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Environmental Quality Commission Meeting
November 19, 1976
Room 602, Multnomah County Courthouse
1021 s.wW. Fourth Avenue
Portland, Oregon

9:00 a.m.
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 Authorizaticon 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, Chaptgr 340, Sections 14-040 and 20-033
11:00 a.m.

G. Martin Marietta - Public Hearing on Application for Modification
of Martin Marietta's ARir 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 - Marion County} Health Hazard Annexation
Certification of Plans for Sewerage System

J. Variance Reguest - McCall 0il & Chemical Corporation
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Because of the uncertain time spans involved, the Commission fesefves 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. Lunch 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 QCTOBER 15, 1976 EQC MEETING

There was gsome discussion regarding the new format of the minutes.
Some Commissiconers 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 September and the Tax Credit
Applications.

WASTE WATER DISCHARGE PERMIT FEES - REQUEST AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING
TO CONSIDER AMENDING CAR, 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 FRCM WASTE WATER DISCHARGE PERMIT FEES, OAR
CHAPTER 340, SECTION 45-070{(2)

It wag 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 subseguent 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 con 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 cone 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.
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Tt 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 0il Company
of California, and that the Commission should consider this variance request
for both McCall ©il and Standard 0Oil. Mr. Bispham stated that due to the
fact Standard 0il 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 2.5% of the State's
number six oil requirement.

Standard 0il 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 legs 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 0il and Standard 0il to
sell, distribute and make avallable for use in the area residual fuel oil
up to 2% sulfur content (and for the customers to use such delivered fuel
0il), subject to the following conditions: '

l.. During the subject variance period, from December 1, 1976 through
June 1, 1277, 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 0il 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.

ATR PERMIT FEES -~ PUBLIC HEARTNG 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, ¢, 4 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 bhe 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.



INTRODUCTION OF NEW DIRECTOR

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

Mr. Yoﬁng 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 Train 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 QOF 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 505 controls should
be required in response to the Department's highest and best practicable
treatment and control rule. The three issues in question he gaid are
1) whether the addition of an S0, scrubber would improve air quality in the
area; 2) whether technology actually existed to reduce S50, 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 arcund $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 50, 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 adeguate 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 intoc 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 ¢ 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
SO, 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 SO, in the orchards, compared to a dry
scrubber without an SO, wet scrubber?

Mr. Don Bailey, representing the Wasco County Fruit L.eague 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 350;; whereas, in fact the 95% contrel level has been deemed
the highest and best practicable use and was presented to the Commission
previocusly. 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 fluocride produces damage
in the ambient air. He said it is not known what level of SO, 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 being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 5.W. MORRISON STREET @ PORTILAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone {503) 229-5696

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

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:

"stabilizing them with one to five inches of crushed

rock"
To:
"stabilizing the earth cover with six inches of
crushed rock of one to five inch size".
11/15/76

DEQ-46



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item B, 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.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

Ry RLF:ee
A 11/1/76
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Department of Environmental Quality

Technical Programs

Permit and Plan Actions

September 1976

Water Quality Division

148 . . . .

75 . . ..
49 . . . .

151 . . . .

Alr Quality

Plan Actions Completed - Summary
Plan Actions Completed - Listing
Plan Actions Pending - Summary
Permit Actions Completed -~ Summary
Permit Actions Completed - Listing
Permit Actions Pending - Summary

Division

2. ...

129 . . . .
10 . . . .
114 . .

Solid Waste

Plan Actions Completed - Summary
Plan Actions Completed - Listing
Plan Actions Pending - Summary
Permit Actions Completed - Summary
Permit Actions Completed ~ Listing
Permit Actions Pending - Summary

Management Division

13 . . . .
24 . . .

62 . . . .

. Plan Actions Completed - Summary

Plan Actions Completed - Listing
Plan Actions Pending =~ Summary

. Permit Actions Completed - Summary

Permit Actions Completed - Listing
Permit Actions Pending - Summary

Page

CHMND

10

14

15
16
15

17

18
19
18



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

. MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Air, Water and Solid

Waste Management Divisions September 1976

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending

Air _ :
Direct Sources _ 6 29 8 29 1 1 719
fotal - 6 29 B 29 1 1 19
Watexr ‘
Municipal 132 354 134 271 68
Industrial 16 34 14 32 1 1 7
Total 148 388 148 303 1 1 75
Solid Waste .
General Refuse 4 15 7 20 1 1 9
Demclition 2 2 1
Industrial 2 - a8 2 10 3
Sludge 2 2
Total °) 27 : 9 36 1 1 13
Hazardous
Wastes ; 2 2
GRAND TOTAL 160 446 165 370 3 3 107
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03
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34
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EOWARDS 55 — InDUSTRIAL PROSQLTe C9/09776 Pruv AFE .

ﬁEEQEMHETGHngMWM.WWMWM

12 CANYON CITY

v6 03

"é4 QHLEMW_MmmmmmM

OAKLUDGE

CBALDWIN ADDITION®JO#46E

55

50 RIVER UAL mAJ LND PARTION

090776

0Y/10776 PRUV APER

080576

08ls76
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,mmwm_,W.menmeM“;mmﬂummme.WMMMWDEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

- e MONT&ILY - ACTIVITY RF(PORT . S it T B DRI LI LR TR PPN PSPPI
Water (uallity Division : : : September 1976 ‘

_ Plan Actions Completed (148 - con't)  Time to

Name of Course/Project/Site and Type of Same Date Date of Complete
o9 L . Rec'd.  Action . Action . Action

93 34 USA BEAV RUCK‘CREEK N=—SUMERSET WEST 091076 09/13/76 PRUV APP 03

S 34 DURHAM 55 TURKYVIEW #Z-187 08117 QOwr13/770 PRUV AVP 33

5 34 USA/SOMERSW& RQC% CﬁééﬁuﬂéﬁrH o Q855?ém5971éyigwﬁébgmAﬁﬁmmmig

' 5 34 USA/SOMERSTW S5 SPRINGRIDGE 082076 29/13/76 PROV APP 24

21 WALDPURT BALL BLYD. OR10GEWOOD ACRESL 0900776 09Y/13/76 PRuv APP 06

PORTLAND 55 SW VACUNA & 55TH MULT CO 072176 G9/13/76 PROV APP b3

s 24 SALEM 55 MARION ESTATES EAST 0B0576 09/ 13776 PROV APF T y

s 57 30 UMATILLA 55 CONFORTnas ADU. 82776 09/13776 PROV AFET17

bos 34 USA/SOMERS w 082276 G9/13/76 PROV APP  1v
; CUSA/DURHAM  Sw VACUNA ST & Si 95TH AVE 091076 CY/14/76 PRUV APP O

r.

S 51 15 MEDFURU 55 IMPRY PLAS RUGUE VAL PX 2 072276 09/14/76 PRUV APP 53

9
3
q
i

5 51 08 HARAOR HONAKER SUBDM 55 089976 U9/14/76 PROV APP 33

55 SEALY HEIGATS T 082576 09/15/Te AROV APP 23

18 10 MYRTLE CREEK

5 42 24 SALEM S5 DEER PARK ©tSTAIES  0BlL7s 29/15/70 PRUV APY 26 .
.5 82 24 SALEN S5 BALDWIN ADC-NE SALE 0B23TH 09/15/76 PROV ARP 25
LT ey sanny T s FRANKL TN HITeATs so 081876 09/15/76 PROYV 200 27
3 TapRI FftﬁﬁmégﬂﬁUﬁ'_ HILL T T T T T 081676 09715774 PROV APP L an o
"g"élﬁéd”éPRINdFraLD"'sé"ﬁbéwai&wﬁt'””"”““" T081674 0%/15/76 PRUy AvP 30
e TSy sPRINGFIELL sk'wAJ PART #4929 4 UF GATEwAYCBL 270 55/15/76 PRUY ARK 27
)Eﬁwgﬁdiﬁﬁf?E[EW‘qé?"éﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁKméﬁiiﬁ:fégmgw“MmmwmﬁQGE55"6§7f5775”P§5U FAEI-RE YA
5 61 20 SPRIMNGFIELD "5§'i£éx BLATT = 3RG Aou 099276 09/ 15/76 PROV APP a4
34 USA BEAV spu VALLEE T T k0976 59715776 PROV ARE 06
|

s T34 USA/SEAVERTR 5h HALL 8LVD #2 090146 09/15/76 PRGY APF T 14

ATHENA  knowlToNs Ao T 09T47e 05/16/76 PRCYV APP N2

3 CCshal CUUUGRAMBLE HILL T T h91376 0Y/16/76 PROV APP 03

MALLARD PAKK-5L DUCREY LANE 090776 UY/15/76 PRUV AFP 09

T3 CChu #L
5 25 03 CL €D SER #1 S5 TAX LOT 20U O 0WOIT6 CY/16/76 PRUV APP 15

1
.
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aeen . DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY . . -.
' TECHNICAL PROGRAMS
o ‘MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT N o

Water puality Division

CENTRAL PT

September

1976

Plan Actions Completed {148 - con't)

Name of Sonrce/Project/Site and Type of Same

55 JACKSON CO FAIRGROUNDS

" Date
Rac'd.

' Date of
Action

7 Action
Q82576 (9716776 PROV APP

Time to

" Complete

Action
22

) FLORENCE

GLADSTONE

‘“Gékéﬂmgﬂ&mﬁf”

55

MERRYHILL ESTATES—-15 LOTS

24TH STREET ReodOUD TOSPRUCE

'S5 EXT SAN MARTASSAN BARBARA

.

050176 09/16/76 PROV APP

090776 09/16/76 PROV APP

082076 09/16/76 P

SALEM

GRESHAM

CHANGE ORDER NJOa

55 E3EKS PARK ESTATES

wméGARD MAN

55

CULUMB A TERKR OREVISIUn®

ToE2T e

vEslie

083076

SALEM

18

SUNANZA

S5 MISSIUN PK

050374

TSTRIaID DuClne TS < UNe SET

050876

s
09716776 PRUV APP
CS/17/76 PROV APB
0Y/ensT6 PRUV ARP
U9/20776 Prav APP”

TCS/20/76 PrUY APP

o
09
-y

15

" CLATSKANIE  CLATS Ho-MH3 THRU MH8 092076 w9/21/76 PROV APP

20 LUGENE

24

Eq'

34

,ﬂéim

.4

SALEN

SALE

LOA/FURESTGR

CGILSERT STREET

LinCein CITY

NACML CT wiF CLINTun LK

cXT - TIGARD

DYl Cu/ii/TE PRUV

0Y1576 09721770 PRV APP

BPE

WILdur 5T TJ HOWAKU ST Seie

55 24TH AVE wC#1Us212

082476

TROTAN SHURLS=PHASE ]

090716

Dulbln Jw/edd o 2RUV APE

Gy /22/ 70 PRUV APH

LTS PRGY RI

s GREENSAN DI 55 C(HANDLER Dev LINNELL ST 083076 09/22/76 PRUV AFF 22
10 KeEDSPORT 09aTTL UY/23/76 PROY APE 15

22

HCHTRVITLE

ﬁctUbPuHT

MULALLA

CSCMTANVILLE

ALSANY

TSCUTH HILL DRIVE
FRICURICH AULe ULITY EaGrx
S5 RANCH RueFLidy ACAZS 50

CJLE STREERT

CAULILE wWeST = 1sT ADUITiuw

S8 PERIwlnALE 50 #HcCLLR ST

92l ie

091476 L9/26/76 PRIV

NUDLTE LIl ehs 16 PRIV AFP

09217s LI/ 24/ 10 PRUV APP

061876 L9/24/76 Puvy ARP

AP

Uil 2alTe POV Akp

34 USA/DUKAAY  SHULTZ SEwek 3
. 34 USA/DURHAY  NORTH DAKUTA STREST Lio 991475 09721776 POV ARP 07
T A ALuaA T T R AR BT TGRS TE e 217 iy hEE 4
34 USA/0UrAAM RUSEwUUU/ T2ab aVE LID 09laln Cy/21/To SRy APR
5 10 GREEN SeDe LIANELL AVE 01676 BB/ 827Te Peov ARE
T S T TN 6T w278 Su ARE -



B 'DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY )
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS
. L L o HONTHLYVACTIVITY_REPORT - o
i Water Quality Division September 1976
Plan Actions Completed (148 - con't) -
) 7ﬂﬂ3{7 i Time to
5 " Date bate of Complete
- ASWName of Source/Project/site and Type of Same Rec'd. Action Action Action
16 CJULVYR CITY  CULVERRILGe 15T AUUITION 090876 0Y/24/76 PROV APP  l6
36 MCMINNVILLE  PRUJ 1976-0 OLINGsWCCULLJUGHYOY 1470 09724/ 70 Pruy APP 1o
s 10 DOUGLAS €U GLIOE 55 CUNTRACT LUCUHENTS 080276 U9/26/T76 COMMENTS 5%
CCsD Nu 1 VISTA VIEw VILLAGC 09ilio 09/21/70 vruy APF 19
20 FLURENCE 11TH ST=RHUDOUENORUN & WEST 090776 u9/27/76 PRUY APP 20
30 HERMISTON SE 9TH STREET 091076 C9/27/76 PRUV APP 17

T PURTLAND

CeQe

.mg.mMMEEH

5] ,

é,,ungg"

T8 47 09 SUNRIVER

5 Ad

S 49

s 26

g....éé,

msﬂ, e

26
3
- més_

Hwig”

GRESAM

26

PORTLAMD

PorTLAND €

PORTLAND .

Cala

R TEIRTS

ﬁ@U. 5 PAJES'M

PURTLAND

HERMI S TIN

GRESHAA

GRESHAM

PURTCANL

PORTLASD

GHESHAM

PORTLAND

20 VENETA

CADD. cesel THRU 3-THYun TR

U’;‘CJ)/U

09078

CoYSTM T VILLAGE w 3 €% 071276

mARSHALLS AvU JTiL PLAR V72775

55 wmTe VILLAGL wEST Sdnv QIVERGSILTo

HERTDITH PARR 5b T OELI#TS

SPERCE ACRIS 082718

55 5E RAGUNA E UF SE 92 AVE 083176

NWGEMNUICUTT-CuL aBLVU/TRENTON 090778

DY FIFTH FROs BROADWAY 253FT 0%9i47e

KED wAN SGUARL 091470

JAGTe LAne 091076

ATP olD LUCUHeNTS U3 CoPlEns U9siio

NUel SCHMEER I1-PACKARD 092176
NUw2 SCHAEER I-PACKARL 5592076

NOe3 SCHAEER [-PACKARDL 092176

T OYziTe

081076

a9l

BT

Cuvs27/76

T2

Lusell Ts

L2776

LF/Z?/TG
¥ e

LEre T/

VPRV

Uv/28/ 70

Uizl e

34 HILLSGuRG~#1  EAST SIDE £AT & & THIRD STe D900l 09725776

Co/25/ 70

Cu/28/76

ICEYPEVAL

U/ es/ 75
LEL2ATS

G Fantta

0v/27/ 78

CAPPRUVED

06
TAPPROVED
APPRUYVED

APPROVED Ak
SeREVED  os

APP L YE U

[
J

BaGY ARE N

ooy A v
AXEP el
RV Y e
SR ARE s
TRV
PRV
PRUY APE %
PiRUY AP
PRUV AEP 4]
RV awe
PROV AFP 1%
LEP Ly

AR QUAY)

PROYV AFP 2



County

DEFPARTMENT 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
Linﬁ
Multnomah
Columbia

Clackamas

Washington

Washington

Washington -

‘Wasﬁington'

- Multnocmah

Polk -

Polk

Albany —.Teledyne Wah Chang.
Diggolved solids elimination.

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

Portland - Anodizing, Inc. Waste
treatment facilities.

St. Helens - Kaiser Cement &
Gypsum Corp. OQutfall line.

Oregon City - Bob Alder Farm.
Animal waste disposal.

Beaverton - Tektronix, Inc. Chrome
waste collection modification.

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

Beaverton - Tektronix, Inc.
Hexavalent chromiuvm monitoring
equipment.

Sherwood - Frontier Leathef.r Beamr
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.

9/1/76
9/1/76
9/1/76
9/7/76
9/9/16
9/13/76

_9/13/76
9/13/76

9/14/76
9/21/76
9/21/76

9/21/76

Concept conditionally
approved.

Concept conditionally
approved.
Approved
Approved
Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Not approved
Approved
Approved

Approved



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT

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

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (148 - con't)

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

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SQURCES - con't.

Multnomah Portland - Rhodia, Inc. Final 9/26/76 Approved
plans.
Linn Albany = Teledyne Wah Chang. . 9/29/76 Approved
. Ammonla recovery column improve-—
ments.
Linn Albany - Teledyne Wah Ghang. 9/29/76 Approved

clarifier sludge pump modification.



Water Quality '

-DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

"MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

‘Municipal
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

{Reporting Unit)

Septeﬁber, 1976

{Month and Year)

SUMMARY QF WATER PERMIT ACTICNS

Permit

Sources

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)

New

"Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

* NPDES Permits
** State Permits

‘Permit Actions Permit Actions Sources
Received Completed Acticns Under Regr'g
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.¥Yr. Pending Permits Permits
* I** * i** * l** * i** * ;** * |** * l**
0 2 VO 2 011 4 2 2 7
0 8] 010 Q.10 $] L 3 5
1 1 9210 16 1 39 1
210 _llio | 810 12 0] 19 0
3 3 1813 17 11 32 4 63 13 294155 2991 67
8] 0 113 111 1 2 3 4
Q OA ot 1 l]6~ 1 110 4 1
1 0 913 2/7 0] 15 2 19 8
711 13]2 #1470 17 10 23 11
811 2319 23 17 34 |14 49 114 425/ 80 432 85
0 0 .O 8] 010 0 1 3 0
b { o olo olo _ol1 0 jo0
Q 0 _01l¢ _010 0 Q 0 o
6 0 910 110 2106 9 9
) 0 9! 0 110 2 12 12 0 61| 8 64| 8
11 ' 4 ‘50112 41 |8 68 120 124 27 780ll43 795|léO

l/ 6 state permit applicants exempted

2/ 2 NPDES modifications dropped

é/ 2 NPDES permit renewals exempted



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Ouality

Septenber, 1976

{Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {49)

Sewage Disposal

-10-

Name of Source/Proiect/Site bate of
County and Type of Same Action Action
I
Municipal (18)

- Tillamook City of Wheeler 10/ 3/76 NPDES Permit
' Sewage Disposal Renewed
Jackson Shady Vista Mobile Park 10/ 3/76 . NPDES Permit -

Sewage Disposal ) Renewed
Tillamook Taho Management Company’ 10/ 3/76 NPDES Permit

Negkowin Lodge ‘ Renewed
Malheur Farewell Behd, Inc. 10/ 9/76 State Permit

I Sewage ‘Disposal ‘ Issued

Klamath City of Klamath Falls 10/ 9/76 NPDES Permit
Kingsley Field STP " Modified

Klamath City of Klamath Falls 10/ 9/76 NPDES Permit
' Spring Street STP Modified

Klamath South Suburban S. D. 10/ 9/76 NPDES Permit
Sewage Disposal : Modified

. Polk City of Monmouth 10/14/76 NPDES Permit
Sewage Disposal Modified

Tillamook City of Tillamook 10/14/76 NPDES Permit
' ' Sewage Disposal . Modified

~ Polk City of Independence 10/14/76 NPDES Permit
Sewage Disposal : Modified

Yamhill ‘city of Newberg 10/14/76 - NPDES Permit
Sewage Disposal Modified

Morrow Department of Transportation 10/14/7¢6 NPDES Permit
Boardman Rest Area Modified

Yamhill City of Amity 10/20/76 NPDES Permit

Sewage Disposal Renewed
Yamhill City of Dayton 10420/76 NPDES Permit

Renewed



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Water Quality

(Reporting Unit)

September, 1276

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (42 - con't) .

