality may enter into agree-

22 ments with local units of government when the local units so request for 

23 the local units to perform the variance duties of the department under 

24 sections 2 and 3 of this 1975 Act subject to variance criteria specified in 

25 the agreement by the department. Each county performing variance duties 

26 under an agreement may set and collect a nonrefundable va1·iance applica-

27 lion fee as provided in section 4 of this 1975 Act. 

28 SECTION 6. ORS 454.785 is repealed. 

29 SECTION 7. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation 

30 of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, 

31 and this Act takes effect on its passage. 
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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 Conunission 
Salem, Oregon 

Dear Mr. McPhillips: 

Re: Extension of deadline on 
prior permit appro.vals 

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 discussed the.situation at some length. 
The 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
strated a high risk of failure can hardly be in keeping with 
the goal of restoring and protecting the waters of the public. 

•ro allow the continued installation of systems 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 w:i.thout question to additional 
potential for disease transmission. 

•.ro continue constructing systems which in many cases do not 
off er the homeowner an adequate functional life expectancy 
cannot be construed as protecting his general welfare, since 
it is the home o~mer who ultimately is the loser 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. 



Page 2 
B.A. McPhillips, E.Q.c. 
5/21/75 

The only fair way to deal with the problem is to require 
all development to proceed und.er 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. 

TMR/mw 

Sincerely, 

COLUMBIA COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
Division of Environmental Health 

Terrance M. Rahe, R.S., 
Supervising Sanitarian 
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coinlucte<l H-:J-71 
becilusc r,f concern 
(petitfur1) of citi­
:.1cnR with rr1gar<l to 
the a<lerruacy of the 
exii:iting septic tank 
syi..;tems. 

Temporary moratorium 
ordered by Be11ton 
County Commissioners 
9-4-74 as a result 
of citizen'::; concern 
over the adequacy of 
the existing septic 
tank systems. 
Survey conducted 1-28, 
29, 30, 31-75 by 
Beoton County llealth 
Departme~t to deter­
mine extent of the 
problem. 

Morator::.um ordered by 
Henton County Commis­
sione1·s 8-28-74 as a 
result of survey find­
ings of the Benton 
County Health Depart­
ment. Surveys con­
ducted 3-24, 4-7, & 
5-11 of 74 as a result 
of a citizen's petition 
c.:xk-'ressing concern with 
the existiug SE!wage 
disposal conditions. 

'J'emporary moratorium 
ordered by Benton 
County Board of Com­
missioners 2-26-74 as 
a result of citizen's 
requests and prelim­
inacy survey con­
ductecl br llenton 
County Health Dept. 
2-10-74. Detailed 
surve.v conducted by 
the State· llcalth 
Division -l-:!"2-"23-74 & 
llc11ton County lle<i.lth 
Depart1Qent 4-"22-23-
74. 

M.1.-ahlrium urder1."1 by 
Bcutoll COlllll\" lllXUXi 
ol' lf('<llth l'e-l1r11<1rv ol' 
l•lt>7 111" thC' i·cquc.::;t· 
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11,-..1 Lt h 1Jq1111·l1uc11t. 
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·~s 1 h1·,•111:l1 ~ .. v. t: 
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l\••111 <lll c:,,1111!_1" ll1•11ll h 
ll"l•ill'I llM'lll , 

l'l<l;SJ:N'I' /\HIJ l'llOll:C'l'l:/l 
111:NSJ'l'Y 01' l'Ol'IJl,/\'J'lf.IN 

'J'lm 1!nvcl.opmrn1l hi.Ill 211 tdnfjlC 
fnnli Ly dwcl.llnl-(H. Tl1erc 
rr~11~1l

0

llH 2/l VilCllllt lvLB. 'fhe 
deve Lvpmc11t Jj eH wi thl11 tl1(' 
Nvrth /\llJlltlY Ccmnty Service 
Dh:trlc:t which contain1> 
appn1xJ11~1tcLy 2700 acrm1 
ccr1d 11 11opuLatJ1,11 r,[ vvr:r 
4000 people. North lllliany 
ifl eHti 111<1\:c<l to J,Jrow to 
17 ,OOO pcnmns by year 1?95 
provided sewerage ie avail­
able. A May 6, l'J7S elect­
ion to anriex the <1rca to the 
city or Al!Jany waD defeated. 

The subdivisiou lms 55 lots 
oi' which 40 have single , 
fimdly dwellings built on 
them. 'l'he development lies 
within the County Service 
District. (Sec above for 
additional information.) 

The subdivision has 92 lots 
of which 64 have been devel­
oped. The development lies 
in what is known as the 
·cresent Valley area approx­
imately 5 miles North of 
Corvallis. The present 
population of the general 
area is about 1500 people. 
Present zoning.with central 
services would allow for 
approxln~tely 9000 people. 
The area relath·e to city of 
Corvallis zoning would allow 
for something like 50,000 
people. 

The subdivision currently 
has 22 single family dwell­
ings. The original survey 
of 1968 indicated 23 tracts. 
Recent infornation has 
shown that since 1968 to the 
present the area has been 
further subdivided to in­
clude a total of 37 lots. 
The overall area \\'as zoned 
in 1974 for a miuimum of 
5 acl·e tracts . llowever, 
areas divided prior to this 
time are exen1pt from the 
minimum lot size. llecanse 
of zoning the general area 
"'ill pl·obab.ly 1·c111..1in low 
clcn.iity in the fntlu·e 

The <11·e<1 c.:111ta in:< (197 
units which incorporut·e 
rci<idC'nt·inl. cn11ll1M.•rci<11., 
a11d i11d11:<t-ri<1l devclop­
meut~ that jn\"ul.\•c <1 

pupul.fll iu11 uf iLhtlllt '.!:'iOO 
pc1·,;ni1:<, l'rl':<<'lll t:111mly 
:i:1111j11µ- wnut.U 111 l.•lW 1\w an 
;ul1.liti111m1. fi.ono pc11pll'· 
City ur Cu1·\'i1l li:< :t.011i11g & 
:<1'1'~il'<':< Wlllll<\ ;11.l<>W ft>L' a 
p1lpllli1l i1lll Clf ll['!H'UXill~Lt1•1._v 

:!O,Otltl 11•·1·i-;n11:.;. ·\l1tu1( :!00 
1111it" or lht> <>''7 w1•1·0 
1\lllll'X•'tl \"tl 1 lit' l'it;..' .•lf 
(:111v;1I I.I:< 111 l•lt,cl. Tin·,,,~ 

,.,,.,.! io11:< tu muu·~ nh1111 or 
tlw 1·"11~1i11i111~ ;11·"a 11.t\'i' 
fflilt'tl 1!11ring \Ill' 1m~t LO 
.\"l!Hl':<, 

SlJMM/\l{Y Ill' IUJ.f['(IN Cfl!INTY MIJHf\'J'(lUlll~1.S 

s I zr: ~JI' BIHi.ili Nr. 
l.f1J'8 

Aj1pruxl11~1lcly orie 
l drtl vr uu ucre. 

flpproxin~tely one 
half of an acre. 

One acre and 
slightly less 
in size: 

From approx­
imately 1 to 
greater than 
S acres. 

The major por­
tion ol' the 
urea hc1s city 
sizo<l lots mi<l 
less th;1n one 
h;1lf llC1"C lot'H. 
:'umo .l.111'!!"0 

ncroaµci-; 
(gt't'itl1•1· H1a11 
5) eid:<t hot 
they have I he 
po! 1•11t r111. l"nt• 
11111(•[1 hi µlu~t· 
,\t•11:< i I\' 1~h1•11 

-t<t'l"Vii.'(':< hct'UlllC 

11\"a i tab Lo. 

'l'fll'flCllfll'llY 

f,oculc·d prl11~1r1l.y on 
11 fll11glu dlrr!cl ltmal 
alopri w:fth VUL'.lal:lo111:1 
fro111 3% tv 20% in 
gr11<lc. 

Loc«te<l on a knoll 
with slopes in all 
di rizictions ranging 
from 5% to 20% in 
grade. 

Located primarily 
on hilly terrain 
slopping to the 
South and East 
with a wide range 
of 3%- .30% in 
grade •. 

Located on a area 
with slopes in alJ. 
directions varying 
from 3% to 10% in 
grade. Predominant 
slope influence is 
to the south west. 

The topography is 
v;1r.i111.Jlc. "!'lie 
elevations filll/ole 
6:0111 npproxi n~t tc.l._v 
250 feet t·o ·I hO l'oct. 
'!'he lau<l m.::1r he dcs­
cri lw1l 1;1:-; ra11~inl-( 

ri·rnn low, reln1 h·ety 
l"l.al. L;,111[ "It 11 "l.n11c 
nr fn•n1 o··,. Ill 7"., lo 
l!•m1 l.y 1·olll11).\ hJ l.l:< 
'"ith g1·mil':< ra11µi11µ 
fri.•111 T~. li.1 :_!O·;;, 

IJ.MeVt'I', i11 "''lllP 
I 11,.:t;ll,l't'l-'. 'ht•1··~ 

;11·1• 1<<111M.? I'll t'<'l' i-;1.opt':l 
1.-ilh 1·1·~,ld1.•11[ iill. lol:i 
ra11gi111\ i11 gr;ul1•1i frum 
20·:; ll]'h'ill'll. 

sorr,s 1N1·011Hfl'l'JON 

'J'lic pr•:clomlrnmt Hol L 
lype Ir. Vrmr~lll which 
hw:e 11 1-1Lc:.w perme­
ul1!1.J t_y ( .fJ1,-.z"/l1r,) 
ut l.4-:1 1

)" lmcaw;c or 
u heavy clay lUiJm 
tr:xtun1. 

'l'he prcdomi rn:mt soil 
type is Veneta . 
(sec above) 'l'he 
northel·n portion of 
the subdivision con­
tains an inclusion 
of ltazelair ~1hich 
has a slow permea­
bility ( .06-.2"/hr.) 
at 18-JO" because of 
a clay textural class­
ification. 

