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Env:ronmantal Qua}rty Commlssxcn Maetlng
September 23, 1977 _ :
Large Eonference Room, Harris Hall .
7125 East 8th Street e, 4
Eugene, Oregon '

9:00 am A. Mlnutes of July 15 July 29, August 12 August 30 and September ]3, 1977 EQC Meetlngs

9:15
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10:30

am
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B. Monthly Activity Reports for July and August ¥977.
C. Tax Credit Applications.

PUBLIC FORUM - Opportunity for any citizen to give .a brief oral or written
presentation on any environmental topic of concern. |f 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. Duraflake Division, Willamette Industries, Inc., Albany - Request for (Wilhite)
Variance from Emission Limitations to Operate the #105 Green Dryer
Without Control Equipment Until January 1979.

E. Subsurface Rules, Lane County - Public Hearing to Receive Testimony on a {0sborne).
Proposal to Amend the Permit Fee Schedule for Repair of Subsurface
Sewage Disposal Systems in Lane County, OAR 340-72-010.

F. Proposed Subsurface Moratorium, Dexter - Public Hearing to Receive Testimony (Osborne)
on the Advisability of Imposing a Moratorium on Installation of New
Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems in the Dexter Area within Lane County.

G. Teledyne Wah Chang, Albany - Consideration of Proposed Air Contaminant (Skirvin)
Discharge Permit for Rare Metals Plant.
H. Solid Waste Variances, Coastal Counties - Requests by Coastal Cities and (Schmidt)

Counties for Extensions of Variances from Rules Prohibiting Open Burning
Dumps, OAR 340-61-040(2)(c).

1. NPDES July 1, 1977 Compliance Date - Request for Approval of Stipulated (Bolton)
Consent Orders for NPDES Permittees not meeting July 1, 1977 Compliance Date.

J. Sewage Works Lonstruction Grants Priority List - Consideration of Adoption of
Sewage Works Construction Grants Priority List for Federal Fiscal Year 1978.
(BTankenship)
K. Sulfur Content of Fuels Policy - Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Policy
on Use of Low Sulfur Fuels in Portland Metropolitan Area, OAR 340-22-010.

‘ {(Weathersbee)
L. Noise Control Rules - Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Amendments to
Noise Regulations for New Snowmobiles, 0AR 340-35-025, (Hector)

M. Midwest Region - Report of Midwest Region Manager on Significant On-Going (Adkison)
Activities in the Midwest Region. Report of Air Quality Division on (Freeburn)
Field Burning. .
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Because of the uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserves the right
to deal with any item except D, E, F, G, and H at any time in the meeting.

Anyone wishing to be heard on an agenda item that doesn't have a designated time
on the agenda should be at the meeting when it commences to be certain they don't
miss the agenda item.

The Commission will breakfast (7;30 a.m.) at the Eugene Hotel, 222 E. Broadway.
Lunch will be at The Feed Mill Restaurant, 259 E. Fifth.



MINUTES OF THE EIGHTY-NINTH MEETING
OF THE ,
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
September 23, 1977

On Friday, September 23, 1977, the eighty-ninth meeting of the Oregon
Environmental Quality Commission convened in the Large Conference Room
of Harris Hall, 125 East Eighth Street, Eugene, Oregon.

Present were all Commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman;
Dr. Grace S. Phinney, Vice-Chairman; Mrs. Jackliyn Hallock; Mr. Ronald
Somers; and Mr. Albert Densmore. Present on behalf of the Department
were its Director, and several members of the Department staff.

Staff reports presented at this meeting which contain the Director's
recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Director's
Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 1234 S. W. Morrison
Street, Portland, Oregon.

AGENDA 1TEM A - MINUTES OF JULY 15, 1977, JULY 29, 1977, AUGUST 12, 1977,
AUGUST 30, 1977, and SEPTEMBER 13, 1977, EQC MEETINGS

Commissioners Somers MOVED that the minutes be approved with the exception
that on the July 29, 1977, minutes, page 3, last paragraph, last sentence
should read: ',..with documentation of their intent to dedicate the is-
land as a recreational park...'" Commissioner Hallock seconded the motion
and it was carried unanimously.

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORTS FOR JULY AND AUGUST 1977

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney and
carried unanimously that the Monthly Activity Reports for July and August
1977 be approved as presented.

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

ft was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and
carried unanimously that the Tax Credit Applications T-900 through T-912
and T-914 and T-915 be approved and that Pollution Control Facility Certi-
fication No. 623 be revoked.

PUBLIC FORUM

No one wished to speak on any subject.

AGENDA ITEM | - NPDES JULY 1, 1977, COMPLIANCE DATE - REQUEST FOR APPROVAL
OF STIPULATED CONSENT ORDERS FOR NPDES PERMITTEES NOT MEETING JULY 1, 1977,

COMPLIANCE DATE

Mr. Fred Bolton of the Department's Regional Operations staff, told the
Commission that they had before them the consent order for the City of
Seaside and that eight other orders had already been approved. He said
that seven orders were under negotiaticon, of which Ross Island Sand and
Gravel was one.
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Mr. William Young, Department Director, said that at the Commission's
July, 1977, meeting. a motion was made. to approve the consent order on Ross
Isfand Sand and Gravel under the provision that the Company provide some
assurance that the property owned by the Company would be dedicated as

a public park after the Company had ceased operations. Mr. Young said
that the Department had discussed this with the Company and the Bureau of
Parks, and with Information provided by the Governor's office, the
Department felt that the provisions made by the Commission had been met.
Mr. Young said it would be his recommendation that the Commission take
official notice of the Department action to-date in this matter and that
they authorize the consent agreement with Ross Island Sand and Gravel be
signed.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Director's recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM D - DURAFLAKE DIVISION, WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, INC., ALBANY--
REQUEST FOR VARIANCE FROM EMISSION LIMITATIONS TO OPERATE THE #105 GREEN
DRYER WITHOUT CONTROL EQUIPMENT UNTIL JANUARY, 1979

Mr. Paul Wilhite of the Department's Midwest Region Office, said that
buraflake Division in Albany had requested a variance from the opacity
regulations and from the process wéight regulations. He said that the
Company had installed a two-stage venturi scrubber on one dryer, but it
was considered unable to continucusly comply with opacity limitations
under all conditions. Mr. Wilhite said that the Company had requested

a variance for the dryers until an adequate control system could be de-
veloped which will allow the dryers to operate in compliance with emission
Timits.

Mr. Withite outlined some corrections in the Evaluation Section of the
staff report. He said the dryer had exceeded the 20% opacity limit, but
it would be difficult to say that it generally exceeded that limit as
stated in the report. He further stated that the dryer had met the par-
ticulate grain loading standards but that it had not met the opacity
standard continuously. Mr. Wilhite said that the Company wished to state
that the wet scrubber currently in operation on the 85 dryer had not been
able to demonstrate continual compliance with the 20% emission limit.

In response to Chairman Richards, Mr. Wilhite said that the dryer had
demonstrated compliance but not on a continual basis.

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. Wilhite said that Duraflake's
particular situation was unique in that a good portion of the heat source
for firing the dryers was the exhaust from the existing wood and natural
gas fired boilers. He further stated that the exhaust going through the
dryers contained particulate matter from the wood burning whereas a veneer
stack is a hydrocarbon blue haze plume. Therefore, he said that Duraflake
was trying to control two types of pollutants at this source.
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Commissioner Phinney asked if this was the same scrubber that was tested
in 1975 and found to be out of compliance with the opacity standard. Mr.
Wilhite replied that that was a larger unit and not the one on the scrub-
bers. He said he did not believe the scrubber had been tested for mass
emission discharge. Commissioner Phinney said that a number of years be-
fore, when the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority had been .
considering the Duraflake permit, there were a number of complaints from
neighbors. She asked if this was still the case. Mr. Withite said that

a problem still existed with the facility and that there were requirements
of testing the facility to see if it maintained compliance.

Commissioner Phinney said that because of the problems Duraflake had been
causing their neighbors for many vears, it seemed to her that emissions
control equipment was on the bottom of the Company's priority list. She
asked Mr. Wilhite if he felt that was true. Mr. Wilhite said that he
thought the Company was interested in controlling emissions from their
facility. He said that the technology was not yet available to control
the particular types of emissions from this plant.

Commissioner Phinney saild that the inspection report indicated that some
control was not a matter of technology, but just paying attention to
their emissions. Mr. Wilhite said that the Company realized that they
had emission problems with the total facility and not just the dryers.

Commissioner Somers asked Commissioner Phinney if she was saying that
sources seeking variance from a rule should first demonstrate that they
have made an effort to comply with the rule. Commissioner Phinney said
that she was getting at that and that she was uncomfortable about there
being no dates in #5 of the summation to fulfill their compliance pro-
gram. Mr. Wilhite replied that the testing dates for the initial retest
of the existing sources on the plant site was approximately 90 days from
the beginning of the staff report which was dated August 5, 1977. Com-
missioner Phinney said she felt uncomfortable about granting a variance
until January, 1979 without a clear idea of what progress would be made
at regular intervals.

Some discussion then followed among Commission Members and Mr. Wilhite
about the particular time constraints that could be placed on the Company.

Commissioner Hallock asked if Duraflake was being required to implement
simple controls such as closing doors and plugging holes in the bulldings.
Mr. WiThite said that they were being required to control the obvious
fugitive emissions. He said that it was not always evident where the
emissions were coming from, but as they identified the sources the Depart-
ment was working with the Company to get them controlled.

Commissioner Hallock said that as a part of the variance, the Company
should be directed to control the sources of emissions identified on the
August b, 1977, inspection report.

Commissioner Somers MOVED, Commissioner Phinney seconded, and it was
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carried with Commissioner Densmore dtssentlng, that this matter be post=
poned until later in the meeting, and that the Department meet with Company
representatives to work out some specific compliance dates.

Commissioner Densmore asked how old the plant was. Mr. Wilhite replied
that he did not recall the exact start-up date, but he belleved 1t was

in the late 50's or early 60's. Commissioner Densmore asked that when
staff made a report to the Commission, they would include a short history
of the facility.

AGENDA |TEM E - PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AMENDMENT TO OAR 340-72-010,
SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL. SETTING FEES FOR SPECIAL RE-
PAIR PERMITS IN LANE COUNTY

Mr. T. Jack Osborne of the Department's Subsurface Sewage Section, presented
the summation and Director's recommendation from the staff report.

Mr. Roy L. Burns, Director of the Water Pollution Control Division of Lane
County, appeared on behalf of the Board of County Commissioners to request
an addition to the special repair permit fees. Mr. Burns said that this
amendment dealt with those applications eligible for assistance through the
Farmers Home Administration Sections 502 or 50k loan and grant programs.

Commissioner Somers asked Mr. Ray Underwood, of the Justice Department, if
by accepting Lane County's proposed amendment to the special repair permits,
the Commission would be jeopardizing the permit fee program throughout the
rest of the State. Mr. Underwood said he would need time to answer adequate!y.

Commissioner Somers MOVED, Commissioner Hallock seconded, and it was carried
unanimously that the Director's recommendation including the proposed amend-
ment by Lane County be approved, providing that later in the meeting Legal
Counsel confirmed that the Commission would not be jeopardizing the permit
fee program in the rest of the State.

Including Lane County's amendment, the ''Special Repair Permits'' section of
0OAR 340-72-010 would read as follows:

"Special repair permits shal] be issued upon appli-
cation therefor to the owner (or contract purchaser)
to repair the system serving the owner (or contract
purchaser) occupied housing unit located within the
boundaries of any area which has been formally de-
clared by the Lane County Board of Commissioners
(""Board"') or the Oregon State Health Division to be

a health hazard area, or applicants receiving assis-
tance through the Farmers Home Administration section
502 or 504 loan and grant programs or within an area
defined in a sewer plan adopted by the Board recom-
mending correction of individual systems; provided
that a repalr permit application and fee is filed not
later than 30 days after the date of written notifica-
tion that the applicant's system has failed."
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Mr. Underwood appeared later in the meeting and said that the applicable
statute was ORS 454,745(4), and he saw no problem in adopting the proposed
Lane County amendment. He also sald he did not feel that there would be
an equal protection problem with regard to other counties.

Chairman Richards stated that the Commission, by unanimous consent, did
not feel there would be a legal problem with the proposed amendment, based
on advice of legal counsel.

AGENDA ITEM F - PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE QUESTION OF IMPOSING MORA- .
TORIUM ON_PERMITS AND FAVORABLE REPORTS OF SITE SUITABILITY FOR NEW
SUBSURFACE SEWAGE SVSTEMS IN DEXTER AREA, LANE COUNTY

Mr. T. Jack Osborne of the Department's Subsurface Sewage Section, pre-
sented the Summation and Director's Recommendation from the staff report.

Mr. Roy L. Burns, Director, Lane County Water Poilution Control Division,
presented a statement and staff report in support of the Moratorium in the
Dexter Area of Lane County. This statement and staff report is made a
part of the hearing record on this matter.

Commissioner Somers asked how many failing systems were there in the area.
Mr. Burns said that 57 homes on 20 different properties were identified

as failing. In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. Burns said that these
failing systems were on compliance schedules and repair actions begun.
Chairman Richards asked if an owner refused to comply, who would have the
enforcement authority. Mr. Burns said that enforcement authority rested
entirely upon DEQ under contractual agreement.

1t was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM L - CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF REVISIONS TO OAR CHAPTER 340
SECTION 35-025 PERTAINING TO NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS FOR THE SALE OF
NEW SNOWMOBILES

Mr. John Hector, Supervisor of the Department's Noise Control Section,
summarized the staff report for the Commission. He said that the Oregon
State Snowmobile Association had petitioned the Commission and asked that
new vehicle noise standards for 1979 and subsequent model year snowmobiles,
now set at 75 dBA, be amended by maintaining the 78 dBA standard currently
in effect for pre-1979 models. Mr. Hector said that subsequently, public
hearings to consider the petition were held in Portland and Bend. He

said that after evaluation of the testimony and Department information,
the staff would recommend that the Snowmobile Association's petition be
denied, and that the standards for the sale of new snowmobiles be amended
such that the 75 dBA standard would not be effective until the 1981 model
year. Mr. Hector further said that this would, in effect, grant the peti=-
tioner a two year delay in implementation of the standard.

Commissioner Phinney asked where the tolerance level of 2 dBA came from.



-6 -

Mr. Hector said that this tolerance level was based historically on infor-
mation provided by the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE)} standards.

Mr. Hector said the Federal government did not have a tolerance level, how-
ever most states do.

Commissioner Densmore asked if by approving the Director's Recommendation,
would the Commission be granting the petitioners what they asked? Mr.
Hector replied that the petitioners asked that the 75 dBA standard be de-
leted entirely and that the 78 dBA standard be maintained. He further
said that what the staff was recommending was to give the petitioners a
two yvear delay on implementation of the standard.

Commissioner Hallock stated that she was not convinced that the petitioners
had made their case for maintaining the 78 dBA standard, therefore she was
going to vote ''no' on the Director's Recommendation.

Mr. Hector said that a few years ago snowmobiles did not have any noise
controls and states started adopting standards. At the time Oregon adop-
ted standards in 1974, he said, the Department laid out a schedule they
felt industry could meet to comply, based primarily on what other states
were doing. Mr. Hector said that at that time the manufacturers thought .
they could meet that schedule. Mr. Hector further stated that the manu=-
facturers had made significant strides and in general the snowmobile was
a fatrly quiet vehicle.

Commissioner Phinney asked what the actual difference was between the 75
and 78 dBA. Mr. Hector said that the manufacturer would have to reduce
the accoustical output of the vehicle by a factor of 2. Chairman Richards
asked what percentage reduction was 78 to 75 dBA. Mr. Hector said that
subjectively 1t would be in the range of 30%.

Commissioner Densmore asked why 75 dBA was set in the beginning. Mr. Hector
said he could not specifically remember why 75 was picked. In response to
Commissioner Densmore, Mr. Hector sald that there was not an auditory rea-
son for the 75 dBA standard.

1t was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, and seconded by Commissioner Densmore
that the Director's Recommendation be approved. The motion failed.

Chairman Richards said he would have yoted for the moticn if the delay
would have been until 1980 instead of 1981 with a chance to review at that
time. Mr. Hector said he thought that would be agreeable to the petitioners.

Commissioner Densmore said he was concerned about setting a precedent to
constantly moving deadline dates. He asked if there would be another way
of going about this. Chairman Richards said he did not know of another
way to do it. Mr. Hector said that there was a possibility that the Fed-
eral government would set standards, or have manufacturers label machines
as to their noise levels.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Commissioner Phinney
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and carried unanimously that the Commission reconsider the Director's
Recommendat ion.

[t was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Commissioner Phinney
and carried with Commissioner Somers and Commissioner Phinney dissenting
that the Director's Recommendation be approved with the amendment to
change the effective date from 1981 to 1980. The amended Director's
Recommendation follows:

"1. Deny the Oregon State Snowmobile Association petition ask-
ing that new vehicle noise standards for 1979 and subsequent
model year snowmobiles now set at 75 dBA, be amended by
maintaining the 78 dBA standard currently in effect for
pre=1979 models.

2. Amend the standards for the sale of new snowmobiles, as
attached, such that the 75 dBA standard is not effective
until [1981] 1980 model year. Thus, as a future time,
the Commission could, upon re-petition, reexamine the
standard in light 6f improved noise reduction techniques
and changes in Federal regulations."

AGENDA [TEM G - TELEDYNE WAH CHANGE ALBANY, MILLERSBURG - CONSIDERATION
OF PROPOSED AIR CONTAMIMANT DI!SCHARGE PERMIT FOR RARE METALS PLANT

Mr. Fritz Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Division, presented
the summation and Director's Recommendation from the staff report.

Commissioner Somers said that in view of the past history of this facil-
ity, he would suggest that on page 3 of the permit, number 3.a. should
be deleted and replaced with "allow any odor off the Company premises.'
Mr. Skirvin sajd that he doubted that any facility in the State could
maintain a zero odor off the plant site. Commissioner Somers safd that
the Company should give some consideration to the nuisance they caused
up to this point.

Commissioner Somers said that they were not dealing with a company that
was about to go under financially. He sald that it should be possible

to build a box over the plant and to filter the emissions so that no

odors left the plant property. Mr. Skirvin said that the sources of the
Heat box'! odor that had been identified would be controlled, and that

as other sources are identified they will be controlled also. Mr. Skirvin
said that any operation was subject to such things as equipment failure
and operator error and that he did not know how far the Commission could
go tegally. Commissioner Somers said that it was not beyond their author-
ity to have them contain the facility in a building. Mr. Skirvin said
that the rejuvenation of the hafnium process would be put into a building
with new pollution control equipment. However, Mr. Skirvin said they did
not plan to extend this across the plant.

Commissioner Phinney said she could not find in the permit where any pro-
visions were made to monitor the odor. Mr. Skirvin said that odor-surveying
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would be done by the Department staff. Mr. Skirvin said that the human
nose was very sensitive to the element that caused the '‘cat-box"' odor
and therefore the best way to judge an improvement would be by the smell.

Mr. Skirvin said that the permit levels were based on regqulation require-
ments and Wah Chang's source test data that showed they can meet the
levels.

Chairman Richards said that C2E had alledged that the Department had
allowed Wah Chang to double its production. Mr. Skirvin said that pro-
duction expansion took place while Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority was in charge of the air quality in that county. He also

said that it was his recollection that the Department had not approved
the expansion as far as the water quality portion was concerned. Chair-
man Richards asked if it would be possible for the Company to increase
production and exceed permit levels without Department knowledge. Mr,
Skirvin replied that that was not possible and that it was the Depart-
mentfs intent to observe all source tests.

Commissioner Hallock asked if Wah Chang had ever been able to meet the
permit 1imit, and had it ever been in consistent compliance with the
existing permit. Mr. Skirvin said that the staff report stated that they
were capable of complying with the conditions of the permit as proposed,
and that they were currently in compliance with the proposed permit.

Commissioner Densmore asked if the plant site was in an air quality non-
attainment area. Mr. Skirvin replied that it was considered a non-attain-
ment area primarily because of the sampling site in the area.

Commissioner Densmore requested that periodic progress reports to the
Commission be made on the odor situation at Wah Chang. He asked what
would be a reasonable period of time for these reports. Mr. Skirvin satd
that quarterly progress reports would be reasonable.

Commissioner Somers expressed his distress at this situation and suggested
that the permit be issued only until 1979 instead of 1981. Mr. Skirvin
said that this would put a significant burden on the staff and the same
result could be attained by strict enforcement of the permit conditions.
Commissioner Somers repeated his feeling that the plant was capable of
being contained in a box and that the air emissions could be treated to
remove the odors. Commissioner Somers said that many other processes

were required to filter their emissions. Mr. Skirvin said than an acti-
vated carbon filter has been tried, and it did not do the job successfully.

Commissioner Phinney said she was still concerned about monitoring the
odor. Mr. Skirvin replied that routine odor monitoring would be part of
the permit conditions. Mr. Skirvin said that this program would start
imnediately and in June of 1978 more comprehensive odor surveying would
be done.

Mr. Kenneth Bird, Director of Environmental Control at Teledyne Wah Chang
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Albany addressed the Commission. Mr. Bird said that the Company had two
chemists working over a year to identify the specific compound that caused
the '"‘cat-box" odor. He said that that compound was identified in late 1976
and since that time they had tried to find out where the compound was formed
and under what circumstances. Mr. Bird said they had installed equipment
that, although not vet working up to expectations, had cut down the compound
by over 50%. He said they were planning on moving and redesigning the
entire hafnium oxide calcining operation.and installing new odor control

and particulate control equipment on that operation. Mr. Bird said that
people had trouble identifying the particular compound smell and that they
had odor complaints when the plant was completely shut down. He said that
this compound is also associated with food processing and pulp processing.

Commissioner Somers asked how they were going to determine what best con-
trol practices were when Wah Chang: was the only plant of its type operating
in the Country at this time. He further said that the Commission had been
repeatedly assured that the odor problem would be solved and that it had

not been solved so far. Mr. Bird said that the problem had to be identified
and the control strategy worked out before it could be Tmplemented. He
further said that this was being done systematically, and that it would

take time. :

Commissioner Somers asked if the proposed ammonia stripping operation would
put more odor into the air. Mr. Bird replied that it would not, and that
DEQ modeling had indicated there would be no odor impact off the plant site
boundaries. In response to Chairman Richards, Mr. Bird said that their
consultants tell them that Wah Chang was not the only source of this parti-
cular odor in the area, and it would be extremely difficult to identify
what part was coming from Wah Chang.

Mr. Bird said that in Sectlons 4 and 20 of the proposed permit the word
""possible' appeared several times and that the Company would prefer that
they read '"'practicable’ which would better reflect the working in the ORS.

Mr. Bird then addressed conditions 10, 11, and 12 of the permit saying that
the Company felt it was beyond the scope of the Department to limit produc-
tion and emissions as well. Mr. Bird said that the Company felt some reason-
able expansion must be allowed to adjust for increased requirements for
zirconium metal. Mr. Bird said they were dedjcated to formulating acceptable
programs and schedules to ultimately control and reduce effluent so that
practicable limits are met, but that they were still faced with increasing
requirements and they had to have some modest expansion. Mr. Bird agreed
with Chairman Richards that that was what the proposed permit was saying.

Mr. Bird saild that the Company would like to replace conditions 11 and 12
with the following:

""The permittee shall not increase production above base level
until the ability to comply with conditions 2, 3, and 4 has been
demonstrated, or until aceceptable programs and time schedules
for meeting these conditions have been submitted to and approved
by the Department.’
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Mr. Bird said that the major odor areas which seemed to concern the Depart-
ment were in the separations plant.

Mr. Bird said that by their own initiative the Company had reduced levels
below those allowed in the existing permit and those in the proposed permit.
He also said that many of the proposed limits were below State regulations
primarily because the limits in the existing permit were achieved. Mr.

Bird said he wanted to assure the Commission that the Company intended to
improve the environmental gquality of the zirconium hafnium process and

have increased staff and allocated funds to do this. Mr. Bird estimated
that compliance with the proposed permit would cost in excess of $3 mill-
ion in air pollution equipment alone.

Commissioner Densmore asked Mr. Bird if he felt it was reasonable to add
to the permit a quarterly reporting system. Mr. Bird said he would agree
to that.

In response to Chairman Richards, Mr, Skirvin said there would be no prob-
lem in substituting the word 'practicable' for possible' in conditions &
and 20.

Chairman Richards stated for the record that he had received petitions from
Community Focus, Corvallis, Oregon, on which there appeared to be approxi-
mately 225 names, complaining that there were not sufficient restrictions
on the emissions of certain chemicals and demand that certain reviews be
instituted by the Department. He also said that it appeared to him that
from all the persons signing the petition approximately 20 were from Albany
and the rest from Corvallis, Portland, and Eugene. This petition is made

a part of the record on this matter.

Commissioner Somers MOVED, Commissioner Hallock seconded, and it carried
with Commissioner Densmore and Commissioner Phinney dissenting, that the
word ''practicable' replace '"possible' in conditions 4 and 20 of the pro-
posed permit.

Commissioner Sometrs MOVED that on page 3, condition 3.a. of the proposed
permit, the following replace the present wording: ''to allow any odor
off the company property." The motion died for want of a second.

Commissioner Densmore asked Mr. Skirvin who would define "public nuisance."
Mr. Skirvin replied that he assumed it would be the public. 1n response

to Commissioner Densmore, Mr. Underwood said that ultimately the courts
would decide what constituted a public nuisance under a given set of circum-
stances. As a practical matter, Mr. Underwood said, the Department would
advise the Justice Department of what they believed to be a public nuisance
and ask for an opinion based on previous judicial decisions under similar
circumstances.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Commissionern Phinney and
carried unanimously that an amendment to the proposed permit be added under
the general conditions section to require that quarterly reports be made

to the Commission on the Company's progress.
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Lt was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation to proceed with
issuance of the proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for Teledyne Wah
Chang Albany, as amended by previous motions, be approved.

AGENDA ITEM H - REQUESTS BY COASTAL CITIES AND COUNTIES FOR EXTENSIONS OF
YARTANCES FROM RULES PROHIBITING OPEN BURNING DUMPS, OAR 340-61-040(2) (c}

Mr. Ernest Schmidt of the Department's Solid Waste Division, presented the
summation and Director's Recommendation from the staff report.

Commissioner Densmore asked Mr. Schmidt to elaborate on the statement in
the staff report that due to economic reasons private industry was unable
to bid on the project and Clatsop and Tillamook Counties were left without
a disposal system. Mr. Schmidt replied that there was a lack of market
for composted material; however the Corporation, MBM, felt that within two
years they could develop a market through one of their investors who owns
a large number of stores in marketing compost in small quantities as pot-
ting soil/fertilizer. Further, he said, that during that two years they
needed a bulk market to assure that they at least broke even. Mr. Schmidt
said the area needed a landfill with or without composting abilities, how-~
ever resource recovery was the long-range goal.

Ms. Eleanor Dye, Tillamook County DEQ/CAC Committee and Tillamook Solid
Waste Committee, appeared before the Commission in favor of the Director's
Recommendation but wanted to urge the Commission to stick to its deadlines.
Ms. Dye said that there were three burning dump sites in Tillamook County
and that they should be working toward the time when all burning dumps
could be phased out and not wait until the last minute when an acceptable
project became available. Ms. Dye presented pictures of the Pacific City
site and said that it was at a saturation point and that they are already
dumping on private property adjacent to the dumpi/ Further, Ms. Dye, said
that there was running water under the site and lechate was getting into
adjacent waterways. She also said that the site could not be expanded be-
cause there was a lack of room.

Ms. Dye said that there was a need to provide the variance, but that much
could be done in the interim to provide information and to comply with stan-
dards. She also said that a definite time for action should be'made to
provide direction and an example for the rest of the Oregon Coast.

Chairman Richards asked Ms. Dye if she was asking for immediate closure of
the Pacific City site. Ms. Dye replied that she was asking that it be re-
viewed in view of the water contamination problem from the site.

Mr. William Adams of Yachats, Oregon, presented a statement in support of
the variance. He said he wished the Commission to assure that adequate
provisions were made to insure the public continued service without danger
to the environment. Mr. Adams's written statement is made a part of the
record on this matter.
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Mr. Albert Palmer, Chairman, Clatsop County Board of Commissioners, said
that they had been working with DEQ staff for the past several years to
develop a suitable method of solid waste disposal in Clatsop County. Mr.
Palmer said that the capacity in the existing sites was limited and they
needed to continue burning in order to keep going until a suitable alter-
native method was developed. Mr. Palmer said that they would continue to
work diligently with DEQ to solve the problem.

Chairman Richards asked Mr. Schmidt, 1f, In view of the testimony presented
by Ms. Dye, the Director's Recommendation would be changed. Mr. Schmidt
said it would not; however, the permit for the Pacific City site would come
up for renewal late in October and improvements to the site could be re-
quired through the permit process. He also said that the possibility of
closure of the plant would be continued to be investigated.

Chairman Richards requested that Mr. Schmidt work out increments of pro-
gress for each site and return later in the meeting with them.

CONTINUATION ON AGENDA ITEM D - DURAFLAKE DIVISION REQUEST FOR VARIANCE

Mr. Paul Wilhite said that they had been working with the Company since the
morning session of the EQC meeting to try to pin down compliance dates for
various phases of control at the facility. He said that original construc-
tion was done on the plant in 1959 with start-up in early 1960 and was
under the authority of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority
until July of 1975 at which time control was assumed by the Department.

Mr. Wilhite then presented the following revised point #5 of the Summation:

5. Duraflake has requested a variance from the opacity limits
until January, 1979. During this period the Company proposes
the following program:

a) Operate existing dryer scrubber at maximum efficiency.

b) Evaluate other types of dryer control equipment which
could meet opacity, grain loading, and process weight
limits. Submit periodic progress reports by December
31, 1977, April 9, 1978, and June 3, 1978.

c) Retest other specified plant site particulate emission
sources to determine the validity of existing emission
data and submit report by November 5, 1977. Retest
other specified points by Feburary 1, 1978.

d) Evaluate and report on further control of fugitive
emission sources. |Immediate steps to be taken are:

(1) self-closing personnel doors to be installed by
October 1, 1977.

(2) Repair all external openings on walls by October 1, 1977.
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(3) Pull back green material pile out of the county
roadway.

(4) Submit a plan by October 15, 1977, to baghouse the
mat trim and floor sweep cyclone and have installed
as soon as possible, and no later than July 1, 1978,
the baghouso contro] system.

(5) Establish a wet roof cleaning system by January 1,
1979.

Other steps to be taken and reported on by February 1,
1978, are the comprehensive study of the dry materials
storage systems including the ply trim buildings, truck
dump buildings, and dry materials storage.

e) Subject to prior approval by the Department, the most
effective dryer control system available will be ordered
by no later than June 30, 1978, and installed by no later
than December 31, 1978.

f) Plant-wide compliance with all Department regulations shall
be attained by January 1, 1979.

With thanks to the staff for their quick work on this matter, Commissioner
Hallock MOVED, Commissioner Phinney seconded, and it was carried unanimously
that the Director's Recommendation to grant a variance from the opacity re-
gulation and the process weight rule until January 1, 1979, be adopted.

CONT INUATION OF AGENDA ITEM H - SOLID WASTE VARIANCES FOR COASTAL COUNTIES
OPEN BURNING DUMPS

Mr. Schmidt said that they were recommending that progress reports on the
closure of the open burning sites be prepared and submitted to the Depart-
ment on six-month intervals throughout the period of the recommended variance,
the first report to be submitted December 1, 1977, for Clatsop County, Lin=
coln County, and Tillamook County; and in the case of Curry County, the

first report to be submitted February 1, 1978. Further, in the case of
Tillamook County only, special attention should be given to the conditions

at the disposal sites at the present time.

In addition, Mr. Schmidt said that the following improvements had been
worked ouf:

(1) In regard to the Pacific City site, by November 1, 1977, sur-
face water diversion would be provided, springs tiled out,
the sludge pond be bermed to prevent overflow during the win-
ter, that the west side of the face be renovated and covered,
and the rat control program be commenced. By July 1, 1978,
the west side of the face be renovated and covered.
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{2) In regard to the Tillamook site: By November 1, 1977, sal-
vage be removed, a rat control program be commenced, and
the springs tiled out.

(3) In regard to the Manzanita site: By November 1, 1977, a
rat control program be commenced and half of the face be
covered and fénced off from access. Mr. Schmidt said that
there was a possibility that this final requirement on the
Manzanita site might not be met due to logistics that could
not be addressed at this time.

Commissioner: Somers MOVED, Commissioner Phinney seconded, and it was
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation to grant the vari-
ances and the control program outlined by the staff be adopted.

AGENDA 1TEM J - SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT PROJECT PRIORITY LIST

Mr. Tom Blankenship of the Department's Water Quality Division, presented
the summation and Director's Recommendation from the staff report.

Chairman Richards asked for a review of the criteria on placing the priori-
ties. Mr. Blankenship said that the criteria was a point system for assign-
ing priority points to a project. He said that a number of categories

were involved in the criteria one of which is a '""need" category, another

is ''regulatory emphasis,'" the type of project and its present status, also
the stream segment the facility would be placed upon. Evaluation was done
in conjunction with the Regional 0ffices and the hearing process. Mr.
Blankenship said that the primary emphasis was on water pollution contro}
need.

Mr. Blankenship sald that because of concerns expressed this year over
the priority criteria ranking, the Director would be forming an advisory
committee to evaluate the present criteria and to submit recommendations
through the Director to the Commission by next March.

Mr. Blankenship said that essentially, the priority list was a way to
determine which projects out of a large number of projects are going to
be funded.

Mr. J. N. Hershburger, Hermiston, City Attorney for Stanfield, Umatilla,
and Irrigon, testified on behalf of the Stanfield sewer project and the
sTtuation in lrrigon.

Mr. Hershburger said that the City of Stanfield was pleased that their
priority points had been adjusted and wanted to inform the Commission that
they were ready to begin their project within 90 days of funding becoming
available. Mr. Hershburger said that if any of the projected 54 projects
to be funded this year should for some reason be eliminated from the 1ist,
the City of Stanfield would appreciate taking that place.

In the matter of the City of lrrigon, Mr. Hershburger said that as a result
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of information submitted to the Department regarding the suitability of
the soil around the City of Ilrrigon for septic tanks, the City had been
dropped from the priority list entirely and then replaced on the list
after the July 29, 1977, hearing. He also said that because of the high
water table in the area, a serious health hazard existed and that the
area needed to be sewered.

Chairman Richards asked if Mr. Hershburger was asking for a different
ranking on the list for either Stanfield or Irrigon. He said he was ask-
ing for a different ranking for irrigon because it should never have been
taken off the list when its ranking was 149 and therefore should have a
ranking of 73 instead of the present 127.

Mr. Blankenship said that there was a potential need on the part of the
City of lIrrigon and not existing pollution of ground and surface water.

Chairman Richards stated that anyone testifying who would want the prior-
ity ranking changed for any facility would have to pinpoint some inaccuracy
in the ranking criteria.

Mr. James B. Dikison, City Recorder-Treasurer of the City of Stanfield,
thanked the staff and the Commission for the revision of ranking for the
City of Stanfield and requested to read into the record a letter regarding
an archeological study of the proposed construction site. Chairman Rich=-
ards asked if Mr. Dikison was satisfied with the current rating of the
City of Stanfield. He replied he was, but if there was an opportunity

for the ranking to be raised, the City would appreciate it.

Mr. Val Toronto, City Engineer for the City of Irrigon, said that since
the July 29, 1977, hearing additional information regarding the soil condi-
tions around [rrigon has been developed. He distributed a letter to the
Commission containing this additional information.

Mr. Thor Mork, of the City of Waldport, stated that he was against the
construction of sewers in Southwest Lincoln County because the cost of the
sewers would be excessive to all except realtors and large land owners.
Mr. Mork cited what he feit were several inaccuracies and omissions in

the April, 1977, septic tank survey in Southwest Lincoln County. Mr. Mork
said he felt the inspectors ''saw what they wanted to see and missed what
they wanted to miss.' Mr. Mork alledged that he was not notified of the
July 29, 1977, hearing and felt he had been deliberately excluded from

any information regarding it.

Mr. David Abraham, Utilities Director for Clackamas County, appeared and
said he had been directed to appear in the event that any adverse testimony
had been given with regard to projects of interest to Clackamas County,

and because there had not been, had nothing further to say.

Commissioner Densmore asked if any further information had come to light
on how many projects might be funded. Mr. Blankenship said he did not
have any more information than that already distributed to the Commission.
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Chairman Richards asked if the information furnished by Mr. Toronto had

a bearing on the ranking for the City of Irrigon. Mr. Blankenship said
that the information supplied only reinforced the Department's evaluation
of a potential need.

Commissioner Densmore asked Mr. Underwood 1f he should announce a conflict
of interest because he Ts an officer of the City of Medford which had pro-
jects on the priority list. Mr. Underwood said he would recommend abstain-
ing in the vote.

Commissitoner Somers MOVED, Commissioner Hallock seconded, and it was car-
ried with Commissioner Densmore abstaining, that the Director's Recommenda-
tion to approve the modified FY 1978 priority list and have the list become
operational when Federal appropriations are authorized, be approved.

AGENDA 1TEM K - SULFUR CONTENT OF FUELS - ADOPTION OF POLICY

Mr. Jack Weathersbee, of the Department's Air Quality Division, presented
the background and the proposed State of Policy concerning sulfur content
of residual fuel oil.

Commissioner Phinney asked if there could be a statement contalned in the
Policy Statement to the effect that if the data were available earlier

than 1979 the dates may be moved up. Mr. Weathersbee said that these

were the dates submitted to and accepted by EPA and he doubted that they
would finish the Portland AQMA study much before the schedule in the State-
ment. He said that it could be written in that if study results indicate
soonetr than those dates that a low sulfur rule would he needed, then the
Department would make that known.

Commissioner Somers MOVED, Commissioner Phinney seconded, and it was car-
ried unanimously that this matter be tabled until the October, 1977, EQC
meeting.

AGENDA [TEM M - REPORT OF MIDWEST REGION MANAGER ON SIGNIFICANT ON-GOING
ACTIVITIES 1IN THE MIDWEST REGION

Mr. Vern Adkison of the Midwest Region appeared to answer any guestions

the Commission might have on the report already submitted to the Commission.
Commissioner Somers asked if there was a lawsuit about to be filed in re-
gard to field burning. Mr. Adkison replied that the City of Eugene was
proposing some litigation in regard to the legality of the field burning
program with regard to the State Implementation Plan. Commissioner Somers
complimented Mr. Adkison on his report.

Commissioner Somers asked Mr. Scott Freeburn of the Department's Air Quality
staff if fees were refunded if a field was not burned. Mr. Freeburn said
that the registration fees were lost but the other fees were not paid until
the field was burned, therefore nothing would be lost to growers, but it
would affect the Department budget.
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Mr. Freeburn said that 170 thousand acres had been burned this year. Due
to the hot weather in August and early rains, not as much burning had
taken place as anticipated. Mr. Freeburn also said that there were some
smoke problems this year and he listed them in his report.

Chairman Richards asked if with priority burning, there was no way to

keep smoke out of the Eugene-Springfield area. Mr. Freeburn repiied that
that was correct and that priority areas were selected to avoid direct
impact or safety problems and that the further downwind areas were sacri-
ficed for these reasons, Chairman Richards asked it it would be worthwhile
looking to see if any refinements could be made on the priority burning to
reduce the amount of smoke that might be in the Eugene-Springfield area.
Mr. Freeburn replied that that was something they had intentions of doing.

Mr. Young said that it was the Department's intent to make a substantial
review report of the burning season and distribute it to the Commission
and the Advisory Committee.

EQC MEETING DATES

The Commission approved the following meeting dates:

October 21 - Coos Bay

November 18 - Bend

December 16 = Medford

January 27 Hermiston/Boardman

In response to Commissioner Hallock, Chairman Richards asked a staff response
to the matter of public recourse on experimental system review.

In regard to the awarding of the Pollution Control Bond bid, Chairman Rich-
ards brought up that the purchaser had been informed of the matter brought
up by Commissioner Somers at the award of the bid and that a special writ-
ten response was not needed.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,
fr,-.,-.\_ . s,\ . V 1 ‘
S MR Yo i\‘\._‘h‘yﬁﬁ\ J;L‘/,!\,‘J SV
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Carol A. Splettstaszer
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MEMORANDUM

- TO: EQC Members Date: September 16, 1977

FROM: Wiltiam H. Young, Director

¢

- SUBJECT: Topics of Discussion for Breakfast and Lunch at the September 23, 1977

EQC Meeting in Eugene

Many of the topics that you have requested we cover informally at the
September 23rd breakfast or lunch meeting involve items that vou have already
received written information on at various times during the last two months,
)} would like to remind you of those items here so that you can refer to

those documents or bring them to the meeting with you:

. Roseburg Lumber, Dillard--Status of variance for air pollution
regulations.

2. Audit Report, DEQ, July 1, 1975 to December 31, 1976--Review of
" audit comments.

3. legislative Action onZDEQ!s Budget Request, July 28, 1977--
Review of approved budget for 1977-79.

I, Staff Evaluation of C2E "Pollution Discharge Study' on Teledyne
Wah Chang (to be distributed to EQC September 19, 1977).

5: Critical Situation Policy-~USA Banks--Review of Water Rights
relative to Banks Sewage Treatment Plant effluent (report attached).

6. Contested Case Hearings Status Report--EQC guidance on reporting
format, frequency and mechanism.

“Other items that you may wish to discuss include:

1.7 List of pending litigation agaihst DEQ and EQC--Ray Underwood will
distribute list at meeting and review important cases.

2., Future EQC meefing dates and places November through January.
3, Local items of concern--Vern Adkison will brief EQC on issues that

are current topic of concern in the Eugene area that may be brought
up during the Public Forum portion of the meeting.
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b, Mitigation of Civil Penalty against Al Paifee LuWber Ceipany,
Coos Bay==Exeeution o mitigation 8Fder.

5, Award of Pollution Coentrel Benrd Sale,

MIDies
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Environmental Quality Commission

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem B, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

July and August Program Activity Reports

Discussion

Attached are the July and August 1977 Program Activity Reports.

ORS 468.325 provides for approval or disapproval of Air Quality plans
and specifications by the Environmental Qualtity 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

1t is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take nolice of
the reported program activities and give confirming approval to the
Department's actions relative to air quality project plans and specifi-
catlons as described on page 8 of the July 1977 report (Appendix A}, and
on pages 10 and 11 of the August 1977 report (Appendix B).

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

M. Powns:eve
229-6485
9/14/77



APPENDIX A

Department of Envirommental Quality
Technical Programs

Permit and Plan Actions
' July 1977

Water Quality Division

112, . Plan Actions Completed - Summary
Plan Actions Completed - Listing
85, . Plan Actions Pending =~ Summary
24, ., Permit Actions Completed -~ Summary
Permit Actions Completed - Listing
174, . Permit Actions Pending - Summary

" Bir Quality Division

11, , Plan Actions Completed - Summary

'~ Plan Actions Completed - Listing

25, . Plan Actions Pending - Summary

21, . Permit Actions Completed - Summary
Pexrmit Actions Completed - Listing

112, . Permit Actions Pending -~ Summary

Solid Waste Management Division

3. « Plan Actions Completed - Summary
‘Plan Actions Completed - Listing

10. . Plan Actions Pending - Summary

31. . Permit Actions Comnleted -~ Summary
Permit Actions Completed - Listing

47. . Permit Actions Pending — Summary

= 00 b

19
10

12

13

14
13



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Air, Water & Solid

Waste Divisions ) July 1977

{(Reporting Unit) ' {(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans ' Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.¥r. ~ Month Pending

Air '
Direct Sources 9 ) 11 11 25
Totdl ) 9 9 11 11 25
Water
Municipal 149 149 104 104 73
Industrial 13 13 8 8 12
Total 162 162 112 112 85
Solid Waste
General Refuse 2 2 1 i [
Demolition 1 1 2
Industrial 2 2 2 2 2
Sludge
Total 5 5 3 3 1o
Hazardous ' -
Wastes
GRAND TOTAL 176 176 126 126 120



County

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHIY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

 Rame of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED ~ 112

Date

O Municipal Sources - 104
29 PACIFIT CITY WASTEWATER-INTERCEPTOR FINALVO62177

29 PACIFIC CITY

“'20 EUGENE

" 24 SALEM=WALLACE CHAPMAN HILLS wssr

10 N ROSEBURG SD SYLVAN HILLS sUBD

26 TROUTDALE
24 SALEM

23 ONTARIO

10 SUTHERLIN

36 NEWRERG

9" BOARDMAN

35 FOssIL

10 REEDSPORT

24 SALEM-

3 ESTACADA

.24 NEWBERG
8 BROOKINGS

17 HAR8--FRUIT

726 MULTNOMAH CO

34 UYSA-DURHAM B

T34 USA~DURHAM B

34 USA

10 N UMPQUA SD

26 WOOD VILLAGE

44 FOREST GROVE

26 GRESHAM.
26 GRESHAM

8 GOLD BEACH

“=§7" CONDON

.2 CORVALLIS

T34 7USA ALOHA

26 PORTLAND

TTTEETUSK ALOHATT

56
34

8 BROOKINGS
PORTLAND
PORTLAND

& STAGE sTOP
30
9 SUNRIVER

26 LAKE O3wWwEGO
20 VENETA

20 EUGENE

" 36 NEWBERG

.20

-3

___36 NEWBERG _
TTT20 "EUGENE
EUGENE

3 MOLALLA
36 NEWRERG
MCMINNVILLE .
___10 ‘GREEN SO~
T34 TUSA

PENDLETON

STP - FINAL V062177
GILLESPIE BUTTE KOT0577

J0ez2877
VALERIE TERRACE TTTTTTTTTT061 10

ALLEY BTW (OMMERC & LIB STS JO&2077

. J062877
PLAZA SUBD JO61577
THE MEADOWS ) ~J062377
SPRINGBROOK ACRES - J062277

TDILLABOUGH ST &.wWIiluOW F DR K062977

CHLORINE CONTACT CHANNEL GO70777
SUTHERLIN STP FINALS T Y061577
FOREST VILLAGFE J063077
MARKET ST NE WO 76 5§ 259 4062277
_CONREY suBD _J062277
“BkyYLINE VILLAGE PHASE I Joe3077
VILLAGE PARK ADD JOs2277
STH & EASY 575 062877
LATERAL G-29 JO63077

SW CORONADC ST AT SW 55TH AVJ063077

CHESTNUT HILLS Jog2877
FOREST GLEN 11 Jo62877
STRATFORD JOT1177
MILLER OAKS SUBD — REVISED JOTQ777
ARATA TERRACE . J070577
FOREST GALE HTS B SUSD JOT0577

_ MARWYN TERRACE JOT1377
BINFORD FARMS 50U8D JO71377
GOLD BEACH #24-418-19 CH #2 V071177

" CONDON AFB ' VOT1877
CRESCENT VALLEY INT PRELIM V070677
Toak RIDGE LID 7 77T T T J0T0577
NE PRESCOTT ST & NE 42ND AVEJO70577
TTUSRYVIEW 595 T T T 010577
PIONEER VILLAGE sU8 JOT1177
N WYGANT ST TJOTI177
FANNO CREEK INT RELOCATION. JOT70777
STAGE STOP MEADOWS I AND 1IKO70177
ALUE .MT HEIGHTS - REVISED K070577
TTSUNRIVER EXPANSION OF STP T v061577
FIR LAKE # 2 4071377
6TH STREET HUNTER AV-BOLTON K071277
HORIZON WEST KOT70677
VILLAGE PARK ADD REVISED J051877
__CAMELOT ACRES _ KOT70877
RIGGS SUBD K071977
OAK CREST - K071977
SCH T & Sy MOLALLA V062877
BOYER MEADOWS . JOT1577
RIVER PARK 111 SUBD TJoT1377
.CLEAR VIEW _ko71577
TBRONSON CRTRUNK™ PRELIM V063077

Rec'd .

July 1977
Date of Time to
Action_ Action _ _ Complete
Action
070177 PROV APP 10
070177 PROV APP 10
070577 PROV APP 0
070577 PROV APP 07
070577 PROV APP 18
070577 PROV APP 15
070577 PROQV APP 07
070577 PROV APP 20
070677 PROV APP 13
070677 PROV APP 14
070777 PROV APP o8
070777 PROV APP 0
Q71177 PROV APP 26
071177 PROV APP 11
071277 PROV APP 20
Q71277 PROvV APP 20
071377 PROVv APP 13
071377 PROV APP 21
071377 PROV APP 15
071377 PROvV APP 13
071377 PROy APP 13
071377 PROV APP 15
071377 PROQv APP 15
071377 PROV APP 02
071377 PROV APP 0s
071877 PRCV APP 13
071877 PROV APP 13
071877 PROV APP 05
Q071877 PROV APP 05
071877 APPROVED 07
071877 MEMO TC ERO 00
071977 VERB COMM 13
071977 PROV APP 14
071977 PROV APP 12
071977 PROY APP T 14T
071977 PROV APP 08
071977 PROy APP 08
071977 PROV APP 12
072077 PRQy APP ~ 19
072077 PROV APP 15
072077 PROv APP s T
072077 PROV APP 07
072077 PROY APP 08
072177 PROV APP 1%
072177 PROV APP . b4
©72177 PROY APP 13
072177 PROV_APP 7 Q2
072177 PROV APP 02
072277 PROvy APP 24
072277 VERA COMM ot
072277 PROV APP 09
072277 PROV APP o7
072377 VERB COMM T 23



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROWMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

10 YRI-CITY sD

July 1977

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (112 cont.)

™y Date Date of Time to
“‘"§ ~Nama-of-Source/Project/Site-and Type of - 5aMe. ——wvm—-REG'd - —-Action - - Aotion--—- —Lomplete
[%] Action
34 HILLSBORO ROCK €R IRRIG PUMP sYST HO62877 072577 PROV APP 27
22 HARRISBURG MEADOWLARK HAVEN REV KO71577 072577 VERB COMM 10
" 20 SPRINGFIELD COLT PARK XK071577 Q72577 PROV APP 10
___10 ROSEBURG ___MOOSE TRACTS SUBD K071177 072577 PROV APP 14
20 SPRINGFIELD  HOMEWOOD su8D K072177 072577 PROy APP 04
20 SPRINGFIELD 5350 MAIN ST _ Kp71577 072577 PROV APP 10
26 TROUTDALE CORBETH J070677 072777 PROV APP 11
34 TUALATIN SUN MEADOW "JO70577 072777 PROV APP 22
24 STAYTON NORTHSLOPE ADD NO 3 KD70577 072777 PROV APP 22
__ 20 EUGENE __ 13BTH ST PUD KO71577 072777 PROV APP 12
"15 MEDFORD ARBORWOOD - T : Jo71577 072777 PRQV APP 12.
3 WEST LINN STURBIDGE GLEN . . JO71577 072777 PROV APP 12
18 ODELL SD . ODELL EXT S JOT71377 072777 PROV APP 14
_________ 20 SPRINGFIELD RIDGEVIEW 28D ADD--  KOT71177 072777 PROV APP 16
20 SPRINGFIELD 4TH ADD TO SEEGER h ' K071177 072717 PROV APP i)
15 PHOENIX  APRIL ADDITION _ROT1177 072777 PROV APP 36
10 ROSERURG TBELL PARK "TJ072077 072777 PROV APP 07
10 ROSEBURG BELL PARK SuBD JO71877 072777 PROV APP ne
36 NEWBERG BOULEVARD PARK PRELIM " JOT1577 072877 PROV APP 13
22 LEBANON WALKER MANOR & MANOR ADD IMPKO71177 Q72877 PROV APP 37
TR CORVALLIS FULSANG ADD KOT70777 072877 PROV APP 21
30 STANFIELD STANFIELD HTsS “K072577 072877 PROY APP 03
TR TS CAPPOOSE “UGREEN MEADOWS ~7 T T TTTTTTTTUKQ 72277 072877 -PROV APP 06
3 WEST LINN MOODY INV (O PLAT LOTS 14-18J071877 072877 PROV ADP 10
TTUHE MULTNOMAH €O FOSS PLACE & Jo71877 072877 PROV APP 10
34 USA DURHAM DURHAM CH NOS "37, 38y 39 voT70777 Q72977 APPROVED 22
T2 PHILOMATH ASH=-BROOK 111 o TROTOSTT 072977 PROV APP 24
, 34 USA FOREST GR JULIE LEE PARK = CORNELIUS KOT71577 072977 PROV APP 14
TTTTAUWEST LINN " GREEN HILLS Ty susD™ ~ T JOTISTT 072977 PROV OAPP b4
© 20 SPRINGFIELD Q STREET KQ71577 072977 PROV APP 14
“ a4 USA FOREST GR -LOR-MAR PLAT NO 2z =~ 777 77"""KQ71577 072977 PROv APP 14
34 USA ALOHA ROCK ¢R RANCH NO 2 KO71577 072977 PROV APP 14
TR 4 USA ALOHA ROCK CR HIGHLANDS NO 7 TKQTISTT 072977 PROV APP 14
24 SALEM-WILLOW WILLOW LAKE EXP (H NO 8 V071577 072977 APPROVED 14
T34 USA DURHAM CROCODILE ACRFS — 7 "KQ7T1377 072977 PROV APP 16
15 BUTTE FALLS BUTTE FALLS SCH II CH 6 V0711377 072977 APPROVED 16
“714 HINES HINES CHANGE 1-2-3  ~° VOT1377 072977 APPROVED 16
% BEND . BEND CHANGE 7 VOT71177 072977 APPROVED 18
2 CORVALLIS - CORVALLIS CH 57 UMQTOTTT 072977 APPROVED 22
26 PORT O PORY MARINA CH ORDER NO 1 V071577 072977 APPROVED 14
TTTAG YSA ' "ROCK CR CONT &6 ADD KO 3 7"VOT71577 072977 APPRCOVED 14 -
29 NTCsA WORK DRNER 8-1-6 VO71S577 072977 PROV APP 14
10 GLENDALE ADDENDA NOS. 1 C V071577 072977 APPROVED 16
34 USA ALOHA JESTA HILLS #3 KO72677 0712977 PROV APP 03
“2 CORVALLIS CORVALLIS CH 53+62 & 64 V072277 072977 APPROVED 07
21 NEWPORT NEWPORT-AGATE BEACH W 5-1977KOT71977 072977 PROV APP 10
=34 USA DURHAM USA=DURHAM CH 34 ,40,41942 VOT1877 072977 APPROVED 11
31 UNION UNION CHANGE & VOT1B77 072977 APPROVED il
34 USA ALOHA 185TH AVE EXT 586 KG71877 072977 PROV APP 11
27 DALLAS SHERWOOD FOREST #4 JOT2971 080177 PROV APP 013
CAMELOT PLACE SUBD-PHASE 1 J072277 0B0577 VERB COMM 14




_ Department of Environmental Quality
Technical Programs

Monthly Activity Report

Water Onal i £y
{Program)

“Plan © ACTIONS COMPLETED

—_—tnular 1977

{Month and Year)

(112 cont.)

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

Industrial Waste Sources --8

Clackamas Crown Zellerbach-West Linn- ?41-77 Approved
Filter back wash line .

Douglas Douglas County Lumber 7-5-77 Approved
I-5, Leachate control Co

Douglas Douglas County Lumber 7-5-77 Approved
-I-5, 0il/Water Separator

Marion Van Smooranburg Dairy 7-8-77 Approved
Gervais, Uncontaminated water '
drainage system :

Polk Cedar Oakg Dairy, Dallas, ?—13—77A Approved
Animal Waste Pisposal and N :
storm water control

Lane Weyerhaeuser-Springfield 7-18-77 Approved
Nutrient storage tank

Lane Georgia Pacific-Toledo 7-19-77 Approved
Seal water recirculation '
system

Marion Edelweiss Egg Farm, Mt. Angel, 7-21-77 Approved -

Manure management

_4.—!



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

jivision July 1977
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year}

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources

Received Completed ‘Actions Under Reqr'g

Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Permits
* | *% * | k& NEL A (K * | K% k[ k% T

Municipal )

New : 313

Existing ‘ 2 2 5

Renewals il 7 78 | 5

Modifications 2 2 . 1 1 9

Total 21 2 212 8 8 90h3 3001 68 3031 76

Industrial _ '

New 21 2 212 2 2 517

Existing I 13

Renewals 2] 2 212 12 12 301 7

Modifications 2 2 8

Total 4] 4 414 15 151 - 54 117 433 1 89 439] 99

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)

‘New ‘ 1

Existing

Renewals

Modifications

Total 1 66| o el o
GRAND TOTALS el 6 616 240 o4 14430 790 l166 808|184

* NPDES Permits
‘%% State Permits



‘DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality

{Reporting Unit)

July, 1977

“{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTICHS COMPLETED (24)

] Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
Countyv and Type of Same Action Action
! _ I

Lincoln Bumble Bee Seafoods 7-1-77 Discharge Eliminated
Newport Plant

Multnomah Port of Portland 7-20-77 NPDES Modified
Ship repair

Marion Stayton Canning Co. 7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Brooks

-Washington City of Tualatin 7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal :

Douglas Woolley Enterprises 7=-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Smith River )

Lincoln Paterson Seafood 7-20-77 , NPDES Permit Renewed
Nawport : .

Douglas Woolley Enterprises 7-20-77 .NPDES Permit Renewed
Drain ' o

Coos Eureka Fisheries 7-20~77 'NPDES Permit Renewed
Coos Bay : .

Multnomah Pacific Supply Coocp. 7=-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Portland

Multnomah Ash Grove Cement 7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed

' Portland :

Washington Ramada Inn T~20-77. NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

‘Multnomah Anodizing, Inc. 7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Portland

Multnomah Crown Zellerbach 7=~25-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Flexible Packaging

Lincoln City of Toledo 7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed

Sewage Disposal
Tillamook Smith Pacific Shrimp ., 7-25-77 NPDES Permit Renewed

i



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality " July, 1977

{Reporting Unit) ‘ . {Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (24 cont.)

_ Name of Source/Procject/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

. |

Umatilla City of Pendleton . 7-25-77  NPDES Permit Modified
Sewage Disposal : )

Multnomah City of Gresham T 7=25-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Tillamoock Hoy Bros. Fish & Crab 7-25=77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Garibaldi

Josephine George & Harvey Smith . 7-25-77 NPDES Permit Issued

. Placer Mine

Lane Douglas High School . 7-25-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Coos Oregon State Highway Division 7-28-77 © NPDES Permit Renewed

. Bullards Beach

Clackamas Clear Creék Rainbow Ranch, Inc. 7=29-77 . NPDES Permit Issued
Fish Hatchery '

Umatilla Pendleton Grain Growers 7=29=77 NPDES Permit Issued
Pendleton ; ' .

Clackamas Willow Island Mobile Estates 7~29-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Linn Permaneer Corp. 7-28-77 NPDES Permit Transfer

ie; Woodex, Inc.



'bEPhRTMENT OF ENVIRONMEINTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality . July 1977
{Reporting Unit) .{Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project/site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
!

Direct Stationary Sources

Multnomah Portland-Pacific Supply, Rivergate Removed from report
(NCB35) area. Fertilizer plant with bag- until contract let.
~ house control.

" Linn Teledyne Wah Chang. - b/h/77 Approved.

(NCBQO) Zr-oxldation station.

Umatilla Eastern Oregon Hospital. 1/8/77 Approved.

{NC925) Incinerator.

Clatsop Bumble Bee Seafoods. 6/29/77 Approved.

(NC928) Fish rendering.

Linn Duraflake. 6/2/77 Approved.

(NC929) Baghouse on gooseneck.

Linn L " Woodex, lInc. : 7/15/77  NC approved. Tax

(NC936) Rotary dryer. ' credit disapproved
: by EQC.

Multnomah Hercules Incorporated. - 6/30/77 Apbroved.

{NC938) Change of rosin solvent.

Lane Weyerhaeuser - Cottage Grove. 6/8/77 Approved. (Tax
(NC939) , Boiler modifications. : credit only)
Clatsop Warrenton Lumber Co. 6/21/77 Approved.

(NCSho) New hogged fuel boiler. :
Portable J. €. Compton Co. ‘ ' 6/8/77 Approved.
(NC9h2). Asphalt plant. _

_Portable  C. H. Stinson, Inc. : 7/15/77  Approved.
(NC949) Asphalt plant. '

Jackson Down River Forest Products. . R - YAV Approved.
(NC951) Vinyl line baghouse. ' - :

Jackson Boise Cascade - Medford. o 6f271/77 Approved.. -
(NC952) Controls on eight cyclones. -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality . -July 1977

Direct Sources

New

" Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Indirect Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

{Reporting Unit} (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Sources

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources
Received Completed - Actions under Regr'g
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Permits
4 4 2 2 15
12 12 2 2 31
5 5 32
10 10 9 9 22
26 26 18 18 100 1717 1763
2 2 3 3 —d2
2 2 3 3 12 56
28 28 21 21 112




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECIHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality

(Reporting Unit)

July 1977

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (21)

Portable

37'0@28, Modification:

- 10_

6/23/77 .

Name of Source/Project/Site bDate of
County and Type of Same Action Action
i
Direct Stationary Sources (18)
Clackamas Oregon Portland Cement 6/16/77 Permit lIssued
: 03~1840, Modification
Grant Hudspeth Sawmill 6/21/77 Permit Issued
12-0004, Modification
Jackson Oregon Military Department 6/23/77 Permit [ssued
. 15-0099, Existing ' ‘
Jefferson Warm Springs Forest Products 7/18/77 Addendum fssued’
16~0008, Modification
.Kiamath'. Custom Rock and Paving 6/23/77 Permit Issued
- 18-0012, Modification '
Linn Linn County Dog Control 6/23/77 Permit Issued
22-1503, Renewal ‘
Linn Lebanon Community Hospital 6/23/77  Permit lssued
' 22-5091, Renewal '
Linn ‘Scroggin Feed and Seed 6/23/77 Permit lssued
22-5148, Modification
Linn " Boise Cascade 6/21/77  Permit Issued
' 22-7008, Renewal S : :
« Marion Department of General Servuces 6/23/77 Permit Issued
24~ 5664 Renewal
_Muitnomah Louis Dreyfus-ﬁorporation 6/27/77 Addendum issued
: 26-2000, Modification ' ' '
“Mul tnomah Rich Manufacturing 6/21/77  Permit Issued
26-2016, Modification
Portable Robert €. Gilbert 6/23/77 Permit Issued
37-0010, Modification :
‘Rogue West, Inc. ‘Permit Issued



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRIMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality

July 1977

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {21 cont.)

Name of Source/Project/Site

Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

l l

Direct Stationary Sources {continued)

Portable C. H. Stinson 6/23/77 Permit Issued
'37-0047, Renewal

Portable Three Way Portable Crushing 6/21/77  Permit lssued
37-0158, Existing :

Portablé Babler Brothers 6/21/77 Permit tssued
37-0168, New _

Portable J. C. Compton 6/21/77  Permit lIssued

: 37-0173, New

Indirect Sources (3)

Washington Washington Square Shopping Center, 7/15/77 Final permit issued.
1,200 spaces approved along with
2 restaurants and a 1,200 seat

. theater. File No. 34-6021

Mul tnomah Mount Hood Highway (Ross }sland 7/29/77 Final permit issued.

: Br.-52nd Ave. Section--Phase 1), :

k Yane urban arterial highway.
File No. 26-6029

Benton East Parking Lot and Building No. 3,

Hewlz2tt Packard Advanced Products
Plant~-new plant building with 432
associated spaces. File No, 02-7010

=11~

7/29/77

Final permit lIssued,



" DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

{Reporting Unit)

July 1977

{(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (3)

Name of Source/Project/Site

Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
I |

Linn Lebanon Mill Landfiil 3/29/77 Approved
Existing Site :
Operational Plan

Lane Prentice Wolf 7/5/77 Letter of
New Site Authorization
Operational Plan

Sherman DeMoss Landfill 7/13/77 Approved
Existing Site
Closure Plan

Clatsop Warrenton Landfill 7/11/77 Approved

Existing Site
Operational Plan

~12~7 -

I



TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Snlid Waste Division July 1977

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year}

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

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

.....13.—

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.¥r. Pending  Permits Permits
General Refuse
New 2
Existing 21 (%)
Renewals 4
Modifications 2 2 2 .
Total 2 2 29 184 186
Demolition
New 1
Existing 1
Renewals 1
Modifications ]
Total 3 20 22
Industrial
New 2 2
Existing 7_(*-3)
Renewals 1 1 3
Modifications )
Total 3 3 10 = 10] 94
Sludge Disposal
New
Existing
Renewals 1 1 3
Modifications
Total | 1 3 5 5
Hazardous Waste
New
Authorizations 4 4 28 28 2
Renewals
Modifications
Total 4 4 28 28 2 1 1
GRAND TOTALS 7 7 31 31 47 300 308
total 24.



. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division
{Reporting Unit)

July

1977

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (31)

existing facility

-14-

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
i | |
General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities - - - None
Demolition Waste Facilities - - - None
Sltudge Disposal Facilities - - - None
Industrial Waste Facilities (3)
Linn Willamette Industries 6~23-77 Letter authoriz-
new facility ation issued.
Lane . Prentice Wolf 7-5-77 - Letter authoriz-
' new facility ation issued.
Tillamook Crown Zellerbach 7-11-77 Permit issued.
' " Hallinan Road . (renewal)
existing facility
Hazardous Waste Facilities (28)
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear Systems 7-1-77 Two (2) disposal
existing facility authorizations
approved
(wood treating
chemicals and
pesticides).
1 . t b ' no Six (6) verbal
existing facility authorizations
. for small quantities
of chemical wastes
were confirmed in
writing.
" H 1 " 7-11-77 Dispoéal authoriz-

ation approved
{various toxic
laboratory chemicals).



vooalpNL Wb BNV LROUNMENIAL UAaLLLY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division July 1677
{(Reportirig Unit) .  {Month and Year) .

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (31 - cont.)

"Rame of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same l Action l Action
i | i
Hazardous Waste Facilities (continued)
Gilliam Chem~Nuclear Systems . 7-12-77 Disposal aﬁthoriz-
' existing facility ~ - ation amended
. . (flammable sludge).
H 1 H " 7-15-77 ‘Fifteen (15} verbal
existing facility authorizations for
. small guantities of
chemical wastes were
confirmed in writing.
. " e 7-21-77 Disposal authoriz~
existing facility ation amended
; (nitrate salts).
M " " H 7-25-77 Disposal authoriz-
) existing facility . ation approved
. ~(flammable sludge).
" " i wo 7-27-77 Disposal-authoriz-
‘existing facility ation amended

(plating sludge). -

=15~



APPENDIX B

bepartment of Environmental Quality

Technical Programs

Permit and Plan Actions

August 1977

Water Quality Division

12 ..

25 . .
27 < .

160 . .

_Air Quality

Plan Actions Completed - Summary
Plan Actions Completed - Listing
Plan Actions Pending - Summary
Permit Actions Completed - Summary
Permit Actions Completed — Lis*ing
Permit Actions Pending - Summary

Division

211 . .

62 . .
58‘-.

103 . .

‘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 DPivision

3 ..

12 . .

3] . e
41 . .

Plan Actions Completed -~ Summary

‘Plan Actions Completed - Listing

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

10

12

13
12

15

16

17
16

- :_"?



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Air, Water & Solid
Waste Divisions August 1977
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

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

Air
Direct Sources 15 24 12 23 25
Total 15 24 12 23 ) 25
Waterl
Municipal 184 333 200 304 51
Industrial 10 23 11 19 11
Total 194 356 211 323 62
Solid Waste
General Refuse 2 k ] 2 7
Pemolition ] 1 1 I
Industrial 3 5 i 3 4
Sludge '
Total 5 10 3 6 12
Hazardous
Wastes

GRAND TOTAL 214 390 226 352 : 99




26

26
24
25
26

A
14
7

3
24

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quallty DBlvision

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED ~ 211

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same

Municipal Sources - 200

. t P | 3]
AL-ARY

AL ANV
ALTANY

AL TANY
ALRAMY
ALTANY

AL ANV
CO-vALLLES

SCLATSLANIE

usA RIUCK (R
KNY TN 5D
SALTM=-AILLOY
SALFM-WLLOY
SAL MWl LLOV
SALFH

SAUFM

SAIFM

S4LFM

SAI_E

SALTM
TROTOALE
MENFOHD
GLTNFDEN <D
BCHGA

ROHE RIVER
TWIN ROCKS
VALF

SALTM

SAFM

SALTM .
GLANSTONE
CIvAaLLlLS
REOND
GREAHAM
KNIXTIOWN D
CO<VALLIS
KLAMATH FALLS
FO<e5T GROVE
TRI-CITY 5D
UMATIELA

W OSALFM
POIYLAND
PO{TLAND

PO TLAND
POTLAND
POTLAND
PUTLAND
HAJRDR SD
NEERG
DALLAS

Lenn 21

WO SDHIRN

WEST ARPOR ESTATES
HMONTANTA VISTAS
DEFRFIFLD

MILLER ADD

EDGEwOOD ESTATES

24TH & UMATILLA

15TH AVF WEST OF GEARY
FFRRY STREET ) ’
CURVALLIS CH NOS &6 & 68
CLATSKANIE CH NO 3

CONTR NO 47 (HANSE 2
LAGOON SXPANSTON
WIIDSCAPE

ASHWOND PARK

MACLEAY ESTATES NO 3
WILARY PARK WEST NO 6
CULINTRY ESTATFS SUBD

5 PACIFIC RIGHT OF “AY

& CEMTRAL SALEM 595 REPL
FIRCREST-PHASE [1

bate
Rec'd

KO72077
Ka720717
Koi12077
ROT72177
072177
Korz177
RO72177
Kay2o77
vDio277
VD .0277
VoHO2T7
VO 1577
JN1577
JOU05TT
JOTISTH
JO72877
JOT1RTT
Jo 12577
J071277
JOor1177

SKYLIME RD § FR DISTIN T SwJOVQ777

CORBETH REV SAEET 8

816 ¥ TRUNK SEWER

FIR RIDGE ROAD
GRISSOM~RCVSA ON AVE A PRFI
WIST FVANS CRFEK ROAD

TWIN ROCKS-BO2 TURHMER DEY
OREGON sTREET PUMP STA REV
WALT WEST ART COMPLEX
VISTAVIEW EST

NEWVENS ADD

REVISED DEEP wOONS

ATRPIRYT LAGION SPIIMKLERS
SEWER CLEANZR TRUCK

SW 27TH 5T . '
KNOXTOWN LAGOON IYMPS REV
CRESCENT VALLEY

LYNNEWOOD 18T ADD

FOREST GROVE <5

REVISED CAMELOT PLACE PH 1
ZaD ST EXT

HIDDEN VALLEY E5T #2

SE CLATSOR ST & SE CLATS CT

4072877
J012577
JO12277
JNTLETT
JOT0777
K071977
vO71577
J072577
Jn72577
Jo72977
JGB0ZTT
Voe1777
V062077
Jnr2217
va8oI4aT?
v0gas577?
KN72577
JOBOATT
4080877
KQ72577
JOT1177
Jor1sry

Sof ORCHARD HILL LNsPLwAY FTJOT72177

S RUBERT CT

5S¢ BERKELEY PLs £ OF SZ TAC.

sw 14TH DR & sW XKAKD LANE
JUrNS LANDG N O3F S SWEEMY
STAN & NATE SMITH RES
STFVAHN TMP

SHFRWOON FORECT #4

TRI C1TY CENTRER M1 & M2
T+4E MEADUW PH 1 MEADOWPARK

JOT72977
Jn7z2217
J072877
JNT2877
4072677
JOr2877

T AnT2577

Jn7i1vy
Joasar?

August

1977

Date of

Action Action

072177 PROV
087277 PROV
aB0277 PROV
080277 PRIV
080277 PRIV
cer2ii PRIV
QBLZ2TT PRIV
Q80277 PRIV

APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
ARE

CeC27T APPROVED
QBNZ27T APPROVED
280277 APPROVED

08n377 VERR
080377 PRIV
080377 PRAOY
C80377 PRIV
GHG3TT PRIV
CRN3ITT PRUV
030377 PRIV
C80377 PRIV
Cen3TT PRIV
CBO377 PRIV
Q8N37TT PROV
G8C37T7 PRIV
0B 3T7T PRIV
CRO3TT PRIV
080377 PRIV
a8n4T7 PRIV
CBOSTY PRIV
80577 PROV
080L77 PROV
C8O577 PRIV
0BNSTT PRIV
GBO5TT PRUV

N TS
ARE
APP
AP
ARP
AL
APk
APP
ARE
APP
ARP
AbP
AFHK
AR
APPR
APP
APP
APP
LPP
APP
AP
APP

080577 APPROVED

080777 PROV
o8N87TT PROV
¢80877 PROV
Q8CG7T PRIV
CHNYTT PROV
080977 PRIV
081077 PRIV
Q81077 PRIV
Q81077 PROV
colovT? PRIV
081077 PRIV
281077 BRIV
C8L0TT PROV
QHINTT PRIV
281077 PRIV
Q81077 PRIV
081077 PROV
C81077T PROUV
GB81IQT7T PRIV

APP

APP
APP
APP
aPP
APP
APP
ApP
APP
APP
APP
app
APP
APB
app
APP
APP
APP
APP

Time to
Complete
Action

01
13
13
12
12
12
.
13
00
a0
00
1
19
29
29
96
19
na
23
23
3]
a6
co
17
i
'2_'[
16
21
11
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TFECHN ICAL PROGRAMS.

