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Environmental Quality Commission Meeting 

October 15, 1976 

The Dalles City Council Chambers 
313 Court Street 

9:00 a.m. 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 
Mill Regulations 

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

9:30 a.m. F. City of Maupin - Staff Report on Sewage Program 

10:30 a.m. G. Martin Marietta - Consideration of Request to Substitute Dry 
Fluoride Control Systems for Existing Wet Fluoride Control 
Systems 

(Patterson) 

(Skirvin) 

(Shimek) 

(Kowalczyk) 

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

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

J. Veneer-Bryer-Bfflissiens---eensiaeraeien-e~-Aae~~ien-e£-l'uftenafflenes (Deleted) 
~e-9AR7 -eha~ee~-349,-See~iens-~5-395-~h~ett~h-~5-3~5 

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

John Day Resolution 

Standard Oil 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 Environmental 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, Chairman; 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 Somers, 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 HEARING ON REVISIONS TO THE FEE SCHEDULE 
FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS AND REVIEW OF TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Comrnissioner 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. 
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CITY OF MAUPIN REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION FOR UPGRADING OF SEWAGE COLLECTION 
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 discussion 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 request 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 Request by the 
City of Maupin to Amend Special 
Condition Sl of NPDES Waste 
Discharge Permit 1664-J 

Order of the Commission 

WHEREAS the Commission finds as follows: 

The City of Maupin holds NPDES Waste Discharge Permit Number 1664-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 Sl, S4, S5, 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 Discharge Permit 1664-J in 
accordance with the following time schedule: 

1. Submission of final engineering plans 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 Environmental 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. Richards, 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 FLUORIDE CONTROL SYSTEMS 

Mr. John F. Kowalczyk summarized the staff report. 

Testimony was offered by the following people: 

Mr. Bud Gibson, Plant Manager for Martin Marietta 
Dr. George Edmunds, Jr., Consulting Biologist, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Mr. I.S. Shah, Shah Consultants, Inc., E. Brunswick, New Jersey 
Mr. Werner Furth, Representative of Martin Marietta Corporation 

Environmental Technical Center 
Mr. Joe Byrne, Environmental Engineer for Martin Marietta 
Mr. Douglas Ragen, Attorney for Martin Marietta 
Ms. Helen Lynch, Private Citizen 
Mr. Arden Shenker, Wasco County Fruit & Produce League Attorney 
Mr. Donald Bailey, Fruit Grower 
Mr. Walter Erickson, Fruit Grower 
Mr. John R. Thienes, Oregon State University Extension Agent in 

The Dalles 
Ms. Carolyn Wood, Mid-Columbia Environmental Council 
Mr. Carl Kaser, representing Wasco County Farm Bureau, The Dalles 
Ms. Phyllis K. Wright, Private Citizen 
Dr. Timothy J. Facteau, Mid-Columbia Experiment Station, OSU 
Mr. John Vlastelicia, Director, Oregon Operations, EPA 
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No action was taken at this time on Martin Marietta, The hearing 
will reconvene at the November 19, 1976 Environmental Quality Commission 
meeting. 

SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS - CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF PRIORITY LIST 

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

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 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 
Reserve for Increases 
Special Reserve for 

Step I and Step II Projects 

$38,347,299.00 
1,173,753.00 

281,752.00 

3. Apply the 15% reserve requirement to any new FY 1977 grant allotment. 

4. Approve the modified FY 1977 priority list. 

SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL - CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION 
OF AMENDMENTS TO OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTIONS 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 11 building" add 
11 or repair of a broken pressure sewer line. 11 

2. That OAR Chapter 340, Division 7, sections 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~ied 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 areas 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 
provisions 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 proposed 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 ADOPTED BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION ON OCTOBER 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: 

RESOLUTION 

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 Environmental 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 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 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 Oil Company asking for an im­
mediate variance to our sulphur content of fuels rule. Standard Oil 
Company wants to bring 60,000 barrels of Bunker C fuel into their Willbridge 
Station in Portland. They have 40,000 barrels of Bunker Coil 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 Oil is asking for a variance to OAR 340-22-010 to enable 
them to receive and distribute that fuel oil 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 Oil 
Company. 



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 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. 

ca) 
LOREN KRAMER 
Di rector 

-
1/Ji~ RLF: ee 
\~(;! 9/29/76 

Co11t1lim 
Recwlcd 
Ma.tericil~ 

DfQ.46 



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 

13 . 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 

1 
2 
1 
4 
5 
4 

1 
9 
1 

10 
11 
10 

1 
14 

1 
16 
17 
16 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT· 
Air, Water & Solid 
Waste Divisions August 1976 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans Plans Plans 
Received Approved Disapproved 

Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis.Yr. 
Air 
Direct Sources 11 23 11 23 
Indirect Sources 
Total 11 23 li 23 

Water 
~unicipal 112 213 60 127 
Industrial 10 16 11 18 
Total 122 229 71 145 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 4 11 8 15 
Demolition 2 2 
Industrial 2 6 4 8 
Sludge 1 2 1 2 
Total 7 21 13 27 

Hazardous 
Wastes 2 2 

GRAND TOTAL 140 275 95 197 

-1-

Plans 
Pending 

22 

22 

64 
6 

70 

9 
1 
3 

13 

105 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
_ ___ ....... TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY _ACTIVITY REPORT 
· :water·Quality Division 

Plan Actions Completed - 71 

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same Date. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Wat8r Quality Division August 1976 

(Reporting Unit) . (Month and Year) 

Co'.l~ty 

PLAN ACT10NS COMPLETED (con' t - 71) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and T e of Same 

I 

Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - 11 

Linn 

Lane 

Lane . 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Yamhill 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Klamath 

Hood River 

Marion 

Hub City Concrete - Albany 
Gravel Wash Water Treatment 

Pacific Resin & CheQical - Eugene 
Waste Treatment, overland flow 

Southern Pacific 'l'ransportation 
Eugene, upgrade waste treatnent 
facilities 

Rhodia, Inc. -· Portland 
Second phase sewer connection project 

Astoria Plywood Corporation 
Astoria, Haste Water Disposal Sy.stems 

Fisher Hog Farm - McMinnville 
Animal Haste 

Lite Rock Co. --TiMber 
Storn Runoff Treat~ent 

Port of Pottland, Ship Repair Yard, 
Swan Island, Diffuser for Treated 
Ballast Hater 

u. s. Forest service - Odell 
Lake Marina, Break Water Constructi.on 

U. S. Plywood - Neal Creek . 
Revised Plans for Circulation of 
Log Deck Hater 

I 
De:Jong - Scio, Animal Haste 

•Disposal 
! 
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B/16/76 Approved 

8/17/76 Approved 

8/17/76 Approved 

8/9/76. Approved 

8/11/76 Approved 

8/23/76 Approved 

8/24/76 - l\pproved 

8/27/76 l\pproved 

B/31/76 Approved 

B/31/76 . Approved 

8/30/76 Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality August 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF wm·ER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit. Actions Permit Actions Permit 
Received Completed Actions 

Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis. Yr. . Pending 
* I** * I** * I** * I** * 1 ••• 

Municipa!_ 

New 0 0 0 0 4 1 4 1 2 6 

Existing 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 5 - --
Renewals 2 0 6 0 7 1 7 1 47 0 

Modifications 4 0 9 0 4 0 4 0 24 0 

'.l'otal 6 0 15 0 15 3 15 3 77 11 

Industrial 

New _J 1. 4 

Existing 0 4 _7 G 

'Renewals 3 _o_ 8 0 8 2 24 10 

Modifications 2 o __ 3 2 3 2 33 0 

Total _5 ___ 2_ -11 6 11! 9 68 20 

. Agricultural {Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.) 

New 
~-Q_ 

("• -1 :1 0 

Existing r ] 0 0 

I Renewals 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 

Modifications l 0 1 0 10 0 

Total _9_ 0 l 2 l 2 13 0 

GRAND TOTALS 20 2 3J 8 21 I 11 29114 1ssl31 

* NPDES Permits 

** St.ate Pennits 

-4-

Sources Sources 
Under Reqr'g 

Permits Penni ts 
• I** * I** 

I ;nu ,-5.4.. 300 65 

423 '79 434 I sg 

611 8 6•i I s 

778 141 7981162 



DEF,'\:,.;:::::;1 Gf' L:;\: ! F,~:;:'.; .:;-;-,~.:... -.::..,,\:.,.1 ·.n: 
7EC!ii~IC\L l 1J\~----.;J .. :~3 

Water Quality ___ _ __bugJ.lsJ:;-' .. __ 1976 ____ _ 
(Reporting Gr.1 :) (::::-".:.h .J.nd J.·,:::·..i:r} 

___ c_o_u_~_.t~,~•---+~--N-a_rn_e--'~~:~.d"-s~;-~-·;_::~,·c-~~'-~-r~;~:,-'·~~-·:~t-/_s_i_t_e ___ ~-~-:~---~-~-o-~-f-.-----'-'_c_t_:c-~ 

Municipal (18) 

Lincoln 

Deschutes 

Clackamas 

Marion 

. Washington 

Washington 

Mclrion 

Marion 

Jackson I 

Douglas 

Union 

! 

Tillamook 

Clatsop 

Department of Transportation 
Beverly Beach State Park 

Richard Huff 
8-Ball Restaurant 

River Village Mobile Homes 
Domestic Sewage 

City of Stayton 
pomestic Sewage 

Unified Sewerage Agency 
Rock Creek Plant 

City of Hillsboro 
Rock Creek Plant 

c.i ty of Hubbard 
Domestic Se\\l'age 

Union Oil Company 
Fargo Road Truck Stop 

City of Butte Falls 
Domestic Sewage 

Green Sanitary District 
Domestic Sewage 

City of Union 
Sewage Disposal 

Netarts-Oceanside S.D. 
Domestic Sewage 

Olney Elementary School 
Dom~stic Sewage 

-5-

8/5/76 

8/5/76 

8/6/76 

8/6/76 

B/6/76 

B/6/76 

B/6/76 

B/6/76 

8/26/76 

B/26/76 

8/26/76 

8/30/76 

B/30/76 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
RenevJ'ed 

State Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES l;'ermit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
I~sued 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 



County 

Yamhill 

Marion 

Dougla~ 

Ja.ckson 

Benton 

DEPART:•!E:.~T OF Ef;vr ~o:;~-:;-::;TAi. :::~,'\Ll TI 
TEC!INICl\L PROGfu"c-lS 

MOU'l'HLY ACTIVITY REI-\.::\:' 

Water Quality -----1),__l!91J.s' t 19 7 6 
(Reporting Unit) (:-::,_nth and Year) 

PER.'!IT l\CTIC:-1S CC-:?L!c:7::J (Continued) 

Name of Sour~e/Project/Site 
and Tvr-,e of Same 

City of Dundee 
Domestic Sewage 

Willamette Lutheran Homes 
Domestic Sewage 

City of Oakland 
Domestic Sewage 

City of Jacksonville 
Domestic Sewage 

City of Monroe 
Domestic Sewage 

D<1te of 
~.ct ion 

8/30/76 

8/30/76 

8/30/76 

8/31/76 

8/31/76 

Industrial and Commercial (17t 

Marion 

Hood River 

Morrow 

Linn 

Lane 

Lane 

Douglas 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Stuckart Lumber Company 
Idanha 

Luhr Jensen & Sons, Inc. 
Fishing Tackle Plant 

Portland General Electric 
Boardman Fossil Plant 

Willamette Industries 
Fairview Division 

Barker Willamette Co. 
Lumber Mill 

Cabax Mills 
Eugene 

U.S. Plywood 
: ' Glide Log Pond 

Pacific Power and Light Co. 
Eagle Point Plant 

Pacific Power and Light Co. 
Prospect No. l 
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8/5/76 

8/5/76 

8/5/76 

8/6/76 

8/6/76 

8/6/76 

8/26/76 

8/26/76 

8/26/76 

Action 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Fermi t 
Modified 

State Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 



County 

DEPART:•1£:JT OF E:;vrRo:::•!E~JTA:. C:.JI\Ll TY 
TEC!INIC/\L PROGRJ',:.:s 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY 

WateLQ_ual~1~·t~~'----­
(Reporting Unit) 

P.EFCR:' 

August 1976 
(~onth and Year) 

PER.'IIT /\CTIONS co:•:i'LE7:':J (Continued) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Ty;oe of Same I Dat~ of 

Action 

Industrial and Commercial (Cont.) 

Jackson 

" 

" 

Lane 

Marion 

Columbia 

Lane 

Linn 

Lane 

Lane 

Washington 

Lane 

Pacific Power and Light Co. 
Prospect No. 2 

" " 
Prospect No. 3 

" " 
Prospect No. 4 

Berry Creek Construction Co~ 
Gravel Operation 

Shiny Rock Mining Corporation 
Gold Mine 

Steinfeld Products 
Pickle Packing waste 

Southern Pacific Transportation 
Eugene Yard 

U.S. Plywood 
Lebanon Mill 

The Murphy Company 
Lumber Mill. 

Lou h. Surcarnp 
'

1 
f' d Spring 1el Truck 

i 
Empire Lite Rock 
Aggr;,gate Plant 

Bohemia, Inc 

Stop 

Junction City Plywood 
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8/26/76 

" 

" 

8/31/76 

8/31/76 

8/31/76 

8/31/76 

8/31/76 

8/76 

.8/76 

8/76 

8/76 

Action 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

" " 

" " 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

Discharge 
Eliminated 

Discharge 
Eliminated 

Discharge 
Eliminated 

Discharge 
Eliminated 



I. 

DEFi\i\::-::::;·7 l)f' r,::-\~r::-\-::~'.:.:;:-;~.:_, -~·:.:,\:..!Tr 
7EC:i:JIC\L Pt\~:;:v\:~S 

Water Qualit 
(Reporting Cr.a:) 

__ A~=L~.--~76~-­
C::,..-.~;1 -3;-,J YL'...J:0:-) 

Nar.ie of Scu::cc/c'rojc-ct/Sitc Cate of . · I 
___ r~-~~~u~n~t~,~•---+----_;a~n~d=---~7"~--~~~c:_:o::..::_:_::_:S~d~~~·c=-------,--'-~~-c~t~1~·0=n--+-----';--1~~-~:_:~:~ 

Agricultural (3) 

Marion 

Marion 

Jackson 

,·; ( 

Western Pork Producers 
Hog Farm 

Franz Neff 
Dairy 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Cole M. Rivers Hatchery 

-8-

8/5/76 

8/5/76 

8/31/76 

State Permit 
Issued 

State .Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Perrni t 
Modified 



County 

Air Quality 

DEPARTMENT OP ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

August 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (l_l) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Date of 
Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (11) 

Douglas 

Umatilla 

Clackamas 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Coos 

G:la~kamas 

Douglas 

Washington 

Lane 

International Paper Co., 
Alter #I.veneer dryer 

Lamb-Weston 
New fryer with scrubber 

Estacada Rock Products 
Baghouse with Cement silo 

Roseburg Lurnber·Co., Dillard 
6 scrubbers for veneer dryers 

Roseburg Lumber Co., ·Riddle 
6 scrubbers for veneer dryers 

Roseburg Lumber Co., Rciseburg 
1 scrubber for veneer dryer 

Roseburg Lumber Co., Coquille· 
2 scrubbers for veneer dryers 

Oregon Saw Chain 
Burnout furnace hoods 

Drain Plywood 
Tax credit for dryer change 

Lite Rock Co. 
I • 

Scrurber for kiln 

U.S .. Plywood 
Tax 1redit.for dryer change 

-9-

8/2/76 

8/3/76 

8/3/76 

8/4/76 

8/4/76 

8/4/76 

8/4/76 

8/9/76 

8/10/76 

8/11/76 

·8/19/76 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

· Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



Direct Sources 

New .. 

· Existis,g 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Indirect·sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GJ1./IND TOTALS 

DEPAil.TMEN'l' OF E!NIJlONMENT/IL QUi\LI'l"l 
'l'ECl!NIC/IL PHOGRl\MS 

MONTHLY /ICTIVITY REPOil.T . 

Air Quality August 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Honth and Yca·r) 

SUMM/IRY QF /\IR PERMIT /ICTI'aN§ 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

4 7 

3 14 

4 10 

3 4 

14 35 

0 1 

2 4 

16 39 

Permit /lctions 
Completed 

Month Fis. Yr. 

3 6' 

7 15 

18 40 

11 25 

39 86 

5 

a 1 

4 6 

43 92 

Permit· 
Actions 
Pending 

]2 
__ .1fL_ 

45 

__Jl_ 

104* 

10 

0 

10 .. 

114 

Sources 
under 

Permits 

2154 

40 

2194 

* Public notices have been issued for 16 of these pe_nd.ing permit actions. 

-10-

Sources 
Rcqr'g 
Permits 

2204 

2204 



. l County 

Baker 

Benton 

Benton 

Benton 

Benton 

Benton 

Benton 

Benton 

Benton 

Clackamas 

Coos 

Coos 

Deschutes 

Klamath 

Lincoln 

Linn 

• 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT/IL QUIILITY 

TECHNICIIL Pl1.0GR/\MS 

MON'l'IILY ACTIVITY TIEPORT 

Air Quality 
(Reporting Unit) 

___ ___,A~u~gu,st 1976 
(Month und Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (43) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Ellingson Timber Co. 
01-0004, Veneer (Modification) 

Hendrix Lumber 
02-0004, Sawmill (Renewal) 

Good Samaritan Hospital 
02-2 094, Incinerator ·(Renewal) 

Brand S Plywood 
02-2482, Plywood Mfg. (Renewal) 

Wildish Corvallis Sand & Gravel 
02-2518, Asphalt Plant (New Owner) 

Wildish Corvallis Sand & Gravel 
02-2557, Rock Crusher (New Owner) 

Wildish Corvallis Sand & Grqvel 
02-2558, Concrete. (New OWner) 

L & T Crushing Co. 
02-5004, Rock crusher (Renewal) 

I. P. Miller Lumber Co. 
02-6018, Sawmill (Renewal) 

Crown Zellerback Corp. 
03-2145 (Modification) 

Georgia-Pacific Corp. 
06-0008,' Plywood (Modification) 

I 

Westbrodk Wood Products 
06-0032) Veneer (Modification) 

Oregon Trail Wood Products, Inc. 
09-0033J Sawmill (Modification) 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
18-0013 i Sawmill (Renewal) , 

Northwest Natural Gas Co. 
21-0042, Natural Gas Transmission 
(Modification) · 

Publishers Paper Co. 
22-7137, Particleboard (Renewal) 
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Date of 
Action 

8/2/76 

B/11/76 

8/U/76 

8/11/76 

8/25/76 

8/25/76 

8/25/76 

8/11/76 

8/11/76 

8/24/76 

8/24/76 

8/11/76. 

fl/20/76 

8/11/76 

B/19/76 

8/J.1/76 

Action 

Addendum Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit. Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Addendum Issued 

Addendum Issue.a 

Permit Issued 

Addendum Issued 

Permit Is~ued 

Addendum Issued 

Permit Issued 

~ 



County 

Marion 

_Marion 

Marion 

Marion 

Marion 

Mar.ion 

Multnoma.h 

Multnomah 

·M)lltnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTI\L QUI\LITY 
TECIINICI\L PROGMMS 

MONTIII:Y J',CTIVI'l'Y nEPOil.T _ 

Air Quality August 1976 

(Reporting Unit) (l•lonth and Year) 

PERMIT J\CTIONS COMPLETED ( 43 - con' t) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Aumsville Pellet Mill 
24-0004, Feed Mill (Renewal) 

Agripa.c, Inc·. 
24-4159, Boi-ler (Renewal) 

Oregon Dept. of General Services 
24-5131, Boiler (Rer,ewal) 

J.M. Smucker Company 
24-9109, Incinerator (Renewali 

MacLclren School 
24-9167, Boiler (Renewal) 

Turner Sand & Gravel 
24-9196, Rock Cr\_\sher (Renewal) 

Evelyn Apartments 
26-1100, Boiler (Existing) 

Albers Milling 
26-'2008, Feed Mill (Renewal) 

. 
Cargill, Inc. 
26-2009, Grain Elevator (Renewal) 

Zidel.l Explorations, Inc. 
26-2071, Secondary Lead Smelting 
(Renewa~) 

. 
J?ortlan1 Memorial, Inc. 
26-2949

1 
Incinerator (Existing) 

The Amalgamated Sugar Co. 
26-2950/ Boiler (Existing) 

I 
United States Bakery 
26-2952, Boiler (Existing) 

I 

Fred Conrey Electric Motor Repair 
26-2963, Incinerator (New) 

Reed Electric Company 
26;-2964, Inci11erator (New) 
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Date of 
Action Action 

8/11/76 Penni-t Issued 

· 8/11/76 P~i;-mit Issued 

8/11/76 Perrnit Issued 

B/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 
' 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/11/76 Permit "Issued 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/li/76 Permit Issued· 

B/11/76 Permit Issued 

8/11/76 Permit Issued 



County 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Polk 

Polk 

Tillamook 

Yamhill 

-yamh-ill 

Yamhill 

DEPJ\RTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT/IL QUIILITY 
TECHNICAL PROGIU\1-:S 

.10NTIILY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality August 1976 
_ (Reporting Unit) (Month und Ycur) 

PE!li'IIT J\CTIONS COMPLETED (_43·· - con' t) 

Nume of Source/Project/Site 
·and Tvpe of Same 

Time-Oil Company 
26-2966, Petroleum Bulk Storage 
(New) 

Portlarrd Community.College 
26-2971, Boiler (Existing) 

Columbia West Materials & 

Constructors, Inc. 
27-8004, Asphalt Paving ·(Renewal) 

Stu~venga Box Mill 
27-8005, Sawmill (Existing) 

Erickson.Lumber Co. 
29-0011, Hardwood Mill (Exist_ing) 

Cr_abtree Rock 
36"-3001, Rock Crusher (Renewal) 

Coast Range Plywood, Inc. 
36-5296, Plywood (New Owner) . 

Date of 
Action 

8/25/76 

8/11/76 

8/11/76 

8/25/76 

8/11/76 

8/11/76 

8/25/76 

Action 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

_Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Pe~J!lit Issued 

P~rmit Issued 

Permit Issued 

' 

Willamina Lumber- Co. 8/20/76 Addendum !ssued 
-36-8005, Sawmill (Modification) 

/ 

Iridirect Sources (4) 

Mation 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Hayesville K-Mart 
609 space parking facility 

.Providen9e Medical Center 
375-450 space parking facility 

Education Ad.min. Services Cntr. 
660 space parking faci_lity 

Pditlarid Community College 
435 space parking facility 

-13-

8/30/76 - Final permit issued 

8/30/76 Final permit_issuec1 

8/10/76 Withdrawn 

8/2/76 Final permit issuea 



County 

Douglas 

Wallowa 

Lane 

Douglas 

Marion 

Marion 

Lincoln 

Douglas 

Josephine 

Douglas 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste August 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month-and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (13) 

Name of So~rce/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Camas Valley Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Closure Plan 

Wallowa Drop Box 
New Site 
Construction Plan 

Cedar Lumber, Inc. 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Yoncalla Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Revised Closure Plan 

Boise Cascade Sludg'e Site 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Stuckart Lumber Co. 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

T & L Sludge Lagoon 
New Site 
Construction and Operational 
Plan 

Dillard Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Kerby Landfill 
Leachate Holding Pond 
Existing Site 
Construction Plan 

Roseburg Central Landfill 
Existing Site· 
Operational Plan 

-14-

Date of 
Ac;:tion 

7/27/76 

7/30/76 

8/2/76 

8/3/76 

8/4/76 

8/5/76 

8/16/76 

8/19/76 

8/19/76 

8/19/76 

}).ction 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Provisiona).. 
Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Rrovisional 
App.roval 

Provisional 
Approval 



County 

Douglas 

Josephine 

Coos 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste 
(Reporting Unit) 

August 19.TI;c._ __ 
(Month· and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETE[). (Continued) 

Name of So~rce/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Reedsport Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

City of Grants Pass 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Joe Ney Disposal Site 
New Site 
Operational Plan 

-15-

Date of 
Action 

8/20/76 

8/25/76 

8/25/76 

Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 



General Refuse 

.New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Demolition 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Industrial 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

,Sludge Disposal 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
~.•otal 

Hazardous t·,Jaste 

New 
Authorizations 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

*Sites operating 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALil~ 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid waste Management 
(Reporting Unit) · 

August J 976 
(Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

4 

2 2 
_ _l_ 

5 7 

l __ 2 __ 

l 2 

__l _ __J,_ 

" 

_2.__ 

~- 16 

_Jj;__ 

__ lZ__ ao 

under temporary permits 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 

4 10 

J 

10 17 

JO _u__ 

_.J..5...... _ _ u __ 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

4 
48 

57 

(*) 

Sites 
Under 
Pennits 

194 

13 

--14--- ( * 11) 

_lfi__ 85 

-..1.__ 

........:z.5......._ 301 

until regular permits are issued. 

-16-

Sites 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

--1.9&.-

__ 1.3_, __ 

90 

31 l 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
'l'ECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Angnst 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED' (15) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Type of Same 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (4) 

Hood River Hood River Landfill 
Existing facility 

Lake Lakeview Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Klamath Crescent Landfill 
Existing facility 

Baker Oxbow Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Demolition Solid Waste Facilities (1) 

Washington Tobey 1 s Excavators 
New facility 

Sludge Disposal Facilities (O) 

Industrial Waste Facilities (0) 

Hazardous Waste Facilities (10) 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Chem-Nuclear,· Inc. 
Existirg facility 

Chem-NU.clear, Inc. 
Existi.½g facility 

I 

C_hem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing fad.li ty 

-17-

Date of 
Action 

8/11/76 

8/11/76 

8/20/76 

8/20/76 

8/24/76 

8/16/76 

8/17/76 

8/18/76 

Act.ion 

Permit Issued 
(renewal) 

Permit Amended 

Permit issued 
(renewal) 

Permit issued 

Letter authoriza­
tion issued. 

Disposal authoriza­
tion approved. 

Four (4) disposal 
authorizations 
approved. 

Two (2) disposal 
authorizations 
approved. 



County 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
'l'ECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste August 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED '.:(continued) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and 'l'vpe of Same 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

-18-

Date of 
Action 

8/19/76 

8/20/76 

. 
8/24/76 

Action 

Disposal authoriza­
tion approved. 

.Disposal authoriza­
tion amended. 

Disposal authoriza­
tion approved. 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
cov,•No• 

/',",,'1(;11"1 

PEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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 Di rector are summarized 
on the attached table. 

Director's Recolllllendation 

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

1. Is.sue certificates for 14 appl ications(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 1656. in the amount of $991,210.82 and reissue 
as requested above (T-255) in the amount of $1,156,836. 

Attachments 
Tax Credit Summarr 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

Tax Credit Review Reports 

-



Applicant/Plant Location 

Georgia Pacific Corp. 
White City 

Roseburg Lumber Co. 
Dillard 

Georgia Pacific Co. 
Albany 

Georgia Pacific Co. 
Toledo 

Hobin Lumber Co. 
Philomath 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Springfield 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Springfield 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
North Bend 

International Paper 
Gardiner 

Stayton Canning Co. 
Stayton 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Springfield 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Springfield 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Cottage Grove 

Brooks Scanlon 
Bend 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 
Appl. Claimed 

No. Facility Cost 

T-255 Herreschoff furnace, duct work $1,156,836.00 
Wyatt Kipper Boiler 

T-772 Two veneer dryer scrubbers 40,390.00 
for plywood plant 

T-773 Lagoon, pumps, sumps, piping, 66,801.00 
valving and related controls 

T-774 Radar Pneumatics Rotary Disc Screen 53,139.00 
for integrated pulp and paper mill 

T-799 Hydraulic loading machine, debarker, 21,550.00 
chipper, conveyors & misc. controls 

T-800 Conveyor system for plywood plant 122,015.00 

T-801R Baghouse for particleboard plant 91,402.00 

T-806 Stack sampling platform, access 17,358.00 
ladder, sampling ports, etc. 

T-807 Dump tank, piping, drain and 45,464.00 
instrumentation 

T-810 Pump and screen, intake and pump 174,831.38 
station, storage pond, piping, valves 

T-811 Carter Day baghouse, air conveyor 39,709.00 
system 

T-812 Settling pond, 2 pump stations and 56,032.00 
controls 

T-813 Cooling tower, pump, related 144,661.00 
controls 

T-820 Log pond, pump station, conveyor, 540,586.95 
storage tanks. etc. 

% Allocable to 
Pollution Control 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Director's 
Recommendation 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 



Proposed September and October 1976 Totals: 

Air Quality 
Water QUali ty 
Solid Waste 

$ 1,467,710.00 
1,025,183.33 

21,sso.oo 

$ 2,514,443.33 

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

Air Quality $ 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 

110,859,198.80 
90,467,184.45 
20,288_,177.47 

$ 221,614,560.72 

Calendar Year Totals to date: (Excluding 
Sept. and Oct. totals) 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 

$12,592,164.58 
5,657,914.82 

835,144.56 

$ lB,230,079.40 



l. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Georgia Pacific Corporati~n 
900 s.w. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Appl. T-255 

Date 9/16/76 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The 
Multiple 
and wood 

a. 

facility claimed in this application consists of a Nichols Herreschoff 
Hearth Furnace, a Wyatt and Kipper high pressure steam boiler, and bark 

handling facilities. 

Nichols Herreschoff Furnace 
Related duct work 
Wyatt Kipper Boiler 

Accounting Error reported by Georgia Pacific 

$ 573,493 
45,400 

372,327 
991,210 

165,625 
$1,156,836 

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

Certification is claimed under the statutes and the percentage claimed 
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 issued 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, 



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 equipment 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·l00% allocated to pollution 
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-255. 

EJW:lb 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



SEP 8 1976 

State of Oregon 
·Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Appl T-772 

Date 9/8/76 

l. Applicant 

2. 

3. 

Roseburg Lumber Company 
P. 0. Box l 088 
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 

The applicant owns ancl 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, 5/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 Lumber 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 c~rrent statutes and the percentage claimed 
for pollution control is 100%. 

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

Evaluation of Application 

The Department required 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. 



T-772 
7/16/76 
Page 2 

The scrubber recovers about 144 lbs/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 fue 1. Therefore, 
it is concluded that 100% of the cost of the claimed facility can be 
allocated to air pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation.' ,.) 

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 T-772. 

PBB:cs 
8/31/76 

LOREN KRAMER 
Di rector 



1. Applicant 

AUG 2 5 1976 

State o;E Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation _, 
Resin Operations 
900 S. W. 5th 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Appl. 

Date 

The applicant owns and operates a resin manufact_uring plant in 
Albany, Oregon in Linn County. 

The application was received July 8, 1976. 

T-773 

7/30/76 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

3. 

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%. 

Facility costs: $66,801.57 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

Evaluation 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 limits

1

of the_Company's permit. 

Pl,ms were apprived by letter dated March· 28, 1973. Construction of the 
facilities was ~tarted prior to October, 1973, so the requirements 
of pre-notificarion (ORS 468.175) were not in effect. 

Inspection of c~aimed facility shows that it works very well. 
I 
I 

4. Director's Recoinmendation 

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 iri Tax Application 
No. T-773. 

RJN:em 
8/19/76 

r 



1. Applicant 

AUG 2 51975 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Georgia Pacific Corporation 
Toledo Di vision -~::-, 
P. 0. Box 580 
Toledo, OR 97391 

Appl. T-774 

Date B/13/74 

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

The application was received July B, 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 Yaquina 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 request; 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 Re.commendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $53,139 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application No. T-774. 

RJN:ak 
August 23, 1976 



I 

' 

1. 

~tP B 1976 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AL QUAL ITV 

\ 

Applicant 

TAX RELIEF.APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

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

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

Appl. 

Date 

2. Description of Claimed Facilities 

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. Electrical and miscellaneous installations. 

The· claimed facility was constructed after May 1, 1973 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 a-s 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 Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
be is.sued pursuant to ORS 468_.165 (1) (bl for the claimed 
facility in application T-799, such certificate to bear .the 
actual cost of $21,550.00. · 

MS :mm 

T-799 

9/8/76 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

1. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Co. 
P. 0. Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Appl T-800 

Date 9/10/76 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility cl.:iimed in this application is a conveyor system of 
belts and screws which replaces three cyclones ~nd a pneumatic 
conveying system for transporting shavings from the planer mill to 
the particleboard plant. · 

It consists of:. 

a. Screw system 
b. Tube belt to surge bin 
c. Screw conveyor 

.. d. Storage bin 
e. Screen room building alterations 
f. Head end fuel belt 

$45,000 
25,000 
14,500 
14,015 
12,000 
11 , 500 

The facility was begin on September 20, 1973 and completed and 
placed in operation 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 claimed under the 1973 act as amended in 1974.and 
the percentage claimed for pollution control is 100%, 

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

3 .. Evaluation of Application 

Three_ cyclonesihandli~g planer shavings were emitting 49.6 pounds 
per hour of pafticulates into the air, or abo~t 100 tons per year. 
On July 16, 1973, Weyerhaeuser submitted the project to replace the 
cyclones with 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 s~rges. 

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 annual operat"ing 
expenses incurred by the claimed facility. 

It is concluded that the ciaimed facility has reduced air pollution 
significantly and 100% of its cost can be ~llocated to air pollution 
control; 

r· 



T-800 
9/10/76 
Page 2 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended 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. . 

PBB:cs 
9/17 /76 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



l. 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Applicant 

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

App I T-801 R 

Date 9/20/76 

The applicant owns and operates a wood products complex at Springfield, Oregon, 
which includes a particleboard plant. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this app 1 i cation is a bag house which captures sander­
dust generated from the #2 sander in the Joint Finishing area of the particleboard 
plant. It consists of: 

. a. Carter-Day baghouse 144RJ120, 5/N 321 
b. Explosion venting 
c. Sander Hood 
d. Electrical 
e. Installation costs of a leased fire detection system 

$40,279 
44,020 
5,384 
6,035 
1,068 

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

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

Facility costs: $96,786 (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, 1975 
destroyed the baghouse and damaged the cyclones over the #2 sander. Weyerhaeuser 
resumed operation with only cyclone control on March 27, 1975. The measured emissions 
were 837 lbs/hr. Weyerhaeuser was given approval March 13, 1975 for this ne1~er 
facility. This claimed facility is now in operation emitting .at less than 10 lbs/hr 
and is in compliance with Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority rules. 

The applicant has added in $5,384 for repairing 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 not 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 morl:! a maintenance or re­
pair cost and should not be allowed as a capital. expense. 



T-801 R 
September 20, 1976 
Page 2 

The baghouse captures $6,963 worth of sanderdust annualiy which is used for 
.fuel on the premises. The baghotise 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-801 R. 

PBB:ds 

LOREN KRAMER 
o·i rector 



1. 

SEP 141976 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Applicant 

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

·Appl. T-806 
--"-'-'---

Date 9/13/76 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a sta~k sampling platform on 
the main stack of the powerhouse. It consists of: 

a. Platform, access ladder, sampling ports, 
equipment hoist, and electrical service 

b. Installation tosts 

$10,218 

$ 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 approva 1 
on December 11, 1975; it was approved December 26, 1975. Therefore the prior 
approval requirement was satisfied. · 

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 ~missions 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 q~estionable accuracy. 

The claimed faciHty does not directly reduce, control, or prevent emissions 
but previous tax cred/its have been granted by the Commission for instruments and 
sampling platforms wh~re emissions are'measured. The facility gives no return on 
investment. 1 

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

I 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Cerbficate bearing the 
cost of $17,358 with 80% or more a 11 oca ted to po 11 uti on cont.ro l be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-806. 

PBB:ds 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



AUG .:J 11976 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

l. Applicant 

International Paper Company 
Gardiner Paper Mill 
P.O. Box 854 
Gardiner, OR,. 97441 

" , "> 

Appl. 

Date 

The applicant owns and operates a r;raft Pulp & Paper Mill at Gardiner. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facilities consist of: 

T-807 

8/26/76 

a. Pulp Mill Dump Tank (Collection tank). Steel, vertical 24 ft. O.D. 
x 26 ft. high on a concrete foundation. 

b. Pip~ng from dump tank, return back to 1<.ayrner blow tank and process; 
and piping from washer discharge tank, decker overflow and Pandia 
drain to dump tank. 

c. Instrumentation, electrical _and other ancil~ary equipment. 

Constr,uction 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 
control. 

Facility cost: $45,464.05 (Accountant's certification of cost was attached 
to-the application.) 

The facility is part of in-plant control system to meet 1977 limits as 
requi~ed by the NPDES permit. 

3, Evaluation of the Application 

By International Paper Company letter of September 3, 1974, the Department 
of En~ironmental Quality was notified of the status of the Cornpany 1 s Gardiner 
Paper Mill pollutant control system which stated, among other things, that the 
above,facilities were being installed. The DEQ acknowledged the completion of 
them ~y letter August 15, 1975 after an inspection. Staff considers that 
prior 1 notification of construction has been fulfilled. The Company claims 
they have no way 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 blow tank. 

' 
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4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued for 
the claimed facility bearing the actual cost of $45,464.05 with 80% or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:ak 
August 26, 1976 

' 

I 
\ 
I 
I 
i' 

r 



Appl. T-810 

SEP. 1 G 1976, Date August 24, 1976 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. ~plicant 

Stayton Canning Company, 
Stayton Plant #1 
P. o. Box 458 
Stayton, Oregon 97383 

Cooperative, Inc. 

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

- The application was received August 4, 1976. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of the following basic components: 

1. An additional pump and screen .at the existing pump station. 

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 irrigation pump station (3-75 h.p. ·pumps 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 was completed and placed in operation in June 1975. 

Certification rn11st be made 1µ1der the 1969 Act and the percentage 
claimed ·for p~ltution control is 100%. 

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

3. Evaluation of Ablication 

I 
Prior to the installation of the claimed facility, the existing waste 
water irrigatioll system was inadeg;uate for proper disposal of the waste 
water. This created ponding of the waste water and siqnificant odors. 
With the facility, ponding and· odors hav!' been essentially elirsinated. 

Plans for the claimed fac_ilities were submitted January 30, 1975, and 
were approved F·ebruary 19, 1975. The staff -believe_s the requirer,i,ent of 
prenotification (ORS 468.-175) has been ful~illed by the Company. 

I 

l 
\ I 

r 
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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 o~mers 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. 

4. 

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 odors by diluting the waste 
water. '.l'he cost of· the water intake was about $20,067.00, about 11% 
of the total cost of the project. The staff recor.unends 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. 

Director's RecoMrnendati,on 

It is recommended 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 claimed in Tax-Application 
Number T-810. 

RJN:em 
9/15/76 

j 
I 
I 
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SEP 1 4 19/5 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Revi. ew Report 

Applicant 

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

Appl. T-811 

Date --=-9,_/l.,_,3,.,_/_,_7"-6_ 

The applicant owns and operates 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 
b. Air conveyor system 

$35,118 
4,591 

· The facility was begun in May 1974, completed on October 25, 1974, and pl aced 
into operation on October 28, 1974. Weyerhaeuser submitted the project to Lane 
Regional Air Pollution Authority on April 29, 1974 and 1~as given a Notice to Pro­
ceed on April 30, 1974. The prior approval requirement was therefore fulfilled. 

Certi fi cation is claimed under the statutes as amended in 1974 and the per·· 
centage claimed for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility Costs: $39,709 (accountan.t'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 11eight 
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 lbs. 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 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-811. 

.PBB :ds 
LO REN KRAMER 
Director 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Wood Products Division 
P. o. Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Appl. T-812 ~~=-----c.. 
Date Sept. 13, 1976 

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

2~ · Description of clained Facility 

The facility clai~Bd in this application consists of a 100,000 gallon 
settling pond_ (covered with a tiraber structure to keep rainfall ·out), 
two pump stations.with pumps and motors, and related piping, valves 

.. and controls. This facility collects and pwnps the veneer dryer wash­
down to the lagoon and returf1:s it to the dryers fOr reuse as wash water. 

The claimed facility was completed and put into service in llover'1ber 1974. 

Certification nust be made under the 1969 Act and the percentage clained 
for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $56, 0·32 (Accountant's certification was provided) . 

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. Nith the clained facility, the discharge has 
been eliminated, and the water is being recycled. 

I 

A notic~ of co1struction 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 complied with the prenotification 
requirements s~ecified in ORS 468 .175. · 

Inspection of the facility shows that it.works well and is meeting 
intended objectives. 

I • 

4. Director's Recornr.iendation 

It is recomnended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
bearing the costs of $56,032 with more than 80% of the cost allocated 
to polluf:,ion· control ·be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application 
Number T-812 • 

.- RJN:em 
September 2D, 1976 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Wood Products Division 
P. 0. Box 275 
Springfield, OR 97477 -~ - , 

Appl. 

Date 

The Company owns and operates a la,ge, multi-product wood products plant 
at Cottage Grove, Oregon in Lane County. 

The application was received August 9, 1976. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

T - 813 

8/24/76 

The claimed facility consists of a Marley cooling tower (Model 596-661, 
Serial 12-525-75), an Ingersoll Rand pump (Model 12Xl45DM, Serial 0575-655-
043-30~84) and related piping and controls. 

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, t~rbine condenser cooling water 
was discharged directly to the Coast Fork of the. Willamette River. With the 
facility, the discharge of condenser cooling water (with the exception of a 
small amount of blowdown which is discharged into 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 9, 1975. The staff believes 
the. requirements for prenotification (ORS 468.175) have been fulfilled. 

Investigation of the claimed facility shows that it works effectively. 

4. Director's Recomniendation 

It is.recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
costs of $144,661 with 80% or more of the costs allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-813. 

RJN:ak 
August 26, 1976 



1. 

2. 

Applicant 

SEP 2 2 1976. 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Brooks Scanlon, Inc. 
P. o. Box 1111 
Bend, Oregon _9770-1 

Appl. 

Date 

T-820 

9/21/76 

The applicant owns ·and operates 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 Facilitv 

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

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

B. Pumping sta_tion at log pond discharging through 1,300 ft. of 
.'6 inch, schedule 40 pipe to an evaporation reservoir located 
1,000 ft. west of the Deschute_s 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 additional 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. Relocation 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's certification was attached 
to the applioation). 

Facility_was required 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. 

4. 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 

Contllins 
Recycled 
Mc1teri,1l$ 

t>EQ.46 

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: 

l. Define all undefined limits 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 l, 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 mill 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 like to see odor levels 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. Metric units would be substituted for English units. 

2. All mill site emission limits would be removed. 

3. All recovery furnace TRS emission cumulative time limits would be 
removed. 

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

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

6. The lime kiln TRS and smelt dissolving tank particulate limits would 
be defined as monthly ,averages. 

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

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

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

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

11. 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. 

12. 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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1. 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. 

2. 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-l65(l)(b)(D), 25-l65(l)(d)(C), 25-l65(2)(a)(B), 25-165(2)(b)(B) and 
(C), 25-165(2)(c)(B), 25-180(6) and 25-185(8). 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

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

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

(3) Sulfur Dioxide (SO?). Emissions of sulfur dioxide from each 
recovery furnace stack shall not exceed 300 ppm on a dry-gas 
basis except during startup and shutdown periods. 

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

8. The Department is reviewing the requirement to install an opacity 
meter on the recovery furnace to take into consideration existing 
mi 11 s which may have water vapor present which would interfere with 
op.era ti on 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 lime kiln TRS limits, 
adds TRS limits for other sources and adds concentration limit for particulate. 
This draft regulation was discussed with industry and the Department is eval­
uating their comments. When this evaluation is complete, the Department will 
issue 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 

Appendices 

A. Current Rule 

-

B. Kraft Industry Testimony 
C. August 16, 17, 18 and 19, 1976 Public Hearing Record 
D. Preliminary Draft of Proposed Regulation Showing Changes 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 

KRAFT PULP MlLLS the mill, and 
(cl any vent ·which is shown to be a 

significant contributor of o rdorous gases. 
(8) "Particulate Matter" meanis all 

[E,D. N01"E: 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 samplin 5 at 
tive Rules Compilation were adopted·'by stack ternpe.rature or above the water 
the Environmental Quality Commission ,vapor dew point of the stack gas, whic.h-
January 26, 1973 and filed with the Sec- :iver is greater but not more than 400"F. 
retary of State February 9, 1973 , as The glass-fiber filter to be us~d shall 
DEQ 50. Effective 3-1-73. Repeals for~ - ·· ·be MSA ll06BH or equivalent. 
mer •sections 25-155 through 2.5-195 (SA (9) "Parts Per Million (ppm)" means 
38).] parts· of a contaminant per million parts 

~ 

ZS-150 DEFINITidNS. As use4 in th~se 
regulations, unless otherwise required 
by context: · · : .. , ·. 

· (1) "eontinual Monitoring" means sa=­
plin~ and analysis, in a continuous · or 
timed sequence, using techniques which 
will adequately reflect actual emis:sion 
levels or concentrations on· a continuous 
basis .. 

, (2) "Departmer..t" means the Depart-
me'1t of En\"ironmental Quality. . 

(3) "Emis sionu means a release· into 
the ,,tmosphere of air contaminants.·,,;., · 

(4) "Kraft Mill" or "Mill" means· 
any [:'ldustrial operation which uses· for 
a cooking liquor .an alkaline sulfide sol­
ution containing sodium hydroxide· and 
sodi1:un sulfide in its pulping process. 

( 5) "Lime Kiln" means any production 
device in which calcium carbonate'·is' 

· t~e r:nally. converted to calciu.--n oxide. 
(6) "Non-condensibles" mea.".!.s gases 

,rn:t v.tpors, co:'ltaminated with TRS gases, 
from the digestion and multiple-effect 
evaporation processes of a mill that are 
not condensed with the equipment .used 
in said P.rocesses. · 

(7) 'Other Sources" means sources 
of TRS emissions in a kraft mill otluir 
than recovery furnaces and li?ne kilns, 
including but not limitf!!d to: 

(a) vents from knotters, brown stock 
w;:ishi:'lg system,:;, evaporators, blow tanks, 
sm~,t tanks, blow heat acc=•J.lators, 
bla:::•: liquor storage tanks, black liquor 

· o:dd:it1on system, tall oil recovery oper­
.:..ti,j·::-.::i;• 

(:,) any o;:,,:ration connected .with the 
~~,,,,.,i:-:i,;,nt ,:,f, condensate liquids within 

-1-:1-7.J 

of gas by volwne on a dry-gas basis (1 
ppm equals 0.0001% by volwne). • · 

(10) "Production" means tons of air­
dried, unbleached kraft pulp, or equivalent, 
produced. 

· (11) "Recovery Furnace" means , the 
combustion devi..ce in which pulping chem­
icals a:re converted to a molten smelt 
and wood solids are incinerated. For these 
regulations, and where present, this term. 
shall include the direct contact evaporator. 

· (lZ') "Total Reduced Sul£ur(TRS)''means 
the sulfur in hydrogen suliide, mercaptans, 
dimethyl· sulfide, dimethyl disulfide, and 
any. other organic sulfides present. in an 
oxidation state of minus two. 

23 

z5.;1ss STATEMENT OF POLICY. Re­
cent technological developments have e:'l­
hanced the degree of malodorous e~­
isaion control ,nossible for the kraft pul­
ping process. \Vhile recognizing that com~ 
plete malodorous· andparticulate emission 
control is not' presently· possible, . co.n­
sistent with the meteorological a.nd geo­
gr<!,phical conditions in .Oregon, it is here­
by declared to be the policy of the Depart­
ment to: 

(l) Require, in accordance with a speci­
fic' program and time table for all sources 
at each operating mill, the highest a..-id 
best practicable treatment and con~?"ol 
of atmospheric emissions from kraft mi Us 
through the utilization of technically fea­
sible equipment,. devices and procedu::-es. 
Consideration will be given to the econ­
omic life of equipm<!nt, which \\hen in­
stalled complied with the highest and oest 
practicable treatmeqt requirement. 

(Z) Require degri:,es and methoc.s oi 



OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE HULES 
• 
t-:~ ~t:-:'-•·nt for n1,1jor .:t~d minor emission 
11,,:r:L; th;1t will minimize. emission3 of 
•·1,::, :-nas J~asc9 a.nd eliminate ambient 
o.!<i r nuisance~. 

( 3) llequire effective monitoring and re­
jmrt1n~ of emissions and reporting of 
uthe r d.J.ta pertinent to air quality or 
<,m(s,;ions. The Department will use these 

• 11.lta i:1 conjW1ction with ambient air data. 
and obs.,rvation of conditions in the sur­
roWlc!i:1.:,: area to develop and revise em­
issio:1 M•.d .1mbient air standards, and to 
deter.mine compliance thei:-ewith. 

(4J Encourage and assist the .k:raft pul­
p,ng industry to conduct a research and 
tech:1oiogical development prograzn des­
t:p,ed to progressively reduce kraft mill 
ernissio:is, in accordance with a definite 
p::-og::-.i.=, incluc!i..-,.g specified objectives 
and ti:ne sohedules, 

2s-1:,o E!GHEST AND BEST PRACTI-
CA.B i..Z TREATMENT .-.ND CONTROL 
REQUIRED. Notwith,ta.:ding the • sped-· 
tic emission limits set forth in Section 
Z5-ln5 oi these regulations, in order to 

· main~ai."t the lowest possible emission 
0£ air contaminants, the highest and best 
p cac~icable treatment ,md control cur•. 
rer.,L· ;,.va.ilable shall in every case be 

. J>rov',c.:.-,-:1, with considcration being given 
to the economic life o·f the existing equip­
ment. 

All iastallcd·process and coti.trolequip-
. rrie:-.~ shall be oper.tted at full effective­

:::~5~ .~ .. -• .:! e.fiici~:1.cr at all ti~es. such 
t;,.it emi~sions of codaminants are kept 
.,~ !owe cit p;;-acticable levels. · 

. I 

I 

Z'i-165 EMISSION LIMITATIONS. (l) 
Ei.,:ssion of Total Reduced Suliur (TRS). 

(a) Recovery Furnaces. . . 
, A) A~ soon as practicable, but not. 

l.1.ter t!un July 1, 1975, the emissions of 
T :lS from recovery furnaces shall not 

(i) 10 ppm as a da.Hy arit.hmetic aver­
·•~., 1e·,I a.3 lb S/ton of production on a 
o-:i.ill-·-; it-:~ b..! .-;is, 

hi) ·10 ppm fn r mo re than 60 cum-
:•· .... : .. .,.-:_ ........... - : ... ...,_,,. .. ·c-a ...,..,,.,.., __ - 1,,, 
·-----· ~ ·~ ........... ._ ... •·· -··1 •-·- -- 1 ...... c •• "".e:ic .. . 

;--:"!c.~1·.rr-!r-:,· !ur-::.:1ce .stack, · 
(ii!) LS ppm ..is a daily arit:unetic 

ave rage and 0.45 lb 5/ton of produc~ion 
from each recovery fu·rn3.ce stack. 

(BI As soon as p ractice1ble, bllt not 
later than July 1, 1978, the emiHion oi 
TRS shall not exceed: 

(.i) S ppm as a daily arithmetic aver­
age and 0.15· lb S/ton of produc:tion on 
a mill-site. basi~. 

(ii) 40 ppm for more than 60 cumul­
ative minutes in any one day from each 
recovery furnace stack, 
. (iii) 10 ppm as a daily arithmetic aver­
age and 0.30 lb S/ton of production from 
each recovery fu=ace stack. 

(C) As soon as practicable, but not 
later than July 1, 1983, the emission 
of TRS frorn each recovery £1J.rnac:e shall 
not exceed: · 

(i) S ppm as a daily arith.."Il.etic average 
and 0.15 lb S/ton of production, 

· (ii) 20 ppm for more than 60 cumulative 
minutes in any one day. 

(D) TRS emi:uions fro:m each recovery 
furnace. placed in operation after the 
effective date of these regulations shall 
be controlled immediately such that the 
emissions of T RS shall not exceed: 

(i) S ppm as a daily arithmetic aveTage 
and 0.15 lb. S/ton of production, 

(ii) 20 ppm for more than 60 cumulative 
minutes in any one day • 

(b) Lime Kilr.s. Lime kilns shall be 
operated and controlled s u c h that 
emissions of TRS shall be kept to lowest 
practicable levels and shall not e:,:ceed: 

(A) By not .later than July l, 19iS, 40 
ppm a.:d o.z. lb S/ton oi production, as 
determined by a monitoring procedure 
approved by the Department • 
. ,(Bl By not later than July 1, 1978, 20 
pprn and 0.1 lb S/ton of production, as 
determined by a monitoring. procedure 
approved by the Department. 

(c) Compliance Programs. Recovery 
furnaces . and lime kilns in ope ration on 
or before the effective date of these 
regulations shall be brought into com­
pliance with subsec:tions 2.5-165 (1) (al 
and 25-165 (l) (b) above in accorda!'.!.ce 
with specific programs ar.d schedules 
to be established with each in:iiviccual 
mill a,id approved by the Departreen, b~-
r.0 1- 1-.t- ... r t-\..-:,, •• ~.r ....... 1 107~ r-.t . .; .... .., ._·-,-•.~ 

• ... ·--- ...... ____ ..... -J -, -, • -, ----..... -:::t .... 

consideration the following: 
(A) Age and condition·ot ex1sti:15 fac-, 
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lit:~", 
( D) G"ographical location, 
(C) Overall cor.trol of emissions, 
( D) ::ieverity of problems related ·to. 

emi3Sions from the facility, and c•. 
(E) Ease of compliance. 
(c!) Non-condensibles 
(.\) Non-condensibles from digesters 

and multiple-effect evaporators shall be 
treated to destroy TRS gases by thermal 
incineration in a lime kiln or equivalent 

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

combL"'l:ition of lirne . kilns is used for 
incinerating non-condensibles, as soon 
as practicable, but not later than July 
1, 19 75, the means shall be provided to 
imr:-tediately and automatically treat the. 
non-condensibles in an incineration de­
vice capable of subjecting the non-conden­
sihl,:,s to a temperature of not less than 
lZ0C'F for not le.ss than 0.3 seconds when,-.· 
ever the kiln or combination of kilns is 
out of service or ot'!i.e rwise incapable of 
incinerating non-condensibles. . . 

(C) When stealT'.-or air-stripping of con- · 
dens:ites or other contaminated streams 
is practiced, the stripped gases shall be 
subj,ected to treatment in the non•conden­
.sible s}·stem or otherwise given equiva­
lent treatment .. 

(e) Other Sources. 
(A) As soon as practicable, but .not 

later than July 1, 1975, the emission of 
T RS from other sources, including but 
not limited to k=-,otters and brown stock 
washer vents, brown stock washer filtrate 
tank vents, black liquor oxidation vents,, 
and co!'itaminated condensate . stripping. 
shall be limited, controlled or tre.ated 
to lowest practicable levels inaccordance 
with a specific program and tizne table 
submitted to and approved by the Depart­
ment. 

(B) Miscellaneous Sources a n. d 
Practices. When it is determined that 
sewers, drains, and anaerobic lagoons 
sii:;nificantly contribute to an odor prob­
lem, a program •for control shall be re-
qrd!'~tj.~ ~ 
. (C) Compliance prog::-am;; required by 
thes;: subsections s'.1.all be established by 
not iater than May l, 1973 with each 
ind(•,,,1,.,.._1 mill and incorp.orat.ed in the 
Air Cor:t.:i.minant !:Jischarge Permit issued 
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for each mill. 
(Z) Particulate Matter. 
(a) Recovery Furnaces. As soon as 

practicable, but not la,ter than Mayl, 197')., 
the emissions of particulate matter from 
recovery furnaces shall not exceed four' 
( 4) pounds per ton of production on a mill­
site basis and from each recovery furnace 
stack. · · 

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

. and from each lime kiln stack. 
· Cc) Sznelt Dissolving Tanks. The em­

. ission of particulate matter from smelt 
dissolving tanks shall not exceed one• 
half (1/Z) pound per ton of production on 
a mill-site basis and fr-:>m each sznelt 
dissolvb1g tank: · 

(3) Sulfur Dio:x:ide (SOzl~ As soon ~s 
practicable, but not later than J•.1ly l, 
1975, emissions of suliur dioxide f:::-om, 
each recovery furnace stack shall not 
e:x:ceed a daily aritb.metic aver.?.ge of 300 
ppm on a dry-gas .basis except during 
start -up and shut-down periods. 

(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 shall be operated, 
controlled, or limited to comply with ,the 
applicable provisions of these reguc:it,ons 
and the mill shall conduct. so•.1rce sazn-

. pling or monito:dng as appropdate · to 
demonstrate compliance. 

(5) Coznpliance Schedules. As soon as 
practicable, but not later· than · May l, 
1973, each mill shall submit to the Depart­
ment a proposed compliance program, 
including means and methods to the e:x:­
tent possible, and a schedule for cozn­
plying with the emission limits of these 
regulations. The approved c:ompliar.ce 
program shall be incor;,orated in the 
Air Contaminar_t Discharge Pe·rmit is­
sued to each mill . 

25-170 MOR£ RESTR.ICTIV£ EMISS:ON 
LIMITS. The Deoarrm.,nt ma•, est.ablish . ' . 
more restrictive e:nission lir:i.its and 
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cor.,':)lL.1n.ce schedules 
headng ii applicable 
graphical areas of the 

after notice and 
£or different geo­

state. 

ZS-17S PLANS A.J.'ID SPECIFICATIONS. 
Prior to construction of new kraft mills, 
or expansion of production or modifi­
cation of facilities significantly affecting 

· ernissioris 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 evaluate 
.projected emissions and potential effects 
on ai:- quality shall be submitted• to and 

. appro'feci by the Department. All con­
. struction shall be in accordance .. with 
plans as approved in · writing by ·the 
Department. 

ZS-180 MONITORING. Ill Total Reduced 
sul.;;\!r(.TRS).Eac.hrn'l! shall provide con­
tinual monitori!l~ ol TRS in accordance 
with t!-,.e following: 

(,,) The monitoring eq•.iipment shall be 
capa!:>te of deterrninir.g compliance with 
the .ecnis,iion limits established. by these 
regnl:itions, and shall be capable·o£ con­
tinual sampling and recording oL con-

·.·cent:::-ations ·of TRS. contaminants during 
a time interval not greater than 3_0 min­
utes. 

(b) The sources monitored shall in­
. clud,,, but a r"! not limited to, the re­
co-.e ry £ur:uce stacks a!ld the lime kiln 
stacks. 

(c) At least onctl per year, vents· from 
othe.r sources· as required in 2S-165 \ll 
(e), Other Sources, shall be sampled to 
demonstrate representative emissions •of 
TRS ·and the results reported to the 
Department. 

(2) Particulate Matter. Each mill shall 
. sam:,le the recovery furnace( s), ····lime 
kilrl .,) and' smelt dissolving tank(s) for 
;:,ii.rtichlate emissions with, (a) tha samp­
ling r:,.ethod and ( bl. the analytical method 
••r;:,~o•.-.•rl in w:-;ting by the Deoa.rt.nent. 
:-:a1::: rnill. a{~·,!r the adootio-n Oi this 
""''..('·''"-tton, shall establi~h ;,_nd have ap­
~ .. •:j••...:~! in •; .. •z-iti::-;._;; by th~ Deila.~!.i."t-~er.t, a 
r,, ,.,i,,r. samplir.g schedule. As soon as 
;:,rac:tica&le, each mill shall provide con-

tinual monitoring ciI particulate matt~ r 
from the recovery furnace( s) and lime 
kiln(s) in a manner approved in writing 
by the Department. 

(3) Sulfur. Dioxide (SOz). Representative 
sulfur dioxide emissions from the recov­

. ery furnace(s) shall be determine·d at 
least once each month, 

· ZS-185 REPORTING: Unless otherwise 
authorized or required by permit, 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 o:t' T RS 

gases expressed in parts per million of 
Hz S on a dry gas basis for each sour-ce 
included in the approved monitoring pro-

.g;ram. . 
· (Z) Unless excused in writing by the 

Departme'nt, the number of cumulative 
minutes each day the TRS gases :t'rom 
the recovery furnaces exceed 20 p;>m 
and 40 ppm and the rna:cimum concen­
tration TRS measured each day, expressed 
as H.,S on a dry gas basis. · 

(.3rEmissions of TRS gases in pou:-:.ds 
of sulfur per equivalent air-dried ton of 
pulp processed in the kraft cycle for each 

· source included'i.n.the approved monitoring 
program.. 

( 4) Emission of SOz from the recovery 
furnac:e(s), expressed as ;:,pm, dry.basis. 

(S) Emission of particulates in pounds 
per equivalent air-dried ton of ?Ulp pro­
duced in the krait cycle oased upon the 
sarnpling conducted in accordance with 

. the approved monitoring p:-ogram. 
( 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) Average daily equivalent kraft pulp 
production in air-dried tons. · 

(8) Each kraft mill shall furnish, upon 
request of the Department, such other 
pertinent data as the Department may re­
quire to eval•.iate the mill's emission 
control pro6 ra:-:1. Each mill 3r.all irnr..ed­
iately rP.port abnormal :-:i.Ui op~rations 
which result L"l increasec! emissiuns oi 
ai,;- co,1tamlna.:..J.t::i, ~a a.i..:corJ-l.1:H .. .:: -.liith ~lu,~ 
provisions of :ne O,egon Adrr.inistra,!·;~ 
.Rules, C_hapter 340, "Up sat Cor.c!itio:,.s." 
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D£p,,_llTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 --
:::; .. 1·~0 SPECL-"\.L STUDIES.. (1) Where 

w ., c r :.:,t.ed by conditi1>ns at particular mills 
"""cial studies of specific: vents or air 
-: ~~-tjminant emissions rray be required as 
,1 candition of issuing an .l\.ir Contaminant 
Dis:harge_ Permit. 

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

(a) The amount and eUecta of sulfur 
o:cides, inc:luduig SOz, S~, S04 in re• 
covery furnace stack gases. · 

(b) Tl:.e extent of interference from the 
fo :-mation of sulfate ion from S~ and 
SO3 in wet- collection devices used in 
particulate sampling trains, and 

(c) The occurrence of acid mist (lizS04 L-,. water ·droplets) ui recovery furnace 
stack gases. 

These studies are to be completed by 
January 1, 1975, and final reports 1ub­
l'T.itted to the Department by July 1, 1975. 
Re!'orts of progress concerning these 
studies shall be submitted to the :C-epart­
mer.t by January 1 and July 1 of each 
ye·ar. 

(3) Each mill shall for all furnace ■ , 
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allowing a reasonable shrt-up pe·riod 
for new furnaces, conduct a special study 
sufficient to evaluate the stability and 
efficiency of the electrostatic precip,t­
ators used on recovery furnac'::( s ).· ·,\ll 
sampling and analytical procedures to be 
approved in writing by the Department, 

·Z5-195 OTHER ESTABLISHED A I R 
QUALITY L~TATIONS. The emission 
limit. established by these regulations 
are ui addition to visible emissions and 
other ambient air standards, established 
or to be established· by the Department, . 
u:iile11 exempted therefrom by tl:lis reg­
ulation. 

. ZS-ZOO PUBLIC HEAR.ING. A public 
hearuig shall be held by the Department 
no later than January 1976, to review 
current technology and the adequacy of 
the1e regulation, and to adopt any .re­
vision■ or additional emi11ion standards 
that are necessary. 

.. 
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NORTHWEST PULP AND 

Apri I 14, 1975 

Mr. Harold M. Patterson 
Administrator 
Air Qua I ityControl Division 
Department of Env i ronmenta I Qua I i ty 
1234 W. Morrison 
Por-tland, - Oregon 97205 

Dear Sir: 

', 
- Executive ( ~tary: LAWRENCE [. BIRKE, JR. 

