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9:00 a.m. 

Environmental Quality Commission Meeting 

November 19, 1976 

Room 602, Multnomah County Courthouse 

1021 s.w. Fourth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

A. Minutes of October 15, 1976 EQC Meeting 

B. Monthly Activity Report for September 1976 

c. Tax Credit Applications 

PUBLIC FORUM - Opportunity for any citizen to give a brief oral 
or written presentation on any environmental topic of 
concern. If appropriate the Department will respond to 
issues in writing or at a subsequent meeting. The Commission 
reserves the right to.discontinue this forum after a reasonable 
time if an unduly large number of speakers wish to appear 

D. Waste Water Discharge Permit Fees - Request Authorization for 
Public Hearing to Consider Amending OAR, Chapter 340, 
Section 45-070 

E. Requests for Hardship Relief from Waste Water Discharge Permit 
Fees, OAR, Chapter 340, Section 45-070(2) 

10:00 a.m. 

F. Air Permit Fees - Public Hearing on Proposed Revisions to 
OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 14-040 and 20-033 

11:00 a.m. 

G. Martin Marietta - Public Hearing on Application for Modification 
of Martin Marietta's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for 
The Dalles Aluminum Plant 

H. Board Products Industry Open Burning Rules~ Deletion of Sections 
25-320(4) and 25-325(5), OAR, Chapter 340 

I. Norway Street (Silverton - Mario_n~pu11_t):') H_ealth liazard -~nnex,etion 
Certification of Plans for Sewerage System · 

J. Variance Request - McCall Oil & Chemical Corporation 

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 7:30 a.m. at the Trees Restaurant (Hilton 
Hotel) and any of the items above may be discussed. Lu.nch will be at 
the Hilton Trees. 



MINUTES OF THE EIGHTIETH MEETING 

of the 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 

November 19, 1976 

At 9:00 a.m. on Friday, November 19, 1976, the eightieth meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened in Room 602 of the Multnomah 
County Courthouse, 1021 S.W. Fourth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

Present were all Commission members. Those present were Mr. Joe B. 
Richards, Chairman; Dr. Morris Crothers, Vice Chairman; Dr. ·Grace S. Phinney; 
Mrs. Jacklyn Hallock; 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 OCTOBER 15, 1976 EQC MEETING 

There was some discussion regardinq the new format of the minutes. 
Some Commissioners thought they were too brief and did not give enough detail 
regarding each agenda item. 

The Director stated that he had made the decision to cut down on prepa­
ration of the minutes because of staff time to prepare them. 

After some discussion it was decided there should be a brief synopsis 
of each agenda item as before. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and unanimously carried that the minutes of the October 15, 1976 meeting 
be approved. 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR SEPTEMBER, 1976 AND TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted with 
regard to both the Program Activity Report for S~ptember and the Tax Credit 
Applications. 

WASTE WATER DISCHARGE PERMIT FEES - REQUEST AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING 
TO CONSIDER AMENDING OAR, CHAPTER 340, SECTION 45-070 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation be approved to 
authorize a public hearing to be held, relative to the proposed changes, 
before a hearings officer and at a time and place to be set by the Department. 

REQUESTS FOR HARDSHIP RELIEF FROM WASTE WATER DISCHARGE PERMIT FEES, OAR 
CHAPTER 340, SECTION 45-070(2) 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted 
whereby the annual determination fee for Cloverdale Sanitary District be 
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suspended for the fiscal year ending July 1, 1977. The Sanitary District should 
be directed to include an annual compliance determination fee in future operating 
budgets for it will be expected to pay in subsequent years. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and 
unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted that no action 
be taken at this time on the William Smith placer mine, since pending modifi­
cations to the fee schedule will solve the problems. 

VACANCY IN DIRECTORSHIP 

The Chairman said that this matter had been discussed in the media and 
at the EQC breakfast meeting, and that it is the statutory authority of the 
Commission to appoint the Director. 

After several comments by the Commissioners, it was MOVED by Commissioner 
Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney and unanimously carried that Mr. 
William H. Young be appointed as the new Director of the DEQ. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

No one wished to speak on any subject. 

BOARD PRODUCTS INDUSTRY OPEN BURNING RULES - DELETION OF SECTIONS 25-320(4) 
AND 25-325(5), OAR, CHAPTER 340 

Mr. Al Burkart from the staff summarized the staff report which has been 
made a part of the permanent files. 

Commissioner Somers asked if there had been a hearing on this item. 

Mr. Burkart replied that there had been a public hearing held on November 1 
in which one person appeared to testify. 

After some discussion it was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by 
Commissioner Hallock and unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation 
be adopted that the Environmental Quality Commission delete Sections 25-320(4) 
and 25-325(5) from Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), Chapter 340. 

NORWAY STREET (SILVERTON - MARION COUNTY) HEALTH HAZARD ANNEXATION CERTIFICATION 
OF PLANS FOR SEWERAGE SYSTEM 

Mr. Clarence Hilbrick of the staff summarized the staff report which has 
been made a part of the permanent files. 

Commissioner Somers stated that after reviewing the record he is satisfied 
that provisions of Chapter 222 have been complied with and that the Health 
Division entered the appropriate order for a hearing, gave the two-weeks notice 
and the 30-days elapsed after the 2-weeks publication in the paper and the 
hearing was held. He stated with that in mind he was satisfied to vote on this 
item at this time. 



- 3 -

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Crothers 
and unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted for the 
Commission to approve the proposal and certify said approval to the City of 
Silverton. 

VARIANCE REQUEST - McCALL OIL AND CHEMICAL CORPORATION, MULTNOMAH COUNTY AND 
STANDARD OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. Tom Bispham from the staff summarized this agenda item. He also 
stated that the staff has had a similar request from Standard Oil Company 
of California, and that the Connnission should consider this variance request 
for both McCall Oil and Standard Oil. Mr. Bispham stated that due to the 
fact Standard Oil Company will not be able to meet the 1.75% sulfur limitation 
for their #6 fuel oil, they are requesting a variance which will allow them 
to import number six fuel oil with up to 2% sulfur for a 6-months period. 
Standard's estimate of its Oregon customers' use during the next 6 months 
is 400,000 barrels. This they believe represents approximately 6% of the 
State's estimated annual residual fuel oil requirement and 9.5% of the State's 
number six oil requirement. 

Standard Oil Company has asked for a 6-months variance because they 
believe that at the end of that period they will be out of the peak demand 
situation and that the Alaskan North Slope crude will start to become 
available for refining. Standard believes that when their refinery starts 
processing the Alaskan crude they will be able to produce number six oil 
with less than 1.75% sulfur during peak periods. 

After discussion by the Commission, it was MOVED by .Commissioner 
Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and unanimously carried that the 
Director's recommendation be approved for the Commission to make a finding 
that strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment or closing 
down of a business, and that a variance from OAR 340-22-010(2) from December 1, 
1976 through June 1, 1977 be granted to allow McCall Oil and Standard Oil to 
sell, distribute and make available for use in the area residual fuel oil 
up to 2% sulfur content (and for the customers to use such delivered fuel 
oil), subject to the following conditions: 

1. During the subject variance period, from December 1, 1976 through 
June 1, 1977, the Company shall make every effort to comply with 
the sulfur content of fuel regulation (OAR 340-22-010(2)). 

2. On or before March 1, 1977 McCall Oil and Standard Oil shall submit 
a written progress report outlining the efforts made and/or accom­
plished in developing a long-range plan for compliance with the 
subject regulation. 

AIR PERMIT FEES - PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED REVISIONS TO OAR, CHAPTER 340, 
SECTIONS 14-040 AND 20-033 

Mr. Ed Woods of the Department summarized the guidelines and fee schedule 
of the staff report. He stated that guidelines a, b, c, d and e in the staff 
report are the criteria the Department intends to apply to a source to determine 
whether it will be included in the minimal category. Mr. Woods stated that 
OAR Chapter 340, Section 14-015(2) establishes a maximum duration for permits 
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of five years. The Department proposes to modify that section to allow ten 
years duration for permits, because the permits change very little and the 
workload would be decreased. He said that the Air Permit Task Force proposed 
a method which the Department used in determining these fees whereby the 
annual compliance determination fee amounts are based upon the relative time 
spent on the particular categories of sources. 

Mr. Tom Donaca legal counsel for Associated Oregon Industries and 
Chairman of the Air Permit Task Force, said the Task Force had spent about 
400 man hours on the report that was done between January and July and 
that the Task Force is in general agreement with the staff report. He stated 
that he would like to make one comment that was not made in the staff report 
and which he thought is quite important with regards to those minimal sources 
which will be extended and not looked at more than once in 5 years. That 
is, that these minimal sources are subject to visual violations and that the 
compliance and enforcement staff will take a close look at them. If there 
is a problem he wants to make sure the source will be found in violation and 
made to comply. 

Mr. Donaca said another point of concern is that the burden is a little 
bit greater than expected on the larger sources, as far as the permit fees are 
concerned. He stated that there should be reasonable factors considered, 
such as average time spent on the source and the dollar amount spent when 
equated with those hours. 

In conclusion Mr. Donaca requested that this issue be reviewed again 
in about another year and the Commission agreed to this. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and unanimously carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted that 
OAR Chapter 340, Sections 14-015 and 20-033 be amended as proposed herein, 
with such further amendments as may be deemed necessary after consideration 
of the information developed as a result of this public hearing. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and unanimously carried that the Director reconvene the Air Permit Task 
Force on this issue on or after July 1, 1977. 

RESIGNATION OF DIRECTOR 

Mr. Kramer stated that being director of the DEQ was the finest position 
he had ever had and that he had enjoyed working with the Commission and with 
the staff. He said he believed Oregon's present laws and the national rules 
that are administered are basically sound and are certainly sufficient for 
the time being, and he would like to see the Department do the more than 
adequate job that should be done on the present laws before searching for 
additional activities. Mr. Kramer said this is the challenge he leaves to 
the Department and the Commission and with that he tendered his resignation. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Somers 
and unanimously carried that the Director's resignation reluctantly be accepted. 
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INTRODUCTION OF NEW DIRECTOR 

The Chairman introduced Mr. William H. Young, the new director of the 
DEQ, stating that the Commission was very grateful he had made himself 
available to accept the directorship. 

Mr. Young thanked the Chairman and the Commissioners for his appointment, 
stating that he is looking forward to working with the Commission and the 
staff of the DEQ. 

BUDGET 

Mr. George Lee from the staff gave the Commission a briefing on the 
budget for the DEQ for the fiscal year 1977-79. 

NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CENTER VERSUS RUSSELL TRAIN AND DEQ 

Mr. Ray Underwood, legal counsel, said that he had just received a notice 
from the Ninth Circuit Court that an opinion had been reached in the case of 
the Northwest Environmental Defense Center versus Russell Tr.ain and the DEQ, 
and that the opinion would reverse the approval by the EPA Administrator of 
Oregon's NPDES program. Mr. Underwood stated that the Department does have 
an opportunity as a party to file a petition for rehearing. Also, the DEQ 
would have the alternative of seeking review by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

This case involved a challenge to Oregon's NPDES plan for issuing NPDES 
permits through approval of the Environmental Protection Agency. The chal­
lenge was to some of the Department's rules with regards to procedures in 
issuing permits. The Department conceded certain points in the challenge, 
made changes in its rules and felt that these changes were significant 
elements and the others were not, Mr. Underwood said. 

The Chairman asked Mr. Underwood to please hit the high points for the 
Commission, after he does get a copy of the opinion, so that this item can 
be placed on the agenda at a later date for discussion. 

Mr. Chris Kittel representing the Northwest Environmental Defense 
Center said he believed this is a very simple case and should not have gone 
this far. Mr. Kittel stated that one procedure the Center has deals with 
public hearings and the discretion of the Director to call a public hearing. 
He said the Center envisioned a situation where a so-called environmentalist 
director would not call a hearing at his discretion because he felt it would 
not satisfy the rules. He said that in their brief and before the court 
they argued that they would like to have a stay in the decision reversing 
the appeal to give the Commission sufficient time to come into compliance. 
In conclusion Mr. Kittel said he thought these mandatory procedures will 
provide a very sound across the board fair play for both industry and 
citizens, and will let both know what the Commission and the Department 
are going to do with a NPDES permit. 
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MARTIN MARIETTA - PUBLIC HEARING ON APPLICATION FOR MODIFICATION OF MARTIN 
MARIETTA'S AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT FOR THE DALLES ALUMINUM PLANT 

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's staff, gave a brief synopsis of 
the staff report. He said this topic deals with whether so2 controls should 
be required in response to the Department's highest and best practicable 
treatment and control rule. The three issues in question he said are 
1) whether the addition of an S02 scrubber would improve air quality in the 
area; 2) whether technology actually existed to reduce so2 emissions from 
an aluminum reduction plant; and 3) what would be the costs for equipment 
if it were available and whether the company could afford it. 

Mr. Kowalczyk said that with regards to the cost of the sulfur dioxide 
scrubber as quoted by EPA, which they said would cost around $400,000, EPA 
has now revised its estimates upwardly to around one to four million dollars, 
depending upon the type of system chosen. The efficiency expected could 
range from 70% to 95%. 

Mr. Kowalczyk said all this information had been received so late that 
the staff had not had a chance to go through it. He said the staff would 
like a chance to go over the material in depth, discuss it and then formulate 
a Department position as to whether an so2 scrubber should be required in 
light of the Department's highest and best practicable treatment control 
rule. 

Dr. David McDaniel, Ophthalmologist from The Dalles stated that he is 
concerned by the top level policies of Martin Marietta which he feels are 
insensitive to its plant's effects on the agriculture and health of the 
community and to some policies of DEQ which have not established what he 
considers adequate controls over the emissions from the plant. Dr. McDaniel 
said the present system consists of monitoring the emissions at the plant 
itself for only three days each month and it is only human nature that the 
officials at the plant would choose the three best days of the month when 
all the scrubbers are working and there is the least pollution. He said 
the other main source of information is from one monitoring station in an 
orchard. The others are not consistently checked for information. 

Dr. McDaniel does not feel that the Commission or the staff has adequate 
or valid data upon which to make a rational or valid decision. He believes: 
1) there should be a full-time DEQ staff member monitoring and gathering 
all the information and that Martin Marietta should pay for this, since they 
expect to save $50,000 or more each month by operating only dry scrubbers; 
2) samples should be collected from the overnight inversion layer, This 
could be done by Dr. Timothy Facteau of Oregon State University who is 
presently stationed in Hood River; 3) samples should be taken adjacent to 
the plant 24 hours a day, 365 days a year; and 4) there should be multiple 
monitors in many different locations in The Dalles and at different elevations. 
He believes only after such controls are established will there be valid data 
and the Commission able to make a proper decision as to whether Martin 
Marietta should be allowed to put more sulfur dioxide into the air surrounding 
The Dalles. 
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Mr. Douglas Ragen, attorney for Martin Marietta, stated that the company 
had hoped and expected the staff to be prepared to recommend issuance of a 
permit as requested by the company at the October 15 hearing. He said Martin 
Marietta believes that the staff now has all the information requested of 
it and that Martin Marietta welcomes the December 9 hearing. Mr. Ragen said 
the questions Martin Marietta has entertained from the DEQ since the October 15 
meeting have centered on two subjects. The assumptions, techniques and results 
of the plume dispersion analyses, assuming first a dry scrubber configuration 
and second a dry scrubber configuration with a 70% efficient wet scrubber. 
He said that Martin Marietta wishes to point out that no matter which assump­
tions and models are used in analyzing these plume dispersions, that DEQ and 
Martin Marietta agree that the results have one thing in common - the projected 
so2 impacts in the orchards with or without a wet scrubber are well below 
state and federal air quality standards. 

The second subject that the DEQ and Martin Marietta had addressed was 
economic consideration of six different configurations of control systems. 
Mr. Ragen said that Martin Marietta hoped the information process which 
occurred over the last several months had served to inform the Commission and 
the staff as to what the pertinent issues are with respect to issuance of a 
permit. He said those issues can be framed by the following questions: 
a) What is the cost of a 70% dry scrubber and what is the operating cost of 
such a scrubber? b) By what amount is it projected that a 70% efficient 
scrubber will reduce the amount of so2 in the orchards, compared to a dry 
scrubber without an so2 wet scrubber? 

Mr. Don Bailey, representing the Wasco County Fruit League as chairman 
of its Research and Pollution Commission, said that the League's concern 
today is that the only consideration Martin Marietta is giving is to the 70% 
control level of S02; whereas, in fact the 95% control level has been deemed 
the highest and best practicable use and was presented to the Commission 
previously. He said that it does not appear in the latest letter from the 
DEQ that the 95% control efficiency is being discussed or required, and that 
the growers in the area are very concerned. 

Mr. Bailey stated The Dalles is now adding to its problem by having 
across the river a proposal for an additional industrial development which 
would be air polluting. The Department of Ecology (DOE) of the State of 
Washington has before it applications from Western Zirconium to build a 
plant similar to the one at Albany. Dow Chemical already has a permit and 
they are awaiting construction - all in the same air basin. He said the 
DOE is considering making the companies increase their control efficiency 
to reduce it from the proposed good level of control of 120 tons of sulfur 
dioxide per year to only 20 tons. Mr. Bailey said the Fruit Growers League 
believes the Oregon DEQ and EQC should make similar requirements on the 
Oregon side of the river. 

Mr. Bailey said that standards do not provide protection. He said 
the standard for hydrogen fluoride is so much per ton of aluminum produced. 
It has nothing to do with what level of hydrogen fluoride produces damage 
in the ambient air. He said it is not known what level of so2 produces 
damage in that area. 
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Chairman Richards concluded the public testimony on Martin Marietta 
and the Commission and staff were in recess on the Martin Marietta hearing 
until the next phase of the hearing before a hearing officer on December 9. 

There beirig no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: August 27, 1976 Minutes 

Due to the gravity of the Alkali Lake situation it is 
recommended that the August 27, 1976 minutes Page 1, Line 23 
be corrected from: 

To: 

"stabilizing them with one to five inches of crushed 
rock" 

''stabilizing the earth cover with six inches of 
crushed rock of one to five inch size''. 

11/15/76 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Con1ains 
t~ecyded 
tv'\;it(c,di:il~ 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item B, November 19, 1976, EQC Meeting 

September Program Activity Report 

Discussion 

Attached is the September 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 14 of the report. 

RLF:ee 
11 /1 /76 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

... 



Department of Environmental Quality 
Technical Programs 

Permit and Plan Actions 

September 1976 

Water Quality Division 

148 . . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

75 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
49 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

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

Air Quality Division 

9 . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

19 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
10 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

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

Solid Waste Management Division 

9 . . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

13 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
24 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

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

Page 

1 
2 
1 
9 

10 
9 

1 
14 

1 
15 
16 
15 

1 
17 

1 
18 
19 
18 



Air 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

~ONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 
Air, Water and Solid 
Waste Management Divisions 

(Reporting Unit) 
September 1976 
(Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

Plans 
Approved 

Month Fis. Yr. 

Plans 
Disapproved 

Month Fis.Yr. 

Direct Sources 6 29 8 29 1 1 

Total 6 29 8 29 1 1 

Water 
Municipal 132 354 134 271 
Industrial 16 34 14 32 1 1 

Total 148 388 148 303 1 1 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 4 15 7 20 1 1 

Demolition 2 2 

Industrial 2· 8 2 10 
Sludge 2 2 
Total 6 27 9 36 1 1 

Hazardous 
Wastes 2 2 

GRAND TOTAL 160 446 165 370 3 3 

-1-

Plans 
Pendipg 

19 

19 

68 
7 

75 

9 
1 

3 

13 

107 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

..... TECHNICAL PROGFAMS 

..... MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

.... -·····.,--··· 

Water Quality Division September 1976 
Plan Actions Completed _ J 43 

1,········ --~§, .. ---.-Name .. of Source/Project/Site and Type "of .. -Sarne -Date · ··Date of 

·-·8·-·Municipal Sources 134 ---

s 23 ONTARIO 55 SfERHA SD 

'l 
s 22 LEBANON SS @DOWNING AUDITION@ 

,1---·······--···· ------,: 
i s 30 PEi~DLETvN 
·•1----~ 

SS SE 8TH & SE ISAAC 

'i S 34 lvASH!NGTON co LO,JlH TUALAT!d !NTcRCEPT 
,, 

1 
s 20 SPRINGFIELD SS PROJ # SP-206 S&~ 

j s 24 SALE,~ 

I s 18 JO WINSTON 
J 

SS 7TH AVE SUP CT AREA SE 

ST & SS !MPVMNTS GI.EN CT 

i;j s ~9 03 wJLSJ.'-IVJLLlc 

....... ········-----···--
l 
J 

s 34 TUALATIN SS SPRUCE MEAOOWS SD 

j 
) i s 34 TIGARD SS PATHFINDER #2-188 

.i s 03 CA,;sy 

Rec'd 

071676 

073076 

0 72076 

081176 

081176 

080476 

0 72776 

072276 

081376 

081176 

081176 
j 

SS PITTS Ai.JO 

MP N 7TH ST 
...... --- -- . 

i s 06 coos oAY .ss 081176 

' l s 26 GR ESHAiVi 
! 

SS CHILDREN9S WORLD 081276 

·j s 34 HI LLSllOi,O BR I.A,~ PK 112&3 ss 7.30-10-297 072976 .. , 
I s 34 HI LLSoO:,o 

J 
I s 36 MCi•llNNVILLE 

,1 

ss EXT JONESFIELD 2 PHASE 2 072276 

ss BARi,sLEY MEAD,JviS l1"lflVi"~iTS 082476 

s 36 NE,vBEHG ss Pl JNEER VI t: 1# 081176 

I 
s 20 EUGENE ss CIWSS PL FF~,lt CR ST-400'.i'N 082376 

- - - - -····-
l s 
J 

20 EUGEi;E DELTA HY F K:•I GOODPASTUi<E !SL 08~j76 

l ···-·-··-·----·--·-·-
J 
l s 20 C:UG[i'-lE s & STU1-.i:M SE'd PE~f--l!:.1--(.Tr<.tE 082',76 

I s ZJ EJGENE ' SS-ST 21 E vi ALU-A SD ON R05 Ii'>i 08Zo76 

s 36 M01JNNV!LL[ ss ~ARNSLEY MEADOl:1S SD J ,'·\PVS 082676 

- ·-----·-·---"-------·-·-------- ..... ,----·--· 

Action Action 

08/02/76* PROV APP 

08/05/76* PROV APP 
........ ···--•-'••---·-· 

08/ 10116* P:,ov APP 

08/ 17/76* P1,ov· APP 

08/13/76* PROV APP 

uS/19/7 PROV APP 

08/2.7171:i' PROV ,,\PP 

08/31/76• PkUV APP 

·-·· 
08/31/7t* PROV APP 

08/3li76* f'ROI/ APP 

-- • + ,~.--., .. - •• -

09/01/76 PROV APP 

09/Ql/7!, i>ROv APP 

J9/0l/76 PROV APP 

··---•-~-'•----··· 
09/01/76 PROV 1-'\PP 

09/01/76 P~OV APP 

u9/0l/76 PROV MPP 

09/0l/76 ?ROV APP 

09/02/76 P,~ov APP 

09/Q2/7b Pr<CJV APP 

09/0"2.l7o t=>1'\vV A t>j.J 

09/02/7b ?1<VV APP 

c9/02/76 PROV APP 

5 99 03 WILSJNVILLE S~ EDWARDS bUSl~~S5 INU PK 083076 U9/02/76 ~ROV AP~ 

s 20 EUGENE .• ' C,J MCLEAl''l Pl UURl:3 I;\~ TO 't!H I TK 0 72!.76 09/02/76 i=ii~ov APP 

.... _._ - - --- __ ,. _____ 
s 2D EJGEh!::. ss C0NCU!<i.J PLAT 070076 O'i/02/76 t->1-;.uv APP 

__ ,. _____ 
-·--~--- _, .. _.,_ ---- .. --.. •--'-•-·-··--· -·•---- ·-··-· --- -- ··-------

s 03 MIL/CCSOhl ss I ,'v\P SUNU!AL CT 082076 09/03170 PRO\/ APP 

s ZS () 3 CLA(r-..A:"1.6.S co er ~ ,, su1,H:,UHS T SU 081776 J'i /Q 3 / J.6 ?IWV APP 

* Omitted from August Report 

-2-

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

1 7 

06 

21 

06 

07 

15 

jj 

40 

02 

zc 

40 

2C 

Ob 

Ob 

07 

02 

41 

:; s 

[I, 

17 

-· ·- ··-·--- --



DEP.ARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS. 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

-Water Quality Division September· 1976 

Plan Actions Completed ( 148 - con' t) 
.fi' 

f------~--g-·Name of· Source/Project/Site and Type·· of· Same · --- Date ----Date of 

8 
S 49 36 MC1~IN;~VILLE 

S 49 MCt'1INNVILU: 

i--5-1-5-27 MONMOUTH 

S 26 PORTLAND 

l 
s 

s 
J--.-
} s 

30 PJIUL.~,,O 

30 PORTLAND 

30 PORTLAIW 

p. s. ~rn,,u T ADON 

~ENNtTTt AUD tULVEkT&PUMP S 

55 MARR SD 

55 NE 21ST & RIVERSIDE WAY 

SS SE 108TH & ELASSER LANE 

SS N PR!NCUON 
----- ~--·--· 

SS 37TH Si• 

Rec I d. Action Action 

070276 09/03/76 PRUV APP 

083176 09/03/76 PROV APP 

- -

090276 09/08/76 PROV APP 

081376 09/08/76 PROV APP 

0816/6 09/08/76 PfNV APP 

081776 09/08176 PROV APP 

081776 09/08/76 PROV APP 

Time to 
Complete 

Action 

04 
. ---------- -- .. ----

03 

06 

26 

23 

22 

22 

•-•··----- ---,- - . 

;/ 

s 

s 

s 

26 PDR TLA,'lD 

26 POiULA<'W 

· i-·-----·- 22 LUANDN 

' 

SS St WOODWARD & 60TH AVE 082016 09/08/16 PROV APP 19 

55 SW 19THS OF EVANS ST SSSY 082076 CY/98/16 ~ROV APP 

l~W 21ST Tl~N~ ScW 1{lCUNST P 072176 09/03/76 ~ku~ APP 46 

---•~•-••••--• .. •• •-.o-------------k•-••-•-----
F[RNV l EW PA~K ADD 090976 09/09/76 PROV APP ~2 

1 
j s 22 LINN CU PIONEER VILLA STP 090276 09/09/76 PROV APP 07 

=1 .,,..,, ...... ,-,---· i S 36. NE//SEf<G SS EXT-UARN DOUk TAVER,, 082716 09/09/76 P1WV ,1?~ l2 

1----- ··--------··-·----------------
J S 36 NE·,Vt3i::.i~G _ss u,1p PLANS S[ Ti<.A AVE o/3j"(j"':f6-'"J9109/76 ~i:.:.uv )~Pi:.i 
! 

](' 

i 
:J 

s 36 Ntc'//8El,u SS Gi<EENBRU0K 083lj6 09/09/76 ?RUV APP 09 

. ) l . S 82 24 STAYTOr, 55 SLUUGt l:,t<IGATIU,o.:.11J46s-3 0831 fo 0',/09/76 ?i'-JV APP ·J9 

1--5--,-9--0-3-1,-J_l,_L_'.'_,O_;_w_I _L_L_c--S--S-c_Ll_',\1Ai"<iJ~j ~~ - I 1\JDUS f;~-f'Ai·-~-p··;~-Q§J 1 76_._(:9 /09 / 76 i-i1~JV APF; Od 

l 
1 
'l 

i 

26 Tf<UUT JALt 

S 04 12 CANYON CITY 

s 24 SALE:~ 

S 96 03 OAKLODGE 

F~RNVIEW PK oREVIS~O SrlEETS* 090776 U9/09/76 PROV AP~ 02 

Pti~,i~L HElG!--iT.S 090776 09/10/76 PRUV APP 34 

·-·-----•---·--· 
SS IMP JOhN DAY-CANYON CITY 051316 09/10/76 PRUV APP 03 

SS BALDWIN ADDITION~J0#466 080~76 09/10/76 PROV APP 36 

SI) RIVER UA.< 1•,AJ Li,D PART]Ui~ 08le /6 09/10/76 µr,vv APP 

---- --~ ----------·- ------------------·----- --·· ·--~ ---· - ------ --·-----·-"'------------- ------ -----------·-------------- ---·· -----···-··--··- --

23 

23 S 96 03 OA( GROVE 

5 3~ USA/~EAVERfN 

s 36 NC',V~ ERG 

s 

55 RIVEK UA( ~AJ LND PART!UN 081876 0~/10/7& PROV APP 

SE QUO I II PAl<K 

SS OLJ HY'iJ ,1;99,,; 

SS MACRAY SD & WAfER SYS 

-3-

082576 09/12/76 Pkuv APP 

08ld76 09/13/76 PHUV APP 

18 

26 

081376 09/13/16 PHUV A~P 31 



1 

s 

s 

s 

Water. QUail.ity Division 

. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

September 1976 

.fj1 Plan Actions completed (148 - con I t) 

g Name of Course/Project/Site and Type of Same 
u 

Date Date of 
~ec'd. Action Action 

93 34 U~A BtAV ROCK tRtEK N-5UMEKSET •EST 091076 09/13/76 PRUV APP 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

03 
----------------·--·--•-·-

34 UU~HAM 55 TUHkYVIE~ •l-lbl 

34 USA/SO~ERS W RUCK CREEK NORTH 

34 USA/50MER5TW 55 SPRJNGRIDGE 

0bll7b 0>/13/70 ~~UV APP 

082516 09/13/76 PROV APP 

082076 09/13/76 PROV APP 

jj 

19 

24 

,-----------------·----------------------· ---~---·-··-·--· ---
~ALL BLVU• □~!J~~WUUD ACRES! 090776 09/13/76 P~LV APP 06 21 \vALDPURT 

S 2L 26 PUHTLAND 55 SW VACUNA & 55TH MULT CO 072176 09/13/76 PROV APP ~~ 

s 24 SALEI-I 55 MARION tSTAIES EAST 080576 G9/l3/76 PROV APP 19 

----------------·---------- -
S 57 30 U1V1ATILLA SS CONFORTn!S ADO 082776 09/13/76 PROV APP 17 

,--· , s 34 USA/ '.JOi,,1C:kS w RUCK CR H!GrlL,,OS NO 6 06i,76 09/1,/76 PROV APP l 'J 

J USA/DUl<rlA~ s~ VACUNA ~r & s~ j~TH AVE 0910/o C~/14/70 PKJV APP O ➔ 

' i-----·-·-·· 
S :} 1 l '.:l MEDFVHU S~ JMPRV PLNS ~uGJE VAL PK 2 07221b 09/14/76 PRUV APP 

S 51 08 HARi30i~ HONAKER SUBDN SS · 

s lJ i~Y~TLE CREE~ SS SEALY HLI~HTS 

S d2 24 SALEM 

5 82 2.4 :,ALE:'•i BAL~WIN ADC-NE SALE1~ 

S 03 SMHJY 

S 61 2~ S?RI~!GFIELO SS fUNKER HILL 

S 61 20 S?RINGfllLO S1S NUi~ TH JV~1/11;t. 

' ' s 

s 
-- --~ [: 

ZJ Si-J,-1.Ih0Flt.LU .)i-.:i ~HANAl)/\ SD-')P-ld9 S 

S 61 2C SPR!NGF!ELU 

34 us,; tltAv 

S 34 JSA/GEAVikTN 

A TH[,'·lA 

3 CCS{)A1 l 

56 ILEX PLATT - 3RG AOJ 
I 
I s~,, VALUel 
' ! --------·---~- --· . 

S~ HALL 8LVD !f2 

;j/~Ai"-'.bLE HILL 

080916 -9114/76 PROV APP 33 

082376 09/15/76 ?1~0V A~P 

081876 09/15/76 PROV A~~ 

09J27b 09/15/76 ~1{0V APP 

09147b 09/l6/7S ?RCV APP 

0913.76 09/16/76 PROV APP 

2.:, 

n 

)4 

')2 

03 

3 cc~~ lll i~ALLAi~U PAKK-SL 00(~iY LA~E U90/7b ~~/16/76 ~~~v A~~ 09 

S ZS J3 CL CJ SER fl ss TAX LOT ZuU 090170 C9/l6/76 P~uv AP? ·~ 

-4-

- l 
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------DEPA.'lTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division September 1976 

Plan Actions Completed ( 148 - con' t) 

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

S 51 
-u 
15 CENTRAL PT 

S 25 J3 GLADSTONE 

20 FLJRcNCc 

Rec'd. Action Action 

SS JACKSON CU FA!RGROUliDS 082576 C9/16/76 PROV APP 

SS MERRYH!LL ~STATES-15 LOTS 090176 09/16/76 PROV APP 

24TH STRE~T RcQjUUD TOSPRUCE 090776 09/16/76 P~OV APP 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

22 

15 

09 

S 10 G~EEN SAN DI SS EXT SAN MARTA&SAN BARBARA 082076 09/16/76 PROV APP 27 
<I _____________________________ _:_ _________ _ 

S 19 24 SALEM CHANGE ORDER ,,D. 083076 09/16/76 PRUV AP~ 17 

n s 

s 

30 GRESHA11 ss EdEMS PARK ESTATE~ 08277b C~/17/76 ~~ov APP 

SuARD 1<iA1\l 55 CULU~blA Ti~k □KEVISI0i~* 0831/b O~/L0/76 ~~uV A~P 

----···-·- -~------------
S 62 24 S,~LEM s s MISSIUN PK I 7 

5 

s 

s 

s 

18 DUNAN.LA 

CLATS~ANI[ 

_, 
34 USA/L>UkrlA·,1 

34 USA/DURrlA'-1 

34 USA ALUdA 

34 USA/l)Ur<rlAi-'1 

10 GkEEN S.O. 

24 SALf::il 

24 S,c\Ll:>·i 

--- - --- . ·----···· 
STP-dID 00LUt•1r:.·.rs - UNc. SET 090b 6 c··~-/2017"6" t->1-\VI/ Ai-)P L.' 