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

O COUNTY
ENTZRPRISE
CENTRAL PT
NEaERG
TUALATIN
TUMLATIN
TUMLATIN
WEAT LINN
BALFR

BRATFR

WERT LINN
SCAPPICSE
EiByeNE

A EM WILLOYW
SCAPPOOSE

BEMD

LA F USHEGO
ORELON CITY
WILsONVILLE
MCAINNVILLE

LA

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Date

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same Rec'd
PO ATLAND S WYNDHAM LANE Joaoz2Tv?
PO TLAND 58 79TH AVE Joao2ii
MCATHRVILLT, PLAN SHEET #2269 JOB02T7
PUITLAND SF KHNAPPR ST 4080377
NE 2ERG SPAULDING UAKS Jnaop? 7y
EUAENE ANNAMIDAZ SUBN KOT72577
ELneENE 30 ADD FIRLAND HTS. Lo72977
EUNENE HUMROLDY S4aD : KO12577
EVAFENE LEG & BETTY BAVIS SUBD KO72577
S ALQHA SPRINGRIDGE NO 2 KO72677
SP2IMGFIELD RTXFIORD SN Knrz2eiy
SP LINGF [ELD BALDIRSTON SEVWER wD83977
LACE OSHEGD MAPLE ST £XT KNOEDXZ2T7
et DURHAM BARTON <URD TISARD K3pe2277
FURFME Welas FIFLDS S1AD KIBOZ2TT
EUGFNE TAX LOT 21060 HWAP 18-03-16-30K082Z77
ENSENE SAILOR FLATS suU8D LQB0277
5% DUR 1A RENET PARK-TIGARD KO80377
1354 DVIRHAY Sw FTTH AVE 1#P K0goavy
NGA-SIIMERGTT WRNCK CRFEX VILLAGE #2 KOBR2GTT
SPAINGFIELD MAJOR PARTITION #540 R & C  K380477
S OHRAAY LAUNALYNDA PARK KOBOSTY
WEST LIMAN HILL-HUISE NO 2 J380577
1354 DURAM JACTDUELYN COURT K08avwi?
GREQHAM CORNETT PARK Ja80377
SHPAINGFIELD FERMCREST FurR GERALD BAULDER £080977
GRANTS PASS DowEY DRIVE JOEDG 17
USA TIGARD XER-WOON ESTAYES Joglo17
HAMRTSBURG MZADOWLARK HAVEN - REVISED XK0g1177
GRAMTS PAGS CAL -PAC J080877

CHARLESTON 5D LAT -1 & K-4 JOT72577

RIVER BEND MANOR MUOBILE ROVMELQT2277
GRFEN GLEN PHASE 1 KQ72877
RUVER MFADOWS [HPS Jor2977
BJONEG FERKY PLAZA Jogo2iv
SuUlN MEADGW REVISED JOBIGTT
STONFRINGE 5U8D J281077
BRISTCL PARK JOT2677
DI&T ¥4 SEWER TMP K072817
VIRGINIA AVENIIE KQ712877
WILLAMETTE STPR PUMP BLDG VaT1577
04AK ST ADDITION KQ80277
MJIUNTATN VALLEY KO8o217
ACADEMY HTS JOBOSTY
SCAPMOUSE HTS RO 2 KQBOS77
CHOCT AW VILLAGE KORD977
EVERGREFN-MIDNLE TRYON CR KQ72877
DILS ADN 4072677

THINDERRIRD M3 HOMES UNT 284272977

NTPTH ORCHARD JOBO57Y

CAYF JUNCTION vALLEY VILLAGE : Jas11li?
WS IEGO EVERGREFN W3-MIDDLE TRYON YoaolTry
RIDGEGATE 11 sURD JOT2877

GLADSTONE

August 1977
Date of Time to
Action  Action Complete
Action
C8INTT PRIV APP oL}
281077 PROV APP ne
081077 PRIV APP ng
QuI0TT PRIV APP 07
G8l107Y PRIV APE ot -
281177 PROV APP 17
081177 PRIy APE 17
0B1177 PROvV APP 17
CB1177 PROV APP 17
081177 PRIV APP 15
081177 PROv APP 14
2481177 PRIy APP a2
381177 PROvV APRPP 0%
QB1177 PRIV ARPP ng
281177 PROV APP sl
SHE1177 PRV ARP 09
081177 PRIV APP a9
081177 PRIV avppP 23
81177 PRIV APP b1
81177 PRIV APP 07
CB1177 PRIV APP 07
C81177 PRIV APP 08
081177 PR3y APRPP nG
CB1177 PRIV APP a2
GBINTTT PRIV APP Dz
081177 PRIV ARP o2
081177 PROV APP 13
CBI1ITT7 PRIV ARP a1
081177 PRIV APP 00
381177 PRIV APP a3
281777 PROV APRPP 17
NRIZ2T7T PRIV ARP 21
081277 PRIV APP 15
681277 PRIV APE 14
081277 PRIV AFP 10
081277 PROV APFP 08
C81277 PRIV APP a2
281576 PRUV APP 20
081577 PRIV APP 18
CBIsTT PRIV APP 13
081577 PRIV APP 31
CHBISTT PRIV APP 13
C81577 PRIV APR 13
(B1577 PRIV APP 11
081577 PRIV APP 10
CBISTT TC CRO Ch
Q81677 PRIV APP 19
81477 PROY APP 21
Q81677 PRUV APP 18
0B1677 PROV APPR 11
0Bl1677 PRIV APP 0%
UB1&677 PRIV APP 1%
QB1777 PROV APP 20
¥



a4
el
29

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALETY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same

GREEHAM
ARIIKINGS
MULT D
i1y ALCHA
NZ “RERG
SALEM

U5Y DURHAM
Usa DYIRAHAM
USA ALOHA
Usa
[JEERY
Ligh ALDHA
DAV A NS
NO'TH BREND
ORANTS PAST
PHATMTX
GLINE

RUM'E RIVER
KEIZEY -S4}
SAL_TM
TOLFDU

[LAZF 2859WEGD

FJ27ST GROVE

SALFM

VALE
OMTARTO
KROITH BEND
THALATIN
3y Hlwk
SAL =M

COLVM3TA CITY

AL iaNY

AL JANY

1354 DURHAM
Uss DURAAM
GOL.D IEACH
11948 ALCHA
AF w0

ey ALOHA
HI_Lsa0R0
WEST LINN
UsSh DURAAM
1155 DURHAMN
HEI 1L 530R0
HILLSH0RG
HIt LSIORO
WACRENTON
NT=aNy Iy
AS LAMD
WASRENTUN
Y RIUCK CR
115 %
CLMWERDALE

FOREST GR
FOREST GR

SHAKE RIDGE TFRRACE 5SUR0

KING STREET

SUNLIGHT HOLDING CO WA-MY
TANASRRCOK

5945 BLOCK SHERAJAN ST

CRO1SON VILLAGE
HAZELTRFE HILL
HAVEMNCREST 608
ELDON COURT 272
HANEY TRUCL L IaE
TARRYBROOKE v
AINNLTI ADD 611
GRFERNWAY PARK
ASt 8T

REGON AVE
FREEDOM SUBD
GLIDE PRESS
RuGUE RIVEK CaTwaLK
WARNER PARK $113D

BOOMNE SEOROUGH PHASE 1
WEETwWOON TERRACE

BOOMES aROOK ND 2

TALISMAM HILLe PLAT NO 2
SUNNYVIEW AVE EXT

VALE PROJ PUM4P STATIOMS

E IDAHO AVE EXT

CEbAR ST MNE#MARK TO KINMNEY
A 00h SUABYTY

41¢ & BUCHAMNAN ST

STRRA TERRA NO 2 PHASE 1
BILL HENSEL PROJECT
EDGEADOON ESTATZS 16T

1774 AVE EAST 2F GQEARY
PORTOLA AVE EXT -609-
WATW INS PLACE
HNAER MOHN. Suab
HERITAGF VIL 111
HOLLINAY PARK
MAPLE HiLL SEwWER 613
CORNELL PLACE PHASE 11
LudEr HARK LANE
M=TZOER ACRE TRACTS 604K
PEARL S1ED

MAT AUGHISTA AMRES
JUMELL ACRES
DANVILLE SUSBD
WILDAOOD PUD K
DELS ADNITEON
HFRSEY T 1M4Pg
WARRENTON LID NU 1

RO CR Lad EIPT

LIWER THAL INT  CHANGE 1
CLOVERDALE SCHED 1+ CHANGE

1MD PARK

#2 5U8an

Ps

SEwW UNIT A FINAL

Date
Rec'd

Jnag2i?
Kagozi17

Josa3?y
KOad477
JO8ISTT
Jnelot?
KQel1577
KGA1577
X81577
K181577
KI81577
KIgl%77
JI81177
Jxel1s17v
481577
JDe1677
VI61577
vas0877
JO81177
4281177
4381577
J0R1577
J081577
JB1hi?v
VOR1S77
JOB1777
JOog17?7
LOB2377
JosiaTr
Jogis77?
vyaRol 77
L0BG377
KOBO3TT
Joalliv
JOBILYT
Josls it
KDg1777
JOR1577
KOB1777
Joaliir
JN81iTT
KO81777
KOatev7
KDgo177
080177
Kngo117v
KOB15T7
Knaos 77
KN8L1e717
KD§L1DT7
var1377
V0823277

R2v080377

August 1977

Date of

Action

n81777
o81777
e81777
cBITTT
281777
ual7T?
281777
ca1vTY
0817¢77
28177
0B17717
eIt ?
La1877
381877
281877
81877
ca2277
cH2277
2277
CH2277
w2217
Gez2z2711
282277
2G2277
SBR2277
cazzyy
g2zt
CH2RTT
cb2377
82377
£82377
nHZ4TT
o8Z477
CB2477
c8Z4T7
uB2a7v7
a8257T7
082577
aB2877
CB25717
082577
282877
282577
cCRZ2e717
cB2677
UB2677
ca2e7d
082677
c826717
C82677
82977
Q82977
cB2977

%

Action

PRIV
PRIV

RV
PRIV
PRIV
Pitav
PROV
PRIV

PRIV

PRIV
PROV
PRIV
PRIV
PRIV
PR3V
BRIV
PROV
ARy
PRIV
PROV
PRIV
PRIV
PRIV
PROV
PRIV
PRV
PRav
Py
PRIV
PRV
PRIV
PRJY
PRIV
PrOV
PRIV
PRIV
PROV
PRIV
PR3V
PRIV
PRV
PRIV
PRV
PRV
PRIV
PRIV
PRIV
P
PRV
PR3

APP
APE

APP
APRPP
AP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
AOP
App
APB
ADpR
APD
APP
ArP
ARp
APP
APP
APP
ARP
APP
APP
APP
AFP
APy
APP
ARP
AbR
AP
AFP
AFP
APP
APP
APP
AP
ADPE
APP
ARP
ApP
APP
APP
APPe
APP
APP
AP
APP
AP

APPROVED
APPKROVED
APPROVED

Time to
Complete
Action
15
09
14
04
12
o7
n?
897
02
07
G2
a7
ny
ni
N1
na
S
ia
1l
11
n7
o7
n7
n7
a7
ns
0%
0o
08
ar
27
21
21
13
13
G&
na
19
0R
08
08
08
07
25
25
25
1t
18
16
11
47
06
26



34
21

Uy
2]

14
1
24
24
20
17
24

FTh
24

17
el

7E
14

a0
am

18
17

W RLAE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same

ASTARTA
COVALLIS
GLFMNDALE
CorvaLlIs
GLFNDALE
SPAMGFIELD
SPIINAGFLELD
SAINSFIELD
SEPRINAFIELD
Usy RoCK R
SPINSFIELD
COvALLLS
COvALLIES
1y
CLITSKANIE
Lo

NOZTH BEND
RETUOND

AL INGITON
FooaALEM sF
SALMM WIL L
EUIFNT

FITT-HARMECK

AgsieyILLE
WOLNAVURN

cAa ey
s ALOHA
04~ L ODSE 5D

GRAMTS PARS
COTvwaLLlIs
Etd FNE
GRTAHAM
MANIAS

HILL W
SPLINZFIELD
SPUINGFLELD
SPAINGFIELD
SPAINGFIELD
QA LIDGE sD
RO E RIVFR
GIAKTS 2ASS

VISTA PARY PHASE |
CORVALLTS CHANGE 65
GLENDALF PWOJ #2032-E-~74
CORVALLIS CHANMGE 56
GLENDALE 2032-E~74 ADD 32
LT A & B MAJOR PART.#5nN9
RAVENWOND ’ ’
NGRS THTOWNE ]

42ND & MATHN

RUCE CRFEX COMTR NU 52

N &2N7 T SANMDRAS PLAT
DURQOTHY ADD

IRONWOOD 28D AUD

RACNSDON (R TRUNK

CLATSY PHASE 11 (HANGE 4
CuVE CH B=1 TO SCH B
CHANGE ORDER NO 6
CONTRACT #ud MO 1= 4 CUNT
ARLINGTON EXT

SIXACRE= SyUnADd[v

BAXTER DPARK A3 3

ERGEwWOOD YT 111

FLIASON SN - UNIT 2

DEL MAR ADDITION NT 3
SMITHS ADD NO 3

SUMNYR INGE S5UnnD

185TH AVE IMP 415

WA TMIRS ADD

GILRERT CREEK LATERAL
CHARLEMAGNE 1T ADD
CRESCENT MDON #77 -1

HIGD CENTER PRCOF BLDG
MADRAS 4D s LAT Al7
PAESCOTT AVE

AARDELL ACKES

RATNAQW DRIVE

MIMOsA PARX FIRST ADDN
FUFRGLARE PARY REVIGSED
JAXES PLACE

RunO¥ SINE VILLAGE PHASE 11
SiNHILL SUBDIVISION

Date
Rec'd

KO8o3ry
VO8O4TT

ADZVOEBQG 1T
REVIZFD v18L977

voster?
KOHRYLTT
X0:31177
«021177
voe1877
VOs3ThLT
<OR1e77
KO31777
Koaliiid
VA1577
V0324677
voi2977
VGiiQ177
V313177
KO30877
£n8l1si7
KDBR1577
XK0o#s1177
K081577
KOoB1577
Loe187y7
JG819T7?
xne1viv
KOBIDTT
Kog1277
Ko82377
LOe17Tit
081977
nN81917
KOB1977
KOg82217
Kng2R1?
Kaopz22717
Kp82277
082677
rO82477
KOg2z417

Date of
Action

082977
c82977
082977
LR2977
G82977
DR2977
CR2977
DB2977
L8297
U8z2977
482977
caz977
a3t d
LRZ2977
L32977
C82977
082977
Le23717
CRARTT
TEINTT
083077
23077
CRINTT
CAINTY
oe3077
JR3NTT
CB3077
433077
cganti
0832177
082177
083177
CB3177
oH3177
033177
wB23177
583177
c8=177
83177
83177
083177

Auqust 1977

Time to

Action Complete

Action
PROV ARP 76
APPROVED )
AFPROVED 21
APPROVED 20
APPROVEN 19
PRV APR 1e
LRIV ARP 17
PRIV APE 12
PRIV APP 14
APPROVED 14
PRIYOAPP i4
PRIV APP 17
PRIV APP 12
PRUV APS 1
APPROVED 05
APPRUVED o0
APHIUVED 28
AP GED 2R
PRIV APP 22
PRIV APE 15
PRIy APP 15
PRIV ALP ]
PRIV AP 19
SROYOARR ig
PROV APP r
PRIV 4np i
PROV AP 11
PRIV ABP 11
PRIV APP 11
PRIV ARP nz
BTy &pPp X
PROY app 2
PROV APP 12
PRIV APF 12
PRIV AFP 07
JRIY APRP s}
PRIV APP 29
PROV APP o9
PROV APP 07
PROV ARP 07
PRIV APP 07



County

Water Quality

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY |

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

August 1977

(Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED -~ 211

- Name of Source/Project/Site.
and Type of Same

Date of
Action

{(Month and Yearn)

Action

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES

!

(11)

Yamhill

Lincoln

Columbia

" Yamhill
Douglas

Linn

Yamhi1]
Columbia
Lincoln
Marion

Mul tnomah

Stayton Canning - Dayton

Aeration basin

Oregon Agqua Foods
Newport - pond cleaning
Waste water settling

Reichold Chemical

Deer island, Scrubber
water treatment, Prill
tower

Sokol Blosser Winery
Dayton-Waste treatment &
Disoosal facilities

Douglas County Lumber
1-5, Back up pump for
leachate

Champion Building Products
Lebanon, Treatment &
recirculation, misc.

waste waters

Pamplin Hog Farm - Dundee’
Farrowing Manure tank

Boise Cascade - St. Helens
Lagoon, pH adjustment -

Georgia Pacific - Toledo
0il/Water separator

Mallories Dairy - Silverton
Barn Wash down water disposal

Palmco, !nc. - Portland .
installation of Air
Floatation Grease. Separator

8-1-77

8~1-77

8-1-77

8-2-77

8-5-77

8-17-77

8-19-77
8-23-77
8-26-77
8-26-77

8-31-77

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved

Approved



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division

Munigipal

" New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

{Reporting Unit)

August 1977

~ {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit

Sources

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

* NPDES Permits
** State Permits

1/

Includes 2 applications

Permit Actions Permit Actions Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month Fig.¥r. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Permits
* i** * i** * |1’c* * l** * i** ,* l** * I**
21/ 2 3 1
2 3 2
2|13 9 751 2
1 9
2 3|8 nls 87| 5 300 72 303] 75
IR sV ] 5 il 3
2 i 5
3 1 51 3 51 3 171 3 h21 5
1 1 3 : 5 8
50 4 9| 8 8 2418 550113 433l 93 a3shio
|
] 66l 9 66l 9
8l 4 wulio vilie 3ehe  w2]i8 799l17s 8o7)i8s
voided because facilities‘will not be constructed.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROCRMAMS :

MOWTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Bugust 1977
{(Month and Year)

Mater Quality Divislon
{Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED  (27)

Namc of Sourcce/Projecct/Site

\

Date of
County and Typce of Same Action Action
I I |
Clatsop Crown Zellerbach 8-24-77 NPDES Permit Modified
Pulp and Paper Mill _ :
Kiamath Town nf Bonanza 8-29-77 State Permit Modified
Sewag~ Disposal :
Yamhil) Our Lady of Guadalupe Trappist Abbey 8-30-77 State Permit Renewed
Sewagz Disposal ‘
Lane - Richardson Park - Lane County 8-30-77 State Permit Renewéd
' Plans & Open Space
Josephine ‘Eureka Mining & Machine Inc. 8-30-77 State Pemit Issued
Gold Mining n
Marion North Marion Fruit 8-30-77 State Permit Issied
(Edward Zach) . .
Clatsop ‘Warrenton Deep Sea Inc. © §-30-77 . NPDES Permit Renewed
Fish Processing :
Clackamas River Village Mobile Home §-30-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal
Clackamas Oregon Society of Holy Names 8-30-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
: Marylhurst ‘
tane Seneca Sawmill 8~30-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
‘ Lumber Products
Tillamook Edmunds Fish & Crab B-30-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
e Shrimp Processing
Lincoln Beachside State Park.{OSHD) 8-30-77 State Permit not
Recreation Area . required
Clackamas Smith Enterprises lnc. 8-31-77 State Permit not
: (Lucky Seven Mine) required



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY v
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS '

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

August 1977

Water Quality Division
{Month and Year)

(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED  (27)

Name of Source/Project/Site ' Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action [
i
Lane Sprinyfield Quarry Rock 8-10-77 State Permit Renewed
Grave! Mine ’
Union Burr Courtwright "8-10-77 State Permit Issued
Sewaqgz Disposal _ '
Jackson Central Peint 8-10-77 State Permit Renecwed
Sewage Disposal :
Coos .Oceen Spray Cranberries 8-10-77 State Permit lIssied
Berry Mashing
Washington Laurelwood Adademy 8-10-77 - State Permit lssied
Sewage Disposal
Jackson Emigrant Lake - Jackson County 8-10~77 State Permit Renewed
Domestic Sewage '
Deschutes City of Bend 8-10-77 . . State Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal
Lane West Coast Truck Lines 8—16-77 State Permit lssued
Domestic Sewage ' ' '
Lane Bohemia Inc. {Umpgua) 8-10-77 State Permit Renewed
Saginaw Mill
Lane Georgia Pacific 8-10-77 State Permit Renewed
Prairie Road -
‘Matheur Ore-1da Foods Inc. 8-23-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
. Potatoe Processing - :
Washington Tektronics Inc, 8-23-77 NPDES Permit Renewed
' Metal Plating o :
Lane Simpson Extruded Plastic 8-24-77 ‘NPDES Permit Modificd
Plastic Pipe ‘
Columbia Boise Cascade Corp. . 8-24-77 NPDES Permit Modlfied
St. Helens Sawmili '
%



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

August 1977
{Month and Year)

Air Quality
{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTICNS COMPLETED

~ Not included in summary total,

_]O_

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

Direct Stationary Sources (16)

Polk Willamette Industries. 6/9/77  Canceled.
(NCS43) Replacement of worn scrubber duct.

Union Bois: Cascade Corp., LaGrande. 7/25/77 Approved.
(NC9L6) Boil:r improvements.

Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser - Klamath Falls. 7/22/77 ApprOVed.
(NCSL7) Lumb 2r sander and baghouse.

Multnomah FMC Corporation, 8/9/77 Approved.
(NC948) Spray paint booth controls.

Lane Weye'-haecuser - Springfield. 7/29/77 Approved, tax
.(NC953) Micra-computer for monitoring - credit only. 1/

system. .

Coos Weyerhaeuser - North Bend. 7/25/77 Approved.
(NC955) Veneer dryer air curtain and seals.

Wallowa Hurricane Creek Lumber Co, 875777 Approved.

© (NC956) New sawmill. '

Hood River Greg Oates. 7/W/77 Approved, tax
(NC957) Orchard fan. , - credit only. 1/
Mul tnomah Boeing of Portland. 7715777 Approved.
(NC958) Salt bath baghouse.

Jackson Eugene F. Burrill Lumber Co. 8/17/77 Approved, tax
(NC959) Smoke and steam flow meters on credit only. 1/

boiler.

“Marion Halton Tractor Co. 8/8/77 Approved.
(NCS60) Spray paint booth.

Multnomah Boeing of Portland. 8/1/77 Approved.
{NC961) Cyclone on grinders. :

Linn Meeker Fertilizer. 7/29/77 Approved.
(NC?GZ) Bulk fertilizer loading.. :

Linn Champion Building Products - lLebanon. 8/53/77 Approved.
{NC9T70) Replacement of 2 baghouses.

1/



County

DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality

August 1977

{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Wame of Source/Project/Site
and Type of Same

{Month and Year)

Date of
Action Action

Direct Stationary Sources {(continued)

Jackson

(NCO7h)

'Portab¥e
-(NC976)

Down River Forest Products.
Baghouse on sander cyclone #14.

Barton Sand and Gravel. -
New portable rock crusher.

-il-

"8/24/77 ' Approved.

8724777 Approved.




Air Quality Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNYCAL PROGRAMS

-MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Direct Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications

Total

Indirect Sources
" New

Existing_
Renewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

(Reporting Unit)

August 1977
- {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions under Reqr'g
Month  Fis.Yr. Month = Fis.¥r. Pending Permits Permits
1 3 1b
4 16 3 5 32
4 9 28
4o 50 kg 58 13
Lh 70 57 /5 87 1721 1767
4 6 3 16
1 R 1
5 7 1 4 16 56
49 77 58 79 103

_'{2_



County

' DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT

Air Quality

(Reporting Unit)

August 1977

"{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (58)

Kame of Source/Project/Site
and Type of Same

Date of
Action

Action

Direct Stationary Sovrces (57)

Southwest Region 39 permits converted to minimal

B&ker
Baker
Benton

" Benton

Deschutes,

Pouglas
Hafney

Jackson

- Lincoln

Multnomaﬂ
Multnomah

Muttnomah

"~ Mul tnomah

Sources

Oregon Portland Cement Co.

01-0010, Modification

Oregon Portland Cement Co.

© 01-0029, New

Grean and White Rock Products

02-2125, Modification

Northside Lumber Co.

02-7082, Renewal

Wiliamette industries
09-0002, Renewal

Woolley Enterprises.
10-0054, Modification

Edward Hines Lumber Co.

13-0001, Modification

Georgia-Pacific
15-0058, Modification

Weathershed ‘
21-0047, Modification

Bunge Corporatian

- 26-2003, Renewal

Western Farmers Association

26-2181, Modification

Colonial Mortuary
26-2803, Modification

Colonial Mortuary

26-2984, Modification

....]3_ |

8/17/77
8/15/77
8/2/77

7/25/77

7/28/77 .

7/28/77

8/17/77

7/25/77
7728177
7/28/77

7/28/77

7/28/77
7/28/77

7/28/77

G-

Permits Issued

Addendum Issued

Permit Issued

Addendum {ssued

Permit Issued

Permit lssued

Addendum iésued
Addendum lssued

Addendum lssued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit Issued

Permit 1ssued

Permit [ssued



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quélity

August 1977

{Reporting Unit)

“{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (58)

Name of Source/Project)Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action l Action
' | !
Direct Stationary Sources {continued)
Ti11amook Moh'er Sand and Gravel 7/28/77  Permit lssued
. 29-93035, Existing .
Ti1lamook Nehalem Bay Ready Mix ‘ 7/28/77 Permit isﬁuéd
29-2066, Existing
Union Boise Cascade . 8/16/77 Addendum tssued
31-0011, Modification '
Portable Tillamook County Road Department 7/28/77 Permit Issued
37-0034, Renewal .
Portable DeAtley Corporation . 7/28/77 Permit lssued
37-0164, Existing
Indirect Source (1} ‘
Washington Hillshoro K-Mart Shopping Center, 8/22/77 Modification issued
: ' 874 spaces in reciprocal easement ‘
agreement with Hillsboro Payless.
File No. 34-7001
.

-14-



County

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY AérIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste. Division

August 1977

{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

(2)

Name of Source/Project/Site
and Type of Same

Date of
Action Action

[P I,

Yamhill

Marion

Lane

Publishers Paper
New site
Operational plan

Clausen Farm
New-site
Operational plan

South Willamette
Demolition Site

New Site

Ope.sational Plan

8/12/77 Letfer of author-
ization.

8/26/77 Letter of author-
e ization,

8/8/77 Approved

.



DPEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

General Refuse

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Pemolition

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Industrial

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Sludge Disposal

Rew
Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Hazardous Waste

New

-Authorizations

Renewals
Modifications
Total

GRAND TOTALS

{Reporting Unit)

August 1977

(Month and Yeaxr)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions  Under Rexr'g
Month  Fis.¥r. Month  Fis.Yr. Pending  Permits  Permits
L 2 2 2 2 3
] 1 L 22 (*%-20)
. 2 2 2
~ 2 3 3
3 5 7 7 27 185 190
(%)
] 1
. 1
0 0 ] 1 2 21 I
2 2 2 4
2 2 5
i I . 2 3 3
3 3 b 3 ] 94 96
] 3
U I U 0 3 5 5
16 20 17 b5 1
16 20 17 b5 1 1 1
22 29 31 62 b1 306 313

*Sites operating under temporary permits until regular permits are issued - total 21.
. 9

-16-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

»

Solid Maste Division ' August 1977
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (31)

‘Name of Scurce/Project/Site Date of _ '
County and Type of Same Action Action
| | _ | I
General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (7)
Benton Coffin Butte Landfill 8/3/77 Permit amended.
: Existing facility ’
Yamhi 1l Newbarg Landfill L . 8/18/77  Permit amended.
Existing facility
Crook " Riverside Ranch Transfer 8/18/77 Permiit issued
Existing facility {renewal).
Marion Maclaren School 8/18/77 Permit issued
> Existing facility . A{renewal).
Wallowa Lostine Drop Box 8/23/77 Permit issued.
- - - New Facility - e AU : -
Marion Leroy Clausen ‘ 8/26/77 Letter authorization
New facility . - issued.
Douglas Elkton Landfitl 8/29/77 Permit amended.
Existing facility
Demolition Waste Facilities (1) _ k i
Lane South Willamette Landfil] . 8/25/77 Permit Tssued.
Existing facility '
Sludge Disposal Facilities - None,
Industrial” Solid Waste Facilities . (6)
" Lake Lakeview Timber Producfs 8/5/77 letter authorization
New facility issued. '
Yamhill Publishers Paper, Newberg 8/16/77 Letter authorization
' New facility issued.
%

_]7_



Solid Waste Division

DEPARTMENT OF ERVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

’

Auqust 1977

{Reporting Unit)

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued)

~18~

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same | Action l Action ""i
i | I
Lane Mazama Timber Products 8/25/77 Permit issued.
Existing facility
‘Hood River Diamond Fruit Company 8/29/77 Permit issued.
"Existing facility '
Klamath Modoc Lumber Company 8/29/77 Permit issued
Existing facility ' {renewal ).
Tillamook Weller Pit 8/30/77 Renewal application
Existing facility denied.
Hazardous Waste Facilities (17)
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear Systems 1nac.". 8/1/77 Five .(5) "verbal
‘ " Existing facility approvals confirmed
: in weiting., {(Small
- quantities of
pesticides, lab
chemicals, and PCBs).
" N i 8/1/77 Disposal author-
) ization approved.
(Aerésal pruning
product. )
n i Tt 8716777 Eight (8} verbal
| approvals confirmed
in writing. (Small
quantities of .
) pesticides, PCBs,
- plating solution,
' etc.)
" " 8/29/77 Disposal author-
izatjon approved.
(Pesticide waste.)
n



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division Auqust 1977
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED {continued)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Pype of Same Action Action
! i
Gilliam Chem-Nuclear Systems Inc. 8/31/77 Disposal author-
Existing facility Jization approved.

(Chromic waste.)

b : ‘ _ 8/22/77 Disposal authoyp-
_ ’ izatlon amended.
(Nitrate ester
plastic Tiner,)

LT

_]9_



Environmental Quality Commission

ROBERT W. STRAUB
Goveanon 1234 5.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 87205 PHONE (503) 229-5696
To: Environmental Quallity Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda item No. C, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Tax Credit Applications

Attached are review reports on 16 requests for tax credit action. These
reports and the recommendations of the Director are summarized on the
attached table.

Director's Recommendation

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

1. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates for 15 applications:
T-900, T-901, T-902, T-903, T-904, T-905, T-906, T-907, T-908,
T-909, T-910, 7-911, T-912, T-91k and T-915,

2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 623, issued to
Tax Credit Application T-667, as the facility is no longer in use
{see review report and letter from Company, attached).

/4
Wiltliam H. Young
Director

M.J.Downs:cs

229-6485

9/8/77

Attachments
(1) Tax Credit Summary
(2) Tax Credit Application Table
{3) 16 Review Reports

Caontains
Recycled

DEQ-46



Attachment 1

TAX CREDIT SUMMARY

Proposed September 1977 Totals:

Air Quality $ 765,742.50
Water Quality =404 ,707.62
Solid Waste -0-

$1,170,450.12

Calendar Year Totals to Date:
(Excluding September 1977 Totals)

Air Quality $5,230,090.66
Water Quality 985,029.40.
Solid Waste hh6 661,00

$6,661,781.06

Total Certificates Awarded (Monetary Values) Since
Beginning of Program (Excluding September 1977 Totals):

Air Quality $102,928,949.45
Water Quality 72,582 ,384,45
Solid Waste 13,609,675.18

$169,121,008.79



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS SUMMARY

% Allocahle

Applicant/ Claimed to Poliution ° Director's
Plant Location Appl. No. Facility Cost Control _ Recommendation
Weyerhaeuser T-667 Sinclair white water filtering Revoke
Springfield system Certificate
No. 623
Tektronix, T-900 ; Alternate power source $36,702.00 60% or more Issue
Beaverton ! and less Certificate
% than 80%
Champion Building Prod. ! T-901 i Wastewater collection system 38,882.00 80% or more Issue
Willamina % Certificate
Champion Building Prod.! T~902 Roof drainage collection 25,504.00 80% or more issue
Willamina and piping system Certificate
Champion Building Prod.| T-903 Veneer dryer gas ducting EISh,778.95 80% or more Issue
Willamina and burning system i Certificate
Champion Building Prod.§ T-904 Wastewater collection system ; 26,859.00 80% or more Issue
Mapleton ! | Certificate
Champion Building Prod.; T-905 Wood dust filtering system %285,970.00 80% or more |ssue
Lebanon i : Certificate
Champion Building Prod.; T-906 Veneer dryer gas ducting 82,235.55 80% or more Issue
Mapleton ‘ and burning system Certificate
Champion Building Prod.f T-907 ; Wastewater treatment system 11,973.23 80% or more Issue

Willamina

Certificate

7 Iuswyoe1ly



% Allocable

Applicant/ Claimed to Pollution Director's
Plant Location Appl. No. Facility Cost Control Recommendation
Champion Bldg. Prod. T-908 Wastewater recirculation $16,344.00 80% or more Issue
Gold Beach system Certificate
Champion Bldg. Prod. T-909 Wood dust filtering 105,599.00 80% or more Issue
Gold Beach system Certificate
Champion Bldg. Prod. T~510 Wood dust filtering 137,155.00 80% or more Issue
Roseburg system Certificate
Bohemia, lInc. . T-911 Wastewater system 39,091.16 80% or more Issue
Junction City : Certificate
Owens-111inois % T-912 Wastewater disposal system % 170,318.23 80% or more Issue
Portland : H Certificate
i
i
Champion Bldg. Prod. é T-914 Glue wastewater 14,859.00 80% or more Issue
Lebanon ’ recirculation system Certificate
Kaiser Gypsum Co. T-915 0il spill containment dike 24,175.00 80% or more Issue

St. Helens

Certificate




App! T-667

Cert 623

State of QOregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

REVOCATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

1. Certificate |ssued To:

Weyerhaeuser Company
Paperboard Manufacturing
P. 0. Box 275

Springfield, Oregon 97477

2. Discussion

Pollution Control Facility Certificate 623 was issued to Weyerhaeuser Company
October 24, 1975 in the amount of $96,482,00 for a Sinclair whitewater filtering
system for the #2 paper machine at their paperboard manufacturing plant in
Sprinyflield, Oregon. On July 22, 1977, the Company notified the Department

that the facility named in Certificate 623 was no longer in use. Copies of

the Company's letter to the Department, and the Pollution Control Facility
Certificate are attached,.

3. Summation

ORS 317.072(10) states: 'Upon any sale, exchange, or other disposition of
facility, notice thereof shall be given to the Environmental Quality Commission
who shall revoke the certification covering such facility as of the date of
such disposition."

Further, Condition No. 2 of Pollution Control Facility Certificate states:
"The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified...

if for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution
contrcl purpose.'

L, Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Environmental Quality Commission
revoke Certificate 623, issued to Weyerhaeuser Company in the amount of

$96,482.00.
Attachments (3)
CASplettstaszer

229-6484
8/11/77



Certificate No.__023

Date of bsue 19_'_311:15

Swate of Oregon _
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No..__,__T-_667

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICAYE

Issued To; Asi Owner Location of Pollution Control Facilitys
Weyertiaeuser Company . 85 North 42 Street
Paperboard Manufacturlng Zpilngfield Oregon
Post Offlce Box 275 Lane County'
Springfield, Oregon 97477

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys
Two rotary drum filters, one pump, and related piping and electrical controls.

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operation? March, 1974; April, 1974
_lActual Cost of Pollution Contrel Facilitys $ 96,482,00

‘; Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pellution controls

Elghty percent (80%) or more

§ In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et 5€q. it is hereby certified that the facility
o described herein and in the application referenced azbove is a "pollution control facility within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after January i, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisly the intemts and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder.

—

Thercfore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the Siate of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditions:

L. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximun efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and xeducing water poliucion.

T PO v - Departnent of” animsmcntal Quality shal 1 b lmmédiately” notlf:l.cd of

any proposed change in use or mathod of oporation of the facility and if,
: : . foxr any reason, the facility coases to operate for its 1nLr ndad pollution
': . contyol purpose.

3. Any reports oy mmttming data reguested by the Departrent of Dnvironmaental
T Quality shall be promptly providsd.

W&Lﬁ-{\:‘_ﬁ

e g

) 51;‘,;1.‘«%:( ..:i:..ﬁ ..2 T e
) o Titte Loven Kramer 2 Director_ .
O _ - Popartment of Environs af*ﬂtdi Quc [ﬁ'}’

Approved by the Eavirenswontad Quality Conmnmdssion

on the -_-.%’:'.f‘:h; day of Gctober 19 z;j‘_,




State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUATLITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
To!  carol Splettstazer Date: July 27, 1977
From.: Dick Nichols

Subject: Tax Credit - Weyco - Springfield

Weyverhauser Company has notified us by letter (attached) that the pollution
control facility for which certificate number 623 was issued, has been re-
moved and is no longer in operation. We should notify the EQC of this and
request they revoke the certificate pursuent to 468,185, :

DEGQ-16 SP*18652-340



Department of Environmental Quality

1234 S.W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Attention: Mr. Kent Ashbaker

Gentlemen:

Wey@rhaeuser Company

P.O. Box 276
Springfield, Oregon 87477
A/C BO3 « 746-2511

July 22, 1977

File 96244

EGEIY E
@ JUL 25 1977 @

Wator Guality Division -

Dent, cf Envircomenal Caatity

As indicated on the attached notice, the white water filtering
systems for both paper machines were completed late in June.
During the July &4th shutdown the Sinclair whlte water filtering
system for #2 paper machine was removed.

The new SWECO filtering systems have been in operation since

late in June, 1977.

AAC:1s
Enclosure

Respectfully,

B

A. A. Coleman
Technical Director



Appl  T-900 -

Date 8/30/72

State of Orégon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -

JAX RELIEF APPLICAT{ON REVIEW REPORT

AEEIicant

Tektronix, Inc.
P. 0. Box 500
Reaverton, Oregon 97077

The applicant owns and operates an industrial complex, manufacturing electronic
equipment, oscilloscopes, information display and television products, located
in Beaverton, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of electrical gear
providing an alternate power source from a second substation to the waste
treatment plant.

Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was requested September 2, 1976.
Construction was initiated on the claimed facility October 7, 1976.
Construction was completed, and the facility was plzced in operation

May 10, 1977.

‘Fqci}ity Cost: '$36,702.00 (Accountant's certification was provided,)

Evaluation of Application

NPDES Permit 2134 J, which expired July 31, 1977, required an alternate power
source for the treatment plant, The facility, as installed and with the
permittee's overall plan, will eliminate almost any possibility of effluent
discharge without treatment. 'A'preliminary certification for tax credit

and plan approval was issued by the Department for the claimed facility

prior to construction.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to-construct and
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed after January 1, 1967 as réquired by ORS
468.165(1) (a). .

C. Facility is designed for, and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution.

D. The facility was required by applicant's NPDES permit ahd is necessary
to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules
adopted under that chgpter..

E. The Company claims in their application that 72.5% of the cost is allocable
to pollution control. The facility also serves as an alternate power
supply to the Electro-Chem Building. ’



Appl T-300 _
Date 8/30/77
Page 2

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a pellution control facility certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in application T-900, such certificate to bear the
actual cost of $36,702.00 with 60% or more and less than 80% allocable to
poellution control.

W.D. Lesher/cs
229-5318
8/31/77



Appl __T-901
. Date __8/30/77
State of Oregon. .
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELYEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228
Fugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant owns and operates a complete plywood plant, from peeler log
storage to finished plywood, at Willamina, Oregon.

Description of Clalmed Factlaty ’

The claimed facility consists of equipment which connects to the existing
&' x 12' veneer dryer washdown water sump. Sump water is pumped into a
CF Bauer 48' Hydrasieve screen. Wood fiber falls into a drop box. Water
falls by gravity to an 8,000 gallon holding tank., A 200 gpm, 30 hp pump
discharges the cleaned water to the dryer washdown main,

Notice of Intent to Construct was made in 1975. Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit was not required.

Construction was initiated on the claimed féci?ity April 1,_1976, completed
November 1, 1976, and placed into operation December 31, 1976,

Facility Cost: $38,882.00 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.) A

Evaluation of Application

Permit 1544-J, Condition $3, for the Willamina Plant, requires the elimination
of veneer dryer washdown water, This requirement was accomplished by the
above facility and was clearly for pollution control,

Plans were submitted July 9, 1975. The plan approval for this facility

was given by the Department in 1975 pursuant to the statutes and rules then

in effect. Construction was not .commenced, however, until September 1976,
after the statutes had been'changed (in late 1975) to require a preliminary
certificate (ORS 468.175) which was not obtained for this facility prior to
construction. After consulting with legal counsel, we have determined that

the applicant having obtained the pian approval reguired by the law then

in effect, was not additionally required to apply for a preliminary certificate
after the 1975 law change and prior to construction of the facility.

Summat ion : v

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct jssued
pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, }967 as required by
ORS 468,165(1)(a).



App1 T-901

Date 8/30/77 -
Page 2

C. Facility was designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution.

D. Facility was required by applicantt’s NPDES permit and is necessary to
satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468, and the rules
adopted under that Chapter. :

E. Applicant claims 80% of the facility cost is allocable to pollution
control. The project is solely for pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Faciltity Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T-901, such certificate to bear the
actual cost of $38,882.00 with 80% or more of the cost applicable to
pollution control,

W.D.Lesher:cs
229-5318
9/6/77



Appl T-902 -

‘ Date _8/30/77
State of Oregon- )
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

AEElicant

Champion: Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228
Eugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant owns and operates a complete piywood plant, from peele} log
storage to finished plywood, at Willamina.

Description of Claimed Facility

Plant roof water fuanf is collected by the facility and discharged to the
storm drain without mixing with process waste, which must be treated,
Approximately 4,500 feet of PVC pipe (4" to 6"} was involved.

Notice of Intent to Construct was made in 1974. Preliminary Certification
for tax credit was not required,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility Septembef 30, 1976,
completed and placed into dperation December 31, 1976, '

Facility Cost: $25,504.00 (Cértif!edAPublic Accountantks statement was
provided, )} -

Evaluation of Application -

A plan for collecting uncontaminated storm water at the Willamina Plant

was approved by the Department of Environmental Quality letter of March 1,
1974. Collection of uncontaminated storm water and diversion from water to
be processed makes for much more efficient waste water treatment.

The plan approvel for this facility was given by the Department in 1974
pursuant to the statutes and rules then in effect, Construction was not
commenced, however, until September 1976, after the statutes had been
changed (in 1975) to require a preliminary certificate (ORS 468,175) which
was not obtained for this facility prior to construction, After consulting
with legal counsel, we have determined that the applicant, having obtained
the plan approval required by the law then in effect, was not additionally
required to apply for a preliminary certificate after the 1975 law change
and prior -to construction of the facility.

Summation .

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued
pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS 468.165(1) (a).



Appl  T-902
Date  8/30/7
Page 2

C.- Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantlal extent
- for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing water pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468
and the rules adopted under that Chapter.

" E. 80% or more of facility costs are claimed allocable to pollution Eontroft
The facility is solely for the purpose of water pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

ft is recommendedlthag a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T-902, such certificate to bear .
the actual cost of $25,504.00 with 80% or more applicable to pollution control.

W.D.Lesher:cs
229-5318
9/6/77



Appl T-903

Date 9/1/77

———a,

' " State of Oregon '
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228
Eugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing plant in Willamina,
‘Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility descrlbed in this application consists of a veneer dryer control
system with costs consisting of:

Blower, duct work, dampers, nozzles, manifold $123,822.80
Foundation, controls, refractory work, misc. - 30,956.15

Notice of Intent to Construct was approved by the Mid Willamette Yalley
Air Pollution Authority on January 15, 1975 Preliminary Certification was
not required.

'Construction was initiated on the claimed facitity in April 1975, completed
in January 1976_ and placed irnto operation in February 1976,

Facility Cost: $154,778.95 {Accountant's Certification was provided.)
Evaluation

In order to control the emissions from the veneer dryers as required by

MWYAPA and Department regqulations, the emissions were ducted  to the two hogged
fuel boilers where the smoke and blue haze are incinerated. This system is
“currently in operation and complies with all Department regulations.

There is no economic benefit to the company. The primary purpose of this
~installation is air pollution control.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct under
the rules of the Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS 468.165(1) (a). _ ’

C. Facility is designed for and‘is béing operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controiling or reducing air poliution,

D. The facility was required by the Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes. of
ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.



§

Appl T-903

Date 9/1/77
Page 2

E. Applicant claims 80% or more of fagility cost is allocable to pollution
control and there is no return on investment, increased production,

improved product quality, fuel savings or byproducts resulting from the
installation of this facility.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $154,778.95 with 80% or more allocable to air pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-903.

E.G.Woods/cs
229-6480
9/1/77



Appl _ T-904
) Date 8{30122

: " State of Oregon '
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228
Eugene, Oregon 97401

~The applicant owns and operates a complete p¥ywood:plant from peeler log
storage to finished plywood, at. Mapleton, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is in two parts:
A. Ctollection and treatment of under plant contaminated wastewater,

A series of flumes and ditches was constructed under the mill to capture
and transport lathe and compressor cooling water, drinking fountain water,
boiler grate cocling water and miscellaneous surface drainage to a
4' x 23' receiving sump with screen and outlet baffles. A chopper
transfer pump pumps these waters via a &' pipeline to a hydrasieve
screen to remove the particulate matter and into a two compartment
80' x 120% (100,000 gallon) treatment pond with outlet gravity oil
separator and oil skimmer. The treated water passes through an open
ditch and 12" culvert to the existing drain ditch. '

B. Collection and diversion of uncontaminated storm and roof runoff:

The installation consists of roof_drain collectors, PYC piping, down-
spouts and storm drains to the river. The function of the facility

is to gather roof runoff water and discharge these watefs without coming
into contact and/or be considered as process water. Mapleton's NPDES
permit does allow the discharge of uncontaminated roof drainage and
storm water to the river.

Notice of Intent to Constrict and Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit
was not required.

The facility was started March 1973, completed March lé?h, and placed
into operation in May 1974.

Facility Cost: $26,859.00 (Certified Public Accountant's statement
was provided.) . R

Evaluation of Application

The facility was designed to remove various pollutants, including debris
and oil and grease from plant effluent to the river and serves no purpose
other than pollution controtl. .



Appl T-904

Date $/30/77
Page 2

P

4, Summation

A, Facility was not required to have prior. approval to construct or
Preliminary Certification.

B. Facility was constructed after January 1, 1967 as required by

ORS 468.165(1)(a).

€. Facility is designed for, and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution.

D. Fatility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter
468 and the rules adopted under Chapter 468,

E. Applicant claims that 80% or more of facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation-

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T-904, such certificate to bear
the actual cost of $26,859.00 with 80% or more of the cost allocable

to pollution control.

WhLesher:cs
229-5318
8/30/77



~ appl T-905

. pate 8/31/77

e et

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY o

TAX RELIEF APPLICAT10N REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products

P. 0. Box 10228

Eugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plént in Lebanon, Oregon,

Description of Claimed Facility

The facilities described in this application are baghouses to control the
emissions from seven cyclones with costs consisting of:

Filter, fans, ‘ductwork, electrical work, etc. for cyclones

#37 and #38 $ 63,720
"Filter, fans, ductwork, electrical work, etc. for cyclones )
#ub and #45 _ 118,471
Filter, fans, ductwork, electrical work, etc. for cyclones _
#24, #25 and #27. : 103,779

Approval to construct was granted by the Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority September 21, 1971. Preliminary Certification was not required.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in October 1971. The
facility was completed and placed into operation in February 1972,

Facility Cost: $285,970.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided.)
Evaluation

The applicant was in violation of Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority's
process weight regulations, Therefore, the claimed baghouses were installed

to collect the emissions from seven cyclones. The baghouses, except for

upsets, have reduced the plant site emissions to less than that allowed by

the MWVAPA process weight regulations. . Baghouses are considered the best
available method of contreolling these types of emissions.  The collected

material has little value to the plant.

The baghouses are operating in a satisfactory manner and have reduced plant
site emissions by over 100 pounds per hour. It is concluded that 100% of
the cost of this facility is allocable to air pollution control,

. +
Summation .

A. Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct or
preliminary certification.

B. Facility was constructed on_or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS 468.165(1)(a). '



Appl __T-305

Date __8/31/77
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C. Facility is designed for and is being opefafed to a substantial extent
- for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing air pollution.

D. The facility was required by.the Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of
ORS Chapter 468, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. Applicant claims 80% or more of facility costs are allocable to pollution’
control and there is no return on investment, increased production,
improved product quality, fuel savings or byproduct resulting from the
instaltation of this facility.

5 Director's Recommendatisn

[t is recommended that a.Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $285 790 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-905.

E.G,Woods/cs
229-6480
9/1/77



D;,.ate 9/]/77

State of Oregon-
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228

Eugene, Oregon 97401

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a veneer dryer system with
costs consisting of: :

Masonry work on boiler firebox $1,378.84

A.

B. Fabrication and installation of fan, motor, dampers  72,253.00
€. Two opposed blade dampers . 750,00
D, Electrical installation : 4,289,42
E. Concrete ' _ 234,00
F. Fire doors 1,754.50
G. Miscallaneous . ! - 1,585.42

Notice of Intent to Construct was made September 19, 197h. Preliminary
Certification was not required.

Construction on the claimed facility.was initiated October 1, 1974, completed

‘February 1, 1975, and placed into operation March 1, 1975,

Facility Cost: $82,235.55 (Accountant's Certification was provided.)
Evaluation -

The applicant was in violation of the veneer dryer regulations of the Lane
Regional Air Pollution Authority. In order to.control the emissions from
the dryer, the dryer stacks were capped off and the dryer emissions were
ducted to the boiler for incineration of the smoke and blue haze. The
only purpose of this instaflation is air pollution contrecl. There are no
economic benefits to the company.

The claimed facility is operating in a satisfactory manner and is in
compliance with Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority regulations., It is
concluded that 100% of the cost of this facility is allocable to air

-pollution control,

»

Summation .

A. Facility was constructed after approval to construct was issued pursuant
to ORS 468,175,

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as reduired by
ORS 468.,165(1) (a). s



Appl T-906
{77

Date 9/1
Page
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o
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. Facility (s designed for and is being operated to g substantial extent

for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing air pollution,

The facility was required by Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority and is

necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468 and the
rules adopted under that chapter.

. Applicant claims 80% or more of facility costs are allocable to pollution

control and there is no return on investment, increased production, improved
product quality, fuel savings or byproducts redulting from the installation
of this facility.

5. Director's Recommeﬂdation
It is recommended that a Pollution Control Certificate bearing the cost of
$82,235.55 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T=906.

E.G.Woods/rs ‘

229-6480

9/1/77



}(_

Appt T-907 =

Date 8/30/77

e —— g

State.of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY .

TAX RELIEF APPLICATY1ON REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228
Eugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant‘owné and operates a complete plywood p!ant; from peeler log
storage to finished plywood, at Willamina, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility .

The facility“s purpose is to collect contaminated under plant waste water
for treatment before discharge to the log pond. Construction included
fumes, trenches, piping, hydrasieve screen, three concrete sumps, two
300 gpm chopper pumps, one 500 gpm chopper pump, associated motors,
foundations, valves, piping and electrical work,

Notice of Intent to Construct was approved March 1, 1974, Preliminary
Certification for Tax Lredit was not required.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility April 1, 1975, The
facility was completed and placed into operation August 20, 1975,

Facility Cost: $11,973.23 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided,) .

Evaluation

Prior to installation of claimed facilities, under plant drains and
intermittent contaminated runoff water containing oil and grease and debris
discharged directly to the river at several points. This contaminated '
water is now collected for removal of pollutants before discharge to the
log pond.

The applicant ‘was required to construct the improvements .by the Department.
An engineering report recommending treatment of under plant waste water
was prepared for the applicant by an engineering firm, December 28, 1973.
Department of Environmental Quallty approval was granted by letter of
March 1, 1974,

No profits will be derived from this facility. The only benefits are in

pollution contro}. .

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued
pursuant to ORS 468.175,

B, Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS 468,165(1) (a). '



Appl T-207
Date 8/30/77 -
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C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent

for the purpose of preventing controlling or reducing water pollution,

..The facility was reguired by the Department of Environmental Quality

and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468,
and the rules adopted under that Chapter, :

. 80% or more of facility cost is claimed allocable to pollution control,

The facility is solely for the purpose of water pollution control,

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in T-907, such certificate to bear the actual
cost of $11,973 23, with 80% or more of the cost allocable to pollution

. control.

W.D.Lesher:cs

229-5318
9/2/77



App) ___T-908

Date 8/31/77

State of Oregon -
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELYEF APPLICATION REV}EW.REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
.P. 0. Box 10228
Eugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant owns and operates a complete plywood plant at Gotd Beach
Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of treatment and recirculation of glue washdown
water for reuse. Waste.water flows from the glue spreader cleaning operation,
collected by troughs, to a concrete settling basin with plank cover. The
settled water is pumped to a vertical storage tank. This water is pumped to
the washdown main and to glue mixing. Piping, valves and fittings, concrete
work, five pumps, electrical, miscellaneous materials and company labor

were required. '

Notice of Intent to Construct and Preliminary Certaflcatlon for Tax Credit
were not required.

Construction was initiated.on the claimed facility in April 1971, coﬁp]eted
in December 1972, and placed into operation in January 1973.

Facility Cost: $16,344.00 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided)

Evaluation

The facility was required by Condition 6 of State Waste Discharge Permit
1155 which states:

™o glue wastes shall be alfowed to enter the log pond or any
waters of the state.

The system is closed with no discharge of glue waste waters since construction
of the faca]:ty

The application states that operating costs far exceed that of the water
saved by recirculation. The only benefits derived are in pollution control.

. L4
Summation

A. Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct or
preliminary certification.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS Chapter 468.165(1)(a). '



E

Appl T-908

Date 8/31/77 -
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C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing
water pollution.

D. The facility was required by the applicant's State Waste Discharge
Permit and is necessary to satisfy the .intents and purposes of.
ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

-E. Applicant claims 80% or more of facility costs are allocable to
pollution control and that there is no return on investment,
increased production, improved product quality, fuel savings or
byproduct resulting from the installation of this facility.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a RPollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the claimed facility, such certificate to bear the actual cost of
$16,344.00 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control. -

W.D. Lesher/cs
229-5318
8/31/77



Appl T=909

X Date 8/24/77
State.of Oregon Co
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY .

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228

Eugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant in Gold Beach, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facitity in this app]ication consists of three baghouses to control
emissions from four cycliones. The facility costs consist of:

Three Carter Day Baghouses $68,549.00
Electrical, concrete, steel, fabrication, etc. 37,050.00

Notlce of 'Intent to Construct and Prelnmanary Certification for Tax
.Credit not reqUIred

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility June 1973, completed
May 1974, and placed into operation August 1974,

Facility Cost: $105,599.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided.}

Evaluation of Application

The applicant has installed three baghouses to reduce emissions from four
cyclones at the plywood plant, The installation of these baghouses enabled

the plant to meet the process weight requlation. The collected material is used
as boiler fuel; however, there is no significant economic benefit to the
company.,

This facility is operating in compliance with Department regulations and has
reduced emissions to the atmosphere by over 100 pounds per day. It is
concluded that 100% of the cost of the facility is allocable to air
pollution control, ‘

Summation

A. Facility was not required to have prior approval to construct or
preliminary certification.

B, Fac:llty was constructed on or after January 1, P967 as required by
ORS 468.165(1)(a). :

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air pollution,



Appl T-909
Date 8/2 {ZZ
Page

b. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Qua?fty and
is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter L68
.and the rules adopted under that Chapter.

E. The applicant claims that 80% or more of facility costs are allocable
for pollution control. The facility is solely for pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $105,599.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-909.

E.G.Woods:cs
229-6480
9/6/77



Appt T-910
‘ pate 8/31/77
" State of Oregon ' ‘
DEPARTMENT OF ENV]RONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REUIEW REPORT

ApElicént

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228

Eugene, Oregon 97401

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant in Roseburg, Oregon,

Description of Claimed Facility

The facilities described in this application are baghouses to control sander-
dust emissions.

Notice of Intent to Construct ahd Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit
are not required. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in
June 1973, completed in May 1974, and placed in operation in.August 1974,

Facility Cost: $137,159.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided.)
Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocable to
pollution control.

“Evaluation of Application

The applicant has installed two Carter Day baghouses to control sanderdust
emissions from four cyclones, #5, #6, #7 and #8. . Control of these cyclones

‘was necessary to meet grain loading and process weight limits. The instal-
fation of this equipment has reduced emissions to the atmosphere by approximately
130 pounds per hour.

Summation

. A, Facility was not requlred ‘to have prior approval to construct or
preliminary certification.

"~ B. - Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS 468.165(1) (a).

€. Facility is designed for and_is'being cperated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controiling, or reducing air pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter
468 and the rules adopted under that Chapter.

E. There are no economic benefits to the Company from these baghouses.
The primary purpose is air pollution control. Therefare, 100% of the .
cost of the facility is aliocable to air pollution control.



Appl __T-910
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5. Director's Recommendation

it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $137,159.00 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control
be issued to the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-910.

E.Woods:cs
229-6480
9/7/77



Appl  T-911
, ‘ Date 8/31/77
: " State of Oregon ' )
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATIGON REVIEW REPORT

Apglicént

Bohemia, Inc.

Junction City Plywood Division
2280 Oakmont Way

Eugene, Oregon 97401

"The applicant owns and operates a veneer laminating facillity manufacturing
plywood.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of three treatment ponds. The first two are
for receiving the settling of boiler blowdown and veneer dryer washdown.
The third pond is used for storage, to be pumped back for reuse in dryer
washdown and dryer fire deluge systems.

The claimed facility also consists of a closed cooling water system, closed
glue waste water reuse system and a truck washdown water system. The

truck wash water is discharged into the City sanitary system.

" Pumps, piping and fittings, eight inch culvert, electrical, concrete
construction, a cooling tower, Bohemia Jdabor and mlscellaneous mater:als
were required,

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made May 12, 1976,
Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in May 1976, completed
in December 1976, and placed into operation in April 1977.

Facility Cost: $39,091.16 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.)

Evaluation

The total facility removes-the following waste streams from discharging
into the Willamette Basin:

Boiler Blowdown
Veneer Dryer Washdown
Cooling Water

Glue Waste Washdown
Truck Washdown Water

mMe ey w

*

Prior to the claimed facility completion, there were 12 discharge points
from the plant. The Company has completely eliminated discharge of all
industrial waste water.



Appl _T-911
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4, Summation

A.

Facility was constructed after receiving approval te construct and
Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

Faci]ityAwas.constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by

B.
ORS 468.165(1)(a).

€. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water poiltution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468
and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to-pollution controtl.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T-911, such Certificate to bear
the actual cost of $39 091.16 with 80% or more allocable to polliution-
control.

W.D. Lesher/cs
229-5318

8/31/77



Appl _T-9i2
_ Date _ 8/30/77
' " State of Oregon ’
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

" TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicanf
Owens=11lincis, inc.

P. 0. Box 20067 .
Portland, Qregon 97220

The applicant owns and operates a plant to manufacture glass containers at
5850 N.E. 92 Drive in Portland, Oregon.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of collection and treatment of industrial
waste waters and discharge to the regional sewerage system. Major items of
equipment were: )

A. Fabricated quarter-inch steel plate settling tank.

B. Heil Model 601 PR corrugated plate oil/water separator. -

C. Badger ppen flow meter and recorder,

D. 1800 ft. of 10 inch concrete sewer pipe to area sewerage system.
Excavation_and other necessary labor-was‘required.

Request for Pre!nmlnary Certtfacat;on for Tax Credit was made March 8 1976.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility. April 28, 1976, completed
December 30,- 1976, and placed into complete operation December 30, 1976,

Facility cost: $170,318,23 (Certified Public Accpuntant's statement was
provided,) ' ' ' '

Evaluation of Application

The Department required that all waste waters be discharged to the areawide
sewerage system within 60 days after service became available. This
requirement was’ implemented by the claimed faC|11ty

Project plans were approved and preliminary certification for tax credit
was issued by Department of Environmental Quality letter of April 28, 1976.

There are no profits to be derived from the facility. The only benefits
to be derived are in pollution control. .

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and pre-
liminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175,

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS 468.165(1) (a).



Appl T-912
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€. Facility is designed fof and is beipg operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or redicing water pollution.

D. The facility was required by the applicant*s NPDES permit, and is
necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468, and
the rules adopted under that Chapter, . .

E. 80% or more of facility costs are claimed allocable to pollution control,
The sole purpose of this facility is water pollution control,

E. Director's Recommendation.

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Certificate be issued for the
facility claimed in Application T-912, such certificate to bear the actual
cost of $170,318.23 with 80% or more of the cost allocable to pollution control,

W.D.Lesher:cs '
.229-5318
9/6/77



appl. No. T-914

State of Oresgon
' Date 9/7/77
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY e

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228
Eugene, OR 97401

The applicant owns and operates a complete plywood p]ant at- Lebanon, Oregon,
near the South Sanitam River.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application-is a closed system for recircu-
lating glue spreader waste waters for glue mixing and washdown. Main
components consist of the following:

A. Holding tank -- 8 ft. by 10 ft. with cone bottom and outlet pump.

B. Piping and materials for modification of glue room, glue waste
collection and recirculation system.

c. Necessary pumps and motors.
D. Plant and outside labor.

Notice of Intent to Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit
not required. '

The claimed facility was completed and placed into operation in October 1973.
Certification is claimed with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution
control.

Facility Cost: $14,859. (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
attached to the application.)

Evaluation of Application

The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality and
approved by letter of July 19, 1971. Prior to this work, glue waste was
discharged to the log pond. The plant now has a closed system no longer
discharging glue waste waters,

The applicant claims that operating expenses far exceed any savings in
water costs. Thus, the only benefits derived from the facility are in
pellution control.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued
pursuant to ORS 468 742.

B. FaCJIlty was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by
ORS 468.165(1) (a). '



App] T-914
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L, Summation (continued)

C. (continued)

Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing
water pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department and is necessary to
satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules
adopted under that chapter.

E. Operating expenses exceed the value of recovered or reused materiais,
thus the only benefits are pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing

the cost of $14,859.00 with 80% or more allocated to polliution control be

issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-914.

WhL:etik

9/7/77



Appl. No. T-9i5
State of Oregon ’

. Date .
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY t m2£ZiZZ_

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Kaiser Gypéum Company, lnc.
St. Helens, OR 97051

The applicant owns and operates a plant for the manufacture of wood fibre
insulation, acoustical and mobil home products utilizing wood chips and
sawdust as raw materials, on the south side of St. Helens.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a.three sided compacted
clay containment berm, approximately 325 ft. long, 8 ft. 10 in. high, placed
around two fuel oil storage tanks. The berm is rip-rapped with rock on the
water side.

Notice of intent to construct the claimed facility was submitted and Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality letter of May 17, 1977 approved the project
and granted Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit.

The claimed facility was completed and placed into operation in June of 1977.
‘Certification is claimed with 100% of the cost allocated to pollution control.

Facility Cost: $24,175.00. (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
attached to the application.) . s

Evaluation of Application

The berm Is containment for two fuel oil storage tanks which have a total
capacity of 25,000 bbls. A possible oil spill or leakage from a ruptured
tank will not reach Scappoose Bay, according to the application. This
implements the Environmental Protection Agency spill prevention and
contingency plan which is incorporated into Oregon NPDES permits.

Summation

A. The claimed facility was constructed after receiving approval to
construct and preliminary certficiation issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by

ORS 468.165(1) (a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water polliution.

D. The facility was requnred by the Department and is necessary to satisfy
the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under
that chapter.

E. No economic return Is derived from investment in the facility.
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5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $24,175.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-915.

WDL:elk
9/7/77



Environmental Quality Commission

ROBERT W. STRAUS

GovERNOR 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem D, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Request by Duraflake, Division of Willamette Industries, Inc,
for a Yariance from the Opacity Regulation OAR 340-21-015{2) (b)
and Process Weight Regulation APA Title 32-055,

Background

Duraflake Division of Willamette Industries operates a particlieboard plant

in Millersburg, Oregon. The manufacturing process involves trucking in raw
materials which consist of wet and dry wood wastes and the drying, grinding,
mixing and pressing of the wood particles into particleboard. The plant has

a capacity of 38,000 square feet per hour (3/4' basis) and is considered to be
the second largest particleboard plant in the country.

In order to use the wood wastes, the moisture content must be reduced from

60% or more as received to less than 15%. The initial drying is done in two
Heil rotary dryers. The company has installed a two-stage venturi scrubber

on one dryer but it is considered unable to continuously comply with opacity
limitations under all conditions. On May 3, 1977 Duraflake requested a variance
from applicable Department regulations for the dryers until an adequate control
system can be developed which will allow the dryers to operate in compliance
with emission limits. The variance was requested until January 1, 1979.

Evaluation

Limited ambient alr sampling has been conducted in the Millersburg area. The
ambient air samples collected by samplers located near the plant site often
exceed the_Federal ambient air standards. The primary standard for particulates
is 75 ug/m3 annual geometric mean and the 24 hour standard is 150 ug/m3 not to be
exceeded more than once per year. Violations in excess of 600 ug/m? have been
recorded at a site in close proximity to the plant. Microscopic analysis of

the samples indicates that approximately 90% of the collected material is wood
fiber, a portion of which may be attributable to other sources.

There are approximately fifty emission points at the plant site requiring
some further evaluation or source tests for compliance verification as will
é§é§ be discussed below.
Contains
Reeytied

DEQ-46



In addition to materials handiing cyclones, several other sources contribute to
the overall plant site emissions. The truck dump, raw material storage area and
press vents may be significant sources of particulate matter. It Is intended
that during the period of the variance these and other sources will be evaluated
to determine their contribution to the plant site emissions. The press vents
emit formaldehyde and additional testing will be conducted to confirm actual
emissions.

In an attempt to comply with the permit issued by the Mid Willamette Air
Pollution Authority, Duraflake installed a two-stage venturi scrubber on the
smaller, #85 dryer. The emissions were tested in January, 1975. The test
results indicate that the dryer operates well within the grain loading limit.
However, the opacity from the dryer generally exceeds the 20% limit. The
other dryer, #105, has no control equipment following the materials handling
cyclone and is not considered in compliance with particulate or opacity
limitations.

In order to determine compliance with the plant wide process weight limit and
achteve compliance with ambient standards, emissions from all particulate sources
including the dryers must be evaluated. Actual source test data does not exist
for some sources and is of questionable accuracy for other sources because of the
age and sampling methods used. Duraflake has agreed to source test representative
sources to verify previous test data and emission estimates or to establish
corrected actual emissions. These tests will be completed by November 1, 1977.
The Department has made a detaliled survey (Attachment 1) of the sources at the
site. Duraflake and the Department have agreed upon the sources to be tested

and test methods to be used. (These sources are listed in the Discussion section
of Attachment 1.} This test program is already underway. In addition to the
Department's evaluation, GCA Corp. under contract to EPA conducted evaluations

of sources in the Millersburg area and relative to Duraflake also recommended
further source testing to clarify the actual emission levels. This is consistent
with the Department's findings. A specific control program will be developed
when the emission testing and evaluations are completed.

The wet scrubber currently in operation on the #85 dryer has not been able to
demonstrate compliance with the 20% opacity timit. It does significantly

reduce the mass rate of emissions. Also of concern to the company are the

high power requirements of this type of control equipment. There are other
types of control equipment that can collect small particles effectively and have
significantly lower power requirements. However, because of the temperatures
and the types of particulate involved in this process, the company states that
these types of control equipment must be evaluated in order to insure that a
system Is installed that will continuously meet all emission Timitations.

Summation
l.  The Department finds that significant ambient air problems exist in the

Millersburg area. Duraflake Division of Willamette Industries is a
significant contributor to that problem.



2. The existing point source emission data for some sources at Duraflake may be
in error and therefore socme retesting is necessary to determine compliance
and/or establish accurate emission rates.

3. Additional control of fugitive emission sources may be required in order to
consistently prevent ambient air violations.

4, There are additional types of control equipment which have the potential to
solve the opacity problem and reduce the particulate emissions from the
predryers. These types of equipment may also use less energy than the
existing scrubber. Additional time is needed to allow evaluation of several
control systems to insure that the most efficient system is selected and
properly adapted to this source.

5. Duraflake has requested a variance from the opacity limits until January, 1979.
During this period the company proposes the following program:
a) Operate existing dryer scrubber at maximum efficiency.
b) Evaluate other types of dryer control equipment which could meet
opacity, grain loading and process weight 1imits.
c) Retest other specified plant site particulate emission sources to
determine the validity of existing emission data.
d) Evaluate and report on further control of fugitive emission sources.
e) Subject to prior approval by the Department, the most effective dryer
control system avallable will be ordered by no later than June 30,
1978, and installed by no later than December 31, 1978.
f}  Plant-wide compliance with all Department regulations shail be
attained by January 1, 1979.
6. The program proposed by Duraflake should allow enough time to control the

predryers and any other noncomplying sources thereby attaining compliance
with all Department requlations.

Recommendat ions

The Director recommends that the Environmental Quality Commission enter a finding
that strict compliance with Department regulations would be unreasonable at this
time and therefore Willamette Industries, Duraflake Division, be granted a
variance from the Opacity Regulation OAR 340-21-015(2) (b) and the Mid-Willamette
Air Pollution Authority process weight rule, Title 32-055 until January 1, 1879,
subject to carrying out the program in 5{a-f} above.

WILLIAM H, YOUNG

Director

Direct inquiries to F, A, Skiryin 229-6414,

Attachments:
1. Dept. Source Evaluation {See page 11 for sources to be tested)
2. Variance Request

3. Air Contaminant Discharge Permit #22-0143

/b 8/31/77
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Attachment 1

State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Al 8 1977 STEROFFICE MEMO
AIR QUALITY CONTROL
To: Willamette Industries - Duraflake File ' Dae:g}hr/77;‘
From: p. T Nﬂ]hne@/"\) |
Subiject: Inspect1on

On July 22, 1977 an inspection was made of Willamette
‘Industries, Duraflake Division. The purposes of the inspection
were to determine which sources needed additional source test-
ing or retesting and where fugat1ve emission control might be
improved.

The emissions points at this facility may be categofized
in equipment groupings.

-The 100, 200, and 300 series is primarily material receiv-
ing, sizing, and predrying.

101 - Truck Dump

A1l material arrives through the truck dump building. The
building is enclosed except at the north end where- the trucks enter
and leave. The trucks back into the buiiding to the south end and
discharge their material into a hopper which is equippped with a
dragchain. Fugatzve emissions are predominantly from the dry ma-
terial receiving system, but are alsc encountered when dumping
,green material.

Comments

1. The negative air system (101) is not is use. Plant
personnel explained the air pick-up points were too
near the raw material dump and were constantly being
plugged. As the system was exp1a1ned to me, I do not
think it would improve em1ss1ons from the truck dump
building.

2. Fugitive losses could be reduced minorly by tight-
ening the building (ie - keep personnel door closed
and repair exterior openings).

3. Control of material which remains on the truck after
~the dump and subsequently blows off, would help the
area emissions. :

4. Material escapes the bu11d1ng and is deposited on thSTF
property and on adaacent property .

DEQ 4



201A - 201B - Green Material Refiners

The green material is belt conveyed from the receiving
building to the outside green material storage pile. The ma-
terial is then belt conveyed to the refiners for primary siz-
ing. "The air discharges from the refiners to systems 201A
and 201B.

Comments

1. Tested emissions rates of 0.5 and 0.8 pounds per hour
~ seem low.. There were very light visible emissions.

2. A retest is recommen&edAdhe to high velocity of air
streams and their proximity to the ambient air samplers.

202 - Relay to Green Material Surge Bin

The material from 201A and 201B is then air conveyed tb the
green material surge bin. cyclone 202.

Comments

1. Tests in January of 1976 show emissions less than 0.1
pounds per hour.

2. No visible emissions were observed.
3. No retest is recommended.

205 - Primary Cyclone From the Heil 85 Dryer

Part of the material from the realy cyclone (202) goes to
the Heil 85 dryer. The dryer discharges through cyclone 205.
The emissions from Cyclone 205 are now being treated with a
scrubber operating with.a 10 to 14 in water pressure drop.

Comments

1. Blue haze emissions were still in excess of 40% opacity

2. There is no current test data on the system operating in
' the current mode.

. 3. Emission test is recominended.

203 ~ Primary Cyclone From the Heil 105 Dryer

‘The discharga from this dryer passes through cyclone 203
The emissions from this cyclone are uncontrolled.



Comments .
1. Opacity was greater than 60% during time of observation.

2. Source tests conducted in December of 1976 appear to
~ show representative emissions from this source.

3. Retest is not recommended.
4. Emissions controls should be reguired.

204 and 205A - Relay Cyclone From the Dryer Cyc1one

The mater1al from cyclones 205 and 203 1is air transferred
through cyclones 204 and 205A.

Comments

1. Both units were source tested in January of 1976 and
showed emissions of 1.7 and 6.6 pounds per hour.

2. Both cyclones were operating in excess 6f 10% opacity.
During the tests, opacity was judged less than 10% opacity.

3. Retesting is recommended.

206 - Bypass Relay Cyc]onezand Baghouse

. Cyclone 206 operates only intermittenly. Prior to July of
1977, emissions from the cyclone were vented via an "elephant trunk”
to a location beside the building. Emissions are now controlled
by a new baghouse.

Comments

1. WNo visible emissions from baghouse.

2. No source test is recommended.

3. Material collected in baghouse is routed to the dry ma-
terial storage building, where company officials say the
dust problem has increased within the building.

Dry Material Storage Buildings

Dry material is belt conveyed from the receiving building to
the top of the dry material storage bu11d1ng These belt conveyors



are all enclosed. The material is dropped off the belts 1ns1de
the bu11d1ng and free fall to the storage piles.

The building has large doors on both the east and west sides.
Additional dry storage buildings are provided for p1ywood trim.
plywood trim storage buildings have very 1arge open1ngs on the south

side,

Comments -

1. The wast door on the dry material storage building is
always open. Equipment operating in the building use
this as a primary entrance/exit.

2. The east door is open a considerab1e amount of the time.

3. Dust conditions within the dry mater1a1 building are
extremely high.

4. Winds blowing through the building reintrain much dust.

5. Carryover and leakage from conveyors outside the build-

_ ing adds to the area dust problem.

6. A1l material that is openly or indirectly exposed to the

wind has a chance of becoming reintrained, adding to the
area dust problem.

102 and 103 - Fir Shavings Cyc]one & Hemlock Shavings Cyclone

These cyclones receive the dry shavings from silos adjacent
to the dry material storage bu11d1ng These silos are filled by
enclosed belt conveyors.

The

Comments

1. Visible emissions were approximately 5% opacity.

2. The emission levels of 0.4 and 1.2 pounds per hour seems
~Tow. .

3. Additional controls are recommended.-

4. If no controls are added, sources should be retested.

104 - Hog Reclaim Cyclone

This cyclone hand1és material. from a reclaim silo,

Comments

1.

Cyé?bne puffs from 0 to 10% opacity.



2. Emission level of 0.6 pound per hour is probabTy a good
overall average but some per1ods are probab1y in con-
siderable excess.

3. Addiitonal contro! is recommended.

4, Source test is recommended if controls are not ins£a11ed.

301 ~ 302 - Plywood Trim Cyclones With a Scrubber

The plywood trim is passed through hammer mills. This ma-
terial is then air transmitted threough cyclones 301 and 302. Their
exhaust is treated commonly by an Amer1can Air Filter type R wet
- rotoclone scrubber. .

Comments

1. The observed opacity was greater than 5%.

2. The unit was source tested in July of 1972.

3. Emissions appear greater than the tested rate of 2.5
pounds per hour.

4. Additional source test is recommended.

303 - 310 - Pallman_Screen and Convevor Vent

These cyclones handle very fine dry material from the Pallman
operation. They have a common discharge through an AAF Type R wet
scrubber.

Comments

1. The obsefved opacity was greater than 5%.

2. The unit was source tested in July of 1972.

3. Emissions appear greater than the tested rate of 2.1
pounds per hour.

4. Additional source test is recommended.

311 - Refiner

~ This is another cyclone scrubber combination handling fine dust.
Comments

1. No source test data regarding emission rate. Company
estimates 0.5 pounds per hour.

-5-
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2. No visible emissions observed.
3. Source test is recommended to help determine compliance.

401 - 403 - 405 - 407 - Primary Material Dryers

The refined dry and predried material goes through final
drying process. There are four separate final dryers each with

its own scrubber.

Comments

1. The units were all tested in 1969 with measured emissions
' 2, 2, 2, and 4 pounds respectfully.

2. There were visible, 5%.obacity, emissions from the scrubbers,
3. Recommend additional observations and source tests.

408 - Production Surge Bins

These surge bins handle final dried material.

Comments | |

1. The silos are well enclosed and exhausted to a baghduse.
2. No visible emissfons from silos or baghouse.

3. No sourcé test is recommended.

409 - Relay to Blender Surge Bin

This cyclone relays the mater1a1 from the product1on surge .
b1ns to the blender surge bin.

Comments

1. Emissions are controlled with the same baghouse as the
408 silos.

2. MNo emissions ev1dent

508 -~ Line 2 MAT Trim

This unit handles the pre press {blended) trim material.
Comments S
1. No emissions_weré evident.

2. No source test is provided in files.



3. Source test is recommended to confirm estimated emission
of 2.5 pounds per hour.

502 and 503 - Floor Sweeps Hogging Heads

This is additional prepress Mat material.
Commenté
1. No emissions were observed.

2. Emissions estimates of 0.4 and 0.0 pounds per hour seem
' realistic.

3. no source tests are recommended.

504 and 504A - Reject Pit Cyclone

5047 is an alternate system to the 504 system hand11ng reaect
material.

Comments
1. No emissions were observed.
2. Source test is not recommended.

501 - 507 ~ Mat Trim and Floor Sweeps

These cyclones have "elephant trunks" venting their exhausts
down between buildings. ,

Comments

1. Considerable material has accumulated on the ground at the
discharge of these units.

2. A discharge system which does not Tead to increased fugative
' emission should be installed.

3. If left as ié, source tests should be conducted.

508 and 508A - Line 2 Reject Pit

5084 is an alternate to 508.
Comments

1. Observations on 508 indicates occasional puffing up to 5%
opacity. This could be caused by material surges.
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3.

The company should investigate further the causes of the
discharge surges.

Source test is recommended if surges cannot be corrected.

601 and 606 - Line 3 Reject Pit and Furnish to BTender.

Comments

].
2.
3.

Both cyclones exhausted to a common scrubber.
No visib]e emissions observed.

Source test is recommended due to number of sources ‘using
common scrubber.

. 602 - Globe Saws Negative Air System

This is a cyclone - baghouse combination.

Comments

1.
2.

No visible emissions observed.

No source test is recommended.

603 - 604, 704 - 705, 706 - 707 - Sanders From Lines 3, 1, and 2

Comments

1. Operations looked excellent.
: 2{ No apparent discharges.

3.

No source test is recommended.

605 Hog Reclaim Cyclone

Comments -

1.
2.

No source tests are on file.

Source test is recommended due to accumulation of material
at discharge point.

509, 510, 511, 512, 607, 608, and 609 - Press Vents

These are all press vents from the particleboard presses.

Comments

1.

Visible dust emissions not observed.



2. Considerable dust at base of 1 vent which had recently
: been cleaned out.

3. Material may build up within vents, become dislodged,
and then become airborne on an intermittant basis.

4. More frequent clean out recommended.
5. Source tests recommended for each line,

701 and 708 - Globe Saws and Hog Reclaim

Comments
1. Exhaust routed tocommon scrubber.
2. No visible emissions observed.
3. Source tested in July 1972 at 2.1 pounds per hour.
4, Sourcé test is recommended to substantiate emission levels.

702 - Porter Saws

Comments

1. No source tests are on file. Emissions estimated by company
at 1 pound per hour.

2. No visible emissions observed and no build up around source.
3. Source test is not recommended.

703 - KVAL Saw

Comments

1. No source tests on file. Emissions estimated by company
at 0.4 pounds per hour.

- 2, No visible emissions observed.
3. No sources test 1s recommended.