PA PE R A S S O C I A T0I O N 

555 116th Avenue Northeast. Suite 266 

Sellevue, WA 98004 • (206) 455-1323 

•.·,,,jMf:.1vlCJF ~-~::,; '-'·--._,~ 
:·-- ~ __ t.' ',·WNMLNI11L (,,,:_,. 

I ~1_ 12 :_if! 1;; r_r \VJ ~ 
1
.: _ 

-- AFR151975 . D; 
AIR QUALITY CONTRo . 

. .L 

As discussed in·arecent meeting we had ·with you andyour staff 
(January 1975), i'he Oregon Kratt Air Committee is concerned.with 
the direct ion the Oregon Department of Environmenta I_ QuaJ ity. 
(DEQ) is taking in regards to particulafo emission monitoring as 
it relates to proposed air coni'aminent discharge permits presently 
under negotiation with a number of Oregon kraft mil Is. At yo_ur 
suggestion and req,uest, this I etter is intended to document our 
concerns, _i I lustrate the industry's experience with particulate 
monitoring-equipment and make recommendations for what we believe 
to be a nbre workable and meaningful monitoring and compliance 
program. 

Particulate Emission Monitoring. Recognizing--the necess-i-ty of 
monitoring a1·mosp_heric emissions, the.pulp and paper industry has 
responded to that need. _ The ] nformat ion. provided: can be:us,ed·_ 
effect i v81rto study the processes ih\io I ved, to identify ope rat i ona I 
parameters 1·hat influence the emi.ssion, a_nd to. thereby-provide_ 
operating personnel with tools for -more effective control of proces_s 
emissions. This is demonstra-J:ed by the_ i ndastry' s deve I oprrient 
work to continually-monitor TRS emission concentratiori in otf.,-gases · 
from the recovery furnace and I ime ki In. 

However, a number of factors have hindered the deve foprrient · of · __ 
particulafe monitoring equipment. Some of the technTcaT-ditficulties 
involve particulate characteristics, flue gas properties, and samRle. -
collection and detection methods. The different methods us'ecf for ·· 
stack part'rculate sampling also.yield different-results. _No single 
method is uni versa I ly accepted at this ·ti me~ 

Recent developments and field evaluations have shown-that data 
generated by I ight transmissometers (operated in stack)and sodium ion 
measurements on a gas sample w ithdrawnf rom the stack and ·condJt ioned 
can be used as an operating tool to help control particu I ates in thee--• 
emission. The equipment that is commercially a11ai labre at°this time 
can be used on kraft recovery furnace_ stacks to gene.rate-jiar·f-Jculcate~­
emi ss ion values th·at are only rel fob le (95% Confidence Level) to 
within± 1.5 lb/ton of air-dried pulp at the 4 lb/ton emission rate 
(rel iabi I ity varies between mil Is). 

- - ' 
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( ) 

The above variances are dependent on- the system used.- For I ight 
transm i ssometry, _ such factors inf I uenc i ng the readings inc I u de 
particulate size variations, presence of -eonden_sible water, and 
temperature variations at the measurement -site.- Specific ion probe­
units reqLtire extractive gas hand\ ing systems. Probe location, -
minor variances in the chemical compos-icl:ion of the- part-icu-1-ate, --
and mechanical difficulties in maintaining isokinetic conditi6ns, -
gas and water flow measurement and control, and other items influence 
the va I ues generated. --Li mi tat ion in the continua I measurcement of 
stack f I ow is- al so an i tern that must not be over I ooked. 

Despite these limitations, this equipment is being used by the 
industry initially as a process control-toot,- and-as- an-indicator 
of comp! ianc_e_with existing par::ticuJate emissLon-r:egulatioas-. _ The--­
use of this equipment and information generated is consistent with 
the objectives stated in Feder-al Register, Vol; 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 techni~ues 
and serve as a guide (under I ined-"tor--emphasis) tor determin:ing--when' _ 
comp I iance testing or inspections should-6e conducted. -Thus resources­
which would be required tor periodic manual stack tests and/or inspection 
may be conserved without the loss of va\,uab--le survei I lance informa±ioo .• -"--_ I 

,_ The- ifttlus4--ry +s maki-ng sl-gn if-ica'rrt aclvanees--on the-deve+opment--of - -
systems capable of continually indicating the performance of high 
efficiency particulate c_ontrol devices, __ -ExistLng regulati-ons ar,d __ 
particulate emission I imitation require the installation of these_ 0

: 

contro I devices and their consistent operation, at peak- eft ic i ency. --
Cons Lder i ng the presem: state of the art, time averaging of the results 
over a monthl-y i nterva I is cons-i dere<J nElce_ssary -in order tor compli a nee 
to be ath i eved on a cons i-stenf-6as i s--Y. 

We hope this brief discussion has been helpful. We further hope" 
to hear from the DEQ as soon as possibleregafdThg Our suggested 
monitoring _comp Ii a nee schedule. 

If the Oregon Kratt Air Committee- Gan provide any add it i ona I _assistance, -
or intormation,-please do not hesit•ate,to cal I-,-

S i ncere I y_, ~«d,t~-- -
-/1,oe Kol be~ ·•• - -

Chairman, - -
Oregon Kraft Air Committee 

JK/pd 
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NORTHWEST PULP AND PAPER ASSOCIATION 

Apr! I 14, 1975 

Mr. Harold M. Patterson 
Administrator 
Air Qua I ity Control Division 
Department of Env i ronmeni-a I Qua Ii ty 
1234 S.W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Sir: 

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

The Oregon Kraft Pulp mi I I air emission regulations of the Oregon 
Administrative Rules (Chapter 340, Sections 25-150 through 25-200), 
require that a public hearing be held by the Department of Environ­
mental Qua I ity no later than January,_ 1976 to review current tech­
nology and adequacy of these regulations. Since a number of Oregon 
kraft pulp mi I Is 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 
cur-rent regulations. These aspects are (I) I ime ki In total reduced 
sulfur (TRS) reporting; and (2) reporting of particulate emissions. 
Each of these issues is discussed below. 

(I) Lime Kiln TRS emissions Reportino. The pulp and pape1- industry 
has found that the I ime ki In 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, particulate• 
emissions, chemical balance, sol id waste disposal, size and design of 
existing open,ting equipment. These variables ma.ke consistent opti­
mization of this emission source very difficult. For example, im-
proved washing wi I I reduce the sulfide content of the I ime mud; but 
this practice can result in ki In dusting, increased particulate 
emissions, increased energy input. _to the particulate control devir:e, 
reduced ki In capacity, and necessitate the disposal of green I iquor 
dregs by some other means. · 

Also; optimization of the prncess, f,om the standpoint of energy·effi­
ciency, requires the use of long ki Ins and their operation at low rang~ 
cold end temperatures in order to save heat. In these high efficiency 
units, the sulfides in the I ime 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, anu emissions within the kraH mi 11 (as related to th0 I ime 
ki In) are easily identi.fied by examples sucri as the preceedinc. Thus, 
these interrelationships make instantHneous control of TRS variations 
from :rhe I imc, ki In lrnoossiblo. ·1n addi1·ion, the condition c-f exis·rinq 
facil_ities plus the I irnit-,rrions of operator contr·ol and pr·,,cess 
me,1s,ir-rnr,cnt equ i i:,mcnt, mako aVEJrcJOG du i I y TRS contr·o I, within tho 
curre~t I imitations, impracticabio. 

I -
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The industry has found that comp I iance with daily average TRS 
I imitations is approximately twi,ce as restrictive as comp I iance with 
monthly average I imitations. (Similar relationships between daily 
and month I .y eff I uent I i m itat i ans have a I so been found in water dis­
charges l. To achieve TRS daily average compliance, it will be necessary 
to instal 1. additional equipment which would be twice the size required 
tor present operations. This additional equipment wi I I require large 
capital expenditures and continued costs in energy and resources, al I 
with extremely low cost-benefit ratio. · 

When the present Oregon Kraft Air Regu I at i ans were adopted; the prod.­
uct ion to be used for reporting purposes was the monthly average 
production. Therefore, it was the understanding of the Oregon Kraft 
Air Committee that the emission I imitations would also be based on 
monthly compliance requirements. In fact, many of the mil Is are 
presently reporting TRS emissions from. the I ime kiln on a monthly 
average basis for comp I lance purposes. For these reasons, we believe 
that the present regulations should be amended to require monthly 
average comp! iance with I ime kilns TRS standards. By this amendment, 
vagueness within the regulation wil I be remedied, and each individual 
mi·I I's performance wi 11 be more accurately presented on a reasonable, 
control-possible, consistent basis. 

(2) Particulate Emission Reporting. ·To be consistent with the present 
procedures being used by the kraft pulp mil Is in the State of Oregon 
for reporting their particulate emissions, it is respectfully requested 
that Paragraph 25-165 (2) (al, (bl, and (cl of the Department o-f Environ­
mental Qua I ity, Oregon Administrati've Rules. Ch. 340, be changed. This 
request is submitted on the basis that the present wording of the 
regulation would imply that each and every particulate emission measure­
ment made would-have to be below the specified I imit to be in comp I iance, 
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 al I the operating parameters appear to be 
normal. One of the more important variables, .which could effect the 
test reporting, is the black I iquor composition being fired in the 
boiler at the time of the test. The organic to inorganic ratio within 
the I i quor w i I I vary from hour to hour, a !'though on a month I y average 
basis, the ratio may be very uniform. This is also true of black I iquor 
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 results are essentially calculated 
on an average daily production derived from a monthly basis, Regardless 
of the number of pa rt i cu I ate emission tests made, on I y the average of 
these tests for the month are truly representative of the operation of 
the emission control systems when based on the mi 11 production. The 
same relationships hold true for I ime kiln and dissolving tank particulate 
e.missions. 

Since the monthly average emission is the most representative number 
for proving comp! iance with the regulation, It was the understanding 
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by the· kraft mil Is reporting to the DEQ that their part!culate emissions 
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 particulcite 

matter from recovery furnaces shal I not exceed 
four (4) pounds per ton of production on a mi I I 
site basis and from each recovery furnace stack 
as a monthly average. 

(b) Lime Ki Ins. The emissions of particulate matter 
from I ime kilns shal I not exceed-one Cl) pound per· 
fon of production on a mi 11 site basis and from 
each I ime ki In stack as a monthly average. 

(c) Smelt Dissolving Tanks. The emission of particulate 
matter from smelt.dissolving tanks shal I not exceed 
one-half (1/2) pound per ton of production on a mi I I 
site basis.and from each smelt dissolving tank 
as a monthly average, 

The Dep.artment of 'Environmental Quality with the cooperation of the 
pulp and paper industry, has made tremendous improvements in the 
qua I i ty of the Oregon environment, We be I i eve that the above recommend-
at Ions 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 will 
improve the implementation of these regulat'ions. Finally, 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 believe that an 
early hearing wi 11 aid in and clarify issues related to the development 
of new air discharge permits presently under negotiation, 

If the Oregon Kraft Air Committee can provide any additional information 
or assistance, pl ease do not hesitate to ca 11 •. 

Jo'f~Kol berg ~ 
Chairman, 
Oregon Kraft Air Committee 

JK/pd • 
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OEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMeNTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Director ~~ Date: March 5, 1976 

From: Hearing Offic\r 

Subject: Public Hearing on Rules Governing Air Quality: Kraft Mills 

DEQ 4 

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 q.uality 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 yet 
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 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PUBLIC HEARING ON KRAFT EMISSION STANDARDS 

BY 

JAMES C, KNUDSON, P,E, 
INDUSTRIAL SECTION 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

Stdtf'( >f 
\\; isl iii \~le >11 

I >q J&l1 ncnt 
ol I '.colo:,.,>y 

I AM JAMES(, KNUDSON REPRESENTING THE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, I HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN AIR AND WATER POLLUTION 

CONTROL ACTIVITIES RELATED TO MAJOR INDUSTRIES IN THE STATE OF 

WASHINGTON, INCLUDING THE KRAFT PULPING INDUSTRIES, I 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: 

(1) OPACITY LIMITS - WE BELIEVE THAT RECOVERY FURNACE LIME KILNS 

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 

' .i ·~--
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TO ACHIEVE AN OPACITY LIMIT, LIKE ALL OTHER LARGE AND 

SMALL SOURCES IN THE STATE, 

I 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, 

(2) 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, I WOULD LIKE TO INDICATE THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

IS MOST WILLING TO PROVIDE ANY EMISSION DATA ON TRS AND/OR PARTIC­

ULATES FROM WASHINGTON'S 7 KRAFT MILLS, THE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

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 
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l 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, 
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STATEMENT REGARDING THE REVIEW 

OF KRAFT PULP MI LL AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS 

OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTION 25-150 THROUGH 25-200 

DEPARTMENT 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 Cascade 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 the kraft mills operating in the State of Oregon. We are particularly 

concerned with the omission in the existing regulations of the averaging 

period for TRS emissions from the lime kilns and particulate emissions from 

the recovery boilers, lime kilns and dissolving tank stacks. If the monthly 

averaging period is not specified for these limitations as it was originally 

specified in our air permit, we will not be able to remain in operation without 

being in conflict with the regulations. 

Boise Cascade's St. Helens mill has just expended approximately $15 million 

dollars to reduce and control its atmospheric emissions. This was done as part 

of our policy,,.as a responsible company 1to cooperate with the DEQ in imoroving 

our environment. Our company has and will continue to expend capital on programs 

which will result in a significant or measurable improvement in the environment, 

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. Hmqever, 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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economic burden on this mill, 

We, too, are highly concerned with regard to the waste of capital and 

natural resources plus the effect on inflation and employment 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 pol icy as 

defined.in these regulations 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. 
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Executive Se-_, etary: LAWRENCE E. BIRKE, JR, 

NORTHWEST PULP AND PAPER ASSOCIATION 

555 116th Avenue Northeast, Suite 266 

Bellevue, WA 98004 , (206) 455-1323 

TESTIMONY OF LAWRENCE E, BIRKE,., JR. 

TO THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

STATE OF OREGON 

Regardi~g proposed changes to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-150 through 25-200 
{air quality regulations governing Kraft Pulp Mills) Januar_y 22, 1976, 

My name is Lawrence E. Bi rke, Jr,, and I am Executive Di rector of the 

Northwest Pulp and Paper Association, The NWPPA is an environmental and infor-· 

mation association representing the p·u.lp and-.paper mills in the State of Oregon, 

Based on the experiences under the present Kraft Pulp Mill Air Emission 

regulations (OAR Chapter 340, Section 25-150 through 25-200), the NHPP!\ Oregon 

Air Committee requests-that the following ·corrections and additions, which were 
'' 

outlined in our letter of April 14, 1975 to the DEQ, be made to the regulatio~s: 

First, as detailed in the April 14, 1975 letter, we found a m1mber of 

omissions in the regulations which significantly effect the ir.dustry's ability to 

meet compliance 1~ith the regulations, The present regulation nmits the averaqi~g 
I 

period for tile lime kiln Total Reduced Sulfide (TRS) ljmits, This emission limit 

was thought by the industry to be based on a monthly average and c>ppearerl in our 

Air Contaminant D·ischo.rge Permits in this manner; The permit language thu, incii­

catcs the DEQ ~taff was originally also under the same impression. However, as 

the re9ulation turned out in print, the averaging period was omitted. This then 

leaves the limit as an instantaneous one, which is totally unattain~hlc, Original 

/\ir Contaminant Disch~rQe Permits were issued vrith monthly avera9e linritations 

but subsequent corrc,spondf'lh:e from the DEQ changed tl1,ise emissi 011s to da'i1y_ 

averages, These un'ilatenii changes b'y the DEQ hav~: resulted i,1 a ti'.1hten'ing of 

I 

I 
! 
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the individual mill permits over and beyond the industry's understanding of the 

Oregon Kraft Mill 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 a 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 the existing 

regulation! 

Second, as also detailed in the letter of April 14, we requested that 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 wording "as a monthly average" after each of the paragraphs 

would correct the intent of this section without changing the actual emission 

numbers. Again, the normal method of using monthly average production and thus 

averaging the particulate.emission data on a monthly basis was assumed to be 

the correct method of reporting the data. The current regulations are not clear 

and do not reflect the normal practice of util_izing monthly average Production. 

Third, to resolve the ambiguity of Section 25-165, paragraphs (2) (a), (b) 
"'~ and (c), it is proposed that the words ''on a mill site basis'' be retained and 

the words "and from each stack" be deleted, These two phrases are conflicting. 

As the atmospheric ambient air reflects the mass emission, the number of stacks 

will not be of consequence. If the wording "from each stack" remains, those 

mills without combined stacks will have a more stringent requirement than those 

mills which have combined mill or process stacks. 

Fourth, in addition to the ahove proposals made to enhance the workability 

of the Oregon Kraft Regulations, we suggest that Section 25-155, (Statement of 
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Policy), paraqraph (1) be amended so that the paragraph adds,the words "environ­

mentally required" as follows: 

"[T]he highest 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 life of the existing equipment." These 

changes are needed to reflect current concerns of energy waste, environmental 

needs, and economic soundness of regulatory policy. 

Fifth, based on the need for conserving energy and improving the envi ronmerit, 

we suggest that under Section 25-165 (Emission Limitations) paragfaph (l)(a), ,Sub­

sections (B) and (C) be deleted and/or rewritten,' We agree that there needs to be 

different standards for new and for existing re,covery boilers, however these sub­

sections require not only all new recovery boners to meet a 5 ppm total reduced 

sulfide (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 l960's which if properly maintained can meet all but the most restrictive 

limitations set for the ,newer generation low odor boiler, a reduction of 5 ppm 

of TRS does not warrant the investment of 20 mi 11 ion dollars for a new recovery 

boiler.' This expenditure is even more wasteful as TRS has never been related 

to a health problem and no ambient standards have been proposed. The more 

restrictive 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 thank the Hearing Board for the opportunity to present our comments. We 

hope you understand our deep concern with these regulations. We have attached a 

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

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

Statement by 
Darrell McLaughlin 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Toledo, Oregon 

( 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation owns and operates a pulp and paper 

mill in the town of Toledo and County of Lincoln, State of Oregon. 

The mill produces Kraft pulp by several processes and Kraft bagpaper, 

linerboard and corregating medium on three (3) paper-machines. This 

presentation will address regulations and other subjects that are 

specific to the Toledo operations. 

Georgia-Pacific Toledo participated in the preparation of the state­

ment given by the Northwest Pulp and Paper Association (NWPPA) as 

testimony at this public hearing. We now wish to add our endorsement 

of this testimony for the public record. 

There presently exists at Toledo three (3) recovery furnaces and 

three (3) lime kilns built in 1958, 1960 and 1964. The exhaust gases 

from each of these process units are ducted to a common 300-foot stack 

and are the only sources to this stack, with the exception of any 

emergency by-pass from the MKP vent gas combustion system. The gases 

were ducted to the main stack prior to adoption of Kraft mill regulations 

in order to improve existing ambient conditions and not in an attempt 

to avoid compliance with emission limitations by dilution of the 

contaminants. 
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MAIN STACK MONITORING 

We believe that there is justification for monitoring of this single 

main stack for compliance with emission regulations, in lieu of monitoring 

each of the six (6) sources separately, for the following five reasons: 

(1) The main stack represents the point of release of contaminants 

into the atmosphere. The 300-foot stack allows for better dispersion and 

more reliable monitoring of contaminants. 

(2) 'From 1969 through 1975, at a cost of nearly $3 million, the 

Toledo mill has installed new equipment and modified existing equipment 

to obtain the highest and best practicable treatment and control of the 

TRS and particulate emissions from an existing mill. 

(3) The Toledo mill has one of the best and most extensive automatic 

monitoring systems for TRS and particulate emissions, supported by up-to­

date grab sampling equipment, and requiring a high manpower commitment 

to maintain the integrity of this program. 

(4) The configuration of the individual recovery and kiln ducts make 

measurement of the gas flow velocity unreliable, thus affecting accuracy 

of the measured values of .particulate concentration, and the calculated 

values of mass emission rates of TRS and particulate. 

(5) The elimination of interferences with TRS concentration measure­

ments by gas-condensate contact in the recovery ducts and gas-particulate · 

reactions in the lime kiln ducts as presented in the NCASI Technical 

Bulletin No. 81, October 1975, entitled "A Laboratory and Field Study of · 

Reduced Sulfur Sampling and Monitoring Systems." 

' i 
'' -_i 

I] 
I 
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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 stringent for existing lime kilns, 

requiring replacement of these units before the end of their useful and 

economic life and going beyond the intent of highest and best practicable 

treatment and control required. We also submit that further analysis 

should be done in order to determine if a lime 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 limitation of 5 ppm TRS on 

a monthly arithmetic average is too stringent for existing recovery 

furnaces, requiring replacement of these units before the end of their 

useful and economic life and going beyond the intent of highest and best 

practicable treatment and control required. We also submit that a limit· 

of 10 ppm TRS monthly arithmetic average is attainable from existing 

recovery furnaces applying highest and best practicable treatment and 

control. Further we do not believe that an investment of $50 million 
. . --.•: ·.'·· ,:;;,,.•.ii!':. -.: 

to achieve a reduction from 10 ppm TRS to 5 ppm TRS by replacement of·. 

the existing furnaces with low odor units will produce a significant 

reduction on the odor level surrounding the mill. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSIO~PJ. Of. ENVIROMENTAL QUAUrt 

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

To: 

From: 

Hearing Report: 

HISTORY 

Director 

Hearing Officer 

Four Informal Hearings on Public Position Regarding 
TRS Standards for Kraft Mills 

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

TOLEDO HEARING 
This hearing conve·ned at 7:30 p.m. on August 16 in the Toledo 

Public Library .. Of concern were the nearby Georgia Pacific Toledo 
Kraft Mill and the International Paper plant at Gardiner. 

Present to represent the Depa~tment were Mr. Charles Clinton, 
Mr. Fredric Skirvin, and the undersigned. 

Approximately eight persons attended. Of these, 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 t.hat 
the occasional odor was the "smell of paychecks." 

Mr. llinton is initiating Department action 
made by witnesses regarding the Toledo plant. 

on noise complaints 

I 
ST. HELENS HEARING 

This, hearing convened at 7 :30 ·p .m .. on 1\ugust 17 in the Columbia 
County Courthouse. Of concern were the Boise Cascade St. Helens kraft 
plant and, the Crown Zellerbach plant at Wauna. 
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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 objectionable 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. Dona.ld Olmsheid submitted writ.ten and oral testimony on. the 
considerable emissioris 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 t.o encouraging the 
diffusion of sources throughout greater geographic areas and (4) 
encoµ:tagement of industry to locate in Oregon. Mr. Olmsheid complimented 
the Department and Boise Cascade for accomplisr.ments to date. 

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

Mr. Clinton and the undersigned then adjourned th" hearing. 

EUGENE HEARING 
This hearing convened at 7:30 p.m. on August 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 Weyerhaeuser kraft mill and suffer 
little if any inconvenience from odor~ Both praised the improvements 
made by Weyerhaeuser 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 F>Y Weyerhaeuser as a 
member of the Kraft Mill Air Committee currently working with the 
Department. 

Present to represent the Deparbnent were Mr. Charles Clinton, 
Mr. Fredric Skirvin, .. and the undersigned.· 

, 'ALBANY HEARING 
This hearing convened at 7:30 p.m. in the Albany Public Library. 

:t>resent to represent the Department were Mr. Charles Clinton, Mr. 
Fredric Skirvin, and the undersigned, Of concern were the plants 
~t Halsey (J\merican Can) and Millersburg (Western Kraft). 
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Of ten persons in' attendance, one offered testimony. Mr. Bill 
Stanley of _618 Bain Street reported himself to have been one of the 
chief complainers about Western Kraft odors in former years. He 
stressed that he was satisfied that the mill was no longer an odor 
problem to him. 

Mr. Marv Evans of the Albany Chamber of CommJrce withheld 
testimony in approval of the Western Kraft perfoni\ance on the basis 
that no one offered adverse testimony. I 

- . I . 

GENERAL COMMENT - I 
The st. Helens hes.ring was preceded by a fro\~t 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 satisfaction with the odor were outspoken and 

. adamant in complaining of the mill's noise. Intimidation must be 
ruled out in Albany and Eugene where many other industries and businesses 
contribute to area economy. 

While a sma.11 turnout might be laid to lack of notice rather than 
lack of complaints, two conside~ations weighi!) against this: 1) The 
notice was as extensive or more so tha.n the D8partment routinely uses. 
This routine often results in large turnouts at hearings,. depending on 
the subject matter. 2) Of 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 resu], t 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. · 

'> 
0 I 
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APPENDIX D 



PRELI MI NARY DRAFT 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

2.... y 

PROPOSED ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS TO THE KRAFT PULP MILLS RULES* 

25-150 DEFINITIONS 

As used in these regulations, unless otherwise required by context: 
' 

(1) ''Continual Monitoring'' means sampl,ng and analysis, in a continuous or 

timed sequence, using techniques which wi 11 adequately reflect 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 Mi 11" or "Mi 11" means any industrial opera ti on which uses for a 

cooking liquor 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 to calcium oxide. 

(6) ''Non-condensibles'' means gases and vapors, contaminanted with TRS 

gases, from ths digestion and multiple-effect evaporation processes of 

a mill that are not condensed with the equipment used in said processes. 

(7) ''Other Sources'' means sources of TRS emissions in a kraft mill other 

than recovery furnaces and 1 irne kilns, including but not 1 imited to: 

(a) vents from knotters, brown stock washing systems, evaporators, 

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

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

tall oil recovery operations; 

(b) any operation connected with the treatment of condensate liquids 

within the mill, and 

*Additibns are underlined and deletions are lined out. 
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(c) any vent which is shown to be a significant contributor of odorous 

gases. 

(8) "Particulate Matter" means all solid material in an emission stream 

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

at stack temp;erature or above the water vapor dew point of the stack 

gas, whichever is greater but not more than 202°C _{_400°Fl. The glass­

fiber filter to be used shall be MSA ll06BH or equivalent. 

(9) "Parts Per Million (ppm)" means parts of a contaminant per million 

parts of gas by volume on a dry-gas basis (1 ppm equals 0.0001% by 

volume). 

(10) "Production" means the daily average amount [teAs] 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 unit is air-dried tons (adt) per day. 

(11) "Recovery Furnace" means the combustion device in which pulping chemicals 

are converted t'o a molten smelt and wood solids are incinerated. For 

these regulations, and where present, this t~rm shall include the 

direct contact evaporator. 

(12) "Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS)" means the sulfur in hydrogen sulfide, 

mercaptans, dimethyl sulfide, dimethyl disulfide, and any other organic 

sulfides present in an oxidation state of minus two . 

..tJll "Kg S/metri c ton" means kilograms of Total Reduced Sul fur per metric 

ton of production. The corresponding English unit is "lb S/ton". 

D.12. "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 temperature of 20°c (68°F) and a pressure of 760 mm of Mecury 
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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 would 

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

exceeds 8%. :when applied to lime 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 l 0%. 

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 malodorous and particulate emission control is not presently possible, 

consistent with the meteorological and geographical conditions in Oregon, it is 

hereby declared to be the policy of the Department to: 

(l) Require, in accordance with a specific program and time table for all 

sources at each operating mill, the highest and best practicable 

(2) 

' treatmen~ and control of atmospheric emissions from kraft mills through 

the utilization of technically feasible equipment, devices and procedures. 
I Consideration will be given to the economic life of equipment, which 

when ins
1
talled complied 1;ith the highest and best practicable treatment 

• I requ 1 rem:ent. 

Require 1degrees and methods of treatment for major and minor emission 
' 

points t:hat will minimize emissions of odor.ous 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 emissions. 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 
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emission and ambient air standards, and to determine compliance therewith. 

(4) Encourage and assist the kraft pulping industry to conduct a research 

and technological development program designed to progressively reduce 

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

specified objectives and time schedules. 

ill Establish by no later than July l, 1983, maximum allowable daily mill 

site emission limits (Kg/day) for total TRS, particulate and so2 for 

each mill by applying the limits and other considerations as set forth 

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

25-160 HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTICABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL REQUIRED 

Notwithstanding the specific emis~ion limits set forth i•, Section 25-165 of 

these regulations, in order to maintain the lowest 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 life of the existing equipment. 

All installed process and control equipment shall be operated at full 

effectiveness and 1efficiency at all times, such that emissions of contaminants 

are kept at lowest practicable levels. 
i 

25-165 EMISSION LIMITATIONS 

(1) EmissioJ of Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS). 
/ 

(a) Recovery Furnaces. 

{ Aj [As-sseFJ-a s-f)FaeHeasle-s1,rli-Ret-+ateF-tl1aA-J~+Y-h-+97a J The 

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

not exceed [¼-ft}] 10 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and 

0. 15 Kg S/metric ton 10.30 lb S/tonl of production as a 

monthly arithmet'ic average [eA-a-mH+-sHe-basfs]. 
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aay-f.Fem-easR-FeseveFy-f.HFRase, 

ef.-ppeaYst4eR-f-Fem-eaeR-FeseveFy-f.HFRase-staek, 

/ 
/ 

t B 1 As _:seeR-a s -p Fa eM ea sl-e,-sHt-Ret-l-a te.F-tl:1aR-JH l y-l ,-+97g,-tRe 

ef.-pFeaHet4eR-eA-a-m4ll-s4te-sasis, 

f441 4Q-~~m-f.eF-meFe-tRaR-e9-EYmY+at4ve-m4RYtes-4R-aRy-eRe 

aay-f.Fem-eaeh-FeeeveFy-f.~FRaee-staek, 

ef.-pFeaHetieR-f.Fem-eaeR-FeEeveFy-f.YFRaee-staekT 

fGt As-seeR-as-!lFaet4eaale,-sHt-Ret-+ateF-thaR-JYly-+,-l9gJ,-the 

em4 s s4 eR-e f.-+R~ -frem-eae R- Fe Ge veFy .. f Y FR a ee-s ha l +-Rat-ex eeea.; 

ef-!lF0'1HEtieR, 

f441 2Q-ppm-f.er-meFe-thaR-eG-eYmY+at4ve-m4RYtes-4R-eRy-eRe 

say, J 

[t(l1J (B) TRS emissions from each recovery furnace installed, modified 

or used for expanded production [p+aeea-4R-epeFat4eR] after 

[the-eff.eetive-aate-ef.-th4s-FegYlatieR] January 1, 1969 

shall be controlled [4mmea4atsly] such that the emissions of 

TRS shall not exceed [ .. -fqJ 5 ppm as a daily arithmetic 

average and 0.08 Kg S/metric ton J.0.15 lb S/ton) of production 

as a monthly arithmetic average[,]. 

I 
I 
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day~] 

(b) Lime Kilns. Lime Kilns shall be operated and controlled such 

that emission of TRS shall [Be-kept-te-+ewest-pFaGti-Gab+e-+eve+s 

aREI] not exceed: 

(A) [By-Re-hteF-tJ:i,rn-J1.1+y-h-l-97ay] 40 ppm and 0. l Kg S/metri c 

ton 10.2 lb S/tonl of production as monthly arithmetic 

ave rages_ [ deteFr~i-Aea-By-a -HlGR i- te F i-119-p l'GG0.l1,1 i,0-appi,ev11d-by 

tJ:ie-QepaFtmeR:t]. 

(B) As soon as practicable, but not later than July l, 1978, 20 

ppm and 0.1 Kg S/metric ton (0.2 lb S/ton) of production as 

a monthly arithmetic average [a.itei,m:i-i:i@d~by-a-mor:iitoi:::i-119 

!)FGGee1,1Fe-app1'9\l88-il!,'- t•R9-el9pil i,tm.iAt] . 
. 

_lil As soon as practicable, but not later than July l, 1983, 20 

ppm as ~ daily arithmetic average and 0.05 Kg S/metric ton 

(0.l lb S/ton) of production as a monthly arithmetit average. 

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

ton (0.l lb S/ton) of production as a monthly arithmetic 

average from all lime kilns placed in operation after the 

effective date of this regulation. 

[{Ei Gempl.:iaAEe-Pi,e91'am&.--Recevei,y-fyi;:Aac11s-ai:id-lime-kilAs-iA-Opei::atioo 

eR-GF- bef GFe-tl:ie-ef f eGt.:i ve-datll-Gf- :tJie.;e-1'"19 ul ab oos-s llal l-be 

eFG\l!JRt-.:i Rte-cemP:I i il.Rce-wi tl:i- sybi;i.cb GAli-25= l 65-~ l ~ - ~ a~ -aAd-25= 

lea-{+ ➔ -{e➔ -abeve-iR-accol'da11ce-witll-lipecific-pl'ogl'ams-aod-sclledu]es 

to-be-e~tablisl:ied-witl:i-eacl:i-i11djvidual-mill-a11d-approved-by_tlle 

gep&~tme11t-by-11et-lat@l'-tl:iaR-Miy-l,-l9J3,-takjAg-ji:ito-co11sjderatjoo 

tl:ie-foUowjAg~ 
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fA1 A§e-aRd~esRd4t4sR-ef-eN4st4R§-fae4+it+esT 

fBt Ge09Paph4ea+-+aeat40As, 

fGt GvePa++-esRtPs+-sf-em+ss4eRsT 

f9t beYeP+ty-sf-pPss+ems-Pe+ated-te-em+ss4eRs-fPsm-the-fae++4ty, 

aRd, 

fe}· ease-sf-esmp++aReeTJ 

[fd}] hl Non-condensibles 

(A) Non-condensibles from digesters and multiple-effect evaporators 

shall be treated to destroy TRS gases by thermal incineration 

in a lime kiln or equivalent treatment. 

(B} On mill sites where a lime kiln or combination of lime kilns 

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

psss4s+e-s~t-Ret-+ateP-thaA-J~+y-+y-+97a] 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 less than 650°C 

il200°Fl for not less than 0.3 seconds whenever the kiln or 

combination of kilns is out of service or otherwise incapable 

of incinerating non-condensibles. 

(C) When steam-or air-stripping of condensates or other contaminated 

streams is practiced, the stripped gases shall be subjected 

to treatment in the non-condensible system or otherwise 

given equivalent treatment. 

[fe1] (d) Other Sources. 

(A) As soon as practicable, but not later than July l, [+975] 1978, 

the emission of TRS from other ~ources, including but not 

limited to knotters and brown stock washer vents, brown 
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stock washer filtrate tank vents, black liquor oxidation 

vents, and contaminated condensate stripping shall not 

exceed 0.1 Kg S/metric ton (0.2 lbs/ton) of production [ee 

limitedw-E0RtFalled-0F-tFeated-t0-the-l0west-pFaEtieaele 

levels-iR-aeE0FdaRee-with-a-speeifie-pF09,am-aRd-time-taele 

s1,1smitted-t0-aRd-app,aved-sy-tF1e-i:lepa,tmeRt]. 

(B) Miscellaneous Sources and Practices. When it is determined 

that sewers, drains, and anaerobic lagoons significantly 

contribute to an odor problem, a program for control shall 

be required. 

[fG~ G0mpliaRee-pF0gFams-Fe~1,1i,ed-ey-tAese-sHsseetiaRE-sRall-ee 

estal3lisi,ee-sy-Rat-lateF-tRaR-May-l,-l97J-wHR-eaeR-iRd:i-viabla+ 

mill-aREl-iRe0Fpe,atee-iR-tAe-AiF-GeRtamiRaRt-i:liseRaF9e 

Per-mit-iss1,1ee-feF-eaeR-mi+l.] 

(C) TRS emissions from any of the other sources, listed above, 

placed in operation after the effective date of this regulation 

shall not exceed 5 ppm. 

(e) Compliance Programs. Lime kilns and other sources not in com­

pliance with either the 1978 or 1983 emission limits shall submit 

a program and schedule for achieving compliance to the Department 

for approval by no later than April l , 1977. 

(2) Particulate Matter. 

(a) Recovery Furnaces. [As-saan-as-pr-aetieaele-bYt-Ret-lateF-tAaR 

May-l,-l97a] The emissions of particulate matter from each 

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

average of: [fa1,1r--{4➔ -peHR~s-per--teR-ef-pFedyetieR-eR-a-mill­

s4te-oasis-aRd-fr-em-eaeA-FeeeveFy-fHr-Raee-staekTJ 
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(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 recovery furnaces placed in operation 

after the effective date of this regulation. 

( b) Li me Ki 1 ns. [As-seeR-aS-JlFasti-sael-eT-e~t-Ret-l-ateF-tAaR-May-l-T 

+971i] The emissions of particulate matter from each lime kiln[s] 

stack shall not exceed a monthly arithmetic average of: [eRe-,i} 

Jl9HR8-Jl9F-t0R-ef-JlF98~6tl0R-0R-a-miii-site-baslS-eRd~fFQm-0a6R 

+ime-k½l-A-staskT] 

(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 

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 liquid or solid 

fuel is fired. 

(c) Smelt Dissolving Tanks. The emission of particulate matter from 

each smelt dissolving tank[&] stack shall not exceed a monthly 

arithmetic average of: 

(A) 0.25 Kg/metric ton _(_One-half (l/2) pound per ton of productionl 

[eR-a-m4ll-s~te-bas4&-aRd-fFem-Qa6A-smglt-di~&ol¥iRg-taRk]. 

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

all smelt dissolving tanks installed after the effective 

date of this regulation. 
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(3) Sulfur Dioxide (S02), [As-saaR-a5-~Faeti-eae+e;-sHt-Ret-latef-tAaR 

Jwly-l,-+97e] Emissions of sulfur dioxide from each recovery furnace 

stack shall not exceed a monthly [aai-+y] arithmetic average of 300 ppm 

on a dry-gas basis [exsept-awFtR\j-staFt-Hp-aRa-SRijt-aawR-peF:i-aas]. 
, 

( 4) Opacity. The exhaust gases from any recovery furnace i nsta 11 ed after 

the effective date of this regulation shall not exhibit an opacity 

greater than thirty-five percent (35%). 

[f4}]ill 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 regulations, that 

facility shall be opera!.~d, controlled, or limited to comply with the 

applicable provisions of these ~egulations and the mill shall conduct 

source sampling or monitoring as appropriate to demonstrate compliance. 

[{e} Gaffi~+:i-aRse-~6Reew+e5T--A5-seaR-as-p~aGt:i-,,agle,-8Wt-R9t-lateP-tAaR-May 

+,-l973,-easR-m4ll-sRall-sw~m4t-t0-tRe~Qep1PtffieRt-1-pp0p0&ed-G0mpli1Rce 

+Re-appr0vee-s0mpli-aRGe-p~0gpam-,R1ll-be-iRGGFp0P1ted-iR-tAe-AiP 

GaRtami-RaRt-Q45sRarse-PePm4t-4sswe~-ta-eacA-m4ll.] 

25-170 MORE RESTRICTIVE EMISSION LlMITS 

The Department may establish more restrictive emission nmits 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 

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

standards are not being maintained [aRe-cempliaAGe-&cAedulQ~-•ftGP-Aoti~e-aAd 
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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 existi,ng kraft 

mills, complete and detailed engineering plans and specifications for air pol-
' 

lution control devices and fafilities 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. All construction shall be in 

accordance with plans as app'roved in writing by the Departm!:?nt. 

25-180 MONITORING 

ill General. 

(a) The details of the monitoring program 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 

descriptions of all sampling sites. Any changes that are ~ubseguently 

made in the approved monHoring program shall be submitted to the 

Depahment for review and approval. 
I 

itl All records associated with the monitoring program including but 

not 1imited to original data sheets, charts, calculations, calibration 

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

I 

of one calendar year and be furnished to the Department upon 
I request. 

[f+t](2) Total Red~ced Sulfur (TRS). Each mill shall_provide continual monitoring 

of TRS in'accordance with the following: 

(a) The monitoring equipment shall be capable of determining compliance 

with the emission limits established by these regulations, and 

shall be capable of continual sampling and recording of concentrations 

of TRS contaminants during a time interval not greater than 30 

minutes. 

-, 

'i 
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' 

(b) The sources monitored shall include, but are not limited to, the 

recovery furnace stacks and the lime kiln stacks. 

(c) At least once per year, vents from other sources as required in 

25-165 (1) (e) Other Sources, shall be sampled to demonstrate 

representative emissions of TRS and the results reported to the 

Department. 

[{2 ➔ Jill Particulate Matter. Each mill shall sample the recovery furnace(s), 

lime kiln(s) and smelt dissolving tank(s) for particulate emissions 

with, (a) the sampling method and (b) the analytical method approved 

in writing by the Department. [~aEA-ffit++,-afteP-tRe-ase~tteR-ef-tAts 

re§ij+atteR-sRa++-estas+tsA-aRs-Aave-a~~reves-tR-WrtttR§-BY-tAe-9epartffieRt 

a-re§ij+ar-saffi~+tR§-seAes~+e,] As soon as practicable, but no later 

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

opacity and particulate matter from the recovery furnace(s) [aRe-Hffie 

kHRfs ➔ J in a manner approved in writing by the Department. 

(4) Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)- Representative sulfur dioxide emissions from 

the recovery furnace(s) shall be determined 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. Environmental Protection Agency 

methods. 

25-185 REPORTING 

Unless otherwise authorized or required by permit, data shall be reported 
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by each mill for each calendar 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 

.H2S on a dry gas basis for each source included in the approved moni-
'_,. 

taring program. 

[t21 ~Aless-eJ,€!lSeEl-tR-WPtttA§-BY-tRe-9ef)aPtmeRt,-tRe-A!lffiBei"-Sf-ellmll+ative 

miRll te s -eaeR-Elay-iJ1e-+Rg-§as es-fpsm- tR·e-Peesvei"y-flli"Aaees-e1,eeeEl-2Q 

fl fl Fil-a R d-4 Q-f) fJffi -a R El- t Re -ma* imllm- esR ee At Pat is R - +R g· -me a S ll Pea -ea e R -Elay, 

exf)PesseEl-as-Mi£-eA-a-EIPy-§as-sasis~J 

[01Hll Monthly average emissions of TRS gases in kilogra·ms [fJS!lAEls] of sulfur 

per equivalent air-dried metr•c ton of pulp processe~ in the kraft 

cycle for each source included in the approved monitoring program. 

[{41]{3) Monthly average emission of S02 from the recovery furnace(s), expressed 

as ppm, dry basis. 

[{s}](4) Monthly average emission of particulates in grams per standard cubic 

meter [pe!lASS-peP-e~lltVa+eAt-atF-EIP4eEl-teA-8f-f)H+fl-fli"981l€eEl-4R-tRe 

elFaft-eyk+e] based upon the sampling conducted in accordance with the 

approved monitoring program. 
I 

[tst]fil Cumulati~e hours of operation of the lime kiln(s) used for non-con-

densible! incineration and the number of cumulative hours of stand-by 
I 

incinerator operations. 
I 

Average monthly [Elai+y] equivalent kraft pulp production in air-dried 
' 

metric tbns. 

[{81]{7) Each kraft mill shall furnish, upon request of the Department, such 

other pertinent data as the Department may require to evaluate the 

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

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 Adminiscrative Rules, Chapter 340, ''Upset Conditions.'' 

[2a-+9Q-SP~b±Ab-~+YG±~S 

{+} WRel'e-wal'l'aFitee-sy-seRElHisRs-at-i,artiEY+al'-llli++s-speGial-stYEiies-sf 

SfleE4f4E-V8Rt&-81'-ail'-G8Atalll4RaRt-elll4Ss4eRS-Hlay-ee-l'e~Y41'ee-a5-a 

€8RElit4sR-ef-4ssY4R9-aR-A4P-b8Rtalll4RaRt-G4s6Ri!F§8-Pel'Hl4t. 

{2} ~a&R-lll+++-£Aa+l-pal't4&4pate-1-n-si,es4a+-stYe4es-sYff4&4eRt-ts-4deRt4fy 

at-eaER-HlHh 

{a~ +Re-alll0YRt-aRd-effests-sf-sylfYl'-SX4des,-4RElYd4Rg-502,-S03,-504 
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Paper Group Boise Cascade 
October 7, 1976 

St. Helens, Oregon 97051 
(503) 397-2900 

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 daily 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. 

81976 



Mr. E. J, Weathersbee 
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We completely agree with the Department's view on more restrictive 
emission limits 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, 

JFW/st 

Yours very truly, 

... '~~~ 
Jt>hh F. Walsh 
Resident Manager 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention: Mr. E. J. Weathersbee 

Gentlemen: 

OCT 111976 

Weyerhaeuser Company 

P.O.Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 
A/0 503 • 746-2511 

October 7, 1976 

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 not 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. Meeting 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 restric­
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 EPA 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 S(d)(C). 
be covered by 

This limit appears unnecessary since the situation would 
item (d)(A) or (B). 

Page B(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 O. 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 limit appears superfluous considering the 0.23 gram per standard cubic 
meter, 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." 
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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 ll(l)(a). It 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. 

MC:ls 

cc: Mr. H. M. Patterson 
Mr. C.R. Clinton 
Mr. Verner Adkison - Eugene 

Respectfully, 

~~ 
A. A. Coleman 
Technical Director 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Co11!,.1ins 
Recyclerl 
Mate<i,,\s 

DEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting 

Background 

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

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 l: 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. 
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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 limit 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. 

c. 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 5 years is 
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. Millwork (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) n. Small Sawmills (75) 
g. Rock Crushers (30) o. Small grain mills (20) 

Not all sources in the above categories could be considered minimal. The 
numbers 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. 
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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. 
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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 list 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, renewa 1 s wi 11 be es sen ti ally 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 longer 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 like 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. 
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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. 

l. 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. 

5. 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 regulation changes to institute the 
recommendations of the Task Force. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the 
a public hearing at a time and place to be established 
on the proposed amendments. 

EGW:cs 
9/29/76 

Attachments 

LOREN KRAMER 

Commission authorize 
to take testimony 

-
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Mr. Loren Kramer, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Kramer: 

AT'!'ACHMENT 1 

July 20, 1976 

State of Oregon 
O£PARTMENl OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 

oo~®~nw~IID 
JUL Z Z 1976 

OFF.ICE OE IHE .DlRlC:M 

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 following sections: 

1. Minimal sources. 
2. Proposed revisions of OAR 14-015 relating to type, duration and 

termination of permits. 
3. Proposed program for administration of the permit program. 
4. Replacement of the standard industrial classifications (SIC) 

as a basis for determining fees. 
5. Proposed fee method and justification therefore. 

The fol lowing are the recomm.endations of t·he Task rorce: 

1. Minimal Sources. These sources in normal operation do not emit 
major amounts of ai.r contaminants. They would be characterized as low 
pressure heating boilers, small high pressure boilers, and other facilities 
whi'ch have low emission rates and I imited types and kinds of control 
equipment. These sources would be generally cha.racterized as being less 
than 10 ton per year sources. 

i It is recommended that for these minimal sources that they only be 
inspected at the time that they are installed and then not more than once 
every five years thereafter. The compliance fee would be charged .in the 
year in which the compliance check is made. In case of a val id complaint 
or observed violation of a source classified as minimal, more frequent 
in~pections may be required by the DEQ Director. 

This recommendation is made because the number of such minimal sources 
su,bject to an annual compliance check create .for the agency a costly 
administrative and a man.power 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 1 ittle information that 
could not be obtained from an annual writte·n report of the type and amount 
of fue 1 consumed. Such a writ ten report wou 1 d prov !°de the emission i nven­
tory data needed. 

We bet ieve ·the ilbove recommendation etil 1 be more cost effective both 
for the agency and for the source. 

l 

l 
_j .,, 
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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 OAR 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 wil 1 substantially reduce the 
administrative workload both in the central office and on the field staff. 

read: 
Accordingly, we wouli recommend that OAR 14-015(2) be amended to 

(2) The du rat ion of permits wi 11 be var i ab 1 e, but sha 11 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 appl ica­
tion must be filed with the Department to obtain a renewal or 
modification of a permit. 

Those permits subject to extension beyond five years, as proposed ·in 
the above paragraph, should be granted primarily to minimal sources and 
such other sources that do not have a significant impact on the ambient 
air quality. Further, such an extension is subject to review by the 
Director in any situation requiring DEQ to re-evaluate all permits i~ a 
given airshed. 

/ORS 468.065(1) states: "Any permit issued by the Department shal 1 
specify its duration ... ". We believe that this language does not require 
a specific term of years be sho,an on the permit. We conclude that for 
these minimal sources you could issue a "permanent" permit. Hm,ever, if 
your counsel requires an ending date it should not be less than 10 years--;J 

The con~itions contained in Subsection 3 of OAR 14-015 provide for 
automatic termination under the circumstances listed under Subsection a, 
b, c and d. ;In order to provide some additional authprity s1hich would 
require auto~atic termination of permits, we would suggest that a new 
Subsection ,;8" be added which would read: 11.(e) Repetiti8fl or substantial 
violations." j VI/,, . 

In addiiion to the recommendation that sources less than 10 tons/year 
be Issued indefinite permits. The Com~ittee s~ggests 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 belief 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 sources. 
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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 
Pollution 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 operational structure. 

We foresee, ho\-1ever, that if our recommendation·for sources under 10 
tons is adopted, this will substantially reduce the amount of work needed 
currently on renewals in both your central office and field offices. lf 
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 
substa~tially all outstanding permits have gone through initial 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
al I review of the quzlifications 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 admi~istration that should be helpful. 

(a) 
renewals 
a sing 1 e 

The' present procedure in processing all permit applications and 
thrbugh '.ortland central offi~e shou~?e continued. This provides 
bookkeeping channel for hand I 1ng of monies. · 

(b) Per~it forms should be revised or stamped with a block providing a 
record of date of receipt and amount of fee enclosed; space for initialing 
~nd dating each succeeding step prior.to final' issue. 

(c) Not:ification of permit renev,als should'be sent out by computer in 
central office with a copy to the appropriate regional office. The regional 
office should be given a I imited 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 wi 11 proceed 
to aut9matically complete the permit 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 i:he purpose of automatic routing for proces·sing purposes. It 
is felt that mos.t 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 guide] ines to be 
prepared for use by regional ?ffices 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 regional DEQ staff familiar 
with the locations and nature of each emission source. It is recognized 
that not all regions may have the expertise for a particular plan review. 
However, by drawing a distincti.on between designated major regional 
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 
m~st be delegated to the decentralized unit,·otherwise a reversion to 
centralized control is inevitable. The central office function in the air 
permit program should be limited to handling nonroutine permits and keep-

. Ing an overview of regional office activity to assure that the regions 
are complying with overall program guidelines. 

The quarterly and semi annual reports to EPA are 1n fact overwhelming. 
Much of the information submitted which is supposed to cover only sources 
25 tons or over in a nonattainrnent area and 100 tons or over in attain­
ment areas, does not show any change in status from the prior report. 
Reporting to EPA only on those sources which show a change tram previous 
emissions 1-1ould substantially reduce the size of the· EPA report and ease· 
the'. burden of the staff in its preparation. If EPA requires more data on 
specific sources, they should direct the inquiry 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 
tha't.they are provided only with that information which they must have to 
car[ry but their res pons i b iii ti es. 

' ' 
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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 wer.e at much I ower 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. 

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 allociltion of administrative services and overhead. 

We believe that such a new schedule would provide the DEQ with a 
more fundamental method of determination and utilization of its milnpower 
needs in the Implementation of the permit program. 

5. Proposed Fee Method. The Task Force and its .subcommittees have 
sp~nt a considerable amount of time and effort in determining an equitable 
basis for a fee schedule. Essential elements in the deliberations we~e 
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 No. 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 
a~certain what activities of the DEQ are chargeable under the permit system 
es tab I ished by ORS 468.065(2). The Task Force. reviewed al I aspects of the 
permit program of the DEQ. 

i 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 
sehedule 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 determine compliance or non-compliance with 

tl)e permit. 11 

The statute clearly statei what activities of the Department relating 
to permits should be charged to sources as permit fees. The Department, 
in carrying out this activity i~ utilizing. its pblic~ powers and generalli, 
then, there must be a rational relationsh.ip 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) Mew 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 cover 
the cost of processing a permit renewal. 

{d) An inspection program to determine comp! iance. 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 
requirements of the pernlit program. 

The Task Force be 1 i eves that the i terns out 1 i ned in (a) through (d) 
above are the activities for which fees may be legitimately charged under 
the statute for permit-rel~ted 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 statutorily mandated permit program. 
It must be understood that the number of ·hours derived in time analysis 
(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 Exhibit 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 compliance are predictable 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 pLrposes. Thus, Exhibit A contains no income from this activity. 

Recommehdation 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 on~e each 5 years thereafter. This concept is reflected in the 
proposed fee: schedule. 

The Task Force would 1 ike to make these further recommendations 
regarding the permit fee program. 

(a) There needs to be included a prov1s1on for waiving or reducing 
fees, at the discretion of the DEQ Director, to any applicant for a permit 
that could demonstrate that a hardship ~ould result. Any individual actions 
by the Director under this proposal· should not materiaily affect revenue. 
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(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 misled by the 
eri-oneous figures· 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 the 
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. 

i . 

Joe: Bryne 
Matt Gould 
Toni Guilbert 
Doug MacGowan 
Chas. Schm·idt 
Pete Schnell 
Stan Se 11 ers 
Storrs Waterman 
GaryWildish 

Respectfully submi.tted, 

AIR QUALITY PERMIT PROGRAM EVALUATION 
TASK FORCE 

~--r-M'½?,;;, t!'' (~ci<'-z::~ 

Thomas C. Donaca 
Chairman 



;ource 

-No. 
in 

State 

.) Pulp and Paper Mills ___ J,2 

!) Primary Metal Smelting 

A) Aluminum 

B) Other 

C) Other small 

I) Petroleum Refining 

2 

4 

A) Refining from Crude 0 

B) Re-refining blending 
compounding · 2 

,) Electric Power Generation 

A). Large-Greater than 
25 MW 3 

B) Small-Less than 
25 MW 

i) Board Products 

A) Particleboard 

B) Hardboard 

C) Plywood Large 

D) Plywood s~~11 

14 

10 

so 

29 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

TIME SPENT FOR ANNUAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

Permit (l) 
Renewal 

Fee 

$25.00 

$25.00 

$25,00 

$25.00 

$25.00 

$25.00 

$ 25. 00 

$25.00 

$25.00 

New or 
(2) 

Modified 
Permit Fee 

Average 
Hours per 

Source 

111 

99 

110 

12 

33 

34 

24 

30 

15 

Total 
Hours 

:St,U:,;_wid~ 

1,332 

198 

440 

24 

99 

476 

240 

1,500 

435 

Annual Compliance 
Determination Fee 
Existing /Ad jus~e~ 

Total Fe&s/Category 
Axisting/Adjusted 

$2,000.00 $1,693.00 $24,000.00 $20,316.00 

_$2,000.00 $1,510.00 $ 4,000,00 $3,020.00 

$ 350.00 $1,678.00 $ 1,400.00 -$ 6,712.00 

$ 150.00 

$2,000.00 

$ 150.00 $ 183,00 $ 300.00 $ 366,00 

$1,000.00$ so~.oo $3,000.00$ 1,512.00 

$ 500,00 

$ soo.oo $ 519.00 $ 7,000.00 $ 7,266.00 

$ 500.00 $ 366.oo $ s,000.00 $3,660.00 

$ 500,00 $ 458.00 $25,000.00 $22,900.00 

$ 350,00 $ 229.00 $10,150.00 $ 6,641.00 
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AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

TIME SPENT FOR &~NUAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

No; Fermi t (1) New or 
(2) 

Average Total Annual Compliance 
in Renewal · Modified .Hours per Hours Determination Fee Total Fees/Category 

Source State Fee Permit Fee Source Statewide Existing/Adjusted Existing /Ad justed 

6) Cement Manufacturers 2 $ 25. 00 99 198 $ 625.00 $1,5'0.00 $ 1,250.00 ~ 3,020.0 

7) Steel, Ferrous and 
Nonferrous Foundries 

A) Large 13 $ 25 ,oo 25 325 $ 400,90 $ 3e2.oo $ 5,200.00 $ 4,966.0 

B) Small 31 $25,00 13 403 $ 200,00 $ 199.00 $ 6,200,00 $ 6,169.0 

8) Grain Handling and 
Storage 

A) Large 4 $ 25, 00 20 80 $ 400,00 $ 305.00 $ 1,600.00 $ 1,22o;c 

B) Small 15 $ 25, 00 10 150 $ 125,00 $ 153. 00 $ 1,875.00 $ 2,295,C 

C) Minimal 15 $25.00 10/5 30 $ 125.00 $ 153/5 $1,875.00 $ 459,( 

9) Grain Mill Products 

A) LargEe (flour-feeds• 
ce:r:ea 1) 
over 10,000 tons 13 $25,00 13 169 $ 300.00 $ 199.00 $ 3,900,00 $ 2,587.( 

B) Sma11 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 $ 386.1 

10) Beet Sugar Mfg. 1 $25.00 78 78 $ 500.00 $1,190.00 $ 500,00 $ 1,190.1 

l 
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AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

TIME SPENT FOR ANNUAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

No. Permit (1) New or 
(2) 

Average Total Annual Compliance 
in Renewal Modified .Hours per Hours Determination Fee Total'Fees/Category 

Source · State Fee Permit Fee Source Statewide Existing/Adjusted Existing/Adjusted 

11) Chemical Mfg, 
. 

A) He.rbicide 1 $25.00 117 117 $ 500.00 $ l, 785.00 $ 500.00$ 1,785.0( 

B) C_alciurn Carbide 
- -

1 . ~z 5 • 0 0 40 40 $ 400.00 $ 610.00 $ . 400.00 $ 610.01 

C) Inorganic 4 $2s;oo 30 120 $ 300.00 $ lf58 • 00 $ 1,200.00 $ 1,832.01 

D) Synthetic Resin 4 $25.00 8 32 $ 175.00 $ 122.00 $ 100.00 $ 488 .01 

12) Wood Products 

A) Large Sawmill 196 $25.00 15 2,940 $ 200.00 $ 229.00 $39,200.00 $44,884.01 
(Includes large furniture plants) 
(over 100 employees) 

B) Srna l 1 Sawmi 11 
(Includes veneers) 80 $25.00 12 960 $ 100.00 $ 1.83.00 $ 8,000.00 $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) . Srna 11 7 $25.00 15 105 $ 250.00 $ 22 9. 00 $ 1,750.00 $ 1,603.0 

14) Asphalt Products 

A) Portable Asphaltic 34 $ 25. 00 18 612 $ 275.00 $ 275.00 $ 9,350.00 $ 9,350.C 
Concrete Paving Plant 

B) Stationary AC Paving 
Plant 63 $25.00 12 756 $ 225.00 $ 1.83.00 $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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AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

TIME SPENT FOR ANNUAL COMPLtANCE DETERMINATION 

NO. Permit (1) 
(2) Average Total Annual Compliance New or 

in Renewal Modified Hours per Hours Determination Fee Total Fees/Categor 

Source State Fee __ P
0
ermi t_ Fee Sources Statewide Existing/Adjusted Existing/Adjusted 

14) Asphalt Products (continued) 

D) · Asphalt Felts and 
Coatings. 6 $25,00 24 144 $ 200,00 $ 366.00 $ 1,200.00 $ 2,196, 

15) Rock Crushing 

A) Portable 36 $25,00 18 648 $ 250.00 $ 275.00 $ 9,000.00 $ 9,900, 

B) Stationary 115 $ 25 .oo 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 $ 1.83, 

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 $ 11.00 $ 5,700.00 $ 4,389, 
3) Minimal .39 $ 25.00 5/5 39 $ 100. 00 $ 77 /5 $3,900.00$ 601 

17) Incine.rators 

A) Large - 1,000 lbs/hr 
or more 3 $25.00 10 30 $ 200.00 $ 153.00 $ 600.00 $ 459 

B) Small 59 $25.00 5 295 $ so.oo $ 77 .oo $ 2,950.00 $ 4,543 

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 $ 500,00 $ 690 

2) Medium 76 $25.00 5 380 $ 50.00 $ 77.00 $ 3,800.00 $ 5,852 

3) Minimal 318 $25.00 5/5 318 $ 25.00 $ 77/5 $ 7,950.00$ 4,897 
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AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

TIME SPENT FOR ANNUAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

No. p . (1) 
erm1.t New or 

(2) 
Average Total Annual Compliance 

in Renewal Modified Hours per Hours Determination Fee Total Pees/Category 
1ur_c? _ State Pee Permit fee Sources Statewide Existing/Adjusted Existing/Adjusted 

--------·· 
Boilers (continued) 

B) Outside .AQMA 96 $25,00 5 480 $ 50. 00 $ 77 .oo $ 4,800.00 $ 7,392.00 

) See<! Cleaning in Special 
Control Areas 50 $25.00 5 250 $ 150.00 $ 77,00 $7,500.00$ 3,850.00 

) Building Paper and 
Building Board Mills 2 $25.00 9 18 $ 150,00 $ 13e.oo $ 300.00 $ 276.00 

:) Charcoa 1 Mfg. 

A) Major (Lane Regional) 0 $25,00 85 -~ $ 200.00 $1,297.00 $ 

B) Minor 1 $25.00 18 18 $ 200.00 $ 275,00 $ 200.00 $ 275.00 

l) Gas Production $ 225,00 

+) Minor Sources 

A) · Smoke Houses • 
. Minimal • 5 $25.00 10/5 10 $ 100.00 $ 153 /5 '$' 500.00 $ 153 .oo 

B) Coffee Roasting 3 $25.00 10 30 $ 100,00 $ 153.00 $ 300,00 $ 459.00 

C) Wood Preserving 3 $25,00 14 42 $ 100.00 $ 214.00 $ 300,00 $ 642.00 

D) Electroplating -
Minima 1 7 $25.00 10/5 14 $ 100.00 $ 153-/ 5 $ 700.00 $ 214.00 

E) Galvanizing 6 $25.00 12 72 $ 150.00 $ 183.00 $ 900,00 $ 1,098,00 
P) Battery Mgf. -

Minimal 7 $25.00 · 12/5 17 $ 150.00 $ 183/5 $ 1,050.00 $ ·, 256,00 

(See Note 3 ) 17,462 $264,185.00 $268.521,0 

.......... ➔--- tH§.ei~,.u.;;;,;;.;;;:;;,,.,,,.,;.~~-""":~~-,·7_L, ,.,.,._..___,, J'~ ,-..,;,,._, .. -.,.~-"'""'-~---~----
--.. 1 



Attachment 2 

PROCEDURES FOR ISSUANCE, DENIAL MODIFICATION AND 
REVOCATION OF PERMITS RULE WITH CHANGES NOTED 

14-015 TYPE, DURATION AND TERMINATION OF PERMITS 

(l) Permits issued by the Department will specify those activities, opera­

tions, emissions and discharges which are permitted as well as the 

requirements, limitations and conditions which must be met. 

(.2) The duration of permits will be variable, but shall not exceed ten 

(10) [HYe-fe1] 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, establish, develop or operate any 

air contaminant source which is referred to in Table A, appended 

hereto and incorporated herein by reference, without first obtaining a 

permit from the Department or Regional Authority. 

(2) No person shall modify any source covered by a permit under these 

rules such that the emissions are significantly increased without 

first applying for and obtaining a modified permit. 

(3) 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 significantly changed without first notifying 

the Department. 

