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Environmental Qu<i 1 ity Comm iss l'on Meet tng 
September 23, 1977 

Large Conference Rooin, Harris Hall 
, 125 East 8th Street 

Eugene, Oregon 

9:00 am A. flinutes of July 15, July T9, August 12, August 30 and September 13, 1977 EQC Meetings 

B. Monthly Activity Reports for July and August 1977. 

C. Tax Credit Applications. 

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

9:15 am 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· 

(Wilhite) 

9:30 am E. Subsurface Rules, Lane County - Public Hearing to Receive Testimony on a 
Proposal to Amend the Permit Fee Schedule for Repair of Subsurface 
Sewage Disposal Systems in Lane County, OAR 340-72-010. 

(Osborne) 

10:00 am 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. 

10:15 am G. Teledyne Wah Chang, Albany - Consideration of Proposed Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit for Rare Metals Plant. 

(Skirvin) 

10:30 am H. Sol id 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),, 

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

J. Sewage Works Construction Grants Priority List - Consideration of Adoption of 
Sewage Works Construction Grants Priority List for Federal Fiscal Year 1978. ) 

(Blankenship 
K. Sulfur Content of Fuels Policy - Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Pol icy 

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, OAR 340-35-025. (Hector) 

M. Midwest Region - Report of Midwest Region Manager on Significant On-Going 
Activities in the Midwest Region. Report of Air Quality Division on 
Field Burning. 

(Adkison) 
(Freeburn) 

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. Jacklyn 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 Qua! ity, 1234 S. W. Morrison 
Street, Portland, Oregon. 

AGENDA ITEM 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 

It 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 I - NPDES JULY l, 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, 
Commission that they had before them the consent order for the 
Seaside and that eight other orders had already been approved. 
that seven orders were under negotiation, of which Ross Island 
Gravel was one. 

told the 
City of 

He said 
Sand and 
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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 
Island 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 
Duraflake Division in Albany had requested a variance from the opacity 
regulations and from the process weight regulations. He said that the 
Company had installed a two-stage venturi scrubber on one dryer, but it 
was considered unable to continuously 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 
1 imits. 

Mr. Wilhite 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. Wilhite 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 years, 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 said 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 buildings. 
Mr. Wilhite 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 5, 1977, inspection report. 

Commissioner Somers MOVED, Commissioner Phinney seconded, and it was 
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carried with Commissioner Densmore dissenting, that this matter be post
poned until later in the meeting, and that the Departmen-t 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 believed it 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 ITEM 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 504 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 adequately. 

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. 

Inc 1 ud-i ng Lane County's amendment, the "Spec i a 1 Repair Permits" section of 
OAR 340-72-010 would read as follows: 

"Special repair permits shal 1 be issued upon appl i
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 repair 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 said 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 J.iORA: 
TORIUM ON PERMITS AND FAVORABLE REPORTS OF SITE SUITABILITY FOR NEW 
SUBSURFACE SEWAGE SYSTEMS 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 Pollution 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 fai 1 ing. 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. 

It 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 a·sked that 
new vehicle noise standards for 1979 and subsequent model year snowmobiles, 
now set at 75 dBA, be amended by mainta.i.ning 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 mddel 
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. 
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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 year 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 fafrly 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 it 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 said that there was not an auditory rea
son for the 75 dBA standard. 

It 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 voted for the motion 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 
Recommendation. 

It 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 Commissio'i1COuld, upon re-petition, reexamine the 
standard in light of improved noise reduction techniques 
and changes in Federal regulations." 

AGENDA ITEM G - TELEDYNE WAH CHANGE ALBANY, MILLERSBURG - CONSIDERATION 
OF PROPOSED AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE 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 said that he doubted that any facility in the State could 
maintain a zero odor off the plant site. Commissioner Somers said 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 said 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 
"cat box" odor that had been identified would be control led, 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 legally .. 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 sai.d that odor·surveying 
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would be done by the Department staff. 
nose was very sensitive to the element 
and therefore the best way to judge an 

Mr. Skirvin said that the human 
that caused the "cat-box" odor 
improvement would be by the smell. 

Mr. Skirvin said that the permit levels were based on regulation 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
ment's intent to observe all source tests. 

Commissioner Hallock asked if Wah Chang had ever been able to meet the 
permit limit, 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 said 
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 
immediately 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 yet 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 implemented. 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 Sections 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 dedicated 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 said 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 acceptable 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 1 imits in the existing permit were achieved. Mr. 
Bird said he wanted to assure the Commission that the Company intended to 
improve the environmental quality of the zirconium hafn·ium 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 4 
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 Somers 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 rep 1 i ed that he assumed it wou 1 d be the pub 1 i c. In 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 Commissidner: 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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1.t 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 
VARIANCES 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 availabl:e. 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 dump1 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, if, 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, Apri 1 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 l, 1978. 

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

(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_ I, 1978, 
the baghouse control system. 

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

Other steps to be taken and reported on by February l, 
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 l , 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. 

CONTINUATION 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 l, 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 out: 

(1) In regard to the Pacific City site, by November l, 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 l, 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 fenced 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 ITEM 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 Offices and the hearing process. Mr. 
Blankenship said that the primary emphasis was on water pollution control 
need. 

Mr. Blankenship said 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 
situation in Irrigon. 

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 list, 
the City of Stanfield would appreciate taking that place. 

In the matter of the City of Irrigon, 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 Irrigon 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 Irrigon 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 Irrigon 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 felt 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 if he should announce a conflict 
of interest because he is an officer of the City of Medford which had pro
jects on the priority 1 ist. Mr. Underwood said he would recommend abstain
ing in the vote. 

Commissioner 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 ITEM 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 contained 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 
sooner than those dates that a low sulfur rule would be 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 ITEM M - REPORT OF MIDWEST REGION MANAGER ON SIGNIFICANT ON-GOING 
ACTIVITIES IN THE MIDWEST REGION 

Mr. Vern Adkison of the Midwest Region appeared to answer any questions 
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 replied 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 Bomj 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, 

Carol A. 
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M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: EQC M.embers Date: September 16, 1977 

FROM: William 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 l urich meeting involve i terns that you have a I re'3dy 
received writte'1 information on at various t'mes during the last two month! .. 
I 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: 

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

2. Audit Report, DEQ, July l, 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. 

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

5; Critical Situation Pol icy--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: 

I. 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. 
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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 Item 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 Quality Commission. Water and 
Solid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals or disapprovals 
and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of permits are 
prescribed by statutes to be functions of the Department, subject to 
appeal to the Commission. 

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

Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice of 
the reported program activities and give confirming approval to the 
Department's actions relative to air quality project plans and specifi
cations as described on page 8 of the July 1977 report (Appendix A), and 
on pages 10 and 11 of the August 1977 report (Appendix B). 

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

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



APPENDIX A 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Technical Programs 

Permit and Plan Actions 

July 1977 

Water Quality Division 

112. • Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

as. • Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
24. • Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
174. . Permit Actions Pending - Surmnary 

Air Quality Division 

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

25. Plan Actions Pending - Surmnary 
21. • Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
112. • Permit Actions Pending - Summary 

Solid Waste Management Division 

3 • • Plan Actions Completed - Surmnary 
·Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

10. . Plan Actions Pending - Surmnary 
31. . Permit Actions Comnleted - Surmnary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
47. • Permit Actions Pending - Surmnary 

•. 

l 
2 

.1 
5 
6 
5 

1 
8 
l" 

19 
10 

9 

1 
12 

1 
13 
14 
13 

" 

.. 

--:1' . I . 



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 Plans 
Received Approved Disapproved 

Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. 
Air 
Direct Sources 9 9 11 11 

Total 9 9 11 11 

Water 
Municipal 149 149 104 104 
Industrial 13 13 8 8 
Total 162 162 112 112 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 2 2 1 1 
Demolition 1 1 
Industrial 2 2 2 2 
Sludge 
Total 5 3 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 176 176 126 126 

• 

-1-

Plans 
Pending: 

25 

25 

23 
32 
85 

JO 

120 



i DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water quality Divisio1!_ July 1977 

PLAN ACTIONS CCMPLETED - 112 

:>. ..:..- .. 11 .. Name of.Source/Project/Site. and Type _of .. Same·----- Rec'~ Action 
Date Date of 

8 Municipal Sources - 104 
29 PACIFIC CITY WASTEWATEH-INTER(EPT.OR nNALV062177 070177 
29 PACIFIC CITY STP - FINAL V062177 070177 
20 EUGENE GILLESPIE BUTTE K070577 070577 
10 N ROSEBURG SD SYLVAN HILLS SUBD J062877 070577 
26 TROUTDALE VALERIE TERRACE --···-·--j061777 070577 
24 SALEM ALLEY BTW COMMER( & LIB STS J062077 070577 
24 SALEM-WALLACE CHAPMAN HILLS WEST -.J062877 070577 
23 ONTARIO PLAZA SUBD J061577 070577 

·10 SUTHERLIN THE MEADOWS ---···· --J062377 070677 
. 36 NEWRERG SPRINGBROOK ACRES J062277 070677 

----9 BOARDMAN ..... DILLABOUGH sT'&.W!L1.0W FDR K062977 070777 
35 FOSSIL CHLORINE CONTACT CHANNEL G070777 070777 
10 SUTHERLIN· SUTHERLIN STP FINACS V061577 071177 
10 REEDSPORT FOREST VILLAGE J063077 071177 
24 SALEM. MARKET ST NE WO 16 S 259 J062277 071277 

3 ESTACADA CONREY SUBD J062277 071277 
24 .SALEM SKYLINE VILLAGE-- PHASE l ------J063077 071377 
24 NEWBERG VILLAGE PARK ADD J062277 071377 

········- 8 BROOKINGS 5TH & EASY STS ........ J062877 071377 

__ Act;l,.011 

PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 
PROV 

APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 
APP 

Time"to 
Complete 
Action 

10 
10 

0 
07 
18 
15 
07 
20 
13 
14 
OR 

0 
26 
11 
20 
20 
13 
21 
15 

17 ~ARB-FRUIT LATERAL G-29 J063077 071377 PROV APP 13 
-26 MULTNOMAH CO SW CORONADO ST AT SW 55TH ~VJ063077 071377 PROV APP 13 
34 USA-DURHAM B CHESTNUT HILLS J062877 071377 PROV APP 15 
34 USA-DURHAM B FOREST GLEN I I -------.-------·-J062877 071377 PROV APP 15 
34 USA STRATFORD J071177 071377 PROV APP 02 
10 N UMPQUA SD MILLER OAKS SUBD - REVISED J070777 .071377 PROV APP 06 
26 WOOD VILLAGE ARATA TfRRACE J070577 071877 PROV APP !3 

····j4 FOREST GROVE FOREST GALE HTS 8 SUBD .............. J070577 071877 PROV APP 13 
26 GRESHAM MARWYN TERRACE J07!377 071877 PROV APP 05 

---26--GRESHAM -------BINFORD FARMS SUBD____ J071377 071877 PROV APP 05 
8 GOLD BEACH GOLD BEACH #24-418-19 CH #2 V07!177 071877 APPROVED 07 

.ff (ONDON . CONDON AFB V071877 071877 MEMO TO ERO 00 
·2 CORVALLIS CRESCENT VALLEY INT PRELIM V070677 071977 VERB COMM 13 
3~'USA ALOHA .. OAK RIDGE LID J070577 071977 PROV APP 14 
26 PORTLAND NE PRESCOTT ST & NE 42ND AVEJ070577 071977 PROV APP 12 

--34---usA. ALOHA _____ SKYVIEW 595-------------:J070577--071977 PROV APP' 14 
8 BROOKINGS PIONEER VILLAGE SUB J071177 071977 PROV APP 08 

......... 26 PORTLAND N WYGANT ST -J071 l 77 071977 PROV APP 08 
34 PORTLAND FANNO CREEK INT RELOCATION J070777 071977 PROV APP 12 

9 STAGE STOP STAGE STOP MEADOWS I AND IIK070177 072077 PROV APP 19 
30 PENDLETON BLUE.MT HEIGHTS - REVISED K070577 072077 PROV APP 15 

9 SUNRIVER SUNRIVER. EXPANSION---OF STP··--··vo6J577 072077 PROV APP 35 
26 LAKE OSWEGO FIR LAKE# 2 J071377 072077 PROV APP 07 
20 VENETA 6TH STREEt HUNTER AV-BOLTON K071277 072077 PROV APP 08 
20 EUGENE HORIZON WEST K070677 072177 PROV APP 15 
36 NEWBERG VILLAGE PARK ADD REVISED J051877 072177 PROV APP 64 
36 NEWBERG CAMELOT ACRES K070877 072177 PROV APP 13 

---20 .EUGENE ------RIGGS SUBD ·--if.()71977 072177 PROV APP. 02 
20 EUGENE OAK CREST K071977 072177 PROV APP O?. 

... 3 MOLALLA SCH T & St MOLALLA V062877 072277 PROV APP 24 
36 NE111flERG BOYER MEADOWS J071577 072277 VERB COMM 07 
3·6 MCMINNVILLE RIVER PARK I I I SUBD J071377 072277 PROV APP 09 
10 ~REEN SD .CLEAR VIEW K071577 072277 PROV APP 07 

-34--USA- - -----·--BRONSON CR"TRum:-··pREL"!M-· --V063077 072377 VERB "(OMM ---·--23 

........ ' ' "''"' ... ---=·2::"" 

·r 
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Water Quality Division 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

July 1977 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (112 cont.) 

>i · . Date Date of . Time to 
--§ ·--·Name-of..-Source/Project/Si te--and Type.-.of~. Same- ·-------Rec-' d -·---Action - -- Action----- ·--Complete 

o Action 
<.> 
34 HILLSBORO ROCK CR IRRIG PUMP SYST H062877 072577 PROV APP 27 
22 HARRISBURG MEADOWLARK HAVEN REV K071577 072577 VERB COMM 10 

-- 20 SPRINGFIELD COLT PARK K071577 072577 PROV APP 10 
10 ROSEBURG MOOSE TRACTS SUBD K071177 072577 PROV APP 14 

-iO--sPRINGFIELD HOME\;OOfl SUBD -- ----------K072177 072577 PROV APP 04 
20 SPRINGFIELD 5350 MAIN ST .............. K071577 072577 PROV APP 10 
~6 TROUTDALE CORBETH J070677 072777 PROV APP II 
34 TUALATIN SUN MEADOW "J070577 072777 PROV APP 22 

······24· STAYTON NORTHSLOPE ADD NO ·3 ....... K070S77 072777 PROV APP 22 
20 EUGENE 38TH ST PUD K071577 072777 PROV APP 12 

--f5-·MEDFORD __________ ARBORWOOD -·· Jcril 577 072777 PROV APP 12 
3 WEST LINN STURBIDGE GLEN J071577 072777 PROV APP 12 

18.bDELL SD ODELL EXT ·' . J071377 072777 PROV APP 14 
20 SPRINGFIELD R!DGEVIEW 2ND ADD·-' K071177 072777 PROV APP 16 
20 SPRINGFIELD 4TH ADD TO SEEGER K071177 072777 PROV APP :6 
15 PHOENIX APRtL ADDITION K071177 072777 PROV APP 16 

--ro··ROSERURG BELL PARK ·- -----------------Jo12011 072777 PROV APP 07 
10 ROSEBURG BELL PARK SUBD J071877 072777 PROV APP 09 
36 NEWBERG BOULEVARD PARK PRELIM J071577 072877 PROV APP 13 
22 LEBANON WALKER '!ANOR & MANOR ADD IMPK071177 072877 PROV APP ; 7 
··2· CORVALLIS FULSANG ADD K070777 072877 PROV APP 21 
30 STANFIELD STANFIELD HTS -K072577 072877 PROV APP 03 

--·;··scAPPOOSE -·GREEN MEADOWS ------- ------K072277 072877 PROV APP 06 
3 WEST LINN MOODY INV CO PLAT LOTS 14-18J07!877 072877 PROV APP 10 

26 MULTNOMAH CO FOSS PLACE J071877 072877 PROV APP 10 
34 USA DURHAM DURHAM CH NOS ·37, 38, 39 V070777 072977 APPROVED 22 

2 PHILOMATH ASH-BROOK Ill K070577 072977 PROV APP 24 
34 USA FOREST GR JULIE LEE PARK - CORNELIUS K071577 072977 PROV APP 14 

----3 WEST LINN GREEN HILLS IV SUBD- ---J071577 072977 PROV APP 14 
20 SPRINGFIELD Q STREET K071577 072977 PROV APP 14 

.... 34 USA FOREST GR LOR-MAR PLAT NO 2 ....... K071577 072977 PROV APP 14 
34 USA ALOHA ROCK CR RANCH NO 2 K071577 072977 PROV APP 14 

-~34 USA ALOHA ROCK CR HIGHLANDS NO 7 -K071577 072977 PROV APP 14 
24 SALEM-WILLOW WILLOW LAKE EXP CH NO 8 V071577 072977 APPROVED 14 

-34 USA DURHA)1 CROCODILE ACRES - ------- ·----------K071377 072977 PROV APP . 16 
15 BUTTE FALLS BUTTE FALLS SCH II CH 6 V071377 072977 APPROVED 16 

·····--13 HINES HINES CHANGE 1-2-3 - V071377 072977 APPROVED 16 
9 BEND BEND CHANGE 7 V071177 072977 APPROVED 18 
2 CORVALLIS ·CORVALLIS CH 57 "V070777 072977 APPROVED 22 

26 PORT 0 PORT MARINA CH ORDER NO l V071577 072977 APPROVED 14 
---34 USA . ROCK CR CONT 46 ADD NO 3· --·vo7I577 072977 APPROVED 14 

29 NT(SA ~ORK ORDER B-1-6 V071577 072977 PROV APP l~ 
·-10 GLENDALE ADDENDA Nos; l V071577 072977 APPROVED 14 

34 USA ALOHA JESTA HILLS #3 K072677 072977 PROV APP 03 
.. 2 CORVALLIS CORVALLIS CH 53162 & 64 V072277 072977 APPROVED 07 

21 NEWPORT NEWPORT-AGATE BEACH W 5-1977K071977 072977 PROV APP 10 
-----34 USA DURHAM USA-DURHAM ·cH 3414D,41142 V071877 072977 APPROVED 11 

31 UNION UNION CHANGE 6 V071877 072977 APPROVED 11 
34 USA ALOHA 185TH AVE EXT 586 K071877 072977 PROV APP 11 
27 DALLAS SHERWOOD FOREST #4 J072977 080177 PROV APP 03 
.10 TRI-CITY SD CAMELOT PLACE SUBD-PHASE 1 J072277 080577 VERB COMM 14 

________ ,___ ·--·-----·-· __ __:..:__ ______ .!.,-----"-------------------"-~·------- .. -.. ~. --· 
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City and 
Count 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Technical Programs 

Monthly Activity Report 

Water Qua 1 j tj' 
(Program) 

.1.,1y ]977 
(Month and Year) 

,; Plan. ACTIONS COMPLETED (112 cont.)" 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and e of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

Industrial Waste Sources --8 

Glackamas 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Marion 

Polk 

Lane 

Lane 

Marion 

Crown Zellerbach-"West Linn
Filter back wash line 

.Douglas County Lumber 
I-5, Leachate control 

Douglas County Lumber 
I-5, Oil/Water Separator 

Va!1 Sinooranburg Dairy 
Ge·cvais, Uncontaminated water 
drainage system 

Cedar Oaks Dairy, Dallas, 
Animal Waste Disposal and 
storm water control 

Weyerhaeuser-Springfield· 
Nutrient storage tank 

~eorgia Pacific-Toledo 
Seal water recirculation 
system 

Edelweiss Egg Farm, Mt. Angel, 
Manure management 

-4-" 

7-1-77 Approved 

7-5-77 Approved 

7-5-77 Approved 

7-8-77 Approved 

(-13-77 Approved 

7-18-77 Approved 

7-19-77 Approved 

7-21-77 Approved 

• 



DEPARTMEN1' OF ENVIRONMEN1'AL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality DiviSion July 1977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Municipal 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Industrial 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis. Yr. 
* I** * 1.** 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 2 2 

2 2 2 2 

2 2 2 2 

---
4 4 4 4 

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.) 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

* NPDES Permits 
** State Permits 

- --

-----

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 
* I** * I** 

7 

1 1 

8 8 

2 2 

12 12 

2 2 

15 15 

1 

1 

-5-

Permit 
·Actio_ns 
Pending 
* I** 

5 

78 5 

9 

. 90 13 

5 7 

l 3 

30 7 

8 

54 17 

144 bo 

Sources Sources 
Under Reqr'g 

Permits Permits 
* I** * I** 

300 I 68 3031 76 

433 I 89 4391 99 

66 9 

799 I 166 8081184 

.... J 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTl\L QUl\LITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality July, 1977 
(Reporling unit) ·(Month and Year) 

PERMIT l\CTIO!lS COMPLETED (24) 

I . rnm 1 · Name of Source/Project/Site Date of I 
~·-t~y~~~.>--~~~~a_n __ d~T~p~e~o_f_._S_a_m_e~~~~~~+--ll_c_t_io_n~-t~~~~A_c_t_i_o_n~~~~-; 

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

Multnomah 

Marion 

·Washington 

Douglas 

Lincoln 

Douglas 

Coos 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Lincoln 

Tillamook 

Port of Portland 
Ship repair 

Stayton Canning Co. 
Brooks 

City of Tualatin 
Sewage Disposal 

Woolley Enterprises 
Smith River 

Peterson Seafood 
Nawport 

Woolley Enterprises 
Drain 

Eureka Fisheries 
'coos Bay 

Pacific Supply Coop. 
Portland 

Ash Grove Cement 
Portland 

Ramada Inrl 
Sewage Disposal 

Anodizing, Inc. 
Portland 

Crown Zellerbach 
Flexible Packaging 

City of Toledo 
Sewage Disposal 

Smith Pacific Shrimp 

-6-

7-20-77 NPDES Modified 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

1~20-17 . NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 .NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77. NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-25-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-20-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

7-25-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 



County 

Umatilla 

Multnomah 

Tillamook 

Josephine 

Lane 

Coos 

Clackamas 

Umatilla 

Clackamas 

Linn 

DEPARTMEN'l' OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

July, 1977 Water Q_ual~i~·t~Y~~~~
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS co.MPLETED (24 cont.) 

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

City of Pendleton 7-25-77 NPDES Permit Modified 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Gresham · 7-25-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 
Sewage Disposal 

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

George & Harvey Smith 7-25-77 NPDES Permit Issued 
Placer Mine 

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

Oregon State High'?ay Division 7-28-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 
Bt•.llards Beach 

Clear Creek Rainbow Ranch, Inc. 7;_29-77 NPDES Permit Issued 
Fish Hatchery 

Pendleton Grain Growers 7-29-77 NPDES Permit Issued 
Pendl,;,ton 

Willow Island Mobile Estates 7-29-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

Sewage Disposal 

Permaneer Corp. 
ie; Woodex, Inc. 

-7-

7-28-77 NPDES Permit Transfer 



I 
I 

County 

·DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTJil,Y ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Qua 1 i ty July 1977 
(Reporting Unit) ·(Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

Direct Stationary Sources 

Multnomah 
(NC835) 

Linn 
(NC900) 

Umatilla 
(NC925) 

Clatsop 
(NC928) 

Linn 
(NC929) 

Linn 
(NC936) 

Multnomah 
(NC938) 

Lane 
(NC939) 

Clatsop 
(NC940) 

Portab 1 e 
(NC942). 

Portab 1 e 
(NC949) 

Jackson 
(NC951) 

Jackson 
(NC952) 

Portland-Pacific Supply, Rivergate 
area. Fertilizer plant with bag
house contro 1. 

Teledyne Wah Chang. 
Zr"oxidation station. 

Eastern Oregon Hospital. 
Incinerator. 

Bumble Bee Seafoods. 
Fish rendering. 

Duraflake. 
Baghouse on gooseneck. 

Woodex, Inc. 
Rotary dryer. 

Hercules Incorporated. 
Change of rosin solvent. 

Weyerhaeuser'- Cottage Grove. 
Boiler modifications. 

Warrenton Lumber Co. 
New hogged fuel boiler. 

J. C. Compton Co. 
Asphalt plant. 

C. H. Stinson, Inc. 
Asp ha 1 t p 1 ant. 

Down River Forest Products. 
Vi ny 1 1 i ne baghouse. 

Boise Cascade - Medford. 
Controls on eight ~yclones. 

-8-

4/4/77 

7/8/77 

6/29/77 

6/2/77 

7/15/77 

6/30/77 

6/8/77 

6(21 /77 

6/8/77 

7/15/77 

. 6/21/77 

6/27/77 

Removed from report 
until contract. let. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

NC approved. ·rax 
credit disapproved 
by EQC. 

Approved. 

Approved. (Tax 
credit only) 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. · 



Direct Sources 

New 

·Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Indirect Sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality July 1977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

Pennit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

4 4 

12 12 

10 10 

26 26 

28 28 

Pennit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis. Yr. 

2 2 

2 2 

5 5 

9 9 

18 18 

21 21 

-9-

Pennit 
Actions 
Pending 

15 

31 

32 

22 

100 

12 

12 

112 

Sources 
under 

Permits 

1717 

56 

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

1763 



County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN'r/\L QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROG!1./\MS 

MONT!II,Y l\CTIVI'l'Y REPORT 

Air Qua 1 i tv July 1977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (21) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action 

.' .. ~ 

Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (18) 

·C 1 ackamas Oregon Portland Cement 6/16/77 Permit Issued 
03-1840, Modification 

Grant Hudspeth Sawmi 11 6/21/77 Permit Issued 
12-0004, Modification 

Jackson Oregon Military Department 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
. 15-0099, Existing 

Jefferson Warm Springs Forest Products 7/18/77 Addendum Issued · 
16-0008, Modification 

Klamath · Custom .Rock and Paving 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
18-0012, Modification 

Linn Linn.County Dog Control 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
22-1503, Renewa 1 

Linn Lebanon Community Hospital 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
22-5091, Renewal 

Li rin Scroggin Feed and Seed 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
22-5148, Modification 

Linn Boise Cascade 6/21 /77 Permit Issued 
22-7008, Renewal ( 

· Marion Department of General Services 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
24-5664, Renewal 

Muitnomah Louis Dreyfus Corporation 6/27/77 Addendum Issued 
26-2000, Modi f i cad on 

Multnomah Rich Manufacturing 6/21/77 Permit Issued 
26-2016, Modification 

Portable Robert C. G i 1 be.rt 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
37-0010, Modification 

Portable .Rogue West, Inc. 6/23/77 . Permit Issued 
37-0028, Modification· 

-10-



County I 

DEPARTMEN'l' OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECllNICllL PHOGHllMS 

MON'l'llLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Qua 1 i ty July !977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (21 cont.) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

Direct Stationary Source~ (continued) 

·Portab 1 e c. H. Stinson 6/23/77 Permit Issued 
37-0047, Renewal 

f1ortable Three Way Portable Crushing 6/21/77 Permit Issued 
37-0158, Existing 

Portab 1 e Bab 1 er Brothers 6/21/77 Permit Issued 
37-0168, New 

Portab 1 e J. c. Comp.ton 6/21/77 Permit Issued 
37-0173, New 

Indirect Sources (3) 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Benton 

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 

Mount Hood Highway (Ross Island 7/29/77 Final permit issued. 
Br.-52nd Ave. Section--Phase 1), 
·4 lane urban arterial highway. 
File No. 26-6029 

East Parking Lot and Building No. 3, 7/29/77 Final permit issued. 
Hewl2tt Packard Advanced Products 
Plant--new plant building with 432 
assor.iated spaces. File No. 02-7010 

-11-



Courity 

Linn 

Lane 

Sherman 

Clatsop 

"DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONHEN'l'At QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 
,. 

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

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (3) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Lebanon Mi 11 Landfi 11 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Prentice Wo 1f 
New Site 
Operational Plan 

DeMoss Landf i 11 
Existing Site 
Closure Plan 

Warrenton Landfill 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Date of 
Action 

3/29/77 

715177 

7113177 

7/11/77 

Action 

Approved 

Letter of 
Authorization 

Approved 

Approved 

.. -.~ 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division July 1977 

General Refuse 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Demolition 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Industrial 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Sludge Disposal 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Hazardous Waste 

New 
Authorizations 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

2 2 
2 2 

1 

/ 1 1 

4 4 

4 4 

7 7 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 

2 2 

3 3 

28 28 

28 28 

31 31 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

2 
21 (*) 

4 
2 

29 

l 
1 

__ 1._ 

3 

Sites 
Under 
Per:mits 

184 

20 

--~7~(*-3) 
3 

10 90 

3 

3 5 

2 

2 l 

47 300 

Sites 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

186 

22 

94 

5 

1 

308 

*Sites operating under temporary permits until regular permits are issued - total 24. 

-13-
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.DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
.TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTl!l,Y ACTIVITY REPORT 

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

PERMIT AC'rIONS COMPLETED (31 ) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Tvpe of Same 

General .Refuse (Garbage) Faci I ities - - - None 

Demo] it ion \4aste Facilities - - - Ndne 

Sludge Disposal Facilities None 

Industrial Haste Faci 1 ities (3) 

Linn 

Lane 

Ti 11 amook 

Willamette ln<lustries 
new faci I i ty 

Prentice \.lolf 
new fac i 1 i ty 

Crown Zellerbach 
Ha 11 i nan Road 
existing facility 

Hazardous Waste Faci I ities (28) 

Gilliam 

II 

II 

Chem-Nuclear Systems 
existing facility 

II 11 

existing facility 

II II II 

existing facility 

-14-

·, 

Date of 
Action 

6-23-77 

7-5-77 . 

7-11-77 

7-1-77 

II 

7-11-77 

Action 

Letter authoriz
ation issued. 

Letter authoriz
ation issued. 

Pe rm i t i s sued . 
(renewa 1) 

Two (2) disposal 
authorizations 
approved 
(wood treating 
chemicals and 
pesticides). 

Six (6) verbal 
authorizations 
for small quandties 
of chemical wastes 
were confirmed in 
writing. 

Disposal authoriz
ation approved 
(various toxic 
laboratory chemicals). 



• 

. . 

County 

us;,rtt..t'i:i1vll'...i1~·.L· u.t<· ..t;NV .l.H.UNM.t;N'l'AL QUALITY 

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTllJ.Y ACTIVITY REPORT 

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

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (31 - cont.) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Date of 
Action Action 

Hazardoas Waste Faci 1 ities (continued) 

Gilliam 

II 

!' 

II 

II 

Chem-Nuclear Systems 
existing facility· 

II II II 

existing facility 

II II II 

existing facflity 

II " " 
existing facility 

" II " 
existing facility 

7-12-77 

7-15-77 

7-21-77 

7-25-77 

7-27-77 

-IS-

Disposal authoriz
ation amended 
(flammable sludge). 

Fifteen (15) verbal 
authorizations for 
small quantities of 
chemical wastes were 
confirmed in writing. 

Disposal authoriz
ation amended 
(nitrate salts). 

Disposal authoriz
ation approved 
(flammable sludge). 

Disposal.authoriz
ation amended 
(plating sludge). 

• 

• i 
! 
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APPENDIX B 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Technical Programs 

Permit and Plan Actions 

August 1977 

Water Quality Division 

12 • Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Pla'l Actions Completed - Listi.·1g 

25 • • Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
27 • • Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Lis<:ing 
160 •• Permit Actions Pending - Summary 

.Air Quality Division 

211 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

62 • • Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
58 . . Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Pe.nnit Actions Completed - Listing 
103 • . Permit Actions Pending - Summary 

Solid Waste Managenient Division 

3 . . Plan Actions Completed Summary 
·Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

12 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
. 31 • . Permit Actions Comnleted - Summary 

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

• 

1 
2 
1 
7 
8 
7 

l 
·l 0 

l 
12 
13 
12 

l 
15 
l 

16 
17 
16 

" 

'. ·, . 



Air 
Direct Sources 

Total 

' Water 
Municipal 
Industrial 
Total 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 
Demolition 
Industrial 
Sludge 
Total 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 

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 

Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis.Yr. 

15 24 12 23 

15 24 12 23 

184 333 200 304 
10 23 11 19 

194 356 211 323 

2 4 __ 2_ 
1 __ l_ 
5 3 

_ _L 10 3 ___ 6_ ---

214 390 226 352 

-1-

Plans 
Pendin9: 

25 

25 

51 
1 1 
62 

7 
1 
4 ---. 

__ 12 __ 

99 



DEPARTMENT or ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECllN ICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Qua! lty Division 
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 211 

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same 
[late 
Rec 1d 

Municipal Sources - 200 
[.A , ,_, _ _,·,it 1.1J 1·/F~·T .\RPOR EST1\TES K072077 

K072077 
"..07?077 
K072 l 77 
K072177 
K072177 
K072177 
K072077 
V(}.''0277 
VO :0277 
VOH02 77 

3 
n AL-•L\NY MONTf,\JYA VlSTo\, 
~? AL'A~v DrFRFtrLD 
?7 AL"2 A~Y ~ILLER ADD 
22 AL )/iNY 
22 AL'~fl"IY 
_?? AL~Af\lV 

2 2 AL '-1\Nv 
2 tO·VALLIS. 
~·<.L-\TS.<ANIE 

34 US.\ R:JCK CR 
.g KNIVT'):.·J/\! SD 

?.4 SA~" '1-'-'t.l J LLO;.t; 
?4 SI\'- Fl-1-'d l LLO'·' 
?.4 5.'\~_r;1;-'J!ILLO\! 

24 $.'\l_~M 

24 SA'_FM 

24 SA 1.FM 
?4 54'_.rM 
24 SAl_CM 
?4 SAL~M 
2(} TR')! 1 T~)J\LE 

1 ') ME'lt0r{0 

21 
l' 
15 
29 

GL:-NEDE1\J SD 
R(''"A 
Ro~,11E RI v~R 
Tl·J!\l l~OCKS 

23 VALi:-
24 5A1_ry, 
24 S.A 1 .rM 
?4 Sl\'_:-:"'1 

3 GL '\f1S TONE 
7. (.O·:VALLlS 
q RE'J'-'0.\10 

')f, G'~Lt:.H,'\(.1 

t! Kl\!)'<f~)~\1 N SD 
2 to~vALLIS 

18 KL~~AfH FALLS 
1Lf FJ··c~,T SROVE 
1n TRI-CITY SD 
30 u:v\.\TILLA 
?7 i,: <',!\Lr:-.., 

?6 PO~TLANO 
26 PV~TLAND 
2h POi·:TL...\NJ 
?f, PO<TLA."lO 
:?!) PO'TL~·~() 
2(• PLl •'TL_.'\;\il) 
~ HI\ ·Ro:~ SD 

1r) Nf. ,•qf .:G 
?7 D/\ 1.LAS 

3 (.('\() 1/1 
?1-t '.•.IQ ;{)rJ!JRN 

• 

EDGE~OOD ESTATES 
211TH & PMAT!l.L·\ 
1'-TH /\VF If/EST DF 
FrRRY STREET 
Cl>RVALLIS lH NOS 

Gi:ARY 

66 & 68 
Ct.ATSKANIE CH NU 3 
CONTR NO 42 tHANGE 2 
L/',r;OO\l i::x?ANSI JN vo·r1577 
•.v·:::<JDSCAPE J0.'1577 
AS!l\·!OOD PARt~ J0 . .'0577 
M/lCLfAY ESTATES NO 3 JO.;'J577 
WILARK PARK W~ST ~O 5 J072B77 
CUUNTRY ESTATFS SLJR.0 J0.J~77 
5 PACIFIC RIGHT QF ~AY J072577 
S CfNTRAL SAL~\! SSS REPL Ja~l277 
Ft:~CREST-PHASE' II J0. 1 1177 
S~VLJNE RD S FR ~15TIN CT SWJ0~0777 
CVRB[TH REV SrlEET 3 J072877 
BIG Y TKU1\I.< SE~''ER J072577 
FIR RIDGE RO.h.f) J0./2277 
Gr-tTSS0!v.-PCVS.A. :-JN AVF A PRF!. J071577 
W~~T ~VANS CR~~K ROAD J07C777 
T'.·.'IN ROCKS-BOq T!JRNER DEV 1~071977 

O~EGO~ STREET PUMP STA REV V071577 
WALT 11EST APT COMPL.EX J072577 
VIST/\VI~W EST J072577 
NEVENS ADD J072977 
RFVIS~D DEEP WOODS J080277 
AJRP~~T LAGOO~ SPi~INKLERS V061777 
SF.'.·JER CLE.ti.NER TRUCK V062077 
51·1 27TH ST J07'2277 
KNCJXTO~N LAGOON I~PS REV V08J477 
C.~ESCENT VALl EY V080577 
LY"ll'!~~·.vo8D lST fl.DD K072577 
F::H~EST GROVE c.S JOB0'+77 
REVIS~O CAMELOT PLACE PH I J080877 
2:-J.D ST EXT K072577 
HIDDE~ VALL~Y EST #2 J071177 
SE CLATSOP ST & SE (LATS CT J071877 
S"! 01<CHARD HILL LNtrJL,WAY F.TJ072177 
5,, R'19ERT lf J072577 
SC BERKELEY PL, E OF SE TAC.J072277 
S'·· 14Ttl D!~ & s~ KAkl LANE J072377 
J:JH.\lS LA~t(JG N )F Sd S~tEENY J0728 77 
STAN (, NATE SMI Tl/ RES JQ72677 
STFVAl-JN r:v1P J072B"/7 
5·-IFR'f.''J()I) ror~E~ T 
Ti~I Cl TY Cf.NTC:R 
T .-iE ~.E AOO" PH l 

•4 
·.-i 1 [, "12 
MEADO'l!YAf~!< 

-2-

.)()72?77 
JQ'/il77 
Joann 

August 1977 

Date of 
Action Action 

072177 PROV APP 
080?77 Pr~ov APP 
080?77 PROV APP 
08h277 PR'JV APP 
080277 PR.JV APP 
CB0277 PR8V APP 
0Bf'?77 PRJV ~\PP 

OBC:277 PROV APP 
08C277 APPROVED 
oen277 APl-'1<U1Jt:D 
08')27 7 /\PP/~OVED 

080377 VERH CM~TS 
:o3n377 Pi.\JV :..Pl-' 
080 3 7 7 Pf{OV APP 
08(1 377 Pl~JV APP 
(180377 PHJV APP 
C80377 Pf~OV ·\Pf' 
08(!377 PROV fl.Pf-' 

080377 Pf~)V APP 

C80377 PRJV APP 
080377 PHJV AP!-' 
080377 PROV AFP 
OOC377 r'HJV API-' 
08C377 Pr~.JV J.PP 
CB('.377 Pl~OV AFP 
080377 PR'JV /\PP 
o8nl+ 7 7 PRDV APP 
oeo577 Pl{.)V APP 
080577 PROV APP 
080577 PR-'JV t..PP 
080577 PR'JV APP 
080~77 ;>KJV Al-'F' 
080577 PKVV APP 
080577 APPRCJVED 
080777 PROV APP 
080877 PIWV APP 
080877 PROV APP 
08C977 DR~V APP 
0809.{7 PROV APP 
08C977 PRJV APP 
081077 PR.JV APP 
081077 PROV APP 
C81077 PROV /\PP 
C8 l 077 ?l~JV APP 
081077 PW.JV APP 
081077 PR0V APP 
C81077 ?HJV APP 
08107 7 PR·JV API-' 
Q81n77 f>.'~JV ,O.PP 
081077 t-lRVV APP 
081077 PROV APP 
081077 IJR:JV AYP 
081077 Pll.JV APP 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

01 
l 3 
13 
12 
12 
12 
1? 
l 3 
00 
00 
QO 
!') 
l 9 
29 
7q 

06 
l ·; 
(l(_l 

23 
23 
!l 
06 
C9 
12 
1 Q 

'1 
l 6 
21 
11 
1 l 
07 
03 
t+ 8 
45 
l 3 
04 
03 
l 5 
05 
01 
16 
~., 

23 
20 
16 
19 
I 3 
l 3 
l 5 
13 
16 
30 
08 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAL ITV 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

HONTllLV ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 

i'; 
c , 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

8 Name of Sou1·ce/Project/S i te and Type of Same 
Date 
Rec 1 d 

2!-i PO~TLANO 
21- P()·)TL1\ND 
'36 MC-·\ l N.l~V I LLf. 
2') PiJ~TLANO 

1'1 NE .1r.:,E1-\G 
?'i ElJ~,:::-NE 

?" £u·;c-1i.1r: 
?"' 'E'~Jr~~.'JF 

? 1 Eu::,~-Nr-: 

'34 lJS'. ALOHA 
':?•..., SP~ I ~JGF I ELL' 
2 St)~JNGF!EL('i 

3 LA<'.f O~ •/EGO 
'3'• 0,..) '\ D· JR·iA"~ 
? ... F.:u,..,i:-M'.:: 
2"1 [l/Cif N.'.: 
?~- E'J~i~NE 

?t,. 1J.',\ D!JR lA'} 
'J;4 US·'\ f)' IR'-lA'.1 

~t~ :1S'•.-S:)''1~R'· ~T 

?"' SP-~INSFIELD 
-~4 us~ :::i11RdA·'-1 

3 '.•!E ,..~ T LI ,'\,'l, 
~-4 tJS'\ D'JR'·il\,'.1 
2~) GRr.c.HAM 
?'1 SP., [ N:JF I ELD 
17 Gl~:\-'.!TS f)ASS 

~'• US'1 .TIGARD 
?2 HA'-~'~lSB~JRG 

17 Gf{ '\'!TS PAC.S 
r, (\..lr)c. 1.:0•J,\JTY 

~' ENT::-RrJRis::: 
l l'J <.E"1T~l\L PT 
'3~; NF."'°Fi~G 

'34 TIJ\LATIN 
-:;4 TU'•LATJ,\J. 
1l. TtJ.'\~AftN 

3 ~.,,E..-,f LINN 
1 Bi.\~FR 

1 '3A'.i::-R 
1 i,.;Er,r LINN 
') sc.~,PP.)OSE 

:?"! £1-J.',r.NE 
?_t. 51\' c-M \</I LL0',.,r 
~ SC·'()PClOSE 
~ gr;:'.jf) 

~') l.·"\ ,i=- ·JS:IEGO 
3 ():~i.-::;or·~ ~ITY 

3 1·:!1_c:;ONVlLLE 
~r1 MC.·1l1\'~V 1 LLE 
17 ti.\~r JU~CrION 

3 t.A.i: VS·/ECiO 
1 GL·\fl~, TO'JE 

• 

S':I !t/Y;'~0HA 1 •1 LAl'\E: J080277 
Sr:" 79TH AV[ J080277 
PL~\1\l SHfET 112269 J01302 77 
SF KNAPP ST .J080377 
S~'AULDING UJ\Kc:; J080977 
A~~NA.Y.IO~Z SU11') K072577 
3-:;:D A')D Flf<Ltil\I'.) '-ITS. '<072577 
H!J·"l~OLDT SU•1D K072577 
LEO & GfTTY Dl\VlS SURD K072577 
SPf-<l:"!GRIDGE NO 2 K072677 
1~::-XF:JRD SU!"31) '<.072877 
Rl\LDERSTON SE\1Ef.\ K08J9"/7 
'"'~APL.E ST EXT K0e:1277 
Bl\j'~TO'~ ClJftl) TJ.'.JA;~9 K"J8·J277 
\tJ.C. F1FLDS S1J:~f) K)80277 
TAX LOT 2100 ~AP 18-03-16-30~080277 
S.O.IL'JR FLf,TS Si..J~1D .<080277 
R~~E~ PARK-TIG~kD KOB0377 
5.,, 77TH /I.VE J ·.~p Kneo4 77 

~~:)(~ CRFEK VILLAGE HZ K08J477 
MAJOR PARTITION #540 R & C K080417 
LA:J1\IALY"-1DA PJ\~.(K K080577 
HI LL-HOUSE NO 2 JJB05./7 
J.t.CS:UELYN LClU[~T l<'.080977 
CJRNETT PA!tK J08'J977 
FEH~C~EST fJ1-< GE~Al.1) AALDER <080977 
o:::·.·:EY DRIVE .J08Qc3/7 
:<.F'~--."!OOn ESTATES J081077 
~~ADJWLARK iiAVEN - REVISED KOell77 
(/',L .Pf\C .JOBOB 77 
C·1ARLESTO~ .SD LAT E-1 & K-4 J072577 
RIVEi< AfND ~A~OR MOAILE HC~E<072277 
Gf<FEN GLEN PH1\SE 1 K0"/28 77 
AUYER 1V.FAfl0 1,'/~ I:•lPS J072977 
BOONES FE~HY PLAZA J080277 
SUN !'-1EAD0•1: i~E 1/ISED .J08J'f77 
sr·.)NF~fnGE suno J::l81077 
f3i\l STOL PAf-<K J072&77 
DIST !i4 SEHER IMP ,(072877 
VIRGINIA AVENtJE K072877 
WILLAMtTTE STP PUM~ 8L~G V071577 
0.\K ST /l.ODITI8/\I K080277 
M.jUNTAJN VALLi:Y r(.080277 
ACADE~Y HTS JOB0577 
5CAP~OUSE HTS NO 2 K080577 
C-ff~(Tl\'tl V!lt.Ar1:: 
EVFRGRfFN-PlID~LE T~YUN CR 
D'":L.S 1\:11) 
T-l'Jt-.:OERnIRD ~41·i HO"~ES ·JNT 
r~:1)TH CIR(f--iAqD 

v1\Lll:Y VILLAGE 
EvERGREFN l~~-MJODLE TRYOM 
RIDGEGATE 11 SUP:) 

-3-

K080Q77 
K072877 
J072677 

?!JJ.)7297"{ 
JOB0577 
JO!ll 177 
1/080 l 77 
J072877 

August 1977 

Date of 
Action Action 

081:177 PRJV APP 
:)81077 PROV APP 
081077 PIUV APP 
0Hl077 PJ~JV APP 
081077 1-'RJV APP 
J81177 Pr~JV APP 
081177 PR,JV l\PP 
081177 PROV APP 
CB 1177 Pf~OV A~'P 

'J81177 PRJV APP 
081177 PROV APP 
:.18] 177 Pf.;Jy ti,PP 
J8 l l 77 PR-JV APP 
081177 Pf.;·:)V Af"Jf.-' 

::181177 PR.JV APP 
:.081177 PRJV Ar>P 
081177 PR.JV APP 
081177 PRJV fll-'P 
C·81177 PRJV APP 
C81177 ?f~JY APP 
081177 Pi,.JV APP 
081177 PR.JV APP 
081177 PR.JV APP 
CBI 177 pq:)V APP 
081177 PRJV APP 
081177 t)RJV APP 
081177 PROV APP 
C81177 ?R:lV APP 
081177 Pi,,JV APP 
081177 Pk.JV A.PP 
:'.'81/7 7 Pf.(.JV APP 
081277 PHJV APP 
081277 pqJV APP 
081277 PR:JV APP 
081277 PRJV Ai.JP 
081277 Pl~·JV APP 
C81277 P!.(JV l\f.JP 
(;81576 ?J->!JV APP 
081577 PR::JV APP 
CB 1577 PR,)V APP 
J81577 PRJV APP 
081577 PRJV A?P 
C81?77 PRJV APP 
C81577 Pf~0V APP 
081577 PRJI/ APP 
C81S77 TC CRO 
081677 PHJV APP 
C81677 Pf<JV APP 
081677 PR-'.JV A?P 
081677 PROV APP 
081677 f>R.JV APP 
081677 PRJV APP 
081777 PROV APP 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

09 
oe 
08 
07 
01 
1 7 
! 7 

1 7 
1 7 
1 5 
14 
02 
oq 
09 
!") ') 

09 
QQ 
D~ 

0'• 
07 
07 
06 
06 
02 
02 
02 
03 
01 
00 
03 
1 7 
21 
15 
14 
10 
08 
O? 
20 
1 8 
18 
31 
13 
1 3 
10 
10 
06 
19 
21 
19 
1 1 
05 
15 
20 

• 



Water Quality Division 

t-
c 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGIW\S 

MONTflLY ACT IV ITV REPORT 

Pl.AN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

6 Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same 
u 

Date 
Rec'd 

August 1977 

Date of 
Action Action 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

~'} G'{cr:HA-'1 s~-IAKE RIDG[ TFRRACE SUBD jf)80277 ')81777 PR'JV fl.PP 15 
~ B~:);J!(l/\i-JS KING STHEf:T KOH0277 081777 ?R.JV l\Pt-1 09 

?6 '<1\JLT CO S!JNLIGHT llOLDt'\IG CO WA-MU .J09J"377 OBI 777 Pr~.JV l\PP l'• 
~4 !JS\ ALOdA TA'~ASAROOK K08•J477 0817"77 Pl~JV APP 04 
36 NE·''1(~G 5·1 1.; BLOCK SHEf~'1AN ST JOB:J577 881777 Pl~JV APP 12 
2'1 5,\Lr:;-.1 Ci~OISON VILLAGE J08107-/ J617"f7 Pi"~.JV Ai->~ G7 
?4 US\ Dl.JRHl\"'1 HA7~LTRFE TIILL KOB1577 ')81777 Pl~"JV APP O.? 
?4 US.\ O'JR•~A') HAVfMr:RF.ST 608 KOR1577 C:817?7 PR.JV APP 07 
34 ~JS'\ ALOHA ELDON cour~T 272 K'.18157-/ 081 "/77 'Pf<~V ,\PP 02 
14 lJ<}.\ FOREST GR rll\NEY TRUC.f~ l r;,1E I1'1D PARK :()81577 ·281777 P:~,JV t.PP 0? 
~4 tJ$.\ FJREST GR TARRY!1f./OOKE IV K-181577 J81777 PRJV AP? 02 
14 I.IS". AL0'-1A .<\'~NIJLTI A.')'.) 611 K:JFll"J77 '.::81777 Pf~·'.)V A:'p 1? 
?7 D.l'\1.LAS G~FEN~~AY PARK J·18l 177 :::.•fl1877 PRJV APP ')7 

t.. N:l 'TH REN'.! ASH ST J)81577 J8lg77 ?~JV J\Pf-' 03 
)7 GR\~TS PASS Oi~EGO~ AVE J181577 881877 PRJV A;>p O~ 
1"" P!l....,'C'"'!IX F'~E!::D·'.):V, S!Jf1D J081677 :.81B77 .or?JV APP 0? 
1n GLinE GLIDE PRESS SF~ UNIT A FIN~LV161577 C32277 PR~V APP A3 
15 r-<U"if'[ RIVFr~ RCGUE RIVEi\ (_~f',•JALK VJ50877 ·.;82277 ?HJV fl;_Jf.l 14 
?4 KEJ7E./ s.D. w.\f~f\;ER PA~K SIJ3D j)Hll77 ::;82277 Pk.JV :\PP li 
24 ~,A:_f"f" BDONESBOR:)UGH i'.}HASE J)81177 Ci32277 Pf./OV API-' 11 
21 TJ~'"DU ~'lc-ST'.'i00D TE!./R~CE J)81577 002277 PHJV APP 07 

3 l.f\~> 2.S':!E~-:0 F3C.'0NES n~~OOI( '\!CJ ?. J081577 082277 PRJV A!'P 07 
34 fJl~sr GRO~E TALISMAN HILL~ PLAT NO 2 JOB1577 J82277 PR~V APP 07 
24 So\l_r::M $1.!NNVVlE',\' AVE EXT JiJ81~77 ~02277 Pi-<.JV .!\PP 07 
23 y~1.r VALE PROJ ~U~P STATIONS V081577 ~82277 ORJV AP~ 17 
'.?'3 0t-.?Tf\Q:IO E IDAHO AVE EXT JOR1777 C8?277 PRJV APP ·~I) 
~ NO~TH SEND CEnA:{ ST NE~M~~K JO Ki~NEY JOB1777 082277 P~.JV APP 05 

34 TtJ"\LATlN A.'<.-~Q-.;00() SU.9DIV 'f...082377 C:fi2377 f)1~.JV :'1,t=Jt> {)() 
~ 3U~~~f.~ lilLL 4r~! & BUCHANA~ ST JOB1577 Ob2377 ~~JV APP 08 

?.4 SAi 'C".'4 Slf\f(A T~~f{J./A NO 2 PHASE JQ81577 C82377 Pi./)I/ /\PP 1P 
~ (.·JL 11 f,.,-1IA CITY BILL HE~~r::L Pf./OJECT VOROl 77 C82377 Pf( JV APP 27 

2? AL :t-,NY EOGE11oon ESTAr::s 1:)T :<080377 ':)82477 iJRJV A?P .?l 
22 AL.JANY 17TH AVf EAST OF GEARY K080377 082477 ~RJV APP 21 
?-Li !JS.~ D'JR•iA·'.1 P~>:{TOLA AVE EXT -609- J081177 C/32477 Pf~"1V APP 13 
?.4 us·, D'.JR-L'\\1 ~/!\TV:INS PL.!\CE J081177 S82l+77 PR'.JV ,'\PP 11 

H GOt.D "3E!\CH HO:l.EI./ (.t,QHN suqo JOB1877 082477 P~:JV APP 06 
34 tJ<;.'\ ALO'-iA H'-R ITAGF VIL 111 K081777 ':.•82577 PROV APP oa 

9 RF''f"'\ H,.-.LL!l)AY nARI( J0.'l1577 082577 PR')V APP 1() 
34 If".,\ ALO-tA \11\?LE HILL SEWER 613 K081777 082577 PRJV APP 013 
34 Hl~LSdO~O CORNELL PLACE ~HASE II J081777 C925Z7 PR~V APP 08 

3 \'/E·-,T LINN Lv .. !EK HARK LA1\E JQ817-f7 Ot12577 PftJV APP 08 
34 US'. D:.JR--lA'-1 \F:TZ.G~R ACf\E TR.ACTS 6041-;: K081777 :)82577 PR.JV APP 08 
"2.4 US·\ U~JRHAM Pt.Af~L SllBO K081877 082577 PRJV APP 07 
':14 Hll L-'"130RO ~.'Ir A\JGt.!STA A<:RES 112 S'Jqr) 1(180177 C82677 PR·)V f1PP 25 
14 HlLLS:JOl~G Jt'. 1·1ELL ACi~ES i(QBOl 77 082677 PRJV APP 2? 
"2.4 Hit LS:JORO DANVILLE SUBD "<.080177 VB2677 PR.JV APP 25 
4 '·~'\·'r•:Fl~T;)N \'/IL~ . .,·oori PUf) r, PS K081577 ':..:82677 PR'.)V APP 11 
1 •1·"\~-r.()\J CITY DILS AD'1lTlJN K080877 082677 ?i-\:JV APP 18 

1=-l AS 1 LJ\~!D HFPC.f::Y ST I!~,Pc, K()81C77 :82677 PR•JV APP 16 
4 1°1/\ ~E~TJN WA1~~E~TON LID ~0 K081~77 C82677 PR)~ A~P 11 

~,, lJ~, ;:~~lC<. CH RdC~ Cl~ L;\t3 EJtJIPT V0:71377 082977 AP,JKOVED 47 
~4 l!S L'.:.''•'Ef./ T!IJ\L INr (.HA"iG:": 1 VOf>.2377 JB?.977 AP?l<·"JV[f) 06 
?9 (.L ~E~DALE CLOv!:RDALE S~HED ltCHANGr nzvoao377 082977 APPROVED 26 

• 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division August 1977 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

t-
c Date of 
6 Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same 
LI 

Date 
Rec'd Action Action 

4 AC,f."t?IA 
? C.0 ·'.VALL IS 

1" Gli::r,,DAL:'.: 
7 (0·'1/ALLIS 

1..., GLr".~D-\LE 

.., '1 SP .i r t!•lF 1 [l.D 
7'"' SP) t .\JJF t E.LD 
.? . 5~:'1~LJFIELD 

?I" SP··'IN:-,FJELO 
Jlt US\ RjCK CK 
?' SP'INJFJELD 

? C.O :1 1ALLI S 
2 (:J·'.V.ALLIS 

~h •Jc,•. 
'i C.L":.TSKANif. 

r; N·J .. :TH f3END 
10 R::-::··'.O'.iD 
1 l A~!_J~~-JTON 

24 r '"-:\L7::M c:,~·':! 