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

CLATS H5-Mrl3 TrlkU. MHB 092075 09/21/76 ~~ov APP 

-------------------------------- -·· 
~AG1~~ CT v~F CLINTu,~ 0~ 091~76 J~/il/7o ~~UV A~~ 06 

SHJLTZ SE~c~ ~xr - TlGAR0 

NOkTH UAKJTA STHE~T LIJ 

WIND0LPH PAf~K L.I.D. 

Lii~1\l::LL A,VE 

09ljJo C~/il/7b ~K0V A~P 

0914'76 G9/21/76 P,<UV APP ~7 

090976 J9/21/76 ~;~0V AP~ !2 

0714/;:., (.;;i/2:/70 ,-';~:.JI/ A,;iJ 1;( 

r: r, 

WlLSu~ ST TJ rlJW~Ru ST s.~. 0~1b/~ Ji/~i//o ?Ruv A~~ 

34 L~A/FJ~ESfG~ SS 24TH AVE ~C~lJ,212 
--- . .,. -····--

L l LiHCvLl\i CITY 

--···----·"'-'---

SS CHANULtk DtV L!~NELL ST 

SCUTri l·!JLL DRIVE 

36 f1(~1liiiiVILLt FKl~~~ICH ~Ju. U(ITY .1G~* 

H0:....ALLA (Ult STi-\t:.tT 

3ti ,•iCf,'11 i•iNV 1 LU:. 

22 /1.LJAi-JY 

-5-

0907/o CJ/£'.,l./7v Pi{UI/ Al'F 

083076 89/22/76 ~~~V A~P 

1 ~) 

091476 ~~/24/70 ~R0V A~~ l(l 

09,l.llo ~J/24/16 P;{uV ~PP Ji 



-'--·-

>, 

i 
·-····· ··-----. - _.u 

16 

j6 

5 lU 

20 

30 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 
Water Quality Division September 1976 

Plan Actions Completed ( 148 - con' t) 

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same 
Date 
Rec'd. 

Date of 
Action Action 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

CJLVLR CITY CULV~i~RlUGc 1ST AOuITl0N 090~76 09/24/76 ~~UV APP 16 
------·----·--

1"'1C1•1I r-.1\IV l LL!: ~K.UJ Ji76-o □ LI 1\iG, 1•lCCUL LVUGrl i;.o 914 / o c·J/l'-tl7o P1~VV APP I:) 

DJUGLA~ cu CJL We :ss C,MT ,,ACT uvcu, 1,t:i·n s 080<' lb u,U6/7u CJ:-'l,,if:.NTS '.:) 'J 

CCSD Nu l VlSTA VI cv1 VlLLAGc. oc;i't lo U9/<'7/'/o tJr<.uv APP !O 

·-------
FLJREiKE 11TH s T-kHUL)UUEl'iLh<Ui\l & wEST 090776 u9/27/7G r'l\vV Ah' 2 :') 

.. -·- -- . ---------

HcRM!STUN SE 9 T rl srncu 091076 09/27/76 .=ir..:0v APP l 7 

PuKTLA1\iU C.O. N0.l SCH,•1tl:R 11-PAC~ARD 092176 09/27/76 APPR0VEO 0~ 

---------------«·•-·---·--- "' ··-··' ··--·· -· 
PUR TLA:-liJ 

PURTLANO 

PUiHLA,,ll 

C.O. N0.2 SCrii•it:::lR I-PACKARD 09iCl7G Uj/27/'76 APPRUVl:D 

c.o. f\JO. 3 SCH. 1IE CR I-P.1\CK/.\~U 0921 /6 J~/27/76 APPf~:.J•/E~) 

C • () • i'iU • s ~A,C,(J 092176 :J'l/ 27 /76 ,'),pµ1~CVED 
_, .... __ _,_ --·•·--·--~-·-·-~-- - -~-- -·------- -----·--- .,,.,,. -.<-

EXTf"<A d!LL Nv.~-d.o.(U,~T~ACT 09;,i 76 0~/27/76 -~fJ1-)i<,:vcu 

Ol 

'"': f. 

s 26 PUI'\ TLl-\,·iU 

s 
---- ,,- - -- -·--·-·----

s 49 09 s,.rmrvr.1-.: 55 ~YSTM 1•.T VILLAGE~ 3 ~~ 

s :3 J 1--lEr~,\l l ~ T Ji\i 

s l~ '-) SJd ;"\lv~:-~ 

• <- -----·-·---·-
.......... ' ,,., .... ·- --

s 26 G('\t.StlAr•l 5:.1 i"-1~.~IOiTH µ .:.,-~ K SD Ot::1J70 (, ;/~.j/"i:) :Ji'<-,._,\/ 1-i p;:, 

s 26 G:, ESHA;,i ss S~E1\CE ACH~S 082.776 :_;·7; 28/70 ,->;-; '- ,_: .\f->F 

C ,, 26 G1~ESH.-'i,i,\ ss CYNTHI /1_ ADu so 08J:,,76 l..."://Lo/7b ~::.:..vv is,.:,~, l -:' 

,. ----
34 H 1 LLJd-.Jl~I.J-;'; l CAST Slot:. LXT (, ,\jt: fHir\0 s r. 09Uo/G i:.,--J/c.8110 ~i~uv APP " 

5 26 PGi~TLAi-:D ss SE kA1 1\\J;\1A l UF SE 92 AVE 0831 /6 c:.;12j/7';J Pi-.'.U'-/ APµ , 
' 

26 Pu1-nLA,·•w N.E~JICGTT-C~L.dll/U/T~(l~TU,\ 0 9J 7 76 C'--;/ C}l/76 i--l1~JV ,=.,..,µ c I 

2J VEl~ET ,-\ o:, Fl F TH F·1~0:·I bHJAD",\'AY 25.:FT 091'170 O'-i/cj/76 Pl~,J'v' ;.\ f-J r"l l '-+ 

26 G,\ t:.S.-i1-\.•1 !<CO vA:s.. SC.UA,< C 091.:,70 u·//i.-J/7:'J 1-li'(,jJ Af--:i-' l ', 

3 \::c.J T LI :~N JA,·'iI t:. L1\1\c. 091076 '...712]17:J t.)1"\UV !..FP ; ·, 

2, IJ VA I~ l; ••\/\. i"~ 

-6-
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County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division September 1976 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - (148 - con' t) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - 15 

Linn 

Linn 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

Clackamas 

Washington 

Washington 

Washington · 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Polk 

Polk 

Albany -·Teledyne Wah Chang. 
Dissolved solids elimination. 

Albany - Teledyne Wah Chang. Final 
engineering report waste.treatment. 

Portland - Anodizing, Inc. Waste 
treatment facilities. 

St. Helens - Kaiser Cement & 

Gypsum Corp: Outfall line. 

Oregon.City - Bob Alder Farm. 
Animal waste disposal. 

Beaverton - Tektronix, Iqc. Chrome 
waste collection modification. 

Beaverton - Tektronix, Inc. 
Electrical back-up to waste treat­
ment plant. 

Beaverton - Tektronix, Inc. 
Hexavalent chromium monitoring 
equipment. 

Sherwood - Frontier Leather. Beam 
house processing plant. 

Portland - Pennwalt Corp. Control 
of ion rich waste waters. 

Monmouth - Ken Carlsen Hog Farm. 
Animal waste disposal. 

Monmouth - Ed Borlin Hog Farm. 
Animal waste disposal. 

-7-

9/1/76 Concept conditionally 
approved. 

9/1/76 Concept conditionally 
approved. 

9/1/76 Approved 

9/7/76 Approved 

9/9/76 Approved 

.9/13/76 Approved 

9/13/76 Approved 

9/13/76 Approved 

9/14/76 Not approved 

9/21/76 Approved 

9/21/76 Approved 

9/21/76 Approved 



County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division September 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (148 - can't) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - can't. 

Multnomah 

Linn 

Linn 

Portland - Rhodia, Inc. Final 
plans. 

Albany - Teledyne Wah Chang. 
Ammonia recovery column improve­
ments. 

Albany - Teledyne Wah Chang. 
Clarifier sludge pump modification. 

-8-

9/26/76 Approved 

9/29/76 Approved 

9/29/76 Approved 



,DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

.MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality September, 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

•Municipal 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Industrial 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

1-lodifications 

Total 

Pennit Actions 
Received 

Month 
* I** 

0 2 

n n 

1 1 

2 0 

3 3 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

7 1 

8 1 

Fis.Yr. 
* I** 

0 2 

n n 

7 1 

11 0 

18 3 

1 3 

0 1 

9 3 

13 2 

23 9 

3 

y 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month 
* I** 

0 1 

" ('\ 

9 0 

8 0 

17 1 

1 1 

1 6y 
17 0 

14 0 

23 7 

Fis.Yr. 
* I** 

4 2 

" 1 

16 1 

12 0 

32 4 

1 2 

1 10 

15 2 

17 0 

34 14 

Agricultural (Hatcheries Dairies, etc.) ' 
New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

* NPDES Permits 
** State Permits 

0 0 0 0 

6 0 0 0 

Cl " ·n n 

11 ('\ Q n 

_o ___ o_ 9 0 

H 4 . 50 112 

y 6 state permit applicants exempted 

y 2 NPDES modifications dropped 

y 2 NPDES permit renewals exempted 

0 0 0 1 

0 0 0 1 

0 0 0 0 

1 n -2..._ 

1 0 2 2 

41 I 0 68 120 

-9-

Pennit 
Actions 
Pending 

* I** 

2 7 

39 1 

19 0 

63 13 

3 4 

4 1 

19 8 

23 1. 

49 14 

3 0 

0 0 

0 O· 

Q n 

12 0 

124 127 

Sources Sources 
Under Reqr'g 

Pennits Permits 
* I** * I** 

294,55 2991 67 

425100 432 I 85 

611 8 641 8 

7001143 7951160 



County 

Municipal (18) 

Tillamook 

Jackson 

Tillemook 

Malheur 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Polk 

Tillamook 

Polk 

YamhiH 

Morrow 

Yamhill 

Yamhill 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

September, l 976 Water Quality 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (49) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

City of Wheeler 
Sewage Disposal 

Shady Vista Mobile Park 
Sewage Disposal 

Taho Management Company· 
Neskowin Lodge 

Farewell Bend, Inc. 
Sewage ·Disposal 

City of Klamath Falls 
Kingsley Field STP 

City of Klamath Falls 
Spring Street STP 

South Suburban S. D. 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Monmouth 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Tillamook 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Independence 
Sewage Disposal 

·city of Newberg 
Sewage Disposal 

Department of Transportation 
Boardman Rest Area 

City of Amity 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Dayton 
Sewage Disposal 

-10-

Date of 
Action 

10/ 3/76 

10/ 3/76 

10/ 3/76 

10/ 9/76 

10/ 9/7.6 

10/ 9/76 

10/ 9/76 

10/14/76 

10/14/76 

10/14/76 

10/14/,6 · 

10/14/76 

10/20/76 

10/20/76 

Action 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

State Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Perm;i.t 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Fermi t 
R~newed 



County 

Marion 

Marion 

Yamhill 

Yamhill 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality September, 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (49 - can't) 

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

City of Gervais 10/20/76 NPDES Permit 
Sewage Disposal Renewed 

City of Jefferson 10/20/76 NPDES Permit 
Sewage Disposal Renewed 

City of Sheridan 10/20/76 NPDES Permit 
Sewage Disposal Renewed 

City of Willamina 10/20/76 NPDES Permit . 
sewage Disposal Renewed 

Industrial and Commercial (30) 

:Dinn 

Marion 

Linn 

Curry 

Coos 

Josephine 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Marion 

Klamath 

Permaneer Corporation 
Brownsville Plant 

Castle & Cook Foods 
Dole Company Plant 

Publishers Paper Company 
Sweet Home Division 

City of Brookings 
Filter Plant 

Coo~ Bay Timber Operators 
Kenrock Quarry 

WayI)e Mikel 
Leland Placer Mine 

: Liquid Air, Inc. 
Portiland 

Crown Zellerbach Corporation 
·Wauna Plant 

Stayton Canning Company 
Brooks Plant 

Burlington Northern 
Klamath Yard 

-11-

9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit 
Rene)'led 

9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit 
Issued 

9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit 
Issued 

9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

9/ 9/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/ 9/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/ 9/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified· 



County 

Hood River 

.Coos 

Clatsop. 

Lincoln 

Clatsop 

Lincoln 

Clati,op 

Clatsop 

Grant 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Lane 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

-MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality September, 1 976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (49 - con't) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Tvpe of Same 

Moore Or?hards, Inc. 
Fruit Packing 

Alaska Packers 
Charleston Plant 

Alaska Packers 
Hammond Plant 

Alaska Packers 
Newport Plant 

Bi~products, Inc. 
Fish Biproduct Rendering 

Bumble Bee Seafoods 
Newport Plant 

Barbey Packing 
Union Seafoods Plant 

Barbey Packing 
Portway Plant 

W. A. Bowes 
Courgar Gold Mine 

Rhodia, Inc. 
Portland 

Crown Zellerbach Corporation 
Flexible Packaging Plant 

The Murphy Company 
Swisshome 

Thorolyte Fiberglass 
Portland 

Pennwalt Corporation 
Portland 

Pacific Building Materials 
Portland 

-12-

Date of 
Action Action 

9/ 9/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/14/76 State Permit 
Issued 

9/20/76 NPDES Permit 
Modified 

9/28/76 Exempted From 
NPDES Renewal 

'l/28/7'6 Exempted From 
NPDES Renewal 

9/28/76 Modification 
Dropped 

9/28/76 Modification 
Dropped 

9/28/76 Exempted From 
State Permit 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality September, 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED ( 49 - con' t) 

County 

Columbia 

)3aker 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Pacific Building Materials 
Scappoose 

John D, Flack 
.Placer Mine 

Baker 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Agricultural (1) 

Tillamook 

LeRoy Vanentine 
Placer Mine· 

Hall Process Company 
Clackamas 

Hardware & Industrial Tool 
Colton· 

Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Trask River Salmon Hatchery 

-13-

Date of 
Action 

9/28/76 

9/28/76 

9/28/76 · 

9/28/76 

9/28/76 

9/14/76 

Action 

Exempted From 
State Permit 

Exempted From 
State Permit 

Exempted From 
State Permit 

Exempted From 
State Permit 

Exempted From 
State Permit 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 



Air Quality 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

September 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

· (DEQ Log No.) 
County 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (9) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (9) 

Yamhill 
(706) 

Multnomah 
(774) 

Linn 
(796) 

Multnomah 
(791) 

Jackson 
(798) 

Polk 
(797) 

Crook 
(784) 

Umatilla 
(803) 

Jackson 
(804) 

McDaniel Grain & Feed, 
Plant Expansioh 

' Continental Can, 
Plant Expansion 

Teledyne Wah Chang, 
New Chlorinator 

Portland Graphic Arts Center, 
Precipitator for ovens 

Cascade Electric, 
Motor burn-out Oven 

Boise Cascade, Independenc,e, 
Scrubbers for veneer dryers 

Les Schwab Tire Center, 
Non-conforming incinerator 

Celpril, Inc. Hermiston, 
Seed coating plant 

Rogue Valley Plywood, 
Burner for dryer heat 

-14-

9/2/76 

7/12/76 

8/19/76 

8/25/76 

9/7/76. 

9/8/76 

9/24/76 

9/22/76 

10/1/76 

Action 

Approved 

Withheld approval 
until odor control 
equipment is proposed 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Incinerator 
in-activated 

Approved 

Approved conditionally 



Direct Sources 

New 

ExistL,g 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Indirect· Sources 

11ew 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

DEPl\RTMEN'l' OF ElNIRONMENTl\L QUi\LITY 
T~~CIINICl\L PROGRAMS 

MON'rHLY ACTIVITY REPORT . 

Air Quality September 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Yea·r) 

SUMHl\RY OF l\IR PETIMIT ACTIONS 

Pennit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

1 . 11 

2 17 
5 14 

1 7 

9 49 

2 5 

0 1 

2 6 

11 55 

Per,nit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis. Yr. 

1 __ 9 ___ 

__ o __ 22 
7 58 

0 36 

8 125 

2 7 

0 1 

2 8 

10 133 

Permit· 
Actions 
Pending 

l2 

3B 
43 

11 

104* 

10 

10 

114 

Sources 
under 

Penni ts 

2155 

42 

2197 

• Public notices have been issued fo'r 44 pending permit actions. 

-15-

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Penni ts 

2205 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN'l'/\L QU/\LITY 
'l'EC!!NIC/\L PROGR/\MS 

MONTHLY l,C'rIVITY !~PORT 

Air Quality September 1976 
(Reporting Uni.t) (Month and Y<::ar) 

PERMIT .1'.C'l'IONS C01,IPLETED (10) 

I . I Namo of Source/Project/Site Date of 
Actioh Action I ~~~n.;:t.,_y ___ r ____ __.:::a:.:n:::d:......,T:.,1YJ,P:.:e::....co::..fc.:.,,...c:S:::a:.:m::;e:.,_ _____ -1-..:..::==~-+----===:..---

7 
Clackamas 

Douglas 

Marion 

Marion 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Portable 

Oregon Ready Mix Co., Inc. 
03-2500, Concrete (Renewal) 

Roseburg Paving, Inc. 
10-0004, Asphalt Plant (Renewal) 

Sprague High School 
24-2319, Boiler (Renewal) 

North Salem High School 
24-5074, Boiler (Renewal) 

South Salem High School 
24-5500, Boiler (Renewal) 

Midland-Ross Corp. 
26-1888, Steel Mill (Renewal) 

Columbia Sand & Gravel Co. 
26-2020, Concrete (Renewal) 

North Santiam Sand & Gravel 
37-0143, Rock Crusher (New) 

9/8/76 

9/13/76 

9/8/76 

9/8/76 

9/8/76 

9/8/76 

9/8/76 

9/'il/76 

Indirect Sources (2) 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Harewood Planned·unit Development 
800 spaces. · 

9/8/76 

Downtown Public Short-term Parking 9/16/76 
Garages, 1303 space parking facilities. 

-16-

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Final permit issued. 

Final permit issued. 



County 

Coos 

Linn· 

Benton 

Clatsop 

Jackson 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Josephine 

Lane 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Management September 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN AC'rIONS COMPLETED (9). 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Fairview Landfill 
Existing Site 
Closure Plan 

Lebanon Landfill 
Existing Site 
Development and Operational 
Plan 

Coffin Butte Landfill 
Existing·site 
Closure Plan 

Cannon Beach Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Closure Plan 

Ken Denman Wildlife Management 
Area Site 
New Site 
Operational Plan 

Woodburn Sanitary Landfill 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Sandy Landfill 
Existing Site 
Closure. Plan 

Airport Glue-Waste 
Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Lane County Volunteer 
Recycling Center 
New Site 
Construction Plan 

-17-

Date.of 
Action Action· 

9/7/76 Approved 

9/13/76 

9/13/76 

9/16/76 

9/17/76 

9/21/76 

9/24/76 

9/24/76 

9/27/76 

Approved. 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Rejected 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



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 
Total 

Hazardous Waste 

New 
Authorizations 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Management 
(Reporting Unit) 

September 1976 
(Month arld Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

4 

2 4 
1 2 
4 10 

2 

2 

2 

1 2 

1 4 

1 2 

1 
1 3 

11 27 

11 27 

17 44 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 

1 3 
2 5 

1 5 
3 4 
7 17 

3 
1 

4 

r 3 

2 2 

1 1 
1 

4 7 

2 2 

2 
1 

2 5 

11 28 

11 28 

24 61 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

3 

Sites 
Under 
Permits 

46 (*46) 

5 

54 

1 

1 

1 
-"'l"'-2 __ (*4) 

1 

14 

0 

0 

69 

194 

13 

86 

9 

1 

303 

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

-18-

Sites 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

197 

13 

91 

9 

1 

311 



.DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Management September 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (24) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Type of Same 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (7) 

Klamath 

Marion 

Marion 

Wallowa 

Sherman 

Clatsop 

Malheur 

Fort Klamath Disposal Site 
Existing faciiity 

Macleay Transfer Station 
Existing facility 

Woodburn.Landfill 
Existing facility 

Wallowa Drop Box Site 
New facility 

Sherman County Landfill 
Existing facility 

Cannon Beach Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Ontario Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Demolition Solid Waste Facilities (0) 

Sludge Disposal Facili~ies (2) 

Lincoln 

Clatsop 

.T & L Septic Service 
New faclility 

Marshall Sludge Site 
New faoility 

Industrial Solid Waste Facil,ities (4) 

Jcickson Boise Cascade, Medford 
Existing facility 

-19-

Date of 
Action 

8/16/76 

9/10/76 

9/10/76 

9/13/76 

9/13/76 

9/20/76 

9/20/76 

9/9/76 

9/16/76 

9/15/76 

Action 

Permit issued 
(Not reported 
last month) 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 
(renewal) 

Permit amended 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit denied 

Permit issued 



County 

Douglas 

Jackson 

Josephine 

DEPARTMENT OF r:NVIRONMEN'l'AL QUALl'n 

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

September 1976 Solid Waste Management 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued) 

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

Roseburg Lumber, Dillard 9/16/76 
Existing facility 

Denman Wildlife Area 9/17/76 
New facility 

Airport Glue Waste Site 
Existing facility 

9/23/76 

Action 

Permit amended 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Hazardous Waste Facilities (11) 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem~Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

.chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

-20-

9/3/76 

9/8/76 

9/10/76 

9/14/76 

9/15/75 

9/22/76 

9/23/76 

Two (2) disposal 
authorizations 
approved. 

Disposal authori­
zation approved. 

Disposal authori­
zation approved. 

Two (2) disposal 
authorizations 
approved. 

Two (2) disposal 
authorizations 
amended. 

Two (2) disposal 
authorizations 
approved. 

Disposal authori­
zation amended. 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Cnnlci,1s 
kecyclr.d 
Ma!11dc1is 

DEQ-46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. C., November 19, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Tax Credit Applications 

Attached are review reports on 19 requests for Tax Credit 
action. These reports and the recommendations of the Director 
are summarjzed on the attached table. 

Director's Recommendatton 

It is recommended that the Commission act on the 19 Tax 
Credit requests as follows: 

1. Issue certificates for 19 applications: T-814, T-816, 
T-819, T-822, T-825, T-826, T-827, T-828, T-829, T-830, 
T,832, T-833, T-834, T-835, T-836, T-841, T-842, T-844, 
T-845. 

2. Revoke Certificate No. 134 in the amount of $195,663.45 
and reissue as requested above (T-845) in the amount of 
$113,422.02. 

Attachments 
Tax Credit Summary 
Tax Credit Review Reports 

... <:.: ~)D c:· <'."I"; --"1'11"'-"..;::;.,,.---.,.-
> 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



TAX CREDIT SUMMARY 

Proposed November 1976 Totals: 

Air Quality ................................ . 
Water Quality .............................. . 
Solid Waste ................................ . 

Calendar Year Totals to Date: 
(Excluding November totals) 

Air Quality ............................... . 
Water Quality ............................ . 
Solid i~aste ............................... . 

Total Certificates Awarded (monetary values) 
Since Inception of Program (excluding 
proposed November certificates) 

Air Quality ............................... . 
Water Quality •••.•.••..•.•••.•..•........•. 
Solid Waste ............................... . 

$ 378,051.76 
453,632.00 

6,094,282.94 
$6,925,966.70 

$14,059,874.58 
6,683,098.15 

856,694.56 m ,5-99 ,667 .29 

$112,326,908.80 
91,492,367.78 
20,309,727.47 

$224,129,004.05 
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State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Appl. T-814 

Date October 6, 1976 

1. Applicant 

2. 

Publishers Paper Co. 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

The Applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill in 

Newberg, Oregon. 

Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a waste wood fired boiler. 
It includes the installed cost of the following: 

1. Hog fuel boiler complete with wet scrubber for air 
pollution control, including cost of installation. 

2. Foundations, footings, and site preparation. 

3. Piping. 

4. Fuel handling system: 

Conveyors and reclaim feeder 
115 units day storage bin 
Truck-trailer dumper 

5. Control room and feeder room. 

6. Substation. 

7. Fire protection system. 

8. Caterpillar Model 980 loader. 

9. Electrical wiring and installation. 

10. Engineering and drafting. 

$420,268 
164,450 

48,744 

11. Plant construction labor and materials. 

12. Unclassified charges under $1,000. 

Total project cost 

$1,224,953 

207,040 

633,462 

79,099 

46,063 

25,677 

95,000 

200,330 

34,107 

29,833 

51,076 

2,937,203 
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.3. 

The claimed facility was begun in August 1974, placed in operation 
in December 1974, and completed in May 1976. 

Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act amended in 1974 with 
100% of the cost allocated to Pollution Control for Utilization 
of Solid Waste. 

Facility costs: $2,937,203.00 (Accountant's certification was 
attached to application). 

Evaluation of Application 

Publishers Paper Company submitted a Notice of Construction to the 
Department which was approved on October 24, 1974. 

The claimed facility is located at Newberg, Oregon, expands the pulp 
mill's steam producing capacity and is operated in lieu of existing 
oil/gas fired boilers. The old boilers are retained for emergency 
use. The new boiler utilizes solid waste generated 40% on-site and 
60% off-site (waste wood, primary treatment sludge from the mill's 
clarifier, rejected knots, waste chips, waste bark) to produce steam .. 
The solid wastes were previously disposed in local landfills or 
burned in wigwam burners. At present operating levels, in the range 
of 120,000-130,000 lb/hr, (the boiler rated capacity is 180,000 lb/hr), 
consumption is on the order of 7,500 units per month or 90,000 units 
per year of solid wastes. Based on the assumption that one unit of 
wood waste is the equivalent of two barrels of #6 fuel, and its sulphur 
content is 1.5%, present operating levels would require 500 barrels per 
day and emit 5,040 lbs. of so

2 
per day when burning oil. Savings in 

terms of fuel oil or natural gas could amount to $450,000 annually. 

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 issued 
pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) {b) for the claimed facility in Application 
T-814, such certificate to bear the actual cost of $2,937,230.00. 

MS:mm 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Appl. T-816 

Date 9-14-76 

1. Applicant 

2. 

3. 

Winter Products Company 
3604 S. W. Macadam Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

The applicant owns and operates a furniture hardware manufacturing plant on 
Macadam Avenue in Portland. 

The application was received August 31, 1976. 

Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of three DuPont reverse osmosis machines (two 
B9's and one BlO), fourteen chemical transfer pumps, seven holding and process 
tanks of various sizes, and associated valves, meters, piping and electrical 
controls. 

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

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

Facility cost: $60,003 (Accountant's certification was provided) • 

Evaluation of Application 

Construction of the claimed facility was started in February, 1973. Therefore, 
the prenotification requirements of ORS 468.175 do not apply. Plans were not 
approved by the Department. The facilities were required by the City of 
Portland to meet sewer regulations. 

Prior to the installation of the claimed facility, rinse water from the Company's 
plating operation was discharged untreated to the .city of Portland sewerage 
system. The waste contained significant amounts of zinc, copper and cyanide. 
With the claimed facility, almost all of the waste is treated and reused. Only 
infrequent discharges of waste water occur and this is in compliance with City 
of Portland regulations. 

Though the waste is recycled, the savings in reusing the copper and zinc 
concentrated by the claimed facility is much less than the operating costs. 
No profit is made by the Company from the claimed facility. 

Inspection of the claimed facility shows that it operates well. 
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4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
costs of $60,003 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application Number T-816. 

RJN:ts 
11-3-76 



Appl. T-819 

1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

SWF Plywood Company 
P, o. Box 820 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

Date 

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant in White City, 
Jackson County. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application consists of a wood waste 
handling and processing system and a burner to produce hot gases 
which are injected into veneer dryers. It includes the installed 
cost of the following: 

a, 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 

Two storage units (85 and 60 unit capacity) 
Two Jacobson P-361 pulverator units 
Soderham SS-26 single deck sawdust shaker screen 
18 11 X 21" magnetic drum 
One metering bin 
Receiving cyclone with rotary feeder 
Burner section 
Fuel conveyor system 
Electrical and miscellaneous installations 

Total Project Cost 

$40,500 
16,882 

9,700 
3,500 
4,800 
2,700 

162,050 
3,168 

19,700 

$263,000 

The claimed facility was started in June 1973, was placed in 
operation and completed in September 1973, 

Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act amended in 1974 with 
100% of the cost allocated to Pollution Control for Utilization 
of Solid Waste. 

10/13/76 

Facility costs: $263,000.00 (Accountant's certification was attached 
to application. 
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3. Evaluation of Application 

SWF Plywood Company submitted a Notice of Construction to the 
Department which was approved on April 27, 1973. 

The claimed facility is located at White City, Oregon, and it is 
a complete wood waste storage, preparation and firing system with 
the incineration of the veneer dryer exhaust gases. Wood waste 
residues, sander dust and ply-trim are collected from the manu­
facturing plant and stored in bins. Ply-trims are pulverized and 
conveyed to the fuel bin along with the sander dust. The wood 
fuel. is metered to the burner on demand. All of the veneer dryer 
exhaust gases flow through the furnace and any hydrocarbons are 
burned in the firing chamber along with the wood fuel fed to the 
burner. The heated gases, after leaving the furnace, are fed back 
into the veneer dryer for heating purposes or are exhausted to the 
atmosphere through a reverse flow cinder collector and the furnace 
stack. 

At the present 36 tons of solid waste, previously burned in the 
wigwam burner,. is utilized daily by the claimed facility. Savings 
in terms of fuel oil or natural gas could amount to $150,000 
annually. 

The Department concludes that the claimed facility meets the re­
quirements 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 
issued pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) (b) for the claimed facility in 
Application T-819, such certificate to bear the actual cost of 
$263,000.00. 

MS:mm 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Brooks-Willamette Corp. 
PO Box 1245 
Bend, Oregon 97701 

Appl T-822 

Date 10-7-76 

The applicant owns and operates a particle board plant in Bend, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is the wet scrubbing system used 
to clean the exhaust from the four dryers. The dryers emit fine particles 
of wood plus blue haze. New wet scrubbers were installed on #1 and #2 
dryers, and the existing scrubbers were moved to serve #3 and #4 dryers. 
The facility costs consist of: 

a. Carothers Company move two wet scrubbers, provide 4 Carothers 
exhaust fans, provide one Carter-Day dust collector $98,216.00 

b. Two American Air Filter Type R Size 16 Rotoclone wet scrubbers 32,720.00 

c. Air emission laboratory tests 10,233.23 

d. Catwalks, tops and discharge stacks and shear blades for 
cyclones 9,329.83 

e. Install piping on scrubbers 7,985.00 

f. Electrical supplies 8,069.00 

g. Contract labor for electrical work 6,944.73 

h. Electric motors 6,305.90 

i. Engineering and design 4,605.52 

j. Two Redco control consols 

k. Other materials and supplies, including freight 

1. Company labor 

3,503.90 

8,348.45 

2,309.25 

The claimed facility was begun in May 1974, completed and placed in operation in 
September 1974. The company submitted plans and received Departmental approval, 
fulfilling the prior approval requirement of the law. 
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Certification is claimed under current statutes and the percentage claimed 
for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $198,570.81 (accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The Brooks-Willamette particleboard plant was exceeding the plant-wide 
particulate emission limit. The individual cyclones serving the dryers were 
also out of compliance. This claimed facility lowered dryer emissions from 
105 lb/hr to 7 lb/hr. This brought the dryers into compliance and helped 
to bring the plant into compliance. 