The predominant soil 
is Dixonville silty 
clay loam which has 
a moderately slow 
permeability (. 2-. 6"/ 
hr.) at 12-34". 
Depth to weathered 
bedrock is 20 to 4011 • 

'l'he predominant soil 
type is Veneta which 
has a slow permeabi 
lity ( .06-.2"/h1·) at 
14: 39" because of a 
heavy clay loam tex­
ture. The south 
we.stern portion of 
the subdivision con­
tains llazelair soil 
1.·ype which has a 
slow permeability 
( .06-.2"/hr) at 18-30" 
bec<i.use of a clay 
textural cl~,;:sifica­
tion. 

'fhcre il.l"C 13 di l'L'er­
c11I: !:'oil l·q1cs in the 
area • 'l'e11 u L' the 
Roi.I. type,;: ;ire •·Lu,;::.;i­
fj,__,J h.v lh•~ u.s. s,1.il 
Cl1u:<ervat·i,lll ~c1vicc 
a,;: soi Ls that hav'c 
l<l'VCL'lJ J.imitil\itlllS 
r .. r sept ii.~ tauk :<ys­
lt•m u:<e. Tht"" l1<1vt'." 
:-;h1w 1•('rn11•;1hi.l.ily 
r;1t ing~ ;ml! l'L'lll-

t h·c L.v high pt'r­
ched w11\Pr t;1l1L1•s. 

f, 

lllJYJ;1u;J; c:1:1Jl.(lf; JC/\I, l'OltMll'f' Jl.J:'fS fo; 

CIWIJNIJ Wll'l'l:I< 1;/J!>fll'l'/IJNS 

'l'l1e poi-; it l1mlr1J.( of Ll1r1 <l1Nr1l1Jp-
11ir:r1t till 1 lu: L11111!Hci1pe J.rmda It 
to be 111 u ~rouud 1.mt<:r r11-
char~n l1r<:a. 'l'ltcn:: are gr{J[md 
wutr!r er11ptJrmf! 1~Hhi11 thl"J 
d1!vcl11pme11t and tlm Wlltr:r 
tal.l.e!-; 11rn pr!rclH!d at 11pprr,1d­
mut·r;l.y 14-:111" during- 1mtun1tcd 
t irncf; of the yr!.:tr bec<.1use vi' 
tl1r1 i-;oi I. tcxl:ure prcvi <1usly 
mcntlmwd. 

There are ground ~:at<!r erup­
ti<'.lllS in certain area.s of the 
dcve lop1r1c.'llt and p•~rc]ir,d water 
tahle~ at apprr,xirratcly 12"'-
30" <luring the saturat<:><l times 
of the year. 

Bedrock is found at OPd near 
the surface in the lfostern 
portion of the development. 
Because of the slopes and 
relatively shalloi-: dept:hs to 
bedrock runoff (surface and 
perched water) is medium to 
rapid in the major portion 
of the ai·ea . 

The surface and ground 1mter 
movement is mostly to the 
soutln~est. The area is 
posit.i.oned in such a maoner 
that there is a natural l:rn1'1 
formation in this direction, 
Hunoff is moderate. especially 
in the south Kest direction 
ancl the 1~ater tables are 
perched during satLu·ated 
times at the aforementioned 
soil restrictive depths. 

Because of the wide varia­
tious in ti.•puf!t'<lflhy arn.I the 
3 • .13 .t0111i.1rc mi le,;: of <1re<1 
involvt'd. tho u1ovomo11t of 
~ro1111d ;111d ,,:m·race Wi\ter is 
in ,1.ll tlin•et·\,1m.~. but 11-...1stly 
to I he 11orth t'•'Hlr<tl (l•'l"l"i<•ll 
of tl1c ar1•11 th;it ilu::ludl'I' 
lwll "11·c1111J:O, l'he .. tr1'i1n~ 
flow c~.1.~t \i.l the Ma!'\"14 llin~L· 

11111\ t"t~lln I h<'l'l' (';t:<t ·t ,1 t·h1~ 
l~i l l.;11111.'l 1 t• Ril"l'l". Sui l 
l.i111llat io11,: ;11 Lrn~ for .t0l'<l­
""1111l !ll'l"l'hl'll Wil["('I' 1/\hlt•:1 

i11 llHICh of lilt• ill'l'•'l• 



Cl.IMA'l'J; 

Mid 
l.'lliamcltc 

~lid 

Willamette 

~lid 
l·.'illamette 

~-lid 

Killamette 

~I id 
\{illa111otte 

l'IU:~:l:~:T /;, l'Hllli:t:TJ:ll 
\\'ll'l'!::i ~:1:1•1•1,11;:; ~ l'IWXfMl'I'\' TO 
illJMl:!;'J'll; \VA'J'l:H .Slll'l'J,Y S(JllW;J;:; 

'l'ho df.'velopmont 11:1 served hy IJ co11111111r1/ty 
waler >1,VA!·r~m (gr1111111Jwoter) which haa 
1-:rcu1-~r lha11 :'>00 U1H!r11. 'J'lu!rc arc 12 
ulhcr r.m1~11111rl1y water ByAle111.'l Jri the 
Nor1h /\llmny nrea. Jn addition, tlw 
city of /\lhnny's supply_ is conti1-:uous 
to tl1e ol'orcmenlloncd sei.:vice district. 

'l'he development is served l>y the same 
water supply that presently serves 
t11e Princeton 1teigl1ts Subdivision. 
(See above for additional information). 

'l'he 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 Corva1lis. Interim methods 
have not been proposed. 

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 s·tatus and capilcity 
is not known. The Deerhaven Heights 
subdivision is appl·oximately 2 1/2 
miles Southeast of tha city of 
Philomath. Present and future 
plans do not indicate such a growth 
for Philo111ath to reach this area. 

1\pproximatcl_v oue-half of the area 
is served h,- the city ot' Corvnlljs 
muuicipal w~t-cr 1:111pp.ly. '!'he J"c-
111c1h1der hal': i11dividual wells as :its 
wnt-er :.;11pp1__,. sources. Si11cc the nre.i 
is cont:i"1'11011s 1,1 lhe cil.v of L~,irvallis 
ii· is •llll\' reas,mahle Ill 11:.;:c:1rniu that 
l he c111 i r".:. ilrea wl Ll Slllllf'lliiv he 
-"Cl"Vl'd h,\' 1 he city. 

'J'Yl•I; (JI'/;, l'l:flX!Ml'l'Y 'J'O l:XJS'J'INC 
Slll!l'Ar;I: W/\.'1'1:w; 

'l'hr: Wlllamultu 1·lvu1· ~:1•1"V(Jfl llH 

!:111: .Soul lil!rr1 r.uid l:nfJI nru hoiuul­
url eH for Uie North /\Lh1111y arl!u 
'l'hl! PrJ 11c~r1l<m lie/ gl1t1:1 devr:lo[J-
111c11t :IFJ apprvxlrintely 1 3/4 
mi.lea froi11 the river. 'l'lmre 
arc no othm· 111L1,jor sut·l'al!e 
water1:1 _tn the area. 

The sulidivisior1 lies approxi­
mately 3/4 of a mile from the 
Willamette river. (See above 
for additional information). 

There are several streams & 
intermittant streams in this 
general area. However, there 
are no ma.jar surface waters 
(Willamette river) for.· 
approximately 5 miles. 

Thel·e is a stream app1·oxi­
mate1-y one-half mile to the 
Southeast of this develop­
ment. It could not be eon­
sidered a n:ajor sui-face 
water source. 

Tl1ere are the two prcvi­
ousl\" mcut i<)lled Sl'l·cams 
lhi-11-. !"ln1>: t-h1·u111~h I he area. 
llccnusc of the relatively 
::111~1ll ::dze I heir unlv hc.11-
c [i I <tpjWill"S ill he j "n I he 
l"nei 1.it11t i,111 <II" ch·ai11a1:e 
fnt· lhe nn~n. Th.~ h'il-
1.11111eUP d\·er. l1ciuµ: the 
ll~l.ioll" l>ill L'l' "''lll"l'<! fu1· 
Cun·nlli:<. 1.:,u1hl have In 
hL• l"1>11:<i\lt•t'<'ll iii< I he 11u111 
I fkt!l1· 1'<1111'•'<! In 1-'l'l"Vl~ 
th!:< ~·11\in; a1·.-.1 ju !he 
rut111"1!. 

Cf\l'/\CJ'J'Y /I. .S'J'fl'J'll.S Of' 1:x1~:TJN(; flY.S'l'J:t~S 

'l'he llllJ.(UHL 3, 1971 flurvey liy the 
l!cnlo11 Cu11nty ll1:11Ltl1 flr,parttQe11t 
rcVl!1Jl.1;d 1 h1Jt: l.l of tl1r~ 2tl tlwell­
JngFJ lmd f'uil111g septic tank 
syi:ile111H, This const1tutea n 
:19% J'ailurc rnt·e. Correcl::lon of 
cxir~t-lul-( filflurcs js dI ffJcult 
l1ccu111Jc of rnrrtJ].J_ lot fli"F.cfi ur1d 
tl1c aforcmcnt i oned tnpogr11pl1 lcal 
and soJl conditions. 

The January 28, 29, 30, & 31 of 
1-975 survey by the Benton County 
llea1th Department revealed 10 or 
25% of the existing houses Imel 
septic tank system failures. 
Correction of systems appears 
difficuJ.t because of the small 
lot sizes and limiting soi1 con­
ditions 

The Narch 24, April 7, and May ll 
of 1974 survey indicated that 23% 
of the septic tank systems in this 
area were malfunctioning. Overall 
physica1 Conditions limit the · 
feasibility for correcting many of 
these systems. 

The Apri1 23-24 of 1974 survey by 
the State Health Division & the 
llenton County Health Department 
indicated that 6 or 36% of the 
22 houses investigated had frli1-
ing septic tank systems. Attempt­
ed corrections have been made on 
some of the fai1ures. Success of 
the alterat:ions cannot be predict­
~d cit this time. It is our Opin­
ion tlmt the area must be i·est:rict­
ed to 1-ow density deve1-opment if 
the princip,1ls of sewage contami­
nant 1' <iny degree of treatment of 
septic tank effluents is to be 
effective. 