2lt S·\L~M WIL L 
70 EU ;rN'.: 
17 F:"{·'I T-YAR·"EC< 
?.4 A'J\iC..V!LLE 
24 l:!O::~IVJf-<.'l 
?I• _c;~.' t:'..j 

34 \JC,'\ A'LO:...tA 
".' 0-\" LOD~E Sf) 

17 G~~-'~;rs 0Ar:,s 
?. (.()-' 1/•\LLIS 

?•"' Et! ,i:-,11,1F. 
?f- G~e:-c;HAM 

l f, Mf\''!?A S 
1:~ Rl·~_r. '-!ILL \'1 
2'• SP·-<IN·'iFlELD 
<" SP'-' I f'/.iF I fLD 
?" S? -~I fl.lGF I ELD 
? '. .S? ·'I ~~:,FI ELD 

1 o;·< L·JD:..iE SD 
1".: ~i),11E RIVrR 
17 G'.?·'f,:TS ~1 ASS 

• 

VISTA PARI( PH:'>SE I K080377 082977 PROV APP 
C0~VALLIS lHANGE 65 V080477 082977 AP~i{0VED 
GLENDALF Pi<OJ h2032-E-74 AD2VOBOH17 082977 AP~J<OVED 
CCRVALLIS lHA~GE 56 ;;([Vl5Fn V08C977 C82977 AP?~OVfD 
GLFNDALS ?032-~-74 AD~ 3 V0Rl077 082977 APPROVf~ 
L<1T A & A ~~JO~ PART.#509 K0Rl177 ~32977 P!~0V APP 
RAVENwono KQ:~1177 CR2977 PRJV APP 
NG.-<THTV\•!:'J;;: I r<".0~1177 ':'.,·82977 t->1-{JV J\?1-' 
4?ND & ~AIM KO~l577 082977 PROV APP 
aL(( cHrEK cONTR ~u 52 VO~l~/7 082977 ~~P~JVED 
N 62NJ ~T SAN~RA5 P~Al <~Hl577 882977 ~~JV AP? 
DUROTHY A,'.JD KfJ,-11777 CB2977 PR.JV 4PP 
1·.;:QN'1!0CH) 2N~ !10) KOdl Tri :Jc2977 Pf{)V ;\i)~ 
R'~CN~ON cq T;;{IJ,\!I( vn.~1)77 CB?977 i-"'f~JV AP~) 

CLATSK Ptf~SE 11 CHANGE 4 V0~2477 ~32977 AP?~0VEO 
c.;vE CH R-1 TO $(H e VQ.·_!2'777 (;82977 /;Pt)«v·.JED 
CnANGE ORDEi{ NO 6 vor;OJ77 ~~2977 APP~uvED 
C ..... Nr:~ACT llJJ l\:J 1- 4 CVNT VJ?.Jl 77 :",2177 1\~rJ,,,,.,J[r• 
A:-\LJNGT:'JN EXT KO ~:18}7 C3'"':C77 p;.:;Jy ,'\.PP 
'JIXACRI'.~ <;lJil~JV 

BAXTE~ PARK ~O 3 
EDGE'dOOQ '>1T JI I 
ELIASON SIJ~I) - UNIT 2 
DEL MAR ADDITION NO 3 
SMITHS f,DD NO' 
Sll(\lf\!YR I f'GE 5 1J 0 0 
185TH AVE JMP 615 
1.'/-lJT/.1IRr~ /d)D 
GIL~ERT C~E~K LAT~RAL 
C~ARLE~AG~E l~T A~f) 

CRESCENT ~~ON #77 -1 
HJ;)D CE"ITEH P~OF RLDG 
MADRAS SC~l[f) ~ LAT Al7 
t'.-..:Ec..COTT AVE 
11/1.ROELL l>Cl-<ES 
RI\ I '!~1o~v DP I VE 
~l~OSA PARK Ft~ST ADON 
EVFRGLArE PA;;<~ REVISED 
JA>:ES PLACE 
R:~0C~srnE VILLAG~ PHA5E JI 
5;JN.HILL ~U 11DIVISION 

-5-

<0815/7 :a~~77 PROV ADP 
~081577 C3~077 PRJV APP 
KOi!l177 C23077 PR~V APP 
K081577 C33n77 P~JV APP 
K081~77 oa~n77 ~RJV APP 
<OB1877 oa3077 PkJV APP 
J08)977 J£3077 PR)V A~P 

K081977 Cb3077 ?ROV APP 
K081977 083077 PROV ~PP 
K081977 C83077 PRJV Af>p 
~082977 C83177 PR3V ADP 
K081777 ~93177 PRJV ~PP 

(081977 OH3177 PROV APP 
<081977 C83177 PROV APP 
K081977 033177 ?RJV APP 
K082277 C33177 P~JV AF? 
<082277 ~83177 ~R~V APP 
Kna2277 063177 PRJV APP 
K082277 Q8jl77 PROV APP 
KOB2477 083177 P~0V APP 
K082477 G83I77 PROV APP 
Kn82477 083177 PR3V APP 

Time to 
Complete 
Action 

2A 
75 
2 l 
20 
10 
].13 
Io 
l ~ 
14 
l'• 
14 
1? 
12 
l " 
.J s 
~) ') 

2" 
?R 
7' 
15 
JS 
1q 
1 s 
l 5 
I? 
11 

11 
1 1 
11 
':12 
1 r, 
p 
I? 
12 
O) 
,')9 

·}9 
(} 9 
07 
~7 

07 



• 

County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Qua 1 i ty August 1977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 211 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOU,CES (11) 

Yamhi 11 

Lincoln 

Columbia 

Yamhi 11 

Douglas 

Linn 

Yamhl 11 

Columbia 

Lincoln 

Mari on 

Multnomah 

Stayton Canning - Dayton 
Aeration basin 

Oregon Aqua Foods 
Newport - pond cleaning 
Waste water settling 

Reichold Chemical 
Deer Island, Scrubber 
wat3r treatment, Prill 
tower 

Sokol Blosser Winery 
Dayton-Waste treatment & 
Dis.Josal faci 1 ities 

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

Champion Building Products 
Leb<mon, Treatment & 

recirculation, misc. 
waste waters 

Pamplin Hog Farm - Dundee· 
Farrowing Manure tank 

Boise Cascade - §t. Helens 
Lagoon, pH adjustment 

Georgia Pacific ~ Toledo 
Oil/Water separator 

Mallories Dairy - Silverton 
Barn Wash down water disposal 

• 
Palmco, Inc. - Portland 
Installation of Air 
Floatation Grease· Separator 

-6-

8-1-77 Approved 

8-1-77 Approved 

8-1-77 Approved 

8-2-77 Approved 

8-5-77 Approved 

8-17-77 Approved 

8-19-77 Approved 

8-23-77 Approved 

8-26~77 Approved 

8-26-77 Approved 

8-31-77 Approved 



DEPARTMEN1' OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division August 1977 

Municipal 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Industrial 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit 
Received Completed Actions 

Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis. Yr. Pending 

* I** * I** * I** * I** * I** 

2.!.I 2 3 1 

2 3 3 2 

2 3 9 3 75 2 

3 5 2 9 

3 5 2 3 8 11 8 87 5 

3 3 5l! 2 _5_ 4 3 
2 2 1 5 

3 5 3 5 3 17 3 42 5 - --
1 3 5 8 

5 4 9 8 8 8 24 8 55 13 

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.) 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

* NPDES Permits 
** State Permits 

. 

. 

s I 4 14 I 10 11 I 1 6 142 I 1 s 

• 

Sources 
Under 

Permits 

* I** 

4331 93 

7991174 

l/lncludes 2 applications voided because facilities will not be constructed. 

-7-

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

* I** 

3031 75 

438 Ii 01 

661 9 



DEPJ\R'l'MEIY!' OF ENVIl\ONMI::NTJ\L QUl\LI'l'Y 
'l'ECJINICl\I, Pl(OG!(l\MS 

HON'l'lJI,Y ACTIVI'l'Y REPORT 

Water Ou9_LL4-.D i vision 
(ReporUng Unit) 

PE!l!H~.' l\CTIONS COMPLE'l'ED (27) 

,·•' 

" 

··1 Name of Source/Project/Site ~te of 
County and '.l'ype of Same tion Action 

.-~~~~~~--j~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~~ .~~~-t-~~~~~~~~~-l 

Clatsop 

Klamath 

Yamhill 

Lane 

Josephine 

Mari on 

Clatsop 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Lane 

• 
Ti 11 amook 

Lincoln 

Clackamas 

Crown Zellerbach 
Pulp and Paper Mill 

Town 0f Bonanza 
.sewag·o Di sposa 1 

8-24-77 

8-29-77 

Our Lady of Guadalupe Trappist Abbe.y 8-'30-77 
Sewage Disposal 

Richardson Park - Lane County 
Plans & Open Space 

·Eureka Mining & Machine Inc. 
Gold Mining 

North Marion Fruit 
(Edwa i"d Zach) 

Warrenton Deep Sea Inc. 
Fish Processing 

River Village Mobile Home 
Sewage Disposal 

Oregon Society of Holy Names 
Marylhurst 

Seneca Sawm i 11 
Lumber Products 

Edmunds Fish & Crab 
Shrimp Processing 

Beachside State Park. (OSHD) 
Recreation Area 

Smith Enterprises Inc. 
(Lucky Seven Mine) 

-8-

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-30-77 

8-31-77 

NPDES Permit Modified 

State Permit Modified 

State Permit Renewed 

State Permit Renewed 

State Pemit Issued 

State Permit lssLed 

NPDES Permit Renewed 

NPDES Permit Renewed 

NPDES Permit Renewed 

NPDES Permit Renewed 

NPDES Permit Renewed 

State Permit not 
required 

State Permit not 
required 



County 

Lane 

Union 

Jackson 

Coos 

Washington 

Jackson 

Deschutes 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Malheur 

Washington 

Lane 

Columbla 

" 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTl\L QUALITY 
TECllNI~l\L PROGRJ\MS 

... ". 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

August 1977 
.{Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (27) 

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

Sprin~field Quarry Rock 
Grave' M.ine 

Burr Courtwright 
Sewag; Disposal 

Central Po-i·nt 
Sewage Disposal 

.Ocean Spray Cranberries 
Berry >lashing 

Laurelwood Academy 
Sewage Disposal 

Emigrant Lake - Jackson Cou·nty 
Domestic Sewage 

City of Bend 
Sewage Disposal 

West Coast Truck Lines 
Domestic Sewage 

Bohemia Inc. (Umpqua) 
Saginaw Mill 

Georgia Pacific 
Prairie Road 

Ore-Ida Foods Inc. 
Potatoe Processing 

Tektronics Inc. 
Metal Plating 

Simpson Extruded Plastic 
Plastic Pipe 

Boise Cascade Corp. 
St. Helens Sawmill 

• 

.-9-

Date of 
Action Action 

8-10-77 State Permit Renewed 

'8-10-77 State Permit Issued 

8-10-77 State Permit Renewed 

8-10-77 State Permit lss~ed 

8-10-77 State Permit lss1;ed 

8-10-77 State Permit Renewed 

8-10-77 State.Permit Renewed 

8-10-77 State Permit Issued 

8-10-77 State Permit Renewed 

8-10-77 State Permit Renewed 

8~23-77 NPDES Permit Renewed 

8-23-77 NPDES Perml t Renewed 

8-24-77 'NPDES Permit Modified 

8-24-77 NPDES Permit Modlfied 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIHONMENTAL Q1JAI.ITY 
TECHNICAL PHOGRAMS 

MON'I'HLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Ai r Qua 1 i ty August 1977 
(Reporting 1Jni t) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

I
. Name of Source/Project/Site Date of 
~-~~-C_o_u_n_t~y~~--<-~~~~-a_n_d~Type ~o~f~S=am~e::_~~~~.+-.....::A=c=t=i=o=n~+-~~--=-A=c~t=i=o~n'---~--1 

Direct Stationary Sources (16) 

Polk 
(NC943) 

Union 
(NC9116) 

Klamath Falls 
(NC947) 

Multnomah 
(NC948) 

Lane 
. (NC953) 

Coos 
(NC955) 

Wallowa 
(NC956) 

Hood River 
(NC957) 

Multnomah 
(NC958) 

Jackson 
. (NC959) 

· Mari on 
(NC960) 

Multnomah 
(NC961) 

Linn 
'( NC962) 

Linn 
(NC970) 

Wi 11;,mette Industries. 
. Rep 1 cicement of worn scrubber duct. 

Bois•' Cascade Corp., LaGrande. 
Boi hr improvements. 

Weyer·haeuser - Klamath Falls. 
Lumb,r sander and baghouse. 

FMC Corporation. 
Spray paint booth controls. 

Weye·.·haeuser - Springfield. 
Micrc•-computer for monitoring 
system. 

Weyerhaeuser - North Bend. 
Veneer dryer air curtain and seals. 

Hurricane Creek Lumber Co. 
New sawmi 11. 

Greg Oates. 
Orchard fan. 

Boeing of Portland. 
Salt bath baghouse. 

Eugene F. Burrill Lumber Co. 
Smoke and steam flow meters on 
boiler. 

Halton Tractor Co. 
Spray paint booth. 

Boeing of Portland. 
Cyclone on grinders. 

Meeker Fertilizer. 

• 

Bulk ferti 1 izer loading., 

6/9177 

7/25/77 

7/22/77 

819177 

7/29/77 

7/25/77 

8;5;77 

7/11/77 

7/15/77 

8117177 

8/8/77 

8/1 /77 

7/29/77 

Champion Building Products Lebanon. 8!13177 
Replacement of 2 baghouses. 

l/ Not included in summary total. 
-1 o-

Canceled. lJ 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

App roved, tax 
credit only. l! 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved, tax 
credit only. ll 

Approved. 

Approved, tijx 
credit only. l! 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 

Approved. 



County 

DEPl\R'l'MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGHAMS 

MON'rHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality August 1977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

l\'3.Ille of Source/Project/Site 
and 'l'ypc of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (continued) 

Jackson Down River Forest Products. . 8/24/77 Approved. 
(NC974) Baghouse on sander cyclone #14. 

Portable Barton Sand a~d Gravel. 8/24/77 Approved . 
. (NC976) New portable rock crusher. 

• 

·'·' 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHN~CAL PROGRAMS 

·MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division August 1977 

Direct Sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Indirect Sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

(Reporting Unit) 

SUMMARY 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

4 

4 16 

40 50 

44 70 

4 6 

1 

5 7 

49 77 

. (Month and Year) 

OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions Permit Sources 
Completed Actions under 

Month ·Fis. Yr. Pending Permits 

3 14 

3 5 32 
4 9 28 

49 58 13 

57 75 87 1721 

3 16 

4 16 56 

58 79 103 

-12-

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits ---

1767 



' 

DEPl\RTMENT OP ENVIRONMENTl\L QU/\LITY 
TECIINIC/\L PROGR/\MS 

MONTHLY /\CTIVITY REPORT 

Air Qua 1 i ty August 1977 
(Reporting Unit) ·.(Month and Year) 

PERMIT /\CTIONS COMPLETED ( 58) 