801, 802, 902, 907, 910, - #1 and #2 Sanderdust Bins, #1 Negative
Air, MiTT and Flake Negative Air, and Relay #907 fo Dryer Bin Cyclones

Boiler area and miscellaneous air handling systems.
Comments

1. Al routed to a coimmon scrubber.



2. Scrubber also serves 601 and 606.
3. No visible emissions observed.

4, Source test recommended due to number of sources using
common scrubber,

803 - #1 Boiler Feed

o System handles dry dust.
| Comments |
1. Exhaust routed to baghouse.
2. No source test is recommended.

804 - #2 Boiler Feed

System handles dry dust.

' Comments
1, Exhaust routed to baghouse.
2. No source test is recommended.

901 - #1 Blender Negative Air

Comments
1. Opacity of 5% observed.

. Estimated.emissions are 0.3 pound per hour.

2
'7 "3. No source tests have been performed. .
4

. A source test is recommended.

PTH/t1k S . i
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Fugitive Emission

Fugitive emissions which contribute to dusty conditions off
the property have not been sufficiently .investigated. Some of the
more obvious sources are:

1. Bulk transport of raw material by frontend loaders
.  Openings from the truck dump area
Openings in the dry material storage buildingé

Any openings in the material conveyor systems

Accumuiations resu]tiﬁg‘from upset operations

o o Lo w [a]
. . .

. Open storage and handling of ususable material from
various clean-up processes

DISCUSSION

A meeting was held with the company on August 4, 1977, fo dis-
cuss the information contained in this memo. Prior to initiating
source tests on all sources, I have recommended for testing, it was
suggested that a 1imited number be tested initially. These tests
may influence my recommendations depending on their outcome.

It was mutually agreed that the initial tests should be con-
4 DULRLES YO ducted on Cyclone 201A, Scrubbers A, G, H, both press vents from
BE TESTED Line 2, cyclone 605 and cyclone 103. These tests could be conducted

by the company within 90 days. Al1 sources could be tested by the

HV train with the exception of the press vents which would be sub-

Ject te an additional gaseous sampling train. These units, I be-

lieve, are representative of worst case emitters for s1m111ar oper-
. at1ng units. .

Add1t1cna1 contro] of fugitive emission is necessary. More
review of the subject is required before they can be adequately
addressed.

PW/tTk
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100 Serieé - Raw Material

101 Truck Dump negative air
102 Fir shavings to screen

103 Hemlock shavings to screen
104 Hog reclaim to screen

200 Series - Pre-dry area

201A North Green refiner
201B South Green refiner

202 Relay to green dryer surge bin

203  Primary from 105 dryer

204  Relay from 105 dryer

205  Primary from 85 dryer

205A Relay from 85 dryer

206 Relay to Fir storage ~ bypass

- 300 Series ~ Milling Area

301 Plywood trim to screen
302  Plywood trim to screen
303 Screen to Pallmann bin
310 Palimann conveyor vent
31T PSKM refiner

400 Serjes - Dryer area

401 #1 dryer primary

403  #2 dryer primary

405 #3 dryer primary

407 #4 dryer primary

408 Production Silo

409 Relay to Blender Surge Bin

500 Series - Line #1 Area

501 Mat trim

502 Floor sweeps and system #503
503 Hogging heads :
504 Reject pit (inside plant)
509 Press vent

5810 Press vent .

504A Alternate to 504

500 Series - Line # 2 Area

506 Mat trim

507 Floor sweeps

508 Reject pit

508A Alternate to 508
511 Press vent

512 Press vent

AIR SYSTEM EMISSIONS

8-1-77

#/Hr. Control Tested

" Disconti. NA

4 High Pres. 1969
1.2 High Pres. 1969
.6 High Pres. 1969
.5 Low Pres.
.8 Low Pres.
0.0 High Pres. 1976
32.0 Low Pres. 1976
6.6 Low Pres. 1976
c AAF Scrubber
1.7 Low Pres. 1976
Baghouse 8
2.5 Scrubber A 1972
Scrubber A
2.1 Scrubber B 1972
Scrubber B
.5 Scrubber C
2.0 Scrubber D 1969
2.0 Scrubber E 1969
2.0 Scrubber F 1969
4.0 Scrubber G 1969
0.0 Baghouse
0.0 -Baghouse 4
2.5 Low Pres.
3 Low Pres..
0.0 Low Pres.
0.0 High Pres. -
1.3 Stack - 1972 -
1.3 Stack 1972
High Pres.
1.0 Low Pres.
1.0 Low Pres.
.5 High Pres.
High Pres. -
1.3 Stack 1972
1.3

Stack -1972

Test Recommend.

-

Conditional

- Conditional

Conditional

Yes
Yes
No

No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Mo .

* Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

No
No
No
No
Yes
*

No

Conditional
Conditional
Conditional
Conditional
Yes
*



600 Series - Line #3 Area

601 Reject pit

602 Globe saws and negative air
603 Sander #3

604 Sander #3

605 Hog reclaim

606 Furnish to blender

607 Press vent

608 Press vent

609 Press vent

700 Series - Finishing Lines 1 & 2

701 Globe saws

702 Porter saws

703 KVAL saw

704 & 705 Sander #1
~ 706 & 707 Sander #2
708 Hog reclaim

800 Series - Boiler Area

‘801 #1 Sander dust bin
802 #2 Sander dust bin
803 #1 Boiler feed
804 #2 Boiler feed

900 Series - Miscellaneous

901 #1 Blender negative air

902 Mill and flake negative air
907 Relay #902 to dryer bin

910 105 dust burner feed

=]
_—
pos mf
5

—d et O3 G OO OO
W O OO D00

Control

Tested

Scrubber H
" Baghouse 5
Baghouse 3
Baghouse 3
High Pres.
Scrubber H

Stack
Stack
Stack

Scrubber w/#708 1

Low Pres.
Low Pres.
Baghouse

i
Baghouse 2
I

Scrubber

Scrubber
Scrubber
Baghouse
Baghouse

Low Pres.

Scrubber H
Scrubber H
Scrubber H

oYX T

- 1972

1972
1972

1972

Test Recommend.

Yes
No
No
No
Yes
*
Yes

*
Tk

Yes
No
No
No
No

Yes

No
_No

¥ Comteol EQUIRMENT COUTROLS MORE THAL | SOURCE. TEST RECOMMEMDATLOA

TUATED  RABOyeE
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Attachment 2

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY L/ % ciss <

Willamette Industries, Inc. EGEDY E D

e e

Duraflake Division M AY 4 197_[ o oo
May 3, 1977 . Albany, Oregon 57321
AR, QUAL“-X CONTROL 503/928-2341

DFPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1234 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Attn: Mr. £. J. Weathersbee

Gentlemen:

The inhabitants of the Millersburg area, as well as the inhabitants
in the remainder of Oregon, are faced with energy problems as well
as pollution problems. It seems that everything we do to solve the
pollution problem just aggravates the energy problem. Our proposed
solution to reduce the green dryer opacity level will be an attempt
to compromise these two important problems.

1. With your approval, we will immediately activate the previously _ -
approved two stage AAF venturi scrubber on the 85 green dryer, -
This will get the 85 drver in compliance at an energy usage rate
in excess of 128,000 KWH per month.

2. With your approval, we will undertake another feasibility study
for the 105 dryer to evaluate the new control equipment available
to reduce opacity in an effort to find an acceptable unit with
lower power demands than the two stage AAF venturi scrubbez.

3. If by June 30, 1978 we can engineer a more efficient control
system we will order said system and install it during our Dec- i
ember, 1978 shutdown providing the equipment is available within £
that time span,

4, 1If by June 30, 1978 we can not engineer a more efficient control P
system we will order a two stage AAF venturi scrubber for the 105
dryer. This scrubber should be available for installation during ‘
our December, 1978 shutdown and operational in January, 1979, x

5. A variance is requested to operate the 105 green dryer without ;?
control equipment until January, 1979. X

continued . . . . . . . i

D S
//m/'*f“’

Mamber: National Particleboard Associalion
Associate Mombaer: National Asscciation of Furniture Manufacturers, Inc.




DEQ
Portland, Or _ : May 3, 1977
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As previously indicated the venturi scrubber on the 85 green dryer
will consume 128,000 KWH per month. A venturi scrubber on the 105
dryer will consume an additional 169,000 KWH per month for a total

of 297,000 KWH increased load. These two control devices will in-
crease our total electrical usage 8.7%, during a period we are trying
to voluntarily curtail our usage 10%.

After you have analyzed ocur proposal we would like the opportunity
to discuss it further prior to the June 24th EQC meeting.

Very truly yours,

WILLAMETTE INDUSERIES, IN

S oety

Tom Buglione
Production Man

T8: jw




Attachment 2

State of Qregon

Willamette Industries, Inc. URPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Duraflake Division % E @ E l] W E P.0. Box 426
ﬂ”ﬁ 1 [] 1977 Albany, Oregon 97321

August 8, 1977 503/926-3341

AIR QUALITY. CONTROL

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1234 8. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Attn: Mr., F. Skirvin
Gent lemen:

During our meeting of June 29, 1977 with the DEQ and EPA we were
asked to base our variance request for the operation of the 105
green dryer in violation of standards on the provisions of ORS
468.345,

The specific variance request is outlined in our letter of May 3

to Mr. Weathersbee., In that letter we discuss the high energy

usage for the venturi scrubber, the only control device that has
proven effective to date. We agreed to operate the venturi on the
85 green dryer because it is already installed. But to install a
new unit on the 105 greean dryer would be an inefficient use of
electrical energy -- especially when we are trying to curtail our
usage 10% at the request of the local utilities, Section b of QRS
468.345 addresses this problem by stating that if compliance would
be unreasonable, burdensome or impractical due to special physical
conditions or cause, a variance may be granted. We believe that com-
pliance at this time will be burdensome to the electrical requirements
of the Willamette Valley. Section d of ORS 468.345 says that:a
variance may be granted if no other alterpative facility or method
of handling is yet available. Other than the venturi scrubber, we
have not found amother pollution control device to do the job. This
variance will allow us until June 30, 1978 to find a more efficient
control system than the venturi scrubbex. If none can be found we
will install a venturi and have it operational by February 15, 1979
pending receipt of equipment from our vendor.

In addition to the variance request we were asked to establish a
program to evaluate our remaining emission sources in cooperation
with the Eugene DEQ office. Paul Willhite's inspection report of
August 5, 1977 outlines the representative testing we agreed to do
within 90 days. The outcome of this test data will be the basis for
any additional work required.

Member: National Particleboard Assoclation
Associate Member; National Association of Furniture Manufacturers, inc.



DEQ
Portland, Or.
Mr. F. Skirvin August 8, 1977
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If any other information is required for this variance request,
please give me a call.

Very truly yours,

1NousphiEs, ING

Tom nglione

Production Mana

Ve,

TB: jw



Attachment 3

Permit Number 220143

JID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY
2585 State St., Salem, Oregon 97301 Expiration Date 7=1=78

Phone(503)5811715

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

(Issued in accordance with provisions of MWVAPA Rules, Title 22)

Issued to: Duraflake Division, Willametteapplication No. 63

Tndustries, Inc.

Issuance Date ‘June, 1973
?.0. Box 907 Albhany, Qregon :
Plant site: _z.\'-l_lrl)any'. Orégon . 7 past feneval July. 2970
‘surce {s) covered by this permit:
Source SIC No.
Particleboard Manufacturing Plant 2492

Approved:

(J/.i/.:‘ /5')' et *";'t:,:/ J'/’it:‘ %’-"Z“i"zrﬁ/

David St. Louis, interim Director

126-73



" MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY Permit Number 220}_‘43

2585 state Street, Salem, Oregon 97301

Phone (503) 581-1715

Source({s):

¢

WS
[

T,

1.

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

Particleboard Manufacturing Plant SIC No. 2492

" Permitted Activities

1.1

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified:
or revoked, Duraflake Company, a division of Willamette
Industries, Inc., is herewith permitted to discharge
emigssiong in a controlled manner from the facilities
located .at Millersburg, Oregon.. These emissions,
permitted in accordance with the requirements, limita-
tions and conditions of this permit, are based upon the

" maximum normal rates of production fcr the following

sources:

1.1.1 Particleboard manufacturing - :36;900 ft2/hr (3/4"
' basis) or 122,185 1b/hr
raw material input.
1.1.2 Fuel burning eguipment:

Type of Type of Maximum Heat Input

" Equipment  Fuel ~ BTU/hr or gallons/hr

Babcock & Sanderdust 47.5 million 5,000 1b/hr max.
Wilcox #1 Gas 50.0 million 50,000 ft3/hr max.
Boiler Diesel (2) 54.0 million 385 gal/hr max. (backup)

Babcock & Sanderdust 47.5 million 5,000 1b/hr max.
Wilcox #2 Gas 50.0 million 50,000 f£t°/hr max.
Boiler Diesel (2) 54.0 million 385 gal/hr. max. (backup)

Specific listing of requirements, limitations, and con-
ditions contained herein does not relieve the permittee

- from compliance with all rules of the Mid-Willamette
- Valley Air Pollution Authority, nor waives the right of

the Authority to -require compliance therewith.

2.1

" Performance Standards and Emission Limits

The permittee shall provide sufficient control apparatus
to meet the requirements, limitations and conditions
contained herein (MWR 32~005).

The maximum particulate discharge rate allowed by this
permit shall not exceed that permitted by the process
weight standard (MWR 32-050 through 32-070).

2.2.1 This standard restricts total particulate emissions
from the particleboard plant to “46.46, pounds per hour.



MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY Permit Number220143
2585 State Street, Salem, Oregon 97301
Phone (503) 581-1715

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

Source{s): Particleboard Manufacturing Plant SIC No. 2492

2.3 Except as specifically allowed by Section 4., the
permittee shall not allow any discharge into the atmos-
phere from any single source of emission whatsoever of
any air contaminants, for a period or periods aggregating
more than three minutes in any one hour which is equal
to or greater than 20% opacity (MWR 32-010-020) except:

- 2.3.1 Where the presence of uncombined water 1s the
only reason for failure to meet the opacity
requirements, such requirement shall not apply
(MWR 32-025).

. 2.4 Except as specifically allowed by Section 4., the
permittee shall not allow any discharge from any single
source which exceeds 0.1 grains for each standard cubic
foot of exhaust gas (except for sources existing prior

to July, 1968 the permittee shall not allow any discharge
which exceeds 0.2 grains} (MWR 32-030-035).

2.4.1 For fuel burning eguipment the standard cubic
foot shall be calculated to 12% carbon dioxide,.

2.4.2 TFor refuse burning equipment the standard cubic
foot shall be adijusted to 50% excess air or cal-
culated to 12% carbon dioxide exclusive of carbon
dioxide from auxiliary fuel.

2.5 The permittee shall not allow unnecessary amounts air
contaminants to be discharged from buildings, roads,
driveways, open areas, or materials handling processes.

2.5.1 The emission of particulate matter from buildings,
roads, driveways, open areas, or material handling
processes shall be controlled (MWR 32-040).

2.5.2 The permittee shall control particulate emissions
such that the particulate fallout rate on adjacent
properties does not exceed five (5} grams per
square meter per month (MWR 31-005, 31-010).

2.6 DNotwithstanding the general and specific emission standard
and regulations of the Authority, the highest and best
practicable treatment and control of air contaminant
emissions shall in every case be provided by the permittee
so as to maintain overall air guality at the highest
possible levels, and to maintain contaminant concentra-
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2.7

tions, visibility reduction, odors, soiling and other
deleterious factors at the lowest possible levels. In
the case of new sources of alr contaminants, particularly
those located in areas with existing high air gquality,
the degree of treatment and control provided shall be
such that degradation of existing air guality is mini-
mized to the greatest extent possible (OAR 20-001}).

2.6.1 The permittee shall control press vent formaldehyde
emissions such that ambient formaldehyde concentra-
tions do not exceed 0.5 parts per million (ppm) in
residential areas and 2.0 parts per million (ppm)
in industrial areas adjacent to the production plant.

The permlttee is prohibited from causing or allowing dis-
charges of air contaminants from sources not covered by
this permit so as to cause the plantsite tc exceed the
standards fixed by this perzit or rules of the Authority.

Upset Reporting and Scheduled Maintenance

3.1

3.2

In the event that the permittee is temporarily unable to
comply with any of the provigions of this permit due to
upsets or breakdowns of equipment, the permittee shall
notify the Authority by telephone within one hour, or as
soon as is reasonably possible, of the upset and of the
steps taken to' correct the problem.

Upset operation shall not continue longer than forty-
eight (48) hours without approval nor shall upset opera-
tion continue during Air Pollution Alerts, Warnings, ox
Emergencies or at any time when the emissions present
imminent and substantial danger to health (MWR 21-045).

For schedule maintenance, a report shall be submitted
twenty-four (24) hours prior to shutdown of the air pol-
lution control equipment providing that no such main-
tenance scheduled more frequently than one time in a
ninety-day period may occur without prior approval by

- the Authority (MWR 21-045).

Compliance Schedule

4.1

Stipulation and Order No. 72-2492-68 issued by the
Authority on November 28, 1972, shall be considered

part of this Permit except that Section D-2 of the above
Order shall be modified to read as follows:’
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4.2

4.1.1

4.1.5

On or before December 31, 1974, that buraflake
subnmit proof of purchase of equipment to control’
both pre-dryers.

On or before January 15, 1975, that Duraflake
submit final engineering plans and specifications

~ to control both pre-dryers.

On or before March 1, 1975, initiate on-site

. construction.

On or before July 31, 1975, complete on-site
construction.

On or before July 31, 1975, demonstrate compliance
for both pre—~dryers and the plant site.

Immediate notification of enforcement action will be
issued by the Authoxity should any of the above require-
ments not be fulfilled.

5.1

The permittee shall provide means whereby the operator

of the

equipment, process, or control apparatus shall

be able to know the nature, appearance or condition of
the emissions during operation to insure that it operates
in continual compliance with the conditions of this
permit..

Specifically, the permittee shall:

5.2.1

5.2.2

Regularly monitor and inspect the operation of the
plant to insure that it operates in continual
compliance with the Rules and Regulations .of this
Authority.

Submit a monthly summary of cyclone and conveyor
plug-ups and report periodically on progress in
identifying and correcting the cause of such

upsets and in reducing the frequency of such upsets.

6. Conditions of Operation

6.1 The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all
alr contaminant generating processes and all contaminant
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control equipment at full efficiency and effectiveness,
such that the emission of air contaminants is kept at
the lowest practicable level.

6.2 The permittee shall not use:

6.2.1 Any ASTM grade 4, 5, or residual fuel oil (PS 300,
" 400, Bunker C) containing more than 1.75 percent
sulfur by weight (MWR 32-100).

6.2.2 Any distillate fuel oil containing more than 0.3
percent sulfur by weight for ASTM grade 1 fuel
0il (PS 100 or stove o0il) or 0.5 percent sulfur
by weight for ASTM grade 2 fuel oil (PS 200 or
diesel) (MWR 32-105).

6.3 The permittee shall periodicz2lly clean, adjust and other-

wise maintain the fuel burring equipment to insure that
operation is consistent with the manufacturer's specifi-
. cations.

6.3.1 "The permittee shall inspect and clean or replace
any burner nozzles on a daily basis.

6.3.2 The permittee shall not attempt to operate eguip-
"ment which has become defective and cannot provide
clean, low emissions combustion.

6.4 All control measures for fugitive dust emissions contained
in Stipulation and Order No. 72-2492-68, previously made
a part of this permit, shall be maintained, operated, or
employed.

7. Emergency Emission Reduction Plan

7.1 The permittee will implement an emission reduction plan
during air pollution episodes when so notified by this
Authority.

7.2 During Alert:

7.2.1 The B & W boilers will not be operated if the
exhaust gases are not ducted to the pre-dryer
emission control equipment, except for boller
lancing. Maximum utilization will be made of
the 12 noon - 4 p.m. period for boiler lancing.
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The maximum possible reduction will be made in
heat load demands consistent with continuing
plant operations.

7.2.2 Substantially reduce plant emissions by curtailing,
postponing, or deferring production.

- 7.2.3 Shut down sanding lines if sanderdust cyclones are
- . not equipped with secondary collectors.

7.3 During Warning:
-7.3.1 Continue Alert measures.

7.3.2 Shut down rotary dryers if not operating in
- compliance with emission standards.

7;4 " During Emergency:
7.4;1 Continue Alert and Warning measures.
7;4;2 Shut down plant.
7;4;3 Discontinue use of all motor vehicles except in

- emergencies with the approval of local or state
pollce.

8.1 The permittee is prohibited from conducting any open
burning .at the plantsite (MWR 33-005).

8.2  Disposal of waste residue in a”landflll'or,other solid
- waste disposal area shall be done in a manner and at
locations approved by .the Department of Env1ronmental
Quallty.

8.3 The permittee shall obtain approval in writing from the
Authority for any change in the plant fa0111ty, produc—
. tion capabilities, or for any new emission sources prior

to installation or modification of the eguipment classi-

fied as an emission source or emission control eguipment
(MWR 21-010).

8.4 This permit is subject to suspension or revocation prior
to its expiration date for any of the reasons listed
below {MWR 22-005):
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8.4.1 Within sixty days after the sale or exchange of
the permitted air contaminant source(s).

8.4.2 Upon change in the nature of activities, operations,

air contaminant discharges from those of record on
the last permit application.

8.4.3 Upon issuance of a new or modified permit to the
same alr contaminant source.

' 8.4.4 Upon written request of the permittee.

8.4.5 Misrepresentation of any material, fact, or lack
of full disclosure in the application or other
additional information reqguested therewith.

8.4.6 Violation of any of +he reguirements, limitations,
or conditions containesd herein.

Non-compliance with the terms of this permit may subject

. the permittee to imposition of a civil penalty or misde-

meanor.

If the Authority finds that there is a serious danger to
the public health or safety, or irreparable damage to a
resource will occur, it may suspend or revoke a permit
effective immediately (MWR 22~025).

The permittee shall allow Authority representatives access
to the plantsite and record storage areas at all reason-
able times for the purpose of making inspection, surveys,
collecting samples, obtaining data, and otherwise conduct-
ing all necessary. functions related to this permit.
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission.
From: Director
Subject: Agenda ltem E, September 23, 1977 EQC Meeting
Public Hearing to Consider Amendment to OAR 340-72-010,

Subsurface and Alternative Sewage Disposal. Setting
Fees for Special Repair Permits in Lane County.

Background

Lane County, in an attempt to encourage repair and upgrading of
large numbers of failing septic systems located by survey, is
proposing a minimum repair fee under certain conditions. The
objective in substantially lowering the repair fee is to encourage
voluntary compliance and thereby reduce costly administrative and
fegal manhours. The proposed fee reduction is offered as an in-
centive for prompt action by individual home owners.

k]

Evaluation

Reduced fee schedules for repair permits are provided by Statute,
upon county's request. Such a request has been submitted by Lane
County. The Department has reviewed the request and supports the
county proposal.

Summation

1. Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 454.745(1) establishes maximum
fees for subsurface and alternative sewage disposal system
permits.

2. Upon request from ''contract' county, ORS 45k4.745(4) allows
the Commission to establish reduced fees by rule if the county
can show, to the satisfaction of the Commission, that with the
requested lower fees it can otherwise finance the duties
required of it by agreement with the Department.

&S
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3. The reduced repair fee is expected to encourage voluntary
compliance with repair requirements. Reduced income is
expected to be offset by reduced administrative and legal
costs.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that, after public hearing,

the Commission adopt the proposed amendment to Oregon Administrative
Rule (OAR} Chapter 340, Section 72-010, as set forth on Attachment
iIA.II

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director

Jack Osborne/jms

229-6218

August 29, 1977

Attachment: (1) Proposed amendment to OAR 340-72-010



SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL

AMENDMENT TO
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 7

Attachment A

0AR 340-72~010 add a new paragraph (e) to Subsection (k) to read as

follows:

"and (e) The fees to be charged by the county of Lane shall be as

follows:

A. Construction, installation permit
B. Alteration, extension permit

. Evaluation report

b. Repair permits

(i) Standard

(ii) Special®

$100
$ 25
$ 75

$ 25
$ 1

*Special repair permits shall be issued upon application therefor

to the owner (or contract purchaser) to repair the system serving
the owner {or contract purchaser) occupied housing unit located
within the boundaries of any area which has been formally declared
by the Lane County Board of Commissioners (''Board') or the Oregon
State Health Division to be a health hazard area, or within an
area defined in a sewer plan adopted by the Board recommending
correction of individual systems; provided that a repair permit
application and fee is filed not later than 30 days after the

date of written notification that the applicant's system has fail-

ed."
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Environmental Quality Commission

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. F, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

‘Background

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 454.685 provides that the Commission may
issue an order limiting or prohibiting construction of subsurface or
alternative sewage disposal systems in an area, The order may be issued
only after public hearing for which 30 days' notice is given. In
issuing the order the Commission shall consider the following factors
for the proposed affected area:

(a) Present and projected density of population.

(b) Size of building lots.

(c) Topography.

(d} Porosity and absorbency of soil.

(e) Any geological formations which may adversely affect
the disposal of sewage effluent by subsurface means,

(f) Ground and surface water conditions and variations
therein from time to time.

(g} Climatic conditions.

(h) Present and projected availability of water from
unpolluted sources.

(i) Type of and proximity to existing domestic water supply
source.

(j) Type of and proximity to existing surface waters.

(k) Capacity of existing subsurface sewage disposal systems.
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Such order would issue in the form of an amendment to Oregon
Administrative Rules (0AR) 340-71-020,

On June 8, 1977 the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted
Resolution 77-6-8-12 in which the Board requests the Commission to
place a moratorium upon issuance of construction permits and favor-
able reports of evaluation of site suitability for new subsurface
sewage disposal systems within the boundaries of the community of
Dexter as shown on a map attached as Appendix A to Exhibit B.

Evaluation

Resolution 77-6~8-12 was the climax of an extensive study by the Lane
County Environmental Health Division which revealed a large percentage
of subsurface sewage systems in the Dexter area were either failing

or suspected of falllng. The survey conducted in May of 1976 found

a failure rate of 27 percent with an additional 13 percent found

to be marginally operative. Failing systems ranged from minor
failures such as gray water discharge to massively failing drainfields
or a total lack of a drainfield,

A survey of failing systems by Lane County Department of Environmental
Management found that many of the failing systems could not be repaired
on-site and many others where repairs would last a

comparatively short period of time.

The only feasible method of correcting the problem of failing septic
systems in the Dexter area appears to be construction of a community
type sewerage system. It appears that a system to serve both Dexter and
Lowell would be the most logical and feasible. Petitions circulated in
the Lowel 1/Dexter area indicated a majority of the residents are opposed
to formation of a district to provide sewerage faclilities.

Summation

l. Lane County has requested the Commission to place a
moratorium upon issuance of construction permits and
favorable reports of site suitability for new subsurface
sewage disposal systems in the community of Dexter.

2. Oregon Revised Statutes {ORS) 45L.685 provides that the
Commission may issue an order in the form of an administrative
rule limiting or prohibiting construction of subsurface sewage
disposal systems in an area after public hearing for which
30 days notice is given. The proposed rule is attached as
Exhibit A,



EXHIBIT: A
" "PROPOSED

Amend Oregon Administrative Rules -340-71-020 by adding a.new

subsection (8) to read as follows:

(8} Pursuant to ORS 454,685, neither the Director nor his
authorized representatives shall issue elther con-
struction permits or favorable reports of evaluation
of site suitability for new subsurface sewage disposal
systems within the boundaries of the following described

~geographic area of the State:

The area generally known as Dexter, and defined
by the Boundary submitted by the Board of County
Commissioners for Lane which is bounded on the
' Northeast by Willamette Highway #58, and contains
those properties south westerly of Highway #58 in
the following tax assessment maps of Lane County.
Twp=19 R-01 Sec-16,2, Twp-19 R-01 Sec-16.32, Twp-19
‘R=01 Sec=16.31, Twp 19 R-01 Sec-16.42, and Twp-10
R-01 Sec-16 and index located totally within Lane
County "
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_ EXHIBIT B

IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY OZE

"IN THE MATTER OF ESTABLIS a JLHV ,
A MORATORIUM ON CONSTRUCTITE wbhr;’ ?7 >
PERMITS FOR SUBSURFACE SEwA Pty 3
DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN DEXTER,

OREGON S
77-6-8- 12 . . ““,

RESOLUTION

i
’

WHEREAS, the Lane County Environméntal Health Division, in a May,
1976, survey of on-site subsurface sewage disposal systems in the
unincorporated community of Dexter, Oregon found a large percentage of these

disposal systems to have failed or to be marginally operative, and

WHEREAS, the Lane County Water Pollution Control Division, through
on-site investigations, has determined that the failing subsurface sewage
disposal systems in the community of Dexter are caused by a combination
of system age, the silty clay composition of the area soils, and poor
installation and design practices during construction, and

"~ WHEREAS, the high number of subsurface sewage disposal system
failures in the community of Dexter represents a potential health hazard
to the citizens of Dexter and, because the Dexter Reservoir attracts many
visitors each year, to other Lane County residents, and

WHEREAS, the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission,
pursuant to .ORS 454,605 to 454.745, has been granted the authority over
subsurface sewage disposal systems within the State of Oregon, and

therefore be it hereby

RESOLVED that the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission
be requested to place a moratorium upon the issuance of construction
permits and favorable reports of evaluation of site suitability for new
subsurface sewage disposal systems within the boundaries of Dexter,
Oregon, hereinafter attached as Appendix A.

RESOLVED that this moratorium shall last only so long as the above-
listed conditions continue to cause a high number of subsurface sewage

~ disposal failures in Dexter, Oregon.

DATED this 8th day of June, 1977.

-

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,
LANE COUNTY, OREGON =

Chairman

/\ﬁ,l\ij\"ii) A"’ rO FO{\M
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APPENDIX ‘A’
ProroSED MoORATORIUM BOUNDARY
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EXHIBIT C

MORATORIUM BOUNDARY HEARING

The area generally known as Dexter, and defined by the
Boundary submitted by the Board of County Commissioners
for Lane which is bounded on the Northeast by Willamette
Highway #58, and contains these properties south westerly
of Highway #58 in the following tax assessment mapsof Lane
County. Twp-19 R-01 Sec-16.2, Twp-19 R-01 Sec-16.32, Twp-19
ROT Sec-16.31, Twp=19 R-01 Sec-16.42, and Twp-10 R-01 Sec-16
and index Tocated totally within Lane County.



Environmental Quality Commission

ROBERT W. STRAUB

SeverNon 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503} 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. G, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, Millersburg - Consideration of Proposed
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for Rare Metals Plant

Background

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany (TWCA) is located at 1600 0ld Pacific Highway, west
of Interstate 1-5 in Millersburg., The Company mainly produces and fabricates
zirconium and hafnium in such forms as ingot, sheet, plate, rod, tube,
tube-blanks, foil and special shapes. Columbium is also being produced and
fabricated at this time.

The air quality matters at this facility were under the jurisdiction of the
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWVAPA) until July 1, 1975, when
that Regional Authority ceased operations. The MWVAPA issued an Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit to TWCA in 1973. This permit contained an October 1, 1975
expiration date. TWCA is currently operating under this original permit which
was extended pursuant to OAR 340-14-030 by their timely submission of a renewal
application in August 1975.

The Department held a two session public hearing in Albany on March 17, 1977
regarding a proposed permit. The Hearing Officer's report, the proposed permit
under consideration at that time, the public notice, and a staff statement
regarding that proposed permit are in the Appendix of this report. The corre-
spondence and written statements received by the Department since the public
notice was issued on February 14, 1977 through the hearing have been listed in
the Hearing Officer's report,

Evaluation

The testimony received by the Department has ranged in scope from the Company's
contribution to the Albany area economy to the adverse impacts on livability,
property values and possibly health. The Citlzens for a Clean Environment

(C9E), an environmental group centered in Corvallis, submitted extensive technical
materials which amounted to the largest single source of testimony. -

Contains
Recycled
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Since the hearing, the Department has evaluated all of the testimony to the
areatest extent practicable. The evaluation has included a modeling analysis of
ground level impacts due to stack emissions, reviewing the literature regarding
health effects of sulfates, MIBK emission surveys, plant inspections and engi-
neering reviews of the technical process and related testimony. Since essentially
all of the technical testimony was submitted by CyE, the Department has twice

met with C2E representatives to discuss the evaluation results. These meetings
have served to resolve many but not all of CoE's concerns.

The Department's modeling analysis indicated that 1976 stack emission levels of
sulfur dioxide (S09), carbon monoxide (CO) and particulates (TSP) may have
significant off-site impacts. Stack emissions of chiorine {Cl,), gaseous
chlorides {C17) and ammonia (NH2) were determined to have insignificant off-site
impacts. Sulfate (503 or stoh; was determined to be below levels considered to
cause adverse health effects in sensitive individuals.

The off-site impact of the '"cat box'' odor is considered to be TWCA's most
significant problem. at this time. This analysis is based on testimony received
and Department observations.

Plant site surveys and inspections have identified localized in~plant areas of
significant concentrations and mass emissions of MIBK. Engineering analysis and
inspection of the process determined that MIBK venting was not a process neces-
sity. MIBK is not considered to be a contributor to the blue haze or any other
identified off-site problem at this time.

The Department has prepared a revised proposed permit which is under consideration
here today. The revised proposed permit is contained in the Appendix of this
report. The major revisions since the hearing include:

1. The addition of metric units in Condition No. 2.

2. A revised odor limit in Condition No. 3. This new language was
obtained from the MWVAPA regulations which are still in force and is
considered to be equally If not more restrictive than the previously
proposed odor limit.

3. A requirement that the stack emission components to be measured shatll
be as specified by the Department (Condition No. 6). This was suggested

4. A date for completing installation of specified continual monitoring
capabilities has been added to Condition No. 7. Some of the equipment
required here is currently installed.

5. Monthly instead of quarterly reporting is now required in Condition
No. 9.

6, Feasibility studies for reducing carben monoxide and MIBK emissions
have been added as a result of C,E testimony (Condition Nos. 14 and

15).
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Several compliance schedule dates have been extended due to more

refined dates and time lost during TWCA's July 1977 shutdown and

employee strike (Condition Nos. 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25). Four
schedules remain unchanged (Condition Nos. 26, 27, 28 and 29).

Minor revisions generally include wording changes for clarification purposes.

The permit as now preoposed is expected to have the following effects on emissions:

1.

lmmediate compliance with the permit is required even if it means
reducing current production levels (Condition No. 10). No increase in
current production levels in those areas related to atmospheric
emissions is allowed without Department approval (Condition No. 11).
Production capacity increases in these areas will not be approved

until compliance with Condition Nos. 2, 3 and 4 has been demonstrated
or until programs and time schedules for doing so have been approved

by the Department (Condition No. 12). TWCA is considered to be

capable of immediately complying with the revised permit while operating
at existing production levels.

"Cat hox'' odor will be substantially reduced upon completion of a
process modification (Condition No. 20) and a new hafnium oxide
precipitation and calcining system {Condition No. 23). The process
modification which has been installed and is operating, will reduce
the in-process formation of the odorous compound. The new controls
associated with the hafnium oxide system will reduce the emission of
the material from this activity. The success of these and other
efforts, generally aimed at in-process . containment, will be measured
by the odor 1imits set forth in Condition No. 3.

Sulfur dioxide emissions must be reduced by about 90% to comply with
emission limits in Condition No. 2. The compliance schedule for
reducing S0 is set forth in Condition No. 26. TWCA has recently
installed a caustic scrubber on the zirconium oxide calciner which
will be source tested in the near future. |If this device does not
attain the required $07 reduction, it will provide necessary data to
design an adequate system which will be subsequently installed in the
prescribed time frame. The caustic scrubber data will also provide
new SO (HZSOQ) information. If this information indicates S03
(HZSOQ? levels are significant, the Department would propose to add
emission limits for these materials by modifying the permit.

Feasibility studies for reducing CO and MIBK emissions are required in
Condition Nos. 14 and 15 respectively. Schedules for any programs to
reduce these emissions will be added to the permit as they are developed.

Particulate emissions will be reduced by completing most of the
compliance schedules.

All procedures used in emission testing and ambient monitoring must be
approved by the. Department. All emission testing must be prescheduled
to facilitate Department observation (Condition Nos. 6, 7 and 8).
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7. Production figures and all testing/monitoring data must be reported to
the Department on a monthly basis.

Compliance with the conditions in the revised proposed permit, especially the
emission limitations and control programs, will result in substantial reduction
in emissions from the TWCA plant. Some of these, such as ''cat box'' odor and
particulates, will be readily noticeable. The information required by this
permit and Department inspections may lead to the implementation of additional
control programs during the duration of the permit. The Department proposes to
add any compiiance schedules to the permit as they are developed by modifying
the permit. Public notices are routinely issued for permit modifications.

Summation

i. Teledyne Wah Chang Albany produces and fabricates zirconium, hafnium and
columbium at its plant in Millershurg.

2. TWCA has submitted an application for renewal of their Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit which was issued by Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority.

3. The MWVAPA permit was extended and is in effect until a renewal is issued
by the Department.

L. The Department conducted a two session public hearing in Albany on March 17,
1977 regarding the issuance of a proposed permit.

5. The Department has evaluated all of the testimony received tc the greatest
extent practicable by modeling analysis, reviewing the literature regarding
health effects of sulfates, surveying MIBK emissions, ‘inspecting the plant,
reviewing technical/engineering parameters of portions of the production
process and twice conferring with the supplier of technical testimony, CpE.

6. The Department considers the ''cat box' odor to be the most significant
off-site problem at this time.

7. The 1976 stack emission levels of S0p, CO and particulates may have signif-
icant off-site Impacts.

8. The 1976 stack emission levels of Cly, gaseous C1~, NH3, and $03 (HyS0,)
were determined to have insignificant off-site impacts.

9. Emissions of MIBK were identified but are not considered to be a contribution
to the blue haze or any other identified off-site problem at this time.

10. A revised proposed permit was prepared which includes the following changes:
a. Addition of metric units;
b. A revised odor limitation;

c. Additions based on testimony received;
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2.

13.

14,

d. Changes in compliance schedule time frames primarily necessiated by
the plant shutdowns in July and August 1977; and

e. Changes in wording for purposes of clarification.

The revised proposed permit has the foliowing significant conditions or
impacts:

a. Inmediate compliance with permit conditions is required;

b, Current production levels in areas related to atmospheric emission
cannot be increased without Department approval;

c. Production capacity In areas related to atmospheric emissions will
not be approved until compliance with emission iimits has been demon-
strated or until programs and schedules for doing so have been approved
by the Department;

d. ""Cat box" odor will be substantially reduced and must comply with
existing ambient odor standards;

e. 502 emissions will be reduced by about 90%;
f. Feasibility studies for reducing €0 and MIBK are reguired;
qg. Particulate emissions will be reduced;

h. All emission testing and monitoring must be in accordance with methods
approved by the Department and the results reported monthly.

The revised proposed permit will result in substantial reductions in atmospheric
emissions from the TWCA plant in a prioritized and scheduled manner,

Additional control programs may be identified and developed as a result of
the information required by this permit or by Department inspections.

Any additional compliance schedules or emission limitations developed from
the special studies will be incorporated in the permit by modification
after appropriate public notice.

Director’s Recommendation

The Director recommends that the Commission authorize the Director to proceed to
issue the revised proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for Teledyne Wah
Chang Albany.

2

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

F. A. Skirvin:sw
(503) 229-641k

9/19/77
Attachments (4)}: Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 22-0547; memo regarding

3-17-77 public hearing; 2-14~77 notice of public hearing;
staff statement for public hearing.
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BIR CONTAMINANT DISCIIBARGE PERMIT

Dcpartment of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Sireet
Pertland, Oregon 970505 '
Telephone (503) 223-5896 . .

JIssued in accordance with the provisions of
ORS 468.310

ISSUED TO: ' REFELINCE INFORMATION

TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY ‘ ' L. A0583

1600 01d Pac:flg ;?ghway Appliciion No. -

P. 0. Box k60 &3 ¥ N ' _ X ' ]

Albany, ﬁfegog 7 53 32!“‘{’}@)\ ) Date Ruceived -September 8, 1975
PLANT smm A ;\&\ B B} ~

/- s 1 - \ Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site:

1600 Oid Facrfic%nghway \“1 i _ . :
Albany{,,qIOr.egon '@t L JMQ . Sou_rce ) SIC _ Permit No. -

§)

ISSUED BY DR PARTE\LJNT' OF 7 J 8 ' .
ENVIRONMFN’I‘AL uUALITY 7 : —

;‘QJ@/

- -
e SRS

William H. Young " Date
Director '

SOURCE(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHAI:%GE ATR CONTAMINANTS:

Name of Air Contaminant Source ‘ Standard Industry Code as Listed

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFINING OF ZIRCON!UM, _ 3339
HAFNIUM AND COLUMBIUM : '

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee
is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air contaminants
including emissions from those processes and activities directly related or
associated thereto in accordance with the requirements, limitations and condi-
tions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above.

The specific listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained
herein does not relieve the permittee from complying with all other rules and
standards of the Department.

For Requiremenh leltallons and Conditlons of this Permit, see aitached Sections

& - .
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- Performance Standards and Emission Limfts

1. The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant
generating processes and all contaminant control! equipment at full effi-
ciency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air contaminants are
kept at the lowest practicable levels.

2. The bermittee shall comply with the following emission limitations:

a. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source un]ess
noted otha rwase shall not exceed any of the following:

1) o. l grasns per standard cubic foot (0.23 gm/m3), and "f

2}  An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for &
period aggregating more than threc: (3) minutes in any one (1)
hour.

b. Particulate emissions from the zirconium oxnde calcaner shall not
exceed the following:

1)  Until September 1, 1978, 0.2 grains per:standard cubic foot (0.46
gm/m3); and

2)  After September 1, 1978, 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot (0.23
gm/m3) . . : o

c. Particulate emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes
‘ shall not exceed a total of 25.0 pounds per hour {11.4 kg/hr) or 110
tons per year (100 mt/yr).

d. Gaseous emissions from any single air contaminant source shall not
exceed any of the following:

1} A maximum total concentration of ch!orane (C13) and chloride ion
(Cl ) equal to 100 ppm;

2) - Until September 1, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner,
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (S0;) equal to 1000 ppm
and

After September 1; 1978, including the zirconium oxide calciner,
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (S0,) equal to 400 ppm;
and

-3} A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH3) and ammonium ion
(NH,™) equal to 50 ppm.
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e. Gaseous emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes
. shall not exceed any of the following:

1) Thirty (30) tons per year (27 mt/}r) of total chlorine (CIZ) and
- chloride ion (C17);

2)  Until September 1, 1978, 600 tons per year {550 mt/yr} of SO
3) After September 1, 1978, 90 tons per year (82 mt/yr) of S0,; and

k)  Two (2) tons per year (1.8 mt/yr) .of total ammonia and ammon i um
" ion.

By no later than June 1, 1978, the perm:ttee shall control the "cat- box”
odor (3-mercap:o-4- methyi -2-pentanone)} emissions so as:

a. Not to cause a public nuisance;

b. No two measurements made beyond the plent site boundaries within a
period of one (1) hour, separated by fifteen (15) minutes, are equal
to or greater than a scentometer No. 0 or equivalent dilutions in
areas used for residential, recreationual, educational, institutional,
hotel, recail sales or other similar purposes; and

~¢. No single measurement made in all land use areas other than those

cited in (b) above shall equal or be greater than: a scentometer No. 2
or equivalent dilutions. .

‘The permittee shall at all times control ancillary sources of air contami-

nants such as, but not limited to, building openings, roads, driveways,
open areas and material handling processes so as to maintain the highest
possible level of air quality and the lowest possible discharge of air
contaminants.

Monitoring and Reporting

5.

The permittee shall effectively Inspect and monitor the operation and
maintenance of the plant and associated air contaminant contreol facilities.

A record of all such data shall be maintained for a period of one year and

be available at the plant site at all times for inspection by the authorized
representatives of the Department.

. The permittee shall perform at least three prescheduled source tests per

year on all emission control systems in the zirconium/hafnium production
process. The emission components to be measured in each of these stacks
shall be specified by the Department. All tests shall be conducted in
accordance with the testing procedures on file at the Department or in
conformance with applicable standard methods approved in advance and in
writing by the Department

4
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By no later than June 1, 1978, the permittee 'shall install, calibrate,

‘maintain and operate in a manner approved by the Department, emission

monitoring systems for continually monitoring and recording emissions of
chlorine and chloride from the sand chlorination off gas system, the pure
chlorination emission control system, siliccn tetrachloride refining and
storage vent emission control system, of sulfur dioxide from the zirconium

- oxide calciner emission control system, and carbon monoxide from the sand

chlorination off gas and pure chlorination emission control systems.

The permittee shall continue to maintain and operate in manners approved-in
writing by the Department, systems for monitoring ambient concentrations of
ammonia and ammonium ion, chlorine, and chioride. :

P

" The permittee shall prepare and submit a morthly report to the Department
- including, but not necessarily be limited tc the following parameters:

a. The monthly production of the separaticns plant in terms of total
oxide and the total monthly production of zirconium sponge.

b. The results of all ambient air measurenents made.
c. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data.

d. The monthly usage of natural gas.

. Special Conditions

]0'

1t.

12.

13.

The permittee shall limit or control the level of production at or below
base level production as necessary such that the limits of this permit are
immediately and continuously met. (Base level production for the purpose
of this permit shall be 50,000 pounds per day of total oxide produced
averaged over a calendar month as processed through the separations plant.)

The permittee shall not increase current production levels in any of those
portions of the zirconium or hafnium processes which cause or contribute to
atmospheric emissions without specific written approval of the Department.

The permittee shall not increase production capacity of any of those portions
of the zirconium or hafnium processes which cause or contribute to atmospheric
emissions until the ability to comply with the limits of conditions 2, 3

and 4 has been demonstrated, or until acceptable programs and time schedules
for meeting these conditions have been submitted to and approved in wrlt:ng

by the Department.

The permittee shall maintain at the plant site for review by the Department
written operating procedures, preventative maintenance schedules and pro-
cedures, and environmentally acceptable methods to be employed during
process upsets or equipment failures for the following areas:

a. Sand chlorination

b.  Feed make-up

-
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19-

PoL A
r =

‘¢. Separations

d. Precipitation and filtration

€. Zirconium oxide calcining

f. _Hafnium oxide caléining

g. Pure chlorination -

h. Silicon tetrachloride refining, storage and shipping

Thé:permitteeﬁshaﬁl conduct a feasibility study for reducingfcarboh'monoxidé'
emissions fror both the sand and pure chlorination processes. The results
of this study shall be submitted to the Department no later than April 1,

1978.

The permittee shall conduct a feasibility study for reducing methylisobutyl
ketone (MIBK) emissions from the ammonia scrubber, hafnium calciner scrubber
and separatiors building vent. The results of this study shall be submitted
to the Departmant no later than April 1, 1978.

The handling of zirconium tetrachloride and silicon tetrachloride including,
but not necessurily limited to the transfer of material from the sand
chlorination process to the feed make-up process, shall be done in ways
which will prevent visible or fugitive emissions to the atmosphere.

The permittee shail not conduct any open burning at the plant site or
facility except for the disposal of hazardous pyrophoric zirconium metal
fines by atmospheric oxidation which is permitted until July 1, 1978.
After July 1, 1978, all metal fines shall be disposed of using controlled
and environmentally acceptable procedures approved by the Department.

The permittee shall maintain a pre-planned abatement strategy, filed with
and approved in writing by the Department to be implemented in response to
Air Pollution Alerts, Warnings, and Emergencies as they are declared and
terminated by the Department.

In the event that' the permittee is temporarily unable to comply with any of
the provisions of this permit due to upsets or breakdowns of equipment, the
permittee shall notify the Department by telephone within one hour, or as
soon as is reasonably possible, of the upset and of the steps taken or to

.be taken to correct the problem. Upset operation shall not continue longer

than forty-eight (48) hours without approval confirmed in writing by the
Department. Upset operation shall not continue during Air Pollution Alerts,
Warnings, or Emergencies or at any time when the emissions present imminent
and substantial danger to health.
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If the Department determines that an upset condition is chronic and is
correctable by installing new or modified process or control procedures or
equipment, a program and schedule to effectively eliminate the deficiencies
causing the upset conditions shall be submivted. Such reoccurring upset
conditions causing emissions in excess of applicable permit limits will be
subject to civil penalty or other appropriate action.

Compliance Schedule

20.

21.

22,

By no later than September 1, 1977 the permittee shall complete modificacions
to the separations process so as to reduce the formation of malodorous ''cat
box" compound in this area to the greatest extent possible. These modifi-
cations shall inciude the capability to mon’tor and record the relative

. concentration of the '"'cat box'' compound at a specified site in the separations

process.

By no later than January 1, 1978 the permitiee shall submit any additional
control strategies for reducing the fugitivz odor (cat box) required to
comply with Condition 3, including detailed plans and specifications and
the schedule for implementation (increments of progress) to the Department
for review anc approval,

The permittee shail provide spill sump treatment and MIBK recovery in order
to reduce emissions of organic vapors and associated odors and maintain

" compliance with conditions 3 and 4 in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than March 15, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final

control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

b. By no later than April 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no tater than May 1, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission contro! equipment and/er on- sate construction or
-process modification work.

d. By no later than September 1, 1977 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
‘or process modification work.

e, By no later than October 1, 1977 the permittee shall demonstrate that

the spill sump and MIBK recovery are capab]e of operating in compliance
with conditions 3 .and 4.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
Item has been accomplished. .
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| 23.

21,

“%)(gm.
The permittee shall install a hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining
system including air pollution controls so as to reduce sulfur dioxide and
odor emissions from this process and attain and maintain continuous compli-

ance with conditions 2 and 3. This project shall be accomplished in
accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strateqy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than November 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
.orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for procecs modification work. ;

¢. By no later than March 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the
_installation of emission control equ;pment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

d. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
lation of emission control equipment arnd/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

e, By no later than June 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that the
hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining system is capable of operating
in compliance with conditions 2 and 3. :

f. Mithin seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completad
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall install a new columbium oxide drier including air
poliution controls in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval,

b. By no later than November 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
‘ orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

€. By no later than February 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

d. By no later than June 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the installation
of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or process
modification work.
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25,

26.

e

e, By no later than August 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the new columbium oxide drier is capable of operating in compliance
with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for the silicon tetrachloride
refining and storage vents and scrubber emicsions so as to attain and

maintain contingous compliance with Condition 2 and prevent fugitive emissions
due to spills, nrocess upsets and equipment breakdowns. This prOJect shall

be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule .

a. By no Iater than September 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final

~control strategy, lncludlng detasled plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no latcr than December 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than February 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

d. By no later than June l} 1978 the-permittee shall complete the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on~site construction or
process modification work.

e. By no later than August 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the silicon tetrachlioride refining and storage vents and scrubber are
capable of operating in compliance with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respect1Ve
. item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for the zirconium oxide
calciner so as to reduce particulate and sulfur dioxide emissions and
attain and maintain continuous compliance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

‘a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final

control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
-Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.
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c. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the instal-

lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

e. By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate
that the zirconium oxide caic:ner is capable of operating in compli-
ance with Condition 2, -

f. _W|th|n seven,(?) days after each item, b through e above, is comp]etmj'
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respectlve
item has Leen accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the chlorine
and chloride enissions and plume opacity frcm sand chlorination so as to
attain and mairtain continuous compliance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than November 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, inctuding detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b, By no later than February 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase

orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than August 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the

installation of emission control equipmzant and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.,

d. By no later than November T, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

e. By no later than January 1, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate that

the exhaust stack is capable of cperating in compliance with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
' the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from pure chlorination so as to attain and maintain continuous
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than November 15, 1978 the bermittee shall submit a final

control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

T



AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS | QZ)Permit No. 22-0547

Issued by the Page 10 of 1

Department of Environmental Qualit "‘
P ity w@

23.

Y

b. By no later than February 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than August 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

d. By no later than November 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission controt equipment and/or on-site constructjon
or process modification work.

' e." By no later than January 1, f980 the permittee shall demonstfafe thax
the plume opacity from pure chlorinaticn 1s capable of operating in
compliance with Condition 2.

£.  Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is complet:d
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respeciive
item has heen accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from magnesium recovery so as to attain and maintain continuous
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule: '

a. By no later than October 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
‘Department for review and approval.

b. By no ltater than January 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than July 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
tation of emission controi equipment and/or on~site construction or
process modification work.

d. By no later than October 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
: installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site cohstruction
or process modification work.

é. By no later than December 1, 1979 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the magnesium recovery operation is capable of operating in compliance
with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7} days after each item,-b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.
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General Conditions and Disclaimers

"G,

G2.

G3.

G4.

Gb.

Gb.

G7.

G8.

G9.

G10.

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representa-
tives access to the plant site and pertinent records at all reasonable
times for the purposes of making 1nspect10ns, surveys, co11ect1ng samples,
obtaining data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge
records and otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this
permit.

The permittee is prohibited from conducting cpen burning except as may be.
allowed by 0AR Chapter 340, Sect1ons 23-025 through 23-050.

The permittee shall: ‘
a. Notify the Department in wr1t1ng u‘1ng a Departmenta] "Notxce 01
Construction" form, and
b. Obtain written approval
before:
a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant
emissions, including air pollution control eguipment, or
b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly
affect the emission of air contaminants.

The permittee shall notify the Department at least 24 hours in advance of
any planned shutdown of air pollution contro?! equipment for scheduled

maintenance that may cause a violation of applicable standards.

The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person within
one {1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control equipment or other
upset condition that may cause a violation of the Air (Quality Standards.
Such notice shall include the nature and quantity of the increased emissions
that have occurred and the expected duration of the breakdown,

The permittée shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures to meet
the requirements set forth in “Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance Conditions"
in OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 21-050 through 21-060.

Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not less

than 60 days prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee and an Appli-

cation Processing Fee must be submitted with an application for the perm1t
modification.

Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not Tess than 60
days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and an Annual
Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the application for the
permit renewal.

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either
real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it autho-
rize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor
any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or reguiations.

This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law.
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Environmental Quality Commission

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5696

TO: Envirconmental Quality Commission
From: Hearing Officer

Subject: March 17, 1977, Public Hearing on 7
Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
for Wah Chang

Introduction -

The hearing commenced at 2:30 p.m. and again at 7:30 p.m. on
March 17, 1977. The afternocon session was held in Albany public
library and the evening session was held in the North Albany Jr. High
school. Aporoximately 300 persons attended the hearing and some
sixty (60) persons offered testimony. Some 1,030 .Albany residents
signed a petition supporting the application (See Attachment D).

In the following summary, the testimony has been broken down
into those categories which received the most emphasis. 2As will be
noted, the majority of the testimony was to apprise the agency of
general concerns such as the permit applicants generally beneficial

stance in the community and past efforts to abate environmental problems.

Since so many persons testified, we have attempted merely to
paraphrase their comments. No materials not in guotes should he
deemed the exact words of any witness. The precise language desired
by the applicant is of central importance and has, along with discus-
silon, been appended ag Attachment A.

General criticisms were offered by Citizens for a Clean Environ-
ment (C2E), a Corvallis-based environmental group. These comments are
included as Attachment B. The permit applicant has vigorously refuted
C2E's as will be seen by Attachment C. All of these attachments are
included because they are concise and raising of important issues.

It is to be noted, however, that much of the testimony was sub-
mitted in written form and provides a public record going beyond this
report in certain particulars. The curious researcher might well avail
himself of this testimony and the tapes of the meeting. For example,
C2E contributed to the decisional process before and after the initial
hearing. A catalogue of these contributions through April 13 is
enciosed for those who wish to review the entire file on this matter.
(See Attachment E}..



Wah Chang Public Hearing March 17, 1977
Page 2

The agency is committed to consideration of all substantial mat-
texrs raised by the record. However, other matters are being considered
also. In addition to their statement at the hearing, C2E has compiled
lengthy documentation of technical assumptions and conclusions made
about the applicant's plant and process. These appraisals are not
dealt with at length here. They are, however, being given thorough
study by the agency.

The permit application, while befcre the Director, is a matter of
such significance that the Commission will be made aware of it through
this report and the staff's final proposal and reasoning. In this
manner the Commission may provide the Director with policy guidance.

ahe
Attachments:

Attachment % -~ Applicant's Proposed Language

Attachment B - Citizens for a Clean Environment comments
Attachment C Wah Chang Refutation of Czz's Comments
Attachment b - Petition -
Attachment E Catalogue of C2E Correspondence

Respectfully submitted,

b M wan,

Peter W. McSwain
Hearing Officer
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. SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Economic and Other Community Benefits

The preservation of a sound economic base for the company and stable
employment for the employees deserves major consideration. The company's
competitive stance with regard to similar existing or potential industries
must be preserved. The growth needed to serve customers must be permitted.
The permit should allow the environment to be protected, the industry to
grow, and the economy to flourish. (Byers)

The resolve of the Albany Area Chamber ¢f Commerce Board of Directors
is that the Envirommental Quality Commission issue Wah Chang an Alr Con-
taminant Discherge Permit which contains provisions within which the compaay
can both grow and continue to improve the environment. This resolve is
based in part cn the company's 45 million dollar annual salary to 1700
enmployees and its 730 thousand dollar dannual local and state taxes. (Peterson
on behalf of the Albany Area Chamber of Commerce. Peer)

The permit should issue. Less of the plant would leave at least 1700
unemployed and cost the area economy at least 45 million dollars annually
in lost wages. Kyriss, on.behalf of Linn-Benton-Lincoln Labor Council,
also McGuire. Unemployment is a major cause of societal stress, including
mental and physical illness, family breakups and all levels of crime,
Kyriss on behalf of Linn-Benton-Lincoln Labor Council)

The mill produces materials vital to natural economy and defense,
employs a subs:antial number of people, benerits the local economy, and
should not be shut down. {(Wood on behalf of the City of Millersburg)

The possible prevention of expansion is worrisome to a labor union
because it is only through economic expansion that a labor union is able
to obtain more economic benefits and extend such throughout the community.
Every 24 hours the company pays $100,000 in wages. Limiting expansion
simply means that some other company somewhere else will take up this new
business. (Bergevin on behalf of Local of United Steelworkers of America)

The company 1s very important to the economy of those residing in
House of Representatives District #36 which includes Albany and parts of
Benton County. (Yih) -

Albany's area payroll is approximately 315 millicon dollars. Of this
Wah Chang and those dependent on it contribute about one quarter, 80 million.

A lot of the opposition to the plant comes from outside the Albany
area. Residents of Corvallis might contemplate what would happen if 0OSU
were threatened with closure. Loss of Wah Chang would be a disaster. With
Wah Chang Albany flourishes and may soon have a downtown mall. {(Williams)

Of all those who contribute to community activities, Wah Chang is a
forerunner. (Rhodes})

The favorable impact of Wah Chang on Albany's economy and its production
of vital defense metals warrants extension of whatever time is necessary
to make improvements. {(Hunter)



SUMMARY, PAGE 2

If Wah Chang were lost the entire commuaity would suffer. Any grocer
in town is aware of pay day at Wah Chang. (Worley)

If not allowed to expand to meet its needs and those of its customers,
Wah Chang will probably start looking for another location, with dlsastrous
economic results to Albany people. (Hurlburt, Weis, Peer)

Wah Chang has been important to Linn-Benton Community College in
cooperating, establishing vocational training programs in metallurgy and
related fields, and serving as a major employer of many of the College's
gstudents. (Liles, Keedham, Peer)

Wah Chang is very important to the community. (Evans, Noteboom, Peer)

‘Wah Changprovides tfemendoué,support t> the Chamber of‘Commeréé, the
Boy's Club, the YMCA, and othexr phases of community life. (Noteboom, Peex)

The plantt payroll is vital to the community and the community is very
sensitive to adverse comments about the plant or other Albany industry.
(Casey, Peer)

The company's 1600 employees are paid better than average to the benefit
of hundreds of families and fellow townsmen. The company is also the major
producer ¢f the free world's precious metals. There are a multitude of
benefits to the community which should be weighed in regulating the company.
(Smith, Hurlburt, Wels, Peer)

The company should not be restricted in producticn flexibility while
trying their best to meet standards stricter than those regquired by rule.
Restriction of zirconium production would not be in the best interests of
Albany, Oregon, or the country. (Hick, Hurlburt, Weils, Peer)

The Department should accept the Carter Administration challenge to
"make sure what we do is really economically sound and cost effective.”
This should be done by prioritizing options in the order of their cost/
benefit ratio. Where values cannot be assigned, errors in judgment should
be on the lenient side so as not to threaten the well being of important
economic contributors like Wah Chang. (Siddall)

The permit should allow Wah Chang to grow and continue to pay the
salaries of Department employees. (Hawking)

Wah Chang has been a responsible citizen. (Purdum)

The Department should not undertake to contreol Wah Chang's production,
just their air contaminant emissions. The company should not be penalized
for learning how to increase production while "holding the line! on emissions.
(Hick)

It is beyond the charge of the Department to limit production. . If the
emissions for a base level of 50,000 pounds of total oxide produced per day
"are maintained, there should be no concern over increased production.
{dePoix, Hurlburt, Weis, Peer)

[l
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Many families derive their living from the plant and it should not be
‘curtailed in its operation or moved without very just and necessary reasons.
(Griffin)

. Bconomic considerations should be weighed along with environmental
ones. Production and expansion should be predicated on the ability to stay
within environmental standards. However, the permit should allow and
encourage the plant to operate, expand, and invest resources to improve
the emissions. (DeFerrari)

It is important that Wah Chang be allowed to expand and meet the demands
of the world macket.. The company contributes to the economy and econcmic
stability of the Albany community and also is necessary to the free world.
Wah Chang employees contribute greatly to worthwhile endeavors such as the

" Albany Boy's Club, the YMCA, youth groups, churches, etc. BAlsc, emplovyees
-willingly serve on boards and commissions of local government. They are
. good neighbors. (Barrett) '

Wah Chang and its employees contribute $10,000 annually to the operational
budget of the Alibany Boy's Club. (Barrett, Loney, Peer)

Citizens suffer unpleasantness and health hazards in return for wWah
Chang's economic contribution. This violates their rights. Their property
is devalued. No other community has asked to take Wah Chang to get the

economic benefits involved. It should be located in an isolated area. (Fary)

If it's true that the odor should be tolerated as the "smell of money”
it's still not itrue health hazards should be tolerated. -(Gross)



. SUMMARY, PAGE 4

General Regard for Air Quality

The company has demonstrated itself a responsible neighbor in terms of
its environmental program. (Peterson on behalf of the Albany Area Chamber
of Commerce)

The company has made every effort to contain the odors and gases that
leave the property. Great improvement has been made. (Bergevin on behalf
of Local United Steel Workers of America, Puer)

Wah Chang's ratio of money and effort spent for environmental contrel
to total plan®: money and effort is one of the highest of any industry in
the country, demonstrating a high regard for the environment. (Aschoff)
By the Department's own appraisal, many of the conditions in the proposed
permit are stricter than they would be if Weh Chang had not, of its own
volition, performed better than required by the previous MWAPA permit.
{(dePolx, Bird}

The atmospheric pollution is no greater than when the plant was started,
despite a great increase in production over the years. Aas is demonstrated
by thelr past performance the company is anxious to meet all reasonable
reguirements. (Hickam) :

Wah Chang has made great strides in the reduction of odor, especially
in the last o years. {J. Barrett, Weis) If othews had as good an attitude,
Albany would ke a finer community. {(J. Barrett)

Wah Chang has greatly improved since 1966 when Mr. ILoney first moved
to Albany. They are trying to Improve more. (Loney, Peer)

The company's research and development department is developing an
extensive program tc overcome their waste problems. (McGuire)

Wah Chang has dramatically reduced odor. They sometimes get blamed
for odoxrs from other plants. They have improved working conditicons inside
and outside of the plant., (Smith, Peer)

There has been great improvement by Wah Chang in my six years of life
in Albany. (Evans) -~ in my five years, {(Weis) =~ sgince 19692 (Noteboom)

The company made a tremendous effort to break through and identify
the odorous compound. It shouldn't be penalized for this through unduly
strict provisions. (Hurlburt, Weis, Peear)

The current management's attitudes, efforts, and commitments are out-
standing. The quality of employees and the commitment of funds assure
continued progress. {Noteboom, Peer)

The Wah Chang people do not take lightly their responsibility to curb
air contaminants. This conclusion is drawn from experiences working as
a contracteor inside the plant over many years. Like most industries Wah
Chang had to develop its own standards and methods for control. The company
has spent millions on them. . To continue such progress the plant needs not
only community ccoperation but cooperation from all bureaucratic bodies.
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With the highest concentration of metallurgy personnel in the country,
Wah Chang is extremely capable of solving problems associated with its
processes. (Casey, Peer)

Wah Chang is aware and concerned about environmental preblems. ‘They
are doing as much as possible to control poilutants as knowledge and technology
becomes available. The problem is difficult because the nature of gome
pollutants is not actually known and it is not known how to remove them,
(Hunter)

_The plant has, over the past few years, made a serious effort to
improve. {Rhodesg, Needham)

This year alone the company is spending 2.8 million dollars to control
the catbox oder. (Williams)

For all the talk about bad odors at the plant, Wah Chang still has
600 job applicants for each opening. (Aschoff)

For too Llong, company spokesmen have klamed other plants and Albany s
sewage treatment plant for the cobnoxious pcllution. The pollution is part
of a general crend of increasing peollution in the Willamette Valley. Thare
is first and second hand testimony that the plant's air pollution abatemant
program is weak in its application; that control equipment is frequently
faulty, not operating properly, plugged, broken, or bypassed and that personnel
on the night shifts have a poor and lax atiitude toward running the eguipment.
(Blickensderfer)

The company has been very recalcitrant about giving out information to
allow the public to assist in evaluating its air quality problems (Crawford,
Coffer)

[l
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Cat Box Odors and Other Problems Experienced Off Site

Living east of the highway about 100 vards from the plant for six years
has resulted in the abatement of early, minor problems and the experience of
no adverse effects to buildings, equipment, livestock or vegetation owned.

A brother who has lived in many places over the world chose to live near the
plant a year ago and has no problems with it. (£. J. Hiatt)

While the odox is noticeable and has sometimes been offensive, Wah Chanc
has greatly improved and will continue to improve. (Griffin) The Department
should weigh the Zact that much of the testimony against the company comes
from non-residents who are affected neither physically nor economically by
Albany's industry. (Griffin, Barrett)

The weather conditions in late 1976 and early 1977 were calmer than
usual with unusually heavy fog and little rain. The conditions were not as
good as normal for dissipation of the odor. fThis made it appear that Wah
Chang has made less progress than is actually true. Living two miles from the
plant we rarely get the odor. ({Smith)

This witness lives very clese to the plani;, has experienced prompt response
to complaints. '"he plant should be permitted to remain and solve its problens.
Many of its cleosest resident neighbors are not opposed to it. (Gamble, Peer)

This witnegs has worked in the plant for nany years and lives 5/8 of a
mile from it. It never bothers him though there is nothing wrong with his
{olfactory) senses. (Peer)

Living within two miles of the plant has not resulted in botheration
by its odor. The odlor from sewage is worse. {Purdum)

Thirty or so years of coexistence in the Albany Community leads to the
conclusion that continued coexistence will be nc problem. This is concluded
by one living 2 1/2 miles from the plant Southwest part of town. The cat
box odor is only experienced once in a while when there is a strong east
wind. (Barrett, E.G.)

The odor has improved in the past few vears, particularly the last
two years. (Weis, Peer)

Three aluminum and steel warehouses owned by this witness right across
from the stack have been there for years and remain undamaged. (Peer)

Living in the area where the odor is supposed to be most prevalent has
been demonstrated that there's been a marked improvement in recent years.
There are at times worse odors than those coming from Wah Chang. (Wooley)

e
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Despite the allegations about a condition of horrikle smell, Albany has
had no trouble recruiting medical professionals into the area. Frequent
airplane trips over the valley have shown that odor is present from agricultural
and other operations, not only Wah Chang. (Purdum)

Living north of the plant in the Deever Conner area, in the way of
prevailing winds from the plant, has become worse in the last six years. Before
then it was hardly noticed. 1In the last two years the odor has been present
constantly. It is especially bad at night. ?People who work for the plant
have said that what little controls are in place are turned off at night.
Sometimes the fumes cause a threoat irritation, headaches, nogse irritation, and
loss of sleep. There is no doubt this is due to Wah Chang and not the othex
‘plants. (Trunidge, Ruth)

At =ix miles north by northwest of the plant the codor has been sc severe
/it has forced the separation of spouses becauss one partner can't tolerate it.
The fog from the plant can be seen from the air to be a hazard to the Albany
airport. The sm2ll preobably is a problem for a radius of ten to fifteen
miles. (Turnidge)

The smell is extremely annoying along the highway and must be monstrous
-to those who have to live with it. Also, the fact that toxicity of some of
the components is not known proves frightening. {(Brown) '

Recently rental of an apartment near Wah CThang has resulted in sleepless
nights and immed’ate search to relocate. (Royer)

The odor is intolerable even in a residencze to the north, almost at
tangent. It confines persons indoors, permeates homes and rugs, retards
appetites, causes gagging and cannot he gotten used to. The odor belies
Oregon'’s reputation as a clean air state. (Sonn, Pat)

Living on a greenhouse property since a year before Wah Chang came to
town has resulted in twenty years of sickening stench. The smell of the plent
a half mile away is worse at night when the air is still. It impairs sleep,
permeates the home, pits the greenhouse glaszs with acid emissions, and
devalues property. (Jary)

This witness manufactures boats right next to the plant at 1200 North
Pacific Highway in Albany. He has had aluminum parts damaged by the chemicals
in the air, some of them hefore they even get out of the box. The air is
extremely bad. Witness's business's aluminum siding on one of his older
buildings is so corroded one can stick hie finger through it. (Pruitt)

Even living 5 mileg away out by Linn Benton Community College, the smell
has been intolerable for four of the last six months. While the wind was
favorable over the last two months, the other months of a six month residence
have been annoying every day. There i1s no doubt it is the same odor smelled
when driving by the plant. (Sonn, Robert)



- SUMMARY, PAGE 8

The odor impairs sleep, permeates our home on Diane Avenue a half mile
from the plant, has gotten worse since the early sixties, has forced us to
leave our home on occasion and, flnally, forced my asthmatic wife to move
away permanently. (Burt)

At times the odors are intolerably obnoxious. Once it was necessary to
drive almost to Corvallis on Route 20 to escape the odors. (Blickensderfer)

Living near the plant for the last eight or nine years has indicated a
good improvement over the last three or four vears. However, it ig gtill
difficult to tolerate the odor when jogging ir the mornings. The swmell
can't be gotten used to. (Rhodes)

The plant enissicns corrode the paint on.the employees cars and must
be bad for the lungs. {Gross) :

An asthmati: condition is often triggered by emissions of 505 which reach
our mobile home ‘just south of the plant. The cdor is very bad at night when
the windows are open. (Brown, Hayden)

-
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Fairness and 2Adequacy of Permit Conditions

Wah Chang should not be the only industry to be required to meet a zero
scentometer reading. ({Bird, Yih, Peer) ‘

The proposed permit is tough and both the industry and Department are to
be commended for it. In the main it will bring needed improvement in the
Albany area's air quality. However, the scentometer reading imposed should
be strict but not zero and the company should not be denied a move that would
increase efficiency without increasing ailr emissions. Items #3 and #11 should
be reviged with these concerns in mind. (Powell)

The amount of contaminant from the mill should be reduced in stages which
take into account the time needed for technolegical development and future
expansion of production. At gome point in time controls should keep the air
uncontaminated in so far as health is concerned, regardless of increases in
production. {(Wood on behalf of the City of Millersburg)

The pexmit should require only those things which can. be accompliszhed
through the application of practicable contrcl techniques and can be measured
by known analytical methodologies. Controls should be appropriate to the
demonstrated need for preservation of alr quality while taking inte account
the need for growth. (Byers, Peer)

The company has assured that 1t will use itg resources and expertise to
solve environmental problems as well as possible. Therefore the Department
should give assurances that it will be fair in dealing with the company.

The Department has singled out this one industry for special requiremernts
never imposed on any other industry in the State - the scentometer requirements
and the tonnage per year limits. (¥Yih)

Any limits sltould be imposed on all industry alike. A(Yih, Purdum)

Most of the pexmit is fair. There are conditions which are arbitrary
and unattainable within the prescribed time limits., Conditions sghould not
interfere with job opportunities which can be gained without hurting the
environment. The Oregon AFL-CIO represents nearly one hundred thousand
Oregon workers and, favors protection and preservation of envirommental
technological development, industrial development, and jobs through a
national resources policy which protects the environment without inhibiting
industrial growth.

In 1975 a resolution said in part "...the Oregon AFL~CIO provide whatever
assistance it can to business and 1ndustry~adversely affected by EQC and DEQ
desicions.™

The District 5 Executive Board urges the formulation of reasonable
conditions to be implemented on a realistic time schedule. (Hines)

The Department should only reguire Wah Chang to do the things that are
technically possible. (Bergevin on behalf of Local United Steel Workers of
Amerxica)

It is totally unreasonable to expect Wah Chang or any other industry to
have a zero base odor. {Barrett) The permit should be reasonable, workable,
and allow for expansion. (Barrett, J. Noteboom)

At
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The conditions in the proposed permit are unreasonable because they are
more stringent than those imposed on less noticed sources such as sewage
treatment plants, food and meat packers, vehicles, dairy farms, and home or
office heating systems. (Hickam)

The Department is unfair in concentrating on Wah Chang while ignoring
odors from sewage, automobile exhaust funes on Pacific Boulevard, odor from
manure used as fertilizer and other problems. (Hawkins)

The permit would be unrealistic if it attempted to eliminate all odors
and inappropriate if it attempted to reduce odours wmerely for those who are
momentarily inconvenienced while driving by on Interxrstate 5. To impose
production limits seems to remove financial abilities of the company to make
improvements and seems a simplistic approach to a complex problem. {Purdum)

Any expansion should not be allowed to increase pollution but restrictions
should not be too difficult for Wah Chang to live with until hetter technolcgy
- is available. - (Smith) ' ' ' '

The plant's efforts to solve pollution problems are not enhanced by the
Department’'s time limits, threats of shut down, or production limitation.
{Casey, Peer)

If there is dcubt, it should be resolved in favor of leniency to be sure
Wah Chang is able to meet requirements. (Evani, Peer)

It is inappropriate to set a2 limit on odors with no cbiective way of
measuring them, {(Casey, Peer)

The DEQ does not know any more than does Wah Chang how to solve the
problems and should keep such in mind when sitting in judgment on Wah Chang.
The deadlines sllowed to solve the problens should be realistic. To increase
stack heights as suggested by C2E would endanger aircraft. When better
ways are known, the Company will use them. {Hunter)

The permit conditions are very difficult to understand, apparently
restrictive, and imposing of heavy responsibilities in Lerms of record keeping
alone. It is not readily apparent the Department has the staff and capability
to fairly draft and enforce a permit governing such a highly technical
operation. {Rhodes)

The Department should work toward a reasonable perxrmit that addresses both
the environment and Wah Chang's necessity to the community. (Wooley)

The permit conditions relative to production limits and cat box odors are
an attempt to single out Wah Chang because, as an industry, it is on top. If
the Department gets away with it other industry and activity will be threatened.
It is unfair to the workers to place a restriction on something only outside
the plant boundaries. The Depariment will some day have the notion that it
should tell a farmer his cows can't have more milk until the barnvard is cleaned
up. (Kyriss) '

The agricultural industry has to curtail ité burning regardless of cost,
Industry should not be allowed to pollute simply over money. {Turnidge)
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The scentometer is the best state-of-the-~art for measuring and it is
unrealistic to try to reduce the odor without measuring to find what it is
and then applying a measurement as to how far it wust be reduced. (Lowry)

The Department is perhaps pushing toc hard to get the permit resolved and
should take the time to thoroughly evaluate the information submitted by
C2E. (Coffer)

The Department should thoroughly check out the allegations of C2E to
see if health hazards need to be better addressed in the permit. (Gross)

The Department's proposal to reduce the cat box odor is laudable. Western
Zirconium has conmitted to achieving a similar standard and so should Wah
Chang. (Sonn, Rcbert) '

The discharge provisions, once established, should be enforced with strict
fines or plant ciosures. (Blickensderfer)

With public understanding of the negative impact on human health of
the discharges from this plant, DEQ will be moved to rewrite the permit to
require Wah Chancv to take necessary steps to lessen the health hazards created
by their emissions.