(4) 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. 

ill The. Department may designate any source as a "Minimal Source" based 

upon the following criteria: 

hl Quantity and quality of emissions, 

ill Type of operation, 



1£1 Compliance with Department regulations, and 

ill 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) All persons required to obtain a permit shall be subject to a three 

part fee consisting of a uniform non-refundable filing fee of $25.00, 

an application processing fee, and an annual compliance determination 

fee which are determined by applying Table A [wAteA-&Aa+l-ee-applteaele 

ewFtR§-tAe-peFtee-ei-JaRwaFy-l-tRFew§R-QeeemeeF-a+y-+970]. The amount 

equal to the filing fee, application processing fee, and the annual 

compliance determination fee shall be submitted as a required part of 

any application for a new permit. The amount equal to the filing fee 

and the application processing fee shall be submitted with any application 

for modification of a permit. The amount equal to the filing fee and 

the annual compliance determination fee shall be submitted with any 

application for a renewed permit. 

(2) The fee schedule contained in the listing of air contaminant sources 

in Table A shall be applied to determine the permit fees, on a Standard 

Industrial Classification (SIC) plant site basis. 

(3) Modifications of existing, unexpired permits which are instituted by 

the Department or Regional Authority due to changing conditions or 

standards, receipts of additional information, or any other reason 

pursuant to applicable statues and do not require re-filing or review 

of an application or plans and specifications shall not require sub­

mission of the filing fee or the application processing fee. 

(4) 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) 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. 

(6) If a permit is issued for a period less than one (l) year, the appli­

cable annual compliance determination fee shall be equal to the full 

annual fee. If a permit is issued for a period greater than 12 months, 

the applicable annual compliance determination fee shall be pro-rated 

by multiplying the annual compliance determination fee by the number 

of months covered by the permit and dividing by twelve (12). 

(7) In no case shall a permit be issued for more than five (5) years. 

(8) Upon accepting an application for filing, the filing fee shall be non­

refundable. 

(9) When an air contaminant source which is in compliance with the rules 

of a permit issuing agency relocates or proposes to relocate its oper­

ation to 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 is issued in accordance with 

adopted procedures, fees submitted with the application for an air 

contaminant discharge permit shall be retained and be applicable to 

the regular permit when it is granted or denied. 

(11) All fees shall be made payable to the permit issuing agency. 



Ch. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

TAP.LE A - MR co;1rn:•l!'l:'\'.IT SOURCES ,'\:ID 

' ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE FOR 197~ CALE~DAR YEAR 

IIOTE: Persons who :ioerate bollers shall include fee$ as indicated 1n fterns f/57 or 58 
in addition to fees for uny other applicable category. 

Air 
Con:.,> . .tln.i.nl 

So.;!".:~ 

StJnd4rd 
lndu!.trhl 
ClJSsH1ca­
l icn tlt:-:-:bcr 

1. Seed cleaning loca- 0723 
ted in Special Control 
Areas, Collillercial Operations 
only (not elsewhere included) 

2. Smoke houses with S 
or mor.e employees 

2013 

J, Flour and other grain 2041 
mill products in Spe-
cial Control Areas 
a) 10,000 or more T/y 
bl Less than 10,000 

T/y 
4·. Cereal preparations 2043 

in Special control 
Areas 

s. Blended and prepared 2045 
flour in Special 
control Areas 
a) \0, 000 or mo.re T/y 
br Lese than 10,000 

T/y 
(,, Prepared l:-0eds for 2048 

anill!a.ls and fowls in 
Special Control 
hreas 
a) 10,000 or more T/y· 
b) Lees than 10,000 

T/y 
7. Beet sugar manufac­

turing 

B, Rendering plants 

9. Coffee roasting 

; 

2063 

2077 

2095 

f111ng 
fee 

25 

25 

25 
25 

25 

25 
25 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

Appl feat fon 
Procc:;!.ir.'.J 

fM 

75 

75 

250 
200 

250 

250 
200 

250 
150 

300 

200 

150 

I I 
NQTE :: Amounts in brackets () are 

I 

prtoposed fee changes. 
I 

.5-15-76 10n 

l.11n,1al 
Ccr:1p 11 i\nce 
Octt>r~lr.a­

t lrin F l'.'C 

100 

to t·~ 
Sutinft:~-1 

wi t:i ':?...,. 
An::i l kJ t 1_qf!_ 

200 

to ti~ 
Su~r.11 t ttd 

with 
R1:nc~•1.1l 

1',rol _k.-i t iQn 

125 

¼00(27fil ~aj;.;is ~RS 
150(110) t,:£)375 (_i:,SJJ:,15 

200 475 . 225 

201,) 
100 

~7S) 
~(110') 

475 
325 

225 
125 

Fe~:: 
to I.ta 

witnk;ipli~G• 
tio;i t:> i-10111'/ 

Per.:: It 

100 

100 

275 
225 

275 

275 
225 

275 
175 

325 

225 
(J..7.,s') 

175 

() 

) 

I 
I 



ENVIRONMENI'AL QUALITY Ch. 340 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated fn items 157 er· 58 
in ud:11tion to fees for any other appl1cable category. 

--
Al, 

ConU,ilunt 
Soi.rce-

St,1ndard 
lnduilri..,1 
CIJ1sH1c•­
t1on fl.;-:1hcr-

10, Sawmill and/or 2421 
planing 
a) 25,000 or more 

bd.ft,/shift 
b) Less than 25,UOO. 

bd,ft./ehift 

, 11, Hardwood mills 2426 

12, Shake and shingle 2429 
mills 

13, Mill work with 10 2431 
employees or more 

14, Plywood manufac- 2435 & 

turing 2436' 
a) Greater than 

25,000 sq.ft,/hr, 
3/8" basis 

b) Less than 
25,000 sq/ft,/hr, 
3/8" basis 

is. Veneer manufac- 2435 & 

turing only (not 2436 
elsewhere included) 

16. Wood preservi.ng 2491 

l:7·. Particleboard manu- 2492 
facturing 

le. Hardboard manufac­
turing 

19, Battery separator 
manufacturing 

I 

2499 

2499 

20, Furniture and fix► 2511 
tures 
a) 100 or more , 

employees 
b) 10 employees or 

morr, but, less 
than 100 
employees 

5-15-76 

fflfn~ 
f,o 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

App11clt1on 
Pl"'OCCSSlr!IJ 

f•• 

lOo 

150 

50 

50 

50 

125 

500 

350 

75 

125 

500 

500 

75 

150 

100 

Ftl'S 
F,~s Fe~s 
to b11 to Le 

An,11.J.11 
Ccr.,,pl lanc1 
Ottcndn,1 .. 

tto., f~e 

ta be 
Suhm I tted 
with New 

:.p:i11.:Jt1un 

S1..Lrr.1tted ~vt.r;;ltt~::I 
~-,;\.h with Ap::,l ic,-

A:~"t!1"il t1cn to i'!Jd1 ,., 
1':_~~ tr~ti_~~- r,,r,:-;it 

™ ~~~ I (iso:im ~~ 
1-00 (.175) ~s-'?)i-'1-s (?co)1-z5 

l,00 UJ~ ~F/-5 @_~»5 

:bOO (Cl~-j ~l.-'1-5 ~HS 

100 {D_5) ~SJ~ ~co~ 

500 ~5Q\ (:,-5)1,.0.;eS- ~?~5-z-S 

100 200 125 

w.; (p5) L±s0JW @~l-Se 

1-Ga-(i]s) ~~ 2-%5 (2:b)-2-S- . 

175 

75 

75 

75 

150 

52~ 

375 

100 

150 

.525 

525 

100 

175 

125 
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Ch.,340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as fndfcated 1n items 157 or 
in addition to fees for any other appl1cuble cate!]ory. 

21. 

Air 
Conta.111n,nt 

Soi.;rct 

Pulp mills, paper 
mills, and paper 
board mills 

StJnd,1rd 
ln.Junrh I 
Cl.:usH1ca• 
t inn ~1v:1hci-

2611 
2621 
2631 

22, Building paper and 
building board mills 

2661 

23-. Alkalies and chlorine 2812 
manufacturing 

24. Calcium carbide 2819 
manufacturing 

25. Nitric acid manufll.c- 2819 
turing · 

26. Am!nonia manufac- 2819 
turing 

l7. Industrial inorganic 2819 
and organic chemi-
caln manufacturing 
(not elsewhere in-
cluded) . 

28. Synthetic resin 
manufacturing ·

1 

29. Charcoal manufac­
_turing 

30. Herbicide mantifac­
turing 

31. Petroleum refining 

12. Asphalt production 
by distillation 

33. Asphalt blowi,;g 
plants 

5-15-76 

2821 

2861 

2879 

2911 

2951 

2951 

Filing , .. 
25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

. 25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

Appl 1c■ tfan 
. Pr"OCl'SSI~ 

Fl"~ 

1000 

150 

275 

300 

200 

200 

250. 

200 

275 

500 

1000 

200 

200 

lOp 

Annual 
Crrip l hnc.1 -
Dttcn:11 n.i ... 

t 1r,n F ~'! 

-FPes 
to he 

Sutiml tt~ 
with Nc!II 

-'nol1c.::.1vn 

to h~ 
SL:L1n1tt.,d 

with 
Rel'!l'Wd 1 

" I r t 1 ·.r, 

20(.)G~l.DO) :i2~ @25~ 

2%~75) ~04%5 @C0)225 

Ft:,:~ . 
to ti! 

Si;bm1 :ti:d 
wl th· A,'.:! l l Cil .. 

t1on to Modify 
p11rT11jt, 

300 

325 

225 

225 

275 

225 

300 

1025 

225 

225 

.r) 
' 

) 



34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

'.J8. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 
' 

44 .. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ,;;?UALITY ich. 340 

HOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as 111d 1cated 1n 1 terns /157 or 
1n addition to fees for any other applicable category. ,,u ► u, 

raes ta be to /;i' 
St.1.ndu·d An11ual. to bt Sutm1 ttc:1 SLib:ni ttd 

At, lnd,ntrh1 App11c.at1on CO':lpl hr:ct Suhm i ttP.d with liiith kr,::il 1ca-
Conu:11in•nt Cl;us1f1ca .. Ftltog P1"'0ccn1n,J Ortcm1rt•- with tie.., Ren~il tion to Mo:11fy 

So.JrCI' t1on rh .. -ibc1"' ,re ff'" t1nn r~!'! An:l11ca,;1on ' ~; .. Pl"mit 

.A ■phaltic concrete 2951 
paving p-lants 
al Stationary 25 200 225 450 250 225 

bl Portable 25 200. z-'1-SQOO_j ~~ !:,90 @_20 396 225 

Asphalt felts and 2952 25 200 2000._S'~ Ui?.5) ff5l±7~2¾5 225 

_coating 

Blending, compound- 2992 25 175 iS-8~?.5.:, t'-25)3-'"...0 G50jlri'¼ 200 
ing or re-refining 
of lubricating oils 
and greaaes 

Glas!!! contai,;er 3221 25 200 ~~ E_7g)4~ @?_~.ltt 225 
· manufacturing 

Cement ma.nufac- 3241 25 625 ~bS"Q'.l ii.=)1+15 ~7~656 650 
turing 

Redimix concrete 3273 25 75 J;G0(L10) ~1 o::-i 2-00 6_ aj 1-2"5 100 

Limo manufacturing 3274 25 300 ~o;') ~ocl:i 4-5-0 /y:o)l;SO 325 

Gypuum product!! 3275 25 150 l:-Sa(p5) (i,aj w.; ~ H-5 175 

Rock Crusher 3295 
a) Stationary 25 175 ~~1.~ G:_-zs)4-ab ~-us 200 
b) Port&ble 25 175 ~6,l,C>) ~~)4.§-0 ~25)2-1-5 200 

Steel works, rolling 3312 25 500 as0(100.) G_25)9'P.j /±_20~ 525 
and finishing mills 

Incinerators 
al 1,000 lbs/hr. 25 300 2006]s-) ~oo')~S ~ODJ~ 325 

and greater 
capacity; I 

b) 40 lbs/hr. to 25 100 -§f)~_5J ~ID) t--?-5 (I_ I OJ 7-5- 125 
1,000 lbs/hr. 
capacity 

lOq 

58 

['" 

' 
' 



Chi340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
10 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 1n items 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category. 

#57 or 58 

A!r­
C0ntnfnant 

Sourc~ 

St.1n.:ltrd 
Ind1.nlria I 
Cl.atHIC4-
t1on f!i.;-:ihr-r 

,5. Gray iron and steel 3321 
foundries 
Malleable iron 3322 
foundries 

· Steel investment 3324 
foundries 
Steel foundries not 3325 
elsewhere classified 
a) 3,500 or more 

T/y production 
b) Less than 3,500 

':/y production 

46. Primary aluminum 
, produce.ion 

3334 

,p .. Primary smelting and 3339 
refining of ferrous 
and nonferrous metals 
not elsewhere classi­
fied 
a) 

b) 

2,000 or more 
T/y production 
Less .than 2,000 
T/y productic,n 

4-S. Secondary lead 
smelting 

49 .• · Non Ferrous Metals 
Foundries 

50. Electroplating, 
polishing and ano­
~izing with 5 or 
more employees 

51. Galvanizing and pipe 
coating--exclude all 
other activities . 

~2. Battery manufac­
turing 

53". Grain elevators -
' intermediate storage 
only, located in 
.sp~c ial Control 
1\rcas 
a) 20,000 or nore 

7/y 
b) Less than 20,000 

3341 

3361 
3362 

3471 

i 

I 
3479 

I 
I 

3691 

4221 

T/y 5-15-76 

F1llng ,,. 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

Ai,pl fcltfon 
Procl!-ss1ng 

F,~ 

500 

125 

1000 

lOr 

50Ci 

100 

225 

125 

100 

100 

125 

175 

100 

f,niiu.i1.l 
Ccr.1pl \am:::a 
c~t~mtn'-­

tfon fic>e 

f'r.n 
to be 

Submt ttcd 
WI th :,ew 

t,;,p) kHi.:.n 

f-'eH 
to bP. 

S1.1Lm1ttc-d 
'°'1th 

A.~ncwa 1 
l\::i~ 1 f i:H !",In 

4-ea©:._s-o:) ('.27s)~5 ~7~48 

lHl6 t?.SJ ~~:¥.;O ~s6)2-z5 

~CC>j ll.2S} 875 ®5)375 

-'1-5-G:7~ (1<,0 2:00 @COJ WO 

. ~7:S-) 1~2~ 500 ~2-'1-5 

-i!Qe~'2S) @5)3-5-0 ~50.W 

~SQ) ~S~&efl G?_7~~ 

¼,!5(L75J @D0)2,§.f) @>b)l50' 

reu 
to bt 

~ul,,ni t~cd 
with Appfi-::a­

tton to li;:;dHy 
P~nn it 

525 

150 

1025 

525 

125 

250 

150 

:ps 

125 

150 

200 

},2,S 

)· 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Ch. 3-1.0 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in 
in addition to fees for any other applicable catcgorv. 

items 157 or 58 

Air 
ConU•tn1ni:. 

501.n•ce-

St•IIJ,rd 
INhntrt1l 
Chult'lca­
t1o11 n.:~bei'" 

94 • . Electric power 4911• 
qeneration 
a) Greater than 25MW 
b) Less than 25MW 

·55. Gas production and/ 4925 
or manufacturing 

56• Grain elevators - 5153 
·Terminal elevators 
primarily engaged in 
buying and/or mar-
keting grain--in 
Special Control Areas 

a) 20,000 or more 
'l'/y 

b) Less than 
20,000 T/yr 

Fuel burning equip­
ment within the 
boundries of the 
Portland, Eugene­
Springfield, and 
Medford-Ashland Air 
Quality Maintenance 
Areas and the Salem 
Urban Growth Area••• 

4961** 

ftlt•g 
f•• 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

Ap~l1c>tlon 
Praccn1fllJ' 

'"·! 

1000 
350 

375 

500 

·1so 

Annua I 
Cr.r.1p1 i~n:.e 
0tC('ft'l1fll• 

t1o,, f~c-

FIC'I 
to bo 

~ ... f ttod 
with Ntw 

Anol1ntton 

Fus 
tc ba 

S"Jt::1ttt1d 
"'1th 

\tncw,11 

~DO) 2\2~ Qi_z01ei-5 
500 c'.§:sl?) e.z.s:i 8'1-5 !!§.7~ ~ 

HS- ~7~ ~7~6i5 ~250 

4-e&(±So ~ 75) 9-i5 (£liJ 4-25" 

~7~ ~Sb)li36 ~~ l,5& 

(Fees will be based on 
the total aggregate heat 
input of all boilers at · 
the site.) 

a) Residual oil fired, wood fired or coal fired 
. 1) 250 million 25 150 

or more btu/hr 
(heat input ) 

2) 5 million or 
·more but less 
than 250 
million btu/ 
hr. (heat input 

3) Les,:; than 5 
million btu/hr 
(heat input ) 

b) Distillate oil fired 
l) 2so'million or 

111ore btu/hr 
(heat input 

2) 5 million or 
more but less 
than 250 mil- . 
lion btu/hr, 
(heat input ) 

25 100 

25 25 

25 150 

25 25. 

tHt 
to t.1 

·5u!J,ti~UC'd 
111fth ;..1ol tc1-­

ttc., to t-!~al;y 
p,,,.,... •. , t_ 

1025 
375 

400 

525 

175 

175 

125 

so 

175 

50 

* Excluding hydroelectric and nuclear qene,.·a~ing project!;,· 2nd limited to utilities. 
•• Including fuel burninq equip:,ent generacing _sto?"'11 tor p:-c.:::::;:; or fer sale but excluding 

power generation (SIC 4911). 
••• Maps of these areas are attached. I.cgal desc:iptior.:: ,;:~~- c,: file in the Departn".ent, 

lOe 



Ch. 340 
·'1-

M>TE: 
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as 1nd.1cated 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category. 

., 

1n items 157 or 58 
r,es rcc,, 

'''1 to b1 to~~ -) 
SUnd•t'd Annual to be Su:..:-:1ttd Si.:t,.-,1 tted . -

•At, lfld"ltr1.a'i Appltutioe Coiolhnc;1 Subm1tt~ with wttr,, Appl 1c.:• ' 
ConU"IINnt Cl.:i~11t'1c,.. f111ng ProccstfHIJ O~tt:rc:ln•• with ~r.., R,.n~.11 t1011 t-o ~od1fy 

,. ___ _.,Soi!lll!Cr,.L ___ .,.. __ _,w,J..J,1"2111:c...--illl----!..f!lr !_---l.t!!!.e.n..!f.!•!o.•-....--•;.;:•;.:;•.:.11;.:;<:.• ':.:1.::.••::.....l.l.W=;JJlJl-_.:.•.::.•"'c:.!'.!..' ___ _ 

SB. Fuel burning equiµnent 4961•* 
outside the boundaries 
·of the Portland, 
Eugene-Springfield and 
Medford-Ashland Air 
P.uality Maintenance 
Areas and the Salem 
Urban Growth Area. 

All -wood, coal and 
oil fired greater than 
30 x 10° BTU/hr (heat input) 

59. New sources not listed 
above which vould emit 10 
or more tons per year of 
any air contaminants in-

·cluding but not limited 
to particulates, sox• NOx 
or hydrocarbons, if the 
source vere to operate 
uncontrolled. 

60. llew sources not listed 
above which would emit 
significant malodorous 
emissions, as determir~d by 
Departmental or Regional 
Authority review of sources 
which are known to have 
similar air contaminant 
emissions. 

61. Existing·sources not listed 
above for which an air 
quality problem is identi­
fied by the Departl!lent or 
Regional Authority •. 

25 

•••• 

•••• 

(Fees will be based on 
the total aggregate 
heat input of all 
·boilers at the site. I 

100 

..... . .... 

•••• 

•••e 

125 

*"** •••• 

**** • ••• 

**"* • ••• 

'*** Sources required to obtain.a permit under items 59, 60 & 61 will be subject to the 
following fee sch~dute to be applied by Department based upon the anticipated cont 
of processing and compliance deter11lination. 

Lo.v' .::ust 
Medium cost 
Hi<Jh cost 

Aeplication Prcc~meing Fee 

$50.00 - $200.00 
$200.00 - $500.00 
$500,00 - $1,000.00 

Annual 
Compliance 
Determination Fee 

$50.00 - $150.00 
$150.00 $400.00 
$400.00 - S75o.oo 

As nearly au possible, applicable fees shall be consistent with mources of 
aimilar complexity as Hated in Table A. 

5-15-76 • l0t 

.• 

) 
,:___. 

'( 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB MEMORANDUM 
GOVERNOR 

Contillns 
Ri:ccyclcd 
Mciterials 

DEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 
. I 

I 

Subject: Agenda I tern No. Fi October 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 

l. 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. 



MEMORANDUM 
Agenda Item G 
October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting 
Page 2 

6. 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). 

7. The Department has granted time extensions as necessary and 
has endeavored to pursue a cooperative rather than punitive 
approach to the City's problems since 1966 (Exhibit A). 

8. The last two (2) time extensions requested by the City would 
complete construction after Federally mandated July 1, 1977 
date for achieving secondary treatment (Exhibit C and Exhibit 
E). 

9. No final engineering plans for construction have been submitted 
to the Department for review and approval. 

Evaluation 

1. The existing facility is creating a potential public health 
problem due to recreation activities in the river downstream 
and the facilities' inability to adequately treat additional 
loads. 

2. 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. 

3. No improvements have been implemented or brought to final 
planning and construction stages. 

4. 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. 

2. 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 

l. 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 l , 1977. 

2. 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 l, 1977 deadline. This order would 
require the city to upgrade their sewage treatment plant 
as soon as practicable. 

3. 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. 

4. That the staff of the Department enforce, by all legal 
remedies, including civil penalties, the order as approved 
by the Commission. 

FMB:bw 

Attachments: 

l. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 

Exhibit A. 
Exhibit B. 
Exhibit C. 

Exhibit D. 
Exhibit E. 

Exhibit F. 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

-

Summary of Correspondence and Events. 
Permit Requirements and Compliance Dates. 
Letter from Stanley D. Heisler requesting 
time extension to October, 1977. 
DEQ response to Exhibit C. 
Letter from J. Van Toronto informing of 
possible delay until Spring, 1978. 
Current city's NPDES Permit. 
Issued July 22, 1974. 
Addendum October 6, 1975. 



Event 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

EXHIBIT A 

Summary of Major Relevant Correspondence and Events 

Initiator 

0SSA 

0SSA 

0SSA 

0SSA 

0SSA 

0SSA 

0SSA 

0SSA 

DEQ 

DEQ 

DEQ 

DEQ 

Recipient 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

EQC 

Maupin 

Date 

11 /28/66 

5/16/67 

l /18/68 

1/26/68 

10/21/68 

l 0/25/68 

4/07/69 

7 /25/69 

9/22/69 

1/20/70 

3/08/71 

4/26/71 

Subject 

Survey shows effluent violations. 

Survey shows effluent violations. 

Request for permit application. 

Temporary permit TP-518 issued. 

Suvery shows effluent violations. 

Permit #302 issued. 

Plant upgrade and expansion. 

Permit #422 issued requiring upgrading. 
by 1/1/70 to 20/20 standard. 

Survey shows effluent violations. 

Survey shows effluent violations. 

Poor plant performance. 

Permit #987 issued. 

13 J.Val Maupin 5/ /72 Preliminary facilities report. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

*18 

19 

Toronto (City's Consulting Engineer). 

DEQ 

DEQ 

DEQ 

DEQ 

DEQ 

Maupin 

J. Val 
Toronto 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

Maupin 

7 /21 /72 

9/27 /72 

3/02/73 

3/13/73 

5/24/73 

1/24/74 

Provisional approval for item #13 
above. 

EPA grant application acknowledged 
and additional information requested. 

Incomplete grant application. 

Project status request. 

Advised that new permit would call 
for upgrading by September l, 1974. 

City Council Meeting. 
a. Engineer authorized to proceed 

with final plans. 

b. Bond Election. 

c. Land Acquisition. 

'5 
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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. Encouraged 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 
J.Val Toronto (meeting in Bend). 

30 DEQ Maupin l 0/06/75 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. 
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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. 
Heisler (City Attorney) 

39 DEQ Stanley 5/28/76 Notified of conflict of EPA 
Heisler Regulations. 

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. 

1 



Pennit # 

TP-518 
(temporary 

permit) 

302 . 

522 

987 

1664-J 

EXHIBIT B 

Pennit Requirements and Compliance Dates 

Issued Expired Required 

2/29/68 12/31/68 Operate Facilities at maximum efficiency 

10/25/68 6/30/69 

7/25/69 

· 4/26/71 

· 7/22/74 

3/31/70 . 

3/31/73 

3/31/79 

20/20 effluent capabi 1 i ty 

Submittal of program and time schedule to meet 20/20 
standard.by January 1, 1970 

20/20' effluent eapabil i ty 

Compliance schedule to eliminate discharge to 
water or upgrade to 20/20 capalility in accordance 
with.the following schedule: 

Arrange for financing 
Submit final engineering plans 
Start construction 
Progress'report 

.Complete construction 

6~1-74 
6-1-74 
9-1-74 
1-1-75 
7~ 1-75 

Addendum #J ·. 
to 1664:..J 10/6/75 3/31/79 New.compliance schedule: 

Arrange financing 
Submit fhtal engineering plans 
Start construction 
Complete construction 

11-1-75 
3-1-76 

10-1-76 
5-1-77 



Heisler & Van Vallcenhurgh 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

214 EA&T FIFTH STREET 

THE DAL.LES, OREGON 970!:SB 

DONALD E, JwlElliLER 

M, D, VAN VAL.X:EN1iii1,URGH 

ETANLE'r' D, MEl.liLER 

Mr. John E. Borden 
Reginal Administrator 
Department of Environmental 
2150 N. E. Studio Road 
Bend, Oregon 97701 

May 25, 1976 

Quality 

Exhibit C 

TELEPHONE 1 {503) 296 .. 4654 

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 Qua I ity 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 itself 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, 1977. Accordingly, we would request a 
permit modification to allow the City of Maupin this time extension. 

May I please hear from you with regard to these matters. 

SDH:ct 
cc: City of Maupin 

\\) 
r;r• ""' ,,~, ' ,o ~·· . 
10· ,,.,,, ,,,. d, \·I .. ·, rm.·n··.'.·, _._, l.;: . .L; I..'~_; b..1 11J U._· --!.:. ],! · I 

;I l iii : . ., "'r'Y n c-- ,r-r-, '-'- . 
[\!!, \· .' ~J. t.J· j'j{~_l l -

cc: Mr. Tom Blankenship 

II 
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1105~iH V'I, STP.AUS 
.:.1,1,~I'.:• 

DEPART.i'JllENT Of 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

CENTRAL REGION 

Exhibit D 

2150 N.E. STUDIO ROAD " BEND, OREGON " 97701 "' Phone (503) 382-6446 

City. of Maupin 
P.O. Box 301. 
Maupin, OR . 97742 

.Gentlemen: 

July 28, 1976 

S - Maupill, Wasco County 
ENF-WQ-CRO 77-10 

:P=suant to Mr. Bob Shimek's telephone conversation.on July 15, 1976 
with·Mr. Stanley Heisler, .Attorney .. at Law regardi_ng the Ma.upin sewage 
treatment improvement project the .. Department has the.following comments 
regarding.yo= specific.questions: · 

1. Question - What.quarantee.does the City of Maupin have that 
discharge.to.the river.will he prohibited and land disposal 
of effluent required in the future?. 

Answer - Section 303(e) of.Public Law 92-500 req-..ti.res a plan 
be developed and adopted for the purpose of preserving and 
enhancing water quality in river basins throughout the state • 

. The draft Deschutes Basin Plan calls for 20-20 treatment 
(20 mg/1 BOD and Suspended Solids monthly average concentration) 

:during periods of low flow and warm weather in that reach 
of the Deschutes River next to Maupin. Wnen 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 effluent limit. It is 
expected that the basin plan will be adopted during summer 
1976. 

2. .Question - Can the existing permit be modified. to allow for 
. completion of the new facilities after the July l, 1977 

Federal dead.ling? 

Answer - When a committment to the Step III grant is 
accomplished allowances may be.considered for a revised 

.. completion date agreeable 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 duri_ng 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 tbne 
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 

i improvement status report,. and justifica·tion of yo= ·time extentions request 
to: the·. EnvironmentaJ. Quality. Commission at their September, 1976 meeting 
in The.Dalles, Oregon. You may wish to have your_consulting e_ngineer · 
and.legal consul.available to assist in the presentation. The Department 
will contact you with details conce=ing time and location of the meeting. 

Please do not hesitate to·. contact either. Bob Shimek. or me if you 
have questions or comments. 

JEB:sm 

cc: J. Val Toronto 
Water Quality 
Fred Bolton 

Sincerely, 

LOREN l<RAMER 
Director 

n~(i1~__,, 
tlahn E. Borden 
Regional Man_ager 

Mr. Stanley Hersler, Attorney at Law 
Envi~onmental Protection Agency 

l'f 



Exhibit E 

1 ./-,c □ NSULTI.NG 

.tn9ine~rs J. VAL TORONTO & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

-. ~- " .. 
(~~ ·,-i:ST.ATE -OF' OREGON 

~~1~-~}t;u~.c'°u11: ~5ac::: 
_ 1{}.:; STATE Of" V,."ASHINGT□ N 

.. ·. _-}. iY~ff-:·LtC!:,..SE ,:; 1175~ 

:°· ~ f •:;- i STATE OF ALASKA 
',;;_:- 1 ,c · 1..ICI;NS.E ~1-413 - ;; .-, . ' -

August 2, 1976 

John Borden 
DEQ 
P.O. Box 
Bend, OR 

1243 
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 reqt.iirernertts 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 
November, then project completion will 

~cer_e} y:urs~ -

/ . -0 ,1../~--<)---,-J.. 
J. Val Toronto 

JVT/dar 

cc: City of Maupin 

the project falls into the mon~ 
be delayed until the Spring ofP, 

s i:o oc..P.__ • 

CIVIL - HYO,.AULICS STRUCTURES 

I 
. I 

HIGl-tW.t.Y OESIGr-4 

ACCIOE'.NT INVE'.5TIC:ATl □ H 

COMMUNITY PLAHNlp,fO 

PAP.l(S AHO SWIMMING POQLS 

WATER AMO SEWER DE'.SIGN, PLAMIS AND FACILITIES 

5U!3D1\ll510N PLANN-1"'1G ANO SUFtV!:YS 

• 
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MAUPIN - TENTATIVE TIME SCHEDULE 

.L .-Commence 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 ispproval Feb. 1977 

7. Advertise Bids Feb. 1977 

8. Bid Opening March 1977 

9. Bid Approval (DEQ & EPA) April 1977 

10. Aw2rd of Contract 

11. Contrdctors Notice To 

12. ·Start Up of 
Construction (based on 
Commencing Engineering 
15, 1976) 

13. Complete Project (5 
months) 

April 1977 

Proceed May 1977 

July 
May 1977 

ri. 
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mb ~ 

rcrrnit Mcl\\b-:or: ·H,154-J 

t:xp.lr,,tion o.:i.tc:-;:;l:,;-­
Pagc __ 1_ of .J_ 

ISSU!:.IJ TOt 

1/,UJO'.:.,\L PCLLIJTf.'.ff D!SCH.:,;;.GE CLH1In/,T1Q:I SYSTE~I 

t"J A 5 'ii" G Cl 9 ~i C C·l t, r. (J, U I?[: l?. "1 S 1 
Dcpartr;i~nt of [rwfrcrn~.~nt111 Qu;:,,1ity 

l2J'1 5, ~:- r-:orri!.or. st.reel: 
·rortlcmC., "Oregon CJ7:!05 

'1'.clcphonc: (503) 229-%9G 

ISsucd in accordnnci:! wlt!-1 the prcvidon~ of 
ORS ~•1-9.0B3 (P.ecodifiec! as 4GB, 740) 

and 
:ccJ.:?rnl 'l'i.:itcr Pollution co::tro! r-.r:t ;,r..c;1,(;_-:;('r.ts of 1972, 

, ~.r .. ~2-:=oJ. o:::t._~ 1972 (JJ u.s.c. €i l?.51 c.-t :::cc:,) 
llEFic.lU.NCf. lNFORMATION 

City of !,'.a•Jpin 
Fo5t Offic::e Box 301 
Ma11pin·, Oregon 97037 

fl]., Numbcn __ ,l-'ill I 
Appl, N,:,, CR-002:!G0-!l Rce~lvcJ1 ______ _ 

MaJ::ir B~1_peschutc!;L_ Miuor Bnl _ 

Reee,vlni; Srre~m: Qr•5ch11tcs P, 

Rivet Milc1 s,,10.02~-----------
C<'.lcllllYI W_(lSCO 

ADDE:JDU;~ "O I
,, . . 1 

Waste Discharge Per!l'.it No. 1664-J is modified by- l!laking the following changesz 

Ch.'!ng!? th<i! da':es in Condition ·~a as follows: 

~rra~ge financing by November l, 1975. 
Submit final enqineerillg plans by March 1, 1976. 

Start c:onstruct.i.on by October 1, 1976. 

Complete ccnstn:c1;_ion by May 1, 1977. 

Clv,n9e _t!i~ dat"! i.i'i Condition S4 from July 1, 1975 to July 1, 1977. 

Cl!a.-,ge t~e date in Co::.dition 55 from July 1, 1975 to July 1, 1977. 

Change the dates in Conditlo!i 57 frorn July 1, 1975 to M.:i.y 1, 1977, 

This adc!endum shall be attached to and made !.)art of Waste Disc:harge Permit 
nurn.twr 16G4-J, 

DEP1\R1'MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QTJA.!..ITY ._____.,__:::--s; 
a:,,c--·~-

Title- Di'iort,c"-. t"'.o;;'r-;-;;c;;:---------
- y_CT G ms Date _______________ _ 

----~ 

,,i 

i 

~--c,~ 

I -- ---------

--....._.._ __ 

rn 
X 
::i: -0:, --I 

"Tl 
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52-J Permit. N':..ll:lbe=: 16G4-.:r 
Expir~tion Date:~9 
F~gc _l_of _,_ 

r ,. 

~-,--::,_, 

!:;S!;:C::) 40: 

NATIO:t!.L PCLLUT.l.!ff D!SC;-i.i1KGE ELl'·i!Ni\Trrm SYSTE:-1 

t"J AS 7:: D a·s C: :~] /\ 2 C· ~ :? 2 ri L1 j T 
Depart::;e:-:t of Envi rcn:::entc. I Qua ii ty 

123'1 s. ·,;. Hcn:-:.~o.: Street 
F'ortl.::-i~, o=c'Jon <J/205 

'l"t:lephor.c: ($OJ) 229-!.'(,<:iC• 

Is:::;,.1!:!d ir. accorcb:ico ·.-,ith tl":c pr,:,1.dcion~ of" 
CRS 4~9.083 (R~codi=icd ~s ~68.740) 

<ind 
Fe::e=a!. i-:~t~:- ';loll.:.!:.ic;i, Cc:-.t=oi A::t A1ccr.G...--::c~ts of 1972, 
P.L. 92-SC0, Oct. lE, 1S72 (33 U.S.C •. § 1~51 et. seq.) 

(r;-e:-ei:-:_after refe=:?:-ed to as t.:"',c "Federal 1'1.ct";:-

RSFE?2c:cr: ::-:FOP.2-i.,i.TICN' 

Ci::.y o::" :-:aus-in · Fi le '.iu_.:.ber :_25J3e5J3_;3 ___________ -; 
?c-$t Cffi::e Box 301 
H.a·.:.?in, :Jreqc:i 57037 

?7~-...:2 ~--~""'., 

'.~a·1:;ii.-i. 

!SS:."3;:; =·! ":CS :;=?.~:?:'!·'.:::-:1T OF ~;;c·•~•-_1;,c,~I7 
· ---:" ,-,..-,......_.. ·. '-'"-·~-- JUL 2 ~ 1974 

.::c:;:;:i. :::: ''·• C2'::-,:-:.cr: ! Dat.a 
:)i::c::to=-

Appl. No.:~ ?.eccived z-?Q-13 

O"c-nlJ/.2(,~ 

}<ajor Bas in :_erceasacc•••·•a•,-•-----------, 

Mi:n,:-r Easir:: I 
Receh,:ir.g st=ear.1: De~chn~g~ 'lii·,~...- · 1 

River Hile:_-'5=10.,2 ____________ -1. 

Countyi Hasco. 

PER:.fL .. m ;.crrl!TIES 

Until !:UC~ ti.--r.!!-.:.s ::..:1is perr..it e-xpires or is rx,C.i!:ied_or revok(?d, the City of ?..,':l.upin 
~s ::~::::C'.;it...1 :c-2r.;;i1;:tcd to: 

2.. (?er<!t.s! i"ts ~e• . .-erage systen a_-.,_a sewa9e ti"cat:rnent works. 
·,.-,. Disc~:-.:r;-~ t!:"eatec1 ~.,.2.st.es -::o the Descr":.i.tes River. 
c. Cor::;<:::::-uct c:~ter.sicns to its sewerage sys:te::i. 
,i. Cc~.:;truct r:odificat.ions to its s~wage t=eat.":"\_,:?nt -...~rks. 

;.11 -;_,f the, a=_-;_,ve ac-::ivities must be carried o·.i.t lll. conformance with the require:;i.cnts, 
l~lt2.tio~s 2.nO cor.1itions ~hich follow. 

T.-,.~ ·.,c·:::d "°"·;;s':e," as used in this _?er:r.it, ;cfers to "sewe.;c'' as· defined in ORS 449.07.3 
(r-:a::oC.ificd as "46S. 700). 

State of Oregon 
Fcr.-:-it ~;L-::.!:e=: !.-5-:-,:-: 

Department of E:wi ror.~:cr:ta 1 Qua 11 ty Expi=atic;i, :ate,---~--­
Pa-;c _, __ o:" ___;_ 

PER HIT CO rt DI T IONS 

c-,;,c:r-r:-,:_. C,.,.,..,_.,.,,.,,~. 

Sl. ~1:,.~~;:~,1~l~.: ~:~~!. c=~~~:~:~ :!~i:~1~~~~~~ e;~~:~~~~c 1:~~~:~~~~~ s1;:~/~~~~:~ 

52-

S•~ of. t:is .:_:,,.::::-r:-,it in accc-1::d.1:r.c~ ,,it.h. the :"olla,;i:19 t:._-:-.c s--::r.c:..:.:.l'.?: 

A!::r..:i_:i.~e f,:,:: fi;;a.ici:1.g 
s~:-:-it !:ir.::?.1 e:-:c-i;;ec::-i:1::; !'.•lar.s 
s_._r ... --·--·'·--c ... .:.0 .• 
'?:8?·:>:-t cf :;_:,:::-o:,:n:,~s 
Ccr,::;: Lo·'·'.? c,:ir.st:::uc '::i::,n 

Jt::.c l, ::_;:, 
C\:::-.e 1 , l:' .;; 
sc:,t-2:-.::--'lr :.::,-:-,~· 
... :c.:-:·.:..-,::-:,· .l.., l':";°.5 
.7u:y ~, l?/S 

The pe:::=iittce is c.::-::-:,cctcC tc.• .. :,cet. t=:e co.-:!'lia!:::e s::;:~,c:'.l.:.e a;-,C i:-.':.cri.-:'. ,:.1;.·.:.c:: 
which J-:,1v,;, bce!i est:-.);,lis:'-'d ::.n Cor>.s:it~c:i Sl o: ':.!".::.s ,:,c~_.:_t.. =i':.::2.r 7=:.·_:::­
to or no la':.cr tl":~:-:c 1•1 C.c!.·~·s -follo;:in,c a.,y la:-::,0 !;~ ::8:-:-.::,:·ia:-,::::e, t:=.':.2. -::::,:- "•·-
Pi tte<; shall ::-.:.':,: ii t to c.'.,c ::ie:.,;;i.r~:,:;,;i,":; a n-:,-::.1.c-c! 0:'. c-::~ .::;-li2r,ce c-:- ::c:-:-::::.--:-·_,.. ::..:..:-. .;.~ 

•,d'::1. tJ:.<:! cs'..:;1.:t,li:ab~O :,c:"_c:cc~1.~:..z. 

S3. Prior to cc::1structi:i,;; or r:'.of.'cf::,·:'..:i'} 2..1y •,,:z:.ste -~·c.,te= ccn':.:::::-l fe::.:.-.:.1:.':ic:s, C:o.-:.::.:.:::l 
pla:is an::: s?ec:.i:ic.;.':.io;;.s sl-:.,;:ll be s.p~:::-oved in 1,.-::::it:'.:i.; t·.- t:-:.e ::s~:~..-_-::-.;,::1t.. 

S4- l,!'te:::- J·-.:1:J 1, 1975 t.l:'.? c:;;a--:•:i':.y a.::d ~i..:a::cty oi: ef.':'•-~::-":. C.:.:::.-..-_:::-:;":. :::.:_:::"::.':!.·: 
o:::: indi::::cctly to t:'1~ ~Gs:-':·-.:rc, :;.,:.._•;;= .!::~1.J.:l =~ li:~:.:::,::: 2.:; f,;.J:c·,:o:, 

a. DurL-i.,;: tl1B period bctwc°"~ .-~-?ril l. .eind Octo~~= 31: 

1) T:".e r.:o:-:t:lly aver~sc ,:_£1.12.r.ti:':.y of eff:i.;.:.~:it. c.::.s=':-c?"<;rc::~ :Sr"'.<'.::l ~,, .. ':. c·:,::s.::C. 
O.'J70 :::=.::lion (?=.llc,..,s ?Cr 6.2.:J ('.•'.:::J). 

2) The :ront:-'.ly ::i.vc:::c:.;e S-'12.y 20<> ~- ~io:.-.":-,e:--.i-::'-'-1 0:'-YS~:-:. ::~:--:,.·:d (:o~:-i 
sl":;ill :-:o':. cxces.'c':. a co:-:c.::..:1trat.io;-,. of 2:J :-:--;/1 :.r :2 _,:--::.:__-_:;:, ::--~= _C.:.~· 
,,_,it.h a •~·ec.kly avera;e not to e,:cee6. J8 :-i:;/1 o= 17.5 _,:,c·~:"::'.,;, ;~r -:..:i~· 
D...'ld wit!:. a· CD.ilF:--.. ~xi;:-.·..:c--:i ·o~;!"-o:?:- ·-z~ r,0-:..:r:C.2 .• 

3) 'I':1~ ;-,::-,:-,t:-:ly 2.·-· :c;:.::i.c ~•y:;-:-,c:1:'.c.;;. SoliC.s s:,.,,ll :-:-::'!:: c-::cc,·.?C. a c,:.::::-,::::=-""-':::."'.', 
o:: 20 :~:-/l a::: 2 ~~::n_;_-..:;; :_::01· ~c::-:; :-;J..:::c: c:. :.·,::-~::l·· a·.:=~:-,; :-:.~':. t~. e,·.:-::-::. 
30 .::-,,;/1 o.: 17. ;:so:.:..-,c~:; ::.:-~r C.2.:.• a;1d •.1it..'":. a C,:.:!..1:-• :·.;;.:(:...-.~--:; o:§ -~:, --, :. 
or 23 ?QUnds. 

4) ':'he efflu~:,t. s'.",a!l --__.ec~ivc C.izir,:ectio~ si..:::::::.:.ci<:~t: t.c =e.G.uce ="'"-=l 
co!.ifo= L'~c::e1::i,;; to a ::-.::,:--,t:-:ly 2.·.•~::-.::.-;-e of .--,o :;-.::-.rs- ':.-:'.,:i.:1 2 C ~r l:': 
~l or ;,t wcei:lj· .::sc:::-:l.::,c of r,o ,.:,re t."c.;1 ~'JQ ]:Xe!: :JJ :-.:. ·:::..::.2.::: 
ti1is c2r. !.'.e c'J'::.2i::sd ·.-;it". a c:-,::."o:::-i::c :?:-es.:.:,..::il c-'.: 3..'.J :-c a:':.-'.'!.::... 
~ir!,itc:. o::. c=;rt:.,;:::,:; -:.ir.::.) 

5) Th'? effluent?;; shall not ~e o..:.t:.if..e t.:1e r-J.:i.gc 6-.r - ~.::,. 

b. During th.:! pC":?:-ioC: be:t:;,:een :-,o·;e.,.,-c;Jer 1 anC :1c.rc~ 31: 

~) ':'he r:ori':.:1ly aver;,.se (:t.<'..r.':it:,· of eEf:..'.!e!lt. ciis::hz.rc;e:i 2" .::..:..,. ::,::"':. (!~:r:-::c::: 
0.07 :;1illion gallo:is i;:er C.::7 (:,:,:;:i) •. 
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Ceparta..znt of Eriviror.:::cntal Quality 

PERK IT CO;; DI TIO~ S 

2) T:1e ::-.o::':.hl:• a-:€'raq2 EO;J shall not exccc~ a con:::,:intra.ticn of 30 !:',q/1· 
c:::- 17.5 ;:-cc:::6:; s:er Ca~• tsith ,:i. ..,-~~~l;i-' a"w"er;:.q,:, no':. to c,:c2ed 15 :rg/1 
o:::- 26 ~-o'<.!.7.Gs ~.t CE··,; a..-:.d. ·d"t:1 a dai~y ir . .i::d;::-.'.T. o!: 35 !_:io;.L-i:Cs. 

3) · '!'he :xi:ithly avEorag:! Sus:_:iended SoliG.s shall not exceed a concentration 
qf 30 ..-.g/1 or 17 .5 po:.1nds per Cay wi':.h a -.,cekly avera<Je not to e,.'Cceed. 
45 i:-,g/1 or 2.,;. FOU."lC.s per c.ay and ·.rith a c:ail;:· r.ru:i:n= o: 35 pounds • 

.;.J :::::! ~::"fl~c::--.':: shc".11 r".!.ceive '1.isin.'.:c:::tian sufhci~·:-,::. to !"eci.1:.r:c f~cal 
c:cli:':c~. ;:)ac';ori,?. t:; a :~.o.::'::~ly .:i:1crase of ~o !core _t.1.an 200 •pc!r 100 
ml or a -...-cckly a·.-cr::ic;c of no r;-:on: t:lan '1'JO per 100 r.il. (l.a°st:ally 
this can ~e obtainc~ wit.1 a chlorine resid~al of 1.0 rng/1 after 60 
!:"".i.:.u'::.es of contact. tir,e.} 

SJ The eftlue.!t. p:l. shall no_t. be out.siCe t.1-.<?. range 6.0 - 9.J. 

~70T2: T'.-is ;-,ont.':11· a:-..d -:.-1cci<ly avcra~cs for BOD 2nd S..:sp~ndec! 
Solids arc baseC: en t:',e arit.f'!~etic !:".ea:1 o:': t:-le sa~:.:,lcs 
ta}:en. T:le 11·1c"rar;es for fcc~l coliforn are b,1se,1 on 
tl--.e geo:-:ctric r.1ean of the sa.-:-r,lcs tc>J:en. 

S5. ;:iur.:.ni; t."1.c perioC: i:;ctween tl'.c! C::2.t':! o:::" i5suar.ce cf this permit and .'the comple­
tion of the-. i;·.,r:!"o·,e:::-.en'ts !"c,:z-.ii::ca ;",y Co:idition c>l but not later than July 
1, 1375, 'tr,e q-.::ility of ciff::.ucnt dis¢1.arg:id dir2.ctly or indirectly to the 
~::;C,·Jtes ?.iver s:-.?..11 :C.c as !"ollow3: 

a. U=in~ C1~ _Fcr-iod ';:.et·,.-~~:1 J..;;,::il l anO. Octobc:: 31: 

l) ~he r:-.ont:1.ly average quantity of effluent discharged shall not exceed 
0.050 ::-.illion gall::i'l.S per C,?.y (:1G')). 

2) :"l:.c acr.t!lly average 5-Ca;_• 20° C. Bioc:-ie:nical Oxygen Der:-.and (BOD) 
sh;:,,j,J. not c:,--.c-;:;cd ~ CO,'.Centration o::::" 40 ng/1 or 17 pounO.s ~r da:r 
~=it:.'"! a wee;:l:_.r_ 2.·.-era-;2 :-,ct to c:-:c':'ccl 5'J ~.g/1 or 21 ;ounds per day 
a:-i.d :,:it.". a 6.aily :r.a7.i.-.=i o!' 25 pounds. 

3) :rr.e !:"Ontilly a•.,e::agc sus;,e.iC.!ld Sol:J..ds shall not e>:cced a concent::::ation 
of 40 r.;-/l or 17 poun<:!s r,0.r · ~ay :~ith a -..;eekly average .iot to exceed 
SQ :-.:;/1 or 21 po':ll"lds pe!: Cay anc!. with a C.aily r.iaxi:!'.urn of 25 pounds_. 

t;) -::-.e effl.,;..:.n't !c;":.all re~eive disi:i!:ection sufficient to reduce fecal 
colifo=r:? bacteri~ to a Mon~~ly average o:: no more tr.an 20~ per 100 
:r:il er a ·~-eskly average of no ;;;,,or-e than 4JO !)er 1_0'.J r::1. (Us·ually 
t:-lis can ~ o;:;tained with a chlorine residual of 1.0 mg/1 after 
60 r:-.i:1•Jtes of co.it.act til':!e.) 

5) The ef~luent pF. s:tall not be outside the range 6.0 - 9.0. 

b. D'~ing the period between 1iove.-:\bc;r 1 and l•tarch' 31: 

ll The :.-:-.o:rtitly average quantity of e:::"fiuent discharged shall be kept 
as 10\-f as praeticai:Ple. 

(""\ 

·State of Oregon 
D~pa;-tr,;cnt of E:wiror:;;.2ntul QJi:11ily 

P E R M I T C O ti D I T ! 0 ti S 

Pc:=.i.~':. x:.=::Sc=:-~=~~­
Ex;rira~ion ~2.-::-2:___l:-• -, 
Pa,;e _, __ of _c_. _ 

2) T:1c :,:::ti:.l~• averc:;e 130:J sr!all ~c'::. c:~cce'='. 2. c:0;:,::,:-.::.tra•.:::.,:-. c:': .;:; :-;~/ 
er ,:-o.:::::ls n-~r {,::JJ ·,:.:..'::.!-. a ·,·-;c",:J.y ;:,., . .-~~r2-:;? :-ict ':.o r;;-:ce'i:2 S'.:' -.-,,;-__ 
or ;; ;::n.::·.::ls ~•;'-· C.a::· c,;-:C ·,,;it:C: a C.c1.ily ::-.2.::.::...-.:..1..--: o~ :.:= :x:,:.:.::'.:';s. 

J) The ,:,.or:thly avCrcl.gc susi_:,cnC:E.•c! SoliC.s s'hall r.•Jt ax:eeC. a co::::'c'.:-,tr:i.t.'..on 
of ,:o J::",q/1 or 17 :-,oi..:nd!::: per Cay •,-:it:1 a ·.,~-:o:-:1;,c· c:.·-:,,r.--1,:,e.· ::o~ to e;--::e-2.:: 
50 ::-.o/1 o!." 21 E'c·.i.--:.ds pe:- C.a:,• c.~d :;i :.:'. a C.;:, .. ';.ly :s.~:~i:-.-x-·. cl: 25 :,c:: . .ls. 

t;} :-:1•:! e:"flc::::,t s:1a2.l rec1"i ·10 r;:.o-:i.--::"::-:::.io:-. -~.':::':':.:..d.£:-1-.:. -::.o =s=:'::.1cc :2:.--:._ 
coli!o::.T\ ~;..:::.er1.ci. to a ,.-c:-.·.::-:2.y ct·,·c:;:;;;.·;e o::': :-:0 ::-.er:: '::...':,::..,-,_ 2:--:i 5_:--:::= :::-: 
r:'.l or il i·.'c:"cii:ly a.vcr~;e o:::" r.o :-ore t;-:,:-• .i •DO ?"oI" lC('l t',l. (t:S:.:~ll:,· '::.":':.is 
can be o!:;tair,ed. w.1 :....'":. a c!,lori::e resiC.;;al c::': 1. 0 :':':~/l a::':te!" E'J ·.:ai:-,-J":e:o 
of co:-itact tir:e.) 

5) The e::':fluent pi\ .cball no": be o·.1tsiC.e t.Z'..e rar.~e G.O - 9.C. 

li0'!3,· :Cl,:: ::-.0.it:~1::; ,,::c': ·,••ee:-:i:, aHiria::cs ::':::;: ;;:,_:, :.;1'.: s-.:= ,::~.'.;:i'.: 
Soli:::;; arc :0:,;.ssa:C. O:;t ~cc =i-t:'...,._'=cti-;: ::-_-:::,:1. c:': ~.c:: S"-'-::,"_c:::: 

ts:0:e.:;i. :::-:2 .:·,c=<r:_;-2s fo;: fcc2l coli:::"o=. ~:::e bas"!:~ t::-i 
t.'.1e gco;:iCtric r.,:o,,n · of -t:,'=' s<ll"•~les t.::-;cn. 

S6. :~otwith.stanCir.g tl~c efflue~t li:citatior.s e~ta:-:ilis':-.ed b•.r .~is ~"o!c.-:--:.::.t, ::o -~·:.st-~:;; 
shall l::c 61s::hc1rgcd a.id no actiVities s'.";.all ~e co:-:.:::·.l::-tc::. ·.,:~ii::!1 -~·ill ·,::.cla.-:.2 
Water Quality Standards as a<,.;0?tcC. i:, Ci.?. 31,)-·H-105 e:·cc:;--':. i:. ":.:~s ::::-::::..:;::,:.::.:-:; 
de:::"i:.ied :-ni:;:i:-,':) zonB, 

'rhe c:llo,,·.:'..:lle r.,i:'l:i:-ig zo:i.e s:l;::ll not cxcecC t;",at pcrtic:. o:: ~'-.e 
DcschutcG :'-ivcr \•;ithi::1 a ra61·.1s of lJO- :"ecet fro::-, t:-:e ~ir.t o.::' 
c:1.1scharga. 

S7. The penr.ittee s:.~all zronitor t}-,e c::,cr-ation a:i.ci e:::"fici~ncy c:: a!.l ~=-c.ct:-".~-:t 
ar.C. control facilitie:a:: ~nd t.':e qi.:ar.tit:: a:-.C. ,:;:.;a.lit:,· o: -:::-,,a ·.,·2.st.e ::is::::.::=:::-::::._ 
A record of all s-.ic:-i Cat.a s:~::ill !:le :::-,ai:--.-::.ai;-.sC. a:-.C:. s~:s.i":":eC. -:.o -=-::c :::.-::=-:::-rc.:-.t. 
of Z:-ivi?:-o;:;~1er.tal :;::1.:alit:,, o::i :_-ire.':'::ril:t<C ::o~,s at t::e e:.,C: -:::: ::2.:::J. ~;,.::.:::-:".::a= 
r.,c;i.th. t:n::.css o-!:.:-.~r;d~e a-;rced to D:,· t::c ~e?2.::::'::.,.-,c,;:;t o:i: ::=.::.:·,·i::::-0:--.--:-_-::--:::.,:;l :;21:.-::.;-·. 
Ca~ collectcc} 2J1d sub~:i":t~d s:1all i..-.cl1,1C::. ;:,;.i~ r.ct necessar.i_ly ~e l.i:::._;__,;.e.'i 
to, -::he follo·,;i::is para.':'etcrs and nini.~.= freqc;~:i::i-:.s · 

P;;ira.--:::,~tcr !li:-:.i:-.-,-_ ?rc-~·.1•?.:-:-:-; 
7-o~;:i,l ?lcw D:;.::.l·· 

_Po-.:n,;':s_ C;1lcr.i..:,e_Usc;-:d 
C:'llo::i:ie ~csidual {e:"fluen';) 
:B~D (infl1.ce;-it ar.d c:ffl:ler:t) 

Sus~e.nde.d Solids (influent and ef::::"lu~~t) 

pr. {influent a."1.d effluent) 
Sls!.dgc \'olu.--ne 
F·ecal Coliform 

9:.ily 
D,;u.l:-· gr-a:J s-2.:-.::!C! 
;:1·..:2.?:-t~rly g::-6 s-2...,._;?l<:.; :::ar."C:::·.­

::cr-.::_-:csi'::.e a:t.e:: .:7,.,:l::· l. :-;,i:: 
_Qrn-... 0 ..-':· q-?:J S"--=?'<-· -~---,..•:· 

cc-;-::7~si"c.e 2.ft:2:- J·.:l:r L iS'i3 
3 :;-.:-~- s2..--:-:l~s ?Cr: -~-~e.~: 
Dc1.il:· 
Q..:a=tcrly ~ra:::: ~~-:'.:Jle 

:-~ol'l.thl·..- rc>Jcrts nh'all ;;i.lso inclt:.dC! a :recorG· cf ":~c lcc:i.2.o:! a:-.-:. :-,e:.:~~;:;. c:;" -:':.is­
posal ~:::: ·all s!t.C.~e ar..d a record. of i:'.ll e;_,.,::;.:p:-:;.e.nt ::0::-ca::·c~.,'Tl.s a;-:.::. ";:;.-:,a'°::ii::-;. 
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State of Oaegon 
F·crrai t N'.J!'Jber : _____ _ 

C~partr;.-?nt ·of Enviror:r::ental, Quality Expiration Dat(!: 3-Jl-7q 
Pagc__?__Of ....:.,l__ 

P E R M I T C O N D I T I O N S 

sa. Co:istrc:ction o:: sc•,•;cr e;.tensior.s anci. cor:nectio.:is then:to is ::;crnitted, afte::: 
ccnstn.:.ction of the facilities rec,.'Jired by Co:::dition' Sl, us lon'J as the added 
1,·aste lo.cc! "1.:.11 not cause a.i"} of th".! l:L"';",it3.t.io:'ls of this _?e=it to be exceer"icd 
a::.::: ,2ro·1it!-~C: t:ic1t pLi..r!-s ar,C. s::,cci::'icat:'.or,s i'.re sW-r.itted to a:::c:1 a_?:_::rovcd 
O;c· t:'1.c ~[c?<'Xt:c.i.t o::: i:nviro::i~.'.e;ital •;h.Iality "°'rior to co:r.struction, as re,:,uirc·d 
tr.1 C:~.S ,;,4:,_J,:l5 (recuC:ifiea;'l as 454.413). ~ro oi.'.d.itional cor,ncctions to the 
sc._.:,.r;:i.sc ;:;y.s,::= arc !:)CIT,itte<l until U'.c new trc.it.":lent Ic1.cility is in or:".:irai:.ion. 

S9. ··,:it~_i;-, ~C ~ys of re=ei;?t of this perr.it t.'1e pe:rr..ittce s:",all sub:;iit for t"CView 
a.,d a~otoval a detail~d ?roJr~~ for sl~dge ha~dling an1 dis~osal. It shall 
COntain at least t:-,c follo;iing infoncation: 

a. D1;:scri;ition of c=rcnt sh:.dge llar>dling and di:'.;posal prc1.cticGs inclu<ling 
b...:t not li;;iit.ed to: {1) volu:-1c a::.:i. fr~:.i.ency, (2) :r..et.hod and location 
<.'.I'.d (3) co::.t.ractual arra::.g_e."':lents or leas,;s if an_y. 

l::. ::::_-.,alu<!tion o!' sluCge h211C:.ling practices including but not lirr:ited to: 
('lJ pro::ile::1s experienceC, (2) probllc!ils anticipated, (3) projec'::ed life 

·o~ c~rreat. 9rc,;ra;· a..,C (4) potential hazards involveC.. ' 

c. ?ro?osed sluCge handling procedures for the next 5-year period and 10~ 
year ?£""riod. 

SlO. Condition G7 of t."le attached Ge...,eral Conditions does'not apply to "this pern:·t. 

Sll. Co:i.di.tion G2c of t:-.e attached Gene::::al Condi:\;ions is c"rui .. 'l~cd as follows for 
ti',e cluration o=. this pe=it: . 

c. r.:;onitor.i.-.ig rE-ports shall be su.bl::litted at the required intervals 
on foms to~ provided by the De~artr.lent. In addition, an arulu~l 
s=nary of the r.,:,nitoring data shall be subr..itt.ed eaGh January on 
Z2A ap;>~Ved NFDES report .fo:!."ll!S. 

·-- .-
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State of Oregon Fert:iit :S~er: 

Departr:ient of Environr;ienta1 Quality :C:X;:ira'.:io;i. :late: •-,-. 
?age _s,__ of _o __ 

P E R M 1 T C O N O I T I O ~ S 

Gl. 

GS1•:~RA!, CO!;,JIT:::m;s 

All discharges and activities authorized herein shall be co:isiste::.t '-i"t .• °'I. e,e 
tern";S e.nd condition~ of this pemit. The ciisch=ge o~ any _;,ollc:tar.:t =re 
freq.:er.tly t.11.an or at a le·,rel in exce,:;s of t.l.at i:=:e:1tif:..ed a:1.~ a·.;-::.;-:.~ri=eC ~y 
this pe1'111it shall constitute a violation of t.l.e terms a..~d con6~tions o= ~°'I.is 
permit. 

G2. Monitoring procedures: 

a. l{onitoring shall begin on the first Cay of the nont.l. follc.,!.r:g issi.:i:-i.Ce ef 
th.1.s perci t,_ unless specified otherwise by a SfX'cCial condi:t.:..o:i.. 

b. Monitoring reports shall be sU:Orr.l.tted by the lSt~ Cay c~ each. follcr..-.:..:-,g' 
trontl1. ' 

c. l,!onitori,ng reports shall· be subr:".itted on ar:;!'oveC. ?.-Pv::s :-eport fo:=.s. 

d. All records of r.cnitoring activiti~s and results, incl:::dir-.;- all o:-i-;:.nt..l 
strip chart recordir:gs for continuous mnitor1ng 1..,-istn:..-:e.n-::.2.t::.o.'l a.-.:: c.3.li­
bration and inaintenance records, shall be reta:;,ne.d ty ~~e F€-=ittee =.or a 
lllinir'lllm of three years. ?his period of ret.e.itio;";. shall 00 ext~,'.:ed C:..:.:-i:1:; 
the course of any i.;nrcsoh·ed litigation re:;ar.5.ing tl-_e disct".a::ge. -:i:: poll:.:ta..; 
by the pe=ittee or _w;-Jen r-equesteC. by 1:1:::e. _Directc:-. 

e. The per.nit tee sh:;.11 recorc3, for eac!:. ::1£2.sur=ent o:: 53_:--,?ie ~en :c:i.:rs·.:2::-.':. -:.-J 

t.he rcq11ire!Tient.s 9f t.l.is ?e~it U".e follc;.-i:-q in!:or::-.atio:i, {l) t...'-:e C..::.te, 
exact place and ti.'!'e of sar.i;iling; (2) t:'le ~ates t.he a.'",aiyses -..--ere ?-=-r-.::c:'.'!:-e-=i 
(3) •~·ho psr!'orr.,ed t.".i.e analyses; (4.) the analytical tecf'_,i9Jes or ~e':..",OC.s = 
and (5) t~e results of all required ~n~lyse.s. 

f. Sar;:ples and r-,easu=cr:ents taken to J".<::et the requir!:'--;ierits of t.."-:is =c:i:':itic:"! 
shall be reP:i::"eser."'Eati..-e of t.'ie vcl'.:.."r:e a..--:a-nat·.ire of t!".e· =:iitcre-5. rli:s-;:i".a...~e 

g. All sa.,;ipling and analytical .methods used to ::-:eet U'.e :r.o:.itc::-i;;.g re::;:·.:ire:c.~,~ 
specified in this percr.it shall, U!'l.less appro·.•ed o':..>:.en.i:se i."1 writ:L-:.<, ';;y the 
Department, cor,form to t.°'l.e latest editio!'l. of t.'Je follo-,.:ir::g·refere.-:.ce: 

Merican i'ublic Health Association, Sta..-,daz-d ½et:;'lods for tr.e 
Examinat;'..on of Water and Waste;.,·aters {l3t.'-i ed. 1971). 

h. Sa;r.ples collected ~a/or analyzed by the Department !!".Z.Y be used ta,.-arC. 
satisfying the r.ionitoring req:.iireD-en';.s o:: t.>:.is ~r:::d"!::.. 