·,'· 

I ~nnn. ·1 ~ame of Source/Project/Site Date of 
~~~tLy~~~-'--~--~~a~n~d'..-:'.T.ll:p~e-"'-o2f_S~a~m~e=--~~~~--t--=.A=c~t=i=o~n---t-~~-CA~c_t_i_'o_n~~~--j 

Direct Stationary Sources (57) 

Southwest Region 39 permits converted to minimal 
sources 

Baker 

Baker 

Benton 

Benton 

Deschu.tes. 

Douglas 

Harney 

Jackson. 

· Li nco In 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Oregon Portland Cement Co. 
01-0010, Modification 

. 
Oregon Portland Cement Co. 
Ol-0029, New 

Green and White Rock Products 
02-2125, Modification 

Northside Lumber Co. 
02-7082, Renewal 

Willamette Industries 
09-0002, Renewal 

Woolley Enterprises' 
10~0054, Modification 

Edward Hines Lumber Co. 
13-0001, Modification 

Georgi a-Pacific 
15-0058; Modification 

Weathershed 
21-0047, Modification 

.. 
Bunge Corporation 
26-2003, Renewal 

Western Farmers Association 
26-2181, Modification 

Colonial Mortuary 
26-2803, Modification 

Colonial Mortuary 
26-2984, Modification 

-13-

8/17/77 Permits Issued 

8/15/77 Addendum Issued 

8/2/77 Permit Issued 

7/25/77 Addendum Issued 

7/28/77 . Permit Issued 

7/28/77 .Permit Issued 

8/17/77 Addendum Issued 

7/25/77 Addendum Issued 

7/28/77 Addendum Issued 

7/28/77 Permit Issued 

7/28/77 Permit Issued 

7/28/77 Permit Issued 

7/28/77 Permit Issued 

7/28/77 Permit Issued 

~· . 



Dl~PAR'l'MENT 01' ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRJ\MS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Al r Qua 1 i ty August 1977 
(Reporting Unit) ·.(Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (58) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Tvpe of .Same 
. 

Di re.ct Stationary Sources (continued) 

Tillamook Moh'.er Sand and Gravel 
29~~035, Existing 

Ti 11 amook Neh-3 J em Bay Ready Mix 
29-J066, Existing 

Uni on Bo i oe Cascade 
31-0011, Modification 

Portable Ti I lamook Coun"ty Road Department 
37-0034, Renewal 

Portable DeAtley Corporation 
37-0164, Existing 

Indirect Source (1) 

Washington Hillsboro K-Mart Shopping Center, 
874 spaces in reciprocal easement 
agreement with Hillsboro Payless. 
File No. 34-7001 

-14-

Date of 
Action 

7/28/77 

7/28/77 

8/16/77 

7/28/77 

7{28/77· 

8/22/77 

.... 

Action 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Addendum I ssuec 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Modification issued 



County 

Yamhill 

Mari on 

Lane 

DEPllR'.l'MEN'l' OF ENVIRONMENTllL QUl\LITY 
TECHNICllL PROGRllMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Wasta Division August J 977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PT,J\N ACTIONS COMPLETED (2) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Publishers Paper 
New site 
Operational plan 

Clausen Farm 
New site 
Ope~ational ~lan 

Sou\:h Willamette 
DE,molition Site 

New Site 
Opa,·atio.nal Plan 

-15-

Date of 
Action Action 

8/12/77 Letter of author
ization. 

8/26/77 Letter of author·· 
izat.ion. 

8/8/77 Approved 

1.: 



General Refuse 

New 
Existi11g 
Renet.vals 
Modifications 
Total 

Demolition 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Indu.strial 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Sludge Disposal 

New 
Existing 
Rene'Vtals 
Modifications 
Total 

Hazardous Waste 

New 
· J\uthorizati·o~s 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTllL QUl\LITY 
TECHNICllL PROGHAMS 

MONTHLY AC'l'IVI'l'Y HEPORT 

Sol id Waste Division August 1977 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND !IAZllRDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Hon th Fis. Yr. 

2 
---1-

3 
~-'---

0 

2 

16 

22 

2 

2 
5 

2 

20 

20 

29 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis. Yr. 

2 

2 
3 
7 

2 
-2--

2 

17 

17 

31 

2 ---
2 

_._3_ 
_,_7_ 

---1-

--·-1-

4 
2 
3 

9 

45 

45 

62 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

Sites 
Under 
Permits 

_2=2,__(><-20) 
2 

27 185 

2 21 

5 
3 

94 

3 

3 5 

··-~--

41 306 

Sites 
Rec .. r'g 
Permits 

_1~ 

5 ---

313 

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

-16-



DEPllRTMllNT OP ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
'.I'ECllNICl\L PROGMNS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid ~3ste Division August 1977 

.· 

(Rcportirl,g Unit) (Month and Year) 

£ERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (31) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Type of Same 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (7) 

Benton 

Yamhill 

Crook 

Mari on 

Wallowa 

Marion 

Douglas 

Coffin Butte Landfill 
Existing facility 

Newbarg Landfi 11 
Existirig facility 

Riverside Ranch Transfer 
Existing facility 

MacL3ren School 
Existing facility 

Lostine Drop Box 
New Fad.l i ty 

Leroy Clausen 
New fact l i ty 

Elkton Landfi 11 
Exi sti n·g fac i l.i ty 

Demolition Waste Facilities (1) 

Lane South Willamette Landfill 
Existing facility 

Sludge Disposal Facilities - None. 

' Industrial" Solid Waste Facilities (6) 

Lake 

Yamhill 

Lakeview Timber Products 
lfow faci 1 i ty 

Publishers Paper, Newberg 
New faci l lty 

-17-

Date of 
Action 

8/3/77 

8/18/77 

8/18/77 

8/18/77 

8i23/77 

8/26/77 

8/29/77 

8/25/77 

8/5/77 

8/16/77 

·Action 

Permit amended. 

Permit amended. 

Permit issued 
( renewa 1 ) . 

Permit issued 
(renewal). 

Permit issued. 

Letter authorization 
issued. 

Permit amended. 

' ·"' ' 
Permit issued. 

. .. 

Letter authorization 
isswyd. 

Letter authorization 
issued .. 

' 



DEP/IH1'MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
'l'ECJJNIC/\L PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division August 1977 
(Rcporti~g Unit) (Month and Year) 

fERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued) 

.· 

j ~Annr· Name of Source/Project/Site Date of 
~y'--~--;.~~~~a~n~d~T~y"--e--'o~f-"'S~a~m-e~~~~~+--A~c-t_i_o~n~+-~~-'-A~c~t~i~o~n~~ 

Lane 

Hood River 

Klamath 

Ti 11 amook 

Maza,oa Timber Products 
Existing facility 

Diamond Fruit Company 
·Existing facility 

Modoc Lumber Company 
Existing facility 

Weller Pit 
Existing facility 

Hazardous Waste Facilities (17) 

Gilliam 

II 

II 

II 

Chem-Nuclear Syste·ms 1n·c:;· 
Existing facility 

II 

II 

II 

-18-

8/25/77 

8/29/77 

8/29/77 

8/30/77 

8/l/77 

8/1/77 

8/16/77 

8/29/77 

Permit i~sued. 

Permit issued. 

Permit issued 
(rene~al). 

Renewal application 
denied. 

Five (5) verbal 
approvals confirmed 
in writing. (Small 
quantities of 
pesticides, lab 
chemicals, and PCBs). 

Disposal author
ization approved. 
(A~rqsal pruning 
product.) 

Eight (8) verbal 
approvals confirmed 
in writing. (Small 
quantities of 
pes~icides, PCBs, 
plating solution, 
etc.) 

Disposal author-
i zat:jon approved. 
(Pesticide waste.) 



DEPARTMENT 01!' ENVIHONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECIJNICllL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

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

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued) 

I rnnnru I Name of Source/Project/Site Date of 
~~·~~--'a~n~d;_;:T"'-"~e-=o=f_,::.S~am~e~-~~~~~-l-~A~c~t=i=o~n~-+-~~--=-A~c~t=i=o~n'--~~___j 

Gilliam 

II 

Chem-Nuclear Systems Inc. 
Existing facility 

•• 

-19-

8/31177 

8/22/77 

Disposal author
ization approved. 

'(Chromic waste.) 

Disposal author
ization amended. 
(Nitrate ester 
plastic liner.) 



Environmental Quality Commission 
ROBERT W. STRAUB 

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

Contains 
Recycled 

DEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

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 
fo 11 ows: 

l. 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, T-911, T-912, T-914 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). 

M. J. Downs: cs 
229-6485 
918177 
Attachments 

(l) Tax Credit Summary 

William H. Young 
Director 

(2) Tax Credit Application Table 
(3) 16 Review Reports 



Attachment 1 

TAX CREDIT SUMMARY 

Proposed September 1977 Totals: 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Sol id Waste 

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

Air Qua 1 i ty 
Water Qua 1 i ty 
Sol id Waste 

$ 765,742.50 
404,707.62 

-o-
$1, 170,450.12 

$5,230,090.66 
985,029,40 
446,661.00 

"$6,661,781.06 

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

Air Qua! ity 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 

$102,928,949.45 
72,582,384.45 
13,609,675.18 

$189, 121,008.79 



App 1 i cant/ 
P 1 ant Location 

Weyerhaeuser 
Springfield 

Tektronix, 
Beaverton 

Appl. No. 

T-667 

I T-900 

I 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS SUMMARY 

Fae i l i ty 

Sinclair white water filtering 
system 

Alternate power source 

. -·-------···-···- -·--- ---- --~-- -r 

Claimed 
Cost 

$36,702.00 

Champion Building 
Wi I lamina 

Prod. T-901 Wastewater collection system , 38,882.00 

Champion Building 
Wi I lamina 

I Prod.! T-902 

Champion Building Prod. I T-903 
Willamina ! 

Champion Building Prod. 1. T-904 
Mapleton 

Champion Building Prod.! T-905 
Lebanon 

Champion Building Prod. T-906 
Mapleton 

Champion Building Prod. T-907 
Willamina 

Roof drainage collection 
and piping system 

Veneer dryer gas ducting 
and burning system 

Wastewater collection system 

Wood dust filtering system 

Veneer dryer gas ducting 
and burning system 

Wastewater treatment system 

25,504.00 

154,778.95 

26,859.00 

.285,970.00 

82,235.55 

11 ,973 .23 

% Allocable 
to Po 11 ut ion 
Cont ro 1 

60% or more 
and less 
than 80% 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

80% or more 

l 
I 

Di rector's 
Recommendation 

Revoke 
Certificate 
No. 623 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 
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App 1 i cant/ 
Plant Location 

Champion Bldg. Prod. 
Gold Beach 

Champion Bldg. Prod. 
Gold Beach 

Champion Bldg. Prod. 
Roseburg 

Bohemia, Inc. 
Junction City 

Owens- I 11 i no is 
Portland 

Champion Bldg. Prod. 
Lebanon 

Kaiser Gypsum Co. 
St. Helens 

Appl. No. 

T-908 

Facility 

Wastewater recirculation 
system 

I 

Claimed 
Cost 

I $16,344.oo 

I 

% Allocable 
to Po 11 ut ion 
Control 

80% or more 

T-909 I Wood dust filtering 105,599.00 I 80% or more 
, I system I '1' 
.! l i 
~ __ _L____ J l I --- , ---------~----
l 1 I 
i T-910 I Wood dust filtering 137,159.00 j 80% or more 

I system ! 
I I 
l ' 
i--- i-------------- ---------, --- ' 

! 1 ' \ 
T-911 f. Wastewater system I 39,091.16 i 80% or more · 

T-912 

T-914 

T-915 

r ---~ 

I Wastewater disposal system i 170,318.23 
I 

Glue wastewater ' 14,859.00 
recirculation system 

Oil spill containment dike 24, 175.00 

80% or more 

80% or more 

,---------
80% or more 

Di rector• s 
Recommendation 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 

Issue 
Certificate 



Appl T-667 

Cert 623 
State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

REVOCATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE 

l. Certificate Issued To: 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Paperboard Manufacturing 
P. O. 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 
Springfield, 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 Qua] ity 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 
control purpose." 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Environmental Qua] ity Commission 
revoke Certificate 623, issued to Weyerhaeuser Company in the amount of 
$96,482.00. 

Attachments (3) 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
8/11/77 
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StJI ... t.'f On.·~"-'tl 

DfPJ\l\TMFNT OF f.NVll\ONMENTAL QUALITY Application No T-667 

Issued To: As& Owner Location of Pollution Control Facility: 

Weyerhaeuser Company 785 North 42 Street 
Paperboard Hanuf acturlng Springfield, Oregon 
Post Office Box 275 Lane County 
Sprl ngf I e Id, Oregon 97477 

Description of Pollution Control Facility: 

Two rotary drum f 11 ters, one pump, and related pl ping and electrical controls. 

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operation: M<irch, 1974; Apr I 1, 19711 

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility:. $ 96,482.00 

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: 

Eighty percent (80%) or more 

In accordance v.•ith the provisions of ORS 4490 605 et seq. , it is hereby certified that the facility 
described herein and in the application reierenced above is a 11 pollution control facility11 \'r-ithin 
the definition of ORS 449. 605 and th:it the facility \Vas erected, .-:oustructed, or installed on or 
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 51, 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 "'ater pollution, and that the facility is· necessary to satis.fy t11e intents and 
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder. 

1'hercfore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance \Vith 
the statutes of the State· of Oregon, the regulations of th'C Department of Environmental Quality 
and the follo\·>il1g special conditions: 

l. The facility shall he contimxnisly opcn•.ted ;,t rnaximtun efficiency for the 
designed 1)ur1,ocn of prover1ting, co11trolli119, and. reducing \'Tater pollution. 

--2;-------r11e---n-e1)nrtiilent c;>f--EnVi.rO!lL.1Cn.tal ~?u,1.1i ty t;11a.11 be inunedia·t·e1y·---fi.Oti-fi-c·a--9f 
t.\n~' proposed change in use c>r loothod of. or->c1r.Z1.i.:ion of the fo.cility and· if, 
for any rea.son, tl1e f_acility cons,_~s tt.:-.l 01)cr:atc fc:ir it.8 irlb_"..!nded l="oll ution 
control purpose. 

3. Any ro1)orts or raoaitoring d<;.ta requeutod I'Jy t:he JJ(-~partr.tcnt of l~nvi.r.-orunant.;",]. 
Qun.J.i ty shall h'~ pi:ompt.l.y provided. 

~-~--E~~ 

Sign1,~~=::2~-~5 ___ ~--------.--------
'fill(• ._to.rqri._ -~\~B.f1~;;;r: 1 _Di r_c~_t.<?.r. ________ _ 

llcpnrtrncnt of En•1i ror.menti>l QuaiTty 
/\ppr\'Vt'J l'Y I.Ii.: E:tvlr~1:in1t·nt-J.i ~111,dity Con11His:.iun 



• . . 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Carol Splettstazer Date: July 27, 1977 

From: Dick Nichols 

Subject: Tax Credit - Weyco - Springfield 

Weyerhauser 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. 

DEQ-16 SP*18652-340 



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

Attention: Mr. Kent Ashbaker 

Gentlemen: 

Weyerhaeuser Company 

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

July 2.2, 1977 

File 96244 

Water Quality Division 
Dept. cf Eni.'irc;-imer::a! ~:ialitv 

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 white water filtering 
system· for ff2 paper machine was removed~ · · 

The new SWECD filtering systems have been in operation since 
late in June, 1977. 

AAC:ls 
Enclosure 

Respectfully, 

~/ 
A. A. Coleman 
Technical Director 



State.of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

-TAX RELIEF APPL I CAT·J ON REVIEW REPORT 

• 

Appl T-900 ' 

Date 8/30/77 

1. Applicant 

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

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

3. 

4. 

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 1 0 , l 9 77. 

Facility C~sti '$36,702.00 (Accountant's certification was provlded,l 

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 posslbility 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 afte~ rece1v1ng approval to· construct and 
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

B. Facility was constructed after January l, 1967 as r~quired by ORS 
468. 165 ( l ) (a) . 

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

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

E. The Company claims in the.i r application that 72.5% of the cost is allocable 
to pollution control. The facility also s~rves as an alternate power 
supply to the Electro-Chem Building. 



Appl T-900 
Date 8/30/77 
Page ~~2~~~ 

5. Di rector's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a pollution 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% alJocable to 
pollution control. 

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



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Appl T-901 

Date 8/30/77 
' 

1. Applicant 

2. 

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

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

" ' ' Description of (l<JimM 'F'ilcil HY 

The claimed facility consists of equipment which connects to the existing 
8 1 x 12 1 veneer dryer was.hdown water sump. Sump water· is pumped into a 
CF Bauer 48 11 Hydrasieve scr·een. Wood fiber falls into a drop box. Water 
falls by gravity to an 8,000 gallon holding tank. A 200 gpm, 30 hp pump 
discharg'es 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 facility April 1, 1976, completed 
November 1, 1976, and placed into operation December 31 1 1976, 

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

3. Evaluation of Application 

Permit 1544-J, Condition S3, 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, unti 1 September 1976, 
after the statutes had been'changed (in late 1975) to require a pre! iminary 
certificate (ORS 468.175) .which was not obtained for this faci 1 ity 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. 

4. 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-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, control] ing or reducing water pollu.tion, 

D .. Facility was required by appl icant 1s 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 Facility 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 

' 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon· 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

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

Appl T-902 ' 

Date 8/30/77 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

Plant roof water runoff is collected by the facility and discharged to the 
storm drain without mixing with process waste, which rriust 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 September 30, 1976, 
completed and placed into 6peration December 31, 1976. 

Facility Cost: $25,504.00 (Certified.Public Accountant's statement wa~ 
provided.) 

3. 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 rpore efficient waste water treatment. 

The plan approve! for this facility was given by the Depar~ment in 1974 
pursuant to the statutes and rules then in effect, Construction was not 
commenced, however, unt i 1 S.eptember 1976, after the statutes had been 
changed (in 1975) to requir.e 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, wa~ not additionally 
required to apply for a prelimina~y certificate after the 1975 law change 
and prior to construction of.the facility. 

4. 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). 



App 1 T-902 
Date 8/30/77 
Page 2 

C .. Faci 1 ity 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 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 control 1 

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

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
for the facility .claimed i.n Application T-902, suc·h certificate to b·ear 
the actual cost of $25,504.00 with 80% or more applicable to pollution control. 

W.D.Lesher:cs 
229-5318 
916177 

' 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIE~ REPORT 

1. Applicant 

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

Appl T-903 

Date 9/1 /77 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

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

Blower, duct work, dampers, nozzles, manifold 
Foundation, controls, refractory work, misc. 

$123,822.80 
30 '956. 15 

Notice of Intent to Construct was approved by 
Air Pollution Authority on January 15, 1975. 
not required. 

the Mid Willamette Valley 
Preliminary Certification was 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in April 1975, completed 
in January 1976. and. placed into operation in February 1976. 

Facility Cost1 $154,778.95 (Accountant's Certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation 

In order to control the emissions from the veneer dryers as required by 
MWVAPA and Department regulations, 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. T,he primary purpose of this 
installation is air pollution control. 

4. Summation 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to .. construct under 
the rules of the Mid Willamette Valley Afr Pollution Authority. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January l, 1967 as required by 
ORS468.165(1)(/.l.). , 

C. Fae i l i·ty is designed for and is being operated to a substant i a 1 extent 
for the purpose of preventing, control] ing 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. 



Appl T-903 
Date 9/ l /77 
Page _ _,2'----

E. Applicant claims 80% or more of fa~il ity cost is allocable to pollution 
control and there is no return on investment 1 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 
229-61!80 
9/1 /77 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIE~ REPORT 

1. Applicant 

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

Appl T-904 ' 

Date 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility is in two parts: 

A. Collection 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 fou~tain water, 
boiler grate cooling 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 4" pipeline to a hydrasieve 
screen to remove the particulate matter and into a two compartment 
80 1 x 120 1 (100~000 gallon) treatment pond with outlet gravity oil 
separator and o.i l 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, PVC piping, down
spouts and storm drains to the river. The function of the facility 
is to gather roof runoff water and discharge these watets 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 Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
was not required. 

The facility was started March 1973, completed March l§j4, and placed 
into operation in May 1974. 

Facility Cost: 
was provided.) 

$26,859.00 (Certified Public Accountant's statement 

• 
3. Evaluati'on 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 control. 



App 1 T-904 
Date -e,-;-30_/,_7_7_ 

Page ~~2'--~~-

4. Summation 

A. Facility was not required to hav~ prior approval to construct or 
Preliminary Certification. 

B. Facility was constructed after January l, 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 pollution. 

D. 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 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 ~6ritrol. 

WDLesher: cs 
229-5318 
8/30/77 



App 1 T-905 

; . Date 8/31 /77 

State.of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICAHON REVIEW REPORT 

l . App 1 i cant 

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

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

2. D·escription 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 
#44 and #45 118 ,471 

Filter, fans, ductwork, electrical work, etc. for cyclones 
#24, #25 and #27. 103,779 

Approval .fo_construct was granted by the Mid Willamette Val_ley Air Pollution 
Aut_hority Septemoer 21, 1971. Pre! iminary 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.) 

3, Eva! uation 

4. 

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 con>idered the best 
available method of controlling these types of emissions .. The collected 
material has 1 ittle value to the plant. 

The baghouses are operating in a satisfactory manner and have reduced plant 
site emissions by over -1-00 pounas 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-905 
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 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 ppl lution · 
control and 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 Recommendatien 

It 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 

' 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1 . Appl i cant 

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

Appl T-906 

Date 9/l /77 

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

2. Description of,·C'i·aimed Facility 

The facility desc'ribed in this application is a veneer dryer system with 
costs consisting of: 

A. Masonry work on boi'ler firebox 
B. Fabrication and installation of fan, motor, dampers 
C. Two opposed blade dampers 
D. Electrical installation 
E. Concrete 
F. Fire doors 
G. Miscallaneous 

$ 1 ,378,84 
72,253,00 

750.00 
4,289,42 

234,oo 
1 '744. 50 
1,585.42 

Notice of Intent to Construct was made September 19, 1974. Preliminary 
Certification was not required. 

Construction on the claimed facility-was initiated October l, 1974, completed 
February 1, 1975, and placed into operation March l, 1975. 

Facility Cost: $82,235.55 (Accountant's Certificat.ion was provid~d.) 

3. Evaluation 

The applicant was in violation of the veneer dryer regulations of the Lane 
Regional Air Pollution Authority. In order to control the

0

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 installation is air pollution control. 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. 

• 
4. Summation 

A. Facil.ity was constructed after approval to construct was issued pursuant 
to ORS 468.175. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January l, 1967 as required by 
ORS 468.l65(l)(a). 



Appl T-906 
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C. Faci.l ity is designed for and is oelng operated to 'I substqnti'll extent 
for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing air pollution, 

D. 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. 

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 byproducts redulting from the installation 
of this facility. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

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/es 
229-6480 
9/l /77 



State.of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENV l.RONMENTAL QUALi TY 

.TAX RELIEF APPLICAT'ION REVIEW REPORT 

1. App 1 i cant 

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

• 

Appl T-907 

Date 8/30/77 

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

2. Description of Claimed Faci 1 ity 

The facil ity•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, 1•974. Preliminary 
Certification for Tax £redit was not required. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed fac.i 1 ity 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.) 

3. 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 app 1 i cant ·was required to cons i: ruct 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 Quality approval was granted-by letter of 
March 1, 1974. 

No profits will be derived from this facility. 
pollution control. 

4. Summation 

The only benefits are in 

• 

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued 
pursuant to ORS 468.17~. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required by 
ORS 468, l 65(1) (a). 



, 
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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 ~ater 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.cost is claimed allocable to pollution control. 
The facility is solely for the purpose of water pollution control, 

5. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
for the facility claimed in T-9Q7, 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 

• 



State of Oregon· 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Appl T-908 ' 

Date 8/31 /77 

1. App 1 i cant 

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

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

2. 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 ope.ration, 
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 wa.shdown main and to glue m1x1ng. Piping, valves· and fittings, concrete 
work, five pumps, electrical, miscellaneous materials and company labor 
were required., 

.Notice of Intent to Construct and P£eliminary Certification for Tax Credit 
were not required. 

Construction was initiated.on the daimed facility in April 1971, completed 
in December 1972, and placed into operation in January 1973. 

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

3. Eva] uation 

4. 

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

"No glue wastes shal 1 .be al lowed 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 facility. 

The appl !cation states that operating costs far exceed that of the water 
saved by recirculation. The only benefits derived are in 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 Chapter 468. 165(1)(a). 



• 
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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 Jnt~nts 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 Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
for the claimed facility, such certificate to bear the actual cost of 
$16,344.oo with 80% or more allocable to pollution control. 

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

• 



State.of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

-TAX RELIEF APPLICAT·ION REVIEW REPORT 

l. Applicant 

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

App I T-909 

Date 8/24/77 

The applicant owns and operates a plywood pla'nt in Gold Beach 1 Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility in this application consists of three baghouses to control 
emissions from four cyclones. The facility costs consist of: 

Three Carter Day Baghouses 
Electrical, concrete, steel, fabrication, etc. 

$68,549.00 
37,050.00 

Notice of ·intent to Construct and Preliminary Certification for Tax 
. Credit not required. 

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

Faci·l ity Cost: $105,599.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of App) icati·on 

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 regulation. 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, · 

4, Summation 

A. Facility was not required to hav·e prior approval to construct or 
preliminary certification. 

B, Facility was constructed on or after January 11 t967 as required by 
ORS 468.165(l)(a). 

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent 
for the purpose of preventing', control! ing or reducing air pollution, 
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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. The applicant claims that 80% or more of facility costs are allocable 
for pollution control. The facility is s.ole.ly 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 al located to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-909. 

E.G.Woods:cs 
229-6480 
916177 

' 



Stat'e of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIE~ REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Champion Building Products 
P. O. Box 1 0228 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Appl T-910 

Date 8/31177 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

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

Notice of Intent to Construct and Pre] iminary 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. 

3. ·Evaluation of Application 

The applicant h'as inst;il led two Carter Day baghouses to control sanderdust 
emissions from four cyclones, #5, #6, #7 and #8 .. Control of these cyclones 
Nas necessary to meet grain loading and process weight limits. The instal
lation of this equipment has reduced emiss.ions to the atmosphere by approximately 
130 pounds per hour. 

4. Summation 

A. Faci nty was not required to have prior approval to construct or 
pre] iminary certification. 

B. Facility was construct~d on or after January l, 1967 as required by 
ORS 468.165(l)(a). 

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

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality 
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and pu~poses 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. Therefore, 100% of the 
cost of the facility is allocable to air pollution control. 
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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 

917177 



State of Oregon. 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIE~ REPORT 

1 . App 1 i cant 

Bohemia, Inc. 
Junction City Plywood Division 
2280 Oakmont Way 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Appl T-911 

Date 8/31/77 

·The applicant owns and operates a veneer laminating facility manufacturing 
plywood. 

2. 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 faci 1 ity also cons is ts 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 labor and miscel Janeous materials 
were required.· 

Request for Pre] iminary 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 Aprfl 1977. 

Facility Cost: $39,091 .16 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was 
provided.) 

3. Evaluation 

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

A. Boiler Blowdown 
B. Veneer Dryer Washdown 
C. Cooling Water 
D. Glue Waste Washdown 
E. Truck Washdown Water 

• 
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. 
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4. Summation 

• 

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and 
Pre] iminary Certification issued pursuant to OR·s '468.175. 

B. Facility was constructed oh 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 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. Applicant claims 100% of costs 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-911, such Certificate to bear· 
the actual cost of $39,091. 16 with 80% or more allocable to pollution· 
control. 

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



Appl T-912 ' 

Date 8/30/77 
State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1 . App 1 i cant 

Owens•lll inois, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 20067 
Portland, Oregon 97220 

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

2. 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 fl ow 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 Preliminary Certification 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 Account-ant's statement was 
provided,) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The Department required that all waste waters be discharged to 
sewerage system within 60 days after service became available. 
requirement was implemented by the cla.imed facility. 

the areawide 
This 

Project plans w~re approved and pre] iminary 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. 

4. Summation • 

A. Facility was constructed after rece1v1ng approval to construct and pre
liminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

B. Facility was constructed on or after January l, 1967 as required by 
ORS 468.l65{l)(a). 



Appl T-912 
Date 8/ 30/77 

--.-.,,-~ Page ___ 2 __ 

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

D. The facility was required by the appl icant 1~ 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 mora of facility costs are claimed allocable to pollution control. 
The sole purpose of this facility is water pollution control, 

5. 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 $170,318.2-3 with 80% or more of the cost allocable to pollution control, 

W.D.Lesher:cs 
229-5318 
916177 

• 



Appl. No. T-914 

1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

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

Date 917177 

The applicant owns and operates a complete plywood plant at· Lebanon, Oregon, 
near the South Sanitam River. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application·.is a closed system for recircu
lating glue spreader w9ste 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 
cont ro 1 . 

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

3. 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 
pollution control. 

4. Summation 

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

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

C. (continued) 

Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial 
extent for the purpose of preventing, control] ing 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 materials, 
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 pollution control be 
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-914. 

WDL:elk 
917177 



Appl. No. T-915 

1 . Appl i cant 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Kaiser Gypsum Company, Inc. 
St. Helens, OR 97051 

Date 

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. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

917177 

The facility described in this applkation 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. 

Faci 1 ity Cost: $24, 175.00. (Certified Public Accountant's statement was 
attached to the application.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The berm is containment for two fuel oil storage tanks which have a tota.l 
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. 

4. Summation 

A. The claimed facility was constructed after rece1v1ng 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 pollution. 

D. The facj l ity was requ·ired 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 al located to pollution contror be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-915. 

WDL:elk 
917177 



Environmental Quality Commission 
ROBERT W. STRAUB 

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

Contains 
Recycled 

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

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

Background 

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

Duraflake Division of Willamette Industries operates a particleboard 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 air 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 Goo ug/m5 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 requ1r1ng 
some further evaluation or source tests for compliance verification as will 
be discussed below. 



In addition to materials handling 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 
achieve comp] iance 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 detailed 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 limit. 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 limitations. 

Summation 

1. 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 some retesting is necessary to determine compliance 
and/or establish accurate emission rates. 

3. Additional control of fugitive emis~ion 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 1 imits until January, 1979. 
During this period the company proposes the fol lowing 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. 

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 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 I, 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 regulations. 

Recommendations 

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 I, 1979, 
subject to carrying out the program in 5(a-f) above. 

@di" 
WlLLlAM H •. YOUNG 
D l rector 

Direct inquiries to F. A. Skirvin 229-6414. 

Attachments: 
I. Dept. Source Evaluation (See page 11 for sources to be tested) 
2. Variance Request · 
3. Air Contaminant Discharge Permit #22-0143 

/lb 8/31/77 



To: 

from: 

Subject: 

OEQ 4 

D ffM!llllli;! ¥1, "'' IW5"''' -·. 

lf~QfUIVIRONMENTA!QIJAUlY. Att h t l 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Willamette Industries - Duraflake File 

P. L Willhitee-vJ 

Inspection 

[ffifg@~OW~ D acmen 

. Ill! h 8 1977 l®ROFFICE MEMO 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

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

The emissions points at thi~ facility may be categorized 
in equipment groupings. 

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

101 - Truck Dump 

All 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 building to the south end and 
discharge their material into a hopper which is equippped with a 
dragchain. Fugative emissions are predominantly from the dry ma
terial receiving system, but are also encountered when dumping 
.green material. 

Commerits 

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 explained to me, I do not 
think it would improve emissions 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 building and is deposited oh their 
property and on adjacent property. 



201A - 201B - Green Material Refiners 

The green material is belt conveyed from the rece1v1ng 
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 201 B. 

Comments 

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

2. A retest is recommended. due 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 to the 
green material surge bin. cyclone 202. 

Comments 

l. 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 

l. 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 recommended. 

203 - Primary Cyclone From the Heil 105 Dryer 

The discharge from this dryer passes through cyclone 203. 
The emissions from this cyclone are uncontrolled. 
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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 required. 

204 and 205A - Relay Cyclone From the Dryer Cyclone 

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

Comments 

1. Both units were source tested in January of 1975 and 
showed emissions of 1.7 and 6.6 pounds per hour. 

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

3. Retesting is recommended. 

206 - Bypass Relay Cyclone and 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 . 'No vis i b 1 e emi ss i ans from baghouse. 

2. No source test is recommended. 

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

Qr.Y- Material Storage Buildings 

Dry material is belt conveyed from the receiving building to 
the· top of the dry material storage building. These belt conveyors 
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are all enclosed. The material is dropped off the belts inside 
the building 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 plywood trim. The 
plywood trim storage buildings have very large openings on the south 
side. · 

Comments· 

1. The west 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 considerable amount of the time. 

3. Dust conditions within the dry material 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. All 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 Cyclone & Hemlock Shavings Cyclone 

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

Comments 

l. Visible emissions were approximately 5% opacity. 

2. The emission levels of O. 4 and l . 2 pounds per hour seems 
low. 

3. Additional controls are recommended.· 

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

104 - Hog Reclaim Cyclone 

This cyclone handles material.from a reclaim silo. 

Comments 

l. Cyclone puffs from O to 10% opacity. 
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2. Emission level of 0.6 pound per hour is probably· a good 
overall average but some periods are probably in con
siderable excess. 

3. Addiitonal control is recommended. 

4 •. Source test is recommended if controls are not installed. 

301 - 302 - Plywood Trim Cyclones With a Scrubber 

The plywood trim is passed through hammer mills. This ma
terial is then air transmitted through cyclones 301 and 302. Their 
exhaust is treated commonly.by an American 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 Conveyor 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 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 2.1 
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 . 
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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% .opacity, emissions from the scrubber.s •. 

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 baghouse. 

2. No visible emissions from silos or baghouse. 

3. No source test is recommended. 

409 - Relay to Blender Surge Bin 

This cyclone relays the material from the production surge 
bins to the blender surge bin. 

Comments 

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

2. No emissions evident. 

508 - Line 2 MAT Trim 

This unit handles the pre press (blended) trim material. 

Comments 

l. No emissions .were evident. 

2. No source test is provided in files. 
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3. Source test is recommended to confirm estimated emission 
of 2.5 pounds per hour. 

502 and 503 - Floor Sweeps Hogging Heads 

This is add'itional prepress Mat material. 

Comments 

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 - Re.ject Pit Cyclone 

504A is an alternate system to the 504 system handling reject 
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 lead to .increased fugative 
emission should be installed. 

3. If left as is, source tests should be conducted.· 

508 and 508A ~ Line 2 Reject Pit 

SOSA 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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2. The company should investigate further the causes of the 
discharge surges. 

3. Source test is recommended if surges cannot be corrected. 

601 and 606 - Line 3 Reject Pit and Furnish to Blender 

Comments 

1. Both cyclones exhausted to a common scrubber. 

2. No visible emissions observed. 

3. 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. No visible emissions observed. 

2. No source test is recommended. 

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

Comments 

1. Operations looked excellent . 

. 2. No apparent discharges. 

3. No source test is recommended. 

605~Hog Reel aim Cyclone 

Comments 

1. No source tests are on file. 

2. Source test is recommended due to ac.cumulation 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. 
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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 to·common.scrubber. 

2. No visible emissions observed. 

3. Source tested in July 1972 at 2.1 pounds per hour. 

4. Source 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 is recommended. 

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

Boiler area and miscellaneous air handling systems. 

Comments 

1. All routed to a common scrubber. 
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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 

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. 

2. Estimated emissions are 0.3 pound per hour. 

3. No source tests have been performed. 

4. A source test is recommended. 
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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 

2 •. Openings from the truck dump area 

3. Openings in the dry material storage buildings 

4. Any openings in the material conveyor systems 

5. Accumulations resulting from upset operations 

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

DISCUSSION 

A meeting was held with the company on August 4, 1977, to 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 limited 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-

"' Dutu .. s:s '" ducted on Cyclone 201A, Scrubbers A, G, H, both press vents from 
~E -n;:sT\2,t::, Line 2, cyclone 605 and cyclone 103. These tests could be conducted 

. by the company within 90 days. A 11 sources could be tested by the 
HV train with the exception of the press vents which would be sub
.ject to an additional gaseous sampling train. These units, I be
lieve, are representative of worst case emitters for similiar oper
ating units. 

Additional control of fugitive emission is necessary. More 
review of the subject is required before they can be adequately 
addressed. 

PW/tlk 



AIR SYSTEM EMISSIONS 
8-1-77 

100 Series - Raw Material #/Hr. Control Tested Test Recommend. 

101 Truck Dump negative air Disconti. NA 
102 Fir shavings to screen • 4 High Pres • 1969 Conditional 
103 Hemlock shavings to screen 1.2 High Pres. 1969 Condi ti ona 1 
104 Hog reclaim to screen • 6 High Pres • 1969 Conditional 

200 Series - Pre-dri area 

201A North Green refiner • 5 Low Pres • Yes 
201B South Green refiner • 8 Low Pres . Yes 
202 Relay to green dryer surge bin 0.0 High Pres. 1976 No 
203 Primary from 105 dryer 32.0 Low·Pres. 1976 No 
204 Relay from 105 dryer 6.~ Low Pres. 1976 Yes 
205 Primary from 85 dryer AAFScrubber Yes 
205A Relay from 85 dryer 1.7 Low Pres. 1976 Yes 
206 Relay to Fir storage - bypass 0 Baghouse 8 Mo 

. 300 Series - Milling Area 

301 Plywood trim to screen 2.5 Scrubber A 1972 ' Yes 
.. 302 Plywood trim to screen Scrubber A * 
303 Screen to Pallmann bin 2. l Scrubber B 1972 Yes 
310 Pallmann conveyor vent Scrubber B * 
311 PSKM refiner .5 Scrubber C Yes 

400 Series - Dr~er area 

401 #1 dryer primary 2.0 Scrubber D 1969 Yes 
403 #2 dryer primary 2.0 Scrubber E 1969 Yes 
405 #3 dryer primary 2.0 Scrubber F 1969 Yes 
407 #4 dryer primary 4.0 Scrubber G 1969 Yes 
408 Production Silo 0.0 Baghouse 4 No 
409 Relay to Blender Surge Bin 0.0 Baghouse 4 No 

500 Series - Line #1 Area 

501 Mat trim 2.5 Low Pres. No 
502 Floor sweeps and system #503 . 4 Low Pres •. No 
503 Hogging heads 0.0 Low Pres. No 
504 Reject pit (inside plant) 0.0 High Pres. No 
509 Press vent 1.3 Stack 1972 Yes 
510 Press vent 1.3 Stack 1972 * 504A Alternate to 504 High Pres. No 
500 Series - Line # 2 Area 

506 Mat trim 1. 0 Low Pres. Conditional 
507 F1 oor sweeps l. 0 Low Pres. Conditional 
508 Reject pit • 5 High Pres • Conditional 
508A Alternate to 508 High Pres. ·· Conditional 
511 Press vent 1.3 Stack 1972 Yes 
512 Press vent l.3 Stack 1972 * 



600 Series - Line #3 Area #/HrT Control Tested Test Recommend. 

601 Reject pit 0.0 Scrubber H Yes 
602 Globe saws and negative air 0.0 Baghouse 5 No 
603 Sander #3 0.0 Baghouse 3 No 
604 Sander #3 0.0 Baghouse 3 No 
605 Hog reclaim 3.0 High Pres. Yes 
606 Furnish to blender o.o Scrubber H * 607 Press vent 1. 3 Stack 1972 Yes 
608 Press vent 1.3 Stack 1972 * 609 Press vent 1. 3 Stack 1972 * 
700 Series - Finishing Lines 1 & 2 

701 Globe saws .0.0 Scrubber w/#708 I Yes 
702 Porter saws 1.0 Low Pres. No 
703 KVAL saw • 4 Low Pres . No 
704 & 705 Sander #1 0.0 Baghouse l No 
706 & 707 Sander #2 o.o Baghouse 2 No 
708 Hog reclaim 2. l Scrubber I 1972 * 
800 Series - Boiler Area 

'801 #1 Sander dust bin o.o Scrubber H Yes 
802 #2 Sander dust bin 0.0 Scrubber H * 
803 #1 Boil er feed o.o Baghouse 6 No 
804 #2 Boi 1 er feed o.o Baghouse 7 No 

900 Series - Miscellaneous 

901 #1 Blender negative air .3 Low Pres. Yes 
902 Mill and flake negative air o.o Scrubber H * 
907 Relay #902 to dryer bin o.o Scrubber H * 
910 105 dust burner feed 0.0 Scrubber H * 
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Willamette Industries, Inc. 

Duraflake Division 

Attachment 2 

State of Oregon 
ll!fARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

ID)~@~OW~'l]I 
\ill Mf-IY 4 1977 fl-!J P.O. Box 428 

Albany, Oregon 97321 

May 3, 1977 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1234 s. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attn: Mr. E. J. Weathersbee 

Gentlemen: 

AIR 9UALIT'l CONTROL 

The inhabitants of the Millersburg area, as well as the inhabitants 
in the remainder of Oregon, are faced with energy pr<;>blems 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 •. 

l. 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 dryer 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 dffinands than the two stage AAF venturi ~crubber. 

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
ember, 1978 shutdown providing the equipment is available within 
that time span. 

4. If by June 30, 1978 we can not engineer a more efficient control 
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. 

5. A variance is requested to operate the 105 green dryer without 
control equipment until January, 1979. 

continued 

Momber: National Particleboard Association 
Associate Mombor: National Association of Furniture Manufacturors, Inc. 

503/928-3341 
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DEQ 
Portland, Or 

- 2 -

May 3, 1977 

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 our proposal we would like the opportunity 
to discuss it further prior to the June 24th EQC meeting. 

Very truly yours, 

/traf IL 
Tom Buglione 
Production Man 

TB:jw 



Willamette Industries, Inc. 

Attachment 2 

State of Oregon 
OifARl'M£NT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALllY 

Duraflake 0 ivision fD) & ® ~ u w ~ 'IP p O Bo'428 

lJ1] Jll JG 1 0 1977 l.!!J Alb>0y Orngoo 97321 

August 8, 1977 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attn: Mr. F. Skirvin 

Gentlemen: 

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 green 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 ORS 
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 alternative facility or method 
of handling is yet available. Other than the venturi scrubber, we 
have not found another 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 scrubber. 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 Association 

Associate Member: National Association of Furniture Manufacturers, !nc. 

503/928-3341 



DEQ 
Portland, Or. 
Mr. F. Skirvin August 8, 19 77 
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If any other information is required for this variance request, 
please give me a call. 

Very truly yours, 

TB:jw 



JlD-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
2585 State St., Salem, Oregon 97301 
Phone (503) 581-1715 

Attachment 3 

Permit Number 220143 

Expiration Date 7 1-78 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
(Issued in accordance with provisions of MWVAPA Rules, Title 22) 

Issued to: Duraflake Division, WillametteApplication No. 63 ___:::.;;.._ __ ~--
Industries, Inc. 

Issuance Date June, 1973 
P.O. Box 907 Albany, Oregon 

Last Renewal July, 1975 
Plant site: Alpany, Oregon 

0urce(s) covered by this permit: 

Source SIC No. 

Particleboard Manufacturing Plant 2492 

Approved: 

\ ! . 

126-73 

'1 



t!ID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
2585 State Street, Salem, Oregon 97301 

Permit Number 220143 

Phone (503) 581-1715 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 

Source(s): Particleboard Manufacturing Plant SIC No. 2492 ------
1. Perrrti tted 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 
emissions in a controlled manner from the facilities 
:Located .at Mil.lersburg,. 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 fer the following 
sources: 

1.1.1 Particleboard manufacturing - 36, 900 ft2 /hr .( 3/ 4" 
basis) or 122,185 lb/hr 
raw material input. 

1.1.2 Fuel burning equipment: 

Type of 
Equipment 

Babcock & 
Wilcox #1 
Boiler 

Babcock & 
Wilcox #2 
Boiler 

Type of 
Fuel 

Sanderdust 
Gas 
Diesel (2) 

Sanderdust 
Gas 
Diesel (2) 

Maxinum Heat Input 
BTU/hr or gallons/hr 

47.5 million 5,000 lb/hr max. 
50.0 million 50,000 ft3/hr max. 
54.0 million 385_ gal/hr max. (backup) 

47.5 million 5,000 lb~r max. 
50.0 million 50,000 ft /hr max. 
54.0 million 385_ gal/hr. max. (backup) 

1.2 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. Performan·ce· Standards· a·na. Emission L"itnits 

2.1 The permittee shall provide sufficient control apparatus 
to meet the requirements, limitations and conditions 
contained herein (MWR 32-005). 

2.2 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 46.4~ pounds per hour. 



MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
2585 State Street, Salem, Oregon 97301 

Permit Number220143 ------
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 is 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) o::m 32-030-035). 

2.4.1 For fuel burning equi2~ent the standard cubic 
foot shall be calculated to 12% carbon dioxide. 

2.4.2 For refuse burning equipment the standard cubic 
foot shall be adjusted 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 Notwithstanding 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 quality at the highest 
possible levels, and to maintain contaminant concentra-



MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
2585 State Street, Salem, Oregon 97301 

Permit Number 220143 

Phone (503) 581-1715 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 

Source{s): Particleboard Manufacturing Plant SIC No. 2492 

tions, visibility reduction, odors, soiling and other 
deleterious factors at the lowest possible levels. In 
the case of new sources of air contaminants, particularly 
those located in areas with existing high air quality, 
the degree of treatment and control provided shall be 
such that degradation of existing air quality is mini
mized to the greatest extent possible {OAR 20-001). . . - . . . . . 

2.6.l 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. 

2.7 The permittee is prohibited from causing or allowing dis
charges of air contaminants from sources not covered by 
this permit so as to cause the plantsite to exceed the 
standards fixed by this pe::-::-.:'. t or rules of the Authority. 

3. Upset Reporting and Scheduled Maintenance 

3.1 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 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. 

3.2 Upset operation shall not continue longer than forty
eight (48) hours without approval nor shall upset opera
tion continue during Air Pollution Alerts, Warnings, or 
Emergencies or at any time when the emissions present 
imminent and substantial danger to health (MWR 21-045). 

3.3 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). 

4. 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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------
4.1.1 On or before December 31, 1974, that Duraflake 

submit proof of purchase of equipment to control· 
both pre-dryers .. 

4.1.2 On or before January 15, 1975, that Duraflake 
submit final engineering plans and specifications 
to control both :pre-dryers. 

4.1.3 On or before March 1, 1975, initiate on-site 
construction. 

4.1.4 On or before July 31, 1975, complete on-site 
.construction • 

4.1.5 On or before July 31, 1975, demonstrate compliance 
for both pre~dryers and the plant site. 

4.2 Immediate notification of e::£orcement action will be 
issued by the Authority should any of the above require
ments not be fulfilled. 

s. Monitoring and Reporting 

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. 

5.2 Specifically, the permittee shall: 

5.2.1 Regularly.monitor and inspect the operation of the 
plant to insure that it operates iri continual 
compliance with the Rules and Regulations of this 
Authority. · 

5.2.2 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 Opera ti on 

6.1 The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all 
air 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 
oil (PS 100 or stove oil) 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 periodically clean, adjust and other
wise maintain the fuel burr.ir.g 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 equip
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.l The B & W boilers will not be operated if the 
exhaust gases are not ducted to the pre-dryer 
emission control equipment, except for boiler 
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.l 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 
police. 

· 8. · Gene-r·a1· Regui·rei:nehts· ·fo·r· All' S'ourc·es 

8.1 The permittee is prohibited from conducting any open 
burning .at the plants.ite (MWR. 33~00.5). · 

8. 2 Disposal of waste residue in a landfill or other solid 
waste disposal· ar.ea shall be done in a manner an.d at 
locations approved by .the Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

8.3 The permittee shall obtain approval in writing from the 
Authority for any change in the plant facility, produc
tion capabilities, or for any new emission sources prior 
to installation or modification of the equipment classi
fied as an emission source or emission control equipment 
(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 air 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 requested therewith. 

8.4.6 Violation of any of t~e requirements, limitations, 
or conditions contained herein. 

8.5 Non-compliance with the terms of this permit may subject 
the permittee to imposition of a civil penalty or misde
meanor. 

8.6 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) . 

8.7 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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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 E, September 23, 1977 EQC Meeting 

Background 

Public Hearing to Consider Amendment to OAR 340-72-010, 
Subsurface and Alternative Sewage Disposal. Setting 
Fees for Special Repair Permits in Lane County. 

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 
legal manhours. The proposed fee reduction is offered as an in
centive for prompt action by individual home owners. 

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 454.745(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. 
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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 
11A.11 

Jack Osborne/jms 
229-6218 
August 29, 1977 

~ 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

Attachment: (1) Proposed amendment to OAR 340-72-010 



AMENDMENT TO 
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 7 
SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL 

Attachment A 

OAR 340-72-010 add a new paragraph (e) to Subsection (4) to read as 
fol lows: 

"and (e) The fees to be cha.rged by the county of Lane sha 11 be as 
fol lows: 

A. Construction, installation permit 

B. Alteration, extension permit 

c. Evaluation report 

D. Repair permits 

( i) Standard 

(ii) Special* 

$100 

$ 25 

$ 75 

$ 25 

$ 

~-=-=;.:...::-'--"'-"J:..:O..:,..;...--"'e=..;rm""-it~s~ 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 • 11 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Public Hearing to Consider the.Question of Imposing 
Moratorium on Permits and Favorable.Reports of Site 
Suitability for New Subsurface Sewage Systems in 
Dexter Area, Lane County. 

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) 

(b) 

(c) 

( d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

( i ) 

(j) 

(k) 

Present and projected density of population. 

Size of building lots. 

Topography. 

Porosity and absorbency of soil. 

Any geological formations which may adversely affect 
the disposal of sewage effluent by subsurface means. 

Ground and surface water conditions and variations 
therein from time to time. 

Climatic conditions. 

Present and projected availability of water from 
unpolluted sources. 

Type of and proximity to existing domestic water supply 
source. 

Type of and proximity to existing surface waters. 

Capacity of existing subsurface sewage disposal systems. 
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Such order would issue in the form of an amendment to Or.egon 
Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-71-020. 
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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 fa i 1 i ng. 
or suspected of failing. The survey conducted in May of 1976 fou.nd 
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 fail i.ng 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 fail i.ng 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 Lowell/Dexter area indicated a majority of the residents are opposed 
to formation of a district to provide sewerage facilities. 

Sumrna ti on 

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) 454.685 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 Or.egon Administrative Rules 340-71-020 by adding a new 

subsection (8) to read as follows: 

11 (8) Pursuant to ORS 454.685, neither the Director nor his 

authorized representatives shall issue either con

struction permits or favorable reports of evaluation 

of site su i tab i 1 i ty for new subsurface sewage di sposa 1 

systems within the boundaries of the followi.ng described 

ge.ographic 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 H.ighway #58, and contains 

those properties south westerly of Highway #58 in 

the fol lowi.ng 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 •11 



u 
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WHEREAS, the Lane County Environmental 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 Hater 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 hea1th 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 Environmenta,l 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, l 977. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
LANE COUNTY, OREGON · 

(k£, /;Ji.;£.: 
Chairman 
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EXH I B.JT 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~l6.2, Twp-19 R-01 Sec-16.32, Twp-19 
ROl Sec-16.31, Twp~l9 R-01 Sec-16.42, and Twp-10 R-01 Sec-16 
and index located totally within Lane County. 

l •; 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. G, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, Millersburg - Consideration of Proposed 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for Rare Metals Plant 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany (TWCA) is located at 1600 Old 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 pub! ic 
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 Citizens for a Clean Environment 
(CzE), an environmental group centered in Corvallis, submitted extensive technical 
materials which amounted to the largest single source of testimony. 
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Since the hearing, the Department has evaluated all of the testimony to the 
greatest 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 C2E, the Department has twice 
met with C2E representatives to discuss the evaluation results. These meetings 
have served to resolve many but not all of C2E's concerns. 

The Department's modeling analysis indicated that 1976 stack emission levels of 
sulfur dioxide (S02), carbon monoxide (CO) and particulates (TSP) may have 
significant off-site impacts. Stack emissions of chlorine (C1 2), gaseous 
chlorides (cl-) and ammonia (NH3) were determined to have insignificant off-site 
impacts. Sulfate (S03 or H2S04) 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 shall 

4. 

be as specified by the Department (Condition No, 6). This was suggested 
by c2 E. 

A date for completing installation of specified 
capabilities has been added to Condition No. 7. 
required here is currently installed. 

continual monitoring 
Some of the equipment 

5. Monthly instead of quarterly reporting is now required in Condition 
No. 9. 

6. Feasibility studies for reducing carbon monoxide and MIBK emissions 
have been added as a result of c2E testimony (Condition Nos. 14 and 
15). 
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7. 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 proposed is expected to have the following effects on emissions: 

1. lmmed i ate comp 1 i ance 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. 

2. "Cat box" odor wi 11 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 limits set forth in Condition No. 3. 

3. Sulfur dioxide emissions must be reduced by about 90% to comply with 
emission limits in Condition No. 2. The compliance schedule for 
reducing S02 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 S02 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 S03 (H2S04) information. If this information indicates S03 
(H2S04) levels are significant, the Department would propose to add 
emission limits for these materials by modifying the permit. 

4. Feasibility studies for reducing CO and 
Condition Nos. 14 and 15 respectively. 
reduce these emissions will be added to 

MIBK emissions are required in 
Schedules for any programs to 
the permit as they are developed. 

5. Particulate emissions will be reduced by completing most of the 
compliance schedules. 

6. 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 compliance schedules to the permit as they are developed by modifying 
the permit. Public notices are routinely issued for permit modifications. 

Summation 

1. Teledyne Wah Chang Albany produces and fabricates zirconium, hafnium and 
columbium at its plant in Millersburg. 

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. 

4. 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 to 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, C2E· 

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 SD2, CO and particulates may have signif
icant off-site impacts. 

8. The 1976 stack emission levels of Cl2, gaseous c1-, NH3, and S03 (H2SD4) 
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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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. 

11. The revised proposed permit has the following significant conditions or 
impacts: 

a. Immediate comp] iance 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 limits 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. so2 emissions will be reduced by about 90%; 

f. Feasibility studies for reducing CO and MIBK are required; 

g. Particulate emissions will be reduced; 

h. All emission testing and monitoring must be in accordance with methods 
approved by the Department and the resu 1 ts reported month 1 y. 

12. The revised proposed permit will result in substantial reductions in atmospheric 
emissions from the TWCA plant in a prioritized and scheduled manner. 

13. Additional control programs may be identified and developed as a result of 
the information required by this permit or by Department inspections. 

14. 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. 

F. A. Skirvin:sw 
(503) 229-6414 
9/19/77 
Attachments (4): 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

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. 



- •. 
' ' '·• 

Permit Number: -~-0547 · 
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A.IR corJTAMII\JJ\NT DISc:aARGE PERMIT 
Department of Environmental Quality 

1234 S.11V. Morrison S\reet 
Portland, Oregon 97 :":05 

Telephone: (503) 223-51196 
. Issued in accorcluuce with th1! provisions of . 

ORS 468.310 

REFEY.:,;NCE INFORMATION 

. 

Applic" ·:ion No. ___ 0-'5_8-"3 __________ _ 

William I!. Young 
Director 

Date 

Date Rl'ceived ____ S_e_,_p_t_e_m_b_e_r_S-'--,--'19:..7~5:... -----

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Source SIC 

(1) ------------- -----

(2) -----------------·-

SOURCE(S) PER!lll'l'TED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAllllNANTS: 

Name of Air Contaminant Source 

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFINING OF ZIRCONIUM, 
HAFN l_UM AND CO LUMB I UM 

Permitted Activities 

Standard Industry Code as Listed 

3339 

Until such time as thi·s permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee 
is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air contaminants 
including emissions from fhose processes and activities directly related or 
associated thereto in accordance with the requirements, I imitations and condi
tions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above. 

The specific 1 isting 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, Umllatlon.o and Condlllona of this Permit, oeo al!&cbed Secllom 
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Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

I. 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 permittee shal 1 comply with the fol lowing emission 1 imitations: 

a. Particulace emissions from any single air contaminant source unless 
noted otherwise shall not exceed any of the following: 

I) 0.1 grains per .standard cubic foot (0.23 gm/m3); and 

2) An opacity equa 1 to or greater than twenty percent (20%)° for a 
period aggregating more than thre" (3) minutes in any one (1) 
hour. 

b. Particulate emissions from the zirconium oxide calciner shall not 
exceed the fol lowing: 

I ) Until September 
gm/m3); and 

1 ' 1978, 0.2 grains per·standard cubic foot (0. 46 

2) After September 
gm/m3). 

1, 1978, O. I grains per standard cubic foot (0.23 

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 an) of the following: 

I) A maximum total concentration of chlorine (Cl2) and chloride ion 
(c1-) equal to 100 ppm; 

2). · Until September 1, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner, 
a maximum concentration of sul~ur dioxide (so2) equal to 1000 ppm 
and 

After September 1, 1978, including the zirconium oxide calciner, 
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (so2) equal to 400 ppm; 
and 

·3) A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH3) and ammonium ion 
(NH4-) 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 2) and 
chloride ion (c1-); 

2) Until September 1, 1978, 600 tons.per year (550 mt/yr) of S02; 

3) After September 1, 1978, 90 tons per year (82 mt/yr) of so2 ; and 

4) Two ;2) tons per year (1.8 mt/yr) '.of total ammonia and amm!Jnium 
. ion. 

- I • 

3. By no 1 ater than June 1 , 1978, the perm i ttee sha 11 con fro 1 the "cat-box" 
odor (3-mercap:o-4-methyl-2-pentanone) emis1ions so as: 

a. Not to ca11se a public nuisance; 

b. No two measurements made beyond the plznt 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, recreation<1l, educational, institutional, 
hotel, re~ail 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. 

4. '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 hand] ing 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 
representatives of the Department. 

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 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. 
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7, By no later than June 1, 1978, the permittee shal 1 instal 1, 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 chlorin2tion off gas system, the pure 
chlorination emission control system, sil iccn 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. 

8. The permittee shall continue to maintain and operate in manners approved- in 
writing by the Department, systems for monitoring ambient concentrations· of 
ammonia and. arrmonium ion, chlorine, and chloride. 

9 •. The permittee shall prepare and submit a morthly report to the Department 
including, but not necessarily be 1 imited tc the following parameters: 

a. The monthly production of the separatic·ns plant in terms of total 
oxide and the total monthly production of zirconium sponge. 

b. The results of all ambient air measurecients made. 

c. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data. 

d. The monthly usage of natural gas. 

·.Special Conditions 

10. 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.) 

11. 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. 

12. 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 writing 
by the Department. 

13. The permittee shal 1 maintain at the plant si.te for review by the Department 
written operating procedures, preventative m·a i ntenance 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. Separations 

d. Precipitation and filtration 

e. Zirconiurr. oxide calcining 

f. .Hafnium oxide calcining 

g. Pure chlorination 

h. Silicon tetrachloride refining, storage and shipping 

14. The permittee shal 1 condu'ct a feasibility study for reducing' carbon inono:<ide 
emissions frorr both the sand and pure chlorination processes. The results 
of this study shall be submitted to the Department no later than April I, 
1978. 

15. The permittee shall conduct a feasibility study for reducing methyl isobutyl 
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. 

16. The handling of zirconium tetrachloride and silicon tetrachloride including, 
but not necess~rily 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 fugitiv~ 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 l, 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 
terminated 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 arplicable permit limits will be 
subject to civil penalty or other appropriate action. 

Compliance Schedul< 

20. By no later than September 1, 1977 the permfttee shall complete modifica;:ions 
to the separations process so as to reduce the formation of malodorous "cat 
box". compound in this area to the greatest E•Xtent possible. These modifi
cations shall include the capability to mon'tor and record the relatiNe 
concentration of the "cat box" compound at a specified site in the sepanitions 
process. 

21. By no later than January 1, 1978 the permit::ee 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 ant' approval. 

22. The permittee shall provide spill sump treatment and MlBK recovery in order 
to reduce emissions of organic vapors and associated odors and maintain 
comp! lance witr, 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 l, 1977 the permittee shal 1 issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or 
for process modificat·ion work. 

c. By no later than May l, 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 l, 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 capable of operating in comp! lance 
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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2). 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 comp Ii
ance with cond<tions 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 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 contro.1 equipment and/or 
for proceccs modifica.tion work. 

c. By no latur than March 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the 
.installat;on 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
lation of emission control equipment a~d/or on-site construction or 
process mJdification work. 

e. By no later than June l, 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. Within 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. 

24. 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 l, 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. 

t. By no later than February l, 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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e. By no later than August I, 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. 

25 .• The permittee !:hall provide additional controls for the silicon tetrachloride 
refining and storage vents and scrubber emis3ions so as to attain and 
maintain contir1Jous comp! iance with Condition 2 and prevent fugitive·emissions 
due to sp·i lls, :>rocess upsets and equipment breakdowns. This project sh<d l 
be.accomplished in accordance with the fol lm.,ing schedu·le: ., 

a. By no later than September 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a fin~l 
control strategy, including detailed pl3ns and specificationi, to the 
Department 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 I, 1978 the rermittee shall initiate the 
Installation of emission control equipm2nt and/or on-site construction 
or process modification work. 

d. By no later than June I, 1978 the· permittee shall complete the instal
lation of emission control equipment anj/or on-site construction or 
process modification work. 

e. By no later than August l, 1978 the penittee shal I 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 writing that the respective 

. I tern has been accomp I i shed. 

26. 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 
Sha I I be accomplished in accordance with the fol lowing schedule: 

a, By no later than August I, 1977 the permit tee shal 1 submit a final 
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the 
·~epartment 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 and/or on-site construction or 
process modification work. 

d. By no later than July 1, 1978 the permittee shal 1 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 calciner is ca?able of operating in compli
ance with Condition 2. 

f. . Within seven (7) days after each i tern, b through e. above, is comp I ete-3 
the permLt:tee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective 
item has been accomplished. 

27. The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the chlorine 
and chloride emissions 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, including detailed plans and specifications, to the 
Department for review and approval. 

· b. By no later than February 15, 1979 the permit tee shal I issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or 
for process modification work. 

c. By no later than August I, 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 I, 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 I, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate that 
the exhaust ~tack 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 shal 1 inform the Department in writing that the respective 
Item has been accomplished. 

28. 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 rev.i ew and approva 1. 

... 
-.-.-· 

--r 
I . 
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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 I, 1979 the permittee shal 1 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 rermittee shall complete the 
installatron of emission control equipment and/or on-site constructjon 
or proces!• modification work. 

e. By no ·lat<:r than January 1, i980 the permittee shall demonstrate, ·tha 0: 

the plume opacity from pure chlorinatkn is .capable of operating in 
complianc" with Condition 2. 

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is complet·,"d 
the permit tee shall inform the Departm<0nt in writing that the respec:ive 
item has been accomplished. 

29. The permittee shall provide additional contr·ols for reducing the plume 
opacity from mpgnesium recovery so as to attain and maintain continuous 
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord
ance with the fol lowing schedule: 

a. By no later than October 15, 1978 the permittee shall submit a final 
contra 1 strategy, inc 1 ud i ng deta i 1 ed p I ans and specifications, to the 
Department for review and approval. 

b. 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. 

c. By no later than July I, 1979 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 October 1, 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 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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· Gl. 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 re 1 ated to this 
permit. 

62. The permittee is prohibited from conducting cpen burning except as may be 
allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050. 

63. The permittee shall: 
a. Notify the Department in writing u~;ing a Departmental "Notice o1 

Construction" 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 

affect the emission of air contamir1ants. 

64. 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. 

65. 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. 

66. 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. 

67. 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. 

68. 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. 

69. 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. 

610. 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: Environmental Quality Conunission 

From: Hearing Officer 

Subject: ~arch 17, 1977, Public Hearing on 
Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
for·wah Chang 

Introduction 

The hearing commenced at 2:30 p.m. ~nd again at 7:30 p.m. on 
March 17, 1977. The afternoon session was held in Albany public 
library and the evening session was held in the North Albany Jr. High 
School. Aporoximately 300 persons attenc!ed the hearing and some 
sixty (60) persons offered testimony. S<>me 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. As 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 t}1e community and past efforts to abate e·nvironmental problems. 

Since uo many persons testified, we have attempted merely to 
paraphrase their comments. No materials not in quotes 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, been appended as Attachment A. 

General criticisms were offered by Citizens for a Clean Environ
ment (C2E), a Corvallis-based environmental group. These conunents 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 anQ 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 
enclosed for those who wish to review the entire file on this matter. 
(See Attachment E). 
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The agency is committed to consideration of all substantial mat
te~s raised by the record. However, other matters are being considered 
also. In addition to their statement at ~he 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 pe£mit 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 
manner the Commission may provide the Director with policy guidance .. 

ahe 
Attachments: 

Attachment 1, - Applicant 1 s Proposed Language 
Attachment B - Citizens for a q1~~n Environment comments 
Attachment c - Vlah Chang Refutation of c2:: Is Comments 
Attachment D - Petition 
Attachment E - Catalogue of C2E Corresponience 

Respectfully submitted, 

(J~71/IJJ~ 
Peter W. Mcswain 
Hearing Officer 
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Aschoff, Willis A. 
Teledyne Wah Chang 

Barrett, E.L. 
Barrett, Jim 
Bergevin, Vern D. 

United Steelworkers of America 
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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 cf Commerce Board of Directors 
is that the Environmental Quality Commission issue Wah Chang an Air Con
taminant Discho.rge Permit which contains provisions within \V'hich the compa01y 
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 its 730 thousand dollar annual local and state taxes. (Peterson 
on behalf of the Albany Area Chamber of Commerce. Peer) 

The permit should issue. Loss of the pJant 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-Be:1ton-Lincoln Labor Council, 
also McGuire. Unemployment is a major cause of societal stress, including 
mental and phy,;ical illness, family breakups and all levels of crime. 
U<yriss on behaJf of Linn-Benton-Lincoln Laboe Council) 

The mi·ll produces materials vital to nat:ural economy and defense, 
employs a subs·:antial number of people, bene:l:i ts the local economy, and 
should not be shut down. (Wood on behalf of \".he City of Millersburg) 

The possible prevention of expansion is worrisome to a labor union 
because it is only through economic expansiol:l 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 is 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 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 OSU 
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 cornmtui ty 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 disastrovs 
economic results to Albany people. (Hurlburt, Weis, Peer) 

Wah Chang has been important to Linn-Benton Community College in 
cooperating, establishing vocational trainins programs in metallurgy and 
relat8d fields, and serving as a major emplo:yer of many of the College's 
students. (Liles, Needham, Peer) 

Wah Chang is very important to the cornm·ini ty. (Evans, Noteboom, Peer) 

· Wah Chang provides tremendous support t'.::> the Chamber 
Boy's Club, thE YMCA, and other phases of co.nnmnity life. 

of .·commerce, the 
(Noteboom, Peei:) 

The plant's payroll is vital to the comrrrJni ty and the community is vei:y 
sensitive to aGverse comments about the pla?t or other Albany industry. 
(Casey, Peer) 

The compa11y' 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 of 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, Weis, Peer) 

The company should not be restricted in production flexibility while 
trying their best to meet standards stricter than those required by rule. 
Restriction of zirconium production would not be in the best interests of 
Albany, Oregon, or the country. (Hick, Hurlburt, Weis, 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. (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 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) 



SUMMARY, PAGE 3 

Many famil~es derive their living from the plant and it should not be 
curtailed in its operation or moved without very just and necessary reasons. 
(Griffin) 

EConomic cvnsiderations should be weig11ed alonq with environmental 
ones. Production and expansion should be prcodicated on the ability to stay 
within environmental standards. HoWever, the permit should allow and 
encourage t~e plant to operate, expand, and invest resources to improve 
the emissions·. (DeFerrari) 

It is impo1-tant that Wah Chang be allow<,d to expand and meet the demands 
of the world mn.:cket .. The company contributes to the economy and economic 
stability ,of th•o ll,lbany community and also ifJ necessary to the free world. 
Wah Chang employees contribute greatly to worthwhile endeavors such as the 
Albany Boy's cl·ub, the YMCA, youth grou.ps, c}:.urches, etC. Also, e1npl0Yees 

- willingly serve on boards and corrunissions of local government. They are . 
. good neighbors. (Barrett) 

Wah Chang and its employees contribute $10,000 annually to the operatjonal 
budget of the lUbany Boy's Club. (Barrett, Lc•ney, Peer) 

Citizens suffer unpleasantness and health hazards in return for Wah 
Chang's economic contribution. This violate:; their rights. Their property 
is devalued. No other community has asked tu take Wah Chang to get the 
economic benefits involved. It should be located in an isolated area. (Jary) 

If it 1 s true that the odor should be tolerated as the "smell of money'' 
it's still not true 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 compHny has made every effort to contain the odors and gases that 
leave the pro~erty. Great improvement has been made. (Bergevin on behalf 
of Local United Steel Workers of Americar P<'er) 

Wah Chang's ratio of money and effort spent for environmental contrcl 
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 Depart1nent' s own appraisal, many of t.he conditions in the proposeO 
permit are stricter than they would be if Wc.h Chang had not, of its own 
volition, P.erformed better than required by the previous MWAPA permit. 
(dePoix, Bird} 

The atmospheric pollution is no greate·: than when the plant was star.ted, 
despite a great increase in production over the years. As is demonstrated 
by their past performance the company is an.:.~ious to meet all reasonable 
requirements. (Hickam) 

Wah Chans1 has made 
in the last t\10 years. 
Albany would be a finer 

great strides in thr:; reduction of odor, especially 
(J. Barrett, Weis) If othe~had as good an attitude, 
community. (J. Barrett) 

Wah Chang has greatly improved since FJ66 when Mr. Loney first moved 
to Albany. They are trying to improve more. (Loney, Peer) 

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, Weis, Peer) 

The current management's attitudes, efforts, and conuni tments 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. 11his conclusion is drawn from experiences working as 
a contractor 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 cooperation 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 problems. They 
are doing as much as possible to control pollutants as knowledge and technology 
becomes ~vailable. The problem is difficul~ 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 years, made a serious effort to 
improve. (Rhodes, Needham) 

This year alone the company is spending 2. 8 million dollars to control 
the catbox odor. (Williams) 

For all .·the· talk about bad odors at the plant, Wah Chang still· has 
600 job applicants for each opening. (Asccoff) 

For too j_ong, company spokesmen have blamed other plants and Albany -s 
sewage treatmcmt plant for the obnoxious pcllution. The pollution is paict 
of a general ·orend of increasing pollution in the Willamette Valley. Th,,re 
is first and necond hand testimony that thE.- plant's air pollution abatent•3nt 
program is wedk in its application; that control equipment is frequently 
faulty, not operating properly, plugged, broken, or bypassed and that personnel 
on the night r1hifts have a poor and lax ati.i tude toward running the equi 1)ment .. 
(Blickensderfer) 

The company has been very recalcitrant about giving out information to 
allow the public to assist in evaluat;Lng its air quality problems (Crawford, 
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, 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. (E. J. Hiatt) 

While the odor is noticeable and has sometimes been offensive, Wah Chang 
has greatly impro,·ed and will continue to improve. (Griffin) The Department 
should weigh the !'act that much of the testimony against the company comes 
from non~resident·3 who are affected neither physically nor economically by 
Albany's industry. {Griffin, Barrett) 

The weq.ther ·.oondi tions 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 fo.r dissipation of the odor. This made it appear that Wah 
Chang has made less progress than is actually true. Living two miles from tbe 
plant we rarely get the odor. {Smith) 

This witness lives very close to the plant:., has experienced prompt respcinse 
.to complaints. The plant should be permitted to remain and solve its problens. 
Many of its close>t resident neighbors are not opposed to it. (Gamble, Peer) 

This witness has worked in the plant for r.tany years and lives 5/8 of a 
mile from it. It never bothers him though there is nothing wrong with his 
{olfactory) sense.o. {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 years of coexistence in the Albany Community leads to the 
conclusion that continued coexistence will be no 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, p,. G.) 

The odor has improved in the past few years, 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) 
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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 furnes cause a throat irritation, headaches, nose irritation, Hn_d 
loss of sleep. There is no doubt this is due to Wah Chang and not the othe~· 
plants. (TrunidJe, Ruth) 

At six milios north by northwest of the pl.'.mt the odor has been so sevei:e 
it has. forced.the separation of spouses because one partner can't tolerate :lt. 
The fog from the plant can be seen from the air to be a hazard to the Albany 
airport. The sm•;ll probably is a problem for 'l. radius of ten to fifteen 
miles. (Turnidg,1) 

The smell is extremely annoying along the highway and must be monstrou:; 
to those who hav" to live with it. Also, the fact that toxicity of some of 
the components id not known proves frightening. (Brown) 

Recently rental of an apartment near Wah •:hang has resulted in sleepless 
nights and immecEate search to relocate. (Roy.,r) 

The odor is intolerable even in a residen·~e to the north, almost at 
tangent. It confines persons indoors, permeatP-s homes and rugs, retards 
appetites, causes gagging and cannot be gotten used to. The odor belies 
Oregon's reputation as a clean air state. (Sann, 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 pli'.nt 
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 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 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 no doubt it is the same odor smelled 
when driving by the plant. (Senn, Robert) 

r 



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 occasi.on and, finally, forced my asthmatic wife to move 
away permanently. (Burt) 

At times the odors are intolerably obnoxious. 
drive almost to Corvallis on Route 20 to escape the 

Once it was necessary to 
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 still 
difficult to tolerate the odor when jogging ;,, the mornings. The smell 
can't be gotten used to. (Rhodes) 

The plant er.1issions corrode the paint on .. the employees cars and must 
be bad for the lungs. (Gross) 

An asthmatio condition is often triggered by emissions of so2 which re>.ch 
our mobile home 'just south of the plant. The odor is very bad at night when 
the windows are open. (Brown, Hayden) 

I: I 



~UMMl\KY' rl\ut ~ 

,Fairness and Adequacy of Permit Conditions 

Wah Chang should 
scentometer reading. 

not be the only industry to be required to meet a zero 
(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 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 prodt>ction. At some point in time controls should keep the air 
uncontaminated in so far as health is concerr1ed, regardless of increases in 
production. (Wood on behalf of the City of Millersburg) 

The permit should require only those thing3 which can, be accomplished 
through the appli"ation of practicable control techniques and can be measured 
by known analytical methodologies. Controls should be appropriate to the 
demonstrated need for preservation of air quality while taking into account 
the need for growth. (Byers, Peer) 

The company bas assured that it will use its resources and expertise to 
solve environmental problems as well as possible. Therefore the Department 
should give assur<mces that it will be fair in dealing with the company. 

The Departrnent. has singled out this one in:'lustry for special requirements 
never imposed on any other industry in tl1e State - the scentometer requirements 
and the tonnage per year limits. (Yih) 

Any limits sl,ould be impos'ed on all industry alike. ( Y ih , Purdum) 

,Most of the pennit. 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 Oregon A:PL-CIO represents nearly one hundred thousand 
Oregon work.ers anc: 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-CIO provide whatever 
assistance it can to business and industry~dversely 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 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 e~'Pect 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) 
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The conditions in the proposed permit are unreasonable because they 
more stringent than those imposed on less noticed sources such as sewage 
treatment plants, food and meat packers, vehicles, dairy farms, and home 
office heating systems. (Hickam) 

are 

or 

The Department is unfair in concentrating 
odors from sewage, automobile exhaust funes on 
manure used as fertilizer and other problems. 

on Wah Chang while 
Pacific Boulevard, 
(Hawkins) 

ignoring 
odor from 

The permit would be unrealistic if it att<'1llpted to eliminate all odors 
and inappropriate if it attempted to reduce od0rs merely for those who are 
momentarily inconvenienced while driving by on Interstate 5. To impose 
production limit,; 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 Jjve with until better technolc.gy 
·is available • ( fmi th) 

The plant's efforts to solve pollution prc•blems 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. (Evanu, 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 increas<> 
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 terms 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 permit that addresses both 
the environment and Wah Chang's necessity to the conununity. (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 measurement as to how far it must be reduced. (Lowry) 

The Departrn,,nt is perhaps pushing too hard to ,get the permit resolved and 
should take the ·:oime 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 cor .. mi tted to achieving a similar. standard and so .should ·Wah 
Chang.· (Sann, Rt•bert) 

The discharse provisions, once establishe'.'I, should be enforced with strict 
fines or plant cjosures. (Blickensderfer) 

With public understanding of the negative impact on human health of 
the discharges frcm this plant, DEQ will be moved to rewrite the permit to 
require Wah chansc to take necessary steps to lessen the health hazards created 
by their emissions. 

As proposed, the permit contains no menti:>ll of any of the pollutants 1•1hich 
are the major health hazards. The permit doesn't acknowledge emissions of 
Methyl Iso Butyl Ketone and disregards st£\ck heights in setting standards for 
anunonia, 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 contr0ls 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 be: 

By r.o later than January 1, 1978, the 11 catbox 11 odor 
(3-mercapto - 4-methyl - 2-pentanone) emanating from 
the zirconiurn/hafnium process shall be reduced to the 
lowest practicable level attainable utilizing practices 
and procedures. 

',I'he pla11L should not be required to guarantee the zero scentorneter 
reading at it~-; boundaries. The scentometer is a subjective tool whose 
operator can become desensitized. t.Vah Chan.g is prepared to use the 
highest and b<est practicable control required by regulation. Also, -the 
public may erroneously associate a zero reading with zero catbox odC?r or 
(worse yet) no odor of any origin. · This might appear as a company 
commitment to eliminate odor entirely. Given the extreme difficulty 
in discoverinq process refinements to contrJl the odor, a scentometer 
reading of onE': as a norm, allowing excursio:i.s 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 shall 
submit additional control strategy for reducing the 
fugJtive odor "catbox11 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 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 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 quantities 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 compro1nise 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-Lincoln Labor Council) 

' 
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 excursions 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) 
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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 1 s experts (not clamoring environrner tal groups) will solve it. 
(Casey, Peer) 

The question of what odor is objectionable and to whom is a questio.1 
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 11 to the greatest extent possible 11 is too weak. A distance should b~ 
specified bey:)na which no 11 catbox 11 odor shculd be allowed. (Blickensderfer) 
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Sulfuric Acid 

Investigation has demonstrated beyond a doubt that huge quantities 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 thirtv 
times the threshold limit considered harmful. 

C2E' s conte 1tion that "huge q11an~i ties of H2S04 are being erni tted front 
the calciner stack is based on inappropriate 2ssumptions using a wrong 
number _as a samp_l_e base, an incorrect value fer the height of the stack, 
and a simplistic diffusion model. Even thougf,_ these errors yield a figure 
higher than actual ground level concentration..::, the concentration figure 
at which C2E arr:.ved for ground level is only one-third of the Threshold 
Level Value cons.:i.dered safe for 40-hour-week cccupational exposure. 
(Aschoff, Boubel, Hunter) 

The CzE coni;lusion about sulfuric acid is based on questionable. 
assumptions and ·cs belied by the fact that onl.y small amounts have been 
measured. Erronf~ous in.put data yielding high values compounded the error 
of assuming that the maximum centerline plume concentratioii which v-Iould 
exist only under one set of meteorological conditions at one point would 
be visited upon ·::he "population. 11 (Boubel) 
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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 quite toxic to the nervous system at high concentrations. It is 
impossible to learn the stack height and calculate ground level concentrations 
because Wah Chang won't even ack:nowledge st1·ipping these pollutants into the 
air. (C2E) 

The limi 10 of nasal detection is far below the threshold limit values 
and if dang2rous levels were present they would be smelled. The process 
simply does not deliberately discharge exper.sive methyl isobutyl ketone 
into the atmoaphere. (Aschoff) 



SUMMARY, PAGE 16 

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 ProtectioH Agency. 
(C2E) 

C2E's contention that CO is being emitted in large quantities from the 
chlor-inator u_'1i ts is based on wrong assumptions about process, stack height, 
and plume dispersion. (Aschoff) 

C2E' s contention that excessive carbon monoxide is emanating from t:1.e 
chlorinator uni ts is erroneous. Auto-relat.ed CO far exceeds CO from Wah 
Chang. (Hunter) 
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P.O.BOX 460 
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(503) 926·4211 

March 25, 1977 

_Teledyne Wah Chang Albany is herein addressing major areas of concern in the 
proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. Also attached is the February 23, 
1977, 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, 1978, the "cat box" odor 
(3-Mercapto-4-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 details 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 "cat 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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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 I K. W. Bird. 

4. The specific wording should be: 

The permittE.e shall at all times control ancillary sources 
of air conta.minants such as, but not limi red to, building 
openings, roads, driveways, open areas, and material 
handling prc.,cesses so as to maintain the '11ighest practicable 
level of ail' quality and the lowest pract:"~cable discharge of 
air contaminants. 

Discussion: 

Refer to February 23, 1977, correspondenc<, - V. P. de Poix I 
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 emissions. 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 
accept the condition as written in the proposed permit. 

T" 
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Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-0547 

11. Delete in its entirety. 

Discussion: 

Limiting thE production or productive capacity of any 
pOrtion of ~he zirconilim or hafniurri process -is counter
productive. Many portions of the process are not 
contributore to, nor do they affect, the 'llid-Willamette 
Valley air ched. Yet the proposed permit addresses all 
portions of the zirconium or hafnium process. Reference 
is also mad,; to the discussion contained ·cmder Special 
Condition 1.0. 

Compliance Schedule 

18. The specific wording should be: 

By no later than January 1, 1978, tqe permittee shall 
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: 

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 calciner system is not required 
until January 15, 1978, sufficient engineering should have 
been accomplished to indicate additional control strategy. 

Attachments - 2 

R~,p~/t'jull~mitted, 
(/ f(j.L l;;:::_ ' 
V. P. de Poix 

/ 

President 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
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\'iNCENT P. c!'3 POIX, President 

Mr. William H. Young, flirector 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIR0Nl1ENTAL QUALITY 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Hr. Young: 
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iELEOYNE WAH CMANG ALBANY 

1eo-:> OLD PACIFIC HIGH\VAY 

P.o.aox 460 

J..L9ANY,OAEGON 97321 

(503i926·4211 

February 23, 1977 

We have reviewed the proposed Air Contamin2.rrt Discharge Permit No. 22-05t~7, 

and we have the following comments: 

Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

3. The specific wording ·should be: 

By no later thFtn January 1,. 1978, the "cat box" odor· 
( 3-mercapto-4-i"ethyl-2-pentanone) eman3.t ing from the 
zirconium/hafnium process shall be retiuced to the lo·,;est 
practicable level attainable utilizing recognized good 
practices and procedures. 

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany h2.s diligently puocsued a solution 
to the "cat box" odor problem. Identifyi:1g the specific compound was 
difficult in itself, but quantifying the parameters associated with 
its formation was an even greater task. '.·\ercaptans, such as the 
compound we are confronted with, have extremely low odor thresholds; 
consequently, scrubbing of the process of:C-gas will only reduce the 
problem. Process parameters must be idem:_ified and then controlled 
in order to minimize the formation of the nalodorous compound. All 
of these tasks we are willing to p<"rform; yet we cannot, in good 
conscience, guarantee that the odor will :Oe reduced to a scentometer 
reading of zero at the plant site boundaries. The reliability of a 
scentometer has been investigated in relation to determining the 
existence of "cat box" (3-mercapto-4-meti":yl-2-pentanone). It is at 
best a subjective evaluation determining only an order of magnitude 
concentration of an odorant in the air. ?erusal of the instruction 
folder supplied with scentometers reflec's pocoblems associated with 
reproducibility and operator desensitizac:O.on. If a "cat box" odor 
level must be dictated by a scentometer r<02.ding, 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 shcoc._, durations. These levels 
more realistically reflect the experience the scentometer manufacturer 
has procured through field testing. 

' ' .. ' 
' " I 

I 

! 
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In summary, Teledyne Wah Chang Albany is prepared to utilize, in 
the words of OAR 20-001, "· .. the highest and best practicable 
treatment and control • . . 11 required to r<0duce the "cat box" odor.· 

4. The specific wording should be: 

The permittee shall at all times control ancillary sources 
of air contaminants such as, but not lir11i ted to, building 
openings, roads, driveyrays, open areas 5 and material handling 
processes 30 as to maintain the highest practicable level 
of air qua:ity and the lowest practicable discharge of 
air contaminants. 

Discussion: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany fee ls that the s·ubstitution of 
"practicable" for "possible" more nearly a;>proaches the Oregon 
Administrative Rules intent as outlined in OAR 20-001. 

Special Conditions 

10. The specific wording should be: 

11. 

The perrnittee shall limit or control the level of 
production as necessary such that the limits of this 
perniit 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 Environmental 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 subse~uent operations. 
Operational incentive can be destroyed and the energy expended toward 
reduction of solid and/or aqueous discharges miniTnized. 

Compliance Schedule 

18. The specific wording should be: 

By no later than January 1, 1978, the permittee shall 

;, 
. ! 1' : 
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Hr. William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
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submit addi·~ional control strategy for reducing the 
fugitive odor ("Cat Box") so as to minimLze the 
nuisance conditions beyond the plant site boundaries. 
This control strategy shall include deteiled plans and 
specifications and the schedule for impJ ementation 
(increments of progress) to the DepartmEnt for review 
and approvd L. 

Discussion: See discussion under Performance Standards and Emission 
Limits, No. 3. Reference is also made to attached correspondence from 
Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D. 

l I .' Jt: 
. I ,• • 

.' l : : \.1' '.' 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, by its own initi.ative, has reduced emissions 
beyond those impose<. by the Mid-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, and has 
thereby indicated an intent to continually improve its environmental control 
programs. As was pc·inted out in a recent press article, Mr. Skirvin of the 
Department of Envircnmental Quality indicated tha.t ma.ny of the proposed limit:; 
were lower than norn,al 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 contami11ant 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 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. 

cc: Mr. F. Skirvin 
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Department of 
Food Seier.ca 

and Technology 

Oregon 
State . 

University Corvall:3, Oregon 97331 csaJ) 1s~-313i 

Mr. K. W. Bird, Director 
Environmental Control 
Teledyne Wah Chang 
Albany, OR 

Dear Mr. Bird: 

February 22, 1977 

For the past sixteen years I have been engaged in flavor chemistry, 
and more particulcrly, in the analysis of food flavor volatiles (including 
off-odors) by gas chromatography/mass spectro;retry (GC/MS). I have also 
been very active ;n toxicology for the past five years, principally in the 
trace organic analysis for the carcinogenic N~nitrosamines and aflatoxins 
in foods. -

I have no financial interest in, nor receive consulting fees from, 
Teledyne Wah Chang; my comments are hopefully unbiased, they are certainly 
offered freely and openly. 

This letter is in regard to the compound 3-mercapto-4-methyl-2-pentanone 
{"catty odor") which has conclusively been identified by Dr. la1·1rence J. Jacoby 
as being the principal odorous component in the "catty odor" discharged 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 11ill be approximately 1:1010, 
as a very competent Dutch investigator, Dr. H.T. Badings, h1o determined 
the threshold of t&-~ercapto-4-methyl-2-pentanone to be 1:10 in refined 
liquid paraffin. lJ 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" co;npound 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 instrrnnentation is 
doubtfully adequate; 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 11ith a porous plymer, such as Porapak Q, 
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would be helpful in concentrating the pollutants prior to analysis. For 
identification GC and GC/MS is suggested. Rol'tine monitoring of air discharges 
of materials such as the "catty odor" compounr: may have to rely on subjective 
rather than i nstn1menta l approaches. This approach is sor.ietimes ca 11 ed 
a "nasal appraisal." 

(3) In my p,-ofessional opinion there is no way of totally eliminating 
the "catty odor" t:mission from Teledyne Wah Cliang---- short of plant 
shut-down, or an 'enormously expens,ive redesign of the processes usfog }!IBK. 
At least a rough measure of the levels of "catty odor" pollutant are needed; 
this information '1JOuld be helpful in seeing how much of a reduction in 
emission is necessary to approach the odor threshold of humans. 

Talks with D>. LJ. Jacoby and others, h?ve convinced me that the 
chemistry of the ,•catty" enission has been S'ignificantly 2dvanced, and 
scientific and technological expertise is nm1 being used to decrease the 
emission. I have been iRpressed in talking with management and technical 
personnel at Teledyne Wah Chang that they appreciate the problem and are 
sincere in trying to meet reasonab·i e der.iands from the regulatory agencies such 
as DEQ. 

(4) It is difficult to say what levels of the "catty odor" one might 
expect to be the best practicably attainable utilizing recognized good 
practice. It \'lould probably be feasible to e'iiminate half of the "catty" 
emission, but cut ~ing the emission by 95% m,i ght be ecomorri ca 11 y unreasonab 1 e. 
Areasoned approach is called for, and hop2fu1ly the ei11ission standards would 
not be unreasonab·!e to start with and furthermore not be like an ever
tightening "hangmen's noose" as current emission standards are met; this 
is not to say thac continued improvement is not desirable or possible. 
The hope is that ecq·nc;imically reasonable and attainable standards will 
be set initially and in the future. · 

(5) There is no evidence that 3-rnercapto-4-metbyl-2pentanone (the 
"catty compound") is hazardous or toxic at the minute levels found. Traces 
of the close'ly relc;ij0),d 4-mercapta-44f(lethy1-2-pentanone have been found in 
foods such as meatl , vegetables l J, and cheese {1,5). None of the cited 
researchers has suggested a toxicity; en a-version 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 som2times 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 se!'!ll 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" odor emanate from se1>1age plants, pulp mills, wood processing 
plants and even food plants. It is doubtful if it is realistic to require 
such plants to maintain a "zero" emission tolerance unless the pollutant 
was carcinogenic O!' of extreme toxicity (such ;,s the dioxins). 

The trouble with the "catty''odor is that -it is a very powerful, pervasive 
smell. In my vie\~ aesthetics and eccmonics should w.ake a compromise, .so 
that industry can survive by .being given reasonable (not zero) tolerances. 

LML:kvc 

Attachment. 

Sincerely, 
_j~. :I 
,.-lC c {.,-1__C-t-~'1<<l 
._ ... 

j. {', 
1'4. -~ {; t;c{/ 

Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
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Mr. K. w. Bird 
Envirorunentnl Control 
Teledyne Wah Chang 
Albany, OR 

Dear Mr. Bird: 

March 21, 1977 

This letter is written to document a couple of points relative 
to the wah Chang "catty" emission. The Xerox copies are from a book 
to be used Spring Term in our department. 

(1) Although the book is written by eriyn'inent toxicologists and 
pharmacologists, there is no suggestion that i-mercapto-4-methyl
pentanon-2 is toxic in the minute traces it is found in air, ~·1ater, 

and food. My professional opinion is that _:l_-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" 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 prevail! 

Enc. (1) 
LML/jrc 

Sincerely, 

fe-ovic1A-(J )}/, i: fJ/gad 
Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
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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 S02 is an 
important component, is also well known. Weather 'conditions play 
a Jess in1portant role in the formation of reducing smog; in this in
stance, sunlight is not a prerequisite. 

A special problem her~ is the so-called catty odor, which is ex
tremely penetrating. This is the odor of a mercaptan (organic SH 
compound), 4-mercaplo-4-methyl-pcntanone-2. This particular 1:1er
captan, \vhich has an obnoxious odor in extremely Jow conc~ntr~1_tions, 
is not a \Vaste product of tl1e che111ical industry, but is formed by ii:ter~ 
action of H,S with rnesityl 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. Mrsityl oxide is not obnoxious as such, bui the. 
problem occurs \vhen it is dumped into canals or rivers in \Vhich 
H,S develops. This can only occur where large quantities of orpnic 
material are present ant the oxygen concentrations in these \vatcrs 
are so low that rotting processes (anaerobic degradation) with the 
formation of H,S take place. 

Another example is the conversion of inorganic rnercury co1n
pounds to organic mercllr)' compounds, especially n1ethyI- and di
n1ethylmercury, by microorganisn1s in the environn1ent. Since .hese 
organic mercury compo·.rnds 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 env'ron
mental pollution, as with DDT, accumulation takes place alont, 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-

c-c-c=c-c 
II I 
0 c 

:r...tesityl oxide 

H SH 
+H2 S I 1 
--- c-c-c-c-c 

II I 
0 c 

4-1fercapto-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

2
S is formed· by putrefaction in polluted water. 
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~ • Wah Chang Hearing Report 
Wah Cha.ng Air Permit 

To 1. The Department of En:vironmental Quality 
12J4 SW Morrison Street 
Po~tland, Oregon 97205 

From: Citizens for a Clean Environment 
P.O. Box 255 
Corvallis, Oregon 97JJO 

RE: Teledyne Wah Chang Albany Air. Discharge Permit 

Attachment B 

' 

Citizens for a Clean Environment(C2E) is a citizens group in Corvallis 
which has in the past investigated the environmental impacts of 
cer.tain industrial operations in the Albo.ny-Corvallis area. Our 
efforts have for the most part bem fi ted both the environment and 
the industries involved. · · 

For the last six months C2E 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 quality engineering, 
Mr. Gil Zemqnsky with 6 years experience in the water quality field 
and Mr. Phillip Crawford, a member of the CzE 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 regarding 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 i;his plant, DEQ will be moved to 
re-write the current proposed permit. We would hope thci.t such a 
re-write would include a mandate to Wah Crang to take such steps 
necessary to lessen, the heal th hazards created by their disch.arges. 

First, our investigations have demonstrated beyond any doubt that 
huga 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

3
acid reaching the people at ground-level. 

Levels as high as 385 ug/m will be imposed on the population .. ·The 
threshold limit value as determined by the Environmental Protection 
Agency(EPA) epidemiological studies is 1.0 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, 
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Ooupled with high quantities of an organi~ solvent(MIBK) in order to 
meet the water emission standards 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 J!!}cl the_jl_rinciples of stripper operation. The small quantities 
of the (QderT:te~oJL:V compound is not expected to produce a major heal th 
problem:·- How~ve~, the MIBK is quite toxic to the nervous system 2t 
high concentrati0ns, 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 st:cipping these pollutants 
into the air. 

Finally, there is a hazard to the residents living near the plant 
caused by discharges of hydrochloric acid, chlorine gas and ammonia, 
Normally, the limits DEQ has placed on th,,se pollutants. would be 
considered low enough to prevent any majo::- heal th 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 adjHcent to the plant site. 
Problems would occur primarilfy under higlt wind conditions when 
drafts created by building interferences will cause these low disc1arge 
plumes to be dispersed directly toward the ground, thus affecting 
residents. 

We have related t1e above findings to DEQ and to our knowledge they 
have not thoroughly investigated any of them. This is evident by 
examination of th3 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 stac~ heights in setting 
emission standards for ammonia, chlorine gas and hydroGhloric 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 outlined. 

c2E is a group of citizens committed to a cleaner environment. We 
urge your action on this matter. 
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I C2E'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 2 ) 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 (c1-) 
equal to 1JO ppm and a maximum concentration of chlorine (Cl 2 ) 
equal to 20 ppm1" 

SUGGESTION # 2 

Condition 2(d) should be amended to include discharge limits on· 
sulfuric acid ( H;>S04), carbon monoxide (CG) and methyl isobutyl ket.one 
(MIBK), which dfscharges 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 (H2S04) e~ual to 400 ppm and a maximum 
discharge rate of sulfuric acid (H2so4 ) of 700 1 b/day, ·· After· 
September 1, 1978, a maximum concentration of sulfuric acid 
(HzS04) equal to 20 ppm or a maximum discharge rate of sulfuric 
acid (H2S01.tl of JO ~b/day," . 

Condition :!(d)(5): "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum discharge 
rate of ca~bon monoxide(CO) of h0,000 lb/day. After September 1, 
1978 a maximum discharge rate of carbon monoxide(CO) of 10,000 
lb/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 # _J_ 

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," 
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SUGGESTION # 4 

Under the heading "Compliance Schedule" which begins at condition 
17 of the Permit, the following compliance sd1edules will be added 
to insure compliance with the amended limits on sulfuric acid (H2S04) 
carbon monoxide (CO) and methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) imposed in 
condition 2. 

Condition ?21 "The permittee shall provide additional controls 
for the zirconium oxide calciner so as to reduce sulfuric 
acid (H2S04) emissions and attain and maintain continuous 

·compliance with condition 2. This project shall be accompl-J.shed 
in accordance with the following schedule: · 

a. By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall subr1it a 
final control strategy, including detailed plans and 
specifications, to the Department for review and approval. 

b. By no later than Oci:ober 15, 1977 the permi ttee shall i~;sue 
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 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 capablP 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 281 "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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~. 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 
condi t.',on 2. 

f, Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, 
is completed the permittee shall inform the Department in 
writin~ that the respective item has been accomplished,'' 

Condi ti on ;~: "The permi ttee shall eliminate the practice of 
stripping methyl isobutyl ketone(MIBK) into the atmosphere 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 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 October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue 
purchaioe orders i'or the major components of emission control 
equipment and/or i'or process modification work, 

c, 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 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, 
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SUGGESTION # 5 

Under the heading "Compliance Schedule" ~hich 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, 

Condi tioi:i_]Q: "The permi ttee shall provide taller stacks for 
the following emission points: 

Stack Name 

Separations Odor 
Zr Reduction, East 
Zr Reduction, West 
Mg Recovery 
Feed Make-Up 
Fertiljzer Plant 

AttachE1d Equipment 

Hafnium Calciner 
Zircon',um Reduction Furnace (East) 
Zirconium Reduction Furnace (West) 
Magnes!.um Recovery Furnace 
Separations Feed Make-Up Tank 
Fertilizer Plant Evaporation Tank 

These stachs will be tall enough so a.s to be at least 2 1/2 
times the height of the tallest adj<• cent building, This pre j ect 
shall be accomplished in accordance with the following schedule: 

a, By no later than August 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit 
a final control strate~y, including detailed plans and 
specifications, to the Dep~rtmer1t 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 permitte shall comrlete 
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 rio 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, 

I 

I 
I 



Wah Chang Air Permit 

Mr. William H. Young 
Department .of Effrironmental Control 
.1234 Morrison St. 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Mr. Young: 

March 18, 1977 

P.O. BOX 460 

ALBANY, OREGON 97321 

(503) 926-4211 TWX (510) 595-0973 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRON~kNTAL QUALITY 

[ffi~@~OW~IDJ 
MAR 2 2 1977 

OFEIC:E OF THE DIRECT.OR 

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 teatimony 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 i11undated 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, 

W. A. Aschoff, P.E. 
Manager, Environmental Control 

WAA:pms 

Enclosure 

I • 



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: 

"'" TEL.EDYl\!E 
WAH CHANG ALBANY 
P.O. BOX 460 

ALBANY, OREGON 97321 

(503) 926-4211 TWX {510) 595-0973 

Please enter 'into the record of this hearin l the fol lovting comments 
concerning Mr. Jer"Y Coffer's erroneous conclusions concerning atmospheric 
discharges from Teledyne Wah Chang Albany. 

His first obvious falsehood in the memo purrortedly from c2E 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 Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority), 
and from this calculated a completely unrealistic number for the quantity 
of H2S04 in the stack. Studies instigated by TWCA in 1973 proved both 
theoretically and in tests that the predominant species was S02, 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 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 large quantities of carbon monoxide are being 

f 
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·. Mr. Peter McSwa in 

41~TELf-"DYNE March 17, 1977 
'Page 2 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 blu~ haze and odor. This is 
completely untrue. He has had the system explaino?d to him in detail, but 
fa i 1 s to comprehend what actually occurs. At $1. 00 per ga 11 on for methyl 
isobutyl ketone, we ~ertainly are not going to ptwposely discharge this 
material into the ai~. Furthermore, the limit of nasal detection is .far 
below the TLV, so tn~t ''dangerous levels'' of MIBK in the ambient air simply 
do not occur, especially when the material is not crincentrated enriugh to · 
be smelled. 

We also disagree with the statement that we show ''blatant disregard 
for air quality". Cur ratio of expenditure of mo1ey and engineering effort 
for environmental cc.ntrol 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 C2E. 

Finally, the lie 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 danqerous levels. Over the 
years these levels have been consistently iA t~e range of less than l/lOOth 
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 C2E were reached by faulty or complete lack 
of a data base, extrapolated using dubious mathemntics, a complete lack of 
understanding of the processes involved, and an utter disregard for truth 
and ethics. 

·Yours very truly, 

,,-2/~~~ 
/2'' ,?:--? 

W. A. Aschoff, Manager 
Environmental Control 

WAA:dkm 

I'"';' 



Department of 
Mechanical EngineerinQ 

Oregon 
State . 

University Corvallis, Oregon 97331 

March 16, 1977 

Department of Environmental Quality 
State of Oreg.on 

For Presentation at Public Hearing 
Albany, Oregon. - March 17, 197.7 

Re: Teledyne Wah Chang - Albany, Air Discharge Permit 

As a member of the Citizens for a Clean Environment, I feel 
it necessary to point out several err.:irs in a statement which 
I received by mail and which I understand is going to be pre
sented at the Public Hearing, March 17, 1977. I do not feel 
that this position paper or statement represents the views of 
many C2E members, and, in fact, may not even represent a majority 
viewpoint. As one of the charter members. of C2E, and a past mem
ber of the Board·of Directors, I feel it necessary to point out 
several points of disagreement. 

Referring to the fourth paragraph: 

1. There is doubt that huge(hugh) quantities of sulfuric 
acid c>.re being emitted. Only small amounts appear 
to have been measured. The larger quantities are postu
lated from the results of questionable assumptions. 

2. 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 quali tatj.vely or quanti ta
tively the sulfuric acid discharge. 

3. The dispersion model used to calculate ground level 
concentrations used erroneous input data which yielded 
high values. It also assumed that al.l the sulfur was 
emitted as acid which was a false assumption. 

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. 

01e9on Slate Un/Vetsily Is an Allitmativo Action/ Equal Opportunity Employe1 



Department of Environmental Quality 
March 16, 1977 
Page 2 

5. The Environmental Protection Agency 
determine "Threshold Limit Values." 
by OSHA. 

(EPA) does not 
These are set 

6. Even with. thS false assumptions, I would not consider 
the 385 ug/m "over thirty times the levels that are 
considered harmful." The actual Threshold Limit Vidue 
('l'LV) for sulfuric acid is 1. 0 milligrams per cubic 
meter which is 1000 ug/m3. rhis is the level that 
wcirl~ers 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 comr.ient on many other points in this written statement, 
but they follow similar lines of reasoning and I would be re
peating mysc,lf. I will reserve further comment until I havE 
read the final report. 

rd 

Sincerely, 

Richard W. Boubel, Ph.D. 
Professor 

cc: Citizens for a Clean Environment 



Wah Chang Hearing Report Attachment D 

,,..-----c· Wah Chang Air Permit 

rIB·~@ ~ u w ~ rnJ 
. MP.!1 '.~ B 1977 

I ·. ' ' -, 
'···, " ... I 

(lEPT, DF ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY. 
PETITION OF INTERESTED CITIZENS 

WE, THE UNDERSIGNL;D, RESIDENTS OF THE CITY OF ALBANY, L'WN COUNTY, OREGON, 

AFTER BEING ADVISED THAT TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALPANY HAS APPLIED TO THE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF THE STA',:E OF OREGON FOR AN AIR CON-

TAHINATE DISCHARGE PERMIT, BY OUR SIGNATURES FULLY SUPPORT AND ENDORSE THE 