Ag proposed, the permit contains no mention of any of the pollutantg which
are the major health hazards. The permit doesn't acknowledge emissicns of
Methyl Iso Butyl Ketone and disregards stack heights in =zetting standaxds for
ammonia, chlorine gas and hydrochloric acid. Because of the low stack heights
at which they are emitted, the pollutants hydrochleoric acid, chlorine gas and
ammonia are not subject to adeguate limitations by the proposal. (C2E)

There definitely should be stricter contrels on the Company. The
Department has the obligation to do something about the odor. Western
' Zirconium in the Dallesport area will be reguired to have to guarantee no
objectionable odor off the plant site and Wah Chang should be reguired to
do the same. (Sonn, Pat)

The permit should be altered only to improve air guality and the
Department should assign encugh personnel to the problem to insure the permit
is enforced both day and night. {(Burt)
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Catbox Odor Analvzed
The specific wording of the permit should be:

By rno later than January 1, 1978, the "catbox" odor

- {3-mercapto - 4-methyl - 2-pentanone} emanating from
the zirconium/hafnium process shall be reduced to the
lowest practicable level attainable utilizing practices
and procedures.

The planl. should not be required to guvarantee the zZero scentometer
reading at its boundaries. The scentometer is a subjective tool whose
operator can hecome desensitized. Wah Chang is prepared to use the
highest and best practicable control required by regulation. Also, the
public may erroneously associate a zero reading with zero catbox odor or
(worse yet) no odor of any origin. This might appear as a company '
commitment to eliminate odor entirely. Givan the extreme difficulty
in discovering process refinements to control the odor, a scentometer
reading of one as a norm, allowing excursioas to two, should be applied
if a reading nust be applied at all. The compliance schedule should read
as follows: ‘

By no later than January 1, 1978, the permittee shail

submit additional control strateoy for reducing the

fugitive odor "catbox" so as to minimize the nuisance
conditions beyond the plant site houndaries. This control
strategy shall include detailed plans and specifications

and the schedule for implementation (increments of progress)
to the Department for reivew and approval. (dePoix, Hurlburt)

The odor is due to the presence of a mercaptan (3-mercapto - 4-
"methyl - 2-pentanone) whose identification was difficult and whose control
will he more @ifficult. Detectable to the nose when one part is present

in every ten billion parts of air, the compound can be smelled before

it can be discovered by instrumentation. There is no way of totally
eliminating the odor. The company is sincere in trying to meet reasonable
regulatory demands. There is no evidence that the minute guantities present
are harmful or toxic. Traces of a closely related compound have been found
in many foods. Similar odors emanate from sewage plants, pulp mills, wood
processing, and foed plants. These sources are not required to eliminate
odor entirely. Aesthetics and econcmics must strike a compromise regarding
this pervasive, powerful-smelling compound. (Libby)

The odor is not harmful to health. {Loney)

The proposed zero scentometer reading of the catbox odor beyond the
plant site boundaries by January 1, 1978 is unrealistic and cannot be met.
{Kyriss on behalf of Linn-Benton-ILincoln Labor pouncil)

The scentometer reading of zero means that the odor is reduced two
to one by pure air. It is a subjective tool. A normal reading of one should
be required with excuxsions to two allowed because the manufacturer of the
scentometer states that a reading above one will probably cause complaints
while those above two, if they persist, can be described as a serious
nuisance. {(Bird, Peer)



SUMMARY, PAGE 13

Tests around the plant conducted so far indicate that some kind of
scentometer reading limitation is needed. (Lassiter)

The proposal to reduce catbox odor to a reading of zero is unworkable.
(Bergevin_on behalf of Local United Steel Workers of America, Peer)

The odor limitation is unworkable because there is no manner of
objective measurement. The problem should be given time in which the
company's experts (not clamoring environmertal groups} will solve it.

(Casey, Peer)

The quecgtion of what odeor is objectionable and to whom is a questioa
that is subjective and difficult to answer. {Hick)

Requiring "highest and best practical treatment® will not force the
company to do enough to rid us of the odor. (Jary)

Item 17 which provides a compliance schedule to reduce the cathox
odor "to the greatest extent possible" is too weak. A distance should b2
specified beyond which no "catbox" odeor shculd be allowed. (Blickensderfer)

| e



SUMMARY, PAGE 14

Sulfuric Acid

. Investigation has demonstrated beyond a doubt that huge guantities of

sulfuric acid are being emitted from the zirconium calciner stack. Levels
as high as 385 ug/m3 will be imposed on the population, levels over thirty
times the threshold limit considered harmful.

C2E's conteation that "huge quantities of Hp504 are being emitted from
the calciner stack is based on inappropriate zssumptions using a wrong
number as a sample base, an incorrect value fcr the height of the stack,
and a simplistic diffusion model. Even thougl these errors yvield a figure
higher than actual ground level concentrations, the concentration figure
at which C3E arrived for ground level is only one-third of the Threshold
Level Value considered safe for 40-hour-week cccupational exposure.

{(Aschoff, Boubel, Hunter}

The C5F conclusion about sulfuric acid ig based on guestionable
assumptions and ts belied by the fact that only small amcounts have bheen
measured. Erronecous input data yvielding high wvalues compounded the error
of assuming that the maximum centerline plume concentration which would
exist only under one set of meteorological conditions at one point would
be visited upon he "population.” (Boubel}



SUMMARY, PAGE 15

Discharge of Ketone into the Air

The blue haze and associated odor problems are due to the purposeful
discharge of the odor along with MIBK into the air in order to meet the
water discharge standards for MIBK imposed by the DEQ. While the odor-
iferous compound is not expected to produce a major health problem, MIBK
is guite toxic to the nervous system at higb concentrations. It is
impossible to learn the stack helght and calculate ground level concentrations
because Wah Chang won't even acknowledge stiipping these pellutants into the
air. (C3E)

The limit of nasal detection is far below the threshold limit values
and if dangerous levels were present they would be smelled. The process
simply does not deliberately discharge expersive methyl isobutyl ketone
into the atmosphere. (Aschoff)



SUMMARY, PAGE 16

Carbon Monoxide

Investigations show that large guantities of carbon monoxide are being
exhausted from the chlorinator units, gquantities representing ground level
concentrations of twice that allowed by the Environmental Protection Agency.

(C2E)

CoE's contention that CO is being emitted in large quantities from the
chlorinator units ig based on wrong assumptions about process, stack height,

and plume dispersion. (Aschoff)

CoE's contention that excessive carbou monoxide is emanating from the
chlorinator units is erroneous. Auto-related CO far exceeds CO from Wah

Chang. . {Hunter)
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VINCENT P. da POIX, President ' TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY

R E @ E “ W E @ 1600 OLD PACIFIC HIGHWAY
MAR 2.8 1977 P.0.BOX 460

ALBANY, OREGON 97321

pEpT, OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALTA (608) 926-4211

March 25, 1977

Mr. Peter McSwain S ‘ -
Hearings 0Officer:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 §. W. Morrison Street

Portland, CR 872056

POR _HEARING RECORD

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-0547
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany is herein addressing major areas of concern in the
proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. Also attached is the February 23,
1877, correspondence - V., P, de Poix /W, H. Young.

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

3. The specific wording should be:

By no later than January 1, 1878, the "cat box" odor
(3-Mercapto-L-Methyl-2-Pentanone) emanating from the
zirconium/hafnium process shall be reduced to the
lowest practicable level attainable utilizing good
practices and procedures.

Discussion:

In addition to those detaills delineated in the aforementioned
February 23, 1977, correspondence, placing a scentometer level
of zero on the "cat box" odor may establish a precedent from
which we cannot recover. In time, the public may forget the
scentometer and that a zero reading does not mean an absence

of odor. This was evident at the hearing. The public may

also forget that "ecat box" is the odor addressed in this section.
How can one recover from this situation, i.e. zero odor beyonrd
the plant site boundaries? Odors have the ability to mix with

o e g
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Hearings Officer
March 25, 1977
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Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-0547

one another, thereby making differentiation almost impossible.
Tying an odor source to a single industrial effluent may cause
problems in the future. Refer to March 21, 1977, correspondence
attached - L, M, Libbey /K. W. Bird.

i, The spécific wording should be:

The permittee shall at all times control ancillary sources
of air contaminants such as, but not limirted to, building
openings, roads, driveways, open areas, and material
handling processes so as to maintain the highest practicable
level of air guality and the lowest practicable discharge of
gir contaminants.

Discussion:

Refer to February 23, 1877, correspondence - V, P. de Poix /
W. H. Young.

Special Conditions

10. The specific wording should be:

The permittee shall control the level of production such
that the limits of this permit are immediately and contin-
uously met.

Discussion:

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany must reiterate its position that it
is beyond the charge of the Department of Environmental Quality
to limit production and/or productive capacity. Necessary
reasonable expansion must be allowed; coupled, of course, with
reasonable increases in emissicons., Acceptable programs and
time schedules will be formulated for the ultimate control

and reduction of effluents so that practicable limits are met.
Equitable treatment of Contaminant Discharge Permit holders

is of prime concern; it affects not only the economic
stability of Oregon, but the entire nation as well. Teledyne
Wah Chang Albany must protest most strongly that we cannot
decept the condition as written in the proposed permit.
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Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-05H7

- 11. Delete In its entirety.

Discussion:

Limiting the producticon or preductive capacity of any
portion of the zirconium or hafnium process is counter-
productive. Many portions of the process are not
contributors to, nor do they affect, the mid-Willamette
Valley air shed. Yet the proposed permit addresses all
portions of the zirconium or hafnium process. Reference
is also made to the discussion contained under Special
Condition 10,

Compliance Schedule

18. The specific wording should bhe:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the permittee shall

submit additional control strategy for reducing the

fugitive cdor "cat box'" so as to minimize the nuisance
conditions beyond the plant site boundaries. This contrcl
gtrategy shall include detailed plans and specifications
and the schedule for implementation (increments of progress)
to the Department for review and approval.

Discussion:

The extension of this compliance schedule condition is

based upon the fact that two individual control strategy
methods are currently being implemented in an attempt to
reduce the fugitive cdor. These are delineated in the
compliance schedule of the subject permit—-Item 19 - Spill
Sump Treatment and MIBK Recovery. The second control
strategy is Item 20 - Hafnium Oxide Precipitation and
Calcining. While the hafnium calciner system is not required
until January 15, 1978, sufficient engineering should have
been accomplished to indicate additional control strategy.

Resp}@ui@mitted,
+

V. P. de Poix
President
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Attachments - 2

R
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VINCENT . e3 POIX, President : TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY
1200 OLD PACIFIC HIGHWAY
P.0.BOX 460

£LBANY, OREGON 07324

(503) 926-4211

February 23, 1977

Mr. William H. Yoimg, Director
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1234 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, OR 97205

Dear Mr. Young:

We have reviewed the proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 22-0547,
and we have the following comments:

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

3. The specific wording should be:

" By no later than January 1, 1978, the “cat box" odor-
(3-mercapto-U-methyl-2-pentanone) emanzting from the
zirconium/hafnium process shall be recducad to the lowest
‘practicable level attainable utilizing rzcognized gosd
practices and procedures.

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany has diligently pursued a solution
to the "cat box" odor problem. Identifying the specific compound was
difficult in itself, but quantifying the parameters associated with
its formation was an even greater task. Mercaptans, such as the
compound we are confrented with, have extremely low odor thresholds;
consequently, scrubbing of the process ofI-gas will only reduce the
problem. Process parameters must be identified and then controlled
in order to minimize the formation of the malodorous compound. All
of these tasks we are willing to perform; yet we cannot, in good
conscience, guarantee that the odor will »e reduced to a scentometer
reading of zero at the plant site boundaries. The reliability of a
scentometer has been investigated in relztion to determining the
existence of "cat box" (3-mercapto-Y-methyl-2-pentancne). It is at
best a subjective evaluation determining only an order of magnitude
concentration of an odorant in the air. Perusal of the instruction
folder supplied with scentometers reflects problems associated with
reproducibility and operator desensitizazion. If a "cat box" odor
level must be dictated by a scentometer reading, it is suggested that
a reading of 1 (D/T=7) be established as a norm, with excursions to
a reading of 2 (D/T=31) allowable for short durations. These levels
more realistically reflect the experiencs the scentometer manufacturer
has procured through field testing.
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In summary, Teledyne Wah Chang Albany is prepared to utilize, in
the words of 0AR 20-001, ™. . .the highest and best przcticable _
treatment and control . . ." required te reduce the ‘Ycat box" odor.

The specific wording should be:

The permittee shall at all times control ancillary sources

of air contaminants such as, but not limited to, building
openings, roads, driveways, open areas, and material handling
processes 30 as to maintain the highest practicable level

of air quality and the lowest practicable discharge of

air contaminants.

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany feels that the substitution of
Ypracticable" for 'possible" more nearly approaches the Oregon
Administrative Rules intent as outlined in 0OAR 20-001.

Special Conditions

io.

11.

The specific wording should be:

The permittee shall limit or control the level of
production as necessary such that the limits of this
permit are immediately and continuously met. (Base
level production for the purpose of this permit shall
be 50,000 pounds per day of total oxide produced
averaged over a calendar month as processed through the
Separations plant).

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany feels that it is beyond the charge
of the Department of Epnvironmental Quality to limit production and
emissions as well. It is, therefore, our feeling that emissions at the
base level of 50,000 pounds of oxide per day are acceptable, and that

if the performance standards and emission limits are met, production
should not be regulated.

Delete in its entirety.

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany cannot comply with this special
condition. This paragraph implies that efficiency of operation is

not a criterion for plant operation. It precludes the utilization of
increased yields in any portion of the plant for subseguent operations.
Operational incentive can be destroyed and the energy expended toward
reduction of solid and/or aqueous discharges minimized,

Compliance Schedule

18,

The specific wording should be:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the permittee shall
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submit additcional control strategy for reducing the
fugitive odor ('"Cat Box") so as to minimize the
nuisance conditions beyond the plant site boundaries.
This. control strategy shall include detailed plans and
specifications and the schedule for implementation
(in¢rements of progress) to the Department for review
and approvaL :

Discussion: See discussion under Performance Standards and Emission
Limits, No. 3. Reference is also made to dttached correspondence from
Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D.

_ Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, by its own initiative, has reduced emissions
beyond those ilmposed. by the Mid-Willamette Alr Pollution Authority, and has
thereby indicated an intent to continually improve its environmental control
programs. As was pcinted out in a recent press article, Mr. Skirvin of the
Department of Envircnmental Quality indicated that many of the proposed limits
were lower than norral state regulations primarily because Wah Chang had
demonstrated the ability to achieve these lower emission rates. We fully intend

to continue to improve the environmental quality of the zirconium/hafnium process,

and have allocated monies and increased technical staffing to perform this task,.

The proposed compliance schedule appears to be rather tight and restrictive,
but we feel that we can perform as required. Incorporation of the aforementioned

changes to the subject permit, however, would establish a more workable document
which is directed at the highest and best practicable treatmpnt and control of
air contaminant emissions.

If you have any questions or wish to discuss this matter in detail, I
would be most happy to come to Portland, accompanied by HMr. K. W. Bird, our
Director of Environmental Control, to meet with you at your convenience,

Very truly yours,

V. P. de Poix
VPdeP/pm
Attach.

ce: Mr. T, Skirvin




Deparimant of
Food Scienca Stdte
and Technology | UNIVETSItY | Corvallis, Oragon 97331 oa) 75213

February 22, 1977

Mr. K. Y. Bird, Director
Environmental Control
Teladyne Wah Chang
Albany, OR

Dear Mr. Bird:

- For the past sixteen years I have been engaged in flavor chemistry,
and more particulerly, in the analysis of food flavor volatiles {(including
off-odors) by gas chromatography/mass spectroretry (GC/MS). I have also
been very active in toxicology for the past Tive years, principally in the
trace organic analysis for the carcinogenic N-nitrosamines and aflatoxins
in foods.

1 have no Tinancial interest in, nor raceive consulting Tees from,
Teledyne YWah Chang; my comments are hopetully unbiased, they are certa1n1y
offered freely and openily.

Th1s Tetter is in regard to the compound 3-mercapto- 4-mathy1 -2-pentanonz
("catty odor") which has conclusively been identified by Dr. Lawrence J. Jacoby
as be1ng the principal odorous component in the "catty odor” d}SCharged into
- the air by Teledyne Yah Chang.

(1) Although the odor threshold for 3-mercapto~4-methyl-2-pentanong
is at present unknown, my judgment is that it will be approximately 1: 10T0
as a very competent Dutch investigator, Dr. H.T. Badings, h?ﬁ determinad
the threshold of A-Tﬂrcapto-é-methyI-2—pentanone to be 1:10'" in refined
Tiquid parafran.'f This means that the human odor threshold might be 1
part of the "catty odor" compound in ten billion parts of air! This makes
the "catty" compound a very potent odorant 1ndoed.

(2) Measuring and identifying of such powerful odorants as the "catty“
compotnd is a difficult task at best. State-of-the-art instrumentation is
doubtfully adequate; the human nose is superior {2,6). For objective collection
and ana1y51s, concentration is mandatory. Probably passage of the suspect
polluted air through traps packed with a porous plymer, such as Porapak Q,
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would be helpful in concon,rau1ng the pollutants prior to analysis. For

jdentification GC and GC/HS is suggasted. Rovtine wmonitoring of air discharges -

of materials such as the "catty odor" compound may have to rely on subjective
rather than instrumental approaches. This approach is sometimes called
a "pasal appraisal.” _ - _

- (3) In my professional opinion there is no way of totally eliminating
the "catty odor” emission Trom Teledyne Wah Chang---- short of plant
“shut-down, or an 2normously expensive redesign of the processes using MIBK.
At least a rough measure of the lavels of "catty odor” pollutant are needed;
this information would be helpful in seeing how much of a reduction in |
emission is necessary to appreach the odor threshold of humans.

Talks with . L.J. Jacoby and others, have convinced me that the
chemistry of the “catiy" emission has been significantly zdvanced, and
scientific and technological expﬂrtwse is now being used to decrease the
emission. 1 have been impressed in talking with management and technical
personnel at Teledyne Wan Chang that they appreciate the problem and are. -
sincere in trying to meet reasonab demands trom the regulatory agencies such
as DEQ.

(4} It is difficult to say what Tevels of the "catty odor" one might
expect to be the best practicably attainable utilizing recognized good
practxce Tt would probably be feasible to eliminate half of the “"catty”
emission, but cut,1ng the emission by 957 might be ecomonically unreasonable.
Argasonnd approach is called for, and hopefully the emission standards would
not be unreasonable to scart with and furthermore not be like an ever-
tightening "hangmen's noose” as current emission standards are met; this
is not to say that continued improvement is not desirable or possible.

The hope is that ecqnomically reasonable and attainable standards will
be set initially and in the future. " - :

(5) There is no evidance that 3-mercapto-4-methyl-Zpentanone (the
“catty compound”) is hazardous or toxic at the minute levaels found. Traces
of the closely re1?§ d 4-mercapta- % TPLhYT Z-pentanone have been found in
foods such as meat!®/, vegetables , and cheese {1,5)}. MNone of the cited
researchers has SUQQESLEd a toxicity; an aversion to eat "catty” food yes,
but almost certainly no hazard to human health exists at the ppb levels
expected to be found in food or air.

It might be will to state at this point, that odor is an integral
part-of flavor, and odor, in my professional opinion, plays the dominant
role. The distinction between an odor and off-odor is sometimes very thin.
Certain compounds found in food aroma are also present as air pollutants
(for example dimethyl sulfide, methyl mercaptan, etc.). Upon very high
dilution many compounds sesm to change their character-and smell almost
pleasant; dimethyl sulfide is a good example --- at high dilution it smells
like canned corn.

Rt
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(6} It should be recognized that other scurces of emission similar
to the “"catty" odor emanate from sevage plants, puTn mills, wood process:ng
plants and even food p1ants It is doubtful if it is realistic to require

such plants to maintain a "zero" emission tolerance unless the pallutant
was carcinogenic or of extreme toxicity (such s the dioxins).

The trouble with the "catty’odor is that it is a very powerful, pervasive
smell. In my view aesthetics and ecomonics should make a compromise, so
- thalt industry can survive by  being given reascnab?e'(not-zero).toierances.

S1ncere1y,

“_{";'5,/1/1,1 LZ /“’/ “"f %L"J

Ly

Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D.
Associate Professor

LMLz kve
Attachment.
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March 21, 1977

Mr. K. W. Birxd

Environmental Control

Teledyne Walh Chang : ’ .
Albany, OR

Dear Mr. Bird:

This letter is written to document a couple of points relative
to the Wah Chang "catty" emission. The Xerox coples are from a book
to be used fpring Term in our department.

{1} Although the book is written by emﬂinent toxicologists and
pharmacologists, there is no suggestion that 4-mercapto-4-methyl-
pentanon-2 is toxic in the minute traces it is found in air, water,
and food. My professiconal opinion is that 3-mercapto-4-methylpentanon--2
(wah Chang "catty" emission) would behave similar to the 4-mercapto
isomer and toxicological hazards would be minimal.

(2) It is important to note that "catty" coméounds often occur in
industrial effluents; Wah Chang should not be singled out as the only
source of these compounds.

I read with great interest the reports in the papers on the DEQ
hearings; my comment to C2E is "are you working on the solution or are
you part of the problem?”

! Let's hope that the facts and reason will prevaill
Sincerely,

aoef,’afwt/u’? /w ﬁ @%‘Qg

Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D.
Associate Professor

Enc. (1)
ILML/jrc
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158 7. Interaction between Substances in Toxicology

action takes place under certain weather conditions, viz.,, abundant
sunlight and virtual absence of turbulence in the atmosphere, Apart
from the oxidizing photochemical smog in which ozone, nitrous
vapors, and hydrocarbons occur, a reducing smog in which SO, is an
important component, is also well known. Weather conditions play
a less important role in the formation of reducing smog; in this in-
stance, sunlight is not a prercquisite. ‘ :

A special problem here is the so-called catty odor, which is ex-
tremely penetrating, This is the odor of a mercaptan (organic SH
compound}, 4-mercapto-4-methyl-pentanone-2. This particular mer-
captan, which has an obnoxious odor in extremely Jow concentrations,
is not a waste product of the chemical industry, but is formed by inter-
action of H.S with mesity! oxide (Fig. 67). Mesityl oxide is a widely
distributed pollutant procuced in very low concentrations by various
industries (dyes, plastics, printing inks, lacquers, etc.) where it is used
as an organic solvent, Mesityl oxide is not obnoxious as such, bui the. .
problem occurs when it is dumped into canals or rivers in which
H.S develops. This can only occur where large quantities of organic
material are present and the oxygen concentrations in these walers
are so low that rotting processes (anacrobic degradation) with the
formation of H,S take place.

Another example is the conversion of inorganic mercury com-
pounds to organic merciiry compounds, especially methyl- and di-
methylmercury, by microorganisms in the environment. Since :hese
organic mercury compounds are lipohilic, they accumulate in fish
and seals. The mercury that is present in these animals is mostly In
the form of methylmercury compounds. With this type of environ-
mental polivtion, as with DDT, accumulation lakes place along the
food chains whereby the species at the end of these chains, in this case
the seals, are endangered. Apart from the orgamic mercury com-

H SH
+H,8 1
C—|(|:-—C:(I:—~C e C—ﬁ—vC—(l:w—C
C
Mesityl oxide 4.Mercapto-4-

methylpeatanon-2
~ {"catty odor")

Fig. 67. The formation of a mercaptan (having an obnoxious smelll from
H,S and mesityl oxide. Mesityl oxide and related substances often occur
in industrial effluents and H,S is formed- by putrefaction in polluted water.

.
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e b ng Hearing Report
Wah Chang Air Permit Attachment 5

To: The Department of Environmental Quality
1234 SW Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

" From: Citizens for a Clean Environment
P.0. Box 255
Corvallis. Cregon 97330

RE: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany Air Discharge Permit

Citizens for a Clean Environment(czE) is a citizens group in Corvallis
which has in the past investigated the environmental impacts of
certain indusirial operations in the Albany-Corvallis area. Our
efforts have for the most part bere fited both the environment and

the industries involved. - ' '

For the last six months C,E has been evaluating the air and water
discharges from the Wah Cﬁang plant, The primary participants in
this effort have been Mr, Jerry Coffer, a registered professional
chemical engineer with 6 years experience in air guality engineering,

_ Mr. Gil Zemansky with 6 years experience in the water quality field
and Mr, Phillip Crawford, a member of the CsE board. Our final
report to the citizens of this area is scheduled to be released in
approximately one month. However, it is very important at this time
that we make our preliminary findings regurding the air discharges
from Wah Chang known to the public.

We believe that with public understanding of the negative impact on
human health of the discharges from this plant, DEQ will be moved to
re-write the current proposed permit. We would hope that such a
re-write would include a mandate to Wah Chang to take such steps
necessary to lessen the health hazards created by their discharges,

First, our investigations have demonstrated beyond any doubt that
hugtr quantities of sulfuric acid are being emitted from the zirconium
calciner stack. This sulfuric acid discharge has been measured and
reported to DEQ, A dispersion model was used to determine the
concentrations of sulfuric_acid reaching the people at ground-level,
Levels as high as 385 ug/m3 will be imposed on the population. . The
threshold 1imit value as determined by the Environmental Protection
Agency(EPA) epidemiological studies is 10 ug/m3, This means that
Wah Chang is discharging over thirty times the levels that are
considered harmful,

Second, our investigations of the process show that large quantities
of carbon monoxide are being exhausted from the Wah Chang chlorinator
units, These quantities represent maximum ground-level concentrations
of twice that allowed by EPA,

Third, the problem which has had the most obvious impact on the

citizens of the Albany-Corvallis area is the blue haze and the associated
odor problem., Our investigations of the process lead us to believe

that Wah Chang is purposely discharging this odor into the air,




¢oupled with high quantities of an organic solvent(MIBK) in order to
meet the water emission stundards on MIBK imposed by DEQ, Although
we laud these efforts to meet water standards, we cannot condone
blatant disregard for air quality in the process, Our findings on
this matter were deduced from an understanding of the Wah Chang
process and the principles of stripper operation. The small quantities
of the(gdarlﬁemgg§)compound is not expected to produce a major health
problem, ~ However, the MIBK is quite toxic to the nervous system 2%
high concentratiuns., The exact concentration of MIBK reaching the
ground is impossible 1o determine without knowing the height of the
discharge point The information regarding stack height is not known,
as Wah Chang will not even acknowledge stecipping these pollutants

into the air.

Finally, there is a hazard to the residents 1i ving near the plant
caused by discharges of hydrochloric acid, chlorine gas and ammonia,
Normally, the limits DEQ has placed on these pollutants. would be
considered low enough to prevent any major health impact, However,
because these pollutants are released into the atmosphere so- close to
ground-level, they represent a possible ma jor health problem for
plant employees and for people living adjacent to the plant site,
Problems would occur prlmarll%y under high wind conditions when
. drafts created by building interferences will cause these low discharge
plumes to be dispersed directly toward the ground, thus affecting
residents.

We have related tie above findings to DEQ and to our knowledge they
have not thoroughly investigated any of them. This is evident by
examination of th: proposed discharge air permit.

The permit contains no mention of any of the pollutants which are the
major health hazards, It does not acknowledge the emissions of
sulfuric acid, carbon monoxide or MIBK, nor does it admit to the
potential negative effects of such toxic gases on the population.

The permit also does not consider the stack heights in setting -
emission standards for ammonia, chlorine gas and hydrochloric acid.

We are not here toc demand a shut-down of Wah Chang. Rather, we
want DEQ to acknowledge the environmental problems caused by this
operation and to commit to work cooperatively with Wah Chang toward
an expeditiocus solution of the problems we have outlined.

C,E is a group of citizens committed to a cleaner envircnment. We
urge your action on this matter.

AL e et T ST
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CoE'S SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO
THE PROPOSED '
TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

SUGGESTION # 1

Condition 2(d){1) should be amended to indicate separate concentration
limits for chlorine (Cl,) and chloride ion (C1-) due to toxicity
differences in the two pollutants, and should read as follows:

Condition 2{d)(1): ™A maximum concentration of chloride ion (Cl-)
equal to 130 ppm and a maximum concentratién of chlorine (Clp)
equal to 20 ppm;"

SUGGESTION # 2

Condition 2(d) should be amended to include discharge limits on -
sulfuric acid(H;80,), carbon monoxide(CG) and methyl isobutyl ketone
(MIBK), which discharges have not been limited by the proposed
Permit. These limitations are required to protect the public health.
Sub-sections should be added to condition 2(d) as follows:

Condition 2(d)(4): "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum concer-
tration of sulfuric acid (H,S0,) ecual to 400 ppm and a maximum
discharge rate of sulfuric aci% (stou) of 700 1b/day." After:
September 1, 1978, a maximum concentration of sulfuric acid
(HZSO ) equal to 20 ppm or a maximum discharge rate of sulfuric
acid %HZSOu) of 30 1lb/day.™

Condition 2(d}{(5): "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum discharge
rate of carbon monoxide(CO)} of 40,000 1b/day. After September.1i,
1978 a maximum discharge rate of carbon monoxide(CO) of 10,000
1b/day. "

Condition 2(d)(8): "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum discharge
rate of methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) of 7,000 lb/day. After
September 1, 1978 a maximum discharge rate of methyl isobutyl
ketone (MIBK) of 100 1lb/day."

SUGGESTION #.3

Condition 6 shall be amended to read as follows:

Condition 6: ®“The permittee shall perform at least three
prescheduled source tests per year on all emission control

systems in the zirconium/hafnium production process. The

pollutant components to be monitored in each of these stacks will
be specified by the Department, All tests shall be conducted

in accordance with the testing procedures on file at the Department
or in conformance with applicable standard methods approved in
advance and in writing by the Department,"




' SUGGESTION # 4

Under the heading "Compliance Schedule™ which begins at condition

17 of the Permit, the following compliance schedules will be added

to insure compliance with the amended limits on sulfuric acid (HpS0y)
carbon monoxide (CO) and methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) imposed in
condition 2,

Condition 27: “The permittee shall provide additional controls

for the zirconium oxide calciner so as te reduce sulfuric

acid (HpS504) emissions and attain and maintain continuous
‘compliance with condition 2, This project shall be accomplished
in accordance with the following schedule: '

a.

By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall subnit a
final control strategy, including detailed plans and
specifications, to the Department for review and approvzl,

By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall iussue
purchase orders for the major components of emission control
equipment and/or for process modification work,

By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate
the installation of emission control equipment and/or
on-site construction or process modification work,

By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete
the installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site
construction or process modification work,

By nc later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall
demonstrate that the zirconium oxide calciner is capable of

operating in compliance with condition 2.

Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective item has been accomplished,"

Condition 28: "The permittee shall provide additional controls

for the sand and pure zirconium oxide chlorinators so as to
reduce carbon monoxide{(CO0) emissions and attain and maintain
continuous compliance with Condition 2. This project shall
be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a,

b.

By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit
a final control strategy, including detailed plans and
specifications, to the Department for review and approval,

By no later than Cctober 15, 1977 the permittee shall
issue purchase orders for the major components of emission
control equipment and/or for process modification work.
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¢. by no later than May 1, 1978 the permitte shall initiate the
installation of emigsion control equipment and/or on-site
construction or process modification work,

d. - By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete
the installation of emission control equipment and/or
on-site construction or process modification work.

e, By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall
~demonstrate that the sand and pure zirconium oxide
chlorinators are capable of operating in compliance with
condition 2,

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective item has been accomplished,"

Condition 29: "The permittee shall eliminate the practice of
stripping methyl isobutyl ketone(MIBK) into the atmosphere and
shall previde alternate means of disposal of this substance,
These meang shall not include an increase in methyl isobutyl
ketone (MIBK) discharged into the Willamette river, This

methyl isohutyl ketone (MIBK) handling system will be developed
with the capability to attain and maintain continuous compliance
with condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in
accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no Jater than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall
© submit a final control strategy, including detailed plans
and specifications, to the Department for review and
approval,

b, By no later than Oc¢tober 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue
purchase orders for the major components of emission control
equipment and/or for process modification work,

¢, By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate
the installation of emission control eguipment and/or
on-site constructicn or process modification work,

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete
the installation of emission control equipment and/or
on-site construction or process modification work,

e. By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall
demonstrate that the methyl isobutyl ketone (NMIBK) control
system 1s capable of operating in compliance with condition
2 . .

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective item has been accomplished,

T T T et e
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SUGCESTION # 5

Under the headlng "Compliance Schedule"™ which begins at condition

17 of the Permit, the following compliance schedule will be added to
avoid the building downdraft effects which interfere with the proper
dispersicn of pollutants from short stacks,

Condition 30: "The permittee shall provide taller stacks for

the followling emission points:

Stack Name Attached Equipment

Separations Odor . Hafnium Calciner ‘ '

Zr Reduction, East Zirconium Reduction Furnace (East)
Zr Reduction, West Zirconium Reduction Furnace (West)
Mg Recovery Magnesium Recovery Furnhace

Feed HMake-Up Separations Feed Make-Up Tank:
Fertilizer Plant Fertilizer Plant Evaporation Tank

These stacks will be tall encugh so as to be at least 2 1/2
times the height of the tallest adjacent building. This prcject
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a,

b.

By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit
a final control stratery, including detailed plans and
specifications, to the Department for review and approval,

By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue
purchase orders for the major components of emission control
equlpment and/or for process modification work,

By no later than May 1, 19?8 the permitte shall complete
the installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site
construction or process mOdlflcathH work.

By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site
construcilon or process modification work.

By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall de-~
monstrate that the newly installed tall stacks are operating
effectively.-

Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective ifem has been accomplished.




Wah Chang Air Permit -
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WAH CHANG ALBANY

P.0. BOX 460
ALBANY, OREGON 97321
(508) 926-4211 TWX (510) 595-0873

State of Oregon
March 18 1977 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMINTAL QUAL!TY

E{%E@EHWE
MAR 22 1977

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
Mr. William H. Young }

Department .of Emrironmental Control
1234 Morrison St.
Portland, OR 97205

Dear Mr. Young:

In defens2» of my employer, Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, I have
asked that the enclosed letter to Peter McSwain, DEQ, be entered into
the record of testimony pertaining to our pending air discharge
permit.

I feel very sorry that the need to do this should arise, but
when our elected representatives, our regulatory agencies, and the
news media are ipyundated with untrue information aimed at discrediting
me and harming my employer, I must speak out.

Please call me if you wish to discuss the matter further,
Yours very truly, wﬁ7

T r e r‘»«f/’“‘“\

W. A. Aschoff, P.E.
Manager, Environmental Control

7

WAA : pms

Enclosure



-~

PETELEDYNE
WAH CHANG ALBANY

P.C. BOX 450
ALBANY, OREGON 97321
(503) 926-4211 TWX (510) 595-0873

March 17, 1977

Mr; Peter McSwain
Hearings Officer

- Department of Environmental Quality

1234 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, OR 97205

RE: TWCA Air Discharge Permit
Dear Mr. McSwain:

Please enter into the record of this hearinj the following comments
concerning Mr. Jery Coffer's erroneous conclusions concerning atmospheric

discharges from Teledyne Wah Chang Albany.

His first obvious falsehood in the memo purportedly from CoE to DEQ
regarding our permit, is his statement that he has demonstrated beyond any

. doubt that huge quantities of sulfuric acid are being emitted from the

calciner stack. He has not demonstrated any such discharge, since he took
one number from a sample in which all sulfur was reported as sulfate (at
the specific demand of the Mid WilTamette Valley Air Poliution Authority),
and from this calculated a completely unrealistic number for the quantity
of HZSO4 in the stack. Studies instigated by TWCA in 1973 proved both
theoretically and in tests that the predominant species was SOp, not S03.
Prior sampling procedures were approved by the agency then having jurisdiction.
Thermodynamics and kinetics prove validity of our tests. Using this wrong
number as a base, and an incorrect value for the height of the stack, he
then proceeded to calculate the concentration at ground level using a
simplified ideal diffusion equation which has been demonstrated repeatedly
to yield results approximately two orders of maghitude higher than actually
can be determined by careful tests performed by competent investigators.
Furthermore, even if he were right on all points, his calculated maximum
ground level concentration would be approximately one-third of the level

_considered safe for continuous 40-hour per week exposure; i.e. TLV from

OSHA. In short, Mr. Coffer is uttering untruths when he claims to have
"demonstrated beyond any doubt", and when he claims he has measured this
sulfuric acid discharge.

He also disregards the truth in stating that his investigations of
the process show that Jarge quantities of carbon monoxide are being
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Mr. Peter McSwain | _
STELEDYNE
parchy | 177 | WAH CHANG ALBANY

exhausted from the Wah Chang chlorinator units. He has not studied our
process which is proprietary. He is basing his assumptions on one paper
discussing titanium chlorination, again the wrong stack height, and the
same faulty plume dispersion mathematical model he used to guess at sulfuric
acid concentrations.

His next glaring error is the statement that we are "purposely" dis-
charging ketone into the air, thereby causing blue haze and odor. This is
completely untrue. He has had the system explained to him in detail, but
fails to comprehend what actually occurs. At $1.00 per gallon for methyl
isobutyl ketone, we zertainly are not going to purposely discharge this
material into the aiv, Furthermore, the 1imit of nasal detection is far
below the TLV, so that "dangerous Tevels" of MIBK in the ambient air simply
do not occur, espec1a}1y when the material is not concentrated encugh to
be smelled.

We also disagree with the statement that we show "blatant disregard
for air quality". Cur ratio of expenditure of moiey and engineering effort
for environmental ccontrol in relation to total plant expenditure is one of

- the highest of any industry in the country, which we feel demonstrates

the falsity of this statement by CoE.

Finaliy, the Tie that we don't show adequate concern for chlorine,
chloride and ammonia is refuted by our having utilized continuous ground
level ambient monitors for these pollutants for about three years. During
this time we have never come even close to dangerous levels. Over the
years these levels have been consistently ir the range of less than 1/100th
the levels generally accepted as safe for continuous exposure; i.e.

TLV's as determined by the American Conference of Covernmental Industrial
Hygienists.

. In summary, conclusions by CoFE were reached by faulty or complete Tack
of a data base, extrapoiated using dubious mathematics, a complete lack of
understanding of the processes involved, and an utter disregard for truth
and ethics.,

‘Yours very truly,

W. A Aschoff, Maﬁﬁg;r
Environmental Control

WAA :dkm



Mechanical Engineering

Department of

March 16, 1977

Department of Environmental Quality
State of Oregpon

For Presentation at Public Hearing
“Albany, Oregon -~ March 17, 1977

Re: Téledyne Wah Chang - Albany, Air Discharge Permit

As a member of the Citizens for a Clean Environment, I feel

it necessary to point out several errors in a statement which

I received by mail and which I understand is going to be pre~
sented at the Public Hearing, March 17, 1877. I do not feel

that this position paper or statement represents the views of
many CoE members, and, in fact, may not even represent a majority
viewpoint. As one of the charter members of CoE, and a past mem-
ber of the Board -of Directors, I feel it necessary to point out

7 several points of disagreement.

Referring to the fourth paragraph:

1. There is doubt that huge(hugh) gquantities of sulfurlc
acid 2re being emitted. Only small amounts appear
to have been measured. The larger gquantities are postu-
lated from the results of questionable assumptions.

2. I do not bhelieve that the sulfuric acid discharge has
been measured and reported to DEQ. I have examined
Wah Chang stack test data and can find no measurements
made which indicate either qualitatively or quantita-
tively the sulfuric acid discharge.

3. The dispersion model used to calculate ground level
concentrations used erroneous input data which yielded
high wvalues. It also assumed that all the sulfur was
emitted as acid which was a false assumptlon.

4. The level of 385 ug/m3 would not be imposed on the popu-
lation even if all data and assumptions were correct.
This is the maximum centerline plume concentration found
from the model and would only exist at one set of meteo-
rological conditions at one point.

Oregon State Universily Is an Alfirmative Action/ Equal Opportunity Employer



Department of Environmental Quallty
March 16, 1977

Page 2

[4)]

~the 385 ug/m

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) does not
determine "Threshold Limit Values." These are set

by OSHA.

Even With.th% false assumptions, I would not consider

"over thirty times the levels that are
considered harmful.' The actual Threshold Limit Value
(TLV) for sulfuric acid 1sl.01n1111grams per cubic
meter which is 1000 ug/m3. Trhis is the level that
workers can be exposed to 40 hours per week without
adverse effect. This number should not be used for
setting an air pollution standard, but it does point
out that many workers in the U.S.A. are repeatedly
exposed to gquantities in excess of 385 ug/mS3.

I would comment on many other points in this written statement,
but they follow similar lines of reasoning and I would be re-
peating myself. I will reserve further comment untll I have

. read the flnal repoxrt. :

rd

Sincerely,

/’) ‘ ;. . .
. " 3 /_r-
/i‘://’f//—- ,..,/ /" A /é /,J:/\ .

Richard W. Boubel, Ph.D,
Professor

. /

ce: Citizens for a Clean Enviroanment
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, , LITY,
BEPT, OF ENVIROMENTAL QUA PETITION OF INTERESTED CITIZENS

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, RESIDENTS OF THE CITY OF ALBANY, LINN COUNTY, OREGON,
AFTER BEING ADVISED THAT TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALEANY HAS APPLIED TO THE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF'THE STATZE OF OREGON FOR AN AIR CON-
.TAMINATB DISCHARGE PERMIT, BY OUR SIGNATURBS FULLY SUPPORT AND ENDORSE THE
EFFORTS OF TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALEAN¥ AND WOULD. DEMONSTRATE éY OURISUPPORT
-OUR APPRECIATION-AND CONTINUED FAITH IN TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY IN.THEIR
COOPERATION WITH 'THE DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND OTHER AGENCIES
IN MEETING THE ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS BENEFICIAL BOTH TC THE ECONOMY AND TO

THE HEALTH OF THE CITIZERS OF THIS CITY AND THL STATE.

Name o . Addregi

am



HEARING REPORT:

WAH CHANG AIR PERMIT

ATTACHMENT E

Date Type Sender Receiver
2/19/77 l.etter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E T. Nelson, Wah Chang
3/8/77 lLetter w/atta@h. Jerry Coffer, CaoE Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3/8/17 letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, CE Rep. Nancy Fadeley
3/11/77 lLetter w/aftach. Jerry poffér, CoE Rep. Nancy Fadeley
3/¥3/77 l.etter w/attach. Jerry Coffe}, CoF Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3/23/77 Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, CyE Rep. Nancy Fadeley
3/23/77 Letter Jerry Coffer, CjE Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
4/2/77 Letter Phillip Crawford,CoE  Rep. Nanch Fadeley
/13777 Letter Jerry Coffer, C2E Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3/7/77 Letter W. H. Young, DEQ V; F. dePoix, Wah Chang
2/23/77 Letter V.P.DePoix, Wah Chang W. H. Young, DEQ
2/22/77  Letter L.M.Libbey, OSU K. Bird, Wah Chang
3/9/77 Letter E.Weathersbee, DEQ Pat Sonn {Citizen)
3/2/77 Letter Pat Sonn (Citizen) DEQ
3/14/717 Letter Robert Schmidt DEQ
3/17/77 Letter Howard Hickam " DEQ

Test imony Rollin E. Hines DEQ Hearing Officer -
3/17/77 Letter Philip Griffin " DEQ Hearing Officer
3/17/77 Letter R.J.Deferrari " DEQ Hearings Officer
3/17/17 Test imony Jim Barrett, CofC DEQ Hearings Officer

News clipping Democrat-Herald |
8/2/76 Letter L. Kramer, DEQ Jim Barrett, Chamber/Commerce
7/26/76 Letter Jim Barrett C/C L. Kramer, DEQ

B i



Attachment E

Date Type Sender Receiver
317777 Testimony Ronald E. Long DEQ Hearing Officer
3/17/77 Letter R. Lowery DEQ Hearing Officer
Resolution Linn, Benton, Lincoln
Labor Council DEQ Hearing Officer
Resolution - . J.T.Peterson, Pres. DEQ Hearing Officer
Albany C/C
Statement Rep. B. Byers DEQ Hearing Officer
3/10/77 Letter G.Hawkins Hr. Wm. Young, DEG
3/16/77  Letter R. Boubel, 0SU DEQ
3/17/77 Memorandum M.B.S5iddall Fritz Skirvin, DEC
3/15/77 Letter Jack McGuire Bill Young, DEQ
3/17/77  Letter H.B.Smith Vin, Young, DEQ
3/15/77 Letter Atan Hick Hearing Officer
PNW Hanager,
Northrup, King & Co.
5/\7/77 Letter Darrel} Burt Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3N Letter H.B.Smith Wm. Young, DEQ
3/17/77 Testimony Sen. John Powelt DEQ Hearing
3/i7/77 Letter Clayton Wood, Mayor  Teledyne Wah Chang
Millersburg
3/11/77 Testimony Bob/Sara Blickenéderfer DEQ Hearing
Memorandum Citizens for Clean Env. DEQ
3/V7/77 Letter DEQ Hearing

Merle Manning



Department of Environmental Quality

ROBERT W SIRAUB

novianos 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 87205 Telephone (503) 229- 6414

February 14, 1977
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING FOR ISSUANCE OF AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT
FOR TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a Public Hearing will be held for the purpos2
of considering the issuance of an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to the
following applicant and to amend, as necessary, the Clean Air Implementation
Plan for Oregon {Air Contaminant Discharge Permits containing compliance
schedules will result in modification of the Implementation Plan for Oregon):

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany _

1600 01d Pacific Highway, Albany, Oregon
Primary Smelting of Zirconium & Hafnium

Renewal of Permit #22-C547

The qu]ic Hearing will bé held at the time and place listed below:

Albany City Library
1390 S. Waverly Drive
Albany, Oregon

Commencing at 2:30 p.m. on Thursday, March 17, 1977 and again at 7:30 p.m. on
Thursday, March 17, 1977.

The Department proposes to issue a renewal Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
for Teledyne Wah Chang Albany. The Company currently operates under a permit
issued by the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. The proposed -
permit establishes permit conditions for operation, monitoring, and reporting;

. establishes Timits on particulate and gaseous emissions and on escapement of
"cat box" odors; establishes step-wise control programs for significant sources
contributing to odors or visibility reduction; and establishes step-wise control
programs for sources or processes not currently in compiiance with rules of the
Commission. ' '

Copies of the proposed permit are available upon request from the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality, 1234 S. W. Morrison, Portiand, Oregon 97205, or
are available for review at the Midwest Regional 0ffice, 16 Oakway Mall, Eugene,
Oregon 97401, -

Any interested person desiring to submit written testimony concerning the
permit, the permit conditions or policy related to these matters may do so by
mailing them no later than March 14, 1977 to the above Portland address, or may
be heard orally at the public hearing on the date and at the time mentioned

.. above, '

_ Questions regarding this matter may be directed to Mr. Frederic Skirvin
e (229-6414) at the above Portland address. Please inform those who may have an
et interest in this matter,



Permit Number: __¢e7Vox,

Expiration Date: 4/] /8]
Page 1 of 10

AIR COI‘%@%QI DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Sireet
Pertland, Oregon 97205
Telephone: (503) 229-5636
Issued in accordance with the provisions of

e ORS 468.310
ISSUED TO: REFERENCE INFORMATION
TELEDYNE WAH CHANG AL BANY .
1600 01d Pacific Higaway Application No. 0583
P. 0. Box 460 " . _
Albany, Oregon, 97321_ ‘fﬁg, Date Received September 8, 1975
PLANT SITES .{" o : : . N
' - ST ;,"‘_ 2 ' Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site:
1600 OH Pac1f1c H}gwa_y o ‘\-""‘-\
Albany, Oregon A ﬂﬁfjgfﬁﬁ Source SIC Permit No.
- g Ly Con *‘ LA
;I'.," ’ \‘.\ ',;T.:‘ ﬁ..‘ A ',,'/ ' (1)
ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF S )
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY .
. i‘ e ‘:, L .
Hd ". b . ._p -
WILLIAM H. YOUNG Date
Director

SOURCE(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS:
Neme of Air Contaminant Source Siandard Industry Code ns Listed

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFINING OF ZIRCONIUM 3339
HAFNIUM AND COLUMBIUM

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee
is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air contaminants
including emissions from those processes and activities directly related or
associated thereto in accordance with the requirements, limitations, and con-
ditions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above,

The specific 1isting of requirements, limitations and conditions contained
herein does not relieve the permittee from complying with all other rules and
standards of the Department. :

‘For Requirements, Limltations and Condltions of this Permil, svee attached Sections



AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS .Permit No. ~ 22-0547 .
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- Issued by the Page 2 of

Department of Environmental Quality

Performance Standards and Emission Limits PROPOSED

.

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant |

generating processes and all contaminant control equipment at full effi-
ciency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air contaminants are
kept at the towest practicablie levels.

'The permittee shall comply with the following emission limitations:

a.

Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source unless
noted otherwise shall not exceed any of the following:

1) 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot; and )

2)  An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for a -
period aggregating more than three V3) minutes in any one (1)
hour.

Particulate emissions from the zirconium oxide ca1c1ner shall not
exceed the following:

1)  Until September 1, 1978, 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot; and
2)  After September 1, 1978, 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot;

Particulate emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes
shall not exceed a total -of 25.0 pounds per hour or 110 tons per year.

Gaseous emissions from any single air contaminant source unless noted
otherwise shall not exceed any of the fo?]owing:

1) A maximum total concentration of chlorine (C1 ) and chloride ion
(€1-) equal to 100 ppm; . :

2) Until September 1, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner,
a maximum concentrat1on of sulfur dioxide. (502) equal to 1000 ppm
and : ‘

After September 1, 1978, including the zirconium oxide-talciner,
a maximum concentrat1on of sulfur dioxide (SO ) equal to 400 ppm;
and :

3) A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH ) and ammonium jon
(NH4 ) equal to 50 ppm. :



ATR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS . Permit No. __ 22_g547

3.
" as not to exceed a zero scentometer reading or cause nuisance conditions

Issued by the Page 3 of 10
Department of Environmental Quality .
!:)f;!('\lfxz~\
oo

e. Gaseous emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes
shall not exceed any of the following:

1} 30 tcns per year of total chlorine (C]z) and chloride ion (C17)3

2} Until September 1, 1978, 600 tons per year of S0,

3) After September 1, 1978, 90 tons per year of 0,5 and

4) 2 tons per year of total ammonia and ammonium ijon.
By no later than January 1, 1978 the "cat box" odor shall be controlled s»
beyond the plant site boundaries.
The permittee shall at all times control an6111ary sources of air contami--
nants such as, but not limited to, building openings, roads, driveways,
open areas and material handling processes so as to maintain the h1ghest

possible level of air quality and the towest poss1b1e discharge of air
contaminants.

Monitoring and Rgporting

5.

The permittee shall effectively inspect and monitor the operation and
maintenance of the plant and associated air contaminant control facilities.
A record of all such data shall be maintained for a period of one year and
be available at the plant site at all times for 1nspect1on by the authorized
representat1ves of the Department.

The perm1ttee shall perform at least three prescheduled source tests per

year on all emission control systems in the zirconium/hafnium production
process. All tests shall be conducted in accordance with the testing
pracedures on file at the Department or in conformance with applicable
standard methods approved in advance and in writing by the Department.

The permittee shall install, calibrate, maintain and operate in a manner
approved by the Department, emission monitoring systems for continually
monitoring and recording emissions of chlorine and chloride from the sand
chlorination off gas system, the pure chlorination emission control system,
silicon tetrachleride refining and storage vent emission control system,
and emissjons of sulfur dioxide from the zirconium oxide calciner emission
control system.

The permittee shall install, maintain and operate in a manner approved in
writing by the Department, a system for monitoring ambient concentrations
of .ammonia and ammonium ion, chlorine, and chloride.

The permittee shall prepare and submit a quarterly report to the Department
including, but not necessarily be Timited to the following parameters:

.a. The quarterly production of the séparations plant in terms of toté]

oxide and the total quarterly production of zirconium sponge.
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b. The resuTts of alt ambient air measurements made.
¢. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data.

d. The quarterly usage of natural gas.

Special Conditions

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

The permittee shall limit or control the level of production at or below
base level production as necessary such that the 1imits of this permit are
immediately and continuously met. (Base level production for the purpose

~of this permit shall be 50,000 pounds per day of total oxide produced

averaged over a calendar month as-processed through the separations plant.) .

The permittee <hall not increase production or production capacity of any
portion of the zirconium or hafnium processes until the ability to comply

with the Timits of conditions 2, 3 and 4, or until acceptable programs
time schedules for meeting these conditions have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Department.

and

The permitfee shall maintain at the plant site for review by the Department
written operating procedures, preventative maintenance schedules and pro-

cedures, and ervironmentally acceptable methods to be employed during
process upsets or equipment failures for the following areas:

a. Sand chlorination

b. Feed make-up

c. Separations

d. Precipitation and filtration
e. Zirconium oxide calcining

f. Hafnium oxide calcining

g. Pure ch]orinatfénr

h. Silicon tetrachloride refining, storage and shipping

The handling of zirconium tetrachloride and silicon tetrachioride including,

but not necessarily Timited to the transfer of material from the sand

chlorination process to the feed make-up process, shall be done in ways

which will prevent visible or fugitive emissions to the atmosphere.

The permittee shall not conduct any open burning at the plant site or

facility except for the disposal of hazardous pyrophoric zirconium metal

fines by atmospheric oxidation which is permitted until dJuly 1, 1978.

After July 1, 1978, all metal fines shall be disposed of using controlled

and env1r0nmenta11y acceptable procedures approved by the Department.
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16.

“OPOSER

The perm1ttee shall maintain a pre-planned abatement strategy, filed with

and approved by the Department to be implemented in response to Air Pollution
Alerts, Warnings, and Emergencies as they are declared and terminated by

the Department.

In the event that the permittee is temporarily unable to comply with any of
the pravisions of this permit due to upsets or breakdowns of equipment, the
permittee shall notify the Department by telephone within one hour, or as
soon as is reasonably possible, of the upset and of the steps taken to
correct the problem. Upset operation shall not continue longer than forty-
eight (48) hours without approval nor shall upset operation continue during
Air Pollution Alarts, Warnings, or-Emergencies or at any time when the
emissions present 1mm1nent and'substantial danger to health.

- If the Department determines that an upset condition is chronic and is

correctable by instaliing new or modified process or control procedures or
equipment, a program and schedule to effectively eliminate the deficiencies
causing the upset conditions shall be submitted. Such reoccurring upset
conditions causing emissions in excess of applicable permit 11m1ts will be
subject to civil penalty or other appropriate action.

Compliance Schedule

17.

18,

19.

By no later than June 1, 1977 the permittee shall complete modifications to
the separations process so as to reduce the formation of malodorous "cat

box" compound in this area to the greatest extent possible. These modifi-
cations shall include the capability to monitor and record the relative
concentration of the "cat box" compound at a specified site in the separations

. process.,

-By no later than June 1, 1977 the permitiee shall submit a final control

strategy for reducing the fugitive odor (cat Hox) so as to comply with
Condition 3, including detailed plans and specifications and the schedule
for implementation (increments of progress) to the Department for review
and approval.

The permittee shall provide spill sump treatment and MIBK recovery in order
to reduce emissions of organic vapors and associated odors and maintain
compliance with conditions 3 and 4 in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no 1éter than March 15, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

b. By no later than April 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

¢. By no later than May 1, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.
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20.

C 21,

By no later than June 15, 1977 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than June 30, 1977 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the spill sump and MIBK recovery are capable of operating in compliaice
with conditions 3 and 4. E

Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has keen accomplished.

The permittee shall install a hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining

- system including air pollution controls so as to reduce sulfur dioxide
and odor emissions from this process and attain and maintain continuous
compliance with conditions 2 and 3. This project shall be accomplished in.
accordance with the following schedule:

d.

By no later than May 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final con-
trol strategy, 3nc1udang detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no Tater than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for prccess modification work.

By no later than November 1, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than December 15, 1977 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission contro] equipment and/or on-site construct1on
or process modification work.

By no later than January 15, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining system is capable of
operating in compliance with conditions 2 and 3.

Within seven (7) days after each item, b throughve above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective

. item has been accomplisheu.

The permittee shall insta11'a new columbium oxide drier int1ud1ng air

pollution controls in accordance with the following schedule:

al

By no later than May 15, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than August 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.
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23.

~ROPOSED

¢. By no later than November 15, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction’
or process modification work.

d. By no later than March 15, 1978 the permittee shall comp1ete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

e. By no later than May 15, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that the
new columbium oxide drier is capab]e of operating in compliance with
Condition 2.

£, . Within.seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is. completed
' the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for the silicon tetrachloride
refining and storage vents and scrubber emissions so as to attain and _
maintain continuous compliance with Conditiin 2 and prevent fugitive emissions
due to spills, process upsets and equipment breakdowns. This project shall

be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than Jdune 30, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to tne .
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than September 30, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

C. By no later than November 30, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

d. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
tation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

e. By no Tater than July 15, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the silicon tetrach1or1de refining and storage vents and scrubber are
' capable of operating in compliance with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, js completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additiornal controls for the zirconium oxide
calciner so as to reduce particulate and sulfur dioxide emissions and
attain and maintain continuous compliance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:
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a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strateqy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the instat-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall completé the instal-.
“Tation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

e. By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate
that the zirconium oxide calc¢iner is capable of operating in compliance
with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Depariment in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee <hall provide additional controls for reducing the chlorine
and chloride emissions and plume opacity from sand chlorination so as to
attain and maintain continuous compltiance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no Tater than November 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strateqy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no tlater than February 15, 1979 the perm1ttee shall issue purchase
: orders for the major components of emission contro1 equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than August 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the _
- installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work. .

d. By no later than November 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission contro] equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

e. By no later than January 1, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate that
' the exhaust stack is capab]e of operating in compliance with Condition Z.

f. Within seven (7) days after ‘each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
jtem has been accomplished.
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25.

26.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from pure chlorination so as to attain and maintain continuous
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule:

a.

By no latar than November 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed pians and specifications, to the

Department for review and approval.

By no later than February 15, 1979 the perm1ttee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission contro] equ1pment and/or
for process mod1f1cat1on work

By no later than August 1, 1979 the peﬂm1ttee shall 1n1t1ate the

installation of emission contro} equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than November 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission contro? equ1pment and/or on-site construct:on
or proces; modification work.

By no later than January 1, 1980 the pprm1ttee shall demonstrate that
the plume opacity from pure chlorination is capable of operating 1n

~compliance with Condition 2.

Within seven (7) days after each item,.b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Départment in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from magnesium recovery so as to attain and maintain continuous
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule:

a.

By no later than October 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, 1ncTud1ng detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than January 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or

* for process modification work.

By no later than Jduly 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission contro] equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

By no later than October 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.
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e. By no later than December 1, 1979 the permittee shall demonstrate that '
the magnesium recovery operataon is capab}e of operating in comphance
mth Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is comp1eted
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respectwe
item has been accomplished.
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Gl.

G2.

G3.

G4.

Gb.

G6.

67.

G8.

G9.

G10.

. before:

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representa-
tives access to the plant site and pertinent records at all reasonable
times for the purposes of making inspections, surveys, collecting samples,
obtaining data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge
records and otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this
permit.

The permittee 7s prohibited from conducting open burning except as may be
allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050.

The permittee <hall: ' ' '
a. Notity the Department in wr1t1ng using a Departmental "Notice of
Construction” form, and

b. Obtain written approval

a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant
' emissions, including air pollution control equipment, or
b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly
affect the emission of air contaminants.

The permittee shall notify the Department at least 24 hours in advance of
any planned shutdown of air pollution control equipment for scheduled
maintenance that may cause a violation of applicable standards.

The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person within
one (1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control equipment or other

‘upset condition that may cause a violation of the Air (Quality Standards.

Such notice shall include the nature and quantity of the increased emissions
that have occurred and the expected duration of the breakdown.

The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures to meet
the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance Conditions"
in 0AR, Chapter 340, Sections 21-050 through 21-060.

Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not less
than 60 days prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee and an Appii-
cation Processing Fee must be submitted with an application for the permit
modification,

Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not less than 60
days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and an Annual

“Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the application for the

permit renewal.

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either
real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it autho-
rize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor
any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or regulations.

This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law.
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1234 5.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND. OREGON 97205 Telephone (503) 229- 6414

STAFF STATEMENT FOR PUBLIC HEARING
March 17, 1977

SUBJECT: Informational Hearing Regarding Issuance of An Air

I'

II.

Contaminant Discharge Permit to Teledyne Wah .Chang Albany

INTRODUSTION

This public hearing is being held for the purpose of receiving
testimony relative teoan Air Contaminant Discharge Permit renewal
the Department of Environmental Quality proposes to issue to
Teledynz Wah Chang Albany. The Company currently operates uncer
a permit issued by the Mid Willamette Air Pollution Authority.

The prooosed permit estabiishes conditicns for operating, monitoring,
and repurting; establishes Timits on particulate and gaseous emissions
and on escapenent of "cat box" odors; establishes step-wise control
programs for significant sources contributing to odors or visibility
reduction; and establishes step-wise control programs for sources or

~ processes not currentiy in compliance with rules of the Commission.

PROPOSED PERMIT

The proposed permit is divided into five sections:

1) perfermance standards and emission Timits; 2) monitering and
reporting; 3) special conditions; ¢) compliance schedules; §)
general conditions.

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

Condition 1 -

Requires operation and maintenance of processes and control
equipment to keep air contaminant emissions to lowest
practicable level,

Condition 2 a, b and ¢ ~

Requires immediate compliance with opacity and particulate

emission Timits for all sources except the zirconium oxide

calciner which has a specific compliance schedule in
~Condition 20 and compliance is required by September 1, 1978.



Condition 2 d and e -

Establishes Timits for gaseous emission, Cl2, S05, NHs from
any individual source.

Condition 3 -

Establishes allowable level at plant boundary for "cat
box" odor,

Condition 4 -

Requires control of ancillary snurces so as to maintain
_highest air quality. .

Monitoring and Reporting

Condition 5 -

Requires effective inspection and keeping of records of plant
operation and contro] facilities.

Condition 6 -

Requires 3 preschedu1ed source tests on all z1rcon1um/hafn1un
process emissicn control facilities. _

Condition 7 -
Reguires continual monitoring of chiorine and chloride
emissions from sand and pure chlorination off gas systems,
silicon tetrachloride refining and storage vent system, and
S02 emissions from the zirconium oxide calciner,

Condition 8 -

Requires ambient air monitoring for ammonia, ammonium ion,
chlorine and chloride ion.

Condition 9 -
Requires quarterly report to Department on production,
ambient air monitoring, scurce tests conducted and use
of natural gas. {Note: Omit "be" in line 2.)

Special Condition

Condition 10 -

Requires permittee to immediately comply with permit
conditions by operating within current base level of
production (500,000 Tbs/day of total oxide.as a monthly
average through separations plant).



Condition 11 -
Prohibits permittee frem any preduction or production capacity
increases until the ability to comply with emission limits
{Conditions 2,3 and 4) has been demonstrated or until acceptable

programs and schecdules for doing so are approved by Department.
Note: Add "has been demonstrated" after "4" in Tine 3.

 Condition 12 ~
Requires permittee to maintain vwritten procedures for operation,
preventative maintenance and for process upsets or equipment
failures. ' '

Conditicn 13 -

Recuires prevention of fugitive emissions from chloride
hardling and transfer procedures and processes.

Condition 14 -

Prohibits open burning at plant site except for disposal of
hazardous zirconium metal fines. A1l open burning is to be
phased out by July 1, 1978.

Condition 15 -

Permittee must be prepared tc respond to air pollution
episodes.

Condition 16 -

DEQ must be notified of malfunctions which cause non-
compiiance with permit conditions.

DEQ can require improvements for chronic and correctable
malfunctions. DEQ can also impose civil penalties for such
malfunctions.

Compliance Schedules

Condition 17 -

Requires completion by June 1, 1977 of process modifications
to reduce formation of the malodorous "cat box" compound.

Condition 18 -

Requires submission by June 1, 1977 of control proéram and
schedule for reducing fugitive (area type} malodorous
emissions, :



Condition 19 -

Requires completion by June 30, 1977 of spill sump treatment
and MIBK recovery (reduces emissions of organic vapors and
associated odors).

Condition 20 -
Requires completion by January 15, 1978 of a hafnium oxide

precipitation and calcining system including new air pollution
controls (reduces odor and S0, emissicns).

Condition 21 -
Requires completion by May 15, 1578 of a columbium oxide
dryer system including air pollution controls {allows use
of current Cbp0g dryer as Hf0, calciner).

Condition 22 -
Requires completion by July 18, 1978 of additional controls to

- reduce stack and fugitive emissions from silicon tetrachloride

refining and storage.

Condition 23 -
Requires completion by September 1, 1978 of additional controls
on zirconium oxide calciner to reduce emissions of sulfur
oxides.

Condition 24 -

Requires completion by January 1, 1980 of additional controls
on sand chlorination {will reduce chlorides and opacity).

Condition 25 -

Reguires completion by January 1, 1980 of additional controls
on pure chlorinaticn (will reduce opacity).

Condition 26 -

Requires completion by December 1, 1979 of additional
controls for magnesium recovery (will reduce plume opacity).

" General Conditions and Disclaimers

Conditions G1 through G10 -

These conditions which are common to all Air Conteninant
Discharge Permits are based on Department regulations.



5.

I1I. INFORMATION RECEIVED TO DATE

The Department has received written information and oral inquiries
relative to processes, permit conditions, and the emissions of air
contaminants such as sulfuric acid and carbon monoxide. A1l corres-
pondence hss been entered in the record for this hearing.

The Department proposes to evaluate this testimony along with
testimony received at this public hearing and present a report to the
Environmental Quality Commission prior to issuing the permit renewal.

‘The evaluation relative to sulfuric acid emission will consider
the following: :

1) Scurce Sampling and Aha1ysis Methods:

The source test method has heen reviewed and a source

test for HoS0z was conducted ty the Department orn Mavch 15,
1977. In dddition, Teledyne Wah Chang is conducting
additional source tests. Further action in this areca

can only be preojected after an evaluation is completed

of the source test infcrmation.

2}  Modeling:

A review of the modeling methed and assumptions nmade is
underway. The Department intends to do a more refined
modeling effort, a necessary input to which is meteoro-
togical data. The Department has cbtained approximately
one year of meteorological data for the Millersburg area
and is currently taéking steps to have the data reduced to
a usable cemputer (modeling) format. This is expected to
be completed by June 1,

3) Literature Review:
The Department will review the literature cited in
testimony received to date regarding possible health and
vegetation effects. This effort should be completed
by late April.

4) Consultants:

If warranted, the Department will seek assistance from
consultants recognized to have appropriate expertise.

5)  Other Evaluations Underway:

The Department, in conjunction with the Envirommental
Protection Agency, is participating in a Millersburg



Area Air Quality Evaluation. A contractor, employed by EPA
will conduct an in-depth analysis of all available compliance
schedules, aercmetric data, and other pertinent information
to determine the nature and extent of the air pollution
problem, The analysis will include statistical, quality
assurance and engineering evaluations of the data. The
contractor is to derive conclusions and recommendations.

It is expected that the first phase of the consultant's
work will be completed by September 1, 1977.

That concludes the Department's Statement in this matter, Mr._Hearfngs
Officer. _ . : -

FAS
3/17/77
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Department of Environmental Quality
1234 B.W. Morrison Street
Pertﬁam}, Oregon 87205
Telephone: (5063) 229-5638
Jdssued in accordance with the provisions of

: ORS 468.210

ISSUED TO: ' REFER INCE INFORMATION

TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY ‘ ’ o 0583
1600 01d Pacsf:c gl_::ghway Applicaion No. .
Z\lbo o #60 Qf : Date Received SeptEmbe'r 38,1975
any, Iéffﬂﬁﬁ 9732__! %\) , - L
PLANT t‘_‘i Ar e --"-‘-\ '\.\ . -
Gl \{?‘\ Other 2ir Contaminant Sources at this Site:

/ / " N“\\ \\
1600 Qid{Pacrflc}Pughway A*ﬁg\x

Alba ny;.,qlt}*r,egon k w ; . ﬁ} . Source . | siC Permit No.
IUI‘ ;
NI @
\ e * Y
ISSUED BY DEE. RTWNW@F/ Y/ ')

ENVIRONMFWM, g

William H. Young Date
Director '

SOUHCE(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHA!%.GE AIR CONTAMINANTS:

Name of Air Contaminant Source Standard Industry Code as Listed

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFIiNING OF ZIRCON!UM, 3339
HAFNIUM AND COLUMBIUM

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee
is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air contaminants
including emissions from those processes and activities directly related or
associated thereto in accordance with the requirements, limitations and condi-
tions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above.

The specific listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained
herein does not relleve the permittee from complying with all other rules and
standards of the Department.

For Requirements, Limitatlons and Conditions of this Permit, see attached Sections

[V
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Performance Standards and Emission Limits

1.

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant
generating processes and all contaminant control equipment at full effi-
ciency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air contaminants are
kept at the lowest practicable levels.

The éermittee shall comply with the following emission limitations:

a. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source unless
noted otherwise shall not exceed any of the following:

1) O.Ifgréins pef.standard'cubfc foot (0.23 gm/m3); and -

2) An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for a
period aggregating more than three (3} minutes in any one (1)
hout

b.  Particulate emissions from the zirconium oxide calciner shall not
exceed the following:

1) Until September 1, 1978, 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot (0.46
gm/m3); and

2)  After September 1, 1978, 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot (0.23
gm/m3) . .

c. Particulate emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes
shall not exceed a total of 25.0 pounds per hour (V1.4 kg/hr) or 110
tons per year (100 mt/yr).

d. Gaseous emissions from any single alr contaminant source shall not
exceed any of the following:

1} A maximum tota! concentration of chlor:ne (C12) and chloride ion
(C! ) equal to 100 ppm;

2)‘ Until September 1, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner,
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (S0;) equal to 1000 ppm
and ‘

After September 1, 1978, including the zirconium oxide calciner,
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (S0;) equal to 400 ppm;
and

3) A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH3) and ammonium fon
(NHy™) equal to 50 ppm.
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e. Gaseous emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes

shall not exceed any of the following:

1) Thirty (30) tons per year (27 mt/yr) of total chlorine (C1,} and
- chloride ion (C1~ :

2)  Until September 1, 1978, 600 tons‘per year (550 mt/yr) of SOp;
3) After September 1, 1978, 90 tons per year (82 mt/yr) of S05; and

4} Two (2) tons per year (1.8 mt/yr) of total ammonia and amménium
“jon.

By no later than June 1, 1978, the permlttee shall control the ''cat- box”
odor (3-mercapto-h- methyi 2- pentanone) emissions so as:

a. Not to cause a public nuisance;

b. No two measurements made beyond the plant site boundaries within a
period of one (1) hour, separated by fifteen (15) minutes, are equal
to or greater than a scentometer No. O or equivalent dilutions in
areas used for residential, recreationzl, educational, institutional,
hotel, retail sales or other similar purposes; and

~c. No single measurement made in all land use areas other than those

cited in ‘b) above shall equal or be greater than a scentometer No. 2
or equivalent dilutions.

‘The permittee shall at all times control ancillary sources of air contami-

nants such as, but not limited to, building openings, roads, driveways,

- open areas and material handling processes so as to maintain the highest

possible level of air quality and the lowest possible discharge of air
contaminants.

Monitoring and Reporting

5.

The permittee shall effectively inspect and monitor the operation and
maintenance of the plant and associated air contaminant control facilities.

‘A record of all such data shall be maintained for a period of one year and

be available at the plant site at all times for inspection by the authorized
representatlves of the Depariment.

The permittee shall perform at least three prescheduled source tests per
year on all emission control systems in the zirconium/hafnium production
process. The emission components to be measured in each of these stacks
shall be specified by the Department. All tests shall be conducted in
accordance with the testing procedures on file at the Department or in
conformance with applicable standard methods approved in advance and in
writing by the Department.



" AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS Permit No. __22-0547

Department of Environmental Quality .gﬁaﬁféw%

Issued by the

By no later than June 1, 1978, the permittee shall install, calibrate,

‘maintain and operate in a manner approved by the Department, emission

monitoring systems for continually monitoring and recording emissions of
chlorine and chloride from the sand chlorination off gas system, the pure
chlorination emission control system, siliccen tetrachloride refining and
storage vent emission control system, of sulfur dioxide from the zirconium

" oxide calciner emission control] system, and carbon meonoxide from the sand

chlorination ¢ff gas and pure chlorination emission control systems.

The permittee shall continue to maintain and operate in manners approved- in
writing by the Department, systems for monitoring ambient concentrations of
ammonia and armonium ion, chlorine; and chloride. :

The permittee shall prepare and submit a mor:thly report to the Department
including, but not necessarily be limited to the following parameters:

a. The monthly production of the separations plant in terms of total
oxide anc the total monthly production of zirconium sponge.

b. The results of all ambient air measurenments made.
c. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data.

d. The monthly usage of natural gas.

- Special Conditions

10.

1.

12.

13.

The permittee shall limit or control the level of production at or below
base level production as necessary such that the limits of this permit are
immediately and continuously met. (Base level production for the purpose
of this permit shall be 50,000 pounds per day of total oxide produced
averaged over a calendar month as processed through the separations plant.)

The permittee shall not increase current production levels in any of those
portions of the zirconium or hafnium processes which cause or contribute to
atmospheric emissions without specific written approval of the Department.

The permittee shall not increase production capacity of any of those portions
of the zirconium or hafnium processes which cause or contribute to atmospheric
emissions until the ability to comply with the 1imits of conditions 2, 3

and 4 has been demonstrated, or until acceptable programs and time schedules
for meeting these conditions have been submitted to and approved in writing

.by the Department.

The permittee shall maintain at the plant site for review by the Department
written operating procedures, preventative maintenance schedules and pro-
cedures, and environmentally acceptable methods to be employed during
process upsets or equipment failures for the following areas:

a. Sand chlorination

b. Feed make-up
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C. Separatidns

d. Precipitation and filtration

e. Zirconium oxide calcining

f. Hafnium oxide ca]éining

g. Pure chlorination -

h. S?]icon tetrachloride refining, storage and shipping

1. The permlttee shall conduct a feasability study for reducing’ carbon monoxide
emissions from both the sand and pure chlorination processes. The results
of this study shall be submitted to the Depzrtment no later than April 1,

1978.

15. The permittee shall conduct a feasibility study for reducing methylisobutyl
ketone {MIBK) =missions from the ammonia scrubber, hafnium calciner scrubber
and separations building vent. The results of this study shall be submitted
to the Departm:nt no later than April 1, 1978.

16. The handling of zirconium tetrachloride and silicon tetrachloride including,
" but not necessurily limited to the transfer of material from the sand
chlorination process to the feed make-up process, shall be done in ways
which will prevent visible or fugitive emissions to the atmosphere.

17. The permittee shall not conduct any open burning at the plant site or
facility except for the disposal of hazardous pyrophoric zirconium metal
fines by atmospheric oxidation which Is permitted until July 1, 1978.
After July 1, 1978, all metal fines shall be disposed of using controlled
and environmentally acceptable procedures approved by the Department.

18. The permittee shall maintain a pre-planned abatement strategy, filed with
and approved in writing by the Department to be implemented in response to
Air Pollution Alerts, Warnings, and Emergencies as they are declared and
term[nated by the Department.

19. In the event that the permittee is temporarily unable to comply with any of
the provisions of this permit due to upsets or breakdowns of equipment, the
permittee shall notify the Department by telephone within one hour, or as
soon as is reasonably possible, of the upset and of the steps taken or to

“be taken to correct the problem. Upset operation shall not continue longer
than forty-eight (48) hours without approval confirmed in writing by the
Department. Upset operation shall not continue during Air Pollution Alerts,
Warnings, or Emergencies or at any time when the emissions present imminent
and substantial danger to health.
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If the Department determines that an upset condition is chronic and is
correctable by installing new or modified process or control procedures or
equipment, a program and schedule to effectively eliminate the deficiencies
causing the upset conditions shall be submitted. Such reoccurring upset
conditions causing emissions in excess of applicable permit limits will be
subject to civil penalty or other appropriate action.

Compliance Schedule

20. By no later than September 1, 1977 the permittee shall complete modifications
to the separations process so as to reduce the formation of malodorous ''cat
box'"" compound in this area to the greatest extent possible. These modifi-
cations shall include the capability to monitor and record the relative
concentration of the ''cat box'' compound at a specified site in the separations
process,

21. By no later than January 1, 1978 the permittee shall submit any additional
control strategies for reducing the fugitive odor (cat box) required to
comply with Condition 3, including detailed plans and specifications and
the schedule for implementation (increments of progress) to the Department
for review and approval.