The l'lh!l survey hy the State llealth 
Divisi,111 a11d the llenhm Corn1t·11 
llealth OJ,·isio11 showed that 2·2·:. of 
the unil't< h,1t1 r.1ilinµ :-<epl ic tnnk 
s.1'1<tc11i:;. The sewa!!C dit-tposal fail­
ures uni n11l res1-dctcd to any rn10 
arcn. l•ut nt·o i>p1·eml rallwr 11ni­
l'or111ly t-l1nm)!huut I he 1ll"L'<I. The 
C"l"l"L'<"I ion nt" e:d1<I in)! 1'\'Slem.-i IUIS 
1101 l><'l!ll 1·.-r,• s11••1·e.-<sfu\.. 1>c,•;111se ,1f 
the• sn~tll 11;\ HiY.e:< lllld !he li1nit·i11~ 
ph,\•:-;il"11L e•1rn\i1io11:-;. 

l'l"•'[llll"t'tl /!IHI Hlll•mi l 1 t'll hv 
11,•111 •>11 1~1111111 ·'' ll1!ll I 111 ll1 1 p:1r1 me11t 
i\,•;1l t>11 l'l 11u1. '10:1 :.: .\\. NtUll'llC' 1\1•('. 

C111·1•u1I1:-;, Or•·t~•111 •n:1:10 
M:1y :~~. t•l?:l 

..<. 



Robert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHllllPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
C.Orv• Ills 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portllllnd 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

Mrs. Ione Hanson 
Off ice of the Secretary of State 
Elections and Public Records 
121 State Capitol 

· Salem, Oregon 97310 

Dear Mrs Hanson 

May 29, 1975 

Enclosed for filing as temporary rules are OAR chapter 340, 
sections 71-015(8) and 71-020(6) and the Environmental Qual{ty 
Commission' Findings and Reasons for their temporary adoption. 

Please provide this office with a date stamped copy of 
the enclosures. 

Thankyou for your attention in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

tJ.dw tl4 ")t~ 
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 with 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 legislature 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 admin}strative rules adopted through a 
public hearing process; ·once adopted, the rules have the effect of law and set m1n1-
mum acceptable 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 prob 1 ems. 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 ind.ividual 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 prior permits and approvals, 
three basic criteria were set down: 

1) Expressly authorized use of subsurface sewage d.isposal 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 interpretat.ion 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 approvals 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-
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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 approva 1 s another year will solve nothing unless a more equitab 1 e 
process can be established for administration of prior approvals. 

RULE VARIANC~S (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 local 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 lot 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 indi­
vidual merits. 

It seems rather apparent that the legislature 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 coming to 
our office will require a denial, fifty dollar fee and submission for a variance with 
an additional one hundred fifty dollar fee as a regular procedure. 

It 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 available local remedy is exhausted. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. 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 designated by exhibit map, 
and minimum lot size of five acres. 

II. 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. 

III. 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. 



WITNESS REGISTRATION 

I wish to testify before the Environmental Quality Conunission on: 

, . I 
(please print name) 
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May.2.3, 1975 

TO: Members of the Environmental Quality Commission 

From: East Salem Env±ronrnental Committee, .390 Fir Knoll Lane N.E., Salem, Ore. 

A~er the EQC decision July 19, 1974 to establish a 45 dBA li.init for the PGE 
Bethel power plant, we receive.ct. a telephone call from Dr. l·oorris Crothers • 

. The nature of the call was to tell us th<'.t the 45 dBA ruling probably was not 
legal, that we would probably be much happier if we would sell to PGE and that 
he was sure PGE would pay us a very handsome price for our home. Also that 
lawsuits would be very expensive e.nd there was a chance we may lose in court. 

Dr. Crothers called us again in response to a letter we sent to the EC.C 
members. He told us that the E~.1c had no power to reguIGte low frequency or 
infrasonic sound below 22 Hz, and that we should either sue PGE or go to the 
legislature. 

Dr, Crothers was invited to testify at the hearing on HB 2029, March 25, 1975 
before the House Environment and Energy Committee. Dr, Crothers signed the. 
register as representing the EQC but did not mark for or against the bill. 

Following are brief exerpts of Dr. Crothers statements as taken from the tape 
of the House Environment & Energy Committee: · 

The issue about infrasound is one which afi'ects relatively few people, 
but some seem to be abnormally and intensely" affected by the infrasound 
pressure.levels, and their situation must be sympathetically considered, 
Hefel'ring 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 enormou,.ly on individual sensitivity. 
Noise - subjective area, 

Questions 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.(Tbe Frady 1 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.J . 
Chairman: Expressed concern about physical damage other than to hearing. 
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 pollution is. 

Question: 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 ecfects on longevity on vital statistics. 

Dr, Crothers: -- sir.iple, more praEJllatic ways of soJVing the Bethel problem 
than requiring PGE to move. 

C'uestion: 14hat? · 
Dr, Crothers: Have them own a bigger zone around it, 
Question: How can that be done? 
Dr, Crothers: If the people were willing to seli, if they weren't you could 

give them power of condemnation - - - but I unders·tc.nd they are 
for transmission lines, 



. I 

page 2 - to: EQC from: .ESEC May 23, 1975 

Dr. Crothers·:- - only place wjiere we have noise problem like this - -
more intensity of feeling than any other place - silnilar 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 
Coll1J:lission in making economic decisions that may involve 
millions of dollars. 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 pl2.nt, are not 
trying to put anyone on the spot but we simply would like to know if the 
above comments, by Dr. Crothers, are representative of all the m.embers of 
the EQC? We 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 
supports section 2 of thi.s bill? 
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CICNTAAL OP',..CE 

Sllll·P' 342 

ARCA CODE 503 

MARION COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
f"OUNOEO IN 1925 

2455 FRANZEN STREET, N.E. 

SALEM, OREGON 97301 

R E S 0 L U T I 0 N 

Pc \-~:_ 

HOME HE.ALTH AGENCY 

SBB·S401 

EN V IRO NMENTAL HEALTH 

588·5 346 

f'"AMILY PLANNING SERVICES 

SBB·53SS 

COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH 

CLINIC 1494 STATE !!IT.I 

5BB·5351 

WHEREAS The City of Donald,Oregon had very little if any regulation 

over the use of Sub-surfac e sewage systems prior to the enactment 

of Department of Environmental Quality Regulations, regulations 

that extended into Incorporated communities and 

WHEREAS this,combine d with small lot sizes,has resulted in direct connection 

to the Cities S torm dra inage system in addition to infiltra tion of 

this drainage s ystem with sewage effluent a nd 

WHEREAS a serious Health Hazard for the citizens of this community has 

·"resulted and 

WHEREAS the City of Donald,Oregon h a s initiated a formal morator ium by 

Council action in April 1974 after r ecommenda tion by the Marion Co. 

Health Department and 

WHEREAS The City of Donald,Oregon has also ini t iated a Sewer study • ·: 

BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Environmental Qua lity Commission be requested 

to ~ort the Qi1y_ Q.f Donalds Mo.rat.orium until such_~~~~-----­

Municipal Sewage Collection a nd Treatment system becomes a reality;' 

For Presentation by Richard 
Lerma n at EQC Meeting 23 May 1975 
9 a.m . City Council Cha mbers, Civic 
Center, Salem, Oregon 

c.s. Sherman, R.S. Director 
Environmental Health Services 



COUNTY COMM I SSIONERS 

TAM MOORE, Chairman 

ISABEL SICKELS, Commissioner 

JON DEASON, Commissioner 

Adminialrallve Aulalanl 
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. McPhill ips, Chairman 
Enviromental Quality Commission 
Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 S. W. 4th Ave. Room 602 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. McPhilli ps, 

Re : Proposed Rule Adopti on, Open Burning 
O.A.R. Chapter 34o, Sections 23 & 28 
Hearing 2:00 p.m., March 28, 1975 
Portland, Oregon 

Both letters and verbal requests to the Department ' s Portland office failed 
t o 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, t o discover t hat they propose t o ban all commercial burning 
in substanti al portions of Douglas, J osephine and Jackson counties. And, 
we are surprised to find that in Jackson County, we have been the subject of 
boundary procedi ngs by the Commission on--to form 11Special Control Areas 11

-­

wi thout any publi c notice. I ' m sure you have had notice served in Josephine 
and Douglas counties , and t hat omiss i on of Jacks on County was just an 
overs i ght on someone ' s part. 

The Jackson County Board of Commissioners requests that, as a minimum, the 
Commiss ion direct that a public hearing be conducted within the proposed 
Rogue Special Control area before any action is taken adopting these rules . 

JA~SO~~OF COMMISSIONERS 

~oore, Chai r man 

TM :vj 
cc : M. C. Loughridge 

Larry Michaels 
Debbs Potts 
Jason Boe 
Lenn Hannon 

State o i Orl!gon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRON MENTAL QUALITY 

oo~ @ rn a wrn[ID 
APR 3 1975 

Off.ICE O.F lHE DIRECTOR 



.March 31, 1975 

Mr. Gene Hopkins 
EAecutive Vice President 
Greater Medford Chamber of Commerce 
304 South Central 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

Dear Gene: 

Barney l1cPh!llips 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 Harch 28 
meeting here in I1ortland. 

As a result of that meeting, the EQC decided 
to leave unchanged existing regulations, except for 
backyard burning periods in the Fortland area which 
are extended. The Commission has been advised that 
le9islation is being considered in Salem which would 
have a direct bearing on open burning regulations 
sinoe it would deal \'lith slash burning, agricultural 
clearing, etc., and therofore action by the EQC will 
ba 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 basis. 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 f raotion of the problem. 

Best wishes. 

KRC:cm 

Cordially, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

cc; Representative Brad Morris, Commissioner Tam Hoore 

5301 



Jackson Co nty 

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

TAM MOORE, Chairmen 
ISABEL SICKELS, Commissioner 

JON DEASON, Commissioner 

Admlnl1tratlve Au l1tant 
EDWARD S. BRESNAHAN 

Oregon 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

(503) 773-6211, EXT. 311 • COUNTY COURTHOUSE • MEDFORD, OREGON • 97501 

May 16, 1975 

Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 S. W. 4th Ave. , Rm. 602 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 

{ffi ~ @rnOW~[ID 
MAY 1 9 1975 

OFFICE Of THE OIREOOR 

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 fi nd i ng, is inc l uded 
for reference. I will be present at the hearing, with 
supporting maps, data and t e chnica l information, should 
a question arise as to any n eed for imposition of the 
proposed order. 

Jackson County took its action today after giving thirty 
d ays notice and making ext ensive display advert i s ing of 
t he he aring time and £ lace. There as no testimony in 
favor of any moratorium area being required within Jack­
son County. 

