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{Tentative Agenda)

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
June 30, 1978
Valencia Room
Nendels Inn
1550 N. W. Sth Street
Cervallis, Oregon 97330

9:00 am a. Minutes of the May 26, 1978 meeting
B. Monthly Activity Report for May 1978

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 respcnd to issues in writing or at

a subseguent meeting. The Commission reserves the right to |
discontinue this forum after a reascnable time if an unduly large :
number of speakers wish to appear.

9:30 am D. Al Peirce Lumber Company - Request for variance to allow extension :
of time to install easy-let-down device until September 1, 1282.

9:40 am E. Coos Head Timber Company - Request for variance to allow extension of
time to install easy-let-down device until September 1, 1982,

fo4 ‘
A )
’MW”‘ F. NPDES July 1, 1977 Compliance Date - Request for approval of Stipulated

Consent Orders for NPDES permittees not meeting July 1, 1977
compliance date -~ City of Wheeler.

G. Clatsop Plains - Adopticn as permanent rules housekeeping amendments
to subsurface sewage regional rule governing Clatsop Plains area,
QAR 340-71-020(7) (b) {C).

H. Vehiele Emission Testing Rules - Adoption of proposed amendments to
QAR 340-24-300 through 24-350 to incorporate standards for 1978
model year wehicles-

dl)&fgzéat I. Indirect Source Rule - Consideration of changes in administrative
procedures for processing applications and potential authorization

for public hearing for rule change.

J. HNoise Control Rules - Authorization for public hearing to consider
rule changes for new passenger cars and light trucks precposed by
petition from General Motors Corporation.

K. ©Noise Control Rules ~ Authorization for public hearing to consider
, ; proposged rules for motor racing facilities,

Medford AQMA Rules - Authorization for public hearing to considex
proposed amendment of Oragon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan
to include Offset-Rule for new or modified emission sources.

Conflict of Interest Rules - Authorization for public hearing to considex
proposad amendment of Cregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan
to include rules pertaining to conflict of interest by State Beards
in order to compLy with Section 128 of Clean 2ir act.

1979-81 Budget - Digcussiocn of preliminary proposals for 1979—8}
biennial budget. (At end of formal meeting the Commigsion will
go into an informal work session to discuss this item. Discussion
will be open tc the public.)

Because of uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserveslthe ri?ht to deal with ang
item at any time in the meeting, except items D & E. Anyone wishing toc e hgard on a§ 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 am) and lunch at Nendels Tnn.
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On Friday, June 30, 1978, the ninety-eighth meeting of the Oregon Environ-
mental Quality Commission convened in the Valencia Room of Nendels inn,
1550 N. W, Nineth Street, Corvallis, 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
O0ffice of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue,
Portiand, Oregon.

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE MAY 26, 1978 MEETING

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the minutes of the May 26, 1978 EQC meeting be
approved,

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR MAY 1978

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney and
carried unanimously that the Monthly Activity Report for May 1978 be
approved.

AGENDA ITEM C - -JAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Mr. Jerry Butler, Stayton Canning Company Cooperative, came before the
Commission in regard to the proposed denial of their tax credit application.
Mr. Butier appeared in regard to this same matter at the May 26, 1978

EQC meeting. He repeated that the application was for an addition to

an existing facility and the purpose of this expansion was to better
protect the environment.

In response te Chalrman Richards, Mr. Butler said they had received the
Attorney General's opinion. He said the Company was in disagreement with
the staff as to whether or not oral approval was given. The way he
interpreted the opinion, Mr. Butler said, was that if it was found that
oral approval was given, and the Department wanted to accept it as an
application, the Department could do so. Also in response to Chairman
Richards, Mr. Butler said their engineer had discussed with the Department
their expansion proposal. He said that the Department did not recali, nor
could they find a record of such a discussion,

Chairman Richards said that the rules of the Commission required a formal
pre-construction application. Even if the Commission decided to accept

verbal application, he said, if there was nothing to show that such application
was made, and the Company itself was not sure it was an application, then

he could not vote for approval because of the precedent it would set.
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Mr. Butler said they recognized that their case was weak and came to the
Commission because they assumed the Commission had the power to grant

the tax credit application. Chairman Richards told Mr. Butler they

would be entitled to a contested case hearing If the Commission decided
against the Company. Mr. Butler said they would not press the matter beyond
the Commission because they did not anticipate finding any further evidence
than what they had already presented to the Commission.

it was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the following Director's Recommendation in regard
to tax credits be approved.

1. Issue Pollution Contrel Facility Certificates for 15
applications; T-877, T-968, 7-971, T-984, T-087, T-~992,
T-993, T~994, T-999, T-1000, T-1001, T-1003, T-1004, T~1005,
and T-1009.

2. Deny tax credit application T~964 (Stayton Canning Company)
per the Director's recommendation in the review report.

3. Deny Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit reguest of
Paul Aubert per the Director's Recommendation in the review
report and the informal opinion of the Attorney General.

4, Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificates 106, 201, 229,
230 and 663 issued to Reynolds Metals Company. Reissue
Certificate No. 230 in the amount of $596,511.73 and Certificate
663 in the amount of $135,862.73 per the Director's recommendation
in the review report.

5. Reissue Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 473 to
American Forest Products because of a change in ownership.

5. Amend Pollution Control Facility Certificates 147, 148, 149,
150, 151, 176, 508, 648, 649 and 770 to reflect the joint
ownership of the certified facilities by American Can Company
and Pope and Talbot, lnc.

AGENDA ITEM F - NPDES JULY 1, 1977 COMPLIANCE DATE. - -REQUEST FOR APPROVAL
OF STIPYULATED CONSENT ORDERS FOR NPDES PERMITTEES NOT MEETMNG JULY. 1 =977
COMPLIANCE DEADLINE - CITY OF WOQODBURN AND CITY OF WHEELER

Mr. Fred Bolton, Department's Regional Operations Division, presented the
staff report on this matter.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the Director's recommendation in
this matter be approved and noted that the delay on these projects appeared
to be reasonable and necessary to accomplish the intent of the statute.

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried unanimously. The
adopted Director's recommendation follows:
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1. Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-WVR-78-75, DEQ v. City of
Woodburn, Marion County, Oregon, be approved.

2. Final Order amending Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SNCR-
77-2h4, DEQ v. City of Wheeler, Tillamook County, Oregon, be
approved.

AGENDA ITEM G - CLATSOP PLAINS - ADOPTION AS PERMANENT RULES HOUSEKEEPING
AMENDMENTS TO -SUBSURFACE -SEWAGE ‘REGIONAL. RULE GOVERNING. CLATSOP PLAINS
AREA. OAR 340-71-020(7): PROPOSED NEW TEMPORARY RULE '

Mr. Peter McSwain, Commission's Hearing Officer, presented some background
on this matter and the Director's recommendation.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the Director's recommendation be
approved based on the findings and facts presented in the report and

the testimony presented at the public hearing. The motion was seconded
by Commissioner Phinney and carried unanimously. The adopted Director's
recommendation follows:

The Director recommends that the Commission take the following actions:

1., Adopt the updated Statement of Need to be filed with the
permanent amendment of 0AR 340-71-020(7}.

2. Adopt as a permanent rule, the temporary amendments to OAR
340-71-020(7) (b) and (e}, said rule to become effective upon
its prompt filing with the Secfetary of State.

3. Enter a Finding that, unless the Commission acts promptly,
there will be serious prejudice to the interests of the parties
involved, in that the person reguesting adoption of the temporary
rule and others in the class to which the proposed temporary
rule would make a difference, may forfeit substantial options
in the disposition of their property, which options would be
of no cognizable effect on the environment.

4. Adopt as a temporary rule, effective upon its prompt filing
with the Secretary of State, which changes the date when a parcel
could have last been transferred and not be identified as an
"existing! or '"original' parcel within the meaning of 0AR
340-71-020(7) (b) of the present rule {a part of the temporary
amendment whose permanent adoption is recommended herein). The
date would be - changed from Aprii 2, 1977 to October 28, 1977,
the date of adoption of the rules intended to allow new density
of one acre or less for family equivalents.
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5. Direct that staff explore the drafting of further amendments
which would allow unforseen inequities in the ''Clatsop Plains
Moratorium' to be resolved without rule changes by virtue of
variances, exceptions or whatever methed might be employed so
long as such method affords due process to citizens and is
within a framework of standards which allows property owners
to reasonably estimate what will be result of thelr actions
when the rule is applied to them. Such drafting, if drafting
satisfactory to the staff is found, should be brought to the
Commission for authorization to conduct a public hearing on
the advisability of its adoption. The time expended should allow
consolidation of this public hearing process with the other
hearing process recommended herein.

AGENDA 1TEM H - VERICLE EMISSION TESTING. RULES - CONSIDERATION OF ADOPT!ON
OF AMENDMENTS TO MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION RULES 10 lNCLUDE 79\;’8 MODEL YEAR
VEHICLES, OAR 3%0- -24-300 through 2542350

Mr. William Jasper, of the Department's Vehicle lnspection Program, said
this matter dealt with the annual update of the vehicle inspection rules
to cover standards for 1978 model year vehlcles.

Commissioner Somers noted that the rules did not mention the diesel Oldsmobiles,
tn response to Commissioner Somers, Mr, Jasper said this would not
eliminate their sale in Oregon. He said diesel categories were mentioned
in the rules and were tested for a 1% idie CO with no hydrocarbon check.

After consultation with Mr. Ray Underwood, Department of Justice, Mr. Jasper
affered amendments to the proposed rules as follows:

Enforcement Tolerance

% Through June 1979
Chrysler Corporation
Diesel engines (all vears) 1.0 0.5
General Motors
Diesel engines {all years) 1.0 0.5
International Harvester
Diesel engines {all years) 1.0 0.5

. Jasper pointed out that there was a ''catch-all" provision in the rules
“all vehicles not listed and vehicles for which no values were entered,
th would cover any models not listed.

as MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and
‘ed unanimously that the proposed rule amendments, as further amended
, be adopted.
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AGENDA I1TEM J - PETITION TO AMEND NGISE REGULATIONS FOR NEW PASSENGER CARS
AND LTGHT TRUCKS

Mr, John Hector, Department's Noise Section, said the Department had
received a petition from General Motors Corporation to amend the standards
for new passenger cars and light trucks., Specifically, he said, they
requested that the 75 dBA standard scheduled for 1981 and subsequent models
be recinded and the present standard of 80 dBA be retained. He said General
Motors submitted a similar petition in 1976. Mr. Hector said that the
Commission could either deny the petition and serve a written order on the
petitioner, or approve the Director's recommendation to authorize a public
hearing. ’

Commissioner Somers suggested that Tri-Met be included in these noise
standards. He said in order for an area to qualify for federal funding for
low-cost housing it must meet federal ambient noise regulations. Because
of the numbers of vehicles in a transit mall situation, Commissioner Somers
continued, those areas violated standards and therefore were not eligible
for federal funding. Commissioner Somers suggested that something be done
to bring this matter to a public hearing, so that a solution could be worked
out soon.

Commissioner Hallock requested that when Mr. Hector reported back to. the
Commission he give them his candid opinion about whether vehicles meeting
the Department's proposed standards would not be significantly quieter In
real-world traffic situations. ‘

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

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize
the Department to hold a public hearing, before a hearing officer,
at a time and location to be set by the Director. Notification
should be given that any automobile manufacturers or manufacturer
associations interested in filing similar petitions, may in lieu
thereof, be heard at this public hearing. The hearing officer
will receive testimony limited to amendments to the noise rules
pertaining to the sale of new automobiles and light trucks.

it was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the staff bring to the Commission,
60 days from this meeting, a proposal the Commission could discuss

sending to public hearing regarding amendment of DEQ ruies to permit public
housing adjacent to major tramsit corridors. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner Densmore and carried unanimously.

AGENDA [TEM K - PROPOSED MOTOR RACE FACILITY NOISE RULES - AUTHORIZATION FOR
PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER ADOPTION

Mr. Frank Hall, Division Director for the National Hot Rod Association,
testified that it was important his Association be notified of any meetings
where proposed noise regulations were discussed, and submitted a schedule of
the Association’s major events for the remainder of 1978. He requested these
dates be taken into consideration when the proposed hearings were scheduied,
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and
carried unanimously that the Department be authorized to hoid a hearing,
before a hearings officer, at a time and location to be established by the
Director, to consider the proposed rules for motor race faciiities; and that
wide distribution bhe made of such notice to varicus racing assocliations

and interested local governments.

AGENDA ITEM L - MEDFORD AQMA RULES - AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING TO
CONSIDER PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF OREGON CLEAN AIR ACT TMPLEMENTATION PLAN TO
INCLUDE OFFSET-RULE FOR NEW OR MODIFIED EMISSlON SOURCES

Chairman Richards said it was agreed by the Commission at their breakfast
meeting that this item be taken off this meeting's agenda and placed on the
agenda for July because industry had questioned some language in the proposed
rule,

Commissioner Densmore said he was in receipt of a letter from the Medford
Air Quality Advisory Committee regarding some permit actions. He requested
the staff address the role of the Advisory Committee in relation to these
permit actions,

AGENDA ITEM D - AL PEIRCE LUMBER COMPANY - REQUEST FQR EXTENSION [N INSTALLING
A_LOG EASY LET-DOWN DEVICE

AGENDA 1TEM E - COOS HEAD TIMBER COMPANY - REQUEST FOR EXTENSION IN INSTALLING

A LOG EASY LET-DOWN DEVICE

Mr. Jeff Cambell, Attorney, appeared on behalf of Al Pelrce Lumber Company
and Coos Head Timber Company. Chairman Richards asked if there had been

a stipulation by both companies to the terms of the permits. Mr. Cambell
said the companies had signed the stipulations. He wanted to clarify that

it was the intent of the parties that if the Commission granted the requested
extensions then the appeal would be dropped; but if the Commission denied
the extensions, the appeal would go forward. Chairman Richards said it was
also the understanding of the Commission that the companies would abandon
their right to a contested case hearing if the Commission granted the
extensions.,

Mr. Cambell said he thought they had a workable plan and permit; and under
the permit and the extension they would be able to work with the Department
to improve the water quality of Isthmus Slough and Ccos Bay.

In response to Commissioner Hallock, Mr. Cambell said the companies had
begun to remove debris daily, and this would be continuous throughout the
extension period.

Commissioner Hallock declared a possible conflict of interest. She said she
was an officer in Ted Hallock, Inc, public relations, and one of the firm's
clients was a trade association which represented small mills.
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Commissioner Phinney asked if the companies met deadlines which had alraady
past. Ms. Barbara Burton, of DEQ's Southwest Region, replied she had not
been tracking the dates because she understood if the permit had been
appealed none of the conditions were in effect, She said that Al Peirce
Lumber Company was moving forward with their plan to install the easy let-
down device this year, although the Department had not seen any of the
enginesring plans. In response to Commissioner Phinney, Ms. Burton said

if the Commission approved the extensions, the dates would still be in
effect but compiiance would be late, Chairman Richards requested to be
informed of any modification of dates. '

Ms. Burton informed the Commission of input she had received from the
Northwestern Steelheaders Council and the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission.
Chairman Richards read into the record a ietter from the Northwestern
Steelheaders Council expressing their concern about pollution in the Slough

and requesting that If an extension was granted the companies be required

to carry on clean-up activities. Ms. Burton replied that there was confusion
about just what ''clean~up'' entailed. She said that éertain activities

were required under the permit, including containing and skimming off the

bark and floating debris around the log dumps and the mill site. At this point,
she said, the Department was not requiring that there be any type of clean-up of
debris which had gotten away and washed up onto banks of private property.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore and
carried unanimously that extensions until September for the installation
of a second easy let-down device be granted Al Peirce Lumber Company and

Coos Head Timber Company.

AGENDA ITEM N - REQUEST FOR VARIANCE TO CONTINUE OPEN BURNING OF GARBAGE
AT DISPOSAL SITES IN LINCOLN COUNTY

Mr. Ernest Schmidt, Administrator of the Department's Solid Waste Division,
presented the Summation and Director's Recommendation from the staff report.
He said this matter dealt with requests for variances to continue open
burning of garbage at two disposal sites in Lincoln County. Mr. Schmidt
said it was the Director's recommendation that:

1. The variances for the Waldport-Yachats and North Lincoln
disposal sites not be extended beyond July 1, 1978,

2. The Department immediately proceed with issuing new Solid
Waste Disposal Permits for these facilities requiring prompt
compl iance with State standards pertaining to landfills.

3. The Department continue to actively assist Lincoln County in
its negotiations with Benton County.

Chalrman Richards asked if adopting the recommendation would mean the burning
would be prohibited but that landfilling by covering with adeguate materfals

would be permitted. Mr. Schmidt replied that would be corract in accordance

with permits which would be written as soon as possible.
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Mr. Gordon MacPherson, Newport attorney, appeared on behalf of a group
opposing the Director's recommendation because they felt it was approaching
the soiution from the wrong angle. He said that Lincoln County had a
comprehensive plan for the disposal of solid waste which called for dealing
with the problem totally within the County. Also, he said, they had discussed
with Georgia~-Pacific at Toledo the possibility of mixing the waste with hog
fuel and burning it to produce steam. However, he continued, it did not
appear that this wouid be a viable alternative. Mr. MacPherson said a
written agreement had been made between Valley Landfills in Benton County
and the Lincoln County landfill operators on the manner in which waste would
be hauled. Alil that remained to be done between the contractural parties,
he said, was for permission to be granted to haul the waste to Coffin

Butte. To be in line with the Director's recommendation, Mr. MacPherson
stated, would mean expending money for equipment to turn these burning dumps
into landfills when the money should be spent for transfer stations and
equipment for a regional solid waste facility. They did not feel, he said,
that the pressure of the staff to close down the two dumps was the way to
bring about progress on the overail plan.

Chairman Richards said it might be valuable to extend the variances for

a limited period of 90 days to see if the governmental cooperatlion could bhe
worked out so that arrangements with Benton County could be made. He said
he was interested in how Tong government should have to work this out and at
what time it would be more realistic to go back to complying with State law.
Mr. MacPherson replied that he thought 90 days was unrealistic and that a
fonger period of time might be requested.

In response to questions regarding why it was not feasible for Georgia-
Pacific to take the waste, Mr. Schmidt said that the Company did not feel it
could take on the development of the technology to burn the waste, however
they were burning shredded tires., He said that the BTU value to the company
was greater from burning the tires from all over the State than from the
relatively small amount of garbage from Lincoln County.

State Representative Max Rijken, requested that the variance extenslons be
granted and suggested that in the meantime the parties involved could meet

to solve the Lincoln County solid waste problems. . In response to Commissioner
Somers, Representative Rijken said he would contact Georgia-Pacific regarding
the feasibility of their burning the garbage.

Lincoln County Commissioner Andy Zedwlck, presented some background of events
which occurred in the attempts to solve the Lincoln County solid waste
problem. |In response to Commissioner Hallock, Commissioner Zedwick said

they had a written agreement from Georgia~Pacific that they would take the
garbage, but staff in the company had changed since the agreement was signed
and the company had decided to nullify the agreement.

Benton County Commissioner E. Larry Callahan, welcomed the Commission to
Corvallis, He said they had been trying for a year to help out Lincoln

County with their solid waste problem. Commissioner Callahan said neither
county owned the sites and an application would have to be made to the
Planning Commission by Yalley Landfills, the private owner of the Coffin Butte
site. He said the earliest time for a decision on this matter would

be the early part of September. Commissioner Callahan urged the Commission

to lock to the time element when making their decisien as he could not see
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how this matter could be solved within 90 days., Commissioner Callahan
stated that the delay was not zaused by the two county commissions, because
any action on this matter depended on Valley Landfills,

Mr. Emmett Dolby, Lincoln County Sanitarian, said a public forum meeting had
been arranged for July 19 between the interested public and government
parties. After visiting sites with DEQ staff, Mr. Dolby said it was his
opinion that the existing sites could be operated as sanitary landfills.
However, he said, he thought the cost of converting these sites would be
unreasonable if the ultimate solution would be to transfer the waste to
Benton County. In response to Chairman Richards, Mr. Dolby said a reasonable
extension time would be at least a year to eighteen months.

Mr. Gene Dahl, Operator of Dahl Disposal Service and the Waldport-Yachats

dump, testified that they served 5,000 to 6,000 people in the South Lincoln
County area. He said they burned all the garbage about once a week In the
summer. He said it would be almost econcmically impossible to convert to a
sanitary tandfill., Mr. Dahl read into the record a letter from Joseph P. Bird,
Mayor of the City of Waldport, opposing the closing of the dump site, and
request ing that continued burning be allowed at the site. In the 14 years

that he had operated the dump, Mr. Dahl said they had not received any
complaints. Mr. Dahl assured the Commission that Lincoln County was working

on the problem, and requested that the extension be allowed.

Mr. Jack LeBlanc, Nerth Lincoln County Sanitary Service, said they served
the North Lincoln County area. He said after they were granted the last
extension he had changed the billing system to accommodate a charge for
transfer and disposal costs to Benton County; obtained and cleared land for
a transfer station; and develcped a closure pian for the site and reviewed
it with DEQ. He said the plan called for the conversion of their sites
after they were closed to accept demolition material. He said that if

the extension was not granted and they were forced to try to fill and
cover, their site would rapidly fill up and the site would then be unusable
for demolition disposal, which the area needed. Mr. LeBlanc requested the
Commission to consider an extension of the variance.

Commissioner Somers asked where the waste would go if it could not he taken
to Benton County. Mr. lLeBlanc presumed that the county would try to shred
the material and fill it with a modified cover.

Mr. Roger Emmons, Oregon Sanitary Service Institute, testified that when the
county originally requested a nine month variance they thought they would

have the problem solved in that time; however they proved to be too

amhitious. He said that under current regulations neilther site was appropriate
for a sanitary landfill, and there was no chance that they could be

converted within 90 days.

Commissioner Somers said it bothered him that Georgia-Pacific had received

a tax credit for an incinerator on the basis that they would be burning
agarbage from Lincoln County, and now had decided not to take the garbage.

He suggested the possibility of revoking the tax credit. Chairman Richards
said that the possible revocation of Georgia-Pacific's tax credit should be
discussed with legal counsel. Commissioner Densmore said it appeared to him
that an arrangement with Geergia-Pacific would be the best solution.
Commissioner Phinney said she did not think it was_up to the Commission to
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tell Lincoln County the avenue they must take to reach a solution. She
said she was concerned that the parties involved were looking at the deadline
as one where they should start action instead of a deadline for a solution.

It was MQYED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney

and carried with Commissioner Somers desenting that a variance be granted

for 180 days; that a progress report be provided to the Commission at that
time; and subject to that report being acceptable, the variance be extended
another 180 days. The Commission also made the finding that strict com-
pliance would result in:-closing of the facilities and no alternative facility
or alternative method was yet available.

PUBLIC FORUM

Mr. Del Cesar, City Manager of The Dalles, appeared before the Commission to
discuss the priority list for sewer projects. He said the City had been
assured several years ago that when the engineering was completed on
proposed sewering the City could be moved up on the priority Tist. This
engineering, he said, had now been completed and the City was notifying
residents of assessments based on 100% of the cost. Mr. Cesar requested
that the City be moved up on the priority list so that they couid notify
residents that their assessments would come down accordingly,

Mr. William Gildow, Water Quality Division, Construction Grants Section,
replied that the hearing on the priority list was being held in Portland

at the same time as the Commission meeting, to specifically take testimony
on the level of the priority lists. He said the information presented at
this Commission meeting would be taken by the Hearing Officer as testimony.

Commissioner Somers noted that the area proposad to be annexed known as
""Murray's Addition' was considered a health hazard, and was currently served
by seepage pits.

Chairman Richards said that it would not be proper for the Commission to
act at this time because the public hearing was going on and the record

on that matter was still open. Chairman Richards requested that notice be
sent to the Hearing Officer that 1f he was sufficiently impressed with

the emergency nature of this request; was inclined to put it in a position
to be eligible; and if it took Commission action, the Commission could hold
a telephone conference call meeting to deal with it.

AGENDA ITEM O -~ PRELIMINARY 1979~81 BUDGET BRIEFING

The Commission and staff discussed the propesed 1979-81 Department budget
during lunch.

AGENDA ITEM M - CONFLICT OF INTEREST RULES - AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING

TO CONSIDER PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF OREGON CLEAN A{R.ACT . IMPLEMENTATION PLAN TO
INCLUDE RULES PERTAINING TG CONFLICT OF INTEREST BY STATE BOARDS [N ORDER TO
COMPLY WITH SECTION 128 OF THE CLEAN Ad4R ACT

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried upanimously that a public¢ hearing be authorized on the proposed
conflict of interest rules,
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FISHHAWK LAKE ESTATES

Chairman Richards said that Department's iegal counsel found there was an
earlier agreement with the people involved and the Commission was preciuded
from altering their contractual agreement.

~ It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissicner Densmore and
carried with Commissioner Somers desenting that the substitution of other
security for the bond be approved, pursuant to agreement of July 30, 1976.

TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY

Mr. C. Kent Ashhaker, Water Quality Division, said that one year ago the
Commission entered into a Stipulated Consent Order with Wah Chang pending

the resolution of a permit modification requested by the Company. He said
that this order was written to expire June 30, 1978 to coincide with when
the permit was to have been renewed. The permit renewal had been delayed,

he said, because there was a delay in making the final determination on the
modification and the Company had requested an increase in production which
would take some extensive public participation on the issuance of the permit.
Mr. Ashbaker said Wah Chang requested that the Order be extended because of
this delay.

Mr. Ashbaker said that the Director recommended that the Consent Order be
extended and that it be modified to address fugitive discharges by:

1. Requiring certain already planned corrections to be completed
by September 1,

2. Requiring that Wah Chang commence to investigate and identify
all other possible sources of fugitive discharges to Truax
Creek and submit a report to the Department by September I,

He said a 5200 per day civil penalty which went into effect April 3 remained
in effect during the renewed order.

Commissioner Phinney asked to what extent this delay was necessary because
of the chanage of company plans and because of failure of the Department

to meet the necessary time requirements. Mr. Ashbaker said the Department
did not start on the permit renewal until they had a final determination

on the modification, when they really should have started three months before
but felt they could'nt until they knew what would happen.

Commissioner Hallock asked if the Department would now try to address the
control of fugitive emissions within the existing permit level. Mr. Ashbaker
replied that the present modified permit had a limit of 400 pounds per day
and did not authorize any other discharges. He said that the Department's
first intent was to find out where the fugitive emissions were, if they

werea controlable, and over what time span.
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Mr. Tom Nelson, Teledyne Wah Chang Albany, said it was the company's
attitude that the proposed extension of the consent order was appropriate
and they agreed with it in principle.

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

SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY CRITERIA LIST

Chairman Richards said the Commission received a letter of criticism from

Val Toronto suggesting the needs of smaller cities were subordinate. to those
of larger cities., He said he had received a similar letter from one of the
owners of a Neskowin project. He said the Water Quality Division replied that
the criteria had to be changed to comply with requirements of P.L. 92-500

and subsequent regulations. Present criteria, he said, emphasized water
pollution contrel problems instead of financial needs. Chairman Richards
continued that beginning in FY 1979 small communities would have a hetter
chance for project funding since the State would be required to use 4% of

its allotment for rural communities with innovative projects.

Chairman Richards noted that the Commission had received a letter from

LCDC after the last meeting requesting the Commission to again consider
different criteria. He sald that the Director of LLDC said they didn't

feel that the Department's proposed criteria reflected the State's comprehensive
iand use planning program. After consulting with staff, the Commission agreed
that the Department did take into consideration land use planning.

There béing no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
Respectfully submitted,

Q“@QEM A

Carol A. Splettstaszer N
Recording Secretary \
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MEMORANDUM

To:

From:

Environmental Quality Commission

Director

Subject: Breakfast Meeting Agenda Item:

Confirmation of Schedule and.Mechanism For Adoption

of Eugene-Springfield SIP Revision

Background

A determination is needed promptly for planning purposes of the mechanism by
~which the Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Plan for TSP is to be
approved by the EQC and/or the LRAPA Board. The key issues are:

1.

0,
Nead
Containg

Reeycled
fhaterials

DEQ-48

Approval by all parties must be obtained during March 1979 or sooner so

that a final adopted SIP revision can be presented to EPA by an absolute
deadline of April 1, 1979. The work schedule is very tight--partially
because of notice requirements and because of staff's intent to incorporate
conclusions from the 1978 intensive field and slash burning monitoring
project in the final strategy package., A preliminary report on the monitor-
ing project will not be available until October 15, 1978.

There is some dichotomy of responsibility for sources which contribute to
TSP concentrations within the AQMA. LRAPA has sole jurisdiction over most
industrial sources within the AQMA. The EQC has jurisdiction over field
burning, autemobilie exhaust emissions, pulp mills, and industrial sources
outside of Lane County. So long as LRAPA rules are equally or more stringent
than EQC regulations, and they constitute an adequate control strategy, the
EQC is obligated to ratify LRAPA regulations as promulgated. Some review
mechanism is needed to ensure that the combinatien of LRAPA and EQC regula-
ttons will provide the reductien in TSP cencentrations needed to attain
Federal TSP standards.

At least three sets of meetings will be needed after the E/S Citizen
Advisory Committee makes its control strategy recommendations to DEQ and
LRAPA.




Breakfast Meeting Agenda ltem
Page Two

For each of the three meetings listed below, a decision must be made whether
the EQC and LRAPA should have separate or joint meetings.

a) Meeting to authorize a hearing on proposed new SIP regulations.
b) Actual rule hearings.

c) Meeting to adept proposed new regulations.

Evaluation

Staff proposes that the first and third meetings listed above should be held
jointly to ensure that the combined effectiveness of regulatiens on DEQ and
LRAPA sources will provide the reduction in TSP concentratiens.necessary to meet
Federal TSP standards. Staff recommends that the third meeting to approve the
proposed regulations should be structured such that. the LRAPA Beoard would act
first. The EQC should then adopt. its rules and then.take testimony on the
overall adequacy of both sets of rules as an S|P revision.

The second meeting, the actual rule hearing(s), need not be held jointly because
of the difference in sources over which DEQ and LRAPA have .jurisdiction and the
lengthy testimony expected. Testimony from both rule hearings would be pre-
sented at the final joint hearing at which both DEQ and LRAPA rules would be
adopted by the EQC. |

Listed below is staff's recommended time. schedule:

November 15, 1978 -Desired Date for Recommendations from. Advisory
Committee to DEQ and LRAPA

December 1, 1978 -Absolute Final Date. for Advisory Committee .Recommendations
December 15, 1978 -Mail Hearing Authorization Background Report to
: EQC (and LRAPA Board)
January 5, 1979 -Joint EQC-LRAPA Board Hearing Autherization Meeting
January 5, 1979 ~Mait Public Netice Package to Seéretary of State
January 15, 1979 -Public Notice Méiled for Rule Hearings
February 16, 1979 -Separate Rule Hear{ngs by EQC and LRAPA Boards
March 16, 1979 -Joint Rule Adoption Meeting by EQC and LRAPA Boards

/Z/fjjf!é ;"--;fg-&*—-".‘/g N !Ld‘}f W e
b I N

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

WTG:as Director

6-23-78




Environmental Quality Commission

R G POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem B, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

May Program Activity Report

Discussion

Attached is the May Program Activity Report.

ORS 468.325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plans and speci-
fications for construction of air contaminant sources.

Water and Scolid 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.

0AR 340-62-020 provides for Commission approval prior to disposal of environ-
mentally hazardous wastes in Oregon, which are generated outside of the State.