22. The permittee shall provide spill sump treatment and MiBK recovery in order
to reduce emissions of organic vapors and associated odors and maintain
compliance with conditions 3 and 4 in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than March'FS, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
' control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

b. By no later than April 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

C. By no later than May 1, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
-process modification work.

d. By no later than September 1, 1977 the permittee shall complete the
Installation of emission cowtrol equlpment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work,

.e. By no later than October 1, 1977 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the spill sump and MIBK recovery are capable of operating in compliance
with conditions 3 .and L.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished. :
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23. The permittee shall install a hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining
system including air poillution controls so as to reduce sulfur dioxide and
odor emissions from this process and attain and maintain continuous compli-
ance with conditions 2 and 3. This project shall be accomplsshed in
accordance with the fo!iow:ng schedule:

a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control sirategy, lncludlng detailed plans and speC|flcat;0ns, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than November 1, 1977 the permittee shall Issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work. ;

c. By no later than March 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the
~installation of emission control equ|pment and/or on-site construction
or proces:t modification work.

d. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

e, By no later than June 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that the
hafnium oxide’ prec:pftatron and calcining system is capable of operating
in compliance with condltions 2 and 3.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

2. The permittee shall install a new columbium oxide drier including air
pollution controls in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permiftee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than November 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
' orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

€. By no later than February 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

d. By no later than June 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the installation
of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or process
modification work.
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25.

26.

%f’%

e. By no later than August 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the new columbium oxide drier is capable of operating in compliance
with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee thall provide additional contrals for the silicon tetrachloride
refining and storage vents and scrubber emissions so as to attain and

maintain continuous compliance with Conditicn 2 and prevent fugitive emissions
due to spills, prbcess upsets and equipment breakdowns. This pro;ect sha]!

be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule: ,

a. By no later than September 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
~control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Departmen® for review and approval.

b. By no later than December 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

C. By no later than February 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipmant and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

d. By no later than June ?, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

e. By no later than August 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the silicon tetrachloride refining and storage vents and scrubber are
capable of operating in compliance with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in wrttlng that the respect!ve
. item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for the zirconium oxide

calciner so as to reduce particulate and sulfur dioxide emissions and
attain and maintain continuous compliance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final

control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval,

b. By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.
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By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall Initiate the instal-
lation of emission control equipment andfor on-site construction or
process modification work.

By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate
that the zirconium oxide calcxner is capab!e of operating in compl:-
ance with Condlt[on 2.

- Wathln seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completej

the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respectlve
item has heen accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the chlorine
and chloride emissions and plume opacity from sand chlorination so as to

attain and mairtain continuous compliance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

d.

By no later than November 15, 1978 the oermittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than February 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

By no later than August 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control eguipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than November 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission controI equtpment and/or on~site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than January 1, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the exhaust stack. is capable of operating in compliance with Condition 2.

Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from pure chlorination so as to attain and maintain continuous
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule:

a.

By no later than November 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, inciuding detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval,

ey '*‘"h'-
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By no later than February 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

By no later than August 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work. '

By no later than November 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control. equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

' By no later than January 1, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate, that

the plume opacity from pure chlorinaticn is capable of operating in
compliance with Condition 2.

‘Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed

the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished. : '

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from magnesium recovery so as to attain and maintain continuous
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule: ‘ ‘

4.

By no later than October 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than January 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

By no later than July 1, 13979 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work. '

. By no later than October 1, 1979 the permittee shall compiete the

installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than December 1, 1979 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the magnesium recovery operation is capable of operating in compliance
with Condition 2.

Within seven (7) days after each item,.b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.
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General Conditions and Disclaimers

Gal.

G2.

GB.

G4.

Gb.
G6.
G?‘
G8.

G9.

G10. .

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representa-
tives access t¢ the plant site and pertinent records at all reasonable
times for the purposes of making 1nspect1onr surveys, colTect1ng samples,
obtaining data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge
records and otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this
permit.

The permittee is prohibited from conducting cpen burning except as may be
allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050.

The permittee c<hall:
a. Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental "Notice of
Consiruction" form, and
b. Obtain written approval
before:
a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant
emissions, including air pollution control equipment, or
b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly
affe:t the emission of air contaminants.

The permittee shall notify the Department at Teast 24 hours in advance of
any planned shutdown of air pollution contro’ equipment for scheduled
maintenance that may cause a violation of applicable standards.

The permittee shall notify the Departiment by telephone or in person within
one (1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control equipment or other
upset condition that may cause a violation of the Air Quality Standards.
Such notice shall include the nature and quantity of the increased emissions
that have occurred and the expected duration of the breakdown.

The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures to meet
the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions” and "Nuisance Conditions"
in OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 21-050 through 21-060.

Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not less
than 60 days prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee and an Appli-
cation Processing Fee must be submitted with an application for the perm1t
modification.

Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not Tess than 60
days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and an Annual
Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the application for the
permit renewal.

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either
real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it autho-
rize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor
any infringement of Federai, State or local laws or regulations.

This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law.
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RCBERT W, STRAUB

sovEKoR 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5696
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Hearing Officer

Subject: March 17, 1977, Public Hearing on
Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
for Wah Chang

Introduction

The hearing commenced at 2:30 p.m. and again at 7:30 p.m. on
March 17, 1977. The afterncon session was held in Albany public
library and the evening session was held in the North Albany Jr. High
Schocl. Approximately 300 persong attended the hearing and some
sixty (60) persons offered testimony. Some 1,030 Albany residents
signed a petition supporting the application (See Attachment D).

In the followimyg summary, the testimony has been broken down
into those categories which received the most emphasis. 2Asg will be
noted, the majority of the testimony was to apprise the agency of
general concerns such as the permit applicants generally beneficial
stance in the community and past efforts to abate envirommental proklems.

Since so many persons testified, we have attempted merely to
paraphrage their comments. No materials not in guotes should be
deemed the exact words of any witness. The precise language desired
by the applicant is of central importance and has, along with discus-
sion, keen appended as Attachment A.

General criticisms were offered by Citizens for a Clean Environ-
ment (C2E), a Corvallis-based envirommental group. These comments are
included as Attachment B. The permit applicant has vigorously refuted
C2E's asg will be seen by Attachment C. All of these attachments are
included because they are concigse and raising of important issues.

It is to be noted, however, that much of the testimony was sub-
mitted in written form and provides a public record going beyond this
report in certain particulars. The curious researcher might well avail
himgelf of this testimony and the tapes of the meeting. For example,
C2E contributed te the decisgional process before and after the initial
hearing. A catalogue of these contributions through April 13 is
enclosed for those who wish to review the entire file on this matter.
(See Attachment E).

Cantains
Recycled

DEQ-46
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The agency is committed to consideration of all substantial mat-
ters raised by the record. However, other matters are being considered
also. In addition to their statement at the hearing, C2E hag compiled
lengthy documentation of technical assumptions and conclusions made
about the applicant’'s plant and process. These appraisals are not
dealt with at length here. They are, however, being given thorough
study by the agency.

The permit application, while before the Director, is a matter of
such significance that the Commission will be made aware of it through
this report and the staff's final proposal and reasoning. In this
mahner the Commission may provide the Director with policy guidance.

ahe
Attachments:

Attachment A - Applicant's Proposed Language

Attachment B - Citigens for a Clean Environment comments
Attachment C - Wah Chang Refutation of C2E's Comments
Attachment D Petition

Attachment E - Catalogue of C2E Correspondence

i

Respectfully submitted,

Peter W. McSwain
Hearing Cfficer
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Agchoff, Willis A.

Teledyne Wah Chang
Barrett, E.L.

Barrett, Jim
Bergevin, Vern D.

United Steelworkers of America
Bird, Kenneth W.

Teledyne Walh Chang
Blickensderfer, Robert
Blickensderfer, Sara
Bouble, Richard W.

Oregon State University
Brown, Hayden
Brown, Robert R.

Burt, Darrell G.
Byers, Bud

Member, Oregon State

Representatives (Dist.#37)
Casey, Rex

Casey Enterprises
Coffer, Jerry W.

Citizens for a Clean

Environment
Crawford, Phil
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Teledyne Wah Chang
Evans, Marvin L.
Gamble, Baxter
Griffin, Philip J.
Gross, Teresa
Hawkins, Glen R.

Hiatt, C.L.
Hiatt, Earl J.
Hick, Alan

Northrup King & Co.
Hickam, Howard R.
Hines, Rollin E.

Oregon AFL-CIC
Hunter, Terry L.

Wah Chang
Hurlburt, Henry A. Jr.
Jary, Sidney
Kingshury, Robert

Citizens for a Clean

Environment {(CoR)
Kyriss, Richard

Linn-Benton-Lincoln

Labor Ceouncil
Lassitexr, J.A.

Lane Regional Alr

Pollution Authority
Libby, Leonard M.

Oregon State University
Liles, Jack V.

Linn-Benton Community College
Loney, Ron E.

Executive Director

Albany Boys Club

Lowery, Ronald
McGuire, Jdack
Needham, Ray

Linn-Benton Community College
Nelson, Thomas .

Teledyne Wah Chang
Noteboom, Kenneth W.

lst National Bank of Oregon
Peer, Vern L.
Peterson, J.T.

Albany Chamber of Commerce
Powell, John

Member of Oregon Senate (Dist.

Pruitt, LeRoy
Purdum, Ronald L.
Rhodes, Charles
Royer, Clara
Siddalil
American Institute of Mining
Metallurgical
Smith, H.G.
Ransom & Smith, Realtors
Sonn, Pat
Sonn, Robert
Turnidge, Don
Turnidge, Ruth
Welg, Frank
U.5. National Bank in Albany
Williams, M.L.
Wood, Clayton
Mayor of Millersburg
Wooley, Helga
Yih, Mae
Member, Oregon State House of
Representatives (Dist. #36)
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Economic and Other Community Benefits

The preservation of a sound economic base for the company and stable
employment for the employees deserves major consideration. The company's
competitive stance with regard to similar existing or potential industries
must be preserved. The growth needed to serve customers must be permitted.
The permit should allow the environment to be protected, the industry to
grow, and the economy to flourish. (Byers)

The resolve of the Albany Area Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors
ig that the Environmental Quality Commigsion issue Wah Chang an Aix Con-
taminant Discharge Permit which contains provisions within which the company
can both grow and continue to improve the environment. This resolve is
based in part on the company's 45 million dollar annual salary to 1700
employees and itsg 730 thousand dollar annual local and state taxes. (Peterson
on behalf of the Albany Area Chamber of Commerce. Peer)

The permit should issue. Zoss of the plant would leave at least 1700
unemployed and cost the area economy at least 45 million dollars annually
in lost wages. Kyriss, on:behalf of Linn-Benton-ILincoln Labor Council,
also McGuire. Unemployment is a major cause of societal stress, including
mental and physical illness, family breakups, and all levels of crime.
Kyriss on behalf of Linn-Benton-Lincoln Labor Council)

The mill produces materials vital to natural economy . and.defense,
employs a substantial number of people, benefits the local economy, and
should not be shut down. (Wood on behalf of the City of Millersburg)

The possible prevention of expansion is worrisome to a labor union
because it is only through economic expansion that a labor unicn is able
to obtain more economic benefits and extend such throughout the community.
Every 24 hours the company pays $100,000 in wages. Limiting expansion
simply means that some other company somewhere else will take up this new
business. (Bergevin on behalf of Local of United Steelworkers of America)

The company 1s very important to the economy of these residing in
Houge of Representatives District #36 which includes Albany and parts of
Benton County. (Yih) -

Albany's area payroll is approximately 315 million dollars. Of this
Wah Chang and those dependent on it contribute about one quarter, 80 million.

A lot of the opposition to the plant comes from outside the Albany
area. Residents of Corvallis might contemplate what would happen if 0QSU
were threatened with closure. Loss of Wah Chang would be a disaster. With
Wah Chang Albany flourishes and may socon have a downtown mall. (Williams)

0f all those who contribute to community activities, Wah Chang is a
forerunner. (Rhodes)

The favorable impact of Wah Chang on Albany's economy and its production
of vital defense metals warrants extension of whatever time is necessary
to make improvements. (Hunter)



SUMMARY, PAGE 2

If Wah Chang were lost the entire community would suffer. BAny grocer
in town is aware of pay day at Wah Chang. (Worley)

If not allowed to expand to meet its needs and those of its customers,
Wah Chang will probakly start looking for another location, with disastrous
economic results to Albany people. (Hurlburt, Weis, Peer)

Wah Chang has been important to Linn-Benton Community College in
cooperating, establishing vocational training programs in metallurgy and
related fields, and serving as a major employer of many of the College's
students. (I.iles, Needham, Peer)

Wah Chang is very important to the community. (Evans, Noteboom, Peer)

Wah Chang provides tremendous support to the Chamber of Commerce, the
Boy's Club, the YMCA, and other phases of community life. (Noteboom, Peer)

The plants payroil is vital to the community and the community is very
sensitive to adverse comments about the plant or other Albany industry.
(Cazsey, Peer)

The company's 1600 employees are paild better than average to the benefit
of hundreds of families and fellow townsmen. The company is also the major
producer of the free world's precicus metals. There are a multitude of
benefits to the community which should be weighed in regulating the company.
(Smith, Hurlburt, Weis, Peer)

The company should not be restricted in production flexibility while
trying their best to meet standards stricter than those required by rule.
Regtriction of zirconium production would not be in the best interests of
Albany, Oregon, or the country. (Hick, Hurlburt, Weig, Peer)

The Department ghould accept the Carter Administration challenge to
"make sure what we do is really economically sound and cost effective.”
This should be done by prictitizing options in the order of their cost/
benefit ratio. Where values cannot be assigned, errors in judgment shouid
be on the lenient side so as not to threaten the well being of important
economic contributors like Wah Chang. (Siddall)

The permit should allow Wah Chang to grow and continue to pay the
salaries of Department employees. (Hawkins)

Wah Chang has been a responsible citizen. (Purdum)

The Department should not undertake to control Wah Chang's production,
just their air contaminant emissions. The company should not be penalized
for learning how to increase production while "holding the line" on emissions.
{Hick})

It is beyond the charge of the Department to limit producticn. If the
emigsions for a base level of 50,000 pounds of total oxide produced per day
are maintained, there should be no concern over increased production.
{dePoix, Hurlburt, Weis, Peer)
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Many families derive their living from the plant and it should not be
curtalled in its operation or moved without very just and necessary reasons.
(Griffin) '

Economic considerations should be weighed along with environmental
ones. Production and expansion should be predicated on the ability to stay
within environmental standards. However, the permit should allow and
encourage the plant to operate, expand, and invest resources to improve
the emissions. (DeFerrari)

it is important that Wah Chang be allowed to expand and meet the demands
of the world market. The company contributes to the economy and economic
stability of the Albany community and also is necessary to the free world.
Wah Chang employees contribute greatly to worthwhile endeavors such as the
Albany Boy's Club, the YMCA, youth groups, churches, etc. Also, emplovees
willingly serve on boards and commigsions of local government. They are
good neighhors. {Barrett)

Wah Chang and its emplovees contribute $10,000 annually to the operational
budget of the Albany Boy's Club. {Barrett, Loney, Peer)

Citizens guffer unpleasantness and health hazards in return for Wah
Chang's economic contribution. This violates their rights. Their property
is devalued. No other community has asked to take Wah Chang to get the
economic benefits involved. It should be located in an isolated area. (Jary)

If it's true that the odor should be tolerated as the "smell of money”
it's still not true health hazards should be tolerated. {Gross)
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Generxal Regard for Air Quality

The company has demonstrated itgelf a responsible neighbor in terms of
its environmental program. {Peterson on behalf of the Albany Area Chamber
of Commerce)

The company has made every effort to contain the odors and gases that
leave the property. Great improvement has been made. (Bergevin on behalf
of Local United Steel Workers of America, Peer)

Wah Chang's ratio of money and effort spent for environmental control
to total plant money and effort is one of the highest of any industry in
the country, demonstrating a high regard for the environment. (Aschoff)
By the Department's own appraisal, many of the conditions in the preoposed
permit are stricter than they would be if Wah Chang had not, of its own
volition, performed better than required by the previous MWAPA permit.
{dePoix, Bird}

The atmospheric pollution is no greater than when the plant was started,
despite a great increase in production over the years. As is demonstrated
by their past performance the company is anxious to meet all reasonable
requirements. (Hickam)

Wah Chang has made great strides in the reduction of odor, especially
in the last two vears. (J. Barrett, Weis) If othesss had as good an attitude,
Albany would be a finer community. {J. Barrett)

Wah Chang has greatly improved since 19266 when Mr. Loney first moved
to Albany. They are trying to improve more. (Loney, Peex)

The company's research and development department is developing an
extensive program to overcome their waste problems. (McGuire)

Wah Chang has dramatically reduced odor. They sometimes get blamed
for odors from other plants. They have improved working conditions inside
and outside of the plant. (Smith, Peer}

There has been great improvement by Wah Chang in my six years of life
in Albany. (Evans}) - in my five years, (Weis) - since 1969 {(Noteboom)

The company made a tremendous effort to break through and identify
the odorous compound. It shouldn't be penalized for this through unduly
strict provisions. {(Hurlburt, Weils, Peer)

The current managements attitudes, efforts, and commitments are out-
standing. The gquality of employees and the commitment of funds assure
continued progress. {Noteboom, Peer)

The Wah Chang people do not take lightly their responsibility to curb
air contaminants. This conclusion is drawn from experiences working as
a contractor inside the plant over many vears. Like most industries Wah
Chang had to develop its own standards and methods for controi. The company
has spent millions on them. To continue such progress the plant needs not
only community cooperaticon but cooperation from all bureaucratic bodies.
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With the highest concentration of metallurgy personnel in the country,
Wah Chang is extremely capable of solving problems assoclated with its
processes. (Casey, Peer)

Wah Chang is aware and concerned about environmental problems. They
are doing as much as possible to control pellutants as knowledge and technology
becomes available. The problem is difficult because the nature of some
pollutants is not actually known and it is not known how to remove them.
{Hunter)

The plant has, over the past few vears, made a serious effort to
improve. ({Rhodes, Needham)

This year alone the company is spending 2.8 million dollars to control
the catbox odor. (Wiilliams)

For a1l the talk about bad odorxs at the plant, Wah Chang still has
60C job applicants for each opening. (Ascheff)

For too long, company spokesmen have blamed other plants and Albany's
sewage treatment plant for the obnoxious pocllution. The pollution is part
of & general trend of increasing pollution in the Willamette Valley. There
is first and second hand testimony that the plant's air pollution abatement
program is weak in its application; that control equipment is frequently
faulty, not operating properly, plugged, broken, or bypassed and that personnel
on the night shifts have a poor and lax attitude toward running the eqguipment.
(Blickensderfer)

The company has been very recalcitrant about giving out information to
allow the public to assist in evaluating its air quality problems (Crawfoxd,
Coffer)
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Cat Box Odors and Other Problems Experienced Off Site

Living east of the highway about 100 yards from the plant for six years
has resulted in the abatement of early, minor problems and the experience of
no adverse effects to buildings, eguipment, livestock or vegetation owned.

A brother who has lived in many places over the world chose to live near the
plant a year ago and has no problems with it, (E. J. Hiatt)

While the odor is noticeable and has sometimes been offensive, Wah Chang
has greatly improved and will continue to improve. (Griffin) The Department
should weigh the fact that much of the testimony againgt the company comes
from non-residents who are affected neither physically nor economically by
Albany's industry. (Griffin, Barrett)

The weather conditions in late 1976 and early 1977 were calmer than
usual with unusually heavy fog and little rain. The conditions were not as
good as normal for dissipation of the odor. This made it appear that Wah
Chang has made less progress than is actually true. Living two miles from the
plant we rarely get the odor. (Smith)

This witness lives very close to the plant, has experienced prompt response
to complaints. The plant should be permitted to remain and solve its problems.
Many of its closest resident neighbors are not opposed to it. (Gawmble, Peer)

This witness has worked in the plant for many years and lives 5/8 of a
mile from it. It never bothers him though there is nothing wrong with his
{(olfactory} senses. (Peer)

Living within two miles of the plant has not resulted in botheration
by its odor. The odor from sewage is worse. (Purdum)

Thirty or so yvears of coexistence in the Albany Community leads to the
conclugion that continued coexistence will be no probklem. This is concluded
by one living 2 1/2 miles from the plant Southwest part of town. The cat
box odor is only experienced once in a while when there is a strong east
wind. (Barrett, E.G.)

The odor has improved in the past few years, particulariy the last
two years. (Weis, Peer)

Three aluminum and steel warehouses owned by this witness right across
from the stack have been there for yvears and remain undamaged. (Peer)

Living in the area where the odor is supposed to be most prevalent has
been demonstrated that there's been a marked improvement in recent years.
There are at times worse odors than those coming from Wah Chang. (Wooley)
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Despite the allegations about a condition of horrible smell, Albany has
had no trouble recruiting medical professionals into the area. Frequent
airplane trips over the valley have shown that odor is present from agricultural
and other operations, not only Wah Chang. (Purdum)

Living north of the plant in the Deever Conner area, in the way of
prevailing winds from the plant, has become worse in the last six years. Before
then it was hardly noticed., In the last two years the odor has been present
constantly. It is especially bad at night. People who work for the plant
have said that what little controls are in place are turned off at night.
Sometimes the fumes cause a throat irritation, headaches, nose irritation, and
loss of sleep. There is no doubt this is due to Wah Chang and not the other
plants. {(Trunidge, Ruth}

At six miles north by northwest of the plant the odor has been so severe
it has forced the separation of spouses because one partner can't tolerate it.
The fog from the plant can be seen from the air to be a hazard to the Albany
airport. The smell probably is a problem for a radius of ten to fifteen
miles. {Turnidge)

The smell is extremely annoying along the highway and must be monstrous
to those who have to live with it. Also, the fact that toxicity of some of
the components is not known proves frightening. (Brown)

Recently rental of an apartment near Wah Chang has resulted in sleepless
nights and immediate search to relocate. {Royer)

The odox is intolerable even in a residence to the north, almost at
tangent. It confines persons indoors, permeates homes and rugs, retards
appetites, causes gagging and cannot be gotten used to. The odor belies
Oregon's reputation as a clean air state. (Sonn, Pat)

Living on a greenhouse property since a year before Wah Chang came to
town has resulted in twenty vears of sickening stench. The smell of the plant
a half mile away is worse at night when the air is still. It impairs sleep,
permeates the home, pits the greenhouse glass with acid emissions, and
devalues property. (Jary)

This witness manufactures bhoats right next to the plant at 1200 North
Pacific Highway in Albany. He has had aluminum parts damaged by the chemicals
in the air, some of them before they even get out of the box. The air is
extremely bad. Witness's business's aluminum siding on one of his older
buildings is so corroded one can stick his finger through it. (Pruitt)

Even living 5 miles away out by Linn Benton Community College, the smell
has been intolerable for four of the last six months. While the wind was
favorable over the last two months, the other months of a six month residence
have been annoying every day. There is nco doubt it is the same odor smelled
when driving by the plant. (Sonn, Robert)
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The odor impairs sleep, permeates our home on Diane Avenue a half mile
from the plant, has gotten worse since the early sixties, has forced us to
leave our home on cccasion and, finally, forced my asthmatic wife to move
away permanently. (Burt)

At times the odors are intolerably obnoxious. Once it was necessary to
drive almost to Corvallis on Route 20 to escape the odors. (Blickensderfer)

Living near the plant for the last eight or nine years has indicated a
good improvement over the last three or four years. However, it is gtill
difficult to tolerate the odor when jogging in the mornings. The smell
can't be gotten used to. (Rhodes)

The plant emissions corrode the paint on the employees cars and must
be bad for the lungs. (Gross)

An asthmatic condition is often triggered by emissions of S50, which reach
our mobile home just south of the plant. The odor is very bad at night when
the windows are open. (Brown, Hayden)
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Fairness and Adequacy of Permit Conditions

Wah Chang should not be the only industry to be reguired to meet a zero
scentometer reading. (Bird, Yih, Peer)

The proposed permit is tough and both the industry and Department are to
be commended for it. In the main it will bring needed improvement in the
Albany area's air quality. However, the scentometer reading imposed should
be strict but not zero and the company should not he denied a move that would
increase efficiency without increasing air emissions. Items #3 and #11 should
be revised with these concerns in mind. (Powell)

The amount of contaminant from the mill should be reduced in stages which
take into account the time needed for technological development and future
expansion of production. At some point in time controls should keep the air
uncontaminated in so far as health is concerned, regardless of increases in
production. {(Wood on behalf of the City of Millersburg)

The permit should require only those things which can be accomplished
through the application of practicable control techniques and can be measured
by known analytical methodologies. Controls should be appropriate to the
demonstrated need for preservation of alr qguality while taking into account
the need for growth. (Byers, Peer)

The company has assured that it will use its resources and expertise to
solve environmental problems as well as possible. Therefore the Department
should give assurances that it will be fair in dealing with the company.

The Department has singled out this one industry for special reguirements
never imposed on any other industzy in the State - the scentometer requirements
and the tonnage per year limits. (¥Yih)

Any limits should be imposed on all industry alike. (Y¥ih, Purdum)

Most of the permit is fair. There are conditions which are arbitrary
and unattainable within the prescribed time limits. Conditions should not
interfere with job opportunities which can be gained without hurting the
environment. The QOregon AFL-CIC repregsents nearly one hundred thousand
Oregon workers and favors protection and preservation of environmental
technological development, industrial development, and jobs through a
national resources policy which protects the environment without inhibiting
industrial growth.

In 1975 a resolution said in part "...the Oregon AFL-CIQO provide whatever
assistance it can to business and industry adversely affected by EQC and DPEQ
desicions."

The District 5 Executive Board urges the formulation of reasonable
conditions to be implemented on a realistic time schedule. (Hines)

The Department should only require Wah Chang to do the things that are
technically possible. (Bergevin on behalf of Local United Steel Workers of
America)

It is totally unreasonable to expect Wah Chang or any other industry to
have a gero base odor. (Barrett) The permit should be reasonable, workable,
and allow for expansion. (Barrett, J. Noteboom)
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The conditions in the proposed permit are unreasonable because they are
more stringent than those imposed on less noticed sources such as sewage
treatment plants, food and meat packers, vehicles, dairv farms, and home or
office heating systems. (Hickam)

The Department is unfair in concentrating on Wah Chang while ignoring
odors from sewage, auvtomobile exhaust funes on Pacific Boulevard, odor from
manure used as fertilizer and other problems. (Hawkins)

The permit would be unrealistic if it attempted to eliminate all odors
and inappropriate if it attempted to reduce odors merely for those who are
momentarily inconvenienced while driving by on Interstate 5. To impose
production limits seems to remove financial abilities of the company to make
improvements and seems a simplistic approach to a complex problem. (Purdum)

Any expansion should not be allowed to increase pollution but restrictions
should not be too difficult for Wah Chang to live with until better technology
is available. (Smith)

The plant's efforts to solve pollution problems are not enhanced by the
Department's time limits, threats of shut down, or production limitation.
{Casey, Peer)

If there is doubt, it should be regolved in favor of leniency to be sure
Wah Chang iIs able to meet reguirements. (BEvans, Peer)

It is inappropriate to set a limit on odors with no objective way of
measuring them. (Casey, Peer)

The DEQ does not know any more than does Wah Chang how to solve the
problems and should keep such in mind when sitting in -judgment on Wah Chang.
The deadlines sllowed to solve the problems should be realistic. To increase
stack heights as suggested by C2E would endanger ailveraft. When better
ways are known, the Company will use them. (Hunter)

The permit conditions are very difficult to understand, apparently
restrictive, and imposing of heavy responsibilities in terms of record keeping
alone. It is not readily apparent the Deparitment has the staff and capability
to fairly draft and enforce a pexrmit governing such a highly technical
operation. (Rhodes)

The Department should work toward a reasonable permit that addresses both
the environment and Wah Chang's necessity to the community. (Wooley)

The permit conditions relative to production limits and cat box odors are
an attempt to single out Wah Chang because, as an industry, it is on top. If
the Department gets away with it other industry and activity will be threatened.
It is unfair to the workers to place a restriction on something only outside
the plant boundaries. The Department will some day have the notion that it
should tell a farmer his cows can't have more milk until the barnyard is cleaned
up. (Kyriss)

The agricultural industry has to curtail its burning regardless of cost,
Industry should not be allowed to pollute simply over money. (Turnidge)
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The scentometer is the best state-of-the-art for measuring and it is
unrealistic to try to reduce the odor without measuring to find what it is
and then applying a meagurement as to how far it must be reduced. (Lowry)

The Department is perhaps pushing toco hard to get the permit resolved and
should take the time to thoroughly evaluate the information submitted by
C2E. ({(Coffer)

The Department should thoroughly check out the allegations of C2E to
see if health hazards need to be better addressed in the permit. (Gross)

The Department's proposal to reduce the cat box odor is laudable. Western
Zirconium has committed to achieving a similar standard and so should Wah
Chang. (Sonn, Robert)

The discharge provisions, once established, should be enforced with strict
fines orxr plant closures. (Blickensderfer)

With public understanding of the negative impact on human health of
the discharges from this plant, DEQ will be moved to rewrite the permit to
require Wah Chang to take necessary steps to lessen the health hazards created
by their emissions.

As proposed, the permit contains no mention of any of the pollutants which
are the major health hazards. The permit doesn't acknowledge emissiong of
Methyl Isc Butyl Ketone and disregards stack heights in setting standards for
ammonia, chlorine gas and hydrochloric acid. Because of the low stack heights
at which they are emitted, the pollutants hydrochloric acid, chlorine gas and
ammonia are not subject to adequate limitations by the proposal. (C2E)

There definitely should be stricter controls on the Company. The
Department has the obligation to do something about the odor. Western
Zirconium in the Dallesport area will be required to have to guarantee no
objectionable odor off the plant site and Wah Chang should be required to
do the same. (Sonn, Pat)

The permit should be altered only to improve air quality and the
Department should assign enough personnel to the problem to insure the permit
is enforced both day and night. (Burt)
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Catbox Odor Analyzed

The specific wording of the permit should bhe:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the "catbox" odor
{3~mercapto - 4-methyl - 2-pentanone) emanating from
the zirconium/hafnium process shall be reduced to the
lowest practicable level attainable utilizing practices
and procedures.

The plant should not be required to guarantee the zero scentometer
reading at its boundaries. The scentometer is a subjective tool whose
operator can become desensitized. Wah Chang is prepared to use the
highest and best practicable control required by regulation. Also, the
public may erronecusly associate a zero reading with =zero catbox odor or
{(worse yet) no odor of any origin. This might appear as a company
commitment to eliminate odor entirely. Given the extreme difficulty
in discovering process refinements to control the odor, a scentometex
reading of one as a norm, allowing excursions to two, should be applied
if a reading must be applied at all. The compliance schedule should read
as follows:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the permittee shall

submit additional control strategy for reducing the

fugitive odor "catbox" so as to minimize the nuisance
conditions beyvond the plant site boundaries. This control
strategy shall include detailed plans and specifications

and the schedule for implementation (increments of progress)
to the Department for reivew and approval. (dePoix, Hurlburt}

The odor is due to the presence of a mercaptan {3-mercapto - 4-
methyl - Z2-pentanone} whose identification was difficult and whose control
will be more difficult. Detectable to the nose when one part is present
in every ten billion parts of air, the compound can be smelled before
it can be discovered by instrumentation. There is no way of totally
eliminating the odor. The company is sincere in trying to meet reasonable
regulatory demands. There is no evidence that the minute guantities present
are harmful or toxic. Traces of a closely related compound have been found
in many foods. Similar odors emanate from sewage plants, pulp mills, wood
processing, and food plants. These sources are not required to eliminate
odor entirely. Aesthetics and economics must strike a compromise regarding
this pervasive, powerful-smelling compound. (Libby)

The odor is not harmful to health. (Loney}

The proposed zero scentometer reading of the catbox odor beyond the
plant site boundaries by January 1, 1978 is unrealistic and cannot be met.
(Kyriss on behalf of Linn-Benton-Linceln Labor Council)

The scentometer reading of zero means that the odor 1s reduced two
to one by pure air. It is a subjective tool. A normal reading of one should
be required with excursions to two allowed becausge the manufacturer of the
scentometer states that a reading above one will probably cause complaints
while those above two, if they persist, can be described as a serious
nuisance. (Bird, Peer)
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Tests around the plant conducted so far indicate that gsome kind of
scentometer reading limitation is needed. (Lassiter)

The proposal to reduce catbox odor to a reading of zero is unworkable.
(Bergevin on behalf of ILocal United Steel Workers of America, Peer)

The odor limitation is unworkable because there is no manner of
chjective measurement. The problem should be given time in which the
company's experts {not clamoring environmental groups) will solve it.

{Casey, Peer)

The guestion of what odor is objectionable and to whom is a guestion
that is subjective and difficult to answer. (Hick)

Requiring "highest and best practical treatment™ will not force the
company to do enough to rid us of the odor. (Jary)

Item 17 which provides a compliance schedule to reduce the catbox
odor "to the greatest extent posgsible"” is too weak. A distance should be
spegified beyond which no "catbox" odor should be allowed. (Blickensderfer)
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Sulfuric Acid

Investigation has demonstrated heyond a doubt that huge cuantities of
sulfuric acid are being emitted from the zirconium calciner stack. Levels
as high as 385 ug/m3 will be imposed on the population, levels over thirty
times the threshold limit considered harmful.

C2E's contention that "huge guantities~ of Hp504 are being emitted from
the caleiner stack is based on inappropriate assumptions using a wrong
number as a sample base, an incorrect value for the height of the stack,
and a simplistic diffusion model. Even though these errors yield a figure
higher than actual ground level concentrations, the concentration figure
at which CpE arrived for ground level is only one-third of the Threshold
Level Value considered safe for 40-hour~week occupational exposure.
(Aschoff, Boubel, Hunter)

The CoE conclusion about sulfuric acid is based on questionable
aggumptions and is belied by the fact that only small amounts have been
measured., Eryoneous input data yvielding high wvalues compounded the error
of assuming that the maximum centerline plume concentration which would
exist only under one set of meteorclogical conditions at one peoint would
be visited upon the "population.” (Boubel)
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Digcharge of Ketone into the Air

The blue haze and associated odor problems are due o the purposeful
discharge of the odor along with MIBK into the air in order to meet the
water discharge standards for MIBX imposed by the DEg. While the odor-
iferous compound is not expected to produce a major health problem, MIBK
is quite toxic to the nervous system at high concentrations. It is
impogsible to learn the stack height and calculate ground level concentrations

because Wah Chang won't even acknowledge stripping these pollutants into the
air. (CZE)

The limit of nasal detection is far below the threshold 1limit values
and if dangerous levels were present they would be smelled. The process
simply does not deliberately discharge expensive methyl isobutyl ketone
into the atmosphere. (Aschoff)
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Carbon Monoxide

Investigations show that large quantities of carbon monoxide are being
exhausted from the chlorinator units, quantities representing ground level
concentrations of twice that allowed by the Environmental Protection Agency.

{CoE)

CoE's contention that CO 1s being emitted in large gquantities from the
chlorinator units is based on wrong assumptions about process, stack height,

and plume dispersion. (Aschoff)

CoE's contention that excessive carbon monoxide is emanating from the
chlorinator units is erroneous. Auto-related CO far exceeds CO from Wah

Chang. (Hunter)
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pEPT. OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALTEYL (508) 9264211

March 25, 1977

Mr, Peter McSwain

Hearings Officer

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
12314 5, W. Morrison Sireet
Portland, OR 97205

FOR HEARING RECORD

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-0547
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany is herein addressing major aveas of concern in the
proposed Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit. Also attached is the February 23,
1977, correspondence - V. P, de Poix /W. H. Young.

Pevrformance Standards and Emission Limits

3. The specific wording should be:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the "ecat box'" odor
{3~Mercapto~i-Methyl-2-Pentanone) emanating from the
zirconium/hafnium process shall be reduced to the
lowest practicable level attainable utilizing geod
practices and procedures.

Discussion:

In addition to those details delineated in the aforementioned
February 23, 1977, correspondence, placing a scentometer level
of zerc on the "cat box" odor may establish a precedent from
which we cannect recover. In time, the public may forget the
scentometer and that a zero reading does not mean an absence

of odor. This was evident at the hearing. The public may

also forget that Ycat box" is the odor addressed in this section.
How can one recover from this situation, i.e. zero odor beyond
the plant site boundaries? Odors have the ability to mix with
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Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-0547

one another, thereby making differentiation almost impossible.
Tying an odor source to a single industrial effluent may cause
problems in the future. Refer to March 21, 1977, correspondence
attached - L. M. Libbey /K. W. Bird.

L4, The specific wording should be:

The permittee shall at all fimes control ancillary scurces
of air contaminants such as, but not limited te, building
openings, rcads, driveways, open areas, and material
handling processes so as to maintain the highest practicable
level of air quality and the lowest practicable discharge of
alr contaminants.

Discussion:

Refer to February 23, 1977, correspondence - V, P. de Poixr /
W. H. Young.

Special Conditions

10. The specific wording should be:

The permittee shall contrel the level of production such
that the limits of this permit are immediately and contin-
uously met.

Discussion:

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany must reiterate its position that it
is beyond the charge of the Department of Environmental Quality
to limit production and/or productive capacity. Necessary
reasonable expansion must be allowed; coupled, of course, with
reasonable iIncreases in emissions. Acceptable programs and
time schedules will be formulated for the ultimate control

and reduction of effluents so that practicablie limits are met.
Equitable treatment of Contaminant Discharge Permit holders

is of prime concerm; it affects not only the economic
stability of Oregon, but the entire nation as well. Teledyne
Wah Chang Albany must protest most strongly that we cannot
accept the condition as written in the proposed permit.
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11, Delete in its entirety.

Discussion:

Limiting the production or productive capacity of any
portion of the zirconium or hafnium process is counter-
productive, Many portions of the process are not
contributors to, nor do they affect, the mid-Willamette
Valley air shed. Yet the proposed permit addresses all
portions of the zirconium or hafnium process. Reference
is also made to the discussion contained under Special
Condition 10.

Compliance Schedule

18. The specific wording should be:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the permittee shall
submit additional control strategy for reducing the

fugitive cdor "cat box" so as to minimize the nuisance
conditions beyond the plant site beoundaries. This contrel
strategy shall include detailed plans and specilfications
and the schedule for implementation (increments of progress)
to the Department for review and approval.

Discussion:

The extension of this compliance schedule condition is

based upon the fact that two individual control strategy
methods are currently being implemented in an attempt to
reduce the fugitive odor. These are delineated in the
compliance schedule of the subject permit--Item 19 - Spill
Sump Treatment and MIBK Recovery. The second control
strategy is Item 20 - Hafnium Oxide Precipitation and
Calcining., While the hafnium caleciner system is not required
until January 15, 1878, sufficient engineering should have
been accomplished to indicate additional contrcl strategy.

RGSﬁ;E:ﬁulﬁii::bmitted,
CQ/ QZJ& Bt fo

V. P. de Poix
Pregident
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

Attachments - 2
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VINCENT P. de POIX, President TELEOYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY
1500 OLD PACIFIC HIGHWAY
P.0.BOX 480
ALBANY, OREGON 97321

{503)926-4211

February 23, 1977

1

Mr. William H. Young, Director
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1234 8. W. Morrison Street
Portland, OR 97205

Dear Mr. Young:

We have reviewed the proposed Air Contaminent Discharge Permit No. 22-0547,
and we have the following comments:

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

3. The specific wording should be:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the ''cat box" odor
(3-mercapto-4-methyl-2-pentanone) emanzting from the
zirconium/hafnium process shall be reduced to the lowest
practicable level attainable utilizing racognized good
practices and procedures.

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany has diligently pursued a solution
to the "cat box" odor problem. Identifying the specific compound was
difficult in itself, but quantifying the parameters associated with
its formation was an even greater task. Mercaptans, such as the
compound we &are confronted with, have extresmely low odor thresholds;
consequently, scrubbing of the process off-gas will only reduce the
problem. Process parameters must be identified and then controlled
in order to minimize the formation of the malodorous compound. All
of these tasks we are willing to perform; yvet we cannot, in good
conscience, guarantee that the odor will e reduced to a2 scentometer
reading of zero at the plant site boundaries. The reliability of a
scentometer has been investigated in relztion to deternining the
existence of "cat box" (3-mercapto-i-mettyl-2-pentanone). It is at
best a subjective evaluation determining only an order of magnitude
concentration of an odorant in the air. Perusal of the instruction
folder supplied with scentometers reflects problems associated with
reproducibility and operator desensitizatzion. If a "cat box" odor
level must be dictated by a scentometer reading, it is suggested that
a reading of 1 (D/T=7) be established as a norm, with excursions to
a reading of 2 (D/T=31) allowable for shcrt durations. These levels
more realistically reflect the experiencs the scentometer manufacturer
has procured through field testing.
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In summary, Teledyne Wah Chang Albany is prepared to utilize, in
the words of QAR 20-001i, ". . .the highest and best practicable
treatment and control . . ." required to reduce the "ecat box" odor.

The specific wording should be:

The permittee shall at all times comtrol ancillary sources

of air contaminants such as, but not limited to, building
openings, roads, driveways, open areas, and material handling
processes so as to maintain the highest practicable level

of air quality and the lowest practicable discharge of

air contaninants.

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany feels that the substitution of

"oracticable' for "possible" more nearly approaches the Oregon

Administrative Rules intent as oultlined in- 0AR 20-001.

Special Conditions

10.

11

The specific wording should be:

The permittee shall limit or control the level of
production as necessary such that the limits of this
permit are immediately and continuously met. (Base
level production for the purpose of this permit shall
be 50,000 pounds per day of total oxide produced
averaged over a calendar month as processed through the
Separations plant).

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany feels that it is beyond the charge

of the Department of Envivonmental Quality to limit production and

emissions as well. It is, therefore, our feeling that emissions at the
base level of 50,000 pounds of oxide per day are acceptable, and that
if the performance standards and emission limiis are met, production
should not be regulated.

Delete in its entirety.

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany cannot comply with this special
condition. This paragraph implies that efficiency of operation is

not a criterion for plant operation. It precludes the utilization of
increased yields in any portion of the plant for subseguent operations.
Operational incentive can be destroyed and the energy expended toward
reduction of solid and/or aqueous discharges minimized.

Compliance Schedule

18.

The specific wording should be:

By no later than January 1, 1978, the permittee shall
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submit additional control strategy for reducing the
fugitive odor ("Cat Box") so as to minimize the
nuisance conditions beyond the plant site boundaries.
This control strategy shall include detailed plans and
specifications and the schedule for implementation
(increments of progress) to the Department for review
and approval. :

Discussion: See discussion under Performance Standards and Emission
Limits, No. 3. Reference 1s also made to attached correspondence from
Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D.

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, by its own initiative, has reduced emissions
beyond those. imposed by the Mid-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, and has
thereby indicated an intent to continually improve its environmental control
programs. As was pointed out in a recent press article, Mr. Skirvin of the
Department of Environmental Quality indicated that many of the proposed limits
were lower than normal state regulations primarily because Wah Chang had
demonstrated the ability to achieve these lower emission rates. We fully intend
to continue to improve the environmental quality of the zirconium/hafnium process,
and have allocated monies and increased technical staffing to perform this task.

The proposed compliance schedule appears to be rather tight and restrictive,
but we feel that we can perform as required. Incorporation of the aforementioned
changes to the subject permit, however, would establish a more workable document
which is directed at the highest and best practicable treatment and control of
air contaminant emnissions.

If you have any questions or wish to discuss this matter in detail, I
would be most happy to come to Portland, accompanied by Mr. K. W. Bird, our
Director of Environmental Control, to meet with you at your convenience.

Very truly yours,

V. P. de Poix
VPdeP/pm
Attach.

ce: Mr. F. Skivvin



Department of Oregon
Food Scienca
and Technology Umversxty Corvailis, Oregon 97331 (o 754-313;

February 22, 1977

Mr. K. W. Bird, Director
Environmental Control
Teledyne Wah Chang
Albany, OR

Dear Mr. Bird:

- For the past sixteen years I have been engaged in flavor chemistry,
and more particularly, in the analysis of food flavor volatiles (including
off-odors) by gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS). I have also
been very active in toxicology for the past Tive years, principally in the
trace organic analysis for the carcinogenic N-nitrosamines and aflatoxins
in foods.

I have no financial interest in, nor raceive consulting fees from,
Teledyne Yah Chang; my comments are hopefully unbiased, they are certa1n1y
offered freely and openly.

This Tetter is in regard to the compound 3—mercapto»4wmethy1—2—pentanone
("catty odor") which has conclusively been identified by Dr. Lawrence J. Jacoby
as being the principal odorous component in the "catty odor* d1scharged into
the air by Teledyne Wah Chang.

(1). Although the odor threshold for 3-mercapto-4-methyl-2- pentanon?
is at present unknown, my judgment is that it will be approximately 1:10 0,
as a very competent Dutch investigator, Dr. H.T. Badings, h?a determinad
the threshold of d~Tercapto~4~methy1~2~pentanone to be 1:10'"Y in refined
Tiquid paraffin. This means that the human odor thre:ho]d might be 1
part of the Ycatty odor" compound in ten billion parts of air! This makes
the "catty" compound a very potent odorant indeed.

(2) Measuring and identifying of such powerful odorants as the "catty"
compound is a difficult task at best. State-of-the-art instrumentation is
doubtfully adeauate; the human nose is superior {2,6). For objective collection
and analysis, concentration is mandatory. Probably passage of the suspect
polluted air through traps packed with a porous plymer, such as Porapak Q,

-
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would be helpful in concentrating the pollutants prior to analysis. For

jdentification GC and GC/MS is suggested. PRoutine monitoring of air discharges B

of materials such as the "catty odor" compound may have to rely on subjective
rather than instrumental approaches. This approach is sometimes called
a "nasal appraisal.” : ,

(3) Inmy professiona1 opinion there is no way of totally eliminating
the "catty odor” emission from Te]edyne Wah Chang---~ short of p]ant
shut-down, or an enormousiy expensive redesign of the processes using MIBK.
At Teast a rough measure of the levels of “catty odor” pollutant are needed;
this information would be helpful in seeing how much of a reduction in
emission is necessary to approach the odor threshold of humans.

Talks with Dr. L.Jd. Jacoby and others, have convinced me that the
chemistry of the "catty" emission has been significantly advanced, and
scientific and technological expertise is now being used to decrease the
enission. 1 have baen impressed in talking with management and technical
parsonnel at Teledyne Wan Chang that they appreciate the problem and are.
sincere in trying to meet reasonab]n demands from the regulatory agencies such
as DEQ. :

-(4) It §s difficult to say what 1evels of the "catty odor” one might
expect to be the best practicably attainable utilizing recognized good
practice. It would probably be feasible to eliminate half of the "catty"
emission, but cutting the smission by 395% might be ecomon1ca11y unreasonable.
Areasoned approach is called for, and hopefully the emission standards would
not be unreasonable to start with and furthermore not be like an ever~
tightening "hangmen's nocse" as current emission standards are met; this
is not to say that continued improvement is not desirable or possible.

The hope is that ecqnomically reasonable and attainable standards will
be set initially and in the future. T

(5) .There is no evidence that 3-mercapto-4-methyl-2pentanone (the
"catty compound") is hazardous or toxic at the minute levels found. Traces
of the closely re1?§°d 4-mercapto- % TELhy] -2-pentanone have been found in
foods such as meat ] vegetables , and cheese (1,5). Mone of the cited
researchers has suggesLed a toxicity; an aversion to eat “catty" food yes,
but almost certainly no hazard to human health exists at the ppb levels
expected to be found in food or air.

It might be will to state at this point, that odor is an integral
part-of flavor, and odor, in my professional opinion, plays the dominant
role. The distinction between an odor and off-odor is sometimes very thin.
Certain compounds found in food aroma are also present as air pollutants
(for example dimethyl sulfide, methyl mercaptan, etc. ). Upon very high
dilution many compounds seem to change their character-and smell almost
pleasant; dimethyl sulfide is a good example --- at high dilution it smells
like canned corn.
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(6} It should be recognized that other sources of emission similar _
to the "catty" cdor emanate from sewage plants, puip mills, wood pracessing
plants and even food p]ants. It is doubtful if it is realistic to require
such plants to maintain a "zero" emission tolerance unless the pollutant
was carcinogenic or of extreme toxicity (such as the dioxins).

The trouble with the “catty'odor is that it is a very powerful, pervasive
smell. In my view aesthatics and ecomonics should make a compromise, so
that industry can survive by .being given reasonable (not zero)_to?erances.

S1ncere1y,

x
,“5.;1_@1,52 /“‘ vaévj

"

f.eonard M. Libbey, Ph.D.
Assocxate Professor

LﬁL:kvc

Attachment.

-
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Department of
Food Science
and Technology

March 21, 1977

Mr. K. W. Bird
Environmental Control
Teledyne Wah Chang
Albany, OR

Dear Mr. Bird:

This letter is written to document a couple of points relative
to the Wah Chang "catty" emission. The Xerox copies are from a hook
to be used Spring Term in our department.

(1) Although the book is written by emﬁinent toxicologists and
pharmacologists, there is no suggestion that 4-mercapto-4-methyl-
pentanon-2 is toxic in the minute traces it is found in air, water,
and food. My professional opinion is that 3-mexcapto-4-methylpentanon-2
{Wah Chang "catty" emission} would behave similar to the 4-mercapto

' isomer and toxicological hazards would be minimal.

(2) It is important to note that "catty" compounds often occur in
industrial effluents; Wah Chang should not be singled out as the only
source of these compounds.

I read with great interest the reports in the papers on the DEQ
hearings; my comment to C2E is "are you working on the solution or are
you part of the problem?"

Let's hope that the facts and reason will prevaill

Sincerely,

&ﬁm&w(? /W f@%‘@j

Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D.
Associate Professor

Enc. (1)
LML/jrc
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158 7. Interaction between Substances in Toxicology

action takes place under certain weather conditions, viz., abundant
sunlight and virtual absence of turbulence in the atmosphere. Apart
from the oxidizing photochemical smog in which ozone, nitrous
vapors, and hydrocarbons occur, a reducing smog in which SO, is an
important component, is also well known. Weather conditions play

a less important role in the formation of reducing smog; in this in-
stance, sunlight is not a prerequisite. '

A special problem here is the so-called catty odor, wh:ch is ex-
tremely penetrating, This is the odor of a mercaptan (organic SH
compound), 4-mercapto-4-methyl-pentanone-2. This particular mer-
captan, which has an obnoxious odor in extremely low concentrations,
is not a waste product of the chemical industry, but is formed by inter-
action of H,S with mesityl oxide (Fig. 67). Mesityl oxide is a widely
distributed pollutant produced in very low concentrations by various
industries (dyes, plastics, printing inks, lacquers, etc.) where it is used

as an organic solvent. Mesityl oxide is not obnoxious as such, but the . .

problem occurs when it is dumped into canals or rivers in which
H_S develops. This can only occur where large quantities of organic
material are present and the oxygen concentrations in these waters
are so low that rotting processes (anaerobic degradation) with the
formation of H.S take place.

Another example is the conversion of inorganic mercury com-
pounds to organic mercury compounds, especially methyl- and di-
methylmercury, by microorganisms in the environment. Since these
organic mercury compounds are lipohilic, they accumulate in fish
and seals. The mercury that is present in these animals is mostly in
the form of methylmercury compounds. With this type of environ-
mental pollution, as with DD, accumulation takes place along the
food chains whereby the species at the end of these chains, in this case
the seals, are endangered. Apart from the organic mercury com-

H SH
+H,S |
C——ﬁ,‘—Cx(;_:-wC B o Cmﬁ#Cf?*—C

Mesityl oxide 4-Mercapto-4-
methylpentanon-2
{"catty odor")

Fig. 67. The formation of a mercaptan (having an obnoxious smell) from
H,S and mesityl oxide. Mesityl oxide and related substances often occur
in industrial effluents and H.,5 is formed- by putrefaction in poliuted water.

e

-




- Wah Chang Hearing Report

Attach
‘Wah Chang Air Permit achment B

To: The Department of Environmental Quality
1234 SW Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

From: Citizens for a Clean Environment
P.0. Box 255
Corvallis, Oregon 97330

RE: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany Air Discharge Permit

Citizens for a €lean Environment(C,E) is a citizens group in Corvallis
which has in the past investigated the environmental impacts of
certain industrial operations in the Albany-Corvallis area. Our
efforts have for the most part berefited both the environment and

the industries involved.,

For the last six months C,E has been evaluating the air and water -
discharges from the Wah Cﬁang plant. The primary participants in
this effort have been Mri Jerry Coffer, a registered professional
chemical engineer with 6 years experience in air quality engineering,
Mr. Gil Zemansky with 6 years experience in the water quality field
and Mr., Phillip Crawford, a member of the CpE board, Our final
report to the citizens of this area is scheduled to be released in
approximately one month, However, it is very 1mportant at this time
that we make our preliminary findings regarding the air dlscharges
from Wah Chang known to the public,

We believe that with public understanding of the negative impact on
human health of the discharges from this plant, DEQ will be moved to
re-write the current proposed permit. We would hope that such a
re-write would include a mandate to Wah Chang to take such steps
necessary to lessen the health hazards created by their discharges.

First, our investigations have demonstrated beyond any doubt that
hugee quantities of sulfuric acid are being emitted from the zirconium
calciner stack. This sulfuric acid discharge has been measured and
reported to DEQ. A dispersion model was used to determine the
concentrations of sulfuric_acid reaching the people at ground- level,
Levels as high as 385 ug/m3 will be imposed on the population., . The
threshold limit value as determined by the Environmental Protection
Agency(EPA) epidemiological studies is 10 ug/m3. This means that
Wah Chang is discharging over thirty times the levels that are
considered harmful,

Second, our investigations of the process show that large gquantities
of carbon monoxide are being exhausted from the Wah Chang chlorinator
units. These gquantities represent maximum ground-level concentratlons
of twice that allowed by EPA,

Third, the problem which has had the most obvious impact on the

citizens of the Albany-Corvallis area is the blue haze and the associated
odor problem, Our investigations of the process lead us to believe

that Wah Chang is purposely discharging this odor into the air,



coupled with high quantities of an organic solvent(MIBK) in order to
meet the water emission stundards on MIBK imposed by DEQ. Although -
we laud these efforts to meet water standards, we cannot condone
blatant disregard for air quality in the process, Our findings on
this matter were deduced from an understanding of the Wah Chang
process and_Ehgwp§1n01ples of stripper operation. The small quantities
of the(oderlign ous) compound is not expected to produce a major health
problem, ~However, the MIBK is quite toxic to the nervous system at
high concentrations, The exact concentration of MIBK reaching the
ground is impossible to determine without knowing the height of the
discharge point, The information regarding stack height is not known,
as Wah Chang will not even acknowledge stripping these pollutants
into the air.

Finally, there is a hazard to the residents 1li ving near the plant
caused by discharges of hydrochloric acid, chlorine gas and ammonia.
Normally, the limits DEQ has placed on these pollutants would be
considered low enough to prevent any major health impact., However,
because these pollutants are released into the atmosphere so close to
ground-level, they represent a possible major health problem for
plant employees and for people living adjacent to the plant site.
Problems would occur primaril4y under high wind conditions when
drafts created by bullding interferences will cause these low discharge
plumes to be dispersed directly toward the ground, thus affectlng
residents.

We have related the above findings to DEQ and to our knowledge they
have not thoroughly investigated any of them. This is evident by
examination of the proposed discharge air permit.

The permit contains no mention of any of the pollutants which are. the
ma jor health hazards., It does not acknowledge the emissions of
sulfuric acid, carbon monoxide or MIBK, nor does it admit to the
potential negative effects of such toxic gases on the population,

The permit also does not consider the stack heights in setting -
emission standards for ammonia, chlorine gas and hydrochloric acid.

We are not here to demand a shut-down of Wah Chang. Rather, we
want DEQ to acknowledge the environmental problems caused by this
operation and to commit to work cooperatively with Wah Chang toward
an expeditious solution of the problems we have cutlined.

C,E is a group of citizens committed to a cleaner environment. We
urge your action on this matter.



CoE'S SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO
THE PROPOSED
TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

SUGGESTION # 1

Condition 2(d)(1) should be amended to indicate separate concentration
limits for chlorine (Cl,) and cehloride ion (Cl-)} due to toxicity
differences in the two pollutants, and should read as follows:

Condition 2(d)(1): ™A maximum concentration of chloride ion (Cl<)
equal to 100 ppm and a maximum concentratién of chlorine (Clp)
equal to 20 ppm;"

SUGGESTION # 2

Condition 2(d) should be amended to include discharge limits on
sulfuric acid(H;S04), carbon monoxide(CO) and methyl isobutyl ketone
(MIBK), which discharges have not been limited by the proposed
Permit, These limitations are required to protect the public health.
Sub-sections should be added to condition 2(d) as follows:

Condition 2{d){(4): "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum concen-
tration of sulfuric acid (H 50 equal to 400 ppm and a maximum
discharge rate of sulfuric ac1g (Hp80,) of 700 1b/day,~ After
September 1, 1978, a maximum concentratlon of sulfuric acid

H SOu) equal to 20 ppm or a maximum discharge rate of sulfuric
ac1d %stoa of 30 lb/aay.

Condition 2{d){5): "Until September-1, 1978 a maximum dlscharge
rate of carpbon monoxide(CO0) of 40,000 1b/day. After September.1,
1978 a maximum discharge rate of carbon monoxide{(C0} of 10,000
1b/day."

Condition 2(d)(6}: "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum discharge
rate of methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) of 7,000 lb/day, After
September 1, 1978 a maximum discharge rate of methyl isobutyl
ketone (MIBK) of 100 lb/day.“

SUGGESTION # 13

Condition 6 shall be amended to read as follows:

Condition 6: "The permittee shall perform at least three
prescheduled source tests per year on all emission control

systems in the zirconium/hafnium productlon process. The

pollutant components to be monitored in each of these stacks will
be specified by the Department, All tests shall be conducted

in accordance with the testing procedures on file at the Department
or in conformance with applicable standard methods approved in
advance and in writing by the Department.”
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SUGGESTION # 4

Under the heading "Compliance Schedule™ which begins at condition

17 of the Permit, the following compliance schedules will be added

to insure compliance with the amended limits on sulfuric acid (H,S0y)
carbon monoxide (C0) and methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) imposed in
condition 2,

Condition 27: "The permittee shall provide additional controls
for the zirconium oxide calciner so as to reduce sulfuric

acid (HpSO4) emissions and attain and maintain continuous
‘compliance with condition 2. This project shall be accomplished
in accordance with the following schedule: ' '

a, By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a
final control strategy, including detailed plans and
specifications, to the Department for review and approval,

b. By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue
purchase orders for the major components of emission control
equipment and/or for process modification work,

¢. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate
the installation of emission control equipment and/or
on-site construction or process modification work,

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete
the installation.of emission control equipment and/or on-site
construction or process modification work,

e, By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall
"~ . demonstrate that the zirconium oxide calciner is capable of
operating in compliance with condition 2.

f, Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective item has been accomplished."

Condition 28: “The permittee shall provide additional controls
for the sand and pure zirconium oxide chlorinators so as to
reduce carbon monoxide(CO) emissions and attain and maintain
continuous compliance with Condition 2., This project shall

be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a, By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit
a final control strategy, including detailed plans and
specifications, to the Department for review and approval,

b. By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall
issue purchase orders for the major components of emission
control equipment and/or for process modification work.
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c. by no later than May 1, 1978 the permitte shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site
construction or process modification work.

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete
the installation of emission control equipment and/or
on-site construction or process modification work,

e, By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall
demonstrate that the sand and pure zirconium oxide
chlorinators are capable of operating in compliance with
condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective item has been accomplished.,”

Condition 29:  "The permittee shall eliminate the practice of
stripping methyl isobutyl ketone(MIBK) into the aimosphere and
shall provide alternate means of disposal of this substance,
These means shall not include an increase in methyl isobutyl
ketone (MIBK) discharged into the Willamette river. This

methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) handling system will be developed
with the capability to attain and maintain continuous compliance
with condition 2., This project shall be accomplished in
accordance with the following schedule:

a, By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall
submit a final control strategy, including detailed plans
and specifications, to the Department for review and
approval,

b, By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue
purchase orders for the major components of emission control
equipment and/or for process modification work,

¢. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate
the installation of emission control equipment and/or
on~site construction or process modification work,

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete
the installation of emission control equipment and/or
on-site construction or process modification work.

e, By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall
demonstrzte that the methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) control
system is capable of operating in compliance with condition
2

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective item has been accomplished,



.

SUGGESTION # 5

Under the heading "Compliance Schedule" which begins at condition

17 of the Permit, the following compliance schedule will be added to
avoid the building downdraft effects which interfere with the proper
dispersion of pollutants from short stacks.,

Condition 30: "The permittee shall provide taller stacks for
the following emission points:

Stack Name Attached Equipment

Separations Odor Hafnium Calciner

Zr Reduction, East Zirconium Reduction Furnace (East)
Zr Reduction, West Zirconium Reduction Furnace (West)
Mg Recovery Magnesium Recovery Furnace

Feed Make-Up Separations Feed Make-Up Tank
Fertilizer Plant Fertilizer Plant Evaporation Tank

These stacks will be tall enough so as to be at least 2 1/2
times the height of the tallest adjacent building., This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit
a final control stratery, including detailed plans and
specifications, to the Department for review and approval,

b, By no later than October 15, 197? the permittee shall issue
purchase orders for the major components of emission control
equipment and/or for process modification work,

¢. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permitte shall complete
the installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site
construction or process modification work.

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site
construction or process modification work.

e, By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall de-
"monstrate that the newly installed tall stacks are operating
effectively.”

f, Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above,
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in
writing that the respective item has been accomplished,
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Wah Chang Air Permit

WAH CHANG ALBANY

P.0. BOX 460

ALBANY, OREGON 97321
(503) 926-4211 TWX (510) 595-0973

State of Oregon

March 18 , 1977 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
E@B EGEIVE
MAR 22 1977 |

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
Mr. William H. Young
Department of Environmental Control
1234 Morrison St.
Portland, OR 97205

Dear Mr. Young:

In defense of my employer, Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, I have
asked that the enclosed letter to Peter McSwain, DEQ, be entered into
the record of testimony pertalning to our pending air discharge
permit.

T feel very sorry that the need to do this should arise, but
when our elected representatives, our regulatory agencies, and the
news media are imundated with untrue information aimed at discrediting
me and harming my employer, I must speak out.

Please call me if you wish te discuss the matter further,.

Yours very truly,

L e ;,f"
Ve o - Py
C:yzgféff- Cfg;zﬁktw'«*
W. A. Aschoff, P.E.

Manager, Envirommental Control

WAA :pms

Enclosure



P TELEDYNE
WAH CHANG ALBANY

P.0. BOX 460
ALBANY, OREGON 97321
(56G3) 926-4211 TWX (510) 595-0873

March 17, 1977

Mr. Peter McSwain

Hearings Officer

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

RE: TWCA Air Discharge Permit
Dear Mr. McSwain:

Please enter into the record of this hearing the following comments
concerning Mr. Jerry Coffer's erroneous conclusions concerning atmospheric
discharges from Teledyne Wah Chang Albany.

His first obvious falsehood in the memo purportedly from CoE to DEQ
regarding our permit, is his statement that he has demonstrated beyond any
doubt that huge quantities of sulfuric acid are being emitted from the
calciner stack. He has not demonstrated any such discharge, since he took
one number from a sample in which all sulfur was reported as sulfate (at
the specific demand of the Mid WilTamette Valley Air Pollution Authority),
and from this calculated a completely unrealistic number for the quantity
of HpSQyq in the stack. Studies instigated by TWCA in 1973 proved both
theoretically and in tests that the predominant species was S0,, not S03.
Prior sampling procedures were approved by the agency then having jurisdiction.
Thermodynamics and kinetics prove validity of our tests. Using this wrong
number as a base, and an incorrect value for the height of the stack, he
then proceeded to calculate the concentration at ground level using a
simplified ideal diffusion equation which has been demonstrated repeatedly
to yield results approximately two orders of magnitude higher than actually
can be determined by careful tests performed by competent investigators.
Furthermore, even if he were right on all points, his calculated maximum
ground level concentration would be approximately one-third of the Tevel
considered safe for continuous 40-hour per week exposure; i.e. TLV from
OSHA. In short, Mr. Coffer is uttering untruths when he claims to have
"demonstrated beyond any doubt", and when he claims he has measured this
sulfuric acid discharge.

He also disregards the truth in stating that his investigations of
the process show that large quantities of carbon monoxide are being
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exhausted from the Wah Chang chlorinator units. He has not studied our
process which is proprietary. He is basing his assumptions on one paper
discussing titanium chlorination, again the wrong stack height, and the

same faulty plume dispersion mathematical model he used to guess at sulfuric
acid concentrations.,

His next glaring error is the statement that we are "purposely" dis-
charging ketone into the air, thereby causing blue haze and odor. This is
completely untrue. He has had the system explained to him in detail, but
fails to comprehend what actually occurs. At $1.00 per gallon for methyl
isobutyl ketone, we certainly are not going to purposely discharge this
material into the air. Furthermore, the 1imit of nasal detection is far
beTow the TLY, so that "dangerous levels™ of MIBK in the ambient air simply
do not occur, especially when the material is not concentrated enough to
be smelled.

We also disagree with the statement that we show "bTlatant disregard
for air quality". Our ratio of expenditure of money and engineering effort
for environmental control in relation to total plant expenditure is one of
the highest of any industry in the country, which we feel demonstrates
the falsity of this statement by CoE.

Finally, the 1ie that we don't show adequate concern for chlorine,
chloride and ammonia is refuted by our having utilized continuous ground
level ambient monitors for these pollutants for about three years. During
this time we have never come even close to dangerous levels. Over the
years these levels have been consistently in the range of less than 1/100th
the levels generally accepted as safe for continuous exposure; i.e.

TLV's as determined by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists.

In summary, conclusions by CoE were reached by faulty or complete lack
of a data base, extrapolated using dubious mathematics, a complete lack of
understanding of the processes involved, and an utter disregard for truth
and ethics.

Yours very truly,

G e
W. A. Aschoff, Marager

Fnvironmental Control

WAA :dkm
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Mechanical Engineering

ate
UnlverSity Corvallis, Oregon 97331

‘March 16, 1977

Department of Environmental Quality
State of Oregon

For Presentation at Public Hearing
Albany, Oregon - March 17, 1977

Re: Téledyne Wah Chang - Albany, Air Discharge Permit

As a member of the Citizens for a Clean Environment, I feel
it necessary to point out several errors in a statement which
I received by mail and which I understand is going to be pre-
sented at the Public Hearing, March 17, 1877. I do not feel
that this position paper or statement represents the views of
many CoF members, and, in fact, may not even represent a majority
viewpoint. As one of the charter members of CgE, and a past mem-
ber of the Board of Directors, 1 feel it necessary to point out

- several points of disagreement.

Referring to the fourth paragraph:

1.

There is doubt that huge(hugh) quantlties of Sulfurlc
acid are being emitted. Only small amounts appear
to have been measured. The larger quantities are postu-

lated from the results of questionable assumptiouns.

. I do not believe that the sulfuric acid discharge has

been measured and reported to DEQ. I have examined
Wah Chang stack test data and can find no measurements
made which indicate either qualitatively or quantita-
tively the sulfuric acid discharge.

The dispersion model used to calculate ground level -
concentrations used erroneous input data which yielded
high values. It also assumed that all the sulfur was
emitted as acid which was a false assumption.

The level of 385 ug/m3 would not be imposed on the popu-

lation even if all data and assumptions were correct.

This 1is the maximum centerline plume concentration found
from the model and would only exist at one set of meteo-
rological conditions at one point.

Oregon State Universily is an Affirmative Actionl Equal Opportunity Employer
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5. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) does not
determine "Threshold Limit Values.” These are set
by OSHA. :

6. Even with,th% false assumptions, I would not consider
the 385 ug/m* "over thirty times the levels that are
considered harmful." The actual Threshold Limift Value
(TLV) for sulfuric acid is1.0milligrams per cubic
meter which is. 1000 ug/m3. This is the level that
workers can be exposed to 40 hours per week without
adverse effect. This number should not be used for
setting an air pollution standard, but it does point
out that many workers in the U.S.A. are repeatedly
exposed to quantities in excess of 385 ug/m3.

I would comment on many other points in this written statemenf,
but they follow similar lines of reasoning and I would be re-
peating myself. I will reserve further comment untll I have

- read the flnal report.

Sincerely,

7

s }/ !
'/¢7i;’4/ ,,HJ c'_,’ wi 2 1"\\
v |
Richard W. Boubel, Ph.D.
Professor

rd

cc: Citizens for a Clean Environment
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- ENVIROME LiTY,
PEPT, OF ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY, PETITION OF INTERESTED CITIZENS

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, RESIDENTS OF THE CITY OF ALBANY, LINN COUNTY, OREGON,
AFTER BEING ADVISED THAT TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY HAS APPLIED TO THE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF THE STATE OF OREGON FOR AN AIR CON-
TAMINATE DISCHARGE PERMIT, BY OUR SIGNATURES FULLY SUPPORT AND ENDORSE THE
EFFORTS OF TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY AND WOULD DEMONSTRATE BY OUR SUPPORT
OUR APPRECIATION AND CONTINUED FAITH IN TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY IN THEIR
COOPERATION WITH THE DEPARTHENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND OTHER AGENCIES
IN MEETING THE ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS BENEFICIAL BOTH TC THE ECONOMY AND TO

THE HEALTH OF THE CITIZENS OF THIS CITY AND THE STATE.

Name - A Address




HEARING REPORT:

ATTACHMENT E

WAH CHANG AIR PERMIT

Date Type Sender Receiver
2/19/77 Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, Cof T. Nelson, Wah Chang
3/8/777 Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, CsE Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3/8/77 Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C»E Rep. Nancy Fadeley
3/NN/T77 Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, CHE Rep. Nancy Fadeley
3/13/77 Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C3E Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3/23/77 Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C,E Rep. Nancy Fadeley
3/23/77 Letter Jerry Coffer, CyE Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
4/2777 Letter Phillip Crawford,C9E Rep. Nanch Fadeley
L/13/77 Letter Jerry Coffer, CoE Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
/7177 Letter W. H. Young, DEQ V. P, dePoix, Wah Chang
2723777 Letter V.P.DePoix, Wah Chang W. H. Young, DEQ
2/22/77 Letter L.M.Libbey, OSU K. Bird, Wah Chang
3/9/77 Letter E.Weathersbee, DEQ Pat Sonn (Citizen)
3/2/77 Letter Pat Sonn (Citizen) DEQ
3/48/77 Letter Robert Schmidt " DEQ
3/V1/17 Letter Howard Hickam ' DEQ

Testimony Rollin E. Hines DEQ Hearing Officer
3N Letter Philip Griffin * DEQ Hearing Officer
3/12/77 Letter R.J.Deferrari DEQ Hearings Officer
3/17/77 Testimony Jim Barrett, LofC DEQ Hearings Officer

News clipping Democrat-Herald
8/2/76 Letter L. Kramer, DEQ Jim Barrett, Chamber/Commerce
7/26/76 Letter Jim Barrett C/C L. Kramer, DEQ



Attachment E

Date Type Sender Receiver
3/17777 Test imony Ronald £. Long DEQ Hearing Officer
3/17/77 Letter R. Lowery DEQ Hearing Officer
Resolution Linn, Benton, Linceoln :
Labor Council DEQ Hearing Officer
fesolution J.T.Peterson, Pres. DEQ Hearing Officer
Albany C/C
Statement Rep. B. Byers DEQ Hearing Officer
3/10/77 Letter G.Hawkins Mr. Wm. Young, DEQ
3/16/77 letter R. Boubel, 0SU DEQ
317777 Memorandum M.B.Siddall Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3/158/77 Letter Jack McGuire Bill Young, DEQ
3/11/777 Letter H.B.Smith Wm. Young, DEQ
3/15/77 Letter Alan Hick Hearing Officer
PNW Manager,
Northrup, King & Co.
5/17/77 Letter Darrell Burt Fritz Skirvin, DEQ
3/17/77 Letter H.B.Smith Wm. Young, DEQ
3/17/77 Testimony Sen. John Powell DEQ Hearing
3/‘7/77 Letter Clayton Wood, Mayor Teledyne Wah Chang
Millersburg
3/17/77 Testimony Bob/Sara Blickensderfer DEQ Hearing
Memorandum Citizens for Clean Env. DEQ
3/17/77 Letter Merle Manning DEQ Hearing
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Department of Environmental Quality
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DEQ-1

February 14, 1977
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING FOR ISSUANCE OF AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT
FOR TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a Public Hearing will be held for the purpose
of considering the issuance of an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to the
following applicant and to amend, as necessary, the Clean Air Imp1ementat1on
Plan for Oregon (Air Contaminant Discharge Permits containing compliance
schedules will result in modification of the Implementation Plan for Oregon):

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

1600 01d Pacific Highway, Albany, Oregon
Primary Smelting of Zirconium & Hafnium
Renewal of Permit #22-0547 -

The qu]ic Hearihg will be held at the time and place listed below:

Albany City Library
1390 S. Waverly Drive
Albany, Oregon

Commencing at 2:30 p.m. on Thursday, March 17, 1977 and again at 7:30 p.m. on
Thursday, March 17, 1977.

The Department proposes to issue a renewal Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
for Teledyne Wah Chang Albany. The Company currently operates under a permit
issued by the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. The proposed -
permit establishes permit conditions for operation, monitoring, and reporting;
establishes Timits on particulate and gaseous emissions and on escapement of
"cat box" odors; establishes step-wise control programs for significant sources
contributing to odors or visibility reduction; and establishes step-wise control
programs for sources or processes not currently in compliance w1th ruies of the
Commission.

Copies of the proposed permit are available upon request from the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality, 1234 S. W. Morrison, Portland, Oregon 97205, or
are available for review at the Midwest Regional Office, 16 Oakway Mall, Eugene,
Oregon 97401. T

Any interested person desiring to submit written testimony concerning the
permit, the permit conditions or policy related to these matters may do so by
majling them no later than March 14, 1977 to the above Portland address, or may
be heard orally at the public hearing on the date and at the time mentioned
above.

Questions regarding this matter may be directed to Mr. Frederic Skirvin
(229-6414) at the above Portland address. Please inform those who may have an
interest - in this matter, '



Permit Number: __22- 0547

Expiration Date: 4/1 / 81
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AIR %&%Qﬁﬁ& DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Stireet
Portland, Oregon $7205
Telephone: (503) 229-5696
Issued m accordance with the provisions of

ORS 468.310
ISSUED TO: REFERENCE INFORMATION
TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY 3 . '
1600 01d Pacific Highway ~ Application No. 0583
P. 0. Box 460 °~ R ,
Albany, Oregon 97321 g T Date Received September 8, 1975
PLANT SITE: ‘_ ,.( AR . . .
o e 4 3 Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site:

1600 om Pamﬁc H1ghway ol o - _
A]bany, Oregon moRe gl ”;;; Source SIC ~ PermitNo.

gt Cou e .f*’ B : T

A " ":'. 'v,f,‘,.;"q."‘ .r - ~-..;.er (1) St
ISSUED DY DEPARTMINT OF @ - |

ENVIRDNMI'.N'I_‘AL_ _QUALITY -
e
‘.JILLIAM H. YOUNG Date
Director

SOURCE(S) PERMIT‘I‘ED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS:
Name of Air Contaminant Scurce Standard Industry Code ns Listed

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFINING OF ZIRCONIUM 3339
HAFNIUM AND COLUMBIUM

Permitted Activities -

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked the permittee
is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air contammants
including emissions from those processes and activities directly related or
associated thereto in. accordance with the requirements, limitations, and con-
ditions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above.

The speuﬁc listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained

herein does not relieve the permlttee from complying with all other ru]es and
standards of the Department :

For Requirements, Lintitations and Condltlons of this Permit, see attached Seciions
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Performance Sténdards and Emission Limits PROPOSED

1.

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant
generating processes and all contaminant control equipment at full effi-
ciency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air contaminants are
kept at the lowest practicable levels. :

The permittee shall comply with the following emission limitations:

a. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source unless
noted otherwise shall not exceed any of the following:

1) 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot; and )

2)  An opacity egual to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for a
period aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (1)
hour.

b. Particulate emissions from the zirconium ox1de ca1c1ner shall not
exceed the following:

1)  Until September 1, 1978, 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot; and
2)  After September 1, 1978, 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot;

c. Particulate emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes
shall not exceed a total of 25.0 pounds per hour or 110 tons per year.

.d, Gaseous emissions from any single air contaminant source unless noted

otherwise shall not exceed any of the following:

1) A maximum total concentration of chlorine (012) and chloride ion
(C1~) equal to 100 ppm;

2)  Until September 1, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner,
a maximum concentrat1on of sulfur dioxide. (302) equal to 1000 ppm
and _

After September 1, 1978, including the zirconium oxide calciner,
a maximum concentrat10n of sulfur dioxide (SO ) equal to 400 ppm;
and :

3) A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH3) and ammonium ion
(NH4—) equal to 50 ppm.

i
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e. Gaseous emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes
shall not exceed any of the following:

1) 30 tons per year of total chlorine (C12) and chloride ion (€17);
2)  Until September 1, 1978, 600 tons per year of 50,3

3) After September 1, 1978, 90 tons per year of SO,; and

4) 2 tons per year of ftotal ammonia and ammonium ion.

By no later than January 1, 1978 the "cat box" odor shall be controlied so

~ as not to exceed a zero scentometer reading or cause nuisance conditions

beyond the plant site boundaries.