Si ~;: / 
TY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

TM:mj 
cc: Mr. Kessler Cannon 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FOR JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of Vacating an ) 
Order Prohibiting Installation ) 
of Septic Systems in Certain ) 
Areas of Jackson County ) 

) 

RESOLUTI ON 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 certain areas of the county, to inves~igate 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 the 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 considerations which re­

sulted in imposition of the moratorium no longer exist, and t he 

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 Commission; and 

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 that body on May 23, 1975. 

at Medford, 1975 . 

OF COMMISSIONERS 

E ti DATED 

~;j } l 
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REPORT PREPARED BY: 

REPORT ON THE SEPTIC SYSTEM 
MORATORIUM OF MARCH 21. 1973 IN 

JAC KSON COUNTY, OREGON 

Jackson County Department of Planning and Development 
Jackson County Health Department 
May 197 5 



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 impl ementation of more 

technically competent procedures for the evaluat i on of proposed di sposal sites, 

considerably l engthened the time required for the issuance of a sewage disposa l 

permit. This fact , coupled wi th the general upsurge of building and devel opment 

activity in Jackson County, created in a short time a substantial backlog of 

appl i cations awaiting review and consideration by the Hea l th 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 

hi ring of two soil scientists by the County Pl anning Department. These spec ial ­

i sts 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 Hea l th Departmeht . Their ass i stance was in the area of 

s i te evaluations and the streaml ini ng of various procedures and techniques uti li zed 

in t he subsurface program. 

It became apparent to all concerned with the subsurface program at the t ime, 

that appl ications within certain areas of the county were consistently denied 

permits. These denials were based on the re l atively uniform characteristics of 

the sites, including soil types, i n those areas. It was also conman knowl edg e 

that many existing dwellings in those same areas had mal funct ioning subsurface 

sewage systems , some of which could not be repaired . Concurrently, Jackson 

County experienced a major i ncrease in the number of i nfectious Hepat itis cases . 

A preponderence of these cases were existent withi n or near these same areas of 

permit denial . Proper di sposa l of body wastes in infec t ious Hepati tis 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 Hepatit is and other less 

dramati c diseases related to exposure to sewage in roadside ditches, on the 

surface of the grou nd, in irrigation waters and/or possibl e contamination of 

drink i ng waters. 
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2) To alleviate the requirement for site evaluations, re-evaluations, and 

consideration of individual app li cations for sewage disposal permits within 

an area wherein those permits should be categorically den ied. 

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 hi m.by 

ORS Chapter 431, did on March 21, 1973, institute a septic system morator ium 

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 morator i um has been continuously enforced by the Jackson 

County Health Department, and its successor.for subsurface disposal, the Jackson 

County Department of Pl anning 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 l egislature 

to the Depa r tment of Env ironmental 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 ind i cated above was conveyed 

under ORS Chapter 468, al l prerogatives relating to the matter of septic system 
moratoriums. DEQ rema ined relatively si lent on the question until recently, when 

it expressed its intent to continue ex i sting moratoriums in effect unti l the mat­

ter cou ld 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 thei r present validity and make r ecommen ­

dations to the EQC regarding their continuat ion. 

STUDY PURPOSE 

In ant i cipation 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 Disposa l and Individual Water Supply Ordinance of 

1972 , to investigate the present necess i ty for continuing the Jackson County mora­

torium, and to report its findings to the Board of Commissioners at a public meet­

i ng to be held at 10:00 a .m., Fr iday, May 16, 1975. The study committee is com­

posed of the County Heal t h Officer and hi s staff, and representatives of the 
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SEPTIC SYSTEM MORATORIUM AREA 
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON 

•' 
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So il Conservat i on Servi ce, County Depa rb~ent of Pl anning and Devel opment, and 

the Jac kson County Pl anni ng Commission . 

TOPOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE 

The Bear Creek Va ll ey , within which the morato riu~ ar ea is s ituated, is a l arge, 

nearly flat, i ntermou nta in pl ain composed of all uvi al ma t eri als . Its average 

elevatio n is about l ,300 feet. 

The va l ley exper i ences mi ld, wet winters and hot , very dry summers, receivi ng 

l ess annual perci pitati on than any other area of Oregon west of t he Cascades. 
At Medford , the average annual temperature is abou t 54 degrees , rangi ng f r om 

37 degr ees i n January to 72 degrees in July . However , maximum temperatures i n 

summer are often more tha n 90 degrees , and no t infrequently over 100 degrees. 

In wi nt er, mi nimum temperatures are often near or bel ow f r eez ing. Average annua l 

pr ec i pi ta ti on at Medford i s abou t 19 inches , 72 percent of wh i ch occurs from 

November t hrough Marc h. Only about t wo i nches fa l l from June through September . 

As ide from the genera l subsu rface disposal problems associated wi t h a wel l def i ned 

wet season, winter ra i ns i n t he val l ey are f r equently very intense over a period 

of severa l days, lead ing to an nu al f l ooding of low lying areas al ong dra i nageways 

and streams . During these peri ods, the preva l ent clayey soils of the reg ion 

qui ckly saturate and devel op s t andi ng water cond i tio ns at t he surface. These 

phys ical charac t eristics, whi ch are found i n many l ocati ons wi th in the mo rator ium 

area, are very detrimenta l to t he proper f unct i on i ng of subsurface di sposal systems. 

SOI LS INFORMATI ON 

Bas ic to any cons ideration of subsurface di sposal, i s t he quality and character 

of the so il underl yi ng t he surface upon wh i ch development wil l take pl ace, and 

withi n whi ch the ef f lu ent generated therefrom wi ll pass . Soi l s lef t in their 

natura l condi tion change almost imperceptably , even over very l ong per i ods of 
time. Although some ref inements have occurred i n t he soil s mapp i ng and eva l uation 

techn i ques with in the mo r ator ium ar ea, t he da t a i s relativel y the same as was 

avai l abl e fo r cons iderat i on in 1973 . Genera ll y , the so il s range i n character f r om 

poo r ly drai ned t o wel l dra ined , wi th tex tu res f r om loam to cl ay. They are der i ved 
f r om al l uv i um of vol cani c, mi xed, and met amorphi c ori gi n, occurring from nearly 

level t o gen tl y sloping (0 -7%) allu vi al fans, stream terraces, and bottom l and. 
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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 i s substantial ly 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 

var ious requisite minimum distance requirements, odd -shaped lots where there 
may be difficulties i n design of the drainfield, special usages that require 

larger systems t han for single family dwel lings, or other factors pertaining 

to suitabi l ity that are not soil related. Add i t i onally, the saturated zone 

(regional water tabl e) as defined by DEQ was not considered in this eva l uation . 

As technical data i ncreases, the depth requirement to the saturated zone (six 

feet or more) may negat ively affect the chances of finding suitable sites i n 

certain locations within the moratorium area. An acreage sumnary of soil cate­
gories within the moratorium follows. 

ACREAGE AND SEPTIC SUITABILITY OF SOIL CATEGORIES 

North Area South Area North & South Areas 
Soil 

Catego ry 

% Chance of 
Suitable Site 
on Five Acres 

# of % of 
Acres Total 

# of % of # of % of 
Acres Total Ac res Total 

Very Good 

Good 

85 - l 00 

65 - 85 

35 - 65 

15 - 35 

440 

3 

704 

124 
5.739 

7 

0 

11 

2 

80 

136 

743 

l ,608 

890 

2,672 

2 

13 

27 

15 

43 

576 

746 

2,31 2 

l '014 

8 , 411 

5 

6 

19 

8 

62 

Fair 

Poor 
Very Poor 0 - 15 

TOTAL 7,010 l 00 6,049 100 13' 059 100 

The pri mary reference for th i s soils information was the preliminary soils infor­
mation sheet for subsurface sewage disposal, which was der i ved from bas i c soil 

resource data prov ided by the U.S. Department of Agr iculture, Soil Conservation 

Service . Minimum standards set fo r th in current DEQ regulations (OAR 71-030) 

were used as the cri teria for site su i tability. 

Between one- third and one-half of the south moratorium area, and about one-sixth 

of the north moratorium area, are given soi l s that offer at least a 35 percent 

chance of finding a suitabl e site on a five acre parcel. It would seem, at l east 

from the standpoint of soi l s alone, that the odds of finding suitable sites are 

sufficient ly in favor of the applicants to i nd icate the desirability of individual 

case evaluations , especially i n those areas demonstrating fair, good, and very 

good prospects for approval . 
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DOMESTIC WATER RESOURCES 

Domestic water supplies within the moratorium area stern from two sources : indi ­

vidual wells, usual ly serving on ly one property, and the water supply and treatment 

faci li ties of the Ci ty of Medford. The status of ground water supplies was 

studied by the Oregon State Engineer ' s Office i n 1971, and documented in a report 

entitl ed Availabi lity and Quality of Ground Water i n the Medford Area. Nearly 

all of the morator ium area i s underlaid with alluvium materia l s (sand, gravel, 

and cobbl es) deposited by Bear Creek and other tribu taries of the Rogue River. 

The r eport di scusses alluvium as follows: 

11 Alluviurn is the most productive aquifer in the area. Where total thickness 

i s general ly 30 feet or more, the unit usual ly has a saturated thickness of 

more than 10-1 5 feet, and wil l yiel d 10-50 gallons per minute to wells . In 

a few areas, 100 ga ll ons per minute or more is obtainable from properly 

designed and constructed well s . Water is li ke ly to be of good chemical 

quality for most uses, except for excessive iron in shall ow zones of the 

area. 11 

The City of Medford has two water supply sou rces : Big Butte Spr i ngs, approx imately 

25 mil es northeast of the City, and the Rogue River . Big Butte Springs suppli es 

26 . 5 mil li on gal~on s per day (rngd), and a recent ly completed treatment plant on 

the Rogue River near the City can presently supply 15 mgd . However, the design 

capacity of the pl ant could ul timately yield 65 rngd, wh ich is sufficient to meet 

all ant i ci pated demands in its service area well beyond the year 1990 . 