The purposes of this report are:

1} To provide information to the Commission regarding the status of
reported program activities and an historical record of project
plan and permit actions;

2) To obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions taken
by the Department relative to air contamination source plans and
specifications;

3) To obtain Commission approval for disposal of specific environmentally
hazardous wastes at Arlington, Oregon, which were generated outside
of the State of Oregon; and

~4) To provide a log on the status of DEQ contested cases.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice of the
reported program activities and contested cases, give confirming approval to
the air contamination source plans and specifications listed on page 2 of
the report, and approval for disposal of environmentally hazardous wastes

tisted on page 19 of the report.
i
ﬁgiﬂﬁ«fm . f\a‘ﬂ e

WILLIAM H YOUNG
M. Downs: ahe
AL 229-6485
G& 06219-78
Contains

Recyeled
fAarerials

DEQ-46




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Monthly Activity Report

May, 1978
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air, Water, Solid Waste May, 1978
{(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Flans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month Fis,Yr. Month =~ Fis.¥Yr. Month Fis.¥r, Pending

MAir '
Direct Sources 16 195 14 178_ i ' Ly
Total 16 195 14 178 ] LY
Water '
Municipal 154 1,315 123 1,338 74
Industrial 7 102 [ 93 3
Total ]6] ],h]? 129 1,@3] ‘ 32
Solid Waste
General Refuse 1 37 9 35 6
Demolition 5 1 3 1
Industrial 2 22 T7 6
Sludge 5 5 0
Total 3 69 10 60 13
Hazardous
Wastes ’ 1

GRAND TOTAL 180 1,681 153 1,669 0 2 139




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

May 1978
(Month and Year)

Atr Quality Divisioen
{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 14

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action ' Action J
| ‘ i ! :
Direct Stationary Sources {14)
Polk Fort Hill Ltumber Co. 5/3/78 Approved
{(NCT046) Hog fuel boiler :
Linn Young & Morgan Lumber Co. 5/2/78 Approved
(NC1099) Shavings cyclone
Linn Teledyne Wah Chang L/18/78 Approved
(NC1105) Monitoring CLy, S0y, CO
Lane Seneca Sawmill Co. 5/1/78 Approved
(NC1107) Totally enclosed sawdust conveyor
Linn Western Kraft 5/10/78 Approved
(NC1117) Lime mud oxidation #2 kiln
Union Boise Cascade Corp., Elgin L/20/78 Approved
(NC1130) Scrubber on hog fuel boiler
Jackson Medford Corp, 5/11/78 Approved
{(NC1139) Baghouse on forming head cyciones
Linn Duraflake 5/5/78 Approved
(NCT141) Upgrade Hammermills
Lane Georgia Pacific Corp. 5/1/78 Approved
(NC1T43) Fuel bin storage
Coos Georgia Pacific Corp. 5/2/78 Approved
(NC1144) Veneer dryer scrubbers
Multnomah Crown Zellerbach 5/3/78 Approved
(NC1147) Flexographic press
Douglas Douglas County Mursing Home 5/5/78 Approved
{(NCT148) Incinerator
Jackson Medford Corp., Rogue River '5/3/78 Approved
{NC1149) Gas boiler and steam vats
Tillamook Publishers Paper.Co. L/28/78 Approved

(NC1150)

48 KW turbine generator




DEPARTMENT OF EN'LRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

May 1978

Dircct Sources

Nezw

Existing
Renewals
Modificatiens

Total

{(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

. SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions

Indirect Scurces

New

Existing
Ronewals
Modifications

Total

GRAND TOTALS

Number of
Pending Permits

29
16
h3

-o-

(W] o
O ~d O o —

|

Ny
Lo nt

Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions undex Reqr'qg
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Fermits
6 56 3 31 25
13 101 6 61 4o
10 109 2 53 56
5 874 6 849 25
34 1,140 17 994 146 1,806 1,873
b 30 5 24 19
0 7 2 7 .
i 37 1 31 19 3
38 1,177 2k 1,025 165 1,885
Comments
To be drafted by Northwest Region Office
To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region 0ffice
To be drafted by Southwest Region Office
To be drafted by Central Region Office
To be drafted by Eastern Region Office
To be drafted by Program Operations
To be drafted by Program Planning & Development

Permits being typed : ‘
Permits awaiting end of 30-day public notice period
Permits pending




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Air Quality Division May 1978
(Reporting Unit) (Month and, Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED - 24

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same ‘ Action ] Action
l l {

Direct Stationary Sources (17)

Baker Blue Mountain Lime h/21/78 Permit issued
01-0030, New - ‘

Clatsop ‘Columbia Memorial Hospital L/21/78 Permit issued
04-0039, New

Coos Weverhaeuser 4/21/78 Permit issued
06-0007, Modification

Coos Grunwaldt Wood Products 4/21/78 Permit issued
06-0080, Existing '

Jackson Boise Cascade : 5/8/78 Addendum 1ssued
15-0020, Modification

Jackson 7 Rogue Aggregates L/21/78 Permit issued
15-0043, Existing :

Kiamath Asphalt Paving Co. L721/78 Permit issued
18-0011, Renewa |

Linn Mt. Jefferson Lumber Co. L4/21/78 Permit issued
22-2526, Existing

Marion Walling Sand & Gravel L/21/78 Permit issued
24-5952, Modification

Multnomah OEPBS 4/21/78 Permit issued
26-2581, Modification

Multnomah Bethesda Christian Church W/21/78 Permit issued

‘26—2910, Modification

Washington Young's Funeral Home h/21/78 Permit issued
34-2648, New

Yamhill Boise Cascade 4/25/78 Permit issued

36-8031, Modification




DEPARTMENT. OF ENV.IRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division May 1978
(Reporting Unit} (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

‘Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County __and Type of Same Action Acticn

) - I l

Direct Staticonary Sources (cont.)

Portable Plants

Portable Oregon State Highway Div. 4/21/78 Permit issued
37-0098, Renewal

Portable Copeland Sand & Gravel L4/21/78 Permit issued
37-0160, Existing '

Portable M. C. Lininger & Sons L4/21/78 Permit issued
37-0190, Existing

Portable Elte Inc. - h/21/78 Permit issued
' 37-0198, Existing




DEPARTMENT OF E! TRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY AU IVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division ' May 1978
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year}

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project/Site ‘ Date of

L County and Type of Same Action Action

| l !

Indirect Sources (7)

Washington St. Vincent Hospital 5/22/78 Final permit
expansion, 443 spaces issued
Fiie No. 34-7021

Washington Textronix - ] L/24/78 Final permit
- Walker Road |11 issued
669 spaces
File No. 34-8002
Multnomah Cedar Lake Estates 5/22/78 Final permit
434 spaces issued

File No. 26-8006

Multnomah S.E. Grand/Morrison, Hwy. Modif. 5/30/78 Final permit

File No. 26-8008 _ issued
Multnomah Portland Marriott Hotel 5/3/78 Addendum |
(formerly Waterfront Hotel) : issued

Addendum 1, 324 spaces
File No. 26-6018

Washington Fred Meyer, Valley West 5/4/78 Addendum |
Shepping Center issued
Addendum [, 1220 spaces
File No. 34-7007

Washington Beaverton 5/16/78 Final permit
Industrial Park issued
450 spaces

File No. 34-8010
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Water Quality Division

May,

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 129

Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same

Municipal Sources - 123
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 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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Water Quality Division May, 1978 £
(&8 ]
- PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED o
= 4-'8
C ‘ L)
3 Date of .% 4
©  Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same Rec'd Action Action <
SALTSHAN SALTSHAN HTLLS T KNn42778 051778 PROV APP 20
S 2h MARTON-AN e COREYMT L PSRN e e KOAL 2B 76051778 PROY APP - ——27
7~ NRECSHAM ALTSA NDWNS JNL42TT78 051778 PROY ARP 2N

o oo (R G o A e L E N A TP S B2 FF B =5 A FTB— P RO Y P P23 -

A 1S A DIANE COURT 702 ROCK CREFEK  Jo4a2178 051778 PROy APP 27
© G ISR e s e EER T PLE A L LY e CORNF LU S0 421 7T8--051 7T 8 -PROV- APP— - —- 27T
34 118p PAYRFRRY HFTAHTS 558 Jo4az2478 051778 PROV APP ¢ 24
<1 0A P AU A--SA——E AN F - BT E G TAT-E G NO—2— - JO 42478065 1T T8 PROV - ARPP-— 23
10 ROSFRIIRNA EN RIGLFX JGAZ2BT8 051778 PROV ARP 1%
B b B N Ry S M AR |- Fe G T SAH16F 8B T B—PROVA P Pormee |
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VR AGHLANT COAK - KNOLL e JA50178-N51R78  PROV APP 17
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24 SALFM.. CROFSAN HTLL G e e — D4 2878 -051 8 78--PROY APP w20
24 SALEM MILLVTFYW SHiRn ~ J050178 051878 PROV APP 17
C Py B EM e s S VY @ Geefy AT T O 465-6-0178—-651878 -PROV- ARD —rreem] 7
1IN N ROSEBHRG CRFSCENT ST JOSN3T8 051878 PROV APP 1h
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w2 G EAS T S ALEM i M L LA G R A ST o P e 5 DR 7.8 0051978 ~PROVAP P16
1N TRI=C7Tv S0 NORTON &T F¥YT Kneta78 051978 PROV APP 14
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w14 HOB DR JUFR e WS TS LR R B L EMENTARY- AR LT LONKO505 78052 27 8—PROV - AP P e 1. 7.
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24 cALEM TRONWOON CoTATFS Jns5n378 N52278 PROvy APP 19
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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o
Water Quality Division - May, 1978 ‘gl
[
- PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED o
o+t R
= o
2 : Date of 25
©  Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same Rec'd Action Action g
26 TROUTNALF D PARK KOSD578 052278 PROV apPP 17
21 UINTON L o ASH STREFT .. o imen - .KOB0478 052278 PROV APP iR
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.N& aaANPON . L2 12TH FOURT e JNn50878 N52478 PROV APP ... 14
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Water Quality Division May, 1978 5
L& ]
= PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED e c
o Q-
3 : Date of E4
“  Name of Source/Project/Site and Type of Same Rec'd Action Action =<
20 sPRINAFTEL N ARAMANA PuAgr 171 Kn51078 052578 PROY APP 15
2h ARESLAM - S ETEET A PARK e s — A5 11 78052578 PROY APP 14
15 BCVSA [LES SCHWAR JNROgT7R 052578 PROV APP 18
bt et O B e NG - G T R SOEAGT-GBEDET-§ PROV AP Pt
' 0hoST pELENS N 17TH STRFFT JOBOGTE 052978 PROV APP 18
20 U E N Faren oA ETFOL THGSHER . v o K3 5247 8--05257-8 - PROY APP. 01
Na BENND : THFE WINCHFSTER £N50978 NB2678 PROV APP 17
NG rENn e K TWA MEAROWS e e K O5NG TR OB TE PROY ARPP - 17
J4 Al FM 5 RIVFR ROAN FXT _ JN52978 NLH2978 PROY APP 0N
Ry IS PORA - ——AMNEw &l Gyl LA H R A MK 5227 8053 0T 8P ROV~ A P P B
07 cnRvALLTE WETHAM WEST K0O52378 053n78 PRAY APP nt .
Cor? FORVALLTS oW ALNIIT SeE ST e e K05 23T 8053078 PROV APP -n7-
Ng rNRvallre WALNHT PARK K0O52378 053078 PROV APP 07
A0 WERMYSTAN - SNTEW ARTYE. - - —KO0522 78853078 - PROY -APP - Ng
a9 BFEMD SFWAGE FACILITY E1 £2 E3 °  KN50878 053178 PROV APP 23
24 FORFGT -mROYEmnd O¥. 7 F - PAR K-~ SRR KO-51-778—053F78~PROV APP e ol
33 THF nALLFS W 2Nn STREFT KO51778 053178 PROy APP 14
S 24 SALeM. - 7075l SUIRD. - e J051678-053178 PROY APP 15
24 SALFM MAPLE ACRF% QUBD JOB1678 053178 PROV APP 15
7L SALEM K=R - SHAR. : ~JN51678 053178 PROV APP - 15
Thon ROSERIIRG SN LAT FYT PONHFROQA TfPRArF KN51878 N53178 PROV APRP 13
SO FANBY. e e A RK € P RS T AR T ON e KD 5 237805 3 1-7.8 - PROV. - A PR e 3-8
27 MOANMNT Y RENNFTTS ARN KN52678 Nn53178 PROV aAPpP )
N3 [LAKE OSwenn MT DARK H-n3 . K0G52378 053178 PROV APP na
AN MILTAN rREFWATJFEFIRTS 2NN K0R2278 053178 PROV ApP g
26 PORTLANA. sF FLAVEL £ 85 11271 3565 __K052278.053178 PROV aPP 09
A2 GLANDSTONE VALLEY VIEW RO & RIDGEWOOD KO52278 053178 PROV APRP 09
2@ MANZANITA o GLEN ESSLIN.REV KO0.53078. 0531718 RROMV..ARP .. 0]
3 ARFAHAM ‘RavY JOHNSNON gFWER KNns53n78 n53178 PROy APP 0l
Q BAFEND L PUIMP S TATION NQ b e . KOB1E6TB 053178 PROV ARP-.. . 15

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

[ e s e e ”__ﬁ,m_;__;g_g=_____n_r,m__~ﬂ~__%fﬁ,.ﬂrﬂ4“_____ny__ .




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality May 1978
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Proiect/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Ection Action

| i |
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SNURCES (6)

Marion Boise Cascade - Salem 5-8-78 Approved
Emergency Pump for Holding Pond to -
Secondary lagoon

Marion " Stayton Canning - Liberty 5-11-78  Approved
' pH Control System

Douglas Graf Trucking - Myrtle Creek 5-15-78 Approved
0t1 Separator

Lane Weyerhaeuser-Cottage Grove 5-24-78  Approved
011 Separator

Jackson  M.C. Lininger & Sons - Medford : 5-24-78  Approved
Cement Dust Water Recirculation

Multnomah Boeing Commercial Air Plane 5-24-78  Approved
Portland, Heavy Metal Recovery

..'l'l_




DEPARTMENT OF ENYVIRONMENTAL QUALLTY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality May 1978

{(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Sources

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month Fis.Yr. Month Fls.Yr. Pending Permits Permits
* | AE x| A LR x| #% x| A% k| kA
Municipal
New 0 |1 1 & 0 |1 6 1|2
Existing 010 0 |2 0 |0 0 |4 0|0
Renewals 9 |1 ko |9 3 10 79 |6 by |7
Modifications 0o 12 Jo 1 o 15 |1 Rk
Total 9 |2 53 |i5 4 |1 97 N7 48 |9 25380 254 | 82
Industrial
New ] 2 11 111 0 10 6 |11 7 |4
Existing 1 |0 319 0 10 ] 12 3|2
Renewals 8 |1 55 115 ] 2 .53 113 60 8
‘Modifications 0 0 12 2 1 0 17 3 8 |0
Total 10 |3 81 37 2 |2 77 {39 78 |4 h01]118 k11 124
BAgricultural {Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)
New ol2 3 |5 0 10 l_i2 313
Existing QN 0 13 0 11 0 1 040
Renewals Q Q ) o lo._ o0 1 2 1]
Modifications o 1n o ln N |0 0 l gio
Total o2 o 18 o] ] 514 59113 621 16
GRAND TOTALS 10d 7. maleo 6 lu izslen amler z03lei0 737l 222

* NPDES Permits
** State Permits

~ 12 -




. DEPARTMENT QOF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Qun]ify

{Reporting Unit)

May 1978

(Month and Year}

PERMIT ACTICONS COMPLETED

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

Marion Northwest Organic Products 5-17-78 State Permit Renewed
Chicken Waste Rendering '

Yamhill Stayton Canning 5-17-78 State Permit Renewed
Dayton

Gilliam Paul Vaden 5-17-78 State Permit [ssued
Sewage Disposal

Union Howard E. Evans 5-17-78 State Permit lssued
Hog Operation

Union The Bordon Chemical Co. 5-22-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
La Grande

Ti1lamook Twin Rocks Sanitary District 5-22-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Klamath Bonanza School 5-22-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Wasco City of The Dalles 5-22-78 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal

Linceln Bumble Bee Seafood 5-22-78 NPDES Permit Modified
Newport - Fish Products

Waltowa City of Enterprise 5-22-78 NPDES Permit Modified

Sewage Nisposal

_]3.—.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste May 1978
{Reporting Unit) . (Month and Year}

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 10

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same ‘ Action Action
[ g
Hood River Hood River L4/26/78 Conditional"
Existing site approval.
Leachate Control As-
Built Plans
Marion Woodburn 5/19/78 Conditional
- Existing site approval.

Expansion Plans

Harney Frenchglen : 5/19/78 Approved.
Existing site
Operaticnal Plan

Harney Riley-Silver Creek - 5/19/78 Approved.
‘ Existing site
Operational Plan

Harney Diamond 5/19/78 Approved,
Existing site .
Operationai Plan

Harney Sod House {(Narrows) 5/19/78 Approved.
Existing site
Operational Plan

Harney Drewsey 5/19/78 Approved.
Existing site
Operaticnal Plan

Harney Fields ! 5/19/78 Approved.
Existing site
Operational Plan

Harney Andrews 5/19/78 Approved.
: Existing site
Operational Plan

Douglas Georgia Pacific-Wilbur 5/25/78 Withdrawn.
Proposed New site '
Operational Plan

Washington Hillsboro : 5/31/78 Approved.

Existing site
Grading Plan

..]h_.




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste May 1978
(Reporting Unit) . (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDQUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month  Fis.Yr. Month  Fis.Yr. Pending  Permits Permits
General Refuse
New : 9 11 .
Existing ) '8 ‘ 7 25
Renewals 3 33 2 31 12
Medifications 7 ] i0 i
Total _ 3 57 3 59 33 184 139
Demolition
New . [ 3 ] 4
Existing ] ]
Renewals
Modifications
Total 1 3 ] 5 0 20 20 .
Industrial
New [ 6 | 11 ]
Existing i 7
Renewals . ] 13 . 10 7
Modifications ] 3 5 : 3 :
Total 3 23 2 33 1! 100G 101
Sludge Disposal .
New
Existing 3 3
Renewals 1 2 2 I
Modifications _
Total 1 5 0 5 ] 3 3
Hazardous Waste
New ‘
authorizations 18 168 71 189 5
Renewals ‘
Modifications
Total 18 168 21 189 6 - 1 1
GRAND TOTALS 26 256 27 29] 56 313 319

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

_]5_




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste May 1978
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year}

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETEL (27)

Name of Source/Project/Site Pate of
County _ and Type of Same l Action ‘ Action
| { '. |

General Refuse Facilities (3)

Union LaGrande Disposal Site 5/12/78 Permit issued.
Major madification of an
Existing facility.

Deschutes Negus Landfill ' 5/2L4/78 Permit renewed.
Expansion of an existing
facility.

Klamath : Klamath Falls Landfill 5/31/78 Permit amended.
Existing facility.

Demolition Waste Facilities (1)

Benton Wildish Sand & Gravel 5/5/78 Letter authoriza-
New facility _ tion issued.

Industrial Waste Facilities (2)

Douglas Douglas Construction Co. L/11/78% Letter authoriza-
New facility. ‘ tion issued.

Hood River Champion Int'l. Dee 5/18/78 Permit renewed.
Existing facility.

Sludge Disposal Facilities = None

Hazardous Waste Facilities (21)

Gilliam Chem=Nuclear Systems 5/Lk/78 10 verbal authori-
Existing facility - zations confirmed

in writing (small
quantities of various
chemicals, PCB's
etc.)

* Not reported last month.

- 16 -




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Solid Waste

MONTHLY ACYIVITY REPORT

(Reporting Unit)

Name of Source/Project/Site

May

{Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (continued)

and Type of Same

Date of

Action

Action

' County

Hazardous Waste Facilities (continued)

Gilliam

11

Chem-Nuclear Systems
Existing facility.

_]7_

l

5/9/78

5/10/78

'5/10/78

5/11/78

5/15/78
5/18/78
5/18/78
5/18/78

5/18/78

Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (waste
water treatment
chemicals & bactericide
& ink waste).

Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (flammable
studge including
acetone, paint & resins).

Disposal authoriza~
tion granted (PCB
waste).

Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (tar
epoxy coating sludge).

Disposal authoriza-
tion granted {sodium
cyanide spill cleanup).

Disposal authoriza-
tion granted (unwanted
sodium cyanide products).

Disposal authoriza-
tion approved (mortar
compound} .

Disposal authoriza-
tion approved (waste
solvent).

Disposal authoriza-
tion approved (used
capacitors).




DEPARTMENT OF ENYVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste May

1978

{(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

{continued)

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
.County and Type of Same ‘ Action __I Action
! \ \
Hazardous Waste Facilities {continued)
Gilliam Chem~Nuclear Systems 5/24/78 Disposal authoriza-
Existing facility. tion (methanol scrap,
solvent contaminated
water, & solvent con-
taminated filters, gas-
kets, resins and rags).
" n " 5/26/78 Disposal authoriza-

_]B_

tion approved
{aluminum anodizing
solution containing
hydrogen sulfate).




NoTe

"~ Hazarpous WaAsSTE DisPosAL AuTHORIZATION
REQUESTS (t)u'r ofF ‘STP\TI:—:) Wit. BE DISTRIBDUTED AT THE

MEETING,
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TOTALS

Settiement Action
Pretiminary lssues
Discovery

To Be Scheduied
To Be Rescheduled
Set for Hearing
Briefing

Decision Due
Decisjon Cut
Appeal to Commission
Appeal to Court
Transcript
Finished

TOTAL

ACD
AQ
A~ SNCR-76-178

Cor
CR

Dec Data

$

ER

F1d Brn
Hrngs

Hrng Rfrrl

Hrng Rgst
Italies
LG

McS

MY

NP

MPDES

PR

PNCR
Prtys

Rem Grder
Resp Code
SNCR
$.5.0.
SWR

T

Trancr
WQ

Xum Gy

—
o
w
+

Present

16
20
4

o= O

W O NSO W IO SO
lo —onn

1

i
o
o
wi

KEY
Ajr Contaminant Discharge Permit
Air Quality

A vialation involving air quality occeurring in the Salem/North Ceoast
Region in the year 1976 - the 178th enfercement acticn in that
region for the year

Cordes
Central Region

The date of either a proposed decision of a hearing officer of a
a decision by the Commission

Civil Penalty amount
Eastern Reglon

Field Burning incident
The Hearings Section

The date when the enforcenemt and compiiance unit request the
the Hearings Unit to schedule a hearing

The date the agency receives a request for a hearing
Different status or new case since last contested case log
Land Quality

McSwain

Mid-Wiilamette Valley Region

Noise Pollution

National Pellution Bischarge Elimination System wastewater dis-
charge permit

At the beginning of a case number this means litigation over a
permit or {ts conditions :

Portland Region

Portland/North Coast Region

A1l parties involved

Remedial Action Order

The source of the next expected activity on the case
Salem/Narth Coast Region (now MWVR)

Subsurface Sewage Disposal

Southwest Region

At the beginning of a case number this means litigation over a
tax credit matter

Transcript being made

Water Quality

- 20 -




Pet/Resp
Name

Davis et al

Pauclscn

Trent

Faydrex, Inc.

Johns et al

Laharty

PGE (Harborton}

Allen

Taylor, R.

Ellsworth

Tilsuorta

Silbernagel

Jensen

Mignot

Hudspeth

Perry

Jones

Beaver State et al

Sundown et al

Wallace

Wright

Henderson

Exton

Lowe

Magness

Southern Pacific Trans

Suniga

Sun Studs

Taylor, D.

Brookshire

Grants Pass lrrig

Pehll

Trussel et al

Califf

Me Clincy

Zarich

Clay

Jenks

Oak Creek Farms

Powell

Wah Chang

Barrett & Sons, lnc.

Carl F. Jensen

Car! F. Jensen/
Eimer Klopfenstein

Steckley

Yan Leeuwen

Heataon

Towery

Wah Chang

Cook Farms

Gray

Hawkins

Hawkins Timber

Knight

Langston

Avery

Coes Head

Al Pierce

Villereal

Wah Chang

Abiqua

Stimpson

Vogt

Hrng
Rgst

5/75
5/75
5/75
5/75
5/75
1/76
2/76
3/76
9/76
10/76
10/76
10/76
11/76
11/76
12/76
12/76
477
5/77
5/77
5/77
5777
6/77
6/77
1/77
7177
1/77
7/77
8/77
8/77

- 9/77

9/77

3/77

9/77
10/77
10/77
10/77
11/77
/77
11/77
11/77
12/77
12/77

12/77

12/77
12/77
12/77
1/78
1/78
1/78
2/78
2/78
3/78
3/78
3/78
3/78
4/78
4/78
4/78
4/78
4/78
5/78
5/78
6/78

Hrng
Rfrrl

5/75
5/75
5/75
5/75
5/75
1776
2/76
L/76
9/76
10/76
10/76
10/77
11/76
11/76

12/76

12/76
177
5/77
6/77
6/77
5/77
7777
8/77
7/77
7/77
1777
7/77
9/77

10/77
9/77
9/77

12/77
8/77

10/77

12777

16/77

12/77

12/77

12/77

/77

12/77

1/78

1/78
12/77

2/78
2/78
2/78
2/78
3/78
3/78
3/78

3/78
5/78

478

DEQ or Hrng
Atty  Offer
Atty Mes
Atty  McS
Atty  McS
Atty  McS
Atty  McS
Atty McS
Atty  McS
DEQ McS
Atty  Lmb
Atty  McS
Atty  McS
Atty Cor
DEQ Cor
DEQ McS
Atty  McS
DEQ Cor
DEQ Cor
Atty Cor
Atty  McS
DEQ Cor
Atty MeS
Atty Cor
DEQ Cor
DEQ Cor
DEQ Cor
Atty Cor
DEQ Lmb
DEQ

DEQ Me$
Atty  MceS
Atty  McS
Atty Cor
DEQ Cor
DEQ Cor
Atty  MeS
Atty Cor
DEG McS
DEQ Mes
DEQ McS
Atty Cer
Atty  MeS
DEQ

Atty  McS
Atty  McS
DEQ Mcs
DEQ

DEQ McS
DEQ

Atty

DEG

Dept

Atty

Atty

Dept

Dept

Atty Cor
Atty”

Dept

Dept

Dept

Hrng
Date

5/76

11/77
9/76

12/76

12/77
2777
3777
1/78

6/9/78

10/77

1/78

1/717
6/12/78

11/77
10/77

4/78
h/19/78

3/30/78

10/77
4/26/78

6/21/78
3/78

6/9/78
5/31/78

. DEQ/EQC Contested Case Loeg.

Dac
Date

6/78

Resno
Code

Dept
Resp
Resp
Transc
ATl
Resp
Prtys
Resp -
Resp
Dept
Hrngs
Resp
Prtys
Resp
Hrngs
Hrngs
Hrngs
Hrrgs
Prtys
Hrrnigs
Hrngs
Hrngs
Hrngs
Prtys
Hrngs
Prtys
Rasp
Dept
Dept
Hrngs
Prtys
Prtys
Hrngs
Prtys
Prtys
Dept
Hrngs
Hrngs
Hrngs
Priys
Dept
Dept

1/77

12/77

2/77

Priys

Prtys
Hrngs
Prtys
Hrngs
Resp
Dept
Dept
Dept
Dept
Dept
Resp
Hrngs
Hrngs
Prtys
Prtys
Resp
Hrngs
Resp
Dept
Dept

- 21 =

June 13,

Case
Type & #

12 55D Permits
1 S50 Permit
1 S5D Permit
64 SSD Permits
3 SSD Permits
Rem Order SSD
ACD Permit Denial
38D Permit
$500 LQ-MWR-76-91
$10,000 WO-PR-76-48 rtwo cases
P-5S-PR-78-01
AQ-MWR-76-202 $400
51500 Fld Brn AQ-SNCR-76-232
400 SW-SWR-288-75
$500 WQ-CR-76-250
Rem Order $5-SWR-2G3-76
SSD Permit SS-SWR-77-57
$1506 AQ-SNCR-77-86
$20,000 Total 83 Vieol SNCR
1 SSC Permit Denial
$250 $S5-MWR-77-99
Rem Order S$S-CR-77-136
Rem Order SS-PR-756-268
37500 SW=PR-77-103
${150 Totai S5-SWR-77-142
5500 NP-SNCR=-77-154
$500 AQ-SNCR-77-143
5300 WQ~SWR-77-152
§25¢ SS-PR-77-188
$1000 AQ-SNCR-76-178 Fld Brn
510,000 WQ-SWR-77-195
SSD Permit App
$150 AQ-SNCR-77-185
Rem Order S$S-PR-77-225
SSD Permit Denial
$100 NP-SNCR-77-173
$20C SS-MWR-77-254
1000 Fid Brn AQ-MWR-77-284
5500 AQ-MWR-77 Flid Brn
$70,000 Fid 8rn AQ-MWR-77-241
ACD Permit Conditions
$500 WQ-PR-77-307
Unsewered Housebcat Moorage
518,600 AQ-MWR=77-321 Fid Brn

571200 AQ-SNCR-77-320 Fid Brn
$200 AQ-MWR-77-298 Fl1d Brn
%320 AQ-MWR-77-295 Flid Brn
$500 AQ-PR-77-325 Fld Brn
§375 SNCR-77-326 F1d Brn
§5500 WQ~MWR~77-334

$200 AQ-MWR-77-330 F1d Brn
§250 SS-PR-78-12

$5000 AQ-PR-77-315

$5000 AP-PR~77-314

$500 $5-5WR-78-33

$1000 AQ-NWR-78~31

5500 AQ-SNCR-78-065

1 Water Permit (Log Handling)
1 Water Permit {Log Handling)
$250 SS-WVR-78-78

NPDES Permit

P=55-WYR-78-01

Tax Credit Cert, T-AQ-PR-78-0]
38D Permit

1978

Case
Status

Decision Out
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Transcript Prepared
Preliminary lssues
Appeal to Comm
Preliminary Issues
Ta be Scheduled
Appeal to Comm
Preliminary lssues
Prelimincry Issues
Discovery
Degtaton Out
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Decision Due
Briefing

Decision Due
Settlement Action
Decision Due
Preliminary Issues
Decision BDue
Decteion Due
Settlement Action
Decision Due
Preltiminary lssues
Decision Due
Preliminary lssues
Settlement Action
Deciaion Due
Discovery

Briefing
Decision Due
Settlement Action
Preliminary [ssues
Preliminary Issues
Preliminary lssues
Set for Hearing
Pecision Due
Preiiminary tssues
Preiiminary lssues
Preliminary !ssues

Discovery

Discovery

Dectsion Due
Settlement Action
Dazciaton Due
Settlement Actien
Preliminary |ssues
Preliminary lssues
Settlement Action
Preliminary Issues
Preliminary lssues
Settlement Action
Preliminary issues
To Be Scheduled
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
Settlement Action
To be Scheduied
Preliminary Issues
Preliminary Issuegs
Settlement Action




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

hl

By

Contains
Recycled
fhaterials

DEQ-46

To:

Environmenial Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. €, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIiONS

Attached are 20 requests for tax credit action. Review reports and
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 follows:

1.

issue Polluticn Control Facility Certificates for 15 applications:
T-8773 T‘9687 T-97]: T_98’+, T_9873 T_992) T_993, T‘99l'", T_999! TH]OOO:
T-1001, T-1003, T-1004, T-1005, and T-1009.

Deny tax credit application T-964 (Stayton Canning Company) per
the Director's recommendation in the review report (attached).

Deny Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit request of Paul Aubert
per the Director's Recommendation in the review report and the
informal opinion of the Attorney General (attached).

Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificates 106, 201, 229, 230
and 663 issued to Reynolds Metals Company, Reissue Certificate
No. 230 in the amount of $596,511.73 and Certificate 663 in the
amount of $135,862.73 per the Director's recommendation in the
review report (attached).

Reissue Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 473 to American
Forest Products because of a change in ownership {see attached
review report).