The permittee shall at all times control ancillary sources of air contami-
nants such as, but not limited to, buiiding openings, roads, driveways, .
open areas and materjal handling processes so as to maintain the h1ghest
possible level of air quality and the Towest poss1b1e d1scharge of air
contaminants.

Monitoring and Reporting

5.

The permjttee shall effectively inspect and monitor the operation and
maintenance of the plant and associated air contaminant control facilities.
A record of all such data shall be maintained for a period of one year and
be available at the plant site at all t1mes for 1nspect1on by the authorized
representatives of the Department.

‘The permittee shall perform at least three prescheduled source tests per
- year on all emission control systems in the zirconium/hafnium production

process. All tests shall be conducted in accordance with the testing
procedures on file at the Department or in conformance with applicable
standard methods approved in advance and in writing by the Department.

The permittee shall install, calibrate, maintain and operate in a manner
approved by the Department, emission monitoring systems for continually
monitoring and recording emissions of chlorine and chioride from the sand
chlorination off gas system, the pure chiorination emission control system,
silicon tetrachloride refining and storage vent emission control system,
and emissions of sulfur dioxide from the zirconium oxide calciner emission
control system.

The permittee shall install, maintain and operate in a manner approved in
writing by the Department a system for monitoring ambient concentrat}ons
of .ammonia and ammonium ion, chlorine, and chloride.

The permittee shall prepare and submit a quarterly report to the Department
including, but not necessarily be limited to the following parameters:

.a. The quarterly production of the séparations plant in terms of totél

oxide and the total quarterly production of zirconium sponge.
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b. The resuTts of all ambient air measurements made.
¢. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data.
d. The quarterly usage of natural gas.

Special Conditions

10. The permittee shall Timit or control the level of production at or below
base level production as necessary such that the 1imits of this permit are
immediately and continuously met. (Base level production for the purpose
of this permit shall be 50,000 pounds per day of total oxide produced
averaged over a calendar month as processed through the separations plant.)

11. The permittee shall not increase production or production capacity of any
portion of the zirconium or hafnium processes until the ability to comply
with the limits of conditions 2, 3 and 4, or until acceptable programs and
time schedules for meeting these conditions have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Department.

12. The permittee shall maintain at the plant site for review by the Department
written operating procedures, preventative maintenance schedules and pro-
cedures, and environmentally acceptable methods to be employed during
process upsets or equipment failures for the following areas:

a. sand chiorination

b. Feed make-up

¢. Separations

d. Precipitation and filtration

e. Zirconium oxide calcining

f. Hafnium oxide calcining

g. Pure chlorination

h. Silicon tetrachloride refining, storage and shipping

13. The handling of zirconium tetrachloride and silicon tetrachloride including,
but not necessarily limited to the transfer of material from the sand
chlorination process to the feed make-up process, shall be done in ways
which will prevent visible or fugitive emissions to the atmosphere.

14. The permittee shall not conduct any open burning at the plant site or
facility except for the disposal of hazardous pyrophoric zirconium metal
fines by atmospheric oxidation which is permitted until July 1, 1978.

After July 1, 1978, all metal fines shall be disposed of using controlled
and environmentally acceptable procedures approved by the Department.
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16.

OPOSER

The perm1ttee shall maintain a pre- p1anned abatement strategy, filed with

and approved by the Department to be implemented in response to Air Pollution
Alerts, Warnings, and Emergencies as they are declared and terminated by

the Department.

In the event that the permittee is temporarily unable to comply with any of
the provisions of this permit due to upsets or breakdowns of equipment, the
permittee shall notify the Department by telephone within one hour, or as
soon as is reasonably possible, of the upset and of the steps taken to
correct the problem. Upset operation shall not continue Tonger than forty-
eight (48) hours without approval nor shall upset operation continue diring
Air Pollution Alerts, Warnings., or Emergencies or at any time when the
emissions present imminent and substantial danger to health.

" If the Department determines that an upset condjtion is chronic and is

correctable by installing new or modified process or control procedures or
equipment, a program and schedule to effectively eliminate the deficiencies
causing the upset conditions shall be submitted. Such reoccurring upset
conditions causing emissions in excess of applicable permit Timits will be
subject to civil penalty or other appropriate action.

Compliance Schedule

17.

18.

19.

By no later than June 1, 1977 the permittee shall complete modifications to
the separat1ons process so as to reduce the formation of malodorous '"cat

box" compound in this area to the greatest extent possible. These modifi-
cations shall include the capability to monitor and record the relative
concentration of the "cat box" compound at a spec1f1ed site in the separat1ons,
. process, :

By no later than June 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final contro]

strategy for reducing the fugitive odor (cat box) so as to comply with
Condition 3, including detailed plans and specifications and the schedule
for implementation (increments of progress) to the Department for review
and approval.

The permittee shall provide spill sump treatment and MIBK recovery in order
to reduce emissions of organic vapors and associated odors and maintain
compliance with conditions 3 and 4 in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no 1éter than Mafch 15, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department of Environmental Quality for review and approval.

b. By no later than April 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchasé
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

C. By no Tater than May 1, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.
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20.

21.

By no later than dune 15, 1977 the permittee shalt complete the
installation of emission control egquipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than June 30, 1977 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the spill sump and MIBK recovery are capable of operating in compliance
with conditions 3 and 4.

Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall install a hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining
system including air pollution controls so as to reduce sulfur dioxide

and odor emissions from this process and attain and maintain continuous
compliance with conditions 2 and 3. This project shall be accomplished in
accordance with the following schedule:

d..

By no later than May 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final con-
trol strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

By no later than November 1, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the

" installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction

or process modification work.

By no later than December 15, 1977 the permittee shall complete’ the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than January 15, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the hafnium oxide precipitation and calcining system is capable of
operating in compliance with conditions 2 and 3.

Within seven (7} days after each item, b through'e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective

. item has been accomplisheu.

The permittee shall install a new columbium oxide drier 1nc1ud1ng air
pollution controls in accordance with the following schedule:

a.

By no later than May 15, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strateqy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than August 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of em1ss1on control equipment and/or
for process modification work.
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23.

-nuruth

c. By no later than November 15, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction’
or process modification work.

d. By no later than March 15, 1978 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equ]pment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

e. By no Tater than May 15, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that the
new cotumbium oxide dr1er is capable of operating in compliance with
Condition 2.

f.  Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for the silicon tetrachloride
refining and storage vents and scrubber emissions so as to attain and ;
maintain continuous compliance with Condition 2 and prevent fugitive emissions
due to spills, process upsets and equipment breakdowns. This progect shall
be accamp11shed in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no lTater than June 30, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than September 30, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

¢. By no later than November 30, 1977 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construct1on
or process modification work.

d. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

e. By no later than July 15, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the siticon tetrach10r1de refining and storage vents and scrubber are
* capable of operating in compliance with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e abOVe, is completeq
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for the zirconium oxide
calciner so as to reduce particulate and sulfur dioxide emissions and
attain and maintain continuous compiiance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:
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a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shall complete the instal-
tation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work. '

e. By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate
that the zirconium oxide calciner is capable of operating in compliance
with Condition 2.

f.  Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.

The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the chlorine
and chloride emissions and plume opacity from sand chlorination so as to
attain and maintain continuous compliance with Condition 2. This project
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule:

a. By no later than November 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

b. By no later than February 15, 1979 the perm1ttee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

c. By no later than August 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the
- 1installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction.
or process modification work. ‘

d. By no Tater than NOVember 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete ‘the
installation of emission contro1 equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

e. By no later than January 1, 1980 the pérm1ttee shall demonstrate that
‘ the exhaust stack is capable of operating in compliance with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective
item has been accomplished.
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The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from pure chlorination so as to attain and maintain continuous

- compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule:

a.

By no later than November 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than February 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or
for process modification work.

By no later than August 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.

By no later than November 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission contro] equlpment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work. :

By no later than January T, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate that
the plume opacity from pure chlorination is capable of operating in

~compliance with Condition 2.

Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respect1ve
1tem has been accomplished.

The perm1ttee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume
opacity from magnesium recovery so as to attain and maintain continuous
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord-
ance with the following schedule:

d.

By no later than October 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final
control strateqgy, 1nc1ud1ng detailed plans and specifications, to the
Department for review and approval.

By no later than January 15, 1979 the permittee shall 1ssue3purChase
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or

" for process modification work.

By no later than July 1, 1979 the permittee shall initiate the instal-
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or
process modification work.

By no later than October 1, 1979 the permittee shall complete the
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction
or process modification work.
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e. By no later than December 1, 1979 the permittee sha?1 demonstrate that
the magnesium recovery operat1on is capab]e of operating in compliance
with Condition 2.

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respect1ve
item has been accomplished. ’



AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS Permit No. 22-0547

Issued by the

Department of Environmental Quality

General Conditions and Disclaimers

G1.

G2.

G3.

G4,

G5.

Gb.

G7.

G8.

G9.

G10

. before:

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality representa-
tives access to the plant site and pertinent records at all reasonable
times for the purposes of making inspections, surveys, collecting samples,
obtaining data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge
records and otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this
permit.

The permittee is prohibited from conducting open burning except as may be
allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050.

The permittee shall:
a. Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental "Notice of
Construction" form, and ‘

b Obtain written approval

a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant

' emissions, including air pollution control equipment, or

b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly
affect the emission of air contaminants.

The permittee shall notify the Department at least 24 hours in advance of
any planned shutdown of air pollution control equipment for scheduled
maintenance that may cause a violation of applicable standards.

The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person within
one (1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control equipment or other
upset condition that may cause a vicolation of the Air Quality Standards.
Such notice shall include the nature and quantity of the increased emissions
that have occurred and the expected duration of the breakdown.

The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures to meet
the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance Conditions"
in 0AR, Chapter 340, Sections 21-050 through 21-060. -

Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not less
than 60 days prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee and an Appli-
cation Processing Fee must be submitted with an application for the permit
modification.

Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not less than 60
days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and an Annual

“Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the application for the

permit renewal.

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either
real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it autho-
rize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor
any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or regulations.

This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by Taw.
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ROBERT W. STRAUB

coveRNoR 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND. OREGON 97205 Telephone (503) 229- 6414

STAFF STATEMENT FOR PUBLIC HEARING
March 17, 1977

SUBJECT: Informational Hearing Regarding Issuance of An Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit to Teledyne Wah Chang Albany

I. INTRODUCTION

This public hearing is being held for the purpose of receiving

testimony relative toan Air Contaminant Discharge Permit renewal

the Department of Environmental Quality proposes to issue to

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany. The Company currently operates under

a permit issued by the Mid Willamette Air Pollution Authority.

The proposed permit establishes conditions for operating, monitoring,

and reporting; establishes Timits on particulate and gaseous emissions

and on escapement of "cat box" odors; establishes step-wise control

programs for significant sources contributing to odors or visibility

reduction; and establishes step-wise contrel programs for sources or
~ processes not currently in compiiance with rules of the Commission.

IT. PROPOSED PERMIT
The proposed permit is divided into five sections:
1) performance standards and emission Timits; 2) monitoring and

reporting; 3) special conditions; 4) compliance schedules; 5)
~general conditions.

Performance Standards and Emission Limits

Condition 1 -

Requires operation and maintenance of processes and control
equipment to keep air contaminant emissions to lowest
practicable level,

Condition 2 a, b and ¢ «

Requ1res tmmediate comp11ance with opacity and part1cu1ate
emission 1imits for all sources except the zirconium oxide
calciner which has a specific compliance schedule in
Condition 20 and compliance is required by September 1, 1978.

&0
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Condition 2 d and e -

Establishes 1imits for gaseous emission, Cli2, SO, NH5 from
any individual source.

Condition 3 -

Establishes allowable level at piant boundary for "cat
box" odor,

Condition 4 -

Requires control of ancillary sources so as to maintain
highest air quality.

Monitoring and Reporting

Condition § -

Requires effective inspection and keeping of records of plant
operation and control faci]ities.

Condition 6 -

Requires 3 prescheduled source tests on all zirconjum/hafnium
process emission control facilities.

Condition 7 -
Requires continual monitoring of chlorine and chloride
emissions from sand and pure chlorination off gas systems,
silicon tetrachloride refining and storage vent system, and
S0o emissions from the zirconium oxide calciner.

Condition 8 -

Requires ambient air monitoring for ammonia, ammonium ion,
chlorine and chloride ion,

Condition & -
Requires quarterly report to Department on production,
ambient air monitoring, source tests conducted and use
of natural gas. (Note: Omit "be" in line 2.)

Special Condition

Condition 10 -

Requires permittee to immediately comply with permit
conditions by operating within current base level of
production {500,000 1bs/day of total oxide as a monthly
average through separations plant).



Condition 11 -
Prohibits permittee from any production or production capacity
increases until the ability to comply with emission Timits
{Conditions 2, 3 and 4) has been demonstrated or until acceptable

programs and schedules for doing so are approved by Department.
Note: Add "has been demonstrated" after "4" in line 3.

Condition 12 -
Requires permittee to maintain written procedures for operation,
preventative maintenance and for process upsets or equipment
failures.

Condition 13 -

Requires prevention of fugitive emissions from chloride
handling and transfer procedures and processes.

Condition 14 -
Prohibits open burning at plant site except for disposal of
hazardous zirconium metal fines. AlT1 open burning is to be
phased out by July 1, 1978,

“Condition 15 -

Permittee must be prepared to respond to air pollution
episodes. ‘

Condition 16 -

DEQ must be notified of malfunctions which cause non-
compiiance with permit conditions.

DEQ can require improvements for chronic and correctable
matfunctions. DEQ can also impose civil penalties for such
malfunctions. ,

Compliance Schedules

Condition 17 -

Requires completion by dJune 1, 1977 of process modifications
to reduce formation of the malodorous "cat box" compound.

Condition 18 -
Requires submission by June 1, 1977 of control program and

schedule for reducing fugitive {area type) malodorous
emissions.



Condition 19 -

Requires completion by June 30, 1977 of spill sump treatment
and MIBK recovery (reduces emissions of organic vapors and
associated odors{.

Condition 20 -
Requires completion by January 15, 1978 of a hafnium oxide
precipitation and calcining system including new air pollution
controls (reduces odor and S0, emissions).

Condition 21 -
Requires completion by May 15, 1978 of a columbium oxide
dryer system including air pollution controls (allows use
of current Cbp0s dryer as Hf0, calciner).

Condition 22 -
Requires completion by July 15, 1978 of additional controls to
reduce stack and fugitive emissions from silicon tetrachloride
refining and storage.

Condition 23 -
Requires completion by September 1, 1978 of additicnal controls
on zirconium oxide calciner to reduce emissions of sulfur '
oxides.

Condition 24 -

Requires completion by January 1, 1980 of additional controls
on sand chlorination {will reduce chlorides and opacity).

Condition 25 -

Requires completion by January 1, 1980 of additional controls
on pure chlorination (will reduce opacity).

Condition 26 ~

Requires completion by December 1, 1979 of additional
controls for magnesium recovery (will reduce plume opacity).

‘General Conditions and Dfsc?aimers

Conditions G1 through G10 -

These conditions which are common to all Air Conianinant
Discharge Permits are based on Department regulations.



III. INFORMATION RECEIVED TO DATE

The Department has received written information and oral inquiries
relative to processes, permit conditions, and the emissions of air
contaminants such as sulfuric acid and carbon monoxide. All corres-
pondence has been entered in the record for this hearing.

The Department proposes to evaluate this testimony along with
testimony received at this public hearing and present a report to the
Environmental Quality Commission prior to issuing the permit renewal.

The evaluation relative to sulfuric acid emission will consider
the following:

1)  Source Sampling and Analysis Methods:

The source test method has been reviewed and a source

test for Hy504 was conducted by the Department on March 15,
1977. In addition, Teledyne Wah Chang is conducting
additional source tests. Further action in this area

can only be projected after an evaluation is completed

of the source test information.

2) Modeling:

A review of the modeling method and assumptions made is
underway. The Department intends to do a more refined
mocdeling effort, a necessary input to which is meteoro- .
logical data. The Department has obtained approximately
one year of meteorclogical data for the Millersburg area
and is currently taking steps to have the data reduced to
a usable computer (mode11ng§ format. This is expected to
be completed by June 1.

3) Literature Review:
The Department will review the 1iterature cited in
testimony received to date regarding possible health and
vegetation effects. This effort should be completed
by late April.

4} Consultants:

If warranted, the Department will seek assistance from
consultants recognized to have appropriate expertise.

5)  Other Evaluations Underway:

The Department, in conjunction with the Environmental
Protection Agency, is participating in a Millersburg



Area Air Quality Evaluation. A contractor, employed by EFA
will conduct an in-depth analysis of all available compliance
schedules, aerometric data, and other pertinent information
to determine the nature and extent of the air pollution
problem. The analysis will include statistical, quaiity
assurance and engineering evaluations of the data. The
contractor is to derive conclusions and recommendations.

It is expected that the first phase of the consultant's
work will be completed by September 1, 1977.

That concludes the Department's Statement in this matter, Mr. Hearings

Gfficer.

FAS
3/17/77
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda ltem No. H, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Requests By Coastal Cities and Counties for Extensions of Variances
from Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps, DAR 3k0-6T-040(2)(c).

Background

At the September 26, 1975, EOC meeting staff presented variance requests from
five coastal counties (Agenda ltem No. G, attached) to allow for continued open
burning at 11 solid waste disposal sites. At the time of the request it was the
opinion of staff that two years would be sufficient time to correct immediate
site deficiencies and at least initiate a sound solid waste program in all
coastal counties.

Varying degrees of upgrading and/or progress has been made by each county.
However, it appears that none of the counties can meet the October 1, 1977,
variance expiration date with an implemented envrionmentally acceptablie solid

waste program.
Requests for variance extension have been received from the following:

Clatsop County. Clatsop County Board of Commissioners on behalf of private
operators at Seaside and Cannon Beach Disposal Sites and the county at the
Elsie Disposal Site have requested an 18 month variance commencing fOctober 1,
1977. (Because of Timited area at the Elsie Site, burning is necessary for
volume reduction.)

ATl sites have been upgraded and are operated as near compliance with
regulations as possible. Clatsop County has spent the major portion of the
two yvear variance period working with Tillamook County toward implementation
of a composting system {private industry). Service districts were formed

in each county (Clatsop County by an election with approximately a five-to-
one margin) and intergovernmental agreements were consumated. Due to
various economic reasons private industry was unable toe bid on the project
and both counties are left without a disposal system. The county has
reactivated a landfill search committee and adopted a time schedule for
selection of g site.



Tillamook County. Tillamook County through the Public Works Department has
requested a 19 month extension (to May 1, 1979) for Manzanita, Pacific City,
and Tillamook Disposal Sites,

Tillamook County has participated in the composting project described above
and has made improvements at the Tillamook Site. The advisory committee is
now addressing options available to the county. The county has set a
December 1, 1977, date for final decision.

L.incoln County. By resolution Lincoln County Commissioners in behalf of
private operators have requested a nine {9) month extension to the variance
for North Lincoln and Waldport.

Lincoln County voters approved a $650,000 bond issue for solid waste disposal.
However Lincoln County private operators have made agreements with private
operators in Benton County for the transfer of Lincoln County solid waste

to Coffin Butte Sanitary Landfill (Corvallis). Final intergovernmental
agreements and condltional use changes on the site are pending thus the
extension request.

Curry County. Curry County Commissioners have requested a one {1) year
extenslon for the county operated Brookings and Nesika Beach (Gold Beach)
Disposal sites.

During the two year period Curry County has upgraded the Port Orford Disposal
Site. The county anticipated an energy recovery plant in the Coos Bay area
after completion of the Coos-Curry Solld Waste Plan and Phase ! of the Port
of Umpqua plan. As the project has not evolved, Curry County has by
resolution withdrawn from the Coos-Curry Solid Waste Planning Council and

has contracted with Oregon Sanitary Service Institute for a secondary

study. Curry County has pledged immediate action toward implementation

upon completion of this study (January 1978).

Cities of Myrtle Point and Powers (Coos County). Requests have been received
from the Cities of Myrtle Point and Powers to extend the variance for a
period of two years. Both cities have agreed to develop source separation
projects to reduce the volume of solid waste entering the disposal sites.

Coos County has closed the Fairview Disposal Site and has upgraded operation
at Joe Ney (Coos Bay) and Bandon Disposal Sites. The Bandon site is available
for use by cities and private industry if they can get there. The county to
date has chosen to not proceed with apparently feasible energy recovery
projects and has not developed an alternative county-wide solid waste
management plan.

Evaluation

The variance requests involve variance from the Department's Solid Waste Management
regulations OAR 340 61-040(2) {c) which prohibits open burning or open dumps of
putrescible solid wastes. Under air quality Administrative Rules adopted

October 1976, all open burning considerations are now made under the Solid Waste
Disposal Permit.



Clatsop and Tillamook Counties, supported by the Department have spent most of
the two year period negotiating with and preparing for transfer to the private
industry composting plant. |t has been quite recent that the project stalled
out and they are actively resuming the search for alterpnatives.

Lincoln County voters passed the $650,000 Bond Election to finance construction
of an in-county processing facility. Capitol and operational costs would have
exceeded $11 per ton. Private collectors in negotiation with private operators
in Benton County have found that they can transfer for approximately $7 per ton.
A conditional use change is needed on the Coffin Butte (Corvallis) Sanitary
Landfill bafore they can receive Lincoln County solid waste. The public hearing
for this change is scheduled for November. The Department has supported this
project as it will in all probability, speed the realization of a planned
resource recovery plant in the Corvallis area.

Curry County relied on Coos County to take the lead in further study and imple-
mentation of our energy recovery system to serve the coast from Reedsport south.
Since it appeared to them that the facility would not be constructed they have,
with Department support, contracted for a study to provide at least interim
acceptable facilities for Brookings and Gold Beach.

The Cities of Myrtle Point and Powers (in Coos County) have pledged to attempt
recycling activities to minimize open burning., However, there is no recognized
county-wide plan for implementing an acceptable long-term solution which an
extension of their variances will lead toward.

1t is the staff's opinion that with the exception of Coos County, the programs
presented in support of variance requests on September 26, 1975, have been
diligently pursued. The Coos County situation could be considered further and
in more detail at the EC meeting scheduled for October 1977 in Cocos Bay.

Summation

1. Because of technical and political difficulties previously adopted
time schdules for phase out of coastal open burning solid waste
disposal sites have not been met.

2. Clatsop and Tillamook Counties have reactivated their solid waste
committees to seek an alternate solution to the composting project.
Even 1f the composting project 1s successful, construction time is
such that a variance is needed.

3. Lincoln County is finalizing negotiations to transfer all solid waste
to Benton County.

b4, Curry County has contracted for a second phase study to be completed
by earty 1978 and is committed to follow through with implementation.

5. Coos County has upgraded the two remaining county operated disposal
sites, providing free disposal at each. However, no recognized
county=-wide plan is in effect which will assist the Cities of Myrtie
Point and Powers to a final closure of their open burning sites.



6.

It Is the opinion of the staff that approval of the variances as
requested is necessary to facilitate transition to an acceptable solid
waste program.

To approve the varlance requests the EQC must make a finding that the
facilities meet the requirements of the statutes in that strict
compliance would result in closing of the facilities and no alternative
factlity or alternative method is vet avallable.

Director's Recommendation

't s the Director's recommendation that:

.

VYariances be granted to expire as dated below for each specific
county:

Clatsop County (Seaside, Cannon Beach, Elsie), March 1, 1979
Tillamook County (Manzanita, Pacific City, Tillamook), May T, 1979
Lincoln County {North Lincoln, Waldport), July T, 1978

Curry County (Brookings, Nesika Beach), October 1, 1978

2. Variances be granted for Myrtle Point and Powers (Coos County) to
expire December 1, 1977, and that Coos €ounty solid waste program be
considered as a separate Ttem during the October 1977 EQC meeting (to
be held in Coos Bay).

3. Disposal sites to be closed prior to expiration date of variance if a
practical alternative method of disposal is available.

Lk, The EQC find that the variance requests meet the intent of
ORS 459.225(3) (¢} in that strict compliance would result in closing of
the disposal sites and no alternative facility or alternative method
of solid waste management is available.

Ay,
WILLIAM H. YOUNG
RLBrown/kz
229-5913
9/8/77

Attachment (1)
Agenda item No. G, September 26, 1975, EQC Meeting
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. G. 1) September 26, 1975 Meeting

Request for Variance to Continue Open Burning of
Garbage at Disposal Sites in Clatsop-Tillamook-
Lincoln-Coos and Curry Counties.

BACKGROUND

The Department's Solid Waste Management regulations, effective

~June 1972, prohibit the open burning of putrescible wastes (garbage)

at disposal sites. The Department’s Air Quality Control regulations,
as included in Oregon's EPA approved Clean Air Plan, prohibit open
burning of all solid wastes at disposal sites located within Special

Air Quality Control Areas {within 3 miles of cities of 4000 population).

At the time the Solid Waste Management regulations were adopted,
a statewide program was conceived by the Department to develop com-
prehensive Solid Waste Management Plans for each county or multicounty
area of the state. The goal was and is regional system solutions to

'solid waste management, leading to resource recovery and minimizing

landfiils. To facilitate this planning process, existing disposal sites
which could not be reasonably upgraded to meet the solid waste requlations
were issued temporary permits to operate until the regional plan could
determine the alternatives and phase the sites out. Those sites included
under the Clean Air Plan were to be brought into comp11ance (usually

- cTosure) by July 1, 1975,

Plans have been comp1eted for all coastal Oregon Counties with the
exception of Coos & Curry Counties. Coos and Curry Counties have,
however, presented interim plans which are part of the subject
of this agenda item. The planning process has revealed that the
coastal counties have particularly vexing solid waste disposal problems.




Heavy clay soils, steep topography, and very high annual precipitation
make Tandfill operation difficult at best. The Tow resident population
1s concentrated in a narrow coastal strip involving great distances.
Large seasonal fluctuations in recreation oriented population aggravate
the situation. For most coastal communities, open burning has been the
customary although not very satisfactory, method of disposal.

The adopted regional plans give direction to eliminating the
dumps, but implementation is proving o involve an extended period of
time, This gives rise to the variance requests hefore the Commission
to continue open burning at a number of existing sites for an interim
period of time. The Department indicated a willingness to support
variance requests, if presented with clear gcals to be accomplished
during the variance period and on the basis of reasonable upgrading
of those open dumps which could be improved immediately to some degree.

VARIANCE REQUESTS

Clatsop County

Clatsop County commissioners on behalf of private operators at
Seaside and Cannon Beach disposal sites have requested a two year
variance to allow continued open burning. No upgrading has been offered
in the interim. The Seaside site is located within a special Air Quality
Control area, These are privately operated dumps and the staff will
continue to work with the operators to implement any and all practicable
improvements.

Clatsop County participated with TiTllamook County in a joint
planning effort. The disposal site selected by the consultant to the
project has been found not acceptable, due to new FAA regulations and
other land use complications. The county Solid Waste Committee has
been active in seeking a new site location and Department staff is
scheduled to survey a number of newly proposed sites. Clatsop County
is also considering entering into a joint venture with Tiltlamook County
for a composting operation and has committed its attention to a 90 day
study of this project with Tillamook County.

Tillamook County

Tillamook County Commissioners have requested a variance to con-
tinue open burning for two years at three of the four county operated
sites (Manzanita, Tillamook and Pacific City). One disposal site has
been closed and is under rehabilitation. Considerable upgrading has
taken place on the three remaining sites including grading and clean up
of dumping areas, intensive rodent control and consolidation of dumping
areas. Requlation of hours open and a caretaker will be initiated
at Manzanita and Pacific City and are already provided at Tillamook.
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The disposal site selected for Tillamook County did not meet
land use criteria and was disapproved by the planning commission.
The county, tead by a strong solid waste committee, has started a
vigorous program to find an acceptable alternative. The county has
been negotiating with a private firm which is interested in estab-
1ishing a composting nlant on the north Oregon coast as mentioned
under Clatsop County above. They are also se2king an acceptanie
Tand disposal site should otner negotiations fail.

Lincoln County

Lincoln County Commissioners on behalf of private operators have
requested a variance to continue open burning at North Lincoln, Toledo
and Waldport for 2 years. Caretakers are provided for controlied
burning. The Toledo operator hauls periodically to a non-burning site
at Agate Beach. The North Lincoln site is in a special Air Quality
Control area.

Lincoln County's adopted solid waste plan inciudes transfer of all
waste to a central site, processing and resource recovery. A county
service district has been formed and a bond election will be scheduled
to finance such a program. The Department was given a $600,000 grant
and loan spending Timitation to help finance the project. Construction
time necessitates the variance request. It is possible that the Toledo
site can be c¢losed permanently 1f arrangements can be made to dispose
of the waste at Agate Beach.

Coos County

Coos County commissioners have recuested a three year variance to
open burn under county control at Coauille Disposal site and on behalf
of the cities of Powers and Myrtle Point to allow continued open
burning. Coauille site is in a Special Air Quality Control Area. The
county proposes to upgrade operation by providing:

1. Full time attendants at county sites.

2. Periodic cover in accordance with DEG permit.

3 Clean up and eventual closing of several small sites
(Remote, Powers, Myrtle Point and Fairview),

4. Establishment of a gate fee for disposal to finance
improvements.

Coos County has adopted an interim plan while Tong-range planning
is completed. The original planning effort by a consultant has termin-
ated by mutual agreement of the parties and a full time staff position
of solid waste manager established with the remaining grant funds (in
conjunction with Curry County). Long range planning for this area
includes a resource recovery system as recommended by a study completed
for the Port of Umpqua with DEQ funds.



Curry County

Curry County through the Environmental Sanitation office has
requested variances for two disposal sites: Brookings for 1 year
and Nesika Beach {Gold Beach)} for 2 years. During the planning
effort Curry County has closed two open burning dumps {(Langlois and
Airport) in the northern county and converted a third {Agness) into
a transfer site. An interim pilan has been adopted by the county and
a long range pian is proposed for adoption in October 1975, Additional
time is needed for transition tc the long range plan.

DISCUSSION

The variance reguests involve variance from the Department’s

Solid Waste Management regulation 0AR Chapter 340, 61-040 (2){c)
which prohibits open burning or open dumps of putrescible solid wastes.
The Seaside, North Lincoln and Coquille sites also invoive variance
from the Department's Air Quality Control regulation OAR Chapter 340,

23-010 (2} which prohibits open burning at Solid Waste disposal sites
Tocated in Special Control Areas. If the variances for the latter
three are approved, EPA may require DEQ to apply for an amendment to
the State's Clean Air Plan.

Nearly all dumps for which variances are requested have severe
physical Timitations relative to area and cover material available and
most are located on steep hillsides. -Most have intermittant or larger
streams in the immediate area. Open burning reduces the volume and
t1imits the potential leachate which would be generated if garbage was
simply piled up. Ambient air standards are being met in all areas
proposed for variance. All sites but Manzanita are located inland, uphiil
and downwind from the communities which they serve.

A1l five counties have pledged to move forward in good faith to
impTement alternatives to the old dump sites., It is understood that
those alternatives are to be implemented as soon as possible before
the end of the variance period. Prograss reports could be required
to document project status. A variance period ending October 1, 1977
would provide two budget periods and two construction seasons to work
within. '

It should be noted that the Coquille dump has been closed, but not
coverad for approximately a year and Coos County's request involves
reopening to open burn, The Fairview Tandfill, located on BLM Tand has
been used in the interim, but operation has been poor and the area under
lease by the county is full. BLM has requested closure of the Fairview
site, throwing the waste load back into Coquille, the only known
alternative. Residents near the Coquille site are opposed to its
reopening, but the county and City of Coquille are reguesting this action
anyway. It is possible that BLM would consider an expansion of the
Fairview site, if Coos County would pledge good operaticn, but the
county claims it does not have sufficient funds. It is the opinion of
the staff that proposed initiation of gate fees could partially offset
costs of conducting a proper Tandfill operation at the site.



CONCLUSIGNS

1. Due to physical, c¢limatic and financial limitations
Oregon's Coastal Counties, Clatsop, Tillamook, Lincoln,
Coos and Curry ramain dependent upon numerous open burning
dumps to dispose of their solid wastes. :

2. Regional Solid Waste Management planning efforts reveal that
the onily viable alternative to burning garbage at the present
sites is closure of these sites and implementation of a
compiete new program. Simpiy stopping burning and allowing
wastes to pile up is not an acceptable alternative,

3. Each of the counties has established or has resolved to
establish a program leading towards the orderly phase out of
open burning dumps. However due to variocus circumstances,
they are not prepared to immediately bring existing open
burning dumps sites into compliance with DEQ regulations.

4,  The five counties have therefore applied for variances of
1 to 3 years to continue use of the open burning dumps while
alternative disposal and/or resource recovery methods are
finalized and implemented,

5. Except in the case of Coquilie, the variance reqguests have
genevral support of the cities and populace and are not .
controversial. Ambient Air Quality standards are being met
along Oregon's coast and although the sites may be undesir-
able, none of them are causing critical nuisance problems in
their immediate areas. The Toledo site does not appear to be
absolutely necessary.

6. It is the opinion of the staff that approval of variances as
reguested for all sites except Coguilie and Toledo for a two
year pericd ending October 1, 1977, will facilitate the
orderly closure of the dumps and the transition to acceptable
disposal sites and/or resource recovery facilities.

RECCMMENDATIONS

It is the Director's recommendation that:
1. Variances be denied to continue or c¢cmmence open burning at the
following sites:

Toledo (Lincoin County) for the reason that an alternative
disposal site is reasonably available.



2.

Coquille (Coos County) because of uncertain acceptability
to adjacent land owners and continued gperation at the
existing Fairview site may be reasonably available and
should be pursued,

Yariances %to expires October 1, 1977, be granted from the
Department's Solid Waste and Air Quality reguiations to allow
continued open burning at the following disposal sites:

Clatsop County Seaside
Cannon Beach

Tillamook County Manzanita
Tillamook
Pacific City

Lincoln County North Lincoln
' Waldport
Coos County Myrtle Point
Powers
Curry County Brookings

Nesika Beach

The Department immediately proceed with drafting and issuance
of reguiar Solid Waste Disposal Permits for the disposal sites
under variance with compliance schedules requiring maximum
reasonable physical and operational upgrading in the interim
and closure of each site on or before October 1, 1977.

Each county submit semi-annual status reports documenting

the progress toward phasing out the dump sites given variances,
said reports to become due March 1, 1976, Octobher 1, 19786,

and March 1, 1977. '

B —
=S
EAS - RLB:sa

9-17-75

LOREN KRAMER
Director
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. |, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

NPDES July 1, 1977 Compliance Date - Reéquest for
Approval of Stipulated Consent Orders for NPDES

Date

Background

The Department is taking enforcement action against NPDES Permittees that
are in violation of the July 1, 1977 deadline for achieving secondary treat-
ment or implementing best practicable control technology currently available.
The enforcement action Is by stipulated consent orders and agreements that
impose = a new reasonably achievable and enforceable construction schedule.

In some cases, a dally civil penalty is a stipulation of the consent order.

Consent Orders Ready for Commission Action:
City of Seaside
Consent Orders or Agreements Approved & Issued to Date:

City of Coquille (water treatment plant)

City of Forest Grove (water treatment plant)
Georgia-Pacific, Toledo (350 daily clvil penalty)
City of Hammond

City of Happy Valley

Lakeside Water District

City of Maupin

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany ($50 daily civil penalty)

Consent Orders Under Negotiation:

City of Boardman

City of Cannon Beach

City of Donald

City of Grants Pass (water treatment plant)
City of Rockaway

Ross Island Sand & Gravel

South Suburban Sanitary District



_2..
Consent Orders Under Preparation:

City of Amity

City of Ashland (water treatment plant)
City of Astoria

City of Canyonville
City of Cottage Grove
City of Dundee

City of Eagle Point
City of Eugene

City of Glendale
Eugene Airport

City of Jefferson
City of La Grande
City of Lowell

Martin Marietta

City of Prairie City
Sunset Bay State Park
City of Sutherlin
City of St. Paul

City of Westport

City of Wheeler

City of Winston

City of Woodburn

Summation

1. The sewage treatment facilities for the City of Seaside are overloaded and the
City of Seaside Is not able to consistently achieve secondary treatment of its
effluent. -

2. The City and the Department have reached agreement on a time schedule based
upon construction grant funding to upgrade the facillties to treat sewage to a
level greater than secondary treatment.

Director's Recommendation

| recommend that the Commission approve Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR~-
77-159 between the Department and the City of Seaside.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Fred M. Bolton:gcd

229-5372

September 14, 1977

Attachment: City of Seaside
Stipulation and Final Order
WQ-SNCR-77-159
Clatsop County
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MEMORANDUM

To: Enviropmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. J , September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Fy'78 Sewage Works Construction Grant Project Priority List

Background
A draft FY'78 priority list was developed in June 1977 in accordance
with EQC approved criteria. The required public hearing concerning that
Tist was subsequently held in Portland on July 29, 1977. HNotice was sent out
30 days before the hearing by first class mail to all interested parties, in-
cluding:

I. Potential applicants appearing on the list

2. A-95 Clearinghouse

3. A1l Councils of Government

4., All Oregon Counties

5. Engineering Firms

6. A1l Oregon TY Stations

7. Four major newspapers

8. Two national wire services

9. Other interested individuals, groups and agencies.

The hearing officer's report appears in Attachment No. 1.

DPue to significant public interest in the priority list this year, the
hearing record was held open until August 22.
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Modifications to FY'78 Priority List

Changes in project priority ranking and scheduling are proposed in response
to hearing testimony and recent staff actions. Major priority point changes
resulted in revised project ranking, There are several instances where
relatively minor priority point modifications did not significantly affect
project ranking. Undoubtedly, not everyone will agree with the proposed
modifications and the finally proposed FY'78 list,

A summary of modifications:

1. Three projects were dropped from the list by request and eight
others were removed due to actual or expected EPA grant award
during the review cycle,

2. Two new projects were added to the list,

3. Thirty-one projects were ranked higher because of Step 2 grant
certification during the review cycle, a change in regulatory
emphasis, or based on revised assessment of *'need" points.

L, Three projects were ranked lower based on reduction of ''need"
points.

5. Schedules were adjusted where necessary.

A detailed summary of modifications to the draft priority list is shown in
Attachment No., 2.

Discussion

As of August 22, 1977, Oregon has not received notice that FY 1978 grant

funds will be forthcoming on October 1, 1977. However, an appropriations

bill has been passed by the Senate and sent on to the House of Representatives.
We anticipate that the House will agree to the funding provisions of the
Senate bill,

If the proposed Senate bill or some close resemblance thereof is approved
before Congressional Adjournment, then Oregon could receive a grant allotment
of at least $67.2 million {5$29.4 million for FY 77 plus $37.8 million for

FY 78)., If the allocation formula is modified per the Senate bill, Oregon
would receive $57.6 miltion for FY 78 as well as the additional FY 77

monies which would fund projects ranked 1 through 54,

A1l of the $39.8 million in FY'76 carryover funds have been obligated in
FY'77. We expect to have the $8.328 appropriation (which was received in
June) obligated through State certification by September 30, 1977. Therefore,
we must have FY'78 funding for any projects scheduled on or after October 1.
If $67.2 million is allotted, then projects ranked 1 through 41 can be

funded.
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Summation
1. The priority list was prepared per approved criteria.
2. Adequate public notice was given prior to the hearing.

3. A public hearing was held and the record was left open until
August 22 (Attachment 1).

4, Testimony received was evaluated and changes are proposed (Attachment 2).
5. A revised priority list has been prepared (Attachment 3).

6. Copies of the revised list have been sent to potential applicants
and other interested persons.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the EQC:

1. Approve the modified FY 1978 priority list,
Attachment No. 3.

2. Have the FY'78 priority list become operational when federal
appropriations are authorized,

;"f '
|
4

WILLEAM H. YOUNG
Director

THB:em/ak

Enclosures: Attachments 1, 2 & 3
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: C. P. Hilbrick, Jr., Hearing Officer

Subject: Report of July 29, 1977, Public Hearing on the Proposed
FY 78 Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List.

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 92-500, CFR 35.915(f) and
35.556, a public hearing was held on July 29, 1977 for the purpose of
obtaining testimony from all interested parties concerning the Sewerage
Works Construction Grant Prierity List for Fiscal Year 1978. At 10:05
A.M. in Room 508 of The Terminal Sales Building, Portland, Oregon,
Hearing Officer Clarence P. Hilbrick called the hearing to order.

Mr. Thomas H. Biankenship of the Water Quality Divison Construction

Grants Program made a short presentation. He explained the modifica-
tions to the 'Criteria for Priority Ranking of Sewerage Works Construction
Need for FY'78'' and emphasized that this hearing was set up to receive
testimony on project ranking net priority criteria, Mr. Blankenship

also discussed the proposed FY‘]S priority list.

At the completion of the staff presentation, the Hearings O0fficer called
upon the registered witnesses.

The first witness was Mr. James B, Dickason, City Manager, City of
Stanfield, Mr. Dickason presented data for increasing the priority
ranking of the City of Stanfield.

The next witness was Mr. Joe Hershberger attorney for the following:

1)  City of Stanfield
2)  Clty of lIrrigon

Mr. Hershberger presented information which would .allow the City of
Stanfield to proceed to constructien within 4 menths., He felt increasing
the priority would saye costs to Stanfield whose citizens have already
voted to authorize bonds for this project.

Mr. Hershberger's presentation on behalf of the City of lrrigon included
an explanation on the shallow wells and septic tank approval problems
within the City. He requested g review of the ranking of the lrrigon
project.



The third witness was Mr. J. VYal Torento, consulting engineer for the
City of Lexington. He stated that the City concurs with the priority
ranking of its project.

The next witness was Mr. Terry Waldele, Columbia Region Association of
Governments. Mr. Waldele summarized. a written statement which high-
lighted CRAG's controversy with the criteria used by DEQ te develop the
priority list and the priorities of the Areawide 208 planning groups.

He also stated that DEQ would be developing revised criteria through use
of an advisory committee prior to FY'79.

The fifth witness was Mr. Paul Ehinger of Robert E. Meyer Engineers,
Inc. representing the fellowing:

1) City of Vernonia .
2) Southwest Lincoln County Sanitary District
30 Carmel-Foulweather Sanitary District

Mr. Ehinger summarized written statementS'from.each ef his clients,

The City of Vernonia questioned the priority point assignment and requested
a review of the points assigned and an additional 330 peints. The
Carmel-Foulweather Sanitery District also questions point assignment and
requested review. The Southwest Linceln €ounty Sanitary District also
questioned the amount of points assigned to this project and requested a
review of the peint assignment. Mr. Ehinger's testimony on $,W, Lincoln
Co. $.D. relied on data shown in a recently. prepared DEQ report.

The next witness was Mr. Burton M. Lowe, City Manager, City of Seaside.
Mr. Lowe questioned the project points assigned to Seaside's project.

He presented data for increasing the need point assignment and requested
a review of the point assignment.

The seventh witness was Mr. Richard 0, Miller, Manager, Bear Creek

Va]ley Sanitary Authority. Mr. Miller summarized his written statement
in which he requested a review of the priority points assigned to three
projects:

1) BCYSA - White City
2} BCYSA - Central Peint/Westside
3}  BEYSA .- Whetstone

Also he requested the following twe proJects be deleted from the priority
list:

1) BCYSA - West Medford
2)  BCYSA - MWagner Creek

He also expressed concern about the possible delays in Federal funding
of projects and Qregon's lack of actien in trying te ebtain Grant
funds. Mr. Blankenship responded to Mr. Mll1er, explaining the actions



taken by both the PEQ and the Governor's office to encourage passage of
the Grant Funding Bilils in Cengress.

The next witness was Mr. D, Lorin Jacobs, Planning Director, City of
Shady Cove. Mr. Jacobs summarized twe written statements, one from the
Mayor of Shady Cover and the other his own statement. The statements
related to information favoring further evaluation of the project and a
request for a review of the point assignment. Mr. Torleiv Flatebo, the
City of Shady Cove's Consulting Engineer, supported Mr. Jacobs state-
ment.

Mr. Bill Berg representing the City of Gearhart read a short letter from
the Mayor into the record. The letter stated that City requested
information from DEQ and had not received an answer. The Hearing
Officer advised Mr. Berg a letter response to the City was signed by the
DEQ Director on July 28, 1977. Mr. Berg also questioned the project's
point assignment, He thought the p0|nts aSS|gned were too hzgh

Mary D. Leeper of Gearhart, Oregon, followed Mr. Berg. Ms. Leeper
summarized a written statement in which she expressed concern about the
placement of the Gearhart Project. She felt Gearhart was ranked too
high based on her interpretation of data compiled by DEQ.

The next witness was Mr. Robert Thomas, Attorney at law, representing
the Crescent Sanitary District. Mr. Thomas's presentation included a
letter from the District's Engineer showing what he felt was contamina-
tion. of the Little Deschutes River. Mr. Thomas further stated he would
submit additional information. He then requested review of the priority
point assignment, ' '

Mr. Steve L., Loveland, City Manager, City of Milton-Freewater was the
next witness. Mr. Loveland summarized a written statement which questioned
the priority points assigned based on the following:

1}  Age of Treatment Plant
2)  Treatment Plant overloading
3} Use of Walla Walla Basin Oregon
Population (i.e. he wanted criteria changed)

The City Manager requested a review of the priority p0|nts assigned to
the Milton-Freewater Project.

The next witness was Robert Schumacher, Chairman, Board of County
Commissioners of Clackamas County. Commissioner Schumacher presented

two resolutions of the Clackamas County Board of Commissioners supporting
both the Tri-City project and the Mount Hood Corridor.Reg?onaI Facilities,

Dean Nichols, Mayor, City of Oregon Clty, Alan K, Brickley, Mayor, City
of West Linn, Richard Groener,. State Senator District .14, B{11 Lesh,
Tri-City Chamber of Commerce and Ted Achilles, State Representatlve



District 27, West Linn all presented oral testimony centaining data
supporting the request fer review of the priority ranking of the Tri-
City Project. All witnesses requested increased priority rating for the
Tri-City Project. '

Following the presentations on the Tri-City Project, Mr. John Mclntyre,
Director of Public Works for Clackamas County was the next witness. Mr.
McIntyre in his presentation gave a background of the Mt. Hoed Corridor
Regional Project. He also presented testimony he felt supported his
request for the reyiew of .the prejects ranking. Also, Mr. Mcintyre felt
that the Department may have lest .its commitment to the Mt. Hood Project
and the environment in general based on the priority criteria. He also
commented on the Tri=€ity project. Mr,\l]ankensh:p commented on the
nature of. the grant program; that it is fer the solution of existing
problems, not potential problems

Mr. Steven Switzer, Mr. H. Richard Seller and Mr. Bean Anderson both
representing H.A.P.P.Y. (Hood Land. Association for P]ann:ng, Progress
and You), Ms. Patricia R, Griffin, Hoodland Womens Club, Mayanne Hill,
Government Camp S.D,, Mr. BEdward B. Burke, Wemme, Mr. Gerald Redding,
Brightwood, Mr. Steve Post, Wemme, Mr. Pave Abraham, Utilities Director
for Clackamas County. All the witnesses presented testimony in support
of the review of the prierity points assigned to the Mt. Hood Corridor
Regional Sewage Treatment Project.

Following the Clackamas County presentatlons the next W|tness was Mr.
Duane Lee, Consulting Engineer, for the City of Troutdale. My. Lee
expressed the City of Troutdale's concern about: the City's growth and
need to expand the sewage treatment plan. My. Lee indicated the City
would submit further written comments. : '

The next witness was Mr. Patriek D, Eurran, Cdnsu]ting Engineer, represent-
ing the following: :

1)  City of Coos Bay
2)  City of Mill City
3)  City of Sisters

Mr. Curran summarized a written statement in which he questioned the
point assignment to the aboye cities. He though Coos Bay point assign-
ment should be raised to 883 by increasing the Regulatory. Emphasis
Points. Also, the Mill City project points should be raised to 886,27
based on a change in Project Need Ppint assignment. In the case of the
City of Sisters he pointed out possible point assignment chqnges in the
areas of Project Need points and Regulatory Emphasis points. Mr. Curran
requested Priority Point assignment review on the above projects based
on the data presented.



The final witness was Mr. Clyde Strickiin, Planning Consultant, City of
Vernonia. Mr. Stricklin supported and re-enforced the testimony of Mr.
Paul Ehinger of Robert E. Meyer Eng's, Inc. requesting review of the
Vernonia Project.

At the close of the public hearing the Hearing. Officer left the record
open for an additional 14 days to allow for submission of statements and
documentation.

CPH:dj
8/26/77
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Summary of Written Comments Received:

10

1

July 6, 1977 - Memo from DEQ Seuthwest Regional 0ffice detailing
Permit Violations in the Coos Bay Sewerage System and Requesting
priority assignment review.

July 9, 1977 letter from Mr., Joe Brugato expressing cencern over
the POSltlon of the Newber’g NOfthW&St InterCeptor and urglng

reconsideration of placement.

WJuly 12, 1977 letter from the City of Bend requesting modification

of project dates.

July 1k, 1977 letter from Pat Wright, Lexingten City Councilman,
expressing concern over delays caused by the low prlorlty a55|gned
to the Lexington Preject. And he requested a review of the priority
points assigned to the project.

July 15, 1977 copy of letter from the Shady Cove Citizens Committee
for Orderly Development to the City Council. The Committee questioned
the project rating and requesting review based on the projects
placement on the Rogue Valley 208 priority assigned to the Shady

Cove Project.

July 15, 1977 letter from $chool District No. 9 supportlng the
construction of sewers in Shady Cove.

July 15, 1977 from the Portland Regtonal Office of DEQ stating an
estimated 10,000 gpd of raw sewage is being by-passed to the
Willamette River in Oregon City. The Region states violations

of water quality standards are eccurring daily.

July 15, 1977 Memo from. the Eastern Regional Office requesting
reprioritization for the lrrigon Project, The reason being prelimi-
nary soils analysis and water reports which show ne problens.

July 20, 1977 Memo from Portland Regional O0ffice of DEQ describing
observat:ons of a 1@ gpm by pass of raw sewage at Oregon City into
the Willamette River.

July 19, 1977 letter from the Metropolitan Wastewater Management
Commission requesting the Eugene-Metre Step |l Project cost be
raised to $2,800,000.

July 19, 1977 letter from the City of Jacksonville City Administrator
requesting the Project need points be increased to 800 and Regulatory
Emphasis points be increased to 100. He also discussed the E.1.$

in the letter.



12

13

14

15

16

18

13

20

21

22

23

2

25

26

July 20, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. L.A, Tharmton supporting the
Jacksonville Project.

July 20, 1977 letter from Mr. Ronald Mcintyre City Councilman in
Jacksonyille requesting financing of the Jacksonville Project this
summer .

July 20, 1977 letter from E, 0, Graham City Councilman in Jacksonville
request as above,

July 20, 1977 letter from Richard Camp Mayor of Haines requesting
700 project need point on the basis of the impossibility to meet
septic tank standards.

July 22, 1977 letter from Mr. Bob Bellamy protesting the project
assigned to the Shady Cove project. He felt the reason for the low
priority is politics.

July 22, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. D, W. Beavers urging passage
of a Grant for Shady Cove,

July 22, 1977 letter from Mr. Edward Black City of Springfield
concerning the project cost and schedule for the Springfield sewer
rehabilitation.

July 28, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. E. M. Broome explaining septic
probtems their trailer park in Shady Cove and requesting increased
priority for the Shady Cove project.

July 2k, 1977 letter from Mf. & Mrs. D. Akin of Shady Cove as
above,

July 25, 1977 letter from L{lara Wendt Mayor of Jacksonville request-
ing review of the Jacksonyille project priority assignment.

July 25, 1977 letter from Mr. Darreil Davis supporting the Jacksenville
Project and requesting the project be moved to the top of the
priority list.

July 25, 1977 Memo from Salem Regional 0ffice detailing a stream
survey on Mill Creek in the Turner area.

July 27, 1977 Memo from Salem Regiongl Office detailing a stream
survey on the Luckiamute River in the Fall City area.

July 27, 1977 letter from the City of Medford outiinfng a time
schedule for the expansion of the Medford Sewage Tregtment Plant.

July 28, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. R. G, Glass'expreésing feelings
that the Southwest Linceln Co. §,D, should receive a higher priority.

1'\2 -



27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

July 28, 1977 letter from Mr. Gerald G, Emerson expressing concerns
about ceonditions in the Southwest Lincoln Co. S.D,

July 28, 1977 letter from the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan
Portland expressing concern about the priority assigned to the Tri-
City Project. Also, the Association requested a higher priority

for the project.

July 15, 1977 Memo from Portland Regienal Office detailing stream
impacts of the discharge of high chlorine residuals effluents in

the Mt. Hood Area (Welches) from existing 3TP's.

July 28, 1977 letter from Adrienne Shields stating . . . totally
annoyed with the pompous and arrogant stand your department has
taken on important prepesals.!'! Also, requesting we reconsider our
Ypreposterous stand' on the priority of the Mt. Hood Corridor
Project.

Ju]y 28, 1977 tetter from Mr. Joe K. Chambers stating the Department
is mishamed and has pelitians on its staff because of the action

taken on the priority assigned to the Mt. Hood Corridor Project,

He also requested a review and henest prierity fer. the project.

July 28, 1977 ltetter from T. Flatebo Consulting Engineer. Mr.
Flatebo supported the Jacksenville Project and requested 800 Need
Points and 100 Regulatory Emphasis. Poants for the Jacksonvilile
Project.

July 28, 1977 letter from the Columbial County Board of Commissioners
supporting the need for the Project in Vernonia and urging reconsideration
of the project priority..

July 28, 1977 letter from Clatsop County Administrative Officer Mr.
Eugene Bui requesting.a higher priority for the Clatsop Plains

Study Step .| Grant. He would like a priority ranking so the project
could be funded in Octoeber, 1977.

July 29, 1977 letter from the Clty Manager of the City of Seaside
Mr. Burton Lowe requesting review of the Project Priority Assignment.

August 1, 1977 letter from William C. Parrish City Engineer of the

City of Oregon City requesting 800 Need Points feor the Tri-City

Project based on the fact the NPDES Permit for Oregon City allows.
violation of Water Quality Standards. A

August 1, 1977 letter from Mid Willamette Valley COG presenting the
case for raising the priority ranking for the Salem and Turner
Project. They asked for review and increasing the priority ranking
for both prejects.



38

39

40

ki

L2

43

Bk

b5

L6

k7

48

kg

50

51

52

53

August 1, 1977 Memo from Salem-North Coast Reglonal 0ffice of DEQ
commenting on 27 different projects within the region.

August l, 1977 letter from Rogue Valley COG commenting on possible
modifications of the prierity criteria.

August 3, 1977 letter from City of Falls City presenting the City's
case for increasing the project need points to 800. The City
requests.a review of project peints and accept the higher point
assignhment.

August 4, 1977 letter from the €ity of Heppner requesting a project
be placed on the priority list.

August 4, 1977 letter from the City of Gladstone requesting a
review of the priority ranking of Tri-City Regional Treatment
Plant.

August 5, 1877 Memo documentihg a phone call from USA  requesting
the deletion of the Brookweod Trunk,from the priority list.

August 10, 1977 letter from €lackamas County presenting additional
testimony on behalf of the Tri-City Project.

August 10, 1977 letter from Clackamas County presenting additional
testimony on behalf ef the Mount Hoeod Corridor Project.

August 11, 1977‘1etter ffom:Mhltonomah'County presenting testimony
on behalf of the lnverness_Unit 8 Project.

August 11, 1977 from the City of Tualatin a]ong with a petition
requesting additional prtorlty for the USA Lower Tualatln Interceptor.

August 11, 1977 note from Elaine Correia requesting a review of the
priority of the Southwest Lincoln County S5.D. Project.

August 10, 1977 letter from Peg Kasper supporting the existing
priority assignment for the Mount Hood Corridor Preject.

August 8, 1977 letter from Russell S, Peer object|ng to the priority
assigned to the $.W. Linceln €o. $.D. on the basis the project is
to serve development.

August 5, 1977 letter frem U3A requesting that the Cedar Mi1l Trunk
be included on the priority list, ,

August 16, 1977 Memo present;ng the facts of raw sewage dry weather
by-passing in the Ctty of Cottage Grove.

August 9, 1977 letter from Mrs. R. A. Glass supporting the S.W.
Lincoln Co. S.D.



54
55
56
57
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71

72

73

August 8, 1977 letter from Mr. and Mrs, C, R, Bruadage same as #53.

August 9, 1977 letter frem Harl Kelley:same as #53.

August 10, 1977 letter from Leon B. Oliver same as #53.

August
August

August

- August

12, 1977 letter from Mr. Ray Cax same as #53.

10,

2,
8,

1977 letter from Mr. Elmer Ostling same as #53.

1377
1977

August 9, 1977

August
August
August
August
August
August
August
August
August

summer
Plant,

8,

1977

letter from Mrs. James Fairchiid same as #53,
letter from Mr. Gearge V, Gilmore same as #53,
letter from Mr. & Mrs. Paul Burckardt same as #53,

letter from Mrs. Jean Duckett same as #53.

9, 1977 letter from Vern Allen same as #53.

8,
9,
2
12,
12,
12,

18,
raw

1877
1977
1977

tetter from Mrs. R.H. Sorensen same as #53.
letter from Mr. & Mrs. Lars Romoren same as #53.

letter from G,C. Haestein same as #53.

1977 Tetter from Mrs. J;B. Baker same as #49,

1977 letter from Mabel Griffin same as #49.

1977 letter from Co. J. B, Baker'USA (Ret.) same as #h9.

1977 letter from the City of Oregon City documenting the
sewage by-passes at the Oregon City Sewage Treatment

August 22, 1977 letter from BCYSA providing documentation of water
quality standards violations in the Central Point-Westside area.

August 22, 1977 Memo from DEQ-Salem Office providing additional
information on several projects.in the Salem Regional area.



ATTACHMENT NO. 2

MODIFICATIONS TO DRAFT FY'78 PRIORITY LI1ST

PART t: DELETIOQONS

Project

I.

10.

Canyon City

. Glendale

. Sutherlin

. Yamhill

. Moialla

. Pacific City 5D

. Roads End SD

. Portland SE

Relieving

. BCYSA-West

Medford

BCVYSA-Wagner
Creek

. USA-Brookwood

Trunk

Rank on
Draft List

Rank on
New List

5

10

12

19

20

36

155

156

160

Comment

Project was dropped
from list since Step 3

~grant was awarded.

Project was dropped
from list since Step 3

~grant was awarded,

Project was put at top

of list and not ranked
since Step 3 grant

should be awarded from
FY77 funds before 10-1-77.

Project was dropped
from list since Step 3

~grant was awarded.

Preject was put at top

of 1list and not ranked
since Step 3 grant

should be awarded from
FY77 funds before 10-1-77.

Same as 3 and 5.

Same as 3, 5 and 6,

Same as 1, 2 and k.

Deleted from list in
response to testimony
from BCYSA

Same 3s 9.
Deleted from ]ist in

response te testimony
from USA of Washington Co,



PART 1i: [IMPROYEMENT [N PROJECT RANK

Rank on Rank on
Project Praft List New List Comment

1. Roseburg Metro 52 , 17 Change in rank based on
Step 2 grant certification
before adoption of new
priority list. Done in
acecordance with Paragraph
V(D) (1) of Criteria for
Priority Ranking.

2, HiTlsboro
{rrigation 58 20 Same as 1,

3. Tri-City County 61 52 Change in rank based on
assessment that frequent,
documented by-passes during
summer months contribute to
water quality standard vio-
fations in receiving stream.

4, bundee 63 26 Same as 1.
5. Salem 64 53 Same as 3,

6. Cottage Grove 73 54 Same as 3, plus the City's
' treatment plant cannot meet
secondary treatment require-
-ments-Justifying a change
in regulatory emphasis.

7. Klamath Falls 77 - 76 Based on South Suburban
Regional ' . Sanitary District's non-
( ' compliance with secondary
treatment requirements-
regulatory emphasis changed,

8. Stanfield 79 ' 77 Based on the City's usugl
nen-compliance with second-
ary treatment requirements-
regulatory emphasis changed.

9. Monmouth 69 23 Same as 1.

10, Independence 90 2k Same as 1..

11. Willamina 95 39 Same as 1.

1-2'-"



12.

13.

14,

15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Gervais
Hammond

Eagle Point

Prairie City

Coos Bay-1/1
Correction

Cannon Beach
Newport

lone

BCVSA-Westside

Clackamas Co.-
Rhodo Welches

5t. Paul

96

97

101

102

105

108

11

115

119

129

130

38
36
88

89
56

93
. 105

&2

58

63

bk

Same as 1.
Same as 1.

Based on the City's non-
compliance with secondary
treatment requirements-
regulatery emphasis changed.

Same as 14.

Same as 3, plus regulatory
emphasis changed since permit
requirements are not being
met.

Same as ‘14.
Same as 14.

Documentation of a raw
sewage discharge from a
collection system into
Willow Creek-change based
on contribution to water
quality standards viola-
tions and non-compliance
with treatment regulations.

Based en conclusive evi-
dence that water quality
standards violations are
caused by numerous failing
subsurface sewage disposal
systems.

Based on DEQ survey that
water quality standards
violations are caused by
existing small $TP's and that
failing subsurface sewage
disposal systems contribute
te standards vielations,

Based en assessment that
subsurface sewage disposal
systems (connected to a
draingge system) are causing
water quality standards
yielations in a small
receiying stream.



132

Trunk

23. Shady Cove L5
24, SW Lincoln Co. SD 137 65
25, Grande Ronde 144 127
26. Cove Orchard 145 125
27. Newberg-NW Int. 146 129
28. BCYSA-Whetstone 147 133
29. Sisters 150 134
30. Vernonia 162 145
31. Lexington 186 144
PART ii1l: ADDITIONS TOQ PRIDRITY LIST
Rank on
Project New List
1. Heppner 109
2. USA-Cedar Mill 102,

Same as 1.

Based on recently compiled
data showing water quality
standards violations in
drainageways and streams
within the district, caused
by failing subsurface sewage
disposal systems.

Based on change in regulatory
emphasis due to action by
regional office.

Same as 25, plus Step Status
changed from 1 to 2.

Change in regulatory emphasis
since facility plan was
approved.

Same as 25.

Same as 27.

Change Tn regulatory
emphasis since STP cannot
meet operational require-
ments specified tn permit.
Data compiled in facilities
plan documents contamination

of groundwater from subsurface
sewage disposal systems.

Comment

Based eon faitlure to

- consistently comply with

permit requirements,

Based on proposed phase-
out of existing STP.



PART IV: LQWER PROJECT RANK

: Rank en Rank on
Project Draft List. ‘New List Comment
1. Turner 56 126 Based on new evidence that
: does not conclusively show
water quality standards
violations.
2. Irrigon 127 149 Data gathered in facilities
' plan indicates a potential
future pollution problem.
3. Dunes City 138 157 Reassessment of available

information showed no
documentation of contamination
of ground or surface water.

PART V: OTHER CHANGES

1.

Regulatory point empbasis on Donald and Wauna-Westport projects was
changed to reflect nen-compliance with waste treatment regulations;
however, no increase in preject rank since other projects had more
significant point changes.

Jacksonville and BCYSA-White €ity had a change in preject. type

points since both invelve phasing out existing STP's; however, no
improvement in project rank since other projects had more significant
point changes.

Step 2 and 3 grant dollars for Eugene-Sewer Rehab. and Springfield-
Sewer Rehab. were deleted from prlority list. This grant dollar
demand is reflected as a needed grant increase te Eugene Metro.

Step 2 and Step 3 projects. The Eugene Metropolitan Wastewater
Management Commission will be responsible for all cost-effective
(i.e. grant eligible} sewer rehabllltatlon in both cities.

Grant dollar demand for several projects was shifted from FY78 to
FY79 based on staff assessment of potential schedule delays, These
projects include:

Corvallis Wet-Weather
Portiand Sludge-Phase 2
Madras .
Turner

Sheridan

Florence

Elgin

Junction City

wn
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aoverwon 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem K, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Sulfur Content of Fuels ~ Adoption of Policy

Background

At the July 29, 1977 Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) meeting, the
Department recommended that the Sulfur Content of Fuels Rule {0AR 340-22) be
amended as follows:

i. Add a policy statement to encourage the supply and use of the cleanest
fuel oils available in the Portland Air Quality Maintenance Area
(AQMA) .

2. Delete requirements for use of residual fuel oil containing a maximum
0.5% sulfur content in Multnomah, Clackamas, Washington, and Columbia
Counties after January 1, 1979 [delete O0AR 340-22-010(3) and (&)].

A detailed staff report which discussed the relevant issues was presented at the
July 29, 1977 hearing (Agenda Item F}. At that meeting, the EQC acted to

delete OAR 340-22-010(3) and (4}, thus keeping the sulfur content of residual
oil for the four-county area at the same 1.75% 1imit which applies throughout
the rest of the State.

The EQC declined to adopt the policy statement proposed at the July 29th EQC
meeting, and requested that the Department draft a stronger policy statement.
The EQC requested that the policy statement be modified so as to 1) state more
specifically why the EQC 75 encouraging the use of lower sulfur fuel oils in the
Portland AQMA, and 2) specify a timetable for the development of new control
strategies that could include new low sulfur fuel rules. The EQC expressed a
desire to let oil users and suppliers know that combustion of high sulfur
residual oil is still considered to be a significant poliution problem, and that
future air quality attainment and maintenance strategies are likely to focus on
residual cil.
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Evaluation

In response to the Commission's request, the Depatrtment has prepared such a
policy statement (Attachment A). Section (1} of this policy statement delineates
why the Department believes a more stringent sulfur content regulation will be
needed for the Portland AQMA in the future. Section (2) specifies the schedule
for the planning process for the Portland AQMA, indicating when such more
stringent sulfur content regulations might be adopted. Section (3) encourages
users and suppliers in the Portland AQMA to seek the cleanest fuel oils prac-
ticably available, and Section (4) directs the Department to monitor the progess
of oil suppliers in securing the cleanest fuel oil supplies available.

This policy statement would clarify the Commission's position regarding future
low sulfur content regulations for the Portland AQMA, and would encourage users
and suppliers to seek the cleanest .fuel oils practicably avallable. Following
its adoption, it would be circulated by the Department to a wide variety of
users and suppliers,. and other interested parties.

Summation

1. Presently available evidence indicates that residual fuel oil combustion
has a significant adverse air quality impact in the Portland AQMA and that
this impact would be correspondingly increased or decreased by an increase
or decrease in the sulfur content of the fuel oil used In the area.

2. The Commission desires to establish a policy statement which will encourage
the supply of low sulfur fuel oil to the area within the shortest time
practicable and which will make suppliers and users aware of the established
time schedule for development of new standards attainment/maintenance
strategies that could include new more stringent sulfur content of residual
fuel rules.

3. Adoption and distribution by the Department of such policy statement would
ensure maximum awareness by affected parties.

Director!s Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that a policy statement be adopted (see
Attachment A) regarding the Environmental Quality Commission's position on more
stringent sulfur content of fuel oil regulations for the Portland AQMA.

Since the proposed policy statement is not an administrative rule, no specific
statutory authority is necessary for the EQC to adopt the policy statement.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

William T. Greene;sw

(503) 229-6087

9-6-77

Attachment: A - Proposed Policy Statement Concerning the
Sulfur Content of Residual 0il



ATTACHMENT A

STATEMENT OF POLICY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMiSSION
CONCERNING SULFUR CONTENT OF RESIDUAL FUEL OiL

The following statement of general policy is set forth to guide both
users and suppliers of residual fuel oil in the Portland Air Quality
Maintenance Area (AQMA) regarding the Environmental Quality Commission's
{EQC) position on more stringent sulfur content regulations for the
Portiand AQMA.

(1)

A future need for low sulfur residual oil in the Portland AQMA Is
highly probable considering:

a) Present evidence which indicates that residual oil combustion
has a significant adverse air quality impact in the Portland
AQMA.

b) Potential increases in the use of high sulfur residual oil in
the Portland AQMA because of the projected West Coast oversupply
of high sulfur oil.

c) The need to develop a new particulate attainment/maintenance
strategy for the Portland AQMA.

d) The 1ikely adoption of sulfate ambient air quality standards
by the U. S. Environmental Protecticn Agency during the early
1980's.

e) The need for future emission trade-offs in the Portland AQMA
to allow for continued industrial growth.

So that interested parties may know when such more stringent sulfur
content regulations may be adopted, the following schedule is
presented for the process of revising the State implementation Plan
for the Portland AQMA.

a) A Draft Plan for new particulate and sulfur dioxide control
strategies for the Portland AQMA to be established by January
1979.

b} Public hearings on the Draft Plan to begin by April 1979.

c) Revisions to the State lmplementatioh Plan for the Portland
AQMA to be adopted hy July 1979.

In consideration of the adverse air quality impact of residual oil
combustion, it is the policy of the Environmental Quality Commission
to encourage the supply and use of the cleanest fuel oils practicably



(&)

-2 ~

available in the Portland AQMA, and to encourage oil suppliers to
develop new supplies of cleaner fuel oils to this area in the
shortest time practicable and in consideration of the timetable set
forth in (2) above.

The Department is directed to monitor and report to the Commission
on a semiannual basis, beginning in January 1978, the progress of
oil suppliers in securing the cleanest oil supplies available.



ROBERT W, STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission
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MEMORAWDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda ltem L, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting
Staff Report - Consideration of Adoption of Revisions to

OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-025 Pertaining to Hoise Control
Regulations for the Saie of New Snowmobiles

Background

Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 467, directs the Environmental Quality
Commission to establish maximum permissible noise emission levels for
various noise source categories. in 1974, the Commission set such levels
for newly manufactured snowmobilies.

This regulation, which was set forth in 0AR 340~35-025, required manu-
facturers of snowmobiles to certify that, as a precondition to sale in
Oregon, their vehicles not exceed a specified noise level, The levels
established in that regulation were 82 dBA for 1975 models, 78 dBA for
1976 through 1978 models, and 75 dBA for 1979 and subsequent models., At
the time of adoption in 1974, these levels were accepted by the snow-
mobile industry as being achievable. Also during this time, at least six
other states adopted standards dropping as low as 73 dBA by 1978, 2 dBA
more stringent than Oregon's final standard.

Recently, however, a petition for rule amendment has been received from
the Oregon State Snowmobile Association (0SSA). This petition, received
on March 23, 1977, asks that the 75 dBA standard schedutled to take effect
in 1979 for that and subsequent model year snowmohiles be deleted, and
that the present 78 dBA standard be continued on a permanent basis.

The petition offered the following justifications for this request:

1. The present 78 dBA standard is sufficiently quiet to
prevent environmental noise problems from exceeding
negiigible levels.

2. For technical and economic reasons, not all snowmobiles
can be produced to meet an emission standard below
78 dBA. Thus, many models would not be available in
Oregon, and dealers would suffer economic hardship
caused by a resuiting loss of sales.

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 PHONE (503) 229-5636
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3. Older snowmobiles, which are primarily responsible
for the problems of excessive noise, will eventually
deteriorate and decrease in population, thus leaving
only quieter 78 dBA models in operation.

After Commission approval, public hearings to consider the 0SSA petition
were held in Portland on June 16 and Bend on June 17. The Portland hear-
ing allowed easy access for snowmobile industry representatives, while
the Bend hearing was scheduled in order to allow additional testimony
from snowmobile user groups and other members of the public.

Evaluation of Testimony

1. Industry Testimony

Testimony was received from six of the eight manu-
facturers that sell snowmobiles in Oregon. Also
testifying was a representative from the International
Snowmobile Industry Association (IS1A), which represents
seven of the elght manufacturers.

All but one of the manufacturers testified that they
either would not be able to meet, or would not attempt
to meet, a 75 dBA standard. The remaining manufacturer
stated that if the 75 dBA standard was implemented,
they "would then have to decide whether to abandon the
Oregon market or try to make a model(s) which conformed
il
One manufacturer noted that a 5 dBA reduction in engine
noise would be necessary to meet the 75 dBA standard.
They also stated that despite the high research costs
involved in developing quieter engines, they are
"working on solving this problem for future generations
of snowmobiles.' However, they concluded that ''for
the present, the state-of-the-art does not allow {them)
to meet the 75 dBA noise regulation . . . and produce
a snowmobile that will seil."

The ISIA representative noted that 9regon commands only
one~half of one percent (.5%) of the national snowmobile
market. In 1976, this amounted to sales of about 1,000
new snowmebiles. He estimated the overall snowmobile
population in Oregon to be about 6,000 vehicles. Of

the 6,000, approximately 2,000 were sold as meeting the
78 dBA standard, while the others range between 102 dBA
for older models and 82 dBA for 1975 models.



The lifetime of a Y"typical' snowmcbile was estimated

by industry to be about seven or eight vears. Although
snowmobiles were probably not designed to last this long,
users are keeping them longer before replacement due to
increased initial cost.

One manufacturer noted that its most popular model had
increased in cost from $1250 for the 1972 model to
$1900 for the 1977 model. in general, new snowmobiles
can be purchased for prices of just under %1000 to
approximately $3000.

The industry assoclation (1SIA) submitted a copy of a
doctoral thesis which studied the characteristics of
noise emissions, neoise propagation and the resulting
environmental impact of noise caused by snowmobile
operations. The author noted in his conclusion that
a reduction In snowmobile noise levels to 75 dBA, as
measured by the SAE J192(a) test procedure (the same
procedure Oregon's standard is based upon), should

be seriously considered.

He also discussed some aspects of the ‘'numbers game'
that are involved in legislating a numerical dBA
standard that results in the actual average sound
level of all vehicles complying with it being near
the desired 75 dBA goal. He noted that, because of
the 2 dBA tolerance traditionally allowed above the
legislated level by most agencies, inciuding DEQ, the
average sound level of all vehicles taken together
"would be slightly higher than the legislated level.
For example, the I1S1A representative submitted data
which indicated that because manufacturers certify
some of their vehicies using the 2 dBA tolerance, the
actual volume weighted average sound level for vehicles
available in Oregon in 1977 was 78.1 dBA, slightly
higher than the legislated level of 78 dBA. There-
fore, the author concluded, because of the 2 dBA
tolerance, Oregon's legislated level of 75 dBA would
actually result in an average level for all compiying
vehicles slightly higher than 75 dBA.

The author then examined the relationship of 'legislated
level" to actual average level, with the 2 dBA tolerance
éliminated. He referred to this approach--elimination
of any tolerance--as ''strict enforcement.' He predicted
that if the 2 dBA tolerance were not available, the
average levels of all vehicles taken together would fall
somewhere below the legislated level. Therefore, he
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concluded that a strictly enforced legislative standard
of 78 dBA-~i.e., no tolerance allowed--would resuit

in actual levels not only below 78 dBA, but similar to
those that would be achieved with a traditional
legislated standard of 75 dBA--i.e., with the 2 dBA
toiferance available.

The 1SIA representative presenting this thesis in his
testimony apparently misinterpreted the meaning of the
term “strict enforcement'' as used by the author. Staff
believes that the representative thought the term
referred to auvtual enforcement actions that agencles
could take, such as implementing certification programs
and the like. He therefore reached the erronsous con-
clusion that the thesis writer was supporting retention
of the same 78 dBA standard that is now in effect in
Oregon--i.e., with the 2 dBA tolerance--with more
active enforcement measures taken by DEQ. In fact,
however, the author was merely comparing two different
'"legislated' dBA standards and showing that by manipu-
lating the allowahle tolerances, they both could result
in an overall average sound level of 75 dBA.

Snowmobije Users'and Dealers' Testimony

Approximately six Oregon snowmobile dealers and many
more snownmohile users presented testimony supporting
the petition.

As noted, the petitioner stated that the present 73 dBA
snowmobile is quiet enough to reduce environmental noise
problems to negligible leveis. The primary justification
advanced for this statement was the lack of complaints
related to noise from snowmobile users or other users
of the wintertime outdoors.

In Oregon, most snowmoblle activity takes place on
National Forest land, small portions of BLM land, and
other areas of state owned land., It appears that one
of the major reasons that conflicts between user groups
has lessened is because land use controls in these areas
have been imposed. Much testimony was received regard-
ing the benefits of trail and area designations on
pubtic lands for exclusive snowmobile use, However,

1t was noted by several snowmobile users that some con-
flicts with cross-country skiers did occur this past
winter (1976-77) due to limited snow fall caused by

the drought.
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Most dealers stated that snowmohiles would not be
available in Oregon after 1978 if the O0SSA petition
was denied. The industry’s position that they would
not bulld special snowmobiles for the Oregon market
evidently had a convincing effect on the dealers.

Most dealers were questioned about the lifetime of
older, noisier snownobiles. They said that because
replacement parts were difficult to obtain for clder
models, when such a model was traded in toward the
purchase of a new snowmobile, it would normally be
Jjunked to obtain parts. Thus, older models would
not be re-sold as used vehicles, resulting in the
overal] population of these older models quickly
decreasing.