The wet scrubbers produce a wet slurry which is landfilled as it has no worth. 

Therefore, it is concluded that 100% of the project's cost is allocable to 
air pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $198,570.81 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-822. 

PBB:mh 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Western Kraft Group 
Willamette Industries, Inc. 
3700 First National Bank Tower 
Portland, Oregon 97201· 

/\ppl. 

Date 

The applicant owns and operates a liner board, corrugating medium and 
paper bag manufacturing plant in Albany, Linn County. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in. this application is a waste wood fired boiler. 
It includes.the installed cost of the following: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Hog fuel boiler complete with wet scrubber for air 
pollution control 

Building, foundations, structural steel 

Piping 

Fuel handling system 

$1,033,868.60 

217,632.32 

397,138.28. 

272,658.64 

T-825 

Electrical, instrumentation and process control 

I.D. Fans, pumps, turbines and miscellaneous 
installations 

Total Project Cost 

152,202.79 

$2,525,325.94· 

The claimed facility was co.nstructed beginning July 1974 and completed 
in October 1975. · 

Certification is claimed under the. 1973 Act amended in 1974 with 100% 
of the cost allocated to pollution control for utilization of solid waste. 

Facility Costs: $2,525,325.94 (Accountant's Certification was attached 
to application). 
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3. Evaluation of Application 

4. 

Western Kraft Company submitted a Notice of Construction to the Department 
which was approved on September 10, 1974. 

The claimed facility is located at Albany, Oregon and is operated in 
lieu of existing oil/gas fired boilers. The old boilers are retained 
for emergency use. The new boiler utilizes wood wastes generated 
100% off-site to produce steam. The wood wastes were previously disposed 
in local landfills or burned in wigwam burners. At the present approximately 
730 tons of wood waste is utilized daily by the claimed facility. Of the 
730 tons, a little over 1% (10 Tons) of ash per day is being landfilled. 

The Department concludes that the claimed facility meets the requirements 
of ORS 468.165(1) (b) and is therefore eligible for certification. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
issued pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) (b) for the claimed facility in 
Application T-825, such certificate to bear the actual cost of $2,525,325.94. 

MS:sa 



1. 

2. 

3. 

Appl. T-826 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Date 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Applicant 

Bohemia, Inc. 
2280 Oakmont Way 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

The applicant owns and operates a particleboard plant at 50 Danebo, 
Eugene, Lane County. 

Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application consists of a wood waste 
handling and processing system and a burner to produce hot gases 
which are injected into the particleboard dryer. It includes the 
installed cost of the following: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Foundations and site preparation 

Wood waste handling and preparation systems 

Fuel conveying system 

COEN burner with accessories 

Electrical and miscellaneous installations 

Total Project Cost 

$21,191.87 

69,287.09 

48,616.79 

202,635.81 

26,995.44 

$ 368,727.00 

The claimed facility was started in August 1975 and completed in 
September 1976. 

Certification is claimed under the 1973 act as amended in 1974 with 
100% of the cost allocated to Pollution Control for Utilization 
of Solid Waste. 

Evaluation of Application 

Bohemia submitted a Notice of Construction to the Department 
which was approved on July 23, 1975. 

11/4/76 
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The claimed facility is a complete wood waste storage, preparation 
and firing system. Hog fuel, sander dust and straw are collected, 
pulverized, dryed and conveyed to the fuel bin. The wood fuel 
is metered. to the burner on demand. All of the particleboard 
dryer exhaust gases flow through the furnace and any hydrocarbons 
are burned in the firing chamber along with the wood fuel fed to the 
burner. The heated gases, after leaving the furnace, are fed back 
into the particleboard dryer for heating purposes or are exhausted 
to the atmosphere. 

At the present time, over 800 tons of wood waste, previously burned 
in the wigwam burner or landfilled, are utilized monthly by the claimed 
facility. Savings in terms of fuel oil or natural gas could amount to 
over $200,000.00 annually. 

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 Reeommenda tion 

MS:sa 

It is reeommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) (b) for the claimed facility in application 
T-826, such certificate to bear the actual cost of $368,727.00. 



Appl. T-827 ---------
Date 10-3-76 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

2. 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P. o. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production of reactive 
metals and alloys as mill products. The metals produced are Zirconium, Hafnium, 
Tantalum and Nobium. 

Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility is a corrosion resistant Zirconium vessel and equipment used 
for the concentration of v

3
-v

4 
effluent streams from v 3-v4 filters at separations 

so that the concentrate may be used as liquid fertilizer; and consists of: 

a. Primary steam separator tank (Zirconium pressure vessel approximately 
five feet in diameter by twelve feet long). 

b. Secondary steam separator (Zirconium pressure vessel approximately two 
and one-half feet in diameter by four and one-half feet long). 

c. Alterations to existing Zirconium heat exchanger ends. 

d. Transition piece between primary and secondary steam separators with 
tangential entrance, to receive new Zirconium piping from heat exchanger. 

e. Zirconium pipe spool to existing carbate pump. 

f. Zirconium pipe section (outlet from secondary steam separator with v 3-v4 
inlet flange and outlet to the distillation column. 

g. Steel support structures. 

h. Electrical controls, instrumentation.and equipment erection were also involved. 

Construction of the claimed facilities was completed and placed in operation in 
October, 1975. The project was actually started in 1972, but materials of 
construction failed and the project had to be redesigned in 1974. 
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Certification of the redesigned facility, constructed of Zirconium, is claimed 
with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

Facility cost: $136,632 (Accountant's certification was provided). The 
facility is a necessary part of meeting Waste Discharge Permit No. 1213, 
dated August 3, 1972. DEQ staff had discussed this project with the 
permittee and at a meeting of DEQ and Wah Chang personnel, Mr. Steven 
Yih, President of Wah Chang, discussed plans to eliminate v3-v4 streams 
from the effluent. The meeting was in Albany on August 23, 1972 (DEQ 
memo dated September 14, 1972). Prenotification of construction was, 
therefore, given the DEQ. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The installation of the total facility for elimination of v3-v4 streams, 
of which this facility is a major part eliminated 1,000 pounds Ammonia 
Nitrogen or more per day from Wah Chang's effluent. Although the total 
Fertilizer-Ammonia Distillation plant recovers process chemicals of value, 
operating cost offset this so that there is a yearly net loss. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
for the claimed facility bearing the actual cost of $136,632 with 80% or 
more allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:ts 
11-4-76 



1. 

2. 

3. 

Applicant 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc, 
P, o. Box 460 
1600 N. E, Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

App 1 . 'I'-828 

Date 10-20-76 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production of 
reactive metals and alloys as mill products, The metals produced are 
Zirconium, Hafnium, Tantalum and Nobium. 

Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility's function is to adjust pH of the unmixed, raw plant effluent 
streams with acid or lime to a set level to comply with permit effluent 
limitations; and consists of: 

a. A five cell concrete and wood waste neutralizing station including 
concrete catch basin and distributor box. 

b. Five agitators and drives. 

C. pH control and recording instrumentation. 

d, Ancillary electrical control, power and piping. 

Construction of the .claimed facility was completed and placed in operation 
in August, 1971. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act with 100% of the cost allocated 
to pollution control. 

Facility cost, $29,507 (Accountants' certification was attached to the 
application). The facility is a necessary part of meeting waste discharge 
permit limits. The DEQ was notified by report accompanying Application 
for Renewal, received February 16, 1971, that modifications to the pH 
neutralizing station were being installed. Staff considers that the 
requirements for prenotification of construction, at the time, were 
satisfactory. 

Evaluation of Application 

The installation of the claimed facilities brought together many streams 
that had not.previously been treated and established better pH control. 
No profit, to the company, is derived from adjusting pH to meet water 
quality limits. 
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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 $29,507 with 80% or 
more allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:ts 
10-20-76 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P. o. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

Appl. T-829 

Date October 20. 1976 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production of reactive 
metals and alloys as mill products. The metals produced are Zirconium, Hafnium, 
Tantalum and Nobium. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility consists of approximately 800 square foot extension of existing 
boilerhouse at the fertilizer-distillation plant to house an additional 700 
horsepower boiler for v

3
-v

4 
boildown. The building matches the concrete 

construction of the existing structure. The existing end wall was relocated. 

Construction of the claimed facility was completed in August, 1973 and placed 
in operation in November, 1973. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act with 100% allocated to pollution 
co~trol. 

Facility cost: $11,680 (Accountant's certification was attached to the 
application). The v

3
-v

4 
facility was required by one of the conditions of 

Waste Discharge Permit No. 1213, dated August 3, 1972; and at a meeting of 
DEQ and Wah Chang personnel, Mr. Steven Yih, President of Wah Chang, discussed 
plans to eliminate v

3
-v

4 
streams (DEQ memo dated September 14, 1972). The" 

staff was kept informed of the progress of the v3-v4 boildown project and 
considers that requirements for prenotification of construction, at the time, 
were f•ulfilled. 

3, Evaluation of the Application 

The facility is required as a part of the v3-v4 boildown facilities as another 
boiler was required to supply energy for the boildown. No profit is derived 
from the installation of 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 $11,680 with 80% or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

WED:ts 
October 27, 1976 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALI'.l'Y 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Appl. 

Date 

T-830 

October 22, 1976 

1. Applicant 

2. 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P. o. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production of reactive 
metals and alloys as mill products. The metals produced are Zirconium, Hafnium, 
Tantalum and Nobium. 

Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility upgrades the distillation column efficiency for v2 stream recycle 
back to the separations plant. It consists of: 

a. Distillation column steel support structure and concrete footings. 

b. Construction and installation of new larger capacity 72 inch I.D. 
packed steam distillation column with liquid distributor plates. 

c. Necessary piping, fittings, valves and instrumentation. 

d. Electrical wiring and controls. 

Construction of the claimed facility was completed and placed in operation in 
November, 1974. 

Certification is claimed with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

Facility cost: $51,923 (Accountant's certification of cost was attached to 
the application). 

The facility was required by the discharge limits set for Ammonia Nitrogen 
after July 1, 1973 of Waste Discharge Permit No. 1213, dated August 3, 1972. 
Permit No. 1213 also authorized Teledyne Wah Chang Albany to complete and 
place into effective operation planned process changes and waste recovery 
systems for better control and greater reduction of wastes. 
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3. Evaluation of Application 

Teledyne Wah Chang claims that 34,000 pounds of NH ion are recycled by the 
total facility to the separations plant per day (9~.5% removal efficiency of 
v

2 
stream pollutants}. The addition of the facilities claimed herein resulted 

in another 2,500 pounds per day removal. This is reflected in monitoring 
reports for this parameter. 

An annual income of $590,000 per year is the reported worth of the 34,000 
pounds per day recycled chemicals, but yearly operating costs of $709,500 
are reported resulting in a loss of $119,500 for this complete Ammonia 
recovery facility. 

4. Director's Recommendations 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
for the claimed facility bearing the actual cost of $51,923 with 80% or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:ts 
October 27, 1976 



1. 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION FEVIEW REPORT 

Applicant 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P. o. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

Appl. T-832 

Date October 27, 1976 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production of reactive 
metals and alloys as mill products. The metals produced are Zirconium, Hafnium, 
Tantalum and Nobium. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

3. 

The claimed facility consists of an additional boiler to supply energy for the 
v3-v4 streams boildown system. It is a 700 horsepower Cleaver Brooks Package 
Model and required ancillary piping and electrical installation is included. 

Construction of the claimed facility was completed and the facility was placed 
into operation in November, 1973. 

Certification is claimed with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

Facility cost: $40,540 (Accountant's certification was attached to the 
application). The facility is a necessary part of meeting Waste Discharge 
Permit No. 1213 dated August 3, 1972 conditions. DEQ staff had discussed 
this project with the permittee and at a meeting of DEQ and Wah Chang 
personnel, Mr. Steven Yih, President of Wah Chang, discussed plans to eliminate 
v

3
-v

4 
streams. The meeting was in Albany on August 23, 1972 (DEQ memo dated 

September 14, 1972). It is considered that prenotification of constructio'h 
was fulfilled. 

Evaluation of Application 

The installation of the total facility for elimination of v 3-v4 streams, of 
which this facility.is a part, would eliminate 1,000 pounds of Ammonia Nitrogen 
per day from Teledyne Wah Chang's effluent. Although the total Fertilizer­
Distillation plant recovers process chemicals of value, operating costs offset 
this so that .there is a yearly net loss. 
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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 $40,540, with 80% or more 
allocable to pollution control. 

WED:ts 
October 27, 1976 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P. o. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon - 97321 

Date 

T-833 

11/1/76 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production of 
reactive metals and alloys as mill products. The metals produced are 
zirconium, hafnium, tantalum and nobium. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility's function is to remove solids from waste water 
clarifier underflow slurry. The main component of the facility is a 
De-Laval-ATM, 48 inch by 30 inch centrifuge mounted on an elevated 
platform. A ten cubic foot drop box under the platform catches the 
solids discharged from the centrifuge during the cleaning cycle. 

The unit is powered by a 60 hp electric motor and is fully automated by 
an automatic cycle timer. 

Installation of the claimed facility was completed and placed in operation 
in May 1972. 

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

Facility Cost: $50,630. (accountant's certification was attached to the 
application.) Condition 5 of Waste Discharge Permit No. 983, dated 
April 13, 1971, stated that the permittee should proceed to install 
equipment and initiate a program by not later than December 31, 1971, 
of dewatering sludge solids and disposing of the solids in an approved 
manner at a sanitary landfill or by other approved means. staff was kept 
informed as to the progress of this facility (Report 12/28/71). The 
centrifuge was not delivered until December, setting completion back 
until May 1972. Staff considers that requirements for prenotification 
of construction at that time were satisfactory. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The installation of the claimed facility was in accordance with the 
Waste Discharge Permit and eliminated storing approximately 17,000 pounds 
of solids, as slurry, per day in a large pond near Truax Creek at Wah 
Chang. No profit is derived from the claimed facility. 

4. Director's Recommendations 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Certificate be issued bearing 
the actual cost of $50,630, with 80% or more allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:em 
11/1/76 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P.O. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

Date 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production 
of reactive metals and alloys as mill products. The metals produced 
are zirconium, hafnium, tantalum and nobium. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

T-834 

11/1/76 

The facility consists of an 8,000 gallon Acid Storage Tank at the primary 
pH neutralization station, installed on a concrete slab foundation. Four 
inch polypropylene pipe and fittings were also required. 

Construction of the claimed facility was completed and placed in operation 
in July 1972. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act with 100% allocated to 
pollution control. 

Facility Cost: $7,287. (Accountant's certification was attached to 
the application.) The DEQ was notified by a report accompanying 
Application for Permit Renewal, received February 16, 1971, that 
modifications to the pH neutralization station were being made to 
correct deficiencies in operation. Staff considers that the require­
ments for prenotification of construction at the time were met. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The installation of this acid storage tank increased acid storage 
capacity to 13,000 gallons. The company claims the additional acid 
was required for operation during extended periods of high pH. No profit 
to the company is derived from adjusting pH to meet water quality limits. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
issued for the claimed facility, bearing the actual cost of $7,287, 
with 80% or more allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:em 
November 1, 1976 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P. o. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

Date 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production 
of reactive metals and alloys as mill products. The metal produced 
are zirconium, hafnium, tantalum and nobium. 

11/1/76 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

3. 

The claimed facility consists of a milk of lime slurry tank equipped with 
an electric motor driven agitator. Piping steel and electrical work were 
part of the installation of this facility. 

Construction of the claimed facility was completed and placed in operation 
in July 1972. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act wd.th 100% allocated to 
pollution control. 

Facility Cost: $8,019. (Accountant's certification was attached to the 
application.) The permittee claimed that the tank was necessary to 
maintain a constant concentration of lime for the ammonia distillation 
system which recovers ammonia for reuse. The Ammonia Distillation Plant 
was reported on Application 93466 (received Feb. 10, 1970) for Renewal of 
Waste Discharge Permit to be in operation as a pollution control facility. 

Evaluation of the Application 

Constant feed of chemicals as well as the waste stream are necessary for 
any process steady state operation. The company claims that before the 
installation of this facility difficulties were encountered. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
issued for the claimed facility, bearing the actual cost of $8,019, 
with 80% or more allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:em 
11/1/76 



State of or,egon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Appl. ~T~-~8~3~6'-----­

Date 11-1-76 

1. Applicant 

2. 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc. 
P. o. Box 460 
1600 N. E. Old Salem Road 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

The applicant owns and operates a facility for the primary production of reactive 
metals and alloys as mill products. The metals produced are Zirconium, Hafnium, 
Tantalum and Nobium. 

Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility consists of: 

a. An elevated bulk lime storage tank, 200,000 pound capacity, cone bottom with 
truck feed pipe and vent pipe to mixer tank. The tank is also equipped with 
an outlet valve, belt feeder and vibrator. 

b. Bag filter for pneumatic tank loading system. 

c. Lime slacker with piping, controls and safety equipment. 

d. Lime surge tank with mixer and level alarm. 

e. Two lime slurry pumps and piping to three plant areas (all for pollution 
control). 

f. Concrete foundations, steel tank structure and slacker house. 

Construction of the claimed facility was completed and placed in operation in 
February, 1973. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act with 100% allocated to pollution 
control. 

Facility cost: $57,411 (Accountant's certification was attached to the 
application). The permittee claimed that these facilities were necessary for 
sufficient storage and concentration to supply lime slurry to pollution control 
facilities in three areas throughout the plant including the Ammonia distillation 
column. The Ammonia Distillation Plant was proposed on Application 93466 
(received February 10, 1970). This system is ancillary to the Ammonia recovery 
and pH adjustment operations. 



T-836 
11-1-76 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Constant feed and concentration of chemicals to the Ammonia recovery and pH 
adjustment systems are necessary for steady state operation. The company 
claims that they were capable of better pollution control with the installa­
tion of the claimed 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 $57,411, with 80% or 
more allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:ts 
11-3-76 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Teledyne Wah Chang 
P. 0. Box 460 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

Appl T-841 

Date 10/18/76 

The applicant owns and operates a rare metals production plant at 1600 
N.,E. Old Salem Road, near the I-5 Freeway, on the north side of Albany, 
Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a dual-column, activated 
carbon absorption system used to remove malodorous components, principally 
from the hafnium process stream. 

The claimed costs consist of installation labor, valve costs, etc., 
aggregating to $9,935. The major components, two 20" dia. by 11"3" long 
zirconium columns, were in stock and available to the project at no cost. 

The applicant began construction on April 12, 1972, completed and placed 
it in operation on August 1, 1972. This occurred before the prior approval 
requirement of the tax credit law became effective. 

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

Facility costs: $9,935 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The Mid-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, and since 1975 the Department, 
have requested odor abatement at the Wah.Chang plant. This project is one of 
the many undertaken to abate the plant's odor. It is the opinion of the 
technical staffs,at both Wah Chang and the Department that the claimed project 
is effective in reducing odor from the hafnium process. 

The activated carbon is replaced approximately monthly. The spent carbon, 
with the mercaptans and other odors absorbed on it, is landfilled in a section 
of the Coffin Butte .landfill reserved for Wah Chang wastes. 

It is concluded that 100% of the claimed cost is allocable to air 
pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $9,935 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-841. 

PBB:h 



1. App 1 i cant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Re 1 i ef Application Review Report 

Teledyne Wah Chang 
P. O. Box 460 
Albany, Oregon 97321 

/\ppu T-842 

Date 10/19/76 

The applicant owns and operates a rare metals production plant at 1600 N. E. 
Old Salem Road, near the I-5 Freeway, on the north side of Albany, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is an in-house designed wet scrubber 
used to capture ammonium sulphate formerly emitted by the crystallizer cyclone 
at the fertilizer plant. 

The costs are composed of labor, a 6' dia. by 12' high scrubber, pipe, controls, 
etc. 

The applicant began construction in June 1971, and completed and placed it in 
operation in January 1972. This occurred before the prior approval requirements 
of the tax credit law became effective. 

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

Facility costs: $4,270 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The cyclone was formerly emitting about 10 lbs/day of ammonium sulphate. 
This was washed off the roof and became a water pollution problem or was 
carried off the premises by the wind. The scrubber has reduced the amount 
lost to about 0.5 lb/day. 

The ammonium sulphate captured is returned to the process where it is worth 
about $110 per year. The value recovered is less than the estimated $400 per 
year annual operating expense for the scrubber. 

It is concluded that the claimed facility was installed for air pollution 
control and can have 100% of its costs allocated to pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $4,270 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-842. 

PBB:h 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

1. Applicant 

Brooks-Willamette Corp. 
First National Bank Tower 
Portland, OR 97201 

Appl _T_c_84_4_ 

Date l 0-28-76 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a baghouse to capture sanderdust from 
a sander. It consists of: 

a. Carter-Day model #144RJ120 baghouse, installed $46,559.56 

b. Fi re Protection Sprinklers 1,856.00 

c. In-plant labor 1 ,822. 18 

d. Shipping 1,270.80 

e. Miscellaneous supplies 345.39 

Construction was started June 30, 1976; the installation was completed and placed 
in operation on July 13, 1976. The project was submitted to the Department for 
approval on February 23, 1976. Preliminary certification for tax credit was 
granted March 18, 1976 by the Department. Therefore the prior approval requirement 
of the law was fulfilled. 

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

Facility costs: $51,853.93 (accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The Central Region Office of the Department requested better fugitive emission 
control by Brooks-Willamette. The two flex-kleen baghouses serving this sander 
had to be hand cleaned about 3 hours per week. During these 3 hours, 23,000 lbs. 
of dust could be vented to the atmosphere. An additional 4,000 lbs. of sanderdust 
was contaminated during hand cleaning and had to be land filled. The new Carter­
Day baghouse does not plug and is in service continually. The additional 27,000 
lbs. per week captured has to be incinerated in the boilers and the steam wasted 
as there is a surplus of sanderdust fuel. The two flex-kleen baghouses are being 
moved to lighter service to filter dust from the paint lines board sander and 
another area of the paint line. 



Tax Application T-844 
Page 2 

It is concluded that the claimed facility is effective in capturing sanderdust 
emissions with no monetary return to the plant. Therefore 100% of the claimed 
cost can be allocated to pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost 
of $51,853.93 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-844. 

PBB:ve 



l. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Willamette Industries 
3800 First National Bank Tower 
Portland, OR 97201 

App! T-845 

Date l 0-28-76 

The applicant owns and operates the Duraflake particleboard plant located in 
Millersburg, on the north side.of Albany; Oregon, adjacent to I-5. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a set of two baghouses and one 
wet scrubber used to capture sanderdust. It consists of: 

a. Two Carter-Day 144 RJ 96 baghouses 

b. American Air Filter Size 4 Type R Roto-Clone 

c. Carothers Co. explosion vents 

d. Installation contract 

e. In-plant labor 

f. Freight 

g. Miscellaneous material and supplies 

$46,650.00 

7,393.00 

2,855.00 

41,771.00 

7,974.20 

2,729.12 

· 4,049.70 

Construction was started June 28, 1976; the baghouses were completed and placed 
in operation on July 12, 1976; the roto clone was completed and placed in 
operation on August 10, 1976. Plans for the project were submitted to the 
Department and approval given June 18, 1976. Preliminary certification for 
tax credit was granted June 24, 1976. Therefore, the prior approval requirement 
of the law was satisfied. 

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

Facility costs: $113,422.02 (accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The Department requested Duraflake to lessen the fugitive emissions from their 
plant. This project replaced a six year old Buffalo Forge baghouse. The 
Buffalo unit experienced periodic plugging which required manual cleaning and 
the shut down of the air pollution control system. This unit was capturing 
about 11,000 pounds per hour of wood dust. The Buffalo unit emitted fugitive 
dust from leaks at the housing, inlet ducts, outfeed screws, and other places. 
The Buffalo baghouse has been removed from service. 



Tax Application T-845 
Page 2 

The new Carter-Day baghouses and American Air Filter roto clone have substantially 
lessened the amount of fugitive dust in this area. 

It is concluded that the value of the additional captured wood dust is more than 
offset by the baghouse operating costs. Therefore, 100% of the projects' cost 
can be allocated to air pollution control. Because the Buffalo Forge baghouse 
has been removed from service permanently, its tax credit certificate #134 must 
be revoked. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost 
of $113,422.02 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-845. It is also recommended 
that Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 134 for $195,663.45 covering the 
Buffalo Forge baghouse be revoked because it has been removed from service 
permanently. 

PBB:mh 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Cnni.iins 
Rccyckd 
Mc1\1-criDlr 

DEQ.46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item D , November 19, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Waste Water Discharge Permit Fees - Request 
Authorization for Public Hearing to Consider 
Amending OAR, Chapter 340, Section 45-070. 

Background 

Rules were adopted April 30, 1976 for requiring and implementing 
a water quality permit fee program. The program consists of fees for 
filing and processing permit applications and an annual compliance 
determination fee. 

Except for a few minor problems the fee program and fee schedule 
have been satisfactory. There are a few housekeeping and other 
minor corrections that need to be made on the Industrial Annual 
Compliance Determination Fees as follows: 

The definition of sources found in category (1) needs 
to be corrected for clarity as follows: 

(1) Major pulp, paper, paperboard, hardboard and 
other fiber pulping industry discharging process 
waste water other than log pond overflow. 

Category (2) needs to be expanded to include "fruit", 
which was inadvertently left out of the original draft. 

The fee schedule for small placer mining operations (less than 
50 cubic yards per year) is too high. A reduced fee for these 
permittees is proposed by adding a special category (13) as 
follows: 

(13) Small placer mining operations which process less than 
50 cubic yards of material per year and which: 
(a) discharge directly to public waters - $50 
(b) do not discharge to public waters - none 

Existing Categories (13), (14), and (15) will be renumbered as 
Categories (14), (15), and (16). 



Agenda Item D , November 19, 1976, EQC Meeting 
Page 2 

Director's Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the Commission authorize a 
public hearing to be held relative to the proposed changes 
before a hearing officer and at a time and place to be set 
by the Department. 

CKA:em 
November 5, 1976 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Cori!ilin~ 
keq,clcd 
iv\atcricd~ 

OEQ.,46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item __ E __ , November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting 

Requests for Hardship Relief from Waste Water Discharqe 
Permit Fees, OAR, Chapter 340, Section 45, 070(2). 

Background 

Rules pertaining to the water quality permit fee program provide 
that the Environmental Quality Commission can reduce or suspend the 
annual compliance determination fee in the event of a proven hardship. 
Some permittees have claimed hardship and have asked that their annual 
compliance determination fee be reduced or suspended. Most of the 
requests have been resolved by giving the permittees more time to 
submit the money. Those remaining are as follows: 

Permittee 

Cloverdale Sanitary District 
Mr. Wi 11 i am Smith ( p 1 acer mine) 

Discussion 

Fee Amount 

$ 150 
$ 50 

Cloverdale Sanitary District has financial problems and is 
currently behind on meeting some of its obligations. It received a 
hardship grant from the Department in order to construct a ne11 sewage 
treatment plant. The plant is under construction at this time. 

The Wi 11 i am Smith pl acer mine is a seasonal operation with no 
direct discharge to public waters. In an amendment to the permit fee 
schedule, currently being proposed, the small placer miners with no 
discharge will be exempt from paying the annual compliance determination 
fee. 



Agenda Item _E--'-·--• November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting 

Requests for Hardshi Relief from Waste Water Dischar e Permit Fees, 
OAR, Cha ter 340, Section 45, 070 2 . 

Director's Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the annual compliance determination fee 
for Cloverdale Sanitary District be suspended for the fiscal year 
ending July 1, 1977. The Sanitary District should be directed to 
include an annual compliance determination fee in future operating 
budgets for it will be expected to pay in subsequent years. 

The Director recommends no action at this time on the William Smith 
placer mine, since pendin9 modifications to the fee schedule will solve 
the problems. 

CKA:em 
11/2/76 

~:::::~~s;~s~-...... 
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

C,;,ri!i!\ns 
RE:cyd0d 
t1/10teric)h 

OEQ,46 

.To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting 

Background 

Public Hearing Regarding Proposed Change to Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit Regulations and Fee Schedule 

At the October 16, 1976 meeting, the EQC authorized the Department 
to hold a public hearing to consider changes in the Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit regulations. 

The Department requested this hearing because the current air 
permit fee schedule expires December 31, 1976 and the Air Permit Task 
Force submitted its recommendations which included some changes in 
Department procedures and fee schedule. The Task Force's recommendations 
and the Department's responses were included in the staff report re­
questing authorization for the public hearing. A copy of that staff 
report is attached (Attachment 3). 

Discussion 

The Department has proposed a new category for minimal sources in 
accordance with a Task Force recommendation. If a source is determined 
to be a minimal source. it would be inspected and invoiced for the 
annual compliance determination fee once every five (5) years. 

The Department intends to use the following guidelines when de­
termining if a source should be classified as a minimal source: 

a. Actual particulate emissions are generally less than five (5) 
tons per year and ten (10) pounds per hour. 

b. Operation and emissions are expected to be essentially un­
changed allowing for seasonal changes, over a five (5) year 
period. 

c. The facility is in compliance with all Department regulations 
and free from malodorous emissions or any other nuisance 
condition. 
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d. There is no compliance schedule in effect and none required. 

e. The Department determines there is no other overriding reason 
that more than one inspection in five (5) years is needed. 

The minimal source category will reduce the financial burden on 
sources which require very little of the Department's attention. It 
should also allow the Department to concentrate its efforts on major 
sources by reducing the time spent on annual inspections for small 
complying sources. The Department estimates that up to 1000 sources may 
meet the minimal source criteria. These sources include about 700 small 
commercial and apartment house boilers. 

Duration of Permits 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 14-015(2) establishes a maximum duration 
for permits of five (5) years. The Department proposes to modify Sec­
tion 14-015(2) to allow ten (10) year duration for permits. 

In general, minimal sources would be issued a permit for the max­
imum duration of ten (10) years. As a Department policy, the major 
sources would be issued five (5) year permits as is the current prac­
tice. Since major sources change emissions, operations and equipment 
relatively often, a permit issued for ten (10) years probably would be 
out of date long before it expired. In a few special cases the Depart­
ment would consider issuing permits for less than five (5) years. 

Fee Schedule 

The Task Force has recommended and the Department proposes to 
implement a fee schedule in which the annual compliance determination 
fee amounts are based upon the relative time spent on the particular 
categories of sources. With this system, changes in the fee schedule can 
be more readily made to reflect increases in hourly costs to the Depart­
ment. 

The fee schedule proposed by the Department (Attachment l) is 
estimated to generate $246,000 annually. This does not include any fees 
from minimal sources, filing fees or processing fees. Filing fees and 
processing fees will generate relatively little revenue as most sources 
have their initial permit. Minimal sources would be required to pay an 
annual compliance determination fee once every five (5) years. Until 
these fees are spread evenly over a five (5) year period, it is dif­
ficult to predict an annual income from these sources. However, the 
minimal sources should generate approximately $85,000 over a five (5) 
year period based on the proposed fee schedule. 

The Department intends to reissue some permits for minimal sources 
for periods of less than ten years to balance the annual income. After 
July l, 1977, sources designated as minimal sources will not be invoiced 
for an annual compliance determination fee until their permit expiration 
date. 
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Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended by the Director that OAR Chapter 340, Sections 
14-015 and 20-033 be amended as proposed herein, with such further 
amendments as may be deemed necessary after consideration of the in­
formation developed as a result of this public hearing. 

EGW:ds 
11/5/76 

Attachments 

c>)s 
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

l. Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Regulation 
2. Changes proposed in current regulation 
3. Staff report requesting authorization for a public hearing which 

was presented at the October 16, 1976 EQC meeting which includes 
the report from the Air Permit System Task Force 



ATTACHMENT 1. PROPOSED AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT REGULATION / 

340-20-155 PERMIT REQUIRED 

( l) No person sha 11 constru.ct, i nsta 11, establish, deve 1 op 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 

firs~ 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 addea 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, 

i the application processing fee and/or annual compliance determination 

fee, provided by OAR 340-19-030, may be waived by the Department or 

1 
Regional Authority. 

(5) The Department may designate any source as a "Minimal Source" based 

1 upon the following criteria: 

(a) Quantity and quality of emissions, 

{b) Type of operation, 

(c) Compliance with Department regulations, and 

(d) Minimal impact on the air quality of the surrounding region. 



If a source is designated as a minimal source, the annual compliance 

determination fee, provided by Section 20-033(6), will be collected in 

conjunction with plant site compliance inspections which will occur no 

less frequently than every five (5) years. 



340-20-165 FEES 

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

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

an application processing fee, and an annual compliance determination 

fee which are determined by applying Table A. The amount equal to the 

filing fee, application processing fee, and the annual compliance 

determination fee shall be submitted as a required part of any appli­

cation 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 appli­

cation 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-

1mission of the filing fee or the application processing fee. 

