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9:00 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

10:30 a.m.

Environmental Quality Commigsion Meeting
October 15, 1876
The Dalles City Council Chambers
313 Court Street
The Dalles, Oregon
A. Minutes of July 30 and August 27, 1976 EQC Meetings
B. Monthly Activity Report for August, 1976

C. Tax Credit Applications

D. Kraft Pulp Mills - Status Report on the Review of the Kraft (Patterson)
Mill Regulations ‘

E. Request for Authorization for Public Hearing on Revisions {Skirvin)
to the Fee Schedule for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits
and Review of Task Force Recommendations

F. City of Maupin - Staff Report on Sewage Program _ {Shimek)

G. Martin Marietta - Consideration of Regquest to Substitute Dry (Kowalczyk}
Fluoride Control Systems for Existing Wet Fluoride Control
Systems

H. Sewage Works Construction Grants - Consideration of Adoption of {Blankenship)
Priority List

I. Subsurface and Alternative Sewage Disposal - Consideration of (0sborne)
Adoption of Amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 71-005
through 74-020

J. Veneer—Bryer—Emissiens———eensideratien—ef—adeptien—af-Amendments {Deleted)
te-0ARy-Ehapter-3407-Seekions-25-305-through-25-328

K. Open Burning - Consideration of Adoption of Revised Rules, OAR, (Johnson)
Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050

John Day Rescolution
Standard 0il Co. Variance

Lahti & Son, Inc. v. DEQ

Because of the uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserves the
right to deal with any item, except Items F & G, at any time in the meeting.

The Commission will breakfast at the Tapadera Inn, 112 W. Second Street,
The Dalles at 7:30 a.m. and any of the items above may be discussed. Lunch
will also be at the Tapadera Inn.




MINUTES OF THE SEVENTY-NINTH MEETING
of the
Oregon Envirommental Quality Commission

October 15, 1976

At 9:00 a.m. on Friday, October 15, 1976 the seventy~ninth meeting

of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened in The Dalles
City Council Chambers, 313 Court Street, The Dalles, Oregon.

Present were all Commission members except (Mrs.) Jacklyn Hallock.

Those present were Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chalrman; Dr. Morris Crothers,
Vice Chairman; Dr. Grace S. Phinney; and Mr. Ronald M. Somers. Present
on behalf of the Department were its Director, Mr. Loren (Bud) Kramer and
several members of the Department's staff.

MINUTES OF JULY 30 AND AUGUST 27, 1976 EQC MEETINGS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney,

and unanimously carried that the Commission approve the Minutes of the
July 30 and August 27, 1976 Environmental Quality Commission meetings.

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORTS AND TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney,

and carried with the unanimous support of the four commissioners present
that the Director's recommendation be adopted with regard to both the
Program Activity Report for August 1976 and the Tax Credit Applications.

KRAFT PULP MILLS - STATUS REPORT ON THE REVIEW OF THE KRAFT MILL REGULATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Scmers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney

and carried with the unanimous support of the four commissioners present
that the Director's recommendation be adopted that no action is required on
this item by the Commission at this time.

REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARTNG ON REVISIONS TQO THE FEE SCHEDULE

FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS AND REVIEW OF TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney

and unanimously carried that the Commission adopt the Director's recommendation
that the Commission authorize a public hearing at a time and place to be
established to take testimony on the proposed amendments.

NOTE:

These minutes were extracted from a mechanical recording and from
staff reports presented to the Commission regarding each agenda item.
The recording and the reports are available under the provisions of
Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 192, and are hereby made a part of
these minutes, incorporated by reference.




CITY OF MAUPIN REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION FOR UPGRADING OF SEWAGE COLLECTICN
AND TREATMENT FACILITIES

Mr. Robert Shimek from Central Region gave the staff report on the
sewage program in Maupin.

Testimony was offered by the following people:

Stanley D. Heisler, City Attorney, Maupin
Albert Troutman, Mayor, Maupin
Val Toronto, Engineer from Pendleton for the City of Maupin

After much digcussion by the Commission, staff and witnesses it was
MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney and unanimously
carried that the following order regarding City of Maupin's reguest for time
extension to upgrade their sewage collection and treatment facilities be
adopted:

Before the Environmental Quality Commission
of the State of Oregon
In the matter of Reguest by the )
City of Maupin to Amend Special

)
Condition 81 of NPDES Waste )
Discharge Permit 1664-J )

Order of the Commission

'WHEREAS the Commisgsion finds as follows:

The City of Maupin holds NPDES Waste Discharge Permit Number 1l664-J
as issued July 22, 1974 and amended October 6, 1975. The City of Maupin
has requested a delay in its compliance with the terms of Special Con-
ditions 81, 84, &5, and S7 of said permit.

The City of Maupin has been required to show cause, if any there be,
why strict compliance with the said conditions of said permit should not
be required. On October 15, 1976, the Commission was fully advised on the
issues by the City of Maupin. Insufficient reason was shown to allow the
City of Maupin time beyond October 1, 1978 to fully comply with the said
conditions of their permit.

THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

That the City of Maupin shall eliminate all discharges to state waters
or shall provide plant modification capable of achieving the effluent
limitations in Condition S4 of NPDES Waste Digcharge Permit 1664-J in
accordance with the following time schedule:

1. Submission of final engineering plang to the Department shall
occur no later than June 15, 1977.
2. Construction shall be commenced no later than November 15, 1977,

3. Construction shall be completed no later than September 1, 1978.
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The Department of Envirommental Quality is hereby authorized and in-
structed to initiate any enforcement action provided by law or regulation
to obtain strict compliance to NPDES waste discharge permit 1664-J, or to
punish non-compliance by civil penalty or otherwise, in the event it finds
non-compliance by the City of Maupin with this Order.

SO ORDERED this 15th day of September, 1976.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

/s/ Joe B. Richards
Joe B. Richardsg, Chairman

/s/ Morris K. Crothers
Morris K. Crothers, Vice-Chairman

/s/ Grace S. Phinney
Grace S. Phinney, Member

/s/ Ronald M. Somers
Ronald M, Somers, Member

Jacklyn L. Hallock, Member

MARTIN MARIETTA - CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST TO SUBSTITUTE DRY FLUORIDE CONTROL

SYSTEMS FOR EXISTING WET FLUQRIDE CONTROL SYSTEMS

Mr.

John F. Kowalczyk summarized the staff report.

Testimony was offered by the following people:

Mr.
Dr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Ms.
Dr.
Mr.

Bud Gibson, Plant Manager for Martin Marietta

George Edmunds, Jr., Consulting Biclogist, Salt Lake City, Utah
I.5. Shah, Shah Consultants, Inc., E. Brunswick, New Jersey

Werner Furth, Representative of Martin Marietta Corporation
Environmental Technical Center

Joe Byrne, Environmental Engineer for Martin Marietta

Douglas Ragen, Attorney for Martin Marietta

Helen Lynch, Private Citizen

Arden Shenker, Wasco County Fruit & Produce League Attorney
Donald Bailey, Fruit Grower

Walter Erickson, Fruit Grower

John R. Thienes, Oregon State University Extension Agent in
The Dalles

Carolyn Wood, Mid-Columbia Environmental Council

Carl Kaser, representing Wasco County Farm Bureau, The Dalles
Phyllis K. Wright, Private Citizen

Timothy J. Facteau, Mid-Columbia Fxperiment Station, OSU
John Vlastelicia, Director, Oregon Operations, EPA
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No action was taken at this time on Martin Marietta. The hearing
will recconvene at the November 19, 1976 Environmental Quality Commission

meeting.

SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS - CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF PRIOQRITY LIST

Mr. Tom Blankenship of the staff summarized the report on this agenda
item.

After much discussion by the Commission, it was MOVED by Commissicner
Somers, seconded by Commissioner Crothers and unanimously carried that the
Director's recommendation be approved as follows:

1. Those projects ranked 1 through 95 which are scheduled prior to
February be approved for funding out of the FY 1976 carryover’monies:

2. Distribute funds carried over from FY 1976 as follows:

General Account $38,347,299.00
Reserve for Increases 1,173,753.00
Special Reserve for

Step I and Step II Projects 281,752.00

3. 2Apply the 15% reserve requirement to any new FY 1977 grant allotment.
4. BApprove the modified FY 1977 priority list.

SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL - CONSIDERATICON OF ADOPTION
OF AMENDMENTS TQO OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTICNS 71-005 THROUGH 74-020

Mr. Jack Osborne from the staff gave the staff report.

Testimony was given by Mr. Roy Burns, Lane County.

After much discussion by the Commission, it was MOVED by Commissioner
Somers, seconded by Commissioner Crothers and unanimously carried that
the Director's recommendation be adopted as follows:

1. Item 4 of the proposed amendments, after the word "building" add
"or repair of a broken pressure sewer line."

2. That OAR Chapter 340, Division 7, sectiong 71, 72, 73 (Secretary
of State's number 75) and 74 be amended, and that the adopted
amendments, numbering 55, be filed immediately with the Secretary
of State to become effective November 1, 1976, except item #55
(Proposed Geographic Region Rule B) shall become effective
January 1, 1977.

OPEN BURNING - CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF REVISED RULES, OAR, CHAPTER 340,
SECTIONS 23-025 THROUGH 23-050

Mr. Ray Johnson of the staff reviewed briefly the staff report regarding
revised rules for open burning.
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After discussion by the Commission, it was MOVED by Commissioner Somers,
seconded by Commissioner Phinney and unanimously carried that the Director's
recommendation that the proposed Open Burning Rules, OAR 340-23-025 through
23-050 be amended as follows: (deleted wording bracketed, new wording under-
lined).

1. OAR 340-23-045(6) {b) In the Timber and Tri—-City Rural Fire Pro-
tection Districts, and in areasg outside Rural Fire Protection
districts [of] in Washington County.

2. OAR 340-23-046(6) (c) (IX} In those portions of the Clackamas-
Marion Rural Fire Protection District within Clackamas County.

That the proposed revisions to the Rules for Open Burning, OAR Chapter 340,
Sections 23-025 through 23-050 be adopted by the Commission, and that the
Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan be amended in accordance with the
provisiong of these rules.

LAHTI & SON, INC. v. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, BEFORE THE OREGON
COURT OF APPEALS

The Director stated the staff had been in contact with Lahti & Son;
that the staff had made a proposal to them for settlement of that case;
and Lahti and Son in turn had made a counterproposal which has been accepted
by the staff.

After discussion by the Commission it was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers,
seconded by Commissioner Somers and unanimously carried that the proposal
be accepted by the Commission. This can be accomplished by the Commission
granting variances under ORS 454.657 with the following conditions:

1. Application be made for each parcel as pxoposed in Dr. William
Doak's letter to Mr. Raymond Rask dated September 14, 1976.

2. Detailed plans for each system be submitted with each application.

3. That the statutory variance fee be paid for each variance granted.

RESOLUTION ADCPTED BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION ON OCTCBER 15,
1976 REGARDING THE CITY OF JOHN DAY

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney
and unanimously carried that the following resolution regarding the City
of John Day be adopted:

RESOCLUTION

WHEREAS the City of John Day under the direction of Mayor John Moreau
has undertaken the task of planning for the construction of new sewerage
facilities to serve the cities of John Day and Canyon City; and

WHEREAS the City has completed facility planning and has approved
bonds for local share financing of the needed design and construction;
and

WHEREAS further timely progress is dependent on prompt processing
of the City's applications for Environmmental Protection Agency grant
funds; and
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WHEREAS federal grant award procedures are complex, time COnsuming,
and contain many opportunities for delay, thus causing frustration to
both applicant cities and DEQ, and causing escalation of construction
costs:

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED

(1) That the City of John Day and its Mayor, John Moreau, be
commended for their efforts to achieve construction of
needed and required sewerage facilities.

(2) That the Envirommental Protection Agency be strongly urged
to simplify grant requirements, reduce paperwork, and
accelerate the processing of grant awards to the City of
John Day and all other cities in Oregon so that costs do
not increase solely due to delays.

The above resolution was adopted by the Environmental Quality
Commission on October 15, 1976.

STANDARD OIL COMPANY

Mr. Jack Weathersbee from the staff, reported he had a telephone call
from the local representative of Standard 0il Company asking for an im-
mediate variance to ocur sulphur content of fuels rule. Standard 0il
Company wants to bring 60,000 barrels of Bunker C fuel into their Willbridge
Station in Portland. They have 40,000 barrels of Bunker C oil on hand at
their Willbridge facility now and would mix the 60,000 barrels of 2% with
the 40,000 barrels of 1.7% sulphur. This would give a blended sulphur
content of 1.9%, and would still be in excess of the staff's 1.75% sulphur
content limit provided by rule.

Standard ©0il is asking for a variance to OAR 340-22-010 to enable
them to receive and distribute that fuel c¢il in this area. The company
needs the consideration of this variance today and an answer, as the
shipment would be done over the weekend if it is allowed.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney
and unanimously carried that the variance be granted to Standard Cil
Company .




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item B, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting

August 1976 Program Activity Report

Discussion
Attached is the August 1976 Program Activity Report.

ORS 468.325 provides for approval or disapproval of Air Quality
plans and specifications by the Environmental Quality Commission.
Water and Solid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals or
disapprovals and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of
permits are prescribed by statutes to be functions of the Department,
subject to appeal to the Commission.

The purposes of this report are to provide information to the
Commission regarding status of the reported program activities, to
provide a historical record of project plan and permit actions, and
to obtain the confirming approval of the Commission of actions taken
by the Department relative to air quality plans and specifications.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice
of the reported program activities and give confirming approval to the
Department's actions relative to air quality project plans and specifi-
cations as described on page 9 of the report.

LOREN KRAMER

‘ Director
<%§§b RLF:ee
A 9/29/76
Conieins
Kecycled
Materials

DEQ-4é




Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Permit and Plan Actions

August 1976

Water Quality Division

71 . . . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary
Plan Actions Completed - Listing

70 . . . . Plan Actions Pending - Summary

38 . . . . Permit Actions Completed - Summary

Permit Actions Completed - Listing
189 . . . . Permit Actions Pending - Summary

Air Quality Division

11 . . . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary
Plan Actions Completed - Listing

22 . . . . Plan Actions Pending - Summary
43 . . . . Permit Actions Completed - Summary
Permit Actions Completed - Listing
114 . . . . Permit Actions Pending - Summary

Solid Waste Management Division

i3 . . . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary
Plan Actions Completed - Listing

13 . . . . Plan Actions Pending - Summary

15 . . . . Permit Actions Completed - Summary
Permit Actions Completed - Listing

75 . . . . Permit Actions Pending - Summary

Page

B U R

14

i6
17
16




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
* TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT-

Air, Water & Solid ) .
Waste Divisions Bugust 1976
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF FLAN ACTIONS

Plans . Flans Plans -
" Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month Fis.¥r.  Month Fis.Yr. Month  Fis.Yr. Pending

Air ' .
Direct Sources 11 23 11 23 22
Indirect Sources - .
Total 11 T 23 11 23 22
Water
Municipal 112 213 .7 B0 127 64
Industrial 10 16 11 18 6
Total 122 229 71 145 70
Solid Waste
General Refuse 4 11 8 15 9
Demolition : 2 ) ) 1
Industrial 2 6 4 . 8 3
Sludge . 1 2 1 2
Total ’ 7 21 13 27 13
Hazardous
Wastes 2 - : 2
GRAND TOTAL . . 140 275 95 197 105
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. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

Rugust 1976

{Reporting Unit)

PILAN ACTIOCNS COMPLETED (Con"t - 71)

. {(Month and Year)

Date of

|. Name of Source/Pfoject/Site
-County l and Type of Same | Action | Action
| i l
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - 11
Linn Hub City Concrete - Albany 8/16/76 Approved
Gravel Wash Water Treatment
Lane Pacific Resin & Chemical - Eugene 8/17/76 - Approved
Waste Treatment, overland flow
Lane - Southern Pacific Transportation 8/17/76 Approved
Eugene, upgrade waste treatment
facilities
Multnomah Rhodia, Inc. - Portland . 8/9/76" Approved
Second phase sewer connection project : .
Clatsop Astoria Plywood Corporation 8/11/76 Approved
Astoria, Waste Water Disposal Systems -
Yamhill Fisher Hog Farm - McMinnville 8/23/76 Approved
Animal Waste :
Washington Lite Rock Co. = Timber 8/24/76 - Approved
Storm Runoff Treatment : ‘
Multnomah Port of Portland, Ship Repair Yard, 8/27/76 hpproved
Swan Island, Diffuser for Treated '
Ballast Water
Klamath U. 5. Forest Service - Odell 8/31/7¢ Approved
Lake Marina, Break Water Construction
Hood River U. §. Plywood - Neal Creek B/31/76 Approved
Revised Plans for Circulation of o :
Log Deck Water
F ,
Marion De (Jong - Scio, Animal Waste 8/30/76 Approved

‘Disposal

}




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS '

Water Quality

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

(Reporting Unit)

Auqust 1976

{Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit

* NPDES Permits
** State Permits

Permit Actions Permit Actions Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month Fig.Yr. Month Fis.¥Yr. - Pending Permits Permits
* ’** I*i: * ]** -I** X L** * l** * l*i:
Municipal
- New 0ilo of_0 411 a4l 1 . 21 6
Existing ofo of o o |1 ol 1 5
Renewals 21{o0 6 0 711 711 47} 0
Modifications 4o ol o alo 4l o 24] 0
Total - 610 15 0 15 |3 15| 3 77111 g@ﬂ} 54 00 le
Industrial
New 01 1 3 o1 ol 1 al 2
Bxisting ol 1 d 1 al3 ol 4 6
'Rencwals 3lo 83 810 3| 2 24110
Modifications 210 g 1 3|2 37 2 331 0
Total 512 1 8 11156 1L 9 eal20 423 |70 234l a9
‘ggricultural {Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)
‘New olo o 0 ol1 ol -1 310
Existing 0l 0 a0 01 o] 0l 0
Renewals 010 a o 010 ol 0 ol o
Modifications a9l 0 9 0 1]lo 1] O 10{ O i
Total - glo "9 0 112 1l 2 13! o 61l 8 il 8
GRAND TOTALS 20 2 3d s 27 111 29114 158031 778 lay 798 |162




DEFPARTIULUT O ENVIARINMT LT L L UALLTY

TECHNICAL DPROGEANS

MCHTHLY ACTIVITY REVILT

Water Quality
(Reporting Unait) (!*znth and Your)

PERMIT ACTICUS CTNELETED (38)

—_August - 1976 ____ .

Domestic Sewage

Name of Scurce/Project/Site Cate of
Countvy _ and Tvrne of Same I Acticnh ACEICR
I 1
Municipal (18)
Lincoln Department of Transportation 8/5/76 State Permit
Beverly Beach State Park Issued '
Deschutes Richard Huff 8/5/76 State Permit
8-Ball Restaurant Issued
Clackamas River Village Mobile Homes 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
. Domestic Sewage’ Modified
Marion City of Stayton 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
Domestic Sewage Modified
Washington Unified Sewerage Agency 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
Rock Creek Plant Issued
Washington City of Hillshoro 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
Rock Creek Plant Renewed
Marion City of Hubbard 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
i Domestic Sewage Renewed
"Marion Union 0il Company 8/6/76 State Permit
Fargo Road Truck Stop Renewed
Jackson | City of Butte Falls 8/26,/76 NPDES Permit
' Domestic Sewage Issued
Douglas Green Sanitary District 8/26/76 NPDES Permit
i Domestic Sewage : Renewed
Union City of Union 8/26/76 - ~ NPDES Permit:
: ' Sewage Disposal - Issued
| .
Tillamook Netartg-Oceanside S.D. 8/30/76 NPDES Permit
Domestic Sewage Issued
Clatsop Olney Elementary School 8/30/76 NPDES Permit

Renewed




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIE
TECHNICAL P

MONTHLY ACTIVITY

Water Quality

{Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTICHS CCMPLETED (Continued)

OLVILNTAL JUALLTY
ROGRANS

FEPCAT

Auqusf

1976

A(*onth and Year)

- Prospect No. 1

8/26/76

Name of Scurce/Project/Site Date of ‘
County and Tyvce of Same | Action Action
l I
Yamhill City of Dundee 8/30/76 NPDES . Permit
Domestic Sewage ’ Renewed
Marion & Willamette ILutheran Homes 8/30/76 NPDES Permit
Domestic Sewage " Renewed
Douglas City of Oakland 8/30/76 NPDES Permit
: Domestic Sewage Renewed
Jéckson. City of Jacksonville 8/31/76 NPDES Permit
Domestic Sewage Modified
Benton City of Monrece - 8/31/76 NPDES Permit
Domestic Sewage Modified
Industrial and Commercial (17)
Marion Stuckart Lumber Company 8/5/76 State Permit
Idanha : Issued
Hood River Luhr Jdensen & Sons, Inc. 8/5/76 State Permit
Fishing Tackle Plant Modified
Morrow Portland General Electric 8/5/76 State Permit
' Boardman Fosgil Plant Modified
Linn Willamette Industries 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
Pairview Division ' Modified
Lane Barker Willameti:e Co. 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
Lumber Mill Rénewed
Lane Cabax Mills 8/6/76 NPDES Permit
Fugene Renewed
Douglas - U.S. Plywood 8/26/76 NPDES Permit
' Glide Log Pond ' Renewed
i .
Jackson . Pacific Power and Light Co. 8/26/76 NPDES Permit
. Eagle Point Flant Renewed
Jackson . Pacific Power and Light Co. NPDES Pexrmit:

Renewed




DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIROLMENTAL JUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAM

MONTHLY ACTIVITY PRErCRT

Water Quality August 1976

(Reporting Unit) (xonth and Year)

Junction City Plywood

PERMIT ACTICHNS CCOHMPLETZD (Continued)
Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Tyrce of Same Action Action
P l
Industrial and Commercial (Cont.)
‘Jackson Pacific Power and Light Co. 8/26/76 " NPDES Permit
Prospect No. 2 Renewed
m n . " " n [}
Prospect No. 3
r n X n L1} n 11
Prospect No. 4
Lane Berry Creek Construction Co. 8/31/76 State Permit
Gravel Cperation : Issued
Marion Shiny Rock Mining Corporation 8/31/76 State Permit
Gold Mine Issued
Columbia Steinfeld Products 87/31/76 State Permit
Pickle Packing waste : Issued
Lane Southern Pacific Transportation 8731776 NPDES Permit
Eugene Yard ' Modified
Linn U.S. Plywood B/31/76 NPDES Permit
Lebanon Mill Modified
Lane The Murphy Company 8/76 Discharge
Lumber Mill. Eliminated
Lane Lou L. Surcamp B/76 Discharge
Springfield Truck Stop Eliminated
J
Washington Empire Lite Rock 8/76 Discharge .
: Aggragate Plant ' Eliminated
Lane Bohehia, Inc : 8/76 Discharge
Eliminated




DEPARTHINT OF LINTACIIUINTAL JUALLYY

+ - A
TECHNICAL PROGHANS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY FEICRT

Water Quality . August. . _1976.__._ _
(Reporting Unig) (Yionh end Yoar) .
PIRMIT ACTICUS CIMPLETED {Continued)
Mame of Scurec/Froject/Site Cate of
County and Tvoo of Sam Acticn ACLICN

Agricultural

Marion
Marion

'Jacksbn

(3)

Western Pork Producers 8/5/76 State Permit
Hog Farm : Issued

Franz Neff . 8/5/76 State Permit
Dairy - Issued '
Department of Fish and Wildlife 8/31/76 NPDES Permit

Cole M. Rivers Hatchery Modified




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT.

Air CQuality s Auqust 1976

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (11).

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of

Tax Credit for dryer change

County and Type of Same Action Action

! | ' ' - l '

Direct.Stationary Sources (11)

Douglas Internatiopaeraper Co., .~ 8/2/76 Approved
Alter #1 veneer dryer i

Umatilla Lamb-Weston : 8/3/76 Approved
New fryer with scrubber

Clackamas Estacada Rock Products _ 8/3/76 Approved

' Baghouse with Cement silo

Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co., Dillard 8/4/76 Approved
6 scrubbers for veneer dryers

Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co.,'Riddle 8/4/76 " Approved

' 6 scrubbers for veneer dryers

Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co., Roseburg - '8/4/76 Approved

’ 1 scrubber for veneer dryer ’
Coos Roseburg Lumber Co., Coguille: 8/4/76 Approved
- 2 scrubbers for veneer dryers -

Clackamas Oregon Saw Chain 8/9/76 Approved
Burnout furnace hoods '

Douglas Drain Plywood ' 8/10/76 Approved
Tax credit for dryer chahge

Washington - Lité{Rock Co. : 8/11/76 Approved

' Scrurber for kiln

Lane U.S.! Plywood -8/19/76 Approved




DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICNL PROGRAMS , F

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT .

Air Quality ' ' : August 1976
{Reporting Unit) : {Month and Year)

" SUMMARY OQF AIR PERMIT hCTIQNé

Permit Actions Permit Nctions Permit- Sources  Sources
Received Completed Ac¢tions under Reqr'g
Month Fis.Yr. Month Figs,¥Yr. IPending Permits .Permits
Direct Sourcces o
New - 4 7 3 ) 6 12
'Existing 3 14 7 15 k¥
Renewals 4 10 18 40 45
Modifications 3 4 11 25 ‘ 9
Total 14 35 39 - 86 104* 2154 2204
‘Indirect Sources
New . 5 o o 5 10
Existing .
flenewas _
Modifications | o . 1 _ o 1 ' 0
Total 2 4 4 - 6 " 10, 40
GRAND TOTALS 16 39 43 92 114 2194 2204

. * Public notices have been issued for 16 of these pending permit ac£ions.

-10-




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

g TECHNICAL PROGRMMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality

__August 1976

(Reporting Unit)

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {43)

22-7137, Particleboard (Renewal)

-1~

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
! |
Baker Ellingson Timber Co. 8/2/76 Addendum Issued
' 01-0004, Veneer (Modification) ‘ . :
Benton Hendrix Lumber 8/11/76 Pgrmit Iésued
02-0004, Sawmill (Renewal)
Benton Good Samaritan Hospital 8/11/76 Permit issued
02-~2094, Incinerator (Renewal)
Eenton Brand S Plywood : 8/11/76 Permit Issued
' 02-2482, Plywood Mfg. (Renewal)
Benton Wildish Corvallis Sand & Gravel 8/25/7%6 Permit Issued
02-2518, Asphalt Plant (New Owner)
Benton wilaish Corvallis Sand & Gravel 8/25/76  Permit Issued
02-2557, Rock Crusher (New Owner)
‘Benton h Wildish Corvallis Sand &.Gravel '8/25/76 Pefﬁit Issued
02-2558, Concrete {New Owner)
Benton L & T Crushing Co. 8/11/76 Permit Issued -
. 02-5004, Rock Crusher {(Renewal) : -
Benton I. P. Miller Lunber Co. 8/11/76 Permit Issued
) 02-6018, Sawmill (Renewal) :
Clackamas Crown Zellerback Corp. 8/24/76 - Addendum Issued
03-2145 (Modification)
Coos Georgia-Pacific Corp. i 8/24/75 Addendum Issued
06-0008, Plywood (Modification)
- | . - -
Coos Westbroak Wood Products 8/11/76 Permit Issued
06-00324 Veneer (Modification) ‘
Deschutes Oregon Trail Wood Products, Inc. 8/20/76  Addendum Issued:
09-0033, Sawmill (Modification)
:
Klamath Weyerhaeuser Company 8/11/76 Permit Issued
18-0013, Sawinill (Renewal): '
Lincoln l Northwaét Natural Gas Co. 8/19/76 . Addendum Issuea.
' 21-0042, Natural Gas Transmission o :
(Modification) :
Linn Publishers Paper Co.

8/&1(76' Permit Issued




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality ' ' Auqust 1976

{Reporting Unit) . s ~ {donth a?d Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (43 - con't)

26-2964, Inciﬁerator (New)

-12-

Name of Sourbe/Project/Site Date of
" County and Type of Same ' Action | Action
|
Marion Aumsville Pellet Mill 8/11/76 Permit Issued
' 24-0004, Feed Mill {Renewal) - - * -
Marion agripac, Inc. - . -8/11/76 Permit Issued
: v 24-4159, Boiler {(Renewal) ;
Marion Oregon Dept. of General Services 8/11/76 Permit Issued
) 24-5131, Boiler (Renewal)
Marion J. M. Smucker Company . 8/11/76 Permit Issued
: ’ 24-9109, Incinerator (Renewal)
Marion MacLaren Scheool . . . 8/11/76 Permit Issued
24-9167, Boiler (Renewal)
Marion Turner Sarnd & Gravel ' ‘ 8/11/76 Permit Issued
24-9196, Rock Crusher (Renewal)
Multnomah Evelyn Rpartments : o 8/11/76 Permit Issued
- 26-1100, Boiler {Existing) ;
Multnomah Albers Milling . . '8/11/76  Permit Issued
C 26=2008, Feed Mill (Renewal) : ' ' '
-Mpltnomah cargill, Inc. ' 8/11/76  Permit Issued
26-2009, Grain Elevator (Renewal)
Multnomah Zidell Txplorations, Inc. . - 8/11/76 Permit Issued
: 26-2071, Secondary Lead Smelting '
{Renewal) - ’
‘Multnomah Portland Memorial, Inc. ' . 8/11/76l Permit Issued
26-29494 Incinerator (Existing)-
Multnomah The Amaigamated'Sugaf Co. S 8/11/76 Permit Issued
26—2950% Boiler (Existing)
Multnomah United States Bakery . - 8/11/76 Permit Issued
26-2952, Boiler {Existing) '
. | ! ) X
Multnomah - Fred Conrey Electric Motor Repai; 8/11/76 Permit Issued
26-2963, Incinerator (New)
Multnomah Reed Electric¢ Company - B/AL/T6 Permit Issuesd




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ) .
TECHNICAL PROGRNMS ) .

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality

t

August 1976

{Reporting Unit)

{Month and Yecar)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (43 - con't)

Name of‘Source/Project/Site

Date of

435 space parking facility

-13-

’ . County ‘and Type of Same Action Action
: l - ~
Multnomah Time-Cil Company 8/25/76 Permit Issued
' 26-2966, Petroleum Bulk Storage ) .
(New)
"Multnomah Portland Community.College B/11/76 Permit Issuad
o ' 26-2971, Boiler (Existing) - i '
Polk Columbia West Materials & - 8/11/76 Permit Issued
: Constructors, Inc.
27-8004, Asphalt Paving -{Remewal)
Polk Stuivenga Box Mill 8/25/76 Permit Issued
_ 27-8005, Sawmill (Existing)
Tillamoqk Erickson Lumber Co. . . " 8/11/76 Permit Issued
29-0011, Hardwood Mill {Existing} : .
Yamhill - Crabtree Rock . 8/11/76 Permit. Issued
" 36-3001, Rock Crusher (Renswal} -
“Yamhil Coast Range Plywdod, Inc. 8/25/176 Permit Issued
) - 36-5296, Plywood (New Owner).
Yamhill Willamina Lumber Co. 8/720/76 Addendum Yssued
: . .36-8005, Sawmill {Modification) ) :
. Indirect Sovrces (4) -
Mation Hayeswville K-Mart 8/30/76 " Final_permit iszued
: 609 space parking facility : : '
Multnomah .Providence'Medical Center 8/30/76 Final permit isgsued
: 375-450 space parking facility
Multnomah Education Admin. Services Cntr. 8/10/76 Withdrawn
660 space parking facility
Washington Portland Community Collegs 8/2/76 Final permit issued




S50lid Waste

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS |

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFPORT

August 1976

{Reporting Unit)

(Month- and Year)

Operational Plan

-14—

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETEDi {13)
Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
I .

Douglas Camas Valley Disposél Site 7/27/76 : Provisicnal
Existing Site - Approval
Closure Plan

Wallowa Wallowa Drop Box 7/30/76 Approved
New Site
Construction Plan

Lane Cedar Lumber, Inc. 8/2/76 Approved
Existing Site
Operational Plan

Douglas Yoncalla Disposal Site 8/3/76 .~ Provisional
Existing Site - Approval
Revised Closure Plan

Marion Boise Cascade Sludge Site 8/4/76 Approved

' Existing Site -
Operational Plan

Mariqn Stuckart Lumbey Co. 8/5/76 Approved
Existing Site :
Operational Plan

Lincoln T & L'Sludge Lagoon 8/16/76 Provisional
New Site - Approval
Construction and Operaticnal
Plan

Douglas Dillard Disposal Site 8/19/76 * Provisicnal

. Existing Site Approval
Operational Plan '

Josephine Kerby Landfill 8/1%/76 . "Provisional
Leachate Holding Pond Approval
Existing Site
Construction Plan

Douglas Roseburg Central Landfill 8/19/76 Pro&isional
Existing Site: Approval




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

" MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste

(Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS CCMPLETED. (Continued)

‘Auqust ‘ 1976

(Month: and Year)

‘ Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
I |

Douglas Reedsport Disgposgal Sit 8/20/76 Provisional
Existing Site ’ ) Approval
Operational Plan

Josephine City of Grants Pass 8/25/76 Approved
Existing Site
Operational Plan

Coos Joe Ney Disposal Site 8/25/76 Provisional
New Site Approval

Operational Plan

-15-




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

.. .501id Waste Managenment

(Reporting Unit)

.t.

1976

{(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr.  Pending Permits Permits
General Refuse
New _3 4 2 :
Existing 1 3 48 (*)
Renewals 2 2 2 4 5
Modifications 1 1 1
Total 5 7 4 10 57 loa _ ~lag
Demolition
New X 2 i 3
Existing 1
Renewals 1
Modifications ;
To;al 1 2 L 4 1 13 1.
Industrigi
New ' 1 2 2 1 ]
Existing ] 14 (*11)
Renewals 1 b 1
Modifications 7
Total 2 3 ¢ ~ 3 16 85 a0
"Sludge Disposal
MNew- 1 9
Existing
Renewals 9
Modifications ‘ 1 1
Total ‘ ) 0 3 q a ~
- | .

Hazardous Waste
Néw !
Authorizations ) 16 10 17
Renewals
Modifications '

T
Total o 16 10 17 0 1 1
GRAND TOTALS 17 a0 15 37 75 301 311

*Sites operating under temporary permits until regular permits are issued.

16—




County

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste o Augusi

1976

(Reporting Unit) ~{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED = (15)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of

Actibn

and Type of Same Action

|

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (4)

Hood Riwver

Lake

Klamath

Baker

Hood River Landfill ' 8/11/76
Existing facility :

Lakeview Disposal Site B/11/76
Existing facility :

Crescent Landfill B/20/76
Existing facility

Oxbow Disposal Site | ' 8/20/76
Existing facility '

Demolition Solid Waste Facilities (1)

Washington

Tobey's Excavators - 8/24/76
New facility :

Sludge Disposal Facilities {0}

Industrial Waste Facilities {0}

Hazardous Waste Facilities (10)

. Gilliam

Gilliam

Gilliam

. Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 8/16/76
Existing facility g

Chem—Nﬁclear, Inc.’ 8/17/76
Existﬁhg facility '

b
Chem-Nuclear, Inc. . 8/1é/76
Existing facility 7

-17-

Permit Issued
{renewal}

Permit Amended

Permit issued
{renewal)

Permit issued

Letter authoriza-
tion issued.

Disposal authoriza-
tion approved.

Four {4) disposal
suthorizations
approved.

Two (2) disposal
authorizations
approved.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY !
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS :

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste o Augugt 1976
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (Continued)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of . _ '
County and Type of Same Action Action
I - - |
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 8/19/7¢ . Disposal authoriza-

Existing facility tion approved.

Gilliam _Chem—Nuélear, Inc. .. 8/20/76 Disposal authoriza-
Exigting facility ] : tion amended.

Gilliam Chem-Nuclear, Inc. - 8/24/76 Disposal authoriza--
Existing facility : _ tion approved.

-18~




DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERMOR

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

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item C, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting

Tax Credit Applications

Attached are review reports on 14 requests for Tax Credit action.
These reports and the recommendations of the Director are summarized
on the attached table.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission act on the 14 tax
credit requests as follows:

1. Issue certificates for 14 app11cations(T—255. T-772, T-773,
T-774, T<799, T-800, T-801R, T-806, T-807, T-810, T-811, T-812,
T-813 and T-820).

2. Revoke certificate #656 in the amount of $991,210.82 and reissue
as requested above (T-255) in the amount of §$1,156,836.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

Attachments
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

Georgia Pacific Corp. T-255 Herreschoff furnace, duct work $ 1,156,836.00 100% Issue
White City Wyatt Kipper Boiler

Roseburg Lumber Co. T-772 Two veneer dryer scrubbers 40,390.00 100% Issue
Dillard for plywocd plant

Georgia Pacific Co. T=-773 Lagoon, pumps, sumps, piping, 66,801.00 100% Issue
Albany valving and related controls

Georgia Pacific Co. T-774 Radar Pneumatics Rotary Disc Screen 53,139.00 100% Issue
Toledo for integrated pulp and paper mill

Hobin Lumber Co. T-799 Hydraulic loading machine, debarker, 21,550.00 100% Issue
Philomath chipper, conveyors & misc. controls

Weyerhaeuser Co. T-800 Conveyor system for plywood plant 122,015.00 100% Issue
Springfield '

Weyerhaeuser Co. T-801R Baghouse for particleboard plant 91,402.00 1003 Issue
Springfield :

Weyerhaeuser Co. T-806 Stack sampling platform, access 17,358.00 100% Issue
North Bend ladder, sampling ports, etc.

International Paper T-807 DpDump tank, piping, drain and 45,464.00 100% Issue
Gardiner instrumentation

Stayton Canning Co. T=810 Pump and screen, intake and pump 174,831.38 100% Issue
Stayton station, storage pond, piping, valves

Weyerhaeuser Co. T-811 Carter Day baghouse , air conveyor 39,709.,00 100% Issue
Springfield system

Weyerhaeuser Co. T-812 Settling pond, 2 pump stations and 56,032.00 100% Issue
Springfield controls

Weyerhaeuser Co. T-813 Cocling tower, pump, related 144,661.00 100% Issue
Cottage Grove controls

Brooks Scanlon T-820 Log pond, pump station, conveyor, 540,586.95 100% Issue

Bend

storage tanks. etc.




Proposed September and October 1976 Totals: Calendar Year Totals to date: (Excluding
Sept. and Cct. totals)

Alr Quality $ 1,467,710.00 Air Quality $ 12,592,164.58
Water Quality 1,025,183.33 Water Quality 5,657,914.82
So0lid Waste 21,550.00 Solid Waste 835,144.56

$ 2,514,443.33 $ 18,230,0792.40

Total Certificates Awarded (monetary values)
since inception of program (excluding
proposed Sept. and Oct. 1976 certificates)

Ajr Quality $ 110,859,198.80
Water Quality 90,467,184.45
Solid Waste 20,288,177.47

$ 221,614,560.72




Appl. T-255

_ pate ' 9/16/76

_State of Oregon
‘Department of Environmental Quallty
Tax Relief Application Review Report

1. Applicant

Georgia Pacific Corporation
900 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

The applicant owns ard operates a charcoal manufucturlng plant at 7890 Agate
Road, White City, Oregon.

2. Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application consists of a Nichols Herresohoff
Multiple Hearth Furnace, a Wyatt and Klpper high pressure steam boiler, and bark
and wood handllng facilities.

a. Nlchols Herreschoff Furnace _ $ 573,493
Related duct work , S © 45,400 .
Wyatt Kipper Boiler S _ - 372,327
) ' L : : 991,210
Accounting Error reported by Georgia Pacific _- 165,625
: T $1,156,836

The facility(built in 1971 by Olson Lawyer Timber Co.) was purchased hy
Georgia Pacific Corporation on January 31, 1976 and is in continuous operation.

Certification is claimed under the statutes and the percentage clalmed
is 100%.

Facility Costs: $1,156,836 (accountant's certification provided).

3. Evaluation of the Application (Requested Modification)

- On June 8, 1972 Olson-Lawyer was izsued Tax Credit Certificate #267 for
$1,307,513 to cover erection of a Herreschoff furnace and a hogged fuel boiler
to utilize wood waste formerly burned in wigwam burners for the production of
salable charcoal briquets., In January of 1976 Olson Lawyer sold out to Georgia-
Pacific and Boise Cascade.

The EQC split up Tax Credit Certificate #267 at its April 30, 1976 meeting
per requests from the two new owners: §991,210.82 to Georgia Pacific (certifi-

cate #656}, and $150,677 to Boise Cascade (Certificate #657), totaling $1,141,887. 82

An amount of $165,625,18 was left out because no one claimed it.

e

R - g

e i S i




In a letter dated May 26, 1976, Georgia Pacific asked for the unclaimed

. $165,625.18 and submitted equipment lists to validate their new claim on June 3.
On September 3 a letter from Georgia Pacific made the statement that Georgia
Pacific intended to continue operating this eguipment in the manner described

by Olson Lawyer in their applications for pollution control tax credit and for
the purpose of eliminating air pollutants and enclosed a letter from the
attorneys for Olson Lawyer Timber Co. confirming that Georgia Pacific was .
entitled to the remaining unclaimed $165,625 tax credit. '

4. Director'’s Recommendation

It is recommended that Certificate #656 be. revoked and a new Pollution Control
Certificate bearing the cost of $1,156,836 with '100% allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-255.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

BJW:1b

A



SEP 8197 Appl T-772

State of Oregon Date 9/8/76
-Department of Environmental Quality

Tax Relief Application Review Report

Applicant

Roséburg Lumber .Company

P. 0. Box 1088 : o , :
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 ' . e

The applicant owns and operates ‘@ lumber complex in Dillard, Oregon. It
includes a plywood plant known as plant #2. :

Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application is two Burley veneer dryer scrubbers,
used to capture the blue haze coming out of the two stacks of veneer dryer
~ #3 of plywood plant #2. The facility consists of:

a. Burley scrubber condensers, Model B-5, S/N 16 & 17.

"b.  Pitch accumulation tank. ,

c. Pumps and piping.

The facility was begun on February 26, 1976, completed and placed in oper-
ation on March 29, 1976. Roseburg lLumber submitted the project to the
 Department for approval on January 26, 1976 and received approval; the
prior approval requirement of the law was fulfilled.

Certification is claimed under current statutes and the percentage claimed
for pollution control is 100%. '

Facility costs: $40,390 {(accountant's certification was provided}.

Evaluation of Application

The Department requiréd Roseburg Lumber Company to control the blue haze
emissions from their veneer dryers per Section B, Condition 3 of their Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 10-0025. The Company tried to use a low
‘temperature drying method so that the veneer never got hot enough to cook-
off blue haze. This method was less than satisfactory from a production
standpoint; it also caused excursions to out of compliance operation at
times. Therefore, the applicant has started to install Burley scrubbers on
all their veneer dryers. The facility claimed in this application is the
first of their veneer dryers to be equipped with a wet scrubber.

The Department observations of the scrubbers have demonstrated consistent
visual compliance. The visual component, following evaporation of the
steam plume, is 5% opacity or less at most times, with excursions to 10%
observed when dryer temperature was abnormally high.
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. The scrubber recovers about 144 1bs/day of pitch which is burned in the

. Company's hogged fuel boilers. Although the pitch has a fuel value close
to Bunker C fuel oil, it is captured in such small quantities that the
cost of capturing and handling it exceeds its worth as fuel. Therefore,
it is concluded that 100% of the cost of the claimed facility can be
a]]ocated to air pollution control. .

. &
4, Director's Recommendation -. "y

>

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $40,390 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T7-772.

" LOREN KRAMER
Director

PBB:cS
8/31/76

-




AUG 25 1976 ' Appl. 1-773

Date 7/30/76

State of Oregon
‘DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT ' )

1. Applicant ' - _
Georgia-Pacific Corporation B
Resin Operations = o R
900 8. W. 5th
Portland, Oregon 97204
The applicant owns and operates a resin manufacturing plant in
Albany, Oregon in Linn County.
The application was received July 8, 1976.
2. Description of Claimed Facility
The claimed facility consists of a 600,000 gallon lagoon, pumps,’
waste water collection sumps, piping, valving and related controls.
The claimed facility was completed and put into service in
February, 1973.
Certification must be made under the 1969 Act and the percentage
claimed for pollution control is 100%. s
Facility costs: $66,801.57 (Accountant's certification was provided).
3. Bvaluation of Application
Had the claimed facilities not been included with the plant when it was
constructed, storm runoff from the plant would have been discharged
- to Murder Creek without treatment or control. With the claimed facilities,
the runoff is collected and reused to the maximum practicable extent.
That portion. of:storm runoff which is discharged is treated to meet
effluent limitsiof the Company's permit. :
Plang were appered‘by letter dated March 28, 1273. Construction of the
facilities was %tarted prior to October, 1973, so the requirements
of pre—notifica[ion (ORS 468.175) were not in effect.
Inspection of c‘aimed facility shows that it works very well.
|
4, Director's Recommendaticn
It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the costs of $66,801.57 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to
pollution control be issued for the facilities claimed in Tax Application
No. T-773. ' '
RIN:em

8/19/76




AUG © 51975 Appl. _ T-774

Date 8/13/74

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant ' . e
Georgia Pacific Corporation o
Toledo Division i P

P. 0. Box 580
Toledo, OR 97391

The applicant owns and operates a large integrated pulp and paper mill at
Tcledo, Oregon in Lincocln County.

The application was received July 8, 1976.

2. Description of Claimed Facility'

The facility consists of a Radar Pneumatics Rotary Disc Screen which removes
oversize chunks of wood from the wood chips. The chips are then conveyed
across Depoe Slough (a part of Yaguina Bay) to the pulp mill.

The claimed facility was'completed and placed in operation in May, 1975.

Certification must be made under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed
for pollution control is 100%. :

Facility costs: §53,139 (Accountant's certification was provided.)

3. Evaluation of Application

Prior to the installation of the claimed facility, on occasion, a large
piece of wood (mixed in with the wood chips} would get caught in the chip
conveyor belt. It would then block the passage of chips and knock them off
the conveyor belt into Depoe Slough. With the claimed facility, all large
chunks of wood are removed from the chips ahead of the conveyor. belt and
chip loss from the belt into the slough has been eliminated.

A notice of intent to construct and request for preliminary certification

was submitted by letter dated March 19, 1975, Apparently, due to a lack of
staff time, the Department did not reguest, review or approve the plans.,

The staff believes the Company has satisfied the pre-notification requirements
stated in ORS 468.175. :

Inspection of the facility shows that it works very well.

Though the claimed facility saves the Company money by reducing chip loss,
the claimed estimated annual savings do not exceed the annual operating
costs and no profit is claimed.

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pellution Control Facility éertificate bearing the
cost of 553,139 with B0% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application No. T-774.

RIN:ak
August 23, 1976




SCF 81975 Appl.

State of Oregon Date

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

" T-799

9/8/76

- . AN
1. Applicant

Hobin Lumber Company
P.0. Box 709
Philomath, Oregon 97370

The applicant owns and operates a sawmill at Philomath,
Benton County.

2. Description of Claimed TFacilities

The claimed facility consists of:

a, One level hydraulic loading machine.

b. ©One barrel debarker.

c. One Ara Smith drum chipper.

d. TWO CONveyors.

e, Electrlcal and miscellaneous 1nstallatlons

The claimed facility was constructed after May 1, 1373 and was
placed in operation in August, 1973. 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: $21,550.00 (Accountant's Certification was
attached to application).

3. Evaluation of Application

Prior to the installation of the claimed facility, cut ends
were stock piled on adjacent mill property, landfilled and
some were given away as fire wood. ALl the cut ends are now
processed in the claimed debarking and chipping facility. The
claimed facility is recovering approximately twenty units of
chips per week from cut ends.

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 Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollutien Control Facility Certificate
be issued pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) (b) for the claimed
facility in application T-799, such certificate to bear the
actual cost of $21,550.00.

MS « mm




appt 1-800

State of Oreqon Date 9/10/76

Department of Environmental Quality

Tax Relief Application Review Report

i.

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Co.

P. 0. Box 275 -
Springfield, Oregon 97477

The applicant owns and operates a wood products complex including a
planing mi1l and a particleboard plant in Springfield, Oregon.

Description of'Facility

The facility claimed in +h1s application is a conveyor system of
belts and screws which replaces three cyclones and a pneumatic
conveying system for transporting shavings from the planer mill to

the particleboard plant.

It consists of:

Screw system ‘ ' ‘$45,000

a.

b. Tube belt to surge b1n 25,000
c. Screw conveyor _ ‘ 14,500
.d. Storage bin - 14,015
e. Screen room building a]terat1ons 12,000
f. Head end fuel be]t 11,500

The fac1]1ty was begin on September 20, 1973 and completed and
placed in 0perat10n on October 26, 1973. When the facility was

begun, the prior approval requirement of the law was not yet effective
(October 5, 1973), however LRAPA was notified 7/16/76 of construction.

Certification is c1a1med under the 1973 act as amended in 1974 and
the percentage claimed for po]]ut1on control is 100%." ~

Facility costs: $122,015 (accountant s cert1f1cat10n was provided).

.Evaluation of Application

Three cyclones 'hand1ing planer shavings were emitting 49.6 pounds

per hour of particulates into the air, or about 100 tons per year.

On July 16, 1973, Weyerhaeuser subm1tted the project to replace the
cyclones w1th conveyors to Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

It was approve¢ The emissions were aggravated by surges. Therefore,
a storage bin was built into the belt and screw conveyor system to
even out the surges

While the 100 tons of shavings captured per year may have a worth
of $1,000, this is more than offset by the $12,600 annua] operating
expenses incurred by the claimed fac111ty

It is concluded that the claimed facility has reduced air po]]ut1on
significantly and 100% of its cost can be a]]ocated to air pollution
control., . : .

1
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4, Director's Recommendation

It is retommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $122,015 with 80% or more allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in tax credit application
No. T-800. ' )

LOREN KRAMER
. Director
PBB:cs
9/17/76




Appi _T-801R

State of Oregon : Date _9/20/76
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 wood products complex at Springfield, Oregon,
which includes a particleboard plant. :

.2. Descriotion of Facility

The facility claimed in this application is a baghouse which captures sander-
 dust generated from the #2 sander in the Joint Finishing area of the particleboard
plant. It consists of:

Carter-Day baghouse 144RJ120, S/N 321 $40,279

..
b. Explosion venting : 44,020
¢. Sander Hood 5,384
d. Electrical _ 6,035
e. Installation costs of a Teased fire detection system 1,068

The facility was begun oh March 29, 1975, completed and placed in operation
on September 29, 1975. The prior approval requirement of the Tax Credit law applies
and was fulfilied by the applicant. . :

Certification is claimed under the 1973 act and the percentage claimed for
pollution control is 100%. - :

Facility costs: $56,786 {accountant's certification was provided.)

3. Evaluation of Application

To comply with Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority rules, the applicant had
a baghouse controlling sanderdust emissions from the #2 sander. A tax credit had
not been taken for that earlier facility. An explosion and fire on March 17, 1875
destroyed the baghouse and damaged the cyciones over the #2 sander. Weyerhaeuser
resumed operation with only cyclone control on March 27, 1975. The measured emissions
were 837 1bs/hr. Weyerhaeuser was given approval March 18, 1975 for this newer _
facility. This claimed facility is now in operation emitting .at less than iG 1bs/hr
and is in compliance with Lane Regionai Air Pollution Authority rules.

The applicant has added in $5,384 for repaiing the hood which gathers sander-
dust from the sander. This item is part of the wood by-product conveying system
and is not part of the baghouse. Since the substantial purpose of the wood by=-
product conveying system is net air pollution control (it is actually the source
of the air pollution), this item should be dis-allowed as a capitalized expense
for pollution control. The repair cost from the fire is more a maintenance or re-
pair cost and should not bs allowed as a capital expense.
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The baghouse captures $6,963 worth of sanderdust annualiy which is used for
fuel on the premises. The baghouse operating expenses run $4,183 annually. Dis-
allowing the hood cost, the return on investment becomes $2,780/$91,402 = 3.0%.
Using the Department's guidelines, the return on investment is so low that the claimed
facility is still eligible for 80% or more tax credit.

In conclusion, the costs of operation are so close to the value of material
reclaimed that the claimed facility can be said to be 100% for air pollution con-
trol. The repaired hood should be dis-allowed. ~

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $91,402 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-801R.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

PBB:ds




-Appl. T-806

SEP 1 4 1978
Date  9/13/76

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality
Tax Relief Application Review Report

1.  Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
P. 0. Box 389 -
North Bend, Oregon 97459

The applicant owns and operates a wood products comp]ex in the city of North
Bend, Oregon, which fronts on Coos Bay.

2. Description of Facility

The facility claimed in this application is a stack samp]ang platform on
the main stack of the powerhouse It consists of: _

a. Platform, access ladder, sampling ports, $10,218
. -equipment hoist, and electrical service .
b. Installation ‘costs $ 7,140

Construction was begun March 15, 1976, was completed April 9, 1976, and was
first used on April 19, 1976. The applicant submitted the project for approval
on December 11, 1975; it was approved December 26, 1975. Therefore the prior
approval requirement was sat1sf1ed

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

Facility costs: $17,358 {(accountant's certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

The Weyerhaeuser Company was required by the Department and the U. S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency to measure the particulate emissions from their
three large hogged fuel boilers at a sampling point in the stack. Weyerhaeuser
had been measuring emissions in the breeching to the stack where turbulence made
the measurements of questionable accuracy.

The claimed facility does not directly reduce, control, or prevent emissions
but previous tax credits have been granted by the Commission for instruments and
sampling platforms wh re emissions are'measured. The facility gives no return on
investnent.

It is concluded khat the claimed facility was installed solely to measure
air pollution and 100% of its cost can be allocated to air pollution control.

|
4. Director's Recommendat1on

It is recommended that a Pollution Contro] Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $17,358 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-806. . :

LOREN KRAMER
Director
PBB:ds :




AUL o 1 1970

T-807
State of Oregon Appl. ‘

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date . B/26/76
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW.REPORT

Applicant

-

International Paper Company

Gardiner Paper Mill :

P. 0. Box 854 ' e

Gardiner, OR. 97441 ' '
: &

. ~ »
The applicant owns and operates a Lraft Pulp & Paper Mill at Gardiner.

Description of Claimed Pacility

The claimed facilities consist of:

a. Pulp Mill Dump Tank (Collection tank). Steel, wvertical 24 ft. ©.D.
X 26 ft. high on a concrete foundation.

b. Pipihg from dump tank, return back to Kaymer blow tank and process;
and piping from washer discharge tank, decker overflow and Pandia
drain to dump tank.

c. Instrumentation, electrical and other ancillary equipment.

Construction of the claimed facility was completed July, 1975 and placed
in operation in August, 1975.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act, with 100% allocated to pollution

“gontrol.

Facility cost: $45,464.05 (Accountant's .certification of cost was attached
‘ to the application.)
The facility is part of in—planf control system to meet 1977 limits as
required by the NPDES permit.
i

Evaluation of the Application

By Internatlonal Paper Company letter of September 3, 1974 the Departwent

of Environmental Quality was notified of the status of the Company's Gardiner
Paper ‘Mill- pollutant control system which stated, among other things, that the
above ifacilities were being installed. The DEQ acknowledged the completion of
them bj letter August 15, 1975 after an inspection. Staff considers that
prior’ ‘notification of construction has been fulfilled. The Company claims
they have noway of determining the fiber recovered but that 2,850 pounds of
BOD is removed from the effluent each day. They claim no profit is derived

from this facility.

BOD is reduced by containing and collecting spills in the pulping area and
white water with minor amounts of spent chemicals, wood lignins and fibers.
These wastes are returned to the process, instead:of entering plant process
sewers, by pumping from the collection tank to the Kaymer bhlow tank.

~
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4. Director's Recommendation

Tt is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued for
the claimed facility bearing the actual cost of 345,464.05 with 80% or more
allocable to pollution control. '

L

WDL:ak
August 26, 1976

ek e s TR o e




Appl. T-810

v

SEP. 161978, pate Auqust 24, 1976

. State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

.

agglicant

Stayton Canning Company, Cooperative, Inc.
Stayton Plant #I '
P. 0. Box 458 .

Stayton, Oregon 97383

The applicant owns and operates a food processing plant at Stayton,
Oregon in Marion County. .

- The application was received August 4, 1976.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of the following basic components:
1. An additiohal pump and screen at the existing pump station.

2. A water intake and pump station to divert water from the
_ North Santiam River into the waste water irrigation system.

3. . An earthen waste water storage pond with floating aerators.

4, An jrrigation pump station (3;75 h.p;'pumpé and 1-50 h.p."
pump) for pumping waste water to irrigation site.

5. Piping, valves, and control for irrigating the waste water
on about 300 acres of land which is leased from local farmers.

The facility Qa$ completed and placéd in operation in June 1975.

Certification must be made under the 1969 Act and the percentage
claimed for polluticn control- is 100%.

Facility costs:] $174,831.38 (Accountant's certification was provided).

|
Evdluation of ALplication

Prior to the ingtallation of the claimed facility, the existing waste
water irrigatioh system was inadequate for proper disposal of the waste
water. This created pending of the waste water and sionificant odors.
With the facility, ponding and odors have been essentially eliminated.

Plans for the claimed faqiliﬁies were submitted January 30, 1975, and
were approved February 19, 1975. The staff believes the requirerment of
prenotification (ORS 468.175) has been fulfilled by the Company.
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The water intake from the North Santiam River is not directly a
pollution control facility. However, the Company has submitted written, .
notarized affidavits from the.owners of the leased, irrigation area
stating that the lease agreement was conditioned on' Stayton Canning
providing water to the land during the entire irrigation season.

Since the Company does not produce waste water during all times of

the irrigation season, a fresh water intake was necessary. It is also
believed the fresh water helps control cdors by diluting the waste
water. The cost of- the water intake was about $20,067.00, about 11%
of the total cost of the project. The staff recormends that the

fresh water intake be considered as a part of the pollution control
facility.

Inspection of the claimed facility shows that it functions effectively.

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recormended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the costs of $174,831.38 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to
pollution control be issued for the facility c¢laimed in Tax - Application
Number T-810. . '

RM:em - <
9/15/76




SEP 1 % /0 Appl. _T-811

Date 9/13/76 -

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 operafes a wood products complex in Springfield,
- Oregon, that includes a patching compound plant.

2. Description of Facility
The facility claimed in this application is a baghouse. It consists of:

a. Carter Day-model 24RJ96 baghouse $35,118
b,  Air conveyor system 4,591

- The facility was begun in May 1974, completed on October 25, 1974, and placed
into operation on October 28, 1974. MWeyerhaeuser submitted the project to Lane
Regional Air Pollution Authority on April 29, 1974 and was given a Rotice to Pro-
ceed on April 30, 1974. The prior approval requirement was therefore fulfilled.

Certification is claimed under the statutes as amended in 1974 and the per- .
centage claimed for pollution control is 100%.

Facility Costs: $39,709 (accountant's certification was provided)..

3. Evaluation of the Application

: Weyerhaeuser was required to limit the particulate emissions from their ply-
wood plant (including the patching compound plant) to 20 pounds per hour. The
two cyclones handling the compound were emitting at over 10 pounds per hour, more
than the 2.9 pounds per hour allowed these two cyclones individually; this weight
rate also contributed to the plant's exceeding the 20 pound limit.

The baghouse was installed in 1974. It limits emissions to about .04 pounds
per hour and has helped to bring the plywood plant into compliance.

The baghouse captures about 10 pounds per hour of compound. This aggregates
to about 40,000 1bs. per year. The value is only about $.0025 per pound, so that
the cost recovered of $100 per year is more than offset by the annual maintenance
costs of $4,600. '

It is concluded that the claimed facility is operated 100% for air-pollution
control.

4, Director's Recommendation

" It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $39,709 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the
facilitx claimed in Tax Credit Application T-811.

LOREN KRAMER
.PBB :ds Director




SLr & 4 i3k Appl. r-812 o

Date gept. 13, 1976

State of Oreqon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Agglicant

Weyerhaeuser Company

Wood Products DlVlSlon

P. 0. Box 275

Springfield, Oregon 97477

The appllcant owns and operates a large wood products complex plant
at Cottage Grove, Oregon in Lane County.

2, Description of Claimed Facility

The facility claimed in this application consists of a 100,000 gallon
settling pond (covered with a tirber. structure to keep rainfall out),
two punp stations.with pumps and motors, and related piping, valves

..and controls. This facility collects and pumps the veneer drver wash-
down to the lagoon and returns it to the dryers for reuse as wash water. .

The claimed facility was completed and put into service in Noverber 1974.

" Certification must be made under the 1969 Act and the pércentage claimed
for pellution control is 100%. : :

Facility costs: $56,032 (Accountant's certification was protided)w

3. Evaluation of Application

Prior to the installation of the facility; veneer dryer washdown was
discharged to the log pond from which it went to the Coast Fork of
the Willamette River. With the claimed facility, the discharge has
been eliminated and the water is being recycled.

] . . .
A notice of co%struction for the project was received June 13, 1974,
Due to a lack af staff, the plans were not specifically reviewed
or approved. The company has complled with the prenotlflcatlon
requirements s#ec1f1ed in ORS 468.175

Inspection of the facility shows that it works weéll and is meeting
intended objec?ivesﬁ
b

4. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate

bearing the costs of $56,032 with more than 80% of the cost allocated

to pollution control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application.
Number T-812, . . ' .

» RIN:em
September 20, 1976




Appl. T - 813

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

1. Applicant '
Weyerhaeuser Company
Wood Products Divisicn _ _
P. 0. Box 275 . . e
Springfield, OR 97477 '

: L
’ # %

The Compahy owns and operates a large, multi-product wood products plant
at Cottage Grove, Oregon in lane County.
The applicaticn was received August 9, 1976.

2. Description of Claimed Facility
The claimed facility consists of a Marley cooling tower (Model 596-661,

. Serial 12-525-75), an Ingersoll Rand pump (Model 12X145DM, Serial 0575-655-

043-30:84) and related piping and contrecls.
The claimed facility was completed and put in operation in December, 1975.
Certification must be made under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed
for pollution control is 100%. ' ’
Facility costs: $144,661 (Accountant's certification was provided.}

3. Evaluation of Claimed Facility
Prior to installation of the claimed facility, turbine condenser cooling water
was discharged directly toc the Coast Fork of the Willamette River. With the
facility, the discharge of condenser cooling water f{(with the exception of a
small amount of blowdown which is discharged inte the log pond) has been
eliminated and the thermal load on the Coast Fork has been significantly
reduced. :
Plans and a Notice of Intent to Apply for Tax Credit were submitted March 26,
1975. Plans were approved by letter dated April 92, 1975. The staff believes
the requirements for prenoctification (ORS 468.175) have been fulfilled.
Investigation of the claimed facility shows that it works effectively.

4, Director's Reccmmendation
It is recommended that a Pollution Controcl Facility Certificate bearing the
costs of $l44,661 with 80% or more of the costs allocated to polluticon control
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-813.

RIN:ak

August 26, 1976

‘

Date B/24/76
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Appl. T-820

pate  9/21/76

. State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW ﬁEPORT

Applicant

Brooks Scanlon, Inc.
B. 0. Box 1111
Bend, Oregon 977011

The applicant owns and operatéS*a lumber manufacturing plant currently

‘'producing approximately 137 MMBF per year of finished lumber. The

manufacturing process includes debarking, sawmilling, resawing, kiln
drying, planing , surfacing and packaging.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facilities for removal of log handling operations from the Deschutes
River consist of: ) o

A. An 800 ft. by 24 ft. log pond apart from the river by rock riprap

dike.

B. Pumping station at log pond discharging through 1,300 ft. of
'6 inch, schedule 40 pipe to an evaporation reserveoir located
1,000 ft. west of the Deschutes River. Excess waste water from
the log pond is disposed of in this manner so that there is no log
pond overflow. '

C.. Construction of new bark conveyor and modification of existing
' " conveyor including power, required platforms, foundations,
structures and controls.

D. Expansion of log yard area to facilitate additicnal dry land
storage and handling of logs. 2,300 ft. of 8 inch log deck
sprinkler pipe and 1,200 ft. of CMP drain return collection
pipe are included. ‘

E. Relocatién of six fuel storage tanks, a truck wash facility, .
logging roads, parking lot and a storage building for additional
dry land log storage.

Construction of the claimed facility was completed and placed in operation
April 1976. Certification is claimed with 100% allocated to pollution
control. : ’

Facility cost: $540,586.95 (Accountant'é certification was attached
to the application).: . )

Fécility_was reguired originally by Permit No. 1395. Several proposals
were presented by Brooks Scanlon, Inc. Final approval was granted by the

Department on February 28, 1976.
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3.

staff considers that prior notification has been fulfilled.

Evaluation of the Application

The result of the installation of the claimed facility is that the .

impact on the Deschutes River resulting from log handling and trans-

portation operations as well as other liquid wastes from sawmill
operations have been eliminated. Staff has inspected the completed
facilities and verifies this. Brooks Scanlon claims no profit is
derived from this facility. '

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the claimed facility bearing the actual cost of

' $540,586,95 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control.

WDL:em
9/21/76




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. D, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting

Status Report on the Review of the Kraft Mill Regulations

Background

On January 22, 1976, the Department held a public hearing as was required
by section 25-200 of the kraft mill regulation (Appendix A) to review current
technology and the adequacy of regulation. At this hearing the kraft industry
testified (see Appendix B) that the following changes should be made to the
current regulation: '

1. Define all undefined 1imits as monthly averages.
2. Make all limits on a mill site basis and not on each stack.

3. Apply highest and best technology only in cases where it is environ-
mentally required.

4, Eliminate the July 1, 1983 Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS) 5 ppm individual
recovery furnace limit.

After reviewing testimony of the January 22, 1976 public hearing the
Department concluded that revision of the regulation was necessary. At the June
25, 1975 EQC meeting, the Department requested and received authorization to
hold hearings for the purpose of receiving testimony relevant to revising the
kraft mi1ll regulation. On August 16, 17, 18 and 19, 1976 the Department held
public hearings in areas where kraft mills are located to obtain public input
concerning the acceptability of the present level of kraft mill emissions and
the need of further reducing emissions as required by current rules. At these
hearings and in subsequent correspondence only two people submitted testimony
(Appendix C) stating that they would Tike to see odor Tevels reduced.
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Preliminary Draft of Revisions to the Regulation

After considering the testimony of the five hearings, the Department
prepared a preliminary draft of revisions to the regulation which is attached as
Appendix D.

The draft proposed rule would make the following changes in the regulation:

1.
2.

10.

11.

12.

“Metric units would be substituted for English units.

A1l mill site emission 1imits would be removed.

A1l recovery furnace TRS emission cumulative time limits would be
removed.

The July 1, 1978 individual recovery furnace 1limits would become
effective on regulation adoption.

The July 1, 1983 recovery furnace TRS Timits would be removed.

The Time kiln TRS and smelt dissolving tank particulate Timits would
be defined as monthly averages.

A Time kiln TRS limit of 20 ppm as a daily average effective July 1,
1983 would be added.

A limit of 0.1 kilograms of sulfur per metric ton of production
effective July 1, 1978 would be added to the TRS requirements for
other sources replacing a lowest practicable level requirement.

The recovery furnace and lime kiln particulate 1imits would be changed
from pulp process weight limits to construction limits.

A section requiring the Department. to establish mill site emission
1imits for TRS, sulfur dioxide and particulate would be added.

The continual particulate monitoring requirements would be modified to
add a deadline date of July 1, 1977, add a continual recovery furnace
opacity monitoring requirement and remove the lime kiln continual
particulate monitoring requirement, -

The draft regulation also .includes housecleaning measures by removing
requirements that have been completed, language that was inconsistent
and to clarify certain provisions in the rules.

Meeting with. Kraft Industry

On September 30, 1976, the Department met with the kraft pulping industry
to discuss the preliminary draft of the proposed kraft mill regulation. As a
result of this meeting and the receipt of EPA's proposed New Source Performance
Standards, the Department will reevaluate several provisions of the preliminary
draft regulation including the following:
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The proposal to establish a maximum plant site emission limitation for
all mills by 1983 will be deleted as the Department may wish to
proceed on a case-by-case basis in a different time sequence and
authority for such action is provided for in the current rule, section
25-170.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposed New Source
‘Performance Standards, for all sources except recovery furnace TRS and
opacity, would be deleted until their final adoption. There is
reported to be substantial opposition to the New Source Performance
Standards. Upon promulgation by EPA the Department would propose to
adopt no less restrictive limits. The deletions would include sections
25-165(1)(b)(D), 25-165(1){d)(C}, 25-165(2)(a)(B), 25-165(2)(b)(B) and
(C), 25-165(2)(c)(B), 25-180(6) and 25-185(8).

A further classification would be made to insure that where there is
expanded production involving a new recovery furnace, that furnace
must meet new furnace emission limits.

The section covering noncondensibles (25-165) would be reworded

to become immediately effective and require continuous incineration of
noncondensibles. Sections A and B would be combined to read as
follows:

(A) Noncondensibles from digesters and multiple-effect evaporators
shall be continuously treated to destroy TRS gases by thermal
incineration in a lime kiln or incineration device capable of
subjecting the noncondensibles to a temperature of not less than

. 650°C (1200°F.) for not less than 0.3 seconds.

The particulate emission limits for recovery furnace and Time kilns
would retain the pulp process weight limits of four 1b/ton and one
1b/ton. The grain Toading requirement may be amended to assure no
less stringency than current limits.

The sulfur dioxide emission limits of section 25-165(3) would be
reworded to establish a maximum emission limit as follows:

(3) Sulfur Dioxide (S0,). Emissions of sulfur dioxide from each
recovery furnace s%ack shall not exceed 300 ppm on a dry-gas
basis except during startup and shutdown periods.

The date for installation of continual monitoring of recovery furnace
particulates would be extended to January 1, 1978 since the July 1,
1977 date does not allow sufficient time for installation and oper-
ation of monitoring equipment.

The Department is reviewing the requirement to install an opacity
meter on the recovery furnace to take into consideration existing
mills which may have water vapor present which would interfere with
operation of an opacity meter.
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9. The Department is reviewing the reporting requirements to insure that
* the Department's needs will be met.

10.  The Department is reevaluating the upset condition section of the
regulation to make sure that the Department has.an adequate program
for dealing with upset conditions and intends to explore an incentive
program which would minimize upsets,

Summary

The Department has held five public hearings to receive testimony relevant
to revising the kraft pulp mill regulation. After considering testimony at
these hearings the Department prepared a preliminary draft regulation which
deletes the 1983 recovery furnace TRS limits, adds 1983 Time kiln TRS Timits,
adds TRS 1imits for other sources and adds concentration Timit for particulate.
This draft regulation was discussed with industry and the Department is eval-
vating their comments. When this evaluation is complete, the Department will
jssue public notice to hold a public hearing under the authorization granted in
the June 25, 1976 EQC meeting to consider a proposed kraft mill regulation.

Director's Recommendation

No action on this item is required by the Commission at this time.