Klamath Yard

-11-

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Acticn l Action
[ I
Marion " City of Gervais 10/20/76 NPDES Permit
Sewage Disposal Renewed
Marion City of Jefferson 10/20/76 NPDES Permit
-Sewage Disposal Renewed
Yamhill City of Sheridan 10/20/76 NPDES Permit
' Sewage Disposal Renewed
Yamhill City of Willamina 10/20/76 NPDES Permit -
Sewage Disposal Renewed
~ Industrial and Commercial (30)
Linn Permaneer Corporation 9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit
Brownsville Plant Renewed
Marion Castle & Cook Foods a/ 3/76 NPDES Permit
’ Dole Company Plant Renewed
Linn Pubiishefs'Paper Company 9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit
Sweet Home Division ' Renewed .
Curry City of Brookings 9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit
: Filter Plant Issued
Coos Coos Bay Timber Operators 9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit -
Kenrock Quarry Renewed
Josephine Wayne Mikel 9/ 3/7¢ NPDES Permit
Leland Placer Mine - Issued
Multnomah - Liquid Air, Inc. 9/ 3/76 NPDES Permit
Portland ' Renewed
N
Clatsop Crown Zellerbach Corporation 97 9/76 NPDES Permit
Wauna Plant Modified
Marion Stayton Canning Company 9/ 9/76 NPDES Permit
Brooks Plant Modified
Klamath Burlington Northern 9/ 9/76 NPDES Permit

Modified"



-DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
“TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

September, 1976
(Month and Year)

Water Quality
{Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (49 — con't)

Portland

-12-

’ Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
{
Hood River Moore Orchards, Inc. 9/ 9/76 NPDES Permit
Fruit Packing Modified
Coos Alaska Packers 9/14/76 NPDES Permit
.Charleston Plant : Modified
Clatsop Alaska Packers 9/14/76 NPDES Permit
Hammond Plant Modified
Lindoln Alaska Packers 9/14/76 NPDES Permit
o Newport Plant Modified
- Clatsop Bioproducts, Inc. 9/14/76 NPDES Permit
Fish Biproduct Rendering Modified
Lincoln Bumble Bée_Seafoods 9/14/76 ‘NPDES Permit
Newport Plant Modified
Clatsop Barbey Packing 9/14/76 NPDES Permit
Union Seafoods Plant Modified
Clatsop Barbey Packing 9/14/76 NPDES Permit
Portway Plant Modified
Grant. W. A. Bowes 9/14/76 State Permit
Courgar Gold Mine Issued
Multnomah Rhodia, Inc. . 9/20/76 NPDES Permit
Portland ‘ ) Modified
. Multnomah Crown Zellerbach Corporation 9/28/76 Exempted From
Flexible Packaging Plant NPDES Renewal
Lane The Murphy Company 9/28/76 Exempted From
Swisshome : NPDES Renewal
Clackamas Thorolyte Fiberglass 9/28/76 Modification
Portland Dropped
Multnomah Pennwalt Corporation 9/28/76 Modification
Portland Dropped
Multnomah Pacific Building Materials 9/28/76 Exempted From

State Permit



_DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality

{Reporting Unit}

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (49 - con't)

September, 1976

(Month and Year)

Tillamook

Trask River Salmon Hatchery

-]3-

. g Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Lction Action
I |
Columbia Pacific Building Materials 9/28/76 Exempted From
Scappoose : State Permit
- Baker John D. Flack 9/28/76 Exempted From
.Placer Mine State Permit
Baker LeRoy Vanentine 9/28/76 Exempted From
Placer Mine’ State Permit
Cladkamas Hall Process Cbmpany 9/28/76 Exempted From
' Clackamas State Permit
- Clackamas Ha;dware & Industrial Tool 9/28/76 Exempted From
Colton’ State Permmit
Agricultural (1)
Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 9/14/76  'NPDES Permit

Modified



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

! MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality ' September 1976
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (9)

-{DEQ Log No.) Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
i ! ] ! |

Direct Stationary Sources (2)

Yamhill McDaniel Grain & Feed, 7 9/2/76 Approved

{706} Plant Expansioch
Multnomah Continental Can, 7/12/76 . Withheld approval -
(774) Plant Expansion ) until odor contrecl

equipment is proposed

.Linn Teledyne Wah Chang, 8/19/76 Approved
(796) . New Chlorinator '
" Multnomah Portland Graphic Arts Center, 8/25/76 Approved
{(721) Precipitator for ovens
Jackson Cascade Electric, /7/76, Approved
{798) ‘ Motor burn-out cven
Polk Boise Cascade, Independence, ‘ 9/8/76 Approved
(797) Scrubbers for veneer dryers
Crook Les Schwab Tire Center, 9/24/76 Incinerator
{(784) Non-conforming incinerator in-activated
Umatilla Celpril, Inc. Hermiston, 9/22/76 Approved
{803) ‘ Seed coating plant
Jackson Rogue. Valley Plywood, _ 10/1/76 Approved conditionally
{804) Burner for dryer heat .

-l4-



DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TLCHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT .

Air Quality ' : September 1976

Direct Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Indirect Sources

Nlew

Existinq
chew§ls
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

{Reporting Unit) C {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit’ Sources

Sources
Received ~ Completed Actions under Regr'g
Month Fis.Y¥Yr. Month Pis.Y¥Yr. Pending Permits Permits
1 11 1 a 12
2 17 0 22 38
5 14 7 58 43
7 36 11
49 8 125 104* 2155 2205
2 5 2 7 10
0 1 Q 1 Q
2 8 10 . 42
11 55 10 - 133 114 2197

* Public notices have been issued for 44 pending permit actions.

-15-



DEPARTMENT OF DNVIROKMEMTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS o

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality September 1976
{Reporting Unit) {Month and Ye¢ar)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (10)

Name of Source/Proiject/Site Date of
County and Type cf Same Actioh ' Action
I I | 1
Clackamas Oregon Ready Mix Co., Inc. 9/8/76 Permit Issued

03~2500, Concrete {Renewal)

Douglas Roseburg Paving, Inc. 9/13/76 Permit Issued
10~-0004, Asphalt Plant {(Renewal)

Marion Sprague High School 9/8/76 Permit Issued
24-2319, Boiler {Renewal)

Marion North Salem High School a/8/76 Permit Issued
24~-5074, Boiler {(Renewal)

Marion South Salem High School 9/8/76 Permit Issued
: 24~5500, Boiler (Renewal)

Multnomah Midland-Ross Corp. 9/8/76 Pérmit Issued
26-1888, Steel Mill {Renewal)

Multnomah Columbia Sand & Gravel Co. ‘ 9/8/76 Permit Issued
: 26~2020, Concrete {Renewal) ‘

Portable - North Santiam Sand & Gravel 9/8/76 Permit Issued
37-0143, Rock Crusher ({(New)

Indirect Sources (2)

Washington = Harewood Planned Unit Development - 9/8/76 Final permit issued.
800 spaces.
Multnomah Downtown Public Short-term Parking 9/16/76 Final permit issued.

Garages, 1303 space parking facilities,

- 16



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Sclid Waste Management ‘ September 1976
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTTONS COMPLETED (9).

Name of Source/Project/Site_ Date. of

County and Type of Same Action Action-

Coos

Linn

Benton

Clatsop

Jackson

Marion

Clackamas

Josephine

Lane

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-

9/7/76

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

Approved.

Provisional
Approval

" Approved

Provisional
Approval

Rejected

Approved

Approved

Approved



. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Management

General Refuse

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Demolition

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Industrial

New

- ‘Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

‘sludge Disposal

- (Reporting Unit}

September

1976

{(Month andd Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDCUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

. New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Hazardous Waste

New
Authorizations
Renewals i
Modifications
Total

GRAND TOTALS

Permit Actions . Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'qg
‘Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Permits
4 1 3 3 :
2 5 46 (*46)
2 4 1 5 5
1 2 3 4
4 10 7 17 54 194 197
2 3
1
1
2 4 1 13 13
2 1 3 1
2 2 12 {(*4)
1 2 1 . 1 1
1
1 4 4 7 14 86 91
i 2 2 2
2
1 1
1 3 2 5 0 9 9
11 27 11 28
11 27 11 28 0 1 1
17 44 24 - 61 69 303 311

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

-~18-



County

DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Management o September 1976

{Reporting Unit) A{Month and Year}

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {24)

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

I I : |

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities _(7)

Klamath

Marion
' Marion
Wallo?a
Sherman
Clatsop

Malheur

Fort Klamath Disposal Site 8/16/76 Permit issued
Existing facility {Not reported
last month)

Macleay Transfer Station 9/10/76 Permit amended
Existing facility

Woodburn . Landfill 9/10/76 Permit amended
Existing facility

Wallowa Drop Box Site 9/13/76 Permit issued
New facility

Sherman County Landfill 9/13/76 Permit issued
Existing facility {renewal)
Cannon Beach Disposal Site 9/20/76 . Permit amended

Existing facility

Ontaric Landfill ' a/20/76 Permit issued
Existing Facllity '

Demolition Solid Waste Facilities (0O)

Sludge Disposal Facilikties (2)

Lincoln

Clatsop

T & L Sﬁptic Service 9/9/76 Permit issued
New facility :

Marshall Sludge Site 9/16/76 Permit denied
New facgility

Industrial Solid Waste Facilities (4)

Jackson

Boise Cascade, Medford _ 9/15/76 Permit issued
Existing facility

_19_



“"DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENUIAL QUALIYLY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Management ‘ September

1976

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {continued)

Name of Source/Project/Site " Date of
County and Type of Same Action ’ Action
| l - !
Douglas Roseburg Lumber, Dillard 9/16/76 Permit amended
Existing facility
Jackson Denman Wildlife Area 9/17/76 Permit issued
' New facility
Josephine Alrport Glue Waste Site 9/23/76 Permit issued
Existing facility
Hazardous Waste Facilities (11)
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 9/3/76 Two (2) disposal
Existing facility authorizations
approved.
Gilliam Chem—Nuclear, Inc. 9/8/76 Disposal authori-
Existing facility ' zation approved.
Gilliém Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 9/10/76 Disposal authori-
Existing facility zatlion approved.
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 9/14/76 Two {2) disposal
Existing facility authorizations
approved.
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 9/15/75 Two {2) disposal
Existing facility authorizations
amended.
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 9/22/76 Two (2) disposal
Fxisting facility authorizaticns
approved.
Gilliam Chem~Nuclear, Inc. 9/23/76 Disposal authori-

Existing facility

-20-
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 3.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 Telephone (503) 229-56%96

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

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 summarized on the attached table.

Director's Recommendatfon

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.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

Attachments
Tax Credit Summary
Tax Credit Review Reports

N
JLARA
UK

gﬂéﬁ
Containg
fecyciad
Materisls

DEQ-4é



TAX CREDIT SUMMARY

Proposed November 1976 Totals:

ATr QUATILY vvvvvncnerennnnssussnascecsasanss $ 378,051.76
Water QUaTity covevriririnnnisnsensnrnrasnanns 453,632.00
SOTid Waste veereereciaenonnsennsannss veverss 0,094,282.94

$6,925,966.70

Calendar Year Totals to Date:
{Excluding November totals)

Air QUality coeesvernannees Cheasan veseveses. $14,059,874.58
Water Quality ...cvevirvenniacnenrnanaoes .o 6,683,098.15
Solid Waste cveiiereneannnannannsan ferrenan 856,694.56

$21,599,667.29

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

Air QUaTity | .iiriiierrsennresnennnncans $112,326,9n8.80
Water QUality ... .iriiriernrnnennennananns 91,492,367.78
Solid Waste ,,,......... Ceetennneeesassesesas 20,309,727.47

$224,129,004.05
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Appl. T-814

State of Oregon Date October 6,

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Publishers Paper Co.

419 Main Street

Oregon City, Oregon 97045

The Applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill in
Newberqg, 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 $1,224,953
pollution control, including cost of installation.

2. Foundations, footings, and site preparation.

3. Piping. 207,040
4. Fuel handling system:

Conveyors and reclaim feeder $420, 268

115 units day storage bin 164,450

Truck-trailer dumper 48,744 633,462
5. Control room and feeder room. 79,099
6. Substation. 46,063
7. FPire p;otection system. 25,677
8. Caterpillar Model 980 loader. 95,000
9. Electrical wiring and installation. 200,330
10. Engineering and drafting. 34,107
11. Plant construction labor and materials. 29,833
12. Unclasgified charges under $1,000, 51,076

Total project cost 2,937,203

1976



. T-814
October 6, 1976
Page 2

The claimed facility was begun in Bugust 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).

3. 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

ugse. 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 1lb/hr),
congumption 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_ per day when burning oil. Savings in
terms of fuel 0il or natural gas could amount to $450,000 annually.

The Department concludes that the c¢laimed facility meets the requirements
of ORS 468.165{1) (b) and ig therefore eligible for certification.

4, Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pellution 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



Appl. T-816

Date 9-14-76

State of Oragon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Agglicant

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 Bl0), 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 prenctification requirements of ORS 46B8.175 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 ig 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.



T-816
9-14-76

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.

RIN:ts
11-3-76



Appl.

State of Oregon Date

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

T-8190

10/13/76

Applicant

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

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

Degseription 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.

cost of the following:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

d.
h.

i.

Two storage units (85 and 60 unit capacity) $40,500
Two Jaccbson P-361 pulverator units 16,882
Soderham SS-26 single deck sawdust shaker screen 9,700
18" X 21" magnetic drum 3,500
One metering bin 4,800
Receiving cyclone with rotary feeder 2,700
Burner section 162,050
Tuel conveyor system 3,168
Electrical and miscellaneocus installations 19,700

Total Project Cost $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 te Pollution Contreol for Utilization
of Solid Waste.

Facility costs:

to application.

It includes the installed

$263,000.00 {Accountant's certification was attached



T-819

October 13, 1976

Page

3.

2

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 ineineration of the veneer dryer exhaust gases. Wood waste
residues, sander dust and ply-trim are cellected 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 en. 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 amcunt 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.

Diractor's .Recommendation

Tt is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
igsued. 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 :



Appl  T-822

Date _ 10-7-76

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Brooks-Willamette Corp.

PO Box 1245

Bend, Oregon 97701

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 Tabor for electrical work 6,944.73
h. E]eﬁtric motors 6,305.90
i. Engineering and design 4,605.52
j. Two Redco control consols 3,503.90
k. Other materials and supplies, including freight 8,348.45
1. Company labor 2,309.25

The claimed facility was beqgun 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.



Tax Application T-822
Page 2

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 1imit. The individual cyclones serving the dryers were
also out of compliance. This claimed facility lowered dryer emissions from
105 1b/hr to 7 1b/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.

PAB :mh



Appl. T-825

Date  10/26/76
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant - o .

Western Kraft Group

Willamette Industries, Inc.
3700 First National Bank Tower
Portland, Oregon 97201 .

The applicant owns and operates a llner board, corrugatlng med1um and
paper bag manufacturing plant in Albany, Linn County. .

Description of Facility

The facility claimed in_thiS'applicatiou is a waste wood fired boiler.
It includes the installed ¢ost.of the following:

a. Hog fuel boiler complete with wet scrubber for air $1,033,868.60
pollutlon control . ’

k. Building, foundatione, structural steel .- ’-7' : ‘ '217,632.32
c. Piping : | _ . 397,138.23
d. Fuel handling systeﬁ | | | . : 451(825.31
e.' ‘Eleotrical, instrumenfation and process oontrol ) 272,658.64

f. I.D.‘Fans, pumps, turbines and miscellaneous . , -
installatiens - : : L 152,202.79

Total Project Cost . ' ©$2,525,325.94.

The claimed fac111ty was constructed beglnnlng July 1974 and oompleted
in October 1975. .

Certification is ¢laimed 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 (Aocountant's Certification was attached
to application). ) :



T-825
October 26, 1976

Page

3.

2

Evaluation of Application

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 Teons) of ash per day is being landfilled.

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

MS:sa

Director's. Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollutien Centrol 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.



Appl.

State of Oregon Date

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

T-826

11/4/76

Applicant

Bohemia, Inc.

22B0 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. Foundations and site preparation $21,191.87
b. Wood waste handling and preparation systems 692,287.09
C. Fuel conveying system 48,616.79
d. COEN. burner Qith accessories 202,635.81
e. Electrical and miséellaneous installations 26,995, 44

Total Project Cost 5 368,727.00

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 Pecllution 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.



T-826
‘Page 2
11/4/76

The claimed facility is a complete wood waste storage, preparation
and firing system. Hog fuel, sander dust and straw are collected,
pulverized, dryved and conveyed to the fuel bin. The wood fuel

is metered to the burner on demand. 2ll 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 fﬁrnace, are fed back
into. the partiecleboard dryer for heating purposes or' are exhausted
to “the atmosphere.

At the present time, over 800 tons of wood waste, previeusly burned

in the wigwam burner or landfilled, are utilized monthly by the claimed
faeility. Savings in terms of fuel oil or natural gas could amount to
over $200,000.00 annually.

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

Directeor's Recommendation-

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

MS:sa



Appl. T-827

Date 10-3-76

State of Ovszgon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc.
P. O. Box 460

1600 N, E. 014 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.-V  effluent streams from V_=~V, filters at separations
so that the concentrate may bé 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.

£. Zirconium pipe section (outlet from secondary steam separator with V3—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-V streams
from the effluent. The meeting was in Albany on August 23, 19%2 {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 V_-V 6 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-Ammeonia 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



Appl. wo-328

Date  10-20-76
State of Oregon ”*

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
Division of Teledyne Industrles, Inc,
P. 0. Box 460

1600 N. E. 0ld Salem Road

Albany, Oregon 97321
The appllcant owns and operates a facility for the prlmary 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 contrcl and recording instrumentation.
d. Ancillary electrical contfol, 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 Appllcatlon
for Renewal, received February 16, 1971, that modifications to the pH
neutralizing station were being installed. Staff considers that the
requirements for prenotification of constructlon, 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, ko the company, is derived from adjustlng 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



Appl. T-829

Date October 20, 1976

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc.
P. O, Box 460
1600 N. E. ©0l1ld 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.

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_-V, boildown. The building matches the concrete
construction of the exifting 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
control.
Facility cost: $11,680 {Accountant's certification was attached to the
application). The V3—V facility was required by one of the conditions of
Waste Discharge Permit ﬁo. 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_-V, streams (DEQ memo dated September 14, 1972). The®

staff was kept informed of the progress of the V_-V, boildown project and
consgiders that requirements for prenotification of construction, at the time,
were fulfilled.

3. Evaluation of the Application
The facility is required as a part of the V. -V, 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
Tt 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



Appl. T-830

Date October 22, 1976

State of Oragon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Agglicant

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc.
P. 0. Box 460

1600 N. E. 0ld Salem Recad

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.

pescription 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. 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 $7092,500
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
QOctober 27, 1976



Appl. T-832

Date October 27, 1976

. 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. 0ld 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 Nobkium.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of an additional boiler to supply energy for the
V4-V, streams boildown system. It is a 700 horsepower Cleaver Brocks Package
Model and required ancillary piping and electrical installation is included.

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

Certification is claimed with 100% allocated to polluticn 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 BAugust 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.-V, streams. The meeting was in Albany on August 23, 1972 (DEQ memo dated

.Septémber 14, 1972). It is considered that prenotification of constructich

wags fulfilled.

Evaluation of Application

The installation of the total facility for elimination of V_-V, 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 peollution control.

WED:ts
October 27, 1976



T-833

bPate  11/1/76
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc.
P. 0. Box 460

1600 N. E. 0l1ld 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.

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. 5taff 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. 5Staff 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. WNo 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 polluticn control.

WDL : em
11/1/76



T-834

Date 11/1/76
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc.
P. 0. Box 460

1600 N. E. 0ld 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.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

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



State of QOregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc.
P. 0. Box 460

1600 N. E. 0ld 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 metal produced

are zirconium, hafnium, tantalum and nobium.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

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 with 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.

3. 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



Appl. T-836

Date 11-1-76

: Stafe of Orazgon
DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAYX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Agglicant

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Division of Teledyne Industries, Inc.
P, O. Box 460

1600 N. E. 0ld 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.
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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 Certificaté 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



Appl T-841

State of Oregon Date _10/18/76
Department of Environmental Quality

Tax Relief Application Review Report

1. Applicant

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

The applicant owns and operates a rare metals production plant at 1600
N.-E. 01d 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



Appi _ T-842

State of Oregon Date _ 10/19/76
Department of Environmental Quality

Tax Relief Application Review Report

1. Applicant

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

The applicant owns and operates a rare metals production plant at 1600 N. E.
01d Salem Road, near the I-5 Freeway, on the north side of Albany, Oregon.

2. Description of Facility
The facility claimed in this abp]ication 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 taxlcredit law became effective.

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Acf 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 1bs/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 1b/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 airApollution
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 -

"r:Datei10-28w76
Department of Environmental Quality :

Tax Relief Application Review Report

Applicant

Brooks-Willamette Corp.

First National Bank Tower

Portland, OR 97201

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

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. Fire 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, 1276; 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 reguirement
of the law was fulfilled.

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

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

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 1bs.
of dust could be vented to the atmosphere. An additional 4,000 1bs. 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
1bs. 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 1ighter service to filter dust from the paint lines board sander and
another area of the paint line.
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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



Appt T-845

State of Oregon Date 10-28-76
Department of Environmental Quality

Tax Relief Application Review Report

1.

Applicant

Willamette Industries
3800 First National Bank Tower
Portland, OR 97201

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

Description of Facility

The facility claimed .in this app11cat1on 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 $46,650.00
b. American Air Filter Size 4 Type R Roto-Clone 7,393.00
c. Carothers Co. explosion vents 2,855.00
d. Installation contract 41,771.00
e. In-plant labor ' 7,974.20
f. Freight 2,729.12
g. Miscellaneous material and supplies . - 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 approva] given June 18, 1976. Preliminary certification for

tax credit was granted June 24 1976. Therefore, the prior approval requirement
of the Taw was sat1sf1ed ' o

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).

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 exper1enced 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.
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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

Recycled
Materisls

DEQ-44

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 0AR, Chapter 340, Section 45-070.

Backaround

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
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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.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

CKA:em
November 5, 1976



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item E » November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting

Requests for Hardship Relief from Waste Water Discharge
Permit Fees, OAR, Chapter 340, Section 45, (70(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 heen resolved by giving the permittees more time to
submit the money. Those remaining are as follows:

Permittee Fee Amount
Cloverdale Sanitary District 4 150
Mr. William Smith (placer mine) $ 50

Discussion

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 new sewaqge
treatment plant. The plant is under construction at this time.

The William Smith placer 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.

LA
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Agenda Item E , November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting

Requests for Hardship Relief from Waste Water Discharge Permit Fees,
0AR, Chapter 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 pending modifications to the fee schedule will solve

the problems.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

CKA:em
11/2/76
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From:

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Environmental Quality Commission

Director

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

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

Background

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.

permi

The Department requested this hearing because the current air
t 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-
guesting 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.

termi

The Department intends to use the following guidelines when de-
ning 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 (b) year
period.

¢. The facility is in compliance with all Department regulations
and free from malodorous emissions or any other nuisance
condition.



d. There is no compliance schedule in effect and none required.

e. The Department determines 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

0AR 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 Tong before it expired. In a few special cases the Depart-
ment would consider issuing permits for less than five (5) years.

Fee Scheduyle

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 1) 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 1ittle revenue as most sources
have their initial permit. Minimal sources would be reguired 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 1, 1977, sources designated as minimal sources will not be invoiced
for an annual compliance determination fee until their permit expiration
date.



Director's Recommendation

It is recommended by the Director that 0AR 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.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

EGW:ds
11/5/76

Attachments

1. 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
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ATTACHMENT 1. PROPOSED AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT REGULATION "

340-20-155 PERMIT REQUIRED

(1) No person shall construct, install, establish, develop or operate any'
air contaminant soﬁrce 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 souﬁcefCOVered by a permit under these
rules such tHat the emissions are significantly increased without
f%rst 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 emissidns are significantly changed without first notifying
' the.Départment.