The Ci ty of Medford presently suppl i es water to three other cities and eight water 

di stri cts and associat ions . The Medford Water Commission and City Council have, 

in rec ent years, establ isehd f i rm policies for the prov i sion of water outsi~e thei r 

corporate jurisdiction, These include the necessity for an accompa nying complete 

r ange of urban l evel services, as well as enforced land use, building and housi ng 

r egulations. As a result of these policies, virtual ly no additional serv ice 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 SERV ICE 

Since 1973 , considerabl e expansion of the Bear Creek Va l ley Sanitary Authonity 
collect i on system has occurred . At the present t i me, approximately l ,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 with in the Sani-

tary Authority 1 s primary benefited area. This accounts for 237 connections in 

the north area and 485 co nnections in the south area. An additional 182 connec­

tions wil l be completed in the south area in the next few weeks. Although the 

Authority 1 s program is directed toward areas of great est need, f uture ex tensions 

ar e subject to the approval of eac h individual neighborhood to be served. For 

this reason, f uture line extensions are not enti re l y predictabl e. The Author i ty 

does, however, have the capabi l ity within its system of provid ing service through ~ 

out the morator i um area. In accordance with State l aw and the Authority 1 s 

ordinances, any dwelling within 300 feet of exis ti ng sewer service must be con~ 

nected . 

Another factor has occurred in severa l areas of the moratorium since its inception. 

Approximatel y 349 acres of land, or 2. 5 per~ent of the total moratori um area, 

have been annexed by the cities of Medford .and Centra l Poi nt, and are subject to 

the service policies adm ini stered by those cities. Central Point requires con­

nection within 300 feet of serv i ce; however , Medford allows no new devel opment 

within its boundaries unless it is served by the city 1 s co ll ection system. 

INCIDENCE OF HEPATITIS 

During the period from 1970 to 1973, prior to establi shment of the moratorium , 

350 cases of Hepat i t i s were recorded within Jackson County . Of this number 51 

or 15 percent occurred within the morator ium area. It is s ignificant to note that 

according to health offi cial s, approx imatel y six cases of Hepatitis go unreported 

for each sing l e case brought to thei r attention. Since 1 973~ 102 cases of Hepa­

titis have been recorded throughout Jackson County , with four occurring within 

the morator i um area. Although this substant ial reduction i n the incidence of the 

di sease i s coincidenta l with the period of time covered by the moratorium, attempts 

to correlate the two factors must rema i n inconclusive . Significant reductions have 

a lso occurred in other areas of the county not cover ed by the morator i um. Hepati tis 

doe s not usually recur in an individual after he has once co ntracted the disease. 

After those persons in an area who are particul arl y susceptibl e have been infected , 

a general remission of the contagion normally fol l ows, since re-infection of those 

persons is rare . These factor s must be weighed in any conc lu si on regarding the 

eff ectiveness of the mo ratorium for the purposes of disease control, 

COUNTYWIDE ZONING 

Although Jackson Coun ty 1 s Comprehens ive Plan was adopted i n June of 1972, zon ing 

had not ye t been effectuated when the moratorium went into effect in March of 
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1973. Land use and partiti on i ng was then, as i t al ways had been, controlled 

only by the economi cs of deve lopment and the discretion of i nd i vidual developers. 

Through the years, many lots of five acres or less in s i ze had been created along 

ex i sting county roads or established in new subdiv i sions. 

Countywide zoning became effecti ve on September 1, 1973, and has since served 

to control the minimum size of newly created l ots. Existing l ots, however, were, 

by State Law, exempt from such restricti ons. Arti cle V, Section 2, Subsecti on 4, 

of the Jackson County Zon i ng Ordinance states the fo l lowing: 

"If a l ot created pr ior to the effective date of th i s Ord i nance has an 

area or dimension which does not meet the requirements of the district 
in which i t is located, i t may be occupied by a use permitted in the 
di strict, subject to the other requirements Cif the district." 

In accordance with the above requirement, any lot of record existi ng as of 

September l , 1973, the effective date of zoni ng, can be utilized for a dwelling 

uni t, even t hough i t may be well below the minimum l ot size presently requ i red for 

the zone i n wh i ch it is l ocated. Within the moratorium area there is a total of 

3,871 indiv idua l tax l ots . The number of lots within several categories of lot 

si ze and the respect i ve percentage of the total represented by each category i s 

summarized in the table bel ow: 

NUMBER OF LOTS BY SIZE GROUPING 

North Area South Area Nor t h & 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 7 105 4 212 5 

2~-5 Acres 364 24 435 18 799 21 

1 -2~ Acres 463 31 552 23 l '01 5 26 

~- 1 Acre 127 9 1 ,098 46 l ,225 32 

Up t o ~ Acre 258 17 114 6 372 l 0 

TOTAL l '486 100 2,385 100 3,871 100 

Al though the above f i gures concern the ex~sting lot pattern. legal partitioning 

of lots since September of 1973, could have occurred i n on ly four genera l zon i ng 

categori es (comprising less than 10 percent of t he moratori um area) . About 85 

percent of the north moratorium area and 87 percent of the south moratorium area 

i s zoned in a ma nner which would requ i re at least one acre for the creation of 
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any new lot. Only the commercial, indust ria l , · and aggregate zones, which account for 
6 percent of the moratorium area, have no minimum lot size, and can be readily developed . 

However, the va lue of these properties for commercial and industrial use should 

effectively restrict their development for residential purposes. One rema ining 

zone, the Exclusive Farm Zone, also has no minimum lot size. State law does 

require within this zone, however, that all partitions of l and below ten acres 

in si ze be reviewed and approved by the Board of County Commissioners. After 

one and one- half years of admi nistering the Exclusive Farm Zone, only four 

application3 for reduced parce l s i ze within that zone have been received for 

considerat ion throughout t he County, none of which were wi thin the moratorium area. 

The following table is a sumnarization of the acreage figures for the various 
zon i ng categories and annexed l ands wi thin the moratorium area : 

ZONING DISTRICT ACREAGE 
Minimum North Area South Area 

Zoning Des ignation Lot Size Acreage Acreage Total 

Aggregate Resource 95 95 

Exclus i ve Farm 439 424 863 

Open Space Reserve 20 Acres 169 169 

Open Space Development 5 Acres 231 231 

Farm Res identia l 5 Acres 3,340 3,256 6,596 

Rural Residential-5 5 Acres l ,477 668 2, 145 

Rural Residential -2.5 2. 5 Acres 114 l ,333 l ,447 

Rural Residential-1 Acre 170 170 

Interchange Commercial 8 8 

Rural Serv i ce Commercia l 7 7 

Genera l 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 l 3, 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 zon i ng to maintain the status quo i n the face of possible pressures 

to re-zone at higher densities . The answer to this quest ion l ies within the Compre­

hensive Plan for Jackso n County, which sets forth the county pol i cy concerning 

suc h changes of l and use. With minor exceptions, the Comprehens i ve Plan Map par -
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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 oppor tunities 

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 

accomod~ted within this classification. However, this housing density 
is based on the assumption that community water and sewer services are 

available. Where the devel opment alternative symbol is shown on the 

plan, urban medium housing densities are possible . " 

The development alternative symbol discusseq in the Plan encompasses approximately 

3,725 acres of the south moratorium area and l ,459 acres of the nort h moratorium 

area . Although water has been available in a number of these areas for some time, 

sewerage has become availabl e 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 serv i ce are prerequisites for urba n densit i es, it does not i1nply 

nor does State law al low, that such land use changes occur automatical ly . 

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 1aw by requiring not onl y that a requested change of 

land use be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, but also tha t 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 si t e 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-judicia l 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 wr i tten 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 

only after complete and thorough evaluation of total comnunity need. 
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EXISTING RESIDE ,~TIAL DEVELOPfvit:NT 

Given a fixed number of pre-existing substandard lots, and a zoning pattern and 
comprehensive pl an which prec l ude the uncontrolled proliferat ion of such lots in 

the fu t Jre, t wo related questions concern the effect of l egal partitions on sub­

surface disposal, and the proportion of existing lots which have not already been 

developed. The primary bas i s for the residential densit i es established by zoning 

was the suitability of the soil for subsurface disposal. For this reason, parti­

tions accompli shed 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 Planni ng & Development was completed in March of 1975. Of the 3,411 existing 

l ots i n the moratorium area of less than five acres in size, only 599 or 18 percent 

are undeveloped at the present time. A compl ete breakdown of exi sting development, 

categorized by lot size, is i ncluded in the table below: 

DEVELOPED AND UNDEVELOPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGORY 

NORTH AREA 
Numl.Jer Number Percent 

Lot Size Nu mber of Lots Developed UndeveloQed Undeve l OQed 
l 0 Acres + l 67 38 129 33 
5- 10 Acres l 07 67 40 10 
2!z- 5 Acres 364 289 75 19 
l - 2!z Acres 463 377 86 22 
!z-1 Acre 127 99 28 6 
Up to !z Acre 258 220 38 10 

--
TOTAL l ,486 l , 090 396 l 00 

SOUTH AREA 
Number Number Percent 

Lot Size Number of Lots DeveloQed Undeveloped Undeve l o~ed 
l 0 Acres + 81 54 27 6 
5-10 Acres l 05 73 32 8 
2!z-5 Acres 435 375 60 14 
l - 2-1:2 Acres 552 447 l 05 24 
!z- 1 Acre l , 098 934 164 38 
Up to !z Acre 114 71 43 l 0 

TOTAL 2,385 l , 954 431 100 
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DEV ELOPED AND UNDEVELOPED LOTS BY SIZE CATEGORY (con't) 

NORTH & SOUTH AREA 
Number Number Percent 

Lot Size Nu mber of Lots Develoeed Undeveloeed Undeve l oeed 
l 0 Acres + 248 92 156 19 

5-10 Acres 212 140 72 9 

212- 5 Acres 799 664 135 16 

1-212 Acres l '01 5 824 191 23 

12-1 Acre l '225 l ,033 192 23 
Up to 12 Acr2 372 291 81 lO 

TOTAL 3,871 3,044 827 l 00 

CAPACITY OF EXISTING SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 

It is not possible to accurately report the.capacity of al l existing subsurface 

sewage disposal systems in the moratori um areas wi thout conducting a survey of 
each devel oped property. Most of the septi c tank systems insta ll ed before 1966, 

when the Jackson County sewage di sposa l permit system was started, were not 

inspected. Therefore, a search of all existing county records wou ld reflect only 

those systems insta ll ed or reconstructed after 1966. In some pre-1966 i nstal l a­

t i ons where the County Hea l th Department was cal led on to specify and/or inspect 

systems for builders on a voluntary basis, or where fin ancing cou ld not be 

arranged without Health Department approval, are al so 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 i ndividua l property investigati on 

and evaluat ion. 

