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AGENDA
PUBLIC MEETING

Oregon Envirconmental Quality Commission
December 12, 1975
Multnomah County Courthouse - Room 602
1021 S.W. Pourth — Portland, Oregon

Minutes of Octcoher 24, 1975 EQC Meeting

B. October 1975 Program Activity Report

C. Tax Credit Applicatiocns
D. Rule Adoption
1) Permanent rule to succeed temporary rule allowing =
beneficial uses of vehicle parts in waters of the state
2) Permanent rule to succeed temporary rule exempting
certain subsurface sewage disposal facilities from ;
surety bond regquirements |
3) Consideration of rule prohibiting construction of
new subsurface sewage disposal systems in Kingston
Heights and Princeton Heights subdivisions, Benton
County
10:00 a.m.
E. PUBLIC HEARING
1} To adopt temporary agricultural burning rules as permanent ‘
2) To consider rules for certification of and emissions
standards for alternate methods to open field burning
(including field sanitizers and propane flamers)
11:00 2.m.
F. PUBLIC HEARING ~ To consider amendments to the rules of
procedure and fee schedule for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits
G. PGE Turbine Generating Plants
1) Bethel Installation - Proposed Air Contaminant DRischarge
Permit including amendments suggested by EQC on October 24
2) Harborton installation - Consideration of renewal of
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
H. Authorization for Public Hearing on Revigion for Rules Governing
Administrative Procedure
I. Petition to Amend CAR Chapter 340, Secticn 72-015, (Authorization

for Public Hearing) .

Because of the uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserves the
right to deal with any item, except items E and F, at any time in the meeting.

The Commission will be meeting for breakfast at the Hilton Trees at 7:30 a.m.

and any of the items above may be discussed. Lunch will be at the Hilton
Trees only if the meeting extends into the afternocon.

The Commission is expected to present the CUP awards approved at the
September meeting,




MINUTES OF THE SEVENTY-FOURTH MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
| December 12, 1975

Pursuant to required notice and publication, the seventy-fourth meeting
of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order at 9:00
a.m. on Friday, December 12, 1975. The meeting was convened in Room 602 of
the Multnomah County Courthouse, 1021 S.W. 4th Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

Commlssioners present included: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; Dr.
Morris Crothers, Vice Chairmah; Dr. Grace 8. Phipney;uggrsi)_ngklyme{_”
" 'Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M. Somers.

The Department was represented by its Director, Mr. Loren (Bud) Kramer,
and several additional staff members, including Mr. E.J. Weathersbee (Tech-
nical Programs), Mr. Kenneth H. Spies (Land Quality), Mr. Harold M. Patterson
{(Air Quality), and Mr. Frederick M. Bolton (Regional Operations). Mr. Raymond
Underwood, Counsel to the Commission, was present.

‘ It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and tnanimously carried that the Commission approve the proposed minutes of

the October 24, 1975 Commission meeting.

OCTOBER 1975 DEPARTMENT PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT

With reference to page 9 of the report, Mr. Fredric Skirvin of the
Department's Air Quality Program explained to Commissioner Phinney that the
total sources requiring permits was unequal to the sum of sources either
under permit or with an application pending because some of the applications
pending were applications either for renewal by a source already under
permit or for modification of an existing permit.

Tt was MOVED by Commissiocner Somers and seconded by Commissioner Hallock
that the Commission approve the Program Activity Report for October of 1975.

Commigsioner Somers inquired of Mr. Underwood if the Commission approval
of the report, including any application denials which might be set forth
therein, would constitute a final order with respect to the denials which
would abridge the applicant's right to a hearing and be subject to attack
in the Court of Appeals. Tt was the view of Mr. Underwood that Commission
approval was approval only of the report as set forth before the Commission
and that such approval would ncot foreclose case by case review through formal
administrative channels. <Commissioner Somers stated he had always interpreted
the report to be informational and its approval to be approval of the Depart-
ment's progress with its workload. He stated his approvals had not been
with the intention of handing down a final order without a hearing. He
cited as an example of his concern the recent litigation between the agency
and Pacific Northwest Power Company over the Company's proposed dam on the




Middle Snake River. Mr. E.J. Weathersbee explained that Air Quality Plan
Bpproval was a Commigssion function. He cited expedition as the reason why

the Department took action on Plan review and then sought confirmation from

the Commission each meeting. It was added that statutory change had empowered
the Director to act in Solid Waste and Water Quality approval matters. These
latter concerns were in the report, it was explained, for informational and
historical purposes. Mr. Underwood suggested some rewording of the Commission's
action might be worth pursuing.

The Commission then unanimously adopted the motion before it regarding
the Program Actiwvity Report.

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commisgioner Hallock,
and unanimougly carried that the Commission approve the tax credit applications
included in the mailing of materials to the Commission the week before with
the exception of application T-71l1 whose withdrawal had been requested by
the applicant. The above motion wag gso phrased to exclude additional tax
credit application matters set before the Commission on the day of the meeting
so that the Commission might deal with them separately. )

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock and seconded by Commissioner Crothers
that the Director's recommendation with regard to Tax Credits T-718, T-720,
and T-721 be adopted (the applications having been placed before the Commission
on the meeting day).

It wags MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the moticn be amended to con-
dition the granting of application T~721 on the applicant's agreement to repay
any return on investment in excess of 40% prior to taxes. The motion was
made, he said, primarily for purpocse of discussion. The motion went without
a second.

Commissioner Richards inguired of Mr. Underwood whether the Commigsion
"would be empowered to condition a pollution control certificate as had been
moved by Commissioner Somers. He explained that the application in question
‘had revealed that, even though installed for pollution control, the device
in guestion could result in profits which would have economically justified
its installation in any event.

- It was Mr. Underwood's preliminary opinion that the Commission's
powers did not include this prerogative. He offered to research the question,
along with Commissicner Somers' questicon of whether the economic advantages
of some pollution control facilities might be construed as barring a tax
credit by negating the inference that the facility was installed for purpose
of peollution control.

Commissioner EHallock's motion as stated above was approved by the
Commission with all Commissioners except Commissioner Somers voting in
the affirmative. Commigsioner Somers voted against the motion.



OREGON CUP AWARD RENEWALS

Reciting the Commission's approval of renewed CUP awards to five
industries on September 26, 1975, Commissioner Richards presented the awards
to representatives of the five companies involved, thanking each for his
company's efforts in preventing or cleaning up pollution. The five companies
were as follows: Publishers Paper Company {Oregon City and Newberg mills),
American Can Company (Halsey Pulp and Paper plant), Willamina Lumber Company,
ESCO Corporation, and Cascade Construction Company. It was noted that the
awards entitled the companies to display the Oregon €UP insignia on products
produced in the facilities awarded. This, it was hoped, would inform consumers
as to which local industries were considered to be making extra efforts to
protect the environment.

) RULE ADOP'PION : PERMANENT AMENDMENT TO RULE ALLOWING BENEFICIAL USES OF MOTOR
VEHICLE PARTS IN WATERS OF THE STATE AND PERMANENT AMENDMENT TO EXEMPT CERTAIN :
SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL FACILITIES FROM SURETY BOND REQUIREMENTS

_ Commigsicner Richards, noting that a previous public hearing on both
rules had resulted in no adverse testimony, presented an invitation for
testimony which went unanswered.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation to adopt the
rules be followed; subject to a grammatical correction in the rule relating
to vehicle parts, the substitution of the word "context" for the word
"contract" in the rule relating to sureties bond requirements, and the addition
of parenthesized liter equivalents in the former rule wherever gallon figures
appear.

RULE ADOPTION: MORATORIA ON NEW SUBSURFACE SYSTEMS IN KINGSTON HEIGHTS AND
PRINCETON HEIGHTS SUBDIVISIONS OF NORTH ALBANY

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers and seconded by Commissioner Hallock
that the Director's recommendation be approved to adopt a rule prohibiting
installation of new subsurface sewage disposal systems in the Kingston Heights
and Princeton Heights subdivisions of Benton County.

Commissioner Richards asked for and received the Hearing Officer's
confirmation that no adverse testimony had resulted despite indication that

mailings to all affected property owners had been effective with only one
exception.

Commissioner Phinney received Mr. Underwood's view that, as indicated
in the staff report, it was counsel's opinion that the instant proposal was
legislative in nature, not quasi-judicial. He explained that an abundance
of caution had prompted the mailing to every property owner.

Commissioner Phinney asked if, given that the matter of imposing such
moratoria was considered legislative, the Department would propose to use
newspaper publication and other rulemaking procedures to invoke moratoria
in larger areas wherein personal service of all property owners would be
impractical. The Director reported no other moratoria on subsurface sewage
disposal systemg are currently contemplated.
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Commissioner Somers explained that his reservations regarding moratoria
without personal service on the affected owners had been based not merely
on legal considerations but also on fundamental fairplay. He noted that
many owners do not live in the area wherein their property is located.

Referring to the North Albany community's need for a common sewage
treatment system, Commissioner Crothers inquired of Mr. Kramer what progress
could be expended. Mr. Kramer stated himself unable to make any sound
prediction and reported hearing of a bond issue keing pursued in Benton
County toward financing a system. Mr. Kramer added that he had informed
the Benton County Commissioners that the Department would not approve a
separate gystem for the North Albany community for purposes of federal funding.
It was his understanding that at present the bond issue was lying dormant
while attempts were being made to reach agreement to hook on to the Albany
regional system. This system's availability at public expense argued con-
clugively for its ugse in Mr. Kramer's view. It was his hope that Benton
County would proceed on a Phase I grant application, an exercise which might
demonstrate to the community the advantages and disadvantages of their
alternatives. Perhapsg he conjectured, they would discover the disadvantages
of annexation to Albany not as great as had heen supposed.

It was agreed by the Director and Commissioner Crothers that the Depart-—
ment would have no registance to the community's financing its own treatment
plant.

The Commission unanimously approved the motion to accept the Director's
recommendation and adopt the rule under discussion.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS: AMENDMENTS TO PROCEDURAL RULES AND
AMENDMENTS TO LINN COUNTY SUBSURFACE SYSTEM FEE SCHEDULE

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers and seconded by Commissioner Hallock
that the Commission authorize public¢ hearings before a hearing officer on
proposed amendments to the Commission's rules governing administrative
procedure and a proposed amendment to the fee schedules for subsurface
gsewage permits in Linn County.

It was explained by the hearing officer that the former proposals were
in rough form and undergoing review by the Attorney General's office. In
addition, it was stated that the proposals were largely in response to the
newly amended Administrative Procedure Act.

DISCUSSION OF EPA AND CORPS OF ENGINEERS ACTIVITIES REGARDING THE REGULATION
OF AGRICULTURAL AND SILVACULTURAL NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION

Commissioner Somers hoted that recent indications were that EPA and
the Army Corps of Engineersg are planning to invoke a permit program regarding
point and nonpoint sources which could severely impair agricultural and
logging activities. He cited as an example the possibility that a nine month
permit process might have to precede the installation of a culvert under
a logging road. He cited also a recent federal judicial ruling which would
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subject to federal regulation all states without adéquate requlations dealing
with the use of pesticides or fertilizers which eventually reach the streams.

In order to insure that the regulatory program not take the State and
affected industry by surprise without copportunity for local involvement,
Commigsioner Somers MOVED that the Commission hold a meeting in the first
or second week of January to discuss the matter. The motion also contemplated
inviting representatives of the Corps, EPA, the State Department of Agriculture,
Mr. Stafford Hansell and Mrs. Janet McLennan of the Governor's Office, and
several State legislators. Also suggested were invitations to the Chairman
of the Wheat League and the head of the Forestry Association, Weyerhaeuser,
Georgia Pacific, and other large timber companies. The purpose of the meeting
was described as consideration of whether rule making activities should be
_conducted so as to obtain federal delegation of authority to administer

programs for p01nt ‘and nonp01nt source problems. It was suggested that

experts from the academic community might be invited to attend.

" The motion, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, was carried with the
approval of all five Commissioners.

PROGRIESS TOWARD IMPLEMENTATION OF REGIONAL INDIRECT SOURCE PROGRAMS

At the request of Commissioner Richards, Mr. Kramer reported that
investigation was underway to determine how soon Regional Indirect Source
Plans could be implemented and to determine if Indirect Source Permits
should be subject to a fee schedule as with other air contaminant permits.
The latter question, he added, had not yet been resolved.

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quality Division, reported
that the outlook was not favorable in the former area since counties have
indicated little willingness to devote their limited resources to the
. development of Regicnal Indirect Source Plans. He noted that a formal report
to the Commission was planned for early 1976. Mr. Kowalczyk explained that
the goal was for the local governments to adopt plans which would then be
reviewed by the Department. Acceptable plans, he added, would result in
phasing out the gource by source review which now draws much criticism.

PUBLIC HEARING AND RULE ADOPTION: PROPOSED PERMANENT ADOPTION OF PREVICUS
TEMPORARY RULES RELATING TO AGRICULTURAL OPEN BURNING

Mr. Scott Freeburn of the Department's Air Quality Division presented
the staff report and the Director's recommendation to adopt as permanent
rules those rules governing agricultural open burning which, due to their
temporary enactment in July of 1975, had expired on November 8, 1975.

Commissioner Richards, with respect to Section 26-013 cof the proposals,
asked if the rules, silent on the allocation of acreages to be open burned
in 1976 and 1977, would have to be augmented by such allocations in a later
Commission action preceded by a hearing. The answer was affirmative. It
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was added that saome rule revision between the present and March 1 would be
neaded so that the registration of acreage could commence. After the
registration, he explained, the question of allocation would come up. It
was Mr. Freeburn's suggestion that no rule making on allocation take place
until after April 1 (the date when all acreage registration would be
complete) .

Mr. Freeburn added that other revisions in the rules might be scught
pricor to April 1, revisions which had not vet been drafted. Commissioner
Richards expressed his desire to see both the proposed staff revisions and
all available information regarding the industry's progress in finding
alternatives to open field burning. Mr. Freeburn suggested that the Commission
might call on the field sanitation committee representative and a spokesman
from Oregon State University for information.

It was Mr. Freeburn's understanding that rules were needed now both
to provide a foundation for field sanitizer certification rules {to be dealt
with later in the meeting) and to control so=-called fourth priority burning
which, absent immediate rule making, might go uncontrolled in the valley.

Commissioner Somers suggested that fourth priority burning, given the
weather, might not be a problem and that it were wiser to adopt no rules
until such time as the staff comes forward with the rules in final, revised
form. He took exception teo the uncertainty fostered by repeated rule changes.

Commissioner Richards pointed out that, in his understanding, the rule
was degired by those affected by it and was directed toward a small, well
informed segment of the population with ability to keep abreast of future
developments.

It was Commissioner Phinney's understanding that the rules were needed
not for summer field burning, but as a prelude to rules governing field
burning machines and that the latter rules were needed to provide security
for purchasers and manufacturers. '

_ Mr. Bill Rose of the Field Sanitation Committee stated that the total
acreage registered for burning could not be burned due to the sale of lands,
changing of plans, and other variables. Hence, he argued, a 5.5% attrition
rate should be expected hased on past experience. He stated the Commission
to have been mistaken in cutting the legislative maximum acreage by 1000
acres in the July meeting. It was his contention that the Legislature set
its maximum with the intent that machines should burn the acreage registered
in excess of its maximum. (The Commission had reduced the legislative maximum
upon its finding that machines could burn 1000 acres in 1975 - an issue
which Commissioner Richards had ruled not presently before the Commission).
Mr. Rose stressed that, in his opinion, the machines remain experimental
even after 1975 trials. He concurred with Mr. Freeburn's and Commissioner
Scmers’ earlier understanding that acreage te be burned next season was
largely determined by crops already planted.
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Commissioner Somers inquired as to the accuracy of an article in The
Dalles Chronicle indicating that the Legislative Counsel Committee had
restored the 1000 acres which the Commission removed from the 1975 total
allocation. Mr. Kramer's reccllection was that the issue had been rendered
moot by the industry’'s inability to burn the total allocation. Commissioner
Hallock contended that the Committee had no authority to reverse the Commission's
decision.

It was Commissioner Somers' thought that reference to the allocation of
234,000 acres for 1975, though a matter of history, might well be deleted
from the current proposal as a surplusage which would tend to defy the
Legislative Counsel Committee's decision that the Commission had acted
erroneously in setting that allocation in July.

o . The Director and Mr. Underwood felt that it were well to simply per- .. . ..
petuate in its totality the temporary rule as it was earlier adopted and

leave to the future the matter of revisions to fit the needs of the coming

field burning season. Mr. Underwood added that the Legislative Counsel
Committee is without authority to change the Commission's allocations.

Commissioner Hallock concurred and added that not all are convinced
that the Commission's actions were mistaken.

Mr. Rose reiterated his contention that the Legislature's maximums were
set with the use of machines in mind and that any further reductions should
not bc based on expected machine use. He informed Commissioner Somers that

he had no position on whether or not to leave reference to the 1975 allocation
in the rules.

Mr. Freeburn explained that the primary purpose of the staff today was
to obtain rules governing field sanitizing machines early enough to permit
manufacturing and purchasing in time for the 1976 industry, a purpose which
was said to be desirable by the industry. He informed Commissioner Hallock
that failure to adopt the rules would have an adverse effect on machine
production and, hence, on all valley citizens injured by open burning.

‘Mr, Glen Odell, consulting engineer to the Field Sanitation Committee
cxplained that throughout the year a certain amount of agricultural burning
takes place and that the current proposals were needed to govern winter
time burning. He concurred in earlier statements that the general burning
rules were needed also to provide a framework for the proposals regarding
field sanitizers, proposals needed now to aid manufacturers and growers in
investment decisions. Mr. Odell reported that the latter set of rules had
been worked out through cooperation between the industry and the Department's
staff. He disagreed with Commissicner Somers' conjecture that due to inclement
weather no burning would take place until guch time as the staff could present
a rule in revised form.
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Mr. David Nelson of the Oregon Seed Council endersed adoption of the
rules before the Commission with the understanding that a meeting was
pending between his Council and staff members to address rule changes desired
for the 1976 season, a course which he felt could not be completed in one
month. He concurred with earlier remarks to the effect that rules governing
winter burning were now needed. He was reluctant toward Commigsioner Somers'
suggestion that surplusage not now needed should be deleted from the rules
prior to their adoption.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, and seconded by Commissioner
Phinney that the Commission adopt the Director's recommendation to make
permanent the temporary ruleg on agricultural burning which were adopted
by the Commission on July 10, 1975. Commissiocner Somers urged the Commission
to be wary of enacting rules which, by their very nature, are intended to
be revised in the near future. Citing the public discontent with ever-
changing regulations, he suggested the Commission ought not to adopt any
rules not expected to stay in tact for at least a year. Commissioner
Crothers, while unwilling to vield to anyone in his opposition to the
needless proliferation of rules, felt that the orderly administration of
the agency called for the adoption of the rules as had been moved. The
motion carried with support of all Commissioners with the exception of
Commiggioner Somers who voted against it,

PUBLIC HEARING AND RULE ADOPTION: PROPQOSED RULES GOVERNING EMISSIONS AND
CERTIFICATION OF ALTERNATE METHODS TO OPEN FIELD BURNING (FIELD SANITIZERS
AND PROPANE FLAMERS)

Dispensing with a reading cof the staff reports previously put before
the Commisgioners, Commissioner Somers obtained the assurance of Mr. Scott
Freeburn of the Department’'s Air Quality Program that no further revision
of the proposed rules was foreseen at the present time.

Mr. Tom Miles, consulting engineer to the Gregon Field Sanitation
Committee reported that much of his intended testimony had already been
brought to the Commission's attention. He took issue with the conclusion
of the staff report that mobile field sanitizers appear to be agronomically
superior to open field burning. Mr. Miles felt the conclusion was worded
too strongly. In his opinion there was some reason to believe the sanitizers
might be superior.

Commissioner Somers who had previocusly MOVED adoption of the Director's
recommendation on the proposed rule wished to amend his motion te include
the deletion of conclusion number 3 of the staff report. With the approval
of the Commission, the Director withdrew the third conclusion which read
as follows: "Present sanitizers are economically unacceptable on all but
very specialiged seed types." Mr. Miles took no exception to the with-
drawal of this conclusion and added that experiences with the machines over
the last season had somewhat dampened the Committee's optimism regarding
them. Commissioner Richards felt the matter of withdrawal to be of marginal
importance since it was not to be a part of the rule itself. He did point
out that the conclusion might appear misleadingly to be dispositive of some
issues which would not be taken up by the Commission until the time of acreage
allocation by the Commission for 1976.
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Mr. James Rear, a manufacturer of sanitization machines informed the
Commission that, in his view, the advent of the present rules would not
stimulate his production of machines. If he presently had ten orders for
machines, he stated, he would not accept them. Mr. Rears reported that

‘experience with those machines argues for more research before any attempts.

to build more. He predicted that the ultimate solution might be improved
open burning methods.

Commissioner Somers' motion to accept the Director's recommendation with
the third conclusion of the staff report withdrawn was seconded by Commissioner
Crothers and carried with the supperting votes of all Commissicners.

1976 COMMISSION MEETING SCHEDULE

Mr. Kramer suggested that the Commission adopt a procedure of scheduling
regular meetingd of a Bi-monthly basis, starting in February, with speeial
meetings to be called as needed. Mr. E.J. Weathersbee, coordinator of
technical programs, informed Commissioner Somers that, for the most part,
Commission plan approval could be timed to coincide with the bi-monthly
meetings. Mr. Harold M. Patterson of the Department's Air Quality Division

foresaw no difficulty except in the case of denials. He reminded the Com-

mission that failure to act on & plan within sixty days results in its
approval by law. Commissioner Somers felt that a bi-monthly schedule
should be adopted only i1f no delays in Department business would occur.

Mr. Kramer assured the Commission that he would not permit the schedule
to cause delays.

PUBLIC {IEARING AND RULE ADOPTION: AMENDMENTS TO FEE SCHEDULE AND PROCEDURE

FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS

Mr. Fredric Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Division presented
the staff report calling for an increased fee schedule for air contaminant
discharge permits due to a legislative decision requiring increased funding
of the program from permit fees, the elimination of small beilers outside
the Willamette Valley from permit reguirements, and updated fiscal information.
The revised fee schedule was intended, he reported, to produce a biennial
income of about $540,000, an amount deemed necessary to augment public
funding. Mr. Skirvin reported proposed changes in the fees reguired for
different types of sources and proposed housekeeping changes such as the
deletion of portions of the requirements relating to regional air pollution

authorities.

The proposals, it was explained, had been preceded by discussions with
industry representatives. It was concluded that implementation of the
proposed fee schedule would result in fee support of 49% of the cost of
the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Program. Mr. Skirvin addressed himself
to Table A, Item I of the proposal and amended the wording to read "commer-
cial seed cleaning, including cooperatives, located in special control
areas not clsewhere included.” He explained his action in that the Depart-
ment did not intend to require permits of farmer-operated seed cleaning
operations. It was the Director's recommendation that the proposals be
adopted subject to any amendments deemed desirable in the light of the
public hearing.
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Commissioner Richards recalled that the statute requires the permit fees
to be based on the estimated costs of filing, investigation, issuing, denying,
and monitoring. It was reported that the budget notes cf the Ways and Means
Subcommittee refer to a 50% increase in ajir permit fees. Commissioner
Richards stated himself convinced that the Legislature did not intend to
require more than a 50% increase but had inadvertently done sc because of an
erroneocus estimate of cost zubmitted to the Legislature by the Department.

His estimate of the present situation was that the Commission did not have
authority to do other than base the fee schedule on estimates of program cost
so that half the program would be fee funded, even though the Legislature

may have intended that fees be raised by no more than 50%. He stated his
intention to recommend that the Emergency Board be asked to appropriate
additional funds to allow rebate of fees in such amounts as would be necessary
to result in an increase of from 50% to 62%. He added that the subcommittee
had appropriated $480,000 to the Emergency Board to be available to the

agency to solve potential problems in the 1976-1977 biennium.

Commissioner Richards urged those planning to testify not to dwell
on the equity of sesking so much revenues by fee, noting that this guestion
had been foreclosed by the Legislature and was now up to the Emergency Board.

State Senator Tony Meeker (District 15) reported himself to have been a
member of the Ways and Means Committee which worked on the agency's budget.
He concurred with the remarks of Commissioner Richards regarding the legislative
intent of the Committee. He cautioned that he spoke only on his own behalf.
He said the intended 50% increase in fees was later raised to 62% to cover
salary increments in final legislative action. He added his understanding
that the Committee had been given a revenue estimate by the agency which had
proven to be $174,00C high. Senator Meeker recalled that other problems,
such as fees generated by septic tank permits, had resulted in the Committee's
working on the agency budget for nearly the entire legislative session. He
added that the Committee had hoped for a fee schedule which would better
recognize the cost of controlling small industxies as compared to the greater
cost of regulating large industries which, though of the same type, involve
more emissions, and more regulatory action (at a greater cost to the Department).
He cited the lesser ability of some smaller industries to absorb the cost of
fees. Regarding the proposal to eliminate inspection of small boilers,
Senator Meeker reported Legislative Fiscal's estimate that $18,000 could
be lost to the Department this way. He stated his intention to seek the
estimated savings to the Department which would result in spending no time
and money on this category of inspection, noting that several hundred boilers
are inveclved.

Mr. Skirvin informed Commissioner Hallock that some industries now underge
an incremental fee schedule based on the size of operation of each source.
Senator Meeker added that he knew of several industries where size of operation
varies and no incremental fee schedule is imposed.
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Mr. Frank Morse, representing Oregon Concrete and Aggregate Producer's

Association and the Oregon Asphalt Paving Association, offered criticism of

the proposed fee schedule. He contended that the activities listed as com-
prising the permit program in the staff report were in many instances not
applicable to his industry; or applicable only on a limited basis. Identification
of sources was said to have been completed. There was argued to be extensive
duplication of effort made by staff and private consultants in determining
compliance.

Inspection time was said to be minimal due to the seasonal and hourly
operation of plants in the concrete and asphalt industry. Substantial compliance
throughout his industry, he argued, rendered strategizing for control unnecessary.

He objected that his industry has dnly a 1% impact oh Oregon's particulate
problem, pays 23% of present fees, and would have to pay more under the proposed
fees.

Few citizen complaints against his industry, Mr. Morse said, were indicative
of the minimal need for monitoring activities.

Mr. Morse added that permit fees totaling $1,625 for Morse Brothers, Inc.,
had been followed by only one visit from agency personnel over the past year.
The new schedule, he reported, would raise fees to $3,250, a 100% increase in
fees after the company had already successfully completed its compliance
program.

Noting an increase since 1970 of 366% in DEQ Personnel, Mr. Morse urged
the Commission to review agency administration to see that increased fees
would not simply be the result of an expanding bureaucracy.

He stated that the activities attributed to the program go far beyond the
filing, inwvestigating, issuing, denying, and inspecting mentioned in the
Statute.

Commissioner Somers, in response to Mr, Morse's skepticism over Department
staff increase, pointed out that the agency's area of authority had been trebled
by recent legislative action. He noted that the largest increase in staff had
occured in the area of subsurface sewage regulation.

Commissioner Somers noted that some asphalt facilities are portable and
require Departmental visits each time the facility is moved. He recalled
instances in eastern Oregon where repeated visits by agency personnel had
been necessary due to complaints. He added that the facilities, though
designed to comply with emissions standards in general, often resulted in
problems due to the characteristics of the areas in which they are set up.

Commigsioner Somers accepted responsibility for the erroneous budget figures
given the legislature and concurred with the suggestion of Commissioner Richards
that the Emergency Board should be asked to appropriate additional funds. It
was his understanding, however, that the increase in costs had not been the
result of expansion in the Program staff. He expressed the hope that figures
now expected by the Commission to be forthcoming early in 1976 would afford the

Commission & better opportunity to study the budget of the agency and avoid
future mistakes.
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Mr. Verner Adkison, representing the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority,
spoke in support of the proposed rule amendment, citing figures indicating that
"only 32% of his Authority's program will be fee supported over the next
budgetary period. Mr. Adkison felt that higher fees would help insure that the
polluter would pay his way. Increased fee revenues, he added, would help his
agency pay for major studies regarding impact on the air shed. He cited fee
revenues as a partial explanation of his area's ability to exceed federal
standards. Offering his great respect for the progress of the asphalt industry
Mr. Adkison cautioned that agency review of the work of private consultants had,
on at least cne occasion, resulted in the discovery of a mistake whose potential
cost to the source would have been approximately a half million dollars.

Mr. Thomas Donaca, representing the Air Quality Committee of Associated
Oregon Industries, reported that previous negotiations with the Department
had resulted in some significant provisions in the proposals. He reported his
association to have been acting in reliance, as had the Ways and Means  Committee,
on the erroneous budget estimate submitted by the agency. In this reliance, he
. reported, his association had acquiesced in a 50% fee increase where it would
have vigorously opposed an increase of the magnitude now sought.

Mr. Donaca guestioned whether the small boilers outside urban growth and
AQMA areas should be exempted from fee requirements at a time when more revenue
is needed. He pointed out that the remaining boilers, constituting 892 of the
2060 permits issued, were scheduled to receive no fee increase. 1In a like
category were reported to be small incinerators which, together with the remaininc
boilers, were said to constitute 973 of the present outstanding permits.
Mr. Donaca found it inequitable that almost half the scurces would receive no
‘increase, leaving the remaining 1100 odd sources to carry the entire load of
required revenue increase.

He suggested review of the management of the program and the program itself,
particularly with reqgard to duplication of inspection efforts by differing
agencies. He cited the activities of the Department and the Department of
Commerce with regard to high pressure boilers as a possible example. He suggested
an interdepartmental agreement to avoid duplication in view of the Governor's
policy of aveiding duplication of government efforts. He contended that, while
boilers inside the AQMAs bear watching, they are not a significant problem.

He concurred with Mr. Morse's concern that costs of activities charged to
the program had extended beyond the statutory criteria for cost allocation.
He contended that monitoring the compliance status of all sources on permits
and reporting the status of major sources to the US-EPA was clearly outside
the pervue of intended fee revenues and offered the same criticism with regard
to review of Significant Deterioration (federal) and review of New Source
Performance Standards.



=13~

Mr. Donaca cited the staff report for authority that most permit review
activities will now be confined to renewal. He argued that 80% of the socurces
seeking renewal would need no modifjication whatscever and that this would
result in reduction of the Department's activities to simply reissuing
the permits. He called for a system whereby the applicant should be required
to verify compliance, such verification, if borne out by the applicant's
historical record, to result in permit renewal. Such an abbreviated procedure,
he added, was employed by many permit issuing agencies, including the Department
of Commerce. : .

Mr. Donaca recommended that review of the program should take place with
interested parties participating and should be completed prior to January 1,
1977. He recommended that the presently proposed fee schedule be adopted only
for the calendar year 1976.

Recalling the relative novelty of the program, Mr. Donaca cautioned that
most new legislative programs need shaking down. He urged the agency to
exercise discretion in its unbridled power to impose fees.

Mr. Gerald Meindl, an attorney representing the Oregon Feed, Seed, and
Supplier's Asscciation, expressed his appreciation for the Chairman's willingness
to approach the Emergency Board for additional funds.

My . Meihdl reported that the $250 initial fee and $175 renewal fee for
seed cleaning operations was inequitable because the industry had previously
been charged nco fee and the exempt operators (connected with agricultural
operations) far outnumber the commercial operators. He cited these circum-
stances as having led former Director L. B. Day to the conclusion that the
comiercial cleaners should be exempt. Mr. Meindl urged a reduction for the
commercial cleaners. He added that the statute requires fees based on actual
administrative costs. This, he said, could be interpreted to mean that actual
administrative costs allocable to efforts regarding each individual source are
to be that source's fee.

Mr. Joseph L. Byrne, representing Martin Marietta Aluminum, addressed
himself to the fee for aluminum reduction plants. He reported that, under
current proposals, the fee for his plant would increase from $175 to $2,000
for a determination of compliance. He stated that his facility was presently
conducting monthly sampling of primary and secondary scrubbers, monitoring
ambient air, and reporting monthly to the DEQ. This, he said, had been done
for three years at a cost ranging annually from thirty to forty thousand
dollars. He reported that, in twenty minutes, a technician on his staff had
done the figuring necessary for three annual compliance determinations. This

had been done, he added, from the numbers supplied to the Department and would
' represent, under the current proposals, $6,000 worth of compliance determination.
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The facts cited by Mr. Byrne were indication te him that the proposed
fee is unreasonably high. He added that current regulations would still require
his facility to conduct the same monitoring, sampling, and reporting efforts even
in the absence of a permit. On this basis, he argued, the permit program's only
result for his facility was increased costs.

Asked how many duplicate inspections by various agencies his plant must
undergo, Mr. Byrne cited several inspections by EPA, OSHA and DEQ personnel.
It wag conceded that the total cost of hearings involving his facility would
be high and contended this cost was independent of the permit program.

Commissioner Somers noted that fee covered activities include investigation
and wondered if it would be wise to consider a statute requiring payment of
costs by any party who initiates an investigation in bad faith. He analogized
with certain consumer litigation wherein the prevailing party is allowed costs.
Commissioner Somers noted that part of the agency's investigation cost is
regarding citizen complaints.

Mr. Byrne recalled that skepticism regarding the company's monitoring
system had led to a separate monitoring system in The Dalles which was provided
by the company at nho cost.

Mr. Stanley Cellers of the Oregon Seed Trade Association peinted out that
the market value of his Associlation's product had dropped 30% in the last two
years, a difference he hoped the Commigsion would consider. As president of
Buchanon-Cellers Grain Company, Mr. Cellers reported that his twe facilities,
operating under three permits, undergo one-trip inspection for compliance
with all three permits. Mr., Cellerg took issue with charging three fees for
one inspection.

Mr. Lynn Engdahl, representing the Western Environmental Trade Association,
called for exact cost accounting from the Agency, recognition of the reduced work
involved in renewing a permit already issued, a standard other than actual costs
by which to judge needs, checks against inefficiency, demonstration of increased
environmental protection commensurate with increased costs, justification other
than legislative unwillingness to fund for the increase (Mr. Engdahl conceded this
point to have been adegquately addressed by the Chairman's suggestion regarding
the Emergency Board), and the consideration of alternatives to the increased
fee schedule.

Mr. Vernon Hulit of Mayflower Farms Feed Division stated the Chairman's
opening remarks to have been dispositive of some of Mayflower's concerns. He
stated his sympathy with rising costs while calling for more justification for
the 67% increase in his company's permit fees. He suggested that cost per
inspection might be a better policy regarding firms seldom requiring inspection.
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Mr. David Nelson of the Oregon Seed Council expressed concern over the

. establishment of fees for the seed cleaning industry. He stated support of
the suggestion that the Emergency Board be approached and of the remarks by

Mr. Cellers.

Mr. Matthew Gould, representing Georgia Pacific Corporation, charged the
agency with efforts to recoup a deficit through an oppressive and inecuitable

fee schedule. He stated the real issue to be sound fiscal and management
‘practices.

Alleging a general aversion for industry involvement in Departmental
management, Mr. Gould suggested the present circumstances would indicate

_industry involvement in Departmental management of the Air Quality Permit Program. .

He asserted that the staff report is ambivalent on the subject of increased
costs, ranging from 13% to 309%. He contended further that the staff report
indicated issuance of most permits and a winding down of the program, facts
inconsonant with a subgtantial fee increase.

Addressing the program, Mr. Gould charged that unnecessary administrative
time is being spent negotiating permit conditions not set forth in the regulations
of the Environmental Quality Commission, an activity which he argued to be
both costly and unwarranted. Mr. Gould called for elimination of detailed
operational procedures and types of equipment from the permits, arguing that
only the applicable regulations, ambient standards, civil penalties, and reporting/
monitoring provisions should be included.

Mr. Gould questicned review of applications with an eye to non-degradation
regquirements, noting that federal review of the confusion between non-degradation
and highest and best practical treatment is underway.

Mr. Gould urged the Director to reduce the number of personnel involved
in the permit program, noting that many persons are involved while few are
involved full time.

He took issue with the conclusion that inspection of small boilers outside
the Valley is not cost effective and questioned the legality of exempting them.

‘Mr. Gould suggested a management by objective approach with objectives of
maximizing manpower and money use, guidance for utilization of revenue sources,
and a meaningful basis for all concerned to review the management of the program.

Mr. Gould conceded that the fees might be assigned differently among
Standard Industrial Classifications and that half of the program costs should -
be borne by point sources, sources contributing half the particulate emissions.

Mr. Gould contended that the original fee schedule, based on one adopted for
the Los Angeles Area, is indefensible for Cregon with her different industrial base.
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Mr. Gould called for appointment of a task force to conduct a ninety day
review of the permit program and to develop sound fiscal criteria objectives
to report to the EQC. He suggested that the resulting fee schedule should be
made retroactive to January 1, 1276, to insure financial security to the program.
It was urged this would supply the Commission with the tools for sound management.

Finally, Mr. Gould stressed confinement of fee revenues to the permit
program rather than day to day administration of the agency, an activity which
in hig view should be supported by the taxpayer.

Mr. Skirvin explained to Commissioner Richards that the Department’'s
estimates of manhours gpent on the permit program was the result of a poll of
each employee in the permit program, asking for his estimate of time spent on
permit activities. He responded to the testimony regarding the annual compliance
fee for Aluminum plants with the explanation that the Department reviews the
" data submitted by the source to determine compliance monthly; not just annually.
He added that fees were based on time spent on each Standard Industrial Classification,
leaving the possibility that time spent on a given individual in the set of
sources might fall above or below the average.

Commigssioner Crothers felt the idea of cost allocation on an individual
basis to be fallacious. He noted that many who hold professional licenses at
an annual fee receive little attention from their licensors, citing the bar
association and the board of medical examiners as examples. Should Reynolds,
for example, have to pay the entire cost of reviewing thelr new emissions control
gsystem prior to its being permitted, he noted, they would be in a less favorable
position than is indicated by the permit modification fee. ‘

Commission Somers, empathizing with industry dissatisfaction at the
results of the agency's mistaken budget estimate to the legislature, MOVED that
the fee schedule as submitted be adopted for the calendar year of 1976 conditioned
on:

a) That the Director make a request of the Emergency Beard to restore’
some of the General Funds needed because of the overestimation of
income made by the Ways and Means Committee and the direction of the
Ways and Means Committee to increase fees by approximately 50%; and
that if restoration of the General Funds is made, partial refunds will
be made on an eguitable basis to be determined by the Commission, to
persons who have filed for permits or renewals prior to such restor-
ation; as well as to make changes in the fee schedule for the balance
of 19276 to reflect the restoration of General Funds; and

b) That the Director initiate a study and appoint a task force to study
the entire air quality permit program and its costs, utilizing both
staff and persons outside the agency. And such a study should be
completed and in the hands of the Commission prior to July 1, 1976,
so that it is on hand well before the agency's next budget is formulated.
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Mr. Kramer felt the calendar year of 1976 to be a reascnable time pericd
for accomplishment and one which industry could recognize in its budgeting. He
reassured Commissioner Somers that early January would be the time when a present
study on agency rescurces and expenditures would be available, cautioning that
the forthcoming report would not contain the kind of information sought in Commissioner
Somers' motion regarding the task force.

After discussion regarding the difficulty inherent in determining which
agricultural seed cleaning operations resulted in occasional commercial sales
of the product, it was decided that the Commission would be without authority
to impose a token fee on agricultural operations, a possibility raised by the
Chairman. Commissioner Somers questioned whether stepped-up enforcement procedures
to catch offenders might be in order.

....It was agreed by.the Commissioners that Commissioner Somers' motion would
encompass the revision of the fee burden as apportioned among certain industrial
classifications based upon the results of the proposed study.

The motion, seconded by Commissioner Crothers, was carried with the support
of all Commissioners.

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC BETHEL TURBINE GENERATING FACILITY: AIR CONTAMINANT
DISCHARGE PERMIT ISSUANCE

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's air quality program presented the
staff report. The Commission had previously instructed the Department to propose
a short duration permit with a limit on total operating hours and a precise
definition of when emergency operation of the facility would be allowed.

Mr. Kowalczyk dealt only with the above three issues. '

Mr. Kowalczyk informed the Chairman that, to his knowledge, the reguested
attorney general's opinion regarding infra sound had not yet been forthcoming.
In response to Commissioner Richard's inquiry, he gave his opinion that the
permit could be modified in the light of any new regulations that might be
enacted. He was unsure of the Department's authority to modify the permit based
on new data which might become available.

Commissioner Phinney noted that the data on oxides of nitrogen emitted
.by the plant was incomplete and ventured that the permit should provide for
an option to modify in the light of any new data on this subject occurring
during the life of the permit.. ‘

Commissioner Somers was told that the permit fees set forth in General
Condition Number 13 would have to be altered due to change in the fee schedule.
Mr. Kramer suggested it might be well to delete specific fee figures from the
permit conditions. Commissioner Phinney suggested fees might be set forth in an
attachment to accompany the permit so the applicant could know the fee schedule
as of the date of the permit but would not be assured of the schedule's remaining
the same.
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‘Commissioner Somerg received the opinion of Mr. Raymond Underwoeod, legal
counsel to the Commission, that the Commission probably was without authority
to condition the permit on the applicant's obtaining noise easements over nearby
property where such condition would go to infra sound, which is not addressed
in the Commission's regulations.

In response to two questions by (Mrs.) Marlene Frady, Mr. John Hector of the
Department's noise control program reported that the Department had been unsuccessful
in seeking funds from EPA Region X to assist in further noise study while the
Bethel facility is operating and was now seeking funds from EPA headguarters.

It was explained that measurements of 100 and 95 DbA at two nearby residences
made by a private consulting firm were measurements at frequency levels below
those regulated by the Commission's noise rules and were of a single peak, short
duration type which was not duplicated upon using the Department's instrumentation
to test for the same.

Mr. Underwood concurred with Commissicner Somers that violation of the
agency's noise rules might constitute nuisance per se in any private litigation.

Mr. Hector clarified for Commissioner Hallock that it was both the case
that the measurements of the private consultant were of a type of noise not
addressed by Commission regulation and that it is unlikely that the Department's
instrumentation could measure ncise like this when the noise's occurrence is
of such short duration. Mr. Hector concluded from the consultant's report that
the origin of the noises had been the turbines, reserving doubt as to whether
the noise could be subjectively perceived. Mr. Hector explained that not even
an impulse meter would be likely to pick up the sound in question, adding that
no other jurisdiction has set standards based on the criteria used by the
private consultant.

Mrs. Jan Egger of the Oregon Environmental Council asked what would happen
if the permittee exhausted his operating hour limitation and applied for an
extension. Mr. Kramer explained that the procedure would then be to take the
matter before the Commission again for a hearing on the guestion of extension.
Mrs. Egger inquired why the permit condition regarding emergency operation had
been drafted without language suggested by the Public Utility Commissioner
providing that "the last station to operate shall ke Bethel." Mr. Kowalczyk
confirmed Commissioner Phinney's understanding that the language had been deleted
to avoid the possibility that the permit might require bringing on line some now
inoperative stations, such as L Station, whose operation would be more environ-
mentally detrimental than that of Bethel. He assured Commissioner Richards that
the staff would check into a reported discrepancy in the address of the fa0111ty
before issuing a permit.
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Mr. Hector informed Commissioner Hallock that, even if the Attorney
General's office were of the opinion that the Commission has statutory authority
to regulate infra sound, the Department was without sufficient knowledge to
recommend standards protective of health and welfare and was perhaps without
sufficient budget for much activity in this area. He added his lack of certainty
"whether classic infra sound exists in connection with operation of the Bethel
facility.

Commissioner Somers stated himself to be in favor of the Director's
recommendation on the ground that he did not want to overstep his statutory
authority, adding that if the Commission had the power to do so, he would
probably favor denial of the permit. He noted that there was little consolation
for the people living in the vicinity of Bethel that the plant could operate for
only 31 days during the life of the permit but noted that the community of Salem
might be in vital need of this operation at some point in time.

Commissioner Crothers MOVED that the Director's recommendation to issue
the permit be approved with the condition that the permit last for only two
years instead of five as had been proposed. Thée motion was seconded by
Commissioner Phinney.

Commissioner Somers suggested that reduction in the life of the permit
should be accompanied by a commensurate reduction in the operating hour limitation.
Commissioner Crothers argued that a reduced operating hour limitation would be
inappropriately threatening to the community in the event that Trojan needs
repairs or some other emergency develops.

The motion carried with the support of all Commissioners except Commissioner
Somers who voted against the motion.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING: A PROPOSED AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT
FOR PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC'S HARBORTON TURBINE GENERATING FACILITY

Mr. Kramer amended his proposed permit orally, withdrawing reference to
renewal of the permit set forth in one of its general conditions. He noted
that his proposal was not to renew the permit.

Commissioners Richards and Somers agreed that the staff report had been
before the Commission some time and was not requiring of a reading and that the
proposal was merely to have a public hearing before a hearing officer, a
proposal that called for no discussion on the merits of the proposed permit.

It was moved by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney, and

carried with all Commissioners supporting that the Director's recommendatlon be
adopted.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.




MINUTES OF THE SEVENTY-THIRD MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAI, QUALITY COMMISSION
: October 24, 1975

Pursuant to the reguired notice and publication, the seventy-third
meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order
at 9:00 a.m. on Friday, October 24, 1975, The meeting was convened in
Room 602 of the Multnomah County Courthouse, 1021 S.W. 4th Avenue, Portland,
Oregon. :

Commissioners present included: Mr. Joe B, Richards, Chailrman;
Dr. Morris Crothers, Vice Chairman; Dr. Grace S. Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn
L. Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M. Somers.

The Department was represented by its Director, Mr. Loren (Bud) Kramer,
and several additional staff members including Mr. E.J. Weathersbee {Technical
Programs) , Mr. Harold L. Sawyer (Water Quality); and Harold M. Patterson
(Air Quality). '

Mr. Raymond Underwood and Mr. Robert L. Haskins were present as
Counsel to the Commission.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried by favorable votes of Commissioners Phinney, Crothers, Hallock,
Somers, and Richards that the Commission approve the proposed minutes of
the September 26 and September 29 Commission meetings, approve the. program
activity report (Agenda Item B}, approve the recommended Tax Credit Actions
(Agenda Item C) and adopt the Director's recommendation to authorize public
hearings to consider (1) adoption of emissions. standards and procedures for
certified alternative methods to open field burning and (2} housekeeping
amendments to the Motor Vehicle Emission Inspection tests, methods, and
standards.

TAX CREDITS

. In adopting the motion set forth above the Commission granted Pollution
Control Facility Certificates as sought in applications T-641, T-667,
T=-700, and T=709. The Commigsion denied application T-694 for failure to
give Notice of Construction under ORS 468.175 and 468.180. Further, the
Commission revoked Pollution Control Facility Certificates 186, 325, and
466 based on the holder's having sold the facilities in issue.

PETITION TO REPEAL OR AMEND THE INDIRECT SOURCE RULE

Referring to a Petition by the Oregon State Home Builders et. al. to
repeal or amend the Indirect Source Rule {OAR Chapter 340, sections 20-100
through 20-135), Mr. Kramer informed the Commission that the alternatives
were to deny the Petition outright or initiate a formal rulemaking procedure,
complete with public hearings. He reminded the Commission that outright
denial without any public testimony would be permissible and that a staff
menmber was pfesent to give the staff report, 1f desired.
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The Commission agreed with Commissioner Richards' suggestion that the
Petiticner should address the Commission on the limited issue of whether
or not the Petition should be accepted and a hearing scheduled on the
merits of the Indirect Source Rule.

Mr. Fred VanNatta of the Oregon State Homebuilders Association stated
that the staff report had only been available to him for five minutes and
deferred to Mr. Bruce Anderson, Counsel to the Petitioners, for oral argument.

Mr. Anderson concurred in Commissioner Richards' understanding that the
presentation of evidence regarding the merits of the rule would not be in
order at present. The question, he argued, was whether the rule in its
present form results in any significant improvement in air quality. Peti-
tioners, he stated, were desirous of a hearing for the presentation of
evidence on thig point, evidence which, in Mr. Anderson's contention, had
not been received in previous hearings for lack of opportunity to present
such. Evidence for the rule had been lacking he stressed.

Mr. Anderson disagreed with the staff's contention that conflict in
federal Congress over the effectiveness of the rule was not a factor in
EPA's suspension of enforcement in the indirect source area.

It was Mr. Anderson's contention that repeal of the current rule
and adoption of the federal rule would satisfy Petitioners anhd, at once,
avoid federal disapproval of the State's Clean Air Act Implementation
Plan. This could be done, he argued, until Congress decides whether there
is justification for indirect source regulatiocn.

Mr. Anderson contended further that adopticn of a rule identical to
the federal rule would allow state enforcement so that the Implementation
Plan would not be disapproved due to the absence of federal enforcement
- of the federal rule.

Commissioners Somers and Hallock explained their concern that the
Oregon rule, which goes well beyond the federal rule and contributes more
to air quality than would the federal rule, is part of an entire scheme
whose absence or relaxation would require other measures, such as daytime
delivery bans, to make up the loss. They asserted that the rule is only a
piece of an entire implementation plan which, in the absence of any of its

parts, would be disapproved as no longer capable of bringing about compliance
with the Clean Air Act.

Mr. Anderson argued that there are more palatable ways to deal with
automobile sources than the indirect source rule. He suggested a wider
vehicle emissions inspection program as one. He .stated that, nationwide,
indirect source regulations have been the subject of more skepticism than
any other single scheme for controling air pollution. He stated that Petitioners
would be satisfied with congressional fact finding regarding the efficacy of

indirect source regulations. In the interim,; the adoption of the federal rule
was urged. :
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Commissioner Hallock was told that adoption of any standard as strict
as the federal standard should satisfy EPA as long as the rule could be
enforced by the State.

Commissioner Somers recalled that the Kruse Way highway project resulted
from uncontrolled development of traffic patterns involving 15,000 traffics
per day on Veneta Road, a two-lane road through a residential area involving
ten-foot setback zoning. The result, he said, was a violation of ambient
standards. If the indirect source rule had been in effect soon enough,
he argued, the situation on Veneta Road would never have happened. He
concurred with Mr. Anderson's understanding that the federal rule addresses
highways and airports but argued that this was not sufficient to prevent
situations such as that on Veneta Road from being precipitated by poor
planning. Commissioner Somers was concerned with the pattern of taxpayer-
gubgidized correction of problems resulting from poor planning. The-two
hundred million dollars per year being spent for sewer systems in Oregon
to alleviate poorly planned communities from subsurface disposal problems
was cited as an example.

Mr. Anderson argued that greater acoeptance of the planning concept
would follow when a one-stop permit process is realized. In the interim,
his suggestion was that alternatives to the indirect soutrce regulations should
be addressed.

Commissioner Crothers suggested that the question of what type of clean
air regulations should pertain was not in issue. In issue, he contended,
was the question of whether the evidence bearing upon the indirect source
rule was deficient enough to warrant a formal review of the rule.

Commissioner Phinney stregsed again that relaxation to the federal
level, while serving EPA requirements regarding indirect source review,
would not satisfy EPA unless the resultant hiatus in the Implementation Plan
were filled in some other fashion. :

It was Mr. Anderson's contention that hearings conducted on the indirect
source rule could also encompass hearings on alternatives thereto which would
leave the Implementation Plan in good repair. Extension of the auto emissions
inspection program throughout the valley was again suggested.

Commissioner Hallock was of the opinion that such an expansion of the
auto emissions inspection program, as with many other alternatives, would
require legislative authority unavailable for at least two years.

Referring to the acknowledged suit in the Circuit Court of Lane County
for judicial review of the rule, Commissioner Somers argqued that the Petition
should be denied until such time as the resolution of the suit is known. He
gtated his intention to make such a motion, giving the reasons therefor.

Ms. Lynda Willis of the Department’s Air Quality Program, presented the
Summary of the staff report wherein it was contended that the Petition .is
without sufficient supportive evidence and documentation, and distortive
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of the federal position on review of indirect sources. She stated that

the development of Regional Indirect Source Plans would eliminate the
highly criticized individual review of proposed sources and improve upon

an already effective indirect source program. It was concluded that until
the advent of regicnal parking and circulation plans the present rule is
needed to assure that new motor vehicle emissions will not cause air guality
problems. It was the staff’s contention that repeal of the rule would be
inconsistent with the State's Clean Alr Implementation Plan and EPA policy.
It was further argued that the Petitioners' concerns had been considered

at several previous hearings.

It was the Director's recommendation that the Commission deny the
petition, adopt the staff report as its statement of reasons therefore,
and authorize the Director to prepare, sign on behalf of the Commission,
and serve upon the Petitioners a written order reflecting the Commission's
action as required by law. It was further recommended by the Director
that the denial be accompanied by instruction to the staff to proceed as
rapidly as possible to formulate a program and timetable for development
of Regional Indirect Source Plans for the metropolitan areas of the State.
This program should encompass sources of funding and the inter- agency
agreements required to complete and implement the Plans.

At the request of Commissioner Richards, Ms. Willis informed of the
impact to be expected from a relaxation of the rule to federal requirements.
Noting federal levels of review would remove the threshcld of review from
50 to 1000 spaces per parking facility in metropolitan areas and from 1000
to 2000 in others, she said the result would be review of only 5.7% of the
sources currently reviewed in the Portland area. These would include only
the large sources, leaving danger 6f significant air quality problems from
the smaller =ources, she contended.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried that the Director's recommendation, bkoth for denial of the
petition and adoption of the staff report as the statement of reasons there-
fore, be approved.

Commissioner Crothers was of the view that the Director's recommendation
conceded deficiencies in the present rule which, in his view, would warrant
further review of the rule.

Mr. Kramer explained that the request of the petitioners was not aligned
with his recommendation that the staff, in lieu of a full blown hearing on
the rule, proceed to address the known deficiencies in the indirect source
review program. He added that denial of the petition would move the matter
more quickly in the current litigation, speeding a resolution as to the judi-
cial soundness of the rule.