(4) Any source may'app]y'to the Department or Regional Authority for a
special letter permit if operating a facility with no, or insigni-
ficant, air contaminant diSchargés.. Thé determination of applicability

‘of this special permit shall be made solely by the Department or

:Regiona1 Authority having jurisdiction. If issued a special permit,

| the application processing fee and/or annual compliance determination

- fee, provided by 0AR 340-19-030, may be waived by the Departmeﬁt or
|Regiona’l_ Authority. |

(5} }TheLDepartment may designate_any'source as a "Minimal Source” based

iupon the following criteria: |
(a) Quanfity and quality of emissions,
(b) Type of operation,
(c} Compliance with.Department regﬂ]ations, 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) AN persons required to obtain a permit shall bé subject to a three
part fee consisting df 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 processiné fee, and the annual compliance
determinatioﬁ fee shall be submitted as a required part of any appli-
cation for a new permit. The amﬁunt equa]_to the filing fee and the
application processing fee shall be submitted with any application for
modification of a permit. The amount equé] to the filing fee and the
annﬁa] compliance determination fee shall be submitted with'any appli-
cation for a rehewed permit.

{2) The feé scHedu]e contained in the listing of air contaminant sources
.Tﬁ Table A shall be applied to determine the permit fees, on a Standard
Industrial Classification (SIb) plant site basis.

'(3) Modifications of existing, unexp{reﬂ permits which are instituted by
;the Department or Regional Authority due to ghanging 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 requiré sub-
imission of the filing feg or the application prdcessing fee.

(4) Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to OAR 340-
§19—025 shall be subject to arsing1e $25.00 filing fee.r The appli-

cation processing fee and annual compliance determination fee for mul-
tiple-source permits shall be equal to the total amounts requireﬂ by

the individual sources involved, as-listed in Table A.



(5)

- (6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

The annual compliance determination fee shall be paid at least 30 days
prior to the start of each subsequent permit year. Failure to timely
cemit the annual compliance deterﬁination fee 1in accordance with the |
above shall be considered grounds for not issuing a permit or revoking
an existing bermit.

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 fof a period greater than 12 months,
the applicable annual compliance determinafion 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).

In no case shall a permit be issued for more than five (5) years.

Upon acceptingran application for filing, the filing fee shall be non-
refundable.

when:an air contaminant source which is in compliance with the rules
of a permit issuing agency relocates or proposes to relocate its ober—
ation to a site in the jurisdiction of'anotﬁer permit issuing agency
having comparable control requirements, application may be made and

approval may given for an exemption of the app]ication processing fee.

- The permit application andrthe'request for such fee reduction shall be

accompanied by

(a) a copL of the permit issued for the previous iocation, and

(b} .certification that the permittee proposec to operate with the
.same ;quipment, at the same production rate, and under similar
conditions at the new or pfoposed location. Certification by the

agency previously having jurisdiction that the source was operated



in compliance with all rules and regulations will be acceptable

S

should the previous permft not indicate such compliance.
- (10) If a temporary or conditional permit is issued in accordance with
adopted procedureé, 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) A1l 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 bermet.

(2) The duration bf permits will be variabie, but shall not exceed ten
(10) years. The expiration date w111-be recorded on each permit
issued. A new application must be filed with the Department to obtain
renewal or modification of a permit. L

{3) Permits are issued to the official applicant of record for the activities,
operations, emissions or discharges of record and shall be automatically
terminated: -

(aj Within 60 days aftef sale or exchange of the activity or'fac111ty
which requires a permit.

(b} ‘Upon change in the‘naturé.of activities, operations, emissions 6r
.discharges from those of record in the last application. |

(c) Upon issuance of a new, renewal or modjfiedpermit for the same
operation. | |

{(d) Upon written request of the permittee.
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OREGOI ADITINISTRATIVE RULES

340

NKOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in items #57 or 58
in addition to fees for any other applicable category.

Feas Feas
. Fees to be ta he
. Standard - ) Lnnual . to be Suimitted Sulaftted
Alr . Industrial Application Coripliance Sutanittcd Wi Lh with Apolicas
Cog:iqfnant Classifica- Filing Processing Deterrfna- , With Hew Rernoaai tian to .odiry
aurece tina N =hor Fro Fen tan Fae APIALIGA . faq]iratiae Pramit
1. 5Seed cleaning loca- 0723 25 75 85. 185 110 100
ted in Special :
Control Areas, Com-
mercial Operations
only (not elsewhere
included)
2. Smoke houses with 5 2013 25 75 100 200 125 100
*  .or more employees ’
3. Flour and other grain 2041
mill products in Spe-
cial Control Areas .
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 275 ‘550 300 275
b} Less than 10,000 25 1200 110° 335 135 225
T/y '
4. Cereal preparations 2043 25 . 250 200 475 225 275
in Special Control
Areas
5. Blended and prepared 2045
' flour in Special
Control Areas . .
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 © 200 475 225 275
b) Less than 10,000 25 200 100 325 125 225
T/y ,
6. Prepared feeds for 2048
".animals and fowls in
Special Control
Areas ‘
a), 10,000 or more T/y 25 ‘250 275 550 300 275
b) Less than 10,000 25 150" 110 285 135 175
T/Y ’
7... Beet sugar manufac- 2p63 25 300 1325 1650 1350 325
. turing i
{ #
8. Rendering plants 2077
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25. 200 325 550 350 225
b) Less than 10,000 25 200 225 450 250 225
T/y
9. Coffee roasting 2095 25 150 175 350 200 175



OREGOH ADIHISTRATIVE RULES CH. 340

-~ A

HOTE: Persons 'who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in items #57 or 58
in addition to Tees for any other applicable category,

.more but less
than 100
enployees

. 100

. Feas : Fees
: Standard ' Vf.nn al . 'z:c:e to be c to ke
' ~ ' 1 [» . 1 -, i .
Atr : ’ Industirial Application Compliance Subind tted Sl.h?:;tf.d wi'tt. Aj';]tr;zn_
Contaminant . Clacsifica- Filing Processing BDotermina- With fcw Reenwal tion ;o' ."‘.odﬂ'}
— Source ticn Nonher feo fee tion Feo ANDIIZIIun Aenlirat{an Tt
10. Sawmill and/or 2421
planing : . . .
a) 25,000 or mor 25 150 275 450 300 175
- bd.ft./shift - :
» b) Less than 25,000 25 50 175 250 200 75
bd.ft./shift ’ . '
11. Hardwood mills 2426 25 50 175 250 200 75
12.. shake and shingle . 2429 25 80 175 250 200 75
mills.
13, Mill work with 10 2431 25 125 225 375 250 150
employees or more
14. Plywood manufac- 2435 &
turing _ 2436 :
- ' a) Greater than 25° 500 550 1075 575 525
25,000 sq.ft./hr,
) 3/8" basis .
b) ° Less than 25 350 325 700 350 '375
25,000 sg.ft./hr, ) - ’
3/8" basis
15. Veneer manufac- 2435 & 25 75 175 275 200 100
turing only {(not 2436
elsewhere included)
16. Wood preserving 2491 25 125 175 325 200 150
. 17, Particleboard manu- 2492 25 500 550 1075 575 525
facturing
18. Hardboard manufac- 2499 25 500 © 550 1075 575 525
turing : ’
19. . Battery separator 2499 25 75 100 200 125 100
: manufacturing | ’ ‘
. {
20, Furniture and fix- 2511
tures i
a) 100 or more 25 150 - 275 450 300 175
~ employees )
b} 10 employees or 25 175 300 200 125



OREGDIE AOIHNISTRATIVE RULES CH. 340

'
i b §

HOTE: Persons ~ who opcrate boilers shall include fees as indicated 1n {tems #57 or 53
in auuitzon to fces for any other applicable category,

525

Fees - Feas
. . ‘Fecs to he - to ke
: Standard - Annual , to be Sulmitted Sulmitted
Alr - ’ Industrial Application Cotipliance Submitted vith with Apnlicay
Contaninant Clessifica- Filing Processing Determina- wWilh Nt Rernwal ticn to Modity
— Source tion Numher Fan Fen tion Fee Toapatication Aralicasinp frpy e
21. Pulp mills, paper 2611 25 1000 '2200; 3225 2225 1025
mills, and paper - 2621 :
board mills 2631
22, Buillding paper and 2661 .25 150 175 350 200 175
building board mills ’
23. BAlkalies and chlorine 2812 25 275 450 750 475 300
manufacturing
24. Calcium carbide 2819 25 300 550 _ 875 ‘575 325
manufacturing ' '
25. Nitric acid manufac- 2819 25 200 225 450 250 225
" turing L L Somseemen I T
' 26. Anmonia manufac— 2819 25 200 275 500 300 $225
" turing : i
27. Industrial inorganic 2819 25 250 350 625 . 375 275
" and organic chemi-
cals manufacturing
{not elsewhere in- -
cluded)
28, Synthetlc resin 2821 25 200 200 . 425 225 225
- manufacturing ' .
29. Charcoal manufac— 2861 25 275 550 850 575 300
furing
30. Herbicide manufac- 2879 25 500 2200 2725 2225 525
turing :
31. Petrecleum refining 2911 25 1000 2200 3225 2225 1025
32..-Asphalt production 2951 " 25 200 275 500 . 300 225
: by distillation | )
1
33. Asphalt blowing 2951 25 200 350 575 375 225
plants ;
34, Asphaltic concrete 2951
paving plants '
a} Stationary 25 200 225 450 250 225
b) Portable 25 200 300 325 225



Vite i ALl ALY E RULLED LH, 340

L.

; HOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in items #57 or 53
in addition to fces for any other applicable category,

T

Feas Foos
. Fees to he to io
] Standard - . Annnal to be Sulmitted Suisitted
Alr - Industrial Application Cempliance Submnitted with with dpnlicas
Contaminant Classifice- Filing Processing Betermina- with New Reredal tion o Madify
_ " Source ticn Nohes Fra Fen tinn Fer ANDTELIGN Ang] iratinn Tt
35, Asphalt felts and - 2952 25 200 - 450 675 475 225
coating
36. Blending, compound- 2992 25 175 225 425 250 200
ing or re-refining
of lubricating oils
and greases
37. Glass container 3221 25 200 350 575 375 225
.- manufacturing '
Cement manufac- 3241 25 625 1650 - 2300 1675 650
" turing ' ‘
392, Redimix concrete 3273 25 75 110 210 135, .100
40. Lime manufacturing 3274, 25 300. 175 500 200 325
41. Gypsum products 3275 25 150 175 350 200 175
~42. Rock Crusher 3295 : . .
a) Stationary 25 175 225 ° 425 250 200
b} Portable 25 175 300 500- 325 200
43, Steel works, rolling 3312 25 500 . 400 925 425 525
" and finishing mills
44." Incinerators - L ) )
a) 1,000 lbs/hr. 25 300 175 500 200 325
and greater
: capacity
b) 40 1lbs/hr. to 25 100 B5 210 110 125
1,000 lbs/hr. ' :
capacity
45. Gray iron and steel 3321
. foundries o
Malleable iron 3322
foundries !
Steel investment 3324
foundries y i
Stecl foundries not. 3325
elsewhere classified
a) 3,500 or more 25 500 450 975 475 525
T/y production ;
b) -Less than 3,500 25 125 225 375 250 150
" T/y production



OREGDI AbHIHISTRATIVE RULES CH. é40
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NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems #57 ¢or 58
in addition to fonf for any other applicable catcgory. ; .
ees ces
. o i . Fees tcth ta Lo
. Standard - - Annun! to be Suimitted Suimltted
Alr . Indusirial Application Cooipliance Subsitted iyn With Apalicas
Contaninant Classifica- Filing Processing Cetermina- With New Reripal tion 1o ‘odity

Source ticn Nisher

fea

Fon

ticn Foo AETHISILIGR A tieasdag

HAR A R 4

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51,

52.

53.

54.

55.

Primary aluminum 3334
Production

Primary smelting of 3339
Zirconium or Hafnium

Primary smelting and 3339
refining of ferrous ’
and nonferrous metals
riot elsewhere c1a551—
fied-
a) 2,000 or more

T/y production
b) Less than 2,000

T/y production

Secondary smelting 3341
and refining cf non-
ferrous metals

Nonferrous Metals 3361
Foundries ) : 3362

Electroplating, : 3471
polishing and ano-

dizing with 5 or

more employees

Galvanizing and pipe 3479

- coating--exclude all

other activities

Battery manufac- 3691
turing

Grain elevators - 4221

- intermediate storage

only, located in

Special Control

Areas

a) 20,000 or more
T/y

b) Less than 20 000
T/Y

Elettric power. 4911*=
generation .
a) Greater than 25MW

b) Less than 25MW '

25

25

25

25
25
25

25

- 25

25

25

25

25

25

1000

5000

500

100

225

125 .

100

100

125

175

100

1000
350

2200

2200

1100

275

275

225

175

175

225

. 1100
550 -

3225

7225

1625

400

525

375

300

300

375

550

300

2125

925

2225

2225

1125

300

300

250

200

200

250

375

200

1125
575

1025

5025

525

125

250

125

125

150

200

125

1025

375
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NOTE: Persons who

Standard .
Industrial
Classifica-
tion NuThoe

Alr
Contaniﬂant
Source

Annia)
Compliance
Determina-

tion Foo

Applicaticn
Processing
Fen

Filing

Few

Fecs
- to be

Sulsnittod
with Now
Apstication

operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in 1tems #57 or 53
in auuit1on to fees for any other applicable Category,

Fees
to he
Suimitted
with
Renmyal
Aanliratian

Fros
to he
Suisitted
With Apslica;
tion to Modify
Yt

56.

57,

58

59.

Gas production and/ 4925

or manufacturing
Grain elevators - 5153
Terminal elevators
primarily engaged in
buying and/or mar-

keting grain--in

Special Control Areas

a) 20,000 or more

T/Y

Less than

20,000 T/yr

b)

Fuel burning egquip- 4961 **
ment within the

boundries of the

Portland, Eugene-
Springfield, and
Medford-Ashland Air

Quality Maintenance

Areas and the Salem

‘Urban Growth Area***

“Re'sidual oil fired,
wood fired or coal
fired.

a) 250 million

or more btu/hr
{heat input)

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

b)

c)

Distillate oil fired
a) 250 million or
more btu/hr
{(heat input)

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

b)

275"

»

25 375

25 500 450 -

25 ‘150 175
(Fees will be based on the|
total aggregate heat input
of all beilers at the
site.)

25 150 175

25 100 100

675

975

350

350

225

25 25 .75

25 150 175

25 25 75

125

-350

125

* Excluding hydroelectric and nuclear generating projects, and; limited

** Including fuel burning: cguipment generating steam for proces

Rk

power generation {SIC 4911).
Maps of, these areas

arc attached.

Legal descriptions are o)

5 or for

file in

300 400

475 525

200 175

200 175

125 125

100 50

200 175

100 50

to utilities.
sale but excluding

the Department.
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NOTE: Persons who operato boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58

in auuitlon to fees for any other applicable category. ] .
ees . £es
. ) -Fees to hn to te
- S:anddf; . Anrual to be Sulmitted Suimitted
Alr . Indusirial Application Compiiance Subsaitted with with Apnlicas
Contaninant Classifices Filing Processing Detereina- with Sew Renanal ticn to Modify

60.

61.

62.

63.

L 2

‘Areas and the Salem

. fied by the Department or

Source tien Nosber Feo Fee ticn Fon ARDEI2At1On Aanlirasinn Tiegm(t

Fuel burning equipment 4961%** {Fees will be based on
outside the boundaries the total aggregate

of the Portland, " heat input of ‘all
Fugene-Springfield and boilers at the site.)
Medford-Ashland Air '

Quality Maintenance

Urban Growth Area.

All wood, coal and .25 w0 " 75. 200 100 125
oil flrgd greater than- .
30 x 10 btu/hr (heat input)

New sources not listed hkkR . *kkk YTy *kkk kkkk
above which would emit 10 *
or more tons per year of
any air contaminants in-
cluding but not limited to
particulates, S0_, NO_ or
hydrocarbons, if the
source were to operate
uUncontrolled.

New sources not listed *hkk LA T LA L S *Kk R
above which would emit
significant malodorous
emissions, as determined

by Departmental or Regional
Authority review of sodurces
which are known to have
similar air contaminant
emissions.

Existing sources not listed — *#*#*% kkkk kAR kRN ko
above for which an air
quality problem is identi-

Regional Authority. i

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 bas sed upon the anticipated cost of
processing and compliance determination.

‘Annual
.. ‘ . Compliance
Estimated Permit Cost Application Processing Fee Determination Fee
Low cost . $100.00 ~ $250.00 $100.00 -~ $250.00
Medium cost $250.00 ~ $1500.00 $250.00 - $1000.00
High cost ‘ . +$1500,00 -~ $3000.00 - . 81000.00 - $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

(]) Permité issued by the Department will specify those activities, opera-
tions, emissions and discharges which are permitted as well as the
requirements, limitations and conditions whiéh must be met.

(2) The duration éf permits will be variable, but shall not exceed ten
(10) [#4ve-{53] 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,

opérations, 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 acti?ities, operations, emissions or
discharges from those of recor& in the 'last application.

(c) Upon issuance-of a new, renewal or modified permit for the same
operation.

{d) Upon written request of the permittee.



" AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT RULE WITH CHANGES NOTED

340-20-155 PERMIT REQUIRED

(1)

(2)

(3)

- (4)

' (5)

No person shall construct, install, establish, develop or operate any
air confaminant source .which is referred to in Table A, appended
hereto and incorporated‘herein by reference, without first obtaining a
pérmit from the Department or Regional Authority.

No person shall modify any source.covered by a permit under these
rules such that the emissions are significantly increased without
first applying for and obtaining a modified permit.

No person shall modify any source covered by a permit under tHese
rules such that,

(a) the process equipment is substantially changed or added to or

(b) the emissions are siénificant]y changed without first notifying

- the Deparfment. |

Any source may apply to the Depattment or RegionaT Authority for a
‘special letter permit if operating a facility with no, or insigni-
!ficant, air contaminant discharges. The determination of appiicabi]ity
of this special permit shall be made solely by the Department or
iRegiona] Authority having jurisdiction. If issued a special pgrmit,
the application processing fee and/or annua1'comp11ance determination

,fee, provided by OAR 340-19-030, may be wa1ved by the Department or
Reg1ona1 Authority.

‘The Department ‘may designate'any soyrce as a "Minimal Source" based

upon the following criteria:

(a) Quantity and quality of emissions,

(b) Type. of operation,

U



(c) Compliance with Department reguiations, 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—633(6), will be collected in

conjunction with plant site compliance inspections which will occur no

less freguently than every five (5) years.




340-20-165 FEES

(1) A1 persons required to obtain a permit shall be subject to a three

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

an application processing fee, and an annual compliance determination

fee which are determined by applying Table A [which-shall-be-applicable
duping-the-pepied—eﬁ—éanuapy-l-thpeugh—Deeembep-31,-1926]. The amount
equal to the fiiing fee, application -processing fee, and the annual
compliance determination fee shall be submitted as a'required part of

any app1fcation for a new permit. The amount egual 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 comp1iahce determination fee shall be submitted with any

(2)

app1icatibn for a renewed permit.

The fee schedule contained in the listing of air contamjnant sources
in Table A shall be applied po determiﬁe the permit fees, on a Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) plant site basis.

Mddificatfons of existing, unexpired permits which are instituted by
the Department or Regional Authority due to chénging conditions or
standards, receipts of additional information, or any other reason
pﬁrsuant to applicable statues and do not require re-filing or réview
of an application or plans and specifications shall not require sub-
m;ssiqn of the filing fee‘br the application pfocessing fee,
Abp]ications for mu]tip]e—sourbe permits received ﬁursuant 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 invo]ved, as listed in Table A.

T T



(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

The annual Comp]iance determination fee shé]l be paid at least 30 days
prior to the start of each subsequent pefmjt-year. Failure to time]&
remit the annual compliance determination fee in accordance with the
above shall be considered grounds for not {ssuing a permit or revoking
an existing pérmit.

If a permit is issued for a period less than one (1) year, the appli-
cable annﬁa] compliance determination fee shall be edua] to the full
annual fee. If a permit is issued for a period greafer than 12 months,
the applicable annual compliance determination fee shall be pro-rated
by multiplying the annual compliance determination fee Ey the number
of months covered by the pekmit and dividing by twelve (12).

In no case shall a permit be issued for more than five (5) years.

Upon accepting an app]icdtion for filing, the filing fee shall be non-

L

refundable.

When an air contaminant source which is in compliance with the rules

of a permit issuing agency relocates or proposes to relocate its oper-

ation 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 exemptioh 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 1ocatioﬁ, and

(5) certification thaf the permittee proposes tb operate wfﬁh the

f -same equipment, at the same production rate, and under similar
éconditions 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 suéh 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 ﬁermit shall be retained and be applicable to
the regular permit when it is graﬁted or denied.