"PRIOR APPROVAL" SEWAGE DISPOSAL PERMITS 

Present r ule s of the DEQ all ow, under certain circumstances, the re -i ssuance of 

expi red permit s which were originally approved prior to Janua ry l , 1974. This 

rule has not, however, appli ed within t he morato rium area. It i s apparent from 

a review of the permit files for the area, that onl y about 50 properties wou ld be 

eli gible for cons ideration under the "Prior Approva l " rules. These properties are 

scattered throughout the moratorium area, and do not constitute a potential problem 

if the moratorium were lifted. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMM ENDATIONS 

After review of the informati on contained in thi s report, the Moratorium Study 

Committee made the fol lowing findings concern i ng the present moratorium : 

l) Even though the previous ep idemic levels of infectious Hepatitis have 

subsided, no meaningful conclusions can be drawn concern i ng the effect of 

the moratorium in bringing about this fact. 

2) The u~workable backlog of sewage disposa l permits ex i stent in 1973 has 

si nce been overcome. It i s not expected that the removal of the morator ium 

wou l d cause more than a temporary short- term increase in the workload of the 

sanitation section of the Department of Planning and Devel opment. 

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 hi gh percentage of which were previously served by 
subsurface systems within the morator i um ar ea. 

5) Approximate ly 350 acres (2.5 percent) of the moratorium hav e been annexed 

by the citi es of Medford and Central Point, and are subject to municipal serv i ces. 

6) Countywide zon i ng adopted in September 1973, in concert with the Comprehens ive 

Pl an adopted in June 1972, precludes new resident i al development at densities not 

supportable by soil cond i tions, unless public water and sewer services are 

avai l able and publ ic need can be demonstrated . 

7) Of t he 3,41 1 existing l ots of l ess than five acres in size within the mora ­

tor i um area, on ly 599 or 18 percent are undevel oped at the present time . Of 

this number, near ly 100 are within so il areas offering at least a 35 percent 

chance of finding a suitable si te on five acres . 

8) Potential 11 prior approva l 11 subsurface disposa l permit appl i cations with in the 

moratorium area number on ly about 50, and are not concentrated in any particu l ar 

location. 
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10) ihe question of possibl e hea l th hazard stemmi ng from the cumu l ative effect 

of otherwise i ndividual l y acceptable subsurface systems cannot be answered 

without extensive monitoring, test i ng, 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 suffic i ently meet the requirements of present l aw 
to just i fy its cont i nuat i on. 

Based on these find i ngs, the Moratorium Study Committee di d , on May 14, 1975, 

unanimously recommend that the Septic System Moratorium of March 21, 1973 be 
li fted. 
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STATE OF OREGON, 

County of Jackson 
I SS. 

I, Harry Chipman, County Clerk and Clerk of the Board of Commissioners 

of the County and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that the foregoing copy of 
RESOLUTION AND ORDER 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
IN THE MATTER OF VACATING AN ORDER PROHIBITING 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
INSTALLATION OF SEPTIC SYSTEMS IN CERTAIN AREAS 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------OF JACKSON COUNTY.- Report on the segtic System Moratorium 
has been b~~J1~o~ihi r~~ 'wi\~ 7 ~e1-1Cr'i1"~~9l~11an'd0~\Y ft f$e<g0 t1or rect transcript 

therefrom and of the whole of such original as same appears of record at my 

office and in my custody. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 

said 

Board this ______________ i§_~l} _____________ day 

of __________ !'.1Ji..Y. ____________________ , 19_l~---

, / /" 
,e_:::-~..-<--<- 1.. / .,,,.- t' ·~ / 7:?:·! ! ~ ~ '-_ - - - - - - - - - - ----------------~----:;~ Clerk 

f Ha.,r;ry Chipman 
By _____________________________ _____ 5eputv __ _ 

. ... 



DEQ 4 

~ 
¥ 

To: 

St ate o f Or egon 

D EPARTMEN T O F EN V IRONMENT A L QU A LITY 

Environmental Quality Commission 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

D a tes 
May 22 , 1975 

Ei:2- _,, .. 
From: ·· Richard Reiter , Administrator IC..~ 

Southwest Region 
Sub j ect : 

Moratorium Areas 

Jackson County: Exhibit s #1 and 2 

Since the imposition of these moratoriums on March 21 , 1973 , 

extensive local activity has occurred to i ncorporate these areas , 

by annexation , into existing city or sewerage district boundaries. As 

a result of this annexation activity, it has been -possible to plan· ·for 

and construct needed sewer extensions to abate known problem areas. 

Based on this planned or completed construction activity , and also 

recognizing the degree of control presently provided through Jackson County ' s 

pl_anning and subsurface sewage disposal programs , we would recommend 

that these morat oriums not be continued . 

We would like the record to show , however , that several smal l pockets 

of unsewered , but developed , areas still exist ( i.e . Gibbon Road Area, 

Forest Acres Area)° .and it is our intent to coordinate with Jackson County 

on a reassessment of these areas this corning winter . Based on an · updated 

survey, a new abatement strategy can be developed including the possible 

reirnposition of a much more realistic moratorium program. 

J osephine County : Exhibits #3 and 4 

Si nce t h e imposition of this moratorium on July 1965 , extensive 

l ocal activity has occurred to provi de sanitary sewer service to this 

area. Most recently , Josephine County , thru the Redwood County Service 

District , has attempted to construct the needed sanitary sewers , however , 

their efforts are presently delayed because EPA required the preparation 

of an Environmental Impact Statement. 

Since the underlying problem remains (malfunctioning subsurface 

sewage disposal systems) and the installation of sanitary sewers i s not 

assured at this time , it seems prudent to continue this moratorium for 
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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 Sewer.age Project attained. 

Douglas County: Exhibits #5, SA , 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 County, 

exists to provide the needed sanitary sewers. Douglas County is presentiy 

wo.rking with the local citizens on the possible installation of a 

pressurized collection system (substantial .anticipated savings in con­

struction costs) to provide these sanitary sewers. 

Considering a survey in the fall of 1974 ·confirmed the continued 

existence of a high malfunction rate , we would recomrriend the continuation 

of this moratorium are.a for at least six months 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 mee~ing , 

the Director requests you to authorize public hearings on two 

empty and meaningless acts. Primarily as a taxpayer who wants 

his state tax dollar to be spent on other than superfluous 

endeavors, I respectfully u.rge you to c ancel the proposed public 

hearings. 

Sections 111 and 112 of the Clean Air ftCt , 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 sour ce 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-l, 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 requirem~nt 

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 

and 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 tech-

niques and averaging periods from the Oregon standard, allows 
pro.l"(,./-i·,..., 

double the amount of fluoride emissions per ton of e'ffti1'sions 

thafrthe Oregon standard allows. The federal standard for 

coal-fired thermal electric generating plants allows twenty 

times the sulfur emiss~ons 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, 

~~rl~ 
ai-r:s Guilbert 



MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-NINTH MEETING 

of the 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

May 23, 1 9 75 

Following the required notice and publication, th~ 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. Council 
Chambers, 555 Liberty Street S.E ., Salem, Oregon. 

Commissioners present included Mr. B.A. McPhillips, Ch~irman; Dr. Morris 
Crothers; Dr. Grace Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M. 
Somers. 

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, D~rector; 
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 quality program); and Mr. Kenneth H. Spies, 
Assistant Director (land quality 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 meet~' 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, inquired 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. 



- 2 -

Commissioner Somers inquired 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 Hal lock, 
and carried t hat the Commission approve Department action on plans and 
permits for the month of April as reflected in the report. 

'l'AX CREDIT APPLICATI ONS 

It was MOVED by Commi ssioner 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 Commissi on. 
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 d i d 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 i ndividual 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 ind i cated that 
at various times all the Conunissioners 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 regul ations, it was conjectured that these woul d 
protect those in the Bethel project ' s vicini t y. 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 quite understandable. 

PUBLIC HEARING: TO CONSIDER ADOPTI ON 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 
morat o riums 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 t emporary rule and as an order pursuant to ORS 454.685, several 
areas of morat orium previ ously enforced l ocal l y. During the 120-day life 
of the rule, it was contended , the Department could ho l d hearings in each 
l ocal area affected and eval uate the advisabi l ity of each moratorium. 

The moratoriums in issue were as follows: 

Jackson County - three areas . 
Josephine County - the Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood s ewage disposal 

emergency area. 
Douglas County - t he Glide-Idleyld Park area. 
Marion County - City of Donald. 
Benton County - Southwest Corval lis area and the following subdivisions: 

Princeton Heigh t s, North Albany. 
Ki ngston Heights , North Al bany. 
Kingston Heights , 1st Addition, North Albany. 
Strawberry Acres , North Albany. 
Strawberry Acres , 1st Addition, North Albany. 
Country Estates, Lewisburg Area. 
Count ry Estat es , 1st Addition , Lewisburg Ar ea. 
Deerhaven Heights, S.E. of Philomath. 

Linn County - Midway-Foster area. 
Columbia Count y - Scappoose d ike land septic tank ban area. 

Mr . Osborne noted that, on May 16th Jackson County offi cials, after a 
detailed prel iminary study , had conduct ed a hearing on the advisability of 
the Jackson County moratorium. The conc l usions f l owing from that hearing 
were that the proposed moratorium area i n Jackson County was no longer 
needed. Mr. Osborne contended , by way of a revi sed Direct or's recommendation, 
it was unlikely a Departmental hearing would y i eld results differi ng from 
those advanced by Jackson County. For these reasons Mr. Osborne reported 
the Director ' s recommendation to delete Jackson Cou nty from the list of 
morator iums sought to be invok ed by t emporary rule. 

Commissioner Hallock asked whether or not Jackson County had used 
topographi cal health overlay maps in coming t o its decision about the 
morat orium. Mr. Osb orne replied that Jackson County official s were present 
t o give a full account of the procedure they undertook. He added that the 
Department d i d not have t opographical health overl ays 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 avail able 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 par ticular 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 findi ngs , the Moratorium Study Committee did , on May 14, 
1975, unanimously recommend that the Septic System Moratorium of March 21, 
1973 be lifted. 