==

LOREN KRAMER

CRC:cs
10/1/76
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 310

-~ KRAFT PULP MILLS : the rrull and :
L : o I ' {e) any vent which is shown to be a
sigmfica.nt contributor of ordorous gases.
(8) ‘'‘Particulate Matter’' means all

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci- solid material in an emission stream
fied, sections 25-150 through 25-200 of ‘which may be removed on a glass fiber
this chapter of the Oregon Administra- - filter ' maintained during sampling at
tive Rules Compilation were adopted by stack temperature or above the water
the  Environmental Quality Commission - vapor dew point of the stack gas, wh:ch_

January 26, 1973 and filed with the Seéc- ever is greater but not more than 400 F.
retary of State February 9, 1973'as Thmlass-flber filter to. be used shall
DEQ 50, Effective 3-1-73, Repeals for=~" " "be A 1106BH or equivalent,

mer -sections 25-155 through 25-195 (5A ~ {9) “Parts Per Million (ppm)}*’ means
38).] . .+ parts of a contaminant per million parts
. S T Lo gf ‘gas by volume on a dry-gas basu (1‘
‘ v - . A e pp.m equals 0.0001% by volume), .,
25-150 DEFINITIONS. As used in these (10) ‘'Production’’ means tons of air-
rezgulations, unless otherwise requ.ired dned unbleached kraft pulp, or eqmvalent
by context: A produced
(1) * Gonl:mual Momtormg means sarn- _ (1) Recovery Furnace mea.ns the
pling and analysis, in a continuous or - combustion device in which pulping chem-
timed sequence, using techniques_,which“ . icals are converted to a molten smelt
will adequately reflect actual emission = and wood solids areincinerated. Forthese
levels or concentrations on a con"‘muoua ) reg'ulatlons, and where present, this term
basis. . shall include the direct contact evaporator.
~(2) “‘Departmenrt” means the Depart-, ~(12) ''Total Reduced Sulfur(TRS)'"meaans o
- ment of Environmental Quality. 75 the sulfur in hydrogen sulfide, mercaptans, -
(3) ““Emission’”’ means a release: mto - dimethyl sulfide, dimethyl disulfide, and

the atmosphere of air contaminants, " any other organic sulfides preseut in an

(4) “‘Kraft Mill" or “‘Mill" meé.n‘s‘ o:udatmn state of minus two,
any industrial operation which uses-for -

a cooking liquor an alkaline sulfide sol-

ution contammg sodium hydroxide: and’ 7'25.-‘155 STATEMENT OF POLICY. Re-
sodzum sulfide m its pulping process. cent technological developments have en-
(5) *'Lirme Kiln'" means any production hanced the degree of malodorous em-
~device in which c¢alcium carbonate :is’ ission control passible for the kraft pul-
'tbnr-nally converted to calcium- o:ude.‘ . ping process. While recognizing that com-
(6) "‘Non-condensibles’’ means gases plete malodorous and particulate emission
and vapors, coataminated with TRS gases, control is not presently. possible, con-
from the digestion and multiple-effect sistent with the meteornlogmal and geo-
. evaporation processes of a mill that are graphical conditions in Oregon, itis here-
not condensed with the equzpment used by declared to be the polu:y ofthe Depa.rt—
in said processeés, ‘ ment to:
(7) '‘Other Sources’’ means sources (1) Require, in accordance with a speci-
of TRS emissions in a kraft mill othér  fic program angd time table for all spurces A
than recovery furnaces and lime lu.ln.s, at -each operating mill, the highest and

including but not limited ta: best practicable treatment and control
(a) vents from knotters, brown stock of atmospheric emissions fromkraft mills
washing systems, evaporators, blowtanks, - through the utilization of technically fea-
muzit tanks, blow heat accummnlators, sible equipment, devices and proce-ures,
. blacz: liguor storage tanks, black liquor Consideration will be given to ths econ-
‘oxidation system, tall oil recovery opers-
uhlj V3,
) any opasration connected with the
tn:..-.*.ment 9f condensate liquids within

stalled complied with the highest and best
practicable treatmﬂn,t requiremsnt.
(2} Require degrees and methods of

4:1-75I . . . ' 23

omic life of equipment, which when in-
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that will minimize emissions af
pgases
nunanceq.

(3) Require effective monitoring and re-

portiny of emissions and reporting of
other

ael:er mine compliance therewith. .

.CABLE

“maintain the

n

‘ment

(4)

and time so-"iedule 5.

25-150 HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTI- -
AND CONTROL
REQUIRED., Notwithstanding the  speci- .

tic emission limits set forth in-Section = -
"~ 25-163 of these regulations, in order to -
lowest possible emission: -

oi air contaminants, the highest and best

',pfac_ icable treatment and control. cur-
available shall in every case be ..
proviced, with consideration being given
ta the economic life of the existing equip- .

TREATMENT

reru -

ment,
All installed process and controlequip-

ness oad eificiency at all times, such

that emissions of contaminants are kept

1% lowest pr actxcable lavels.

25-165 EMISSION
(2) Recovery Furnaces.

A} As soon as practlcable,

l.].t!...l.' than July 1, 1975, the emissions of

TRS from recovery furnaces shall not

preconds

( ) 10 ppm as

"'u
nill-3ite basis,
(‘qll

vyl Dy

- — o
Te W on H =

> mik in any ene day from each
recovery furnace stack,

(iii) >

1y
and N d

24

treeitient for major and minor emission

data pertinent to air quality or -
emissions. The Department will usethese -
-data in conjunction with ambient air data
and obssrvation of conditions in the sur- " .
rounding area to deve10p and revise em- . |
ission and ambient air sta.ndards, and to .

Encourage and assist the kraft pul— o
ping industry to conduct a research and =
technoiogical development program des-
izned to progressively reduce krait mill .
emissions, in accordance with a definite
program, including specified obJect:Wes o

" later than July 1,

snall be operated at full effective--

LIMITATIONS. (1)
Emission of Total Reduced Su].fur (TRS), -

but ‘not.’

daily arithmetic aver=-
arel 0.3 1b G/ton of production on a -

t0 ppm for more than 60 cum-

ppm as a daily ant'lmetxc'

average and 0.45 1b 5/ton of 'productionr

- from each recovery furnace stack.
and eliminate ambient .

(B) As soon as practicable,
later than July 1, 1973,
TRS shall not exceed:

(i) 5 ppm as a daily arithmetic aver-

age and 0.15 lb S5/ton of production on
a mill-gite basis.,

(ii) 40 ppm for more than 60 curnul-
ative minutes in any one day from each
recovery furnace stack,

(iii) 10 ppm as a daily arithmetic aver=

but not
the emission of

age and 0.30 1b S/ton of production from .

each recovery furnace stack.

(C) As soon as practicable, but not
1983, the emission
of TRS from each recovery furnace shall
not exceed:

(i) S ppm as a daily arithmaetic average‘
and 0,15 1b S/ton of production, '

(i1) 20 ppm for more than 60 cu.mulatwe
minutes in any one day.

(D) TRS emissions from each recovery

- furnace. placed in operation after the .
~ effective date of these regulations shall

be controlled immediately such that the .-
emissions of TRS '~ shall not exceed: ' .
{i) 5 ppm as a daily arithmetic average |
a.nd 0.15 1b S/ton of production, '
(ii) 20 ppm for more than 60 cumulative
mmutes in any one day. ,
‘{b)}) Lime Kilns. Lime kilns shall be
operated and controlled s u ¢ h that

ernissions of TRS shall be kept to lowest . -

practicable levels and shall not exceed: -
(A) By not later than July 1, 1973, 40

| PPm and 0.2 lb S/tor of production, as

determined by a. monitoring procedure
approved by the Department,

.{B) By not later than July 1, 1978, 20 o

ppm and 0. 1 1b §/ton of production, as

- determined by a monitoring procedure:

approved by the Department _
(c) Compliance Programs., Recovery. .

furnaces and lime kilns in operation on-

or before the effective date of these
regulations shall be brought into com-
pliance with subsections 25-165 (1} (a)
and 25-165 (1) (b) above in accordancs
with specific programs and schedules
to be established with each indivizual
mill and approved by the Departmen: by
not later than Moy 1, 1973, '
consideration the f.oL.owmg
(AJ Age and condition’of existing

taling into
fac-
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lities,
(D) Geographical location,
(') Overall control of emissions,
(D) Severity
emissions from the facility, and
{Z) Ease of compliance.
(d) Non-condensibles

(A)

of problems related: to.

Non-condensibles from: dlgester:-

DE.'PA.R;I‘\(ENT OF ENVIRONME\ITAL QU '\LITY

| pract;cable, but not later than May1, 1973, Lo

and multiple-effect evaporators shall be -

treated to destroy TRS gases by thermal
incineration in a lime kiln or equxvalent
‘treatment.

(B) On mill sites where a lime kiln or.

incinerating non-condensibles, as soon

- _ combination of lime kilns is used for

__CH. 340

for each rmll.
{2) Particulate Matter, S
(a) Recovery Furnaces, As soon’

as '

the emissions of particulate matter from
recovery furnaces shall not exceed four
(4) pounds per ton of production ona mill-
site basis and from each recover'y furnace
stack, .

{b) Lime Kilns. As soon as practicable,
but not later than May 1, 1975, the em-
issions of particulate matter from lime -
kilns shall not exceed one (1) pound per
ton of: production on a mill-site basis"

" _and.from each lime kiln stack,

as practicable, but not latér than July

1, 1973, the means shall be provided to.
immeadiately and autornatically treat the

non-condensibles in an incineration de-
vice capable of subjectingthe non-conden=

sibles to a temperature of not less than

1200°F for not less than 0.3 seconds when=

ever the kiln or combination of kilns is

out of service or otherwise mcapable of.

incinerating non-condensibles,

(C) W hen steam-or air-stripping of con-.

dunsates or other contaminated streams

is practiced, the stripped gases shall be.

* subj=cted to treatment in the non-conden-.

sible system or otherwise gzven eqmva—

lent treatment..
{e) Cther Sources, R
{A) As soon as practxcable, but- not
later than July 1, 1975, the emission of

TRS from other sources, including but .

not limited to lkrotters and brown stock

washer vents, brown stock washer filtrate .
‘tank wvents, black liquor oxidation venats, .

. stripping

and corntaminated condensate
shall be limited, controlled or treated
to lowast practicable levels inaccordance
with a specific program and time table

submitted to and approved by the Depart-
ment.

(B)

Miscellaneous Sources and
Practices. When it is determined that
sewers, drains, and anaerobic lagoons

significantly contribute to an odor prob-
lam, a program ‘for control shall be re-
quirad. s

(C) Compliance programs required by
thess subsections shall be established by
not later than May 1, 1973 with each
tndividual mill and incorporated in the
Air Contaminant Discharge Permitissued

4-1.73%

* {¢) Smelt Dissolving Tanks., The em-

‘ission of particulate matter from smelt

dissolving tanks shall not exceed one-
half (1/2) pound per ton of production on .
a mill-site basis and from each smelt
dlssohruw tank, - . .

{3) Sulfur D:.o:nde (50o). - As soon as
practicable, but not later than July 1,.
1975, emissions of suliur dioxide from
each recovery furnace stack shall not

- ‘exceed a daily arithmetic aver2ge of 300

ppm on-a dry-gas basis except durmg_
start =up and shut-down pe riods," o
(4) New Facility Compliance. As soon
as practicable, but not later than within .
180 days of the start-up of a new kraft
mill or of any new or modified facility
having emissions limited by these reg-
ulations, that facility shallbe operated,
controlled, or limited to comply with the
applicahle provisions of these regulations

and the mill shall conduct source sam-
“pling or momtO'mg as apnrop-:.a"e to

demonstrate cormnpliance.

{5} Comphance Schedules. As soon as
practicable, but not later than May 1,
1973, each mill shall submittothe Depart-
ment a proposed compliance program,
including means and methods to the ex-
tent possible, and a schedule for com-

" plying with the emission limits of these

24n

regulations. The  approved compliance’
program shall be incorparated in the
Air Contaminart Discharge Permit is-
sued to each mill.

25-170 MORE RESTRICTIVE EMISSION
LIMITS, The Department may establish

more restnctwe gmission 1~r-11~s and
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ecorrnliaznce schedules after notice and
hearing if applicable for dxfferent geo-
grapbxcal areas of the state,

25-175 PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS.
Prior to construction of new kraft mills,

".or -expansion of production or modifi-
‘cation of facilities significantly affecting
ermissions at existing kraft mills, com-

" plete and detailed engineering plans and.
. specifications for air pollution. control-

"devices and facilities and such -other
'data as may be .required to evaluata
projected ernissions and potential eifects
on ai- quality shall be submitted:to and
~ approved by the Departrnen.t. All" con-

- . struction shall be in accordance  with
- plans as approved in writing by “the

_'Department

, }:2'5-130 MONITORING. (1) Total Reduced

uliur (TRS).Eachmill shall provide: con~

J'mual monitoring ot TRS in accordance
with the tollown:r

- {a) The monitoring equ1pmenl: shall be

' capable of det:rminirg compliance with

" the emission limits established by these -

regniations, and shall be capable-of con-
tincal sampling and recording of: con-~
;. centrations 'of TRS contaminants during

a time interval not greater than 30 min-
utes.

(b} The sources monitored s‘-xa].‘l. in-
‘cludv, but are not limited to, the re-
_ covery furnace stacks and the 1ime' kiln
stacl\s : o
~ {c) At least onca per year, vents- . from
" other sources as required in 25- 165. gtl)
{2), Other Sources, shall be sampled
demonstrate representative emissions of
TRS and the results reported to the
- Department.
© (2) -Particulate Matter. Each rnlll shall
.sample the recovery furnace(s), - lime
kilds) and smelt dissolving tank(s) for

"Ja*t:.culate emissions with, {a) the samp-

l.nn method and {b) the analytical rmethod
.-a._-:provf'ad in writing by the Department,

mach raill, aiter the adoption oi this
rerntlation, shall establian and hive ap-
poaved in wriling by thz Departiment, a
LIRS aamplmg schadule, As soon as

_ practic‘ble, each m.,ll shall prowde con-

OREGO'\I AD MINIST RATIVF RULES

ery furnace(s)
- least once each month..

‘Department,

Rules, Chapter 34C

24b S

tmual monitoring of particulate matter
from the recevery furnace(s) and lime

 kiln(s) in a manner approved in writing

by the Department.

(3) Sulfur Dioxide (SOZ). Representative
sulfur dioxide ermissions from the recov-

shall be determined at

-25-185 REPORTING. Unless otherwise
authorized or required by perrnit, data
shall be reported by each mill for each

" calandar month by the fifteenth day of the

subsequent calendar month as follows:
- (1) Daily average emissions of TRS
gases expressed in parts per million  of
H,S on a dry gas basis for eachsource
included in the approved monitoring pro-

.gram,

{2) Unless excused in writing by the
the number of cumulative
minutes each day the TRS gases from
the recovery furnaces exceed 20 ppm
and 40 ppm andé the maximum concen-

tration TRS measured eachday, expressed

as H.S on a dry gas basis. o
(3) Emissions of TRS gases in pou..ds ‘

of sulfur per equivalant air-dried ton of

pulp processed in the kraft cycle for each-

"source included%nthe approved monito ri.ng

program.
(4) Emission of SO, from the recovery-
furnace(s), expressed”as ppm, dry basis.
(5) Emission of particulates in pounds

- per equivalent air-dried ton of sulp nro-

ducad in the krait cycle based upon tre
sampling conducted in accordance with

.the approved monitoring program.

(6) Cumulative hours of operation ofthe
lime kiln(s) used for non- condensiole -
incineration and the number of cumulative
hours of stand-by incinerator operations.

(7) A.verage da:ly equivalent kraft pul.p
production in air-dried tons. '

(8) Each kraft mill shall furnish, unon
request of the Department, such other
pertinent data as the Department may ra-
quire to evaluate the mill's emission.
control prozram. Each mill skall immed-
iately report abnormal mili op=zrations
which result in increased emissions or
air coataminants, L accordancs wiltly the
provisions of ihs Oregon Administrative
, 'Upset Cornditions.”
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L5-190 SPECIAL STUDIES. (1) Where
warranted by conditions at particular mills
special studies of specific vents or air
< zntaminant emissions may be required as
a conditionofissuing an Air Contaminant
Dis-harge Permit.,

(2) Each mill shall participate in spec-
ial studies sufficient to identify at each
m:ll: : :

(a) The amount and =ffects of sulfur
. oxides, including SOZ' 503, 804' in re-
. covery furnace stack gases. - :

{(b) The extent of interference from the

formation of sulfate ion from S and
503 in wet=- collection devices used in
particulate sampling trains, and

{c) The occurrence of acid mist (H,SQ,

i= water droplets) in recovery furnace
stack gases, -

These studies are to be completed by
"January 1, 1975, and final reports sub-
mitted to the Department by July 1, 1975,
Reoorts of progress
studies shall be submitted to the Cepart-
ment by January 1 and July 1 of each
year, |

{3) Each mill shall for all furnaces,

4-1-73

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

concerning these

24~

- CH, 340
allowing a reasonable start-up period
for new furnaces, conduct a special study
sufficient to evaluate the stability and
efiiciency of the electrostatic precipit-
ators used on recovery furnace{s). nll
sampling and analytical procedures to be
approved in writing by the Department,

25-195 OTHER ESTABLISHED A I R

. QUALITY LIMITATIONS. The emission

limits established by these regulations
are in addition to viasible emissions and’
other ambient air standards, established
or to bz established by the Department,"
unless exempted therefrom by this reg-
ulation, ' . . )

- 25-200 PUBLIC HEARING. A public
hearing shall be held by the Department
no later than January 1976, to review
current technology and the adequacy of
these regulations and to adopt any re-
visions or additional emission standards

that are necessary, : o -
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CApril 14, 1975
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‘ Execurf've( atary: LAWRENCE E. BIRKE JR.

555 116th Avenue Northeast, Suite 266
- Bellevue, WA. 98004 - (206) 4551323

s .iMLNl Of't "{UW&TLNH{L

Mr. Harotd M. Patterson =~ i Iﬂ% ISAf lh ” W E /0

Administrator ' .

A|2|8L:lfiyoéonTrol Division . ' : - ”7“- mR_l:Sig?S-_”, j
AIR QuALITy CONTROL

Department of Environmental Quality-
1234 W. Morrison _
Portiand,---Oregon - 97205

Dear Sir:

As discussed In @ recent meeting we had. erh you and-your staff..

~(January 1975), the Oregon Kraft Air Committee Is.concerned with ,i':

the direction -fthe Oregon Department of EnvnronmenTal Quality -

(DEQ) is faking in‘Tregards to particulate emission monlforlng as
I+ relates o proposed-air confaminent discharge permits presently
under negotiation with a humber of Oregon kraft-miils. At your T
suggestion and request, This letter is infended to document. our
concerns, illustrate the industry's expeciencegwjfh-par#icuiafe"

'moniforingﬂequipméﬁT and make .recommendations for what we believe

to be a more workable and meanlngful monitoring and comp!liance
program.

Particulate Em|55lon MOHITOFIHQ. Recogn|21ng«+he necess:fy of

‘monitoring atmospheric emissions, the pulp and paper industry has- f o

responded T6 that need. The information.provided-can be ‘used

effectively:to study the processes. ‘ihvoltved, To tdentify: operafional'_i )

parameters that influence the emission, and to thereby provide

operaf:ng personnel ‘with tools for more effective control of procéss _H”___;_

emissions, This is demonstrated by the_ industry's development

work to conflnually ‘monitor TRS emission concen+ra+ton in off- gaseS':'rf“

from the recovery furnace -and iime kiin.

However, a number of factors have hlndered the deve[opmenT of .-

“particulate monitoring equipment. Some of the technical’ dsfficulfles )

involve particulate characteristics, flue gas properties, and sample -
collection and detection methods. The different methods: used for
stack parTrculaTe sampling also yield different ‘results, _No single
method is universally -accepted at +h|s +|me '

Recent developments and field evaluations have ShOWn +ha+ daTa )

generated by |ight transmissometers. (operated in stack)and sodium ifon ;r:i;

measurements oh a gas sample withdrawn from the stack.and- “condi+ioned”

NURTHWEST PULP AND PAPER ASSUCIATIUN*-""”

can be used as an-operating tool to help control par+tcula+°s in the . ... -

emission. The equipment that Is .commerciatly available at this time.

can be used on kraft recovery furnace stacks to.génerate. parflculaTe*J”"*“f“””:

emission-vatues fthat are ohly relTable (95% Confidence Level) to
within £ 1.5 Ib/ton of air-dried pulp at the 4 Ib/ton emission rate
(reliability varies between mills}.
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The above variances are depsendent on the-system used.- For:light =~ - —
Transmissometry, such factors influencing the readings include =
particulate size wvariations, presence of condensible water, -and
temperature variations at the measurement site.  Specific. ion-probe
units require extractive gas handlihg systems. Probe location, . -

and mechanical difficulties in maintaining isokinefic conditions,
gas and water. flow measurement and control, and other items influence

the values :generated. -Limitation in the.continual measurement of: -
stack flow is also an- item that must not be overlooked.

Desplite these. Mimitations, ~this equipment. is being used by. the

~industry initially as a process control.tool,.and-as.an-indicator . ,
of compl iance with existing particulate emission-regulaticns. ‘The= ;“::;L't“

use of this equipment and information genéerated is consistent w;Th

the objectives stated in Federal Register, Voli -39, No 177 which. reads,

"The data obtained from these monitoring:systems can be used to-detect -
deterioration of emission control systems-and/or operating- rechniques
and serve as a guide (underiined=for-emphasis) -for determining-when-
compliance festing or inspections should-be:conducted. -Thus resources-

minor variances in the chemical-composition of the. particulate, - - — . .-

which would be required for periodic.manual stack.tests and/or,tnspeCTJOn_;_

may be conserved. without the loss of valuable surveillance informafion.'-

The industry +s meking significant advanees—on-the—devefopmentof —: — -

systems capable of continually indicating the performance of high

efficiency_parficula+e.confrol:devices«;fExisttng.regulafions:and.,.,7;»': s

particulate emission |imitation require the:installation of. these.
control devices and their consistent operation.at. peak efficiency..

Considering the present state of the art, fime- averaglng of the: resul+5 -

over a menthly-interval is:-considered- necessary in orden for compJ|ance iL;T

to be achieved on a con515+enT baS|s‘"3 ST S T

We hope'Thls br|ef discussion has been helpful. We further hope . .

to hear from the DEQ as soon as p055|b|e regardlng Bur’ suggesred
monitoring .compliance schedule.-

If the Oregon Kraft Air Committee  ean-provide: any addlrlonal assistance:— == .

or information,-please do not hesitate-to-callw-— = - o= o a0

- Sincerely,

1Z§Zoe Kolbe R 4 fg-»—~ Ll
Chairman, - - =

Oregon KrafT A:r CommlTTee

JK/pd : . T e e L T e I




. ¢ EEE Execulive Seuvrefary: LAWRENCE E. BIRKE, JRH.

NORTHWEST PULP AND PAPER ASSOCIATION

555 116th Avenue N‘ortheast, Suite 266

. i Believue, WA 98004 . (206) 455-1323
April 14, 1975 ‘

Mr. Harold M. Patterson
Administrator

Air Quallty Control Division
Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S, W, Morrison

Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Sir:

The Oregon Kraft Pulp mill air emission regulations of the Oregon
Adnministrative Rules (Chapter 340, Sections 25-150 through 25-200),
require. that z public hearing be held by the Department of Environ-
mental Quality no later than January, 1976 fto review current Tech-
“nology and adequacy of these regulations. Since a number of Oregon
kraft pulp mitls are presently applying for air contaminant discharge
permits, which may be issued for a 5 year period, the Oregon Kraft
Air Committee wishes the Department to review two aspects of the
current regulations. These aspects are (1) lime kiln ftotal reduced
sulfir {(TRS) reporting; and (2) reporting of pariiculate emissions.
Each of these issues is discussed below.

(1) __Lime Kiln TRS emissions Reportina. The puls and paper indusiry

* has found that the lime kiln is one of the more difficult processes
to study and control from the standpoint of TRS emissions, TRS emissions
are affected by interrelationships between ehergy usage, particuiate -
emissions, chemical balance, solid waste disposal, size and design of
‘existing operating equipment. These variables make consistent opti-
mization of this emission source very-difficult. For example, im-
proved washing will reduce the sulfide content of the lime mud; but

. this practice can result in kiln dusting, increased particulate
emissions, increased eneray input fo the particulate control device,
reduced kiln capacity, and necessitate the disposal of green liguor
dregs by some cther means.

Also, optimization of the process, {rom the standpoint of energy-efii-_
clency, requires the use of long kilns and their operation at low range
cold end temperatures in order to save heat. In these high efficiency
units, the suffides in the |lime mud can be more readily converted to
TRS. Operation of these kilns at minimum TRS emission requires close
control of the entire causticizing operation, The control of the
causticizing process and the interrelationship between operation,
energy, and emissions within the kraft mill (as related to the lime
kiin) are easily identified by examples such as the preceeding. Thus,
these Interrelationships make Instantaneous control of TRS variations
from the lime Kiln fmpossible, “In addition, the condition of existing
facilities plus The limitations of operator conltrol and process
measurcment equipment, make averaae daily TRS control, within the
current limitations, impracticabia.
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The industry has found that compliance with daily average TRS
limitations is approximately twice as restrictive as compliance with
monthly average limitations. {(Similar relationships between daily

" and monthly effluent limitations have also been found in water dis=-

charges). To achieve TRS daily average compliance, it will be necessary
to install additional equipment which would be twice the size required
for present operations. This addificnal eqU|pmenT will require large

capital expenditures and continued costs in energy and resources, all
with extremely low cost-benefit rafio.

When the present Oregon Kraft Air Regulafuons were adopted, the prod-
uction to be used for reporting purposes was the monthly average
production. Therefore, 1t was the understanding of the Oregon Kraft
Alr Committee that the emission limitations would also be based on
monthl!y compliance requirements. In fact, many of the mills are
presently reporting TRS emissions from. the lime kiin on a monthly
average basis for compliance purposes. For these reasons, we believe
that the present regulations should be amended to require monthiy
average comp!iance with lime kilns TRS standards. By fthis amendment,
vagueness within fhe regulation will be remedied, and each individual
mifl's performance will be more accurately presenfed on a reasonable,
control-possible, consistent basis.

(2) Particulate Emission Reporting. To be consistent with the present
procedures being used by the kraft pulp mills in The State of Oregen

for reporting their particulate emissions, it is respectfully requested
that Paragraph 25-165 (2) (a), (b}, and (c) of the Department of Environ-
mental Quality, Oregon Administrative Rules Ch. 340, be changed. This
request is submitted on the basis that the present wording of the
reguiation would imply that each and every particulate emission measure-
ment made would -have to be below the specified limit fo be in compliance,
whereas no one test is an.exact true representation of the emissions.,

For instance, in the operation of a recovery boiler and its emission
control system, there are a number of variable which may influence the
Test results, even though all the operating parameters appear to be
normal. One of the more important variables, which could effect the
test reporting, is the black |iquor composition being fired in the

boller at the time of the test. The organic fo inorganic ratio within
the liquor wilt vary from hour to hour, a!Though on a monthly average
basis, the ratio may be very uniform. This is also ftrue of black lquOF
sol ids concentration, temperature, and density. Thus, the flow and
composition of heavy black liquor to the recovery furnace can vary and
may. not necessarily be representative of the exact production at any

one given time. As a result, the test resuits are essentially calculated
on an average daily production derived from a monthly basis, Regardless
of the number of particulate emission tests made, only the average of
These tests for the month are truly representative of the operation of
the emission control systems when based on the miil production. The

same re|a1|onsh|ps hold true for I|me Kiln and dissolving tank parTlculaTe

"~ emissions.,

Since the monthly average emission is the most representative number
for proving compiiance with the regulation, It was the understanding
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by the kraft mills reporting to the DEQ that thelr particulate emlssions
were to be based on a monthly average and have considered this to be

the correct reporting procedure. This request therefore, would merely
clarify the reporting procedure in the regulation as fol lows:

25-165 Emission Limitations.

(2) Particulate Matter ,
(a) Recovery Furnaces. The emissions of particutate
matter from recovery furnaces shall not exceed
four (4) pounds per ton of production on a mill
site basis and from each recovery fuinace stack
. as a monthly average.
(b) Time Kilns. The emissions of particulate matier
from lime kilns shall not exceed-one (I) pound per
Fon of production on a mill site basis and from
: each lime kiln stack as a monthly average.
{c) Sme!t Dissolving Tanks. The emission of particulate
" matter from smelt dissolving tanks shall not exceed
one-half (1/2) pound per ton of production on a mill
site basis.and from each smelt dlssoIV|ng Tark
as a monthly average.

The Department of Environmental Quality with the cooperafion of the
pulp and paper industry, has made tremendous improvements in the ‘
qual ity of the Oregon environment. We believe that the above recommend-

ations are consistent with this progress. It is only through the
implementation of reasonable and practicable regulations that this progress
will continue. There may be other recommendations forthcoming, which wil|

improve the implementation of these regulations. Finatly, in regards

to the requirement for a public hearing on these regulations {(mentioned

~ In the first paragraph) the Oregon Kraft Air Committee requests that

- the DEQ-EQC schedule the hearing as soon as possible. We belleve that an
early hearing will aid in and clarify issues related to the developmen+
of new air discharge permits presently under negotiation,

If the Oregon Kraft Air CommiTTee can provide any additional information
or assistance, please do not hesitate to call.

Chairman,
Oregon Kraft Alr Comm | +tee

 JK/pd ' .
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State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To: Directox Y\?“A Date: March 5, 1276

From: Hearing Offickr
Subject:  pPublic Hearing on Rules Governing Air Quality: KXraft Mills

Pursuant to public notice, a hearing convened at 10:00 a.m. on January
22, 1976 in Room 508 of the Department's offices at 1234 S.W. Morrison Street,
Portland, Oregon. The subject of the hearing was to review the Department's
air guality rules governing emissions standards for kraft pulp mills (OAR
Chapter 340, Sections 25-150 through 25-200). The public hearing was required
by the provisions of OAR Chapter 340, Section 25-200. The hearing was a
preliminary hearing on the adequacy of the existing standards and it is con-
templated that adoption of any differing standards would be preceeded by vet
another public hearing. This path was taken because of the possibility that
present standards are adequate and need not be changed.

Present on behalf of the Department were Mr. Charles Clinton, Mr. Fredrick
Skirvin, and your hearing officer.

Testimony was offered by the following: Mr. James C. Knudson of the Washington
State Department of Ecology, Mr. Joe Kolberg of the Boise Cascade Paper Group,
Mr. Darrell McLaughlin of the Georgia Pacific Corporation, and Mr. Lawrence E.
Birke, Jr. of the Northwest Pulp and Paper Association.

The testimony was, in each case, accompanied by written copy. The testi-
mony is somewhat technical and fairly brief. For this reason it is felt
appropriate to merely attach the same without attempting to paraphrase it.

Your hearing officer has no recommendation in this matter.

dh
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TESTIMONY
BEFORE THE
STATE OF OREGON o
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Doparnens

PUBLIC HEARING ON KRAFT EMISSION STANDARDS
BY
James C. Knupson, P.E.
INDUSTRIAL SECTION

DEPARTMENT OF EcOLOGY
STATE OF WASHINGTON

I am James C. KNUDSON REPRESENTING THE DEPARTMENT OF EcoLoay,
STATE OF WASHINGTON., [ HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN AIR AND WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL ACTIVITIES RELATED TO MAJOR INDUSTRIES IN THE STATE OF
WASHINGTON, INCLUDING THE KRAFT PULPING INDUSTRIES. | PARTICIPATED
IN THE ORIGINAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE KRAFT MILL EMISSION STANDARDS
IN 1968-1969, WHEN OREGON AND WASHINGTON ADOPTED SIMILAR REGULATIONS,

My COMMENTS AS TO THE ADEQUACY OF CONTROL TECHNOLOGY AND THE NEED
FOR ADDITIONAL LIMITS ARE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZED AS FOLLOWS:

AND SMELT TANKS SHOULD BE COVERED BY AN OPACITY LIMIT TO
INSURE THAT PARTICULATE CONTROLS ARE CONTINUOUSLY AND
EFFECTIVELY OPERATED AND MAINTAINED, THE DEPARTMENT OF
ECOLOGY HAS PROPOSED AND WILL SHORTLY ENACT OPACITY LIMITS
FOR A LIMITED NUMBER OF MILLS IN THE STATE, IT IS OUR
INTENT TO EVENTUALLY REQUIRE ALL MILLS KRAFT AND SULFITE

BRI B R LA G nenntoertr JwEEED O Tebendiean (200 TAT2800
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70 ACHIEVE AN OPACITY LIMIT, LIKE ALL OTHER LARGE AND
SMALL SOURCES IN THE STATE.

] NEED NOT ELABORATE THE ADVANTAGES OF AN INDEPENDENT
OFF-SITE CHECK OF PARTICULATE EMISSIONS TO CONTROL
OFFICIALS SUCH AS YOURSELVES. WE DO RECOGNIZE THE

PROBLEMS OF HIGH MOISTURE CONTENT STACKS AND THE

DIFFICULTY IN READING RESIDUAL PLUMES. INITIALLY, WE

HAVE ATTEMPTED TO CHOOSE LIMITS THAT REFLECT EXISTING
CONTROLS INSTALLED IN 1975 TO MEET THE EXISTING LIMITS,

I AM ATTACHING OUR DRAFT REGULATION WHICH CONTAINS

PROPOSED LIMITS AND UPON WHICH WE HEARD PUBLIC COMMENTS

IN EARLY JANUARY, 1976, A COPY IS ATTACHED TO MY TESTIMONY,

Nuisance CoNTRoL MEASURES - THE DEPARTMENT IS ALSO ADDING

A NUMBER OF MORE GENERAL LIMITS COVERING SUCH AREAS AS
PARTICLE FALLOUT, FUGITIVE DUST, MASKING AND CONCEALMENT,
THESE REQUIREMENTS BRING THE KRAFT MILLS UNDER SOME OF
THE SAME REQUIREMENTS AS SMALLER SOURCES GOVERNED BY OUR
LOCAL AGENCIES AND MAKE THE REGULATIONS BROADER IN SCOPE,
THESE ARE ALSO LISTED IN THE DRAFT REGULATION ATTACHED,

FINALLY, | WOULD LIKE TO INDICATE THAT THE DEPARTMENT of EcoLoaGY

IS MOST WILLING TO PROVIDE ANY EMISSION DATA ON TRS AND/OR PARTIC-
ULATES FROM WASHINGTON'S 7 KRAFT MILLS. THE DEPARTMENT oF EcoLoeY
IS PLANNING A SECOND PHASE OF TRS MODIFICATIONS THIS SUMMER AND
SOME EMPHASIS WILL BE PLACED UPON STANDARDS THAT YOU HAVE ADOPTED
FOR LIME KILNS AND OTHER SOURCES.

2




| WOULD SUGGEST THE THE TWO STATES MIGHT CONSIDER RE-ACTIVATING
THE WORKING COMMITTEE THAT WAS USED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
REGULATION IN 1969,

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON'S PRESENT COURSE RELATING TO KRAFT.MILLS
AT THIS INFORMATIONAL HEARING.




~ STATEMENT REGARDING THE REVIEW
OF KRAFT PULP MILL AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS
- OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTION 25-150 THROUGH 25-200
DEPARTHENT OF EQUALITY PUBLIC HEARING OF JANUARY 22, 1976

My name is Joe Kolberg and I am the Manager of Environmental Control for
the Boise Cascade Paper Group. Boise Cascadé operates a kraft pulp and paper
mill at St. Helens, Oregon,

Boise Cascade concurs with the statement made by Mr, Birke on behalf of
all therkraft mi]]sloperating in the State of Oregon. We are partfcu]ar]y
concerned with the omission in the existing regulations of the averaging
period for TRS emissions from fhe lime kilns and particulate emissions from
the recovery boilers, Time kilns and dissolving tank stacks. If the monthly
averaging pefiod is not specified for these Timitations as it was ofigina11y
specified in our éir permit, we will not be able to remain in oﬁeration without
being in conflict with the regulations. |

Boise Cascade's St. Helens mill has just expended approximately $15 m111ipn
dollars to reduce and control its atmospheric emiésions. This was done as ﬁart
of our policy,as a responsible company,to cooperate with the DEQ in improving
our environment. OQur company has and will continue to expend capital on programs
which will result in a significant or measurable improvement in the environmenf,
where required, provided they do not create more serious environmental or social
problems. |

The atmospheric emissions at this mill have been reduced to the point
where all complaints in this area have been eliminated. Hoﬁever, the imposition
‘of a 5 ppm TRS limitation on our 1967 vintage recovery boiler, plus the limitation

on each stack rather than each process would place a totally unwarranted
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economﬁc:burden on this mill,

We, %oo, are highly concerned with regard to fhe waste of capital and
natural resources plus the effect on inflation and eﬁp]oyment within the
nation which results from the reduction of emissions to their lowest practicable
limit regardless of cost and environmental need. Since the wording "highest
and best practicable treatment and control of atmospheric emissions" means
different things to different people, we are suggesting that the policy as
defined.in these reguTations be clarified so-we all understand that treatment
for treatment's sake can only be detrimental to the economic growth required
to support our environmental improvement projects.

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard.




Executive Sc., ofary: LAWRENCE E. BIRKE, JR.

W PPl

NORTHWEST PULP AND PAPER ASSOCIATION g

. . 555 116th Avenue Northeast, Suite 266
' o . ' Bellevue, WA 98004 . (206) 455-1323

TESTIMONY OF LAWRENCE E. BIRKE, JR.
TO THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
STATE OF OREGON

Regarding proposed changes to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-150 through 25-200
(air quality regulations governing Kraft Pulp Mills) Jdanuary 22, 1576.

My name is‘Lawrénce E. Birke, Jr., and I am Executive Director of the
Northwest Pulp and Paper Association, The NWPPA is an environmental and infofay
mation association representing the phﬁp and- paper mills in the State of Oiregon,

_ Based on the experiences under the present Kraft Pulp Mill Air Emission _
regulations (OAR Chapter 340, Section 25-150 through 25-200), the NYPPA Oregon
Air Committee requests.that the following torrections and additions, which were
outlined in our Tetter of'Apffl 14, 1975 to the DEQ, be made to the regulations:

First, as detaiiéd in the_Ahfi] 14, 1975 1éfter, we found a number of
omissions in the regulations which significanf]yreffect the industry'§ abi]ipy to
meet cempliance with the_regulafions. lThe bresent regulation omits the'a&eféqing%

period for the Time kiln Total Reduced Sulfide (TRS) 1jmits. This emission Hnﬁti
was thought by the industry to be based on a monthly averége and appeared in our

Air Contaminant Discharge Permits in this manner. The permit language tﬁus indgi-
‘cates the DEQ staff was originally also under the same {mpression. However, as
the regulation turned .out in ﬁrint, the averaging period was omitted. This then
leaves the Tlimit as an instanianeous one, which is totally unattainable, Originai
Air Contaminaﬁt bischarge Permits were issued with monthly average limitations

. e i e

averages. These unilateral changes By the DEG have resulted in a tightening of
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the individual mi1l permits over and beyond the industry's understanding of the
Oregon Kraft Mi11 regulations. The Oregon regulations should be changed to
monthly average‘limitations and the industry's new permits should reflect this

change!

- The Committee is therefore not requesting é change in the emission limitations _
but we need to use the monthly average limitations agreed to by the industry as
being attainable and practicable. We simply cannot live with thé existing
regulation! _

. Second, as also detailed in the letter of April 14, we requested tﬁat the

regulations be amended to specify emissions from the recovery furnace, lime kiln

and dissolving tank vents under Section 25-165 paragraphs (2) (a), (b) and {c).

The addition of the wofdiﬁg "as a monthly avérage" after each of the paragraphs
would correct the intent of this section without changing fhe actual emission
numbers; - Again, the normal method of using moﬁth1y aVerage produétionwand thus
averaging the pafticu1éte,emission data on a monthly basis waé assumed to be
the correct method of reporting. the data. The current regulations are not p]ear
and do not reflect the normal practice of utilizing monthly average Droduction.
Third, to resolve the ambiguity of Section 25-165, paragraphs (2) (a), (b)

and {c), it is proposedlthat the words "Qn a mill site basis" be retaiﬁta and
the words "and from each stack" be de]eted. These two phrases are conflicting.
As tﬁe atmospheric ambient air reflects the mass emission, the number of stacks
“will not be of consequence. If the wording "froh each stack" remains, those
mills without combined stacks will have a mdre étringent requirement than those
mills which have combined mill or process stacks.

| Fourth, in addition to the ahove proposals made to eﬁhance the workability

of the Oregon Kraft Regulations, we suggest that Section 25-155, (Statement of

e rme—
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Policy), paragraph (1) be amended so that the paragraph adds the words "environ-
mentally required"” as follows:
"[T]he higheét and best practicable treatment and control of atmospheric

emissions from kraft mills environmentally required through the utilization of

technically feasible equipment, devices and procedures.,." Also under Section
25-160 (Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control Required), we suggest

the same words be added to the phrase "with consideration being given to the

“environmental need and the economic 1ife of the existing equipment." These

changes are needed to refject current concerns of energy waste, environmental
- needs, and economic soundness of regu]atofy policy.

Fifth, based on the need for conserving energy and improving the environment,
we suggest that under Section 25-165 (Emission Limitations) paragraph (1)(a), Sub--
sections (B) and (C) be deleted and/or rewritten.  We agreée that there needs to be
dffferent standards for new and for exist{ng recovery boilers, however. these sub-
sections require not only all new rerveryﬁboi1ers to meet a 5 ppm total reduced

su1fjde (TRS) limit, but also requires the same for.boilers installed just previous

to the regulation. Since there are recovery boilers which were installed in
the 1960's which if properly maintained can meet all but the most restrictive
limitations set for the newer generation Tow odor boiler, a reduction of.Syppﬁ
of TRS does not warrant the investment 6f 20 million dollars for a new récovery
boiler. = This eﬁpenditgre is even more wasteful as TRS has.never been related
to a health problem and no ambient standards have been proposed. The more
festrictive emission clause of Section 25-170 will protect against an odor
problem in more populated areas if the 10 ppm'still creates a nuisance.

We thankrthe Hearing.Board for the opportunity t0 present‘0ur comments. We
hope you understand our deep éoncern with these reéu]ations. We have attached a

copy of our April 14, 1975 letter to the DEQ and respectfully request that it

be entered into the record.
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AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS GOVERNING
KRAFT PULP MILLS

Statement by
Darrell McLaughlin

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Toledo, Oregon

Georgia—Pacifﬁc Corporation owns and operates d pulp and paper
mill in the town of Toledo and County of Lincoln, State of Oregon.
‘The mill produces Kraft pu]p‘by_severa1 prqceSses énd Kraft bagpeper,
Tinerboard and corregating medinm on three (3)1paper“mach1nes. This
presentation will address regu]atfdns and other suhjects that are

specific to the Toledo operations.

'Georgia-Pacific Toledo participated in the preparation of the state-
ment g1ven by the Northwest Pulp and Paper Assoc1at1on (NWPPA |
testimony at th1s public hearing.. - We now w1sh to add our. endorsement

of this test1mony for the public record

There preseht]} exists at,To1edotthree (3) recovery'furnaces.and
three (3) Vime kiTns bu11t in 1958, 1960 and 1964 The ekhaust gases
from each of these process un1ts are ducted to a common 300 foot stack
and are the on]y sources to this stack, w1th the except1on of any
remergency by-pass from the MKP vent gas combustion system The gases
were ducted to the main stack prior to adoption of Kraft mill regu1at1ons
in order td improve existing‘ambient-conditions and not in an attempt
to avoid comp]jance with emission 1imitations_by dilution of the .7

- contaminants.
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MAIN STACK MONITORING

We be]iere that there is jostification for monitoring of_this single
main stack for comp]tance with emission reguiations, in lieu of monitoring
each of the six (6)Vsources separately, for the fo11ow1ng‘five reasons:

(1) The main stack represents the potnt of re1ease of contaminants
1nto.the atmosphere. ~The 300-foot stack a]]ows for better dispersion and
more reliable monitoring of contaminants. _ N |

(2) ‘From 1969 through 1975, at a cost of nearly $3 million, the
Toledo n111 has 1nsta11ed‘neW'equfpment and modified existing equipment ,
to obtain the highest and best practicab1e treatment and control of the
'TRS and part1cu1ate em1ss1ons from an ex1st1ng miTl. .

(3) The Toledo mill has one of the best-and most extens1ve automat1c :
mon1tor1ng systems for TRS and part1cu1ate em1ss1ons, supported by up-to--
- date grab sampling equ1pment, and requ1r1ng a high manpower comm1tment
Vto maintain the integrity of-this program.

(8) . The conf1gurat1on of the 1nd1v1dua1 recovery. and kiln ducts make
_ measurement of the gas flow ve]oc1ty_unre11ab1e, thus affect1ng accuracy _'
of the measured values of.partico]ate concentration; andrthe'ca1cu1ated .
values of mass emission rates of TRS and particu]ate. .

(5) The elimination of interferences nith'TRS concentration-measure-,.
ments by gas- condensate contact in the recovery ducts and gas- part1cu1ate
reactions in the time kiln ducts as. presented 1n the NCASI Techn1ca1
Butletin No. 81, October 1975,. ent1t1ed "A Laboratory and Field Study of -

.Reduced Su]fur Samp]lng and Mon1tor1ng Systems
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LIME KILN EMISSION LIMIT

We respectfully submit that an emission limit of 20 ppm of TRS on:
a monthly arithmetic average is too sttihgent for existing Time kilns,
requiring replacement of these units before the end of their usetu] and
economic life and going beyond the intent of highest.and best practicab1e7
treatment and contto1 required. We also submit that further'analysfs
should be done in order to.detekmine if a Time kiln TRS limit of 40 ppm .
monthly arithmetic average is attainable with highest and best practicable

treatment and control.

RECOVERY FURNACES EMISSION LIMIT

- We respectfully submit that an emission Timitation of 5 ppm TRS on
‘a monthly arithmetic average is too stringent for existing recovery
furnaces, requiring replacement of theSEun1ts before the end of the1r

useful and economic. 1ife and going beyond the 1ntent of highest and best

practicable treatment and control required. We also submit that a-1imit_ﬂ_.*f EEN

of 10 ppm TRS month]y ar1thmet1c average is atta1nab1e from existing J"
recovery- furnaces app1y1ng highest and best pract1cab1e treatment and
control. Further we do not be]1eve that an 1nvestment of $50 m1111on

to achieve a reduct1on from:10 ppm TRS to 5 ppm TRS by rep]acement of
the ex1st1ng furnaces w1th 1ow odor. units w111 produce a s1gn1f1cant

reduct1on on the odor level surround1ng the mill.
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OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY,

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION,

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

ROBERT W. 5TRAUB
GOVERNCR

To: . Director
From: ' Hearing Officer

Hearing Report: Four Informal Hearings on Public P051t10n Reoardlng
TRS Standards for Rraft MlllS

HISTORY _

During the week of August 16, 1976, four informal public hearings
were held as summarized belcw. The hearings were preceded by mailing
of notice and press releases to the local areas involved. . The notice
and press release are attached.

TOLEDQ HEARING

This hearing convened at 7:30 p.m. on August 16 in the Toledo
Public Library. Of concern were the nearby Georgia Pacific Teledo
Kraft Mill and the International Paper plant at Gardiner.

~ Present to.represent the Department were Mr. Charles Cliinton,
Mr, Fredric Skirvin, and the undersigned.

Approximately eight persons attended. ©Of thesze, Mr. Glen
MacKenroth. reported that the present TRS emissions from the Toledo
plant rarely prove bothersome. It was his concern that the plant
should not have to pass on to consumers any substantial increases
in the expense of meeting stricter standards for TRS.

Mrs. Jason Cadwallader noted that community sentiment was that
the occasional odor was the "smell of paychecks."

Mr, €linton is initiating Department action on noise complaints
made by witnesses regarding the Toledo plant.

ST. HELENS HEARING

This, hearing convened at 7:30 p.m,.on Bugust 17 in the Columbia
County Courthouse. Of concern were the Boise Cascade St. Helens kraft
rlant andi the Crown Zellerbach plant at Wauna.

i}"\i’“f
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Approximately twenty persons attended, some of whom were repre-
sentatives of Boise Cascade. Mr. Ronald McGeorge of the Columbia Board
of Realtors reported that recent improvements in the odor emissions of
Boise Cascade had ameliorated a longstanding reticence on the part of
the public to buy residences east of Highway Thirty. It was reported
that the plant now rarely, if ever, results in objectionakle odors. The .
hearing officer conceded to Mr. McGeorge that the hearing officer had
not detected any odor from the plant upon his arrival in St. Helens.

Mr, Donald Olmsheid submitted written and oral testimony on the
congiderable emissions reduction history of Boise Cascade, citing water
quality control strides as well. It was his observation that future
controls should be applied only after consideration of their impact
on (1) costs to the consumer, (2) energy consumption, (3} potentially-
energy-consuming transportation costs related to encouraging the
diffusion of sources throughout greater geographic areas and (4)

" encouragement of industry to locate in Oregon. Mr. Olmsheid complimented
the Department and Boise Cascade for accomplishments to date.

Mr. John Wolfenbarger and Mr. Tom Easham, neighbors of the Crown
Zellerbach Plant at Wauna, attested to non-bothersoms odor levels how
experienced near the Wauna plant.

Mr. Clinton and the undersigned then adjourned the hearing.-
. EUGENE HEARING

‘This hearing convened at 7:30 p.m. on-Auqust 18; 1976 in Harris
Hall. Of concern was Weyerhaeuser's Springfield plant.

Of eight persons present, two testified. Mr. Bob Smith and Mr.
Lee Dillon (Springfield residents not employed by Weyerhaeuser)
testified that they live near the Weyerhaeusesr kraft mill and suffer
little if any inconvenience from odor. Both praised the improvements
made by Weyverhaeuser in odor control and other areas of community
concern.

Prior to the hearing a letter was received from Mr. Jerry Bolens
informing that Weyerhaeuser's views on the subject of kraft mill air
emissions regulations would be those expressed by Weyerhaeuser as a
member of the XKraft Mill Air Committee currently working with the
Department. : :

Present to represent the Department were Mr. Charies Clinton,
Mr. Fredric Skirvin, and the undersigned.’

ALBANY HEARING

" This hearing convened at 7:30 p.m. in the Albany Puklic Library.
Present to represent the Department were Mr. Charles Clinton, Mr,
Fredric Skirvin, and the undersigned, O©Of concern were the plants

at Halsey (American Can) and Millefsburg (Western Kraft).
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Of ten persons in attendance, one offered testimony. Mr. Bill
Stanley bf.618 Bain Street reported himself to have been one of the
chief complainers aboul Western Kraft odors in former vyears. He
stressed that he was satisfied thdt the mill was no longer an odor
problem to him. ;

Mr. Marv Evans of the Albany Charber of Commerce withheld
testimony in approval of the Western Kraft performance on the basis
that no one offered adverse testimony.

GENERAL COMMENT

The St. Helens hearing was preceded by a front page ‘article in
the Sunday edition of the St. Helens Chronicle. A copy is being sent
us so that staff may assess the degree *o which the article should
have aroused any dissatisfied. citizens. It does not appear to what
degree other local media gave notice of the hearings. The Oregonian
and some radio stations gave notice of the hearings. The notice was
mailed to the Department's Air and Alpha lists which include public
interest groups such as OEC and the League of Women Voters.

It is difficult to assess the lack of participation as other than
a lack of interest. In Toledo, intimidation is not the answer because
those testifying to sstisfaction with the odor were outspoken and

Jadamant in complaining of the mill's noise. Intimidation must be

ruled out in Albany and Fugene where many other industries and bu51nesses
contribute to arsa economy.

While a small turnout might be laid to lack of notice rather than
lack of complaints, two considerations weigh@-aqainst this: 1) The
notice was as extensive or more so than the Department routinely uses.
This routine often results in large turnouts at hearings, depending on
the subject matter. 2) 0f those who were in attendance, there is still

to be explained the relative unanimity with which they endorsed present

performance of the mills.

A letter was received after the Toledo hearing from one who had
read of the result of the hearing in the paper.. That letter was
strongly in disapproval of current odor levels in Toledo, comparing -
Toledo with Los Angeles in time of smog. '
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

PROPOSED APDITIONS AND DELFTIONS TO THE KRAFT PULP MILLS RULES*
25-150 DEFINITIONS

As used in these qegu1ations,'un1ess otherwise required by context: §

(1) *“Continual Mdnitoring” means samp]ﬂng and analysis, in a cbntinuous or
timed seduence,_using techniques which will adequate1yrref1ect actual

“emission levels or concentrations on a continuous basis.

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

(3) .”Emission” means a release into the atmosphere of air contaminants.

(4) ° “"Kraft Mil11" or "Mi11" means any industrial operation which uses for a
cooking Tiguor an alkaline sulfide solution containing sodium hy-
droxide and_sodium sulfide in its pulping proceSs;

(5) "Lime Kiln"™ means any production device in which calcium carbonate is
thermally converted te calcium oxide.

{6) "Non-condensibles” means gases and vapors, contaminanted with TRS
gases, from the digestion and multiple-effect evaporation procegses of
a mill that are not condensed with the equipment used in said processes.

(7) "“Other Sdurces” means sources of TRS emissions in a kraft mill other
than recovery furnaces énd Time kilns, including but not limited to:

(a) vents from knotter§, brown stock washing systems, evaporators,

blow tanks, smelt tanks, blow heat accumulators, black liquor

storage tanks, black lﬁquor oxidation system, pre-steaming vessels,

tall oil recovery operations;
(b) any operation connected with the treatment of condensate Tiquids

within the mill, and

*Additions are underlined and deletions are 1ined out.




(8)

(%)

(10)

- (11)

(12)

(c) any vent which is shown to be a significant contributor of odorous
gases.
"particulate Matter" means all solid material in an emission stream

which may be removed on a glass fiber filter maintained during sampling

-at stack temperature or above the water vapor dew point of the stack

gas, whichever is greater but not more than_gggj§_1ﬂ00°Fl, The glass-
fiber filter to be used shall be MSA 1106BH or equfva]ent. ' ' !
"Parts Per Million {ppm)" means parts of a cohtaminant per miliion |
part#\of gas by volume on a dry-gas basis (1 ppm equals 0.0001% by
vo]ume); |

"Production” means the daily average amount [tems] of air-dried unbleached

Kraft pulp or equivalent produced as determined by dividing the monthly

total production by the number of days specific'production equipment

operates and expressed in air-dried metric tons‘(admt) per day. The

corresponding English un{t is air-dried tons (adt) ber day.

"Recovery Furnaée" means the combustion device in which pulping chemicals
are converted to a molten smelt and woodjso]ids are incinerated. For
these regulations, and where present, this term shall include thé'

direct contact evaporator.

"Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS)" means the sulfur in hydrogen sulfide,
mercaptans, dimethyl sulfide, dimethyl disulfide, and any other organic
su]fjdes present in an oxidation state of minus two.

"Kg S/metric ton" means kilograms of Total Reduced Sulfur per metric

ton of production. The corresponding English unit is "1b S/ton”.

“Standard dry cubic meter" means the amount’ of gas that would occupy a

volume of one cubic meter, if the gas were free of uncombined water,

at a temperatuke of 20°C (68°F) and a pressure of 760 mm of Mecury




29,92 inches of Mecury). The corresponding English unit is standard

dry cubic foot. When applied to recovery furnace gases "standard dry

cubic meter" requires adjustment of the gas volume to that which wou]d

result in a concentration of 8% oxygen if the oxygen concentration

exceeds 8%. ‘When applied to Time kiln gases "standard dry cubic

meter” requires adjustment of the gas volume to that which would

result in a concentration of 10 percent oxygen if the oxygen concentration

exceeds 10%.

25-155 STATEMENT OF POLICY

Recent technological developments have enhanced the degree of malodorous
emission control possible for the kraft pulping process; While recognizing that
complete ma]odorous and particulate emission control is not presentiy possible,
gonsistent'with the meteorological and geographical conditions in Oregen, it is
hereby declared to be the policy of the Department to:

(1) Require; in accordarice with a specific program and time table for all
sources at each operating mill, the hfghest and best practicable
treatmenﬁ and control of atmospheric emissions from kraft mills fhrough
the utilization of technically feasib]e:equibment, devices and procedures.
Considergtion will be given to the economic life of equipment, which
when insﬁa11ed complied with the highest and best practicable treatment-
requiremknt.

(2) - Require @egrees and methods of tfeétment for major and minor emission
‘points that will minimize emissions of odoroué gases and eliminate am-
“bient odor nuisances. |

{3) Require effective monitoring and reporting of emissions and reporting

of other data pertinent to air quality or emissjons.' The Department

will use these data in conjunction with ambient air data and obser-

vation of conditions in the surrounding area to develop and revise




emission and ambient air standards, and to determine compliance- therewith.
(4) Encourage and assist the kraft pulping industry to conduct a research

and techno1ogica1_deve1opment program designed to progressively reduce

kraft mill emissions, in accordance with a definite program, including

specified obfectives and time schedules.

(5) Establish by no later than July 1, 1983, maximum allowable daily mill

site emission 1imits (Kg/day) for toté] TRS, particulate and SO, for

each mil] by app1ying4ﬁhe limits and bther'cohsiderations as set forth

in Sections_25-160, 25-165, 25-170, and 25-195 of this.regulation.r

25-160 HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTICABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL REQUIRED

"~ Notwithstanding the specific emission Timits set forth i Section 25-165 of
these regulations, in order to ﬁéintain the 1owe§t possible emission of air con-
taminants, the highest and best practicable treatment and control currently
available shall in every case be provided, with consideration being given to the
economic 1ife of the existing equipment.

ATl insta]]ed process and control equipment shall be opefated at fu]]_
effectiveness and?efficiency at all times, such that emissions of contaminants

are kept at lowest practicable levels.
1

25-165 EMISSION LIMITATIONS
| (1) Emissio% of Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS).
(a) Reéovery Furnaces. o _
(A$ [As;seen—as-pPaet#eable-but-heé—latep—than—July-l,—1925] The

. emissions of TRS from each recovery furnace[s] stack shall

not exceed [+-{#}] 10 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and

0.15 Kg S/metric ton (0.30 1b S/ton) of production as a

monthly arithmetic average [on-a-mil}-site-basis].




[£349 49—99@—feF—mePe—thaH-Beyeumulative-ménutes—in—aﬂy—ene
_ day-##emgeaeh-Feeever-fuPnaeeg
f3343 4S-ppméés-a—daily—ap#thmetie-avepage;and-9745-1b—5ften_
ef-éweduetien-£Pem—eaeh-FeeevePy—qunaee—staekr ‘
(B)_ AsJSGGH—as-pFaet#eableg-but—net-léter-than—éuly—l;—19?83-the
- emissien—e#-IRS—shail-net—exeeede
£33 E—ppm-as-a—da41y—apithmetieQaveFage—and—erE-lb-S}ten
of-production-or-a-mill-site-basiss
{3i) 40-ppm-for-mere-than-60-edmulative-mindtes-in-any-ene
day-from-each-recovery-furnace-stacks
{3#§§) 310-ppm-as-a-daily-avithmetic-average-and-0-20-1b-§/%en
I‘ 9£—ppeduetien-#Fem—eaeh-Fé@e#@Fyfqunaee-staekr
£63 As-seen—as-pPaetieabieg—bat-net~latepfthan-éuly—l;-lggag—the
emiéséen—e£~IRSd£Fem—eaeh—Feeevern£upnaee—sha11-net-exeeed+
£33 5—ppm-as-a-daily-apithmetie—aveFage—and-QTIS—1b-S}t9n
of-productiony |
{349 é@-ppm-fer—meFe-than-ég-eumulative-minutes—in-any-ene
day=]' |

[¢B3] (B} TRS emissions from each recovéry furnace installed, modified

- or used for expanded production [placed-in-epepatien] after

[the-effective-date-ef-this-regulation] January 1, 1969

shall be controlled [immediately] such that the emissions of
TRS shall not exceed [;—{ié].S ppm as a daily arithmetic

average and 0.08 Kg S/metric ton (0.15 1b S/ton) of production

as a monthly arithmetic average[s].




(b)

[{ed
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[£33) 29—ppm-£ep-mepe-th&n-60—eamulative—min&ies-in-any—ené
days] o |
Lime Kilns. Lime Kilns shall be operated and controlled such
that emissioﬁ of TRS shall [be-kept-te-lowest-practicable-levels

and ] not exceed:

(A) [By-no-tater-than-July-1,-1975,] 40 ppm and 0.1 Kg S/metric

ton (0.2 1b S/ton) of production as monthly arithmetic

aQéragéq;[detepmined;by-a-meniteping-ppésedupa-apppoued_by
the-Depariment]. |

(B) As soon as practicable, but not Tater than Juiy 1, 1978, 20
ppm and 0.1 Kg S/metric ton (0.2 1b S/ton) of proddction as

a monthly arithmetic average‘[detepmined;by-a-monitoning

procedyre-approved-by-the-Departmant].

(C) As soon as practicable, but not later than July 1, 1983, 20

ppm as a daily arithmetic average and 0:05 Kg S/metric ton .

(0.1 1b S/ton) of production as a monthly arithmetic average.

(D) 5 ppm as a daily arithmetric average and 0.05 Kg S/metric

ton (0.1 1b S/ton) of production as a menthly arithmetic

average from all lime kilns placed in operation after the

effective date of this regulation.

Gemplianee-Pregramsvu-Recovery-furnacesfahd_lime_kilns_in_operation
en-gr-be%ere-theje£¥ective-date-of-fhese_regulations_shallube
breught-intg-compliahee-with-subsectigns,25;165_£JJ_{aJ_and-ZS; .
165-419—{bq-above—in-accordance-with_specific_programs-and_schedules
te-be-established-with-each_individual;mill-and-approved_by_ihe
Departmen;-by-not-later-than-May-l,-JQZB,,iaking_inio_consideraijon

the-following4
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{83
€69
{53
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Age-andﬁeeﬂditien-ef-existing-faeil%t%es;

Geographical-lecatienssy

Overall-corirel-ef-emissionsy
Sevepity-eﬁ-ppeblems-Pelated-té-emissiens—fpem—the—iae41ity;
aﬂdj'

Ease-ef-compliarcer ]

[¢d3] (c) Non-condensibles

(A)

(B)

(C)

Non-coﬁdensib]es from digestefs and multiple-effect evaporators
shall be treated to destroy TRS gases by thermal incineration
in a lime kiln or equivalent treatment.

On mill sites where a lime kiln or combination of Time kilns

is used for incinerating non-condensibles, [as-seer-as

possible-but-ret-tater-than-July-3--1975] the means shall be

-

provided to immediately and automatically treat the non-

~condensibles in an incineration device capable of subjecting

the non-condensibles to a temperature of not Tess than 650°C
(1200°F) for not less than 0.3 secqﬁds whenever the kiln or
éombinatioh of kilns is out of service or otherwise incapable

of incinerating non-condensibles.

When steam-or air-stripping of condensates or other contaminafed
streams is practiced, the stripped gases shall be subjected

to treatment in the non-condensible sysfem or otherwise

given equivalent treatment.

- [£e}] (d) Other Sources.

(R)

As soon as practicable, but not later than July 1, [1875] 1978,
the emission of TRS from other sources, including but not

limited to knotters and brown stock washer vents, brown




(e)

stock washer filtrate tank vents, black Tiquor oxidation
vents, and contaminated condensate strippfng shall not

exceed- 0.1 Kg S/metric ton (0.2 1bs/ton) of production [be

}imitedy-controlled-or-treated-to-the-lewest-practicable

leﬁels-ih—aeeepdaneé—with-a-speeifie-ppegpam-and—time-table

. submitted-te-and-approved-by-the-Department].

®

[£6)

(C)

Miscellaneous Sources and Practices. When it is determined
that'séwers, drains, ahd'énaerdbjc lagoons significantly
contribute to.an odor problem, a program for contf01 shall
be required.
Gemplianeeeppegpams—Pequiped—by-these—subseetiens-shéll—be
established-by—net—latep—than-May-l,a1923-With—eaeh-individual
mill-and—ineeppewated-in-the—AiP-Gentaminant—Disehapge
Permis-issued-for-each-milly]

TRS emissions from any of the other sources, listed above,

Comp1

placed in operation after the'effegtive date of this regulation

shall not exceed 5 ppm.

jance Programs. Lime kilns and other sources not in com-

pliance with either the 1978 or 1983 emission 1imits_shall submit

a program and schedule for achieving compliance to the Department

for approval by no later than April 1, 1977.

(2} Particulate Matter.

(a)

Recovery Furnaces. [As-seon-as-practicable-but-net-later-Lthan

May-1y-1975] The emissions of particulate matter from each

recovery furnace[s] stack shall not exceed a monthly arithmetic

average of: [feuw-{49-p9unds-per~t9n~ef-preduetien-en-a_mill}

site-

basis-and-from-each- recovery-furnace-stacks]




(b)

(c)

(A) 0.23 grams per standard cubic meter (0.10 grains per standard

cubic foot).

(B) 0.10 grams per standard cubic meter (0.044 grains per standard

cubic foot) from all kecovery furnaces placed in operation

after the effective date of this regulation.

Lime Kilns. [As-seen—as;ppaetieable,-but-net-latep-than-May-l,

_1925] The em1ss1ons of part1cu1ate ‘matter from each lime kiln[s]

stack shall not exceed a month]y ar1thmet1c average of [one-{1}}

peund-pep-ten-ef-ppeduetien-en-a-m;ll-s;te-bas;s-andrfpem-each
lime-kiln-stacks]

(A) 0.46 grams per standard cubic meter (0.20 grains per standard

cubic foot).

(B) 0.15 grams per standard cubic meter (0.067 grains per standard

o

cubic foot) from all lime kilns placed in operation after

- the effective date of this regulation when gaseous fuel is

fired.

(C} 0.30 grams per standard cubic meter'(0.13 grains per standard

cubic-foot} from all lime kilns placed in operation after

the effective date of this regulation when 1liquid or solid

fuel is fired.

Smelt Dissoiving Tanks. The emission of particulate matter from

each smelt dissolving tank[s] stack shall not exceed a monthiy

arithmetic average of:

(A) 0.25 Kg/metric ton {One-half {1/2) pound per ton of production}

[en-a-mill-site—basis-and-from—each-smelt;dissolving“tank].

(B) 0.15 Kg/metric ton (0.3 pound per ton of production) from

all smelt dissolving tanks instailed after the effective

date of this regulation.




(3)

{4)
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Sulfur Dioxide (S02). [As-seen-as—ppaetieableT-but~net—latep¥than
July-1,-1976] Emissiops of sulfur dioxide from each recovery furnace
stack shall not exceed a monthly [daily] arithﬁetic average of 300 ppm
on a dry-gas basis [exeept—during—stapt-up-and-shﬁt—dewa-pepieds].

?

Opacity. The exhaust gases from any recovery furnace installed after

[€431(5)

[48)

the effective date of this.regu1ation shall not exhibit an opacity

greater than thirty-fivé‘percent (35%).

New Faéi]ity Compfiance. As soon as practicable, but not later than

within 180 days of the start-up of a new kraft mill or of any new or

modified facility having emissions Timited by these regulations, that

facility shall be operalzd, controlled, or limited tb comply with the

applicable provisions of these regulations and the mill shall conduct

source sampling or monitoring as appropriate to demonstrate compliance.
Gempl#aaee-SeheduleST--As—seeﬁ-as-ppaetieabl9g-but;ngt-latep-than-May, ' :
11-1923,—eaeh-mi11-sha1l-submit-tg—thefD@partment-a-ppepgsed-camp}iance
pregramy-including-means-and-methods-te-the-extent-possibley-and-a
sehedaie-fep—semplying-with—the-emissigg-limits-of-th@se-regulatiens,
The-approved-compliance-program-shall-be-incorporated-in-the-Air

Contaminani-Discharge-Permit-issued-to-each-mill.]

25-170 MORE RESTRICTIVE EMISSION LIMITS

The Depértment may establish more restrictive emission limits than the

numerical emission standards contained in Section 25-165 for an individual mill

upon'a Finding by the Commission that the individual plant is located or is

7 proposed to be Tocated in a special problem area or an area where ambient air

standards are not being maintained [and-cempliance-schedules-aftayr-notice-and

hearing-if-applicable-for-differeni-geographical-areas-of-the-state].
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25-175 PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS

Prior to construction of new kraft mills, or expansion of production or

modification of facilities significantly affecting emissions at existiﬁg kraft

mills, complete and detailed éngineering plans and specifications for air pol-

Tution control devices and facilities and such other data as may be required to

evaluate projected emissions and potential effects on air quality shall be

submitted to and approved by the Department. A1l construction shall be in

raccordance with plans as approved in writing by the Department.

25-180 MONITORING

(1) General.

(a)

The details of the monitoringrprogram for each mill shall be

submitted to and approved by the Department. This submittal .

shall include diagrams and descriptions of all monitoring systems,

monitoring frequencies, blanking and/or calibration schedules and

descfiptions of all sampling sites. Any changes that are subsequently

maderin the approved monitoring program shall be submitted to the

Depa%tment for review and approval.
|

A1l records associated with the monitoring program including but

not {1m1ted to original data sheets, charts, calculations, calibration

data; and final reports shall be maintained for a minimal period

of oﬁe ca]endqr year and be furnished to the Department upon

reguést.

[£33]1(2) Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS). Each mill sha11_pr6vide continual monitoring

of TRS in accordance with the following:

(a} The monitoring equipment shall be capabfé of determining compliance

with the emission limits established by these regulations, and
shall be capable of continual sampling and recording of concentrations
of TRS contaminﬁnts during a time interval not greater than 30

minutes.




-12-
{b} The sources monifored shall include, but are hot limited to, the
recovery furhacé stacks and the Time kiln stacks. |
{c) At least once per year, vents from bther sources as required in
25-165 (1) (e) Other Sources, shall be sampled to dehonstfate .
represeritative emiséions of TRS and therresu1ts reported to the
Department. | | |
[£231(3) Particulate Matter. Each mill shall sample the recovery furnace(é),
lime kiln(s) and smelt dissolving tank(s) for particulate emissions
with, {a) the sampling method and (b) thé analytical method approved
in wfiting'by the Department. [Eaeh-mills-after-the-adoption-ef-this
Pégulat#en-5ha#leestab4#sh—ané-have—aﬁpveved-4H—WF#t4ng-byfthe-BepaFﬁment

a-regular-sampling-sehedule-] As soon as practicable, but no Tater

than July 1, 1977 each mill shall provide continual monitoring of

opacity and particulate matter from the recover& furnage(é) [ard-1ime
_ kilnfs3] in a manner approved in writing by the Department.
(4) Sulfur Dioxide (502). Representativelsu}fur dioxide emissions froh
the recovery fdrnace(s) shall be determiﬁed at least once each month.

(5) Combined Monitoring. The Department shall allow the monitoring of a

combination of more than one emission stream if each individual

‘emission stream has been demonstrated to be in compliance with all the

emission limits of Section 25-165. The emission limits for the

combined emission stream shall be established by the Department.