(11) A1l fees shall be made payable to the permit issuing agency.

o g e et
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

NOTE: Persons who

CTARLE A ~ AIR CONTAMINA

7

AT SOURCES AND

. ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE FUR 1576 CALEWDAR YEAR °

operate boflers 'shall dfnclude fees

in addition to fees for any other applicable category.
: T Fees ::cgc
. Staaderd Annual ta 13 Sutafties
AMr : Industrial Application Conpliance Subaitted with
. Contanlnant Classifica~ Filing . Proceesing Cetermina- Wity Yiow Rencwil
Saurce o ticn Humber Fre fen tinn feo 4ns!ﬁcat[gg_ Aroliziticn
. 'Seed cleaning loca- 0723 25 75 A5e(as) Q@jgsu QMQi?S‘
ted in Special Control ‘ ’ -
Arcas, Commercial Operations
only {(not elsewhere included) -
. Smoke houses with 5 2013 25 75 100 200 125
Oor more employees :
,  Flour and other grain 2041 .
mill products in Spe- -
- ¢ial Control Arcas _
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 300272 (s50)575 @og\,_:,;_‘f, '
b} Less than 10,000 25, 200 150 (110)] (235875 (125175
T T/y o -
Cereal preparations 2043 25 250 200 475 225
in Special Centrol '
Areas .
Blended and prepared . 2045 .
flour in Special
Control Areas -
a) %0,00Q or more T/y 25 250 .20 475 225
by lLese than 10,000 25 200 100 . 325 125
Ty
Prepaved feeds for 2048
ani{¥ale and fowls in
Spacinl Control
hreaws .
a4) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 30002755 (559575 (200325
b) Less than 10,000 25 150 150 (W) | (zen2s (125375
Beet sugar manufac- . 2063 | 25 300 560029 (1650825 {=cif s
turinyg o .
Rendering plants 2077 ¢ 25 200 -2531325) G5C4¥S (258275
E { **(ZEQ_ 4709) i?s@
Coffee roasting . 2095 25 150 -200-(75Y @5@2?5(335%25
;- ;
! ! : . .
NOTE: Amounts in brackets () are
proposed fee changes.
y ' ‘
5.15.76 ' " 10m '
® 10,000 ok morE Tons[MEAR
o~ '

LESS THAR 15000 Tobs/HE AR

Fees
g Le
Sutnirtag
witn Applica-
tion T3 Modiry
Parmit

100

100

275
225

275

275
225

275
175

328

225
(225D

175

O

as indicated in {tems {57 or 58
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY - Ch. 340

'HOTE,: Persons who operate bollers shall include fees as 1nd1catcd in 1tems #57 cr 58
) in addition to fees for any other appHcable category, fees Fess
) Fees ta be to Le
Standard Annual to he Suimitted fulmitted
- AMe . Industrial Application Complianca Submitted with with Apslica-
Contentaznt Llrisifica- Filing Processim Cetermina~ . with New Reroast tica to Magify
Source tion Moaner Fee Feo tton Foe ~paifzaticn ﬂﬂ;}!irq(tﬁn Mot
10, Sawmill and/or 2421
" planing o ' _ -
a) 25,000 or more 25 150 800 (278) | (450395 (00225 17%
bd.ft,/shift -
b) Less than 25,000, 25 50 100 (175) (258075 (2eci125 5
bd.ft./shift '
.11, Hardwood mil 2426 25 50 7 , 75
11, Hardwood mills . 100 (75 | L5175 é@l—z-s
12. Shake and shingle 2429 25 50 200 W79 [ (259275 f2ed125 75
mills ' ' - - ~
13, Mill work with 10 2431 25 125 100 (229) @U +50y 95 150
employees or more
14, Plywood manufac- 2435 &
- turing 2436 . .
a) Greater than 25 500 500 (550"|{e122.625 (573525 525
25,000 sa,ft./hr,
3/8" basis \ .
b) Less than : 25 350 350@:\ Gto725 (22375 375
. 25,000 sq/ft./hr,
) 3/8" basis
iﬁ. Vencer manufac- 2435 & 25 75 125 (\7<) | (275225 (2:0150 100
turing only {(not 2436 cot -
clgewhere included)
" 16. " Wood preserving 2491 25 125 100 (750 ] (228250 /23125 150
¥7. Pnrticlcboard manu- 2492 25 500 500(§Eﬁ3ﬁﬁJ1025'“"”525 525
fucturing -
18. Hardboard manufac- 2499 25 500 SOOﬁﬁiﬁ @w§&€25 (75525 525
" turing i .
. [ ' ' :
19, Battery geparator 2499 - 25 75 100 200 125 100
manufacturing h
A i
[ ;
20, Furniture and fixw- 2511
tures ! ) ‘
a) 100 or more 25 150 325 (275){450) 300 {2050 175
cmployces )
b)* 10 employces or 25 100 100 (7s)| ooy 225 (udras 125
) more but less . . -
than 100
employeos
51596 100
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.;\_‘IUL‘ i\.L)x\’llA‘iL")J.luk.lLVl‘J ltU Ll

n_HOTE:‘ Persons who operate uoﬂe.s shall include fees as indicated in 1tems #57 or 58
' in addition to fees ‘or any ot.her applicable category. . ocs
(131 [N
Fees te he to e
S$tandard Annual to be Subattzod . Submftred
Ar Industrial _ Applicatton Conpifance - Submitted With with Anzlica-
Contaninant Classifica- fFiling Procrssing {etermina= with New Rencwal  tion ta Padify
Saurce tion fuaner Fee Fen ting Fer Anolfcettan  aeati-ati-n Pormle
21. Pulp mills, paper . 2611 25 1000 2000 2z00)| (2253025 (2225)2025  102%
. mills, and paper 2621 :
bosrd mills 2631
2. DBuilding paper and 2661 25 150 15017} %?QQQS (Eggiqs 175
* building board mills ‘
23, Alkalies and chlorine 2812 25" 275 200-4=5) | (79560 (479225 300
manufacturing -
“~ 1 i . Pint ~ - =) *
24, Calcium carbide 2819 25 300 200(550) @EV725 (575)425 325
manufacturing ' )
25, Mitric acid manufac- 2819 25 . 200 260229 QS@)&%S (E&bziﬁ 225
© turing ° S '
26, hmnonia manufac- 2819 25 200 ;50(}-;5;) @o}a—?‘ (’:‘»:.3_‘)2—?43 225
. turing ' B
7. Industrial inorganic 2819 25 250 ° 3603250) [(ti6) 575 (275)325 275
and organic chemi- ) T
ceale manufacturing
{rot clsewhere in-
‘vluded)
8. Synthetic resin 2821 25 200 275000 | #2400 (zilz00 225
manufacturing _ .
19. Charcoal manufac- 2861 25 275 200(s50)| 50500 (T35 300
- turing , :
0. Berbicide manufac- 2879 25 500 500(2200l67290025 (22525 . 525
turing ; Tt
i1, Petroleum refining 2941 25 1000 200@@;_ )épgéggs(énggogﬁ 1025
e i 1 e
i2. Asphalt production’ 2951 25 200 200275 Qs.’o@zaas (2200225 225
by distillaticn ;% : ' P ‘ :
3. Asphalt blowing 2951 25 200 '200(3 a) Lf,)dzs [z73225 225
plants H
E |
3-15-76 10p :

J



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 'Ch. 340

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems 957 or 58

{n addition to fees for any other applicable category.

beret

I‘éu Faat
: Standard ) Anawal, to be Su;z1ficd Sugzit:cd
. Me L © Industrial Appticztion Conpliance Sutxnd tted with. with Apoliza-
, Contrainint * Classifica- Filtng . . Processing Determing= wWith Kew Rencwal tion to Magify
— Sosrce tioa Hunber Fre Fen tinn f{c Aralicrtion  aaa)fpyrien Prrit
34. Asphaltic concrate 2951

paving plants . <

a) Stationary 25 200 225 ) 450 250 225

h) Portable 25 200 . 275 (36§ (529500 (25360 - 225

35. Asphalt felts and 2952 25 200 200 259§ (L75) 42547225 225

) coating . . ) _

36. BPlonding, compound- 2992 25 175 150(225) | (4221350 (250)175 200

‘ ing or re-refining . .
of lubricating oils

and greaaes

- 37, Glass container 3221 25 - 200 200@;&5 é§f§425 Er225 225
' whnufacturing : ,
. 48, Cemont manufac- 3241 25 625 -Gﬁshkiiiixélzgs(mﬁﬁsso 650
' turing : : _
19, Redimix concrete 3273 25 75 160(110) 40200 177 125 100
40, Lime manufacturing 3274 | 25 300 ° 125Q75) 5 450 (adys50 325
41, Gypsum products 3275 25 150 _lSOng) 20325 Lo 375 175
42. Rock Crusher 3295 {
:‘;;- ﬁ"atzg“"rl’ s 175 200 (228§ 4257400 (255223 200
ortable 25 175 250 208 (=450 (3aD2TB 200
4%, Stcel works, rxrolling 3312 25 500 350(4co) (50875 fLasags 525
and finishing mills ' T
44, Incinerators : . ‘ |

a} 1,000 1bs/hr. 25 ° 300 2000475) | (505,525 (200,225 325
and greater / - 7 |
capacity’ ) :

b) 40 lbs/hr. to 25 100 50BN 25175 U075 125
1,000 Jbs/hr, ' -
capacity ¢ ’

- |

v i :

515.76 . S 10q
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«

ﬁDTE: Persons

AL o
Contaninant
Source

Standard
Industrial
Classifica-
tian Nuaher

Filtng .

Fre

Appifcation
Processing
Fen

: ﬁnnunl
Cempliance
Cetermina~

ticn fee

CAzphication

Fees
Fres . to be
to be
Submittcd with

with Lew . Remcwit

Sutmitted

Anclicatinng

rees
o te
fulaiited
with ﬂﬂpli:w-

tian to Yadiry

Prrmit

L

‘who = operate boilers shall include fees as ind{icated {n items # 7 or 58
in addition to fees for any other app?icab]e category.

B

Gray iron and steel
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

‘w/y production

Primary aluminum

+ production

PRIMNRH smburuukef
TARCOM UM O MR il Um

Primary smelting and
refining of ferrous

and nonferrous metals

not elsewhere classi-
fied

&) 2,000 or more

0.

2 e

T/y oreductioen
b} Less than 2,000
v/y producticn

Secondary lead -
smelting

Ncnn Ferrous Metals
Foundries

Electroplating,
polishing and ano-
dizing with 5 or
more emplcyees

Galvanizing and pipe
coating--exclude all
other activities .
Batiery wmanufac-

turing ’

Grain elevators =

‘intermediate storage

only, located in
Epecilal Control
Arcags

a) 20,000 ox nore

AY
b} Less
Ty

than 20,080

3321

3322

3324

3325

3334

2329
3339

3341

33el
3362

3471

‘25

25

(2=

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

500

lz25

1000

@Joﬁcb

500

160

100

100

. 125

10rxr

400450

200 625

2000 L2260

(zzo0)

15001750

150(225)

400(z.50)

125073

(@72d925 éfvs)m

M 2751350 (250225

a
p—

$283025(2252.025

{(r225)

\Lﬂ:b SJTS (ll-r\q

gcquoo(;xgloo

(EeD175

(z74) 300 oS

(. ,,,,, 3600 (75428

(213250 (L0350

525

150

1025

@225) (sozs)

525

125

250

158



7.+ ROTE: Persons who operate boflers shall fnclude fees as fndicated in 1tems F57 or 5{
RO in addition to fees for any other applicable category.

. Vo T Feat T, rres

’ $tantard 1 1 t:“; to be . to ta
Antid . . :
e, © A . Induatrial Apalication Cerpllance Sutht:td SJzT:;!‘d utE:b:ﬁ;::ﬁz-
e Contanimant Clagsifica- Filing Processing: Determina- wilh New fenowal tion to Msgiry
' Source ticn L_aber fea Fes tian fee Anpitcetton Any]dretyan fre-tr :
84, .Electric power T 4912# T T
genaration
a) Greater than 25MW 25 1000 1000{100) [21232025 (1091025 1025
b} Less than 2SMW - 25 350 500 (5] f2sd BF5 &73) 525 175
-85, Gas production and/  4925_ 25 375 225 @79} (79625 (20250 400
* +  or manufacturing _ : _— .
%6, Grain elevators - ) 515?
X Terminal elevators
_primarily engaged in
buying and/or mar-
keting grain-—in
Epecial Control Areas
a) 20,000 or more RS . p : .
TSy 25 500 400455 Grs)s2s H1Dezs S35
b) Lass than ' ! '
-7 20,000 T/yr . 25 ~150 1257 37300 (204,350 175
7. Fuel burning equip-  43961** (Fees will be based on
uent W}thln the ' - the total aggregate heat
boundries of the input of all boilers at
" Portland, Eugene- : " the Bite.)

Springfield, and
Medford-Ashland Aldr
Quality Halntenance
" hreas and the Salem
Urban Growth Area®®®
" a) Residual oil fired, wood fired or coal fired : :
.1} 250 million | 25 150 | 100(72| (279275 ~«0125 © 175
or more btu/hA '
{(heat input )

.

2) S5 million or 25 100 50 (100} (229375 12975 125
‘more but less | .
. than 250

-;illion btu/
hr. (hecat inpuL )

3) Less than 5 | 25 25 2501 (129 75 (9 50 50
. miliion btu/hr! . . - o ‘
{(heat input ) | ’ _ ) .
b) Distillate oil fired o .. . .
1) 250 million or 25 150 10075 (2275 Leoizs 175

pore btu/hr
{heat input ) o . ‘
2) 5 million or 25 25 . 25(75) 29 75 100 50 50
more but less
. than 250 mil- .
. - Ylon btu/hr.
) {(heat input )

* Excluding hydroeclectric and nuclear generating projects,. and .limited to utilicies,
®¢ Including fuel burning equirment generacing gsteam for preasss of for sale but oxcluding
pover generation (SIC 4911), -

¢t Hapa of these areas are attached.  Jeqgal descriptions a1z ca £ilo In the Departrent,
10o
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»
b

Persons who

HOTE:w

" Standard

Industrial

Claziifica-
b 00T bor

Rt
. Contaninant
Seslror

. Filiing

frr

Knnual
Complisnce
Detercina~

tion fec

Applicatiea
, Proccising
Fen

Feey

 be -
Submitted
with Mo

operate botlers shall include fees as {ndfcated in {tems £57 or 58
{n addition to fees for any other applicable category.

Feas Fees
0 be to e
CSalmttted Sutmitted

with with dpplicz-
Rencval iaa to Yodify
Aaalicasipn Prr—it

)

o

Ty

. Fuel burning equipment ¢961%%

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
"o0i) fired greater than _
0 = 106 BTU/hr {heat input)

. Rew sources not listed
above which would emit 10
or morec tons per year of
any air contaminants in-

‘eluding but not limited
to particulates, SOV, NO,

- or hydrocarbonn, if “the *
pource wvere to operate
uncontrolled.

. Hew sources not listed
above which would emit
significant malodorous
emisgions, as detormir-ad by
Departmental or Reglonal
huthority review of sources
vhich are known to have
pimilar air contaminantc
omissions.

. Existing sources not listed
&bove for which an alr
quality problem is identi-
fied by thie Department or
Regional Authority.

3

following fee

25

frdrd

thed

[R-3-% ]

(Feas will be based on
the total aggregate !
-heat input of all

boilers at the site.)

100 56

-3 2.8 ] L2048 ]

Lot fan®

ERan [.R-2-3-1

of processing and coaplisnce datermination.

hi
bntimdtad Fc'm:t Cost

Application Procesping Fee

Apolication

Eed 175 0] 75

L 2 3]

EX312

vote

- knnual

125

anue

fatad

-2 X

Sources required to obtain.a permit undar items 59, GO & Gl will be gubject to thao
schedule to ba applied by Dapartment bzged upon the anticipated cost

Conplianca
Dotearminntion Foe

I_.J’JJI \..0.:1.
Modium cost B
High cost

%
fn noarly as ponnible,

$50.00 - $200.00
$200.00 - $500.00
$500.00 ~ 51,000,00

similar complexity as Licted in Twhle N

1576

10t

$50.00 - $150.00 );

$150.00 - §400.C0

. $400.00 ~ $750.00

applicable foaz ohall be ConuiutunL with zources of



ATTACHMENT 3 \ S e

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB

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

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

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

‘Background

At the December 12, 1975 meeting, the EQC approved the current air permit
-fee schedule to be in effect through December 31, 1976. As a condition of
approval, a Task Force was to be set up to review the operatlon and costs of the
permit systenm.

After seven months of review and investigation, the Task Force submitted
! its final report and recommendations on July -20, 1976 {Attachment 1).

As a result of the Task Force recommendations, a new fee schedule and rule
changes have been proposed by the Department (Attachment 2). The Department
will hear testimony at the hearing and meet with-any interested persons con-
cerning the proposed regulation revisions. The Department may modify its
-proposal based upon the testimony or other information received.

Discussion

The following discussion inciudes a staff analysis and recommendations
for each of the Task Force's recommendations.

" Section 1: Minimal Sources

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION -

The Task Force recommended that sources emitting 10 TPY or less be class-
ified as minimal and minimal sources be inspected and invoiced once every tive
years. If there would be a problem with a m1n.ma1 source, a regular permit
would be issued.




ANALYSTS

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 Timit would
include too many point sources and too complex sources.

The Department's proposal for guidelines to determine “minimal source” will
put more restrictions on the candidates for that classification. "Minimal
sources” should meet the following criteria: .

a. Actual particulate emissions which are generally less than 5 tons per
year and 10 pounds per hour.

"~ b. Operation and emissions are expected to be steady state, allowing for
seasonal changes, over a 5 year period.

c. The facility is in compliance with all Department regulations and free
- ¥from malodorous 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" should give the Department the final decision
on the applicability of "minimal source” criteria. .

Using the above guidelines, the number of minimal sources might be as
high as 1,000, the majority of which would be space heating boilers.
Sources which could be considered as minimal sources are as follows:

Incinerators (40
. Millwork (25)
Shake & Shingle
Hardwood mills (4
Veneer mfg. (10}
Small Sawmills (75)
Small grain mills (20)

a. Small boilers (675)

b.  Smokehouses (4)

¢, Electroplating (5)

d. Battery mfg. (5)

e.  Seed cleaning {20)

f. Ready mix concrete (70)
g. Rock Crushers {30}

)
(20)
)

o= 3 =

Not all sources in the above categories could be considered minimal. The
numbers are. estimates of the "minimal sources"” in each category.

The guideTines suggested above are proposed to be applied statewide.
However, when the results of the Air Quality Maintenance Area studies are
available, they may indicate some necessary changes in the permit regulations.



RECOMMENDATION

The Department should designate some sources as minimal and these
seurces 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." C

Section 2 - Proposed Revision of OAR 14-015
TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force has recommended that OAR 14~015(2), dea'ling 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 QAR 14-015(3), dealing with
reasons for termiation of permits, be revised to include “"repetition or
substantial violations” as a reason for termination of a permit.

ANALYSIS

Ray Underwood of the Attorney General's Office, has interpreted QRS
468.065(1) to require a definite expiration date. It was also suggested
that the addition of "repetition or substantial viclaticns” 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 occdsions, the Department has issued permits of less than &
years duration because sources were to cease operation in less than 5
years. For this reason, a minimum duration for permits would hinder the
Department's flexibiiity in dealing with some sources.

“Extending the duration of minimal source permits to at least 10 years
would not reduce the effectiveness of the Department's permit program. It
would reduce manpower requirements by reducing the number of renewals but
this saving will not occur until all existing minimal permits have been
renewed. This could be 5 years if the Department waits for the expiration
" of current permits before going to a 10 year permit. For more complex
sources or sources which modify their operation freguently, 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 Depariment should retain
the 5 year 1imit 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 -

h.

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.

The present procedure for processing all applications and re-
newals through the central office should be continued.

Permit forms should have space for date received, fees enclosed
and other processing steps to be initiated. .

Applications for renewals should be processed by the central
office and the renewal permit automatica]]y issued unless the
regional office indicates a change is necessary within a 30 day
notice period

A Tist show1ng‘the sources to be handled by each regional office
and the central office should be prepared. The list should be
based on each office's ability to handle the specific sources in
their area. Regional offices should be respons1b1e for as much
of the permit process as possible.

ComprehenSive guidelines should be prepared for use by the
regional offices in processing permit applications.

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

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

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION

a.

The Departnent is on a program of decentrq11zat1on and will
continue ass1gn1ng process1ng steps and .sotrces to the regional
offices as each office acquires the ability to handle them.

1 )
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.

By recording the date received, fees and pther processing steps
on the-application, the application becomes a complete record of
the permit actions for that source.  The Department sh0u1d
1n1t1ate this procedure as soon as possible,
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d. Automatic renewals should be considered by the Department.
However, the permit format is still evolving and many renewals
are of permits issued by CWAPA and MWVAPA. The Department is
considering a tabular format for its permits. When most permits
are converted to this format, renewals will be essentially auto-
matic and will reduce the manpower necessary to renew permits.
Presently, many renewals are being drafted by the regions in less
than the suggested 30 day notice period. : .

e. A list of sources to be hand]ed'by cach regional office is
advantageous because it defines respons1b1]1ty for each source.
The Department should develop these 1ists in the near future.

f.  The Department is currently using generalized permit formats to
assist the regional office in preparing permits. Additional
guidelines are being drafted to provide the regions with a
written Department policy for various parts of the regu1at10ns
and permit procedures.

g. Draft permits are currently reviewed by the central office to
insure statewide uniformity of policies, procedures and formats.
Additional training will be provided the regional offices. The
training combined with the written guidelines should allow the
gradual phase-out of the review of draft perm1ts by the central
office.

h. The Department as well as the Task Force is concerned over the
guantity of information, volume of paper and time consumed in
preparing quarterly and semi-annual reports to EPA. The Depart-
ment should continue to negotiate with EPA to reduce reporting
requirements. ‘

Section 4 - Replacement of SIC

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

The Task Force has recommended that SIC's no longer be used as a means
of determining permit fees. SIC's should be replaced by a system based on
the hours required for an average source in each source- category.

ANALYSIS

~The present schedule is based upon the relative number of hours spent
on an average source in each source category. Several categaries have
different fees based upon the size of the sources in that category.
However, SIC's are used only as a definition of the types of sources which
fall into each category. The fee schedule proposed by the Task Force uses
the same SIC categories, but simply omits the corresponding SIC number. If
the SIC is deleted from the regulations, detailed definitions of each
category, now provided by SIC's, will have to be written.
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The main point the Task Force wishes to make is that there should be
" more breakdowns by size and complexity. This is possible while retaining
SIC classifications. In addition, much of the Department's records and
computer programs are based upon SIC's,

RECOMMENDATION

The Department fee]gﬁthat 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 revieved every two years,

ANALYSIS

. The Attorney General's Office has'ruled that it would be improper
classification or unlawful delegation to give the Director the power to
waive or reduce fees in hardship cases.

The Task Force fee schedule recommnendation has merit. In order to
make a schedule like this work, accurate records must be kept of the time
spent on each source. This sort of recordkeeping can be very time consuming.
The number of hours .in each category given by the Department to the Task
Force were estimated based on experience and may need to be adjusted
somewhat, This method will hopefully be accurate encugh 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, 1875 staff
report to the EQC. :Using the Task Force definition, the Task Force has
-proposed a fee schedule to recover 100% of the cost of the permit.system.
The 1875 Legislature directed the Department to recover 50% of the cost of
the air program which, according to them, would be approximately $538,000
for this biennium. The schedule proposed by the Task Force will raise
approximately the sa?e amount. '

The fee schedule proposed by the Task Force is based upon the actual
average cost of the annual compliance determination inspection and as-
sociated paperwork and overhead for each type of source. This system will
aliow 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. S
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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 shouid adopt the fee method proposed by the Task Force
to develop a fee schedyle. However, the Department should not be required
to justify each individual fee.