EFFORTS Of TELEDYlfE WAH CHANG ALBANY. AND WOULD .. DE.MONSTRATE BY OUR SUPPORT 

OUR APPRECIATION ,\ND CONTINUED FAITH IN TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY IN. THEIR 

COOPERATION WITH 'CHE DEPART;.lENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AN.D OTHER AGENCIES 

IN MEETING THE ENVIRONMEN'lAL STANDARDS BENEFICJAL BOTH TO THE ECONOMY AND TO 

THE HEALTH OF THE CITIZENS OF THIS CITY AND THE STATE. 

Name Address 

·~ 



ATTACHMENT E 

HEARING REPORT: WAH CHANG AIR PERMIT 

.;..O_a""te'--__ !ype Sender Receiver 

2/19/77 

3/8/77 

3/8/77 

3/11177 

3/13/77 

3/23/77 

3/23/77 

4/2/77 

4/13/77 

3/7177 

2/23/77 

2/22/77 

3/9/77 

3/2/77 

3/14/77 

3/17177 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

3/17 /77 

8/2/76 

7/26/76 

l.etter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E T. Nelson, Wah Chang 

l.etter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

l.etter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Rep. Nancy Fadeley 

l.etter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Rep. Nancy Fadeley 

l.etter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Fritz Skirvin, OEQ 

Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Rep. Nancy Fadeley 

Letter Jerry Coffer, C2E Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

Letter Phi 11 ip Crawford ,C2E Rep. Nanch Fadeley 

Letter Jerry Coffer, C2E Fritz Skirvin, OEQ 

Letter W. H. Young, DEQ V. P. dePoix, ~/ah Chang 

Letter V.P.DePoix, Wah Chang W. H. Young, DEQ 

Letter L.M.Libbey, OSU K. Bird, Wah Chang 

Letter E. Weathersbee, DEQ Pat Sonn (Citizen) 

Letter Pat Sonn (Citizen) OEQ 

Letter Robert Schmidt 11 DEQ 

Letter Howard Hl ckam 11 DEQ 

Testimony 

Letter 

Letter 

Testimony 

News clipping 

Letter 

Letter 

Rol 1 in E. Hines 

Philip Griffin 

R.J.DeFerrari 

II 

II 

Jim Barrett, CofC 

Democrat-Herald 

L. Kramer, DEQ 

Jim Barrett C/C 

DEQ Hearing Officer· 

DEQ Hearing Officer 

OEQ Hearings Officer 

OEQ Hearings Officer 

Jim Barrett, Chamber/Commerce 

L. Kramer, DEQ 



3/17/77 Testimony 

3/17/77 Letter 

Resolution 

Resolution 

Statement 

3/10/77 Letter 

3/16/77 Letter 

3/17/77 Memorandum 

3/15/77 Letter 

3/17/77 Letter 

3/15/77 

5117177 

3/17/77 

3117177 

3117177 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

Letter 

Letter 

Letter 

Testimony 

Letter 

Testimony 

Memorandum 

Letter 

Attachment E 

Ronald E. Lnng OEQ Hearing Officer 

R. Lowery OEQ Hearing Officer 

Linn, Benton, Lincoln 
Labor· Council OEQ Hearing Officer 

J.T.Peterson, Pres. DEQ Hearing Officer 
Albany C/C 

Rep. B. Bye~s DEQ Hearing Officer 

G.Hawkins 

R. Bou be 1 , IJSU 

M.B.Siddal 1 

Jack McGuirC? 

H.B. Smith 

Alan Hick 
PNW Manager, 
Northrup, King & Co. 

Mr. Wm. Young, ·OE(; 

DEQ 

Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

Bi 11 Young, DEQ 

Wm, Young, DEQ 

Hearing Officer 

Darrell Burt Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

H.B.Smith Wm. Young, DEQ 

Sen. John Powel 1 DEQ Hearing 

Clayton Wood, Mayor Teledyne Wah Chang 
Mi 11 ersburg 

Bob/Sara Bllckensderfer DEQ Hearing 

Citizens for Clean Env. DEQ 

Merle Manning DEQ Hearing 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
~UH W STRAUB 

I·"·· I i..1 
'1 .t 'l! d 

OE0·1 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND. OREGON 97205 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 purpos~ 
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 Old Pacific Highway, Albany, Oregon 
Primary Smelting of Zirconium & Hafnium 
Renewal of Permit #22-C547 

The Public He~ring 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 limits 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 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, Portland, Oregon 97205, or 
are available for review at the Midwest Regional Office, 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 
(229-6414) at the above Portland address. Please inform those who may have an 
interest in this matter. 

···r 



Permit Number- <'.l'.-U::J'fl 
Expir~tion Date.: =~4/} 78T-·-··---
Pagc _of JO 

DISCI-iIARGE PERMIT 

ISSUED 'l'O: 

Department of Enviromuentnl Quality 
. 1234. S.W. Morrison Street 

Portland, Oregon 97205 
Telephone: ( 503) 229-5696 

Issued in accordance with the provisions of 
ORS 468.310 

REFERENCE INFORMA'rION 
TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY 
1600 Old Pacific_Hig~way 
P. O.·Box 460 '. · 

Application No. ___ 0"'5"'8""3'--------·---

·:.) . 
Albany, Or.egon .. 97321.· .. ~\.~; 

PLAN'f s1:r~: . 
- ~' ··\.~ .. _.,,·· ·:·.:~:-._ ... ~:: 

1600 Old.'Pacific Hig::way 
Albany,. Oregon' .:. 

~.J ; . 
.. . ..-. ;,·- ; , 

\·, ·' . ~- ' 
ISSUED DY DEPARTMTI,NT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL. QUALITY ... 

---··--··---------------
HI LLIA.M H. YOUNG 

Director 

Date Received __ _s_gptember 8, 197~----

Other A: r Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Source SIC Pcr:nlt No. 

(1) ----------- ---- -------

(2) ------·-------------

Date 

SOUIICE(S) PERMlTTED TO DISCHAIIGT~ AIR CONTAMINANTS: 

Nnme of Air Contaminant Source 

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFINING OF ZIRCONIUM, 
HAFNIUM AND CO LUMB !UM 

Permitted Activities 

Standard Industry Code as Listed 

3339 

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, l imi ta ti ons, and con
ditions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above. 

The specific listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained 
hcrei n does not re 1 i eve the permit tee from complying with a 11 other rules and 
standards of the Department. 

For Requirement!, Limitation• and Co1ul1Uon1 of this l'trmlt, aee attached Sections 
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Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

1. The permittee sh~ll 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 permittee sh111l comply with the following emission limitations: 

a. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source unless 
noted otherwise sha 11 not exceed any of the fo 11 owing: 

b. 

1) ci. l gr,iins per standard cubic foot; 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) 
hour. 

Particulate emissions from the zirconium oxide calciner shall not 
exceed the foll owing: 

1 ) Un ti 1 September 1 , 1978, 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot; and 

2) After !>eptember 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 (Cl 2) and chloride ion 
(c1-) equal to 100 ppm; · 

2) Until September 1, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner, 
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide. (so2) equal to 1000 ppm 
and 

After September l, 1978, including the zirconium oxide··talciner, 
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (so2) equal to 400 ppm; 
and · 

3) A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH3) and ammonium ion 
(NH4-) 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) 30 tens per year of total chlorine (Cl 2) and chloride ion ( c1-); 

2) Until September 1 • 1978, 600 tons ,Jer year of so2; 

3) After September 1 • 1978, 90 tons per year of so2; and 

4) 2 tons per year of total ammonia and ammonium ion. 

3. By no later than January 1, 1978 the "cat bm:" odor shall be controlled SJ 

as not to exceed a zero scentometer reading or cause nuisance conditions 
beyond the plant site boundaries. 

4. The permit tee shall at all times contro 1 anci 11 ary sources of air contami ·· 
nants such as, but not limited to, building 11penings, roads, driveways, 
open areas and material handling processes so as to maintain the highest 
possible level !Jf air quality and the lowest possible discharge of air 
contaminants. · 

Monitoring and Reporting 

5. The permittee sllall 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 anc 
be available at the plant site at all times for inspection by the authorized 
representatives of the Department. 

6. 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. 

7. 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 tetrachloride refining and storage vent emission control system, 
and emissions of sulfur dioxide from the zirconium oxide calciner emission 
control system. 

8. 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. 

9. 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 separations plant in terms of total 
oxide and the total quarterly production of zirconium sponge. 
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b. The results of all ambient 
PROPOSED 

air measurements made. 

c. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data. 

d. The quarterly usage of natural gas. 

Special Conditions 

10. 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 ~lant.) · 

11. The permittee ~hall not increase production or production capacity. of any 
portion of the zirconium or hafnium processes until the ability to compl:· 
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 wr'iti ng by the Department. 

12. The permittee ~hall maintain at the plant site for review by the Department 
written operating procedures, preventative maintenance schedules and pro·
cedures, and er, vi ronmenta lly acceptab 1 e methods to be emp 1 oyed 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 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 l, 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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15. The permittee 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. 

16. 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 tel2phone within one hour, or as 
soon as is reasonably possible, of the upset and of the steps taken to 
correct the problem. Upset operation shal 1 ;10t continue longer than forty
eight (48) hours without approval nor shall upset operation continue duri11g 
Air Pollution Al::rts, Warnings, or·Emergencies or at any time when th.e 
emissions present imminent and' substantial danger to health. 

If the Departmert 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 effecthely eliminate the deficiencies 
causing the upsrt 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 

17. By no later than June l, 1977 the permittee shall complete modifications to 
the s~parations 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. 

18. By no later than June 1, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final control 
strategy for reducing the fugitive odor (cat ~ox) 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. 

19. The permittee shall rrovide 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 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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d. 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. 

e. By no later than June 30, 1977 the perrri ttee shall demonstrate that 
the spill sump and MIBK recovery are capable of operating in complia1ce 
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 teen accomplished. 

20. 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 ·i11. 
accordance with the following schedule: 

a. 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. 

b. By no later than August l, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or 
for precess modification work. 

c. By no later than November l, 1977 the permittee shal 1 initiate the 
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction 
or process modification work. 

d. 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. 

e. 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. 

f. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed 
the permittee shall inform the Depa·rtment in writing that the respective 
!tem has been accomplisheu. 

21. The permittee shall install a new columbium oxide drier including air 
pollution controls in accordance with the following schedule: 

a. 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. 

b. 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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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 permit tee shall complete the 
installation of emission control equipl'lent and/or on-site construction 
or process modification work. 

e. By no later than May 15_, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate that the 
new colurr.bium 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 DepartmE!nt in writing that the respective 
item has been accomplished. 

22. The permittee shall -provide additional controls for the silicon tetrachloride 
refining and storage vents and scrubber emi~sions so as to attain and 
maintain continuous compliance with ConditiJn 2 and prevent fugitive emissions 
due. to spills, process upsets and equipment breakdowns. This project shall 
be accomplished in accordance with the fo 11 owing schedule: 

a. By no later than June 30, 1977 the perr.1ittee shall submit a final 
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to t11e 
Department for review and approval. 

b. By no later than September 30, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchuse 
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/01· 
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
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 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 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 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 strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the 
Department for review and approval. 

b. By no latc~r than October 15, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchasP. 
orders fo1· the major components of emission control equipment and/or 
for process modification work. 

c. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permi·~tee shall initiate the insta·i
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or 
process modification work. 

d. By no latc·r than July 1, 1978 the pernrittee shall complete the instal
. lation of emission control e·quipment and/or on-site construction or 

process modification work. 

e. By no latt~r than September 1, 1978 the permittee shall demonstrate 
that the zirconium oxide calciner is capable of operating in compliance 
with Condition 2. 

f. Within se1en (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed 
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respe:tive 
item has l1een accomplished. 

24. The permittee ~.ha 11 pro vi de additional contrn ls 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 
ihall be accomplished in accordance wi~h 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 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 l, 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 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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25. The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume 
opacity from pure chlorination so as to att«in and maintain continuous 
compliance with Condition 2. This project shall be accomplished in accord
ance with the following schedule: 

a. By no 1 at.~r than November 15, 1978 the permi ttee sha 11 submit a fi na 1 
control strategy, including detailed p-.ans and specifications, to the 
.Departmen·:: for review and approval. 

b. By no 1 ater than February 15, 1979 the permi ttee sha 11 issue purchase 
orders fot' the major components of enn :;s ion control equipment and/or 
for proce~s modification work. 

c. By no latl~r than August 1, 1979 the pe"mittee shall initiate the 
installat"ion of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction 
or proces3 modification work. 

d. By no lat1'r than November 1, 1979 the ~1ermittee shall complete the 
installation of emission control equipment and/or on~site construct··on 
or proces·; modification work. · 

e. By no lat~r than January l, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate thcit 
the plume opacity from pure chlorinathrn 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 De'partment in writing that the respective 
item has been accomplished. 

26. 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 later than January 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission control equi?ment and/or 
for process modification work. 

c. 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. 

d. By no later than October 1, 1979 
installation of emission control 
or process modification work. 

the permittee shall complete the 
equipment and/or on-site construction 

,. 
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e. By no later than December l, 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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Gl. 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 otberwi se conducting a 11 necessary functions related to this 
permit. 

G2. The permittee ;s prohibited from conducting open burning except as may be 
allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050. 

G3. The permit tee ~.hall : 
a. Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental "Notice of 

Construction" form, and 
b. Obtain written approval 

before: 
a. Constructing or installing any ne\'i source of air contaminant 

emis~,ions, including air pollution control equipment, or 
b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly 

affect the emission of air contaminants. 

G4. 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. 

G5. The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person within 
one (l).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. 

G6. The permittee 5hall 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. 

G7. 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 pennit 
modification. 

GS. 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 . 

G9. 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. 

GlO. This. permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law. 
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STAFF STATEMENT FOR PUBLIC HEARING 

March 17, 1977 

SUBJECT: In"ormational Hearing Regarding Issuance of An Air 
Contaminant D·i scharge Permit to Teledyne Wah. Chang Albany 

I. INTRODU,:TION 

This pu0lic hearing ts being held for the purpose of rece1v1ng 
testimo:iy relative toan Air Contaminrnt Discharge Permit renm·1al 
the Department of Environmental Quality proposes to issue to 
Tel edyn? VJ ah Chang Albany. The Comp1ny currently operates under 
a permit issued by the ~iid viillamette J\ir Pollution J\uthority. 
The pro:Josed permit establishes cond'itions for operating, monitoring, 
and reporting; establishes limits on particulate and gaseous emis~;ions 
and on escapement of "cat box" odors; establishes step--1·1ise control 
pro9rarw: for significant sources contributing to odors or visibility 
reduction; and establishes step-wise control programs for sources or 
processes not currently in compn ance with rules of the Cmmii ss ion. 

II. PROPOSED PERMIT 

The proposed permit is divided into five sections: 
l) performance standards and emissior: l ·imits; 2) monitoring and 
reporting; 3) special conditions; t) compliance schedules; 5) 
general conditions. 

Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

Condition l -

Requires operation and maintenance of processes and control 
equipment to keep air contaminant emissions to lowest 
practicable level. 

Condition 2 a, b and c -

Requires immediate compliance with opacity and particulate 
emission limits for a 11 sources except the zircon i uli1 oxide 
calciner which has a specific compliance schedule in 
Condition 20 and compliance is required by September 1, 1978. 

"' -r 
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Condition 2 d and e -

Establishes limits for gaseous emission, Cl 2, SOz, NH3 from 
any individual source. 

Condi t"i on 3 -

Establishes allowable level at plant boundary for "cat 
box" odor. 

Condit·: on 4 -

Requires control of ancillary s0urces so as to ma"intain 
. highest air qual 'ity. 

Monitoring and Reporting 

Condition 5 -

Requires effective inspection and keeping of records of plant 
operation and contra 1 facilities. 

Condition 6 -· 

Requires 3 prescheduled source tests on all zirconium/hafniun 
process emission control facilities. 

Condition 7 -

Requires continual monitoring of chlorine and chloride 
emissions from sand and pure chlorino.tion off gas systems, 
silicon tetrachloride refining and storage vent system, and 
SOz e111issions 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, source tests conducted and use 
of natural gas. (Note: Omit "be" in line 2.) 

Special Condition 

Condition 10 -

Requires permittee to immediately comply v1ith permit 
conditions by operating within current base level of 
production (500,000 lbs/day of total oxide as a monthly 
average through separations plant). 

r 
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Condition 11 -

Prohibits permittee frcm any prcduction or production capacity 
increases until tile ability to comply ~lith emission limits 
(Conditions 2, 3 and 4) has been demonstrated or until acceptable 
prrgrams and schedules for doing so are approved by Department. 
Note: Add ''has been demonstrated'' after ''4'' in line 3. 

· Conditi 0n 12 -

Requires permittee to maintain •11ritten procedures for operation, 
preventative maintenance and for· process upsets or equipment 
failures. 

Conditicn 13 -

Re~uires prevention of fugitive emissions from chloride 
hardling and transfer procedures and processes. 

Condi tfon 14 -

Prohibits open burning at plant site except for disposal of 
hazardous zirconium metal fines. All open burning is to be 
phased out by July l, 1978. 

Condition 15 -

Permittee must be prepared to re;pond to air pollution 
episodes. 

Condition 16 -

DEQ must be notified of malfunctions which cause non
compliance with pern.-it 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 l, 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. 

r· 
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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 so2 emissions). 

Conditfon 21 -

Requires completion by May 15, 1978 of a columbium oxide 
dryer system including air pollution controls (allows use 
of current Cb205 dryer as Hf02 r;a 1 ci ner) . 

Condition 22 -

Requires complet'ion by July 15, 1978 of additional controls to 
reduce stack and fugitive emiss ;ons from silicon tetrachloride 
nfining and storage. 

Condition 23 -

Requires completion by Septembei' l, 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 chlorinat'ion (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 Cor.ditions and Disclaimers 

Conditions Gl through GlO -

These conditions 1vhich are common to all Air Contan.inant 
Discharge Permits are based on Department regulations. 

• 

·' 

I 
r 
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III. INFORMATION RECEIVED TO DATE 

The Department has received written information and oral inquiries 
relative to processes, permit conditions, and the emissions of air 
contaminant~ such as sulfuric acid and carbon monoxide. All corres·· 
pondence ha~ been entered in the record for this hearing. 

The.Department proposes to evaluate this testimony along with 
testimony received at this public hearin~1 and present a report to the 
Environmental Quality Corrmission prior tr, issuing the permit renewal. 

The evaluation relative to sulfuric acid emission.will consider 
the fo 11 Old r. g: 

1) Sturce Sampling and Analysis Methods: 

The source test method has been revi e11cd ar.d a source 
test for H2S04 was conducted cy the Department on March 15, 
1977. In addition, Teledyne \•!ah 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 revi e1·1 of the mode 1 i ng method and assumptions made is 
unden.'ay. The Departr.:ent intends to do a more refined 
modeling effort, a necessary input to 1·1hich is mEteoro
logical data. The Department has obtained approxir,1ately 
one year of meteoro 1 ogi ca 1 data for the Mi 11 ersburg area 
and is currently taking steps to have the data reduced to 
a usable computer (modeling) format. This is expected to 
be completed by June 1. 

3) Literature Review: 

The Department will review the literature cited in 
testimony rece·ivec! to date regarding possible health and 
vegetation effects. This effort should be completed 
by 1 ate April . 

4) Consultants: 

If warranted, the Department will seek assistance from 
consultants re~ognized to have appropriate expertise. 

5) Other Evaluations Underway: 

The Department, in conjunction with the Environmental 
Protection Agency, is participating in a. Millersburg 
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Area Air Quality Evaluation. A contractor, employed by EPA 
will conduct an in-depth analysis of all available compliunce 
schedules, aerometri c data, and other pcrti nent i nforma ti on 
to determine the nature and extent of the air pollution 
problem. The analysis vlill 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 1vi 11 be completed by ~;eptember l , 1977. 

That cor1cludes the Department's Statement in this matter, Mr. Hear~ngs 
Officer. 

FAS 
3/17/77 

.l 
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AIR COl'JTAMII,Jl\NT DISCI!ARGE PERMIT 
Department of Envfronmental Quality 

1234 S.w·. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97Z05 

Telephone: (503) 229-5696 
. Issued in accordance with the provisions of 

ORS 468.310 

REFEHC.:NCE INFORMATION 

Applica ;ion No. ___ 0_5_8_3 __________ _ 

William !l. Young 
Director 

Date 

Date Ri·eeived --~--Se_p~t_e_m_b_e_r_8~, ._1_9_7_5 ___ _ 

Other P.ir Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Source SIC Permit No. 

(1) ---------------------

(2) ---------·------------

SOURCll(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS: 

Name of Air Contaminant Source 

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFINING OF ZIRCONIUM, 
HAFNl.UM AND COLUMBIUM 

Permitted Activitles 

Standard Industry Code as Listed 

3339 

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, 1 imitations and condi
tions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above. 

The specific 1 isting of requirements, 1 imitations and conditions contained 
herein does not relieve the permit tee from complying with al 1 other rules and 
standards of the Department. 

For Requirements, Llmltatlou and Conditions of this Permit, mee at?cbed SecUona 



AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 
Issued by the 

Department of Environmental 

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. 

2. 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 (0.23 gm/m3); a~d 

2) An opacity equa 1 to or greater than twenty percent (20%)" for a 
period aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (l) 
hour. 

b. Particul<tte emissions from the zirconium oxide calciner shall not 
exceed the fo 11 owing: 

1 ) Unt l 1 September 1 ' 1978, 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot (0.46 
gm/m3); and 

2) After September 
gm/m3). 

1 ' 1978, o. 1 grains per standard cubic foot (0.23 

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 chlorine (Cl2) and chloride ion 
( C 1-) equal to 1 00 ppm; 

2) Until September 1, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner, 
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (so2) equal to 1000 ppm 
and 

After September 1, 1978, including the zirconium oxide calciner, 
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (so2) equal to 400 ppm; 
and 

3) A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH3) and ammonium ion 
(NH4-) 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 (Cl2) an~ 
chloride ion (cl-); 

2) Until September 1, 1978, 600 tons per year (550 mt/yr) of S02; 

3) Afte~ September 1, 1978, 90 tons rer year (82 mt/yr) of so2 ; and 

4) Two (2) tons per year (1.8 mt/yr) of total ammonia and ammonium 
ion. 

' 3, By no later th,3n June l, 1978, the permittee shal 1 control the "cat-box" 
odor (3-mercapto-4-methyl-2-pentanone) emissions so as: 

a. Not to ca~se 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. 0 or equivalent dilutions in 
areas used for residential, recreation2l, 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 lb) above shall equal or be greater than· a scentometer No. 2 
or equivalent dilutions. 

4. ·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 hand] ing 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 
representatives of the Department. · 

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 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. 
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7. By no later than June 1, 1978, the permittee shal 1 instal 1, 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 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 c.ff gas and pure chlorinatibn emission control systems. 

8. The permittee shall continue to maintain and operate in manners approved· in 
writing by the Department, systems for monitoring ambient concentrations Jf 
ammonia and. a!T'monium ion, chlorine; and chloride. 

9. 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 and the total monthly production of zirconium sponge. 

b. The results of all ambient air measuren>ents made. 

c. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data. 

d. The monthly usage of natural gas. 

Special Conditions 

10. 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.) 

11. 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. 

12. 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 writing 
by the Department. 

13. The permittee shal 1 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. Separations 

d. Precipitation and filtration 

e. Zirconium oxide calcining 

f. _Hafnium oxide calcining 

g. Pure chlorination· 

h. Silicon tetrachloride refining, storagE. and shipping 

14. The permittee :;ha! 1 conduct a feas-ibi 1 ity siudy for reducing. carbon monoxide 
emissions from both the sand and pure chlor:nation processes. The result5 
of this study sha 11 be submitted to the Dep~ rtment no 1 ater than Apr i 1 1 , 
1978. 

15. The permittee shall conduct a feasibility study for reducing methyl isobutyl 
ketone (MIBK) ·3missions from the ammonia scrubber, hafnium calciner scrubber 
and separation> building vent. The results of this study shall be submitted 
to the Departmrnt no later than April 1, 1978. 

16. The handling of zirconium tetrachloride and silicon tetrachloride including, 
but not necess;Jri ly I imited 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 fmplemented in response to 
Air Pollution Alerts, Warnings, and Emergencies as they are declared and 
terminated 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 then September 1, 1977 the permi.ttee shal 1 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 modHi
cations shall include the capability to monitor and record the relatiNe 
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 <)f progress) to the Department 
for review and approval. 

22. The permittee shal] provide spill sump treatment and MIBK recovery in order 
to reduce emissions of organic vapors and associated odors and maintain 

·comp] iance wiH, conditions 3. and 4 in accordance with the fol lowing schedule: 

a. By no later than March 15, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final 
control strategy, including detailed plans and specificati-0ns, to the 
Department of Environmental Quality for review and approval. 

b. By no later than Apri 1 1, 1977 the permittee shal 1 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 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 capable 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 shal 1 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 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 lat<r than August 1, 1977 the per,Tiittee shall submit a final 
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the 
Department for review and approval. 

b. By no later than November I, 1977 the permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission contro.1 equipment and/or 
for proce~s modification work. 

c. By no lat&r than March 1, 1978 the permittee shall initiate the 
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction 
or proces~. modification work. 

d. By no later than May 1, 1978 the permittee shal 1 complete the instal
lation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction or 
process mc•d if i cation work. 

e. By no latH 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. 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. 

24. 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 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 tne permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission control equipment and/or 
for process modification work. 

t. 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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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. 

25. The permittee !.hall provide additional contrC>ls for the silicon tetrachloride 
refining and storage vents and scrubber emissions so as to attain and 
maintain contir1uous compliance with Condition 2 and prevent fugitive·emissions 
due to sp'ills, process upsets and equipment breakdowns. This project sha1·1 
be accomplished in accordance with the fol lo,.-iing schedu·le: 

a. By no later than September l, 1977 the permittee shall submit a finjl 
control st.rategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the 
Departmen'~ for review and approval. 

b. By no lat<,r than December 1, 1977 the permittee shal 1 issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission conttol 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 constructio~ 
or process modification work. 

d. By no later than June 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 August l, 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 writing that the respective 
item has been accomplished. 

26. 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 
shal 1 be accomplished in accordance with the fol lowing schedule: 

a. By no later than August l, 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 l, 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 permit tee shal 1 demonstrate 
that the zirconium oxide calciner is capable of operating in compli
ance with Condition 2. 

f. Within se1·en (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. 

27. The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the chlorine 
and chloride er,iissions 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 oermittee 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 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 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 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. 

28. 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. 

' " 
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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 control equipment and/or on-site construct.lun 
or proce~;s modification work. 

e. By no -later than January 1, 1980 the permittee shafl demonstrate, that 
the plume opacity from pure chlorinaticn 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 Departm,mt in writing that the respective 
item has been accomplished. 

29. The permittee shall provide additional controls for reducing the plume 
opacity from rragnesium 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 th•• 
Department for review and approval. 

b. 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. 

c. 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. 

d. 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. 

e. 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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Gl. 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 inspections, surveys, collecting samples, 
obtaining data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge 
records and otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this 
permit. 

62. The permittee is prohibited from conducting cpen burning except as may be 
allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050. 

63. The permittee chall: 
a. Notify the Department in writing u~;ing a Departmental "Notice of 

Construction" form, and 
b. Obta'1n 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 .;ource that may significantly 

affe.:t the emission of air contaminants. 

64. The permittee $hall 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. 

65. 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. 

66. 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. 

67. 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. 

GS. 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 renewa 1 • 

69. The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either 
real or personal property, or any exclusive pr-ivileges, 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. 

GlO .. 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: 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 afternoon session was held in Albany public 
library and the evening session was held in the North Albany Jr. High 
School. Approximately 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. As 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 quotes 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, been appended as 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 
enclosed for those who wish to review the entire file on this matter. 
(See Attachment E). 
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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 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 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 
manner the Commission may provide the Director with policy guidance. 

ahe 
Attachments: 

Attachment A - Applicant's Proposed Language 
Attachment B - Citizens for a ~~~ Ehvironment comments 
Attachment c - v.tah Chang Refutation of C2E's Comments 
Attachment D Petition 
Attachment E - Catalogue of C2E Correspondence 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~71fm~ 
Peter VJ. 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 of Corrunerce Board of Directors 
is that the Environmental Quality Corrunission issue Wah Chang an Air 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 its 730 thousand dollar annual local and state taxes. (Peterson 
on behalf of the Albany Area Chamber of Commerce. Peer) 

The permit should issue. Loss 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 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 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 is 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 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 OSU 
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) 
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If Wah Chang were lost the entire community 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 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 1 s 
students. (Liles, 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 plant's 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 of 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, Weis, Peer) 

The company should not be restricted in production flexibility while 
trying their best to meet standards stricter than those required by rule. 
Restriction of zirconium production would not be in the best interests of 
Albany, Oregon, or the country. (Hick, Hurlburt, Weis, 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. (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 11 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) 
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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) 

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 op-er ate, 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 corrununity 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, employees 
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 Albany Boy's Club. (Barrett, Loney, Peer) 

Citizens suffer unpleasantness and health hazards in return for Wah 
Chang's economic contribution. This violates their rights. Their property 
is devalued. No other corrununity 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 11 

it's still not true health hazards should be tolerated. (Gross) 
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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 
leave the property. Great improvement has been made. 
of Local United Steel Workers of America, Peer) 

odors and gases that 
(Bergevin on behalf 

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 1 s own appraisal, many of the conditions in the proposed 
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 
in the last two years. 
Albany would be a finer 

great strides in the reduction of odor, especially 
(J. Barrett, Weis) If othelShad as good an attitude, 
community. (J. Barrett) 

Wah Chang has greatly improved since 1966 when Mr. Loney first moved 
to Albany. They are trying to improve more. (Loney, Peer) 

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, Weis, Peer) 

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 contractor 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 tl1em. To continue such progress the plant needs not 
only conununity cooperation 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 problems. They 
are doing as much as possible to control pollutants 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 years, made a serious effort to 
improve. (Rhodes, Needham) 

This year alone the company is spending 2.8 million dollars to control 
the catbox odor. (Williams) 

For all the talk about bad odors at the plant, Wah Chang still has 
600 job applicants for each opening. (Aschoff) 

For too long, company spokesmen have blamed other plants and Albany's 
sewage treatment plant for the obnoxious pollution. The pollution is part 
of a 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 equipment. 
(Blickensderfer) 

The company has been very recalcitrant about giving out information to 
allow the public to assist in evaluating its air quality problems (Crawfo~d, 

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, 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. (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 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. 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. (Gamble, 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 years of coexistence in the Albany Community leads to the 
conclusion that continued coexistence will be no 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 years, 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) 
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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 odor 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 years 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 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 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 no doubt it is the same odor smelled 
when driving by the plant. (Sonn, Robert) 

I ,1' 
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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 occasion and, finally, forced my asthmatic wife to move 
away permanently. (Burt) 

At times the odors are intolerably obnoxious. 
drive almost to Corvallis on Route 20 to escape the 

Once it was necessary to 
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 still 
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 so2 which reach 
our mobile home just south of the plant. The odor is very bad at night when 
the windows are open. (Brown, Hayden) 

i I I 
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Fairness and Adequacy of Permit Conditions 

Wah Chang should 
scentometer reading. 

not be the only industry to be required to meet a zero 
(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 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 air quality 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 requirements 
never imposed on any other industry in the State - the scentometer requirements 
and the tonnage per year limits. (Yih) 

Any limits should be imposed on all industry alike. (Yih, 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 Oregon AFL-CIO represents 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-CIO provide whatever 
assistance it can to business and industry 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 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 zero base odor. (Barrett) The permit should be reasonable, workable, 
and allow for expansion. (Barrett, J. Noteboom) 

LY 
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The conditions in the proposed pennit 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 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. (Smi. th) 

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 resolved in favor of leniency to be sure 
Wah Chang is able to meet requirements. (Evans, 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 aircraft. When better 
ways are known, the Company will use them. (Hunter) 

The pennit 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 Department has the staff and capability 
to fairly draft and enforce a pennit governing such a highly technical 
operation. (Rhodes) 

The Department should work toward a reasonable pennit that addresses both 
the environment and Wah Chang's necessity to the community. (Wooley) 

The pennit 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 fanner 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) 

1V 
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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 must be reduced. (Lowry) 

The Department is perhaps pushing too 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 or 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 emissions of 
Methyl Iso 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. {Sann, 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 be: 

By no later than January 1, 1978, the 11 catbox 11 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 erroneously associate a zero reading with zero catbox odor or 
(worse yet) no odor of any origin. This might appear as a company 
conunitment to eliminate odor entirely. Given the extreme difficulty 
in discovering process refinements to control the odor, a scentometer 
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 11 catbox 11 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 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 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 quantities 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-Lincoln Labor Council) 

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 excursions 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) 
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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 environmental groups) will solve it. 
(Casey, Peer) 

The question of what odor is objectionable and to whom is a question 
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 11 to the greatest extent possible 11 is too weak. A distance should be 
specified beyond which no 11 catbox 11 odor should be allowed. (Blickensderfer) 



SUMMARY, PAGE 14 

Sulfuric Acid 

Investigation has demonstrated beyond a doubt that huge quantities 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 quantities\ of H2S04 are being emitted from 
the calciner 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 tl1ough these error·s yield a figure 
higher than actual ground level concentrations, the concentration figure 
at which C2E 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 C2E conclusion about sulfuric acid is based on questionable 
assumptions and is belied by the fact that only small amounts have been 
measured. Erroneous input data yielding high values com_pounded 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 the 11 population. 11 (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 quite toxic to the nervous system at high concentrations. It is 
impossible 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 limit 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) 



SUMMARY, PAGE 16 

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. 
(C2E) 

c 2E 1 s contention that CO is being emitted in large quantities from the 
chlorinator units is based on wrong assumptions about process, stack height, 
and plume dispersion. (Aschoff) 

C2E 1 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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Attachment A 

VINCENT P. de POIX, President TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY 

Mr. Peter McSwain 
Hearings Officer 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

FOR HEARING RECORD 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-0547 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 

1600 OLD PACIFIC HIGHWAY 

P.O. BOX 460 

ALBANY, OREGON 97321 

(503) 926-4211 

March 25, 1977 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany is herein addressing major areas of concern in the 
proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. Also attached is the February 23, 
1977, correspondence - V. P. de Faix /W. H. Young. 

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) 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 details 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 "cat 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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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 I K. W. Bird. 

4. 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 so as to maintain the highest practicable 
level of air quality and the lowest practicable discharge of 
air contaminants. 

Discussion: 

Refer to February 23, 1977, correspondence - V. P. de Poix I 
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 emissions. 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 
accept the condition as written in the proposed permit. 
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Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-0547 

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 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: 

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 calciner system is not required 
until January 15, 1978, sufficient engineering should have 
been accomplished to indicate additional control strategy. 

Attachments - 2 

R~Jpe~ul~mitted, 
(/ ~ dL.. I 

V. P. de Poix 
/ 

President 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
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ViNCENT P. de POIX, President iELEOYNE WAH CHAi'\IG ALBANY 

Mr. William H. Young, Director 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
123'+ S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Hr. Young: 

1600 OLD PACIFIC HIGHWAY 

P.0.80X 460 

/..L9ANY,OREGON 97321 

{5031926·4211 

February 23, 1977 

We have reviewed the proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 22-05'+7, 
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-lJ.-methyl-2-pentanone) emanating from the 
zirconium/hafnium process shall be reduced to the lm:est 
practicable level attainable utilizing recognized 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 ?arameters associated with 
its formation was an even greater task. '.1ercaptans, such as the 
compound we are confronted with, have extremely low odor thresholds; 
consequently, scrubbing of the process off-gas will only reduce the 
problem. Process parameters must be idencified 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 be reduced to a scentometer 
reading of zero at the plant site boundaries. The reliability of a 
scentometer has been investigated in relation to determining the 
existence of "cat box" ( 3-mercapto-'+-met't_yl-2-pentanone). It is at 
best a subjective evaluation determining only an order of magnitude 
concentration of an odorant in the air. ?erusal of the instruction 
folder supplied with scentometers refleccs problems associated with 
reproducibility and operator desensitiza;::.on. 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 experience 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 OAR 20-001, "· .. the highest and best practicable 
treatment and control .•• " required to reduce the "cat box" odor.· 

4. 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 so 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 
"practicable" for "possible" more nearly approaches the Oregon 
Administrative Rules intent as outlined in· OAR 20-001. 

Special Conditions 

10. 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 isbeyond the charge 
of the Department of Environmental 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. 

11. 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 subsequent 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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Hr. William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
February 23, 1977 
Page 3 

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 r·eview 
and approval. 

Discussion: See discussion under Performance Standards and Emission 
Limits, No. 3. Reference is 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 ma.ny 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 qua.lity of the zirconium/hafnium process, 
and have allocated monies and increased technical staffing to perform this task. 

The proposed compliance schedule appea.rs 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 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 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. 

cc: Mr. F. Skirvin 

!1: 
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Department of 
Food Science 

and Technology 

Oregon 
State. 

University Corvallis, Oregon 97331 csoJl 1s•-313t 

Mr. K. W. Bird, Director 
Environmental Control 
Teledyne Wah Chang 
Albany, OR 

Dear Mr. Bird: 

February 22, 1977 

. 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 five years, principally in the 
trace organic analysis for the carcinogenic N-nitrosamines and aflatoxins 
in foods. -

I have no financial interest in, nor receive consulting fees from, 
Teledyne Wah Chang; my comments are hopeful1y unbiased, they are certainly 
offered freely and openly. 

This letter is in regard to the compound 3-mercapto-4-methyl-2-pentanone 
("catty odor") which has conclusively been identified by Dr. Lawrence J. Jacoby 
as being the principal odorous component in the "catty odor" discharged into 
the air by Teledyne Wah Chang. 

(1)· Although the odor threshold for 3-mercapto-4-methyl-2-pentanone 
is at present unknown, my judgment is that-it will be approximately 1:10 10, 
as a very competent Dutch investigator, Dr. H.T. Badings, h~O determined 
the threshold of t~-~ercapto-4-methyl-2-pentanone to be 1:10 in refined 
liquid paraffin. lJ This means that the human odor threshold might be l 
part of the "catty odor" compound in ten billion parts of air! This makes 
the "catty" co:npound 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 adequate; the human nose is superior (2,5). 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, 



~ . . . ·. 

Mr. Bird 
February 22, 1977 
Page 2 

would be helpful in concentrating the pollutants prior to analysis. For . · 
identification GC and GC/MS is suggested. Routine monitoring of air discharges 
of materials such as the "catty odor" compound may have to rely on subjective 
rather than instrumental approaches. This approach is sor.ietimes called 
a "nasal appraisal." 

(3) In my professional opinion there is no way of totally eliminating 
the "catty odor" emission from Teledyne Wah Chang---- short of plant 
shut-down, or an enormously expensive redesign of the processes using MIBK. 
At least 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 
enission is necessary to approach the odor threshold of humans. 

Talks with Dr. L.J. Jacoby and others, have convinced me that the 
chemistry of the·"catty" enission has been significantly advanced, and 
scientific and technological expertise is now being used to decrease the 
emission. I have been impressed in talking with management and technical 
personnel at Teledyne Wah Chang that they appreciate the problem and are 
sincere in trying to meet reasonable demands from the regulatory agencies such 
as DEQ. 

(4) It is difficult to say what levels of the "catty odor" one might 
expect to be the best practicably attatnable utilizing recognized good 
practice. It would probably be feasible to eliminate half of the "catty" 
emission, but cutting the emission by 95% might be ecomonically 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 noose" as current emission standards are met; this 
is not to say·that continued improvement is not desirable or possible. 
The hope is that ecq:nomkally reasonable and attainable standards will 
be set initially and in the future. · 

(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 rel~~0Jd 4-mercapto-44~ethyl-2-pentanone have been found in 
foods such as meatl • vegetables l J, and cheese (1,5). None of the cited 
researchers has suggested 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 seen 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" odor emanate from sewage plants, pulp mills, wood processing 
plants and even food plants. 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 aesthetics and eccmonics should w.ake a compromise, .so 
that industry can survive by .being given reasonable (not zero) tolerances. 

LML:kvc 

Attachment. 

Sincerely, r-. Ji c ~,_c:1/'vd )~j. ;:1 0 /.a-2-(/ 
Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
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Albany, OR 

Dear Mr. Bird: 

Corvallis, Oregon 97331 cso3J 754-3131 

March 21, 1977 

This letter is written to document a couple of points relative 
to the Wah Chang "catty" emission. The Xerox copies are from a book 
to be used Spring Term in our department. 

(1) Although the book is written by eny6'inent toxicologists and 
pharmacologists, there is no suggestion that i-mercapto-4-methyl-
pentanon-2 
and food. 
(Wah Chang 
isomer and 

is toxic in the minute traces it is found in air, t.·1ater, 
My professional opinion is that 3-mercapto-4-methylpentanon-2 
"catty" emission) would behave similar to the 4-mercapto 
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 prevail! 

Enc. (1) 
LML/jrc 

Sincerely, 

feovtcvitl )}/. J3 0/&P-d 
Leonard M. Libbey, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
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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 
vapor.;, 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, 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, \Vhich has an obnoxious odor in extremely low concentrations, 
is not a waste product of the chemical industry, but is formed by foter
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 concentrcitions 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
n1ethylmercury, by microorganisn1s in the environment. Since these 
organic mercury compounds are lipohi!ic, 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 DDT, 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-

c-c-c=c-c 
II I 
0 c 

Mesityl oxide 

H SH 
+H~S I I 

---------- c-c-c-c-c 
II I 
0 c 

4-11ercapto-4-
methylpentanon-2 

("catty odor") 

Fig. 67 . .:rhe 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

2
S is formed· by putrefaction in polluted water. 
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- Wah Chang Hearing Report 
'Wah Chang Air Permit 

To:. The Department of Ernvironmental Qual,i ty 
1234 SW Morrison Street 
Po~tland, Oregon 97205 

From1 Citizens for a Clean Environment 
P.O. Box 255 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

RE1 Teledyne Wah Chang Albany Ai~ Discharge Permit 

Attachment B 

' 

Citizens for a Clean Environment(C2E) 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 be re fi ted both the environment and 
the industries involved, 

For the last six months C2E has been evaluating the air and water 
discharges from the Wah Cnang plant. The primary participants in 
this effort have been Mr, Jerry Coffer, a registered professional 
chemical engineer with 6 years experience in air quality engineering, 
Mr. Gil Zem,,nsky with 6 years experience in the water quality field 
and Mr, Phillip Crawford, a member of the C2E 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 regarding 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 lessem the heal th hazards created by their disch.arges, 

First, our investigations have demonstrated beyond any doubt that 
hugtt 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

3
acid reaching the people at ground-level. 

Levels as high as 385 ug/m 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 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, 



coupled with high quantities of an organi~ solvent(MIBK) in order to 
meet the water emission standards 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 -~ncL the principles of stripper operation. The small quantities 
of the (oc;leriLero~ compound is not expected to produce a major heal th 
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 living 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. primarilfy 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 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 
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 hydroqhloric 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 outlined. 

c2E is a group of citizens committed to a cleaner environment. We 
urge your action on this matter. 



C2E'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 (Cl2 ) and chloride 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 (c1-) 
equal to 100 ppm and a maximum concentration of chlorine (Cl 2 ) 
equal to 20 ppm1" 

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 
Fermi t. These limitations are required to protect the· public heal th, 
Sub-sections should be added to condition 2(d) as follows: 

Condi ti on 2 ( d) ( 4): "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum concen
tration of sulfuric acid (H2S04) equal to 400 ppm and a maximum 
discharge rate of sulfuric acid (H2S04) of 700 lb/day," After· 
September 1, 1978, a maximum concentration of sulfuric acid 
(HzS04) equal to 20 ppm or a maximum discharge rate of sulfuric 
acid (H2S04) of 30 lb/day," 

Condition 2(d)(5): "Until September 1, 1978 a maximum discharge 
rate of carbon monoxide(CO) of 40,000 lb/day. After September.1, 
1978 a maximum discharge rate of carbon monoxide(CO) of 10,000 
lb/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 # 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." 
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SUGGESTION # 4 

Under the heading "Compliance Schedule" which begins at condition 
17 of the Fermi t, the following compliance schedules will be added 
to insure compliance with the amended limits on sulfuric acid (H2S04) 
carbon monoxide (CO) and methyl isobutyl ketone (MIBK) imposed in 
condition 2, 

Condition 271 "The permittee shall provide additional controls 
for the zirconium oxide calciner so as to reduce sulfuric 
acid (H2S04) 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 Oc~ober 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 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," 

Condi ti on 281, "The permi ttee 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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a. 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." 

Condi ti on 29: "The permi ttee shall eliminate the practice of 
stripping methyl isobutyl ketone(MIBK) into the atmosphere 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. 

c. 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 cortstruction or process modification work. 

e, By no later than September 1, 1978 the permittee shal1 
demonstrate 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, 
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SUGGESTION_Lj_ 

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, 

Condi tion_]Q: "The permi ttee shall provide taller stacks for 
the following emission points: 

Stack Name 

Separations Odor 
Zr Reduction, East 
Zr Reduction, West 
Mg Recovery 
Feed Make-Up 
Fertilizer Plant 

Attached Equipment 

Hafnium Calciner 
Zirconium Reduction Furnace (East) 
Zirconium Reduction Furnace (West) 
Magnesium Recovery Furnace 
Separations Feed Make-Up Tank 
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 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, 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,. Withi~ 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, 



· Wah Chang Hearing Report 
Wah Chang Air Permit 

Mr. William H. Young 
Department of Environmental Control 
1234 Morrison St. 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Mr. Young: 

March 18, 1977 

Attachment C 

WAH CHANG ALBANY 
P.O. BOX 460 

ALBANY, OREGON 97321 

(503) 926-4211 TWX (51 O) 595-0973 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[fil~@~~W~[ID 
MAR 2 2 1977 

OFEICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

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 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 inundated 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. 

WM:pms 

Enclosure 



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: 

,,f"TELE'.DYNE 
WAH CHANG ALBANY 
P.O. BOX 460 

ALBANY, OREGON 97321 

(503) 926-4211 TWX (510) 595-0973 

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 C2E 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 Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority), 
and from this calculated a completely unrealistic number for the quantity 
of H2S04 in the stack. Studies instigated by TWCA in 1973 proved both 
theoretically and in tests that the predominant species was S02, 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 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 large quantities of carbon monoxide are being 



.Mr. Peter McSwa in 
March 17, 1977 
Page 2 

'11"TELEDYNE 
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 certainly are not going to purposely discharge this 
material into the air. Furthermore, the limit of nasal detection is far 
below the TLV, 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 "blatant 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 C2E. 

Finally, the lie 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 l/lOOth 
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 C2E 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, 

,, 2/ / /"' ,/.;: ·~~ 
~~-~z-4<" , ~ _?---? 

W. A. Aschoff, M ager 
Environmental Control 

WAA:dkm 
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Department of 
Mechanical Engineering 

Oregon 
State . 

University Corvallis, Oregon 97331 

March 16, 1977 

Department of Environmental Quality 
State of Oregon 

For Presentation at Public Hearing 
Albany, Oregon - March 17, 1977 

Re: Teledyne 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, 1977. I do not feel 
that this position paper or statement represents the views of 
many C2E members, and, in fact, may not even represent a majority 
viewpoint. As one of the charter members of C2E, and a past mem
ber of the Board of Directors, I feel it necessary to point out 
several points of disagreement. 

Referring to the fourth paragraph: 

1. There is doubt that huge(hugh) quantities of sulfuric 
acid are being emitted. Only small amounts appear 
to have been measured. The larger quantities are postu
lated from the results of questionable assumptions. 

2. 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. 

3. The dispersion model used to calculate ground level 
concentrations used erroneous input data which yielded 
high values. It also assumed that al.I the sulfur was 
emitted as acid which was a false assumption. 

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 University is an Affirmative Action/ Equal Opportunity Employer 



Department of Environmental Quality 
M13.rch 16, 1977 
Page 2 

5. The Environmental Protection Agency 
determine "Threshold Limit Values." 
by OSHA. 

(EPA) does not 
These are set 

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 Limit Value 
(TLV) for sulfuric acid is 1. 0 milligrams 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 statement, 
but they follow similar lines of.reasoning and I would be re
peating myself. I will reserv~ further comment until I have 
read the final report. 

rd 

Sincerely, 

V
/',,I, . ./ . , ' __ ,;;\' ,; \' 

p- I / f( L· . 
·/ /' l/··.1/1· ~_,-.;:_.. 
_,I(../-~,..." · ·'!"'·,·""':!'"; t.~' - ---:- _,. --

; ' 
Richard W. Boubel, Ph.D. 
Professor 

cc: Citizens for a Clean Environment 



Wah Chang Hearing Report 
.-------, ,\4ah Chang Air Permit 

\fil~®~ow_~[ID 
•,1;1c/ ·~ R, i9f7 \\ f'.· -:.J '• 5 

flEPT, Of ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY. 

Attachment D 

PETITION OF INTERESTED CITIZENS 

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, RESIDENTS OF THE CITY OF ALBANY, L:TNN 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 TO THE ECONOMY AND TO 

THE HEALTH OF THE CITIZENS OF THIS CITY AND THE STATE. 

Name Address 



ATTACHMENT E 

HEARING REPORT: WAH CHANG AIR PERMIT 

Date 

2/19/77 

3/8/77 

3/8/77 

3/11/77 

3/13/77 

3/23/77 

3/23/77 

4/2/77 

4/13/77 

3/7/77 

2/23/77 

2/22/77 

3/9/77 

3/2/77 

3/14/77 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

8/2/76 

7/26/76 

Type Sender Receiver 

Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E T. Nelson, Wah Chang 

Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, CzE Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Rep. Nancy Fadeley 

Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Rep. Nancy Fadeley 

Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, C2E Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

Letter w/attach. Jerry Coffer, c2E Rep. Nancy Fadeley 

Letter Jerry Coffer, CzE Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

Letter Phillip Crawford,C2E Rep. Nanch Fadeley 

Letter Jerry Coffer, C2E Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

Letter W. H. Young, DEQ V. P. dePoix, Wah Chang 

Letter V.P.DePoix, Wah Chang W. H. Young, DEQ 

Letter L.M.Libbey, OSU K. Bird, Wah Chang 

Letter E.Weathersbee, DEQ Pat Sonn (Citizen) 

Letter Pat Sonn (Citizen) DEQ 

Letter Robert Schmidt 11 DEQ 

Letter Howard Hickam " DEQ 

Testimony 

Letter 

Letter 

Testimony 

News clipping 

Letter 

Letter 

Roil in E. Hines 

Philip Griffin 11 

R. J. DeFerrar I II 

Jim Barrett, CofC 

Democrat-Herald 

L. Kramer, DEQ 

Jim Barrett C/C 

DEQ Hearing Officer · 

DEQ Hearing Officer 

DEQ Hearings Officer 

DEQ Hearings Officer 

Jim Barrett, Chamber/Commerce 

L. Kramer, DEQ 



Date 

3/17/77 

3117177 

Type 

Testimony 

Letter 

Resolution 

Resolution 

Statement 

3/10/77 Letter 

3/16/77 Letter 

3/17/77 Memorandum 

3/15/77 Letter 

3/17/77 Letter 

3/15/77 Letter 

5/17/77 

3/17 /77 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

3/17/77 

Letter 

Letter 

Testimony 

Letter 

Testimony 

Memorandum 

Letter 

Attachment E 

Sender Receiver 

Ronald E. Long DEQ Hearing Officer 

R. Lowery DEQ Hearing Officer 

Linn, Benton, Lincoln 
Labor Council DEQ Hearing Officer 

J.T.Peterson, Pres. DEQ Hearing Officer 
Albany C/C 

Rep. B. Byers DEQ Hearing Officer 

G.Hawkins 

R. Bou be 1 , OSU 

M.B.Slddall 

Jack McGuire 

H.B. Smith 

Alan Hick 
PNW Manager, 
Northrup, King & Co. 

Mr. Wm. Young, DEQ 

DEQ 

Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

Bi 11 Young, DEQ 

Wm. Young, DEQ 

Hearing Officer 

Darrell Burt Fritz Skirvin, DEQ 

H.B.Smith Wm. Young, DEQ 

Sen. John Powell DEQ Hearing 

Clayton Wood, Mayor Teledyne Wah Chang 
Mi 11 ersburg 

Bob/Sara Blickensderfer DEQ Hearing 

Citizens for Clean Env. DEQ 

Merle Manning DEQ Hearing 
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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 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 Old Pacific Highway, Albany, Oregon 
Primary Smelting of Zirconium & Hafnium 
Renewal of Permit #22-0547 

The Public Hearing will be held at the time and place listed below: 

Albany City Library 
1390 S. Waverly Drive 
A 1 bany, 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 limits 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 comp 1 i ance with rules of the 
Cammi ss ion. 

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. · 

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 
(229-6414) at the above Portland address. Please inform those who may have an 
interest in this matter. 



Permit Number: -~?.:_9i41._ ______ _ 
Expiration Date: __ Jjl /81 
Page ____] ____ of JO 

ISSUED 1'0: 

DISCiiARGE PERMIT 
Department of Environmental Quality 

1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Telephone: ( 503) 229-5696 
Issued in accordance with the provisions of 

_ ORS 468.310 

REFERENCE INFORMA'rION 
TELEDYNE WllH CHANG ALBANY 
1600 Old Pacific_Highway Application No. 0583 
P. o. Box 460 ' · · , .. 
Albany, 01".egon. 97321 · """·'. 

PLANT SI'.l'E: . 
Date Received --~ptember 8, 197~---

. ·\,~'> :'' .::·.:f.:.: ... ~:: 
1600 Old.'Pacific Hig~way 
Albany,, Oregon' .,, 

!,I;. .... , 
·" ,., ,1i .. :, 

\_·., ,'' ' ·".' 
ISSUED DY DEPARTMENT OF 

ENVIRONMI!:NTAL QUALITY . -

HI LLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Source SIC Permit No . 

(1) -·--------·-- ---- -------

(2) ---------

Date 

SOUUCE(S) PERMIT'rED TO DISCHAUGE AIR CONTAMINANTS: 

Nnme of Air Contaminant Source 

PRIMARY SMELTING AND REFINING OF ZIRCONIUM, 
HAFNIUM AND COLUMBIUM 

Permitted Ac ti viti es 

Standard Industry Code as Listed 

3339 

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 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 Requirements, Llmlta.tlone and Condltlons of this t•ermlt, see attached Sections 



' ,' AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 
Issued by the 

Department of Environmental Quality 

Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

. Permit No. 22-0547 
Page 2 of 10 

l. 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 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: 

l) 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 (3) minutes in any one (1) 
hour. 

b. Particulate emissions from the zirconium oxide calciner shall not 
exceed the following: 

l) Until September l, 1978, 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot; and 

2) After September l, 1978, 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot; 

c. Particulate emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes 
sha 11 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: 

l) A maximum total concentration of chlorine (Cl 2) and chloride ion 
(c1-) equal to 100 ppm; · 

2) Until September l, 1978, excluding the zirconium oxide calciner, 
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide. (so2) equal to 1000 ppm 
and 

After September l, 1978, including the zirconium oxide calciner, 
a maximum concentration of sulfur dioxide (so2) equal to 400 ppm; 
and · 

3) A maximum total concentration of ammonia (NH3) and ammonium ion 
(NH4-) equal to 50 ppm. 



. AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 
Issued by the 

Department of Environmental Quality 

. Permit No. 
Page 3 

e. Gaseous emissions from all zirconium/hafnium production processes 
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l) 30 tons per year of total chlorine (Cl 2) and chloride ion (c1-); 

2) Un ti 1 September l ' 1978, 600 tons per year of so2; 

3) After September l ' 1978, 90 tons per year of so2; and 

4) 2 tons per year of total ammonia and ammonium ion. 

3. By no later than January 1, 1978 the "cat box" odor shall be controlled so 
as not to exceed a zero scentometer reading or cause nuisance conditions 
beyond the plant site boundaries. 

4. 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 
representatives of the Department. 

6. 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 sha 11 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. 

7. 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 
chlorinatio~ off gas system, the pure chlorination 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. 

8. The permittee shall install, maintain and operate in a manner approved in 
writing by the Department, a system for monitoring ambient concentrat1.ons 
of .ammonia and ammonium ion, chlorine, and chloride. 

9. 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 separations plant in terms of total 
oxide and the total quarterly production of zirconium sponge. 
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c. The results of all emission monitoring and testing data. 

d. The quarterly usage of natural gas. 

Special Conditions 

10. The permittee shall limit or ~ontrol 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.) 

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 chlorination 

b. Feed make-up 

c. Separations 

d. Precipitation and filtration 

e. Zirconium oxide calcining 

f. Hafnium oxide calcining 

g. Pure chlorinaticin 

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 

l 
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 l, 1978, all metal fines shall be disposed of using controlled 
and environmentally acceptable procedures approved by the Department, 
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15. The pennittee 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. 

16. 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 longer than forty
eight (48) hours without approval nor shall upset operation continue during 
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 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 app li cable permit limits will be 
subject to civil penalty or other appropriate action. 

Compliance Schedule 

17. By no later than June l, 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. 

18. By no later than June l, 1977 the permittee shall submit a final control 
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 revi.~w 
and approval. · 

lg, The permittee shall rrovide spill sump treatment and MiaK 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 l, 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 l, 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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d. 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. 

e. 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. 

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. 

20. 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: 

a.. By no later than May l, 1977 the permi ttee sha 11 submit a final con
trol strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the 
Department for review and approval. 

b. By no later than August l, 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 l, 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 December 15, 1977 the permittee shall completei the 
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction 
or process modification work. 

e. 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. 

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 accomplisheu. 

21. The permittee shall install a new columbium oxide drier including air 
pollution controls in accordance with the following schedule: 

a. 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. 

b. 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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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 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 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. 

22. The permittee shall .provide additional controls for the silicon tetrachloride 
refining and storage vents and scrubber emissions so as to attain and 

2.3. 

maintain continuous compliance with Condition 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 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. 

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
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 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 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 anp 
attain and maintain continuous compliance with Conditi-0n 2. This prDject 
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
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 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. 

24. 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 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 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 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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25. 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. 

b. By no later than February 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission contra l 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 l, 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 l, 1980 the permittee shall demonstrate that 
the plume opacity from pure chlorination 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. 

26. 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 later than January 15, 1979 the permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission control equiµment and/or 
for process modification work. 

c. By no later than July l, 1979 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 October l, 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 l, 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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Gl. 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. 

G2. The permittee is prohibited from conducting open burning except as may be 
allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050. 

G3. The permittee shall: 
a. Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental "Notice of 

Construction" 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 

affect the emission of air contaminants. 

G4. 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. 

G5. 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. 

G6. 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. 

G7. 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. 

G8. Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not 1 ess 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 . 

G9. 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. 

GlO. This. permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law. 
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STAFF STATEMENT FOR PUBLIC HEARING 

March 17, 1977 

SUBJECT: Informational Hearing Regarding Issuance of An Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit to Te 1 edyne t~ah Chang A 1 bany 

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 Hi 11 amette Air Po 11 ution /l.uthori ty. 
The proposed permit establishes conditions for operating, monitoring, 
and reporting; establishes limits on particulate and gaseous emissions 
and on escapement of "cat box" odors; establishes step-·wise control 
programs for significant sources contributing to odors or visibil'ity 
reduction; and establishes step-wise control programs for sources or 
processes not currently in compliance with rules of the Corrunission. 

II. PROPOSED PERMIT 

The proposed permit is divided into five sections: 
1) performance standards and emission 1 imits; 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 c -

Requires irrunediate compliance with opacity and particulate 
emission limits 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. 
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Condition 2 d and e -

Establishes limits for gaseous emission, Cl2, S02, NH3 from 
any individual source. 

Condition 3 -

Establishes allowable level at plant boundary for "cat 
box" odor. 

Condition 4 -

Requires contro 1 of anci 11 ary sou,rces so as to maintain 
highest air quality. 

Monitoring and Reporting 

Condition 5 -

Requires effective inspection and keeping of records of plant 
operation and control facilities. 

Condition 6 -

Requires 3 prescheduled source tests on all zirconium/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 
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, source tests conducted and use 
of natural gas. (Note: Omit "be" in line 2.) 

Special Condition 

Condition l O -

Requ"ires permittee to immediately comply with permit 
conditions by operating within current base level of 
production (500,000 lbs/day of total oxide as a monthly 
average through separations plant). 
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Condition 11 -

Prohibits permittee from any production 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 schedules for doing so are approved by Department. 
Note: Add "has been demonstrated" after "4" in 1 ine 3. 

Condition 12 -

Requires permit tee 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. All open burning is to be 
phased out by July l, 1978. 

Condition 15 -

Permittee must be prepared to respond to air pollution 
episodes. 

Condition 16 -

DEQ must be notified of malfunctions which cause non
compliance with permit conditions. 

DEQ can require 
malfunctions. 
malfunctions. 

Compliance Schedules 

Condition 17 -

improvements for chronic and correctable 
DEQ can also impose civil penalties for such 

Requires completion by June l, 1977 of process modifications 
to reduce formation 9f the malodorous "cat box" compound. 

Condition 18 -

Requires submission by June l, 1977 of control program and 
schedule for reducing fugitive {area type) malodorous 
emissions. 
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Condition 19 -

Requires completion by June 30, 1977 of spill sump treatment 
and MIBK recover.y (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 so2 emissions). 

Condition 21 -

Requires completion by May 15, 1978 of a columbiurn oxide 
dryer system including air pollution controls (allows use 
of current Cb205 dryer as Hf02 calc1ner). 

Condition 22 -

Requires completfon 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 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 -

Requires completion by January l, 1980 of additional controls 
on pure chlorination (will reduce opacity). 

Condition 26 -

Requires completion by December 1, 1979 of additional 
controls for magnesium recovery ( wi 11 reduce plume opacity) . 

General Conditions and Disclaimers 

Conditions Gl through GlO -

These conditions which are common to all Air Contan,inant 
Discharge Permits are based on Department regulations. 

,~ 
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III. INFORMATION RECEIVED TO DATE 

The Department has received written information and oral inquiries 
re 1 ative 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 Cowmission prior to issuing the permit renewal. 

The evaluat'ion relative to sulfuric acid emission will consider 
the foll owing: 

1) Source Sampling and Analysis Methods: 

The source test method has been reviewed and a source 
test for H2S04 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 evaluatfon is completed 
of the source test information. 

2) Modeling: 

A review of the model"ing method and assumptions made is 
underway. The Department intends to do a more refined 
modeling effort, a necessary input to which is meteoro
logical data. The Department has obtained approximately 
one year of meteorological data for the Millersburg area 
and is currently taking steps to have the data reduced to 
a usable computer (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 wi 11 seek assistance from 
consultants re~ognized to have appropriate expertise. 

5) Other Evaluations Underway: 

The Department, in conjunction with the Environmental 
Protection Agency, is participating in a. Millersburg 
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Area Air Quality Evaluation. A contractor, employed by EPA 
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, 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 wi 11 be completed by September 1 , 1977. 

That concludes the Department's Statement in this matter, Mr. Hearings 
Officer. 

FAS 
3/17/77 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. H, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Requests By Coastal Cities and Counties for Extensions of Variances 
from RulesProhibiting Open Burning DumpS,-OAR 340-61-01!0(2) (c). 

At the September 26, 1975, EQC meeting staff presented variance requests from 
five coastal counties (Agenda Item 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 acceptable 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 October 1, 
1977. (Because of limited area at the Elsie Site, burning is necessary for 
volume reduction.) 

All sites have been upgraded and are operated as near compliance with 
regulations as possible. Clatsop County has spent the major portion of the 
two year 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 to 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 a site. 



Tillamook County. Tillamook County through the Public Works Department has 
requested a 19 month extension (to May 1, 197'l) 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. 

Lincoln 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 sol id 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 conditional use changes on the site are pending thus the 
extension request. 

Cur~ry County. Curry County Commissioners have requested a one (1) year 
extension for the county operated Brookings and Nesika Beach (Gold Beach) 
Di sposa 1 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 Sol id Waste Plan and Phase I of the Port 
of Umpqua plan. As the project has not evolved, Curry County has by 
resolution withdrawn from the Coos-Curry Sol id 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 Myrt~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 Di sposa 1 Sites. The Bandon site is ava i 1ab1 e 
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. It has been quite recent that the project stalled 
out and they are actively resuming the search for alternatives. 

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 before 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. 

It 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 EQC meeting scheduled for October 1977 in Coos 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 if the composting project ls successful, construction time is 
such that a variance is needed. 

3. Lincoln County is finalizing negotiations to transfer all solid waste 
to Benton County. 

4. Curry County has contracted for a second phase study to be completed 
by early 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 Myrtle 
Point and Powers to a final closure of their open burning sites. 



6. It ls the opinion of the staff that approval of the variances as 
requested is necessary to facilitate transition to a·n acceptab 1 e so 1 id 
waste program. 

7. To approve the variance 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 
facility or alternative method is yet available. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that: 

l. Variances be granted to expire as dated below for each specific 
county: 

Clatsop County (Seaside, Cannon Beach, Elsie), March l, 1979 
Tillamook County (Manzanita, Pacific City, Tillamook), May 1, 1979 
Lincoln County (North Lincoln, Waldport), July 1, 1978 
Curry County (Brookings, Nesika Beach), October 1, 1978 

2. Variances be granted for Myrtle Point and Powers (Coos County) to 
expire December l, 1977, and that Coos County solid waste program be 
considered as a separate item 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. 

4. The EQC find that the variance requests meet the intent of 
ORS 459.225(3) (c) in that strict compl lance would result in closing of 
the disposal sites and no alternative facility or alternative method 
of solid waste management is available. 

RLBrown/kz 
229-5913 
918177 
Attachment (l) 

(fbJ 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Agenda Item No. G, September 26, 1975, EQC Meeting 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRlSON 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 

BACKGROUND 

Request for Variance to Continue Open Burning of 
Garbage at Disposal Sites in Clatsop-Tillamook
Lincoln-Coos and Curry Counties. 

The Department's Solid Waste Mana~ement 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 Haste Management regulations were adopted, 
a statewide program was conceived by the Department to develop com
prehensive Solid v!aste Management Pl ans for each county or multi county 
area of the state. The goal was and is·regional system solutions to 
·solid waste management, leading to resource recovery and minimizing 
landfills. To facilitate this planning process, existing disposal sites 
which could not be reasonably upgraded to meet the solid waste regulations 
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 compliance (usually 
closure) by July 1, 1975. 

Plans have been completed 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. 
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Heavy clay soils, steep topography, and very high annual precipitation 
make landfill operation difficult at best. The low resident population 
is 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 to involve an extended period of 
time. This gives rise to the variance requests before 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 goals 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 wi.th the operators to implement any and aJl practicable 
improvements. 

Clatsop County participated with Tillamook 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 Haste 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 Tillamook County 
for a composting operation and has committed its attention to a 90 day 
study of this project with Ti 11 amook 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. Regulation 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 1,as disapproved by the planning commission. 
The county, lead 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
lishing a composting plant on the north Oregon coast as mentioned 
under Clatsop County a~ove. They are also seeking an acceotable 
land disposal site should other 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 \.!aldoort for 2 years. Caretakers are provided for controlled 
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 includes 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 limitation to help finance the project. Construction 
time necessitates the variance request. It is possible that the Toledo 
site can be closed permanently if arrangements can be made to dispose 
of the waste at Agate Beach. 

Coos County 

Coos County commissioners have requested a three year variance to 
open burn under county control at Coquille Disposal site and on behalf 
of the cities of Powers and Myrtle Point to allow continued open 
burning. Coquille 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 DEQ 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 long-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. 



- 4 -

Curry County 

Curry County through the Environmental Sanitation office has 
requested variances for two disposal sites: Brookings for l year 
and Nesika Beach (Gold Beach) for 2 years. During the planning 
effort Curry County has closed t\'10 open burning dumps (Langlois and 
,; i rport) in the northern county and conve_rted a third (Agness) into 
a transfer site. An interim plan has been adopted by the county and 
a long range plan is proposed for adoption in October 1975. Additional 
time is needed for transition to the long range plan. 

DISCUSSION 

The variance requests involve variance from the Department's 
Solid Waste Management regulation OAR 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 involve variance 
from the Department's Air Quality Control regulation OAR Chapter 340, 
23-010 (2) which prohibits open burning at Solid Waste disposal sites 

located 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 a 11 dumps for which variances are requested have severe 
physical limitations 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 
limits 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, uphill 
and downwind from the communities which they serve. 

All five counties have pledged to move forward in good faith to 
implement 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. Progress reports could be required 
to document project status. A variance period ending October l, 1977 
would provide two budget periods and two construction seasons to \'/Ork 
within. 

It should be noted that the Coquille dump has been closed, but not 
covered for approximately a year and Coos County's request involves 
reopening to open burn. The Fairview landfill, located on BLM land 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 requesting this action 
anyway. It is possible that BLM would consider an expansion of the 
Fairview site, if Coos County would pledge good operation, 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 landfill operation at the site. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

l. Due to physical, climatic and financial limitations 
Oregon's Coastal Counties, Clatsop, Tillamook, Lincoln, 
Coos and Curry remain dependent upon numerous open burning 
dumps to dispose uf their solid wastes. 

2. Regional Solid Waste Management planning efforts reveal that 
the only viable alternative to burning garbage at the present 
sites is closure of these sites and im~lementation of a 
complete new program. Simply 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 various 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 
l 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 Coquille, the variance requests have 
general suppo"rt 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 
requested for all sites except Coquille and Toledo for a t1;0 
year period ending October l, 1977, will facilitate the 
orderly closure of the dumps and the transition to acceptable 
disposal sites and/or resource recovery facilities. 

RECOMMEND.I\ TI ONS 

It is the Director's recommendation that: 

l. Variances be denied to continue or commence open burning at the 
following sites: 

Toledo (Lincoln County) for the reason that an alternative 
disposal site is reasonably available. 



Coqui 11 e (Coos County) because of uncertain acceptability 
to adjacent land owners and continued operation at the 
existing Fairview site may be reasonably available and 
should be pursued. 

2. Variances to expires October l, 1977, be granted from the 
Department's Solid Wasce and Air Quali~y regulations to allow 
continued open burning at the following disposal sites: 

Clatsop County 

Tillamook County 

Lincoln County 

Coos County 

Curry County 

Seaside 
Cannon Beach 

Manzanita 
Ti 11 amook 
Pacific City 

North Lincoln 
Waldport 

Myrtle Point 
Powers 

Brookings 
Nesika Beach 

3. The Department immediately proceed with drafting and issuance 
of regular 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 l, 1977. 

4. Each county submit semi-annual status reports documenting 
the progress toward phasing out the dump sites given variances, 
said reports to become due March l, 1976, October l, 1976, 
and March l , 1977. 

EAS - RLB:sa 
9-17-75 

LOREN KRAMER 
Di rector 

-
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No- I, September 23, 1977, EQC Meeting 

NPDES July 1, 1977 Compliance Date - Request for 
Approval of Stipulated Consent Orders for NPDES 
Permittees not ·meeting July 1, 1977·compliance 
Date 

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 daily 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 ($50 dally civil 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 
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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 Lowe 11 
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 

1. The sewage treatment facilities for the City of Seaside are overloaded and the 
City of Seaside ls 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 facilities to treat sewage to a 
level greater than secondary treatment. 

Director's Recommendation 

I recommend that the Commission approve Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-
77-159 between the Department and the City of Seaside. 

Fred M. Bolton:gcd 
229-5372 . 
September 14, 1977 
Attachment: City of Seaside 

ci:fm 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Stipulation and Final Order 
WQ-SNCR-77-159 
Clatsop County 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental 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 
list was subsequently held in Portland on July 29, 1977. Notice was sent out 
30 days before the hearing by first class mail to all interested parties, in
cluding: 

l. Potential applicants appearing on the list 

2. A-95 Clearinghouse 

3. All Councils of Government 

4. All Oregon Counties 

5. Engineering Firms 

6. All Oregon TV 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. l. 

Due to significant public interest in the priority list this year, the 
hearing record was help 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 1 ist. 

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 1 ist. 

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. 

4. 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 1 ist is shown in 
Attachment No. 2. 

Discussion 

As of August 22, 1977, Oregon has not received 
funds will be forthcoming on October 1, 1977. 
bill has been passed by the Senate and sent on 
We anticipate that the House will agree to the 
Senate bill. 

notice that FY 1978 grant 
However, an appropriations 
to the House of Representatives. 
funding provisions of the 

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 ($29.4 mill ion for FY 77 plus $37.8 mill ion for 
FY 78). If the allocation formula is modified per the Senate bill, Oregon 
would receive $57.6 million for FY 78 as well as the additional FY 77 
monies which would fund projects ranked l through 54. 

All of the $39.8 million in FY'76 carryover funds have been obligated in 
FY'77. He 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 l. 
If $67.2 million is allotted, then projects ranked l through 41 can be 
funded. 
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Summation 

1. The priority 1 ist 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: 

l. Approve the modified FY 1978 priority list, 
Attachment No. 3. 

2. Have the FY'78 priority list become operational when federal 
appropriations are authorized. 

THB:em/ak 

Enclosures: Attachments l, 2 & 3 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Di rector 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Env·ironmental 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 concerni.ng the Sewerage 
Works Construction Grant Priority List for Fiscal Year 1978. At 10:05 
A.M. in Room 508 of The Terminal Sales Building, Portland, Oregon, 
Hearing Officer Clarence P. Hi lbrtck cal led the hearing to order. 

Mr. Thomas H. Blankenship of the Water Quality Divison Construction 
Grants Program made a short presentation. He explained the modifica
tions to the "Criteria for Pri.ority Ranking of Sewerage Works Construction 
Need for FY'78" and emphasized that this heari.ng was set up to receive 
testimony on project ranklng not pr[ority criteria, Mr. Blankenship 
also discussed the proposed FY'78 priority list. 

At the completion of the staff pres·entation, the Hearings Officer 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 l:lershhe.rger attorney for the fol lowing: 

1) City of Stanfield 
2) City of lrrlgon 

Mr. Hershberger presented i nformatton wh tch 
Stanfield to proceed to constructlon within 
the priority would save costs to Stanf leld 
voted te> authorize bonds for this proJect. 

would .al low th.e City of 
4 months.. He fe 1 t i'ncreas i ng 
whose c j·t i zens have al ready 

Mr. Hershberger's 
an explanation on 
within the City. 
project. 

presentat(on on behC!lf of the City of Irrigon included 
the shallow wells i'!nd septic tank approvC1l problems 
He requested '1 review of the ranking of the Irrigon 



The third witness was Mr. J. Val Toronto, consulting engineer for the 
City of Lextngton. He stated thi'it the City concurs with the priority 
ranking of its project. 

The next witness was Mr. Terry Waldele, Columbia Region Association of 
Governments. Mr. Walde le summarized a wdtten sta.tement .which high
lighted CRAG's controversy with the criteria used by DEQ to 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 179. · · 

The fifth witness was Mr. Paul Ehtnger of Robert E. Meyer Engineers, 
Inc. representing the fol lowl.ng: · 

l) City of Vernonia 
2) Southwest Ltncoln County Sanitary District 
3) Carmel-Foulweather Sanitary District 

Mr. Ehinger summarized written statements from each ef his clients. 
The City of Vernonia questi0ned the pdority point assignm<;>nt and requested 
a review of the points assigned and an additional 330 points. The 
Carmel-Foulweather Sanitary Distri:.ct also questions point assignment and 
requested review. The Southwest Linc0ln County Sanitary Disfrict also 
questioned the amount of points Elsstgned to this project and requested a 
review of the p0int <!Ssi:gnme.nt. Mr. Eht.nger's testimony on S,W. Lincoln 
Co. S.D. relied on dcita shown ln a recently. prepared DEQ report. 

The next witness was Mr. Burt0n M. Lowe, Clty Manager, City of Seaside. 
Mr. Lowe questiened the project poi·nts .<iss.igned t.o Seastde's project. 
He presented data for increasing the need point assignment and requested 
a review of the point assignment. · 

The seventh witness was Mr. Rlch;ird O. Miller, Manager, Bear Creek 
Valley Sanitary Authority. Mr. Miller summarized his written statement 
in which he requested a review of the priority points assigned to three 
projects: 

1) BCV SA - White City 
2) BCVSA - Centr;il Point/Westslde 
3) BCVSA - Whetstone 

Also he requested the fol lowi.ng two projects be deleted from the priority 
list: 

l) BCVSA - West Medford 
2) BCVSA - Wagner Creek 

He also expressed concern ;ibout the possible delays in .Federal funding 
of projects and Oregon's lack of action tn trying to obtain Gr<mt · 
funds. Mr. Blankenship responded to Mr. Miller, explaining the <1ctions 
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taken by both the DEQ and the Governor's office to encourage passage of 
the Grant Funding Bills In Congress. 

The next witness was Mr. D, Lorin Jacobs, Planning Director, City of 
Shady Cove. Mr. Jac0bs summarized tw0 written statements, one from the 
Mayor of Shady Cover and the other his own statement. The statements 
related to information favori.ng further evaluation of the project and a 
request for a review of the point assignment. Mr. Torleiv Flatebo, the 
City of Shady Cove 1 s Consu 1t i ng Eng i n.eer, supported Mr •. Jacobs state
ment. 

Mr. Bill Berg representi.ng the c·tty of Gearhart read a short letter from 
the Mayor into the record. The letter stated that City requested 
information from DEQ and ha.d 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 theproject's 
point assignment. He thought the poin-ts_a_s:signed weretooh-igh. - ··-

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 poi·nts assigned based on the fol lowing: 

1) Age of Treatment Plant 
2) Treatment Plant overloading 
3) Use of Walla Walla Basin Oregon 

Population Ci .e. he wanted criteria changed) 

The City Manager requested a review of the priority points. ass.igned to 
the Milton-Freewater Project. 

The next witness was Robert Schum;;icher, Chairman, Board of County 
Commissioners of Clackamas County. Commissioner Schumacher presented 
two resolutions of the Clackam<is County Bo<ird of Commfssion.ers oupporting 
both the Tri-City project and the Mount Hood Corridor Regional Facilities, 

Dean Nichols, Mayor, City of Oregon C[ty, Alan K, Briekley, Mayor, City 
of West Linn, Richard Groener, State Senator District .14, Btll Lesh, 
Tri-City Chamber of Commerce and Ted Achilles, St11te Representative 



District 27, West Linn all presented oral testimony containing data 
supporting the request for review of the priority n;nk[ng of the Tri
City Project. Al I witnesses requested increased priority rating for the 
Tri-City Project. · 

Following the presentations on the Trl-City Project, Mr. John Mcintyre, 
Director of Public Works for Clack11mas County was the next witness. Mr. 
Mcintyre in his presentation. gave a b&ckground of the .Mt. Hood Corridor 
Regional Project. He al so presented testimony he fe It supported his 
request for the review of the projects ranki.ng. Also, Mr. Mcintyre felt 
that the Department milY have lost .its. c0mmitment to the Mt. H0od Project 
and the environment in genen1l based on the priority criteria. He also 
commented on the Tri-City project, Mr. Blankenship commented on the 
nature of the grant progr<1m; that it is for the solution of existing 
problems, not potential problems. · 

Mr. Steven Switzer, Mr. H. Richard Seller and Mr. Dean Anderson both 
representing H.A.P.P.Y. (Hood L;nd Association for Planning, Progress 
and You), Ms. Patricia R. Grl'ffin, Hoodl<lnd Womens Club, May;inne Hi 11, 
Government Camp S.D., Mr. Edward B. Burke, Wemme, Mr. Gernld Redding, 
Brightwood, Mr. Steve Post, Wemme, Mr. Dave Abr;iham, U.tilities Director 
for Clackamas County. Al I the. wi.tne55es presented tes.timony in support 
of the review of the priority points 11ssigned to the Mt. Hood Corridor 
Regional Sewage Treatment Project. · 

Following the Clackamas County present<ittons the next witness was Mr. 
Duane Lee, Consulting Engineer, f<1>r the C[ ty of Troutd& le. Mr. Lee 
expressed the City ·of T·routdale 1s concern about· the City's growth and 
need to expand the sewage tre<\tment pl<1n. Mr. Lee indicat.ed the City 
would submit further written comments. 

The next witness was Mr. Patrick D. Curnin, Consulting Engineer, represent-
ing the fol lowing: · · 

1) City of Coos B11y 
2) City of Mill City 
3) City of Sisters 

Mr. Curran summarized a written statement tn which he questioned the 
point ass.ignment to the above cities. He tho.ugh Coos Bay point ass.ign
ment should be raised to 883 by incre<1'0dng the R.egul atory Emphasis 
Points. Also, the Mi 11 City project points should be raised to 886,27 
based on a change in Project Need Point i'!Ssignment. tn the. case of the 
City of Sisters he pointed ou.t pos.sib.le point ii!SSlgnment ch<!nges ln the 
areas of Project Need po I nts ;;nd Regu I <;1tory ·Emphasis points. Mr. Curran 
requested Priority Point ass,ignment revtew 0n the above projects based 
on the data presented. 
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The final witness was Mr. Clyde Stricklin, Planning Consultant, City of 
Vernonia. Mr. Strick] in supported ;;ind re-enforced the testimony of Mr. 
Paul Ehinger of Robert E. Meyer E.ng's, I.he. requesti.ng 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 



Summary of Written Comments Recei.ved: 

1 - July 6, 1977 - Memo from DEQ Southwest Regional Office detai 1 ing 
Permit Violations in the Coos Bily Sewep1ge System and Requesting 
priority assignment review. 

2 - July 9, 1977 letter from Mr. Joe Brugato expressing concern over 
the posit ion of the Newberg-Northwest 1 nt_,;rc-ept-or _ari{u_rgi ng_ · 
reconsideration of pl<1cement. 

3 - July 12, 1977 letter from tbe City of Bend requesting modification 
of project dates. 

4 - July 14, 1977 letter from Pat Wright, Lexington City Councilman, 
expres$ing concern over del<1ys c·aused by t.he low priority assigned 
to the Lexington Project. And he requested a review of the priority 
points assigned to the project. 

5 - July 15, 1977 copy of letter from the Shady Cove Citizens Committee 
for Orderly Development to the City Counci.1. The Committee questioned 
the project rati.ng and requesti.ng review bEJsed on the projects 
placement on the Rogue Va 11 ey 20-8 pr i:or i ty assigned to the Shady 
Cove Project. 

6 - July 15, 1977 letter from School District No. 9 supporting the 
construction of sewers in Shady Cove. 

7 - July 15, 1977 from the Portland Reg[onEJl Office of DEQ stating an 
estimated 10,000 gpd of raw sew11g·e is being by-passed to the 
Wi.1 lamette River in Oregon City. The Region st11tes violations 
of water qwoility st11ndards are !llCcurring d11ily. 

8 - July 15, 1977 Memo from the Eastern R.egional Office requesting 
reprioritization for tbe Irrigon Project, The reason being prel imi
nary soils. analysi·s and w<iter reports which sh<'>w no problems. 

9 - July 20, 1977 Memo from Port1'1nd Regional Office of DEQ describing 
observations of a 10 gpm by-pa'!S of r<1W sewage at Oregon City into 
the Willamette River. · · 

10 - July 19, 1977 letter from the MettQpol itan Wastew<1ter Management 
Commission requesting the Eugene-Metr"1 Step II Project cost be 
raised to $2,800,000. 

11 - July 19, 1977 letter from the City of 
requesting the Project need points be 
Emphasis points be increased to 100, 
in the letter. 

Jacksonville City Administrator 
increased to 800 and Regulatory 
He also discussed the ·E.l.S 



12 - July 20, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs .. L.A. Tharmton supporting the 
Jacksonville Project. 

13 - July 20, 1977 letter from Mr. Ronald Mcintyre City Counci Iman in 
Jacksonville requesting ftnancing of the Jacksonville Project this 
summer. 

14 - July 20, 1977 letter from E, 0. Graham City Counci Iman In Jacksonvi 1 le 
request as above. 

15 - 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. 

16 - 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. 

17 - July 22, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. D. W. Beavers urging passage 
of a Grant for Shady Cove. 

18 - July 22, 1977 letter from Mr. Edward Black City of Springfield 
concerni.ng the project cost i1Rd schedule for the Springfield sewer 
rehabilitation. 

19 - July 28, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. E. M, Broome explaining septic 
problems their trailer park in Shady Cove and requesting increased 
priority for the Shady Cove project. 

20 - July 24, 1977 letter from Mt. & Mrs. D. Akin of Shady Cove as 
above. 

21 - July 25, 1977 letter from Clara Wendt Mayor of Jacksonville request
ing review of the Jacksonvi I le project priority assignment. 

22 - July 25, 1977 letter from Mr. Darrell Davis supporting the Jacksonville 
Project and requesting the project be moved to the top of the 
priority I ist. 

23 - July 25, 1977 Memo from Salem Regional Office detai. ling a stream 
survey on Mill Creek In the Tuiner area. 

24 - July 27, 1977 Memo from Salem Region<1l Office detailing a stream 
survey on the Luckiamute River in the Poill City area. 

25 - July 27, 1977 letter from the City of Medford outl inlng <I ti.me 
schedule for the expansion of the Medford Sewage Tre;itment Plant. 

26 - July 28, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. R, G, G1<1ss expreS>ing feel lngs 
that the Southwest Li.ncoln Co. S,D, s.hould receive a higher priority. 



27 - July 28, 1977 letter from Mr. Gerald G. Emerson expressing concerns 
about conditions in the Southwest Lincoln Co. S.D. · 

28 - July 28, 1977 letter from the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan 
Port 1 and expressing concern about the priority assigned to the Tri-
C i ty Project. Also, the Association requested a higher priority 
for the project. · 

29 - July 15, 1977 Memo from Portl'lnd Regional Office detai 1 ing stream 
impacts of the discharge of high c.hlorine residuals effluents in 
the Mt. Hood Area (Welches) from existing STP's. 

30 - July 28, 1977 letter from Adrienne Shields stating'' ... totally 
annoyed with. the pompous <ind arr.og11nt stcind your department has 
taken on important propos.als." Also, ·requesting we reconsider our 
"preposterous stand" on the prtortty of the Mt.· Hood Corridor 
Project. 

31 - July 28, 1977 letter from Mr. Joe K. Chiimbers st'lting the Department 
is misnamed and has pol iUans on its staff because ·of the action 
taken on the prtority assigned to the Mt. Hood Corridor Project. 
He also requested a review 11nd hmnest priority. for. the project. 

32 - July 28, 1977 letter from T. Platebo Consulting Engineer. Mr. 
Flcitebo supported the Jacksonville Project and requested 800 Need 
Points and 100 Regulatory Emph<isis Poi.nts for the Ja<;ksonville 
Proje<;t. 

33 - July 28, 1977 letter from the Columbia! County Board of Commissioners 
supporting the need for the Project in Vernonia and u.rging reconsideration 
of tile project priority •. 

34 - July 28, 1977 letter from Clatsop County Administrative Officer Mr. 
Eugene Bui requesting a higher priority for the Clatsop Plains 
Study Step .I Grant. He would 1 ike <l priority ranking so the project 
cou 1 d be funded in October, 19.77. · 

35 - July 29, 1977 letter from the City Manc1ger of the City of Seaside 
Mr. Burton Lowe requestl.ng revlew of the Project Priority Ass.ignment. 

36 - August 1, 1977 letter from Wi.lli?lm C, P<irrish City Engineer of the 
City of Oregon City requesUng 800 Need f'olnts for the Tri-City 
Project bcised on the f<ict the NPDES Permit for Oregon City allows 
violation of Water Q.u9l i:ty StandE1rd5. · 

37 - August l, 1977 letter from Mi·d Wll lamette Valley COG presenting the 
case for ndsing the priority ranking for the Salem and Turner 
Project. They asked for rev lew and increasing the prior l ty ranking 
for both projects. 



38 - August 1, 1977 Memo from Salem-North Coast Regional Office of DEQ 
commenting on 27 different projects within the region. 

39 - August 1, 1977 letter from R0gue Valley COG commenting on possible 
modifications of the prior.ity criteria. 

40 - August 3, 1977 letter from City of Falls City presenting the City's 
ccise for increasing the project need points to 800. The City 
requests a review of project polnts and accept the h.igher point 
assignment. 

41 - August 4, 1977 letter from the City of Heppner requesting a project 
be placed on the priority list. 

42 - August 4, 1977 letter from the City of Gladstone requesting a 
review of the priority ranking of Tri-City Regional Treatment 
Plant. 

43 - August 5, 1977 Memo documenting a phone call from USA requesting 
the deletion of the Brookwood Trunk from the priority list. · 

44 - August l 0, 1977 letter from El ack;'lmas County presenting additional 
testimony on behalf of the Tri-City Project. 

45 - August 10, 1977 letter from Clackamas County presenting additional 
testimony on behalf of the. Mount Hood Corridor Project. 

46 - August 11, 1977 letter from M"ltonomah County presenting testimony 
6n behalf of the Inverness Unit 8 Project. · 

47 - August 11, 1977 from the City of Tualatin along with a petition 
requesting additional priority for the USA Lower Tualatin Interceptor. 

48 - August 11, 1977 note from E 1 <'line Correia requesting a review of the 
priority of the Southwest Lincoln County S.D. Project. 

49 - August 10, 1977 letter from peg Kasper supporti.ng the existing 
priority assignment for the Mouht Hood Corridor Project. 

50 - August 8, 1977 letter from Russell S. Peer objecting to the priority 
issigned to the S.W. Lincoln Co. $,D, on the basis the project is 
to ·serve development. · 

51 - August 5, 1977 letter from USA requesting that the Cedar Mill Trunk 
be included on the prior.ity list. · 

52 - August 16, 1977 Memo presenting the f;'icts of raw sew;iige dry weC1ther 
by-passing in the City of CottC1ge Grove. 

53 - August 9, 1977 letter from Mn. R. A. Glciss supporti.ng the S,W. 
(incoln Co. S.D. 
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54 - August 8, 1977 1 etter from Mr. <1nd Mrs. C, R. Bruadage same as #53, 

55 - August 9, 1977 letter from Harl Kelley s<ime as #53. 

56 - August 10, 1977 letter from Leon B. Oliver S<ime as #53. 

57 - August 12, 1977 letter from Mr. Ray Cox same as #53. 

59 - August 10, 1977 letter from Mr. Elmer Ostling same as #53. 

60 - August 9, 1977 letter from Mrs. James Fairchild same as #53. 

61 - August 8, 1977 letter from Mr. George V. Gilmore same as #53. 

62 - August 9, 1977 letter from Mr. & Mrs. Paul Burckardt same as #53. 

63 - August 8, 1977 letter from Mrs. Je;in Duckett same as #53. 

64 - August 9, 1977 letter from Vern Allen same as #53. 

65 - August 8, 1977 letter from Mrs. R.H. Sorensen same as #53. 

66 - August 9, 1977 1 etter from Mr •. & Mrs. Lars Romoren s<ime as #53. 

67 - August 9, 1977 letter fr9m G,C. H<1estein same as #53. 

68 - August 12, 1977 letter from Mrs. J,B. Baker same as #49. 

69 - August 12, 1977 letter fr<0>m Mabel Grlffin S<lme as #49. 

70 - August 12, 1977 letter from Co. J. B, B<1ker USA (Ret.) same as #49. 

71 - August 18, 1977 letter from the C[ty <O>f Oreg9n City documenting the 
summer raw sewE1ge by-p<1sses <1t Ute Or.egon City Sewage Treatment 
Plant, 

72 - August 22, 1977 letter from BCYSA providing document<1tlon of w<1ter 
quality stand<irds violations in the Centrod Point-Westside are<i. 

73 - August 22, 1977 Memo fr9m DEQ•S;'Jlem Office providing <1ddition<1l 
information on several pr9Jects. tn the Sill em Regional are<1. 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 2 

MOD l Fl CAT l ONs TO DRAFT FY 1 78 PR l OR ITY LI ST 

PART l: DELETIONS 

Project 

1. Canyon City 

2. Glendale 

3. Sutherlin 

4. Yamhill 

5. Molal la 

6. Pacific City SD 

7. Roads End SD 

8. Portland SE 
Rel ievi.ng 

9. BCV SA-West 
Medford 

10. BCV SA-Wagner 
Creek 

11. USA-Brookwood 
Trunk 

Rank on 
Draft Liot 

5 

7 

8 

JO 

12 

19 

20 

36 

155 

J56 

J 60. 

Rank on 
New List 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. 

Project was put at top 
of l i. st ;'lnd 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. 

SiJme ;is J, 2 <ind 4. 

Deleted from list in 
response to testimony 
from BCVSA 

S<ime <is 9. 

Deleted from 1 ist in 
response to testimony 
from USA of W<J!ih.l.ngton Co. 



PART II: IMPROVEMENT IN PROJECT RANK 

Rank on 
Project Draft Li st 

1. Roseburg Metro 52 

2. Hnlsboro 
I rrlgat Ion 58 

3. Tri-City County 61 

5. Salem 64 

6. Cottage ~rove 73 

7. Klamath Falls 77 
Reg Iona l 

8. Stanfield 79 

9. Monmouth 89. 

10. Independence 9.0 

11. Willamin11 95 

Rank on 
New List 

,..z-. 

20 

52 

26 

53 

54 

76 

77 

23 

24 

39~ 

Comment 

Change in rank based on 
Step 2 grant certification 
before ;ldoption of new 
priority list. Done In 
accordance with Paragraph 
V(P) (1) of Criteria for 
Priority Ranking. 

Same as 1. 

Cha.nge in n;nk based on 
assessment that frequent, 
documented by-passes during 
s~mmer months contribute to 
water quality standilrd vio
lations In receiving stream. 

Si'ime as l. 

Same <'IS 3. 

Same as 3, plus the City's 
treatment plant cannot meet 
secondary treatment require
ments-Justifying a chcinge 
in regulatory emphasis. 

Based on south Suburban 
Sanitary District's non
compliance with secondary 
tre<itment requirements-
regu l atory· emphasis changed, 

Based on the City's usual 
non-compliance with second
ary tre<itment requtrements
regu l atory emphi!$ is chci.nged. 

Same cis J. 

same <Is l. 



13. Hammond 

1 4. Eag 1 e Point 

15. Prairie City 

16. Coos. Bay-l/l 
Correction 

17. Cannon Beach 

18. Newport 

19. lone 

20. BCVSA-Westside 

21. Clackamas Co.
Rhodo Welches 

22. St. Paul 

96 

97 

1 OJ 

102 

105 

108 

1 J l 

115 

119 

129 

130 

38 

36 

88 

89 

56 

93 

105 

62 

58 

63 

6.4 
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Same as J. 

Same as J. 

Based on the City's non
compliance with secondary 
treatment requirements
regulatory emphasis changed. 

Same as 14. 

Same as 3, plus r.egulatory 
emph<1sis cha.nged since permit 
requirements are not being 
met. 

Same as 14. 

Same as 14. 

Documentation of a raw 
sewage discharge from a 
conection system Into 
Willow Creek-change based 
on contribution ·to w<iter 
quality standards viola
tions and non-compliance 
wi·th treatment r.egulations. 

Based on cone 1 us i ve ev i -
dence that water quality 
standards violations are 
caused by numerous failing 
subsurface sewage di spos·a l 
systems. 

B<ised on DEQ survey th<it 
water qwl! 1 ity s.tcindards 
violattons are caused by 
existtng sm<'ll 1 STP's and that 
fa i 1 ln.g subsurfgce sewage 
dispo.sal systems contribute 
to st01ndards violations. 

Based on a.se>sment th<it 
subsurfoce sewcige disposal 
systems (connected to a 
draini!ge system}_ are causing 
water qu<i 11 ty standards · 
y[olattons in i'l small 
receiving streiiim. 



23. Shady Cove 132 45 

24. SW Lincoln Co. SD 137 65 

25. Grande Ronde 144 12] 

26. Cove Orchard 145 125 

27. Newberg-NW Int. 146 129 

28. BCVSA-Whetstone 147 131 

29. Sisters 150 134 

30. Vernonia 162 145 

31. Lexington 186 144 

PART 11 I: ADDITIONS TO PRIORITY LIST 

Project 

1. Heppner 

2. USA-Cedar Mill 
Trunk 

R<ink on 
New List 

109 

JG2 
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Same as l. 

Based on recently compiled 
data showi.ng water qua 1 i ty 
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. 

Si!me 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 in regulatory 
emp.has is s i'nce STP cannot 
meet operational require-
men ts specified in permit. 

Data compiled in facilities 
plan documents con tam i nation 
of groundwater from subsurface 
sew.age disposal systems. 

Comment 

Based on f<1ilure to 
consistently comply with 
permit requirements. 

Based on proposed phase
out of existing STP. 



PART IV: LOWER PROJECT RANK 

Project 

1. Turner 

2. Irrigon 

3. Dunes City 

Rank on 
Draft List 

56 

127 

138 

PART V: 0THER CHANGES 

Rank on 
New Li st 

126 

149 

157 

Comment 

Based on new evidence that 
does not conclusively show 
water quality standards 
violations. 

Data gathered in facilities 
pla~ indicates a potential 
future pollution problem. 

Reassessment of available 
information showed no 
documentation of contamination 
of ground or surface water. 

1. Regulatory point emphas.is on Donald and Wauna-Westport projects was 
changed to reflect non-comp! iance with waste treatment regulations; 
however, no increase in project rank since other projects had more 
significant point changes. 

2. Jacksonville and BCVSA-Whlte Ctty had a change in project type 
points since both involve phoisi.ng out existing STP's; however, no 
improvement in project roink since other projects had more s.ignificant 
point changes. 

3, Step 2 and 3 grant dollars for Eugene-Sewer Rehab. and Springfield
Sewer Rehab. were deleted from priority 1 ist. This grant dollar 
demand Is reflected as a needed grant increase to E·ugene Metro. 
Step 2 and Step 3 projects. The Eugene Metropol ita·n Wastewater 
Management Commission wil.l .. be responsible for all cost-effective 
(i.e. gn1nt el igi·ble) sewer rehabi Utat[on in both cities. 

4. 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 
Portland Sludge-Ph1'!se 2 
Mad n1s 
Turner 
Sheridan 
Florence 
Elgin 
Junction City 

-5-

Step 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 



STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY'78 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 
AUGUST 26, 1977 

ATTACHMENT NO. 3 

' . 

' I 

. . z ., 
0 " 
- V'I "' .. f- - f- f-' f-
<( V'I ::c z "' Ull.. 

NEED 
--' <( <( LU f- w 

I ::0 :c . UJ ::c z ., -,w STEP TOTAL PR I ORITI 
I (.!) 0.. .. O::::.t,!>.-.~ Oil.. 

\ POINTS ~ ffi- .... UJ 0' . 0:: >- STATUS POINTS NO. 
V'I V'I ll.. .·tl..1--

Pl'l,OJECT· 

.. -5!.LT ~' r. r-'~C- ·(~~ ........ ~ ... .' .. ~~~: .. . 
Q"A'"'I"': r~· .... r:r-

---.-~IF.ET iFJ.'.:~T Q .nr:_.,,. '.•! AR'.1E.f'_Eb!O'L.rY __ 71- . .Fc.L"!.!).S ..... -----·------ ---·--- ..... 
rrRT1r1rr,-TO or .~"'t,Rr-rr, <'i'\0'1 rv 77 . .-11·,r1S 

''"I. Al. I ' 
''M' Tr rr r pv ~"' 
r!"IRll,Ll·1~ - p.1rrirA<-i:
r'"'<";Trr,_\,Tl""l1~1~ v 

rhr.>Trr-rr"'I-'." nr. .".l,//\~r"')r:-11 •!~':'A FY 77 r- 1 !.~~S 
l""RTJr0 .JFl)-T0 qc:- f.1·11\Rf'>''') FR0•\1 FY 77 ftl"JD.S 

1,1 T ~I~ T f"l ~·-~D~ t=' "-1 
·····J"''P ~.1 ···" ~-v ···rit171 " <"-~- ·· 

''~" 1 '"'\·'t"'o Tllflt_f\TT~I _ r-~_,ro 
("'~\Ir." .JI 1~ 1 rT T l"'\.f\I . 

TTl.1.A"!"l'W !"TTY 

* 
* * 

c. TH 1..fr"t r>I( * 
'* 
* ·.Tl"1" r.'"1'·~··1'1·~r···· ................... jf ················-·- ··············-···· 

I ! ~1rrq_ '" r 1 TV - M~A c r 
'"~-":"""-'·'~'')\Ill!"'~ ... 

L~~~ '°'~\,!r~n - TrRRArr p~ 

[·11~r ·f"l~1.ii:·r:,., - r.,,~Rr.pe·r·i\l ·qr)·· 
LAVr.<;Tr'\t" 

rn•n1;.11n.1 .,-···.;;: 1 .. ~"'"'-IL p~··· 
titf"l!:'Tli r,ll'"\t:.t"'h,11!':';, ~f°' 

~:i... ·t; f).I r) ···----·· .,..,. -

l')'°'~r:'P,1 !!:'(', ~1rT1?.-i 

··r '!Y""lfTl.f.c:"···· 
"-···· • ''r:or..1,....~1 

d-lTi.i.<:'li'i 1?-" ·:.,c-·!'='D!r.,ATJ"~' 

\'·' t="llr;r"lt"' !\ fQDf"'\l')T 

,-~1"i'll>T 0:;;·1 'i ;;r;-·----;;.- ·-·-----· 
~Af'\t\1~1"1 !Tl1 

I 
·y ~'rirnr~1f"IC'"-1f"& 

I ~llf"1C'\1C' f.41="Tt(f""I 

* . , ______ ·--·--·i;·--.. ------·-·-·· 

* . ., .. ,. ... ,. ..... _ ..... * ...... 
* 
* • 
* 
* 

···--·-··--··········-· 

·---------
"*"•• ......... ., . ., ....... . 

* 
* 
1f 

* 
* 
* 
* I "''"l"'r.-r. ::r lfC:.A - 11Pnr:p T!ll\I l\T T~I * m;:.-,-, r;f\-=-nr;·;;;~rr.;·~f."t;'-----------*---------

·11 <;~ - RIVK ror-r.v T 1;>1J'I~ * 
" ~Tfh i '1 ... ················ ········· .......................... * .................................................... . 
r; "'. " '-I TL I. * 
o·'°i'"hsi>riPT. 
Dl"RTI 11~'1' -

--········---.. ~ ..... -.. .,,. ... ., ..... ---···--.. ----···--·--~-------·---------------
* q ! ll)r:C' * 

LAliP/I '"; -
l""OllALI T ~ 
...e·"·i·~~n~1r. ·· 

T~LftMf1 !"ITV * 
- ("PC'or~MT \.ILV * 

All"~l.ITll.r. 
. r; ·r.-:·"? \, -,. .. l ·e; 

...__'_''-'.cf 1 f\ "~ T F\l I\ 
~ .. 1-:rv-----
1,tf"\/jf"\PI IQ~I 

Ql'\l"V fl"1hY 

.~HT~ T/"'\.\I 

""'"v r!"l11~ 

............. ,. 

·--r .. r-·t.?-·r5rn-;;;r.,r;;1r'-----
"~ n r.i A<; 

D"IH(hNri - 4~TH "R J~it 
L ne,1.1rr;n - .r.1.r~1..,,p., P' 

·- .,_,.,. __ ., __ .•....• ,. .................... ., .. .. 

... -.. -·--------
•*' 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* . .... _" --··- ........... --------·--·----·· ··------------·--·. --· .............. .. 
* 
* ·---···· ......... ., ... ,. .. . 
* 
* Ql1Q 

<FJ Q 
................. ······q<i9' 

J 
2 

' ----4--
5 
6 
7 

... .. 8 

9 
I'T 
11 .... T2 

1 3 
f4 
15 -----·--·----- p;-- ·--
17 

....... ,. .... ----· 
lB 
19 ............. ZG 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 <·-···········--···-······-················-···············-·······················- ... -················· ······;;:·5··· 

............ -. ..... _ .. ._ ................................. ., ....... - ......•.• 

• 
i······-··-·--···-···········-··-·········-· ···-·--·····-·······--·-····-···-
! 

31 
'32 
33 
34 
"15 
36 
37 
"18 
'19 

r .. :. -
40 

lt .. l .... 
42 
41. 
44 
45 
,46 
i47 
'.48 

r-··--- .. ----'··········- . 

;ti 9 

~0n 

·ijijij:~~ ....... \ 
099.no 

! 

I 
. .,I 



'' ,• 
.. 

" " 

z 
0 
-Vl 

' " 
I- '.; 

' .. :• 

PROJECT· 

' ' .'· , .. 

'·:; ~·:·1 '/; ' .'I.• , •\' ' ' •NEED 
POINTS 

I- -
<C V1 
..J <C 
:::> :r 
"'0.. 

x: :z: V1 
<Cw 1-

. '·W L Z. 
"ex:' t.!J '_...' 

STEP 
STAiUS 

.,TOTAi:. 
'POINTS 

I 
PRIORl'N\ 

, •'<.<' ' , ·,' :: " ' '. , .' , I 

~ .. ; ' . ,; .' ' . /' ,· .- ,· ,·,.. ' : 

• r") I") 'I 

~ iS• I- w.o ·. 
V1 V1 0.. 

. NO. I 

_ _5 !. L.~.~~ ? .. I-~~! ..... ~------·-·-···--- --·------------~ 

__________ _;,j,9_ q. a a ~ ~~ 
•trnrf"'IOro, - r"''TIHLI_•. - 1_rwc pp1r Q')Q · 'l<J'l 0 no 

..9.9b.•.'• 5 . - " ....... ~ 0.0 .................. ?.'.'.... .·. ?.'l. .l+:.? ........... 10 ........... 2 ... 
~fl! r ~, Ann q0 q~.4~ 10 l 0~4.45 ~3 

I 
rnTT·Ar.f" r:P"•l/r' s0n l"" 1.1 .• n.n.. ln 2 'l85•"fl. 54 ·I, 
o."'lTl..A'"' - c1 v .,,,~., T "T snn 8n 93.45 8 3 984.45 55 
rnn" RAV - T /T .-nR'7"rT J0~1 80" ')'1 8;> 0 0() 1'1 1 983 0 nn ,;;5~6"---11 

·-Rr-c;,::c;,1 ir<r'. ~r.·;;,r. .. ;;;·-;:;;:·i=ili'n 8 n 0 9()---77~ 3 3 1 n 2 'l 7 9. '3 3 s 7 · 