(6) Each source installed after the effective date of this regulation

shall be monitored according to U. S._Environmenta] Protection Agency

methods .

25-185 REPORTING

Unless otherwise authorized or required by permit, data shall be reported




213-

by each m111 for each calendar month by the fifteenth day of the subsequent

calendar month as fo110ws

(1)

L£23

[£331(2)

Daily average emissions of TRS gases expressed in parts per million of

H2S on a dry gas basis for each source included in the approvedfmoni-

toring prograf.

. URless-exeused-in-writing-by-the-Bepartmenty-the-number-of -cumuiative-

minutes-eaeh-day-the-IRS—gases-FPem-the—Feeever-fuFnaees—exeeedezg'
ppm—and¥49-ppm4and¥the~maximum-eeneenéF&t#@n—?RS-measuPed—eaeh-dayg
eﬁppessed-as—st-enfa-dpy-gas—basis:]

Monthly average emissions of TRS gases in kilograms [peunds] of sulfur

[£431(3)

per equivalent air-dried metric ton of pulp processed in the kréft
cycle for each source included in the abproved monitoring program.

Monthly average emission of S02 from the recovery furnace(s), expressed

[£531(4)

as ppm, dry basis.

[¢631(5)

[{#3]1(6)

[4831(7).

Monthly average emission of particulates in grams per standard cubic
mg;gg'[péunds-peP—equ4va1ent~a4F—dviedéten-ef-pu}p—ppedueed;in¥the-
dpaft-eygle] based upon the sampling conducted in accordance witﬁ the
approvedlmonitoring program. |
Cumu]atiLe hours of operation of the 1ime kiln(s) used for non-con-
densib]eiincineration and the number of cumulative hours of stand-by
1nc1nerakor operat1ons

Average onth]x [daily] equ1va1ent kraft pulp product1on in air-dried
@g}rlg_tons.

Each kr&ft mill shall furnish, upon request of the Department, such

other pertinent data as the Department may requ1re to evaluate the

mill's emission control program.
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{(8) Each source installed after the effective date of this regnlation

shall report emissions in accordance with U. S. Environmental Protection

. Agency requirements.

(9) The duration, date and total hours that each source of air contaminants

operates at higher than normal emission levels due to scheduled or

unscheduled maintenance, startup, shutdown or upsets.

25-190 UPSET CONDITIONS

Each mill shall immediately report abnormal mill operations including
control and process equipment modifications, facilities or breakdowns which
result in increased emissions of any air contaminants, in accordance with the

provisions of the Oregon Adminiserative Rules, Chapter 340, "Upset Conditions."

[25-190-SREGIAL-STUBIES |

1) Nhenenwapranted—by-eenditiens-at-paptieulap-mills-speeial-studies-ef
speeifie-vents—eF—aiF—eantaminant;emissiens—may—be-required-as-a
condition-0f-issuing-an-Air-Contaminant-Discharge-Permit~

{23 Eaeh?mill-shall-paptieipate-in-speeial-studies-suffieient-te-identify
at-eéeh—mill+

fald Ihe-amount—and—effeets-eﬁ—sulfupuexidesg-inéluding-soz,-503,-504
in-recovery-furnace-siack-gasess

(b Ihe-extent—ef—intepfenenee~frem;the-fgpmatien-gf-sulfate-ign-frgm
SOz—and-SQ3-in-wet«eelleetien-deviees-used-in-particulate-sampling
trajnsy-ard-

{e) The-oceurrence-of-acid-mist-{HpS04-in-water-dropleis)-in-racovery
furrace-stack-gases~ |
Ihese-studies-are-te;be-eempleted-by-January-l,_1925,_and-final
neperts-submit#ed;te-the-Department-by-Julynl,-1925.--Reporis_9f
progress-cencerning-these-studies-shall-be-submitted-to-the-De-

pariment-by-January-l-and-July-l-of-each-year.
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33 Eaeh—mi%lasha4I—few-al1-¥urnaees;-a4lewéng-a—reaéenabie—staPt-up
pep#ed—feF—new-quﬁaées;—eeﬁdaet-a—spee#al-5tudy-suffie%ent—te-evalua%e
the-stab444ty—and-eff#e#enéy—ef—the—e4eetpestat4e—pFee4p4tater-u5ed
en—Peeeyevy-fapnaee{s}f--A44-5ampl4ng-and-ana4ytiea1—pveeedures—te—be
approved-in-writing-by-the-Bepartments

25—195-9¥HER-ESIABEISHEQ-AER—QUALI?¥~E$MIIAT£9NS

the-emission-1imits-established~by~these-regulations-are-3n-addition-te
v#s#ble—emi55#ens—and-ether—amb#ent—a4P4standaPds;—estab}¥5hed—ep—t9-be—establ4shed
by-the-Bepartwents-unless-exempted-therefrom-by-this-regutations

- 26-200-PUBEIG-HEARING

A—publ4e-heav4ng-sha11—be-he4d-by—the—gepavtment-ne-lateF-tHan—aahuaPy
49?63-£e—Pev4ew-euPFent-teehne19gy—and-the—adequaey~e$-these—Fegu4at#eﬂSQand—te

adept—aﬂy-Fev#s#ens—ep—addit#ena1—em4554en-standaFds-that-épe—neeessapyrj
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Paper Group Boise Cascade

October 7, 1976
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

(503) 397-2800

Mr. E. J. Weathersbee, Admin.
Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Mr. Weathersbee:

After reviewing the proposed Oregon Kraft Mill Standards, we would like to
take this opportunity to comment on them.

We do not feel that it is appropriate at this time to include the proposed
EPA guidelines within the structure of the Oregon Kraft Mill Regulations.
It is entirely possible that the proposed EPA regulations could change as
a result of public comment and review by EPA,

We strongly object to the advancing of the 1978 recovery furnace TRS
limits for conventional furnaces to become effective upon the adaption

of these proposed regulations. The Hearing Report of the four informal
meetings held during the week of August 16th reinforces our objection.

It is apparent, as a result of these hearings, that objectionable odor
levels in the vicinity of Oregon mills simply do not exist. The hearing
report contains written testimony adverse to one Oregon mill and excludes
the favorable testimony also submitted. The Department should submit all
the information regarding the hearings for public review and not just
those items that support the Department's conviction that additional re-
strictive controls are necessary.

Section 25-165 (1) {(a) (B) concerning the requirement for meeting a

5ppm TRS daily arithmetic average is ambiguous, subject to misinterpreta-
tion and should be deleted. If the industry can expand production without
increasing emissions, it should not be penalized for its inventiveness.

We do not believe that the cost benefit ratio. in going from 10 ppm to

5 ppm would even be detected by the citizens in this community.

In regards to the lime kiln TRS limitations, the Department in one
instance agrees with the statistical study in using a monthly average for
determining compliance. Yet, the Department proposes for July 1, 1978

a TRS limitation from the kilns to a 40 ppm dally average further reducing
it to a 20 ppm daily average by July 1, 1983. This was done to obtain
improvements in odor levels in the vicinity of the mills. Again referring
to the total testimony given in the public hearings, and not just the

two adverse comments, there appears to be no justification in lowering the
TRS limits for this source. The statistical study also states that no mill
in the state can consistently meet the 1983 proposed standards. The 1983
limitations should be deleted and the 40 ppm limitation as a monthly
average should be retained.

8 1876




Mr. E. J. Weathersbee
October 7, 1976
Page 2

We completely agree with the Department's view on more restrictive
emission Iimits in Section 25-170. If a mill is located in a special
problem area and the ambient conditions dictate that additional controls
are necessary, then by all means they should be imposed. If, on the
other hand, the conditions indicate that no additional restrictions

are required and public opinion indicates for this mill that they are
not, then they should not be imposed for the sake of treatment only.
However, any proposed change or modification in the discharge conditions
for any mill should be subject to public hearing and review in the same
manner as these regulations.

We hope that these comments will be taken under consideration in the
review of the proposed Kraft Mill Regulations.

Yours very truly,

Jdﬁﬁ“F. Walsh
Resident Manager

JFW/st
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Weyerhaeuser Company

P.O. Box 275
Springfield, Oregon 97477
A/C 503+ 746-2511

October 7, 1976

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Street
Portland, Qregon 97205

Attention: Mr. E. J. Weathersbee
Gentlemen:

After a detailed review of the proposed revision to Oregon's Kraft Air
Regulations received at the Salem meeting September 30, 1976, we find
several items of particular concern. You have indicated that some of
the items will be amended or deleted. Since the extent of your changes
are not known, the following comments may be more inclusive than neces-

sary.

Page 4(5). This provision is superfluous because Section 25-170 already
provides for more restrictive limits to be established where the need
exists. It appears that this item could be deleted.

Page 5(a)(B). The 5 ppm limit is apparently intended to apply to new
production facilities, or those being modified for increased production.
Therefore, it seems unreasonable to risk imposition of a 5 ppm limit for
other reasons, for example: an improvement to meet other emission lim-
its, safety needs, or improved efficiency at the existing production
rate. A suggested rewording is: "modified to increase production- rate."

Page 6(b)(C). We can show that a current mill emission of 20 to 30 ppm
does mnot cause odor complaints or public nuisance in our community. We
intend to actively continue work toward a lowering of kiln TRS emissions,
but know that a major cost would be needed for the Springfield mill (and
many similar kraft mills) to meet a limit lower than 20 ppm. DMeeting a
20 ppm daily limit may require additional liquor making or kiln capacity.
The benefits do not appear to justify the cost of a limit more restrie-
tive than 20 ppm on a monthly average basis.

Page 6(b)(D). It is understood that this "new source" limit will be made
no more severe than FPA guidelines. However, we believe a limit in the
5-10 ppm range will be extremely difficult if not impossible to meet
regardless of cost.




Department of Environmental Quality
October 7, 1976
Page 2

Page 8(d)(C). This limit appears unnecessary since the situation would
be covered by item (d)(A) or (B).

Page 8(e). April 1, 1977, is too early to be locked into a program to
meet a 1983 limit. During the six-year period many changes in technology
are possible, which could mean plan updating, confusion, and cost. Since
the 20 ppm emission level at present has corrected the nuisance problem,
further improvement does not justify such a high priority of action.

Page 9(a)(A). This is acceptable providing it is no more restrictive
than the existing 4#/ton rule.-

Page 9(a)(B). This is assumed to be equivalent to a 2#/ton limit, or one
no more restrictive than EPA guidelines,

Page 9(b)(B). This rule (0.15 gram per standard cubic meter) is overly
restrictive.

Page 9(b)(C). This rule (0.3 gram per cubic meter) appears overly restric-
tive, and would penalize attempts to use solid fuel for energy conservation.

Page 9(c)(B). This limit is overly restrictive in that it leaves no reserve
for operating variability in recently installed high energy scrubbers.

These scrubbers are "best available technology." They meet the 0.5#/ADT
limit, but it is questionable whether they can meet a more restrictive
limit.

Page 10(4). It is not clear whether the opacity limit is intended for
"in stack' monitoring or visual measurements of the plume. In addition,
this provision as currently worded is more restrictive than the proposed
EPA standard.

This 1imit appears superfluous considering the 0.23 gram per standard cubic
neter, of mass emission limit on page 9. Our industry has spent huge sums
of money aiming at mass emission targets that have been engraved in permit
limits over the past six years. The goal of minimum plume has not been a
requirement. It is our belief that the primary concern for the environ-
ment is best controlled by mass emission of particulate, adequately defined
by the Department several years ago.

The visual measurement of plume opacity is an unacceptable control tool in
that it depends on the assumption of all observers being trained to equal
unprejudiced uniform results.

It is recommended that the single particulate mass emission limit be re-
tained and that the means of monitoring and control be restricted only to
a method "approved by the Department."




Department of Environmental Quality
October 6, 1976
Page 3

Since the opacity limit is likely to create confusion and we believe un-
likely to improve the environment, it is requested that item 4 be deleted.

Page 12(3). It is requested that the statement '"opacity and particulate
matter" be amended to opacity OR particulate matter, or the "opacity and"
be deleted. Particulate mass emission, by whatever monitoring system ap—
proved by the Department, is considered the best measure of true emis-
sions. Furthermore, the Springfield mill has spent over $100,000 and
several man years in the development of a "continuous" monitor. It is an
unrealistic imposition to be required to duplicate this effort in develop-
ment and maintenance of a double monitoring system.

Page 12(6). The danger in this statement is that adequate monitoring sys-
tems developed at great cost by Oregon mills might be rendered unacceptable
merely because they were not listed by EPA,

Page 14(10). The action that would be required by this rule is not clear.
This type of detail could best be handled in the individual permits as indi-
cated on page 11(1)(a). Tt is suggested that item (10) be deleted.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments, We will be happy to dis—
cuss them in detail at your convenience,

Respectfully,

Fdb: v

A. A. Coleman
Technical Director

AAC:1s
ce: Mr. H. M. Patterson

Mr. C. R. Clinton
Mr. Verner Adkison - Eugene




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Caonlaing
Recyclert
Materinls

DEQ-46

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. E, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting
Request for Authorization for Public Hearing on Revisions

to the Fee Schedule for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits
and Review of Task Force Recommendations

Background

At the December 12, 1975 meeting, the EQC approved the current air permit
fee schedule to be in effect through December 31, 1976. As a condition of
approval, a Task Force was to be set up to review the operation and costs of the
permit system.

After seven months of review and investigation, the Task Force submitted
its final report and recommendations on July 20, 1976 (Attachment 1).

As a result of the Task Force recommendations, a new fee schedule and rule
changes have been proposed by the Department (Attachment 2}. The Department
will hear testimony at the hearing and meet with any interested persons con-
cerning the proposed regulation revisions. The Department may modify its
proposal based upon the testimony or other information received.

Discussion

The following discussion includes a staff analysis and recommendations
for each of the Task Force's recommendations.

Section 1: Minimal Sources

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force recommended that sources emitting 10 TPY or less be class-
ified as minimal and minimal sources be inspected and invoiced once every five
years., If there would be a problem with a minimal source, a regular permit
would be issued.




ANALYSIS

The Task Force recommendation on minimal sources is intended to cut the
manpower requirements of the permit system without reducing its effectiveness.
The Task Force defined "minimal source" as one emitting less than 10 tons per
year. It is the Department's opinion that the 10 ton per year 1imit would
- include too many point sources and too complex sources.

The Department's proposal for guidelines to determine "minimal source” will
put more restrictions on the candidates for that classification. "Minimal
sources" should meet the following criteria:

a. Actual particulate emissions which are generally less than 5 tons per
year and 10 pounds per hour.

b. Operation and emissions are expected to be steady state, allowing for
seasonal changes, over a 5 year period.

¢. The facility is in compliance with all Department regulations and free
from malodorous emissions or any other nuisance condition.

d. There is no compliance schedule in effect and none required.

e. The Department determines that one inspection in b years fis
adequate.

Any source which meets the above criteria would be inspected and invoiced
for the Compliance Determination Fee once every 5 years. Any regulation
regarding "minimal sources" should give the Department the final decision
on the applicability of "minimal source" criteria.

Using the above guidelines, the number of minimal sources might be as
high as 1,000, the majority of which would be space heating boilers.
Sources which could be considered.as minimal sources are as follows:

a. Small boilers (675) i. Incinerators (40)

b.  Smokehouses (4) j.  Mitlwork (25)

c. Electroplating (5) k. Shake & Shingle (20)
d. Battery mfg. (5) 1. Hardwood mills (4)

e. Seed cleaning (20) m.  Veneer mfg. (10)

f.. Ready mix concrete (70) h. Small Sawmills (75)

g. Rock Crushers (30) 0. Small grain mills (20)

Not all sources in the above categories could be considered minimal. The
nhumbers are estimates of the "minimal sources" in each category.

The guidelines suggested above are proposed to be applied statewide.
However, when the results of the Air Quality Maintenance Area studies are
available, they may indicate some necessary changes in the permit regulations.




RECOMMENDATION

The Department should designate some sources as minimal and these
sources not be inspected or billed annually, but rather every 5 years. An
effort should be made to include as many sources as possible under "minimal
sources.” The above guidelines should be used by the Department to designate
"minimal sources." '

Section 2 - Proposed Revision of OAR 14-015
TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force has recommended that OAR 14-015(2), dealing with
duration of permits, be revised. The minimum duration of any permit would
be 5 years. The maximum duration would be at least 10 years and possibly
indefinite for minimal sources.

Also, the Task Force has recommended that OAR 14-015(3), dealing with
reasons for termiation of permits, be revised to include "repetition or
substantial violations" as a reason for termination of a permit.

ANALYSIS

Ray Underwood of the Attorney General's Office, has interpreted ORS
468.065(1) to require a definite expiration date. It was also suggested
that the addition of “repetition or substantial violations" as a cause for
termination of a permit is not desirable as termination should be based
upon a single, easily definable event. These decisions have ruled out two
of the Task Force recommendations.

On several occasions, the Department has issued permits of less than 5
years duration because sources were to cease operation in less than 5
years. For this reason, a minimum duration for permits would hinder the
Department's flexibility in dealing with some sources.

Extending the duration of minimal source permits to at least 10 years
would not reduce the effectiveness of the Department's permit program. It
would reduce manpower requirements by reducing the number of renewals but
this saving will not occur until all existing minimal permits have been
renewed. This could be 5 years if the Department waits for the expiration
of current permits before going to a 10 year permit. For more complex
sources or sources which modify their operation frequently, a 10 year
permit will not keep up with the actual status of the source.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department should increase the allowable duration for permits to
10 years. However, as an internal guideline, the Department should retain
the 5 year limit for major sources. The Department should not adopt a
minimum duration for its permits.




-4

Section 3 - Proposal for Permit Program Administration

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force made recommendations on general and specific parts of
the permit system program as follows:

a. Now that the majority of the permits have been reviewed and
issued for at least the first time, the Department should review
the manpower needs of the central office and the regional offices
due to the shift in workload.

b. The present procedure for processing all applications and re-
newals through the central office should be continued.

c¢. Permit forms should have space for date received, fees enclosed
and other processing steps to be initiated.

d. Applications for renewals should be processed by the central
-office and the renewal permit automatically issued unless the
regional office indicates a change is. necessary within a 30 day
notice period. :

e. A list showing the sources to be handled by each regional office
and the central office should be prepared. The Tist should be
based on each office's ability to handle the specific sources in
their area. Regional offices should be responsible for as much
of the permit process as possible.

f. Comprehensive guidelines should be prepared for use by the
regional offices in processing permit applications.

g. Regional office personnel should be adequately trained so central
office review of draft permits is not necessary.

h. Effort should be made to reduce the quantity and volume of quarterly
and semi-annual reports to EPA.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION

a. The Department is on a program of decentralization and will
continue assigning processing steps and sources to the regional
offices as each office acquires the ability to handle them.

b. .The Department agrees that the centralized recordkeeping and fee
accounting systems are necessary for all of the permit reports
that the Department is required to make. If the records are
centralized, the reports are easier to compile.

c. By recording the date received, fees and other processing steps
on the application, the application becomes a complete record of
the permit actions for that source. The Department should
initiate this procedure as soon as possible.
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d. Automatic renewals should be considered by the Department.
However, the permit format is still evolving and many renewals
are of permits issued by CWAPA and MWVAPA. The Department is
considering a tabular format for its permits. When most permits
are converted to this format, renewals will be essentially auto-
matic and will reduce the manpower necessary to renew permits.
Presently, many renewals are being drafted by the regions in less
than the suggested 30 day notice period.

e. A list of sources to be handled by each regional office is
advantageous because it defines responsibility for each source.
The Department should develop these lists in .the near future.

f. The Department is currently using generalized.permit formats to
assist the regional office in preparing permits. Additional
guidelines are being drafted to provide the regions with a
written Department policy for various parts of the regulations
and permit procedures.

g. Draft permits are currently reviewed by the central office to
insure statewide uniformity of policies, procedures and formats.
Additional training will be provided the regional offices, The
training combined with the written guidelines should allow the
gradual phase-out of the review of draft permits by the central
office.

h. - The Department as well as the Task Force is concerned over the
quantity of information, volume of paper and time consumed in
preparing quarterly and semi-annual reports to EPA. The Depart-
ment should continue to negotiate with EPA to reduce reporting
requirements.

Section 4 - Replacement of SIC

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force has recommended that SIC's no Tonger be used as a means
of determining permit fees. SIC's should be replaced by a system based on
the hours required for an average source in each source category. .

ANALYSIS

The present schedule is based upon the relative number of hours spent
on an average source in each source category. Several categories have
different fees based .upon the size of the sources in that category.
However, SIC's are used only as a definition of the types of sources which
fall into each category. The fee schedule proposed by the Task Force uses
the same SIC categories, but simply omits the corresponding SIC number. If
the SIC is deleted from the regulations, detailed definitions of each
category, now provided by SIC's, will have to be written.
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The main point the Task Force wishes to make is that there should be
more breakdowns by size and complexity. This is possible while retaining
SIC classifications. In addition, much of the Department's records and
computer programs are based upon SIC's.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department feels that the Task Force misunderstood the purpose of
SIC's and recommends that the SIC's be retained, possibly with less emphasis.
However, the suggestion of more size differentiations should be pursued.

Section 5 - Proposed Fee Method

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force has recommended a fee schedule based upon the average
hours spent per source, times the Department cost per hour (an actual cost
type of schedule). Also, the Task Force has recommended that the Director
have the ability to reduce or waive fees for hardship cases and that the
fee schedule be reviewed every two years.

ANALYSIS

The Attorney General's Office has ruled that it would be improper
classification or unlawful delegation to give the Director the power to
waive or reduce fees in hardship cases.

The Task Force fee schedule recommendation has merit. In order to
make a schedule Tike this work, accurate records must be kept of the time
spent on each source. This sort of recordkeeping can be very time consuming.
The number of ‘hours in each category given by the Department to the Task
Force were estimated based on experience and may need to be adjusted
somewhat. This method will hopefully be accurate enough to be accepted in
place of more recordkeeping by the Department.

The hours used by the Task Force for determining the fee amounts are
based on a definition of "permit system” which is more narrow than the
definition presented by the Department in its December 12, 1975 staff
report to the EQC. Using the Task Force definition, the Task Force has
proposed a fee schedule to recover 100% of the cost of the permit system.
The 1975 Legislature directed the Department to recover 50% of the cost of
the air program which, according to them, would be approximately $538,000
for this biennium. The schedule proposed by the Task Force will raise
approximately the same amount.

The fee schedule proposed by the Task Force is based upon the actual
average cost of the annual compliance determination inspection and as-
sociated paperwork and overhead for each type of source. This system will
allow the Department to take inflation or other added costs into account
without reviewing the entire fee schedule each biennium by changing the
cost per hour factor.




-7-

The fee schedule proposed by the Department will raise approximately
$246,080 annually. This does not include any fees from minimal sources.
The minimal source. category and some fee changes in individual categories
have placed the cost of the permit system on the sources where the Depart-
ment spends the majority of its manpower. The Department has used the
method proposed by the Task Force to develop the proposed fee schedule.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department should adopt the fee method proposed by the Task Force
to develop a fee schedule. However, the Department should not be required
to justify each individual fee.

Summary of Recommendations

The following are recommended actions by the Department as a result of
the Task Force Report.

1. Adopt a minimal source category. These sources to be inspected
and invoiced once every 5 years.

2. Increase the allowed duration of permits to ten years.
3. Avoid adoption of minimum duration for -permits.

4. Continue decentralization and training of personnel.

%21

Make more divisions in the fee schedule based upon size.

6. Use direct cost method of arriving at fees as proposed by the
Task Force.

The Department has proposed reguiation changes to institute the
recommendations of the Task Force.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

1t is the recommendation of the Director that the Commission authorize
a public hearing at a time and place to be established to take testimony

on the proposed amendments.

LOREN KRAMER

EGW:cs
9/29/76

Attachments
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ATTACHMENT 1

July 20, 1976

Stote of Oregoen
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,

Mr. Lo.ren Krémer, Director . . [Ri E @ E l] \Y] E

Department of Environmental Quality ‘ JulL 221976
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 7
Portland, Oregon 97205 ’ ‘ OFFICE OF THE DIRECIGR

Dear Mr. Kramer:

The Task Force on Air Quality Permits, after extensive meetings
both as a full committee and in subcommittee meetings, is now ready to
report its recommendations and findings. . This report is divided into
the foliowing sections:

1. Minimal sources.
2. Proposed revisions of 0OAR 14-015 relating to type, duration and
" termination of permits.
3. Proposed program for administration of the permit program.
., Replacement of the standard industrial classifications {(SIC)
as a basis for determining fees.
5. Proposed fee method and justification therefore.

The following are the recommendations of the Task Force:

1. Minimal Sources. These sources in normal operation do not emit
major amounts of air contaminants. They would be characterized as low

" pressure heating boilers, small high pressure boilers, and other faci]ifies

which have low emission rates and limited types and kinds of control
equipment. These sources would be generally characterized as being less
than 10 ton per year sources.

i 1t is recommended that for these minima! sources that they only be
inspected at the time that they are instalied and then not more than once
every five years thereafter. The compllanCe fee would be charged .in the
year in which the compliance check is made. In case of a valid complaint
or. observed violation of a source classified as minimal, more frequent
lngpectlons may be requnred by the DEQ Director.

| Th|5 recommendation is made because the number of such minimal sources
subject to an annual compliance check create for the agency a costly
administrative and a manpower requirement that does not yield correspond-
ing air quality benefit or improvement.

Most minimal sources use the same fuel as residences for which detailed
emission data and consumption data is unavailable. Thus annual compliance
checks of commercial or industrial! sources provide Vittle information that
could not be obtained from an annual written repert of the type and amount
of fuel consumed. Such a written report would provnde the emission inven-
tory data needed,

We believe ‘the above recommendatron will be more cost effective borh
for the agency and for the source.

'

£
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It should be emphasized that while the annual compliance checks are
being extended to a five-year basis for these minimal sources, this does
not in any way impair enforcement powers when a violation occurs.

2. The Proposed Revision of 0AR - 14-015. The Committee recommends
that OAR 14-015 relating to type, duration and termination of permits be
reviewed. We further recommend that all permits be written for a five-
year period and those for minimal sources should be rewritten for an
indefinite period of time. We believe this will substantially reduce the
administrative workload both in the central office and on the-field staff.

Accordingly, we would‘recommend that OAR 14-015(2) be amended to
read: ’

{2} The duration of permits will be variable, but shall not /exceed/
be less than five (5} years. The expiration date will be recorded
on each permit issued. |If no expiration date is shown it will be

subject to renewal at the request of the Director. A new applica-
tion must be filed with the Department to obtain a renewal or
modification of a permit.

Those permits subject to extens:on beyond five years, as proposed i
the above paragraph, should be granted primarily to minimal sources anrd
such other sources -that do not have a significant impact on the amhient
air quality. Further, such an extension Is subject to review by the
Director tn any situation requiring DEG to re= evaiuate all permits ih a
given airshed. : )

/ORS 468.065(1) states: ‘'Any permit issued by the Department shall
specify its duration...'". We believe that this language does nof raquire
a specific term of years be shown on the permit. We conclude that for
these minimal sources you could issue a ''‘permanent'’ permit. However, if
your counsel requires an ending date it should not be less than 10 years./

The conditions contained in Subsection 3 of OAR 14~015 provide for
automatic termination under the circumstances listed under Subsection a,
b, ¢ and d. In order to provide some additional authority which would
require autoﬁatic termination of permits, we would suggest that a new
Subsection "f' be added which would read: ''(e) Repetitien or substantial
violations.'' Ve

In addiéion to the recommendation that sources less than 10 tons/year
be issued indefinite permits. The Committee suggests reviewing the
program in attainment areas as to whether or not sources under 25 tons/
year should also be issued an indefinite permit.

It is the helief of the Committee that not over 300 sources in the
State of Oregon are major sources which would be subject to the five-year
permits as well as some smaller sources in nonattainment areas. We
believe, this recommendation will provide DEQ staff the opportunity to more
effectively concentrate on major emission sourcas.
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3. Proposed Program for Administration. The DEQ permit program staff
and the Task Force reviewed the work of both the central office operations
under the Air Quality Division and the field office operation under the
Enforcement Division. Obviously, substantial complications were introduced
by the demise of the Columbia Willamette and Mid-Willamette Valley Air
Poliution Authorities and the process of absorbing their personnel and
responsibilities under the statewide implementation plan. These regional
agency permit programs were operated differently from those of DEQ and,
thus, assimilation by DEQ was made even more difficult. Your staff has
made commendable progress in effecting required changes in the DEQ program,
both in the central office and in field offices, that were necessitated by
the revised operaticnal structure. )

We foresee, however, that if our recommendation for sources under 10
tons ts adopted, this will substantially reduce the amount of work needed
currently on renewals in both your central office and field offices. If
the 10 ton/year program is adopted, the DEQ will need to rearrange the times
for compliance checks on these sources so that they are staggered over a 5-
year period. Such a readjustment of the inspection schedule will help even
out the biennial revenue as well as the manpower requirements of the program.

Permit application review has occupied a substantial portion of the
activities of the program to date. This activity should now diminish as
substantially all outstanding permits have gone through injtial plan
review, The manpower assigned to this portion of the program should now
be reviewed in light of this reduced workload. With the completion of the
permit issuing phase of the air permit program substantially completed,
the dominate role of the agency becomes.one of program maintenance. Very
" few new permits and a small percentage of modifications are all that can
be expected from here on in.,. This makes the timing opportune for an over-
all review of the quslifications and staffing requirements in both central
and district offices to insure that permit program needs are optimized.

The Task Force members made. a number of observations on the present
program administration that should be helpful.

(a) The' present procedure in processing all pérmit applications and
renewals thrpugh Portland central office should be continued, This provides
a single bookkeeping channel for handiing of monies. ’

(b) Perbit forms should be revised or stamped with a block providing a
record of date of receipt and amount of fee enclosed; space for initialing
~and dating each succeeding step prior to final issue.

(c) Notification of permit renewals should be sent out by computer in
central office with a copy to the appropriate regional office. The regional
office should be given a limited period (not more than 30 days) to inter-
vene in the renewal process. If notice of intervention is not received by
~ central office from the region within this period, the computer will proceed
to automatically complete the perinit issuing process; including transmitting
a copy to the regional office files.
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Where the regional office requests Intervention for cause in a
renewal, the proposed permit shall be sent to the regional office and
the renewal will be completed in the field with a copy of issued permit
to central office records. :

(d) To expedite application for new or modified air permits the DEQ
Director should predesignate by category and subcategory each emission
source for the purpose of automatic routing for processing purposes. It
is felt that most new and modified permits should be prepared in the
appropriate regional office and only predesignated major emission sources
be handled by central office.

(e) There is a compelling need for comprehensive guidelines to be
prepared for use by regional offices in processing permit applications.

(f) If regional office personnel are experienced and properly trained,
there should be no need of central office review before final permit
issuance.

The above recommendations {a thru f) are based on the conclusion that
the permit program is best administered by reg|onal DEQ staff familiar .
with the locations and nature of each emission source. It is recognlzed
that not all regions may have the expertise for a particuilar plan review.
However, by drawing a distinction between designated major regicnal
offices as qualified for this purpose and suboffices which are not, the
DEQ Director can ensure speedy and efficient permit processing. If the
regional administration concept is to function, the maximum of authority
must be delegated to the decentralized unit, otherwise a reversion to
centralized control is inevitable. The central office function in the air
‘perm|t program should be limited to handling nonroutine permits and keep-
ing an overview of regional office activity to assure that the reg:ons
are complying with overall program guidelines.

The quarterly and semi annual reports to EPA aré in fact overwhelming.
Much of the information submitted which is supposed to cover only sources
25 tons or over in a nonattainment area and 100 tons or over in attain-
ment areas, does not show any change in status from the prior r=port.
Reportlng to EPA only on those sources which show a change from previous
emissions would substantlaily reduce the size of the EPA report and ease-
the! burden of the.staff in its preparation. If EPA requires more data on
spec1fgc sources, they should direct the ingquiry to DEQ central office.
We. believe every effort should be exerted with EPA to reduce the quantity
and. nature of the reporting, much of which appears to be nonessential, so
that they are provided only with that information which they must have to
carry out their responsibilities.
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4. Replacement of SIC. We recommend that the use of the Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) be replaced because it is no longer an
effective or equitable means of determining permit fees. At the inception
of the program the SIC classifications were a useful tool in structuring
a permit fee program when those permit fees were at much lower rates. Now
that the program has become a substantial portion of the revenue base for
the DEQ it appears that the use of the SIC classifications is not an
equitable means of distributing the permit fee costs among the 2100
permit holders. Major problems are created by the lack of classification
by size of source as well as the complexity of the source and the existence
of multiple sources at some locations, E

] It is our recommendation that a new fee schedule should be instituted
which is based upon the average number of actual hours required per category

of sources to accomplish the compliance and routine surveillance Inspec-

tion, plus prorated allocation of administrative services and overhead.

We believe that such a new schedule would provide the DEQ with 2
more fundamenta) method of determination and utilization of its manpower
needs in the implementation of the permit program

5. Proposed Fee Hethod. The Task Force and its subcommittees have
spent a considerable amount of time and effort in determining an equitable
basis for a fee schedule. Essential elements in the deliberations were
to provide a sound basis for a fair distribution of permit costs to all
sources and to insure that the DEQ tan reliably estimate program revenue.

! The Task Force has endeavored to meet these responsibilities.

As suggested in Recommendation Mo. &4, the proposed fee schedule is
based on the average number of actual hours required per category of
source. In order to support such a fee schedule, it became necessary to
ascertain what activities of the DEQ are chargeabile under the permit system
established by ORS 468.065(2). The Task Force reviewed all aspects of the
permit program of the DEQ.

The following short review of the statute and agency activity will
indicate the extent to which fees should be, and are being, charged:

ORS 468;065(2) reads as follows: 'The permit fees contained in this
s¢hedule shall be based upon the anticipated cost of

filing and investigating the application, and

issuing or denying the requested permit, and

an inspection program to determune compliance or non- compllance with
the permat.

The statute clearly states what activities of the Department relating
to permits should be charged to sources as permit fees, The Department,
in carrying out this activity is utilizing. its pollce powers and generaily,
then, there must be a ratlonal relationship between the regulated activity
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and the fees charged for such regulation. Under existing permit procedures,
the practical application of the statutory directive is as follows:

{a) New permits are issued.

{(b) ModIfied permits are issued. Where a modification is initiated
by the permittee, a fee is charged. |If the DEQ is the initiator, no fee
should be charged. -

(c) Renewals. All permits are now issued to known sources. A flat
charge of $25 for each permit period {normally 5 years) is made to ccver
the cost of processing a permit renewal.

(d) An inspection program to determine compliance. This program
consists of on-site inspection and surveillance and is where the majority
" of the time and effort of the Department is spent to meet the statutory
requlrements of the permit program.

The Task Force believes that the items outlined in (a} through (d)
above are the activities for which fees may be legitimately charged under
the statute for permit-related activities.

The attached Exhibit A indicates the schedule format which the Task"
Force would recommend and is based upon the average time requirements for
each class of source as determined by the Department and which the Task
Force believes is chargeable under the statutarily mandated permit program.
It must be understood that the number of hours derived in time amalysis
(from DEQ records) for each category are average values and are not intended
to specify the number of hours that are actually spent on any given source.
The last page of Exhibhit A contains the information and assumptions used
In arriving at the dollar figures.

Income from the proposed fees for the renewal program and the inspec-
tion program to determine compllance are predictahble for budgeting purposes.
Revenue from, the issuance of new permits or modified permits is unpredict-
able because| it relates solely to future decisions on new or existing
sources. No|''hard'' revenue dollars can be predicted from this activity
for budget purposes. Thus, Exhibhit A contains no income from this activity.

Recommendation No. 1 of this report deals with minimal sources. These
sources should be inspected only at the time they are being installed and
then only once each 5 years thereafter. This concept is reflected in the
proposad Fee‘schcdule. _ '

The Task Force would Ilke to make these furthor recommendations
regardnng the permlt fee program.

{a) There needs to be included a provision for waiving or reducing
fees, at the discretion of the DEQ Director, to any applicant for a permit
that could demonstrate that a hardship would result. Any individual actions
by the Director under this proposal'shou]d not materially affect revenue.




Loren Kramer ' /
Page 7 . '
July 20, 1976

(b) In each category, the permit fee schedule should be reviewed
every two years. This would provide the flexibility to meet the changing
needs and emphasis in the air quality program.

The study has provided all who have been concerned with the permit
program new insight into its operations and cost. The Task Force has
identified those activities of the agency which are an integral part of
the existing permit program which are logically related to the statutory
requirements for determining permit fees. The statutory mandates impose
manpower time utilization requirements on the agency. These criteria are
incorporated in Exhibit A and we recommend that permittees reimburse that
portion of the permit program thus identified. The amount of revenue
indicated represents 100% of the fees to be raised annually under the
statute. Such a fee system would provide a more precise method by which
needed modifications in fees can be accomplished to meet, for example,
changes in the permit program, changes in operating conditions, such as
salary increases, or to accommodate added revenues from the issuance of
new or modified permits.

The Task Force still believes that the Legislature was misied by the
erroneous fiqures provided by the DEQ to the Ways & Means Committee of. the
Oregon Legislature. Nevertheless, if our recommendations are implemented,
there does not now seem to be any basis on which to make a request of thé
Emergency Board for the return of funds to alleviate the permittees payments
to the DEQ. ' ‘ '

In conclusion we ask your favorable consideration of the proposed
method of establishing permit fees. -

" Your staff has at all times been fully cooperative in providing us
information and other assistance without which this report could not have
been written. Your staff is to be commended for the spirit of cooperation

which ‘they have exhibited in the work of the Task Force.

- Respectfully submitted,

AIR QUALITY PERMIT PROGRAM EVALUATION
TASK FORCE : '

PRy g 7 .
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§ | Thomas C. Donaca
' | Chatrman
Joe;Br?ne'
Mat# Gould
Tom; Guilbert
Poug MachGowan
Chas. Schmidt
. Pete Schnetlli
Stan Sellers
Storrs Waterman
Gary Wildish




ATE CONTAMINANT SOURCES

TIME SPENT FOR ANNUAL COMPLIANCE DETERMiNATION

-No. Permit(l)‘ New or @) Average Total Annual Coﬁpliance : ) T
v in Renewal '+ Modified Hours per Hours Determination Fee Total Feesy/Category
jource ———— . State Fee Permit Fee ._Source Statewide Existing/Adjusted Existing/Adjusted
) Pulp and Paper Mills 12 $25.od o 11 1,332. $2,000.00 $1,693.00 $24,000.00 $20,316,00
) Primary MEtél Smelting ) _ _
A) Alunimum 2 $25.00 o 99 198 $2,000,00 $1,510.00 § 4,000.00 $ 3,020.00
B) Other - 4 $25.00 ' 110 . - 440  $ 350.00 $1,678.00 $ 1,400.00 § 6,712.00
C) Other small - | _ | ' : -; C-- $ 150.00 | .-- - — -—
)}  Petroleum Refining |
A) Refining from Crude 0 | . - e ‘ $2,000.00
B) Re«iefining blendiﬁg | ‘ : | _ .
compounding 2 $25.00 . ©12 ‘ 24 $ 150.00 $ 183.00 $ 300.00 $ 366.00
}) Electric Power Generation | |
A)  large-Greater than _ L , T ‘
- 25 MF 3 $25.00 ' ;.33 . 99 $1,QO0.00 $ 504.00 $ 3,000.00 % ;,512.00
B) SmalleLess than ' : _ - ‘
25 MW ' o - $ 500.00
1) Board Products
A) - Particleboard = 14 = $25.00 34 476 | $ 500,00 § 519,00 $ 7,000.00 § 7,266.00
B) Hardboard 10 $25.00 24 240 $ 500.00 § 366.00 $ 5,000.00 $ 3,660.00
¢} Plywood Large 5G - $25.00 - 30 1,500 $ 500,00 $ 458.00 $25.000.00‘$22,§60.00
D) Plywood Small 29 $25;00 : : 15 : © 435 $ ‘ .

350,00 $ 229.00 $10,150.00 % 6,641.00




AR CONTAMINANT SOURGES

TIME SPENT FOR ANNUAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION

Page Two

No. Permit(l) New or(Z)' Average . Total Annual Gom?liance -
in Renewal “Modified Hours per Hours Determination Fee = Total Fees/Category
Source State Fee Permit Fee Source Statewlde Egisting[Adjusted Existing /Adjusted
. 6) GCement Manufacturers 2 $25.00 99 198 $ 625,00 $1,5'0.00 § 1,250.00 $ 3,020,
7) Steel, Ferrous and
Nonferrous Foundries
A) Llarge 13 $25,00 ' 25 , 325 § 400,00 $ 382;00‘ $ 5,200.00 § 4,966,(
B) Small 31 $25,00 - ’ 13 403 $ 200,00 § 199.00 $ 6,200,00 $ 6,169.0
8) Grain Handling and
Storage
A) large A $25,00 20 80 $ 400,00 § 305.00 $ 1,600,00 §$ 1,220,
B) Small 15 - $25.00 ‘ ' 10 : 150 $ 125.00 § 153.00 $ 1,875.00 $ 2,295.(
C) Minimal 15 $25.,00 , . 10/5 . _ 30 $ 125.00 % 153/5 § 1,875.00 %  459.(
9) Gréin_Mill Products
A} Large (flour-feeds-
cereal) o :
over 10,000 tons 13 $25.00 13 169 $ 300,00 § 199.00 $ 3,900,00 § 2,587.(
B) Small 21 $25,00 - .6 . 126 $ 100,00 § 92.00 $ 1,260.00 § 1,932.(
C) Minimal 21 $25.00 |  6/5 25 $ 100.00 $ 92/5 $ 2,100,00 § 386.!
10) Beet Sugar HMfg. 1 $ $ 500.00 $ 1,190,

AU

$25.00 78 ' 78 500,00 $1,190.00
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No. Pérmit(l) New or(z)‘ Average Total Annual Compliance :
in Renewal Modified Hours per Hours Determination Fee Total Fees/Category
Source -State Fee Permit Fee Source Statewide Exlsting /Adjusted Existing/Adjusted
11) Chemical Mfg.
A) Herbicide 1 $25.00 117 117 $ 500,00 $1,785.00 § 500.00 $ 1,785.0
B) Galcium Carbide ~ ~ 1 =~~~ $25.00 ' | 40 40 $ 400,00 § 610.00 § 400,00 § 610.0
¢) Imerganic 4 $25,00 ' 30 120 $ 300,00 § 458,00 $ 1,200.00 $ 1,832.0
D) Synthetic Resin 4 $25.00 ' _ 8 32 $ 175,00 $ 122.00 $ 700.00 $  4BE.O
12) Wooed Products
A) Large Sawmill 196 $25.00 ' 15 2,940 $ 200,00 $ 229.00 $39,200,00 $44,884.0
(Includes large furniture plants) : '
(over 100 employees)
- B) Small,Sanill : _ . : :
(Includes vencers) 80 - $25,00 . _ 12 960 $ 100.00 § 183.00 $ 8,000,000 $14,640.0
C) Minimal 30 $25,00 12/5 72 $ 100.00 § 183/5 $ 3,000.00 $ 1,098.0
13) Rendering Plants >
A) large - 8 $25.00 ' 20 160 $ 250.00 § 305.00 % 2,000.00‘$ 2,440.0
B) Small 7 $25.00 “15 105 $ 250,00 $ 229,00 $ 1,750.00 § 1,603.0
14) Asphalt Products
A) Portable Asphaltic 34 $25.00 . ' 18 612 $. 275,00 $ 275,00 $ 6,350.00 $ 9,350.C
Concrete Paving Plant ' '
B) Stationary AC Paving : . ST
Plant 63  $25.00 _ 12 756 $ 225,00 §. 183.00 $14,175.00 $11,529.(
C) Asphalt Blowing 4 $25.00 _ ‘ 20 ' 80 $ 200,00 $ 305.00 § 800.00 § 1,220.(

and Distillation
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No. Permit(l) New or(z) Average Total Annual Compliance
in Renewal Modified Hours per Bours Determination Fee Total Fees/Categor
Source State .. Fee _. . Permit Fee Sources Statewlde Existing/Adjusted _ Existing/Adjusted
14) Asphalt Products {continued)
D) - Asphalt Felts and , ~ ' ,
Coztings. ) $25,00 24 144 $ 200.00 $ 366.00 $ 1,200.00 $ 2,196,
15) Rock Cfushiqg
A)‘ Portable . 36 $25.00 18 648 $ 250,00 $§ 275,00 $ 9,000,00 ¢§ 9,900,
B)V Stationary 115 $25.00 " 15 1,725 $ 200,00 $ 229.00 $23,000.00 $ 26,335,
16) Rock Products |
A) Gypsum and Lime Mfg., 1 $25.00 12 12 $ 150.00 § 183.00 $ - 150.00 $ 183,
B) ' Ready Mix Concrete
1) Large Facilities 20 $25,00 13 260 $ 100.00 $ 199,00 $ 2,000.00 $ 3,980
- 2) Small Facilities 57 $25.00 5 285 $ 100,00 § 77.00 $ 5,700.00 $ 4,389
3) Minimal 39 $25.00 5/5 39 - $ 100.00$% 77/5 $ 3,900.00 % 601
17) Incinerators
A) Large - 1,000 lbs/hr : N :
or more 3 $25.00 .10 30 $ 200.00 $§ 153.00 $ 600.00 $ _559
B) Small 59 $25.00 5 295 § 50.00$ 77.00 $ 2,950.00 & &,543
18) Glass Mgf. 1 $25.00 18 18 $ 200.00 § 275.00 § 200.00 $ 275
19) Boilers
A) Inside AQMA's .
1) Large 5 $25,00 -9 45 $ 100.00 $§ 138.00 3% 500.00 $ 690
2) Medium _ 76 $25.00 5 380 $ 50,00 % 77.00  $ 3,800.00 % 852
3) Minimal- 318 $25.00 5/5 318 $ $ 77/5 § $ 4,897

25.00

7,950.00
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ATR CONTAMINANT SOURCES

TIME SPENT FOR ANNUAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION

No. Permit(i) New or(z) Average Total Annual Gompliance ]
: in Renewal Modified Hours per Hours Determination Fee Total Fees/Category
urce State Fee Permit Fee Sources Statewide Existing/Adjusted Existing /Adjusted

}  Boilers gcohtinued)

B) Outside AQMA » 96 $25,00 i -5 480 $ 50,00 $ 77.00 $ 4,800,00 $ 7,392.00

} Seed Cleaning in Special : ] .
Control Areas 50 $25.00 5 259 $ 150,00 § ~77.00 ¢ 7,500,00 $ 3,850.00

) Building Paper and - ‘ .
Bui]ding.Board Mills 2 _$25,00 . 9 18 $ 150,00 $ 132.00 % 300,00 $ 277,00

'} Charcoal Mfg. . _ o ) - i

" A) Major (Lane Regional) O $25,00 85 - $ 200,00 $1,297.00 $ -- g
B) Minor 1 $25.00 _ | 18 18 $ 200,00 § 275,00 $ 200,00 § 275.00
). Gas Production S : S $ 225.00 | |

+} Minor Sources

' &) ' Smoke Houses = o
100.00 $ 153/5 % 500.00 $§ 153.00

Minimal PR $25.00 . 10/5 10 ¢
B) Coffee Roasting 3 $25.00 | . 10 30 $ 100,00 § 153.00 $§ 300,00 § 459,00
C) Wood Preserving 3 $25.00 14 42 $ ‘190-00 $ 214,00 $ 300,00 §  642.00
D) Electroplating = . | |

Minimal T $25.00 10/5 14 $ 100.00 $§ 153/5 $ 700.00 $§ 214,00
F) Battery Mgf. - | _— ' = | :

Minimal 7 $25.00 - 12/5 Y $ 150.00 § 183/5 $ 1,050.00 §. 256,00

(See Note 3 ) 17,462 S $264,185.00 $268,521,0




Attachment 2

PROCEDURES FOR ISSUANCE, DENIAL MODIFICATION AND
REVOCATION OF PERMITS RULE WITH CHANGES NOTED

14-015 TYPE, DURATION AND TERMINATION OF PERMITS

(1) Permits issued by the Department will specify those activities, opera-
tions, emissions and discharges which are permitted -as well as the
requirements, Timitations and conditions which must be met.

(2) The duration of permits will be variable, but shall not exceed ten
{10) [#4ve-{5}] years. The expiration date will be recorded on each
permit issued. A new application must be filed with the Department to
obtain renewal or modification of a permit.

(3) Permits are issued to the official applicant of record for the activities,
operations, emissions or discharges of record and shall be automatically
terminated:

{a) Within 60 days after sale or exchange of the activity or facility
which requires a permit.

{b) Upon change in the nature of activities, operations, emissions or
discharges from those of record in the last application.

{c) Upon issuance of a new, renewal or modified permit for the same
operation.

(d) Upon written request of the permittee.




AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT RULE WITH CHANGES NOTED

340-20-155 PERMIT REQUIRED

(1)

No person shall construct, install, estab]fsh, 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.

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.

No 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

(b) the emissions are significant]y‘changed without first notifying
the Department.

Any source may apply to the Department or Regional Authority for a

special letter permit if operating a facility with no, or insigni-

ficant, 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 OAR 340-19-030, may be waived by the Department or
Regional Authority.

The Department may designate any source as a "Minimal Source" based

upon the following criteria:

(a) Quantity and quality of emissions,

(b) Type of operation,




(c) Compliance with Department regulations, and

(d) Minimal impact on the air quality of the surrounding region.

If a source is designated as a minimal source, the annual compliance

determination fee, provided by Section 20-033(6), will be collected in

conjunction with plant site compliance inspections which will occur no

less frequently than every five (5) years.




340-20-165 FEES

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

A1l 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 [which-shat}-be-applicable
during-the-peried-ef-January-}-through-December-31y-1976]. 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 émount equal to the filing fee and
the annual compliance determination fee shall be submitted with any
application for a renewed permit.

The fee schedule contained in the 1isting of air contaminant sources

in Table A shall be applied to determine the permit fees, on a Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) plant site basis.

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 statues and do not require re-filing or Eeview
of an application or plans and specifications shall not require sub-
mission of the filing fee or the application processing fee.
Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to OAR 340-
19-025 shall be subject to a single $25.00 filing fee. The appli-
cation processing fee and annual compliance determination fee for mul-
tiple-source permits shall be equal to the total amounts required by

the individual sources involved, as listed in Table A.




(5)

(7)
(8)

The annual compliance determination fee shall be paid at least 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 considered grounds for not issuing a .permit or revoking
an existing permit.

If a permit is issued for a period less 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 mu1tip1ying the annual compliance determination fee by the number
of months covered by the permit and dividing by twelve (12).

In no case shall a permit be issued for more than five (5) years.

Upon accepting an application for filing, the filing fee shall be non-
refundable.

When an air contaminant source which is in compliance with the rules

of a permit issuing agency relocates or proposes to relocate its oper-

ation'tb a site in the jurisdiction of another permit issuing agency

having comparable control requirements, application may be made and

approval may given for an exemption of the application processing fee.

The permit application and the request for such fee reduction shall be

accompanied by

(a) a copy of the permit issued for the previous location, and

(b} 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 s issued in accordance with
adopted procedures, fees submitted with the application for an air
contaminant discharge permit shail 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.
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(HRECHDPIAHDLJtNTSTTbATT\ﬂEiRIILES

TAPLE A - AIR CONTAMINANT SDURCES AND

_ ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE FOR 1576 CALENDAR VEAR -

HOTE: Persons who operate boflers shall include fees as indicated in ftems #57 or 58
' in addition to fees for any other applicable category. -

Feas

) Standard Annal to a2 Sufl?l‘ltt‘zed
Alr Industrial Applicatfon Compifance Subaittnd, wWith
Conzaninant Ciassifica- Filing | Procezsing Determina- wWitn Yauw Reneyial
Sgurce ticn Humber Fec Fea tinn Fae Apotleation  Arnlication -
1. Seed cleaning loca- 0723 25 75 356(AS) @s)gga (x5
ted in Special Centrol '
Areas, Commercial Operations .
only (not elsewhere included) -
2. Smoke houses with 5 2013 25 75 100 200 125
or more employees '
3. Flour and other grain 2041
mill products in Spe-
cial Control Areas
a) 10,000 or more 'T/y 25 250 300(27D] (5575 @32.5
b)Y Less than 10,000 25, 200 150 (115D _@g$375 (12S%75
T/y -
4. Cereal preparations 2043 25 250 200 475 - 225
in Special Control :
Areas
5. Blended and prepared 2045
flour in Special
Contreol Areas ‘ -
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 2590 200 475 225
by Lasg than 10,000 25 200 100 325 125
Ty '
6., Prepared feeds for 2048
anirmals and fowls in
Epescial Contrecl
hreas - ;
a) 10,000 or mores T/y 25 250 300(275)] (s59575. (300325
b) Less than 10,000 25 150 150-(W0) | es25 (139195
T/Y : ' ‘ : '
7. Beet sugAr manufac- 2063 25 300 500( 2O} (60825 (250525
turing ’ ' o .
8. Rendering plants 2077 - 25 200 256229 Es04?s (3sD235
@ (28] (4s0) 2D
. Coffee roasting 12095 25 150 -186075) C¥3$E15(§d3L25

1 1 M
NdTE:{ Amounts in brackets () are
pﬁopoSed fee changes.

5-15-76

- 10n

Fere

Fees

to tLe
Lepnitiod
witn Applice-
tion ta3 Hodify
Parmit

100

100

275
225
275

275
225

275
175

325

225
(225

175

5

Patry B Wb 2
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY : - Ch, 340

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58

in addition to fees for any other applicable category,

Feues Feas

Fees to ba to Le
Standard : Annyal to be Sulmitted futmlered
Afr Industrial Application Compliance Submitted vith with Apolica-.
Contanicant Classifica- Filing Processing Determina~ with New Resawal  tian to Madify
Source tion ficaber Feo feo tioa Fee Apniication  Aanlication Pormit
™ = LA S ey e e
10. Sawmill and/or 2421
. planing ' _ : _ : .
a) 25,000 or more - 25 150 866 (279) | (350575 (00225 175
bd.ft./shift _
b) Less than 25,DC0. 25 50 100 (175) [(250075 (2od)125 75
bd.ft./shift ) ' (* ( )
.11, Hardwood mills 2426 25 50 xe0 (179 | &5 fopyas 75
12, Shake and shingle 2429 25 50 100 (ID LS (wdies 75
mills : : ' :
13, Mill work with 10 2431 25 125 xee 229)| (375)250 12s 150
employees or more
14, Plywood manufac- 2435 &
turing 2436 )
a) Greater than 25 500 - s00(ss0Y(1781625 (79525 525
25,000 sq.ft./hr, ‘
3/8" basis
b} Less than 25 350 . 350 (329 | (700 725 (250395 375
- 25,000 sgq/ft./hr, : ' '
3/8" hasis
-}8. Veneer manufac- 2435 & 25 75 | 125 (179) | (z79)225 @?@l&ﬂ 100
turing only (not 2436 :
elsevhere included)
16, Wood preserving 2491 25 125 100(79)| (219250 (200925 150
17. Particleboard manu- 2492 25 500 500 ESO|HL0E 759525 525
facturing : ' .
18, Hardboard manufac- 2499 25 500 500(55D) (o025 (79525 525
- " turing ' - -
19. Battery separator 2499 25 75 100 200 125 100
manufacturing : ' '
.
20, Furniture and f;xh 2511
tures s ) ] -
a) 100 or more | 25 150 125 (275)|(45D) 300 (20150 175
employees ' '
b) 10 employees or 25 100 rea(175)] BeD) 225 (zodnas 125
more but  less
than 100
employees
5-15-76 _ : ) . 100




Ch. -340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as 1nd1cated in 'ltems #57 or 58
in addition to fees for any other appHcab]e category. re Fous -
Fres muf“- to Le
Stundard . Annual to be Sulmitiod . Submitted
Afr Industrisl _ Applicacion Compifance -~ Sudbmitted with with Apslicas
Contaninant Classifica~ Filing Processing Determina- with New Renewal  tlon to Modify
lource tion lLaber Feo Fen tinn Fen . ADIICaion  Aealirgti-p Permit
21. Pulp mills, paper - 2611 25 1000 2000(2200)| Gr23p025 (22292095 1095
. mills, and paper 2621
board mills 2631
22. Building paper and 2661 25 150 150179 ked32s (zediys 175
building board mills :
23, Alkalies and chlorine 2812 25 275 . 206-{450) QSD>5'60 &75322-5 300
manufacturing J
24, Calcium carbide 2819 25 300 a0o(s<0)| @eVres (s75Mes 325
manufacturing
25. NWitric acid manufzc- 2819 25 1200 200G29jUso)425 (2s)225 225
© turing )
26, Amnonia manufac- 2819 25 200 m@_—;s} @@4—7—3 @w)i-?-& 225 .
turing
17. Industrial inorganic 2319 25 250 3,99@50) 7@295;5 (375)325 275
and organic chemi- ' ' n T
-cale manufacturing
{not elsewhere in-
‘cluded) .
28, Synthetic resin 2821 25 200 375000 [lzs\ee0 (229300 225
manufacturing | )
29. Charcoal manufac- 2861 25 275 200(ss0)|@s0500 (so)z28 300
turing : '
30. Herbicide manufac- 2879 25 500 500(2200)|G729)1025 (229825 . 525
turing :
31, Petroleum refining 2911 25 1000 2000(2200) (3259025 2nspo2s | 1025
. . H . R .
32. Asphalt production. 2951 25 . 260 206 (2719 @@4'2'5 @005225 225
by distillatian ' B '
33. Asphalt blowing 2951 25 200 200(35D)|(5720425 (379225 225
plants
5-15-76 1¢p

ot




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Ch. 340

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems #57.or 58

ifn addition to fees for any other applicable category.

5-15-76

Feas . ‘ Fees
Standard ' Annual ::e;! to be 3 -En*m
Ale Industrial Application Emler:ct Submitted ) suiT:;th uii;u:;;;;'?:a.
Contaminant Classifica= Filing Pracessing Determina- with Kaw Rencwi ! tion to Modify
Source tion Mumbor Feo Fen einn Fee Analicarton Anolicasicn Prerit
34. Asphaltic concrete 2951

paving plants : ) _ '

a) Stationary 25 200 225 i 450 250 225

'b) . Portable 25 200 . 275(3000\ j (529 500 (28)3ee - 225

35. Asphalt felts and 2952 25 200 2004 | (c75) aas(47)225 225

coating : . .

36. Blending, compound- 2992 25 175 150(225) | (425)350 (250)275 200
ing or re-refining ]

of lubricating oils

and greases

'37. Glass container 3221 25 200 2000250 679425 (150225 225
‘manufacturing -
38, Cement manufac- 3241 25 625 62516500 63N 275 (79650 650
turing ’
39, Redimix concrete 3273 25 75 100 (110) 210y 200 (135) 125 100
40, Limo manufacturing 3274 25 1300 1257 (500 450 kodjrse 325
41. Gypsum‘ products 3275 25 150 1500179 @S@m@ocbﬁs 175
42. Rock Crusher 3295
a) Stationary 25 175 200 (229 @2‘5)&90 @ng 200
b} Portable 25 175 250 (200 (5001450 (223%3 200
42, Steel works, rolling 3312 25 500 350(4a0) § Q2D8s 42503y 525
and finishing mills : IR
44. Incinerators- ) :

a) 1,000 1lbs/hr. 25 300 200(75) | Go0y525 (200)225 325
and greater
capacity ' | _

b) 40 1bs/hr. to 25 100 s0(eaNE@d@s LD 125
1,000 lbs/hr. : .
capacityi i

i 1
10q

™
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Ch. 340 . OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

_NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in items #57 or 58
in addition to fees for any other appHcable category.-

Foes . rEes

) Fees to be to te ;
' Standerd ) r.nnu.n to be Sutmitted Sulinf tied ‘3
Mr : Induztrial Application Coapliance Submitted with with Applica-~ -
Contaminant Classifica- Filing Processing Cotermina- with lew Renowal  tion to Madify
Source tion Nuaber Feo Fen tiun Fes _Asplicstion  Anglicatian Parmit

45, Gray iron and steel 3321
| foundries
Malleable iron. 3322
faundries
"Steel investment . . 3324
foundries
Steel foundries not 3325
elsewhere classified .
a) 3,500 or more " 28 500 400450 [(975)925 G942 525
T/y production : ' ] -
b} Less than 3,500 ‘ 25 . 125 260 £295) @@3.50 (289225 150
T/y production

46. Primary alumimm 3334 25 1000 2000 L2od|fapo2s(maspoes 1025
» production : .

47.- Primary smelting and 3339
refining of ferrous
and nonferrous metals
" not elsewhere classi- _
fied : ) .
a) 2,000 or more ' 25 500 356(1100) (12D 575 (129335 525 ¥
T/y production ' ' ; _ . '
b) Less than 2,000 25 100 '75(272\ [@00) 200 (200) 200 125
T/y productioun

48. Secondary lead 3341 25 225 - 250(z79) [(525) 560 (20)275 250,
‘ smelting . :

49.. Non Ferrous Metals 3361 25 125 . 20e(225) (18350 (260228 150
Foundries 3362 ‘

50. Electroplating, 3471 25 100 roelr| (00228 (200125 125
prolishing and ano- ' : : ‘
dizing with 5 or
more employees

i
: | ) : . -
51. Galvanizing and pipe 3479 25 100 150(i75) @pd)z?Sééxﬁk?s 125
: coating--exclude all |

other activities. |

l | .

$2. Battery manufac- 3691 25 125 _1_59@2.55 @7@3&9 @g@m 150
turing ! . L

83. Grain elevators - 4221
‘intermediate storage . . . _
only, located in ‘ S - e o L} :
Special Control . S : ’
Areas ' ' : . i )
a) 20,000 or more ' 25 175 406(250) CSSOBGG{’ (75)425 200
' /Y '
b} Less than 20,000 a5 1o 100 125(175) @00)2_5{) @OD}}:S’O

T/Y 5-15-76

3
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.- ROTE: Persons who
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

. Ch. 340

Standard
Industrial
Classifica-
tion H.aber

© Ale
Contaminant
Saurce

operate boflers shall inciude fees as 1§
in additicn to fees for any other applicable category.

Annual
Corplianze
Qetermina~

tion Fee

Apatication
Procesting:
Foz

filieg
Fee

Faas

to be
Sutnitted

with
Renowal

Fees
to ho
Submitted
with Naw

nd{cated in items #57 or 58

. raed
to ta
*Subsitted
with ~Appiica--
tica to Moaify
Pprngr

.Electric power 4911+
gengration
a) Greater than 25MW

b) Less than 25Mw

54.

Gas production and/
or manufacturing

4925

Grain elevators - 5153
Terminal elevators
primarily engaged in

" buying and/or mar-
keting grain--in
Bpecial Control Areas

a) 20.C0C or more
: T/y
" b) Less than
- 20,000 T/vr
Fuel burning equip-
ment within the
boundries of the

" Portland, Eugene-
Springfield, and
Medford-ashland Air
Quality Maintenance
Areas and the Salem
Ugb&n Growth Area#?s
a

4561~

25C million

or more btu/hr

{heat input )

5 million or
‘more but less
. than 250
million btu/
“hr. (heat input )
ILess than 5
million btu/hr

(heat input )
Distillate o0il fired
1) 250 million or
more btu/hr
(heat input )
5 million or
more but less
than 259 mil-.
‘lion btu/hr.
{heat input }

- 1)

2)

3)

b}

2)

Residual oil fired, wood fired or coal fired

25
28

1000
350

1600(1100)

‘ 500 (55

25 ky 225 (279

406{450)

125)75)

{Fees will be based on

25 500

25 ~150

the total agyregate heat |

input of all boilers at
the site.).

25 150 100712

25 100 56 (160

2575

25 . 25

25 150 100 (17

25 25

25(72)

Anoitestion

(21292025 (125)1025
f29 875 G75) 535

(7625 (30250

1925 B9 ezs
(250306 (204 150

(355275 Lz:m)ies
(22375 (12975
(129 75 (3 50

(2275 sdnes

(2o 75 (o)) 50

Analiceatan

1025
375

400

525

175

175

125

50

175

50

¢ Excluding hydroelectric and nuclear generating projccts,'and-limited to utilicies.
## Including fuel burning equirment generating steam for preacss or for sale but excluding

povwer generation (SIC 4911),

8% Maps of these areas are attached. Lc%al descriptions 21
: 108

-~
-

cin £ila ip the Departmeht.
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

2.

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall 1nclude fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58

in addition to fees for any other applicable category.

: Standard
iy 3 [ ' i Industriaf
Cantaninant . ’ Clazeifica-
, b

Aonual
Appltcation = Complfance -

. Fildag  Processing Qetermina-

fee Feg tion Fec

Feas
Fees te be

to be Sulmitted
Submitted T wlth ¢

with kne Rencwal ttaa to Modify

Apol{cs10n  Aaaljereion

Feet .
o le )5
Sutsieted  #
with Applicz-

Fuel burning equipment 4961%**

outside the boundaries

‘of the Portland,

Eugene-Springfield and

i Medford-Ashland Air

fuality Maintenance

- Areas and the Salem

Urban Growth Area.

All -wcod, coal and

"0il fired greater than

59 .

60.

bk

30 x 10® BTU/hr {heat input)

Hew sources not listed
above which would emit 10
or more tonsg per year of
any air contaminants in-

'Vcluding but not limited
to particulates, SOx, NO,

or hydrocarbons,. if the *

source vwere to operate
uncontrollied.

New sources not listed
above which would emit
significant malodorous

emissions, as determir~d by

Departmental or Regional
Ruthority review of sources
which are known to have
similar air contaminant
emigssions.

Exlisting sources not listed
sbove for which an air
quality problem is identi-
fied by the Dapartment or
Regional Authorlty.

Sources required to obtain a permit under items 59, 60 & 61 w111 ba aubject to tha
following fee schedule to he applied by Dapartment based upon tha anticipated cost

(Feea will be based on;
the total aggregate
heat input of all

boilers at the site.)

25 100 507
abdkd :.ﬁ‘.ﬁ 1 3 21 ]

tEhd EElITy YT )

LY ahee 131

of processing and complinnca datermination.

P
\

Eeyimatead Permft Coat

Low cost
Madium cost
High cost

A noarly ag possible, applicable fees shall be conaintent with sources of

Application Processing Fee

@ébﬁﬁ od ?s

(2314

o ook

Ty

Annual
Compliance
Datexmination Fae

$§50.00 = $200.00
§$200.00 - $500.00
§500.00 - §1, 000.00

similar complexity as listad in Table A.

5-15-76 "

10t

$50.00 - $150.00
$150.00 ~ S400.00
-§400.00 - $750.00

Pareit

125

tasd

'I3L

113




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT WT STRAUB MEMORANDUM
GOVERNOR -

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director »
T

Subject: Agenda Item No. IFfOctober 15, 1976 EQC Meeting

City of Maupin Request for Time Extension for
Upgrading of Sewage Collection and Treatment Facilities.

Since 1969 the City of Maupin has been requested by the Department
of Environmental Quality to upgrade the city's sewage treatment
facilities. For one reason or another, the improvements have not been
made and presently the city is again asking for additional time for
construction of these needed facilities.

Background

1. The City of Maupin operates an activated sludge sewage treat-
ment plant (0.07 MGD - design capacity 700 persons) which
discharges treated wastewater to the Deschutes River. The
plant presently serves 450 people.

2. It has been demonstrated by field documentation by the Depart-
ment over the past 10 years that the existing facility is not
capable of continuous operation in compliance with State and
Federal effluent discharge limits.

3. There is a need for sewerage collection in the East Maupin
area, which currently utilizes individual disposal systems.

4. An upgraded collection and treatment system would produce high
quality effluent and provide service to East Maupin area.

5. The City has received five waste discharge permits since 1968.
Four of the permits have required BOD and Suspended Solid
concentration of 20 mg/1 (20/20) effluent capability.

T
oY

Ceontaing
Recycled
Materiala

DEQ-46




MEMORANDUM
Agenda Item G
October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting

Page 2

A permit #522 issued in July 1969 required facility upgrading
by January 1, 1970. .Subsequent to that date several time
extensions have been requested by the City.  .(See Exhibit A
and Exhibit B for pertinent events and dates).

The Department has granted time extensions as necessary and
has endeavored -to pursue a cooperat1ve rather than punitive
approach to the City's problems since 1966 (Exhibit A).

The last two (2) time extensions requested by the City would
complete construction after Federally mandated July 1, 1977
d?te for achieving secondary treatment (Exhibit C and Exhibit
E

No final engineering p]ans for construct10n have been submitted
to the Department for review and approval.

Evaluation

1.

The existing facility is creating a potent1a1 public health

problem due to recreation activities in the river downstream
and the facilities' inability to adequately treat additional
loads.

Continued discharge of effluent from the existing facility
after July 1, 1977 will be in violation of Public Law 92- 500
as well as Oregon Water Quality Standards.

No improvements have been implemented or brought to final
planning and construction stages

The existing facility has never consistently met the 20/20
effluent discharge standard.

Conclusion

1.

The City has had ample time to plan and implement the required

improvements.

The City has not provided a satisfactory explanation for the
continued time delays to the Department.




MEMORANDUM
Agenda Item G
October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting

Page 3

Director's Recommendations

1.

FMB : bw

Unless the city can show cause otherwise, they should be
ordered by the Commission to design, construct and place
into operation approved sewage treatment facilities by
July 1, 1977.

If the Commission determines that there are sufficient
reasons for the delays in providing these needed improve-
ments, it should instruct the staff of the Department to
develop an order containing a time schedule which would
be beyond the July 1, 1977 deadline. This order would
require the city to upgrade their sewage treatment plant
as soon as practicable.

That the City's waste discharge permit be modified to
provide that no new connections be added to the sewerage
system without written approval of the Department.
Approvals would be based on the progress the city is
making to provide the needed facilities.

That the staff of the Department enforce, by all legal
remedies, including civil penalties, the order as approved

by the Commission.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

Attachments:

o P Wy —

(=}

Exhibit A. Summary of Correspondence and Events.
Exhibit B. Permit Reguirements and Compliance Dates.
Exhibit C. Letter from Stanley D. Heisler requesting
time extension to October, 1977.
Exhibit D, DEQ response to Exhibit C.
Exhibit E. Letter from J. Van Toronto informing of
possible delay until Spring, 1978.
Exhibit F. Current city's NPDES Permit.
Issued July 22, 1974.
Addendum October 6, 1975.




EXHIBIT A

‘Summary of Major Relevant Correspondence and Events

Event Initiator  Recipient Date Subject

1 0SSA Maupin 11/28/66 Survey shows effluent violations.

2 0SSA Maupin h/16/67 Survey shows effluent violations.

3 0SSA Maupin 1/18/68 Request for permit application.

4 0SSA Maupin 1/26/68 Temporary permit TP-518 issued.

5 0SSA Maupin 10/21/68 Suvery shows effluent violations.

6 0SSA Maupin 10/25/68 Permit #302 issued.

7 0SSA Maupin 4/07/69 Plant upgrade and expansion.