Chairman McPhillips i nquired if a reported d i spute 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 , thou gh a sui t was pending in federal 
district court , t he project was a l most completed and , in his opinion, would 
soon be a mat ter 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 o ne 
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 resol utions 
toward land use planning designed to protect existing agricultural interests 
as much as possibl e. 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 a nyo ne 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 gen eral 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 wi sh to consume more than the 
appropriate amount of the Commission ' s time. 

In response to i nquiry from Chairman McPhillips, Mr . Moore stated that, 
absent the moratorium, the County would proceed to receive applications from 
owners in the morator i um area which woul d be reviewed on their merits . 
Applications not conforming to existing Commiss i on rules would be denied , 
he assured Chairman McPhillips. Chairman McPhillips asked if the Jackson 
County woul d be served by the Commission ' s invoking a moratorium and 
granting a vari ance procedure from the morator ium to the County . Mr . 
Moore replied that h e found little substance to support the adoption of 
the moratorium and suggested that the Commissi on ' s current rules, combined 
with any legislation with regard to variances which might be forthcoming, 
would serve better. 

Commissioner Crothers asked if , given the deleti on of the moratorium, 
Jackson County planned to proceed on standard rules governing subsurface 
sewage system ins t allations 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 . 

Corrunissioner 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. 

Corrunissioner 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 probl em was an "acre by acre" problem , not 
deserving of a blanket moratorium . It was pointed out that a morat orium 
which included lots otherwise suitable for septic systems was tantamount to 
condemnation of those lots. He conceded that Deerhaven Heights , a sub­
divi sion said to contain approximately 100 acres in some 30 lots , had low­
lying areas clearly unsuited for septi c systems. On the other hand , he 
argued, a community sanitation study of the area clearly indicated that some 
o f the property on higher ground coul d adequately support a septic system. 
He added that several systems in the a rea now were functioning perfectl y 
well on lots varying from o n e t o five acres in size . Mr . Pomejavich 
conjectured that Bento n County health offi cials felt exi sting rules woul d 
allow for competent handling of Deerhaven Hei ghts . He noted that some of 
the people he r epresents were sure their p r operty would not support a septic 
system. On the o ther hand, he argued , some of h is c l ients had properties 
which coul d support a septic system and should be al l owed one. 

Mr. Pomejavich asked the Commission to explain what variance procedures 
would be available s h ould a moratorium be invoked . Mr. Cannon answered 
that c urre nt legislation (SB 34) would , if e nacted , p r ovide the Department 
a nd the Commission with power s to adopt r ules for variance procedures 
previously unauthorized. He went on t o explain that, under the proposed 
l egislation, variance officers with e xpertise in soils sciences and sanitar y 
s ystems would b e 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 predi cted 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 t o r esi dents of Deer Haven Heights in t he event the morat orium 
were invoked. 

Commiss i oner Crothers responded that , in his v i ew , variances were not 
contempl ated 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 . Heyden from Benton Cou nty 
was present a nd could be heard on the subject of loca l government's position . 

Commiss i oner Somers inquired of the possibi l ity for further subdivision 
i n Deerhaven Heights, and its attendant increase i n densi ty of septi c 
systems. Mr . Pomejavich responded that in his believe , under current zoning 
the minimum l ot size would be five acres, l eaving very little room for 
further subdivision i n t he area. He added t hat under previous zoning 
regulations some l ots as small as one acre were developed. 

Mr. Pomejavich proffered to the Commiss i on a report on the sanitati on 
study done in t he area and a topographical overlay of the area which 
demonstrated that both high and l ow e l evation s 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 inquired 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. Commiss i oner Somers opined that t he 
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. Commiss i oner 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 t wo 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 woul d 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 f reedom 
from health and pollution hazards in the remaining cases . 

Answering a question 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 orte 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 mi~~~ated Benton 
County's view in the matter. 
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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 subdivision 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 
apetmeability 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. 



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. 
Hayden's understanding, local government would prefer that local hearings 
be conducted with regard to each moratorium area. Conunissioner 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 s ·eptic 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 Conunissioner Somers:' question, Mr. Heyden stated that 
his experience in interpreting the rules had gone back to 1966. Conunissioner 
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 quarter . 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 tmere 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 sy~tems 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 unavailability 
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 moratoriums. 

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 soon 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 everjtthing 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, meetinq 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 disqualifying 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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Conunissioner 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 
occur~ed 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 Conunission with 
regard to the moratorium proposed for the City of Donald. Mr. Ler mon 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 currenn 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. Conunissioner 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 ~he 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 ouqht 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 ~ecommendation 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 ppovide 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 changes 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 infoxnned 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 co conduct 
public hearings in the local 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 Comm~~sioner Crothers, seconded by Commissio~er 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. DeBonny 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 py 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, ahould 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 recognition 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 variance 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 soils 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 remedy 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 Depal1:Jhent of Environmental Quality except for those areas 
specifically excluded by O.R.S. or O.A.R. 

Mr. DeBonny urged 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 inquired 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 revocation 
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 misinte:r:pretation 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. Mr. 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 Cornmission 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 s tated 
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 analys~s 
with the aid of back-hoe ditching. In 1973 , it was reported, 968 permits were 
granted for undeveloped property out of 1379 permits . The total was, Mr. Moore 
reported, 1842 "undeveloped" perl,llits 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 question 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 yenrs. 

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 21st public heat ing 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 llA, 

5) Amendment to Paragraphs VA and VB of Appendix B, 
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6) And, Deletion of "Seepage pits 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 question 
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. esborne responded that he would 
have no personal, pro~essional 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 qqestion 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. 
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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 constitute 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 app~oval 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 pennit 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 bedfoom 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 
f!rOm other dwellings. He was unable to explain how mobile home park dwellers 
managed to use less water. 

Commissioner Somers suggested that the question 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 21st 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 April 15th and discussed the situation at some length. 
Their conclu$ion w~s that the honoring of approvals based on insufficient 
technology was not in keeping with t-1lhe 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 . '!his is particularly unfortunate, he reported, 
where the homeowner purchases the home from a developer who installed a septic 
system based onaprior 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 Commission 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 valid, 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 s tated 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 
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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 ~ommented 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 tts 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 office r on May 21st 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 dea ling 
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, Administra tor of the Department's Sa lem Regional Office, 
reported to the Commission on the progr ess 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 . Cormnissioner 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 11bugs" to be worked out. At present, 
he said, the perrnittee was monitoring to see if filters were going to plug up . 
Upon ascertaining this information, adjustments in the recovery boiler might be 
necessary which might increase particulates to a level still within the limitation, 
but reduce so2 emissions . He stated that the mist eliminator was operating at 
appro~imately 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 so2 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 COMP]\NY, ST. HELENS, OREGON 

Mr. Tom Bispham of the Department's Northwest Regional Office presented t he 
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 Depar~ment 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 applicanb 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. Also 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 inquired 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 subu ect to the 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 variances included in 
the motion were as follows: 

Item No. H (3 ) 

As there is insufficient time for the Department to fully investigate Union 
Oil of California's request for a variance extension befor e their present 
variance expires, it is the Director's recommendation that Union Oil 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 Oil 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. 

3. Union Oil Company shall provide, to the e xtent possible, all 
information requested by the Department to fully evaluate 
Union Oil'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 sh~ll oper~te and control the hogged fuel 
steam boiler to ~intain 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 sdhedule shall include the five (5 ) increments of 
progress, which are as fo l lows: 

a. By no later than * the perrnittee will submit a final control strategy, 
including detailed plans and specifications, to the Depar~ent 
of Environmental Quality for review and approval. 

b. By no later than * the perrnittee will issue purchase orders for 
the major components of emission control equipment and/or for 
process modification work. 

c . By no later than * the perrnittee will initiate the installation of 
emission control equipment and/or on-site·eonstruction 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 perrnittee 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 
i t 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 schedule, 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 
AIR CONTAMINANTS (NESHAP ) 

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quality Program addressed the 
Conunission 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 o f 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 r equirement of law that would prohibit the State f r om enforcing a naked 
federal standard . Commissioner Somers pointed out that the Commission could 
not adopt the federal standards as a rule wi thout 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 Cornrnissioner Phinney 
by stating that the new federal standards had been adopted with regard to the 
permits f6~ 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 Cornrnissioners sign an order instructing 
the Depa~illllent to construe Por tland 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 Gert~-Schrneer Sewer Project which 
had been a subject of public forum discussion at the previous EQC meeting. Mr. 
Sawyer reported that t he staff had reviewed, once again, the project plans for 
the sewer and had discovered several facts. 

First, he reported that i t 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 cont{oversy 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, rangin::r 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 ser~e the basements . From staff's point of view, in these respects, the planning 
was quite adequate. 
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With regard to Phase I of the project (the phase th~t 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 trunk 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 assessment 
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 ~xpectations. 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 line 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 by 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}] 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. 



~Actions Completed (79) 

Water Quality Program 

April, l9i5 

Municipal Sewerage Projects (71) 

County 

Klamath 

Washington 

Curry · 

Washington 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Lincoln 

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 System, 
Sewer Lateral 2Al0-2 

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

Sandy - City Park Sewer and 
Pump Station 

Lincoln Co . -Beverl y Beach State 
Park STP 

USA-Durham STP c.o . #2,3,4, & 5 

Rufus-c.o. #3 STP Project 

USA (Forest Grove) Trinity 
Subdivision Sewers 

Salem-(Willow Lake) Iron Wood 
Estates Sewers 

USA (Forest Grove)-C.O. #1 Corn. 
F.G. Intertie 

BCVSA- T & M Subdivision (White 
City) Sewers 

Woodburn-West Hayes St. Sewer 
Lateral 

Date of 
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 

Springfie ld - 1'1. Olympi c St . Sewer 4/8/75 

Gresham - Binfor d Farms Subdn . 
Sewers 

:. ·, 

Klamath Falls-Amer icana Subdn. 
Sewers 

- 1 

4/10/75 

4/10/ 75 

Action 

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. Appr9val 

. "" 



Plan Action Completed - Municipal (Continued) 

County 

Umatilla 

Multnomah 

Wa~hington 

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. 0 . #1 Outfall 
Sewer 

Aloha STP Modifications - 3 
Addenda 

Newport-Edinview 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. #1 - 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 .o. #6 Force Main 
and Pump Station 

Coos Bay - c.o. #3 Coos Bay 
Pump Station 

Metolius - c.o. #1 STP Contract 

Warrenton - c.o. #4 East 
Warrenton Int. 