Commissioner Crothers asked if this would run counter to the policy
of avoiding litigation and 1lts attendant expense where possible.
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It was the contention of Commissioner Somers that the simultaneous
filing of a Petition before the Commission and prosecution of a lawsuit
over the same dispute presents a special circumstance wherein it becomes
appropriate for the Commission to await the court's decision. He argued
that granting the petition might be construed as avoidance of the threat
posed by the lawsuit and might encourage others to initiate litigation prior
to the exhaustion of their administrative remedies, causing undue legal
expenses and circumventing the intents of the Administrative Procedures
Act. Commissioner Somers added that he did not mean to block anyocne's
access to the courts and he acknowledged that prosecution of the lawsuit
was well within the prerogatives of the petitioners.

Mr. Kramer agreed that it was to the benefit of the public to compromise
differences whenever practical. He informed Commissioner Crothers, however,
that the differences between the Department and the petitioners, in his =
appraisal, are too wide to permit of compromise. He agreed with Commissioner
Somers that the matter might best be resolved in the courts. In the mean-
time, he suggested, the Department could, of its own motion, address the
task of forming Regional Indirect Source Plans to eliminate the tedious,
source~by=-source review necesgsary under the current circumstances.

Commissioner Crothers agreed that this was a weak area and recalled
digsatisfaction with the evidence justifying review of smaller sources
in the periphery of metropolitan areas. He did acknowledge a need for
review in metropolitan centers. It was his opinion that the position
of the Department might not be as divergent from that of the petitioners'
as had been supposed.

Commissioner Phinney gained Commissioner Richards' concurrence in her
understanding that, even if the petition were denied, the petitioners could
informally present such evidence to the Commission as they might. She
added hexr feeling that the evidence.to which petitioners alluded is not set
forth in the petition itself sufficiently tc give the Commission reason to
expect that such evidence exists and would be found convincing by the
Commission.

Commissioner Crothers countered that the petition was simply a request
to present the evidence.

Commissioner Hallock was informed by Ms. Willis that some five public
hearings had occurred since the Department began modifying the rule in 1974.
Commissioner Hallock said she'd seen nothing new presented since the rule
was reviewed last January.

Commissioner Somers, holding out the possibility that an amended petition
might be filed, noted a lack of detailed reasons for the requested change,
reasons required by the administrative rules governing the petition's form.

Commissioner Richards informed Commissioner Crothers that, with the
favorable votes of three Commissioners, any amended petition that might
be filed in the future could be granted. '
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Mr. Anderson vigorously disclaimed any bad faith in petitioners'
simultaneous adminigtrative and judicial activities and explained that
many of the petitioners were skeptical of the opportunity to present
detailed evidence in an administrative forum open to the public. It
was their contention that insufficient time would be allotted. He added
it had been his suggestion that the Commission be given the opportunity to
rule on the matter and that the lawsuit be processed simultaneously so
that no time would be forfeited, should the petition not be well received
by the Commission.

Commissioner Somers contended that the petitioners' election to move
in judicial and administrative forums simultaneously costs the agency
unnecessary legal fees, even during periods of imparlance. He cited
monthly reports from counsel on the state of the case as one example of
such ongoing costs. '

Mr. Anderson stated he wished only to avoid undue delay in initiating
the lawsuit since, if administrative resolution of the issues is not forth-
coming, the lawsuit could be expected to take from nine to Ffourteen months
to come to issue. He argued a substantial difference in the cost of a
monthly report as opposed to the cost of actively defending a lawsuit.

Commissioner Richards stated his support of the motion to deny, noting
that the Commission was not advised that the suit was simply filed to save
time and that monies had been spent in the motion and deposition stages of
the action.. He added his recognition of legal issues which should be
settled by the courts. He felt the divergence between the position of
the petitioners and that of staff promised no compromise resolution. He
stated his willingness to have the staff prepare promptly its recommendations
as to what modifications of the rule, if any, should be accomplished.
Commissioner Richards hoped for more definitive evidence on the propriety
of the "50 lot" and "five mile" aspects of source review, noting that infor-
mation from other states had not been available at the time of the previous
hearings.

He noted that the rule may prove to be too lenient or too strict. He
recalled information that, on some days, cutlying areas around Eugene were
exceeding CO standards by as much as 70%. He called for evidence as to
whether these excesses were auto related and dangerous to people. It was
asked if the staff could estimate in the next thirty or sixty days when the
Regicnal Indirect Scurce Plans can be operative and beneficial to both
developers and the agency.

The motion was carried with the support of Commissioners Phinney,
Hallock, Somers, and Richards. Commisgioner Crothers voted against the

motion.

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT: PGE BETHEL TURBINE GENERATING PLANT

Mr. John Hector of the Department's Alr Quality Program read the
conglusiong of the staff report. He recalled that the matter had been the
subject of a public hearing on September 29 and that additional written
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testimony had been received since the hearing. The report concluded as
follows: 1) Installation of mufflers and shotcreting have reduced per-
ceptible turbine noise by 50% (3dB). 2) The facility complies with the
Department's daytime octave band noise limits and, with one twin pack
running, can comply with the nighttime octave band limits. 3) The octave
band limits applied to the facility are more stringent than the statistical
noise limits and allow for worst case conditicns. 4) Noise measurements
taken at 400 feet can be accurately extrapolated to ascertain levels

on nearby noise sensitive property. 5) The facility makes no low freguency
noise of sufficient amplitude to create an infrasound problem. 6) The
facility does not exceed 45 dBA at any noise sensitive property. 7) Cessation
or curtallment of operation (other than the limitation tc one twin pack at
night) is not warranted by air quality or noise regulations. 8) Justifiable
operating restrictions, noise limitations and noise monitoring requirements
have been incorporated in the proposed permit. 9) Agencies with expertise,

such ag BPA and PUC, ¢&an be consulted to determine if emergency conditions s

really exist during operatioch of the turbines. 10) At least annual review

of the permit is warranted.

It was the Director's recommendation that the Department proceed
toward issuance of the proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for the
Bethel facility by giving 30-day public notice, receiving public comment,
and making such changes as might be warranted thereby before issuing the
permit.

Mr. Hector summarized written testimony presented after the September 29
hearing. Alluding to a study by Goodfriend and Kessler submitted by Mr.
Charles Frady, Mr. Hector noted that his measurements indicate no noise
from the Bethel facility of the amplitude found to be troublesome by the
study and noted that the Oregon standard in the 31.5 Hz Octave band would
prohibit noise of such magnitude. ' ‘ '

Mr. Hector noted that the nearest privately owned property was determined
to be 110 feet closer to the source than had been supposed. He noted that
projection of the data taken at 400 feet would result in noise levels at
this property of .7 dB higher than was thought but still within the required
Octave band levels.

Noise sensitive property owned by the company, he reported, had been
the subject of a recent request by PGE for an exception as provided in the
rules for noise smensitive propertiy owned by the owner of the source.

Mr. Hector noted that the Department would expect to grant such
exception if it were found in order and proposed that the permit deal with
noise levels at the nearest third-party owned rnoise sensitive property as had
been proposed.

, Commissioner Somers received the verification of Mr. Steve Downs of
the Salem-North Coast Region that his visit to the Backe residence had
resulted in his cbservation of very slight ripples in a glass of water
placed before an open window when the plant was in operation. Mr. Downs
was unable to attribute the ripples to the operation of the Bethelrplant.
He cited vibrations from a nearby refrigerator or wind blowing through the
windows as plausible alternative explanations.
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Addressing himself to a low, throbbing vibration he experienced in
the bathroom of the residence, Mr. Downs reported that Mr. Jack, who
accompanied him, could not experience the throbbing which Mr. Downs reported
was perceptible to him only with some concentration. - He confirmed a similar
experience in the bedrocom. It was reported that the visit to the Backe
residence lasted approximately one-~half hour. He was unable to say whether
the throbbing sensation could be described ag audible.

Mr. Downs reported that a visit to the exterior of the Ringler residence
had turned up a low rumbling, analogous to the sound of a distant freight
train, without any throbbing.

Mr. Hector confirmed Commissioner Somers' understanding that, in the
A weighted scale, any amplitude over 55 dB disturbs sleep habits. He
noted that this would be an exterior measurement which takes into account
some attenuation of the noise upon entering the residence. It was added that
low frequency noise is not attenuated as much as A scale noise when entering
a structure.

it was the recollection of Commissioner Somers that PGE representatives
had previously assured the Commission that phenomena such ag those reported
by Mr. Downs were a nonexistent figment of the imagination.

Mr. Hector informed that, at the time of the testing under discussion,
the wind was of such direction as to possibly enhance the nolse levels
at the Backe residence, and that the rural agricultural neighborhood was
characterized by a relatively low ambient noise background which tended
to emphasize noise of any kind. He told Commissioner Somers that the ambient
levelg in the neighborhood probably average less than 45 dBA and the neighbor-
hood could he called a noise sensitive area in that respect,

Commigsioner Somers suggested that, due to the low ambient average,
any new noise might impact the residents of the neighborhood more than
might occur in other neighborhoods. Mr. Hector concurred, adding that
the regulations provide for an increase limitation of 10 dBA from any
one source, a limitation that the RBethel facility reportedly does not
excead. He added that the noise produced in the "A" scale by Bethel was
not generally a problem, in that low frequency noise prevails. He re-
called that measurements as low as 35 dBA had been taken and that, with
the plant operating the noise went up to 47 or 48 dBA at a location 400
feet from the plant. He added that at the nearest third-party owned
noise sensitive property this increment would measure between 1 and 2

"dBA. He explained the procedure for extrapolating measurements over distances
by applying a noise attenuation correction factor.

Commissioner Somers expressed severe vexation at the conflicting
testimony given by Mr. Downs and by representatives of PGE, recalling
that PGE officials had first denied the existence of what Mr. Downs claims
to have experienced, then promised to abate the problem with mufflers whose
effectiveness was thoroughly belied by Mr. Downs' testimony. He asked
Mr. Hector for a recommendation. Mr. Hector contended that the standards
go only to audible noise, are protective, and do not insure absolute
inaudibility of commercial/industrial noise sources.
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Commissioner Somers guoted testimony given before the Legislature in
1971 by a PGE representative wherein it was alleged that the turbines would
be a mobile, infrequently used, and innccuous. Commissioner Somers questioned
whether there had been such misrepresentation to the Commission by PGE as
would warrant outright denizl of the permit pursuant to the adwministrative
rules on the subject. He added that the intent of the Commission to cooper-
ate with industry in solving problems was frustrated by misrepresentations.

Commissioner Richards held out the possibility that any misrepresentation
might have been uriintentional in view of the fact that the impact from the
turbine was so subtle that only one of two Department technical people was
able subjectively to perceive it. He noted that the facts indicate little
audible noise. He suggested that the lack of regulations governing infra-
sound, coupled with the plant's compliance with regulations governing
audible roise, might render the problem out of the Commission's jurig--
diction. He distinguished these considerations from the possibility that
a private nuisance action might lie.

It was the primary concern of Commissioner Richards that an appropriate
time limit be set, not in excess of two years. He contended the Commission
should review the matter soon, perhaps in the light of testimony which might
be brought out during court proceedings and in the light of any resclution
of the problem which might be cbtained by the plaintiffs through the proceedings.

Commissioner Hallock voiced disagreement with the Director's feeling
that there was insufficient information on which to base an operation hour
limitation. She expressed disappointment that what was represented to be
a portable and temporary installation had evolved into a permanent one.

She felt that, in lieu of the harsh measure of requiring PGE to move the
plant, it might be appropriate to require an hourly limitation for operations
which would put a ceiling on both discomfort to the neighbors and inefficient
use of fuels involved in operation. She lamented the fact that the neighbors
of both the Bethel and Harborteon plants were lead to believe the plants

would be temporary and would now have to suffer their presence on a permanent
basis due to the laxity of the Commission and the respective city councils
involved. In view of their newfound permanence, she argued that casual
treatment of the plants was not in order.

Noting that peaking occurs usually in winter during the periods associated
with arising, breakfasting, and evening meals, Commissioner Somers questioned
whether it would be appropriate to limit use to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., absent a power outage due to unforeseen
circumstances.

Commissioner Phinney distinguished peaking usage from emergency usage,
arguing that emergency use would not normally be necessary for peaking
alone, but would be in conjunction with Trojan outage or some other emergency.

Commissioner Somers mentioned that the proposed permit is silent on the
subjects of peaking and Trojan outage, and that it fails to define the word
"emergency." He countered Commissioner Crothers' understanding that cost
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alone would be a sufficient discouragement of undue operation, fecalling
that this cost was cone of the arguments recently employed by the utility
in obtaining a 35% rate increase from the Public Utilities Commissioner.

" Mr. John Kowalgzyk of the Department's Alr Quality Program reported
to Commissioner Phinney that the permit contains no hourly limitation,
despite the possibility that a significant increase in operation over
that of the last two years might cause violation of the standard for
anbient oxides of nitrogen. This was said to be owing to the lack of
data for projections with regard to the intensity of operation which would
result in violation. He added that data is now being gathered in an
attempt to reach a projection. Upon the realization of this goal, Mr.
Kowalczyk repcrted, the staff would expect to return to the Commission
with a recommendation for hourly operation limits. He explained further
that the 200 hour figure appearing in the September 22 staff report was
a subjective breaking point beyond which the staff would recocmmend re-
gquiring installation of control equipment whose cost, balanced against
enhancement of air quality would, in staff's opinion, not be justified
for operation of 200 hours per year or less. Mr. Kowalczyk affirmed
Commissioner Phinney's understanding that oxides of nitrogen are a problem
to be expected whose only unknown index was in terms of volume of operation.
He agreed with Commissioner Richards that the intent of paragraph eleven
of the proposed permit was to reserve to the Department power to require
guch control equipment as might become available during the térm of the
permit,

With regard to the permit condition allowing operation only in
emergency conditions, Mr. Kowalczvk recalled staff discussions with BPA
and other agencies of expertise regarding the basic need for installations
such as Bethei. He concluded that "emergency" igs a grey area appropriately
reviewed in context at the time PGE might declare an emergency to exist.

Commissioner Phinney, empathizing with the staff's reluctance to set
an hourly limitation without supportive data, questioned the wisdom of
giving an open ended permit to such a problematic source, setting no
hourly limitation whatever, other than the vague emergency clause.

Mr. Kramer contended that a limitation per se on an emergency situation
would be irrational. He said there 1s no more reason to believe an emergency
requirement, should one arise, could be met with five hours of operation
than to believe five hundred hours might be necessary. He hypothesized
the difficulty which would arise if, during an actual emergency, some
arbitrary time limit was consumed prior to the termination of emergency
need.

Commissioner Phinney was skeptical of the Department's ability, given
the complexities of power distribution both in the Northwest and through
the intertie, to intelligently evaluate any claim by PGE that an emergency
actually exists. '
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Conceding that a determination gould not be made immediately upon the
‘inception of operation, Mr. Kramer suggested that borrowing upon the
expertise of other agencies, such as BPA and PUC would result in an adequate
follow-up evaluation of the claimed emergency. He added that misuse of the
emergency clause by PGE, if the same occurs, would not be permitted in its
repetition.

Alluding to the healthy prognosis for hydropower and the advent of
Trojan power, Commissioner Phinney gquestioned what would be the objection
to an hourly limitation, even if the same were arbitrary. She added her
conjecture that the conditions leading up to an emergency might be avoided
by an hourly limitation which would guide PGE in determining how much
power to sell in the fall, knowing that emergency capacity is limited.

T Commissioner Richards suggested an hourly operation-limitation of
sufficient magnitude might give PGE time to approach the Commission with
- a request for extension prior to the exhaustion of the limitation. In
his calculation, a 1000 hour limitation would give the company to a month
and a half to process a reguest for additional time.

It was the opinion of Mr. Raymond Underwood, Counsel to the Commission,
that provision for such a contingency could be written into the permit.
Mr., Underwood mentioned that the currently proposed permit calls upon the
permittee to report any emergency operation to the Department and demon-
strate the emergency's existence to the satisfaction of the Department.
In Mr. Underwood's view, this requirement would provide the Commission
with opportunity to review any emergency extending for a long period of
time and guide the Department in determining if the conditions in play
constitute sufficient emergency. In response to Commissioner Richards'
inguiry, Mr. Tnderwood informed that, absent the Department's satisfaction
that an emergency existed, the Department could revoke the permit under
its own terms and seek injunction from further operation. Mr. Underwood
further explained that the noise provisions were riding on the Department's
authority to issue an Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit since the Department
has no authority directly to regulate noise by permit. He conceded that
the Department's authority to impose the noise sanctions in the permit
could be guestioned and that, in his opinion, a court would find sufficient
reason for their inclusion. Commissioner Richards and Mr. Underwood agreed
that one effect of the noise provisions of the permit would be notice to
the applicant of what noise emissions would be permissible under the noise
emissions limitations which are enforceable by civil penalty.

It was Mr. Underwood's understanding that the applicant either had
or would file an application for an exception to the Noise Regulations
with regard to noise sensitive property located some B00 feet from the
plant and owned in fee by the applicant subject to a life estate in its
present occupant. It was further reported that the occupant had executed
an affidavit supporting the applicant in the request. Commissioner
Somers was of the opinion that the applicant alone would not have ownership
standing to apply for such an exception whose availability is to owners

of noise sensitive property who also own the source.

|
|
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Alluding to the increasing number of private suits brought against
public officials seeking personal liability damages for the erroneous
exercise of official discretion, Commissioner Richards asked Mr. Underwood
if he thought a more definitive definition of "emergency” could be reached
which would require less discretion in its administration and stiil speak
to the variety of circumstances which might occur. Mr. Underwood recalled
that a previous attempt by company officials, staff members, and himself
to accomplish this had been unsuccessful. Mr. Underwood noted that the
company had agreed to the "emergency" conditions in the permit. This,
he felt, might somewhat allay Commissioner Richards' concern. He did
not rule out the possibility that some better definition might be reached
with another attempt.

- Commissioner Phinney suggested PUC cor BPA officials might be able to
contribute to the drafting of an iterative definition.

Commissioner Hallock suggested it might be well to turn the matter
back to the staff until such an effort is made. She asked whether the
Commission would take up a reguest from the QOregon Environmental Council,
through attorney James Cartwright, that the Commission should seek a
formal Attorney General's opinion on the issue of whether the Commission
has authority to regulate infrasound.

Commissioner Richards found the issue an interesting one but mentioned
that, according to the staff report, the Bethel question involves neither
infrasound of measurable significance nor violation of any noise regulations
currently in effect. '

Commiggsioner Hallock wanted it to be known that she was disappointed
that promises of portability had been succeeded by a proposal to grant
an open-ended permit for the plant to operate in what had previously been
a quiet residential-agricultural neighborhood. She guestioned whether
this turn of events would be consonant with the Commission's charge to
protect the public health and welfare. She felt the best course would
be for a permanent installation at Beaver to fill the power need despite
the increased transmission costs. She called for cessation of the casual
assumption that such small installations are merely temporary. Commissioner
Hallock conceded the unlikelihood of realizing the above goal and suggested
as a practical alternative a restriction in total operating hours and a
permit term of less than five years.

Mr. Kramer expressed his willingness to have the staff consult with
PGE, and PUC or BPA to see if an acceptable, more definitive, emergency
clause could be reached. He cautioned, however, that there was no
assurance that this effort would be successful.

Commissioner Richards suggested that the judgment of the Department
as tb the existence or nonexistence of emergency might be the best result
obtainable in view of previous efforts by the Department and PGE to reach
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a more definitive guideline. Commissioner Hallock held out the possibility
that other agencies with more expertise in the matter could help. She
questioned whether the current definition could result in emergency use
while power is being sold to California users. Commigsioner Phinney con-
curred that other agencies should be consulted due to their sophistication
in matters of power exchange. -

Commissioners Somers and Richards agreed that the matter might be
tabled until the next meeting if the Commissioners could presently give
some indication of the likelihood that the proposal, absent the deficiencies
addressed by the Commissioners, would meet with success in the next meeting.

Commissioner Somers, noting that the Chairman and the Director had
not been present at last year's meeting on the subject, explained his
dissatisfaction with the applicant. It was his recollectitr that a spokes=~
man of PGE had personally assured the Commission that the installation
of mufflers would eliminate audible noise. This assurance, Commissioner
Somers recalled, had elicited Commissioner Crothers' acquiescence in the.
previous permit, as well as that of other Commissioners. This misrepre-
sentation, Commissioner Somers said, had left his credulity for present
PGE promises somewhat strained.

It was Commissioner Crothers' recollection that PGE had promised to
reduce audible noise to an acceptable level, not to eliminate it entirely.

Commissioner Richards invited a motion which would resolve as many
issues as possible regarding the permit and turn the matter back to staff
for new proposals regarding unresolved issues.

It was MCVED by Commissioner Phinney that the Commission suggest to
the staff that they modify the permit to limit its term to two years,
that they reexaminé that matter of an operating hour limitation to reach
a suggestion for some such limitation, and that they redefine the term
"emergency”. Commissioner Somers seconded the motion.

In discussion of the motion Commissioner Richards noted that his
favorable vote would imply that if staff is able to accomplish satisfactorily
the subject tasks, he would vote in favor of the modified permit at the
next Commigsion meeting.

The motion carried with the favorable votes of Commissioners Crothers,
Phinney, Somers, Hallock, and Richards.

VARIANCE REQUEST: PERMANEER CORPORATION'S DILLARD AND WHITE CITY PLANTS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers and seconded by Commissioner
Hallock that the Director's recommendation with regard to the variance
reguests on agenda item G be adopted.
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Mr. Frederic Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Program presented
the staff reports regarding the Permaneer Corporation's requested variances
for its White City and Dillard plants. Recalling that the Commissicn had
previously tabled this matter to await the applicant's proposed compliance
schedule, Mr. Skirvin reported that the Company had provided compliance
dates which the Department found acceptable with the added conditicons of
Departmental review each six months and the reserved right in the Department
to make appropriate changes in the event of any significant improvement
in the applicant's financial ocutlook.

It was the Director’'s recommendation that the variance be granted,
preceded by a finding that strict compliance with the rules would be in-~
appropriate in that it would result in substantial curtailment or shutting
down of the Dillard facility, and subject to the conditions that: 1) the
variance terminates on December 1, 1979, 2) the compliance attainment
program submitted by the applicant on October 3, 1975 be incorporated
into the applicant’s Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, 3) the applicant
be required to submit a review report on progress and validity of the
compliance schedule each six months, 4) the Department reserve the right
to advance the compliance dates as appropriate in the event of improved
economic outlook, and 5} the variance may be revoked if the applicant
fails to comply with its conditions.

Mr. Skirvin explained to Commissioner Richards that the finding
with regard to strict compliance was an amendment added to the original’
recommendation due to statutory requirements.

Commissioner Richards noted that the emissions of the two Permaneer
facilities were running approximately four times in excess of those allowed
by the rules. Pointing out that the total cost of the improvement proposed
during the life of the variance would indicate expenditures of $15,000 per
month, he asked if the variance would require this money to be spent on
a monthly basis. It was Mr. Skirvin's understanding that the $15,000 figure
was simply the result of dividing total cost by total months. Ee was
unable to say if the money was intended to be spent on a monthly basis
or in other manners. He added that it was his understanding that the
applicant would borrow the money necessary for improvements and commence
to repay itg loan at a rate of $15,000 per month.

Mr. Larxy Anderson, Chief Engineer of the Dillard plant informed the
Commission on behalf of Permaneer that the compliance schedule had been
arrived at by dividing the amount the company felt it could afford each
month intc estimated cost to £ind the number of months necessary. He
confirmed Commissioner Richards' understanding that the monies might
not be spent until on or slightly after the construction completion date,
adding that the company would maintain a cash flow sufficient to pay for
the construction upon completion. He further explained that the purchase
order and design stages reguired by the Department, were to be handled
by internal company staff and were not reflected in the cost figures.
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It was Commigsioner Somers view that the time taken to pay for the
proijects would be immaterial to the Commission so long as the construction
of the controls remained on schedule as set forth in the increments of
progress. Commissicner Richards concurred but added that he would not
like to be approached a year from the present with a report that the
company could not keep up with its schedule for failure to commit monies
in a timely fashion.

Mr. Skirvin recalled the six-month review provision and stated it to
be a stopgap against events such as Commissioner Richards described. He
pointed out further that the arrangement in the schedules for construction
were aimed at reducing the grossest sources at each plant first, leaving
the lesser pollutors until later.

Mr. Skirvin confirmed Commissioner Richards' understanding that the
Director's recommendation with regard to the White City facility variance
was analogous te that for the Dillard application. He added that White
City is a non-attainment area which might require a revised strategy in
the future.

Any such revision, he conjectured, would probably allow the type
of controls that the applicant was proposing for White City.

VARIANCE REQUESTS: UNION CARBIDE FERROALLOY DIVISION AND SALEM IRON WORKS

Part of the Director's recommendations under agenda item G had included
the following: 1) That a finding regarding the inappropriateness of strict
compliance should precede the granting of a variance from the Commission's
opacity and particulate emissions standards for Union Carbide’s Ferrocalloy
Division for -its number one furnace. 2) That the variance should extend to
February 1, 1976 and provide for (a) cessation upon notification of adverse
meteorological conditions, (b) three particulate source tests spanning the
first two months of production of 50% ferrosilicon; and (¢} the applicant's
installation of a roof vent transmissometer to monitor at least thirty days
of the operation during the life of the variance.

Mr. Tom Bigpham of the Department's Portland Regional Office informed
the Commission that review of the transmissometer installation plans had
vielded the conclusion that expense would not be justified by expected
benefits and that the Director would now recommend that the company provide
a contrasting visual backdrop on the furnace roof vent and maintain a
continuous timelog of furnace operation for correlation with the Depart-
ment'’s visual evaluations.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried by Commissioners Phinney, Crothers, Somers, Hallock, and
Richards that the amendment to the Director's recommendation as recited
by Mr. Bispham be adopted as an amendment to the original motion on item G.




_16_

With regard to the variance request submitted by Gerlinger Industries
of Salem, it was the Director's recommendation that the Commission enter
a finding that strict compliance ig inappropriate as causing of sub-
stantial curtailment or shutdown and issue a variance from the Commission's
rules regarding opacity and particulate emissions. This would accompany
an Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit renewal conditioned on compliance
by March 31, 1976, and the company's proceeding as rapidly as possible to
complete its new foundry facility and shut down the Salem foundry, reporting
~on its progress on December 1, 1975, January 1, 1976 and February 1, 1976.

The motion of Commissioner Somers with regard to Agenda Item G, per-
taining to the four variances discussed above, was carried with the supporting

votes of Commissioners Phinney, Crothers, Somers, Hallock, and Richards.

POLICY PERTAINING TO LOG HANDLING IN OREGON WATERS

Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department's Water Quality Program presented
the staff report and noted that two written comments had been received
by the Department after the closing date for public comment set by the
Commission following its September 26 hearing on the matter of a log
handling policy. One comment, he reported, had been from the State Forestry
Department, citing condern over potential curtailment of log salvaging
operaticns. The other was said to be from the League of Women Voters,
urging a return to the previous, more strict, proposed policy and urging
that nc new facilities be allowed to employ water storage areas. Mr.
Sawyer foresaw no detriment to log salvage cperations and gtated that
the Director would decline to change his recommendation on the basis of
the second comment. The Commission admitted these comments to the record.

It was the Director's recommendation that the Log Handling Policy as
amended through September 29, 1275 and as set forth in the staff report
be adopted and it was so MOVED by Commissioner Somers.

In response to criticism by the League of Women Voters to the clause
in the Policy which recognizes the legitimacy of water transportation
and storage in the water of logs, Commigsioner Richards cited the gupport
of the Oregon Constitution with regard to water transportation and asked
if any of the other Commissioners felt uncomfortable with the clause.

Commissioner Crothers opined that the Commission had taken a position
centered between two polarized views and that he was satisfied. Commissioner
Somers added that indiscrete dumping and storage, as opposed to other practices
had constituted the proklem and had been addressed in the policy. He noted
that unfortunate tradecffs in terms of energy consumption and the environ-
ment could flow from curtailment of transportation. It was Commissioner
Richards' belief that the Policy would leave plenty of power in the hands
of the Commission to deal with water gquality problems associated with logs.
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The motion, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, carried with the support
of Commissioners Crothers, Phinney, Somers, Hallock, and Richards.

The Commission tabled Item D, a Proposal for an Expanded Air Quality

Data Base Study for the Portland Metro Area accompanied by a slide
presentation.

The Commission then adjourned the meeting.

It was decided after the meeting to postpone the November 21, 1975
Commission meeting until December 12, 1975. ‘
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Department of Environmental Quality
Tecchnical Pregrams

Air Quality Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality

Land Quality October 1975
{(Program) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.¥r. Pernding

Air
Direct Sources i3 40 8 50 15
Indirect Sources ‘
Total 13 40 8 50 ' 15
Water

._Municipai}.._.._””.m”_. e e e

T & D 93 389 125 393 17
S & PS _ :

Industrial 21 83 13 65 : 5 11
Total 114 472 138 458 5 28
Solid Waste
General Refuse 7 28 11 28 ) 13
Demolition 1 1 1 : 2
Industrial 9 4 - 13 3
Sludge 3 2 ! ‘1
Total . 8 41 17 46 1 18
Hazardous
Wastes
GRAND TOTAL 135 553 163 554 ' 6 : 56




Department of Envirommental Quality

Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality

October 1975

{Program) (Month and Year)
PLAN ACTIONS COMPIETED (139}
City and ‘Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
I

Municipal Sewerage Projects - (125)
UsA (Rock Creek) Cont. 16, 173, 17B, 18 & 19 10/1/75 Provisional
Washington Plus 6 Addenda ~ STP Project Approval
Glendale Montgomery & Willis Ave. 10/2/75 Provisional
Douglas " Sewer : Approval
USA (Aloha) Cross Craek South Subdivision 10/2/75 Provisional
Washington Sawers Approval
USA (Durham) Equipment Purchases 10/2/75 Provisional
Washington - : Approval

. Klamath Falls College Ind. Park Sewer 10/2/75 Provisional
Klamath Approval
Eugene Coburg Road Sewex 10/2/75 Provigional
Lane Approval
Eugene Fourth Avenue Sewer 10/2/75 Provigional
Lane Approval
Woodburn Hwy. 99E and M%. Hood Avehue Lo/2/75 . Provisional
Marion Sewer Approval
Milwaukie Lateral B - Marycourt Sewer . 10/2/75 Provisional
Clackamas Approval
Salem Hurl Acres Subdivision Sewer 10/2/75 Provigional
Marion ‘ Approval
Gold Hill Lela Hatton Subdivision Sewer 10/2/75 Provisional
Jackson ' Approval

" Portland 5.W. Flowexr Place Sanitary 10/4/75 Provisional
Multnomah Sewer Approval
BCVSA C.0. #1 - S. Medford Trunk 10/6/75 Approval
Jackson Sewer
Vernonia Bill Nelson Sewar Extension 10/6/75 Provisiconal
Columbia Approval



Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs ’

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality

Qctoher 1975

{(Program)

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (139 continuad)

- City and Name of Source/Project/Site Date of . |
County and Type of Same : Action | Action i
|
Municipal Sewerage Projects (continued)
UsSA (Rock Creek) Contracts 21-27, STP Project 10/6/75 Provisional
Washington Approval
USA (Durhanm) TC.0. #14, STP Projeet 10/8/75 Approval
Washington '
Ontario Treasure Valley Mobile Village 10/8/75 Provisional
Malheur Addition Sewers Approval
Newberg Baker's Orchard Subdivision 10/8/75 Provisional
Yamhill Sewers Approval
Oak Lodge S.D. Catfield Road Sewers 10/8/75 Provisional
Clackamas ‘ Approval
Mill Creek Park Addn. #4 10/8/75 Provisional
Marion  Subdivision Sewers ‘ Approval
Salem Salem Industrial Park, Phase IIA 10/8/75 Provisional
"Marion Sewer ‘ Approval
USA (Tigard). Tippit Place Sewers 10/8/75 Provisional
Washington Approval
Gresham El Ccamino, Phase Ten Subdivision 10/8/75 Provisional
Multnomah Sewers Approval
Oak Lodge S5.D. Ridgegate Subdivigéion Sewers 10/9/75 Provisional
Clackamas Approval
NTCSA 3 Change Orders, Contr. 10/9/75 Approval
Tillamoock II and IV.
Chiloguin 0.20 MGD Activated sludge 10/10/75 Provisional
Klamath STP with Chlorination Approval
USA (Tigard) Gevurtz Furniture Sewer exten. 10/10/75 Provisional
Washington Approval
McMinnville W. Airport San. Sewer . 10/10/75 Provisional
Yamhill Project No. 1975-13 Approval




Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality
- {(Program)

{Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (139 Continued)

City and Name of Source/Project/Site Date of .
County and Type of Same Action Action

[ i
Municipal Sewerage Projects (continued)
Milwaukie 63rd Avenue Sewer 10/10/75 Provisional
Clackamas ‘ Approval
USA (Rock Creek) 2Add. #2 to each of Contracts 10/20/75 Approval
Washington “1le, 17a, 17B, 18, and 19.
Ontario Eagtside Lift Station, S.E. 3xd 10/13/75 Provigional
Malheur Avenue ' Approval

~ Portland S.W. 1llth near Lancaster Sewer 10/13/75 Provisional
Multnomah Approval
Tualatin Mestucca Hills Sewer 16/13/75 Provisional
Washington “Approval
USA (Durham) C.0. #6, STP Project 10/14/75 Approval
Washington
Oakridge Commercial Street Sewer 10/14/75 Provisional
Lane ' Approval
CCsD Stanhelma Hts. Subdivision 10/14/75 - Provisional
Clackamas Sewer Lpproval
BCVsSA 3 C.0. to W. Medford Trunk 10/15/75 Approval
Jackson :
Reedsport Shepherd Estates Subdivigion 10/15/75 Provisional
Douglas Sewer Approval
Green S.D. Sewer Extension near Hwy. 42 10/15/75 Provisional
Douglas Crossing : Approval
Albany Cloverdale Farms Lift Station 10/16/75 Provisional
Linn Shop Drawings Approval
Usa {(Durham) C.0. #13 STP Project 10/16/75 Approval
Washington
Bend . C.0. #2 - Grit Facilities 10/16/75 Approval
Deschutes
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Depariment of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality
{Program)

Qctober 1975
{(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (139 Continued)

Name of Source/Project/Site

City and Date of

County and Type of Same Action Action
Municipal Sewerage Projects {continued)
Portland Umatilla P. S. & Int. 10/16/75 Provigional
Multnomah Approval
Depoe Bay S.D. Busihéééunisf;, Block 5 Iatérél.m"'10/l7/75 Provisional
Lincoln ' : Approval
Salem (Wallace) Eola'Heights Main A 10/20/75 Provisional
Polk : - Approval
UsA (Willow Creek} C.O. - Willow Cr. Int. Phase 3 10/20/75 Provisional
Washington Approval
Portland Addendum #1, SE Umatilla Int. 10/20/75 Provisional
Multnomah : Approval
UsA (Rock Cr.) 10 Contracts (20, 28A, 28B,28C, 10/20/75 Provisional
Washington 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34) ' Approval
Gresham NW Battaglia Avenue Sewer 10/20/75 Provisional
Multnomah Approval
Talent (BCVSA)} Wagner'street‘Sewer 10/21/75 Provisional
Jackson Approval
Corvallis Emil Bergstrom Sewer 10/21/75 Proﬁisicnal
Benton Approval
Corvallis Michael Addition Sewer 10/21/75 Provisicnal
Benton Approval
Salem({Willow) Norris Lane & Mill St. Sewers 10/27/75 Provisional
Maricn o Approval
CCSD #1 OK Berry Farm No. 3 Sewers 10/27/75 Provisional
Clackamas Approval
Oak Lodge S5.D. Arista Drive Sewers 10/27/75 Provisional
Clackamas ' Approval

—5—




Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality

- October 1975

ad

{Program)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

{Month and‘Year)

Name of Source/Project/Site

{139 Continued)

City and Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
5
Municipal Sewerage Projects (continued)
Reedsport S. Hill Terrace Sewers 10/27/75 Provigional
Douglas Approval
Reedsport Lakewood Estates Nos. 2 & 4 10/27/75 Provisional
Douglas Subdivision Sewers Approval
Rufus C.0. #6 & 7, STP Project 10/28/75 Approval
Sherman
NTCSa C.0. #A-3 to Sch. I - ETP Project 10/28/75 Approval
Tillamook ‘
portland (Col.) C.0. #2 - Pressure Outfall 10/28/75 Approval
Multnomah
Redmond York's Restaurant Septic Tank 10/28/75 Approval
Deschutes '~ Cl2 & drain hole disposal - .,
USA (Fanno) C.0. #4 & 5, Fanno Cr. Int.. "10/29/75 Approval
Washington
USA {Rock Cr.) C.0. #1, Contr. 13, STP Project 10/29/75 Approval
Washington ‘
USA (Metzger) S.W. Shady Lane Sewers 10/29/75 Provisional
Washington : Approval
USA (Alcha) Bella Vista Subdiv. & Cross 10/29/75 Provigional
Washington Creek Scuth Subdivision Sewers Approval
Salem (Wal.) Chatnicka Hts. Sewer Extensions 10/29/75 Provigional
Marion ' Approval
USA (Forest Gr.) Senko Village Subdivision Sewers 10/29/75 Provisional
Washington Approval
Sublimity C.0. #1 - Sch. P, Sewer Project 10/30/75 Approval
Marion
Pendleton Specs. and Add. #1 -~ Engine - 10/31/75 Provisional
Umatilla Generator Set - STP

Approval



Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality
(Program)

October 1975
{Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED {139 Continued)

Name of Source/Project/Site

City and Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action |
| | !

Municipal Sewerage Proijects (continued)
USA (Rock Cr.) Contract #35, Sludge Thickener 10/31/75 Provisional

:Washington sSTP : Approval
USA (Rock Cr.)  Add. #1 to Contr.- 21, 22A, 228,  10/31/75 Approval
Washington 23, 24, 25, 26 & 27, hdd, #2

- t8 Contract 24.

Lake Oswego Harvey Way Trunk Sewer 10/31/7% Provisional
Clackamas . Approval
Pendleton Hillview Addition #1 Sewers’ 10/31/75 Provisional
Umatilla Approval
Industrial Waste Sources - 14 | _
Astoria Astoria Plywood, Boiler Blowdown. .'9/i6/75 Approval,
Clatsop Water Lagoon
Trask R. Br. Oregon State Highway Painting 10/1/75 withdrawn
Tillamock Methods
Eugene J. H. Baxter Eliminate Process 10/6/75 Approval
Lane Waste Water Diacharges
Drain Drain Plywood Waste Collection 10/8/75 Approval
Douglas
Eugene Greene's Meat Co., Drainage System 10/13/75 Approval
Lane
Willamina U. S. Plywood - Veneer Dryet 10/13/75 Approval
Yamhill Waghdown System
Dayton Cruickshank Dairy 10/16/75 Approval
Yamhill Animal Waste
Portland Ameron Pipe Products - Waste 10/21/75 Approval

. Multnomah Treatment Facilities
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Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water QOuality October 1975
{Program) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMFLETED (139 Continued)

City and Wame of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

Industrial Waste Sources (continued)

Portland Ross Island Sand & Gravel - Boise 10/21/75 Approval
Multnomah Plant - Upgrade Treatment Facilities

springfield Willamette Industries ' 10/22/75 Approval
Lane Veneer Dryer Washdown '

Highway 58 Parker & Son Tire Co. -~ 0il Sepa- 10/24/75 Approval
Lane rator for Wash & Service Slab

Dee U. 5. Plywood -~ Cooling 10/29/75 Approval
Hood River Water Recycle

North Plains Permapost — Waste Water Collection 10/29/75 Approval
Washington and Evaporation System

Eugene Eugene Water & Electric Board =~  10/30/75° Approval

Lane Filter Backwash ‘ ] el



- Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality October 1975 .
(Program} {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Applications Pexrmit Actions Permit Sources Sources B
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'yg ‘
Month Fis.¥r. Month Fis.Y¥r. Pending Permits Permits
*}** *]'k* *]** *]'k* *]*ﬁ' *]** *]'k'k
Municipal 1/ :
New 0|1 iy 1 00 0] 4 1) 2
Existing 6|4 0Of 4 7|2 10] 3 2] 5 -
_Renewals 1o 9] o 00 0|10 11} 6 £
Total 1|5 10[ 5 2712 36117 40§13 2esj 43 28850 o 2
Industrial -
New ' 1]o 3] 6 5] 0 5| @ 51 4
Existing 1]1 3] 4 112 31 9 7111
Renewals 60 10l 1 0lo _o0j17? 1316
Modifications - |-, =] = 1210 231 1 471 1 ]
Total Bl1l 1611 igj2 31136 72132 415E61 427175
Other (Hatcheries, Moorages, Etc.)
New ' i1]o 2|0 0]0 0l o 21 0
Existing 0o ojo0 olo 0} 0, 0o} 1
Renewals 010 01 0 Q|0 ol 0 0] 1
Modifications = | = =] = 0] 0 41 0 8! 0
Total 1o 2lo 0lo 4l o 10] 2 58§ 3 soi 4
2/ 2/ . ‘
GRAND TOTALS "10je 28|16 451 4 71153 122 |47 758L107 7755129

¥ NPDES Permits
% State Permits

1/ Includes all domestic sewage. Does not include municipally operated
industrial waste facilities or water filtration plants.

2/ Since permit modifications do not always involve an applicatlon thay :
have been left out of these totals.




Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Quality
{(Program)

October 1975
{(Month and Year

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {49)

-10

City and  Name of Source/Project/Site Date of

County and Type of Same Action Action
Municipal Sources (29)
Portland Columbia River Yacht Club 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Multnomah Sewage Disposal Issued
Portland " Stevens Mcorage 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Multnomah Sewage Disposal ‘ Igsuad
Portland Harbor -1 Moorage 10/3/75 HPDES Permit
Multnomah Sewage Disposal Issued
Drain City of Drain 106/3/75 NPDES Permit
Douglas Sewage Disposal Issued
Portland Pleasant Valley School Dist. 10/3/75 NPDES Pexrmit
Multnomah Sewage Disposal. Modified
Beaverton Unified Sewerage Agency 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Washington Cedar Hills Treatment Plant Modified
Dundee City of Dundee 10/3/95 NPDES Parmit
Yamhill Sewage Disposal Medified
Independence City of Independence 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Polk ' Sewage Disposal Modified
Monmouth City of Monmouth 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Polk Sewage Disposal Modified
Lowell City of Lowell 10/6/75 NPDES Pexmit
Lane Sewage Disposal Modified
Maupin City of Maupin 10/5/75 . NPDES Permit
Wasco Sewage Disposal Modified
Monroe City of Monzoe 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Benton Sewage Disposal Modified
Oregon City City of Oregon City 10/6/75 NPDES Parmit
Clackamas Sewage Disposal ‘ Modified
West Linn City of West Linn 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Clackamas Bolton STP Modified



Department of Envircnmental Quality
Technical Programs

Menthly Activity Report
{

Water Quality
(Program)

Octobe: 1975

(Month and Year

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED  (49)

Lane

Sewage Disposal

-11-

City and Name of Source/Proiject/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

Municipal Sources (29 con't)

West Linn City of West Linn 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Clackamas Willamette STP Modified
Aumsville City of Rumsville 10/6/75 NPDES Perxmit -
. Marion .. Sewage Disposal Modified
Gervais City of Gervais 10/6/75 NEDES Permit
Marion Sewage Disposal Medified
Sheridan City of Sheridan 10/6/75 NPDES Permit.
Yamhill Sewage Disposal Madified
Willamina City of Willamina 10/6/75 WPDES Permit
Yamhill Sewage Disposal - Modified
Yamhill City of Yamhill 10/6/75 NPDES Perxmit
Yamhill Sewadge Disposal Modified
Glendale City of Glendale 10/10/75 NPDES Permit
Douglas Sewage Disposal Modified
Lebanon Fairway Apartments 10/10/75 NEDES Perxmit -
Linn Sewage Disposal Issuad
Ashland Callahan's Sigkiyou Lodge 10/10/75 NPDES Permit
Jackson Sewage Disposal Issued

Shady Cove Shady Vista Mobile Park 106/10/75 NPDES Permit
Jackson Sewage Disposal Issued
Knoxtown Knoxtown Sanitary Dist. 10/20/75 State Permit
Curry Sewage Disposal Issued
Wedderburn Wedderburn Sanitary Dist. 10/20/75 State Permit
Curry Sewage Disposal Issued

Gold Hill City of Gold Hill 10/30/75 NPDES Pexmit
Jackson Sewage Disposal Modified
Junction City @ity of Junction City 16/30/75 NPDES Permit

Modified




Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Wateér Quality
(Progxram)

Qctober 1975

{Month and Year

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {49)

City and Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and "Type of Same Action Action -

Industrial & Commercial Sources -~ (20)
Sutherlin Roseburg Lumbeyr Company 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Douglas Sutherlin Log Pond Izsued
St. Helens Boise Cancade 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Columbia St. Helens Kraft Mill Modified
West Linn Crown Zellerbach Corp. 10/3/75 NPDES Pearmit
Clackamas West Linn Paper Mill Modifiad
Agtoria Buimble Bee Seafoods 10/3/75 NPDES Permit
Clatsop Elmore Cannexy Modified
Springfield Eungene Water & Electric Board 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Lane ‘ Hayden Bridge Filter Plant Modified
Portland Simpson Timbar Company 10/6/75 NPDES Parmit
Multnomah Cooling Water Modified
Astoria Barbey Packing Coxporation 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Clatsop Portway Street Plant Modified
Astoria Ocean Foods of Asteria 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Clatsop Fish Processing Modified
Harlan 3-G Lumber Company 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Lincoln Harlan Mill Modified '
Warrenton Warrenton Deep Sea, Inc. 10/6/75 NPDES Permit
Clatsop Fish Processing Modified
Portland Chempro of Oregon 10/10/75 NPDES Permit
Multnemah Chemical Disposal Issued
Anity City of Amity 10/10/75 NPDES Permit
Yamhill Filter Plant Issued
Rainiex Cascade Energy Inc. 10/14/75 NPDES Permit
Columbia 0il Refinexy Issued
Columbia City Charter Energy Company 10/14/75 NPDES Permit
Columbia Qil Refinery Issued
Portland Columbia Independent Refinery 10/14/75 NPDES Permit
Multnomah 0il Refinery Issued

=17
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Water Quality October 1975
(Program) {Month and Year

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (49)

City and Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County - and Type of Same ' Action Action

Industrial & Commercial Sources - (20 con't)

Albany Rem Metals Corporation 10/20/75 State Permit
Linn Milling & Lubricating Isgued
Eugene Eugene Sand & Gravel Ine. 10/24/95 State Permit
Lane . . Gravel Operation e Issued
Eugene J. H. Baxter & Company 10/30/76 NPDES Permit
Lane Wood Preserving Modified
Roberts Creek Water District 10/30/75 NPDES Permit
Douglas Filter Plant : Modified

=13




City and

Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs -

Monthly Activity Report

Air Quality Control - Coctober 1975
(Program) . ’ {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
and Type of Same Action Action

County

Direct Stationary Sources (9)

Umatillar
Umatilla

Salem,
Marion

Eagle Creek,
Clackamas

Toledo,
Lincoln

- ‘White City,
Jackson

Toledo,
Lincoln

Central Point,
Jackson’

Newport,
Lincoln
Portland,
Multnomah

Western Farmers Asso., new bulk 10/1/75 Approved
fertilizer blending plant

Boise Cascade, new countercurrent 10/158/74 Approved
pulp washers ;
Eagle Foundry Co., two new 10/15/74  Approved
induction furnaces and asso- o

ciated grinding equipment

Georgia Pacific Corp., wat _ 16/16/75 = Cancelled
serubber on hog fuel boilers '

Eugene Burrill Lumber, multi- 10/20/75%  Bpproved
clone for hog fuel boiler ' .

Georgia Pacific Corp., C.P.C. 10/20/75 hpproved
dry scrubbers for hog fuel
bhoilers #3 and #4.

Hilton Fuel, two new cyclones to 10/21/75 - Rpproved
wood waste

Pacific Communities Hospital, 10/21/75 Approved
new 200 lb. batch fed incinerator

Columbia Steel Casting, 10/22/75  Approvasd
replacement of two existing bag-

houses with one baghouse for the

sand handling system

=14
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Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Air Quality Control October 1975
(Program) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Applications Permit Actiong - Permit Sources Sources
- Received Completed Actions under Regr'g
Month Pis.¥r. Month Fis.¥Yr. Pending Permits Permits

Direct
Sources
New 1 2 : 4] 1 3
1/Existing 9 20 25 262 76
Renewals 0 3 _ 4 15 19
Modifications T 3 T Ty
Total 11 28 35 290 104 1983 2062
Indirect
Sources .
" Existing NA NA NA NA NA
Renewals . NA NA NA NA NA
Modifications 0 0 0 Q 0
Total 6 25 6 11 28 18 _46
Fuel
Burning . :
-~ New (INDLUDED IN DIRECT SOURCES)
Existing .
Renewals
Modifications
Total
GRAND TOTALS 17 53 a1 - 301 132 2001 2108

Footnotes:
1/ The pending permit actions are for sources that are operating on:
automatic extensions or on temporary permits. The majority of
these permits will be issued during November and December, 1975.

2/ Approximately 50% of these pending permit actions are in the

proposed permit stage and most of the remaining are awaiting
information requested.

«15-




Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Air Quality Control

Qctober 1975

{Program)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (41)

{Month and Year}

-] 5~

City and -Name of Source/Project/Site Date of

I County and Type cof Same | Action: Action
Direct Stationary Sources (35)
Multnomah, Rhodia, Inc. 9/23/75 Permit Issued
Portland {26-2403) , Herbicide Mfg
Washington, Dant & Russel 9/24/75 " "
North Plains (34-2625) , Wood Preserving, Beller
Multnomah, Flintkote 9/29/75 " "
Portland {26-1845), Asphalt Felt & Coatings,

Boiler
Baker, St. Elizabeth Community Hospltal 10/10/75 " "
Baker (Ol 0026), Incinerator
Coos, Bayview Mfg. Company 10/10/75 " "
North Bend (06-0083), Sawmill
Curry, Westerﬁ Builders Supply 10/10/75 " "
Port Orford (08-0037), Ready Mix
Josephine, Southern Oregon General Hospital 10/10/75 " "
Grants Pass {(17-0054), Incinerator
Malheur, Malheur Memorial Hospital 10/10/75 " "
Nyssa (23-0019), Boiler
Multnomah, Anodizing, Inc. 10/10/75 " "
Portland (26-2942), Electroplating
Tillamook, ~ Merritt Bros. Wood Products 10/10/75 " "
Bay City {29-0016), Shake & Shingle Mill
Umatilla, - Umatilla Hospital 10/10/75 " "
Umatilla {30-0073), Incinerator
Portable O'Hair Construction Co. 16/10/75 » "

(37-0071), Asphalt Plant
Deschutes, Oregon Fir Supply Co. 10/6/75 " "
Redmond {09-0009), Sawmill
Clackamas, Barton Sand & Gravel 10/22/75 " "
Barton (03~2653), Rock Crusher



Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs '

Monthly Activity Report

Air Ouality Control
(Program)

Qctober 1975
(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (41 - con't)

-] T

' City and Name of Source/Project/Site | Date of
! County ‘ and Type of Same | Action Action
Direct Stationary Sources {35 - con't) '
Columbia, Cascade Energy 10/20/75 Addendum issue&
Rainier {05-2561), Addendum #1
Columbiz, Charter Energy 10/20/75 " "
St. Helens (05-2560} , Addendum #1
Multnomah, Columbia Independent Refinery - 10/20/75 " "
Poxrtland (26~2919) , -Addendum #1
Portable Gordon H. Ball 10/16/75 " "
(37-0070) , Addendum #1
Umatilla, Lanb Weston 10/13/75. Permit Issued
Hermiston {30=-0075}, Boiler
Multnomah, Trumbull Asphalt 10/13/75 " "
Portland (26~1815), Asphalt Blowing
Multnomah, Shell 0il Company ) 10/13/75 " "
Portland (26-2028), Asphalt Blowing
Multnomah, Millington Lumber 10/13/75 L "
Bridal Veil {26-2546), Sawmill
Multnomah, Electro-Chen Metal Finishing 10/13/75 » "
Portland (26-2804) , Electroplating
Clackamas, Molalla Tie Company 110/13/75 " "
Mclalla (03-1787), Sawmill
Columbié, Boise Casgcade 10/13/75 " w
Clatskanie (05=1777), Sawmill
Multnomah, Linnton Plywood 10/13/75 Addendum Issued
Portland (26-2073), Addendum #1 :
Multnomah, Georgia Pacific 10/21/75 . Permit Issued
Portland (26-2911), Wood Chip Storage
Curry, Curry County Road Dept. 10/23/75 " "
Gold Beach (08-0035), Rock Crusher




Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs .

Monthly Activity Report

Air Quality Control October 1975
(Program) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (41 - con’t)

City and Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
' County | and Type of Same Action Action

'l | | |

Direct Stationary Sources (35 - con't)

Josephine, Jogephine General Hospital 10/23/75 Permit Issued
Grants Pass (17~-0047), Boiler

Malheur, Andrews Seed Company 106/23/75 " "
Ontario {23-0012), Seed Cleaning

Deschutes, Deschutes Memorial Gardens . 10/23/75 " w
Bend {(09~0057), Incinerator '

Malheur, Albertsen's Land & Cattle io/23/75 - * ¥
Nyssa (23-0018), Boiler :

Jaékson, ' Providence Hospital ' 10/23/75 " N
Medford (15-0075) ; Boiler

Multnomah, Owens Illinois ' 107/29/75 Addendum- Issued
Portland (26-1876) , Addendum #1

Yamhill, Cascade Steel Rolling Mills 10/25/75 Permit Issued
McMinnville (36=5034), Steel Mill :

Indirect Sources (6}

Portland, Steak & Ale Restaurant, 113 gpace 10/3/75 Permit Issued

Multnomah . parking facility

S. E. Area, Albertsons, Inc., 131 space 10/3/75 " "
Multnomah parking addition

Tigard, Mcbonald's Inc., 8l space 10/10/75 " "
Washington parking facility ‘ - ‘
Beaverton, t-Mark Grocery Store, 106 space 10/31/75 " n
Washington parking facility

Cedar Mill Area, Tannasbourne, 201 space parking 10/31/75 - " "
Washington addition

Portland, Warner-Pacific College, 172 space 10/31/75 " "
Multnomah parking facility

-18-
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Technical Programs '
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Land Quality

October

1975

{Program)

PIAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (17)

Name of Source/Project/Site

{(Month and Year)

Curry

*Not previously reported

Disposal Site
Existing Site
Operational Plan

=19-

City and Date of
County and Type of Same Action Aetion
* .
Charleston, Joe Ney Sanitary Landfill 8/6/75 Provisional
Coos Existing Site Approval
Operational Plan
. ’ ° . : * )
Coos Bay, city of Coos Bay Sludge Disposal 8/26/75 Letter of
Coos Site Autherization
Operational Plan
- .
Cascade Locks, Cascade Locks Lumber Co. 9/29/75 Letter of
Hood River Existing Site Authorization
Operational Plan
Dakland, Dakland Transfer Station 10/3/75 Provisional
Douglas New Site Approval
Construction & Operational Plan
Green, Rogseburg Lumber Co. Green 10/3/75 Approved
Douglag Disposal Site
Existing Site
Operational Plan
Dixonville, Roseburg Lumber Co., Dixonville 10/6/75 Approved
Douglas Disposal Site o
Bxisting Site
Operational Plan
Dillard, Roseburg Lumber & Plywood 10-6-75 Abproved
- Oregon Plant #2 : : ‘
Existing Site
Operational Plan
Grant Grant County Solid Waste 10/7/75 Provisional
County Management Plan Approval
Regional Plan
Clackamas Alford/Gossen Proiect 10/7/75 Comments to
County Gravel Removal - Sanitary County Planning
Landfill, New Site Commission
Construction & Operational Plan
Gold Beach, City of Gold Beach Sludge 10/15/75 Approved
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Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Reporf

Land Quality

Qctober

1975

{Program)

{Month and Year)

PLAN ACTICONS COMPLETED (continued) .

-

Name of Source/Project/Site

City and Date of
County and Type of Same - Action Action
- I

Coog-Curry Coos-Curry Interim Solid Waste 10/15/75 Approved
Management Plan
Regional Plan

Roseburg, Roseburg Landfill 10/16/75 Provisional

Douglas _ Exigting Site Approval
Channel Relocation & '
Operational Plans

Salem, Brown's Island Sanitary 10/17/75 Provisional

Mariqn Landfill Approval
Existing Site '
Operational Plan

Whiteson, Whiteson Sanitary Landfill 10/20/75 Provisional

Yamhill Existing sSité ' Approval
Operational Plan

Lyons, Taylor Park 10/22/75 Letter of

Marion New Site Authorization
Operational Plan

Moro, Sherman. County Disposal Site 10/24/75 Bapproved

Sherman Existing Site ’

‘ " Operational Plan
Joseph, Joseph Drop Box 10/27/75 -“mpproved
Wallowa New Site

Construction & Operational Plans

=20-



Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Land Quality October 1975
{Program) ) {(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDQUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

-~

Applications Permit Actions Permit Sites  Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'qg
Month Fis.¥r. Month- Fis.Yr. -Pending -Permits . Permits

General
Refuse
New ' 2 3 10 ° 8
1/Existing 19 73
‘Renewals ‘ 2 8 3 13 3
... Modifications : _ - |
Total 3 15 _9 46 86 a8 196

[ ]

[ #%]

2%
o
-
B

Demolition
New
Existing ' 1
Renewals 1 1 1

. Modifications
Total 3 1 4 4. 15 15

iov ]
&N

=
e

Industrial
New 2 ) 5 |
‘L/Existing 3 14 54
Renewals 3 : 3 3
Modifications = . 1 1 )
Total — 5 4 25 37 77" 86

Sludge
Disposal
New
Existing ‘ . 1
Renewals 2
Modifications
Total 2 1 8 8

Hazardous
Waste
Mew < 1
Existing .
Rerniewals
Modifications : )
Total : 1 0 0

GRAND TOTALS é 273 14 77 118 288 305

1/ The pending permit actions are for sites which are operating under a
temporary permit., Permits are being drafted and will be issued within
the next few months.
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Department of Environmental Quality

Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Land Quality
{(Program}

October

1975

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED ({(14)

{Month and Year)

Sludge Pisposal Facilities - None

w22

City and Name .of Source/Project/Site Date of
County I and Type of Same ‘ Action Action
General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities {9)
Coos Shinglehouse Slough Landfill 10/9/75 Permit
Existing facility . issued.
Grant Seneca Landfill 10/9/75 Permit
Existing facility issued,
{renewal)
Coos Bandon Disposal Site 10/15/75 Permit
Existing facility issued.
Coos Joe Ney Disposal Site 10/15/75 Permit
Existing facility issued.
Coos Allegany Shop Disposal Site 10/15/75 Permit
o New facility igaved,
Coos Dellwood Shop Disposal Site 10/15/75 Permit
New facility issued.
Grant Hendrix Landfill 10/15/75 Permit
Existing facility igsuned.
(renewal)
Linn Lebancon Landfill 10/16/75 Permit
‘Existing facility ' issued.
(renewal)
Marion 'Taylor Park bispdsal Site 10/22/75 Letter Auth-
New facility orization
issued,
Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (1)
Polk Fowler's Demolition Site 10/28/75 Permit
Existing facility ' issued,



Department of Environmental
Technical Programs

Quality

‘ionthly Activity Heport

Land Quality

‘ -October 1975
(Program) {Month and Year)
PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued)
City and Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same. Action Action
Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (4)
Multnomah " Pacific Carbide & Alloys Co. 10/7/75 Permit
-Existing facility. . issued.
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang, Albany 10/24/75 Permit
Existing facility : amended,
Josephine - Rough & Ready Lumber Co. 10/28/75 Permit
: Existing facility ) issued.
Lane Geofgia~Pacific, Irving Road 10/31/75 Permit
Existing facility igsued,
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DEQ-44

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 G, December 12, 1975, EQC Meeting

Tax Credit Applications and Revocations

Attached are review reports on 12 Tax Credit Applications. These
reports and the recommendations of the Director are summarized on the
attached table.

At the September 26, 1975, EQC meeting, tax credit certificates
618, 619 and 620 were issued pursuant to submitted applications, to
Kaiser Cement and Gypsum Corporation. By letter dated November 3, 1975,
Kaiser Gypsum Company, Inc., notified the Department that the appli-
cations which resulted in issuance of tax credit certificates 618,
619 and 620 were typed up in error and the official name in all three
cases should have been Kaiser Gypsum Company, Inc. The company returned
the three original certificates and requested reissuance of said
certificates in the name of Kaiser Gypsum Company, Inc. Subsequently,
the Department requested and received a letter from Kajser Cement and
Gypsum Corporation consenting to revocation of tax certificates 618,
619 and 620; expressly waiving the right to a hearing on such action,
and specifically requesting re-issuing of the subject certificates in
the name of Kaiser Gypsum Company, Inc.

Director's Recommendation

1) It is recommended that the Commission act on the twelve (12)
applications for tax credit relief after consideration of the
Director's recommendations on the attached table.

2) It is also the Director's recommendation that Tax Credit
Certificates Nos. 618, 619 and 620 issued to Kaiser Cement
& Gypsum Corporation be revoked and marked void and reissued
as certificates Nos. 626, 627 and 628 to Kaiser Gypsum Co., Inc.

R e
LOREN KRAMER
Attachments Director
Tax Credit Summary
Tax Credit Review Reports




TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Appl. Claimed % Allocable to Director's
Applicant/Plant Location No. Facility Cost _ Pollution Control Recommendation
Boise Cascade Corp. T-550R Gas and turpentine $412,883.00: 80% or more Issue
St. Helens collection system
Jack R. Burkhart T-551 Manure collection 18,933.00 80% or more Issue
Dajry Farm and storing system
Astoria, Oregon
Robert L. Coats T-622 Hot mix asphalt con- 9,484.75 80% or mere Issue
Bend, Oregon crete paving plant
Weyerhaeuser Co. T-655 Six endless revolving 1209,208.00 80% or more Issue
Dellwood Sort Yard steel conveyor chains : '
North Bend, Oregon with flights _
Weyerhaeuser Co. T-659R Rainbird type sprinkler 3,642.005 80% or more Issue
North Bend, Oregon system
Glacier Sand & Gravel Co. T-685R Recycle cement to con- 19,535.00; 80% or more Issue
Pacific Bldg. Materials crete readymix plant
Portland, Oregon
Glacier Sand & Gravel Co. T-686R Recycie concrete truck 59,094.00 80% or more Issue
Pacific Bldg. Matertials wash wastes and return
Portland, Oregon solids to aggregate
Weyerhaeuser Company T-708 Storage and collection 69,220.00 80% or more Issue
Wood Products Division basin for evaporating :
Springfield, Oregon glue wastewaters :
Weyerhaeuser Company T-710 Piant drainage ditch 30,690.00 80% or more Issue

Wood Products Division
Springfield, Oregon

outlet control gate




Applicant/Plant Location

Weyerhaeuser Company
Springfield, Oregon

Weyerhaeuser Company
Springfield, Oregon

Timber Products Company
Medford, Oregon

Appl.
No.

Facility

T-711

T-712

T-717

Foam Control Tank

Wet scrubber for
1ime dust control

Roofing and enclosing
area where trucks dump

wood waste

Claimed
Cost
$ 42,293.00

$ 35,247.00

$ 38,719.26

% Allocable to
Pollution Control

20% or more but less
than 40%

80% or more

80% or more

Director's
Recommendation

Issue

Issue

Issue



Proposed November 1975, TOTALS

Air Quality $542,269.01

Land Quality =0-

Water Quality 406,870.00
$948,949.01

TOTAL Certificates Awarded (monetary values)

since inception of Program (excludes
Proposed November 1975 Certificates)

$ 94,399,942.74
18,860,518.27
80,000,286.78

$193,260,747.79

Air Quality
Land Quality
Water Quality

1975 Calendar Year TOTALS

(excludes November, 1975, Proposed figures)

$ 16,662,848.78
4,636,110.63
14,330,448, 29
$ 35,629,407.70

Air Quality
Land Quality
Water Quality:

Certificates revoked at October 24, 1975 EQC Meeting

Bir Quality $ 102,020.37

Land Quality -0-

Water Quality: 4,914.88
' $ 106,935.26




Date 11/28/75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corporation
Paper Group
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

The applicant operates a pulp and paper mill in St. Helens, Columbia County.
Oregon,

Description of Facility

The facility claimed in the application is a noncondensible gas and
turpentine collection system. The system can be outlined as follows:

a. Vent gas disposal $ 71,050
b. Heat Recovery 151,150
c. Turpentine collection 122,510
d.  Engineering, mill labor, etc. 68,173

412,883

The facility was completed and placed into operation in November, 1972.

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

Facility costs: $412,833 {accountant’s certification was provided).

Evaluation of Facility

The Company was required to control the noncondensible gas from the digesters
and muitiple-effect evaporators in order to attain compliance with 0AR Chapter
340, Section 25-165(d)(A). The Department reviewed and approved the plans

and specifications for this facility.

This installation enabled the Company to control odorous gases from the digesters
and their respective blow tanks. The noncondensible portion of the gases are
ducted to 1ime kilns where they are burned. The condensibles are collected

and separated for the removal of turpentine.

Although the turpentine collection system does give a return on the investment
(approximately 1/4 gallon per ton of pulp at an estimated vaiue of 28.5 cents
per gallon), it is partly offset by the utilities and maintenance costs. The
annual income derived from the claimed facility or value of recovered or re-
claimed materials is approximately $16,135 while the annual operating expenses
run about $9,745. The net annual value of $6,660 can be realized from a
capital expenditure of $55,502 if a 12% return on investment is assumed. The
rema}nder of the $412,883 is allocable to pollution control which figures to
86.6%.




T-550 R
11/28/75
Page 2

The claimed facility does adequately reduce odors from the mill site.

It is concluded that while there is a return to the applicant from the
claimed facility, 87% of the 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 $412,883 be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. T-550 R with 80% or more allocated to pollution control.

PBB:cs ...
11/28/75




Appl T-55]

Date DCtOber 2] 3 ]975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEY REPORT

Applicant

Jack R. Burkhart
Route 3, Box k403 .
Astoria, Oregon 97103

The applicant owns and operates a dairy farm, including some beef cattle,
at Astoria, Oregon. :

Description of Claimed Facility

The facilities were installed to collect and store manure for controlled dis-
tribution through an irrigation system which keeps drainage out of a
tributary of the Lewis & Clark River. The claimed facilities consist of the
following:

a. A 24 foot diameter by 7 foot deep concrete tank with a 3 inch plank top.
b. A concrete barn floor designed to drain to the manure tank.
c. Mitchell manure pump.

d. Irrigation system including 3,000 feet of 4 inch-pipe and Rainbird gun.
mounted on a two wheel trailer.

e. A Ford 9N tractor with mounted scraper to scrape manure solids to tank.

Milk house and parlor drainage system to manure tank (150 feet of 4 linch
pipe). :

g. Honeywagon (800 gallon capacity) and Daniel Brown 990 tractor for spread-
ing manure in event of power or pump failure. '

The facility was placed in operation in October, 1973; but not fully completed
untll September, 1975.

Facility cost: $18,933.00 (Accountant's certification was provided).
~Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974 with 100%
allocated to pollution control.

Evaluation of Application

Installation of the claimed facility does eliminate contaminated storm runoff
from polluting the waters of the State. The applicant claims that the effi-
ciency of the facility is 100% and that although the irrigation pipe is used
" for approximately two months per year for water irrigation, ‘there is no pro-
fit derived from the installation of the facilities. The staff has verified
that the facility is functioning as designed.




T~551
October 21, 1975
Page 2

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Poltution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $18,933.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-551.

WDL:ahe
10-28-75




: Appl T-622

Date Noevember 10, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

~ The applicant owns and operates a hot mix asphaltic concrete paving plant,

Applicant

Robert L. Coats
P. 0. Box 1008
Bend, OR 97701

EI #09-0027, Tocated off Johnson Road about three (3) miles north of Bend,
Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is described to be a dust collecting system consisting
of a 6' diameter x 27' high vertical cyclone and a Todd air washer.

The claimed facility was completed and put into service in January 1969.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% being claimed as
allocable to poliution control.

Facility cost: $9,484.75 (Manufacturers invoice and certification were provided.)g

Evaluation of Claimed Facility

It is concluded that the claimed facility was installed to control air pollution
and that 100% of its cost is allocable to pollution control.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $9484.75, with 80% or more allocable to pollution control, be issued for
the faci1jty claimed in Tax Application T-622.

JAB :




Appl T-655

Date October 29, 1975

State of Oregon’
UEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL'QUALITYL‘

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
Southwest Oregon Region

" Post Office Box 389

North Bend, Oregon 97459

~ The applicant owns and operateé the Dellwood Sort Yard site on the South Fork
of the Coos River for log dumping, sorting, raftlng, and transportation to
usage points such as the North Bend complex.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of six endless revolving
steel conveyor chains with flights which receive logs and lower them slowly
into the river. The chain conveyor is hydraulically driven. Loose bark and
slab are dropped out to a conveyor which removes this debris to be hauled
away: The facility includes:

a Log deck, waste conveyor, log conveyor structural sfeél and drive.
b. Concrete construction.

c. Hydraulic Control House and piping.

d. Hydraulic motors. ‘

e. MNecessary elettrical-wiring and controls.

Construction of fhe claimed facility was started in Decehber, 1972. |t was

placed in operation in June, 1974; but was not finally completed until Novem-

~ ber, 1974,
Féci]ity cost: $209,208:00 {Accountant's certification was provided.)

Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974 with 100%
allocated to pollution control.

Evaluation of Application

The applicant claims that 9,000 cu. yds. of bark, yard residue, and rock are
kept out of the river with the new facilities. The DEQ has, for some time,
been receptive to such easy let-down devices for logs as a measure toc im-
prove water quality in these log handling areas. The staff has inspected the
claimed facility and reports that it is operating as designed.

J——




T-655
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4, Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $209,208.00 with 80% or more allocated to poliution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-655.

WDL:ahe
10-30-75




Appl _ T-659 r
Date 11/19/75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

B

Applicant

Weverhaeuser Company
P. 0. Box 389
North Bend, Oregon 97459

The applicant owns and operates a chip export facility at its Jumber,
plywood and flakeboard mill on the Coos Bay waterfront in the town of
North Bend, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility claimed in this applicaticon is described as & sprinkier system.
Weyerhaeuser has installed 180° Rainbird-type sprinklers ten feet above the
south chip and sawdust bulkhead to wet down the south end of the chip pile.

- Wetting down helps to confine the chip and sawdust particles inside the

bulkhead. The facility was completed and put into operation on July 1, 1973.

Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974 and the
percentage claimed for pollution control is 80%. :

Facility costs: $3,642 (many receipts and account1ng sheets were submitted
to substantiate the claimed cost).

Evaluation of Application

The claimed facility is used to wet down the chips whenever they get dry
enough to start drifting. The sawdust fines can migrate into the air or
be blown directly along the ground into Coos Bay. A wetted pile does not
drift as easily as a dry pile. The chips which blow cnto the adjacent
ground are contaminated with dirt. The action of this sprinkier system
conserves the product, resulting in some savings. Therefore, Weyerhaeuser

_is claiming only 80% for tax credit.

- The sprinkler system'was inspected by the Department and it is believed that

it is an effective aid for preventing air pollution from this source. It
is concluded that the claimed sprinkier system reduces air and water pol-
lution and that 80% or more of the cost could be allocated to poliution control.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $3,642 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control.
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-659,

PBB:cs
11/19/75




Appl __7T-685R

pate 11/12/75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMrNT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEY REPORT

1. Applicant

‘Glacier Sand & Gravel Company
Pacifiq.Building Materials Division
3510 5.W. Bond Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201

-“The applicant.owns and operates .a rock.crushing.and.concrete.ready,u
mix plant on the Willamette River in Portland, receiving rock by
river barge.

2. Description of the C1a1med Fac1llty

‘The facility was installed to recycle left over concrete retnrned in
truck to the plant. The claimed facility consists of one Jadalr—
Slur-Ezz autcmatic concrete recycling machlne w1th necessary structures,
electrical and piping.

“The claimed facility was completed~aﬁd placed in opération October 1973.
Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974.

“Facility Cost:  $19,525 (Accountant's certification was attached to the
application.) ’ :

3. Evaluation of the Appllcatlon : :

"installation of the claimed facility was required by Waste Discharge
Permit Condition and resulted in all left over concrete being recycled.
Prior to this installation left over concrete was discharged to the '

- banks of the Willamette Riwver and often to the waters of the Willamette.
The applicant claime there is no profit derived from the coperation of
the claimed facilities.

Staff has inspected the claimed facilities and found them to be
operating as designed.

4. Director's Recommendation
It is recommended that a Pollution Contrel Facility Certlflcate
bearing the actual cost of $19,525- ‘with 80% or more allocated to
polliution contrel be issued for the fac111ty clalmed in Tax Credit

Application T-685R.

WDL:1b

11/13/75




Appl  T-686R

pate  11/12/75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY --

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEY REPORT

1. Applicant

Glacier Sand & Gravel Company
Pacific Building Materials DlVlSlon
3510 S.W. Bond Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97201

The applicant owns and operates a rock crushing and concrete ready
mix plant on the Willamette River in Portland, receiving rock by
river barge. ' '

2. Description of Claimed Facility
The claimed facility was installed to recycle concrete truck washing
waters and to return solids to the concrete aggregate so that they
are not discharged to the river. The claimed facilities consist of:

a. One Jgadair Ready Mix truck wash unit, complete.
b. One Hach Turbidimeter. -
c. Three sump pump 1nstallat10ns

d. Necessary electrical wiring and controls.

e. Pipe, fittings and valves.

f. Concrete and steel structures.

The claimed facility was placed in operation 7,/6/73 but not completed
until 9/30/73.

Certification is claimed under the 1973 act as amended in 1974, with
100% allocated to pollution control.

Facility Cost: $59,094 (Accountant's certification was attached to
the applicaticn.)

3. Evaluation of the Application '
Installation of the claimed facilities was required by waste discharge
permit condition and resulted in reuse cof all concrete truck washing
waters. These waters previously were discharged to the bank of the
Willamette River. The applicant claims there is no profit derlved
from the operation of the claimed facilities.

Staff has inspected the facilities and found them te be functioning
as designed.

4, Director's Recommendation .
It is recommended that a pollution control facility certificate bearing
the actual cost of $59,094 with 80% or more allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facilities claimed in Tax Credit Application :
T-&86R. A '

WDL: 1b
11/13/75




Anpl . T-708

' Date  October 21. 1975
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMNMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEFAAPPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company

Wood Products Division

Post Office Box 275 :
Springfield, Oregon 97477

The applicant owns and operates a wood products plant at Cottage Grove, Ore-
gon, as part of the Springfield/Cottage Grove complex producing paperboard,
_particleboard, lumber, plywood, ply-veneer, and pres-to-logs. |

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility described in this application was installed to serve as
a basin for collecting, storing, and evaporating glue wastewaters to comply
with Condition S11 of Permit No. 1534J - ""All glue wastewaters will be recir-
culated or otherwise controlled so they do not enter public waters.' The
facility consists of the following: '

a. Covered glue wastewater basin which is 34 feet wide by 300 feet long.'
b. Glue basin spray evaporation system. '
c. Concrete sump pump station and piping.

d. Basin Shelter fence.

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation April 25, 1975.
Notice of Intent to Construct as required by ORS 468.175 was provided on
“June 13, 1974, ‘

Facility cost: $69,220.00 (Accountant's certification was provided.)
Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974.

3. Evaluation of Application

Installation of the claimed facility did remove glue wastes from entering
public waters as required by the NPDES permit. The staff has verified that
the system is operating as designed.

L. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $69,220.00 with 80% or more allocated to poliution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number . T-708.

WDL:ahe
10-28-75




Appl T-710

Date Qctober 28, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL OUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEY REPORT

Rpplicant

Weyerhaeuser Company

Wood Products Division

- Post Office Box 275
Springfield, Oregon 97477

The applicant owns and operates a wood products plant at Cottage Grove, Oregon,
part of the Springfield/Cottage Grove complex producing paperboard, particle-
board, lTumber, plywood, ply-veneer, and pres-to-logs.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a plant drainage ditch ocutlet
control gate which was Tnstalled to measure flow, remove oll and Tloatable
solids, and to provide a means of containing spills of hazardous materials.
it consists of the following:

a. Drainage ditch cofferdam and concrete structure.
b. Sluice gates and catwalk.

c. Sump and pump to store and remove skimmed material.
d. Skimmer and weir. i
e. Flow meter and recorder.

Notice of Intent to Construct, as required by ORS 468.175, was provided on
June 13, 1974.

The facility was completed and placed in operation December 2C, 1974.
Facility cost: $30,690.00 (Accountant's certification was provided.) Certi-
fication is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974 with 100% allocated

to pollution centrol.

Evaluation of Application

Installation of the claimed facility removed pollutants such as oil, grease,
and floatable solids from the effluent to the Coast Fork of the Willamette
River as required in the NPDES Permit. The applicant claims almost 100%
removal. The staff has inspected the claimed -facility and reports that it
is operating as designed.
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L. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Faciltity Certificate bearing the
cost of $30,690.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control! be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-710.

WDL: ahe
10-30-75




Appl T-711 ,
Date 11/28/75

State of Oreqon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company

P. 0. Box 275

Springfield, Oregon 97477

The applicant owns and operates a wood products complex in Springfield, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is a foam tower for the vent of the Kamyr filtrate tank
system. The claimed facility consists of:

a. Tank

b.  Foam=-Breakers

c. Piping :
d. Structural steel and electric motor.

The Kamyr tanks receive black liquor filtrate washed from the pulp. Filtrate
contains turpentine, sulfur compounds, fiber and entrained air which foamed
and overflowed the tank system. This foam overflow released noxious fumes

to the air; it released black Tiquor, fiber and turpentine to the plant's
sewer system. The overfiow is now released to the claimed facility where the
foam is reduced to a Tiquid and reclaimed. The products captured are:

a. Black liquor and fiber, returned to the filtrate,

b.  Turpentine, about 50 gallons per day, reclaimed,

c. Noncondensibles {(including TRS), mostly entrained with the reclaimed
filtrate.

“

The facility was started on May 22, 1973, completed on December 25, 1973
and placed into operation on December 31, 1973.

The application is submitted under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974 and
the percentage claimed for poliution control is 100%.

Facility costs: $42,293 {accountant's certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Weyerhaeuser was required by the Department to control miscellaneous

sources of TRS by Item 22 of their Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 20-8850
issued August 2, 1973. Weyerhaeuser knew of this pollutant leak in the Kamyr
filtrate system and continued their odor abatement program with this project
which was begun in May 1973. There was no notice of construction submitted

to the Department on this project, nor was one required by Tax Credit Law

at that time. ‘
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Besides reducing odor emissions, the project is reclaiming turpentine at an
estimated 50 gallons per day. The value of this turpentine has ranged from 17¢
to 40¢ per gallon in 1974 and 1975. An average value is estimated at 28.5¢ per
gallon. At 28.5¢ per gallon, 50 gallons per day, 353 days per year, $5,030
worth of turpentine per year is recovered. This is accomplished by annual
expenditures on the facility of $1,200 for labor, maintenance and utilities
estimated by Weyerhaeuser, The net annual value of $3,830 can be realized from a
capital investment of $31,919 if a 12% return on an investment is assumed. The
remaind?r of the $42,293 could be allocable to pollution control which figures
to 24. 5%.

It is therefore concluded that the cost of the foam tower is partly offset by
the value of one of the materials reclaimed. Weyerhaeuser can justifiably claim
24.5% of the project's cost for controlling odors.

4., Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $42,293 be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-
731 with 20% or more, but Tess than 40% allocated to pollution control.

PBB:cs
11/28/75




Appl T-712
Date ]]/13/75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant
Weyerhaeuser Company
P. 0. Box 275 ,
Springfield, Oregon 97477

The applicant owns and operates a linerboard kraft mill in Springfield,
Ltane County, Uregon.

- 2. Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is a wet scrubber which captures lime dust from the
conveyors and tanks around the miil's three lime kilns. It consists of:

a. Ducon type UW-4, Model 11, size 48 wet scrubber
b. Pipe and duct work
¢. Structural steel and motors

The facility construction was started on October 4, 1973, completed on
February 20, 1974 and placed in operation on February 22, 1974.

The application is submitied under the 1973 act as amended in 1974 and
the percentage claimed for pollution control is 100%.

Facility costs: $35,247 (accountants' certifécation was provided).

3. © Evaluation of Application

The Weyerhaeuser Company recognized that it had a serious fugitive dust
probiem from the VTime dust generated in handling the Time from their kilns
through conveyors and elevators to their storage and slaking tanks. The
Time dust was a potential health hazard to their own employees and in a

" lesser degree to the survounding population. In 1973 they started the
claimed facility without the knowledge or approval of the Department or
Lane Regional Aiy Pollution Authority. The project was begun before
the prior approval requirement of tax credits became effective.

The project is now complete, it has been inspected by the Department and

has controlled the fugitive dust problem, The Ducon scrubber has proved

to be a high maintenance item, so that the value of the reclaimed lime is
more than offset by the cost of running the scrubber.

It is concluded that the scrubber was installed as an air pollution
control project and that 100% of the cost can be allocated for air
pollution control.

4, Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $35,247 with 80% or more aliocated to pollution control be

issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-712,

PBB:cs



Appt T-717

Date October 27, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEMTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
.Timber Preoducts Company

P. 0. Box 1669
Medford, Oregon 97501

The applicant owns and operates a plywood and particleboard plant
in Medford, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The clalmed facility consists of roofing and enclosing an area where
trucks dump wood waste. The clalmed facility consists of:

Contractoxr charges for labor, etc.

. Wooden beams, lumber, plywood and paint.
Viking Automatic Sprlnklers.

. Reofing, 22 sguares.

Miscellaneous electrical, steel, freight.

Ul > W o

The faclllty was started in January, 1974, operating in October,
1974, and completed in November, 1974.

_The_appliCation is submitted under the 1969 Act and the percéntage
claimed for air pollution control is 100%.

Facility costs: $38,719.26 (Accountant's certification was provided)

Evaluation of Application

_ Timber Products was required by the Department tc enclose their truck
dumper to minimize sawdust fugitive emissions, as stated in condition 6,
section B of their air contaminant discharge permit which was issued De-
cember 14, 1973. The permit draft was sent to Timber Products for review
on August 6, 1973. B staff member inspected the truck dumper and reviewed
plans for the claimed facility on September 25, 1973, indicating Depart-
ment approval, all of which is documented in a staff report of the same

‘date.

The claimed facility is considered to be operating in compliance with
Department standards, and serves no other function. It is concluded that
the facility was constructed solely for air pollution control and is eli-

- gible for 100% tax credit.-

[

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $38,719.26 with B80% or more allocated to pollution

control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-717.

PBB:rdb




State of Oregon _ :
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To: Bud Kramer cc: KHS, HMP, HLS Date: December 10, 1975
From: E. J. Weathershee - m S
Subject: Tax Credit Applications

DEG 4

Attached are three tax credit applications for which processing was
completed by the staff after the deadline for completion, and mailing to
EQC members, of materials to be dealt with at the December 12 EQC Meeting.

These applications are as follows:

_ Appl. Claimed % Allocable to Staff
Applicant/Plant Lipcation No. Facility Cost Poll'n Control Rec.
Willamette Industries T-718 Veneer . 5187,517.87 80% or more Issue

Dallas Plywood -Plant dryer : '
controls
Georgia-pacific Corp. T=720 Particulate 8,647.00 B80% or more Issue
Toledo Kraft Pulp monitors
& Linerbpard Mill
Publishers FPaper Co. T-721 HNewspaper - 605,866,000 100% - Issue
Oregon City Plant recycle
_plant

The applicants have requested special handling of these applicaticans and
ronsideration by the Commission at the December 12, 1975 meeting, if possible,
in order to make the facilities eligible for tax credit during the 1975 tax
year.

It is suggested you might bring these to the attention of the Commission
members at the breakfast meeting to see if they would want to consider them at
the December 12 meeting even thugh.they have not had the staff reports for
prior evaluation. '

Two of the dollar amounts are guite large but all are considered by the
staff to be clearly eligible for tax credit in the amounts recommended.

In addition; we received a telephone call from Weyverhaguser Co., after the agends
materials were put together and sent, requesting withdrawal of Application T-711.
This telephoned request was requested to be backed up by a letter and will be
presented by staff at the December 12 meeting.
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Appl T-718
 Date  11/20/75

State of Oregon N
DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ' o L.

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

'Agg1icant :

. Willamette Industries

3825 First National Bank Tower : T
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue :
Portland, Oregon 97204

~ The applicant awns and operates a plywood plant at Dallas, Linn County, Oregon. ;

Description of Claimed Facility

-The facility claimed in this application consists of a' Becker Sandait'Fi]ter
used to clean the blue haze exhaust from three veneer dryers. Ii.is made up

-of: o
a. Becker Sandair F11ter, 8 cell un1t treating 34 ODO acfm $157,990
b. Transformers, 1,000 KVA ' 11,415
c. Electrical, p1umb1ng, installation (1ab0r and mater1als) 8.43%
d. Transm1ss1on Tine, 240 V, 1nsta11ed o S S &,302
e. . Transformer building > [T 3,463

The Tacility was begun on April 24, 1975,-cbmp1eted on July 25; 1975, and placed
in operation on August 1, 1975. : o '

“Certification is claimed under current statutes and the percentage claimed for

pollution centrol is 100%. :
facility costs: -$187,517.87 (Accauntant’s-certification is-pfovided).

Evaluation of Claimed Facility

The Dallas plant .of Willamette Industriés-was'féquired”by Mid-WiTlamette Valley

Air Pollution Authority Regulation 33-145 to clean up the blue haze being
emitted from their three veneer dryers. .The specific requirements were
written into Stipulation and Order 72-2432-13 and into their Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit. After investigating several systems, the Becker. Sandair.
filter was chosen. Mid-Wiliamette Valley Air Pollution Authority
records-substantiate that Hillamette Industries gave prior no 1ce on. the
project and received approval from the Authority.

The claimed facility was inspected for compliance twice in August 1975 and
twice 1in Septenber 1975. The Salem Office of the Department has confirmed
that the unit is accepted as being in compliance and that it effectively limits
the emissions to a Tevel not exceeding 5% 0pac1ty. -

-

The claimed facility gives Willamette Industries no economic return, so that-
it is concluded that 100% of its cost can be allocated to air pollution control.
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4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Faci?ityiterfificate bearing the
cost of $187,517.87 with ED% or more allocated to pollution control be '
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-718.

. PBB:cs
T1/24775

~



- Appl T-720
Date 12/2/75

State of Oregon
- Department of Environmental Quality

Tax Relief Application Review Report

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Toledo Division

P. 0.-Box 580

Toledo, Oregon 97391

The applicant owns and operates an unb]eached kraft pulp and 11nerboard mill
in Toledo, Oregon.

-

 Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application consists of particulate measuring
instruments which moniteor the HNa SO escaping from the three electrostatic
precipitators which clean the stgck gas from the three recovery furnaces.
The claimed facility dis: _ .

a. Uni-Loc Model 1032 and anc1111ary equ1pment | $7,095

b. Installation ‘ _ 1,02
c. lMaterials and supp11es .o B4y

The fac111ty was ordered in July 1973 and 1n1t1a11y placed in operat1on
in October 1973 and fully completed in Harch 1974. ,

Certification is claimed under current statutes and the percentage c1a1med
for poliution control is 100%.

Fac111ty costs: ' §8,547 (receiptsrand invoices were submitted to substantiate
the cost). : '

Evaluation of Application

Georgia-Pacific was reguired to do this work by Hon1t0r1ng and Reporting

‘Condition 21 b of their Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 21-0005 issued

by the Department on August 2, 1973. A draft of the permit.was sent to
Georgia-Pacific on July 12, 1973. e S

No request for approval was made to the Department on this project, nor
vias one requested or requ1red by Tax Credit Law at that time.

The equipment is providing data'to.GeorgTa-Pacinc and to the Oepartment

monthly and is serving to discover upsets and early performance degradation

in the electrostatic precipitators cleaning the waste flue gas from the
mill's recovery furnaces. It is an effective tool in controlling the
emissions from this equipment besides measuring the emissions.

Therefore, it is concluded that 100” cf the clained fac111ty s net cost
is a]]ocable to air pollution control.

T\:\

.
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Page 2 L ‘ . .

4. _Dlrector 3 Recommﬂndat1on

It is recommended that a Pollution Contro] Facility Certificate bearing the .
cost of $8,647 with B0% or more allocated to pollution control be 1ssued for -
- the facility. c1a1ned in Tax Credit Application T- 720 I ;

PBB:cs
12/5/75




Appl. T-721 ok

Date i
State of Oregon . ' o IS :

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Agglicant

Publishers Paper Company
- 419 Main Street _
- Oregon City, Oregon 97045

'The applicant owns and operates the Publisher 5 ?aper Company o
~Pulp and Paper Mill at Oregon City, Cregon.  The appllcant established a
prototype waste newsprint recycling plant by utlllZIHQ new and converted
used eguipment from the existing plant in a new process,

Description of Claimed Facility-

The clalmed facility is utilizing used newspaper wﬁlch is pulped,

A,

‘deinked and processed to produce reusable pulp f&r paper
-manufacturing and ceonsists of: : : :

Process equipment

a. Feed system

b. Repulper and extractlon Lox
C. Dump chest .

d. High density cleaner

e. .peflaker and rough screen

f. First and second stage extractor's
d. Screens, cleaner, thickener.

h. High density tank :

Storage facilities and -other structures

Other ancillary egquipment includlng tanks, pumps, agltators,—piplng
and valvas, electrical and contrel equipment :

-

The claimed facility was placed in operation in October 1975. ,
Certification is claimed under ORS 468.165 (1) (b} as a facility which
obtains useful material or energy resources from material that would
otherwise be solid waste. Facility cost: $605,866 - (Accountant's

-certification was attached to applicatien.)

Evaluation of Appllcatlon

The primary reason for installatipon of this facility was to achieve
viable utilirzation of a used newsprint, The newly developed demand
for this secondary material will create a stable market for the sale
of waste newspaper collected by the public for recycling. On a daily
basis the facility will convert about 40 tons of used newspapers into
& reusable pulp for manufacture of newsprint or industrial towellings.



T-721
12/9/75
, Page 2

The facility is discharging the ink containing water to the exibting
biological treatment facility° .

‘The annual income derlved from the value of recovered newspaper and the

- annual operating expense- are unknown at the present. time. The company .
claims that the lowest acceptable return on an 1nvestment, before taxes,'
which will justify an 1nvestment is 40%,

 The Department concludes that the claimed facility meets the requirements -
of ORS 468,165 (1) (b) and is therefore eligible for certification.

4. Director's Recommendations

Tt is recommended that a Pollution Contrel Faciiity Certificate be
‘issued pursuant to ORS 468.165 (1) (b) for the claimed facilities in .-
Application T-721, such certificate to bear the actual cost of $605,866.

-MS:sa
12/9/75

<




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 © Telephone (503) 229-56%6

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNCR

JOE B, RICHARDS  TO: Environmental Quality Commission

Chairman, Evgene

GRACE 5. PHINNEY  From: Director

Corvallis

" iackivn L watock Subject: Agenda Item D{1), December 12, 1975 EQC Meeting

Portiand

MORRIS K, CROTHERS
Salem

Recommendation to Adopt Permanent Rule re: Amendments to
RONALD M. SOMERS Regulations Pertaining to Deposit of Motor Vehicle Bodies
The Dalles and Accessories 1into Waters of the otate (to Permit Construction
of Artificial Fishery Reefs Using Discarded Tires, Pursuant
to SB944).

Background

This rule (Attachment A) was adopted as a temporary Rule by the EQC
on August 22, 1975. See the staff report (Attachment B) of that meeting
for additional information.

Discussion

Mr. Butler of the Fish and Wildlife Commission's Newport Laboratory
reports that delay in gaining approval from the Corps of Engineers has
prohibited the commencement of construction of the proposed fishery
enhancement reef in Tillamook Bay. This project has been approved by
the Department. As of November 12, the necessary approval from the
Corps of Engineers was expected to be forthcoming shortly. It is the
intent of the Fish and Game Commission, Mr. Butler reports, to commence .
construction immediately upon approval. If the reef is found satisfactory,
more reefs are contemplated for offshore locations.

The temporary rule was filed on August 27 and, unless made permanent,
will expire on December 26.

A public hearing on the proposed rule, preceded by the statutorily
required notice,was conducted on November 10, 1975, and resulted in
neither written nor oral testimony.




Conclusions

1. A permanent rule amendment is needed to facilitate the construction
of the Tillamook Bay fishery enhancement reef and other desired reefs
after the expiration of the temporary rule.

2. No adverse testimony has been offered regarding the proposed rule.

3. A1l public participation requirements requisite to a permanent rule
have been served.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the temporary OAR Chapter
340, sections 46-015 to 46-025 be adopted as a permanent rule, effective
upon filing by the Department with the Secretary of State on or prior to
December 26, 1975.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

11/12/75 PMcS
Attachments A & B




ATTACHMENT A

(Proposed OAR Chapter 340, Sections 46-005(1) and 46-025(2) as adopted
temporarily effective on August 27, 1975: DEQ 95).

The PROPOSED AMENDMENTS are as follows (new matter underscored, deleted
matter in brackets):

46-015 BENEFICIAL USES. Beneficial uses of motor vehicle bodies and parts
thereof in the waters of the state or in locations where they may be
1ikely to excape or be carried into said waters by any means.

(1) The following are conditionally approved benef1c1a1 uses of motor

- vehicle [shells] bodies and parts thereof:
(a) Land reclamation projects
) Erosion control projects

(c¢) The construction of artificial reefs for fishery enhancement under
auspices of the State of federal fishery management agencies.

(2} Any approval of or permit for the projects in subsection | is subject to
the more detailed requirements prescribed by these regulations and will
not be approved where a more efficient method of control is readily
available.

(3) No other beneficial uses are approved by the Department.

46-025 SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.
(1) If authorized for use, all motor vehicle bodies and parts thereof
shall, prior to their deposit be:
(a) Effectively drained of all oil and fuel, chemicals and lubricants and
any other potential water poliutant or contaminant.
(b) Have all glass and windows removed.
(2)(a) Except as noted in sub-paragraph (b), any motor vehicle bodies and parts

thereof deposited shall be completely covered and shall be secured with
concrete or rock riprap or by other equivalent means in a manner to
prevent their exposure and displacement.

(b) Any motor vehicle bodies and parts thereof used in the construction of

artificial reefs for fishery enhancement shall be secured in a mahner to
prevent their displacement.

(3) The engineering plan required by Section 46-020 shall consider incorporation
of natural surrounding ground cover as part of its design and shall provide
an aesthetically compatible finished appearance.




Robert W. Straub
GOVERNOR

Joe B. Richards
Chairman-Fugene

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

ATTACHMENT B

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director . ..

Subject: Agenda Ttem L, August 22, 1975, EQC Meeting

Pronosed Amendments to Regulations Pertaining to Deposit
of Motor Vehicle Bodies and Accessories into Waters of
the State to Permit Construction of Artificial Fishery
Reefs Using Discarded Tires, Pursuant to SB 944

Background

By passing Senate Bill 944, the 1975 Oregon legislative assembly
amended ORS 468.750 (when motor vehicle parts may be placed in waters
of the State) to allow the inclusion of tires, which were previously
excluded. The intent of SB 944 is to permit the use of automotive
tires in the construction of artificial reefs for fishery enhance-
ment.

The existing rules relative to ORS 468.750 contempiate the use
of motor vehicle bodies and parts thereof for only two Timited
purposes: (a) land reclamation and (b} erosion control. Thus,
certain changes in the existing rules are needed to permit the use
of tires for the construction of artificial reefs.

Proposed Rule

Pursuant to the intent of SB 944, the DEQ hereby pronoses the
following amendments to Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340,
Division 4, Sub-division 6:

46-015 (1) Add a new sub-paragraph (c) as follows:
{c} The construction of artificial reefs for fishery

enhancement under the auspices of the State or
federal fishery management adencies.




Environmental Quality Commission
Agenda Ttem L, August 22, 1975
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46-025 (2) Wodify the existing section and add a new sub-
paragraph as follows:

(2) (a) Excent as noted in sub-paragraph (b), any
motor vehicle....

(b) Any motor vehicle bodies and parts thereof used
in the construction of artificial reefs for
fishery enhancement shall be secured in a
manner to prevent their displacement.

Copies of SB 944 (ORS 468.750 as amended) and OAR Chapter 340,
Division 4, Sub-division 6, with proposed changes, are attached
herewith for your information.

Discussion

Senate Bill 944 becomes law in mid September, 90 days following
closure of the legislative session. In anticipation of the law's
effective date, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has applied
for the three requived permits that would allow them to build a
desired experimental, artificial reef in Tillamook Bay. These
permits must be issued separately by the Oregon Division of State
Lands, Department of Environmental Quality and the US Army Corps of
Engineers.

The Department of Fish and Wildlife is anxious to complete the
reef construction before the fall storms begin, about mid October.
Otherwise, construction must be delayed until the summer of 1976.

The Corps of Engineers has circulated a public notice (No. 071-
OYA-1-001683) relative to the permit application. Their public
notice also carried attached a public notice from the DEQ announcing
the State's intention to certify the project in keeping with the
dictates of Section 401, Public Law 92-500. Neither the Corps nor
the DEQ received any adverse comment, from either the public or
other agencies, on the proposed artificial reef project. Likewise,
the Division of State Lands has not received opposing comments.

The crux of the situation 1ies in the fact that the Corps
cannot issue their permit without Division of State Lands approval,
and the Division of State Lands cannot take action until the DEQ
adopts necessary regulations and issues a permit.

It is therefore proposed that the EQC adopt the above proposed
rule changes on a temporary basis, to become effective the same day
the law becomes effective. The DEQ will, in turn, work with the
Department of Fish and Wildlife on the preparation and issuance
of a permit that will also become effective simultaneously with
the Taw,
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Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission act as follows:

1) Enter a finding that failure to act promptly will
result in serious prejudice to the public interest or
the interest of the parties involved for the specific
reason that unless the proposed temporary rule is
adopted to allow the prompt issuance of a permit, the
construction of the experimental reef in Tillamook
Bay will be delayed until the summer of 1976.

2) ‘Adopt - the proposed temporary rule amendment to become
effective immediately upon the effective date of 5B 944,

3) Instruct the Department to initiate the requisite
public notice and hearing procedures toward the possible
adoption of the proposed rule on a permanent basis.

"TLOREN KRAMER

GDC:elk
August 18, 1975




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB MEMORANDUM
GOVERNOR -

JOE B. RICHARDS To: Environmental Quality Commission
Chairman, Eugene
GRACE 5. PHINNEY From: Director

Corvallis

Skl L mALGek - Subject: Agenda Item D(Z).,.....December 12,.1975,. .EQC Meeting ...

Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS Recommended Permanent Rule Adoption of the Temporary
Satem Rule Broadening Exemptions from Surety Bond Requirements
RONALD M. SOMERS for Certain Subsurface Sewage Disposal Facility Construction

The Dalles

Background

The proposed rule (Attachment A) was adopted as a temporary rule
on September 26, 1975 (DEQ 99). See the staff report from the
September 26 meeting (Attachment B) for additional details.

Discussion

The temporary version of the proposed rule became effective
on October 1, 1975 and, unless perpetuated, will expire on January 29,
1976.

The rule implements recent legislation and addresses itself to
circumstances of subsurface sewage disposal facility construction
wherein adequate safeguards alternative to the filing of a surety
bond are available and more desirable., I[ts perpetuation as a permanent
rule is founded in the same logic which prompted its temporary adoption.

A public hearing preceded by the requisite public notice require-
ments resulted in no testimony, oral or written.

Conclusions

1. The proposed rule is needed to implement enabling Tegislation
and to relieve builders from unwarranted surety bond
requirements.

2. The requisite public participation statutorily required for
rule making actions has been afforded.
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Recommendation

It is the Director’s recommendation that OAR Chapter 340,
sections 15-010 through 15-015 (as adopted temporarily on
September 26 (DEQ 99)) be adopted as a permanent rule to become
effective upon filing with the Secretary of State on or before
dJanuary 29, 1976.

. .L.OREN KRAMER
Director

PWM:vt
11/13/75
Attachments A and B




Attachment A

Proposed Amendments to Rules Pertaining to Surety Bonds
Cor
Other Approved Equivalent Security

{OAR Chapter 340, Division 1, Subdivision 5}

I. Amend 0AR Chapter 340 Section 15-010 to read as follows:
15-010 DEFINITIONS. As used .in these .rules, unless the context requires otherwise:

(1) "Alternative sewage disposal system" has the same meaning as in

ORS 454.605(2}.

. (2) [{1)] "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission.

(3) [{(2)] "Construct" or "Construction" includes instailation, repair, and
major modification or addition.

(4) [(3)] "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality.

({4} "Dwelling" means any structure, building, or any portion thereof which
is used, intended, or designed to be occupied for human Tiving purposes including,
but not Timited to, houses, houseboats, boathouses, mobile homes, hotels, motels,
and apartments. ]

(5) "NPDES waste discharge permit" means a waste discharge permit issued

in accordance with requireménts and procedurés of the National Pollutant Discharge

Elimination System requived by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments

of 1972 (Public Law 92-500) and of OAR Chapter 340, Sections 45-005 through

45-065.
(6) [(5)1 "Person" means any person as defined in ORS 174.100 but does not

include, unless the contract specifies otherwise, any public officer acting in

his official capacity or any political subdivision, as defined in ORS 237.410.
{7) [(6)] "Subsurface sewage disposal system" has the same meaning as in

ORS 454,605 (14) [(13)].



IT. Amend OAR Chapter 340 Section 15-075 to read as follows:
15-015 SURETY BOND REQUIRED. (1) Every person proposing to construct facilities
for the collection, treatment or disposal of sewage shall file with the Depart-
ment a surety bond, or other approved equivalent security, of a sum determined
under section 15-025 of these rules.

(2) The following shall be exempt from the provision of subsection (1)
of this section:

(a) Any subsurface, alternative or other sewage disposal system or systems

designed [for and] or used [in not to exceed a four-family dwelling or to serve any

other dwelling or dwellings prejected to have not more than 1200 gallons per day

of sewage flow] to treat or dispose of a sewage flow of not more than 5,000

gallons per day.

~{(b) Any subsurface, alternative or other sewage disposal system or systems,

regardless of size, used to serve any food handling establishment, mebile home or

recreation park, tourist and travelers facilities, or other development operated

by a public entity or under a valid license or certificate of sanitation issued

by the State Health Division or Department of Commerce.

{c) [{b)] Any sewage collection, treatment, or disposal facility owned and
operated by a state or federal agency, city, county, county service district,
sanitary authority, sanitary district, or other public body, including, but not
Timited to, a school district or port district.

(d) Any sewage collection, treatment or disposal facilities of an

industrial plant or commercial development having a valid NPDES Waste Discharge

Permit or Water Pollution Centrol Facilities Permit issued by the Department

pursuant to ORS 468,740 provided such facilities serve only employees or customers

but no permanent residences.




Attachment B

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT wW. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

To: Environmental Quality Commission
JOE B. RICHARDS
Chairman, Eugeng

From: Director
GRACE §, PHINNEY

Corvallis . .

L WALLOCK - Subject: Agenda Item H(2) September 26, 1975 EQC Meeting
Portland

ORRIS K. CROTHERS Consideration of Adoption of a Proposed Temporary Rule
o SKOTRER Broadening the Exemptions to the Requirement that Surety
Bonds or Equivalent Security be Filed with DEQ for =~
RN B OMERS Construction of Certain Sewagqe Disposal Facilities.

Background

ORS 454,425 requires every person proposing to construct facilities
for the collection, treatment or disposal of sewage to file with DEQ a
surety bond or approved equivalent security of a sum specified by the
Commission, not to exceed the sum of $25,000.

By statute any subsurface sewage disposal system for a residential
structure serving not more than four families is exempt from this
requirement. Under authority granted by the 1973 Legislature the Commission
by rule adopted on January 24, 1975 broadened the exemptions to include (a)
any subsurface sewage disposal system serving other classes of dwellings
having sewage flows of not more than 1200 gallons per day and {b) any
sewage facilities owned and operated by a public entity such as a state or
federal agency, city, county or special service district.

Chapter 248, Oregon Laws 1975, {SB 456) which became effective on
September 13, 1975, authorizes the Commission to adopt rules exempting
other facilities from this requirement.

When the suyrety bond requirement was first adopted by the Legislature
in 1957 (initially ORS 449.043, later recodified as 449.400 and now 454,425)
it pertained only to privately owned sewerage systems serving more than 25
families or 100 persons. It was adopted at that time for the purpose of
controlling more effectively the construction, operation and maintenance of
the several privately owned sewerage systems which were being installed by
developers to serve new residential subdivisions located in unincorporated
areas. In 1973 the Legislature Towered from 25 families to only 4 families
the size of the systems exempt from this requirement,
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Experience has shown that it is extremely difficult, if not impossible,
for a person to obtain a surety bond of the type needed to comply with the
requirements of ORS 454.425. The rules of the Commission, under authority
granted by the Legislature, permit the substitution of other security such
as the assignment to DEQ of an insured savings account with interest earned
by such account made payable to the assignor. In many instances the
assignment of an insured savings account consititutes a serious economic
hardship to the person proposing to construct the sewerage facilities.

In recent years other means for effecting control over the construction,
operation and maintenance of sewerage systems have been established by the
Legislature, They include the waste discharge permit program established in
1967, the state-wide permit program for subsurface systems established in
1973, and the auth0r1ty to assess civil penalties. The need for the surety

“bond requirement is, as a consequence, not as qreat now as 1t was in 1957
" when the law was first passed. co

Conclusions

1.

It is extremely difficult, if not impossibie, for a person to
obtain a surety bond of the type needed to comply with ORS 454,425,
the surety bond law pertaining to construction of sewerage
facilities.

The assignment to DEQ of an insured savings account as an approved
equivalent security is in many cases a serious economic hardship
to the person proposing construction of sewerage facilities.

The need for a surety bond or approved equivalent security in order
to insure proper construction, operation and maintenance of

certain sewerage facilities is not as great now as it was previously
because of other means which have been established by the
Legislature for effecting such control.

As of September 13, 1975 the Commission has authority to adopt
rules broadening the exemptions to the surety bond requirement.
Such action will save both the Department and the persons proposing
construction of sewerage facilities valuable time and unnecessary
expense.

Attachment A contains proposed amendments to the surety bond rules
(OAR Chapter 340, Division 1, Subdivision 5) which, if adopted,
would broaden the exemptions to include any subsurface, alternative
or other sewage disposal system having capacity to handle not

more than 5,000 gallons of sewage flow per day, any such system
regardless of size if it is operated under a valid license or
certificate of sanitation issued by the State Health Division or
Department of Commerce, and any sewerage system serving an
industrial plant or commercial development operating under a valid
NPDES or other permit issued pursuant to ORS 468.740 and serving
no permanent residences. This broadening of exemptions will not
jeopordize the effectiveness of the Department's control and
regulation of new sewage disposal facilities installed throughout
the state.
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6. Failure to act promptly in the adoption as a temporary rule of
the attached proposed amendments will result in serious prejudice
to the public interest or the interest of parties concerned for
the specific reason that it would delay construction of certain
facilities at least until next year's building season thereby
preventing the development and use of properties and causing
economic losses.

Recommendation

It 1s the Director's recommendation that the Commission:

(1) Enter a finding that failure to act promptly in this matter will result
in serious prejudice to the public interest or the interest of parties
. concerned for the specific reason stated above,

(2) Adopt as a temporary rule to be filed promptly with the Secretary of
State to become effective upon filing the proposed amendments contained
in Attachment A, and authorize the holding of a public hearing to be
held as soon as possible for the purpose of adopting them as a
permanent rule within 120 days thereafter.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

KHS :mm

Attachment (1) Attachment A
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Introduction

The subject rule (an order pursuant to ORS 468.685) was a temporary
rule which previously expired on September 27, 1975. Its reconsideration
as a permanent rule is sought by the Department pursuant to a petition
received of 53 residents of Kingston Heights and its first addition, and
the urging of Commissioner Simerville of Benton County and Roger Heyden,
Benton County Sanitarian.