8 0SSA Maupin 7/25/69 Permit #422 issued requiring upgrading.

by 1/1/70 to 20/20 standard.

9 DEQ Maupin | 9/22/69 Survey shows effluent violations.
10 DEQ Maupin 1/20/70 Survey shows effluent violations.
11 DEQ EQC 3/08/71 Poor plant performance.

12 DEQ Maupin 4726/71 Permit #987 issued.
13 J.Val Maupin 5/ /12 Preliminary facilities report.
Toronto (City's Consulting Engineer).
14 DEQ J. Val 7/21/72 Provisional approval for item #13
Toronto above.
15 DEQ Maupin 9/27/72 EPA grant application acknowledged
and additional information requested.
16 DEQ Maupin 3/02/73 Incomplete grant application,
17 DEQ Maupin C3/13/73 Project status request.
*18 DEQ Maupin 5/24/173 Advised that new permit would call

_ ' for upgrading by September 1, 1974.
19 Maupin Maupin 1/24/74 City Council Meeting.
a. Engineer authorized to proceed
with final plans.
b. Bond Election.

c. Land Acquisition.




EXHIBIT A

Page 2
Event Initiator Recipient Date Subject
20 J. Val Maupin 2/22/74 Cost estimates for upgrading.
Toronto
*21 DEQ Maupin 7/22/74 NPDES #1664-J issued requiring
upgrading by 7/1/75.
22 DEQ Maupin .5/04/74 Survey shows effluent violations.
23 DEQ Maupin 11/21/74 Notice of non-compliance with
compliance schedule.
24 DEQ . Maupin 12/12/74 1. Informed city they were behind
in compliance schedule.
2. Encourdged land disposal.
25 J. Val Maupin 2/17/75 Cost update.
Toronto :
26 J. Val DEQ 4/07/75 New proposed construction timetable.
Toronto '
*27 Maupin DEQ 4/08/75 Time extension request.
28 ~ Maupin Maupin 5/29/75 City passed bond election,
29 DEQ Maupin & 8/25/75 Step I grant procedures
.Val Toronto (meeting in Bend).
30 DEQ Maupin 10/06/75 Addendum #1 issued extending
compliance schedule.
31 DEQ EPA 10/30/75 Step I grant application.
*32 DEQ J. Val 12/02/75 Acknowledged verbal time extension
Toronto requests and pointed out need to
meet 7/1/77 date.
33 DEQ Maupin 1/07/76 Compliance schedule reminder.
34 DEQ Maupin 3/08/76 Survey shows effluent violations.
Compliance schedule reminder.
35 Maupin DEQ 4/29/76 Confusion over compliance dates

and grant application.




Exhibit A

Page 3
Event  Initiator Recipient - Date Subject
36 DEQ J. Val 5/05/76 Compliance schedule dates overdue.
Toronto
37 DEQ ~ Maupin 5/05/76 Explanation of #35 above.
38 Stanley DEQ 5/25/76 Time extension request to 10/77.7
Heisler (City Attorney)
39 DEQ Stanley 5/28/76 Notified of conflict of EPA
Heisler Requlations.
40 DEQ Maupin 7/28/76 Request explanation of delays
to EQC.
41 J. Val DEQ 8/02/76 Request time extension to Spring

Toronto

1978.




EXHIBIT B

Permit Requirements and Compliance Dates

Permit # Issued ‘Expired ‘Required
TP-518 2/29/68 12/31/68 Operate Facilities at maximum efficiency
(temporary ' '
permit)
302 . 10/25/68 6/30/69 = 20/20. effluent capability
522 7/25/69  3/31/70 = Submittal of program and time schedu]e to meet 20/20
standard by January 1, 1970
987 4726471 3/31773 . 20/20:effluent eapability
1664-J S 7f22/14 - 3/31/79 Comp11ance'schedule to eliminate. d1scharge to

water or upgrade to 20720 capability in accordance
with.the. following schedule:

‘Arrange for financing
Submit:final engineering plans
Start construction

‘Progress report

.Complete construction

"'-.I—'l.lDO\O\
— el el e —
o el ] ) )
TR SIS

Addendum -#J - , |
to 1664~ - 10/6/75 3/31/79 . Neﬂltompliance.schedule:

‘Arrange financing n-1-75
‘Submit fimal engineering plans 3-1-76
Start construction 10-1-76
Complete: construction - 5-1-77




Exhibit €

Heisler & Van Valkenburgh

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
214 EAST FIFTH STREET
THE DALLES, OREGON 2870358
DOMNALD E, MEISLER TELEPHOME t {503) 286-4654

M. D. VAN VALKENEURGH May 25’ 1976
ETANLEY O. MEISLER

Mr. John E. Borden
Reginal Administrator . _
Department of Environmental Quality

2150 N. E. Studio Roead ' 1Py é
Bend, Oregon 97701 5’ & ﬁ |

Re: ' City of Maupin Sewerage Project

Dear Mr. Borden:

Please be advised that we represent the City of Maupin. The
City of Maupin is concerned about the consequences of not incorporating
sprinkler irrigation in the project referred to above. If it isn't
required to put.in sprinkler irrigation, the City of Maupin wants an
assurance from the Department of Environmental Quality of a year-round
discharge permit for the foreseeable future. The City of Maupin does
not want to commit itself to a treatment alternative which will produce
a year-round effluent discharge quality of 20 milligrams per liter of BOD
and 20 milligrams per liter of suspended solids. The City of Maupin
wants to be assured that the Department of Environmental Quality is
not going to reverse itseif and not allow summer discharge at
some date in the future.

With regard to the July 1, 1977 deadline by which municipalities
are apparently to meet secondary treatment standards, referred to
in previous correspondence with the City of Maupin; as you are aware,
the City has shown its good intent by making a massive committment
toward this project. You have seen the results of City efforts in
this regard. Our latest engineering estimate is that construction will
be under way by May, 1977. Our most recent estimate is for
project completion in October, 1877. Accordingly, we wouid. request a
permit modification to allow the City of Maupin this time extension.

May | please hear from you with regard to these matters.

SDH:ct
cc:  City of Maupin
CC: Ml‘. Tom BlankenShip : PET-’?'E ﬂ:qq:fﬂzﬁ anoIaTy
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.Gentlemen:

DEPARTMENT OF |
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Exhibit D

CENTRAL REGION

2150 N.E. STUDIO ROAD © BEND, OREGON © 97701 ©° Phone (503) 382-6446

July 28, 1976

City. of Maupin S - 'Maupin, Wasco.County
P.0O. Box 301 ' : ENF-WQ=CRQ 77-10 .
Maupin, OR .. 97742 . o . _ o S

- ‘Pursuant to Mr. Bob Shimek's telephone conversation.on July 15, 1976
with Mr. Stanley Heisler, Attorney.at Law regarding the Maupin sewage
treatment improvement project the.Department has . the. following comments

.regarding your specific.questions:

1. .Questibn - What .quarantea does. the City of Maupin have that
discharge to. the river will be prohibited and land disposal
. of effluent requlred in the . future?.

Answer - Section 303(e) of Public Law 92-5300 requires a plan
be developed and adopted for the purpose of preserving . and
. enhancing water guality in river basins throughout the state.
The draft Deschutes Basin Plan calls for 20-20 treatment
(20 mg/1l BOD and Suspended Solids monthly average concentration)
‘during periods of low flow and warm weather in that reach
of the Daschutes River next to Maupin., When this plan is
.adopted it will be as good guarantee as the Department can
~give that land disposal will not be required provided of
. course that Maupin meets the 20-20 efflivent limit. It isg
expected that the basin plan will be adopted during summer
la7e.

2. .Question - Can the existing permit be modified. to allow for
..campletion of the new facilities after the July 1, 1977
Federal deadling? ‘

Answer — When a committment to the Step III grant is
accomplished allowances may be.considered for a revised

.. completion date agreeabls with the City, EPA and DEQ,
Prior to the Step III committment, however such consideration
will not be made.

The city of Maupin has submitted several time extension requests
for this sewerage project to the Department during the last three years.
The Department has made every possible effort to favorably evaluate the
requests; however, to date an approved facilities plan has not yet been




Page 2

developed (although a July 21, 1976 submittal from J. Val Toronto is
. currently under review), and the City has additionally requested a time
extention beyond the July 1, 1977 completion date stipulated in PL-92-500,

In light of the above, the Department hereby requests that the City
of Maupin present a history of their efforts, a sewerage construction
improvement status report,. and justification of your time extentions request
-to: the Environmental Quality.Commission at their September, 1976 meeting
in The Dalles, Oregon. You may wish to have your consuliing gpgineer-
and.legal consul available to assist in the presemtation. The Department .
will contact you with details concerning time and location of the meeting.

Please do not- hesxtate to contact either Bob Shimek or me if you
have guestions oxr comments.- - -

Sincerely,

LOREN KRAMER
Director

Ao S Bk

ohn E. Borden
Regional Manager

JEB:sm

cc:  J. Val Torxonto
Watexr Quality
Fred Bolton _
Mr. Stanley Hersler, Attorney at Law
Environmental Protection Agency

}q



Exhibit E

JiEONSULTING ~..

- LIDENSE 1413

f . : ‘ )
_ i r . -
_5}291.}266)’5 Jd. VAL TDRDNTD 8 ASSOCIATES, INC.

—_

TELEPHONE [5033 27&6-7402
219 5. E. 2No _
FPENDLETON, OREGOM 97801

STATE .OF OREGON
LicrMeLl S NA0x ]
BETATE OF Y ASHINGTON
SLICENSE 117585

"BTATE OF ALASKA

August 2,.1976 - o

- John Borden ' ‘ : _ - )
DEQ . , _ _ , o ' |-
P.0. Box 1243 : . S
Bend, OR 97701 - : . ’

- Dear Mr. Borden:

Enclosed is a copy of a tentative time schedule for the Maupin Sewage Project

~ that was presented to the Maupin City Council, July 14, 1976. The schedule
sets out, what we feel are, minimum time requirements to perform the items-

1 threw 14.

As of this writing, all dates on this tentative need to be.set ahead at least
by 2 weeks, and if the construction of the project falls into the month pf-
November, then project completion will be delayed until the Spring of

. L
Sincerely vours, . SLLOOCQ\ ooy

- - ﬁ ._41""
J. Val Toronto

JVT/darx

cc: City of Maupin

CIVIE — HYDRAULICS =~ STRULCTURES

191

HIGHWAY DESIGHN ] COMMHUNITY PLANNING
ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION PARKS AND sWiMMING POTILS

WATER AND SEWER DESIGN, PLANTS AND FACILITIES

Rl Rt I e L e Tl EITHMNIYINRIM NS Bl A B IALC™ & Alor o=k h rs 4 owe o




MAUPIN - TENTATIVE TIME SCHEDULE

:  1;‘,Commencé Engineering: July 15, 1976

‘  2. Complete Engineering Nov. 1976

3. Submit Plans to DEQ Nov. 1976

4. DEQ Plan Review Dec. 1, 1976
5. EPA Flan Review ; . Jan. 1, 1977
6. EPA ipproval Feb. 1977

7. Advertise Bids Feb. 1977

8. PEid Opening March 1977

9. Bid Approval (DEQ & EPA)‘April 1977
10. Awerd of Contract - April 1977
11. Contrdctors Notice To Proceed May 1977
12. .Start Up of
Construction (based on
Commencing Engineering July

15, 1976) May 1977

13. Complete Project (5
months)

o — — pm——




City of Haupln
Post DEfice Box 301

Maupin, Urcgon 97037

Flle Humber: 53633 _
Appl. No, DR-D02260-8 Reerivedt

e '
b e Pernit Humbre:  1664-3
* ExpL:ntion pate: _3-31-79
R Page __1 of ]
’ UATTOSAL PCLLUTANT DISCHARGE CLIMIRATION SYSTEM .
TH O DISeH DO
‘JA La D C; ublnf_) PEL‘[“’}HT
' Dcpartnf'm. of Crvirgmnental Quality
1234 5, W. Morrisen streck
- ‘portlaond, "Oregon 97205
Telephones (503) 229-569G -
Isaucd in accordance whth the previsions of
CRS 449,083 (Pecadified as 468.740)
- and
ch aral Tater Doi‘u*xoﬁ Control Ant Jﬂan.‘n_s of 1972,
, DL, 92-307, ost. 18,.1972 (33 W.E.T g 1251 et seq.)
ISSULD  TO1 REFERENGCE INFORMATION

Major Broa_Deschutes  Mivor Bt

Neceiving Sireams __Deschutes River

River Miler 51,2

Countyl Wasco

=

(.

ADDER

DU

0. 1

Waste Discharge Permit No. 1664-7 is modified by making the following changes:

Chapgs the dates in Condition §1 as follows:

srrange flnancing by November 1, 1975.

-Sukmit final engineering plans by March I, 1976,

Start construction by October 1, 1976,
Complete construction by Hay 1, 1977.

Chﬁugc,ﬁhe date 15 Condition S4 from July 1, 1975 to July 1, 1977.

Changs the date ln Comdition 55 from July 1, 1975 to July 1, 1977,

Change the datas in Conditlen 57 from July 1, 1975 to May 1, 1977,

This addendum shall be attached to and made part of Waste Dlscharge Permit

numker 1664-J,

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

—— X
T

Title.

Direckor

Date

([T

- -

—em—

,

4 119IHX3
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52-3 . Permit Number: 16G4-0 - ' . $tate of Oregon Exp?.’-—:::»-; ;;:;.. 3
Expiration Date: 3-31-79 Department of Envirormental Quality paP:‘ S
Fage _1 of 9 . . se o ef 3
3% = . PERMIT CONDITIONS
NATIONAL POLLU NATINN SYSTTM
< dralie n TATErY A . .
VASTE DISC ERRRRY HT
Department of Envirchmental Quality : Si.
1224 5. w. Merricson Street
: rortlond, Ozeyon 97205
Telephone: (503} 229-L400 . . ) ,
i . arrance For financing .
Tesued in accordanece with th ‘o provisions of . sutmit —lr:l envinecring pians
. CR3 449.083 (Recodified 2s 46B.740) ruction
' and
Fefezal wzter Polluticn Control Act Amendments of 1972, i )
-7 -5 ~t. 1E, 2 U ,E"Slet..scn) . - ) 7
?.L. 92 ';?'gic e ,igl ti:ris tﬂc"E'eseval T I 2. The peraittes is cornliance
ginaiter relexed ' L ) - - ' vhich have bean ien g1
T to or no later th
! - 7. . - REFERTNCE TNFORMATION mittes shall mubnit Denariisnt a =
P e ; o th the esianlis ;
Livy unis . Pile Nuzber: 53633 R A
ozt s Zeax 201 g R §3. Pricr to ceastruciing or 4 any waste water cont
Haugin, Oragen §7037 Eppl. No.: 1033 zeceived o_on.73 | plans and '-;'m"zmg.‘um“s s approves in writing ry the
- ’ ReND3I60=3 I =5
S 2 §4. Aftex Julv 1, 1973 the susntity and cua
e i recslv + ; ;
| oo ogoTE Major Basin:_ Deschiukes o indirectly o t“”_“ i
! { a. Dpuring the '
“azgia Minor Basin: .
. . . . : 1) The o= ‘guczad
Receiving Strean: Deschusos DI 5
- 4T N . .
- River Mile: 51.2 2) The wonthly average S-day 20
R shall not exceed a concantratl
Coynty: Haseco : with a we_‘(ly averas
JUL 2 2 974 o ' .
Date . . 1)

PERMITIED ACTIVITIES

4) The efflnznt shall weceiw
coliform kacteria to
21 or A weelly v
this can ke chiai
minntez of conltens

Uatil zuch time.os this permit expires or is modified or rewvoksd, the City of M=upin
a -

herowith rermizted Los

S.  Digchoroca treated 1~'astes %o the Deschutes Piver.
c. Ceonstruct cxiensicns to its sewerage system.
4. Coagstruct rodifications to its sewage txeatment works.

L ’ b. During tha period betweasn Hoverier 1 and llarch 3l:

- R N - .- L 61 emmE 3
n11 of the arove activities must be carried oat in conformance w:.th ‘the requirements, 1) 7The nonthly average cuantity of efflvent disgharged
lizitatiens and conditions which follow. . . 0.07 miliion galloas rper day (¥G2). ] . -

u

w az ucsed in t.his nexmit, refars to “sewagze" as defined in Oi’.s 449,673 : .
[zecodified as 468.700). : . '
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: - it N . 16 '
tate of Qregon . . Permit }“";b:r-_ljifﬂf_._ : State of Oregon
Departrant of Ervironcental Quality ®piratica Date: 3-31-7) Department of Environmental Quality
Page 3 of ¢ .
FERMIT CONDITICOHS - PERMIT CONDITIONS
2} average 2) L
s per Jay with a wea2kly averagn not tc excead 45 :T.'g/l
) s er 8ay and with a daily maximum ol 33 wounis.
3) averaga Suspended Solids shall not exceed a concentration | 3} The monthly avéragze Suspended §
Qf 32 ng/l or 17.5 pounds per day with a waekly average rot to exceed ) of 40 mg/l or 17 pcunds per dawv
45 pa/fl or If pounds per day and with a daily raximum of 35 pounds. ' . 0 me/l o 21 seands zer éay and
i) shell reczive A suffieisnt to ce £20al ] " 4} Tho effluent shall
' cclifzym hackeria L3 a o of no more then 229 -per 100 i ™oeacteris
wnl or a weekly averase of 420 per 100 ml. (Tsuvally . avarz
this ¢an »e ebtained with res:.dual of 1.0 mg/l after 60 ) 7 . can be cbtaired wi
" miznutes of contact tinme.) of contact tire.)
5) The sffluent pid shall not be ouiside tha range 6.0 - 9.). 5)  The effluent vil chall not be cutsids the ‘rar.'._'-e 6.0 - 9.0,
. .
' WOTE:  The monthly and veekly aVc’ar‘es for BOD and Suspended - . . NOTE =
Seliss arz kased ¢n the arithmetic mean of the samples '
taken. The averaces for fecool celiferm are based on
the gegmctric mean of the sarrles taken. . !
£5. ‘During the raricd tatwaan ths dats o vance of this permit and the comple- 56.

ticn of th

wrovenents reguired by Cond on F1 but not later than July shall ke d:.scharqca and no :.\c..iv:.t‘.es

1, 1273, +ke quality of effluent :h zctly or indirectly to tae water Quality Standards as auo‘*._fd in
Deschutes er shall ke as follows: defined mixning z2one: .
a. During the goriod betwzan Ap-il 1 and Octobex 31: - The
Deschutes
1} The ronthly avarags cuantity of cffluent discharged shall not exceed . dlSChaI';f!-

0.050 =illion galloms por day (MGD). ' )
' ' 57. The permittee shall monitor the creration

2) The wontnly averaga S-cay 20° C. Biochemical Cxygen Derand (20D) | . ard coatrol facilitiezs and ""'c quantity am
¥ excond 2 copcentration of 42 ng/l or 17 pounds pzr Gay ’ A record of all such nal
7 averaja mot to oxoezd 52 g/l or 21 zounds per day . of mavironmerntal (uality on px
ily maximum of 25 pounds. , . rmonth. Unlass ot Toe .

. . data collectad and submitted shall in ::"ul::, Sub ret
3) Tha monthly sveragae Suspencded Solids shall not exceced a concentration ' to, the following pararsters and minimim freguenci -
of 4G rz/l ox 17 pounds rer-Zayv with a waekly averase not to exceed . .
52 =g/l or 21 pounds par dav and with a daily maxizum of 25 pounds., . Paramete
Co o Total Tliow
. 4) The effluvent chall receive disinfection sufficiant to reduce fecal o . _.._Founds. Chlcrine Used o
colifomn bacteriz to a meonthly as g2 of no more than 202 per 100 C'"lo-r\n wal {eZflusn) |
- nl er a wezkly averace of mio more than 420 »er 100 ml. (Usually 00 (influent and offlient)
this can ke ostained with a chlorine residual of 1.0 wmg/l after i
€0’ rinates of contact time.) . : ’ Susrended 5o0lids (influent and effluesnt)
5) The efflusnt p¥ shall not be outside the range 6.0 - 2.0. " pE {influent and effluent) 3
: ' . ) L : L ’ Slidge Volume 53
b. During the period bstween November 1 and Harch 3l: ' - ; Fecal Coliform ‘ : o8
1) The monthly average guantity of ea.fauent discharged shall be kept ' ' ' monthly reporss shall also include 2 record cf

as lod as practicaile. C ' posal of "all sludge ané a raecord of all eguipmen
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State of Orzgon
Pepartmant of Env1ro“uenta1IQua1ity

PERAI T_ CONDITIONS

Permit Number:

Fage _ 5 of .o

Expiration Date: 3-31-79

53,

slo.

£1l.

Ccnstzuckion of sewer extensions and connections thersto is rermitted, alftex
senstruction of the facilities reguired by Cordition' 81, as long as the added
waste lecnd will not cause any of tha linmitations of this parmit to be exceeded
and providad that plans andé specifications are sucritted to and approved

e Departient of Invironmenital Huality sricr to conatruction, as reomuired
5 3125 (recodified as 454.413). ¥o additional connections to the
systen are oernitfed until the new treataent facility is in operaiion.

of this permit the perrittee shall suhnit for review
roaraz for sludge handling and disyosal. It shall
cwing inforration:

C dzys of re
—'.‘Ova.l a detai
contain at lesast the

a. Descristion of current sludge nhardiing and disposal practicdes including
nut not limited to: (1) volwme and freguency, (2} rmethod and location
ard {2} contractunal arrangesaents or leasas if any.

k. Zvaluztion of sludge handling practices including but rot limited to:
(1) problems experienced, (2) problems anticipated, (3) projected life
‘¢f current progran and {(4) potentizl hazards involved. '

€. Proposed slucdge handling D)’:QCC dures for the next S5-year period and 10-
year ceriod.

Cendition G7 of the attached Ganéral Conditions does not apply to this pernit.

Condition G2¢ of the attached General Conditions is changed as follows for
the duration ol this permit: .

¢. lonitoring reperts shall be submitted at the required intervals
on forms to be provided by the Department. In addition, an annual
swmmary of the monitoring data shail be submitted eash January on
ZPA approved KFOEIS report forms.

PR

Departrent of Environmental Quaiity
PERMIT CONDITIDNS

State of.Dregcn

.:.xrz.ra ion
Page -~

Gl.

G2.

G3.

Gi.

TEZRAL COMDITIONS

all discharges and activities authorized herein shall be consistent with the
terms and conditions of this pemmit. Tha discharge o zny poliutant more
freguently than or at a level in excess of that identifiad and au
this permit shall constitute a viclation of the terms ard conditions of this
permit. ' : o

af =

-en oY

Monitoring procedures:

a. Monitoring sitall begin on the first day of the conth follewing issvance of
this pemit unless specified otherwise oy a special condifiomn.-

b. Monitoring reporis shall Le submitted by the lStH da; o2 each. follewing
month.

¢. Monitoring reports shall-be submitted on aporoved NEDES Teport forss.

d. all records of moanitoring activitiss and o -‘-lts. inclading 21l
strip chart recordirgs for continuous monitoring instruermentaticn ani ¢
bration zad hmaintenance records, shall be ratained &y the pemmittes Ior a
minimum of three years. This pericd of retention shall be extesded during
the course of any unresolved litigationm regarding the dischawge »f pollutan
by the permittee or when reguested by the Dizsctorx. .

e.  The permittee shall record for each. measurement or san
the reguirements of this permit the follewirg informa e
exact place and time of sampling: (2} the Jates the analyses were caricomed
(3) who psrformed the analyses; (4) the analytical techmiques or methods us
and (3) the results of all recuired analyses.

£. amples and [Feasurcnents taken to I"‘et the reguirements of this ceondicien
shall be re::rﬂser._a ive of the Volume and nabtire of the monitcred discharcs

g. All sanpling and analytical methods used to meet the monitoring
specified in this permit shall, unless approved otherwise in writis
Department; cornform to the latest edition of the -cllc'v-:inq-refs:e..l:e:

American Public Health Association, Standard Methnds for the
Examination of Water and Wastewaters (13th ed. 1971).

h. Samples collected and/or znalyzed by the Department may ke used toward
satisfying the menitering reguirements of this per=it.

The permittee shall provide an adequate coperating staff which is dcoly gqualified
to carry out the operation, maintenance and testing functions required to insus
compliance with the conditions of this permit.

All waste collection, control, treatment and disposal facilities shall »e
operated in a mamier corsistent with the following:




Departrent of Environmental Quality

sate of .CI'EQOTI Permit Number: 1664-J

Page 7 of 9

PERMIT CONDITIONS

Expiration Date: 3-31-72

G5.

GE.

G7.

a. .AEt all times all facilities shall be operated as efficiently as pessible
and in a manner which will minimizé discharges and prevent health hazards
and nuisance conditions.

b. All scrzenings, grit and sludge shall be disposed of in a mapner approveld
by the Department of ©nvircrmental Quality such that It does not reach any
of the waters of the state or create a health hazard or nuisance condition.

. bpassmg of ‘untreated waste-is c:ve'.ntaz:a1 ly prohibited. &Ko bypassing shall
occur without prior written permission from the Pepartment except where
uﬂa’.‘o:.dable_ to prevent loss of life or severe property damage.

whenever a facility expansion, production increase or process modification is
amticipated which will result in a change in the character of pollutants to be
discharged or wiich will result im a new o increased discharge that will exceed
the conditions of this permit, a new application must be submitted tegether with
the necessary reports, plans and specificaticns for the proposed changes. XNo
ekance shall be rade until plans have been spproved and a new permit or permit
rodificaticn has been issued.

The pei-.r.ittee shall reguire the following of all industrial ‘users of the
mnicipal sewerage and seWage treaiment system:

“a. Each 1‘1dus..r1al mser shall pzy its fair share of construction costs and

. operation, rmaintenanze and replacement costs in accordance with guidelines’
- promulgated pursuant to Section 204(b){2) of the Federal Ac:.

b.. Each irdustrial user shall provide applicable pretreatment of waste in
- agecordance with guidelines promulgated pursuant to Section 307(b}{1) of’

* the Federal Act. Any industrial user spbject to these reguirsments shall
be raguired to subnit to the permittee periodic notice (over intervals not
to exceed 9 months) of progress toward full compliance with the require-
ments of tha pretreatment guidelines. Copies cf these notices shall be
forwarded to the Department. ! ’

c. *The effluent from each industrial user shall be adegquately renitored eithex
by the permittes or by the industry for the permittes pursuant to Sectien
3038 of the Federal Act. Thess monitoring reccrds shall be retained by t’ne
permittee -and tade available to the Department upen requsst.

Hithin 90 days of the issuanze of this permit the permittee shall submit the
following information to the Department:

a. A list of all industrial users of the municipal sewerage system aleng with
an aporopriate description of the wastes discharged;

b. A ﬁescription of pretreatment facilities provided by each industrial user;

€. hoy system of charges or rates which the permittee has to assure that each
recipient of treatment -works services will pay its proportionate share of
the costs of operation, maintenance and replacement of treatment works
facilities or services;

State of Oregon ' : . _Fe
Department of Enviros meatal Guality . Expi
Paga ¢

PERMIT CONDITIGCNS -

GB.

G9.

G1l0.

Gll.

‘the sewerage sysier, unless the industrial user Iz disghazgin

&. A copy of any toxic waste and pretreatment reguizorents vinich the permities

may have in force.

The permittce shall notify the Departmant in writing eazh time as
user which will discharge more than 12,000 czllons per day

sewage ¢t wolumes not expected to have a noticeabie impact on the
treatnent works. 5Sush notice shall inelufe informztion on {2l the t
and quantity of pollutants to be intrcduced to the treatment plant and (&
any anticipated impact of such change in the guality or guantity of effliu
to be discharged frcm the treatment works.

B similar notice is also reguirad each time there is a substaztial cnance
volume or character of waste being discharged to the ireatment werks fres
industrial users alreacy connected to the sewerage Syste-i.

t

After notice znd opportunity for a hearing this permit ray be modified, sus-
pended or revoked in whole or in part during its term fér cause includiae
not limited to the following:

Ly

a. Violation of any terms or conditions of this permit or any-2pplicetle =il

standard, or order cf the Cosmission;

b. OCbtaining this pemmit by misrepresentatrion or failure to-disclose fully
all relevant factis;

©. A change in the coadition of the receiving waters oz ary other condition

© that requires either z temporasy oT permanent reduction or elizminatien
of the authorized discharge.

The permittee shall, at ail reasonable t:i:les, allow authorized representative

of the Department of Environmental Qualit

ot

1

a. To enter upon the permittee's premises where an effluent scurce or digzesal
system is located or in which any records are reguired to'be kept under the

terms and conditions of this permit;

b. To have access tc and copy any records requ:.red to be kept under.the terms

and conditions of this permit;

c. To inspect any monitoring equ:.nment or monitoring methcd reguired by thi
':erru.t ar

d. To sample any discharge of pollutants.

The permittee shall at all times maintain in goed working crder and o_&:rat’e-

as efficiently 2s possible all treatment or control facilities or systems
installed or used by the permittee to achieve compliance with the terms and
conditions of this permit.
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State of -Orecon
Depzrimant of Environmental Quality

PERMIT CONDITIONS

Permit Number:
Expiration Date:

1664-T

Page & of 9

3-31-79

Gl2.

Gl3.

. pert.

‘614,

615.

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either real
or persgnal preperty, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it autherize ary
injury to private property or any invasion of persenal rights, nor any infringe-

. ment of Federal, State or local laws or regulations.

The Department cf Environmental Quality, lts officers, agents and empleyees
shall nct sustain any liability on account of the issuance of this permit or
on acccunt of the construction or maintenance of facilities because of this

In the event the permittes is wnable to comply with all of the conditions of

this permit berause of a breakdown of eguipment or facilities, an accideat -

caused by human error or negligence, or any other cause such as an act of

natures, the permittee shalls

a. Irmediately take action to stop, contain and clean uwp the unauthorized
cischarges and correst the probhlem.

b. I=mediately nctlfy the Department of Envirommental Quality so that an
investigation can be made %o evaluate the impact and the corrective
actions tzken and deternine additienal action that wust be taken.

©. Submit a detailed written report describing the breakdown, the actual
gquantity and guality of resulting waste dilscharges, corrective action
taken, steps taken to prevent a recurrence and any other pertinent
information. -

Complianze with these requirenents does not relieve the permittce from

respensibility to maintain continuous conpliance with the conditions of

‘thin permit or the resulting liability for failure to comply.

1f a-toxlc effluent standard or prohibitien (including any schedule of compllance
specifiad in such effluent standard or prohibition) is established under Section
307{a) of the Federal Act for a toxie pollutant which is present in the discharge
authorized herein and such standard or prohibition is meore stringent than any
limitation upen such pellutant in this permit, this permit shall be revised or
medified in accordance with the toxie effluent standard or prohibition and the
pernittee shalil .be 50 notified.




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-56%96

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

To: Environmental Quality Commission
~ From: Director
Subject: Addendum to Agenda Item No. G, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting

Mdrtin Marietta -- Amendment to Director's Conclusions
And Recommendations

The Department's Public Informational Hearing report to the EQC
regarding Martin Marietta indicated that further information on vegetation
effects in The Dalles was expected from the EPA Corvallis Lab and
further documentation of cost for 502 control was expected from Martin
Marietta.

As of October 14, 1976, the EPA Lab has not completed vegetation
analysis. EPA has indicated that fluoride analysis of vegetation has
shown levels below 35 ppm. These levels, according to Dr. Hindawi of
EPA are well below any levels that would be expected to cause damage.
Sulfur analysis of vegetation has not been completed as of this time.
It is expected to be completed in several weeks. Dr. Hindawi does not
anticipate finding sulfur Tevels high enough to cause damage.

Based on this information and the preponderance of expert opinion
that the risk is small to nonexistent that adverse effects would occur
in the orchards from even the highest S0, levels projected in the
orchards, it would appear the issue narrOws to determination of what
level of 802 control could satisfy the Department's requirements for
Highest and“Best Practicable Treatment and Control (H&BPT&C).

Martin Marietta's proposed dry primary control system would not
reduce present collection efficiency for particulates and fluorides but
would reduce the SO, collection efficiency of the present primary system
from 70% to 0%. Thé Department's tentative position is that, at a
minimum, H&BPT&C would dictate that any change in the company's air
pollution control system should not cause a decrease in overall col-
lection efficiency of any significant air contaminant.
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On October 11, 1976 Martin Marietta submitted a cost estimate of
about $2 million for a system to achieve 70% SO, collection efficiency.
This cost is in great contrast to a. $440,000 es%imate previously made by
EPA.

Upon closer examination of the system for which costs were es-
timated, it appears that Martin Marietta may have obtained a cost
estimate on the most elaborate and complex (and costly) system avail-
able. This system would employ a 95% efficient SO, scrubber to treat
only a portion of the gas stream necessary to reacﬁ an overall 70%
collection efficiency. The 95% SO, scrubber would include elaborate
chemical treatment and handling.

EPA cost estimates are based on a simple wet scrubber with once-
through water. EPA believes this system may not require any treatment
of water discharge for fluorides or suspended solids since these would
be essentially removed in the dry primary scrubber.

A third alternative of using the present wet ESP system which is
achieving a 70% S0, collection efficiency after the new dry primary
scrubber should also be explored.

There are some concerns that a once-through wet scrubber or the
existing wet ESP may not reach 70% collection efficiency if used after a
primary dry scrubber {which removes particulates and fluorides). There
does not appear to be any technically sound data to fully support this
concern and further investigation appears warranted.

The Department believes a 70% efficient SO, scrubber would sign-
ificantly reduce (up to 62%) the maximum projec%ed S0, increase in the
lacal orchards compared to. using the dry scrubber. d(gee Table 3 of -
staff report.) These projections are based on the Department's es-
timates of air quality impact which are based on rationing actual air
quality measurement data. The Department believes this technique is far
more accurate than conventional mathematic modeling considering the
complex wind flow and inversion conditions in the area and the like-
1ihood of the small air volume from the primary system ( ~ 100,000 CFM)
intermingling and behaving 1ike the large { ~ 2,000,000 CFM) secondary
scrubber exhausts.

It should be pointed out again that present SO, concentrations in
the orchards are essentially below measureable leveTs. With the pro-
posed change to a dry scrubber, S0, concentration are projected to
increase to measureable Tevels in %he orchards.- These levels would be
well below state air quality standards and Federal Significant Deterio-
ration increments.

For informational purposes, the Department has required other
aluminum reduction plants in Oregon to apply special SO, treatment in
conjunction with dry primary scrubbers to minimize SO, dair quality
impact. Alumax was restricted to use of 2.0% sulfur Coke while Reynolds
Metals has to install a $1 million tall stack. The Department is also
aware of at Teast one other aluminum plant in the world that wet scrubs
its primary dry system exhaust.




Conclusions

1. Present 50, air quality in The Dalles orchards is generally at or
below meastirable Tlevels.

2. Martin Marietta's proposal to change its primary air pollution
control system from a wet ESP to a dry scrubber would decrease
primary SO2 collection efficiency from 70% to 0%.

3. Maximum projected increases in SO, levels in The Dalles orchards
: would be measurable but well below State air quality standards and
Federal Significant Deterioration Increments.

4. Projected maximum SO, Tevels in The Dalles orchards are generally
considered to presen% little risk of adverse effects.

5. In keeping with the policy of requiring H&BPT&C and in consideration
of requirements for other aluminum plants and the imminent rise in
sulfur content of coke, it is the Department's tentative position
that Martin Marietta should not be allowed to decrease its SO
collection efficiency as a result of their proposed change in~the

~primary air pollution control system.

6. The Department believes that significant lower S0, concentration
increases can be attained:in the orchards by installation of the
dry primary system and keeping overall SO, collection efficiency of
the primary system at the same present level (70%).

7. Cost estimates range from $440,000 (EPA) to $2,000,000 (Martin
Marietta) for a 70% efficient SO, scrubber. The Department be-
lieves that further cost estimatgs are needed on-alternative means
such as use of the present wet ESP system in order to determine the
practicality of installing a 70% efficient 802 scrubber,

Director's Recommendation .

It is the Director's recommendation to consider testimony received
at this hearing, seek additional information on costs for alternative
S0, control system. A recommendation on H&BPTAC and permit modification
wotild be proposed no later than October 29. A public hearing on the
proposed permit modification would be held at the November 19, 1976 EQC
meeting. The hearing record would be left open for ten (10) days and a
permit modification issued, if warranted, no later than November 29,
1976. '

=

LOREN KRAMER
JFK:cs




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. G, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting

Public Informational Hearing -- Martin Marietta Aluminum:
Proposed Change in Air Pollution Control System

Summary

Martin Marietta (MM) has proposed to modify its air pollution control
system in order to recover and recycle valuable fluorides and to reduce water
discharge to the Columbia River. MM's proposal would not fully meet Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) wastewater 1imits and would require a variance.
The Department supports such a variance. The Company's proposal in combination
with an expected rise in sulfur content of coke (a raw material in the process)
would result in a potential increase of 240% in sulfur dioxide emissions over
present Tevels.

Air quality analysis by the Department, EPA and MM has indicated that MM's
proposal would not cause state or federal sulfur dioxide air quality standards
to be exceeded. The proposal would use 36% of the Federal Prevention of Sig-
nificant Air Quality Deterioration increment for sulfur dioxide.

The major issues regarding this proposal have been identified as: (1) what
level of S0, control is needed to provide reasonable assurance that no adverse
effects wi]% occur in nearby orchards, and (2) what Tevel of SO, control is
needed to compiy with Department and EPA requirements for app]igation of best
available and practicable sulfur dioxide control.

In regard to the orchards, some experts and local orchardists claim that
Tocalized reductions in cherry crop yields and damage to pine tree needles are
still occurring in areas that are suspected of receiving most exposure from MM's
air emissions.

&
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Most experts feel that no adverse affects on orchards should occur due
to the increased sulfur dioxide levels, but some experts are uncertain as
to the possible synergystic effects to the orchards from the higher SO
concentration in combination with existing levels of fluorides and ozoﬁe.
Data to conclusively assess air quality impact on cherries is in fact
lacking.

In regard to best available and practicable control, the proposed
change in MM's air pollution control system will cost approximately $6
million and recover fluorides valued at approximately $50,000 per month.
Sulfur dioxide emission control equipment for the primary system appears to
be available ranging in an efficiency from 70% at a cost of approximately
$400,000 up to 95% efficient at a cost of about $4 million. A 70% efficient
scrubber would reduce possible SO, emission increases from the projected
240% increase to a 60% to 90% inCrease. A 95% efficient S0, scrubber
could prevent any increase in sulfur dioxide emissions over Eresent levels.

The Department is awaiting further documentation by MM of economics
for possible sulfur dioxide controls and also awaiting an analysis of
vegetation samples collected by EPA earlier this year in The Dalles area.
Upon review of this information and testimony from this hearing, the
Department will determine the degree of sulfur dioxide controls necessary
to meet Department rules and provide reasonable protection to the orchards.
The Department will then propose action on MM's pending permit application
to modify its air pollution control system.

Background

Martin Marietta operates a relatively small 90,000 ton per year aluminum
reduction plant at The Dalles. The plant has operated since 1958 and has
had a long history of alleged fluorides damage to local orchards. In 1972
the best available air pollution control systems were installed and since
that time particulate and fluoride air emissions have been maintained at
levels considered among the lowest of any aluminum reduction plant in the
World.

MM's primary {pot) and secondary {roof vents) air pollution control
systems rely on water scrubbing which results in a wastewater discharge to
the Columbia River. . This discharge exceeds 1977 EPA Timits for fluorides
and suspended solids discharges by 500% and 300% respectively. Figure 1
presents a summary of MM's present air, water and solid waste discharges.

MM's Proposal

MM has proposed to replace its primary wet precipitator air pollution
control system with a dry .air pollution control system. Both systems are
considered state of the art for the aluminum industry. This change would
‘allow the company to recover and recycle valuable fluorides valued at about
$50,000 per month. The proposal would also reduce wastewater discharge to
the Columbia River and allow MM to meet EPA's suspended solids limits.
Wastewater fluoride limits would still be exceeded by 240%. Landfill of
9,700 cubic yards per year of sludge would be eliminated.
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MM has not proposed to treat secondary wastewater discharges as they feel
it is impractical, of questionable environmental benefit to the river, and a
threat to increasing particulate and fluoride air emissions. The Department
has supported a variance request to EPA in 1ight of the fact that the Columbia
River has over 60 times more natural fluorides in it than are discharged by the
Martin Marietta plant.

Besides recovering and recycling fluorides, the Company's proposal would
result in a substantial increase in sulfur dioxide air emissions from the
primary air pollution control system. Coupled with a projected rise in sulfur
content of coke from 2 to 3%, SO, emissions could increase up to 240% over
present levels. Plant-wide part%cu1ate and fluoride air emissions would not
change. Figure 2 presents air, water and solid waste discharges from the plant
as they would occur under MM's proposal.

Air Quality Concerns and Analysis

Because of the significant increase in sulfur dioxide emissions, there is
concern as to the air quality impact of MM's proposal.

MM and the Department have projected air quality impact of the SO, emission
increase. Table 1 presents a summary of this analysis. The analysis ?ndicates
that the Company's proposal would not cause state or federal sulfur dioxide air
quality standards to be exceeded. The proposal would use 36% of the EPA Pre-
vention of Significant Deterioration SO, air quality increment. Existing SO
air quality levels in The Dalles are esgent1a11y attributable to MM as MM 's
SO2 emission represent the majority of area 502 emissions.

Citical Issues

Orchardists have raised considerable concern that the sulfur dioxide
increases would cause damage to their crops. The Department and EPA have in-
dicated they must determine what degree of SO, control meets best available and
practicable control requirements of their res%ective regulations. These are the
two critical issues that must be resolved in order to determine if, and what SO2
emission increase can be allowed from the MM proposed air pollution control
system change.

Orchard Impact

Some orchardists claim that the 1976 cherry crop yields were reduced in
localized areas suspected to have received significant exposure to air emissions
from the Martin Marietta plant. Pine tree damage was also claimed. The De-
partment has solicited comments of existing conditions from experts. A summary
of this information is as follows:
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Summary of Present Vegetation and
Fruit Conditions at The Dalles

Very Tittle soft suture of peaches has been observed in The Dalles orchards
in the last two years.(1}

Cherry fruit set in 1976 exhibited similar past patterns. Areas believed
to receive most exposure to Martin Marietta plant emissions had less fruit

Ambient fluoride levels .have been reduced to levels thought Tow enough to
protect against fruit set damage. However, this data is based on 24 hour
average samples and does not reflect short term peak exposure levels.(1)

. Pine tree damage is reported to be presently the worst since 1967.(1) One

expert who analyzed vegetation samples claims fluoride and SO, are causing
the problem (2) while another has claimed it is winter damage®and appli-

There is some feeling that if air pollution isfpresent1y harming orchards,

- it is air pollution being trapped by unique atmospheric conditions which

confine and concentrate pollution in a very localized area.

Dr. T. J. Facteau, Mid-Columbia Experiment Station, Oregon State University

Dr. C. Gordon, University of Montana. (Attachment B)

2.
set, (1)
3.
A
cation of insecticides.(3)
5.
(1)
(Attachment A).
(2)
(3)

Dr. G. F. Edmunds, Jr., Consulting Biologist
{Attachment C)

The Department has researched literature to determine the information

available on effects of sulfur dioxide on vegetation. Following is a summary of
these findings:
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Summary of Information on SO, Impacts on Vegetation

Relatively few studies have been conducted to document visible 502 damage
to cherry trees.

Highest projected S0, concentrations in the orchards are well below doc-
umented visible damaée levels to cherry trees.

There have been no studies to .document 502 effects to cherry blossoms,
fruit set, or fruit.

Studies indicate adverse synergistic effects from low levels of S0, in
combination with HF or ozone can occur to various vegetation specTes.
Other studies of different vegetation show no adverse effects. However,
no synergistic studies have been conducted on cherry trees.

Some studies have documented visible damage due to additive or synergistic
effects to certain vegetation (barley, corn) at levels as low as about
twice maximum projected for SO, and fluoride or SO, and ozone levels in-The
Dalles orchards. . However, damgge Tevels were for éxposures over several

-weeks compared to projected peak levels averaged over a few hours.

The Department has also solicited expert opinions on the projected SO2

1mpact in The Dalles orchards and has found the following:

Summary of Opinions on SO, Impacts in Orchards

Most experts contacted feel that no adverse effects on orchards would occur
from highest projected 502 levels. (1)

Some experts contacted are uncertain as to possible synergistic effects of
projected S0, levels in combination with HF or ozone on cherries. They
indicate tha% evidence is insufficient to make conclusive predictions but
generally feel further 502 control is not justified.(2)

One expert contacted feels the risk is small that undesirable synergistic
effects will occur in the orchards.(3)

Based on recent analysis of area vegetation one expert believes that
present levels of S0, and fluoride in The Dalles area is significantly
ﬁd that increases in Martin Marietta air emissions

Dr. Hi11 (Attachment D) and Dr. Treshow (Attachment E), University

~of Utah; Dr. 0. C. Taylor (Attachment F), University of

California; Dr. Weinstein (Attachment G), Boyce Thompson Institute.
Dr. 0. C. Taylor (Attachment H), University of California; Dr. I.
Hindawi (Attachment I), EPA Corvallis.

2.
3.
4.
harming vegetation a
would aggrevate conditions.(4)
(1)
(2)
(3)

Dr. 0. C. Taylor {Attachment H), University of California.
Dr. C. Gordon (Attachment B), University of Montana.
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Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control

Department rules require application of highest and best practicable
treatment and control. EPA's Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
rules require application of best available control technology regardless of the
increment of PSD used.. Both rules reguire consideration of economics in de-
termining the degree of control necessary.

S0, control technology has made advancements in this Country over the last
several “years, primarily because of the need for such control on coal-fired
power plants. S50, collection efficiencies of up to 70% have been reached with
the existing Martin Marietta primary wet scrubber system. State of the art SO2
control technology appears to indicate that up to 95% SO2 control can be ob-
tained (but at great expense). :

A new 70% efficient scrubber, after the proposed dry scrubber, would cost
approximately $440,000, according to EPA estimates. It would reduce potential
S0, emission increases from 240% to 60% to 90% over present levels. A 95%
ef%icient S0, scrubber could keep SO, emissions from increasing over present
Tevels even ¢f coke sulfur content ificreased to 3%. Costs of such a system have
been estimated by the Department at $4 million.

Martin Marietta has been requested to provide actual cost figures for a 70%
and 95% efficient 502 scrubber. Until this information is received and eval-
uated and considered“in 1ight of cost of the proposed dry system ($5.8 million),
cost savings from fluoride recovery estimated at $50,000 per month, and avail-
able state pollution control tax credits, it is not possible to make a firm
determination of what represents best available and practicable control.

Alternatives

The Department has identified at least five alternatives which should be
considered in determining what action should be taken on Martin Marietta's
proposal. These alternatives are as follows:

1. No change in the present air pollution control system.

2. Replace the wet primary scrubber with a dry scrubber (company pro-
posal).

3. Company's proposal with a 70% efficient 502 scrubber.
4,  Company's proposal with a 95% efficientQSOz scrubber.

5. Company's proposal with a 95% efficient 502 scrubber and treatment or
recycle of secondary scrubber water.

Table 2 presents a summary of the projected SO, emissions associated with
each alternative. A range in emissions is shown begause of the different
projection assumptions made by the Department and MM.
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Table 3 presents a projection of air quality levels that would occur under
the Company's proposal and with a 70% or 95% efficient 502 scrubber.

A listing of advantages and disadvantages of each of these alternatives is
found in Tables 4 through 8. Figures 2 through 6 present air, water and solid
waste discharges projected under the five alternatives.

Protection of The Dalles air quality in light of the sensitivity of local
orchards is of utmost importance to the Department. Alternative 4 would provide
the best protection possible by allowing no increase in plant site air emis~
sions. Whether this is a viable economic alternative has yet to be determined.
Alternative 5 would meet EPA wastewater requirements, but would pose an un-
acceptable risk of increased fluoride air emissions. Alternative 1 does not
appear feasible since the Company has advised that they must convert to a dry
scrubber in order to maintain competitiveness. Alternative 3 would appear
economically feasible and offer a relatively small increase in SO, concentra-
tions in the area. Further cost analysis, however, is needed for“this alter-
native. Alternative 3 would use up more of the PSD increments than the Company's
proposal, however this might be mitigated by a taller stack. Even with the
increment usage projected, this would not appear to pose any great restraint to
future industrial growth in the area.

Conclusions

Martin Marietta's proposal would increase SO, emissions, but would not
exceed state or federal ambient air or Prevention~of Significant Deterioration
increments or standards.

While experts believe the risk is small that the sulfur dioxide emission
increase would cause adverse effects in orchards, it appears prudent to minimize
the SO., increase to the greatest extent practicable in 1ight of: (1} infor-
mation“that suggests air fluorides even in levels thought to be safe, may still
be adversely affecting vegetation in The Dalles, (2} the possible synergystic
affects of increased SO, levels .in combination with existing fluoride and ozone
levels, and {3} the 1acE of research information to conclusively evaluate
whether air pollution is or will pose a significant threat to local orchards.

Application of highest and best treatment for sulfur dioxide air emissions
from Martin Marietta would appear to require application of a S0, scrubber in
the range of 70% to 95% efficiency. The specific SO, control thgt is prac-
ticable from an economic standpoint must be determingd through further analysis
of cost data to be submitted by Martin Marietta. Either one of these control
systems would appear to keep SO, levels in the orchards from significantly
increasing over present levels %hich are relatively Tow.

Analysis of area vegetation coliected by the EPA this year should be
reviewed to determine if it can shed any more light on the roll air pollution
plays relative to claimed existing vegetation damage in The Dalles area. This
information may provide a better perspective on the risks associated with

allowing an increase in sulfur dioxide emissions from the Martin Marietta plant.




Director's Recemmendation

It is the Director's recommendation to consider cost data to be submitted
by Martin Marietta on sulfur dioxide emission control and the analysis of area
vegetation to be submitted by the EPA Corvallis Lab as well as testimony sub-
mitted at this hearing before determining the degree of SO, control, if any,
that should be imposed on Martin Marietta as part of actin§ on the Company's
proposal to modify air pollution control systems. In order to insure coordin-
ated action on SO, control requirements of MM, a recommendation should be made
no later than Octgber 26, 1976 so that the Department can provide comments on
best available control technology to EPA during their 30 day public comment

period on their PSD review.
J

—_—

LOREN KRAMER
JFK:cs
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Table 1

502 Air Quality Impact(1)

(ug/m3)
(Martin Marietta Proposal at 3% Coke)

EPA
Significant

Maximum Impact Maximum Orchard Air Quality Deterioration

Point {2) Impact Standards Increment

Pres. Proj.(3) Pres. Proj. State EPA Allowed Used({3)
3 hr.avg. 59 110 23 93 1300 1300 700 51
24 hr.avg. 41 77 10 39 260 365 100 36
Annual 12 15 2 7 60 80 15 3

Avg.

(])Based on Department Projection using
(Z)Less than 1.5 km from plant site.
(3)EPA Projections at 2.8% S coke.
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Table 3

802 Air Quality Impact Alternatives
(ug/m3)

ATternatives Max. 3 hr. Avg. - Max. 24 hr. Avg. Annual
Max. Max. Max. Max. Max. Max.
Impact Orchard  Impact Orchard Impact Orchard
Point(1) Impact Point(1) Impact Point(1) Impact

1. Present 59 23 4] 10 12 2

2. Dry 110 .93 77 39 15 7
Scrubber (D.S.)

3. D.S. to 70% 143 37 100 16 15 3
502 control

4, & 5, 73 23 51 10 12 2
D.S. and 95%
302 Control

(1)Less than 1.5 km from plant site based on EPA projection at 2.8% S Coke.




TABLE 4

ALTERNATIVE 1

o CHANGE
ADVANTAGES
1. No INCREASE IN PARTICULATE OR FLUORIDE AIR EMISSIONS.

D1SADVANTAGES

1.

PoTENTIAL 507 INCREASE IN 802 AIR EMISSIONS AND AIR
QUALITY LEVELS BECAUSE OF INCREASING SULFUR CONTENT OF
COKE.

RAISES CONCERN AS TO ADVERSE EFFECTS OF SUp INCREASE ON
ORCHARDS

FXCEEDS FEDERAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGE GUIDELINES FOR
FLUORIDE AND SUSPENDED soLIDS To CoLumBIA River By 5007%
AND 35007 RESPECTIVELY.

CONTINUE LAND DISPOSAL OF 720 cu. FT/DAY OF WASTEWATER
TREATMENT SLUDGE,

CONTINUE TO WASTE COSTLY FLUORIDE TO THE RIVER WHICH
COULD BE RECYCLED.




TABLE 5

ALTERNATIVE 2
DRY PRIMARY SCRUBBER
(CompPANY PROPOSAL)
ADVANTAGES

1. REDUCE DISCHARGE OF FLUORIDE AND. SUSPENDED SOLIDS TO
RIVER BY U437 AND 757 BY ELIMINATING PRIMARY WET SCRUBBER.

2, No INCREASE IN PARTICULATE OR FLUORIDE AIR EMISSIONS.

3.,  ELIMINATE LAND DISPOSAL OF 720 cU. FT/DAY OF WASTEWATER
TREATMENT SLUDGE,

4,  SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE MARTIN MARIETTA OPERATING COST BY
CAPTURE AND RECYCLE OF FLUORIDES. (APPROXIMATELY $50,000
PER MONTH)

D1SADVANTAGES

1, PoTeENTIAL 180-2407 INCREASE IN 802 AIR EMISSIONS AND
AIR QUALITY LEVELS OVER PRESENT LEVELS.

2, Use 367 oF FEDERAL PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT AIr QUALITY
DeTERIORATION (PSD) INCREMENT NEAR PLANT SITE.

5. RAISE CONCERN AS TO ADVERSE EFFECTS OF SUp INCREASE ON
ORCHARDS , -

4,  DOES NOT FULLY MEET EPA WASTEWATER TREATMENT DISCHARGE
GUIDELINES BECAUSE OF SECONDARY WET SCRUBBER DISCHARGE
OF FLUORIDES (DIScHARGE 1,700 LB/DAY VERSUS 500 ALLOWED)
(REQUIRES VARIANCE),




TABLE 6

ALTERNATIVE 3

DrRY PRIMARY SCRUBBER WITH
70% EFFICIENT 802 SCRUBBER

ADVANTAGES

1. REDUCE DISCHARGE OF FLUORIDE AND SUSPENDED SOLIDS TO
‘RIVER BY U43% AND /5% BY ELIMINATING PRIMARY WET SCRUBBER.

2. No INCREASE IN PARTICULATE OR FLUORIDE AIR EMISSIONS,

3,  ELIMINATE LAND DISPOSAL OF 720 cu. FT/DAY OF WASTEWATER
TREATMENT SLUDGE.

4,  SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE MARTIN MARIETTA OPERATING COST BY
CAPTURE AND RECYCLE OF FLUORIDES, (APPROXIMATELY $50,000
PER MONTH)

5. REDUCE POTENTIAL INCREASE. IN 802 AND AIR QUALITY LEVELS

70 60- 907 OVER PRESENT LEVELS (COMPARED TO ALTERNATIVE
2),

[} 1 SADVANTAGES

1,

Use 59% oF PSD INCREMENT BECAUSE OF INCREASED AIR
QUALITY IMPACT NEAR PLANT SITE.

RAISE CONCERN AS TO ADVERSE EFFECTS OF 802 INCREASE ON
ORCHARDS,

DoEs NOT FuLLY MEET EPA WASTEWATER TREATMENT DISCHARGE
GUIDELINES BECAUSE OF SECONDARY WET SCRUBBER DISCHARGE
oF FLUORIDES (DIScHARGE 1,700 LB/pDAY VERSUS 500 ALLOWED)
(REQUIRES VARIANCE),

INCREASED COST FOR 802 scruBBER. (EPA ESTIMATED $400,000)




TABLE 7

ALTERNATIVE U4

DRY PRIMARY SCRUBBER WITH
957 EFFICIENT 802 SCRUBBER

ADVANTAGES

1.  REDUCE DISCHARGE OF FLUORIDE AND SUSPENDED SOLIDS TO RIVER
BY U437 AND 7574 BY ELIMINATING PRIMARY WET SCRUBBER,

2, No INCREASE IN PARTICULATE OR FLUORIDE AIR EMISSIONS.

3. ELIMINATE LAND DISPOSAL OF 720 cu. FT/DAY OF WASTEWATER
TREATMENT SLUDGE.

I, SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE MARTIN MARIETTA OPERATING COST BY
CAPTURE AND RECYCLE OF FLUORIDES.

5. REDUCE POTENTIAL 802 INCREASE IN EMISSIONS AND AIR QUALITY
LEVELS TO NEAR 07 (MAXIMUM 597 INCREASE) (COMPARED TO
ALTERNATIVE 1, 2, AND 3).

6., Uses onNLY 10% oF PSD INCREMENT.

7. MINIMIZE CONCERN FOR ADVERSE EFFECTS OF 802 ON ORCHARDS TO

GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE.,

DISADVANTAGES

1.

DoEs NOT FULLY MEET EPA WASTEWATER TREATMENT DISCHARGE
GUIDELINES BECAUSE OF SECONDARY WET SCRUBBER DISCHARGE OF
FLUORIDES (DIscHARGE 1,700 LB/pAY versus 500 ALLOWED) (REQUIRES'
VARIENCE) .

RELATIVELY HIGH COST FOR 957 EFFICIENT 802 SCRUBBER (DEQ
ESTIMATED $3 TO $5 MILLION),

MAY CREATE SOME NEW SLUDGE AND WASTEWATER STREAM DISCHARGES
FROM 802 SCRUBBER.,




TABLE 8

ALTERNATIVE 5
DrRY PRIMARY SCRUEBBER WITH
957 EFFICIENT SUs SCRUBBER AND
RECYCLED bECONDARZ SCRUBBER WATER
ADVANTAGES

1.  ELIMINATE LAND DISPOSAL OF 720 cuU. FT/DAY OF WASTEWATER
TREATMENT SLUDGE,

2. SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE MARTIN MARIETTA OPERATING COST BY
CAPTURE AND RECYCLE OF FLUORIDES.

5.  REDUCE POTENTIAL 802 INCREASE IN EMISSIONS AND AIR QUALITY
LEVELS TO NEAR 0% (MAXIMUM 597 INCREASE) COMPARED TO ALTER-
NATIVE 1, 2, AND 3,

4, Uses onLy 107 oF PSD INCREMENT.

5.  MINIMIZE CONCERN FOR ADVERSE EFFECTS OF 802 ON ORCHARDS TO
GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE.

6. Meetrs EPA WASTEWATER DISCHARGE LIMITS (NO WATER DISCHARGE TO
CoLumBIA RIVER).

DISADVANTAGES

1. RELATIVELY HIGH cOST FOR 957 EFFICIENT 802 SCRUBBER (DEQ
ESTIMATED $3 TO $5 MILLION),

2, RELATIVE HIGH COST FOR TREATING SECONDARY SCRUBBER WASTE-
WATER WITH NO MEASURABLE ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFIT,

3. PoSSIBLE INCREASE IN PARTICULATE AND FLUORIDE AIR EMISSIONS
FROM SECONDARY (ROOF VENT) SCRUBBERS.

4, RAISES CONCERN AS TO ADVERSE EFFECTS OF POSSIBLE PARTICULATE
AND FLUORIDE AIR EMISSION INCREASE ON ORCHARDS.

5. MAY CREATE SOME NEW SLUDGE AND WASTEWATER STREAM DISCHARGE
FROM 802 SCRUBBER AND SECONDARY WASTEWATER TREATMENT.




‘Attachment A

Qregon

‘ State of Qregon
Untlve?sity Route 5, Box 240 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Hood River, Qregon 97031 (503) 386-203
August 13, 1976 E @ E ﬂ W E

Mid-Columbia
Experiment Station

AUG 16 1976

Mr. L. Kramer

Director, Department of Environmental OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
Quality :

1234 5. W. Morrison St.

Portland, OR 97205

Dear Mr. Kramer:

Your department has requested a response to the situation existing in
The Dalles in reference to vegetation damage attributed to emissions from
Martin Marietta's aluminum reduction plant plus any potential problem with
8020

There have been continued problems of soft suture on peaches to some
degree since the aluminum plant has been in operation. I saw little soft
suture in 1975 and, to date, little in 1976, but in 1974 W. M, Mellenthin .
and I examined a box of 'Improved Elberta' peaches taken at random from
approximately 20 boxes at Albert Francois' orchard in The Dalles and found 56%
soft suture. We have data indicating that peaches exposed to F will have
shortened "shelf life" because of increased respiratory actlvity of the
suture tissue even where no obvious symptoms of soft suture exist.

Pine trees also continue to show symptoms. This year I have seen the
worst symptoms on pine needles since I started work in 1967 on this project.
I have seen needle scorch on both 1975 and 1976 needles. I was under the
impression that HF would only mark new tissue but Dr. A. Hindowi from the
E.P.A. laboratory in Corvallis has seen these symptoms (visitation to The
Dalles Aug. 11, 1976) and has told me that HF does affect older needles.
These symptoms also may be caused by ozone, S0 and HF, according to Dr.
Hindowi.

Sweet cherry fruit set exhibited a pattern similar to that seen in the
past. Areas on exposed ridges (exposed both to wind and to fumes from the
aluminum reduction plant) had less set than areas that were not exposed to
fumes. In these areas where I would not expect exposure to fumes from the
aluminum plant, windy exposures generally had good fruit set. These areas of
lowered fruit set included parts of Cherry Heights, and both upper sides of
Mill Creek Canyon. Our air sampling sites, did not show alr F levels high
enough, I believe, to affect fruit set. However, we are sampling for 24 hour
periods and will not pick up shorter term elevated levels. Also, the inversion
layer build-up that can exist in The Dalles during cherry bloom does not
necessarily pass by our alr sampling sites. I have seen this build-up of




"fumes" from the aluminum plant and, from airplane sampling that we have
conducted in the past, know that elevated F levels can exist in this "cloud".

I saw at least one inversion situation in 1976 along with photographs shown

to me by Mr. D, Bailey of The Dalles, of that or a similar episode during spring,
1976.

With these problems existing now in The Dalles area, I wonder what in-
creased levels of S0, might do. I recognize that most of the researchers
contacted by DEQ indicate that the 80, levels are and would be low but also
recognize that no one has any data relating to sweet cherry. While it may be
of no problem to DEQ I also am concerned with potential emissions from the
proposed Zirconium plant across the Columbia River from The Dalles and what
this could do to the mixture of pollutants already present in that basin.

Sincerely yours,

T. J. Facteau
Associate Professor

TJF/jk
cc: D. Bailey

Dr. Moore )
W. M, Mellenthin




Attachment B

TOOZE EKERR PETERSON MARSHALL & SHENKER

ROBERT M. KERR
LAMAR TOOZE ATTORNEYS AT LAW
EDWIN J. PETERSON 801 STANDARD PLAZA
L-GUY MARSHALL OO S. W SIXTH AVENUE
ARDEN E.SHENKER

CHAS. R. HOLLOWAY, II1 PORTLAND, CREGON 97204
PAUL R.DUDEN e

STEFHEN R. FRANK TELEPHONE (503:' 223-518]

WM. G. SHERIDAN. JR.
E.RICHARD BODYFELT
MICHAEL J. GENTRY
FARRAND M. LIVINGSTON
BARRY M. MOUNT
ROGER K. STROUP
WILLIAM W. KINSEY

August 4, 1976

Department of Environmental
Quality

1234 S,.W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Attention Mr. Jack A. Payne

Re: Martin Marietta - AQ Fi
Our File: 2288-d

le 33-0001

EARLE P. SKOW
OF COUNSEL

LAMAR TOOZE,SR.
1898-1971

Enclosed is a copy of Dr. Clarence C. Gordon's report
following his most recent visitation to The Dalles,

Oregon, for the purpose of making an asséssment of present
damage and the threat that additional pollutants would pose
to the orchard industry in The Dalles, Oregon.

We request Dr. Gordon's report be made a part of any record
you are developing regarding the most recent Martin Marietta

proposal.

Very truly yours,

Produce League
Attention Donald Evans

Enclosure
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*Professor of Botany and Director of the University of Montana Environmental Studies

TESTIMONY TO THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ON THE POTENTIAL INCREASE OF PLANT DAMAGE IN THE DALLES, OREGON,AREA
DUE TO HF + SOp FUMIGATION WHEN AND IF THE MARTIN MARIETTA ALUMINUM RLANT
CHANGES ITS WET SCRUBBING SYSTEM FOR A DRY SCRUBBING SYSTEM

by
- C. C. Gordon*

My nahe is C. C. Gordon, and I reside at 1650 Madeline Avenue, Missou1a,_

Montana. Since 1969 I have, onh numerous occasions, visited The Da11es,'0regon,

area for the pﬁrpose of collecting damaged vegetation samples (primarily
ponderosa pine samp]eé) which were brought back to the Uniyer;ity of Mbntana
Environmental Studies Laboratory for chemical and histological analysis.
From the data obtained from the analysis of this vegetation, as well aé

from my field examination of the vegetation of The Dalles, Oregon, area, I

have presented testimony in 1itigation cases against the Martin Marietta

“Aluminum Plant brought by the orchard growers of that area. My past testimony

at these court trials has primarily dealt with the fluoride-caused damagé
to the ponderosa pine foliage and trees and how this damagé to the foliage
occurs from HF fumigation and the acid precipitation (HF-Hp0) which was
occurring in The Dalles, Oregon, area. | |

My testimony today to the Oregon DEQ relates to sdme of my past-findings
byt primarily will dwell on a current field énd 1aboratory study‘carried out
during June and July of this year (1976) on foliage collected in The Dalles,
Oregon, area. .Also, my testimony will cover the potentially serious increase
in damage to vegetation of he Dalles area if and/or when Martin Marietta
is allowed to emit an additional amount of SO2 into the alreédy polluted
atmosphere of The Dalles, Oregon, area. I ufi]ize the word "additional" S0,

since the sulfur data obtained from our analyses of foliage collected in June

Graduate Program
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of this year adeguately demonstrate that excessive atmospheric sulfur concen-

trations are present _in the area of The Da]ies,40reqon, and are accumulating

in foliage of various species of plants 1ocated in some of the areas of The
Dalles where fluoride is already causing most of the damage to foliage. The
addition of 1% more tons of:SO2 emjtted into the atmosphere of this area_each
day, if and/or when the Martin Marietta Aluminum Plant is-aitowed to install

a dry scrubbing system vs. their current wet scrubbing system, is potentially
~a very serious situation which should be given considerable thought by the DEQ
personne1 While I have not in the pest believed, nor do I currently be]ieve,

that Martin Marietta Aluminum's fluoride containinq eff]uents being dumped 1nto

— U S MTE S, -

the Columbia River are either beneficial nor non- harmfu] to the aquatic flora
ndﬁﬂauna_iﬂLjigt river, it is my belief from past and current stodies on |
seven other primary aluminum oiants operating in the United States and west
Germany that the installation of7adeqoateisett11ngrponds for the current
effluents at the Martin Merietta Aluminum piant site would be biologicaiiy
preferable to a110w1ng additional phytotox1c air pollutants to occur 1n the
" The Dal]es, Oregon area. |

Just how serioos the additiona] 1% tons per day of 802 emissions from the
Martin Marietta plant wou]d'be to the damage of the vegetation in the area is
not totally understood, since the effect could be justTenHedded phytotoxic gas

impact upon the vegetation, or it could very possibly cause a synergistic

effect which wouid and could haea much greater phytot0x1c effect on veqetatlon

than just the added effect of increased S0, fumigation to the current HF
fumigations.

In the current scientific literature there is a_great dearth of 1nformatlon

i

on the probability and/orrpossibiltty~ofmsynergisticbeffggtsmof“§pz‘gndtﬂF

fumigation, and thus far from the data available, a somewhat conflicting story
. . \_ﬁ_i_‘r‘___'_’_____,_——»—-n--“.. et e TR




is found between and even within investigators’ writings.‘ For instance, Mand
and Weinstein (1973), fumigating species of bean, barley, and sweet corn with
0.30-3.3 ppm S0, and 0.67-0.56 ppb HF caused no more damaging effects to
foliage than when fumigating the same species with 0.30 pﬁm:SOZ by itself.
Thus, the HF dosage had no synergistic or added effect. -However, these same
investigators (Mandl and Weinstein), when fumigating bean, barley, and sweet
corn with 0.02-0.07 ppm SO, and 0.7-0.6 ppb HF, for 27 days, found that theré
was indeed a synergistic damaging effect to the foliage of barley at these
Tower (3-4 times) S0, fumigation levels. :

A fumigation study by Matsushima and Brewer (1972), where HF and SOé were
used in combination on Koethen sweet orange, showed that the damage to the
orange plants was not.synergistic but additive. Field étudies by Bohne (1970)
~in Germany, while not considering the potentia1_of synergistic effe?ts of 502
and HF damaged plants, does demonstrate that severe-p1ant damagercan and does ';_
occur when these two phytotoxic gases are present in fhe ambient air. A copy
of each of the above-mentioned scientific articles is presented for the

reader's convenience in Appendix I of this testimony.

The Dalles, Oregon, Study--dune, 1976

A 1ist of the vegetation samples and the location where collected in -
June, 1976, during my frfp fo The Dalles, Oregon, is presented in Table 1.-
These samples were all analyzed for their fluoride concentrations, and many
of them were analyzed for their sulfur content. While the f01iage.of the
plant species collected in June.were manifesting visible leaf or needle
necroﬁis, several species (i.e., cherry, boyéenberry, Scotch ﬁfne, and-éome -
ponderosa pine samples) were free of visible necrosis on foTiaQe parts. At

several sites the amount of pine needle tip necrosis was extreme (% to % the




TABLE 1

F# and Location

Same location as F-49B

Foliage
F-36B Klindt's place, facing plant, down over bank Ginko
F-37B -~ Same, facing away from plant Ginko
F-38B Klindt's place, top of tree by bank Lombardi poplar
F-39B Don Bailey's hbme orchard, collection #2, facing Cherry
plant
F-40B Klindt's place, down on the r1ver, going to | Holly
aluminum plant - 7
F-41B Klindt's place, top of hill by octagon building Iris (tops)
: Iris (bases)
F-42B Klindt's place, top of hill by octagon building Boysenberry
F-43B Klindt's pltace, bottom of tree protected by bank Lombardi poplar
F-44B Don Bailey's place, side away from aluminum plant Royal Ann cherry
_F-453ﬂ- Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, Washington Cucumber
' Corn
F-46B Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, wash%ngton Peppers
F-47B University of Montana control Ginko
F-488B R. W. Hughes' residence and Lincoln Street, on Ponderosa pine
drive to Sorosis Park '
F-43B 2 miles from aluminum p]ant Cherry. He1ghts Road, Ponderosa pine #1
ridge east of Joe Fleck's house
F-50B Ponderosa pine #2




TABLE 1
(continued)

F# and Location

Foliage

F-51B
F-52B
F-53B

F~54B
F-55B

F-568
F-57B

F-58B
F-598
F-608

F-618
F-62B
F-638
F-64B
F-658

F-66B

Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, Washington
Martin Marietta Plant, side toward plant

Frank Toda's property, next to pepper gardens,
Tooking across at aluminum plant, Dallesport, Wash.