Date of 
Action 

4/10/75 

Status 

Prov. Approval 

4/10/75 Approved 

4/10/75 

11/75 

4/14/75 

4/14/75 

4/15/75 

4/15/75 

4/16/75 

4/16/75 

4/16/75 

4/18/75 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Ap~roval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

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 

Gold Beach - C.O. #4 STP Contract 4/22/75 Approved 

2 

. rm 



Plan Action Completed - Municipal (Continued) 

County 

Lincoln 

Multnomah 

Klamath 

Marion 

Umatilla 

Sherman 

Marion 

Lane 

Marion 

Washington 

Linn 

Marion 

Washington 

Washington 

Marion 

Do_uglas 

Clackamas 

Yamhill 

Multnomah 

Date of 
City ~ Project Action 

Newport - Addendum #1 - 4/22/75 
Edenview Sewer 

Portl.and (Tryon) - s.w. Trail 4/23/75 
Court Sewer 

Chiloquin - Re-evaluation of 4/23/75 
Hood Way Sewer 

East Salem S. & D. #1 Hayesville 4/24/75 
Estates No. 2 Sewer 

Milton-Freewater - Orchard 
Subdn·. Sewers 

Rufus - c.o. #4 & 5 - STP 
Contract 

4/24/75 

4/28/75 

Status 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

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

4/28/75 Prov. Approval 

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 
III Subdn Sewers 

4/28/75 Prov. 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 

Salem (Willow Lake) - C.O. #1 4/30/75 Approved 
STP Project 

Roseburg - Selmer Hutchins 4/30/75 Prov. Approval 
Prop. Sewer 

Clackamas Co. s.o. #1-Milwaukie 4/30/75 Prov. Approval 
K-Mart & Clack. Ford Bl.dg. Sewers 

McMinnville - H.W. Cozine San. 4/30/75 Prov. Approval· 
Sewer 

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

4/30/75- Approved 

- 3 -



Plan Action Completed . 
Industrial Waste Sources (8) 

County 

Polk 

Marion 

Polk 

Lane 

Clatsop 

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 

Date of 
Action 

4/2/75 

4/2/75 

4/3/75 

4/9/75 

4/10/75 

Status 

Approved 

' Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

. Lane Florence - Sea Lion Caves 4/18/75 Approved 
Sanitary Wastes 

Clackamas Damascus - Damascus Sand and 4/21/75 Approved 
Gravel Water Recirculation 

Multnomah Portland - Albers Milling Waste 4/30/75 Approved 
Water Holding Tank 

Municipal Sources J.! NPDES; ! State*) 

County 

Lane 

Linn 

Linn 

Clackamas 

Douglas 

Jeff ersori 

Lane 

Sherman 

City and Source 

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

City of Halsey 

City of Lebanon 

Clackamas - *Riverview Mobile 
Horne Park 

Winston - *Bremner Hills 
Cooperative 

*City of Madras 

Eugene - *Lynnbrook, Inc. 

·city of Moro 

- 4 -

Date of 
Action Action 

4/26/75 NPDES Issued 

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 

4/26/75 

State Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Issued 



Industrial Sources (3 NP DES; 1 State) 
Date of 

County City and Source Action /\ct ion 

Li nco 1 n Newport - Petersons Seafoods, Inc. 4/26/75 l~P DES Is s ued 

Lane Eugene - Simpson Extruded 4/26/75 NP DES Iss ued 

Mu ltnoma h Portland - Chevron Asphalt Co. 4/26/75 NP DES Issued 

Clackamas Canby - Union Mills 4/26/75 State Permit 
Issued 

-5-



Plan Actions Completed (15) 

Air Quality Program 

April, 1975 

Direct Stationary Sources (14) 

County 

Coos 

Mul~nomah 

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 
cyclone exhaust to new 
baghou.se 

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. 

Date of 
Action 

4/9/75 

4/11/75 

4/16/ 75 

4/16/75 

4/16/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/ 75 

Colton - Colton School District - 4/25/75 
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 . 

- 6 

4/30/75 

4/30/75 

"4/30/75 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

: 

' 
.l 

i 
. f 

. " ~: 



County City and Project 

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

Clatsop Wauna - Crown Zellerbach -
New noncondensible gas 
incinerator 

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

Indirect Sources J..!l 

County 

Multnomah 

' . . 

City and Project 

Portland - Pacific Northwest 
Bell - 302 space parking 
structure. 

- 7 

Date of 
Action 

4/30/75 

4/30/75 

4/30/75 

Date of 
Actfon 

4/23/75 

. . . 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Approved plans 
for ventilation 
system. 



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. 
Ne~ Oil 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 - Bahler 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 

- 8 -

Date of 
Action Status 

4/18/75 Application 
Withdrawn 

Issued 

4/4/75 Permit Issued 

4/4/75 Permit Modified 
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 

. : 

.J 



Direct stationary Sources (continued) 

County 

Washington . 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Washington 

Tillamook. 

Tillamook 

Tillamook 

Tillamook 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Date of 
City ~ source Action Status 

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

4/15/75 Permit 
Modified 

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

4/16/75 Permit 
Modified 

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

4/16/75 Permit 
Issued 

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

4/29/75 Permit 
Issued 

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

4/29/75 Permit 
Issued 

Portland - Sterling Furniture 
Mfg. , Inc. ( 26-254 7) 
Furniture manufacturing. 

4/29/75 Permit 

Portland - Alpine Veneers, Inc. 4/29/75 
(03-2065) Plywood Mfg. 

Portland - Supreme Perlite Co. 4/29/75 
(26-2390) Perlite expanding kiln 

Cornelius - C. C. Ruth Co. 4/29/75 
(34-2037) Animal Feeds 

Beaverton - Tualatin Valley 4/29/75 
Paving, Inc. (34-2581) 
Asphaltic Paving 

Tillamook - Trask River Gravel 4/29/75 
(29-0041) Rock Crusher 

Nehalem - Miami Shingle & Shake 4/29/75 
Co. (29-0017) Shake Mill 

Cloverdale - Kimber Log and 4/29/75 
Lumber Co. (29-0048) Sawmill 

Tillamook - Tillamook County 4/29/75 
Road Dept. (29-0051) Rock 
Crusher 

Astoria - Bumble Bee seafoods 4/29/75 
(04-0036) Boiler 

.Astoria - Bayview Transit Mix 4/29/75 
Inc. (04-0046) Ready Mix Concrete 

- 9 

Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit . 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 



.Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

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. 
(03-1.772) 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 

10 -

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 
~ssued 



Indirect Sources ill . 

County 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

· Mul tnornah 

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 
Colwnbia 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 Pe:rmit Issued 

4/21/75 Permit Issued 

4/21/75 Permit Issued 

4/21/75 Permit Issued 

4/21/75 Permit Issued 

4/28/75 Permit Issued 

4/25/75 Permit amended 
with EQC approval, 
new transit 
conditions. 

·I 



Plan Actions Completed J!L 

Land Quality Program 

April, 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects (4) 

County 

Crook 

Klamath 

Washington 

Douglas 

City and Project 

Ochoco Lumber Co . 
Existing Landfill 

Lake Ewauna Landfill 

Arden Danielson 
New site 

Glide Transfer Station 
New Transfer Station. 

- 12 -

Date of 
Action 

4/7/75 

4/9/75 

4/17/75 

. 4/21/75 

Action 

Letter of authori­
zation approval 

Review and comment 
rejected by Klamath 
Falls City Planning 
Conunission 

Provisional approval 

Approval 



~ Actions Pending Ql_ 

Land Quality Program 

April, 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects (6) 

County City and Project 

Deschutes Southwest Landfill 

Umatilla Pendleton Landfill 

Douglas Myrtle Creek Transfer station 

Baker Baker sanitary Landfill 

Douglas Reedsport Landfill 

Douglas Canyonville Landfill 

Industrial Solid Wastes Disposal Projects J.!l. 

County City and Project 

Linn Western Kraft Corporation 

- 13 -

Date 
Received Status 

10/10/74 More data requested 

10/15/74 More data requested 

1/6/75 More data requested 

1/31/75 More data requested 

2/18/75 More data requested 

3/18/75 More data requested 

Date 
Received Status 

4/24/75 In Process Action 
5/75. 

I~ 
,!) 
1,1 

• I' 

. -I 
J 

... 



.. ' 

Permit Actions Completed (14) 

Land Quality Program 

April, 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities ~ 

County 

Crook 

Deschutes 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Josephine 

Lake 

Washington 

City and Source 

Riverside Ranch Transfer 
Station - New Facility 

LaPine Disposal Site 
Existing _Facility 

Ashland Landfill 
Existing Facility 

South Stage Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Culver Landfill 
Existing Facility 
Permanently closed. 

Kerby Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Adel Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Arden Danielson 
New Facility 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities J..!.l. 

County 

Washington 

City and Source 

Hillsboro Landfill 
Existing Facility 

- 14 -

Date of 
Action 

4/16/75 

4/2/75 

4/7/75 

4/7/75 

4/2/75 

4/4/75 

4/3/75 

4/17/75 

Date of 
Action 

4/1/75 

Action 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 
· (Renewal) 

Permit issued 
(Renewal) 

Permit revoked 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 

Letter authori­
zation issued. 

Action 

Permit issued 
(Renewal) 



Land Quality Program - Permit Actions Cornpieted (continued) 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities fil 

County 

Clatsop 

Crook 

Douglas 

City and Source 

Lewis & Clark Log Sorting 
Yard - New facility 

Ochoco Lumber Co. 
Existing Facility 

Little River Box Co. 
Existing Facility 

Hood River U. s. Plywood, Dee · 
Existing Facility 

Sludge Disposal Facilities J.!L 

County 

Linn 

City and Source 

Nored Sludge Lagoon 
Existing Facility 

15 

Date of 
Action Action 

4/21/75 Permit issued 

4/7/75 Letter authori-
zation issued. 

4/7/75 Permit issued 

4/24/75 Permit issued 

Date of 
Action Action 

. 4/11/75 Permit issued 
(Renewal) 