Amend Pollution Control Facility Certificates 147, 148, 149, 150, 151,

176, 508, 648, 649 and 770 to reflect the joint ownership of the
certified facilities by American Can Company and Pope and Talbot, Inc,

(see attached). )
AP
WILLIAMYH. YOQUNG

MJDowns:cs
229-6485
6/26/78
Attachments




TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS SUMMARY
% Allocable

Applicant/ Appl: Claimed to Pollution Director's
Plant Location No. Facillity Cost Control Recommendation
Georgia Pacific Corp. T-877 Vood waste utilization $102,485.42 100% Issue
Sutherlin (sW) facility Certificate
Georgia Pacific Corp. T-968 Shredded rubber tire 91,083.00 100% Issue
Toledo (sW) utilization facility Certificate
Georgia Pacific Corp. T-971 Wasteco hot air system 268,761.30 100% [ssue
Eugene (sW) Certificate
Willamette Industries, Inc. T-984  Veneer dryer 68,837.78 80% or more lssue
Sweet Home (AQ) Certificate
Norwest Publishing Co. T-987 Electrostatic Precipitator 61,524,70 80% or more Issue
Portland (AQ} system Certificate
Weyerhaeuser Co. T-992 Log pond system 50,254.00 80% or more Issue
Cottage Grove (WQ) Certificate
Weyerhaeuser. Co. T~993 Carter-Day baghouse 35,560.00 80% or more Issue
Springfield (AQ) Certificate
Weyerhaeuser Co. T-994  Veneer dryer emission 321,428.00 80% or more Issue
Springfield (AQ} Certificate
The Amalgamated Sugar Co. T-999 Barometric condenser 242,926.00 80% or more Issue
Nyssa (WQ) cooling water recycle system Certificate
Anodizing, Inc. T-1000 Fume scribber 59,927.06 30% or more lssue
Portland (sQ) Certificate
Walton, lnec. T-1001 Orchard fan 10,367.04 80% or more Issue
Hood River Certificate
Oregon Portland Cement Co. T-1003 Collector system Lo ,806.38 80% or more Issue

Lake Oswego

Certificate




Glacier Ranch

Hood River

Joe C. Sheirbon

Hood River

Charles E.
Hood River

Edwards

T-1004 Orchard Fan
(AQ)

T-1005 Orchard Fan
(AQ)

T-1009 Orchard Fans
(AQ)

19,915.00

18,328.71

34,719.12

80% or more

80% or more

80% or more

Issue
Certificate

lssue
Certificate

lssue
Certificate




Appt T-877
Date 6/21/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMEMT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
900 S. W. Fifth Avenue
Porttand, Oregon 97204

The applicant owns and operates a green veneer and chips manufacturing
plant at Sutherlin, Oregon. Application was made for tax credit

for a solid waste pollution facility.

Description of Facility

The claimed facility uses wood waste material generated during plant
operations to produce hog fuel and consists of:

A. Hog fuel system machinery and equipment $ 68,489.34
B. Engineering and supply 11,293.19
C. Miscellaneous labor and equipment 2,802.89

TOTAL $102,485.42

Notice of Intent of Construct was made by letter dated April 30, 1975.
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was not required.

This claimed facility was a result of previous negotiations between

the applicant and the Department regarding the phasing out of a
non-complying wigwam burner., Construction was initiated on the claimed
facility May 1975 and completed November 1975, and the facility was
placed into operation October 1975.

Facility costs: $102,485.42 (Accountant's Certification was attached
to the application}.

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility, approximately 80 units
per day of wood waste generated as a result of green veneer and chips
manufacturing were burned in a wigwam burner. All the generated

wood wastes are not processed in the claimed facility, and the hog
fuel produced is sold to other companies on contract.

Summation

A. Facility received approval to construct pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was under construction or or after January 1, 1973
as required by ORS 468.165(1) (c).
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€. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing

solid waste.

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of
ORS Chapter 459, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $102,485.42 with 100 percent allocated to poliution control
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-877.

MJDowns:cs: -
229-6485
June 22, 1978




Appl. T-968

State of Oregon Date May 17, 1978
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
900 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

The applicant owns and operates an unbieached kraft and linerboard
plant at Toledo, Oregon.

Application was made for Tax Credit for Solid Waste Pollution
Control Facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a conveyor,
storage bin, and metering system installed for the utilization of
shredded rubber tires in existing hog fuel boilers.

Notice of Intent to Construct was made February 18, 1975, and
approved March 26, 1975. Preliminary Certification for Tax Crédit
not required. Construction was initiated on the claimed faciiity
June 1976, completed October 1976, and the facility was placed into
operation November 1976.

Facility Cost: $91,083;00 (Accountant's certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

Up to 24,000 tons annually of shredded rubber tires can be incinerated

at this Tocation. Rubber tires are commonly disposed of by incorporating
into a solid waste landfill site. Because of the nature of this
material, compaction and other good landfill practices are difficult.

The plant is presently utilizing between 200 and 300 tons of shredded
rubber tires per month. The only wastes generated by the facility

are ash (10% by weight) and stack gases.
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L, Summation

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

B. Faciltity was under construction on or after January 1, 1973 as
required by ORS 468.165 (1) (c).

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

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.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Potiution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $91,083.00 with 100 percent allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
Number T-968.

MS :mb




Appl. 1T1-971

: Date May 23, 1978
State of Oregon —_—

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROWMENTAL QUALITY
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Eugene/SpringTield Division
P. 0. Box 1618

Fugene, Oregon 97440

The applicant owns and operates a prefinished hardwood and softwood interior
grade plywood plant at Prairie Road, Eugene, Oregon.

Application was made for Tax Credit for Solid Waste Pollution Control Facility.

Description of Claimed Faci1ityA

The facility described in this application is a Wasteco hot air system and consists
of:

a. Engineering $ 8,067.08
b. Revision to Wasteco refractory 21,661.42
c. Revision to positive combustion 28,754.87
d. Firing controls 10,905.62
e, Electrical controls for fan and
fuel system 21,236.91
f. Dust handling system . 8,702.42
g. Screw conveyor 12,569.77
h. Two 12" lines to flo-matic bin 2,650.00
i. Ducting to finish tine from exchanger 75,550.80
IR Heat exchanger-air to air tube type 51,079.59
k. Insulation for exchanger 12,000.00
T. Ambient air filter and fan 12,422.64
m. Control dampers and duct support 3,160.18
 TOTAL §76R,761.30

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made March 7, 1977,
-and approved March 31, 1977. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility
May 1, 1977, completed December 30, 1977, and the facility was placed into
operation December 30, 1977.

Facility Cost: $268,761.30 (accountant's certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Application

Wood waste residues, sander dust and ply-trim are collected from the manufacturing
plant and stored in bins. Ply-trims are pulverized and conveyed to the fuel bin
along with the sander dust. The wood fuel is metered to the burner on demand.
Ambient air is blown through a three-pass shell and tube heat exchanger and conveyed
to five panel finish ovens. A portion of the exhaust is recycled to the cell for
gas tempering. The dust handling system exhausts into a Carter Day air filter. At
the present approximately 25 units of wood waste, previously disposed, is utilized
daily by the claimed facility. Energy recovered from the heat exchanger was
designed as 15mm. BTU/hr.
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L. Summation
A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and pre-

Timinary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Faciiity was under construction on or after January 1, 1973, as required by

ORS 468.165(1) (c).

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

D. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of 0ORS
Chapter 459, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Controil Factlity Certificate bearing the cost
of $268,761.30 with 100 percent allocated to pollution control be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-971.

MS :mb
229~5356
May 23, 1978




Appt T-984

Date 5/30/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant
Willamette Industries Inc.
Sweet Home Plywood
3800 First National Bank Tower
Portland, Oregon 97201

The applicant owns and operates a veneer and plywood plant at Sweet Home,
Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a new veneer dryer with
special modifications to reduce the emissions from the dryer. These
include modified air flow patterns, larger fans and end seals.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
6/1/77, and approved on 8/22/77.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 8/15/77, completed on
1/3/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 1/3/78,

Facility Cost: $68,837.78 (Accountant's Certificatien was provided)}.

3. Evaluation of Application

Several features of this dryer have as a primary purpese air pollution
controi. Tax credit for the cost of these items should be granted.
L, Summation

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

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

by ORS 468.165(1) (a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air pollution.
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D. The entire cost of the new dryer was not applied for. Only the costs
of the poliution control features were submitted. Therefore 100% of
the cost is alleocable to pollution control,

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $68,837.78 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-984.

FASkirvin:as
229-6414
5/30/78




Appl _ T-987

Date 5/25/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Norwest Publishing Company
17401 N.E. Halsey Street
Portland, Oregon 97201

The applicant owns and operates printing plant at 17401 N.E. Halsey Street
in Portland.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an electrostatic precipitator
system including fans, fire extinguisher system, heat exchange wheel, duct
work and associated equipment. The facility component and costs consist of
the following:

A. Electrostatic precipitator system (including

2 fans and heat exchanger)} $41,211.50
B. Freight $ 1,800.94
C. Fire extinguisher system § 2,245.61
D. Installation $15,619.59
E. Ductwork $  6hk7.,06

Notice of Intent to Construct was made on October 9, 1974, and approved on
December 9, 1974. Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit is not required.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in June 1975, completed
on August 29, 1975, and the facility was placed into operation on

August 29, 1975,

Facility Cost: $61,524.70 {Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The Department required the installation of central equipment to reduce the
visible emissions from the offset printing press which did not have any
controls installed before and was in violation of the Department's visible
emissions regulation.

The facility has been inspected by the Department and is operating satis-
factorily.

The heat exchanger was installed to condense the hydrocarbons so that they
could be collected by the precipitator, and 1t also reduces the size of the
precipitator required because it reduces the actual air volume. The value
of the heat recovered is less than the operating expenses of the system.
Therefore, it is concluded that the system was installed solely for air
pollution controil.
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k., Summation

A,

Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct issued

- pursuant to ORS 468,175.

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

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

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.

The Department has concluded that 100 percent of the cost of this
facility is allocable to air pollution control since the facility was
installed solely for air pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $61,524,70 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-987.

FASkirvin:as

229-6414
5/25/78




Appl T-992

Date  May 24, 1978

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Company
Willamette Region’

Wood Products Manufacturing
P. 0. Box 275

Springfield, OR 97477

Plant Site - Cottage Grove, Oregon

The applicant owns and operates a wood products facility which
produces lumber, plywood, laminated products and residual products.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control
facility.

Descriptioh of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility eliminates use of fresh water for log mover
spray nozzles, veneer dryer, and shotgun condenser; and consists
of:

a. Log pond inlet screens to new recirculating pumps

b. Shotgun condenser cooling water diversion valves
and piping -

c. Power house thermal discharge diversion pump and
piping tc log pond :

d. Installation of log pond discharge weir and flow
monitoring equipment

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
November 24, 1975 and,approved December 16, 1975. Construction
was initiated on the claimed facility September 2, 1976, completed
and placed into operation June 14, 1977.

Facility Cost: $50,254 (Certified Public Accountant's statement
was provided) :

Evaluation

Before installation of the claimed facility, fresh water was used
for cooling various thermal loads all discharging directiy with

the claimed facility, log pond water is used and returned to the
log pond. The log pond acts as a cooling pond and since fresh
water is not being added to the system, the only log pond discharge
is that caused by rainfall. Thus, the applicant claims discharge
temperat?re has been reduced as has flow (from 2 MGD to Less than
0.01 MGD).
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L, Summat ion

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

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

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 Tor the facility claimed in Application T-992, such
Certificate to bear the actual cost of $50,254 with 80% or more
allocable to pollution control,

€. K. Ashbaker
W. D. Lesher:em
229-5318

May 24, 1978




App1l T-993

Date 6/5/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Co.
Willamette Region - Wood Products
Tacoma, Washington 98401

The applicant owns and operates a particleboard plant at Springfield,
Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Carter-Day baghouse used to
control the emissions from a particleboard sanding operation.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
2/13/76, and approved on 3/4/76.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 4/15/76, completed on
5/3/76, and the facility was placed into operation on 5/3/76.

Facility Cost: $35,560 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

An existing filter was not able to control the sanderdust emissions from a
particleboard sander. It was repliaced with a Carter-Day 72-RJ-60 baghouse.
The facility operates in compliance with LRAPA regulations,

Summation

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

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

C. Facility is designed for and is beling operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air pollution,
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D. The facility was required by LRAPA and is necessary to satisfy the
intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under
that chapter,

E. The only purpose of this facility is air pollution control; therefore,
100% is allocable to pollution controtl.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $35,560 with B0% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-993.

FASkirvin:as
229-6414
June 5, 1978




Appl T-994

Date 5/30/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Weyerhaeuser Co.

Willamette Region - Wood Products
Tacoma, Washington 98401

The applicant owns and operates a plywood plant at Springfield, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air poliution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a veneer dryer emission
control system to control three veneer dryers.

Notice of Intent to Construct was made on 5/14/74, and approved on 5/29/74.
Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit is not required.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in August 1974, completed
on 12/18/76, and the facility was placed into operation on 1/6/77.

Facility Cost: $321,428 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

This control system reduces air leaking into the dryers and then condenses
and collects the hydrocarbon emissions to prevent them from entering the
atmosphere,

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).

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 LRAPA and is necessary to satisfy the
intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under
that chapter.
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E. The primary purpose of this system is air pollution control. Therefore
100% is allocable as pollution control,

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facitity Certificate bearing the
cost of $321,428 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-994.

FASkirvin:as
229-6414
5/30/78




Appl. T-999

Déte

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

-TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

The Amalgamated Sugar Company
First Security Bank Building
Box 1520

Ogden, UT 84402

Plant - Box 1766, Nyssa, Oregon

The applicant owns and operates a plant engaged in the extraction
and refining of sugar from sugar beets.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control
facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility, a barometric condenser cooling water recycle
system, consists of:

a. Modifications to existing holding pond, including a screened
outlet,

b. 1,900 ft. of 27 inch concrete pipe to holding pond, 2,000 ft.
of 30 inch concrete pipe to existing pump house, and approximately
1,000 ft. of 18 inch steel pipe. :

c. A new fresh water supply system, including new pump at the
river pump house, distribution header piping, tanks and instrumen-
tation,

d. Isolation of process wastewaters from cooling water for treatment,

including floor drains, sumps, pumps, and two {in series) settling
ponds - 200 ft. by 1,500 ft. total.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made July 9, 1976
and approved August: 22, 1976. Construction was initiated on the claimed
facility on August 28, 1976, completed and placed into operation :in
October 1976,

Facility Cost: $242,926. (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided,)
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3. Evaluation

The application states that barometric condenser cooling water which
was high in BOD, due to process vessel boil over, and was discharged
directly into the river is now treated, stored in the cooling pond,
and reused. Staff verifies this and discharge monitoring reports
show that discharge 002 which reported as much as 15,000 pounds per

9 day in January has been eliminated.
L, Summation
A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and

Preliminary Certificate 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.

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

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution contrel,

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T-999, such Certificate to bear
the actual cost of $242,926 with 80% or more allocable to pollution
control.

Charles K. Ashbaker:aes
229-5309
5/25/78



Appl T-1000

Date 6-19-78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Appticant

Anodizing, lnc.

7933 N.E. 2lst Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97211

The applicant leases and operates a chemical polishing and anodizing plant
at 8222 S.E. 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is fume scrubber which treats
the emissions from the etch tank and the chemical polish tank. The facility
cost consists of the following:

A. Hoods $10,550.00
B. Ductwork 8,350.66
€. Scrubber 15,889.60
D. Fans 10,613.38
E. Piping and tank 1,019.97
F. Structural members & installation materials 2,943.78
G. Electrical equipment and installation 4 645,00
H. Installation 4,314.67
|. Engineering 1,600,00

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
August 19, 1977, and approved en November 23, 1977.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on February 14, 1978,
completed on March 17, 1978, and the facility was placed into operation on
March 20, 1978.

Facility Cost: $59,927.06 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evatuation of Application

The applicant was required by the Workmen's Compensation Department to
reduce levels of acid/caustic fumes so that operators would not have to use
respirators. Rather than merely venting room air to the atmosphere, the
applicant installed the claimed facility which effectively resolves the
worker environmental problem and complies with Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit No. 26-2988, which requires that the emissions of air contaminants
are to be kept at the lowest practicable levels at all times.

The claimed facility was designed so as to minimize the volume of air
treated thereby also minimizing energy requirements and costs.
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b, Summation

A,

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

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

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

The facility was required by Workmen's Compensation Department and the
Department considers it to represent highest and best practicable
control and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS
Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

The Department has cencluded that 100 percent.of the cost of the
facility is allocable to air pollution control since the facility was
installed solely for air pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $59,927.06 with 80% or more allocated to pellution.control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1000.

FASkirvin:as

229-6414
6-19-78




Appl T-1001

Date 5/25/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Walton, Inc.

2680 Van Horn Dr.

Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates an apple and pear. orchard at Hood River,
Oregon,

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is one Orchard Rite electric fan
that provides approximately 10 acres of frost damage protection.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
2/22/78, and approved on 3/27/78.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 4/8/78, completed on
4/8/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 4/8/78.

Facility Cost: $10,367.04 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

There is no law Timiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to contrel frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air pollution problem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solutien to frost control that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance. One orchard
fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
_protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduc-
tion.

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion--down into the trees, and there also appears to be a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which 1s not evident
from standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost control is needed on an average of 30 hours per
year.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct gnd
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175,

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).
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C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, contrelling or reducing air pollution.

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

E. The operating cost of the claimed facility is slightly greater than
the savings in the cost of propane fuel used to fire the orchard
heaters. The operating cost consists of the fuel cost using the fan,
depreciation over 10 years and no salvage value plus the average
interest at 9 percent on the undepreciated balance.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $10,367.04 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1001.

FASkirvin/as
(503) 229-6414
6/6/78




Appl T-1003

Date 5/25/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Oregon Portland Cement Company
111 S.E. Madison Street
Portland, Oregon 97214

The applicant owns and operates a cement and agricultural lime plant at
148 N. State Street in Lake Oswego.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution contreol facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an enclosure and Johnson
March Pulse Set PC Series, PCS-4-8 bag filter collector for the railroad
car loadout.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
Aprit 15, 1977, and approved on May 11, 1977.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on August 1, 1977,
completed on August 31, 1977, and the facility was placed into operation on
August 31, 1977.

Facility Cost: $46,806.38 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to installation of the claimed facility the railcar loadout was not
enclosed and the existing multi-purpose collecter had insufficient capacity
to collect fugitive emissions. The claimed facility brought the railcar
loadout area into compliance with the Department’s grain loading and visible
emission limits.

Summation

A, Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175,

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




T-1003
5/25/78

Page Two

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

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,

The annual income derived from the claimed facility is. estimated at
$78.25 and annual operating expenses at $4,652.93. Thus, the claimed
facility has a negative return on investment. The sole purpose of the
claimed facility is to control air pollution.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Poltution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $46,806.38 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No., T-1003.

FASkirvin:as

229-6k414
6/5/78

cc: Northwest Region Office




Appl  T-1004

Date 5/25/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Glacier Ranch

2400 0dell Highway

Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates an apple and pear orchard at Hood River,
Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is two Tropic Breeze Wind
Machines, model GP-391 125 HP that provide approximately 10 acres each of
frost damage protection.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
10/18/77, and approved on 10/24/77.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 11/25/77, completed
on 4/15/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 4/18/78.

Facility Cost: $19,919.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

There is no law Timiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to control frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air pollution problem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solution to frost control that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance. One orchard
fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction,

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion--down into the trees, and there also appears to be a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which is not evident
from standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost control is needed on an average of 30 hours per
year.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175,

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

by ORS 468.165(1)(a).




T-1004
5/25/78

Page Two

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

E. The operating cost of the claimed fTacility is slightly greater than
the savings in the cost of fuel oil. The operating cost consists of
the fuel cost using the fan, depreciation over 10 years and no salvage
value plus the average interest at 9 percent on the undepreciated
balance,

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $19,919.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1004.

FASkirvin/as
(503) 229-6414
6/6/78




Appl T~-1005

Date 5/25/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Joe C. Sheirbon

5200 Summit Drive

Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates an apple and pear orchard at Hood River,
Oregon,

Appiication was made for tax credit for an air pollution contrel facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The Facility described in this application is two Tropic Breeze Wind
Machines, electric 100 H.P. that provide approximately 10 acres each of
frost damage protection.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
1/4/78, and approved on 1/11/78.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 1/15/78, completed on
L4/18/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 4/18/78.

Facility Cost: $18,328.71 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

There is no law Timiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to control frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air poliution problem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solution to frost control that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and scot nuisance. One orchard
fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction.

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion--down into the trees, and there also appears to be a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which is not evident
trom standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost control is needed on an average of 30 hours per
year.,

Summation

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

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




T-1005

5/25/78
Page Two
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FASkirvin/as
(503) 229-6414
6/6/78

ommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
18,328.71 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
r the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T~1005.




Appl T-1009

Date 6/6/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Charles E. Edwards

3177 Dethman Ridge Drive
Hood River, Oregon 97031

The applicant owns and operates an apple, pear, and cherry orchard at
Hood River, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is three Orchard Rite electric
fan machines that provide approximately 10 acres each of frost damage
protection.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
12/21/77, and approved on 1/31/78.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 3/4/78, completed on
4/23/78, and the facility was placed into operation on 4/24/78,

Facility Cost: $34,719.12 (Accountant's Certification was provided}.

Evaluation of Application

There is no law 1imiting the use of fuel oil fired heaters to control frost
damage to fruit trees even though the heaters produced a significant smoke
and soot air pollution problem in the City of Hood River. The orchard
farmers desire a secure, long-range solution to frost control that includes
the reduction or elimination of the smoke and soot nuisance. One orchard

fan serves 10 acres and reduces the number of heaters required for frost
protection from 340 heaters to 100 perimeter heaters, a 70 percent reduction,

An orchard fan blows warmer air from above the trees--when there is a
temperature inversion--down into the trees, and there also appears to be a
secondary frost protection effect caused by the wind which is not evident
from standard temperature readings. The fans have proven effective in the
Hood River area where frost control is needed on an average of 30 hours per
year.

Summation

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

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




T-1009
6/6/78

Page Two

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

E. The operating cost of the claimed Tacility is slightly greater than
the savings in the cost of fuel oil. The operating cost consists of
the fuel cost using the fan, depreciation over 10 years and no salvage
value plus the average interest at 9 percent on the undepreciated
balance.

5. Director's Recommendation

tt is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $34,719.12 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1009,

FASkirvin:as
(503) 229-6414
6/7/78




Appl.  T-964
Date 6/26/78

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Stayton Canning Company, Cooperative
P. 0. Box 458

Stayton, Oregon 97383

Brooks Plant No. 5

The applicant owns and operates a plant, freezing and canning vegetables
in Brooks, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for a water polluticn control
facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is mainly 90 acres of land acquired for disposal
of treated waste waters by irrigation.

The claimed facility also invelved the installation of an Ashbrook
High-Spead 50 HP Mechanical Aerator, intake screen, pump, piping,
electrical and miscallaneous work.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was not made. The
date construction was initiated on the claimed facility was not included
on the application. Construction was completed on August 26, 1977, and
placed into operation on August 31, 1977. No plan approval or preliminary
certification for tax credit was granted by the Department of Environmental
Quality.

Facility Cost: $142,524.29 (Certified Public Accountant's statement
was provided.)

Evaluation

Tax credit (applications T-617 and T-707) was recommended on November 7,
1975 for 330 acres of land and irrigation equipment. This facility was
thought to be adequate to eliminate discharge of waste to public waters.

Problems with runoff and ponding were noted from time to time by the
staff. |t was thought that the problem may have been operational and
could be corrected. The irrigation land 1s leased from the. cooperative
by a farmer, complicating control of the waste water disposal operation.
Staff was not aware that acquiring more land was being considered as
corrective action.




T-964
6/26/78
Page 2

The application states only that the additional land and equipment was
necessary to improve disposal and odor control.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed without approval to construct and without
Preliminary Certification for tax credit of a pollution control
facility. The preliminary certification is a requisite pursuant
to ORS 468.175.

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

by ORS 468.165(1) (a).

C. It is claimed by the applicant that the facility was designed for
and is being operated to a substantial extent for the purpose of
preventing, contralling or reducing water pollution.

D. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be denied
for the facility claimed in Application T-964.

Stayton Canning Company's letter of February 10, 1978 admits failure

to file a formal "Notice of Intent to Construct' the claimed facilities,
but that they had been confident of tacit and verbal approval from
regional office of the DEQ to acquire the land and the claimed facilities.

Regional staff reviewed its fites on June 23, 1978 and finds that the
applicant at no time reguested preliminary certification verbally, or
otherwise, for the land or equipment claimed in the application.

MJDowns:cs
229-6485
June 26, 1978




 State of Oregon ’
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ku#

Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report

1. Applicant

Paul Aubert

3995 Aubert Dr.

Mt. Hood, OR 97041

The .applicant owns and operates a fruit orchard at Mt. Hood, Oregon.

Application was made for preliminary certification for an air pollution control
facility.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a Tropic Breeze Wind Machine powered
by an electric motor and installed on April 15, 1978.

It is estimated the facility witl be placed in operation 4/15/78.
The estimated cost of the facility is $7,000.00.

3. Evaluation of Application

The orchard fan was installed on 4/5/78. The Request for Preliminary Certification
for Tax Credit was submitted on 4/27/78 and received by the Department on 4/28/78.
Since the Department received notification after the equipment was installed, the
request is not eligible for tax credit.

4, Summation

Erection, construction or installation of the facility was commenced before a request
for Preliminary Certification was filed with the Department pursuant to ORS 468.175(1}).

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission issue an order denying the applicant's request
for Preliminary Certification.

F. A. Skirvin:mh
229-6414
Hay 8, 1978




State of Oregon | M C# ] léo

Department of Environmental Quality o
M /c’,(

Post Office Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

NOT!CE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT
and
- REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TA
(Check Type of Request -

] - Request for Construction []-/Request for Preliminary
: Approval

— e — o — — e S e am St s N S fwm Summ R Gemh R MeGn Gee ML SR AE dmrw AR v v B ey mer F mmr ame Eve mme me bme mem e

-

Check type of pollution source and/or pollution control facllity proposed for
construction. Submit a separate request for each project.

—" e S e Aem S e WA S W GeAr A RS Sl mere M R s TAE AR e MR WA o BAE S rmm SAE e wmm S mm T mEr A Sk e p—

Business Name: Pa v ] Au bg_yf Phone: 252~ 207
Address of Premises: 3995 AvberT Dr  City & Zip: ME. Hood QF 704
Mailling Address: Samd City & Zip: |

Nature of Business: Orcherd

Responsible Person to Contact: E,Wf ﬂUerT Title:

[} - Corporation [] - partnership [ - Individual . [[] - Gov't Agency

Name of Legal Owner of Business: Same.
Legal Owner's Address: Samb City & Zip:
Description of proposed construction & or facility: 55 W Tro_pic Preeae

Eleetyic  fam _nstalled 30 Orchard ]

Describe poliution control equipment to be incorllaorated and/or utlhzed
Eleetyie Lonm 'tha:t repl'aczs "35*’— Hea é*'s n:t or e
Ff(ﬁ_(,n't’v nttclt.f’i

Describe pollutant whtch will be discharged, produced, reduced, and/or utilized:
Reductnan nf L ac,k SMOJL\’& ﬁgnc{ S'Cfana_cflcse/ C/'_S '1["0”‘1
diesef __ Healrs

Describe present method(s) of pollutant d:sposal, control or utilization:

N LA

Describe any usable source of power‘produced by pollution or solid waste and the
economic value: M /A

Est. cost of construction $ 5000 & of pollution control facility § 1000

Est. construction starting date: 4/5/78’ & completion date: L{/l5/73
Signature gzzﬁfﬂ ZZ szzéﬁﬁz Title O veyipn- Date gézszzf
NOTE: Enclose plans and specifications and any other pertinent information

such as process flow diagrams, process equipment operating parameters,
control equipment specifications, source test results, etc., which
will demonstrate the complliance of the project with applicable statutes
and administrative’ rules..

D ’




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

To: MJDowns Date: dJune 21, 1978
From: FASkirvin

Subject: Paul Aubert Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief

This matter has been reviewed under the guidance set forth in

Mr. Ray Underwood's June 14, 1978 letter to you. The information
submitted by the applicant indicates that application for certification
was made on April 27, 1978 some thirteen days after construction was
completed on April 15, 1978. Mr. Aubert has not submitted any
additional information since the May 26, 1978 EQC meeting.

According to Mr. Underwood's letter, the applicant is not eligible
for preliminary certification because his application was not timely
submitted.

/cs

DEQ 4



State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
To: Ray Underwood ‘ . Date: June 6, 1978
From: M. Downs
sugpch Request for Informal Leéaf Oplnlon on Necessity for Applicant to File

Formal Written Application Pursuant to ORS 468,175(1)

ORS 468.175(1) states:

“Any person proposing to apply for certification of a pollution control
facllity pursuant to ORS 468,165, before tha commencement of erection,
construction or installation of the facility, shall file a request for
preliminary certification with the Department of Environmental Quality.
The request shall be in a form prescribed by the Department."

The Department has administratively developed form number DEQ/TC-1-10/77, copy
attached, for applicants to use when requesting prellminary certification. This
form has not been adopted by the EQC as an Adminlstratlve Rule.

Would you prepare an informal legal opinfon responding to the following quest!bns:'

1. Under what circumstances, if any, may the Commission certify a poliution
control facility for tax credit when the applicant has never flied a
request for preliminary certification on Department form number DEQ/TC-
1-10/777 Assume that constructlon was comnmenced after the effective date
of ORS 468.175. '

2. Under what circumstances, if any, may the Commission/Department issue a
prelImlnary certlfication when the applicant has filed his request on a
form number DEQ/TC-1-10/77 after he has commenced erection, construction
or installation of the faclliity? Assume that construction was commenced
after the effective date of QRS 468,175,

Please address at least the following clircumstances when responding to the questions
above: ' -

a. Applicant was unaware of the requirements of ORS 468.175(1).
b. Applicant verbally requested agency staff for preliminary certlification.

c. Applicant filed a written request for preliminary certiflcation on the
wrong form or in a letter.

d, Agency staff has mistakenly told applicant that he didn't need to flle
a request for preliminary certification.




'..2_

Section 2, Chapter 831, Oregon Laws 1973 reads:

"(1} Any person proposing to apply for certification of a poliution
control facility pursuant to ORS 449.625, before the commencement of
erectlon, construction or installation of the facility, shall flle a
notice of construction with the Department of Environmental Quality.
The notlice shall be in a form prescribed by the department.'

Apparently, the Solld Waste Division did not belleve that this sectlon applied to
solld waste pollution control facilities @nd has Instructed applicants that they
need not file a notice of construction to be elligible for tax credlit certificatlion,
Based upon .this information respond to the following questions in your informal
opinions

3. DIid Section 2, Chapter 83) app]y to solld waste pollution control faclllties
constructed after the effective date of the Act?

h, Can the Commlsslon certify solid waste faclllties for tax credit for which
the applicant never filed a notice of construction in rellance on the
statement of solid waste staff that one was not needed?

These questions arlse as a result of three applications considered by the EQC at
fts May 26, 1978 meeting. These applications have been deferred to the June 30th
meeting for action pursuant to the answers you give to the questlions above. Please
respond, If possible, by June 14, 1978. Copies of the staff reports have been
attached for your information.

We are currently checking the tax credit files to determine If the EQC has
previously approved tax credit certifications under any of the clrcumstances
1isted above. We wlll forward that Informatlon to you as soon as |t becomes
available.

/es

Attachments -
DEQ/TC~1~10/77
TC Applications T-877 & T-964 Review Reports
Preliminary Certification Review Report




State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ' INTEROFFICE MEMO
To: Ray Underwood ' : Date:  6/7/78
From: M. Doy{ﬂﬁ_)b
Subject: Supplemental Information to June 6, 1978 Request for informal Opinion

on Tax Credit Statutes, ORS 468.175(1)

ORS 468,175, requiring preliminary certification became effective September 13,
1975. From that date until approximatety March 1976, no forms were available.
for applicants to use to request preliminary certification. During that period
of time preliminary certification was requested by letter.