Dallesport, Wash., n.e. set to elementary school

Martin Marietta Plant site, facing away from plant

" Pumping plant C water tower, Mill Creek orchard,

Cherry. Heights

At cemetery by Catholic church, 1 1/2 miles from
aluminum plant : :

Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, Washington
Sorosis Park, east side

3/4 miles west of aluminum plant on their property,
c]ose to ch1pper, treetop

Don Bailey's home, shed, s1de away from a]um1num p]ant

Sorosis Park, west side

' 3/4 mile west of aluminum plant, Tower part of tree

- Don Bailey's home, shed, facing aluminum plant

Don Bailey's loading shed

Pumping plant C, water tower, Cherry He1ghts, Mill
Creek orchard (m1st1etoe)

Scotch pine
Scotch pine

Ponderosa pine

Scotch pine
Scotch pine

Ponderosa pihe #1
Ponderosa pine

Scotch pine #1
Ponderosa pine #2

Ponderosa pine

Ponderosa‘pine
Ponderosa pine
Ponderosa pine
Ponderosa pihe #1
Pohderosa pine #3

Ponderosa pine'#z




needle surface) on the older foliage {1973-74) in trees_sti11.ho1ding these
years' foliage. Because of the severe premature casting of needles (loss of
nermal needle retention) of these older pine needles (1973—75); a study of
basal needle necrosis was carried out to ascertain what percentage of The
Dalles, Oregon, pine was manifesting thi§ disease pathology. A bar graph is
presented in Figure 1 which depicts the percént basal needle nécrosisrat

various sites in The Dalles. In similar studies (1972-present) of needle

patho]bgy supported by EPA, ERDA {Energy Research and Deve]dpment Administration),

U.S. Forest Service (Region I}, and private Tandowners in West Virginia,
Maryland, and Arkansas, we have found that basal needle necrosié is correlated
with needle retention and prémature needle casting of the cohifers growing

in polluted and non-polluted areas.

"Basal needle necrosis occurs beneath the—fascicular'sheéths of the
needles (thus, nbnvfsib]e unti1 the fascicular sheath is removed) and is a
disease which was notrstudied by any air pollution investigators until 1969.
Since that time, tens of thousands of different aged pine_need]es collected
from pristine and polluted areas have been examined and histological sfudies
have been carried out on selected samples of these digeased needles, To
better explain this disease, photographic platesdepicting the basal needle
necrosis of The Dalles, Oregon, pine is presented in Appendix II. One notes
from these photographs that needles manifesting this disease beneéth the
fascicular sheath can be and often are totally green (no tip burn) and_woqu
appear healthy to an untrained obServer.

Foliage samples of pine trees were prepared in two different‘manﬁers
for fluoride analysis (see Figure 2 ). The foliage of one series of samples

F4SB-F53B, F56B-F57B, and FG6B were separated into four different poktions SO




Figure 1

Basal Needle Necrosis of Pine Foliage

Collected June 1976, Dai]es, Oregon
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Eant

A = fascicular sheath separated from basal needle tiesue, B = basal needle tissue
which was previously covered by fascicular sheath' C = .middle needle portLOﬂ,;

D = needle tip portion--sometimes necrotic, sometlmes heelthy, E = fascmcular sheath
and needle base~-analyzed separately to compare w1th analytlcal reaults of A & B above,

‘F whole needles analyzed for comparlsons of A, B C, D, and E’ﬁ'
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that the (1) tip portion, (2) middle portion; and (3) needle base and sheath
were each analyzed separately and compared with the fluoride results obtained
from the analysis of {4) the whole needle. Oh Tab]é 2 are the f]ubride
concentrations of the separate portions and whole needles of each of the
samb]es prepared and anaiyzed this way. With other foliage samples (F59B-
F658), the fb]iage samples were separated into five different portions for"
fluoride analysis so that the (1) tip portion, (2) middle portion, {3) basal -
tissue’ (without sheath), and (4) sheath were each analyzed separa£e1yand»
compafed with the fluoride results of {5) the who1é needle. On Tab1e‘3 are
the fluoride results of these separate analyses, and in Figure 3 (bar graph)
are the average fluoride cohcentrétions found in these various needle portfons
for the 1973, 1974, and 1975 foliar growth. The 1976 foliage, except for one
Samp]e (F64B), was not separated this last way (sheath and basal needle tissue
separéte]y) since the sheaths of 1-to 2-month-old foliage is very difficult

to separate from the basa1 needle tissues. _

As can be ascertained from looking at the data depicted in the bar graph
in Figure 3, the fluoride levels in the tips of needles are sighificant1y
higher than other poftions of the need]eé as weT]_as'the whole needles. Also,
it is easy to see from the data on both Table 3 and Figure 3 that the | |
fluoride concentrations in the needle sheaths are significantly higher than
~ the basal needle tissues they.surrounded. Since the fascicular sheath tiésues
of pine species are composed of short-Tived cells (from Tiving pérenchymétous
fo dead sclerenchymatous cells in 90 days), all fluorides (except for 2 ppm)
found in these tissues are there as a particulate fluoride and that portioﬁ
which is soluble fluoride particulate is what forms the acids which burn out

the basal needle tissues and causes the premature casting of these needles.




TABLE 2

THE DALLES, OREGON
o JUNE-JULY, 1976
PINE NEEDLES SEPARATED INTO FOUR PORTIONS: WHOLE NEEDLES (WN): TIPS (T); MIDDLES (M); BASE + SHEATH (B + SH)

F# and 1973 ' 1974
Location Species C WN T M B+S WN T M B+S

F48B Ponderosa - 8.0 26.8 4.9 15.6 5.5 26.8 5.9 5.6
" Hughes Residence Pine

F498B " 17.5 62.3 7.6 11.2 7.2 66.6 10.7  .10.8
Cherry Heights Road ' .

F50B " < - None — ™ > 6.2 25.0 7.3 6.0
.Cherry Heights Road : '

F518 Scotch < None ——————> 4.9 14.5 3.6 14.0
Toda--DalTesport, WA Pine : :

F528 _ . 266 498.1 160.6 116.7 213.5 406.2 118.3 113.6
Aluminum Plant - ' : ‘

F53B Ponderosa 13.3 33.1 13.1 15.1 10.6 35,1 11.1 12.1
Toda--Dallesport, WA Pine

F56B . 13.2 16.1 2.9 8.4 : 5.9 17.3 4.0 7.1

Pumping Plant
Cherry Heights Road

F65B 1 < Nong ———————— > 7.4 22.5% 3.8
Cherry Heights Road ‘ :

F578 - < ———— None ————— > 19.3 58.6 11.3 15.8
Cemetery by Catholic
Church, Cherry Hts. Rd.

*Tips and Middles Analyzed Together

.-.Ol-_.




TABLE 2
(continued)
THE DALLES, OREGON _
| ~ JUNE-JULY, 1976
DINE NEEDLES SEPARATED INTO FOUR PORTIONS: WHOLE NEEDLES (WN); TIPS (T); MIDDLES (M); BASE + SHEATH (B + SH)

F# and - 1975 B . 1976
Location Sphecies WN T M B+S WN - T M B+S
F48B Ponderosa 6.5 14.1 2.4 2.6 1.4 1.9 1.4 1.3
Hughes Residence Pine
F-49B : n 8.6 17.6 6.0 4.0 1.7 1.6 2.7 2.2
Cherry Heights Road - _ 7
F50B | " 5.4  16.9 6.7 5.4 1.8 1.9 0.9 0.8
Cherry Heights Road ‘ _
- F51B ' Scotch 11.7 3.1 4.1 8.7 3.5 2.9 - 4.3 2.0
Toda--Dallesport, WA Pine _
F52B ! 158.7 257.¢9 129.0. 118.0 ' 2.3 3.7% 6.6
Aluminum Plant :
F53B Ponderogsa 9.0 17.1 10.6 7.3 3.4 2.9% 2.4
Toda--Daltesport, WA Pine :
F568B S 4.9 14.9 5.3 5.1 2.0 2.2 1.6 4.4

Pumping Plant
Cherry Heights Road

F658 " 4.7 19.9 3.8 4.2 0.9 1.9* 2.3
Cherry Heights Road ' -

F57B | " 11.6 2.6 5.1 10.3 1.6 12.8 2.8 1.9
Cemetery by Catholic : :
Church, Cherry Hts. Rd.

_ll_

*Tips and Middies Analyzed Together




TABLE 3

FLUORIDE DATA FROM THE DALLES, OREGON ON PINE FOLIAGE SAMPLES
DIVIDED INTO 5 DIFFERENT PORTIONS: WHOLE NEEDLES (WN); TIPS (T); MIDDLES (M); BASES (B); SHEATHS (SH)

_ F# and ‘ 1973 1974
Collection Site Species kN T M B SH WN T M B SH
F-59B -~ Sorosis  Ponderosa 22.4 52.2 14.1 7.7  30.2 12.3 39.3 17.4 4.3  21.1
Park, east side . pine o : h

F-60B -- 1/2 mile "o 29.0 71.5 11.9 7.1 24.0 25.8 51.9 12.2 7.3  21.5
west of alum. : : ‘
plant, top of tree

F-61B -- Don Bailey = " 6.8 -= = o - 5.4 13.0 4.1 3.9 5.3
home orchard ' '

F-628 -- Sorosis n 8.1 35.9 4.2 3.0 28.1 5.2 28.3 7.7 3.3 15.2
Fark, west side .

F-64B -- Don Bailey " R - - - - 1.2 24.6 5.7 3.1 16.7
home orchard

F-63B -- 1/2 mile west " - 20.1  63.3 6.2 9.1 27.0 19.1 39.2 8.2 6.3 18.2
of alum. plant, ' , : L : : _
bottom of tree

F-658 -~ Don Bailey, " | 8.5 25.5 4.7 3.2 18.2 7.4 15.3 5.4 3.7 12.8
upper -orchard :

e R e e e SN S e omm SR S M m m m wh S me BN R S e G AR N M SR S e S e R e e S e B S S T e A ] S e e ey e M A e et Sk A A R M S e e e A W R e v e R S mm

Average fluoride ’ ! 15.8 49.7 8.2 6.0 25.5 12.3 31.0 8.7 4.6 15.8
concentration : '

_ZL_




TABLE 3

(continued)
F# and ' ‘ 1975 1976

Collection Site Species WN T M B SH WN T M B SH

F-59B -~ Sorosis Ponderosa 7.6 16.7 4.3 4.7 10.7 3.1 2.7 3.6 2.1%*
Park, east side. pine )

F-GOB -- 1/2 mile " 24.5 40.8 11.7 6.5 19.8 3.8 6.5% T3, 3x%
west of alum, ' '
plant, top of tree

F-61B -- Don Bajiley b 7.3 14.4 5.9 2.9 7.2 2.0 4,8% 3.6%*
home orchard ' |

F-628 -- Sorosis Park, " 5.8 15.2 3.6 2.7 6.9 2.9 2 4% 1.5%%
west side 7 _

F-64B -- Don Bailey " 1.8 21.5 4.8 2.6 10.9 38 2.0 3.2 35 3.
home orchard :

F-638 -- 1/2 mile west " 6.9 18.2 4.9 5.4 13.7 3.3 2.8% 2.gH*
of alum. plant, : - : ' B
bottom of tree

F-65B ~-- Don Bailey, i 5.9 14.2 3.8 2.4 7.0 2.2 2.6* - 2.5%%
upper orchard : ' :

Average fluoride = " 9.9 20.1 5.6 3.9 10.9 3.0 -  -- -~ -

concentration

_E L—.

* -~ tips and middles analyzed together
** _. bases and sheaths analyzed together




Figure 3

THE DALLES, OREGON
AVERAGE FLUORIDE LEVELS IN VARIOUS NEEDLE PORTIONS OF PONDEROSA PINE
| , JUNE, 1976
(SAMPLES F59B-F63B AND F65B COMBINED)

opm Fluoride

49,7 WN = whole needle
T = tip
M = middle
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§ * SH = sheath _
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As one can easily ascertain from the data (Figure 1), the percentage of
basal needle necrosis of ponderosa pine foliage (Samples F-60B and F-638)
co]]ected.3/4 of a mile directly west (down the river on Martin Mafietta's
property) is extreme, being 100% for foliage exposed 25 and 36 months (1974
and 1973 foliage, respectively) and 98% for fo]iége exposed 13 months (1975
foliage) to this very p011uted.atmosphére of The Dalles, Oregon area. At a |
further distance from the aluminum plant, such as on the west side of Sorosis
‘Park and at Don Bailey's cherry orchards up Mill Creek, the percentage of
basal necrosis is less than found on the Martin Marietta's property, but is
still extremely high and is indicative of a very serious air pollution problem.
. So that readers can ascertaih for themselves just how‘prevaTent and serious
the burnout of the basal needle tissues of ponderosa pines is in The Dalles,
Oregon area, a bar graph'(Figure 4) has been prepared which compares the
_aﬁerage basa]rneed1e necrosis occurring to pine foliage in three other
po]1dted areas of the United States and two pristine areas. It_shou]d be
néted by the reader when studying this bar gﬁaph that the number directly below
each bar for any givén aréa is the number of months the needles were exposed
to the atmosphere prior to being collected and studied by us. Outside of the
1ob10i1y pine f01fage collected in the area of Magnolia, Arkansas, where
bromfne, chlorine (two other halogens Tike fluoride) and sulfur emissions from
six bromine plants aré kil1ing thousands of pines and hardwoods, the severify
of the basal needle necrosis disease is as severe in The Dalles, Oregon area
as any area where we have carried out such studies. One also notes that the
basal needle necrosis of Scotch pine foliage from Mt. Storm, West Yirginia, and
ponderosa pine-foliage in Bi11ings; Montana (Figure 4) is very prevalent and

serious in these two areas which are polluted with both sulfur and fluoride
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emissions of stationary sources. It is a very well known and a scientifically
accepted fact that both gaseous HF and SOp in the atmosphere will form acids (HF
much more readily than 502, since S0, must be oxidized SO3 -- 304). If Martin
Marietta is allowed to release into the atmosphere any additional HF or S0,,
then there should remain 11£t1e doubt in anyone's mind that these additionaT
emissions will increase the amount of fo]iar damaggfig_ping;gfggi from the -
increased incidence df)ggjg_rgjgfiq

What I am trying to demonstrate with the data in the previously mentioned
- bar graphs énd tables is that a very serious diseasé situation is currently
occurring to the pine foliage of The Dalles, Oregdn with the current Tevel of
fluoride and sulfur pollution in the ambient air. Fu%thermore, I am atfempting
to demonstrate to the reader that while pine needle tip necrosis caused by the
gaseous HF emission of the Martin Marietta Aluminum Plant is present in 7
conifer fo]iage-throughout The Dalles, Oregon area, the most Serious poliution
damage to pines is occurring beneath the fascicular sheaths (thus hidden) from .
the formation of hydrofluoric acids and particulates in the athosphere which Tand
on and impact the needle tjssués. | |

~ Sulfur chemical analysis of the foliage of p1ant spe;ieé cq]]ected from
varioﬁs areas of The Dalles in June of 1976 demonstrates very adequately that
atmospheric sulfur emissions are currently being released by the Martin Marietta
Aluminum Plant. On Tables 4 and 5 are the sulfur contents of plant foliage
collected at varying distances from the Martin Marietta Aluminum Plant. During
the last five years, su]fur_ana]ysis of over 5000 pine foliage samples have
been carried out here at the University of Montana Environmental Studies
Laboratory to determine what the normal sulfur levels in pine foliage grown

in clean pristine areas are and what levels are found in foliage from polluted
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TABLE 4
SULFUR DATA FOR VEGETATION OTHER THAN PINE FOLIAGE

Samplie # Vegetation Sulfur {ppm)

F-368 Ginko | 1400
F-37B Ginko 750
F-47B Ginko . 500
F-38B Popiar | 1350‘
F-438  boplar 1500

F-42B ‘Boysenberry - 900
F-458  Corn 2300
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_ _ TABLE b
SULFUR DATA FOR PINE FOLIAGE BY DIFFERERNT YEARS' GROWTH

_ ppm Sulfur
Sample #5 Species . 1973 _ 1974 1975 1976
F~48B Ponderosa pine 1650 1050 1050 700
F-49B " " 800 500 500" 450
F-50B " " -- 1300 1150 5 500
F-51B Scotch pine - 250 300 350
F-548 " "o -- - _460 750
F-55B w oo 650 550 450 450
F-56B ~ Ponderosa pine 500 | ~ 400 700 550
F-57B B " -~ 1050 950 750
F-58B Scotch pine -- 800 950 900
F-508 Ponderosa pine 1550 1560 1450 750
F-60B v 900 900 900 700
F-61B " « 800 850 800 600
F-62B woow 600 550 750 750

F-66B " L - 800 600 350
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areas of the United States. These past Studies on sulfur accumulation
disclose that the normal sulfur levels in ponderosa pine foliage collected
in clean pristine areas, regardless of the age of the f011age or where
(upper or lower crown of tree) on the tree collected, ranges from 400 to 600
ppm and that 500 T 50 ppm for 97% of the samples is the average level of sulfur
in ponderosa pine foliage samples.

In The Dalles, Oregon area, pine foliage samples collected in June, 1976
contafned sulfur concentrations ranging from 350 ppm to 1650 ppm. On Tables -
4 and 5 and Figure 5 are presented the sulfur accumulation Teve]s found 1in
ponderdsa pine foliage, as well as in other fo]iage cd]]ectéd ih‘June of this
year in The Dalles. Specia].note should be taken by the reader of the su]fﬁr
as well as the fluoride levels in ginko foliage (Sampies F~368 and F-37B, i.e.,
Tables 4 and 6) collected at the Klindt's residence, which is approximately 1/2
mile due east (up the river) of the Martin Marietta Aluminum Plant. One notes
that the sulfur content found in ginko foliage from the University of Montana
campus (F-47B), which is fertilized three times each summer, contains 500 ppm of
sulfur and 1.5 ppm of fluoride, while that at the Klindt's residence contains
750 to 1400 ppm.of sulfur and 95.4 to'216.2 ppm of fluoride, depending where on
this damaged tree the foliage was.collectéd. On this table (4) one also
notes that the pine fo1ia§e of six samples collected from various areas of the
Dalles area contain 800 ppm and greater levels of suifur, which are considered
by us to be indicative of S0, atmospheric pollution problems. Of'speciaT
interest in both sulfur and fluoride accumulation are the two pine fd]iage
samples from Sorosis Park collected on the east and west sides of the park.
One notes thaf both the sulfur levels and, to a lesser degree,the quoride
levels 1in the foliage from the east side of the park are_significantTy higher

than those found in foljage from the west side of the park. The reason for
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TABLE 6

FLUORIDE DATA FOR VEGETATION OTHER THAN PINE FOLIAGE

Year of Foliage

Sample # ‘Species 1973 1974 1975 1976
F-36B Ginko - - - ‘216.2
F-378 " -— - — 85.4
F-47B . - _— - 1.2
F-388  Poplar - .- - 100.0
F-43B L - - . 4.8

F-39B Cherry (Royal Ann}: old Tleaves - — - 10.1
" . " ¢ young leaves - — - 6.4
F-44B Cherry (Royal Ann): old leaves - - _ 6.7

F-40B  Holly — — . ©157.5

F-41B iris: top of 1ea§es (burnt) _— - - 181.0
_ " : base of leaves - - - 50.2
F-42B Boysenberry - - - 309.0
F-45B Cucumber - - — 35.0

" Corn - - _— 5.1
F-46B Pepper - - - 15.2
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this is that the trees on the west side of the park are protected from the
prevailing winds coming from the west, west-northwest, and west-southwest
(carrying the Martin Marjetta Plant's pollutants) by tall broadleaf and
ponderosa pine trees on adjacent privaté property which are being severely
damaged. It is well worth the DEQ-members' time when visiting the Dalles
area to examine the stumps of cut down trees and the currently dying trees

of Sorosis Park on both the east and west sides of the park to realize for
themselves what a serious air pollution problem is occurring with the current
HF and SO, atmospheric levels in that area.

While no excessive levels of sulfur were found in conifer samples (Scdtch
and ponderosa‘pine) coltected across the Columbia River in Dallesport,
Washington, the fluoride levels in all vegetation samples were at levels above
what is known to be normal. Furthermore, it is obvious from the fluoride analysis
of the Scotch ﬁine sample (F-54B) ne*t to the'Da11esport Elementary School that
this elementary school playground is being more seQere]y fumigated by Martin
Marietta Aluminum Plant fluoride emissions than ére the vegetablé crops of Frank
and Marguerite Toda (Dallesport, Washington), which are mahifesting f]uoride-'

caused leaf necrosis.

Summary _
While it may very well be difficult to argue currently that the addition

of 1T 1/2 or more tons of 802 released/day into the atmosphere of The Dalles will
cause an increased synergistic impact effect rather than an increased additivé
impact effect, it is by no means difficult td adequately demonstrate that serious
vegetation damage is 6ccurr1ng today with the current phytotoxic emissions of

the Martin Marietta Aluminum Plant. If the personnel of the Oregon DEQ examines
the current production records of the orchard growers and the dead and very sick

ponderosa pine trees in and around the properties of these orchards, I believe
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they will be unable to find any arguments presented by the management of
Martin Marietta Aluminum worthy of allowing this company to increase their
atmospheric phytotoxic emission and pollution damage to the private
properties in The Dalles, Oregon, and ba]]esport, Washington, over what is
occurring today. Indeed, it is extremely surprising tﬁ me that the question
of allowing Martin Marietta to increase their phytqtoxic emissions is even
being considered by the Oregon DEQ until that department prépares an
Envirdnmenta] Impact Statement for these additional gases for the citizens of
Dallesport, Washington, and The Dalles, Oregon. Furthermore, the fact that
addifional S0, emissions in The Balles, Oregon, and Da]lesport,lwashington will
cause an increase in significant airshed deterioration to occur is sufficient

reason alone for denying the Martin Marietté proposal.
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EFFECTS OF HYDROGEN FLUORIDE AND SULPHUR
DIOXIDE ALONE AND IN COMBINATION ON SEVERAL
SPECIES OF PLANTS* . L

RicuanrD H. ManpL, LEoNARD H. WEINSTEIN & MONIlCA KEVENY
Boyce Thompson Institute, Yonkers; New York 10706, USA

ABSTRACT.

Bean, barley and sweet corn were exposed separately fo charcoal-filtered air,
hydrogen fluoride (HF), sulphur dioxide (SO,), and a combination of the iwo
pollutants. In two experiments, plants were exposed to 0-0005-0-0007 mg Flm?
(0-0006-0-0009 ppm)}, to 0-15 or 0-30 ppm (0-40 or 0-79 mg/m>) SO,, and to the
combined pollutants for T days. Lower concentrations of SO , were used inn two other
experiments, viz. 0-06 to 0-08 ppm (0-16-0-21 mg[n®) and ‘exposures were made for
27 days. When high concentrations of SO, were used, :sévere injury qccu'rred on
corn and barley leaves, and the combination of SO, and HF did not alter foliar
symptom production. Beans were not injured by any of the treatments. With lower
concentrations of SO ,, the foliar response of barley and corn was accentiiated by the
combination of SO, and HF. On both of the corn cultivars tested, symptoms consisted
of elliptical lesions on the distal half of older leaves. In one experiment, Sfoliar
accumulation of fluoride was reduced by the combination of SO, and HF as compared
with HF alone. Fresh and dry weight yields of plant tops were not affected by-treat-

ment in any experiment.

INTRODUCTION

Plants are rarely, if ever, exposed to a single phytotexic air pollutant in the field:

The atmospheric environment usually contains a mixture of potential phyto- .

toxicants derived from any number of sources. The effects of mixtures of air
pollutants on plants were largely unknown until Menser & Heggestad (1966)
1

* Presented at the Second International Congress of Piant Pathology, University of Minneapolis,
Minnesola, USA, 4-12 September 1973 (Session 12, Section 2, Paper 4).
) . 133 . " i
Envirgn. Pollut. (9) (1975)—@ Applied Science Publishers Lid, England, 1975
Printed in Great Britain
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reported that subthreshoid concentrations of SO, and O, produced an ozone type
of loliar injury on tobacco greater (han the addilive eflects of pollutants alone.
They suggested that this combination of pollutants lowered the threshold for
injury and that the efTect was synergistic. Other investigators have confirmed their
results for tobacco (Grosso ef al., 1971; MacDowall & Caole, 1971; Matsushima,
1971, Menser er al., 1973), and other species of plants (Applegate & Durant,
1969; Dochinger et af., 1970; Jacger & Banfield, 1970; Banfield, 1971; Grosso
el al., 1971; Matsushima, 1971; Houston & Stairs, 1972; Tingey ef al., 1973).
Mixtures of NO, and SO, (Tingey ef al., 19714) and of NO, and O, (Matsushima,
1971) have also been reported to produce more foliar injury on several plant
species than the additive effects of the individual pollutants alone. Injury produced
by mixiures of SO, and O3, however, may be no greater than additive or even less
than additive (de Koning & Jegier, 1970;7Tingcy et al., 1971b; Keller, 1973).
Similar results have also been shown for the effects of HF in combination with
other pollutants, Hitchcock er al. (1962) did not find an interaction when gladiolus
plants were exposed to HF and SO, and to HF and hydrocarbons,; and Matsushima
& Brewer (1972) found no interactive effects in citrus exposed to HF and SO ;.
-Because HF and SO, commonly occur together in certain industrial emissions,
a serics of experiments was carried out to determine possible interactive effects of

HF and SO, at concentrations near the threshold for foliar mjury on sevelal_

species of planis.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Plant culture
Three species of plants were used in the first three experiments: barley (Hordeum
vilgare L. cv. Dickenson), sweet corn (Zea mays L. cv. Marcross) and bean

. {Phaseolus vulgaris L. cv. Pinto). Between 50 and 70 seeds of barley and six seeds

of corn and bean were sown in an artificial peat-vermiculite mix (Jiffy Mix,
Zonolite Corp., W. R, Grace & Co.) in 10 cm peat pots and grown in a greenhouse
qupphed with charcoal-filtered air. After 10 days, both corn and bean plants were
thinned to three plants a pot. All plants were fertilised seven days later and con-
tinued on a biweekly schedule alternating with 20-20-20 (NPk) and calcium nitrate
(both at 10 gfl}. Plants were watered daily with tap water while in the greenhouse
and three times a day with deionised water while in the fumigation chambers. In a
fourth experiment, seeds of two sweet corn cultivars (Marcross and Surecross)
were sown and maintained as described '1b0ve but were thinned to two plants a
pot after germination.

Environmental conditions _
All fumigations were carried out in controlied environment fumigation chambers
(Controlled Environments, PGW-18 (modified), Winnipeg, Canada) under the

LT




following set of conditions: temperature, 24°C; relative humidity, 70%; light
intensity, total 25-4 Klux (1980, 1100, and 660 pw cm™? at 400-500, 600-700 and
700-800 my, respectively). Mixture of cool-white [luorescent and mcandcscent
Photoperiod, 16 h/day

A o

" Fumigation p:‘ocedure's 'm’rd air analysis

" Desired concentratiofsof HF were generated and maintained by volatilisation
of aqueous HF solutions with heated air (Mandl ef al., 1971). The concentration of
HF within the fumigation chambers was monitored by means of a paper tape
sampler adjusted to one-hour sampling intervals (Mandl et al., 197]) and analysed
for fluoride with a specific ion electrode (Intersociety Commlttee 1972a). Desired
clonccntrations of SO, were obtained by metering 2 /(, SO, (¥/v)In mtrogen through

a micro-flow- needle valve. The concentration of SO, within the fumigation

‘chambers was monitored continuously with a conductometric analyser (Scientific

Industries SO, Monitor, Model §7, Mineola, NY). The concentrations ofpollutants
and durations of exposure used in each of the four expenments are shown in
Table 1.

I

TABLE 1

PLANT SPECIES, AGE OF PLANTS AT THE BEGINNING OF THE EXPERIMENT, DURATION OF EXPOSURE, AND

CONCENTRATION OF POLLUTANTS FOR EACH EXPERIMENT

Length-of Treatment and concentration

Exp e”:)"em Plants, cultivars (?Ia 5) Sfumigation -
' W (days) ~ HF (g Flm3)* SO, (ppm)t
1 Barley cv. Dickinson 20 7 0-00067 - 0-00019 . —
Corn cv. Marcross 0-00056 :1: 000012 40308 £ 0012
Bean cv. Pinto 0-336 -+ 0-039
2 Barley cv. Dickinson 10 7 0-00066 i 0-00021 —
Corn cv. Marcross 0-00049 + 0:00015 4-0-145 -+ 0-010
Bean cv. Pinto — ‘ 0-150 + 0020
3 Barley cv. Dickinson 10 27 &-00072 - 0-00009 —
Corn cv. Marcross 0-00063 - 0-00006 +0-083 4 0-012
Bean cv. Pinto — 0~076 + 0011
4 -Corn cvs. - 20 27 0:00053 - 0-00005 .
- Marcross and i 0-00056 4+ 0-00007 +0 0 _l: -009
Surecross . — 9 4+ 0-011

* 0-0006 mg F/m3 = {-00075 ppm.
T 0-10 ppm = 0-60 mg S50 3/m3,

In the first three experiments, ten pots each of barley, corn and bean were
placed randomly in each of four fumigation chambers. In the fourth experiment,

18 pots each of Marcross and Surecross corn were placed on opposite sides of the-

four chambers.

S yriplom evaluation

. Inexperiments [ and 2, a visual estimate was made offohar injury on all spcmes

In Experiment 3, injury on barley leaves was exprq:?sed as the percentage of injury




on eiach plant. In corn, 2-cm transverse sections were removed [rom the centre,
S-em from the proximal and distal ends, and midway between the proximal and
distal ends and the centre of each leaf. The number of lesions on each section was

counted, In Experiment 4, 2-cm transverse sections were removed from the centrc

of the corn Icaves, halfway between the centre and the distal end, and one-quarter
the distance between the centre and the distal end. The mumber of lesions on each

section was counted. Marginal or tip chlorosis was estimated as percentage of Jeaf
area aflected.

Fluorine analysis and histology

At the end of the experiments, plant tissues were harvested and fresh and dry
weights determined. Dried tops of bean and barley and leaves of corn were analysed

for fluorine (Intersociety Committee, 1972b). Selected tissues from corn leaves were

fixed in formol-acetic alcoho!, embedded in parafiin, sectioned and stained with
safranin-fast green for hislolopical examination {Sass, 1951). . '

RESULTS

Experiment | . :
After 72 h of fumigation, marginal and tip chlorosis {(3-5 mm) appeared at the

distal ends of barley leaves exposed to S50, alone or in combination with HF.
Within 24 h, necrolic bands appeared below the distal ends, and after seven days,

more than 509 of each leal was necrotic. No diflerences were observed between -

treatments of SO, (0-30 ppm} alone and in combination with HF {0-0006-0-0009
ppm}. After seven days, the older leaves of corn exposed to 5O,, or SO, + HF,
had developed both chlorosis and necrosis, but there were no difTerences between
trealments. In the control and HF treatments, there were no foliar symptoms on
the corn or barley plants, and leaves of bean plants exhibited no symptoms from
any of the four treatments. There were no significant differences in height or fresh
and dry weights of plant tops. Fluorine accumulation in tops or leaves is shown in

Table 2, but no statistical analyses were made because the plant samples were
pooled,

Experintent 2 . .
Because of the severe foliar injury produced by SO, in Experiment I, the
concentration of SO, was reduced by about half (to 0-15 ppm). After 120 h, barley
plants exhibited marginal and tip chlorosis (10-15 mm) at the distal ends of the
leaves. After seven days, about 35 % of each leaf was necrotic. No differences were
observed belween exposures to SO, and the combination of 50, + HF. Older
leaves of corn developed marginal and tip chlorosis after seven days, but again
no differences werce seen between the SO, alone or the SO, + HF treatments.




TABLE 2
FLUORINE CONCENTRATION 1IN TOPS OF BEAN AND BARLEY, AND LEAVES OF CORN PLANTS SEPARATELY
EXPOSED TO CHARCOAL-FILTERED AIR, $O3, HF, AND 8032 -+ HF IN THREE EXPERIMENTS*

Fluorine concentration ppm (dry wt)

Spacies Treatment :
Experiment 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3
Bean Conlirol 152 7-9 64
80, 25-5 4:7 53
HF 80-9 483 614
HF 4 S0, 96-9 33 792
Barley Control LR 4-7 4-7
- 80, 65 2-5 4-4
BF 362 28-3 630
HF 4+ 504 300 20-8 526
Corn Control 16 03 - 06
. 50, 2:0 I-4 09
HF 15-5 26 - %6
HF +- 50, 55 35 84

* Values for Experiments 1 and 2 represent results of pc)o{chtissues and were unsuitable for
statistical analysis. Values [or Experiment 3 are the means for 10 replicate pots.

—

In corn or barley plants exposed to a control atmosphere or to HF, no symptoms -

appeared. None of the treatments produced foliar lesions on bean. F accumulation
in tops or leaves is shown in Table 2, but no statistical analyses were made because
the plant samples were pooled; however, the overall-accumulation of F was lower
than in Experiment 1 (Table 2},

Exper iment 3

Severe foliar injury was again produced by SO, in Experiment: 3 and the con-‘

centration of SO, was further reduced by about half (to 0-06-0-08 ppm). After
14 days, barley leaves exposed to SO, or SO, + HF exhibited marginal and tip
chlorosis and exposure to the combination of 80, and HF produced red stippling
on the distal half of the leaves. By the end of the fumigation period (27 days),

most of the areas of the leaves where chlorosis or red stippling had been induced by

the combined pollutants developed into bifacial necrosis. HF induced a small
amount of tip and marginal necrosis. Injury produced by the combination of SO,
and HF was greater than that produced by SO, and HF alone. Evaluation of the
amount of foliar injury in barley showed that the effect of SO, + HF produced
significantly more injury than that produced by the sum of HF and SO, dlone
(Table 3).

After 14 days of fumigation, corn leaves exhibited an unusual symptom Wthh
~occurred in much greater abundance on leaves exposed to the combination of
SO, + HF than with either pollutant alone. The injury appeared as small
(1-3 mm), elliptical, bifacial lesions on the distal half of older leaves. Light green
lesions appeared which developed into necrotic lesions—often having a dark

centre and surrounded by a dark green halo—within two or three days (Fig. 1}
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Fig. 1. Appearance of lesions from upper surface of cv. Marcross [eaves (5 x),

TABLE 3
INJURY OF BARLEY LEAVES AFTER EXPOSURE FOR 27 DAYS
SEPARATELY TO HF AND S03 ALONE AND IN COMDINATION
(EXPERIMENT 3)

Y% of leaf

Treatment Ne. of plants injured (15D)
Cantrol 557 0

HF 358 67 4- 53
50, ’ 566 218 + 113
50; -+ HF 602 618 + 49*

* Significantly greater than HF or SO; alone (¢ = 0-01).

The lesions were distributed randomly over the distal half of the leaf and were most
abundant on older leaves {Table 4). The number of lesions produced by the
combination of SO, and HF was significantly greater than the sum of those
produced by ecither pollutant alone. Histological examination of tissue sections
showed no evidence of microbial pathogens.




TABLE 4
NUMBER OF LESIONS ON LEAVES OF CV, MARCROSS AFTER EXPOSURE FOR 27 DAYS SEPARATELY TO UF
AND 503 ALGNE AND IN COMDINATION (EXPERIMENT 3}

Number of lesions occurring on leaf at node number above ground

* Total No.
Treatment 3 . s p - 7 " 5 lesions
Confrod 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0
HF : 2 9 52 70 75 13 0 221*
50, 195. 419 406 346 133 15 0 1514*
S50, + HF 295 718 852 - 741 332 79 12 3019+

" * Significantly different (e = 0-001) from all other treatments and control.

Analysis for fluorine in tissues showed no significant differences between the two

fluoride treatments or the control and SO, treatments for any species (Table 2).

* Bean plants appeared normal in all treatments. There were no significant differences

in plant height or in fresh and dry weights of plant tops between treatments for
any species. ‘

"Experiment 4

Because the appearance of bifacial lesions on corn Icaves was the most significant
result of Experiment 3, a fourth experiment was carried out under essentially the
same cxperimental conditions except that two cultivars of corn were used—<cv.

Marcross because it was used earlier, and cv. Surecross because of its greater -
resistance to HF (Zimmerman & Hitchcock, 1956)—and they were older. Bifacial -

lesions first appeared after 12 days on both species but, on cv. Marcross, the
abundance of lesions was far greater on leaves of plants exposed to SO, + HF
“than with SO, alone, and on cv. Surecross, symptoms occurred only in the SO,
and HF treatment. By the end of the fumigation period (27 days), the greater
abundance of lesions on plants exposed to the combined pollutants was obvious
(Fig. 2). From both visual and histological examinations, there were no differences
between lesions induced .by SO, alone or by the combination of SO, and HF in

both cultivars. Again iesions were most abundant on the distal half of older leaves

(Table 5) and there were significantly more in the combination treatment than in the
individual trcatments. The production of foliar lesions on cv. Surecross was far
less than on ¢v. Mareross, There was also a significant decrease in foliar accumula-
tion of fluoride in leaves of both corn cultivars exposed to the combination of SO,
and HF when compared with HF alone, but there was no difference in fluoride
accumulation in leaves in the control or SO, treatments. The amount of fluoride-
induced marginal chlorosis was estimated to be about 609, greater for both
cultivars in the combination treatment than in the HF treatment alone. None of the
treatments produced significant diflferences in plant height or in fresh and dry
weights of plant tops of either cultivar. :
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Fig. 2. Effect of separale exposure to charcoal-Altered air, SO 5, HF, and a combination of 50,
and HF on lolidge of two sweet corn cultivars after 27 days Left 1o rlght 80,, SO; + HF, HF
control [or cvs. Marcross and Surecross (Experiment 4),

™ TABLE 5

NUMBER OF LESIO‘\I‘E AND FLUORIDE ACCUMULATION IN FOLIAGE OF CVS. MARCROSS AND SURECROSS
EXPOSED SEPARATELY TO HF AND 303 ALONE OR IN COMDINATION (EXPERIMENT 4)

Number of lesions accirring on feaf af node number ahove

Treatment ground T‘;;;{}ﬁa' Ppm F
3 4 5 6 7 3 ’

cv. Marcross
Conirol 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2-63
HEF 3 1 7 5 2 0 18* 19-32*
50, 219 126 191 148 7 2 696* 2:57
SO; -+ HF 985 1680 3075 2045 365 137 8287+ 14-43*
cv. Surecross )
Control 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3-28
318 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:43%
SO 6 23 3 0 0 0 32*% 1-48
501 + HF 48 194 459 156 8 0 865" 897+

1 Values are the means for 10 replicate pots

. * Significantly different within rows (@ = 0-001) and between trcatmeuts and comirol.
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DISCUSSION

Exposure of barley and corn plants to 0-3 and 0-15 ppm of SO, in Experiments 1
and 2, respectively, produced significant foliar injury on both species, but the
presence of HF neither potentiated nor attenuated the severity of symptom expres-
sion. When the concentration of SO, was reduced to 0-06-0-08 ppm, elliptical

- bifacial lesions appeared on corn Jeaves (Experiments 3 and 4) and the response

was accentuated by HF, Although the expression of foliar symptoms was different
in barley, the presence of HF produced a similar accentuation of foliar injury to
that on corn cultivars (Experiment 3). The lesions induced by SO, on corn leaves
resembled those produced by infection with Helminthosporium maydis or Colleto-
trichum sp. and have not been found deséribed in the literature, A similar symptom
may, however, be inferred from the description of Guderian & van Haut (1970)

for initial symptoms of chronic 5O, injury in monocotyledonous species on whigh

diffuse green spots appeared which later became necrotic.

Accumulation of F by plants depends upon many factors, including the species of
‘plant, its age or stage of development and environmental factors, as well as the

presence of other atmospheric pollutants. Jt. was therefore not surprising to find:
(1) that the greatest accumulation of F was found in beans, with barley accumiulat-

ing a somewhat iower concentration, and corn being by far the lowest and (2) that

the greater foliar accumulation of F found in corn plants in Experiments 1 and 4

.than in Experiments 2 and 3. was probably the result of using older plants in the

former experiments even though environmental conditions were the same for all
trials. It was pcrhaps paradoxical that, in Experiment 4, the combination of SO,
and HF resulted in a significantly lower F accumulation in corn than did HF alone.
Most recent investigations have shown that relatively low concentrations of 5G,
result in decreased stomatal resistance (greater stomatal opening) (Majernik &
Mansfield, 1971, Biscoe et al., 1973) and that HF induces stomatal closure
{Poovaiah & Wiebe, 1973). Thus, one might expect that the combination of SO,
and HF would induce greater foliar F accumulation. However, - because -these
effects on stomatal activity were determined for relatively short exposure periods,
they may not be valid for relatively much longer exposures (e.g. 27 days in Experi-
ment 4). Our results suggest that perhaps long exposures to both pollutants can
induce stomatal closure or affect the magnitude of stomatal penodxclty (although
stomatal closure was not reflected by effects on growth),

These experiments have demonstrated that one particular combination of SO,
and HF at relatively low concentrations accentuates the production of lesions and
attenuates the uptake of fluoride in the foliage of two cultivars of corn. Higher
concentrations of SO, in the mixture did not accentuate foliar injury, but the
higher degree of SO, injury was sufficient to make evaluation difficult. We cannot
conclude that the foliar injury induced in Experiments 3 and 4 was synergistic
because various combinations of the two pollutants were not tested systematically.

A




Another problem in the interpretalion lies in the extrapolation of these resuits
(and those of olhers) to field conditions. Most studies on poilutant interactions,
where effects were accentuated or attenuated, were carried out with potted plants
and with some degree of environmental control, Under such conditions, no atiempt
could be made to extend the duration of exposure sufficiently to permit the deter-

mination of the effects of treatments on yield (i.e. production of seeds, pods and

ears). Therefore, the lack of any significant effects on the fresh or dry weights of
tops or leaves in our experiments does not necessarily reflect possible effects on
fruiting. The response of cv. Marcross corn to SO, and I F alone and in conbina-
tion when grown to harvest under field conditions will be the subject of a later
paper.
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Influence of Sulfur Dioxide and Hydrogen Flucride

as a Mix or Reciprocal Exposure

on Citrus Growth and Development

Jiro Matsushima and R. F. Brewer
University of California, Riverside

The influence of exposure fo mixtures of $O; und HF on Koethen sweet orange dnd
- mixtures and alternate exposure to these goses on Scksuma mandarin were
tested using a rotating fumigation greenhouse. Effects of HF-50,; mixtures on
linear growth and leaf area of Koethzn orange were addilive, not synergistic.
No necrosis was chserved on Koethen oranges exposed to HF, SOy, or d mixture
of HF and SO,. Effects of the mixture on chlorosis of Satsuma manderin foliage
was also not synergistic. No- significant difference in lineor growth of Satsuma
mandarin wos found among all treotments,  Alternate exposure to $O; followed
by HF produced no synergistic injury ta Satsuma mandarin.  Satsuma mandarin
appeared more sensitive than Koethen orange to HF, SO, and mixtures of these
fwo gases using degree of chlorosis and leaf abscission as the criteria of sensi-
tivity. It linear growth and leof area were the principal eriteria considered,
Koethen orange would appear more sensitive.

synergistic injury to tobacco plants.
Applegate and Durrant? also found
synergistic action of O350, mixtures
on peanuts.

Under field eonditions more vegetation
is frequently subjected to mixtures of
pollutants rather than to a single pollu-
tant. Counsiderable information exists
m the lilerature concerning the effects
of I1I* or B0y alone on plants.  Thomas?
has reviewed this literature. Only a

It is nlso likely that plants in the
. fielll may eften be affected by several

" few reports eoncerning, e influence of
mixed gases on plants have been pub-
lished.* 4 Certain combinations of two
pases acting simulianeously may pro-
duce more damnge than the sum of their
individua! effects. This phenomenon
is referred to ns synergism or synergistic
effects. Monser and Tegeest:ul® found
that a mixbure of S0y and Oy caused

710

kinds of gases acting alternately or in
gugeession as well as individually or in
mixtures.  Allernate exposures would
oceur when wind direetion fluctuated in

“an aren near several sources of pollu-

tants, Brewer and Taylor® {ound that
the damaging effects of alternnte ex-
posures of lemon trees to HIT and Oy
were equivalent to the totul elfects of

ENVIRONMENTAL LIBRARY
R 203A Natural Sclences
University of Montana

the two gases acting alone. Matsu-
shima and Taylor,® however, found that
the injury resulting from alternate ex-
posures to 30; and N0, was not addi-
tive, and was highly dependent on the
order of exposure. 50, followed by
NO, produced very severe damage;
80, following NOs was no more damag-
ing than 80, or NO, alone.- Mixtures
of 80, and NOQ, were [ound to he highly
synergistic.

The purpose of this experiment was
to determine whether combinations of

80: and HF might also produce syner-

gistic effecs and whether previous ex-

" posure to onc of these gases might in-

fluence subsequent response of citrus
to the other gas. .
Materials and Methods

Two species of citrus, Kocthen sweet
orange (Citrue sinensis) and Soabsumn

- mandarin (€. unsha), were used in this

experiment.  Two-year-old  Ioethen

orange secdlings were pgrown in pobs

for 47 days prior to {umigation treat-
ments in a preenhouse equipped with
activated carbon filters. Prior to be-
sinning the fumigations on May 26,
all Zyear-old leaves were removed.
Satsuma . mandarin  trees, budded on
trifolate orange rootstocks the previows

winter, were also prown for several:

months prior to Nunigation in the earbon

filiered greenhouse.

Journa! of the Air Poliution Control Association
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Figure 1.

The schedule of fumigation treat-
ments are shown in Figure 1. The
fumigntion periods were 23 days for

. Koethen orange and 15 days for Sat-
A 10-day interrup- .

sima mandarin.
tion in treatment followed 12 days
famigation with both species. Koethen
orange and Satsuma mandarin were
simultaneously exposed to (1) elean air
{control}, (2) BO,, (3) T, and (4) 80, +
HT (mixed gas treatment) in o four-
chambered rotating fumigation green-
house (Figure 2). Satsuma mandarin
were also alternately exposed to 50, and

~then HF (treatment number 3). The

periods of exposure were 10 days to 80,
and b days to HF. Plants were moved
about in the chambers periodically
during fumigation to minimize any
effects of nommiform conditions within
the fumigation chambers.

The rotating greenhouses were
equipped with an automatic environ-
ment control system. Temperatures
in the four chambers were kept at ap-

_proximately 30°C. The concentration

of 80 was effectively maintained at
approximately 0.8 parts per million

Schedule of fumigation treatments.

(ppm) or 2.3 mez/m? during this experi-
ment, but the HI' concentration varied
from approximately 2.5 parts per
billion (ppb} or 2.2 pp/m?® at the be-
ginning of the experiment to approxi-
mately 13 ppb (11.6 pg/m?) at the end of
- the experiment.  On the successive dates
(June 4 and 5) the coneentrations of the
HF only treatment were temporarily
substantially higher than in the SO
HY mixture treatment as shown in
Table L.
All trees were selected for uniformity
and eight trees were used in all treat-
ments.. Koethen orange seedlings grew

uniformly during the experiment. Sat-

sima  mandarin - undergoes  several
growth eycles per year characterized
by rapid growth flushes followed by
temporary rest; unfortunately all of the
plants used were not in the same growth
phase, thereby making leaf area and
internode length measurements of du-
bious value in this species. Leafl aren
of I{oethen orange was measured ou
two matured leaves 10 em below the top
of each plant on the fifih day afler
terinination ol treatment, and it was

Table I. Concentrations of hydrogen fluoride (HF) (ppb)} used in the fumigation
chambers when Koethen sweet orange and Satsuma mandarin seedling were exposed.

Sampling date

May 28

Treatrment May 27 June?2 Juped June5 JunebG June?23
HF 2.3 7.9 19.4 13.2 12.8 1.6 14.7
50z -+ HF 2.5 8.6 17.1 6.3 9.1 16.6 12.4

Table 1. Influence of SO, KF, and their mixlure on Koethen orange.

Plant height, cm

_Trealment May 26* Jupe 17 July2 Aug.8

Internode length

F conlent
'gﬁﬂy Jlé‘}' in leaves,
" mdry
Leat rela- rela- PP wt
area,b tive  tive

cm? Length, num- num- June July
July 2 cm ber  ber g 10

1. Control 51.0 G9.4 719.7 97.0

28.8 1.44 100 206 4
25.9 1.33 100 104 b 7
22.3 1.31 100 110 63
18.3 1.44 100 95 60

2. SOy 53.2 66.4 73.5 106.7
3. HF 52.2 71,6 al.1 109.6
3. SO+ HF  S1.2 nd.5 6.9 105.1
0.20 NS 1.77 NS 2,73 NS 0.61 NS 22,73

F value

Nao visibile imury in afl treatments.
* Beginming oi tumagavon,
B Lamisth 2 witill ot

1.
e Sicinficantly Whifte I’E‘H[ at 0.0!0 level of probabifity. NS Not significant.
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' mted as o relutive value oltained
bﬂ aulliplying the length in eenti-
meters by the widlh in centimeters,
At the beginning of treatment, leal
areas were not mensured beeause hoth
the {rees and their leal size on n cerlain
leaf position were apparently uniform.
Liternode lengtht was obtained as the
quoticnt of plant height divided by
leaf number.  After ihe fumieation
treatments all trees were kept in a
carbon filtered greenhouse for approxi-
mately 6 weeks for periedic observa-
tion.

Tluorine contents of feaves were de-
termined semiautomatieally using an
auto analtyzer and procedures suggested
by Welnstein and associates.”

Results and Discussion
Koethen Sweet Orange

No visible injury and no leaf abscis-
ston were obseived on Wocthen orange
as n result of any of the treatments used
during this experiment. According to
Brewer,® Auorine induced chlorosis usu-
ally appeared .on  California  citrus
foliage when the fluorine aceumulated
was in excess of 50 ppm in leaves.
Leonarrl and Granes® have reported
young citrus leaves developed chlorosis
at 20-30 ppm fluerine in Florida. In
this experiment, Koethen orange did not
show any visible chlorosis symptoms
even though a maximum {fluorine con-
tent of 144 ppin F wasg found in leaves

exposed to the SO-II" mixture treat-

ment (Table 11}, TUsing symptom de-
velopment as the only criferia, it would
appeat that oethen orange is velatively
insensilive to 80 and JIT, both alone
and in combination. When growth

responses were cousidered the picture -

was different. Plant growth was in-
fluenced by these pases. All Koethien
orange trees grew well and continuously
from planting on Apzil 9 to the end of
the experiment on August 8. Although
significant differences in linear growth
were recognized among the treatments
onJune 17 (alter 12 days exposure to the
ravious treatments and 10 deys rest
period), maximum linear growth was
recorded in the IIF treatment, and
minimum linear growth was obtained
with the BO-HF nuxture ireatment.

. The observed depressing effects of 50

on linear growith were consistent with
previous reports which indicated that
linear growth of Cifrus nalsudeidei
was much depressed by 80. in spile
of the fact that no visible symptoms of
injury  appenred.W 7t Linear growth
was suppressed almost as muaeh by 80,
alone as it was by the combination of
HF and $0.. Differences in linear
growth resulting [rom these bwo gnses
were rather small Tt woulkd avpear
front the resultz obtained 1w chis ex-
periment thai so far ax hnear growth
is coneerned, mixtures of S0» and 1117
were not synpersistic bub mmply wddi-
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Figure 2. Four-chambered rotating fumigation greenhouse.

tive. These tendencies of linear
growth affeeted by these gases were
the same on July 2, 26 days after
treatment was begun, and on the fifth
day after termination of treatment.
To observe the duration of suffering
from the treatinent, all trees were kept
in the greenhouse etuipped with seti-
vated carbon filters for 42 days after
the end of fumipation until August 8.
Measurement of the plants on August
8, howover, indicated that there was no
effect of these treatments on linear
growth, or rather slight promotion in
these fumigated plants than in non-
fumigated plants. This would indicate
the effects of 8O and HI alone and in
combination do not pewsist for any
great length of tinte, but might remain
for one or two months without visible
injury.

Increase of linear growth without in-
creage in number of leaves in the TII°
trentment iz an indication of abnormal
growth in citrus.  These results agrecd
with a previous repori by Drewer!?
which indicated that linear growth of
six dillerent warictics of cibrus was

aceclerated by exposwre to relatively -

high concenbrntions. Short internodo
lengths together with minimum linear
prowth resulting from the S0. treat-
moent  indieated  that  sulfur  dioxide
tendded Lo depress lmear prowth hat
not produco the weak, spindly growth
associded  with the HE freatments.
Growth suppression also resulted from

12

exposure to a mixbure of the two gases,
but there was no evidence of synergism.
Simece the individual eflects of the two
gases on linear growth were not the
same, the net vesult of a mixture of the
two would depend on the relative con-
centrations of the two gases in the mix-
ture. ‘

Leaf aren measurements made on

the fifth day after the end of fumigation

indicated responses quite different from
those concerned with linear growth.
The dilferences of leaf size among the
trentments were apparently recognized,
and the differences of leafl aren were
highly signifieant. At the beginning
of treatment, oethen orange trees
had about 30 leaves per plant, and at
the ond of treatment had about 50
leaves. About 20 new leaves developed
during the treatment. The uppermost
2 fully developed new leaves were
chosen ag indieators [or assessing thede-
gree of damage resulting from exposure
to the various gazes.  Doth 50, and 1TI
resulfed in reduced [eaf area and the ef-
fects of a mixivre of the two pases were
additive. DBrower et el'* lound that many
citrus varieties were increased -in linear
rrowth but depressed in leaf arca by
U fumigation.  The results of these ex-
periments  are consistent with  these
reports,  Ih is evident that leal wren is
an extremely sensitive and meaningful
indieator for measuring the response
of citrus speeies to these gases,

Satsuma Mandarin . .«

Interveinal chlorosis was observed on
mature leaves in all excopt the control
trentments after about 10 days of
fumigation, but no acute injury (ne-
erosis) was observed in Satsuma man-
darin (Table YII). The chlorosis pat-

“terns on mature leaves in the HIP treat-

ment were the same as previously re-
ported by Brewer,'?3® but the degreo
ol chlorosis was not so severe. Severe
chlorosis and necresis patterns of the

-type usually considered symptoms of

acute TI" damage were not observed

. even at the end of the fumigation (June

19). Approximately 20% of the total
leaf area in the HI treatinent was
ehlorotic. Mild interveinal chlorosis
was also observed as a result of tho 80,
trontinent, but only a few leaves were
affected. With the mixture of 30; and

- 0TI, approximafiely 4% of the total

lea{ aren of mature leaves was chlorotie.
It has been veported by Solberg and
Adams' that even with acute injury
the aspects of leaf damage resulting

from fumigation with 80z, HF, and/or

80T mixtures were microscopically
indistinguishable in all species examined.
In this experiment the chlorosis pat-
terns caused by the mixed gases wero
indistinguishable from the patéern pro-

duced by the individual gases, whieh

were also similar, indieating that visiblo
chlorosis patterns would not ho an
cffective means of differentiating be-
twoen effects of these two gases in the
field. : . '
On tho whole, the degrec of chlorosis
reselting from the T treatment was
somewhat nore severe than with the
S0,-1IT mixture treatment. The con-
eentrations of HF found in the IIN
treatment chamber were temporarily
higher ‘than that in the mixed pas
chamber (Lable 1), and might explain
the fackt that less chlovosis resulted
from the mixture than from the III°
alone. Ilowever, ' content of leaves
from the IF trentment alter 10 days
fumigation (June 9) was 32 ppm while
that of the mixture trealment was 35
ppm. A month Iater, however, the ur
leaves contained 60 ppm I and the
S0-MF leaves conluined 42 ppm I,
Oun June 9 the I content of Iocthen
oranges receiving the HEF and 8O; +
T trealments were 63 andd 60 ppm,
regpectively. By July 10 these values
bad increased to 123 and 144 ppo,
respeetively.  Degree of Jeaf abseission
was closely correlated with the dewred
of ellorosis. Maximm abselssion oc-
errred with 1117 alone, but the SO
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Table I'II. Influence of SO», HF, their mixture and alternating

combination on Satsuma mandarin.

Plant height, cm

Leaf F content .
Degree of  fall in Jeaves,
chlorosis  rateb ppm dry wt

June 6, July2, ——————

Treatment May26* Junel7 July? Aug. B8 9 area L June & July 10
1. Contro! 30.6 39.1 50.7 74.6 0 0.9 3 6
2. SOy 34.0 34.7 48.8 75.9 1.3 0.8 8 7
3. HF , 33.7 38.3 53.7 70.3 19.0 5.6 32 60
4, 502 +f- HF 32.0 37.6 63.8 73.3 3.9 1.8 38 &2
5. Alternation 35.4 40.2 60.1 86.9 6.2 o 19 30
F value 0.55 NS Q.56 NS 2.10NS 1.24 2.65¢

& Beginning of fumigation.

© b Spring cycle leaves.
e Signilicantly different at .05 level of probability.

NS Not significant. -

~

mixtures of 30, and IF are not syn-
ergistic. In no instance were the com-
bined eflects of the mixture of the two
gases more severe than would be ex-
pected if their individual effects were
simply additive. In some instances it

scemed that the two gases were some-

what less toxic when combined than
when alone, but slightly different con-
centrations of HF in the HF and 50.-
HI" treatments prevent accurate assess-
ment of this point.

Sequential exposwres of Satsuma
mandarin to 80:; and HF (treatment
number & in Tabie-3) were designed to
determine whether previous exposure
to one of the gases influenced the sub-
sequent sensitivity of the plants to the
second potlutant. Drewer and Taylord
found that alternate exposures of lemon
trees to HI' one week and ozone the
next produced additive resclts, in-
dicating that neither gns affected the
response of the plnts to the second.
In this report the degree of chlorosis in
the alternate (IIF then Oy) treatment
was somewhat less than the sum of
individual effects of II" and Q. EI-
fects on leaf abscission were exactly
additive. Matsushima and Taylor® re-
cently found ihe eflfects of mixtures of
50, and NO. to be synergizltic and NO,
following 50. nearly as toxic as the
synergistic mixture. The reverse order
(80: [llowing NO» of [umigalion
produced greatly redueed damage to
severnt kinds of vemetables mudieating
that previous expo-re to N0. reduced
the sensitivity of these plants to damapgo
by BC. T this experiment copeen-

September 1972 Volume 22, No. 9

trations of 80Q. and NO; were 1.0 and
10 ppm, tespectively. Degree of ne-
crosis was the eriterion used as anindica-
tion of acute injury. -t
Tinear growth response of Safsuma
mandarin to these treatments wag sim-
ilar to thatof the loethen orange (Table
ITN). Alternate exposures te 50; and
HF had no significant effect on linear

“growth of Satsuma mandarin.  Satsuma

mandarin was fumigated with 50; or
with IIF for 8 days less than was used
with oethen orange experiments, but
it is doubtful whether a significant
difference in linear growth would have
developed even if the duration of expo-
sure had been extended another week
or 8 days., Tailure of Satsuma man-
dsrin’ to respond to these treatments
so far as linear growth was coneeried
is probably ‘associnted with peenliar
growth spurts by Satsuma mandarin
followed by rvest periods.  Nodilferences
in len{ area among the treatments were
found in Satsuma mandarin.  Degree of
chlorosis and leaf fall rate resulting [vom
aiternnte exposures were nlso not sy-
nergistic.

Satsuma mandarin would be eon-
sidered more sensitive than Koethen
orange to 30, 1117, and to the mixtures
of these gases using degree of chlorosis
and leal abscissionn ns the critedn of
sensitivity. T linsar growth and leaf
aren were the prineipal eriteria of injury
consitlered, Koothen crange woulid ap-
pear more sensitive  than  Satsumn
mandarin, Prewert? has, previously ob-
served stmilar responses among varieties
exposed Lo 1L gas,
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FLUGRIDES AND SULFUR DIOXIDES AS CAUSES OF PLANT DAMAGE

by

H. Bohne
Bonn-Bad Godesberg, Germany

SUZIMARY: Fluoxide { F7) and sulfur trimdde (SO3) levels
were determineR In three polluted industrial areas where
_the two pollutants had damaged vegetation, The appear-
ance of the léaves was typical of F™ injury whereas no
-lestors indicated toxdcity by sulfur oxddes, ‘Chemical ana-
"ly=es of the plants supported these findings, Fluoride
lewests in gladiolus ranged from 3,4 to 8,7 mgh.and those
- of 50 from 0,77 ta 1,15%. The author concludes that,
by Zar, the greatest damage from gaseous combustion to
“Ea- ho.r‘hculhtre farming and forestry is caused by F~ con-,
© taddng co*npoun&s, pr:manly hydrogen finoride,

Ia he extensive literature on damage to vegetation biy air pollution;

" sulfur dicecide is considered to be the most widely distributed and destruc-
. tive agect {1-3). This concept originated in the 19th century when damage

appeared® on forest plants near industries where large amounts of coal or
coke wera used, At that time it was already known that, during corcbustion, '

sulfe in woal is transformed into 50, which passes through the smokestack

into the atmesphere and reaches the forests, In alimost all cases, the por-
tion of tHe trees facing the factories was ms e heavily damaged than that -
on the apoosite sides. Therefore, it was t'hou:rht that injury to trees had

* been breught about by erissions of 50,

This conclusion was further supported by the fact that the daraged
portions of plants near factories contain considerably more sulfur than sara-
ples taken from neon-industrial areas, The sulfur content decreases propor-
tionately to the distance from the souxce of the'smoke. As indicated in
Table X, these features are as pertinent today as before, In samples 1 to
3 the Izaves from the portion of the trees facing the smbke contained more

. sulfur than leaves on the opposite sides, Insamples 4 and 5 the recorded
80, valwes decreased with increasing distance from the factories. Since

the abewe-deseribed phenomenon recurred yea:r after year, 50, was held xe-

) E\ponsih,s.ﬂ for the damage,

I}:iing the past 10 years F~ compounds were found to share in the dam-
age which had been formerly attributed salely to 50, (4,5). In horticultural

opexrations in the Netherlands F~ compounds were recogtmed as the major

From the Agricultural Chemical Laboratory, Bad Godesherg, Germany.

(p, 137 — “
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_TABLE 1 RS

Sulfur Content of Leaves

Sample ’ 50y %
I. OnSide of Txees:
© 1. a) fhacing factory . 1.87
b} opposite U B 1.19
2. a) facing factory o 0.74
b) opposite "™ - D, 58
3, a) facing factoxy . ' . 1,13
b} opposite n : B %/
II. At Distances ﬁ:‘om the Source of Smoke
" 4, a) 250 m south 1.43
b) 1750 m south : 0.41
€) 2500 mt south 0.36
5. a} 500 m ESE 0,81
: b} 2850 m ESE . 0,63
¢) 3500 m ESE 0,53

cause of damage (6). Finally in 1962, Bohne (7) reported that gaseous pro-
ducts of combustion containing F~ compounds caused most of the damage
in horticulture, farming and forestry, The £ollow1ng observatmns furciher

. support this concept' _ .

Situation I
- . Aftex, conversion of a brickworks from an annular kiln to a tunnel kiln
and, along with it;, to the use of oil as fuel, severe damage appeared on leaves
of many trees in the surrounding gardens. Becgause of the clearly visible oily
coating on the leaves, the damage in the vicinity of the factory was atizribu-
ted to oil and to SOy liberated during combustion. Severe, sharply defined

. areas of necrosis were noted on the margin of othexrwise bright green feaves,

Depending on the plant species, the necrotic lesions on the leaf margins ex-

hibited different shades of brown, which were typical of F~ damage, In gla-

diolus plants, red-bxrown areas beginning at the tips and slanting to the cen-
tral portion of the leaves were evident, The leaves on the portion of the

trees end bushes facing the factory showed much greater damage than on

the opposite sides, Chemical analyses of the washed parts of the plant are
presented in Table 2, Fluoride assays were carried out according to tha meth-
od by Gericke and Kurmies {8). None of the samples taken at the end of June
showed a high sulfur content, whereas the F~ level in all samples was 12 to 23
tires above normal (0. 5 rag%), Therefore, F~ emissions must have been gen-
erated by thermal decomposition of the F~ compounds contained in the clay
during the firing of the brick,
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Phytotoxicity of F~ and Sulfur Oxides

'TABLE 2

Sulfur and Fluorine Content { Dry} of Leaves and Needles

analysis of plant samples

colored necrosis on the leaf margin.
from the otherwise healthy looking portions of the leaf. Gladiolus plants
showed the typical F~ injury described above, Gardens near the fictories
were devastated in strips, Several kinds of cabbage which are intolerant to

. tembuston gases were heavily damaged, The wheat in one-field was only 1/2 m
kigh at harvest time and had only small, narxow husks, Table 3 presents the '

Flant Type %504
Plims (Damson) 0,36
Apple g,38
Pear 0.45
. Horse-Chestnut 0.41
. . “Apicot h 0.41
o B _ ) Gladiolus 0.77 .
. Blue Spruce 0,54
Sitwation IT

{ " In another community the circumstances were more complex, Faxmexs
) ' noted severe damage to vegetation, Beef cattle grazing on pasture bécame
emaciated and/or died after a short illness. Residents complaired of head-
aches and throat fxritation during the first few weeks after they had moved
into the area, Emissions from three neighboring factories, an electric power
station, abriquette factory, and an fron-refining smeélter were considered
the likely canse, and the damage to vegetation was believed to be due to 3C,
The damage to beef cattle was attributed to accmmﬂlahon of molyb&enum
dust £rom the iron melter. . .

Here again, - the injury to plants consisted of unusually severe brown-
The lesions were sharply delineated

TABLE 3- -

Sulfur and Fluorine Content of Leaves

String-hean 1.36

Strawbexxry 1.00 .
Gladiolus - 1.15 3.4
Lilac 1.12 0.1
Hornbeam 1.00 13.5
Wheat straw 1.31 84.0

Volume 3 Number 3
July, 1570
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' Sulfur oxides from the ajr did contaminate the plants, but the con-
centrations were not high enough t6 cause the wusually severe dameges .
With a F~ content of over 20 mgh (200 ppn) in the leaves and with 584 g
£ F7 {5840 ppm) in wheat straw, F~ poisoning of the plants was considered
to be the cause of the damage. The effect of F~ containing gases on wheat

kernels is llustrated in Fig, 1.

Fig. 1

Comparison of 400 Grams of Winter Wheat .

at Various Distances from Factory

A
o) b
T, X
Z h ?‘: l
PR i -
i1 A% §
- i

' Left: 2,5 km east of factory, 0,02 :mg% F‘ thousand

grains weighing 50,2 g.
Center: 300 1 east of the works 0,16 mg% I, thousand
~ grains weighing 42,0 g,
Right: .. 50 m east of the works 2,99 mg% I, thousand -
graina weighing 17,1 g, \
' N

Calcium fluoride (CaF 7} was used at the smelter as a flux in the pro~
cess. of smelting molybdenum, Since the ¥~ emitting Foundry has installed
scrubbmg equipment for the exhausts, only mszgmf:cant damage has appeared
in the Vicinity of the smelter, Beef catt'le 35 now on pasture in the area.
without ill-effect, ‘ ;

The typical damage to gladiolus,. the brown and sharply defined margin
on portions af otherwise green leaves and the greatly increased ¥~ content
of the plants pointed te F~ rather than 50, injury, .

ii.tﬁt:é.o_n._lli__

Because of the presence of many coal mines, blast furnaces electric
stdtions and the high consurmption of coal by mdustr)r and by the numerous
households near large cities in the German Ruhr area, 50, remains a perma-
nent constituent of the pelluted aix, Forestry workers cansider the gas the
major factor impeding the cultivation of conifers and hold it responsible for

its progressive decline,
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Phytotexicity of I~ and Sulfux Oxddes 151

In the center of the Ruhr valley, inhabitants complained of heavy dam-

age to numerous trees and flowers. In a laxpe section nearly all chevry trees
had died. In another location, pine trees were in a deplorable condition,

A

nearby power plant which emitted large quantities of 50, was held responsi~
ble for the damage. In addition to gladiplus, pears, damson plums, apricots,
peaches, birches, horse-chestnuts, currants and peonies were affected, In
many areas throughout the whole region emission of concentrated gases of
combustion had defoliated certain plants in closely prowing groups. Some had
already lost their leaves in June and many had died,

TABLE 4

Sulfur and Fluorine Content of Leaves

Volume 3 Number 3
Iuly, 1970
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_-E ) No. No.' %50; mg%r
i . Lilac _
- . . 117 16.2 i
2. - 1.17 10,5 ]
3, - 1.4 . 13.0 :
~ 7 Pear -
4, a) green part 1,17 - 10.4
b) black-brown edge L. 41 34,7
5 a) preen part 1,63 10.7 )
b} black-brown edge 1,63 23,8
§ a) green part 1.29%- 12,3 .
b} black-brown edge - 0, 85 21,
. Horse-Chestnut - T
{ 7. - 098 157 ) L
‘ 8 -—- . L7 50,4 ! S
9. 1.64 29.2 3
. °  Pine Needles [2 years old) 2,
e 10, _ 1.04 10.6 )
i1, 1,13 14,2 L
1 12 099  10.8 ;
13 . 0.82 8.2 5.
Table 4 shows the results of a few assays of numerous others tested 3
for sulfur and fuoride. The sulfur levels varied from 0, 82-1.71% indicating 1
! an increase due to 50, absorption, However, on the basis of numexous 50, as- i
says of leaves carried out during the past 15 years at sites without 504 emis-
sion, 50, cannot be held responsible for the leaf damage, For example, the un- ;.
i . damaged parts and the black-brown margins of the pear leaves of sample #5 con~ ‘
tained ordy 1. 63% of 504, Such levels of sulphur oxides were not sufficiently 1
high to produce the severe burns at the leaf margine,
3 On the other hand, the leaves showed unusually hipgh F~ levels from xe-
= peated exposures to F~ containing gases of combustion. 'Without exception,
the black-brown margins of saraples 4 to 6 exhibited a rouch highex F” content
than the accompanying green portions of the leaves,
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Effects of ¥~ Emissions on the Growth in Thickness of Pine Trees
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The effect —of. F" emission on the growth of the above-mentioned ping
trees is fllustrated in Fig, 2. There had been no disturbance in growth until
1956 after a fertilizer factory, from which gases escaped during the decom~

. : position of raw phosphates, started operation. 1t was situated between laxrge

electric power plants. At that time, the grawth in thickress of the pines
: . which had been uniforna up to that point, came to an almost complete stand~"
b * o ostill, : R . , .
The experience in the three above-described situations indicates that
where fluorides and sulfur oxides are emd tted simultanecusly from indus-
trial complexes, the major portion of the damage is due to 7,
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FLUORIDE CONCENTRATIONS FOUND IN NASN SAMPLES OF SUSPENDED

3

Presented at the Secend Aanual Conference of the LS, E. R., Barcelona, Januay 17-20, 1965,

PART If‘ LES -

by

R, 5. Yunghans and T, B, McMullen .
' Cincinnati, Ohio
SUMMARY: Baced on over 7700 measurements for E~ fon in
24 houx samples of suspended particles collected at urban sta-

~tions in 1966 and 1967, the following statements can be made:

1. Eighty-seven percent of all measurements at urban
stations showed cimeentrations below 0, 05 pg/rd, the thres-
hold of detectability, :

2. Thirteen measurements (0. 2% oE urban samples) ex-
ceed 1. 00 ptg/m3; the maximum was 1. 89 pg/m3, )

3, Nmety-seven percent of all measurements at ncn-u:r-
ban stations showed no detectable amounts of -,

4, Three non-urban samples {0. 2%) contained T~ concen~
‘trations exceeding 0,10 ug/m?; the maximum was 0,16 pg/m3,

5, Maximum F~ levels reported in this paper are well be-

O T

- low most of the published standards for a 24 hour average con~ .

centration of soluble F~, as HF (10 pg/m3 in the U.5, 5, R,
and Czechoslovakia, 7 pg/m Montana; 5 pg/m3 in Pennsyl-
vania, 3,3, 1,61, and 0, 8 pg/m3 in industrial, urban, and Tu-
ral areas, respectively, of New York State), This does not
refute the findings of special investigations near majox
sources that have clearly documented excessive levels and
adverse effects on vegetation and Hvestock,

No geographic patterns of F~ cccurrence are dJscetnible

- in the data, Measurements over a longer period-of Hme

will be needed before tests for trends can be appliei
Because of the bi-weekly sampling schedule, it is imknown
whether any of the sites samples maintained concenttatzons
for several consecytive days that would be harmful to cer-
tain plants., In a few locations certain sensitive species of
gladiolus possibly eould be injured (about 0, 08 pg/md overa
- S-week period],
Although there are localjzed instances of déleterious ef-
fects from F~ an plant and animal life in proxdinity to speci-

. fic sources, this sampling of diverse areas of the country,

both populated and rural, indicates that airberne F~ does

not prevail in the general environment at concentzations any-
where approaching the currently acknowledged thresholds
that would cause concexn for human well~being.