(4) Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to OAR 340-

i 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 (1) year, the appli­

cable annual compliance determination fee shall be equal to the full 

annual fee. If a permit is issued for a period greater than 12 months, 

the applicable annual compliance determination fee shall be pro-rated 

by multiplying the annual 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 cop} of the permit issue.d for the previous location, and 

(b) certification that the permittee proposes to operate with the 
i 

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. 



14-015 TYPE, DURATION AND TERMINATION OF PERMITS 

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

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

requirements, limitations and conditions which must be met. 

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

(10) 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 ~ature.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 

opera ti on. 

(d) Upon written request of the permittee. 



OR~GOil F,D:ll:l!STfU\TI'!E RULES CH. 3/JO ~------------'--'-'=CC.C.~ -----==-------------~- ------
NOTE: Persons who operate boi_lers shall include fees as indicated 

in addition to fees for any other applicable category, 

At, 
Conta:ntnant 

Soi.:rce 

1. Seed cleaning loca­
ted in Special 
Control Areas, Com­
m_ercial Operations 
only (not elsewhere 
included) 

2. Smoke houses with 5 
.or more employees 

St.:inJ4rd 
lnd11stria] 
Cl.issffic.!• 
t ir,n tl:.:,h:;:-

0723 

2013 

3. Flour-and other grain 2041 
mill products. in Spe-
cial Control Areas 
a) 10,000 or more T/y 
b) Less than 10,000 

T/y 

4. Cereal preparations 2043 
in Special Control 
Areas 

5. Blended and prepared 2045 
flour in Special 
Control Areas 
a) 10,000 or more T/y 
b) Less than 10,000 

T/y 

6. Prepared feeds for 2048 
,aniinals and fowls in 
Special Control 
Areas 
a), 10,000 or more T/y 
b) Less than 10,000 

T/y 

7 •.. Beet sugar manufac­
turing 

2\)63 
' I 

8. Rendering plants 2077 
a) 10,000 or more T/y 
b) Less than 10,000 

T/y 

9. Coffee roasting 2095 

Fil Ing 
Fr,:, 

25 

25 

25 
25 

25 

25 
25 

25 
25 

25 

25-
25 

25 

App11otion 
Procc::.::.lnJ 

fr': 

75 

75 

250 
·200 

250 

250 
200 

250 
150· 

300 

200 
200 

150 

l,Mui\l 
C~:pl lun.:e 
Or~crdn.l• 

~hn F tJ,~ 

85. 

100 

275 
11:0-

200 

200 
100 

275 
110 

1325 

325 
225 

175 

I 
! 
I 
I 

Fr.es 
to b~ 

Sul,;n1 tte:d 
with :1e:w 

,;p'1] (,:.'.! t l,:,n 

185 

200 

550 
-335 

475 

475 
325 

550 
285 

1650 

550 
450 

350 

in items #57 or 58 

fet!S 
to hf'! 

S1.ll"',ittcd 
ll~lh 

R,,.-11,..,11 
/1~~,1 '.r~ • j .-.~ 

110 

125 

300 
135 

225 

225 
125 

300 
135· 

1350 

350 
250 

200 

Fc~s 
t.l t,c 

!"ut.-;-.lttc:1 
wi ti; ,',r,~,l ica;­

tfon to ~·odity 
:~,-! .7, j ~. 

100 

100 

275 
225 

275 

275 
225 

275 
175 

325 

225 
225 

175 



-~----------0-'--~-'-~CC.· (''-C.,JJil r,o: I I :'ll SH!I\T I'! E Rc.:U:.::L:.::[:.::S ___________ ,....::C fl. 3'1 O 

tlOTE: Persons who opera tc boi.lcrs sha 11 1 nc 1 ude fees as indicated in 1 terns /157 or 53 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category, 

Al, 
'Conta~fnant 

Soi.;rcP. 

5tJnJdrd 
tn<lt1:.:..rio 1 
Cl.::~~1fic.!­
t tr,11 t: .. -:;!'Ir::--

10. Sawmill and/or 
planing 
a) 25,000 or more 

bd.ft./shift 
b) Less than 25,000 

bd.ft./shift 

11. Hardwood mills 

12 •. Shake and shingle 
mills, 

13. Mill work with 10 
employees or more 

2421 

2426 

i429 

2431 

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 

15. Veneer manufac­
turing only (not 
elsewhere included) 

16. Wood preserving 

17. Particleboard manu­
facturing 

18. Hardboard manufac­
turing 

19 . .' Battery separator 
manufacturing 

2435 & 

2436 

2491 

2492 

2499 

2~99 
I 

20. Furniture and fix- 2511 
tur~s 
a) 100 or more 

employees 
b) 10 employees or 

more but less 
than 100 
employees 

F111nq 
r re-

25 

25 

.25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

ApplicJtfon 
Procc~!.ln'J 

fr,:. 

150 

50 

50 

50 

125 

500 

350 

75 

125 

500 

500 

75 

150 

100 

Anrmal 
Ccr.ipl lance 
0.:-::cr~lnJ­

t 11ln F ,:,,~ 

275 

175 

175 

175 

225 

550 

325 

175 

175 

550 

550 

100 

275 

175 

·FecS 
tu be 

Suh:11! ttc:d 
with :tr.~, 

,",n'.'ll i.:Jtiun 

450 

250 

250 

250 

.375 

1075 

700 

275 

325 

1075 

1075 

200 

450 

300 

Fees 
to h~ 

S1,;lm it teJ 
ll~lh 

R1•".1!na l 

300 

200 

200 

200 

250 

575 

350 

200 

200 

575 

575 

125 

300 

200 

Ft~S 
to r,c 

~1,;~.;;' l ltd 
wi tl·1 Ar,•il ic.1-

tiot, ::0
1

~'.oditj 
!''r•1 ::-, it 

175 

75 

75 

75 

150 

525 

375 

100 

150 

525 

525 

100 

175 

125 



OR~GIJil r,o:11:'l!STr!i\Tl'!E RUL[ __ s ___________ _..:Cfl. 3110 ~--------------.. ------------------- -'---

llOTE: Persons· 1vho operate boi.lers shall include fees as indicated 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category, 

At, 
Conta11tnant 

Soi.:rc~ 

StJnJard · 
Indus~rlal 
Cl.?s.strici­
t 1 on I:;_. ~~r.:--

21. Pulp mills, paper 2611 
mills, and paper 2621 
board mills 2631 

22. Building paper and 2661 
building board mills 

23. Alkalies and chlorine 2812 
manufacturing 

24. Calcium carbide 
manufacturing 

2819 

25. Nitric acid manufac- 2819 
turing 

26. Ammonia manufac- 2819 
turing 

27. Industrial inorganic 2819 
and organic chemi-
cals manufacturing 
(not elsewhere in-­
clud_ed) 

28. Synthetic resin 2821 
manufacturing 

29. Charcoal manufac- 2861 
turing 

30. Herbicide manufac­
turing 

31. Petroleum refining 

32. • · Asphalt production 
by distillation 

33. Asphalt blowing 
plants 

34. Asphaltic concrete 
paving plants 
a) Stationary 
b) Portable 

2879 

2911 

2951 

I 

2Q51 

2951 

F111ng 
F;,~ 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
25 

l.nnual 
Api,11cat1on C~;pll,rn.:e 
Procc~~1nJ Oe:crr.-.1n.l• 

Ff'~ t1on F~e 

1000 

150 

275 

300 

200 

200 

250 

200 

275 

500 

1000 

200 

200 

200 
200 

·2200: 

175 

450 

550 

225 
-----··-

275 

350 

200 

550 

2200 

2200 

275 

350 

225 
300 

·Fr.cS 
to be 

S:.ih:ufttc:d 
wi tt1 :1,:~, 

,'',p:i t j,:J t l,,n 

3225 

350 

750 

875 

450 

500 

625. 

425 

850 

2725 

3225 

-500 

575 

450 
525 

in items #57 or 53 
Fees 
t.o h~ 

Sl.:liT.i ttcd 
II~ lh 

2225 

200 

475 

575 

250 

300 

375 

225 

575 

2225 

2225 

300 

375 

250 
325 

Fees 
to t,c 

!ut.:.--itU:1 
wi tti l1vil ica;­

ticr. to /".Mity 
!·•r-,,.Jt 

1025 

175 

300 

325 

225 

· 225 

275 

225 

300 

525 

1025 

225 

225 

225 
225 



-~------------"V"-1t:.=~.:c.'.-!!!_.J.:_l!.:__ll_;_;1_:,_1_1_;,_11_!..:'.-l '':..:U:..:L:ctc_·:, _____________ _..:CH. _l_'l_O __ 

llOTE: Persons wlio operate bo i.1 ers sha 11 include fees as indicated 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category, 

Air 
Cont.1:ntnant 

So.:rce 

35. Asphalt felts and 
coating 

36. Blending, compound­
ing or re-refining 
of lubricating oils 
and greases 

37. ~lass container 
manufacturing 

38. Cement manufac-
turing 

39.· Redimix concrete 

40. Lim.e manufacturing 

41. Gypsum-products 

42. Rock Crusher 
a) Stationary 
b) Portable 

St.1nJ.1rd 
lnd11~t.dal 
ClHsffia~ 
t 1 G!'l /:,.-:,hr.:--

2952 

2992 

3221 

3241 

3273 

3274 

3275 

3295 

43. · Steel works, rolling 3312 
and finishing mills 

44.· Incinerators 
a) 1,000 lbs/hr. 

and greater 
capacity 

b) 40 lbs/hr_ to 
1,000 lbs/hr. 
capacity 

45. Gray iron and steel 3321 
.. foundries 

Malleable iron 
foundries 
Steel investment 
foundries 
Steel foundries not. 
elsewhere classified 
a) 3,500 or more 

T/y production 
b) ·Less than 3,500 

T/y production 

3322 
I 

3324 

3325 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

''""11,, 1 
App11c.H1on Ccr.:pli,rn.:e 
Procc~~inJ Crtcrr.!nJ-

f"r,~ t inn F ~•" 

200 

175 

200 

625 

75 

300. 

150 

175 
175 

500 

300 

100 

500 

125 

450 · 

225 

350 

1650 · 

110 

175 

175 

225 
300 

400 

175 

85 

450 

225 

Fr.cs 
to be 

S:.i!r.ni tt!:d 
with !lrw 

,;!'J:,l j.~Jt;.:,n 

675 

425 

. 575 

2300 

210 

500 

350 

425 
500· 

925 

500 

210 

975 

375 

in i terns /157 or 53 

F'e~s 
to hr? 

S:..tn:itteJ 
\1~ th 

R, 1 ".l~rl•1' 

l\~'l 1 ;..-~ • 1 "". 

475 

250 

375 

1675 

135 

200 

200 

250 
325 

425 

200 

110 

475 

250 

Fees 
to l.c 

~u~.;:-1 tte:1 
wi tf1 l,v1l ica:­

tior. to :-'.odity 
~·r-: ,.it 

225 

200 

225 

650 

100 

325 

175 

·200 
200 

525 

325 

125 

525 

150 



OREGQ,I f,D:1!:'l!STfU\Tl'!E fWLES CH. 31!0 -~-------------- -----===----------------
IIOTE: Persons 1tho operate boi_]ers shall include fees as indicated 

in addition to fees for any other applicable category, 

Mr 
Cont.l'Illnant 

Soi.:rc~ 

46. Primary aluminum 
Production 

47. Primary smelting of 
Zirconium or Hafnium 

St,1n,fard 
Indl1,;:.rial 
Cl.?ss1 (ic.:!.­
t 1 en /:~ -:-,h~:-

3334 

3339 

48. Primary smelting and 3339 
refining of ferrous 
and nonferrous metals 

~ not elsewhere classi­
fied -
a) 2,000 or more 

T/y production 
bl Less than 2,000 

T/y production 

49. Secondary smelting 3341 
and refining of non­
ferrous metals 

50. Nonferrous Metals 3361 
Foundries 3362 

51. Electroplating, 3471 
polishing and ano-
dizing with 5 or 
more employees 

52. Galvanizing and pipe 3479 
coating--exclude all 
other activities 

53. Battery manufac- 3691 
turing 

54. Grain elevators -
.. intermediate storage 

only, located in 
Special Control 
Areas 
a) 20,000 or more 

T/y 
b) Less than 20,000 

·r/y 

55. Electric power 
generation 
a) Grc,ater than 25MW 
b) Less than 25)1W 

4221 

4911* 

Flllng 
Ff'<' 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
2.5 

App11c.Hion 
Procc!;SinJ 

Ft'~ 

1000 

5000 

500 

100 

225 

125 

100 

100 

125 

175 

100 

1000 
350 

innu.1.l 
Cc.r.;l)l ia!,,:e 
o~""~crr.:1r,.l~ 

tir:n Fee 

2200. 

2200 

1100 

275 

275 

225 

175 

175 

225 

350 

175 

1100 
550 

·. Fees 
to be 

Sub:nltte:d 
•,d th :1bt 

,",n:::i.:Jtl,,11 

3225 

7225 

1625 

400 

525 

375 

300 

300 

375 

550 

300 

2125 
925 

in items #57 o~ 53 
Fe~s Fc.::!s 
!o h~ to Le 

S:,;~tr.ittc.d :u~.::'lttc~ 
w; l.'l wi tt, Ar,:.,l ica;-

J1:,,,.,,,.,.'l1 tior, -:.o ~'ojify 
,,-:·. '. ',., .. l "r; '.°':I-; it 

2225 

2225 

1125 

300 

300 

250 

200 

200 

250 

375 

200 

1125 
575 

1025 

5025 

525 

125 

250 

150 

125 

125 

150 

200 

125 



-·~-- (Jj{~\j'Jrl /iu;11:ii:,1 IU\l !Vt i,Ult:.:·:,=----------------....:L_H_. _3_·'!_0 __ 

llOTE: Persons 11ho operate boi.lcrs shall include fees as indicated 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category, 

Al, 
Conta11triant 

so~rc~ 

· S!..1nJard · 
tndt.1.';!.ri.11 
ClHsHic.!­
t 1 r.n 1t::-,!'l::-:--

56. Gas production and/ 
or manufacturing 

57. Grain elevators -
Terminal elevators 
primarily engaged in 
buying and/or mar­
keting grain--in 
Special Control Areas 
~) 20,000 or more 

T/y 
bl 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*** 

58. Residual oil fired, 
wood fired or coal 
fired. 

59. 

a) 250 million 
or more btu/hr 
(heat input) 

b) 5 million or 
more but less 
than 250 
million btu/ 
hr (heat input). 

c) Less than 5 
million btu/hr 
(heat input) 

Distillate oil fired 
a) 250 million or 

more btu/hr 
(heat input) 

b) 5 million or 
more but less 
than 250 mil-
lion btu/hr. 
(heat input) 

4925 

5153 

4961** 

Filing 
Fri:, 

25 

25 

25 

Applicatfcn 
Pror::c:.~in') 

fr,:, 

375 

500 

·150 

I.Mi1al 
Ccr.,pli.:in.::e 
O,::.cr~ln.1-

t inn r~~ 

275; 

·450 

175 

(Fees_wfll be bas~d__orL-the 
total aggregate heat input 
of all·boilers at the· 
site.) 

25 150 175 

25 100 100 

25 25 75 

25 150 175 

25 25 75 

· ,f,cS 
· to be 

Suh:ni tt,:d 
with N1;~1 

,',p:; 1 l,:J t h,n 

675 

350 

350 

225 

125 

-350 

125 

in items #57 or 53 
r,~s rc~s 
to h~ tote 

Si..:tcr.itteJ ~ut.:.-ltte::: 
\l~\.h withAr,~1lic11:-

R,,r.r?na 1 t 1or. to ~'.ojify 
,~.'!nl :,.~~1"r: :·•r.i :dt 

300 

475 

200 

200 

125 

100 

200 

100 

400 

525 

175 

175 

125 

50 

175 

50 

* Excluding hydroelectric and nuclear genera.ting proj_ects, anc~ limited to utilities. 
I ** Including fuel burning· equipment generating steam for frocesr -~r for sale but excluding 

power gc,neration (SIC 4911) . 
*** Maps of; these areas are attached. Legal descriptions arc oi .file in the Dcpartm<ent. 

. ! 



60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

OR~GOi'I t,o:11:l!STl1i\rl'!E _RULE_S ____________ ....,...:CH. 3'10 

NOTE: Persons who or,cratc bol.lers shall include fees as indicated 
in ilddition to fees for any other appl lcable category, 

Al, 
Conta11lnant 

Soi.;rcP. 

St,,I\J.ird 
lnd11-:.~rhl 
Cl.ns1fic.?.• 
t 1 r,n r:;, -:,h~:-

Fuel burning equipment 4961** 
outside the boundaries 
of the Portland, 
Eugene-Springfield and 
Medford-Ashland Air 
Quality Maintenance 
·Areas and the Salem 
Urban Growth Area. 

All wood, coal and 
oil fir6d greater than 
30 x 10 btU/hr (heat input) 

New sources not listed 
above which would emit 10 
or more tons per year of 
any air contaminants in-
eluding but not •1imited to 
particulates, so , NO or 
hydrocarbons, ifxthe X 

source were to operate 
uncontrolled. 

New sources not listed 
above which would emit 
significant malodorous 
emissions, as determined 
by Departmental or Regional 
Authority review of sources 
.which are known to have 
similar air contaminant 
emissions. 

Existing sources not listed 
above for which an air 
quality problem is identi-

Ff 1 fng 
FrL' 

(Fees 

App11clt1on 
Pl"OCC~S.inJ 

Fr~ 

will be 

~tlr.u.i.1 
Ccr.:p1i<1n.:e 
DL':.crr.-1n.1• 

t ir.n F .::~ 

based on 
the total aggregate 
heat input of all 
boilers at the site.) 

25 lQO 75 

**** **** **** 

**** **** **** 

**** **** ·**** 

·Fr.cS 
to be 

Suh:1lf t tc:d 
with :;o, 

,'',p;1: j.:J t h,n 

200 

*"*** 

**** 

*1'** 

in items #57 or 53 
Fees 
to hi'! 

SL;trt:ittcd 
II~ th 

R,• ... 1!r1;i,l 
fo.'l'1 l ; r ~ • 1 "r. 

100 

Fees 
to },c 

!1.1t.;.-.j lt(;j 
wit~ i\p~;l ica;­

tion to ,\'.od1fy 
'.

1 (·J -. It 

125 

**** 

**** 

**** 

.· fied by the Department 9r 
Regional Authority. 

**** Sources required to obtain a permit under items 60, 61 and 62. will be subject to the 
following fee schedule to be ·applied by the Department based upon the anticipated cost of 
processing and compliance determination. 

Estimated Permit Cost 

Low cost 
Medium cost 
High cost 

~ication Processinq Fee 

$100.00 - $250.00 
$250. 00 - .$1500. 00 
$1500,00 - $3000.00 

Annual 
Compliance 
Determination Fee 

$100.00 - $250.00 
$250,00 - $1000.00 
$1000.00 - $2500.00 

As nearly as pOssible, applicable fees shall be ,consistent with sources of similar 
complexity as listed in Table A. 



ATTACHMENT 2, . CHANGES PROPOSED IN CURRENT, REGULATION 

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

14-015 TYPE, DURATION AND TERMINATION OF PERMITS 

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

tions, emissfons 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) [f.4ve-f5➔] 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, renevia 1 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 ~he Department or Regional Authority. 

(2) No person shall modify any source covered by a permit u·nder 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) 

(b) 

the pr.ocess equipment is substantially changed or added to or 
' 

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 

1 Regional Authority having jurisdiction. If issued a special permit, 

the application processing fee and/or annual compliance determination 

i fee, provided by OAR 340-19-030, may be waived by the Department or 
Regional Authority. 

· (5) · The Department ·may designate any source as a "Minimal Source" based -, 
upon the following criteria: 

(a) Quantity and quality of emissions, 

ill Type.of operation, 



hl 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. 

I 



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 [wA'i-eA-sRall-se-ar13l-i-easl-e 

eHP'i-R§-tRe-j'lePiee-ef-JaRHaPy-l--tAPe~~A-geeemseP-J+T-+97e]. 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 ~ontained in the listing of air contaminant sources 

in Table A shall be applied to determine the permit fees, on a Standard 

Industrial Classification (SIC) plaht'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-
i 

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. 

I 
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,, 
' 

(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 (1) year, the appli­

cable annual compliance determination fee shall be equal to the full 

annual fee. If a permit is issued for a period greater than 12 months, 

the applicable annual compliance determination fee shall be pro-rated 

by multiplying the annual 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 
1 same equipment, at the same production rate, and under similar 

1conditions at the new or proposed location. Certification by the 

:agency previously having jurisdiction that the source was operated 

r 



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. 



ph. 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE HULES 
,,, 

TAr.LE A - ,'\IP. C0:1Tr,:-1!:i:•.'.IT SOU::lC[S ,'\;ID 
.,. 

, 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE FOR 1970 CALEi;DAR YE{'IR 

IIOTE: Persons who 
in addition 

~ocratc boflcrs ·shull include fees as fndicated 
to fees for uny other applicable c.:itc:_gor_y. 

in items 057 or 58 

Air 
Corit,1 . .ilnant 

S'J..:r.::~ 

StJnJ.i:rd 
lndi.istrial 
ClJSsffic.1:~ 
t lc.n U1,;-:.ticr 

·seed cleaning loca- 0723 
ted in Special Control 
Areas, Commercizil Operations 
only (not elsewhere included) 

Smoke houses with 5 
or more employees 

2013 

Flour and other grain 2041 
mill products in Spe-
cial Control Areas 
n) 10,000 or more T/y 

_b) Less than 10,000 
T/y 

Cereal preparationa 2043 
in Special Control 
Areas 

Blended and prepared 2045 
flour in Special 
Control l\reas 
a) \0,000 or more T/y 
b)" l,o,ii, than 10,000 

't/y 
Prop,!.rcd r.eeds for 2048 
aniPJi.le ,:nd fm:16 in 
Spoc•ial Control 
hreau 
ld 10,000 or more T/y 
bl I✓.,s1.1 than 10,000 

T/y 
Beet sug~r manufac­
turing 

Rendering plants 

Coffee roasting 

i 
I I 

2063 

2077 

2095 

F'e!!~ 

l.nn,1.l 1 
App11catlon Ccr:1pli"'ncC! 

to •·~ 

f111ng· Procc:::;slr.J Oc!t"n:1.lr:.-~ ~it:i •,.-,,,,. 

ff'c ;e,. tlon ff•e .\nolk~~l-~!!-

Sulolt:1'!1 

to b~ 
Su~r.iHtt::! 

with 
R1=ncn.1l 

~r:,li-:,,t-:,;n --~---------~~~-
25 

25 

25 
25. 

25 

25 
.25 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

75 

75 

250 
200 

250 

250 
200 

250 
150 

300 

200 

150 

100 200 125 

3oo(z7SJ f:;,;o)s-;,s 0''.\\32-5 
150(110) /:,:E)37 5 (J:os'l-,-5 

200 475 225 

.200 
100 

-aGo{ns) 
-l,.S(){\ \0) 

-2-5 t ( 2-2 SJ 
"\-'I- (2"2.SJ 

-¼00{nS) 

475 
325 

225 
125 

~sg 5 'l-5 6:oa'-3-2-5 
(?.&$)37.-5 (_\:ci~l-"15 

NOTE:: Amounts in brackets () are 
' ptoposed fee changes. 
' 

'.5•15~76 

~ 16)C)OD D\c. N\D\1:-\,: TD~~hEJ\{l. 

~";\1-".LF.;~'S. T~,!,,..,-..') \DJDDOTt>US./'iEA.fL 

10n 

fee::; 
to l..,: 

~:.;:.,._., i r :~d 
witn t..;,oli.::~• 

tio;i t:i :•lodH / 
P,--.17., It 

100 

100 

275 
225 

275 

275 
225 

275 
175 

325 

225 
(22-S) 

175 

0 

l 
,I 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY '-'Ch. 340 

ll .. NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indfciltcd 
in uddftior. to fees for any other applicable category, 

in items 057 or 58 

Air 
Conu11tunt 

So\:rct 

StJn.i•rd 
lnchatrt• 1 
ClJ1.:s1fic1~ 
t1o" IL-:ihr.1"' 

. lO. S&wn1ill and/or 
planing 
n) 25,000 or more 

bd.ft./shift 
b) Less than 25,UOO. 

bd.ft./ahift 

.ll, Hardwood mills 

2421 

2426 

12, Shake and shingle 2429 
mills 

13, Mill work with 10 2431 
empioyees or more 

14. Plywood manufac- 2435 & 

turing 2436 
a) Greater than 

25,000 sq,ft./hr, 
3/8" basis 

b) Leno than 
25,000 sq/ft./hr, 
3/B" basis 

Veneer manufac­
turing only (not 
elsewhere included) 

H. \lood pronerving 

J:7·. Particleboard manu­
facturing 

l.C. llv.rdboru:d manuf11c­
turing 

19. Battery sep,irator 
manufacturing 

2435 & 

2436 

2491 

2492 

2499 
' 
I 
2499 

i 
20. Furniture and fix•- '2511 

tures 
a) 100 or more , 

employees 
b) · 10 cmpl.oycea or 

r..on, but los~ 
than 100 
employoes 

fllfng 
r,. ,,...,,,.. 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

App11c1.tfot1 
Proccsstl"i'j 

r,e 

lOo 

150 

50 

50 

50 

125 

500 

,350 

75 

125 

500 

500 

75 

150 

100 

A.Mu.J.1 
Ccnpl1.anu 
0r:cn:":1n.a­

t to" F t!e­
,ZJC.C.J.._ 

ftu 
to be 

S·JD'n 1 t ted 
wl th New 

~p,11.:Jttvf\ 

fus 
to bl'! 

Si.;ln:i tted 

R,i,.1?..i.a l 
l\--r'.1r-.,,)"'" 

. I . 
~o (p~ ~soJ'.l-'rS &-6)1-2s 

1-0e (.175) (::_s-0J_-"75 (;x,li-z5 

1-00 Q7~ ~FJ-5 4_co')1-2s 

1.00 6_:7.s:) (i_s,})F/-5 0::~1-25 

lOOQ]S) 0:_:5;25::>G·:,))-25 

500 ~50) ,)o7Cjl-025 (,c7c;5'i: 5 

100 200 125 

:125 (ps) i'.±s0 :mo ("'ocj1-so 

100 Q7S) 0,':D) 2?.5 (:ii;J.-25 

F~~s 
to l,e 

~u~.:.-.l tt.::1 
w1 th AvJl 10.w 

t1on to ~!,:iQlfy 
... ,,r-: it 

175 

75 

75 

75 

150 

525 . 

375 

100 

150 

.525 

525 

100 

175 

125 

! 



.flOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 
in addition to fees !or any ott1er applicable catc9ory. 

ff"es 

1n items !/57 or 58 
1· ~r. ~ Hd ~~~~) 

,.,, 
(onta'lltn,nt 

Soi:rcc-

21, Pulp mills, paper 
mills, and paper 
board mills 

Sto1nd1rd 
lnd1,11trh 1 
ClJssffio­
:.1 on ~h .. ':l~~'r 

2611 
2621 
2631 

22.- Duilding paper and 2661 · ✓' 

building board mills 

23·. Alkalies and chlorine 2812 
manufacturing 

24, Calcium carbide 2819 
manufacturing 

2-;.· Nitric acid manuf,ic- 2819 
turing 

26, Ammonia manufac- 2819 
turing 

' !7. Industrial inorganic 2819 
and organic chemi-
cziln rr.anufacturing 
(not clscwhe!"c in-

·cluded) 

!O. Synthetic resin 
manufacturing 

!9. Charcoal manufac­
,tux- ing 

10. Herbicide mantifac­
turing 

11. Petroleum refining 

12. Asphalt production· 
by distillation 

13. l\sphal t blowi,;g 
plants 

2821 

2941 

29d~ 

I! 
' ' 29~1 
I I 
; ' 

rtHng 
r., 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

Appl 1cH fon 
Proc~sSln-J 

F 1"'! 

1000 

150 

275 

300 

200 

200 

250 

200 

275 

500 

1000 

200 

200 

lOp 

l\nnU.:1 I 
((r"lpil.1nca -
Ortcmln.J• 

t 11'Jn r ,.,. 

to be 
Subrnltt~ 
with Ne'R 

-'nol 1c.::: !Jn 

to hP. 
S1..L,:i It ~od 

wlth 
RtnC'w4l 

._,.., l f .- J, 1 •.n 

( 
/ ?'.. • "\ 

2000 ~2-w) 2_2,~3(}:.,5 t:,:,:.20.:ls 

2eo(:?75) 0:'o04'2-5 ~.::u22s 

to ti! 
Sll0.1d ~ t:~J 

Mith /,~:,!lc,:i .. 
t1on to ~=>dHJ 

p.,,,.,.,.- I~ 

175 

300 

325 

225 

225 

275 

1025 

225 

) 

,· 
' 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ·Ch. 340 

IIOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 
1n add1t1on to fees for any other applicuble category. 

fn items 957 or 53 

Air 
Conu-,dn.int ' 

So.:rct 

34. _Aophal tJ.c concrota 
paving p-lllnts 
a) Stationary 
bl Portable 

35. Asphalt falta and 
.coating 

36. Blending, compound­
ing or re-refining 
of lubricating oils 
And gro,wea 

· 37. GlA!Jfl contai"ler 
winufncturing 

:/8. Cement manufac-
turing 

39. Redimix cor.cret.c 

40, Lirno manufacturing 

41. Gyp~urn product!! 

42. Rock Crusher 
al. Stationary 
b) Portnbl.c 

SUrnhr-d 
IM1.1strh 1 
ClJS1.1fic,1 .. 
tion r1:..-:iber-

2951 

2952 

2992 

3221 

3241 

3273 

3274 

3275 

3295 

4l, Steel works, rol.Hng 3312 
"nd finiohing mil.la 

4,i •. Incinert<tors 
a) 1,000 lbs/hr. 

and greater 
cap.:,.city 

b) 40 lbs/hr~ to 
1,000 lbs/hr. 
capacity. 

I 
I 

' I 

~-15-76 

App11utfon 
f 11 fog . . Process 1 n·J 
fre ft-I! 

25 
25 

25· 

25 

25 · 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

200 
200. 

200 

175 

200 

625 

75 

300 

150 

175 
175 

500 

300 

100 

lOq 

Annual 
Ccn;:ilhnct 
Ottcn-1in.a­

t ion r ~~ 

recs 
to b• 

Suhm1 ttr:-J 
..-1th he~ 

An"llir.J-~!on 

f'u, 
to bl! 

Sutm1ttc:1 
wit ti. 

!tenC"i'.11 
11, .. ., 1,. ., ... 

225 450 250 
N5Q_OO') (;:,_,;) 500 ~ 7 'i] 300 

2oo~s-~ (c,_75)4-25(41:i;2::t5 

' ' ·:•,.c,:>l2-75 1lra75'6SO ·625_1_65:Q.: 
~ ,.. ,, 

1-00(!_10) I .. ',,. 200 I - __l 

1'25 <.::::t .,.,. ,• · . .!_:. 

' 
1-2.5 (i_7 5) i: ~.-,_,· 4-50 r'-....0....,>:, 50 

I<::"-· '-...'.. IL. 

1sofJ.1s) ':,c:c,325 ~,L 175 ' . ~ 

200 &,-,,?_, · it-c:'·400 ( .. c<·;i2s ~' <-· ' . ·--·-' , 

-25-0(:60) (Jc0J 4-5-0 (~2:;')2?'5 

aso8co.l ; ']· -··,ns /' ·•r'3·•·" \ •• t...'::!_- ""r<-·•..,1 -, :, 

2006.]s) (-:,00)52 s (_;:oo\2-25 

-50@5) ~\ri; 1--"7? ~I OJ 7-S-

► tu 
to u 

St.:.7-~ tt .. •-1 
wi th .;;,:.,11.:,1. 

tion to .~o.11fy 
p,.,..,... ! t 

225 
225 

225 

200 

225 

• 
650 

100 

325 

175 

200 
200 

525 

325 

125 

!' 



,v 
ph. 349,:.-. __________ _,,Oe,R"'E",G"'--"O'--'N-'---"A'-'D""r-.."1"'1~N'-'I""ST__,_,_,ncc_A,_,Tc,lc,V...,_E'---, _,_,R'-"l'--'Jl"',E"",s"----------------

tlOT£: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated ln items 1157 or 58 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category. 