G3. The per::'.ittee shall provide an adequate operating staff •~ich is C:c.ly cr.ulifie~ 
to carry out the operation, maintenance and testing functions req,.:ired to ir.su.:: 
compliance ~ith the conditions of this pern:it. 

G4. All waste 'collection, control, treatment and disposal facilitie~ shall be 
operated in· a manner cor..sistent with the follo-,dng: 
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GS. 

a •. A.t all tir::.es all facilities shall be oper_ated as efficiently as possible 
and in a manner which will minilniza ~ischarges and prevent healt., hazards 
and nuisance conditions. 

b. A.11 screenings, grit and sludge shall be disposed of in a =nner approve-i 
by the Depa::tment of Env~rorr.i8ntal Quality such that it does :-iot reach any 
of the waters of the state or create a health hazard or nuisance condition. 

c; bypassing of unt·reated l-laste -is generally prohibited. No bypassing shall 
.occur w1.-th-:iut prior written pernis'sion fror;i the Department except where 
i...'l.a·:oidabl~ to p"t"event loss ?f life or severe p:-operty daniage. 

\-.1-.ene·;.rer a facility expansion, production increase or process ;rodification is 
a:1ticipated ·•"hich will result in a change in t."ie character of pollutants to be 
discherged o:::: 1-,-;Jich 'I.ill result in a new o:::: increased discharge that ..;ill exceed 
the conditions of this per.:u.t, a new applicat.io!l must be subnitted together with 
the necessary reports, pluns and specifications for the proposed changes. No 
c.'":.anc;e s~all ~ t-ade until pla.-,s have been iipproved and a new per.nit or permit 
rodificat1.o:1 has been issued. 

G6. ~he per.:'~ttee shall require the follcr~ing of all indust~ial
0

users of the 
cru.~.cipal sewe::age and sewage treat:::ient system: 

a. 

b .. 

Each industrial user shall p~y its fair share of construction costs and 
ope:-et.ion, rr.aintenanc.e and replaC"e.-r.ent costs in accordance with guidelines· 
pro:r,:.ilgated p=suant to Section 204.(b) (2) of the federal Ac:. 

Each industrial user shall provide applicable pretreati:ient of waste in 
accordance with guidelines promulgated pu::suant to Section 307(b){l) of· 
the Fc-:',eral A.ct. A.ny industrial user sµbj ect to these req'1irements shall 
be r-:!::i;uired to s'.lb:::it to the ??mittee periociic notice (over intervals not 
to exceed 9 :;iont.'is) of progress toward full co'"plia.tce with t.'"-ie require­
ments of t.'1e pretreatr.\ent guidelines. Copies of these notices shall be 
fori·arded to the Departn;ent. ' · 

c. ·The effluent fro~ each L'l.dustrial user shall be adequately r.-onitored either 
by t.'1.e pemittee o:- by the industry for the p:!rmittee pursuant to Section 
303 of tr.e Federal Act. These monitoring records shall be retained by the 
pe=ittee -and c-ade available to the Depart..icnt upon request. 

G7. Within 90 days of the issuance of this permit the permittee shall submit the 
followir.g infer.nation to the Departr.ient: 

a.. A list of all industrial users of the municipal s_.era3e system along with 
an approp:iate Cescription of the wastes dischargeC; 

b. A description of pretreacient facilities provided by each industrial u.~er: 

c. Any system of charges or rates which t.'1.e pe:rmi ttee has to assure that each 
recipient of treabr.ent·works services will pay its proportionate share of 
the costs of operation, maintenance and replacement of treatment .works 
facilities or services: 

(i 
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~ 

State of On:!::on 
Department of Enviror,;enta1 Quality 

?Q.=.it i i=..!::e.::, -. ..-.r-•_-:­

Expir~Ci' :-i s~te: 3-3~-7? 
P2.ge _r: __ cf ...:i._ 

PERMIT CON D l 1·1 0 NS 

GB. 

d. A copy of any toxic waste and prc.treatr.ient requi::-0",':cnts ,,.7t1ch t:,e ?-?=::.tteae 
may have in ~orce. 

The peill'ittce shall notify t."-le De?a!."t.•·Mmt. L"l. '1->"Z"iti:-~ ea-:::, ti.=:e ::;_-, .:..,.._-:.:.:::st:-.'...al 
user 1,,,711.ch ;..'ill dischu.rc;e r.iore _t.'.a., lC,O'JCl -;2.llo::-.s pe:- Ca::' i:o: c~:-::'.«"-::t."o:=. t.:) 

the sewer2.ge syste.'1"'., unless the ir:d•.istrial 1-'.ser is disc:'.a=i:;i~,g er::.:· c:;::=.estic 
seW"agc .:t volu;r.es riot e.~pected to have a notice2.'.:i:C.e i.~pc=t. o::. t.':e s·~;.:2.:;e 
treat:\ent. "1"0rks. Su~h notice shall i:iclu::.e i:,f:,::-::"..e.tio;i on (al ~.e '-<.'.lJ..!.it.::-" 
and quantity of polluta:,ts to be introd"J.ced t.o tr,e t:::-eat:-,e:-it pla:::t a!":C. (Zl 
any antic;..p?.ted impact of such change i.-, the ~,,.alit':r or q:.12.nt.1.ty of e.:::::..uez:.t 
to be discharged fro~ the treab:.ent works. 

A similar notice is also re-:;:.uired each ti.--:ie t..'1.ere is a s~s-:-.:a;;:;tial =~~.a.:.qe i..-i. 
volu.';le or character of waste being discharged to the trea:':r.r~nt -.icrlcs :'rcr, 
industrial users alre.aG.y con:-iected to the sewerage syst.e=,. 

G9. After notice end opportunity for a hearing this pe=it r:ay be =di!'ieC., s-.is­
pended or re>'Oked in whole or in part during its te= for ca:.:.se incl'.!~i.'.l? but. 

not limited to t.~e following: 

GlO. 

a. Viol,a!:tion of any ter:;is or conditions of thi!a pe=i<:. or a..,:i,· -ap;,lic2.ble =le, 
standard, or order of the Co~~ission; 

b. Obtaining t.'lis permit. by misrepresentation or failu=e.. to ·disclose fully 
all relevant facts; 

c. A. change in tile co:-ic1ition of the receiving waters er er.y ot.,e:- co.:iC.ition 
that requires eit!-.er a ternpora..--y o:::- perr.ianent reC:..1ction or eli:::ir.at1.c-:1. 
cf the authorized disc;lar_ge. 

The permittee s.'1.a.11, at all reaso:iable ti."nes, allow authorized "t"eprese:-it.at.ives 
of the Department of Enviro~-:iental Q1;1-ality: · 

a. 

b. 

To enter U?On the pe=ittee's pre.";1ises "'"TI.ere an effluer.t soi.:..:-ce or dis:;::.csal 
system is loceted or in ~tlich any records are required to'be kept u..~~er ~~e 
terms and ~onQitions of this perciit; 

To have access to a:-id copy any reco::-ds required to be kept =der • the ~en..s 
and conditions of this ~=it; 

c. To inspect any monitoring eq-..iipment or InOnitoring method required by w"":.is 
permit; or 

d~ To sample any discharge of pollutants. 

Gll. The pe=ittee shall at all tL~es min';ain in good wo:::-:'..ing c:-~er a::.d v:;:-erate • 
as efficiently as passible all treat:ient or control facilities or syst~~s 
installed or used by the pennittee to achieve cornplianc02 witl:. t.,e terns and 

conditions of this permit. 
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State of·Or~c()n 
Depart:r.znt of Enviror.;ental quality 

P E R M I T C O N D I T I O N S 

Permit Ncrnber: 1664-J 
Expiration D~te,~9 
Page _9 __ of _9 __ 

Gl2. The issuance of this pernit does not convey any property rights in either real 
or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize ary 
injury to private property or any invasion ~f personal rights, nor any infringe­
~ent of Federal, State or local laws or regulations. 

Gl3. The Department of E~vi=on.~ental Quality, its officers, agents and employees 
shall not s.:stain any liability on account of the issuance of this permit or 
on accc'..1:'i<:. of t.'1.e construction or i::-.aintenance of facilities OOcause of this 
penut. 

Gl4. In the event the permittee is unable to comply with all of the conditions of 
t,.-,,is pemit because of a breakdo~ of equip:nent or facilities, an accident 
caused ~y h1::.~n error or negligence, or any other cause such as an act of 
nature, t!.e pcmi ttee shall: 

a. ~efilately take action to stop, contain and clean up the unauthorized 
ciis=.."'lc:.r-;es and cor.ect the pro=ile.:i. 

b. I=ec!iately notify the Departtent of Enviroranental Quality so that an 
inve3tigation can be r..ade to evaluate the iJnpact and the corrective 
actions t.aken and deterr..ine additional action that must be taken. 

c. si.=1:1it .a detailed written report de.,;cribing the breakdown, the actual 
qi;antity and quality.of resulting ·,:as:te discharges, corrective action 
t~~en, st~ps ta~en to preve..,t a recurrence and any other pertinent 
inf or:r.a tion. 

Ca:ipliance ~ith t.-,,ese require=:ents does not relieve the perrnittce from 
responsibility to .:".aintain continuous cor:ipliance with the condit:ions of 

•~i:J pe!'.::lit or t.he resulting li.iliility for failure to canply. 

(i 

GlS. If a·~oxic effluent standard or prohibition (includir,g any schedule of COtnpliance 
5tecified i., S'.1Ch effluent standard or prohibitio!l) is establis:l.ed under Section 
J:::i7 (a) of t.'ie Fecie:-al Act for a toxic pollutant "'hich is present in the discharge 
aut.'1.orized ~erein and sue:\ standard or prohibition is more stringent than.any 
limitation upon such pollutant in this permit, this permit shall be revised or 
modified in accordance with the toxic effluent standard or prohibition and the 
pemittee shall .be so notified. 
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DEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Addendum to Agenda Item No. G, October 15, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Martin 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 so2 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 levels 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 SO levels projected in the 
orchards, it would appear the issue narrbws to determination of what 
level of so2 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 so2 collection efficiency of the present primary system 
from 70% to 0%. The 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 estimate 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 S02 scrubber to treat 
only a portion of the gas stream necessary to reacn an overall 70% 
collection efficiency. The 95% so2 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% so2 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 S02 increase in the 
local orchards compared to using the dry scrubber. (see 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
lihood of the small air volume from the primary system ( ~ 100,000 CFM) 
intermingling. and behaving like 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 levefs. With the pro­
posed change to a dry scrubber, SO concentration are projected to 
increase to measureable levels 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 so2 treatment in 
conjunction with dry primary scrubbers to minimize so2 air 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 least one other aluminum plant in the world that wet scrubs 
its primary dry system exhaust. 
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Conclusions 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Present so2 air quality in The Dalles orchards is generally at or 
below measurable levels. 

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%. 

Maximum projected increases in so2 levels in The Dalles orchards 
would be measurable but well below State air quality standards and 
Federal Significant Deterioration Increments. 

Projected maximum SO? levels in The Dalles orchards are generally 
considered to present little risk of adverse effects. 

In keeping with the pol.icy 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 so2 collection efficiency as a result of their proposed change in the 
primary air pollution control system. 

The Department believes that significant lower so2 concentration 
increases can be attained in the orchards by installation of the 
dry primary system and keeping overall so2 collection efficiency of 
the primary system at the same present level (70%). 

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 estimat~s 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 so2 scrubber. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation to consider testimony received 
at this hearing, seek additional information on costs for alternative 
so2 control system. A recommendation on H&BPT&C and permit modification 
would 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 
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DEQ.46 

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 limits 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 levels. 

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 so

2 
control is needed to provide reasonable assurance that no adverse 

effects wilT occur in nearby orchards, and (2) what level of SO control is 
needed to comply with Department and EPA requirements for applitation of best 
available and practicable sulfur dioxide control. 

In regard to the orchards, some experts and local orchardists claim that 
localized 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 ozo~e. 
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 SO scrubber 
could prevent any increase in sulfur dioxide emissions over ~resent 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 limits for fluorides 
and suspended solids discharges by 500% and 300% respectively. Figure l 
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 light 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~culate 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 l presents a summary of this analysis. The analysis tndicates 
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 so7 air quality increment. Existing so2 
air quality levels in The Dalles are es~entially attributable to MM as MM 's 
so2 emission represent the majority of area so2 emissions. 

Citi cal 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 

l. Very little soft suture of peaches has been observed in The Dalles orchards 
in the last two years.(l) 

2. Cherry fruit set in 1976 exhibited similar past patterns. Areas believed 
to receive most exposure to Martin Marietta plant emissions had less fruit 
set.(l) 

3. Ambient fluoride levels have been reduced to levels thought low 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.(l) 

4. Pine tree damage is reported to be presently the worst since 1967.(l) One 
expert who analyzed vegetation samples claims fluoride and so2 are causing 
the problem (2) while another has claimed it is winter damage and appli­
cation of insecticides.(3) 

5. There is some feeling that if air pollution is presently harming orchards, 
it is air pollution being trapped by unique atmospheric conditions which 
confine and concentrate pollution in a very localized area. 

(l) Dr. T. J. Facteau, Mid-Columbia Experiment Station, Oregon State University 
(Attachment A). 

(2) Dr. C. Gordon, University of Montana. (Attachment B) 
(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: 



l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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Summary of Information on so2 Impacts on Vegetation 

Relatively few studies have been conducted to document visible so2 damage 
to cherry trees. 

Highest projected so2 concentrations in the orchards are well below doc­
umented visible damage levels to cherry trees. 

There have been no studies to .document so2 effects to cherry blossoms, 
fruit set, or fruit. 

Studies indicate adverse synergistic effects from low levels of S0 2 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 so2 and ozone levels in The 
Dall es orchards .. However, damage levels were for exposures over several 
weeks compared to projected peak levels averaged over~ few hours. 

The Department has also solicited expert opinions on the projected so2 impact in The Dall es orchards and has found the following: 

Summary of Opinions on so2 Impacts in Orchards 

l. Most experts contacted feel that no adverse effects on orchards would occur 
from highest projected so2 levels.(1) 

2. Some experts contacted are uncertain as to possible synergistic effects of 
projected SO levels in combination with HF or ozone on cherries. They 
indicate that evidence is insufficient to make conclusive predictions but 
generally feel further so2 control is not justified.(2) 

3. One expert contacted feels the risk is small that undesirable synergistic 
effects will occur in the orchards.(3) 

4. Based on recent analysis of area vegetation one expert believes that 
present levels of SO and fluoride in The Dalles area is significantly 
harming vegetation afid that increases in Martin Marietta air emissions 
would aggrevate conditions.(4) 

(1) Dr. Hill (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. 

(2) Dr. 0. C. Taylor (Attachment HJ, University of California; Dr. I. 
Hindawi (Attachment I), EPA Corvallis. 

(3) Dr. 0. C. Taylor (Attachment H), University of California. 
(4) 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 require consideration of economics in de­
termining the degree of control necessary. 

so2 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. so2 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 
SO emission increases from 240% to 60% to 90% over present levels. A 95% 
efticient so2 scrubber could keep SO? emissions from increasing over present 
levels even Tf coke sulfur content increased 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 SO scrubber. Until this information is received and eval­
uated and considered2in light 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 so2 scrubber. 

4._ Company's proposal with a 95% efficient so2 scrubber. 

5: Company's proposal with a 95% efficient so2 scrubber and treatment or 
recycle of secondary scrubber water. 

Table 2 presents a summary of the projected so2 emissi.ons associated with 
each alternative. A range in emissions is shown beEause 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 so2 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 l 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 so2 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 Prevention2of 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 so2 increase to the greatest extent practicable in light 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 lacR 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 SO? scrubber in 
the range of 70% to 95% efficiency. The specific SO control that is prac­
ticable from an economic standpoint must be determin~d 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 which are relatively low. 

Analysis of area vegetation collected 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. 
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Director's Recommendation 

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 S02 control., if any, 
that should be imposed on Martin Marietta as part of acting 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 October 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. 

JFK:cs 

Attachments 

LOREN KRAMER 
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Table l 

so2 Air Quality Impact(l) 
(ug/m3) 

(Martin Marietta Proposal at 3% Coke) 

Maximum Impact 
Point (2) 
Pres. Proj.(3) 

3 hr.avg. 59 

24 hr.avg. 41 

110 

77 

15 Annual 
Avg. 

12 

Maximum Orchard 
Impact 
Pres. Proj. 

23 

10 

2 

93 

39 

7 

(l)Based on Department Projection using 
(2)Less than 1.5 km from plant site. 
(3)EPA Projections at 2.8% S coke. 

Air Quality 
Standards 
State EPA 

1300 1300 

260 365 

60 80 

EPA 
Significant 
Deterioration 
Increment 
Allowed Used(3) 

700 51 

100 36 

15 3 
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Alternatives 

l. Present 

2. Dry 

Table 3 

so2 Air Quality Impact Alternatives 
(ug/m3) 

Max. 3 hr. Avg. Max. 24 hr. Avg. 
Max. Max. Max. Max. 
Impact Orchard Impact Orchard 
Point(l) Impact Point(l) Impact 

59 23 41 10 

110 93 77 39 
Scrubber (D.S.) 

3. D.S. to 70% 143 37 100 16 
so2 control 

4. & 5. 73 23 51 10 
D.S. and 95% 
so2 Control 

Annual 
Max. Max. 

Impact 
Point(l) 

12 

15 

15 

12 

Orchard 
Impact 

2 

7 

3 

2 

(].)Less than 1.5 km from plant site based on EPA projection at 2.8% S Coke. 



ADVANTAGES 

TABLE 4 

ALTERNATIVE l 

Ho CHANGE 

1, No INCREASE IN PARTICULATE OR FLUORIDE AIR EMISSIONS, 

DISADVANTAGES 

l, POTENTIAL 50% INCREASE IN S02 AIR EMISSIONS AND AIR 
QUALITY LEVELS BECAUSE OF INCREASING SULFUR CONTENT OF 
COKE, 

2, RAISES CONCERN AS TO ADVERSE EFFECTS OF S02 INCREASE ON 
ORCHARDS, 

3, EXCEEDS FEDERAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGE GUIDELINES FOR 
FLUORIDE AND SUSPENDED SOLIDS TO COLUMBIA RIVER BY 500% 
AND 300% RESPECTIVELY, 

4, CONTINUE LAND DISPOSAL OF 720 CU, FT/DAY OF WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT SLUDGE, 

5, CONTINUE TO WASTE COSTLY FLUORIDE TO THE RIVER WHICH 
COULD BE RECYCLED, 



ADVANTAGES 

TABLE 5 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

DRY PRIMARY SCRUBBER 
(COMPANY PROPOSAL) 

l, REDUCE DISCHARGE OF FLUORIDE AND SUSPENDED SOLIDS TO 
RIVER BY 43% AND 75% 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) 

DISADVANTAGES 

1, POTENTIAL J.80-240% INCREASE IN S02 AIR EMISSIONS AND 
AIR QUALITY LEVELS OVER PRESENT LEVELS, 

2, USE 36% OF FEDERAL PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT AIR 0UALITY 
DETERIORATION (PSD) INCREMENT NEAR PLANT SITE, 

3, RAISE CONCERN AS TO ADVERSE EFFECTS OF S02 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), 



ADVANTAGES 

TABLE 6 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

DRY PRIMARY SCRUBBER WITH 
70% EFFICIENT S02 SCRUBBER 

1, REDUCE DISCHARGE OF FLUORIDE AND SUSPENDED SOLIDS TO 
RIVER BY 43% AND 75% 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 S02 AND AIR QUALITY LEVELS 
TO 60-90% OVER PRESENT LEVELS (COMPARED TO ALTERNATIVE 
2), 

DISADVANTAGES 

l, USE 59% OF PSD INCREMENT BECAUSE OF INCREASED AIR 
QUALITY IMPACT NEAR PLANT SITE, 

2, RAISE CONCERN AS TO ADVERSE EFFECTS OF S02 INCREASE ON 
ORCHARDS, 

3, 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), 

4, INCREASED COST FOR S02 SCRUBBER, (EPA ESTIMATED $400,000) 



ADVANTAGES 

TABLE 7 

ALTERNATIVE 4 

DRY PRIMARY SCRUBBER WITH 
95% EFFICIENT S02 SCRUBBER 

l, REDUCE DISCHARGE OF FLUORIDE AND SUSPENDED SOLIDS TO RIVER 
BY 43% AND 75% 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, 

5, REDUCE POTENTIAL S02 INCREASE IN EMISSIONS AND AIR QUALITY 
LEVELS TO NEAR 0% (MAXIMUM 597a INCREASE) (COMPARED TO 
ALTERNATIVE 1, 2, AND 3), 

6, USES ONLY 10% OF PSD INCREMENT, 

7, MINIMIZE CONCERN FOR ADVERSE EFFECTS OF S02 ON ORCHARDS TO 
GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE, 

DISADVANTAGES 

l, 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' 
VARIENCE), 

2, RELATIVELY HIGH COST FOR 95% EFFICIENT S02 SCRUBBER (DEQ 
ESTIMATED $3 TO $5 MILLION), 

3, MAY CREATE SOME NEW SLUDGE AND WASTEWATER STREAM DISCHARGES 
FROM S02 SCRUBBER, 



ADVANTAGES 

TABLE 8 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

DRY PRIMARY SCRUBBER WITH 
95% EFFICIENT so? SCRUBBER AND 

RECYCLED SECONDAR SCRUBBER WATER 

l, ELIMINATE LAND DISPOSAL OF 720 CU, FT/DAY OF WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT SLUDGE, 

2, SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE MARTIN MARIETTA OPERATING COST BY 
CAPTURE AND RECYCLE OF FLUORIDES, 

3, REDUCE POTENTIAL S02 INCREASE IN EMISSIONS AND AIR QUALITY 
LEVELS TO NEAR 0% (MAXIMUM 59% INCREASE) COMPARED TO ALTER­
NATIVE 1, 2, AND 3, 

4, USES ONLY 10% OF PSD INCREMENT, 

5, MINIMIZE CONCERN FOR ADVERSE EFFECTS OF SQ2 ON ORCHARDS TO 
GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE, 

6, MEETS EPA WASTEWATER DISCHARGE LIMITS (NO WATER DISCHARGE TO 
COLUMBIA RIVER), 

DISADVANTAGES 

1, RELATIVELY HIGH COST FOR 95% EFFICIENT S02 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, 

9, 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 S02 SCRUBBER AND SECONDARY WASTEWATER TREATMENT, 
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State of Oregon 
Route 5, Box 240 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Hood River, Oregon 97031 (503) 386-203'lo) ~ mi ~ n w, ~ fnl 

August 13, 1976 lJl\ I!; \!!J I!; U ~ I!; J1 
AUG161976 

Director, Department of Environmental OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
Quality 

1234 s. 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 
S02. 

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 activity 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, S02 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 air 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 air sampling sites. I have seen this build-up of 
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"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 so2 might do. I recognize that most of the researchers 
contacted by DEQ indicate that the so2 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. 

TJF/jk 

cc: D. Bailey 
Dr. Moore 
W, M. Mellenthin 

Sincerely yours, 

T. J. Facteau 
Associate Professor 
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ROBERT M. KERR 
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EDWIN J. PETERSON 
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ARDENE.SHENKER 

CHAS. R.HOLLOWAY, Ill 

PAUL R. DUDEN 

STEPHEN R. FRANK 

WM. G.SHERIDAN.JR. 

E. RICHARD BODYFELT 

MICHAEL J. GENTRY 
FARRAND M. LIVINGSTON 

BARRY M. MOUNT 

ROGER K. STROUP 

WILLIAM W. KINSEY 

TOOZE JrERR PET;ERSO:N MARSHALL & SHE:N:U:ER 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

801 STANDARD PLAZA 

1100 S. W. SIXTH AVENUE 

PORTLAND,OREGON 97204 

TELEPHONE (503) 223-5181 

.August 4, 1976 

Department of Environmental 
Quality 

1234 S,W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention Mr. Jack A. Payne 

Re: Martin Marietta - AQ File 33-0001 
Our File: 22 88-d 

Enclosed is a copy of Dr. Clarence C. Gordon's report 
following his most recent visitation to The Dalles, 

EARLE P. SKOW 

OF COUNSEL 

LAMAR TOOZE,SR. 
1895-1971 

Oregon, for the purpose of making an assessment 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, 

cc - Wasco c n y Fruit & 

Produce League 
Attention Donald Evans 

Enclosure 
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TESTIMONY TO THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
ON THE POTENTIAL I NCR EASE OF PLANT DAMAGE IN THE DALLES, OREGON, AREA 

DUE TO HF + SOz FUMIGATION WHEN AND IF THE MARTIN MARIETTA ALUMINUM PLANT 
CHANGES ITS WET SCRUBBING SYSTEM FOR A DRY SCRUBBING SYSTEM 

by 

C. C. Gordon* 

My name is C. C. Gordon, and I reside at 1650 Madeline Avenue, Missoula, 

Montana. Since 1969 I have, on numerous occasions, visited The Dalles, Oregon, 

area fort.he purpose of collecting damaged vegetation samples (primarily 

ponderosa pine samples) which were brought back to the University of Montana 

Environmental Studies Laboratory for chemical and histological analysis. 

From the data obtained from the analysis of this vegetation, as well as 

from my field examination of the vegetation of The Da 11 es, Oregon, area, I 

have presented testimony in litigation 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 damage 

to the ponderosa pine foliage and trees and how this damage to the foliage 

occurs from HF fumigation and the acid precipitation (HF·HzO) which was 

occurring in The Dalles, Oregon, area. 

My testimony today to the Oregon DEQ relates to some of my past findings 

bl,!t primarily will dwe 11 on a current field and laboratory study carri.ed 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 S02 into the already polluted 

atmosphere of The Dalles, Oregon, area. I utilize the word ''additional'' so2 

since the sulfur data obtained from our analyses of foliage collected in June 

*Professor of Botany and Director of the University of Montana Environmental Studies 
Graduate Program 
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of this year adequately demonstrate that excessive atmospheric sulfur concen­

trations are present in the area of The Dalles, Or~gon, and are accumulating 

in foliage of various species of plants located in some of the areas of The 

Dalles where fluoride is already causing most of the damage to foliage. The 

addition of l½ more tons of,S0
2 

emitted into the atmosphere of this area each 

day, if and/or when the Martin Marietta Aluminum Plant is allowed to install 

a dry scrubbing system vs. their current wet scrubbinq system, is potentially 

a very serious situation which should be given considerable thought by the DEQ 

personnel. While I have not in the past believed, nor do I currently believe, 

that Martin Marietta Aluminum's fluoride-containing effluents being dumped into -------------~-------·--~-- ------------- --~ ---~ ----~----··' 

the Columbia River are either beneficial nor non-harmful to the aquatic flora 
------·- ---------- ---c . - . :, ·- --------

and_Ja.una__Q_L_th.at river, it is my belief from past and current studies on -- ------------·---------
seven other primary aluminum plants operating in the United States and West 

Germany that the installation of adequate settling ponds for the current 

effluents at the Martin Marietta Aluminum plant site would be biologically 

preferable to allowing additional phytotoxic air pollutants to occur in the 

The Dalles, Oregon, area. 

Just how serious the additional l½ tons per day of so2 emissions from the 

Martin Marietta plant would be to the damage of the vegetation in the area is 

not totally understood, since the effect could be just an added phytotoxic qas 

impact upon the vegetation, or it could very possibly cause a synergistic 

ef_i'.~c_t which would and could ha\e a much greater phytotoxic effect on vegetat"ion 

than just the added effect of increased so2 fumigation to the current HF 

fumi ga ti ons. 

In the current scientific literature there is a great dearth of information -~-=-- . 

on _th':_ proba bi 1 i ty and/or poss ibiJ i-ty of synergi sJi c_~s ?_fS_02 <1rid ~F 
-------- -

fumigation, and thus far from the data available, a somewhat conflicting story 
"---------------------~•-· --~--------,- -,c .• ,=-c-~-· -



-3-

is found between and even within investigators' writings. For instance, Mandl 

and Weinstein (1973), fumigating species of bean, barley, and sweet corn with 

0.30-3.3 ppm so2 and 0.67-0.56 ppb HF caused no more damaging effects to 

foliage than when fumigating the same species with O. 30 ppm so2 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 so2 and 0.7-0.6 ppb HF, for 27 days, found that there 

was indeed a synergistic damaging effect to the foliage of barley at these 

lower (3-4 times) so2 fumigation levels. 

A fumigation study by Matsushima and Brewer (1972), where HF and so2 were 

used in combination on Koethen sweet orange, showed that the damage to the 

orange plants was not synergistic but additive. Field studies by Bohne (1970) 

in Germany, while not considering the potential of synergistic effects of so2 

and HF damaged plants, does demonstrate that severe plant damage can and does 

occur when these two phytotoxic gases are present in the 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 Da 11 es, Oregon, Study--June, 1976 

A list of the vegetation samples and the location where collected in 

June, 1976, during my trip to 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 foliage of the 

plant species collected in June were manifesting visible leaf or needle 

necrosis, several species (i.e., cherry, boysenberry, Scotch pine, and some 

ponderosa pine samples) were free of visible necrosis on foliage parts. At 

several sites the amount of pine needle tip necrosis was extreme (¼ to ½ the 



F-36B 

F-37B 

F-38B 

F-39B 

-4-
I 

TABLE l 

F# and Location 

Klindt's place, facing plant, down over bank 

Same, facing away from plant 

Klindt's place, top of tree by bank 

Don Bailey's home orchard, collection #2, facing 
plant 

F-40B -- Klindt's place, down on the river, going to 
aluminum plant 

F-41B -- Klindt's place, top of hill by octagon building 

F-42B 

F-43B 

F-44B 

F-45B 

F-46B 

F-47B 

F-48B 

Klindt's place, top of hill by octagon building 

Klindt's place, bottom of tree protected by bank 

Don Bailey's place, side away from aluminum plant 

Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, Washington 

Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, Washington 

University of Montana control 

R. W. Hughes' residence and Lincoln Street, on 
drive to Sorosis Park 

F-49B -- 2 miles from aluminum plant, Cherry Heights Road, 
ridge east of Joe Fleck's house 

F-50B -- Same location as F-49B 

Ginko 

Ginko 

Foliage 

Lombardi poplar 

Cherry 

Holly 

Iris (tops) 
Iris (bases) 

Boysenberry 

Lombardi poplar 

Royal Ann cherry 

Cucumber 
Corn 

Peppers 

Ginko 

Ponderosa pine 

Ponderosa pine Ill 

Ponderosa pine #2 



F-518 

F-52B 

F-53B 

F-54B 

F-558 

F-56B 

I 

F# and Location 
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TABLE l 
(continued) 

Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, Washington 

Martin Marietta Plant, side toward plant 

Frank Toda's property, next to pepper gardens, 
looking 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 

F-578 -- At cemetery by Catholic church, l l/2 miles from 
aluminum plant 

F-58B 

F-59B 

F-60B 

F-61 B 

F-62B 

F-638 

F-648 

F-65B 

F-668 

Frank Toda's place, Dallesport, Washington 

Sorosis Park, east side 

3/4 miles west of aluminum plant on their property, 
close to chipper, treetop 

Don Bailey's home, shed, side away from aluminum plant 

Sorosis Park, west side 

3/4 mile west of aluminum plant, lower part of tree 

Don Bailey's home, shed,, facing aluminum plant 

Don Bailey's loading shed 

Pumping plant C, water tower, Cherry Heights, Mill 
Creek orchard (mistletoe) 

Foliage 

Scotch pine 

Scotch pine 

Ponderosa pine 

Scotch pine 

Scotch pine 

Ponderosa pine #l 

Ponderosa pine 

Scotch pine #l 

Ponderosa pine #2 

Ponderosa pine 

Ponderosa pine 

Ponderosa pine 

Ponderosa pine 

Ponderosa pine #l 

Ponderosa pine #3 

Ponderosa pine #2 
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I 

needle surface) on the older foliage (1973-74) in trees still holding these 

years' foliage. Because of the severe premature casting of needles (loss of 

normal 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 this disease pathology. A bar graph is 

presented in Figure 1 which depicts the percent basal needle necrosis at 

various sites in The Dalles. In similar studies (1972-present) of needle 

pathology supported by EPA, ERDA (Energy Research and Development Administration), 

U.S. Forest Service (Region I). and private landowners in West Virginia, 

Maryland, and Arkansas, we have found that basal needle necrosis is correlated 

with needle retention and premature needle casting of the conifers growing 

in polluted and non-polluted areas. 
✓ 

Basal needle necrosis occurs beneath the,fascicular sheaths of the 

needles (thus, nonvisible until the fascicular sheath is removed) and is a 

disease which was not studied by any air pollution investigators until 1969. 

Since that time, tens of thousands of different aged pine needles collected 

from pristine and polluted areas have been examined and histological studies 

have been carried out on selected samples of these diseased needles, To 

better explain this disease, photographic plate.depicting the basal needle 

necrosis of The Dalles, Oregon, pine is presented in Appendix II. One notes 

from these photographs that needles manifesting this disease beneath the 

fascicular sheath can be and often are totally green (no tip burn) and would 

appear healthy to an untrained observer. 

Foliage samples of pine trees were prepared in two different manners 

for fluoride analysis (see Figure 2 ). The foliage of one series of samples 

F48B-F53B, F56B-F57B, and F66B were separated into four different portions so 
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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. On Table 2 are the fluoride 

concentrations of the separate portions and whole needles of each of the 

samples prepared and analyzed this way. With other foliage samples (F59B­

F65B), the foliage 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 separately and. 

compared with the fluoride results of (5) the whole needle. On Table 3 are 

the fluoride results of these separate analyses, and in Figure 3 (bar graph} 

are the average fluoride concentrations found in these various needle portions 

for the 1973, 1974, and 1975 foliar growth. The 1976 foliage, except for one 

sample (F64B), was not separated this last way (sheath and basal needle tissue 

separately} since the sheaths of 1-to 2-month-old foliage is very difficult 

to separate from the basal 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 significantly 

higher than other portions of the needles as well 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 tissues 

of pine species are composed of short-lived cells (from living parenchymatous 

to dead sclerenchymatous cells in 90 days), all fluorides (except for 2 ppm) 

found in these tissues are there as a particulate fluoride and that portion 

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. 

. i 



TABLE 2 

THE DALLES, OREGON 
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 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 

F49B " 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 

F51B Scotch < None > 4.9 14.5 3.6 14.0 
Toda--Dallesport, WA Pine 

F52B " 266 498.1 160.6 116. 7 213.5 406.2 118.3 113. 6 
I 
~ 

Aluminum Plant D 
I 

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 " < None > 7.4 22.5* 3.8 
Cherry Heights Road 

F57B " < None > 19.3 58.6 11. 3 15.8 

Cemetery by Catholic 
Church, Cherry Hts. Rd. 

*Tips and Middles Analyzed Together 



TABLE 2 
(continued) 

THE DALLES, OREGON 
JUNE-JULY, 1976 

PINE NEEDLES SEPARATED INTO FOUR PORTIONS: WHOLE NEEDLES (WN); TIPS (T); MIDDLES (M); BASE+ SHEATH (B + SH) 

F# and 1975 1976 
Location Sp_ecies 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 " 8.6 17. 6 6.0 4.0 1. 7 1.6 2.7 2.2 
Cherry Heights Road 

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 
I 

Aluminum Plant ~ 

~ 

I 

F53B Ponderosa 9.0 17.1 10.6 7.3 3.4 2.9* 2.4 
Toda--Dallesport, WA Pine 

F56B " 4.9 14.9 5.3 5.1 2.0 2.2 1.6 4.4 
Pumping Plant 
Cherry Heights Road -
F65B " 4.7 19.9 3.8 4.2 0.9 1. 9* 2.3 
Cherry Heights Road 

F57B " 11.6 24.6 5.1 10.3 1.6 12.8 2.8 1. 9 

Cemetery by Catholic 
Church, Cherry Hts. Rd. 

*Tips and Middles 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 WN T -M- B SH WN T -M- B SH 

F-59B -- Sorosis Ponderosa 22.4 52.2 14. l 7.7 30.2 12.3 39.3 17.4 4.3 21. l 
Park, east side pine 

F-60B -- 1/2 mile " 29.0 71.5 ll. 9 7. l 24.0 25.8 51. 9 12.2 7.3 21. 5 
west of alum. I 

~ 

plant, top of tree N 
I 

F-61B -- Don Bailey " 6.8 -- -- -- -- 5.4 13.0 4. l 3.9 5.3 
home orchard 

F-62B -- Sorosis " 8. l 35,9 4.2 3.0 28 .1 5.2 28.3 7.7 3.3 15.2 
Park, west side 

F-64B -- Don Bailey " -- -- -- -- 11.2 24. 6 5.7 3. l 16. 7 --
home orchard 

F-638 -- 1/2 mile w~st II 20. l 63.3 6.2 9. l 27.0 19. l 39.2 8.2 6.3 18. 2 
of alum. plant, 
bottom of tree 

F-65B -- Don Bailey, II 8.5 25.5 4.7 3.2 18.2 7,4 15.3 5.4 3.7 12 .8 
upper orchard 

-------------------------------------------------------------------~-------------------------------------------
Average fluoride " 15.8 49.7 8.2 6.0 25.5 12. 3 31 . 0 8.7 4.6 15.8 

concentration 



F# and 
Co 11 ect ion Site Species WN T 

F-59B -- Sorosis Ponderosa 7.6 16. 7 
Park, east side pine 

F-60B -- 1/2 mile II 24.5 40.8 
west of alum. 
plant, top of tree 

F-61B -- Don Bailey " 7.3 14.4 
home ore.hard 

F-62B -- Sorosis Park, " 5.8 15. 2 
west side 

F-64B -- Don Bailey " 11.8 21. 5 
home orchard 

F-63B -- 1/2 mile west " 6.9 18.2 
of alum. plant, 
bottom of tree 

F-65B -- Don Bailey, II 5.9 14.2 

TABLE 3 
(continued) 

1975 
-M- B 

4.3 4.7 

11. 7 6.5 

5.9 2.9 

3.6 2.7 

4.8 2.6 

4.9 5.4 

3.8 2.4 

SH 

l 0. 7 

19 .8 

7.2 

6.9 

10. 9 

13. 7 

7.0 

1976 
WN T -M- B SH 

3. l 2.7 3.6 2.1** 

3.8 6.5* 3.3** 

2.0 4.8* 3. 6** 

2.9 2.4* 1. 5** 

3.8 2.0 3.2 3.5 3. 1 

3.3 2.8* 2.8** 

2.2 2.6* 2.5** 
upper orchard 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Average fluoride " 9.9 20. l 

concentration 

* -- tips and middles analyzed together 
** -- bases and sheaths analyzed together 

5.6 3.9 10. 9 3.0 

I 
~ 

w 
I 



Figure 3 

THE DALLES, OREGON 
AVERAGE FLUORIDE LEVELS IN VARIOUS NEEDLE PORTIONS OF PONDEROSA PINE 

. JUNE, 1976 . 
(SAMPLES F59B-F63B AND F65B COMBINED) 

50 - 49.7 WN = whole needle 
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M = middle 
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As one can easily ascertain from the data (Figure l), the percentage of 

basal needle necrosis of ponderosa pine foliage (Samples F-60B and F-63B) 

collected 3/4 of a mile directly west (down the river on Martin Marietta's 

property) is extreme, being 100% for foliage exposed 25 and 36 months (1974 

and 1973 foliage, respectively} and 98% for foliage exposed l3 months (1975 

foliage) to this very polluted atmosphere of The Dalles, Oregon area. At a 

further distance from the aluminum plant, such as on the west side of Sorosis 

Park a'nd 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 poilution problem. 

So that readers can ascertain for themselves just how prevalent 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 

average basal needle necrosis occurring to pine foliage in three other 

polluted areas of the United States and two pristine areas. It should be 

noted by the r~ader when studying this bar graph that the number directly below 

each bar for any given area is the number of months the needles were exposed 

to the atmosphere prior to being collected and studied by us. Outside of the 

loblolly pine foliage collected in the area of Magnolia, Arkansas, where 

bromine, chlorine (two other halogens like fluoride} and sulfur emissions from 

six bromine plants are killing thousands of pines and hardwoods, the severity 

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 Virginia, and 

ponderosa pine foliage in Billings, 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 S02 in the atmosphere will form acids (HF 

much more readily than so2, since so2 must be oxidized so3 -- so4). If Martin 

Marietta is allowed to release into the atmosphere any additional HF or so2, 

then there should remain little doubt in anyone's mind that these additional 

emissions will increase the amount of foliar damagg_J;_Q~!line trees from the 

increased incidence of acid rains. 

What I am trying to demonstrate with the data in the previously mentioned 

bar graphs and tables is that a very serious disease situation is currently 

occurring to the pine foliage of The Dalles, Oregon with the current level of . 
fluoride and sulfur pollution in the ambient air. Furthermore, I am attempting 

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 

conifer foliage throughout The Dalles, Oregon area, the most serious pollution 

damage to pines is occurring beneath the fascicular sheaths (thus hidden) from 

the formation of hydrofluoric acids and particulates in the atmosphere which land 

on and impact the needle tissues. 

Sulfur chemical analysis of the foliage of plant species collected from 

various 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, sulfur analysis 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 

Sample# Vegetation Sulfur (ppm) 

F-36B Ginko 1400 

F-37B Ginko 750 

F-47B Ginko 500 

F-3.8B Poplar 1350 

F-43B Poplar 1500 

F-42B Boysenberry 900 

F-45B Corn 2300 
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TABLE 5 

SULFUR DATA FOR PINE FOLIAGE BY DIFFERENT YEARS' GROWTH 

ppm Sul fur 
Sample # Species 1973 1974 1975 1976 

F-48B Ponderosa pine 1650 1050 1050 700 

F-49B " " 800 500 500' 450 

F-50B " " 1300 ·1150 500 

F-51 B Scotch pine 250 300 350 

F-54B " " 400 750 

F-55B " " 650 550 450 450 

F-56B Ponderosa pine 500 400 700 550 

F-57B " " 1050 950 750 

F-58B Scotch pine 800 950 900 

F-59B Ponderosa pine 1550 1550 1450 750 

F-60B " " 900 900 900 700 

F-618 " " 800 850 800 600 

F-62B " " 600 550 750 750 

F-66B " " 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 foliage or where 

(upper or lower crown of tree) on the tree collected, ranges from 400 to 600 

ppm and that 500: 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 

contained sulfur concentrations ranging from 350 ppm to 1650 ppm. On Tables 

4 and 5 and Figure 5 are presented the sulfur accumulation levels found in 

ponderosa pine foliage, as well as in other foliage collected in June of this 

year in The Dalles. Special note should be taken by the reader of the sulfur 

as well as the fluoride levels in ginko foliage (Samples F-36B 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 collected. On this table (4) one also 

notes that the pine foliage of six samples collected from various areas of the 

Dalles area contain 800 ppm and greater levels of sulfur, which are considered 

by us to be indicative of so2 atmospheric pollution problems. Of special 

interest in both sulfur and fluoride accumulation are the two pine foliage 

samples from Sorosis Park collected on the east and west sides of the park. 

One notes that both the sulfur levels and, to a lesser degree,the fluoride 

levels in the foliage from the east side of the park are significantly higher 

than those found in foliage 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-37B II 95.4 

F-47B II 1.2 

F-38B Poplar l 00.0 

F-43B II 41.8 

F-39B Cherry (Royal Ann}: old leaves l 0.1 
II II II young leaves 6.4 

F-44B Cherry (Royal Ann): old leaves 6.7 

F-40B Holly 157.5 

F-418 Iris: top of leaves (burnt) 181 . 0 
II : base of leaves 50.2 

F-42B Boysenberry 309.0 

F-45B Cucumber 35.0 
II Corn 5. l --

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 Marietta Plant's pollutants) by tall broadleaf and 

ponderosa pine trees on adjacent private 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 S02 atmospheric levels in that area. 

While no excessive levels of sulfur were found in conifer samples (Scotch 

and ponderosa pine) collected 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 pine sample (F-54B) next to the Dallesport Elementary School that 

this elementary school playground is being more severely fumigated by Martin 

Marietta Aluminum Plant fluoride emissions than are the vegetable crops of Frank 

and Marguerite Toda (Dallesport, Washington), which are manifesting fluoride­

caused 1 eaf necrosis. 

Summary 

While it may very well be difficult to argue currently that the addition 

of l 1/2 or more tons of so2 released/day into the atmosphere of The Dalles will 

cause an increased synergistic impact effect rather than an increased additive 

impact effect, it is by no means difficult to adequately demonstrate that serious 

vegetation damage is occurring 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 Dallesport, Washington, over what is 

occurring today. Indeed, it is extremely surprising to me that the question 

of allowing Martin Marietta to increase their phytotoxic emissions is even 

being considered by the Oregon DEQ until that department prepares an 

Environmental Impact Statement for these additional gases for the citizens of 

Dallesport, Washington, and The Dalles, Oregon. Furthermore, the fact that 

additional so2 emissions in The Dalles, O.regon, and Dallesport, Washington will 

cause an increase in significant airshed deterioration to occur is sufficient 

reason alone for denying the Martin Marietta 
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EFFECTS OF HYDROGEN FLUORIDE AND SULPI-IUR 
DIOXIDE ALONE AND IN COMBINATION ON SEVERAL 

SPECIES OF PLANTS* 

RICHARD H. MANDL, LEONARD H. WEiNSTEIN & MONICA KEVENY 

Boyce Thompson /11stir11re, Yonkers;. New York 10706, USA 

ABSTRACT, 

Benn, barley and sweet corn were exposed separately to charcoal-filtered air, 
hydrogen fluoride (HF), sulphur dioxide (S0 2), and a combination of the two 
pollutants. In two experiments, plants were exposed to 0·0005--0·0007 mg F/m' 
(0·0006-0·0009 ppm), to O· I 5 or 0·30 ppm (0·40 or 0·79 mg/111 3) S02, and to the 
combined pollutants for 7 days. Lower concentrations of s6 2 were used in two other 
experiments, viz. 0·06 to 0·08 ppm (O· I 6-0·2 l mg/111 3) aniexposures were made for 
21 days. When high concentrations of S0 2 were used, ~i±vere injury occi;r,ed 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 2 , 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, foliar 
accumulation of fluoride was reduced by ti;, combination o/,S0 2 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 phytotoxic 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 Meriser & Heggestad (I 966) 

I 

"' l~rcscnted at lhe Second International Congress of Plant Pathology, University of Minneapolis, 
Mmnesota, USA, 4-12 September 1973 (Session 12, Section 2, Paper 4). 
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rcporlcd lh~l subthrcsholci concentnilions of SO 2 and 0 3 produced an ozone type 
or foliar injury on tobacco greater lhan the additive effects or pollutants alone. 
They suggested that this combination of pollutants lowered the threshold for 
injury and !hat the en·ec[ was synergistic. Other investigators have confirmed their 
results for tobacco (Grosso cl al., 1971; MacDowall & Cole, 1971; Matsushima, 
1971; Menser cl al., 1973), and other species of plants (Applegate & Durant, 
1969; Dochinger cl al., 1970; Jaeger & Banfield, 1970; Banfield, 1971; Grosso 
Cl al., 1971; Malsushima, 1971; Houston & Stairs, 1972; Tingey et al., 1973). 
Mix lures of NO 2 and S02 (Tingey et al., 1971 a) and of NO 2 and O 3 (Matsushima, 
1971) have also been reported to produce more foliar injury on several plant 
species than the additive eITects of the individual pollutants alone. Injury produced 
by mixtures ofSO 2 and .0 3 , however, may be no greater than additive or even less 
than additive (de Koning & Jegicr, 1970; Tingey et al., 1971b; Keller, 1973). 
Similar results have also been shown_for the effects of HF in combination with 
other pollutants. Hitchcock et al. (1962) did not find an interaction when gladiolus 
plants were exposed lo HF and SO 2 and to HF and hydrocarbons, and Matsushima 
& Brewer (1972) found no interactive eITects in citrus exposed to HF and SO 2 • 

Because I-IF and S0 2 comnrnnly occur together in certain industrial emissions, 
a series or experiments was carried out to determine possible interactive effects of 
HF and SO, at concentrations near the threshold for foliar injury on several. 
species of plants. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Plant culture 
Three species or plants were used in the first three experimeflts: barley (Hordewn 

culgare L. cv. Dickenson), sweet corn (Zea mays L. cv. Marcross) and bean 
(Plwseolus vulgar is L. cv. Pinto). Between 50 and 70 seeds of barley and six seeds 
or corn and bean were sown in Hn artificial peat-vermic,;:ufite mix (Jiffy Mix, 
Zonolile Corp .. W. R. Grnce & Co.) in IO cm peat pots and grown in a greenhouse 
supplied 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 IO g/1). Plants were watered daily with·tap water while in the greenhouse 
and three til11es a day with deionised water while i11 the fumigation chambers. In a 
fourth experiment, seeds of two sweet corn cultivars (,Marcross and Surccross) 
were sown and maintained as described above, but were thinned to two plants a 
pot arter germination. ' 

Enciro11me11tal condirions 
All fumigations were carried out in control!ecl environment fumigation chambers 

(Controlled Environmei1ls, PGW-J8 (modified), Winnipeg, Canada) under the 
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following set of conditions: temperature, 24°C; relative humidity, 70%; light 
intensity, total 25·4 Klux (1980, I JOO, and 660 11w cm- 2 at 400-500, 600-700 and 
700-800 ml', respectively). Mixture of cool-white ffuorescent and incandescent. 
Photoperiod, I 6 h/day. 

,I • 

.F11111igafio11 prncedureS aiu/ air analysis 
: Desired concentr;itiohs, of HF were generated and maintained by volatilisation 

of aqueous HF solutions withheated air (Mand] el al., 1971). The concentration of 
HF within the fumigation chambers was rnonitor'ecl by means of a paper tape 
sampler adjusted to one-hour sampling intervals (Mandi et al., 1971) and analysed 
for fluoride with a specific ion electrode (lntersociety Committee, l972a). Desired 
concentrations of SO 2 were obtained by metering 2 % SO, (v/v) in'nitrogen through 
d micro-flow needle valve. The concentration of SO 2 within the fumigation 
chambers was monitored continuously with a conductometric analyser (Scientific 
Industries SO 2 Monitor, Mode I 67, Mineola, NY). The concentrations of pollutants 
and durations of exposure used in each of the four experiments· are shown ii/ 
Table I. 

TABLE 1 
PLANT SPECIES, AGE 01' PLANTS AT THE EIEGJNNINO OF THE EXPERIMENT, DURATIO,N OF EXPOSURE, AND 

CONCENTRATION Of POLWTANTS FOR EACH EXPERIMENT 

Experiment Age Length-of·, Treatment and concentration 

No. Pla11ts, cultivars (doys) fumigation 
HF (mg- Flm ')' (doys) SO, (pprn)t 

Barley cv. Dickinson 20 7 0·00067 ± 0-00019 
Corn cv. Marcross 0·00056 ± 0·00011 +0·308 ± 0·012 
Bean cv. Pinto ' 0· 336 ± 0·039 

2 Barley cv. Dickinson JO 7 0·00066 ± 0·00021 
Corn cv. Marcross 0·00049 ± 0·00015 +0·145 ± 0·010 
Bean cv. Pinto 0·150 ±0·020 

3 Barley cv. Dickinson 10 27 0·00072 ± 0·00009 
Corn cv. Marcross. 0·00063 cc 0·00006 +0·083 ± 0·012 
Bean cv. Pin lo 0·076 ± 0·011 

4 · Corn cvs. 20 27 0·00053 ± 0·00005 
Marcross and 0·00056 ± 0·00007 +0·073 ± 0·009 
Surecross 0·059 ± 0·011 

"'0·0006 mg f/m 3 ~ 0-00075 ppm. 
t O·JO ppm"' 0·60 mg S02lm'. 

In the first three experiments, ten pots each of barley, corn and bean were 
placed randomly in each of four fumigation chambers. ln the fourth experiment, 
18 pots each of M arcross and Su recross corn were placed on opposite sides of the· 
f~ur chambers. 

Symptom evaluation 
In exper(ments I and 2, a visual estimate was made of foliar injury on all species. 

In Experiment 3, injury on barley leaves was expressed as the percentage of injury 
. 'I 
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on c.ich plant. f n com, 2-cm transverse sections were removed from the centre, 
5-cm 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 
counlcd, In Experiment 4, 2-cm transverse sections were removed from the centre 
of the corn leaves, halfway between the centre and the distal end-, a11d one-quarter 
the distance between the cenlre and the distal end. The number of lesions on each 
section was counted. Marginal or tip chlorosis was estimated as percentage of leaf 
area aITected. 

Fluorine mralysis and Mstology 

At the end of the experiments, plant tissues we_re harvested and fresh and dry 
weights determined. Dried tops of bean and barley and leaves of torn were analysed 
for fiuorine (Intersociety Committee, 1972b). Selected tissues from corn leaves were 
fixed in formal-acetic alcohol, embedded in paraffin, sectioned and stained with 
safranin-fast green for histological examination (Sass, 1951). 

RESULTS 

Experiment I 

After 72 h of fumigation, marginal and tip chlorosis (3-5 mm) appeared at the 
distal ends of barley leaves exposed to SO 2 alone or in combination with HF. 
Within 2.4 h, necrolic bands appeared below the distal ends, and after seveh days, 
more than 50 % of each leaf was necrotic. No differences were observed between 
lrcalments cf SO, (0·30 ppm) alone and in combination with HF (0·0006-0·0009 
ppm). After seven clays, the older leaves of corn exposed to SO,, or SO,+ HF, 
had developed both 'chlorosis and necrosis, but there were no differences between 
trcat1i1ents, 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 b~~ause the plant samples were 
pooled. 

Experiment 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 between _exposures to SO, and the combination of SO, + HF. Older 
leaves of corn developed marginal and tip chlorosis after seven days, but again 
no difTerences were seen between the SO 2 alone or the SO 2 + HF treatments. 

, __ _, 



TABLE 2 
FLUORINE CONCENTRATION IN TOPS OF DEAN AND BARLEY, AND LEAVES Of- CORN PLANTS SEPARATELY 

EXPOSED TO CHARCOALwfJLTERED AIR, S02, HF, AND SOz -f--- Hf IN THREt EXPERIMENTS* 

Fluorine co11ce11trario11 ppm (dry wt) 
Species Trealme11t 

Experime11t 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3 

Bean Control 15·2 7·9 6·4 
so, 25·5 4·7 5·3 
HF 80·9 48·3 61·4 
HF+ SO, 96-9 31 ·3 79·2 

Barley Control 9·0 4·7 4·7 
so, 6·5 2·5 4·4 
HF 36·2 28·3 63·0 
HF+ SO, 30·0 20·8 52-6 

Corn Control I ·6 0·3 0·6 
so, 2·0 I ·4 . 0·9 
HF 15·5 2·6 9-6 
HF+ SO, 5.5 3·5 8·4 

·• Values for Experiments l and 2 represent results of pooled tissues and were unsuitable for 
statistical analysis. Values for 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 I (Table 2). 

Experiment 3 

( 

Severe foliar injury was again produced by SO, in Experiment 3, and the con­
centration of S0 2 was further reduced by about half (to 0·06-0·08 ppm). After 
14 days, barley leaves exposed to S0 2 or S0 2 + HF exhibited marginal and tip 
chlorosis and exposure to the combination of SO 2 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 S0 2 

and HF was greater than that produced by S0 2 and HF alone. Evaluation of the 
amount of foliar injury in barley showed that the effect of S0 2 + HF produced 
significantly more injury than that produced by the sum of HF and S0 2 alone 
(Table 3). 

After 14 days of fumigation, corn leaves exhibited an unusual symptom which 
occurred in much greater abundance on leaves exposed to the combination of 
S0 2 + 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-ofteri having a dark 
centre and surrounded by a dark green halo-within two or three days (Fig. 1). 

) 
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Fig. I. Appearance of lesions from upper surface of cv. Marcrq~s leaves (5 x). 

TABLE 3 
INJURY Of BARLEY LEAVES AFTEk EXPOSURE FOR 27 DAYS 
SEPARATELY TO Hf AND SOz ALONE AND IN COMDINATION 

(EXPERIMENT 3) 

Treatment 

Control 
\·IF 
so, 
S02 -I HF 

No. of plants 

557 
558 
566 
602 

% Qf leaf 
injured ( ±SD) 

0 
6·7 ± 5·3 

21·8 ± 11-3 
61·8 ± 4·9' 

"'Significantly greater than HF or SO2 alone (a= 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 S0 2 and HF was significantly greater than the sum of those 
produced by either pol!utant alone. Histological examination of tissue sections 
showed no evidence of microbial pathogens. 



( ( 

TABLE 4 
NUMDER OI' LESJQNS ON LEAVES OF CV, MARCROSS AFTER [Xl'OSURE FOR 27 DAYS SEPARATELY TO 1-IF 

AND S02 ALONE. AND JN COMDJNATJON (EXPERlMl:.NT 3) 

N11mber of lesions occurring 011 leaf at node number above growu:f Total No. Treatment lesions 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Control 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HF 2 9 52 70 75 13 0 221* 
so, 195 419 406 346 ]J3 15 0 1514* 
SO,+ HF 295 718 852 741 332 79 12 3019* 

- "'Significantly different (o: = 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 leaves was the most significant 

reslilt of Experiment 3, a fourth experiment was carried out under essentially the 
same experimental conditions except that two cultivars of corn were used--dv. 
Marcross because it was used earlier, and cv. Surecross because· of its greater 
resistance to HF (Zimmerman & Hitchcock, I 956)~and they were older. Bifacial 
lesions first appeared after 12 days on both species but, on cv. Marcross, the 
abundance of lesions w.as far greater on leaves of plants exposed to SO, + HF 
than with S0 2 alone, and on cv. Surecross, symptoms occurred only in the SO, 
and HF treatment. By the end o(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 S0 2 alone or by the combination of S0 2 and HF in 
both cultivars. Again lesions 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 treatments. The production of foliar lesions on cv. Surecross was far 
less than on cv. Marcross. There was also a significant decrease in foliar accumula­
tion of fluoride in leaves of both corn cultivars exposed to the combination of SO 2 

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 ch]orosis was estimated to be about 60 % greater for both 
cultivars in the combination treatment than in the HF treatment alone. None of the 
treatmrnts produced significant differences in plant height or in fresh and dry 
weights of plant tops of either cultivar. 
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Fig. 2. Effect of separate exposure to charcoal-filtered air, SO 2 , HF, and a combination of SO 2 
and HF on foliage of two sweet corn cultivars after 27 days. Lefl to right: S02, S02 + HF, HF. 

control for cvs. Marcross and Surccross (Experiment 4). 

' TABLE 5 
NUMOER or LESIONS ANO FLUORIDE ACCUMULATION IN FOLIAGE OF CVS. MARCROss· AND SURECROSS 

EXPOSED SEPARATELY TO HF AND S02 ALONE OR IN COMDJNATION (EXPERIMENT 4) 

Nllmber of lesions occ11rri11g on leaf al node number above 

Treatment g/'Olllld Total No. 
lesions 

3 4 5 6 7 8 

cv. /o,,forcros.~ 
Control 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HF 3 I 7 5 2 0 18* 
so, 219 129 191 148 7 2 696* 
so, + HF 985 1680 3075 2045 365 137 8287* 
CV. S/l/'t!C/'OSS 

Control 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S01 6 23 3 0 0 0 32* 
S02 + HF 48 194 459 156 8 0 865* 

* SignifirnnLly dilTercnl within rows (a= 0·001) and between treatments and control. 
t Values are the means for 10 replicate pots. 

Ppmn 

2·63 
19·32' 

2·57 
14·43* 

3·28 
12·43' 

1-48 
8·97* 

'· 
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DISCUSSION 

Exposure or barley and corn plants to 0·3 and 0·15 ppm of SO 2 in Experiments l 
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 
bifacia] lesions appeared on corn leaves (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 injur~ to 
that on corn cultivars (Experiment 3). The lesions induced by SO 2 on corn leaves 
resembled those produced by infection wjth Helminthosporium maydis or Col/eto­
trichum sp. and have not been found described in the literature. A similar symptom 
may, however, be inferred from the description of Guderian & Van Haut (1970) 
for initial symptoms of chronic SO 2 injury in monocotyledonous species on which 
diffuse green spots appeared which ]ater became necrotic. 

Accumulation ofF by plants depends upon 111any factors, including the species of 
plant, its age or stage of development and environmental factors, as well as the 
presence of other atmospheric pollutants. It was therefore not surprising to find: 
(1) that the greatest accumulation ofF was found in beans, with barley accumulat­
ing a somewhat lower concentration, and corn being by far the lowest and (2) that 
the greater foliar accumulation of F found in corn plants in Experiments l 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 perhaps paradoxical-that, in Experiment 4, the combination of SO 2 

and HF resulted in a significantly lower F accumulatio11 in corn than did HF alone. 
Most recent investigations have shown that relatively low concentrations of SO2 

result in decreased stomata\ resistance (greater stomata\ opening) (Majernik & 
Mansfield, 1971; Biscoe et al., 1973) and that HF induces stomata\ closure 
(Poovaiah & Wiebe, 1973). Thus, one might expect that the combination of SO 2 

and HF would induce greater foliar F accumulation. However,. because these 
effects on stomata] 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 
indt1ce stomata] closure or affect the magnitude of stomata\ periodicity (although 
stomata\ closure was not reflected by effects on growth). 

These. experjmcnts have demonstrated that one particular combination of SO 2 

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 
conce11trations of SO 2 in the mixture did not accentuate foliar injury, but the 
higher degree of SO 2 injury was sufficient to make evaluatio11 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. 
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Another problem in lhc interpretation lies in the extrapolation of these results 
(and those or others) to field conditions. Most studies on pollutant interactions) 
where en·ccts were accentuated or attenuated, were carried out with potted plants 
and with some degree of cnvironmcnta! control. Under such conditions, no attempt 
could be made to extend the duration of exposure sufficiently to permit the deter­
mination or the eITects or treatments on yield (i.e. production of seeds, pods and 
cars). Therefore, the lack of any significant eITccts on the fresh or dry weights of 
tops or leaves in our experiments does not necessarily reCTcct possible effects on 
fruiting. The respo11se of cv. Marcross corn to SO 2-and HF alone a11d in combina­
tion when grown to harvest under Jield conditions will be the. subject of a later 
paper. 
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Influence of Sulfur Dioxide and Hydrogen Fluoride 
as a Mix or Reciprocal Exposure 
on Citrus Growth and Developme~t 

Jiro Matsushima and R. F. Brewer· 
University of California, Riverside 

The influence of exposure to mixtures of SO2 and HF on Koethen sweet ·orange and 

mixtures and alternate exposure to these gases on Sc;itsuma mandarin ~ere 

tested using a rotating fumigation greenhouse. Effects of HF~S02 mixtures on 

linear growth and leaf area cf Koeth2:n orange were additive, not synergistic. 
No necrosis was observed on Koethen oranges exposed to HF, SO2, or a mixture 
of HF and S02• Effects of the mixture on chlorosis of Satsuma mandarin foliage 
was also·not synergistic. No- significant difference in linear growth of _Satsuma 

mondarin was found among all treatments. Alternate exposure to S02 followed 
by HF produced no synergistic iniury ta Satsuma mandarin. Satsuma mandarin 
appeared more sensitive than Koethen orange to HF, 502, and mixtures of these 
two gases using degree of chlorosis and leaf abscission as the criteria of sensi­

tivity. If linear growth and leaf area wer~ the principal criteria considered, 
Koethen orange wou_ld appear more sensitive. 