~~~~;~n- rclJTRAL __ f)0..T~I ':'!:C:!.~..T0.E. .............. ~~~ T~~ ~1:~~ l~ ~· ;r~:;~. ;;g I 

"'A I IN A - "'re: T PnR T '""' .. . ...... fl .. ~.() l "" ........... l+: .• n ...... n.'2...... 1 n 2 _CJ 5 2 ..•. .r .. ('\,.,.. :.Q'l ...... _. __ _ 
A•TnPrA - '4Tl.LTA''<:PllPT gnn tnn 4n.nn 8 2 95n 0 nn •61 

__ r "'J .i:::_ ___ .. 8 n n in n 14 n n in 2 'l lt.fl.a!' n ,.6'"'2..___. 
r! ArvA"A.< r" - D1-J0nt~1.1i::1_r14cc: An.n qn 1A.67 Jn 2 94".67 :63 i 

:~;··E~',;;n[iirrie:r.···················--··············--~~~- ~~-~i:~~ +~~-~}Z:~·g ·: :~t·-·-~ 
llC::f\ - t":f\C:i--""'l".J 

-, Ir::. i:, - l'"\I If? 1-4 /\ ".A··"-r,-[·i··i-f\7; i= ....... ----·-··········-·--·-.... -·---·-· 

r1 l".rvti• .. ~l\~ ,..,...,,_ t:;."' - 1(1="1 t.nr-.r: c:Lf)f"'lr,i:-· 
~-~·T~!.lci .i::' Dh 

!:'llGr:-\lC' - C.C'1·'C"R f')!:"H.t\n. 
···<:ri'R n·r;-r= i "[r\ ff~'f';:;·t:''R .. RFiHiTf* ... ___ ......... . 
<:4r.p !''l.H1 

7'ln 'l'l 'l5,;73 in 2 .897.73 •66 : 
"(rfn · ·-9-n ..... 95~73 i rf T 8'i6~73··· ·~ ~6"f"'-"'. 
7nn 9n 93.45 10 2 895.45 68· 
7 9 93. 1•5 ] . 2 ?'.l?.45·- 6~ 
1on 9n 91.18 In 1 892.i8 '70 
71f() iji'i ....... 9r;T8 Tn T ........... 892~Til ..... '"iT'""" 
7n'l 'l'1 BA.9.1 1n 2 A9n.9i '72 

r·,;,~i rn~r-· .. ---·-·-·-.............. _ ..... -.... - ........ ------ .. --·- --:-1ntr----·-'-1rn- ······1:r6-;r;4--1i'l- ····--2 ·····8i:fs··;··6·z;······ .. ···' :1:r .. ·-·:-: 
"'vTr"' 1nn 'lfl 84. 36 . 1 n ;; 8'l6."16 ·74 

·-J,-,-..,·;,:i""m:rn:T'''-----~-- ri ~n---g~-~--·-n;--;r-----sn;-,-0--· ...... --• . ' ,75 
Klh'!AT4 <"hi.I_<: Pr-r:. 
"~ T' t\ ".\ ;:' l t-'[ .. "' .. ,,., ... ,,.,,,.,,c,., -·--·-- ..... ;~~ -1~~ -~~~-~~ -i~·····c}·············· ~:~~-:~~-·-'] '.7·6. 
"'·"·"•~''" 7nn <:>n 17.n'l in 2 879.nn : 78 
P Q t ~· "lll!T t' .. " .... <;rr,-·-- ·-- .. --·--·-·--- .. -- -·-·-·---·711n--· .. , .. 9ii ........ r:3~·57y-··· ··1n T .............. "ti ;4·; 5n·· " i. :'f'9 .. . 
"'>I( OT r'\I': I:' 

-"['f'\TJ'l"!L-

c~TorrinA 

100 90 io 2 s12. 13 >ao 
' -872.73 ~9'"'1~-

1 • 
1nn 90 68.45 io 1 869.45 192 

······-····-... -........... ·-···-.. ·-·-··- ............. 1·rrrr·-· .. -···---t;fO- ........... 6··3-~-sf·1---.. -·-·17·r·-.-·-.. ·-2.--·-:········ ······a-6··5_,~ .. Cj"f ............. ..1 rg·3 .. -·-··-· .. 
700 9n 6io33 lfl. 2 863 0 33 I ;84 

n' L LA<; ......... -.......... --·-
l="f_ r-.T M 
~ r \fC:. -r., -- :::. . ···1;, Li -y .. t-c ... ;:;-;;··Ty--·--··· 
qu Tl f\'JATu 

·t-c- A' c: Fi<"' 
c~r;Lc Dnff\IT 
Do., (0 f<' fftV- ......................... -

ll><AT !LT/\ 

--- 77fn ---90-·--58~·515- Th 2 ..................... 86n·~5n·--1 ;:95-·-··-.. .. 
7n'l on 59 0 36 10 ·l 86n 0 36 196 
71Jfl inn. 48~'33 in 2 86n.'33 j ",9'"'7...---
7nn Ion 46.nn 10 2 858 0 00 . ,88 
1 n 'l fiiii 45 ~rrn --·To 2 -- 8'5'f~no- .... 1 :·1r9· ·-·-·: 

····· ----- - ~~G -- g~ ~ri-~~~- +g .... ~-·-· -~-~~:~~- . ·! 1g~- .. ··-; 
<:ryn 1no 90 50.27 io . 2 852.27 r 1.'9922_ 
·-r-~·-.:1ffn~c-A"'r--4-------·----- 7nr1 fnr,. '4n .on 10 2 "852-;7''11-) ~ 
~Al(cr;> 7no qn 49.on 1n 2 851'.flfl 1 194' · 
rn~11ALlfC: iiiRPnr> ... T .................................... _ ........................ on .. <)n .. 48.nn 10. 2 ii5o~i)i)' '! !°95"' .. . 

__ ............... JJ.'.'.()_ 9n 4A.nn • in .. 2
2 
__ .... _B8 i~.-··.Q2---J t

9
?.6

7
._ .... _ ....... . 

~,:r;e·A---·-:_-fi'X~t.(r: 

411n:P.A.l:(!f"\ 

"''L<:r.v 

----- ·---------·--- 1nn -·--·a-ii -·-1;-ii;nn-·- 1n .,,, ,,,, 
1 

1no 9n. 4R.nn 10 2 s5n.nn 'I •98 
·----7-,, n 9 n 4 A • n n 1 n T . if.;n~ri-0---i . '.9~..;9<-. --

1 n n qn 4R.nn 10 1 849.nn · Inn 
.7ni'l .. 91\ ... 48~i\n". th r i'l49~i\h liif"' 

7nn 9n 49 0 nn 8 2 848.nO in 



I 
... \l. 

\ 'll .. z 
0 : ; ... ·.-:, 

'' ' - Ill Ill 
l. ' .. 

" ... - ... 1-f-
<( Ill x: z Ill uo.. 

' .. ..... <( •'<(UJf- UJ 
PRIORIT' PROJECT . ., I NEED ::> :c LLJLZ. .., UJ STEP • TOTAL· 

\ "" 0.. 
.. o::.c.!1.-.. 0 0.. 

NO. POINTS UJ x:. ... UJ 0 g:~ STATUS PO I NTS'' · :· ·. 
0:: UJ c.n c.n 0...' 

'' -_.,. 

<" '' T rll i'.R .l .c.f: ________ ,, ___ '_,,._ .. _____ ,,,, __________ ,_,,7_'1.Ci ... --..... Q.t:l..... . 44 o 6-7 ......... ).r.. ...... ?··------- .. fl 4 (,
0 

6 7- .......... ~{-fl.'.:\.-·-· 
n '1 A • ! n 7 n n 'l r 1, 4 • n 1 l n 2 81; 6 • r n l. () 4 
~1r-.'f"'QT 7nn _1'1"'. _1?."" U' l g1,1 0 •n 1'15 
o::-.T ~.Jrl._r"'i,.._ 7~ 1· f"J.'1· l+,1.r:r) 10 2 84?.f'ln 106 
'<'T"Trp 7qn 0n __ 4n.rn l"' .. 2 fl_42.r_r1 ........ 1n7. 
T•1 1•1 R~rv< <n - ~Tn 7nn 9n ·.4n.'1n 1n 2 A42.nn 1Ci8 
'",..."D'""" - 7n" 'l" 'l4.n'1 1'1 1 835.nn 11'19 
A T H P< A ... ---.............. --·-·--=,-nr,------·;.,-.')·---:;;4 :r-;;;---ln------f-·-----R~· ..,-~•"i')(J'"'""""''··· l fi)-'" 
n11c-11R 7nr1 <in 'Jn 0 nn J:-- 2 8:12.nn 111 
.Jncr"''-' 7nn <in ZR.lln in 2 :A3ri 0 rii'i''' 'fii · 
""Tni;>rn 7nn 9n 26.nn 1n 2 828.nn 113 
\iiiRTH P/i•.1i')c:- 7•v1 9n ······ 24~!'!n in 2 ·· S26

0
nn 114 

MrLTCIN - c-RrrWATrR 7nci_ 90 lR.nn 11'1 1 819 nn 115 
--;_y;.;-~'j"µ .... ~i:-n:n••v ~" - 6·on 9n ··-9r;-is------·9-;;-·--·79'f!;ra--·--116 --· 

HTn'-'••AY 1nl ~n 6on Bn Bl.67 8 2 771.67 117 
''HI r1rv ········· - - 61'in ·an 75.27 in l 766~27 Lia 
~r~"HAPT 600 ]00 48.~3 10 1 759 0 ~3 119 

· '-l~p6v11i1:Li'v .. ........... t;0n f'in--4·p;~0n-- ---0-·2 7~8~6ri 120 ... .. 
. n •rc;nr "LAT~!< . 6n!J 1nn 4n•"" 1" 1 7.'il rf) 121 
•-?·'"--'"···-·~---•-»»-••·-·----~--.. ----•-·•-#---·--------·"-------~-""u•-•'---·~••••-•-,.,_• -•••--·-··•~• ___ ,.,_.,_.._ ___ ••>•.,•··---•f-.._,..,, ____ ,,._~__,,--

C.- '(' t;T<"ll""< <TAT!", DAP~ ' 6'10 l"n 4n.n'1 8 1 71":i.nn 1?2 
••nPLrrn" 6flO sn r,_2_.nn ln 2 .. 744.nrJ . 123 
"'''"c-~ ----·-·········6nn 8ii-49~on in 2'741.~iiri-'124··-

~,~~~;::~Qr••AP~ ---- ..... ~g~-----~~-:--tl:A~ }F i ~}~:~g Jt~6' 
r; o n •,• n r i;>" '' " r:- 6 n ~ 8 '1 4 A • no i " _.J.._____ 7 3 q ,_20, ___ JlJ __ 
··1•LT"'''·'·"" "'"''''il'-v·-=-r~ii;;.R·N-r:-.c;c: ns · 6'1" "8;;---·4-8:-on .. s 2. 1;a.rin 128 
'·' ,... .. , q r '< ~ - '' "' T 'I'<' • 6 n" 8 n 4 A • n" 8 2 7 3 8 • "n 1 2 9 
... I '" ~ i"'i[~ 1/~Lfi::v i;iiii an 4r,~riii ln 1 '737~"nii T:Jij"'"'' 
o.rO<n - ··•ucT<:Tn•1c:- 6nn sn 46.nn A l 715.nn 1~1 
r"L"""iA riiV ········· ···· ············ i,iii'i "iln i,ii~i)ii 8 2 73n·~i'iij'"'" T32 
~rc:T•rnr:- en 0 nn Rn ~R.n" 10 ? 11n 0 nn l~! 