143

From the Division of Air Quality and Erndssion Data, U,5, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Serv:cn Consumer Protection
and Enw.rcnmental Health Semce National Air Pollution Control Admxustra-.

Hon, Cinginnati, Ohio . -
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APPENDIX II




PLATE 1
#1 == Macrophotograph of green pine needles with necrotic
basal tissues collected on Cherry Heights at Jerry Davis's orchards.

#2 -- Macrophotograph depicting basal needle necrosis of needles
in Photograph #1. : ' ;







PLATE 2

#3~-#6 -- Photomicrographs of a cross-section of a necrotic
ponderosa pine needle set collected from Sorosis Park. Note
tissue pathology where acids have destroyed various tissues of .
the pine needles, including epidermal, hypodermal, mesophy1l and
endodermal tissue. This same tissue pathology has been observed
in several hundreds of needles collected from The Dalles and
other polluted areas. -
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PLATE 3

Photographs #7 and #8 are photomicrographs of ponderosa pine . -
needle set damaged by acid solutions and rains. The interfacial
tissues of the 3 needles have been damaged by the acid solutions
as has the dwarf shoot bud (triangular structure between the needles).

~ Photomicrographs #9 and #10: same needle set as in Photograpﬁs
#7 and #8, but higher up on needle towards apex of needle. Photo - |
shows how tip of dwarf shoot bud has been completely destroyed.







- | - o Attachment C
o ( GEQ. F. EDMUNDS. JR., PH_D(

CONSULTING BICLOGIST

A044 CASCADE WAY . TELEPHONE
SALT LAKE CITY 9, UTAH HUNTER 4£-8357

July 11, 1975

. ‘jbl 1.
Mr. Douglas Ragen, Attorney :  Ans @ ]975
Hiller, Anderson, et al. 0.
900 S. W. Fifth Avenue S fte__
Portland, Oregon 9720k ' , =

Dear Mr. Ragen:

My study of August, 1974 on the ponderosa pine in the Dalles
- area gave me a good basis for intelligent evaluation of the pine problem

in the area.
Some specific details first.

1. The pines near the Ken Fleck #2 orchard show normal growth except
as follows: Three trees are lightly damaged by moderate infestations
of black pineleaf scale. A few pines are moderately damaged by winter
injury. Several trees were sampled with an increment borer; all are
showing better growth in the last 15 years than previously.

2. The trees near the Ken Fleck home are in remarkably good condjtion.
There is a slight amount of winter injury on the road side of the trees.
See the three photographs.: The needles on these trees are over 12 inches
long -- near maximum for ponderosa pine. - '

We found that many trees in The Dalles area are in poor condition from
some factor other than scale insects. The tops of trees are killed and one
side of the tree is thinned out or covered with dead twigs. Earlier we
expressed the opinion that this is winter injury. We are now convinced
that we are right, but it is a winter injury very different than another
pattern that | have found elsewhere in Oregon, Washington, fdaho and British
Columbia. Damage to trees tends to be episodic.

When my wife and | took increment borings from winter damaged trees,
we found that they had strongly depressed growth rings at irregular intervals.
A strong depression would be followed by five or six years of increasing
width. The frequency of these depressed growth ring patterns has not changed
in the last 150 years. In fact it persists back to 300 years, but the sample
size of these old trees was much smaller.

At the Mill Creek Orchard hill in Sorosis Park. and near Sorosis Park
| looked for deflected trunks and double tops and recorded their frequency




Mr. Ragen -
Page 2 , July 11, 1975

and the number of years ago they occurred {by counting bud scale

scar rings and branch patterns). After about five years, the
estimates get 10-20% off of real years. ODouble topping and trunk
deflection (a result of top kill) has not changed in frequency in
these areas in the last 100 years or so. Much closer to the Martin-
Marietta plant it is possible to see a consistent pattern of top kills
that are all about the same age {about the time of maximum fluorlde
damage). This was the case near the Bruno Kroon orchard.

! was unable to detect any current fluoride-type markings here
or elsewhere on any species of conifer.

The exact timing of this winter injury should be determined. My
evidence is almost overwhelming that it is caused by cold winds blowing
from the interior. | would like to see Roger Doerr (Z) and Fred Scholes -
both sharpen their eyes for this winter damage and the meteorologlcal
conditions related to it. :

. There are two factors that make the winter injuky.at The Dalles
different than the other cold injury that | have been studying on
ponderosa pine. First, these trees are not llkely to be as cold
hardy as interior populations. Secondly, the injury | have studied
results from frost pockets or '"lakes'" of cold air, a situation impossible
on the Columbja River. ’

| have discovered that when twigs on a tree are killed by cold
some of the apparently undamaged twigs break bud very late in the
season. Such buds open up into needles of variable length. | saw
some of this in The Dales area and it may be ‘that this js what Dr. Gordon
refers to as short needle-long needle syndrome at The Dales. Actually,
| found no other type of needle development that seems to fit such a
description.

| hereby warn Martin-Marietta that an increase in black pineleaf -
scale damage will almost certainly occur. On the hill above Mill Creek
Orchards and in many other areas | saw much higher scale populations
than | have seen in the last few years and | believe more severe than
those that occurred before the then Harvey Aluminum plant operated.
The cuase of the increased populations is clearly the practice of ULV
applications of insecticide that have greatly increased drift. However,
the short lived insecticides probably will not sublimate and be transported
long distances as they did at the peak of ''hard'" chlorinated hydrocarbon
insecticide usage.

Sincerely,

George F. Edmunds, Jr.
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State of OrEgoy

DEPARTMENTOFEvaoNMENIAL4Uﬁw;.

E @ !5 ﬂ W] H -\] g‘el;';::zil:YPintah Research Institute
1' " 2 391 Chipeta Way
| APR 2 b \9?6 Salt Lake City, Utah 84108
— Phone: (801) 581-5226
Aj& gUALlTY CONTROL Apri1 20, 1976

Mr. Jack A. Payne

Engineer, Plan Review

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

Dear Mr. Payne:

Regarding your letter of April 14, 1976, you asked me to Took over
the projected sulfur dioxide levels which will result from an existing
industrial plant modifying their air pollution control system. The
projected sulfur dioxide levels are well below the national secondary
standard for sulfur oxides. Since I believe that the national standards
are adequate to protect vegetation from damage I see no reason for
thinking that damage would occur at. these projected Tow level concen-
trations. It is my understanding that cherry foliage is relatively
reswstant _to su1fur d1OX1de injury. In Jone” study for examp]e it took
cherry foliage as it did to injure alfalfa or some of the more sensitive
species. I am not aware of any studies of the effects of sulfur dioxide
on cherry blossoms.

In summary, based on the available data, I would not expect any
- damage to cherries in the vicinity of the industrial plant from sulfur -
dioxide.

Sincerely,

| Yo

A. Clyde Hill
Director
Environmental Studies Lab

ACH:mc




Attachment E

THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

DEFARTMENT OF BIOLOGY April 20, 1976

Jack A. Payne : : Tor
Engineer, Plan Review ’ _ 4 A§’0® ﬂwwmmagfn
Air Quality Control Division v s Eﬂ W%Ury
Department of Environmental Quality ‘ ,qP/P WE
1234 Morrison Street | ,33 79
Portland, Oregon 97205 ‘q/le Qu e /
‘ ‘Uer-C

Dear Mr. Pa CWVE?

ir. yne, Ol

In response to your letter of April 14, I have reviewed some of the
available research concerning thresholds of vegetation injury from sulfur
dioxide with special reference to sweet cherry.

About the only research dealing with this species (Prunus avium) comes
from the Landesanstalt flr Immessions - und Bodennutzungsschutz in Essen
Germany and reported by H. Van Haut, H. Stratman and R. Guderian. They
1ist sweet cherry as intermediate in sensitivity with a Tong term (growing
season to annual) threshold of about 760 to 1200 ug/m®. A closely related
species (Prunus padus) is reported to have a 3 hour threshold 1830 ug/m?.

The most sensitive pine trees are also considered intermediately sensitive.
Reports in the United States indicate some reproduction {(pine cone production)
Tosses may occur at 86 ug averaged over the growing seasons. But this in-
cluded 5 to 10 hour peaks of 1430. ug/m® {Research at the University of Utah
and other institutions has shown that it is the peaks, not the long term
averages, that are most critical in causing injury.)

Research in the U.S., Germany, and elsewhere consistently show alfalfa
to be among the most sensitive species known. Personal experience shows
that alfalfa would not be injured at less than at least 570 ug/m?® for a

2 hour average. Still higher concentrations would be required to have any
effect at all on the growth of any other species including sweet cherries.

Sincerely,

M1cHae1 Treshow

db

SALT LAKE CITY #4112
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i S ‘! ( K T
NIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE

BERKELEY * DAVIS * }RVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE * SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CﬁUZ

STATEWIDE AIR POLLUTION RESEARCH CENTER RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92502

N
4\

Mr. Jack A. Payne ‘ S Qﬁ*
Engineer, Plan Review ' O

"Air Quality Centrol Division &
Department of Environmental Quality v

1234 S.W. Morrison Street
Portland, OR 97205

Dear Mr. Payne:

In your letter dated April 14 you presented the 'projected and worst
case" concentration of 802 for four time periods, if modifications

of a specified air pollution control system on an industry in Oregon
were made. The maximum worst case you presented for a two-hour maxi-
mum period was 92.8 pg/m3 or about 0035 ppm. This concentration

should not produce injury to plants unless it is added to a substantial
background of sulfur dioxide coming from some other sources. 1 am not
familiar with reports on studies of blosscem injury from low concentra-
tions of sulfur dioxide, but I feel confident that the levels you listed
will not have an adverse effect on the sweet cherries, It is obviously
possible that a very brief period of high levels of acidic pollutants
such as this may adversely effect the blossoms during that critical
period that the pollen is germinating, but I don't think there is any
research data to support such a happening. The 12-hour, 24-hour and
apnual averages would probably have little significance relative teo
effects on the blossoms, since the critical period is a very short time.
So, I think that the attention should be focused on the 2-hour average
or even for a shorter period of time.

Long~term exposures to the two-hour and 12-hour maximum concentrations
might result in a slight elevation of sulfate in plant tissues,’ but

again I believe this would be of 1ittle consequence, unless there are
other sources of sulfur dioxide in the area. In recent years, synergistic
reactions have been discussed by a number of researchers, and it is

fairly well established that low levels of sulfur dioxide, when present
with ozone, may cause injury to vegetation. Some of the researchers seem
to think that concentrations of about .04 ppm or 100 ug/m3 of sulfur
dioxide in the presence of about .1 ppm of ozone may produce injury.
Several of the researchers have indicated that a much higher concentration
of sulfur dioxide (.25 ppm) is required to induce much of a synergistic
reaction.




AR Attachment &

B®YCE TH@MPS®N INSTITUTE F®R PLANT RESEARCH, INC.
1086 NORTH BROADWAY
YONKERS, N. Y. 10701

LEONARD H. WEINSTEIN 22 April 1976

PROGRAM DIRECTOR
ENVIRONMENTAL BloLoGY

Mr. Jack A. Payne

Engineer, Plant Review

Alr Quality Control Division
Department of Envirommental Quality
1234 §. W. Morrison St.

Portland, OR 97205

Dear Mr. Payne:

I have looked over the estimated SOp concentrations that were given in
your letter of 14 April and which we discussed over the telephone earlier.

Since we discussed the matter at some length I am not going into great
detail. But neither I nor my colleagues would be concerned that even the-'worst
case'" concentrations would be detrimental to even the most susceptible plant
receptors, let alone sweet cherry. One problem you may have, however, will be
to measure these concentrations with any degree of accuracy.

There seems to be some consensus that injury to suscegtible specles can
occur 3t a concentration of 0.4 to 0.5 ppm (1048 to 1310 uyg m~7), although some
believe that this mean concentration must include a peak value of 1 ppm or more
to induce injury. The 0.4 to 0.5 ppm value is a conservative estimate because
the TVA group believes that Injury to susceptible plants at one hour requires a
‘mean concentration of 0.5 to 1.0 ppm and at three hours of 0.3 to 0.6 ppm.

Among the most conservatlve data available are those from Biersdorf,
Germany, where effects on yileld and quality of spinach and gooseberry were reported
where the seasonal (7-month) average of S0 was 26 ug z=3 (0.0l ppm), but these
results included maximum 30-minute peaks of up to 4450 ug m3 (1.7 ppm). Even this
average is more than three times greater than the "worst case" annual average.

I suggest you obtain the review by Jones, Weber, and Balsillie which was
presented at the 1974 APCA meeting. If you don't have it, I can send you a copy.

As I mentioned on the telephone, you could also solicit opinions from
Dr. H. C. Jones of TVA, Dr. A. C. Hill of the University of Utah, and Dr. S. N.
ILinzon of the Ontario Ministry of the Environment.

Sincerely vours,

n Unitzin

Leonard H. Welnstein
cs
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TOOZE KERR PETERSON MARSHALL & SHENEKER

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
80! STANDARD FLAZA
OO S.W.SIXTH AVENUE

EARLE P. SKOW
OF COUNSEL

LAMAR TQQZE, 5R.

1895-1971
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204
TELEPHGNE [503) 223-5181
NGSTON oép .
8y
Y
d’fmrf?;jfew
B O,
September 22, 1976 ‘-Q‘)o : //k’?q(%]
N, S,
o 7y
Department of Environmental (1{,? Q(/ 'e"r)/\g/; §
Quality \\C; 4&4? i}
1234 S/W. Morrison Street N }'C |
Portland, Oregon 97205 ' QW%P
Attention Mr. Jim Broad C%

Re: Martin Marietta - AQ File 33-0001

our File: = 2288-d

Enclosed is a copy of Dr. Taylor's report following his
visit to The Dalles on June 25, 1976, as requested by you.
6n September 21, 1976.

Very truly yours,

Sheridan,<3fh5

cc - Don Evans - Wasco County Fruit &
Produce League

Enclosure




K . ( ©.CLIFTON TAYLOR, FH.D (
CONSULTING HOKTICULTURIET ‘
4762 WINDSOR RoaD

RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92507

Report on a Survey of Sweet Cherry Crop

at The Delles, Oregon

June 25, 1976

At the request of Mr. Don Bailey, I participsted in a tour of selected .
sweet cherry orchards on June 25, 1976, to observg variations in fruit

set. At noon I joined Mr, Bailey, Dr. Factesu and two representatives of
the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality in the parking lot at the
Wasco County Agricultural Agents office. Since time for the tour was short
the five of us went in one car directly to the Ericksen orchard on the ridge

near the Ed Henricks orchard.

From the Erickson orchard we drove thfough the Wilson Meyers property, down
across Mill Creek and up the fidge to Mr. Bailey's home, We visited a small
cherry orchard on the west slope below Mr. Bailey's home and stopped to

exgmine the pine trees at the implement parking area.

After looking at orchards on scome of the ridges and slopes along Mill Creek,
we proceeded over the ridge to the east to look at orchards in the general
"Three Mile Creek" and "Dry Hollow'" region. It was esgential that I return

to California on the evening plane from Portland, so this was a very superficial




-examination of the cherry orchards,

The principal objective of the tour wss to show the geographical pattern
where light frult set had oécurred 1n the 1976 season, The reason for the
iight set in specific areas has not been proven, but certaln of the growers
strongly susgpect that it wés related to eair-borne emissions from the

Martin Marietta plant. Mr. Balley also indicated a étrong suspicion that
needle tilp burn on pilne trees growing in the Mill Creek region was induced
by pollutants from the plant. Obviously,rthe growers are concerned that 1f
pollutant 1njury is occurring in 1976 and the scrubbing system on the
Martin Marietta plsnt-is altered to allow additional sulfur diokide to be

emitted, the suspected adverse effect may be compounded,

Observations

Erickson Ridge orchard. - The set of sweet cherries on the north side of the

trees in this area was obviously lighter than on the south side of the trees.
Just from observation it appeared that overall set of fruit in this area was

considerably lighter than on trees in the Three Mile Creek area.

The aluminum plant is directly north of the Erickson orchard, but 1t should
be pointed out, also, that persistent and frequently strong winds blow from
~that direction. Growth characteristics of the trees in this area show the

effect of long exposure to wind from the north.

I believe there was a comment that the cherry crop on the Wilson Meyers




propérty, east and northeast of the Erickson property, was light. The fruit
had been harvested when we arrived. We did not visit other orchards in the
Cherry Heights region, but it was my understanding there were no other
complaints. It was stated that the crop on properties known as the Henricks,
Bill Myers, Fleck and Martin-Marietta (Harvey) orchards wss at least satis-

factory in 1976.

Wes Meyers. - A few cherry trees on the Wees Meyers property near Mill Creek
had not been picked and the crop looked relatively light. Attention was
called to the needle tip burn on pine trees growing along the h{llside below

the Erickson and Wilson Meyer properties.

Bailey Properties. - A small cherry orchard on the side of the slope below -

Mr. Bailey's home had, with the exception of a few trees, been picked ear-
lier in the morning. The unpicked trees had a light crop of fruit and the
crop that was there seemed lighter on the northwest side than on the rte-

malinder of the tree.

This sﬁnll orchard 1s on a shoulder or.bench of the weat slope of the hill
above Mill Creek, The elevation was about the same as the-Erickson orchard
on the ridge across Mill Creek to the northwest. There was not time to ex-
amine a large number of orchards albng Mill Creek, but it was pointed out
that the COmplainté of l{ght crop was confined largely to a strip around
Mill Creek at about the elevation of the Erickson &nd Baf{ley orchards., It

was reported that orchards in the low land along Mi{ll Creek and those higher




-than the ridges where we locked had resonably good crops,

Attention was directed to the pine trees at the implement parking area on
the Balley property. The current season needles on these large trees were
green and heslthy, but the alder needles had brown-necrotic tips. The burn
involved 2 to 3 inches of the needle tip and there seemed to be a relatively

uniform amount all around the trees and from top to bottom.

Three Mile Creek area. - The Bing cherries in this’region and on the east
slope of the hill east of Mr. Bailey's home had heavy crops in ﬁost cases

and the crop was well distributed arbund the trees. An occasionsl orchard
had obviously received inadequate care and this reduced the crop, but for

the most part all the areas we visited in the eastern sector of the cherry
growlng region near The Dalles had a normal to heavy crop of fruit. I

must repeat, however, thatrbecause of the time limitation it was not possible

to make a thorough survey and assessment of crop condition,

Our attention was called to plne trees in the Three Mile Creek area and at
one residence in the city when we stopped. These pines had none of the

needle tip burn described previously on pines in the Mill Creek area.

Photographs. Mr. Bailey showed us photographs taken from the deck at his
home. One set was marked "1974" and the second set was marked '1976".
I did not record the exact dates, but the 1976 photographe were taken in the

spring and I believe the 1974 pictures were mlso taken in the spring.




i
—_—

The view shbwn in the 1976 pictures was across Mill Creek Valley and each
one showed a white to grey colored '"cloud"™ hanging at about the height 6f
the ridge crests where light fruit set was observed. The regions higher up
on the hillsides in the background appeared to be relatively clear. We |
were informed that the "cloud" was, In the o#inion of the growers, primarily
smoke produced by the Martin Marietta plant, It seemed reasonable to accept
this explanation, but there was no way to verify it st this late date; We
were informed thet cherry growers experiencing the light fruit set in some
of the ridge areas associated the occurrence of smoke accumulation in those

areas at some perlods during the spring with the poor eet of fruit.

The problems associated with variations in yleld and fruit set in The Dalles
sweet cherry region are obviously very complex or the growers and involved
sclentists would have solved them. It is well known that pollenation,
fertilization and development of fruits may be adversely affected by many
climatic, environmental and cultural factors. Crop failure can sometimes be
gttributed to a.single factor, but frequently the cause 1is cbscure because

a combination of factors are involved.

It was ﬁot possible to determine if temperature, wind or some other climatic
condition may have influenced bee activity st a critical stage of blossom
fertilization. If the coﬁcentrntion df toxic substances is high enough in
the smoke from the Martin-Marietta plant to prevent fruit set, it is conceiv-

able that the pollutants could, under some weather conditions, be concentrated

T 1




~along the ridges arcund Mill Creek. Mr. Bailey's photographs present evidence
that smoke from some source did accumulate in the general reglon of the

poor crop. Even though a cursory feview of leaf analyses and atmospheric
fluoride data, provided by Oregon State University, revealed no excessively
high fluoride concentrations in the area, I have no basis for positiveiy
rejecting pollutants as a possible remson for reduced crop in some areas,

It must be recognized that stratified cool temperatures (not frost) and high
winds in these areas could prevent bee actiﬁity at a ¢ritical stage and still

not affect conditions in other areas.

The advisability of granting a permit for Martin Marletta to alter their

air scrubbing system in such a way that additional sulfur dioxide would be
released to the atmosphere can still‘be‘questioned. However, it is still my
judgment, based on availabie research data from a variety of crops, that the
‘addition of the amounts of 30, indicated by the Department of Environmental
Quality should have mno adverse‘effect on cherry crops in the grea. Possible
synergistic reactions Involving two or more toxicants and the possibility of
unique atmospheric conditions which could confine and concentrate the
pdllutants in one area make it impossible to guarantee no undesirable effects,.

but with what 1s now know, I believe the risk is small,

The combined effect of sulfur dioxide and fluoride is not well known, even
though the possibility of synergism (wore than additive effect) has been
aﬁggested Further research is needed to determine 1f such interactions
occur and, if so, how important are they.

~
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¢ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
d\‘f CORVALLIS ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH LABORATORY
200 5. W. 35TH ST.
CORVALLIS. OREGON 97330
JUL 91978 | . “f"'?w WS ar
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H') ‘ g / QUAUH’.
Mr. H. M, Patterson, Administrator Jlﬁ.ltgfg . Z7
Air Quality Control Division AR o /6
Department of Environmental Quality ‘cquL{fh
1234 SW Morrison Street v CEWVT
Portland, Oregon 97205 * -JQCZL’

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The enclosed information was prepared by Dr. Ibrahim Hindawi in
response to your request of June 16, 1976. You will find that most

of the publications referenced contain information you already havg
considered in your environmental assessment of the proposed primary

air pollution control systems. The work at Boyce Thompson Instifute
(Mand1, et al.) does suggest that Soz‘and HF, in very low concentration
mixes, can cause synergistic effects on sensitive species. However,
considering the low 502 concentrations predicted and the speculative
status of synergistic response, the evidence is probably insufficient

to warrant any additional constraining action at this time.

. F. Bartsch
Director (90‘/

Enclosures
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Estimated Sulfur Dioxide Levels and the Poésibi]ity of S0, Damage to

Cherry Trees and Possible Vegetation Damage by Low Levels of

Sulfur Dioxide in the Presence of Fluoride

Published information by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (1)
indicates that during the growing season, average concentrations of SO2
as low as 26 to 66 ug/m3 (0.010 to 0.025 PPM) will affect a large
number of agronomic species. This average was associated with a max-
imum exposure of 30 minutes value of 2096 to 4978 ug/m3 (0.8 to 1.9
PPM). Reduced growth of white pine occurred with an average 302 con-
centration of 45 ug/m3 (0.017 PPM) associated with peak 30 minutes
maximum exposure of 3249 ug/m3 {1.24 PPM) during the growing season

over a 10-year period (Table 1).

Table 1

502 Concentration Producing Injury to Vegetation (1)
(Evaluated by EPA)

Plant Variety ug/m3 PPM
Large number of
agronomic spcies 26-66 0.010-0.025

with maximum 30 minutes value
of 2096 to 4978 ug/m
(0.8-1.9:PPM)

White Pine 45 : 0.017
with peak 30 _minutes of maximum

of 3249 ug/m3 (1.24 PPM during
10-year period.




Table 2
Estimated SO2 Ambient Levels at The Dalles Area

(by the Department of Environmental
Quality, the State of Oregon)

Projected Worse Case
3 3 . Hours
ug/m> . PPM ug/m~ . PPM Duration
78.0 029 92.9 .035 2
51.3 019 61.0 .023 12
32.8 .012 39.1 . .015 24
6.2 .002 7.4 -003 Annual Average

Hydrogen Fluoride

Hydrogen fluoride is an accummlative toxicant, and plant injury
development is usually associated with fluoride build-up in thg leaf
over.a relatively long period in contrast to the short term exposure
that normally causes injury with sulfur dioxide and most atmospheric
phytotoxicants. Also, the fluoride jon is relatively stable in con-
trast to SO2 and other pollutants that break down or change chemically
to some organic and inorganic forms within the leaf and other plant
tissue. In the green house, continuous exposure to hydrogen fluoride
in the concentration range between .0004-.0006 PPM for several months
will cause injury to sensitive varieties of gladiolus, apricots and
peaches. Snow Princes gladiolus have been injured by fumigation
with 0.01 PPm hydrogen fluoride for five weeks (2). Continuous ex-

posure to hydrogen fluoride in the concentration range of .15-1 PPM




for seyera] months will cause injury to.cherry trees and could effect
yield production (3).

A recent publication (4) indicated that an air fluoride measure-
ment showed airborne fluorides present in The Dalles area., Pollen
tube growth of Sweet cherries in a controlled fumigation environ-
ment was reduced at air fluoride levels that have been reported in
The Dalles. The reduction in cherry pollen tube growth could affect
fertilization and thus cut down of fruit production. Fumigation for
24 hours at the lowest concentration tested 2.5 ﬁg/m3 {.00125 PPM)
in 1970 and 3.7 ug/m° (.00185 FPM) in 1971 resulted in little or
no pollen tube growth (5).

Dr. Facteau‘(4) also found that the growth pattern studied
showed a relationship between the distance and direction from the
aluminum plant and leaf fluoride levels. He indicated that as the
distance from the aluminum plant increased, fruit set increased.

He also stated that no evidence has been found to indicate that the
~growth of Sweet cherry trees is influnced by elevated fluoride in
the air, even though growth suppression of the plant species has

been reported.

~ Hydrogen Fluoride/Sulfur Dioxide Interaction

Prior to 1975 there was no published information indicating an
interaction between sulfur dioxide and hydrogen fluoride. However,
information by Richard H. Mandel and et. al. (6) reports the effects
of S0, and HF on foliar injury of P. Vulgaris pinto, barley and

sweet corn,




A 7 day exposure to a mixture of 0.15 PPM 50, and 0.0006 PPM
HF caused a similar amount of injury on barley and corn as did SO
alone. HF alone caused no injury. When the concentration of 502
in the mixture was decreased to 0.06-0.08 PPM and the exposure
time increased tq 27 days, the amount of foliar injury on barley

was greater than the injury experienced with combined HF and 802,

2

Tab]e 3.
Table 3
Injury to.Barley Leaves After Exposure for 27 Days
Separately and in Combination to HF and 302
Concentration PPM % of Leaf
Treatment * S0, _HF ‘No. of Plants Injured {+ SD)
COntrqi 557 0
HF .0006-.0009 558 6.7+ 5.3
50, .15 566 21.8 + 11.3
50, 0.06-0.08 + .0006-.0009 ' 602 61.8 + 4,9%

*Significantly greater than HF or 802 alone.

' In Cénclusion

The response of a given variety or species of plant to a specific

air pollutant can not be predetermined on the basis of the known re-

sponse of related plants to the same pollutants. Neither can the re-

sponse be predetermined by a given response of a plant to similar

doses of different pollutants. The interplay of genetic susceptability

and environmental influence must be considered for each plant and

pollutant. Therefore, one can not predict that the cherry trees in




The Dalles area will respond to sulfur dioxides and hydrogen fluoride
in the same manner that the barley plant did.

Fluoride and sulfur dioxide in.the air do not exist alone.
Fluoride, sulfur dioxide, acid mist, oxide of the nitrogen, part-
icu]ates and probably ozone, all are released into the atmosphere
and could affect vegetation below the threshold Tevels of sulfur
dioxide hydrogen fluoride.

Environmental factors such as temperature, humidity, high 1light
intensity and moisture and also biotic factors that impinge on
plant species and affect their responses to the interactions of

pollutants make it difficult to accurately predict plant reaction.

‘Finally

I. The interaction of sulfur dioxide and hydrogen fluoride 1is
not well understood, at either the concentration Tevels or for
physiological and symtomological changes.

II. It is possible that the SO2 lTevel predicted could be to1erated
at some locations, although, plant injury might occur at other sites.
This assumption will be justified only when the effects of individual
pollutants are evaluated. It is very difficult to predict the
combined effects of two or more pollutants on vegetation in relation
to the air pollutants toxicant level. More studies are needed

before a definite statement can be made.
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TELEPHONE (503) 296-6161

October 11, 1976 P

Mr. Loren Kramer, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S, W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 57205

Dear Mr. Kramer:

In reply to your letter of September 27, 1976 requesting
information on capital and operating costs of wet scrubbing,
capital and operating costs of proposed dry system, capital and
operating costs of a system to control secondary waste water
discharge to EPA waste water limits, and cost savings associated
with the above; the following information is provided.

As to the first item, we attach letter to EPA on the
subject of wet scrubbing. As per the attached letter, capital
costs for 70% scrubbers at The Dalles plant would range from
2 to 2.3 million dollars and operating costs would range from
$295,000 to $350,000 per annum depending upon which system is
considered.

The capital costs and operating costs of the dry system
were provided in our application for our air discharge permit .
modification., As this application was made some five months
ago (May 13, 1976), the figure of $5.3 million and $136,000
respectively 'are no longer valid. Martin Marietta Aluminum did
have a firm contract signed by the vendor, but that contract
was never consumated because of the delay in getting the permit.
Our present estlmate is that the costs of the yet to be rensgo-
tiated contr?cf will be at least 10% hlgher.

The capﬂtal and operating costs for control of secondary
scrubber water discharge to meet EPA waste water limits are not
known at this time as we do not have the technologj at hand. It
is this fact which triggered our proposal for a waiver of the
1977 guidelines as to fluorides. Said proposal has been approved




Mr. Loren Kramer - 2 - October 11, 1976

by the Department and is based upon the installation of dry
scrubbers and the operation of the secondary scrubbers on a
"once-through" basis.  Costs relating to the overall waste
water proposal are available in the Waste Water Division of
the Department.

Cost savings associated with the above items are as
follows:

Pollution Control Tax Credits - It has been Martin
Marietta's practice to apply any tax credit to property
taxes and there is no saving as such (see attached memo).

Fluoride Recovery - Based upon the return of one-half the
aluminum fluoride use to the cells by capture in the dry system,
and a present cost of about $500/ton FOB the plant for aluminum
fluoride, the raw material saved would be approx1mataly $79 0Co0
per month.

Sludge Disposal Costs — We are uncertain as to which sludge
the gquestion addrésses, i.e., sludge eliminated by the installation
of the dry system and the elimination of the present wet primary
system, sludge generated by a new wet scrubber after a dry primary
system, or sludge generated by recycling and treating the secondary
scrubbing system. As the waste water treatment of the secondary
system is outside the purview of an air contaminant discharge
permit modification involving the primary system, only the first
and last of the alternatives will be addressed.

As to tﬂe first alternative, the amount of sludge which would
be eliminated by the installation of the dry system as reported
in Martin Marietta's request dated January 13, 1976 for modification
of the N.P.D.E.S. Permit is approximately 8500 tons/year
(9700 cu yds/yr). '

As to the last altermative, the amount calculated for the
two Research4Cottrell proposals would be apprOX1mately 5270 tons
per year if only the 50, generated sludge is considered. The sludge
generated by any of the"available wet S0, scrubbing. schemes is
dependent updn the. particular scheme considered, i.e., lime, lime-
stone, caustic, carbonate, double alkaline, etc., and the pH at
which the system is operated. It would appear that there would be
at least as much sludge generated by wet scrubbing after the dry -
scrubber as would be eliminated by the installation of the dry
system. :
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Since the Department has already made the determination that
the installation of the dry scrubber is "best practical technology"
in the written findings and recommendations under cover letter
dated May 11, 1976 made in support of Martin Marietta's request
for a variance from the 1977 guidelines for fluoride discharge
to the river, the thrust of the September 27, 1976 letter would
appear to be moot.

Very truly yours, ‘ 7 | ‘ Q
)

2 “7/‘ S S . ¥

Joseph L. Byrne, Manager
_‘Environmental Control
Northwest Operations

3
JLB:ph . . b
-Attachments. ‘ : ‘ ' ,ﬁ
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( |NTEROFF|CE MEMO | _ ‘ The Dalles, Oregon

QOctober 8, 1976

TO: J. L. Byrne
FROM: H. J. Neuberger
SUBJECT: DEQ Memo, September 27, 1976
With reference to the above memo, I have con-
tacted Tom Bannon in our Corporate Tax Office concerning
the Pollution Control Tax Credit information they require.
Mr. Bannon informs me that the‘Corporation has
never elected to take the income tax credit before and
would probably follow this practice again. :
Since we have no experience with the income tax

credlt we should inform the Department of Environmental
Quality that there are no savings from this source arising

from the dry scrubbing system.

H, J. 'Neuberger

HIN:gcC
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POST OFFICE BOX T11
THE DALLES, OREGON 97058
TELEPHONE (503) 296-6167

Qctober 8, 1976

(o

Ms. Betty Wiese |

U. S. Environmental. Protectlon Agency
Region X :

1200 Sixth Avenue. :

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Wiese:

SUBJECT: Notice of Application to Construct and
Prellmlnary Determination

The following remarks on the above are addressed to the
subjects of (1) wet scrubbing for SO removal behind the proposed
dry scrubber. (Alternatlve B), and ? the proposed emission
limitation. '

Wet Scrubbing

In your preliminary determination document Appendix A,
the wet scrubber alternative i1s discussed. The costs generated
in this section depend upon the Singmaster and Breyer study, Air
Pollution Control in the Primary Aluminum Industry. This study
addresses itself to the control of fluoride and particulates and
speaks to sulfur dioxide emissions only cursorily and speaks to
their control|n0t at all.

A direct transfer of cost data for fluoride scrubbing
from the Singmaster report to 50, scrubbing may entail a sub-
stantial underestimate. The "scrubability" of HF and S0, are
vastly differéent. Hydrogen fluoride can be easily scrub%ed by
low energy gas washers while SO, scrubbing is largely dependent
upon the pH of the scrubbing media. Limestone slurry, milk of
lime, caustic, ammonia and other basic scrubbing media are )
usually employed. The necessary ancillary equipment. for chemical
handling, pH control, etc., comprise large additional costs.

As the cost of wet scrubbing‘must be considered as part
of the BACT determination, we are enclosing a budget proposal

~received from Research-Cottrell, a vendor with some experience in
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80, removal devices and procedures for two control schemes, the
BaZho and the Research-Cottrell proprletary systems.. This
proposal presents costs substantially higher than those generated
from consideration of the Slngmaster report and. are, I believe,
much more realistic.

The most practical SO. gas scrubbing . devices available
today are based upon. scrubbing with a basic scrubbing medium, i.e.,
lime solution, caustic solution, ammonia, etc. The scrubbing
efficiency of this device is primarily a function of the pH of the
scrubbing medium.. The higher' the pH, the better the Soz.scrubbing,

The design specifications for Goldendale .(Case A) and
The Dalles (Case B) of inlet SO, concentrations approximate those
generated by sulfur content -in Coke of 2-3% and hooding :
efficiencies from 80-90+%. The exhaust concentration reguires

- about 75-85% efficiency.

The recommended practice, if lesser efficiencies are
allowable, would be to. bypass some substantial portion of the gas
stream (say 30%) and treat the remainder to the 95% efficiency
level This would. provide about. 70% overall erf1C1ency in the
primary gas stream.

Even if one accepts the lower performance figure, the
cost prorated on the basis of gas fiow (a. conservative estimate)
is still very substantial, 52,331,000 for the Bacho SO, removai
system, and $1,988,000 for the R-C proprietary limestone system
at The Dalles plant. The comparable budget figures for 85% over-

;all efficiency at The Dalles plant are $3,330,000 for the Bacho

system and $2,840,000 for the proprietary system. Costs for both.
plants as presented in the budget proposal are $7,300,000 and

$6,536,000 respectively. Operating costs would also be substantial.

The operating costs from the two systems have been
calculated using Martin Marietta data on cost of lime, limestone,
power, labor, etc., and the corresponding classes itemized in the

~budget estimate. These annual operating costs would be from
.$295,000 to $350,000 per annum at The Dalles and $340,000 to

$406,000 per annum at Goldendale depending upon which of the two

- systems is considered.

These costs do not include the costs involved in sludge
handling and disposal.

Tt must be recognized that this proposal is not a firm

bid propoqal with a performance guarantee. No vendor has any
experience with 802 scrubbing in the aluminum reduction industry.

. * Other responses to our ingquiry, in. their variety of processes

and range of capital and operating costs, make it obvious
that there rs no clear BACT for this situation.

) IH'W T
I

' '
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- It is 51gn1f1cant that ‘the problem of 50, control in the
aluminum. industry has been addressed in three EPA. %ocuments-

(L) The Singmaster report in Section 10,
"Potential Fields for Research and
- Development in Pollution Abatement”
| states on pages 10-17, "Removal of
: S50, from aluminum plant effluents
présents difficult problems because
of the low concentrations in the gas
streams, an order of magnitude lower
than occurs in other industrial
effluents...”.

(2) The Background ‘Information for Standards
of Performance: Primary Aluminum.
Industry, Volume I, states on page 14,
"A standard for control of sulfur. ox1des
is not now being considered because
control technology has not been dem-
onstrated in this industry."

(3) The N.S5.P.S. for aluminum reduction plants
states, "The standard will result in the
use of either of two types of primary
control devices: wet electrostatic
precipirator or dry fabric filters which
use alumina as an absorbent. The latter

~ will 1likely be preferred, because it

i generates no waste stream." {(Emphasis

1 added) 1In addition, 1in addressing the

‘ questlon of why S0, had not been included
in the N.S.P.S5. ﬁe director further says,

, "...50, control technology had not been

r

|

l

demons%rated in the industry...".,

A wet scrubbing requirement reintroduces the waste water
~treatment and sludge disposal problems, the elimination of which
is one of ouy primary reasons to install the dry system. As

gquoted above from the N.S5.P.S., the dry system is preferred because

it eliminates the water discharge and sltdge problems. Wet
scrubbing would also take up more of the allowable increment
because of higher ground level concentratlons caused by coollng
of the plume.

The foregoing demonstrates that alternative B is not the
BACT under 40 CFR 52 01(f).  The cost of this additional control
is economically prohibitive in both . initial ecapital and in the
continuing. operating costs.

T=r—
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While the capital and operating costs by themselves
should by sufficient reason to reject alternative B, the benefits
that might accrue are so minimal (differences of a few percent
of the PSD increment),. that the cost effectiveness of achieving
these minimal benefits argue strongly against alternative B.

The foregoing also demonstrates EPA's recognition that
the technology for . 502 scrubbing has not been "adequately
demonstrated™.*1 : : S '

Alternative B should be rejected as BACT for these
plants. C :

§0., Emission Limitations

The SO, emissions projected in our .application were
based upon average sulfur content in coke over the period
(1973-1975) and of necessity very limited information on the
S0.; scrubbing performance of the. proposed dry system. Both of
thése factors introduce uncertainties into the projected SO
emissions. The impact of the variation in sulfur. content o% the
coke can be examined by reviewing the monthly lab analyses on
coke received from the period January 1973 to August 1976. These
variations are the normal variations experienced .in the production
runs of coke. For example, the range of sulfur content per average
monthly deliveries at our The Dalles plant has varied from 1.52%
sulfur content to 2.33% with 23 months exceeding 2% sulfur content .
over this 44 month period. In short, around 52% of our monthly
deliveries exceeded 2%. While our submission of the 2% figure is
a fair approximation of historical content of.sulfur, we do not
believe such average figure should be the basis for a maximum 30,
emission limitation level.

We.glso submitted data on the basis of utilization of
2.8% sulfur coke. The basis for such submission was due to the
fact that we have essentially no control over the expected
increase of the sulfur content. 1In fact, at the time of our
submission, and now, we have every reason to believe that the
sulfur content of the calcined coke may approach 2.8%. The data
submitted to EPA reveals that even if up to 2.8% sulfur coke 1is
utilized, we will still be within the S0, increments. allowed by
law. Any setting of emission limitation§S -should also give due
recognition to this factor, particularly since BACT under
40 CFR 52.01 (f) (1) includes consideration of the raw materlal
available and "...to be employed in the facility involved. .

*1 40 CFR 52 01{f} (2)
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Under 40 CFR 52.21 (d) ii, this factor is to be considered by
EPA in specifying an emission level which would be achieved
by the application of best avallable control technology as
defined in 8§ 52.01 (f). _

The installation of the dry scrubber should be
approved as submitted and.the SO, emission limitations should
be revised in a manner which rea%istically reflects the fore-
going items. ‘ '

ery truly yours,

Jogeph L. Byrne, Manager
nvironmental Control
Northwest QOperations

JLB:ph
Encl.




£.0. Box 750 Bound Brook New Jersey 03805
201/885-7000 Telex 833413

o

" Research-Cottrell

~ Industrial Precipitator Division

June 25, 1976

Mr. George Steele

Manager, Northwest Engineering

‘Martin Marietta Aluminum

P. Q. Box 711

The Dalles, Oregon 97058

Dear Mr. Steeie:

The following information is submitted in responsé to your June 10
request for a budget proposal for am SU02 removal system.

I.

II.

Design Specifications

Case A ‘ " Case B
) 2 Gas Stream ' 1 Gas Stream o
Volume..... craeoasan 95,000 acfm (@ 250°F - 164,000 acfm @ 250°F
Composition........ . CO 0.5 - 1% co 0.5 - 1%
' C0r 3 - 4% COp 3 - 4%
02 16 - 18% . 02 16 - 18% -
Ny 77 - 79% N, 77 - 79%
502 300 - 500 ppm S0, 300 - 500 ppm
inlet ' inlet
502 Emission........ 75 ppm Outlet Max. 75 ppm Qutlet Max.

- ,
Removal of particulate is not required.

85% 809 removal required. . :
95% 50, removal efficiency with lime, therefore treat 89.5% (.83)

of the gas and bypass 10.5% of the gas in each stream. (.95)

Estimated System Price

System A System B _ Total
2 Bahco Size 60 Modules 2 Bahco Size 50 Modules .
Equipment Omnly $1,740,000 Equipment Only $1,320,000 $3,060,000
Turnkey System $4,100,000 Turnkey System $3,330,000 57,300,000

~ continued -
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The equipment only quote includes materials and engineering
of our system. The turnkey system quote includes these two
items and the following equipment installationg

" Access Facilities
Instrumentation within the battery limits

. Flue Work, Process and Utility Piping within the battery limits
Insulation where required within the battery limits '
Pipe and Flue Supports within the battery limits

Sludge concentration to 30-50% solids
Training and startup assistance

Note battery limits of the system in the attached drawing.
The proposed scfubbing systeﬁ does not include:

Foundations and Site Preparation

Sludge Disposal Facilities

Suitable Water, Instrument and Plant Air and Wiring - beyond

20 feet of the scrubber

I1Y. Estimated Annual Operating Cost

(8760 hours at 100% design load)

System A System B Total
Lime (tons) 2,450 2,100 4,550
Power (KWIH) : 5,095,000 4,324,000 9,419,000
Labor (man per 8 hour 0.5 ' 0.25 0.75
shift) ' _ '
Maintenance (37 of $123,000 $99,000 222,000
capital) ,
Water (gallons) 2,460,000, 1,872,000 4,332,000
14! 00, © 00 18,710,000 453,520,000

Note:
The water needs no treatment. Standard process water is sufficient.

System A has 2 streams separated by 2000 feet, therefore a 0;25man/
8 hour shift must be allocated. System B is at ancther plant located

35 miles away.
Computer printout data is attached with various gas and liquid

flows, temperatures, volumes, pressures, etc. Explanation of this
data will be discussed during our meeting next week.

-"continued -
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IV. Process Description

An R-C/Bahco scrubber system performs both particulate and 507

. removal. Hot flue gas enters the first stage of the scrubbing
system where it contacts the scrubbing solution in an inverted
venturi. The gas is cooled and 509 and particulates are removed.
After the first stage venturi, the contacting process is repeated.
A cyclonic mist eliminator is used to separate the scrubbing
liquid from the gas to produce an essentially droplet-free
stack gas.

A solution containing reagent makeup and reaction products

is pumped from the reagent slurry tank to the second stage
venturi for its initial contact with the flue gas. After the
initial contact, the solution flows by gravity to the first
stage venturi for its second contact with hot flue gas. This
countercurrent contacting results in efficient reagent usage.
The spent solution flows to the reagent slurry tank from the
scrubber by gravity. - A portion of the spent solution is pumped
to a centrifuge for subsequent disposal.

The reagent maktup system includes a storage bin with a pneumatic
unloading system, a feed system, an agitated dissolving tank and
a reagent feed pump.

See attached Bahco process flow diagram and enclosed literature.

The canposition of the gas exiting the scrubber system is
essentially the same as that entering except the 507 content
has been reduced and the moisture has been increased.

--««In addition to our Bahco 502 removal system which utilizes
lime as the scrubbing reagent we also offer our proprietary

limestone system. '

I. Design Specifications

Same as previously stated. However, for System A we will join
the two gas streams into a single duct and the combined stream

will be treated in one tower.
Attached are the following four tables for System A and B

Table l.....Basic Design Conditions.
Table 2.....Design Highlights

Table 3.....System Requirements
Table &4.....Major Equipment List

- continued -
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II. Estimated System Price
System A - System B Total

Absorber Tower 2000 x 82.5" 18' ¢ x 82.5!
Equipment Only 3,013,000 » 2,298,000 5,311,000
Turnkey System 3,696,000. 2,840,000 _ 6,536,000
The above prices 1nc1ude the same general items stated for
the Bahco system.

I1I. Estimated Annual Operating Cost
(8760 hour; at lOOA_deSLgn loa#) System A System B Total
Limestone (tons) 4,750 4,100 8,850
Power (KWH) 4,932,000 - 4,115,000 9,047,000
Labor (Man Per 8 Hour Shift) 1.5 1.5 3.0
Maintenance (3% of Capital) $111,000 85,000 $196,000
Water (Gallons) 36,900,000 31,732,000 68,632,000

IV. Process Description

In the R-C packed absorber tower, a ground limestone slurry passes
down and reacts to neutralize 505 in the rising flue gas, forming

- a slurry containing calcium sulfite, caleium sulfate and unreacted
limestone. Fly ash is removed earlier by an electrostatic precipitator.

Flue gas in the tower is processed in twe stages: a cyclonic
quenching stage and a main absorber stage. In the quencher stage
the flue gas is quenched and a portion of the S0; is absorbed by

the 11mestone slurry. The flue gas then passes to the main

absorber stage, where most of the remaining S0 is removed.
Absorptlon efficiency in excess of 95 percent of the S07 is achieved
in the treated gas through scrubbing with the limestone slurry.

|

The net ﬁroduct, a slurry with approximately 15% solids, can be

thickened and then discarded.

-

The self'regulatlng multi-stage scrubbing process minimizes the .
three main problems in the flue gas desulfurlzatlon - corrosion,

plugglng and scaling.

o. Corrosion is stymied as the buildup of harmful chlorides
is restricted to one corrosion resistant area -~ the cyclonic

quencher,

o .Plugging is prevented by:

a simplified piping design; fresh

water sprays.in areas such as demisters; and v1gorous slurry

handling techniques.

- continued -
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_ Mr. George Steele ' ,  June 25, 1976
( ‘ Martin Marietta Aluminum ' -5

o Scaling due to crystallized sulfates and sulfites is
minimized by close control over:the formation of each
compound in each area of the system.

See attached R-C multi-stage limestone S0, scrubbing process.

The selection of the most economical system is dependent upon several
factors which require evaluation; for example: sludge removal system,
reagent cost, load swings and others that we will discuss,
Operating costs for each system can be calculated from the data shown.
Thank you for inviting Research-Cottrell to offer our 505 removal
systems for your consideration. We look forward to working with
you on this project. Upon request we will discuss technical

- details of our systems. When you desire to visit operating
installations, please call me.

Very truly yours,

RESEARCH-COTTRELL, INC.

, , . B ’ 7 ‘
{ (L £ 77/%,%
' . E. McCarthy Uﬁ
Manager, Sales Development

JEM/ 1mb

cc: Dave Dours (KD Systems)
W. A. McCormick
R. H. Betchley
R. Ferb '
E. Biedell
J. E. McCarthy (3)
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. e o 7.' R'E:'Si::‘-A.l " coT;RELL' INC.
_ M CONFIDENTIAL

(4.7/

TOTAL GAS TO SYSTEMm—mmm—es 181971 ACFMv

€SC2 TC THE SYSTEM————wee—— 500 FPMIWET)

L2 TO THE SYSTEM——mrm—m——— 505.051 PEMIDRY)

MOISTURE IN IMLET GAS=———- 1%

MOISTURE IN CUTLETGAS——-—-— 8.1 % ,

SC2 FROM THE SYSTEM—=~—————— 23,2126 PPM(WET)
-~ 802 FROM THE SYSTEM——~————— 25.2525 PPM(DRY)

FLY ASH TO THE SYSTEM=~——— 0 GR. /SCFW

FLY ASH TC THE SYSTEM-———- 0 GR_/SCFD

FLY ASH FROM THE SYGSTEM——— 0 GR./SCFW
FLY ASH FROM THE SYSTEM——— 0 GR./SCFD
$G2 REMOVAL EFF AT FOS/CUEM.~——~ 50 %
. SGC2 REMOVAL EFF.AT TOWER -—— 90 %
L OVERALL S02 REMOVAL EFF. —-———— 95 %
CACO3 TGO SC2 MOL.RATIO-——— 1 '

SYSTEM =~ = = = = = $02 REMOVAL
Q@
MATERIAL BALAHCES
G . STREAM, NUMBER 2% 3% 4k
COMPONENTS OF GAS PHASE
FLUE GAS/sACFMW 181,971 178,101 144,258
a FLUE GAS»ACFMD 180,151 176,320 132,605
FLUE GAS,LBS/HR 563,007 563,007 590,019
MOISTURE (LBS/HR o "~ 3.508 3+¢508 30,519
O CFLYASH  LBS/HR . 0 0 0
so2 »LBS/HR - 623.6 623.6 511.8
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F. 300.0 30G.0 107.6
o PRESZURE s I.wW.C 2.0 10.8 6.0
O STREAM NUMBER ' 5k 7
COMFONENTS OF GAS PHASE .
. FLUE GASACFMY 146772 149,612
) - FLUE GAS,ACFMD 133,077 137¢526
( FLUE GAS,LBS/HR 590,019 590,019
MOISTURE LES/HIR 30,519 30:519
& FLYAGH  +LBS/HR 0 0
SQ2 PLES/HR - 31.2° 31.2
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F. 107.6 120.1
- FRES GREsILn.C b5 1.5




B s s et Myt o i Y T Y A} B S e oy S el el = o o A by <o B T e it it il ] Aoy e Sy s S S g Y T} )l b Aot e el P e et o W Sk R g St Al o R o et S

STREAM NUMBER

i COMPONEPTS OF SLURRY PHASE

CACO3  »LBS/HR
 CAS03..5H20,LBS/HR
CASO4 .2H20 , LBS/HR
. DUSTRIMFUR.rLBS/HR
| WATER +LBS/HR
CHLORIDE s PFM
' SOLID »LES/HR

" SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR

DEMSITY,LBS/GAL -
' ‘ GPN,
% SOLIDS IN SLURRY
- TEMPERATUREs DEG. F.

A Ay o ot et e A i i Bt . i B b, S N} ] g Sy Ak WA i, bl R ) 8 . et M e i iy i e, e Py S i ot o o 4 ek TR i A i e e ek A S e B ot e e e A

" STREAM NUMBER -

CCMPONENTS GF SLURRY PHASE
CACO3. . +LBS/HR
CASO3..5H2C LBS/HR
CASCL..2H20 »LBS/HR-
DUSTEIMPUR. r LES/HR'
WATER rLBS/HR
CHLCRIDE »PEM -

SCLID r LBS/HR
SLURFY RATE,LCS/HR

‘ DENSITY LBS/GAL

GFM
% SOLIDS IN SLURRY
" TEMPERATUREs LCEG. F.

B e oy R . i o S g ] A e o e L Pl o b g el W Mk " i B, e S i S B f o At ek At S g Py T - ey Pt = Tt ek A P e, ey e Ay o o ek e iy e i o iy et

" STREAM NUMBER

COMPONENTS! OF SLURRY PHASE
CACO3 +LBS/HR
"DUSTRIMPUR.LES/HR
WATER | HLBS/HR
CHLGRIDEP*M
SOLID | sLBS/HR
SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR

GPM

TEMPERATURE, DEG. F.

8+855.6
67922841

C1u48.074.0

18+596.6
1+377+875
12
243,154
1+1621+029
9.09
2+973.7
15.00

107.6

151,811.6
132,822.9

- 35,419.4

30+596.5

- 391559854

3
350650

3+506r505

8§.82
6¢623.6
10.09
107.6

974 . 4
108.3

- 1,083
1,083
0.0
60.0

8,904 4

67:,619.0
146,342.7
18,704.8
1:,385¢902

12
244,571
16301473
. 9,09
2¢9291.0
15.00
107.6

339735.9
29r516.2
7¢871.0
Gy 797 ,2
701:30;

3

779922
779,223
. B.82
1,471,9

10.04
107.6

185,109.0
162+810.3
43,416.1
S37¢385.8
3r86Lr 38
3

w28y 731
4,295,070
@-52

e o o e e e e e e e e e o o e e e e B e e e e e e ettt s o i o S e e

STREAM NUMEER

COMPCONENTS OF SLURLY PHASE
CACC3  SLDS/HR
CASO03..5H20,LES/HR
CASCH .. 2H20 rLBS/HR
CUSTRIMPUR, f LBS/HR
CHLORIDE PFM
WATER s LBS/HR
SOLID s LS /HR
SLURRY RATE/,(LBS/HR

DENSITY LBS/GAL
GFM

% SOLIDS IM SLURRY
TEMPELRATURE, DBEG. F.

535.9
471i.4
125.7
‘108.3
3 =
1,171
le241
12:412

8.a82

23.4
10.00
107.6

0.0

108.3

2:010
1,083
31093
10.31
3.0
35.07
G0..N

(== oo N e Y o]
L] L ] [ ]

3}
€]
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STREAM NUMEER ‘ o1
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. 1

CHLORICE,F7M - 3

: . GPM .. 70,2
. PROCESS EGUIPMENT

EQUIP PIECES DIAM.

- C(FTY

DEMISTEP/GUCHEP 1 20
- TOWER 1 20

HEIGHT

{(FT.3

VOL . /UNIT

(CAL.)

o )t s ey By e e T vy b B S Y T 2 My . L A8 e T W R e A ek = 7y e e R g o 4 g el St i S oy Ay A W e A S R o e T — et

HEAT EXCHAMGERS

“7TFUNCTIOM QUTY - MECIUM

- MILLION  LB/HR
B ~ BTU/HR
E REHEATiNG 1.9 - 2135

*HEATING MEDIUM——# 100 SAT. STEAM

AREA/UNIT

SQ FT

890

- PIECES

B et ey e At ot e ey ek . ey e B et e e e, 7 et A g e g S . ) i i ¥y Lo e k. g W e el f Y o W Y L My S W e M et g e F § et e

“_PUMPS

HoP./UNIT

82.2
200 .7
4.5
0.3

© et e .y it e e % g L g e g = Rk o ¥ e . M S T At ey o S et g e it e g e g o ] el Pt ey R ey A ey R Y e e oy 3 e

- FUNCTICON ~ PIECES  RATE
S (GPM)
FCS/GCH FEED 1 2986

" PACKING ' 1 6624
SPRAY CHAMBER 1 1472

REAGENT FEED 1 5
FAN

PIECES RATE . HEAD |
ACFM I.W.C.

T 181971 8.8

R it et e g Sy i o e i g oy el e Ty e Aol B Wy f s T ey = Y oy T MY N 8 oy | 8y o iy Sy Sy . o ] A Y P Ak, e ek T $t T

CHEMICALS AND UTILITIES

OF 1 "UMIT/UNITS

LIMESTOME - ~ — 1083 LC/HR
TOTAL WATER-——-—-—— 70.2 GPM

i 100 SAT. STEAM — 2133 LB/HR
FOWER FOR PUMPFS— - — 327.876 HP
POWER FOR FAMS — — 335.923 HP
FOWER FOR AGITATORS - — 66 HP

TOTAL POWER FOR SYSTEM ~ — - — 729.792 HP

'NET EVAPCRATIVE LGS5= 27011LB/HR

USED:  27.6 UNITS
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RESEARL—rI S .

S, LN,

TOTAL GAS TO SYSTEM-—nlm 157070 ACFMy WDENDAU/

S02 ° TO THE SYSTEM——————=—n 500. PEM(WET)
S02 TO THE SYSTEM-——w————m 505.051 PPM(DRY)
MOISTURE IN INLET GAS———-— 1%
" MOISTURE IN OUTLETGAS————— 8.1 % cZAFté;;zgz:
S02 FROM THE SYSTEM————=—= 23,2126 PPM(WET) "75%7

S02 FROM THE SYSTEM-——-——= 25.2525 PPM(DRY)
FLY ASH TO THE SYSTEM————— 0 GR./SCFii /4é2fz4>%%96¢4du9ﬂ%4)
FLY ASH TO THE SYSTEM~———m 0 GR./SCFD -

FLY ASH FROM THE SYSTEM-—- 0 GR./SCFW é&éﬁ%?é

FLY ASH FROM THE SYSTEM——— 0 GR./SCFD

S02 REMOVAL EFF.AT FDS/QUEN.—-—- 50 %

S02 REMOVAL EFF.AT TOWER L ———.90 %

OVERALL S02 REMOVAL EFF. =——= 95 %

CACO3 TO S02 MOL.RATIG-—-- 1

SYSTEM = = ~ = = = S02 REMOVAL f

A e I B ey S e el TS Bt oY i WY . ey S e S eyl e Y, W . T, T ] g iy g S P e S W W) gy sk Y ] S A S, il Wy o g W Sk EP W A i . e et ey e < B
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STREAM NUMBER 2% 3% U4k
COMPONENTS OF GAS PHASE S o o
FLUE GAS»ACFMW 157,070 - 153,730 - 124,518
"+ FLUE GASsACFMD 155,499 152,193 114,459
" FLUE GAS!LBS/HR 485,965 485.965 509,250
MOISTURE . LBS/HR - 3,028 3,028 269343
FLYASH .. sLBS/HR 0 0 0
S02 . JLBS/HR © 538.3 538.3 269.1
TEMPERATURE» DEG. F. 300,0 300.90 107.6
- PRESSUREsI.W.C : 2.0 10.8 6.0
STREAM NUMBER Sx% 7%
COMPONENTS OF GAS PHASE o e
FLUE GAS,ACFMW 124,961 129,139
FLUE GASrACFMD 114,866 118,707
"FLUE GAS/,LBS/HR 509,280 509,280 .
MOISTURE» LBS/HR 269343 269343
FLYASH +LBS/HR .0 .0
s02  JLBS/HR _ 2649 26,9
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F, 107.6 120.1
PRESSURE,I.W.C 4.5 1.5 °
e e
STREAM NUMBER, 1 2 5
COMPOMENTS OF SLURRY PHASE _ o
CACO3 +LBS/HR 7:643.8 7+685.9 42,1
CASO03..5H20/,LBS/HR 58,028.6 582 366.0 337.4
CASO4 ,2H20 +LEBS/HR 128+156.8 128+906.6 749,8
DUST& IMPUR . »LBS/HR 16¢051.8 C16,145.3 23.5
WATER + LBS/HR 1+189,¢326 1,196,255 69929
CHLORIDE,PFM 12 12 .14
SOLID rLBS, R - 209,881 211,104 19223
SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR 10399,207 1+407¢358 8s152
CENSITY.,LBS/GAL 9.09 9.09 9.09
GPN, 2,566.8 2,581.7 15.0
% SOLICS IN SLUKPY 15.00. 15.00 15.00




TEMPERATURE, DEG. F.
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.STREAM NUMBER
 COMPONEMTS OF SLURRY PHASE.
= CACO3  »LBS/HR
( ' CAS03..5H20.LBS/HR
CASO4.2H20 (LBS/HR
DUSTRIMPUR. s LBS/HR
WATER rLBS/HR
CHLORIDE,Pi°M
SOLID ' LBS/HR
SLURRY RATE+LBS/HR
DENSITY LEBS/GAL
) GPM _
" % SOLIDS IM SLURRY
. TEMPERATURE: DEG. F.

0 A et St P e Tt i R . e e ] g e st el sl g S S e e i e S e T S ety Y ] = T g R S e AT S e S oy Tl i e oy e} ] et S Sl ey e S

' STREAM NUMBER _ N
COMPONENTS OF SLURRY PHASE
CACO3 +LBS/HR
DUST&IMPUR. s LBS/HR
WATER r LBS/HR
CHLORIDE PFM
SOLID r LBS/HR
SLURRY RATE(LBS/HR
K GPM .
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F,

S B Y el e T o Ay S Y et A T G g S R i et e e el L i B g T e o o . S o S ot S g . i o s o e ey ok Bt e o e Sk A i it Wt . i e

-

A " STREAM MUMBER

COMPONENTS OF SLURRY PHASE
CACO3 #LBS/HR
CASO3..5H20,LBS/HR
CASO4.2H20 +LBS/HR
DUSTSIMPUR . s LBS/HR
CHLORIDE,PFM
WATER r LBS/HR

" &OLID r LBS/HR
SLURRY RATE(LBS/HR

DENS1TY,LBS/GAL

o . GPM
% SOLIDS IN SLURRY
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F,

—— D e o o . B L St L Pt e et ey i et Pt ek gy e e i el S e i B g iy o) S Ay g ey e} S e B U e iy A Ry e . T S e o . S et R =t

STREAM NUMBER
CHLORIDE»P# N

et e e oy S e s e Y M EAR S o o N e M o R S A = A o M e o B eyl o oy By = P i o S oy iR, e o e e i o oA ek e et e
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C GPM
PROCESS EG
© EQUIP PIECES’
DEMISTER/QUCHER 1
TOWER . 1
. |

HEAT EXCH

131,037.6
114,647, 4
30¢572.6
26,1209.7
2r724r0u6
3

302,667

340261673
. 8.82

- 5p717.2
- 10.09
107.6

1.071
10p714
8.82
20.2
10.00
107.6

UIPMENT.

DIAM.
(FT)

18
18

AMGERS

29¢119.5
25.477.2
6»793.9
5,868.8
6059335
3

67259
672,594
o 8.82
1¢270.5
10.00

107.6 -

HE IGHT
(FT.)

159.,778.6
140'531-”’
37¢475.0
32,278.5
3v 3071267
-3

370 064
3e707 09330
g.82
7r003.7
2,98
107.6

VOL . /UNIT

(GAL.)




MEDIUM

CHEMICALS AND UTILITIES
OF 1 UNIT/UNITS

LIMESTONE ~ - = 935 LB/HR

TOTAL WATER———--— 60.6 GFM

B 100 SAT. STEAM - 1841 LB/HR

POWER FOR PUMPS— - — 283,01 HP

POWER FOR FANS - - 289.955 HP

POWER FOR AGITATORS —~ — 57 HP = | |
“TOTAL POWER FOR SYSTEM = = — — 629.965 HP

NET EVAPORATIVE LGSS= 23315LB/HR

USED:  27.7 UNITS

. READY
BYE

OFF AT 10:28

PIECES

——— et i T ek i e e i G et ST Y st S e

H.P./UNIT

71
173.2
38.5
0.3

FUNCTION DUTY AREAZUNIT

. . MILLION LB/ZHR  SG FT
BTU/HR ,

- REHEATING 1.6 1841 768

*HEATING MEDIUM-—H 100 SAT. STEAM

PUMPS
FUNCTION PIECES RATE HEAD .
(GPM) FEET

FDS/GCH FEED i, . 2578 7

PACKING g 5717 85

SPRAY CHAMBER 1 1270 © 85

REAGENT FEED 1 4 100

| FAN

PIECES RATE . HEAD HeP . /UNIT
| | ACFM  I.W.C. :

i 157070 - a.8 289,955

T e e et et e S e et S . S ey e L AR S e e gy St Sy fed e S M et A S PR S el S M ot S o g iy P . e et s ] g e e o S e S e il g e P $n et Y




' RESEARCH-COTTRELL, INC.

~ CONFIDENTIAL

TABLE 1-BASIC DESIGN CONDITIONS — :22%42452210-:%%Z;¢Hszézzi;)

-".'-'--'--'-'- | ffleronice - weert é/p’/y&

1.BOILER.SIZECMY) .

Ry

. 2.PLANT ELEVATION AND(FT.ASL)

BAROMETRIC PRESSURE(PSIA)
- 3.TOTAL GAS TO SYSTEM(ACFM)

4.INLET S02: A) LB/HR
. B) PPUY

S«INLET GAS PRESSURE TO SYSTEMCIWGC)

6-INLET GAS TEMP.(F)
TtSATURATﬁp GAS TEMPERATURE (F)
SZSTACk INLET TEUP.(F)

| Q.STOICHIOMETRY
\1UtL;ﬁESTOﬁE PURITY ¢2)

DESIGH FUEL
SULFUR (%)

HEATING VALUE (BTU/L?)

(COAL)

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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-

TABLE II- DESIGN HIGHLIGHTS-

- e T e e e e e e W Bl e W e

1.TYPE OF SYSTEM . DRY-YET
2.502 ABSORBER TOWER
AINUM3ER PER BOILER 1
B) TOVER DIAMETER (FT) 20
CITOWER HEIGHT (FT) 52.5
3.FLUE GAS TREATMENT: .
AYFLUE GAS FROM BOILER C(ACFM) - 203330 .
BIFLUE GAS TO BE TREATED (ACFM)> 131944-
CY)FLUE GAS TO BE BYPASSED : . 21438
4.L1QUID TO GAS RATIO: (L/G) .
'A)QUENCHER .SECTION . =~ . 20
BISPRAY TOWER SECTION : 10
CIYPACKED TOWER SECTION _ A5
5.502 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY:
""1.0VERALL EFFICIENCY ,
( A)S02 NEMOVAL EFFICIENCY(Z) - 35.0
B)INLET S02 TO FGD SYSTEMCLB/HR) -+ . (697
(PPIMW) 500.0
C‘OUTLLT s02 FROM FGD SYSTEM(LB/HR) 104.6
(PPMW) 67 .9
2.TOUER EFFICIENCY
AYS0Z2 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY(Z) . 95.0
BIINLET S02 TC ABSORBER TOWER(LB/HR)Y .= 624
(PPMY ) T 500.0
CYOUTLET ‘S02 FROM ABS. TOWERCLB/HR) 31.2
T R . CPPHW ) T 23.2
6.ABSORBER TOWER PRESSURE DROP: chC)
TINLET DUCT 0.3
ABSQREER TOWER 5.0
- REHEATER 3.0
QUTLET DUCT 0.5
STACK 1.0
10.8

TOQTAL

B ww e o o o o i :v‘-c—f—'—ri{'wr"‘_ﬁ“"-'—ur\ w-—-—,r-v_—_,_j‘m“urwhjﬁ-ﬁfw—..v—f—h—‘r_— —-_,.--7._,._,.—. r"'-r N

U T 0 W
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TABLE III - SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS
1 «REAGENTY "CTONS/HRY "7 777"
LIMESTONE

2. MAKEUP WATER (GPM)
I5Z2 SOLID SLUDGE
50%Z SOLID SLUDGE
70%Z SOLID SLUDGE

3.SLUDGE RATE (LB/HR
I5% SOLID SLUDGE
507Z SOLID SLUDGE
70% SOLID SLUDGE

‘4.3EHEATER (5TEAM REHEATER OR EQUAL)D
REHEAT TzMP. DUE TO REHEATER (F) )

p REHEAT_TEHP{ DUE TO BYPASS (F)

‘. AEHEATER POWER (MILLION BTU/HR)D

S.POWER CONSUMPTION: (HP) |
I.D. FANS S
 QUENCHER PUMPS

SPRAY TOWER PUIMPS

PACKED TOWER PUMPS
REAGENT FEED PUMPS
AGITATORS

TOTAL

'0.54

70
-. 57

05

G544
2333~
2024

=112

vy s,
ou

r— e

335.0-

s2ve
B4776-
2007
0.3
135.3 -

7990
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MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST

NO. PER

EQUIPMENT  BOILER

JABSORBER T
TTOWERS '

2.ABSORBER R
‘TOWER TANK

SO FT T DT

2.5 FT HIGH

40478 GALLONS
32 FT HIGH

16 FT DIAMETER

3600 GALLONS

GALLONS CAPAC

REMARKS-

ESACH WITH: 14955
ITY
S5UMP ' :

"PROVIDING 5 MINUTES
'~ RETENTION TIME

PROVIDING 8 HOURS

3.REAGENT 1
"FEED TANK 9 FT HIGH " STORAGE CAPACITY
' 9 FT DIAMETER -
4.REAGENT . 2 8 GPM PUMPING SLURRY
'FEED PUMPS AT 35% SOLIDS
v : .
Lo .
" S.QUENCHER 2 2991 GPM PUMP ING . SLURRY i
PUMPS / AT 15% SOLIDS
6-SPRAY 2 1472 GPM PUMPING SLURRY
PUMPS ' ‘ AT 10% SOLIDS
7« PACKING 2 6624 GPM PUMPING SLURRY
"PUMPS ; ' !AT 10% SOLIDS
: i :
8.1-D.FAN 1 : 203380 AGFM “
9.LIMESTONE I | 13 TONS TO PROVIDE 24 HOURS
"SILO | STORAGE CAPACITY
b _ | _ | 4
10.3ALL MILL ™ | ! 0.5 TONS/HR.
i
{
- N\ .
e e Do T e e e e B e S e 8 T T T




1.BOILER SIZZ (M)

2.PLANT ELEVATION AND(FT.,ASL) .
BAROMETRIC PRESSURE(PSIA)

- 3.TOTAL GASrTO SYSTEM(ACFMD

4.INLET S02: a) LB/HR
me T " B) PPMW

5.INLET GAS PRESSURE TO SYSTEMCIWG)

i

6. INLET GAS TEMPs(F)
7.SATURATED GAS TEMPERATURE (F)

B8.5TACK INLET TEMP.(F)

9.STOICHIOMETRY

nlO-LIMESTONE:PURITY CZ)

DESIGH FUEL - ccoaLy |
SULFUR (2 ‘ ‘
HEATING VALUE (BTU/LB)

i

TABLE I-BASIC DESIGN CONDITIOMNS.