••eu 

Ah" 
Ccintnfn•nt 

!O\JrCo;" 

S, Gray iron and steel 
foundries 
Malleable iron 
foundries 

'Steel inves~~ent 
foundries 
Steel foundries not 
elsewhere classified 
~) 3,500 or more 

· T/y production 
bl Less than 3,500 

·':/y production 

~t.1n.itr.:f 
lndlntrl41 I 
C1.nsHlc4• 
t fon 'ii.:,hrr 

3321 

3322 

3324 

3325 

6. Primary aluminum 3334 
. production 

PP-\N\~R'1 ·st(\E.\..\\A.\0 er- 3,.33,C\ 
~\P-C.OIJ\\JM, O.,R. 1-1.;~i:=:/.J\UIY'\ 

7.- Primary s~Rlting and 3339 
refining of ferrous 
and ~onfe~rous metals 
not else~here classi-
fied 
.al 2,000 or more 

T/y production 
b) Less than 2,000 

T/y product·i,)n 

B. Secondary lead 
smelting 

9..· t?on ferrous Metals 
Foundries 

iO. Electroplating, 
polishing a:1d ano­
~izin; with·s or 
rnore employees 

1.. Galvanizing and pipe 
coating--cxclt.:.dc all 
other activities 

2. Battery manufac­
turing 

3~ Grain elcv~tors -
• intcrmcdi~tc storugc 
only, 1.oct!.ted in 
.Spi:!C ia 1 Con t.ro! 
J\rcas 
a) 20,000 or QO~e 

~.,/y 
h) Less than 20,0CO 

3341 

3361 
3362 

3471 

I 

I 
I 

3479 

I 
I 

3691 
' 

4221 

'r/y 5.1:;.7<i 

25 

25 

25 

( 2. 5) 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

Applfc.1tfon 
Proccn1ng 

Fl"~ 

soo 

l.25 

1000 

(56Db) 

500 

100 

225 

125 

100 

100 

125 

175 

l.00 
lOr 

AMu11l 
Cu:,pl 1.-ince 
c .. •tcm1n.a .. 

t 1cn r ~e 

rus 
to be 

Subm1 ttcd 
WI th :,ew 

,•,;-.pt ic,ti.:.n 

to b~ 
SuLtnlttcd 

lrril th 
Re-nC",,,1 

4-00~£Q) (!7s)9:is ~75)4.c5 

200 i2s':, '2 :s)3-50 l£-56)2-25 

.3"5fl(l_1= ") ·~;!_~) C--75 ~c:c':;;i-5 

·-+E/-n:0 <:~::;· 200 (=~,> . .:coo· 1...::: --'_) '"" .,) ..... ' 

reH 
to tt 

!;ul,.111 ::cd 
wlth Ajlp\'i:o?~ 

tion to 'k,dHy 
P.-rm it 

525 

150 

1025 

525 

125 

250 

150 

:1-2s 

125 

150 

208 

.. .,, ,· 
.J.....,. •• i 

• 

). 

l 



. • NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in items HS7 or SI 
in add1tfon to fees for any other ~pplicJblc cJtcgorv. 

· /.Ir 
Cont•,..ht1nt 

SOlll"C4' 

St.tn.J.a,-d 
lr.du1tri.1 l 
Chulflc1• 
t {c,i ,:_ "'.\tl('f'" 

. !14. . Electric power 4911" 
qen<1ration 
A) Greater than 2SMW 
b) 1,ess than 2SMW 

·SS. G<l.fl production and/ 4925 _., 
or 1nanufacturing 

!;66 Grain elevators - 5153 

st .. 

·Terminal elevators 
prlmarily engaged in 
buying and/or mar-
keting grain--in 
Special Control Areas 

n) 20,000 or more 
T/y 

b) Lass than 
20,000 T/yr 

Fuel burning equip­
ment within the 
boundries of t~e 
l>ortland, Eugene­
Springfield, and 
Medford-Ashland Air 
Quality Malntc.:12.nce 
~reas and the Sal~~ 
Uroon Growth Area••• 

4961* .. 

n) Residual oil fired, wood 
ll 250 million I 

' or more btu/hr, 
(heat input ) 

2) 5 million or 
more but less 
than 250 

• 1nillion btu/ 
hr. (heat inpul 

3) Less than 5 I 
million btu/hr' 
(heat input ) I 

b) Distillate oil fir~d 
1) · 250 million or 

' ntore btu/hr 
(heat input 

2) 5 million or 
more but less 
than 250 mil- . 
lion btu/hr, 
(he11t input ) 

25 
25 

25 

25 

~p~llcatfon 
Proce:n t 1)) • 

'"'!' 

1000 
350 

37S 

500 

·1so 

Annual 
C:rr10 l bn.::c: 
Ottcn:i.in,­

t1on f.-t" 

hes 
to bo 

~'1111 tttd 
with Ntw 

Aool 1c,t ton 

, ... 
to be 

S:.it:-i f ttcd 
wtth 

l,f-nCWJ) 
.., ,. • • 1 ... ,. 

1-000!!:.w') ~1292025 ~281-0zS 
500 {§_'SU) ~ls) 8'1-5 (2'$) 52·5 

2-25· (p~ ~78625 t60)250 

4-0o½,sq: ~1s)s;2-s {±_7:.i)42-S 

l-2S__i_7SJ 0'.o)300 @c\l-50 

(Fees will be based on 
the total aggregate he~t 
input of all boilers at 
the i:Jite.) 

fired or coal fired 
l00U.7'.;;) :.::0_,12s 25 150 l-c,c:i) 275 

~-) 

25 100 SO ~_oc), /-··"i) Fl5 ~<...-> /~2.:0 7-5 

25 25 

150 

25 25. 

l'IC'I 
tot.■ 

• Sv~~ ttc-d 
t,,fth ;.,1pl 1u• 

tto.1 to :-•.:;olfy 
P"~-. ,,. . 

1025 
375 

400 

525 

175 

175 

125 

50 

175 

50 

It f':.Xcluding hydroelectric llnd nuclc-li.r qcnc1·ating projcc.tr.;,_ c.nd .limited to utilities. 
"" x·ncluding fuel be.rninq cquip:icOt.qcncr.:ic.ing .st,~r.n1 for p:-r...:-;:::;~ or fer_ sale but t_"Xcluding 

power qcncr~tiqn (SIC .t:1911). 

Cr~t.- Mllps of these ,1rcas arc i'tttn.chcd .. · ; ..• ('<J?l.1 de!1c=iptior6::: 1:::.-:::. c~: fi!o in the Dcpartlr.cnt.. 
10n 

I 
! 



Ch.340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES --=~ 
l!OTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as tndfcated 

in addition to fees for any other applicable category. 
fn ftems 657 or 58 

.,.,, 
(C1nt1'1'11n•nt 

Wrc;r -
St.tnd•t'd 

(ftd"ltd.at 
ClJ<;1.H1u• 
tfoo f!Ptx:C 

Fuel burning equiµnent 4961°* 
outside the boundaries 
·of the Portland, 
Eugene-Springfield and 
Medford-Ashland Air 
·9.uality Maintenance 
Areas and the Salem 
Urban Growth Area. 

All-wood, coal and 
oil fired greater than 
30 X 10° BTU/hr (heat input) 

New sources not listed 
above which would emit 10 
or more tons per year of 
any air contamin~nts in-

·cluding but not limited 
to particulates, SOX, NO_, 
or hydrocarbonn, if the~ 
oource \!ere to operute 
uncontrolled. 

lie" sources not li,ited 
above which would emit 
significant malodorous 
emissions, as detonnir~d by 
DeparL'l1en.tal or Rngional 
lluthority review of sources 
which ar0 kno\'m to have 
uilllilar air contcr.dnant: 
Olllissions. 

E>:isting ·sources not listed 
~ove for which an air 
(f\lal.ity probla."U is identi­
fied by the D<,p,srtrr,ent or 
Regional Authority. 

f111no 
fee 

25 

• 

Aop1tut1oa 
. froccss1"'1 

ftf 

Jnnu•l 
Ccnolhnc;:~ 
0ct.:r~1n.a~ 

1Qt\ f 4!'~ 

(Fees will be based on 
the total aggregate 

·heat input of all 
·ooilo1:s at tho site.) 

100 

fu1 
"' be 

Su.hi.1 tt~ 
wl th ~r..r 

Aoo11c::,:10,, 

, .. , 
to be 

s.t:..:-: 1t tcd 
. wtth 

R,-nN.tl 
'"n1lk1·1co 

r«, 
to :.~ 

St.t..-,lttt-d 
With .4.r,p\ tc:.:.4 

t1ol\ to ~odtfy 
?~r- ! t 

125 

.• 

H Sources required to obtnJ.n.a permit uncl.or items 59, 60 & 61 will be auhjcct to tho 
following fee schcdule to bo applied by Department b,wed upon the anticipatod cont 
of procosn ing and ca:ipli~.nco doton:iinatJ.on. 

Ip .ii· .:: l) st. 
nodium cost 1 ; 

H!c,h cost 

\ 

Applicll.tion Prc,ceuoJ.nq Foe 

$50.00 - $200.00 
$200.00 $500.00 
$500.00 - 01,000.00 

1.nnual 
Co::nplianco 
Determination Fnc 

$50.00 - $150.00 
$150.00 $400.00 

.$400.00 - $750.00 

An nearly <>U ponniblc, npplicubl<i fo<>t< shall be conoiotont wl.th :rnurcc" of 
<dr,iilar coaiplexity uo l"J.ctod in '.r,c':>lc JI.. 

lOt 

) 



ATTACHMENT 3 

ENVIRONN1Ei\3TAL QUALITY COI\,1IVUSSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

(. ,. ,1.,:r• 

~•I. ','( !, ._' 

l';:,,,.,·.,I•, 

DCQ-4& 

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 
app;·oval, 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 l). 

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 l1ear testimony at Die hearing and meet with ·any inter·ested persons con­
cerning the proposed regulation revisions. The Department may modify its 

·proposal based upon the testimony or other information received. 

Discussion 

The fo 1101-;i ng discuss ion i nci udes a staff analysis and recommenda ti ans 
for each ,of the Task Force's recommendations. 

Section l: Minimal Sources 

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION· 

The Task Force recommended that sources ernitt"ing 1-0 TPY or less be class­
ified as rnfoirnal and minimal sources be inspected and invoiced once every five 
years. If trwre would be a problem with a minimal source, a regular permit 
wouid be issued. 
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ANALYSIS 

I 
l ,' 

! 

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 v1ith all Department regulations and free 
from malodorous emissjons 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'' shoul_d give the Department the fihal 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) l. Hardwood mills (4) 
e. Seed cleaning (20) Ill. Veneer mfg. ( l O) 
f. Ready mix concrete (70) n. Small Sawmills (75) 
g. Rock Crushers (30) .o. Small grain mills (20) 

Not a 11 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 resuHs of the Air Quality Maintenance Area studies are 
available, they may indicate some necessary changes in the permit regulations. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

., 
f 

The Department should designate some sources as minimal and these 
s0urces 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 i, dea'l ing 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 termi a ti on 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 su~stantial 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 
jears 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 permH. "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 centra1 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 renev,als 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 handle_d 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. Comp re hens i ve guide 1 i nes should be prepared for use by the 
regional offices in processing permit appliGations. I . . 

g. Regional ciffice personnel should be adequately trained so central 
office review of draft permits is not necessary. 

i 

., 
I ,' 

h. Effort should be made to reduce the quantity and volume of quarterly 
and semi-annual reports to EPA, 

A.NAL YSIS AND RJcoMMENDATION 

a. The· Departn1ent is on a program of decentra 1 i za ti on and wi 11 
continue ~~signing processing steps and ,so~rces to the regional 
offices as each office acquires the ability to handle them. 

'I 
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 com~lete record of 
the permit actions for that source. The Department should 
initiate this procedure as soon as possible. 



d. Automatic renewals should be considered by the Department. 
However, the permit format is still evolving and many renewals 
are of permits issued by CWAPA and MWVAPA. The Department is 
considering a tabular format for its permits. When most permits 
are converted to this format, renewals will be essentially auto­
matic and will reduce the manpower necessary to renew permits. 
Presently, many renewals are being drafted by the regions in. less 
than the suggested 30 day notice period. 

e. A list of sources to be handled by each regional office is· 
advantageous .because it defines responsibility for each source. 
The Department should develop these lists. in the near future. 

f. The Department is current~y 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 for:TJats. 
Additional training will be provided the regional offices. The 
training combined with the written guidelines should allow the 
gradual phase-out of the revie1~ 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' w·ith 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 cin 
the hciurs required for an average source in each source category. 

ANALYSIS 

The present schedule is based upon the relative number of hours spent 
on a·n 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. 

,, 
I 

I 
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Ttie 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 revie~ied every t110 yean. 

ANALYSIS 

The Attorney General's Office has·ruled that it would be improper 
classification or unla~1ful 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 hoursdin each category given by the Department to the Task · 
Force were estimate 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 l 00% of the cost of the permit. system. 
The 1975 Legis·lature: directed the Department to recover 50% of the cost of 
the air program whiih, according to them, would b~ approximately $538,000 
for this biennium. ,The schedule proposed by the Task Force will raise 
approximately the same amount. 

'I 
The fee schedule proposed by the Task Force is based upon the actual 

average cost of the annual c6mpliance determination inspection and as­
sociated papervmrk and overhead for each type of source. This system wi 11 
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 
to develop a fee schedule. 
to justify each individual 

adopt the 
However, 

fee. 

fee method proposed by the Task Force 
the Department should not be required 

Summary of Recommendations 

The following are recommended actions by the ~epartment as a result of 
the Task Force Report. 

1. Adopt a minimal source category. These sources to be inspected 
and invoiced once every 5 years. 

2. Increase the allowed duration of permits to ten years. 

3. Avoid adoption of minimum duration for permits. 

4. Continue decentraliiation 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
1 

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 a~ a time and place to be established 
on the proposed ame~dments. 

EGW:cs 
9/29/76 

Attachments 

LOREN KRAMER 

Commission author1ze 
to take testimony 

-

., ,. 
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July 20, 1976 
State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT Of ENVlROtlMENTAL QIJALITT. 

Mr. Loren Kramer, Director 
Department of Env i ronmen ta I Qua 1 i ty 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

lfil~®~OW~[ID 
JUL 2 2 1976 

Dear Mr. Kramer: 

The Task Force- on Air Quality Permits,. after extensive meetings 
both as a full commit tee and In subcommittee meetings., is now ready to 
report its recommendations and findings. This report is divided into 
the fol lowing 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 deter_mining fees. 
5. Proposed fee method and justification therefore. 

The fol lov,ing arc the rccomm_endat ions of the Task Force:· 

1. Minimal Sources. These ·sources in normal operatfon do not emit 
major amounts of air conta~inants. They would be chGracterized as low 
pressure heating boilers, small high pressure boilers, and other facil itlcs 
whith have low emission rates and I imited types and ·kinds of control 
equipment. T~ese sources would be generally iharacterized as being less 
than 10 ton per year sources. 

1 It is recommended that for these minimal sources that they only be 
inspected at the time that they are lnstal led and then net more than once 
every five ye'ars thereafter. The compliance fee ,,ould be charged .in the 

·year in whic~ the comp! lance check Is made. In case cif a valid complaint 
or observed violation of a source classified as minimal, more frequent 
inspections may be required by the DEQ Director. 

I 
This recommendation is made because the number of such minimal sources 

subject to an annual compliance check create _for the ·agency a costly 
administrative and a manpovier requirement that_does not yield correspond-· 
ing air,quality benefit or improvement. 

: Ho~t minimal sources use the same fuel as residences for which detailed 
emissioh data LJnd consumption data is un.Jvai lablc. Thus annual comp I irincc 
checks of ccmmercial or industrial sources provide I ittle information thAt 
could not be obtc1incd from an annu.Jl virittcry rcpcrt of the type and nmount 
of fuel consumed. Such a written report 1·1ould provide the emission in\'cn·­
tory data needed. 

~le believe ·the cibovc rccomrncnd<1tion eiill he more cost effective both 
for the agency and for the source. 
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It should be emphasized that ~1hile the ;innual 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. \fo further recommend that al 1 permits be written for a five­
year period and those for minimal sources should be rewritten for an 
indefinite periop of time. We believe tt)is wil 1 substantially reduce the 
administrative workload both in the central office and on the field staff. 

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

(2) The duration of permits will be variable, but shall not /exceed/ 
be less than five (5) years. The expiration date will be recorded­
on each permit issued. If no expiration date is shown it will be 
subject to renewal at the request of the Director. A new applica­
tion must be filed with the Department to obtain a renewal or 
modification of a permit. 

Those permits subject to 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 impa~t 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 in a 
given airshed. 

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

The conditions contained jn 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 authority which would 
require automatic termination of permits, we would suggest that a new 
Subsection "E" be added which would read: "(e) Repetition or substantial 
violations." 

In addition to the recommendation that sources less than 10 tons/year 
be Issued indefinite permits. The Committee suggests reviewing the 
program in attainment areas as to whether or not sources under 25 tons/ 
year should also be issued an indefinite permit. 

It ls 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 revie1sed 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,,ever, 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. If 
the 10 ton/year program is adopted, the DEQ wi 11 need to rear-range the times. 
for compliance checks on these sources so that they are staggered over a 5-
year period. Such a readjustment of the inspection schedule will help even 
out the biennial revenue as well as the manpower requirements of the program. 

Permit application review has occupied a substantial portion of the 
activities of the program to date. This activity should now diminish as 
substantially all outstanding permits have gone through 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 dom i n·ate ro 1 e 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 t.i ming opportune for an over­
a 11 review of the qualifications and staffing requirements in both central 
and district offices to insure that permit program needs are optimized. 

The Task Force members made a number of observations on the present 
program administration that should be helpful. 

(a) The present procedure in processing al 1 permit applications a·nd 
renewals through Portland central office shouldbe continued. This provides 
a single bookkeeping channel for handling of monies. 

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

(c) Notification of permit renewals should be sent out by computer in 
central office with~ copy to the appropriate regional office. The regional 
office should be given a limited period (not more than 30 days) to inter­
vene in the renewal process. If notice of intervention is not received by 
central office from the region within this period, the computer will proceed 
to automatically complete the 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 shal 1 be sent to the regiona·l office and 
the renewal will be completed in the field with a copy of issued permit 
to central office records. 

(d) To expedite application for new or modified air permits the DEQ 
Director should predesignate by category and subcategory each emission 
source for the purpose of automatic routing for processing purposes. It 
is felt that most new and modified perm.its should be prepared in ·the 
appropriate regional office.and only predesignated major •emission sources 
be handled by central office. 

(e) There is a compelling need for comprehensive guidelines to be 
prepared for use by regional offices in processing permit applications. 

(f) If regional office personnel are experienced and properly trained, 
there should be no need of central office review before final permit 
issuance. 

The above recommendations (a thru f) are based on the conclusion that 
the permit program is best administered by 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 distinction 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 
must be delegated to the decentralized unit, otherwise a reversion to 
centralized control is inevitable. The central office functio~ in the air 
permit program sho,~ld be 1 imited to handling nonroutine permits and keep­
ing an overview of regional office activity to assure that the regions 
are complying with, overal 1 program guidelines. 

I 

The quarterly and semi annual reports to EPA are in fact overwhelming. 
Much of the information submitted which is supposed to cover only sources 
25 tons or over in _a nonatta i nment area and 100 tons or over in attain­
ment areas, does not show any change in stat\JS from the prior report. 
Reporting to EPA only on those sources which show a change from previous 
emissions would 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 
that they are providep only with that information which they must have to 
carry out their responsibilities. 
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4. Replacement of SIC. We recommend that the use of the Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) b.e replaced b·ecause it is no longer an 
effective or equitable means of determining permit fees. At the inception 
of the program the SIC classifications were a useful tool in structuring 
a permit fee program when those permit fees were at much lower rates. Now 
that the program has become a substantial portion of the revenue base for 
the DEQ it appears that the use of the SIC classifications is not an 
equitable means of distributing the permit fee costs among the 2100 
permit holders. Major problems are created by the lack of classification 
by size of source as well as the complexi"ty 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 allocation 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 manpower 
needs in the implementation of the permit program. 

5. Proposed Fee Method. The Task Force and its subcommittees have 
spent a considerable amount of time and effort in determining an equitable 
basis for a fee schedule. Essential elements in the deliberations were 
to provide a sound basis for a fair distribution of permit costs to all 
sources and to insure that the DEQ can 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 
ascertain what activities of the DEQ are chargeable under the permit system 
established by ORS 468.065(2). The Task Force reviewed all aspects of the 
permit program of the DEQ. 

The following short review of the statute and agency activity will 
indicate the extent to which fees should be, and are being, charged: 

ORS 468.065(2) reads as follows: "The permit fees contained in this 
schedule 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 

the permit." 

The statute clearly states what activities of the Department relating 
to permits should be charged to sources as permit fees. The Department, 
in carrying out this activity is utilizing its police powers and generally, 
then, there must be a rational relationship between the regulated activity 
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and the fees charged for such regulation. Under existing permit procedures, 
the practical application of the statutory directive is as fol losis: 

(a) New permits are issued. 

(b) Modified permits are issued. Hhere 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 compliance. This program 
consists of on-site inspection and surveillance and is where the majority 
of the time and effort of the Department is spent to meet the statutory 
requirements of the permit program. 

The Task Force be] ieves that the itrms out] ined in (a) through (d) 
above are the activities for which fees may be ~,:,gitimately charged under 
the statute for permit-related activities. 

The attached Exhibit A indicates the schedule format which the Task 
Force would recommend and is based upon the average time requirements for 
each class of source as determined by the Department and which the Task 
Force believes is chargeable under the statutorily mandated permit program. 
It must br 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 purposes. Thus, Exhibit A contains no income from this activity. 

Recommendation No. 1 of this report deals with minimal sources. 
sources should be inspected only at the time they are being installed 
then only once each 5 years thereafter. This concept is reflected. in 
proposed fee schedule. 

The Task Force would like to make these further recommendations 
regarding the permit ·fee program. 

These 
and 
the 

(a) There needs to be included a prov1s1on for waiving or reducing 
fees, at the discretion of the DEQ Director, ~o any applicant for a permit 
that could demonstrate that a hardship would resLllt. Any individual actions 
by the Director under· this proposal should not materially 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 al 1 who have been concerned with the permit 
program new insight into its operations and cost. The Task Force has 
ldentifled those activities of the agency which are an integral part of 
the existing permit program v1hich are logically related to the statutory 
requirements for determining permit fees. The statutory mandates impose 
manpower time utilization re~uirements 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 
sa 1 ary 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 
erroneous figures provided by the DEQ to the Ways & Means Committee of the 
Oregon Legislature. Nevertheless, if our recommendations are implemented, 
the're 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 
Tom Gu i1 bert 
Doug MacGowan 
Chas. Schmidt 
Pete Schne 11 
Stan Sellers 
Storrs Waterman 
Gary Wildish 

Respectfully submitted, 
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TAr.LE A - .~IP. co:1Tr,:-11:i:•.:1T $0:J~C[S ,'\:IO 

' ASSOCIATED n:E SCHEDULE FOR 197 u CALEi,.JAR YE~R 

l!OTE: Persons who ~oerate boilers sl1all· include fees as indicated 
in addition to ~ees for ~ny other applicable category. 

in items !!57 or 58 

Air 
(on:.1:.:iln.fnt 

So.,::r-:::-:-

St.inJard 
Jnrl.is.:rhl 
Cl.n<SH1ca• 
l IGn tiv:;ticr 

· Seed cleaning locs.- 0723 
ted in Special Control 
Areas, Corrmercinl Ope:rcations 
only (not elsewhere included). 

Srnoke houses with 5 2013 
or more employees 

Flour and other grain 2041 
mill products in Spc'--
cial Control Areas 
ll) 10,000 o?:" more T/y 
b) Less than 10,000 

T/y 
Cereal preparv.tions 2043 
in Special Central 
Arel\H 

Blended and pn,par:ed 2045 
flour in Special 
Control l\reas 
a) ~0,000 or more T/y 
bt Los~ than 10,000 

T/y 
Prep,.rcd h,cds for 2048 
nniiw.1 B end fm:ls in 
SpocJ.al Control 
hreas 
,i) 10,000 or more T/y 
b) L<, Oil than 10,000 

T/y 
Beet sug1'r manufnc- 2063 

I! 
turing : I 

. I 

Rendering plants 2077 ;: 
I 

Coffee roasting 2095 
. I 

i 
I I 

f fl fng 
feo 

25 

25 

25 
25. 

25 

25 
25 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

App) kat 1on 
Procc:::.!.lr:J 

; e,. 

75 

75 

250 
200 

250 

250 
200 

250 
150 

300 

200 

150 

N~TE: Amounts in brackets () are 

proposed fee changes. 
' . 

S~I.S~7tl 10n 

?\ I b;iD,CD O '.'.. IV\t:.~E· TDl,.}!-J·1.El\l'L 

't-~.\...S;,'S T~j\,._f.J \t:,pDOTo0-S./'1E.J>,.R_ 

I.M,1.l l 
Co-:1rillMH:c 
Pc: ,•r~ 1 r..1 -

tlonf,~~ 

-1-513-( B ':0 

100 

300/;ns:i 
150 (11o") 

200 

.200 
100 

-300{275) 
J,SO{I\O) 

500(102~ 

-2" ~ (' 7 ,_, :, ...-~._._, 
~ ("2.?.5) 

-¼DOG 7s') 

Fez!! 

wlt:1 ';.::"' 
An:,l fc,H 1_~'!-

to b~ 
Su~r.11t td 

with 
Renc.ol 

ft.rPl i:ni,-;n 

Q_ '(5)2-f"_,u ~10)-1.-1s-

200 125 

(ss:,)5-15 i0,\ 3cc5 \.---:; 
~:£)375 (J:::{1-75 

475 225 

475 225 
325 125 

(ssgs=r-5 ( ,,.'--3-'t.-" ::..:'.l--: .:, 
(;'.e..s)ns ~~s~l-'i-5 

U6St)C25 toSc,52-5 

tso)4·1-s (' <i' 2'/-" -,-~ :r 
fSO) C2.c::G) 

l=J2?-5 (2.w).2s 

re~:; 
tot...: 

!,!.;::r,lt:cd 
~itn t..,-..~l i~.i~ 

tlo;1 t:> :-101 tf I 
P,~:-;:; It 

100 

100 

275 
225 

275 

275 
225 

275 
175 

325 

225 
(Z.2,S') 

175 

0 

,") 



ENVIRONMENT AL QUALITY .','c...;n. J'lU 

NOTE: Persons ~1ho operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 
in addition to fees for any other applicable categor"y, 

fn items 057 er 58 

-10. 

. ll, 

12. 

13. 

14. 

}!i •. 

16. 

n. 

10. 

19. 

20. · 

Air 
Centn1lnu~t 

So~i'"C!':-

Sn><lllill 
planing 

and/or 

al 25,000 or more 
bd.ft./shift 

St..1nJard 
lr\l:h.istrhl 
C1Ju1fic1-
t1o" fl.,"'.lhC'I"' 

2421 

bl Less than 25,'oOO. 
bd,ft./shift 

Hardwood mills 2426 

Shake and shingle 2429 
mills 

Mill work with 10 2431 
employees or more 

Plywood manufac- 2435 
turing 2436 
al Greater than 

25,000 sq. ft. /hr, 
3/8" basis 

bl LCHW than 
_25,000 sq/ft./hr, 
3/8" basis 

Veneer manufac- 2435 
turing only (not 2436 
elsewhero included) 

Wood pre nerving 2491 

l'nrticlcboard manu- 2492 
fncturing 

!lardbom:d 
I 

manufac- ,2499 
turing " 

;~499 Battery separator 
manufz,.cturing 

i :J 
Furniture 21nd fix .. '2511 
tures 
al 100 or more: 

employees 
b). 10 employcea or 

liiO l'."(! but los9 
than 100 
crnployocs 

5-1.S-76 . 

& 

& 

App11cH1on 
f1lfng Proccss10') 

Ff'~ f ~I! 
if 

25 150 

25 so 

25 50 

25 so 

25 125 

25 500 

25 .350 

25 75 

25 125 

25 500 

25 500 

25 75 

25 150 

25 100 

lOo 

l.nnua.1 
Ca.ip1t.tnCI 
Or:.c~fn.1-

t inl'l f-:-e 
C.9o...t.O--

ftcs 
to be 

SuM\1 tte<l 
wt th .~l':w 

.:Op')) 1.::Jt lvn 

f,ies 
to b-, 

Si.Ln-:itted 
u;1,h 

R1'."<?"'• l 
1'"pl!r-Pj'"'l'I ' . 

Mtl G:~~ I 0:so");-7; ~225 

lOO(.i75J 6_501-'75 (2CD) 1-25 

l-00 Q75J (201-1-5 lcc)12s 

l-00 Q15) 0c.soJ 1-75 t:'0 l,25 

1-00(2-?.'.0 ~$)250 ~s01-25 

500(§5'-i' ,~u1€10-zs t:s7.:_j525 
~ ·-

350(_?-c• .. --· -;, 6. 'l-z 5 ( ,,- ''3'15 
'--- ~ . . ~~ -

l-r5 (\_7,;;) , .. 2,,:n5 ,_ -· :'cd,1-so 
--- -· 

100 (flc;) (-=·.-:c: 250 -'-·- ·.'\'l-25 
·._::---; <:'.. - •• 

500 ~SC) ' ' , ' j_o,0;102s ;cc--0;s2s 

I ' fio,i)l-B25 (,~7cfi25 500\2SD) 
'- -

100 200 125 

1-25 (l75) (±SDJ 300 /006·:1-50 
'· -

100 (\_75') lc_o'):;25 (:'CD 1'·25 '~ __ , 

Ft.:!S 
to l.e 

!u~.:::lttc:1 
wt th ~pl IC.I• 

t1on to t'.::id1 fy 
:',,...--:-. i C 

175 

75 

75 

75 

150 

52~ 

375 

100 

150 

.525 

525 

100 

175 

125 



flOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 
in addition to fees for any other applicable cate!)ory. 

in i terns //57 or 

l,lr 
(ontu1n•nt 

501.:rcl' 

'l. Pulp mills, paper 
mills, and paper 
board mills 

St.1nd1rd 
lndu1t.-h I 
ChssHica­
t ton ~lv:1~(',. 

2611 
2621 
2631 

l2 •. Duilding paper and 2661 
building board mills 

:3·. Alkalies and chlorine 2812 
manufacturing 

!4. Calcium carbide 2819 
manufacturing 

,5.· 1-litric acid manufnc- 2819 
turing 

iG. Ammonia manufac­
turing 

2819 

i7. Industrial inorganic 2819 
And organic chemi-· 
calo rr:.anufaCturing 
(not elsewhere in-
cluded) 

:8. Synthetic resin 
lOanufacturing 

:9. Charcoal manufac­
_turing 

10. Herbicide manufac­
turing 

11. Petroleum refining 

i 
12. Asphalt production· 

by d.i stillation 

13. l\sphalt blowi~g 
plants 

5-15-76 

2821 

! 
2861 

2879 

2911 

'' 
2951 

I I 
I I 

' 
29~+ 

I 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

App11c.Hfon 
Proc~ss109 

ff""' 

1000 

150 

275 

300 

200 

2(10 

250 

200 

275 

500 

1000 

200 

200 

lOp 

-Ann,.i,1 l 
Ccnp i hnce -
Ottcn:lfn,1-

t fnn r ,.,. 

ftes 
to be 

Submlam 
with N~w 

Anollc..:::l.Jn 

to tif! 
S\.l,-:i1 t-..:>d 

Wl th 
Rcncw,1 l 

A.--,J t,~ t:·.n 

( / \ .' ' 
2000 ?:;L-co) ~27~3G25 '.2_!:..::...20-25 

200G1s':, ~00)4-25 (_:ccu225 

hd 
to !".a 

Sl;t.-ni :.,;.::d 
wlth .&.,:.~ 1c.i­

t1on to P..-,dtff 
p .. ....., l ~ 

175 

300 

325 

225 

225 

275 

225 

300 

1025 

225 

225 

58 ,.-) 
·•. : 

) 



~NVJl{l.JNMl"..l" .i.l"\..a.., ~u,.._,..,.,,_ ... 

IIOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indfcated 
1n addition to fees for any other.applicable category. 

in items g57 or 58 

Air 
Cont,,.in,nt ' 

So.:rct 

34. Aophaltic concrete 
paving p-lZ>nts 
11) Stationary 
b) Portable 

35. Asphalt felts and 
_coating 

36. Blending, compound­
ing or re-refining 
of lubricating oils 
nnd greases 

· 37. Gltirrn contai'ler 
wmufncturing 

3'8. Cetilont manufac:--
turing 

"3~. Redimix cor.crctc 

<io. Limo manufacturing 

41. GypHum productn 

42. Rock Crueher 
a) St:.u.tionnry 
bl Portcblc 

SUnda.rd 
IM11strhl 
Cl.JSs1fic.1-
t 1on fl:.':lber 

2951 

2952 

2992 

3221 

3241· 

. 3273 

3274 

i3275 
I 

3295 

4l, Steel works, rolling 13312 
And finiohing 1'1ills 

~ii •. Incinerators 
a} 1,000 lbs/hr. I 

' and grcnter .. 
capacity· 

b) 40 lbs/hr. to 
1,000 lbs/hr. 
capacity 

I 
I 

I 
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App11c.ttfon 
ftlfoq. . Pro,cssln•J 

fre fM 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
25 

25 

25 

25 

200 
200. 

200 

175 

200 

625 

75 

306 

150 

175 
175 

500 

300 

100 

lOq 

Annual 
Coo;,lhnc• 
Octcm1n•• 

t 1on f .-c 

r1cs 
to be 

Suhnl tt~:f 
With tit,,.. 

An-ilir..,i:ton 

Fu, 
to be 

Sutm1ttc:i 
wl th. 

Renc-w• 1 
~ .. .., 1 i,. • ,-., 

225 450 250 
2'/SQ_co:o (i?.s~ 500 ~"-8300 

, ' 
in:5~bSO~ ;,-~1275 ,,,--'°''650 '~· __ •. C,· • <._.,'-. .' 

1-00(!.1 o) .· . 
200 .1°.-" 125 ~:~_·:, , 

1-2.5(1__75~\ 1 '5.:.': 450 /- ·'\' :., 50 
··-. '-.---;-- -, J,. 

l·SO,J_-is) '.?c: ,.325 ~::,~ 175 

ioo /y1.c, 1- f4-,.s··~oo r-:0 ,· 22s 
' \ .. 

-2.50 ('.(',I::., /"S:c,c;450 j.2.·:):n.s 
I '.'-,--',. '1·-·, ~·• 350\j"C.Oj 1.:[LC:-::.,815 /~,-~•~/3·r!J 

2006::zs) <so6.:,s2s C!0o' 2"25 

"50@5J ~\1:;jl-?-5 Q10:i1s-

.-u, 
'to l,I 

$.i..::r.~ ttc-j 
wi t!i ,'.,;v;l 1.:d.• 

tion to ~.'.l:!lf/ 
p,...,.. t t 

225 
225 

225 

200 

225 

• 
650 

100 

325 

175 

200 
2(10 

525 

325 

125 
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,B. 

9. •. 

;o. 

,1. 

2. 
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,iOT£: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 1n i terns 1157 or 53 
in addition to fees for any other applicable category. 

l'eu 
to bl! 

A !I'" 
cOnt•11fn•nt 

~ourc~ 

Gray iron 
foundries 
Malleable 

· foundries 

and steel 

iron 

'Steel invest.~ent 
founcries 
Steel foundries not 
elsewhere classified 
a) 3,500 or more 

. T/y production 
b) Less than 3,500 

·-::/y production 

Primary aluminum 
production 
PP-\Mt\R'1 ·sN\E\...T\J0.~ OF 
~\gC..Of.J\VM,_ o_R, 1-l._p..i:,::J.J\\Jf'I"\ 

Prir.i.ary staelting and 
refining of ferrous 

Sun.iu-.:! 
lndt.1!;trlo 1 
ClJ~strlc.!• 
tior, •;1..,hr1" 

3321 

3322 

3324 

3325 

3334 

::,33 '\ 

3339 

and ~or.fe!'.'rous r.ietals 
not elsewhere classi-
fied 
a) 2,000 or more 

T/y prcduction 
b) Less than 2,000 

T/y product·ic,n 

Secondary lead 3341 
smelting 

· I 
Uon ferrous ~~eta ls 3361 
Foundries 3362 

Electroplating, 3471 

p:,lishing a:1c. ano-
I; ~izinq with 5 or 

more employe1:!s ii 
I 

Galvz.nizing und. pipe 3479 
coating--excledc all 

,, 
I 

other activities ;1 

I 

Battery manufac- 3691 
turing 

Grain elevators - 4221 
• intcrmcdi.at'2 storage 
only, loc2.tcd in 
.Sf)r:?C ia 1 Cont.rel. 
Arca~; 
.i l 20,000 or t:\O!:"C 

'I'/y 
bl . Le s.r; t:la.r:. 20,oco 

7/y 5.1~-76 

fl lln? ,,. 

25 

25 

25 

( 2.-s-) 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

Applfc.atfon 
Procenir,g 

f ,.~ 

500 

125 

1000 

(560b) 

500 

100 

225 

125 

100 

100 

125 

175 

100 
lOr 

Fen 
to ti, 

Subm1 ttcd 
wl th :.ew 

Sulrnltti::d 
with 

R~nc-,.,, 1 

An11uAl 
-CC,Mpl l,1nc1 
Cdcn:t1ru­

r:1t:n r .. e . .",~pl icHi.:.n 

4GO @:.S1J G_75mS ~75),i.v.; 

200 (?,2s"; ~:s)3.so (3.s-02-cS 

2-000 f:z:2ro) ~2-,5>o?Se2-~5 

{;c2.c,O) l,ns'l (.222- 5) 

~•=) ,\lZ,S) 8-75 (\1c-:":3:-;--5 - ~. 

. :/5.:,Q;I :5::) 1~-e:.;· · 200 (: . 
'- .,I • '-· 

;;__,;·.: 1,00 

2so'---;) . -~-,~ ~2i/) S"Oo f.~~-:~:.2~1-s 

~00/:.2.s') 
~ 

tc,5;35 0 Cc5~i225 

1oa-l.J..7C) to.~\-,-, 5 /-.-0 115 
:,_.J1,,.N \..:=..--·, 

3.-5.0 (~ '75') t',DO) c/5 (0'C)l-'t5 

-HiOG,'-SJ Cs,<; 300 f?!:c).-7 s 

. 

-4-00"-2s0 (~2>600 _,_, -,, ~ 

c , . '.('.;)'!25 

-1-25 (]7 :;) (~u.i)250 (;,u.::i.so 

rees 
to t, 

~uL.111 ::c-d 
with Ai1ol i-::.!­

tion to '1:.i!Hy 
p,.rmit 

525 

150 

1025 

(._s-02. s-) 

• 
525 

125 

250 

150 

125 

125 

l50 

200 

~2S 

=) 

" ' .,) 

r 



., 
'. 

:, 

54. 

-ss. 

!16. 

51~ 

-

1n i!IQQll.llln Lll I t:C:> 
. ' 

StanJ,!"d 
1,1, lr.duitrbl 

Cont••in1n't thufflca• 
so ... rcit t fo11 t:_ ~bcr 

.Electric'power 4911* 
gcneration 
a) Greater than 25MW 
b) Less than 25MW 

Gae production and/ 4925 -

or manufacturing 

Grain elevators - 5153 
·~crminal elevators 
primarily engaged in 
buying and/or mar­
teting grain--in 
Special Control Areas 

a) 20,000 or more 
T/y 

b) Loss than 
20,000 T/yr 

Fuel burning equip­
l.!ent within the 
boundries of t~e 
Portland, Eugcne­
Springfield, and 
Medford-Ashland Air 
Quality Maintenance 
J,rcv.s and the Sale.'tl 
Urbnn Gro'>'lth Area*e* 

4961*" 

iur au7 u -.ui.:1- ~pp111..au1t; L.c.1 Lt..:VU' y. rc.s 
frcs to bl 

AnnuA.1 to bo S"Jt:"'11 t trd 
Ap;,11cat1on Crr.1p1i.::n.::c ~M'lt tt..d with 

filing Proccnin-J· Dl!ttn'11n•• wt th Ntw l.11!'11C't,1.)1 , .. ,- '"' t1on f"t-f' Ano Hotton ' .... t ... ,. 

25 1000 1noo(1100') '.~12':')2925 ~zs-)l-025 
25 350 500 {fi_SUJ f2 Z."") 8"7-5 (::7~ 525 

25 375 2-25·(.ps) ~78625 ~cg)25-0 

25. 

25 

500 

··150 

4-00~5~ 875)9'2-5 fi:_,5)4-25 

1-W-2,7,;'i l_;,2:i)300 (E0 :iso 

(Fees will be based on 
the total aggregate hc~t 
input of all boilers at 
the nite.) 

v.) Residual oil fired, 
. l) 250 million 

1 or more btu/hr 
(heat input ) 

wood fired or coal fired 

2) 5 million or 
tn0re but less ' 
than 250 
million btu/ 
hr. (heat inpul) 

3) Less than 5 
million btu/hr' 
(heat input ) ! 

b) Distillate oil fired 
l) 250 million or 

' 

2) 

n1ore btu/hr 
(heat input ) 
S million or 
more but less 
th,m 250 mil- . 
lion btu/hr. 
(hcz.t input l 

25 1S0 

25 100 

25 25 

150 

25 25 -25{)5) 

tut 
to ta 

· Sv!),,l! ttc-d 
,-tlh ;. 11pl tr;;i.-· 

t1o:i to :•'.:.oti,1 
p,,.,.... t,. 

1025 
. 375 

400 

525 

175 

175 

125 

so 

175 

50 

" F..xcluding hydroelectric and nuclear qene1:ating project::;,. c.nd .limited to utilities. 
01.t :in~luding fuel bt..:rninq cquii:-.---nen't· gcncr.:ic.ing .St(!Nll tor p:-c..:::~J3 or fer sale but excluding 

power qeneration (SIC 4911). 
••~ 0 M.op:1 of these areas arc ,ittnched. · ;;:.cqal de,ic=iptior.::: ,:~::, ,~.: ii1u in the Dcpi.<rt1r.cnt. 

10n 

I 

' 
I 



------------
HOT£: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated 

. in addition to fees for any other applicable category. 
1n items 057 or 58 

f'us r«l 
f 1ie1 to be to !.t-

5t.Jndud lnt\Ull to be S-J:..:-:1ttt:d St..t.-; I ttM 
·A1f" fOO..,t.td~1 Aor,t1ut1ca C'1'1D1hncit Subm.1tt~ . w1th wtth Ariol 1c::• 

"\ 
I ., 

(Gl\t1'lltn,1nt C1Jti1f1c,.. f11fng f'roccU-h"19 Ot"t.:rc:1n.a... wtth ~l!"" Rt-nc-w,11 tto11 tQ ~od1t'y 
__ __..,:.O,,,.f_._._. __ ~==•-------L-,fu,OD,.._.,f! .. ;;J,.rx,..._r ___ fu<.J<.. ___ _,__f,ct'-'-----'-'-jo'-'n!..!..ft,.:<~-,,-•.;.P_P_ll-'c-•;;..:1.;.o.,;.n_.,. • ._.,!.I.J.l;.J.;.J.lUll.,.__.::_>:;•~~f.;._t ___ _ 

Fuel burnJng equiµnont 49616 * 
outside the boundaries 
·of the Portland, 
Eugene-Springfield and 
Medford-Ashlru,d Air 
·9.uality Maintenance 
Areas and the Salem 
Urban Growth Area. 

All-wood, coal and 
oil fired greater than 
30 x 106 BTU/hr (heat input) 

Uew sources not listed 
above which would emit 10 
or more tons per year of 
any air contamin~nts_in-

. eluding but not lmited 
t.o particulates, sox, NO:.: 
or hydrocarbonn, if the 
oource \!ere to operute 
uncontrolled. 

Uew sources not listed 
above which wnuld emit 
significant maloc1orou9 
emisnions, as dctonnir~d by 
Oeparunental or Rngional . 
Authority review of source1s 
which aro knovm to have 
Eimilar air conte..~inant 
omissions. 

Existing ·sources not linted 
l!bove for which an air I 
quality probla-u is identi"". 
fied by the Dep,:.rtr.",ent or ' 
F.egional Authority. 

25 

(Fees will be baned on 
the. total .aggregnte 
heat input of all 
·boilers at the site.) 

100 125 

H Sources n,quired to obtD.ir, .a permit uncl.or items 59, 60 & 61 will be oubjcct to tho 
following fee schc,dule to Ibo ,,ppliod by Department b.o.~ed upon the anticipatod COllt 
of proce,w ing llnd ca:i,:,li;anco dc,torninatJ.on. 

Lo,,t .:osL 
llodiu.m cost 
ll.lqh cost 

' 

Api:,licv.tion Prc,c-,noinq Foe 

$50.00 - $200.00 
$200.00 - $500.00 
$500.00 - $1,000.00 

1.nnual 
Co:npllanco 
Detcrminntion Fr:c 

$SO.DO - $150.00 
Sl5o,oo 5400.co 

.$400.00 - $750.00 

/'.fl 11oarly 110 porwible, npplicnbh, for,tJ nhall be conaiotont with :iourccfl of 
· cJroi.lar co.,nple:d.ty ,w l;ictod in Tnhl,a A. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Conl,iins 
\((;cycled 
h'\vteric1\$ 

DEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item G, November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting. 

Public Informational Hearing (continued) Martin Marietta 
Aluminum Proposed Change in Air Pollution Control System. 

At the October 15, 1976 Public Informational Hearing, regarding 
Martin Marietta's (M. M.) proposed change in its air pollution control 
system, the EQC directed the Department to further investigate the air 
quality benefits of adding an S02 control system to the proposed primary 
dry scrubber. Also, the EQC directed the Department to further explore 
the feasibility and economic impact of requiring such control with M. M. 
and EPA. A public hearing on a proposed permit was scheduled for the 
November 19, 1976 EQC meeting on the assumption these analyses would be 
rapidly completed and point towards a resolution of the issue. 

Immediately following the October 15 meeting the Department re­
quested M. M. to provide specific projections of air quality impact in 
the elevated orchard terrain, with and without a 70% efficient S02 
scrubber. Also, M. M. was requested to provide a detailed economic 
analysis of various possible air and water pollution control schemes. 
EPA was requested to provide documentation on the technical feasibility 
of achieving 70% S02 control at their projected cost of $400,000. 

Complete and documented responses from M. M. and EPA have not been 
received as of November 10, 1976. While several discussions and con­
ferences have been held with M. M. and EPA on this matter it appears M. 
M. will not submit its complete response until the week of November 15. 
EPA has indicated the earliest their North Carolina Headquarters can 
respond is November 12. This response will be verbal with documentation 
to follow the week of November 15. Since only a few days would be 
available to digest this material, and prepare a proposed permit there 
would be at best a couple days for the public, the EQC and M. M. to 
consider the Departments proposed action. This time is considered very 
inadequate notice to prepare a response on this major issue. 

Since EPA needs similar information to that requested by the De­
partment to make their final determination on the significant deterior­
ation issue, they have indicated they will very likely use a 30 day 
extension privilege from their present November 26 action date. It 
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would appear that this matter should be able to be resolved at the next 
(December 20, 1976) EQC meeting, which would keep Federal and State 
regulatory action on generally a uniform time schedule. 

While the feasibility and economic impact of so2 control has not 
been resolved as yet, it appears that it has been identified as the one 
and only real issue to be resolved. 

New modeling of air impacts in the orchards by M. M. has indicated 
that two models appear to produce reasonable agreement with present 
levels and could be used to predict the benefits of adding an S02 
scrubber. In using these models, one shows little benefit while the 
other shows a benefit in proportion to the emission reductions achieved 
by the scrubber control (identical to the analysis portrayed by DEQ in 
the October 15, 1976 report to the EQC). The Department believes the 
latter model would better portray reality since it uses poor ventilation­
inversion type meteorological input which is very similar to actual 
meteorology that occurs when highest levels have been recorded in the 
orchards. The other model, while also producing impacts similar to 
present measured values, is not generally considered applicable to 
elevated terrain and uses moderately high winds which are not typical of 
conditions causing highest measured impacts. The fact that it produces 
results close to reality may be merely a coincidence, and the applicability 
of using a model with unrealistic input data must be highly questioned. 

In summary, the issue of air quality benefit of a S02 scrubber 
appears to the Department to be resolved in support of the position that 
such a scrubber will lessen S02 air quality impact in the orchards in 
proportion to the emission reductions achieved. Again, it should be 
reiterated that the projected S02 impacts in orchards, with or without 
the scrubber, are well below State and Federal air quality standards. 

Directors Recommendation 

Based on the above expected time schedule for receipt of requested 
information it is the Directors recommendation to schedule a public 
hearing on a proposed permit before a hearing officer on December 9, 
1976 and bring the matter before the EQC for final resolution at its 
December 20, 1976 meeting. 

JFK:ds 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Coritc1ins 
kecyc!P.d 
Mated,-ih 

DEQ-46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

November 18, 1976 

Subject: Executive Summary of Correspondence Offered for Hearing on 
Martin Marietta Proposal 

The following persons have written the Department or Commission 
since October 15 to express their views on the application by Martin 
Marietta to modify their control system at The Dalles plant. 

An attempt has been made to briefly summarize the views. The 
letters will be available to the Commission at the November 19 hearing. 

Writer 
Ms. Barbara Bailey 
Date 
November 10 
Position 

The writer opposes any but the most efficient methods of keeping 
so2 and fluorides out of her air, contends that The Dalles area is a 
poor area for natural cleansing of pollutants, particularly in fall 
and winter, and contends the area is shown by research to be so2 
sensitized already. Also it was urged that no further reduction 
plants be located in the Columbia Gorge. 

Writer 
Mrs. Charles L. Best 
Date 
October 23, 1976 
Position 

The writer cites already high pollution caused most blatantly 
by Martin Marietta as reason to deny an increase in emissions. 



Writer 
Mr. William Boismier 
Date 
October 21 
Position 

- 2 -

The writer opposes an increase in so2 emissions. 

Writer 
Ms. Kathleen T. Buhl 
Date 
November 1, 1976 
Position 

The writer cites present levels of pollution and the attendant 
haze and odor as reason for her disturbance at the agency's even 
considering the plant's proposal. The fourfold increase envisioned 
is argue to be both frightening and infuriating. 

Writer 
Walter K. Buhl, M.D. 
Date 
October 25 
Position 

The writer opposes the requested change as potentially disastrous, 
contrary to considerations of health, safety, and aesthetics. He feels it 
overlooks the fact that SO2 and resultant sulphurous acid cause 
the oxidizing actions that eat away stone buildings and marble 
statutes, contribute to photochemical smog, and give air an acrid 
odor in the industrial east. The writer questions why accidents at 
the plant are not financially punished. (This and other questions 
were referred to the public affairs section). 

Writer 
Mrs. Hubert Carl 
Date 
October 22 
Position 

The writer opposes increased emissions, citi_ng burning eye 
irritatiqn; damage to vegetables, and an increase in cancer. Also, 
she asks investigation of a report (from a reportedly good source) 
that the scrubbers are presently opened up at night. 

Writer 
Mr. J. Thomas Coats and Ms. Phyllis Coats 
Date 
October 25 
Position 

The writer argues that air quality for residentsof The Dalles 
is already poor, damaging to health and crops, and more important 
than Martin Marietta's pocket book. 



Writer 
James H. Cogswell, M.D. 
Date 
October 26 
Position 
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The writer opposes an increase in emissions in an area of known 
inversions and potential for new sources in the future. 

Writer 
Dallesport Vegetable Growers Association 
Date 
October 29 
Position 

The writers oppose any increase in S02 emissions, regret that 
two other factories may soon be built, and claim present SO2 levels are 
damaging to crops and threatening their livelihood. 

Writer 
Ms. Wendy Donnell 
Date 
October 25 
Position 

The writer calls for the addition of a wet scrubber after the 
proposed dry scrubber and urges the Commission to weigh the costs 
of additional air pollution on crops, health, etc., against the cost 
of the abatement equipment. Also, she indicates a willingness to 
pay higher prices for aluminum products rather than suffer dirtier 
air. 

Writer 
Mr. Joseph Douthit and Ms. Marion z. Douthit 
Date 
October 22 
Position 

The writers are farmers who fear increased pollution from either 
The Dalles or Goldendale plants would be disastrous for farming and 
cause a "catbox" smell such as Albany has. 

Writer 
W. Edel 
Date 
October 21 
Position 

The writer opposes any increase in S02 and is skeptical of the 
company's impact projections. He objects to the present foul smell 
that permeates the area. He argues further that ten or more "accidents" 
each month should not be tolerated. 

Writer 
Mr. Merwin Henble 
Date 
October 25 
Position 

The writer asks that emissions, already bad enqugh, be kept at 
a reasonable level. 



Writer 
Ms. Joan Hudson 
Date 
October 22 
Position 
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The writer opposes increased emissions. 

Writer 
David S. McDaniel, M.D., P.C. 
Date 
November 5, 1976 
Position 

The writer opposes any increase in so2 emissions on the ground 
that there are already many incidents of respiratory illness, parti­
cularly among school children in the Dallesport which is in the main 
path of dispersion. The writer states his position to be fortified both 
by the possibility that a zirconium plant may soon join existing 
polluters and by the unique susceptibility of The Dalles airshed to 
severe and frequent inversions. 

Writer 
Mr. and Mrs. C.B. McGarvie 
Date 
October 29, 1976 
Position 

The writers oppose an increase in pollutants from the plant, 
contend the plant has been responsible for decreases in air quality 
since 1970, and cite increased pollution from the Portland area and 
the potential contributions of a new zirconium plant as reasons not 
to allow greater pollution by the plant. 

Writer 
Ms. Jan Melins 
Date 
October 20 
Position 

The air in The Dalles around the writer's home is reported to 
be odorous and inducive to throat soreness. The writer finds it 
ironic that the doors and windows must be shut as though her home in 
its woodsy setting were actually in the city. 

Writer 
Mr. George B. Moon 
Date 
October 26 
Position 

The writer opposes increased SO~ or other pollution, favors 
decrease from present levels, complains of 16 poor air quality days 
during October, encloses a photograph, argues the plant 1 s attempts to 
economize should not be at public expense, contends the plant's detri­
ments in energy consumption and pollution outweigh its benefits to the 
community, offers his land on a 900 foot promontory for a monitoring 
station, and compliments the Chairman's handling of the October 15 

EQC. 



Writer 
Ms. Linda B. Omeg 
Date 
October 22 
Position 

- 5 -

The writer reports that during Fall and Winter inversions the 
present emissions often are trapped in the area and force her to keep 
her small son inside with doors and windows shut. She feels increased 
emissions would be unthinkable. 

Writer 
Mr. Michael T. Peterson 
Date 
October 25 
Position 

The writer calls upon his experience in southern California to 
deduce the presence of smog in The Dalles. He urges that no increase 
be permitted lest The Dalles become a miniature Los Angeles. 

Writer 
Ms. Anne Radford 
Date 
October 22 
Position 

The writer questions the claim that present emissions are low 
andurges strict controls. 

Writer 
Ms. Lucy B. Rice 
Date 
October 23 
Position 

The writer opposes increased emissions and argues that an 
increase, coupled with proposed new sources,would make life un­
bearable in Mill Creek Valley. 

Writer 
Bruce Schwartz, M.D. 
Date 
October 25 
Position 

The writer opposes Martin Marietta's proposal as it would increase 
annual S02 emissions from 570 to 1900 tons when adding additional 
equipment would mean only a 5% increase in so2 . The writer adds that 
The Dalles already has an increasingly serious air pollution problem 
in a uniquely susceptible airshed. The Commission is urged to be 
skeptical of the applicant 1 s economically self-serving testimony 
and to place environmental-aesthetic concern above economics. It 
was added that the plant should be required to accomplish both goals of 
clean air and clean water. 



Writer 
Mrs. Robert Stover 
Date 
October 25 
Position 

- 6 -

The writer opposes an increase in emissions and finds The Dalles 
threatened by big industry in both Oregon and Washington. 

Writer 
Mr. Harold 0. Talbot 
Date 
October 24 
Position 

The writer says it would be a grave mistake to permit the plant 
to increase so2 or any other pollutants. 

Writer 
Mr. Vernon B. Tenneson 
Date 
September 16, 1976 
Position 

The writer opposes increased S0 2 emission. He argu~s present levels 
are too high and are responsible for 30% reduction in his cherry crop 
of 1976. He contends that the atmospheric moisture and S02 act 
together to destroy cherry crops by killing pollen. 

Writer 
Mrs. W.R. Wiley 
Date 
October 21 
Position 

The writer opposes increased emissions and the attendant increase 
in smog visible from most of the homes in The Dalles. 
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MEMORANDUM 

From: 

Subject: 

Director 

Agenda Item G, November 19, 1976 Meeting 

ADDrnnui1 - PllflLIC INFORMATIOW\L HEARrnG (continued)' 
M.ARTI1,-i'i/\lUETTA AI.U11HIUil .. 1'1,0POSED CIIP.HGE IN Arn 
POLLUtION CONTROL SYSTEM 

The following i11fonTiation has been received since preparation of 
the original staff report for this raeeting. 

Public Co111rr:ent 

·,he Department's liciiri ngs offi ccr has prGse.nted a sunm1ary of 
several citizens letters on t!1is st1bject to the EQC. ·rhe majority 
of comnents 11ere U,dt uir pollution ·including haze and odors in The 
Dalles was already at unGcceptabl2 levels and that Martin-Marietta 
should not be allov,ed to incrr!asc, Hs so2 emissions. The !Jepartmrmt 
should point out that at the maxim11m projected S02 increases,S02 levels 
in The Dalles would be well below the level at which SOz odor can b2 
detected. In regard to haze some of the additional S02 •,1ill likely 
convert to sulfatf, pa.rticulate in the atmosphcxe p«rt·icularly u:1der 
stagnant air mass conditions. This would add to the haze problem. 
Gc1.lcul,ii;ing the exact increase in /1ue would be question<1lile b2cause 
of many vc.riables involved (i .,e. rGactior. rate, moisture, reesonance . 
time and 1ir2sence of catalyzing a9cnts). Based en present informc:tion; 
the increase would be m2asurable and probably on ti12 order of 10% of 
worst days. 

EPA Scrubber Cost Data 

EPA has verbally·indicated that their research shows their original 
$(040,000 cost estimate for a 70% effluent S02 scrnbber is too lo•,1. They 
indicate n::,; cost figun,s vary from 1 to 4 nrill ion doll,ll's depending 
on the typG of system chosen. EPA Region X staf;" indicnte that a 
s imp 1 e pa.eked tower scrubl;r,r 1-1ith caustic treatment and once through 
water designed at 95% efficiency could cost as little as $1 to $1.5 
million fot' the comp],,te system. \./uter d·isch,.1rge to the Columbia 
within EPA limits would be possib'le 1-rith only c1cid neutral·izc1tion. 
The higher capital cost estimates from EPA headquarters staff are 
based on systems prcscn-cly in opor:1tion. Fun viritten docurnentc1tion 
from EPA was received on Thursday, ifovcrnber 18, and is attached 
(,~ttuchmcnt ·1), 



2. 

EPA Economic Analysis 

EPA's Region X economist has conducted a fairly detailed 
ecomonic analysis of Martin Marietta's financial condition and the 
economic impact to Martin Marietta of installing S02 control. A 
copy of this report is attached. (Attachment 2) 

This report concludes (in part): 
''Martin-Marietta's disposable cash flow of about $100 
million a year, its 1011 (for the aluminum industry) debt 
to equity ratfo, and its Ban bond rating indicate that 
it would have no problem in financing the relatively 
minor sums required for air pollution control at The 
Dalles. The plant at The Dalles is believed to generate 
at least $6 to $8 million a year of cash f101·1, sufficiEnt 
to absorb tl1e incremental air pollution control costs of 
wet scrubbing (roughly $1 million a year before tax impact) 
without major damage to its competitive condition." 

Also, "Although Martin-i:arietta can afford to install a v1ei; 

scrubber, the addition would impose a distinct competitive 
disadvantage, in that no other plant in the industry is 
likely to face that particular cost. 

Mart'in-M 01r·ietta Econo,nic An~sis 

M,1rtin Mctrietta submitted their econom·ic anulysis on \·!ednesd,,y, 
No1·emucr ·17. (Attuchm2nt 3) This ana·lysis indicates that of all' 
the alternatives considered, the co'llpany' s proposal of just inst,,'J l i11g 
the dl'Y scrubber is the only one that produces a posit"ive c:nnual 
cash flo\': (ctpprox·irno.tcly $300,000). A c'learel" pictur-e of tl1e econom·ics 
is obtained when considering that Martin M~rietta is incurring a 
significant annual cost to operate its existing air pol·lution control 
systems. Considering present conditions plus elimination of the 
primary scrubber waste water as a base, Martin Marietta's economic 
analysis indicates that Hart·in tc:arietta 's proposal of installing thr. 
dry scrnbher only \'/Ould benefit the company approximilte·ly $1.5 mi11"ion_ 
annually (comparison of Case 4 with Case 6, Table 2). Addition of even 
the most expensive est·irnated so2 scrubber 1·1ith efficiencies appro«ching 
95% would in effect reduce the economic benefit of installation of the 
dry system from $1.5 million to ctbout $0.8 to $1.0 million (comparison 
of Case 5 with Case 6, Table 2). 

Summary_ 

Based on information received as of Thursday November 18, with still 
some documentation expected to be received and analyzed shortly, it 
appears: 

1. Increases in Martin Marietta's S02 emissions as a result of the 
company's proposa·1 1·1ould not cause state or federal air quality 
standards to be t'Xceeded nor appear to pose a danger to sensitive 
vegetation in the crnnmun'ity. (l-1i1ximum concentration in orchard 
would be 15% of state air o,ua.lity standards.) 
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3. 

2. An so2 scrubber after the proposed dry scrubber 1,oul d appear to 
offer a benefit of reducing the so2 levels in the orchard areas 
in proportion to the e:ni ss ion reduction ach i eve;d. Impact on 
additional haze \'IOUld also be :nin-imized or eliminated by the 
S02 scrubber. 

3. Best available so2 control for application at Martin Marietta 
appears to range from 70 to 95% effluent at costs from $1 - $4 mil 1 ion 
a year. From a conservative standpoint and with some similai 
actual installations data for support, costs closer to the high 
range projected and efficiencies closer to the low range sl1ould 
be used in evaluat"ing economic feasibility. 

4. Economic analysis indicates that requiring addition of even the 
most expensive SOz wet scrubber id2ntified would reduce the 
potential economic benefit to the company from installing the· 
dry scrubber from $1 .5 mill ion to $0.8 to $1 mill ion. In other 
1,ords the profitability of the company's proposal i',ould be 
reduced by about l /3 or $500,000 i,.nnua l ly. 

5, Martin Marietta's financial profitability is consid2r2cl the best 
among the big four alu:11in~rn producers and its cash fl0 1.-1 is 
considered sufficient to absorb so2 scrubber costs without major 
damage to its cor;1petitivc conditiori. 

6. Tl1e issL1e 110w 2ppears to focus on \;hether l·lartin r~arictta 1 s 
potential ·increased profitability by going to the dry :;cruhber 
should be cuxta'ileci by c;bcut l/3 ($500,000 ,•1w1.;ally) for the 
sake of prcvrnting i'i srnal l d,,grndc11:ion to cr'iticc.l por'Lior,s 
of The Dillles airshecl. The preccclrncc of singl i1,g out /·'.,Ttin 
Marietta as the only alu1winurn plant to impcsc such so 2 controls 
must also be considered. 

Conclusion 

The Department must still fully analyze a considerable a:nount of j~st 
received highly tochnicc;l information before making a reccnI,,er,dat·ion on 
this matter. A Department reco:m1end.ition must be reached during the 
\'leek of lfovember 22 in order to have a pi'Oposed permit ava'ilablc, for 
a proposed public he2r'ing before a hearings officer on Deccrnber 9. The 
EQC will also need time to review and consider information and 
testimony before taking fin,\l action on the Depa1·tment's recommendations 
at its December 20, 1976, meeting. 

The most applicable rule to resolving this issue appears to 
be OAR 20-001 regarding requirrn1ents for Highest and Best Treatment 
and Control and the interpretation of the rules in light of 
ident'ified economic and environmental impacts. A copy of OAR 20-001 
is attached (Attachment 4), 
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ENVIRON/Af:dTAI. PROTECTION 

REGION X 

1200 SIXTII AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

_ /41'-7:;/1r#lPtd'1v.r 
A G E t'>. - Y ;;.,/;.,._. /c 

lfFlY TO 
.ATIH Ofa H/S 329 

(. 

r. 
November 11·, 1976 

l:lr •. E.J. Weathersbee 
Administrator 
Air Quality Division 
Oregon Department of Environmental 

. Quality 
1234 Southwest Norrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Jack: 

As you requested in your letter of October 29, I have atte,apted a 
quicl~ econo.:tic assessment of the so 2 reduction requireraents being 
considered for the Hartin-tlarietta plant at the Dalles. · 

I must apologize for the superficial nature of the ar,alysis. !,either 
the tine nor the data av;c1ilnble. permitted o more polish~d effort. I11 
particular, this one suffers fror.i the absencq of the specific c.ost 
estimates being prepnred concurrently by Region X engineers an<l by 
Rese·arch Triangle Park. It is 1:1y opinion, hm:cver, that neither 
reliable cost estir.:.~tcs nor financial statements for the plant i:oul<l 
chanse the general conclusions of the analysis. The relationships 
are such that even a considerable range. of error will not cause a 
fundamental change in consequences. 