In March 1976, the Department began requiring use of form number DEQ/TC-1-1/76.
That form was revised in October 1977 to form number DEQ/TC-1-10/77 which is still
in use. A copy of form DEQ/TC-1-1/77 is attached. ‘

Section 2, Chapter 831, Oregon Laws 1973, requiring notice of construction, became
effective October 5, 1973. From that date until preliminary certification
requirements superceded it, only the Air Quality Division had a notice of
construction form. The Water Quality Division required a letter requesting
construction approval. As was stated in the June 6th memo, the Solid Waste
Division did not require construction approval.

/cs
Attachment
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* © JAMES A. REDDEN

+« ATTORNEY GENERAL

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

PORTLAND DIVISION
500 Pacific Building Management Services Div.

520 S.W. Yarhil Dept, of Envirenmental Quality
Partland, Oregon 97204 \D I:E @ E ” \W IE ﬂ

Telephone: (503) 229-5725 .
| U un 151978
‘June 14, 1978

Mr. Mike Downs
., Department of Environmental
Quality ‘
Yeon Building
522 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Applications for Preliminary Tax Credit Certification
Dear Mike:

This letlter responds to your June &, 1978 memorandum to
me requesting an informal legal opinion as to the guestions
stated therein.

1. ORS 468.175 provides that the reguest by an appli-
cant for preliminary tax credit certification "shall be in
a form prescribed by the department." In view of this provi-
sion, it seems to me that the Department has some flexibility
in determining what constitutes a "request." If the Department
is satisfied with a verbal request or a written reguest not on
Form No. DEQ/TC-1-10/77, I believe that reguest may satisfy
the statute, though the better administrative practice may be
to see that gaid form is used by each applicant. Such request,
in form satisfactory to the Department, would then be followed
by the submission by the applicant of the necessary information
leading to consideration of the preliminary tax credit certifi-
cation by the Department pursuant to ORS 468.175.

2. It is my opinion that the statute requires, as a
jurisdictional matter, the filing of a request for preliminary
certificaticon with DEQ before commencement of erection, con-
struction or installation of the facility. ORS 468.175(1).




Mr. Mike Downs -2- ~June 14, 1978

Thus, if the request, whether oral or written or on the DEQ
form, is given after such commencement, there can be no
preliminary tax credit cextification.

You asked me to consider the following circumstances when
responding to the questions above:

(a) DApplicant was unaware of the requirements of
ORS 468.175(1). Ignorance of the law by the
applicant would be no excuse for not meeting
the requirements of ORS 468.175(1).

(b) Applicant verbally requested agency staff for
preliminary certification. As indicated above,
this might be acceptable by the Department as
a "regquest."

(c) Applicant filed a written request for pre-
liminary certification on the wrong form
or in a letter. As indicated above, it
would be within the discretion of the
Department under the statute to determine
whether a satisfactoxy "request" had been
made,

(d) Agency staff has mistakenly told appli-
cant that he didn't need to file a regquest
for preliminary. certification. If the
applicant's action did not constitute a
"request," as indicated above, the fact
that the applicant had been misled by the
agency staff would not eliminate the
statutory requirement of request prior to
commencement of erection, construction or
installation of the facility. WNWor would
it eliminate the requirement of ORS 468.170
for preliminaxy tax credit certification
prior to final certification.

3. Yes, sec 2, ch 831, Or Laws 1973 {(now a part of
ORS 468.175) did apply to solld waste pollution control
facilities constructed after the effective date of that 19273
Act, unless the erection, construction or installation of




Mr. Mike Downs -3= A June 14, 1978

the pollution control facility was begun before the effective
‘date of that l973 Act. =mSecs 3 and 4, ch 831, Or Laws 1973.

4, ‘Bec 2, ch 831, Or Laws 1973, provided that the notice
of construction required to be filed with the Department of
Environmental Quality "shall be in a form prescribed by the
department." Therefore, the same reasoning which I have applied
to previous questions would apply here and I believe it would
be within the discretion of the Department to determine whether
- what the applicant filed was a "notice of construction" within
the meaning of the statute. However, 1f the applicant's
action did not constitute a "notice of construction," the
fact that the applicant had been misled by the agency staff
would not eliminate the statutory requirement of prior notice
of construction.

Both under sec 2, ch 831, Or Laws 1973, and ORS 468.175
the Department must determine whether to issue a preliminary
tax credit certification following its receipt of the proper
notice or redguest. ‘

. Please let me know 1f you have further guestions regarding
this matter. ’

Very truly yours,

JAMES A. REDDEN
Attorney General

/@T&w@g / ) /Zi/ﬂﬁumfﬁﬁ

Raymond P. Underwood
Chief Counsel

e]




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality
Post 0ffice Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

NOTICE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT
and '
-REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT
(Check Type of Request - one or both)

[:] - Request for Construction [:] - Request for Preliminary
Approval _ Certification for Tax Credit

Check type of pollution source and/or pollution control facility proposed for
construction. Submit a separate request for each project.

[:] - Ailr [:] - Noise - Water [:] - Solid Waste

Business Name: Phone:
Address of Premises: City & Zip:
Mailing Address: City & Zip:

Nature of Business:

Responsible Person to Contact: Title:

[]- corporation {]- Partnership 1- Individual [[]- Gov't Agency

Name of Legal Owner of Business:

Legal Owner's Address: City & Zip:

Description of proposed construction & or facility:

Describe poliution control equipment to be incorporated and/or utilized:

Describe pollutant which will be discharged, produced, reduced, and/or utilized:

Describe present method(s) of pollutant disposal, control or utilization:

Describe any usable source of power produced by pollution or solid waste and the
economic value:

Est. cost of construction $ & of pollution control facility $

Est. construction starting date: & completion date:

Signature Title Date

NOTE : Enclose plans and specifications and any other pertinent information

such as process flow diagrams, process equipment operating parameters,
control equipment specifications, source test results, etc., which

will demonstrate the compliance of the project with applicable statutes
and administrative rules.

DEQ/TC-1-10/77 (over)




" FOR DEQ USE ONLY

Review Engineer: Date Received:

Division: ' Request Number:

El: Date Add. Info. Reg.:

cc: Region Date Add. Info. Rec'd:

cc: Technical Programs Coordination Const. Approval by: Date
cc: Prelim. Cert. by: : Date

Oregon Revised Statutes and Department Administrative Rules require the submission
of this form and Department approval before commencing construction, erection,
installation, alteration, modification, expansion, or improvement of any air
pollution source and/or pollution control facility.

The Tax Credit Law (ORS 468.175) requires a Department preliminary certification
of an air, water, noise or solid waste pollution control facility prior to
starting the project, in order to be eligible for tax credit consideration upon
completion of the project.

Upon receipt of this form the Department will process the requests within the
60-day statutory period allowed. |If the Department deems it necessary to request
additional information in order to evaluate whether the proposed project is
capable of complying with applicable statutes and administrative rules, the 60-
day processing period will begin upon receipt of the requested information.

DEQ/TC-1~10/77



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

NOTICE OF INTENT TO CONSTRUCT
_ and
REQUEST FOR PRELIMINARY CERTIFICATION FOR TAX CREDIT
{Check Type of Request - one or both)

/] - Request for Construction /] - Request for Preliminary

Approval . T Certification for Tax Credit

Check type of contaminant or pollution source or site, and/or pollution control
facility of the proposed project. Submit a separate request for each project.

/- Air /] - Water /_/ - Solid Waste
Business Name: Phone:

Address of Premises: ' City & Zip:

MaiTling Address: City & Zip:

Nature of Business: ' .

Responsible Person to Contact: Title:

/_/ < Corporation // - Partnership / / - Individual / / - Gov't Agency

Name of Legai Owner of Business:
Legal Owner's Address: : City & Zip:
Description of proposed construction & or facility:

Describe pollution control equipment to be incorporated and/or utilized:

Describe pollution which will be discharged, produced, reduced, and/or utilized:

Describe present method(s) of pollution disposal, control or utilization:

Describe any usable source of power produced by pollution or solid waste and the
economic value:

Est. cost of construction § & of pollution control facility $

Est. construction starting date: & Completion date:

Signature Title _Date

NOTE: Enclose plans and specifications and any other pertinent information

such as process flow diagrams, process equipment operating parameters,
control equipment specifications, source test results, etc., which

will demonstrate the compliance of the project with applicable statutes
and administrative rules.

DEQ/TC - 1 - 1/76 (over)




FOR DEQ USE ONLY

Review Engineer:

Request Number:

Division: Date Received:

£El: Date Add. Info. Req.:

ook Region Date Add. Info. Rec'd:

cc: 7Techn1ca1 Programs Coordination Const. Approval by: Date N
cc: Prelim. Cert. by: Date

DEQ/TC - T - 1/76

Oregon Revised Statutes and Department_Administrative Rules require the submission
of this form notifying the Department of the intent and to obtain prior approval
to construct, erect, install, alter, modify, expand or improve any air, water or
solid waste poliution source or site, and/or pollution control faciltity before
commencing on the project.

~The Tax Credit Law (ORS 468.165) requires a department preliminary certification
of a pollution control facility prior to starting the project, in order to be
eligible for tax credit consideration upon completion of the project.

Upon receipt of the Notice of Intent to Construct, and the Request for Construction
Approval and/or Preliminary Certification of a Pollution Control Facility the
Department will process the requests within the 60-day statutory period allowed,
unless the Department deems it necessary to request additional information in

order to evaluate whether the proposed project is capable of complying with
applicable statutes and administrative rules. If additional information is
requested by the Department, the 60-day processing period will begin upon

receipt of the requested information.

DEQ/TC - 1 - 1/76



State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

Revacation of Pollution Control Facility Certificates
Review Report

1. Certificates Issued to:
Reynolds Metals Company
N.E. Sundial Reoad
Troutdale, Oregon 97060

The Pollution Control Facility Certificates were issued for air
pollution control facilities.

2. Discussion

Pollution Control Facility Certificates as follows were issued to
Reynolds Metals Company

Date Certificate

Issued Number Amount

6/26/70 106 $ 151,881.06
1/5/72 201 147,027.38
3/24/72 229 603,185.77
3/24/72 230 1,367,002.26
L/30/76 663 226,317.00

On_May_Zz, 1978, the Company notified the Department that the

facilities certified in Certificates 106, 201 and 229 were being
taken out of service. They also notified the Department that only
certain portions of facilities claimed in Certificates 230 and 663
were being taken cut of service. The amounts of those portions of
the facilities which should continue to receive tax credit are
$596,511 on Certificate 230 for pot ventilating ducts and $135,862.73
on Certificate 663 for pot hooding and ducts on line 3.

3. Summation
Pursuant to ORS 307.405(4), Certificates 106, 201, 229, 230 and 663
should be revoked. Certificates 230 and 663 should be reissued to

reflect the amounts still eligible for tax credit.

4. Director's Recommendation

Revoke Pollution Control Certificates 106, 201, 229, 230 and 663.
Reissue Certificate 230 in the amount of $596,511.73 and Certificate
663 in the amount of $135,862.73. These reissued certificates only
to be eligible for tax credit relief for the time remaining from
their first lissuance.

MJDowns :cs

5/23/78
Attachments




REYNOLDS ALUMINUM

PRIMARY METALS DIVISION

Manegamment Senlaes DIV,
ey 22, 1978 L‘Jeug a‘fg Enavirenmental Quabity

TV Emw
Ms. Carol A. Splettstaszer D E @ E

Department of Environmental Quality MAY 93 1978
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Ms. Splettstaszer:

Per our discussion May 19th the tax certificates on pollution control facilities
being displaced by the new potroom fume control system is tabulated as follows:

(1)

Cert. Amount Remaining Disposed
No. Description Certified Cost Date
106 Courtyard Scrubbers $ 151,881.06 §$§ -0- 7/78
and Towers
201 4 Courtyard Scrubbers 147,027 .38 -0- 7/78
229 Lines 1, 2 & 4 Pot Hoods 603,185.71 -0- 7/78
230 Line 5 Fume Control 1,367,002.26 596,511.73 7/78
663 Pot hooding & Ducts 226,317.00 135,862.73 7/78
Line 3
TOTAL $2,495,413.41 $732,374.46

{1} Cost of fume control facilities being retained and used in conjunction
with the new fume system.

Should you need any additional information, please contact me.
Sincerely,

REYNOLDS ALUMINUM
Troutdg]e Plant

7

A
PR S A

) / f/v” sy
W. V. Nichols /

Environmental Control Superintendent

WVN: tk

cc: C. D. Alexander
Jack Wilson

REYNOLDS METALS COMPANY - TROUTDALE, OREGON 97060 - 503/665-9171




B

IMIPPORTANT . For DEQ Use Onl
1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, o DA Hee o
2) SUBMIT TWO (2} COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO: N 04 1978
Date Ree'd __ X" VY ™

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION Application No. Ji »
1234 S.W. Morrison Street ‘
PORTLAND, OINEGON 97205

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq.

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (/) in Appropriate Box. .
o AIR [ NOISE T NATER [] SOLID WASTE
(2) Official Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if | (3) Status of Applicant
partnership or joint venture the names of all partners or principals). "
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY:; POPE & TALBOT? INC, J. V., Lessee
.. . official name
Halsey Mill _X___ Owner
division identification )
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot, Inc. . Indivigual
E:;' names of general partners or principals .
<E Box 215 Partnership
H . address
. Halsey, Oregon 97348 5 , X Corporation
y city, state, zip code
— <
= b " .
o O | (4) Person Autlhorized to Receive Certification (5} Person to Contact for Additional Details
Bz Waldo B. Lyden " . Barry A. Patrich
(GJ) 9 name : name
% i Vice President - American Can Co. Tax Attorney - American Can Company
&) title & ‘ title
By American Lane American Lane ’
E address (203) : ‘ address (203)
3 Greenwich, CT 046830 552-2686 Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
8 cily zip phone no. city zip phone no. '
(G) l.ocation of Claimed Facility Halsey Mill 7 (7) Access Directions: .
Box 215 2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road 3
address
Halsey
city -,
Linn ' '
counly
{(B) Applicant's IRS Employer Identification Number ‘ {9} Applicant's Tax Year
13-04304380 1/1 12/31
' beginndmg date ending date
CERTIFICATE NO. 649 )
Signature: i ey B,
Title: ﬁ/ g\ég J /
e R
Date: Sl A




(

IMPOKRTANT '
13 READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY,

2) SUBMIT'TWO (2} COPIES O APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO:

'

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1234 S.W. Morrison Strect
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

For BEQ Use Only
Ji'f\’ 0%
' ¢ o
Date Rec'd Ui 6o

T
Application No, /; ‘)) //‘,,S

5

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACIUTY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 46B.155 et, seq.

KX AIR ] NOISE

(1) Indicate the Type of Facilily by Placing Check (/) in Appropriate Box.

£ NATER {1 SOLID WASTE

(2) Official Name of Applicant {if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if
partnership or joint venture the names of all partners or principals).

AMERICAN CAN COMPANY: POPE & TALBOT, INC,  .J.V.

(3)_ Status of Applicant

official name

Halsey Mill

— _ Lessee

A . Owner

division identification

American Can Company & Pope & Talbot, Inc.

: Individual

Box 215

names of gencral partners or principals

address

Halsey, Orégon 97348

city, state, zip code

Corporation

Partnership

i
I

F
<
<
@)
L ]
-
oy
a9}
— <
el ¥
0 e} {4) Person Authorized to Receive Certification
- Waldo B. Lyden '
Do ' name
g . . .
0 z Vice President - American Can Co.
L title
Fes American Lane
E.; address (203)
o Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686
B cily zip phone no.

(5) Person to Contact {for Additional Details
. Barry A. Patrich

name
Tax Attorney - American Can Company
b ) . title
American Lane
- address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
city 2ip phone no. ’

(6} Location of Claimed Facility

Halsey Mill

Box 215
address
Halsey
city R
Linn
county

(7} Access Directions:

2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road 3,

(8) Applicant's IRS Employer Identification Number
13-0430480

7 {9} Apph'caﬁt’s Tax Year
1/1
beginning date

12/31

ending date

CERTIFICATE NO. 770

Signature:

Vihte, |

Title:

Date:




N oo Cestificate No.__663
Date of  sue 4/30 76
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No..T=735 _

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued Tos Ass Location of Pollution Control Facilitys:
Reynolds Metals Co. Owner Troutdale
Troutdale, Oregon 97060 Multnomah

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys

Improved fume capturing eguipment on the 140 pots of Potline 3, The pot hoods
were lengthened, ducts added, and improved side shields were installed.

Date

Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operationt 2 /9/74; 2/l§/74

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facilitys $ 226,317.00

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controls

Eighty percent (80%) or more

1.

2.

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449.605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pollution control facility" within
the definition of CRS 449,605 and that the facility -was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 4492 and regulations thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Contro}! Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditjons:

The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing alr pollution.

The Department of Environmental Quality shall be Immediately notified of any
proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility and if, for’
any reason, the facllity ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

Signed

Title __Chairman, EQC

Approved by the Environmental Quality Connnission

on the ﬁ_tﬁ__ day of April ) 19 4:}_6




Dite of bipge _do
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY Application Mo 2dhd

BE}

it \"\"t‘
-LJLr,\.j L [

W

Issued Tos Ast Qe Location of Polluudon Contrel Facilitys
Reynolds Metale Coupany Sundinl Road
Sundigl Read Trovtdale, Oropon
Troutdale, Oregon 97060 Halbnomah County

Description of Foliution Control Facilitys
Your gerubbenr tovers snd zasocinted ducts from fane to touers,
and spruy noznles.  Facdlity da deslonated as Torrer Moz, 5-0-1, 502, 5-0-3
asnd D-T-4, which trest the collected reduction pet exhnusis from pol room
Padddines 4 and G,

Deate Pollution Cortrol Facitily was completed and placed in operations  Febirunry 1971

Actual Cost of Polluticn Control Facilitys 7,027,385

Percent of zetusl cost properiy sllocable to pollution controls £() perennt or norae,

I accordence with the provisions of ORS 448,605 ct seq. y it s, hercby certified that the f:
deservibed herein end in the applicuticn referenced above §s a UYpollution contwol L.m}s, witai
thie definition of ORS 449,605 and bt the facility waos erected;, comstructed, or hstillad on or
afier Jomuzry 3, 1867, and on or belose December 31, 1975, aucl s C ned for, and i beisg
oparoted o will operate to a sabutantdal extent for the panpose of peeventing, comroliing or
reducing wir or woeter pollution, wnd that the facility is necessary to satisty the intents and
purpoues of ORS Chapter 445 and repulatious therennder.

Therefore, this Tollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statater of the Siste of Urevon, the regulations of the Department of Fnvironmental Quality
gnd the Ilolliowing gpecial couditonss

Lo Whe dgpedldity shall be continuously operatad at mosdanes efficieney Lor the
Qendpned povpese of proventing, controlling, ond veducing aiy pollinticu.

2o Yhe Bepartwent of Favivopnmontal Quality shall be dwwediztely notdfied of
auy proposed change din use or method of operetion of the facility and 40,
fow coy reasen, the foedlity crases o ovorate fov fte dntznded pollution
control pulpobe.

Fe o Auy reports ov mondtoring data requestod by the Departuent of Puvirommental
Nualdity shall be prosptly provided.

Sign‘c’-:r T e L o
Title Be Ao MePhildlips, Chafeman

Approved by the Eavironmental Quality Corminission

[y WL A
AR THN I N
on the 7 :"___h oo day of ___cithbaly W




Certificate No, 1_0_6_

Date of ksue __0-26-70

State of Cregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No, T=139

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Ast Owner Location of Pollution Control Facilitys:
Reynolds Metals Company Sundial Road
Sundial Road ‘ Troutdale, Oregon
Troutdale, Oregon 97060 Multnomah County

Description of Pollution Control Facilicys

Four systems of scrubbers, ducts, piping and spray nozzles for treating
collected reduction pot exhausts from pot room buildings 16 and 18,

Date Pollution Control Facility was complteted and placed in operationt  January 1969

Actual Cost of Pollution Contrel Facilitys $151,881.06

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controls Certified under 1967 act. Principal
purpose for pollution control.

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "polution control facility" within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and thai the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after January I, 1967, and on or before December 3%, 1978, andis designed for, znd is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing; controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder,

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionst

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution.

2. The Department of Envirommental Quality shall be immediately notified of
any proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility and i7f,
for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution
control purpose, :

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

Sig;:rg”‘::::;;=, ¢=“EL~——-1nnL__?

Title B, A, YcPhillivs, Chair*;v;\ﬁ“

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission

on the _ 26 day of __June 1970




State of Qregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

REQUEST FOR AMENDMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL PACILITY CERT(FPICATE

1. Certificate lssued to;

Coin Millwork Company
P. 0. Box 369
Prineville, Oregon 97750

The Pollution Control Facility Certificate was issued for gn air
pollution control facility.

2. Discussion
On March 22, 1974, theDepartment issued Pollution Control Pacility 7
Certificate No. 473 to Coin Millwork Company in the amount of $120,165,58.
for a complete wood waste processing and handling system and modification
of an existing wigwam waste burner.
On April 20, 1978, American Forest Products informed‘fh§.9epartment that
they purchased the facilities certified in Pollution Control Facility
Certificate No. 473 from Coin Millwork Company {see attached).

3. Summation

Pursuant to ORS 317.072, Certificate No. 273 should be amendéd to reflect
American Forest Products as the new owner of the certified facilities.

L. " Director's Recommendation

Reissue Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 473 to American
Forest Products in the amount of $120,165.58. This reissued certificate
only to be eligible for tax credit relief for the time remaining from
the date of its first issuance.

MJDowns:cs
229-6485
6/26/78
Attachments




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

HOLLUTION

Certificate No. )

Date of Issue 3-24-72

State of Cregon

LOHTRDL

Application Noo..D=200_,

PATIMTY SNRTIFIZATY

—
Lmed Toy A

Reynolds Metals Company
Trovtdala Plant
Sundial Road

Location of Pollution Control Facilitys

Sundial Road
Troutdala, Oregon
Multnomah County

Troutdals, Oragon 37060

Deseription of Pollution Control Facllity:

Indlvidual pot hoods, ducts and side shlelds on threes potlines of reductien
cells (12¢ pots, Lines I, IT & IV, Potrxoom Bldg., Hes. 4, 6, 8, 10, 16 and 18)
walch collect and carry exhaust gases to a main header insids each building.
{(Tha main hoadsrs are nobt claimed.)

Date Pollutizn Control Facility was completed and placed in operationd  yovasiiaw 1071

% 603,185,771

Actual Cost of Yollutlon Control Facility:

Parcent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controle 80 cercent or more

frs

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described hzrein apd in the application treferenced above is 'z “pollution control facility’ within
_ ~ the definition of ORS 445,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or insfalled on or
U after junuary 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1973, and is designed for, and i5 being
operated or will operatz to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollurion, aad that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purpnses of ORS Chapter 448 and regulations thereunder.

Therefors, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the stamtes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Invironmental Cuality
and the following special conditicnss : '

1, The facility shall be continuvously operated at maximum efficiency for tha
dasigned purpese of preventing, controiling, and reducing air vollution.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall bes immediately notified of
any proposed change in use or methed of cperation of the facility anad if,
oz any raason, the facillty ceases to operats for its intended pollution
contral purpesa,

3. Any reperts or monitoring data requested by the Departmant of Environmental

G2

aue
iality shall ke prowpitly previd 6

Signed

Title

v Approved by the Environmental Quality Comrmission

‘on the __ 29N day of iaxeh 19 72




ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNDE

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

May 10, 1978

-

Mr. T. W, Andarson

Manager, Tax Department

Amarican Forest Products Corporation
P, 0. Box 3498

San Francisco, CA Si119

Re: Pollution Contrel Facillety Cartificate Ne. 473
Hear Mr. Anderson

We are In recalpt of your request to transfer Pofiutlon Control Facllity
Certificate No. 473 to Amzrican Forest Products Corporatlion as the
purchaser of certifled facilities from LQ!n Mil!work Campany In Prineville,
Oregon, S

Pleasae complete, slgn and return the'enctoaed'Snction I of the Application
for Cartifleation of a Pollution Contral Faclilty for Tax Rallef Purposes,
As soop as we recalve this Informat?on wawlll request the Environmental
luality Commission to reissue Eortificate o, 473 to American Forest
Products. : \

Stqgerely;

Capol A, Splettstaszer
Hanagenent Services Division

Enclosure




Certificate No.__230

Date of ILssue __3-24-72
State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application Mo, T=301

.N

POLDTIDNE COMIRDY  FASILITY CERMIFILATE

Izsued Tos At ey Location of Pollution Control Facilitys
Foynolds Metals Company Sundial Road
Troutdale Plant Troutdale, Oregon
Sundial Road. Hultnomah County
Troutdala, Oragon 37080

Deacription of Pollution Control Facility

Individual ducts, dval maln headsrs, a single header, a concrets plenum,
8 Fanz, 4 wet venturi scrubbers, 8 wet cyclones and four 100°'-high stacks
for treating and exhausting the enissions from Line Ho. V.

Date Pollution Conteol Facility was completed and placed in operation?  yHovember 1970

Actual Cost of Pollution Cenirol Facilitys $1,367,002.26

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controls 30 percent or more

In accordancz with the provisions of ORS 445,605 et seq., it is bereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the applicstlon referenced above is a "pollntion contzel facility” within
u e definition of ORS 449,605 and that the {facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after January L, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and {5 designed for, and is being
Opur.lt“d or wﬂl operate to a substantial extent for Lhe purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing alr or water pollution, and that the facillty is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and reguiations thereunder.

Therafors, this Pollution Control Faciliry Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the siztutes of the Srate of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Favieonmental CGuality
and thz following special conditions:

1. Tha facility shall be continuously opsrated at maximum efficiency for tha
dazigqned purnoss of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall he immediately notified of
any proposad change in use or meithod of operation of the facility and 17,
for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution
control purpose.

3. Any raports or monltoring data raquested by the Department of  Environmental
Duality shall be promptly vrovided,

= ,
Sipried = )
. : T
Title B. A, NePhillins, Chalyxman

Approved by the Eavironmental Cuality Cogymission

on the _24th  aay of _ March 19 72




. Certificate No.___ H/2

C ( _ : (/ " Date of ksue _3-22-74
State of Oregon '
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application NO.I:EEE}_R_-

POLLUBTI®N @@Eﬁ'ﬁ@& FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued Tos As: Owner Location of Pollution Control Facilitys

Coin Millwork Co. _

Post Office Box 369 McKay Road

Prineville, Oregon 97754 - Prineville, Oregon
: : . Crook County

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys

Complete woodwaste processing and handling system and'modification of
existing wigwam waste burner. :

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operations 0ct.73; Dec.73

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facititys ; 120,165.58

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pellution controls

Eighty percent (80%) or more

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq,, it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pollution control facility within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after Jammary 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated of will operate to a substantial extent for the purpuse of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder. * .

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of QOregon, the regulations of the Department of Envirenmental Quality
and the following special conditions: . . .

l. "The facilit¥ shall be continuousiy operated at maximum efficiency
' fgr the designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing
air pollution. , '

-

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be-immediately notified

of any proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility

gnd if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its
intended pollution control purpose.

3. Any repérts or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environ-

mental Quality shall be promptly provided.

Signed H.Laﬂ,a.»‘_ ( ' C‘Lu A

Title _- (/ji.fC’_i\ (‘QL(‘ i I P

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission

on the __22nd d-ay of March 19 74




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

REQUEST FOR AMENDMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERT{FICATE

I. Certificates Issued to:

American Can Company
Halsey Mill

Box 215

Halsey, Oregon 97348

2. Discussion

On April 7, 1978, American Can Company notified the Department that the
facilities certified in the following Pollution Control Facility
Certificates had become jointly owned by American Can Company and

Pope and Talbot, Inc. {(see attached).

Pollution Control Faciltity Certificates were issued to American
Can Company as follows:

Date |lssued Certificate Number Amount

5/7/71 147 (AQ) $205,941.00
5/7/71 148 (AQ) 67,435.00
5/7/71 149 (AQ) 548,911.00
5/7/71 150 (AQ) 367,677.00
5/7/71 151 (WQ) , 218,825,00

LY 176 (AQ) 175,400.00 )

10/25/74 508 (AQ) 73,501.00
2/20/76 648 (AQ) 9,449, 25
2/20/76 649 (AQ) 6,113.90
12/20/76 770 (AQ) 43,061.00

3. Summation
Pursuant to ORS 307.405(4), Certificates 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 176,
508, 648, 649, and 770 should be amended to reflect the joint ownership
of the certified facilities by American Can Company and Pope and Talbot, Inc.

L. Director's Recommendation

Amend Pollution Control Facility Certificates 147, 148, 149, 150, 151,
176, 508, 648, 649 and 770 to reflect the joint ownerhip of American
Can Company and Pope and Talbot, Inc. These amended certificates only
to be eligihle for tax credit relief for the time remaining from the
date of their first issuance.

MJDowns:cs
229-64885
6/26/78
Attachments



Executive Offices

American

2740 Hyde Street
Forest Products P.0. Box 3488
Corporation San Francisco, CA 94119

Tel: (415) 929-6000

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 5. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

April 20, 1978
RE: Tax Credit Transfer

Gentlemen:

In accordance with ORS 317.072 and ORS 468,170, please consider this
lettexr an application to transfer the unused pollution control facility
credit remaining of $30,043 from Coin Millwork Company to American Forest
Products Corporation, Prineville, Oregon. American Forest Products ac-—
quired the facility on July 15, 1977. Enclosed is a copy of the original
certificate and schedule. We understand that credits were claimed from
1973 to 1977 by the former company amounting to $30,040 (5 vears at $6,008
per year). '

Please advise 1if there is any additional information needed.
Very truly yours,

FU (o dir

T. W. Anderson
Manager, Tax Department

TWA/kan

Enc,




IMPORTANT ‘
1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY,

2} SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO:

" DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1234 5.W. Morrison Strectl
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

S

For DEQ Use Only

JUN 051978

7149

Date Rec'd

Application No,

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 el. seq.

KX AIR {1 NOISE

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (v/) in Appropriate Box.

£3 'NATER [J SOLID WASTE

AMERICAN CAN COMPANY:; POPE & TALBOT, INC, J,\V,

(2) Official Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if | (3) Status of Applicant
parinership or jeint venture the names of all partners or principals), -

___ Lessee

official name

Halsey Mill

X __ Qwner

division identification
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot,

Inc. Individual

Box 215

names of general partners or principals

L. address
Halsey, Oregon 97348

Partnership

X

city, state, zip code

A Corporation

{4) Person Aulhorized io Receive Certification
Waldo B. Lyden

name
Vice President -~ American Can Co.

titie
American Lane

address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686

SECTION I
IDENTIFICATION OF APPLICANT

city zip phone no.

(5) Person to Contact for Additional Details

..Barry A. PE!J"!"I ch

name
Tax Attorney - American Can Company
i title
American Lane
; address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
city zip phone no. v

(6) location of Claimed Facility

Halsey M{il1l .

Box 215
address
Halsey
city A
Linn ' '
county

(7) Access Directions:
2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road 3

(8) Applicant’s IRS Employer Identification Number

. {9) Applicant’s Tax Year

13-0430480 /1 12/31
beginning date ending date
CERTIFICATE NO. 147 —_—
' : STgnature: ,ﬁ Wy A e
Title: .; }u’néa /o
C4] ; £
Date: < wﬁfﬁg

i e £ oM . et 3 A A oL g 18




. L]

N

- AMPORTANT

1)

2) SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO:

READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY,

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1234 S.W. Morrison Strect
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

Applicati

Date Rec'd

For DEQ Use Only

Xe j =

on No. __ ¢

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq.

SECTION I
IDENTIFICATION OF APPLICANT

] AIR ‘] NOISE

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (/) in Appropriate Box.

O NATER

% SOLID WASTE

(2) Official Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if
partnershlp or joint venture the names of all partners or principals).