No consensus was reached on the average lifetime

of a snowmobile., HMany thought three to four years
was typical. However, variabiiity Is great because
of differences in individual use. We noted that
the industry representative thought seven to eight
vears was typical.

HMuch testimony was received from both dealers and
users about the riding activities of users. Many
people enjoy riding their snowmobiles on packed
trails at low speeds {15 to 25 mph) in order to
enjoy the scenery. The average user was portrayed
as being middie-aged or older, with perhaps small
children or grandchildren.

On the ather hand, some users enjoy operating at
high speeds through unpacked snow in rough terrain.
Fifty-foot noise emission levels for current show-
mobile models range from approximately 73 dBA at

15 miles per hour to 78 dBA at wide-open-throttie.
Thus, the operational mode of the snowmobile is
important in determining environmental noise levels,
Variability in operator use is expected, with full
throttle operation probably more common among
younger operators.

A spokesman for a mountain resort testified in support
of the petition. His main concern Tocused on the
availability of new snowmobiles to replace the resort's
stock of rental machines. He noted that although

some customers used to complain about snowmobile

noise, since quieter machines were developed, the
complaints have stopped. He also noted that resorts
cater to cross-country skiers and snow-shoers as well
as to snowmobile enthusiasts.
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Testimony was sought regarding expected demand for
snowmobiles quieter than those presently produced.
Several dealers thought that middie age and older
peopie wanted quieter snowmobiles I{f there was not
a loss of too much power. Aside from the environ-
mental noise problem, there is a problem with high
noise levels experienced by coperators and passengers,
It is estimated that 1976 model snowmobiles subject
the operator and passengers to noise levels between
95 and 100 dBA. HNotwithstanding the potential for
possible hearing damage, these levels are probably
chjectionable to some users,

Petition Opponents' Testimony

Most of the people opposed to deletion of the 75 dBA
standard did not testify at the public hearings.
Instead, they submitted written testimony. Comments
from this group generally indicated a belief that

75 dBA was a reasonable standard with which manu-
facturers could comply. |t was further noted that
if industry was not able to produce all of its
models to meet a 75 dBA standard, then only those
models that did in fact meet the standard should

be available for sale in Oregon.

One person observed that the petition justification
to the effect that "For technological and economic
reasons, all snowmobiles cannot be produced to emit
sound levels below 78 dBA", might mislead many people
into believing that no snowmobile could be built to
emit levels less than 78 dBA. This person did not
believe that this presented an accurate reflection of
this situation, and stated that other states should
force manufacturers to produce quieter snowmobiles,
He also peointed out that although some models did
meet the 78 dBA standard, not all of these met it
exactly, as some were actually below the regulated
limit.

An evaluation of the noise certification data sub-
mitted by the largest North America snowmcbile manu-
facturer yielded some interesting results in this
regard,

Noise certification levels for twenty 1977 model
snowmobiles were examined. 0T these, the lowest level
was 73.8 dBA and the highest was 79.4 dBA, a level
within the 78 dBA standard if the 2 dBA tolerance is
added.



Seven of these twenty models, or 35%, were quiet enough
to meet the 75 dBA standard for 1979 models, using the

2 dBA tolerance. Sixty-flve percent exceeded a strict

78 dBA standard and thus had to fall back on the 2 dBA

tolerance in order to be certified.

L. Environmental Pratection Agency Testimony

Testimony was offered by a representative from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency's Region X 0ffice.
EPA is presently evaluating snowmobile noise as it
approaches a decision in the next few months on whether
to set new product noise standards for this source.

Although many of their snowmobile information gathering
contracts have not yet been completed, they were able
to offer some preliminary assessment information of the
subject.

Based upon a proposed regulatory level of 73 dBA and a
"not to exceed'' level of 76 dBA, the consensus was

that such a level would be achievabie if a major re-
design and engineering effort were undertaken. Increased
costs of 1.5% to 6% and an additional weight penalty of
20 pounds could be expected as a result of these

modi Fications.

Although the 1979 Oregon standard is a ''regulatory'
level of 75 dBA and a "not to exceed' level of 77, the
EPA estimates based upon the ''not to exceed' level of
76 dBA are comparable.

If, after this study, EPA decides to identify snowmobiles
as a major noise source category, it would have to adopt
snownmobile noise emission standards. These standards
would then be preemptive of any non-identical state or
local regulations. Thus, Oregon's standards for new
snownobi les could be preempted in the future by Federal
regulations.

Discussion

Generally, the snowmobile industry stated that it would not build special
models to meet Oregon's 75 dBA standard. They justified this by pointing
out that only five states presently have snowmohile standards more
stringent than the present 78 dBA standard. Of these, Minnesota, New York,
Rhode Isltand and Connecticut are scheduled to drop to 73 dBA in 1977 and
1978. Oregon will drop to 75 dBA beginning in model year 1979.

The doctoral thesis offered as testimony by the snowmobile industry did
not convince the Department that the present 73 dBA standard represented
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sufficient progress in snowmobile noise reduction., The thesis recommended
that an average acceleration test level of 75 dBA be achieved. Although
the thesis concluded that this could be achieved by ''strict enforcement'
of the 78 dBA standard, this would require the deletion of the 2 dBA
tolerance, which was used by at least one manufacturer to certify approxi=-
mately 65% of its Oregon models.

Snowmobiies certified as meeting the current 78 dBA standard--i.e., those
certified with the 2 dBA tolerance available--produce a weighted sound
level average,when taken together, of 78.1 dBA. Thus, the regulated limit
of 78 dBA with the 2 dBA tolerance in use, produces an overall average
slightly above the requlated limit itself. Therefore, in order to achieve
an average level of 75 dBA, a regulated limit of 75 dBA with a 2 dBA
tolerance would appear to be the appropriate formula to follow.

it should be pointed out, however, that the author of the thesis noted
that "the differences in noise impact between populations of 78 dBA and
75 dBA are not sufficiently great that the need for this reduction shouid
be considered to be an urgent one, especially while many noisier snow-
mobiles remain in use.'

Many of the conflicts between user groups of the wintertime outdoors are
now being resclved through land use management practices. The snowmobile
industry recommends this approach to the problem, and the various groups
generally find it acceptable. However, as pressure increases for additional
fand to be designated as areas for one exclusive use over another, whether
it be for snowmobile users or other groups, conflicts will continue to
arise. Therefore, a total solution to the problem is not possible based

on land management practices alone.

The petitioner stated that replacement of the older generation of noisier
snowmobiles with newer, quieter models would eventually eliminate any noise
problems that now remain. However, although older, noisier snowmobiles

are gradualiy being replaced by quieter models, the lifetime of these older
vehicies is long. Uue to increased initial costs, they are often maintained
until replacement parts are no longer available.

Summation

The petition submitted by the Oregon State Snowmobile Assoclation asking for
repeal of the 75 dBA snowmobile standard. is based upon the Association's
belief that, {a) the present 78 dBA standard provides an adequate level of
protection for the environment, (b) the industry will not produce snowmobiles
that meet a 75 dBA standard, and {(¢) older, noisier snowmobiles are decreas-
ing in population, leaving only newer, quieter models in use which do not
create an environmental noise problem.

An evaluation of the testimony received from snownobile manufacturers,
dealers, users and those affected by snowmobile noise, as well as an exami-
nation of information contained in the Department's files led the staff to
reach the following conclusions:



The present 78 dBA standard is not adequate to reduce
environmental noise caused by snowmobiles to '‘negligible
levels as claimed by the petitioner, Furthermore, the
75 dBA level, recommended by the industry consultant,
can be achieved with a regulatory level of 75 dBA plus

a 2 dBA tolerance, but cannot be achieved with the
present 78 dBA standard.

Land use controls, although helpful, cannot be depended
upon to resolve all user group conflicts. HNoise controls
must also continue to be implemented in order to mitigate
this problem. As user pressures increase on available
lands, effective buffer areas between groups will no
longer be possible.

The technical means exist to construct 75 dBA snowmobiles.
However, not all makes and models can comply with this
standard unless major engineering and redesign efforts

are made. Presently, up to 35% of the 1977 models comply
with the 75 dBA standard. Therefore, industry could
comply with the 75 dBA standard if they were willing to
offer only a limited number of thelr present models

for sale in Oregon.

Increased costs of between 1.5% and 6% and an additional
weight penalty of approximately 20 pounds have been
estimated by industry as necessary before snowmobiles
could be built to comply with the 75 dBA standard. One
manufacturer estimated that a $250 list price increase
would result and that they could therefore not economi-
cally justify meeting the standard. However, models
which are presently capable of meeting a 75 dBA Tevel
would need no changes, and thus would not incur increased
weight or cost penalties.

Oregon dealers recognize the market for guieter snow-
mobiles. However, they are concerned that manufacturers
will not build new vehicles in compliance with a 75 dBA
standard. It is unclear what the effect on new sales
would be if only a limited number of models were avait-
able, due to non-compliance of many (approximately

65 percent} model types. It is possible that the lack
of model choice could discourage some sales.

The average lifetime of a snownmobile Is estimated by
industry to be seven or eight years. Approximately 30
percent of Oregon's present 6000 vehicle snowmobile
population meets the current 78 dBA standard., However,
the remaining 70 percent emit levels up to 102 dBA.
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7. EPA is evaluating snowmobiie noise and will be
determining whether new product noise emission
standards below the present 78 dBA level are
necessary. |f such a Federal standard is
adopted, it would preempt any non-identical
state standard.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Dlrector's recommendation that the Commission adopt the following:

1. Deny the Oregon State Snowmobile Association
- petition asking that new vehicle noise
standards for 1979 and subsequent model year
snownobiles, now set at 75 dBA, be amended
by maintaining the 78 dBA standard currently
in effect for pre-1379 models.

2. Amend the standards for the sale of new show-
mobiles, as attached, such that the 75 dBA
standard is not effective until the 1981
model year. Thus, at a future time, the
Commission could, upon re=-petition, re-
examine the standard in light of improved
noise reduction techniques and changes in
Federal regulations.

Lép{

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

John Hector;dro
229-5989
9/2/77
Attachment: 1. Proposed Table A
New Motor Vehicle Standards



Proposed Amendments

TABIE A

New Motor Vehilcle Standards

Moving Test At 50 Feet (15.2 meters)

Vehicle Type

Meotorcycles

-

Snovmobiles as defined
- in ORS 481,048

Truck in excess of
10,000 pounds
(4536 kg) GVWR

Automobiles, light trucks,
and all other rcad
vehicles

3ﬂs as defined under
ORS 481.030

Effective For

1875 Model

1976 Model
1977-1982 Models
1983-1987 Models
Models after 1387

1975 Model-
1976~1978 Models
Models after [1978] 1980

1975 Model
1976-1981 Models or Models manufactured

after Jan. 1, 1278 and before Jan. 1,
Models manufactured after Jan. 1, 1982 and
before Jan. 1, 198%

Models manufactured after Jan. 1, 1985

1975 Model
1976-1980 Models
Models after 1980 R

1975 Model
1976-1978 Models
Models after 1978

1882

At tachment

Agenda |tem L
September 23, 1977
EQC Meeting

Maximum Noise
Level, dBA

86
a3
81
78
75

82
78
75

86

83

80
{Reserved)

83
80
75

g6
83
80
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DEQ-46

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Hearing Officer

Subject: Hearing Report: Petition to Amend Rule Governing Noise
Emissions from Snowmobiles

Summary of Procedure

On March 23, 1977 the Oregon State Snowmobile Association (hereinafter, 0SSA)
petitioned the Commission to amend the rule embraced by Table A of Oregon
Administrative Rule 340-35-035 which would require post 1977 snowmobile
models to emit no more than 75 decibels on the A scale (dBA) at a distance
of 50 feet when operating at wide open throttle. 0SSA urged that a .78 dBA
standard be retained for both present and future new snowmobiles.

Pursuant to the Commission's authorization of April 22, 1977 three public
hearings were held, one in Portland and two in Bend. Approximately 30
witnesses appeared. Few opposed the amendment despite specific efforts

to elicit testimony from cross country skiers whose use of the countryside
in winter has found them seeking an atmosphere somewhat disparate to that
sought by the snowmobiler. The first Portland hearing occurred on June 16
with the Bend hearings following on the afternoon and evening of June 17.

Attached are the 0SSA Petition {A); a list of witnesses and their affiliation
(B); the testimony of the International Snowmobile Industry Association (C);
the testimony of the six manufacturers who participated (D); a copy of the
Wisconsin regulation embraced by the International Snowmobile industry
Association (E); a copy of the Snowmobile Safety Certification Committee's
sound test criteria (F); and the Statement of EPA's Region X (G).

Summary of Testimony

This summary will be somewhat cursory insofar as the staff recommendation
is to postpone the 75 dBA standard and to give snowmobilers and those who
hear snowmobilers a later opportunity to revisit the issues at hand in
the Tight of such technology and listening experience as the future may
bring.

1. The sale of new snowmobiies to Oregon buyers constitutes only 0.5 percent
of the total market, a market which most, if not all, snowmobile makers
will abandon before investing the moneys necessary to manufacture a
more expensive, less maneuverable, less climatically versatile, and less
salable vehicle for the sole purpose of serving Oregonian buyers in their
need to comply with environmental regulations more stringent than other
jurisdictions.
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As the population of older snowmoblles is replaced by the current vehicles
whose ability to pass the 78 dBA test far exceeds the capabilities of

the earlier models, the aggregate noise-caused annoyance to the general
public will be reduced even below the greatly diminished level now evidenced
by drastically reduced complaints.

Manufacturers have made Promethian reductions in sound levels of snow-
mobiles at a competitive rate which has left thelr numbers greatly re-
duced, left the survivors suffering uncertainty, and left the equities

of the noise issue weighing in favor of a breathing space in the strategy
of forced technology.

The percentage of Oregon families who enjoy snowmobiling has risen with
the increase in the realization that snowmobiling with modern, quiet,
more versatile machines lends itself to passive recreation for the old
and the young as well as the young adult.

Retention of the present (75 dBA) requirement would prolong the use of
older, louder machines, put dealers out of business in Oregon, leave
Oregonians free to import louder machines from out-of-state, and have a
generally adverse impact on the noise environment, the economy, and the
quality of life enjoyed by those who go snowmobiling.

While no statistics are available, it is probahle that most of the greatly
diminished complaints about snowmobiles are either noise related and
addressed to older, extremely noisy machines or use related in that some
users of the winter wilderness would find even an absolutely silent snow-
mobile offensive.

The majority of snowmobilers have come to realize that they must resolve
noise conflicts and other conflicts by reasoned use designation of recre-
ational lands and other agreements of protocol and this majority has and
will continue to resolve differences at an amicable, non-regulatory level.

The issue is basically to be solved by use agreements and firm enforcement
of them. The snowmobiler has come to that he is not entitled to take his
machine into all areas.

Use of wilderness areas by snowmobiling 'outlaws'' is as anathematic to the
organized snowmobiler as it is to the cross country skier and has been the
subject of an attempt by the snowmobilers themselves toward increased en-
forcement of regulations with the use of funds from snowmobile registration.

Users of snowmobiles prefer to ride the gquieter models, providing a strong
marketing incentive to the industry to try hard in the area of sound
reduction.

Today's new snowmobile, even to its rider, is quieter than many common
noise sources such as blenders, electric shavers, outboard motors, etc.
The snowmobile is a source of family visitation to wild recreational
areas which should not be singled cut for regulation more strict than
other common sources must meet.
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Specifics of Testimony

A fair review of testimony requires focus on the following particulars:

Snowmobiles contribute from two to two and a half million dollars to the
economy of LaGrande. Lawrence W. Hermann.

In 1967, Diamond Lake purchased its first snowmobile., Today, a 250,000 dollar
investment results in the resort's staying open all winter, providing guided
tours on snowmobiles which avoid their misuse and give older persons access

to the wilds, employing a full time crew of thirty people, and often exceeding
600,000 in gross receipts. To require a noise reduction in new models which
would prohibit their sale would greatly impair the Diamond Lake Resort, forcing
it to close again in the winters. It would also be a disservice to the 67,800
winter visitors to the area who use snowmobiles. Steve Koch.

It is unfair that shnowmobiles, used in areas much less congested than power
boats, are required to be twice as quiet as the boats (which may emit 84 dBA
at 50 feet.) Darrell Ferns and Don Stonehill.

The industry agreed with the 73 dBA standard for new models in 1974 and should
abide by it now. Even further noise reduction is warranted to protect the back
country from intrusive noise. Snowmobilers are working in the wrong direction
in asking the Commission to relax standards. They should ask the manufacturers
to meet the standards. Gary Shaff.

Intent to purchase a snowmobile in the near future is predicated only on the
option to purchase a quiet one that will not intrude on the rights of others
and will not cause upset to wildlife. The dealers face no economic hardship.
The manufacturers should be complaining if anyone is. The petitioners are
neither the dealers nor the manufacturers but probably a group of heavy-footed
riders. Vencel Hamsik. '

If only some models can meet the standard, a claim that is not proven, then let
only those that do meet the standard be sold in Oregon. Economic hardship is
not limited to dealers and manufacturers. Those who go to the back country

to be refreshed for return to their jobs suffer economic hardship when

the quiet is disrupted. The petitioners should be more specific about

the future date when we may expect the older, noisier population of

vehicles to have been replaced. Respect of others for snowmobile enthusiasts
should be returned in kind. We are all in this together. Carl Anderson.

New models get quieter every year due to buyer demand alone. The unorganized
users do most of the complaining, both among snowmobilers and among cross
country skiers. Regardless of how quiet the snowmobile becomes, its presence,
just like the presence of other cross country skiers, will always offend some
cross country skiers and hikers. &5% of all the moneys spent registering
snowmobiles is dedicated to enforcement activities to keep the vehicles out
of unpermitted areas and to grooming trails. Some snowmobilers have not been
satisfied with the enforcement efforts of the State and are hoping to get the
money made available to local authorities. Frank Ellis.
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While there may be room for vigorous debate as to how much land should be
set aside for different uses, it is clear. that the ultimate answer is one
of setting aside certain lands for certain uses, some for the use of snow-
mobiles on well planned, well groomed trails.

A total of 26 million dollars has been paid by the owners of 240 thousand
machines in reducing sound from 84 to 78 dBA.

An average of all machines being sold now would yield 78.1 dBA under the
wide open throttle and 70.4 at fifteen miles per hour. What few tests

are available from other jurisdictions indicate that snowmobiles are
operated at 5% of the time at wide open throttie. The EPA study has

shown indication that the total sound contributed by snowmobiles to the
universe of sounds has been reduced by two thirds over a ten year period.
Of the six states requiring future snowmobiles to emit no more than 75

(or less) dBA, Montana is legislatively expected to relax its standard;
Minnesota recently held hearings for the same purpose; Rhode island (having
about 70 machines) has expressed intent to do so; Connecticut has expressed
intent toward relaxation; New York has relaxed its standard; and Oregon
considers doing so by entertaining the current petition. Minnesota has
some 312 thousand registered snowmobiles and probably 400 thousand in
operation. It constitutes 6% of the new snowmobile market. Like Oregon,
Minnesota was told (with more reluctance} that failure to relax its
standard would result in industry's withdrawal from the sale of new
vehicles in that state. W.T. Jobe

Yamaha's new models currently test at about 77.5 dBA. It should be
remembered that one justification for the two dBA tolerance for snowmobiles
is that more than with other forms of surface transportation, there is a
variance in sound possible due to varying terrains of operation, such as
packed snow, soft snow, ice, etc. Russel Jura

One level of impact is simply detection. Based on an ambiant level of 40
dBA, a 78 dBA snowmobile can be detected at one half mile away on flat
terrain. Yamamoto

The rapidity of the phase out of older, noisier vehicles will be somewhat
contingent on the degree to which prices rise for new machines. [If noise
control requirements force the price of new vehicles up to 23 or 2400
dollars, many will repair their oid vehicles and try to get one more year
out of them. It is getting increasingly difficult to get parts for '68,
'69 and '70 model machines. Many more people find showmobiles acceptabie
recreation due to today's quieter, safer machines. L.W. Hermann

The retention of the 75 dBA limit for future snowmobiles will result in
the abandonment of Skidoo Vehicles from the market and all the new sales
and related sales activities for the B & C dealership will cease., This
"would amount to about $50,000 worth of gross business lost to the dealer-
ship. Conflict between snowmobilers and others on Mount Hood and in the
Mount Hood National Forest area has been largely eliminated. While liquid
cooled snowmobiles hold some promise, the cost, 28 to 29 hundred dollars
per machine, is generally prohibitive at this point. Sig Raethke
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Most of the game animals in Washington and Oregon are out of the snowmobile
use areas during the use season because the snow has covered up the animal's
food supply. Also, most snowmobile use is above 2500 feet, well away from
most homes and populated areas. Snowmobile-impacted areas (where homes
suffer 30 or more passes per day) are virtually nonexistant in Oregon due

to the use of high country for operation. Oregon operation is probably

done about fifty percent on packed trails. Even when operation is on new
snow, the new machines, designed for better pulling power at lower RPMs, do
not tend to be at wide open throttle as much. Robert Church

From December through April, the Mount Hood Snowmcbile Club has scheduled
events every other weekend. There are about 60 family memberships. Fifty
percent stay over in campers or trailers during the events. The largest
event last year showed 142 cars registered at the parking lot. Two cabins
are maintained unlocked in the wilds with emergency provisions for the use
of anyone in trouble, be he skier, hiker, or snowmobiler. The cliub has
supplied labor to the Lost Creek nature trails for the handicapped, helped
the Cerebral Palsey Center to plan further trails, and has an annual cancer
fund raising event. What the alternatives to this type of activity would
be, in the event the sale of new snowmobiles was discontinued, should be
considered by the Commission. Brent Yonker

A great number of the louder machines are machines which have been modified
by the users. Also, the use of higher throttle levels in new snow is off-
set in its sound impact by the fact that the new snow muffles sound better.
John Cross.

Even during racing events, noise from snowmobiles is greatly reduced. A
school cafeteria or a basketball game will reach noise levels in excess of
what is made at a snowmobile race. Patricia Taylor.

Peschutes County enjoys the best snowmobiling areas and weather in the

State. Snowmobiling is one of the three large winter sports activities.

The 0SSA Petition should be granted to insure the continued economic boost
snowmobiling gives to Deschutes County., The imposition of a 3 dBA incre-
ment splits hairs at the risk of the economy of the County. It also

requires a much tighter control than is used to meet the 84 dBA marine

motor standard. The power boats are used in more heavily populated areas
than is the spowmobile. Basically there is a successful use designation

in Deschutes County whereby everything north of the Cascade Lakes Highway
belongs to the Cross Country Skier/Hiker and the rest is for snowmobiles,
except for Mount Bachelor, Dutchman Flats, and a multiple-use corridor ,
between Dutchman Flats and Sisters. Donald Grubb, Deschutes County Commissioner

Some of the recommendations of an EPA~hired consulting firm were implemented
by Scorpion at a cost of $285 to $300 per machine in money and a cost of 16 to
20 additional pounds per machine in weight. The reduction in noise was
negligible. 1f Oregon adopts a uniquely severe noise restriction and the
manufacturers try to meet it, the entire cost would have to be born by Oregon
buyers alone. Scorpion is working on @ steady basis to reduce noise and may
one day be able to meet tougher standards. The present Scorpion models

weigh about 385 1bs. Ed Graves '
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Most riders do wear some type of ear protection; such.as earmuffs, a.
stocking cap, helmet, etc. So do cross-country skiers, except on extremely
warm days. Therefore, a lot of the noise effects are lessened by protect-
ive wear. There should be a relaxation in the rules to allow the testing
of racing vehicles so that Bend racers will not have to travel 90 miles to
the nearest sanctioned track merely for testing. La Moine Grant.

In the designated areas near Diamond Lake, one never meets a cross country
skier while riding a snowmobile except on the designated snowmobile trail,
which leads to the lodge and which is legitimatély for snowmobile use as
well as for skier use. Users of the vehicles do not resent the current
noise levels of new.vehicles. At Diamond Lake, the management cracks down
on snowmcbile noise that is excessive. Leon Perrault.

Klamath County registers the second largest number of snowmobiles in the
State of Oregon. A tape recording was used to demonstrate that there is
little difference to the user (or to one nearby) between many appliance-
type sounds of today and the snowmobile. These include blenders, razors,
drills, tractors, outboard motors, garbage disposals, hairdryers, auto-
mobiles, etc. Many.appiiances are as noisy or more noisy than a snowmo-
bile to the user and the noise of today's snowmobile at operating engine
speed when heard sixty feet away is likely to be more quiet than the average
sound of automobiles going by on a highway at an equal distance. Snowmo-
biles usually last between four and seven years. The older, louder models
{more than three years old) should be phased out in two or three more years.
The imposition of noise restrictions should not be carried to the point of
wasting fuel due to a less efficient machine. One of the largest break-
throughs has been the tuned expansion chamber that allows the proper amount
of backpressure to reduce noise and still have power. It used to be thought
that noise was speed. This has been destroyed as a commonly accepted myth.
The newer snowmobiles have a smaller displacement engine. U440 cc is about
the largest available. It gives more horsepower than the 800 cc engine of

a few years ago. Newer showmobiles may turn to a liquid cooled design that
will allow more noise suppression. It will require more power however, due
to the weight.

Bombadier (Skidoo) ‘has come out with a trial snowmobile this past year that
is liquid cooled and much quieter. It is more heavy than those of the last
few years. This vehicle is priced at $2795, compared to a $895 vehicle that
can now be purchased new. Nearly all manufacturers are now building liquid
coolted engines.

On all night snowmobile search parties for missing skiers or snowmobilers
or backpackers, the machines have passed within forty to fifty feet of
each other and the riders remained unaware of each other's presence.

On May 26, 1977 there was held a meeting in Klamath County to discuss uses
of the backwoods areas. Among those invited were representatives of the
Chamber of Commerce Recreation Committee, Winema National Forest managers,
the Forest Products Committee, Snowmobilers, The Sierra Club, a downhill

ski club, a cross country ski club,  the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission,
The Klamath County Commissioners, the Rocky Point Area Summer Home Associ-
ation, camping groups, the Isaac Walton League, the small timber operators
and the Agriculture Council. At this meeting, there was only one complaint
-against the use of snowmobiles in that the complainant had heard a snowmo-
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bile in the distance some five years ago while he was sitting on a ridge,
hunting for elk. The management of the Winema National Forest recognizes
the designated use concept as one solution to the problem. The setting
aside of certain areas under this concept has made the snowmobiler more
sensitive to the needs of others. Dan Eastman, who is the District wild-
life biologist in the Klamath Falls area, has conducted numerous studies
and has found absolutely no adverse effect on wildlife from snowmobiles.

Most riders in Klamath County do not wish to go into the wilderness areas.
There are many unknown dangers, such as precipices, etc. Reading between
the lines, it appears that those DEQ personnel present at the hearing
favor the retention of the stricter standard. Don Stonehill

It should be noted that many snowmobilers take long trips and use two
snowmobiles to provide a margin of safety in case one becomes disabled.

it would take all day to hike out of areas that can be reached on a snow-
mobile in a few minutes. To purchase expensive, liquid cooled snowmobiles
in pairs for family use would pose a burden which cannot be met by many
families that now can own and maintain two of the less expensive, air
cooled machines.

There should be considered the use of a test at less than wide open throttle.
Most vehicles are used at wide open throttle rarely. Also, there are many
variables, such as wind velocity and type of show, that may enter into the
test results. Finally, the liquid cooled vehicles are too expensive and
will not replace air cooled vehicles if the latter are ruied too noisy.

The result will be economic depression to the winter recreational industry.
Perry Crates

The new air cooled machines are remarkably quiet. DEQ personnel should
ride them to get an idea of the degree of improvement. The purchase of
one new, quiet one to replace one of two old ones resulted in the purchase
of another new one because neither spouse wanted to ride the older, louder
vehicle. Ronald Gerhardt

The manufacturers might be bluffing somewhat about their ability to meet
the standard. Also, it should be remembered that blenders and other
appliances that seem fairly loud are so in part because they are operated
inside rooms. The switch to liguid cooled engines should not be taken as
an expense that some undergo for noise reduction alone. In such a move,
there are other advantages as well. While it may be that designation and
enforcement of use restrictions is a good appreoach to resalving differences
between snowmobilers and cross country skiers, it remains true that where-
ever the two users meet, noise is the principle irritant with which the
skier contends. Most of those encountered illegally in the wilderness
areas tend to be young adults travelling at wide open throttle (Michigan
experience). The statement "All snowmobiles cannot meet the 75 dBA level
should not be read to mean that no snowmobiles can. |f jurisdictions such
as Rhode Island and Connecticutt retain their 73 dBA standard, we will see
many models sold in those states which can meet the limit. There is the
entire question of possible effects on wildlife which must be considered
along with the effect on humans. In choosing standards, it should be
remembered that progress stops if there is no incentive and, in this area,
the primary incentive is the law. David McClellan

%Wwbmitted,

Peter W. McSwain



- HEARING REPORT ATTACHMENT A

Petition to the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission
on an
Amendment to Table A, New Motor Vehicle
Standards, Moving Test at 50 Feet (15.2 Meters)
Chapter 340, Oregon Administrative Rules

The Oregon State Snowmobile Association (0SSA) hereby petitions
that Table A, New Motor Vehicle Standards, Moving Test at 50 Feet
(15.2 Meters), OAR 340-35-035 Noise Control Regulations for Industry
and Commerce be amended as shown in enclosure 1.

This amendment to Table A, OAR 340~-35-035 is submitted so that
Oregon's 27,000 snowmobilers will continue to have the opportunities
for healthy outdoor winter recreational experiences through snowmobiling.
The justification for this propogal is as follows:

e There is no need for further reductions in the

maximum noise level limit imposed on snowmobiles.

The significant improvements in sound attenuation
engineering of snowmobiles over the pagt three

vears, which has resulted in new models that emit

no more than 78 dB(A) when measured 50 feet from

the tested vehicle traveling at wide open throttle,
has reduced complaints about snowmobile noise to
negligible levels.

At a sound demonstration conducted by United States
Testing Company £for the benefit of the U. $. Environ-
mental Protection Agency in March 1976 it was
revealed that snowmobiles emitting 78 4B(ad) at 50
feet with throttle wide open, emitted less than

73 dB{A) at 50 feet at a constant 15 mph, and only
50-55 dB(A) inside a house trailer at the test

site 30 feet away when measured at wide open throttle.

Inside a regular home the level would be 45-47 4B(A).



Normal conversation at thfee feet is in the
70 dB(A) range. At 900 feet the level was
34 dB(A) which can be compared to a whisper
at 5 feet.

® The manufacturing process for 1979 model year
snowmobiles in the U. 5., Canada and Japan has
already begun. For technological and economic
reasons, &ll snowmobiles cannot be produced to
emit sound levels below 78 dB(A). Unless this
regulation of the Department of Environmental
Quality is changed it will be impossible to buy
new model snowmoblles in Oregon after mid-1978.
Without new machines to sell, it is unlikely that
Oregon snowmobile dealers will continue in the
businegs. Profits from the remaining maintenance
activity simply will not sustain continued opera-—
tion.
Adoption of the proposed amendment will extend into
the future the maximum noise limits for new snow-
mobiles at 78 dB(A), as they have been regulated by
Oregon since 1974 effective with the 1976 models. By
this act a continuation in the reduction in the total
contyibution of noise to the Oregon environment will
occur as older, noiser models are junked and leave the
trails, and as the percentage of guiet 78 dB{(A} machines
increases. Thus, all Oregonians who are winter recrea-
tionists will benefit. To the individual Oregon snow-
mobiler, adoption of the proposed amendment means that
he will not be denied the opportunity to replace his
older machine with a new, safer, quiet 78 dB({A) model.

In support of this petition, we submit herewith the statement

made by the Snowmobile Safety and Certification Committee, Inc. at the



March 23, 1977, public hearing on proposed revision to noise regu-

lations before the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission (enclosure

2).

The names and addresses of persons known to have a special

interest in the rule scught to be amended, in addition to the

petitioner, include:

Mr. Darrell Ferns, President

Oregon State Snowmobile
Association

50475 Fremont Hichway

LaPine, QOregon 97739

// "‘?/Z% Cg"{/ffffgj e
Dr. Xenneth Haevernich
Route 2 ox {74 A
Lebanon, Oregon 97355
Petitioner

-
o




» Industrial and Comercial Regqulations

' Paqe 14

TABIE A

New Motor Vehicle Standards

-

v . Moving Test At 50 Feet {15.2 meters)

Vehicle Type

Motorecycles

Snowmobiles as defined
in ORS 481.048

Truck in excess of
10,000 pounds GVWR .

Automobileé, light trucks,
and all other road
vehicles

Bus as defined under
ORS 481.030

Effective For

1975 Model

1976 Model
1977-1982 Models
1983-1987 Models
Models after 1987

1975 Model _
(1976-1978 Models) Models after 1976
(Models after 1978 )

1975 Model

1976-1981 Models or Models manufactured
after Jan. 1, 1978 and before Jan. 1, 19882
Models manufactured after Jan. 1, 1982 and
before Jan. 1, 1985 .
Models manufactured after Jan. 1, 1985

1975 Model
1976-1980 Models
Models after 1980

1975 Model
1976-~1978 Models
Models after 1978

Maximum Noise

Level, dBA

86
83
81
78
75

82
78
(75)

86

83

80
{Reserved)

83
B0
75

86
83
80



HEARING REPORT

Witness
Anderson, Carl *
Bertrand, Guy
Brandt, Ray

Brant, La Moine

Church, Robert

Crates, Perry
Cross, John
Ellis, Frank H.
Ellis, Gerette
ferns, Darrell
Gerhardt, Ronald
Graves, Edgar
Grubb, Donald T.

Haevernick, Kenneth

Hermann, Lawrence W.

Jura, Russell
Koch, Steve

Muth, Roy W.
Penn, John C,

Perreault, Leon A.

Peterson, Clinton M.

Raethke, Sig

Shaff, Gary *
Stonehill, Don
Taylor, Patricia J.
Uppiano, Armildo *
Waldrip, F.A. * *
Yamamoto, Deborah *
Younker, Brent
Unsigned

Unsigned

ATTACHMENT B

Affiliation
None indicated (from Troutdale, Oregon)
Bombardier LTEE/LTD

Western Power Sports, Inc.
(Boise, Idaho Snowmobile Distributors)

None indicated (from Bend)

Mt. Hood Snowmobile Club {from Newberg, Oregon)
‘and petitioners ‘

Perry's Motorcycle Service (Bend)

John Deere Co.

Ellis Alpine House

E1lis Alpine House (Bend)

Oregon State Snowmobile Association

None indicated

Scorpion of Bend

County Commissioner, Deschutes County
Oregon State Snowmobile Association
Hermann's Trailer Sales & Rentals, Inc. (lLaGrande)
Yamaha Motor Corporation, USA

Diamond Lake Resort

Snowmobile Safety Certification Committee
Arctic Enterprises, inc.

High Lakes Sanitation (Diamond Lake Area)
Oregon State Snowmobile Association

M B Motors, inc. (Portiand)

None indicated {from Wasco, Oregon)
Stoney's Sports Center {Klamath Falls)
Oregon State Snowmobile Racing Association
None indicated {from Lostine, Oregon)
None indicated

EPA's Region X

Mt. Hood Snowmobile Club

Deere & Company

Kawasaki Motors Corp., USA

* Not supportive of Petition
** Signed up but declined to testify

adda: McClellan, David# Former member of Michigan Snowmobile Club



EEARING REPORT ATTACHMENT C

STATEMENT OF THE
INTERNATIONAL SNOWMOBILE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
PRESENTED T0 THE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
JUNE 16, 1977

PORTLAND, OREGON

In the Matter of a

Proposgsed Rules Amendment for
Decibel Standards for

New Snowmobiles

OAR 340-35-035

Ladies and gentlemen, my name 1is William T. Jobe, Jr.

I am the Executive Vice President of the International Snowmobile
Industry Association. We appreciate this opportunity to share our
views with the Environmental Quality Commission on the subject of
the proper regulatory level of new snowmobile sound emissions in
Oregon. .

Before discussing several aspects of the subject of this
hearing, I would like to submit several documents which I ask be
made a part of the official record of this hearing. I will be
referring to these documents during the course of my statement.

The first document is a copy of a statement presented by
the Snowmobile Safety and Certification Committee, Inc. at a sound
emission hearing conducted by your Commission on March 29, 1977.

The next document is the doctoral thesis of Andres Soom,
May 1976, University of Wisconsin - Madison, entitled “Emission,

Propagation and Environmental Impact of Noise from Snowmobiling



Operations.”

The next document is an ISIA publication entitled "Who's
Who in Snowmobiling, 1977" which 1lists ISIA members, directors,
officers, committees and ISIA public policies. This booklet also
contains information about other organizations active in the snow-
mobiling community.

The next document is the Snowmobile Safety and Certifica-
tion Committee “Green Book" entitled, "SBafety Standards for Snow-
mobile Product Certification™ which contains the current safety
standards of the S$8CC which are adhered to by the manufacturers
of over 90% of the snowmobiles produced for sale in North America.
The standards include this sound emission standard on page 11:

' "The sound pressure level for snowmobiles manufactured
after June 30, 1976, shall not exceed 73 decibels

on the 'A' scale (73 dB(A)) at 15m (50 ft.) when

measured in accordance with SAE Recommended

Practice J1161, ‘'Operational Sound Level Measure-

ment Procedure for Snow Vehicles'' and, the

- gound pressure level for snowmobiles manufactured
after PFebruary 1, 1975, shall not exceed 78 decibels
on the 'A' scale (78 dB{A}) at 15m (50 ft) when

- measured in accordance with SAE Recommended

Practice J192a, 'Exterior Sound Level for

Snowmobiles' Class I competitive snowmobiles

are exempted from this reguirement.”

The next documents are SAE Recommended Practice J1161 and
SAE Recommended Practice J192a, which set forth the test procedures
that all SSCC certified snowmobiles must meet in order for the SSCC
certification label to be affixed to the snowmobile.

The next document is a copy of the Wisconsin regqulation
promulgated by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Chapter
NR 6, requiring that all snowmobiles offered for sale in that state

be certified by the SSCC or an independent testing laboratory to be

-



in compliance with Wisconsin's 78 dB(A) sound level limit.

Finally, I offer for the record the brief statements of
ISIA's snowmobile manufacturing members which set forth their in-
dividual views of the proper level of snowmobile sound regulations
in Oregon.

I call your attention to the fact that without any cost
to the S5tate of Oregon, its snowmobile sound level regulation is being
enforced by the SSCC employment of the United States Tesﬁing Company
to certify‘the snowmobiles of manufacturers of over 90% of the
snowmobiles produced for sale in North America. On November 21, 1975,
Mr. John Hector, Chief, Noise Control Division, Department of
Environmental Quality, was notified.by letter from the United
States Testing Company of the 1976 model vear snowmobiles that
had been certified to be.in compliance with S88CC standards, and
therefore Oregon's sound level regulation.

On October 1, 1976, and December 30, 1976, Mr. Hector was
notified by letter of the 1977 model year snowmobiles cértified by
United States Tésting Company to be in compliance with S5CC standards,
and therefore Oregon's sound level regulation. Copies of all three
letters are included for the record.

The Wisconsin requlation which is before you, is submitted
for your consideration for use in Oregon. We believe independent
enforcement of safety standards, including sound emissions, is very
important, not only to snowmobilers, but also to the public at large.

The statement of the 8SCC at the March 29, 1977, hearing of
this Commission comprehensively sets forth the realities of snowmobile
sound regulations in layman's language. The real reason that 78d B(A),
tested per Society of Automotive Engineers procedure J192a, eliminates

-3-



citizen complaints and concerns can perhaps be best explained this way.
Few people are outdoors in the snow areas of Oregon in places where
most snowmobiling occurs. Most are indoors, with their doors and
windows closed.

The 78 4B{A) limitation is measured by a sound meter as
the snowmobile passes, at a distance of fifty feet, at wide open
throttle. If the meter i1s placed 100 feet away, the sound drops
in half to 73 dB(A). At 200 feet away, it drops in half again to
66 dB(A). Every gsix decibels represent a 50% reduction.

Sound levels are reduced by 27 decibels from the outside
to the inside of a house in areas of cold climate, with the windows
closed.

Thus, even if a snowmobile passes a house at wide open
throttle (which is nof typical) at only fifty feeﬁ distance from the
house (this too is not usual) the sound inside is only 51 dB(A).

If the snowmobile passes at wide open throttle a distance
of 100 feet froﬁ the house, the sound inside is only 45 dB(A).

If the machine passes fifty feet away at 15 mph, the sound
inside is 46 dB(A). If it passes 100 feet awa§ at 15 mph, the sound
inside is only 40 dB(A).

The average indoor sound level reported by the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency is 59.4 decibels during the day
and 46.9 decibels at night.

The reality 1s that these machines are not audible at all
in such circumstances, even during periods of sleep.

A bench mark for understanding noise is that normal con-
versation at three feet is 70 4dB(A).

-



All of Canada regulates snowmobile sound emissions at 78 dB(A).
211 snowbelt states presently accept 78 dB(A) level machines without
problems. In March 1977 Montana repealed its reguirement that
snowmobiles go below 78 dB{(A) in the future. Minnesota completed
hearings last week on & proposal to extend its present 78 4B(A)
regulation indefinitely into the future. The New York legislature
is completing action this week on a bill to extend its present 78 dB(A)
limit into 1980. Connecticut and Rhode Island have initiated similar
action.

The Doctoral Thesis of Andres Soom which you have before
you provides some objective insight-into the proper approach to snow-
mobile sound emissions regulation. ©On page 2 Dr. Soom writes:

“Tt is the central purpose of this work to develop

objective methods for the assessment of snowmobile

noise impact which can be used for trail design and

for the evaluation of future snowmobile noise legis-

lation."

It is Dr. Soom's view, which seems eminently sound, that a
significant part of controlling snowmobile noise impact on man and
beast lies in trail design. I will return to this idea in a moment,
but first I want to highlight the conclusion reached by Dr. Soom
after three years of studying snowmobile sound emissions.

His first conclusion is stated on page 4:

“The following conclusions may be drawn from this

work: 1. Legislated snowmobile noise limits should

be permitted to remain at the 78 dB(A) level (as per

SAE Jl92a} although strict enforcement of existing

standards are required if significant community

noise impact is to be avoided.*“

His succinct explanation of this conclusion, after much data

is supplied, is found on page 212:

-5-



"It should be pointed out that the recommendation

that, on the average, snowmobiles should meet a

75 dB(A) limit, (as per SAE J192a), does not

necessarily mean that this should be the legislated

level. The desired result might well be achieved

by a strict enforcement of the current 78 4 B(A)

limit. A population of snowmobiles, all measuring

78 d dB(A} or less as per SAE Jl92a, would most

probably result in average levels close to the

recommended 75 dBE(A) limit. Also, the differences

in noise impact between populations of 78 dB(A)

and 75 dB(A) are not sufficiently great that the

need for this reduction should be considered to be

an urgent one, especially while many noisier snow-

mobiles remain in use."” :

"I have two comments to make about Dr. Soom's findings which
I just quoted. First, the means are at hand to strictly enforce the
current 78 dB(A) regulation in Oregon. Wisconsin has adopted a
regulation that requires independent certification of compliance with
its regulated sound level which is 78 dB(a). Such an enforcement tool
costs the government nothing.

My second comment on Dr. Soom's findings is that the only
way for Oregon to bring the average levels of snowmobile sound emissions
.down to the 75 dB(A) target recommended by Dr. Soom is to allow Oregon-
ians to replace their older, noisier machines, as needed, with new guiet
78 dB(A) machines. Banning the sale of more noise efficient machines
is like cutting off your nose to spite your face.

Now I would like to return to a theme that runs throughout
Dr. Soom's thesis. Land managers, trail and area use planners, and
community leaders with citizen participation need to plan sensibly
where it is appropriate for snowmobiles to operate.

I guote from a statement of Jack P. Maloney, Executive

Secretary of MINNTOUR, an organization of twenty-three ski touring



clubs throughout the State of Minnesota, at a May 18, 1976, snowmobile

sound level hearing in that state:

*In general, noise is no longer an important cause of
conflict between ski tourers and snowmobilers. Yet
problems still exist, Why? Not because of snowmobile
noise, but because shortsighted recreation land
management policies have forced snowmobiles and ski
tourers into the same space at the same time . . .
More stringent noise emission standards will never
make a snowmobile trail a pleasant place to ski or
snowshoe . . . But they need not be in conflict.

The State of Minnesota has ample public lands.

Given intelligent management, they could be eguitably
zoned into non-motorized and motorized recreation
areas. Let snowmobilers have good, safe, ample,
well-groomed trails in designated motor zones. And
let ski tourers, snowshoers, hikers, have a fair
share of public land on which to enjoy their slower,
gquieter recreation.”

Now I call your attention to pages 16-18 of "Who's Who in

Snowmobiling, 1977," which is a part of the record, where the snow-

mobile industry's public policy is set forth. The pertinent portions

are:

“Land Use. The International Snowmobile Industry
Association advocates and supports programs and
policies for the multiple use of lands consistent
with the protection of the environment. . .

"Wherever possible, public land use management
should provide for maximizing recreational oppor-
tunities for all citizens, with environmental
safequards assured.

"Further, the industry believes that regulations

should be kept as simple as possible. On vast portions
of public lands, snowmobile use can and should be
allowed, except in areas specifically marked closed.

At the same time, it is recognized that managers of
land should always have the prerogative of placing

part or all of their land off-limits to various
activities from time to time, or of determining the
conditions under which their land may be utilized. . .

"Availability of Land Areas. It is recommended that
areas in the North American snowbelt which can be
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utilized for good snowmobile trails and use facili-
ties without great expenditures of money be made
available for such purposes to provide safer and more
enjoyable snowmobiling, while minimizing the inter-
ruption of other human activities.

“Zones of Use. Those government officials responsible

for land management should identify public land areas

determined, on the basis of available research, data

and other competent scientific evidence, to be unsuit-

able for unrestricted snowmobiling because of the

likelihood of significant adverse and permanent

environment damage. In respect to such areas, these

officials should, to the extent consistent with the

policy of fostering broad use of public lands and

after taking into account cowmpeting uses of such

land and the right of enjoyment of persons having

conflicting uses, establish reasonable and appro-

priate restrictions on snowmobile use or, in the event

that the environmental damage referenced above cannot

be acceptably minimized through use restrictions,

such areas should be closed to snowmobile use."

Lest I mislead you, let me state clearly and emphatically that
the snowmobile clubs in Oregon may discuss vigorously with the ski tour-
ing clubs in Oregbh'Wﬁich'ééreage and how much acreage should be closed
to snowmobiling in the state. But the evidence is available to you that
conflicts can be resolved.

We do not believe that snowmobiles are entitled to go every-
where at any time. We support wise land management that provides
appropriate wilderness areas in which no motorized activity is permitted.
Again, we may debate how much wilderness is enough, because we too
enjoy the scenic winter beauty of remote areas. We believe in access
without avoidable conflict. ©Our public policies so state.

Anyone who fails to acknowledge the snowmobile industry’'s

commitment to wise land use planning is blind to the evident support

we have given to well-groomed, well-placed snowmobile trail development.



The snowmobile industry has done its job and we believe the

burden of proof is on this Commission to justify to Oregon's snow-

mobilers, and to the hundreds of small businesses which depend on

snowmobiling to survive, why any regulation below 78 dB(A)} 1s needed.

Only one-half of one percent of all snowmobiles sold

last year were sold in Oregon. The major.price to be paid for your

failure to act to ensure continuing new snowmobile sales in Oregon

will be paid by others, not snowmobile manufacturers:

Oregon snowmobile dealers, their employees and their
b icsts

families who will have no product to sell.

Oregon snowmobilers who will not be able to replace

T

their o0ld machines, It is not likely they will be

able to get sefvice or parts, because dealers can-

not live on maintenance business alone.

The many miles of reéreational trails in Oregon are
likely to deteriorate when snowmobile registration

and téx moneys dry up. Non-snowmobile users of these
trails are likely to lose them.

Individual motel, restaurant, resortkand other small
businesses that are the backbone of a blossoming tourist
activity in the state will be forced to close in winter
as snowmobiling dies. 1In that process, the communities
which they nurture will wither.

A healthy and enjoyable form of outdoodr recreation in
which thousandé of Oregonians participate will be denied

to them, unless they snowmobile in British Columbia,



Washington, California, Idaho or other jurisdictions

that are more hospitable.

The economic contribution of snowmobiling to Oregon is
significant and needs to be encouraged.

The best test of whether snowmobiles are causing problems
in Oregon, because of their present sound levels, is whether Oregonians
are complaining about snowmobile sound emissions. We are assured by
snowmobiling leaders here in Oregon that snowﬁobiles are no longer
generating sound level complaints.

We, therefore, call upon you to stick with acceptance of
a 78 aB(A) regulation, and strictly enforce it through the adoption
of a regulation identical to the Wisconsin regulation which I have
already submitted for the record.

Thank yvou for yvour attention. I will be glad to try to

answer any gquestions you may have.
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. A‘-‘ HEARING REPORT ATTACHMENT D

e R yy AR CTIC ENTERPRISES, IN(. BT

May 19, 1977 )

Mr. Mort Doyle, President

International Snowmobile Industry Association
Suite 850 South

1800 M Street, N. W.

Washington, .D. C. 20036

Re: Oregon snowmobile sound level hearings
Dear Mort:

Following is Arctic's statement concerning the 75 dBA
snowmcbile sound limits scheduled to go in effect with
the 1979 models in the state of Oregon.

Arctic Enterprises, Inc. is the largest snowmobile
manufacturer in the United States, having started in 1962
when approximately 100 units were sold. Ten years later,
during 1972, Arctic's annual sales of snowmobiles had reached
approximately 100,000 units. ¥or the last few years,
however, Arctic is only selling about 50,000 Arctic Cat
snowmobiles itself. Currently, Arctic is also manufacturing
snowmobiles for another company under theixr brand name and
according to their design. .
While Arctic's principal business 1s the manufacture and
sale of snowmobiles, it also manufactures a line of cold
weather clothing which is worn for snowmobiling and other
winter activities, Arctic also sells a complete line of
fiberglass pleasure boats in Moorhead, Minnesota which is
sold under the Silvexline brand name.

Arctic is not prepared to meet the 75 dBA sound requirements

governing sound emissions from snowmoblles The major
reasons Arctic is not prepared to meet that law are as follows:

1. Arctic does not believe that there is any

rational evidence available to reduce the sound
emissions below the current level, i.e. 78 dBA

THIEF RIVER FALLS, MINNESOTA $6701 TELEPHONE: 6811147 AREA CODE: 218



Mort Doyle -2- May 19, 1977

maximum sound level when measured in accordance with
SAE J-192. The new snowmobiles with their greatly
reduced sound levels have decreased the complaints
received from irate citizens complaining of the noise
to virtually zero in most jurisdictions, I am told.
If there is no rational reason for further decreasing
the sound emissions from a snowmobile, why should it
even be considered? :

2. Compliance with 75 dBA as currently measured would
increase the suggested retail price of most of Arctic's
snowmobliles. Nelther the snowmobkile users nor those
who are near usage areas will receive benefits equal

to the necesgsary price increases. Also Arctic strongly
resists any cost increase since its sales decreased by
more than 50% in the past few years. The Panther,

which has been the backbone of Arctic's product line
since 1967, sold for $1250 in 1972 versus $1900 for the
1977-78 model. In 1972, Arctic sold about 50,000 of
this model versus 9000 that will be manufactured this
year.

3. Any further sound reduction in snowmobiles will
inevitably increase the weight of the snowmobile and
thereby reduce its attractiveness to the consumer.

The brief history of the snowmobile industry includes
the names of .several major companies who built heavier
snowmobiles and have departed from the industry after
losing millions of dollars.

4. Arctic fully supports the ISIA position in this
matter in that there is no scientific basis to
substantiate a further reduction in sound from the
present level of 78 dBA.

All members of the industry have worked hard to decrease the
sound emissions from snowmobiles to the current sound levels.
Extremely significant progress has been made in the last five

to six years. To accomplish these results, major design changes
have been made in the snowmobiles. Mufflers have been improved,
new carburetors designed, totally new engines developed and
tooled, air intake systems developed and acoustical insulation
installed in cricical areas. Before we are forced to go further
and spend a great deal of money in design, development, testing,

tooling and adding new components, strong evidence must be seen
of the need to further reduce sound levels.



Mort Doyle ~3- May 19, 1977

I strongly request that the current Oregon administrative
rules governing sound emissions from snowmcbiles reguiring
the 1979 models meet 75 dBA be deleted and that 78 dBA

be substituted in its place.

Very truly yours,

ARCTIC ENTERPRISES, INC.

N

" John C. Penn
President
la



- Valcgurt, Qué., Canada, JOE 210
BOMBARDIER LTEE/LTD 3¢t ot 52211
Céble Bombarsnow, Télex 05 / 832550

. e s Vaitcaurt, Que., Canada, JCE 2.0
Groupe des produits récréatits Telephone (514) 532-221

Recreational Products Group Cable Bombarsnow, Telex 05 / 832560

Bombardier Limited!s Position Paper to the Oregon Environmental

Quality Commission. June 1977. Snowmobile Sound Levels,

BOMBARDIER LIMITED as manufacturer of both Ski-Doo and Moto-Ski
snowmobiles-, brand names which have achieved approximately 30%

of todays! North American snowmobile market, welcomes the oppor-
tunity of participation in this hearing andher*eby endorses the industry
position ar\drr‘ecommendat[ons, as set forth by the International Snow-
mobile Industry Association and the Showmobile Safety and Certification

Committee.

In addition, we fully realize the benefits of this hearing both for ocur-
selves and the Commission in that i{ represents the traditional practices
and opinions and provides opportunity to eliminate or~‘ modify many of

the !'sacred cows! relating to snowmobile sound levels.

in 1969, atl were painfully conscious of the need for regulation of
snowmobile noise. And we feel, since then, we have more than con-

tributed in the development of standards pertaining to such regulations.

GROUPE BOMBARDIFR MIW 7/ BOMBARDIER MIW GROUP



: Valcourt, Qué., Canada, JOE 210
BOMBARD[ER LTEE/ LTD Téléphone (514) 532-2211
Cable Bombarsnow, Télex 05 / 8325560

. P Valcourt, Gue., Canada, JOE 210
Groupe des produits récréatifs Telephone (514) 532-2211

Recreational Products Group Cable Bombarsnow, Telex 05 / 832550

2...

However, eight vears have passed and with them hundreds of
thousands of dollars in development and implementation of standards

addressed to the ultimate ' quiet snowmobilet.

Today, we, as 98% of other snowmobile manufacturers, build our
machines to conform to 73 dB2A at 15m when measured in accordance
with recommended practice J1161. In addition, we also conform to

78 dBA at 15m. when.measured in accordance with practice J192A,

it should be noted that even with today's technological advances, that
compliance with such standards is not an easy task to achieve when faceé
with economicalf,safety’ and marketing conditions.

However, even with such considerations we continually conduct research
into snowmobile sound levels, Of recent, the Federal E.P.A. through
Cambridge Collaborative Institute, submitied technological recommen=—
dations to lower snowmaobile sound levels., Upon completion of the
incorporation of such technology into existing current models, t he

d3 A of one model incr‘eas.ed by | dBA over the standard model. The
second model which underwent three stages of technological change,

lowered 0.4 dBA.,

GROUPE BOMBARDIER-MLW / BOMBARDIER-MLW GROUP
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3...

Our tist of research projects goes on; all, however, achleving no
noticeable decrease in sound levels., Thus, in view of this, we -
comment that a sound level of 75 dBA as measured by 5.‘A;E._
J192A, is totally unattainable by Bombardier I_Elmited and, plead,
on behalf of showmobilers In the State of Oregon, adopting of the

recommended practice J1161.

( fus ﬁ//%ﬁé;

UY BERTRAND, Eﬂg.
Vice-President
Research & Development.

June 2, 1977,

GROUPE BOMBARDIER-MLW /7 BOMBARDIER-MLW GROUP



STATEMENT

DEERE & COMPANY
SAFETY & ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
JOHN DEERE ROAD :
MOLINE, ILLINOIS 61265

PRESENTED TO:

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET
PORTLAND, CREGON 97205

HEARING - ON THE MATTER OF AMENDING
CHAPTER 340 OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
PARAGRAPH 35-035 NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS

TABLE A, NEW MOTOR VEHICLE STANDARDS FOR
SNOWMOBILES MANUFACTURED AFTER 1978 MODEL YEAR

JUNE 16, 1977
PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING
920 S, W. 6TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON



DEERE & COMPANY STATEMENT

ON AMENDMENT TO OAR-340-35-035
TABLE A NOISE REGULATIONS - SNOWMOBILES
16 JUNE 1977

Deere & Company manufacturers John Deere Agricultural Equipment,
John Deere Industrial and Construction Equipment, and John Deere
Lawn and Garden FEquipment as well as John Deere Snowmobiles,

Deere & Company has manufactured snowmeobiles since 1971,

Although Deere &-Company has no Oregon manufacturing facility, it is

active in the business community of this state. We have a long standing
statewide dealer 6rgan1zation and a Sales Branch which has operated in
the Portland area for more than 75 years. We are sincerely interested

in the long-term welfare of Oregon and its people.

For the past several years, our general philosophy toward noise regulation
has been that maximum nolse limits should be established only at ievels
for which a need has been shown to exist. The level established should

be based on the best available and well documented studies concerning

a3

factors of noise annoyance rather than on arbitrary levels based on an

estimated state of art of manufacturing. We do not see any good reason

to modify this basic position -- specifically, that regulation of snowmobile
noise should not go beyonﬂ recognized need, and that a 78 dB(A) limit
(per SAE J192a) is responsive to that need. The apparent lack of recent

noise complaints seems to substantiate the reasonableness of this position,



LCel'c & wombpaly statehnent on rape o oL
-, Amendment to OAR-340-35-035 25 May 1977
Table A Noise Regulations - Snowmobiles
We feel there are several reasons why the 75 dB{A) limit (per SAE J192)
for snowmobiles manufactured for the 1979 model year should not be
imposed on snowmobile manufacturers and users by the State of Oregon.
Key among these are the following:
The International Snowmobile Industry Association (ISEA) statement
questions the need for such regulation based on virtual disappearance
of noise complaints, as well as mounting evidence that current levels
do not pose a problem for wildlife. In addition, please consider the
fact that, as existing older snowmeobiles are replaced by current
78 dB(A) machines, average noise -l'évels will be further reduced.
The low number of noise complaints which might be experienced todéy

should thereby be eliminated.

Even though it may be technically feasibie for John Deere to achieve
sound levels of 75 dB(A) per SAE J192, it is not feasible to manufacture
and distribute these snowmobiles for oﬁr Oregon customers. A special
machine modified to meet Oregon sound levels \;.;ould be required. Our
manufacturing, warehousing, and distribution systems do not lend
themselves to this approach even though we allocated the added cost

to Oregon snowmobiles.

To meet the proposed Oregon requirements after 1978 models, the

average additlional cost would exceed $250 list which cannot be justified..



~ Deere & Company Statement on Page 3 of 3
~+ Amendment of OAR-340-35-035 25 May 1977 .
Table A Noise Regulations - Snowmobiles

Deere & Company strongly supports the position taken by ISIA. We hope
that reasoned judgment will result in repeal of the 75 dB(A) limit, and in

continuation of the current 78 dB(A) limits.

In event that the 75 dB(A) limit is not repealed, pure economics indicate
that Deere will be unable to provide snowmobiles for sale in Oregon after

the 1978 model year.

We are not opposed to regulation of snowmobile noise, per se. Rather,

we are opposed to regulation beyond recognized and justifiable need.

We wish to thank you, again, for the opportunity to present our viewpoint

at this hearing.

###
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KAWASAKI MOTORS CORPORATION, U.S.A.
STATEMENT ON

OAR 340-35-035

Kawasaki Motoers Company, U.S.A. wmakes the following statement
concerning Table A, New Motor Vehicle Standards (Moving Test at 50
Feet}, OAR 340-35-035, relating to snowmobile sound emission standards.

The noise emitted by a typical snowmobile is composed of four
predominant noise sources - engine mechanical and combustion noise,
exhaust system noise, induction system noise, and track noise. All
these individual major sources add together in a unique manner in
which acoustical energy from the multiple sourées combine. A break-
down of noise sources and the resulting overall noise level is
pictured schematically in the enclosed diagram.

It should be emphasized that neise levels from intake and exhaust
systems as shown in the diagram represent noise suppression achieved
in recent years as a result of extensive development within the
snowmobile industry. Unmuffled induction noise in the early years of
snowmobiling was in the range of 95 dB(A). Thé same applied for
unsophisticated early exhaust systems. It 1is importaﬁt to understand
that additional noise reduction of these two sources would amount to
very little overall noise reduction because intake and exhaust systems
are already 10 dB{A) below that of engine mechanical and cowmbustion
noise. |

Tolillusfrate, if intake noise and exhaust in our example were
hypothetically decreased by an additional 3 dB, i; would result in
only a .5 dB(A) overall,noisé reduction. However, the 3 dB(A) noise

reduction would result in a 50 percent production cost increase of

exhaust and dintake systems.



From thig illustration, the predominance and significance e¢f engine
noise becomes very evident.

There are two basic approaches to solving this problen. One is
to prevent transmission of the noise emitted by the engine by means
of an eungine enclosure, The second is to controllthe noise at 1ts
source,

Major problems arise in applying an effective engine enclasure
because of the requirement for coopling air. Many possible approaches,
with complicated ducting systems, have been developed and tested with
very little encouraging results., The final product is characterized by
huge and heavy configurations.  Such prototypes were accompanied by
major overheating problems, which in many instances resulted 1in
potential safety hazards.

We have concluded that the most fruitful approach to successfully
further attack the noise problem is to decrease the engine noise level.
In our estimation, iF,WQPl@_FBQUiIe an add;;iopal 5 dBFA)_qf.gnggpe
noise reduction to meet the Oregon requirement of 75 dB(A).

It is a very éostly engineering task to research the modal character-
istics of engine surfaces as a soﬁrce of noilse radiation because of the
present state of technology, and the nature of the two cycle fan cooled
engine, Such a fundamental research program would run into hundreds of
thousands of dollars.

It should be noted that even the use of liquid cooled, two cycle
engines, which would contribute considerably to the weight and cost

of our snowmobiles, does not result in acceptable noise levels to meet

the required 75 dB(A).



We feel that any other approaches which will result ian heavy

engine structure designs will not be acceptable to consumers.

- - In spite of this heavy burden in research cost, Kawasaki Motars

Corporation is working on solving this problem for future‘generations
of snowmobiles. However, for the present, the state-of-the-art does
not allow us to meet the 75 dB{A) noise regulation for snowmobiles in

the State of Oregon, and produce a snowmobile that will sell.




SNOWMOBILE NOISE SOURCES
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SCORPION STATEMENT FOR OREGON HEARINGS

Scorpion Engineering Department has had a continuing project whose

purpose was to design and develop a snowmobile having a maximum noise

level of 73dBA, as measured according to SAE J-192, and still be practical,
usable, have satisfactory performance and be salable. This project has
existed since some states first published timetables designating the
maximum altowable levels at scheduled dates. We have managed to reach
78dBA and keep the design criteria but we have not managed any further
reduction.

We define practical as meaning that the snowmobile can be easily serviced.
Without special tools a snowmobile owner shall be able to quickly replace
drive belts, spark plugs and adjust track tension.

To be usable means that the snowmobile must continue to run under all
ambient conditions without fuel vapor locking, piston seizure or piston
burning. Each of these heat related problems causes the engine to stop
running. Usable also means that the sled should weigh as much under 400
pounds as possibie since each pound of excess weight is a detriment, and
can be a health hazard to some people 1f the snowmobile becomes stuck in
deep, loose snow.

Satisfactory performance means keeping the acceleration quick and free of
hesitation, the hill climbing ability unimpaired, the clutch response to
load changes smooth and free of sticking.

Salable, of course, means that cost of the snowmobile can be kept attrac-
tive to the customer who chooses our snowmobile because of their re11ab1]1ty,
light weight, and performance character1st1cs

As stated above, we have done an acceptab]e Jjob of meeting a 78dBA reading
at fifty {50) feet. This has been accomplished by designing ducts, baffles
and shields which bring outside, unheated air to the engine carburetor and
cooling fan. Once heated by the waste heat from the engine, this air is
difficult to move out of the engine compartment without allowing noise to
escape.

A snownobile which measures 78dBA at fifty (50} feet has a bass tone. This
is because high frequency sounds are easiest to absorb. Just as the low

frequency noise of thunder or a rumbling truck will pass through the walls
of a house, so will the low frequencies pass through snowmobile enclosures.

When we try to absorb these Tow frequencies with extra enclosures we find
we have trapped heat in the engine compartment and the engine vapor locks
and stops or goes into preignition and seizes pistons. If extra fans and
ducts are provided to correct this, weight and cost increase to impractical
Timits.

In the fall of 1976, Scorpion responded to a request by Cambridge Coliabora-
tive of Cambridge, Massachusetts, who in turn were under contract to EPA to
provide technical expertise on reducing snowmobile noise. Their request

was for us to cost out items they recommended to reach three levels of

noise reduction. These were as follows:



SCORPION STATEMENT FOR OREGON HEARINGS
Page 2

- Level One  to be 77dBA reguiation level
Level Two  to be 74dBA regulation level
Level Three to be 72dBA regulation Tevel

We physically tried to do the things recommended by Cambridge Collabora-
tive for Level One. The recommendations did not reduce the noise from 5
78dBA on our snowmobile.

The 75dBA scheduled for 1979 models by the Oregon law is closest to the
requirement of lLevel Two.

Qur best estimate of the cost of reaching Level Two (assuming that
~ Cambridge Collaborative recommendations would work) was $285. Even after
- estimating how weight could be saved throughout the sled, our estimate was
- that the snowmobiles would increase by 16 to 20 pounds.

In summary, we do not at this time know how to design a practical, usable,
performing, salable snowmaobile having a moise level of 75dBA as measured

by SAE J-192. Should the 75dBA Timitation stay in effect, Scorpion would
model (s} which conformed - }f we were able to meet the 75dBA sound Tevel,

the cost to the Oregon consumer would be extremely high since all costs would
be amortized only over sleds sold in Oregon.



STATEMENT TO OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION ON 1979
AND LATER MODEL YEAR SNOWMOBILE NOISE LEVELS

Presented by: Russell D. Jura
Yamaha Motor Corporation, USA

June 16, 1977
Good Afternoon

My name is Russell Jura. I am Technica]_Staff Council for Yamaha
Motor Corporation, USA. Yamaha distributes snowmobiles manufac-

tured by Yamaha Motor Company, Ltd. of Japan.

Yamaha is a member of the International Snowmobile Industry
Association (ISIA) and fully supports the testimony previously
presented today by.ISIA. We would 1ike to add the following

comments in addition to the ISIA testimony.

First, we fully recognize the need for quiet snowmobiles. We
feel that the control of snowmobile noise, particularly in wild
areas, is essential. To this end we have conducted a research
and development program to }educe snowmobile noise, and have
succeeded in reducing the noise levels of all our consumer

snowmobhites to 78 dBA.

We believe that the current snowmobile noise emission levels
are quiet enough to meet all objections to snowmobile noise.
As indicated by ISIA a current model snowmobile will produce
6n1y 34 dBA at 900 feet. When this level is compared with an

ambient wild area noise level of 45 dBA it is apparent that



curfent snowmobiles pose no threat to the peace and quiet of the

winter outdoors.

Second, current snowmobiles are so designed as to hinimize sound
emissions. Further reductions, while perhaps.pbssib]e, would
require a complete redesign of the snowmobile. Modification of
'chrrent snowmobiles to a 75 dBA level through "add-on" technology
is not possible. The total redesign to produce a 75 dBA snowmobile
may be possible, but suph a snowmobile wifT not be practical,
useable, or commercially saleable. Such a snowmobile is obviously

unacceptabie.

Third, if we are faced witﬁ designing an unacceptable snowmobile
solely for Oregon we will not dﬁ so. Canada and most states
require a level of 78 dBA, with no further noise Tevel reductions
planned. Of those states that have required }oWer than 78 dBA

levels, the trend is to change the final required level to 78 dBA.

We cannot and will not totally redesign dur snowmobiles to produce
an unaéceptab]e snowmobile because of the State of Oregon. dregon
is anrextreme1y small snowmobile market, Since we will be unable
to use "add-on" technology to reduce our snowmobiles to a 75 dBA
‘level, continuation of the 75 dBA level W111,fque_U5 to leave

the Oregon snowmobile market.

Based upon these comments and those of the ISIA Yamaha recommends
that the petition by the Oregon State Snowmobile Association

be greanted, and the current 78 dBA level be made permanent.
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Chapter NR 6

SNOWMOBILE STANDARDS CERTIFICATION

—— MR 6.01 Purpose NR 6.05 Department approval
) NR 6.02 Applicekility NR 6.06 Modification

NR 6.03 Definitions NR 6.07 Inspection

NR 8.04 Severability NR 6.08 Testing criteria

NR 6.01 Purpese. The purpose of this chapter is to establish
procedures for certification of snowmobile equipment standards pur-
suant to section 350.09, Wis. Stats.

History: Cr. Register, February, 1877, No. 254, &ff, 3-1-77,

NR 6.02 Applicability. The provisions of this chapter are applica-
ble to all snowmobiles which are manufactured, sold or offered for
sale within the state of Wisconsin.

Histery: Cr. Register, February, 1977, No. 254, eff. 3-1-77,

NR 6.03 Definitions. (1} “Snowmobile” has the meaning desig-
nated in section 340.01 (58a), Wis. Stats.

(2) “Department” means the department of natural resources.

‘(3) “Sound level” (ncise) means total noise emission from the
entire snowmobile.

{4} “Headlamp” has the meaning designated in section 340.01 (21),

WiS. Stﬂts. L;;;s \-44 sl w of
(5) “Tail lamp” has the meaning designated in section 340.01 (66), .
Wis. Stats. - -

History: Cr, Register, February, 1877, No. 254, eff. 3-1-77.

NR 6.04 Severability. Should any section, paragraph, phrase,
sentence, clause, or word of this chapter be declared invalid or
uncenstitutional for any reason, the remainder of this chapter shall
not be affected thereby.

History: Cr. Register, February, 1977, No, 254, «ff, 3-1-77. B e

NR 6.05 Department approval. (1) No snowmobile manufactured CER R e
after January 1, 1977 may be sold or offered for sale by any manufac- T
turer, distributor or dealer in the state of Wisconsin unless such
snowmobile is constructed so as to meet the requirements of section
350.00, Wis. Stats. Proof of compliance with the foregoing require-

ments shall be in the form of either: R RERp Fe
£ {a) A Snowmobile Safety and Certification Committee, Inc. certi- . . ~
fied label conspicuously attached to the snowmobile, showing that . S
such snowmobile meets the requirements of section 350.09, Wis. UV e S
Stats., or o et e s i S et e s

(b} A letter from the applicant to the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources, Box 7921, Madison, Wisconsin 53707 (attention:
Snowmobile Safety Section) listing the following information on each
model of snowmobile:

Register, February, 1977, No. 254 ST C

i
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1. The description and model number of the snowmobile to be
approved;

2. A copy of the test results required by Wis. Adm, Code section NR
6.08 dane by an independent testing laboratory currently engaged in
the examination, testing and evaluation of noise control devices and
which maintains or employs adequate staff and facilities to perform
such function;

3. A certificate certifying that the snowmobile has been tested in
accordance with Wis. Adm. Code section NR 6.08 and meets the
requirements of section 350.09, Wis. Stats,

{2) The certification and test reporting procedure followed shall be
approved by the department, provided that:

{a) The snowmobile has a 5.8.C.C. label conspicuously attached,
showing that said snowmobile meets the requirements of section
3560.09, Wis. Stats., and has been tested in accordance with the
provisions of Wis, Adm. Code section NR 6.08, or

(b} Certification has heen obtained from an independent testing
laboratory as defined in NR 6.05(1) (b) 2., and said certification and
test report states that the equipment has been tested in accordance
with the provisions of Wis. Adm. Code section NR 6.08. The certifica-
tion shall be accompanied by a full and complete test report setting
forth the specifications and the general conditions under which the
test was conducted.

(3} Upon receipt of a copy of an acceptable certification under sub.
(2) (b), the department shall by letter notify the applicant that the
snowmobile has been approved and that it may legally be manufac-
tured, imported, offered for sale and sold in the state of Wisconsin.

History: Cr. Register, February, 1877, No. 254, eff. 3-1-77.

NR 6.06 Modification. No manufacturer shall modify a
snowmobile on which approval has been issued so as to change ils
conformance with the requirements of section 350.09, Wis. Stats.,
without resubimission of the modified snowmobile for approval in the
same manner as required for the original snowmobile.

Hiatory: Cr. Register, February, 1977, No. 254, eff, 3-1-77.

NR 6.07 Inspection. The department may, in order to insure
compliance with the requirements contained in section 350.09, Wis.
Stats.,, and Wis. Adm. Code section NR 6.08 inspect during normal
business hours any snowmobile manufacturing plants and any
snowmobile being offered for sale in the state of Wisconsin by
commercial dealers, '

History: Cr. Register, February, 1977, No. 254, eff. 3-1-77.
NR 6.08 Testing criteria. Testing criteria are as follows:

(1} Sounp LEVEL Limtr. {a) The total vehicle noise produced by every
snowmobile manufactured after July 1, 1972 and offered for sale or
sold in the state of Wisconsin shall not exceed 82 dB on an A

weighted network at 50 feet when measured in accordance with the

procedures required herein,

Register, February, 1977, No. 254

ety

Rt o S

Y L T R
Lt fer et s

I o T

By Wil e,
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{h) The total vehicle noise produced by every snowbobile manuluc-
tured after July 1, 1975 and offered for sale or seld In the state of
Wisconsin shall not exceed 78 dB on an A weighied network at 50 feel
when measured in dccordance with the procedures required herein.

(e} The sound level requirements and testing criteria of the Society

of Automotive Engineers Technical Report J192a, as amended 1975,

K shall be adhered to in certifying compliance with snowmobile sound
——— level requirements.

(2) HrapLamp REQUIREMENTS. After February 12, 1970 the
headlamp (s) on a snowmobile may be of the single beam or multi-
beam type; in either case, the headlamp requirements and testing
criteria of the Society of Automotive Engineers Technical Report
J280, as amended 1973, shall be adhered to.

{3) TaL pamp REQUIREMENTS, After February 12, 1970 the tail
lamp (sj on a snowmobhile shall adhere to the tail lamp requirements
and testing criteria of the Society of Automotive Engineers Technical
Report J279, as amended 1972.

{4) Copies and amendments of the 1975 Society of Automotive P
Engineers Technical Report J192a, entitled “Exterior Sound Levels
for Snowmobiles”; 1973 Society of Automotive Engineers Technical
Report J280, entitied “Snowmobile Headlamps”; and 1972 Society of
Automotive Engineers Technical Report J279, entitled “Snowmaobile
Tail Lamps”, are available for inspection in the following offices:

(a} The Department of Natural Resources, 4610 University Avenue,
Madison, Wisconsin; .

_ (b} The Office of the Secretary of State, Capitol, Madison, Wiscon- oa
sin;

{c) The Office of the Revisor of Statutes, Capitol, Madison, Wis- "
consin. Copies may also be obtained from the Society of Automotive

Engineers, Inc,, 400 Commonwealth Drive, Warrendale, Pennsylvania
16096,

(5) Copies of the Snowmobile Safety and Certification Committee,
Inc. minimum safety standards for snowmobile product manufacture,
entitled “Safety Standards for Snowmobile Product Certification”
October 15, 1974, are available for inspection in the following offices:

{a) The Department of Natural Resources, 4610 University Avenue,
Madison, Wisconsin;

{h) The Office of the Secretary of State, Capitol, Madison, Wiscon-

sin; L T
{c} The Office of the Revisor of Statutes, Capitel, Madison, Wis- B Scdieifts bt B 0 M et S TR R e
(’\_ consin. Copies may also be obtained from the Snowmobile Safety and . PO g
Certification Committee, Inc., Suite 850 South, 1800 M Street, NW, . :
Washington, D, C. 20036.
History: Cr. Register, February, 1977, No, 254, eff. 3-1-77, ; " :.. ;_‘.:‘

Register, Fehruary, 1977, No. 204 '

L e g LTI T TR Y Lot WL
5 A ool e 8
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4, Sound Level

The sound pressure level for snowmobiles manufactured after |

June 30, 1976 shall not exceed 73 decibels on the "A" scale (73

dBA) at 15 m (50 £t) when measured in accordance with SAE Rec- B

~commended Prace J1161, "Operational Sound Level Measurément

Procedure for Snow Vehicles;" and, the sound pressure leyel for
snowmobiles manufactured after-February 1, 1975 shall ﬁét exceed

78 decibels on the "A" scale (78 dBA) at 15 m (50.ft) when measured
iﬁ accordance with SAER Recommendea Practice J192a, "Exterior.
VSound Level for Snowmobiles." Class I Competitive snowmobiles £

are exempted from this requirement.
\.
\.
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MR, HEARING DFFICER:
Goop AFTERNoON, | AM DEBORAH YamMAMOTO, Nolse CoNTROL REPRESENTATIVE
For THE U.S. ENvIRONMENTAL PrRoTECTION AGENCY IN REGION X, I
-AM ‘PLEASED TO REPRESENT THE EPA TODAY AT THESE HEARINGS ON SNOWMOBILE
NoISE. EPA HAS BEEN QUITE ACTIVE IN THE AREA OF SNOWMOBILE NOISE
AND WE APPRECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO DESCRIBE OUR ACTIVITIES,
I HAVE A PREPARED STATEMENT AFTER WHICH | WOULD BE HAPPY TO
RESPOND TO ANY OF YOUR QUESTIONS.