I hope that these mate.rials are responsive to your needs and will 
be of some use. Please regard them as technical economic analysis 
and not as EPA policy statements, 

Sincerely, . 

. Mr- ,~ c_•_, _ 
Robert L. Coughlin 
Regional Economist 

Enclosure 

~taci.: OI' u;.:-~~ 1 

, -r-At< 1 ME.!'fl uF H1vrno11H:i£NL;L :;;.:1H., 1 

·-·-----'-•"---~~ 
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Conclusions 

1) Martin-Harietta is a minor factor in·the aluminum industry; 

but the firm's size, financial stren[;th and the inter,rated nature of its 

aluminum operations make it fully competitive with the major producers. 

Aluminum provides a significant component of corporate revenues, and a 

disproportionately high share of profits. Profitability of the almoinum 

operations is dependent on business cycle fluctuotions; so Nartin-~b.rietta 1 s 

diversification provides earnings stability that larger competitors may 

lack. 

2) Although the maximum capital outlay required by wet scrubbing 

would be no more than a 73% increment to the investment in dry sCruLbing 

proposed by the plant, the maximum addition to production cos ts; iir,posc,d 

by the added fenture would be cbout a 200/i increrr.ent over dry scru11bing 

alone, a result of the abs.ence of offsetting materials recovery ef:fect!3 

in wet scrttbl1inB· Total air pollt1tio11 control costs per pound of output 

,,wuld amount to .:i.bout one. cent if both t:!:"enLr:::r~at modes ,;•;cLe en:ployc~<l. 

3) Hartin-llarictta's disposc,blc cash flow of about $100 million a 

yenr, its low (for the aluminum industry) debt to equity rntio > and 

its Baa bond rating indicate that it would have no problem in financing 

.t.he relativc,ly minor sums required for air pollution control at The Dalles, 

The plant at The Dalles is believed to gcne;:ate at least $6 to 8 million 

a year of cash flow, sufficient to absorb the incrcmc,ntal air pollution 

control costs of wet scrubbing (roughly $1 million a year before, tax 

impact) without major damage to its compc,titive condition. 
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4) Althou!lh H.:n:tin-Harietta can afford to install a wet scr'~bb.er, 

.the addition would impose a distinct competitive disaclvantar,e, in that 

no other plant in the industry. is likely to face that particular co,;t. 

No enviroI1I:1ental benefits are ascribed to S02 reduction in this case, 

so the efficiency of the investment is most questionable. There are also 

adverse incentive effects to be anticipated from a policy of inhibiting 

a producer from adopting a more efficient abatement technolosy solely 

because of the loss of collateral reductions obtained by a prior abate­

ment system: such a policy should cause _unwillinr,ness to attempt abate­

ment until acceptable treatment methods are frozen into resulat:/,on so 

that the discliarser is protected by uniform requirements. 
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1. Background 

Althoui:;h Hartin-Harietta is a minor factor in the alum1num industry-­

its two Columbia River plants provide just over 4% of domestic primary 

aluminum capacity--it is a sound and thorou,;hly competitive component of 

that industry. 

Martin-llarietta's aluminum operations are fully integrated. Bauxite 

is supplied from the Republic of Guinea by 20% 01med Jlalco !lining Company. 

Alumina is produced at a wholly owned plant of 375,000 toas per year cap,ic­

ity in St. Croix, Virgin Islands for shipment to primary reduction plants 

at The Dalles, Oregon ancl Goldendale, Washington. (The Goldendale plant, 

capacity 105,000 tons per year, produces only ingot. The Dalles plant, 

capacity 90,S00 tons per year, performs some pr.elirn.inc1ry shapine as ·well 

as ingot production.) fabrication is perforr.ieci ct 1aills in TorrancL\, 

Califc-rni<l (extrusions, forzin0.:.1, other mill proJucts) an<l Lc~•:isport, 

Kentucl:y (rollinc mi 11, 'Sheets, plate.). Altliounh substant:ia1. trnnsporta-­

tio.n charr;c-:s nre. implicit in the 1didcly di.f;tributc.<l production chain, such 

costs arc the norm fo!:' the industry, Hater transportation is utilized 

exclusively through ingot production; and low tnriff rail shipment is 

utilized to bring the raw metal closer to ultimcite markets for fabrication. 

Unit transport;ition c~sts can be only slightly greater than· for llississippi 

Valley procluccru; ancl .nny disadvantage that there may be is more than offset 

by relative energy costs. 

The Columbia River mi.lls, t.c,gether with their mining an<l alumina pro­

duction support facilities, were acquired by Hartin-Narietta through its 

absorption oi: Iforvey AJ.uminuIJi. (Acquisition was in stages: 41% interest 
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,assumed in 1963, t,l.7% in 1969, 17.3% in 1974.) In total, aluminum sup· 

plied 21,.3% of Cc,rporation revenues and 15.6% of net profits in 1975, 

26.5% of revenues and 45.6% of net profits in 1971._ It is, then, a mnjo 

source of earnings to the diversified corporation, and its most profitabJ 

operating segment. 

Though the separate financial reports that would allow assessment of 

the comparative performance of its aluminum division are not available fo1 

the various l-lartin-l!arietta enterprises, the firm is similar to the major 

aluminum producers in composition and earning powera It differs principal 1 

in size. Total assets under a billion dollars are distinctly less than 

for the big four of Horth American aluminum production, who range in size 

froci $1. 5 to $2. 8 billion in gross assets, llut because of its norc con-

servative financial structure, its net worth appro.:icr)es that:. of :'.,.:d_ser 

sificatJ01~i ha\·e provided Hn!:t:in-:ta,.:ictt.:i \,lith ::.,:or;;.; insul.Jlion at~in:::t 

business cycle fluctuation8, The 197.3 reces:·d.cni. 3 conccat1·at:e(~ 3n construe.:-

en.use,! a fBr 1.wrc pronouneeti d1.·c,p in earnings of the. uaj(J-r nlur,.iinum fint1s 

than the one tlwt Martin-H,:u:ictta e;.::pQri-encc<l. (Earnings of Kai.ser, like 

those of Hartin-Harietta, were suppartt;d by other product lines.) 

Profit reduction from 1974 tc 1975 

Alcan 
Alcon 
Kaiser 
Reynolds 
llartin·-Marlctta total 
1-Iai=tin-Hariett.'.1 alumi.num 

4 

84% 
63% 

9% 
t,6% 
31% 
80% 
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Comp.:irativc Fin:mci.11_ Co11ditio11, 1975 

Alcan Alcoa Kaiser Reynolds N-liarietta 

Debt Ratio .47 • t,t, .47 .51 .35 

Tax Rate (5 yr. mean) • t,2 .45 .45 .42 .t,5 

Operating Hargin .122 • It, 2 .11,3 .099 • 144 

Return on Capital, 19711 .091 .081 .089 • 08L, .107 

1975 • 031, .037 .081 .051 • 07!, 

Return on Nc.t Worth, 1974 .13 .112 .139 .139 .139 

1975 • 02 .O!il .119 .072 ,091 

r. 
Long Term Debt ($10'') 971 l,25!, 695 867 272 

Net l-lorth ($106 ) 1,112 1,575 798 831 609 

Nc.t Profit, 197!1 ($10G) 141.8 173.l JO!, .I, 111.1 80.8 

1975 22.7 Gt,. 3 91,. 7 60.0 55. Ii 

Non·-Cash Cha:c~cs cno6 ) llO.l 170.8 r I ") 
Jy. • .I 7?' 6 (,.'I .L, 

Source: Value•. Linc Investr:!ent !it!l'\'_<!Y -----

But siz!!, lc!verar,c:, nnd clivcr~;ification 11ut:~:.i.tltGlnndLng, !hr.Ci:> 

Naric.ttn'n 011cr.:1t1.n~ 1:wrgin, re.turn on invc..sLr:ll!nt, and reLurn on n(~t 

·worth are sJnilar to thoHc of the major altrr;iint~r.1 firm~;; though Jn botil 

1971,, n year o[ record profits, and in recessionary 1975, H,·11~tin--!·It:.ri.t~tta 

outperformed the big four by a slight but pen:ep-tiLlc iaargin in all three 

ir-1dicators of profitability. · 

Earnings have bcen extraordinarily stable over the J_ast five ycnr.s. 

After recording modest, persistent eains throur,h 19711, both profits and 

cash flow dropped significantly in the course of the 1975 recession, due 

entirely to a $62 million decline in the opcratinc; profits of the aluminum 
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divisions. But, virtually alone in the aluminum f.n<lustry, l!m:tin-tfarietta 

managed to hold its earnings near pre-197!, levels as a consequence of its 

diversification and relatively conservative financial structure. 

Hill.ions of Dollars 

· 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Net Income 56.5 53.5 56.5 80.8 55.4 

Depreciation, etc. t,6. 4 49.5 52.9 57.9 59.7 

Interest 17.6 22.4 24. 1, 23.3 19.7 

Gross Cash Flow ,·, 120,5 125.4 133,9 162.0 134.8 

Return on Investraent 11. 7% 11. G,'. 12.5% ll+.I;;{ 11.8% 

Disposable Cash Flow 
,._ 

102,9· 103.0 109.5 133.7 115. l 

Return on Het Horth 19. 8/: 18.7% 19. 0% 22. 2;~ 17.7% 

*No allowance for deferred taxes 

The firn appears currcntJy to be e:xper:Le:.11c.Ll1g it drar.1;-it:i_c ::::·.::vj,;~:l of 

enruinGS, j-S:e.t.: prof.its of $60. 2 million in the first tl~re:e rp.1ar. ters of th~~,; 

year cxcceJecl full year earnings for all prior ycnr~ but 197~, ;111<l ,:er~ 

$13.3 r.1illio~1 (!,S.1~%) sreatcr th,:1n for tl1t2 same pcri.ocl of 1975. ru.J.l yc,{;.r 

profits should c1pp1:0;1~ir.1ate, and pcrhar,:1 e:,:c.ccd> tho.st! of 19711, 

Operations of the alrn~linur:1 divisions of the firn have prob.ably con-~ 

tributed significantly to current profit revival, just as lhcy were 

responsible for last year's d.ccline. Industry-wide, shipraents iri 1976 

hayc be~n running 29:{ over 1975 ·levels, inventories have. be.ell. reduced 

moderately, and posted selling price has been increased 20. 2% over the 

summer, 1975 low of 39¢ per pound: 

6 
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1976 
1972 1973 19711 1975 Jan. 

Nonthly shipments (million lbs) 989.8 1203.2 1136.6 817.0 902.9 

End/period inventory " !1861 4366 5156 5999 5971 

Price per pound - 26.5¢ 25.3¢ 34 .1¢ 39. 8¢ 41.0¢ 

Inventory/Sales 4.9 3.6 4.5 7;3 6.6 

It is clear that the industry is not yet quite healthy; but .it has 

come a long way toward recovery from the malaise of 1975. In particular, 

the price discipline which has resulted in six consecutive increases in 

posted price (to 46.9¢ per pound in August), in spite of lagging demand 

and the necessity to work off inventories that seemed to have contracted 

elephantiasis, testifies to a determination to pass on escalating costs 

and maintain profitability. The com::ion front in pricing pol:icy is an 

lnnovatj_on in the inc~ustry. In the past it hc1s pursuecl crowth sinr,lc-· 

mindedly, and has responded to every lar; in dcr.wnd with pr.ice cuts n.nd 

discounts inten<led to maintain production and cash flow rcp,ardless of 

effect on profits. It may be that market behavior of the aluminur.1. indus-

try is evolving toward that characteristic of mature oligopolies like 

steel, petroleur.i, and auto production, with profits pursued through margin 

maintenance, relatively little dependence on internal growth·, and i:;enteel 

Competitive practices. 
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ll. Control Costs 

There is _a tendency for official consideration of waste handling prob­

lenIS to become reduced to haggling over· estimated. costs of purchasing and 

installing particular pieces of hardware that are associated with varying 

levels of residuals control. I_t is not uncommon for the technical experts 

who present such estimates in support of the affected industry to differ 

from their counterparts who support the regulatory agency by a factor of 

between two and five. 1•TT1en such massive differences are introduced into 

the regulatory process--and are supported persuasively on either side by 

men with impeccable. technical cn,dentials--the (usually non-tcclmical) 

decision mal:c,r is presented with problems of data resolution that tend to 

interfere with, rather than .:J.Bsist, logicnl choice. 

The situntion ~ t The Daller; has some aspects of that convent-ioiw.J. 

problcr;·i of cstitwL:i.on. lnitia.1 cost cstii:1:1te:s by EPA cnutnccr.s •.;·e.r.e 

roughly one tcnt11 (tn tcrmS 0£ capit.11 r:cquirr.ments) ,;:,[" tlie one ;1e.!vanccd 

by 1-lartin .. -!~.:ir:Lctta~ Diffc~rencc:s truced l:o · f:.uch ldchly tecb1icnl :i.r,d t--itu-

ation·-spccific matteru as de.zre.c of s02 rcduct·.ion achicvnhle in a particu-

late-cleansed gas stream and adnpt.:ibility of ex:istinr; devices to t;n nltercd 

routing of waste r,c1ss(~S at the. plrz.nt. 

Obviously there is an element of earning ps well ns real differences 

in condition an<l approach involved in such divergence of estimaten. 

Obviously, too,. information developed in the ncgo·tiating process tends 

to narrow the degree of difference--though experience has indicated that 

the diffe.rc.nce.s arc never wholly, or even ~uhstantially 7 resolved. 

8 

.L. 

,. 
' 



l,'ortunatcly, in the situation at The Dalles tlw significance ci'J""the 

sums :!-nvolvcd is so slight that differences of estimate sir:tply do not mal,c 

any fundamental difference. If one accepts as given the highest cost 

estimates of the fi.rm and views them in the most pessimistic fashion, 

they indicate a difference in production cost that--however dcpJ.oral,le 

from the, firm's point of view--1.s of sli.i;lit consequence, 

That judgment is based on a simple model of the plant's air pollution 

control costs. It is a model that accepts the. firm's cstitmtecl cost of 

installing a "dry scrubber" system, the firr.1 1 s estioatc of the value of 

rr..aterin.ls recovered, hir;h normative costs from the literature for the 

opera.tine costs of baghouses, cost estimates suboittc<l by Researc~~Cot~rell 

for construction and operation of a Bahco scrubbing system, witl1 unit 

opernting costs rwscr:;sed at high Pacific 1:ortli~.:cst pr.Lees, a clc1rificr 

t::i.1:1t~s cn:1\'t!n!..ion.::l ec,nsl:ruc.tion cot,ts' for t:lic su;:u:ic-:r o[ 1976> int:c.rt~:.;t 

alur,1inu::1 diYision (.t. c. rate sor.~e· .. :h;1t a Love t:1c current price of l}.:-,/! bondr;), 

and the avcr.ar,e dcprccLntion r2tc:! 2pplied in the alu~iinur:i industry--0ne. th2.t 

is 1. 5 tco 2 times the nctunl physical rate of rcpJ.acencent of the ki.ncls of 

facilities considered. 

In shol:t, the procedure aims nt: deriving the r:iaxiinum possible addition 

to production costs that might resnlt from additional pollution control 

features. 

To carry out the logic of <levc.lopinr; rnaxirnum cost consequences, all 

costs are viewed increr.ientally, That is, dry scrubber installation is 
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considered to be a necessary, and totnJ, addition to production costs: no 

production cost offsetr: or salv.:i.ge value is assigned for ahandonraent · of 

the existing scrubbers. The S02 scrubber's cos ts arc consi<lcrcd to be an 

intccral ad<lition to the 11 dry scrubber 11 system, entirely independent of 

both the "dry scrubb.er" and existing scrubbers, a cost clement that may 

be introduced as a consequence o( shift in the c~issions control r:-::.cthod. 

Similarly, costs of the clarifier (for treatr:1ent of scrubber wastewater) 

is assumed to be a possible consequence of inst2.llin0 so2 controls. 

The results of the calculation are presented ia TaLlc 1.· They inlli-

cnte that at the prefc~rrcd opcr2ting rate, the entire. cowplcx of controls 

would add at most 0. 9¢ pt2r pound to the cost of p;_·::1d~tcir:;; nluruinu;a c.t TI1e 

Dalles. At a very 1011 30% production ra::e, o.n:! r:-.a'..ing no t:.11.o·.:ance for 

reduction in control syste~ operating costs, th~ 2cl<liticin ~o productl0~ 

costs would pn~- nr,.,,.,,,--1 
I . •• 1 . -· •.,. • 

of er.1issions cor..t1:ols in p!.·:i.:-,:o.ry n}w.:Lnui:, prcd-:;,:ti.nn ~.\:L:}d .:1:~,ount to: 

Prc-b2l:c: procC!SS 
llo:::izont,:d s.-_1 Jcrbcrg 
Vertical Soderberc 
All plants 

0. 77,/cb 
1. G, /J.l, 
0.9¢/1.b 
0. 97,;:/lb 

In short, the nodel indicates that \-:hil~ alur.1inum. -pi~ices have increased 

77-X since 1972, it will cost llartin-)farietta no nore tc install the full 

bank of suggested trcatt!!ent at The Dnlles today than the average amount for 

the industry in 1972. 
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TABLE 1 - llaximun: Cost Pollution Control Configuration 

Investment 

Annual Costs 

Haintennnce 

Labor@ $20,000/HY 

Water@ 25¢/lOOOG 

Electricity @ 0.5¢/kwh 

Lirae@ $6/T 

Total Optg. 

Dcprnciotiaa@ 9.9% 

Interest@ 9.375% 

Hateriels Recovery 

Total 

(i 92. 5'.;~ n. }-~. 

@ 80, 0~~ 0. IL 

Bnghousc 

$5,800,000 

191,000 

90,000 

25,000 

306, ODO 

571,,000 

51,t,, 000 

-9118, 000 

$476,000 

0. 32,;/lh 

J.l 

Eahco Scruhher 

$/4, 100,000 

123,000 

30,000 

6,000 

25,000 

15,000 

199,000 

406,000 

184,000 

$939,000 

0. 591'/ Lb 

Cl.GS,s/lb 

100.000 G/d Clari[ier 

$125,000 

t,, 000 

15,000 

1,000 

20,000 

12,000 

12,00:) 

$!;!,' oco 

.02~'/JD 

. o~.,-~f 1~) 
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III Financial Capah.llity 

Nartin }!arictta' s ability to finance proposed emissions controls 

would sc.Cm to be no more effcctl.vc a constraint. than the controls' impact 

on 1)roduction costs and prices. Viewed from the corporate perspective, 

the necessary investment of $10 million -- probnbly considerably less --

·is a small. burden lo a firm that i_;cneratcs about $100 million a year of 

cash fJ.ov, and that carries a Baa bond ratinr,. 

What is more, H:1rt1-n Marietta, despite its relat:i.vely small size, 

is prob2bly better cdtuated in terms of dispos3blc cnsh f]ow to me:et th,::: 

investraent dcnsnd th:!n is any o[ its larger cc1,1petitors :in the alu:.1iuur:! 

industry. 

Alcan 

Alcoa 

Kaiser 

Reynolds 

H,s.rtin l!arj_ctta · 

Net Cnsh T'J oi-J Availi,.blc 
in Lhe 1no' s 

( ",.,!WQV]••·,•l'•c:: 0 "1]·1'·,­<.Lt ,,. , •• ,,.<..,L...: v<:, ,.._,_:::, 

Cro:::.; C::.:;!1 
l'lo·,,,', ~----· -·------

220-340 

335-!-tS0 

210-225 

210-265 

120·-135 

IkLL 
Ser\' :Lei' -i::·: 
---------

135 

175 

95 

120 

40 

* Interest + c.leprecjntion + net profit 

Di:; c r C'. l 1 on _i:: :,-

C:,::;h FJ.o·.-: ---------··-··--

85-205 

u,o.:.i'ii 

l0'i--120 

90-HS 

80-95 

** Interest + annualized debt retJ.rement bui:den at January 1, 1976 

The. corporation,_ however, is scarcely t:be appropriate unit to 

determine financial impact. It j_g The Dalles reduction plant that will 
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incur· the added production costs mid that will have to provide the ccis 

fl011 to finance whatever pollution control features are found ta be 

necessary; and,. unfortunately, we have no specific financial or operati 

data with which to gage the ability of the plant to genernte necessary 

flaws. 

There are gceneral guides, however, to the mngnitude of such cash 

flows. These suggest that even the maximum addit:Lon to product.ion cost~ 

can be ackquately, if not coL1v<eniently, covered. 

1. Hartin Harietta attributed $15.5 million of profits in recqscd.c 

ary 1975 ,ind $77.8 million in 1974 to its aluminum ope1:3tions. It is lhc 

nature of the highly integrated industry's acco,mtinp, that the bulk of 

profits are recorded at the fabrication stuee~ bauxite r.:iiniur;> <1lu0r~ua 

production and primary reduction together nrc credj l:el\ with r1u 1,:c:-r;~ th:,.,~ 

half of industry profits. If one ussu~cs th~t prini~ry tuductJ.on ~s 

rcspun.slble. for n qunrte.r of l-brtin Mnrictt:a.'s nltrniin1..1t;1 11rofit-s} t~:-t~~ ,:::Jut 

half of thJt is derived fro;n. The: Da.llc:-::, }il.:rnt:, then 1;1:efit.s in 

$1~ 9 lllillion to $9. 7 rail lion n yP.aL are H\'u'i.lablc to aUsorb a m.:.,;-:i::.:.1m of 

$520,000 a year of air pollution coGts other than d,'p,eciation. 

2. On a less qualitative basin, we can assess financial. impact in 

terms of an average plant. The average plnnt model is drawn from operating 

data for three eastern aluminum plnnts for the period 1970-711. It is not 

likely that The Dalics plat>t is eY~,ctly similar to the mo<ld, in thc.t it 

is larger and newer thun two of the three plants and has the advantage of 

lower energy costs. Nonetheless, it must be a,rnumed to be generally like 

other ph>nts of the same type producing the same pi:ocluct. As prezcnted in 

Table II, the model plant is a,:wmncd to opernte at the ,iver.ir,c rate for tlw. 

industry in the given year, and sell.in!, price is set at: tlcc ;iveragC' 
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the industry; interest costs are gene.rntcd on the assumption that one:;:,. 

third of the outGtanding $50 million aluminum division bond issue by 

}larti.n Harictta applies to Toce Dalles Plant; ancl operating coGts are 

assumed to be resistant to operating rate variations. Tbc model is, then, 

in all respects a conservative assessr.ient of the pl::int' s earning power. 

What thce model providc,s is an indication of the, earning power of 

an avcerage aluminum plant of the size of the one at The Dalles in 1971, 

and -- taking into account changes in price, costs, and opera ting ra tc 

·in 197G. It is an appro,dmatc guide to the. plant's ability to financ,, 

emissions controls of the type under consideration in both a good an<l cl 

bad year. 

If the maxiinurn cost values presctntc.d in Table 1 are E~pplicd to. the 

plant r.iod<2.l> the:y provide an indication o[ the effect of various le·.'el~.: 

of air 11ollt1tion_r0ntrol on op~rnt~ons: 

thou!;nnd o[ do] l~ir::; 
a) 'Dry scn1bhcr' only 1971, J.976 

Mode]Jca net pro[it 
addc•.<l fj X(!d cha rec~ 
added 0pc1·.1..tine costs 1' 

reduced income tax 
Indicntcd profit 

b) 1 Dry scrubber' + \JCt scrubber 

Hodel led net profit 
added fixc•.d charges 
added operating costs* 
re<luc:e<l income tax 

Indicated profit 

5,285 
-1, 118 

801 
lli 3 

5,l.11 (-3.J;;) 

5,285 
-1,908 

602 
588 

4,567 (-13.6%) 

c) 'Dry scrubber' + wet scrubber+ 
cl.ad.ficr 

Modelled nc,t profit 
added fixed ch:irr,cs 
ndded operating costs* 
reduced income tnx 

Indicated profit 

14 

5,285 
-1,932 

582 
608 

1,,51,3 (-15.0Z) 

3,0J.S 
-] ,118 

5~;6 
21,0 

2,731, (-9.cn 

3,026 
-1,908 

387 
G84 

2,189 (-27. 7;() 

3,026 
-1,932 

367 
701, 

2,165 (-28.5%) 



~ 
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* Materials recovery valuc,s exceed in<licated operating conts. They 
are ass,11ned to be directly related to operati.nr, rate. 

Even if proper allowance is made for all of the unfavorable facto, 

built into the values, it is clear that addition of wet scrubbing reprc 

sen ts a significant· (10% in a good year, 20% in a mediocre year) advcxs•. 

influence on profits. It is equally clear that it is by no means a 

crippling influence. 

The major impact of the resolution of the. wc.t scrubber question is 

not, however, to be found· in direct impact on profits. As p1:c.se.ntc.d in 

the illustrations above, the direct result would be a reduction of ;;:,l;O,o: 

to $570,000 a year in after-tax profits, depending upon_ tl1e need for 

scrubber effluent clarification. A more painful e[fcct would be, the 

diversion of $4 .. 2 million (probably 1es.s in the ulti.r:wt.e rc~soluti_on) 

from pctcntially prolitablf': investm~nts. G.iv~n .n rc:t.1.1'i'L1 0n c;1pl::;::il -··-

as net: J)rofit~ c~s11 [low £1:0;-:; di.:prccL.d.ion \·?oul<l L~ Ll10. sarac :in v.lt1F:r , 

of $1100,0iJO to $700,000 ,,1 ye~n: and the. cowpo-.1nding effect of thr_d.1- pE1tti~1.l 

rcinvcs trr:cat. 

15 
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IV Competitive Factors 

,I 
! 

As the fore.going materials indicate, Hartin Marietta can afford to 

install and operate so2 reduction scrubbing at The Dalles aluminum plant. 

Added capital costs can be absorbed without eliminating profits; and 

the o~erational efficiencies flowing from the basic installation (i.e. 

the 'dry scrubber') are greater than the sum of potential operating costs. 

On a net cash flow basis (assumine that the plant is capitalized and 

performs like the average pl.ant model.), installation of wet scrubbing 

for S02 reduction would reduce return on capital invested in fixed assets 

by about 14% -- i.e. from 24.3% to 21.3% at the 1974 operating rote. IL · 

would also increase sharply the dm•rm~•ard 1cvera.Gc on profits :i.r: .l.)a.<l year.s, 

because of the introduction of incrementc..J. fixe_d ch.:tq;es and 12lativcly 

inelns tic opcratinf, c.osts. 

.i.1,1110..::;, _ _. 

c2n nut increns.:.~ pr:iccs unilaterally to o.tfsct ad<l,·-d p·t"odiJc:.tic:n cos;.:s; 

und ee..;.ternl price Jncrc.ast'S ,,.•ould not clii:~inc1tc t:12 unfavorc,.~_1}.:.: co":;t 

margin i1::pui>cd by scrubbing. 

The situp.tion would seem to reduce itself .to issues ~f cquiLy and 

·cfficienc;'. 

From the standpoint of equity, it appears that Harl.in Narieti•.a UL~Y 

be faced with the imposition Of a continuing competitive disadvantage. 

The need [or so2 rc<luct.:ion i.s not a feature of standard emission::::; cont:rols 

for primary aluminum production. Alone in the industry, Hartin lfarictta 

may bear such costs -- a continuing compctl ~ivc disadvnntnge., though n 

sJ.ir;ht one. 

1.6 



The efficiency proolern is two-fold •. The basic issue is that the 

levels of so2 production that charc,ctcrize the industry are not i;cncrally 

harmful -- hence are not restricted by regulation. The central fact is 

that in the event that wet ccrubbini; in required, resources will be 

consumed and aluminum production costs increased to purchase a reduction 

in SOz concentrations that has no beneficial consequences. 

The minor issue of efficiency involved in tl1e rcgulntory decision 

is its potentially malign incentive effect, The plant at The· Dalles 

faces so2 reduction costs only because of its early effort to control 

air pollu ti·on through the use of a sub-optimal technology. Because that 

treatmr--\nt technique had the collateral efff:ct of reducing S02, the plant· 

may be constrained from aLkpting the most efficic..~1t set of pollul.:i..nt 

control processes. In effecl Martin lfar:Letto. rn:iy be pen-1.lizccl for a 
) 

premature effort to reduce pollt:Lion; in which c.:Jse: il -.;;ould have be:P.n 

Th-.. , 1;;,Ju~l is r,ot: 2p ~- Lo b~ 

lost. L!f'0:1 o:..11-:.:r fix::1s. 

17 
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TABLE II. Nadel Al.umiiuun Plnnt 

Product ion P.✓."l tc 

Ingot P:rice 

Sales 

Disconnts 

Net Re.vc-:nues 

Operating Costs 

Labor 

Prof.iL fro;:1 (iji:.....•1·nt _io:is 

Interest 

Jncorne 'f,:xc~s @ /15% 

Net Profit 

+ Depreciation 

Net Cash flow 

1974 

108% 

34.1¢/lb 

1976 

87% 

1+2. 7 ¢/lb 

'11-\0unan<ls of Dollars 

66,836 

980 

65,856 

33,'/12 

1,1,1,s 

J 1,, 112 

2, 51-'iO 

5,285 

8,225 

18 

67,466 

33,970 

8,565 

JO, 1rrn 

J,125 

L 562 

2,1,75 

3,026 

_,_1,_125_ 

6,151 

~scn]ation lit1fds ----- ·----- ··-· - -·-. -- -

(first s:ix ,,,onths) 

(\•:L' r, ill~d_t:) 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

C.onliiin~ 
R€cyded 
M;:iteria!s 

DEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item H, November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting. 

Proposed Amendments to the Air Quality Regulations Governing 
Open Burning in the Board Products Industries (i.e., particle­
board and hardboard plants) 

Proposed Amendment Action 

Delete Sections 25-320(4) and 25-325(5) of Oregon Administrative 
Rules (OAR) Chapter 340; Section 25-305 through 25-325 are the Air 
Quality Rules for the Board Products Industries. Sections 25-320(4) and 
25-325(5) (see Attachment I) prohibit the open burning of wood residues 
and other refuse in conjunction with the operation of any particleboard 
or hardboard manufacturing plant, respectively. 

Discussion 

When the Board Products Industries Air Quality Rules were first 
proposed, restrictions on open burning were included. The Board Pro­
ducts Industries are the only sources that have open burning clauses as 
part of their specific industrial Air Quality Rules. 

Industrial open burning is also addressed in other parts of the Air 
Quality Regulations, Open Burning Rules, OAR Chapter 340, Section 23-025 
through 23-050 (see Attachment II) which were recently amended and 
adopted at the October 15, 1976 Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) 
meeting. 

The Open Burning Rules, OAR Chapter 340, Section 23-045(4), pro­
hibit the open burning of industrial waste except as may be provided in 
Subsection 23-045(7). Subsection (7) permits open burning of industrial 
waste if no other practicable alternative disposal method exists, if no 
significant degradation of the air quality in the area of the open 
burning will result and if application is made in writing to the Depart­
ment. If, after review, the Department is satisfied that the above 
criteria are met, a special letter permit for a single and limited 
duration open burning occurrence may be granted. l~ithin the boundaries 
of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington Counties, letter permits 
for open burning shall be issued for the disposal of waste which results 
from emergency occurrences only. 
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By deleting Sections 25-320(4) and 25-325(5) from the Board Pro­
ducts Industries Rules, Sections 23-045(4) and 23-045(7), of the statewide 
General Rules covering open burning would regulate open burning at 
particleboard and hardboard manufacturing operations. This will put 
particleboard and hardboard operations under the same restrictions for 
open burning common to all other industrial sources in Oregon. 

There are about a dozen each of particleboard and hardboard plants 
in Oregon. Thus this amendment might affect about two dozen industrial 
sources. 

Pursuant to EQC authorization on August 27, 1976, a public hearing 
regarding the proposed amendment was held on November 1, 1976 in Portland. 
No adverse testimony to the proposed amendment was received at the 
public hearing. 

Summary 

The Board Products Industries are the only industrial sources that 
have an open burning clauses as part of their Air Quality Rules. Open 
burning is also regulated under Section 23 of the Air Quality Regulations. 
By deleting Sections 25-320(4) and 25-325(5), particleboard and hardboard 
plants will be under the same Open Burning Rules, i.e., Section 23, that 
govern all other industrial sources. 