Amerlcan Forest Products Corporatlon of Oregon

official name

Prineville Division, Prineville, Oregon’

division identification

American Forest Products Corporation {(Delaware)

P. 0. Box 3498 2740 Hyde Street

names of general partners or principals

address
San Franclsco, California

94119

clty, state, zip code

(3) Status of Applicant

Lessee

" Owner

Individual

Partnership

X
Corporation

(4) Person Authorized to Receive Certification

T. W. Anderson

name

Tax Manager

title
2740 Hyde Street

address

San Francisco, CA 94119 (415)929-6218
city zip

P. 0. Box 3498

phone noe.

(5) Person to Contact for Additional Details

T. W. Anderson

name
Tax Manager
i title
P. 0. Box 3498
2740 Hyde St. address (415)
San Francisco, CA 94119 g929.4218
city ~ phone no.

zip

(6) Location of Claimed Facility
P, 0. Box 369 McKay Road

address
Prineville, Oregon
city ~
Creek County
county

(7) Access Directions:

(8} Applicant’s IRS Employer Identification
94-2418815

Number

) (9) Applicant's Tax Year
October 1, 1977

September 30, 1978

beginning date

ending date

Dept. of Environmental Quality

|

sovasre TV (Dol s

Mzhagement Services Div.

EGENYE
MAY 191978

Date

Title 777.&%@ efm /;;/ %MZ;/

D)’(M /l /7/27
J "




Certificate No.__ 1.8

Date of Issue 5=7-71

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No, T=151

. POLLUTICHN CONTROL FACILITY CORTIFICATE

Issued Tos Ast Owner Location of Pollution Control Facilitys:
American Can Company Two miles west of Halsey
Halsey Mill on Market Read 3
Box 215 Halsey, Oregon
Halsey, Oregon 97348 Linn County

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys

Extra lime kiln length {difference between 160 ft and 250 £t kiln), separa-
tors,
lation for burning of odorcus non-condensible gases.

flame arrestors, TRS moniter, and related controls, piping and instal-

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operationt September 1969

Actual Cost of Peliution Control 'Facilityz $67 ’1435 Nele}

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pellution control: Certified under 1967 Act. Principal
purpose for peollution control.

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 445,605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pollution conurol facility! within
the deiinition of OR3 445,005 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or mmstalied on or
after January i, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, andis designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, contrelling or
reducing air or water pellution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thercunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Oregonm, the regulauons of the Department of Enviranmental Quality
and the fcllowing special conditicnss

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution,

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immedistely notified of
any proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility and if,
for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its 1ntended rollution
control purpose, .

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental

Quality shall be promptly provided,

b

Signed B e P

- —

Title B, A, MePhillips, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Cemmission

on the _{th day of __May 1971 .




(B

(2)

(3

(4)

COIN MILLWORK COMPANY
POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CREDIT

Requiréd Schedules

Certificate serial number of the Facility ~ 473

Date of Certification = 3~22-74

Computation of current year credit

Cost of facility ' $120,166
% Allocable to pollution control - 80 ~ 1007
maximum credit 60,083

Current year - 5% of cost - 6,008

Date of erection, construction or installation
Commenced ' July 1972
Completed October 15, 1973

The Facility was owned by the taxpayer during the vear and was in use and
operation in the taxpayer's business until such business was sold on July
15, 1977.




o/

Certilicate No, lh9

Date of Lsue . o-T-T1

State of Oregon .
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No,_1=152

POLLUTION COMNTROL FACILITY CORTIFICATE

Issued Tos As:  Ovner Location of Pollutior Contrel Facility!?
American Can Company Two miles west of Halgey
Halsey Mill on Market Road 3
Box 215 Halsey, Oregon
Halsey, Oregon 97348 Linn County

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys

Extra evaporator costs for high solids; Barton TRS monitor; flame arrestors,
safeguards and extra fan features to burn washer vent gases in recovery
furnace; ductwork and breaching; and related centrols, piping snd installation,

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operation: ~ September 1969

Actuzl Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 3 5h8 ,911,{)0

Percent of actnal cost properly allocable to pollution controls Certified under 196'{ Act. Principal
purpose for pollution control,

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pollution control facility" within
the definition of ORS 448,605 and thar the facility was erecled, constructed, or installed on or
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 44% and regulations thereunder,

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionss

1, The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of
eny proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility and if,

for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended polluticn
control purpose. :

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

Signed/ s . -

2 = ,
# Title B. A, McPhillipg, Chairman -t

* Approved by the Environmenta! Quality Commission

on the _Ith day of May 1971 _




Certificate No. 1‘14?
Date of Issue 5-T=T1

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No, T=149

“  POLLUTICN CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Ast  Quner Location of Pollution Centrol Facilitys
American Can Company Two miles west of Halsey
Halsey Mill on Market Road 3
Box 215 _ Halsey, Oregon
Halsey, Oregon 97348 Linn County

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys

Bleach plant chlorination tower scrubber, non-condensible gases piping, evap-
orator non-condensible system, washer hood ductwork and fan, cyclone fines
collector on digestors, and related controls, piping and installation.

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operationt September 19 69

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facilitys $205,941,00

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controls’ Certified under 1967 Act., Principal
purpose for pellution control.

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 445. 605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pollution control facility!! within
‘\J ine definition of ORS 449,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or instziied. on or
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Cregon, the regulations of the Departinent of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionss

1. The facility shall be continuocusly operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pellution,

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of
any proposed change in use or methed of operation of the facility and if,
for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution
control purpose,

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided,

S

I S —

Title B, A. McPhillips, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission

Tth _ day of May 19 1}_

on the




Certificate No.*&_
Date of Issue _.___5:,?_"7_1

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application Ng,_ =193

- POLLUTION CONTROL PFAGILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Ast Owymer Locaticn of Pollution Contrel Facilitys
American Can Company Two miles west of Halsey
Halsey Mill on Market Road 3
Box 215 Halsey, Oregon
Halsey, Oregon  973L8 - Linn County

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys

300 ft chimney with associated ductwork, controls and installation.

Date Pollutien Control Facility was completed and placed in operation:  September 1969

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facilitys $367 ,677.00

Percent of actmal cost properly allocable to pollution controls Certified under 196? Act,

Prineipal
purpose for pollution control,

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449.605 et seq., it is hereby certified th?.t the facility
described herein and in the applicadon referenced above is a "pollution control facility within

u the delinition of OR3S 449,805 and that the I[acility was erecied, construcied, or instalied on or
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, andis designeg] for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, cgntrollmg or
reducing air or water pollution, arnd that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder,

‘Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance .with
the statutes of the State of Oregom, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionss .

1. The facility shall be continucusly operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of -preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of
any proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility and if,

for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended poliution
control purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

S

d/_ =7 T o

Signe

Title B. A. McPhillips, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission

on the _Ibh _ d.ay of May 151




)

IMPORTANT
1 READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY,

2) SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1234 S.W. Morrison Street
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF

For DEQ Use Only
Date Rec'd JUN g§ 1578
Application No. /dég/

)

A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq.

SECTION I
IDENTIFICATION OF APPLICANT

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (+/) in Appropriate Box,

KX AIR [0 NOISE

£3 NATER [1 SOLID WASTE

-

(2) Official Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if | (3) Status of Applicant
partnership or joint venture the names of all partners or principals). -

AMERTICAN CAN COMPANY; POPE & TALBOT, INC, J,V,

— Lessee
. official name
Halsey Mill X _ Owner
division identification
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot, Inc. : Indlvidual
names of general partners or principals
Box 215 Partnership

address

Halsey, Orégon 97348

city, state, zip code

X Corporation

(4} Pcrson Authorized to Receive Cerlification

Waldo B, Lyden

name
Vice President - American Can Co.
title
American Lane
address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686
city zip phone no.

{5} Person to Contact for Additional Details

.Barry A. Patrich

_ name
Tax Attorney - American Can Companv
i title
American Lane
- address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
city Zip phone no. -

(6) Location of Claimed Facility Halsey Mill -

Box 215
address
Halsey
city ~.
Linn ' '
county

{7) Access Directions:
2 miles west of Halsey on Market Read 3

(8) Applicant's IRS Employer Identification Number

" (9) Applicant’s Tax Year

13~0430480 /1 12/31
beginning date ending date
CERTIFICATE NO. 148 L//: it S
. I % { .
: Slgnature: ///!/, hoo ke e
Title: 1'/ f{%g o '/

Jaf?

Date: t%ﬁ:?;ﬁ%

T 0 . T AP AV T . ok 348141 P £ LS T o s e



Certificate No, 151

Date of Lsue o=7-T1

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No. T=154

POLLUTION CONTREOL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued Tos Ast Owner Location of Pollution Contrel Facilitys:

American Can Company Two miles west of Halsey
Halsey Mill on Market Road 3

Box 215 Halsey, Oregon

Halsey, Oregon  973L48 Linn County

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys

Pulp mill effluent system consisting of collection tank and pumps, pulp mill
sump and flume, filliate foam breaker, revised bleaching system, black liquor
sump and trensfer system and associated controls, piping and installation.

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operations  September 1969

|Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facilitys $218,825.00

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: Certified under 1967 Act, Principal
purpose for pollution control.

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq,, it is hereby certified that the facility

u described herein and in the application referenced szbove is a "pollution contrel facility widiin
the delinition of ORS 445 605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or inslalled on or
after January 1, 1567, and on or before December 31, 1578, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will cperate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing zir or water poliution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Oregonm, the regulations of the Department of Euvironmental Quality
and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing water pollution.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of
any proposed change in uce or method of operation of the facility and if,
Tor any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pellution
control purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Envirommental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

p A

Sighied Sy

-
Title B, A, McPhillips, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission

on the Tth day of May 19&




.

IMPORTANT
1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.'

23} SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO:

- DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1234 S.W. Morrison Strectl
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF

For DEQ Use Only
Date Reed __JUN 69 1978

A 1
Application No, / /QJ(%

A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 el seq.

KY AIR [0 NOISE

{1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (/) in Appropriate Box,

g3 WATER SOLID WASTE

(2) Official Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if
partnership or joint venture the names of all partners or principais).

- AMERICAN CAN COMPANY; POPE & TALBOT, INC

(3) Status of Applicant

R L S Lessee

olficial name

Halsey Mill

X_ Owner

division identification

American Can Company & Pope & Talbot, Inc.

. Individual

Box 215

names of generai partners or principals

Partnershlp

. address
Halsey, Oregon 97348

X Corporation

city, state, zip code

-

S

=
et
Lol
| @
i
Pl
By
Ay
G
=, .
) o {(4) Person Authorized to Receive Certification
ol Waldo B. Lyden
v O
s} — name
v E;:' Vice President -~ American Can Co.
H title
[ American Lane
; address (203)
] Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686
E city zip phone no.

(5) Person to Contact for Additional Details

.JBarry A, Patrich

name
__Tax Attorney - American Can Company
title
American Lane
) address (203)
Greenwich, €T 06830 552-2781
city zip phone no. ’

(6) Location of Claimed Facility Halsey Mill A

Box 215
address
Halsey
city ..
Linn '
county

(1) Access Directions:
2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road

{8) Applicant’s IRS Employer Identification Number
13~-0430480

A (9) Applicant's Tax Year
/17
beginning date

12/31

ending date .

CERTIFICATE NO. 149

5«% o —f
JB e
%/.,HMQQ! F rﬁ

T

Signature:
Title:
Date:




o

Certificate No. 176

Date of Issue . G=hb=71
State of Oregon B
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application Ne, 1=213

POLLUTION CONTROL BACIMTY CURTIFICATE

Issued To: Asi Owner Location ol Pollution Control Facility:
American Can Company , Two miles west of Halsey
Halsey Mill on Market Road 3
Box 215 Halsey, Oregon
Halsey, Oregon 97348 Linn County

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Portion of an electrostatic precipitator which represents extra capacity for
pollution control.

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operation: September 1969

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $175 ,1100 .00

Percent of actual cost properly atlocable to pollution controls §0 percent or more. '

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the {acility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a Ypollution control facility! within
the definition of ORS’ 449,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, andis designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, coutrolling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the {facility is nccessary to satisly the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder.

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

1.

The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution.

The Departiment of Envirommental Quality shall be immediately notified of

any proposed change in use or nethod of operation of the Tacility and if,
for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended polluticn
control purpose.

Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Depariment of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

o
I/.‘ //
Signed 7 L

e -~

Title D, A, MePhillivs, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Conunission

on the ___DIJL__ day of June 1971




L3

'xMPORTANT

1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CARE FULLY

2) SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1234 5.W. Morrison Strect
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

&

For DEQ Use Only

7“/51

Date Rec'd

Application No.

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILTY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq.

SECTION I

XY AIR -[J NOISE

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (v/) in Appropriate Box.

o 'NATER [1 SOLID WASTE

s

{2) Officiat Name of Applicant (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if
partnershxp or }omt veniure the names of all partners or principals).

AMERICAN CAN COMPANY; POPE & TALBOT, INC,

{3) Status of Applicant

Ve Lessee

. official name

Halsey Mill

_X__. Owner

division identification
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot,

Inc.

Individual

Box 215

names of general partners or principals

Partnership

address
Halsey, Oregon 97348

X

= _ Corporation

city, state, zip code

fl

e

<

L

—

—

By

Ry

<

I

O | (4) Pcrson Authorized to Receive Certification
yh Waldo B. Lyden

9 name

2 Vice President - American Can Co.
H title

&) American Lane

S address (203)

5] Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686
94 zip phone no.

cily

{5} Person to Contact for Additicnal Details

Barry A, Pa trich

name
__Tax Attorney - American Can Company
title
American Lane
- address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
city zip phone no. '

{6) i.ocation of Claimed Facility

Halsey Mill

Box 215
- o address
Halsey
city ) s,
Linn '
county

(7) Access Directions:
2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road 3

(8) Applicant’s IRS Employer Identification Number
13-~-0430480

' (9) Applicant's Tax Year

/1
beginning date

12/31
ending date

CERTIFICATE NO.

150

Sign

Title:
Date:

! “?jﬁx \.Z—\; Ae
ERZY

ature:




&_ﬁ

Ceriificate No.._.._SQB
Date of Issue ]0"‘25"?11

State of Oregon ‘ i
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIKONMENTAL QUALITY Application No.__ 1941

POLLUTION CONVR®L FACILITY CORTIGICATER

Issued To: Asy Owner Location of Pollution Control Facility:
American Can Company
Halgey Mill Box 215
Post Office Box 215 Halsey, Oregon
Halsey, Oregon 97348 Linn County

Description of Poliution Coatrol Facility:
Non~condensible gas . Incinaration system revislon, two-stage mud washing sys~-
tem, electrostatic preclipitator modiflications, EPA particulate sampling train,
spare recaustlclzlng sump pump, and recausticizlng sump flowmeter.

Date Pollution Control Facility was complated and placed in operationt  12-371-73: (01-01-74

Actual Cost of Pollution Centrol Faclllty. $ 73,801

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollut1on controls

Eighty percent (30%) or more

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq., it is hereby certlfled that the facﬂlty
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pollution control facility" within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or
after Janua.y 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and .is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, . controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfly the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facitity Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionst
Y. The faclllty shall be contlnuously operated as maximum effliciency for the de-
cired purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing water and alr pcllution.

2. The Department of Envirommental Quallty shall be immedlately notifled of any
proposed change in use or mathod of operation of the faclility and if, for any
rezson, the facllity ceases to operate for Its intended pollutlon control purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quallty shall be promptly provided.

,.—'"’/,_,-—/”7 o ~—v-> l
Signed T
Title B.A. McPhillips, Chalrman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Comumission

on the 20th day of October 19 J}_}




T

L]

IP;’EE“OI{'I'ANT

1} READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY,‘

2) SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO:

- DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1234 5.W, Morrison Strect
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

®

For DEQ Use Oanly
JUN g 1579

7454

Date Rec'd

Application No,

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq.

SECTION 1
IDENTIFICATION CF APPLICANT

g% AIR '[J NOISE

(1) Indicate the Type of Facilily by Plaring Check (v/) in Appropriate Box.

3 NATER (] SOLID WASTE

(2) Official Name of Applicant

(if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if
partnership or joint venture ithe names of all partners or principals),

AMERTCAN CAN COMPANY; POPE & TALBOT, INC,

{3) Status of Applicant

J4 Ve Lessee

official name

Halsey Mill

_X___ Owner

division identification
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot,

inc.

Box 215

names of general partners or principals

Individual

Partnership

. address
Halsey, Oregon 97348

X Corporation

city, state, zip code

{4} Person Aulhorized 1o Receive Certification

Waldo B, Lvden

name
Vice President - American Can Co.
title
American Lane
address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686
ci_ty zip phone no.

(%) Person to Contact for Additional Details

JﬁﬂﬂnghaiﬁﬂJ:uﬂL
name
Tax Attorney - American Can Company
i title
American Lane
B address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
city zip phone no. o

(6) Location of Claimed Facility

Halsey Mill .

Box 215
address
Halsey
cily ..
Linn '
county

(7} Access Directions:
2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road 3

(8) Applicant's IRS Employer Identification Number
13~0430480

. (9) Applicant's Tax Year

I/t
beginning date

12/31

ending date

CERTHFICATE NO. 151

Signature:
Title:
Date:
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Certilkeute Noo_648
Date of Lsue Z,ZZQLZﬁ_
Stute of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No.T-729

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

-

Issued Tot Ass Location of Pollution Control Facilitys
American Can Company Owner Halsey
P. 0. Box 215 . Linn County

Halsey, Oregon 97348

Description of Follution Contrel Facility:

Opacity monitor on the recovery furnace

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed and placed in operations: ~ February 1974; February 1974

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 9,449.25

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution controls

80% or more

after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for,

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449,605 et seq., ir is hereby certified that the facility
described herein and in the application referenced above is a "pollution control facility" - -within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and that the iacility was erected, constructed, or installed on of -

and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or

reducing air or water pollution, and that the facHity is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with

the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Dcpartment of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionss

The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the .
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution.

The Department of Environmental Quality shall.be immediately notified of any
proposed change in use or method of cperation of the facility and if, for

any reason, the fac1llty ceases to operate for its ‘intended pellution con-
trol purpose.

Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

Signed

Title

Approved by the Envirenmental Quality Commission

on the ___20%h day of _February 19 76
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- IMPORTANT _ @ Use Onl.
1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, For DEQ Use Only

2} SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO: §{‘§§\_f oo "(‘_1"”8
: Date Rec'd _..v X0 Yo 1/

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION o Application No, __/ (/3
1234 5. W. Morrison Strect ' -
PORTLAND, OREGON 37205 ‘ ‘
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
_TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468.155 et. seq,
' 1 (1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (V) in Appropriate Box.
Y AIR ' [] NOISE £3 NATER [] SOLID WASTE
{2) Official Name of Applicant (if corperation, .(:xact n'ame as specified in charter; if | (3) Status of Apx;licant
parinership or joint venture the names of all partners or principals). .
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY; POPE & TALBOT, INC, _ J,V. . Lessee
[ official name ' ‘ o '
Halsey Mill X __ Owner
division identification )
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot, Inc. . Individual
E names of general partners or principals '
% Box 215 Partnership
H . . address
543 Halsey, Oregon 97348 1 X Corporation
Py - city, state, zip code .
—_
[e) O | (4) Person Authorized to Receive Certification (5) Persqn {o Contact for Additional Details
-4 Waldoe B. Lvden ; . Barry A. Patrich
a 9 name ) : name
] E:ﬂ‘ Vice President - American Can Co. Tax Attorney — American Can Company
o title ' . ‘ title
B American Lane American Lane
{; address (203) . address (203)
5] Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686 Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
9« city zip phone no. city zip phone no. ’
(6) l.ocation of Claimed Facility Halsey Mill . (7) Access Directions: .
Box 215 2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road 3
address
Halsey
city _ -,
Linn ' ,
county
(8) Applicant’s IRS Employer Identification Number ‘ (9) Applicant's Tax Year
13-0430480 1/1° 12/31
- beginning date ending date

CERTIFiCATE NO. 176 _ ,

Signature: 7 [ /4 -
Title: ;E/i/f?;f___\:ﬁl ; ¢

Date: ~¥ ’ /}kf




Cerlificate No._.649 .
Date of Lsue 2[20(76
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Applcation No,T=731 _

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Ast Location of Pollution Control Facilitys
American Can Company Owner
Halsey Mill Halsey
P. O. Box 215 Linn County
Halsey, Qregon ©7348

Description of Pollution Control Facilitys
" Oxygen monitor on gases emitted from lime kiln.

Date Pollution Coutrol Facility was completed and placed in operation: 2/18/74; 2/19/74

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facilitys $ 6,113.90

Percent of acwual cost properly allocable to pollution controls

80% or more

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449.605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility
described herein ana in the .application referenced above is a "pollution control facility" within
the definition of ORS 449,605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or

. after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being
operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder.

Therefore, this Poliution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality
and the following special conditionss

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the
designed purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollutien.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any
proposed change in use or method of operation of the facility and if, for
any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution’con-
trol purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental
Quality shall be promptly provided.

Signcd

3

Tide ChgfArman, Environmental Quality Commissior

Approved by the bEnvironmental Cuality Commission

on the 20th day of Februar_v 19_7_6
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IMPORTANT _ e o o
1) READ APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, . or DEQ Use Only
2) SUBMIT TWO (2) COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO: Date Rec'd JUR 091578
DEPARTMIENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY );//
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION Application No. s
1234 8.W. Morrison Strect :

PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF FURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS5 468.155 et seq.

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (v/) in Appropriale Box.
KXY AIR [] NOISE 3 WATER [] SOLID WASTE
(2) Official Name of Applicant {if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if | (3) Status of Applicant
partnershlp or Joint venture the names of all partm:rs or principals)- "
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY ; PO;E’E & TAL'BOT? INC, J,% Lessee
L . . official name
Halsey Mill L. Owner
division identification .
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot, Inc. Individual
B~ names of general partners or principals
= ‘
Rl Box 215 Partnership
E . address
é Halsey, Oregon 97348 X ) X Corporation
o, city, state, zip code
— A
z, b ) - .
) QO | {4) Person Authorized to Receive Certificalion (5) Person to Contact for Additional Details
{~H«: e Walde B. Lyden . ._Barrvy A. Pstyrich
a o _ name name
v s Vice President - American Can Co. Tax Attorney — American Can Company
U title e title
b American Lane _ American Lane ‘
E address (203) D address (203)
3 Greenwich, CT 06830 552--2686 Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2781
9. city zip phone no. city zip phone no. '
(6) Location of Claimed Facility © Halsey Mill ' (1) Access Directions: :
Box 215 2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road 3
address
Balsey _
cily -
Linn ,
county
(8) Applicant’s IRS Employer Identification Number - {9) Applicant’s Tax Year
13-0430480 . 1/1 12/31
bepinning date ending date
CERTIFICATE NO. 508

Signature:

Title:

Date:




. ~ Stafe of Ovepon _
NEPARTMENT OF ENVILRONMENTAL QUALITY

1

Certificale No. //_U__ .

Dale of Issue _J&'?AQ:FS

Jf‘:pp]imtinn No. [=843_._. .

“ ' POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued Té:
American Can Company
P, 0. Box 215
Halsey, Oregon 97348

Loeation of Pollution Control Facility:
American Canh Company
Halsey Mill
Two (2) miles west of Halsey
“on Market Road 3

As: [} Lessce ] Qwner

"Deseription of Pollution Control Yacilily:

Lime mud oxidation system.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: )Y Air

O Water O Solid Waste

Date Pollution Contrsl Facilily was cempleted: Hovember 1974 Placed iux"]"{gkoi;eratioﬁ—:%lll‘éVember ]q747

“Ariual Cosl of Pollution Conirol Facility:

® 43,061.00

“Percent of aclual cost properly allocabie to pollution control:

100%

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.155 et secq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application rceferenced above is a “Pollulion Control Facililty” within the definition of ORS 468155 and (hat
the air and water or solid waste facility was ereeled, construeted or installoed on or after January 1, 1967, .or Janu-
¢ cary 1, 1973 resnectively, and on or hefore Decermber 31, 1980, and is designed Lor, and is being operated or will opoerale
ULU oo osubsteniial extont for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing alr, woler or solid waste pollution, and
{hat the facility §s necessary Lo satisfy the intents and purposes of QRS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there-

wider,

Therefore, this Pollution Control facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compiliance with the statutes of the
Stale of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmenlal Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facilily shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, cou-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Qualily shall be immediately notified of any propesed changge in use or method
of operalion of the facility and if, for any rcason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control

purposc.

3. Any reporls or moniforing data reguested by ti

vided.

DEQ/TC-6 1-76

1ec Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly pro-

Titte —__Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Qualily Commission on

the . 20th _ qay of _December 10 76

*
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INPORTANT
1) REATY APPLICATION INSTRUC TIONS CARE FULLY,

2) SUBMIT TWO () COPIES OF APPLICATION AND EXHIBITS TO: JUN 691978
: Date Rec'd
DEPARTMIENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 7 /,, -
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT DIVISION Application Nb. -

1234 8.W. Morrison Streel
PORTLAND, OREGON 97205

For DEQ Use Onlr

+

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF A POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY FOR
TAX RELIEF PURPOSES PURSUANT TO ORS 468,155 et. seq.

£f AIR [ NOISE

(1) Indicate the Type of Facility by Placing Check (/) in Appropriate Box.

7 NATER {1 SOLID WASTE

(2) Official Name of Applicant

) (if corporation, exact name as specified in charter; if
partnership or joint venture the names of all partners or principals). o |

(3) Status of Applicant

T4 Vs

official name

Halgey Mill

AMFRICAN CAN COMPANY: POPE & TALBOT, ING,

Lessee

division identification
American Can Company & Pope & Talbot, Inc.

X Owner

Individual

lBox 215

names of general partners or principals i‘
' \

address

Halsey, Orégon 97348

Partnership

i X Corporation

city, state, zip code

(4) Person Authorized to Receive Certification

Waldo B. Lyden

SECTION 1
IDENTIFICATICN OF APPLICANT

name
Vice President - American Can Co.
title
American Lane
address (2 03)
Greenwich, CT 06830 552-2686
city zip phone no.

f
l
l
1
|

(5) Person to Conlact for Additional Details

.Barry A. Patrich
name
Tax Attorney ~ American Can Company
) title
American Lane
address (203)
Greenwich, CT 06830 '552~2781
city zip phone no. '

(6) Location of Claimed Facility

Halsey Mill

Box 215
address
Halsey
city -~
Linn
county

(7} Access Directions:
2 miles west of Halsey on Market Road Si

(8) Applicant’s IRS Employer Identification Number
13~0430480

‘ (9) Applicant's Tax Year

1/1 12/31
beginning date ending date ;

CERTIFICATE NO. 648

Signature:

Title:
Date:




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR
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DEQ-48

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. D, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Al Peirce Lumber Company - Request for Extension in
Installing a Log Easy Let-Down Device

BACKGROUND

In October 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission adopted a policy
for log handiing practices in public waters. Among other requirements,
this policy specified that only easy let-down devices for introducing
logs into public waters would be allowed after October, 1980. The log
handling pelicy also specified that any extension of hard dumping
practices beyond 1980 required EQC approval.

A Log Handling Facilities Permit was issued to Al Peirce Lumber Company

on February 28, 1978 (see attached). Included were compliance schedules
for installation of two easy let-down devices. The first easy let-down

is to be installed by November 1, 1978. The second easy let-down is to

be installed by September 1, 1980.

Al Peirce Lumber Company has appealed their permit, citing economic
hardship. The Company requests an extension until September 1, 1982 to
install the second easy let-down device.

BAS!S FOR COMPANY'S REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION

Al Peirce Lumber Company is the smallest lumber mill in the Coos Bay

area, and in addition is the only Company required to install two hew

easy let-down devices. The Company has received an engineering estimate
for the second easy let-down device of between $250,000 and $350,000.

To put this in perspective, the annual payroll is approximately $3,200,000.
Under the best of circumstances, then, the installation of two easy let-
down devices in two years would be difficult.

The timber industry is subject to wide fluctuations in the market. The
last several years have been bad ones for the timber industry in general,
as well as for Al Peirce Lumber Company. For the last three years,

there have been two years of losses (1975 and 1976), with 1977 showing a
very small profit (profits and losses are measured after taxes).




DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF AN EXTENSIGQN

The use of hard log dumps is the major contributor of wood debris in the
log handling process. Each of the two easy let-down devices will handle
about 50% of the Al Peirce logs entering Isthmus Slough. The first
device, to be installed this year, will probably result in a greater
reduction of wood debris than the second device.

The continued use of the hard log dump will no doubt result in greater
amounts of bark entering Isthmus Slough. The bark in turn creates an
oxygen demand and coats the bottom sediments. However, some mitigation
of this damage will occur. The Company has agreed to retain and daily
skim off floating wood debris at both log dumps. They have also agreed
to thoroughly dredge the area in front of the log dump when the easy
let-down device is installed.

SUMMATION

1. The Department feels a strong program for environmental contral has
been negotiated with Al Peirce Lumber Company, and that the Company
has made a committment to improving their log handling practices.

2. The extension, if granted, will result in more bark entering |sthmus
Slough. The bark In turn will cause some environmental degradation
through oxygen consumption and creating bottom deposits.

3. Some mitigation of the environmental damage will occur through
Tloating dehris containment and daily skimming, and a final dredging
at the log dump.

b, A two year extension for the second easy let-down device is justified
based on the smallness of the Company, the large expense of two
easy let-down devices, and the recent poor years in the timber
industry.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

An extension until September 1, 1982 should be granted on the installation
of the second easy let-down device.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

B. A. Burton:cs
672-8204
Attachment - (1) permit




{////:;PARTHF"”“' ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Permit Number: 2728

1:3% S. rrison Street ‘ Expiratlion Date: 10/31/82
Portland, Oregon 97205 File Humber: tE205
Telophone: (503} 229-5696 R Page | of 7

L0G HANDLING FACILITIES PERMIT

Issued pursuant to ORS LES.740

StatE’Of Oregon Permit Number: 2728
Department of Environmental Quality Expiration Date: RIEVEEN

PERMIT CONDITIONS page 2 of _7

Al Feirce Lumber Co., Coos Bay

|SSUED TO:

Al Pelrce Lumber Company
P.0. Bpx 300
Coos Bay, Oregon . 97k20

LOG DUMP LOCATEONS:

-

Name Waterway River Mile
Powria West bhank of {sthmus Slough,

one mile north of Davis Slough.
Log Yard ) . AdJacent to Coos Clty Brldge :

LOG STORAGE AREAS:

Name N . Waterway L Rlver Hile
- Isthnus Slough, south of
Shinglehouss Slough
]
PLANT SITE: , I’
Hame Waterway River Mlle
- West bank of Isthmus Slough,
]ust‘north of {oos Clity Brldgq.
Issued In response to Application Number 218G received 11-1-77
mr-d-‘uk LDM';L [ - . :‘l/‘;g/—)f
WILLIAM H. YOUNG ', ) Date

Director

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Untll this permit explres or Is modified or revoked, the permittee Is authorlzed
to construct, instali, modify or operate log handling and storage facilities in
public waters In confofmance with requirements, limitations and conditions set
forth In attached schedules as follows:

_Page
Schedule A = Special Operating Requlremeats 3
Schedule B.- Compllance Condltlons and Schedules 4-5
Schedule C -~ Reporting Requlrements &
General fondltions . 7

This permit does not relleve the permlttee from responsibility for compllance
with other appilcabls Federal, state or local laws, rules or standards.

SKETCH, MAP GR DESCREPTION OF AREAS

See attached map.




Permit Number: 2728

Expiration Dare: 10/31/82
Page 3 of 7

.e of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

PERMIT COGNDITIONS

Al Pelirce Lumber Company, Coos Bay

SCHEDULE A

Special Operating Requirements

1. After September 1, 1980, all logs placed Into publlc waters at the Powrle
log dump shall be by means of a Department approved easy let-down device.

2. After November 1, 1978, all logs placed in publlc waters at the log yard
shall be by means of a Department approved easy let-down device. The use
of slide dumps after November 1, 1978 1s prohibited.