·-c:·-,-~--r·r-p~ 6n0 an ':\"}.""Ii l" 2 72 8. no 134 ,. 
r•p"rl - c:-'1"L'•'"'•Ti-<c:-p "" 6nn an 12·.n"l in 2 724.nn 135 · ··:-~-·~ L f~ ··e;-····r··r··+ ·v-·-·- ·· ............. -............. ··-·----·-······----.. ·-·-···-···--··· -·- ·-····--g·rrn·-···--- ·····5·n··----..... 6 .. f-~··6·_4· .. ··--·--·--i-n·- --·:r·-·-.. ···-····- ··1·2·-2··~··6"i~---··············1 .. ·3·6····· .......... . 
T'-'<" n~t.L"'< - ""'L~v LAKF< 6nn an 1n.rin ~ 2 12n.nn 137 · +" r;·r; ··~· 1 11·c-f'1·····::. ·· ,;,"'·"·'r-"fi'i"r.... -- _______ .. __________ 6_i\11__ · -a-0·---~-n:n·n·---1r .. -··:-;;·--·-·-.. ·-·r2n·:0ii-............. 1·3·1r·· ..... . 
""'RT'-' PL•TN" 6nn 5n 4~.nn 1n 1 7n9 0 nn 139 
o.on,.,vs 600 5n 48.00 10 l 709.no 140 
R"'<:c:'R•rpr; - RT<"IJ RA~1r;r:- '"' 60Ci 5'1 44.no 8 1 703.nn 141 

·1··~;.,rir,r-··riil"'•'r -- -·--.. --··--· -·:-;;r;n· -c;r; ·· 'i'ii"~iiii ___ Iii. T ........ i;<'i9~'1n·- .. ···r42· ........ . 
rqFc:rc:-NT t;Cin 5n ~6.nn in · I · 6q7~nn 143 · 

· l ............ ·········· ··········-··········--··-.... ·---·-·-·· ..... -····-··-·------··-···--········ ········-·-·-·-.. ·-·········- ···············-·····-·····----·-.. ···--··-- .......... --.. -···········-···-··-········..,·-··""'''" ...................... _ ...... ~ ....... . 
Lrxr~r.Tn" t;"ln 5n 14.nn Jn 2 696.nn 144 

I it"""''"'~ 4n!J 9n 7n.56 ln i 571 0 56 14?· . ' 
'-'TLL<A0R"' - ~~n - WF<T~Tnc:' 4nn 5n 95.73 ln 1 556.73 146 

: n~n_nnr.r:- ~" 4nn 5n 91.45 . in 1. : 554 45 11+7 
" • • O. • · · • ·• '· ••• •• ''" ••'"""" ., ........... , ••••••••••··-·-.•• .......... ., ... _. -•-"•••·--··-·- ••••~•••••••·.--•••••••·-·-•-•'"••-••••••-••• .. _. ........ •••••••-•••-••• ,..,._ •• •••••••--•••••••••••••••••••••••·•-•••-••-••--•·-•••••-•••••.,_.• .. ,.,.,.,,. .... "'··••H••"'•'•••·--••rn""•'-•"-'"<•rl""•""'"~''" 

I D"l'ITJ.n"" - L.T~"',."~' 1~1T . 40,0· 5n 93 0 45 , 8 i · 552 .• 45 . 148 
. 10R1~nN · . 4hn so 5n.67 1n 2 542 67 149 
I •·•-•--•- ·····•···•• ···•··-·•-••·------··-·---·------·---•.,., ... ., ....... , ... _., ___ •_••--•-····••·•-•••-··••-·---••·---·-.,--•-• -····•··-••·:--·•·•·-·----·-.. ·--·-.---••···-· .. ·-•••• ••••••·•··••• .. •••••-•H••.,"•'«"'•-•"''"" ·--••M-•••·•·• 

: r"o.11pr, 4nn ·an 48.00 i.n 1 5'39.no 150 
llC:.ft - p;:-""""TLLI"' TR!t"IK 4!'10 an 48 Ci') 8 2 538.nn 151 

•. :11cri""::-~r:.rr TR11NK' 400 8(1 48.00 8 2 538.nO 152 
: r,rTR0fT 41)n sn 75 0 27 1n 1 5'36 0 _27 · 153 
~ q Tr; r.·c. · -Jr .. 1\i r r· T ·o·N ··········· ···-·· i; .. 0 ·n "t~·n.. ·1 A :·n'fr ........ ·······a 1 · ······ .. --····5 ·z .. 5 .. ~ r:·n .. - .... ,.i.5 .. 4 ..... ,. ........ . 
r· "'~ 4nn 5" 61.3'3 10 2 523 0 13 J 55 .... ·-· .... . ............. , .. , .. _ ....................... ,. . ................ ' ................ ' ............................. . 

...................... _ .. ,. ... ,_ .............. _ ....... _ ...... " ... ,., ...... -.... "'.";~-................. '" ........ . 



,·,. 
" 

PROJECT 
.\ 
' 

r.-i1.111.!rr- r TTY. 

·z .-. .. -.. ... . 
0 
- Ill 

' i-- f-.. .. 
c( Ill ::c; :z: VI 
-le( c( w I-' 

NEED ,' ~·:C w ::c 2' 
l!! 0.. .. o::.c..::i .-

POINTS ~~' I-' w 0 
t•····" VI VI 0.. 

Ill 
I-' f-
uo.. 
w .., w 
0 Q. 

"' >-0.. I-' 

1.,-.,, ~-------,'--

:,:·;:/'.''..-:·,):1, ' • . ' 
,. 

STEP 'TOTAL 
STATUS PQ,1,N"I;.S .•. 

... 

PRIORITV 1 
NO. 

·---'~"'·, -~-'-~-~-~-~-~ ~ -·-~3':~~~---}-~-- . r~~~~~:-~~~-. ~ ~ . T: 6-~ 
4nn 'i" •R.'i" l" 1 'i\n.•n l~n 
4"1!'\ L:':r' r)1~.}f;.~·- H 1·· :)}1.8? j5~1· 

4~~ ~'l 5n.67 1n_ 2 ~12.67 l6n 
'--~t ''- T fli<; ''" .'\ L' ,- "'''"--Jr v - r "~'1i:-R r--1r::- ~ «:: c; r P - -··· ··4n·n · ·- ----.. ---·--5 .. r\ · ----~·a··~··r\ri··· ··1 r\· i s n·9 ~ nn · ·16·1 .. -·-· 
c.r~TT": "'Tl_!.. 4''.)f) ':'0 4R.r.t) ]r; 1 51'19.r-() 162 

--c;:\--;·ir;v-·--~¥-- '+ n n ~n--1; n • n 0 R J s n 7 • (" n 1 6 1 

hi "h''V - ~·F T~'T • 40n 'i" t+R.nn 8 1 ...... 5''7•.<'". 164 
r~.i.~•rr.u. ! c ''"~ TLr r>hf<!( 4nn 5:'1 t+R.nn 8 1 'i'l7.nn 165 
TP1rn.•T 4n0 'in t+R.":'1 R 1 '•'17.no 166 
L "'"'T n•"" ··· ... t;'in 5"· 44~r;7 T'i' 1 'i1s:i<7 ... f(;7-··· 
'·!'1 .. Ln'·" 1. ''<" q 4M\ Sn 41,.67 ln 1 sn·s.67 168 
no''" 4011 sn 44.nn in l 'in~.nn 169 
'"'W'AL_I .. ~.......... . ................ 4'1" 'in 41+.'J() J.'1 ... 1.. ... 5'15./\() 170 
..,nc,n111r;>r, - l.'l'Wt'·lr.r.1.osc 4nn Sn 44 0 nn 8 l 503.no 171 
R•~""N - Jnµ"~"'' 400 5r 42.nn 8 2 5n2.nn 172 . 

···;;;'ilR R'i"'~iff\i..i ...... ........... .......... -- .. ·········---.············ "'"4'10 ....... ;;·;:,--- ·4;:;;: .. ;:;x--·T;;;··-···· .. ·r· ·5;;y~·r;r,······ .......... f'7Y""'-, -
N~•Kn'·'T" sa 4nO 50 40.nn 1n I 501.ro 17~ 

··-r .;·c, ,·, t;:,· ;;··c;:-c · ·----··· 4 0" s ,. ---nr;,-6'T""'·-r;; .. -2---5·'i-Ti:6T .. ___ f'i5-
r: o c:- < 4 •~ CTP 400 sr ~8.67 10 l 499.67 176 er. r.>1 ;;;" ·· ·· - ·········· - -·- 4ii·0 .... ~,,..--·~r,-;·nn·· ·y:; i 49'7:00 ·111···--··· 
RhV T" POV Cr'\' , 400 5'1 32.(\0 8 2 492.nO 178' 
ni\<"1 L c:r, -·· --·- ··-·------·- .. ----- ------ ----· ----4'1'1-- - ... ~ r··;-- 11\ ;·n-n···-- Tn 'T 49L'66 ............. T79_ .... _ .. _ 
f" ."it: {tin. r- I_ '"'Ir I.::".~ I+ I"'\"' h.,.,, ? rJ • f': !". • P, 1 I+-~ 9 • 0 (l l 8 () 

···r:.""ii'c;:;·~;r··::-·L T'l'·Jl"••hl" · 40ri sn" 22.no s 2 ·4s;<.(i71"- 181 
~•"l"v 4nn sn 22 on s l ....... ~.~J!.nn 18'' 

• 

-·~ 

-··---·--·~-----

• . ,•. 
·----~---------·-···-· .. 

..... -.-~-···--~- .. -----~----------------------· 

.· .... 



.. 
'/•" 

-----------~s~·n OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY'78 SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT PRIORITY LIST 
AUGUST 26, 1977 

··.' 

0. 

~ 

0 
Q g .., . ,_. __ 
~~- I- >...J ~ 

1.1.,1 • 1'., <( • lL. "' Q 

PRQJECT 
NPDES 
NO, 

PROJECT 
DESCR. ~ 

V> 

--, f
f- 0"' 
V> 0:0 .., o.u 

ui1-- ...... :i1- ....... 
c::: c::: 0 I- c::: 0 
c:(LLJ %;U41%' 
1-U '-"<CU.._. COMMENT . o:o 

0." 

C: 11THr.-QL 1 "-! 

V"ILi\Lt" 

3~ 1 "'IT '· 

218~ ''677 ~777 rv 77 FUNnS. 

1411 1176 n~l77 FY 77 FVNDS 

660 1176 0277,FV 71 •tJND:\ 

2~ STP,JNT 3 1244 n111 n577 FY 77 FUNos ------------'-----
2 411 '1877 I NCR 

16~8 0178 

!~CR 

1 

2 

3 

3 

4 

nn?.7?.2 ~l C:TD,T~T ~ 9nn n21a PHAS~2 4 
·----·~--- _____ ...__ ______________ ., ____ ,_, .. -.--·------·-·· -

·!~CR 5 

2fl(I 1"77 6 

~"2"'A~ 16 C:.TP JMP 1 tn~n n11a 7 ·-------
8 . j i; 1 n 

I 

~--·· 
·'; i;,5 

56 TNT 655 0877 9 

qQf'l"'~lC:.\/TLLr. _______ n_o.::2:..o_o_R_.:.'.::6_<_T_P_.:.I_"_P_-''--'-1_•_n_~_~,_a ___________ 1_0 __ 

88 TNT 11n 0777 11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 l 4A6-n1 
l 

q~Nn nMAC:.~.i~ Nft n1 ~yc:.T~M 2 75n tn77 TNCR 
·'--~-------------"---~-------------

.1 • 4R6-n2 
- • . 1--···- . . - - . 

······-·-··---··-··-·---· ..... 
16 

·' I .·, J_.!!..~'..-"?.··· ·-··· -~-~-~-~-~--!~~-~- VD"T~("I nn22~a 14 STP,rNT 2 533 n777 n777 17 

I 4R7-"~ 1 7 
r------~~---~ 

',J l-1-FIA f"l\l\lVf"lt..IHTLti:- 67S 0478 18 

01 STP TNT. 2 24 0677 n677 19 



6?5 

' ' 

,. 

"' • 
PROJECT 

~~''1~t'Af"\11Tt..f. 

----·-

,, . 

. ' 
NPDES. 

.. NO. 
°' UJ "' o ·PROJECT · 
~ S DESCR. 

0.. 
UJ 
1-

. VI 

n"2A48 14 STP TMP .,, 

2 

Ml2nAl '19 STP 

2 

1"2"'+4 no <;TP 

0 
0 

0 0 
UJ • 
1-1-

.c:x: ux: UJ 
- -, I
I- 0 Vl 
Vl 0::0 
UJ o..u 

~· ~ 

I- >- ...J >-· 
UJ. Li..<( •I.I.. 
~t-- ........ ::>1- ........ 
0::0:: 01-0:::0 
<(UJ x:u ... x: 
1-U -<tu._.. 

Li". "777 "A77 

82 1"77 

COMMENT 

a:. 
,0 

• ,a:o 
Q,. z 

2" 

21 

'· 

----·----------------

r,12 ,nl 78 

666 0478 

6'4 '1877 0877 

62? 01+78 

22 .. -·· ........ ...! 

22 

23 

24 

24 
_.,. • ····-~-H--··- --~- ·-····-- ·-·-· --~-·----'--·-------
,6?4 

~? l+ 

... - .,-···. 

i .,, 74 
" t .. ,_ ___ .. _,._ .. -

! 4,.,, 

475 

·~ "- 1 !PT~' 

r:;')L"l H•LL 

14 STP,!NT 2 1945 0677 '1677 25 

14 qEH.\R 2 400 0578 l NCR 25 

nn22".8 84 STP !MP 2 l? n111 n77.7 26 
·---~-

nn223B 84 st~ IMP 3 2'l4 0378 

3 2217 1177 27 

16 l ~IT 460 11"77 28 

16 ! ~IT 3 zonn 1277 29 

nnzz6n 67 <;TP JUP .,, 432 1077 
...... ,.------ ...... ,. ....... _________________ . ___ . -· ···----------------------------------·-···-- .. .,_, _______________ ,.,._ _______ _,_ .............. ___ .. ______ , .................... ., ......... ,. ..... ·················:···---.... . 

nn225Cl 33 5TP IMP 3 861 '1378 31 . _______________ _,_ __ 
·-----·-· -------~--

nn2n82 33 I 'IT 2 153 1176 n477 

nn2~82 3~ STP IMP 3 285n n778 

174 n976 n677 PHASF 1 

3 429n n678 PHASF 1 · 

32.' 

32 

33 

3~ 

34 ; 
- ....... ,. .. , ..... ·-··•-o.·----·-- .... ., ·-----. ... ----.. ----·--------•·'- ,. ·--'--·······--·-·-·--- .. -------------·"----·-· .. -----··----------- ··-·----·--·--------·------- ,... . .. _: .... ~- .. 

3 841 1077 35 --·-----------·------·--·-·----.-----------------·---
nn2274 43 T'IT 2 74 n777 '1877 36. 

?"In '1178. 

-2-



.-
u 
u.J .., 
0 • 
a::. 0 
c.. z.. ...... 

' ' 

. " • 
PROJECT 

rr.~''·" Tr: 

r..r.ovt1.tC"". 

1
•' l LL I\\~ T "' I\ 

. I 

.. 

NPDES 
. NO. 

$J ', I 

. 
a:: UJ 

·<.O 0 
zo 
UJ u 

PROJECT 
DESCR. 

o.. 
UJ ..... 
"' 

1"2?71 ,7 STD JMP ·z 

0 
Cl 0 
UJ • 
1-1-
<C u~ 
:>:: UJ 
_..,I-
I- 0 "' 
"' a:: 0 UJ o..u 

'• ' 

·on 0877 nA77 

''14 ni;1s· 

12 1'777 n777 

E 
a:' 
0· 

COMMENT 'f ~ 

38 

38 

... 

.............. --....... ·- ........ -. ·-· -·-·--------------------·---·---·-------·---------·-··----·--------------
in?271 47 STP yup 1 176 0178 39 

· ~·•1Tv nn2621 20 STP T''P 3 111 n178 40 

nn2nnn 16 STP,!lllT 2 278 1176 n677 41 ------ --------------------------------------
nn2nnn 16 STP,!NT 1 5212 n478 41 

Qri('"V f\l•/fl,V lOfl 1176 (')277. .42 

O()('"l(f\hl(IV 42 
..... --~·-·-····-·~~-~--------~---·----·----------·---~---·---·--~----· .. ----. --~------··--··-· .. --....... ___ ,.....,, __ _ 

16n 0977 !NCR 43 

43 

'i17 wc-pvi J C.T0f\.1 
--------*--·· 

nn2n16 56 STP,tNT 2 l6n 1n77 !NCR 44 . ....;c...:... ___ ;;__ _ _;;, ·------....:.. , ____ ·----

i;·- <-J<"q•.<TST"l•I nn2n 6 56 STP,J'.!T 3 5768 03.78 . 44 

4r-,4 

' I 4r-.4 +---
' 'i 7Q 

. 'i 79 

1. "?? I ......... . 
'i q 5 

............. - ............................................................................ ~ ................ . 

62 0877 0877 45 

625. 0778 45 

24 1177 46 

2 72 0778 46 

14 !NT,COLL 2 135 1177 47 

_NII 14 !NT,COLL 1 1100 ns78 47 
................. _,, ____ , .. ______ .,, .......... -------·-·---·-······-··-·--··-·-··-· .. ----·-.. --.. ---···· ·-··· ............ ·-···-···-·-······ .. ·····-· .. ········--···-.................. ___ .... __ ,.,. .. _ 

326 1277 I+ 8 ····-··········-···· ..................... ___ , __ .................. _ ............................... _. __ .. ____ .. ____ .......... ___ .................................... ,. ..................... - .. --.... ....:.-.-...... _ .... _ .. _, .. ,. __ , ______ , ......... , __ .i···-

r=A rOLL c:vc; 2 7n 11"177 49 

49 
.......... - ................................... - ......................... ········-·--·-----··------···-··"·"···----·--·---·------····-~····-.. ·---·---'-·-·-···-.... ·-·-.··-·-·--···· ... ., .......... -..... _, ................... . 

. ' • 
4~7 s•L11<"RTn~ nn2nA~ 36 STP,COLL 2 '75 n278 51"1 

··----------------·-· ··-------·--···~··--···----··-·--·---·-·--·--·-·--··-·----···---·-------·---·--·"·---------·-------'-------··-···-·--·-·-·--·-·-··-·--------·-------..---.. --··-·---- .. ·--·..-
~?7 11"1 1077 51 

MA . TlllT,(OLL 2 '35 '1678 51 ...................... : ........... . . .......................................... -.-... , ...... " ........... ~ ......................... , ......... -.. 

56 STP, INT 2 747 n'378 52 

--~!~·----=S:.:.:AL::.:E:::.:M'--______ 0_02_6_49'--__ s_;T_P_;l_;MP _ _.,c.. _ _;3:;..::5_0__;_;12~7,,,_7 ________ _,.s .... ~ -
-3-



, 
u 

" 0 
c. 0 
l... z..., ... 

'"> l 7 

I\ 1 A 

s77 

4 4 r; 

4?, 7 

,, 1 9 

' . 
PROJECT 

Or\J.C..f\-rt."r-.,!TQr.!_ PT 

1,/f\ I !".1 fl -i.rf:" CT Df")RT 

. i 

NP DES 
NO. 

f\.11\ 

~<;Tl')'lT ~-'·'ll_I. JAMSPT ~II\ 

. 
"" "' "' 0 zo 
UJ u 

PROJECT 
DESCR. 

0.. 
UJ 
1-
VI 

STP JMD ? 

'14 J~IT ? 

~ 

0 
0 

Q 0 
UJ • 
I- t-·
<C u~ 
:>:: UJ 
-~t-
1-0 VI 
VJ c:: 0 
UJ o..u 

" . 
........ ....... 

I- >- ...J >· 
UJ. L.t...c( •U.. 
<...!> 1-- ........ ::> 1- ....... 
0:::0::: 0~0::0 
c(" UJ x: u UJ :c 
1-u-ceu-

183 1177 

198 n978 

,<,Ol n977 

9n 1011 
......................... ,, .... .,._., __________ .,, ..... _________ .............. _.. 

14 I ~1 T 

46 n579 

l 6 c;rp, T~'T 2 61 1177 

16 STP, TNT 3 5n9 n779 

2 88 0278 

F 11. I"JT 3 715 ()978 

63 sTP, r~n 2 

-
6' c; T P, TNT 3 4A?. n,r,79 -·-···---·--------·------------------------------
56 STP )'AD 2 126 0378 

. 2n c;rP, PIT 2 3(1 0278 

• ''i?' ST 011111_ 2n srP, INT 3 329 n978 
r __ ._ .. ··----.,----~----------"-----------·--- -----·----~· .. -~-----
<;·n 2 254 1177 

"''' L TMrl)L~' rn c;n 43 STP,T~T 3 2200 n978 

575. no2n15 56 STP JMP 2 72 10.77 

COMMENT 

. 

~ 
ct: . 
.o ~-· i 

• 
. ct: 0 

11.Z 

56 

56 

57 

57 

58 
••>-·-·······-.,~·-····1 

58 

59 

60 

6(1 
............... "" ·-· 

! 
61 ' 

61 

62 

63 

64 
--· ····-···-··--.-...................... -.·-···- .. ~ 

64 

65 

65 
... '····· ---·····'-"-··-· ,,,_ ·-·-····~ -·-···-. .. -· 

.·. 66 
- -- -·-------------·-----·-----------'- ' . I ------- ,..;._ __ _,......_ ____ , 

'i 75 

4 '"' 

002015 56 STP IMP 3 608 0778 

nn216n 

no2025 

------------·----

STP yMP l 52 0778 

43 0678 

STP 2 148 1177 

<; T p 

-4-
3 1851 OA78 

66 

67 

68 

69 



t-
u 
vJ ...., 
0 • 
"' 0 0.. z.. .. .. 

. .. I 
I ;' 

" PROJECT 
NPDES 
NO. 

. ' ' 

• a;: LU 
l.O 0 
zo 
LUU 

PROJECT 
DESCR. 

c.. 
LU .... 
"' 

nn2n64 47 STP JUP ? 

" ' 

COMMENT 

l ~CR 

52 1)''178 

oi:' 
O· - . 

' oi: 0 c..z 

71 

72 

• 

~n~ curorn~N nn?0A4 ·47 STD yup 3 248 0878 72 

6 1 i; 

573 

47~ 

472 

• - -- '-••••-•"'° -"-·-~-·- ...... ~···-·----- ---·· .. -•••A-·-···---···--~"-·"·•H~---~·-··---·-·--·--:--······· ·~-~---·-~-·~--·------·---·---·-·--··--·--. 

nn2363 84 STP JUP 2 

n02n79 3n TNT 2 

JM·l(cp"l/lllF 3 

2 

6(1 1277 73 

37 1277 74 

81 1277 75 --·-------·:--·---·---· 
495 0878 

546 0278 

75 

76· 

.sTaNcrcLn 1)02697 67 STP,JMP 2 38 1177 '77 -·~------·~-••••·----•--w·~···--••--·-~----..~-··-~ ·--·--·--·•-·•-••••••·-•-•·•---·•-·•·--·----·------··-·---

77 

nn2n34 47 STP JMP 2 69 0577 78 

60n n178 78 ·------
nn2361 43 STP TMP 2 25'i 1077 79 

..... ., .... .'!' ...... ,, .• 

1)02361 43 STP JMP 3 1448 n878 79 

nn2211 47 STP !MP 2 72 0278 80 
,. 

LnWFLL nn2nn4 47 STP !MP 2 92 n218 81 
······-••••••••••.-••• .,,,,,,_. ___ , ___ ,, •••• ,_,,.,_,, ____ ,_..,,., ••••••••---.-•--••······••·••~-··••••---··---... , ...... - •• .--·--··-·--••••--······-.. •·•·--•·••··•·- -·•-••·•·•-·• .. ••--••·•••--•·• ... -.--•-••-••• .. •••-;••••••••••••••••••m•••••·----·• 

nnzn57 16 STP IMP 1 20 0678 ' 82 . . .................. _ ... .,--···-·-··· ····-········-·-.. ··-·-·--· .. -·--···--··----~---······----·-···----·-·-----·----:------·-:-··-·····-···-·-··-···-·.;.. ............... -..... -~.-........................................... --··--. 
002073 14 STP !MP 2 42 1)578 83 

002243 01 STP !MP 2 41 1177 84 

nn2?43 n1 STP !MP 3 .396 n778 84 
• '''' ._,,, .......... ,,_.. ••••••••-••••••••••·--•-•••• ..... ,.,,,,,, ...•. ,,,, ............. ,,, .. •• ,,,.,,.,. •••-•·•--•••-•••""-•" •••••••••••-•'-•••••••• •••••••-'•"••••••-•••--•• .,.,,_,, .. , ... ,, .... --··---'"•-• ..... '"'""''"'''"'•••••·-•H-.>ri''""'""OH"'"--

2 5 1277 85 

n'12246 14 INT 558 0578 85 

' 6?1) PYTIJJMATH 'no2ni;n' 14 STP IMP 1 \6 1177. 86 
. ....... ......... .,.... . ..... ··-······· ·•····•· .............................. ,_ .............................. ,_ ............................... - ... :-·"··-·-··------· .. -·--·-···--·---·-------···---···--··----.. --............. ,. ........ --...... . 

" 6?0 nn2n5n 14 STP !MP 2 44 0778 86 

133 1077 !NCR 87'. 
.... : ......... ,. .. 

n"2'14n 56 STP !MP 2 87 



I- . 
u 
UJ ..., 
0 • 
a:: 0 
c..z 

4?"> 

PROJECT 

~l\r:t.r: nnf.,IT 

NPDES 
NO. 

. ,-. 

. 
~ :!5 PROJECT 
i:58·DESCR; 

c.. 
. UJ 

1-
Vl 

0 
0 

c 0 
UJ • 
1-1-
<C u~ 
:.:: UJ 
-"">1-
t-.o V') 
Vl a:: 0 
UJ c..u 

? 65 11177 

?6 l'\178 

COMMENT 

88 

89 

9n 

..... '.:.?.~ .. - .. -··--~.'.~~~1 ... ..;11 ________ 11_n...:.:.2.;:;2_..,_,.,_fic..."' __ .s_r_P__;Ic...'c...·' P_...:;2 ___ 5'-11- n :n.-"a------·-----~· 

'i 71. ''''.~TTL!_~ nn22111 63 STP IMP 'l 385 n978 91 ·i '' ...... . ........... ! 
! 

<; , 5 l'\1129,,., "36 STP IMP 2 
----·-------··--------~----------····-···-....-----··---- -------·-······--------· .. -----------------··----------- ........... , _______________ ···---·--··--··· ········· ..... . .. ~.~- .. , 16 0178 

' 
srrn 117 l'\778 92 

51 l 11112n22 16 STP JMP 2 Bl n278 93 

4"'1 qA,~R nn2069 1 STD fMD 2 176 0178 94 
.................................................................................................................. c ........................................... . 

94 

4 'i 8 rf1RVALL!S l!RPnor nn2 c;n 4'1 STP 2 57 0578 

406 nn2656 1)9 SJP IMP 2 32 11978 96 ............................... ....... - ..... _,. ............... .,". 

002876 84 STP IMP. 2 "38 0'178 97 ·-·-.. -- ,,., ___________ ·-'---------------------------,,. 
'i13 rR,SW'Ll 1102754 40 STP IMP 2 84 0278 98 

65 1177 99 

11112111? "2 STP IMP 3 
i 
' 5 7(, 495 11s78 99 ·----·---.. --~-----·-- ·------·----------'-----

STP, JNT 1 40 1177 100 ', 

1021)59 STP,INT 2 76 0778 .ion 

11n22'l9 13 1277 101 
...... ,.._ .•. ____ -------------·--· 

33 119 8 101 
........................... , .............. '"" .. 

l/C,I - ,..,f'llR MJU c;. I ~IT 2. '52 11178 .STP FL!M. 102'; 
. --··-· ...... ._, .... .;-.---------- ·--------···---------- .............. _______________ ,. __________ _ 

ltSI\ - r'f'AR 'A!Ll <; INT 3 110600 n778 STP FL!M. 102 
-------------~----· . ·--------

5~4 nn2n'i6 01 STP JMP ? 34 1277 103. 

3711 11978 

-6-·-·--··· ...... - ....... ---·---·~-- o;>-·-----<·-~------·--'-----· ·---·---·-·----·-



I-' 
u 

"' .., 
0 • 
"' 0 0. :z 

", q 

f..4 7 

I\ 4 8 

47?, 

'i, 8 

J~~~ 
15 q 9 

• 'i? l 

447 

PROJECT 
NP DES 
NO. 

.·'" 

. 
"' UJ 
"' Cl :z 0 
"" u 

PROJECT 
DESCR. 

0. 
. "" 1-

Vl 

nt1..~ .. L/\N~ ··············-·--··-···. f1'12D.i>'J .. I+ 7 . .S IJ> .. I ~·1P .. _2. ..... 

nn?nR3 86 ~TP,TNT ? 

'1112349 5TP JMD 3 
.. ······- ...... -·----·-·-··----·-----

~J:"DD/\\r:'O 1nzn77 nl 5TP IMP 2 

112281 '11 STP IMP l 

~ 

0 
c 0 "" . 1-1-
ci: u~ 
>:: "" - .., 1-
1- 0 Vl 
Vl "'0 
"" 0. u ... 

16"> n278 

47 n?78 

6n 1277 

275 nB78 

14 1277 

16 1177 

COMMENT 
• a:o 

o.z 

l ') 'i 

106 

1'17 

lnB 

108 

1()9 

109 

110 

I 

·- ................ --··-----·---··--·-···· -------------·-··--.. ·----------·--·-----------
1022Rl 01 STP !MP 2 

f1029'05 63 5TP !MP 2 

nn2n1;n 01 STP JVP 2 

nn20~2 12 STP IMP 3 

nn224n 47 STP JMP 2 

00224'1 47 5TP JMP 3 

002278 16 STP !MP l 

2 

INT 2 

31 0978 

14 0578 

12 0178 

86 '1878 

48 1277 

42'3 0678 

68 0778 

35 1077 

129 0478 

23 1177 

11 () 

111 

112 ···---------
112 

113 

113 

114 

114 

115 

116 

117 
- ·····---------·-·-----····-·········--·~---.. ·--·--·-·---········· ···-·-·····--··-··--·-·······-·--······-······-···-·-··········- ........ : ...... _ ........ -·--··--·-···-···--··~·-·---·-·---······----·-·-·-·-· .. -·· 

41,1v J 01 sr> NII INT 3 200 0678 117 

MTLL rrTY NA 33 STP,tNT 1 .22 1077 118 
.... --···----·---· ... ·······-··--·-······-·-···--- ""····--···1-"-·-- --·---·-----·-···· -·-······--·-··- ...... , ____ , _ _.; ··;····-··-·············--·--·-·-·-.. ~-----·· - ........... , ·····--•-............... ---·· ...... __ ... . 

MTLL ("TTY Ml\ 3'3 STP.JNT 2 91 0578 118 ., ..... ,. ..... --•--•••••··-··-·"••••••·---·---·--··•-•••• •·-•••---·----·---·-·---••-H••"•·----------·-------•••----:--•••·--~-···---·~-·---·--••••·-·------·-··••••·-·-·-·--··--~·-· .. M-•••••--· • 

•A41 ~rAR4AQT ~A STP 1 12 0878 119 -----·· __ .;_ ____ __: ______ ....;_ ____ ...c:.;_:.._ ___ :c_ _ _.:;_:;_..;..c.c..;_c.c ________ .....;;. __ 

µAPPY 11All"'Y ?.7 TNT ? '38 1277 120. 
.1 ..••.• 

~I A 27 TNT 'I 



' J 
) 
) . 
' 0 - z 

441 

'+? 6 

4?6 

PROJECT 

p r\t <:; f\-1.1HJ'.'." Tc; T n "1,J:' 

NPDES 
NO. 

NA 

. 
. ~ ~ PROJECT 
~ 8 · DESCR. 

"l STP,T~IT 

"-
· W 

t-
Vl 

l 

2 

STP,!ll!T 2 

()9 STP, TNT l 

'19 STP.INT 2 

INT 2 

~ 

0 
0 

0 0 w • 
t-- t-- -;'! ::.i~ 
- ..., t--
1-.0 V"I 
Vl a:: 0 
W "-U 

27 J •'177 ....................... 

31 "678 

16 1277 

?? 0678 

16 0978 

20() 1277 

TNT 1 31no 0978 

. -- -·· - " -~·-· 1: 

COMMENT 

~ 
a:: 
0 - . a:: 0 

. II- z ... 

122 

124 

125. 
......... ~ -·--·· - . - . -- ........ -- ··>-· ---·-·-, 

126 

126 

127 
....... ········ 

I 

128 .............. ,._;. ........... -· 
128 ------··----------------·-·---···---····-·-·--------·--··---

43 .l~'T 20 1177 129 ----·--.--------- ........ ·-·· ··-···--........ ,. ..... .,._.' ---···--·-•"'•••·· 

41 TNT 121 0578 129 

l 1"1 '1178 131 

INT 2. 77 ()978. ........................ , _____________ .,______ ........ --' 

11112'171 2 23 02711 132 

'3 2 <; T P, INT .2 133 
---·-.. ·· ·---·------------------....,---------

141 _, 
141 

,. 
133 w~crsT"~ sn-~ ~ALLc 

-··--------·--.·-:; 
32 STP,tNT 

------······----.. ·----.... ---···-----------------------.---.. ··· --------- ----····-·····-·-·····-··--·-··----····-·· .. -·-·····--"" ·-··-·-.. ···-···~----··~· 
85!l n11R 

31 .STP,!NT 2 57 1177 134 
' .................. - ................................ ,.,,_, __ ,, _________ .,_ ................. ...,. ... - .... - ... -.,,-·-·--·--·--··~·-····-····"•'" ................... - .................................................. .. 

33 .STP.INT 3 562 0878 134 --------·--------------.,..-
54? 4'3 .STP,JNT 2 113 1()77 135 ............................... _,"\ 

43 .STPtl~T 3 1238 0778 135 

1+4 9 .STP.INT 1 12 0178 136 

4119 .STP,.JNT 2 52 0878 

~I I\ ? 2~ 0278 137 ' . ' 
..................... -............................ __ ... - ...... ., ........ , _____ ~·--::----·-···· ......... -. ............................. - ... - ....... _ ................... _,,_ ...... _. ___ ,,, ........................ .,, .. _,. ··--···-·---·----·-~ ··~-·····-............... ,-;. 

63 l NT 137 

l'i 0"178 

6'3 TNT 122 !l978 13 

-8-·------------------· 



_ .... 
µ ., . .., 
D • 
"' 0 ... z 

5~ c .... 

~?? 

4 r,9 

' . I 

PROJECT 
NP DES 
NO. 

··,, 

. 
;5 ~ PROJECT 
~ S · DESCR. 

0-
. u.J 

1-
Vl 

T ~IT ? 

STP.JNT 2 

lJ STP.T'JT 1 

COMMENT 

12 1177 

"18 0778 

12 1077 

• 
0:0 
0-Z 

13.9-·-· 

1 >'l 

142 

142 

14? 

~46 rp~sr~NT 11 STP,JNT 2 4? 0578 14"1 
-·-·-·-···· .... -.----··- ---.... --·------·---·-·-···------"."" -·--------------·--·-----------------

'·I A 6? STP. INT 2 44 0278 144 

63 STP.TNT 3 '380 0878 

102256 4"1 STD !UP l 16 0278 145 

102256 43 STP fUP 2 22 0978 145 

0n2614 56 STP J~P 1 132 0978 147 

n'12614 c;TP J'ID 2 I32 C978 147 ·---------·-
67 D'lRTLAMn-LJNNTnN NA INT 1 17 0178 148 

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

F.? l !NJ 2. i;9 0979 148 

67 .STP, J~IT . 2 30 027.J 149 

14 STP. INT l· 22 0378 150 
................. -............ -·-·--··- .. · .. -·-··; ................................ __ ................. -·-······-·· .. ---.. ···-·-·-................................. -..... _, ___ , ___ , ..... --.. --···-·-··- .. -····------··-···· .. -·-·····-.... ·-·-

rn<>11t>r, 14 .STP,JNT 2 91 0978 150 
. . . . ............................ _ .... - ........ ,. .. __ , ................ _. ___________ ,_ ...... -............. ___ , ..... -·---·--··· .. ·--··~- .............. -:-.. --............. .-;---.. --·-·-·-·-- .. ---.--................................ _ ... .. 

TNT 2 95 0178 151 

11<;~-R,,.rnc111LLr: TD ~I~. J~.1 T ":\ 495 0778 '151 ..................................................... ,.. ..................... ,.. ....... -.......... , .......................... _.__.,_.,, .......... - ........................ --··········-···· .. -................... -.. _. ... _. ____ .. ,_,, __ ............. -........ ,. .................. : ............. -. .. 
"1 n J NT 2 44 1177 152 _ ............. - .. ............... -., ......... _ •• _, •• _ ............ _,._,_,._ ........ ······-· .......... _., __ ... , ...... - .......... - ................... ,_._ •• _ ...... ---···-·---··-·----·-·-·-· .. --...... __ .. , .. _ ............................ - ..... tt ............. .. 

' 
l\IA. TNT 352 n578 152 

4"77 l"'r.TQnTT · 
... ----··-"· T~.!. ! .. ~.!--·---~- ··-----~?. ..... ~~ !.~-···-·-········· ········· - .. . .. ............. -J.~J._ .. . 

STP• J~IT 2 5'8 097 8 153 

67 STP. JNT 3 '362 0578 155 

4 n11a 156 

-9-------·····"··-··- .. -·. --···--·-···-·--------'-----'"-------------------------



1--··1 .. 
u· 
uJ ..., 
0 • 
0:: 0 
0.. :z 

41;R 

4~9 

6 (\ 2 

. • h n? 

PROJECT 
NP DES 
NO, 

.. 

. 
0:: w 
<!) 0 
zo 
WU 

PROJECT 
DESCR. 

0.. 
. uJ 
I-

"' 

~ 

0 
0 

0 0 w • 
1-1-
<C u~ 
:>:: .... 
- ..., 1-
1- 0v> 
"' 0:: 0 wo..u 

~· ~ 

!--- >-' > 
1.1.J. U..c:( ·~· 
<!) ... ~ ...... :::> .......... 
0:: a::' 0 I- a: 0 
<( w :>:: L,> w :c 
....,.u -<cu-

- . 

I 
• . 

... , 

"'0 COMMENT o.z ,. 
l 

?.(')'..'.!.:.::-'.'.._" ---···-------Cl.Q.2 6_:l_3 .. 3J ..... .S.I.P._.L:·~P-2.............--.1.1_i:cll8_:. ______ ·----·-------,-1 c '>......J 

14 no;7s l':i7 .! 
c,TP i=vp 82 (1/78 

l '' . ..;.T ___ .....;.. __ R 0178 

".\ .!\ ? 1 9 (\ 77 8 159 

2~ 0478 160 

C::.TP <="llP l 161 

STP•T'!T 1 16 0 ':\ 7 ~-·-· -···· . ·········. ...... .. . .............. ~-~.? ..... .! 

("f\~lPV 60 1 ~IT 1 11 0478 1'63 
•H•·-.. --------'--·--------""" 

TNT 1 20·0278 164 ··- ...... -................. . .................... .,. .... ,. .............................. ,. .............. i 

. .. . '-(\.~. ~~'='· '.~ .... ':'.~.~_!_~'.:.-~ !( ...... ~~- ~------·---~~~------ --~-----· :.~...r:~:..? .. ~- ...... -·········-·---··· ................. ~f~.: ... _J 
STP, !'IT l . 10 0178 167 

NA STP.I/\JT l 10 0218 ··a . ............................................. , ........... ~--------.-

S.TP !MP 1 1 n 1 2·7 7 169 • 

STP T''P, ? "12 0978 l 6,9 

1.2 1177 170. 

nn?245 07'STP T~P 2 50 0778 170 

ROc:;<="RI 1or;-L00K T'.Jr;r;L NA !NT .1 12 Hf77 171 
·~------~-------------------~--~~ 

002087 

~I I\ 

NI\ 

I f\JT 2 

33 1 NT 2 

3':\ I NT 3 

27 0578 

2.1 1077 

180 O':i7fl 

171 
......................... ., ...... 'rq'-•···:-·····~···, .. -, 

172 
........... -................................ ~·--···· ....... ~ ............ -. . . 

:i7Z 
------~-------·-·-·-· -
.<;TP IMP 1 22 0978 173 

.. STP, TNT 1 • 1.8 1277 174. 
......... , .• ,. .. !. .. 

STP, !NT 2 92 n878 

• 

··-·-----.-'-·-··--------·~-----...:.. .. - .. 
~7R 2An n17s 

..,, 1077 

-10-



0 z 

4,:.5 

PROJEtT 

l '" n T f'I! r-

I"~--·-. . ·--------------

I 
I 

NP DES 
NO. 

\j I\ 

.. 

·a: UJ 
<!! 0 
zo 
UJU 

PROJECT 
DESCR. 

c,Tf',T'·'T 

STP l"P 

56 PIT 

1~ 1 NT 

"w 
I-

"' 

? 

1 

1 

2 

1 

? 

~ 

0 
0 

0 o. 
UJ 
1-1--
<C u- 1-::c w UJ 
--:" ""') t- f.!J 
I- 0 V') 0:: 
V10::0 c:r: 
UJO..<...)'d-

... s:;· _, > 
.• U..ct'•LL. 

1--' ::> J-.' a: 01-CCO 
w :cui.u::c C . 
u ~ <t u ~ OMMENT 

17 ]('77 

1 n O'l78 

9 ()'\78 

157 0178 

8 0378 

·----------··---··--

Cl:· 

~-. 
a::o 
"-Z 

177 

177 

179 

181 

182 

l. 82 

----·-----~-·----... ------·__,,_.. ... --.---··-----

-····--··--··-····-·-·--···--"··-·--·----·---"·· -----.................. _ .. , ______ ,,,,, ____ ., ________ , ....................... -........................................ _., .................................................................... _ 

,, . .,,,, .. ,.,,,,,.,,. ... ,,.,,,..,,,,,- .... ,,,,.,,,,,..,.,. ,,,,_,, __ . .;.·,.,, .. ~,,-,,,,.,.,C ....... ,_,,..,., '"'''""'"""'''''"""-'""'.,''"''' "''"'"'"'''''"''''''"".,"''''''''•••••-'"""•-"m"" '""'"''''''""'".......,. •• 

········~- ·-----·-·------··--······-··-·· .. --····-··--··-·~-. .-.. --.-----·------- --·--·-···---···· ........ ~··-----·---........ -... ;. __ . 

......... .............. :11.~. 

----------- --------------'--------------------------------·--------
"!. -- ····-----··-·-·· ....... -....................... - ..... ,. ..•....•. ·····->< .. ••·· .. ·--···-····-•"'' __ ............... , 



1-
u 
lU ..., 
0 • 

"' 0 "- z 

4 F, 7 

PROJECT 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

!EXTENDED PRIOR ITV LI ST FY' 79 AND BEYOND 
AUGUST 26, 1977 

NP DES 
NO. 

. 
"' UJ "'0 zo 
UJ u 

"~ 0 I 

0 I'~ 0 0 
UJ • 
1-1-- ···ot;,"'!· -
c:( u- I- ,... ....J >: ... ,..~, 

. , :I:'. UJ UJ • LI... <( , • LC .... 

PROJECT 0... • ...,. --, I- "' 1-- ...... ::::> I- ...... 
UJ .,_ 0 V'l c:: o::'.. 0 .,_ 0:: 0 
I- V1CX::O ctUJ :CUl..i.J:::C DESCR. .,, wc...u·.1-u ~<i:u~ 

'I !Anni'\ 1'1479 

14 STP,TNT 3 361'101'\ 1178 

COMMENT 

236 11178 PHA.<;F 2 

PH~<;F 2 

SY.STF" 88.0 0379 

6511 ln78 

'I II l'!T, C0L L 3 '271i "279 

56 STP, INT 3 '"'Hl65 n479 

' n"264" STP J••P 2 51.,, 1278 

16 

33 

33 

46 

51 

52 

53 
... ,. .... --- _.,._,,.._, -~--..... ·-··- .... ·----·--"···------~-··-----··-----··~ ·-----------·------·-------·-. 
~46 STP l~P 3 29ns 0879 53 

nn2'155 47 STP JMP 3 1845 ln78 54 

56 
,,. 

,, 1 6 R()SFPl!Pr; <;c-"1c-R RC'H~fln"\2258 14 <;TP JMP 57 

144~ 3 184 01 '/9 59 

-~ 56 STP !'-'D 3 1336 n119 63 

STP JMP 2 288 0679 67 ·--·-···-------·· ----------------------· _____ _._ .. ,. .... ., .. 

1is~-"""'"'~"' Sli'""C" rin27611 STD JMP 3 2112 113f.r) 67 ····-··--- ··------.,., ........ -------·--···*·-------------------------·--·---···----·-··--···--···-·------·-···.-••"''"·······---·---··-·-·--'•• ...... ·"'·-·-·····-··· 

rL~rr r0-K~LL0r;~ SL nn2622 16 srP !MP 3 635 0379 68 

nn2n54 84 STP MP 3 465 11178 73 

nn236~ 84 STP JMP 3 3'56 1178 74 

3 6050 11279 76 

r; 1 ,, nn22'31 47 STP JMP 3 585 1178 80 
..... •. 

L ""'"LC QA" 1 ?7A 1 

AO n479 82 

715 0'380 82 

nn2n7'1 14 STD JMP 3 31? n479 83 



f-
u 
UJ ., 
0 • 
a: 0 
0.. :z 

'i 1 l 

. . . 
. ,. 

... I 

PROJECT 

fl\~tr>.J"lf...I qr-l\rl..l 

NP DES 
NO. , .. 

... 

. 
"' UJ 
"' c zo 
UJ u 

. • 0.. 
PROJECT . w 
DESCR. t;; 

nnznzz 16 STP MP 1 

~ 

0 
0 

Q o. 
UJ • 

~ t;...,=- t- .... ~· ...J > 
x: UJ•U..<C'•Ll.. 

·-:-""')I- t!JI-- ...... ::> ........... 
l-OV1 a::o:::: oi---a:o 
VtO::O <C.1.1.J X:UL.iJ::C 
1.&JO..U'1l-U -<Cu-

913 1'178 

' 
I \ ~ 

COMMENT 

..: 
o.-- ' ..:o. 
o..z 

87 

93 

I 

rnPVALll~ ATRP~QT nn22'iri 43 STP --------------------·-------------· _..;.__ ---------·- '3 

Jll'.l<TJ"" rJTV 272 0579 96 

'i '18 nn2876 84 STP JMP 1 13n 1278 97 
. ·········:·--·-·-·--······-·····-:····---.. -··-··-···· ... ···· 

sTP,I"IT 3 583 1'!479 ion 

<;TP !MP 'I --··-·-··"··-···-···-·-·------·----·---.. ··-----.------_:, ___ , ______________________ :._ _____ _. .............. ···-·····-'·--····-··· nn22'l9 355 0679 101 ...................... ~·····.,-·- .... ,. ..................... _ ... 

' 6, 7 ""'I\ k" L" ~'"" nn?149 47 STP T~P 1 104 
... -------. ·-----
t;.•r:1.1Pf'lPT 

STP JMP 'I 61n n1sn. l 'l 5 

-· 1223 1278 106 

1n2n11 '1] STP JMP 3 ln9 

1n22s1 '11 ST"P !MD 3 '62 0579 11 'l 

' 47'1 ri11i::-11~ nn290~ 63 STP JMP 3 113 0279 111 
-·--.. ·------· .. ·--..,,.-------------------------------,-----

nn221s 16 STP I~P 2 2 58 107 B 115. 

rin2278 16 STP !~P 3 2sron n979 115 
•-'·····-·-··-····---··-·-·--··--·-·----- _, _______ ._. ------ . 

~?l M AL8AMY sn Nl\ 09 INT 3 1233 0179 116 
·---- --------~ 

'-'TLL \TTY NA 33 STP,J~T 3 709 0279 11.8 

r;FARHAOT N l\ STP 2 80 ()679 119 
·····-·-···---·- ·-··················· -·-----····-- ·····---·.-·-···-- .... - .... ·-··---·····-·· .. -·•·-----------·-··--·--·-···--.· _ _,. __ ,..."l •••• ,_,_,._ ............ _ ............ ___ ... , 

641 NA STP 6 3.2 n480 119· 
-~,. ·------···- -----

TNT 2 28 1278 122 
-· ••.....••• ----··-·---·---···-.--·- ............... --··-· .1. 

' 
····-······· ··-·· .... -······ ······-·-···-·· ........... , ··~····· .. ·-········· ..................................... _ ............. '" 

• 
!NJ 3 225 0779 122 ' ·········-----···-'"-·---·-···-·------·-·······..;·-·-----·--·-····--·-.·--·------····--· .......... , ___ ., __________ ., ____ , ____________ .... ---··-··- .. ,, ............. ,_,. ____ . 

"A 72 STP, J~lT 2 69 1178 123 

1? STP,!NT 3 551) 11879 123 

· ~IA STPo!~IT 1 362 !1479 125 

_________ . ________ _..;. ___________ , _____ _ 
······-~-.···· .......... ,., ..... •·····~ ·~···· .. . . .................. ' ..... '"'"" •· '\' .. 



~ 
u 

' ) 

',. 

. 
1 H 

.. 0 
0 

0 0 
UJ • 

rl'lt tth 1 

1-1-- ~· -ci: u- I- ···,.:.. ...J > 
:cw UJ. Ll..<C' •LI.. 

0... ''"":'-,I- t!JI-- ........ => ........... 
W 1-0V'I 0:::0::: 01-C::O 

:? t!:#E" Ir tli:T · 1 . 

a:: 
Q. - . 

c 0 
... :z PROJECT 

NPDES 
NO. 

a:: UJ 

"' 0 :z 0 
UJ u 

PROJECT 
DESCR. I- 1.1)0:::0 c(l.U X::UUJ:::C 

V> UJO..U'd-u_-<u- COMMENT a:: 0 a..:z 

STP•l'IT '3 

Ml .c;TP.I'l!T 

4'l <;TP, P.IT 2 

'l!A I ''T • ·r·<--~·-·-----------·-------..0.-
'102'17 l INT 

<;TP,!NT 3 

''"OT" '>Lii l "" I 'IT .............. - .. , .•... ·-·-.---........ ____ _ 
STP, !'H 2 

STP, INT 3 

INT l 

INT 2 

INT 3 

'.J] ·•779 

362 r:2so 

24 1 "78 

22() 1278 

454 '1579 

1Ar, 0479 

31 ()279 

362 1279. 

9 1178 

25 n779 

11 () 0480 

127 

127. ··' 

l 3:) 

130 

13() 

131 

132 

136 

139 ·------------.. 

140 

140 

141 i ·---'-------.... ·-·~ 

1 ... 

141 

•~q ~nn0~ ~nr~r sTP,!'l!T 1 164 n179 142 
-· --- --·---·-'--__: _____________ ;..;.__;_:__ __ ..;..._;:_:,_::.,;...---------~..:...-

11 <;TP, !'l!T 3 400 0279 143 

1'12256 43 STP J~P 3 294 0479 145 
........ ---··-····-····--·----···-···--·····-·-----·-·-····----·--·---··-··---·----··-·---·--·--·-·-·-···-·-·-.. ·----········- ·-·-··--········-···········11·····--······-···· ··--··-········•·-.··-

<;TP A11rO l 1 6 1fl78 146 

STP AllTO 2 45 0479 146 

STP 1\ 1/TO 3 332 '1180 .146 

'1'12614 STP f MD 3 1050 0579 147 

1'?1 l ~IT 33() 0379 148 
··········-···-··· ··;-··'- -·····'· ·--··············· . -·-···-···--···-· ···-·········-···--~-·-·······- ·--·······-···-.,-········ ···-·-······· .....•. .,, ................ , •••••••. - ........ '!'" • 

SR/ )Poff;"" NA .67 STp 9 !NJ 3 362 '1278 . 149 . 
... . ...... - ---·· ...... ·····- ---·--·-···--·----·-·-·-···---·---- ···--·-····-··-·····---·----·--····•· .. -· .. ·-·-·····--·-·--------------·-·--·-----·-·--···-··'.-:··-.-·-·--·-···-·~·~---·---·-···-···-··"··~-·--··-·-··'"•"''"'"·~····~~· ... ., ..... , ... _.,,.-.. 

14 STP,!NT 3 710 0479. 15 (j 

rlF TRI') TT . STP.rNT 1 1+51 D279 ............................... -............................. ,.. ..... -....................... , ......................... . 
TNT J 12 1178 154 

"""'"""""'""'""•••••H••''""''""'""'"'"'"""'""" 



t
u 
UJ ..., 
0 • 
er:: 0 
0.. z PROJECT 

.... 

NPDES 
NO ... 

.. 

. 
. "' UJ 

t!l 0 
zo 
UJ u 

PROJECT. 
DESCR. COMMENT 

er:: 
Q, - . cr::o 
11.Z 

................ '.C .. !.!"..L.s. • ..J!'_,__ ________ .~r, _______ . ..J.tu .. ____ ,2:, .......... .3.2 ... !.\5.l!J _______ , __ . ______ .. __ , l lj 4 

?r,s l?Rn 1. ?4 .. 

nn?l)Gl 11 <.TP JYP 
..... ...... ... ............................... ,. .................... . . .. . . )'?§ .. 11''6 0179 ........... .._. ·-·········"· ...... . 

S~l '"'~1r.c; rTTV ~I~ <.fP,T~IT 2 <;s .n~79 
------·-·-···-··---------- ·----·-'"'-'-.:!-.!.-''----"--·------

1r;z.._ 

r l T v ........ s.!P..~.r."'T .2 c;nr J ·112 ................. J?.J,. .. 

~cry 1-··--·--·--
1 . S'l~ 

! I) 1 '+ 

4 An 

4 i;n 

4 <; 9 

. - '"i ... --·· ............. . 

' 471 

4 71 

4 71 

'" 'Lro-r ~111FR~1r:-s c. 

• 

[/I '1!';r:'NT 

·----

44n f':l)79 1 r; A ..................... 

TNT 3 911 n279 159 

n02nl'I 67 <;TP .. FXP 3 272 11379 160 

198 1278 161 

""2627 <;TP FXP 3 14n3 n879 161 

,<;TP.JNT 1 451 0679 162 

~IA 2 163 

~IA 60 T ~IT 156 0879 163 

TMT 2 115 ln78 164 

INT 

"15 11'/8 165 

I ~IT 3 525 0679 165. 

"I II I NT 1 14 0379. 166 

~11\. INT 2 55 0879 166 

"IA TNT 3 41 <; 0280 .· 166 

STP, INT· 2 32 1078 167 ------·-··---------·--------------'--------

• F, n 1 

"!/I <;TP, T"!T "I .3A? n679 167 
. ., .. ., ...... -:-··: - ............................. ·······-····'-:-·· ............ ,,, . 

• W/ILL0WA LArr:- SA ~A STP,JNT 2 28 1078 168 .. --·- . -_____ ,_ __ --····-·------------------- -·- --------·-··--·-·-·------------------ -------'---·----------~----··-···--------··-··------------··· ...... ,__ ...... ______ ,_, ...... .:.-.:. .. ·-----··.-·--------- .................. -·- --· --q-•q. 

~IA --·--------------··-----
10?'164 STP JMP "I 

...... ·! 

212 0479 
..... ·---··------ 168 

169· ~8? 0479 

4Ml n·:n9 . I 7 n. 

. ... -.. - ..... ~-··· . ...... r. r · 



0 . z PROJECT 

'.,If\ DDr~\\T("r>..j 

· NPD~~ 
NO. 

~I I\ 

" 

0:: UJ 

"' 0 zo 
UJU 

PROJECT 
DESCR. 

l':TP TVP 

sro,1r--.1T 

"
UJ 
1-.,, 

.... '> ... 

? 