Summary of Recommendations -

The following are recommended act1ons by the Department as a result of
the Task Force Report. .

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

2. Increase the allowed duration of permits to ten years.
3. Avoid adopfion of minimum duration for permits.

4, Céntinue decenfra112ation and training'of personnel.

5.  Make more divisions in tﬁe fee schedule based upon size.
6.

Use direct cost method of arr1v1ng ‘at fees as proposed by the
.Task Force. _

The Departmentfhas proposed regulation éhanges to  institute the
recommendations of the Task Force.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

.1t is the recommendation of the Director that the Commission authorize
a public hearing at' a time and place to be established to take testimony
on the proposed amendments

i . . .
P, .
1 e
. i v
. ; .
. 1 .
j

: . LOREN KRAMER

EGW:cs
9/258/76

Attachments



ATTACHMENT J,

. . . July 20, 1976
. State of Orepon’
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL CQUALITY,

Mr. Loren Kr;c;:mer, Director . | [ﬁ E @ E ﬂ W E '

Department of Environmental Quality . JUL 221976
1234 S. W. Morrison Street ]
Portland, Oregon 57205 ' OFFICE OF THE DIRECTCI

Dear Mr. Kramer:

The Task Force on Air Quality Permits,. after extensive meetings
both as a full committee and in subcommittee meétings, is now ready to -
report its recommendations and findings. This report is divided inte
the following sections: .

T. HMinimal sources. . )

2. Proposed revisions of OAR 14-015 relating to type, duration and
termination of permits.

3. Proposed program for administration of the permit program.

4, Replacement of the standard industrial classifications {SiC)
as a basis for determining fees.

5. Proposed fee method and justification therefore.

The following are the recommendations of the Task Force:-

1. Minimal Sources. These - sources in normal operation do not emit
maJor amounts of air contaminants. They would be characterized as low
" pressure heating boilers, small high pressure voilers, and other facilities
which have low emission rates and limited types and Pznds of control
equipment. ThPse sources would be generally charactortzcd as being less
than 10 ton per year sources.

i It is recommended that for these minimal sources that they only be
inspected at the time that they are installed and then not more than once
every five yebrs thereafter. The compliance foe would be charged .in the
‘year in which the compliance check is made. 1In case of a valid complaint
or observed violation of a source classified as minimal, more fregquent
inkpections may be required by the DEQ Director.

) . ! . " -

1 "This reccommendation is made because the number of such minimal sources
subject to an annual compliance check create for the ;agency a costly
administrative and a manpower requirement that does not yicid correspond-
ing air:quality benefit or improvement. '

‘Most minimal sources use the same fuel as residences for which detailed
emissioh data and consumption data is unavailable, Thus annual compliance
checks of cemmercial or industrial sources provide little information that
could not be obtained from an annual written repert of the type and amount
of fuel consumed. Such a written report would provide the emission inven-
tory data needed, - '

We believe the above recommendation will be more cost effective both
for the agency and for the source.

.
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It should be emphasized that while the annual compliance checks are
being extended to a five-year basis for these minimal sources, this does
not in any way impair enforcement powers when a violation occurs.

2. The Proposed Revision of 0AR 14-015, The Committee recommends
that OAR 14-015 retlating to type, duration and termination of permits be
reviewed. We further recommend that all permits be written for a five-
year period and those for minimal sources should be rewritten for an
indefinite period of time. We believe this will substantially reduce the
administrative workload both in the central office and on the field staff.

Accordingly, we would recommend that OAR 14-015(2) be amended to
read:
(2) The duration of permits will be variable, but shall not /exceed/
be less than five (5) years. The expiration date will be recorded
on each permit issued. {f 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 impazt on the ambient
air quality. Further, such an extension is subject to review by the
Director in any situation requiring DEQ to re- evaluate ail permits In a
given airshed.

/ORS 463.065(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 in Subsection 3 of 0AR 14-015 provide for
automatic termination under the circumstances listed under Subsection a,
b, ¢ and d. 1in 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 is the belief of the Committee that not over 300 sources in the
State of Oregon are major sources which would be subject to the five-year
permits as well as some smaller sources in nconattainment areas. We
believe this recommendation will provide DEQ staff the opportunity to more
effectively concentrate on major emission sources.
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3. Proposed Program for Administration. The DEQ permit program staff
and the Task Force reviewed the work of both the central office operations
under the Air Quality Division and the field office operation under the
Enforcement Division. Obviously, substantial complications were introduced
by the demise of the Columbia Willamette and Mid-Willamette Valley Alr
Poliution Authorities and the process of absorbing their personnel and
responsibilities under the statewide implementation plan. These regional
agency permit programs were operated differently from those of DEQ and,
thus, assimilation by DEQ was made even more difficult. .Your staff has
made commendable progress in effecting required changes in the DEQ program,
both in the central office and in field offices, that were necessitated by
the revised operational structure.

We foresee, however, that if our recommendation for sources under 10
tons ts adopted, this will substantially reduce the amount of work needed
currently on renewals in both your central office and field offices. |If
the 10 ton/year program is adopted, the DEQ will need to rearvange the times,
for compliance checks on these sources s¢ 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 dominate role of the agency becomes one of program maintenance. Very
few new permits and a small percentage of modifications are all that can
be expected from here on in. This makes the timing opportune for an over-
all review of the 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 all bermit applications and
renewals through Portland central office should be 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 !nltaallng
and dating each succeedlng step prior to final issue.

(c) Notification of permit renewals should be sent out by computer in
central office with a copy to the appropriate regional office. The regional
office should be given a 1imited 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 lssu:ng process; including transmitting
a copy to the reg:onal office files.
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Where the regional office requests intervention for cause in a
renewal, the proposed permit shall be sent to the regional office and
the renewal will be completed in the field with a copy of issued permit
to central office records.

(d) To expedite application for new or modified air permits the DEQ
Director should predesignate by category and subcategory each emission
source for the purpose of automatic routing for processing purposes. |t
is felt that most new and modified permits should be prepared In the
appropriate regional office and only predesignated major -emission sources
be handied 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 nxperienced and properly trained,
there shouild 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 function in the air
permit program should be limited to handling nonroutine permits and keep-
ing an overview of regional office activity to assure that the regions
are complying witﬁ overall program guidelines.

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 nonattainment area and 100 tons or over in attain-
ment areas, does not show any change in status from the prior report.
Reporting to EPA only on those sources which show a change from previous
emissions would substantially reduce the size of the EPA report and ease
the burden of the staff in its preparation. |[f 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 provided only with that information which they must have to
carry out their responsibilities.

'
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. Replacement of SIC. We recommend that the use of the Standard
fndustrial Classification {SiC) be replaced because it is no longer an
effective or equitable means of determining permit fees. At the inception
of the program the SIC classifications were a useful tool in structuring
a permit fee program when those permit fees were at much lower rates. Now
that the preogram has become a substantial portion of the revenue base for
the DEQ it appears that the use of the SI{ classifications is not an
equitable means of distributing the permit fee costs among the 2100
permit holders. Major probiems are created by the ltack of classification
by size of source as well as the complexity of the source and the existence
of multiple sources at some locations. ’

It is our recommendation that a new fee schedule should be instituted
which is based upon the average number of actual hours required per category
of sources to accomplish the compliance and routine surveillance inspec-
tion, plus prorated 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 utitization 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 aill
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
establiished by ORS B68.065(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 wnth
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 pelice powers and generally,
then, there must be a rational reiationship between the regulated activity
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and the fees charged for such regulation. Under existing permit procedures,
the practical application of the statutory directive is as follows:

(a) MNew permits are issued.

(b} Modified permits are issued. Where a modification is initiated
by the permittee, a fee is charged. |f 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 believes that the items outlined in (a) through (d)
above are the activities for which fees may be Mgitimately 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.
1t must be understood that the nuniber 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. HNo '*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. These
sources should be inspected only at the time they are being installed and
then only once each 5 years thereafter. This concept is reflected.in the
proposed fee schadule.

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

(a) There needs to be included a provision for waiving or reducing
fees, at the discretion of the DEQ Director, to any applicant for a permit
that could demonstrate that a hardship would resuit, Any individual actions
by the Director under this proposal should not materially affect revenue,
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{b} In each category, the perm?t fee schedule should be reviewed
every two years. This would provide the flexibility to meet the changing
needs and emphasis in the air quaiity program.

The study has provided all who have been concerned with the permit
program new. insight into its operations and cost. The Task Force has
identified those activities of the agency which are an integral part of
the existing permit program which are logicaliy related to the statutory
requirements for determining permit fees. The statutory mandates impose
manpower time utilization reguirements on the agency. These criteria are
incorporated in Exhibit A and we recommend that permittees reimburse that
portion of the permit program thus identified. The amount of revenue
indicated represents 100% of the fees to.be raised annually under the .
statute. Such a fee system would provide a more precise method by which
needed modifications in fees can be accomplished to meet, for example,
changes in the permit program, changes in operating conditions, such as
salary increases, or to accommodate added revenues from the issuance of
new or modified permits.

The Task Force still believes that the Legislature was misled by the
erroneous figures provided by the DEQ to the Ways & Means Committee of the
Oregon lLegislature. MNevertheiess, if our recommendations are implemented,
there does not now seem to be any basis on which to make a request of the
Emergency Board for the return of funds to alleviate the permt*tees payments
to the DEQ.

in conclusion we ask your favorable consideration of the proposed
method of establishing permit fees,

Your staff has at all times been fully cooperative in providing us
information and other assistance without which this report could not have
been written. Your staff is to be commended for the spirit of cooperation
which they have exhibited in the work of the Task Force.

Respectfully submitted,

AIR QUALITY PERMIT PROGRAM EVALUATION
TASK FORCE

%{www é D ([.,éfz(&éff&_

Thomas C. Donaca
Chairman

Joe Bryne

Matt Gould

Tom Guijibert
Doug MacBowan
Chas. Schmidt
Pete Schnelt
Stan Sellers
Storrs Waterman
Gary Wildish
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Ch. 3

Fees
Fees to bn
Alr ) ii;j:g::gl Application Cni:?T::ce suﬁng2e1 SUE?:gtej
_ Conzaatnant Classifica~ fFiling | frocersing Beterntna- WiZa Sow Renewl
_ Sosrze L ticn Husher . Fec Fen tion Fee Anolfeatran Arnli-atian
"Seed cleaning loca- 0723 25 75 a56(p<) Qgg)gr_,a (da7s
ted in Spacial Control ' '
Areas, Cormercial Operations
only (not clsewhere included) -
- Smoke houses with 5 2013 25 75 100 200 125
Or more employees
Flour and other grain 2041 -
mill products in Spe- -
. cial Control Areas
a) 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 300272 [gﬂjsqs éb&325
b} Less than 10,000 - 25, 200 150 (00D} (22375 (126175
T/Yy
Cereal preparations 2043 25 250 200 475 225
in Speceial Control ' '
Areas )
Blended and prepared | 2045 :
flour in Special
Control Areas
2) 10,000 or more T/y ‘ 25 250 200 475 225
by Lees than 10,000 ; 25 200 100 325 125
T/y :
Prepured- feeds for 2048
© anldale and fowls in ,
Spocial Control !
hrean .
a} 10,000 or more T/y 25 250 300(273) @5@5}5
b} Lesc than 10,000 L 25 150 150-(W0) | (ze5325
Y ‘ ; ' . B )
Beet sugar manufac- . 2063 | 25 360 5000ms) (ib5e2s (2eisps
turing Sl ' ) ' -
A . :
Rendering plants 2077+ 25 200 -25?13253 §S@4?5 (2E5275
Eo | * (225) %gag )
Coffee roasting . 2095 25 150 ~100(47Y @5@2—?5 G‘:cd‘,l-ZS

40 : LMV ALIVILINIOD LIV A LA Y Iy ab /bl t

TACLE A - AIR CONTAMIY

ANT SDURCES AND

. ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE FOR 1576 CALEWDAR YEAR -

L
NOTE:

) .
{

*

. $.15.76

15,000 or mowe Tonsfuens
P gre TUAR 15,000 Tows[ME AR

[

pﬁoposed fee changes.

. 10n

Amounts in brackets () are

Fees

o e
Setnlried
with Apolice-
tion ta Hodify
Parmit

100

100

275
225

275

275
225

275
175

325

225
(22.5)

175

'ROTE: ?orsons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58
tn addition to fees for any other applicable category.



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

SoCn, 9au

.'. .NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall fnclude fees as indicated in {tems ;FS?' or 58

5-15-76

in addition to fees for any other applicable category, . .
. - . 3 ecs
Standard o ‘ trnnt 3‘5 ta b SN
. RNUA ¢ L fulsmitte
- Afr .  Industrial Apptication Compliance Submftted Su:.:i;ted wit; I.:.-:f;:.-
Centenfaant Classifica~ f1ling Processing Dezermina=- with New Roromat tian to radify
o Source tion N ahor Fre Fre tina Foe APDIISITIGR  fanTirytinn Do it
ST = P et m— — —
10, Sowmill and/or 2421
- plaaing ' _ :
a) 25,000 or more 25 150 266 (275 Qs@;—?S (2c0225 175
bd.ft./shift ’
b}y Less than 25,000 25 50 106 (175) {{2s0075 (- 15
. _ - 2500 50y
bd.ft./ehift <“‘Jl ( )125
.11, ~Hardwood mills 2426 25 50 100 (75) | £5M75 fedas 75
'12. Shake and shingle 2429 25 50 100 075 | (299195 /oein. 75
mille . _ 100 { (259 (e3125
13.. Mill work with 10 2431 25 125 100 (229} (2751250 D128 150
cmployees or more
14, Plywood manufac~ 2435 &
- turing 2436 .
a) Greater than 25 500 500 (550}{:721025 (<525 525
25,000 sq.ft,/hr, - - :
3/8" basis : ’ . .
b} Less than 25’ 350 350 (5177 {iTe 725 (27 0395 375
. 25,000 sg/ft./hr,. '
3/8" basis
$5.° Vencer manufac- 2435 & 25 75 125 (079) {7295225 250150 100
turing only (not ‘2436 ‘ - o
elsewhero included} |
16. Wood preserving 2491 25 125 100 (750 (222250 72125 150
17. Particleboard manu- 2492 25 500 500 &S0 {sT1025 79535 525
fucturing i
. L
18. Hardboard manufac- 2499 25 500 . 500{g50; 730625 (575525 525
turing N . g
1%. Battery saparatof 5L499 - 25 75 '106 200 125 100
manufacturing 5 i
s
‘ L ]
20, Furniturc and fixw- 2511
tures . ! _
aj 100 or more : 25 150 125 (2753} (459300 {20050 175
cmployces : ’
b)- 10 employces or 25 100 - 200075)] oV 225 (zdaas 125
rore but less . 1. -
than 100 ‘
employoees : .
* 100



NOTE:

Persons who
in addition to fecs for any othcr appHcable category.

operate boflers shall include fees as 1ndicated in 1tems #57 or 58 _

% Feus
Fees ;; he to Lo
Standard - Annual . to -be Sciaitiod Submi 21
Ar Industrial _ Applieation Copitance - Submfited with with Asslicas
Contaninant Classifica- Filing Procrssing Determina- with New Renewal tion to Kadify
: Sogrce tion Miaher Fra Fea ttan Fer Anolfciiian  aeqlicatien Parm it
1. Pulp mills, paper - 2611 25 1000 2600 (2200) @15}'}0%5@.:@2(}25" 1025
: mills, and paper 2621
board millse 2631
2. Building paper and 2661 25 150 15017 Eg.—b_\B25 @m 175
building board mills : ) .
3, Alkalies and chlorine 2812 25 275 200Gy | (70860 (43225 300
manufacturing .
4. Calcium carbide 2819 25 300 400{ssD)| 325 (s95Na25 325
manufacturing
5.- Hitric acid manufac- 2819 25 200 260(z29) QS@)&ZS (_Lbzzs 225
+ turing ’ S
6. Ammonia manufac~ 2819 25 200 250(275) |/ NG5 (300)275 225
. turing ' . =
7. Industrial inorganic 2819 2§ 250 3600250) \9‘3 575 L,7E\725 275 i:)
and organic chemi- ' .
~ cals ranufacturing
{not elsewhere in-
‘celuded)
6. Synthetic resin 2821 25 200 135f00 | 425400 Givl200 225
manufacturing ‘
- - !
9. Charcoal manufac- 2861 25 275 200(555,| (250500 (355225 300
- turing
0. Herbicide manufac- 2879 25 500 500(22e0)|E:20625 (22155525 525
turing
1. Petroleum refining 2911 25 1000 200002206 [2:83025 0025 1025
_ | : e
2. Asphalt production 2951 25 200 200275} (200425 (2207225 225
by distillation §! ) :
. i . Do
3. Asphalt blowing 295} 25 200 200(359)|(z7=425 [z75225 225
plants |
"
i
$-15-76 10p -
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NOYE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated {n items 957 or 58

in addition to fees for any other applicable category. , i
(1]} &t
. : Facs to be <0 Le
Standard : Anaual to b ISR
Ate Industirial Application l'.‘ma\l;:nu Suhnit:ed SU:T:;?C:’ .,,E‘;“,,nﬁ,‘}fa_
Contaninant ’ Classifics- Filing - . Processing Setermina~ with Kew Rencwel tion ta Maziry
...'...g'. Seurce ticn Huuber fre Fen tian fee Analication Roaglieysinn Prerqt
34, Aephaltic concrete 2951
paving plants , : : . : :
&) Stationary l 25 200 225 i 450 250 225
h) Portable ) 25 200 . 275(300\ } (529 500 (23)360 225
35. Asphalt felts and 2952 25 200 200 (259 } (£75) 425{ 475225 225
] coating . . )
36. Blending, compound- 2992 25 175 1502250 | [522)350 (250)175 200
' ing or re~refining - . . i
of lubricating oils
and greases
“37. Glans container 3221 25 - 200 20020) S70425 (750225 225
' wmanufacturing . .
- 48, Cemont manufac- 3241 25 625 --625&5@5§£51275@97?650 650 |
turing ’ -
3¢, Redimix concrete "3273 25 75 100{110) [ZiC 200 Lgf125 100
40, Limo manufacturing 3274 25 300 1250750} 520 450 00150 325
. . . i - ;
41. Gypsum products 13275 25 150 150{17) || 33325 1201758 175
. - | - ’ i
42. Rock Crusher 3295
g: gtatn:lc;z;ary i 25 175 -200?_;15\; !'%?;fig:,go oy 200
ortrhle ; 25 175 250 2ot (= 450 200
4%, Steel works, rolling 3312 25 500 350{c0) wﬁxﬂavs;ﬁaiavﬁ' 525
and finishing mills | | N
|
48, Incinerators F ' ‘ - -
a) 1,000 lbs/hr, 3 25 300 L 200079) | G5ev525 (2eo 225 325
~and greater ' ‘ RE
capacity . ; . '
b) 40 lbs/hr. to 25 100 50 (BEN] (25195 We)75- 125
1,000 1lbs/hx.
capacity )
|
. } :
5-15-16 10q



ﬁOTE: Persons

. Kir ‘e
Contaninent
Source

Standcri
Industriat
CYsssifica~

tinn Nimihere

Filing

Fre

Application -

Processing
fee

ﬁnnua‘

Cempliance
Ceterming~

ticn fee

_Azplication

Fees
to be
Sulmitted
with
Rencwal

Frus

to be
Submitted
with leaw

Anslicanien

rees

who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in {tems #57 or 58
in addition to fees for any other appHcable category.

to te ;
Sulntited Y
with Appliza« ’
tion to Sazdiry

Prrmit

Gray iron and steel
foundries
Malleable iron

- foundries
*Steel investment
foundries

Steel foundries not
elsewhere classified
2) 3,500 or more
*T/y production
b) Less than 3,500
‘=/y production

Primary aluninum
production

PRAMARY SmEvTiMG OF
EARCOMIUM [ TR IR

Primary smelting and

~refining of ferrcus

and nonferrous metals

not elsewhere classi-
fied

a) Z,000 or more

T/y producticn
b} Less than 2,000
T/y production

éecondary lead -
smelting

Hon Ferrous Metals
Foundries

Llectrovplating,
polishing and ano-
dizing with 5 or
more employens

Galvanizing and pipe
coatinog-—-exclude all
other activities . ’
Battery manufac-

turing ;

Grain elevators =

‘intermediate storage

only, located in
Special Control
Arcas

~a) 20,000 or nore

I"I/Y
b) "lLeocs

By

than 20 s elele)

3321

3322

3324

3325

3334

2339
33398

3341

3361
3362
!

3471

!
3479

5-15-76

25
25
25

(2=

25

25
25
25

25

25

25

500

-

125

1000

(soéc)

- 500

loo

225

125

100

100

125

100
10r

400 45
300 625

2006 226

zzoo)

&ﬁéﬁﬁs“

150(225)

OO

125075

Q75025 éJEM—ES

2751350 @_:.0)2_25

%ﬁéﬁe%Sé?ﬁéees

(rus) G22s)

G?.ISCO u2235

D (63350 (253225

L}KD7?5 GYLP5

(279300 Leca7s

(D600 (1128

(200250 (0L150

1025

(gozs)

525

125

250

158

Sk
L
w

o



T

mm adadiLien Lo

Mo
Contawinant
Source

Ind
Clx
tic

Standard

TLWS 108 diy ULHLT oprpilicauilc

Anmial
Cerapliznie

Deterména=
tion Fec

Apsltcation
Procesiing:
fFeor

uitrial
tsifice=-
n L_abor

Filing
feo

LalLLyiii ¥y,

fean

to ba
Sutnicted

with

Lenewal
Aay]icsciam

Fecs
to ba
Sutmitted
with New
Anoliceatian

Ferd
to ta
CSubmitted

with ~pplica=
ti{on to

Huatry
Prr-i" :

94.

-55#

57.

+ fred Mpaps of these areas are attached.