3. Placlag of wood debris is prohiblted within 5 feet of mean hlgher high tide
(measured horlzontally).

state of Dregon Permit Humber: . £J28
DPepartment of Environmental Quality Expiration Date: 0731782
Page 4 ot ]

PERMIT CONDITHLIONS

Al Pelrce Lumber Company, Coos Bay

SCHEDULE &

Complliance Condltions and Schedules

1. Prior to November 1, 1978, the permittee shall Install a Department approved
easy let-down device for thelr log yard In accordance with the followling
schedule:

a. Submit plans and specifications by Hay 1, 1978,
b. Issue purchase orders by June 1, 1978,

c. Begln construction by‘August 1, 1978.

d. Complete constructlon by Movember 1, 1978,

2. Prlor te September 1, 1980, the permittee shall Install a second Department
approved easy let-down device for logs placed In public waters from the
Fowrie log dump in accordance with the followlng schedule:

a. Submit plans and specificatlons by September 1, 1979.
b, Issue purchase orders by November 1, 1979.

c. Bégin construction by Jupe 1, 1980.

d. Complete construction by September 1, 19B80.

3. Prior to May 1, 1978, the permittee shall [nltiate a program of positive
debris control around each log dump and mll11 site. Enciuded wii]l be a
means for detalning and removing floating debris daily. The following
schedule is to be followed:

a. Submlit a description of the program by Aprl! i, 1978,
b.  Start removing debris dalfly by May 1, 15978.

4. Between September 15, 1978 and January 15, 1979, the permittes shal) dredge

to remove all sunken bark and logs around each log dump and log Intake (for

miti}, -

5. After September 1, 1978, no logs shall be stored on dry land within 5 feet
{measured horizontally) of mean higher hlgh water.




Stare of Oregon Permit Humber: 2728
Degartment of Environmental Quallty Explration Date: 0731782
Page 5 of 7

PERMIT CONDITIONS

Al Pelrce Lumber Company, Coos Bay

SCHEDULE B {contlnued)

The permittee shall Enftiate a monitoring program deslgned to ensure that

no bark or wood debris Is fllled In public waters. The monltoring program
shall conslst of a yearly survey by a Tlcensed surveyor; or the placement

of markers every 25 feet along the perimeter of wood waste deposition where
it Is within 10 feet (horizontal measurement) of public waters, wlth surveys
by a licensed surveyor every thres years; or by an equlvalent method approved
in writing by the Department. The followlng schedule shall be fallowed by
the permittee:

a. By no later than April 1, 1978, submit a detalled description of the
monitoring program, Including a map with the proposed location of
markers (if appropriate).

b. Complete the Inltial survey by no later than June 1, 197B.

¢. Complete any necessary constructlon or placement of markers by no
later than June |, 1978,

d. Initlate monltoring by June 1, 1978.

The permittee is expected to meet the compllance dates which have been
established In this schedule. Elther prior to or no later than 14 days
following any lapsed compllance date the permittee shall submit to the
Department a notlce of compliance or non-compllance with the established
schedule. The Dlrecter may revise a schedule of complliance 1f he deter-

mines good and valid cause resulting from events over which the permittee
has 11ttle or no control.

State of Oregon Permit Number: i
pepartment of Environmental Quallty Expiration Date: 10/31/82
Page 6 of 7

PERMIT CONDITLONS

Al Pelrce Lumber Company, Coos Bay

SCHEDULE C

Hinimum Monltoring and Reporting Requlrements

1.

The permittee shall report to the Department of Environmental Quallty by
January 31 of each year this permit is In effect, the following Information
for the preceding calendar year:

a. Amount and !ocation of logs stored in public waters as of January 1,
April 1, July | and October 1. HMaps will be provided for the permlttee
to use for the locatlons of storage.

b. The results of the monitoring program for debrls adjacent to public
waters (specified in Condition 6 of Schadule B).

et —— ey




2 of Oregon Permit Humber: 2728
Department Environmental Quality Expiration Date: 10/31/82
Page 7 of 7
PERMIT CONDITIOGNHS

Al Pelrce Lumber Company, Coos Bay

GENERAL CONDITIONS

6l. Whenever an expansion of log handlling faclllities in or adJacent to public
waters beyond those locations designated In this permft Is anticlpated, a
new application must be submitted to the Department. Mo change shall be
made untll 3 new permit or permit modiflication has been lssued.

GZ. The permittee shall malntaln as lew an Inventory of logs In public waters
as is practical. .

G3. Mo new areas shall be used beyond those shown on the attached map for log
storage without written approval from the Department.

Gh. All log handling actlvitles In or adjacent to |sthmus Slough shall be
conducted in a manner consistent with the following:

a. All tog letdown and debris control devices shall be maintalned In good
working order and cperated so that a minimum of wood debrlis enters
public waters, ' :

b. All dredging spolls and other wood wastes shal! bhe disposed of such
that thay will not reach any pybllic waters or create nuisance conditlons.

G5. No petroleum-base products or other substances which will cause the Water
Quality Standards of the State of Oregon to be vlolated shall be discharged
or otherwise allowed to reach any of the waters of the State.

Gb. The permittes shall, at all reasonable times, allow autharlzed representa-
tives of the Department of Environmental Quality:

a. To enter upon the permittee's premises where log handling activities
in or adJacent to State waters are occurring.

b. . To sample any discharge of pollutants.

G7. In the event the permittee 1s unable to comply with all of the conditlons
of this permlt because of a breakdown of equlipment or facliltlies, an
accident caused by human error or negligence, or any other cause such as an
act of nature, the permittee shall notify the Department of Environmental
Quallty within one hour. Comp!lance with this requlrement does not relieve
the permittee from responsiblllty to malntain continucus compliance with

the cenditions of thls permit or the resulting liabllity for fallure to
comply.

G8. This permit Is subJect to revocatlon for cause as provided by lTaw.

“rom Oiher Sources.
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GOVERNOR
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DEQ-48

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From;: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. E, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Coos Head Timber Company - Regquest for an Extension
in Installing an Easy Let-Down Device

BACKGROUND

In October, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission adopted a policy
for log handling practices in public waters. Among other requirements,
this policy specified that only easy let-down devices for intreoducing
logs into public waters would be allowed after October, 1980. The log
handling policy also specified that any extension of hard dump ing
practices beyond 1980 required EQC approval.

A Water Pollution Control Facilities Permit was issued to Coos Head
Timber Company on March 24, 1978. A compliance schedule is included
requiring installation of a second easy let-down device by July 1, 1980.
The first easy let-down device was installed in 1976.

Coos Head Timber Company has appealed their permit on the grounds of
economic hardship. The Company is requesting an extension until Sep-

tember 1, 1982 to install the second easy let-down device.

BAS1S FOR COMPANY'S REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION

Coos Head Timber Company owns two small sawmills and one small plywood
mill located adjacent to Isthmus Slough. Like other timber companies
(particularly small companies), the last several years have been bad
ones. The Coos Head Timber Company sawmills and plywood mill have
operated at a loss for each of the last four years. The Company is
hopeful that the next few years will show an improvement, but feels the
$150,000 initial expense {plus estimated $50,000/year operation and
maintenance costs) will seriously jeopardize a recovery. In addition,
the Company is still paying for the first easy let-down device installed
in 1976. The first easy let-down device should depreciate out by 1982.



_2...

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF AN EXTENSION

The use of hard log dumps is the major contributor of wood debris in the
log handling process. The existing easy let-down device handles about
75% of the 60 million board feet (MBF)} which enters the Coos Head Timber
Company's mills. The other 15 MBF/year are dumped at the four slide
dumps.

The continued use of the hard log dump wiil no doubt result in greater
amounts of bark entering Isthmus Slough. The bark in turn creates an
oxygen demand and coats the hottom sediments. However, some mitigation
of this damage will occur. The Company has agreed to retain and daily
skim off floating wood debris at both Tog dumps. They have also agreed
to thoroughly dredae the area in front of the log dump when the easy
let-down device is installed.

SUMMATION

1. The Department feels a strong program for environmental control has
been negotiated with Coos Head Timber Company.

2. The extension, if granted, will result in more bark entering
Isthmus Slough. The bark in turn will cause some environmental
degradation through oxygen consumption and creating bottom deposits.

3. Some mitigation of the environmental damage will occur through
floating debris containment and daily skimming, and a final dredging
at the log dump.

b, A two year extension for the second easy let-down device is jus-
tified based on the large expense and the recent losses of the
Company.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

An extension until September, 1982 should be granted for the installation

of a second easy let-down device.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

B. A. Burton:cs
672-8204
Attachment - (1) permit
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PERMIT CONDITIONS

Coos Head Timber Company, Coos Bay

W

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES PERMIT

¥

Iesuped pursuant to ORE 468.740 SCHEDULE A
ISSUED TXh BOURCES COVERED BY THIE PERMIT: I Waste Disposal LImitations (McKenna Mil1)
[+ Head Timber Compan Typa of Wast Ba of Disposal i
P?gf i i'SCI‘m pany ¥ Smm;: a thod | No discharga of process waste water s permitted. Process waste water {3

N X deflned as glue waste water, veneer dryer wash water, boller blowdown water
Coos Bay, Oregon 47420 Isthmes §lough and lathe cooling water. '

PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION:
HeKenna Hilil

South of bridge on east bank AIVER BASIN INFORMATICN
of Isthmus Slough

Major Bagin: South Coast
Kinor Basini Cocs
County: Coos
Issued in response to application numbar
2206 recaived ' 1/24/78 | | Nearest surface stream which

could ba influenced by wasta

L A8t bt MAR 24 9978 | 43pposal aystem:
William Hy Youny/ Dats
Director

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

tntil this permit explres or is modifisd or ravoked, the parmittes la authoxrized
to construct, install, modify or operate waste water treatment, ocontrcl and dise
posal facilities in conformance with requirsments, limjitations and oconditions
met forth in attached achsdulam as follows:

Genaral Conditionm

: Pags
Schedule A = Waste Disposal Limitations ) 3 .
Gchedule B - Minimm Monitoring and Reporting Requirsments b
Schedule ¢ - Cowpliance Conditions and Schedules -5
schedule D -~ Spacial Conditions ._6._

All direct discharges to public watars are prohibited.

This permit does not relieve the permittes from responsibility for oompliangs
with other applicable Federal, state or local laws, rules or atandards.

candan Lyt
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PERKIT CONDITIOKS

—loos Head Timber [oopany. fons Ray

SCHEDULE B

Hlinumum Monitering and Reporting Regquirements

The permittee shail report to the Department of Environmental Quality by January
31 of each year thls permlt is in effect, the following Information for the
preceding calendar year:

Amount and locatlon of logs stored In public waters as of January 1, April }
and (Gctober 1. Maps will be provided for the permittee to use for showlng
the locatlon of storage areas.

State of Oregon Permlt Humber: . 15
Department of Environmental Quallty Expiration Date: 3-31-82
Pags ) of [

PEAMIT CONDBITIONS

Coos Mead Timber Company, Coos Bay

*

SCHEDULE C

Compliance Conditlions and Schedules

{Log Storage Actlvlclies in or Adjacent to Public Waters)

1.

Prior to May 1, 1978 the parmittes shall Initlate and conduct a program
of positive debrls control around each log dump and mill site. Included
will be (1) a means for detalaing and removing floating debris dally at
the mill site; and (2) a means for detaining and removing floating debrls
2t all log dump sites for each log raft prior to tha log boom around the
dump slte balng opened. The following scheduls 15 to be followed:

4. Submlt & description of the programs by April 1, 1978,
b. Start removing debris dafly by May 1, 1978.

Upon start-up of an area-wlde cleanup program and upon receipt of written
approval from the Department, the perm!ttes may stop the debris control
porgram at the log dump «lts.

Prior to Aprll }, 1978 the permittee shall submit » plen for preventing
the accumulation of bark falling from the conveyor line which runs from
the main barker (McKenna Mill) to the truck load put area. The plansg
shall Include a date for removing the pile thai currently exlsts and
shall Include means for preventing the entrance of any bark into public
waters.

Prior to July 1, 1980 tha permittee shall Install a Department-approved
easy letdown device and eliminate all use of slide dumps In accordance
with the following schedule:

a. Submlt plans and specifications by July 1, 1979.

b. fssue purchass orders by October 1, 1979,

c. Start construction, |f necessary, by March 1, 1980.

d. Complets Instaliation by July 1, 1380,

After July t, 1980 all logs placed Into public waters shall be by means
of Department-approved easy letdown devices,

After September 1, 1978 no logs shall be stored at the log yard within
five (5) feer (horizontsl measurement} of mean higher high tlde sxcept
for the northern ope-third of the log yard,




State of Qregon Permit Humber: 2725
Department of Environmental Quallty Expirntlgn Date:
Page aof 5

PEAMIT COHNDITUIOMNS

Coos Head Tlmber Company, Coos Bay

SCHEDULE D

Special Conditlions

l. No additional wood debrls shall be placed on land within five (5) feet of
median higher high tide (measured horlzomtally) except bahind the brow log.

2. No new areas in publlc waters beyond those areas shown In the permittea's
application shall be used for log storage without written approval from the
Depariment,

3. Al log handling activities In or adjacent to Isthmus Slough shall bs con=
ducted in a manner conslistent with the following:

B. All log letdown and debris control devices shall be malntalned in good
working order and operated so that & minumum of wood debris enters
public waters,

b. Dredging spoils and other wood wastes shall bs disposed of on land
such that they will not reach any public waters.

4. No petroleum-base products or other substances which will cause the Water
Quality Standards of the State of Qregen to be violated shall be discharged
or otherwlse allowed to reach any of the waters of the state.

N




Environmental Quality Commission

RO vt POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. G, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Clatsop Plains - Adoption as permanent rules housekeeping amendments
to subsurface sewage regional rule governing Clatscp Plains area.

 OAR 340-71-020{7): Proposed new temporary rule.

NOTICE:  Members of the public are cautioned that, while this report contains
general discussion of present and proposed administrative rules, the rules as
written govern and should be consulted. The discussion in no way governs over
the rules.

Background
The QOctober 21, 1977 amendment to OAR 340-71-020{(7) (the so-called Clatsop Plains

~Moraterium). was intended to allow new subsurface sewage disposal.systems only where

they would not vesult in a density of less than one acre per family/unit equivalent.
This dens1ty was considered a reasonable minimum to assure protection of groundwater
until more is known of the effect of the use of on-site disposal systems in the
moratorium area. Prior to this, there had been a rule (adopted on-April 1, 1977)
preventing all new on-site systems not approved on or before April 1, ]977.

_;Dn,Mé?éh 23 1978, the Commission, by temporary rule, amended the rule to correct

an oversight which prevented the installation of systems on less than one acre in
planned unit developments, even where the owner's fractional interest in other
commonly held land.in the development, in conjunction with his interest in the home-
site, would result in the reservation of at Teast one acre for his family unit
d1sposa1 equivalent. Such planned unit alternatives were intended to be permitted
and thought to have been permitted by the October 21 amendment. It was necessary to
act promptly without public notice and hearing to prevent injury to those who had
been-proceeding on the assumption such deveiopments were permissable. The Commission
ordered a hearing before a hearing officer to receive testimony on whether the
temporary amendment should be made permanent. The hearing was held on June 1, 1978
and the hearing officer's report thereon is attached.




When the Commission adopted the October 21 amendment, it was necessary to explore
the question of how a Tot which is of one acre in size became that way. This was
necessary to prevent installation of systems on one acre lots which were formed

at the expense of previously developed lots and left the developed lots less than.
an acre in size after partitioning.

Example: A has an acre and a half. He gets a permit and builds a house with

an on-site system. Then he sells an acre to B. But for some provision against

it in the rule, B now could install a system and we would have a base parcel of an
acre and a half with two systems.

This exploration was symptomatic of the many schemes of conveyancing which might be
used to bypass the rule and continue to develop at a rate exceeding one acre per
family in density. To be balanced were concerns that property owners not have their
property interests abridged any more than is necessary to protect the groundwater
aquifers.

Also to be explored was the issue of when would be the last date on which permit-
eligible existing parcels of an acre could be formed at the expense of another parcel
which contains a system and is less than an acre in size.

The resuits of these inquiries were that the rule prohibited permits for parcels
of any size formed after April 2, 1977 if the origin of the parcel involved reduction
of any other parcel which contains a system and is less than one acre in size.

Raised in the public hearing were 1ssues beyond the question of planned unit develop-
ment which ave d1scussed below. -

Discussion
Issue One
The March 28, 1978 temporary rule amendment regarding planned unit development was

unanimously found acceptable by the county, the developer who was among those
originally supporting the language, and all involved in the public hearing process.

Issue Two

As raised in the public hearing and informally with the staff, there remains the
issue of whether the rule, as presently written, is equitable {(within the bounds of
practical administration) as it relates to a Mr. Hendrickson and any other who may
be in his classification.

There is the broader question of how the rule might relate to those who might, in
the future, come upon circumstances similar to those of Mr. Hendrickson.



There are at least two questions: 1Is it appropriate to have a rule which now
prevents Mr, Hendrickson from selling any of his four acres of land as developable
because, on April 2, 1977, it was part of a 4.5 acre parcel which now contains

a system on a half acre, partitioned parcel which was sold to a third party? This
would seem to be a hardship beyond what should be required to limit new construction
of an on-site disposal system to a one acre density, {assuming current rates of
development will keep density even lower because all the available land will not be
developed immediately).

As a practical matter, such is not the rule. We have already informed Mr. Hendrickson,
through his attorney, that the sale of remaining pargcels as developable with on-site
disposal would not (in our ‘interpretation) mislead -buyers if such were preceded by
transfer to the one who bought the dewlling of an additional, contiguous half acre
(with or without a reversionary clause). It is our understanding that the only

reason he declines to do so is a wish to avoid the tedium of information gathering

and disclosure under the Subdivision Control Act. We might add that such a wish is
totally within his prerogatives.

We come upon the question then as to whether it would be advisable to amend the rule
-0 as to make it effective only where the parcel with a system and with a gize;of Tess
than an acre was formed after October 27, 1977, the date the Commission filed the -
rule which relaxed the previous prohibition on new systems.

Counsel for Mr. Hendrickson contends that unless this is done, the rule is unreasonably
discriminatory and has an ex post facto effect upon his client, rendering improper

an act (his transfer of a dwelling and one half acre) that which was proper at the time
it was done (to the best of our knowledge, July of 1977}. It is further contended that
the present effective date is illogical because a rule shouid take effect when adopted
so people can predict what will be the consequences of their actions. Finally, the
county concurs with Mr. Hendrickson in the understanding that few, if any, other
property owners stand in a position similar to Mr. Hendrickson. This would mean there
are not a significant number of circumstances of increased density of systems that
would be invited by the requested rule change. We are assured Mr. Hendrickson transferred
the dwelling and half acre with no knowiedge of the impending relaxation of the prohib-
itive rule and, of course, no intent to avoid or subvert the purpose of the rule. We
have no reason to believe otherwise.

If we can agree that October 21 is a more logical date than April 2 of 1977, and if we
can agree that change of the effective date would simply alleviate Mr. Hendrickson
from undue hardship without unduly advantaging him, penalizing others, or setting a
precedent that might cause undue problems, we can so recommend.

Reflection makes it apparent the present date for identifying baseline parceils

(April 2, 1977) is not purely arbitrary. As of that date, no new systems were permitted.
Later, in October, new systems not leading to densities greater than one acre per

family equivalent were allowed.




While we do not agree that the effect of the rule was to render improper an act
proper when done (the rule does not purport to regulate transfer of property, it
regulates the future increases in density of subsurface systems), we do find two
significant equities in using October 27, 1977 as an effective date of the

provision in question. (It should be remembered that October 27, 1977, the filing
date, is the effective date of the entire rule amendment. When we speak of the date
here in issue, we are merely speaking of the date chosen as the baseline from which
to identify parcels which should not be developed at the expense of other parcels
less than an acre in size.)

It is apparent, that, until October 21, 1977 when the Commission filed the rule, the

- general pub11cwasnot chargeable with knowledge of the mechanism to be used in
implementing the density limitation. *For example, not until October of 1977 could

a landowner have read the Commission's rules and the law governing subdivision control
and made an intelligent decision as to the advisablity of selling a parcel of Tand in
such a way as to leave an existing, developed parcel of less than one acre. Assuming
a person knew of the possibility that the rule would be relaxed to contemplate one
acre system density, the Commission might have used the April 2 date as a baseline to
identify existing parcels, but adopted a rule which prohibited further construction
only after one system per acre of each parcel existing on April 2, 1977 was already
permitted or allowed. Under such a scheme, Mr. Hendrickson would have been free to
sell the dwelling along with a half acre without looking forward to the dilemma. This
is the delemma whereby he could nc longer develop any of the rest unless he placed
himself over a barrel with the buyer in an effort to sell him another, contiguous half
acre (which the Tatter might well not want unless at a severely reduced price) and
exercised a land subdivision so as to bring him a step closer to the subdivision control
procedures.

While it is clearly not the business of the agency to recommend rules simply to assist
people in avoiding subdivision control Taw, it was cleariy the intention of the
Legislature that property owners, in partitioning land, be able .to decide for them-
selves whether they wished to undergo approval and d1sc105ure procedures or avoid them.
To the extent our present rule tended to "sheak up" on anyone trying to:make such an
assessment between April and November, the hardship they suffer should be part of the
balance that is used to choose a baseline date for identifying parcels.

Finally, when the Commission adopted it's rule in October, the public discussion which
preceded it did not dwell extensively on whether this or any mechanism would be
employed to avoid windfall benefits to those who, in contemplation of a rule Timiting
density, might be feverishly partitioning land into smaller parcels with the hope of
getting "grandfathered™ into an advantageous situation. It was not known whether there
would be a rush to the courthouse to record deeds before the effective date of the rule
which conveyad only the 1and upon which houses and their drainfields lay.so as to allow
density in conflict with the spirit of the rule.




It was decided that a baseline date to identify parcels would have to be used and
should be a date earlier than the rule's effective date. Why not make it the date
of the April 1 prohibition?

In retrospect, we have not been able to be certain that Mr. Hendrickson, and he

alone, conveyed and recorded developed Tand in such a fashion as to create a

developed parcel of less than an acre (including the reduction of a developed

parcel already less than an acre in size). We are, however, assured that no "Tand
rush" type of behavior occurred on any significant scale. Therefore, it can be argued
that the danger the date was employed to avert has now passed.

Because it was not until October 27, 1977 {(the date of the filing in the office of

the Secretary of State) that Mr. Hendrickson and others in his circumstance became
constructively advised of how disadvantageous it would be to offer for sale a piece

of an ex1st1ng parcel if such piece contained a disposal system and was less than one
acre in size, we do recognize some hardsh1p which might well be alleviated if there is
a way to do so without significantly impairing the effectiveness of the rule or unduly
causing disadvantage to others.

In recommending a change in the baseline date for identifying parcels, we are mindful
of the fact that it may result in a benefit to Mr. Hendrickson and his successors:

If the requested rule is adopted, there may ultimately be five developed or developable
parcels grown out of what was, on April 2, 1977, a 4.5 acre parcel.

On balance, we find the equities weigh in favor of Mr. Hendr1ckson s argument and 1in
favor. of those few others who might Tater be found to be in similar circumstances.

We do not find that the public notice regarding the temporary rule fairly embraces the
issue raised on Mr. Hendrickson's behalf. It seems that to grant his request, there

would either have to be a temporary rule followed by pub11c hearings, a temporary

rule allowed to expire, or some other arrangement. It is Mr. Hendrickson's contention
that he risks severe financial detriment if he is required to await a public hearing.

We have recommended a temporary rule to be followed by public hearing on the adviseability
of its permanent adoption.

Issue Three

In addition to.the prob]ems brought to our attention by the county, Mr. Cambert, and
Mr. Hendrickson, there is now pending a matter fnvolving some prior approval claims which
appear to conflict with the minimum density requirement of the rule.. Suffice it to
say that we are apprehensive that this rule might well be the sybject of repeated
petitions for revision as unforseen cont1ngenc1es emerge. It appears appropriate to
explore whether the rule should have a variance or exception provision drawn into it
so that case by case evaluation (subject to Commission approval on a less formal basis
if desired) can take place at an administrative level below the Commission and through
a procedural process less cumbersome than is involved in rule making. We have
recommended that staff time be devoted to explore this possibility as a possible rule
change.




Summation

1. The wording of the March 28, 1978 temporary rule should be adopted as a
permanent rule to be effective upon prompt filing with the Secretary of State.

The Statement of Need for the temporary rule should serve as the Statement of

Need for the permanent rule with the first paragraph amended to show the Commission
authority is found in ORS 468.020 {general), and ORS 454,615, and to delete all
reference to temporary rule making authority.

2. The wording of OAR 340-71-020(7)(e) should be changed by a temporary ruie to
have October 27, 1978 appear where April 2, 1977 now appears. A public hearing
should be held before a hearing officer to receive testimony on the advisability of
making the temporary rule permanent. The Statement of Need for the temporary rule
should be drafted within thirty days. A Finding of serious prejudice to the
interests of the parties concerned should be entered prior to adoption of the
temporary rule.

3. The staff should be directed to explore draft language to further amend 0AR 71-
020(7) to allow for case by case evaluation of unforseen difficulties arising under
(b) and {e) of that rule. If language agreeable to staff is found, it should be
brought to the Commission for authorization for public hearing so, hopefully, to be
consolidated with the hearing on the temporary amendment to OAR 340-71-020(7)(e).

Director's Recommendation

The Director recommends that the Commission take the following actions:

1. Adopt Attachment A hereto as the updated Statement of Need to be filed with the
permanent amendment of OAR 340-71-020(7).

2. Adopt as a permanent rule, the temporary amendments to OAR 340-71-020(7)}(b) and (e)
which are Attachment B hereto, said rule to become effective upon its prompt filing
with the Secretary of State.

3. Enter a Finding that, unless the Commission acts promptly, there will be serious
prejudice to the interests of the parties involved, in that the person requesting
adoption of the temporary rule and others in the class to which the proposed temporary
rule would make a difference, may forfeit substantial optiens in the dispesition of
‘their property, which options would be of no cognizable effect on the ervironment.

4. Adopt as a temporary rule, effective upon its prompt filing with the Secretary

of State, Attachment C hereto, which changes the date when a parcel could have last

been transferred and. not be identified as an "existing" or "original" parcel within

the meaning of OAR 340-71-020(7)(b) of the present rule (a part of the temporary amendment
whose permanent adoption is recommended herein). The date would be changed from April

2, 1977 to October 28, 1977, the date of adoption of the rules intended to to allow

new density of one acre or less for family equivalents.




5. Direct that staff explore the drafting of further amendments which would allow
unforseen inequities in the "Clatsop Plains Moratorium" to be resolved without rule
changes by virtue of variances, exceptions or whatever method might be employed so
long as such method affords due process to citizens and is within a framework of
standards which allows property owners to reasonably estimate what will be the
result of their actions when the rule is applied to them. ‘Such drafting, if
drafting satisfactory to the staff is found, should be brought to the Commission for
authorization to conduct a public hearing on the advisability of its adoption. The
time expended should allow consolidation of this public hearing process with the
other hearing process recommended herein.

fn
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Peter W. McSwain:dh
229-5383

dune 15, 1978

Attachments: Attachment A

1

Statement of Need for Adoption of the April, 1978
temporary rule as a permanent rule

Propesed rule for permanent adeption of the April,
1978 temporary rule

Proposed Temporary Rule which would change the date
for identifying “existing" or "original" parcels in
0AR 340-71-020(7)(b) by amending subsection (e) of
the ruie

Hearing Officer's Report on June 1, 1978 public
hearing

May 10, 1978 memo: Hearing Officer to Counsel for the
Commission

Attachment B

Attachment C

1

Attachment D

Attachment E




Attachment A to ltem G
6/30/78 EQC Meeting

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE
STATE OF OREGON

PROPOSED AMENDMENT ) PROPOSED FINAL STATEMENT
OF 0AR 340-71-020(7) ) OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING
June 30, 1978 EQC MEETING )

1. Under ORS 468.020 (general) and ORS 468.615 the Commission has authority to
adopt rules regulating the installation of new subsurface sewage disposal
systems.

2, On October 21, 1977 the Commission amended OAR 340-71-020(7). The intent
was to restrict new subsurface sewage disposal systems in certain defined
areas of Clatsop Plains to one acre/family density, while relaxing a
complete prohibition on new systems. The restriction was not intended to
prohibit planned unit developments where the entire acreage within the
development area was sufficient to amount to at least one acre for each
planned family residence. However, the amendment was inadvertently worded
to prohibit a system in such a development where the parcel upon which the
dwelling was planned was less than one acre, even if common tenancy to go
to the buyer was, in its fractional amount compared to other common owners,
sufficient to make up the difference.

The County and developers proceeded under a misunderstanding of how narrowly
the rule was drafted until at least one developer had invested a good deal
of money. The Commission adopted the rule proposed as a temporary rule on
March 31, 1978. A hearing on June 1, 1978 resulted in unanimous testimony
that the rule be made permanent. |t meets the need to restrict density of
new systems in the '"Clatsop Plains' area without unduly foreclosing planned
unit options within the allowed density. Also, a paragraph in the rule was
deteted and new language added simply to honor the County's request for
clearer language.

3. In considering the need for and in preparing the rule the Commission has
considered the October 21, 1977 report from the Department on Clatsop
Plains (ltem G}, the March 31 report from the Department (ltem M), and the
June 30, 1978 report from the Department (ltem G). Also considered were
all attachments to the above reports.




SECTION 1

Attachment B to ltem G
6/30/78 EQC Meeting

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROPOSED RULE AMENDMENTS TO
CHAPTER 340, OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL
CLATSOP PLAINS MORATORIUM

0AR 340-71-020(7) (b} is hereby amended to read as follows:

(b)

Pursuant to ORS 454,685, within the areas set forth in subsection (c)

below, neither the Director nor his authorized representative shall

issue either construction permits for new subsurface sewage disposal

systems or favorable reports of evaluation of site suitability, except

to construct systems to be used under the following circumstances:

(A)

[T] the system complies with all rules in effect at the time the

permit is issued [.]; and,

[T] the system is not to be installed within any of the areas
subject to the prohibition set forth in subsection (a) above [.];

and,

[T] the system is to be installed on an undivided parcel of one
acre or more in size upon which the dwellings or buildings to be
served by the system are located and which is owned fully or
fully subject to a contract of purchase by the same person or
persons who own or are contract purchasers of the dweilings or

buildings to be served by the system [.]; except that, in a

single planned unit development or single subdivision tract

having encleosed boundaries and with open space land owned in

common by all land owners, permits may be issued where the lot

area upon which a dwelling is to be constructed is less than cne

acre but where each owner holds an undivided interest, in common

with all other owners, in open space land of sufficient acreage

within the boundaries of the development so that the density of




-2-

the entire parcel shall not exceed one dwelling per acre when

considered as a whole and where the requirements of subdivisions

{A), (B), and (C) of this subsection are met; and,

(D) [T1] the dwellings or buildings to be constructed or existing on
the land parcel when fully occupied or used allow for no more
than the equivalent of sewage flow for one single family per acre

of the land parcel [.]; and,

[E] [The land parcel upon which the system is to be constructed did

not become of a size conforming to the requirement of paragraphs
(C) and (D) of this subsection by any means so that a subsurface
sewage disposal system may be used, installed, or under a permit
to be instaltled on any land which otherwise would not conform to
paragraphs (C) and (D) of this subsection and, after using such
means, would result in a greater family to acreage ratio than one
single family to one acre or more of land for such land which

otherwise would not conform to paragraphs (C) and (D) above.]

No construction permit shall be issued under this subsection for any parcel

of land where the parcel is created out of an existing parcel or parcels and

where the creation of the new parcel results in a reduction of size of the

original parcel or parcels to less than one acre and where the original parcel

or parcels so reduced serve or are occupied by a dwelling unit or by dwelling

units or by any other subsurface sewage generating facility or thing.