3 

'"' 0 0 
UJ • 
1-1-
<(u~ 
::C LU _...,,_ 
I- 0.,, 
.,, 0:: 0 
LU tL U 

66 0779 

1154 11579 

'\ 23'15 1'178 

'>32 O'i79 

~ 
c.: 

" . 0 . 
COMMENT c.: 0 a..z 

17 l . ... _,• 

17-

173 
I 

174 

175 

176 

S~6 L~PT~lr ~A 
......... ~ ---- ....... -··--··-··----··--··-------.... --·---

Pf\v rn o.f\y c;r-. NII 2 207 1279 178 

4~ c;rp, T"JT 19Af1 os0n 178 

<;TP JMP 2 29 0879 179 , 
... -··---~,...,--·-------·~-.-------~-----·--· .. ···-.. ----,·---~· --~ 

'ir-r.l._L c::"'-· c;ro T"P 241 .,r,ao 179 "'" ............. j· 

INT 2 17 1178 J 811 .............. ...... ) 

110 0'i79 ] 81" ---··--.. ··-·----··--' ,: 
I 
' 

3 1()61 1178 181 
.. , .. ,.,_ ...... 

NII "15 l'IT 177 0379 l{ 
........... 4 

! 

I 
........... -----·--····~ .. ·-· .•. .. ............ ,. ...... " .. " .......... '" .......... '':"'..! 

. : 

\ 
• ,,,.,, • . •••••- • "''''••--••'••- ,,.__,.,,,. ,.,,_.,._._ _____ ._.,,,, • .,, ___ ,,_, __ ,,.,.,,,.,., .. ,_,_, __________ , ____ ._ __ , __ ,_._,.,_ __ ,,_,.,,,,_,_~·••"">·•-· ,.,,., .... ., ,,__•.,•-•••••-•N•••N•o•"•"•••••••••M•••••,_••••.,•••>••0>0•••0"""'"'' N ................. ,, '"'"'"''P 

r--·-

.... : ... _ ..... _.;,._,_.,,.,. ..... ~~ 

-- - ""·-··• ••• • ····· ----··-•-••••-- • • "'"-··-•~.,., ..... ,. .. __ ._. _____ •••·--·-· ,.. __ _. ........ , ... , _ _.,._ ··-·--•-·--•-•-•-·--·-··~--·••- "m•-·----.-.. ., .... - ........ ""'-:•--·-·•·-·-" 
• • 

·------------~------------------·-··---

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

·-----------------...,-.-·----

................ ,..:.~ .... ·~ 



Environmental Quality Commission 
ROBERT W. STRAUB 

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

Contains 
Recycled 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item 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 (OAR 340-22) be 
amended as follows: 

1. 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 OAR 340-22-010(3) and (4)]. 

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% limit 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 is 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 pollution problem, and that 
future air quality attainment and maintenance strategies are likely to focus on 
residua 1 o i 1 . 
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Evaluation 

In response to the Commission's request, the Department 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 available. Following 
its adoption, it would be circulated by the Department to a wide variety of 
users and suppliers, and other interested parties. 

Summation 

l. 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 T. Greene;sw 
(503) 229-6087 
9-6-77 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Attachment: A - Proposed Policy Statement Concerning the 
Sulfur Content of Residual Oil 



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 iri the Portland Air Quality 
Maintenance Area (AQMA) regarding the Environmental Quality Commission's 
(EQC) position on more stringent sulfur content regulations for the 
Portland 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) Potent i a 1 increases in the use of high sulfur residua 1 o i 1 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 likely adoption of sulfate ambient air quality standards 
by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency during the early 
1980's. 

e) The need for future emission trade-offs in the Portland AQMA 
to allow for continued industrial growth. 

(2) 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 Apri 1 1979. 

c) Revisions to the State Implementation Plan for the Portland 
AQMA to be adopted by July 1979. 

(3) 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 
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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. 

(4) 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. 
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DEQ-46 

MEMORAl~DUM 

To: Environmental Q.uality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item L, September 23, 1977, EQ.C Meeting 

Background 

Staff Report - Consideration of Adoption of Revisions to 
OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-025 Pertaining to Noise Con tro 1 
Regulations for the Sale of New Snowmobiles 

Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 467, directs the Environmental Q.uality 
Commission to establish maximum permissible noise emission levels for 
various noise source categories. In 19711, the Commission set such levels 
for newly manufactured snowmobiles. 

This regulation, which was set forth in OAR 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 d8A 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 (OSSA). This petition, received 
on March 23, 1977, asks that the 75 dBA standard scheduled to take effect 
in 1979 for that and subsequent model year snowmobi Jes be deleted, and 
that the present 78 dBA standard be continued on a permanent basis. 

The petition offered the following justifications for this request: 

l. The present 78 dBA standard is sufficiently quiet to 
prevent environmental noise problems from exceeding 
negligible 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 resulting loss of sales. 
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3. Older snowmobi Jes, 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 OSSA 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 snm·imobi le user groups and other members of the pub! ic. 

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 (ISIA), which represents 
seven of the eight manufacturers. 

Al 1 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 

II 

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 snowmobi Jes." 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 s nowmob i I e that w i 1 l s e 1 l. " 

The ISIA representative noted that Oregon commands only 
one-half of one percent (.5%) of the national snowmobile 
market. In 1976, this amounted to sales of about 1,000 
new snowmobiles. 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. 
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The lifetime of a "typical" snowmobile was estimated 
by industry to be about seven or eight years. Although 
snowmobiles were probably not designed to last this long, 
use rs are keeµi ng 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 snowmobi !es 
can be purchased for prices of just under $1000 to 
approximately $3000. 

The industry association (ISIA) submitted a copy of a 
doctoral thesis which studied the characteristics of 
noise emissions, noise 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 Jl92(a) test procedure (the same 
procedure Oregon's standard is based upon), should 
be seriously considered. 

fie 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 comply·lng 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, including DEQ, the 
average sound level of al I vehicles taken together 

·would be slightly higher than the legislated level. 
For example, the ISIA representative submitted data 
which indicated that because manufacturers certify 
?ome of their vehicles 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 complying 
vehicles slightly higher than 75 dBA. 

The author then examined the relationship of "legislated 
level" to actual average level, with the 2 dBA tolerance 
eliminated. He referred to this approach--elimination 
of any to lerance--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 result 
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 
tolerance available. 

The ISIA representative presenting this thesis in his 
testimony apparently misinterpreted the meaning of the 
term "strict enforcement" as used by the author. Staff 
be 1 i eves that the representative thought the· term 
referred to a~tual enforcement actions that agencies 
could take, such as implementing certification programs 
and the I ike. He therefore reached the erroneous 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 \~as merely comparing two different 
"legislated" dBA standards and showing that by manipu
lating the allowable tolerances, they both could result 
in an overall average sound level of 75 dBA. 

2. Snowmobile Users' and Dealers' Testimony 

Approximately six Oregon snowmobile dealers and many 
more snowmobile users presented testimony supporting 
the petition. 

As noted, the petitioner stated that the present 78 dBA 
snowmobile is quiet enough to reduce environmental noise 
problems to negligible levels. 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 snowmobile activity takes place on 
National Forest land, small portions of BLM land, and 
other areas oi' 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
i~g the benefits of trai 1 and area designations on 
public lands for exclusive snowmobile use. However, 
it 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 snowmobiles would not be 
avai ]able in Oregon after 1978 if the OSSA petition 
was denied. The industry's position that they would 
not build special snowmobiles for the Ore~on market 
evidently had a convincing effect on the dealers. 

Most dealers were questioned about the lifetime of 
older, noisier snowmobi Jes. They said that because 
replacement parts were difficult to obtain for older 
models, when such a model was traded in toward the 
purchase of a new snowmobile, it would normally be 
junked to obtain parts. Thus, older models would 
not be re-sold as used vehicles, resulting in the 
overall population of these older models quickly 
decreasing. 

No consensus was reached on the average lifetime 
of a snowmobile. Many thought three to four years 
was typical. However, variability is great because 
of differences in individual use. We noted that 
the industry representative thought seven to eight 
years was typical. 

Much 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 -Z5 mph) in order to 
enjoy the scenery. The average user was portrayed 
as being middle-aged or older, with perhaps small 
children or grandchildren. 

On the other hand, some users enjoy operating at 
high speeds through unpacked snow in rough terrain. 
Fifty-foot noise emission levels for current snow
mobile models range from approximately 73 dBA at 
15 mi Jes per hour to 78 dBA at wide-open-throttle. 
Thus, the operational mode of the snowmobile is 
important in determining environmental noise levels. 
Variabi Jity 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 focused 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 middle age and older 
people wanted quieter snowmobi Jes if 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 operators and passengers. 
It is estimated that 1976 model snowmobiles subject 
the operator and passengers to noise levels between 
95 and JOO dBA. Notwithstanding the potential for 
possible hearing damage, these levels are probably 
objectionable to some users. 

3. 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 dUA was a reasonable standard with which manu
facturers could comply. It 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 thai1"'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 snowmobi Jes. 
He also pointed 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 
I imi t. 

An evaluation of the noise certification data sub
mitted by the largest Marth America snowmobile manu
facturer yielded some interesting results in this 
regard. 

Noise certification levels for twenty 1977 model 
snowmobiles were examined. Of 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. 
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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-five percent exceeded a strict 
78 dBA standard and thus had to fall back on the 2 dBA 
tolerance in order to be certified. 

4. Environmental Protection Agency Testimony 

Testimony was offered by a representative from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency's Region X Office. 
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 excee<l" !eve l of 76 dBA, the consensus was 
that such a level would be achievable 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 
modifications. 

Although the 1979 Oregon standard is a "regulatory" 
level of 75 dBA and a "not to exceed" I eve I 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 snowmobi Jes 
as a major noise source category, it would have to adopt 
snowmobile noise emission standards. These standards 
would then be preemptive of any non-identical state or 
local regulations. Thus, Oregon's standards for new 
snowmobi Jes could be preempted in the future by Federal 
regulations. 

Discussion 

Generally, the snowmobile industry stated that it would not bui Id special 
models to meet Oregon's 75 dBA standard. They justified this by pointing 
out that only five states presently have snowmobile standards more 
stringent than the present 78 dBA standard. Of these, Minnesota, New York, 
Rhode Island and Connecticut are scheduled to drop to 73 dBA in 1977 and 
1978. Oregon wi II dror to 75 dBA beginning in model year 1979. 

The doctoral thesJs offered as testimony by the snowmobile industry did 
not convince the Department that the present 78 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. 

Snowmobiles certified as meeting the .current 78 dBA standard-- i .e., those 
certified with the 2 dBA tolerance available--produce a weighted sound 
level average,1·1hen taken together, of 78. l dBA. Thus, the regulated I imi t 
of 78 dBA with the 2 dBA tolerance in use, produces an overall average 
slightly above the regulated 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 should 
be considered to be an urgent one, especially while many noisier snow
mob i l es remain in use." 

Many of the conflicts between user groups of the wintertime outdoors are 
now being resolved 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 
land 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 
prob 1 ems that now remain. However, al though older, noisier snowmob i l es 
are gradually being replaced by quieter models, the lifetime of these older 
vehicles is long. Due to increased initial costs, they are often maintained 
until replacement parts are no longer available. 

Summation 

The petition submitted by the Oregon State Snowmobile Association 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 wi 11 not produce snowmobiles 
that meet a 75 dBA standard, and (c) 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 snowmobile 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: 
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1. The present 78 dBA standard is not adequate to reduce 
environmental noise caused by snowmobi Jes 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. 

2. Land use controls, although helpful, cannot be depended 
upon to resolve al 1 user group conflicts. Noise 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 wi 11 no 
longer be possible. 

3. The technical means exist to construct 75 dBA snowmobiles. 
However, not a 11 makes and mode ls 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 their present models 
for sale in Oregon. 

4. 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 level 
would need no changes, and thus would not incur increased 
weight or cost penalties. 

5. Oregon dealers recognize the market for quieter snow
mob i !es. 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 avail
able, due to non-comp! iance of many (approximately 
65 percent) model types. It is possible that the lack 
of model choice could discourage some sales. 

6. The average lifetime of a snowmobile 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 snowmobile noise and will be 
determining whether new product noise emission 
standards below the present 78 dBA level are 
necessary. If such a Federal standard is 
adopted, it would preempt any non-identical 
state standard. 

Di rector 1 s J<ecommendat ion 

It is the Di rector's recommendation that the Commission adopt the fol lo~ving: 

I. Deny the Oregon State Snowmobile Association 
petition asking that new vehicle noise 
standards for 1979 and subsequent model year 
snowrnobi !es, 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 snow
mobi !es, as attached, such that the 75 dBA 
standard is not effective unti I 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. 

John Hector;dro 
229-5989 
9/2/77 
Attachment: I. Proposed Tab le A 

Uf&(( 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

New Motor Vehicle Standards 



Proposed Amendments 

TABLE A 

New Motor Vehicle Standards 

Moving Test At 50 Feet (15 .2 meters) 

Vehicle Type 

Motorcycles 

Snowmobiles as defined 
in ORS 481.048 

Truck in excess of 
10,000 pounds 

(4536 kg) GVWR 

Automobiles, light trucks, 
and all other road 
vehicles 

Bus as defined under 
, ORS 481. 0 30 

Effective For 

1975 Model 
1976 Model 
1977-1982 Models 
1983-1987 Models 
Models after 1987 

1975 Model 
1976-1978 Models 
Models after [1'978] 1980 

1975 Model 
1976-1981 Models or Models manufactured 
after Jan. l, 1978 and before Jan. l, 1982 
Models manufactured after Jan. l, 1982 and 
before Jan. l, 1985 
Models manufactured after Jan. l, 1985 

1975 Model 
1976-1980 Models 
Models after 1980 

1975 Model 
1976-1978 Models 
Models after 1978 

Attachment 
Agenda I tern L 
September 23, 1977 
EQC Meeting 

Maximum Noise 
Level, dBA 

86 
83 
81 
78 
75 

82 
78 
75 

86 

83 

80 
, (Reserved) 

83 
80 
75 

86 
83 
80 
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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, OSSA) 
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. OSSA 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 OSSA 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 light of such technology and listening experience as the future may 
bring. 

l. The sale of new snowmobiles 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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2. As the population of older snowmobiles 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. 

3. Manufacturers have made Promethian reductions in sound levels of snow
mobiles at a competitive rate which has left their 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. While no statistics are available, it is probable 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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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. 

10. Users of snowmobiles prefer to ride the quieter models,, prov·idcing a st,rong 
marketing incent.ive to the industry to try hard in the area of sound 
reduction. 

l l . Today 1 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 out 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 mill ion 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 snowmobiles, 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 Stoneh ill. 

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. 45% 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. l 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 throttle. 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. 
dBA, a 78 dBA snowmobile can be detected 
terrain. Yamamoto 

Based on an ambiant level of 40 
at one half mile away on flat 

The rapidity of the phase out of older, noisier vehicles will be somewhat 
contingent on the degree to which prices rise for new machines. It noise 
control requirements force the price of new vehicles up to 23 or 2400 
dollars, many will repair their old vehicles and try to get one more year 
out of them. It is getting increasingly difficult to get parts for 1 68, 
1 69 and '70 model machines. Many more people find snowmobiles acceptable 
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 Snowmobile 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 club 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. 

Deschutes County enjoys the best snowmobiling areas and weather in the 
State. Snowmobiling is one of the three large winter sports activities. 
The OSSA 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 snowmobile. 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. If 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 a steady basis to reduce noise and may 
one day be able to meet tougher standards. The present Scorpion models 
weigh about 385 lbs. Ed Graves 



- 6 -

Most riders do wear some type of ear protection; sucb .. 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 legitimately 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 snowmobile 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 appliances 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 st i 11 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. 440 cc is about 
the largest available. It gives more horsepower than the 800 cc engine of 
a few years ago. Newer snowmobiles 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 1 i quid coo 1 ed and much quieter. It is more heavy than those of the 1 ast 
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 
cooled engines. 

On al 1 night snowmobile search .parties for missing skiers or snowmobi lers 
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 wild! ife from snowmobiles. 

Most riders in Klamath County do not wish to go into the wilderness areas. 
There are many unknown dangers, such as prec1p1ces, 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 snow, 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 ruled 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 liquid 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 approach to resolving 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. If 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 1 imit. There is the 
entire question of possible effects on wild! ife 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 

R~:ltively Submitted, 

~LJ/J?~ 
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 (OSSA) 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 7able 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 proposal is as follows: 

• 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 past three 

years, 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. S. Environ-

mental Protection Agency in March 1976 it was 

revealed that snowmobiles emitting 78 dB(A) 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 50 feet away when measured at wide open throttle. 

Inside a regular home the level would be 45-47 dB(A). 



Normal conversation at three 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. S., Canada and Japan has 

already begun. For technological and economic 

reasons, all 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 snowmobiles in Oregon after mid-1978. 

Without new machines to sell, it is unlikely that 

Oregon snowmobile dealers will continue in the 

business. 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 

contribution of noise to the Oregon environment will 

occur as older, noiser models are junked and leave the 

trails, and as the percentage of quiet 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 
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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 sought to be amended, in addition to the 

petitioner, include: 

Mr. Darrell Ferns, President 
Oregon State Snowmobile 

Association 
50475 Fremont Highway 
LaPine, Oregon 97739 

//~ /6ic;i-:{F~ 
Dr. Kenneth Haevernich 
Route 2 "!?ox I ) (,,, IC. 
Lebanon, Oregon 97355 
Petitioner 



Industrial and Cor111:1ercial Regulations 
\Pa~e H 

j> 

TABLE l\ 

New Motor'Vehicle Standards 

Moving Test l\t 50 Feet (15.2 meters) 

Vehicle Type 

Motorcycles 

Snowmobiles as defined 
in ORS 401.040 

Truck in excess of 
10,000 pounds GVWR. 

J\utomobiles, light trucks, 
and all other .road 
vehicles 

Bus as defined under 
ORS 401.030 

Effective For 

1975 Model 
1976 .Model 
1977-1982' Models 
1903-1987 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, 1982 
Models manufactured after Jan. 1, 1982 and 
before Jan. 1, 1985 
llodels manufactured after Jan. 1, 1985 

1975 Model 
1976-1980 Models 
Models after 1980 

1975 Model 
1976-1978 Models 
Models after 1978 

Maximum Noise 
Level, dBl\ 

06 
83 
81 
78 
75 

82 
78 

(75) 

86 

83 

80 
(Reserved) 

83 
80 
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. 

E 11 i s, Gerette 

Ferns, Dar re 11 

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 

* Not supportive of Petition 

** Signed up but declined to testify 

Add: McClellan, David'lt 

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 

Ellis 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. (LaGrande) 

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. (Portland) 

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 

Former member of Michigan Snowmobile Club 



HEARING REPORT ATTACHMENT C 

STA1'EMEN'I' OF THE 

IN'l'ERNATIONAL SNOWMOBILE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION 

PRESENTED ·ro THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

JUNE 16, 1977 

POR'rLAND, OREGON 

In the Matter of a 
Proposed Rules Amendment for 
Decibel Standards for 
New Snowmobiles 
OAR 340-35-035 

Ladies and gentlemen, my name is 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 lists 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, "Safety Standards for Snow-

mobile Product Certification" which contains the current safety 

standards of the SSCC which are adhered to by the manufacturers 

of over 90% of the snowmobiles prod~ced for sale in North America. 

The standards include this sound emission standard on page 11: 

"'rhe 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 Jll61, 'Operational Sound Level Measure-
ment Procedure for Snow Vehicles'' and, the 
sound pressure level for snowmobiles manufactured 
after February 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 Jl92a, 'Exterior Sound Level for 
Snowmobiles' Class I competitive snoo/mobiles 
are exempted from this requirement.• 

The next documents are SAE Recommended Practice Jll61 and 

SAE Recommended Practice Jl92a, 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 regulation 

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 
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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 State of Oregon, its snowmobile sound level regulation is being 

enforced by the SSCC employment of the United States Testing 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 year snowmobiles that 

had been certified to be in compliance with SSCC 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 certified by 

United States Testing Company to be in compliance with SSCC standards, 

and therefore Oregon's sound level regulation. Copies of all three 

letters are included for the record. 

The Wisconsin regulation which is before you, is submitted 

for your consideration for use in Oregon. We believe independent 

enforcement of safety standards, i~cluding sound emissions, is very 

important, not only to snowmobilers, but also to the public at large. 

The statement of the SSCC 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 Jl92a, eliminates 
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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 dB(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 is 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 six 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 not typical) at only fifty feet 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 from 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 away 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 is that these machines are not audible at al1 

in such circumstances, even during periods of sleep. 

A bench mark for understanding noise is that normal con

versation at three feet is 70 dB(A). 
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All of Canada regulates snowmobile sound emissions at 78 dB(A). 

All snowbelt states presently accept 78 dB(A) level machines without 

problems. In March 1977 Montana repealed its requirement that 

snowmobiles go below 78 dB(A) in the future. Minnesota completed 

hearings last week on a proposal to extend its present 78 dB(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: 

"It 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: 
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''It should be pointed out that the recommendation 
that, on the average, snowmobiles should meet a 
75 dB(A) limit, (as per SAE Jl92a), 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 d 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 dB(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. Scorn's findings which 

I just quoted. First, the means are at hand to strictly enforce the 

current 78 dB(A) regulation in Oreg9n. 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. Scorn'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 quiet 

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. Scorn'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 quote from a statement of Jack P. Maloney, Executive 

Secretary of MINNTOUR, an organization of twenty-three ski touring 
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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 equitably 
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, 
quieter 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 
safeguards 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 

-7-



utilized for good snowmobile trails and use f acili
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 competing 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 Oregon which acreage 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 a~e 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 tails 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. 
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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) is 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 

families who will have no product to sell. 

• Oregon snowmobilers who will not be able to replace 

their old machines. It is not likely they will be 

able to get service or parts, because dealers can

not live on maintenance business alone. 

• The many miles of recreational trails in Oregon are 

likely to deteriorate when snowmobile registration 

and tax moneys dry up. Non-snowmobile users of these 

trails are likely to lose them. 

• Individual motel, restaurant, resort and 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. In that process, the communities 

which they nurture will wither. 

• A healthy and enjoyable form of outdoor recreation in 

which thousands of Oregonians participate will be denied 

to them, unless they snowmobile in British Columbia, 
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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 snowmobiles are no longer 

generating sound level complaints. 

We, therefore, call upon you to stick with acceptance of 

a 78 dB(A) regulation, and strictly'enforce it through the adoption 

of a regulation identical to the Wisconsin tegulation which I have 

already submitted for the record. 

Thank you for your attention. I will be glad to try to 

answer any questions you may have. 
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HEARING REPORT ATTACHMENT D 

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 
snowmobile 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. For 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 their brand name and 
according to their design. '.. 

While Arctic's principal business is 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 Silverline brand name. 

Arctic is not prepared to meet the 75 dBA sound requirements 
as currentiy~wrTti::~en~ In Oregon's administrative rules 
governing sound emissions from snowmobiles. 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 56701 TELEPHONE: 681-1147 AREA CODE: 218 
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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 
snowmobiles. Neither the snowmobile users nor those 
who are near usage areas will receive benefits equal 
to the necessary 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 ih 1972 versus $1900 for the 
l977-78 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 sod~d 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. 
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I strongly request that the current Oregon administrative 
rules governing sound emissions from snowmobiles requiring 
the 1979 models meet 75 dBA be deleted and that 78 dBA 
be substituted in its place. 

la 

Very truly yours, 

ARCTIC ENTERPRISES, INC. 

0£iJ a (2,_, ___ 
/~ 

,/ 
,_,_.. ,Tohn C. Penn 

President 

.. · 



BOMBARDIER LTEE/LTD 

Groupe des produits recreatifs 
Recreational Products Group 

Valcourt, Ou6., Canada, JOE 2LO 
Telephone 15141532-2211 
C.3ble Bombarsnow, T€1ex 05 I 832550 

Vu!court, Oue., Ci!nada, JOE 2LO 
Telephone (514) 532-2211 
Cable Bornbarsnow, Telex 05 I 832550 

Bombardier Limited•s Position Paper to the Oregon Environmental 

Q-uality Commission. June 1977. Snowmobile Sound Levels. 

BOMBARDIER LIMITED as manufacturer of both Ski-Doo and Moto-Ski 

snowmobiles, brand names which have achieved approximate I y 30% 

of todays• North American snowmobil.-<;> market, welcomes the oppor-

tunity of participation in this hearing and hereby endorses the industry 

position and recommendations, as set forth by the International Snow-

mobile Industry Association and the Snowmobile Safety and Certification 

Committee. 

In addition, we fully realize the benefits of this hearing both for our-

selves and the Commission in that it represents tile traditional practices 

and opinions and provides opportunity to eliminate or modify many of 

the •sacred cows• relating to snowmobile sound levels. 

In 1969, al I 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. 
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BOMBARDIER LTEE/LTD 

Groupe des produits recreatifs 
Recreational Products Group 

2 ••• 

Valcourt, Que., Canada, JOE 2LO 
T818phone 1514) 532-2211 
C<'lble Bombarsnow, T81ex 05 / 832550 

Valcollrt, Que., Canada, JOE 2l0 
1 elephone {514) 532-2211 
Cable Bombarsnow, Telex 05 I 832550 

However, eight years have passed and with them hundreds of 

thousands of dollars in development and implementation of standards 

addressed to the ultimate 1 quiet snowmobile•. 

Today, we, as 98% of other snowmobile manufacturers, build our 

machines to conform to 73 dBA at 1 Sm. when measured in accordance 

with recommended practice J1161. In addition, we also conform to 

78 dBA at 1 Sm. when measured in accordance with practice J 192A. 

It should be noted that even with today's technological advances, that 

compliance with such standards is not an easy task to achieve when faced 

with economica~safety1 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, submitted technological recommen-

dations to lower snowmobile sound levels. Upon completion of the 

incorporation of such technology into existing current models, the 

d3A of one model increased by I dBA over the standard model. The 

second model which underwent three stages of technological change, 

lowered 0. 4 dBA. 

GROUPE BOMBARDIEH·MLW I ROMRARDIEn Ml W GROUP 
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BOMBARDIER LTEE/LTD 

Groupe des produits recrt?atifs 
Recreational Products Group 

Valcourt, Que_, Canado, JOE 2LO 
Telephone (514) 532-2211 
Cilb!e Bornbarsnow, Telex 05 / 832550 

VnJcourt, Que., Canada, JOE 2LO 
Telephone {514) 532-2211 
Cable Bombarsnow, Telex 05 / 832550 

Our list of research projects goes on; all, however, achieving no 

noticeable decrease in sound levels. Thus, in view of this, we 

comment that a sound level of 75 dBA as measured by S. A. E. 

J192A, is totally unattainable by Bombardier Limited and, plead, 

on behalf of snowmobi lers in the State of Oregon, adopting of the 

recommended practice Jl 161. 

UY BERTRAND, Eng. 
Vice-President 
Research & Development. 

June 2, 1977. 

GROUPE BOMBARDIER MLW I 80MllAnDIEl1 MLW GROUP 
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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 Equipment as well as John Deere Snowmobiles, 

Deere & Company has manufactured snowmobiles 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 organization 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 noise limits should be established only at levels 

for which a need has been shown to exist. The ·level established should 

be based on the best available and well documented studies concerning 

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 beyond recognized need, and that a 78 dB(A) limit 

(per SAE Jl92a) is responsive to that need. The apparent lack of recent 

noise complaints seems to substantiate the reasonableness of this position. 



Deere & Cor11pany btaten1cnt on 

··.Amendment Lo OAR-340-35-035 
Table A Noise Regulations - Snowmobiles 

J: ... age 1 ... 01 ..> 

25 May 1977 

We feel there are several reasons why the 75 dB{A) limit {per SAE Jl92) 

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 (ISIA) staterrient 

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 snowmobiles are replaced by current 

78 dB(A) machines, average noise t"evels will be further reduced. 

The low number of noise complaints which might be experienced today 

should thereby be eliminated. 

Even though it may be technically feasible for John Deere to achieve 

sound levels of 75 dB(A) per SAE Jl92, it is not feasible to manufacture 

and distribute these snowmobiles for our Oregon customers. A special 

machine modified to meet Oregon sound levels would 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 additional cost would exceed $250 list which cannot be justified. 

'II, 



Deere &: Company Slatcmcnt on 
Amendment of OAR-340-35-035 
Table A Noise Regulations - Snowmobiles 

Page 3 of 3 
25 May 1977 

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 Motors Company, U.S.A. makes 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 ~ogether in a unique manner in 

which acoustical energy from the multiple sources 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 noise 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). The same applied for 

unsophisticated early exhaust systems. It is important 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 combustion 

noise. 

To illustrate, if intake noise and exhaust in our example were 

hypothetically decreased by an additional 3 dB, it would result in 

only a .5 dB(A) overall noise reduction. However, the 3 dB(A) noise 

reduction would result in a 50 percent production cost increase of 

exl1aust and intake systems. 



i . 

From this illustration, the predominance and significance of engine 

noise becomes very evident. 

There are two basic approaches to solving this problem. One is 

to prevent transmission of the noise emitted by the engine by means 

of an engine enclosure. The second is to control the noise at its 

souroe. 

Major problems arise in applying an effective engine enclosure 

because of the requirement for cooling 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 instanc-es resulted in 

potential safety hazards. 

We have concluded that the most fruitful approach to su~cessfully 

further attack the noise problem is to decrease the engine noise level. 

In our estimation, it would require an additional 5 dB(A) of engine 

noise reduction to meet the Oregon requirement of 75 dB(A). 

It is a very costly engineering task to research the modal character

istics of engine surf aces as a source of noise 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 in heavy 

engine structure designs will not be acceptable to consumers. 

In spite of this heavy burden in research cost, Kawasaki Motors 

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. 
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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 allowable 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 possible since each pound of excess weight is a detriment, and 
can be a health hazard to some people if 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 reliability, 
light weight, and performance characteristics. 

As stated above,.we have done an acceptable job 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 wittwut allowing noise to 
escape. 

A snowmobile 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 low 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 
limits. 

In the fall of 1976, Scorpion responded to a request by Cambridge Collabora
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 
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Level One to be 77dBA regulation 

Level Two to be 74dBA regulation 

Level Three to be 72dBA regulation 

1 evel 

1 evel 

level 

We physically tried to do the things recommended by Cambridge Collabora-
tive for Level One. The recommendations did not reduce the noise from 
78dBA on our snowmobile. 

The 75dBA scheduled for 1979 models by the Oregon law is closest to the 
requirement of Level Two. 

Our best estimate of the cost of reaching Level Two (assuming 
Cambridge Collaborative recommendations would work) was $285. 
estimating how weight could be saved throughout the sled, our 
that the snowmobiles would increase by 16 to 20 pounds. 

that 
Even after 

estimate was 

In summary, we do not at this time know. how to design a practical, usable, 
performing, salable snowmobile having a .. noise level of 75dBA as measured 
by SAE J-192. Should the 75dBA limitation stay in effect, SCCJ.rE.ion would 
have to decide whether to abandon the Oregon market or try to make a 
model (s)' v1nicncoffformed - if we were able to meet the 75dBA sound level, 
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 Technical 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 like 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 reduce snowmobile noise, and have 

succeeded in reducing the noise levels of all our consumer 

snowmobiles 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 

only 34 dBA at 900 feet. When this level is compared with an 

ambient wild area noise level of 45 dBA it is apparent that 



current snowmobiles pose no threat t-0 the peace and quiet of the 

winter outdoors. 

Second, current snowmobiles are so designed as to minimize sound 

emissions. Further reductions, while perhaps possible, would 

require a complete redesign of the snowmobile. Modification of 

current 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 such a snowmobile will not be practical, 

useable, or commercially saleable. Such a snowmobile is obviously 

unacceptable. 

Third, if we are faced with designing an unacceptable snowmobile 

solely for Oregon we will not do so. Canada and most states 

require a level of 78 dBA, with no further noise level reductions 

planned. Of those states that have required lower than 78 dBA 

levels, the trend is to change the final required level to 78 dBA. 

We cantiot and will not totally redesign our snowmobiles to produce 

an unacceptable snowmobile because of the State of Oregon. Oregon 

is an extremely 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 will force us 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 

NR 6.01 Purpose 
NH. 6.02 Applicability 
NR 6.03 Definitions 
NR 6.04 Severability 

NR 6.05 Department approval 
NR 6.06 Modification 
NR 6.07 Inspection 
NR 6.08 Testingcriteria 

NR 6.01 Purpose. The purpose of this chapter is to establish 
procedures for certification of snowmobile equipment standards purM 
suant to section 350.09, Wis. Stats. 

Hiatoi-y: Cr. Register, February, 1977, No. 254, eff. 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. 

History: 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" (noise) means total noise emission from the 
entire snowmobile. 

( 4) "Headlamp" has the meaning designated in section 340.01 (21), 
Wis. Stats. 

(5) "Tail lamp" has the meaning designated in section 340.01 (66), 
Wis. Stats. 

History: Cr. Register, February, 1977, 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 
unconstitutional for any reason, the remainder of this chapter shall 
not be affected thereby. 

History: Cr. Register, February, 1977, No. 254, eff. 3-1-77. 

NR 6.05 Department approval. (1) No snowmobile manufactured 
after January 1, 1977 may be sold or offered for sale by any manufac
turer, distributor or dealer in the state of Wisconsin unless such 
snowmobile is constructed so as to meet the requirements of section 
350.09, Wis. Stats. Proof of compliance with the foregoing require
ments shall be in the form of either: 

(a) A Snowmobile Safety and Certification Committee, Inc. certi
fied label conspicuously attached to the snowmobile, showing that 
such snowmobile meets the requirements of section 350.09, Wis. 
Stats., or 

(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 
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14-6 WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 

1. 1'he description and model number of the snolNn10Lile t.o be 
approved; 

2. A copy of the test results required by Wis. Adrn. Code section NR 
6.08 done 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 S.S.C.C. label conspicuously attached, 
showing that said snowmobile meets the requirements of section 
350.09, Wis. Stats., and has been tested in accordance with the 
provisions of Wis. Adm. Code section NR 6.08, or 

(b) Certification has been 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, 1977, 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 its 
conformance with the requirements of section 350.09, Wis. Stats., 
without resubmission of the modified snowmobile for approval in the 
same manner as required for the original snowmobile. 

History: 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) SOUND LEVEL LIMIT. (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, Fehruu~y. 1977, No. 254 
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(b) The total vehicle noise produced by every snowhobile 1nanufa('
tured after .July 1, 1975 and offered for sale or sold in the state of 
\\'isconsin shall not exceed 78 dB on an A weighted network at 50 feel 
when measured in <iccordance with the procedures required herein. 

(c) The sound level requirements and testing criteria of the Society 
of Automotive Engineers Technical Report J192a, as amended 1975, 
shall be adhered to in certifying compliance with snowmobile sound 
level requirements. 

(2) HEADLAMP 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 Auton1otive Engineers Technical Report 
J280, as amended 1973, shall be adhered to. 

(3) TAIL LAMP REQUIREMENTS. After February 12, 1970 the tail 
lamp (s) on a snov.·mobile 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 
Engineers Technical Report J192a, entitled "Exterior Sound Levels 
for Snowmobiles"; 1973 Society of Automotive Engineers 1~echnical 
Report J280, entitled "Snowmobile Headlamps"; and 1972 Society of 
Automotive Engineers Technical Report J279, entitled "Snowmobile 
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
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 
15096. 

(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; 

(b) The Office of the Secretary of State, Capitol, Madison, Wiscon
sin; 

(c) The Office of the Revisor of Statutes, Capitol, Madison, Wis
consin. Copies may also be obtained from the Snowmobile Safety and 
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, February, 1977, No. 2r,4 
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HEARING REPORT ATTACHMENT F 

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 ft) when measured in accordance with SAE Rec-

commended Prace Jll61, "Operational Sound Level Measurement 

Procedure for Snow Vehicles;" and, the sound pressure level for 

snowmobiles manufactured after February 1, 1975 shall not exceed 

78 decibels on the "A" scale (78 dBA) at 15. m (50 ft) when measured 

in accordance with SAE Recommended Practice Jl92a, "Exterior. 

Sound Level for Snowmobiles." Class I Competitive snowmobiles 

are exempted from this requirement. 

( 
) 



HEARING REPORT ATTACHMENT G 

STATEMENT OF THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

PRESENTED TO THE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

JUNE 16, 1977 

PORTLAND, OREGON 



MR. HEARING 0FFltER: 

Goon AFTERNOON, I AM DEBORAH YAMAMOTO, NoISE CONTROL REPRESENTATIVE 

FOR THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 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 J WOULD BE HAPPY TO 

RESPOND TO ANY OF YOUR QUESTIONS, 

IN RESPONSE TO THE. GROWING NATIONAL CONERN OVER NOISE, THE 

U.S. CONGRESS ENACTED THE NOISE CONTROL AcT OF 1972 <PL 92-574). 
lN 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 N01SE 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) IS 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, · \.VHICH 

TO THE FEDERAL REGULATION GOVERNING THE PRODUCT, 

IS NOT IDENTIFCAL 

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)(l), 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 NOISE 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, {T 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 SNOW~OBIL~S APPEARS TO HAVE BEEN CONSIDERABLY REDUCED, 

A PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF SNOWMOBILE NOISE REDUCTION 

TECHNOLOGY INDICATES THE NOISE FROM NEW SNOWMOBILES COULD BE REDUCED 

TO 73 DB(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 TO 6% PRICE INCREASE) AND THE ADDITIONAL WEIGHT. 

PENALTY WOULD FAR OUTWEIGH ANY BENEFIT REALIZED. THE ESTIMATED 

WEIGHT PENALTY COULD BE APPROXIMATELY 20 POUNDS, SOME MANUFACTURERS 

HAVE" INDIEATED T8AT~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 DB(A) 
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REGULATORY LEVEL COULD RANGE FROM 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 FROM 100 TO 2000 
FEET, ALLOWING A 27 DB SOUND REDUCTION BY THE DWELLING UNDER 

WINTER CONDITIONS, SNOWMOBILE PASS-BY CAN RANGE FROM 20-45 DB(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, 

OUTDOOR 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 DB(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 DB(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 

IS 70 DB(A) OR GREATER DUE TO SNOWMOBILE OPERATIONS ALONE, IN 

THIS AREA THERE ARE APPROXIMATELY 19,000 PEOPLE WHOSE NOISE 

EXPOSURE IS ABOVE THE EPA IDENTIFIED SAFE LEVEL TO PROTECT AGAINST 

HEARING LOSS (YEARLY LEQ OF 70DB(A)) DUE TO SNOWMOBILE OPERATIONS 

ALONE. IT CAN BE EXPECTED THAT NEARLY HALF OF THESE PEOPLE WOULD 

EXPRESS EXTREME ANNOYANCE IF QUEST! ONED ABOUT THE No:t:se. 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, (J,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, 

PEOP.t:E 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 SNOWMOBILE 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 WHEM SOUND LEVELS EXCEEDED 60 DB(A), 

THE F'UNDAMENTAL ISSUE PRESENTLY UNDER CONSIDERATION BY THE 

AGENCY IS WHETHER SNOWMOBILES ARE A "MAJOR SOURCE OF NOISE" 

IN THE CONTEXT OF THE NOISE CONTROL AcT, NOT WHAT STANDARD SHOULD 

BE SET IF ONE IS DEEMED APPROPRIATE, SINCE SNOWMOBILE USE IS 

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 GOVERNORS IS 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. 

!F IT IS 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-Jl92A (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 JS AVAILABLE TO THE 

EPA JS TO IDENTIFY SNOWMOBILES AS A "MAJOR SOURCE OF NOISE" ON 

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 1976 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, 

Tl:IERE IS A H.IGH PROBABILITY THAT THE AVERAGE CUMULATIVE NOISE 

LEVELS ARE BELOW THE IDENTIFIED SAFE OR NO-EFFECT LEVEL, 

IF SNOWMOBILE NOISE JS THE OPERATORS ONLY SOURCE OF LOUD NOISE 

EXPOSURE' . HOWEVER, TH Is Is ONLY AN ESTIMATE s INCE DATA ARE NOT 

AVAILABLE TO MAKE A PROPER DETERMINATION, 

IN THIS LJGHT, ANOTHER OPTION WHICH IS BEING CONSIDERED JS TO 

REQUIRE LABELING OF SNOWMOBILES WITH REGARD TO THEIR IMPACT ON 

OPERATORS/PASSENGERS. lN THIS MANNER THE CONSUMER WOULD BE PROVIDED 

INFORMATION WHICH WOULD ALLOW HIM TO MAKE AN INFORMED PURCHASE 

CHOICE, fT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT SOME MANUFACTURERS, IN AN EFFORT 

TO REDUCE SIDELINE NOISE, RE-DIRECTED SOME OF THE SOUND TOWARD THE 

OPERATOR/PASSENGER posrrroN, As A RESULT OF THIS ACTION THERE rs 

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 EPA 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, 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

C:q1lf" i1r 
kecyck(! 
N\,-ile,idl·· 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
MIDWEST REGION 
16 OAKWAY MALL • EUGENE, OREGON • 97401 • Phone (503) 686-7601 

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 Mana9er 
on Significant On-Goinq 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 l through 7 (Attachment A). 

Th.~s is an information discussion. No specific, formal Environmental 
Quality Commission action is necessary. 

VJA,MD:ckw 
686-7601 
9/13/77 
Attachment A 

VERNER J. ADKISON 
MIDv!EST REGION MANAGER 



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, Blacketer and Associated, Ltd., will assume ownership of the 
plant 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. 

~Je are concerned that the facility retain a qualified operator to manage 
the facility. 

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 problem 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 initial 
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. 



-2-

This will be a techni"cal 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 supplies 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 problems 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 fi sli. One NP DES permit wi 11 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 faci 1 i ti es. This wi 11 
also require a DEQ permit. 

Lane County Solid Waste Proc:iram 

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 l,000 horesepower 
motors installed, and storage. bins. and structures now being completed. 
The shredder is now enroute to Eugene. The entire transfer facility should 
be completed by early November, at a cost of $2.l-million - counting 
equipment. The·DEQ contributed $1.5-million to the entire project in the 
form of a grant. 
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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 last 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-Sprinafield Air Quality Maintenance Area Activity 

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 Consultino Firm will conclude on 
October 1st. Included in that contract were home heatinq 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 meteoroloqy contract has been awarded to Science Applications, 
Inc., of LaJolla, California. This contract involves the analyzing 
of data from the Eugene-Springfield 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 strateqy. 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 

GQVtlNQll 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET, PORTLAND. OREGON 97205 Telephone (503) 229- 5395 

Con1ail1~ 

Recyd~,d 
M,11nri.'1ls 

DE0-1 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: EQC I/embers Date: September 16, 1977 

FROM: Wil 1 iam H. Young, Director 

SUBJECT: ToP.ics 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 lu~ch meeting involve items that you have already 
received written information on at various times during the last two months. 
I would 1 ike to remind you of those items here so that you 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 uecember 31, 1976--Review of 
audit comments. 

3. Legislative Action on DEQ's Budget Request, July 28, 1977-
Review of approved budget for 1977-79. 

4. Staff Evaluation of C2E ''Pollution D!scharge 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 1 ist at meeting and review important cases. 

2. Future EQC meeting dates and places N.ovember through January. 

3. Local items of concern--Vern Adkison wil I 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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4. Mitigation of Civil Penalty against Al Peirce Lumber Company, 
Coos Bay--Execution of mitigation orqer. 

5. Award cf Pollution Control Bond Sale. 

MJD:cs 



lane 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 

Ori behalf of the Board of County Commissioners we 
would request that an addition to the special repair 
permit fees.be considered and adopted. 

Immeqiately 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: 

RLB/gr 

''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 a~plicants receiving 
assistance throug the Farmers _!lom.e Administration 
section502~or""'$~04 roan ande!rant 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 is filed not later than 30 days after the 
date of written notification that the applicant's 
system has failed." 

' , 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
125 EAST STH /\VENUE I PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING EUGENE, OREGON 97401 I 15031 687-4061 



lane county 

September 21, 1977 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Roy L. Burn~Director 
Water Pollution Control Division/ 
Environmental Management Department - Lane County 

Moratorium on Subsurface and Alternative System 
Installation in the Dexter Area 

The request 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: 

l) 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 community 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 to continue to promote 
efforts to ultimately arrive at a regional sewage 
disposal solution· for the Lowell/D~xter area. 
Such an involvement could event(;itally lead to a vote 
on formation of some type of District for providing 
sewer service to the community of Dexter. 

OFFICE OF llff Id RECTOR / DEPAR ll';'IENl 01 ENVll10NMFNTAL MANAGEMENT I 1:1'> EASf f1TH AVE I EUGENE, OR 97401 I {b03) 687AOGb 



Memorandum 
September 21, 1977 
Page 2 

With thi.s hearing today on the establishment of a 
subsurface moratorium in the Dexter area, all four elements 
of the program adopted by the Lane County Commissioners 
are being implemented. 

Attached for your consideration are several informational 
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 
o~ the items required by ORS 454.685 to be 
evaluated during your tleliberations on establishment 
of the moratorium. 

2. A map indicating the proposed Dexter Moratorium 
boundaries. 

3. A written description of the proposed Dexter 
moratorium area boundaries. 

4. A petition requesting 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 September 20, 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 accompanying this memorandum are 
provided in the back of this .room. 

RLB/gr 
' / 



STAFF REPORT 
DEXTER MORATORIUM HEARING 

~ 
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 estab'lishment 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. 'I'he 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. Pres.ent and projected density of population. The 
community of Dexter has an estimated (1975) population 
of approximately 570 people. The population of Dexter 
is currently projected to increase slowly at a rate cons is-· 
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 (1975) 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 
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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. 

C. 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. 

D. Porosity and absorbency of soil. Soils' typical of much 
of the proposed moratorium area consists of silty clay 
loam over clay or clay cemented gravels. The low porosity 
and absorbency of these soils is evidenced by the 
presence of temporarily perched water at or near the 
ground surface (O to 24 inches) during much of the 
winter. 

The upper terrace east of the community of Dexter 
has dense clay soils over smooth 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; 

E. Geological formations adversely affecting subsurface 
sewa'i'e 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 geologic characteristics. 

F. 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. 

G. Climatic conditions. The climate of the proposed 
moratorium area is 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. 

H. 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. As 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 

I. Ty e of and proximity to existing domestic water 
supply sources. T e 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 Engineers operates 
a small water supply system utilizing Dexter Lake as 
a water source, but the service area of this system 
is 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 require the construction of water treatment 

·facilities to insure the potability of the water. 

J. 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. 

K. 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 marginally 
operating subsurface sewage disposal systems in the 
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 
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GCS/gr 

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 Control Division. 

5 of 5 
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, 0~£,.'.'. fl.' fi• fl/J:i 
) IN THE MATTER OF ESTABLIS~i~G JUN 1 . . 

1 ~ 
) A MORATORIUM ON COMSTRUCTlITH:I Wate, J 1977 • 

R E s 0 L u T I 0 N) PERMITS FOR SUBSURFACE SEWA~f: C, Pn''"';on 

) DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IM DEXTER, \ 1. 

) OREGON ' .. , .' 

77-6-8- 12' 

WHEREAS, the Lane County Environmental Health Division, in a May, 
1976, survey of on-site subsurface sewage disposal systems in the. 
unincorporated community of Dexter, Oregon found a la r~e percentage of these 
disposal systems to have failed or to be marginally operative, and 

WHEREAS, the Lane County lfater Pollution Control Division, through 
on-site i nvesti ga ti ons, 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 
installatjon 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 

l~HEREAS, the State of Oregon En vi ronmenti\ l Quality Cammi ssi on, 
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 COMMISSIOMERS, 
LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

QJL Wei, :IL: 
Chairman . 
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• REVISED POPULATION PRO~IONS BY SUB-BASINS 

~) 
(2-10-76) . '-" 

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990· 1995 2000 l 
SUB-BASIN #1 

** Urban: Creswell 1,199 1,500(1,525) 1,700 2,000 2,300 2,650 3,053 
Creswell Urbanizing 1,100 1, 250 - . 1,450 1,650 1,950 2,250 2,550 

Sub-Total: Creswell 2,299 2,750 3,150 3,650 4,250 4,900 5,603 
Cottage Grove 6,004 6,900(6,}00J 8,00Q 9,250 10,750 12,800 15,241 
Cottage Grove 
Urbanizing 2,200 2,500.: ' 2,900 3,400 3,900 4,650 5,650 

Sub-Total: Cottage Grove 8,204 9,4Uo:.-- 10,900 12,650 14,650 17,450 20,891 
TOTAL URBAN 10,503 12,l50 -- 14,050 16,300 18,900 22,350 26,494 
RURAL* 7 ,177 6' 714:. 7,231 7,808 8,483 9,128 9,886 

GRAND TOTAL - SUB-BASIN #1 17,680 18 ,.ll64: 21,281 24,108 27,338 31,478 36,380 

SUB-BASIN #2 
Urban: Dexter 525 570 - 615 660 705 750 795 

Lowell 567 646 \620) 725 804 883 960 1,137 
Sub-Total: .Dexter-Lowell 1,092 1, 215·~: 1,340 1,464 1,588 1,710 1,932 

Oakridge 3,422 3,590.(3,910) 3, 770 3,958 4,156 4,364 4,582 
TOTAL URBAN 4,514 4,806 5,110 5,422 5,744 6,074 6,514 
RURAL 6,071 6,434 6,812 7,189 7,575 8,039 8,447 

GRAND TOTAL - SUB-BASIN #2 10,585 11,240 11,922 12,611 13,319 14,113 14,961 

SUB-BASIN #3 
Urban: Blue River 520 - 530 550 560 570 590 600 

Marcola ·560 - 570 590 600 620 630 650 
Coburg 713 770 (830) 830 890 960 1,040 1,127 t<J 

TOTAL URBAN 1,793 1,870 1,970 2,050 2,150 2,260 2,377 :x: 
i:I:: 

RURAL 5,923 6,518 7,107 7,929 8,733 9,625 10,627 H 

GRAND TOTAL - SUB-BASIN #3 7,716 8,388 9,077 9,979 10,883 11,885 13,004 
tJj 
H 
8 

SUB-BASIN #4 tJj 

Urban: Junction City 2,373 2,740(2;730) 3,200 3,630 4,010 4,430 4,894 
Elmira 600- 675 760 860 970 1,095 1,236 
Veneta 1,377 1,558(1,990) 1,763 1,995 2,257 2,554 2,890 

TOTAL URBAN 4,350 4,973 5,723 6,485 7,237 8,079 9,020 
RURAL 14,871 16,619 18,544 20,755 23,229 26,016 29,144 

GRAND TOTAL - SUB-BASIN #4 19' 221 21, 592. 24,267 27,240 30,466 34,095 33,164 

* Does not. include ·Goshen areao 
** E'igures in parenthe:Ses are estimates by Center for ~opulation· Research & Census, Portland ·State. Uni 
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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 division. · 

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 relatively 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 fo 11 owing facts wi 11 he 1 p resolve any apparent .di screpenci es. 

1. More than one structure exists on some tax lots. 

2. Some structures have been removed . 

. 3. Unable to determine location or condition (see footnotes). 

4. Some of the older failing systems have been repaired. 

5. New failures were noted in 1976 which were not noted in 1968. 

6. 1976 was a relatively dry year and the rainy season had already 
passed. 

/ 
/ 

*Prepared by 
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Lane County Environmental 
Health Division. 
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Data Comparison of 1976 and 1968 
Dexter Environmental Surveys 

1968 

Properties visited* (tax lots) 

1976 

147 

202 

92 less U.T.D • 

Structures investigated 
Number of failing SOS 

.Number of marginal SOS 
Number of satisfactory SOS 
Percent of failing systems 
Percent of marginal systems 

54 
27 

108 
26.7 
13.4 

Not Given 
35 
20 
34 
39 
22 

Number of U.T.D** 13 14 

Percen~ of failing and marginal systems 40. l 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 0of 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. 

"* U.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 

'.iurvey (40.l percent). It is felt that with a failure rate this high in 
the month of May, that if the survey had been conducted during the heighth 

· of the rainy season, this percentage could havrven exceeded the 1968 results 
·which were 61 percent. 

l\nother interesting factor to consider is that not all the same properties 
"'''l'e fa i1 i ng in 1976 as compared to 1968. This i ndi ca tes that there is a 
continuing sewage disposal system failure rate which cannot be solved merely 1 

i1y repairing the presently failing systems. 

~ - . : .. ":, 

' ' 

. _.-· .. 



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 Division identified 

twenty (20) parcels within the community of Dexter containing 

approximately 53 dwelling units which are presently being 

served by the failing on-site waste disposal systems. Based 

upon the 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 systems are 

found to be actually failing, preliminary estimates indicate that 

approximately $25,000 to $40,000 would be required for installa-

tion of appropriate repair systems. 

In developing the estimated costs for upgrading failing 

on-site waste disposal systems serving many of the dwellings 

in,t\le community 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 so 

severe that even the proposed design may have only a limited 

effective service life before failure occurs and the system 

would have to again be repaired, 

GCS/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 cif 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 less; 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 1119 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
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 point of 
Beginning in Lane County, Oregon. 



PETITION 
TO 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
FOR 

CHANGE TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
DEXTER MORATORIUM AREA 

(a) The petitioner hereby requests that the Oregon Environmental 
Quality Commission 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 point; 
thence South 300 feet, more or less; thence Southeasterly · 
115 feet, more or l~ss; 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 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 Rail.road 
to its intersection with the North line of the South one
h\'llf 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 point of Beginning in Lane County, Oregon. 
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Dexter Moratorium 
September 19, 1977 
Page 2 

(b) 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 cla1s, 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. 

(c) 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. 

(d) 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. 
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ROBERT W STRAUB 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
MIDWEST REGION 
16 OAKWAY MALL • EUGENE, OREGON • 97401 • Phone (503) 686c7601 

Roy Burns 
Lane County 
Dept. Environmental Management 
125 East 8th 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Dear Mr. Burns: 

September 20, 1977 

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 integral 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, 

DSJ/jnf 
cc: DEQ/Subsurface Sewage Division 

Regional Operations 
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CONSULTING 

6n9ineers 
STATE OF' OREGON 
LICENSE # ~BD:Z 
&TATE OF' WASHINGTON 
LJCENBE # t 1766 

&TATE OF' ALASKA 
LICENSE #1-413 

September 21, 1977 

Joe B. Richards, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Eugene;, Oregon 97401 

Dear Mr. Richards: 

J, VAL TORONTO & ASSOCIATf"CS, INC. 

TELEPHONE C 503 l 276·74D2 
219 S. E. 2ND 
PENDLETON, OREGON 97BD1 

The following information was obtained from Kent Mathiot, Hydrologist for the 
State Water Resource Department, Salem, Oregon. 

"Spring flows in the Columbia River raise the water table in the City of Irrigon 
to within 15 1 of the ground surface. Hydraulic gradient of the water table is 
northwest toward the Columbia 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 3', 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 
materiai',(in violation of O.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 density is low, effluent and groundwater concentrations 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 
ACCIDENT iNVESTICiATIDN PARKS AND SWIMMING POOLS 

WATER AND SEWER DESIGN, PLANTS AND FACILITIES 

SITf: OEVEL.OPMENT INVESTIGATION 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT & SUP.ERVISIDN 

FOUNDATION INVli'.STIGATl'ON 

SUBDIVISION PLANNING ANO SURVEYS 

CANAL&, DRAINAGE STRUCTURES & STORM ORAJNS 

BORINGS, CLASSIF"ICATICN & TESTING 



.. 

The cost of a septic tank and drainfield installation is conservatively 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 lost 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 municipal 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 
to 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 14.9. 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, 

c;+"]_~~:;t 
~Val Toronto, P.E. 

JVT/dar 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Steve Gardels 

bJ) Date: July 5, 1977 

From: Bob Paeth 

Subject: Irrigon 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 soils information developed by Bruce Sarazin and J. Val Toronto 
indicate that this area is underlain by open porous gravels and gravely 
Sands. Depth to coarse-grained material ranged from 30 to 42 inches. 
Depth to.ground water according to your memo is 20 01 30 feet. 

This is a situation similar to a 3Q-square 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-nitrogen 
was significantly higher within this area than it was in adjacent 
sewered areas. This was particularlv apparent in wells which developed 
water from the upper part of the saturated zone. The study also showed 
a historic increase in N03 - 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 substantial distances in ef f luertt 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 wit.h small lot 
sizes. The potential is for high population density. ~urther development 
should be based on area-wide sewerage if the quality of the ground water ~ 
is to be maintained. 

RCP/bw 

cc: Fred M. Bolton 
Kent Mathiot 
Bruce Sarazin 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVlRONMENTl\L QUALITY 

00 [~Ii~. ~ 6U 19;( ~~ ill) 
PEMlLEl Of\ nisrn1c1 OFFICE 



To ]E:.eH11ers of t.i1e tl1-Vir(;1ue:ntal Jor.cm:;_ission 
and fellol'r Ci tizi11s: 

I aru V'/illian1 Ads.1ns, bettei" k_i1ovvn as Bill Adu,ms, of -::rs,c}1ats, Ore. PII. 547-3101 
·:r11e 01,;f'ln1s I desire ~o :prese11t ore rny O\'ITI~ but 8,:ee snared by OUT' City Gotu1cil L-1.nd 
Utili t~r boB.I·d. J.ind 1nost 11ave been :'..-'1.,esented to tf1e Lir1coln :~ou.nty Solid '\}:3,ste 
l'.l.dvisitor;1 Boc~rd. 

1- It is vital to ha-ve ar1 exte11sion 011 1_J:·ese:nt diso psal sites, e-ve11 tl1ot"tt,l1 tl1e -voters 
l1a.ve c''f' .:_.r-o-v-edG. bor1d istJu.e of -~600 ,000 ~ No ::::.ctio11 11as been tak:er1 to p:covide serv·ice 
to tb.e f_;GJ.1.8I'B.l r1ublic ~ otl1er t}1<:in 'Nl10.t was _p1·01,'ided ·prior L:o t}1e bor1d a. "I·TOVG..l b~r 

i:r·iv·o..te colleuters. 

2- I fei::l tns..t ar1N· e:x::ter1tic11 grt:tnted sl1ot1ld stiJlttlctte c..,deq_v.f-1te J.'1.""01.risions to i1rovide 
tl.te £;,er1eral 1uJ:.ilic o, I'8b..So11<::uble Bervice at EJ, re0.B011.<--"11e price. 