Background

On May 23, 1975, after public hearing, the Commission, pursuant to
ORS 454.685 adopted a temporary rule (hereinafter moratoria) ordering that
no new installation of subsurface sewage disposal systems be authorized
in areas of Benton, Columbia, Douglas, Linn, Jackson, Josephine and Marion
Counties. These moratoria areas had previously been subject to similar
Tocal prohibition until the statutorily preemptive state wide regulation
fook effect in January of 1974. Filed as temporary rules on May 30, these
moratoria expired on September 27, 1975. Three of them expired on June 10
due to Commission revocation on an immediate {temporary rule) basis.

On June 10 Commission members expressed anxiety that the direct effect
on property ownership involved in the moratoria might procedurally require
extension of notice and an opportunity to each owner of property within
the moratorium areas to be heard prior to any permanent moratoria.

There had been expert testimony by those who felt that newly proposed
subsurface sewage regulations calling for site by site evaluation of each

hew system along many dimensions (size, porosity of soils, depth to restrictive
layers, depth to groundwater, etc.) would serve to protect health and waters
adequately and supplant the need for any further moratoria.

DEQ-44




Some of the Commission had expressed concern, in view of the above,
over the propriety of forbidding installations which would conform to the
rules and, arquably, succeed where this would be done upon the rationale
of protecting the users from their neighbors' pollution, encouraging
community sewer services, or otherwise benefiting the community at the
expense of owners of undeveloped parcels.

The matter was taken under advisement by staff. Upon consideration
of the Commission's concerns, the thousands of property owners who would have
to be notified, and the opinions of those who felt that the new regulations
would afford adequate protection, it was staff's decision to forego pursuit
of permanent moratoria.

Upon the expiration of the moratoria, some 53 residents of Kingston
Heights and its first Addition moved the Department to invoke a permanent
moratorium in that area. It was the opinion of both Commissioner Simerville
and the Benton County Sanitarian that Princeton Heights and its First
Addition should be included also.

It was discovered through the Assessor's Office that a manageabie
humber of property owners were involved in the respective areas and the
number of residents supporting a moratorium in Kingston Heights appeared
to be a substantial majority.

A public hearing on the matter was held in the Linn County Courthouse
on the evening of November 6. {See Public Testimony on Attachment B)
In addition to the notice procedure required in rule making matters by
QRS Chapter 183, notice of the hearing was sent to each owner at his address
of record with the Benton County assessor's Office. Notices returned were
sent to alternative addresses as found on the petition, in the telephone
book, or {(in default of these) to general delivery at the Albany Post Office.
Ultimately the number of second wmailings returned indicates only one
owner of property in Princeton Heights could not be reached. The notice
of hearing invited both written and oral response to the proposed maratoria.

Discussion

At the time of hearing an explicit invitation to any owners of
undeveloped property to come forward with testimony went unanswered. HNo
adverse comment was received in the mail.

In addition to public testimony the record is inclusive of the following
testimony regarding the categories of consideration provided for by statute:

a) Present and Projected Density of Population.
Kingston Heights and its First Addition: The North Albany area

wherein this subdivision lies contains 2700 acres and has a
population somewhat in excess of 4,000. It is projected to
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have a population of 17,000 by 1995 (given adequate sewerage).
The subdivision itself has 55 Tots and 40 single family dewllings,
leaving 15 unoccupied.

Princeton Heights and its First Addition: The subdivision
jtself has 56 lots of which 25 are undeveloped. There are
31 dwellings present.

Size of Building Lots. Kingston Heights area: Approximately
1/2 acre. Princeton Heights Area: Approximately 1/3 acre.

Topography .

Kingston Heights Area: Located on a knoll with 5 to 20% slopes
in all directions.

Princeton Heights Area: On a single directional slope ranging
from 3 to 20%. :

Porosity and absorbancy of soils.
Both areas are predominated by Veneta soils with an undulating
restrictive layer ranging no more than 45 inches below the

- surface. These soils have been designated as generally marginal to

unsuitable for subsurface systems due to slow permeability, shallow
restrictive layers, perched water tables, and steep slopes.

Adverse geological formations. Shallow restrictive layers,
soils of limited permeability, and occasional steep slopes as
above stated.

Ground and surface water conditions and their variations.

There are ground water eruptions present in both areas, accompanied
by seasonal perched water tables ranging from 12 to 30 inches in
depth. 1In general, the ground water supply is protected by
restrictive layers and pollution of groundwaters is not a problem.

Climatic Conditions.

Rainfall averaging 40.7" per year saturates the soils whose
restrictive layer and low permeability frequently causes effluent
to surface and discharge upon the ground. The situation is
particularly acute during October through April when 34.8 inches
is average. Further these rains result in a 13 inch surplus of
precipitation over evapotranspiration during winter. Finally,
saturated soils impede aerobic digestion of effluent, an
essential of drain field treatment.




h) Present and projected availability of water from unpolluted sources.
Both areas are served by a community well system serving about
500 users. Twelve other community systems are present in North
Albany. Only two wells are nearby, ranging from 180 to 300 feet
in depth. They are protected from effluent by a sandstone
restrictive layer.

i)  Type of and proximity to existing domestic water supply sources.
See above. Also, the North Albany Area aguifers have been found
to contain high nitrates and coliform bacteria which may be
caused by the porous underlay of river bottom areas (not
characteristic of the two subdivisions in issue).

J)  Type of and proximity to existing surface waters.
The nearest surface waters are the Willamette River and Thornton
Lake. The distance to the river is 1 3/4 miles from Princeton
Heights and 3/4 of a mile from Kingston Heights. Thornton Lake
is a greater distance from both. Surfacing effluent, due to the
gradients involved, could run off ultimately to the Willamette
River.

k) As of January, 1975, 25% of the systems in Kingston Heights were
concluded by Benton County officials to be failing. Further, a
survey in 1971 1in Princeton Heights revealed a 39% failure rate
in Princeton Heights with 68% of all systems having a history of
failure at some time.

The Benton County Health Department has concluded that correction of
failing systems may be feasible only for short periods of time due to the
soils Timitations, topography, and other considerations.

While no hard data was offered to determine what percentage of failures
couid be avoided in new systems installed under current, stringent rules,
Benton County sanitarian Roger Heyden has expressed skepticism as to the
success of new complying systems. Further, Dr. Robert Paeth, a soils
scientist of 25 years' experience stated he would not purchase a lot with
the purpose of installing a system even in the areas where the restrictive
layer is deepest (45 inches). This was due to his understanding of the
characteristics of Veneta soils and the subsurface disposal problems
accompanying them not only in North Albany but in other areas of the state.

While only 13 persons attended the hearing and only 5 offered support
for the moratoria, it was informally conjectured by some that many property
owners are reluctant to publicly acknowledge the failure of their systems.
It was stated that many residents attempt to conceal the surfacing of
effluent in their yards.




Regarding the Commission's previously expressed apprehension that
invoking the moratoria would constitute a quasi judicial action, the following
should be considered:

1)  Counsel advises that such is not the case and that, despite the
use of the term "order" in ORS 454.685, the current proposal
would constitute a legislative rule-making activity.

2]  The Court of Appeals has recently concluded that zoning activity
by the City of Lake Oswego involving a comparable number of land
owners was legislative in nature. Parelius v. City of Lake Oswego ,
75 Adv Sh 3081, Or App , Pod {1975).

3} As a matter of fundamental fairnhess, the Department's efforts
described above appear to have been reasonably calculated to
reach all affected property owners.

4)  No property owners have expressed opposition to the moratoria.

There remains the issue of whether the skepticism of the Benton County
Sanjtarian as to new installations in the areas should be served sufficiently
by the provision of OAR Chapter 340, Section 71-020(1)}(a). This provides
that the Director or his authorized representative shall not permit installation
of conforming systems if in his judgment it would degrade the quality of
state waters or cause a health hazard (including by definition the surfacing
of effluent or other malfunction of a system).

Some practical considerations tend to vitiate the effectiveness of
such a provision:

1) Such an exercise of judgment is quasi judicial when applied to
an individual site and carries with it a somewhat vague burden
of proof in the event a hearing is sought.

2)  Such an exercise of Judgment by a sanitarian may often be exposed
to severe politicization in the event developers or builders
seek to have this judgment overturned by legislators, or County
Commissioners.

3) A broadly discretionary act such as the rule allows, except in the
most clearcut case, tends to invite personal liability actions
against the 0ff1c1a1 making the judgment. Even the threat of
such a suit is unfortunately 1ikely to be an unconscious factor
influencing judgment.

The Benton County Sanitarian's evaluation of the undeveloped parcels
indicates as follows: In Kingston Hejghts and its First Addition 12
of the 15 undeveloped lots would be Tikely to receive permits under current
rules. In Princeton Heights and its First Addition 9 of 25 vacant lots
are potentially suitable.
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On behalf of local government we have a statement by Sanitarian Roger

Heyden offered in support of the subject moratoria in an earlier (June 16)
hearing. Also, Mr. Novak offered the support of the North Albany Service
District of which he is chairman.

Added hereto for further information are a summary of testimony

offered, a study of the North Albany Geology by Dr. Paeth and Mr. Sitzler,
and Mr. Heyden's Tot by lot evaluations.

It would seem that the subject areas are attended by many circumstances

which argue for moratoria and few of the detracting circumstances which
caused the Commission to be skeptical of the previously proposed moratoria
in several, Targer areas of the state.

Conclusions

1.

Notice and opportunity to be heard has been reasonably calculated to
reach all affected property owners.

2. It appears that actual notice reached all but one owner who may well
have been informed by the media or word of mouth.

3. Recent case law and the advice of counsel render it doubtful that
moratoria could be set aside for lack of actual notice.

4. Statutory and regulatory requirements for public notice in rulemaking
matters have been served.

5. The subject areas have a history of system failure above average as
do other areas of similar geological condition.

6. Absent moratoria, some 21 additional systems may be installed in this
high risk area.

7. No affected property owners, though specifically invited to do so,
have offered resistance to the proposed moratoria.

8. The moratorium proposed for Kingston Heights enjoys the support of a
majority of residents.

9. Both proposed moratoria are supported by local government and without
opposition from any gquarter.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission adopt the

proposed moratoria (Attachment A) as a permanent rule to become effective
upon its prompt filing by the Department with the Secretary of State.

f:“ ‘8% y
Director

PMcS:11/14/75

Attachments A and B




ATTACHMENT A

PROPOSED OAR CHAPTER 340, Section 71-020(6)

(6) Pursuant to ORS 454.685, neither the Director nor his authorized
 representatives shall issue construction permits for subsurface sewage
disposal systems within the boundaries of the following geographic areas

of the State:

a) Kingston Heights Subdivision in Benton County.
b}  Kingston Heights Subdivision, First Addition in Benton County.
¢) Princeton Heights Subdivision in Benton County.

d}  Princeton Heights Subdivision, First Addition in Benton County.




ATTACHMENT B

Summary of Public Testimony at November 6 Public Hearing on Subsurface
Sewage Disposal System Construction Prohibition for Kingston and
Princeton Heights.

Mr. Joseph Novak, Chairman of the North Albany Service District:

Mr. Novak supports the moratoria. He added they will not solve the problem
in North Albany but only prevent its growing worse. He called for assistance
from the Department in solving the area's sewage problem. He criticized a
recent Attorney General's Opinion which held that Albany could require
agreement of North Albany users not to resist annexation as a condition to
hook up to the Albany sewer line.

(Mrs.) Susan Thorne, resident of Kingston Heights: Mrs. Thorne supports
the moratorium. She recalled the premature failure of the system at her
residence and pointed to efforts of her neighbors to hide their surfacing
effluent. .

(Mrs.) Carol Steele, resident of Kingston Heights: Mrs. Steele
supports the moratorium. She said effluent {s running down grade from
one yard to another in her neighborhood. She contended that the rate of
failure exceeds that estimated by the County Sanitarian.

Dr. Richard Thorne, resident of Kingston Heights. By letter of
September 22, Dr. Thorne protests the 1ifting of the previous moratorium.
He cited ubiquitous, visible raw sewage and its attendant health hazard.

" Mr. Dan Paulson: Mr. Paulson wrote on October 13 to support the
moratoria. He cited five years of experience and ighored testimony as
indicative that new dwellings of any size should be curtailed until the
entire area has sewer service.
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DEPARTMENT GF ENV{RONMENTAL QUALITY
PNVESTIGATION & COMPLIANCE DIVISION
GEOGLOGICAL STUDY
HORTH ALBANY
BENTON COUNTY

August 1975

BACKGROUND

in response to a request by the Benton County Commissioners relative to
health hazards and ground water contamination in an area commonly known as
"Warth Albany'', a geological study has been conducted involving staff from the
Benton County Health Department, the Uregon Water Resource Department and the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

UMorth Albany!' is a rapidly growing residential area currently consisting
of over 4,000 people located across the Willamette River from the City of Albany.
This area is populated in small developments of perhaps 30 to 40 homes. In re-
gard to sewage disposal, one development is served by a small sewage traatment
piant and the rest of the homes in 'Horth Albany' are served by individual septic
tanks and drainfields. Each devalopment is served by a community water system
which taps ground water by means of a well usuaily located within close proximity.

Previous studies have been conducted by the Benton County Health Depart-
ment, the Uregon State Health Division, the U.5. Soil Conservation Servics, the
U.S. Government Survey and {lark and Groff Engineers, Inc. This report will
review and zonsclidate these previous studies adding new information on soils
prepared by the DEQ and on ground water prepared by the Oregon Water Resourcs
Department. The Benzon Lounty Health Department has previously surveyed subsur-
face sewage disposal systems and water systems in "North Albany'' revealing a
kigh failure rate of individual sewage disposal systems in the two areas examined.
Their reports show bacterial contamination in several domsstic weils serving
the area, Studies of the water supplies serving '"North Albany' conducted-by
the Oregon State Health Dlvision indicate both chemical and hacteriological
“contamination of the ground water. Two community wells are iocated in clese
proximity to a dralnageway which carries sewer effluent from the Riverview
Helghts Package Treatment Plant to the Willamette River. This is an interim
sewage collection and treatment facility sarving approximately 100 homes until|
an area-wide sewage treatment system is available,

in view of the sswage disposal problems and the expected rapid population
growth In "North Albany'', the Benton County Commissioners retained Clark and
Groff Engineers, inc., as consultants to draft a repert giving a praliminary
design of domestic sewerage as well as cost and environmental comparisons of
saveral atternatives for sewerage service to *'Morth Albany.'” They conducted




a complete study of "Horth Albany't in 1574 and indicated that rthere is a poten-
tial for ground water pollution in YMorch Albany' and that the nitrate concen-
fraticons are highar than desirable. Their report states that the ground water
“"source of supply is susceptible to pollution.' Although there have been
sevaral approaches to eliminating the concern over increased density on subsur-
face sewage disposzal systems In an area of marginal to unsuitable soils and in an
area wherea the ground water may be contaminated Trom waste disposal systems,
the sewage disposal guestions betwsen the public entities, individuals, and
public agencies relative to the method to sewer ‘Morth Albany! has not heen
resolved. This repert does not attempt to advise on the speecific sewerage
methods most suited to sclve the sewage problsms, but does examine and update
the scope of the problem of continued and expanded use of subsurface sawage
disposal systems.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this study is to provide the following:

1. TJo update and consolidate all past studies of the soils and
the ground water in "North Albany'.

Z. To relate the use of subsurface sewage disposal systems to
the soils.

3. To relate the use of subsurface sewage disposal svstems to
the potential contamination of ground water.

L, To relats the population densities to area and soils,

5. Te relate previously decumented septic tank fajilures to

specific soils,

SURVEY AREA

The study area is bounded by the Willamette River on the East and ex-
tends westward to include areas of low rolling hills in the vicinity of
Spring Hill {(Map 1, Appendix A).

HISTORY AND DOCUMENTED PROBLEMS

A survey of the Frinceton Heights Subdivision located In Area A, Map 5,
Appendix A, conducted by the Benton County Health Department in August, 13971
indicatad a 30% failure rate with 68% of the systems reportedly having a his-
tory of faillure., Another survey of the Kingston Heights located in Area A,
#Map 5, Appendix A, revealad a Tailure rate of 25%. These results led ths
County Health Department to the cenclusion that correcticn of the Failing
systems may be feasible for conly a short term due to limitations of scil,
topography, and size of lofs. The Uregon State Health Division conducted
chemical analysas of the community water supplies in 1571~-1972 and found that
some of the systems exceed the standards for nitrate-nitrogen as shown in
Table 1. (The Oregon State Health Uivision drinking water standards set the
nitrate=nitrogen limit at 10 mg/1.)
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TABLE

Chloride Mitrate-Mitrogen

Water System Samnie Date Concentration (mg/l) Concentratiaon {mg/1)
Gibson Hills Lyv/7z2 §.10 3.3

Evargraen 1/26/71 _ 27.2 9.2

Orchard Park 1/26/71 27.7 L5

Fairway 1/26/71 ‘ 169.0 3.6

Country Village V26770 12.0 V1.0

Evergreen 1/26/71 26.7 16.0

Fairview 1/26/71 2.0 0.05%5

Table {1 represents a five (5) year summary {1966-1970) of data from samples

of ground water taken from private wells and routine State Health Division sampling

of community wells. The data in the table indicates the presence of coliform

hbacteria.
TABLE 11
Water Systam : Samples with Coliform Bacteria
Gibson Hill 11/67
6/69, 8/63, 11/69
Parker Dakgrove 1/66, 6/66
2/67, 5/67, 12/67
2/63, 12/69
8/70, 11/70, 12/70
Evergreen 1/66, 11/66
10/69 -
Falrway o Not Sampled
Grchard Park 1/66, 2/66
6/68, B/68
11/67
8/6%, 9/69, 10/4%, 11/63, 12/63 *
3/70, 8/70, Yo/70, 11770, 12/70
Morth Albanv Watar Improvement Dist, Samples not submitzed 1964
Goif View (Golf Club Add.) | L/66, 5/66, 9/66

In addition to the above 5-vzar summary, additicnal surveys indicate the
presence of bacterial contamination as listed in Tahle [i{.

TASLE |11
Water Systam Sample With Coliform Bacteria
Gibson Hil} 1/10/72, /24772
, V/7/75, 8/30/75, 5/28/75, 6/24/75

Parker-Gakgrove ) Y372, V10772, 1724772

- Sporadic throughout 1973
Riverview 8/V4/73
Country Village Approximately 7/18/72

Fir View 8/25/73




Sampling of some of the srivate walis in the area in Fabruary 1972
indicated bacterial contaminaticon in Tour wells as marked in Map 3, Appendix A
as wall as one in an unknown location on hebarga! Loop. Complete records of
sampling since 1970 are not available at the time of this writing, so it is
unknown if other contamination was discovered during the 1970-1975 interval.

This report provides an integrated consideration of geomorghology, soils,

and ground water characteristics {hydrogeology) of 'North Albany.'" There are
three (3) geomorphic land surfaces in "Worth Albany' with distinctly different
iimitations relative to the subsurface disposal of sewage. These are delin=-

eated as Low Rolling Hilis (Area A}, Valley Floor (Ares B), and River Bottom
(Area C).

S011 maps prepared by the United States vepartment of Agriculture Soil
Caonservation Service show that there are three (3) general soil areas associ-

ated with these surfaces {(Map 2, Appendix A).

Area A -

Veneta, Dupee, H
Folling Hills that rise ou

azaelair, and Waldo soils are associatad with the Low
t (=g

of the vallay floor.
Area B -

Woodburn, Amity, Concord, Davton, and Waldo soils are associated with
the Valley Floor. '

Area C -

Camas, Mewberg, Chehalis, Wapato and Malabon soils are associated
with the River Bottom adjacent to the Willamett= River.

Badrock that underlies these scils consists of a ssquence of marine sand-
stones and shales known as the Spencer Formation. These rocks area well cemantad
and transmit water very slowly, UOverlying the Spencer Formation in the River
Bottom {Area () are sands and gravels deposited by the Willamette Rivar. These
aliuvial deposits are porous, highiy permeabie and are capable of supplying largs
guantities of ground water to wells. A graval pit located in the northeast
part of the area provides an excellent cross section of the matarials from
the surface down to the water table. The north face of the pit shows gravel
lavers with a sandy matrix from 9 feet below land surface on down to the
water table. Above this gravel bad are gravel lensas up to about 5 feet halow
land surface embedded in loose sands., All these materials are highly permazble
and may permit downward movement of septic tank effliuent without mechanical
filtering of all of the bacteriz and witheut removal of chemical contaminants
such as chlorides and nitrates. In the Low Rolling Hills (Area A) and the
Valley Floor (Area B) scils contain restrictive or impervious layers preventing
sewage effluent from entering the ground water. HMany of these soils are poorly
drained causing sewage to surTace creating a health hazard. For a detalled
dascription of the geomorphology, soils and groundwater see Appendix 8.



GEMERAL HYDROLOGY

Surface water hodies in ''North Albany" consist of Thornton Lake and the
Willamette River (Map 1, Appendix A). Thornton Lake cccupies a meander scar
left whan the Willamette River abandoned a nigher stream channeil. Surface
elevation of the lake is approximately 186 feet. The Willamette River flows
northward around the area and its surface elevation varies from approximately
176 feet in the south to approximately 168 in the north. The gradient of
the river is approximately 1-3 feet/mile and the ground water gradient is toward
the river and the Spencer Formation.

7 HYDROGEQLOGY ~ RIVER BOTTOM (AREA €)

Tha aquifer supplying water to the welis in Aresa YCY of North Albany
consists of the alluvial sands and gravels comprising the upper 30 feet of
earth materials. Recharge to these materiais results from incident precipi-
tation, runoff from the hills to the west, parhaps a minor amount from the
Willamette River during flcod stage, and a very small amount from discharge
from the Spencer Formation. The latter two sources are probably unimportant
in terms of quantity because the ground water gradient is toward the river,

except during flood stage, and the Spencer Formation has a very low hydraullc
conductivity.

As indicated in the discussion on General Hydrology, the Thornton Laka
surface, which is the water table, ls approximately 10 Teet higher than the
river surface on the south and approximately 18 feet higher than the river
surface on ithe north. As a resulti, ground water may be expectad to move
generally northeastward under the '"North Albany' area. However, zonss of
high hydraulic conductivity such as buried stream channels, may modify that

general Tlow direction drastically, As a result, it is not pessible to accur-
ately predict the direction of migration of contaminated ground water.

The Firview well (Map 1, Appendix A) is in the extreme northern part of
the study area. The water quality there is more nearly representative of
native water quality than any other sample taken thus far. Mitrate-nitrogen
and chioride concentrations are significantly leower there thar in the area
east of Spring Hill.

The bacteriological and chemical data presented in Tables 1, 11, & 111
(History and Documented Problems Section) indicate the presence of contamina-
tion in the ground water. Furthermore, it is likely that conditions have become
somewhat more severe by now simply due to the prohakle increase in populatien in
the area singe an adequate chemicgal and bactericlogical survey has been dons.




-

ol

RIEF DESCRIPTION - SEPTIC TANK AND DRAINFIELD SYSTEM

o

In Oregon and in particuiar, Hort \33 ay, the predominate method of
subsurface sewage aisposal aPLO"ﬁO”"LES the ssptic tank and drainfield
system. A s=zptlc tank system is simple ewoush in theory. \Yastes from the
batnroom, kitchen and leundrw flow into an undarground tank whare bacteria,
by a natural process of digastion, convert part of the bulk to gas. The gas
is vented to the air, the heavier solids settle to the bottom of the tank as
siudge and the lighter cnes float to the top to become scum.

When leftover liguld, called effluent, reaches a certain level, it flows
froim’ the tank into a system of cpen-icinted or perforated pipas bheneath the
cround. The buried pipes distribute the liquid through the drainfield (absorp=-
tion field} so that it can b2 soaked up by the surrounding earth.

It should be clearly understood that a septic tank does nok make sewags
fit to drink. In fact, it is the crudest type of treatment device. Septic
tank effluant zongains sewage particles {(Fina seiolzable and susoznded 301i4s)
and may 4ise contein harmiued (paLhogen!c) bacteria which causa typhoid fever,
dysentery, and other gastrointestinal diseases. A septic tank Tunctions by
conditioning sewage 50 that it will percolate into the ground without clogging
the pores of the soil. During the effiuent absorption process, the organic
substances including bacteria in the effluant are acted upon by soil organisms.
Uxidation of the organic materials in the zone of aeration of porous soils
results in chemical products that dissolve and are absorbed into the soil. '
Absorpticn of the effluent into the soil is an essential part of a successfully
operating septic tank and drainfield systaem.

SUMMARY OF SUITABILITY OF S0ILS FOR SEPTIC TAHK DRAINFILELDS

Soils ocecurring on the Low Rolling Hills (Area A) are marginal to unsuitable
for use as septic tank draintislds because of a combination of slow permeability,
prasance of rastrictive layers, perched water tables, and fairiy steep slopes.
Field surveys by the Benton County Health Uspartmant showed that about 30 per-
cent of the existing homes in two subdivisions in this soil area have failing
septic tank systems. Four of these systems were [nsialled in Dupee silt laam,

3 to 12 pearcent slope, one was installed in Veneta silt loam, 2 to 7 percent
slops, and the remainder were installed in Veneta silt loam, 7 to 20 percent
slope. There is no ground water pollution hazard in the Low Rolling Hills
(Area A), but surfacing effluent does constitute a public health hazard and
may result In contamination of surface waters.

Most soits occurring on the Vallay Floor (Area B} are unsuitable for use
as septic tank drainfields because of slow to very slow permeability, presence
of restrictive layers, perched water table, ponding of water, and high shrink-
swiell potential, Pollution of ground water is no hazard, but surfacing of

effluent and contamination of surface waters is a distinct possibility.
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Soils occurring on the River Bottom {Aresa C) are generally permeable

enough to be accaptable for use as septic tank drainfields. 1In spite of rela-
tively high population densities, no septic tank system failures have been
reported. However, soils on this geomorphic surface and the underlying 'coarsa

grained materials'’ appear to be parmeable anough to atlow improperly treated
septic tank effluent te contaminate the ground water. {River)

For a detailed description of the suitability of soils for subsurface
sewage disposal systems, see Appendix C.

CONCLUSTONS

1. "S%0i1s in the Low Rolling Hills (Area A) are marginal to unsuitable’
for subsurface sewage disposal systems because of slow permeesbility, presence
of resirictive layers, perched water table, and fairly steep slopes. A his-
tory of septic tank drainfield failures is asscciated with soils in this area.
There is no ground water pollution hazard but surfacing effluent is a public
heaith hazard and may result in centamination of surface waters.

2. Soils on the Valley Floor (Area B), with the exception of Willamette
and Woodhurn soils are not suitable for subsurface sewage disposal systems be-
cause of a combination of slow to very slow permeability rates, presence of
restrictive layers, perched water tabies at or near the soil surface, ponding
of surface water, and high shrink-swell potentials. Some agreas of Willamette
and YWoodburn scils are suitable for installation of septic tank drainfialds.

3. Soils on the Low Rolling Hills (Area A} and the Valley Floor (Arca B)
have natural restrictive or impervious barriers toe the downward migration of
contaminants, thus the deep ground water is protected from centamination from
septic tanks and drainfields,

L, Soils on the River Bottom (Area ¢) and the underlying ''coarse grained
materials'' are too permeable to provide adeguate filtering, absorption by vege-
tation or even parhaps aerobic treatment of effluent hbefore It reaches the water
table. No naturati barriers are prasent to the downward migration of contaminants
and no impervious horizons are available to seal wells into. Thus, protecting
the ground water from sewage contamination is probably not possible as long as
septic tanks and drainfields are used in thase soils.

5. Contamination in water wells in the North Albany area may be due to
faulty well construction or to aguifer contamination by drainfield effluent.
Wells must be sealed in accordance with Health Division Standards before they
can be approved for a community supply. In addition, a faulty seal would
only explain bacterial contamination and not nitrate or chloride contamina~-
tion. Thus, it is likely that the aquifer has become contaminated by drain-
field effluent.

6. There are existing and potential sewage disposal problems generatly
throughout the "North Albany’ area.
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; The Cepartment of Environmental Quality Tinds that the previous
studies conducted by the Benton County Health Uspartment and subsequant Find-
ings accurately represent the sewage disposal problems in "Morth Albany."

RECOMHENDATIONS

1. An area-wide sewage collection and uireatment facility is nsedsd to

serve the ''North Albany' area for both existing and Ffuturs development.
Y g

2. Based an the findings in this report, if immediate measures are not
taken to sewer the YMHorth Albany' area, tha D.E£.Q. shouid consider imposing a
moratorium to Timit or prohibit the use of subsurface sewage disposal systems
in "Worth Albany."

3. A monitoring program of ihe ground water in ''Nerth Alkany" should be
conducted to update the bactericlogical and chemical data to ths hazard herein
oresentad and the urgency of making corrections.
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APPENDIX B

GEOMORPHOLOGY & S0ILS - AREAS A, B, & C

As has been indicated in the '"General Geology' section of this report,
“Morth Albany'' consists of three (3) natura! geomorphic surfaces: Law Raliing
Hitls {Area A), Valley Floar {Area B), and River Bottom (Area C}, {Map 1,
Appendix A).

The Low Relling Hills (Area A} are remnants of sandstone and siltstone
formations that were eroded and truncated by streams to form rolling topography.
Dissection has: formed a well-organized drainage pattarn. Elevation ranges from
about 200 feer to 475 feet with maximum relief of about 300 feet. Veneta, Dupee,
Hazelair, and Waldo soils occur on the Low Rolling Hills (Map 2, Agpendix A).

Veneta soils consist of well to moderately weil drained, moderately fine
textured soils formed from old alluvium over weathered sandstone., The surface
layer is friable silt loam about 14 inches thick. The subsoil is firm, plastic
clay loam about 2L inches thick. The substratum, to a depth of about 40 inches,
is dense clay. Depth to weathered sandstone bedrock may be as shallow as 15
inches. Permeability is slow and a perched water table may occur at a depth of
2 1/2 to 3 feet from Hovember to May.

Dupee soils are moderately well or somewhat poorly drained, moderately
fine textured soils formed from colluvium overlying weathered sandstone. The
surface layer is friable silt loam about 15 inches thick. The substratum is
weatherad sandstone. Permeability is moderately slow and water may be perched
in the scil at a depth of 2 to 3 feet from December to March.

Hazelair soils are moderately well to somewhat poorly drained, fine tex-
tured soiis formed from clavey parent material on slightly convex footslopes.
The surface layer is friable siit loam 10 inches thick., The subsoil is firm,
distinctly mottled silty clay about 8 inches thick. The substratum, to a depth
of sbeut 40 inches, is dense, very plastic, distinctly mottied gravish to olive
brown clay. Weathered sandstone bedrock occcurs below the clay. Permeability is
slow., Runoff and lateral movement of water, from higher areas of Veneta soils
causes seepage to occur on lower slopes of Hazelair soils.

The long narrow valley that dissects the Low Rolling Hills {(Area A) north-
east to southwest belongs fto a group of land surfaces associated with the Willa-
mette Valley Floor {Area B). Elevation ranges from about 200 feet to 300 feet.
This surface has a maximum of 110 feet of relief and a Fairly wall organized
drainage pattern. Willamette, Woodburn, Amity, Waldo, Dayton, and Concord soils
cccur on this surface (Map 2, Appendix A). '

Willamette scils are well drainad, moderately fine textured scils Tormed
from silty alluvium. The surface layer is friable silt leam 24 inches thick.
The subsoil is firm sitty clay leoam about 30 inches thick. The substratum is
friable silty clay loam or silt locam many feet thick. Fermeability is moderate.
Ferched water may occcur at a depth of 2 1/2 to 5 feet from November to May,




Vioodburn soils are mederataly well drained, moderately fine texturaed soils
formed from silty alluvial deposits. The surface layer is friabie silt loam 18
inches thick., The lowar part of the :ubSOIE 15 mottled silt {oam. The substratum
is frichle silt loam many feet thick. Permeability is moderate in the uppsar sub-

-

soil and slow in the lower part. Percnea water may ceocur at a depth of 2 to 3 faet
from December to Aprii,

Amity scils are somewhat poorly drained, moderately Tine texturad soils
formed from old alluvium. The surface laver is friabie silt loam 22 inches thick.
The upper subsoil is faintly mottled silty-clay lvam about & inches thick. The

lower subsoil is distinctly mottlied silty clay loam aboulb 7 inches thick, The
substratum is distinctly mottlad siity clay loam or silt loam several feet thick.
Permeability is moderataly slow and a seasenatb high water table may accur at a
depth of & inches to 1 1/2 feet from Novembar to May.

Waldo, Concerd, and Cayton soils are poorly drainsed - fine texturasd soils
formed from silty and clavey alluvium in slightly concave positions and drainage-
ways. Surface layers are distinctly mettled sitt toams. Subsoils, to a depth of
30 to k2 inches, are distinctiy mettled hesavy clay locams ard clays. Substratum
textures range from silt loams to siliy clay leam In Concord and Dayton sails and
from silty clay to clay in Waldo soils. Parmeability ranges from siow to vary
siow, Surface runoff is slow to ponded. The water table is perched at or near
the soil surface from MHovember to May. Waldo soils also occur along drainageways
in the Low Rolling Hills (Area A}.

Soils on the Valiey Floor {Area B) are not Tlooded by the Willamette River,
Cbut are subject to surface runoff from the surrounding Low Rolling Hills (Area A).

The Rivar Botton {(Area C) lies adj:cent to the Willamette River. Elevation
rangps from about 185 fest tc 200 feet with a maximum relief of 20 feet. The lower
flood plain level, of the River Bottom (Area C) has low relief that includes the
channel of the river and assocliated features. Point bar desposits, channel fill-
ings, and meander scralls are common. Camas and Hewberg soll occur on this part
of the flood plain (Map 2, Appendix A).

Camas soils are excessively drained, gravelly, moderately-coarsa textured
soils formed from recent sandy and graveily aliuvium. Typically, the surface
laver is friable, gravelly sandy loam about 12 inches thick. The substratum is
loose, single=grained very gravelly sand toc a depth of at least G0 inches.
Permpeability is very rapid.

Mewberg soils are somewhat excessively drained, medium and modarately coarse-
textured soils formed from recent alluvium. The surface laver is friable fine
sand lcam to a depth of 18 inchas. The substratum is very Friabi_, massive fine
sandy loam to loamy sand that may be very graveliy., Permeabliity is moderatsly
rapid. These soils are subject to frequent brief periods of flooding from
Hovember to May.



The higher of the two Tlood plain levels of the Willametite River is undu-
tating with a maximum relief of about § feet. The relief is due to the action
of an overjcaded stream which formed a series of subparallel ridges and inter-
vening channeis. Chehalis and Wapato soils occur on this part of the flood plain.

{hehalis seils are wall-drainad, moderately~fine textured scils formed
from recent alluvium. Typizally, the surface layer is friakle silty clay loam
about 20 inches thick. The subsoil is firm silty clay loam about 28 inches
thick. The substratum is & silty clay loam to a sandy locam to a depth of 6
to 9 feet. Coarse sand and gravel occcur below this depth. Permeability is
moderate in the silty clay loam and moderately rapid in the sandy loam.

Wapato soils are poor]y drained moderate]y fine to fine texLured soi15
Willamette River. The surface 1ayer is dlst!nct?y mottiea silty clay loam about
16 inches thick. The subsoil is distinctly mottled silty clay loam 16 inches
thick. The substratum, to a depth of 60 inches, is light gray silty clay with
distinct motties., Permeability is slow. Surface runoff is slow to ponded.
Wapato soils alse sccur in association with Malaben soils.

The Willamatte River commonl]y floods the lower part of the flced plain
for brief pericds from November to May, but seldom inundates the higher ridges.
The entire flood plain, however, lies below the U.5.6.5. - U.5. Army Corps of
Engineers 100 vear Flood Line and would be inundated by a 10D year flood event
(Map &, Appendix A}.

The terrace element of the River Bottom {Area C) has surface morphology of
an ahandoned flood plain. Low relief and subparaile! corrugations of old channals
are still apparent. Meandering sloughs and bypass channels are also prasent.
Malabon and Wapato soils occur on this terrace,

falabon seils are well-drained, fine textured soils formed from mixed
sitiy and clayey alluvium. Typically, the surface layer is friable silty clay
loam 1Z inches thick., The subsoil is firm, subanguiar blocky silty clay about
30 inches thick. The substratum is friable ciay locam to sandy loam to a depth
of 5 to § feet. Coarse sand and gravel occur below this depth. Permeability
is moderataly slow to 3 1/2 feet and moderate to rapid below. HMost areas of
Malzbon soils 1le above the U.3.G6.5 - U. 3. Army Corps of Engineers 100 yaar
Flocd Line but flooding may oceur very briefiy in lower areas from Hovembar
to Apritl.




APPEMBDIX C
SUSTABILITY OF 201LS FOR SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL

Soiis that have slight limitations for use as septic tank drainfields ars
well drained, are not subjeci to fleocding, do not have a permanent water table
within six Teet of the natural ground surface, are more than 36 inches deep to
arn impervious layer, are on the upper end of moderate permeability, and have x5
slepes of less than 12 percent.] Soils that have moderate limitations for use of
septic tank drainfields are moderately well to somewhat poorly drained, sudbject
to a temporarily perchaed water table, are on the lower end of moderate permeability,
and have slapes of 12 to 25 percent. Scils that have severe limitations for this
same use are somewhat poorly te very poorly drained, have a high water table,
are subject to flooding, are less than 36 inches deep to an impervious layer, have
moderately slow to very slow permeability, and have slopas in excess of 25 percent.

Soils in the "Nerth Albany'' Study area fall npaturally into three general
5001 areas,.  The (hehalis, Malabeon, Wapato, Newberg, Camas .Soil Area consists of
soils that are generally permeable encugh that they present no problem in
absorbing septic tank effluent.

Camas soils have a severe limitation bescause of annual Tlooding. from Movembar
to May and very rapid permeability. According te the OR-301LS~1, coarse grained
materials are encountered within 7 inches of the soil surface. Similarly, Newberg
soils have a severe limitation because of frequent periods of flooding from November
to May. They have moderately rapid permeability and are underlain by '‘coarse grained-
materials' at a depth of about 9 feet below the surface.

Chahalis and Malabon soils have a moderate limitation for use of a septic tank
drainfields., Chehalis soils have moderate permeability but they are subject to
occasional brief flooding from Hovember to May. Malabon solls have moderately
slow permeability to a depth of 42 inches. From 42 inches to about § feet, the
permeability ranges from mcderate to moderately rapid. ''Coarse grained materiais"
occur under Chehalis and Malabon soils at a depth of about 9 feet.

Wapato soils have a severs limitation for use as a drainfiald because of
slow permeability, high water table, annual flooding, and fine texture. In
addition, they have a high shrink-swell potential (OR=50iLS=] attached).

These soils, with the exception of Wapato, are permeable enough to be suitable
for septic tank drainfields. In spite of the high population density associated
with these soils, no subsurface sewage disposal system failures have beesn reported.
These scils and the underiying ''ccarse grained matsrials’, appear to be permeable
encugh to allow untreated effluent to contaminate the ground water.

]OrEgOﬂ Administrative Rules Chapter 340, Division 7 Subdivision 1, Section 71-030
Subsurtace Sewage Disposal State of Oregon, BEQ, August 1975.

2 personal communication, Roger Heyden, Benton County Sanitarian.




Part of this CGeneral 30i! area lies wikthin the area designatad Residential
urban by thé Banton County Planning Commission. Fockets of high depsity population
occur on Malabon seils in this general soil area (Map 5, Appendix A).

The Veneta, Dupae, Hazelalr, Waldo Soil Area consists of soils that have
severe limitations for use of septic tank drainfisids because of moderately siow
te slow permeabiiity, presence of restvictive layers, perched water tables, and
fairly steep slopes (OR-S0GILS-1 attached).

Veneta and Hazelalir soils have slow permeability and a 'restrictive layer"
at about 18 inches. Veneta has a perched water table 2-1/2 tc 3 feet baicw the
surface from Movember to May and Hazelair has a perched water table at | to 2
below the surface during the same period. Hazelair scils are subject te runoff
and seaspage from areas of Venata soils. Both soils occur on slopes up to 20 parcent.
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Dupee scils have moderately slow permeability and a water table perched
at 2 or 3 feet below the surface from December to March.

Waldo soils have slow permeability, a "restrictive laver' at |0 inches,
and a perched water tabie at or near the soil surface from Hovember to May.

This General Soil area lies within the area designated Urban Residentizl
by the Benton Lounty Planning Commission. Uevelopmant, thus far, has resulted

in single Tamily dewllings and apartments in a modarn cluster design of pockets

of high populaticn density surrounded by relatively open areas (Map 5, Appendix A},

The Benton County Health Department conducted Tield surveys of sewage
disposal problems. The survey of the Frinceton Helghts Subdivision was completed
on August 3, 197'. Results of this survey showed that 48 parcent of the dwellings
in the Subdivision had at one time or another experienced sewage disposal problems,
At tha time of the survey, 30 percent of ihe existing houses had septic tank drain-
Tield failuras., One of thase failing systems was installed in Vensta silt loam,
2 to 6 percent slope. The remainder of the failing systems were installed in
Veneta silt loam, 7 to Z0 percent slope.
The Kingston Helights Subdivision has fifgy five lots, forty of which support
single family dweliings. Results of this survey, complated January 31, 1
showad that 25 percent of the existing homas had Tailing subsurface sswage disposal
systems. Four of these Talling systems were installed in Dupes silt loam, 3 to iZ
percent sitope. The remainder of the failing zystems were installied in Veneta silt
loam, 7 to 20 parcent slope.

9
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These failures were due largely to slow rates of permeabiiity, presenca of
a restrictive layer, and a perched water table, which ranged from 9 to 42 inches
"below the soil surface on April 30, 19€3.



LW )

Tne Willamette, Woodburn, Amity, Loncord, Daytan, Waldo Soil Area con-
sists of soils that have moderate to severe limitations for use as septic tank
drainfields hecause of moderate to very slow permeability rates, presence of
restrictive layers, perched water tables, pondipg of surface watar, and high
shirink~swall potentials {OR~501L5-1 attached).

Willamette soils have a moderate limitation because of parmeahbility rates
on the lowar end of moderate and an apparent perched water table at 2 1/2 feet
below the soil surface Trom November to May.

Woodburn soils have a severe limitation because of slow permeability and
a perched water table at a depth of 2 to 3 feet below tha scil surface from
November to May. '

Amity soils have a severe limitation because of moderately slow permeability
and a perched water tabie at or near the soil surface from Hovember to May.

Concord and Waldo soils have a severe limitation because of slow permsa-
Bility, a high shring-swell potential, a restrictive layer within 15 inches of
the soil surface and & perched water table at or near the surface from November
to May. In addition, these two soils are subject to ponding from water that
runs off of adjacent higher areas of Willamette, VWoodburn, and Amity soils.

PDayton scils have a severe limitation because of very slow permeability,
a high shrink-swell potential, & restrictive laver at 17 inches below the soil
surface, a perched water table at or near the soil surface from Hovember to Hay
and ponding of water on the soll surface.

The General Soll area lies mainly within the area designated Urban
Residential. The northern and western part of the River View Heights Subdivision
and all of the Country Villa and Meadowwood Subdivisions are in this soil area.
The soils are Willamette and Woodburnm silt loams with slopes up to 12 percent.
These three pockeis of high density population are surroundad by open agricultural
land and low density housing.




DATE:

TO:

BROM:

Benton County Heealth Department
Benton Plaza - 408 S.W. Monros Ave,
Corvallis, Cregon 97330
753.4423

September 30, 1975

Daryl Johnson

Ed Dornlas cgzi”k::=\ _wﬁgi\_ﬂ

./«V

Kingston Heights Subdivision and lst Addition to Kingston Helghts
Subdivision

The following information has been taken from cur files and from information
personally known to the staff:

Blockﬁi:

Block 2:

Block 3:

Block 4:

Eﬂﬂck 5:

Block 6:

Lots 1 and 2 are vacant and have not been investigated re-—
cently -~ permits might or mighi not be issued.

Lots 9,10,14,16,17 and 18 are vacant. ILot 16 has a priorx
approval. It is likely that permits could be issued for
all of these lots. )

Lote 6,10, and 11 are wvacant. It is likely that permits
could be issued for thege lots.

Lots 7,9, and 11 are vacant. Lots 9 and 11 have been
checked during winter months and found to have high water
tables. Only lot 7 1s likely to have a permit issued.

{lst Addition) No vacant lets.
(ist Addition) Lot 4 is vacant, but a permit would-probably

not be issued due to a shallow restriction layer and a
high water table.

In summary, there are 15 vacant lots and of those, it is likely that installatien
permits could be dssued under current rules for 12 of those lots.

Enclosure - Subdivision Plat

cet

F.M. Bolton

T.J. Osborne N
Ken Spies e SOID WASTE SECTION
Benton County Commlssioners




é/d? agwa27/ /é 74;

Block 1

Block 2

Block 3

Block 4

Block 5

PRINCETON HEIGHTS

Lot 1 - 7

These lots have a high winter water table and probably restrictive
layers less than 30" from the ground surface. Installment of
curtain drains and lot size would limit development to no more
than half of the lots, providing they could be paired as follows:
6 and 7, 4 and 5 and 1, 2, and 3. Lot 9 is probably too small

so that block 1 would probably have a potential of 3 more houses.

TLots 2 through 5
A11 these lots are probably unsuitable due to the need for curtain
drain which would pick up sewage from the adjacent up hill lots.

Lots 9, 11 and 15 might be suitable.

Lots 2, 3 and 4 would be unsuitable due to the need for curtain drains.

Lots 7, 8 and ¢ might be suitable for 2 houses by dividing Lot 8.
Lots 3 and 8 will not be suitable due to curtain drain requirements.

Lot 2 is not suitable due to the need for curtain drainage.

Lots 7 and 8 may be suitable for 1 house by combining the 2 lots.

In Summary:

Lots Potentially Suitable Block
3 1
3 2
2 3
0 4
1 5
9 lots




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 5.W. MORRISON STREET € PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 © Telephone (503} 229-5696

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNCR

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. E(1), December 12, 1975 EQC Meeting

Public Hearing to Adopt Temporary Agricultural Burning
Rules as Permanent

Background

Pursuant to the requirements of Senate Bill 311, the Environmental
Quality Commission adopted rules for agricultural burning at its July 10,
1975 meeting. To avoid prejudice to the public interest, and to aliow
immediate implementation of summer burning rules, emergency action was
taken and the rules were adopted as temporary.

Rules promulgated under such emergency conditions lose effect after
120 days and consequently the rules regarding open field burning expired
on November 8, 1975.

Discussion

At present, the Department is in the process of preparing revisions to
the expired agricultural burning rules for Commission consideration and
adoption prior to the 1976 burning season. Included in these proposed
revisions are rules governing the use of mobile field sanitizers.

In order to maintain continuity in the program regulating agri-
cultural open burning, it is necessary to adopt as permanent rules the
agricultural burning rules originally adopted as temporary at the July 10,
1975 EQC meeting, prior to the adoption of any revisions to these rules.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission, subject to
any changes found appropriate in light of recommendations made to the
Commission or findings reached after this hearing (December 12, 1975),
repeal 0AR Chapter 340, Sections 26-005 through 26-020 {adopted June 4,
1971) and adopt the agricultural burning rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 2,
Subdivision 6, originally adopted as temporary rules on July 10, 1975 as
permanent ru]es — —

SAF:cs LOREN KRAMER

11/25/75
Attachment (1)
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Subdivision 6
Agricultural Opsrations

AGRICULTURAL BURNING

26-005 DEFINITIONS. As used in this general
order, regulation and schedule, unless other-
wise requlred by context:

(1) Burning seasons:

(a) “Summer Burning Season" means the four

_month period from July 1 through Gctober 31.

(b) “Minter Burning Season" means the eight
month period from November 1 through June 30,

(2) “Department means the Department of
Environmental Quality.

(3) "Marginal Conditians" means conditions
defined in ORS 468.450(1) under which permits
for agricultural open burning may be issued
in accordance with this regulation and schedule.

(4) "Northerly Winds" means winds coming from
directions in the north haif of the compass, at
the surface and aloft.

{5) "Priority Areas" means the following
areas of the Willamette Valley:

{a) Areas 1in or within 3 miles of the ¢ity
Timits of incorporated cities having popula-
tions of 10,000 or greater.

(b) Areas within 1 mile of airports serving
reqularly scheduled airline flights. _

(c) Areas in Lane County south of the line
formed by U.S. Highway 126 and Oregon Highway
126.

(d) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city
limits of the City of Lebanon.

{e) Areas on the west side of and within
1/4 mile of these highways; U. S. Interstate
5, 99, 99t and 99W. Areas on the south side

. of and within 1/4 mile of U. S. Highway 20

between Albany and Lebanon, Oregon Highway 34
between Lebanon and Corvallis, and Oregon
Highway 228 from its Junct10n sauth of Browns-
ville to its raiil crossing at the community of
Tulsa.

{6) "Prohibition Conditions" weans atmos-

pheric conditions under which ail agricultural

open burning is pronhibited (except where an
auxiliary fuel is used such that combustion is
nearly complete, or an approved sanitizer is
used}.

(7) “"Southerly Winds" means winds coming
from directions in the south half of the compass,
at the surface and aloft

(8) "Willamette Valley" means the areas
of Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, Marion,
Multnomah, Polk, Washington and Yumhill
Counties lying between the crest of the
Coast Range and the crest of the Cascede
Mountains, and includes the following:

(a) “South Valley", the areas of juris-
diction of all fire permit issuing agoents
or agencies in the Willamette Valley por-
tions of the Counties of Benton, Lane or
Linn.

(b} "Morth Valley", the areas of juris-

diction of all other fire permit issuing

agents or agencies in the Willamette
Valiey.

(9) “Commission" means the Environmental
Quality Commission.

{10} "Local Fire Permit Issuing Agency"
means the County Court or Board of County
Commissioners or Fire Chief of a Rural
Fire Protection District or othar person
authorized to issue fire permits pursuant
to ORS 477.515, 477.530, 476.330 or
478.960.

{11) "Open Field Burning Permit" means
a permit issued by the Department pursuant
to Section 2 of SB 311. !

{(12) "Fire Permit" means a permit issued

"by a local fire permit issuing agency pur- .

suant to ORS 477.515, 477.530, 476.380
or 478.950, :
{13) "Validation Number" means a unique
two-part number {ssued by a local fire
permit issuing agency which validates a
specific open field burning permit for a
specific field on a specific day. The
first part of the validation number shall
indicate the number of the month and the
day of issuance and the second part the
hour of authorized burning based on a
24 hour clock. {e.g. a validation number
issued Aug. 26 at 2 30 p.m. would be
826-1430,?

{14} "Open Field Burning" means burning
of any perennial grass seed field, annual
grass seed field or cereal grain field in
such manner that combustion air and cambu
tion products are not effectively control
led. Field burning utilizing a device
other than an approved field sanitizer
shail constitute open field burning.

(15) "Approved Field Sanitizer" means
any field burning device that has been
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approvad by the Field Sanitation Committee
and the Department as a feasible alterna-
tive to open field burning.

26-010 CENERAL PROVISIONS. The foliowing
provisions apply during both summer and

winter burning seasons in the Hillamette
" Valley unless otherwise specifically
noted.

(1) Priority for Burning. On any mar-
ginal day, priorities for agricultural
open buyning shall follow those set forth
in ORS 468.450 which give perennial grass
seed fields used for grass seed production
first priority, annual grass seed fields
used for grass seed production second
priority, grain fields third priority and
all other burning fourth priority.

(2) Permits Required,

" {a) Mo person shall conduct open field
burning within the Willamette Valley with-
out first obtaining a valid open field
burning permit from the Department and a
fire pzrmit and validation number Trom
the local fire permit issuing agency

for any given field for the day that the
field is to be burned.

{b) Applications for open field burning
permits shall be filed on Registration/
Application forms provided by the Depart-
ment.

- {c) Open field burning permits issued
by tha Departmant are not valid until
acreage Tees are paid pursuant to ORS
468,430{1)(b) and a validation number is
obtainzd from the appropriate local fire
permit issuing agency for each field on
tha day that field is to be burned.

{(d) As provided in ORS 468.465(1), per-
mits for opan field burning of cereal grain
crops shall be issued only if the pearson
seeking the permit submits to the issuing
authority a signed statement under oath
or affirmation that the acreage to be
burned will be planted to seed crops
{other than cereal grains, hairy vetch,or
field pea crops) which require flame
sanitation for proper cultivation.
~ {e) Any person granted an open field
burning permit under these rules shall
maintain a copy of said permit at the burn
site at all times during the burning oper-
ation and said permit shail be made avail-
able for at least one year after issuance
for inspection upon request by appropriate

itherities.

(f) £t all times proper and accurate
records of permit transactions apd conizs
of all permits shall be maintainzd by
each agancy or person invelved in the
issuance of parmits, for inspection by the
proser authority.

() Permit agencies or persons author-
izad to participate in the issuznce of
permits shall submit to the Depariment,
on forms provided, weeXly summaries of
fizld burning permit data, during the
period July 1 - Octobar 15.

(R} A11 debris, cutting and prunings
shall be dry, cleanly stacked and free of
dirt and gresn material prior to bzing
burned, to insure as nearly complete
combustion as possible,

(i) No substance or material which norm-
ally emits dense smoke or obnoxious odors
may be used for auxiliary fuel in the
igniting of debris, cutting or prunings.

(i) Use of approved field sanitizers
shall require a fire permit, and permit
agencies or agents shall keep up-to-date
records of all acreages burned by such
sanitizers.

26-012 REGISTRATION AND AUTHORIZATION OF
ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURNED.

(1) On or before July 1, 1975 and on
or before April 1 of each subsequent
year, all acreages to be opan burned under
this rule shall be registered with the
local fire permit issuing agency or its
authorized representative.