SECTION 2
OAR 340-71-020(7)(e) is hereby amended to read as follows:

(e) The restrictions set forth in paragraphs (B) through [E] (D) of
subsection (b) and in subsection (c) above shall not apply to prohibit
permits for systems to serve one single family dwelling per parcel of
land or less than one acre if such parcel's legal deseription was on
file in the deed records of Clatsop County prior to April 2, 1977,

either as a result of conveyance or as part of a platted subdivision.




Attachment C to ftem G
6/30/78 EQC Meeting

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROPOSED TEMPORARY AMENDMENT TO
CHAPTER 340, OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL
CLATSOP PLAINS MORATORIUM

0AR 340-71-020(7)(e) is hereby amended to read as follows:

{e) The restrictions set forth in paragraphs (B) through (D) of subsection
(b) and in subsection {c) above shall not apply to prohibit permits
for systems to serve one single family dwelling per parcel of land of
less than one acre if such parcel's legal description was on file in
the deed records of Clatsop County prior to [Aprit-2] October 28, 1977,

either as a result of conveyance or as part of a platted subdivision.
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Attachment D to Item G
June 30, 1978 EQC Meeting

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Hearing Officer

Subject: Hearings Report: June 1, 1978 Public Hearing on Subsurface
Sewage Disposal Regional Rules Governing Clatsop Plains

Summary

Pursuant to public notice, the hearing commenced before the undersigned
hearing officer at 7:30 p.m. on June 1, 1978 in the Commissioner’s Board
Room of the Clatsop County Courthouse in Astoria, Oregon.

Present were approximately ten perscons. Testimony was offered by
three persons.

Summary _of Testimony

Mr. Louis Larson, attorney for Mr. Bob Hendrickson, stated that his
client would favor an amendment to the rule which would set up a variance
procedure through which unforseen difficulties could be dealt with on a
case-by-case basis. Asked, however, was immediate relief in the form of
amendment of 0AR 71-020(7) (e).

The desired amendment would exempt from the rule land transactions
occurring prior to October 27, 1977 (the effective date of the rule
allowing one acre density of systems).

Presently the temporary rule and its predecessor of October 27, 1977
exempt only transactions which occurred before April 2, 1977.

Mr. Larson explained that when the April 1, 1977 prohibition of new
subsurface systems in Clatsop Plains was adopted, his client owned 4.5
acres in the area with one dwelling and one system. The client subse-
quently conveyed the dwelling, the system, and a half acre to another
party (off the record we are informed this occurred in July of 1977).

Now the rule prohibits any new systems on the remaining four acres. Mr.
Henderson would 1ike, as soon as possible, to convey a one acre parcel
and a three acre parcel as developable land. He does not wish to go
through subdivision procedures. The State Department of Commerce has
informed him that even if he were to sell another, contiguous half acre
to the owner of the dwelling so as to meet the requirements of our rule,
the second half acre, even though part of a single acre parcel in its




Environmental Quality Commission
Page 2

ownership, would be considered a separate parcel for purposes of admini-
stering the subdivision control law. This means an atiempt to convey to
a party now interested in buying an acre would result in a parcel (the
original 4.5 acres) being divided into four or more parcels. The sub-
division control procedures would have to be followed.

Mr. Larson challenged the April 2, 1977 cut off in the rule as an inappro-
priate decision to render improper an act that was proper when it was
performed.

To protect the record (for purpose of the 'exhaustion'' rule}, Mr. Larson
challenged the present rule's legality and constitutionality on the
grounds of its discriminatory and ex post facto characteristics as
applied to his client.

Mr. Joe Camberg favored adoption of the temporary amendments regarding
planned unit development. He agreed further revision by putting in a
vatriance procedure would be appropriate. It was his feeling it would
otherwise be too difficult to draft a rule that would forsee all contin-
gencies. (Mr. Camberg is a member of the Clatsop County Planning Com-
mission. He also was financially involved in a planned unit development
whose)difficulties ied, in part, to the adoption of the present temporary
rule.

Mr. William D. Cinnamon testified after reviewing the rule and hearing
discussion that he was in favor of its adopticn.

Recommendation

Your hearing officer may assist the agency administrators in reaching an
agency recommendation. He has no unilateral recommendation in this
matter.

Respectful ly submitted,

Peter W. McSwain
Hearing Officer

PWM:mef
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Attachment E to Item G . ;Zilﬁf;’

June 30, 1978 EQC Meeting
State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

Ray Underwood : Date: May 10, 1978
Pete McSwain

Application of 71-020(7) (b)
Clatsop Plains Moratorium

I. SPECIFIC PROBLEM

No construction permit shall be issued under this subsection for any
parcel of land where the parcel is created out of an existing parcel

or parcels and where the creation of the new parcel results in a reduc-
tion of size of the original parcel or parcels to less than one acre

and where the original parcel or parcels so reduced serve or are occupied
by a dwelling unit or by dwelling units or by any other subsurface
generating facility or thing. (Emphasis mine)

The above language was drafted by Clatsop County and is useful to
prevent conveyancing schemes which result in less than an acre density.
It was adopted as a temporary rule in March of 1978 to replace similar
but less readable language | had drafted.

The problem is this: In July of 1977, an owner of 4.5 acres with one
dwelling conveyed the dwelling and % acre to a third party. You will
recall that, -at that time, there was a complete moratorium. The owner
conveyed with no particular expectation of developing the remaining
four acres. In November, the Commission made possible one~acre density
development with septic tanks., Had this owner sold the house and an
acre, he could have proceeded to sell the remaining 3.5 acres as
developable land. Now, the rule holds the entire base 4.5 acres to a
density of only one dwelling.

Lou Larson, the owner's attorney, would like to know if this malady
can be cured by either of the following (he seeks conceptual evaluation
only at present; no specific conveyance papers have been drafted):

Preferred Solution: Owner conveys in fee an additional and contiguous
half-acre to the person who bought the dwelling, retaining a reversion-
ary interest in the half-acre which is worded to take effect only if

at some future date our rules allow for half-aere density.

Alternative Solution: Same as above with no reversionary clause.




May 10, 1978
Page 2

At first blush, neither solution, in concept, appears to me to offend
the rute. | told Lou 1 could not speak officially on this and would
‘try to get an official, administrative position. |t appears appropri-
ate because John Bagg, Clatsop County counsel, would be uncomfortable

in approving his.county's issuance of permits if there were a danger
that we would later ''choke' on the attempted solution. Mr. Larson's
client has a business which may become extinct in the near future unless
it gets some cash flow from the sale of the land as developable land.

1. GENERAL PROBLEM

The recital ahove deals with the second unforeseen inequity in the
moratorium. Perhaps it would be well to recommend to the Commission
a specific provision that inequities can be taken care of through the
variance procedure. In lieu of all these rule revisions, | feel an
administrative ''safety valve''! is needed.

PWM: jas

cc: Bill Young
Jack Osborne
Bob Gilbert
John Bagg




Environmental Quality Commission

ROBERT W. STRAUB

covEanan POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda ftem No. H, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Vehicle Emission Testing Rules -- Consideration of Adoption of
Amendments to Motor Vehicle Inspection Rules to lnculde 1978
Model Year Vehicles. OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350,

Background

At the Environmental Quality Commission Meeting of April 28, 1978, authorization
was granted to hold a public hearing to consider amendments to the inspection
program rules. These proposed amendments are primarily the annual updating of
the inspection program standards to include 1978 model year motor vehicles.
These proposed standards are presented in Appendix A. The Statement of Need is
attached as Appendix B.

Evaluation

The public hearing was held May 31, 1978 in the State Office Building in Portland.
The Hearing Officer's Report is attached as Appendix C. The only testimony
received was from Alfa Romeo.

Alfa Romeo stated that the idle carbon monoxide levels selected for catalytic
converter equipped vehicles was so high, 0.5%, that the Department's tallpipe
standard would only catch a "gross emitter''. Alfa Romeo suggested an alternative
method of measuring the exhaust upstream of the converter. While staff concurs
that the upstream method is the proper method for obtaining diagnostics, and
should be used by the service industry, it . {s not a viable method for the
inspection lane.

The contention that the 0.5% limit may be only detecting gross emitters has not
been raised by the other manufacturers. Rather the manufacturers have stressed
the strictness of the State's idle standards, particutarly those on the late
model cars. Staff recognizes that there are design differences among the
manufacturers, and that what is an appropriate standard for one make may not be
suitable for another. The philosophy of standards selection is based on the
manufacturers' design, maintenance procedures, and an engineering judgement. The
inclusion of the enforcement tolerance adds protection for the motorist to account
for variability and repeatibility. This enforcement tolerance is scheduled to
expire June 30, 1979. Prior to its expiration, the EPA inspection maintenance
study, in which DEQ is participating, should have data available that would allow
. for adjusting standards, if necessary, on these late model cars.
&
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46




Summation

The changes proposed for the inspection program rules are reasonable and
maintain equity. The standards are updated for the current model year.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission adopt the proposed
rule amendments as presented in Appendix A.

B

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

William P. Jasper:jo

229-5081
June 8, 1978
Attachments: Appendix A

Appendix B
Appendix C




APPENDIX A

340-24-305 is amended as follows.

24-305 DEFINITIONS. As used in these rules uniess otherwise required
by context:

(1) "Carbon dioxide' means a compound consisting of the chemical
formula (COZ)'

(2) "Carbon monoxide'' means a compound consisting of the chemical
formula (CO).

{3) '"Certificate of complianﬁe” means a certification issued by a
vehicle emission inspector that the vehicle identified on the certificate
is equipped with the required functioning motor vehicle pollution control
systems and otherwise complies with the emission control criteria, standards,
and rujes of the Commission.

(4) "'Certificate of inspection' means a certification issued by a
vehicle emission inspector and affixed to a vehicle by the inspector to
identify the vehicle as being equipped with the required functioning motor
vehicle pollution control systems and as otherwise complying with the emission
control criteria, standards, and rules of the Commission.

(5) ‘'Commission'' means the Environmental Quality Commission.

(6) 'Crankcase emissions' means substances emitted directly to the
atmosphere from any opening leading to the crankcase of a motor vehicle engine.

(7) "Department' means the Department of Environmental Quality.

(8) "Diesel motor vehicle' means a motor vehicle powered by a
compression-ignition internal combustion engine.

(9) 'Director' means the director of the Department.




(10) '"Electric vehicle'" means a motor vehicle which uses a propulsive
unit powered exclusively by electricity.

(11} ‘'Exhaust emissions'' means substances emitted into the atmosphere
from any opening downstream from the exhaust ports 6f a motor vehicle engine.

(12) "Factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control system'' means
a motor vehicle poliution control system installed by the vehicle or engine
manufacturer to comply with federal motor vehicle emission control- faws and
requlations.

(13) '"Gas analytical system'" means a device which senses the amount
of contaminants in the exhaust emissions of a motor vehicle, and whiLh has
been issued a license by the Department pursuant to section 24-350 of these
regulations and ORS 468.390.

(14%) '"Gaseous fuel" means, but is not limited to, liguefied petroleum
gases and natural gases in liquefied or gaseous forms.

(15) ‘''Gasoline motor vehicle' means a motor vehicle powered by a
spark-ignition internal combustion engine.

(16) '"Heavy duty motor vehicle means a motor vehicle having a
combined manufacturer vehicle and maximum load rating to be carried thereon
of more than 3855 kilograms (8500 pounds).

(17) '"Hydrocarbon gases'' means a class of chemical compounds consisting
of hydrogen and carbon.

(18) ‘''Idle speed'' means the unloaded engine speed when accelerator
pedél is fuuly released.

(19) "In-use motor vehicle' means any motor vehicle which is not a

new motor vehicle.
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(20} '"'Light duty motor vehicle' means a motor vehicle having a
combined manufacturer vehicle and maximum load rating.to be carried thereon
of not more than 3855 kilograms (8500 pounds).

[{2+}--”Hotor~veh+c+e-F+eet-opcrat+on”-means¥awnersh+p;-contro%;-or
management;-or-any-combination-theresfs-by-any-person-of-100-er-more-oregen
rcg+sfcred;—+n—usc;-motor-veh+c+es;-exe+ud+ng-those-veh+e+es*he%d—pr%maf++y
for-the-purpeses-of-resates]

- [€223] (21) '"'Model year' means the annual production period of new motor
vehicles or new motor vehicle engines designated by the calendar year in
which éuch period ends. If the manufacturer does not designate a préduction
period, the model year with reSpecf to such vehicles or engines shall mean
the 12 month period.beginning January of the year in which production thereof
begins.

[£233] (22) "Motorcycle' means any motor vehicle having a seat or saddle
for the use of the rider and designed to travel on not more than three
wheels in contact with the ground and having a mass of 680 kilograms (1500
pounds) or less with manufacturer recommended fluids and nominal fuel
capacity included. ’

[{24}] (23) "Motor vehicle' means any self-propelled vehicle used for
trénsporting persons or commodities on public roads.

(24) '"Motor vehicle fleet operation'' means ownership by any person of

100 or more Oregon registered, in-use, motor vehicles, excluding those

- vehicles held primarily for the purposes of resale.

(25} "Motor vehicle boliution control system' means equipment designed

for installation on a motor vehicle for the purpose of reducing the pollutants
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(26) "New motor vehicle'' means a motor vehicle whose equitable or legal
title has never been transferredlto a person who in good faith purchases the
motor vehicle for purposes other than resale,

(27) '"Non-Complying imported vehicle' means a motor vehicle of model years
1968 through 1971 which was originally sold newvoutside of the United States
and was imported into the United States as an in-use vehicle prior to

February 1, 1972..

{28) "Owner' means the person having all the incidents of ownership in

a vehicle or where the incidents of ownership are in different persons, the

person, other than a security interest holder or lessor, entitled to the

possession of a vehicle under a security agreement, or a lease for a term of

10 or more successive days.

[£283] (29) "Person' includes individuals, corporations, associations, firms,

partnerships, joint stock companies, public and municipal corporations, political
subdivisions, the state and any agencies thefeof, and the Federal Government/
and any agencies thereof.

[€293] (30} "PPM'" means parts per million by volume.

[¢363] (31) "Public roads' means any street, alley, road, highway, freeway,
thoroughfare, or section thereof in this state used by the public or dedicated
or appropriated to public use.

[£313] (32) "RPM' means engine crankshaft revolutions per minute.

[432}] (33) "Two-stroke cycle engine'' means .an engine in which combustion
occurs, within any given cylinder, once each crankshaft revolution.
[€33}] (34) '"Wehicle emission inspector' means any person possessing a

current and valid license issued by the Department pursuant to section

24-340 of these regulations and ORS 468.390.
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340~24-320(7) is amended as follows.

(7) Electric vehicles are presumed to comply with all requirements of
these rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468.360 to 468.L405,
481,190 to 481.200, and 483.800 to 483.825, and may be issued the required
certificates of compliance and inspection [upon-payment-of-the-required

fee:] at noc charge.

340~24-330 is corrected as follows.

24-330 LIGHT DUTY MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL IDLE EMISSION

STANDARDS.

(1) Carbon monoxide idle ;miﬁsion values not to be exceeded:

Enforcement Tolerance

% Through June, 1979
ALFA ROMEQO
1978 0.5 9.5
1975 through 1977 1.5 1.0
1971 through 1974 3.0 1.0
1968 through 1970 4.0 1.5
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
AMERICAN MOTORS CORPORATION
1975 through [#977] 1978 Non-Catalyst 1.5 0.5
1975 through [977] 1978 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1972 through 1974 2.0 1.0
1970 through 1971 3.5 1.0
1968 through 1969 5.0 0.5
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
2.0 1.0

Above 6000 GVWR, 1974 through [+977]11978




ARROW, Plymouth - see COLT, Dodge’

AUDI
AUSTIN - s
BMW
BRITISH LE

1975 through [+977] 1978
1971 through 1974

1968 through 1970
pre-1968

ee BRITISH LEYLAND

1975 through [$97%] 1978
1974, 6 cyl.

1974, 4 cyl.

i971 through 1973

1968 through 1970
pre-1968

YLAND

Austin, Austin Healey, Morris, America, and Marina

Jagua

MG

1975

1973 through 1974
1971 through 1972
1968 through 1970
pre-1968

-
1975 through [+97%] 1978
1972 through 1974

1968 through 1971
pre-1968

1976 through [$+977] 1978 MG
1975 MG, MG Midget and 1976 MG Midget
1973 through 1974 MGB, MGBGT, MGC

1971 through 1974 Midget
1972 MGB, MGC

1968 through 1971, except 1971 Midget

pre~1968
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Rover

1971 through
1968 through
pre-1963

Triumph

1978

1975 through

1971 through
1968 through
pre-1968

1974
1970

1977
1974
1970

BUICK - see GENERAL MOTORS

CADILLAC - see GENERAL MOTORS

CAPRYI - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

CHECKER

1975 through [#977] 1978 Catalyst Equipped

1973 through
1970 through
1968 through
pre=~1968

1974
1672
1969

CHEVROLET - see GENERAL MOTORS

CHEVROLET L.U.V., - see L.U.Y., Chevrolet

CHRYSLER - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION

CHRYSLER CORPORATION (Plymouth, Dodge, Chrysler)

1975 through
1975 through
1973 through
1970 through
1968 through
pre-1968 -

[#977] 1978 HNon-Catalyst

[+977] 1978 Catalyst Equipped

1974
1972
1969

Above 6000 GVWR, 1968 through 1971
Above 6000 GVWR,
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CITROEN

1971 through 1974
1968 through 1970
pre-1968

COLT, Dodge
1978
1975 through 1977

1971 through 1974
pre~1971

COURIER, Ford

1975 through [+977] 1978
1973 through 1974

pre=-1973

O

|

CRICKET, Plymouth

1973 through 1974 (twin carb. only)

1972 (twin carb. only)

pre-1972 (and 1972 through 1973 single
carb. only}

DATSUN

1978 Catalyst Equipped

1975 through [+97%] 1978 Non-Catalyst
1968 through 1974

pre-1968

DE TOMASO - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY
DODGE - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION

DODGE COLT - see COLT, Dodge
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FERRARI

1978 ,
1975 through 1977
1971 through 1974
1968 through 1970
pre~1968

—
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FIAT

1975 through [$+9%%7] 1978 Non-Catalyst

1975 through [+9%%] 1978 Catalyst Equipped
1974 :
1972 through 1973 124 Spec. sedan & wgn.
1972 through 1973 124 sport coupe & spider
1972 through 1973 850

1971 850 sport coupe and spider

1971 850 sedan

1968 through 1970, except 850

1968 through 1970 850

pre-1968
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FIESTA - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

FORD - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

FORD MOTOR COMPANY (Ford, Lincoln, Mercury, Capri, except Courier)

1975 through [#977] 1978 Non-Catalyst 1.0 0.5
1975 through [+977] 1978 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1974, except 4 eyl. 1.0 1.0
1973, except & cyl. 1.0 1.5
1972, except 4 cyl. 1.0 2.0
1972 through 1974, 4 cyl., except 1971-
1973 Capri 2.0 1.0
1971 through 1973 Capri only 2.5 1.0
1970 through 1971 2.0 1.0
1968 through 1969 3.5 1.0
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
Above 6000 GVWR, 1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0
Above 6000 GVWR, 1972 through' 1973 3.0 1.0
Above 6000 GVYWR, 1974 through [1977] 1978 2.0 1.0
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GENERAL MOTORS (Buick, Cadillac, Chevrolet, GMC, Oldsmobile, Pontiac)

1975 through [1977] 1978 Non-Catalyst
1975 through [4977] 1978 Catalyst Equipped
1973 through 1974

1971 through 1972, except 1971 4 cyl.
1970, except &4 cyl.

1970 through 1971, &4 cyl.

1968 through 1969

pre-1968

Above 6000 GYWR, 1968 through 1971

Above 6000 GVWR, 1972 through 1973

Above 6000 GVWR, 1974 through [+977] 1978

GMC - see GENERAL MOTORS

HONDA AUTOMOBILE

1975 through [+977] 1978 cvce
1975 through [1977]

1973 through 1974

pre-1973

INTERNAT IONAL HARVESTER

1975 through [1977] 1978
1972 through 197k

1970 through 1971

1968 through 1969
pre-1968

JAGUAR - see BRITISH LEYLAND-

JEEP - see AMERICAN MOTORS

JENSEN-HEALEY

1973 and '1974

JENSEN INTERCEPTOR & CONVERTIBLE - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION

LAND ROVER - see BRITISH LEYLAND, Rover

1978, except CVCC enginel.
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LINCOLN - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

L.U.V., Chevrolet

1974 through [+97%] 1978
pre-1974

MAZDA

1978 Catalyst Equipped
1975 through [#977] 1978 Non-Catalyst

1968 through 1974, Piston Engines
1974, Rotary Engines
1970 through 1973, Rotary Engines

MERCURY =~ see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

MERCEDES-BENZ

1975 through 1977 Non-Catalyst, 4 cyl.

1975 through [+977#] 1978, all other
1973 through 1974

1972 -

1968 through. 1971

pre-1968

Diesel Engines {all years)

MG - see BRITISH LEYLAND

OLDSMOBILE - see GENERAL MOTORS

OPEL

1975 through [+977] 1978
1973 through 1974

1970 through 1972

1968 through 1969
pre-1963

PANTERA - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY
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PEUGEDT

1975 through [+977] 1978
1971 through 1974

1968 through 19790
pre-1968

Diesel Engines (all years)

PLYMOUTH - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION

PLYMOUTH CRICKET - see CRICKET, Plymouth

PONTIAC - see GENERAL MOTORS -

PORSCHE

1978 Catalyst Equipped
1975 through [$+97#] 1978 Non Catalyst

1972 through 1974
1974 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter (914)
1968 through 1971

pre-1968

RENAULT

1977 through 1978

1976 Carbureted

1975 and 1976 Fuel Injection
1975 Carbureted

1971 through 1974

1968 through 1970

pre-1968

ROLLS-ROYCE and BENTLEY

1975 through [+977] 1978
1971 through 1974
1968 through 1970
pre-1968 '

ROVER - see BRITISH LEYLAND
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SAAB
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1975 through [+977] 1978

1968 through 1974, except 1972
99 1.85 liter

1972 99 1.85 liter

pre-1968 (two-stroke cycle)

SAPPORO, Plymonth - see COLT, Dodge

SUBARU

TOYOTA

1975 through [+977] 1978

1972 through 197k

1968 through 1971, except 360's
pre-1968 and all 360's

1975 through [1977] 1978 Catalyst Equipped

1975 through [+977] 1978, 4 cyl.
1975 through [$9%7} 1978, 6 cyl.
1968 through 1974, 6 cyl.

1968 through 1974, & cyl.
pre-1968

TRIUMPH ~ see BRITISH LEYLAND

VOLKSWAGEN

1977 and 1978 Rabbit and Scirocco

[Pteset-Engines-fatt-yearsy

1976 [and~1977] Rabbit and Scirocco
1976 through [$+977] 1978 All Others
1975 Rabbit, Scirocco, and Dasher
1975 A1l Others ‘

1974 Type 4 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter
1972 through 1974, except Dasher
1972 through 1974 Dasher

1968 through 1971

pre-1968

Diesel Engines (all years)
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VOLVO

1978

1975 through 1977, 6 cyl.
1975 through 1977, 4 cyl.

1972 through 1974
1968 through 1971
pre-1968

NON-COMPLY [NG [MPORTED VEHICLES

All

DIESEL POWERED VEHICLES

Al

_]1+_

0.5 0.5
1.0 0.5
2.0 0.5
3.0 1.0
k.0 1.0
6.5 0.5
6.5 0.5
1.0 0.5

ALL VEHICLES NOT LISTED and VEHMICLES FOR WHICH NO VALUES ENTERED

1975 through [+977#] 1978 Non-Catalyst,

4 cyl.

1975 through [+977] 1978 Non-Catalyst,

except 4 cyl.

1975 through [+977] Catalyst Equipped

1972 through- 1974
1970 through 1971
1968 through 1969

pre-1968 and those engines less than

820 cc (50 cu. in.)

2.0 0.5
1.0 0.5
0.5 0.5
3.0 1.0
4.0 1.0
5.0 1.0
6.5 0.5

-(2) Hydrocarbon idle emission values not to be exceeded:

Enforcement Tolerance

PPM Through June 1979
No HC Check ‘ --

1500 100

1200 100

All two-stroke cycle engines & diesel ignition

Pre-1968 4 or less cylinder engines, 4 or
less cylindered non~complying imports, and
those engines less than 820 cc (50 cu. in.)
displacement

Pre-1968 with more than 4 cylinder engines,
and non-complying imports with more than
4 cylinder engines
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800 100 1968 through 1968, 4 cylinder

600 100 A1l other 1968 through 1969

500 100 A11 1970 through 1971

500 100 ' A1) 1972 through 1974, 4 cylinder

300 100 A1l other 1972 through 1974

200 100 1975 through [+977] 1978 without catalyst
125 100 1975 through [1977] 1978 with catalyst

(3) There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state'unloaded
and raised rpm engine idle portion of the emission test from éither the
vehicle's exhaust system or the engine crankcase. In the case of diesel
engines and two-stroke cycle engines, the allowable visible emission shall
be no greater than 20% opacity.

(4) The Director may establish specific separate standards, differing
from those listed in subsections (1), (2)) and (3), for vehicle classes which
are determined to present prohibitive inspection problems using the listed

standards.

340-24-335 is corrected as shown.

24-335 HEAVY DUTY GASOLINE MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL EMISSION
STANDARDS.

{1} Carbon monoxide idle emission values not to be exceeded:
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Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance
2 . Through June, 1979
ALL VEHICLES
Pre-1970 6.0 0.5
1970 through 1973 5.0 1.0
1974 through [#977] 1978 3.0 1.0

(2} Carbon monoxice nominal 2,500 RPM emission values not to be exceeded:

Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance
% Through June, 1979
ALL VEHICLES
Pre-1870 3.0 1.0
1970 through [+977] 1978 2.0 1.0
Fuel Injected No Check

( Hydrocarbdn idle emission values not to be exceeded:

Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance
PPM Through June, 1979
ALL VEHICLES
Pre-1970 L ~ 700 . 200
1970 through 1973 500 200
1974 through [#977] 1978 300 200

(4) There shall be no visible emiss]on during the steady-state
unloaded engine idle and raised rpm portion of the emission test from either
the vehicle's exhaust system or the engine crankcase.

(5)' The Director may establish specific separate standards, differing
from tho;é listed in subsections (1), (2}, (3), and (4) for vehicle classes
which are determined to présent.prohibitive inspection problems using the

listed standard.
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340-24-340(3) is amerded as follows.

{3) Each license shall be valid for 12 menths following the end of

the month of issuance [r] unless revoked, suspended, or returned to the

Department.

340~24-350(1) (b) is amended as follows.

(b) [Be-under-the-ewnerships-control;-er-management;-ar-any

combination-thereof;-of-a-ticensed-motor-vehicte-fleat-operation-or-the

department:] Be owned by the licensed motor vehicle fleet operation or

the Department.




APPENDIX B

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
of the
State of Oregon

In the Matter of the Adoption

of Amendments to the

Motor Vehicle Inspection Rules
0AR 340-24-300 to 340-24-350.

STATEMENT OF NEED

N S e e

The Environmental Quality Commission preposes to adopt
amendments to the motor vehicle inspection rules (0AR 340-24-300

to 340-2L4-350).
(a) Legal authority: ORS 183.341 and ORS 468.370.
(b} Need for Rule:

1. To provide housekeeping changes in the
definition and to align our definition
of "owner' with that provided in statute.

2. To update the specific emission criteria
for various vehicle classes to include
standards for 1978 model year vehicles.

(c) The existing rules, motor vehicle manufactures
publications and compendiums (ie: service
manuals technical bulletins, and technical
papers as appropriate), and ORS 481.040, and
comments from the public hearing of May 31, 1978.

Environmental Quality Commission

June 14, 1978 by:  Leholbing N Hoerre
(/ N

Date Director




APPENDIX C

Environmental Quality Commission

ROBERT W. STRAUS

savernon POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696
June 2, 1978
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Hearing Officer

SUBJECT: Hearing Report: Proposed Rule Amendments for
1978 Model Year Motor Vehicles

BACKGROUND

Commencing at 1:05 pm on Wednesday, May 31, 1978, a pubiic
hearing was held in Room 36 of the State 0ffice Building in
Portland, Oregon. Of the five peopie in attendance, none
offered testimony. Written testimony, a copy attached, was
offered by Alfa Romeo.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Mr. D. Black of Alfa Romeo, presented written testimony
stating that the idle carbon monoxide (C0) values selected
for catalytic converter equipped automobiles was at such a
high level that it is capable of detecting only '‘gross"
emi tters.

RECOMMENDATI{ ON

Your hearing officer makes no recommendation in this matter.

Respectfully submitted,

William P. Jasp
Hearing Officer

WPJ:Jo
Attachment

(A
ey
Contains

Recycled
fhaterials

DEQ-46




Altz Romeo, inc.

Headquarters and Eastern Dlvislon
250 Sylvan Ave., Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 07632
{201) 871-1234 — (212) 736-6R18 Telex 13-5413

Western Division
215 Douglas St., 8., El Segundo, Calif. 30245
{213) 772-4414 Telex 67-3248

May 5, 1978
Ref, Nr. 095
Mr. William H. Young
STATE OF OREGON
Environmental Quality Comission
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

RE: Q.A.R. 340-24-330 (Page 5 =~ Appendix "A™) LIGHT DUTY
MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL IDLE EMISSION STANDARDS

The cited page shows the idle max CO limit for 1978 Alfa
Romeo wehicles to be 0.5%,.

Since these vehicles are catalytic convertor equipped, the
0.5%2 figure seems to be an arbitrary tailpipe limit. Ef
this is true, then with an 0.5%7 CO level, the owner could
have conceivably removed or destroyed his convertor.

Qur specifications call for a maximum of 1.2%7 CO, measured

upstream of the convertor at the sample port provided., The
normal practice is to set the idle CO by splitting the maxi-
mum of 1.2% to a nominal 0.5 - 0.6%Z. Therefore, vour 0.5%

tailpipe level would be indicative only of a gross emitter.

We would prefer that the upstream sampling method be used,

as it provides a true indication of engine health, tampering,
and/or maladjustment. The tailpipe maximum of 0.5% can cover
a multitude of "sins" at say 0.3 - 0.47 levels. Further,
with an idle tailpipe wvalue of 0.4%, the U.S5.E.P.A. standards
would certainly be in question, as that would reflect an
engine out level of about 4%.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Siate of Cregom
DERARTMENA OF ENVI'R@NM‘ENW\‘%[ @iﬂi‘ﬁ\lllw
D EGEIVE 1
1A 1% Managet
MAY F# luid U.S. Engineering Office

[

DB/dm
GEFICE OF THE BRECEOR
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Di rector

Subject: Agenda ltem No. J, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Petition to Amend Noise Regulations for MNew Passenger
Cars and Light Trucks

Background

Oregon Revised Statute Chapter 467 directs the Envirommental Quality Commission
to "investigate and after appropriate public hearing, establish maximum per-
missible levels of noise emission for each category . . .'"" In the fall of
1973, the Department proposed rules establishing maximum permissible levels

of noise emission for various categories of sources, and held public hearings
on the proposed rules throughout the state.

Subsequent to public informational hearings, the Commission held a formal
hearing to consider the noise rules for adoption. At the July 19, 1974
EQC meeting in Portland, the Commission approved and adopted the motor
vehicle noise rules and associated procedure manuals.

The Department has received a petition from General Motors Corporation to
amend OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-025, Noise Control! Regulations for the Sale
of New Motor VYehicles. This petition addresses proposed amendments to the
rules as they relate to the sale of new passenger cars and light trucks. The
petition would rescind the 75 dBA standard scheduied for 1981 and subsequent
models.,

in June 1976, General Motors also petitioned to rescind the 75 dBA standard
that was scheduled to become effective for 1979 and subsequent models.