_Electric power
genaration

£) Greater than 25MW
b} Less than 2SHW

Gzg production and/
or manufacturing

Grain elevators =
Terminal elevators
primarily engaged in
'buying and/or mar-—
keting grain-—in
Gpacial Control Areas
a) 20,000 or more
T/y
b} loss than
.~ 20,000 T/yT

FTuel burning equip-
mient within the
boundries of the

" Portland, Eugene-
Springfield, and
Medford-ashland Air
Quzlity Maintenance

 Areas and the Salem
Urban Growth Area¥e®

" &) Residual oil firead

. 1) 250 million

491312

1000/100)
50D (555

25
25

1000
350

4925 25 375 225 775

5153 s

25 500

25 <150

4s61** {Fees will be based on
the total aggregate heat
input of all boilers at
the pite.) :

; wood fired or cecal fired

% 25 150 160 )

or more btu/hr

(heat input )
5 million or
more but less
. than 250
-million btu/
hr. (heat inpu
I.ess than 5

2)

3)

million btu/hr

. (heat input }
b}
1)
more btu/hr
{heat input )
S million or
more but less
than 250 mil- .
lion btu/hr.
(hcat input |}

2)

Distillate oil fired - . -
250 million or;

25 100 50 (100

ko)
: 25

25 25325

| . .
i

25 150

25

25(75)

25

400{450;

1258/72)]

100 (1 1<}

21292025 (1125)1025
@D 875 &75) 525

(79625 (20250

Gis)e2s (19425

(370300 (209350

E=5275 Ta0125

(=195 (127375

(129) 75 (1o 50

(25275 (0125

fz=> 75 (1905 s0

—

1025
- 375

400

525

175

175

125

50

175

50

¢ Excluding hydroclectric and nuclear generating pro;chJ;,and.limiLcd te utilicies.

¢¢ Yncluding fuel burning equirment generating steam for preatis oK fcr

power generation (SIC 4911).

10s

© reqal descriptions ai

sale but oxcluding

2 G ¥iloe in the Departicent,



.{n addition to fees for any other applicable category.

”l‘_ff)]"'fE: _ Persons who operate boilers shall include fécs as indicated in {tems §57 or 58

Fees Feet
N - . Fees - to be to ir
: Standard Ranual to be - Suiritted Suioitted z
Rie ’ . frdustrial Aoslicatica | CLenpliance Submitted " with with Applicz-
‘Centaningnt Clacsifica- . Fili{ng Proceysing Qetircina~ with Ao Rencwal tian to “odify
Source e, Lipn liaber icn Feq, tion fec Apollcation  a-a1{cq*fop Por=it
Fuel burning equipment 49561%% {Feas will be based on
ocutside the boundaries the total aggregate
‘of the Portland, ‘heat input of all
Eugene-Springfield and . bollers at tha site.}
. Hedford-Ashland Ailr R : .
‘Puality Maintenance
. Areas and the Salem
Urbhan Growth Area.
&11.wood, coal and ~ . 25 100 £g G 0035 [ 1ed) 35 125
0l)l fired greater than . ' : i . :
30 x 10° BTU/hr (heat input)

3

‘¢luding but not limited

New sources not listed okl bk bk andé LA
above which would emit 1O .
or more tons paer year of
any air contaminpznts in-

to particulates, SO., NO_
or hydrocarbons, if the ©
pource vere to aperate . : ‘ ' ’ :*
uncontrolled. y

Hew sources not listed : tRah LA HanR LRt dhee
abave which would emit '
significant malodorous
emissions, as detoermirad by
Departmental or Regional
Authority review of sources
which are kpowvm to have
gimilar air conteminant
amissions. f

Existing sources not linted WU anan who vove aakd
sbove for which an air |
quality problem is identi-
fied by the Department or '
Fegional Authority.

Sources reguired to obtnin a pormit undar items 59, 60 & 6l will be subject to the
following fee schedule to 'ba appliod by Department bzged upon the anticipatoed cost
of processing and compliance detoerxrmination.

" hnnual

o

f . Compliance
Eovimatad Pe*ﬂlt Cost Application Procensning Fea Datexmination Fee
Iow cost : " $50.00 -~ $200.00 © $50.00 - $150.00
HModium cost , : $200.00 -~ $500.00 . $150.00 - $400.C0
High cost ‘ $500.00 - §3.,000.00 S $400.00 - §750.00

R nuarlv an ponnlblp, applicabla foes shall be conﬂintnnt with gources of
nimi lar complexity as kicted in Table A.
5-15.76+ ) ' 10t

g



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNCOR

L
A
L@
Contairs
frecycled
Materinls

DEQ-44

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item G, November 19, 1976 EQC Meeting.

Public Informational Hearing (continued) Martin Marietta
Atuminum Proposed Change in Air Poliution Control System.

At the October 15, 1976 Public Informational Rearing, 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 SOp 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 SO2
scrubber. Also, M. M. was requested to provide a detailed economic
analysis of various possible air and water poliution 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 EGC and M. M. to
consider the Departiments 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



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 SOp 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 1ittle 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 SO, air quality impact in the orchards in
proportion to the emission reductions achieved. Again, it should be
reiterated that the projected S0, 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.

Pt
LOREN KRAMER
Director
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNOR
November 18, 1976
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Hearing Officer
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
805 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 SO,
sensitized already. Also it was urged that no further reduction
plants be located in the Columbia Gorge.
Writer
Mrs., Charles L. Best
Date
Octcober 23, 1976
Position
The writer cites already high pollution caused most blatantly
by Martin Marietta as reason to deny an increase in emissions.
LAY
N
Gaey

Conjams
Recyclad
Matarials

DEQ-46



Writer
Mr., William Boismier
Date
October 21
Position
The writer opposes an increase in SO, emissions.

Writerxr
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 envigioned
is arqgue to be both frightening and infuriating.

Writex
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 SO 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 affalrs section).

Writer
Mrs. Hubert Carl
Date
October 22
Position

The writer opposes lncreased emissions, citing burning eye
irritation; 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
bate S,
October 25
Position ;

The writer argues that air quality for residents of 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
The writer opposes an increase in emissions in an area of known
inversions and potential for new scurces in the future.

Writer
Dallesport Vegetable Growers Association
Date
October 29
Position
The writers oppose any increase in S0, emissions, regret that
two other factories may soon be built, and claim present S0 levels are
damaging to crops and threatening their livelihood. '

Writer
Ms. Wendy Donnell
Date
Octcber 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, etec., 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
Positicon
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
Pogition

The writer opposes any increase in 805 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 engugh, be kept at
a reasonable level.




Writer
Ms. Joan Hudson
Date
October 22
Position
The writer opposes increased emissions.

Writer

David §. McDaniel, M.D., P.C.
Date

November 5, 1976

Position ‘

The writer opposes any increase in SO; 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 guality
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'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

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
QOctober 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 guestions 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 SO, emissions from 570 to 1900 tons when adding additional
equipment would mean only a 5% increase in 50,. The writer adds that
The Dalles already has an increasingly serious air pollution problem
in a uniguely susceptible airshed. The Commission is urged to be
skeptical of the applicant's economically self-serving testimony
and to place environmental-aesthetic concern above economics. It
was added that the plant should be reguired to accomplish both goals of
clean air and clean water.



Writer
Mrs. Robert Stover
Date
October 25
Position
The writer opposes an increase in emissions and finds The Dalles
threatened by big industry in both Oregon and Washington.

Writer
Mr. Harold O. Talbot
Date
October 24
Position
The writer says it would be a grave mistake to permit the plant
to increase S0, or any other pollutants.

Writer

Mr. Vernon B. Tenneson
Date

September 16, 1976
Position

The writer opposes lncreased S0, emission, He argues present leVeLé
are too high and are responsible for 30% reduction in his cherry crop

of 1976. He contends that the atmospheric moisture and S0p act
together to destroy cherxy 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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ROBERT W. STRAUB ,
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUI

From; Director
Subject: Agenda Item G, November 19, 1876 Meeting
ADDERDUIT ~ PUBLIC ENFOhhATION&L HEARING (g ntinued),

MARTIN-HARIETTA ALUSEINUM - PROPOSED CHANGE IN AIR
POLLUTION CONTROL SYSIL

The following information has been received since preparation of
the original statf report for this meeting.

Public Comment

The DLLd)tWEﬂt $ hearings officer has prc ad & summary of
several citizens Tetiers on this cubject to i QC. The maiority
of co'nmentC vere that air pollution |nc1ud1ng haze and cdors in The
Pailes was already at unacceptahic levels and that Martin-Harietta
should not be atlowed to increase its 507 cmi;sions. The Departmant
should point out that at the maximum projected S0p increases, S02 Jevels.
in The Dalles would be well below the level at which 09 odor can b
detected. In regard to haze some of the additional 805 will Tikel
convert to sulfate particulate {n the atmosphere particulariy under
stagnant air mass conditions. This would add to the haze problem.
Catculating the exact increase in haze would be questionable bzcause
of many variables involved (i.e. reactior rate, meisture, resonance
time and presence of catalyzing avents). Based cn present information,
the increase would be mzasurable and probably on the order of 10% of
worst days.

nt
E
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EPA Scrubbar Cost Data

EPA has verbally indicated that Their research shows their original
$440,000 cost estimate for a 70% effluent SO» scrubber is teo low. Thay
indicate new cost fiouras vary from 1 to 4 millicn dollars dependwng
on the type of system chosen. EPA Region X staff indicate that a
simple dek ed tower scrubber with caustic treatment and once throug
water designed at 95% cfficiency could cost as 1ittle as §1 to n].J
million For the complete system. WHater discharge to the Columbia
within EPA Timits wouid be possible with only acid neutralization.

The higher capital cost estimates from EPA heedquarters staff are

(2 O based on systans presently in operation. Full written documentation
! from EPA was received on Tnurvday, November 18, and is attached

by, b (Attachment 1), /

Hugtnaiy
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EPA Economic Analysis

EPA's Region X economist has conducted a fairly detailed
ecomenic analysis of Martin Marietta's financial condition and the
economic impact to Martin Marietta of installing SO2 control. A
-copy of this report is attached. (Attachment 2)

This report concludes {in part}:
"Martin-Marietta's disposable cash Tlow of about $100
million a year, its low (for the aluminum industry} debt
to equity ratio, and its Baa bond rating indicate that
it would have no problem in financing the relatively
minor sums required for air pollution contrel at The
Dalles. The plant at The Dailes is believed to generate
at least $6 to $8 million a year of cash flow, sufficient
to absorb the incremental air poliution control costs of
wet scrubbing (roughly $1 million a year before tax impact)
without major damage to its competitive condition,"

Also, "Although Martin-Marietta can afford to install a wet
scrubbey, the addition would impose a distinct competitive
disadvantage, in that no other plant in the industry is
Tikely to face that particular cost,

Martin-Marietta Economic Analysis

Martin Marietta submitted their economic analysis on Wednesday,
November 17. (Attachment 3) This analysis indicates that of all’
the alternatives considered, the company's proposal of just instaliing
the dry scrubber is the only onc that produces a positive annual
cash flow (approximately $300,000), A clearer picture of the economics
is obtained when considering that Martin Marietta is incurring a
significant annual cost to operate its existing air pollution control
systems. Censidering present conditions plus elimination of the
primary scrubber waste water as a base, Martin Marietta's cconomic
analysis indicates that Martin Harietta's propesal of installing the
dry scrubbher only would benefit the company approximately $1.5 mitlion,
annually (comparison of Case 4 with Case 6, Table 2). Addition oV even
the most expensive estimated SO scrubber with efficiencies approaching
95% would in effect reduce the economic benefit of installation of the
dry system from $1.5 million to about $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 docuirentation expected to be received and analyzed shortly, it
appears:

1. Increases in Martin Marietta's SO emissions as a result of the
company's proposal would not cause state or federal air quality
standards to be exceeded rnor appear to pose a danger to sensitive
vegetation in the community. (Maximum concentraticn in orchard
would be 15% of state ajr quality standards.)

£



An S0, scrubber after the proposed dry scrubber would appear to
offer a benefit of reducing the S0, levels in the orchard areas
in proportion to the emission reduction achieved. Impact on
additional haze wouid also be minimized or eliminated by the
SO, scrubber.

Best available SO0, control for application at Martin Marietta

appears to range from 70 to 95% offiuent at costs from $1 - $4 million
a year, From a conservative standpoint and with some simitar:

actual installations data for support, costs closer to the high

range projected and efficiencies closer to the low range should

be used in evaluating econcmic feasibility.

Economic analysis indicates that requiring addition of even the
most expensive SOp wet scrubber identified would reduce the
potential economic benefit to the company from installing the-
dry scrubber frem $1.5 miilion to $0.8 to $1 million. In other
words the profitability of the company's proposal would be
reduced by about 1/3 or $500,000 annually.

Martin Marietta's financial profitability is considered the hest
among the big four aluminum producers and its cash fiow is
considered sufficient to absorb SO, scrubber costs without major
amage to its competitive condition.
The issue now appears to focus on vwhether lMartin Maristta's
potential incrcased prefitability by going to the dry scrubber
should be curtailed by abcut 1/3 ($5G0,000 ennually) Tor the
sake of preventing a small degradation to critical portions
of The Dalles airshed. The precedence of singling out Hartin
Marietta as the enly aluminum plant to impose such 50, controls
must also be censidered.

Conclusion

The Department must still fully analyze a considerable amount of just

received highly technical information before making a recomrendation on
this matter. A Department recommendation must be reached during the
week of Hovember 22 in crder to have a proposed permit availablie Tor

a proposed public hearing before a hearings officer on Deccmber 9. The
EQC will also need time to review and consider information and

testimony before taking final action on the Department's recommendations
at its December 20, 1976, mecting.

The most applicable rule to resolving this issue appears to

be 0AR 20-001 regarding requirements for Highest and Best Treatment
and Control and the interpretation of the rules in light of
identified economic and environmental impacts. A copy of OAR 20-001
is attached (Attachment 4},



ENCY

(=

’

93101

CTION A

{

I

bROTI

REGION X
! AYERUELE

WASHINGTIGC

XTH

1200 34

A

R ENTAL

.
s
—
-
—
£
[
)

ENYIRO

75

S

I

U. S
/S

11
i

LY

11

H

AT D

AY

.
=
jui

Ay
Pann,

—en ne

b gl e S

Ry

o L i Ry 8 T

T el e e 30 o AR P Pl i M]3 % gk pas



OJ

please

jon,

natl

infon

rd

& enclo’

1

tl

Ny guestians (oneorning

o

1 you have

f
ﬁll\\l
%
-~ /b
=4
D W4
"
R
(S VI
-
s
St [
[
L
Y T
—_— { L)
; T

-~
-
gl
i
;;§:

rl

i

Ar
i

SUTS,
;
y!
o
i

not hesitele Lo contect us,

Sincerely
e
[

N

a—y

e 4" A a1 A R e e F s b kg

b o by e i

e

7t e kg s, s g

St e g g

i o st e

B A A U S

A i w4 hetn o enean e

P I P



r..
1

* . r
"

L

A, .

- ) . Y

- el R

.- LA

- -

I i —
e [a g [w)
e L
e BRI
-....\l\ —— =
R <
. “
$ooem th
- s
PV PO —
M =
. TLI o

. —
- o
V-1 1

T
Y "
a4 o
@ =
”l-‘.” Dl
e
- e
- o
. L
i%
-~
v
d
[
—
- DY
. ~
|l __-.t
bon
' Zi
. o

4
&r .
T~ .
e . L
- R i
C‘” ‘_,..u, F“.._" a—
— [
Lo
. LN
o L, otu
- RS
= S
b r\..nA -
2l o

5] o
-l..
. I
[
a0
-
i -
2 .
—r
[ e
e W
o
- g
[ -
Py "~y
[
V]
-
oz
.k
]
I 3.3
ﬁ e
% [
A~
3 iy
e rm
T ~t
W Tl <y
u.J o Pl P
<r _‘..._ i vy
[t P
H W S el
— it
oo S M U vt -
R R 2
Cho w2l &0 22, LY,
s
—r

[Py

Iy
w~

P
}ff'_j

ad

g
EE Y

O

e}

3]

Y
A

YL d

£
]

o~y

4=t
o

[

[y
e 3
e

could be
(v

mate

S E
o

Ty

told a closar o



L SRR R e

B a
[ I
(X2

L5 ]
C e
LA
AR ]
Yon,
A8 B
h
R ol

L Rt et

R Al o

1

3

yEr

Car

o

a

waticn

5
2 1

'

)

.

!

he

rimati

-
-3

[ S

Plant L

v

¥

"ﬂ'_e;f’_":i

<

'

T
T

o
SO0, N5

A S

J:‘"..i! 4
oy
¥

i

zhs

- -

2
]
i

piial Chary

1

i

Le



Lo . S SR S S O - S T v Tt T
AP Kol I b o e b S et s 8 s o , - . ) . .
rer e ererras ma e RS roe - o oy e i ke G 8 ot U708 A s gt o, ik ik = St g b st e
;
o .
i .
Pt
iy ) :
e
S
o [l
3 - e
) Lt 3
! b R
_ e w T
s a L
! i o=
, o D2 o
L P
e ‘
[o8)] [
. T L5 v
oo - [N
e [
- H”_,. et LS
gl
...\l.h ) = A.iu [
o o W3
el e P -
[ 4 -y .'
o Lo L F
-~ £ - oS
- b [ A
P
V0
e cs )
pu -.hn.v N (SR el ]
U . e T
2 ¢ s e
— — Cr I e B
(&) - — T
AJUn N ] Lo D)
" — : [ S B
o, mu. MI & o
. » s
" R L
—_— : r....) ] P
oy >, Dty
.U (V) Co -
Hm ’

4
A

Ot

CURITED STATES B

Koverber 17, 1276

i
Control

gon

.

= R
TR

. s S 4 B
Y it

18510605
es, Ore

e
oI
5

¥

'3

™
L

Sulfur Dioxide
nt at The

- Py N ol
- Eae oy ! - ) .
WO o Soois T [ w1 40 )
. W IS e = Y e TODIY e e [N
- o g ey A GOL M A0 oy apd
.m- L Sl XAy W Liet o uh T oW T



1 . .

e Tl - _rmermmcner 20

\
’

- LS. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN

‘1\15681'4,6 REGION X
s > '
Py ﬁ?ﬂ % 1200 SIXTH AVENUE
N2l SEATYLE, WASHINGTON 98101
) ‘?31{17 g
1,~Q::__-e'.25r{.
é:") AN
4;_,,“01&0
. REFLY TO

.ATIN OF: M/5 329
: ‘
November 11, 1976
Mr.. E.J. Weathersbee
-Administrator
Air Quality Division
Oregon Department of Envirommental
- Quality
1234 Southwest Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Jaclk:

Y e D

As you requested in your letter of October 29, I have atteapted a
quick eccnomic assessment of the §0; reduction requiresents being
considered for the Martin-Marietta plant at the Dalles,

I must apologize for the superficizl nature of the analysis. Teither
the time nor the data available permitted o more polished effort. 1In
particular, this one sufifers from the absence of the specific cost
estimates being prepared concurrently by Reglon X engincers and by

f=

Research Triangle Park. It is my opinion, however, that neither
reliable cost estimates nor finmancial statements for the plant would
change the general conclusions of the analysis., The relationsuips
are such that even a considerable range of error will not cause a

fundament:al change in consequences.

I hope that these materials are responsive to your nceds and will
be of some use. Please regard them as technical econromic analysis

and not as EPA policy statements.
Sincerely,

il fo
Z [WR’

" Robert L. Coughlin
Regional Economist
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Conclusions

1) Martin-Marietta is a minor factor in the aluminum industry;
but the firm's size, financial strength and the integrated naturc of its

aluminum operations make it fuliy competitive with the major producers.

Aluminum provides a significant component of corporate revenues, aad a

disproportionately high share of profits. Profitability of the aluninum

.operations is dependent on business cycle fluctuations; so Martin-ilarietta'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 dfy scfubbing
proposed by the plant, the maximum addition to production costs imposed
by the added feature would be 2bout a 200% inerement over dry scrubbing
alone, a result of the absence of offselling materials recovery effects
in wet scrubbing. Total air pollution control costs per pound of outpuf .
would amount to about one cent if both treatmsul wmodes were employed.

3) HMartin-larietta's aisposablc cash flow of about 3100 miliion a
year, its low (for the aluminum industry) debt to eguity ratio, and

its Baa bond rating indicate that it would have no problem in financing

fhe relatively milnor 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 flow, sufficient to absorb the incremental air pollution
control costs of wet scrubbing (roughly $1 million a year before tax

impact) without major damage to 1lts competitive condition.




the addition would impose a distinct competitive disadvantage, in that

! N

4)  Although Martin-Marietta can afford to install a wet scrubber,
no other plant in the industry is likely to face that particular cost.
No envirommental benefits are ascribed to 505 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 irhibiting

a pro&ucer from adopting a more efficient abatement technology solely
because of the_loss of collateral reductions obtained by a prior abate-
ment: system: such a policy should cause pnwillingness to attempt abate-
ment until acceptable treatment methods are frozen into regulation so

that the discharger 1s protected by uniform requirements.
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1. Backgroumd

Although Hartin-larietta is a minor factor in the aluminum industry—-
its two Columbia River plants provide just over 4% of domestic primary

aluminum capacity--it is a sound and thoreouphly competitive component of

S

that induastry.

_Hartin—ﬁarietta's aluminum operations are fully integrated. Bauxite
is supplicd from the Republie of Guinea by 20% owmed Halco Mininé Company.
Alumina is produced at a wholly owned plant of 375,000 tous per yearlcapac—
ity in S5t. Croix, Virgin Islands for shipment to primary reduction plants
at Tha Dalles, Oregen and Goldendale, Washington. (The Coldendale plant,
capacity 105,000 tons per ycar,‘produces only ingot. The Dalles piant,
capacify 90,500 tons per year, performs somcrpreliminary shaping as well
as ingot production.) TFabricatica is performed zt wills in Torrance,
Califernic (exirusions, forgings, other mill pfoductg) and Lewisport, '
Kentuclky {relling mill, sheets, plate). Although substantial transporta-—
tion charges are implicit in the widely distributed production chain, such
costs are the norm for the industry. Water transportation is utilized
exclusively through dngot producticn; and low tariff rail"shipment is
utilized to bring the raw metal closer te ultimate markets for fabrication.
Unit transportatica costs can be only slightly greater than- for Hississippi
Vailey praduccru; and any disédvgntage thét there may be is more than offset
by relative encrgy costs.