(2) Registration of acreage after
July 1, 1975 and after April 1 of each
subsequent year, shall require:

(2) Approval of the Department,

(b) An additional late registration fee
of $1 per acre if the late registration
is determined by the Dzpartment to be the
fault of the late registrant.

(3) Copies of all Registration/Applica-
tion forms shall be forwarded to the
Department promptiy by the local fTire
permit issuing agency.

(4} The local fire permitting agency
shall maintain a record of all registered
acreage by assigned field number, loca-
tion, type of crop, number of acres to
be burned and status of fee payment for
each field.

(5) Burn authorizations shall be issuad
by the local fire permit issuing agency
up to daily quota limitations established
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by the D2partment and shall be basad on
registeré | fee-paid acres and shall be
issuad in accordance with the pricrities
establishad by sub-section 26-010{1) of
these yrules, except that fourth priority
burning shall.not be permitted from

July 15 to September 15 of any year unless
spocifically autnorized by the Department.
- {6) Mo tocal fire permit issuing agancy
shall avthovrize open field burning of more
acreage than may be sub-allocated annualiy
to the District by the Department pursuant
to Section 26-013(5) of these rules,

26~013 LIMITATION AMD ALLOCATION OF ACREAGE
TO BE QPEM BURMED. (1) Maximum acreage to
be open burned under these rules each year
shall not exceed the following:

{a) During 1975, not more than 234,000
acres.

(b)Y In 1978 and each year thereafter,
the Commission, after taking into consid-
eration the factors listed in sub-section
(2) of ORS 468.460, may by order issue
permits for the burning of not more than
50,000 acres.

{2) On or before May 1 of any year, the
Commission shall seek certification from
the Field Sanitation Committee of the
nunbers of acres that can be sanitized
by ‘feasible alternative methods and the-
Committee’s recommendations as to the
general location and types of fields to
be sanitized utilizing feasible alterna-
tive methods.

{3) On or before July 10, 1975 and June
1 of each subsequent year, the Commission
shall, after pubiic hearing, establish an
21location of registered acres that can be
opan burned that year. In establishing
said acreage allocation, the Commission
shall consult with OSU and the Oregon Field
Sanitation Committee and may consult with
other interested agencies and shall, pur-
suant to ORS 468.460{2) and ORS 468.475(4)
considar means of more rapid reduction of
acres burned each year than provided by
ORS 468.475(2).

{4) Acres burned on any day by approved
field sanitizers shall not be applied to

open field burning acreage allocations or
quotas, and such sanitizers may be operated
under either marginal or prohibition
conditions.

{5) In the event that more than 234,000
arres are registered to be open burned in

75, the Department shall make an effort
12 obtain voluntary reductions in the acres

registered. IfF by July 17, 1975, suffic-
jent voluatary reductions are not realizad,
the Deapartment shall sub-allecate the total
acreage ailocation established by tie Com-
mission to the raspective fire pernit
issuing agencies on tne basis of the acro-
age FLQTStETLd within each fire permit
issuing agency jurisdiction as of July 10,
1975, to the total acreags registered as
of July 10, 1975. ;
(6) The Department may authorize burning
on an experimental basis, and may also, s
on a fire district by fire district basis,
issue limitations more restrictive than
those contained in these regulations whea
in their judgment it is necessary to attain

air quality.

26~015 WILLAMETTE VALLEY SUMMER BURNING

SEASON REGULATIONS. (1) Classification of
Atmospheric Conditions. A1l days will be
classified as margina) or prohibition days .
under the following criteria: !

{a) Marginal Class M conditions: Fore-
cast portherly winds and maximum mlxing
depth greater than 3500 feet.

{b) Marginal Class S conditions: Fore-
cast southerly winds. :

(¢) Prohibition conditions: Forecast
northerly winds and maximum mixing depth
3500 feet or less.

{2) Quotas. z

(a) Except as providad in this subsectior
the total acreage of permits for open fielc
burning shall not exceed the amount auth- |
orized by the Department for each marginal
day. Daily authorizations of acreages shall
be issued in terms of basic quotas or _
priority area quotas as listed in Table 1,
attached as Exhibit A and incorporatec by
reference into this regulation and schedul
and defined as follows: ;

{A) The basic quota represents the num- :
ber of acres to be allowad throughout a
permit jurisdiction, including fields loca
ted in priority areas, on a marginal day
on which general burning is allowed in
that jurisdiction.

(B) The priority area quota represents
the number of acres allowed within the
priority areas of a permit jurisdiction on
a marginal day when only priority area
burning is allowed in that jurisdiction.

(b) Willamette Valley parmit agencies
or agents not specifically noimed in Table
1 shall have a basic quota and priority
area quota of 50 acres only if they have
registered acreage to be burned within
their jurisdiction.
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(c) In no instance shall the total acre-
age of prrmits issued by any permit issuing
agancy or agent exceed that allowed by th=
Departmant for the marginal day, except as
provided for 50 acre quotas as follows:

Whan the established daily acreags quota

is 50 acres or less, a permit may be issuad
to include all the acreage in ona field
providing that field doas not exceed 100
acres and provided further that no other
permit 15 issued for that day. For those
districts with a 50 acre quota, permits

for more than 50 acres shall not be issued
on 2 consccutive days.

(d) Tha Department may designate addition-
al areas as Priority Areas, and may adjust
the basic acreags quotas or priority area
quotas of any permit jurisdiction, where
conditions in their judgment warrant such
action. '

(3) Burning Hours may begin at 9:30 a.m.
PDT, under marginal conditions but ne open
field burning may be started later than one-
half hour before sunset. Burning hours may
be reduced by the fire chief or his deputy
when necessary to protect from danger by
fire. ' :

(4) Extent and Type of Burning.

{a) Prohibition. Under prohibition con-
ditions no fire permits or validation numbers
for agricultural open burning shall be issued
and no burning shall be conducted, except
wnere an auxiliary liquid or gaseous fuel is
used such that combustion is essentialily
complete, or an approved field sanitizer is
used. '

(b) Marginal Class N Conditions. Unless
spacifically authorized by the Department,
on days classified as Marginal Class N burning.
may be limited to the following:

(A) North Valley: one basic quota may be
issued in accordance with Table 1.

(B) South Valley: one priority area quota
for priority area burning may be issued in
accordance with Table 1.

{c) Marginal Class S Conditions. Unless
specifically authorized by the Department on
days classified as Marginal Class S conditions,
burning shall be limited to the following:

(A) North Valley: One basic quota may be
issuad in accordance with Table 1 in the follow-
ing permit jurisdictions: Aumsville, Drakes
Crossing, Marion County District 1, Silverton,
Stayton, Sublimity, and the Marion County
portion of the Clackamas-Marion Forest Protec-
“fon District. One priority area quota may be

sued in accordance with Table 1 for priority

rea burning in all other North Valley jurisdic-

tions.

(B) South Valley: One basic quota may
be issued in accordance with Table 1.

(d} Spacial Restrictions on Priority
Area Burning. MNo field may be burned on
the upwind side of any city, airport, or
highway within a priority area.
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FICLD BURNING ACREAGE QUOTAS

HORTH VALLEY AREAS

County/Fire District _Quota
Korth Valley Counties Basic Priority
Clackamas County
“Canby RFPD - 50 50
Clackamnas County #5h 50 _o
Clackamas - Marion FPA 50 0
Estacada REPD IS5 _0
Holallia RFPD 50 _0
Monitor RFPD 50 0
Scotts Mills RFPD 50 0
Total 375 50
Harion County
Aumsville RFPD 50 0 __
Aurora-Donald RFPD 50 50
Drakes Crossing RFPD 50 - 0
Hubbard RFPD_ 50 0
“Jefferson RFPD 225 50
Marion County #1 100 50
Marion County Unprotected 50 50
Mt. Angel RFPD 50 0
“St, Paul RFPD 125 0
Salem {ity 50 50
Silverton RFPp 300 0
Stayton. RFPD 150 Q
“Sublimity RFPD 250 0
Turner RFPD 50 50
VWoodbuyn RFPD 125 5o
Total 1675 350
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_County/Fire District Quota
Nofth Valiey Counties Basic___Priority
Palk County |

Polk County Hon-District 50 0
Southzast Rurel Polk —hoo 50
Southwast Rural Polk 125 50
Total 575 100
Vashinaton County .
Cornelius RFPD 50 50
Forest Grove RFFD 50 U
"Forest Grova, State Forestry 20 U
Hilisboro 50 50
Washington County FPD £1 50 50
Washington County FPD £2 50 50
Total 300 200
Yamhill County
Amity BFPD 125 50
Carlton RFPD 50 50
Dayton RFrPD 50 50
Dundez RFPD 50
McMinnville RFPD 150 75
— Newberg RFPD 50 0
Sheridan RFPD 75 50
— Yambill REED 50 0
- Total 600 275
North Valiey Total 3575

975
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SOUTH VALLEY ARZAS

County/Fire District Quota
“South VAllZy Cointies Basic  Priority
Benton County
* County tlon-District & Adair 350 1/5
_Lorvallis RFPD 175 125
Moproe RFPD 325 50
Philomath RFPD - BV V00 T
Western Oreqon FPD 10D 50"
_Total 1075 500
Lane County
__Coburg RFPD 175 50
Creswell RFPD 75 100
Eugene RFPD
(Zumwalt RFPD) 50 50
Junhction City RFPD _325 50
Lane County Mon-District 100 50
Lane County REPD £1 3590 _ 50
__Santa_Clara REPD __Eo oo
v Thurston-Waterville ‘ 50 50
West Lane FPD 50 0
Total 1225 450
Linn County
ATbany RFPD
(inc. M. Albany, Palestine, - . ‘
Co. Unprotected Areas) 625 12
Brownsville RFPD 750 50
Halsey~Shadd RFPD : 2050 200
Harrisburg RFPD 1350 50
Lebanon RFPD az25 325
{yons RFPD 50 0
Scio RFPD 175 0
Tangent REPD 925 325
TJotal ‘ 6250 1075

South Valley Total (B350 2025
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20-070 WivTER BURNING SEASON RECULATIONS.

(1) Classification of atrospheric condi-
tions:

(a) Atimospharic conditions resulting in
compuiad air pollution index values in the
hignh range, valuzs of 90 or greater, shall
constituie prohibition conditions.

(b) Atmospharic conditions resulting in
cemputed atir pollution index valuss in the
low and mod=arate ranges, valuas less than
S0, snall constitute marginal conditions.

(?2) Extent and Type of Burning.

(a) Burning Hours, Burning hours for all
types of burning shall be from 9:00 a.m,
until 4:00 p.m., but may be reduced when
deemed necessary by the fire chief or his
deputy. Burning hours for stumps may be
increased if found necessary to do so by
the permit issuing agency. All materials
for burning shall be prepared and the opera-
tion conducted, subject to local fire protec-
tion regulations, to insure that it will be
completed during the allotted time.

(b) Certain Burning Allowed Under Prohibi-
tion Conditions. Under prohibition conditions
no permits for agricultural opzn burning may
be issued and no burning may be conducted,
except where an auxiliary liquid or gaseous

fual is used such that combustion is essentially

complete, or an approved field sanitizer is
used.

(c) Priority for Burning on Marginal Days.
Permits for agricultural open burning may be
issuzd on each marginal day in each permit
jurisdiction in the Willamette Valley, foliow-
ing the priorities set forth in ORS 468,450
which gives perannial grass seed fields used
for grass seed production first priority,
annual grass sead fields used for grass sead
production second priority, grain fields third
priority and all other burning fourth priority.

26-025 CIVIL PENALTIES. In addition to any
other penalty provided by law: {1) Any person
who intentionaily or negligently causes or
permits open field burning contrary to the pro-
visions of ORS 468.450, 468.455 to 468.485,
476.380 and 478.960 shall be assessed by the
Department a ¢ivil penmalty of at least $20, but
not more than $40 for each acre 50 burned.

(2) Any person planting contrary to the
restrictions of subsection (1) of ORS 468,465
shall be assessed by the Department a civil
penalty of $25 for each acre planted contrary

the restrictions.

(3) Any person who violates any require-
ments of thase rules shall be assessad a
civil peralty pursuant to 0AR Chapter
340, Division 1, Sub-Divisien 2, CIVIL
PEHALTIES.
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Emission and Operating Standards for Alternative Methods
MORRIS K. CROTHERS of Field Sanitation (Mobile Field Sanitizers)

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

Background

Senate Bi11 311 outlines the responsibilities of the Commission
and the Department regarding alternative methods of field sanitizing
as follows:

Section 9. "The Commission shall establish emission standards
for certified alternative methods to open field burning."

Section 12{1}(c). "The fee required by paragraph (b) of this
subsection shall be refunded for any acreage where efficient
burning of stubble is accomplished with equipment using an
auxiliary fuel or Mobile Field Sanitizer which has been approved
by the Committee and the Department for field sanitizing
purposes or for any acreage not burned.:

One of the recognized alternative methods of field sanitation is the
use of Mobile Field Sanitizers.

The Oregon Field Sanitation Committee asked the Department to
formulate rules for the manufacture and operation of Mobile Field
Sanitizers. The consulting engineers for the Committee indicated
that their development of the present field sanitizers was nearing
completion. Further, development should be initiated and accomplished
through private manufacture and field use. The request was accompanied
by a field inspection tour for the benefit of staff members and for the
gathering of emission data, to supplement observations made by the
staff during the field burning season.
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The tour and numerous other field observations by the Department's
field burning staff covered six different machines representing three
distinct designs. These sanitizers operated successfully in a 1limited
range of field conditions and, based on this performance, two of the
three designs appear to be capable of meeting the proposed standards.
Operation outside design ranges resulted in any of the following:
severe smoking, loss of fire, dangerous fire spread, or overheating of
the machine structure.

Present Mobile Field Sanitizers appear to do an excellent job
of sanitizing (destruction of harvest shattered seed, weed seed, and
plant diseases). They also allow the burning of wet or green grass

stubble under conditions which preclude open field burning.

A second recognized alternative method is the propane field sani-
tizer. The generally high emissions and confusion surrounding the
operating criteria of this auxiliary fuel sanitizer require clarifying
ruies,

Discussion

The Committee consulting engineers feel that, though present Mobile
Field Sanitizers do not operate satisfactorily under all conditions,
the basic principles required of field sanitizers have been proved
this season. Further progress toward a truly practicable field
sanitizer can only be made by increased use and experimentation in-
volving many machines in field use. To attain this goal, private
manufacture and field use must be promoted.

Manufacturers of such early units will require emission standards
to establish design requirements. Buyers of these machines will
require assurance not only that their sanitizers will meet the
emission standards (and therefore be usable in the field) but also
that expected future changes to standards will not prematurely
prohibit use of the unit or amortization of its cost.

It was the staff's proposal to ailow the amortization of field
sanitizer costs over a period of years, as a policy of the Department.
However, the Oregon Field Sanitation Committee has expressed the need
to have this commitment as part of the rule. If this is the desire
of the Commission, the staff will recommend inclusion of Section
26-011(2)(b)(C) as per Attachment B. It must be noted that in order
to use and amortize the mobile field sanitizers over a period of
years, the sanitizer must be adequately maintained.

Comment received from the Oregon Environmental Council and others
since the initial distribution of the proposed rules for Mobile Field
Sanitizers indicates that the term "Approved Field Sanitizer" applied
to present units is somewhat misleading since today's machines are
obviously not the ultimate desired solution to mobile field sanitizing
and should not be represented as such. At present, the field sanitizers
are not fully satisfactory from either economic or air quality viewpoints.
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Oregon Seed Council representatives indicates that the proposed
rules would not necessarily induce growers to buy the machines but felt
that emission and amortization features should be included for those
growers willing to invest. The Seed Council also says the amortization
period should be extended to seven years to allow the machines to
gualify for the maximum Federal Investment Tax Credit which demands
seven years usability.

Tax credit is based on a sliding scale:

Years Amortized Percent Allowable
7 10% of 100% value
Y 2 10%. of 2/3 value . . .
3-5 10% of 1/3 value
3 0

In response to these comments, the following revisions have been
made to the original proposed rules:

Add definition of Approved Pilot Field Sanitizer as:

26-005(20). "Approved Pilot Field Sanitizer" means any field
burning device that has been observed and endorsed by the
Committee and the Department as an acceptable temporary
alternative to open burning, the operation of which is expected
to contribute information useful to further development of
Field Sanitizers.

- 26-011(1). Insert the word "pilot" between "Approved" and
"field."

26-011(2). 1Insert the word "pilot" between "Approved” and
"field."

26-011(2)(a). Insert the word "pilot" between "of" and "field."

26-011(2)(a)(ii). Revise to read "acreage and emission performance
data and rated capacity."

26-011(2)(a){vi). Delete.

26-011(2)(b). Insert the word "pilot" between "Approved" and
"field.”

26-011(2)(b)(A). Insert the word "pilot" between "Approved" and
"Field."

26-011(2)}(b)(B). Insert the word "pilot" between "the" and
"field."

26-011(2)(c}. Insert the word "pilot" between "approved" and
“field."
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26-011(2)(c}(A). Insert the word "pilot" between "approved”
and “fie1d.”

26~ 011 2}{(b)(C). Insert the words "approved pilot" between
“decert1fy" and "field" and insert the word "pilot" between
"approved" and "field."

26-011(4){(c)(B). Revise to read, "The field has been flail-chopped,
mowed, or otherwise cut close to the ground and the straw removed
to reduce the straw fuel load as much as practicable.”

Conclusions

1. Mobile Field Sanitizers appear to be agronomically superior fo
open field burning. . o

2. In their present stage of development, Mobile Field Sanitizers
do not appear to be satisfactory from an air quality standpoint.

3. Present sanitizers are economically unacceptable on all but very
specialized seed types.

4, Sanitizers, when operating under design or optimum conditions, do
a good job of burning with acceptable emissions,

5. Field observations indicate improvements are needed relative
to operating reliability and fugitive smoke escapement.

6. There is hope that through continued development that sanitizers
acceptable from agronomic and air quality standpoints will be
forthcoming.

To overcome these major drawbacks to the use of field sanitizers,
further development must proceed as rapidly as practicable. The
attached rules are designed to allow more rapid development through
manufacture, approval, and use of increased numbers of machines than
in the past.

Director's Recommendation

It is the recommendation of the Director that the attached proposed
rules for Mobile Field Sanitizers be adopted with the following revisions:

1. Add definition of Approved Pilot Field Sanitizer as
26-005(20).

2. Insert the word "pilot":

in 26-011(2){a) between “of" and "field."
in 26-011(2)(b)(B) between "the" and "field."
in 26-0114¢1

)(C)

(2)(b

), (2), (2)(b}, (2)(b)(A), (2)}(c), (2){c}(A), and

between "approved" and "field."

(
(
(
C
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3. Revise 26-011(2)(a){ii) to read "acreage and emission
performance data and rated capacity."

4. Delete 26-011(2)(a)(vi).

5. In 26-011(2){b){C), insert the words "approved pilot"
between "decertify" and "field."

6. Revise 26-011{4){(c)(B) to read, "The field has been flail-
chopped, mowed, or otherwise cut close to the ground and
the straw removed to reduce the straw fuel Toad as much
as practicable."

Director

- RLV:cs
11/25/75

Attachments (2}




ATTACHMENT A

ADDITIONS TO THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTIONS 26-005 and 26-01]

26-005 (16) “"Approved Experimental Field Sanitizer” means any field
burning device that has been approved by the Field Sanitation
Committee and the Department as a potentially feasible alter-
native to open field burning, or the operation of which may
contribute information useful to further development of field
sanitizers.

(17) "After-Smoke" means persistent smoke resulting from the burning
of a grass seed or cereal grain field with a field sanitizer,
and emanating from the grass seed or cereal grain stubble or
accumulated straw residue at a point ten (10) feet or more
behind a field sanitizer.

(18) "Leakage" means any smoke which is not vented through a stack

and is not classified as after-smoke, and is produced as a
result of using a field sanitizer.

(19) "Committee" means Oregon Field Sanitation Committee.

(20) "Approved Pilot Field Sanitizer" means any field burning
device that has been observed and endorsed by the Committee

and the Department as an acceptable temporary alternative to

open burning, the operation of which is expected to contribute

information useful to further development and improved per-

formance of field sanitizers.

26-011 Certified Alternatives to Open Field Burning
(1) Approved pilot field sanitizers, approved experimental field
sanitizers, or propane flamers may be used as alternatives to
open field burning subject to the provisions of this section.
(2) Approved Pilot Field Sanitizers
(a} Procedures for submitting application for approval of
pilot field sanitizers.
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(b)

(c)

Applications shall be submitted in writing to the

Department and shall include, but not be limited to,

the following: (i) design plans and specifications;

(i1) acreage and emission performance data and rated

capacities; (iii) details regarding availability of

repair service and replacement parts; (iv) operational

instructions; {v) letter of approval from the Field

Sanitation Committee[s-{vi}-rated-acreage-capacity].

Emission Standards for Approved Pilot Field Sanitizers.

(A) Approved pilot field sanitizers shall .be required to
demonstrate the capability of sanitizing a repre-
sentative and harvested'grass'fier or cereal grain
stubble with an accumulative straw and stubble fuel
load of not less than 1.0 tons/acre, dry weight basis,
and which has an average moisture content not less
than 10%, at a rate of not less than 85% of rated
maximum capacity for a peried of 30 continuous minutes
without exceeding emission standards as follows:

(i) 20% average opacity out of main stack; (ii) leak-
age not to exceed 20% of the total emissions; (iii)
no significant after-smoke originating more than 25
yards behind the operating machine.

(B) The Department shall certify in writing to the Field
Sanitation Committee and the manufacturer, the approval
of the pilot field sanitizer within thirty (30) days
of the receipt of a compliete application and success-
ful compliance demonstration with the emission standards
of 2(b){A). Such approval shall apply to all
machines built to the specifications of the Depart-
ment certified field sanitation machine.

Operation and/or modification of approved pilot field

sanitizers.

(A) Operating approved pilot field sanitizers shall be
maintained to design specifications {(normal wear
excebted), i.e., skirts, shrouds, shields, air bars,
ducts, fans, motors, etc., shall be in place, intact
and operational.
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(B) Modifications to the structure or operating
procedures which will knowingly increase emissions
shall not be made.

(C) Any modifications to the structure or operating pro-
cedures which result in increased emissions shall
be further modified or returned to manufacturer's
specifications to reduce emissions to original Tevels
or below as rapidly as practicable.

{D) Open fires away from the sanitizers shall be ex-
tinguished as rapidly as practicable.

Experimental field sanitizers identified in writing as experimental

units by the Comm1ttee and not meet1ng the emission criteria

specified in 2(b)(A) above may receive Department authorization
for experimental use for not more than one season at a time,
provided:

(a)

(b)

(c)

The Committee shall report to. the Department field burning
manager the locations of operation of experimental field
sanitizers.

The Committee shall provide the Department an end-of-season
report of experimental field sanitizer operations.

Open fires away from the machines shall be extinguished as
rapidly as practicable.

Propane Flamers. Open propane flaming is an approved alternative
to open field burning provided that all of the following conditions
are met,

(a)

{b)
{c)

Field sanitizers are not available or otherwise cannot

accomplish the burning.

The field stubble will not sustain an open fire.

One of the following conditions exist: _

(A) The field has been previously open burned and
appropriate fees paid.

(B) The field has been flail-chopped, mowed, or otherwise
cut close to the ground [elipped-se-that-stubble-is
no-longer-than-2%] and loose straw has been removed

to reduce the straw fuel load as much as practicable.




ATTACHMENT B

26-011{2){b}{C)
In the event of the development of significantly superior
field sanitizers, the Department may decertify approved
pilot field sanitizers previously approved, except that any
unit built prior to this decertification in accordance with
specifications of previously approved pilot field sanitizers
shall be allowed to dperate for a period not to exceed

_.seven years from the date of delivery provided that the unit .

is adequately maintained as per (2)(c)(A).




OFFICE OF COORDINATOR
1349 CAPITOL ST. N.E.
SALEM, OR. 97303 .
PHONE (503) 363-1022 A

- Mr. Richard Vogt, Chief

~ Air Quality Division - . -
. Department of Env1ronmantal Quality
- 1234 S.W. Horrison

Portland, Oregon 97205

:.Dear Mr Vogt'

S Wé appreciated the opportunity to di=scuss the proposed standards for
alternatives to open field burning with you and your staff in Salem yesterday.

It is the recommendation of the COregen Seed Council's committee, on

emission standards for alternatives, that the adoption of the standards ia
their current form would be premature. The committee and the Seed Councll
_ support the need fo encourage continued development and field use of the mobile
field sanitizers as one of the possible altermatives to open field burning. It
.18 our understanding that the primary purpose of adopting permanent standards
would be to provide incentives for growera to invest In sanitizers for continued
development aand experimentation., However, from cur many discussions with seed
- growers it 1s our opinion that adoption of the standards would not encourage
- growers to make such Investments. The record of performance this past year has

- negated the possibility of getting farmers to invest the $35 per acre for straw
removal and machine sanitation except in perhaps 10 to 12 isolated cases. Adop—
"tion of emission standards for "certified alternatives to open fileld burning' as

" proposed would be detrimental to future use by refiring the political battles

. through the inference that the machines are workable becsuse they meet tha

”3. £'standards for "certified alternatives."

R We do feel:that adoption of standards for experimental, pillot or devalop~
- mental machines would be valuablie. The standards should clearly state that they

- are for development use and are designed to facilitate fee refund, pollution con~

trol facility tax treatment of the investment, and seven year amortization of the
investment. The purpose of the seven year period is to qualify the investment for
federal investment credif tax treatment.

We are ready:to work with you and the department to help accomplisi our .
nutual goal of developing satisfactory alternatives to open field burning whereﬂ
evar possible.

" Bob T.arencas  Prasddans

November 14, 1975 _lff‘_}_é




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAMBMORANDUM

GOVERNOR

DEQ-46

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Loren Kramer

..Subject: December 12, 1975, Environmental Quality Commission Meeting, -

Revision of Fee Schedule for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits.
Public Hearing. Agenda Item F,

Background

ORS 468.065(2) authorizes the Commission to establish by rule a
schedule of air permit fees based on the cost of filing and investi-
gating the application, issuing or denying the permit and of an inspec-
tion program to determine compliance or non-compliance with the permit.
The air permit system has been operating for two years and most sources
have received a permit.

The air permit program since the regulation became effective on
July 28, 1972 through June 30, 1975, resulted in revenues of $460,106;l/
and for the past biennium period only, revenues were $382,006.i/ The
existing reyulatory schedule of permit fees is expected to raise reve-
nues of approximately $174,0001/ during the current biennium. The
estimated permit fee income as stated in the Department's budget for
this biennium is $291,000. While a portion of the discrepancy is attri-
butable to better records, it is also a resuit of the exclusion of small
boilers outside the Willamette Valley. The issuance of permits, inspec-
tion and monitoring of these small boiler sources outside the valley is
not cost effective nor do they contribute in a demonstrable way to air
quality problems in that area.

The legislature in approving the Department’'s current budget for
the air quality control program has required that the air contaminant
discharge permit fees support be increased to $411,682, excluding per-
sonal service increases granted by the legislature. Current permit fee
heeds, including salary increases, are estimated to be about $538,000.l/

The fees contained in the attached revised proposed Table A were
developed to reflect the Department's estimate of the relative amount of
time and other costs required to process or maintain permits based on
source type and to produce a biennial income of about $540,000.1

1/ Differs from figures in Department's September 26, 1975, report by
inclusion of five county area formerly under MWVAPA jurisdiction.

11/12/75
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Air Permit Program Activities and Costs

The present air permit program includes at least the following
functions:

1. TIdentifying sources requiring permits and forwarding app1i—
‘cations.

2. Processing applications and fees.

3. Determining the compTiance status of sources.
4. Inspecting plant sites and equipment.

5. Adopting source control stratégiés.

6. Reviewing and approving of control equipment, plans and
specifications.

7. Issuing proposed and final permits.
8. Eva1uatfng impact of sources on air quality. .

9. Monitoring compliance control strategy progress for the
duration of the permit.

10. Monitoring the compliance status of all sources on permits and
reporting the status of major sources to the US EPA.

In addition, the review of sources relative to procedural requirements
of Significant Deterioration, and in some cases New Source Performance
Standards has increased the staff time necessary to process applications.

The permit applications are received by the headquarters staff.
The applications are logged in, the fees recorded and forwarded to the
regional office staff for drafting of the permit. In order to draft the
permit, a determination of the compliance status of each air contaminant
source at the site must be made. ATl data in the application is veri-
fied at the same time. If the source is in compliance with Department
reguiations, a permit containing the emission limitations and monitoring
requirement is drafted. If the source is not in compliance with Depart-
ment regulations, the draft permit contains a schedule for development
and implementation of a control strategy to bring the source into com-
pliance with the regulations. The draft permit is returned to head-
quarters staff. It is reviewed for completeness. The appiicant is
given 14 days for comment and the public is given 30 days for comment on
the proposed permit prior to issuance. Public hearings are required if
the state implementation plan is changed, if a compliance schedule
-extends beyond July, 1975 or if a .source is controversial,
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On at least an annual basis, each source is reviewed to insure that
compliance with regulations is maintained. Quarterly reports on the
compliance status of sources state-wide is made to the Federal Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA).

In order to compare the legislatively directed costs of the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit program to those actually incurred, the
Department made a time allocation cost study. As the Department has
-been administering the permit system for over two years current costs of
the overall program and costs to process applications can be estimated.

The allocation of time spent by personnel in the Air Quality Control
Division and Regional Offices in carrying out activities such as numbers
1-10 previously listed was made. The percent of time spent on the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit program was multiplied by each individual's
salary to obtain a personal service cost. A service and supply incre-
ment (rent, travel, office supplies, administration, etc.) of 30% was
added to obtain the total individual staff cost. The total air permit
program operation cost is considered to he the sum of individual staff
costs attributable to permit related activities. The Department's cur-
rent cost for conducting the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit program is
approximately $1,100,000 for this biennium. The Department's cost for
conducting the tota} air quality program for the same period is approxi-
mately $4,100,000.% :

Fee Schedule-

The]proposed fee schedule is estimated to raise approximately
$542,000~ if all fees are collected. Based upon this estimate, the air
contaminant discharge permit program for this biennium would be funded
approximately 49% by air contaminant discharge permit fees with the
remaining portion coming from the General Fund and Federal Funds. The
estimates in this report do not include the income from or costs asso-
ciated with those air contaminant sources under jurisdiction of the Lane
Regional Air Pollution Authority.

As previously mentioned most permits have been issued. The vast
majority of them were issued for a five year period. Filing fees and
application processing fees will be an insignificant part of the monies
received in the current biennium due to the low percentage of new and
modified permits. The Department is proposing to continue not charging
(except for filing fees) for applications for renewal of permits where
Tittle or no modification of the permit is involved by exempting such
renewals from the processing fee.

1/ Differs from figures in Department's September 26, 1975, report by
inclusion of five county area formerly undey MWVAPA jurisdiction.

2/ Revised budget figure which includes laboratory and regional office
operations.
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Additional Rule Changes

A number of changes, in addition to those in Table A, have been
proposed in the regulations on air contaminant discharge permits. The
changes were made to simplify and clarify the regulations and make them
easier to understand. Changes have also been made in the types and
amounts of fees to be submitted with the different kinds of applications
as discussed in question 6. Other changes are largely housekeeping in
nature. Portions of the detailed requirements for Regional Air Pollu-
tion Authority have been deleted as they are deemed no longer nhecessary.

On several occasions since September 26, 1975, the Department has
conferred with representatives of industry. The following is a 1list of
their questions to date and the Department's responses:

1) Are all of the items 1-10 listed above related to the specific
authorization contained in the statutes?

It is the Department's opinion that items 1 through 10 are
essential parts of the permit system and authorized by ORS, Section
468.065. 1In regard to item no. 5, if an air contaminant source is
not in compliance with Department requlations, it is necessary to
determine the measures the company proposes to take to controil the
sources and the adeguacy of these measures before the permit is
issued. 1Item no. 10 is required by the Department and the US EPA,
and the information is obtained from a review of the compliance
status of the permitted sources. The cost to the Department asso-
ciated with item no. 10 is approximately 5% of the cost of the
permit system. '

2) Do air quality permits contain more requirements or detail than
permitted by statute?

The Department does not believe that permits contain more
requirements or details than permitted by statute. Permits issued
do contain specific requirements directly related to the areas of
emissions, compliance schedules and monitoring and reporting.
These areas are considered to be Jegitimate statute authorized
Department concerns.

3) Thé income and expenses of the Mid-Willamette Va]]ey-Air Pollution
Authority were not in the Ways and Means committee concerns. What
were the costs and expenses attributed to the former MWVAPA area?

MWVAPA's budget for the current biennium was approximately
$304,000. The Department's budget for this area is $301,000.
Permit income versus permit costs are assumed to be the same as for
the other 30 counties under the Department's jurisdiction.
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4)

What is the expected revenue on an SIC basis?

Attached is a list of the expected annual revenue for each SIC
classification.

How much additional revenue do you expect to raise by the appli-
cation of source categories #57 through 617 '

Items no. 57 and 58 which pertain to boilers actually decrease
the number of boilers required to obtain permits. Boilers located
outside the Portiand, Salem, Eugene and Medford areas which have a
heat input of less than 30 X 10° BTU/hr are not required to apply
for a permit. The Department intends to concentrate its efforts to
control boilers in areas where air quality problems exist and fuel
combustion may be a significant part of the air quality control
problem. Individual boiler fees have not been increased. However,
industrial sources which have boilers which would require a permit
would have to pay the annual fee for the boiler in addition to the
appropriate industrial source annual fee from Table A,

Items 59 and 60 pertaining to new sources with potential emis-
sions greater than 10 tons per year or having a potential odor pro-
blem, are contained in the existing regulation (Section 20-033.08,
2a and b). These source types have now been included in the new
Table A. Approximately ten sources of these types have been issued
permits to date.

Item no. 61 is intended to allow the Department to permit a
source not incliuded in Table A which is found to be an actual air
quality problem. It is estimated that 1 to 5 sources may be per-
mitted under item no, 61. This item is not intended to cover
Indirect Source permits. The Indirect Source activity is a sepa-
rate program. The Department will consider a schedule of fees for
the Indirect Source program within the next six months.

Do you believe that every application for modification of an existing
pollution control facility justifies the full application processing
fee? Does it make sense to require on renewal a total application
processing fee which would be returned in the majority of cases?
Could your program be modified by effectively terminating a permit
at the time a modification is requested and re-issuing the permit
for a five year period? Even under this new proposal, as under the
old permit fees, your income will have peaks and valleys as you get
a substantial amount of application processing fees in a single

year and then you fall back solely and almost totally to annual
compliance fees. You indicate that this will be accomplished by
spreading renewals. When will this be accomplished? How did you
arrive at your $100,000 biennial estimate of income [from appli-
cation and processing fees]?
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After considering these questions the Department has changed
the propesed regulation to resolve these problems.

In the reguiation proposed on September 26, 1975, any modifi-
cation of a source which changed, increased or decreased emissions,
required application for a modified permit and payment of the
filing fee and application processing fee. Application for renewal
of a permit required the submission of the filing fee, appiication
processing fee and annual compliance determination fee. All or a
portion of the processing fee could be returned, if Tittle or no
work was required to modifiy the permit. Income was based on an
estimate of the number of sources requiring a modified permit and
an average processing fee.

The current proposal would require application for a modified
permit and payment of the filing fee and appiication processing fee
only if tha modification would significantly increase emissions.

If emissions are decreased, the Department must be notified, but no
fees are required. Applications for renewed permits must be accom-
panied by the filing fee and the annual compliance determination .
fee. ATl new construction is controllable under the Notice of
Construction and subsequent plan review and approval procedures.

These changes would eliminate the refunding of monies, and the
surges in revenue when large numbers. of permits are renewed at the
same time. The Department still intends to spread out renewals to
balance the workload.

I* is the Department's intent to extend the expiration date
for a modified permit unless special circumstances dictate other-
wise. The Department does not intend to maximize revenue by mani-
pulating expiration dates.

How many people are invoived in the permit program? Do you have a
table of organization? How were the total air guality and air
permit costs determined?

Attached is a 1ist of air quality personnel, the section to
which they are assigned and the percentage of time spent on the
permit program. The air permit program costs were derived from
this Tist (salaries plus overhead). The total air quality program
cost is from the budget for the current biennium.

As these fees are levied under the police power reasonable regula-
tion and inspection in relation to the fee will be generally required.
Do you have the manpower?

It is the Department's intention to inspect each permitted
source at least on an annual basis and to enforce the requlations
and permit conditions as necessary. Manpower is a problem and
compiiance assurance activities will have to be kept within man-
power 1imits allocated to the permit program activities.
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9)

10)

11)

Does the Environmental Protection Agency require a permit program?
Would you not be required to prove compliance without such a permit
program?

EPA does not require the State to operate a permit program;
howeveyr, compliance with all regulations and standards is required
whether or not a permit program is operating. Permits provide an
efficient method for prescibing specific compliance requirements
and for assuring compliance with these requirements.,

Were the costs of the self monitoring of many sources., which
occasion substantial costs to those sources, taken into consi-
deration when arriving at the annual compliance determination fees?
Should self monitoring be reduced?

The Department is aware that those sources that monitor their
own emissions and the ambient air and report the results to the
Department {(mainly puip mills and aluminum plants)} do so at consi-
derable expense to themselves. The costs of the self monitoring
were not considered when determining the annual compliance deter-
mination fees. As previously stated, the proposed fees were ad-
justed to reflect the relative time spent on the permit program
activities for the various categories of sources.

Monitoring requirements for individual sources may be reviewed
and revised at any time either upon request of the permittee or
upont initiation by the Department. It is the intent of the Depart-
ment that self monitoring activities and costs be kept to minimum
levels recessary to insure compliance.

Regarding the application processing fee, can that portion of the
program be streamlined? Are the plan review fees proposed actually
related to time spent or needed to be spent?

Some streamlining of the application processing procedure has
already taken place. Sample permit formats based on source type
are distributed to personnel drafting permits, and increasing use
of computers speeds up the processing of applications. Further
streamlining and simplification of the processing of forms are
planned.

The time spent in reviewing plans and developing individual
permits is not always directly related to the application pro-
cessing fee. In general, Department costs exceed application
processing fees. The processing fees reflect only the relative
average costs of processing permits for various source types. The
Department is developing refined records of time spent on various
activities which will serve as background data to determine if the
costs of developing permits are wholely offset by the application
processing fees.
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12) Have you reviewed the size of the fees that you are proposing to
charge versus the fees charged by other regulatory agencies in the
State, such as the Department of Agriculture and other 1ike agencies?

The Department is aware that fees are charged by other agencies,
but has not taken the fees of other agencies into consideration
because the programs are not related and the amount of income to be
raised by AQCD permit fees has been determined by the Legislature.

13} Have you given any consideration to charging pefmit fees to certain
of the area sources such as backyard burning, for instance?

The Department has compared the emission of backyard burning
to a small oil fired bhoiler (one of the Teast significant sources
in Table A). On an hourly basis the amount of emission is approxi-
mately the same, but on an annual basis the boiler emits 1,000
times the particulate matter of the backyard burning. In addition,
backyard burning is not a source that is readily controlled by an
air contaminant discharge permit.

Summayy

The Department is authorized to regulate air contaminant sources by
. permit and to charge fees, established by the Commission, to defray the
costs of the permit program.

The 1975 Oregon Legislature, in approving the Department's biennial
budget and salary increases, has required air permit fees to be increased
to generate approximately $540,000. The Department is proposing a
revised schedule of fees based .on relative costs of processing and
assuring compliance for the various source types.

The Department has conferred with representatives of industry and
answered questions regarding the proposed air permit regulation changes.
The proposal presented on September 26, 1975, has been revised in the
areas of modified and renewed permits as a result of the meetings with
industry. The costs of the air programs in the areas formerly under the
jurisdiction of the Mid-Willamette Valiey Air Pollution Authority have
been included in the Department's costs.

Conclusion

It is the staff's conclusion that the air contaminant discharge
permit fees must be increased at least to those levels in the attached
proposed revision of Table A in order to offset the increased costs of
maintaining the permit program. The proposed permit fees if fully
implemented and collected will raise about $542,000 and will pay for
approximately 49% of the costs attributed to processing, maintaining and
enforcing the air contaminant discharge permit program during this
biennium,
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Director's Recommendation

It is recommended by the Director that 0AR Chapter 340, Section 20-
033.02 through 20-033.20 be amended as proposed herein, with such
further amendments as may be deemed appropriate after consideration of
information developed as a result of this hearing.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

Attachments

1}  Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit regulation

2)  Changes proposed in current regulation

3} Current fees compared to proposed fees '

4) Permit income from source categories using proposed fees

5) Organizational chart of the Department of Environmental Quality
6) Estimates of time spent on the permit program on an individual

basis




Attachment #1

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS

Existing rules 20-033.02 through 20-033.20 are to be repealed and the
following adopted in their place.

20-033.02 PURPOSE. The purpose of these rules is to prescribe the reguire-
ments and procedures for obtaining Air Contaminant Discharge Permits pursuant to
ORS 468.310 to 468.330 and related statutes for stationary sources.

20-033.04 DEFININTIONS. As used in these rules unless otherwise required
by context:

(1) "Department" means Department of Fnvironmental Qua1ity.
(2) "Commission" means Environmental Quality Commission.

(3) "Person" means the United States Government and agencies thereof, any
state, individual, public or private corporation, political subdivision, govern-
mental agency, municipality, industry, co-partnership, association, firm, trust,
estate, or any other legal entity whatever.

(4) "Permit" or "Air Contaminant Discharge Permit" means a written permit
issued by the Department or Regional Authority in accordance with duly adopted
procedures, which by its conditions authorizes the permittee to construct,
install, modify or operate specified facilities, conduct specified activities,
or emit, discharge or dispose of air contaminants in accordance with specified
practices, limitations or prohibitions.

{5) "Regional Authority" means Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

20-033.06 NOTICE POLICY. It shall be the policy of the Department and the
Regional Authority to issue public notice as to the intent to issue an Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit allowing at least thirty (30) days for written
comment from the public, and from interested State and Federal agencies, prior
to issuance of the permit.

20-033.08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) No person shall construct, install, estab-
1ish, develop or operate any air contaminant source which is referred to in
Table A, appended hereto and incorporated herein by reference, without first
obtaining a permit from the Department or Regional Authority.

(2) No person shall modify any source covered by a permit under these
rules such that the emissions are significantly increased without first applying
for and obtaining a modified permit.

(3) HNo person shall modify any source covered by a permit under these
rules such that, (a) the process equipment is substantially changed or added to
or (h) the emissions are significantly changed w1th0ut first not1fy1nq the
Department.

Page 1 (11/6/75)




(4) Any source may apply to the Department or Regional Authority for a
special Tetter permit if operating a facility with no or insignificant, air
contaminant discharges. The determination of applicability of this special
permit shall be made solely by the Department or Regional Authority having.
jurisdiction. If issued a special permit, the application processing fee
and/or annual compliance determination fee, provided by Section 20-033.12, may
be waived by the Department or Regional Authority.

20-033.70 MULTIPLE-SOURCE PERMIT. When a single site includes more than
one air contaminant Source, a single permit may be issued including all sources
located at the site. For un1form1ty such applications shall separately identify
by subsection each air contaminant source inciuded from Table A.

(1) When a single air contaminant source which is included in a multiple-
source permit, is subject to permit modification, revocation, suspension or
denial, such action by the Department or Regional Authority shall only affect
that individual source without thereby affecting any other source subject to the
permit.

(2) When a muyltiple-source permit includes air contaminant sources subject
to the jurisdiction of the Department and the Regional Authority, the Department
may require that it shall be the permit issuing agency. In such cases, the
Department and the Regional Authority shall otherwise maintain and exercise all
other aspects of their respective jurisdictions over the permittee.

20-033.12 FEES. (1) A1l persons required to obtain a permit shall be
subject to a three part fee consast1ng of a uniform non-refundable filing fee of
$25.00, an application processing fee and an annual compliance determination fee
which are determined by appiying Tabie A. The amount equal to the filing fee,
application processing fee, and the annual compliance determination fee shall be
submitted as a required part of any application for a new permit. The amount
equal to the filing fee and the application processing fee shall be submitted
with any application for modification of a permit. The amount equal to the
filing fee and the annual compliance determination fee shall be submitted with
any application for a renewed permit.

(2) The fee schedule contained in the Tisting of air contaminant sources
~in Table A shall be applied to determine the permit fees, on a Standard Indus-
trial Classification (SIC) plant site basis.

(3) Modifications of existing, unexpired permits which are instituted by
the Department or Regional Authority due to changing conditions or standards,
receipts of additional information or any other reason pursuant to applicable
statutes and do not require re-filing or review of an appiication or plans and
specifications shall not require submission of the filing fee or the application
processing fee.

(4) Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to Section
20-033.10 shall be subject to a single $25.00 filing fee. The application
processing fee and annual compliance determination fee for multiple-source
permits shall be equal to the total amounts required by the individual sources
involved, as Tisted in Table A.
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{5) The annual compliance determination fee shall be paid at Jeast 30 days
prior to the start of each subsequent permit year. Failure to timely remit the
annual compliance determination fee in accordance with the above shall be con-
sidered grounds for not issuing a permit or revoking an existing permit.

(6) If a permit is issued for a period Tess than one (1) year, the appli-
cable annual compliance determination fee shall be equal to the full annual fee.
If a permit is issued for a period greater than 12 months, the applicable annual
compliance determination fee shall be pro-rated by multiplying the annual com-
pliance determ1nat1on fee by the number of months covered by the permit and
dividing by twelve 12) _

(7) In no case shall a permit be issued for more than five (5) years.

(8) Upon accept1ng an application for filing, the filing fee shall be non-
refundable.

(9) When an air contaminant source which is in compliance with the rules
of a permit issuing agency relocates or proposes to relocate its operation to a
site in the jurisdiction of another permit issuing agency having comparable
control requirements, application may be made and approval may be given for an
exemption of the application processing fee. The permit application and the
request for such fee reduction shall be accompanied by (1) a copy of the permit
issued for the previous location, and (2) certification that the permittee
proposes to operate with the same equipment, at the same production rate, and
under similar conditions at the new or proposed location. Certification by the
~agency previously having jurisdiction that the source was operated in compliance
with all rules and regulations will be acceptable should the previous permit not
indicate such compliance.

(10) If a temporary or conditional permit is issued in accordance with
adopted procedures, fees submitted with the application for an air contaminant
discharge permit shall be retained and be applicable to the regular permit when
it is granted or denied.

(11) A11 fees shall be made payable to the permit issuing agency.

20-033.14 PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING PERMITS. Submission and processing of
applications for permits and issuance, denial, modification, and revocation of
permits shall be in accordance with duly adopted procedures of the permit
issuing agency.

20-033.16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS. (1) No person shall construct, install,
establish, modify or enlarge any air contaminant source requiring an air con-
taminant discharge permit or facilities for controlling, treating, or otherwise
Timiting air contaminant emissions from air contaminant sources requiring an a1r
contaminant discharge permit without notifing the permit issuing agency as
required by ORS 468.325 and rules promulgated thereunder (MNotice of Construction).
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{2) Prior to construction, installation, establishment, modification or

' en]argement of any air contaminant source requiring an air contaminant discharge
permit or modification of an air contaminant discharge permit or facilities for
controlling, treating, or otherwise limiting air contaminant emissions from air
contaminant sources requiring an air contaminant discharge permit or modified
air contaminant discharge permit, detailed plans and specifications shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Department or Regional Authority
upon request as required by ORS 468.325 and rules promulgated thereunder (Notice
of Construction).

20-033.18 REGISTRATION EXEMPTION. Air contaminant sources constructed and
operated under a permit issued pursuant to these regulations shall be exempted
from registration as required by rules adopted pursuant to ORS 468.320,

20-033.20 PERMIT PROGRAM FOR REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY. Subject to
the provisions of this section, the Commission authorizes the Regional Authority
to issue, modify, renew, suspend and revoke air contaminant discharge permits
for air contamination sources within its jurisdiction.

{1) Each permit proposed to be issued or modified by the Regional Authority
shall be submitted to the Department at Jeast thirty (30) days prior to the
proposed issuance date.

(2) A copy of each permit issued, modified or revoked by the Regional
Authority shall be promptly submitted to the Department.
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TABLE A - AIR CONTAMIHANT SOURCES AND

i

 ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE

_CH. 340

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall includé fees as indicated in items #57 or 58
) in addition to fees for any other applicable categorya

Fees

Fees

Standard panual to be Subnitied
Mr | Industrial Application Compliance Submi tted with
Contéminant ' Classifica- Filing Processing Determina~ with New Renewal
Sourge. tion_Humber Fee Fee tion Foe Application  Apnlication . . .
1. Seed cleaning loca- 0723 25 75 156 250 175
ted in Speclal Con-
trol Areas (not
elsewhere included) )
3. Smoke houses with 5 2013 25 75 100 200 g
-— ©or more employees
3, Flour and other grain 2041
mill products in Spe-
cial Control Areas
a) 10,000 or more T/v 25 250 300 575 325
b) Less than 10,000 ° 25 . 200 150 375 175
T/y .
‘{. Cereal preparations 2043 25 250 200 475 %2
in Special Control '
Areas -
5, Blended and prepared 2045
flour in Special
Control Areas
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 200 475 225
b)Yy Less than 10,000 25 200 100 325 135
/Y
6. Prepared feeds for 2048
animals and fowls in '
Special Control
Areas
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 300 575 325
k) Less than 10,000 25 150 150 325 175
T/y
7.. Beet sugar manufac- 2063 25 300 500 825 525
turing
8. Rendering plants 2077 25 200 250 475 275
9. Coffee roasting 2095 - 25 150 100 275 125

Fons
ta be
Submitted
with Applica-
tion to Hodify
Permit

190

100

275
225

275

275
225

275
175

3258

225

175
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CH. 340

i ROTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in items #57 or 58
in add1t1on to fees for any other applicable categorya ¢ eas
Fees f_nge 0 EJL,
Standard Anaual to be Sulmitied Sulritted
Ate ! Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Apulica-
Contaminant Classifica- Filing Processing Determina- with New Remewal  tionm to Modify
Source tion Numbor Fee Fee tion Foe Apalication  Annlication Pernit o
11. Sawmill and/or 2421
planing
ca) 25,000 or more 25 150 200 375 225 175
bd.ft./shift
b) Less than 25,000 25 50 100 175 ios 75
bad. £t./shift
1}, Havdwood mills 2426 25 50 100 175 125 75
12, 8Shake and éhingle 2429 25 50 100 175 125 75
mills '
13, Mill work with 10 2431 25 125 100 250 125 150
employees or more )
14, Plywood manufac-— 2435 &
turing 2436
a) Greater than 25 500 500 1025 525 525
25,000 sqg.£ft./hr,
~ 3/8" basis _
b} Less than 25 350 350 725 375 375
25,000 sg/ft./hr, :
3/8" bagis
18. Veneer manufac- 2435 & 025 75 125 225 150 100
turing only (not 2436
elzewhere included)
16, wvood preserving 2491 25 125 100 250 125 150
17. Particleboard manu- 2492 25 500 500 1025 525 525
facturing
18, Hardboard manufac- 2499 25 500 500 1025 525 525
turing
19. Battery separator 2499 25 75 100 200 125 100
manufacturing
20.“Fuxniture and Fixe 2511
tures
a) 100 oxr more 25 150 125 300 150 175
employvees
b} 10 employees or 25 100 100 225 125 125

more but less
than 100
enployees
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s OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES CH. 340

ROTE: ?ersong who operate boilers shall {nclude fees as indicated in tems #57 or 58
in addition to fees for any other applicable category.

Fees : Fees

. . Fees to he to be i
Standard Annaal . to be Sutmitted Submttted P
Ar ! Industrisl Application  Compliance - Submitted with with Apnlici.
Contaninant Classifica- Filing Processing Determina- with New Renowal  tion to Modify ,
source i tion Humbor Fee ulBl tion Fee Application mpniication Parmit

21, Pulp mills, paper 2611 25 1000 2000 3025 2025 10325
mills, and paper 2621
board mills 2631

22, Building paper and 2661 25 150 150 325 175 175
building board mills

23, Alkalies and chlorine 2812 25 275 200 500 2925 300
manufacturing

24, Calcium carbigde 2819 25 = 300 400 1 725 425 325

manufacturing

25. Nitric acid manufac- 2819 25 200 200 425 225 225
turing

26, Ammonia manufac- 2819 25 200 150 a75 275 225
turing

27. .Industrial inorganic 2819 25 250 300 575 325 275
and organic chemi-
cals manufacturing
{not elsewhere in-’
cluded)

28, . Synthetic resin 2821 - 25 200 175 400 . 2000 225
manufacturing '

29. Charcoal manufac- 2861 25 275 200 500 225 300
turing

30. Herbicide manufac- 2879 25 500 500 1025 525 525
turing

31. Petroleum refining 2911 25 1000 2000 ' 3035 2025 1025

32. Asphalt production 2951 2% 200 200 425 225 2258
by distillation

33. Asphalt blowing 295) 25 200 200 425 225 225
plants
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ST BN - - ey

NOTE: Persons who ‘operate botlers shall include fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58
' in addition to fees for any other.applicable category.