Under field conditions more vegetation 
is frequently ::;nbjectcd to mixtures of 
po1\11tants rather than to a sin~lo pollu­
tant. Considerable infonnnlion exists 
in the- liLcrntui-e concerninp; the cITects 
of HF or RO:! alone on plants. Thomas1 

h:ts rcvicwNl this literature. Only a 
-f(',w 1·eport.s con('.ernin~ Ll1e influence of 
mixed gat:;c~ on pl.mLs have hcen pub­
li:-:}wd.1··~ Certain combinations of t.wo 
gases :1cting simult,aneowdy may pro­
duce more damnl,!;C thnn the sum of t.hcir 
i1iclividt1nl cffccL,;. This 1ihcnomenon 
is refrned to as synrrgisni or synergh-;tic 
eITccts. :O.Iensc•r nnrl I [p~~e4:tcl~ foun<l 
tlmt a mi:,.:ture of ~02 <lild 0 3 ca11scU 

syneq~istic mJlll'Y to tobacco plants. 
.Applega.tc- n.nd Durrant2 also found 
syneq;istic action of OrS02 mixtures 
on peanuts. 

It is nlso likely that plants in the 
fielrl may often be affected by several 
kinds of gases actinp: alt.crnately or in 
!'.incccssion a:-; well as individually or in 
mixtures. .:\II.C'1·natc exposure::; would 
occu1· when wiml direction flutd,wttcd in 
an area ne:1.r several ~omces oi pollu­
tants. Brewer nnrl T.1y\Qr5 found thnt. 
the d,unap;;ing; <:ffects of nl~r.nfat.e ·cx­
pu-=u1·e,;; of lemon t.ree,':i t.o IIF n.nd OJ 
were cqniY:dent- to the total e/Teels of 

Ef\!\/lF~Or✓ ~"~E~-!T/\L Ll8RARV 
Rm. -203/-\ Natural Sciences 
University of IV1ont"11a 

the two gases acting n.lone. :Matsu­
shima and Taylor,6 hmrever, found that 
the injury resulting from alterno.te ex­
posures to S02 and NO2 was not addi­
tive, and was highly dependent on the 
order of exposure. SO2 followed by 
NO2 produced very severe damage; 
S02 following N02 was no more damagK 
ing than SO 2 ·or NO2 alone.-- Mixtures 
of SO, and NO, were found to be highly 
synergistic. 

The purpose of this experiment Wo.s 
to deterni.ine whether combinations of 
SO2 and HF might also produce syner­
gistic effects and whether previous ex-

- posure to one of these gases might in­
fluence subsequent response of citrus 
to the other gri.s. 

Materials and Methods 

Two species of citrus, Kocthen sweet 
ornnµ;c (Citrus si'.ncn.sis) and Sn.tsunm­
mandarin (C. mislm) 1 were used in this 
experiment. Two-year-ol<l Koethen 
oran~e seedlin~s wr.re grown in po~s 
for 47 chy~ prior to fumigntion tre:1t­
rncnts in a grecnhou:,;c equipped with 
nctivatcd carbon filt.en;. Prior to bc­
µ:in11in1; the fuiriiµ;atio11s on ~fay 2G, 
all 2-_ycar-olcl lcaYC:-i were removed. 
:Sat:-alHIKI.. m~ndnrin trees, budded on 
trifoliate ora1i)!;e roob\-oeks the prcYiOH:-i 
winter, were abo !!r,own for scvcrnl 
1nontl1s priOI' t,o fnini~.llion in the carUon 
f1lt<·1Td ~reenhouse. 
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l 
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1969 I 
May 26 June 2 June 1., June 17 June. 19 June 20 June 27 

I l I I I 

I I . I I I I I 
Koethen~'.1) Control. '2\ S07. 3 HF, '1 M1xlur( ! 1Tot;il 
orange f-----'--ccl2~d-,y'--s-'--'-----'-==+'-1 e------1-l_d ______ __,I 23 

] I I ays days 

I · I 10-day I 

1
(1) Control, (2 S02, :3·. HF, •"4,' Mixture I int~r-

1 
!Total 

) 1 rupt1on· ,·. 15 
Satsuma 12 days I 3 days. l days 

mandarin \ (5)_ A!ternal1on I I I I . , ; , I I Tola! 
S02 : B days I HF: 4 days I I S02: 2 day;, I HF· l 15 

figure 1. Schedule of fumigation treatments. 

The schedule of fumigrttion tre[l.t­
ments arc i:;hown in Figure 1. The 
fumigntion periods were 2:3 day~ for 
Kocthen orunf;!;C and 15 days for Sat­
suma mo.ndarin. A IO-day interrup­
tion in treatment followed 12 cbvs 
fumigation with both S[)ecies. Koetb;n 
orange and Satsuina rnamlnrin were 
simultaneously expo,"!ed to (1) clean air 
(control), (2) SO,, (3) HF, nnd (4) SO,+ 
HF (mixed gos trcn tment) in n four­
C'hn.mbered rotating fumigation gree11-
housc (Figure 2). Satsuma mandarin 
were also alternn.tely exposed to SO'! and 
then HF (treotment number 5). The 
periods of exposure were 10 days· to S02 

and 5 days to HF. Plants were moved 
about in the chambers periodically 
during fumigation to minimize nny 
c'ffects of nonuniform conditions ·within 
the fumigntion chambers. 

The rot.ating greenhouses were 
equip}ied with nn ·automatic environ­
ment control system. Tempera tu res 
in the four chnmbers ,vcre kept at ap­
proximately 30°C. The concentration 
of S02 was effectively maintained nt 
approximately 0.8 parts per million 

11 day I days 

(ppm) or 2.3 m'g/m3 durin~ this experi­
ment, but the HF concentrntion varied 
from approxi1nately 2.5 \)arts per 
billion (ppb) or 2.2 µg/rn' nt the bc­
~inning of the e::-..11eriment to :ipproxi­
mntely 13 ppb (11.6 µ.~/m 3) at Uie encl of 
the e:q)erimcnt. 011 the successive dates 
(,June 4 nncl 5) the concentrations o[ the 
HF only treatment wei-e temporarily 
substantially hip;hcr than in the 80~­
HF mixture treatment as shown in 
Table I. 

All trees were selected for uniformity 
and eight trees were used in all treat­
ments. Koethen orange seedlings grew 
uniformly during the e:\11criment. 8nt­
snma mamlarin undergoes several 
growth cycles per year characterized 
by rnpirl growth flushes followed by 
teinpornry rest; unfortunately all of the 
plants m;,ed were not in the same growth 
phase, thereby making leaf area nnd 
internode length measurements of du­
bious value in this species. Leaf area 
of Koethen orange was mensur{;'cl ou 
t,vo matured leaves 10 cm below the top 
of ench plnnt on the fifth day after 
termination of treatmCnt, nnd 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. 

Sc1mpling date 

Treatment May 27 May 28 June 2 June 4 June 5 June 6 June 23 

HF 2.3 
2.5 

7.9 19.4 13.2 12.8 11.6 14.7 
S02+ HF 8.6 17.1 6.3 9.1 10.6 12.4 

Table II. lnflu-ence of SOt, HF, and their mixture on Koe then orange. 

lnternode length 

Plant height, cm 

Trealrnent May 26" June 1l July 2 Aug. 8 

l. Control 51.0 G9.4 79. 7 97.0 
2. so, 53.2 66.4 73.5 106. 7 
3. HI 52.2 71.5 81.1 109.6 
4. SO,+ HF Sl.2 ,)4 ,5 ~6. 9 105. l 
F ve1lue 0.20 NS l.77 NS 2.,'3 NS 0.61 NS 

No visible 11qury in .lll trt:.·,tmcnts. 
·• 8e1-;inn1no\ oi tUm\L:L1uun. 
I, Li.!ll~;th ;( "Nidlll ur ie,1f. 

Mcty 
26• 

Leaf rela-
area," tive 

cm~ Length, num-
July 2 cm be, 

28.8 1.44 JOO 
25,9 1.33 100 
22.3 1.31 100 
18.3 I. 44 100 
22.7•1-'" 

c Si1-;n1 lic.:in tly \Ii fkre11 t ,l t 0.01 ll'Vel of prob.:ibitity, NS Nut -:;i~;n\fic~1nt. 
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July 
2 

re1a-
tive 

num-
be, 

205 
104 
110 

99 

F content 
in le<wes, 
ppm dry 

wt 

June July 
9 10 

4 6 
5 7 

63 123 
60 144 

lr]' •· --,Jed as a relative v:1l11e nhbinL•c! 
bS _,rnlliplyin~ thr lrogth in 1•pnti­
mcters bs the wid1h in cent.imetcr~. 
AL the he~inninµ: (Jr kl'nt.mrnt., icaf 
nrca8 were not. mc:isured llC'f'aU,-;11 both 
t.l1c trees ancl their leaf si;r,e on n crrlain 
lc:if po:-::ilio11 were apparently llliiform. 
lnkrnotlc length wns obtained tls the 
quotient of plant }wight di,--ilkil \i\· 
lcnf nmnber. Afte1· ·the fumigatio;t 
treatments all tree:-; were kept in a 
c:ubo11 filtered greenhouse. for npproxi-
1nntcly G weeks for pcriodie obscrni­
tion. 

Fluorine contents of lc:wes were de­
termined scrniantomatically w::inµ; an 
auto annly:zcr a1Hl proccc.lures SU[:!;p;e:c;bxl 
by "~ein~tcin and a;:;~ociatcf!.7 

Results and Discussion 

Koethen Sweet Ori'lnge 

No visihle injury and no leaf nbsri:-,­
sion were 0bserYed on Kodhen orange 
as a result of any of the tl'ent1nents used 
during thi:-, experiment. According to 
l3rewcr,8 fluorine inclucrd chlorositi usu­
ally nppenrc<l , on Cnliforni~t citrus 
folinge when the fluorine nccumnbted 
was in excc$s of 50 ppm in lenves. 
Leonore\ u11d Grnnes9 have reported 
young citrns len.ves developed chlornsi::; 
at 20-30 ppm fluorine in Floricln. Iu 
this experiment, Koethen or::rnge did not 
show any visible chloro::-;is symptoms 
even though n maximum fluorine con­
tent of 144 ppm F was found in leaYes 
exposed to the S02-IIF mixture treat-
1l1ent (Table-II). Using f'lyrnptom de­
velopment ns the only criterb, it would 
appear that Koethen oran~c is relatiYe!y 
insensiLive to SO2 and HF, both alo11e 
and in combinn.tion: ,vhen growth 
responses were considered the picture 
was different. Plant growLh was in ... 
fluencecl by these gases. All Koethen 
orange trees grew well nnd continuously 
from planting on April 9 to the end of 
the experiment on August 8. A I though 
significant clifference13 in linear growth 
were rccog11izecl a.mong the treatments 
on June 17 (a[tcr 12 day:; e-xposurn to the 
various treatments :rncl 10 days !'est 
period), maximum linear growth w::i.s 
recorded in the HF treatment, nt1cl 

minimum linear g;rowlh was obtained 
with t.he SOrI-IF mixture treatment. 
The obscrycd depre:-:-sing effects of S0 2 

on linear g;rowlh were consistent with 
previom; reports which indicated that 
linear ~ro\dh of Citrus nalsudaidai 
,...-as much depre~~cd by so~ in spite 
of the fact that no vi:-;iblc symptom:-:- of 
injury appcarcd. 10 ·H Linear growth 
w:u; ~upp1·c:-;scd almost a:-;- !Tlllt'h by so'..' 
alone a;:; it wns by t.hc combination of 
HF and 802, Diffcn.\11ce:-;- in linear 
grnwt.\1 rc:-;ultinµ: from thc:-;c two µ::l~c:~ 
were raU1C'l' sn1a\L It woulcl :ulpear 
from the restllt:-- oht:1ml'd in ~hi:-i i-:x­
perinwnt th:1t ;-;o far a:-; lillear )-'.;rlJwt.lt 
is concerned, mi.,:tmes nf SOt and lU,' 
wen1 not syncq.!;t:-;tiic b1tt simply :uilli-
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Figure z. Four.chambered rotating fumigation greenhouse, 

tive. These tendencies of linear 
growth nffccted by these gases were 
the same on July 2, 26 days n.fter 
treatment wns begun, nnd on the fifth 
<la.y after termination of treatment. 
To observe the duration of suffering 
from the treatment, all trees were kept 
in the greenhornm equipped with n..cti­
vated carbon filters for 42 days alter 
the end of fumigation until August 8. 
lvieA_surement of tho plants on August 
8, however, indicated thnt them was no 
effect. of these treatments on linear 
growth, or rnth~r slight promotion in 
these fumignted plants than in non­
fumigated plants. This would indicate 
the cffcets of SO2 and HF alone nntl in 
combination do not persist for any 
p:reat length of time, but might reniuin 
for one or two months without visible 
injury. 

Incroa.5e of linea.r growth without in­
crca:::e in number of lcn.ve~ in the IIF 
treatment is an indication of :1bnormnl 
growth in citrus. These results n~reccl 
wit-h a prcvimtt; report by Brewer12 

which indicn.ted that linear growth of 
~ix different varict,ics of citrus was 
tH·c.·olerat.cd by cxposu(e to relatively 
hi~~ conccuLralions. Short internod~ 
len.!.!;t.lrn t.o/.!:ct.hcr with minim1un linc~1r 
~rmvlh rc::;ull-ing from the 80~ treat­
ment indicated that sulfur dioxide 
tended lo dcpre::.:i linear ~rowlh but 
not prodlH'o the weak, :--pindly growth 
!lSSoci;d.ed with lhe HF l-rc:dnwnt.s. 
Growth ::.uppref;sion nbo resulted from 

exposure to a mixture of tho two gasesi 
but there was no evjdence of synergism. 
Since the individual effects of the t,vo 
gases on linear growth ,vere not the 
same, the net result:. of a rnb.::tnrn of the 
two would depend on the relative con­
centrutiom; of the t,vo gases in the mix­
ture. 

Leaf area mensurements ma.de on 
the fiHh day after the encl of fumigation 
indicated responses quite different from 
those concerned with linear growth. 
The differences of leaf size among the 
treatments ,rnre apparently recognized, 
and the differences of lenJ area. were 
highly significant. At the beginning 
of trentrnent1 Koethen orange trees 
had ubout 30 lcn.,·cs pel' pbnt1 nncl nt _ 
the end of treatment lrn.d about 50 
lea Yes. About 20 new leaves developed 
clurinp; tho treatment,, The uppermost 
2 fully cleye\opccl new leaves wern 
chose11 as indicators for asse~sinp; thede­
g;rce of <.brnngc rcsulti11µ; from. exposure 
to the yarious ~a.:::cs. Both SO:! :md lIF 
rr:-;ullccl in l'crluC'e(l leaf area and the ef­
fect::: of a mixLurc ·of tho two g;n:,es were 
additive. 1\rcwcr cl al1'! found thn.t. many 
citrus varietic:; were inc1·cascd in linear 
growt.h but dcprc~scd in leaf nren by 
IIF h1mi:-;ntion. The remits of thcsccx­
pcrin1cnts :ire cOn':'i.-;tcnt with thcBc 
reports. H is eYident t.hat kaf are,i is 
an extremely sensitin~ nml n1tim1in~ru1 
i11dic·ator for nw:1~11ri11g: the response 
of ci Lrus ,-;pecics t.o thc;;c gases. 

Satsuma M,indarin 

Intervcinn.l chlorosis was observed on 
mature lcn.vcs h1 n.11 except tho control 
tren.tments ufter aboi1t 10 <lays of 
fumign.tiou, but no acute injury (ne­
Crosis) was observed in Satsuma man­
darin (l'able III). The chlorosis pat,. 
terns on mature lertves in the HF treat­
ment were the s:une n.s prevjously re­
ported by Drewor,12 •13 bnt the degreo 
o[ chlorosis was not so severe. Severe 
chlorosis und necrosis patterns· of the 

• type rnmally considered symptoms of­
acute HF clamnge were not observed 

. even at the end of the fumig-n.tion (June, 
19). Approximately 20% of the total 
leaf area in the HF treatment was 
chlorotic. IVIild intervcinal chlomsis 
was also observed as a result of the SO1 

treatment, hut only a. few Ienves wero 
affected, With the mixturo of SO, and 
HF, approximately 4% of the total 
leaf a.rert, of mature lert,ves was chlorotic. 
It ha.s been reported by Solberg and 
Atlams1 that even with acute injury 
the aspects of leaf damage resulting 
from fumigation with S02, HF, and/01·. 
SO:: HF mixtures were microscopically 
indistinguishable in u11 species examined. 
In this experiment the chlorosis pat­
terns caused by the mixed gn..ses were 
indistinguishable from the pn.tOOrn pro­
duced by ·the individual gases, ,vhich 
wero also Similar, indicating t}rn.t visiblo 
chlorosis patterns would not bo n.n 
effective means of differentiating be­
tween effects of these two gases in tho 
field. 

On tbo \Yhole, the cl_egree of chloI"osis 
resulting from the Hli' trea.tment wns 
somewhat more scvcre thnu with tho 
SOrllli' mixture treti,tment. Tho con­
centmtions of IIF fouml in the II.F 
treatment chumbrr were temporarily 
blgher than that in the mixed J!;'.I~ 

chamLcr (Table I), and might explain 
the fact thnt less chlornsis resu\tr(l 
from the mixture thnn from the HF 
alone. However, F content of leave:: 
from the HF trc;1,tmcnt after 10 day:­
fumi~:1t-ion (June 9) was 32 ppm whilr 
t1mt of the mixture treatment wns :1'l 
ppm. .-\ month later, however, the HF 
len.ves contained GO ppm Ii' nncl the 
SO.:IIF leaves contained -12 ppm F. 
Ou ,rune n the 1" content of KocUH•II 
ornnp;e:-; rccclYin~ the HF and S02 + 
JIF treatments were G3 and 60 pprn, 
re.specli\"ely. By July 10 thoso vn\t1(•:­
liatl jncrr~1secl to 123 nnd l4"1 pp111, 
rcc;pectively. Dcp;rr-e of le:if abscis~ion 
was clo;,;cly correbte<l with t.ho deµ:rN' 
of elil()roc0i."'l. .:\bximnm :1list-i:•s-.;ion or­
curred with llF alone 1 hut t.he ~0~-111" 
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Table Ill. Influence of so~, HF, thi!ir mixture m1d alternating 
combinzition on Satsuma mandarin . 

leaf F content 
Degree of fall in leaves, 

Plant height, cm chlorosis rnteb ppm dry wt 
June 6, July 2, 

Treatment May 26~ June 17 July 2 Aug. 8 % area % June 9 July 10 

1. Control 30.6 39.1 50.7 74.6 0 0.9 3 6 
2. SOt 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. SD,+ HF 32.0 37.6 63.8 78.3 3,9 1.8 38 42 
5. Alternation 35.4 40.2 60.1 86.9 6.2 0 19 30 
F value 0.55 NS 0.!i6 NS 2.10 NS 1.24 2.65C 

a. Beginning or fumigation. 
b Spring cycle leaves. 
c Signilicantly diffE:irent at .05 level of probability. 
NS Not significant. 

' 
mixtures of S02 and HF are not syn­
ergistic. In no instance were the com­
bined effects of the mixture of the two 
gases more seYere than would be ex­
pected if their individual effects were 
simply additive. In some instances it 
seemed that the tw·o gases were some­
what less toxic when combined than 
when alone, but slightly different con­
centrntimrn of HF in the HF and S02-
Hli' treatments prevent accmate assess­
ment of this point. 

Sequential expo~ures of Satsuma 
mandarin to S02 nncl HF (treatment 
number 5 in Table -3) were designed to 
determine ,Yhether preYions exposure 
to one of the gase~ influenr.cd the sub­
sequent scnsitivif,y of tlie plauts to the 
second pollutant. Brewer and Tay lor5 

found that n.lternatc c-xposnrcs of lemon 
trees to HF one wec>k anJ ozone the 
next produced adrlitiYc- results, in­
dicating that neither g:is afTectcd the 
response of the phnts to the second. 
In this report the degree of chlorosis in 
the alternate (HF then Oa) treatment 
was somewlmt fos.-; thrm the sum of 
incli\,~idunl effect::; of HF and Oa. Ef­
fects on leaf abscission were exactly 
a<lditin~-- ~Iatsu:--:-hinrn and TaylorG re­
cently found the rffed:-, of mixtures of 
S02 and NO~ to he syncrgi:::lic ancl XOi 
following }iO~ nearly as toxic ns l-he 
syncrgi~tic mixl-llH'. The reYcrse order 
(SO~ followi11g; ::'\O~) of fumip;al-ion 
prodncecl greatly rcducc·d d:unage to 
sever.ti kind--: of n:~t·t-:i!ilt•.; indic-ati11~ 
that prcvinu.-: c.-..::rm.~nrc to SO~ rcdttc·cd 
the ~cnsit,iYit-r or l-\w:-,e plants to damage 
by :-.;o~. J ll l.l1is cxpcrin1c11t ('O?l'Cll-

Scptc-rnlicr 1972 Volume 22, No. 9 

trations of S02 and X02 were 1.0 and 
10 ppm, respectfrely. Degree of ne­
crosis was the criterion used as an indica­
tion of acute injury. 

Linear growth response of Sat,sumn, 
mandarin to these tre.'.ltments was· sim­
ilar to that of the Koethen orange (Table 
III). Alternate exposures to SOi and 
HF hnd no significant effect on linear 
growth of Satsu,na manclariri. Satsumo. 
mandarin was fumigated with RO~ or 
with HF for 8 days less than was used 
with Koethen orange experiments, but 
it is doubtful whetl1er a. significa.nt 
diITcrencc in linear growth would have 
developed eYen if the duration of expo-­
sure had been extended another week 
or 8 <lays, Failure of Satsuma. man­
darin td respond to thc::e treatinents 
so far as line:u growth was concern~rl 
is probably ·associated with peculiar 
growth spurts by Sat.suma mnnd3.rin 
followed by rest period-,. ::\'"o cliITercnccs 
in leaf aref\. among t.he trc:1-tmenb1 were 
found in Sat:suma m:1,ndarin. Drg;ree of 
chlorosis rL11cl leaf fall rate resulting from 
alternate exposures were also not sy­
nergistic. 

Sntsunm mnndarin would be con­
si<lcrcd more ~cnsiti\'e than Koctlicn 
orungo to so~, HF, and t.o the mixt.nrf'S 
of these ~a~es usine; dc~rr-e of ch!oro~is 
and leaf nbc::c-is:-io1i ns I he critc1 in of 
sr:-11siti,·itr. rr lin(inr growth nnrl h•af 
nrcn were the prinl'ipal criterir1 of injury 
eon:--iclerccl, Korlhcn or:111_t:;e would :ip­
pca.r more :-:cn:--ilivc th:111 ;-4:it:-:tnn:t 
m:11ir.!:u·in. Brc\YC'r12 h:1s, prc,·iou.,-dy nb­
:-;ervcd siniil:n rP:-::poHsP:: :unong; \':1l'ictic:-; 
exposed lo lIF ~;1s. 
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FLUOPJDES AND SULFU!l. DIOXIDES AS CAUSES OF PLANT DAMAGE 

by 

H .. Bohne 
Bonn-Bad Godesberg, Germany 

SUl',U,tARY: 11uoride ( F-) and sulfur trioxide (SO3) levels 
wer-e detennih~ .in three pollutea industrial areas where 
the t\110 pollutants had damaged vegetation. .The. appear-

. ance of the leaves was typical o·f F" injury whereas no 
lesiors indicated toxicity by sulfur oxides. Chemical ana­
lyses of the plants supported these findmgs. fluoride 
le,,.~ in gladiolus ranged from 3. 4 to S. 7 mg% and those 
0£ S03· from o. 77 to 1.15%. The author concludes that, 
by £a.r, the greatest damage from gaseous combustion_ to 

··• :· horticul~e, fa.rm.ing and forestry is caused by Y- con- . 
ta:zrlng co!'npounds, primarily hydrogen fiuoride. 

In -t:he ex1:ensive literature on damage- to ve-getation b}' air pollution~ 
su.Uur di...""Ccide is considered to be the most widely distribute.d and destruc­
tive agent {1-3).. This concept originated in the 19th century when damage 
appeared on fo::-e"st plants near industries where large amounts of coal or 
coke wer:a us·ed. At that time it was already known that,during combustion,· 
slll:&.ir :L, -co.al is transformed into 502 which passes through the smokestack 
into the atmosphere and reaches the fores ts: Jn ~ost all cases, the por­
tion o.f t:':!e trees facing the factories was mo··e heavily damaged than that 
on the opposite sides. Therefore, it was thought that_injury to trees had 
been b.rc:-.aght about by emissions of so2• 

'Il:::.is cqnclusion was further supported by the fact tl--iat the damaged 
portions of plants near factories contain considerably more sul~ than sam­
ples taken from non-industrial areas. The sulfux content decrea,ses propor­
ti.on.,.te:1:y to the distance i:rom the source of the.smoke. As indic~ted in 
Table ~ these features are as pertine.11t today as before. In sample-3 1 to 
3 the leaves from the portion of the trees facing the smOke contained more. 
su1£ur ti1an leaves on the opposite sides, In samples 4 and 5 the recorded 

· SOz vahtes decreased with increasing ciistanca from the factories. Since 
the abc--.re-described phenomenon recurred year after yea:r:> ~o2 was held re­
sponsible for the darn age~ 

~g the past 10 years r Compounds were found to share in the dam­
age wIUch had been forme.t"ly ·attriliuted solely to S02 (4, 5). In horticultural 
opa..ra&r.s in the Netherlands F- comp6uncls wexe recognized as the. major 

Frorn the Agricultural Chemical Labo:catory, Bad Godesberg, Germany, 
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TABLE 1 

Sul.fur Content of Leaves 

Sample 

I. On Side of Txee-?: 
1, a) facing factory 

b) opp:'lsite 11 · 

2. a) facing facto,:y 
b) opposite 11 

3, a) facing factory 
b) opposite 11 

It At Distances: from the Souice of Smoke 
4. a) 250 m south 

b) 1750 m south 
c) 2500 m south 

S. a) SOD m ESE 
b) 2850 m ESE 
c) 3500 m ESE 

1,87 
1.19 
0.74 
o. 58 
1.13 
0.92 

1.43 
o.41 
0. 36 
0,81 
o. 63 
o._s3 

cause of damage (6)~ Finally in 1962, Bohne ( 7) reported that gaseous pa:o­
ducts of combustion containing F- compounds caU$ed most of the damage 
in horticlU..ture, farmlllg and forestry. The following obs-e~ntions further 

, support this coricept:_ · 

Situation I 

Aftm·; conve.rsion of a brickworks from an annular kiln to a tunnel kiln 
and,. along with it, to the use of oil as [-uel, severe damage appeared on leaves 
of many trees :in the surrouniling gardens. Because of the clM.rly visible oily 
coating on the leaves, the damage in the vicinity of the factory was attribu­
ted to oil and to SO2 liberated during combustion. Severe, sharply defined 
areas of necrosis were noted on the margin of o.therw-ise bright green leaves. 
Depending on the plant species, tl1e necrotic lesions on the leaf margirs €X:­
hibited different shades of brown., which ,1,.·ere typical of F- damage. Ln gla­
diolus plants, red-brown areas beginning at the tips znd slanting to the cen­
tral portion of the leaves were evident. The leaves an the portion of the 
trees ;md bl?shes facing the factory showed 1nuch greater dam.age than on 
the opposite sides. Chemical a11alyses of the washed parts of the plan!: are 
p:resente.d in Table 2. Fluoride assays were carriea· out accord:i.ng to L°S.e meth­
od by Gericke and Kurmics (8). None of the samples taken at the end of June 
shO"w"ed a high sulfur content, whereas ~he F- le.vel in all samples was ll to 23 
tir.nes above normal (0. 5 mg%). Therefore, F- emissions must have be-en gen­
erated by thermal decomposition of the F compounds contained in the clay 
during the £-iring of the brick. 
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Phytotoxicity of p- and Sulfur Oxides 

TABLE 2 

Sulfi.U' and I1uorine·Content (D_ry] of Leaves and Needles 

Plant Type %S03 mg%P-

Plums [Damson) 0.36 7.3 
Apple 0.38 8,1 
Pear 0.45 11.7 
Hca::se-Chestnut 0.41 i;; 0 
Apcicot 0.41 10. 8 
Glailiolus 0.77. 8.7 
Blue Sp.nic_e o.54 8.6 

Situation ll 

139 

In another community the circumstances were more comp1e%. Faime-rs 
noted severe damage to vegetation. Beef cattle grazing on p?5ture became 
emaciated and/o:r died after a short illness. Residents complained of_ head­
aches and throat irritation during the first few weeks ·after they had moved 
into tlie area.. Emissions. from three neighboring factories, an electric power 
static~ a briquette factory, and an irori-refining smE!lter were considered 
the likely cause, and the d<lITl.age to vegetation was believed to be due to SOi. 
'l'he damage to beef cattle was attrihut~a to adcurnulation c£ molybdenum. 
dust :&:otn the iron smelter. 

Here again,· the injury to plants consisted of unusually severe brown­
colored ncc:Cosis on the leaf margi.,. The lesions were sharply delineated 
from the otherwise healthy looking portions of·the leaf. Gladiolus plants 
showed the typical p- injury described above. Gardens near the fi.ctories 
we1:e devastated in strips. Sevei:al kinds of cabbage which are intolerant to 
co:rnbustion gases were h"eavily damaged. The wheat in one -field was only 1/2 rn 
high at harves't time and had only small, narrow husks. Tabfa 3 pres_ents the 
analysis of plant samples. 

TABLE 3· 

Sulfur and fluorine Content of Leaves 

• 

Plant Type 

String-bean 
Strawberry 
Gladiolµs 
Lilac 
Hornbeam 
Wheat straw 

Volume 3 Number 3 
July, 1970 

1.36 
1. 00 
1.15 
1.12 
1. 00 
1.31 

mg%F-

97.l 
41.9 

3. 4 
60.1 
13. 5 

584.0 
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Bohne 

Sulfur oxides from the a:ir did contaminate the plants, but the col'\-· 
centratior.s were not high enough tO cause the mtusually severe Jam.age;:.: 
With a F- content of over 20 mg% (200 ppm} in the leaves- and with 534 mg% 
of F ... (5340.ppm) in wheat straw, F- poisoning of the plants was considered 
to be the cause of the damage. Th~ effect 0£ F- containing gases. on wheat 
kernels is illus-teated in Fig. 1 .. 

Lett, 

Fig. 1 

Comparison of 400 Gr.=!ms of Winter Wheat 
at Various Distances from Factory 

2, 5 km east of factory, OJ 02 :mg% r-, thousand 
grains wdg1llng 50,,2 g. . . 

Center: 300 m east of the works, 0.16 mg% Y-, thousand 

Right: 
grains weighing 42, O g. 
50 m east of the works, 2, 99 :mg% Y-1 thousand 
granis weighing 17, 1 g. 

. \ 
Calcium fluoride ( CaF 2) was used at the smelte~ as a flux in the pro­

cess of smelting molybdenum. Since the P- emitting foundry has :installed 
scrubbing equipment for the exhausts, only insignificant damage has appeared 
in the viCinity of the smelter. Bee£ c3.ttle is now. on pasture in ·the area .. 
without ill-effect. · 

The typical damage to gladiolus, the brown and sharply· defined margin 
on portions of othe:nvise green leaves and the gxeatly increased F- content 
of the plants pointed to F rather than 502 Uljt1ry~ 

Situation ill 

. Because of the presence of many coal I'nines 1 blast furnaces, efo-ctric 
st;itions and the high consuroption of coal by industty and by the ntlmerous 
households near large cities in the German Ruhr area, 502 :remain& a penna­
nent constituent of th£? polluted aU-~ Forestry workers consider the gas the 
major factor impeding the cuJ.t-ivation of conifers and hold it respons:ilile for 
its progressive decline. 
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ln the center of the Ruhr valley, inhabitants complained of heavy dam­
age to nume:rotts trees and flowers~ ln a lc.rge section nearly all chetry l-rees 
had died~ In another location, pine trees were in a ;leplorable condition. A 
nearby po·..ver plant which.emitted large quantities of 502 was held responsi­
ble for the d.~age. fr,, addition to gladiolus, pears, dam.son plums_,. apricots, 
~aches, birches, horse-chestnuts, currants and peonies were nffected. In 
m.any areas t}..roughout the whole region emission of concentrated gases of 
combustion. h2.d defoliated certaU\ plants in closely growing groups. Some had 
alrea:dy lest their leaves in June and many had died. 

TABLE 4 

Sulfur and Fluorine Content of Le2.ves 

No, No. %S.03 mg%J: 

Lilac 

1. 1.17 16. 2 
2. 'J..17 10.s 
3. 1.40 13.0 

Fear 
4. a) green part 1.17 10.4 

b) b~ck-brown edge 1.41 34.7 
5 a) green part 1.63 10. 7 

b) blnck-brown edge 1.63 23. B 
6 a) green part 1.29 12.3 

b J bl;,ck-brown edge o. 85 21.B 
Horse-Chestnut 

7. 0.98 15.7 
s.- 1.71 so.4 
9.- 1.64 29.2 

Pme Needles (2 years old) 
10. 1.04 10.6 
11. 1.13 14.l 
12 o.·99 10.B 
13 o. 82 B.2 

Table 4 shows the results 0£ a few assays of numerous others tested 
for sulfur and fluoride. The sulfur levels varied from o. 82-1. 71% indicatincr 
an inn-eas-e due to 502 absorption. However, on the basis of numei:ous SQ2 =~­
says of leaves carried out during the p.-1.st 15 years at sites vrithout S02- emis­
sion,. S02 cannot be held responsible for the lea£ damage. For example, the un­
damaged parts and the black-brovrn margins of the pear leaves of sample #5 con­
tained only L 63% of S03• Such levels of sulphur oxides were not sufficiently 
high to produce the severe bunts at the leaf margins • 

On the other hand, the leaves showed unusually high F""' l!:!vcls from re­
peated exposures to P- containing gases of combustion. 'W:ithout exception, 
the black-brown :margins of samples 4 to 6 exhibited a much higher F- content 
than the accompanying green portions of the leaves, 
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Fig. 2 

Effects of F- Emissions on the Growth in Thickness o.f Pine T:=-ees 
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'1111;· effect ·of r emission on the growt-b of the above-mentioned pi.~e 
trees is illustrated in Fig. 2. There had been no a.;sturbance in grD1Nth until 
1956 after a fertilizer factory, from which gases escaped during the decom­
position of raw phosphates., started operation. It was situated between large 
electric po-Ne.t: pfantsp At that time~ the growth in thickness ·of the pllles 
which had been uniforn1. up to that point, came to an almost complete stand-· 
till 

. • . . . 
s • 

The experien'c-e :in the three above-described situations indicates that 
where fluorides a11d 'coul.£-ur oxides are emitted simultaneously from indus­
trial complex.es, the major portion of the ~roage is du_e top_-•. 

L Went:7-"'l, K. F.: Dio Bede,.1,tung c1e,:-WalCC<"auchsel-J:c1en fur ai.e Forstwirts-c"haft.. ,. 
La.r.d,,,. Wocl,enblatt f, We5tfalen-Lip~ 44:2121, .1957. 

l.. Wenllcl, K. F.: Ra~-.ehaclen im Wald. L=des;:,ussd:uss f, Land.w. Forsem!l'..g, 
Erz:iehung, Wimchaf.-tsber-.1nmg belm "'Linisterium r:lr Eclhrung, L.mdwirt=haf-t 
and I'or.1tcr Noi:drhein-Wcs tfalen. Mc:,:-Platt 24:2-15, 1961. 

3, Khl;t:o, H.: Ein....~g in die P.roblzmstellung ile9 'Themas "R.auebcinwirlumg-ro 
i.""n Gartenbau". Forschung und Bet:3t=g,RC"~e C, 5:10-14, 1963. Lanilw. Ve:rhg 
lliltn1p/Wet1tj. • 

4. llolt..,e, W.: Uber .EJuorschaden an landviirtschaftl.ichen I.Ula g.=ten baul.iche:--r. 
GewRch!len il<=h D..ir.ger."littclfabriken.. Ber. D. L=C.esar.stalt £. Bode11Zlllt::t.-1J.11gs­
sehut::.. :No:cilrhein-Westfalen, Bochum 43-62, 1960, 

5. Ga;rbe-:r, K.: Zu:r Frage dc.r Emwirkungen fluorhalt-i~ Ve:,;bmdungen UT'I 
Gart.:mhau. Forsc:hw,g una Berati.wg, Reihe C, 5:J~-<a, 1963. La..ilw. Verlag­
Hiltruo/Westf. 

6. V;,.n ~y: Rauc:hei<rNkkun~cn in Holland, Fo:rschu.ng u..-,d Ueratu.-ig, Reih;J c. 
5;99-102, 1'163. l.andw. Verlag H.iltr,.1p/W"eltf. 

1. Bohn,.; It.: Ind-ustriellc Rauc:hsc:hlden durch Ilu=. Mitt. Dtscli.. Landwirt:-
9,ch.:ifugcs. 17:575-57B, 1962. 

B. Ce:cicke, S. a.11d Kurmics, B.: Bestirnmung von fluo::: in L"\n<:hvh:t..-.chaftlich 
widitigen Stof.fen. Landw. Forschung J:46, 19_51.. 

FLUORID£ 

\ 

! 
l 

I 
; 

I 
I 
I 
l 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
' 

. I 
•••.•~,""~• •~• ...... 7'•f''V.-~'?'•-·""' -=--~•~::'~.•~.' •,'\':~,•••••'••"'°:_:~~~.\ ,·• ,t! l'\+.► .. >,-,;-,:-,; •-.-•• r .S-i,.""•-. ~=--.• -••·""7~~0, "•""'""""'\ ~'l"y'.'~--~':':"~-•· :,"'.· •.,;,.•~--·-,·--.-.·· .. •_:-~• _·•,·!1;i 

I ,-

l· 

i 

J 
i 

I 
i 
I 



e 
ti! 

,tel-

:t 

o,,-,,<,cy.~,_.~:•,,~,~~•""""=~a,u,kC""'-•~S~C,,;,~-,s,C>=c.;,-,.;.,,,=,...;,c,"c~c•;_,,~CC;~<;=,',~,C,,,,J' 

' 

( 

( 

l 
! 

I 

I 
i 
' 

FLUORIDE CONCENTRATIONS FOUND IN Ni.SN SAMPLES OF SUSPENDED 
PARTICLES 

by 

R. s. Yunghans and T. B, McMullen. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 

SUM:rl"lARY: Based on ove:r 7700 measm::ements. for y- ion in 
24 hour samples. of suspended particle$ collected at urban sta­
·tions :in 1966 and 1967, the following statements can be made: 

1; E.ighty-sev~, percent of all rneasure-ment:s at urban 
stations showed concE?,ntrations below O. OS pg/rn3, the tltres­
hold of detectability. 

2. Thirteen measurements (O. 2% of u.rban samples) ex-
ceed l.OO;,g/m3; the maximum was 1. 89 ;,g/m3• • 

3. Ninety-seven perc~t of all mec.Surements at non-ur­
ban stations showed no detectable amotmts of P-. 

4. Three non-urban samples (0. 2%) contained r- concen­
trations exceeding 0.10;,g/m3; the maxinmm was 0.16;,g/m3• 

5., Mrocimmu F levels reported in this paper are well be-
- low most of the published standards for a 21 hour ave:t"age con­
centration of soluble F-, as HF (10 ;,g/rn.3 :in the tJ. S.S. R. 
and CzechOSlovakia, 7 µg/m3 :r,'Iontana; 5 pg!m3 in Pennsyl­
vania, 3. 3, 1. 61', and o. 8 µglm3 in -industrial, urban, and ru­
m areas, respectively, of New York State). T'ni.s Coos not 
refute th.e findings of special investigations ne<U" major 
sources that have clearly documented E!Xcessive levels and 
adverse effects on: vegetation and livestock. 

No geographic patterns of F occurrence are disce:rnible 
in the data. Meastirements ovex a longer period·of time 
will be needed before tests for trends can be applied.. 

Because of the bi-weekly sampling.s~hedu1e, it is unknown. 
whether any of the sites samples maintained concentrations 
£ox several consec\lti.ve days that would be ha'r.mM ·to cex..­
tain plants. In a few locations certain sensitive species of 
gladiolus possilily could be :injured (about O. 08 ;,g/m3 o-,er a 

- 5-week period). · 
Although -there are localized instances of deleterious ef­

fects from P- on plant and animal I.ife in prox:iinity to speci­
fic sources1 this sampling of diverse areas of the countr.y, 
both populated and nu-al, indicates that airborne 1: does 
not ro:evail. :in the gene.r_al environment at concentrations any­
where app:roachlng the curi"ent1y acknowledged thresholds 
that would cause concern for human well-belllg. 

From the D:ivi.s:ion of Air Quality and Err..-ission Data
1 

U.S. Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Senijce, Consumer Protection 
and Environ.mental Health Service, National Air Pollutio'l Control Administra-
tion, Cincinnati, Ohio • · 

,UOPJDE 
143 

P.r9cunted_;,.t Uw Soccr,d A.nr.u.tl Conforence of the LS. F. R., Ba.t-cel~, Janu.."U:)' l7-:?0, 1969. 

( 

1. 

~-

,· 

f •. 
(½ . ,. , 
,· 

.. '!-. 
;'.;. 

l 

' _,, 

I 
J 

1, 
I . 

I 
I 



( 

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. 
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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, mesophyll 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 needl~s). 

Photomicrographs #9 and #10: same needle set as in Photographs 
#7 and #8, but higher up on needle towards apex of needle. Photo· 
shows how tip of dwarf shoot bud has been completely destroyed. 
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-· Attachment C 
( GEO. F. EDMUNDS. JR .. PH.D ( 

CONSULTING BJOLOGIST 

,• 
30-4., CASCADE WAY 

SALT LAKE CITY 9, UTAH 
Julyll,1975 

TELEPHONE 
HUNTC!l 4,83~7 

Rc:-
'-C£1 >'£0 

JUL J , 
Mr. Douglas Ragen, Attorney 
Mi I !er, Anderson, et al. 
900 S. W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

'i l 
ANs-o 975 

. .............. F/[[ 

Dear Mr. Ragen: 

My study of August, 1974 on the ponderosa pine in the Dalles 
· area gave me a good basis for intel I igent evaluation of the pine problem 

in the area. 

Some specific details first. 

·---.--....... 

l. The pines near the Ken Fleck f/2 orchard show normal gro.wth except 
as fol lows: Three trees are 1 ightly damaged by mod.erate infestations 
of black pineleaf scale. A few pines are moderately damaged by winter 
1nJury. 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 condition. 
There is a slight amount of winter injury on the road side of the trees. 
See the three photographs. The needles o~ 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 I have found elsewhere in Oregon, Washington, Idaho and British 
Columbia. Damage to trees tends to be episodic. 

When my wife and I took increment borings from winter damaged trees, 
we found that they had strongly depressed growth rings at irregular intervals. 
A strong depression wculd be fol lowed by five or six years of increasing 
width. The frequency of these depressed growth ring patterns has not changed 
.i..'2. 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 
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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. Double 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 fluoride 
damage). This was the case near the Bruno Kroon orchard. 

I 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. I would like to see Roger Doerr (Z) and Fred Scholes 
both sharpen their eyes for this winter damage and the meteorological 
conditions related to it. 

There are two factors that make the ,~inter injury at The Dalles 
different than the other cold injury that I have been studying on 
ponderosa pine. First, these trees are not likely to be as cold 
hardy as interior populations. Secondly, the Injury I have studied 
results from frost pockets or "lakes" of cold air, a situation impossible 
on the Columbia River. 

have discovered that when twigs on. a tree are kill.ed by cold 
some of the apparent 1 y undamaged twigs break bud very late in the · 
season. Such buds open up into needles of variable length. I saw 
some of this in The Dales area and it may be that this is what Dr. Gordon 
refers to as short needle-long needle syndrome at.The Dales. Actually, 
I found no other type of •ne~dle development .that seems to fit such a 
description. 

I 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 I saw much higher scale populations 
than I have seen in the last few years and I 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 1 ived 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. 



State ot l)rei-:!,Oi 

DEPARTMENT o, ENVIRONMENIAL ~uM "_' 

. ID) ~ ®, I~ D VJ I~ Ill 
'· \ill APR 2 G 1916 

Ai&. QUALITY CONTROL 

Mr. Jack A. Payne 
Engineer, Plan Review 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Payne: 

Attachment D 

University Of Utah Research Institute 
Research Park 
391 Chipeta Way 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84108 
Phone, (801) 581-5226 

April 20, 1976 

Regarding your letter of April 14, 1976, you asked me to look over 
the projected sulfur dioxide levels whicn 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 low level concen­
trations. It is my understanding that cherry foliage i~ rel 9Jjv.e1y 
resistant_ to sulfur dioxide injury. In one study for-example it took 
approximately 2-½ times as much sulfur dioxide to damage or injure 
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. 

ACH:mc 

Sincerely, 

e. ~e~# 
A. Clyde Hill 
Director 
Environmental Studies Lab 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 

DEPARTMENT OF BIOLOGY 

Jack A. Payne 
Engineer, Plan Review 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Payne, 

Attachment E 
( 

April 20, 1976 

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 fur Immessions - und Bodennutzungsschutz in Essen 
Germany and reported by H. Van Haut, H. Stratman and R. Guderian. They 
list sweet cherry as intermediate in sensitivity with a long term (growing 
season to annual) threshold of about 760 to 1200 µg/m 3

• A closely related 
species (Prunus padus) is reported to have a 3 hour threshold 1830 µg/m 3 • 

The most sensitive pine trees are also considered intermediately sensitive. 
Reports in the United States indicate some reproduction (pine cone production), 
losses may occur at 86 µg averaged over the growing seasons. But this in­
cluded 5 to 10 hour peaks of 143□: µg/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 elsewher.e 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 µg/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, 

/);ft.~ 
Michael Treshow 

db 

SALT LAKE CITY 84112 

.. , 

·~· 
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T}NIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE 

BERKELEY • DAVIS • {RVINE • LOS ANGELES • RIVERSIDE • SAN' DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO 

STATEWIDE AIR POLLUTION RESEARCH CENTER 

Mr. Jack A. Payne 
Engineer, Plan Review 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Mr. Payne: 

Attachment F 

SANTA BARBARA • SANTA CRUZ 

In your letter dated April 14 you presented the "projected and worst 
case 11 concentration of S02 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 µg/rn3 or about 0,035 ppm. This concentration 
should not produce injury to plants unless it is added to a substantial 
background of sulfur dioxide corning from some other sources. I am not 
familiar with reports on studies of blossom 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 
annual averages would probably have little significance relative to 
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 little 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 µg/rn3 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. 
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!BOYCE THOMPS•N INSTITUTE FO~ !"'LANT ~ESEA~CH, INC. 

1086 NORTH BROADWAY 

YONKERS, N. Y. 10701 

LEONARD H. WEINSTEIN 

PROGRAM DIRECTOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL BIOLOGY 

Mr. Jack A. Payne 
Engineer, Plant Review 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison St. 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Mr. Payne: 

22 April 1976 

I have looked over the estimated S02 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 susceptible species can 
occur at a concentration of 0.4 to 0.5 ppm (1048 to 1310 µg m-3), 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 conservative data available are those from Biersdorf, 
Germany, where effects on yield and quality of spinach and gooseberry were reported 
where the seasonal (7~month) average of S02 was 26 µg m-3 (0.01 ppm), but these 
results included maximum 30-minute peaks of up to 4450 µg m-3 (1.7 ppm). Even this 
average is more than three time.s 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, 
Linzon of the Ontario Ministry of the Environment. 

Sincerely yours, 

Leonard H. Weinstein 
cs 



ROBERT M- KERR 
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WILLIAM W. KINSEY 

( 

TOOZE KERR ~ETERSON MARSUALµ & SRENKER 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

801 STANDARD PLAZA 

1100 S. W. SIXTH AVENUE 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

TELEPHONE (503) 223-5181 

September 22, 1976 

Department of Environmental 
Quality 

1234 S,W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention Mr. Jim Broad 

Re: Martin Marietta - AQ File 33-0001 
Our File: 2288-d 

! 

Attachment H 

EARLE P. SKOW 

OF COUNSEL 

LAMAR TOOZE, SR. 
1895-1971 

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 2L 1976. 

Very truly yours, 

~- ,// -~ 
~~an,rcrf":::. 
WGS/lm \J 

cc - Don Evans - Wasco County Fruit & 
Produce League 

Enclosure 



( 0. CLlll'TON TA-'i LOR, PH.D 

CONSULTING HOF!l'ICULTURl6T 

4 7 5 2 WI ND!!IOR ROAD 

RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92507 
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Report on a Survey of Sweet Cherry Crop 

at The Dalles, Oregon 

June 25, 1976 

At the request of Mr. Don Bailey, I participated in• tour of selected 

sweet cherry orchards on June 25, 1976, to observe variations in fruit 

set. At noon I joined Mr. Bailey, Dr. Facteau and two representatives of 

the Oregon Department of Environmental Ouality in the parking lot at the 

Wasco County Agricultural Agents office. Since time for the tour was short 

the five of us ve
1
nt in one car directly to the Erickson orchard on the ridge 

near the Ed Henricks orchard. 

Fr01ll the Erickson orchard we drove through the Wilson Meyers property, down 

across Mill Creek and up the ridge ta Mr. Bailey's h0111e, We visited a small 

cherry orchard an the vest slope below Mr. Bailey's home and stopped to 

ex.imine tbe pine trees at tbe implement parking ares. 

After looking at orchards on some 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 essential that I return 

to California on the evening plane from Portland, so this was a very superficial 
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· examination of the cherry orchards, 

The principal objective of the tour was to show the geographical pattern 

where light fruit set had occurred in the 1976 season, The reason for the 

light set in specific areas has not been proven, but certain of the growers 

s.trongly suspect that it was related to air-borne emissions from the 

Martin Marietta plant. Mr. Bailey also indicated a strong suspicion that 

need le tip burn on pine trees growing in the Mi 11 Creek region was indt1ced 

by pollutants from the plant. Obviously, the growers are concerned that if 

pollutant injury is occurring in 1976 and the scrubbing system on the 

Martin Marietta plant is altered to allow additional sulfur dioxide to be 

emitted, the suspected adverse effect may be compounded. 

Observations 

Erickson R.i~!:_£har<!_. - 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 it 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 

2 
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property, east and northeast of the Erickson property, was light. The fruit 

hod 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 end Martin-Marietta (Harvey) orchards was at least satis­

factory in 1976. 

Wes Meyers. - A few cherry trees on the Wes 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 hillside 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 snd the 

crop that wa• there seemed lighter on the northwest side than on the re­

mainder of the tree. 

This small orchsrd is on a shoulder or bench of the west slope of the hill 

above Mill Creek. The elevation was about the same•• the Erickson orchard 

on the ridge across Mill Creek to the northwest. There was not time to ex­

amine a large number of orchards along Mill Creek, but it was pointed out 

that the complaints of light crop was confined largely to e strip around 

Mill Creek at about the elevation of the Erickson end Bailey orchards. It 

was reported that orchards in the low land along Mill Creek and those higher 

3 
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than the ridges where we looked had resonably good crops. 

Attention was directed to the pine trees at the implement parking area on 

the Bailey property. The current season needles on these large trees were 

green and healthy, but the older 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 ares. - The Bing cherries in this region and on the east 

slope of the hill east of Mr. Bailey's home had heavy crops in most cases 

and the crop was well distributed around the treeo. An occasional 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 

growing region near The Dalles had a normal to heavy crop of fruit. I 

must repeat, however, that because of the time limitation it was not possible 

to make a thorough survey and assessment of crop condition. 

Our attention was called to pine 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 mBrked "1976". 

I did not record the exact dates, but the 1976 photographs were taken in the 

spring and I believe the 1974 pictures were also taken in the spring. 

4 
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The view shown in the 1976 pictures was across Mill Creek Valley and each 

one showed a white to grey colored "cloud" hanging at about the height of 

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 oµinion 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 et this late date. We 

were informed that cherry growers experiencing the light fruit set in some 

of the ridge areas associated the occurrence of smoke accumulation in those 

areas at some periods during the spring with the poor set of fruit. 

Discussion 

The problems associated with variations in yield and fruit set in The Dalles 

sweet cherry region are obviously very complex or the growers and involved 

scientists would have solved them. It is well known that pollenetion, 

fertilization and development of fruits may be adversely affected by many 

climatic, environmental and cultural factors. Crop failure can sometimes be 

attributed to a-single factor, but frequently the cause is obscure because 

a combination of factors are involved. 

It was not possible to determine if temperature, wind or some other climatic 

condition may have influenced bee activity at a critical stage of blossom 

fertilization. If the concentration of 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 

5 
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along the ridges around Mill Creek. Mr. Bailey's photographs present evidence 

that smoke from some source did accumulate in the general region of the 

poor crop, Even though a cursory review 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 positively 

rejecting pollutants as a possible reason 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 activity at a critical stage and still 

not affect conditions in other areas. 

The advisability of granting a permit for Martin Marietta 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 available research data from a variety of crops, that the 

addition of the amounts of so 2 indicated by the Department of Environmental 

Quality should have no adverse effect on cherry crops in the area. Possible 

synergistic reactions involving two or more toxicants and the possibility of 

unique atmospheric conditions which could confine and concentrate the 

pollutants in one area make it impossible to guarantee no undesirable effects, 

but with what is 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 (more than additive effect) has been 

suggested Further research is needed to determine if such interactions 

occur and, if so, how important are they. 

6 



Attachment I 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

CORVALLIS ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 

200 S. W. 35TH ST. 

CORVALLIS. OREGON 97330 

JUL 9 1976 

Mr. H. M. Patterson, Administrator 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 SW Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

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 have 

considered in your environmental assessment of the proposed primary 

air pollution control systems. The work at Boyce Thompson Institute 

(Mandl, et al.) does suggest that so2 and HF, in very low concentration 

mixes, can cause synergistic effects on sensitive species. However, 

considering the low so2 concentrations predicted and the speculative 

status of synergistic response, the evidence is probably insufficient 

to warrant any additional constraining action at this time . 

. F. Bartsc~ J 
Director '-,__j?) 

Enclosures 



Estimated Sulfur Dioxide Levels and the Possibility of so2 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 so 2 
as low as 26 to 66 µg/m 3 (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 µg/m 3 (0.8 to 1.9 

PPM). Reduced growth of white pine occurred with an average so2 con­

centration of 45 µg/m 3 (0.017 PPM) associated with peak 30 minutes 

maximum exposure of 3249 µg/m 3 (1.24 PPM) during the growing season 

over a 10-year period (Table l). 

Table 1 

so2 Concentration Producing Injury to Vegetation (l) 
(Evaluated by EPA) 

Plant Variety 

Large,'number of 
agronomic spcies 

White Pine 

µg/m3 

26-66 0.010-0.025 

with maximum 30 minu3es value 
of 2096 to 4978 µg/m, 
(0.8-l .9''PPM) 

45 0. 017 

with peak 30
3
minutes of maximum 

of 3249 µg/m (1.24 PPM during 
10-year period. 
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Table 2 

Estimated so2 Ambient Levels at The Dalles Area 

(by the Department of Environmental 
Quality, the State of Oregon) 

Projected Worse Case 

3 I 3 
Hours 

µg/m PPM !!9 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 Annua 1 Average 

Hydragen Fluoride 

Hydrogen fluoride is an accummlative toxicant, and plant injury 

development is usually associated with fluoride build-up in the 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 ion is relatively stable in con­

trast to so2 and other poll utan ts 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 irange 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 

wtth 0.01 PPm hydrogen fluoride for five weeks (2). Continuous ex­

posure to hydrogen fluoride in the concentration range of .15-1 PPM 



for several 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 ai.rborne fluorides present in T:he 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 µg/m 3 (.00125 PPM) 

in 1970 and 3.7 µg/m 3 (.00185. PPM) 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 i.ndicated 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 spectes 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 so2 and HF on foliar injury of P. Vulgaris pinto, barley and 

sweet corn. 



\ 

A 7 day exposure to a mixture of 0.15 PPM so2.arid 0.0006 PPM 

HF caused a similar amount of :injury on barley and corn as did so
2 

alone. HF alone caused no injury. When the concentration of so2 
in the mixture was decreased to 0.06-0.08 PPM and the exposure 

time increased to 27 days, the amount of foliar injury on barley 

was greater than the injury experienced with combined HF and so2, 

Table 3. 

Table 3 

Injury to Barley Leaves After Exposure for 27 Days 
Separately and in Combination to HF and so2 

Concentration PPM % of Leaf 
Treatment 

Control 

SO. HF 

HF .0006-.0009 

S0 2 . 15 

S02 0. 06-0. 08 + . 0006-. 0009 

No. 

*Significantly greater than HF or so2 alone. 

· In Colitlusion 

of Pl ants Injured (± SD) 

557 0 

558 6.7 ± 5.3 

566 21.8 ± 11.3 

602 61.8 ± 4 .. 9* 

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

iculates and probably ozone, all are released into the atmosphere 

and could affect vegetation below the threshold levels of sulfur 

dioxide hydrogen fluoride. 

Environmental factors such as temperature, humidity, high light 

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 is 

not well understood, at either the concentration levels or for 

physiological and symtomological changes. 

II. It is possible that the so2 level predicted could be tolerated 

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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Mr. Loren Kramer, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. w. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Kramer: 

REDUCTION DIVISION 
POST OFFICE BOX 711 

THE DALLES, OREGON 97058 
TELEPHONE (503) 296-6161 

October 11, 1976 

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 
discharg·e 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. 

i 
The capi'tal 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 9o"ntract signed by the vendor, but that contract 
was never consumated because of the delay in getting the permit. 
Our present eistimate is that the costs of tbe yet to be renego~ 
tiated contr1ct will be at least 10% higher. 

The capital 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 technology 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 

I 
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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 approximately $79,000 
per month. 

Sludge Disposal Costs - We are uncertain as to which sludge 
the question addresses, 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 priinary system, only the first 
and last of the alternatives will be addressed. 

As to t~e 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 alternative, the amount calculated for the 
two Research~Cottrell proposals would be approximately 5370 tons 
per year if dnly the so2 generated sludge is considered. The sludge 
generated by 1 any of the available wet so2 scrubbing schemes is 
dependent up9n the particular scheme considered, i.e., lime, lime­
stone, caustic, carbonate, double alkaline, etc., and the pH at 
which the sy9tem is operated. It would appear that there would be 
at least as much sludge generated by wet s·crubbing 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. 

JLB:ph 
Attachments 

Very truly yours, 

~ /)--Ir~ " 
· /.. . 'P...Pf 0 (I -/0}' .. -.,~ · 

:__}__U __ / 0 
Joseph L. Byrne, Manager 

/Environmental Control 
· Northwest Operations 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO The Dal I es,· Oregon 

October 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 
credit, 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 

HJN:gc 
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Pl . 'lTIN MARIETTA ALUMINUM 
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REDUCTION DIVISION 
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Ms. Betty Wiese 

THE DALLES, OREGON 97056 
TELEPHONE (503) 296-6161 

October B, 1976 

U.S. Environmental. Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Dear Ms. Wiese: 

SUBJECT: Notice of Application to Construct and 
Preliminary Determination 

The following remarks on the above are addressed to the 
subjects of (1) wet scrubbing for so2 removal behind the proposed 
dry scrubber (Alternative B}, and (2) the proposed emission 
limitation. · 

1-~ Wet Scrubbing 

In your preliminary determination document Appendix A, 
the wet scrubber alternative is 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 itstlf to the control of fluoride and particulates and 
speaks to sulfur dioxide emissions only cursorily and speaks to 
their control

1

not at all. 

' A direct transfer of cost data for. fluoride scrubbing 
from the Singi;naster report to so2 scrubbing may entail a sub­
stantial underestimate. The "scrubability" of HF and SO are 
vastly differ~nt. Hydrogen fluoride can be easily scrubted by 
low energy gas washers while so2 scrubbing is largely dependent 
upon t.he pH o~ 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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so
2 

removal devices and. procedures for two contro.l. schemes, the 
Bacho and the Research-Cottrell proprietary systems .. * This 
proposal presents costs substantially higher than those.generated 
from consideration of the Singmaster report and. are, I believe, 
much more realistic. 

The most practical so
2 

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 so2 scrubbing. 

The design specifications·for Goldendale (Case A) and 
The Dalles (Case B) of inlet so2 concentrations approximate those 
generated by sulfur content in coke of 2-3% and hooding 
efficiencies from 80-90+%. The exhaust concentration requires 
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 efficiency in the 
primary gas stream. 

Even if Qne accepts the lower performance figure, the 
cost prorated on the basis of gas flow (a conservative estimate) 
is still very substantial, $2,331,000 for the Bacho so2 removal 
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. 

It must be recognized th_at this proposal is not a firm 
bid proposal with a performance guarantee. No vendor has any 
experience with so

2 
scrubbing in the aluminum reduction industry. 

* Other responses to our inquiry, in their variety of processes 
and range of capital and operating costs, make it obvious 
that there is no clear BACT for this situation. 

t~ -
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It is significant that the problem of so2 control in the 
aluminum.industry has been addressed in three EPA.aocuments: 

(1) The Singmaster report in Section 10, 
"Potential Fields for Research and 
Development in Pollution Abatement" 
stil,tes on pages 10-1.7, ."Removal of 
so2 from aluminum plant effluents 
presents 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 oxides 
is not now being considered because 
control technology has not been dem­
onstrated in. this industry." 

(3) The N.S.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 likely be preferred, because it 
generates no waste stream." (Emphasis 
added) In addition, in addressing the 
question of why SO had not been included 
in the N.S.P.S., tfie director further says, 
" ... so2 control technology had not been 
demonsErated in the industry ... " .. 

I 

A ~et scrubbing requirement reintroduces the waste water 
treatment an~ sludge disposal problems, the elimination of which 
is one of our1 primary reasons to install the dry system. As 
quoted above 

1

from the N. S. P. S., the dry system is preferred because 
it eliminate"I the water discharge and sludge problems. Wet 
scrubbing wot1ld also take up more of the allowable increment 
because of hfgher ground level concentrations caused by cooling 
of the plume., 

The foregoing demonstrates that alternative Bis not the 
BACT under 40 CFR 52 0l(f). The cost of this additional control 
is economically prohibitive in both initial capital. and in the 
continuing. operating costs. 
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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 so2. scrubbing has not been "adequately 
demonstrated". 1 · 

Alternative B should be rejected as BACT. for these 
plants. 

so2 Emission Limitations 

The so2 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 
so

2 
scrubbing performance of the proposed dry system. Both of 

these factors introduce uncertainties into the projected so2 
emissions. The impact of the variation in sulfur content of 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 so2 
emission limitation level. 