The Columbia River miils, together with their mining and alumina pro-
‘duction support facilities, were acquiréd by Martin-Marictta throuph its

abserption of larvey Aluminuw. (Acquisiticn was in stages: 41% interest

1T



assumed in 1968, 41.?2 in 1969, 17.3% in 1974.) 1In tdtal; aluminum sup-
plied 24.3% of Corporation revenues and 15.06% of net profits in 1975,
26.5% of revenues and 45.6% of net prof;ts in 1974. It is, then, a wajo
source of earunings to the diversified corporation, and its most profitabl
operating sepgment.

. Though the separatevfinancial reports that would allow assessméut of
the compgrgtive performance of its aluminum division are ﬁot available for
the various lMartin~tHarietta enterpriﬁes, the firm is ;imilar to the major
aluminum producers in composition and earning power. Itudiffers principal?
in size., Total assets under a billion dollars are distinctly less than
fof the big four of North American aluminum production, wﬁo range in size
from $1.5 to $2.8 billion in gross assets. But because of its more con-—
gervative financial structure, its nct worth approaches that of Raiser
and Reynelds. The conscquent reductien din leverage, as well as its diver-
sification, have provided MHartin-llacietta with gome insulation against
business cycle flucﬁuations. The 1973 recession, concentrated 5n\c0nstruc~
tien and trausportation equipment-~the principal_muikcté for aluminum——
caused a far were proncunced drop in earnings of the wajor aluninue firws
than the one that Martin-tarietta experienced. (Parnings of Kaiser, like
those of Martin-ilarietta, were supported by other product lines.)

Profit reduction from 1974 tc 1975

Alcan 84%
Alcoa . 63%
Kaiser 97
Reynolds L6%
Hartin-Marictta total 317
Martin~Marietta aluminum 80%



Comparative Financial Condition, 1975

- Debt Ratio

Tax Rate (5 yr. mcaﬁ)

Operating Hargin

Return on Capital, 1974
1975

Rcturn'on ¥et Worth, 19?4

1975

Long Térm Debt ($106)

Net Worth ($209)

Net Profit, 1974 ($106)

1975 |

Non-Cash Charpes (5106)

Alcaﬁ Alcoa Kaisor Reynolds M-llarietta
7 A A7 .51 .35
A2 45 .45 .42 45
122 142 143 .099 164
.031 . 081 . 089 . 084 107
031, . 037 . 081 .051 074
.13 A12 0 .139 .139 .139
.02 L 041 .119 .072 091

971 1,254 695 867 272 -
1,112 1,575 798 831 609
1.8 173.1 104.4 111.1 20.8
22.7 64.3 94,7 0.0 55.4
110.7 170.8 54,7 70,60 G4

Source: Valuce Line Investooent Survey

But size, loverage,

and diversification netvithstonding, Martin-

Marietta's eperating margin, return on inveslment, and return on nat

worth are similar to those ef the wajor aluminum firms;

theugh in bath

1974, a year of recovd profits, and in recessionary 1975, HMHartin-lariestte

outparformed the big four by a slight but perceptible margin'in all three

indicators of profitability. '

Earnings have been cxtraordinarily stable ovexr the last five years,

After recording meodest, persistent gains through 1974, both prefits and

. cash flow dropped significantly in the coursc of the 1975 recession, due

entirely to a $6Z million decline in the operating profits of the aluminum

o o e A



divisions. But, virtually alone in the

TN
i 5
' .

aluminum Industry, Maxtin-Marietta
managed to hold its earnings near pre~1974 levels as a consequence of its
diversification and relatively conservative financial structure.

Millicens of Dollars

11971 1972 1973 1974 1975
Net Income - 56.5  53.5  56.5  80.8  55.4
Depraciation, ctc. 46,4 49.5 52.9 57.9 | 59.7
Interest _17.6 22.4 24 .4 23.3 19.7
Gross Cash Flow" 120.5  125.4  133.9  162.0  134.8
Return on Investment 11.7% 11.6% 12.5% 1h.46% ll.SZ
Disposable Cash Flow' 102.9°  103.0  109.5  133.7  115.1
Return on et Worth 19,87 18.7% 19, 0% 22.2%  17.7%

#No allowance for deferred taxes

The firm appears currently to be cexpericucing a dramatic wovival of

earnings. Wet profits of $60.2 willion in the first three quarters of this
yvear cxceeded full year earnings for all prior yeavs but 1974, and wvere
élB.S miliion (45.4%) greatcr.than for tha same period of 1975, Tull yeor
profits should approximate, and pefhapa exceed, those of 1974,

Operations of the aluminum divisions of thelfirm have p?obably con-
tributed significantly to current profit revival, just as Lhey vere
rgsponsible for last year's decline. Industry-wide, shipménts id 1976
have bezn running 29% over 1975 levels, inventories have heen reduced
moderately, and posted selling price has been increased 20.2% over the

sumnier, 1975 low of 39¢ per pound:

© s



1976

1972 1973 1974 1975 Jan. July

Monthly shipments (million 1bs) 989.8 1203.2 1136.6 817.0 902,9 1054.1

End/period inventory "o 4801 4366 5156 5999 . 5971 5592
Price per pound ! 26,5¢ 25.3¢ 34.1¢ 39.8¢ 41.0¢ 44,0
Inventory/Sales . 4.9 3.0 4.5 7.3 6.6 5.3

It is clear that the industry 1s not yet quite healthy; but 1t has
come a long way toward rccove?y from the malaise of 1975, 1In particuiar,
the price discipline which has resulted in six consecutive increases in
posféd price (to 46.9¢ per pound in August), in spite of lagging demand
and the necessity to work off inventories’that scemed to have éonttﬁctcd
elephantiasis, testifies to a determination to pass on escalating costs
and maintain profitability. The commen front in pricinpg policy is an
jnnovation iIn the incdustry. In the past it haé pursued growth singlo-
nindedly, and has responded to every lag in demand with price cuts and
discounts intended to maintain production and cash flow repardless of
effect on profits. It may be that mathet behavior of the aluminum indus—'
try is evolving toward that characteristic of wmature olipopolies lile
stcel, petroleum, and auto production, with pr6f1t5 pursued through margin
maintenance, relatively little dependeﬁce on internal growth; and gentcel

competitive practices.

L



II. Control Costs

There is a tendency for official consideration of waste handling prob-
1ems.to become reduced to haggling over:estimatedAcosts of purchasing and
installing particular pieces of hardwarc that are associated with varying
levels of residuals control. It is not uncommon for the technical experts
who present such estimates in support of the gffected industry to differ
from their counterparts who support the regulatory agency by a.factor of
betweeﬂ twve and five. VWhen such massiﬁe differences are introduced into
the reguiatory process—and are supported persuasively on either side by
men with impeccable technical credentials—the (usually non-tectwical)
decision maker is presented with problems of data resolution that tend to
interferc with, rather than assist, logical choice.

The situation at The Dalles has some aspects of that conventionsl
problem of estimation. Initial cost estimates by ETA engineers wvere
roughly one tenth (in terms of capital requirements) of the one advancoed
by Martin-turietta. Differences traced to such highly tachnicnl and situ~
ation-specilic matters as degree of S05 yeducthion achicvﬁblé in a particu—
late-cleansed pas stream and adaptability of crxisting devices to an alterced
routing of waste gasses at the plant,

Obviously there is an elemenlk of gaming as well as real differences
in condition and approach invelved in such divergence of estimates.
Obviously, too, information developed in the negotiating prbcess tends
to narrow the degree of difference-—though experience has inAicated th&t

the differences are ncver wholly, or even substantially, resolved.

P



Yortunately, in the situation at The Dalles the significance of

sums involved 1s so slight that differences of estimate sinply do not male

any fundamental difference,

z{ei

If one accepts as given the highest cost

estimates of the firm and views them in the most pessimistic fashion,

they indicate a difference in production cost that--however deplovable

from the firm's peoint of view--1s of slight consequence.

That judgment is based on a simple model of the plant's air pollution

control costs. It

installing a "dry scrubber" system, the firm's

materials reccovered, high normative costs from

iz a model that accepts the

operating costs of baghouses, cost estimates

firm'

s estimated cost of
estimate of the wvalue of

the literature for the

ubmitted by Ressarch-Cottrell

for construction and operation of a Bahco scrubbing system, with unit

]
{a

operating costs

T

o0
pi

}ie
!\

constructaod to mun

~t

times conventionol
aluninuwz division (i.c.
and the averape depreciation
is 1.5 to 2 times the actual

facilities ceonsidered.

In short, the procedure

nal wvastewabar

treatizent

construction coasts for the

somewhat above the

iseassed at high Pacific Hovthwest prices, a clavificr

:

spacificavions and at 1.25
sunmmer of 1976, interest

the Darvlin-aricelta

dodsnue of

current price of Laa bonds),

rate applied in the aluminum industry-—cne that

physical rate of replacenent of the hinds of

aims at deriving the naxiinum possible addition

to production costs that might result from additional pollution coutrol

features,

To carry out the lopgic of developing wmaximum cost consequences, all

costs arc vicwed incrementally.

That 1s, dry scrubber installation is

b e gl ) v ——— T L




consldered to be a nccessary, and total, addition to production costs: no
production cost offsets or salvage value is assigned for abandonment of
the existing scrubbers. The 50y scrubber's costs are considered to be an
integral addition to the "dry scrubber” system, eatirely independent of
both the "dry scrﬁbbér" and existing scrubbers, a cost element that may
be introduced as a conéequence of shift in the emissions control method.
Similarly, costs of the clarifier (for treatment of scrubber wasgewater)
is assumed to be a possible consequence of installing §05 controls.

The results of the calculation are présentcd in Taﬁlc 1. They indi-
cate that at the preferred operating rate, the entive complex of controls
would add at most 0.9¢ per pound to the cost of producing zluminum at The

Dalles. At a very low 80% production rate, and maling no zllowvance leor

reduction in contrel system operating costs, the additien to producticn
P, t (&) 3 s
costs would bLe just over 1¢ per pound.
To put thrse cosis Inte perepective, AWh. Lictlo, Ieol has dndicatuog

(Yrcenomic Aunlvsis of

that the avers: o

on to productien coste--—undor thz modevato yrice regimen of 1970--

]

g%
i
[
[N

of erissions controls in primary alusinusm preduction weeld amount tod

Pre~tahke process L 0.77¢/ b
Horizental Soderberg 1.6¢/1b
Vertical Soderberg 0.9¢/1b
All plants ' 0.97¢/1b

In short, the model indicates that while aluminum prices have increased

77% since 1972, it will cost Martin-iariectta no more tec install the {full
bank of supgestcd trcatwent at The Dalles today than the average amount for

the industry in 1972,

10
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TABLE 1 ~ Maximum Cost Pollution Cantrel Confi;uratioh‘”jf

Investment

Annual Costs
Maintcenance
Labor @ $20,000/MY
Water @ 25¢/1000G

Electricity @ 0.5¢/kwh

Lime @ $6/T
Total Optg.
Depreciation 8 9.9%
Interest € 9.375%

Materisls Recovery
Total
Addition to pdtn. cout

G 92.5% O.H.
& 80.04 O.H,

11

Baghouse  Bahco Scrubber 100,000 G/d Clariflier
$5,800,000 $4,100,000 $125, 000
191,000 123,000 4,000
90,600 30,000 15,000
— 6,000 -
25,000 25,000 1,000
- 15,000 -
300,000 199,000 20,000
574,000 406,000 12,000
544,000 384, 000 12,000
~948,000 _— g
476,000 $939,020 544,000
0,26¢/1h 0.39¢/ib L02¢715
0.32¢/1h 0.68¢/1b 0he/1b



III Financial Capability

Martin Marictta's ability to finance proposed emlssions controls
would scém to be no more effectlve a constraint, than the controls’ impact
on production costé and prices. Viewed from the corporate perspective,
the necessary investment of $10 million ;— probably considerably less —-
"is = smail burden to a firm that generates about $160 million a2 year of
cash flow and that carries a Baa bond rating;

What is more, Martin lMarviectta, despite its relatively small size,
is probabiy better situated in terms of disposable cash flow to meet the

invesiment demand thap is any of its larger competitors in the alunioun

industry.
Ket Cash Flow Availablce
in the 1270's
(approxiwote values in $3,.005,0006)

Oross Coauh Debl Discvetionary

L Flow® Service” - Lush Flow
Alcan 220-340Q 135 -E5-205
Alcoa 335-450 | 175 T160-275
Kaiser - 210-225 95 105-120
Reynolds 210-265 120 90-145
Martin MHarjetta: 120-135 40 g0-85

% Intcrest + depreciztion + net profit

k%  TIpnterest + annualized debt retlrement burden at January 1, 14970

The corporation, however, is scarcely the appropriate unit ro

determine financial Fwpact. It 4s The Dalles reduction plant that will

Rpr s S, e e et
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incur the added production costs aud that will have to provide the cas
flow to finance whatever pollutlon control features are found to be

necessary; and, unfortunately, we have no specific financial or operati

data with which to gage the ability of the plant to generate necessary

flows.,

There are general guldes, however, to the magnitude of such cash

flows. These suggest that even the maximum addition to production costs

can be adeguately, if not cownveniently, covered.

1. Martin Mavietta attributed $15.5 million of profits in reecessic

ary 1975 and $77.8 million in 1974 to its aluminum opevations. It is the

nature of the highly integrated industry's accounting that the bulk of

profits are recorded at the fabrication =ztape: bauxite mining, a2lumiua

production and primary reduction together are credited with no woere then

half of industry profits. If ong assurmes that primary reduction is
responsible for a guarter of Martin Marictta's aluminun profits, znd hi
half of that is derived from The Dalles Plnut; thon prmfits in & range o
$1.9 million to $9.7 million a veavr are aveilable to abzorb a maxizowm of
$520,000 & year of air pollution costs othey than depreclation.

2, On a less qualitative basis, we can asscss financial impact in
terms of an average plant. The average plant godel is dvawn from operat
data for three ecastern aluminum plants for the periovd 1970-74. It is no
likely that The Dalles plant is exactly similar to thé wodel, 1n that it
is larger and newer than two of the threce plants and has the advantage o©

lover energy costé. RNonetheless, it must be assumed to be generally 1ik

i

{

ing

t

£

Lo

other plants of the samwe type producing the same product. As presented in

Table XI, the model plant is asswumed to operate at the average rate for

industry in the given year, and selling price is set at the average for

13

the

s e

amed
g b A



-the i;dﬁstry; interest costs are generated onrthe aésumption that-png:n
third of the outstanding $50 mi}liou aluminum division bond issue by
Martin Marictta applies to The Dalles Plaﬁt; and operdéing costs are
assumed to be resistant to operating rate variations. The model is, then,
in all respects a cqnservative assesspent of the plant's earning pdwer.

What the model provides is an indication of the earning power of
‘an average aluminum plant of the size of the one at The Dalles in 1974
and — taking into account changes in price, costs, and operating rate -
in 1976. It 1s an approximate guide to the plant's ability to finance
emissions gontrols of the type under consideration in both a good and =
bad ycar.

If the maximum cost values presented in Table 1 are applicdlgo.Lhc
plant model, they provide an indication of the effect of various levels
of air pollution control on operations:

thousand of dollavs

a) '"bry scrubber' ouly 1974 1976
Modelled naot prolit 5,285 3,025
added fixed charpes -1,1138 -1,118
added operating costs® 601 ' 586
reduced income tax 143 240
Indicated profit 5,111 (-3.3%) 2,734 (9.6

b} 'Dry scrubber' + wet scrubber

Hodelled net profit 5,285 -'3,020

added fixed charges -1,908 -1,908

added operating costc#® 602 387

reduced incowme tax 588 . 684
Indicated profit 4,567 (-13.6%) 2,189 (-27.7%

¢) 'Dry scrubber' + wet scrubber +

clarificr
Modelled net profit 5,285 3,026

added fixed charges -1,932 -1,932

added operating costs* 582 367

reduced incowe tax 608 704
Indicated profit . 4,562 (-15.0%) 2,165 (-28.57%)

14
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* Materials recovery values excced indicated operating costs. They
are assumed Lo be directly related to operating rate.

.

Even if proper allowance isrmade for all of the unfavorable facto:

built into the values, it is eclear that addition of wet scrubbing repre

sents a significant (10% in a good year, 20% in a mediocre year) advers.

influence on profits. It is equally clear that it is by no means a
crippling influence.

The major impact of the resolution of the wet scrubber gquestion is

not, however, to be found in direct impact on profits. As presented in

the illustrations above, the direct result would be a reduction of $340,0:

to $570,000 a ycar in after-tax profits, depending upon.the need for

4

scrubber effluent clarification. A wove painful effeet would be the
diversion of $§4.2 million (probably less in the ultimate resclution)
from potentially profitable duvestmonts., Given 2 raturu on capltal -

as not profit, cash flow frowm depreciation would be the same dwn cither |

+

cazse -~ varylug from 10% te 187 zccording to business cyecle situape, the

£y

major iuwpoct of duavestwment in the scrubbor would be fovegone ecaruings

of §400,000 to $700,000 a year and the compounding effect of their partial

reinvestmont.

15




IV Competitive Factors

As the foregeing materials indicate, Martin Marictta can afford to
install and operate SO, reduction scrubbing at The Dalles aluminua plant.
Added capital costs can be abéorbed without eliminating profits; and
the operational efficiencies flowing from the basic iustallation (i.e.
the "dry scrubber') are greater than the sum of potential operating costs.

On a net cash flow Qasis (aséuming that the plant is capitalized and
performs like the average plant model), installation of wet scrubbing
for 507 reduction would reduce return on capital invested jn fixed assets
by about 14% -- i.e, from 24.3% to 21.3% at the 1974 operating rate. It °
would alsc increase sharply the downward leverage on profits in bad years,
because of the introduction of incremental fixed chargés and vrelatively
inelastic operating costs.

There de alwoet no possibility thoet tive relavive disadvannoo i Luposc.
by wet scrubbing could be offscet by dncreoased prices. . The plant at The

.

balles contninsg loss than 27 of domestic jvimary aluainum capoceity. It

can nobt increase prices unilaterally to offget added producticn cosis;
and peueral price increases would not eliminate rthe vnfavorablos cosr

margin dupesed by scrubbing.

The situation would seem to reduce itsclf . to issues of equity and

‘efficiency.

Trom the standpoint of equity, it appears that Marlin Marietia way
be faced with the iwposition of a continuing competitive disadvantage.
. . )
The need for S0p reduction is not a feature of stapdard emissions coatrols
for primary aluminum production. Alone in the industry, Martin Marictta
may bear such costs —— a contlnuing competitive disadvantage, though a

slight oune.
' 16
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The efficicncy proolem is two-Told. . The basic issue is that the

levels of §0, production that characterize the industry are not generally

harmful. —— hencc are not restricted by regulation. The central fact is
that in the event that wet ccrubbing is required, resources will be-

consumed and aluminum production costs incrcased to purchase a reduction

in 50; concentrations that has no beneficial consequences.

The minor issue of efficiency involved in the regulatory decisicn
is its potentially malipgn incentive effect. The plant at The Dalles

faces S0y reduction costs only because of its early effort to control

alr pollution throupgh the use of a sub-optimal techneology. Because that

treatmant technique had the ceollateral effect of reducing S0z, the plant:
may be constrained from adepting the most cefficicnt set of polliulant

control processes. In effect)ﬁartin Harietta may be penalized for a

premature cffort to reduce pellution; in which case it would luive been

better off to have resisted pollution control oiforee i

R e
Sounitia L chosen

techuology had beoen frezew by regulacion,  The norel is not apt Lo be

lost uron cihar fivms,

Sl i ot RN
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. . TABLE 1I.

Production Eate

Ingot P'rice

Sales
Discounts

Net Rewvenues

Operating Costs
Raw iaterdals
Labor

Encrgy, Other
Profit from Cporations

Denrectot bon
Intoerest

Tneome Toxes @ 45%

Net Profit
-+ Depreciation

Ret Cash Flow

Model Alumfnum Plaat

1974 1976
J08% 87%
34.1¢/1b 42.7¢/1b

Thousands of Dollars

66,836 67,466
-...280 1,619
65,856 65,847
33,712 33,970
7,048 8,565
10, 584 13,124
14,112 10,188
2,940 3,125
1,562 1.562
4,325 2,475
5,285 3,026
2,940 . 3,125
8,225 6,151
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT w. STRAUB

GOVERNOR

ROy
Y

Containg
Lecycliedl
Materials

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 pTlants)

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. Within 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.



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 paﬁt1c1eboard 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 Recemmendation

The Director recommends that the Environmental Quality Commission
delete Sections 25-320(4) and 25-325(5) from Oregon Administrative Rules

(OAR), Chapter 340.

LOREN KRAMER
Director

AFB:ds
11/5/76

Attachments
I. O0AR Chapter 340, Sections 25-320 and 25-325.
IT. OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050.



CH, 340

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

Attachment I
_n/i7e

wnd  all contaminant control equipment
skall be at full efficiency and effective
ness so that the emissions of air cor-
tanginants are kept at the lowest prag-

ticable levels,

(e} No person shall willfully cause¢ or
permyt the installation or use of/any
meand, such as dilution, which, wjthout

resultlng in a reduction in the total afmount

of air ontaminants emitted, concéals an
emissioy which would otherwise/violate
this rule

(f} Whare effective measureg are not
taken to myinimize fugitive emifsions, as
defined by\section 21-050, OAR, Chapter
340, the Department may require that the
equipment ok structures in whichprocess-
ing, handling
tightly closed, modified, or operated in
such a way that air contaminants are
minimized, coitrolled, oy removed He-
fore discharge %o the oper air.