Fass 14

3 _ . ‘ . Faas to be te Le
Standard Anrasad to be Sutmitted  Submitted
Age ' Ergusseial Application Compliance Subm! tted with with &pplica-
Contaminant : 5%@&51{1;&- Fiting Processing Deterafng- with New Benewal tion to Magify
Sgurce s &W feg Fea gjan Fee Tsﬁpnlicatinn —BRE3i52 115N Parmit
33, Asphaltic concrete 29851
‘ paving plants }
a} Stationary 25 200 225 i 450 250 225
b) Portable 25 200 . 275 500 300 , 225
Qrﬁ' Asphalt felts and 2952 . 25 200 200 - 425 225 225
coating ‘
' 33. Blending, compound- 2992 25 175 150 350 175 200
ing or re-refining ' _
of lubricating oils
and greases
38. Glass container 3221 25 200 200 425 225 225
' manufactusing ' '
48, Cement manufac- 3241 25 625 625 1275 650 650
turing ‘ :
Q@a Redimix concrete 3273 25 75 . 100 200 125 100
48, Lime mamufacturing 3274 25 300 - 125 450 150 325
“§%s. Gypsum products 3275 25 - 150 . 150 325 175 175
¢4, Rock Crusher , 3295 : ,
a) Stationary 25 175 . 200 4 400 335 200 -
b} Portable 25 175 250 ¢ 450 275 200
42, Stesl works, rolling 3312 25 500 350 875 375 525
. and fipishing mills : g :
44. Incinerators
a) 1,000 lbs/hr. 25. 300 200 525 225 - 325
and greaater
: capaclity ‘
I} 40 lhs/hr. to 25 100 50 175 75 125 _

1,000 lbs/hr.
capacity.
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NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall fnclude fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58
: ~in addition to fees for any other applicable category. Foes rwsl

: _ : Fees to e to be
. Standerd Annual to ba © Sulmitted Submitted
Adr : Industrial Application Compliance Submttted with with Applica-
Contaminant Classifica- Filing Processing Betermina= With New Renewal - tion to Modify
Source ) tion Humber Fer Fee tion Fee Mrplication  Anplication Parmit

4%, Gray iron and steel 3321
foundries
Malleable iron 3322
foundries
Steal investment 3324
foundries
Steel foundries not 3325
elsewhere classified
a) 3,500 or more ‘ 25 500 400 g925. - 425 525
T/y production o U
b) Less than 3,500 25 125 200 350 225 150
T/y production

4¢, Primary aluminum 3334 25 1000 2000 3025 2025 1025
- production .

' - 47, Primary smelting and 3339

' refining of ferrous

and nonferrous metals

not elsevhere classi-

£ied :

a) 2,000 or more 25 500 350 875 375 525
T/y production

b} Less than 2,000 25 100 75 200 100 125 -
/vy production ‘

48. Secondary lead 3341 25 225 . 250 500 275 250
‘ amelting '

%9;3§%6n Farrous Metals 3361 25 125 200 . 350 '.225& 159
JFoundries 3362

1, Electroplating, 3471 25 100 100 225 125 125
polishing and ano-
dizing with % or
more emplovees

1. Galvanizing and pipe 3479 25 100 150 275 198 125
coating——eixclude all
cther activities

4. Battery manufac- 3691 25 125 150 300 175 150
turing

53, Grain elevators - 4221

intermediate storage

only, located in

Special Control

Areas i

a) 20,000 or more 25 175 400 600 425 200
T/y ‘

b) Less than 20,000 25 100 125 250 150 125
/v
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97,

HOTE: Persons who O
' in addition te

Stardard
A i
Conteminant

Industrial
tlazsifiga-
o Smurce o tiow Numbae

Answia)
Cempliance
Duteraing-

Rhon Feo

Application
Filing Processing
fee Fae

Fees

o M
Sutmitied
with Hew
Arpd {eakion

84. ,Ekectric power
generation
a) Greabter than 2Z5MW

b} Less than 25MW

Gas production and/
or manufacturing

55, - 4925

565? Grain elevators - 5153
Terminal elevators
primarily engaged in
buying and/or mar~
keting grain--in
Special Control Areas

a} 20,000 or more
/Y
Less than

(20,000 T/yx

b}

Fuel burning aguip-
mant within the

" boundries of the
Portland, Euqene-
Springfield, and’
Medford-Ashland Alr
Quality Maintenanoe
Areas and the Salem
Urban Growth Arpak#
a)

1} 250 wmillion

oy more btu/hry
{heat input )

5 million or

mors but less

than 250

million btu/

hr. (heat input )

Lezs than 5

million btu/hr
(heat input )

Distillate oll fired

1} 250 miilion or

more biu/hr

(heat input )

5 million ox

more but less

than 250 mil-

lion btu/hr.
{heat ihput )

2)

3}

b}

2}

2 Ehcludlng hydrcﬂlectzlc and nuclear generatlng prOJects. and 11m;ted to utilities.
#& Tneluding fuel burning eqguipment generating steam for process or for sale but excluding

486 1*

4511

25
25

1000
350

1000
500

375 225

25 500 400

25 150 125
{(Fees will be based on
the total aggregate heat
input of all boilers at

the site.)

Residual oil fired, wood fired or coal fired

25 150 140

25

100 &G

25 25 25

25 150

130

25 25 . 25

2025
875

625

225

325

100

325

100

powar genaxation (SIC 4911).

#%% Maps of these areas are attached,

225

oo

Rz

Fees
i be
3\&‘!-.‘.’“ 5 t@“i
Wi h
ﬂ%h@waﬂ

1025
528

250

425

175

125

75

175

75

tﬂs 3%0

Feas
Wb
St tRed
Wiih :'HH;.‘“Q:%H

gles Ao Madity

Pera it

at@ boilers shall %nciué@ fees as i%@%@&%@@ %h ftems #57 or 5@
ees for any other applicable category.

1025
375

400

525

175

175

125

50

175

30

Legal descriptions are on file in the Department.
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58,

59,

b

6l.

& o ey

30 x 10% BTU/hr (heat input)

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in 1tems'#57 or 58
' in addition to fees for any other applicable category.

Fees Fres
. Fees ta be . tole
Standard Annual to be Sutmitted Suteitted

Afr H fadustrial Application Compliance Submitied with with Appiica-
Centaninant ' Classifica- Filing Processing Determing- with Mew Rencwal  tton to Modify

Soure® . oo tion Humber . Fea oo Fee . tion Fee Application  Awolieatipn Pereit

Fuel burning equipment 4961%% (Fees will be based on
outside the boundaries the total aggregate
of the Portland, ' heat input of all
Eugene~Springfield and boilers at the site.)
Medford-Ashland Air

Guality Malntenance

Areas and the Salem

Urban Growth Area.

BRll wood, coal and 25 100 50 225 125 125
oll fired greater than

New zources not listed wuhd whEE ahEkR wEAhR . 424
above which would emit 10 ‘
or more tons per vear of
any air contaminants in-
cluding but not limited
to particulates, sox, NO
or hydrocarbons, if the
source ware Lo operate
uncontrelled.,

New gources not listed BEkR LT T2 awERE RREE ET YT
above which would emit
significant maloderous
emisgions, as determined by
Departmental or Regional
Authority review of sources
which are known to have
similar air contaminant
emissions. ,
Existing sources not listed wREE whdn REEE LA wddkd
abova for which an air
guality problem is identi-
fied by the Department or
Regional Authority.

Sources reguired to obtain a permit under items 59, 60 & 61 will be subject to the
following fee schedule to be applied by Department based upon the anticipated cost
of processing and compliance determination.

Annual
) Compliance
Estimated Permit Cost Application Processing Fee ' Determination Fee
Low cost $50.00 -~ $200.00 $50.00 - $150.00
Medium cost $200.00 - $500.00 $150.00 - $400.00
High cost $500.00 - $1,000.00 $400.00 - $7%50.00

A8 nearly as possible, applicable fees shall be consistent with sources of
similar complexity as listed in Table &.
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Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area
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Bugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Attachment #2

CH 340

20-033.02 PURPOSE. The purpose of these
regulations is to prescribe the require-
ments and procedures for obtaining Air Con-
taminant Discharge Permits pursuant to ORS
/44917 bo- 449, 739/ 468, 310 to 468,330 and
related statutes for stationary sources.

20-033.04 DEFINITIONS, As used in these
/regulations/ rules unless otherwise required
by context:

(1) "Department'" means Deparitment of
Environmental Quality,

“(2) "Commission" means Environmental
Quality Commission,

(3) '"Person"” means the United States Gov-
ernment and agencies thereof, any state,
individual, public or private corporation,

* political subdivision, governmental agency,
municipality, industry, co-partnership,
asgociation, firm, trust estate, or any
other legal entity whatever. ‘ :

(4) "Permit'" or "Air Contaminant Dis-
charge Permit" means a written report
issued by the Department or Regional Auth-
ority in accordance with duly adopted pro-
cedures, which by its conditions authorizes
the permittee to construct, install, modify
or operate specified facilities, conduct
gpecified activities, or emit, discharge or
dispose of air contaminants in accordance
with specified practices, limitations or
prohibitions. _ :

(5) "Regional Authority" means the /Mid-
Wiilamette -Valiey- Alr- Pollution- Authority -

or/ Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority,

20-033,06 NOTICE POLICY, It shall be the
policy of the Department /of-Favivenmental-
Qualityy and the Regional /Authorities/
Authority to issue public notice as to the
intent fo issue an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit allowing at least thirty (30) days for
written comment from the public, and from
interested States and Federal agencies, prior
to issuance of the permit,

20-033, 08 PERMIT REQUIRED. (1) No person |
shall construct, install, establish, develop
or operate any air contaminant source, 1—11&81—&@-
ng-those- processes-and- activities directly
velated or-associsted thereto-whieh-are-listed/
which is referred to in Table A, appended

hereto and incorporated herein by reference,
without first obtaining a permit from the
Department or Regional Authority.

(2) No person shall modify any source
covered by a permit under these rules such
that the emiggions are gignificantly increased
without first applying for and obtaining a
modified permit,

Ko -persotr-shally -without- {irst--obtaining 2
permit-freom- the-Department- o Regionni-
Avtheritys—construet - -instal;--establish;-
develop -or -eperate any--new air--contaminant
seuree-net Hpated -in- Fable- A -which-weuld -emit-

(#H--1:0- tons-er-mere -per-year, if-the -gource
were-fo- operate -uneontrolled--of- any- air
eontaingats - -including - -l not-Hmited- 1o
partiowlabes S0y 5 -NOy;- -or-hydrecarbont ;- o1

by -metedercus -emissions - a8 -determined by
the -Departmental -or-Regional--Autherity -review
of -sources -which -are-Jmown-to -have similar
air-conteminant- emisstonsy

(3) No person shall moT:'lify any source covered

by a permit under these rules such that, (a)
the process equipment is substantially changed
or added to or (b) the emissions are changed
without first notifying the Department. _

£87 (4) Any source /listed-in- Fable-A/
may apply to the Department or Regional
Authority for a special letter permit if operat-
ing a facility with no, or insignificant, air
contaminant discharges. The determination of
applicability of this special permit shall be
made solely by the Department or Regional
Authority having jurisdiction. If issued a
special permit, the Application /Investigation
and-Permit-Issuing -or -Denying/ Processing
Fee and/or Annual /Permit/ Compliance
Determination Fee, provided by Section
20-033.12, may be waived by the Department
or Regional Authority.
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6y (5) /Attesst-ene-Anpual-Permit-
Compliance- Determination-Fee-shatl -be -paid
prior-to-final--igsuanee-of -u- permit.---Fhere-
after; / The Annual Permit/ Compliance
Determination Fee shall be paid at least 30
days prior to the start of each subsequent per-
‘mit year, Failure to timely remit the Annual
- /Pernity Compliance Determination Fee in
accordance with the above shall be considered
grounds for not issuing a permit or revoking
an existing permit.

A8/ (6) Tf o permit is issued for a period
less than one (1) year, the applicable Annual
Permity Compliance Determination Fee shall
be equal to the full annual fee, If a permit
is issued for a period greater than 12 months,
the applicable Annual /Permity Compliance
Determination Fee ghall be prorated by multi-
plying the Annual /Pewmmit/ Compliance Deter-
mination Fee by the number of months covered
by the permit and dividing by twelve (12).

A7 (1) In no case sball a permit be issued
for raore than five (5) years,

49}/ (8) Upon accepting an application for _
filing, the Filing Fee shall be feensidered-as/
non-refundable.

[0 The -AppHestion Trvestigation-and-Permit
eeuing or- Denying e seed pot- be--submitied
upen-petioe da-writing-by-the-permit-iesuing
sgenay-o¥-ohatkbe- vefurded-whon- submitbed-with
sppleations for-medifiestions- fow-moedified ow -
renswed- peryatis- 4£ the- fellovring conditions exist:

(e)-Fhe--modifled- or-senewed -permit -ke--essen—
Helly-the-same-ae-the -previous- permits

- The-soures o= -otkees included-are-in
eoraplinnee-vwith - -eonditiona-of -the- modified
er-pepewed- permit; /

A5 (9) When an air contaminant source
which is in compliance with the rules of a per-
mit isguing agency velocates or proposes to
relocate its operation to a site in the jurisdic-
tion of another permif issuing agency having
comparable control requirements, application
may be made and approval may be given for an
exemptmu of the Application / Inwreatigation- and-
Peganit-inbuiag -0 -Denyiag/ Processing Fee,

The permit application and the reguest for such
fee reduction shall be accompanied by (1) a copy
of the permit issued for the previcus location,

and (2) certification that the permittee pro-
poses to operate with the same equipment;

at the same production rate, and under simil-
ar conditions at the new or proposed location,
Certification by the agency previously having
jurisdiction that the source was operated in
compliance with all rules and regulations will
be acceptable should the previous permit not
indicate such compliance,

/A4 (10) If a temporary or conditional
permit is issued in accordance with adopted
procedures, fees submitted with the applica-
tion for an air contaminant discharge permit
shall be retained and be applicable to the
regular permit when it is granted or denied.

/{33y -Scurces -required- to- obtain-a- permit-
under-Seetion-20—-083; 082y not- ineluded -in-
Table-A-shall be -sublect-to~-in-addition4o-
the-Filing- Fee-of-$ 265 00, -the -following fee
sehedule to-be- applied -in-eachease-by-1he
Bepariment- based- upon-the-anticipated cost
of dssung-or-denying -the- permils; - and- of-
eermapHanee-inspections s

Applicatior :
Inrestigation Annuad-Peixnil
and-Permil CompHanee
Issuing-on- Beterminsation
Sehedule Denving- fee- Fee-
- low--cost $26:-00 $256:-00
if--medium- cost $1650-00- --$100-00-
if-high-eost $4-50:-00- $326-09-

As--nearly-as-pessible;-applieatien-fees shall-
be-eenpistent-with-seurees -of similar-eomplexity -
a8 -Heted-in-Table-Ay/

/5—147/(1__) All fees shall be made payable to
the permit issuing agency.

20-033.14 PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING
PERMITS. Submission and processing of
applications for permits and issuance, denial,
modification, and revocation of permits shall
be in accordance with duly adopted procedures
of the permit 1ssu1ng agency.

20-083, 16 OTHER REQUIREMENTS. (1) No
persch shall construct, install, establish,:
modify or enlarge any air contaminant source
requiring an air ‘confaminant discharge permit
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20-033.10 MULTIPLE SOURCE PERMIT,
When a_single site includes more than one
/ef-the/ air contaminant sources Aisted-in
Table-A;7/ a single permit may be issued
including ali sources located at the site,
For uniformity such applications shall sep-
arately identify by sub-section each air
contaminant source included from Table A,
(1) When a single air contaminant source
which is included in a multiple-source per-
mit, is subject to permit modification, re-
vocation, suspension or denial, such action by
 the Department or Regional Authority shall .
only affect that individual gource without
thereby affecting any other source subject to
the permit,

(2) When a multiple-source permit includes
air contaminant sources subject to the juris-
diction of the Department and /a/ the Region-
al Authority, the Department may require that
it shall be the permit issuing agency. In
. such caseg, the Department and the Regional
suthority shall otherwise maintain and exer-
‘cige all other aspects of their respective
jurisdictions over the permittee,

/20-083513-FEES - (H--All-persens-required to
ebbgif- 6~ permit- shell -be -gubject-to -a three—
partfoe-consisting of-a-uniform-nen-refundable
Filing- Fee -6f-$26-:-09;-&-variable-Applcation
Irestigation- and- Rermit -Isguing-er-Denying
Fae-and- - varieble Annunl -Permit-Compliance

' Determinstion -Feer--The-aineunt-egual-to-the
Filing fee-gnd-the -AppHeation -Investigation
and-Permit- Issuing -o»-Penying Fee-ghall-be
subnitted -ae -a -reguired- part-of -the-applieatien,
The- Annuel- Permit -ConspHanee-Betermination
Fee- ghall be -paid-prier-to -issuance-of-the
getuat- permit; /

20-033.12 FEES, (1) All persons required to
obtain a permit shall be subject to a three
part fee consisting of a uniform non-refundable
filing fee of $25.00, an application processing
fee and an annual compliance determination
fee which are determined by applying Table A,

The amount egual to the filing fee, applica- -

tion processing fee, and the snnual compliance
determination fee shall be submitted as a
required part of any application for a new
permit. The amount equal to the filing fee
and the application processing fee shall be
submitted with any application for modification
of a permit, The amount equal to the filing
fee and the annual compliance determination
fee shall be submitted with any applicaticn for
a renewed permit.

(2) The fee schedule contained in the listing

~of air contaminant sources /isted/in Table A

/appended-herete/ shall be applied to determine
the /variable/ permit fees, on a Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) plant site basis
/5 -exeept-that-for -multiple-devices —-of fuel
burning -equipment--fees--may-be-ineressed

by -twenty -pereent-{20%)/ '

/(8y-Fhe-Filing- Fee -and -ApplicationIrvestiga—
tion-and Permit -Issuing- or-Denying- Fee-shall
be-submitted -with-each-application-for-a-new _
permity - medified permit - -or-renewed-permit, /

£/ (3) Modifications of existing, unexpired
permits which are instituted by the Department
or Regional Authority due to changing condi-
tions or standards, receipts or additional
information or any other reason pursuant to
applicable statutes and do not require l g
migsien-eof the Piling -Fee-oz-the -Application
Invegtigationand Permit-lesuing-or-Denying
Fees/ refiling or review of an application or
plans and specifications shall not require
gsubmisgsion of the filing fee or the application
processing fee,

/46y/ (4) Applications for multiple source
permits received pursuant to Section 20-003.10
shall be subject to a single $25.00 Filing Fee,
The Application /Havestigation-and-Permit
Issuing--or- Denying/ Processing Fee and Annual
/Permity Compliance Determination Fee for
multiple source permits shall be equal to the

- total amounts required by the individual sources

involved, as listed in Table A.
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[Hsted -in- Fable-#, / without notifying the
permit issuing agency as required by /ORS
449:%13/ ORS 468,325 and rules promulgated
thereunder., (Notice of Consiruction).

(2) Prior te consiruction, insitaliation, estab-
lishment, modification or enlargement of any
air contaminant source requiring an air con-
taminant discharge permit or modification of
an air contaminant discharge permit Alisted
tr--Table-A/or facilities for controlling, treat-
ing, or otherwise limiting air contaminant
emigsions from air contaminapt sources
requiring an air contaminant discharge permit,
Flisted-in-Table-A;/ detailed plans and specif-
icationg shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Department or Regional Author-
ity upon request as required by ORS /449-%13/
468,325 and rules promulgated thereunder,
(Netice of Construction).

20-033.18 REGISTRATION EXEMPTION.
Alr contawminant sources congtructed and opera-
ted under z permit_issued pursuant to these
regulations shall /meay/ be exempted from
registration as required by rules adopted
pursuant to ORS /440-76%/ 468. 325,

20-033.20 PERMIT PROGRAM/S/ FOR
REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORIT/-IES—/Y
SBubject to the provisions of this section _
/80-938:28/, the /Envirenmental-Quality/
Comraigsion authovizes /eseh/ the Regional
Authority to issue, modify, venew, suspend
and revoke air contaminant discharge permits
for air contamination sources within its
jurigdiction.

/(3 -A-regional-Authority b permit -program,
ncluding -propozed-permits -ahd-proposed-revis -
sd-permita; ~shall-be-submitied-to the- Baviton=
meenisd -Guatity- Commission for-review -gnd
approval prive-to -fnat -adoption-by-the-Regional
Avthoriys -~ Faolr permit-tsvued by-a- Regionatl
Axghority-shatt by -#e-cenditions-guthorize-the
periittes fo- vonstruct, nstal; - medify-or
operste specified fasilithes - -condunt-specified
gesivitless el - diseharpe; -or -dispose of-

ale ontzreinents- in-noeordanee-with -specified
practives; - Hmitations; -or-prehibitions,7

Eai7Q)Eg_ch permit proposed to be issued or
/reviged/ modified by /a7 the Regional
Authority shall be submitted to_the Depart-
ment /of Envivenmental Quality/ at least
thirty (30) days /feurtesn 14 days/prior

to the proposed issuance date. /Within-the
fourteen {14 -day period;- the-Depariment- shall
give written-netice- to-the Reglonal-Authority
of -any -chjection -the- Department -has to-the
prepescd-permif-o¥-reviged permit-or -Hs
issuanee~--No-permit-shall- be-issued-by-a
Regienal-Authority-unless all-ebjections-thereto-
by-the-Pepartment-shall- be- resoived-prior to--
e-issuaneesr --H-the-Pepartment does-not-
malke--any -such -objection,--the- propesed- permit-
er-revised permit-may be-issued-by-the
Regional -Authority;/

[¢3-1f there is-an-ebjection-by-the --Pepart—
ment- regarding-a-prepesed- er-reviged permit,
the -Deparbment-shalth present-its-objeetion '
befere -the- Board -of-the-Regienal -Authority-in
question prier-to the-issuanee-of & finak~  mit-

- - 1 -ae-a-resuli- of -objeet ion by -the-
Bepartment regarding-a-propesed-oer-reviged
permity -the -Regitonal-Authority 4s-unable-to
meet-the-time-preovisions--of - either-this--regula -
tio# o1 these—-eontained-in-an-existing-permit,
the-Regional Authority shall-issue o -temporary-
permit-for o -period not-to-exceed 30 -days.

5)-Fhe -Regienal- Authovrity -shall-give -written
netice-$o-the-Deparbment- of e -intentionto
deny-an-appHeation for-a- pormit;- not-to-renew-
a-permity-e¥-to -peveke o1 -suspend -an -existing
permits /

A6/ (2) A copy of each permit issued,
modified or revoked /ew-mevised/ by /af the

Regional Authority /pursvast-to-this-seetion/
shall be promptly submitted to the Department,
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TABLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND Attachment #3

ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE

MOTE: Peorsons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 1n ftems #57 or 58
' in addition to fees for any other applicable category.

v ] Fees Fees Fees
M . > tn be ta be
Standard Annual to b . Cubnitt
Alr ) . Industrial Application Comg‘l\:ance Sub:ﬂtied Su;’n‘]:ﬁted mhk;,;,;:?ﬂ,,-
Cantaminant ’ Classifica- Fliing Processing Determina- with New ReRewal tion to Modify
source tien Humber Fee Fee — tlon Fee Apptication  ppolication_ _ _ Permit
s | * - S
1. Seed cleaning loca- i/ 0723 g§ﬁ__ﬁ_m‘m?5(f3) 150 QCD 250 175 100 w}
‘ ted in Special COn= Wi mmmmsmmmin e R s S T T R e
trol Areas (not e
elsewhere included)
3. ¢moké houses with 5 2013 25 75(15) 100E 200 125 100
or more employees
3, Flour and other grain 2041
mill products in Spe-
cial Control Areas o
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250{2.50) 300059 575 395 ° 275
by Less than 10,000 * . - 25 200 (50D 150(x0) 375 175 225
T/y .
4. Cereal preparations 2043 25 250 (250)  20150) 475 225 275
in Special Control :
Areas
5. Blended and prepared 2045
- flour in‘Special
Contiol Areas B
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250{2s0)  200(;5 475 225 275
by Less than 10,000 25 200 (50) . 100 (50 325 125 225
‘ T/v X ) ) . e
6., Prepared feeds for 2048 - :
animals and fowls in
Special Control
Rreas _
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 (250) 300 (159 575 325 275
b} Less than 10,000 25 150 (go0) 150 (sb) 325 175 195
T/y L
7. Beet sugar manufac- 2063 25 300 QSCD soo(ﬂxﬁ 825 595 325
turing
B. Rendering plants 2077 25 200 (1S0) 250G0)| 475 275, 225
9. Coffee roasting 2095 25 150 (7o) 100(5) 275 125 175
FEES 0 () hRE CueRtur rFEEs
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ﬁ\EOTE: Persons who ﬁperate boﬂeré shall fnclude fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58

more but less
than 100
employeas

N \ .
in addition to fees for any other applicable category, ¢ Feas
(34
- . ’ Fees . t;ege ta be
Standard Anauat to be Sulmiteed Sutattten
Alr ! Industrial . Application Conpliance Submitted with with Apslica-
Contaminant ' Claseifica= Filing Processing Determing= vitth New Rerewal  tfon to Madify
Source tion Neaber Fee Feo tion Fee ApDTECItiGn  Anntiration Permit
1. Sawmill and/or 2421
planing
~a) 25,000 or more 25 150(72) 200 (50 375 225 175
bd.ft./shift
b} Less than 25,000 25 50 (25) 100 (25) 175 125 75
bd.ft,/shift .
11, Hazdwood mills 2426 25 50 (80) 100 (25) 175 195 75
12. Shake and shingle 2429 25 50 (50) 100 @S 175 125 75
mills
13, Mill work with 10 2431 25 125 (750 100(50) 250 .¢ 150
employees oxr more ‘
14, Plyweood manufac- 2435 %
turing 2436
a) Greater than 25 500 (150) 500(/00) 1025 525 525
W 25,000 aq.ft. /he, a ' :
/8" basis : ' ‘
b} . Less than 25 350 (s0) 350(lccY 725 375 375
‘ 25,000 sqg/ft./hr, '
3/8" basis
gﬁe Veneer manufac- 2435 & 25 - 75{75) 125(1S8) | 225 150 . 100
turing only (not 2438 .
elsewhere inciuded)
16, Wood preserving 2491 25 125 (78) 100(s0) 250 125 150
¥7. Particleboard manu= 2492 25 500 (300d soolise)l 1025 s25 525
- - facturing o
18. Hardboard manufac- 2499 25 500 (zo0) s500(ioc)| 1025  s25 525
turing :
19. Battery separator 2499 25 75 (73) 100 (50) 200 125 100
manufacturing : ’
20, Furniture and £ix- 2511
hures o
a} 100 or more 25 150 (128) 125¢c0) 300 150 175
anplovees
b) 10 employees or 25 100 (75) 100(50) 225 125 125
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'?IOTEE Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems 457 Or;‘ 58
in addition to fees for any other applicable cateqory.

Foes . Fees

. . Fees to be to te
; Standard Annual N to be Sutmittod Submitted !
. Afr ! Industrial Application Cempifance - Submitted with with Applica-
Contaninent Classifica- Filing Processing Determina- with New Renewal  tlon to Kadify
Sotrce tion funber Fec Fen tion Fer Applicatian = Aoqlieati~n Pormit
21, Pulp mills, paper 2611 25 1000 (2c0) 2000(17s)] 3025 2025 1025
milis, and paper 2621
board mills 2631
22. Building paper and 2661 25 150 {£6) 150(00) 325 175 175
: building board milis
23. Alkalies and chlorine 2812 . 25 275 (225) 200 (118) 500 225 300
manufacturing 7
24, Calcium carbide 2819 25 300 (223) g00(s0)] 725 425 325
manufacturing :
25. Nitric acid manufac- 2819 25 200 (100) . 200(75)} 425 225 225
: turing :
26, BAmmonia manufac- 2819 25 200 (200) 250 ((25) 475 275 225
‘ turing
&
2%. Indusgtrial inorganic 2819 25 250 (zsd) 3006153 575 325 275
and organic chemi-
cals manufacturing
{not elsewhere in-’
cluded)
28, Synthetic resin 2821 25 200 (jov) 175@00) 400 2000 225
manufacturing
29. Charcoal manufac- 2861 - 25 275 200) 200(i00) 500 225 300
turing '
30. Herbicide manufac- . 2879 25 s00 @25) soof7s)] 1025 525 525
turing
31, Petroleum refining 2911 25 1000 (450) 2000(225) 3025 2025 1025
33. Asphalt production 2951 25 200 (715) 200(s0) 425 225 225
by distillation
33. Asphalt blowing 2951 25 200 ooy 20007Sd| 425 235 225
plants : |
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NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall tnciude fees as fndicated in dtems #5’) or 58
: in addition to fees for any other.applicable category.

- Feas ‘ Fees

. ] . Faas to ba TG Le
Standard Annual to be Sutmitted Subad tted
Ale | Industrial Application Compliance Sutimitted with . with Applica-
Lontaminant Classifica- Filing Processing Determina- with Kew Renewal tion to Modify
SoJrce tian tuabar Fee . Feo tion Fee Apalication  Annlicacinn Premit
34, Asphaltic concrete 2951
paving plants
a) Stationary 25 200 (100N 2250 00) 450 250 225
b) Portable 25 200 ({o0) 275(10%) 500 300 225
25, Asphalt felts and 2952 25 200 (156) 200((o0) azs 225 225
coating )
38. Blending, compound=- 2992 25 175 (1(30) 150(75) © 350 175 200
ing or re~-refining
of lubricating oils
and greases
38. Glass container 3221 25 200 (100Y 200(75) 425 225 225
’ manufacturing : o
- l..‘ @
45, Cement manufac- 3241 25 625 (200) s2(150) 1275 650 650
turing ‘ ‘ '
%9, Redimix concrete 3273 25 75 (75 100(50) 200 125 100
40, Lime manufacturing 3274 25 300 (FSDB 125000 450 150 325
4%, Gypsum products 3275 25 - 150 (160) . 150(75) 325 175 175
¢t Rook Crusher " 3295 : ‘
21 Stationary 25 175 (1o0) 200(78) 400 . 225 200 _
) Portabls 25 175 (Jo0Y 250(7s) 450 275 200
43, Steel works, rolling 3312 25 500 (200) 350(175)] 875 375 525
and finishing mills .
d4. Incinerators
a) 1,000 ibs/hr. 25 300 (100) 200G60) 525 225 325
and ¢greater
capacity o :
b) 40 lbs/hr. to 25 100 (75>  s50(50) 175 75 125
‘ 1,000 lbs/hr. ' '
capasity




?iOTSE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as ‘indica:ted fn items #57 or 58

in addition to fees for any other applicable category. Fees rees
. ' Fees to be to te
. Standard Annual to be. Submitted Sulm{tred
Alr. ; Industrial : Roplication Cempliance Submitted with with Applica-
Contaminant ‘ Classifica- Filing Procossing Ceterming= with lew Renewal  tion to Modify
Source tion Nuaber Fee Fen tion fen _heplleatian  ppolicagion Permit

45, Gray iron and steel 3321

foundries
Malleable iron 3322
foundries
"Steel investment 3324
foundries

Steel foundries not 3335
elsewhere classified

a) 3,500 or more 25 500 (2c0) 400(i50) 925 425 525
T/y production
b) Less than 3,500 . 25 125 (foo) 200 (ico) 350 225 150

iy produétion

46, Primary aluminum 3334 25 1000 (200)2000418)] 3025 - 2025 1025
production o

-';@75 Primary smelting and 3339
' refining of ferrous

and nonferrous metals ' R
not elsewhere classi-
fied '
a) 2,000 or more 25 500 (200 350075 875 375 525
T/y production )
'b) Less than 2,000 25 100 (100) 75 (73) 200 - 100 125
T/y production
46. Secondary lead 1341 25 295 szs) 250 (175) 500 575 - 250
' smelting .
© 49, Y Hon Ferrous Metals 3361 25 125 (75§5 200 (50) 350 235 150
Foundries 3362
51, Electroplating, 3471 25 100 (75) 100 (50) 225 125 125

polishing and ano-
dizing with 5 or
more employees

5. Galvanizing and pipe 3472 25 100 (jﬁg 150(8N| 275 175 125
coating--exclude all
other activities

3. Battery manufac- 3691 25 125 (16® ‘150 7Y 300 175 150
turing
53.. Grain elevators - 4221

intermedidte stordge
only, located in
Speclal Control

Areas . . .

ay 20,000 or more 25 - 175 QSO) 400@55) 600 425 200
/Y o .

b) Less than 20,000 25 100 (B0 125 E0) 250 150 125

T/Y
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NOTE: Persons who loperate boilers shall include fees as indicated in itens #57 or 59
' in addition to fees for any other applicable category..

- REK

- : Fees 'T.ce)sze
Standard Annua) ko be Satmitsed
Ar H Industrial Applicaticon Conpliance Suhmitted with
Contaninant Classifica~- Filing Processing Cetermina- - with New Jenawal
Tource ) tion Nunber Fee Fee tion Fee Annlicatian tian .
84, Electric power 4911
generation '
a) Greater than 25MW 25 1000 (3S0) 1000(228) 2025 1025 1035
b) Less than 25MW 25 350 (as6) 500 (229 875 525 375
55, Gas production and/ 4925 25 375 (3s50) 225 (229) 625 250 400
or manufacturing ‘ : :
56, - Grain elevators - 5153

Terminal elevators
primarily engaged in
buying and/or mar-
keting grain~-in
Special Control Areas
a) 20,000 or more

T/y 25 500 (Eo® 40028 925 425 525
b) Less than
20,000 T/ye 25 150 (6® 125(®) 300 350 175
57, Fuel burning eguip- 43961%* (Fees will be based on
mant within the the total aggregate heat
- boundries of the . input of all boilers at
Portland, Bugene- ’ the site.)

Springfield, and

Madford~-Ashland Alr

Ouality Maintenance

Areas and the Salem

Urban Growth Area*®%

a) Residual oil fired, wood fired or coal fired

1} 250 million 25- 150 (5O 100000 325 175 175

or more btu/hr
{heat input }

2) 5 million or 25 © 100 (10d)  50Ged| 225 125 gg5
more but less
than 250

million btu/
- hr. (heat input )

3} Less than 5 .25 25 28 250D - 100 73 >0
million btu/hr
{heat input )

b) Distillate oil fired

1) 250 million or 25 150 (150 1ooody 325 175 175
more btu/hr
{heat input )

2} 5 million or 25 25(25) 25 25) 100 s $ 30
more but less
than 250 mil- '
lion btu/hr.
{heat input.)

Excluding hydroelectric and nuclear generating projects, and limited to utilities.
Including fuel burning eguipment generating steam for process or for sale but excluding
power generation (SIC 4911).

Haps of these areas are attached. Legal descriptions are on file in the Devartmant.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Air Control Discharge Permit

Attachment #4

Income by SIC for all Permitted Sources (Excluding Lane County)

SIC Description
0723 Seed Cleaning
3295 Rock Crusher

12013 Smoke House
2041 Flour Mil)
2048 Animal Feeds
2043 Cereal Preparation
2045 Blended Flour
2063 Beet Sugar Mfg.
2077 Rendering

2095 Coffee Roasting
2421 “Sawmill ‘
2426 Hardwood Mill
2429 Shake & Shingle
243 Mi1lwork
2436 P1ywood
2436 Veneer Mfg.
2491 Wood Preserving
2492 Particlieboard
2499 Hardboard
2499 Battery Separator Mfg.
2511 Furniture
2611, Pulp & Paper
2621,
2631
2661 Building Board
2812 Alkalies & Chiurine
2819 Caleium Carbide

. 2819 Nitric Acid
2819 Ammonia Mfg.
2819 Inorganic & Organic Chemicals
2821 Synthetic Resins
2861 Charcoal Mfg.
2879 Herbicides
2911 Petroleum Refining
2992 Re-refining
2951 Asphalt by Distillation
2951 Asphalt Blowing
2951 Asphaltic Concrete
2952 Asphalt Felts
3221 Glass Containers
3247 Cement Mfg.

3273 Ready Mix Concrete
3274 Lime Mfq,

3275 Gypsum

a3z Steel Works

Incinerators

Number of

Sources -

51
121/36
7
1/1
6/39

6

0/1
1

15
3

=]
[
Ty B (O et T D et Y e L ot PN L) md et et et md et ()

—
[=)}
—_—

[ 7%
&

—
—

196/24
7

ACDF

150
200/250
100
300/150
300/150

200
2007100

500

250

100

200/100
100
100
100

500/350
125
100
500
500
100

1125/100

2000

150
200
400
200
250
300
175
200
500
20600
150
200
200
225/275
200
200
625
100
125
150
350
200/50

Revenue

From SIC

7650
33200
700
450
7650
1200
- 100
500
3750

41600
700
2700
3400
35150
4000
300
7000
5000
100
1325
24000

450
200
400
200
250
300
700
200
500
6000
300
200
600
9350
1200
200
1250
11600
125
0
1400
3250

300




-D=

Number of

SIC Description Sources
3339 Metal Smelting 1/0
3321 Foundries 9/15
3334 Primary Aluminum 3
3341 Secondary Lead Smelting 3
3361 Non-Ferrous Foundries 16
3362
3471 Electroplating 7
3479 Galvanizing 6
3691 Battery Mfg. 8
4221 Grain Elevators {Storage) 1/29
4911 Power Generation 1/2
4925 Gas Production 0
5153 Grain Elevators {Terminal) 4/0
4961 Boilers (Port, Salem, Medford) 402/252/3
- Boilers . 235

New Sources - greater than 12

10 TPY

ACDF

350/75

400/ 200
2000
250
200

100
150
150
400/125
1000/875
225
400/125

25/50/100
50

Revenue
From SIC

350
6600
6000

750
3200

700
900
1200
4025
2750
0
1600
22950
11750
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4 | NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as {ndicated {n {tems #57 or 58
e in addition to fees for any other applicable category. :

. Feas . Fees
: Fees to be . to e
Seandard ’ . Annual to be Sutmitted gt trted
Ate ' Industrial Aoplication Compliance Submitted T alth with Rpalice-
Contaninant ‘ tlassifica- Filing Proceossing Determina- with hea Rencwal tion to Madify
Cw COUrCE . oo et ion Humbor Fee .. Fer __  tionFee __ Adplication  a-alicxtion Prrmit

5§. Fuel burning equipment 4961%% {(Fees will be based on
outside the boundaries the total aggregate
of the Portland, ' heat input of all
Bugene-Springfield and boilers at the site.)
Medford-Ashland Air :

Quality Maintenance
‘Areas and the Salem
Urban Growth Area.

ALl wood, coal and 25 100 (o] 50(50) 225 125 125
oil fired greater than o ' :
30 x 10% BTU/hr (heat input) :

59. New sources not listed whh% WA g | wEEE L d : hed ik
above which would emit 10
or more tons per year of
any air contaminants in-

" eluding but not limited
to particulates, SO, Nox
or hydrocarbons, if the
source were to operate
uncontrolled,

60. New sources not listed LA Rk ek ok el
above which would emit ' '
gignificant malodorous
emissions, as determirned by
Departmental or Regional
Authority review of s=ources

- which are known to have
similar alr contaminant
emissions.

61. Existing sources not listed BhRk hEk ekl AR ER T kkks
above for which an airx
guality problem is identi-
fied by the Department or
Regional Authority.

#%%% Souyrces required to obtain a permit undexr items 59, 60 & 61 will be subject to the

following fee schedule to be applied by Department based upon the anticipated cost
of provessing and compliance determination.

Annual
‘ Compliance
Estimated Permit Cost Application Processing Fee ' Determination Fee
Low ¢ost $50.00 - $200.00 $50.00 ~ $150.00
Medium cost $200.00 - $500.00 $1506.00 - $400.00
High cost $500.00 - $1,000.00 _ $400.00 ~ $750.00

As nearly as possible, applicable fees shall be consistent with sources of
similar complexity as listed in Table A.
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DEPARTMENT OF

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Robert W, Straut

Joe B. Richards

ENVIRONHENTAL UALITY COMMISSION

Morris W. Crothers, M.D.

Jacklyn L. Hallock

Grace 5. Phirney, Ph.D.
n

229-5383

HEARINGS OFFICER

B

OFPICE OF
THE DIRZCTOR

FCHNICAL PROGRAMS
COORDINATCR

Peter McSwain

PERSONHEL

229-537%

Thelma Hetrick

SERVICES

229-5851-

ADHINISTRATIVE

Jo Ann Scott

Loran ¥ramer
229-5335

E. Jack Weathershy

T

229=5337

PUBLIC AFFAIRS
" Jim Swenson
229-5327

RESERRCH
Rpbert Gay, Ph.D.
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~ REGIONAL OPERATIONS

 HEADQUARTERS  229-5372/5630

1234 SW Morrison St.
Portland, Oregon 97205

PORTLAND REGION 229-5263

1234 5W Morrison 5t.
Portland, Oxegon - 97205

Columbia County Branch 397-0592
161 st. Helens St.
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

SALEM REGION 378-8240/83C6
2595 State St.
Salem, Oresgon 97301
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1914 Second St. '
Tillamook, Oregon 97141
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CENTRAL REGION 276~6131 x283
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EASTERN REGION 276=6131 x283
Hess Building

245 SE 4th
Pendleton, Oregoen 97801

PO Box 1538 (Mail)

LABORATORY 229-5983

8148 sW Beaverton Hwy
Portland, Oregon 97225

CAM STATION 229-5173

718 W. Burnside
Portland, Oregon 97205



Attachment #6

The following is the 1isting of estimated time spént on the air quality program by AQCD

ar  legional Offices.
movor vehicle programs) is approximately $4.1 million.
(estimated from the following 1ist} is approximately $1.2 million.

Percentage of Section
Time Spent on or Regional

Name Permit Program Office
Payne 33 TSS
Bossarman 61 7158
Hawthaorne 6 EMS
Arristia N EMS
Haines 30 £SS
dohnson B TSS
Ober 30 TSS
Woods 95 ESS
Potts 100 ESS
Broad 95 ESS
Clinton 90 ESS
Benday 10 EMS
Vogt 0 EMS
Simons 0 1TSS
Skirvin 85 ESS
Br nock 0 EMS
Ev ._xson 80. EMS
Crews 0 TSS
Willis 0 TS5
Ewing - 50 _ TSS
Freeburn 0 = EMS
Oliver 0 EMS
Dolby 0 EMS
Harris 10 - EMS
Rendar 2 EMS
Hanrahan 10 EMS
-Patterson 60 - AQCD
Altig 5 AQCD
Core 0 TSS
Kowalczyk 30 T5S
Percy 0 1TSS
Fisher 50 ASD
Estvold 50 ASD
Fritzler 15 ASD
Fraley 50 ICS
Davis 15 ICS
Zilka 70 PRO
Willingham 40 PRO
Baker 60 PRO
Patterson 50 PRO

Carter 30 PRO
Gi  art 30 PRO

The total budget for air guality programs (excluding the noise and
The total cost of the permit program

Percentage of Section
Time Spent on or . Regional
Name Permit Program Office
 Bispham 85 PRO
Close 50 PRO
Wixom 80 PRO
Dulay 45 FRO
Sells 80 PRO
Burton 45 "PRO
Sec 40 PRO
Sec 40 PRO-
Sec 40 PRO
Reiter 30 SWRO
Neff 50 SWRO
Baker 15 SWRO
Sec 25 SWRO
Sec _ 25 SWRO
Davison a0 SHRQ
Sec 15 SWRO
Grimes 40 SWRO
Sec 25 SWRO
Borden 35 CRO
~ Shimek 35 . CRO
- PHE 11 .20 - CRO
Sec 20 CRO
VanDomelen 10 ERO
Gardels 50 ERO
Sec 15 ERO
PHE II 35 MWRO
PHE I1I 35 - MWRO
ES II 90 MWRO
Sec 20 MWRO
Fetrow 30 SNCRO
St. Louis a0 SNCRO
Demeray 90 SNCRO
Jack 75 SNCRO
Tilson 30 SNCRO
Sec Z5 SNCRO
Sec 35 SNCRO
Sec 35 SNCRO




RGBERT W. STRAUB
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DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

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

December 4, 1975

TO: ... Oregon State Senators
‘ Oregon State Representatives
FROM: Loren Kramer
Director
SUBJECT: Fee Increase -- Air Permits

On December 12, the Environmental Quality Com-
mission (BEQC) will consider adoption of a new rule
that -- at the direction of the 1975 Legislature --
will result in a hefty increase in fees paid for air
contaminant discharge permits by busihesses and in-
dustries in the state. The purpose of this letter
is to advise you of this action which is likely to
become an issue of importance to you. It is also
intended to offer you some background on the matter.

WHY A PERMIT PROGRAM?

The DEQ's activities in the air program are man-
dated by state and federal statutes. The permit
system was selected because of its proven value as
a management tool for controlling sources of pollu-
tion and in other regulatory areas. The permit ap-
proach also provides the state with an opportunity
for supporting part of the program with fee generated
revenues.

The program has existed since July, 1972. Charges
include a permit filing fee, an application processing
fee and an annual compliance determination fee. Fees
vary greatly from source to source, dependlng on the
amount of work necessary.
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HOW MUCH DOES THE PROGRAM COST?

We've completed a time allocation cost study and
have determined the cost of the air permit program
for the biennium will be $1,100,000. This constitutes
approximately 27% of our overall air quality program,
Under the proposed fee schedule halfof-the air permit
program would be supported by fees, Between 30 and
'35 full-time positions are devoted to the air permit
activity.

HOW WAS THE PROPOSED FEE INCREASE DETERMINED?

The Ways and Means Committee during the budget
session directed that those who are regulated by
the program should pay a greater portion of the
operation of the regulation activity. The 1975
Legislature established our air permit fee spend-
ing level at $411,000. Since then, the Legislature
approved salary increases and the DEQ absorbed the
operation of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollu-
tion Authority, their resources, staff and expenses.
It is now estimated that this spending limitation,
because of these factors, will have to be increased
to about $538,000. The proposed fee schedule there-
fore is designed to bring in an estimated §$540,000
in response to the anticipated spending level.

ISN'T THE INCREASE BIGGER THAN WE EXPECTED?

Very much so. When the DEQ was in budget pro-
cess at the Legislature prior to my appointment to
the Department, they estimated fee revenues of
$291,000. An increase from that to the original
$411,000 level didn't sound all that big to many
people. But I am at a loss to explain where the
estimate ($291,000) came from. Including the
revenue estimates from the Mid-Willamette Valley
Air Pollution Authority under the present schedule,
we can expect to collect only $174,000 in fees in
1975-77. One possibility is that the budget people
were anticipating revenues similar to previous
years. That was an unsound assumption considering
that the previous biennium was the phase when most
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permits were issued for the first time. There will
be comparatively very few first-time permits in
the current period. So the anticipated income from
new permit applications was greatly exaggerated,

The new increase is actually from §174,000 to
$540 000. You can see why the permit holders are
concerned: in some cases, fees more than triple.

WHAT ARE SOME OF THE OTHER CHANGES?

The Department ‘intends to begin -concentrating
more-seriously on smaller "boilers' which, although
required.to obtain permits under present. regulatlons,
have not yet been asked to-de+so. The proposed
changes limit the requlrements on small boilers to
those where special air quality problems exist. This
is a much more cost-effective and pollution control
effective technique than requiring boilers statewide
to be under permit. It may mean that a policy ques-
tion will have to be decided: should public godies
(schools, city and county governments) be required
to pay the fees for their heating boilers?

Also, after discussions with industry repre-
sentatives we have reduced the fee structure for
renewal or modification of permits to more accur-
ately reflect the lesser amount of staff work neces-
sary for modification and to prov1de an incentive
for further abatement of emissions.

WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES OF NOT INCREASING FEES?

Obviously, if the revenue is not provided from
one source or another, program cutbacks must occur.

A significant reduction in the program would
see the state default in its administration of the
Clean Air Act and intervention by the Environmental
Protection Agency...a prospect which I don't even
want to consider.

But more than that it would mean giving up on
the State's major air pollution control program, a
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program that has made significant improvements in
the quality of our environment.

There are many other subtle issues that could
fill several pages and in fact, if you are interested,
a staff report is available from my office. But I
wanted to apprise you of an issue that we will be
dealing with shortly that certainly could affect many

“of your "COnS"t'i'tu"e'nt"S B

I have examined our costs and resources carefully
and am confident we're doing the best job we can to
bring good management to this program and keep its

' costs to reasonable levels. In fact we've made sig-

nificant progress in air quality. But, as you sece,
achieving and maintaining clean air is not inexpensive,

LK:cm




SECOND ADDEMDUM TO NOVEMBER 15 ADMINISTRATIVE RULES BULLETIN -~ NOVEMBER 21, 1975

NOTICE OF INTENDED AGENCY ACTION AND RESCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARING THEREON

NOTICE is hereby given that the ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION of
the State of Oregon intends to amend OAR Chapter 340, sections 20-033.02 et seq.
pertaining to the reguiraments and procedures Tor obtaining Afr Contaminant
Discharge Permits. The amendments will constitute a vevision of the State's
Clean Air Act Tmplementation Plan. Of significant impact will be vevisions in
the fee schedule for such permits.

C U NOTICE i further“giveﬂ'ﬁhat'a'PUBLIC'HEARING'Gn'the'pfOposed amendments
will be conducted bafore the Environmental Quality Commission on Friday,
December 12, commencing at 11:00 a.m. The place of hearing will be in Room 602
of the Multnomah County Couvrthouse, 1021 S.W. 4th Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

A pubtic hearing previously scheduled Tor November 21, 1975 has been
CANCELLED.

Written or oral TESTIMONY may be presented by interested persons attending
the hearing. Oral presentaiions shall be subject to such reasonabie time
Timitations as may be imposed by the Commission at any time during the proceedings.
Written testimony may also be submitted by mailing to the Commission at 1234 S.W.
Morrison Street, Port?aﬂd; Oregon 97205, Tt must be received by November 19
to be assured of inclusion in the record. To insure clapity of the record,
oral testimony should be accompanied by a written copy.

COPIES of the proposed amendments wiil be available on or after November 10,
and may be obtained upon véquegt at the address sbove.

Please inform anyone you feel may have an interest in this matter.




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB . . s
SOVERNOR To: Environmental Quality Commission

JOE B. RICHARDS From: Director

Chairman, Evgene

GRACE 5. PHINNEY Subject: Agenda Item No. G(1), December 12, 1975, EQC Meeting

Corvallis

JACKLYN L HALLOGK = = PGE - Bethel Combustion Turbine Facility SR
Response To Directives From EQC At October 24, 1975

Salem

RONALD M, SOMERS
The Dalles
Background

The Commission held a public meeting on September 29, 1975 in
Salem to obtain testimony on the issues of air quality and noise
control regarding Portland General Electric's Bethel Turbine
Generating Plant located near Salem.

At this meeting, the Commission voted to hold the record open
for fifteen (15) days, directed the Department to respond to
testimony submitted, and to schedule this matter for futher con-
sideration at the regular monthly Commission meeting on October 24,
1975.

At the October 24, 1975 meeting the Department presented a
report and a modified Air Contaminant Discharge (ACD) permit in
response to testimony received at the September 29, 1975 meeting.
Modifications to the proposed ACD permit included delineating
applicable noise limits and requiring periodic noise compliance
monitoring.

At the October 24, 1975 meeting the Commission discussed, in
depth, whether the proposed permit effectively limited operations
of the Bethel facility to the absolute minimum. The enforceability
of the permit provision allowing operation under emergency con-
ditions was also seriously questioned. The Commission finally
directed the Department to further investigate the feasibility of
modifying the proposed permit in the following three areas.




D

1. Emergency Operation - Pursue developing more definitive and
enforceable criteria for limiting operation of Bethel to
emergency conditions with the Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA? and the Public Utility Commissioner (PUC).

2. Operating Hour Limit - Further investigate the possibility of
limiting the total hours of operation per year of the Bethel
facitity.

3. Permit Length - Investigate the possibility of limiting the
permit expiration date to less than five years, and preferably
not more than two years.

Emergency Operat1on

The Department forma11y requested comments and recommendat1ons from
the Bonneville Power Administration and the Public Utility Commissioner
as to the specific wording which may be incorporated in the Bethel ACD
permit which would insure legally enforceable criteria to assess when
emergency conditions exist which would justify allowing operation of the
Bethel facility.

The Bonneville Power Administration submitted a letter dated
November 13, 1975 in response to the Department's request (Attachment
1). In essence, BPA indicated that the criteria contained in the draft
ACD permit defining emergency operations were quite measurable and the
only other reasonable criteria that might be included would be "that PGE
use all power that reasonably can be obtained from other sources.”

The Public Utility Commissioner submitted a letter dated November
24, 1975 in response to the Department's request (Attachment 2). The
PUC submitted a recommended definition of emergency conditions which
generally was in harmony with, but in much greater detail than the
definition in the draft ACD permit.

On November 26, 1975, the Department held a meeting with repre-
sentatives of the Public Utility Commissioner, Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration and Portland General Electric Company. Agreement was
reached that the emergency condition definition suggested by the PUC was
in general the most restrictive and legally enforceable definition that
could be devised considering the complexity of the physical and legal
interties of the Northwest's electrical generating network. The
revised emergency definition has been incorporated into Condition 10 of
the proposed ACD permit.

Operating Hour Limit - Permit Expiration Date

PGE has objected to an operating hour Timit. The PUC and BPA in
their letters sent to the Department in November, 1975, questioned the
wisdom of imposing an operating hour 1imit on Bethel. The PUC indicated
that the length of an emergency condition could not be forecast and that
requiring a shutdown of the facility during an emergency when an ar-
bitrary hour Timit was reached would not be in the best interest of the
public.
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In considering the desire of the Commission to limit operating
hours and reduce the permit expiration date, the Department proposed an
operating hour 1imit which, when reached, would automatically terminate
the permit. Since the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority
(MWVAPA) proposed renewal ACD permit for Bethel contained an operating
hour Tlimitation of 500 hours per year, and PGE had estimated a maximum
facility use of 1000 hours per year, the Department proposed to PGE to
Timit operation of the Bethel facility to a compromise 750 hours (ap-

- proximately one month continuous operation). Upon reaching this opera-
ting use, or the maximum permit length of five years, which ever came
first, the permit would expire. PGE indicated general acceptance of
this approach of satisfying the desire of the Commission.

PGE has recently projected system loads and resources for the next
~ten years under critical water conditions. These projections indicate
that the Bethel facility would not be expected to operate for at least
the next three years provided no emergency failures in existing gen-
erating facilities occurred. This would imply that permit expiration
would not be expected in less than three years. Extensive operation has
been projected thereafter if critical water conditions occur or other
planned generating resources do not come on Tine as anticipated.

Other Issues

It is the Department's belief that if the Bethel facility is
operated within ACD permit provisions, including noise standards, a
community air pollution or noise probiem should not occur. As the
facility has not operated for commercial power generation since noise
mufflers were installed to meet Department noise standards, no infor-
mation exists to indicate the Department noise standards are not ad-
equate to protect against community noise problems. Therefore, no
justification can be given at this time to prohibit the facility from
remaining at its present Tocation.