I 

We also submitted data on the basis of.utilization of 
2.8% sulfur coke. The basis for such submission was due to the 
fact that we ~ave essentially no control over the expected 
increase of the sulfur content. In fact, at the time of our 

' submission, and now, .we have every reason to believe that the 
sulfur conten~ of the calcined coke may approach 2.8%. The data 
submitted to EPA reveals that even if up

0

to 2.8% sulfur coke is 
utilized, we ~ill still be within the so2 increments.allowed by 
law. Any setting of emission limitations should also give due 
recognition to this factor, particularly since BACT under . 
40 CPR 52.01 (f) (1) includes consideration of the raw material 
available and " ... to be employed in the facility involved ... ". 

*1 40 CPR 52 0l(f) (2) 
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Under 40 CFR 52.21 (d) 1.1., this factor is to be considered by 
EPA in specifying an emission level which would be achieved 
by the application of best available control technology as 
defined in§ 52.01 (fl. 

The installation of the dry scrubber should be 
approved as submitted and the so2 emission limitations should 
be revised in a manner which rearistically reflects the fore­
going items. 

JLB:ph 
Encl. 

,,.---~ery truly yours, 

0 
Jo eph L. Byrne, Manager 
nvironmental Control 

Northwest Operations 
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Research-Cottrell 
Industrial Precipitator Division 

Mr. George Steele 
Manager, Northwest Engineering 
·Martin Marietta Aluminum 
P. O. Box 711 
The Dalles, Oregon 97058 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

P.O. Bo~ 750 Bound Broo;... New Jcr~ey oaA05 
201/885-7000Telex 833413 

June 25, 1976 

The following information is submitted in response to your June 10 
request for a budget proposal for an SOz removal system. 

I. Design Specifications 

Case A 

2 Gas Stream 
0 

Volume .....••....... 95,000 acfm@ 250 F 

Composition ........• CO 
COz 

02 
N2 
so2 

0.5 - 1% 
3 - 4% 
16 - 18% 
77 - 79% 
300 - 500 ppm 

inlet 

S02 Emission ..•.•... 75 ppm Outlet Max. 
/ 

Removal of particulate is not required. 
85% SOz removal required. 

· Case B 

1 Gas Stream 
164,000 acfm@ 250°F 

co 0.5 - 1% 
COz 3 - 4% 
02 16 - 18% 
Nz 77 - 79% 
so2 300 - 500 ppm 

inlet 

75 ppm Outlet Max. 

95% so2 removal efficiency with lime, therefore treat 89.5% (.85) 
of the gas and bypass 10.5% of the gas in each stream. (.95) 

II. Estimated System Price 

System A 
2 Bahco Size 60 Modules 
Equipment Only $1,740,000 
Turnkey System $4,100,000 

System B 
2 Bahco Size 50 Modules 
Equipment Only $1,320,000 
Turnkey System $3,330,000 

- continued -

Total 

$3,060,000 
$7,300,000 
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Mr. George Steele 
Martin Marietta Aluminum 

June 25, 1976 
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III. 

The equipment only quote includes materials and engineering 
of our _system. The turnkey system quote includes these two 
items and the following equipment installation: 

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 

~ battery limits of the system in the attached drawing. 

The proposed scrubbing system does not include:· 

Foundations and Site Preparation 
Sludge Disposal Facilities 
Suitable Water, Instrument and Plant Air and Wiring - beyond 

20 feet of the scrubber 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost 

(8760 hours at 100% design load) 

System A System B Total 

Lime (tons) 2,450 2,100 4,550 
Power (KWH) 5,095,000 4,324,000 9,419,000 
Labor (man per 8 hour 0.5 0.25 0. 7 5 

shift) 
Maintenance (3% of $123,000 $99,000 $222,000 

capital) 
Water (gallons) 2,460,000, 1,872,000 4,332,000 

:i. '-I <,,-oo 1 0 o o 
I -

12,, 7 L D; ODO 43, 37-0, 000 

Note: 

The water needs no treatment. Standard process ~ater is sufficient. 

System A has 2 streams separated 
8 hour shift must be allocated. 
35 miles away. 

by 2000 feet, therefore a 0.25man/ 
System Bis at another plant located 

Computer printout data is attached with various gas and liquid 
flows, temperatures, volumes, pressures, etc. Explanation of th;is 
data will be discussed during our meeting next week. 

-·continued -
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Martin Marietta Aluminum 

IV. Process Description 

June 25, 1976 
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An R-C/Bahco scrubber system performs both pa~ticulate and SOz 
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 so2 and particulates are removed. 
After the first stage venturi, the contacting process is repeated. 
A ·cyclonic mist eliminator is used to sep.arate 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 w~th 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 usag~. 
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 makeup 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 canpositian of the gas exiting the scrubber system is 
essentially the same as that. entering except the SOz content 
has been reduced and -the moisture has been increased . 

•••. In addition to our Bahco SOz 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 s.treams 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 1 ..... 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 

Absorber Tower 
Equipment Only 
Turnkey System 

System A 

2rJ l:J X 82.5' 
3.,013, 000 
3,696,000. 

System B 

18' \iJ X 82.5' 
2,298,000 
2,840,000 

The above prices include the same general items stated for 
the Bahco system. 

Total 

5,311,000 
6,536,000 

Ill. Estimated Annual Operating Cost 
(8760 hours at 100% design load) 

System A 

4,750 
4,932,000 
1.5 
$111,000 
36,900,000 

System B 

4,100 
4,115,000 
1.5 

Total 

IV. 

Limestone (tons) 
Power (KWH) 
Labor (Man Per 8 Hour Shift) 
Maintenance (3% of Capital) 
Water (Gallons) 

Process Description 

85,000 
31,732,000 

8,850 
9,047,000 
3.0 
$196,000 
68,632,000 

In the R-C packed ·absorber tower, a ground limestone slurry passes 
down and reacts to neutralize SOz in the ri3ing flue gas, forming 
a slurry containing calcium sulfite, calcium sulfite and unreacted 
limestone. Fly ash is removed earlier by an electrostatic precipitator. 

Flue gas jin the tower is processed in two stages: a cyclonic 
quenching, stage and a main absorber stage. In the quencher stage 
the flue gas is quenched and a portion of the SOz is absorbed by 
the limestone slurry. The flue gas then passes to the main 
absorber ~stage, where most of the remaining SOz is removed. 
Absorption efficiency in excess of 95 percent of the SOz is achieved 
in the trleated gas through scrubbing with the limestone slurry. 

The net p/roduct, a slurry with approximately 15%. solids, can be 
thickened and then discarded. 

I 
The self-lregulating multi-stage scrubbing process minimizes the 
three ma~n problems in the flue gas desulfurization - corrosion, 
plugging '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 vigorous slurry 
handling techniques. 

- continued -



Mr. G.eorge Steele 
Martin Marietta Aluminum 

June 25, 1976 
-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 so2 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 SOz 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. 

JEM/lmb 

cc: Dave Dours (KD Systems) 
W. A. McCormick 
R. H. Betchley 
R. Ferb 
E. Biedell 
J.E. McCarthy (3) 

Very truly yours, 

RESEARCH-COTTRELL, INC . 

. (l £ /JI¾~ 
f. ~- McCarthy ( 
Manager, Sales Development 
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RESEA~OTTRELL, INC. 

~q-e-...v........,()-'1..,t.,'{,, :CONflDENTIAL _-

·~//-
TOTAL GAS TO SYSTEM-------- 181971 ACFMlt! 
SC2 TO THE SYSTEM-------- 50J FPMC¼ET) 
502 TO THE SYSTEM--------- 505.051 PF'NCDRYl 
MOISTURE IN P!LET GAS----- 1 "6 
MOISTURE Ill CUTLETGAS----- 8.1 Ai 
so2:FROM THE SYSTEk------- 23.2126 PPMIWETl 
S02 FROM THE SYSTEM------- 25~2525 PPMIDRYl 
FLY ASH TO THE SYSTEM---;-;- 0 GR~/SCFW 
FLY ASH TO THE SYSTEM----- 0 GR~/SCFO 
FLY ASH FROM THE SYSTE~--- 0 GR./SCFW 
FLY ASH FPOM THE SYSTEM--- 0 GR./SCFD 
SC2 REMOVAL EF~.AT FGS/CIJ[N.--- 50 '6 
SC2 REMOVAL EFF ,AT TO\•IER 90 '6 
OVERAU_ 502 REMOVAL EFc. 95 '6 
CAC03 TO 502 MOL.RATIO--;-- 1 

SYSTEM - - - - 502 REMOVAL 
---------------------------------------------------------------- / 

MATERIAL BALANCES 

s TREM-( r,uMBER 2* 3* 4* 
COMPQr,:Erns OF GAS PHASE 

FLUE GAS,ACFMW 181,971 178,101 144,258 
FLUE GAS,ACFMD 100, 1:51 176,320 132,605 
FLUE GAS,LBS/HR 563,007 563,007 590,019 
MOISTURE,LBS/HR 3,508 3,508 30,519 
FLYASH ,LBS/HR 0 0 0 
502 ,LBS/HR 623.6 623.6 311.8 
TE~:PERATURE, DEG~ F. 300.0 30,~: .o 107.6 
PRES':,URE, I. vi. C 2.0 10.8 6.0 

----..---------------------------~-------------------------------
STREAM NUMBER 5-~ 7* 

COM"·ot,EflTS OF GAS PHASE 
FLUE C-,AS, t,CFHvi 141,, 772 149,612 
FLUE G,,S, AC F~<Q 133,077 137,526 
FLUE GAS, LOS/l!R 590,019 5')0,019 
MO I STL!RE, LOS/1 IR 30,519 30;519 
f'L'{ASH ,LBS/HR 0 0 
S02 ,LOS/HR· 31-~ 31.2 
TEt-:PERATUPE, uEG. F. 10 7. (, 120.1 
F,;cs· ,_,;:,_c,r..-.• c 4.~ 1.5 

• 
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----------------------------------------------------------------

STREAM NUfviBER 
COMFONHITS OF SLURRY PHASE 

CAC03 ,LOS/HR 
CAS03 •• 5H20,LOS/HR 
CAS04 .2H20. , LOS/HR 
OUSTBIMPUR.,LEJS/HR 
WATER ,LBS/HR 
CHLORIDE,PF·M 
SOLID ,LES/HR 
SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR 

OBIS 1 TY, LBS/GAL · 
GPJv: 

% SOLIDS IN SLURRY 
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F. 

,1 

. 8,85,5.6 
·67,228.1 
143,4111.0 
. 18,596.6 
1,377,875 

12 
243,154 

1,621,029 
9.09 

2,973.7 
15.00 
107.6 

2 

8,904.4 
67,61Q.O 

149,342.7 
18,70'+.8 

1,385,902 
12 

24llr571 
1,630,lJ.73 

9.09 
2,991,0 

15.00 
107.6 

5 

48.7 
390.9 
868,7 
108.3 
8,027 

14. 
1,417 
9, 4i;.'i 
9.09 
17.3 

15.02 
107.6 

--------------------------------------------------------------
· STREAM NUtv'OER · 6 7 8 

CCMPONEi,TS OF SLURr'.Y PHASE 
CAC03 .. ,LBS/HR 151,811.6 33,735.9 185,109.0 
CAS03~.5H20,LBS/HR 132,822.9 29,516.2 162,810.5 
CAS04.2H20 ,LBS/HR· 35,IJ.19.4 7,871.0 43,416.1 
DUST3IMPUR.,L5S/HR' 30,596.5 6,79"'.2 37, 3c,5. 2. 
WATER ,LBS/HR 3,155,854 701,301 3, 86c,, 3=8 
CHLORIDE, Pf"~·, 3 3 3 
SOLID ,LBS/HR 350,650 77,922 428,731 
SLURhY RATE,L2S/HR 3,506,505 779, 2~:3 4,295,070 

OENSITY,LBS/GAL 8.82 8.Ei2 8 .f)2 
GPM 6,623.6 1,471.9 ·8,11'.l'-0 

% SOLIDS Hi SLURPY 10.00 10.00 9.98 
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F, 107.6 107.6 107.6 

---------------------------------------------------~-----------
STREAM NUMBfR 

COMPONENTS! OF SLURRY PHASE 
CAC03 ,LBS/HR 

. OUST&IMPUR.,LBS/HR 
WATER i ,LBS/HR 
CHLORIDE,PrM 
SOLID ' , LBS/HR 
SLURRY ~ATE,LBS/HR 

I GPM 
I 

TEMPERATURE, DEG. F. 
I 

10 

974 .• 4 
108.3 

0 
0 

1,083 
1,083 

o.o 
·60.0 

12 

o.o 
o.o 

9, 21J.2 
3 
0 

. 9,242 
18.5 

107.6 

13 

o.o 
. 0. 0 

2,010 
3 
0 

2,010 
4.0 

60.0 

I • ---------~----------------------------------------------------
STRE/lM ~!Ut>'EER 15 17 18 

CO/v'PGr·iDiTS OF SLUR;'. Y PHASE 
CAC03 ,LC-S/HR 535.9 974.4 o.o 
CAS03 •. 5f.i20, LOS/HR 471.4 o.o o.o 
CAS04.2H20 r'LBS/HR 125.7 o.o o.o 
DUST&IMPUR.,LOS/HR ·108.3 108.3 o.o 
CHLORIDE,Pr'M 3 3 3 
~,ATER ,L8c:/HR 11,171 2,010 23,85-Z 
SOLID , L ;,S/1-iR 1,241 1,083 0 
SLURRY RATE,i..f3S/HR 12,412 3,09:::i 23, 357· 

DENSITY,LOS/GAL 8.82 10.31 8.34 
Gf'M 23. q. 5.0 47.7 

"s SCLlGS HJ SLIJRI;. Y 10.00 35. 0 '.J 0. 0 ti 
TE.:'"f'[P.ATUl'ZE:, CIE.G. F. 107.6 GO.() 60.0 

. I 
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.-------------•-.----·------------------------------------·-------
STREAM NUlif:ER 

CHLORIDE, Ff'M 
GPM, 

11 

PROCESS EQUIP~!EIH 

EQUIP 

. DEMISTER/QUCHER 
TO\vER 

.· FUNCTIOt•!' 

REHEATING 

PIECES 

1 
1 

DIAM. 
CFTl 

20 
20 

hEAT EXCHANGERS 

DUTY 
MILLION 
BTU/HR 

1.9 
- . 

~'EDI UM 
LB/HR 

2133 

· *HEATING MEDIUM--~ 100 SAT. STEAM 

HEIGHT 
C FT. l 

82.5 

AREA/UNIT 
SQ FT 

890 

VOL./UNIT 
CCAL.l 

PIECES 

1 

----------------------------.------...... -------------------·----------·-
PUMPS 

FUNCTION PIECES RATE HEAD H.F./UNIT 
(GPMl FEET 

FDS/QCH FEED 1 2986 75 82.2 
PACKING 1 6624 85 .2ou.1 
SPRAY CHAMBER 1 1472 85 41+. 6 
REAGENT FEED 1 5 108 0.3 

---------------------------------------------------------------

PIECES 

·1 

RATE 
ACFM 

181971 

FAN 
.... 

HEAD H.P./UNIT 
I.vl.C. 

8.8 335.923 

----------------------------------------· ---------------------
CHEMICALS AND UTILITIES 

OF 1 UNIT/UIHTS 

LIMESTONE - - - 1083. LB/HR 
TOTAL WATER------ 70.2 GPM 
n 100 SAT. STEAM - 2133 LB/HR 
P0~1ER FOR PU~:F's- - - 327 .876 r:P 
POv1ER FOR F MIS - - 335. 923 HP 
POWER FOR AGITATORS - - 66 HP 
TOTAL POWER FOR SYSTEM - - - - 729.79~ HP 

NET EVAPORATIVE L0S~= 27011LB/HR 

USED: 27.6 .UI-IITS 
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, .• . . .. · ~•G 0 . R~E~~~~D~ENI. ····1-A_Ll.._, "'"'-_;, 
TOTAL GAS TO SYSTEM-.------ 157070 ACFM\~ ~R,(J · - Y° 
502 TO THE SYSTEM-------- 500. P~M(WET) 
502 TO THE SYSTEM--------- 505.051 PPMCDRYl 
MOISTURE IN INLET GAS----- 1. 1 
MOISTURE IN OUTLETGAS----- B.1 % 
S02 FROM THE SYSTEM------~ 23.2126 PPM(WET) 
502 FROM THE SYSTEM------- 25.2525 PPM(DRYl 
FLY ASH TO THE SYSTEM----- 0 GR./SCFW 
FLY ASH TO THE SYSTEM----- 0 GR./SCFD 
FLY ASH FROM THE SYSTEM--- 0 GR,/SCFW 
FLY ASH FROM THE SYSTEM--- 0 GR./SCFD 
502 REMOVAL EFF.AT FDS/GUEN.--- 50 % 
502 REMOVAL EFF.AT TOWER 90 % 
OVERALL S02 REMOVAL EFF. 95 % 
CAC03 TO S02 MOL.RATIO---- 1 

SYSTEM - - - - S02_REMOVAL 

• 

------------~------------------------·-------------------------
_MATERIAL BALANCES_. 

STREAM NUMBER 2* 3* 4* 
COMPONENTS OF GAS PHASE - -

FLUE GAS,ACFMW 157,070 153,730 124,518 
FLUE GAS,ACFMD 155,499 152,193 114,11.59 
FLUE GAS,LBS/HR 485,965 485,965 509,280 
MOISTURE,LBS/HR 3,028 3,028 26,343 
FL YASH .. , LBS/HR 0 0 0 
502 . ,LBS/HR 538_.3 538.3 269,1 
TEMPERATURE,. DEG, F. 300~ 0 300_. 0 107.6 
PRESSURE,I.W.C 2.0 10.8 6,0 

--------------------------------------------------------------
STREAM NUMBE~ 

COMPONENTS dF GAS PHASE 
FLUE GAS,ACFMW 
FLUE GAS,ACFMD 

. -FLUE GAS,~BS/HR 
MOISTURE,L.BS/HR 
FLYASH ,LBS/HR 
S02 , LsiS/HR 
TEMPERATU~E, DEG. F. 
PRESSURE, I'. W. C 

I 

124,961 
114,866 
509,280 
26,343 

0 
26 .• 9 

107 .• 6 
4.5 

129,139 
118,707 
509,280 
26,343 

, 0 
_26. 9 

120.1 
1.5 

-------------~--------------------------------------------------
STREAM NU~,BER, 1 2 5 

COMPONENTS OF SLURRY PHASE 
·cAC03 ,LBS/HR 7,61+3 .8 7,685.9 42.1 

CAS03 •• 5H20,L8S/HR 58,028.6 5.8,366.0 337.4 
CAS04.2H20 ,LBS/HR 128,156,8 128,906.6 749,8 
DUST&IMPUR.,LBS/HR 16,051.8 16,145.3 93.5 
WATER ,LBS/HR 1,189,326 1,196,255 6,929 
CHLORIDE,PPM 12 12 14 
SOLID , LBs;;-1p 209,8131 211,101+ 1,223 
SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR 1,399,207 1,407,3513 8,152 

[ENSITY,LBS/GAL 9.09 9.00 9.09 
GP~: 2,566.8 2,581.7 15.0 

"6 SOLICS HI SLUF:r Y 15.0ll 15.00 15.00 

i 
I 

I 
I 

! 
I 
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TEMPER~TURE, DEG. F. 107.6 

STREAM NUMBER 
COMPOtlEt·:TS OF SLUR,(Y 

CAC03 ,LBS/HR 
CAS03,.5H20,LBS/HR 
CAS04.2H20 ,L6S/HR 
DUST&IMPUR.,LBS/HR 
WATER ,LBS/HR 
Cl-IL OR IDE, PPM 
SOLID ,LOS/HR 
SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR 

6 
PHASE_ 

131,037.6 
114,647.4 

30,572.6 
26,409.7 

2,724,006 

DENS I TY, U3S/GAL 
GPM 

3 
302,667 

3,026,673 
- 8. 02 

·5,717.2 
10.0J 
107.6 

% SOLIDS IN SLURRY 
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F. 

107.6 

7 

29,119.5 
25,477.2 
6,793.9 
5,868.0 
605,335 

3 
67,259 

672,594 
8,82 

1,270.5 
10.00 
107.6 

107.6 

8 

159,778.6 
140,531.4 
37,475.0 
32,278.5 

3,337,267 
3 

370,064 
3,707,330 

8.82 
7,003.7 

9.98 
107.6 

---------------------------·----------------------------------
STREAM NUMBER 

COMPONENTS OF SLURRY PHASE 
CAC03 ,LBS/HR 
DUST&IMPUR.,LBS/HR 
WATER ,LBS/HR 
CHLORIDE,PPM 
SOLID ,LBS/HR 
SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR 

GPM 
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F. 

STREAM NUMBER 
COMPONENTS OF SLURRY PHASE 

CAC03 , LBS/HR , 
CAS03 •• 5H20,LBS/HR 
CAS04.2H20 ,LBS/HR 
DUST&IMPUR.,LBS/HR 
CHLORIDE,PPM 
WATER ,LBS/HR 
SOLID ,LBS/HR 
SLURRY RATE,LBS/HR 

DENSITYrLBS/GAL 
GPM 

% SOLIDS IN SLURRY 
TEMPERATURE, DEG. F. 

10 
. ,-·t _., 

841,.1 
93.5 

0 
0 

935 
935 
a.a 

60.0 

15 

462.6 
406 .• 9 
108,. 5 
93.5 

3 
9,642 
1,071 

10,714 
8,82 
20.2 

10.00 
107.6 

12 

o.o 
a.a 

7,978 
3 
0 

7,978 
15.9 

107.6 

17 
- -

841.1 
a.a 
a_. a 

93.5 
3 

1,735 
935 

2,670 
10.31 

4.3 
35.00 

60,0 

13 

o_. a 
-- 0. 0 
1,735 

3 
0 

1, 7,35 
3.5 

60.0 

18 

a.a 
0 .• 0 
o.o 
o.o 

3 
20,593 

0 
20,593 

8,:34 
41.1 
o.oo 
60.0 

--------------------------·------------------------------------
STREAM NUMBER 

CHLORIDE,PFM 
GPM 

11 
,3 

60 .6 · 

PROCESS EQUIPMENT. 

EQUIP PIECES DIAM. 
(FT) 

DEMISTER/QUCHER 1 18 
TO~/ER 1 18 

HEAT EXCHAt,JGERS 

HEIGHT VOL./UtHT 
(FT. l (GAL.) 

82.5 
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FUNCTIOfsl DUTY MEDIUM AREA/UNIT PIECES 
MILLION LB/HR SQ FT 
BTU/HR 

REHEATING t.6 1841 768 1 

*HEATING MEDIUr'-1--# 100 SAT. STEAM 
----------· ---------------------------------------------------

PUMPS 

FUNCTION .PIECES RATE HEAD H.P./UtHT 
(GPM) FEET 

FCS/GCH FEED 1. 2578 75 71 
PACl<.I~iG 1 5717 85 173.2 
SPRAY CHAM8ER 1 1270 85 313.5 
REAGENT FEED 1 4 ·100 0.3 

---------------------------------------- ----------------------

/ 

PIECES 

1· 

RATE 
ACFM 

157070 

FAN 

8.8 

~HEMICALS AND UTILITIES 
OF 1 UNIT/UNITS 

LIMESTONE - - - 935 LB/HR 
TOTAL ~/ATER------ 6.0.6 GPM 
# 100 SAT. STEAM - 1841 LB/HR 
POWER FOR PUMPS- - - 283.01 HP 
POWER FOR FANS - - 289.955 HP 
PO~~R FOR AGITATORS - - 57 HP 
TOTAL POWER FOR SYSTEM~ - - - 629.965 HP 

NET EVAPORATIVE LOSS= 23315LB/HR 

USE□: 

. READY 

. BYE 

27.7 UNITS 

OFF AT 10:28 

H.P./UNIT 

289.955 



• RESEARCH-COTTRELL, INC . 
, . ,· 

-TABLE I-BASIC DESIGN CONDITIOl!S 
--------------------------------........ , ... •· ·-. . .. . ................ . 

I , !30 ILE:1 , SIZE 01W) . 0-

2,PLAMT ELEVATION ANOCFT;ASL) 
BAROMETRIC PIT.ESSURECPSIA) 

· 3,TOTAL GAS TO SYSTEMCACFM) 

4,INLET 502: A) LB/HR 
B) pp1-11,; 

500 
. l·L!.55 

· 203360-

500,0 

5,INLET GAS PRESSURE TO SYSTEMClWC) 0,5-

6,INLET GAS TEMP,CF) 

7,SATURATED GAS TEMPERATURE CF) 

8,STACK INLET TEMP, CF) 

Q,STOICHIOMETRY 

IQ.LIMESTONE PURITY(%) 

DES IG tJ FUEL 
SULFUR (%) 

HEATING VALUE 

(COAL) 

(BTU/Lkl 

300,0-

L 07. 6-

137 ,6 

I • 0 0 

90,0-

o.oo­.. o·. 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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TABLE II- DESIGN HIGHLIGHTS-

I.TYPE OF SYSTEM 

2-502 ABSORBER TOWER 
A>NUMBER PER BOILER 
B) TOWER DIAMETER CFTl 
c,TOWER HEIGHT (FT) 

3.FLUE GAS TREATMENT: 
A)FLUE GAS FROM BOILER CACFM) 
B)FLUE GAS TO BE TrlZATED CACFM> 
C)FLUE GAS TO BE BYPASSED -

4.LIQUID TO GAS RATIO: CL/G) 
A>OUENCHER SECTION 
BJSPRAY TOWER SECTION 
C)PAC~ED:TOWER SECTION 

5-502 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY: 
. -1; OVERALL EFF IC !ENCY 

A)502 nEMOVAL EFFICIENCY(%) -
3)INLET 502 TO FGD SYSTEMCLB/HR) 

. C PPMiJ) 
C>OUTLET S02 FROM FGD SYSTEMCLB/HRl 

(PPMW) 

2-TOWER EFFICIENCY 
A>S02 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY(%) 
gjINLET 502 TO ABSORBER TOWERCLB/HR> 

C PPM',I l 
C)OUTLET 502 FROM ABS •. TOWERCLB/HR) 

( PPt·lW) 

6.ABSORBER TOWER PRESSURE DROP:(IWC) 
HJLET DUCT 
ABSORBER TOWER 
REHEATER 
OUTLET DUCT 
STACK 

TOTAL 

+ 

DRY-U~T 

I 
20 

2033S0 -
18 1.9!14-

2 i t136 

20 
1 0. 
,~s 

G97 
500.0 
104.6 
. 67. 9 

9"5. 0 
624 

500-0 
31 . 2 
23.2 

0. :s 
5-. Q 

3 •· 0 
Q.5 
I • 0 

10-3 
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TABLE III - SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS 

I 

I.REAGENT·:· "{TONS/HR)" .................... ,, ..... . 

LIMESTONE . 

2.MAKEUP HATER (GPl1) 
[57. SOLID SLUDGE 
50% SOLID SLUDGE 
707. SOLID SLUDGE 

3-SLUDGE RATE <LB/HR) 
[5% SOLID SLUDGE 
507. SOLID SLUDGE 
70% SOLID SLUDGE 

4-~EHEATER (STEAM REHEATER OR EQUAL) 
REHEAT TEMP. DIJE TO REHEATER (F) 
REHEAT TEMP: DUE TO BYPASS (Fl 

\ .{EHEATER POWER (MILLION BTU/HR) 

5-POWER CONSUMPTION: (HP) 
I.D, FANS 
QUENCHER PUMPS 
SPRAY TO':/ER PUi•lPS 
PACKED TOWER PUMPS 
REAGENT FEED PUMPS 
AGITATORS 

TOTAL 

0. SL! 

10 
-_ 57 

S5 

2333-
2024· 

I.~. 5 
1.7 .-s 
I • ?O-

335-9-
52 ·;2· 

_Lil(;G-

200 ;7' 
0:3 

135;3 
799 :o 

---- ----"·---- _, ___ --------·= 
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EQUIPMENT 

1. AESORElEFf. 
--TOWCRS 

2.ABSORBER 
TOWER TANK 

3. RE!-\GE~JT 
.. FEED .TANK 

4.REAGENT 
'FEED PUMPS 

5.QUENCHER 
PUMPS 

6.SPRAY 
.. PUMPS 

7. PAC ICING 
.PUMPS 

S.I.D.FAN 

9.LIMESTONE 
·s ILO 

10 .3ALL MILL. 

PAGE 4 

MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST 

..... - . . ....... -\-.:_; .... ·- -- -· ........ . 

NO. PER 
BOILER 

- . f' ·--· ---

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

SIZE AND CAPACITY. 

20· .FT- ·r. D ................ . 

82.S FT HIGH 

40478 GALLONS 
32 FT HIGH 
16 FT DIAMETER 

3600 GALLOtlS 
9 FT HIGH 

·9 FT DIAMETER 

8 GPM 

2991 GPM 
i 

[ 

1472 GPM 

6624 GPM 

203380 ACFM 

13 TONS 

o.s TONS/HR 

.~ 

REMARKS-

ZACH VITH· 149SS 
GALLONS CAPACITY 
SUMP 

PROVIDING' 5 MINUTES 
RETENTION TIL'iE 

PROVIDING S HOURS 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

PUMPING SLURRY 
AT 35% SOLIDS 

PUMPING. SLURRY 
AT IS% SOLIDS 

PUMPING SLURRY 
AT 10% SOLIDS 

PUMPING SLURRY 
'.AT 10% SOLIDS 

TO PROVIDE 24 HOURS 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

---'-·· ----
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TABLE I-BASIC DESIGN CONDITIONS. 
--------------------------------................... - - . . . . ............. -- -- ................ - . 

l-B0ILE8. SIZE:O!H) 0-

2.PLANT ELEVATION ANDCFT,ASL) 
BAROMETRIC PRESSURECPSIA) 

3.TOTAL GAS TO SYSTEMCACFM) 

4.INLET S02: A) . LB/HR 

B) PPMW 

_s. INLET GAS PRESSURE TO SYSTEM"( IWC) 

6.INLET GAS TEMP~CF) 

7-SATURATED GAS TEMPERATURE CF) 

$.STACK_ INLET TEMP.CF) 

9-STOICHIOMETRY 

IQ.LIMESTONE PURITY C%) 

DESIGN FUEL 
SULFUR C ~) 

(COAL) 

HEATING "VALUE (BTU/LB) 

I 

500 

175550 

602 
soo.o 

o.s 

300.0 

l 07 .G 

137-6 

l • 0 0 

90.0 

o.oo 
·- 0-

t, 
I 
r. 
' 

( . 
I 

' k 
r. • •.· -

t . i ·, 
l 
f 
' ~ ' 

'· , .. 
I . 
\_ ' f., ... r :·~ 
t ; 
} 
t: 
c· 
< 

I • 
' 

( . 
I 

t- . 
! 
l 

' 
' 
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TABLE _II- DESIGN HIGHLIGHTS -

1. TYPE OF SYSTEi-1 D:l"'[-'.JET-

2.S02 ABSORBER TOWER 
A)NUMBER PER BOILER · .L-
B) TOWER DIAMETER CFT) 13"" 
C JTOiJER HE IG:-ff CFT ). G2-S 

3.FLUE GAS .TREATMENT: 
AlFLUE GAS FROM BOILER CACFM) l755SO 
B>FLUE GAS TO BE TREATED CACFM) 15701!7-
C)rLUE GAS TO 3E BYPASSED- 1G503 

4.LIQUID TO GAS RATIO: CL/G) 
f()QUENCHER SECTION 20-
B)SPRAY TOHSR SECTION 10 .. 
C)PACKED __ TOWER S.SCTION !15 

5;so2 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY: 
1.ovERALL EFFICIENCY 
·--A)S02 REMOVAL EFFICIE,lCYC%) JS.GO 

B)INLET 502 TO FGD SYSTEMCLB/HR) GG2-
·cPPMW) · soo·. o 

C)OUTLET S02 FROM FGD SYSTEMCLB/HR) 90.3-
(PPM',1) G 7 • 9-

2.TOWER EFFICIENCY 
A>S02 REMOVAL EFFICIENCY(:>::) 95.0 
BJINLET 502 TO ABSORBER TOWERCLB/HRl 538-

CPPMH) 500.Q 
C)QUTLET S02 FROM ABS. TOWERCLB/HRl 26.9 

(_??MW) 23; 2 

6.ABSORBER TOWER PRESSURE DROP:CIWC) 
.. INLET DUCT 0.5 

ABSORBER TOWER 5-8-
REHEATER 3;0 
OUTLET DUCT O.S 
STACK !.O 

TOTAL 10.3-

' 

' J. 

r 
l i 
l:' I 

' r· .. 
/ . 
l '. 
l 

i: 
i· 
~ .. 
f . 

' '· 
! 
i 
I 
L. 
l. ; 
t 
L_----,. 

r·-
f : ' .. 
•·· I ... 
( .. 
k· 
f. 
' ,. 
} 

I 
l 
L 

r,.:..:·! ,. 
' ' ! 
l\.· .. ,. 
' ' ,_ .. 

t -

' h~ ..,_ ·.--
t 
~ 

I 
l I • 
i 
; 

' 
' ! . 

i 

! .. 
' .. . ',• 

1· 
. ( 

> ·, 
l 

f 
t 
' I 

\ 



. . . . 

0 ,-

PAGE 1-

TABLE III SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS 

I. ~EAG EfJT":·· "'(TONS" /}ff{)' -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -· ............ - .. ·- .. . 

CIMESTONE - 0.47-

2.MAKEUP WATER CGPM) 
rs% SOLID SLUDGE 
50% SOLID SLUDGE. 
70% SOLID SLUDGE 

3.SLUDGE RATE (LB/HR) 
15% SOLID SLUDGE. 
50% ,SOLID SLUDGE 
70% SclLIEJ SLUDGE 

4.REHEATER (STEAM REHEATER OR EQUAL)­
·REHEAT TEMP. DUE TO REHii:ATER CF) 
qEHEAT TEMP; DUE TO BYPASS CF) 

'dEHEATER POWER (MILLION BTU/HR) 

5 • P0'1ER corJSUMPT I Oi'J: C HP J 
r.o. FANS 
QU2,·JCHER PUMPS 
SPRAY TOi·/Ecl. PUM?S 
?AC,(ED · TQ,,;ER PUMPS 
REAS £NT FEED PUMPS 
AGITATORS 

TOTAL 

GI­
L:9 
LIS 

3152 
2L!L!6 

. ·17117~ 

12.s 
1 7 :5 
1 • Gi1 

290.-0 
71 ;0-
33·;5--

173;2-
o ;3·-

131 :c;· 
1 QL; ~ 8 

\ 

i 
f .. ;· 
t 

j,"'.· 

' ' 

. 
t· 
I 
€ -· r·--t:- ,._ 

f·: 
i-r 
(:. . -
l . ,.-. 
t 
' b:· 
, a 

~-. -~ 
r 

t' ,_, '. 
( 
·,· 
I 
! 
I 

' ' i 
r , 
r . .. 

i 

f 
~ . 

' i 
i· r 
• 

- -- ---· .__.,.. ..... ~ ·7""<" -· -~- -----,----,--
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EQUIPMENT 

I. AB"5'0l'll:!E'.Ff. 
-· -T O\,i::RS 

2.ABSORBER 
TOWER TANK 

3-REAGi::NT 
'Fi::ED TANK. 

4.REA.GE~T 
.. FEED PUMPS 

5. QUi::NC Hi::R 
-~PUt1PS 

6 ■ S::'~AY 

PUMPS 

7-PACKING . 
PUMPS 

8.I.D-FAN 

9.LINESTONE 
"SILO 

IQ.BALL MILL 

PAGE 4 

t•IAJOR i::QUIPMENT LIST 

NO. PER 
BO·!LER SIZE AND CAPilCITY 

------ ------------------·r •· -·.· · nr Ti'- ·r. o .-- ·· ·· ·- ·· ·· ·· · 
82.5 FT HIGH. 

l 

2 

2 

2 

2 

34939 GALLONS 
32 FT HIGH 
14 FT DIAMETEr?.-

3107 GALLONS 
9 FT HIGH 
9 FT DIAMETER-

7 GPM 

2582 GPM 

I 
127 0 GPM 

57 17 GPM 

17 555 0 ACFM 

I l TONS 

o.s TO~lS/HR 

REMARKS 

E'.ll:CH '., ITH l 29Q9 
GALLONS CAPACITY 
SUMP 

PROVIDING S MiNUTES 
:'tETE!-JT I ON TIME-

PROVIDING S HOURS 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

. PUMP HJG SLURRY 
AT 357. SOLIDS~ 

PUMP ING. SLURRY 
AT JS;, SOLIDS 

PUMP I NG S LUR:1 Y 
_ AT I 0% SOLIDS 

?UMPING SLURRY 
AT I 0% SOLIDS 

TO PROVIDE 24 HOURS 
STORAGE CAPACITY 

• I 

' ~ 
I 
i ' . i. 
' . 

f : .. 
I·. ; 
' : . . r . ... : 

~ 
• 
f 
l 
' ! . 

~ 

t­
f • ! 
l 

• I 
t 
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· State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

/ 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Date, Oct. 14, 1976 

From: JAB 

Subject: Martin Marietta, EI #33-00.01 
Conversation with Or. Hindawi 

On October 13, 1976 Dr. Hindawi informed me that the chemical analysis for fluoride 
content of the vegetation samples taken on August 11, 1976 from The Dalles area had 
been completed. He outlined the results as follows: 

DEQ "1 

Location: Bailey orchard, 3 mi SE of Martin Marietta 
Specimen: 1976 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: Cemetery; 1 mi. SE Martin Marietta 
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 - 9 ppm, base - 4 ppm 
Specimen: 1976 pine needles 

Fluoride levels: tip - 3.5 ppm, base - 3 ppm 

Location: Jack Thane's home, downtown The Dalles 
Specimen: Peony leav~s 

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 Marietta 
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 



MEMO TO JFK, FAS 
Oct. 14, 1976 

I 
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( 

Location: l mi. SE Martin Mar.ietta 
Specimen: Oak leaves 

Fluoride levels: 10 ppm 

Dr. Hindawi's conclusion 

The above fluoride levels 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. Completion is 
expected within several weeks. Dr. Hindawi does not ·anticipate finding so 2 levels 
high enough to cause damage. 

JAB :mh 



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

NEWS MATERIAL 

Jim Swenson 
229-5327 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION TO MEET IN '.l'HE DALLES 

(Portland, Oregon, October, 8, 1976) -- The Environmental 

Quality Commission, 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 adoption of revised rules for open burning 

(not agricultural), adoption of the priority list for funding of 

sewerage projects statewide and adoption of amendments to DEQ rules 

on septic tanks, 

Of interest to residents in the area where the meeting is 

being held, the Commission will consider a request from Martin 

Marietta's aluminurn reduction plant in The Dalles. Martin 

Marietta is proposing to install a system that will allow them 

to recover and reuse expensive flourides that are presently being 

discharged to the Columbia River. Under the Martin Marietta pro­

posal, air discharge of sulfur dioxides would. increase. 

The Commission will also consider a recommendation from DEQ 

Director Loren Kramer that the City of Maupin be required to up­

grade their inadequate sewage treatment facility discharging to 

the Deschutes River. 'l'he DEQ has been working with the City of 

Maupin since 1966 and still has not achieved resolution of this 

water pollution problem. 

MORE 
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Open burning rules come to the Commission for adoption aft~r ( 

public hearings in Medford, Eugene, Salem and Portland. The pro­

posal would not change the present rules for burning of domestic 

wastes or backyard burning. The proposal would allow the DEQ more 

flexibility in approving special types of burning. It would allow 

the DEQ to issue permits for burning of some materials in the 

special control areas of the state when burning was determined to 

be the last resort for reasonable disposal of the wastes. 

Most of the changes 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 alternative systems on properties where 

the standard septic tank 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 hs funds become available. The $39,802,804 being 

carried over into fiscal 1977 will assure the funding of the first 

41 projects on the priority list. If the DEQ receives the $43,500,000 

it anticipates ~rom the federal government, projects through #95 

could be funded. In al_l, there are 19 5 projects identified on 

the list. 

The Commission will hear a status report on the DEQ's efforts 

to revise air pollution regulations for paper mills using the 

kraft process. Public hearings have been held in Eugene, Albany, 

Toledo and St, 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 permit issuing program. 

The meeting will be held in The Dailes City Council Chambers, 

313 Court Street. Beginning at 9:00 a.m. The City of Maupin 

sewage problems are scheduled to be discussed at 9:30 a.m. The 

Martin Marietta 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 prior 
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 

Cor1l,li11s 
Re{:ycled 
Ma.tetial:; 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Addendum to Agenda Item H, October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting 

Sewage Works 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 January 1977, we expect that a first 
order of business will be passage of the "Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1977", which will authorize additional construction grant 
allotments to each state, beginning in Jc1nuary 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 
Page 2 

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 Suth_erl in' s con­
sulting engineer to determine the appropriate date for Step 3 grant 
certification. 

HLS:ak 
Attachments: Part I & Part II 

October 11, 1976 

2¢----"'-:--S -
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
······· T! 1977 PRIORITr·LISTl\NffSCHEDULE. 

NSIDE S 1)002988 43 STP, INT 3 1400 1076 
.. ·- - ·•········--·-----. ······------•-··" 

RlLJWOOD S I) 002994 14 STP, INT 3 2185 Ob76 0976 

REDMOND NA 43 SYSTEM 3 11000 0976 
............... ,,.,., ... 

2 

3 

4 

FOSTl:.R-MIUWAY 

WINSTON-GREEN 

NA 14 SYSTEM 

002879 56 STP 

3 lti66 1076 S 

2 412 0376 0676 RECERTIF 6 

JOHN DAY-CANYON CITY 002722 01 STP, INT 2 

.. ,, ...... ·-·---······· 
CANYJN CITY NA 

USA - LOWER TUALATIN NA 

-- ··--~···· 
INT 

16 I NT 

2 

2 

22 0776 0976 

20 0776 0876 

150 0776 0776 

USA - LOWER TUALATIN NA 16 INT 3 2200 0976 
•-•---~--······--- ···--·--·-·---·~····---

GLENDALE 002273 33 STP IMP 3 

-- ... ,,.. .. . . .................... .,,, ............. -. ... .,.,, •....... ,,,,,,,,. ... ·················-·-
EAGLE POINT 002229 87 STP IMP 2 
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·········· -... -- . 
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... ··-~·--······ ... ·---···· 

002833 30 STP IMP 2 
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.c8 0676 0676 
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002 6 16 STP IMP 2 

11 1275 0576 RECERTIF 16 

189 0976 0976 17 
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002081 14 STP IMP 3 1800 1076 

510 JEFFERSON 002045 84 STP, INT 2 31 0876 0976 

-----·450 _____ -··-TINCOLN CITY-PHASE 1 NA 56 I NT 3 500 0177 

385 

373~ 
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·ci-lTC0ouTN 

00 053 52 PS -STP 3 
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16 INT 
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Bo 1076 

25 1076 

425 1076 

142 09 6 

110 1176 

19 

20 

21 

!NCR 23 
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PROJECT 
~ .... - -

NPDES ... ·oi. .PROJECT.... ii. g f':i ~ & Ei ~ @ , ~ C:QMM:ENT ~ 
NO. '-' ~ DESCR. ~ fil ~ l3 ::j i>: § f:J ~ § l,! o 

·------- J'i 8 ..w.,_.w .• Qo. • .u.....c1.l:L""···"'-··~1=.-· ___ E!c.z .. ··-
LAKE OSWEGO -EVERGRN NA 91 I NT 2 

3 
,. ____ . ········---····-·•·- .,... . . ,.. ---- ..... ,,,,,, .. ,, ...... ,, ....... ,. .. .,,, ........ . 

313 

528 

WEST LINN-LOWER TUAL NA 20 INT 

COVE 

448 AURORA 

538 

544 

ROADS ENDS D 

.ADRiAN 

547 .. UK.TAH 

566 .. PORT 6F P6RTLANi5 

-··5s-y-- c..-NtlK.fR RDs E BUl'.i°G··sD 

il.__-()1 i BEND PHASE lA .... 

·····---·······-
NA 50 STP IMP 3 

2o STP, INT 2 
••-'•••-•-~~•••••- ,,,,_,,,,_,m•~•~ ,. •• ••••••~•,_,.,, 

26 STP, INT 3 

26 STP, INT 2 

002349 50 INT, STP 3 

,.,,. ... ·······-····-- ····--··--·---····---··--
NA 33 INT 3 

12 STP, INT 3 

43 I NT 3 

··-· '""·······---·--·-- ·-··---
NA 01 STP, I NT 3 

NA INT 3 

002359 14 INT & PS 2 

NA .. 56 SYSTEM 2 

COI..L SYS 2 

NA 14 INT 2 

23 0276 

112 0976 

568 1276 

45 0576 

355 0177 

72 0576 

150 0776 

212 1176 

238 1076 

220 0177 

267 1076 

141 1076 

:, 0 0876 

700 10.76 
-- _,. ···--··- .. 

80 1076 

35 1176 
-··-·--·-------•--·----

139 0976 382~02· 

619 ·11stuR1A·- WILL !AM SPORT INT. INT 1 00019 1276 

002258 14 STP, INT 2 1300 0177 

.. ···--------- ·-- -·······--··---······ ....... ·····---···--·"·· 
6lo RJsfdURG :Sl:wi:::l'i REHAB 002258 14 STP, INT 2 300 1076 

489 

490 
( 
4 ·,- I 

. (A,'l YJNVTLC E ........... 002072 33 STP I1'1P 2 

45 STP, INT 2 

~iLCsBORO-IRRIGATION·oo2334 STP 2 

LJsA - GASTON 

JUNC:T I 0i~ CITY 

02015 ST P I MP 

002012 ST P I MP 

002656 09 STP IMP 

002648 14 STP IMP 

- 2 -

1 

1 

2 

2 

---· .... ,,,, . .,, .. -

69 0976 

50 1176 

8 0976 

9 0976 

9 1176 

32 0976 
---,----··-· -

19 0976 

0276 

0976 

0576 

0576 

0776 

0776 

PHAStD 

28 

29 

30 

32 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

51 

52 

53 
··---- ---

54 

55 

56 

I 



45 2 ,, 

454-02 

49 2 ,,, .. , 

6 l l . 

413 '' 

617 

.. 5·5 6 ----- -

499 

342'''. 

475 

. 4 72 . 

--51iT--

' 5133 . 

PROJECT 

HARRISllURG 00207'> :,2 STP 

Mo111iv1ourH::.TN6EPENDENci:Oo206i o9 sTP 2 

2 EUGENE-S RINGFIELD 

·-i'i'EWB Ef,G-DUNDEE 

SPRINGFIELD 

002620 14 STP 

002025 84 REG STP 2 

002632 STP IMP 2 

2 

72 

697 

108 

200 

1 :> 3 

0976 

1176 

58 

59 
--------------- ---·· 

1176 
- ··-·---
1276 

1176 

62 

63 

64 

---------,...------=-------------------·----·---·-USA - BRONSON CK NA INT 2 66 

OsA - ROCK CK -TRUNK NA INT 2 

-····--~~----. ·-· 
002260 67 STP IMP 2 

60 

zoo 

31 

1176 

11 ,6 

0976 

67 

68 
=-~~,...,..,.,-=---~---:-:--:-:,~---::---c--::-:-:--:--:c::-c-------•""" ___ _ 

"EUGENE - EASTSIUE NA 14 INT 2 900 1276 69 

GOLD HILL 

OAKLAND 

-REEDSPORT 

'JAc:Ks·oNVl LLE·-

POR TL AND - SLUDGE 

··sr HELENs 

PRAIRIE CITY 

002259 33 ST IMP 2 

--- -···~····•-•-··------
002049 STP IMP 1 

NA 33 I NT z 

0 079 30 !NT 2 

NA ST IMP 2 

NA 86 INT 2 

ST • INT 2 

PORTLANu·· _···sE 'kl:.L !EV .-NA .. ,.,, -INT 

002038 STP IMP l 

34 1276 

15 0177 

45 1176 

81 1276 

277 0976 

165 1176 
.... ~--··-- .. .,.,, ........ ,,,,.,. .... 

00040 1176 

,'888 1276 

10 1076 
. ., . .,,,,,,,,, ... ,,,,..... -·-- .... ,,.,.... --- ... ,,.,, .... -~--------------

L II GRANDE-=TslilND CITY002046 12 srP, INT 2 181 1'176 

002243 01 ST IMP 2 

CORVALLIS-CRESCENT V NA 

TONE 
....... ..... ···---····-

INT 2 

63 ST , INT 2 

31 1276 

111 0976 

35 0177 
..... ,,,, .... ,,,, . .,_ -- ····--------• .. 

HA MM ON D 2 36 0177 

BAY CITY 

s!Li::tt··•· 

002257 

002041 

STP IMP l 

ST P IMP 1 

· PuRT or TITj_i\i"lo0K s11voozz91 Oi+si'P IMP 1 

- 3 -

12 1276 

·····--········~··· 
10 1276 

13 0976 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 



4c.7 

506 

·-·5o·s·--

47{; 

509 

615 

273 

513 

518 

-- 514 

s( 

594 .. 

6 2 Cl 

'' 517 

564 

519 

473 

52 3 

'4 37----- -

426 

,;l,., ~ 

SE.ASIDE 

AUMSVILLE 

. si-iEi<T611i~:wJCL11,v,j NA-

l 

002272 36 STP IMP L 
--- .. ---------- -·. - .,,.. . ,,,,,,,,,,., _____ .. 

002064 47 STP IMP i 

49 1076 

j6 0976 

4<3 1076 

88 

89 

91 

-----------------------------------------·-· AMITY 002621 20 STP IMP 2 

GERVAIS 002739 09 STP/ INT 2 

'wobDBURN­

·-c:7i'R L r ON 

ROCKAWAY 

... .,,,,,, ---- .. -·. ----------•·------- - ·•-·-··· ----- ------ .,, -~----- -
002000 16 STP, INT 2 

002054 SH' IMP 1 
----- . _______ ,, __ ,,,,, .. ,.,,, .. , .•...... ,,,,,. 

002330 33 STP IMP 2 
- ,,,,,,,,_,,,,_________ . .,.,,. ... ,. ..... - .. 

LiNCOLN (1fy PHASE 2 002047 56 STP, INT 2 

"coTTAGE GROVE 

. ckEswELC 

002055 47 STP IMP 2 

------· --------------------·-
002754 40 STP IMP 2 

-- - - - .. ,,,,, ... 

21 1276 

66 1176 

132 1176 

20 1076 

184 1176 

337 0976 

105 0976 

-------· 
36 1076 

STP IMP 1 00015 1076 

92 

93 

93 

94 

95 

97 

98 

99 

100 

·oAKR I DGE -----,,,~=-,--~----==-"."'.C:'--:-:---::~ ·----------------------00223 l 47 STP IMP 2 28 0177 101 

ESTACADA 

scro 

-PHI LOMA TH .. 

002004 STP IMP 2 
- - -- ,.,,., .. •--. 

002057 STP IMP l 

002930 36 STP [MP 2 

50 0177 

20 1276 

14 1176 

...... ----·----- --··------·--- ------· -------·----··--·-·-·- - - ·---
Sf IMP 1 00012 1176 

002076 56 STP, INT 2 263 1276 

o<S'i"T18 STP IMP 1 50 0976 
,,,,,,,,,,. ___________ _ 

NORTH POWiSi:R - - . 00224CJ 4 7 s T P I MP 2 
---· .. ,, .,, ........ ,, .. ,,. -----

3:, 0976 

---- ... ,,,,,, __ ., __ ·--.-~ --·---·-···~---- - •----·-·----·---· .. 
002060 01 STP IMP 

002056 

- ·- ····------- ... ,, 
00290:, 

MULTNOMAH CO - NVERNESS #8 

GR Es,,A,'-i ~ LINNEMAN . NA .. 

01 STP 

63 STP 

20 ST • 
16 STP, 

INT 

56 INT 

IMP 

IMP 

INT 

INT 

2 

2 

2 

2 

.... ···-····· 
50 1076 

44 l 0.7 6 

12 1176 

··~· --
4 l 1276 

l 24 1276 

2 00060 1276 

2 157 1076 

102 

103 

105 

107 

111 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

121 

129 

130 

1 31 

------------------------------------------- - -

- 4 -



3/ 

532 

467 

- -5·3 4 

536 

447 

----? 3 7 

~42 .... 

5 6 CJ 

574 

597 

61 (5 

. -61 :3 

535 

621 

563 

?62 

552 

COLUMBIA CITY 

. HWY fol s .. D 

002071 I NT 
- - • ····~···· -· . - -· - ··~·--· 

NA INT 2 
.... ,, .. ., ....... ,,. ,,.,, .. ,. ...•. ·--······. . ······-~···· 
00206? STP IMP 2 

19 

26 

1176 

1276 

136 

137 

--------------,-----------:-"-----·----·-•··••··-··-•-···· •. NtWBERG - NDrHHWEST NA 43 INT 2 142 20 11 76 

LAPINE STP, INT 1 

MI CITY 09 STP, !NT 1 

SW LINCOLN CU 5 D 43 STP, !NT 2 

······························ ·•---··········· ··········-··- - -·---- --
CARME - UULWEATHER SU 43 STP, !NT 2 

ROSEBURG -RIFLE RNG NA INT 1 

12 

2"' 

254 

136 

9 

0976 

0976 

0177 

1076 

1176 

145 

147 

149 

150 

---------------------- ------------·---·--•-BCV SA - WHETSTONE NA 153 INT 

wfsisibE s D - FALLS 32 STP/ INT 
·····----···---•-···· 

SISTEl-<S 33 STP, INT 

"FALLS CI TY STP, INT 

STP, INT 
--·--······ .. ,, ··~----

YONCALLA 002245 STP IMP 

1 1 2 

;, 80 

2 56 

1 12 

l 12 

1 12 

0177 

1276 

0177 

0177 

0976 

1176 

155 

157 

158 

159 

162 

•·u-sA - BITTioKWUOD T''"R""'N""K-'-,-N:-,A-----,-,,,-,,-----:-:-----:--:-::-::-:---·---·------------16_5 __ INT 2 2 1076 

NA INT 2 40 1176 

2 90 0177 

-·•-•··-·----· 
NA 1 10 1176 

....... "••-------·-···· 
I i~T l 00015 0177 

166 

167 

171 

1 7 2 
,~,,-,-.---------,--:::--,~,---,----:--:--::--:-:::-=------- ., ______ _ 

-Ei:."K TON 47 STP 1 173 10 0177 
.... ,, ..... ····--···---·--···-

ROSEBURG - LOOKINGGL NA 

··1·MsL1:R 

-fRuei"TiSAQ 

150Wt1{s 

sANi5oN _; JbHNsbN 

002052 

002693 

NA 

INT 

38 INT &EXP 

33 STP IMP 

3.3 INT 

1 10 

2 21 

2 66 

1 3 

2 46 

1076 

1276 

0177 

0177 

1076 

174 

181 

182 

186 

187 

---------------------------· ----------

- 5 -



----

STANFIELD 

EL RA 

NESKOWJN 

002697 67 STP IMP 2 

NA INT 1 

STP, INT l 

43 1176 

8 0177 

15 1276 

190 

191 

192 

----------------------------- -----------··· ··-·····-

---------------------------------"··-•········ 

--................ , .................... .. 

" ......... •---------------------------'------------• .. ·•----
( 

------------------~---------------------........... --

·-•·------···--------------·-------------------:-

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

......... ______ .. _______________________________ _ 

- 6 -



-, PART.' ... l .. 

t 
~ g ······· 

-4'<·>--·-
3/ 

\ 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
·· ········ · ·- 1"Y 1971 PRIORITY' LISrAND SCHEDULE . 

NETARTs:.ocEANSJDE S 0002988 43 STP, INT 3 1400 1076 
--· 'e••·~,.--

323 

411 1-U.LJWOOD S D 002994 14 STP, INT 3 2185 Ob76 0976 

---------------:----·-----REDMOND NA 43 SYSTEM 3 11000 0976 

432 

410 

438 . 

.... 6 ()0 

491 

434 

.. 429 

4( 

424 

404 

--·-· 444 __ -~ 

5 l lJ 

-·-•·4 5 0 -·--

3 8 5 

373-· 

. ···---····-~····--···--··-
F OST I:. R -Ml D WAY NA 14 SYSTEM 3 

WINSTON-GREEN 002879 56 STP 

JOHN DAY-CANYON CITY 002722 01 STP, INT 2 

CANYON i: li'Y INT 2 
,. .... ----·· --· .. 

USA - LOWER TUALATIN NA 16 INT 2 
, ___ ,, __ ", __ 

USA - LOWER TUALATIN NA 16 INT 3 
·- ---~ ····-····--··---·---•--

GLENDALE 002273 33 STP IMP 3 

EAGLE 
·-------------·-·-----

POINT 002229 87 STP IMP 2 

"a••· CAVE JUl'lC TI ON 002833 30 STP IMP ,!_ 

CAVE JUNCTION 002833 30 STP IMP 3 

BOARDMAN 002070 BO STP IMP 3 

. ... WHEELER - NTCSA !NCR 002068 ,o INT 3 

YA1'IH I LL BO 84 STP IMP 2 
. ., 

fTI...LflM60i< . ·····--··--·----·-····· 
CITY 002066 16 STP IMP 2 

·-·MOLALLA 002238 84 STP EXP 3 

LEBANON 
-·-···•-•-.,-•·. 

002081 14 STP IMP 3 
. ---·- ···--······-• ..... ,, ....... ····--- ,, .. --·-·---·-··--.JEFFERSON 002045 84 STP, INT 2 

LINCOLN CITY-PHASE 1 NA 56 I NT 3 
,,_, ,., .. ,,,,,,._,,, .-.,.,,_.,,,,, .. ,_ ,,,,,,_,,., .. ,,,,,_,,,_, .,,,, ____ _,_ 

VENETA 002053 52 PS -STP 3 

. c i-fl CJduTN S & INT 3 

78 STP IMP 3 

524 LAKi::CJSWEGc5 -HARVEY NA 16 INT 3 

La ui.i<.E OSWEGO :..T ERi{Ac:E NA iiiiTNt····· 3 

..... - ___ J. ____ ,.. .- _, ___ --

l tl 66 1076 

412 0376 

22 0776 

20 0776 

150 0776 

2200 0976 

867 1276 

2 l 12 75 

28 0676 

213 0177 

1247 0876 

bU 0776 

11 1275 

189 0976 

293 1176 

1800 1076 

31 0876 

500 0177 

BO 1076 
- -----------

25 1076 

425 1076 

2 0976 

110 1176 

0676 

0976 

0876 

0776 

0176 

0676 

0976 

0 I 16 

0576 

0976 

0976 

RECERTIF 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

9 

10 

12 
eaa-ao,,,,~--~ 

l 3 

13 

14 ~ 
-~----~-~- ' . - --1 

15 

RECERTIF 16 

17 
'-,.,,.,---~- --

18 

19 

20 

--""··----
2 l 

!NCR 23 

!NCR 21+ 

25 

26 

27 
·~-----, 



313 

.52 8 

~ 

0 
0 

.0 ..... 0 .. 

~ ..... ~ ~ 

:~DES .. ·Pl r,r 6=:T . ·~·······~Cll 8 ;o ~ ~ i ···~o~L~ ·~ GOMME!,JT ! o 
_____________ · ___ .. _t.uR...._ ____ ...,ro _.r,,i_:,ll....~-~-""'l'.l.;L ____ Qi..'A ••• 

PROJECT 

LAKE OSWEGO -EVERGRN NA 
. .. ------- ·····-----·-·-- ·----

WEST LINN-LOWER TUAL NA 

COVE NA 

91 INT 

2 0 I NT 

2 23 0276 0276 28 

3 112 0976 0976 29 

50 STP IMP 3 568 1276 30 

.. 4 fr-··-- ... P.AC I F'""i_,C,--,C"'I"""T,.,.Y,......,,5-,,,1)-------::--:--::--::-::::--:-'.".-=--::----:--::--~-=--·--::-::-;------ .. 32 26 STP, INT 2 45 0576 0576 

411 f'Ai::TFTc 26 STP, INT 3 
-----------·-·· .. ·------····--------·-

355 0177 

448 AURORA 26 STP, INT 2 72 0576 0576 

··451··-· ··TwINROCKSSD 002349 50 INT, STP 3 150 0776 0776 

538 ROADS ENDS D 
. ------------·--•-. --·---·-------···· 

NA 33 INT 3 212 1176 

544 . .. . AbRi AN .,. ____ . __ . ___ .,, --------··--- -------··--·------· 
12 STP, INT 3 238 10 76 

-~[NEVILLE -LAUGHLIN NA 43 INT 3 220 0177 
... -··- ------ -•... ,. .... -·-•-·--···- ······-···--------•-·- --------···-·· . -

547 

585 . 

.. 57-r,--·-

382::Co2· 

619 

616 . 

489 

496 

L_ I 

UKIAH NA 01 STP, INT 3 267 1076 

NA INT 3 

---·--····--------·~··-- --
NA 56 SYSTEM 2 

COLL SYS 2 

NA 

lJsA·-·FANNO PHASE 5 .NA···· 

14 INT 2 

141 1076 

:>O 0876 0776 

700 1076 

80 1076 

35 1176 

139 0976 

. -·. ----------··. 
INT 1 00019 1276 

r,0stBURGsEwtR REHAb 002258 14 STP, INT 2 

c:A,~'{0NVTLLE . 002072 33 STP IMP 2 

•o·s-A - BANKS 

JUNCT I 01~ CITY 

EUGENE ll!Rf'Oi<T 

45 STP, INT 2 

STP 2 

2015 STP IMP 1 

002012 STP IMP 1 

002648 14 ST 

- 2 -

1300 0177 

·---·~····- ... 
300 1076 

69 0976 

50 1176 

8 0976 

9 0976 

9 1176 

32 0976 

19 0976 

32 

33 
'. -·~--~«-"•-

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

' 41 ' 

43 

.. 44 I 

.. , ····----, ., 

45 

46 

PHASl:.D 48 

49 

. sl 1 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 



4:,2 

454-02 

"" 494 

····sro 
4'12. 

603. ---

611 

3 74 ······· 

413···· 

. 6 i7 

( 4 .. 

SS/ 

--5~9 

342 

·-sin,---
475 ..... 

. 4T2. 

·-·501 

· · sss··· 

5 CJ 2 

590 

PROJECT 

EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD 002620 14 STP 

2 

2 

72 0976 

697 1176 

58 

59 

·~--,--,=--------·----------------··--------··•-········ •"· NEWBERG-DUNDEE 002025 84 REG STP 2 108 1176 

························---
SPR!NGFI ELD 002632 STP IMP 2 

USA - UP~ER TUALAT! NA 16 I Nr 2 

NA INT 2 

INT 2 

. MAUPIN .,, --- . ·---·~··---·-····· 
002260 67 STP IMP 2 

zoo 1276 

l:,3 1176 

60 1176 
. ~·-·-·· .. - - . ····----- --
200 11•6 

31 0976 

62 

63 

64 

66 

67 

68 

-ru,,-~ EASTSIUE NA -----------------------------··••····--····-14 INT 2 900 1276 69 

GllLDH!LL 
. . - - --· ·------• ... 

STP 002259 33 IMP 
,. ·------·--~·~---·--·· . 