500 -

f.55

175550

602
590.0

o AN e e e
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' TABLE I1l- DESIGN HIGHLIGHTS

1.TYPE OF SYSTEIi!

2.502 ABSORBER TOWER
AYNUMBER PER BOILER ]
.B) TOWER DIAMETER (FT) -
- CITOWER HEIGHT (FTY '

.FLUE GAS TREATMENT:

A)FLUE GAS FRGM BOILER (ACFM)
BIFLUE GAS TO BE TREATED (ACFM)
CIFLUE GAS TO BE BYPASSFD '

4.LIQUID TO GAS RATIO: (L/G)
"A)QUENCHER SECTION T
B)SPRAY TOWER SECTION.
C)PACKED TOWER SECTION

5.502 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY:
1 sOVERALL EFFICIENCY
""A)S02 REMOVAL EFFICIZNCY(Z)
B)INLET s02 TO FGD SYSLEM(LB/HR)
TOTPPMW)Y
CYOUTLET 502 FROM FGD SYSTEM(LB/HR)
: (PPMW)

2.TOWER EFFICIENCY
"A)S02 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY(ZY

BJINLET S02 TO ABSORBER TOWVER(L3/HR)

(PPMY)

" C)OUTLET SO02 FROM ABS. TOWER(LB/HR)

CPPMU )

6.ABSOREBER TOWER PRESSURE DROP: (IVC)
INLET DUCT '
BSORBER TOWER
REHEATER
QUTLET DUCT

STACK
TOTAL

e -

DRY-VET-

o
18"
2.5

175550
157047~
13503
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 TABLE III - SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS P

AU e e 3
1 REAGERTY "CTONS /HRY "7 rrrsrmoosmsss o , P
LINESTONE S N Y P
o . . : , B 3
2.tIAKEUP WATER (GPM) . : =

IS% SOLID SLUDGE - CGl1- (-
S0% SOLID SLUDGE, o ‘ - 49 B
70% SOLID SLUDGE - - 43 £
3.SLUDGE RATE (LB/HR) _ b
15% SOLID SLUDGE . g152 £
S0% ,SOLID SLUDGE 7 2446 P
70% SOLID SLUDGE 1747+ -
4.REHEATER (STEAM REHEATER OR EQUAL)- i
"REHEAT TEMP. DUE TO REINEATER (F) 12.5 i

;" REHEAT TEHP. DUE TO BYPASS (F) 1705 .
‘. AEHEATER POWER (MILLION BTU/HR) 1.54 £ |
S.POYER CONSUMPTION: CHP) - S

I.D. FANS =~ .~ T 290.0 b
QUENCHER PUMPS : : . - TLV0- b
SPRAY TOWER PUMPS 38057 §iE
PACKED TOWER PUMPS 17342~ 3
REAGENT FEED PUMPS k . 0.3- £
AGITATORS K 131.5 f

‘ TOTAL ' 704.5 Ve
o

i
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MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST
o NO. PER :
EQUIPHENT  BOILER  SIZE AND CAPACITY REMARKS
l;HBSURBER” YT 18 Fr T g, T EACH WITH 12999
- “"TOWERS = 82.5 FT HIGH. GALLONS CAPACITY
B _ T : 5UMP
- 2.ABSORBER 1 34939 GALLONS 'PROVIDING S MINUTES
‘TOWER TANK 32 FT HIGH RETENTION TIME-
S 14 FT DIAMETER- ' -
 3.REAGENT 1 3107 GALLOMS PROVIDING 8 HOURS
‘FEED TANK. 9 FT HIGH STORAGE . CAPACITY
: ‘ "9 FT DIAMETER-
4.REAGENT 5 -~ 7 gPm PUMPING SLURRY
. FEED PUMPS ' AT 35% SOLIDS-
" 5.QUENCHER 2 . 2582 GPM PUMP ING. SLURRY
- TPUNMPS _ o f ' AT '15% SOLIDS
6.5PRAY g 1270 GPH PUMPING SLURRY
PUMPS , ' ' AT 10% SOLIDS -
7 . PACKING 2 5717 GPM PUMPING SLURRY
"PUMPS | ' AT 10% SOLIDS
_ ! -
8.1.D-FAN P 175550 ACFM
9.LINESTONE l ! 11 TONS TO PROVIDE 24 HOURS
‘'SILO o j STORAGE CAPACITY
10.BALL MILL I } 0.5 TONS/HR
4
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“State of Oregon ‘ o L
DEPARTMENT OF \ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ‘ INTEROFFICE MEMO

Date: Oct. 14, 1976

To:

From:

Subject: Martin Marietta, EI #33-0001
Conversation with Dr. Hindawi

On October 13, 1976 Dr. Hindawi jnformed me that the chemical analysis for fluoride
content of the vegetation samples taken on August 11, 1976 from The Pailes area had
been completed. He outlined the results as follows:

Location: Bailey orchard, 3 mi SE of Martin Marietta
Specimen: 1376 pine needles
Fluoride levels: tip - 3.5 ppm, base - 2.5 ppm
Specimen: 1975 pine needles
Fluoride levels: tip - 10.3 ppm, base - 5 ppm

Location: Ericksen orchard, 2 mi SE Martin Marietta
Specimen: Apple leaves
Fluoride levels: 4.5 ppm

Location: Cémetery, 1 mi. SE Martin Mar1etta
Specimen: 1976 pine needles
Fluoride level: tip - 8.7 ppm, base 4 ppm

‘Location: 10 mi SE Martin Marietta
Specimen: 1974 pine needles
Fluoride levels: tip - 3.5 ppm, base -~ 4 ppm
Specimen: 1975 pine needles
Fluoride levels: tip - & ppm, base - 4 ppm
Specimen: 1976 pine needles
Fluoride levels: tip - 3 5 ppm, base - 3 ppm

Location: Jack Thane's home, downtOWn The Balles
Specimen: Pecny leaves
Fluoride levels: 19 ppm
Specimen: Zinnia leaves
Fluoride levels: 16 ppm

Location: Bailey orchard, 3 mi SE Martin Marietta
Specimen: Peach leaves -
Fluoride levels: 15.5 ppm

~Location: 1 mi. SE Martin Marjetta
Specimen: pine needles _
Fluoride levels: tip - 22.5 ppm, base - 4.8 ppm

Location: 10 mi SE Martin Marietta
Specimen: Golden apple leaves
Fluoride levels: 3.8 ppm

DEZ 4
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Oct. 14, 1976
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Location: 1 mi. SE Martin Marietta
Specimen: Oak leaves
Fluoride levels: 10 ppm

Dr. Hindawi's conclusion -

The above fluoride Tevels are well below. the level at which Dr. Hindawi would
become concerned. He believes the minimum level of concern to be 35 ppm fluoride in
the vegetation sample. Dr. Hindawi believes the observed levels to be insignificant.

_ Dr. Hindawi also took six vegetation samples on August 11, 1976 for SO, content;
however, chemical analysis of these samples has not been completed. Comp]e%ion is
expected within several weeks. Dr. Hindawi does not-anticipate finding 502 levels
high enough to cause damage.

JAB :mh




Department of Environmental Quality. Jim Swenson
1234 5. W. Morrison 229-5327
Portland, Oregon 97205

NEWS MATERIAL
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION TO MEET IN THE DALLES

{Portland, Oregon, October. 8, 1976) -- The Environmental
Qualify Commiésion, the five member citizen commission that directs
the activities of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality,
meets Friday, October 15 in The Dalles.

On -the agenda are adoptibn of revised rules for open burning

{(not agricultural), adoption of the priority list for funding of

sewerage projects statewide and adoption of amendments tc DEQ rules.

on septic tanks.

0f interest to residents in the area where the meeting is
being held, the Commission will consider a reguest from Martin
Marietta's aluminum reduction planf in. The palles. Mértin
Marietta is proposing to install a system that will allow them
to recover and reuse expensive flourides thét are presently being

discharged to the Columbia River. Under the Martin Marietta pro-
posal, éir discharge of sulfur dioxides would increase.

The Commission will also consider a recommendation from DEQ
Director Loren Kramer that tﬂe City of Maupin be reguired to up-
grade their inadequate sewage treatment facility discharging to
the Deschutes River. The DEQ has been working with the City of
Maupin since 1966 and still has not achieved resolution of this

water poliution problem.

MORE




Open burning rules come to the Commission for adoption after

—r

public hearings in Medford, Eugene, Salem and Portland. The pro-
posal would not change the present ruies for burning of domestic
wastes or backyard burning. The proposgal would allow the DEQ more
flexibility in approving special types of burning. It -would allow
the DEQ to issue permits for'burning of'somermaterials in the
SPeéial control areas of the state when burning wés-dgtermined to
be the last resort for reasonable disposal of the wastes.

Most of the chénges proposed in the subsurface sewage disposal
rules (septic tanks}) are aimed at smoothing administration of the
program. They would also give the counties of the State more
'flexibility in approving alte;native systems on properties where
the standard septic ténk'is not appropriate.

The sewage works construction grants priority list determines -
in what order projects proposed by cities, counties and the state
will be funded és funds hecome available. The $3%,802,804 being
Carried over into fiscal 1977 will assure the funding of the first
4] projects on ;he priority list. If the DEQ receives the $43,500,000'
it anticipates Erom the federal government, projects through #95
could be fundedL In all, there are 195 projects identified on
the list. %

The Commis%ion will hear a.status report on the DEQ's efforts
to revise air pbllution.regulations for paper mills using the -
~kraft process. Public hearings have been hela in Eugene, Albany,.
Toledo and 8t, Helens -- areas of the state where' kraft mills are

.located. No action is anticipated on this issue at the meeting. (

MORE
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An additional public hearing is being recommended to air views on
the overall kraft mill regulation.

The EQC will also discuss a report from a citizen/industry
task force which has been studying the DEQ's air contaminant
discharge permif issuing program.

The meeting will be held in The Dalles City Council Chambers,
313 Court Street. Beginning at 9:00 a.m. The City of Maupin
sewage pfcblems are scheduled to be discussed at 9:30 a.m., The
Martin Mérietté request will be heard beginning at 10:30 a.m.

The EQC will breakfast together at Tapadera Inn, 112 W.
Second Street in The Dalles at 7:30 a.m. They will lunch at

the same location at Noon.

¥ # &

EDITORS:

Staff reports on individual agenda items are available priorx

'to the meeting by contacting Jim Swenson, 229-5327, Portland.

Swenson will also be at the meeting in The Dalles to assist with
arranging any interviews or obtaining additional information.




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNOR
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DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From; Director

Subject: Addendum to Agenda Item H, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting

Sewage Norks'COnstrUCtion'Grant'Project‘Priority List for FY 77

Background

My memorandum to the EQC dated September 23, 1976 contained four . .
recommendations. The fourth recommendation requested EQC approval of the
modified FY 77 Priority List which was identified in Attachment "D" to
the September 23 Memorandum. That recommendation was based on our
assumption that Congress would pass the proposed Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1976 prior to adjournment. However, Congress
adjourned early in October without passage of the proposed bill which
means that Oregon has not received a grant allotment for FY 77.

When Congress reconvenes in Janhuary 1977, we expect that a first
order of business will be passage of the "Federal Water Pollution Contral
Act Amendments of 1977", which will authorize additional construction grant
allotments to each state, beginning in January or February 1977. It is
our understanding that the Environmental Protection Agency will be auth-
orized to commit funds immediately after passage of this bill.

Based on the above information, the Department carefully reexamined
the proposed FY 77 Priority List to determine the most effective way to
utilize FY 76 monies carried over into FY 77 (i.e., approximately $39
million} prior to receipt of FY 77 monies. As indicated on the September 23
memorandum, we have estimated that Oregon will receive a FY 77 grant allot-
ment of $43,500,000.00 which together with FY 76 carryover will enable us
to fund projects through priority number 95.

Recommended Action

By assuming that Oregon will receive a FY 77 grant allotment by
February 1977, we recommend that those projects ranked 1 through 95 which
are scheduled prior to February be approved for funding out of the FY 76
carryover monies. EQC approval of this recommendation will give Oregon's
grant program greater continuity by eliminating the need to delay certi-
fication of projects ranked 42 through 95 up to five months.




Addendum to Agenda Item H, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting
Sewage Works Construction Grant Project Priority List for FY 77
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In order to more clearly display expected actions during FY 77, the
FY 77 Priority List was separated into two parts, (1) containing projects
scheduled through January 1977, and (2) containing projects scheduled
from February 1977 through September 1977. These two parts are attached
to this memorandum and are identified as Part I and Part II, respectively.
In order to stay within funding constraints, the City of Sutherlin's
Step 3 grant certification was rescheduled from December 1976 to February
1977. Our grants program staff contacted the City of Sutherlin's con-
sulting engineer to determine the appropriate date for Step 3 grant

certification.
LOREN KRAMER
Director
HLS:ak

Attachments: Part I & Part II

October 11, 1976




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
B A § 977PRIORITYLISTANDSC‘HEDUIE

_PROJECT o

_NPDES..

PROJECT . ...

NO.

ENGR
CODE

DESCR.

ROJECT |

-
fos!

ETEP

OST. (1,000)

EMMET

CERT.

_COMMENT

PRIOR

" FOSTER-MIDWAY

USA - LOWER TUALATIN

CORVALLIS - AMENDED PROJECT

NETARTS—CCEANSIDE 5 D002988 .

REOWOCD 5 O

o ESTIMATED

O p
& F
o
]

STP IMP 2

43

STP, INT 3 1400

002994

14

STP, INT 3 2185

® /vy

p—
]
=~

.ia?gmmwwmwwwMMmm,_

.dg?gwag§émeW”m".

INCR

[AS I

REDMOND

CWINSTONZCREEN

WNK

NA

43

MTZ»

SYSTEM ~ 3 11000

SYSTEM 3 1866

002879

b6

sTP 2

MAIEW

0976

,E6¥ngmwmew.rm .

0376 0676

RECERTIF 6

S

JOHN DAY-CANYON CITY

002722

01

STPy INT 2 22

CANYON CITY

R

INT 2

NA

16

INT 2

_MEEW

150

0776 0976

0776 0876

07176 07716

CETENBECETT

USA - LOWER TUALATIN

NA

16

INT 3 2200

0976

CEAGLE POINT

002273

33

STP IMP 3 867

1276 o

002229

87

5TP IMP 2

1275 o176

Lo

12

TR
hgE
50% 7

444

R

EBRBRWAN

CAvVEe JUNCTION

CAVE JUNCTION =7

002833

30

STP IMP ¢

002833 3

002070

30

56m

$Tp IMﬁmmgmmM“

gfngMﬁmwmw

0676 0676

_W61;5MWWN.WWMNW,”M,

0876 0976

13
13
14

WHEELER = NTCS5A TNCR

002068

50

INT 3

CYARHTLL

CTTCTAMOOK "CTTY

" LEBANON

TJEEFERSON T

002280

84

STP

0776 Q776

1275 0576

002066

16

STP IMP 2

189

“bg?é 66}EMWMWM%W"W

1y
"RECERTIF 16

WI%W

MOLALLA

002238

B4

STP EXP 3 293

002081

14

S5TP IMP

3 1800

1176

1076

002045

84

STP, INT 2 31

0876

.agiéMMwmw.w.“

hled_

19

20

450

g

373

LINCOLN CITY-PHASE 1

CVENETAT

S CHTLOWUTN 7

NA

56

INT 3 500

0177

002053

52

PS =5TP 3 80

32

lo76

Ni6$émwmwumwm

21
CINCR 23

CINCR 24

4573

GG

- LAKE OSWEGD -HARVEY

BUNANZA

STP IMP ~ 3

“NA

16

INT ‘ 3

LAKE OSWEGO ~TERRACE NA

88

INT 3

25

ST

s

| &
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NPDES

PROJECT

NO. A

DESCR.

TEP
FSTIMATED

PROJ.

LAKE OSWEGO —EVERGRN

« ENGR.

NA

INT

- BoST (1,000)

WEST LINN-LOWER TUAL

NA 20

CINT

[S3]
—
et
\S]

COVEMwwWWwMWmmmMm“

NA

50

STP IMP

0976 0976

WEE;gMWWWMMMWM,WWM

448
s
535

Cghy

AGRERAT

PACIFIC CITY 5D

26

STPs INT

CPACTFIC CITY 5D

26

STPy INT

26

STP, INT

3 355

m}g

0576 0576

6i_%§mwmmmemmemwwwmmmw

Oggéwag;gnmwmmwwwh

ADRIAN

CTWIN ROCKS S D

002349 50

INTy STP

3 150

ROADS END 5 D

“NA

33

INT

T

12

STPs INT

fwwwigém

0776 0776

Ti;gwwwwmmmmewmew

ia?gwmwww“mwwmwwm

32
éé -

33

34
35

36

545
Ve

566

TR

PRINEVILLE -LAUGHLIN

NA 43

INT

3 220

NA 01

STPs INT

3 267

0177

Ia?gmwmmw%wmqum”

T NA

INT

3 14l

,io7gwwwmwwwmwwmm“,

37
38

39

—rmgT
,4;7;OIW
5815

NORTH ROSEBURG S D

02359

INT & PS

50

‘:BENDMPHASE 1A

"LAKE OSWEGO -GLENMOR

T NA

56

SYSTEM

0876 0Qf76

Tt T

NAT

COLL sY5

1076wwwmwwwmwww_w

40
41

";5

TRTY
S 382=02

Ly T

USA

MADRAS

N A iy

INT

1176

-~ FANNO PHASE 5

NA 56

INT

0976

ASTORTA = WILLTAMEPOR

T INT

INT

.ZEMN

P e

44

”;GM

487=02"

6le

CANYOUNVILLE 7

RUSEBURG METRO

002258 14

ROSEBURG SEWER REHAB

14

STPs INT

STP, INT

e

0177

002072

33

STP [MP

0576

47
PHASED

s

USA = GASTON

MTVERNON

45

STPs [INT

1176

HILLSBORO-IRRIGATION

002334

STP

6976wwwmmme“

002015

STP IMP

9

,bQTéwmmmmhumummwn

4§H

USA ="BANKS

JUNCTION CITY

EUGENE ATRPORT

002012

002656 09

S5TP IMP

STP 1MP

002648

STP

IMp

S

s

T

1176
Gy
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- NO.

NPDES ..

PROJECT
DESC.

E

FSTIMATED
PROJ..

COSE(1,000)

»|PROJECT |

TINO.

454-02

EUGENE~SPRINGFIELD

HARRISBURG 002075

- MONMOUTH-TNDEPENDENCE002061

09 STP

002620

v IENGR.
COD:
N [STEP

2 5Tk

MIK”§¥BWwwwmwéumw

Mo

s
o~

~ i
r

ébihmw

494

T

CSPRINGFTELD

NEWBERG-DUNDEE 002025

84 REG &5TP 2

108

002632

STP IMP 2

USA - UPPER TUALATIN NA

Ié INT 2

Tyl

.566mmm

62
.53M4

64

“USA = ROCK &K TRUNK

MAUPTN

USA - BRONSON CK NA

INT 2

60

66

INT 2

002260

67 STP

50671
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‘Béul

S TE

TGOLD HILL
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15

b17iwwwmmwmwuﬂwmwﬂilwm

NA

33 INT 2

002079
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R
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SRR

45
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277
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0s76 S
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g g

PRAIRTE CITY
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1176 76
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00040

PORTUAND = SE RELTEV NA

INT . 3
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P
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002038

STP IMP 1
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jiwmwm e e e e it e
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T TTT T ——
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INT Z
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002274
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R T TR

L
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SEUETECT

BAY CITY 002257
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002041

TSTP IMP 1
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ICODE

DESC.
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PROJECT |
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T ] T i—

SHERIDAN=WILLAMINA
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g
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002040 56
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W
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S
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.,éj,w
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002054

STP IMP

20

ROCKAWAY

002330 33

STP IMP
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LINCOLN CITY PHASE 2

002047 56

STPy

T
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COTTAGE GROVE

Q02035 47

STP IMP
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002754 40
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S

R
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OAKRIDGE
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002004

STP IMP
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002930 36
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00012 1
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263

1
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STP IMP
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NORTH POWDER

002240 47

STP IMP

e
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e

002060 01

STP IMP.
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ENTERPRISE
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002905 63
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. H, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting

Sewage Works Construction Grant Project Priority List
for FY 77

Background

At its July 30, 1976 meeting, the staff presented to the Environ-
mental Quality Commission a proposed FY 77 Sewerage Works Construction
Priority List for federal construction grants. Also presented were pro-
posed modifications in the criteria for priority ranking. The Commission
accepted the Director's recommendation to 1) approve the modified criteria
and 2) authorize a public hearing on the priority list. The public
hearing was held on August 25, 1976 in the Public Service Building Audi-
torium. The hearing officer's report is attached as "Attachment A".

Modifications to Priority List and Priority Criteria

After evaluation of public input from the hearing and staff actions,
the FY 77 priority 1ist has had the following modifications:

1.  Six new projects were added to the list.

2. Seven projects had their ranking increased eijther by
certification during the review cycle or by documentation
of a higher point assignment.

3. Two projects were removed from the Tist due to EPA award
of a grant during the review cycle.

A detailed summary of modifications to the draft priority list is
attached as "Attachment B".

Several editorial modifications in the criteria for priority ranking
were made by the staff. These changes were in response to the concerns
O of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency as expressed by Dr. L. Edwin
Q§i§> Coate's letter of August 13, 1976.

Containg
Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46
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The changes which have been made are discussed individually

below:

1.

Project Scheduling

A statement was added to conform with federal regulations.
"If the Director initiates a schedule modification without
prior request by the applicant, the applicant will be
notified and allowed the opportunity to negotiate the new
schedule".

An explanatory note was added to describe the Department's
enforcement authority which can be used to keep specific
projects on schedule.

Contingency Reserve

The words "at his discretion" have been deleted and the
words "in accordance with state and federal regulations"
have been substituted. The reason was to clarify utili-
zation of the $500,000 reserve under 40 CFR 35.915(1i).

A detailed summary of the entire 15% reserve was added to
clarify what the reserve consists of and how it will be
used.

Eligibility for Funding

The sentence "Collection sewer eligibility must be determined
in accordance with 40 CFR 35.925-13" was added to the criteria.
The addition was required to detail collection system
eligibility. ' _

Project Need Points

The word "appropriate" was deleted and the words "determined
eligible for grant participation after comparison with
federal grant criteria" were added. The reason was to

clarify collection system eligibility.

The proposed criteria for priority ranking of sewerage works con-
struction needs for FY 77 is enclosed as Attachment "C".

Discussion

The priority Tist and ranking criteria have been modified where
appropriate by grants program staff. Each change took into account
public, local government and federal government concerns. The bases
for modifications are documented.
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As of September 7, 1976, the State of Oregon had the following FY 1976
grant funds unobligated: .

General Account $38,347,299.00
Reserve for Increases ) 1,173,753.00

. Special Reserve for Step I and
Step II Projects (40 CFR 35.915(i) . - 1281,752.00
Total $39,802,804.00

The carryover of these FY 1976 monies into FY 1977 will fund projects
through priority number 41 on the FY 1977 priority 1ist. When Oregon receives
a FY 1977 grant allotment which is estimated to be $43,500,000.00, projects
through priority number 95 can be funded.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the EQC:

1. Approve the proposed changes in priority criteria contained in
Attachment "C".

2. Distribute funds carried over from FY 1976 as follows:

General Account $38,347,299.00
Reserve for Increases 1,173,753.00
Special Reserve for

Step I and Step II 281,752.00

3. Apply the 15% reserve requirement to any new FY 1977 grant allotment.
4.  Approve the modified FY 1977 priority list Attachment "D".

e

LOREN KRAMER
Director

THB:ak
Attachments A, B, Cand D

September 23, 1976




Attachment "A"

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNOR

Zoniains
Keeyeled
Materiols

DEQ-4&

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental QuaTlity Commission
~ From: C. P. HiTbrick, Jr., Hearings Officer

Subject: Report of August 25, 1976 Public Hearing Concerning
| the Proposed FY 1977 Grant Priority List

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 92-500, CFR 35.915(f)
and 35.556,-a public hearing was held on August 25, 1976 for the
purpose of obtaining testimony from all interested parties concerning
the Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List for Fiscal Year
1977. At 10:15 AM 1in the Public Service Building, 2nd Floor Auditorium,
Portland, Oregon, Hearing Officer Clarence P. Hilbrick called the
hearing to order.

Mr. Thomas H. Blankenship of the Water Quality Division Construction
Grants Program made a detailed presentation. He explained the proposed
modifications to the "Criteria for Priority Ranking of Sewerage Works
Construction needs for FY 77". Also, Mr. Blankenship discussed the
proposed FY 77 priority list. At the completion of the formal staff
presentation, the Hearings Officer started to call upon the registered
witnesses.

The first witness called was Mr. Richard 0. Miller, Manager of
the Bear Creek Yalley Sanitary Authority. Mr. Miller summarized his
written testimony which included concern about the placement of the
West Side Trunk Project on the proposed list. He also expressed
concern about the possibility of time delays outside the control of the
applicant. He also opposed any changes in the criteria which would
1imit the total number of projects funded in any fiscal year.

The second witness was Mr. F. Duane Lee, a consulting engineer
representing the City of Troutdale. Mr. Lee read a statement in which
he expressed the City of Troutdale's opposition to its ranking on the
priority list. He requested that this ranking be revised based on the
facts presented in his statement.




The third and final witness was Mr. Reobert Thomas, attorney for the
following:

Town of Bonanza

City of Chiloguin

City of Merrill

Crescent Sanitary District
Westside Sanitary District.

Ol > hoy—

Mr. Thomas approved of the ranking of the Bonanza and Chiloguin
projects. He then expressed concern about the schedule of the East
Merrill project. It was his opinion that the impending court battle
over the forced health hazard annexation would cause major delays in the
project. He then objected to the ranking of the Crescent and the
Westside projects because both sanitary districts are ready to proceed
with the projects now. He also stated that failing subsurface sewage
disposal systems in both districts were causing pollution of the local
rivers.

At the close of the public hearing'the Hearings Officer left the

record open for an additional 14 days to allow for submission of state-
ments and documentation.

A-2




Summary of Written Statements & Letters Made Part of the Hearing Record

1. August 4, 1976 letter from the City Manager of the City of Hewport
requesting that a project be placed on the priority Tist.

2. August 13, 1976 letter from L. Edwin Coate expressing EPA concerns
with the proposed criteria for priority ranking.

3. August 19, 1976 letter from the City Engineer of the City of Astoria
requesting that a project be placed on the priority 1ist.

4, August 23, 1976 letter from the Mayor of the City of John Day
requesting modification of project schedule (speed-up).

5. August 24, 1976 written statement of Richard 0. Miller.
August 25, 1976 written statement of F. Duane Lee.

September 2, 1976 letter from Whiteley, Jacobsen & Associates
requesting change in the St. Helen's project ranking.

8. Memo dated September 2, 1976 Tisting modifications to proposed
criteria which were acceptable to EPA.

9. September 3, 1976 letter from Richard 0. Miller expressing concern
about project scheduling and requesting modification.

10. Memo dated September 7, 1976 giving status report on the Troutdale
STP.

11. September 7, 1976 Tetter from Mr. J. Ned Dempsey providing additional
information about the possible pollution of the Little Deschutes by
failure of subsurface sewage systems in the Crescent S.D.

12. September 9, 1976 Tetter from Mr. Pavid B. Hammond providing additional
information about the possible pollution of the Klamath River by
subsurface sewage system failure in the Westside S.D.

13. September 10, 1976 memo detailing the pollution problems along the
Youngs River in the City of Astorfa.

14, August 16, 1976 Tetter from the City of Corvallis requesting that
the Corvallis sewage treatment plant expansion be retained at the
top of the FY 77 priority list.

15. September 7, 1976 letter from the City of Portland.requesting that
the S. W. 45th Drive project be included in the 1977 priority list.

16. September 7, 1976 memo from Mr. T. H. Blankenship concerning the
City of Portland's proposed Linnton interceptor project.

17. September 7, 1976 memo from Mr. T. H. Blankenship concerning the
City of Philomath's proposed project to eliminate raw sewage
bypasses. _

C. P. Hilhrick, Jr. Ci///

Supervisor
Sewerage Works Construction Section
Water Quality Division
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10.

11.

12.

Attachment "B"

SUMMARY OF MODIFICATIONS TO THE PRIORITY LIST

Corvallis STP (Completion)

John Day-Canyon City

Canyon City

. Salem (Glen Creek)

Boardman

Tillamook City

Jefferson

North Bend

West Linn {Lower Tuafatin)

Astoria {Willamsport Int.)

St Helens

Newport

Added to Tist at City's request and
given priority No. 1 on the basis of
FY 76 ranking.

Priority ranking.changed from 44 to
7 on the basis of Step 2 certification
prior to priority 1ist adoption.

Priority ranking changed from 45 to
8 on the basis of Step 2 certification

prior to priority list adoption.

Priority ranking was 7, project was
dropped from 1ist on the basis of FY 76
grant award.

Priority ranking changed from 68 to 14
on the basis of Step 3 certification
prior to priority 1ist adoption.

Priority ranking changed from 86 to 17
on the basis of Step 2 certification
prior to priority 1ist adoption.

Priority ranking changed from 92 to 20
on the basis of Step 2 certification
prior to priority 1ist adoption.

Priority ranking was 21, project was
dropped from list on the basis of FY 76
grant award.

Priority ranking changed from 119 to 29

on the basis of Step 3 certification

prior to priority 1ist adoption.

Project added to priority list at the
request of the City. After staff
evaluation of the need, priority No. 46
was assigned.

Priority ranking changed from 150 to
76 on the basis of re-evaluation of
the need at the request of the City.

Project added to priority 1ist at the
request of the City after staff
evaluation of need, priority No. 100
was assigned.




13.  Philomath

14. Portland {Linnton Int.)

15, Portland (45th Drive)

CPH:ak -
September 23, 1976

B-2

Project added to priority list at

the request of the City. After staff
evaluation of the need, priority

No. 107 was assigned.

‘Project added to priority list at the

request of the City. After staff

‘evaluation of the need, priority

No. 172 was assigned.

Project added to priority list at the
request of the City. After staff
evaluation of the need, priority

No. 146 was assigned.




Attachment "C"

Changed Criteria
Reflecting EPA Letter of 8/13/76
Criteria for Priority Ranking
of

Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY[?76] 77

I Purpose

The criteria and rules for application set forth herein shall be
used to govern the priority ranking of identified sewerage works con-
struction needs for construction grant funding pursuant to applicable

state and federal law and regulations from [Jduly-3}5-1976-threugh-June-36,

}976.] October 1, 1976 through September 30, 1977. The criteria and
rules for application shall be re-evaluated prior to {Jure-305-3976]
September 30, 1977 to assess the necessity for changes based on avail-
ability of funds relative to needs.

IT Definition
Applicable definitions from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 shall apply.
IITI Development and adoption of Project Priority List

At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the federal fiscal
year related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare
a proposed project priority 1ist pursuant to the criteria and rules for
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed list. Fol-
Towing evaluation of testimony received and modification as necessary,
the Commission shall adopt a project priority 1ist which shall be the
official Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority 1list of the State of

Oregon. The adopted 1ist may be revised at any time following appropriate

notice and hearing.
IV Priority Criteria
Identified needs shall be ranked using a numerical point system.

Table A contains the schedule for points assignment within each .
of the five categories of:

a) Project Need

b) Regulatory Emphasis

c¢) Stream segment ranking
d) Project Type

e) . Step Status




Except for projects receiving [1668] 999 total points under the

Project Need category, each need or project will be assigned appropriate
points in each of five categories. The points for each project will
then be added and sum therefrom will be the point total used for
developing the project priority Tist. The project with the highest
point total will be the highest priority project.

V Rules for Application of Criteria _ _

A.

Assignment of Points

Points shall be assigned for each project based on best avail-
able data at the time of ranking for adoption of a list. In the
event additional information justifies a. change in point assign-
ment, change in ranking shall be accomplished in accordance with
B or C below.

Additions or Elevation in Ranking

Projects may be added to the list -or elevated in ranking at the
discretion of the Director subject to the following procedure:

1. Points shall be assigned in accordance with Table A and
the point total will determine the ranking of the project
with respect to projects already on the 1ist.

2. Sponsors of those projects which have fewer total points
than the new or re-ranked project shall be notified of the
proposed 1list modifications and.a public hearing shall be
scheduled with appropriate notice given for the purpose
of receiving testimony on the 1ist modifications.

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the
Commission may adopt the modified 1list as under Section III.

Deletion or Reduction in Ranking

Projects may be deleted from the 1ist or reduced in ranking by the
Director without public hearing either in the event of a project's
receiving full funding, or by reassessment of point totals or basic
prOJect desirability. Sponsors of projects thus deleted or reduced
in ranking shall be notified of the revised status of the project
and may request a hearing before the Commission regarding the re-
vised status. Such a hearing request must be made to the Director
within 20 days following receipt of the notification of revised
status and the Director shall schedule a hearing before the Com-
mission within 60 days.

Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists

1. A1l projects which have [reeeived] been certified for a
Step II or Step III grant in a given fiscal year and are
not completed will automatically be placed at the top of the
priority 1ist for the next fiscal year in the same relative
ranking as they appeared in the prior year in order to assure
continuity and funding.
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2. A1l projects which have not yet [reeeived] been certified
for any grant or have béen certified. for [reeeived] only a
Step I grant will be subject to reprioritization along with
all new projects for the next year's list.

Project Scheduling

Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases that
are scheduled for [initiating-within-three-months-eof-the-end]
certification prior to the end of the fiscal year. Phases which
will not be initiated within that time frame will be scheduled for
funding from subsequent year funds. In the event of unavoidable
schedule slippage, and upon formal request and justification
by the applicant, the Director may modify the schedule for the
project and continue the reservation of funds provided that such
modified schedule does not extend beyond the end of the fiscal
year. 1f request and justification for schedule modification is
not received within 30 days after the schedule date, the Director
may reailocate the funds to other projects on the Tist. If the
Director initiates a schedule modification without prior request
by the applicant, the applicant will be notified and allowed the
opportunity to negotiate the new schedule. [Ir-the-ewent-of
sehedule-sTippages-the-Depariment-may-e+thep-reserve-the-furds
for-an-additional-three-months-or-may-aldeeate-same-to~the-next
prejeet-en-£he-1ist-awaiting-funds--~Fhe-Depariment-shatl-netify
the-applicant-of-j&s-jntent-£o-£ake-sueh-action:]

Note: If a grant schedule is directly related to an NPDES
Waste Discharge Permit scheduTe, the Department has
authority to enforce that permit scheduTe. ATso,
the Environmental QuaTity Commission may enforce a
schedule by order when appropriate.

Contingency Reserve : - ,

A minimum of [8%] 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of grant
funds shall be set aside as a contingency reserve for grant
increases and cost adjustments. A portion of the contingency
reserve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months
prior to the end of the fiscal year if it appears that the total
reserve will not need to be maintained. A portion of the con-
~'tingency reserve not to exceed $500.000 shall be set aside for
Step I and Step If projects pursuant to 40 CFR 35.915(i). The
Director is authorized to allocate this portion of the reserve

Step II projects which may or may not be on the priority list.
The Director may return any portion of this special reserve to
the main reserve if it will not be used prior to the end of the
fiscal year for Step I and II grants.




The 15% reserve shall consist of: 1) a 5% reserve specifically for

increases after grant award, 2) a $500,000 veserve under CFR 35.915(i 7,

3) the remainder to be State undesignated at the Time of priority Tist

adoption.

VI Eligibility for Funding

A.

HLS:ak

Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant assis-
tance shall be limited to sewage treatment works, interceptor
sewers, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such

public sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to have an
obvious cost effective benefit related directly to size, effective
1ife or performance of the sewage treatment plant.

For FY [#6] 77, collection system shall be eligible for grant
assistance where such systems are required to comply with a man-
datory annexation order issued pursuant to ORS 222 or DEQ
regulations requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Wells (OAR
Chapter 340 Section 44-005 et seq). This eligibility of collective
systems will not be extended beyond [dure-305-1976] September 30,
1977 unless the Environmental Quality Commission finds that
sufficient federal funds are available to permit extension without
jeopardizing the construction program for essential treatment
works and interceptor sewers. Collection sewer eligibility

must be determined in accordance with 40 CFR 35.925-13

September, 1976
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Table A

Point
Assignment

Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 77

Point
Categories

[10006]
999 Total*

800

700

600

400

100
90
80

50

77 maximum

10

Project Need

Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order
under ORS 222 or Waste Disposal Well Schedule under OAR
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seq. (Includes sewage col-
lection system, where determined eligible for grant partici-
pation after comparison with federal grant criteria).

(*Points for regulatory emphasis, stream segment ranking,
project type, and step status included in total.)

Project necessary to achieve compliance with in-stream Water
Quality Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4
Subdivision 1 or eliminate a contribution to standards violation.

Project necessary to comply with minimum waste treatment
standards or effluent standards established by the Department
of Environmental Quality or the Environmental Protection
Agency.

Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented "non-
point source" contamination of groundwater or surface waters
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in
known urban or urbanizing areas.

Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution
problems.

Regulatory Emphasis

Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regujation.
NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit,

Letter directive, preTiminary planning approval or project
authorization from the Department of Environmental Quality.

Other written statement of project desirability by DEQ or the
Commission.

Stream Segment Ranking

Streams ranked in inverse order to that shown in "Annual
State Water Strategy - FY 75",

Project Type

Sewage treatment plant projects including cost-effective
sewer rehabilitation.

Interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and pressure
mains.

£-5
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM
JOE B. RICHARDS - -
Chairman, Eugene . . R .
To: Environmental Quality Commission
GRACE S. PRINNEY
Corvallis .
From: Director

JACKLYN L. HALLCOCK
Portland

Subject: Agenda Item I, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting
MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Amendments to Oregon

R o OMERS Administrative Rules Chapter 340, Division 7, Sections 71,
72, 73 and 74 Pertaining to Subsurface and Alternative Systems
of Sewage Disposal '

Background

The existing rules on subsurface and alternative sewage disposal
were adopted by the Commission in August 1975 and became effective
September 1, 1975. This version of the rules was the result of 18
months work by a Citizens' Task Force.

After several months of use a number of minor deficiencies in the
rules have come to light. These deficiences indicate certain rule
amendments are necessary to make the rules more workable. 1In addition,
it is felt that a number of functions now requiring Department action or
participation may logically be assigned to contract counties. Assignment
of such functions to contract counties will free Department staff for
other departmental duties. Public hearings on the proposed amendments
were held in June in Portland, Roseburg and Medford. The proposed
amendments are contained in Attachment "A" and are numbered 1 through
55. :

Discussion

The following 43 amendments are housekeeping in nature for clarity,
uniformity, error correction, et cetera:

1: 33 49 5= 79 8: 9: .”s ]2: 139 14, 15, ]6, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44,
45, 46, 47, 50, 51, 52, 53 and 54.

Cantalns
Recyclerl
Ratorials

DEQ-44
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The following amendments delete references to systems determined to
be under jurisdiction of Department of Commerce:

2, 31 and 41.

Amendment 6 would make the subsurface rules compatible with rules on
surety bonds {OAR 340-15-015): :

Amendment ‘10 was inadvertently left out. of the rules when they were
adopted by the Commission in August 1975; was in the old rules and should
have been continued.

Amendment 9 allows the Department to approve pipe and pipe fitting
materials without prior approval of the Commission.

Amendment 48 repeals obsolete rules on Appeals Boards - The statute
on Appeals Boards was repealed in the 1975 legislative session.

The following are the most substantive amendments. Each has the
potential of giving additional authority to contract counties:

Amendments 27, 29 and 30 would make it possible for the Department
by letter to authorize counties, who have the resources and staff, to
process and approve applications for sewage lagoons, land irrigation of
sewage up to 5,000 gallons per day and holding tanks (Alternative Systems).

Amendment 35 is intended to make it clear that the Department feels

. that building sewers may be installed by sewage disposal service personnel
licensed by the Department as well as licensed. plumbers.. This rule was
suggested by the Attorney General's Office. This question is the subject
of a syit filed in Marion County Circuit Court.

Amendment 49 would make the temporary rule on the Marion County fee
schedule a permanent rule.

Amendment 55 is Geographic Region Rule B which allows filling of
sand on sand in areas of high water tables in unconsolidated sands.
Hearings were held in Astoria, Coos Bay and Salem on this rule. Only one
individual testified in opposition to this proposal stating in effect
that this rule would be in conflict with LCDC's Coastal Zone Management
Plan.

In addition to those proposed amendments listed in Attachment "A"
the following three proposed amendments were taken to hearing but are not
recommended for adoption:

1. 0On Page 32, subsection 71-015(6), 1ines 2 and 3, delete "or systems
designed for a five (5) or more family dwelling or to serve any
other dwelling or dwellings or establishment", and in line 5, delete
"twelve hundred (1,200)" and insert “five thousand (5,000)". '
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This amendment would have authorized contract counties to
approve systems up to 5,000 gallons daily sewage flow. (Now
1,200 gallons). Since there are so few systems of this size
(1,200 - 5,000 gallon range) and large systems are quite often
complex, it is felt that both the county and Department should
be involved in the approval process. More assurance that the
system will function as proposed.

2. On page 49, 71-030(1)(d) delete the entire subsection and substitute
the following:

(d) "An area where the temporarily perched water table would
be less than twenty-four (24) inches below the surface of the
ground continuously for a period of two (2) weeks or Tonger, or if
the disposal trench would be twenty-four (24} inches or deeper, the
temporarily perched ground water would come in contact continuously
for two (2) weeks or longer. Where an application is denied under
this subsection, water table observations, if requested by the
applicant to confirm continuous contact or water table levels,
shall be by visual observation not less than every third day during
the observation period. Water table Tevels may be predicted during
periods of dry weather utilizing criteria set forth in subsections
(1}{(c}(A}, (B) and (C) of this section."

This amendment would have provided different wording on the
rule governing the temporarily perched water table without
changing the intent of the rule for clarification. We were
unable to come to a consensus on how this rule should be
worded.. We feel that it is not properly worded now, but we
don't want to adopt another incorrect version. We need to
study this rule further before recommending a change. In the
meantime no damage should result from the present wording.

3. On nge 52, subseétion 71-030(2), 1ine 9, delete “Department” and
insert "Director or his authorized representative".

This amendment. would have allowed contract counties to grant
‘rural areas variances without concurrence of the Department as
now required. We received several convincing arguments against
this proposed amendment; thus our recommendation against
adoption. ~ The arguments in opposition are as follows:

First, there is basically 1ittle difference between the
rural areas variances and a regular variance. Approval criteria
in both cases is based upon an opinion (of the grantor) as to
whether a system will actually function. If this proposed
amendment were adopted, rural areas variances could be granted
by any sanitarian working for-a contract county regardless of
training or experience; whereas, with the regular variance
program we have fairly strict qualifications for variance
officers. It is not logical to have comparatively tough
requirements for persons to grant regular variances and practi-
cally no requirements for those persons who would grant rural
areas variances.




Agenda Item I, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting
Page 4

Secondly, since there are no actual rules for granting
rural areas variances the county sanitarian could be subjected
to pressure at the local Tevel to grant variances that in many
instances should not be granted. This would, in effect, be the
first opening in our rules where pressure could be applied and
the local sanitarian would have no one to fall back on for
support. It is felt that the county sanitarian has a tough
enough situation to deal with in his day-to-day routine without

- having to endure the pressure that this measure could bring
upon him.

In addition, one other amendment suggested in the hearings
was considered but was felt to be premature. This proposed
amendment would allow registered sanitarians as well as registered
engineers to design alternative systems (sewage stabilization
ponds and land irrigation of sewage systems). The reason for
this proposal was that few registered engineers are interested
in this type of project; thus, in some areas it is difficult to
get a system designed.

The argument against this proposal -is that these are new
concepts of disposal for individual homes; therefore we should
get some experience in functioning of such systems designed by
registered engineers before opening it up to other professions
as this amendment would de.

Conclusions
Amendments are necessary to make the rules on subsurface sewage
disposal more workable, to delete reference to systems under Department

of Commerce jurisdiction, to make the rules compatible with the rules on
surety bonds and to repeal obsolete rules pertaining to Appeals Boards.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that QAR Chapter 340, Division
7, sections 71, 72, 73 (Secretary of State's number 75) and 74 be amended
as set forth in Attachment "A": that the adopted amendments, numbering
55, be filed immediately with the Secretary of State to become effective

November 1, 1976.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

TJ0:ak
September 23, 1976

Attachments: Attachment "A"
Proposed Amendments to Oregon Administrative

Rules Chapter 340, Division 7, Subsurface &

Alternative Sewage Disposal - August 1976.
Attachment "B"

(Diagram) Drop Box Cross Section

oy




10.

11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

ATTACHMENT 1AM

'PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS TO_OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES CHAPTER 340,
" 'DIVISION 7, SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL
October - 1976

. 'On page 7 of the typed copy filed September 2, 1975 with the Secretary of State,

subsection 71-010 (50), line 1, delete "prevents" and insert "limits"; after
"penetration" insert "more than a restrictive layer. It is virtually free of
roots."

On page 8, definition (57), line 3, delete "but not limited to,"; in line 4

after "vault privies,” insert "construction site type", and in the same line after
"chemical" delete the comma; and in line 5 delete "recirculating and combustion".
On page 14, definition (85), line 1, after "combination" insert "“of".

On page 30, subsection 71-013(1), Tine 6, after the period add the following
sentence, "For the purpose of this subsection "emergency repairs" means repairs

of a failing subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system where immediate
action is necessary to relieve a situation in which sewage is backing up into the
dwelling or building."

On page 30, subsection 71-015(1), line 2, delete "the Department's approved" and
after "forms" insert "approved by the Department”.

On_page 33, subsection 71-015(6)(b), 1ine 2, after the comma following "ORS 454.425"
jnsert "unless otherwise exempt by rules of the Commission,".

On_page 34, subsection 71-016(3), line 2, after "connect" insert "to".

On page 38, subsection 71-020(1)(c), line 1, after "(c)" insert "Operation and";
and in the same line after "be" insert "operated and".

On page 38, 71-020(1)(f), 1ine 7, after "herein" insert "or other standards
approved by the Department."

On page 41, subsection 71-020(2)(h), Tine 1, after "supply" insert "or when
abutting a public street"ﬂ

On_page 41, subsection 71-020(2)(i), after "lTines" insert "(see footnote 8)".
On_page 44, 71-020{4), line 1, after "subsurface" insert "or alternative".

On page 45, subsection 71-025(1), 1ine 12, after "Systems" insert "(Table 3)".

On page 47, subsection 71-027(3), line 2, delete "500" and insert "five hundred
(SOOFQ; "N line 4, delete "500" and insert "five hundred (500)}"; and in line 5,
delete "150" and insert "one hundred fifty (150)".

On_page 47, subsection 71-027(7), line 8, after "three" insert "(3)".

On Qa?e 49, 71-030(1)}(e) - In first line after "(e)" insert "Slope exceeds twenty-

five (25) percent or", delete "these" and insert "the"; and in the same subsection
delete the colon and insert "in Table 4A."

T




17.
18.
19.

20
21.

22,

23.
24.
25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.
3#.

On page 50, at the bottom of the slope~depth chart insert "Table 4A".
On"page 55, in.last Tine on that page delété "35" and insert "thirty-five (35)".
" On_page 59, subsection 71-030(8)(a)(B), line 3 and line 7, after "chart" insert

Table 2)".

'On'page'59;:subséction 71¥030(8)(a)(D); line 9 after "layer" insert “(Table 5)".

A.

'On page 65, substitute Attachment "B" for the drop box cross section portion of
Diagram 1 o

'On page 67, subsection 71-037(1), line 1, after the period add the following

sentence, "For the purpose of this subsection "sewage stabilization pond" means
one which is designed and is used to process a sewage flow of less than five
thousand (5,000) gallons per day."

On page 67, subsection 71-037(1)(b)(B), in line 1, delete "2-1/2" and insert "two
and one-half (2-1/2)".

On page 67, subsection 71-037(1)(b)(C), in line 2, delete "35" and insert
"thirty-five (35)".

On page 67, subsection 71-037(1)(b)(D), Tine 2, delete "of" and insert "so as to
form an"; and in the same line delete "material” and insert “"barrier".

On page 67, subsection 71-037(1)(b){(D), in Tine 4, delete "3" and insert "three
(3",

On page 68, subsection 71-037(1)(c), line 3, delete "both" and "and ORS 468.740";
and in line 4, delete "Department" and insert "Director or by written permission,
his authorized representative”.

On page 68, 71-037(2)(a), line 1, after "sewage" insert "flows of less than five
thousand (5,000) gallons per day".

On ‘page 69, subsection 71-037(2)(c), line 3, delete "both" and "and ORS 468.740"
and in line 4, delete "Départment" and insert "Director or by written permission,
his authorized representative".

On page 70, subsection 71-037(3)(e), line 3, delete "both", "and ORS 468.740" and
epartment" and insert "Director or by written permission, his authorized
representative."

On page 71, subsection 71-040(1)(b), Tines 1, 2, 3 and 4, delete "No nonwater-
carried waste disposal facility shall be used for dwellings having piped in
running water except chemical recirculating toilet facilities may be permitted
by the Director or his authorized representative.”; and in line 7, after "sites,”
insert "farm"; and in the same 1ine delete "places of employment,".

On_page 75, subsection 71-045(6)(i), line 3, after "facilities" insert "unless
otherwise authorized by the Director in emergency situations."

On page 75, subsection 71-045(7)(a), 1ine 1, after "a" insert "public™.

On_ page 76, subsection 71-045(10)(e), line 2, after "or" insert “"public".
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35.

36.
37.

38.

39.°

40.

41.

42.

to read

"{11) Personnel Qualifications. Any person operating a sewage disposal
service licensed by the Department may employ personne1 other than
journeyman plumbers Ticensed under ORS Chapter 693 to perform the’
manual work of installing the pipe in drain and sewage lines from
five feet outside a building or structure to the service lateral
at the curb or in the street or alley or other disposal terminal
holding human or domestic sewage."

On_page 79, Appendik A, paragraph III.H., Tine 3, after "some" insert "otherf.
On page 84, Appendix B, Subsection V. Drop Boxes -
Delete the entire subsection and substitute the following:
"Y. DROP BOXES
A. Sump. Sumps are optional.

B. Size. Drop boxes shall be Targe enough to accommodate header
pipe.

C. Invert Elevations. Inlet and overflow pipe port inverts
shall be at the same elevation. The invert of the header
pipe port leading to the disposal trench shall be six (6)
inches below inlet and overflow port inverts.

D. Construction. Drop boxes shall be constructed of concrete
or other durable material approved by the Department.

E. Cover. Drop box covers shall bear the manufacturer's name
and address.

F. Premarket1ng Certification. Drop box manufacturers shall
state in writing, to the Department, that the product(s) to
be distributed for use in Oregon will meet all requirements
of this section."

'On page 92, Appendix E, paragraph II.A.2., lines 3 and 4, delete "regulations”

and insert "ru1es".

On_ page 93, Appendix E, in line 4 of paragraph II.A.3, line 3 of paragraph II.B.,

and Tine 3 of paragraph II.C., delete "regulations" and insert "rules".

On_page 94, Appendix E, paragraph II.D., lines 3 and 6 delete "regulations" and
insert "rules".

On page 98 and 99, Appendix F, delete all of paragraphs III.D., III.E., and
ITI.F.

On“page 101, subsection 72-020(1), line 2, revise "454 665" to read "454.655", |




43,
44
45.
46.
47.
48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

On page 104, subsection 73-015(1), line 2, delete "water" and after "pollution"
insert "of public waters". (Secretary of State's rumber 75-015(1)) - '

On page 105, subsection 73-025(7)}, 1line 2, after "0AR 71-020(2)" insert
m ETab]e 4)." (Secretary of State's number 75-025(7)})

On_page 106, subsection 73-040, line 4, after "fee" insert "per granted
variance". (Secretary of State's number 75-040}

On_page 108, subsection 74-015(3), delete the entire subsection and renumber
subsequent subsections.

On page 109, subsection 74-015(5)(b), Tine 3, after "nollution" insert "of
public waters".

Repeal the original sections 73-005, 73-010 and 73-015 pertaining to Subsurface
Sewage Disposal Permit Appeals Board.

On page 106, in subsection 72-015(4) Tine 7, delete "Marion" and add a new
paragraph (d) to read as follows:

"And (d) the fees to be charged by the County of Marion
shall be as follows:

New Construction Installation Permit $75.00
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit 25.00
Evaluation Reports 37.50"

On_page 44, subsection 71-020(4) 1ine 3, delete "city or other legal entity”
which has been formed in compliance with Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter:
450 or 451" and insert "municipality as defined in ORS 454.010(3)"

On_page 33, subsection 71-013(7), Tline 2,_after Tissgance" insert "and '
except as provided in subsection (8) of this section is not transferable"

On page 35, subsection 71-016(3), add a new pardgraph to read as follows:

"(e) Any other information which the Director or his authorized
representative may request.”

On page 35, subsection 71-016(4)}, add a new paragraph to read as follows:
"(c) Section 340-71-020(1)(a) is satisfied."
On page 35, Section 71-016, add a new subsection to read as follows:
“(7) An "existing subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system"
means a subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system which
was constructed pursuant to a permit and for which a certificate

of satisfactory completion has been issued, or a system the
construction of which was completed prior to January 1, 1974."




55. On page 59, Section 71-030, add a new subsection to read as follows:

"(9) Geographic Region Rule B,

(a)

(c)

(d)

In areas where the permanent water table or the permanently
perched water table will be within four (4) feet of the bottom
point of the effective sidewall of the disposal trench and the
s0il on the parcel is medium or fine unconsolidated sand,
permits may be issued proyided:

(A} The water table is not closer than twenty-four (24) inches
of the original ground surface.

(B) The parcel is filled with Tike sand adequate in depth to
provide feur (4) feet of separation between the water
table and the bottom point of the effective sidewall of
the disposal trench.

(C) The parcel is adequate in size to accommodate a filled
area for.initial drainfield installation and a full replacement -
area to the construction specifications set forth in
subsection (b) of this section.

(D) The full replacement area is filled at the same time the
initial drainfield site is filled.

(E) The filled area is protected from erosion by planting of
suitable grasses or other vegetative cover or other
materials approved by the Director or his authorize
representative. '

Fi11s shall be adequate in size to accommodate a drainfield
sized in accordance with subsection 71-030(3)(c) of these rules
and: '

(A) To accommodate a minimum fi17 side slope of 3 to 1.

(B) To provide for a disposal trench setback of ten (10) feet
inside the crown of the fill.
The area to be filled is cleared of all. vegetative cover.

(D} The surface area to be filled is scarified to a depth of
at least six (6) inches.

(E} The total depth of the fill will be the minimum needed to
bring the site into compliance with the subsection 77-
030(1)(c).

Inspectioh and approval. A site evaluation approval can be
issued only after:

(A) The fili has been completed, inspected and found to be in
compliance with these rules.

Fees. An additional site .evaluation fee will not be charged if
the site is modified and approved within ninety (90) days of
initial site evaluation application.”
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ROBERT W. STRAUB

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

GOVERNOR
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Peter McSwain, Hearing Officer

Subject: Consclidated Hearing Report: Public Hearings of June and Septewber,
1976, on Two Separate Sets of Proposals to Amend Rules Governing
Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems

Background

Hearings covered in this report:

Proposals on:

A.

Housekeeping Amendments, Increased Local Aathority, Definition

of Emergency Repairs, Increase in Jackson County Fees, Delinea-
tion of Jurisdiction Between Plumbers and Installers, and Modified
Drop—-box Specifications were covered.

The. package of proposals on the above subjects was submitted
to public hearings before Hearing Officer Reiter at 1:30 p.m. and
7:30 p.m. on June 15, 1976, in Roseburg and on June 16, 1976, in
Medford. The same package was submitted to public hearing before
Hearing Officer McSwain at 10:00 a.m. on June 22, 1976.

Proposals to:

B.

&

Contains
Recyeled
Materials

DEQ-44

Change Marion County's Permit Fees, and To Allow Filling of Sand-
On-Sand in Areas of High Water Table in Unconsolidated Sands.-

These two proposals were submitted to public hearing on
September 21, at 10:00 a.m. in Salem before Hearing Officer Messer,
in Astoria before Hearing Officer Jackman, and in Coos Bay before
Hearing Officer Osborne.

The proposals for fee raises were the subject of testimony
only in Jackson County and Marion County hearings.




Witness List

Anderson, E.A.
Gold Beach

Bartram, Alta L.
North Roseburg
Sanitary District

Berg, William
Gearhart Homeowners
Association and
Planning Commissioner

Britton, Jim
Wildish Land Co.

Herzberg, Herbert R.
Laborers Union
Iocal #B5

Hollingsworth, John E.
Department of
Transportation
(Parks Engineering)

Johnson, Michael
Sewage Disposal
Service Contractor
from Florence

Likely, N.A.
Jacksonville

Lowry, Robert
Lane County
Sanitarian

Mascn, Bxuce
Clatsop County
Sanitarian

Mosher, Merrill
Coos Bay LCDC Local
Advisory Committee

Olgon, C. William
Josephine County

Ordway, Lyle
Clatsop County
Commissioner

Rogers, Bud
Sanitation and Drainage
Construction Association

Rudiger, E4
Rudiger Construction

Scheer, Steven
Jackson County Sanitarian

Stout, M.K.
North Roseburg
Sanitary District

Tindell, Mr,
{otherwise unknown)

Tracey, Colman
Turner, QOregon

VanNatta, Fred
Oregon Homebuilders
Agsociation

Wildfang, Howard
Wildfang Construction Co.

Williamg, Larry
Oregon Environmental Council




Summary of Testimony by Section:

General Testimony

The Astoria public hearing denied the public access because conducted
in daytime hours. (Tindell)

The people of Gearhart, who would be affected by the proposal for
"sand on sand" fill in certain cases in unconsolidated sand areas, were
denied public participation by a report in the Daily Astorian of
September 15 stating the hearing (actually on September 21) would be
held on September 22. (Berg)

71-013(1) "Emergency repairs" defined.
This proposal should perhaps be in the definition section. The
proposal is too strict, overlooking of drainfield failures. (Olson)

It should include cases where there is a broken pressure sewer line.
(Hollingsworth)
72-015(4) Fee schedules $100.

Permit fee is excessive. A larger percentage of the cost should
be paid out of the general fund because the protection of public health
and waters is largely at stake. (Likely)

72-015(4) {d) Marion County Fees:

There should be no fee increase. The fee structure, the regulations
as a whole, the staff of ILCDC, and SB 100 should be abolished. (Tracey)
71-015(6) (1)

Local authorization only for systems up to 5,000 gpd flow. This
proposal is a good one. (Olson)

71-030(9) Geographic Regicn Rule B. {Sand-on-Sand Fill)
The proposal should be supported with some redrafting (suggested

language was incorporated into Director's proposal) . {Lowry)

This proposal is worthy of adoption. Sand is a workable soil to
treat effluent under the proposal. (Jochnson)

This proposal conflicts with LCDC's coastal zone management plan.
(Mosher)

The proposed 24 inch watertable separation (9) (a) (A} might be too
much. Separation measurements should not be taken under severe rain
conditions. Much of the groundwater is free to use for dispersing sewage
effluent. {(Ordway)
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The proposal is favored by the Clatsop County Health Department as
sufficiently protective of the watertable. (Mason)

This proposal allows development in contravention of future compre-
hensive plans, dictating land use decisions to Gearhart area residents. (Berg)

71-030(1) (d)

Proposal is commendable in that it would give additicnal authority
to contract agents. The wording "24 inches below the surface of the
ground or would cause temporarily perched groundwater to come in contact
with absorption facility's effective sidewall" needs clarification.
Contact with sidewall is most important. Twenty-four inch requirement
should be deleted. (Olson)

71-030(2) Transfer of rural areas rule administration to contract agents.

This is a good change. (Olson)

This proposal is a step back toward the era when political influence
governed permit issuance. The "variance-like" rural area rules vest too
much discretion for a politically beleaguered local official to struggle
with. (Williams)

71-037(1) Alternate Disposal Systems

Registered sanitarians should also be allowed to perform the functions
reserved to registered professional engineers under this section. In
many areas, nho engineers are experienced in this type of work. Many
sanitarians are actively engaged in review of such systems. (Sheer)

71=-037(1) {c}, 71-037(2) (c¢), and 71-037(3) (e).

Authorization for local agent to permit alternate systems. This
proposal should be deleted for the same reasons given under 71-030(2)
(rural areas) (Williams)

71-045 Who may install beyond building drain (first 5 feet) .

This proposal is commendable. WNon-plumbers should be allowed to
install pipe for building sewers and drain lines. (Herzberg, Rogers,
Rudiger, Stout, Henderson, Bartram)

In addition to the rule change, statutory amendment to remove
building sewers from Department of Commerce jurisdiction is needed.
{(Bartram)

Instead of a rule change, statutory amendment is in order to permit
installers to hire ncon-plumbers for this work. (Wildfang)
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Competent excavation contractors on government jobs laying similar
or larger pipe should not have to have a license from either Commerce
or DEQ simply because they turn a corner and go onto private property
for a hookup. (Britton}

The "either or" system restored by the latest attorney general's
opinion is livable but causes confusion in smaller communities. (Britton)

The proposal should not be adopted. It adds nothing to the revised

opinion of the attorney general and serves to cloud the issues which

are already the subject of litigation in Marion County Circuit Court
where a petition for declaratory judgment has been filed. The home-
builders association would be severely troubled if only plumbers could
install building sewers because there are too few plumbers to do the
work and most small plumbing shops do not have sufficient equipment to
handle scme of the larger pipe. The work has historically been done

by laborers. (VanNatta, Wildfang)

Appendix B Drop Boxes

There should be allowed a design where the inlet and outlet lines
"elbow" down into the box at a lower level which would permit the top
of the box to be lower and, when installed, protected by a deeper earth
covering. (Wildfang)

NOTES :

1. It is demonstrated that daytime hearings give less than a
sufficient opportunity for the public neither by public
indication nor by attendance records compariscon. Night hearings
are held frequently (i.e. Medford and Roseburg in this proceeding)
and seem often to have less attendance — exceptions: Wah Chang
Albany and Alumax hearings.

2. The Daily Astorian twice published notice of hearing correctly,
once before and once after its error. In addition, the legal
notice and press release seem to have been correct. Should a
flagrant problem of news error arise, it might be wise to re-
schedule a hearing. We don't find this instance (see Mr. Berg's
general comment) to be such a case.

3. In addition to remarks summarized, the Department's Ron Baker,
Dave Couch, Daryl Johnson and Rich Reiter submitted suggestions
of great value as coming from employees in the program. It is
seen as intra-agency advice and has been so-evaluated, presumably,
by the Director and Mr. Osborne.

Respectfully submitted,

/%W(ZW |

Peter McSwain
Hearing Officer




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 972053 Telephone (503) 229-5696
ROBERT W. STRAUB
GQVERNOR
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Amendments to Agenda Item K, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting

Consideration of Adoption of revised Rules for Open Burning,
0AR 340-23-025 through 23-050

Background

Following the preparation of the staff report and revised Rules for
Open Burning, additional comments concerning the proposed rule were
received from a fire control agency in Washington County. These com-
ments indicated that the rule as proposed would have adverse effects on
accomplishment of domestic open burning in certain parts of the county.

Discussion

During the revision of the open burning rules, the special pro-
visions for Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties were
incorporated into the proposed rules. In the process of this trans-
position, the special restricted areas of those counties which were a
part of the special rules were unified into an overall Open Burning
Control Area including all counties within the Willamette Valley. It
has been brought to the Department's attention that minor differences in
wording resulting from this unification would result in restriction of
domestic open burning in parts of Washington and Clackamas Counties.
These areas have historically been permitted to conduct domestic open
burning during the entire year. The proposed rule as written would
restrict the residents to conducting this type of burning only during
the fall and spring domestic burning periods. "The areas of the two
counties which are affected by this change have been allowed to burn
domestic waste because of a lack of adequate waste disposal services.
This lack of services still exists.

Conclusions

Wording differences have resulted from the unification of the
various special rules into the proposed open burning rules. These
differences have resulted in restriction of domestic open burning in
areas historically allowed to conduct such burning. The restrictions

Ky can be corrected by minor changes in the proposed rules as follows:
E?" (changes underlined)

aled
Contalns
Fecycle
Materials
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1. Section 23-045(6){b), change wording to: "In the Timber and
Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Districts, and in areas outside
Rural Fire Protection Districts in Washington County.

2. Section 23-045(6)(c), add a new subsection: (IX) In those
portions of the Clackamas-Marion Rural Fire Protection District
within Clackamas County.

A copy of the affected portion of the rule showing changes is
attached to this report.

Directors Recommendation

It is the recommendation of the Director that the proposed Open
Burning Rules, OAR 340-23-025 through 23-050 be amended as follows:
(deleted wording bracketed, new wording underlined)

1. O0AR 340-23-045{6){b) In the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire
~ Protection Districts, and in areas outside Rural Fire Protection

districts [of] in Washington County.

2. 0AR 340-23-046(6){c){(IX) In those portions of the Clackamas-
Marion Rural F1re Protection District within Clackamas County.

And that these amendments become a part of the proposed Rules for
Open Burning, OAR 340-23-025 through 23-050.

=S

LOREN KRAMER

RMJ:ds
10/12/76
Attachment
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DOMESTIC WASTE
Open burning of domestic waste is prohibited within the Willamette
Yalley Open Burning Control Area, except such burning is per-
mitted until July 1, 1979:
(a) In Columbia County excluding the area within the Scappoose

Rural Fire Protection District.

(b) In the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Districts

and in all areas outside of rural fire protection districts

[of] in Washington County.
(c) In the following rural fire protection districts of Clackamas

County:

(1) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District.

(i1) Fstacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69.
(iii) Colton-Springwater Rural Fire Protection District.

(iv) Molalla Rural Fire Protection District.

(v) Hoodland Rural Fire Protection District.

(vi) Monitor Rural Fire Protection District.
(vii) Scotts Mills Rural Fire Protection District.
(viii) ‘Aurora Rural Fire Protection District.

(ix) A1l portions of the Clackamas-Marion Fire Protection

District within Clackamas County.

(d) In Multnomah County east of the Sandy River.

(e) In all other parts of the Willamette Valley Open Burning
Control Area except Lane County, for the burning of wood,
needle, or leaf materials from trees, shrubs, or plants from
yard clean-up on the property at which one resides, during
the period commencing with the last Friday in October and
terminating at sunset on the third Sunday of December, and
the period commencing the second Friday in April and terminating

at sunset on the third Sunday in May.




(7)

(f)

-12-
In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and Regulations
of the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.
Domestic open burning is allowed under this section only
between 7:30 a.m. and sunset on days when the Department has
advised fire permit issuing agencies that open burning is

allowed,

OPEN BURNING ALLOWED BY LETTER PERMIT

Burning of commercial, industrial and construction and demolition

waste on a singly occurring or infrequent basis may be allowed by

a letter permit issued by the Department, provided that the

following conditions are met:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

No practicable alternative method for disposal of the waste

is available.

Application for disposal of the waste by burning is made in
writing to the Department, 1isting the quantity and type of
waste to be burned, and all efforts which have been made to
dispose of the waste by other means.

The Department shall evaluate all such requests for_open
burning taking into account reasonable efforts to use
alternative means of disposal, the condition of the particular
airshed where the burning will occur, other emission sources

in-the vicinity of the requested open burning, remoteness of

-the site and methods to be used to insure complete and

efficient combustion of the waste material.

If the Department is satisfied that reasonable alternative
disposal methods are not available, and that significant
degradation of air quality will not occur as the result of
allowing the open burning to be accomplished, the Department

may issue a letter permit to allow the burning to take




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. K, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting

Consideration of adoption of revised Rules for Open Burning,
0AR 340-23-025 through 23-050

Background

On July 30, 1976 the Commission granted authorization for the Department to
conduct public hearings for the proposed revisions to the Open Burning Rules.
Hearings were subsequently held by the Department on September 8 in Medford and
on September 9 in Eugene, Portland and Salem. Written testimony was accepted
for the hearings record until September 19. The Department has reviewed the
testimony presented during these hearings, and has prepared revised rules
incorporating changes made as a result of the testimony received.

Discussion

Testimony received at the public hearings was primarily related to three
proposed revisions to the rules. The first and most significant change provides
for the issuance of special permits for the open burning of waste material
otherwise prohibited by the rule, in cases when no alternative method of dis-
posal of the wastes is available. These permits would be Timited to singly or
infrequently occuring instances, and would be limited in duration according to
specific needs. The permits would be issued at the Regional Manager level, and
would take into account factors such as remoteness of site, atmospheric con-
ditions and the use of alternative means of disposal of the waste material. The
proposed special permits would provide more realistic solutions to occasional
open burning problems by allowing infrequently occurring accumulations of wastes
to be disposed of in a reasonable fashion without unneccessary delay. The
special permits would also provide for emergency disposal of burnable material
which might accumulate as a result of natural occurrences such as floods or
windstorms, or for man-caused occurrences such as oil spills. The requirements
for obtaining the permits are stringent and permits would not be issued if

Q§¢

Containg
Recycled
thaterfals
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alternative disposal methods were reasonably available. Considerable support
for the special permit provisions was shown at the hearings. This support was
general from fire control agencies, industry and Department Regional personnel.
A single exception to the support was received from Portland Regional personnel
and fire officials from the Portland area, who requested that the permits be
Timited to emergency situations in the Portland Metropolitan area.