Director's Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the Environmental Quality Commission 
delete Sections 25-320(4) and 25-325(5) from Oregon Administrative Rules 
{OAR), Chapter 340. 

AFB:ds 
ll/5/76 

Attachments 

~---
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

I. OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-320 and 25-325. 

II. OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050. 
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all contaminant control equipn,ent 
at full efficiency and effective 

ne s so that the emissions of air co -
inants are kept at the lowest pra -

tic a le levels. 
( e No person shall willfully caus or 

perm·t the installation or use of any 
such as dilution, which, w· thout 

g in a reduction in the total a ount 
ontaminants emitted, cone als an 

which would otherwise violate 

are not 
taken to inimize fugitive emi sions, as 
defined by section 21-050, OA , Chapter 
340, the De artment may req re that the 
equipment o structures in w · ch process-
ing, handlin and storage are done be 
tightly close modified, o operated in 
such a way hat air con aminants are 
minimized, co trolled, o removed 'be-
fore discharge the ope 

(g) The Depar ment ay require more 
restrictive emis ·on li its than provided 
in section 25-315 l)(b) for an individual 
plant upon a findi g the Commission 
that the individual 1 nt is located or is 
proposed to be loca d in a special prob­
lem area. The mo restrictive emis­
sion limits for spec a problem areas may 
be established on he basis of allowable 
emissions expres ed 
per hour, or tot max 
sions to the at osphere 
tion thereof. 

opacity, pounds 
um daily emis -
or a combina-

(2) Other E ssion Sour es. 
(a) No pers n shall caus to be emitted 

particulate tter from ve eer and ply­
wood mills urces, includin, but not 
limited to, sanding machi es, saws, 

rkers, hogs, ch pers, and 
rial size reduction quipment, 

process r space ventilation systems, 
and true loading and unloadi g facili-

xce ss of a total from all sources 
within he plant site of one (1. pound 
per 10 square feet of plywood or veneer 
produ tion on a 3/8 inch basis of fi ished 
prod ct equivalent. 

(b Excepted from subsection (a are 
ven er dryers, fuel burning equipment, 
anc refuse burning equipment. 

3) Open burning. Upon the effecti;ve 
d te of these regulations, no person sha 1 

ause or permit the open burning of woo 

psidues or other refuse in conjunc n 
wit the operation of any veneer ply- r 
,vood nufacturing rnill and ;::,Uch act 
are hereby ohibited. 

Hist: 5- 72 by DEQ 3 7 
Arnende 5-5- by DEQ 43(T) 
Arne ed 9-20- 72 DEQ 48 

• ended 4-9-73 by D 52 
Amc,nded 1-30-75 by DEQ 

25-320 PARTICLEBOARD MANUFAC­
. TURING OPERATIONS. (1) Truck Dump 

and Storage Areas. 

25e 

{a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a particleboard manufacturing 
plant shall cause all truck dump and stor­
age areas holding or intended to hold raw 
materials to be enclosed to prevent wind­
blown particle emissions from these areas 
from being deposited uponpropertynotun­
der the ownership of said person. 

(b) The temporary storage of raw ma­
terials outside the regularly used areas of 
the plant site is prohibited unles;s the per­
son who desires to temporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart•• 
ment of Environmental Quality and re­
ceives written approval for said storage, 

(A) When authorized by the Department 
of EnvironmentalQuali ty, te1nporary stor­
age areas shall be operated to prevent 
windblown particulate emissions from be­
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storing the raw 
materials. 

(B) Any temporary storage areas au­
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in excess of six ( 6) months 
from the. date they are first authorized. 

(c) Any person who proposes to control 
windblown particulate emiss:o·ns frorn 
truck dump storage areas other than 
by enclosure shall apply to t· .e Depart­
ment for authorization to utilize alterna­
tive controls. The application shall be sub­
mitted pursuant to section 20-r·. nto 20-
030, Ch. 340, OAR, and shall describe in 
detail the plan proposed to control wind­
blown particulate emissions and indicate 
on a plot plan the nearest location of 
property not 1-mder ownership of the ap• 
plicant. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 

5-1- 75 
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\ 
(a)' No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate matter from particleboard 
plant sources including, but not lin,ited 
to, hogs, chippers, and other material size 
reduction equipment, process or space 
ventilation systems, particle dryers, clas­
sifiers, presses, sanding machines, and 
materials handling syste1ns, in excess of 
a total from all sources within the plant 
site of three (3.0) pounds per 1000 square 
feet of particleboard produced on a 3/ 4 
inch basis of finished product equivalent. 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dump and storage areas, fuel burn­
ing equipment, and refuse burning equip­
ment. 

(3) Compliance Schedule. Not later than 
September 5, 1971, every person operating 
a particleboard manufacturing plant shall. 
submit to the Department of Environmen­
tal Quality a proposed schedule for com­
plying with sections(l) and (2) of this reg­
ulation. The schedule shall provide for 
compliance with the applicable provisions 
at the earliest practicable date, but in no 
case shall final compliance be achieved by 
later than December 31, 1973. 
[(4) Ope;A Burning. TTpgp the gft:,C·,ctiu@ 

dat~ of 1-h_giae regn12tjons, no per~aU cba11 
ea1.:1sa_ sr f8FIRit the OJHiln Burni21.g gf ,,..,ood 
:residu@s er sth@r refuae jp conjunction 
with the OfJO:ration of any particl@bGa rcl 
manufaeturiRg plant aBd ancb acts ·s_;re 
hGr@by J3rohlbit@d.] 

25-325 HARDBOARD MANUFACTUR­
ING OPERATIONS. (1) Truck Dump and 
Storage Areas. 

(a) Every person operating or intending 
to operate a hardboard manufacturing 
plant shall cause all truck dump 2nd storage 
areas holding or intended to hold raw ma­
terials to be enclosed to prevent wind­
blown particle emissions from these areas 
from being depositeduponpropertynotun­
der the ownership of said person. 

( b) The temporary storage of raw ma­
terials outside the regularly used areas of 
the plant site is prohibited unless the per­
son who desires to te,nporarily store such 
raw materials first notifies the Depart~ 
ment of Environn,ental Quality and re­
ceives written approval. 

(A) When authorized by the Department 

5-1- 75 

of EnvironrncntalQuality, temporary stor­
age areas shall be operated to prevent 
windhlown particulate emissions from be­
ing deposited upon property not under the 
ownership of the person storing the raw 
materials. 

(B) Any temporary storage areas au­
thorized by the Department shall not be 
operated in excess of six (6) months from 
the date they are first authorized. 

(c) Alternative Means of Control. Any 
person who desires to control windblown 
particulate ernissions from truck clurnp 
and storage a:reas other than by enclosure 
shall first apply to the Department for 
authorization to utilize alternative con­
trols. ·The application shall be submitted 
pursuant to section 20-020 to 20-030, Ch. 
340, OAR, and shall describe in detail the 
plan proposed to control windblown par­
ticulate emissions and indicate on a plot 
plan the nearest location of property not 
under ownership of the applicant. 

(2) Other Emission Sources. 
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted 

particulate rnatter from hardboard plant 
sources including, but not limited tq,hogs, 
chippers and other material size reduc­
tion equipment, process or space venti­
lation systerns, particle dryers, o:lassifi­
ers, presses, sanding machines, and ma­
terials handling systems, in excess of a 
total from all sources within the plant 
site of one (1.0) pound per 1000 square 
feet of hardboard produced on a 1/8 inch 
basis of finished product equivalent. 

25£ 

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are 
truck dump and storage areas, fuel burn­
ing equipment, and refuse burning equip­
ment. 

(3) Emissions from Hardboard Tem­
pering Ovens. 

(a) No person shall operate any hard­
board tempering oven unless all gases 
and vapors emitted from said oven are 
treated in a fume incinerator capable of 
raising the temperature of said gases and 
vapors to at least 1500 F. for 0.3 seconds 
or longer. 

(b) Specific operating temperatures low­
er than 1500 F. may be approved by the De­
partment upon application, provided that 
information is supplied to show that op­
eration of said temperatures provides 
sufficient treatment to prevent odors frorn 
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.being p~-~\'cived on property not under the (4) Compliance Schedule. No later than 
ownership of the person operating the September 5, 1971, every person operating 1 
hardboard planL a hardboard manufacturing plant shall sub-

( cl In no case shall fume incinerators mit to the Departrncnt of Environmental 
installed pursuant to this section be op- Quality a proposed schedule for complying 
erated at temperatures less than 1000 F. withsections(l), (2), and (3) of this regula-

(d) Any person who proposes to con- tion. The schedule shall provide for com-
trol emissions from hardboard temper- pliance with the applicable provisions at 
ing ovens by means other than fume in- the earliest practicable date, but in no case 
cine ration shall apply to the Department shall final compliance be achieved by later 
for authorization to utilize alternative than December 31, 1973. 
controls. The application shall be sub- [(5) Op@H Ilnr>a.i>a.g. UpoB tl>e effeetive 
mitted pursuant to section 20-020 to 20- <lat@ of th@s@ r.,g,,Jations, RD pe.,.sora. sh 0 1J 
030, Chapter 340 OAR~ and shall describe csPeg gr pA:cm)t ths op@n l;;,·arPit:ig g( -wood 
in detail the plan proposed to control ?esieues or oth@r r@fYe@ i'R oonjunction 
odorous emissions and indicate on a plot .. itB: tfle 0130:ratieu of any hardbg;.:i,rd roan-
plan the location of the nearest property ufaetB.ringJlant aml cud, aetc ar@ I,,.;reby 
not under ownership of the applicant. pa al>ieitee. 

25g 5-1- 75 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

RULES FOR OPEN BURNING 

Adopted October 15, 1976 

Attachment I I 
11 /1 /76 

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: 

(l) "Commercial \.Jaste" 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, or demolition 

material from any site in preparation for land improvement or a con­

struction project; any waste occurring as the result of a construction 

project; or any waste resulting from the complete or partial destruc­

tion of any man-made structures such as houses, apartments, commercial 

buildings, or industrial buildings. 

( 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. 
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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 l, 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 
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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, R?W; thence North to the NW corner 

of T27S, R7W; thence East to the NE corner of T27S, R?W; 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 Po 11 uti on Authority. 

(15) "Waste" means any useless or discarded materials. 

23-035 EXCEPTIONS, STATEWIDE 

The provisions of these rules shall not apply to: 

(l) 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. 
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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 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

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 oil 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 burning 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 PROHIBITIONS BY AREA 

(l) 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. 
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(5) CONSTRUCTION ANO 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 and in 

all areas outside of rural fire protection districts in 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. 



-12-

(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 
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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. 

(f) Failure to conduct open burning according to the conditions of 

the letter permit, or any open burning in excess of that allowed 

by the letter permit 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(3)(b), 12-045 and 12-050(3), or for other enforcement 

action by the Department. 

23-050 RECORDS AND REPORTS 

As required by ORS 478.960(7), fire permit issuing agencies shall maintain 

records of all open burning permits and the conditions thereof, and shall 

submit such records or summaries thereof to the Commission as may be required. 

Forms for any reports required under this section shall be provided by the 

Department. 



ATTACHMENT l 

COOS BAY OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA 
(Coquille Control Area Shown As Circle) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB MEMORANDUM 
GOVERNOR 

Co11lc1ins 
Recycled 
1'v\c1tcri.cils 

bEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, November 19, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Norway Street (Silverton - Marion County) Health Hazard 
Annexation--Certification of Plans for Sewerage System 

Background 

An area east of the City of Silverton known as the Norway 
Street was ordered annexed to the City of Silverton on September 2, 
1976, under the provisions of ORS 222.850 to 222.915 as an emergency 
health hazard. The area was surveyed in February, 1976 and a 50% 
subsurface sewage disposal system failure rate was documented. 

The City has 90 days after the annexation order to prepare 
preliminary plans and specifications together with a time schedule 
for removing or alleviating the health hazard. These documents 
have been prepared and submitted to the Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

Evaluation 

Preliminary plans and specifications together with a time 
schedule for design and construction of sanitary sewers to serve 
the Norway Street annexation area have been prepared by the 
City of Silverton. The documents submitted appear to be sufficient 
to satisfy the law. 

The conditions dangerous to public health within the territory 
annexed can be removed or alleviated by the construction of sanitary 
sewers, as proposed. 

Recommendations 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission approve 
the proposal and certify said approval to the City of Silverton. 

CPH:ts 
11/5/76 

Director 

" 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

JOE B. RICHARDS 
Chairman, Eugene 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

Con1clins 
l~ecycled 
Matcric:b 

OEQ.46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. J, November 19, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Variance Request - McCall Oil and Chemical Corporation, 
Multnomah County. 

Background 

In March 1974, McCall Oil and Chemical Corporation initiated 
steps to construct a petroleum tank farm at 5480 N.W. Front Avenue 
in Portland, Oregon. The plans and specifications were reviewed 
and approved by the Department and the air contaminant discharge 
permit was issued in August 1974. 

On November 3, 1976 Mr. Robert McCall, President of McCall 
Oil, met with the staff to report that Standard Oil Company of 
California had advised him on October 28, 1976 that the first ship­
ment would not comply with the Department's 1.75% Sulphur limita­
tion. Mr. McCall also submitted the attached letter dated Novem­
ber 3, 1976 reiterating his problem and requesting a variance from 
Oregon Administrative Rules, Section 340-22-010 (2). 

Analysis 

OAR 340-22-010 (2) states that after July l, 1974 no person 
shall sell, distribute, use or make available for use any residual 
fuel oil containing more than 1.75% sulphur by weight. 

With the McCall Oil tank farm nearing completion this fall, 
the Company contracted for ship charters to import Bunker fuel from 
their supplier, Standard Oil Company of California. The first ship­
ment is to leave California on December 5, 1976; however, on Octo­
ber 28, 1976 Mc Call Oil was informed by Standard Oil that they could 
not supply the product that meets this Department's standards. Stan­
dard Oil did state that the product would be 2% Sor less. This is 
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apparently a problem with Standard Oil Company only at this 
time. The other suppliers have been able to comply with the 
1.75% limit to date. 

The Company is quite concerned about this situation in 
light of their investment in the tank farm facility, ship char­
ters, cargo and the fact that it would be most difficult to es­
tablish new charters and/or new suppliers at this point into 
the hea ing season. 

The Company states that an extreme financial hardship 
would be incurred if not allowed to accept this shipment. They 
further state that 30 - 40% of the product will be marketed in 
Washington and thereby have a reduced impact in this area. 

Conclusions 

1. McCall Oil is faced with a short-term problem in 
that the Company states it would be most difficult 
to establish new ship charters and/or fuel suppliers 
at this late date into the heating season. 

2. The Department does not believe that the granting 
of this particular variance for a limited duration 
would have any measurable effect on the airshed. 

3. The Department is concerned from the long-range 
standpoint, and since the last EQC meeting is 
preparing to meet with the major fuel oil sup­
pliers in the State to more fully evaluate the 
problem. In addition, the subject of sulphur con­
tent of fuels will be discussed at the forthcoming 
Oregon - Washington Standards Committee meeting 
with the objective of coordinating long-range plans 
with Washington. 

4. Failure to obtain a variance would result in sub­
stantial curtailment or closing down of a business, 
plant or operation. 

5. Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 468.345, 1974 
Replacement Part, Variances From Air Contaminant 
Rules And Regulations, paragraph (1) states that: 

"The Environmental Quality Commission may 
grant specific variances which may be limited 
in time from the particular requirements of 
any rule, regulation or order ••• if it finds 
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that special circumstances render strict 
compliance unreasonable, burdensome or 
impractical due to special conditions or 
cause; or strict compliance would result 
in substantial curtailment or closing 
down of the business, plant or operation." 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission 
make a finding that strict compliance would result in substan­
tial curtailment or closing down of a business and that a 
variance from OAR 340-22-010 (2) from December l, 1976 through 
June l, 1977 be granted to allow McCall Oil and Chemical Cor­
poration to sell, distribute and make available for use in the 
area residual fuel oil up to 2% sulphur content (and for the 
customers to use such delivered fuel oil), subject to the fol­
lowing conditions: 

1. During the subject variance period, from December l, 
1976 through June 1, 1977, the Company shall make 
every effort to comply with the sulphur content of 
fuel regulation (OAR 340-22-010 (2) ). 

2. On or before March 1, 1977 McCall Oil shall submit 
a written progress report outlining the efforts 
made and/or accomplished in developing a long­
range plan for compliance with the subject regula­
tion. 

TRB/mkw 
November 8, 1976 

c:':?:1±§&0---. 
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



808 Southwest Fifteenth 
Porlland, Oregon 97205 
Phone: 228°2600 

Oil and Chemical Corporation 

Robert H. McCall 
President 

Mr. Thomas R. Bispham 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Bispham: 

November 3, 1976 

Thank you very much for taking your time to talk with me yesterday. 
As I explained, our company has constructed a petroleum terminal 
adjacent to Douglas Oil Company on the Columbia River. It has 
taken three years to complete and our investment will be over 
three and a half million dollars. We are the largest independent 
marketer of Bunker Fuel Oil in Oregon and Washington. The terminal 
will enhance our marketing posture and insure local industry 
additional fuel storage during the winter gas curtailment period. 

Early this Fall we negotiated and contracted for our ship charters 
to Portland through Exxon Transportation Co. to transport Bunker 
from our supplier, Standard Oil Co. in California. The first ship­
ment of approximately 175,000 barrels on the Exxon "Newark" is to 
be loaded at Standard's Richmond Refinery December 5th. 

We were notified October 28, by Standard that they are unable to 
supply product that meets the l .75% maximum sulfur allowable. 
Apparently they are having refinery problems with the crude they 
are using. They have guaranteed the product would be 2% or less. 

Standard is our primary supplier and it would be nearly impossible 
to find alternate supply at this time of year when the demand is 
increasing. It would cause our company extreme financial hardship 
if we could not obtain approval to import Standard's product. 

As I explained to you yesterday, we market in Southern and Eastern 
Washington from our Portland facility. I would estimate 30-40% 
of this product will be marketed in Washington where 2% sulfur fuel 
is allowable. Most of our Oregon industrial business is not in the 

PORTLAND REGION 
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Portland Metropolitan area, thereby lessening any air quality 
problems. 

We are extremely concerned. I hope you can expedite this request 
and I will be available any time should you wish to contact me. 

Sincerely yours, 

R. H. McCall 

RHM: lw 



BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

of the 

STATE OF OREGON 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE AIR CONTAMINANT 
DISCHARGE PERMIT REGULATIONS AND FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTICE is hereby given that a public hearing will be held before the 

Environmental Quality Commission on proposed revisions to Oregon 
Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 14-040 and 20-033. 

PURPOSE: At the December 12, 1975 Environmental Quality Commission 
meeting, a fee schedule for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits was 
approved through December 31, 1976, and a Task Force was formed to 
study the permit issuing process. As a result of the Task Force 

report, changes in OAR 340, 14-040 and 20-033 are being recommended. 
The recommendations include changes in the annual compliance 

determination fees and the creation of a category of minimal source 
permits. 

TIME and PLACE of the hearing will be 10:00 a.m. on Friday, November 19, 

1976, in Room 602 of the Multnomah County Courthouse, 1021 S. W. 
Fourth Avenue Portland, Oregon. 

TESTIMONY regarding these proposals may be offered by any persons either 

orally or in writing. Written testimony may be offered by mailing 
the same prior to November 18 to the Department of Environmental 
Quality, 1234 S. W. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205. 

COPIES of the proposals and background material may be obtained from the 
Department's Air Quality Division at its Portland address. 

INQUIRY regarding the hearing and the proposals may be addressed to 
Mr. Fredric Skirvin (229-5359) at the same Portland address. Please 
inform those persons you feel would have an interest in this matter. 



MARTIN MARIETTA ALUMINUM 

Mr. E. J. Weathersbee, Administrator 
Air Quality Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Weathersbee: 

' '' 

REDUCTION DIVISION 

POST OFFICE BOX 711 
THE DALLES, OREGON 97058 
TELEPHONE (503) 296-6161 

November 18, 1976 

Immediately after the October 15, 1976 hearing of the 
Environmental Quality Commission, Martin Marietta asked for 
a meeting with the staff of the Department of Environmental 
Quality. This meeting was held on the morning of 
October 27, 1976. During the discussions, in order to aid 
the Department in its evaluation of the proposed dry scrubber 
modifications, Martin Marietta proposed to conduct additional 
air modeling analysis, including comparisons with some methods 
of calculations preferred by the DEQ staff. This proposal was 
accepted; detailed requests by DEQ arising out of the proposal 
were documented in a letter dated October 27, 1976 from Mr. 
E. J. Weathersbee to Martin Marietta. Three items were requested: 
the first two referred to certain air quality modeling, and the 
third referred to certain detailed economic analysis of current 
and projected costs. The letter requested that the modeling 
projections be provided by November 4, 1976 and that all infor­
mation be provided as soon as possible before November 19, 1976. 

In response to these requests, Martin Marietta prepared 
additional air quality modeling for the two stations identified 
in the aforementioned letter. A written report (Ref. 1) of the 
results was submitted to and discussed with the DEQ staff at a 
meeting on November 4, 1976. In addition, cost information 
requested in Item 3 of the letter was discussed by Dr. P. Peterson 
of Martin Marietta. At this meeting, the DEQ staff supplied Martin 
Marietta with certain data concerning measured HF levels and 
associated meteorological conditions (Ref. 2). 

Ref. 1 Furth, W., 1976. Further Environmental Assessment of so2 Ground-Level Concentrations for Proposed Dry Scrubber 
Modification to The Dalles Plant. (As per letter to Mr. 
E. J. Weathersbee from D. R. Talbot.) 

Ref. 2 · DEQ IOM, dated, November 2, 1976, from J. F. Kowalczyk 
to E. J. Weathersbee through HMP. Subject: Martin 
Marietta Orchard Impact Analysis. 
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It seems to be accepted by DEQ and EPA that the maximum 
ground-level concentrations arising from the use of a dry scrubber 
only configuration are lower than the corresponding maximum ground­
level concentrations arising from the addition of a 70%-efficient 
wet scrubber after the dry scrubber. This contention holds for 
the peak 3-hour average, the peak Z4~hour average, and the peak 
annual average. It also seems to be accepted that the dry scrubber 
configuration will use significantly less of the maximum allowable 
ground-level concentration increase. (PSD) than the wet scrubber 
configuration. Since these two considerations are usually paramount 
in evaluating proposed plant modifications, we are concerned about 
DEQ's apparent exclusive emphasis on evaluating GLCs (which are 
admitted to be very low) at sparsely populated peripheral areas. 

In view of the above, it is not clear what degree of impor­
tance the staff gives to air quality in non-peripheral areas. In 
contrast to the EQC staff report (Ref. 3), there may be more than 
just "the feasibility and economic impact of so2 control" issued 
involved. As stated in our October 15 testimony, and reiterated 
in the November 3 report: 

"At some locations (e.g., that of maximum GLC 
or the maximum degradation), the dry scrubber 
undoubtedly produces lower GLCs than a wet 
scrubber. But at other locations ... , the wet 
scrubber may be slightly superior... How to 
make a sound technical choice between two 
configurations is, presumably, a part of the 
judgment process."* 

The criteria by which the staff wishes to judge "economic 
impact" with respect to any "improvement" in so2 air quality are 
also unclear. This is particularly pertinent in the first issue, 
above. While we recognize that no precise criteria can be used, 
it still is of concern that an eight-fold (or more) increase in 
the expected capital costs of the wet scrubber (DEQ's initial staff 
report as compared to MM and recent EPA evaluation) does not render 
the "economic impact" question moot. A clarification of the judg­
ment process would be of considerable value to Martin Marietta, as 
well as other users of the Oregon air space. 

' Ref. 3 

* 

From Loren Kramer, Director, to the Environmental Quality 
Commission "Agenda Item G, November 19, 1976, EQC Meetings," 
not dated. 

Page 10 of Ref. 1. 
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Finally, we wish to address the anticipated impact on air 
quality at the locations chosen by DEQ: As stated in the staff 
report, one of the models shows only a small advantage (in fact, 
possibly a negative benefit) when the wet scrubber is used. 
Furthermore, neither of the two models mentioned in the staff 
report show "a benefit in proportion to the emissions reductions 
achieved by the scrubber control."* Only in one case (the 
stagnation model, Method C) were some calculated results presented 
by MM consistent with the above statement, and then only under a 
specific set of circumstances requested by DEQ. Moreover, the 
invalidity of that assumption was demonstrated in the November 3 
report. Al though the results of Method C are in "reasonable 
agreement" with present levels measured at location 26, they are 
not in reasonable agreement to the same degree at location B4; the 
calculated GLC (under this stagnation condition) at location B4 is 
at least a factor of 10 to 20 lower than the corresponding calculated 
GLC at station 26. 

We fully agree with the DEQ staff that the comparisons between 
measurements and any calculated results at the locations used by 
DEQ may be a coincidence. We also agree that unreasonable assumptions 
(such as assuming that all so2 is trapped, independent of the buoyancy 
flux of the emitting stacks) must be questioned. Therefore, conforming 
with the policy of using conservative evaluations, we would suggest 
that DEQ use both of the models that they mention as reasonable--and 
that they use that model which yields the higher GLC predictions for 
judging the impact of the orchards. 

Sincerely, 

P')v ~ 7~-.;;f'~ 
Werner Furth \,~:r:::i .· 
Technical Dire.c,/!r-­
Air Programs \. 
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OPHTHALMOLOGY 

Hearing Officer 
Martin Marietta Plant Application to Increase S02 Emmision at The Dalles, Oregon 

1 am David McDaniel. I was born in The Dalles and have lived there all of 

my life other than for time away for my education and professional training and 

two years in the Air Force. I am a physician, practicing ophthalmology. 1 ive 

on a bluff 400 feet above downtown The Dalles and the Martin Marietta plant. My 

view includes the entire bowl surrounding The Dalles from which I have observed 

the visibl~ pollution for nine years. 

I do not intend any of my comments to be construed as criticism of the 

workers of The Dalles Martin Marietta plant, the professional staff, or local 

management. am quite concerned by the top-level policies of Martin Marietta 

which I feel are insensitive to ·their plant's effects on the agriculture and health 

of the community and to some policies of DEQ which have not established what I con­

sider adequate controls over the emissions from this plant. 

Specifically, the present system consists of monitoring the emissions at 

the plant itself for only three days each month. It is only human nature that 

officials at the plant would choose the three best days of the month when all the 

scrubbers are working and there is the least pollution. The other main source of 

information is from one monitoring station in an orchard. There are a few other 

monitoring stations in the area but they are not consistently checked for infer-
• 

mation. You are probably all familiar with Mr. Walter Ericksen's areal surveys 

done for the local cherry industry. wish to emphasize a few of the points he has 

made many times at public meetings. He notes that commonly af 7:30am there is a 

dense cloud of pollution which has collected overnight because of the inversion 

layer in the air. This dense cloud is approximately 100 feet in depth and usually 
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200 feet below the orchard monitoring station. By noon this cloud wi 11 have 

expanded to reach ground level and as high as 2,000 feet making it, at this 

time, only 1/20th as concentrated as the cloud which has remained relatively 

stationary some six to twelve hours overnight and is thus much more capable of 

producing serious damage than the less concentrated cloud recorded by the mon­

itors. These areal surveys show it requires an eight mile per hour wind to 

scour out lfhe Dal ]es basin while U. S. Government statistics state most areas 

f 

i 

need a wind of only two to three miles per hour to clear pollution. An analogy, 

which puts this into perspective, is to compare the situation if the Corps of 

Engineers decided to gather data concerning the salmon run past The Dalles through­

out the year. To compare the sampling at the orchard level would be equivalent 

to placing one dip net or two or three into the middle of the river for eight 

months. These nets would certainly catch and record some salmon but, as everyone 

knows, the salmon tend to run along the shore in wel 1 defined channels produced 

by specific currents in the river just as there are specific air currents and 

channels where air pollutants gather and are moved about in the bowl surrounding 

The Dalles. This would not be an accurate sample. The equivalent of the plant 

monitor would be to place the dip net in the middle of the fish ladder. This would 

give a far better sampling, however, if they chose three days out of the month when 

there were few fish running, it is equally clear that the sample would still b.e in­

adequate. This is exactly the type of sampling of chemical pollutants that is being 



DAVIDS, McDANIEL, M.D., P.C. 
PHYSICIAN AND SURGEON 

1209 ORY HOLLOW ROAD 

THE DALLES, OREGON 97058 

IS03 298-!1144 

OPHTHALMOLOGY 

Page Three 
V 

done at The Dalles. 

,• 

I do not feel that you have adequate or valid data upon which you can make 

a rational or a valid decision. You have not had valid data in the past. You do 

not have valid data at present and you will not have valid data in the-future unless 

you establish adequate controls. The first step would be to have a full-time DEQ 

staffer monitor and gather all of the information. It is simply not logical to expect 

any company to report its own pollution accurately. There is no reason why Martin 

Marietta should not pay for this since they expect to save $50,000.00 or more each 

month by operating only dry scrubbers. It should not cost more than $20-50,000.00 

for an entire year to run these controls·. The second step would be to collect 

samples from the overnight inversion layer. This can now be done by Dr. Timothy 

Facteau of Oregon State University who is presently stationed in Hood River, Oregon. 

These would be done on random days of the month selected by Dr. Facteau or other 

consultants and would not be announced to Martin Marietta ahead of time, as I under­

stand is done with some of the present po 11 ut ion checks by DEQ. Thi rd, samp 1 es shou 1 d 

be taken adjacent to the plant twenty-four hours a day, 365 days a year. Fourth, there 

should be multiple monitors in many different locations in different areas of The 

Dalles and at different elevations; this would probably require a minimum of 20-30 or 

more such monitors. Only after such controls are established, will you have valid 

data and be able to make a proper decision as to whether Martin Marietta should be 

... 
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allowed to put more sulfur dioxide into the air surrounding The Dalles. 

We cannot cease to be a technological society. We can be a moral 

society which respects and cherishes the land, the water and the air which 

sustains us al 1. 

Thank you. 

,' 
·' 



Chevron Standard Oil Company of California, 
Western Operations, Inc. 
520 S.W. Yamhill Street, Portland, OR 97207 

Marketing Department 
I. J. Bia mire 
Operations Manager 

Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Sir: 

November 18, 1 976 

jThe available crudes for the next several months which are being processed at our 
west coast refineries will not enable us to meet the 1.75% ~ulfur limitation for 
our #6 fuel oil. We will continue to meet the regulations on #1, #2 and #S fuels. 
Because of this we respectfully request a variance which will permit us to import 
#6 fuel oil with up to 2% sulfur for a 6 month period. ! 
~mate of the quantity which we believe will be required by our Oregon 
!;~s;~;~rs during the per~o is 400,000 bbls. We believe that this quantity 
represents approximately 6% of the state's estimated annual residual fuel oil re."" 
quirement and 9.5% of th state's /16 oil requirement. We further estimate that'this 
fuel will be used area-wise, as follows: Oregon Coast 40%, Willamette Valley 35%, 
Metro Portland 9%, Hillsboro 7% and Eastern Oregon 3%.I Not included in any of the above 
figures are the residual fuels which we further distribute to the State of Washington 
where it is permitted to use 2% fuel oil. In passing on these estimates we would 
like to mention that the coldness o the weather in the months to come and the extent 
of curtailment of natural gas, to industrial and commercial users, will have an effect 
on the requirements and quantities involved. 

Since 1972, when Oregon's sulfur limitation regulations went into effect, we have 
normally been able to stay well within the 1. 75% limitation, i.e., averaging 1. 2% to 
1.4%. In recent months the amount, or proportion, of lo-sulfur crudes - mainly 
from Sumatra, Indonesia and some U.S.A. locations - which we have had available for 
blending with the higher sulfur crudes from the Arabian countries has diminished. 
This has resulted in production of residual fuels with a higher sulfur content. 
The problem becomes most acute when the demand for lo-sulfur fuels peaks during the 
winter months and we do not have enough of the lo-sulfur resids to blend with the 
high sulfur resids and thence the sulfur content of these fuels increases. 

~ave asked for a 6 months period because: (1) We believe that at the end of 
l~ha~· period we will be out of a peak demand situation and, (2) The Alaskan North 
Slupe crude will·-start to-become-available for refining. The North Slope crude is 
reported to have a sulfur content of 1.04% compared to the Arabian crude which has 
a content of 1.1% to 2.5%. When. our refinery starts processing the Alaskan crude 
we believe we will be able to produce /16 oil with less than 1.75% sulfur during 
peak periods. 



Director - 2 - November 18, 1976 

We anticipate that our current inventory of #6 fuel oil in Oregon will be depleted 
by the end of this month and would appreciate consideration of our request as soon 
as practical. If you have any questions please call and we will furnish necessary 
information and/or answers,! 

Very truly yours, 

JB:pjh 