2 34 1276 

OAKLAND 0 2049 STP IMP 1 15 0177 

-REEDSPORT NA 33 INT --2 45 1176 

. J 11c ksof~vTLLE ··------ -------·--
002079 30 INT 2 8 l 1276 

ST IMP 2 277 0976 

NA 8 6 I NT 2 165 1176 . ST HELENS 

PRAIRIE.CITY ·----- -····------·--·~., -- --------·--···- ·----•-----····· ·~---·-- ·--------•-···-----· 
STP, INT 2 00040 1176 

PURTLANU - SE l<c.L I EV NA ... ... ,..,. ....... ··----- . ···-------•---·--··-- - .... -------··. 
INT 3 L888 1276 

002038 STP IMP 1 10 1076 
--·---·-•······--·-···•-··--- ·····--·---· ·- .... ~-•,. - ····--··-·····-~-- ,, .. ,,,. ........ ,, ... ,, ...... .,,.,, ... ,,, __________ • 

LA GRANDE-ISLAND C!TY002046 12 STP, INT 2 

0022 3 01 STP IMP 2 

CORVALLIS-CRESCENT V NA 

IONE 63 

INT 2 

P, I NT 2 

HAMMOND 

BAY CITY 

SILETZ 

··-··~-·-·---··-·---··-···-- -·--··-· - .. 
002274 43 INT 2 

002257 

002041 

STP IMP 1 

STP IMP 1 

PORT OF TTLLAMOOK BAY002291 oz,·sfP !i~P 1 

- 3 -

181 1'176 

31 1276 

11 1 0976 

35 0177 

36 0177 

12 1276 

10 276 

l 3 0976 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 



t 
·~o··•··· 

~ .... --~'"-;•'i,:_ 
5( 

427 

. 508 

411:,··•·· 

5 0 9 . 

615 

513· 

518 

594 

srr · 

564 

519 

473 

52 3 

PROJECT 

SEcASIDE 

AUMSVILLE 002272 36 STP IMP 
········--·-··-·-·· .. 

SHEklDAN-WILLA INA 002064 47 STP IMP 

l 49 1076 

j6 0976 

48 1076 

002621 20 STP IMP 2 21 1276 
-· ··- --·--~----··------------ --·-···-·-·- ,,,,,,. _________ ·-~ ------·-·--. ,.,,,,,,,., ----· 

GERVAIS 

WOODBURN 

·c:ti·RL TON 

ROCKAWAY . 

-OAKRIDGE .. 

. ·LtfolELL ·····---···-- -- .. 

ESTACADA 

sc1 

[:jLJFUR 

sT PAUL .. 

··w1-:crr-tli=-wrsrfTDR r 

002739 09 STP/ INT 2 66 1176 
... ,., ------·•--•·· .,,,,., _____ 

2 

- --····-----···········---

002000 16 STP, INT 2 132 1176 

002054 STP IMP 1 20 1076 
. ·······-•--,---- - ···-·---····--·~·--· -
002330 33 STP IMP 2 184 1176 

.,., .. ,, .. ,,., .. -

002047 56 STP, INT 2 337 09 76 

002055 47 STP IMP 105 0976 

002754 40 STP IMP 2 36 1076 

STP IMP 1 00015 1076 

002231 47 STP IMP 
-··-·•-·-~---···· -

S TP I MP 

2 

2 002004 

002057 STP IMP l 

002930 36 STP IMP 2 

····---·---······-~--·--

28 0177 

so 0177 

20 1276 

14 1176 

ST PIMP 1 00012 1176 

002076 56 STP, I NT 2 

002278 STP IMP 1 

002240.47 STP IMP 2 

oo2060 01 STP IMP 2 

0020j6 01 STP IMP 2 

002905 63 STP IMP 2 

20 STP, INT 2 

16 STP, INT l 

263 1276 

50 0976 

35 0976 

50 1076 

44 1076 

12 1176 

41 1276 

24 1276 

MULTNOMAH co - INVERNESS 118 INT 2 00060 1276 

2 1'>7 1076 

·····-·····---------------'--------------

- 4 -

88 

89 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

97 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

107 

111 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

121 

129 

130 

131 



532 

467 

-·r,34 

536 

447 

560 

- 601·--

574 

541 

597 

613 

563 

~62 

---·sn--

552 

! . 
? . _, 

COLUMBIA CITY 

·· HWY foT •· s o 

002071 

NA 

00206:> 

INT 

INT 

S TP IMP 

2 

2 

19 

26 

1176 

1276 

~-------------------------NEWl:3ERG - NORTHWEST NA 43 I NT 
-··•----· ~---------·-•·---·--------

LAPINE STP ' INT 

MI CITY 09 STP, JNT 

43 STP, INT 
... ·----------- .,, .. ·--------··----··· 

ROSEBURG !FL[ RNG NA 

-~CVSA - WHETSTONE NA 

SISTElsS 

YONCALLA . 00224~ 

. LJsA - SUNSET. TRUNK -NA­

lJSA - REEDSVILLE TRNK-NA-

43 

32 

33 

60 

s Tl-'' INT 
..... ,,. -·-··-----·--· 

INT 

INT 

STP/ INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

' INT 

STP IMP 

INT 

INT 
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- . - --··--········-- .... . ...... ,,,,,, .... --•·--· 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Contc1ins 
Rt'cyc.lcd 
Materinls 

DEGl-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

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 1 i st has had the fo 11 owing modifications: 

1. Six new projects were added to the list. 

2. Seven projects had their ranking increased either by 
certification during the review cycle or by documentation 
of a higher point assignment. 

3. Two projects were removed from the list 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 
of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency as expressed by Dr. L. Edwin 
Coate's letter of August 13, 1976. 
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The changes which have been made are discussed individually 
below: 

1. 

2. 

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(i). 

A detailed summary of the enttre 15% reserve was added to 
clarify what the reserve consists of and how it will be 
used. 

3. Eligibility for Funding 

4. 

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 list 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. 



Agenda Item No. H, October 1976 EQC Meeting 
Po.ge 3 

As of September 7, 1976, the State of Oregon had the following FY 1976 
grant funds unobltgated: 

General Account 
Reserve for Increases 
Special Reserve for Step I and 

$38,347,299.00 
1,173,753.00 

Step II Projects (40 CFR 35.915(i) 281,752.00 

$39,802,804.00 Total 

The carryover of these FY 1976 monies into FY 1977 will fund projects 
through priority number 41 on the FY 1977 priority 1 ist. 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 
Reserve for Increases 
Special Reserve for 

Step I and Step II 

$38,347,299.00 
1,173,753.00 

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". 

THB:ak 
Attachments A, B, C and D 

September 23, 1976 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

-



Attachment "A" 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Contnins 
Recycled 
M,~tt.:ricJls 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

;Suqj ect: 
' 

Environmental Quality Commission 

C. P. Hilbrick, Jr., Hearings Officer 

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 in the Public Service Building, 2nd Floor Audttorium, 
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 Valley 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 
limit 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 fin a 1 witness was Mr. Robert Thomas, attorney .for the 
following: 

1. Town of Bonanza 
2. City of Chi 1 oquin 
3. City of Merrill 
4. Crescent Sanitary District 
5. Westside Sanitary District. 

Mr. Thomas approved of the ranking of the Bonanza and Chiloquin 
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. 
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Summary of Written Statements & Letters Made Part of the Hearing Record 

1. August 4, 1976 letter from the City Manager of the City of Newport 
requesting that a project be placed on the priority list. 

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 list. 

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. 

6. August 25, 1976 written statement of F. Duane Lee. 
7. September 2, 1976 letter from Whiteley, Jacobsen & Associates 

requesting change in the St. Helen's project ranking. 

8. Memo dated September 2, 1976 listing 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 letter 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 letter from Mr. David B. Hammond providing additional 
information about the possible pollution of the Klamath River by 
subsurface sewage system failure in t.he Westside S.D. 

13. September 10, 1976 memo detailing the pollution problems along the 
Youngs River in the City of Astoria. 

14. August 16, 1976 letter 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. 
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C. P. Hilbrick, Jr. 
Supervisor 
Sewerage Works Construction Section 
Water Quality Division 



Attachment "B" 

SUMMARY OF MODIFICATIONS TO THE PRIORITY LIST 

l. Corvallis STP (Completion) 

2. John Day-Cangop City 

3. Canyon City 

4. Salem (Glen Creek) 

5. Boardman 

6. Tillamook City 

7. Jefferson 

8. North Bend 

9. West Linn (Lower Tualatin) 

10. Astoria (Willamsport Int.) 

l l. .St Helens 

12. Newport 

Added to list at City's request and 
given priority No. l on the basis of 
FY 76 ranking. 

Priority ranking changed from 44 to 
7 on the basis of Step 2 certification 
prior to priority list 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 list 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 list adoption. 

Priority ranking changed from 86 to 17 
on the basis of Step 2 certification 
prior to priority list adoption. 

Priority ranking changed from 92 to 20 
on the basis of Step 2 certification 
prior to priority list 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 list 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 list 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 
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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. 



Changed Criteria 
Reflecting EPA Letter of 8/13/76 

I Purpose 

Criteria for Priority Ranking 

of 

Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY[76] ?]_ 

Attachment "C" 

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 [J~+y-+,-+97e-tAFe~~A-J~Ae-d9, 
+976.] October 1, 1976 through September 30, 1977. The criteria and 
rules for application shall be re-evaluated prior to [J~Ae-aG,-+976] 
September 30, 1977 to assess the necessity for changes based on avail­
ability of funds relative to needs. 

II Definition 

Applicable definitions from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 shall apply. 

III 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 list pursuant to the criteria and rule& for 
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after 
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed list. Fol­
lowing evaluation of testimony received and modification as necessary, 
the Commission shall adopt a project priority list which shall be the 
official Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority list of the State of 
Oregon. The adopted list may be revi sect 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 [HHl9] 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 list. The project with the highest 
point total will be the highest priority project. 

V Ru_l_es _for _lip pl i c_a ti ori_ of Cri_ter_i a_ 

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. 

B. Additions or Elevation in Ranking 

Proje.cts may be added to the list or elevated in ranking at the 
discretion of the Director subject to the following procedure: 

l. 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 list. 

2. Sponsors of those projects which have fewer total points 
than the new or re-ranked project shall be notified of the 
proposed list modifications and a public hearing shall be 
scheduled with appropriate notice given for the purpose 
of receiving testimony on the list modifications. 

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the 
Commission may adopt the modified list as under Section III. 

C. Deletion or Reduction in Ranking 

Projects may be deleted from the list 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. 

D. Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists 

l. All projects which have I~eee4Yea] 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 list for the next fiscal year in the same relative 
ranking as they appeared in the prior year in order to assure 
continuity and funding. 

C-2 



2. All projects which have not.yet [Feee4ves] been certified 
for any grant or have been certified for [Feee4ves] only a 
Step I grant will be subject to reprioritization along with 
all new projects for the next year's list. 

E. Project Scheduling 

Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases that 
are scheduled for [4R4t4at4R§-wttRfR-tRFee-meRtRs-ef-tRe-eRs] 
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 regues'tand jusITfication 
by the applicant, the Director may modify the schedule for the 
project and continue the reservation of funds provided that such 
modif1edschedule does not extend beyond the end of thef"fsc~ 
year. If request iincrlustificat10n for schedule iiiodrncation is 
not rece""lved within 30 days after the schedule date, the Director 
may reallocate the funds to other projects on the l isr:- If the 
Dfrector initiates a scheaule mod.ification wf"thoutpnor reduest 
by the applicant, tne applicant will be notified and allowe the 
opportunity to negoff"ate the newscneaule. [~R-tRe-eveRt-e¥ -
se Ae il .. -I e-s -It fl fl a§ e, - t Ae-ll e 13a FtmeR t-may-e t U1 el'- l'e s el'v e- t Re-f .i Ass 
fel'-aR-ass4t4eRal-tRl'ee-meRtRs-el'-Hlay-aHeeate-saflle-te-tRe-Re*t 
~l'Bjeet-eR-tRe-H s t-awa4 tf R§-f <1Ras~-~+l'le-!le13al't111eRt-sl'la H-ReH fy 
tRe-afl13l4eaRt-ef-4ts-4RteRt-te-take-s.ieR-aet4eR~] 

Note: If a grant schedule is directly related to an NPDES 
was re o, scharge Perrott schedule, the Department has 
author, ty to enforce that perm, t medu I e. Al so-, -
the Env, roninenta I Qua TTiy Comm, ss, on may enforce a 
scnedu I e by order when appropr, ate. - -

F. Contingency Reserve 

A minimum of [8%] 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of grant 
funds sha 11 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 .l)_g_ set aside for 
Step land Step 11 projects pursuant to 40 CFR 35. 91G ( i l. The 
Director h authorized to allocate this portion of the reserve 
in accordance with state and federal regulations for Step .1 and 
Step li projects which may or may not be on the priority list. 
The Director may return fil!.Y portion of this special reserve to 
the main reserve if it will not be used prior to the end of .tl:& 
fiscal year for Step land .U grants. 
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The 15% reserve shall consist of: 1) a 5% reserve specifically for 
increases after grant award, 2) a $500,0ITTfreserve under CFR 35.915(,i-;-
3) the remainder to be State uncles1gnated at the time of pnorny 11st 
adoption. 

VI Eligibility for Funding 

A. Except as noted i.n 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 
pub 1 i c sewer sys tern rehabilitation as can be shown to have an 
obvious cost effective benefit related directly to size, effective 
life or performance of the sewage treatment plant. 

B. For FY [76] 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 [J~Re-dG,-~976] 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. 

HLS: ak 

September, 1976 
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Table A 

Point 
Assignment 

[+eeeJ 
999 Total* 

800 

700 

600 

400 

100 

90 

80 

50 

Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 77 

Point 
Categories 

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 l 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 malfunctton in 
known urban or urbanizing areas. 

Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution 
problems. 

Regulatory Emphasis 

Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation. 

NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit. 

Letter directive, preliminary 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 

77 maximum Streams ranked in inverse order to that shown in "Annual 
State Water Strategy - FY 75". 

10 

8 

Project Type 

Sewage treatment plant projects including cost-effective 
sewer rehabilitation. 

Interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and pressure 
mains. 



- I 

, 
• 

, 

p-..,licant 
\ 

,.- ~ q \/ 1 L I 1 c, 

NrT~RT~-nrc~NSJn~ 
R r.T)l,,lr)()f'i c.ri 

r.irr,H"'"'n 

FISCAL YEAR 1977 
'NEEDS PRIORITY RANKING 

Project 
_Need· 

Points 

➔<· 

·)f 

.~ 

Emphasis 
Points 

. 
.µ 
p, 
.µ 
i:: 

... OJ 

~ §, 
Pl Jl 

. 
.rn 

.µ .µ 
u p, 
OJ 
·n OJ 

~~ 

rn 
E .s 
Ul 

$ 
Ul 

' 

ATTACHMENT "D" 
September 15, 1976 

Total Priority 
Points Number 

2 
3 

Fn°, T FP ,, 1 f)i,/ AY 
1,1J "!STr,r-..1-Gp!:°"r-!\! u·r,F . .,.., •. * 
,JnHr,.1 flt. y . 

* 
* . •-- .... --*-- .. 1 .... ·-----··-· 

.4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

(l.,JYOt' C !TY 
1 1c:.ti n1._n111r.R T! Jr.q_J1 TIM* 
r;I F"f'/\[ F 
c. • !T L-~ r. r.;i I T ~. 1 

f-· u; I_ r p h T /,' l' 
,-1, VF Jl,''VT !(l>i 

* 
* 
* 
* 
*· 

9~ARr'l~AN * 
'1/IIFFLFI< - /\IY'!r,,r,11•1 To NT(.S/1 GR/l~IT * 
Y "'' 1·1 l LL. * 

* 

I 

T ll.l .. A'WC'V. C !TY 
'!"LA LL r·,. 
Lr.ll.Af\!0"-l 

. * .... ,. .......... ,. ________ ..... , .............................. , ....... .. 

· -) r:-~ F r-·H.Si(j\1 

LT~r~L.'1 r{TY - n1JASF T 
fl.?·'i '·-11 f._15 VI(' L. r:: 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* vc:·•,Ji:-T A 

n, I 1_nr,11f,i 
ii '!fi.Nlr.· 
l-~d".'I=' nl'.',\,,rr.,:'I 
L~Kr= ris 1,Ji=G0 

o~; 1,J r. G'1 

LT~"-' -

riH !'. r,\I r:y 1•' AV ·lf 

hTLOH.l\(C#-

·r 
* *. 

* n(VcQGQFr~,* ·*, 
IJ1l•'rf< Tl!ALAT !~I * ., ......... ·•-.,. ........... _ .. ,* ... , .................... ., ___ _ 

10 
l l , .......... _., . _ 
l 2 
l 3. 
] 11 

15 
H, 
17 fs ... 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
?4 
?.5 
26 
27 
28 
?. <j ..... - ...................... , .. 3()'" ... ___ ,, .. , ....... . (hVi= •····~=--·~--·"·· 

'L~~.~s1nF * ;1 
Pl\(l"!C r'!lY s.,-,. - * '32 
,\II R "!~ A * ~_3 . 
T'•'l~' Rhcts-·~;"1. -,::,r>'Ai~Vfn,1-i>·· * -;, 3'• 
PnAns F'ln s.n. * 35 

·11n7 I A-,-,·•-·•-.. ·--·--··- --------. *:-:-------~-------.....; ___ . 36 

PPI~!FVILLf '7L/l!r::ilLTN-'.ffLROSF'* * '37 
!'ll(!AH * 38 
DnRT nF P0RTLA'1" * 19 

·'1;,PTH Qn",f"F>lfr,r, i:~ n. * . ·40 
R"Nfl 999 999 41 

·-•·-p; RRF P.nN~t'E 9 9-9,:-----------'----·-9'i·9~----4-'-2---------,, 

L .OS\./EGO L1Gl.l::N"1nRR Tf:* 999 99'1,_.... . ··-·····'t.3 .. 
"11nRA~i ......... _... 999 .999 411 

USA riF/\>'>IO~PH/\So- 5* 800 91J '/7 8 '3 978 4_5 .. 
,'\C,Tf•Rr.A soo 1nc1 69 . s · T 9fs 46 
R''SFRIIPG D\1FTR"l - RFG ■ * nno '"/0 73 1n 2 975 47 

.. ., .. , .. R l'i STP1J ~r,----r, SF•~· .. pTT-f711i·;··~*--------an U q 0·-7y~rrr-·-t----q,t~5 ---li'8 
rn~YnNVILLE 800 qO 7~ 1° 2 975 49 
DnJH!_/1~1[1 tJET'< Rl'\(Ylf',.. 800 ao··· 7fi . ··-···· 8. l .. 965 50 
l • VERNnN · aoo BO 68 10 2 960 51 
HTLLSBl'1R0"!RRtr;~TION 700··· -10-0·; 77 10 2 . 889 . ·'i-z ... 
lJCiA - GASTON 700 qO 77 10 1 A78 5'.3 ------------------,----------------------------,.·----, 



' 

' . 
: 

Applicaht 

J-
Ptbject 

Need 
Points 

Emphasis 
Points 

. 
"' ..., ..., 

u "' OJ 
·n QJ e g: 
"' "' 

I 
Cl) Total Priority 

- A< 
OJ Points Number ..., 

Cl) 

'· ! ~ A - .f\ A fl K S _ 7 0 n q 'l _ 7 7 1 n · 1 R 7 8 ~ I+ 
Y 1'_1 r T l ,\ ~! ( (TY': 7 0 0 9 I 1 7 6 1 () 2 8 7 8 ', 5 
r1tG!"lc' /11PPnRT 700 qr) 7f. 10 2 R7(l ~6 
ll~R''l:;:,~{lor; . · . - 70() qn 7f, lil 7 A78. 57 
.,,,,,,_,,,qf:11~ T "ripPp,',;,\_i:;,,,r,:, 70n q(1 7', l r ? A 7A ~·~. -
r: I Ir, r. ~Ir.~·~ 'r'1"f,f(r,rr.t'~ (r.{(:'.A"•"•'''7~"'7::,-;.'.:.~' . '-"'" ~~- »- ·•··~ '•" "'"o/'r) rf· '"9 () i (., ' ]' () ? ' ' R 7 El t; 9 
,"r.>IIAI j' ! C, ~ fr,1pr,o:f ' .. \' 700 on 76 l 1' 7 R78 l',il 

Tri T _, iry .'.. rr.1h1t.'.Y</;, ·f\ 1nn gn 76 1 n ? fl7R 61 
Mr.',,.iq1=~'?:.~~:•.:.1.!:~·~rc:r., ' . ._;,:.J;,<.;; .;\: .. ti1:: 70n r;n 1n 1n 2 H7R 62 
_c,'JQHIGl"l"'L,1"1 _ , ... - v· 700 qr) 7(,. i;; 2 878 63 
ll''·~ _r,1,t:,prcR 'rriAL~.tl\~1*'" /. 700 qr, 77 R 2 R77 (,4 
HAt_<,ry.'"'·-----,-: .... ,.,,,,,f'''•'-,-·"• ......... 77i/i q(:--1f, li: j' f,;'j7 •. 65 .. .. 

11; ~. P'<OM<;Q~' rK •. ,; , 7:,n qn 77 A 2 f.177 66 
-1.J.<;A - RO(K cv .• 1:Rr'•~IK 7nn q(1 77 A ? 877 67 

700 90 74 1~ 7 R76 68 
7n11 911 76 A ;, A76 69 

i,1 /\, I _Ip T "'-1 

r', ir, f. r,.1 r r, r:-' /1, <;-y·c; r ('\r'*',: 
r;nt_ri 1-!JLL 
"r1 ~ '<'. L ,~ i{d·'i 
qt:'f-""SD0r;>T · 

7 n" 9 n 7 l ll ? A 7 'l . 71_ __ _._, __ 
__ , .. ,.,_, ______ . 1nri <ih •. 7,? 1 1 R73 71 

J , ,- v c 'l ,, \/ r L L" 
P"!<T I A ~If') c•C L_I Jr,r;,:-j\, 
r1,vs.~ - '·'HIT<" (11:'Y 
<iT, H':\F~1S 
P fl 1 T P (F C:TTY C 

P'lRT L .I\NQ. qf,t· ·· l~cL 1-rv 1 ~-~,* 
R ,\ I " l FR . · .. ·: 

L ~ G" A N () F - I :i L > ,, C rf~' 
~~~;,~Ll .. IC - •· ~'jFci:·l''{Tiift Y • 
T ""'1 r. ··• ::-·· _, .... ,. . : .. _.-~::,;•·~1t, -

1no qn 7? 8 ? A72 72 
700 qr: 71 8 2 A71 73 
10n qn r,q lll 7 871 74 
7no qr, 71 A 2 871 75 

-71n q() 61 lC 2 871 76 
1 'J rr 'l ,,---- .,.pi·'·"-7· t1 • ·-·2··- ··e1u 1 1 
700 9n 69 B 1 870 76 
70 0 q (1 . . 6 q 1( 1 870 7 q 

7nn 90 67 ll 2 S69 BO 
710 gn ~7 1n ? 969 AX 
10n sn 76 8 2 866 A2. --·---·--- -·--.,-orr .. , ... , ...... ,r(""-----·:,;rr----1,,··----z··--··--,1r,r····-•--··· -·ii' :r ,, ........... · 

HA~••n~n 7nn 8(1 69 8 2 859 84 
PAY rrrY .. , 100 i:/O :-:---s.,- ·10 'T 6ss · 05 
S!L"'Tt ,'(!, ; 7:JO 90 56 10 1 1157 86 
P"'H OF Tll.L'i'\f41'1.Hi'l?f~1iY' 100 ........ 9() ~7 if 1 ··• ·056 sf 
SrASir)F . . .. , .. ,,, 700 90 54 10 1 855 88 
A 11 '' SV rttF"""'"7"~•--' _____ ,_.,;_.-~,~--------~-o~--9 0 , 4 B 1 U __ """2 ___ 1T'5'D 8 9----- ·-----
[) .~ ~ T ON' - ·.. ) ::''{, 7 0 0 9 0 4 6 1 U . 2 8 4 8 9 0 
s-HERIDi'IN' "-' 1./'JLCA'MlNt'''"'c, ..... (00 -90 '"'4(, r0 ----2 i:f48 9I 

A1.·,, ~nl ~- ~.,.,,, ·.,.,, ..•. ! -·-~··· .. ·.·•·r·· ,··,••F· ·.n1••t·.•.·,_,.,·,,,..-.•,!1.:._1._:.,rc-.'l.',.:·.·····_ .. -• .• ·.•.·.-·-• .. ,.:,:_-,.•,·.:.·,'

1 
.. ,.'.,_·_.·_' · .• . , 7 0 0 C/ 0 '. 4 6 1 0 2 R 4 8 9 2 ., ,,n_,-..," . .,- "'n.,,,, M'"' ------------------.------,on ---------9-c,--------,:-45·----·--·10---------"2---------847 , .. ·---q'j"'• 

r M~L Hl,N : C•,< 700 q() 46 l O l 64 7 C/1• 
--- ~qnr--'<--~/Ji-V-:---'""'. ~--c) 1 r . 4 1 rrr--:-;r--,•,r4 3 ·--~-.....-..,...--- · 

(A'l"1'1f-.t ,ttiti~ff➔. t , 70() qO 41 10 i' 1141 96 
[ T'-lff'L~l''r'TTV "'' ('l\jf~S!i':{t[r ... --- .... 700 90 ···;-41 rrr 'l ·~;!143.. q"( 
r0TTAGF r-.RQV1f'- <,,i ': \./'!: · 700 90 40 10 2 -842 98 
(RFS 1,/l'r_c---- --· .. ,,-----··--·--·- ,- -•. ,, -------,--•----- "'7\JCT 91T -"'-4rr TO --7 -. "842 qq·. 
~IF\,Jp("jRT - :,cl - 100 go 41 10 1 842 100 

----·o ~ KR TTrITT'" 
l'"l'.·J ELL 

-, o o 9 o ~:;,,--'Ttr---z---,-zrr--· .. ···rur--·-----
100 90 39 10 ? 841 102 

FST /\(•t,,r,A --- : ··--.·:·. 100········· qo -----,s- · ro , 1---039- 1or· 

~~ ~~~~,- ··--·-- -- ---- ;, .. )~.;, - ·---·--------·------

MT. ANGFL 

700 qO 36 10 2 838 104 
7rm- - 90' " 15 TCT 2 ... •· -R'l7 1 l'l"5 . 
700 QO ~5 10 2 837 106 

~---.. -,,---.--.,-· ,,.,•,',[•~•m•,,.•••• •••••·•·-·••••• 



.. 
. 
• 

Applicant 
( 

. rni I Lr:~_, r, T 1-1 
,.,n"J'lnF 

ll''ATJLIA 
<L/\MATH F/\L.L. 
H''R'I r ,,;Tn>.1 
nr,.!TAPTn 
c"~l\!(~"P 

R[r.. 

,'I f LT 'l \I-FI< 1: !.- ,_,./ /\ T [ ,, 
1'.lnRTL\ nn1,/r1r.r~ 
J,..;c1F~-:>H 
rr-..1TFD!"JO y ~r 
TJf l'Fl ',-~ 

\!f'd~Tq r.-.1 rJ...t\\lV c,. I"'\. 

,_1nR T, '-' "L-~ T ,1 <:; 

ST• Pl\t.tL 
CL 6. ( f<. :11.. ~-1 ,\ c:. r 'i • 

HA f' D V V /I I_ I. r-y 
r;L ·1 Jr _.,-.. T _,..':,..L V!_ r- · 

SY,\rw cnvr 
'.Jr:-f<L l '•I - r'1 !.. \/"-LLFY 
RrV•n -nr~,1T~~I. Pn1~T 

l,/ I\' I ."-1 /\ - ,.1 r,· r: T pf') f~ "T" 

\~I 'LT ~;,;v 1\1-1 (",""\1 IMTv 

GR(~~~AM ~LT"l~~~~~'* 
(", "'I~ (JTV 
H~0~ !?!V~q n'•1~~TSI~r* 
T 1-fr:: r'\,\I Lr-~, 
r)ll'JFCC (JTY 

~ c-r,1 rY 

~ T ~ 1-n,, !'i. Y 10 1 r:-1 .-r--, • 
ST L. V•RT 0'! 
,tl\PLFT0~-' 
Fl_0-9<'."\l(F 11c•L'Jnr;r* 
Tl IRf'F"l 

n"N~L'' 

118 ~-

.... 
p., 

Project 
.... 

Emphasis 

.i l Ne!"d Points 
Points 

' ., 
.... .... 
u p., 
OJ 

·n OJ 

~t: 
Total 
Points 

Priority 
Number 

700 ')n 11+ 1 I' 1 ]117 
700 'JI/ 1? 1u 2 ]08 
71l0 'Jli ;><J 1::_ 2 11'9 
7r10 <J(l 21l ir1? 11.n 
710 <Jn u, 1u ;, 111· 

R15 
R14 
811 
fl-,,[) 

R78 
7'.)0 "9(; 2,,-- 1,,- 2··· 112 
71,n qr: 7 li, 2 113 
7(10 9 □ 8 10 1 114 
700 9() -7 1,, 2 11.~ 

826 
B1'l9 
B09 
9 () 9 

-- 7 (, 0 <Jr, 6 lC' 2 l l 6 
700 9n 6 1n ? 117 

. 700·•· ''qr, l fr 2 118 

8')8 
8') B 
R 'i 3 

600 an 76 8 ? ll'l 776 
600 B0 77 1ri ·1 12n 
600 en 76 10 2 121 
6 □ n· qn 66 1n 2 122 
60r1 er• 76 A 2 12, 

768 
768 
768 
71'-,!-, 

, I --•-61rn· Sff 12· ·1n 2" 121, 
6/10 80 71 l(i 2 125 
&00 A'.l 71 11> 1 126 
&Go en 11 R 2 121 
1,r1,J gr, 1,9 1:• 2 l?R 
l,')0, 8'' 1,9 11' 1 1?9 
·1,1ci er- r;ri·--- r,··· ;, ·75q 110·· 

7 6 ,, ' 
761 
762 
761 
761 
7 I'-,') 

60n en 1,q A ? 7~9 111 
1,nn so 69 8 2 759 112 
6nn A~ 1,q e 2 759 111 
1,00 AG 69 8 2 759 114 
r,OO· en 61 1 11 l 754 115 
·600 ·er: --··or· - ···s ··2··•· 11.;r · 11,;--
1,no 90 45 10 z 747 111 

-- - 600 110 - - sz; · -- 10 2 11,6 , ,e 
600 eo 54 1n 2 746 139 

·600 an 4R" ro 2 140 11,.0 
600 5c, 76 1r, 2 738 141 

N Fl.1/q i:-P,r; · rf'-J',1¥"'···--····•·'"·· --------------r,nO ---···-~·n··-- 76 8 --··7_····--·116 • l 42 - -- -
I . 

Ta~r;F~T 60n 5n 76 8 l 715 143 
ftL»ANY h'IF* -- --- -- 600 ,;o-· 76 . 8 T 735 l/,4-

- _ LA~INF- 600 50 74 lG l 735 145 
Pnr-n LA ~,n ~ l+'iTH "T'II~ I NT . 600"" - -50··· - 76 - - 8 - I - 7 35 14(, ,. 
~ILL CITY 600 80 42 lU l 733 ·147 

· ··s .-w • L r--Ncm."-r···cr,.·---c:";"r,. - :o·o s o··-rr·-·-To 2 ---T'J'·--~rz.e---­
C A RM EL - FOULWFATHER s.n. 600 80 41 10 2 733 149 
RnSERURr; wR!FlF Ri\~fGF Rl'J~lf "60/'f 5T, ;3· 8 T ·73z 150 
BAY Tn RAY s.n. 600 en 41 8 2 731 151 
/\(';f\TF REACH 600 80 4T 8 l 730 152, 
RrVS/1 - ~HETSTONF 600 50 71 8 l 730 153 

- Mr.RR ru·-··11-r-·;·•~f'RRrt:·-------------,,.()-0---gn--- 26 7:,, 2 rr,4·-----
WF~Ts 1 nF s.n. 600 80 2R 1n 2 720 15, 
,,,.,rinr on,~•T - --- 60G an 20 · 10 1 719 156 

-;tL::R~!TY ~g~_ ~~ ·· ;: i6 --- i -~-~~-- ~;,; -
CRFSCFNT 600 50 11 10 l 672 159 

•.... ' 



• • 

Applic<1-nt. 

.H~p1r<; 
('1,-,\/~I L r.c, 
Y0.'!(AU A. 
r,.,n1 i9r, · 

1.1nl1JL fi;IIR~· .. 

rLAr~AMA~ rn. s-.~~ n~~L1_0GG 
1J~·/\ __ t.fq/ ... -,,·K'til(\nn .,,.t.f{!"f~ry_·--·-
11.0,A - .<.11',JSl'T Ti~ll~W 

11.<;A - RFCCf)C,1/[LI_F Ti;:li~il<'.· 
RJG<;<; J~~CTT0'l · · 
HlLLSf1nr;,0 n~p, - l.•IFST:$F1Fli .. 
o /\ 11_ L no r~ F. s • r, • 

Project 
Need 

Points 

Emphasis 
Points 

• ., 
.µ .µ 

C,J "" OJ 
·n OJ 

~£: 
Total 
Points 

Priority" 
Number 

1,CJO 'iO 7 l'' 7 669 \f,0 
4110 <1(: 71, B i · 575 l r,1 
4nn qn 12 1•1 1 ~11 16' 
4nn sn 71, 1n 1 ~67 161 

s1_1Jn,,1•' ➔14'l0 nn 76 10 1 c;r,1 1 AA 
411(1 ari·-·11 s ? ·~i,1 ir,'i 
40n 80 77 A 2 ~6~ \66 
40n Rn 77 8 2 567 167 
400 80 69 A 1 558 168 
4nn so 77 1u 1 5,B lf,9 
400 50 76 11; 1 537 170 

(.~rnv ·-· ,.,. ..•. ,.. -- --·- 4Jo i;ll ~··76-- a · · r· i;j5 171 
P,F<TI_AN[) - L!'1:'\TE1N !NJ 4Q0 sq 76 8 1 535 172 
FLK.T0N 

'"'1S"f<UR1- nL'lO<: l "GGLASS* 
~11 cf) r=-oR h 
IJ~ I f'GT'l" 
-~ r, 1. r '·' r; T/-i ,, · •·-· 
1,, l\ '.,) I~ r- .'!T0\! 

8r\/C.t· - 1•.,'FST. Mrr-,.p:'l!~n 
PrV~A - 1,IAG~~~ r~. 
r~,,n, __ F'7· 

Tr.;>() 1.JTl"'l/.\LC" 

(f\.S(lH)F LJ!Ci(.c; 

CL.,\ T c,<A '! I c 
S I\HnY 
Dn\1i::-1-,.)S 

R r,. \1 nn:--.J 
<;r()T T" 0, 

f)f'."TC>l"\fT 

nJnH,,c,0,.1-~ 
''1 LL 

ST a "F l•Lfl 
F['·' !'<~ .. : 
I\' r:- c; I( ,-..,;r T .,-,, 
5 1 1>1PTi;'R. 

JI l'JT11 1,A 

40u 5r1 72 1r1 1 53, 173 
400 50 7, 8 I 512 174 
~n~ 5b 71 1n 1 532 175 

.. ------· _ ... , ....... 4nn 5n. ___ f,<l 1 rJ ? .?.') J 7h 
400 50 69 1(1 2 531 177 
4nn 5n 69 1r1 1 53n 178 
400 5n 71 8 l 510 179 
4nn 511 71 s 1 53 □ 1en 
40n 50 67 10 2 529 \Al 
400. 5r1 66 1~ ? 52~ 182 
1,0 o · 5 rr· -·•69·· ....... a .... ·1 · · ·52 s··· · Hl'3 · ·· 
4no sr1 6Q a 1 52A 184. 

. 4 (JU 5 D 6 6 8 l 5 2 5 l A"<; 
4CJn sn 51 1n 1 512 1A6 
4no sn ,? R 2 51~ 1q? 
400 50 45 10 1 506 lBR 

·-4 n n-- · ·• · sn··,.-· 4;;, ---.,1 n-.. -·-y . ., i,ri 3 ·· ···- ·· ·1 R ·,r·- --•· · 
400 50 29 1n 2 49\ 190 
1,no i;o 'r2 fl 1 491 lCJf 
4nn ,5n . 22 1n 1 483 192 
400 50 ...... 7 ··········1,1 ····1 · 4A8 .. . i93··•···· 
4~1() 511 7 10 1 1+68 194 

-~----------,·ryn-----., I, 6 ··-1~ 1--···1;;·7 1 <}"5---

,,_,,_,_ ___ ~
0
,.,~,.,.....-:..__ __ ~-~•-➔-----------------------------•-••-••-•m,..-., 

·~----....,_..,_ 

D-4 



D-5 

7 
7 
iJ 
A 
9 
9 

l r, 

11 
12 



;) r -- , 

( '1 ,-.., 

._ :~ -, 

I.. ,... ('\ 

.'--1·'.)I) 

:~ .-, ") 

,'..;. r: \ - - ? 
.f1 i: ·!+ - - • 

r. 71i 

r, '"\ "\ 
::, ('\ .. 
,'., 1 , 

I ' ~ 

'~ , : 
'-· l ·7 

-~ 
0 
0 
0 . 

PROJECT I . =~-i~.E 
-~ E; 8 f;; . !,! fl !;! ~ COMMENT 

·gi !:: 8'' e.. tl ~..: tl - .. 
.<I.\''."°\ OHfl.C~ '1:,,i 
·: r-r\tr', :")H."\ .-:;·r· 1.P. 

,' f\!!.1 Cj f, r.: Y ST F-111 

!\/~ ·r; r,., ('., Y _c; T r ~,r 
!\1•r 'r,_c,·,~rr-c'l ':'"""r:.1 FJ-~!~·;nr; ~:1A, 

~~r ~~ 1-0~ 1~0 -~~LfN'.10R.~~ 
'.! A 

i\f A 

,'1__1 c,ys 
fC'-LL c,ys 

l 1, l''T 

·'"'.f. - F.l\'Nl'W _pcJ~SE ~ !\/1\ 
hc,_r,wrr. - Wl~t 11\'lSPORT l'JT 

P+ I ~\T 
5 6 l ~ T 

p,1T 

! '-IT :, '· T ,, o l t. - ''1 l Li I ~ :, c, P r)R T I ,JT 
r;,,,~rt1l1Rt; M'iTRn 1rn22$8 
::f.';r'.;.~-~·1 ,1 rt-r; :S Fl~/tr-:;:· RfhA 1 1 ):,')?? 5 R 

l 4 ~ T P, · J NT. 
1 I+ :• T p , 1 '! T 

·•,·,err. fR'\', <;ic;VJFR R"'flM3 01J;>?S8 14 ST;:,, rNT 
r '-.~-,!'-., -'"'·'"- 1 ", r LL~ r)(]? r7 7 2 1. ~ c, T P I '·~P 
'A~Y~~VILLF ·n02n12 ~~ CTp IMP 
n"'r?T1_ t,,~,.1·() '!"' f;-·L·f.". Rr:cv· \l':A 
•H \/rRo'r~•I .,.,,. 4s 

'IT \/ " r~. 'l<:i. lJ 4 5 
HI LL< Cl'IT'((',-fR'RJGAT"Tr11f'-:lQ-:,>~ ~'+· •· 
YJLLCROq □ -1RR[Gll'T!ON noz334 
11<,,\ GASTON ·onz,;15 
IJ'.',A - r,~STON 0()201S 
,ic;;\ - RCi.l'IJK·s O'U2r11? 
,r;~ ~A'JK.S rir,;,nJ? 

" 1'1',TT:J~ crrv · ·-,yr,'21, .. 5s·10 
.J' 1NCTJ!l'I r[Ty 002656 r•1 
"''G""" A!RPOC,:T Ort2',48 14 
,.,,,,""" ~l~PQRT ')0261+8 14 
µ~RRr<R~RG 002075 52 
HARRT',,ArJRG ll02rJ75 57 

I ~-! T 
'.>TD' 
STP, 
-s·T p 
STP 
'.', TP 
STP 
STP 
qp 
"· T,., 
c-, Tr, 
:c,TP 

5TP 
STP 
,, TP 

STP '-'O 'l'fl'\l I TH"T ~T(l!tP'E r,es·E 1-.fC E1J(T'2T1 bf 'ffij 
W)'l't0IITH-l ~\De;Pf:~lr-f\1Cf00Zil6J 1.19 _qp 
1'' IGF"F"-SPRIN(,, l FLO !:02620 ·14 < Ti'l 

!MT 
l NT 

l ~1P . 
p1p 
I ~l p 

1'·1P 
l ''P" 
J'1P 
l '1 p 
I '1 p 

c·, •Gf:M[-',PR I N/';e I ELD 14 PEHA·1 
1102250 41 qD 

C/l 

7 7, ';' I 1 .") ., f-1 

? C) .-~ .. , [) 77 7 

7 A>, 7r)7r, 

' 
6 ,-., ~. 1/ls 7 7 

2 '1, ~i 1 :I 71-, 

"3 ,'-2 c:, i'Y 0511 
3 l '"l Oq76 

l nou19 1276 
2 00;·1su (i 8 77 
2 11 ·l~I J 11 U, 
? 1 l-:•, ! In 71, 
·, ;; 

,, 
0677 

? r, 9 0 q7 r, 
l A "i ) 0 5 17 ., 2 7 i::i •JR 77 

? h :,' .. , I J 7 ii 
3 I; r 1)6 77 . 
! 8 '"n·ry76 

3 71 0377 
.1 9 O<l76 
2 I', I r 0577 
l 'l l 1 7 r, 
2 !-,•, 0777 
2 3? "l) ri71, 
1 ? 11 R 0 ,, 7 7 

? l 9 097(, 
3 J/,2 0377 
? '4 li'l7S 

' Vi2 0477 
2 - . 12· Ob76 

' ',f, 7 0377 
2 f,9 7 11 71,' 
3 21• :1 ·:, 0777 
2 57 0277 r~Rv~LL1S A!RD~~T 

f?[-rIT" C [' ~6 RF~ STP l A7~ ~)~77 
f. I .-,., Fl r::- Q ·:;- Nl :_r1'J"f5t•e­
"cc·,I.P r r;, r.-nl I "!f'F" 

7ff21"10"-'ff4 · Q c"(; s nr- 't-·---·-,·r,s"·1·r11,"'"'' 

'. D? I ,ir,fr •L ['\' . 
nn2n25 si+ 

· •·n02f-.1?··· 
Qer, STP 1 B'il r1g77 
STD !'AP 2 2,1'.: 1276·. 

10-1, _ rrPDFR Tl'nL.~TrN ~IA 
'151\ - "0PFR tt'~L)l !N NII 
~~L•cv ()07?3q 

IA J~T 2 151 1176 
16 INT 3 ?~17 0677 

~-TP ]Mp l l? ll;,77 

i~·/11' C,[ri 
p11,~·;[r1 

.. 

• •c; A - r:!"R(iK!S6Kl /"~----...)/\" · .. T•n-·---7---·-6r1·1i1?,'.,... ... -•·· , .... _. 
: IC:. ti. 

f It", (t -
1 1.r: A -
·-~ /\ i 1 \) T /\! 
·'•I,,"'. I lp r II.\ 

9<iONSON r~ 
i's!)CK CK.'. T~"NV. 
R1CK CK TR'INK 

r 1 i,-,rr,._,'-" _,;,; "FlY~T-~ T"TF' 
r,,;Lf' "llLI_ 

Gr'L" '{[LL 
") 1\1( l_/1 fl.II""! 

qc:-!="r,i-:pn!7T 

1;:~-:r--=-r-ic:Dr;.i:;iT 

NA ]NT 1 40 1 0477 
I.I/\ { >.1T 2 ?nr, 1176 
~IA PH 1 2,10n n777 
002260 67 STP I~~ 2 31 OQ76 
rl02?60 i-,7 <Tp !UP 1 1~7 )377 

.. ~Tl(".. . 'T4 ... HIT •·· ---•'·;,- ''1:l''TTt7i'i ...... 
nn2;,59,33 STD JUP ? 14 127~ 
00?259 33 STP [vp 3 2Af, ()f,77 
no2n49 ~TP [MP 1 l~ 0177 

11 J~T 2 4'i 117~ 
11 !~T 1 354 U777 

.. __ .... .,... . •----

~ 
t;:t -i 
r l 
I;. 

l'.1 '., 

'\f, 

57 
57 
58 
58 
~q 

59 
6 rJ 
61 
!, 2 
62 
6~ 
61+ 
61. 
6 '1 

66 
hr~ 
(,7 

67 
6A 
68 
6q 
7n 
70 

72 



t; • 
..:i 

~o 
c.,_ .z_ . .(----· 

..... a\ 
• ;; 8 
-· ~-. 7 

.- .:4' 

< ti 
;:, ,.,. t:l· " 

::_ 0, f.: 

.::: q 1 
(: 'l~' 

,:- r, ., 

; P4. 
~9·t1 
~(-..(,.. 

'•_ t; (-,_( -
;:; :"I-~ 

s "'I 
4?7_ ,, ,..,, -

(~ -:i_f) 

,'.,1. '7_,., 
~ l'\'6 
G, "! a-• 

'" 8 
4 "7.'6 
=n9 
~n9 
'-1 s 
'-l 'i 
?7> 

?n 
; , 1 

1_; i:;9·· 

'l i:;,·9 

e; 1 ? 

r; 1 ? 
(", 1? 

"',_ , 
~ 1 R 

,. ' p 
5r( 
i; ,,1,;· ~ 

,_ 

J: 

0-7 

99 
10n 
ion 
l tJ l 
10 l 

I 
I 
I 

I 
- ' 
I 



~- ( 

0 , 

c:; :,◄ :; 
;:, -~ Cl 

: ' I 

·~ 7 ·~ 

+', 
-.- ? , 

' .., , 

... (, 

77 

o I 

'Jf_i 

., I 

' i 

7 ) 

t n 1,rr1_ L 
r<...T l\r;\!"'>t,i 

]l'Ll~-c:. 
,: r Tr''· 

--: ( T-:~ 
'.,.IT' A,.;, t, t:t,-· -... ,, .. "." .. ,.,~ .. 
~-tT /\"- 1GEL', 
PHfLns14'Ui 
i, H l'L ,,.,.; ATH . 
'JJ~Jqr,t-
1·11 ,-_,'I~~" F 
:1,a~t,(_[A-

i:,~'\TrLl..,',A> 

.,·,. 

'\• 

... , ..... .. fo;~i, . -2! ~=::~T 
. pn7nn4 CTP j¼P 

oozn57 STP IMP 
on2ri71 STD JVP 2 

_OD)9~0 36 ~TP ,~~ 2 
0Q2q,Q 3A ~TP J'jP • 

D 0'2 8 76 iJ4 .ST)) I A 1° ? 
0021176 84 '.ciTP 

STP 
STP 

!lfl?.qz0 47 °TP 
002'120 1,7 ',TD 

. ◊ /'.f;! 2 3()" . i; T P 

CTP 

T 1.-'P 
I ·~p 
I "1P 
T \I, ri 

T ''P 
r :1 (,' 

r.:-vp 

"I 

2 
) 

1 

? 

' <I_A'!sT4 tALlS r,rr.f"•~ 1102-,~n ,, _,, T P ? 
~-irr.i~AT <:.r'i~ 

HERH T ST/1/'J 
1vnnr,, 10 

0:12,'76 51'-, 

rr12 ri 7 r, 5 "' 
002:162 1? 

"~- ~·c-p --·····--··----- mr;.>n6-,,·-12 
'IJLTn~-FRFEWAtER nn2?78 
'ill Tl1~1-FRF!'"Wi\'1<:R r)!T227ff 
sq L Tn'J-FRF!:W'.l\l;FR 002278 

()()r,?1+0 l+7 

"''flTH D')!•ll'\FR,,',. rJb·2740 47 
J ,.J ~I"b q· '. ___ ...,,,.. __ . . ... , ..... - ·111~-"~·1,···"1,f 

J-::crni--1 
r•,Tc:,;, PR I, F. 

"'JTfqpR!SF 

002'160 n1 
'1'12056 01 
,o~n5A 01 
0(i79n5 Al 

c- T P • 
f" T p, 
c-,T P 

- .'.:", TP, 
_r) T P 
crp 
'.j TP 
t: T P 
STD 
c-: T i::i 
r T ::> 

CT"' 
c. T f> 
STP 

I •,1 T ? 

TNT 1 

I ',A I) ? 
1 \-''[1'. 2 

I , .. ,p l 
I ·•p 2 
I'] f0 1 

J "vlD ? 
T 'IP 1 

-I ~.1 ~ 0 , 
r •,1 P 1 

I '·\O ? 

T "P '1 

I'·' r ;; n r 1c1 tr-;, 

r)I IFI lo ()()29n5 6'l ST!> l"f> 1 
~I · I\ [ r,· Al\f't"" <;"'·r··-· 
'IIO'HH PL/\ I NS 
e:,.T P A 1 'L 
c. T Pftl IL 

"JA 
NA 

09 ·n1r~·--·----· 2 
n,T 1 

70 S TP, 1 ¼T 2 
20 STP, INT 'l 

rLQCv~•.1Q5 co r RHOD/1-~ 56 STP r••p 2 

~ r1 (,, 4 7 7 
l ', 1 l 7 /., 

! i'\7 -l;6 71 
3'i :;377 

'l(;r, Uq77 
.,ili12 )17', 
,,O,u:,: 0777 

t,. 0377 
1, ( 1 R 7 7 

C. C'li-,77 
n '3 7 7 

t,c7Q,;77 
,,.·, 1?71'-, 

21 1..:t. C'177 
/., 6. (.1 0 7 7 

'! ·,, 1-1 ',T0 ··7 7 ., 

c.· · 0976 
0377 
IJ977 

'J.C~ i"J()7f, 

1 ' ()477 
1:i ,'' fr. 7 (S 

197 11'177 

I~ i, 1 r' 7 6 
1,r n,77 

1? nu, 
qr, ()s77 

Tl7 "U'/i77 
l i 0q77 
41 1276 

(17 7 7 
1~ 77 

HAD,'W 11/\LLF'f •1A OR ! ,.JT 2 ',S 1277 
"'~op v 1r11rci='y"""""· -...c---·---,;pi:---·- ···--crs--·r11T · ----r ..... 1': .. - " ·, , 

:1~77 
!1277 
()g77 

c,H~ny 1 /1\/F 3n "TP, INT 2 72 
SH/Inv ~ov!" ,, ,n s Tp. ! 'JT ' 
'1FRL T N ... C0l;.ON;TAL VALL FY 4n c TD, l "JT 1 24 Oi<, 77 

on () 5 7 7 .. ;icvq• - i"FNl'#~c PT 14 I NT 2 
IRR I r,I') ~I . r< ·. . S T P , l 'IT 2 'l ': 
'.•' ;\17Ni\ -W1"1$.i"PU1,rr-•-.--.. ,,.,---..---•····• ·r1,. ST P, r llfT"r .... ·2 if 

D877 
nu,:·--··· · 

~AIJN~~wrSTPO~T 16 STP, TNT 2 Q] U777 
1276 
:J 5 77 
1D76 
,:,r, 7 7 

'"JL T'll')'•'.AH co,·,.: l"IVE'RN!:SS !IA !.'IT 2 
. '~'.IL T CO-[illVE~N;ESS HB "JA I NT 

r;p,:cH/\'' - L UINf:•,•AN ~1.A.. · S6 rnr 
~RF~~,M - LINN~~ftN 'JA ~6 I~T 
("'1LI IVRl/'i ·rrr-r····· ')''i7'l7T''"'"" T':T 
C''L'J•.•81/\ C TTY 0'12071 p.1T 
H[)'11') R!VFR-WFSTSJl')F NA 63 r~r 
'ic}"n RI\/F 1,- 1.•iF.STS!l')F NA 61 TNT 

. Tf/C C\.~LLC",C: - Fnt.FY 'IA "'' !'IT 
THr nftLL"S - ~,L~Y NA 63 !NT 

n __ O 

2 

' ·7 
1 

? 
'l 
2 
3 

(',()(.' 61 
td, 
157 

1 '; 1-, J 
-. 2' 

?''/ 
l I?f; 
;·1 S 77 

lS ilS77 
'iCJ7 7 
0?77 
:J 7 7 7 

_COMMENT ... 

1 :) ', 
JO', 
l D 6 
l O 6 
]07 
!J7 
T O fl 
l C 8 
1 0 '/ 
1nri 

l I '1 

l ! 1 
11 J 
112 
111 
l 14 
l 11+ 
l 1 ,, 

115 
l I 5 
J ]'~ 
1 l £ • 

l :, 
11 7 
118 
118 

'· ""-'·'•1 l IJ 
120 
121 
121 
122 
12'1 

· •-·-·-·1,;, :r 
125 
125 
]26 
127 
128 
T2 ii 
12 CJ 
130 
130 
131 
131 
132 
]32 

l 'J3 . 
n 
11 ... 
1 v, 



1·~ 
Cy 
..:I ,' . .'\ 
.,, ~-? 

rr~ '-· '.> 

.s;~ 7 
4 ,.,,_ ... ~ 

'r,:"'~'1 

r.. -'.i t:. 

s:. '":I,'.; 

~-~la_ 

4"7J 

;'.1 '7 1 

li t.;''"'., 

" -;:i f!; 
r; -::l. S 
I-,,?.? 

l'.111 7 
l. l, -_, 

'i -~ ., 

5,7 
54? 
51,7 
~/...0 
s~ .,., 

'''~t,1 

S), I 
! ,-;,--· 

~( 
., !J) 

t; 7 l. 

····~: 
51. l 
c; 4, 

44'l 
41, 'l 
Ii l1- f, 

~ti~ .. 

c; Q 1 

~87 
'i07 
597 
4 70 
t+·~fl 

r...nl! 
f-'1 Q 

f,(\ ~ 

~,n 

'~ ' () 
F,1 ., 
t, 1 ~ 

549 
549 
~( 
"c-~ 

I 
• 

'' ,.,,,,>-. 

., 
',1 ! 

·:::•.: 
""''' ··,• 

i' 

' 

. t\''"'' 

D-9 

19' 
\37 
f",; 
\ 4 l 
14? 
142' 
,14 :i 



·:, ., ; 

' ' 

l. ·""\ ,-

c; I.: 

(.. ,, ,• 

k:; l 

t:,, ,.. -. 

!, F-- ~~ 

/4 7 --, . 

1; -,1 7 

r; /_ Q_ 

47q 

{--.'"· '1 

p~ 
. ,.\, ,_ .. ,\ .. ,, ,., '! • .;, .. " 

,- 11:r-/PV 
( J\~19V 

('l\.'1Q:V 

r.··,,-.,:~r,. ,i("-1'1 

~J /) 0 T·t I\ "'Ir) 
i-1,r;..,,i · 
''L'KT"N 

[_ 1 'i'fl 'J,j 

..,. . LT "!~-\.!."N 

m'DES 
~~,Ro:· 

"lA 
NA 

'"I A 
U:T 

, J 'J T 

r1r)«"111~Q - LOr'K!'i<,GL, NA 
:~c.SF~·l)RG ...­
l, Fv I \•cjT0"J 
!..~Y f11,1r:iT"ir-..\ i 

,,. r.;i L :· ~I (T·.~ r-:1•··-· · 

tnnf1'..I~,1G(jl ''f.1. 
?' . 

:: ~1(C'_t1 ·-

':'>,r\1<. f'I --

1,1p-c; T \.,c-ni:r) ~~n ~! ~ 
i,,~t;Nr.r.- (Ir'.'. . Ni\ 

T ~_.U1 t' e" ~ 

1 ·m1_rR 
Tpni 1Tri';JLF 1l~)Z 1lS2 
,...,. c:c ~--,i.;·r:•·--,ccrc·('c;"'•~---rm,s , ---~"'." .. ~i"/1~--~-,-~-·· 

(L6T<K~~IE N~ 
'AN~V NA 

{3~ PROJECT 
. Jg Ol:ScR:; 

r,n un 1 1176 l 0 
r,n r ,,r 2 ,,1171 21 
,.., p;T , rior1 1 I.J? 

!NT 1 •1177 ['1:·,: I l 'j 

J~:T 2 ~lg77 I)('. '45 
j'1,i 41 STP l IJJ77 

47 STP 2 G877 ,.11 
10 !NT 1 1076 

I"JT 2 0577 25 
1,, STP, INT 2 0277 44 

?, ~() r,,, ,Tr,, 1\JT 1 0A77 

2'i ~TP rxp ? r1~77 
~ ~1r nj77 1 n 
T"'1T r1,)77 6 

~7 •~Tp, 127~ 11,1 T -, 
' ? 1 

1,7 ,;ro, 164 0~77 1 ~' T ' 'J 8 f .,, T A 6 11 7 7 f,;.f:. V p 2 
[~T ij J311 1 
!NT l 8 0977 

04 !NT i ~ U37~ 
c, n,1rw NA 04 INT 2 21 0977 

002691 1• ~Tp I~~ 1 3 0J77 
!')_'i',IC:' r:, C, 00;:>1,9, ,, ''TP l~P 2 12 0777 
"A"""'i --·Jri1,1,1<;,-,,,J'-·--,- .. ~1A" _____ ·,,,, 'r,,r ,, ';>' '•',4J."fiffi;' __ . 
n~•lr"l/'\,~I, - J;pH~1C.'1N NA ?,, f 1,1T ,, 26? IJH7 
c, r" ~TS' '') (L .< q D , 1 NT l 1 6 n 3 7 7 
°-r'lTTS Mfl;,~S STp, TNT 2 58 □ 977 
C)FTR,-,JT ' <,TP, !"IT 1 16 0477 
~FTR~[T STP, )"IT 2 58 0977 
ST "l\~'fFf-l'l:;""'~' · '"-•c".ccc:--.;c·=·~·:i,&7'6<:r7 "6 7' ""ST P ·•flitJY , Tc-,,, · ""ff''1"fW 
ST~~rc(<'LO , ()02697 f,7 STP IMP 3 335 0677 
""L'HRA "•<.J~ l'!T 1 !(017''(' 
Fl_~JR~ NA INT 2 t9 0777 
'IJFS<l"'\\'I f\l 

'\) ~ ; tr ,, 1~q "-1 
c:, 1,•.ADT rs .. ,~ .. ·-~· . '"--" -
JI !~,•Tl IRA 
'•'ALL ,-,:,(t, Lil'l(E ~ A 

-... -~-.~' _,,,,,_.,,:,-·,· ·,,....,_, .. ,~,-----

s r p , ·r ,n 1 ri:i' r2 'ib 
STD, !"IT 2 45 0B17 
s Tr> ; -7 NT "i -- ' . , "4• D 4 f7 
STP, INT 1 4 1)377 
<TP, INT l l"t) 027,:7, 

,_,,, _____ ,, ___ _ 

D-10 

~ lil . 
q., i 
,, '7 7 
l 7 I 
1 7 : 
1 / ,' 
1 I . 
1 I ,, 

1 I ' 
1 -, 'I 
) "/ Li 

1 7 ,, 

l 7 r__, 

1 7 7 

1 / ' 
l ;.i ,, 
1 ,, 1 
j ,) 

p.i, 1 

l~i 
, 1 d 'l 

l d '• 
l 8', 
l ~3 S 
l,'l A 

l·A A 
,, i 8 7 

,l.fP 
.9 r 
' L 8, p 

189 
1 i)'<,1 

"'l'i o 
190 

' f') 1 

1n 
19 < 
l 'l 2 
i ') ? 

!94 
19', 



,;fat ., .. , 

~· •• :· 
~ la: .•..•.• , 

? ·r- .. 
4Ab •fl2 
4Rf,-'H, 

l+ t.,4 . 

4~ ~-·· 
,; 1 9 
4'17"'-01 
(,J 6 . i;, ,,. 

.1fs4-(l4 

'" r:, 8 
4Q'l, 

S 7 i) 

'i, 5 
. 5 '?) ;;--· . ---

4; 4 
. r.,, 7 

,, 1 7 
',,; 8 
5A6 

· ·srrr- ·-:.'-;. · 

'-+ r~ n 
o; n3 

··4·-..n-· 
5n& 
,, ' c; 
<; 1 l 
/; 1 A 
'i7'J 

r., 0/4. 

S0? 
i::,? () 

. 'iH, 
'i1 8 

4" I 
r;? l 
'.;,,?? 

r::,,? 

~ '? f\ 
/! ") C, 

h ~. ~1 

• 4 'if. 

, . ., t: .. , 

~·,? 7 

·, ( 
'1T·-, 

1•1)Sl'~'"OF EN!ni~AL QUALITY .. 8 ,r ,eptember 15,. 1976 
'
1
J' FY'l~78 PRIORJ;!ff''LIST AND SCHEDULl!: ~ ~, · ·11; 

~~~-- .. · ~- ~. =ES .. H-~~=~-- ---~Hi:~~ 1·1 ~-i-~~~T 
CORll~LLJS - AMENDEQ P.ROJFCT STP IM.R, 3 C60,,0 1077;•. JNCf< 
RPJ:l PHAS'.: !A_,.. ·····-N',\ . '56 SYST<:f.f' . 3 1JOCIS 1077 
1·.l~'H' PHASE U:l . NI\·. 56 SYSTE11' 3 111000 03791 
TF:RRe-.BO~J~IF : . SYSTDi. i. 22° 111r;. 
TC:RRe-l'lON~II' , · SYSTEM ;> 60 0778 

"T1'"RR'c'RmJN"r::-;--- . :;y~",'f'EI:r· . T·-•-aoi'.Y-tf3 79-:;"" .. -
ASJOR.J'A .; \{Jl,.LIA!;!;iPORr,. !NT JNT ; 006SO 0478'' 

.. ·. R CYS!"<itJR'/'; '71'~1'.f - . ".';:e·;1JU 2 218 14 s T P , INT 3 . . B 10 0··107'(" .. 
ROSF.R•URr; SEW(':R REHAB 002258 14 STP, !NT 2 . , 50i.li. 1177:( 
Rl')~l:F(\JRC, ·sll'\W.E'I' -Rrf!A'B':·0112258 14 <;Tp,··1NT , . 4·0ol'rTorrr:~ 
llSA ._ GM;.roN 002015 STP Jf~P , · 450· 1077 

PHASEr, 
.. PHASEr, 

-er ::."Ji._•r · ·:.-'-~~~R s o r. J 11;1·2" ~-- .. ·--···- ·-:~ rp-··-1 ·Pvfp-- ··-3--·-·4· 5 r.1-·1r:rre-·· --··-~···- - -- •- -
f'IIGf>l~-SPR!N!;F!ELD 00262D .• ,4 .'iTP 3 215:·•,1 017si·ro BE PHASF:D 
('.OR 11~u:1s AJ.RDGRi ··002250 41 qD 1 155 1nif' 
T?f-rJTY < r 5~ ~~G STP 3 612? U,78 
SPRl.,GF!FLi1 'OO;>r,,? STD I"1P , t5Cl0 1077;:; 
HAL •c:Y 002?39 STD P~P 2 10 1077'. 