IN RESPONSE TO THE. GROWING NATIONAL CONERN OVER NOISE, THE
U,S, Coneress ENACTED THE No1se ConTroL AcT oF 1972 (PL 92-574),
IN THIS LAW THE CONGRESS FOUND THAT INADEQUATELY CONTROLLED NOISE
PRESENTED A GROWING DANGER TO THE HEALTH AND WELFARE OF THE NATIONS -
POPULATION AND THUS DECLARED IT THE POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES
TO PROMOTE AN ENVIRONMENT FOR ALL AMERICANS FREE FROM NOISE THAT
JEOPARDIZES THEIR HEALTH OR WELFARE. TO THAT END THE CONGRESS
FOUND THAT WHILE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONTROL OF NOISE RESTS
WITH STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, FEDERAL ACTION IS ESSENTIAL
TO DEAL WITH MAJOR NOISE SOURCES IN COMMERCE, CONTROL OF WHICH
REQUIRES NATIONAL UNIFORMITY OF TREATMENT. THE ADMINISTRATOR OF
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) 1S THUS AUTHORIZED AND
DIRECTED, AMONG OTHER THINGS, To ESTABLISH FEDERAL Noise EmIssion
STANDARDS FOR PRODUCTS DISTRIBUTED IN COMMERCE, WHICH MEET THE
PRECEEDING CRITERIA AND TO PROVIDE INFORMATION TO THE PUBLIC
RESPECTING THE NOISE EMISSION AND NOISE REDUCTION CHARACTERISTICS
OF SUCH PRODUCTS,
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SHOULD THE EPA ADMINISTRATOR FIND IT APPROPRIATE UNDER THE
NOISE CONTROL ACT TO ESTABLISH NOISE EMISSION REGULATIONS FOR NEWLY
MANUFACTURED PRODUCTS NO STATE OR POLITICAL SUBDIVISION MAY ADOPT
OR ENFORCE A REGULATION, WITH RESPECT TO THAT NEW PRODUCT ONCE
THE FEDERAL REGULATION BECOMES EFFECTIVE, - WHICH 1S NOT IDENTIFCAL
70 THE FEDERAL REGULATION GOVERNING THE PRODUCT, STATE OR LOCAL
IN USE REGULATIONS OF SUCH PRODUCTS, HOWEVER, WOULD BE UNAFFECTED
BY AN EPA TIME OF SALE STANDARD. |

SecTion 8 oF THE Noise CONTROL ACT ALLOWS A PRODUCTS, NOT
NECESSARILY IDENTIFIED UNDER SECTION 5(B)(1), TO BE IDENTIFIED
AS BEING CAPABLE OF ADVERSELY AFFECTING THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND
WELFARE. SECTION 8 GIVES THE ADMINISTRATOR THE AUTHORITY TO
REQUIRE THAT NOTICE BE GIVEN TO PROSPECTIVE USERS, OF THE PRODUCT,
OF THE LEVEL OF NOISE THE PRODUCT EMITS,

As YOU MAY BE AWARE, EPA HAS BEEN CONDUCTING EXTENSIVE
'STUDIES OF SNOWMOBILES. THESE STUDIES ARE SCHEDULED TO BE COMPLETED
WITHIN THE NEXT SEVERAL MONTHS. THE AGENCY HAS NOT YET ARRIVED
AT A DECISION WITH REGARDS TO WHAT ACTIONS, IF ANY, IT IS APPROPRIATE
TO TAKE IN RESPECT TO FEDERAL REGULATION ON NEWLY MANUFACTURED
SNOWMOBILES,

IN 1974 EPA ANNOUNCED IT INTENTIONS TO STUDY SNOWMOBILES AS
A POSSIBLE MAJOR SOURCE OF NOISE SUBJECT TO FEDERAL REGULATION
UNDER THE Noi1se ConTRoL AcT oF 1972. Prior To 1974, HOWEVER,
CONCERNED STATES AND THE SNOWMOBILE INDUSTRY BECAME INCREASINGLY

AWARE OF THE SERIOUSNESS OF THE NOISE IMPACT OF SNOWMOBILE
OPERATIONS. IT WAS THIS AWARENESS, AND THE ACTIONS THAT FOLLOWED
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THAT WERE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAJOR STRIDES IN REDUCING THE OVERALL
NOISE IMPACT OF SNOWMOBILES OPERATIONS. AS A RESULT OF THE LOWER
NOISE LEVELS ATTRIBUTABLE TO NEW SNOWMOBILES, THE AREA IMPACT

OF SNOWMDRILES APPEARS TO HAVE BEEN CONSIDERABLY REDUCED,

A PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF SNOWMOBILE NOISE REDUCTION
TECHNOLOGY INDICATES THE NOISE FROM NEW SNOWMOBILES COULD BE REDUCED
10 73 pB(A) (REGULATORY LEVEL-NoT-To-EXCEED BASIS: 76DB(A)
ACCORDING TO J-192A) THROUGH THE APPLICATION OF CURRENTLY AVAILABLE
TECHNOLOGY TO ALL MODELS. SUCH TECHNOLOGY WOULD INCLUDE LARGER
INTAKE SILENCERS, LARGER EXHAUST SYSTEMS, BETTER ACOUSTIC TREATMENT
OF THE ENGINE COMPARTMENT, USE OF FAN COOLING, AND LINED DUCTS.

THE CONSENSUS INDUSTRY REACTION TO SUCH A POSSIBLE REGULATORY

LEVEL IS THAT THESE LEVELS COULD POSSIBLY BE ACHIEVED, BUT THAT

IT WOULD REQUIRE A MAJOR REDESIGN AND ENGINEERING EFFORT, AND THAT

THE coST (A 1,5 T0 6% PRICE INCREASE) AND THE ADDITIONAL WEIGHT

PENALTY WOULD FAR OUTWEIGH ANY BENEFIT REALIZED. THE ESTIMATED

WEIGHT PENALTY COULD BE APPROXiMATEtY 20 PounNDS. SOME MANUFACTURERS
HAVE' INDIECATED THAT'A 20 POUND INCREASE IN WEIGHT WOULD: ADVERSELY AFFECT

THE PERFORMANCE AND MARKET ACCEPTABILITY OF THEIR SNOWMOBILES.

ESTIMATES OF FURTHER NOISE REUDCTION INDICATE THAT A 70DB(A)
DESIGN LEVEL (73DB(A) REGULATORY LEVEL) COULD BE ACHIEVED THROUGH
THE USE OF LIQUID COOLED ENGINES. THE SNOWMOBILE INDUSTRY, HOWEVER,
FEELS THAT THIS LEVEL IS UNACHIEVABLE WITH CURRENT STATE-OF-THE-ART
TECHNIQUES. ACHIEVEMENT OF THIS LEVEL WOULD REQUIRE AN EXTENSIVE
R&D REPORT, AS WELL AS A MAJOR REDESIGN OF THE SNOWMOBILE. THIS
REQUIREMENT COULD POSSIBLY FORCE MARGINAL MANUFACTURERS OUT OF THE

SNOWMOBILE BUSINESS. THE PRICE INCREASES RESULTING FOR A 73 pB(aA)
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REGULATORY LEVEL cOULD RANGE FrRoM 10 To 20% OF THE PRESENT COST

OF SNOWMOBILES.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF SNOWMOBILES CAN BE SEPERATED
INTO TWO DISTINCT AREAS: IN-THE-HOME IMPACT IN POPULATED AREAS}
AND OUTDOOR IMPACT IN OTHERWISE VERY QUIET AREAS.

IN-THE-HomE-IMPACT: THE AVERAGE DWELLING IN A SNOWMOBILE
IMPACTED REGION IS ESTIMATED TO HAVE ABOUT 30 SNOWMOBILE PASS-BYS
PER WINTER DAY. PASS-BYS ARE ASSUMED TO RANGE FrRom 100 t1o 2000
FEET. ALLOWING A 27 DB SOUND REDUCTION BY THE DWELLING UNDER
WINTER CONDITIONS, SNOWMOBILE PASS-BY CAN RANGE FROM 20-45 pB(a)

IN THE INTERIOR OF A DWELLING DEPENDING ON PASS~BY DISTANCE.

USING ACTIVITY INTERFERENCE AS A CRITERION, THERE SHOULD BE LITTLE
OR NO HEALTH AND WELFARE IMPACT DURING THE DAY. SLEEP INTERFERENCE
WOULD POSSIBLY OCCUR WHEN A SNOWMOBILE PASSED WITHIN 200 FEET OF ‘A
DWELLING AT NIGHT, BUT IS NOT LIKELY TO OCCUR AT GREATER DISTANCES,

QUTDOOR IMPACT: SNOWMOBILES ARE COMMONLY USED IN FOREST
AND OTHER WILDERNESS AREAS WHERE AMBIENT LEVELS ARE EXTREMELY
LOW AND DETECTION OF MOTOR VEHICLE NOISE MAY LESSEN THE ENJOYMENT
OF THE OUTDOORS BY NONSNOWMOBILERS. BASED ON AN AMBIENT LEVEL
oF 40 pB(A), A 78 DB(A) SNOWMOBILE COULD BE DETECTED A HALF-MILE
AWAY OVER SMOOTH TERRAIN,

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES INCIDATE THAT THERE ARE 33,000 SQUARE
MILES OF LAND IMPACTED BY NOISE FROM SNOWMOBILE OPERATIONS. THIS
ESTIMATE IS BASED ON A ZERO IMPACT WHEN THE YEARLY LEQ RESULTING
FROM SNOWMOBILE OPERATIONS IS BELOW THAT OF THE AMBIENT LEVEL
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(40 p(A)). THIS CORRESPONDS TO IN EXCESS OF 3 MILLION PEOPLE
CURRENTLY IMPACTED BY SNOWMOBILE OPERATIONS. THERE ARE AN
ESTIMATED 200 SQUARE MILES OF 'IMPACTED LAND WHERE THE YEARLY LEQ
1s 70 pB(A) OR GREATER DUE TO SNOWMOBILE OPERATIONS ALONE. IN
THIS AREA THERE ARE APPROXIMATELY 19,909 PEOPLE WHOSE NOISE
EXPOSURE 1S ABOVE THE EPA IDENTIFIED SAFE LEVEL TO PROTECT AGAINST
HEARING L0SS (YEARLY LE@ OF 70DB(A)) DUE TO SNOWMOBILE OPERATIONS
ALONE. IT CAN BE EXPECTED THAT NEARLY HALF OF THESE PEOPLE WOULD
EXPRESS EXTREME ANNOYANCE IF QUESTIONED ABOUT THE NO4SF. THESE
FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE THE ESTIMATED 4.5 MILLION SNOWMOBILE OPERATORS
AND ENTHUSIASTS.

IN THE ABSENCE OF MORE STRINGENT NOISE REGULATIONS WITH ALL
OTHER FACTORS REMAINING CONSTANT, (I.E. POPULATION DENSITY,
HOURS OF INDIVIDUAL SNOWMOBILE USE, LENGTH OF TRAILS, SNOWMOBILE
SALES~AT 1976 LEVELS, ETC), THE PROJECTED AREA AND POPULATION
IMPACT FOR THE 1984-85 SNOWMOBILE SEASON, THROUGH REPLACEMENT
SALES ONLY, WILL BE DECREASED TO APPROXIMATELY ONE-THIRD OF THE
ESTIMATED CURRENT IMPACT.

PEOPLE IN THE VICINITY OF SNOWMOBILES MAY HAVE AN ADVERSE
REACTION TO THE NOISE DEPENDING ON THEIR ATTITUDE TOWARD THE SOURCE
AND THE USERS. SINCE INTERFERENCE WITH COMMUNICATION IS AN IMPORTANT
PART OF NOISE-RELATED ANNOYANCE, IT IS HELPFUL TO EXAMINE THE SITUATION
BY ESTIMATING HOW MANY POSSIBLE CONVERSATIONS WOULD BE INTERRUPTED
AS AN INDICATION OF IMPACT OF SNOWMORILE NOISE, OUTDOOR SPEECH
COMMUNICATION CAN TAKE PLACE IWTH 95% SENTENCE INTELLIGIBILITY AT
A DISTANCE OF 2 METERS OR LESS WITH NORMAL VOCAL EFFORT, AS LONG
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AS THE NOISE LEVEL IS LESS THAN 60 DB(A), BASED ON THE ABOVE
ESTIMATES FOR POPULATION AND LAND IMPACTED, AN ESTIMATED 5 MILLION
IMPACT EVENTS COULD HAVE OCCURRED DURING THE PREVIOUS SNOWMOBILE
SEASON WHEN SOUND LEVELS EXCEEDED 63 pB(A).

THE FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE PRESENTLY UNDER CONSIDERATION BY THE
AGENCY IS WHETHER SNOWMOBILES ARE A "MAJOR SOURCE OF NOISE”
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE HolsE CONTROL ACT, NOT WHAT STANDARD SHOULD
BE SET IF ONE IS DEEMED APPROPRIATE. SINCE SNOWMOBILE USE 1S
ESSENTIALLY LIMITED TO THE SNOWBELT STATES, WE HAVE REQUESTED
INFORMATION, FROM THE GOVERNORS OF THE AFFECTED STATES, ON THE
NOISE IMPACT PROBLEMS IN THEIR STATES, RESULTING FROM SNOWMOBILE
OPERATIONS. THE PACKAGE THAT WAS SENT TO THE ROVERNORS 1S INCLUDED
IN OUR TESTIMONY AND IS SUBMITTED AS PART OF THE RECORD IN ITS
ENTIRETY. WE ANTICIPATE THAT THE ADMINISTRATOR'S DECISION ON
WHETHER OR NOT SNOWMOBILES ARE A MAJOR SOURCE OF NOISE WILL BE
MADE BY THE END OF THE SUMMER.

I[F IT 1S DETERMINED THAT SNOWMOBILES ARE NOT A MAJOR SOURCE

OF NOISE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT, THE EPA wouLD SERIOUSLY CONSIDER
REQUIRING LABELS ON THE SNOWMOBILES SPECIFYING THEIR NOISE EMISSION
LEVELS AS DETERMINED BY SAE-J192A (EXTERIOR SOUND LEVELS FOR
SNOWMOBILES), THIS PROCEDURE WOULD PROVIDE INFORMATION THAT COULD
BE HELPFUL IN TWO WAYS. FIRST, IT WOULD PROVIDE THE CONSUMER
CONCERNED WITH SNOWMOBILE NOISE IMPACT WITH INFORMATION ON THE
NOISE EMISSIONS PRODUCTED BY THE SNOWMOBILE MODEL WHICH HE IS
CONSIDERING, AND ALLOW HIM TO MAKE AN INFORMED PURCHASE CHOICE,
SECOND, WITH ACTUAL VEHICLE NOISE LEVELS KNOWN, ENFORCEMENT OF

STATE AND LOCAL NOISE REGULATIONS WOULD BE FACILITATED.
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ONE ASPECT WHICH WE HAVE NOT YET DISCUSSED, BUT IS OF CONCERN
TO THE AGENCY IS THE OPERATOR/PASSENGER IMPACT (HEARING RISK)

FROM SNOWMOBILE OPERATION. AN OPTION WHICH IS AVAILABLE TO THE
THE BASIS OF OPERATOR/PASSENGER IMPACT ONLY. STUDIES ARE CURRENTLY
UNDERWAY TO ASSESS THIS IMPACT. HOWEVER, SUFFICIENT AMOUNTS OF
QUALITATIVE DATA ARE NOT IMMEIDATELY AVAILABLE TO ADEQUATELY
ADDRESS THIS ISSUE, BASED UPON ESTIMATES FOR 1978 MACHINES,

NOISE LEVELS AT THE OPERATOR'S POSITIONS ARE IN EXCESS OF THE

SAFE OR NO-EFFECT LEVEL IDENTIFIED BY EPA. HOWEVER, THIS ANALYSIS
DOES NOT INCLUDE THE MITAGATING EFFECTS OF HELMETS OR CLOTH HEAD
COVERINGS. PREVIOUS STUDIES HAVE INDICATED THAT HELMETS ALONE

CAN PROVIDE FROM 2 DB(A) AMPLIFICATION TO 10 DB{(A) REDUCTION IN
SOUND LEVELS, TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION THE EFFECTS OF HELMETS,
THERE 1S A HIGH PROBABILITY THAT THE AVERAGE CUMULATIVE NOISE
LEVELS ARE BELOW THE IDENTIFIED SAFE OR NO-EFFECT LEVEL.

IF SNOWMOBILE NOISE IS THE OPERATORS ONLY SOURCE OF LOUD NOISE
EXPOSURE. HOWEVER, THIS IS ONLY AN ESTIMATE SINCE DATA ARE NOT
AVAILABLE TO MAKE A PROPER DETERMINATION,

IN THIS LIGHT, ANOTHER OPTION WHICH IS BEING CONSIDERED IS TO
REQUIRE LABELING OF SNOWMOBILES WITH REGARD TO THEIR IMPACT ON
OPERATORS/PASSENGERS. IN THIS MANNER THE CONSUMER WOULD BE PROVIDED
INFORMATION WHICH WOULD ALLOW HIM TO MAKE AN INFORMED PURCHASE
CHOICE. IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT SOME MANUFACTURERS, IN AN EFFORT
TO REDUCE SIDELINE NOISE, RE-DIRECTED SOME OF THE SOUND TOWARD THE
OPERATOR/PASSENGER POSITION, AS A RESULT OF THIS ACTION THERE IS
NOT DIRECT CORRELATION BETWEEN THE REDUCTION OF SIDELINE NOISE
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LEVELS AND THE REDUCTION OF NOISE LEVEL AT THE OPERATOR/PASSENGER
POSITION.

IN CONSIDERING THE IMPACT OF SNOWMOBILES AND OTHER OFF-ROAD
VEHICLES AND THE REDUCTION THAT MIGHT OCCUR FROM QUIETER VEHICLES,
IT SEEMS APPARENT THAT NEW PRODUCT STANDARDS, BY THEMSELVES, WOULD
NOT BE ABLE TO ELIMINATE THE RESULTING NOISE IMPACT. CONSEQUENTLY,
DESPITE ANY FPA OR STATE STANDARD, SITUATIONS WILL PROBABLY EXIST
WHERE IN-USE AND OPERATIONAL RESTRICTIONS MAY STILL BE REQUIRED
TO EFFECTIVELY LIMIT AND REDUCE THE NOISE IMPACT OF SNOWMOBILE
OPERATIONS.

MR, HEARING OFFICER, THIS CONCLUDES MY PREPARED STATEMENT.

I WOULD BE HAPPY TO RESPOND TO YOUR QUESTIONS.



DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MIDWEST REGION

16 OAKWAY MALL ® EUGENE, OREGON *® 97401 ® Phone (503) 686-7601

ROBERT W, STRAUB

GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Regional Manager, DEQ Midwest Region

Subject: Agenda Item No. M, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting

Agenda Item No. M - Report of Midwest Region Manager
on Significant On-Going Activities in the Midwest Region

Background

Provide a report on significant on-going activities in the Department of
Environmental Quality Midwest Region.

Evaluation & Summation

Discuss the major on-going activities, items 1 through 7 (Attachment A).

This is an information discussion. No specific, formal Environmental
Quality Commission action is necessary.

VERMER J. ADKISON
MIDWEST REGION MAMAGER

VJA MD: ckw
686-7601
9/13/77
Attachment A

Canjaine
Recyclad
hajenals

DEQ-41



ATTACHMENT A
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
SEPTEMBER 23, 1977
AGENDA ITEM M

Hines Lumber Company

As of September 19, 1977, the Edward Hines Lumber Company of Westfir, Oregon
will officially close their operation.

Mitchell, Blacketor and Associated, Ltd., will assume ownership of the
piant following that date.

Hines Lumber Company notified the Department of Environmental Quality that
they no longer own the sources contained in their NPDES permits. The new
owners will now request transfer of the permits and agree to fully comply
with the terms and conditions of those permits.

At present, the facility contains two NPDES permits; one for the mill,
and another for the Hemlock Subdivision Sewage Treatment Plant.

We are concerned that the facility retain a qualified operator to manage
the faciiity.

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority states that present facility
steaming rates indicate the plant is operating within compliance of its

air permits. However, a change in the fire rate's fuel mixtures may result
in non-compliance. Further tests would then be required.

Additionally, if there is a new start-up of the plywood plant, a compliance
schedule will have to be negotiated.

In summary, the Hines situation is indicative of the complexity in
operation older mills, primarily due to market variability and the current
timber supply and demand.

Other Midwest Region mills that have closed this year include the Cabax
Sawmill and Veneer plants, Star Wood Products Sawmill, Bohemia Fencing
Division plant, all of Eugene, and the Tomco Stud and Veneer Operation
in Cascadia.

River Road Survey

Lane County is pursuring a study whose goal is to determine whether there
is an existing groundwater degradation probiem in the River Road - Santa
Clara area northwest of Eugene. The study will hopefully determine,

1) whether, there is an existing problem, 2) whether, keeping future growth
in mind, there will be a problem, or, 3) whether there is a problem at

all. The study is expected to be completed by the end of this year.

Lane County is now in the process of hiring a consultant, whose jnitial
task will be to research all existing county literature on the River Road -
Santa Clara ground water situation, taking into account the projected
growth of the area.
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This will be a technical report, without a recommended solution. Any
solution on the matter will come from Lane County officials.

Lane County Educational Program on Septic Tanks

Lane County's new septic tank management program is being presented to the
public on an educational level, rather than on an inspection level.

The Board of Commissioners scrapped a plan that would have required
periodic inspections of septic systems at $25 per inspection, at an early
July meeting. Considerable rural opposition was voiced on the periodic
inspection plan. The Commissioners have also asked for continued study
of the possibility of contamination of underground water suppiies from
septic systems.

The septic tank educational program will be directed at teaching people
how to avoid septic tank problems and what to do when probiems occur.

Weyerhaeuser Fish Hatchery

Weyerhaeuser Company is in the process of constructing a $6-million
salmon hatchery northeast of Springfield.

The hatchery will be part of a $10-million company investment in commercial
salmon ranching.

The proposal is significant to the Department of Environmental Quality in
that the company plans to utilize a thermal discharge to aid in accelerating
the growth of the fish. 0One NPDES permit will be necessary for use of the
water inlet and outlet from the adjacent McKenzie River. In addition, the
~sanitary system within the facility will require the use of a holding

tank, before the material is transported to other facilities. This will
also require a DEQ permit.

Lane County Solid Waste Program

The Lane County Solid Waste transfer station continues its successful
operation; the facility was opened to the public last December. Construction
of the resource processing facility (a $2.19-million project) is approaching
a 60% completion level, with the physical facility up, the 1,000 horesepower
motors installed, and storage, bins and structures now being completed.

The shredder is now envoute to Eugene. The entire transfer facility should
be completed by early November, at a cost of $2.1-million - counting
equipment. The -DEQ contributed $1.5-million to the éntire project in the
form of a grant.



Eugene-Springfield Oxidant Alert

The Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area went on a 23-hour air pollution
alert for photochemical oxidants on August 16 and 17. Oxidant levels
reached 226 micrograms per cubic meter on the afternoon of August 16,

As you know, the oxidant alert level is 200 micrograms per cubic meter.
The Tast alert in the Eugene-Springfield area occurred in 1974, also

for photochemical oxidants.

The high oxidant levels last month were attributed to vehicular traffic,
poor air ventilation and extremely high temperatures.



Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area Activity 7

The first phase of the Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance

study is nearing completion. The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority-
Department of Environmental Quality emission inventory update contract
with the Seton, Johnson and Odell Consultine Firm will conclude on
October 1st. 1Included in that contract were home heating and commercial
boiler use surveys, a street dust sampling project, an intensive balloon
tracking project, an area vehicle mix study, and taking a number of
traffic counts throughout the AQMA.

A meteorology contract has been awarded to Science Applications,
Inc., of Ladolla, California. This contract invelves the analyzing
of data from the Eugene-Sprinafield area meteorological network to
determine the wind circulation patterns in the AQMA. The contract
should be concluded by mid-November.

Finally, the initial work on selecting an AQMA advisory committee

has begun. The committee will be responsible for choosing the
alternatives to be included in an air quality maintenance strategy. A
letter will be drafted to the cities of Eugene and Springfield, and to
Lane County asking each to appoint a representative, who will then
nominate the rest of the committee.



Department of Environmental Quality

ROBERT W. STRAUB

GoviaNoR 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND. OREGON 97205 Telephone (503) 229- 5395

MEMORANDLUM
T0: EQC VMembers ' Date: September 16, 1977
FROM: William H. Young, Director

_ SUBJECT: Topies of Discussion for Breakfast and Lunch at the September 23, 1977
EQC Meeting in Eugene

Many of the topics that you have requested we cover informally at the
September 23rd breakfast or lunch meeting involve items that you have already
received written information on at various times during the last two months..
! would like to remind you of those items here so that vou can refer to

those documents or bring them to the meeting with you:

1. Roseburg Lumber, Dillard--Status of variance for air pollution
regulations.

2. . Audit Report, DEQ, July 1, 1975 to December 31, 1976--Review of
audit comments.

3. Legislative Action on DEQ's Budget Request, July 28, 1977--
Review of approved budget for 1977-79.

L, Staff Evaluation of C2E ''Pollution Discharge Study' on Teledyne
Wah Chang (to be distributed to EQC September 19, 1977).

5. Critical Situation Policy--USA Banks--Review of Water Rights
relative to Banks Sewage Treatment Plant effluent (report attached).

6. Contested Case Hearings Status Report--EQC guidance on reporting
format, frequency and mechanism.

Other items that you may wish to discuss include:

1. List of pending litigation against DEQ and EQC--Ray Underwood will
distribute list at meeting and review important cases.

2. Future EQC meeting dates and places November through January.

3, Local items of concern--Vern Adkison will brief EQC on issues that
are current topic of concern in the Eugene area that may be brought
up during the Public Forum portion of the meeting.

(A
&
Containg

Reeyeled
Materials

DEQ-1
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L, Mitigation of Civil Penalty against Al Peirce Lumber Company,
Coos Bay--Execution of mitigation order.

5. Award cf Pollution Control Bond Sale.

MJD:cs



ane county

September 23, 1977

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Roy L. Burns, Director
Water Pollution Control Division
Environmental Management Department

RE: Amendment to Special Repair Permits

' On behalf of the Board of County Commissioners we
would request that an addition to the special repair
permit fees be considered and adopted.

Immediately following health hazard area, insert
or applicants receive assistance through the Farmers
Home Administration sections 502 or 504 loan and grant
programs. '

The requested special repair permits section would
than read: :

"Special repair permits shall be issued upon
application therefor to the owner (or contract
purchaser) to repair the system serving
the owner (or contract purchaser) occupied housing
unit located within the boundaries of any area
which has been formally declared by the Lane
County Board of Commissioners ("Board") or the
Oregon $State Health Division to be a health
hazard area, or applicants receiving
assistance throug%=fﬁe Farmers Home Administration
Section 502 or 504 Toan and grant programs Or
within an area defined in a sewer plan adopted
by the Board recommending correction of individual
systems; provided that a repair permit application
and fee ig filed not later than 30 days after the
date of written notification that the applicant's
system has failed."

RLB/gr

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION / ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
125 EAST 8TH AVENUE / PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING / EUGENE, OREGCN 97401 / (603) 687-4061



lane county

September 21, 1977

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Roy L. Burnsg, Director
Water Pollution Control Division/
Environmental Management Department - Lane County

RE: Moratorium on Subsurface and Alternative System
Installation in the Dexter Area

The reguest before you today is one portion of a prob-
lem solving strategy adopted by the Lane County Commissioners
for the unincorporated community of Dexter on June 8, 1977.
The Commissioners adopted a four point approach to remedy
the existence of a possible health hazard associated with -
failing subsurface sewage disposal systems within the Dexter
area. The four elements of the program are:

1) Request that the Oregon Environmental Quality
Commission (EQC) establish a moratorium on the
issuance of new construction permits in Dexter,
Establishment of such a moratorium would prevent
additional installations and increased population
in an area with already identified sewage disposal
problems.

2) Initiate repairs on systems which have already
been identified as failing. A staff evaluation
indicates that conditions in the communlty of
Dexter will require expensive repair efforts and
that such repairs will only be an interim solution
to Dexter's sewage disposal problems.

3} Provide routine surveillance on systems performance
" within the Dexter area and correct additional
failing systems as they are identified.

4) Form a county task force te continue to promote
efforts to ultimately arrive at a regional sewage
disposal solution for the Lowell/Dexter area.

- Such an involvement could eventiijally lead to a vote
on formation of some type of District for providing
sewer service to the community of Dexter.

OFFiCE OF THE LIRECTOR 7 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT / 1313 EAST GTH AVE / EUGENE, OR 987401 / {603} 687-406%



Memorandum
‘September 21, 1977
Page 2

With this hearing today on the establishment of a
subsurface moratorium in the Dexter area, all four elements
of the program adopted by the Lane County Comm1581oners
are being implemented.

Attached for your con51deratlon are several 1nformat10nal
items associated with establishment of a moratorium on :
further subsurface disposal system installations in the

Dexter area, as follows:

1. A staff report which presents a summary of all
of the items required by ORS 454.685 to be
evaluated during your Heliberations on establishment
of the moratorium. '

2. A map indicating the proposed Dexter Moratorlum
boundaries.

3. A written description of the proposed Dexter
moratorium area boundaries.

4. A petition reguesting that the appropriate changes
: in the Oregon Administrative Rules be ordered
if you find that establishment of the proposed
moratorium is appropriate.

5. A letter, dated—SeptemberVZO,'1977, from the
Midwest Region of the Department of Environmental
Quality concurring with the moratorium proposal.

In addition to the legal hearing notice requirements
satisfied by DEQ's public notice procedures, Lane County
mailed copies of the public notice information to many interest-
ed parties within the community of Dexter. For the informa-
tion of any Dexter residents in attendance today, additional
copies of the staff report accompanylng this memorandum are
provided in the back of this room.

RLB/gr



STAFF REPORT
DEXTER MORATORIUM HEARING
By
Lane County Water Pollution Control Division

By resolution of the Lane County Board of Commissioners,
dated June 8, 1977, the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission
(EQC) was requested to consider establishment of a moratorium
on the issuance of new construction permits and favorable reports
of evaluation of site suitability for new subsurface sewage
disposal systems. The resolution by the Board of Commissioners
was based upon a series of surveys and reports considering the
operational suitability of existing subsurface sewage disposal
systems and the physical limitations affecting the installation
of new systems. A copy of the Board of Commissioners' resolution
is attached as Exhibit A of this report. '

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 454.685 provides the EQC
with the authority to limit or prohibit the construction of
subsurface sewage disposal systems in an area if it finds that
such construction should be restricted. ORS 454.85 further
describes the factors which the EQC must consider in arriving at
a finding which will limit or prohibit the construction of sub-
surface sewage dispsoal systems. The purpose of this staff report
is to present a discussion of the items specified by ORS 454.685
for consideration at the hearing scheduled by the EQC, as follows:

A. Present and projected density of population. The
community of Dexter has an estimated (1975) population
of approximately 570 people. The population of Dexter

is currently projectéd to increase slowly at a rate consis=-

tent with other rural communities in Lane County to a
year~2000 estimated population of 795 people. A copy
of a table of population projections for the rural
areas of the Willamette Basin portion of Lane County
.is attached as Exhibit B. -

The boundaries currently proposed for considera-
tion at this moratorium hearing contained an.area of
approximately 340 acres. Based upon this area, the
proposed moratorium area has a population density of
approximately 1.7 people per acre (1875} and would have
a projected year-2000 population density of approximately
2.3 people per acre. ‘

B. ©Size of building lots. Existing lots in the community
of Dexter range in size from smaller than 7,500 square
feet (0.2 acre) to in excess of 10 acres. Further,

1 of 5



Dexter Moratorium Hearing
September 15, 1977

developed lots in Dexter vary from a single residence
or other structure on the parcel to mobile home
parks containing several dwelling units.

Lots created in the community of Dexter in the
future will be required to conform to the minimum
sizes prescribed by the land use zones. The major
portion of the proposed moratorium area is zoned
rural residential (minimum lot size of 1,2 or 5
acres depending upon circumstances)} with smaller areas
zoned farm~forestry 20 (minimum parcel size of 20
acres). AGT (minimum lot size of 5 acres) and
commercial. The map attached as Exhibit C represents
the zoning now existing within the community of
Dexter,

Topography. The community of Dexter is located on the
older alluvial terraces of the Middle Fork Willamette
River and its tributary, Lost Creek. The area is
generally gently rolling and flat with slopes usually
less than 5 percent.

Porosity and absorbency of soil, Soils'typical of much
of the proposed moratorium area consists of silty clay . A
loam over clay or clay cemented gravels. The low porosity
and absorbency of these soils is evidenced by the R
presence of temporarily perched water at oxr near the
ground surface (0 to 24 inches) during much of the
winter. '

The upper terrace east of the community of Dexter
has dense clay soils over smcoth weathered bedrock,
which results in a sheeting effect of surface runoff.
The area along Lost Creek is represented by poorly
drained gravelly loam soils over very gravelly clay
loams interspersed by limited areas of deep silty clay
loam soils and open gravels.

Geological formations adversely affecting subsurface
sewage disposal. The community of Dexter is located
within the transitional area between the Willamette
Valley and western Cascades geologic provinces, Erosion
has been the most recent dominant geological process and,
consequently, the valley bottoms of the Middle Fork
Willamette River, Lost Creek and Rattlesnake Creek

.have been filled with river sediments. Suitability for_-

subsurface sewage disposal is much more closely related
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Dexter Moratorium Hearing
September 15, 1977

to the characteristics of these sediment deposits
than to the underlying geoclogic characteristics.

Ground and surface water conditions and variations
therein from time to time. As previously presented,
the proposed moratorium area lies in a geological

and soil transition area; consequently the ground-
water quantity and quality vary widely. Groundwater
supplies in the younger alluvium along Lost Creek and
in the older, high river terraces are generally
adequate. In limited areas, generally in the upland
and hillside areas, groundwater may be found to be
naturally contaminated by arsenic.

Major surface waters in the vicinity of the
proposed moratorium area includes Dexter Reservoir,
the Middle Fork Willamette River and Lost Creek.
Generally, the quality of these major surface waters
is acceptable except for seasonal problems associated
with low summer flows, high temperatures and occasional
organic and bacterial enrichment in Lost Creek. Water
quality monitoring performed in the small ditches and
drainageways of the community of Dexter in 1973 found
significant concentrations of total and fecal
coliform bacteria.

Climatic conditions. The climate of the proposed
moratorium area 1s typical of the Willamette Valley
with warm dry summers and mild wet winters. = Annual
precipitation averages 45 to 50 inches, most of which
occures from November to March. Rainfall during
these winter months averages from 5 to 8 inches per
month.

Present and projected availability of water from un-
polluted sources. Residents of the proposed moratorium

..area utilize individually owned wells as their only

source of domestic water. BAs has been previously _
discussed, water for domestic use is readily available
in moderate quantities from shallow aquifers underlaying
the area. These aquifers are generally protected from -
surface contamination by the intervening clay soils.
However, improperly constructed wells in proximity to
malfunctioning subsurface sewage disposal systems could
present a threat to the continued acceptability of

such aquifers.
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Dexter Moratorium Hearing
September 15, 1977

Type of and proximity to existing domestic water
supply sources. The City of Lowell, located across
Dexter Reservoir from the proposed moratorium area,
operates a community water supply system serving its
residents. The U.S. Corps of Engilneers operates

a small water supply system utilizing Dexter Lake as
a water source, but the service area of this system
ig limited to Dexter Park.

With the exception of the groundwater currently
supplying the individual wells within Dexter, the
Middle Fork Willamette River and Dexter Lake are the
only likely sources of domestic water supply in the
area. Both of these potential water supply sources
would reguire the construction of water treatment

-facilities to insure the potability of the water.

Type of and proximity to existing surface waters.
The only surface water of any consequence actually
within the proposed moratorium area is a portion of Lost
Creek. Lost Creek is a small stream with a dry-
weather low flow of approximately 10 cfs. Dexter
Lake, a reregulation reservoir of approximately

1025 acres, and the Middle Fork Willamette River,

a moderate~sized river with a dry-weather low flow
of approximately 1,500 cfs, are other surface waters
in relative proximity to the proposed moratorium
area.

Capacity of existing subsurface sewage disposal systems.
The operational status of the existing individual
subsurface sewage disposal systems within the

proposed moratorium area has been evaluated several
times beginning in 1967-68 with the most recent survey
completed in May, 1976. All of the surveys indicate .
the existence of serious problem with failing or marglnally
operating subsurface sewage disposal systems in the K
community of Dexter. The results of the 1968 and

1976 sanitary surveys are summarized in Exhibit D

(from Appendix G from the "Dexter-Lowell Area Facilities
Plan", Lane Council of Governments).

More recently, in April and May 1977, the Lane
County Water Pollution Control Division conducted
a more detailed evaluation of those subsurface sewage
disposal systems identified as failing in the 1976
community survey. It is anticipated, as a result of
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Dexter Moratorium Hearing
September 15, 1977

that evaluation, that satisfactory repair of the
currently failing systems will be both difficult
and expensive and that even such expensive repairs
may have only a limited life expectancy. Exhibit E
presents the conclusions of the study performed by
the Water Pollution Contrel Division.

GCS/gr
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, OZFG

) IN THE MATTER OF ESTABLISHiils Jupy

) A MORATORIUM DN CGNSTRUCFIﬂN
RESOLUTTION) PERMITS FOR SUBSURFACE SEwA G

) DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN DEXTER,

) OREGON

77-6=8- 13"

WHEREAS, the Lane County Environméntal Health Division, in a May,
1976, survey of on-site subsurface sewage disposal systems in the,
unincorporated community of Dexter, Oregon found a large percentaqe of these
disposal systems to have failed or to be marginally operative, and

WHEREAS , the Lane County Water Poilution Control Division, through 7
on-site investigations, has determined that the failing subsurface sewage’
disposal systems in the conmunity of Dexter are caused by a combination
of system age, the silty clay composition of the area soils, and poor
installation and design practices during construction, and

‘ NHEREAS, the high number of subsurface sewage disposal system
failures in the community of Dexter represents a potential health hazard
to the citizens of Dexter and, because the Dexter Reservoir attracts many
visitors each year, to other Lane County residents, and

WHEREAS, the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission,
pursuant to ORS 454.605 to 454.745, has been granted the authority over
subsurface sewage disposal systems within the State of Oregon, and

therefore be it hereby

RESOLVED that the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission
be requested to place a moratorium upon the issuance of construction
permits and favorable reports of evaluation of site suitability for new.
subsurface sewage disposal systems within the boundaries of Dexter,
Oregon, hereinafter attached as Appendix A.

RESOLVED that this moratorium shall last only so long as the above-
listed conditions continue to cause a high number of subsurface sewage

disposal failures in Dexter, Oregon.

DATED this 8th day of June, 1977,

“o

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,
LANE COUNTY, OREGON

Chairman
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APPENDIX ‘A’
ProPOSED MORATORIUM BOUNDARY
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'REVISED BOPULATION PRO

* Does not include Goshen area.
|k Flgures in parentheses are estlmates by Center for Populatlon Research & Census, Portland State Uni

IONS BY SUB-BASINS (2-10-76)

1975 1580 1985 1990

24,267

1970
SUB-BASIN #1 ... - s
Urban: Creswell - : 1,199 1,500(1,525) 1,700 2,000 2,300
Creswell Urbanizing 1,106 1,250 - 1,450 1,650 1,950
Sub~Total: Creswell 2,299 2,750 ° 3,150 3,650 4,250
Cottage Grove 6,004 6,900(6,700) 8,000 9,250 10,750
Cottage Grove
Urbanizing 2,200 2,5000° " 2,900 3,400 3,900
Sub~Total: Cottage Grove 8,204 9,400 " 10,900 12,650 14,650
TOTAL URBAN . . 10,503 12 150?'“ 14,050 16,300 18,900
RURAL* o 7.177 6,714 . 7,231 7,808 8,483
GRAND TOTAL - SUB-BASIN #1 17,680 18,864 21,281 24,108 27,338
SUB-BASIN #2
Urban: Dexter 525 570 ° 615 660 705
Lowell . 567 6461620) 725 804 883
Sub~-Total: Dexter-Lowell 1,092 1,2167; 1,340 1,464 1,588
Qakridge 3,422 3,5901(3,%910) 3,770 3,958 4,156
TOTAL URBAN 4,514 4,806 5,110 5,422 5,744
RURAL S 6,071 6,434 6,812 7,189 7,575
- GRAND TOTAL ~ SUB-BASIN #2 10,585 11,240 11,922 12,611 13,319
SUB-BASIN #3
Urban: Blue River 520 - 530 550 560 570
Marcola -560 - 570 590 600 620
Coburg 713 770(830) 830 890 960
TOTAL URBAN _ 1,793 1,870 1,97C 2,050 2,150
RURAL 5,923 6,518 7,107 7,929 8,733
GRAND TOTAL -~ SUB-BASIN #3 7,716 B,388 . 9,077 9,579 10,883
SUB-BASIN #4
Urban: Junction City 2,373 2,740(2,730) 3,200 3,630 4,010
Elmira 600 -~ 675 7 760 860 970
Veneta 1,377 1,558(1,9920) 1,763 1,995 2,257
TOTAL URBAN 4,350 4,973 5,723 6,485 7,237
RURAL, 14,871 16,619 18,544 20,755 23,229
GRAND TOTAL -~ SUB-BASIN #4 19,221 21,592 . 27,240 30,466

1995

2,650
2,250
4,300
12,800

4,650

17,450

22,350
9,128
31,478

750
960
1,710
4,364
6,074
8,039
14,113

590
630
1,040
2,260
9,625
11,885

4,430
1,095
2,554
8,079
26,016
34,095

2000

3,053
2,550
5,603
15,241

5,650
20,891
26,4594

9,886
356,380

795
1,137
1,932
4,582
6,514
8,447

14,961

600
650
1,127
2,377
16,627
13,004

4,894
1,236
2,890
3,020
29,144
33,164

g LIdIHXH
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EXHIBIT D
APPENDIX G

Dexter Area Survey Update™®
- 1976

In the way of background information, a health hazard survey was conducted
in the Dexter area in 1968 to determine the adequacy of the sewage disposal
systems in that area.

As a result of a request from the Committee of Concerned Citizens for Better
Living in Dexter through the Lane Council of Governments, an update of the
1968 health hazard survey was conducted by this d1v1s1on

Surveys are normally conducted during the heavy rainy season, however, in
order to accommodate the request of the Dexter people for an update of the
work done in 1968, the survey was conducted in May 1976, a relativa]y dry
month. The survey team reported that they found no water flowing in ditches,
drainage ways or on the surface of the ground. In contrast, the 1968 survey
was conducted in January, a relatively wet month,

The 1976 survey was concerned primarily with the condition of the existing
subsurface sewage disposal systems and other individual means of sewage '
disposal.

Some of the data may appear to be in conflict when comparing the totals for
the study. The following facts will help resolve any apparent discrepencies,

1. More than one structure exists on some fax Tots.

2. Some structures have been removed.

3. Unable to determine location or conaition (see footnotes).

4.  Some of the older failing systems have been repaired.

5. New failures were noted in 1976 which were not noted ih 1968.

6. 1976 was a relatively dry year and the ra1ny season had already
passed.

.*Prepared by
A : Lane County Environmental
G-2 . Health DlVlSlOn '




Data Comparison of 1976 and 1968
Dexter Environmental Surveys

1976 1568
Properties visited* (tax lots) 147 92 less U.T.D.
Structures investigated 202 | Not Given
Number of failing SDS : 54 35
Number of marginal SDS 27 20
Number of satisfactory SDS 108 34
Percent of failing systems 26.7 -39
Percent of marginal systems 13.4 T22
Number of U,T.D¥* : 13 , 14
Percent of failing and marginal systems 40.1 61

* 1968 report does not list U.T.D. in total of properties visited. There
is a difference of 41 properties visited in the two surveys. Some-of this
difference may be accounted for by partitioning of the tax lots since
1968, but a check of tax lot survey forms against the original composite
study area map does not account for this difference.

#% Y.T.D. - denotes unable to determine the condition of sewage disposal
system for various reasons such as refusal of entry to property by owner,
dogs, property overgrown with grass and weeds, or a lack of any clues as
to the location of sewage disposal system.

Conclusions and Observations

Considering the time of year and the dryness of the season, a significant )
-number of marginal or failing sewage disposal systems were noted in the 1976
survey (40.1 percent). It is felt that with a failure rate this high in . .
Lhe ‘month of May, that if the survey had been conducted during the heighth .
“of the rainy season, this percentage could hav?éven exceeded the 1968 results
“which were 61 percent

Another 1nterest1ng factor to cons1der is that not a]l the same propert1es
wore failing in 1976 as compared to 1968, This indicates that there is a
cont1nu1ng sewage disposal system failure rate which cannot be solved mere1y
Hy repairing the presently failing systems.

i



EXHIBIT E

EXCERPTED FROM: "Staff Report-Dexter Individual Waste
Disposal Evaluation", Lane County Water
Pollution Control Division, May 1977

CONCLUSIONS:

In summary, the Water Pollution Control Divisiqnlidentified
twenty (20) parcels within the community of Dexter containinga
approximately 53 dwelling units which are presently being
served by the failing on-site ﬁaste disposal systems. Based -
upon.thé use of mounded disposal systems as a means of solving
the identified waste disposal problems, it is estimated that

an expenditure of approximately $98,000 would be required.

In addition, another thirteen (13) dwelling units with¥ :
in the community of Dexter are being served by on-site waste
disposal systems which are suspected of failing, but the system
failure has not been confirmed. If all of these systeﬁs are
found to be actually failing,rpreliminary estimates indicate'that:
approximately $25,000 to $40,000 would be required for instalia— |

tion of appropriate repair systems.

In developing the estimated costs for upgrading failing
on-site waste disposal systems serving many of the dwellings
.M indtheIcommunity of Dexter, every effort was made to provide
repair systems which would have a reasonable chance of survival.
However, in some instances the physical limitations are éo
;éeveré that even thg proposed design.may have only a limited
effecfive service life before failure occurs and the system

would have to again be repaired.

- ges/gr
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WRITTEN DESCRIPTION
DEXTER MORATORIUM AREA

Starting at the intersection of the West line of
Section 16, Township 19 South, Range 1 West, Willamette
Meridian, the intersection of the Northerly right of
way line of County Road No, 95 (Dexter Road); run thence
Northerly along said North right of way line of said
County Road No. 95, 370 feet, more or less; thence
north 72° 27' East 230 feet, more or less; thence North
600 feet, more or less; thence South 69° East 460
feet, more or less; thence North 38° 420 feet, more or
less, to the Southerly right of way line of State Highway
No. 58 (Willamette Highway); run thence easterly
along the said South right of way line of said State
Highway No. 58, 4700 feet, more or less, to a point:
thence South 300 feet, more or less; thence Southeasterly
115 feet, more or legs; thence South 120 feet, more or
less; thence West 66 feet, more or less; thence South
145 feet, more or less; thence West 770 feet, more or
less, to the Westerly right of way line of County Road
No, 1282 (Lost Creek Road); thence South 20 feet, more
or less, along said West line of said County Road; thence
WEst 1140 feet, more or less; thence South 870 feet,
more or less; thence East 20 feet, more or less; thence
South 1116 feet, more or less, to the Southerly right of
way line of the Southern Pacifi¢ Railroad; thence Westerly
along the said Southerly right of way llne of said
Southern Pacific Railroad to its intersection with the
North line of the South one-~half of the Southeast one-
quarter of Section 17, said Township and Range; thence
east to the east line of Section 17 of said Township and
Range; thence North along the said West line of said
Section 17, said Township and Range to the p01nt of
Beginning in Lane County, Oregon. !



(a)

PETITION
TO
OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
FOR
CHANGE TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
DEXTER MORATORIUM AREA

The petitioner hereby requests that the Oregon Environmental
Quality Commisgsion instruct the Director of the Department

of Environmental Quality to immediately develop the necessary
changes or additions to the Oregon Administrative Rules which
would prohibit the issuance of construction permits for new
subsurface sewage disposal systems or favorable reports of
evaluation of site suitability within the boundaries of the
following geographic areas of the unincorporated community

of Dexter, Oregon:

_ Starting at the intersection of the West line of Section
16, Township 19 South, Range 1 West, Willamette Meridian,

the intersection of the Northerly right of way line of

" County Road No. 95 (Dexter Road); run thence Northerly

along said North right of way line of said County Road No.

95, 370 feet, more or less; thence North 72° 27' East 230
feet, more or less; +thence North 600 feet, more or less; -
thence South 69° East 460 feet, more or less; thence North .
38° 420 feet, more or less, to the Southerly right of way
line of State Highway No. 58 (Willamette Highway):; run

thence Easterly along the said South right of way line of
said State Highway No. 58, 4700 feet, more or less, to a p01nt
thence South 300 feet, more or less; thence Southeasterly '
115 feet, more or less: thence South 120 feet, more or

legs; thence West 66 feet, more or less; thence South _
145 feet, more or less; thence West 770 feet, more or less,
to the Westerly right of way line of County Road No. 1282
(Lost Creek Road); thence South 20 feet, more or less,

along said West line of said County Road; thence West 1140
feet, more or less; thence South B70 feet, more or less; -
thence East 20 feet, more or less; thence South 1110 feet, -
more or less, to the Southerly right of way line of the
Southern Pacific Railroad; thence Westerly along the said
Southerly right of way line of said Southern Pacific Railroad
to its intersection with the North line of the South one-
half of the Southeast one-gquarter of Section 17, said .
Township and Range; thence east to the edst line of Section -
17 of said Township and Range; thence North along the

said West line of said Section 17, said Township and Range

to the point of Beginning in Lane County, Oregon.



Dexter Moratorium
September 1%, 1977
Page 2

(¢)

(d)

The petitioner alleges the following facts in support of
his request for the adoption of the proposed rule:

1. A May 1976 survey of on-site systems in Dexter,
performed by the Lane County Health Division, indicated
that the number of system failures and marginally opera-
tive systems were 27% and 13%, respectively.

2. Large portions of the soils of the Dexter area are
largely permeable, coarse gravels, slowly permeable silty
clay loams and ClaXS, or dense clay situated over smooth
weathered bedrock.

3. The unincorporated community of Dexter is no
longer primarily at rural densities.

4. The large percentage of subsurface sewage disposal
systems, with attendant surfacing of largely untreated sewage,
represents a serious potential for a communicable disease
health hazard.

Petitioner alleges that the following propositions of law
pertain to the adoption of the proposed rule:

1. ORS 454.605 to 454.745, which pertain to the regula-
tion of subsurface sewage disposal in Oregon. Petitioner
specifically relies upon ORS 454,685 which authorizes the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission to limit the construc-
tion of subsurface sewage disposal systems.

Petitioner alleges substantial interest in the adoption of
this rule in the following specifics:

1. Petitioner, as an agent and representative of the
Lane County Board of Commissioners, in charged with pro-
tecting the health, safety, and general welfare of the residents
of Lane County, Oregon. :

2. Petitioner, as a resident and private citizen of
Lane County, is personally interested in the promulgation of -
the proposed rule in that he has, and plans to continue,
to visit the Dexter area for recreational purposes.

ROY Iy BURNS, DIRECTOR
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION




ROBERT W STRAUB
LOVIRKOR

DEQ-4] .

DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MIDWEST REGION

16 OAKWAY MALL ® EUGENE, OREGON ® 97401 ® Phone (503)686-7601

September 20, 1977

Roy Burns

Lane County

Dept. Environmental Management
125 East 8th

Eugene, Oregon 97401

Dear Mr, Burns:

Based upon informational meetings, document review, and cursory
inspection of the proposed moritorium area of Dexter, the Department
of Environmental Quality offers its concurrence with the proposed
subsurface sewage disposal moritorium and its purpose to provide
relief to the community of Dexter from continued and mounting exposure
to health hazards in the form of human sewage.

This concurrence is based upon committment of Lane County to
provide, as an 1ntegra1 part of this moritorium, an active program
to accomplish repair or solution to the existing failing sewage
disposal systems and to plan for a suitable means of sewage treatment
and disposal related to future growth and welfare of the community
of Dexter.

Sincerely,

-
N o

o

/

- s e a;f Ve e A e
Verner dJd. ison

Region Ma ager

DSJ/ jnf
cc: DEQ/Subsurface Sewage Division
Regional Operations



CONSULTING

nqineer}' J. VAL TORONTO & ASSOCIATES, INC.
BTATE OF DREGON L TELEPHONE [503) 27&-7402
LICENSE #5802 219 8. E. 28D

BTATE OF WASHINGTIN
LICENBE #11766

BETATE OF ALAGKA
LICENBE #1412

PENDLETON, OREGON 97801

September 21, 1977

Joe B. Richards, Chairman

. Environmental Quality Commission

Eugene;, Oregon 97401
Dear Mr, Richards:

The following information was obtained from Kent Mathiot, Hydrologlst for the
State Water Resource Department, Salem Oregon.

"Spring flowsin the Columbia River raise the water table in the City of Irrigon
to within 15' of the ground surface, Hydraulic gradient of the water table is
northwest toward the Coluwmbia River. If asked, his recommendations would be to
limit growth to low density development of 1 acre lots, and this would only be

a temporary measure in delaying pollution of the groundwater table. Trench
drainfields should be limited to a maximum depth of 37, however, in Irrigon

this places the pipe trench drainfields immediately over the course gravel.

In general three-quarters of the Irrigon area is immediately underlain with
course grained material, hence, septic tank drainfields are being installed and
have been installed just above material that is classified as course grained
material’,\in violation of 0.R.S. 454.605 - 454,745 and Oregon's recommended
procedure for the safe installation of septic tank drainfields.)" Groundwater
table fluctuates with the high and low water elevation-in the Columbia River and
this action acts to flush the septic tank drainfields effluents towards the
river. The results of this flushing action is that drainfield effluent comes in
contact and is mixed with the groundwater table underlying the City. Because the
present City demsity is low, effluent and groundwater conceéentrations are low,
however, these can be expected to increase with increased City development.'

The following information was obtained from Doctor Robert. Paeth, Soil Scientist
for the D.E.Q. |

"Examination of the recently taken 10 well water samples tend to indicate that.
the noted differences between the nitrates and chlorides probably results from

agriculture, and that soil analysis indicates course grained soil."

The City wishes to enter into the commission's records correspondence, date July
5, 1977, from Doctor Paeth to Steve Gardels, D.E.Q.

CiviL — HYDRAULICS - STRUCTURES

HIGHWAY DESIGN COMMUNITY PLANNING
ATZCIDENT INVESTIGATIOR PARKS AND BWIMMING PDOLS

. WATER AND SEWER DESIBN. PLANTS AND FACILITIES

BITE DEVELOPMENT IMVESTIGATION BUBDIVIBION PLANNING AND BURVEYS
CONETRUCTION MANAGEMENT & BURERVISHIN CANALE, DRAINAGE SBTRUCTURES & STORM DRAINS

FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION -— BORINGS, CLABSIFICATION & TEBTING



The cost of a septic tank and drainfield installation is comservatively placed at
$1,000,00. During the last 2 years the City has gained approximately 100 new
residences. The $100,000.00 capitilized cost of this loet investment would have
made a significant contribution towards the City's proposed sewage system.. This
.sum represents one-fifth the total cost of installing a wunicipal sanitary sewer
system, With the City's present rate of growth, by 1980 (3 years hence) one-half
of the cost of a municipal sanitary sewage system will be invested in sub-surface
drainfield installations and it can be anticipated that all of these residences
having only recently installed expensive septic tank installations can be expected
tc resist passage of any bond election for sewage system purposes. ‘

The preparation of the facility plan was undertaken through the efforts of a far
sighted City Planning Commission and City Council. The 1976-77 priority list
indicated a priority rating of 128, The 1977-78 priority list indicates a
priority rating of 149. Though 54 projects are expected to be funded, the City's
position has moved back by twenty one points,

We urge reconsideration of the City's position on the priority list,

Sincerely yours,

. Val Toronto, P.E;

JvT/dar




State of Oregon _
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY - INTEROFFICE MEMO

To: Steve Gardels j Date: July 5, 1977
A .

From:. BOb Paeth é,&

subiect:Irx:igon Grant Project Desirability

I asked Kent Mathiot to prepare a short summary of geology and
ground water for the area you are concerned about in Irrigon. I will
not address this question. :

The scoils information developed by Bruce Sarazin and J. Val Toronto
indicate that this area is underlain by open porous gravels and gravely
gands. Depth to coarse-grained material ranged from 30.to 42 inches.
Depth to ground water according to your memo is 20 or 30 feet.

This is a situation similar to a 390-sguare mile area in East
Portland on which a study was done in 1974. Depth to ground water in
East Portland is in excess of 100 feet. Subsurface disposal of domestic
waste in East Portland has contaminated ground water. Nitrate- nltrogen
was significantly higher within this area than it was in adjacent
sewered areas. This was particularly apparent in wells which developed
water from the upper part of the saturated zone. The study also showed
a historic increase in NO3 - N in ground water in this unsewered area.

A properly operating treatment and disposal system partially treats
effluent before disposal into a medium through which it passes into ground
water. Most soil systems can remove BOD, phosphates, and fecal organisms,
but have little effect on removal of some chemical contaminants. In '
general, fine-grained soils remove suspended solids, fecal organisms,
and chemical contaminants better than coarse-grained soils. But nitrogen
and fecal organisms can travel substantlal dlstances in effluent percolating
through course-grained material.

Geologic materials in the Irrigon area appear to be similar to those
in the East Portland area. Ground water is much shallower. With a parcel
size of 1/6 acre in Irrigon, we can expect contamination of ground water
to take place. This is an area of urban development with small lot

sizes. The potential is for high population density. Further development
should be based on area-wide sewerage if the quallty of the ground water -
is to be maintained.

RCP/bw pewr O O oo
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL L QuALITY
cc: Fred M. Bolton : N m\f?, W :
Kent Mathiot : ﬁg e dlasﬂ i
Bruce Sarazin
Uy - 6 197/ J

PENDBLETON DISTRICY OFFICE

DEQ 4
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To hembers of the IViremental Jor
and fellow uitizins:

sgion

T am williszm Adsms, betier koown ag Bill Adems, of Tachuwts, Orve, ¥FE., 547-31sl
The opibns I desire Lo present ore my own, but ave shared by our City Council and
tility Zoaxd. sAnd most have been wresented to the Lincoln County Solid Vaste
Advisitory Bowrd,

1~ It is vital to have an extension on jresent disopsal sites, even thoush the voters
have wp.oroveda bond iswue of EGOO,QOD, Ho =ction has been taken to provide servicso

to the general mublic, other thun whai was wovided wmrior vo the bond a wrovel by
sxrivete collevters,

-y

2« T feel takt sny extention granted should stimulaete zdeguate provisions to irovide
f.—; s e s -
the genersl ,ublic & reesonzble service at & reesonable price.

3= We ere wwore thot Lune Uounity closed rivate dumps about 20 yesrs ugo, and

astablished public sanitery lund £ills, To my lkmowledge Lincoln Jo. hés one ublic

owned dump. Owned by the City of Hewpoxt and it is loosted in <« Imown land slide area,
Ceritol impwovement, yet this site was

which would seem o make 11 wnsuituble for &
selecded to remsin o.en under & Jounty solid waste lup,

= C

d—  How cun the wblic be assured of conbiniued fubure service without coritrol through
o time lesbe or oub-right urchése of disposal sites, The plan belng considered
hog & 1 year .rice gureptee, 4nd &1L facilities are rrivetly owned,

H-~ fhe gden currently being presented to the Jounty & Cities for consiveration does
not téke into considevation the enviigmental imrgct of ruaning 45 to 50 yard téndem
trailers on our present over taxed roads, anu thé{édvﬁsahility of long neuls &s
oresented by & ns=tlonsl study sent oult by region x of the D.b.0, And the uncertsin
duration oi the transyort of shiredded rubber to the Teledo puly mill where hurning
ocenrs on én experimental basis, Taie is occuring as for <8 I now with-out edther
Tapuct stetement or & conditionsl use perwit, &8s Benton Counly will reguire jrior

to accepting Lincoln Yo, garbsge. The yeoile in thne .revellipg wind dirvection will
Sind teis to fe & yesr round gmllﬁﬁt rether thon sessons=l such &b slash and field
burning, iy regionsl dispossl ocours,

Any help you can offer in fhis regard U'm sure will be a_preciwted by all

=]
a

nersons conserned in mainteining our enviroment for iresent and fulure genevsiions,
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Rate Hikes Due

County garbage haulers
plan to ask for a nine-month
extension on a state permit
that would expire Oct. 1,
forcing local dumps to close.

In & discussion Aug. 17
with Lincoln County com-
mnissioners, the county’s four
franchised garbage haulers
said the extension should

- give them time to implement

a plan to take garbage to
neighboring Benton County.

Once that plan is in effect,
disposal rates will increase
by $1 a month for a house-
hold with one can of garbage
collected each week, the
haulers estimate. For two
cans, the increase is ex-
pected to be $2.

County commissioners and
city councils regulate rates
for the franchised disposal
businesses, )

The haulers met with the
county commission to report

on the progress of the

transfer plan and to ask for
tentative approval of it.

The idea to haul Lincoln
County garbage to the mas-
sive Coffin Butte landfill
near Corvallis is nothing
new. It was raised last year,
at about the same time
county voters approved
another plan at the Nov. 2
election to deal with solid
waste,

County commissioners
decided to abandon the
voier-approved plan —
which called for a garbage
grinder to be installed at
Agate Beach — "after the
Coffin Butte idea surfaced.
Private business apparently
could solve the county’s
garbage disposal problems
withput government help,
they said.

The problem stems from a
staie regulation admin-
jstered by the Oregon
Department of Environ-

A permit for an exception
to those requiremenis ex-
pires Oct. 1, but county of-
ficials and garbage haulers
were guardedly oplimistic
that an extension can be
obtained.

Under the Coffin Butte
plan, no organic garbage
would be dumped or inciner-
ated in Lincoln County.
Trash would be dumped into
large containers at transfer
stations at or near existing
dump sites. Trucks owned by
Valley Landfill, which
manages the Coffin Butite
operation, would be hired to
haul the garbage east.

Each of the four county
garbage disposal businesses
-~ Toledo Sanitary Service,
Waldport-Yachats Disposal,
North Lincoln Sanitary
Service and Thompson's

Sanitary Service, Newport —
would contract te pay for

Section 3

Wednesday, August 24, 1977

hauling and disposal at Cof-
fin Butte. No public money
will be used.

Robert Bunn of Valley
Landfill has said he intends
to start a recycling program
at his 200-acre landfill when
the volume of refuse it ac-
cepts is increased.

Lincoln County’s 17,000
tons of garbage each year
would help hoost the volume
enough to make recycling
profitable, said Emmett
Dohey, county sanitarian.

Gordon Macpherson, New-
port lawyer representing the
garbage haulers, said nine
months  would bhe a
“realistic’’ period f{o clear
legal hurdles, consiruct
transfer stations and begin
trucking loads to Coffin
Butte. In addition to an ex-
tension of the DEQ permit,
approval from the Benton
County Planning Commis-

Extension Asked for
County Garbage Dumps

sion rust be obtained before
Lincoln County trash can.
cross the county line.

Dobey said that raising
Lincoln County domps to
sapitary landfill standards
would reguire expensive
rebuilding. Passed on to

customers, the expense
would increase garbage
bills.

Ray McDuffee of Seal
Rock, a county Solid Waste
Cornmittee member, said
the Coffin Butte proposal
seemed to be the least ex-
pensive solution available,

Residential customers pay
from $2.50 to $3.90 per month
for garbage collection,
depending on their location
and type of service. Haulers
estimate those rates would
be increased to cover expen-
ses of building transfer
stations and disposal at
Coffin Butte.




Sec. 2, Page 8

Wednesday,AugustW 1977, Newport, Ore,

Depoe Slough ReSIdents Oppose Toledo Additio

Possible floodmg of lands
and homes in the north
Depoe Slough area was the
major concern of persons
attending the Aug 10 Teledo
Planning Commission
meeting. They also spoke in
opposition to the annexation
of land northeast of Highway
20.

The land in question is 40
acres located north of High-
way 20 and east of 229. It is
owned by Rex Edmondscn
and Glenn Lyons of Toledo,

The comuission took no
action on the proposed an-
nexation but said it would
have to look into the matter
further and at the same time
consider other areas to be
brought into the city to meet
Land Conservation and
Development Commission
(LCDC) urban growth boun-
dary requirements.

The commission asked
Lyons and Edmondson to
submit more detailed plans
for their proposed develop-
ment.

:  Edmondson said they were
. looking at annexation of the
land to the city as part of
. their development plan. ‘‘We

- need to know the services

. that will be available,” he
: said.
. About half of the land is
. fow and would not be suitable
for building. Only the upper
. 20 acres would be developed
* ‘or houses, he said. _
The low lands could be
: leveloped into a horse
“ yasture or a possible park
- levelopment, he suggested.
Edmondson said he and

put a brldge or causeway
acrass the slough from High-
way 229 but that the area
could not be diked.

He said the State Highway
Division had suggested
access to the land from
Highway 229 rather than
Highway 20, the latter being

abusier road.

The development, he said,
would be residential, and if
with mobile homes it would
not be a ‘“‘trailer court.”

City manager Larry Hart
told the commission that
before annexation could take
place at least four steps
would have to be taken: 1}
consultation with the Hhigh-
way division; 2)-discussion
with the Lincoln County
School Distriet about the

effect that the increase in |
population would have on §

school . enrollment; - 3}
compliance with the LCDC
goals and guidelines; and 4)
the legal aspects of annexing
an area that is not contig-
nous to the rest of the city.
$id Neal, vice chairman of
the commission, said he felt
eventually the city would be
growing in that direction.
“We thought we had enough
property to grow into,” said

Neal, referring to the pro-.

posed Urban  Growth
Boundaries selected earlier

Manhole
Left Open

A manhole on NW Third
Street in Newport was left

open Aug. 13, ifs cover re- .

moved sometlme durmg the

npeatriaee i edad

have
‘property and the Geddard

by the commission. “But we
lost the Skelton

land is under a cloud. We
have lost over 100 acres
{within the proposed bound-
arles), he said.

.. The Skelton property is
that land adjacent and north

of the Goddard annexation
across 055 Butler Bridge. The

land was recentl urchased_
by _Georgia-Padliic_Corp

The -Goddard annexation is

being contested by G-P since
that firm does not want a

res;dentaal development so
close to its mill site. The
Yaquina River runs between
the mill and the Goddard
land.

Carol Gillen of Toledo said
Highway 20 is a natural
boundary for the city limits
and she does not think the
town should jump a major
road. She likened the

potential traffic situation to

problems faced by Newport
with Highway 10! running
through the center of that
town.

-womld run an

Dorothy Fieher, home
owner in the north slough
area, said the Highway 20
bypass had caused drainage
troubles with low lands. She
sald she has one field that
used to be planted in grain
but since the bypass was
built it was too-wet for a
crop.

Jay Rasmussen of Roufe 2,
Toledo, said he fell any
impediment in the slough
increased
changing the
He said that

chance of
water flow.

‘although government:
agencies other than the city
would be issuing permits for -
work in the slough, Toledo
would be the one eventually
faced with law suits

stough area were to occur.

Eric Crookshank of Siletz
was afraid the city would not
stop with that annexation but
continue right up the road.
“We'll have a super highway
to Salishan,” he said.

He said he did not want the’

city of Toledo to grow and

asked .where all the people
‘who would live in the new
+development would work,

- Neal said that was not the

commission’s problem.
if 'there are no jobs, they won't
flooding of homes in the

come,’” he said.

Opal Bates of Highway 229
asked if the city could con-
sider taking the upper Olalla
area into its urban growth
boundaries.

Neal said it was a pos-
sibility and the commission
would be locking into a
number of alternatives.

C(If ]

Kathy Fitzpatrick of R
Box 58, Toledo, said
Citizen Advisory Corormil
(CAC) would also be look
into alternatives for the 1
of Toledo’s propused url
growth houndaries.

i
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We, the un(er51gne& believe thE'Teledyne Weh ' Chan

our rivers, the ground mnd the alr
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our rlvers, the ground and the ai
this. condltxoﬂ exists because of-

Quality's. (DEQ) lack of; ‘understanding

- We demand the DEQ perform a thorough:

pollutien discharge. We believe th

DEQ to undertake “the respon51b11;ty

- understanding of Wzh Chang's’ entire

¥We, the uiidersigned, demand that

~ the effects of nuclear radiation,

”.dloxlﬁe, .carbon- monoxlde), i

cyanide, sulfuric ecid:and R

the DEQ uphold the July 197

which will 1limit no niore:

to be- dlscharged per &ay.
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We, tne unner51uneé belleve the Teledyne Wabh':Chan
plant in~Albany,: 0re50n to be disecharging. unaccept
gquantities of toxiec materials into the‘enV1ronmen.
our rivers, the ground, Cand thé air we breathe. W
this condition exists because. of the Départmen
guallty s (DEQ) 1ack of. understandlngi -

uncerstandlng of Vah Chang R qntlre pr -
We, the undersigned, demand that the. DEQ study n de
the effects of nuclesr radiation, - alr tox1c1ty :
dioxide, carbon’ monoxide);:
cyanide, sulfiuric acid and:
the . DEQ uphold the July 19

to be &1scharaed per day. we understan ie
to be technologlcally possible -and- will x
environmental costs 1n order for Wah Chan
inconvenichces. = . .
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tﬂe unter51uned belleve the.

Jour rivers, fhe ground and the alf rath
this condition exists because of. the Department o
'Quallty s (DEQ) lach of understandlnc of ,

rollutien dlscharge. We belleVe that
DEG to undertake the resPon31b111%y, 1t‘must ha
_unterstandlng of Weh Chang's entire: product 1
We, the under31éned demand +that: the DEQ" study in‘det
the effects of nuclear radlatlon, alr t0X1c1t"”(‘u

which will
to be disc

#mit no more tha :
rged per day. We understand“
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»Petition «

Ve, the uncer51gne& belleve the Teledyne Waeh Chang

plant in Albany, Oregon to be discharging unacceptable
QantltleS of toxic materials into the env1ronment including

our rivers, the ground, and the air we breathe. We believe

this condition exists becsuse of the Department of Environmental
Quality's (DEQ) lack of understanding of the problem.

We demand the DY perform a thorough analySLS of the

pollutien discharge. Ve believe that in order for the ;

DEQ to undertake the respbnsibility, it must huve a complete
uncderstanding of Wah Chang's entire production process.

We, the undersigned, demand that the DEJ study in detail

the effects of nuclear radiation, air tox1c1ty (sulfur

dioxide, carbon monoxide), MIBK, phosgené gas, hydrogen

cyanide, sulfuric acid and Radium 226. VWe demand that

the DEY uphold the July 1971 standards on water di:charges

which will limit no more than 300 1bs. of ammonia nitrogen!

to be discharged per day. We understand this request

to be technologically possible and will not suffer the health and
environmental costs in order for Wah Chang to avoid finaneial |
inconveniences,

Name ' " Address Phone
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J CD-«,D.%,;» KR ¥R 2SR
MH %M’“UUJ_ : 2!4 M 4 J@‘?T Cwmd, e (f/w«a/
Z;é‘”fj"‘& f)g%ﬁa( /43 /e [@Qﬁ?@ Connlll, ., 7525730
Tl i 72 sl [y 7577767
/l%m ( ’%’%/{M 772 L) JEE (ogu 753 B>
dodta. s 16| N0 BHE AT G 152-%010

’UM /IW,XI/ U,{u Udfprr 4’;0/1—( i :(/t/ i Py Jjﬂfj 7 53 %7 §2

, 2929 e Coe 1528125
{é’MA&M 335 VW Swred Bo 253-7703
ey Rl LT3N Grark Gue I57-g9¢
., ' Iy 769@@7/
}’)imm/uﬂ %wﬂ/sz (215 N 6 ¥4 CGR__ 257351 y1
f%z,aé_,,c} borigield z}%ﬁ / 203 W ¥3 s;;;},&b 28 pespA A8
S0 Peddoe %2@ o Azed) 757033
i Uty 5 G0N 2 TE4-D41

/

/W %ﬁm Oernallsn sue  ZOSEW ekl

Please return to: COmmunlty Focus o ?152? {)4JE945“J‘_
| P.0. Box 1043 .. -« -~
JC:“,‘ allls, Ore.

97330 e

v

| ——

et PTT R Illl..‘.'.'!lil‘llll‘lll‘l'.ll‘l'lllll'.Illllll‘llllllllp-u-llll.ll‘lllll xw



PR LSRR TR RR IR LY

We, the un(er51cned belleve the Teledyne Wa
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plmn% in Albany, Oregon to. be dlschafg
quantities of toxic materials into “the;
our rivers, the ground, and the" alr W _ he i
this condiiion exists because of, “Ahe Department 0
Pualityts (DEQ) laclk of- understand’
We demand the DEY perform a thorough an:
pollutien discharge. ~¥We' believe: that
DEQ to un&ertake the respon51b111ty,_"

We, the under51gned demand that’th DEQ. stud; :
the effects of nuclear radlatlon, air “toxicity (s
dioxide, cerbon monox lde) ‘ ¢

cyanide, sulfuric acxd and
the DEQ uphold the July " 19

to be discharged per day. We: unid
to be. technolanlcally poéssible and: w111
environmental .costs’ in. order for Weh
1nconven1nnces. _ : :
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‘environmental costs in Drder'f

We, the un<er51gned belleve'the Te

g. 1
Ve demand the DEQ perform a thorough an;
pollutien: discharge. We believe that
Dﬂﬂ ~to undertake the respon51b1111y, 1t

We, the under51gned ‘demand that the DEQ study

the effects of nuclear rad1at10n-~
dioxide,. catbon monoxlde) : ' ;
cyanlge, sulfur1c a01& Hnd

whlch will llmlt na nore'
to be alscharwed‘per day
to.-be technologically possible: -and:

inconvenicnces, -
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_ ] 'ilbany, Oregun to! bé discha
quantltzes of’iox1c materlals lntoﬁth

pollutlon dlsch&rge.' We believe that in ok ey for th
DEQ to undertake the- respon51b111ty, it ‘st
understanding of"Wal Chang's-entire. product1o
¥We, tha undersigned, demand that the DEQ study: 1n deta
the effects of nuclear radiation, . air toxicity (:
dioxide,. carbon -monoxide),: ‘MIBK,  ph
- ¢yanide,; sulfuric acid and i1 '
the DEQ uphold. the’ Jnly 1971 standard
which w111 limit no MOTe th”

to be technologlcally posalble and. w;ll not

environméental costs in order for Vah Chang .t
1nconveniences. AR :
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. We demand the DEY perform- g“thoroug 
~pollutien discharge. We believe th

1nconvenlences. L

Name

We, thHe undersigned, belleVe the Teled
plant in Albany, Oregon-to be dlsc argin
quantities of toxic materlals Adnto H o
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this condition exists because: of th
Quality's (DEQ) lack of-understand

DEQ to undertake the resPon51blflty7
unﬁerstandlng of Wzh Chang's entire
We, tbe undersigned, demand that
the effects of nuclear rad"atlo
dioxide, cerbon motioxide
cyanide, sulfuric acid and
the DEQ uphold the July: 19
vhieh will limit: 1o more
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environmental costs 1n orde
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A‘We, the unuer51gned, be11ev the

.plant in-Albany, Oregon,to ‘be-dise
quantltles of” tox1c materlals 1nto

Qualxty 8 (DEg) 1ack of: understamlin
We demand the DEJ perform a thorough an
pollutien discharge. Ve believe tha
DEQ to undertake the respon51b111ty‘

;dloxlde, Carbon monoxlde)
_cyanide, sulfuric acid’ and
the DEQ uphold the July 1971
which will 1imit’ no moére th
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to be. techuologlcally possible and:
environmental costs 1n order for'
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