The second provision of the rules which produced considerable testimony was
the proposed provision of six extra random days of permitted domestic open
burning. These extra days were proposed to be allowed following the fall
burning period during years when weather conditions prevented significant
amounts of burning to be accomplished. The proposed provision for the extra
days was unanimously opposed by the Portiland Region, the Southwest Air Pollution
Authority in Vancouver, and by the fire control officials. The fire officials
expressed the opinion that the random occurrence of the proposed days would
present considerable difficulty and expense in the issuance of fire permits, and
would also present difficulty in informing the public on days when burning would
be allowed. The Department did not receive any comment favorable to this
proposed revision during the hearings.

The third revision causing comment was a proposed change in the starting
date for the fall domestic burning period from the last Friday in October to the
first day of November. While some support for this change in date was presented
during the rule revision, the testimony presented at the hearing opposed the
change. The primary reasons for this opposition were that the change would
cause confusion on the part of the public, and would result in differing start-
ing dates for burning between the Portland area and Southwest Washington. An
additional reason for support for the earlier starting date was that the burning
period would always start on a weekend and would therefore be more convenient
for a majority of the public.

With the exception of the above testimony, the response to the proposed
rules has been generally favorable. Other minor points of revision have been
proposed, and have been considerd in the final rules presented for adoption with
this report. A copy of the proposed rules showing changes as a result of the
hearing process is included as Attachment 1 of the report. The final rules
proposed for adoption are included as Attachment 2, and the Hearings Officers'
reports are included as Attachment 3.

Summary.and Conclusions

Comments received as testimony during the hearings for these rules have
been considered by the Department and have generally been incorporated as
revisions to the proposed rules. The rules presented for adoption at this time
appear to be substantially supported by the Department and by affected fire
control officials and industry. Comment from the general public at the hearings
was minimal, probably due to the Timited number of changes proposed to be made
in requirements for domestic .open burning.

Based on need and supported by testimony, the Department has concluded that
the following provisions of the proposed rules should be retained or changed as
indicated:
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1.  The special permit section, 340-23-045 should be retained to facil-
itate regulation of open burning of selected industrial, commercial or
land clearing wastes where practical alternative disposal methods are
not available. Special permits allowed by this section should be
restricted to emergency cases in the Portland Metropolitan area since

~ alternative methods for disposal are available in the Metropolitan
area.

2. The proposed six random days of domestic burning between the fall and
spring burning seasons should not be authorized because of the dif-
ficulty of administration on the part of the Department and the fire
permit issuing agencies.

3. The proposed change in the starting date of the fall domestic burning
period should not be made in order to decrease confusion on the part
of the public, and to avoid conflict with Southwest Washington open
burning rules. The added advantage of the original date starting on a
weekend and thus providing more opportunity for the public to ac-
complish burning early in the season should be retained.

The above considerations are reflected in the final proposed rule, At-
“tachment 2.

-Director's Recommendation

It is the recommendation of the Director that the proposed revisions to the
Rules for Open Burning, OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050 be
adopted by the Commission, and that the Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan
be amended in accordance with the provisions of these rules.

=

LOREN KRAMER

RMJ:cs
9/27/76
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Attachment 1

Proposed Rule showing revisions, deleted material is bracketed, new wording
is underlined.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROPOSED RULES FOR OPEN BURNING
July 29, 1976

OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-005 through 23-020, 28-005(1), (4), (5) and (6),
28-010 through 28-020, and 29-055 are repealed and new Sections 23-025 through
23-050 are adopted in lieu thereof.
23-025 POLICY.
In order to restore and maintain the quality of the air resources of the
state in a condition as free from air pollution as is practicable, con-
sistent with the overall public welfare of the State, it is the policy of
the Environmental Quality Commission: to eliminate open burning disposal
practices where alternative disposal methods are feasible and practicable;
to encourage the development of alternative disposal methods; to emphasize
resource recovery; to regulate specified types of open burning; to en-
courage utilization of the highest and best practicable burning methods to
minimize emissions where other disposal practices are not feasible; and to
require specific programs and timetables for compliance with these rules.
23-030 DEFINITIONS. As used in these Rules unless otherwise required by context:
(1) "Commercial Waste” means combustible waste which is generated by any
activity of wholesale or retail commercial offices or facilities, or
by industrial, governmental, institutional, or charitable organization
offices and facilities, or by housing facilities with more than four
1iving units including but not limited to apartments, hotels, motels,
dormitories and mobile home parks, but does not include any waste
which is defined as industrial waste under subsection (9) of this

Section or which is prohibited in Section 23-040(7).




(2)
(3)

(8)

(9)

“Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commissioh.

"Construction and Demolition Waste" means combustible waste which is
generated by the removal of debris, logs, trees, brush, or demolition
material from any site in preparation for land improvement or a con-
struction project; any waste occurring as the result of a construction

project; or any waste resulting from the complete or partial destruc-

“tion of any man-made structures such as houses, apartments, commercial

buildings, or industrial buildings.

“Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality.

"Director" means the Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality or his de]egated.representative pursuant to ORS 468.045(3).
"Domestic Waste" means combustible household waste, other than wet
garbage, such as paper, cardboard, leaves, yard clippings, wood, or
similar materials generated in a dwelling housing four (4) families or
less, or on the real property on which the dwelling is situated.

“Fire Hazard" means the presence or accumulation of combustible 7

material of such nature and in sufficient quantity that its continued

existence constitutes an imminent and substantial danger to life,
property, public welfare, or to adjacent lands.

"Forced-air Pit Incineration" means any method or device by which
burning of waste is done in a subsurface pit or above ground enclosure
with combustion air supplied under positive”draff or air curtain, and
controlled in sﬁch a manner as to optimize combustion efficiency and
minimize the emissioﬁ of air contaminants. |

"Industrial Waste" means combustible waste produced as the direct

‘result of any manufacturing or industrial process.




(10)

(11)

"Open Burning" means burning conducted in such a manner that combus-
tion air and combustion products may not be effective]y_contro]]ed,
including but not limited to burning conducted in open outdoor fires,
burn barrels, and backyard incinerators.

“Open Burning Control Area" means an area established to control

specific open burning practices or to maintain specific open burning

'stahdards which may be more stringent than those established for other -

areas of the'State, including but not Timited t6 the following areas:

{a) A1l areas within incorporated cities having a population of four
thousand (4,000) or more and within three (3) mf]es of the cor-
porate limits of any such city.

(b) The Coos Bay Open Burning Control Area, as genera]]y depicted on
Attachment 1, and as defined as follows:
Beginning at a point approximately 4-1/2 miles WNW of The City of
North Bend, Coos County, at the intersection of the north boundary
of T25S, R13E and the coast 1ine of the Pacific Ocean; thence
eést to the NE corner of T26S, R12E; thence squth to the SE
corner of T26S, R12E; thence west to the intersection of the
south boundary of T26S, R14W and the coastline df the Pacific
Ocean; thence northerly and easterly along the coastline of the
Pacific Ocean to its intersection with the north bouhdary of
1255, RI3E, the point of beginning.

(c} The Rogue Basin Qpen Burning Control Area, as generally depicted
on Attachment 2, and as defined as follows:
Beginning at a point approximately 4-1/2 miles NE of The City of
Shady Cove, Jackson County at the NE corner of T34S, RIW, Willamette

Meridian; thence south along the Willamette Meridian to the SW




corner of T37S, RIW; thence East to the NE corner of T38S, RIE;
thence South to the SE corner of T38S, RIE; thence East to the NE
corner of T39S, R2E; thence South to the SE corner of T39S, R2E;
thence West to the SW corner of T39S, RIE; thence NW along a line
to the NW corner of T39S, RIW; thence West to the SW corner of
T385, R2W; thence North to the SW corner of T36S, R2W; thence

West to the SW corner of T36S, R4W; thence South to the SE corner -
of T375, R5W; thence West to the SW corner of T37S, R6W; thence

North to the NW corner of T36S5, R6W; thence East to the SW corner

‘of T35S, R1w§ thence North to the NW corner of T34S, RIW; thence

East to the point of beginning.

The Umpgqua Basin Open Burning Control Area, as generally depicted
on Attachment 3, and as defined as follows: |
Beginning at a point approximately 4 miles WNW of the City of
Oakland, Douglas County, at the NE corner of T25S, RbW, Willamette
Meridian; thence South to the SE corner of T25S, R5W; thence East
to the NE corner of T26S, R4W. thence South to the SE corner of
T27S, RAW; thence West to the SE corner of T27S, RSH; thence
South to the SE corner of T30S, RS5W; thence West to the SW corner
of T30S, R6W; thence north to the NW corner of T29S, R6W; thence
West to the SW corner of T28S, R7W; thence North to the NW corner
of T27S, R7W; thence East to the NE corner of T27S5, R7W; thence
North to the NW corner of T26, R6W; thence East to the NE corner
of T26, R6W; thence North to the NW corner of T25S, R5W; thence

East to the point of beginning.




(12)

(14)
(15)

{e} The Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, defined as
follows:
A11 of Benton, Clackamas, Columbia, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah,
Polk, Washington and Yamhill Counties.
"Person" means any individual, corporation, association, firm, partner-
ship, joint stock company, public or municipal corporation, politicatl
subdivision, the State and any agency thereof, and the Federa] Govern-
ment and any agency thereof.
"Population” means the annual population estimate of incorporated
cities within the State of Oregon issued by the Center for Population
Research and Census, Portiand State University, Portland, Oregon.
“Regional Authority" means the Lane Regioné] Air Po]iution Aothority.

"Waste" means any useless or discarded materials.

23-035 EXCEPTIONS, STATEWIDE

The provisions of these rules shall not apply to:

(1)

Fires set for traditional recreational purposes and traditional cere-
monial occasions for which a fire is appropriate provided that no

waste materials which may emit dense smoke or noxious odors as pro-

‘hibited in Section 22-040(7) are included as any part of the fuel used

for such fires.

Any barbecue equipment not used for commercial or fund raising purposes,
nor to any bafbecue equipment used for commercial or fund raising N
purposes for no more than two period; in any calendar year, each such

period not to exceed two consecutive weeks, in any single area.




(3)

Fires set or allowed by any public agency when such fire is set or
allowed to be set in the performance of its official duty for the

purpose of weed abatement, instruction of employes in the methods of

~ fire fighting, or for prevention or elimination of a fire hazard, and

which are necessary in the opinion of the public agency responsible
for such fires.
Gpen burning as a part of agricultural operations which is regulated

in part by OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Subdivision 6, Agricultural

Operations.

Open burning on forest land permitted under the Smoke Management Plan
filed pursuant to ORS 477.515.

Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of employees
of private 1ndustr1a1.concerns'in methods of fire fighting, or for

civil defense instruction.

23-040 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS

(1)

(2)

No person shall cause or allow to be initiated or maintained any open
burning which is prohibited by any rule of the Commission.

Open burning in violation of any rule of the Commission shall be
brompt1y extinguished by the person in attendance or person respon-
sible when notified to extinguish the fire by either the Department,
or by any other appropriate public official.

Any pérson who owns or controls, including the tenant of, property on
which open burning occurs or who has caused or allowed such open
burning to be initiated or maintained shall be considered the person
responsible for the open burning. -

Open fires allowed by these rules shall be constantly attended by a

responsible person until extinguished.




(8)

A1l combustible material to be open burned sh§11 be dried tQ the
extent practicable to prevent emissions of excessive smoke.

A1l combustible material to be open burned shall be- stacked or windrowed
in such a manner as to eliminate dirt, rocks and other non-combustible
material, and to promote efficient burning. Equipment and tools shall
be available to periodically re-stack the burning material to insure
that combustion is essentially complete and that smoldering fires are
prevented.

Open burning of any waste materials which normally emit dense smoke,
noxious odors, or which may tend to create a public nuisance such as,
but not limited to household garbage, plastics, wire insulation, auto
bodies, asphalt, waste petroleum products, rubber products, anima]
remains, and animal or vegetable wastes resulting from the handling,
preparation, cooking, or service of food is prohibited.

If the Department determines that open. burning allowed by these rules
may cause or is causing a public nuisance, the Department may require
that the burning be terminated or that auxiliary combustion equipment
or combustion promoting materials to be used to insure complete com-
bustion and elimination of the nuisance. Auxi]iar& combustion equip-
ment required under this subsection may include, but is not limited to,
fans or air curtain incinerators. Combustion premoting materials may
include but are not limited to propane, diesel oil or je11jed diesel.

No open burning shall be initiated in any part of the State on any day

_'or at any time when the Department advises fire permit issuing agencies

that open burning is not allowed in that part of the State because of

adverse meteorological or air quality conditions.




(10) No open burning shall be initiated in any area of the State in which
an-air pollution alert, warning, or emergency has been declared pur-
suant to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 27-010 and 27-025(2), and is then
in effect. Any open burning in progress at the time of such declara-
tion shall be promptly extinguished by the person in attendance or
person responsible when notified of the declaration by either the
Department or any other appropriate public official.

{11} Open burning authorized by these rules does not exempt or excuse any
person from liability for, consequences, damages or injuries resulting
from such burning, nor does it exempt any person from complying with
applicable laws, ordinances or regulations of other governmental
agencies having jurisdiction.‘

{12) Forced-air pit incineration may be approved .as én alternative to open
burning prohibited by these rules, provided that the_fo]]owing conditions
shall be met:

(a) The person requesting approval of forced air pit incineration
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Department or Re-
gional Authority that no feasible or practicable alternative to
forced-air pit incineration exists.

(b) The forced air pit incineration facility shall be designed,
installed and operated in such a manner that visible emissions do
not exceed forty percent {40%) opacity for more than three {3}
'minuteé out of any one {1) hour of operation following fhe initial

thirty (30) minute startup period.




(c) The person requesting approval of a forced-air pit incineration
facility shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, if
reduired therefor, and the person shall be granted an‘épprova] of
the facility only after a Notice of Construction and Application
for Approval is submitted pursuant to OAR Chapter 340, Section
20-020 through 20-030.

23-045 REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS BY AREA

(1)

(2)

(4)

LANE COUNTY
The rules and regulations of the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority

shall apply to all open burning conducted in Lane County, provided

‘that the provisions of such rules and regulations shall be no less

stringent than the provisions of these rules.

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

Open burning at solid waste disposal sites is prohibited statewide
except as authorized by a Solid Waste Permit issued as provided in OAR
Chapter 340, Sections 61-005 through 61-085.

COMMERCIAL WASTE

Open burning of commercial waste is prohibited within open burning
confrol areas except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this
section.

INDUSTRIAL WASTE

Open burning of industrial waste is'prohibited statewide except as may

be provided in subsection {7) of this section.




(5)

-10-

CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTE

Except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this section, open

burning of construction and demolition waste, including non-agricultural

land clearing debris, is prohibited as follows:

(a) Within all open burning control areas in Baker, Benton, Clatsop,
Coos, Crook, Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, Jackson, Josephine,
Klamath, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Marion, Polk, Tillamook, Umatilla,
Union, Wasco and Yamhill Counties.

(b) In Multnomah County west of the Sandy River.

(c) 1In Washington County in all areas within rural fire protection
districts, including the areas of incorporated cities within or
surrounded by said districts. |

(d) In Columbia and Clackamas Counties within control areas established
as:

(i) Any area in or within three (3) miles of the boundary of any
city of more than 1,000 but less than 45,000 population.

{(ii) Any area in or within six (6) miles of the boundary of any
city of 45,000 or more population.

(1ii) Any area between areas established by this rule where the
boundaries are separated by three {(3) miles or less.

(iv) Whenever two or more cities have a common boundary, the
total population of these cities will determine the control
area c1assificatioﬁ and the municipal boundaries of eaﬁh of
the cities shall be used to determine the limit of the

control area.




(6)

-11-

DOMESTIC WASTE

Open burning of domestic waste is prohibited within the Willamette

Yalley Open Burning Control Area, except such burning is permitted

until dJuly 1, 1979:

{a) In Columbia County excluding the area within the Scappoose Rural
Fire Protection District.

{b) In the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Districts of
Washington County.

{c) In the following rural fire protection districts of Clackamas
County:

(i) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District.

(i) Estacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69.
{(ii1)  Colton-Springwater Rural Fire Protection District.

(iv) Molalla Rural Fire Protection District.

(v) Hoodland Rural Fire Protection District.

(vi) Monitor Rural Fire Protection District.
(vii) Scotts Mills Rural Fire Protection District.
(viii) Aurora Rural Fire Protection District.

(d) In Multnomah County east of the Sandy River.

(e} In all other parfs of the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control
Area except Lane County, for the burning of wood, needle, or leaf
materials from trees, shrubs, or plants from yard clean-up on the
property at which one resides, during the period commencing with

[the-fipst-day-of-November] the last Friday in October

and terminating at sunset on the third Sunday of December,
and the period commencing the second Friday in April and
terminating at sunset on the third Sunday in May.

(f) In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and Regulations

of the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.




(g)

-12-
Domestic open burning is allowed under this section only
between 7:30 a.m. and sunset on days when the Department has
advised fire permit issuing agencies that open burning is
allowed. [In-the-event-that-meteorolegical-ventilation
conditions-er-inelement-weather-prevent-reasenable-acecomptish-
ment-of-demestie-waste-burning-during-the-peried-ending
pR-the-third-Sunday-in-December-and-the-seeond-Friday-in

ApP#47——Sueh—add4t#ena4—buPH#Hg-days—sha44-be—a44ewed-en4y

. when-meteerolegical-ventitation-conditions-permit-and-weather

conditiens-are-faverable-and-will-preferably-be-weekend
days---Ne-mere-than-s$x-{6}-total-burning-days-shati-be
allewed-during-the-period-from-the-third-Sunday-+n-Becember

to-the-second-kFriday-in-Aprit-]

(7) OPEN BURNING ALLOWED BY LETTER PERMIT

Burning of commercial, industrial and construction and demolition

waste on a singly occurring or infrequent basis may be allowed by

a letter permit issued by the Department, provided that the

following conditions are met:

[¢+31(a)

E€233(b)

No practicable alternative method for disposal of the waste
is available.

Application for disposal of the waste by burning is made in
writing to the Department, listing the quantity and type of
waste to be burned, and all efforts which have been made to

dispose of the waste by other means.




-13-

E%B%]Lgl The Department shall evaluate all such requests for open

f¢434

g

(d

(e)

burning taking into account reasonable efforts to use
alternative means of disposal, the condition of the particular
airshed where the burning will occur, other emission sources
in the vicinity of the requested open burning, remoteness of
the site and methods to be used to insure complete and
efficient combustion of the waste material.

If the Department is satisfied that reasonable alternative

disposal methods are not available, and that significant

‘degradation of air quality will not occur as the result of

allowing the open burning to be accomplished, the Department
may issue a letter permit to allow the burning to take
place. The duration and date of effectiveness of the letter
permit shall be specific to the individual request for
authorization of open burning, and the letter permit shall
contain conditions so as to insure that the burning is
accomplished in the most efficient manner and over the
shortest time period attainable.

Within the boundaries of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and

Washington Counties, such letter permits shall be issued

only for the purpose of disposal of waste resulting from

emergency occurrences including but not limited to floods,

windstorms, or oil spills, provided that such waste cannot

be disposed of by any other reasonable means.




-14-

E¢633(f) Failure to conduct open burning according to the conditions
of the letter permit, or any open burning in excess of that
allowed by the letter permitfs-sha}}-be-considered-cause-for
Feveeatien-éf-the-letteF—peFm#t—and-¥eF-enfepeement-aet#en

by-the-Department=] shall cause the permit to.be immediately

terminated as provided in OAR 340-14-045(2) and shall be

cause for assessment of civil penalties as provided in 0AR

340-12-030, 12-035, 12—049(3)(b), 12-045 and .12-050(3), or

- for other enforcement action by the Department.

23-050 RECORDS AND REPORTS
As required by ORS 478.960(7), fire permit issuing agencies shall
maintain records of all open burning permits and the conditions
thereof, and shall submit such records or summaries thereof to the
Commission as may be required. Forms for any reports required under

this section shall be provided by the Department.




ATTACHMENT 1

CO0S BAY OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA
(Coquillie Control Area Shown As Circle)
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ATTACHMENT 2

ROGUE BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA
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ATTACHMENT 3

UMPQUA BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA
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OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREAS

(Populations as of July, 1974)
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S uEPARaMENT oF ENVIRUNMENTAL QUALIé'f]iiﬂfr -
' ES FOR OPEN BURNING

fs?ptember[]7s-192511':: o

OmR thapter'3407'5ections'23-oos-thhouéh 23-020, 28*005(1);-(4). (5) and (6),
428-010 through 28-020,. and 29- 055 are repea1ed and new Sect1ons 23 025 through
_ ;23-05&:are adopted in liew thereof T '
7u23;025—POLIGY.f
if.y

1stat@ 1n a condition as free from air po]]ut1on as is. pract1cab1e, con=.

rder to- restore and ma1nta1n the qua11ty of the a1r re$ources of the o

nut¥w1th the overall pub11c we]fare of the State, 1t is the p011cy of
7Env1ronmenta1'QUaltty Comm1fs1on" to‘e11m1nate open burn1ng d1sposa1

zttte& where-aTternaxtve d1sposa1 methods are fea51b1e and pract1cab1e,

"to encourage the deve]opment of alternat1ve d1sposal methods, to emphas1ze
hresource recovery, to regu]ate spec1f1ed types of open burn1ng, to en—, :
'-eourage ut111zat10n of the h1ghest and best. pract1cab1e burn1ng methods to
min1m1ze em1ss1ons wherewother d1sposa1 pract1ces are-not feas1b1e and to5_v
requrre spec1f1c programs and t1metab1es for comp11ance w1th these ru]es |
23-030 DEFINITIDNS As used in these Rules un]ess 0therw1se requ1red by context
(T) “Commercial Waste" means combust1b1e waste wh1ch is generated by any
act1v1ty of who]esa]e ar retail commerc1a1 offices or fac111t1es, or
Iru“ ' lEby Tndustr1a1 governmenta], 1nst1tut1ona1 or-char1tab1e organ1zat1on
' offices and fac111t1es, or by hous1ng fac111t1es with more than four
ﬁ Tiving units 1nc1ud1ng_but not limited to apartments, hote]s, mote‘s,
ﬂ-dormitories and mobile home parks, but does not include any waste

which is. deftned as 1ndu¢tr1a1 waste under subsection (9) of this

Sect1on or which is proh1b1ted in Section 23 040(7)




@

£3)

!£ommission“nmeans~theLEnvironmenta]tQualityACommission.

ﬂConstructioh and Demo]ition*ﬁaste".meanS‘combustible.waste~which is

~generated by the remova]-ofedebris;'ﬂogs,5tfees, brush,.or-demo1ition1
~material from any site in preparation for ]Bnd improvement or-a con- -

?struction'project;~anj waste«occurring-as-the-result'of a conStruction

project; or any waste. resulting from the comp]ete or partial destruc-

-'abu11d1ngs, or 1ndustr1a1 bu11d1ngs.

@
1)

'“Department“ means the Department;of_Environmenta1 Quality.

“D1rect0r" means the D1rector ot the: Department of Environmental

.-:Quality or his delegated rEPresentative pursuant to ORS 468.045{3).

{6)

-

(8)

{9)

i - S
- result of any manufacturing or industrial process.

“Domestic Waste" means combustible- household waste, other than wet

-garbage, such as-paper;'cardbnard,'1eaves s yard c]ippings wood, or

s1m1Iar materials generated in a dwe111ng hous:ng four. (4) families or

less, or on the real property on whith the dwe111ng is sztuated

“F1re Hazard“ means the'presence or accumu]atwon of combustibie

: mater1a1 of such nature and in suffvcnent quant1ty that 1t5 continued
3 ex1stence constatutes an 1mm1nent and substantaa1 danger to life,

-property, public welfare, or to adjacent lands.

"Forced-air Pit Incineration” means -any method or dev:ce by Wh]th

- with combustion air supplied under positive draft or air curtain, and

ccntrolled'in such a_mahner as to optimize'tombuétion efficiency and
minimize the emission of air contaminants:
“Iﬁdugtria] Waste" means combustible waste produced as the direct

~Zion of any man-made structures . such as houses, apartments, commerc1a1

'burning of waste-is done in a subsurface pit or abnve ground enclosure .
I . . . : .
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-{10) “Open Burnihg“ means burhiné condueted fﬁ»eﬁch aqhanner that cohbus-
. tion.air and combustion products may not be effect1ve1y contro11ed
- dncluding but not Timited to burning conducted in open outdoor fires,

:burn barrels, and backyard incinerators. : | |

~{11) "Open -Burning ControTZArea" means an area estah]ished to control

specific open burning practices or to meihtéin specific open burning

_standards hhich may be more stringent'thah'those established for other N

| -areas of the State, including but not 11m1ted to the f0110w1ng areas:

{a) All areas: w1th1n 1ncorporated c1t1es hav1ng a population of four
-thousand (4 000) or more and w1th1n three (3) miles of the cor-
porate 11m1ts of any such c1ty. _

(b) The Coos Bay-Open Burning Contro1 Aredr'as generally depicted on
'Attachment 1, and as-defined as fo]lows | | .
-Beg1nn1ng at a po1nt approx1mate1y 4- 1/2 miles NNN of The City of’
:North Bend, Coos County,:at the 1ntersect1on of the north boundary ;"

of 1255, R13E and the coast line of thefPacific Ocean;'thence
east to the NE corner of TZBS, R12E, thence south to the SE
corner of T265,'R12E; thence west to_the“intersectfon of the
-south boundary of T26S, R14w.and the eqest1ine of the Pacific
Qcean; thence northerly and easterly a]ong-the'coastTine of the
Pacific Ocean to its intersection with the;north boundary of
: T25S, R13E, the point of beginn1ng. | | )
(c) The Rogue Basin Open Burning Control Area, as genera11y dep1cted
? !bn Attachment 2, and as def1ned as follows: _
;. iéeginning at a point approximate1y 4-1/2 miles NE of The City of -
j Shady Cove, Jackson County at the NE corner of T34S, RIW, W111amette

Mer1d1an, thence south a]ong the W1]]amette Meridian to the SW

e e ek s e, i e




(d)

~4-

~corner of T37S, RIW; thence East to the NE corner of T38S, RIE;

~-thence South to the SE COrner-of'TBSS, RIE; thence Fast to the NE

=corner -of T39S, RZE; thence South to :the SE corner of T39S, RZE;‘
Aihgncé Hest to the SW corner of T395,@R1E§ thence NW a]ohg a line
to the NW corner. of T39S, RIM; thence West to the SW corner of
. .T38S, RZW; thence North to the'Sw'cornef of T36S, R2W; thence'
AMest to the SW corner of T36S, R4W; thence South to the SE.corner
 of'T37S, RSH; fhence West to theiSw corner of T37S, R6W; thence
North to the NW corner of T36S, R6W; thence East to the SW corner

-@f T35S, RIW; thence North to the NW corner of-T34S, R1W; thence

East to. the point of beginning.

The Umpqua BasiniOpen Burning Contro]IArea, as genera11y'depicted

ﬂon.Attachhent 3, and_aé;definéd-as fq]]ows:
-Beginning at a point approximately 4 miles WNW of the City of = °*
Oakland, Douglas County, at the NE corner of T255, RBW, Willamette

~Meridian; thence Sputh to the SE cbrner of T25S, RGW; thence East

to the NE corner of T26$,'R4w; thence'Sbuth to the SE corner of
T27S, R4W; thénce West to the SE cofnér of T27S, R5W; thence
South ‘to the SE corner of T30S, RSN; thence West to the SW corner
of T30S, REW; thence nprth'to the NW corner of T295, RéW; thence

West to the SW corner of T28S, R7W; thence North to the NW corner

: | _ :
of T276, R7W; thence East to the NE corner of T27S, R7W; thence
I .

,NOrth'Fo the NW corner of T26, RGH; thence East to the NE corner

of.T26L.R6H; thence North to the NW corner of T25S, RAW; thence

East to the point of beginning.

i i i
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(12)

{13)

(14)

(15)

“{e) .The Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, defined as

*fo110ws
A11 .of Benton, Clackamaa, Co]umb1a, Lane, L1nn, Mar10n, Mu]tnomah
-Polk, Washington and Yamhill Count1es; |

"Person" means any individual, corporation, association, firm, partner-

ship, .joint stock compahy. pub]iciernmunicipal'corpoﬁatien,lpbiitica]
_subdivision, the State and any agency thereof, -and the Federal Govern-
.»ment'and any agency thereof.. ' : |

'"P0pu1atibn" means thenannua] popuTatioa estimate ef incorporated.
cities w1th1n the State of Oregon issued- by the Center for Popu]at1on

"Research and Census, Port1and.State,Un1vers1ty, Portland, O“egon

“Reg1ona1 Author1ty“ means the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

"Waste" means any use]ess or d1scarded mater1als

23-035 EXCEPTIONS STATENIDE

The prov1s10ns of these ru]es sha11 not apply to

(M

, (2)_|
-nor to any barbecue equipment used for commercial or fund raising

Fires set for traditional recreational purposes and trad1t1ona1 cere-

_ mon1a1 occasions for which a f1re is appropr1ate prOV1ded that no
‘waste materials wh1ch may emit dense smoke or noxious odors as pro-
;hibited in Section 22-040{7} are included as any part of the fuel used

for such fires.

Any barbecue equipment not used for commercial or fund raising purposes,

purposes for no more than two periods .in any calendar year, each such

period not to exceed two consecutive weeks, in any single area.

|
i
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A3)

(4)

(5)

- (6)

. of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for

Fires set or. allowed by any public agenty Qhen such fire is set or

allowed to be set in the performance of 1ts off1c1a1 duty for the

~purpose of weed abatement, instruction of emp]oyes in the methods of
fire f1ght1ng, or for prévention or e11m1nat1on of a fire: hazard, and

-which are necessary in the opinion of the pub11c agency respons1b1e

for such fires.

. Open burn{ng as a part of agricultural operations which is regd]ated '

in part by OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Subdivision 6, Agricultural

~Operations.

Open burning on forest land. permitted under the.Smoke Management Plan
filed pursuant to ORS 477.515.

Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of employees.

civil defense 1nstructioﬁ

23-040 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS

)

(2)

(3)

(4)

No person shall cause or allow to. be 1n1t1ated or ma1nta1ned any open
burn1ng wh1ch is proh1b1ted by any rule of ‘the Commission.

Open burning in violation of any ru]e of the Commission shall be

: prompt]y-ext1ngu1shed by the person in attendance or person respon—
f s1b1e when notified to ext1ngu1sh the fire by either the Department

or by any other appropriate public official.

Any person who owns or controls, jnc1ud1ng the.tenent of, property on

-which open burning occurs or who has caused or allowed such open

i i -

burning to be initjated or maintained shall be considered the person
responsible for the open burning.

Open fires allowed by these rules shall be constantly attended by a

respensible pereon until extinguishedu




(58) A]] combustible material to bévopen burned,éha1l be dried to thé..
-extent practicable to prevent_émiésions‘of éxbessive smoke.
-(6) ALl combustible material to be'bpeh burned §ha11 be stacked of Qindfowed
',:in-such_a manner as to eliminate dirt, rock; and othér non-cohbustib}e
~material, and to prométe éfficient.burning. Equipment and tools shall
‘be -available to periodically re-stack the burning material to insure
that combugtion is essential]y.compJete'ahd that.smonering firesyare
“prevented. ‘ | - -
(7) Dpeniburning of any waste materié1s which norm611y emit dense smoke,
,nbxious-odors, or which may.tend to create a'public nuisance such_as,
-but not lTimited to househb]d gérbage, plastics, wire insulation, auto
-bodies, dspha]t? waste_petro1eum‘products, rubber producfs, animal
‘ remains,'andianfmal.or vegetable waétes-fesulting from fhe héndTing,
preparation, coQking,,or service of food is proﬁibitgd. |
(8) if the'Deparfment determines that ohen burn{ng a11owed by these rules
may cause or is ;ausing a public nuisance, the Department may require
#hat the'burning be terminated or that auxiliary combustion equipment
or combustion promoting materials to be used.fo insure complete com-
éustion and elimination of the nuisance. Auxiliary combustion eduip—
ment required under this subsectfon may inclqde, but is not limited to,
fans or air curtain incinerators. Combustion promoting materials may
%nc]ude but are not limited to propane, diesel oil or jellied diesel.
(9} No opén burning shall be initiated in any paft of the State on any day
or at any time when the Department advises fire permit 1ssu1ng agenc1es

that open burning is not allowed in that part of the State because of

adverse meteoro]og1ca1 or air qua11ty cond1t1ons

S A




={10)

No open-burning shall be initiated .in anyuarea of the State in'whfch |

-an air pollution alert, warning,lornemergency-has'been declared pur-~

: zﬁsuant,td'OARLChapter 346, Sectidns.27-010Land.275025(2), and'is then

(11)

(12)

~1n effect. Any open burning in‘pfogress at the time of such declara-

tion shall be promptly extinguished by the person in attendance or

person respdnéib]e when notified of the declaration by either the

Department or 'any other appropriate pub11c official.
Open burning author1zed by ‘these ‘rules does not exempt or excuse any
person from Tiability for, consequences, damages or injuries resu]tingt
from such burning, nor does it exempt anynperson-from complying with
app]icabie laws, ordinanees or regu]ations_of other governmental
agencies hav1ng Jurisdiction. | | | |
Forced-air pit incineration may be approved as an a]ternat1ve to open
burning.prohibited by these rules, provided that the following conditiens
shall be met: - _
{(a} The person_requesting approval :of forced air pit tncineration .
shall demonstrate to the satisfactien'of‘the Department or Re-
gienaT Authority that no feasible or practicab]e alternative to
; forced-air pit incineration exists. |
(b) The forced air pit incineration fac1]1ty shall be designed,

. installed and operated in such a manner that visible emissions do

not exceed forty percent (40%) opac1ty for more than three (3)

m1nutes out of any one {1) hour of operat1on f011OW1ng the 1n1t1a1

'th1rty (30} minute startup period.

i
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{c) .The person requesting approvaT of:§uf0rced-aif pit iﬁcineration

facility shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge'Permit,.if
:required therefor, and the pérson-shai] be granted an appfdvaT of
~the facility only after aﬁNot1ce-of Cantrucfion and App]itation.
for-Approval fs Submitted-pursuant-tOJOAR Chapter 340, Section
20-020 through 20-030. - R

/23-085 REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS BY AREA

(1)

(2)

@)

(4)

LANE - COUNTY

~The rules and regulations of the Lane RegjohanAir Pollution Authority

shall apply to all open burning conducted in Lane Cbunty,-provided

~that the provisions of such rules and regulations shall be no TeSS

.stﬁingent than the provisions of these rules.

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

Open burning at solid waste diﬁposa] sites is prohibited statewide

except as authorized by a Solid Waste Permit issued as provided in OAR * -

Chapter 340, Sections 61-005 through 61-085. -
COMMERCIAL WASTE '

‘Open burning of commercial waste is prohibited within open burning

bontro] areas except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this
section.
INDUSTRIAL WASTE

Open burni%g of industrial waste is prohibited statewide except as may

e

beprovideT_in subsection (7) of this section.
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«{5). . CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTE

ol 7 ot

Except as maj be provided in-subsection.(7) of this sécfion, open

. -burning of construction .and demo]ition=wasté, including-nbn-agricU]tura]-'

-dand clearing debris, is prohibiteddaSrf0119ws:

(a) Within all open burning control areas in Baker, Béntoh,'C1atsop,

{b)
{c)

(d)

:Coos, Crook, Deschutes, Douglas, HoodrRi§ér, Jackson,'Joséphine,

‘Klamath, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Marion, Polk, Tillamook, Umatilla,

‘Union, Wasco-and Yamhill Counties. -

In Multnomah County west of the Sandy River.

In Washington County in 311 areas within rura1ffire protection

~districts, including the areas of incorporated cities within or

- surrounded by said districts.

as:

(i)

~ (11)

C(144)

(iv)

In Columbia .and Clackamas Counties within control areas established

Any area in or within‘threer(3) miles of therbouhdary of any
city of more than 1,000 but 1éss”than'45,000 population.

Any area in or within six (6) miles’ of the boundary of any
city of 45,000 or more population. |

Any area between areas established by this rule where'the

.boundaries are separated by three (3).m1]e§ or 1ess;

Whenever two or more cities have a common boundary, the

§ .
tottal population of these cities will determine the control

!

i .o . L : .
area classification and the municipal boundaries of each of

| . :
‘the cities shall be used to determine the limit of the

|
control area.
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(6) ‘DOMESTIC WASTE

.Open burning of domestic waste is prohibited within the Willamette

‘Valley Open Burning Control Area,~except'§uch burning_is permitted

Cuntil July 1, 1979:

{a) In Columbia County -excluding the area within the Scéppoqse Rural

Fire Protection District."

~{b) In the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Districts of

-Mashington County.

{c) "In the following rural fire protection districts of Clackamas

County: . |
(%) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District.
(i) ‘Estacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69.
(iif) Colton-Springwater Rural Fire'ProteétiOn,D{gtrfct. -
(iv) Molalla Rural Fire Protection District.
(v) Hood]and Rural Fire Protection Distriét..
G ,(vﬁ) Monitor Rural Fire;PPOtection DdStricf;r
(vii) Scott§ Mills Rural Ffre Protectfbﬁ District.
(viii) Aurora Rural Fire.Protection-District.

(d) In Multnomah County east of the Sandy River..

{e) In all other parts of the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control

Area except Lane County, for the burning of woed, ﬁeed]e, or leaf
materiais from trees, shrubs,.or plants from yard c]ean—ub on the

_f | property at which one resides, during the period commencing with

f ? the last Friday in October and terminating at sunset on the third

J
‘ ~ Sunday of December, and the period commencing the second Friday

in April and terminating at sunset on the third Sunday in May.

(f). In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and Regulations of

the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.
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(g) Lnomestip open burning is al1owed uﬁdér this-ﬁeciion'only
:between 7:30‘a.m;~andssunset=on‘daysnwhen the Department has
_.advised fire.perﬁit issuiﬁg'ageﬁcies;that open burning is
.dailowed. | o | | |

OPEN BURNING ALLOWED BY LETTER PERMIT

“Burning of commercial, industrial and construction and demolition

~ .waste on a singly-occurring or infrequent basjs maj beiallowed‘by

a 1etter.permif issued by the Department, provided that the

. fol]gwing conditions are met:

(a} No practicable alternative method for diSposa] of the waste
is available.

(b)  Application for disposal of the waste by burning is made in
writfng tb the Depirtment, listing the quantity and type of
‘waste to-'be burned, ‘and all efforts which have been made to
aispose of the waste by:other'means. :

(¢; ‘The Department shall eva]uéteTa11 such requests for open
~burning taking into account reasonab?é_éfforts_to use
alternative means 6f disposal, the condition of the particular
éirshed where the burnihg will occur,_other emission sources
in the vicinity of the requested open burning, remotenesé of
the site and methods to be used to insure'comp1eterand |

- efficient combustion of the waste material.

(d) If the Department is satisfied that ‘reasonable aTterﬁative'.

. disposal methods are nof available, and that significant

i ;-degradation'of air quality will not occur as the result of

i allowing the open burning to be éctomplished, the Department

. may issue a letter permit to allow the burning to take.
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-place. - The duration and date-of effécti#enéss~of.the letter

-permit shall be spec1f1c to the 1nd1V1dua1 request for
.authorization of open burn1ng, and the letter perm1t sha11
iﬁconta1n~cond1t1ons so as to insure that the burning is
,gaccompTished iﬁ the most efficient -manner and over fhe
shortest time period attainable. | | |
(e) Within the boundar1es of C]ackamés,_Co1umb1a MuTtnomah and
',Hash1ngton Count1es, such letter: perm1ts shall be 1ssued
 >on1y for the purpose of-d1sposa1 of waste resulting from
ehergency occurrences 1nc1uding but'not}Timited to floods,
-windstorms, or oil sﬁi]]s,-proﬁided'that-such wéste cannot
be- d1sposed of by any other reasonable means.
~(f) Failure to conduct open burn1ng accord1ng to the cond1t1ons
:of the letter permit, or any open burn1ng in excess of that
allowed by the letter perm1t shall cause the permit to be
_1mmed1ate1y terminated as prov1ded in OAR 340-14- 045(2) and
~shall be cause for assessment of civil pena1t1es as provided
in OAR 340;12-030, 12-035, 124040(3)(b); ]2-045 and 12-
050(3), or for other enforcement action by the Department.
23-050 RECORDS AND REPORTS |
.AS‘reguiréd_by ORS 478.960(7), fire permit issuing agencies shall
maintain recqrds of all OPEﬁ burning pefmits and the gonditiéns
’ theregf,‘and shall submit such records or summaries thereof to the
Commiﬁsfon as may be required. Forms for any reports required under
thisééeé%ion shall be provided by fhe Department.

|
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iCOOS BAY -OPEN BURNING CONTROL -AREA .
{Coquille Control Area Shown As Circle}

ATTACHMENT 1
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~ATTACHMENT 2

“ROGUE BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA
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-UMPQUA BASIN GPEN BURNING GONTROL AREA N
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DEQ-46

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

MEMORANDUM
T0: Environmental ‘Quality Commission
FROM: Hearing Officer |

SUBJECT: Hearing Report: Four Public Hearings on Proposed Rules
for Open Burning

Background

On September 8, a public hearing was conducted in Medford (See
attached memo from Mr. Richard Reiter). On September 9, hearings
were held in Eugene, Salem, and Portland. (See attached memos from
Mr. Adkison, Mr. Fetrow, and Mr. McSwain).

In addition, written testimony was received up until September 20,
1976.

Witness List

Anderson, Don - Representing J.A. Greulich - Tualatin Rural
Fire Protection District.

Buscho, Robert W. - Fire Marshal, Fire Prevention Division,
Portland Fire Bureau.

Dwelle, Fire Marshal of Clackamas County Fire District #1.
Ferris, Carl, Salem. |
Grimes, Gary L., SWF Plywood Company.

Johnston, Ralph, Lane Regional APA.

Jones, Al - Acting Chief, Milwaukie Fire Department.

Meurer, Eric, Salem Homebuilders.

Nelson, Ted W. - Weyerhaeuser Company, Southwest Oregon Region.
Owens,_ Clara J., Lake Oswego __ _,

Peterson, Bill, Salem.

Rogers, William - State Representative from District 44.
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Witness List - continued

Ross, Charies, Forest Grove Fire Department.

Ruf, Virginia, Springfield, Oregon.

Stern, Frances, ftugene.

Tegen, Ron, Stayton Fire Chief.

Trussel, Carl, Beaver State Construction.

Yance, Theresa, Eugene Area Signature Gatherer.
Wagner, Duane - State Forestry Department (Molalla).
Wenker, Robert - Ashland Disposal Service.

Summary of Testimony

General

The Department has improved over past performance by merely
remembering to contact the Portland Fire Bureau regarding the proposed
rule changes (Buscho).

The rules are generally deserving of support (Buscho, Wagner,
Grimes).

The rules should be uniform for all locations in the state
(Wenker).

The burning problem is turning the Eugene area into another
Los Angeles. (Cities should cooperate with the farmers to solve the
problem, (Ruf)-
23-030(6) (Page 2 of draft rules)

YARD CLIPPINGS

Do these include grass? (Johnston)
23-030(7) (Page 2 of draft rules)

FIRE HAZARD

Who makes this determination? {(Johnston)
23-040(3) (Page 6 of the draft rules)

PERSONS WHO OWN OR CONTROL ARE RESPONSIBLE

This provision should not be allowed to make an absentee owner
responsible for his tenants misdeeds. (Rogers }

This may be unenforceable. (Johnston)
23-040(8) (Page 7 of draft rules}
NUISANCE TERMINATION ORDER
"Nuisance" provision is not easily enforced. (Johnston).
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23-045(5) (Page 10 of draft rules)
BAN ON BURNING OF CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTE

Some of the counties mentioned have no air quality problem and
should be deleted. {Johnston).

23-045(6) (Page 11 of draft rules)
OPEN BURNING IN WILLAMETTE VALLEY OF YARD CLEANUP

The proposal to permit this practice until July 1, 1979 is
worthy of support. (Buscho, Wagner).

23-045(6)(G) (Page 12 of draft rules)
DOMESTIC OPEN BURNING - SPRING AND FALL PERIODS

The change of dates is satisfactory. However, these dates should
not be the subject of further change. (Buscho). The proposed 6 ad-
ditional days between fall and spring will work an undue amount of
confusion on the part of householders and cause too much additional
work for permit issuing agencies. (Buscho, Wagner, Greulich, Ross,
Dwelle, Jones, Tegen).

The period for open burning of yard'cleanup should either be
extended to all seasons in good weather or moved to very early in
the spring so that nesting birds won't be affected. (Owens).

The proposal to have 6 burning days in the winter would ruin
the few clear winter days and work undue hardship on those in the
Eugene area who have respiratory problems. (Stern)

The fall season should be earlier in October when the wastes
are less wet. (Tegen)

Burning should be allowed all winter for less confusion and
more practicability. (Johnston)

23-045(7) (Page 12 of draft rules)
OPEN BURNING BY LETTER PERMIT

This proposal is strongly endorsed by Weyerhaeuser in its
efforts with its barge-like "Togster" to maintain the upper Coos
Bay estuary and the Coos and Millicoma Rivers in a debris-free
condition. (Nelson)

This type of burning should not be permitted unless it is
only alternative to an otherwise hazardous situation. To allow
it by letter permit is a step backwards. (Buscho)

This proposal should not be followed, at Teast not in the
Willamette Valley where disposal sites are available. (Anderson,
Greulich)
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OPEN BURNING BY LETTER PERMIT -~ continued

DEQ should issue letter permits at local levels to contractors
to dispose of land clearing debris on site. (Meurer, Peterson, Ferris)

This provision should be adopted because there is a fuel problem
attendant to hauling to landfills, a shortage of available landfills,
and a reluctance among fill operators to accept commercial, industrial,
demolition debris. (Trussel, Ferris) DEQ should adopt this provision
to save homebuyers money. (Ferris)

. The proposal is needed to alleviate solid waste problems occurring
around log handling decks. (Grimes)

This provision is objectionable because it allows smoke to be
combined with carbon monoxide, particulate matter and smog to the
detriment of health. (Vance and 100 co-petitioners)

There should be provision for application forms in offices of
permit issuing agencies. Also, a copy of the letter permit should
be on file with the Tocal permit issuing authority. (Tegen)




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To:  Environmental Quality Commission Date:  September 10, 1976

From: Richard Reiter - Hearings Officer
(Southwest Regional Manager)
Subject: Public Hearing - Proposed Rules for Open Burning
As requested, on September 8, 1976 a public hearing was held in
Medford to invite public comment of the Department's "Proposed Rules
for Open Burning". The following persons were in attendance:
10:00 A.M. Session
Doyle Stockton
Donald Moody
John Mathews
Roy Morrison
Robert Wenker
Gary Rigotti

State Forestry, Central Point
State Forestry, Central Point
Klamath Falls (Fire Department)
Woolley Enterprises, Drain

Ashland Disposal Service

Ashland Disposal Service

Merlyn Hough DEQ, Medford

Brita Hazell Citizen, Ashland (Carrying Capacity Study Group)
Tom Adams - KYJC Radio

KOBI TV

Mark Brown
8:00 P.M. Session
R. E. McIntyre

Merlyn Hough
Martha Hough

Although the hearings officer did field a number of questions regarding
interpretation and/or possible implementation of the proposed rules, only
one person, Robert Wenker chose to offer comments for the record. Mr.
Wenker's main concern was that the rules were not uniform throughout the
state, that is, while certain practices were prohibited within special control
areas these same practices were permitted outside special control areas.

I should note for the record that at least Jackson County's main news-
paper, The Mail Tribune, did carry the Department's press release regarding
the public hearing, so I assume the public did have an opportunity to
participate in this rule-making process.

Respectfully submitted,

(L) oA

Richard Reiter
Hearings Officer

Jacksonville (volunteer Fire Department)
DEQ, Medford

cc: Air Quality Division
DEQ 4 pk
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: i TRANSCRIPT
Public Hearing on
-Proposed Revisions
to Rules and Regulations
governing
Open Burning . _ .
9/9/76 . . Harris Hall, Eugene, Oregon

Verner Adkison (DEQ Midwest Region Manager~Heering§ Officer): This Public Hearing

~ is hereby declared operi. Notice is hereby given'that'the Environmental
‘Quality Commission‘isvconsidering'amEndments to the rulee for open burning..
Amendments Being considered will modify the state-wide open burning rules,
O0AR 23-005 throuéh 23-0203 and will consolidate all‘presenfly.effective
special erea'open burning rules into a single rule. The currently effective_
fules which will become'part-of thé proposed amendments are the special
rules for open burning in the. Portland Metropolitan area, OAR 28 005 (l)

(4) (5) and (6), 28— 010 28~ 015 and 28 -020, and the open burning sections of
,the former Mld Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authorlty, sections 33-005

through 33-016 and amendments. And, as an amendment, Section 23-045 (7)

{6) ‘Within the boundaries of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington
Counties, such letter permits shall be issued only for the purpose of .

. disposal of waste'resﬁlting from emergency occurrencee including but not
limited to floods, windstorms or oil spills, prov1ded that such waste
_cannot be ‘disposed of by any other reasonable means.

-Please sign in, if you haven't already done so and if you‘wish to

' testify before this hearing. ‘ ' '

Virginia'Ruf;

 Virginia Ruf 830 "G" Street Sﬁringfield, Oregon: ‘l suppose all I can

say is I am much interested in how this is going to be handled because of -

my own pereonal problems, but, it's because they developed in an area where...
well, I lived in Los Angeles for several &ears and I see this area developing
into what ioe Angeles became....and, which is unliveable; as far as I am
concerned. I have allergies.which I didn't have before;_one'of‘Which is
smoke., Smoke never bothered me until after I lived in Las Angeles. Well,

for instance, in the field burning when the wind shifts and suddenlyrwe find
ourselves full of smoke..,.and within two hours I am so coﬁpletely sick I
can't even take care of my family. Slash burniﬁg also....I'ee.noticed....l

"'is (2) considerable problem. Burning in general....we...we are....if we

“don't do something we are going to end up like Los Angeles. And I know that's
- been said many times, but Ifm saﬁing it first hand, as ome who has suffered |

‘the consequences. I'm unable to....I'm a registered nurse, but I'm unable




A .

to work as a nurse anymore, wifh the exception of......in order to get out

the valléy during field burﬁing season I do volunteer work for the Camp for

the Deaf : They can 't pay a nurse, and....it not only gives them a nurse,
it ‘gives me a chance to get out of the valley. Unfortunately, thils year
the burning came a,little late, and I was back to the‘timeiu.....{..ﬁe.;.‘

got the worst of it.,lIf'we-ddn't curb burning now, we're gbing to be -
'_another Los Angeles. We're going to be unliveable, and I'm sure no oﬁe

in Oregon wants that to happen, farmers included. 1T feel that oﬁr towns
-and cities are too quick to blame thé'férmers‘and not to look at their
own reéponéibilities, both in working for it and financing the solutidns'

to the problems, and worklnc wlth the farmer in solutlons to the problem

‘instead of flghtlng That 's about all 1 have to say

Adkison: Thank you Vefy much Ms:. Ruf.

. Marty Douglass (Public Information Representative-Lane Regional Air Pollution Auth.)f

" If anyone else wishes to testify, they should sign in first. 1Is there

~anyone at this time?

Bill Rogers State Reﬁ;esentative' District 44: I have a question I would

like to ask. On page 6, Vern, 23-040 #3, any person who owns or controls,
-and going on to read there, shéll be considered the person responsiﬁle,

- for the open burning. Now, what would be your action in a case ﬁhere
there 1s an owner, someone has leased the property or has rented the |
property and there is an owner who is= not anywhere in the area. Would you

'V.take action against this owner or just against the'person who violated the

burning rules?

Adkison: The primary....this is my own interpretation...;.primarily we have worked
with the owner of the property, because we do not know 1f the subject of the
lease agreement and/or the responsibility that the owner has subjected to
by a lease agreement, sale, purchase.....we do not know of the intent of tﬁe
owner, 50 we spec1f1cally work with the owner until legally we are subjugated

to some other recourse.

Rogers: I'm concerned about a situation where someone might be an absentee owner,

and someone would do some burning and be in violatlon and then the owner,




himself, might be held responsible; ‘

Adklson. -Well"I....this is only.a pe}sonal interpretation.,..it would- have to go
to .the legal offlcer of. the Department of Envirommental Quallty, or regional
authority who is in jurisdiction. But, we have specifically maintained our

“contact with the owner, and, untll such time that we were subjugated to some
other direction. That's been the, as far as I'm concerned the last ZO-years,

"~ ‘the historic way that we have dealt with the’ problem.r
Anyone else wishing to testifj?
We'll have about a ten-minute recess.

(Following the ten-minute recess, no witnesses appeared to testify. The Public

Hearing was declared closed.)




PUBLIC HEARING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 9, 1976

For Censideration of Amendments to the Open Burning Regulations

Department Representatives Present:

Russ Fetrow
Harry Demaray
Terri Axell

Fred Skirvin

Guests:

Jim Basting ~ 2295 N, Fork Rd., Lyons, OR

Darrel Spiesschaert, 22965 N, Fork Rd., Lyons, OR
D.H. Stere, 19034 01d Mehama Rd., Stayton, OR
Leone Timm, 4855 River Rd, N,, Salem

Eric Meurer, 565 Union N.E., Salem

Carl Ferris, 1476 Ewald S.E., Sa1em

Carl Trussell, 4755 Verda Lane, Salem

Bi11 Peterson, 476 Holmes Court S.E., Salem

Lee R, Moyer, 4241 Alderbrook Ave. S.E., Salem

Russ Fetrow opened the hearing which was held in the Marion Co. Courthouse,

Room 129 at 7:30 p.m. on September 9, 1976.

Fric Meurer representing the Salem Home Builders Association testified regard-
ing the rule pertaining to landclearing burning. He encouraged DEQ to issue
Tetter permits at the Tocal levels to Contractors for disposal of landclearing

debris on site.
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Mr. Fetrow questioned Mr, Meurer as to what problems might result if a
developer allowed the public to come in and cut any wood usable for
firewood. He responded that the main problem would be one of liability

as well as timing.

Mr. Bi11 Peterson of 476 Holmes Court S.E,, Salem,stated that he agreed
with the testimony presented by Mr. Meurer. He suggested that DEQ pro-
vide people in the home building business some training in the art of

opacity reading to enable them to.compTy with the 40% opacity rule.

Carl Trussell testified in behalf of Beaver State Construction. He
stated the fuel shortage as a problem in operating the massive equipment
necessary to get the debris to the landfill. Also, that Tandfills were
not available and those available are not excited about accepting the

material.

Carl Ferris of 1476 Ewald S.E., Salem,said he agreed with all the pre-
vious testimony. He said that DEQ must consider the added cost to the

home buyers,

At this time Mr, Fetrow read into the record a letter from the Stayton
VYolunteer Fire Department dated August 25, 1976, The Fire Department
noted that the burning period, if adopted as proposed, would push the

burning later in the rainy season. The Fire Department felt there would




Page 3

be a problem in informing the public in advance of the six additional
burning days proposed. They suggested a procedure for handling the
"letter permit" program for burning of construction and demolition

wastes.

Hearing no further testimony the public hearing was closed by Mr. Fetrow.

Fuamae et

A tape will accompany this report,




To:

From:

Subject:

DEG 4

State of Oregon 7
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ' INTEROFFICE MEMO

Environmental Quality Commission Date:  geptember 20, 1976
Peter W. McSwain

Hearing Report: September 9, 1976 Public Hearing on Ruleg for
Open Burning

The hearing convened at 10:00 a.m. in Room 508 of the Department's
Offices at 1234 S.W. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon. Present were
approximately 20 persons of whom five offered oral testimony.

The oral testimony was as follows:

‘ROBERT W. BUSCHO of the Fire Prevention Division of the Portland Fire
Bureau: Mr. Buscho was happy that the Bureau was notified of the
proposals in time to offer testimony. He urged that the spring and
fall burning of yard-cleanup be continued through June of 1979

but that the periods for burning be left undisturbed after their
adoption. Mr. Buscho was skeptical of the provision for six random
burning days to be selected during the winter. He felt confusion and
additional burden for his agency might be the result. Finally, Mr.
Buscho objected to the open burning by letter permit of any com-
mercial, industrial, or demolition wastes, unless the burning were
the only alternative to a safety or fire hazard situation.

DUANE WAGNER of the State Forestry Department (Molalla): Mr. Wagner
favored the proposal to continue open burning of domestic wastes.

DON ANDERSON, Tualatin Rural Fire District. Speaking for Mr. Greulich,
his Fire Marshal, Mr. Anderson advised against the proposal to have
six random burning days in the winter. Also objecticnable to Mr.
Anderson was the proposal to permit open burning of commercial,
industrial, or demolition wastes by letter permit.

CHARLES ROSS of the Forest Grove Fire Department: Mr. Ross found

the proposal to have six random winter burning days would cause undue
~work and confugion in the fire permit igsuing agencies. He proposed
that if any days should be allowed at all, the entire winter should
be allowed.

GEORGE DWELLE, Fire Marshal of Clackamas County Fire District #1:
Representing his own fire district as well as those of Oak Lodge,
Happy Valley, the City of Milwaukie, and Clackamas, Mr. Dwelle
objected to the proposal to have six random days for open buraing
of yard cleanup materials. He said that if there was to be time
during the winter (which he opposed), it #ould*be extended all
through the winter.




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Memorandum
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Lahti & Son, Inc. v. Department of Environmental Quality,
Before the Oregon Court of Appeals

A proposal has been made by attorneys for Lahti to settle this
case. This proposal has been reviewed by staff as well as legal counsel.
It is felt that the systems as proposed have a reasonable chance of
operating successfully.

It is recommended that the proposal be accepted by the Commission.
This can be accomplished by the Commission granting variances under
ORS 454.657 with the following conditions:

1. Application be made for each parcel as proposed in
Dr. William Doak's letter to Mr. Raymond Rask dated
September 14, 1976.

2. Detalied plans for each system be submitted with each

Application.
3. That the statutory variance fee be paid for each variance
granted.
Loren Kramer
Director
Td0:ak
Attachments

October 14, 1976

Confaing
Recyched
Maierials

DEQ-46




RaAsk & HEFFERIN

ATTORNEYS AT LAW TELEPHONE
3}?&?{“&-}‘}5&1‘( . HOLLYWOOD PROFESSIONAL BUILDING 587- 1246
ALLANE KNAPPENBERGER 441N, E. TILLAMOOK STREET
EuceNe C.TisH PORTLAND OREGON

PECEH/[D
CSEP2 1074

ATTORNEY
(X0
SN
PonT LAND OQE‘COE,\'?AL

September 17, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Haskin
Assistant Attorney General
Department of Justice
Portland Division

555 State Office Building
Portland, Oregon 97201

Re: Lahti & Son, Inc. v. Department of Environmental Quality,
Before the Oregon Court of Appeals

Dear Mr. Haskins:

Consistent with my telephone conversation with you on Monday,
the 13th day of Sepetember, 1976, be so advised that my client
would be willing to accept the division of the lots indicated in
your letter of September 8, 1976, on the condition, that the lots
would remain as they presently exist, but that there would only
be development on the lots as indicated in your letter, and that
the utilization of the additional lots, would be done by way of
easement, said easement to run, until there was an alternate
acceptable method of sewage disposal, or sewer lines shall have
been brought into the area, which would then allow my client the
utilization of the full lots.

Further, that my clients would provide a capping fill on the land,
of 18 to 24 inches, which would meet the requirements of the sub-
sewage surface disposal regulations, and would be designed by

Dr. Doak, a copy of Dr. Doak's letter is attached hereto, which
indicates his opinion that the capping £ill on the line of 18

to 24 inches, would suffice in his view.

Also, that this would be done by way of variance, rather than
on a experimental basis.

You indicated that you would submit this matter to your client,
and advise,as soon as possible.

Thank you or your cooperatiocn.

If emalz/
!
VEr yours,

& FFERIN




WILLIAM H. DOAK

Soil & Lond Use Consultant Soil Scientist * Registered Sar--:- >~

September 14, 1976

Mr. Raymond Rask

Rask & Hefferin

Attorneys-at-Law

4411 N, E. Tillamook Street

Portland, OR 97213

RE: Ianhti & Son, Inc. v. Dept. of Environmental Quality
Scott Ridge Subdivision Sewage Disposal Proposal

Dear Mr. Rask:

This confirms our conversation of September 13, 1976 during whichk
Mr. Robert L. Haskins letter of September 8, 1976 was reviewed
with Mr. Eldon ILahti.

It is my opinion that satisfactory subsurface sewage disposal
systems could be constructed using the following guide lines
and construction.

1. Develop a building site on Lot 2, Block 1. .
Record an easement on Lot 3, Block 1 to -
Lot 2, Block 1 so that all or any of Lot
can be used for subsurface sewage disposa
area for the house located on Lot 2.

3
1

2. Develop a building site on Lot 4, Block 1 and
. record an easement on Lot 5, Block 1 for sewage
disposal.

3. Develop a building site on Lot 1, Block 2 and
record an easement on the northerly 75' of Lot
2, Block 2 for sewage disposal.

I, Develop a building site on Lot 3, Block 2 and
record an easement.on the southerly 75' of Lot
2, Block 2 for sewage disposal.

5. These easements should be written to be in force
until some other approved method of sewage disposal
becomes available. This would allow the lots under
easement to then be developed using whatever approved
sewage disposal system becomes available.

7525 S.E. Lake Road * Milwaukie, Oregon 97222 * Phone {503) 653-1405




‘», Raymond Rasl
September 14, 1976
Page -2-

6. The subsurface sewage dispotal systems to serve
the houses on Lots 1 & 3, Block 2 and Lots 2 & 4,
Block 1 would be ceonstructed in the following manner.

a. A site of sufficient size for a three bedroom
drainfield and rebuild area (approximately
13,000 Sq. Ft.) will be cleared and rototilled
to destroy all sod and vegetative mat,

b. Onto this site of approximately 13,000 sguare
feet, a capping fill of silt loam ML, A4 ¢
fine sandy loam GM, A-2-4 will be placed.

This £i11 will contain 625 cubic yards to

900 cubic yards of topsoll, The depth will

be 18" or 24" dependlno on the depth of
observed groundwater in Mr. Dick Polson's
report which 1s on file at Clackamas County.
In all cases, the trench bottoms will be above
the restrictive soll horizon and observed
perched groundwater.

c. At least 50' of filled area will extend
downslope of the origlnal disposal trenches.
This area will provide lateral filtratlon and
rebuild area 1f required.

d. All sites will be filled, graded and constructed
" when the soil molsture content is less than 15%
by welght. The sites wlll be planted to grass
after inspection and cover,.
It is my opinion that systems corstructed in the manner descriond
above will function as a standard approved system on a 20" restrictive
layer and a 24" perched groundwater level.

If you have any guestions regarding this report, please contact me,

Sincerely,

W i Oa—wfl

W, H. DOAK
Soil Scientilst
Registered Sanitarian

/1d

occ: DMr. Eldon Lahti







RESOLUTION

WHEREAS the City of John Day under the direction of Mayor John Moreau
has undertaken the task of pTanning for the construction of new sewerage
facilities to serve the cities of John Day and Canyon City; and

WHEREAS the City has completed facility planning and has approved
bonds for local share financing -of the needed design and construction;
and

WHEREAS further timely progress is dependent on prompt processing
of the City's applications for Environmental Protection Agency grant
funds; and

WHEREAS federal grant ~ward procedures are complex, time consuming,
and contain many opportunities for delay, thus causing frustration to -

both applicant cities and DEQ, and causing escalation of construction
costs:

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED

(1) That the City. of John Day and its Mayor, John Moreau, be
commended for their efforts to achieve construction of
needed and required sewerage facilities.

(2) That the Environmental Protection Agency be strongly urged
to simplify grant requirements, reduce paperwork, and
accelerate the processing of grant-awards to the City of
John Day and all other cities in Oregon so that costs do

+ not increase solely due to delays.

The above resolution was adopbed by +he Env1ronmenta1 Quality Commission
on {ctober 15, 1976.




Testimony for Agenda Item #G, October 15, 1976
Hearing of EQC by Phyllis Wright

My remarks pertain only to economic factors that should be weighed in
making the decisions pertaining to changes in the pollution control equigﬁﬁent
at Martin Marietta plant in The Dalles, It is my understanding that the rules
require you to evaluate your decisions from the standpoint of requiring the
best available technolqgipa; devices to control pollution that are ecnppmihaliy
feasible and practicable.

My fequest is that the BEQC obtain economic data and analysis for The
Dalles area bhat is comparable to the expert testimony it solicits from
scientiiic experts on poliution. Economists have been developing techniéues
to evaluate the total costs and benefits of industries on the communities in
which they are located. The external benefits on the economies of communities
have been known for a long time, though measurement techniques were often
crude, 'Mére recently, research has been going on to assess the external costs
that industries impose on communities, especially through pollﬁtion. Such
information is needed if the commission is to fairly evaluate the economic
impact of its decisions not only on the industry itself, but also upon the
community's ecohomy. The point is that not just the economic implications
on the industry itself to meet environmental standards should be considered.
All external costs, as well as benefits, to the industry, to the orcharists,
ard to the remainder of the community also need to be analyzed. So far, it
appears owsks that consideration is being takenfof the first two economic interests.
I céncede that these are important and deserve consideration, but that it is
the commissions job to protect the public inﬁerest. To do S0, reguires a
broader economic analysis, using the best available methodology and expertise
in the field of economics. To my knowledge this has not been done.

The report of the Director to the Commission does not include such informatiomn.
On what data is the conclusion reached on page 7 of the report based, which reads

as follows: "Even with the increment usage projected, this would not appear to pose

any great restraint to future industrial growth in the area. If Martin Marietta




is permitted to use 36%Z of the Federal Prevention of Significant Air Quality
Deterioration increment for sulpher dicxide, would this alsc not limit by

36% the use by any other existing or new business or industry., Since the
effects of sulpher dioxide is largely unknown upon our economically important
agricultural industry, should the company be allowed to jeopardize the public
interest by substituting a larger emission of this until it has proven
congiusively that there will be = no damage? The compamy has imposed external
costs already with flworide emissions, whose effects were also unkmnown in
previous times. £Can we rely on trusting that these new emissions will not
also create unanticipated problems?

Until a thopough economic analysis that iﬁcludes all external costs and
benefits is available and until the potential erffects of the higherﬁsulpher
dioxide emisdions are reseﬁrched, 1 believe the EQC has the duty to protect
the public interest by not allowing additional emmissions of any kind. I
reqommend Alternative 5 if it can be shown that this will be 95% efficient and
hold pollution levels of all kinds at ieast to their present status, until

techniclogy allows them to be reduced.




WASCO COUNTY FRUIT AND PRODUCE LEAGUE

October 14, 1976

Wasco County Fruit League requests that fruit orchards be protected from an increase
in presently occurring air pollution damoge by not allowing further degradation of
atmosphere. Remmmend that since present technology could prevent such degrada-
tion by a 95% SO, removal, that this be required of the aluminum reduction

plant of Martin Mdrietta, under proposed change in pollution control system,

We further strongly support @ request to EPA thru DEQ for financial aid in o
research project to determine the &@ffect of the combination of air pollutants in

this area -~ specifically 502 and HF.




STATEMENT OF MAYWR Al_ TROUTMAN
October 15 1976

) Theyhave one pald mamtenance man;

o ln ‘l%ll the Cuty buult a sewer plant with 500 grant' .

for the balance - ‘Upon -recommendation of the Oregon Sta‘ ’Sanltary Authorlty

oa, Chtcago Pump package plant was installed. This’ ‘plant was -one ‘of - four . such :
plants authorized for use in the State of Oregon and the cnly plant that dnd not

thave major- modification. Within twe years of- mstal!atlon,‘ ‘OSSA was B ,

‘_['i'requestlng expansion and upgrading of the plant which was only. operatlng

- at approxi mately 50% of rated capacity. Chicago Pump personnel made

‘ numerous ‘modifications to the plant at extensnve expense to the Cuty of Maupm

f of whnch were to no avail.

and a bond issue

'In 1 71 seven years after the orlglnal nnstallatlon the Clty

e reallzed there was’ no feasible .way to satnsfactorlly modlfy thts exnst:ng plant
CnCA decnsnon was, made at that time that the only way the City could finance
w+ such a project,” with only seven years of the ortglnat bond issue. pandi‘f'off
.was to annex two- additional areas into the Cuty

After ‘many HOTLY CONTESTED meetings and an extended perlod of
i time, the annexatlons were completed in late 1973. Durmg 1974 a- sertes
of meetings were held to 'select the best possible : 'site for a new Sewer:
‘plant. After the site was selected five meetmgs ‘Wwere held with the’ property
owners, which involved five individuais, Alsc af: this time, meetings‘were
- held on bond elections regarding the sewer’ prolect and the bond wag.
“overwhelmingly approved May 29; 1975. The erigineer was then given
authority to proceed with the necessary engmeermg to brmg the prOJect _
t0o a bid stage... But this was short lived. -iIn July, 1975, ‘we were . s E R
notified that all ‘engineering work would cease, by the:City Engineer;: 3. 7 1
Val Toronto. The City was then notified ‘that a meeting was to be held. in "
L Bend, Oregon to review the required guidelines to prepare -a facility., plan
Ree . This meeting held with DEQ. Meeting .the requirements of the facility’ plan
;_" T was a complete dupllcatlon of a process 'we. had been fhrough the year ‘
i~ before, and increased expense to Federal Government and the City of’ Maupln

At thlS same time the DEQ presented the Clty of Maupm Wlth

_another ultlmatumI SOLID WASTE. With the closure of the main: waste

~ disposal site in the southern haif of Wasco County, another flnanClal burden
. was placed-on the residence’ of the City. of . Maupin. So, we closed the ‘waste
~ site, satisfied the DEQ's regulations BUT we havé in no way solved the
-~ solid waste problem which exists in our area. To add to the confusmn >

- ANOTHER ultimatum. was presented to.us -from the State LCDC and tt S.

probiems.. Many meetlngs ensued on thls matter -

. ..4,-

i ha've only included the last two, items, solid woste and ' LCDC .
to emphasize the extra work load, other than nermal’ City - busmess placed -
- by the State of Oregon on the City of Maupln 5 volunteer c uncul all of whom
" have other full-time employment. Sol vnng the many, many roblems :.f"';-f
‘encountered to bring us to the posntuon we are currentty facung with the
obstacles we as a very .small community. have encountered, :should prove t" 1 ’
the Deparmment of Environmental Quality that the people of: this communrvity: -
are more than w:lltng to meet the demands placed on them by your o
' department o g o e

e is my understanding that DEQ grant funds wiil not be available
- before approximately Aprit 15, 1977. | would like to know' how thts :
project could be comp eted in approxnmately flfty workmg days"?
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