3- Vle E:tJ.""El <:=<:v1e,•,x·e tfJ.o.. t Lu.110 Gotui. t_y closed I.:riv-<:t te dun1.f-S &.bou.t 20 y ea,r·s L~&;o, Gt.i1d 

estI::Lblisl1ec.i public sanitary ltin.d fills. To m~r la1o•Nledge Li11oolr1 Go. has one _t;ublic 
o;;-n1ecl dun1r. 01li11ed b~r tl1e City- of ffOY·rJ:;01··t u:nd it is loc..:c,,ted in c,, lo..i.01vn iar1d slide H.I·ea, 
vrl1icl1 111ot1ld see1n to 111ake it tu1suit<-tble fo:r: (;6;-_;;:itol i1111ff·oveE1ent} yet tl1is site ~1;;;.s 
selec©ed. to r·e:rnai11 o .:.~en tu1der c::i. 0ou11t~~r solild v1&.ste .--::>l<.:J..n. 

!1- Hovi cc-111 tl1e .~JUblic be 2tesured of co11.tiniued futu.re service l,ii'i t:i1out co11trol tl1rou2:11 
lonf~ tin1e les .. se oJ:' ont-.r'ie:,l'1t 1-ttrchs,se of dis rosEtl sites. l'l:1e 1)10.11 0ei11t:. cor1side:r·ed 
11as e. 1 yeti.I' .:_.~T'ice f::B,u.rer1.tei.:~. ii.11d &JJ_ facilities tL·I'8 ~·1ri vetl;f ov1ned. 

5- 1fl1e l;la:r1 Clll'I'entl;y bei11g p:L'8S81'1-'c.8d.. to tl1e ,JOU.l1t,l ~,~ ;Ji ties for· G011Siuer&.tio11 0.oes 
riot tc~Ke i11to co11siCl8::c8.:biu11 tl1e e11viutrrrental imraot of ru.nnine:i; 45 to 50 ye..r·d t&:nden1 
trs,ilers 011 ov .. r- l-;:r-eser1t over t&,::-cecl r•qads, a11U. tl~.e(acivisa.bili "Ly o.f 1011g I1<.::011ls as 
gr·ese11teli b,'r a n'--..tion_c...l stucl~v sent out b,;r i_·e~~ion J.;: of tl1e D.b~r:.. 1'i.nd tl1e u.:nce:r·tc~i11 
d11ratio11 oi· tl1e t:ca11s ror-t of shlLedd.ed rubber to tl1e 1I'oledo .::-:ul l:! rnill vr11-ere bu~c11i:n~_, 
ooct1I.'S or1 e.n exi-:erirnentsl bb.,sis. 1.tT11is is occ:u:t:•i11~~ as f""':r c-.. s I ~c11ov~T 'llitl1-o· ... rt; eit11er 
I.:il];)<:i.ct stc::ten1e11t 01' a co:i:-1di tion_ctl t1se pe:·~'1ni t, o.s I\e11ton \..;onnt~f ··liill require J..-l'io:r::· 
to c:..~cce1 .. tin@; Lincoln Go. e:_farbci.t__,e. 11111e r-:eol::le in_ tf1e _'."_1•ev0..ilint.:, 1111-inci direction \.'ill 
fi11d t..u.is to f;3e_. a ye<.-::,r l"om1d E:olltfi'1 t i-·c:;,tl1e1' tb.a.n se~·~.sor10.l s1.icb. a.s s1asl1 c~1H.t fielU. 
bu_rr1i11e:_,, i:~·, I'C\~,io110.1 dis I;oso.l occur-s. 

JJJJ.y .iJ.elp you c0-r1 offer ir1 tf1is r·e!:'.-;o.r-d L 1 rn su.I'e 1vill be a-'--_t.:u...,0~cic;!,ted by· a11 
J:!G:cson.s conee:r'11ecl in lnainto.,i11ir1{, our errvi::cou1e11t foI' 1:u:-eseJJ.t t-111d ft1tu:ee Ese11e:i.'LJ.tions .. 

~;:k C~~x_,// 
/~; 7 /~-c£2.vOA:,: 

<?7Y-f7'r 



. •NEU>A HOLME (~ht)~f·W~st~~,j~'~i·. h~'t ·. ··· ... · >.0 
pound• chi~ook. over. th.e w~eken4Xli~ar ·. .. •. .. . h ;L\iiidlifii\O:n "' 
the Alsea .. Helping Holme with het catchisj:i~o;jl~~p~~~rr·<: !. 
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Rate Hikes Due 

Section 3 
Wednesday, August 24, 1977 

Extension Asked for 
County Garbage Dumps 

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 a discussion Aug. 17 
with Lincoln County com
·missioners, 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 comrriission 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, 

tic at about the same time 
its county voters approved 
ar .another plan at the Nov. 2 
nt election to deal with solid 
tis waste. 
1e County commissioners 
of decided to abandon the 

voter-approved plan -
1d which called for a garbage 
1t grinder to be installed at 
1r Agate Beach - ·after the 
1e Coffin Butte idea surfaced. 
;t Private business apparently 

could solve .the county's 
garbage disposal problems 
without government help, 
they said. 

The problem stems from a 
state regulation admin
.istered by the Oregon 
Department of Environ-

A permit for an exception 
to those requirements ex
pires Oct. 1, but county of
ficials and garbage haulers 
were guardedly optimistic 
that an extension can be 
obtained. 

Under the Coffin Butte 
plan1 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 Butte 
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 1 Newport
would contract to pay· for 

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 boost the volume 
enough to make recycling 
profitable, said Emmett 
Dobey, county sanitarian. 

Gordon Macpherson, New
port lawyer representing the 
garbage haulers, said nine 
months would be a 
"realistic" period to clear 
legal hurdles, construct 
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-

sion must be obtained before 
Lincoln County trash can 
cross the county line. 

Dobey said that raising 
Lincoln County dumps to 
sanitary landfill standards 
would require expensive 
rebuilding. Passed on to 
customers, the expense 
would increase garbage 
bills. 

Ray McDuffee of Seal 
Rock, a county Solid Waste 
Corilmittee 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 colledion, 
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. 
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Depoe Slough Resi<jents Oppose Toledo Additio. 
Possible flooding of lands 

and homes in the north 
Depoe Slough area was the 
major concern of persons 
attending the Aug 10 Toledo 
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 Edmondson 
and Glenn Lyons of Toledo. 

The commission 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 
Developmertt 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 
low and would not be suitable 
for building. Only the upper 
lO acres would be developed 
:or houses, he said. 

The low lands could be 
leveloped into a horse 
>asture or -a possible park 
levelopment, he suggested. 

Edmondson said he arid 
., ......... ···--- 1---'-- --

put a bridge or causeway 
across 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 
a busier 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 District about the 
effept that the incfease in 
populatiqn 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
uous to the rest of the city. 

Sid 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 

·by the commission. "But We 
have lost the Skelton 
'·property and the Goddard 
land is under a cloud. We 
have lost over 100 acres 
(within the proposed bound
aries)/' he said. , 
. :. The Skelton property is 
that land adjacent apd l]Q!"!!i 
of the GOcraarifaiinexation 
~cross BiitlOr Bridge. The 
land was re.!'ej:\t!Y.~urchased_ 
Jl~eor!i'1a- ac1f1c Corp. 
The · oddard annexation is 
being contested by G-P since 
that firm does not want a 

... 

A manhole on NW Third 
Street in Newport was left 
open Aug. 13, its cover 'fe~ .i 

moved sonietime_during the 
r'!.T'"'"'""" ~: .. .-1 .. i ------ , . 

residential 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 101 running 
through the center of that 
town. 

Dorothy Fieber, home 
owner in the north slough 
area, said the Highway 20 
bypass had caused drainage 
troubles with low lands. She 
said 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 Route 2, 
Toledo, said he felt any 
impediment in the slough 

. would run an increased 
chance · of changing the 
water flow. He said that 

although government ~sked where all the people 
agencies other than the city ·,who would live in the new 
would be issuing permits for ·•development would work. 
work in the slough, Toledo Neal said that was not the 
would be the one eventually Commission's problem. "If _ 
faced with law suits if 'there are no jobs, they won't 
flooding of homes in the come," he said. 
slough area were to occur. Opal Bates of Highway 229 

Eric Crookshank of Siletz asked if the city could con
was afraid the city would not sider taking

1
the upper Olalla 

stop with that annexation but area into its urban growth 
continue right up the road. boundaries. 
"We'll have a super highway Neal said it was a pos-
to Sallshan," he said. sibility and the commission 

He said he did not wantthe would be looking into a 
city of Toledo to grow and number of alternatives. 

Kathy Fitzpatrick of R 
Box 58, Toledo, said 
Citizen Advisory Commil 
(CAC) would also be look 
into alternatives for the • 
of Toledo's proposed url 
growth boundaries. 

Green Electrh 
.WIRING 
Newport, Oregon 

123 N.E. 8th 265·26; 
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plant ill. A-ibaD.y,_. Qre'g_On .--:t-8----b~: dis_q~·ir--g~:;i\g-:~¥'~P-~~-p~~~-~;-¢,.'t'·i,~/-~ 
qurL_nti ties of' -.tc.'rxi_c ~ma tetia.ls __ in_to -.-:'t_~-~--;:::e .. ~~Jfi;l~_en·t.,_-_,~-!t-~_;t_U._(1-i;_. __ _ :_' 

. ~our r i ve_rs, ·_th_e·'.. gr_ofil!d~ ,_, Md ._}he,.· ai·r_ ----~~;:'._.·-~f e~~!1~--~· .:_'.·_}~7))~~ti~;f~it~J:·-,·l~ 
this condition _exiStS- ·bec_a_use __ -O_f ·:.tp.e:.·.:·D.~1>a,·r_-f.riie_nt· __ 9~'.}fSti"Yitf·o~)iL 
Quality's . (DEQ) • lack of understaniH~g ~f t'l"e proqJep;;:1'£';i 1 

c 

\Ve dema:nd -the DE~"- p~rf orID- ·a; -t_hO+o-~gh,,-:-:~_i:lJt_ly.si~~'_.-_Of-_:,_;JW~};::l'.:.~- :~-y:._:::f2.--·-.:-?:-:<" 
pol lutien d_isch~rge -~ ._~fe . believ,e. _tJ;i.o._t-,,-in::,·_·o_r __ q.e·r-:'~_#o~ -<'·!ll:J~_.::::'~/~_;::><~ '.--0~=:" ":O: t< 
nEQ to undertak.e "the · r.e_;;po_µs_ib~li-ty, :·~~~ --_~u~t~oht~)f~-.:-_,·a;:~_c:q.l!!.Pf;e,~f;_->~ :.,_y ... ~t;-
~nr1 erthsta~ndid· ng .. :?f YdaJ~ dChe. a:r:t?d~ ~t.hent:f;irt ... h~·e __ :-fDf_~d0_ .. -~c5,,.-t'.ti-don :p_rig:.c1;~--t~f-:~;1~' ... -~+~-i!~ -.' .. ,.-.--.''.-··.·_.::.· .. ·.' .. ;;::-~~:> 
we, e u _ersigne __ , man ___ -.·_,,- _a_ - · __ ,. :~ ~--:<_, -_. u: _Y. in;'.~(-._~---:~I: __ ,~-?' ---'"'' : 
the effeC"ts Of nucle0r _rq.d.i'a:tl.:on, __ a:i;.J:;-:to?C;i:c'f:ty> (s_P::l_:f:UX._':~--',,.,'.::-- ,- --.Jt, 
dioxid~,- ~'e,.rbon mOil_O;µae) , __ .~II_B~,--: pho_·~~,e~e:·_:~-4_5:-?_ :_: __ ]jy·a~pg_~~;· __ ~--·: <;':-~~t;·._-,- -ii 
cyani<le ~ sµlf\,lric .. a·ci~'- __ and -:Radium'· ::2-2_6 -~- :_..--.W_e:_·aem~d- .. ,r~ffe¢_1; ~'.--~-- :~" .. '.~_ ~--~-----~5 ~--
the . DEQ uphold the July 1971 .. .staridii,r<ls. ?n 'w.a.te.r· d.i :;~h<Ji~g~.'.s,;:'' ':' 
which will limit no more'.,thaD:- 3_00_: lbS:.->O_f _'ar~_mOri.i-a._:_-.._ni_-_ti-O_ge;'~-3::_ 
to· be dis.charged per daY-··- We'_ und.e:rsta'.Qd: _-'t_l1i_s·-.,r:e<li:ie._s-~(- ___ ~----~~:.,-:.:. _. ._ .. -_ .... _.,_ --.-. _ 
to._ be t_echnologically pos_rsi,ble. · ~nd- .. j.lill:· 11-ot-.. _~uf-f,~r: --~~~·:,·"h-~;a~rtit;:--EfIJ'q;?-'.'-~~:".'.';~-~~;; 
envirollmental .costs-·- in· ._order. foi;. w~h,--.Ch3.ng·-.:t0--'·:avd-id/-_:finanCik.f .. ,· -· -_ --.::·;.:-.- -· 
incOnvenienceSe · .. ·.-._ -_;-... ···-----------------·_f·_-.- ,,_ .. ____ .. ---

NB.me ·.Addre·ss 
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>~>>.Pet1·t~ton:<<<< 
We' .. the urn•ersigned, believ~ the \T~ie(J.yn& whli Chq.ng '.f 
plant ii1 Albany, Oregon t.o be dischargipg Ub.acceptable,, >:\ .... 
qur.nti tie.s. of toxic materia1sint6 ~]J;~· ~pv:irolU!lent ilJ.<:lp,(l.i.P~> 
our rivers, the .. ground, and the .air W'e:J>:reatµe" Webe~ie'r~.·) 1': 
thi,s conc1ition exists becaµse of •t!re. n,~pari;men.t of ~n."\":ir§':lpy~JI-• 
Quality• s. (DEQ) lack of understanding ;gf. :the p;ro!>lem.: · :;'•;' 
We demand the m;Q perform a thoryµgh ":l1al,Y,s1!'1.;<?J';>the.• <· ... y ' 
pol lutien dischurge. . We, belieye thU:t.;~it,'il:rder;;~or the . >·' 
DEQ to .undertake 'the responsibili,ty, i:t,mu~t ;have a gi>l!lple'te• 
understanding. ?f Vah Chapg 1s entire .Prc?.<:Ing'.!;iiJ~J;;pf?C<lBS,:, 
We, the. undersigned, demahd that, i;heJlEQ stud;t"1.11 det~~:l; 
the effects of nuclea:r radiat.ioll.'<ai:- t~"';i~;ity·Jsui:t'ur : 
dio.xide, carbon mo119"':ic1~); ;'.J>!IJ?J{r,:gl/.'<>;sig!',g(lft~.!Jl'fl;1.. , 
cyanidi., sulfuric· acid •an<l,«·:Ell.,dih'iii'i!226:~~~#lf~~m~ .··•· .·. ;~{ 
the DEQ uphold ;the .. Jt(ly •1:~£'li:;,standaI'il..!i·cPi<':":"a\t'e,tl;;~g1c ·~: > 
which will . limit no rriore .'t}4!'11J(3()0 1~s1!f,?'}''S,?-1nnigtf~~hri.. ;f5ff; .·····, 
to be discharged per day. '\fecUJidi!r.s:t;an.q;,<'"t:'.b;:i'S:;;.;~<.i;H~~tf . ., .. Xi}(!; 
to.be .technologi~ally p 0ssible ... and. will n 0t:<$Uf.;l:er7';;tl'fe )l!'?-~th ,,,;}ld:t; < 
envir.onmental co$ts iri order. for We.n< CJ;a~j.\ yo::!t:vo:Ld·;t:irian.cj.aJ,;; 
inconvenien·ces. ·,"'' ·, .. ., .. ,.,.,:_-·y;· · "~~-:· 

}.'--1.> Cf'J' ''iv, 

Pieas~ retb.rri. to: 

; •••.............. ~···---
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1 
>>>> Petitiori<<t< ,/}/ · 

' ' ' 
·-· . . . 

We, the _uni;ersigned, believe the Tel~dyne Wah. Chang 
plant in Albany, Oregon to be di:\cha.:rging u,nacceptable ··· ... ·.···• ... ·· 
qur.~nti ties of toxic mat_eria.ls .into th~-~_.eP:-vi_ro_nm_eh~_, -i_;n~l'u(liJig 
our rivers, the ground, and the "cir we breathe.· lfe l!el:Leve .··.· ... •r·. 
this c.ondi ti on exists bec.ause of .. the)le_pl'rtment of )<:nvirarurreiita,l?;'• 
Quality's (DEQ) lack of understanding pf the problem: •·• 
We demand the DE(,! J>erform a thorough a,naly<li.S...Co£ the.
pollutien disehii:rge; We believe tlJ.O:t iD. _order_ for the . 
DEQ to undertake the responsibility, it must haye a completg 
u_n(i er standing of Vt.]1 ·c11ang :' ~ __ ·~nt_ir_e _·produS-~'i.oD.: ·pr.o·c-_es_s'.~ -
We, the undersigned, demand, that the l)EQ study in. de't.ail 
the effects of nuclear radiation, air toxicity (sulf':';F .· 
di oxide, c e,rbon monoxide), MIBK, . ;pho~g e11e. gas; J:;LJ"df P.g;~;5;+' 
cyanide, sulfuric acid and Radium 226. We deiitihrd tjl:j>,bt':;;;;;_'., 
the DEQ uphold the July 1971 .. standards ,on wat"r .. diC:;c)l.ar.!,l'Ei$'~ 
which will limit no more thim 300 lbs, of ammo¥ia ¥i'h";r'\J,g'.e':li': 
to be discharged per day. We understand this .£Eiq-Ue-§i(,. · .: ; , 
to be technologically possible and will not s,u'('f<:j; tlj!l hJij:tlth and+;;• 
environmental costs in order for Wah· Chang to ay'o:i_d;_;fina,i:ipfal 
inconve·niences. ·· ,,--:-. ,_~. T--

Address 

Please return to·:- co--mtnuhity.:-~Oc\i!3 

P,O. Box lOlf.3 
,._c-br_V'-ai.1J . .-s, O-fe:·.: ---···--·- -- _, ,_-,,_ 

-·_::-- - - - '"• • _: • • • ••••••:I 11 I I I• I I I I I• I I• I• O • • • • ,.·,.""'" • •'""'" _-,.'""'" ,.-'~ ?:?~~£ • .-..',." ~ .,;',. ;,;~.;,;i;'.:i ~:_._.,; "'~ ;:_:;__ 



f ....................................... :~j~;··Pet;i·t-iii~<~~---···--· .. m·!~~~~~~·.-··--·:·--:~-~--
a : ·. _,_,'.}::;_._:. ~- .•-_ ~-_:_.-_- ·- ·- '.'.--~'. ~~/;::·. ;~:r·;:. ~,-:: ~:--··~~~·: .. :.-;'-~-~---~ - -._. ·_-_-_ . ':- .-·-.~r>:·:~·- ~ - . .:,-: 
i We,·. th7 ~ti#iier13igned·,. beH11.ve•. eth~.','Te,.~;e~~~'Jfah;·· Ch,mg, ;, ;-' ': :'·' ~ 
l plant, iirJl:lbai;iy,. ?reg on.~'? ·jj': .<J:i.schU:rg~~g:·:;urtac(:epta~l.e ·c:··. -;•·i,-< .. · .. 
: qun.ntities · ol:'• toxic JDa teria+a in;t(l_. j;l:ui, env.i:rorunelil t. i,nc 11,t\l;n;g< $;,,, 
' 0Ul'. river.s_,. th,e_:gro"11d, arid'the•ai:r·we··br~ath,e~. WE1'1>!il:f.io.veji:'<<~~·- •• ,, 

this_. condit;i,o'rt: exists b<;!la,us~, o;f:the·J?epartment·of·J!;n_viroilm'ehtii,J,!<r>-::. 

,; ----: ---.: ,. ---': 
:: ----:% 
:·: 
;·• 
'.: 
''°'.'"'" :.: -1 •• 

': -~= .. ·--: 
::: --: 

Quality's• (Dlt.Q:) lack of:11;ndersta1i.diJli·:i;>;t':/:the. p.rol:>J,em., · s~'-• 
We 1d1 emt~nd dtJ;iehl)~Q perf,~rmba1~h9r(luthght .. -.11,~al:y:!jdis; ()ff th_teh. •... .. . •;~~' 
po u ien isc a;rge. ne e ieve . a l.'n <>;r er• or e· · · . . 
DEQ to undertake 'the responsibility, it m~st·ho:ve a c(lmpl:e.te 
understanding of Vah Chang's ('!ntire produ9-tion p?'oce~s. .< 

We, the, undersigned, demand that the DEQ s,t\ldy:i,ndetail 
the effects of nucl'ear rad;i,ation;,. air toxicf ty- (sul~~:rc .··., 
diox~de; .c e,rbon. mono:_dde ); MIB~, ph,qs·ll~I1.l',J:itll..~;J;.J'Y(lf.!l;[~~~f~ ' ·. •. 
cyanide, sulfuric 1<c_id and Radium 226., We-dem@d'tP:llo'l; ''.10 . 
the DEQ uphold _the_ July 1971 stand!l-rds cm ,i<at~r di.sch'it;r!l'.es- · 
which w~ll limit' no more than.' )00 }]?$'• qf ~!IJlllC>~ll. ni i;rpgen> 
to be discharge~ per day• ~e, Uil(ler,st~nd thl;Sl;"';.eq_~e~t,~ ./, ,: _,·_··•. ' ' 
to b_e techp.ologically possil>le and wi];l nq'f; suffer ::!IJ.le hell.<l:th !lol1d'(
environmental costs in 9rder for We.11 Ch,ang. to avoid: ;:f,inanclal 
inconveniences •. · - " · · " · - · , 

.. Addres~ 

retU'rn to: Community Focus 
P,O. Box.1043 
cOrV:_aiiiS-,- or-~ .. -_----

' 97.330 ----------



......................................... ;5>>~P~tit ion<<<< 

. ,. 

We, the .urn•ersigned, believ~ the Teledyne Wah Cho.11g 
plant in Albany, Oregon to be discharging. un.acceptai;ile .. · ·.· ... ·· 
g_uc.ntities of toxic mater.ials into the•.environrn.ent inciu\l-ing 
our rivers, the ground, and. the ai:r''l<ie breathe. /Ve belie:Ve . '..';,; 
this condi ti.on exists becaq.se .. of·. ·the Department of ·Enviroilnumtal""~ 
Quality's' (DEQ) lac!< of understanding of'£he. problem•· · · · ·· .. ··.' .. • 
We demand the. DFJQ perform a thorough analysis• ~f .the ... · . '.:·· 
pollutien discharge. We. believe· tho.t in 'order· f·or the: .·· • 
DEQ to undertake ·the responsibility; it. must hlJ.'ve a compl.et.e 
uncl.erstanding of Vah Chang 1 s "in tire production process•·. 
We, the. undersigne.d, demand that tbe DEQ study :in dt!tail 
the effects of nuclea.r radiation, air toxicity {sul~ur 
di oxide, c e_rbo1i monoxide), ,MIBK, 'J>h<isgene ga.s; •:J:tY,dto~~;l ,;: ·. 
cyanide, sulfuric ac:i,d and .Radium 225; We•deinanif•thaiv;':~(; 
the DEQ uphold!the July 197Lstandar.ds on water. di$charg<},~J 
which will limit no more tha.n3\l0 lbs; of,ammoni<i; nitrpgen 
to be discharged :per day. 1fe. understand this f,e,q_uest , , . / 
to be technologically possible and will not suffer the health and 
environmental costs in order for Wah Chang• to· avoid financ~al 
inconvenif;;!nGes, 

Name· Address Pho;.;.; 

,/ . '111, 1.fjf ·) r , .-1... . • v r.. .:.··.o, · 
·~ . (l.Y A.;,- vi..;~1r;.:,1. ~ c1 A .Q!J'c!i.e-1 (f ... z. 1 ·. J '(i/ ·~··:< ·:;;;. :::.: 

./ ' ;::zt: 
""'·'· ~ 

... ..c-:72'Jl. ___ ._ f: ,;)_: 6!oy; ?-ct s' <l6KU111-c/1~ 1 z,1§'..,~ , -~~~l 

~ -)~ (Y,1. s, fi/J-~3--5 ~ ~!b©' i2 ~ -t<if,:?.l ~9::: 
.~-\~ l\f ' \>( \'\ ·\/0 • \ L\z~( =r: ~'(of L ( b _, : ,, ;. · .:/~ .. ~: 
'- 1' !0 , . / f 11 ·) · /)J;/ l3i ·· ?. ? 1 i : ()EL '1lf'§>t'/!1 Y'~··"~"'~'"~~ 
.• , !'•· '····/.· , •... :::~ .· .· c~ 

~~1~~1\D -c~~f ::~111~1)<~,! !W \li'A . . • . •.•• % • • 

· k.54~··.· .. • •.... · 5er..p w.~_.· ... ~·· ,, 

':~,, ~lb ~2ft{to~ 
Please return to: Community Focus· 

P.O. ·Box 10.43 
Corvalli·s, Ore• 

'97.330 ' -~:;:.71 ; i~ 
r••••••••••••••••••••••••••~••••••••••••·~-----· ~-----·····················---- ----------········J 



- .. -- _,. _- __ -_-~:'_.- __ -'._-·_.:_- '-· -----~_·:· _.,,,- __ : 
>>>> Pet1t.1ort.<<<<. 

•' 

We, the uncersigned, believe the Teledyne 1foh Cho.ng- _ 
'plant i11 Albany, Oregon to be disChS::rg_iµ"g_ un~cc-eiJtable ___ , _. 
'qu;:~nti ties of toxic rn·ater_ials into·-t_he e_nVifC>nment- inCluJ:~Ilg 
.our rivers, the.ground, ii.nd the a±:r'we breathe. Weil)elieve__ , 
this condition exists because _o·f_ the_ Department of ·E_nvironinental?':"' 
Quality's (DEQ) lack of understanding of· the problem. •;.;· 
We demand the ·rn'Q perform a thorQugh arialys.is of.,the · 
pollutien discharge. We belie..fe ·that in 'oril.Gr fol' the __ . 
DE!J to undertake the responsibility, it must have--a compl,ete 

_ un<1 er standing of 1hh Chang 1 s entire- prod11cti6n .. Process• 
We, the undersigned, dem.and that \;he DEQ study in- deta~'L 
the effects of nuclear radiation, air toxicity (sulfur<. · 
dioxide, c P.rbon monoidde), ·MIBK, phosgeile g"cs,,, pyd;".()geri,, ··
cyaniil e, sulfuric aci_d (Lnd R1tdium 226• -·We demand that•),-~-: 
the DEQ uphold the July 1971,standards on water dhcharg'e$)-' 
which will1 l:&init no more than JOO lbs_ ••. of_·-_·';''n,Ill?_n_i_a __ · n-i_·_t ___ r_ 9geh __ _ 
to be discharged per day.· We understand th:i:s .request. · . -. • 
to be technologically possible and .wili nqt sllffer the he_alth 
environmental costs in order for We.~ Ch.ang_ t·O 13-void Iinanbial 
inconvenitonces. 

·Name Address Phone 

-----

Please return_ to: Commu_nity FOC_us _ 
·~ i 

P.O. Box 10li3 · . -- -- _,;,.' 

, ore~~ 



··························---- .-------·-··············································---------------------· 

>>>>Petition<<<< 
We, the unc..ers:fgned, ·believe the Teledyne· Wah Chn.ng 
plant in Albany, Oregon to be discharging unacceptable 
g_ur,ntities of toxic materials into the environment incluilin;. 
our rivers, the ground, and the air we breathe; '}le believe 
this condition exists becau,,e of the Department of Environmental 
Quality's (DEQ) lack of understanding of the problem. 
We demand the DE!.! perform a thorough analysis of the 
pollutien discharge·. ~{e believe thut in order for the 
DEQ to undertake the responsibility, it must. hr:ve a complete 
unc>.erstanding of .Vah Chang 1 s entire production process. 
We, the undersigned, demund that the DEQ study in detail 
the effects of nuclear radiation, air toxicity (sulfur 
dioxide, carbon monoxide), NIBK, phosgene gas, hyilrogen 
cyanide, sulfuric acid und Radium 226. We demand that 
the DEQ uphold the July 1971 standards on water dL chare;es 

J ·which will limit no more than 300 lbs. of ammonia· nitrogeni 
to be discharged per day. We understanil this .reg_ues-t. 
to be technologically possible and will not suffer the health and 
environmental costs in order for ~Bh Chang to avoid financial 
inconveniences. 

Name Address Pl1one 

--==-4~_:;,-::__::_:;.q_::_,..:;~:::::..:::___!.,,_,=_LL.L::JL..J,~=~""--..l..L·~~~'L""" 1 S-;;z_-)1 3 o 
157-71 // 

I 3 

(~~~~~~_il~f::&L__f]):l/J_2,._:::ll.d._~,1,C__!J,I~~~-'to ( () 
-.-.Ac4414'&~~!,.L4,JJU14Jo':::'.....--uc+~-"',~~,__-. -~;;L..,.,;'.i}J,_n!J..'1.~.1.:_.;:1 ~!!!-"IJ<..:'.L-'c:; • .L.' 7 :;;; f1,7 Cf; 3 

2-'\,2."0 t-.!J,t.V .\Jo '15 2$ 

,c3511Jw [JJ.,....~ Z55-?7r) 
. _;1- 1'-/ 
7,s~-;;01; 

_ __!_ij!Jil.u~.U::.'-'-<'.Z::!t!r:::..JL!~L..,_~c.2.__LL~..L.!£_,,::!'.:!._21:1:::.:..;,_.J.L.IJ...,__'!..=}:'?o....,' ) If J lf ( 

7"0 7 {J ?:>3 ( 
"751+-)ql t 

~ ,C.,w\l~,.~t0 c2tJ SC"A.li t;._/ 
Please return to: Community Focus (t 

P.O. Box 1043 .. -

-------·--
? '>!3·lJ'49&·-. ·-·----

' '' ' . 

. 

. = ----
. 

• . . . 
i 

~······•••!!~:;•·•-··------------···············-------

-.--Corvallis, Ore. 
'97)30 ----······:J 
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·>>>> Pet·1t.1{0n <<~~ 
We, the uni ersigned, belie~~ the '1'.,+edYI,le i(ah\;ha,ng .··. . • ...• 
plant• i1i Albany, Oregon to. be di scharg:i,.ri.g,una.~?eptable .·•· .·.·.·• '> . 
qur~nti ti_es of _toxic .mate·f_ial.s __ -_iµto- t_J:"i_~--_-_J~t;t_Vir_oD.ment- in~lu_di_i;i:~_-.-;· 
our rivers, the ground, and the.·,air:re;breatJ:i.,,, Yf~. believe· ··.•>•• 
this condi ti.oh exists because of the· Department of Environmen:tali;'"'.' 
Quality 1 s.(DEQ) lack of understanding of.the problem~ .... · ,· j¥•• 
We demand. the Dl'Q perform a thorough analysis· of the .·.·· bi- '· 
poJ.lutien discho.rge. We beli.eve_ that. in order for th!i . , 
DEQ to undertake the .vesponsibility, it nnisi; hav" a c.ompl,ete 
unc1.erstari.ding. of Vi:.h Chang' sen'tire.oprod)l<;.ti 0 Il. process< 
We, the.undersigned, demancl that the DEQ studyin·.det.a,icl . 
the effects of nuclear radiation, ai) toXicii;y {su}fur • 

· dioxide, c.e,rbo1i monoxide)> ):IIBK, J>hoirgen.e •g~el'.•0·.hYdII'.i(t . · t•· 
·cyanide, sulfuric acid u.nd P.,adium 225,{~W'ii &enllU!U'~'th 
the DEQ uphold the July .. l.971 standarcls~ ?n water tl~r;ch)l}r 
which will limit no mo,re ,i>han JQq lbs,, qf: azruiloiiia.•ni.'!\).':'§; • 
to be discharged per day. We under~tand·•t,h)i:±13'.·.'1;§<lue;'lt; ' < 'J > . 

to be technologically possible.and will. ,not su:('fer'~freheii.lth' ;Lnd. 
environmental costs ,in order for 1'e.h CJ:iai;ig to avoid .finan'pial · -•. 
inconvenienc_es. --~· 1'.,: --

Name .. Address 

5~01 ~1/Jk11W;iJ!.!;te.,~· -'i. ·tzg,;(?/,:~i:<.ll: Nlo£,.·.···---l.2:==~~~~"'""" 
~%(( s:~, \bq, \,>' ·"\\~ . 

__t' ~~J~'-"'~~~.:.:__...,_.._J..::N~.·~l ~~~~:.__:_S:.9~~~~~ ., ·'i 

Pl?ase. return to: Comm\mi ty. Focus 
P ,O. 'Box 104'3 

- "C:qr~:jali:LS; ()r-e_-~--

: . . . . . '97.3'30 / . .. · < .· '1. . <" 
-it 111111111111111111111, 11111111II111t1111111111111_11111111111111111lfl1·11 It In _111.111~~~'-~-~·~111 ltl II ~-1-~,~.1.fl II IJl 111III.iiI1111_,l_I l_l!c.i , 
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· , >>>> Petiti:oll<<<< '· -. 

.. 

We, the. uni er~igned, belie;,.e 'the Tdedyne 1Vah. Chang · -.• 
plant it1 Albany, Oregon to be .discharging unacceptable 
<J.u1.nti ties of toxic materials into the environment includiri1< 
our rivers, the ground, and-the _a_ir __ yje·-.bre.at_he_~ -·i/e :b·e.i.l.·-~-v-e.---- _ ... 
this c.ondi ti oil __ exists -becau~:;e Of ... :·t·h~: ·DeJ_ja·rtinent' of:;:En-Vir:OnmfJ:!1ta1 
Quality 1 s · (DEQ) lack of understa~ding of {,he problem. · - . · · .·.· 
We demand the DEQ perform ,a. :thprougli a:naly~is of the . · i 
pollutien discharge. ·we believe. that in 'orde:r f•or th,e . ... . i''J;' 
DEQ to undertake the resparisibili ty, it must have_ a cl)mpl.ete 
urnl er standing of \l1'.h Chang 1 s entir~ produc't;ionipI'oc~ss •. -
We, the undersigned, demarid th,,t'the DEQ study in detail 
the effects of nuclear radiation, air toxicity (sulfuI' > 

dioxide, c P,rpon monoxid_e), MIBK, .. pl;tasg<l.~e ,gaffi~f%~~f}~'!,J'!«t,i•1 -
cyanide, sulfuric aci,d and Radium 225•;,,1We demii.itd• tllati,9•,;· I 
the. DEQ uphold the July 1971 stanaards on water;di21cha.r.g'e!}• 
which will limit no more than. 30\) lbs. of arbmon'ia ni-trog<ifi' · 
to be discharged per day, We undel:stand _this.req).le.st _:: ... - •']':.;'~~ 
to be technologically p0$Slble 8.Ild Will,no-t SU,ffer .-the health afilL :F~~i! 

::::~:":i:!:;,~oo '' in "''':'.::,:"' Oh•n' ': "'''::::nOi.l ::I;] 
(_;,0,\•6811, .'. ~/ ·.• 'JO/)\ SUJ'. ~ rl!:J";-0709 u,·;)'; ~~j 
1-~~~'Ch~ m~ .. ·•··. ,/r,\Z- b11 G2,P Dnti'~,~.~ :QTc~LL\Q~~~;::;~·:r~ 

_,:{;:,;:;,:t,/ 
.'_:-?~); /-~ 

·-:------~ ~·---_;_!36---~~£~ -:!foA; .. ;,A;~I 
~1tt ~~-M"~~~i~ ,ct7 ··t~ 
_Uhc. __ , _ " . _. __ la_1tzi2.AJltl ~e&@v£- CJJ,r:V:Mf8 - _ . 
_c-~-t~o 1>0 !'7'"' /Jlizyj,,;;Wf i!XE ~· 
~~ "~~!L1ftJ.w.1s~+lrf, ~q?]J:;·:::~ 
~)~'"'~ lGOSCJ?~~ 4SZ'_ .. 

I 

'~~ ~!iW}g' ~J3~6:+tl4~L-~9~~11%1::.,~:i .1 
'. 4 0 

P1eas·e _-return to: Community F'ocus 

P.O. Box 1043 
c0J'.:.fal1is, Ore; , 

. 97·3.30 . . .. .. . '•, ... - • . • - .. 
- - • - - • • •" • • • • • 1B111111111111•11I.•11111111111I11111111II111I11111-ii'l t-l I•• 01 • • • •" • .;·, s-.-.. •ii 1 •••• 1 ••• .,· 1 •• 1 """"" - __ -,.'" - - ----- - --- - - •• ,.--."" ''"'"'"''' •• 
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' > > > > Pet1t1o·n<<<< 
J 

We, the. uncers:lgned, believe· 
plant in Albany, Oregon to be di 
qur .. n±i ties of toxic materials into 
our Ti verS, tl1e ground, 8.rid the· air 
this condi tior\ exists because .of. the 
Quality's (DEQ) lack of understanding .. ·the. 
>ie demand the DE.Q perform a thorough ana,lys.i.s o;f 
polluti0n dischrLrge. We ·believe thO,t .in order for 
DEQ to u,ndertake the responsibility, it mlist haye a c,<)niplete 
unc"! erstanUing. of l.!:'i:.lt _Chang 1 S entir;e __ piodt1C"tti-on·· proce_S_s-~ 
We, the undersigned, demand that .the DEQ study in detail 
the effects of nuclear radiation, ah· toxicity (~ulfur 
di oxide., c!D'bon monoxid~ ), . HIBK, p)losgene gas,Q~yi;t'.<;>~~~.f 
cyanitle, sulfuric acid and. Rad,iuni 226 •. We derna,D.fr•that ;; 
the DEQ uphold the July .197.l standards· on water ,dirocnarg~s 
which will l~mi t no more th~;JOO.lbs, of amm9nia' nit;\'~g~µ 
to be discharged per day. Jfe U!fdei'si;and tlfis reqi.iest. / ) .... 
i>o. be technologically possible and Will .not SUffer<the )le,aith and. 
environmental costs in order foi·· Wah Chan·g to ·a.void ·finanpial. 
inconveni enc.es • 

~~~~~~~~...Lq~~~~:i.0.·11) 
J .. '7'f"i t= f I fiMo N.. 1 n CZ YI I 

·2-z.k.·· ·.-suJ .('{-\\ .. · · ... ·. ·.· .. ·· ·. ·. . . .•. :.,· ...• 
9 . 7'97t«.r:;, / 
L{ 0 y 5, ·~. fY\ "~ , ~1.:.,1.111> . 

return to·: Commqni ty Focus., 

P.O. Box.104:3 
,c-orVa11-is_, Or~,-~ 
'97.330 

~···········~······•B•••••••"""""••~------------
____ ,,. __ 
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We, the uni•ersigned, believe_ the 'Tel.~dyne · w'll.h' Cho,ng 
plant. iii' Albany, Oregon to Fe discharging; unacceptable : 
g_ur,nti ties of tox.ic materials into the:envirol1file.n.t including 
our rivers, the ground,· and the air<we b:r,e\tth~·· We' be1ie;ve ••·,• 
this condition exists because of.•the Department of Enviro_nme1rt_a 
Quality's (DEQ) lack of under!?tanding o:( .. t1ie .. :problem, · · ··· 
We _demand the· DEQ perform a thorough. analysis pf _the 
pollutien discharge. We .. be,l-ieve tha·t. iii ._.6.rd;f1r for the· .... 
DEQ to undertake the responsibility, it mu~t have a complete. 
unc1.erstanding of I{ alt Chang 1 s entire product;isw, process•. · · 
We, the. undersigned, demand that th.e DEQ. study in .. de.tai•l 
the effects of nuclear radiat.i<?:O:i air toxicit:)" {stilfw' ·~ 
dioxide, carbon monoxide), MIBK; 'J?!t<?.s~!<'J+e:,g.a;s•,';2h~~:n~: 
cyanide, ·sulfuric acid_ and.Radi u.fn 225,;c "lfei<'ll'e'nf,i;fia±"\'ffi8 
the DEQ uphold t_he ·JuJy 1971 '3.tandard~\on water.di-s-qh(l) 
whieh. will limit no .more tf)an )qO lbs. of a1~o:n:i<l[:ni tr? r, 
to be discharged per day• We. understa,rid;d;li.±;>_:~'re\<i1.1,~siJ:1 ·-:-;; , : • 
to be technologically _possi_bl e<and_ will riot .suffer cl;he :f)e_\1~ t]i a.I1d. 
environmental . costs in. ord<;>r ·for W1th Chan.g tp av•oid finan<:i:i.al · 
inconveniences·. 'i' 

•j;--' 

.Please return to: 

••I 11111IIIII111 i! I I I I I I I I••••""""""" - " .. i .. """""" .-.;, '",.-,.,;.'".;. .;,. • • 1•• • • • • 1·• 1•'i I-ill•;;..,..'"'"'" .. --~ 

- -; 

,;4':;_>~-tzt 



f .................................... ;·;ii~;p~iiti.Q'fi[l~"·''"'"'·~t'::~:'.':···s:c; 
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. E We, the. ,unclersigned, believe~ the releqyi:i:e'· :Wah. Chang: . : .. ?"'·'' .' 
: plant ii\.:·':AJ:ba.ny; Oregon. to· fre dischii:rg;i;rig:':tinac~evta.ble .:. ·,.'/ 

-: 

-• • -· . 
: . . . . • 

: .. . --: . -
: . . 
• : . 
: . . -. . 
: . -. . . -

: • . . . 
= 

. quuntities. of toxic matlii'ials into the enfi'I'drhnerit itlcludip'g ···: 
ou.r river:S, ·.the •ground, and the air'we:i)re~t!ie~ •. ·. We\befi~ie,;' .~( 
this co.ndi:<tion exists bec.ause. of •the. Depar:l;ilif;'n.t 'of En:v:l.ronmehta.1'' 
Quii;J,'i t;Y•S: (ht~. lacl< o:f i~nderstancling ?;of;':~t(e.,.probleni~ . • •.. . ' :'. ;. ; 
We demand the ·:q.e;Q perform a thoroµgh atialy!lis;,:o;f the ; . ..::' : c;: 
pollutien disch~ge. We believe thii.t•in'order',f.or the': -~-" 
DEQ to undertake"the responsib:i:li ty, .it must hav-e a conjplet.~·· 
und.erstanding of'.Viili Chang 1 s,-entire-.production. process. : · , 
We, the.. undersigned, demand 'that the DEQ study in detail· 
the effects ef' nucrear radiation, •air toxicity (sulfur 
di oxide, c erbon monoXide ), MIJ;JK; · phosgeii\l '&"a.~;::lJ:y~rciflen:· 
cyanide, sulfuric acid and Radium 22Q.( We'd'<!Dlario'-th~t: '> 
the DEQ 1,1phold the July 1971 standards on wa~er' di"chti,rg~.s{ ·. 
which w~ll lim.i t no more 'thl!Jl.3c0() ~blj> ~.:f. i;~o~:i;~·n'i~1p}>;g·e'~' 
to be di·scharged ·per day. We•:unders:tand; dlh:i,s:r.0q,1:1,est. : ,,. >. 
to be technologically. possible. anil willnot suffer the health !tnd 
environmental.costs in order for We,h Chang to avO:id.financ1a.1. 
inconveniences.::~-.. 

Please return to: Community' Fo.cuf'l · 

p;o. Box 1043 
c_(,.r_v-a11·i s ,-:·- o-re_-~ 

'973.30 .. 

•' ;.·'i-

~-••••••••••••••lllll•llllll••••••••••~••••r 
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-.-~>>>>Pet1·t.J:t>'llf;c<{< · ··· .· -·:,';;-~~?~-- - -~ .. \_:~~ 
. we, tl1~i;i~<~er~i:liried1--·b~J.i~~~~·t~~"~E?\i;4J~f..'.~i-:ch•~-;- ,;-'}f~<,:O;'.: · ·-:iiri>:i~~J 
··plant__ ii'f·'A'lb.'an;y • . Oregon _to 'lfe . <lilic~rg;i:hg,'.;ii.'!i:ac;.ceptable ..... _:'\',::,; .. _ . , -,,:._.•., •0:-:'-'·"; 

qunnti i;ie.s o:t::i;~xi'c _matei:ials fn:tci. ~he; ~n-tl>ioi:Uiient. ~ncliii;l~,i,ik•' ·.·.· -- .: 
t .. 
• t . . 
' ' : 
' ' ' : . . . 
: 
• • • • : • : . . . . . . . 
: :: 
• i,• 

r-:: 
• • r: . . . . 
: . . 
• • • • : . 
• • : . 
= . . . . . . 
• • . 
~-= '• . • • : . . . 
• • • • 

-• • • : 
• . 
: 
: • : 
• • : 
• . 
• : 
• : . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . 

OU?'. .J:ivii:ti§,, ·t,h_e_ •.ground, and' tb.e .air we•,br€l;t.1;1tE!~·. W.e«-~el:i:~fe.:-.: <, \ .
thi:'s. coµdH<i~n · exis-ts hEllloS,!1'(~ · o:(;the .RE!P~r.t,_m~nt· of · Enviropin~tak~·
Qual,ity':i<•- (D~)- ·lac:!t of.:,understandJng ;C)~;;;the•.problem·, - · ·_: ,, ... ·•'' 
We d<)n\and the •Df,Q perform a thorough arialy'sis•-of the_ -- ·: . -.-. , 
pollutien diseh{trge,. We belie'1;e that in ordel"f()1' the'- .. ·· , . _ : 

.,._' ,,_ 

DEQ to undert!Lke "the responsibiii ty, it. m~st -~ave a. c11niplete. · 
und.erstanding of'Vah Chang's, entire produc.tion process. ,,;: _ .•.. 
Ve, the, undersigned, demand that the, DEQ study in detaj:t;cl<' 
the effects of nucrear radiation, •air toxicity (sul:fur : • i . 
dioxide, ce.rbon -·monoxide), MIBK,·-,-_ph()sgene gas.1_ liydr'(>ge'ff r.ciif.: 
cyanide, sulfuric a~icl and Radi:um 226.: 'rte deinand·:th'a:k~~. _ 
the DEQ uphold. the July_ 197:). standards, on wate1' dJ.ScChar.ge:llS 
which. will limit no ntore than_;3QO lbs»1.of ·all)f!l9niacRij;r9g.ent:. , 
to be discharged per day •. We ll'nders:tand•,this(re''1¥e!',tt~: .;c:••-i'.> _ yt• 
to be technologically possible and will n<l:f< .suffe'r,~-th&-hea.ltJi. e,nd __ 
?nvironmental .costs in order for 1ah: Chang to avo_id.fina.nc_J_aL_ • -_ .. , · 
1nconveniences •.. - · · · - -·' - -

'< Address 

.-; ; 

· Phbne .,.·-' 

_- .-- _· ·_ ---_ -_- -. . . •-- _-. -. --·· --.--- .- ·.·· -•--··•·-·····•····· __ .. __ . _···• .... • . : ; i~11'1iI~· 
· ;i;_t ·1~2. ~~ ~ ~ vg:os-S,~.·~i·'4~pr 

/176 >c?/'f'&,:: s<-JiJ \ 6vb~f=.;. :<.z_.j:;~.,ltl:d?Jfl 

l ( 

_- -.--_•. Zif!f (1J. tziti 1 ·~.· ·- ~~ 11.;s 
1z:-S 5J qjl .. -. . ~/.e, a< -1'Y-:-Y-/i!ifj 

Please return to:- Community Focus 

P .o ~ B_ox 104 3 · . ~·: .;_•._• ' 
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>>>>Petit ion<<<< ;_ 
We, the undersigned, belie,ve the Teledyne. Wah Cll~,ng 
plant in Albany, Oregon to be dischlil'ging unacceptable· .. 
quunti ties of toxic ma teri_il.ls .into. th_e. enviroi;µn,erit 'inclu().ing .. ,_,,, 
our rivers, the ground, and the air we, breathe. We J:i<;liev-e . .;.'' 
this condition exists bee au:S\' .·of the, :i:Jepartnient of Environmental 
Quality 1 s (DEQ) lack of underst,,,nding of the problem. . . I : ' 
We demand the DEQ perform, a thorough "'nalysAl! of the 
polluti9n discharge. We beli,eve_ .that in order for th_e ... 
DEQ to µndertake the responsibil'i ty, it ll!Ust ha;ve a CQniple.te 
unders:tanding of _Vall Chang 1 s •'entire pro<J,uc:tio!l proce!!S• \' . 
We, the· undersigned, <lemand that. the_,llEQ' study, in det.ail 
the effects of nuclear radiation;· "'~r toxi~iify<(~11lf?-1:' . , 
di oxide, c erbon _monoxide), }i'l:S~t P!iO\l~Elile t;.,,$.'i(!LJ!.Yilt"d[<~.!'tip'' 
cyanide, sulfuric acid and •_R_ad.itim Z26, We d.emaiid 'th8"-t•c'.l~: 
the DEQ 11phold the July 197~ staridar,ds:c'f:!l 1"a'tet,.•.;t).~~c~ri>'~lff 
which will limit no more than caog,1b~~,-1 ·::1;, __ ci:·M·~--·+··-"-· ..;,.._"----:...,.-~+-;-~ 
to be d:lschargeuper day. •W<; untierstand .i-s reru ..•.... • ''·t' 
to be -Lechnologically possi hle. a!ld will no1; s11;ff<;:. tli~ he,!l'fth 
envirorunenta.l costs in order for Wah Chang to•aVoid.finanll+al 
incOnv·enience~. ' - · · 

Address 

: Please return to: Community Focus;, ,,, 
E o " . Il ·. i).()4'3' 
• · .. ~.: .·--~:-· ox -, ' .: 
: ' 'Corv!>.llis, Ore.'. . .... 

~ · · - · -· • , :·9.,7--~~~lniilil••••~--~~'~.-~11 9 11 ~ .. i~,i-'1111ii•~-·~ 1~ •• ~Sl11i1~11~iiiJ:~i-~_;i~.Ji:~~I_;_;:: -~-~~----··---~----··•••11111111111~11111111••• ··········•••••••••••••• •• . 
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:·>>>>:Pet1t~19'.&<<~< · -~. • . 
·:.;. . .~· _-_ ---f'.---_-:_>~·:·"::·:.i~~-;:,-:·~~< _---~,- ,~/:·:_·;.: ·>. ~ ___ ,. - ._ ·:·:· .'.· 

. We, the ~i.lersigned, beli!1V-e; the:·T.e+e4~~ }[Ith Chang · .. · 
. p).ant iii :A:lbaJily, Oregon to 'be -dhichlirging:_.U?tacc;ieptabl~ .· : , 
quv.ntitie.s of'toxic :mate:t,ials il(tq,:j;JJ;e, ~nvi:roninent includitig.i ', " 
our rivers,,· the··groun_d, and the' air w11·:preat.he• W11 belie:V:e,.:: .... ·.·.·5,· 
this condit:i,o'n: exists. b.,caus~ of thE! J;>11partmeri.t •of Environmf)ntitl./': 
Quality's (DE~) lack of: understanding ii( :the: pro.b1em.; , . · °'.':. 
We demand the I)EQ perforffic a th.orough a:p.11,ly'sis:.C)f the . . · 
pollutien discharge. We believ.e that in ord1fr•.for the 
DEQ to undertake 'the responsibility, it must_ha'\"e a complete 
understanding of .VM Chang 1 s entire pr_o(l11cti'o~ pr:oc.ess .~ 
We, the. undersigned,· demand that. the DEQ study in ,de,ta.il 
the effects of nuclear radiation, a.ir_toxici~y J~ulfur .·.·· 

• dioxide, ce..rbou: .monoxide), MIBK,, pho!lgene ~as ic'fY~:if.o~;eji,),' 
. cyanide, i;ulfuric ac.id and Radium'. 226•' iWe•ll.em@d"Jha'.Ji;,~;*;.<· 
the DEQ uphold the July 1971 standa:rds on :wa.t':I'' di,;clia.rg:e."! · 
which will limi.t no more than 300 .. lQf!• of.;,11,mm<!J!ill: ,,nit:i:,9gen>· 
to be discharged per day~ .We understand this·req\lest '/ s 
to be technologically possible and will not suf:fe,r j;he lj.ea].th 
environmental costs in .order for·We.h·Changto a.void•:financial· 

. .. -_ - -_-,-_ '. ,' - - ,,; '-
inconveniences • 

Na.me Address 

: .. ,i,,_~J-' --

-·.: .: :--L'#:®·s~:~is.· 
_s:L~~~~~..I.!2:,$~~~>5:µ '-.L•: .• ·: •• 

-4~~ ....... ¢0.'.!:Z:...Z:.:ti:.S;-;::L.:::i.:S:-1.. ·~?L-::· .o::::·.~t·:.:"""!J;{,~;;;~~:.'.:~:1:·~~··~~~·..:·~8~V:.c· ~-.t_~.;:;r:.:~:::~JI~> 

·····j;'>:I:.:./j !Js;.·{, 
-r~"'-'-'---~-"""""'--'-'-c'-+-:-':--'-;--:--L---,=~~~,...--'----lfi7Si':"'."6C-~<f·~;."g: 

.·· .. 1'1 .. ·.· .. ~.·.·.·.••· .•. · .. ~.~>.',,· .. ;_,··.· . .:h._• .•. , c;,'··~···01: J.l..}~:::;.::~µ:z:.&::::::Jocl<!~:::...-3'!:!1-.~::;;.!~.:._::::. _ __:::::!_~~~~.:._*1~~.;:,.~·::;; " > • / l~~~tf }~;J 
--J..il.U-.-4~~¥-:--'-.;..:;___;LI.&~i.dr.L.&ts.....;~~~~-· ·.._!..· ~3~ i• 

: .a.~,.,- ') G Please return to: Community Focus ~ @:io 0 I Li' 
§ .ft/,-<yf-.1/ (% c,?-
2 ~·/ ~ ~- :~f7f-r:_ 

p,o. Box 1643 
c~irif~ll-i s, O_r:e·-•.. 
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\f e ' . the_ ~Il<. e_r signed· 1:- b e':li_~Y:_e· _,_t~;~_.'., T-e't_e_-dyti~:-lY~.!1 :c1t~~-~g-:~;_ :-:~~ ~-:-7-~ ::f- -:~: "{-- -- :~:~:-'_ 
plant in Albany, ()regpn. to .• be •il,.~s'cl1.il.l(gi,11!l ;MiLcce'p'l;'ati~e .) .i::i\) ;,; 
qunnti ties of toxic __ m'ater.tal,13. _::flltp_:_:-t~~::<eil~·-:i,:brirrte:~t- _4):~~-lti~i~-~::\ 
our. r i v·e_rs, _the groun~, <·:_~n4:_ -~1Yk:~-:~i'.i_ ----~~::_.~-~--~-ii~_tie ~- -~---W~~:.!,:l:i_~~\i,_~Y,~:_r::)?_JJr.i,-~ 
this- Condi tiox1 ·exist.s __ · -b-ec_·ELu:-;e_-_-_ .. O_f the.<;1Je_p8.:ri1~~nt-,_-j>:_~~-·:~ri:~;Fo1tJtle~t~_;f:P, 
Q\lali ty' s (DEQ) l.aclt of urider~taiid.lnf.l' pf :ijli~' proti~el\i. ;, ·c1;/-:«;•if:Jf!R ~ 
We demanc\. the DEQ .perform a tjl9rot1gh anaiys~~ of :ljh~ \ ; ifi • ;: . 
pollutien __ di$chnrge_. __ -~fe :'_bE:!_l~_~ve-. t~l'.7:~ ,._i.r(._-~?;;t":Cie·r-_:- t_.?_~>~tP;~e:-~-- €j· ____ :;~~~Y.- /~:-·:_'Jt_; __ :d· 

. 'I)EQ to und,ertakf: .the res ~op._s_'~'_bi1-i_~Y,:-i~:;_.:j<~- ::11i_~_~i{:--:_~}"1Y_~_.:.-{SJ~}!G;0.~~'~:~~--~1~:~~r_.:~~!::::(t~;: 
unr~ ~rs t~nd.i n_g •, <: r "J 'l:.li. C;tia~g I ,s: 'e_n,tir ~--- ,;prJ)quq;:t i7o ri\:fF ~qQ~ir-;:;:--f ::~'.::~t:-:.:.:!"---_,;-,·: -\_~f:~+~_;-~~b
'We, the undersig_ned·;_ ·d_e __ ~a_nd_-- t~3'.;t_ ·t-_p~._:')JJ!1_Q.-:;-_:~~9'_\l.y J.(~'.f,clf,~t:§L'.1:~1:--~T- ~'.)_ '.<+- ::;;-_:ift·~.::: 
the eff ec-ts of nuc_l.ea_r r;J.d~-at-io-n, .:'.~~--~ ;_j;_O_lt-~_Pf;t~( , ___ s_\fl;~~:r,-~; __ '.)::; ""'- -f --:-B'-
dioxid·e; c P..rbol.1· -:mo_ri?Xide) ,_---~l~BK, pho_~g_eile;-::-_?_a:,~~--:-:llY.4i~~g:~n_: :,~-:: ,,;;:_-
cyanide, sulfu~ic_. aci4· .u.~~ _,_-Ra_c;li_um _2_2-6-~-- '---~-Jf~;_,;d_~Dl:~a::-f;-_:[~ci-i_;_:~1~-~~/_;~~::-_.-~/: ~-; . 
the. DEQ uphold .the July l 971<sta,nda1'ils ·on· )'lafo.r: i[i;)\\>,llal;f~~;~i!v" , : 
which will limit no _more ~han _ 300_. l b_S-~. of. _-·:a.1~~-cini·~-- p:itiog,~(h±,-. ·---~ -- ;--.--
to be_ di·S.charg~d- per day._ We_ t_.\Ildez:-st_ana- th:i_s,·--:r-eqUtts.t- . ~ ·:----~-- ·:-;:-;-::--:--;<:>:-.>'>~ 
to .. be techn9logically· possible.~ ~.nd·- _.will p<rt _,sµ:ff$r- ~h;EF_~I):~Bf):t!r~7fl;ifd'~t-; ~[1~f~~~~r1.-~ .. '.?f 
environmental_, co·sts . in ord~r __ --Kpr; W,e.h-, Cha;ng __ -~::~~°::-'- a,:;v_p,-~_cl;--:finaric_i·i3;-iJ- -:"-- ' .,,:;-}f- --,., 
inconveniences. 
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