-"lAt~-, ,, ;, ,, · . . !~02239 STP n~---'f""-::-z.;7)7'f=r~·-•----
FIIGE"F "- F(,$'tSIDE NA 14 !.\IT , 80001 127il' 

··011.0:[Ai\Jri -" ••·••····-mr;rn1+9·· - c•TP !i~P 2···· ,,,f'Tfi'f',....: 
~AKLnNr •002049 STP IMP 3 300 0778 
~CVS/I .;. r1HtTF CITY -·002245 14 INT 3 . 412 1n1'( 
Rll!"IIFR , .. 0:02038 STD l"1+> 3 3(1(). n11a· 

-~rl\'11M'i"'X\l'l ---:7-- ·---·:--,m;,71,·41 nr ,._,_ .... 3 . 2 f!1;-u-r~ ···-•-·• 
l<ftY r !TY·· 002257 STP 1'11? z" 4 1) 107i 
~ .. ~v rJTY · 002257 °,Tp II~/> 3 . ,n'r··oi,79····. 
S!l_•TZ ()02'14] 0,Tp l"1P 1 300 0371j,. 
DORT !JF T!L[.AM!)O'( RAY0,7?;>'il 04 STP 1'1P 1 1g7·017~~ 
•r:11qnr .,.. nnzr4ri 56 sTp l'~P 1 1419 C1478 

-•rilr'l"f'r"W'-'' t'J7"TT,;-irz;-qp---y;11'-, 206 1177,. ----··-··. 
5HFRTrA~J-WJ.tLA'i!NA On2n64 47 STP IMP 3 ,, ,;16 017~\ 

~~~l~l~~NR/~~,,;,, '~~~~;} 1 A ~i: ;~r •· ~ .. :'I~~Yi9,jic, . ~,, 
\Jei,IPr,RT ~TD 11.iP .. 3 OlJ,'.)0 0;>7if .. 
1_0•"'r L 002•YJ4 c,Tr> IMP , 4ri0 1211 
"'STArAr<n:•·--•·- '1'2057 ····-srp· .. -rsw···2--·~ ao· o·s1~-... 
[STAr/\f' .. ~ 0021•~7 STP l'1P 3 650 0279• 
')/\LLAS rrn2•.71 STP I'~P 3 ·250 lli7·1"' 
PYJLn'1/\TH STP [MP , 00300 0~78 
!'.LA"~TH •ALLS Rf·G!()N OP?F-10 ,, .0 TP . 3 5500 o,;71r·· 
nNT"RI0 0'1~".',? 1? •.TD IMP , 385 0678 
~l\'frQ··· ...... •--•--7J.i2~G9'"'1Z--• S-TP-·;-~P 1 12rrr-rr6·7---'---···---···•--••-•, 
'I A I, n A,, v S n NA fl'J Pl T 3. 1 2 1 , 0 l 7 8 
,,,'l<Hu Pi.AP'~ N/1 P 1T . \? 21 037ff' 
~:;RTu PL~r~s Ni\ INT , 115 '.1878 
CLtrv~u"s r0 - Rnnr<n~•f 56 STP rvp 3 284 0378 

c:. TP, ~LJr~-!l'l.FYL~ INT 2 0 
STP, 'iLI0i--l,Lf'.YL "> f',fT , .. ---··:r--··-·-··· .. · .. -. 

.'C"<LJ\1-((;L"cJl,I_ VALLl"Y nn 2 91 U278 4 ,J STP, 
,,:~LT~-rCLM~lnL VALLrV INT 3 709 ne18 4' STP, 
.,,,JC< - CPITC/f L PT 3 7•)2 ,IJ 78 JI, I "T 

'~To, rr,~,1~01,1 t"-'T 'l. 2'1 n47~ 
·', ' '•,1, - .. ,,,- s T[vn I T ~i T ' I 'l Cl 'l 2 1 A 1 ,, c: To, 

D-11 

@l 

~i 
l 

1. ) 

41 
42 
42 

··,, 2 
,, 6 

47 
48 
48 
53 
54 
59 
60 
6 l 
61 
60 
65 
6 'l .. 
71 
7 1 
7', 
79 
A 1, 

85 
85 
86 
87 
fl A 

'<j'() 

91 
94 
'),, 

l 0 '.1 

\0; 
10 ·, 
10 3 
lo,, 
10 7 
l l ri 

112 
111 
ll -J 
1 ., lj 
p:, 
12, 
l 2 t, 
1/4 
1%6 
126 
1 ? 7 

1 -, q 
I. 

1 / r'] 

i\ 
• ':,' 



r '1 7 

i.;..', 

I. t. 1 

, __ (\ ·7 

, ~ ::.. ,-, 

/, r. l 

/~ ~ I,) 

Li ~J) 

r; r.i 7 
I . ' " ' ' 

r; I., -') 

i-? l 

r:: (., 1 

C, r _\ ') 

t:·, () q 

IC ' 
/, ·i :: 

,. 

PROJECT •• ' ,,,, • • • ,••• • • •~:~~~• 9~ ~=~:~: H ft 
", .. ,,·, ,. 'l TY STP, l'-.JT 2 
,, 1 1 \1 r-· c ,- 1 r v: s r :) , r /\Ir -➔ i- ', ] ( l 7 !~ 

,,,•, 1 I 78 'I f, -~, 1_ r-T ') \I 7? s l p ' T :-,~ T ? 
' .. ~r·u1_1:-Tr")t•~ 1? ,·.;r1), INT 3 r, r,; , :JR/') 

li].7,l 

1?77 
1)97 8 

'il 7 B 
U?7R 
J.:\17 
\) ~-, >3 

l? 11 

.,,_,n,"F 0,.12:n,, 4 7 "; T P l '•!P ·, ,:, " ) 

'l"[IP)'".~R 

T'' .,i•.;rR 

1r1{\!.'\! i) 

Te 'l•~tc~IT 
t. J_ ·-=,r. •-1 Y -
'\L-~'i.~1v _ 

···, ,·1 .. J r r 

"JQfHL,F. i\ q 
~rnRTHFA <; r 

- osT,, c;R 
- 4'iTY 1\I, 

t/9 <To, II\Jl 2 
U9 STf', INT 3 
cc; c, T p, 

INT 
un 3 

72 
•.: r~ g 

,, 1 5 

1 1 'i 
l,. 1·• ) 

r+ l_ 7, ~., T P' 
PH 2 ''.', 'LJS 1·''77 
I "'l T 1 t < l: ~ ( i t+ 7 8 

· ~ ! L 1.. ,~ I TY U ~i r1 T :·.l , ! f\J T ·3 ., , 7 -.l 2 7 ,9 
]'.):,,q'/KG -R [FL c R!•,c; Nt, I ,n ·3 1.1•1 'J478 
,,Av T·"\ ,1,\Y s f) 43 qp, un 2 2 ·1 t211 
, ~ v Tri· P n:T-s· · ii ····-· · · ·-----•-· -,,c, ,; Tr, fKi1··, 1 ,, H: · , 1 a 1 s 

,1;·~11~,T~ ~~.'.\(H .Sr) 
,,cv<., - VIHtTC,TQNE 
'-'F~'<TLL 
'ff"l',TLL 
'l/Jf'l{"'\f" P()J "-\T 
,,.;,1"'\r-r p(l'f;r..:it""··­
·,,:"!·\,..,•r P'7T 11 !T 
c·,,i_LS ·rTY 

Ni\ 
. "JA. 

Oil204A 
002048 

Jl\JT 3 533 0478 
I ~IT 3 SO') 047B 

<Tp, 

'T P • 
STP, 

J'JT 2 ·,A 1277 
JNT 3 ,f,t+ · 1B7fJ 
!"JT 1 l? 1177 
11\!T 2 •s b77~ 
TNT 3 ,f-t+ OJ 7g 
1 ,~ T , , s 4 :) ? 7 9 

STP, !NT 3 •A4 1n77 
•OPllfL_L!S MQl3JL.f Pl( 'fl\ INT 1 15 ,l373 
•0~V•LlJS MOR!LF PK NA JNT 2 15 1178 
rnR\/ • LLl!',1'"/'lB'f cr·px· ""NX---······-· . INT 3 ... -· S 2 c;··r; 6 'fir··. 
Yni•r•LLA 002245 STP IMP 3 4nn 0378 

•Li\Cv -~-KELLnGG 
'I Ar, rn-k,:ct.Ln(;G 

SL o'l"l2622 
S1_ rJ'12f,22 

l\jA 
••·••··---·-·K1A 

rqr;r:-,c .JrT 
r. r •·, ,c, ,. :rrr 
_)_r-:.;:c J(T 

H l LI.< RO~O 
. ~II\ 
~ ~FSTSToE on2~34 

~A~ LO'iGF 5 n 002614 
PORT!_A'!fl - LtNNTON !NT 
''LYT"il! 
Rn .s E"' !Rt;··:. T/'!" VT~ GGC'lil'/,··· ... 
''"f'F~Rn 002626 
vFnF~R'i 002626 
YFnc~pn 0026?6 
n,1_r.,r;r0,, no2r•19 
•IAPOc~T~~ nn7ng7 
·,1,~RP<''''"''' ··rrn;,nff7"' 
,r C en c\iTO'! ()()? 118 7 
r~cvc, - ~~~T •A~OFORr 
H(\jc,,...__ '1'Fc\T rlr.•JF(),.~f"i 

P(vc~ - 1~1~GN~R rK 
t'.C\f<.~ - ';Jf\(;f\'Fr;: (:< 

,1A 

14 t,TP, TNT 3 7]1' lil+7A 
STP IMP 2 2~ 1277 
<; T P I Mf\ , . 2 ·• l O A 7 R 
1 ,1 T 1 1 2 l l 7 7 

. f >iT ---·-··;;, .• . , 2· 0 ~ 7 R ... __ 

TNT 1 2A5 1279 
STP AIJT() 1 194 017~ 
STP IMP 3 40~ 0578 
TNT 3 00300 n37s 

47 STP 3 ,AO 047A 
TNT----,,.··--···1 <,7;·-r2·17·-- . 
STP EXP 1 75 0878 
STP ri~ 2- 4s,1 11679 
STP FXP 3 45n1 0580 
(: T P I:: 'l(P 3 . l c; "I n 3 7 B 
C,fD !MP l 2' 11978 
c-TP rwo····;, .. -· · ,;T177r,· 
•TP JVP 3 4A~ :)3g(1 
TNT 2 
INT 1 
l 1\I T ? 
I 'IT 3 

D-12 

45 1277 
rJ 97 8 

3 ,l n l 7 8 
I) 6 7 8 

3 G ·) 

2C J 

COMMENT 

1 J..'i 
1 "\ I~ 

1 Fl 
l -'+i'! 
l i~ '"I 

14 l 
ll• ., 
J '/1 !+, 

1 /+ L~ 

1 :'.1 ') 

1 Ii f1 

.: + r<: 

: c'+., 

l. ,·) ., 

1 , l 

l 'il 
1 'j 2 
153 
15 1, 

l !J ,~ 
Vi,, 
1 (j (-, , ,; (.., 

; 

' :, 
ir,J 
161 
i&1 
162 
lid 
164 
164 
16 i1 
1(, 11 

16f' 
169' 
]70 
172 
1 7, 
174 
l 7 ', 
175 
l 7 'j 
177 
1 7 9 
[7/l 
, 7 )j 

1 7 'l 
1 7 9' 

n 
.l Q(J 



".>1f 
501, 
~en 

i < ''" 
V\f-

r.: 'c -, 

~~, 

41\R 
4 ry 7 
~01 

<,r:? 
;;_ !; A 

; '• R 
.'; It') 

'-1 ~ri 

,, <e ,, ,, ' 'H . ,. , ' " , . '. . , ' ' ,• . . 

~ , ~'.1i 1.r.1_: __ ~-~-•-~'-~-~-·_• .. -. -_. ~·1)PES~C-FC?R·.· ·••·· .. -. •·••.1.•.·••.;_:_;_1i.·•.1_-•-·-~ Ji_; __ _ 
•-¼•~~·,.".';~';~·~ .. 'r't,,,1.-,., · · ,. "'.k:.i:tt·._,,,,I nv &HJ 1if ~ "ti i 

: TRi)Urr,~L(;,i/('. .ii';,\ 'O:u2u,2 38 INT f,EXP 3 :00' 1077 -
(~St11rit tocks f.JA . I NI 2 15 ii 77 
C"A<;(t')!!' L/'tvKS NA INT ~ lrl,'.1 O'iHl 
( ~Tc: 'A. ,:-·:•· . ··\~·•• 1· ~IT 2... 1,;, 047·9·_· .L .. K. Nl. ,,,,, 
(!~T'sV,IH1Tr NA r~,r 'l 100 0878 
•,A'Klnv····•·-···· .. · .. ,:.'"'""·'"··;ii'~ ·n4 n-1t ·· ··:i·-·-·Ti;r··chi~-- .. ·· 
P0'•1Fr;, c; 0021\q, 'l3 5TP l~P , 97 017A 
S(hTfS i.lfL.L$° . 
f')FTRf"IIT .. 

' Ff•Hr;,A .. , ' , ... , ... ···•'•" 
f\!FSK"IWI N .. l;, ''1P,TFR ., ..... _,.,._ ................... ,, ......... _ ... , ............. .. 

SI !~~PT i::F< 
.J'/~tT• 1RA 
,J 1./~iT' IRA. 

.. STp, !fiT 3 i+i;f '()1,7\j" 
STP, .. TNT 3 ' 4':>l 027~ 
INT , g(i''ti?,'71\' 
STP, !MT 3 ?,(l1) 0578 
C:fp; J'Nl. 2 ., . 16 1'177 . 
~TP, INT 3 250_0578_ 
'iTD, !MT 2 16 1277 
srp, TNT , 2~0 Ol\78 

'"ALLf"l~A LAKES - ~Tp, INT?. ?5 1077 

"'~LL "W~ ~!\_,_~~ •. ;:_~ ..... ~ .. ·••··--- :, TP.• _ _INT ... ~- __ 200_()47_~---
,,.·.·,' 

·,:',:f1'\','r 
,· _,!,.-_.'' 

j' 

' 
... -·•~-----· -- ----~,-~---

·--,..-~---· . · ... ~, --.. ~,. . ·-•-•· .... ~ ...... ---·-·-.. ·--,----·~--~ 

•-•-···"r~.·--' 

\' . 

·---- -------··-----

---- -·-···--~·-.. -·--·-----

D-13 
•• ,., «-1•"•~·•!· .. •··--~•,·~---··" 

~ 
li! ci 
l><Z 
l lJ 2 
l , ' , 
l 'l , 
1 i; ,, 
I __ , '!-

·1 q t, 

l Ht;, 
1 (l :.i 

1 fi r) 

Fl 1 
](),' 

1 r:1 -~ 

1 en 
1 ') 1-l 

1·-J,; 

l q ,:; 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

JOE B. RICHARDS 
Chairman, Eugene 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
S;ilem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

Co11t11lns 
Recycled 
M;;.tc,ri,il.7, 

OEQ.46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

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

Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Amendments to Oregon 
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. In addition, 
it is felt that a number of functions now requiring Department action or 
participation may logically be asstgned 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 foll owing 43 amendments are housekeeping in nature for clarity, 
uniformity, error correction, et cetera: 

1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 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. 
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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 suit 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 Bc1y 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. On Page 32, subsecti,on 71-015(6), lines 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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2. 

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 tliat both tlie county and Department should 
be involved in the approval process. More assurance that the 
system wi 11 function as proposed. 

On page 49, 71-030(1 )(d) delete the entire subsection and substitute 
the fa 11 owing: 

(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 longer, 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 levels may be predicted during 
periods of dry weather utilizing criteria set forth in subsections 
{l){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 ts not properly worded now, but we 
don't want to adopt anotlier incorrect version. We need to 
study tliis rule further before recommending a change. In the 
meantime no damage should result from the present wording. 

3. On page 52, subsection 71-030(2), line 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 little 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. 

> 
/ 
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Secondly, since there are no actual rules for granting 
rural areas variances the county sanitarian could be subjected 
to pressure at the local level 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 1 oca l sanitarian woul ct have no one to fa 11 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 do. 

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 OAR 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. 

TJO:ak 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

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 



ATTACHMENT 11A11 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES CHAPTER 340, 

DIVISION 7, SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL 

October - 1976 

l . Ori page 7 of the typed copy fi 1 ed 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." 

2. On page B, 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". 

3. On page 14, definition (85), line 1, after "combination" insert "of". 

4. On page 30, subsection 71-013(1), line 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." 

5. On page 30, subsection 71-015(1), line 2, delete "the Department's approved" and 
after "forms" insert "approved by the Department". 

6. On page 33, subsection 71-0l5(6)(b}, line 2, after the comma following "ORS 454.425" 
insert "unless otherwise exempt by rules of the Commission,". 

7. On page 34, subsection 71-016(3), line 2, after "connect" insert "to". 

8. On page 38, subsection 71-020(l)(c), line 1, after "(c)" insert "Operation and"; 
and in the same line after "be" insert "operated and". 

9. On page 38, 71-020(l)(f), line 7, after "herein" insert "or other standards 
approved by the Department." 

10. On page 41, subsection 71~020(2)(h), line 1, after "supply" insert "or when 
abutting a public street". 

11. On page 41, subsection 71-020(2)(i), after "lines" insert "(see footnote 8)". 

12. On page 44, 71-020(4), line 1, after ''subsurface'' insert "or alternative''. 

13. On page 45, subsection 71-025(1), line 12, after "Systems" insert "(Table 3)". 

14. On pa~e 47, subsection 71-027(3), line 2, delete "500" and insert "five hundred 
(500) ; in line 4, delete ''500" and insert "five hundred (500)''; and in line 5, 
delete "150" and insert "one hundred fifty (150)". 

15. On page 47,, subsection 71-027(7), line 8, after "three" insert "(3)". 

16. On par 49, 71-030(l)(e) - In first line after "(e)" insert 
five25) percent or", delete "these" and insert "the"; and 
delete the colon and insert "in Table 4A." 

"Slope exceeds twenty­
in the same subsection 



17. On page 50, at the bottom of the s. lope-depth. chart insert "Table 4A". 

18. On page 55, in last line on that page delete 11 35 11 and insert "thirty-five (35)". 

19 .. Ori page 59, subsection 71-03O{8)(a)(B), line 3 and line 7, after "chart" insert 
"(Table 2)11. 

20. Ori page 59, subsection 71-03O(8)(a)(D), line 9 after "layer" insert "(Table 5) 11
• 

21. On page 65, substitute Attachment 11 8 11 for the drop box cross section portion of 
Diagram llA. 

22. Ori 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." 

23. On page 67, subsection 71-037(l)(b)(B), in line l, delete 11 2-1/2 11 and insert "two 
and one-half (2-1/2)''. 

24. On page 67, subsection 71-037(l)(b)(C), in line 2, delete ''35'' and insert 
"thirty-five (35)". 

25. On page 67, subsection 71-037(l)(b)(D), line 2, delete ''of'' and insert ''so as to 
form an"; and in the same line delete "material" and insert "barrier". 

26. On page 67, subsection 71-037(l)(b)(D), in line 4, delete ''3'' and insert ''three 
( 3) II• 

27. On page 68, subsection 71-037(l)(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". 

28. On page 68, 71-037(2) (a), line 1, after "sewage" insert "flows of less than five 
thousand (5,000) gallons per day". 

29. Ori page 69, subsection 7l-037(2)(c), line 3, delete "both" and "and ORS 468. 740 11 

and in line 4, delete "Department" and insert "Director or by written permission, 
his authorized representative". 

30. On page 70, subsection 71-037(3)(e), line 3, delete "both", "and ORS 468.740" and 
"Department" and insert "Di rector or by written permission, his authorized 
representative.'' 

31. On page 71, subsection 7l-040(l)(b), lines 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 line delete "places of employment,". 

32. On page 75, subsection 71-045(6)(;), line 3, after "facilities" insert "unless 
otherwise authorized by the Di recto.r in emergency situations. 11 

33. Ori page 75, subsection 7l-045(7)(a), line 1, after ''a'' insert ''public''. 

34. Ori page 76, subsection 71-045(10)(e), line 2, after "or" insert "public". 

- 2 -
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35. On page 76, section 7h045 after subsection 71-045(10) add a new subsection 
to read: 

"(11) Personnel Qualifications. Any person operating a sewage disposal 
service licensed by the Department may employ personnel other than 
journeyman plumbers licensed 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." 

36. On page 79, Appendix A, paragraph III.H., line 3, after "some" insert "other". 

37. On page 84, Appendix B, Subsection V. Drop Boxes -

Delete the entire subsection and substitute the following: 

"V. DROP BOXES 

A. Sump. Sumps are optional. 

B. Size. Drop boxes shall be large 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. Premarketing 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." 

38. On page 92, Appendix E, paragraph II.A.2., lines 3 and 4, delete "regulations" 
and insert "rules". 

39. On page 93, Appendix E, in line 4 of paragraph II.A.3, line 3 of paragraph II.B., 
and line 3 of paragraph II.C., delete ''regulations'' and insert ''rules''. 

40. On page 94, Appendix E, paragraph II.D., lines 3 and 6 delete "regulations" and 
insert "rules". 

41. On page 98 and 99, Appendix F, delete all of paragraphs III.D., III.E., and 
III.F. 

42. On page 101, subsection_ 72-020(1}, line 2,_re11ise 11454.665" to read "454.655". i 

- 3 -
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43. On page 104, subsection 73-015(1), line 2, delete "water" and after "pollution" 
insert "of public waters". (Secretary of State's number 75-015( 1)) 

44. 

45. 

On rge 105, subsection 73-025(7), line 2, after "OAR 71-020(2)" insert 
", Table 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) 

46. On page 108, subsection 74-015(3), delete the entire subsection and renumber 
subsequent subsections. 

47. On page 109, subsection 74-015(5)(b), line 3, after ''pollution'' insert ''of 
public waters". 

48, Repeal the original sections 73-005, 73-010 and 73-015 pertaining to Subsurface 
Sewage Disposal Permit Appeals Board. 

49. On page 106, in subsection 72-015(4) line 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 
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit 
Evaluation Reports 

$75.00 
25.00 
37.50" 

50. On page 44, subsection 71-020(4) line 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)" 

51. On page 33, subsection 71-013(7), line 2, after "issuance" insert "and 
except as provided in subsection (8) of this section is not transferable" 

52. On page 35, subsection 71-016(3), add a new paragraph to read as follows: 

"(e) Any other information which the Director or his authorized 
representative may request." 

53. On page 35, subsection 71-016(4), add a new paragraph to read as follows: 

''(c) Section 340-71-020(l)(a) is satisfied.'' 

54. 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." 

- 4 -



55. On page 59, Section 71-030, add a new subsection to read as follows: 

''(9) Geographic Region Rule B. 

(a) 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 
soil on the parcel is medium or fine unconsolidated sand, 
permits may be issued provtded: 

(b) 

(A) The water table is not closer than twenty-four (24) inches 
of the original ground surface. 

(B) The parcel is filled with like sand adequate in depth to 
provide four (4) feet of separation between the water 
table and the bottom point of the effective si dewa 11 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. 

(0) 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 authorized 
representative. 

Fills 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 fill side slope of 3 to 1. 

(B) To provide for a disposal trench setback of ten (10) feet 
inside the crown of the fill. 

(C) 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 71-
030(1)(c). 

(c) Inspection and approval. A site evaluation approval can be 
issued only after: 

(d) 

(A) The fill 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." 

- 5 -
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DEQ-46 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Peter Mcswain, Hearing Officer 

Subject: Consolidated Hearing Report: Public Hearings of June and September, 
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 AUthority, 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. Change Marion County's Permit Fees, and ~o 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 
Local #85 

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 

Mason, Bruce 
Clatsop County 
Sanitarian 
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Mosher, Merrill 
Coos Bay LCDC Local 
Advisory Committee 

Olson, C. William 
Josephine County 

Ordway, Lyle 
Clatsop County 
Commissioner 

Rogers, Bud 
Sanitation and Drainage 
Construction Association 

Rudiger, Ed 
Rudiger Construction 

Scheer, Steven 
Jackson County Sanitarian 

Stout, M.K. 
North Roseburg 
Sanitary District 

Tindell, Mr. 
(otherwise unknown) 

Tracey, Colman 
Turner, Oregon 

VanNatta, Fred 
Oregon Homebuilders 
Association 

Wildfang, Howard 
Wildfang Construction Co. 

Williams, Larry 
Oregon Environmental Council 
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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 
11 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) 11 Emergency repairs 11 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 LCDC, 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 Region Rule B. (Sand-on-Sand Fill) 

The proposal should be supported with some redrafting (suggested 
language was incorporated into Director 1 s proposal). (Lowry) 

This proposal is worthy of adoption. Sand is a workable soil to 
treat effluent under the proposal. (Johnson) 

This proposal conflicts with LCDC 1 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 ,:lfree 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 additional 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 II 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 pennit issuance. The 11 variance-like 11 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, no 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 pennit 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. Non-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 amen&nent 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 non-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 11 either or" system restored by the latest attorney general 1 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 some 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 11 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 comparison. 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 corning 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, 

/dkrJI~ 
Peter Mcswain 
Hearing Officer 
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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, 
OAR 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 

a,:-;_, can be corrected by mi nor changes in the proposed rules as fo 11 ows: 
1) \) (changes underlined) 

J(Y 
ContJim' 
1<'.er:yclc;d 
M2te1·inls 

DEGl-46 
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l. 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. Sec ti on 23-045 ( 6 )(c), add a new subsection: (IX) In those 
portions of the Clackamas-Mari on Rura 1 Fi re ProtecTTonliTstri ct 
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) 

l. OAR 340-23-045(6)(b) In the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire 
Protection Districts, and in areas outside Rural Fire Protection 
districts [of] i!!_ Washington County. 

2. OAR 340-23-046(6)(c)(IX) ~ those portions of the Clackamas­
Marion Rural Fire 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. 

RMJ:ds 
10/12/76 
Attachment 

LOREN KRAMER 
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(6) DOMESTIC WASTE 

Open burning of domestic waste is prohibited within the Willamette 

Valley Open Burning Control Area, except such burning is per­

mitted until July l, 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] __!_!! Washington County. 

(c) In the following rural fire protection districts of Clackamas 

County: 

(i) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District. 

(ii) Estacada 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) All 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. 
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(f) In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and Regulations 

of the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority. 

(g.) 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. 

(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: 

(a) No practicable alternative method for disposal of the waste 

is available. 

(b) 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. 

(c) 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. 

(d) 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 
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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, 
OAR 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 limited 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 



-2-

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 
limited 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 Portland 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 l 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 limited 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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l. 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 rev1s1ons 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. 

RMJ:cs 
9/27/76 

Attachments 

2s~ <) ' 
LOREN KRAMER 



Attachment 1 

Proposed Rule showing revisions, deleted material is bracketed, new wording 
is underlined. · 

DEPARTMENT DF 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 

living 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). 
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(2) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(3) "Construction and Demolition Waste" means combustible waste which is 

generated by the removal of debris, logs, trees, brush, er 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. 

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

(5) "Director" means the Director of the Department of Environmental 

Quality or his delegated representative pursuant to ORS 468.045(3). 

(6) "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. 

(7) "Fire Hazard" means the presence or accumulation of combustible 

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. 

(8) "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 draft or air curtain, and 

controlled in such a manner as to optimize combustion efficiency and 

minimize the emission of air contaminants. 

(9) "Industrial Waste" means combustible waste produced as the direct 

result of any manufacturing or industrial process. 

6 
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(10) "Open Burning" means burning conducted in such a manner that combus­

tion air and combustion products may not be effectively controlled, 

including but not limited to burning conducted in open outdoor fires, 

burn barrels, and backyard incinerators. 

(11) "Open Burning Control Area" means an area established to control 

specific open burning practices or to maintain specific open burning 

standards which may be more stringent than those established for other 

areas of the State, including but not limited to the following areas: 

(a) All areas within incorporated cities having a population of four 

thousand (4,000) or more and within three (3) miles of the cor­

porate limits of any such city. 

(b) The Coos Bay Open Burning Control Area, as generally 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, Rl3E and the coast line of the Pacific Ocean; thence 

east to the NE corner of T26S, Rl2E; thence south to the SE 

corner of T26S, Rl2E; thence west to the intersection of the 

south boundary of T26S, Rl4W and the coastline of the Pacific 

Ocean; thence northerly and easterly along the coastline of the 

Pacific Ocean to its intersection with the north boundary of 

T25S, Rl3E, the point of beginning. 

(c) The Rogue Basin Open 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, RlW, Willamette 

Meridian; thence south along the Willamette Meridian to the SW 

-r 
' 
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corner of T37S, RlW; thence East to the NE corner of T38S, RlE; 

thence South to the SE corner of T38S, RlE; 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, RlE; thence NW along a line 

to the NW corner of T39S, RlW; thence West to the SW corner of 

T38S, 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 T37S, R5W; thence West to the SW corner of T37S, R6W; thence 

North to the NW corner of T36S, R6W; thence East to the SW corner 

of T35S, RlW; thence North to the NW corner of T34S, RlW; thence 

East to the point of beginning. 

(d) The Umpqua 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, R5W, 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, R4W; thence West to the SE corner of T27S, R5W; thence 

South to the SE corner of T3OS, R5W; thence West to the SW corner 

of T3OS, 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 T27S, 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. 
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(e) The Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, defined as 

follows: 

All of Benton, Clackamas, Columbia, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, 

Polk, Washington and Yamhill Counties. 

(12) "Person" means any individual, corporation, association, firm, partner­

ship, joint stock company, public or municipal corporation, political 

subdivision, the State and any agency thereof, and the Federal Govern­

ment and any agency thereof. 

(13) "Population" means the annual population estimate of incorporated 

cities within the State of Oregon issued by the Center for Population 

Research and Census, Portland State University, Portland, Oregon. 

(14) "Regional Authority" means the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority. 

(15) "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. 

(2) Any barbecue equipment not used for commercial or fund raising purposes, 

nor to any barbecue equipment used for commercial or fund raising 

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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\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. 

(4) Open burning as a part of agricultural operations which is regulated 

in part by OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Subdivision 6, Agricultural 

Operations. 

(5) Open burning on forest land permitted under the Smoke Management Plan 

filed pursuant to ORS 477.515. 

(6) Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of employees 

of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for 

civil defense instruction. 

23-040 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS 

(1) No person shall cause or allo\~ to be initiated or maintained any open 

burning which is prohibited by any rule of the Commission. 

(2) Open burning in violation of any rule of the Commission shall be 

promptly 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. 

(3) Any person 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. 

(4) Open fires allowed by these rules shall be constantly attended by a 

responsible person until extinguished. 
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(5) All combustible material to be open burned shall be dried to the 

extent practicable to prevent emissions of excessive smoke. 

(6) All 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. 

(7) 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, animal 

remains, and animal or vegetable wastes resulting from the handling, 

preparation, cooking, or service of food is prohibited. 

(8) 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. Auxiliary combustion equip­

ment required under this subsection may include, but is not limited to, 

fans or air curtain incinerators. Combustion promoting materials may 

include but are not limited to propane, diesel on or jellied diesel. 

(9) 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 burn'ing is not allowed in that part of the State because of 

adverse meteorological or air quality conditions. 
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(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 an alternative to open 

burning prohibited by these rules, provided that the following 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) 

minutes out of any one (1) hour of operation following the initial 

thirty (30) minute startup period. 
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(c) The person requesting approval of a forced-air pit incineration 

facility shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, if 

required therefor, and the person shall be granted an approval 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 l'ROHIBITIONS BY AREA 

(1) 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. 

(2) 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. 

(3) COMMERCIAL WASTE 

Open burning of commercial waste is prohibited within open burning 

control areas except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this 

section. 

(4) INDUSTRIAL WASTE 

Open burning of industrial waste is prohibited statewide except as may 

be provided in subsection (7) of this section. 



-10-

(5) 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) In 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. 

(iii) 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 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 such burning is permitted 

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 of 

Washington County. 

(c) In the following rural fire protection districts of Clackamas 

County: 

(i) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District. 

(ii) Estacada 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. 

(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 

[tAe-ftFst~aay-ef-NevemseF] 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. 
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(g) 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. [tA-tAe-eYeAt-tAat-meteara+a§lea+-YeAtf+atfaA 

eaAaftfaRs-ar-lRe+emeRt-weatReF-~FeYeRt-FeasaRae+e-aeeam~+fsA­

meRt-af-aamestfe-waste-BijPRIR§-SijFIR§-tAe-~eFfaa-eRalR§ 

BR-tAe-tl'IIF8-5ijA8ay-lR-8eeemeeF-aAEl-tAe-seeaREI-FFIElay-lR 

A~Pf+,--Sij€A-aElaftfeRa+-Bijl'RIR§-Bays-sRa++-Be-a++eweEl-aA+Y 

wfleA-meteaFa+a§fea+-veAtf+atfaA-eaRElftfaRs-~eFmft-aAEl-weatAeF 

eaAaHfeRs-aFe-faval'ae+e-aRa-wf++-~FefeFae+y-ee-weekeAa 

Elays,--Na-maFe~tAaA-sf•-f6¼-tata+-13ijFRIR§-days-sAa++-ee 

a++awea-BijFfR§-tAe-~eFIBa-fl'Bffi-tAe-tAIFB-SijRSay-lR-8eeemeeF 

ta-tAe-seeaRa-FFfaay-lR-A~Ff+,] 

(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: 

[f+¼Jhl No practicable alternative method for disposal of the waste 

is available. 

Ef~¼3ill 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. 

'h 
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ttdt]lc) 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. 

Ef4t3(d) 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. 

(e) 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. 

/7 
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ff§t3ill 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 permitf,-ska++-ee-eeAstaeFea-ea~se-feF 

FeYeeatteA-9¥-tke-+etteF-~eFmtt-aAa-feF-eAfSFeemeAt-aetteA 

ey-tAe-lle~aFtmeAh]. 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 OAR 

340-12-030, 12-035, 12-040(3J(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 l 

COOS BAY OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA 
(Coquille Control Area Shown As Circle) 

Cape Ara.Q'O 

ille Pt g 

\ 

I '1 



- r. ·-···--·-·----· 
;3.v --~----~~ 

Lei 
nd !"' 0

sun y alley r.1e: ,11 o, C) V 

~1B '>i S ton Mtn n ._, 

, \/'"?' ,, : l 
' "~ ,t.Q~ 
I'~ [lkMtn. 
I ! ~ ,.,.H 

/ 

-\,-'1P£~q{.. Murphy 

~r~· 
Ml 

,.,< \_,!'. 
Ruundtop ~t., 

ATTACHMENT 2 

ROGUE BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA 

" oswell M 
• J1'1 

Bult■ f .ll\1(' 
, l ',,6, 

-../ 

0 



,.M • Old Blue 

4 

5 

6 

30. 

ATTACHMENT 3 

UMPQUA BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA 

",+. 

'" 0

Mtn 

.scott M 
t,,250 

ldleyh:I Park 

Whit Rock 
40Hl

0 

c,' 



Ti 11 amook 

Li nco 1 n- Cit 

\ 

CURRY 

JACK !11JN 
s-11 

OPEN BURNING COiHR0L AREAS 
(Populati-o~s as of July, 19-74) 

Hgod R.iver 

HOO 
RIVER 

V.ASCO 

J EFFER~9N 

DESCHUTES 

K 1 ama th Fa 1 I s 

KLAMATH 

GILLIAM 

WHEi::LER 

[Pr i nev i 1 1 e j 

~ 

LAKE 

UMA Tl L ,\'ALLO,\A 

Milton-Freewater 

• iPend 1 eton l 

E:1 AKER 

G"'IANT ._ 
flaker f 

MALHEUR 

On tar 10 

HARNEY 

:,, 

~ n 
::c 
:,: 

"' :z 
-I .,,. 



c>~~PA~TMENT OF ENVlRONMENTAL QUALlIY: 

-i~~ES FOR OPEN -BURNING 
··•;Jii 

}c.i_~ptember 17, 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 i3-025 through 

,lJ,,Q§_Q .. ~n:~ aclo11ted inc 1 i eu th1;?reof. 

i.~ {!:! !t i? 0 t.:JC Y,. -_ 

I!:fQ'r<tlilJ\'.' to- restore and maintain the quality of the air resources of the 

s;\{l:t~ifi a condition as free from air pollution as is practicable, con­

s:i:l\ln:t.-wtth the overall public welfare of the State, it is the policy of 

ttiif~nvironmental O-ualtty Commission: to eliminate open burning disposal 

0
Qf~~tfcea. whel'e alternat4ve disposal methods are feasible and practicable; 

~-~ -· ' .. 

t~e11courage the development of alternative disposal methods; to emphasize 

Y:e!!9µri;e recovery; to regulate specified types of open burning; to en~ 

courage utilization of the highest ana best practicable burning methods to 

mll'limize emissions where other disposal_ practices are hot feasible; and to 
-,• .... i -

require specific programs and timetables for compliance with these rules. 

2'1~030 DE(;UfIT10NS; As used in these Rules unless otherwise required by context: 

- •_ (T) "Commercial Waste" means combustible waste which is generated."by any 

activity of wholesale or retail commercial offices or facilities, or 
Ii 
·_ by .industrial, governmental, institutional, or charitable organization 

1
' offices and facilities, or by housing fac:ilities with more than four 

'! . 
living 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). 

r 



.(2) 

(3) 

--2- , 

"Commission" means -the Environmental ·.Quality Commission. 

"Construction and Demol i_tion Waste" means combustible waste which is 

,:9enerated 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. resu.lting from the complete or partial destruc-

~ion of any man-made structures such as houses, apartments, convnercial 

J>uildings, or industrial buildings. 

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

·(5) "Director" means the Director of the Department of Environmental 

Quality or his delegated representative pursuant to ORS 4li8.045{3). 

(6) "Domestic Waste" means combustible household waste. other than wet 

garbage, such as paper; cardboard, leaves, yard cliµpi!Jgs, wood, or 

similar materials generated in a dwelling housing four (4) families or 

less, or on the real property pn which the dwelling is situated. 

(7) "Fire Hazard" means the·presence or accumulation of combustible 

material of such nature and in sufficient quantity that its continued 

existence constitutes an imminent and substantial danger to 1ife, 

property, public welfare, or to adjacent lands-: 

(8) "Forced-air Pit Incineration" means any method or device by which 

burning of waste is done in a subsurface pit or above ground enclosure 
I 
with combustion air supplied under positive draft or air curtain, ;rnd 

J;Ontrolled in such a manner as to optimize -combustion efficiency and 

minim-Jze the emission of air contaminants~ 

{9) "I~du~trial Waste" means combustible waste µroduced as the direct 
I 

. result of any manufacturing or industrial p.rocess. 

I 
! 
' 

; 

' t 

! 
1 

! 
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,,(10) "Open Burning" means burning conducted in such a manner that combus­

tion air and combustion products may not be effectively controlled, 

. ;including but not limited to burning conduc·ted in open outdoor fires, 

•burn barrels, and backyard incinerators .. 

lll) "Open Burning Control.Area" means an area established to control 

specific open burning practices or to maintain specific open burning 

standards which may be more stringent than those established for other 

areas of the Sfate, including but not rimited to the following areas: 

(a) All areas within incorporated cities having a population of four 

thousand (4,000) or more and within three (3) miles of the cor­

porate 1 imits of any such city. 

(b) The Coos Bay Open Burning Control Area, as generally 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, Rl3E and the coast line of the Pacific Ocean; thence 

east to the NE corner of T26S, Rl2E; thence south to the SE 

corner of T26S, Rl2E; thence west to the intersection of the 

south boundary of T26S, Rl4W and the coastline of the Pacific 

Ocean; thence northerly and easterly along the coastline of the 

Pacific Ocean to its intersection with the north boundary of 

125S, Rl3E, the point of beginning. 

le) The Ro;Jue Basin Open Burning Control Area, as generally depicted 
I 
;bn Attachment 2, and as defined as follows: 

;~eginning at a point approximately 4-1/2 miles NE of The City of 
. 
:shady Cove, Jackson County at the NE corner of T34S, RlW, Willamette 

,Mer1dian; thence south along the Willamette Meridian to the SW 

r 

'' 
' 
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corner of T37S, RlW; thence East to .the NE corner of T38S, RlE; 

·,thence South to the SE corner of T38S, Rl E; 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, : Rl E; thence NW along a line 

to the NW corner. of T39S, RlW; thence West to the SW corner of 

T38S, 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 T37S, RSW; thence West to the SW corner of T37S, R6W; thence 

North to the NW corner of T36S, R6W; thence East to the SW corner 

of T35S, RlW; thence North to the NW corner of T34S, RlW; thence 

East to. the point of beginning. 

(d)" The Ump qua Bas i rn Open Burning Control Area, as generally depicted 

-0n 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, R5W, 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, R4W; thence West to the SE corner of T27S, RSW; thence 

South to the SE corner of T30S, RSW; thence West to the SW corner 

of T30S, R6W; thence north" to the NH corner of_T29S, R6W; thence 

West to the SW corner of T28S, R7W; thence North to the NW corner 
I , 

I 
of T27S, R7W; thence East to the NE corner of T27S, R.7W.; thence 

i 
North ro the NW corner of T26, R6H; thence East to the NE corner 

I 
9f T26,, R6vJ; thence North to the NW corner of T25S, RSW; thence 

East to the point of beginning. 

l ,. 
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,·(e) . The Wi1 lamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, defined as 

follows: 

I 
f 

I 

-All of Benton, Clackamas, Columbia, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, 

Polk, Washington and .Yamhill Counties, 

(12) "Person" means any ini:iiyidual, corporation, as_sociation, firm, partner­

,ship, joint stock company, public or municipal corporation, political 

subdi_vision, the State and any agency thereof, and the Federal Govern­

ment and any agency thereof. 

(13) "Population" means the annual population estimate of incorporated 

cities· within the State of Oregon issued by the Center for Population 

Research and Census, Portland State University, Portland, Oregon. 

(14) "Regional Authority" means the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority. 

(15) "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

moni a 1 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 
I 

for such fires. 

(2) Any barbecue equipment not used for commercial or fund raising purposes, 
I . 
nor to any barbecue equipment used for commercial or fund·raising 

purposes for no more than two periods in any calendar year, each such 
I . 

period not to exceed two consecutive weeks, in any single area. 

I . ! 
' 

j 

s 
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{3) Fires set oi- allowed by any public agency when su.ch fire is set or 

.allowed to be set in the performance of its offi.cial duty for the 

-purpose of weed abatemerit, instruction of employes in the methods of 

fire fighting, or for prevention or elimination of a fire hazard, and 

·cWhich are necessary in the opinion of the public agency responsible 

for such fires. 

(4) Open burning as a part of agricultural operations which is regulated 

in part by OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Subdivision 6, Agricultural 

Operations. 

(5) Open burning on forest land. permitted under the Smoke Manageme_nt Plan 

filed pursuant to ORS 477.515. 

(6) Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of employees 

of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for 

civil defense instruction. 

23-040 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS 

· (.1) No person shall cause or allow to.be initiated or .maintained any open 

burning which is prohibited by any rule of the Commission. 

(2) Open burning in violation of any rule of the "commission shall be 

promptly extinguished by the person in attendance or person respon-
1 

sible when notified to extinguish the fire by either the Department; 

or by any other appropriate public official. 

(3) Any person who owns or controls, including the tenant of, property on 

which open burning occurs or who has caused or allowed such open 
I , 

burn~ng to be initiated or maintained shall be considered the person 

responsible for the open burning. 

(4) Open fires allowed by these rules shall be constantly attended by a 

responsible person until extinguished·. 
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(5) All combustible material to be open burned. shall be dried to the 

,extent practicable to prevent emissions of excessive smoke . 

I .. 

. (.6) All 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. 

(7) 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, animal 

remains, and animal or vegetable wastes resulting from the handling, 

preparation, cooking, or service of food is prohibited. 

(8) If the Department determines that open burning allowed by these rules 

may cause or is causing a public nui.sance, the Department may require 

~hat 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. Auxiliary combustion equip­

ment required under this subsection may include, but is not lim-ited to, 

fans or air curtain incinerators. Combustion promoting materials may 

1nclude but are not limited to propane, diesel oil or jellied diesel. 

(9) No open burning shall be initiated in any part of the State on any day 
j 

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. 

rr 

i 
: 

l 
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<(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 27-01 O 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.· 

ll l) 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 an alternative to open 

burning prohibited by these rules, provided that the following condition·s 

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. 

(bl The forced air pit incineration facility shalr be designed, 

installed and operated in such a manner that visible emissions do 

not exceed forty percent (40%) opacity for more than 'three (3) 

minutes out of any one (1) hour of operation following the initial 

1thirty (30) minute startup period. 

I 
. [ 
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(c) The person requesting approval of a forced-air pit incineration 

.facility shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, if 

,required therefor, and the person shall be granted an approval 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. 

13-045 REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS BY AREA 

(1) 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. 

(2) 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 51-085. 

_ (3) COMMERCIAL WASTE 

Open burning of commercial waste is prohibited within open burning 

contra l areas except as may be provided in subsection ( 7) of this 

section. 

( 4) INDUSTRIAL . WASTE 

Open burni~g of industrial waste is prohibited statewide except as may 
I 

be provide9 

' I I 
in subsection (7) of this section. 

r 
r-' 
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,cs) CONSTRUCTION ANO DEMOLITION WASTE 

£xcept 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 b_urning 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) In 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. 

(iii) Any area betv1een 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 
I 

total population of these cities will determine t~e contra l 

ar'ea classification and the municipal boundaries of each of 
i . 

th:e cities sha 11 be used to determine the limit of the 
' control area. 
I 

. . 
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(6) DOMESTIC WASTE 

Open burning of domestic waste is prohibited within the Willamette 

Valley Open Burning Control Area,except such burning is permitted 

cUntil July 1, 1979: · 

{a) In Columbia County excluding the area within the Scappoose Rural 

Fire Protection Di strict. 
' 

. {b) In the Timber and Tri-City Rural •Fire Protection Districts of 

Washington County. 

(c) · In the following rural fi.re protection districts of Clackamas 

County: 

(i) Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District. 

(ii) ·Estacada 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 D-istrict. 

. . 

(vii) Scotts Mills Rural Fire Protection District. 

(viii) Aurora Rural Fire Protection District. 

(d) In Multnomah County east of the Sandy River .. 

le) 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. 
' . 

(f) In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and Regulations of 

the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority. 

, 
I 
I 
l 
[ 
I 

I 

I 
I 



-12-

lg) 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. 

(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 

foll?wing conditions are met: 

{a) No practicable alternative method for disposal of the waste 
is available. 

lb) 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. 

lC) The Department sha 11 evaluate a 11 such requests for open 

·burning taking into account reasonable efforts to use 

alternative means of dispo~al, the condition of the particular 

airshed where the burnin~ ~fill occur, other emission sources 

in the vicinity of the requestecl open burning, remoteness of 

the site and methods to be used to insure complete and 

efficient combustion of the waste material. 

(d) If the Department is satisfied that 'reasonable alternative 

disposal methods are not available, and that significant 

degradation of air qua 1 ity 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 

• 
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'"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. 

le) 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 

'E!mergency occurrences including but not limited to floods, 

,-windstorms, or oil spills, provided that such waste cannot 

be disposed of by any other reasonable means. 

(f) Failure to conduct" open burning according to the conditions 

_of the letter permit, or any open burning in excess of that 

a 11 owed by the letter permit sha 11 cause the permit to be 

immediately term.inated as provided in OAR 340-14-045(2) and 

shall be cause for assessment of ci~il penalties as provided 

in OAR 340-12-030, 12-035, 12-040(3J(bJ, 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 
. I 

Commi'ssion as may be required. Forms for any reports required under 
.. ,; 

this ,section shall be provided by the Department. 
I 

I 
I 
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cATTACHMENT 1 

. COOS BAY OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA 
(Coquille Control Area Shown As Circle) 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

ROGUE BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA 
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ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Conlc1ins 
R:ccyc!ed 
M,;1terials 

DEQ.46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

SUBJECT: Hearing Report: Four Public Hearings on Proposed Rules 
for Open Burning 

Background 
On September B, 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. 
Busche, 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. - W~yerhaeuser Company, Southwest Oregon Region. 

----

Owens, CJ arft J. , Lake Oswegg .... _, 
Peterson, Bill, Salem. 
Rogers, William - State Representative from District 44. 
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Witness List - continued 
Ross, Charles, Forest Grove Fire Department. 
Ruf, Virginia, Springfield, Oregon. 

Stern, Frances, Eugene. 
Tegen, Ron, Stayton Fire Chief. 

Trussel, Carl, Beaver State Construction. 
Vance, 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) 

z 
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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 l, 1979 is 

worthy of support. (Buscho, Wagner). 
23-045(6)(~) (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 "logs ter" 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 )ly letter permit is a step backwards. ( Buscho) 

This proposal should not be followed, at least 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,-Flfrris) 

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 local permit issuing authority. (Tegen) 



• . . State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To, Environmental Quality Commission Date, September l 0, 1976 

From, Richard Reiter - Hearings Officer 
(Southwest Regional Manager) 

Subject, Public Hearing - Proposed Rules for Open Burning 

DEQ 4 

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 fol lowing persons were in attendance: 

10:00 A.M. Session 
Doyle Stockton - State Forestry, Central Point 
Donald Moody 
John Mathews 
Roy Morrison 
Robert Wenker 
Gary Rigotti 
Merlyn Hough 
Brita Hazell 
Tom Adams 
Mark Brown 

8:00 P.M. Session 

- State Forestry, Central Point 
- Klamath Falls (Fire Department) 
- Woolley Enterprises, Drain 
- Ashland Disposal Service 
- Ashland Disposal Service 
- DEQ, Medford 
- Citizen, Ashland (Carrying Capacity Study Group) 
- KYJC Radio 
- KOBI TV 

R. E. McIntyre - Jacksonville (volunteer Fire Department) 
Merlyn Hough - DEQ, Medford 
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, 

9~P9A--
Richard Reiter 

cc: Air Quality Division Hearings Officer 

pk 
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TRANSCRIPT 
Public Hearing on 

•Proposed Revisions 
to Rules and Regulations 

governing 
Open Burning 

9/9/76 

dJ(t'&· . . . 
Harris Hall, Eug·ene, Oregon 

. / .Y_erner Ad1':ison (DEQ Midwest Region Manager-Hearings Officer): This Public Hearing 

is hereby declared open. Notice is hereby given that .the Environmental 

Quality Commission is considering amendments to the rules for open burning. 

Amendments being considered will modify the state-wide open burning rules, 

OAR 23-005 through 23-020; and will c·onsolidate all presently. effective 

special area open burning rules into a single rule. The currently effective 

rules which will become part of the proposed amendments are the special 

rules for open burning in the Portland Metropolitan area, OAR 28-005 (1) 

(4) (5f and (6), 28-0lo, 28-015 and 28-020, and the open burning sections of 

-the fortner Mid-Wil~amette Valley Air Pollution Authority, 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 o·f 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. 

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 Springfield, Oregon: , I suppose all I can 

say is I am much interested in how this is going to be handled because of 

my own personal problems, but, it's because they developed in an area where .•. 

well; I lived in Los Angeles for several years and I see this area developing 

into what Los 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 Los Angeles. Well, 

for instance, in the field burning when the wind shifts and suddenly we find 

ourselves full of smoke ...• and within two hours I am so completely sick I 

can I t even take care of my family. Slash burning also .••. I've noticed .... 

is (a) 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 I'm saying it first hand, as one who has suffered 

the consequences. I'm unable to .... I'm a registered nurse, but I'm unable 



to work as a nurse anymore, with the exception of .•.••. in order to get out 

the valley during field burnin~ 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, this year 

the burning came a little late, and I was back to the' time; ••••••••• we .•• 

got the worst of it. If we don't curb burning now, we're going to be 

another Los Angeles. We're going to be unliveable, and I'm sure no one 

in Oregon wan,ts that to happen, farmers included. I feel that our towns 

;and cities are too quick to blame the'farmers and not to look at their 

own responsibilities, both in working for it and financing the solutions 

to the problems, and working with the farmer in solutions to the problem 

instead of fighting. That's about all I have to say. 

Adkison: Thank you very much Hs. Ruf. 

Harty Douglass (Public Information Representative-Lane Regional Air Pollution Auth.): 

If anyone else wishes to testify, they should sign in first. Is there 

anyone at this time? 

Bill Rogers State Representative 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, shall be considered the person responsible, 

for the open burning. Now, what would be your action in a case where 

there is 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 

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 if 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 the 

owner, so we specifically 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 violation and then the owner, 

/() 
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himself, might be held responsible; 

Adkison: Well·, I. ... this is only a personal interpretation •••• it would have to go 

to -the legal officer of. the Department of Environmental Quality, or regional 

authority who is in jurisdiction. But, we have specifically maintained our 

contact with the owner, and, until such time that we were subjugated to some 

other direction. That's been the, as far as I'm concerned the last 20-years, 

the historic way that we have dealt with the problem. 

Anyone else wishing to testify? 

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 C@nsideration of Amendments to the Open Burning Regulations 

Department Representatives Present: 

Russ Fetrow 

Harry Demaray 

Terri Axe ll 

Free Skirvin 

Guests: 

Jim Basting - 2295 N, Fork Rd., Lyons, OR 

Darrel Spiesschaert, 22965 N, Fork Rd., Lyons, OR 

D. H. Ste re, 19034 01 d Mehama. Rd. , Stayton, OR 

Leone Timm, 4855 River Rd, N,, Salem 

Eric Meurer, 565 Union N,E., Salem 

Carl Ferris, 1476 Ewald S,E,, Salem 

Carl Trussell, 4755 Verda Lane, Salem 

Bill Peterson, 476 Holmes Court S.E., Salem 

Lee R, Moyer, 4241 Aliderbrook Ave. S. E. , Sal em 

Russ Fetrow opened the hearing which was held in the Marion Co. Courthouse, 

Room 129 at 7:30 p.m. on September 9, 1976. 

Eric Meurer representing the Salem Home Builders Association testified regard­

ing tne rule pertaining to landclearing burning. He encouraged DEQ to issue 

letter permits at the local 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, Bill 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 .comply 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 landfills 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 

Volunteer 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 

,, 
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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. 

A tape will accompany this report. 

1$ 
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To: 

From: 

Subject, 

DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Environmental Quality Commission Date, September 20, 1976 

Peter W. Mcswain 

Hearing Report: September 9, 1976 Public Hearing on Rules 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 sk_e__p_~i.cal of the __ provision for six random 
burning days to be selected during the winter. He felt confusion and 
additional burden for his ageil.Cy Illighi: be the resul E. 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 objectionable 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 confusion in the fire permit issuing 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 burning 
of yard cleanup materials. He said that if there was to be time 
during the winter (which he opposed), it ~oU'l.d'be extended all 
through the winter. 

/7 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Contain;; 
Recycled 
Mate1·iah 

DEQ-46 

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: 

l. 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. 

TJO:ak 

Attachments 

October 14, 1976 

Loren Kramer 
Director 

... 



RAYMOND ~l. RASK 
V1croR C HEFFERIN 
ALLA..'\! F. KSAPPENBERGER 
EuCEN£C.T1sH 

RASK 8 HEFFERIN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

HOLLYWOOD PROFESSIONAL BUlLDING 
4411 N. E.TILLAMOOKSTRHT 

PORTLAND, OREGON 

972i3 RECEIVED 
September 17, 1976 

Mr. Robert L. Haskin 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Portland Division 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

TELEPHONE 
287-1246 

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 fill 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 cooperation. 

I/\main/ 

v/'erl trJ1 yours, 

j/ '>/'Ii FFERrn ~ndk~k 



WILLIAM H. DOAK 
Soil & Land Use Consultant 

Septe::iber 14, 1976 

Mr. Raymond Rask 
Rask & Hefferin 
Attorneys-a t-1.aw 
4411 N. E. Tillamook Street 
Portland, OR 97213 

Soil Scientist • Registered Sar··:.-:-· 

RE: Iahti & Son, Inc. y_. Dept. of Environmental Q,ualitv 
Scott Ridge Subdivision Sewage Disposal Proposal 

Dear Mr. Rask: 

This confirms our conversation of September 13, 1976 during whic1-_ 
Mr. Robert L. Haskins letter of September 8, 1976 was reviewed 
with Mr. Eldon Lahti. 

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 a 11 or any of Lot 3 
can be used for subsurface sewage disposal 
area for the house located on Lot 2. 

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 buildin~ site on Lot 1, Block 2 and 
record an easement on the northerly 75' of Lot 
2, Block 2 for sewage disposal. 

4. 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 \'Iha tever approved 
sewage disposal system becomes a vai la ble. 

7525 S.E. Lake Road • ~lilwaukic, Oregon 97222 • Phone (503) 653-1-105 
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6. The subsurface sewage diepu~al systems to sefve 
the houses on Lots 1 & 3, Block 2 and Lots 2 & 4, 
Block 1 would be constructed in the following manner. 

a. A site of sufficient size for a three bedroom 
drainfield and rebuild area (approximate!,· 
13,000 Sq. Ft.) will be cleared and rototilled 
to destroy all sod and vegetative mat. 

b. Onto this site of approximately 13,000 square 
feet, a capping fill of silt loam ML, A4 to 
fine sandy loam G~1, A-2-4 will be placed. 
This fill will contain 625 cubic yards to 
900 cubic.yards of topsoil. The depth will 
be 18" or 24 11 depending on the depth of 
observed groundwater in Mr. Dick Polson's 
report which is on file at Clackamas County. 
In all cases, the trench bottoms will be above 
the restrictive soil horizon and observed 
perched groundwater. 

c. At least 50' of filled area will extend 
downslope of the origina 1 disposa 1 trenches. 
This area ·will provide lateral filtration and 
rebuild area if required. 

d. All sites will be filled, graded and constructed 
when the soil moisture content is less than 15% 
by weight. The sites wi 11 be planted to grass 
after inspection and cover. 

It is my opinion that systems constructed in the manner described 
above i•lill function as a standard approved system on a 30" restrictive 
layer and a 24 11 perched groundwat_er level. 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

cw f{ 0"~(1.. 
W. H. DOAK 
Soil Scientist 
Registered Sanitarian 

/ld 

CC: Mr. Eldon Lahti 





RESOLUTION 

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 

~JHEREAS further timely progress is dependent on prompt processing 
of the City's applications for Environmental Protection Agency grant 
funds; and · 

WHF,REAS fed era 1 grant ~"lard 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 
cosb: · 

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 a 11 other cities in Oregon so that costs do 
not increase solely dL1e to delays. 

The above resolution was adopted by the Environmenta1 Quality Commission 
011 October 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 eguipjment 

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 technologi.ca.l devices to control pollution that are ecPp0mically 

feasible and practicable, 

My request is that the EQC obtain economic data and analysis for The 

Dalles area that is comparable to the expert testimony it solicits from 

scientific experts on polltution, Economists have been developing techniques 

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, More recently, research has been going on to assess the external costs 

that industries impose on communities, especially through pollution. Such 

inforl!Btion 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 economy, 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, 

and to the remainder of the community also need to be analyzed. 

appears ~ that consideration is being takerdJf the first two 

So far, it 

economic interests. 

I concede that these are important and deserve consideration, but that it is 

the commission!i job to protect the public interest. To do so, requires 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 information. 

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% of the Federal Prevention of Significant Air Quality 

Deterioration increment for sulpher dioxide, would this also not limit by 

36% the use by any other existing or new business or industry, Since the 

effects of sulpher dioxide is largely unli:nown 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 

conclusively that there will be . no rrlamage? The company has imposed external 

costs already with fluoride emissions, whose effects were also unknown in 

previous times. Can we rely on trusting that these new emissions will not 

also create unanticipated problems: 

Until a tho~ough economic analysis that includes all external costs and 

benefits is available and until the potential effects oi' the higher sulpher 

dioxide emissions are reaearched, I 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 least to their present status, until 

technology allows them to be reduced, 

I 



WASCO COUNTY FRUIT AND PRODUCE LEAGUE 

Octobe,- 14, 1976 

Wasco County Fruit League requests that fruit orchards be protected from an increase 
in presently occurring air pollution damage by not allowing further degradation of 
atmosphere. Remmmend that since presenl· technology could prevent such degrada-
tion by a 95% 50

2 
removal, that this be required of the aluminum reduction 

plant of tvlartin Marietta, under proposed change in pollution control system. 
We further strongly support a request to EPA thru DEQ for financial aid in a 
research proiect to detenmine the _@feet of the combination of air pollutants in 
\·his area - specificolly S0

2 
and ~F. 
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·'STATEMENT pF MAYORA[iJ"ROUTMAN. 
-:, October, is,· 1976 

The City '()f M&upin operates witt,'.'a volunteer co'imcil, and m"yor •> 
They .. 'have one pa id ma intenan'ce man. 

-. .., i'-. ., 
a 

. · ·"< h1 1964 the. City built a sewer plant with SQ.% grant': a~d a bond jssue 
'for the balance . Upon ·recommendation of the Oregon State'Sanitary Authority 

a Chicago Pump package plant was installed. Ti-iis pl~lit was one of four such 
pla,rits'·:autllorized for use in the State of Oregon and the only plant that did not · 
have major modification. Within two years of installation}'OSSA wiis . . 
requeiting. expansion· and upgrading of the plant which was only operating 
at approx.ill]ately 5,0% of rated capacity. Chi<;ago Pump personnel made 
numerous n\odifitations to the plant at extensive expense to. the City ol' Maupin. 
All ofwhich were to no avail. · 

.. In 1~71, s~~en years after the original insi:~llation, the City 
realized t,fi'ere was no feasible ,way to satisfactorily modify \his existing plant. 
A decisioi::t<was,made at that time that the only way the City could finance 
such 'a project/ with only seven years of the ,original bond issue paid'.off, 

. was to annex two 'additional areas into the City. · 

AfJer many.HOTLY CONTESTED meetings and an extended period of 
time, the annexations were completed in late 1973. During .19711 a s.erJes 
of meeHngs were held to select the best possible •site for a new sewer ' 
plant. After the site was selected five meetings ,were held with the· property . · · 
owners, which involved five individuals. · . .Also af this time, meetings''were 
held on bond elections regarding the sewer project and .the bond wa$ 
overwhelmingly approved May 29; 1975.: The elitJineer was then given 
authority to proceed with the necessary eng ineer,ing to bring the project· 
to a bid stage., But this was short lived. In Ju'ly, 1975, we were . 
notified that all engineering work would cease, by the,City Enginee~>). 
Val Toronto. · The City was then notifi~d that a meeting wJ's to be h~ld,. in · 
Bend, Oregon to review the 'required guidelines to pric>pa~e;,j.a facility,pJan. 
This meetjlig helq with DEQ. Meeting .the requirements of the faci I iti/·pJan 
was a complete duplication of a process we, had beeri i'hrough the year 
before, .and increased expense to Federal Government "and 1 the City of' Maupin. . . - . ,-- .. 

At this same time the DEQ presented the City oi ~~ilUj?in with 
. another ultimatum! SOLID WASTE. With the closure of thi.,main·waste. 

,; I,. . ·•;·, . ' ,_., 

disposal site in the southern half of Wasco County, another, financial burden 
was placed on the residence'.of the City, of,MaupirL So, w,e closed the ,waste 
site, satisfi~d the DEQ's regulations BUT we have in no way. solved the 
sol.id waste problem which exists in our area. To a-dd to,,the confusion 
ANOTHER, ultif()atum was presented to us from the State LCOC and it's 
problems. Many meetings ensued on this ,matter. 

' ' 

I have only included the last two.'. ite'ms, solid waste ~nd ·· LCDC 
to emphasize the extra work load, other than ·normal City·•bu'siness placed 
by the State of ·Oregon on the City of Maupiri's volunteer c9qncil,', all of whom 
have other' ful I-time employment. Solving the many, rrian\j:r>'roblems. ,: '•· 
encountered to· b,·ing us to the position we are currently. facing with t!Ji:, ·. , . 
obstacles we as a very .small co~munity have encou~tered; ,should prove\to· 
the Department of Environmental. Qua I ity that the people .of this commun'ity, · 
are more than willing to meet the demands placed ohthem,.!!J.y·your 
department. 

.-( . ·,r 
It is my understanding that DEQ grant funds wiil not be available 

before approximately April 15, 1977. I would like to know.how this· 
project could be completed in approximately fifty working gays?? 
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