(g) The Department may require more
restrictive emission limtits than provided
in section 25-315{1}b)/for an individual
plant upon a finding Yy the Commission
that the individual plant is located or is
proposed to be locaigd in a special prob-
lem area. The mope restrictive emis-
sion limits for special problem areas may
be established on fthe \basis of allowable
emissions expregsed opacity, pounds
per hour, or totyl maximum daily emis-
sions to the atmjospherey or a combina-
tion thereof,

(2) Other Emjssion Sources,

(a) No persgn shall causg to be-emitted
particulate matter from wveneer and ply-
wood mill sgurces, including, but not
limited to, sanding machid &%, Ssaws,
presses, barkers, hogs, chippers, and
other matgrial size reduction gquipment,
process pr space ventilation) systems,
and truck loading and unloading facili-
ties in d¢xcess of a total from all\sources
within fthe plant site of one (L.0) pound
per 1000 square feet of plywood or\veneer
produgtion on a 3/8 inch basis of fiyished
prodyct equivalent.

(b} Excepted from subsection (a) are
venger dryers, fuel burning equipment,
and refuse burning equipment,

3) Open burning. Upon the effectiyve
te of these regulations, no person shall
ause or permit the open burning of woo

and storage /are done be '

25e

. TURING QPERATIONS,

gsidues or other refuse in conjuncis

Hist: 5-72 by DEQ 37

Arn=nded 1-30-75 by DEQ

25-320 PARTICLEBOARD MANUFAC-~
(1) Truck Dump
and Storage Areas,

{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 upon property notun-~
der the ownership of said person.

{(b) The temporary storage of raw ma-
terials outside the regularly used areasof
the plant site is prohibited unless 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 storapge.

(A) When authorized by the Departrment
of Environmental Quality, temporary 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

mnaterials.

(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 emissions from
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 20-7. N to 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
properlty not under ownership of the ap-
plicant.

{2) Other Emission Sources.,

5-1-75



N
(a) No person shall cause to be emitted
particulate matter from particleboard
plant sources including, but not limited
to, hogs, chippers, and other material size
reduction equipment, process or space
ventilation systems, particledryers, clas-
sifiers, presses, sanding machines, and
materials handling systems, 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-

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

ing equipment, and refuse burning equip~ =

ment,
{3) Compliance Schedule, Not later than
September 5, 1971, every personoperating

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 Decernber 31, 1973,

£

date—of these regulations no person_ghall

hereby prohibited.)

25-325 HARDBOARD MANUFACTUR-
ING OPERATIONS, {1) Truck Dump and
Storage Areas., '

{2) Every person operating orintending
to operate a hardboard manufacturing
plant shall cause all truckdump and storage
areas holding or intended to hold rawma-
terials to be enclosed to prevent wind-
blown particle emissions from these areas
from being deposited upon propertynotun-
der the ownership of said person.

(b} The temporary storage of raw ma-
terials outside the regularly used areasof
the plant site is prohibited unless the per-
son who desires to temporarily store such
raw materials first notifies the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality and re-
ceives written approval,

(A) When authorized by the Department

5-1-75
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of Environmental Quality, temporary 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, i

{c) Alternative Means of Control, Any
person who desires to control windblown
particnlate emissions from truck dump
and storage areas other than byenclosure
shall first apply to the Department for
authorization to utilize alternative con-
trols. -The application shall be submitted
pursuant tosection 20-020 to 20-030, Ch,
340, OAR, and shalldescribe 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 persgon shall cause to be emitted
particulate matter from hardboard plant
sources including, but not limited tohogs,
chippers and other material size reduc-
tion equipment, process or space venti-
lation systerns, particle dryers, ¢lassifi-
ers, presses, sanding machines, and maw
terials handling systems, in excess of a
total from all sources within the plant
site of omne (1.0) pound per 1000 square
feet of hardboard produced on a 1/8 inch
basis of finished product equivalent,

(b) Excepied 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 E for 0.3 seconds
or longer,

(b) Specificoperating 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 trealment to preventodorsfrom
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CH, 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES R
being perceived on property not under the (4) Compliance Schedule, No later than
ownership of the person operating the September 5, 1971, every personoperating
hardboard plant. a hardboard manufacturing plant shall sub-

(c} In no case shall fume incinerators mit to the Department 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, butinno case
cineration 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- [—LS-)—-Q-p%n—B&;a%g——lJ-peﬁ—fehe—e-ﬁfeetHﬁe-

mitted pursuant to section 20-020 to 20- £ 11 G 1
030, Chapter 340 OAR, and shall describe cause—or-permil.the open buening ol wood

in detail the plan proposed to control regidues—or—other—xefuse dn conjunction
odorous emissions and indicate on a plot with—the—eoperationefany hardboard man=

plan the location of the nearest property £ Y g
not under ownership of the applicant, prohibited.

25g 5-1-75



Attachment II
11/1/76
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY
RULES FOR OPEN BURNING
Adopted October 15, 1976

OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-005 through 23-020, 28-005{1), (4), (5) and (6),
28-010 through 28-020, and 29-055 are repealed and new Sections 23-025 through
23-050 are adopted in Tlieu thereof.
23-025 POLICY.
In order to restore and méintain the quality of the air resources of the
state in a condition as free from air pollution as is practicable, con-
sistent with the overall public welfare of the State, it is the policy of
the Environmental Quality Commission: to eliminate open burning disposal
practices where alternative disposal methods are feasible and practicable;
to encourage the development of alternative disposal methods; to emphasize
resource recovery; to regulate specified types of open burning; to en-
courage utilization of the highest and best practicable burning methods to
minimize emissions where other disposal practices are not feasible; and to
require specific programs and timetables for compliance with these rules.
23-030 DEFINITIONS. As used in these Rules unless otherwise required by context:
(1) "Commercial Waste” means combustible waste which is generated by any
activity of wholesale or retail commercial offices or facilities, or
by industrial, governmental, institutional, or charitable organization
offices and facilities, or by housing facilities with more than four
living units including but not limited to apartments, hotels, motels,
dormitories and mobile home parks, but does not include any waste
which is defined as industrial waste under subsection (9) of this

Section or which is prohibited in Section 23-040(7).



(2)

"Commission” means the Environmental Quality Commission.

"Construction and Demolition Waste" means combustible waste which is
generated by the removal of debris, logs, trees, brush, or demolition
material from any site in preparation for land improvement or a con-
struction project; any waste occurring as the result of a construction
project; or any waste resulting from the complete or partial destruc-
tion of any man-made structures such as houses, apartments., commercial
buildings, or industrial buildings.

"Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality.

"Director” means the Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality or his delegated representative pursuant to ORS 468.045(3).
"Domestic Waste" means combustible household waste, other than wet
garbage, such as paper, cardboard, leaves, yard clippings, wood, or
similar materials generated in a dwelling housing four (4) families or
less, or on the real property on which the dwelling is situated.

"Fire Hazard" means the presence or accumulation of combustible
material of such nature and in sufficient quantity that its continued
existence constitutes an imminent and substantial danger to 1ife,
property, public welfare, or to adjacent lands.

"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.

"Industrial Waste" means combustible waste produced as the direct

result of any manufacturing or industrial process.



(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.

“Open Burning Control Area” means an area established to control

specific open burning practices or to maintain specific open burning

standards ﬁhich may be more stringent than those established for othef

areas of the State, including but not lTimited to the following areas:

(a) ATl areas within incorporated cities having a population of four
thousand (4,000) or more and within three (3) miles of the cor-
porate limits of any such city.

{b) The Coos Bay Open Burning Control Area, as generally depicted on
Attachment 1, and as defined as follows:
Beginning at a point approximately 4-1/2 miles WNW of The City of
North Bend, Coos County, at the intersection of the north boundary
of T25S, RI13E and the coast line of the Pacific Ocean; thence
east to the NE corner of T26S, RI2E; thence south to the SE |
corner of T26S, RI2E; thence west to the intersection of the
south boundary of T26S, R14W 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, R13E, the point of beginning.

{c) The Rogue Basin Open Burning Control Area, as generally depictéd
on Attachment 2, and as defined as follows:
Beginning at a point approximately 4-1/2 miles NE of The City of
Shady Cove, Jackson County at the NE corner of T34S, RIW, Willamette

Meridian; thence south along the Willamette Meridian to the SW



(d)

corner of T37S, RIW; thence East to the NE corner of T38S, RIE;
thence South to the SE corner of T38S, RIE; thence East to the NE
corner of T39S, RZE; thence South to the SE corner of T39S, R2E:
thence West to the SW corner of T39S, RIE; thence NW along a line
to the NW corner of T39S, R1W; thence West to the SW corner of
T38S, RZ2W; thence North to the SW cornmer of T36S, R2W; thence
West to the SW corner of T36S, R4W; thence South to the SE corner
of T375, R5W; thence West to the SW corner of T37S, R6W; thence
North to the NW corner of T36S, R6W; thence Fast to the SW corner
of T35S, RIW; thence North to the NW corner of T34S, RIW; thence
East to the point of beginning.

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 T25S5, R5W, Willamette
Meridian; thence South to the SE corner of T255, R5W; thence East
to the NE corner of T26S, R4W; thence South to the SE corner of
T275, R4W; thence West to the SE corner of T275, R5W; thence
South to the SE corner of T30S, R5W; thence West to the SW corner
of T30S, R6W; thence north to the NW corner of T29S, R6W; thence
West to the SW corner of T28S, R7W; thence North to the NW corner
of T275, R/W; thence East to the NE corner of T27S, R7W; thence
North to the NW corner of T26, R6W; thence East to the NE corner
of T26, R6W; thence North to the NW corner of T25S, R5W; thence

East to the point of beginning.



(e) The Willamette Valley Open Burning Control Area, defined as
follows:
A1l 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 énd any agency thereof.

{13) "Population" means the annual population estimate of incorporated
cities within the State of Oregon issued by the Center for Population
Research and Census, Portland State University, Portland, Oregon.

(14} "Regional Authority" means the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

(15) "Waste" means any useless or discarded materials.

23-035 EXCEPTIONS, STATEWIDE

The provisions of these rules shall not apply to:

(1) Fires set for traditional recreational purposes and traditional cere-
monial occasions for which a fire is appropriate provided that no
waste materials which may emit dense smoke or noxious odors as pro-
hibited in Section 22-040{7) are included as any part of the fuel used
for such fires.

(2) Any barbecue equipment not used for commercial or fund raising purposes,
nor to any barbecue equipment used for commercial or fund raising
purposes for no more than two periods in any calendar year, each such

period not to exceed two consecutive weeks, in any single area.



(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.

Open burning as a part of agricultural operations which is regulated

in part by OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Subdivision 6, Agricultural

Operations.

Open burning on forest land permitted under the Smoke Management Plan
filed pursuant to ORS 477.515.

Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of employees
of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for

civil defense instruction.

23-040 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS

(1)

(2)

(4)

No person shall cause or allow to be initiated or maintained any open
burning which is prohibited by any rule of the Commission.

Open burning in violation of any rule of the Commission shall be
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.

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.

Open fires allowed by these rules shall be constantly attended by a

responsible person until extinguished.
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A11 combustible material to be open burned shall be dried to the
extent practicable to prevent emissions of excessive smoke.

A1l combustible material to be open burned shall be stacked or windrowed
in such a manner as to eliminate dirt, rocks and other non-combustible
material, and to promote efficient burning. Equipment and tools shall
be available to periodically re-stack the burning material to insure
that combustion is essentially complete and that smoldering fires are
prevented.

Open burning of any waste materials which normally emit dense smoke,
noxious odors, or which may tend to create a public nuisance such as,
but not Timited 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.

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 Timited to,
fans or air curtain incinerators. Combustion promoting materials may
include but are not limited to propane, diesel o0il or jellied diesel.
No open burning shall be initiated in any part of the State on any day
or at any time when the Department advises fire permit issuing agencies
that open burning is not allowed in that part of the State because of

adverse meteorological or air quality conditions.



(10)

(11)

(12)

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.

Open burniﬁg 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.

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,



(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

(1)

LANE COUNTY

The rules and regulations of the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority
shall apply to all open burning conducted in Lane County, provided
that the provisions of such rules and regulations shall be no less
stringent than the provisions of these rules.

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 ﬁAR
Chapter 340, Sections 61-005 through 61-085.

COMMERCTIAL WASTE

Open burning of commercial waste is prohibited within open burning
control areas except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this
section.

INDUSTRIAL WASTE

Open burning of industrial waste is prohibited statewide except as may

be provided in subsection (7) of this section.
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{5) CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTE

Except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this section, open

burning of construction and demolition waste, including non-agricultural

land clearing debris, is prohibited as follows:

(a) Within all open burning control areas in Baker, Benton, Clatsop,
Coos, Crook, Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, Jackson, Josephine,
Klamath, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Marion, Polk, Tillamook, Umatilla,
Union, Wasco and Yamhill Counties.

(b) In Multnomah County west of the Sandy River.

(c) In Washington County in all areas within rural fire protection
districts, including the areas of incorporated cities within or
surrounded by said districts.

(d) in Columbia and Clackamas Counties within control areas established
as:

(i) Any area in or within three (3) miles of the boundary of any
city of more than 1,000 but less than 45,000 population.

{ii) Any area in or within six {6) miles of the boundary of any
city of 45,000 or more population.

(iii) Any area between areas established by this rule where the
boundaries are separated by three (3) miles or less.

(iv) Whenever two or more cities have a common boundary, the
total population of these cities will determine the control
area classification and the municipal boundaries of each of
the cities shall be used to determine the limit of the

control area.
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(6) DOMESTIC WASTE

Open burning of domestic waste is prohibited within the Willamette

Valley Open Burning Control Area, except such burning is permitted

until July 1, 1879:

(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) A1l portions of the Clackamas-Marion Fire Protection
District within Clackamas County.

{(d) In Multnomah County east of the Sandy River.

(e} 1In all other parts of the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control
Area except Lane County, for the burning of wood, needle, or leaf
materials from trees, shrubs, or plants from yard clean-up on the
property at which one resides, during the period commencing with
the last Friday in October and terminating at sunset on the third
Sunday of December, and the period commencing the second Friday

in April and terminating at sunset on the third Sunday in May.



(7)

()

(9)
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In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and Regulations of
the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

Domestic open burning is allowed under this section only between
7:30 a.m. and sunset on days when the Department has advised fire

permit issuing agencies that open burning is allowed.

OPEN BURNING ALLOWED BY LETTER PERMIT

Burning of commercial, industrial and construction and demolition

waste on a singly occurring or infreguent basis may be allowed by a

letter permit issued by the Department, provided that the following

conditions are met:

(a)

(b)

(d)

No practicable alternative method for disposal of the waste is
available.

Application for disposal of the waste by burning is made in
writing to the Department, 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.

The Department shall evaluate all such requests for open burning
taking into account reasonable efforts to use alternative means
of disposal, the condition of the particular airshed where the
burning will occur, other emission sources in the vicinity of the
requested open burning, remoteness of the site and methods to be
used to insure complete and efficient combustion of the waste
material. _

If the Department is satisfied that reasonable alternative
disposal methods are not available, and that significant degradation
of air quality will not occur as the result of allowing the open

burning to be accomplished, the Department may issue a letter
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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
Tetter 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 Tetter 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 1

CO0S BAY OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA
(Coquille Control Area Shown As Circlie)
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ATTACHMENT 2

ROGUE BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA
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ATTACHMENT 3

UMPQUA BASIN OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB MEMORANDUM
GOVERNOR

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.

(g}{) LG "R

T Director
Containg

Recycied
Maierials CPH:ts
DEG.45 11/5/76



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNCR MEMORANDUM

JOE B. RICHARDS

Chairman, Eugene To: Environmental Quality Commission

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallis

From: Director

JACKLYN E. HALLOCK
Portfand

Subject: Agenda Item No. J, November 19, 1976, EQC Meeting
MORR]S K. CROTHERS
Salem Variance Request - McCall 0il1 and Chemical Corporation,

RONALD M., SOMERS Multnomah County.
The Dalles

Background

In March 1974, McCall 0i1 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
0i1, met with the staff to report that Standard 011 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 1, 1974 no person
shall sell, distribute, use or make available for use any residual
fuel o0il containing more than 1.75% sulphur by weight.

With the McCall 0il1 tank farm nearing completion this fall,
the Company contracted for ship charters to import Bunker fuel from
their supplier, Standard 0il1 Company of California. The first ship-
ment is to leave California on December 5, 1976; however, on Octo-
ber 28, 1976 Mc Call 0il1 was informed by Standard 0i1 that they could
not supply the product that meets this Department's standards. Stan-
dard 0i1 did state that the product would be 2% S or less. This is

[
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apparently a problem with Standard 0i1 Company only at this
time. ‘The other suppliers have been able to comply with the
1.75% Timit 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 0i1 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 regquirements 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."

Recommendation

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 1, 1976 through
June 1, 1977 be granted to allow McCall 0i1 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 oil1), subject to the fol-
lTowing 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 sulphur content of
fuel regulation {OAR 340-22-010 (2) ).

2. On or before March 1, 1977 McCall Qi1 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.

.--..m_;_
R VT
LOREN KRAMER
Director

TRB /mkw
November 8, 1976



808 Southwest Fifteenth
Paortland, Cregon 37205

Phone: 223-2600

Oil and Chemical Corporation

Robert H. McCall
President

November 3, 1976

Mr. Thomas R. Bispham

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

Dear Mr. Bispham:

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 0i1 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 Qi1 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 0il1 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 1.75% maximum sulfur allowable.

Apparently they are having refinery problems with the crude they
are using. They have guaranteed the product would be 2% or Tess.

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

Dast . -

\ S Quaiity
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NOV 3 1976

PORTLAND REGION



Page Two

Portland Metropolitan area, thereby Tessening anyair quality
problems.

We are extremely concerned. [ hope you can expedite this request
and I will be available any time should you wish to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

R. H. McCall

RAM: 1w



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, Oreqgon 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 MAR!ETTA ALUMINUM ' REDUGTION DIVISION

POST OFFIGE BOX 711
THE DALLES, OREGON 97058
TELEPHONE (503) 296-6161

November 18, 1976

Mr. BE. J. Weathersbee, Admlnlstrator
Air Quality Division

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S. W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Mr. Weathersbee:

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, 1in order to aid
the Department in 1ts 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 802
- 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.



«Mr. E. J. Weathershee

November 18, 1976
Page 2 '

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 SO, 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 SO, air quality are
also unclear. This is particularly pertinent ifi 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 moct. 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.



" Mr. E. J. Weathersbee

November 18, 1976
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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 reéquested by DEQ. Moreover, the
invalidity of that assumption was demonstrated in the November 3
report. Although 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 SO, is trapped, independent of the buoyancy
flux of the emitting stacks) fiust 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,
Wz, %,/Zf"?__lg
P —?:D' .
Werner Furth  ~_ /.

Technical Dirqtt‘E‘
“Alr Programs \



DAVID S. McDANIEL, M.D., P (.,
PHYSICLIAN AND SURGEON

1209 DRY HODLLOW ROAD

THE DALLES, OREGON 57058

BOD 298-5144

OPHTHALMOQLOGY

Hearing Officer
Martin Marietta Plant Application tq Increase SO2 Emmision at The Dalles, Oregon

I am David McDaniel. | was born in The Dalles and have lived fhere all of
my life bther than for time away for my education and pfofessional training and
two years in the Air Force, | am a physician, practicing ophthalmology. 1 live
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 | have observed
the visible pollution for nine years.

! 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
managemernst. | am quite concerned by the top-level policies of Martin Marietta
which | 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 | 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.- {1t is only human nafure that
9fficia]5 at the plant would choose the three best days o% 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 staﬁgons in the area but they are not con;istently checked for infor-
mationn. 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 at 7:30am there is a
dense cloud of polliution which has collected overnight because of the inversion

taver in the air. This dense cloud is approximately 100 feet in depth and usually
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1202 DRY HOLLOW ROAD
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QPHTHALMOLOGY

Page Two

200 feet below the orchard monitoring station. By noon this cloud will 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 scme six to twe1vg 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 The Dalles basin while U. S. Government statistics state most areas

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 eguivalent

to p!acing 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 well defined channels produced

by specific currents in the river just as there aré specific alr 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
moniFor would be to place the dip net in thé middle of the fish ladder. This would
givé a far better sampling, however, if they chose three days out of the month when
there were few fish running, it is equally c]eaf that the sample would still be in-

adequate. This is exactly the type of sampling of-chehical pollutants that is being
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done at The Dalles,

1 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 dat; 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 br more each
month by operating only dry scrubbers. !t shouid 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 7
Facteau of Oregon State University who ig present39 stationed In Hood River, Oregon.
These wéuld be done on random days of the month selected by Dri Facteau or other
consultants and wouldrnot be announced to Martin Marietta aheaa of time,-as i under-
stand is done with some of the present pollution cHecks by DEQ. Third, samples should
be taken adjacent to the plant twenty-four hours a day, 365 days a year, Fourth,'there
should be muitiple monitors in many different locations in different areas of The
Dalles and at different elevations; this would prcbably 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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atlowed 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 all.

Thank you,




Chevion  giandard 0il Company of California,
Western Operations, Inc.
520 S.W. Yambhill Street, Portland, OR 97207

Marketing Department November 18, 1 976

i, J. Blamire
Operations Manager

Director

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S5.¥. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Sir:

!The available crudes for the next several-months which are being processed at our
west coast refineries will not -emable us to meet the 1.75% sulfur limitation for
our #6 fuel oil. We will continue to meet the regulations on #1, #2 and #§ fuels.
Because of this we respectfully request a variance which will permit us to import
#6 fuel o0il with up to 2% sulfur for a 6 month period, |

}An estimate of the quantity which we believe will be required by our Oregon

customers during the period is 400,000 bbls. We believe that this quantity
represents approximatelin%Eof the state's estimated annual residual fuel oil re-
quirement and 9.5% of th& state's #6 oil requirement. We further estimate that 'this
fuel will be used area-wise, as follows: Oregon Coast 40%, Willamette Valley 357,
Metro Portland 9%, Hillsboro 7% and Eastern Oregon iz,l 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 1.27% to
1.4%. 1In 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.

iWe have asked for a 6 months period because: (1) We believe that at the end of

that period we will be-out of a peak demand situation and, {2) The Alaskan North
Stope 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 #6 oil with less than 1.757% sulfur during
peak perieds.



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.j

Very truly yours,

. o0 Cudat A Ll
A b
e

J

JB:pjh