The Department intends to pursue evaluation of the adequacy of ‘its
noise rules as they pertain to the Bethel turbines. The Department has
requested assistance from EPA to help determine if Department noise
rules are adequate to protect against community noise problems and to
determine whether any hazard possibility exists from the characteristic
low frequency turbine noise. The Department and EPA are currently
trying to define the magnitude of the study that should be conducted to
provide desired answers.

Question was raised at the October 24, 1975 meeting as to whether
PGE actually owned the residential property located less than 900 feet
from the Bethel facility and whether this property should be considered
exempt from Department noise rules as provided in OAR Chapter 340,
Section 35-035(6)(d). PGE has submitted documentation deemed adequate
to grant PGE the exemption and the Department has subsequently formally
granted this exemption.
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It has now been determined that the nearest noise sensitive pro-
perty (Bache residence) is within 1090 feet of the Bethel facility
instead of 1200 feet. Therefore, applicable noise Timits have been
adjusted to this distance. Operating lTimitations to insure compliance
with Department noise rules would not change because of this small
adjustment (a reduction of 0.7 db from previously allowable levels).

Conclusions

1. The criteria for allowing emergency operation of the Bethel facil-
ity originally proposed by the Department, is generally considered
by the BPA and PUC as sufficient to insure minimal operation of the
facility.

2. The PUC has recommended specific elaborations of the Department's
emergency operation criteria which are felt to represent an im-
provement in the clarity and enforceability of the criteria. These
suggested changes have been incorporated in Condition 10 of the
proposed ACD permit.

3. By Timiting the length of the Bethel ACD permit to a time when 750
hours of operation is reached or five years, whichever occurs
first, it is believed that the Commission's desire to impose a
practicable operating hour Timit and minimum Tength permit can be
satisfied.

4. If the Bethel facility is operated within the proposed permit
limits, it is believed that operation will be kept to the absolute
minimum and .that no community air or noise problem should occur.

5.  The Department should pursue further evaluation of the adequacy of
the Department's noise standards relative to the Bethel noise
probiem. Particular emphasis should be placed on evaluating noise
impact with the recently installed muffler system if and when the
facility is operated.

Director's Recommendation

[t is the Director's recommendation that the Department proceed
toward issuance of the attached proposed Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit (Attachment A) for the Bethel facility by giving 30 day public
notice, considering public comment subsequently received, making changes
in the ACD permit as may be warranted, and finally issuing an ACD
permit.

LOREN KRAMER

JFK:cs
12/1/75
Attachments (3)
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS Page 2 of g
Issued by the ' Appl. No.: g3
Department of Environmentsl Quality for : File No.: 24-2318

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY (Bethel Plant)

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

1. The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant
generating processes and all contaminant control equipment at full effi-
ciency and effectiveness such that the emission of air contaminants are
kept at the lowest practicable levels.

2. Emission of air contaminants shall not exceed any of the following when
operating at base load except where otherwise specified;

A. Particulate matter restrictions:

(1) 6.8 kilograms (15 pounds} per hour of particulate for any single
e EUrbine when distillate. fuel. .is. burned. e

(2) 3.2 kilograms (7 pounds) per hour of particulate for any single
turbine when natural gas is burned.

B. Nitrogen oxides restrictions:

(1) 145.1 kilograms (320 pounds} per hour of nitrogen oxides (NOy)
for any single turbine when distillate fuel is burned.

(2) 49.9 kilograms (110 pounds) per hour of nitrogen oxides (NOx) for
any single turbine when natural gas is burned.

C. Carbon monoxide restrictions:

(1) 7.9 kilograms (17.5 pounds) per hour of carbon monoxide (CO} for
any single turbine burning distillate fuel.

(2) 95.3 kitograms {210 pounds) per hour of carbon monoxide (CO) for
any single turbine burning natural gas.

(3} 20.4 kilograms {45 pounds) per hour of carbon monoxide (CO) for
any single turbine at half load burning distillate fuel.

(4) 81.6 kilograms (180 pounds) per hour of carbon monoxide (CO) for
any single turbine at half load burning natural gas.

D. Visible smoke emissions from each stack shall be minimized such that
Von Brand Reflectance Number 95 or better is achieved at all times and
shall not exceed 10 percent opacity except for the presence of uncombined
water.

Special Conditions

3. The permittee shall store the petroleum distillate having a vapor pressure
of 12mm Hg (1.5 psia) or greater under actual storage conditions in pres-
sure tanks or reservoirs or shall store in containers equipped with a
floating roof or vapor recovery system or other vapor emission control
device. Further, the tank Toading facilities shall be equipped with
submersible filling devices or other vapor emission control systems.
Specifically, volatile hydrocarbon emissions from the 200,000 barrel fuel
storage tanks shall not exceed 34 kilograms (75 pounds) per day under
normal storage conditions.
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4. Turbines shall always be started on natural gas.

5. The permittee shall burn the lowest sulfur and ash content distillate oil
available, but in no case shall a lower grade than ASTM No. 2 distillate be
burned.

6. The sulfur content of the fuel burned shall not exceed 0.3 percent by
weight at any time, _

7. Fuel delivery by truck shall be kept to a minimum and only between the
hours of 9 a.m. and 2 p.m. and 5 p.m. and 9 p.m. For specific instances
with good cause shown, the Department may authorize other hours.

8. Operation of any combustion turbine at other than power output of 15 to 30
megawatts (-1.1 degrees C ambient basis) shall not exceed more than five
percent of the operating time.

9. Prior to modification or renewal of this permit, a public hearing shall be
held to assess the operation of the plant.

10. The perm1ttee shall 1imit operation of the combustion turbines to emergency

conditions in accordance with the following criteria.

a. The permittee shall operate the Bethel plant only if failure to operate
the plant shall result in denial of service to customers entitled to
firm service. Prior to any operation PGE shall determine that-

(1) No other resources normally operated by PGE are available,
(2) Power cannot be obtained under any power exchange contracts,

(3) Diligent effort has been made to generate or purchase power from
any other resources which may be reasonably brought on Tine.
"Reasonably" shall not be construed to require use of units which
are clearly excessive in cost to put into operation or to operate
relative to the benefits expected, or which threaten the environ-
ment to a greater extent than operation of the Bethel plant.

b. If PGE is called upon to supply power to persons outside of its ser-
vice territory by virtue of any agreement it may have with others.
PGE shall diligently pursue with other contract signatories all alter-
native sources of power convered by the contract and shall exhaust all
reasonable possibilities for purchasing power for resale before using
combustion turbines at Harborton or Bethel.

c. Nothing in Paragraphs a or b above shall be construed to hamper PGE'S
descretion to operate Bethel in response to an unanticipated breakdown
of facilities or other emergency requivring immediate generation to
satisfy firm power requirements; provided that PGE shall at the first
reasonable opportunity change its dispatch of generation capac1ty to
comply with Paragraphs a and b.

Noyr shall Paragraphs a and b be construed to interfere with required
turbine maintenance, including periodic exercise under Special Con-
dition 13 below.
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d. At the earliest reasonable opportunity, either prior to an anticipated
emergency or immediately after startup of the Bethel units if the
emergency cannot be anticipated, PGE shall advise the Department and
shall demonstrate the nature and extent of such emergency to the
satisfaction of the Department. PGE may be required to participate in
discussion of any operation of Bethel with representatives of the
Public Utility Commissioner, Department of Energy, Bonneville Power
Administration or any other interested agency or utility.

11. The permittee shall provide NOy control to meet Timits prescribed by the
Department when the Department determines NO, control 1s practicable. NOx
control will not be required if the operation of the facility is less than
200 hours per year. The permittee shall submit semi-annual progress
reports to the Department on the developments in practicable NOy control
for turbines.

12. The permittee shall comply with the folTowing requirements regarding
notse:

a. Sound pressure levels emitted from the turbines shall not exceed the
Timitations specified in Table I of this condition, when measured at
any location 400 feet from the geometric center of the turbine engine
installation. Sound pressure levels may be measured at a distance
other than 400 feet and corrected, according to the inverse square
law, to a reference distance of 400 feet.

Table I

Maximum Sound Pressure Levels at 400 Feet

Octave Band Center

Frequency, Hz 7 a.m. - 10 p.m. 10 pm. - 7 a.m.
31.5 76.8 73.8
63 73.8 70.8
125 69.8 64.8
250 63.8 58.8
500 60.8 54.8
1000 57.8 51.8
2000 54.8 48.8
4000 51.8 45.8
8000 48.8 42.8

‘b.  The facility operation shall be limited to operation of both twin
paks at base load during the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and to one
twin pak during the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. at a load which the
Department acknowledges in writing complies with applicable noise
Timits in (a) above.
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PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY (Bethel Plant)

13.

14,

c,

The permittee shall demonstrate compliance with the Timits in (a)
above annually and shall submit data to the Department in conformance
to the applicable measurement procedures. The Department shall be
notified prior to such compliance tests.

Periodic scheduled turbine engine exercise to insure proper operation of
the facility and prevent equipment damage shall be allowed in accordance
with an exercise schedule approved by the Department in writing.

The permit shall expire when commercial operation of the Bethel facility
exceeds 750 hours or by 8/1/80 which ever occurs first.

Complianhce Schedule

None Required.

Monitoring and Reporting

15.

The permittee shall regularly monitor and inspect the operation of the
plant to insure that it is operated in continual compliance with the con-
ditions of this permit. In the event that any monitoring equipment becomes
inoperative for any reason, the permittee shall immediately notify the
Department of said occurrence. Specifically the permittee shall:

A.

Calibrate, maintain and operate in a manhner approved by the Bepart-
ment, an emission monitoring instrument for cont1nua11y monitoring and

' recording emissions of oxides of nitrogen.

Calibrate, maintain and operate in a manner approved by the Department
an emission monitoring instrument for continually monitoring and re-
cording emissions of carbon monoxide.

Obtain and record representative sulfur analysis and ash analysis by
methods approved by the Department of fuel oils as burned for every
delivery lot or whenever the source of supply is changed. In addi-
tion, the permittee shall maintain facilities for obtaining repre-
sentative samples from the fuel handling .system at the plant site as
approved by the Department and provide with the Department analysis of
periodic samples upon request.

Maintain and submit to the Department a log of operating incorpora-
ting, but not limited to, the following parameters:

(1) Time of operation.

2} Quantities and types of fuel used relative to time of operation.

w

(
(3) Electrical output relative to time of operation.

(4) Stack emissions relative to time of operation.

(a) oxides of nitrogen (NOy) in ppm and pounds per hour

(b) carbon monoxide {CO)} in ppm and pounds per hour
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(c) percent oxygen (02)
(5) Ambient conditions relative to time of operation.

(a) oxides of nitrogen (NOx) in ppm and micrograms per
"~ cubic meter

(b) sulfur dioxide (SO2) in ppm and micrograms per cubic
meter ' oo

(c) particulate concentration in ppm and micrograms per
cubic meter

(6) Mind direction and yelocity refative to time of operation.
(7) Ambient temperature, pressure and humidity.

(8) This log is to be submitted on or before the 25th of the month
following the month Togged and will indicate the instantaneous,
hour by hour conditions existent at the plant site and ambient
monitoring station. Any malfunctions occurring and the duration
shall be noted in the Tog. Stack and ambient data will be
submitted whether or not the turbines are operating.

16. Portland General Electric Company shall conduct a particulate, sulfur
dioxide and oxides of nitrogen monitoring program in the vicinity of the
Bethel site to determine ground Tevel concentrations. The monitoring
program shall be conducted in a manner approved by the Department. Appro-

. priate meteorological paramters shall be determined. These data are to be
incorporated in the log specified in condition 13-D.

17. In the event that the permittee is temporarily unable to comply with any of
the provisions of this permit, the permittee shall notify the Department by
telephone as soon as is reasonably possible, but not more than one hour, of
the upset and of the steps taken to correct the problem. Operation shall
not continue without approval nor shall upset operation continue during Air
Pollution Alerts, Warnings, or Emergencies or at any time when the emissions
present imminent and substantial danger to health. :

EFmergency Emission Reduction Plan

18. The permittee will implement an emission reduction plan during air pol-
lution episodes when so notified by this Department.

19. As a minimum, the permittee will implement the following emission reduction
plan during air pollution episodes when so notified by the Department.

A. ALERT: Prepare to shut down all turbines.
B. WARNING: Shut down all combustion turbiﬁes.

C. EMERGENCYf Continue WARNING measures.
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20.

In addition, the permittee shall cease operation of the combustion turbines
upon notification from the Department that air quality at any downwind
continuous monitoring site in Marion County has reached the following:

A. 95 percent of the adopted particulate standard taken as 142 micrograms
per cubic meter of air, 24 hour average. Operation shall remain
curtaifed until particulate air quality is below 135 micrograms per
cubic meter of air, 24 hour average.

B. 95_percent of the adopted sulfur dioxide standard taken as 247 micro-

grams per cubic meter of air, 24 hour average and 123 micrograms per
meter of air, 3 hour average. Operation shall .remain curtailed until
sulfur dioxide air quality is below.234 micrograms per cubic meter of

_air, 24 hour average, and 1170 micrograms per cubic meter of air, 3
hour average. L

€. 95 percent of the adopted photochemical oxidant standard taken as 152
micrograms per cubic meter of air, 1 hour average. Operation shall:
remain curtaijed until photochemical oxidant air quality is expected
to be less than 120 micrograms per cubic meter of air, 1 hour average

~ during the next 24 hours.
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General Conditions

G1.

G2.

G3.

G4.

G5.
' 66.

G7.

G8.

G9.

A copy of this permit or at least a copy of the title page and complete
extraction of the operating and monitoring requirements and discharge
limitations shall be posted at the facility and the contents thereof made
known to operating personnel.

This issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in
either real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does
it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal
rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or regula-
tions.

The permittee is prohibited from conduct]ng any open burn1ng at the plant
site or facility.

The permittee is prohibited 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.

The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures to
meet the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance
Conditions" in 0AR, Chapter 340, Section 21-050.

(NOTICE CONDITION] The permittee shall dispose of all solid wastes or
residues 1n manners and at locations approved by the Department of Envi-
ronmental Quaiity.

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representa-
tives access to the plant site and record storage areas 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 rela ted to this
permit.

The permittee, without prior notice to and written approval from the
Department of Environmental Quality, is prohibited from altering, modi-
fying or expanding the subject producticon facilities so as to affect
emissions to the atmosphere,

The permittee shall be required to make application for a new permit if a
substantial modification, alteration, addition or enlargement is proposed
which would have a s1gn1f1cant impact on air contaminant emission increases
or reductions at the plant site.
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G10. This permit is subject to revocat1on for cause, as prov1ded 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 reguested or supplied in conjunction there-
with;

b. Violation of any of the requirements, 11m1tat1ons or conditions
contained herein; or

c. Any material change in quant1ty or character of air contam1nants
emitted to the atmosphere.

G11. The perimittes shall notify the Department by telephone or in person
within one (1) hour of any scheduled maintenance, malfunction of pol-
Tution 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:

&. The nature and quantity of increased emissions that have occurred or
are Tikely 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 precautions that are proposed to be taken to prevent a future
recurrence of a similar condition.

G12. Application for a modification or renewal of this permit must be sub-
mitted not less than 60 days prior to permit expiration date. A filing
fee and Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee must
be submitted with the application.

G13. The permittee shall submit the Annual Compliance Determination Fee to the
Department of Environmental Quality according to the following schedule:

Amount Due Date Due
$225.00 | © July 1, 1976
$225.00 July 1, 1977
$225.00 - July 1, 1978 .
$225.00 July 1, 1979

(See G12) June 1, 1980
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Dear My —trambr:

ANMINISTRATION

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTCR |

NOV 13 1975

We have reviewed your letrer of October 27 and its attachments
regavding the air contaminant discharge permit for Portland General -
Elcctric's Bethel facility. These reflect the efforts of both your
organization and Portlaud General Eleciric Company working toward

a common goal; that is, limiting operation of Bethel and other’

combustion turbines to the minimum.

We question the visdom of trying to be overly specific in defining
emergency conditions in the permit since there are many variables
that affect utility operation.  Your letter indicates considering a
strict limitation of the hours the plant could be ecperated in any
year. You also discusscd considering an allowance only after the
company obtains all available power regavdless of price. Constraints
such as these may producc inequitics among the cooxdlnated power
,systcms of thc Northwest., :

Condition 10 of the proposed'permit establishes two quite measurable . -
standards defining emergency conditions: . (1) "All other available

generating resources are in full operation' and (2} '"Failure to oper-

ate the facxllLy wlll result in derial of service to customers entitled

to firm service.'" Another standard might provide that PGE "use all

power that reasonably can be obtnlnmd from other sources." . Enforce-

ment of these standards would require an after- the~fact datelmln"tlon.

. However, such, dctnrmlnﬁLlons c0u1d be made,

You arc aware that thc'utilities in the Pacific Northwest have
operated as a "power pool" for over 30 years. It is occasionally
necessary for onc utility to come to the assistance of another.
utility in the cvent of an emergency such as the loss ol generation
or tramsmission. Assistance might be required in the Willamette
Valley as well as any other portion of the Northwest. If strict
operating constraints were applied to all of the penerating
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Ltr. to Loren Kramer, Portland, Oreg., Subj: ACD Permit for Portland
General Electric’s Bethel Facility :

facilitics of the Northwest it would be difficult, i not virvtually
impossible, to provide the mutual support that has been a strong
point in the operation of the Northwest Power Pool in the past.

The company's goal of limiting operdtion of the turbines is
undoubtedly the same as that of the Eovironmental Quality Comaeission.
We can assure you thut any utility is sensitive to its operating
costs and continually strives te keep those costs as low as possibie,
The oporatlng costs of combustion turbincs are hxuh, hence, the
operation of this type of gencrating plant is generally deferred
until load or resource condltlnns absolutely require its OpcraLlon.
You seem to have the company's assurance, in Mr. Snedecor's letter

'of Scpther_S, 1975, that it wlll strive for minim&l_Operation.

lecly this is not the 1n«depth response you were secking to your
letter. Perhaps a discussion between our staffs might be desivable.
We would be glad to mect with representatives of your Department,
Portland Gpneral Klectrie Conpdny, and the Public Utility Commission
for such a dlscu531on. :

Sinccrc ¥ yours,

a/f)z{Tf?i/,,hﬂff

Q@
\ Admln]btrator

-b

. Charles Davis, PUC

Mr
‘Mr. Estes Snedccor, Jr,, PCE‘
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PUBLIC UTILITY COMMI SS!ONER
OF OREGON

LABOR - & INDUSTRIES BUILDING ® SALEM 97310 ® Telephone (503) 378- 6240

. ROBERT W. STRAUB  Movember. 24, 1975
GOVERNOR . . . )

CHARLES DAVIS

. Commissloner _ - Refer to File - Bethel Plant PGE

Eoren Kramer .
Bepartment of Environmental Quality =
1234 SW Morrison Street

Portland, OR 97205

- Bear Mr. Kramer:

"This somewhat lengthy letter is in response to your request of
@ictober 27, 1975 for further definition of "emergency conditions™
during which the Bethel combustion turbines would be permitted to
cperate., Specific language I recommend is attached.

As you are aware, the Public Utility Commissioner is charged with

the resnonsibility of assuring reliable and reasonably-priced services
from Oregon's investor-owned utilities. While I sympathize fully
with the environmental concerns expressed in the testimony over the
eperation of the Bethel station, it is incumbent upon me to point

put that tradeoffs are being made and to elaborate on some of the
compromises to reliability and cost which should not be carried too
far. The following discussion is based on review of recent testimony
related to the Bethel station, conversations with PEE and our own
working knowledge of the western electrical system.

PGE's facilities are part of much larger electrical network which is
tied together physically and legally. The trend is away from the
-fsiocation of individual utilities facilities and toward regicnali-
zation. A1l participants and their customers have and will continue
ton benefit from this arrangement in a number of ways, including
veduction of costly peaking and reserve capacity and increased use
of inexpensive, rerewable energy resources such as surplus water
vanoff. In addition to reducing cost and improving reliability,
this arrangement has undoubtedly reduced the environmental burden
af electrical consumption in the Pacific NHorthwest.

One can say without hesitation that if there were simply no other

resource for satisfying firm demand of PGE customers {e.g. Salem residents)
the Bethel units should be permitted to operate. However, we must

deal with a number of other "what ifs": What if the emergency oCcurs

in the state of Washington? What if the emergency occurs in

Catifornia? What if an emergency is merely anticipated (e.q.,

critical water conditicns are being experienced)?

ORS 756.040{1) Tha comemisslonar o . . “'shall repreaant ifis customars of any publiec wtllity, railroad, air carrier or mator carrier, and .. . he shall maks use of the turlsdiction
kil powar of bis office to prnrad‘ m.n crtomets, and the peblle genarally, from uvnjuat and unrezsonnble exectlons and prm:ﬂr.es and to ohiain for tham adoguate service
-at far and roasonable retaw,” .
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The Pacific Northwest Coordination Agreement, the Western Systems Coordinating
Council Agreement and a number of contracts between individual utilities .
could require the use of generating stations such as Bethel. The customers

of PGE can 1ikewise draw power from unused facilities of other participating.
utilities and this interaction may indeed permit the Bethel station to

remain shut down. The benefits and obligations are mutual.

PGE has indicated that Bethel could be withdrawn from the Pacific Northwest
Coordination Agreement. However, PGE -might ‘then be required to remove a
commensurate amount fo its ioad, thereby isolating part of the PGE system
from the benefits of the larger system. This would be administratively
~difficult and a substantial step backwards. = - B

California utilities experience a summer peak while Oregon utilities .
experience a winter peak. This fortunate situation permits power flow

back and forth to the benefit of both states. PGE has a contract which
could reguire the shipment of firm power to California during the summer
even if the Bethel station were required. We believe such an eventuality
to be unlikely as a practical matter,-however. Conversely, PGE can require
from California under the same contract firm power during the winter months
and this could require the use of combustion turbines in California. At
this writing, PGE informs us that it has a positive energy balance under

this contract for use during the 1975-76 winter. Any attempt to absoiutely
remove the Bethel station from use for California could result in recipvocation.

I simply cannot recommend as beneficial to the Oregon user any degrogation
of the power exchange agreements noted above. You can ask, however, that
PGE make a bona fide effort to explore alternate resources with the |
signatories of these agreements and exhaust all reasonable posibilities -
for purchasing power for recale. In any event you will be in a position
to review the circumstances surrounding each usage of the Bethel station-
with an eye toward modification of the ACD permit or other remedial action.

The most prevalent criteria for dispatching generating units is based

-on ecomonics. Marginal costs for all alternatives are determined and the
alternative with the Towest is selected to generate the next increment of
power. Far and away the most costly facilities operated by PGE are its
Bethel and Harborton stations which were planned, designed and installed

to handle short term peak regquirements. We place-the cost penalty to
operate the Bethel unit at full power to be over $50,000 per day relative
to other PGE units {excluding other combustion turbines). Indeed, these
stations are probably the most costly to operate in the entire Northwest-
and would be called upon last. Economic dispatch as presently employed

by PGE is generally consistent with keeping the use fo Bethel to an absolute
minimum. (The only inconsistericy we envision is where Bethel is run in:
preference to combustion turbines in California which alsc result 1in
substantial transmission losses.) Nevertheless, 1 have recommended that
some of the restrictions on dispatch of Bethel be made a matter of law by
restatement in the ACD permit rather than be left as an economic matter.

The consistency of economic dispatch and the aim of Special Condition No.

10 makes a detaijed and rigorous set of additional restrictions unnecessary.
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The anticipated emergency must also be recognized in the ACD permit. :
When critical or near-critical water conditions are being encountered, it -
is simply not prudent to ignore the potential of a future shortage
{emergency). This consideration has given rise to “Rule Curves" which set
limits on the drafting of reservoirs. The Rule Curves are defined and

enforced through the Pacific Northwest Coordination Agreement, to which PGE

is a signatory. ‘It is conceivable that during critical water conditions
Bethel would be called upon even though short-term capacity exists all over
the Northwest. A great deal of judgement is clearly needed in selecting
the level of risk to be imposed on the user of electricity. Oregon cannot
change the risk criteria set up by the Rule Curves. I do not suggest '
at this point-indirectly foreclosing options for dealing with anticipated- .-
emergencies by great specificity in Special Condition No. 10. However,

the critical water situation does permit advance discussion of alternative
strategies. PGE should be required to advise appropriate state agencies of
the circumstances related to anticipated operation of Bethel and explore
the alternatives with you.

Combustion turbines characteristically can respond rapidly to load changes.
Fuil power can be achieved in somewhere between 3 and 8 minutes depending on
the level of risk to the equipment one is willing to assume. While the
Bethel station doesn't comply with the response requirement of spinning
reserve, it does have value in being able to satisfy load requirements
temporarily while more environmentally satisfactory units are brought

on line. I have recommended that Bethel not be restricted from such
operation. - However, PGE should be required to account to the appropriate
state agencies for the reasonableness of such usage.

Although some emergencies can be foreseen and discussed beforehand, there
are situations where PGE should be given discretion in dispatching Bethel
without prior discussion with state agencies. A full power trip of Trojan
during peak toad requirements is an examp]e. The reasonableness of

PGE's use of Bethel in such situations would again be reviewed by state
-agencies. Appropriate remedies for the abuse of th1s discretion are '
available as discussed later. ‘

Even though the Bethel station has not operated substantially since

about January, 1974, I recommend against an arbitrary hour limitation on

its operation in the future. Cleariy, during a bona fide emergency, the
user would not be best served by shutting down the station when the. hour
limit was reached. This reasoning also argues for a qualification of the
night time limitation. During a severe emergency it might not be acceptable
to shut down two of the Bethel units at 10:00pm. This contingency is of
course very remote since the load is much reduced during the night.

The phrase "use of all power available, regardless of pr1ce“ disregards
the tradeoffs which must rea11st1ca11y be made. A number of older and
highly inefficient plants in the Northwest which have been incapacitated
to varying degrees, could conceivably be called upon under this criteria.
Two plants of this type are the Lincoln station owned by PP&L and the
Station L owned by PGE, both on the Willamette River inside the city
Timits of Portland. Recommissioning and operating these two units for
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a short period could be exorbitantly costly in both dollar and thQVEnvironmentaT
terms. A rule of reason must be used. Oregon state agencies and utilities
would naturally have Tittle authority to activate such units in other states.

I advise against outright revocation of the ACD permit as a remedy for Tack
of compliance with conditions contained therein, as suggested in some hearing
testimony. The user and not PGF would be penalized, since the station could -
.not then respond to Tegitimate emergencies. A disaliowance of rate relief
for the incremental cost of operating Bethel might be more appropriate.

The most recent rate order {No. 75-832) issued by this office provides 1ittle
financial coverage for projected operation of Bethel, rather it requires

PGE to return for such relief if.and when:PGE's combustion turbines are .. .
needed. In addition, the ACD permit could be amended to prevent specific
utility actions deemed objectionable. I do not, however, suggest removal

of General Condition G10 grant1no the DEQ the u1t1mate remedy of revocation
for lack of compliance.

We read recent testimony on the Bethél unit to say that thezobjectiVE'
standards set up by the DEQ will be met by compliance with all the conditions
of the ACD permit other than Specijal Condition No. 10 dealing with emergency
operation. The rather subjective nature of the environmental intrusions
addressed by Special Condition No. 10 has given us relatively more concern
over significant derogation of electrical system reliability and cost which
might result from an overly restrictive definition of emergency conditions.

To the extent similar issues are raised in the upcoming hearings on o
tne Harborton station, the above discussion would be relevant. I understand
from PGE that the Harborton and Bethel stations will, unless ACD permits
require otherwise, cover load demand in the ratio of two kw from Harborton
for every one kw from Bethel. The ratings of these units are roughly in
this ratio.

I encourage a meeting on the subject of this letter between representatives
of BPA, DEQ, PGE and the PUC. Please notify Dallas A. Marckx (378-6240)°

if you should decide to set one up. You may wish also to arrange (if you
haven't already) discussions with the environmental departments of our
neighboring states on restricting generating units to emergency conditions
in 1ight of our power exchange agreements. We would be happy to participate
in these also.

While I can't assure complete enforceability of all of the language in the
attachment, it hopefully will provide -some workable guidelines for reducing
the use of Bethel to a minimum.

If you should have any questions or comments on- this matter, don't hesitate
to call.

Sincerely,

Walls 0 Viofs,

Dallas A. Marckx, Utility Engineer
Service and Operations

dsn




ATTACHMENT

10. -Emergency Operation Only

A. PGE shall oPeiafe the Bethel plant only if failure to operate the plant
shall result in denial of service to customers entitled to firm service.
Prior to any operation PGE shall determine that: '

(1) No other resources normally operated by PGE are available,

(2) Power cannot be obtained under any power exchange contracts,
including but not limited to, the Pacific Northwest Coordination
Agreement,

(3) Diligent effort has been made to generate or purchase power from
"Reasonably"” shall not be construed to reguire use of units which
are clearly excessive in cost to put into operation or to operate
relative to the bhenefits expected, or.which threaten the envircnment
t0 a greater extent than operation of the Bethel plant.

'B. If PGE is called upon to supply power to persons outside of its service
territory by virtue of any agreement it may have with others, the last
station to operate shall be Bethel. PGE shall diligently pursue with
other contract signatories all alternative sources of power covered by
the contract and shall exhaust all reasonable possibilities for purchas-
ing power for resale.

C. "Nothing in Paragraphs 10A or 10B above shall be construed to hamper
PGE's descretion to operate Bethel in‘response teo an unanticipated
breakdown of facilities or other emergency requiring immediate
generation to satisfy firm power requirements; provided that PGE
shall at the first reasonable opportunity change its dispatch of
generation capacity to comply with Paragraphs 10Aa and 10B.

Nor shall Paragraphs 10A and 10B be construed to interfere with required
“turbine maintenance, including periodic exercise under Special Condition
13 below. .

D. At the earliest reasonable opportunity, either prior to an anticipated
emergency or immediately after startup of the Bethel units if the
emergency cannot be anticipated, PGE shall advise the Department and
shall demonstrate the nature and extent of such emergency to the
-satisfaction of the Department. PGE may be required to participate
in discussion of any operation of Bethel with representatives of the
Public Utility Commissioner, Department of Energy, Bonneville Power
Administration or any other interested agency or utility.

{Give telephone numbers and other' information which would expedite
communication with the DEQ.)

Add the following Special Condition No. 12:
d. Under certain emergency conditions, PGE may seek and the

Department may waive in writing the restriction to operation in
Paragraph 12B above limiting nighttime operation to one twin pak.
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ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

T0: Environmental Quality Commission
JOE B. RICHARDS

Chairman, Eugahe

FROM: Birector

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. G(2), December 12, 1975, EQC Meeting
JACKLYN Lo HALLOGK o - . LT TmEE - o
Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS PGE Harborton - Authorization for Public Hearing to
Salem Consider Issuing a New Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

Background

The Portland General Electric Company's (PGE)} 254 megawatt com-
bustion turbine electric generating facility located at Harborton, about
nine miles northwest of Downtown Portland, is a large air contaminant
emission source. It is capable of burning up to 20,000 gallons of oil
per hour and emitting the following quantity of air contaminants:

Particulate - 431 tons per year
Sulfur Oxides - 3660 tons per year
Nitrogen Oxides - 8760 tons per year
Carbon Monoxide - 525 tons per year

The Harborton facility had already been constructed when the
Department assumed jurisdiction of the facility on July 1, 1973 as a
result of the demise of the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority
(CWAPA).

The Department issued the original Air Contaminant Discharge (ACD)
permit for the Harborton facility in September 1973 in view of the
critical need for interim electrical generation capacity to meet the
immediate needs of the people. The original permit was stringently
conditioned to minimize environmental impact of the facility. Con-
ditions included:

1.  An overall Timit on operating hours.

2. Restriction of fuel use to natural gas to the maximum extent
available,
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3. Restriction of operation on o0il to only good ventilation and
air quality days.

4.  Curtailment of operation to prevent violation of air quality
standards.

A projection of air quality impact of the facility conducted prior
to issuance of the original ACD permit indicated that the Harborton
facility could significantly contribute to violation of air quality
standards and that the facility should not be permanently located in the
Portland metropolitan area as emissions in general were already con-
sidered too great and existing control programs to reduce emissions were
considered not clearly assured of success in meeting and maintaining air
quality standards. 1In light of these facts, the Department included a
condition in the original ACD permit which required- cessation of oper-
ation at the Harborton location after the Trojan Nuciear Power Plant
became commercially operational, or by September 1, 1975, whichever
first occurred.

In February 1974, the Department provided, at PGE's request,
turbine siting criteria for the purpose of finding a suitable relocation
site for Harborton. After a public hearing was held in May 1974, PGE's
ACD permit was amended to include the following:

1. Require compliance with newly adopted Department noise reg-
ulations.

2. Require a special air monitoring program to be conducted to
assess actual air quality impact of the facility.

3. Require submission of monthly progress reports detailing steps
taken to meet the requirements for cessation of operation.

Subsequently, PGE indefinitely postponed instalilation of noise
control mufflers at Harborton pending evaluation of similar equipment
being installed at their Bethel Plant.

PGE's consultant did conduct the special air monitoring program in
March and July of 1975 which was required by the Department to:

1. Provide accurate information for regulating the remaining
operation of Harborton to insure protecting public health and
welfare.

2. Provide accurate information for assessing suitability of
possible relocation sites for the Harborton facility.
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In October 1974, PGE's consultant completed a site selection study
for relocating the Harborton facility. Approximately 500 sites were
identified within a 200 mile radius of Portland which would meet DEQ and
PGE turbine siting criteria. Subsequently, PGE monthly reports in-
dicated 1ittle progress was made toward actually relocating the fac-
ility.

In July 1975, PGE submitted an ACD permit application for the
Harborton facility which requested authorization to allow the facility
to remain at the existing site. PGE indicated operation would be
Timited to emergency conditions and air quality impact of the facility
based on recent studies is minimal. PGE further indicated Bethel-type
noise suppression equipment which was extremely bulky and heavy would
_not be installed at Harborton until a decision to allow the facility to
remain at its present site was made by the City of Portland. =

The Department believes that evaluation of PGE's request for a new
ACD permit necessitates a thorough evaluation of:

1. Future projected operation,
2. The results of the special air impact measurement report, and

3. The current and future air quality control program in the
Portland metropolitan area.

Evaluation

Harborton Operation

The critical need for interim electrical energy generation capacity
has for the present subsided. Harborton operation has diminished from
approximately 600 hours of operation during the 1973-1974 winter to
essentially no operation during the 1974-1975 winter. According to ten
year load-resource projections recently completed by PGE. no need to
operate Harborton is anticipated for the next two to three years, even
under critical water (hydro) conditions, unless unexpected failures of a
major existing generating facility occur. Thereafter, operation of
Harborton could ‘increase to near continuous operation if critical water
conditions are experienced or if siippage of operation of planned new
generating plants occurs.

In evaluating the impact of further operation at Harborton a
conservative assumption of projecting continuous operation would not be
unrealistic. Since control programs for the Portland area have been
formulated with Harborton considered as a non existent source {due to
the cessation of operation requirement in PGE's permit), Harborton must
be evaluated as a new source in the airshed. Natural gas does not
appear to be available anymore, so plant operation solely on o1l must
aiso be assumed.




Air Quality Impact

Actual measurements of air quality impact of Harborton were made by
a PGE consultant on March 5 and 6, 1975 and July 8 and 9, 1975.

The DEQ required measurements to be made under the following
meteorological conditions:

1. Strong east wind toward the Harborton hillside.
2. Poor ventilation with northerly winds toward Portland.
3. Average vent11at1on w1th norther1y winds toward Port]and.

Cond1t1ons 1 and 2 were fe1t to represent most severe air qua11ty
impact conditions which would coincide with most probable operation of
the facility (i.e., fall operation to prevent excessive drain on res-
ervoir storage during low water years and winter cold periods when peak
electric load occurs). Condition 3 was included to characterize air
quality impact under extended plant operation.

The measurement data collected by PGE's consultant has been ex-
tensively analyzed by the Department. The following conclusions have
been derived as far as the adequacy of the impact measurements.

1. Sufficient data was collected to characterize the strong east
wind -~ Harborton hillside impact.

2. Sufficient data was collected to characterize impact on
elevated terrain in the west hills of Portland under average
ventilation and northerly wind conditions.

3. Insufficient data was collected to fully characterize impact
under poor ventilation and dround Tevel in the Downtown
Portland-Willamette River corridor.

Since the measurement data were collected with only one turbine
operating, extrapolation of results had to be made to characterize
impact of all eight turbines operated. This was done using conservative
but realistic and extensive information about turbine plume interactions
obtained from studies conducted at the PGE Beaver facility. Since the
measurement data were not collected under poor ventilation conditions,
extrapolation of impact to poor ventilation conditions was necessary.

Results of the impact measurement study with extrapolation to
eight turbine operation and poor ventilation conditions are presented in
Tables 1 and 2. These results indicate that:
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1. Maximum daily and annual air quality impact projections are
only stightly Tess than originally projected by CWAPA and DEQ
in 1973. These projections indicate that Harborton can
significantly contribute to violation of air quality standards
and significantly deteriorate air quality even under average
ventilation conditions.

2. Measurement data and projected air quality impacts are most
applicable to elevated terrain in Portland's Forest Park and
West Hills where Harborton impact was greatest and most
frequent during the actual measurement periods.

3. Portland's West Hills would receive a greater frequency of
~impact than Downtown Portland with extended periods of Har- .
borton operation since it appears, as a resiult of the special
study, that upper air winds carry the hot-bouyant turbine
exhaust towards the West hills when surface winds are from
Harborton towards Downtown Portiand.

4.  Ground level impact in Downtown Portland from Harborton air
emissions would probably be less than projected for Portland's
West Hills due to the Tower elevation of terrain, however,
some measureable ground level impact would be expected since
“there is a significant occurance of upper level winds from
Harborton toward Downtown. Further measurements test under
this ventilation condition would be needed to fully quantify
this air quality impact.

5. Hillside impact under strong wind conditions is considerably
less than projected in 1973 and well below levels that would
cause concern.

Portland Air Quaiity Control Strategy

Particulate, and photochemical oxidant air quality standards are
still being violated in the Portland area and projections indicate
sulfur dioxide air quaiity standards could be violated in the future due
to growth and changes in availability of fueis.

An interim policy was adopted as a Department rule in October 1974
to Timit increases of air emissions from new or expanded sources in the
Portland Special Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) to not more than
430 tons per year of particulates and 1430 tons per year of SO, with
allocation to any one source not to exceed one-quarter of thes% amounts.
This policy is to remain effective at least until long range control
plans can be developed and airshed capacity can be precisely defined.
The concept of this policy was to provide criteria in terms of maximum
allowable emission increases which new emission sources must meet to
insure that air quality standards which are projected to be met in the
near future because of ongoing control programs are not caused to again
be violated because of over allocation of airshed capacity.
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Allocation of about one-half of the 430 tons per year of allowable
particulate emissions, and one-third of the 1430 tons per year of
allowable SOx emissions under the interim policy has already been made
to new or expanded sources.

Allocating the maximum allowable emissions to Harborton would
necessitate restricting its operation to not more than 850 hours per
year. This restriction is based on the Timiting factor of a maximum 357
tons per year of SOx emissions allocable to any one source. Only about
a quarter of the particulate and one-third of the SOx emission all-
ocations would remain available for other new growth in the community.

_ Since the operating hour Tlimitation alone would not be sufficient

standards violations, operation would still have to be curtailed when
air quality levels approached standards (as provided in the original ACD
permit).

Operation of the Harborton facility at all times within limitations
stated above would not be considered Tikely as much of the projected
needed operation of Harborton (during cold weather periods and dry fall
periods) would coincide with poor ventilation and poor air quality
conditions, During these times it would be expected that the overriding
demand of the community to avoid electrical service curtaiiment would
exceed the desire to maintain compliance with air quality standards.

Even if Harborton operated at all times within the above stated
operating Timitations, significant deterioration of air quality could
occur when winds blew towards the West Hills of Portland. This deter-
ioration could be chavacterized as of a magnitude to use up 80% of the
particulate and 168% of the SO2 Federal Class II deterioration increm-
ents.

Noise

The Harborton facility without additional noise suppression would
exceed DEQ octave band daytime noise standards if run at more than one-
half power and would exceed nighttime noise standards if run at more
than one-quarter power.

Retrofit with further noise mufflers has been delayed by PGE
pending evaluation of the recently installed new mufflers and other
miscellaneous sound proofing measures at PGE's Bethel facility and a
decision of the City Council whether to allow Harborton to remain at its
present site.

Recent tests of Bethel indicate if identical sound proofing to the
Bethel facility were applied to Harborton, then the entire Harborton
facility (eight turbines) would comply with DEQ daytime noise limits.
Operation would have to be restricted to not more than six turbine
operation at night to meet DEQ nighttime noise Timits.
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Installation of the bulky and heavy noise suppression equipment
would take several months,

Relocation Alternative

In consideration of the impracticality of regulating Harborton
operation and maintaining compliance with environmental quality stan-
dards and the growth potential that would be curtailed if Harborton
remains at its present site, it would appear desirable to relocate the
Harborton facility to a site where stringent regulation was not nec-
essary to insure meeting environmental standards. PGE could then
operate the turbines with maximum flexibility to satisfy all demands on
its system as well as demands placed upon the entire Northwest power
~pool, of which PGE is a member.

PGE's consultant has estimated a relocation cost of $5 million
along with some increased operating cost if Harborton is moved to one
of the sites identified as meeting PGE and DEQ turbine siting criteria.
These costs might be less if:

1. PGE is able to recuperate some of its costs for fuel storage
facilities.

2. More efficient fuel transportation systems materialize, or

3. Siting criteria can be somewhat relaxed to allow consideration
of more economically advantageous sites.

A distinct possibility exists for some or all of these speculations to
materalize.

Since need for operation of the Harborton facility would be at an
absolute minimum during the next two to three years, it would appear
that if relocation is to occur, it should take place within the next two
years. Thereafter, the need and demand for maintaining an operable
standby generating facility such as Harborton will accelerate.

In any event, Timiting operation of the Harborton facility as long
as it remains at its present location to emergency conditions in a
manner suggested by the Public Utility Commissioner (PUC) to insure
minimal operation of the PGE Bethel facility appears justified to
minimize environmental impact.

If the combustion turbine facility is required to be removed from
Harborton, it would not seem prudent, at least economically, to require
retrofit with expensive and heavy noise mufflers or NOXx control (if it
becomes availabie) during the interim, PGE could request exemption
from the Department noise yules under OAR 35-035(6)(a) for the interim
time Harborton would remain at its existing Tocation. Progress on
development of practicable NOx control will be monitored through the
Bethel ACD permit and NOx retrofit can be required after relocation of
the Harborton turbines, if and when practicable control is available.




-8-

Relocation of Harborton would probably take two years, since new

site approval from other government agencies would take, according to
PGE, a minimum of nine months and construction of fuel storage facil-
ities would take the remaining time.

T.

Conclusions

The 254 megawatt PGE Harborton combustion turbine electric gen-
erating facility is a large air contaminant emission source capable
of burning up to 20,000 gailons of fuel oil per hour.

The Department issued an ACD permit for PGE's Harborton facility in
September 1973 in order to allow PGE to meet a critical need for
interim electrical generating capacity.

facility when the PGE Trojan nuclear power facility became oper-
ational, but no later than September 1, 1975, to prevent further
and permanent overloading of the Portland airshed.

A study to identify suitable sites for relocation of the Harborton
facility completed in October 1974 by a PGE consultant concluded
that approximately 500 areas existed within a 200 mile radius of
the present Harborton site which met PGE and DEQ turbine siting
criteria. Estimated relocation costs are about $5 million plus
increased operating costs. These costs would presumably be passed
oh to PGE's customers.

Since October 1974, PGE did not pursue relocation of Harborton, but
instead PGE, in July 1975, filed an ACD permit application with the
Department which requested permission to allow the Harborton
facility to remain at its present site on the basis that operation
would be restricted to emergency conditions and that air quality
impact would be minimal.

The critical need for interim electrical energy generation capacity
has, for the present, subsided. No need to operate Harborton 1is
anticipated for the next two to three years, but thereafter,
operation could increase to near continuous operation.

Under the Department's interim rule for allocating Portland's
limited airshed capacity, the Harborton facility would have to be
considered as a new source to the Portland Airshed, operating year
round, in evaluating the merits of issuing a new ACD permit to
allow the facility to remain at its present site.

Air quality impact measurements when Harborton has operated have
confirmed that Harborton could significantly contribute to vio-
lation of air quality standards and significantly deteriorate air
quality within the Portland airshed.
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To insure that further Harborton operation would not exceed

the allowable emission allocations contained in the Department's
interim rule for the Portland airshed and would not cause or
significantly contribute to violation of ambient air quality
standards, operation would have to be restricted to no more than
850 hours per year and operation would have to terminate under poor
ventilation conditions and when air quality levels approach ap-
plicable air quality standards.

To insure that further Harborton operation would comply with
Department noise standards, operation would have to be restricted
to one-half power during daytime and one-quarter power during
nighttime operation until further noise suppression equipment is
applied. Thereafter operation would have to be restricted to
three-quarter power at night. SR St

Even within operating limitations considered necessary by the
Department, further operation of Harborton would utilize a signif-
icant portion of the remaining Portland airshed capacity and, as a
resuit, area growth potential {(within environmental quality requ-
irements) would be significantly reduced.

It is expected that there would be numerous instances that Har-
borton would need to operate and would be operated under emergency
conditions despite existance of Department operating limitations
extablished to insure compliance with air and noise standards.

It is concluded to be impractical to both regulate the operation of
Harborton to insure compliance with air and noise standards and
allow operation under emergency conditions due to the very Timited
airshed capacity in the Portland area, the unpredictable nature and
extent of emergency conditions, and the expected overriding demand
of the community to avoid curtailment of electrical service at the
sacrifice of meeting environmental quality standards. Therefore,
the facility should be moved to a site where such rigorous regu-
lation is not necessary to assure meeting environmental standards.

Allowing two years to complete dismantling and relocation of
Harborton turbines would be reasonable considering the time re-
quired for obtaining approval of a new site and constructing
necessary support facilities. The next two years would be the
optimum time to relocate Harborton. Disruption to PGE's electrical
generating system resources would be minimal since the need for
operation of Harborton turbines would be at an absolute minimum
during this time based on PGE's projections.
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Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation to proceed as soon as prac-
ticable to schedule a public hearing in Portland before a hearings
officer to consider issuance of the proposed new ACD permit for the PGE
" Harborton facility (attachment A) which contains the following Depart-
ment recommendations:

1.

JFK:cs
12/2/75

Restrict operation at the Harborton site to emergency con-
ditions and require termination of operation by December 31,
1977.

Impose a maximum 850 hour per year operating limit.

Give-an-exception-to-strict compliance with noise-standards

for the remaining operation at the Harborton site, with
appropriate conditions to avoid creation of a community noise
problem.

Waive requirements for NOx control at the Harborton site.

Continue all other pertinent operating restrictions contained
in the original Harborton permit, including restricting
operation during poor ventilation or poor air quality con-
ditions.

Require PGE to submit for Department approval, a detailed
program and time schedule including means for evaluating
increments of progress toward relocation of the turbines no
later than 60 days after issuance of the permit.

LOREN KRAMER

Attachments (3)




HARBORTON AIR QUALITY IMPACT (Other than stron

Particulate

SOx

at .2% sulfur fusl

SOx

at .3% sulfur fuel

NOX

(1) From July 1975 Tracer Measurements by PGE Consultant Under Average

(2} Predictions Based on Extrapolation of Measurements to Most Adverse Ventilation and at Elevations

MeaSure&l)
Max. 1 hr.
{1 turbine)

2

33

Predicted Max. Based on Measurementgz) EAir Quality

TABLE 1

(ug/m3)

g East wind condition)

1 hr. avg. 24 hr. avg.

40

192

288
696

600 Feet on Portland’'s West Hills.

{3) Federal Class II Deterioration Limit.

(8 turbines)
24

112

168
408

(4) California Standard - No Federal or Oregon Standard.

(5) NO, Standard.

Annual

16
32

Deterioratio£3)
- Standard Limit
: 24 hr.  Ann. 24 hr.  Annua’l
150 60 30 10
260 60 160 15
f260 60 100 i5
(500)4) 10013 -
Veﬁtiiation Conditions.
Above




TABLE 2
HARBORTON AIR QUALITY IMPACT (Strong East Wind)

ug/m3
Measured Predicteﬂ Max. Based on Measurementscl)
Max. 1 hr. {8 turbines)
{1 turbine) 1 hr. avag. 24 hr, avg.
Particulate 1 3 5
SDx
at 2% sulfur fuel 3 24 14
SOx
at .3% sulfur fuel 36 22
NO,, i1 88 53

{1} On West Hills near Skyline Blvd.. West of Harborton, at 20 mph East Wind.




ATTACHMENT "A" Permit Number: 26 2499

Expiration Date: 2/31 /77
PROPOSED 12/1/75 Page 1 o 9

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Street
Portiand, Oregon $7205
Telephone: (503) 229-5696
Issued in accordance wth the provisions of
ORS 468,310

ISSUED TO; REFERENCE INFORMATION
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
Power Resources R Application No, 0566
621 S. A]der . .
Pomand OR " 97205 : Date Received _ JUly 3, 1975

PLANT SITE
Harborton .P1 _3' SR e
One Mile North. of Linnton off

St. Helens Road s T e Source sic Permit No,

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site;

(1)

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF 2)
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

LOREN KRAMER Date

Director

SOURCE(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS:
Name of Air Contaminant Source Standard Industry Code as Listed

ELECTRIC POWER GENERATION 4911

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, Portland
General Electric Company is herewith permitted in conformance with the require-
ments, limitations and conditions of this permit to discharge treated exhaust
gases containing air contaminants from its eight {8) Pratt and Whitney (FTC4C-1
combustion turbines) fuel burning devices located at the Harborton substation
approximately one {1) mile north of Linnton, Oregon, including emissions from
those processes and activities directly related or associated thereto.

Compliance with the specific requirements, limitations and conditions contained

herein shall not relieve the permittee from complying with all rules and standards
of the Department and the laws administered by the Department.

For Requirements, Limitations and Conditions of this Permitf, see attached Sections
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PROPOSED o ‘ Expiration Date 12/31/77
AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE-PERMIT- PROVISIONS . - —Page 2 - of g
Issued by the - Eppl. No.: 0566
Department of Environmental Quality for - _ File No.: 26-2499

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY (Harborton Plant)

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

1, The perm1ttee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant
generat1ng processes and all contaminant control equ1pment at full effi-
ciency and effectiveness such that the emission of air contaminants are

-~ kept at the lTowest practicable Tevels..

2. 'When the turbines are fired with natural gas, emissions of a1r contam1nants
~shall.not exceed any of the following: - : ‘ ,

a.  An opacity (as defined by 0AR, Chapter 340 Section 21-005(4}) equal to
or greater than ten percent (107 for a per10d or periods aggregating
more than three (3) minutes in any one (1) hour from any single turbine
plume or combination of turbine plumes, ‘

b.  The maximum allowable emission rates of particulate matter from any
single combustion turbine shall be a function of heat -input as deter-
mined from Figure 1 of this permit for new sources.

¢. 3.2 kilograms (7.0 pounds) per hour of particulate matter for any
single turbine, ‘

d. 85.9 kf1ograms (188 pounds) per hour of Nitrogen Oxide (NOy) for any.
- single turbine,

- e. 0.6 kilograms (1.3 pounds) per hour of Sulfur Dioxide (S0,) for any
' singTe turbine, , _

f. 75.4 kilograms (165 pounds) per hour of Carbon Monoxide (CO) forrany
single turbine. ' :

3. When the turbines are fired with distillate fuel 0il, em1ss1ons of air
contaminants shall not exceed any of the following: :

~a. An opacity equal to or greater than ten percent (10%) fof‘a period or
periods aggregating more than three (3} minutes in any one (1) hour,
for any single turbine plume or combination of turbine plumes,

b. The maximum allowable emission rates of particuTaté matter from any
single combustion turbine shall be a function of heat input as deter-
mined from Figure 1 of this permit for new sources,

c. 14.2 kilograms (31.3 pounds) per hour of particulate matter for any
single turbine,

d. 162.2 kilograms (355 pounds) per hour of Nitrogen Oxide (NOy) for any
single turbine,

e. 47.9 kilograms (105 pounds) per hour of Sulfur Dioxide (S0o) for any
single turbine, '

f. 6.9 kilograms (15.2 pounds) per hour of Carbon Monoxide (CO) for any
single turbine, or

g. Smoke spot number 2 as measured by the American Society for Testing
Material procedure D2156-65 for any single turbine.
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PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY {Harborton Plant)

Spec5a1 Conditions

. .4.

Fuel usage shall conform to the fo]?owing:'

d.

The Department and the perm1ttee shall 1imit usage of distillate fuel
0i1 to periods of most favorable ventilation and dispersal of air con-
taminants and use of fuels other than natural gas is prohibited during

- actual or forecasted periods of poor vent11at1on poor d1spersa1 of air

contam1nants

Any fuel oil used shall be the Towest sulfur content disti]]ate fuel
01l available, but in no case shall distillate fuel oil with a sulfur
content greater than 0.3% be used.

~ The permittee shall always start the combustion turbines on natural

gas regardless whether sustained operation will be on oil or gas. To
the extent that natural gas is available the permittee shall shut the
turbines down ut111z1ng natural gas.

. 'The perm1ttee shall notify the Department each day that any combust1on

turbines are operated or are expected to be operated.

The perm1ttee.sha11 cease 0perat1on of all combust10n turbines on oil when
notified by the Department that adverse meteorological conditions are fore-
casted or particulate or sulfur dioxide {SO2) air quality Tevels at any
affected monitoring site operated or required by the Department in the

Portland metropolitan areas has reached or is expected to reach 142 micro-

grams of suspended particulate matter per cubic meter of air (24 hour

average), 247 micrograms of sulfur dioxide (S0p) per cubic meter of air (24
hour average) or 1,235 micrograms of SOo per cubic meter of air (3 hour
average and the permittee shall not resume operation on oil until speci~-

" fically authorized by the Department.

The permittee shall cease operation of all combustion turbines whether oil
- or gas fired when notified by the Department that photochemical oxidant air

quality levels at any affected monitoring site operated or required by the
Department has reached or is expected to reach 152 micrograms per cubic

meter of air (1 hour average), 268 micrograms of nitrogen dioxide (NO2)

per cubic meter of air {24 hour average), or 1,075 micrograms of NO2 per
cubic meter of air (1 hour average), and the permittee shall not resume

- operation of the turbines on oil or gas until specifically authorized by

the Department.

No combustion turbine shall be operated for more than 1 hour in any 24 hour
period, on any fuel at a power output greater than 30 megawatts or less
than 15 megawatts (30°F ambient basis) except for start-up or shut-down
operation.
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10.

~The perm1ttee shall T1m1t operation of the combustion turbines to emergency
conditions in accordance with the following cr1ter1a ‘

a.

The perm1ttee shall operate the Harborton plant on]y if failure to
operate the plant shall result in denial of service to customers
entitled to firm service. Prior to any operation PGE shall determine -

“that:

£1) No other resources normally operated by”PGE afe available.

(2) Power cannot be obtained under any power exchange contrdets, in-
cluding but not Timited to, the Pacific Northwest Coord1nat1on
Agreement,

(3)'-Di]igentmeffort'haS'beeh'made”tO”génerate or purchase power from
any other resources which may be reasonably brought on Tine.
"Reasonably" shall not be construed to reguire use of units which
are clearly excessive in cost to put into operation or to operate

-relative to the benefits expected, oy which threaten the environ-
ment to a greater extent than operation of the Harborton plant.

If PGE is called upon to supply power to persons outside of its ser-
vice territory by virtue of any agreement it may have with others.

. PGE shall diligently pursue with other contract signatories all alter-

native sources of power covered by the contract and shall exhaust all
reasonable possibilities for purchasing power for resale before using
combustion turbines at Harborton or Bethet.

Nothing in Paragraphs a or b above shall be construed to hamper PGE's
descretion to operate Harborton in response to an unanticipated break-
down of facilities or other emergency requiring immediate generation
to satisfy firm power requirements; provided that PGE shall at the
first reasonable opportunity change its dispatch of generat1on capa-
city to comp1y with Paragraphs a and b. .

Noy sha]% Paragraphs a and b be construed to 1nterfere with required
turbine maintenance, including periodic exercise under Special Con-
dition 13 below.

At the earliest reasonable opportunity, either prior to an anitci-
pated emergency or immediately after startup of the Harborton units if
the emergency cannot be anticipated, PGE shall advise the Department

-~ and shall demonstrate the nature and extent of such emergency to the

satisfaction of the Department. PGE may be required to participate in
discussion of any operation of Harborton with representatives of the
Public UtiTity Commissioner, Department of Eneray, Bonneville Power
Administration or any other interested agency or utility.

The permittee shall not operate the combustion turbine facility for com-

mercial power generation more than 850 hours in any 12 consecutive month

period during the duration of this permit.
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11. The permittee shall restrict operating hours and/or power output levels as
specified by the Department and upon notification from the Department if
noise levels present a significant community noise problem.

12. The permittee shall not operate the combustion turbines at the Harborton
site after December 31, 1977.

13. The permittee shall submit for Department réeview and approval a detailed
program and time schedule outlining the steps {and their completion date)
which the permittee will take to relocate the Harborton combustion turbines

~and meet requirements of Condition 12. This program and time schedule
shall be submitted to the Department within 60 days after issuance of this
permit and shall contain, at a minimum, increments of progress spaced nho
longer than 3 months apart.

14, The permittee shall submit monthly reports by the first of each month
detailing progress towards achieving compliance with Condition 12, If at
any time it is apparent that inadequate progress is being made toward
achieving compliance with Condition 12, this permit shall be subject to
revocation. .

Comptiance Scheduie

None Required,

Monitoring and Reporting

15. The permittee shall effectively monitor the operation and maintenance of
each combustion turbine. Unless otherwise specified in writing information
shall be collected and submitted for each turbine in accordance with pro-
cedures filed by the permittee and approved by the Department and shall
include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following parameters and
testing frequencies:

Time of operation,

Quantities and types of fuel used related to time of 0perat1on,
Electrical output related to time of operation,

Fuel additives used related to time of operation,

Smoke spot, daily when operated on ojl '

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)}: continuous when operating, and

Carbon Monoxide (CO): continuous when operating.

16. The permittee shall document to the Department, by type in a manner that
will permit accurate computation of S02 emissions resulting from turbine
operations, the sulfur content of all fuel oils utilized.

17. The permittee shail install and operate in the Harborton area an ambient
air monitoring program, that has been approved by the Department, to con-
tinuously determine ground-Tevel concentrations of particulates, S02, CO,
oxides of nitrogen and meteorological parameters. The program shall be in
operation prior to commercial operation. _
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'1_9.'

~The permittee shall conduct other emission tests and report the resu]ts
thereof as may be specified in writing by the Department.

Unless otherwise specified in writing by the Department the pefmittee shall

~at all times maintain available for inspection at the site and shall submit

all data required to be collected under conditions 15, 16 and 17 not Tater-

'than f1fteen (15) days after the end of each calendar month of operation.
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PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY (Harborton Plant)
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General Conditions

G1.

G2,

G3.

G4,

G5.

G6.

G7.

G8.

GY.

A copy of this permit or at least a copy of the title page and complete
extraction of the operating and monitoring requirements and discharge
limitations shall be posted at the facility and the contents thereof made
known to operating personnel.

This issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in
either real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does
it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal
rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or regula-
tions.

The permittee is prohibited from conducting any open burning at the plant

site or facility.

The permittee is prohibited 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.

The permittee shall at ail ftimes conduct dust suppression measures to
meet the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance
Conditions" in 0AR, Chapter 340, Section 21-050.

{NOTICE CONDITION) Tne permittee shall dispose of all solid wastes or
residues in manners and at locations approved by the Department of Envi-
ronmental Quality.

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representa-
tives access to the plant site and record storage areas at all reasaonable

times for the purposes of making inspections, surveys, collecting samples,

obtaining data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge -
records and otherwise conducting a1l necessary functions rela ted to this 1.
permit.

The permittee, without prior notice to and written approval from the 3
Department of Environmental Quality, is prohibited from altering, modi-
fying or expanding the subject production facilities so as to affect
emissions to the atmosphere.

The permittee shall be required to make application for a new permit if a
substantial modification, alteration, addition or enlargement is proposed
which would have a significant impact on air contaminant emission increases
or reductions at the plant site.
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G10. This permit is subject to revocation for cause, as prov1ded by Taw,
“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 there-
with;

b. Violation of any of the requirements, limitations or cond1t1ons
contained herein; or

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

G11. The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person
within one (1) hour of any scheduled maintenance, malfunction of pol-
Tution contrel 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 11ke]y to occur,

b. The expected ]ength 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 precautions that are proposed to be taken to prevent a future
recurrence of a similar condition.

G12. -Application for a modification or renewal of this permit must be sub-
mitted not Tess than 60 days prior to permit expiration date. A filing
fee and Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee must
be submitted with the application.

G13. The permittee shall submit the Annual Compliance Determination Fee to-the
: Department of Environmental Quality according to the following schedule:

Amount Due Date Due
$225.00 July 1, 1976
$225.00 ' July 1, 1977




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

JOE B, RICHARDS
Chairman, Fugene

GRACE 5, PHINNEY
Corvallis

JACKLYN L HALLOCK
Partland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
The Dalles

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 H, December 12, 1975, EQC Meeting

Authorization for Public Hearing on Revision of
Administrative Procedure Rules

DISCUSSION

In view of recent amendments to the Administrative Procedure
Act it is advisable to review the Commission's procedural rules
toward eliminating some of the requirements which are more
stringent than those now imposed by statute.

The Attorney General's Office recognizes that its new model
rules, while addressing themselves to as many needs as possible,
may not be optimal for some of this agency's particular needs.

In reviewing the rules, the Department proposes to re-evaluate
some of the procedural requirements in an effort to attain more
flexibility of procedure. This is important in part because of the
limited funds available for procedural matters.

It is deemed advisable for the Department's proposals to be
evaluated by Counsel before public hearing. A final set of proposals
drafted pursuant to counsel's advice can be readied for public hearing
before a hearing officer. The resulting proposals may then be brought
ﬁefore the Commission for consideration during a regular Commission
feeting.

CONCLUSTONS

1) The current procedural rules should be re-evaluated in the
Tight of statutory amendments and potential spending problems.

2)  The proposed revisions should be taken to public hearing
after review by Counsel.




3) The Commission, at a future regular meeting, can consider
proposals as they may be amended subseguent to public hearing.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize
the Department to conduct a public hearing before a designated hearing
officer on proposed amendments to the administrative procedure rules
as they may be refined after consultation with counsel.

g

" LOREN KRAMER
Director

JS: 11/28/75




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. 5TRAUB TO: tnvironmental Quality Commission
GOVERNOR

JGE B, RICHARDS From: Director

Chalrman, Eugene

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, December 12, 1975, EQC Meeting

GRACE 8, PHINNEY
Corvallls

JACKLYN [ HALLOCK -
Portland for Public Hearing).

MORRIS K. CROTHERS N .
Salem Discussion

N e et The attached Petition from Linn County has the Department's

support in so far as it is reflective of the County's costs in con-
ducting their subsurface sewage disposal program. The Department

is in agreement with the principle that fees should be reflective

of costs involved. To expedite the rule-making procedure required

with relation to fees (ORS 454.745), it appears appropriate to hold

a hearing on the matter before a hearing officer in Linn County and
return to the Commission with the results at the next regular Commission
Meeting.

Conclusions

The attached petition by Linn County to amend the rule governing
fees charged for subsurface sewage regulatory services in that county
should be granted.

Authorization should be given to conduct a pubiic hearing on the
matter before a designated hearing officer in Linn County.

Re commendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take the
following actions:

1} Grant Linn County's petition to amend OAR Chapter 340, Section
72-015. S

2} Authorize the Department to conduct a Public Hearing 4n Linn
County on the proposed rule amendment and return to the Com-
mission with the result of the hearing at the earliest con-
venient regular Commission Meeting.

””D1Fector

PWM: ¢h
12/4/75
At tachemnts

Petition to Amend OAR Chapter 340, Section 72-015, (Authorization




COMMISS | ONERS:

LINN COUNTY GEO. K. MILLER
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS VERNON SCHROCK
P.O. Box 100 AN TIMM

ALBANY, OREGON 7321
STAFF ASSISTANT:

Telephone §26-4495 JON LEVY
26 November 1975

State of Orepon
DEPARTHMENY OF EMVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Environmental Quality Commission E @ E H W E

1234 SW Morrison nre 2 19/%

Portland, Oregon
Dear Mr. Chairman: OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
The Linm County-Beard of Commissioners petitions the-Environmental

Quality Commission to change permit fees for waste disposal systems in
Linn County.

Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section 72-015, Fees for
Permits and Licenses, established fees for Linn County as follows:

Construction Installation Permit $50.00
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit 15.00
Evaluation Report (Fee is deducted from permit fee) 25.00

The Board of County Commissioners recommend the following changes:

Construction Installation Permit $§75.00
Repair Permit 5.00
Alteration, Extension Permit 25,00
Evaluation Report (Fee is deducted from permit fee) 50.00

We believe the proposed fees are more realistic to cost comparisons
except the repalr permit. We wish te reduce the cost burden of persons
who desire to repair their septic systems and maintain a safe environment.

Your prompt attention in this matter is appreciated.

LINN COUNTY BOARBAOF COMMISSIONERS

# f /J / f'/l g e
L / __.fk _."‘ /J . ! /
P f""”?“ e £ :f’j;é ﬂs.{ﬂ'./ //Jﬁf/,"’ ~“€f/ 5?{‘. x*f =4“‘"’A‘3
Chairman ’ { i

i

” i » 7

Commissioner

e

Commissioner




Subdivision 2 ) E

FEES FOR PERMITS, LICENSES AND EVALUATION REPORTS

72-010 DEFINITIONS. The definitions contained in ORS 454.8605 -

and Section 71-010 shall apply as applicable;

- 72-015 FEES FOR PERMITS AND LICENSES. (1) Except as provided

in subsection (4) of this Section the following nonrefundable fees are

required to accompany applications for permits and licenses issued under

ORS 454.655 and 454.695;

Subsurface or Alternative Sewage Disposal System

Fee
Construction Installation Permit $100
Alteration Permit 25
Repair Permit E;EE
Extension Permit $ 25
Sewage Disposal Service Business License $100

|

(2}

A twenty-five dollar {$25) fee shall be charged for_

renewal of an expired permit issued under ORS 454.655,

{3} Each fee received pursuant to ORS 454.755, subsection (4) of this

section, and Section 72-025

for a report of evaluation applied for under Section 72-020 of site suitability

“or.method or adequacy of a new subsurface sewage disposal syétem, shall be

-100-
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deducted from the amount of the

TR IR IR

fee otherwisze required for the subsequent

issuance of a permit for the installation or construction of the new facility
or system for which the site evaluation was conducted, provided its findings are
still valid or another evaluation study is not considered necessary.

(4) Pursuant to ORS 454 .745(4) as contained in Section 10 of Chépter 167,

Oregon Laws 1975, and to requests of the respective governing bodies of the

following counties all of which have agreements with the Department under

ORS 454.725, and notwithstanding the fees listed in subsection (1) of this

(a) .
5, the féeg to be charged by the
LY

-section and-subsection {1) of section 72=02

counties of Clatsop, Crook, Curry, Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, Jackson,

Jeffersén, Josephine, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Mari;:?:?herman, Tillamook and %i

Wasco shall be as follows: | g
New Construction Installation Permit 550 ?
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit | iii

Evaluaticn Reports

$25

except that in Douglas County the fee for alteration, repair or extension

permit shall be $5,and (b) the fees to be charged by the county of Clackamas A
shall be as follows:

New Construction Installation Permit $25 (in addition to

evaluation

report fee) ‘ 5
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit $25

Evaluation Report : '

‘Applicant provides soil information obtained by
‘registered sanitarian or professicnal engineer 540

Applicant provides test holes for evaluation by county . $55

Test holes dug and evaluated by county 875

72=-020 APPLICATION FOR EVALUATION REPORT. (1) An application may be made

to the Department by any person, pursuant to the provisions of ORS 454.665 and ' E
454.755, for an evaluation report of a method of sewage disposal required pur-
suant to section 20, Chapter 643, Oregon Laws 1975, of a site suitability for a
subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system, or part thereof, pursuant to

ORS 454.655, or of the adequacy of a sewage disposal system or method required

.

-101-
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
PORTLAND DHSTRICT, CORFS OF ENGINEERS
F. 0. BOX 2244
PCORTLAND, DREGON 97208

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OFy

NPPEN-PL-2 12 November 1975

State of Cregon

Environmental Quality-CommiSSiou DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. Morrison Street n E @ ETVE

Portland, Oregon 97205
NOV l 1975

WATER QUALITY COMNTROL

Gentlemen:

I am writing in réspomse to the notize of proposed amendments to CAR
Chapter 34, Sections 46-005(1) and 46-025(2) relating to the deposit

of motor vehicle bodies and accessories into waters of the State.

There is no objection to the proposed amendment in Section 46-015,
paragraph 1n, considering the use of motor vehicle bodies for artificial
reefs for ishery enhancement. However, Section 46-105, paragraph 1b,
presently approving motor vehicle bodies for flood or erosionm control
projects should be deleted, thereby prohibiting the use of these hodies
in structures subject to high water velocities such as in flood and
erosion control structures. High water wvelocities tend to expose and
displace material which cover the motor vehicle's body, thus providing a
weak point for a potential failure of the structure, and sometimes
actual displacement of the body. '

Secondly, T would urge the addition of a section (4) to 46-025 which
would read as follows:

YAny approval of a permit to déposik motor vehicle bodies and acces-
sories into the waters of the state is contingent upon the permittee
securing all required permits, including a jepartment of the Army permit
under Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments
of 1972 where applicable.”

Sincerely yours,

CLARENCE D, G =
6ionel, Co of Engineers
Dlstrlct Engineer
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Decembeyr 19, 1875

Mr. Charles D, Schmidt
Administrative Consultant

Oregon School Boards Association
1201 Court Strest, N.B.

Salem, Oregon 97301

Doear My, Schmidi:

We will forward vour concerns reparding the
air contaninant discharge permit fee schedule to

i
the Commissioners,

e the Commnission adopted proposals with-
out the benefit of vour viewpoint, it did ordeyr a
task force to review the permit program. Your
proposals, along with many other ddeas, will be
congidered for future action,

Wil
3

My, B. J. Heathersbee of this office {228-5397)
will be happy to discuss vour propnsals and the
progress of the task forvce.

Sincerely,

LOREN KEAMER
LBirector

LE:cm
ce:  EQC

E. J. Weathershee
M, M. Patterson
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December 16, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

IE@[E[I\Y]E

CDEC 171975

Mr. Loren Kramer, Director
Department of Environmental Quality

Portland, Oregon 97205

OFFICE OF T
Dear Mr. Kramer: FIG THE DIRECTOR

It had been the intent of the Oregon School Boards Associa-
tion to have representation at the Commission's hearing in
Portland on December 12, 1975, where fees and other pro-
visions of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits were discussed.
Because of an error in calendar noting here, we were not
represented at the meeting. The purpose of this letter is

to call to yvour attention and the Commission's attention

some matters of eoncern this Association has with the pro-
posed fee structure as it would affect local school digtricts.
Hopefully, you will convey.these concerns to the Commission.

Generally we are opposed to the proposition that one tax sup-
ported govermmental agency (local school districts) should
be charged fees by ancther tax supported governmental agency
(DEQ) for the privilege of putting contaminants in the
atmosphere. However, the legislature did establish that

the DEQ does have the authority to assess the fees, so we
must, at least at this time, accept that principle. How-
ever, we do seriously object to the fees structure as
proposed at the December 12 meeting. Our objections center
on the proposed annual compliance determination fees and the
renewal applicatien fee, each of which is discussed below.

Annual Compliance Determination Fee

The body of the material prepared for the December 12 hear-—
ing implies that the annual compliance fee will be assessed
automatically. Enclosed is a copy of a budget note from a
subcommittee of Ways and Means during the 197% special ses-
sion of the legislature, chaired by Harvey Akeson, which
divects that school districts are not to be billed for an
annual campliance fee unless and until an actual inspection
has been made. We request that the Commission comply with
this directive.




LKramer, page 2 December 16, 1975

Renewal Application Fee

We can see no Justification for payment of renewal fees by school
districts. Once a school district has filed an original application

fee for a specific school building in that school district, for all
practical purposes, the use to which that building is put does not
change for a thirty, forty, or even fifty year period. 1In those rare
cases when a use chenge or a heating plant change does occur, the modi-
fication permit fee should suffice. We see no reason of value to school
-~ districts and the public of Oregen for reshuffling paper every. five years
on a business as stable in terms of location and use as are school
buildings. We feel this would be a completely unjustified burden on
local taxpayers.

Again, I'm sorry we were not represented at the Decermber 12 meeting in
Portland, and I respectfully request, even though the Commission may
have already acted on the proposed rules, that you pass the concerns
expressed above on to the Commission menbers so that we may be on record
for any future related considerations by that body.

Sincerely yours,

Charles D. Schmidt |
Administrative Consultant

CDS: ]
Enclosure




The Subcommittee directed the Department of Envirommental Quality and the Legislative

Pudget Note:
Fiscal Office to return to the 1975 Regular Session with a report om the effectiveness of the
an analysis of the vehicle rejection rates and the cost of necessary

inspection program, including
vehicle repairs.

¥
—

Laboratory : ‘
The Subcommittee recommended deferral to the Emergency Board of action on the comstruction of a new laboratory.

e
ey s e

Adr Quality Permit Fees
Budget Noter The Subcommittee, after hearing testimony regarding difficulties facing school districts in
paying air gquality permit fees for boilers, diracted that the Department of Environmental Quality not bill
The Subcommittee further
i

-school districts for air permit fees until actual inspections have been mads.
directed DEQ to allow school districts to pay the permit fees in their next budget after responding to

DEQ thelr intent to do so..
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State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To: Distribution Belo Date: october 27, 1975

From: Peter McSwaing
Subject:  pecember 12 Commission Meeting

The November 21, 1975 Commission Meeting is cancelled. The Commission
will meet Friday, December 12, 1975 in Room 602 of the Multnomah County
Courthouse (1021 S.W. 4th Street, Portland) at 9:00 a.m.

It looks now as though the agenda will include Moratoria, Harborton
and Bethel, Field Sanitizing, and other controversial matters.

The policy regarding deadlines for mailing packets to the Commission
has the Commission's reaffirmation.

The staff reports should be handled as follows:

1} Submitted to the Director no later than Monday, November 24 and
2) Mailed to the EQC on Wednesday, December 3.

Since postponment: gives additional time, those of us who will be
tardy in submitting our materials might benefit by getting together early
to prepare novel and innovative excuses.

dh
Distribution:

Bolton
Hector
Householder
Patterson
Sawyerx
Scott

Spies
Swenson
Weathershee

DEQ 4
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Lotobar 24, 1979

Mres. Manoy Gilliawm

Clerk of the Board
Hultnomah County Courbhouse
1021 5.%. 4th Straet
Fortland, Orecon G205

Re: Feservetion of Room 602

Dear Mym. 2131131

This iz to conflom our tele
cancellad our resg

phones arrangament: wherseby we have
rvations for November 21, and Decewmber 1, amd

regserved Room 502 for all day on ¥Friday, December L2, B
Hincerely,

Pator W. MoSwain
Hearing Officer

Pueti:dh




JACKSON COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

JABKEDOM COUNTY COURY HOUSE

MEDFDRD, OREGQN
97801

December 4, 1975

Oregon Environmental
Quality Commission

Multnomah County Courthouse
Room 602

1021 S.W. Fourth

Portland, Oregon 97402

Gentlemen:

Please send one copy of your Authorization
for Public Hearing on Revision for Rules
Governing Administrative Procedure, which

was in your tentative agenda of December
12, 1975.

Your promptness will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

JACKSON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSTIONERS

}

4o ) [._/‘
oy D awsn 7o)

Tam Moore, Chalrman

TM:cl

"Thene's -Betfer Living For Evenyone In Jackson County”




TESTIMONY BEFORE THE‘ENVIRONMENTAL‘QUALITY’COMMISSION'ON’AIR'PERMIT FEES

The Lane Regional Aix Pollution Authoritf supports in total the
proposed ammendments to OAR Chapter 340, sections 20-033.02 et seq,

containing the revised Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Fees.

In supplemental applification of the DEQ testimony, the LRAPA
wishes to provide the Commission with information about the air

contaminant discharge permit system in Lane County.

Actual man~years expended during the 1974/75 fiscal year for
the permit program by LRAPA was 2.4 years. This nﬁmber would have
been somewhat higherlif it were not for a limited availability of
personnel dhring thigs time. The projected man—yeafslfor the
1975/76 fiscal year is 3.5 years. These. are planned man=~hour
expehditures established in LRAPA's planned program budget. It
is felt by the LRAPA that 3.5 man-years provides the minimum
coverage and does not reflect the necessary level éf work out-

lined by the EPZ in the federal grant document.

Fees collected during the 1874/75 fiscal year came to
approximately $26,265. Direct program personnel salary costs
amounted to approximately $33,004, Fees collected only 79Vpercent
of the program costs, not including overhead, travel, sﬁpplies, |
and other costé.

s

Undef the current fee schedule, the income from the program

expexpected to diminish to approximaﬁely 517,000. At the same

time total program costs to the Agency are projected to be $52,600.




TESTIMONY ON PERMIT FEES PAGE 2-2-2-2-2-2-2-2-2~2-2-2-2-2-2-2-2-2-

¥

Page 2.

The fees, therefore, are expected to cover only 32 percent of

the total program.

It is important to stress the.support of the air contamlnaﬁt .
dlscharée permit program by the Lane Reglonal Air Pollutlon
Authority. At the same time, the agency wishes to stress its
support of increased fees. as outlined in the ammended regulations. .
We believe the permit feé schedule brings thé State and Local

Agency closer to assuring that the pollutor pays the way.

With any increase in fees, the people of the State of
Oregon will be assured the pollutor is aiding-in the reduction
of air Contéminants. In addition to reducing the load on the
agency budgets, the increased permit fees will free funds to
pay for major studies as to the impact of industry on the
airshed. This type of qtuéles, espec;ally to define and |
1dentlfy the pollutants, will aid greatly the Lane Reglonal
Alr Pollution Authorlty to explaln why we are the only area

to exceed the federal air guality standards.




My name is Tom Donaca and I am here today representing the Air Quality
Committee of Assbciated Oregon Industries.

In order to avoid redundancy in testimony I am limiting my remarks this morning
to a very small number of issues presented by the staff report.

We met with your staff on several occésions and most of the quéstions raised and |
answered in the staff report were raised by Associated Oregon Industries. Some sig-
nifant changes were made in the regulations which will be of assistance both in the
operation of the _program as well as for the sources who must pay permit fees, eith

par‘t1cu1arl

regard to the application processing fee on renewals.
We have been unable to ascertain where the $291,000 anticipated revenue figufe
came from but that figure was misleading we believe both to the Legislature as well

) T PR S A P
as to ourselves. We sat through the last hearing,and understood the desire of the

A"

Ways and Means Committee to increase permit fees,ln the budget report of the Ways and
Means Committee it very clearly shows that the general fund for the Air Quality Permit
Program was reduced by $120,000 and other funds--permit fees were increased by $120,000.

The skxatmmzrkxXRX budget note in that report states "An approximate 50% increase
in air permit revenues was approved by the Subcommittee." The Subcommittee's intent
was to finance a gréater portion of total program expenditures from fee revenues and
thus reduce general fund subsfdy of this programf’ _

Your éctual revenue adjusted by Mid-Willamette Valley is estimated now at only
$174,000 under current permit fees but will jump to approximately $540,000 ur a

iennium under the proposal before you. During the consideration/gge Ways & Means

Committee we understood, am but did not like the 50% increase, but in view of other
action of the Ways &_Means Committee on other budgets we did not protest the fee
increase. Had we realized that permit fee ancreases would be significantly greater than

it

100% we sheuﬂd have.




The failure of the Department to provide an accurate forecast of revenue procluded
/}’Trl{\."f s
us from ansludqnq the legistative body on this matter which we certainly would have had

we understood the magnitude of the increase.

We note also that small boilers outside of ADMA's and the Salem urban growth
boundary are to be excluded from this program iﬁ the future. At Jeast in a monetary
sense and an equity sense, although it may not be cost effective, it does not seem that
these boilers should have been removed. But more importantly, of the boilers that

remain, they constitute 892 of the 2060 permits. No increase was k placed upon those

el g e 2y Y fiak ﬂi!rv'.u"-i—
boilers and incidentally on small smadl incindiary boilers which constitute a total

of 953 of the total number of sources not subject to an increase. Thus almosthalf

of those sources subject to permit did not receive a fee increase, That meant that

1107 permits had to carry an increase of $366,000 or an average increase of $330,888

per biennium per source increase. . _, . ' .

PR s I FSUT T e (Y rThc s T L0l (SR e Pt
The magmitude of the increase coupled with the management of the orogram seemesd

to kex need review. We would offer this suggestion which would verhaps occasion some

reduction in complaints from the sources that they are being subject to 2 inspections

[emgeem

for 2 different things by 2 different agencies~yet the boiler is the source of the

inspection need. The Department of Commerce Boiler Nivision is required by law to inspect

high pressure boilers both when they are down and under pressure once REagxxkX each

year and Tow presssure bojlers are examined each two vears, one year internally when

the boiler is down and the other year when it is under pressure. In view of Gov.

Straub's desire to eliminate duplicating functions it would seen well to investigate

FICICEE T o

an intergovernmental COOperat1on pact- between the Department and the Boiler Division

G TR PDEFIT R Ceprpm d TR

wherein they would conduct these kinds of inspection. We are certain that their manpower

could be trained, if they need additional people they could be paid for by the Dept.

of Environmental Quality and reduce the burden on your staff. We understand that boilers

in general do not create significant contributions and generally do not need the level

of control bythe agency that other sources do. We think investigation of such a gﬁiep
L

would be of assistance to the work load in your agency, assist the Dept. of Commerce




in doing their job and at the same time, obtain the méasure of control required by
ihe State both for environmental and safety reasons and meet the objectives of the Gov.
It has concerned us that the statutory language contained in@QRS 468.065, Subsection
2 seems to Timit the cost of the program to three items--the filing of investigation fee,
the issuance or denial of the permit and an inspection prggram to determine compliance.
It concerns us that the 10 items, actually 11 .because the next paragraph after item 10
on page 2 is also included inthe Permit Program, are beyond the statutory directdéye
for which charges may be made. We do not believe it was the intention of the Legislature
in '71 nor was it when the Legislature met in 1975 that industry pay for more than-that;
Specifically we would suggest that those provisions having to do with your compliance
with EPA and reporting requirements of EPA should not be borne by industry under the
Permit Program. We think this entire Tist should be reviewed in 1ight of the statutory
directive to determine)as a matter of law whetherjor not all of the items listed ae
are as a matter of fact includable as cost items. A
Also, on page 2 there is a complete outline of the procedure that must be # gone
thrbugh which'wou]d establish a new permit. However, the staff report indicates that
virtually all permits have now been issued and the primary responsibility is the
;:;§§§;nxﬂxof the permits. It is our belief that at- ImazkxR8%x about 80% of the sources
for which permits are now issued will require no modification on renewal and essentially
all that needs to be done is to reissue the permit. When the permit comes into the office
the person checking the compliance on that should be able to pull the file and look at
the last departmenté1 check on compliance to determine whether it was in compliance at
that time. The renewal should also require a verification that to the best of the
knowledge and belief the applicant the sources in compliance at the time the renewal
was requested and sxher under those conditions the permit should be reissued as it
standa. Many agencies go theough this same procedure including the Boiler Division
of the Dept. of Commefce,and are § able to renew permits on a less costly basis than

the Dept. proposes. Obviously, the Other 20% will require additional work and we think

t

this portion of the program should be re-examined to determine how that should be handled.




We fully understand the nature of the fiscal problem which you aré_facinq with -
the current budget. We therefore recommend to you that you adopt this schedule only
for the year 1976 and that you direct your staff in conjunction with other interested
parties to review the entire Permit Poogram, including all facets of the proaram
prior to January 1, 1977 and make a new determination on utilization of manpower and
the costs of the program. We understand that this means additional work and from the
standpoint of the source it means uncertamnty as to the future costsyyhich'we do not
1ike, but nonetheless this is still anew program and most programs ha&é to be shaken
down and this one rex appears to need some reaexamination to determine whether or
not it is meeting the objectives that it set out to achieve.

The Air Quality Permit Program is one of the few/giggrams thakxdees-not-have
-of any agency that does not have a statutory monetary limit. The Legislature has
;?éggéyqéeen concerhed about Eﬁéﬁprograms which are controlled only by the agency
getting out of hand, and we think that you should keep this concern in mind as you

direct review of the program.
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TESTIMONY OF LYNN ENGDAHL AT THE EQC HEARINGS OF DECEMBER 12

HIGHLIGHTS:

1.

3.

Since the permit program is mandated by law to relate

the fee amount to the cost of processing the permit and
the cost assuring compiiance, we expect that exact

cost accounting is available from the Government agencies.
When industries are required to provide massive reams

of specific data to this and other related bodies, it

is not asking too much that D. E. Q. provide more than

a single column "estimated" percentage of time spent

by your employees as justification for the new finan-

cial demands.

Does the new request for fees recognize the difference
between initial permit application and permit renewal.
WETA committee members agree that an initial permit is
a headache. Many tests must be run and decisions made.
Now, however, most permits are ongoing and the annual
new fee may regquire some effort but certainly, we assert,
not as much as the original permits required, It is
strange to us that now, when the bulk of the initial
permit process have been completed at your old budget
level that you ask increased funding for less complicated
renewals.

Since it is possible for an agency to spend any amount

of money provided it, we must see some standard other

than D. E. Q. cost by which to judge your needs. What
efforts have been made to reduce cost? How can we be

sure that this demand simply doesn't refliect an unnecessary
redundancy of employees who duplicate efforts? Again,

it is not too much to ask that documentation of ef-
ficiency be provided.

WETA (Western Environmental Trade Association), must
demonstrate our continued concern for the environment.

We have not been able to find your justification for this
permit fee increase as it relates to the environment.
Unless you are hoping that some marginal plant will clese
and thereby reduce the amount of material in the air (be-
cause they can't afford the increased fee) we can't re-
late the fees to the environment. We expected some
statement that this increased fee schedule would result
in some percentage of cleaner air -and for you to give

us documented justification but we have been unable to
discover it. Please help us Tocate your documentation.

(6508}

221-03587

[oesact




L, Finally, this seems to be funding through administrative
procedure rather than by legislative procedure. We must
insist that you provide some justification other than
Tegislative unwillingness to meet your budget for in-

creasing your fee schedule.
ch;eﬁ- o /7;-""“777%)
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December 11.1975

 Environmental Ouality Commission
1234 S.W, Morrison St.
+ Portland, Oregon 97205

Commissioners: :

As a Mid-Willamette Valley aggrecate., asphalt and concrete producer,
formally representing the membership fo the Oregon Asphalt Paving
Asociation and as Secretary-Treasurer of the Oregon Concrete and
Aggregate Porducers Association. I would like to share with you-the
concerns that our industry membership has regarding the proposed
1ncrease in-air contaminant discharge permit fees.

The orfginal legislative basis for determinfng permit fees (ORS

468, 065? namely, filing. investigating issuing, denying, and inspect-
ing has been expanded to the list of ten functions identified by

by Mr. Kramer in his memo to the Commission of Dec. 12, 1975.

Even if all of these functions are reauired it is misleading to
assume they apply eaqually to every industry. The following is a
review of the functions relevant to the aggregate. asphalt and
concrete industry.

1. "Identifying sources recuiring permits and forwarding applications."
This basically does not apply to our industry. Existing sources

have been identified and are in the vast majority of sites operating

in compliance with existing reoulations. New source applications

are an extremely small percentace of the total.

3. "Determining the compliance status of sources.”

Industry is reauired to finance its own comp11ance testing using
firms approved by the DED such as CHoM, Glen 0'Dell (former employee
of DEQ). M. Welman, OSU Professor Baubell. Mogul Corporation. and
Beake Consultants. These individuals are qualified and competent

to perform the reauired testing, Yet the DEN fails to accept the
independent conclusions of these aualified persons and insists

on physically reproducing the results on every test by re-calculating
the detailed test data. Is this time consuming process necessary?

If the results of the DEN approved firms are not acceptable. then
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Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Fees

why reauite their services? If the DEO is going to reproduce every
test. then why not let ndustry eliminate the thousands of dollars
reauired for independent testino and let the DEQ do the actual testing?
They are presently duplicating a large percentage of the testing
process, Rather than increase an unnecessary function we are asking
you to consider reducing this activity, thus helping tc maintain the
existing fee structure, -

4. "Inspecting plants and equipment."”

This is a valid function, But the nature of the aggregate. concrete,
and asphalt industry should be examined. The construction industry
in Oregon is seasonal. There are no plants, &ithevr concrete, asphalt
or crushing that operate on a twenty-four hour, twelve month basis.
In fact our industry averages 200 operating days per year with basic
single shifts. While DEO inspection {s necessary, the percentage

of DEO time applied to our jndustry should be s1gnificant1y Tess

than other less seasonal industries.

5. "Adopting source control strategies.,”

Compliance with the regulations has been met in the overwhelming
percentage of cases in our industry. There should be no increased
amount of time reauired by DED personnel with this function as it
relates to the aggregate., concrete. and asphalt industry,

6. "Reviewing and approving of control equipment, plans and specifications."”
If plant operations are in compliance, what additional time should

be recuired to monitor controls, plans and specifications? This

should apply to permit modifications and new applications.

8. "Evaluating impact of sources on afr auality."

When the Clean Air Implementation Plan was introduced Jan. 24, 1972,
it was determined that emissions in the aggrecate, concrete and
asphalt industry represented less than 1% of the total particulate
problem in Oreqon. Yet the reported fee income from our industry
by the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) represents 23% of
the total fees collected. The 100%+ proposed increase in fees will
exaggerate even more the apparent disproportionate share of the
program our industry carries,

9. '"Monitoring compliance control strategy progress for the
duration of the permit."

The need for DEO involvement in our industry to monitor progress
has been minimal. In the Lane Regional Authority it is interesting
to note that of the 558 complaints for the month of Sept. only one
complaint involved our industry. In the Mid-Willamette Valley.
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Morse Bros. the firm I represent, has received one air discharge
complaint since the permit process was instituted. Information
gained from our imdustry membership indicates that complaints are
minimal statewide. The need to monitor, if present, would express
itself through citizen complaint.

As these air permit activities are applied to more specific situations,

the need to jncrease fees becomes even more auestionable. Morse Bros.

with plants in Albany, Corvallis, Lebanon. Sweet Home, and Harrisburg

_now has air discharge permits for five asphalt p1ants. seven ready-
mix concrete plants. five crushers and one boiler.” Our existing

total fees are $1,625, The proposed fee is $3,250 representing a

« 100% increase. Our firms involvement with the DEO in the past year

has been 1imited to one visit. We have demonstrated no problem,

received no complaints, have operated in compliance with state

regulations and now must face a 100% increase in fees. Morse Bros.

has installed the equipment, the air scrubbers. the bag houses, the

fans, ducts. sprays, etc. Compliance has been achiev ed, The DEO

has successfully led us through to compliance. (MKVPA) Now that

the maaor task of achfeving compliance has been accomplished, the

DEO is suggesting that the fees be increased 100% to help underwrite

increased Department activities.

The proposed percentage increase is not justified. The Environmental

Quality Commission has the responsibility to protect and enhance

living conditions in Oregon, But it has equal responsibility to

examine closely the way in which the DEO administers the law,

Rather than giving blanket approval to fund an expanding bureacracy.

the Commission must scrutinize the activities and administration

of the Department. . _ .

One must auestion why DEQ persohnel have increased 366% since 1970, ;;

As our industry relates to clean air standards, one must aquestion

why the Department reouires a 100% increase in fees to administrate
compliance to regulations that have already largely been accomplished,
Thank You for your consideration.

S1ncere1y yours,

@ngm/ g

Frank Morse
Vice President




TESTIMONY BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSTON ON AI R PERMIT FEES

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority supports in —total the
proposed ammendments to OAR Chapter 340, sections 20-033.02 et seq,

containing the revised Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Fees,

In supplemental applification of the DEQ testimony, the LRAPA
wishes to provide the Commission with information about the air

—contaminant-discharge permit system in Lane County.

Actual man-years expended during the 1974/75 fiscal year for
the permit program by LRAPA was 2.4 years. This number would have
been somewhat higher if it were not for a limited availability of
personnel during this time. The projected man-years for the
18975/76 fiscal year is 3.5 years. These are planned man-hour
expenditures established in LRAPA's planned program budget. It
is felt by the LRAPA that 3.5 man-years provides the minimum
coverage and does not reflect the necessary level of work out-

lined by the EPA in the federal grant document.

Fees collected during the 1974/75 fiscal year came to
approximately $26,265. Direct program personnel salary costs
amounted to approximately $33,004, Fees collected only 79 percent
of the program costs, not including overhead, travel, supplies,

and other costs.

Under the current fee schedule, the income from the program
expexpected to diminish to approximately $17,000. At the same

time total program costs to the Agency are projected to be £52,600.
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We are concerned with the precedent set by arbitrarily raising fees this
year because DEQ has not operated within its fiscal budget. The agency
is seeking to recoup its deficit by an inequitable and improper reassessment
of permit fees. We feel that the real issue Ties with the lack of sound
fiscal judgement and sound management practices in the overall administration -
of the program.

Industry wishes to aveid becoming involved in internal agency affairs;
however, when we are asked to bail the department out of a difficuit
financial situation, then we feel it necessary to take a lock at the
overall administration of the DEQ air quality permit program.

A review of the staff report reveals that a determination of whether the . ..
proposed revisions are fair and equitable is not possible at this time
because of the wide range of numbers that have been quoted without

adequate clarification.

Depending upon which set of numbers in the report are used, the range of
" increase in the cost of the permit program varies from 13% to 309%.

Further, in the staff memorandum it states that most of the permits have
already been issued, and the vast majority of them were issued for a
five year period.

Thus, during the period when we would expect this program to be winding
down, we are being asked to substantially increase our share of an expahded
program.

The staff report concludes that these fees will be "an insignificant
part of the money received in the current biennium." However, when the
annual compliance fee for pulp mills has been increased by 1,000 percent
the fee for sawmills increased by 300 percent and for plywood plants by
300 percent, there are clearly degrees of "insignificance."

With the proposed revision of the fee schedule for air contaminant
discharge permits, we respectfully submit the following comments and
recommendations on the proposed revision and overall management of the
air contaminant discharge program.

PERMIT PROGRAM

There is a problem with the administration of the existing permit issuance
program. A good deal of time is being spent in negotiating special

permit provisians, containing conditions not specifically set out in the
regulations promulgated by the Environmental Quality Commission. This
slows the permit issuing process and results in higher costs for both

the department and industry.

The Oregon statute (468.065) specifically requires that "any permit
issued by the department shall specify its duration, and the conditions
for compliance with the rules and standards, if any, adopted by the
Commission pursuant to the various environment section.”
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In order to streamline the air permit issuance program, we would make
the following recommendations:

(1) The overall function of the permit program should
{a) set out the state regulation
(b) set out the state ambient standards
(c) spell out the civil penalties schedule for violation
of those standards, and
(d) specify the monitoring and reporting of emissions
required.

(2) the permit should not
- (a) detail-operational procedures, and -
(b) debate the types of equipment to be purchased, 1ts
charge is to address itself only to the performance
standards necessary to comply with state and federal
Taws.

NON-DEGRADATION REGULATION

A good deal of unnecessary delay results from 0AR 20-001 which requires
the utilization of the highest and best practicable treatment and
control. This regulation originally was intended tc be the significant
deterioration standard. 1In that EPA has required an amendment to the
overall air implementation program for Oregon to modify significant
deterioration provisions, and the federal significant deterioration
provisions are under review in Congress, this regulation no longer
satisfies its intended purpose. Also, this provision is incompatible
with legally enforceable numerical standards. We urge the EQC and staff
to initiate rule making to repeal this section.

PERSONNEL

Attachment No. 6 contains a breakdown of BEQ staff personnel and their
percentage of time in the air permit program. It should be noted that
1/3 of staff personnel spends over half of its time on the permit
program, 1/3 cf the staff spends somewhere between 10 and 50 percent of
its time on the permit program, and the remaining 1/3 of the staff
spends a nominal amcunt of time on the permit program. It is our
opinion that there are too many people involved in the mechanics of
issuing permits rather than practical implementation of the program.

We would urge the Director to review administrative procedures for the
issuance of air permits.
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FISCAL ACCOUNTING

In page 1 of the DEQ staff report, it concluded that:

The issuance of permits, inspection and monitoring

of these small boiler sources outside the valley is not
cost effective nor do they contribute in a demonstrable
way to air quality problems in that area.

This seems to be a strange interpretation of the law and appears to be
contrary to federal law. The staff has not presented data to support
this contention. To quantify the amount and distribution of fees to be
levied, we recommend that the EQC consider a "management by objective"
budgeting process, to

(1} insure maximum utilization of both dollars and
manpower,

{(2) provide guidance for the utilization of revenue
sources and,

(3) provide meaningful basis for the Legislature, the
Commission, industry and the public to review the
overall management of the state's environmental
program.

Such budgeting systems have been instituted by many state and local
agencies and are proving successful. We do not quarrel with the idea
that perhaps the fee schedule should have a greater spread among SIC
categories, nor do we guarrel with the idea that 50 percent of the cost
of the permit program should be borne by peint sources. This is adequately
supported by data in the 1974 COregon Air Quality Report which shows that
approximately half of the particulate emissions come from controlled
point sources and the other half come from areawide, non-point sources.
Any different apportionment of the air program costs would be the respon-
‘sibility of the Qregon State Legislature. With the development of a
"management by objectives" budget system, and the development of fiscatl
criteria by which to assess overall management performance, proposed
revisions in the apportionment of the fee schedule would be addressed on
a sound factual basis. This would insure that each source bear its
proporticnate share of the cost of the program.

LEGISLATIVE BASIS FOR FEE SCHEDULE

Under Oregen statute (468.065(2)), it provides that:

By rule and after hearing, the Commission may establish
a schedule of permit fees for permits issued pursuant
to ORS 468.310, 468.315, and 468.535. The permit fees
contained in the schedute shall be based upon the
anticipated cost of filing and investigating the
application, of issuing or denying the requested permit,
and of an inspection program to determinate or non-
compliance with the permit.
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It would be recalled that the original Oregon permit schedule was based
upon the then Los Angeles permit fee schedule. We submit that this
schedule is inappropriate because of the very different industrial base
in that populous commuynity.

The recommended "fiscal management by objectives" will provide a sounder
and more defendable fee schedule.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

In view of the statutory mandate that there be a close correlation

between the cost of the permit program and the generation of fees

therefrom, we respectfully submit that there is a need to develop additional
~—financial information. - We recommend that, with the cooperation of AQIL,

a representative Task Force be appointed by the Commission to make a 90

day review of resource and manpower of the permit program. That the

Task Force be charged with the development of sound fiscal criteria
objectives and then report to the Environmental Quality Commission for
appropriate action. The permit fees should be retrcactive to January 1,
1976, to insure a sound financial base for the program.

Industry does not want to become a watchdog of a public agency; the
overall management of the program is the responsibility of this Commission
and we submit that the tools to effectively administer a fiscally
responsible permit program need to be developed.

Finally, to reiterate, the fee program was authorized by the legislature
to recover the administrative costs of the permit program--not to finance
the day to day operations of the agency as a whole. Like the general
public, we pay corporate income taxes for that purpose.




TO: Joe B. Richards, Chairperson
Environmental Quality Commission

RE: December 12 presentation, Cup Awards

Today we are presenting five Cregon CUP (Clsaning Up Pollution) Award Renewals
which were approved by this Commission at its September 26 meeting. This

program, instituted in 1972, gives recognition to any industry, organization,

institution, corperation, governmental unit or individual for outstanding
efforts "beyond the call of duty" in preventing or cleaning up pollution

in Oregon.

The five renewals which are being presented today permit the companies to
continue to dimplay the Oregon CUP insignia on products manufactured at

the plants for which the award is given. The insignia is meant to indicate
to consumers which local companies are making extra efforts te safeguard the

environment.

It is with great pleasure that I present these award renewals tos:

Publisher's Paper Company, Oregon City & Newberg mills - Peter Schnell
Director of Public Relations

American Can Company, Halsey pulp and paper plant - George J. Wagner
Mill Manager

Willamina Lumber Company - John Hampton, President

Esco Corporation = Doug MacGowen, Manager of Plant Engineering, &
Nello Vanelli, Director of Public Affairs

Cascade Construction Company - George R. Morton, Vice President of Engineering




Bud Kramer December 17, 1975
Pete McSwain

Revision of Ady Contaminant Discharge Permit Fee
schedule and Procedural Rule

It has been brought to my attention that the motion
carried in the subject rule adoption asction left some
unresolved issues:

1. The motion made no reference to the rules or the
Director's recommendation. 1t referred only to
“fee schedules” {(See Attachment A},

2. The motion was for the rule to be effective only
for the 1976 calendar year, a provision which
should be included in the text of the rule --
applying to fee schedules only.

3. The motlion to adopt was conditioned on the le-
partment's approach to the H., Board and its
provigsion for rebate if E. Board funds ave forth-
coming. Another condition was the assignment of
8 management review task force, This gives prob-
lems -- adopting a present writing based on a
future act:

&.) Is the schedule ineffective until the actions
are taken?

b.) If it is effective now, would it become in-
effective if the actions are subject to delay?

Ray Underwood and I advise a conference call (3 Com-
missioners) in which you would present a supplemental
Director's Recommendation (Attachment B} in the hope that
the Commissioners would vote to resolve some of the dif-
Ficulties.

In addition, Ray suggests (with my concurrence) that
a future practice be adopted of having Commissioner
Richards restate motions (other than to adopt the Director's
Recommendation verbatinm} regarding rule-making to provide
a moment of pause so that procedural sufficiency can be
reviewed.,
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ATTACHMENT A

I MOVE that the fee schedules as submitﬁed'be adopted for the calendar
year of 1976 conditioned on:

a; That the Director make a request of the Ehergency Board to restore
some of the General Funds neededrbecause of the overaestimation of income
made by the Ways aﬁd Means Commiﬁﬁee.and the direétioﬁrof the Waés énd
Meahs Committee to increase fées by approxiﬁately 50% and that if restoration
_of the General Funds is made, partial __re_f_uﬁds__wi_l_% be made on an equitable
basis to be determined by the Commission, to persons who have filed for
permits or renewals prior to such restoration as weli as to make changes in
the fee schedule for the balénce of 1976 to ‘reflect the restoration of
General Funds; and

b. That the Director initiate a étudy.and appoint a task forece to
study the en;ire air quality perhit program and its cbsts, utilizing both
staff and persons outside the agency. Aand such a study should be completed .
and in the hands of the Commission prior to July 1, 1976, so that its on
nand well before our next budget is formulated. That's-basidally the

motion.




ATTACHMENT B

The Commission action of December 12, 1975 with regard to the rules

of procedure and fee schedule for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits should

be amended prior to its filing with the Secretary of State as follows:

1)

2) .

3)

4)

5}

Proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Section 20-033.2 through

On page 3, section 20-033{(6) (a), sentence 1, line 4 is ameﬁded as
follows: After "Table A" add "which shall be applicable during the
period of January 1, through December 31, 19786."

YEAR."

The conditions imposed on the Department for adoption be withdrawn.

20-033.20 before the Commission on December 12, in addition to the
proposed fee schedule and subject to the amendments set forth in
parégraphs:l, 2, and 3 herecf, be adopﬁed-as permanent rules effective
upon filing with the Secretary of State.

The Department be instructed to carry ouf the éctivities set forth in

the conditionsz withdrawn in paragraph (3} hereof.




ATTACHMENT A

I MOVE that the fee schedules as submitted be adopted for the calendaﬁ‘
year of 1276 conditionea on:

a. That the Directer make a request of the Emergency Board tc restore
some of the General Funds needed because of the overestimation of income
made by the Way5‘aﬁd ﬁeané.Committeé and the.difectioﬁ‘of £hé'Ways and
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ATTACHMENT B
The Commission action ofIDecember 12, 1375 with regard to the rules

of procedure and fee schedule for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits should

be amended prior to its filing with the Secretary of State as follows:
1) On page 3, section 20-033(6} (2}, sentence 1, line 4 is.amended as
7'follé§s:. Aftérf“Tab;é A" add "which shall be_appiiéablé during the
period. of January 1, through December 31, 1976." |
_2)_on Table A, after "ASSOCIATED FRE SCHEDULE," add:"FOR 1976 CALENDAR
YEAR." -
3} The conditions imposed on the Department for adoption be withdrawn.
4) Proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Section 25—053.2 through
20-033.20 before the Commission on December 12, in addition to the
proposed fee schedule and subject ﬁo the amendments sét forﬁh in
paragraphs l,.27 and.3 he?aof; be adopted as perﬁanent rules effective
upon filing with the Secretary of State. |
5) The Department be instructed. to carfy;out the activities set forth in

the conditions withdrawn in paragraph {(3) hereof.




ROBERT W. STRAUB

DEQ-1

GOVERNOR

REBEIVE]

-n‘ AT -
DEPARTMENT OF VAY 2 7 1976
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY EPT. OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET © PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 @ Telephone (503) 229- 5372

May 27, 1976

Honorable William F. Gwinn

..0regon. House of Representatives. ...

P. 0. Box 923
Albany, Oregon 97321

Dear Mr. Gwinn:

As you suggested, we checked with the Benton County Planning
Department and determined that there is not a Princeton Heights sub-
division, First Addition, in Morth Albany.

Thank you for bringing this to our attention and thereby setting
our records straicht.

Sincerely,

LOREN KRAMER
Dirqgtor

" Fred M. Bolton
Administrator
Regional Operations

FMB/bw

cc: Midwest Region
cc: Peter McSwain, Hearings Officer

cc: Subsurface Sewage and Alternative System Section

. -
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NOTICE OF INTENDED AGENCY ACTION AND PUBLIC HEARING THEREON

NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN that the Environmental Quality. Commission of
the State of Oregon will consider issuing an order pursuant to ORS 45416835
prohibiting the construction of subsurface sewage disposal systems in certain
proposed protected areas of Benton County as follows:

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

Pursuant to ORS 454.6£5, neither the Director nor his authorized
representatives shall issue .construction permits for subsurface sewage
disposal systems within the poundaries of the following geographic areas
of the State:

~{a) - Kingston Heights Subdivision-in Benton County BT
(b} Kingston Heights Subdivisicn, First Addition in Benton County
{c) Princeton Heights Subdivision in Benton County -
(d} Princeton Heights Subdivision, First Addition in Benton County

A PUBLIC HEARING on the proposed action will be held on Thursday,
November 6, 1975 commencing at 7:00 p.m. in the East Basement Conference
Foom of the Linn County Cowrthouse in Albany, Oregon.

IS8SUES to be decided include whether the order should issue in view of:

{a) Present and projected density of population

{b) Size of building lots

{c}] Topography

{(d) Porosity and absorbancy of soil

{e} Any geclogical formations which may advexsely affect the disposal
of sewage effluvent by subsurface means

(£} Ground and surface water conditicns and variations therein frow
time to time

{g) Climaciic conditions

(h) Present and projected availability of water from unpolluted SOULCes

(1) Type of and proximity to existing surface waters

{3} Type of and proximity to existing domestic water sypply sources

(k) Capacity of existing subsurface sewage disposal systems

TESTIMONY may be presented by any interested persons elther orally at
the hearing or by writing to the Envirvonmental Quallty Commission, 1234 5.W.
Morrison. Street, Portland, Oregon 97205.

The hearing will be conducted before a hearing officer designated by the
Conmission.