After public hearings, the Commission adopted an amendment that did not
rescind the 75 dBA standard but postponed its implementation two years, until
1981, Thus, the present 80 dBA standard was retained during this two-year
period.

Options

If the Commission deems it necessary to deny the petition, then specific
reasons should be given therefor so that these reasons may be included in

a written order to be signed by the Commission and served on the petitioner.
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Should the Commission adopt the Director's recommendation to entertain the
petition, implicit in this decision would be the direction and authoriza-
tion for the Department to give public notice and conduct a public hearing
In accordance with the Department's Administrative Procedures Rules.

The Department's recommendation to the Commission at the August 27, 1976
meeting to delay the 75 dBA standard for two years, until model year 1981,
was based upon the following reasons:

(1) A more representative noise rating test was purported by
the petitloner to be available within the next year (1977);

(2) The federal EPA was investigating this vehicle category as
a candidate for rulemaking, and staff believed the federal
standard would be promulgated within two vears (by 1978); and

(3) If EPA did not promulgate standards {which they have not),
then the 75 dBA standard would continue to be required of
vehicles as the next necessary step in environmental noise
abatement.

Evaluation

The petition submitted by General Motors Corporation requesting the deletion
of the 75 dBA standard for 1981 and subsequent model automobiles and light
trucks submits the following justifications:

(1) Vehicles meeting this standard will not be significantly
quieter in real world traffic situations:

(2) The estimated cost of compliance would increase prices
$10 to $260 per unit, which is an adverse economic impact;
and

(3) The federal EPA is studying the possibility of promulgating
standards for this vehicle category, which would preempt
State standards. GMC estimates that the earliest any federal
standard would be in effect Is 1982 or possibly 1983.

Director's Recommendation

it is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize the Department
to hold a public hearing, before a hearings officer, at a time and location to
be set by the Director. MNotification should be given that any automobile manu-
facturers or manufacturer associations interested in filing similar petitions,
may in lieu thereof, be heard at this public hearing. The hearings officer

will recieve testimony limited to amendments to the noise rules pertaining to
the sale of new automobiles and light trucks.

G2V
WILLIAM H. YOUNG
John Hector;dro
229-5989
6/14/78
Attachment: {1} GMC Petition




Attachment |
Agenda Item J

Environmental Activities Staff
General Motors Carparation

General Motors Technical Center
Warren, Michigan 48080

May 19, 1978

Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
State of Oregon

522 5.W. 5th St.

P.O. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Richards:

Attached for f{iling with the Commission are five copies of a Petition by
General Motors Corporation to amend noise control regulations adopted by the
Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Control Division. The
Petition is filed in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340,
An additional five copies are being furnished to the Department of Environ-
mental Quality.

Vehicular Noise Control

Atts. (5)

cc w/5 atts:
Mr. John M. Hector, Supervisor
Noise Control Program
State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality
522 5.W. 5th §t. - Room 525
Portland, Oregon 97207




PETITION OF GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION
T0
THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON
TO
AMEND OR REPEAL
NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION
ON JULY 19, 1974

MAY 19, 1978

In accordance with Chapter 340, Division 1, Subdivision 1, Oregon Ad-
ministrative Rules, petition is hereby made under section 11-045 of
those rules to amend rules adopted by the Department of Environmental
Quality Air Quality Control Division on July 19, 1974, and amended
September 5, 1974 and August 27, 1976.

BACKGROUND

In June 1974, while the Air Quality Conirol Division was considering
adoption of vehicle noise regulations, General Motors filed a statement
commenting on the regulations then being proposed. Attached is a copy
of that statement (Attachment A). Section Il of the statement dealt
with the point addressed by this Petition, namely the 75dBA Tevel for
new passenger cars and light trucks which, at the time that statement
‘was submitted, was applicable to 1979 model year and later vehicles.

The Division adopted the 1979 model year levels despite recommendations
to the contrary in the GM statement.

In June 1976, General Motors petitioned the Environmental Quality Com-
mission for relief from the 75dBA requirement for passenger cars and
light trucks. Attached is a copy of that Petition (Attachment B).

Subsequently (August 27, 1976) the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality amended their reguiation and deferred the effective date of the
75dBA requirement until model year 1981 (Table A). It is the purpose
of this Petition to again request that the Oregon regulation be amended
and the requirment for 75dBA passenger cars and light trucks be
deleted.




FACTS SHOWING REASONS
FOR_AMENDMENT OF RULE

The 75dBA level for passenger cars and light trucks should be rescinded
because it achieves no significant environmental improvement and has an
adverse economic impact.

Environmental Considerations

Cars and other light vehicles will not be significantly quieter in reail
world traffic situations if they meet a 75dBA Tevel under a wide open
throttle test procedure, than comparable vehicles designed to an 80dBA
level under the same test procedure.

A vehicle regulated in Oregon at 75dBA will not differ appreciably in
its real traffic noise emission characteristics from an 80dBA regulated
level vehicle because the sound level ratings are assigned under an SAE
test procedure which does not correlate with real traffic conditions.
The procedure calls for the measurement of the associated maximum noise
level while the vehicle is undergoing a maximum acceleration with the
throttle fully depressed (wide open). This operating mode is not typi-
cal of use in the community and this mode generates noise far greater
than is generated during normal driving conditions.

Tests of new vehicles built to comply with 80dBA and 75dBA wide open
throttle ratings result in comparable noise ratings as portrayed in
Figure 1. Note that there is no difference in the sound level range
during cruise conditions and a negligible difference occurs during typ-
ical acceleration conditions. Investigations by GM test engineers have
determined that these operational modes occur 63% and 15% of the time
respectively, while wide open throttle operation occurs Tess than 0.5%
of the time. The balance of operation is in idle and deceleration
modes, which are not significant noise generating modes.

Measurements made on 80dBA rated vehicles ranging from subcompact
(e.g., Chevette) to personal luxury (e.g., Seville) confirmed that
these vehicles during urban cruise {63% of the driving time) typically
generate sound levels in the Tow 60dBA range, which is in the same
sound level range generated by tires at 35mph cruise (Figure 2). Tire
noise establishes a "floor" below which further reductions in engine-
related noise will not result in a quieter vehicle as typically used in
the community.

While the subcompact vehicle tends to exhibit a higher sound level
(68dBA) than larger vehicles during urban acceleration, we believe this
is not environmentally unacceptable, particularly considering the
energy conservation achievable with the lighter cars. Higher sound
fevels during urban acceleration are to be expected from low horsepower
to weight ratio cars due to higher engine speeds and the weight and




space restrictions placed on the noise reduction hardware. This is a
compromise that must be made to achieve the overriding priority of
obtaining greater fuel economy.

The data contained in attached Figures 1 and 2 are supported by the
findings of the Florida Highway Patrol that reports properly maintained
vehicTes on the road today rarely exceed 72dBA. Accordingly, they have
requested the Florida Legislature to establish 72dBA as the maximum
noise level for this class of vehicles when operating at 35 mph and
less. This is essentially in conformance with the Oregon 1imit of
73dBA under the same conditions.

Other data collected by the Florida Highway Patrol are of great
interest in that they clearly indicate that the noise problem with pas-
senger cars is not with new vehicles as manufactured. Table B is a
compilation of their 1977 data which shows that 84% of the vehicles
violating the in-use vehicle standards had modified or defective ex-
haust systems. Clearly, priority for reducing noise generated by motor
vehicles should be given to the correction of these offending modified
vehicles.

Attached Figure 3 portrays the results of a survey conducted by the
University of Florida for the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation. If the highway or street traffic noise segment in this
graph were reduced 84% by eliminating modified or defective vehicles,
the magnitude of annoyance of this source would then fall somewhere be-
tween the "children playing” and "neighbors next door" in this repre-
sentation of Most Annoying Noise Source. Reducing the WOT sound levels
of new passenger vehicles would not change the impact of modified or
defective vehicles which constitute the problem.

The greatest improvements in the urban noise environment can be
obtained by decreasing the contributions of vehicles which are poorly
maintained or intentionally modified to be noisy. Considering the typ-
ical sound level produced under normal operating conditions, current
production vehicles designed to meet 80dBA per SAE J986a, when properily
maintained and operated, already operate at Tow sound levels.

Therefore, further reduction of the existing Oregon 80dBA standard for
passenger cars and light trucks tested per SAE J986a to achieve the ob-
jective of abating surface transportation noise in a rational, economi-
cally effective manner is unwarranted.

Economic Considerations

The most recent estimates made by General Motors indicate that price
increases from $10 to $260 will be caused by reduction of WOT noise
levels of cars and 1ight trucks from 80dBA to 75dBA. The price in-




crease will depend upon the specific make and model. These estimates
were made on the basis of all production, Oregon and nationwide,
conforming to a 75dBA regulation. Special handling of production cars
and light trucks to conform with smaller quantities (Oregon represented
1.07% of total new car registrations in 1977) could cost the Oregon
consumer more, Quite predictably, some low volume models could be
withheld from that market since it would not be economically feasible
to manufacture those models,

The purchaser of the 75dBA vehicle will not be able to notice any dif-
ference in the sound level of this vehicle and the 80dBA vehicle he
purchased the previous year. The purchaser however, could well gues-
tion the price increase for the Oregon Noise Contro] option listed on
the price label affixed to the car pursuant to Federal law.

Other Considerations

The United States Environmental Protection Agency is currently studying
the possibility of identifying passenger cars and light trucks as major
noise sources and therefore subject to Federal regulation. Such Fed-
eral regulation would preempt all state and local regulations, whether
more, or less stringent. It is our current estimate that the earliest
Federal regulation will not be in effect before 1982 or possibly 1983,
Both of these dates are subsequent to the effective date of the Oregon
regulation.

We believe the State of Oregon should delete the 75dBA passenger car

and Tight truck regulation and defer to Federal regulation in order to
eliminate the adverse impacts previously discussed.

PROPOSITIONS OF LAW

Oregon Revised Statutes 467.010, a part of Chapter 467, Noise Control,
empower the Commission to adopt "reasonable" noise standards,

The 75dBA standard for cars and light trucks is not “reasonable.”

Regulations are not "reasonable" unless they are reasonable directed to
the accomplishments of the purpose of the statute, Blatz Brewing Co. v.
Collins, 160 p. 2d 37; Senior Citizens League v. Department of Social
Security, 38 Wash. 2d 142, 228 p. 2d 478, tend to its enforcement,

McCarthy v. Coos Head Timber Co., 208 ZOr, 371, 302 p. 2d 238, or are
reasonably adapted to the end in view, States Rights Party v. State
Board of Elections, 49 S.E. 2d 379,

As was pointed out above, the WOT Timit, if reduced from 80dBA to
75dBA, will not appreciably reduce the noise level of vehicles as they




operate in the community. Therefore, the 75dBA 1imit is not reasonably
adapted to the end in view, namely, reduction of community noise, and
so is "unreasonabie" under the Tlegal authorities.

Qther Interested Parties

Other parties that appear to be affected by the proposed amendment are
other passenger car and light truck manufacturers, and car and truck
dealers located in Oregon.

General Motors Corporation
Petitigger

/
M@%
dwin G. Ratering
Vehicular Noise Control
Environmental Activities Staff
GM Technical Center

Warren, Michigan 48090
Tel. 313/575-1405

3BJG/0516/3




TABLE A
Hew Motmr Vehicle Standarde

Having Test At 50 Feet (15.2 r2tars)

Yehicle -Type

Fotoreyeles

Snowmobiles as dafined

in ORS 481.048

Truck [and bus as
da?inad und=r QRS
£81.030 and 481.035]
in excess ot 10,0G0:
bounds GYWR

-

Automabiles, light
trucks, and ail other
road vehicles

Bus as def‘lnad undsr
ORS 481.030

[Hodal Year] Effectiva For: Maximuzs Heiss Level, d8A

1975 Mode1

o5 -
1978 ModelT . 8 -
1977-{137871 1932 Mod..?s [aa} 8'! -
1983-1987 Modals 78

. Modals aftar [15/8] 1587 rEE
1975 Model 82
1976-1978 Hodzis 73
Hodals after 1973 s
1975 Mode? - &5
[1975-1978] [a833
[after 1978] ‘ 203,
1976-1981 Mod21s or Hodels
manutacturad a.t_r- Jan. 1, 1878
and before Jan. 1, 1982 .82
Modais manufacturad attar Jan. 1, 1982
and bafor® Jan. i, 1935 &
Modals manufacturad attar .
dan, 1, 1985 Raceyred
1975 Hodal - . 823
1978-115/8] 1950 che!s 20

., Madals Hc\dais aftar (1978] 1980 3
1975 Hode} - 85
1976-1978 Hodels 83

Models aftar 19/8 ' ) 80




Florida Highway Patrol
Noise Enforcement Report- 1977

VEHICLES UNDER 10,000 POUNDS

Vehicles Measured........c............ 34,180
Vehicles with Violations.........cccceveuneee. 4,782
Modified.......cccoevueeennnn. 2,602

DefectiVe . ooeeeirieeenennnnns 1.346
Inadequate..........cceeenenee. 83
Total.coceerenreeenennene. 4,031

84% of violations caused by modified, defective or otherwise
inadequate exhaust systems not supplied by manufacturer.

Table B




Comparison of New Vehicle
SOUND LEVELS

80 dBA Vehicle

[:] 75 dBA Venhicle

60

Sound
Level

(dBA)

20

Full Throttle 35 mph Cruise “Typical” Accel.

Rating 0 From Rest
5% 63% <15%

Figure 1




Upper Limit For Wide Open Throitle Sound Level
For All Vehicles < 10,000 Pounds GYWR

80—«
1L m [ _ ] ] .
Average 75
Exterior Sound T
Levels (dBA) At | -
B0 Feet Under T |
Various Modes L
Of Operation -
6b4- o
1975 and 1976 + 7,
GM Production = ?___ = m:
(44 Vehicles) 60:_5‘“‘““%
<? %
coialﬁm COMPACT N:EgliﬂT-E REGULAR REEISFAR PERSONAL T;IS(?I—(I-S

Figure 2

.\\.
~

SAE J986a
L7
% Lirban Acceleration

4
\\\- Urban Cruise {35 mph}

EXPECTED LIGHT
1A}/TRUCK O.E. TIRE

NOISE RANGE@5mph)

}\PASSENGER CAR

O.E. TIRE NOISE
RANGE@35mph)




MOST ANNOYING NOISE

BOATS (1%)

ROAD CONSTRUCTION (1%)._\
VIBRATIONS (1%} 7/ R

CHILDREN PLAYING {1%)-_&

MOTORCYCLES/
AIR CONDITIONERS (1%

MINIBIKES
TRAINS {2%) 41%)
INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY (2%)
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION (2%
PLACES OF
PUBLIC ENTERTAINMENT (2%) AIRPLANES/
NEIGHBORS NEXT DOOR (2%) E%'COPTERS
RADIOS/STEREOS (2%
HOME POWER EQUIPMENT (2%)
GARBAGE TRUCKS (3%) _HIGHWAY OR
STREET TRAFFIC
HEAVY TRUCKS (4%}

(8%)
ANIMALS (7%)

EMERGENCY SIRENS
(5%)

VEHICLE HORNS (4%)

Source: Testimony presented to Senate
Subcammittee on Resource
Protection by Florida Dept. of
Environmental Regulation.

Figure 3
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission *
From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. K, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Proposed Motor Race Facility Noise Rules - Authorization for
Publtic Hearing to Consider Adoption

Background

In 1971 the Oregon Legislature found that a program should be initiated to
protect Oregon citizens from deterioration of the quality of life by
excessive noise emissions. The Environmental Quality Commission was
empowered to adopt reasonable statewide standards to that end, and to
enforce compliance of those standards.

Studies initiated by the Department in 1972 indicated that racetrack noise
was a significant source of annoyance to many citizens. In late 1973 regula-
tions were proposed that set maximum noise levels for racing events when
measured at the nearest noise sensitive property. Although many Oregonians
felt that the proposed rules were not stringent enough, it became apparent
that the proposed standards could not be impiemented without destroying

the racing industry as it presently exists in Oregon. The 1973 draft was
abandoned and further research begun.

In the interim, some Oregon track operators and sanctioning bodies have
voluntari ly undertaken muffling requirements on racing vehicles, but these
efforts have had limited effect on the overall magnitude of the problem.
As Oregon population increases and residential areas expand, increasing
numbers of individuals are exposed to racetrack noise at high levels.

DEQ's decision to exempt racing vehicles from the new product noise emission
standards, while race rule studies were being made, has also had an impact.
DEQ now believes that a significant portion of its off-road recreational
vehicle noise complaints are the result of pleasure riding of exempt racing
motorcycles,

Although 11linois is the only state that now has adopted comprehensive
racing rules, many states have implemented decibel standards for on-road
motor vehicles, and as a result test procedures for motor vehicles have
become more reliable, yet simpler and faster to implement.
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Valuable technical information has been provided by the racing industry
itself, and regulatory control of racetrack noise is now perceived by many
manufacturer's organizations and sanctioning groups as inevitable. While
these bodies do not necessarily approve of noise regulation, they realize
that it is in their best interests to assist in the development of equitahble
test procedures.

DEQ has been actively compiling information from these sources for several
years and have recently reestablished a technical advisory committee. We
believe the racing rules presently proposed represent a control methodology
that will significantly reduce race vehicle noise yet will not unduly
restrict the racing industry. |t may also be noted that this proposal is
patterned after the recently adopted lilinois rules.

The proposed rules are designed to limit the noise emissions that any
racing vehicle may emit. Emissions are measured 20 inches from the exhaust
outlet while the engine of the vehicle is operating at an RPM determined

by the slize and model of the engine. In addition, hours of operation for
the racetrack as a whole are proposed to be limited,

Statement of Need for Rule Making

1. The proposed rule may be promulgated by the EQC under
authority granted in ORS 467.030.

2. This category of noise emission source was identified
for rule making by the EQC on October 25, 1972 and
reaffirmed on August 27, 1976,

3. Principle documents relied upon in considering the
need for this rule include:

a. MNolse Pollution Problems in Oregon DEQ, July 1972.

b. ORS Chapter 467, Noise Control.
Evaluation

OPERAT | ONAL PROCEDURES

Racetrack owners that could have complied with the 1973 proposed standards
would have had to initiate control programs tailored to the individual needs
of each racetrack. As a practical matter this would have resulted in varying
muffler requirements for each racetrack in the state. The present proposed
rules would require each racing vehicle to be muffled and to meet an emission
standard designed for that vehicle type. Although this requirement may result
in slight overcontrol or undercontrol at individual racetracks, DEQ believes
that vehicle-based standards offer the best combination of fairness to racers
and track operators, public protection, and economic feasibility.
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DEQ explored several measurement technique options before choosing the 20 inch
"'stationary' test procedure. ©DEQ believes that this test procedure offers
greater reliability than any other suggested to date. The major failing of
this procedure is that each vehicle must be tested at an engine RPM peculiar
to the specific characteristics of that engine. The wide variety of engines
utilized by racers will necessitate the use of a procedure manual with engine
characteristics and RPM tables. for accurate testing. Although many track
operators feel this procedure will be burdensome, DEQ supports the technique
as fair and reliable. This test is nearly identical to the near field noise
test used in the Portland area DEQ test stations. The Depariment has had
opportunity to see the test in use over many months, and DEQ personnel

have had experience teaching the test techniques.

FACILITY RESPONSIBILITIES

The physical requirements of these rules are proposed to be made operative
by the racetrack owner or his agent. When the race is conducted on public
ways, the sanctioning body will act as track owner.

The track owner would be responsible for testing and inspecting each vehicle
before that vehicle competes. Records of the test and inspection would be
made on a form supplied by the Department. The form would then be sent or
delivered to the Department. Duplicate records would be retained by the
owner. The record form Is designed to ensure smoothness and accuracy of
recordkeeping, and as a problem-gauge for DEQ. Track owners would be requited
to conduct measurements following Department procedure throughout the first
yvear of rules implementation, even though no minimum noise emissions levels
would apply. This phase-in period should help to identify potential problems
for all parties.

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

The economic impact of these ruies is not known. Two theories on the economic
effects of racetrack nolse abatement are currently popular. One theory suggests
that noise Is an important element of the excitement of racing, and that

attendance would decrease after muffling requirements go into effect. Additionally,
the argument goes, out-of-state racers will be reluctant to compete here when

other states have no noise restrictions.

The opposing theory suggests that quieter races will be enjoyable for a wider
group of people, and that races would begin to draw crowds from larger segments
of the population.

DEQ does not feel there is reason to believe that race attendance would be
significantly affected by vehicle muffiing. Although some out-of-state
competi tors may be reluctant to come here, provision for major events can
be made through the exceptions section of the proposed rules.

The Department estimates that the initial monetary outlay for sound measuring
equipment by a track owner would be about $650. The owner would have the
option of having his equipment factory calibrated each year, at a cost of
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about 5100, or allowing the Department to inspect his equipment. The
inspection alternative is designed to obviate calibration expense for the
equipment that does not require factory adjustment,

RULE FLEXIBILITY

The proposed rules, when fully implemented, would not only limit the nolse
emissions of individual vehicles but would also restrict the hours of
racetrack activity and the number of practice sessions. Those restrictions
are necessary to effectively limit racetrack noise, but the rules include
a broad range of possible exception categories designed to allow fine-
tuning of the rules to the specific circumstances of the individual race-
track and its surroundings.

Summation
1. Motor racing facility and motor race vehicle noise have been
identified as major noise sources requiring rules and emission
standards.
2. Proposed standards would:
a. Require mufflers on race vehicles;
b. Establish allowable emission standards measured
one~half meter (20 inches) from the exhaust
outlet; and
c. Limit hours of operation of racing facilities.
3. Race facility owners would be responsible for inspecting
and testing each vehicle before competition, and maintain
records of noise emission.
4, Potential exemptions for a broad range of categories would
allow fine-tuning of the rules to the specific circumstances

of the track and its surroundings.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize the Department
to hold a public hearing, before a hearings officer, at a time and location to
be established by the Director, to consider the proposed rules for motor race

facilities.

WILLEAM H. YOUNG

John Hector;dro

229-5989

6/13/78

Attachment: (1) Proposed Motor Race Facility Noise Rules




Department of Environmental Quality

Proposed Noise Control Regulations
Chapter 340, Oregon Administrative Rules
Proposed Motor Race Facility Noise Rules

June 30, 1978

Definitions

1. Motor Vehicle means any vehicle which is, or is designed to be self-
propelied or is designed or used for transporting persons or property.
This definition excludes airplanes, but includes watercraft.

2. Racing Event means any competition using Motor Vehicles conducted under
a permit Issued by the governmental authority having jurisdiction, or
under the auspices of a recognized sanctioning body.

3. Racing Vehicle means any Motor Vehicle that is designed to be used
in Racing Events or any Motor Vehicle participating in or practicing
for a Racing Event.

L. Practice Session means any period of time during which Racing Vehicles
are operated at a Motor Racing Facility, other than during Racing
Events. Practice Sessions include, but are not limited to, time trials,
driver training sessions and general practice or vehicle check-out
sessions.

5. Motor Racing Faclility means any facility, track or course upon which
racing events or practice sessions are conducted. Any multiple-use
facility which contains more than one track or course shall be considered
one Motor Racing Facility.

6. Motor Racing Facility Owner means owner, operator, or agent of a Motor
Racing Facility. When a racing event is held on a public way or any
place other than a permanent Motor Racing Facility, the race sanctioning
body shall serve the functions and assume the duties of the Motor Racing
Facility Owner for the purposes of these rules.

7. Closed Course Motorcycle Race Vehicle means any motorcycle Racing Vehicle
that is operated in competition or Practice Session on a closed course
Motor Racing Facility. This definition is intended to include vehicles
that compete at facilities where public access is restricted and admis-
sion Is generally charged.

8. Open Course Motorcycle Race Yehicle means any motorcycle Racing Vehicle
that is operated in competition on an open course Motor Racing Facility.
This definition is intended to include the several types of motorcycles
such as "enduro' and ''cross country' that are used in events held in
trail or other off-road environments where public access is not generally
restricted.




10.

1.
12.

13.

4.

15.

16.

17.

16.
19.

()
(a)

Drag Racing Vehicle means any non-motorcycle vehicle used to compete
in any acceleration competition initiated from a standing start and
continued over a straight line course.

Sports Car Racing Vehicle means any Racing Vehicle which meets the
requi rements and specifications of the General Competition Rules of
the Sports Car Club of America, or its successor body, or any other
sports car organization.

Oval Racing Vehicle means any Racing Vehicle, not a motorcycle and
not a sports car, which is operated upon a closed, oval-type racing
facility.

Four Wheel Drive Racing Vehicie means any four-wheeled Racing Vehicle
with at least one wheel on the front axie and rear axle driven by the
engine.

Temporary Autocross or Solo Course means any area upon which a
temporary paved course Motor Racing Facility is established.
Typically such courses are placed on parking lots, or other large
paved areas, for periods of one to two days.

Watercraft Racing Vehicle means any Racing Vehicle which is operated
upon the surface of water.

New Motor Racing Facility is any Motor Racing Facility for which
construction or installation was commenced after the effective date
of these rules. Any Recreational Park or simllar facility which
initiates sanctioned racing after the effective date of these rules
shall be a New Motor Racing Facility.

Well Maintained Muffler means a muffler free from defects that affect
its sound reduction capabilities. Defects include holes and other
acoustical leaks.

Special Motor Racing Event means any Racing Event in which a substantial
or significant number of out-of-state Racing Vehicles are competing and
which has been designated as a Special Motor Racing Event by the
Department of Environmental Quality.

Supercharged Racing Vehicle means a vehicle that utilizes a mechanical
means of introducing air into the engine at greater than atmospheric
pressure. This definition does not include exhaust turbocharged vehicles.

Recreational Park means a facility open to the public for the operation
of 0ff-Road Recreational Vehicles,

Standards

Drag Racing Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or allow the operation
of any Drag Racing Vehicle at any Motor Racing Facility unless the vehicle




(c)

(d)

(e)

_3_

is equipped with a properly installed and Well Maintained Muffler and does
not exceed the noise emission level specified below.

171779 1/1/80 1/1/82
Muffler 120 dBA 115 dBA

Oval Racing Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or allow the operation
of any Oval Racing VYehicle at any Motor Racing Facility unless the vehicle
is equipped with a properly installed and Well Maintained Muffler and does
not exceed the noise emission level specified below.

1/1/79 1/1/80 1/1/82
Muffler 120 dBA 115 dBA

Sports Car Racing Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or allow the
operation of any Sports Car Racing Vehicle at any Motor Racing Facility
untess the vehicle is equipped with a properly installed and Well Maintained
Muffler and does not exceed the noise emission level specified below.

1/1/79 1/1/80 1/1/82
Muffler 120 dBA 115 dBA

Closed Course Motorcycle Race Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or
allow the operation of any Closed Course Motorcycle Race Vehicle at any

Motor Racing Facility unless the vehicle is equipped with a properly installed
and Well Maintained Muffler and does not exceed the noise emission level
specified below.

1/1/79 1/1/80 1/1/82
Muffler 110 dBA 105 dBA

Open Course Motorcycle Race Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or
allow the operaticon of any Open Course Motorcycle Race Vehicle at any Motor
Racing Facility unless the vehicle is equipped with a properly installed
and Well Maintained Muffier and does not exceed the noise emission level
specified below.

1/1/79 1/1/80 1/1/82
Muffler 105 dBA 102 dBA

Four Wheel Drive Race Vehicles. No person shall cause, permit or allow the
operation of any Four Wheel Drive Race Vehicle at any Motor Racing Facility
untess the vehicie s equipped with a properly Installed and Well Maintained
Muffler and does not exceed the noise emission Tevel specified below.

1/1/79 1/1/80 1/1/82
Muffler 115 dBA 110 dBA

Watercraft Racing Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or allow the
operation of any watercraft racing vehicle at any Motor Racing Facility
unless the vehicle is equipped with a properly installed and Well Maintained
Muffier and does not exceed the noise emission level specified below.

1/1/79 1/1/80 1/1/82
Muffler 120 dBA 115 dBA




(h)

-

Autocross Racing Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or allow the
operation of any Racing Vehicie on any Temporary Autocross or Solo Course
unless such vehicle is equipped with a properily installed and Well Maintained
Muffler and does not exceed the noise emission level specified below.

Front End Engine Rear End or Mid Engine
95 dBA 97 dBA

Go Cart Racing Vehicle. No person shall cause, permit or allow the operation
of any Go Cart Racing Vehicle at any Motor Racing Facility unless the
vehicle is equipped with a properly fnstalled and Well Maintained Muffler.

Any Racing Vehicle that Tooses its muffler during the course of a racing
event shall immediately be disqualified from that event.

Any Racing Vehicle that is supercharged shall be exempt from the requirements
of subsections {a) - (j) of this section.

New Motor Racing Facility. No person shall install, construct or operate a
permanent New Motor Racing Facility unless it has been demonstrated to the
Department and approved prior to such installation, construction, or operation
that the facility will not generate noise levels exceedina the standard
specified below as measured at the nearest Noise Sensitive Property. This
requirement is in addition to OAR 340-35-035(1) (b) (B), Noise Control Regula-
tions for New Sources Located on Previously Unused Site.

New Motor Racing Facility Ambient Standards

Allowable Statistical Levels in Any One Hour

7 a.m. = 10 p.m. 10 pm. = 7 a.m.
Lip - 60 L7g = 55
Ly - 75 Ly - 60

Practice Sessions

A1l Racing Vehicles operating in Practice Sessions shall comply with the
requirements of subsection (1) above.

There shall be no more than one Practice Session per week on each identified
course or track within a Racing Facility, but excluding sessions on a

course or track on days during which scheduled Racing Events are held
thereon.

A Racing Vehicle not required by these rules to be equipped with a muffler
shall not participate in any Practice Session other than a Practice Session
held on a day that that vehicle will compete in a Racing Event.




(a}

(b)

(5)
(a)

(a)

(b)

{c)

Recreational Park

When a Motor Racing Facility is used as a Recreational Park for the operation

of 0ff-Road Recreational Vehicles, the requirements of QAR 340-35-030(1) (d)
shall apply.

Operations

General. No person shall permit the use or operation of any Racing Vehicle
at any time other than the following:

(A) Sunday through Thursday during the hours 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. local time;
and

(B) Friday through Saturday during the hours 7 a.m. to 11 p.m. local time.

Mufflers. No person shall cause, permit or allow the use or operation of
any Racing Vehicle which is exempted from the muffier requirements of this
rule pursuant to subsection (1)(k) after 10 p.m. local time.

Measurement and Procedures

General. All instruments, procedures and personnel involved in performing
sound level measurements shall conform to the appropriate requirements set
forth in the Race Vehicle Sound Measurement Procedure Manual, NPCS-XX.

Menitoring and Reporting

The noise emission level of each Racing Vehicle for which a noise emission
level is specified shall be measured prior to competing in each Racing
Event. |t shall be the responsibility of the Motor Racipg Facility Owner
to measure and record the required noise level data. The owner shall keep
such recorded noise data available for a period of at least one calendar
year and, upon reasonable request, shall make such recorded noise data
available to the Department.

The recording and storing of noise data shali be on feorms, and in a manner
specified in Race Vehicle Sound Measurement Procedure Manual, NPCS-XX, or
as otherwise approved by the Department.

When requested by the Department, the owner of any Motor Racing Facility
shall provide the following:

(A) Free access to the facility
(B) Free observation of noise Jevel monitoring

(C) Cooperation in the reasonable operation or manipulation of any Racing
Vehicle as needed to ascertain 1ts noise emission level.




(a)

(b)

(c)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

~6-

Exemptions. The standards and requirements of this Section shall not apply
to:

Any Motor Racing Facility whose racing surface is located more than 8
kilometers {5 miles) from the nearest Noise Sensitive Property.

Any Motor Racing Facility whose maximum noise levels do not exceed the
ambient statistical Lgg levels by more than 7 dBA as measured at any Noise
Sensitive Property.

Any Motor Racing Facility, constructed or installed prior to the effective
date of these rules, whose statistical noise leveis do not exceed the
levels specified in Subsection (1){m) of this Section when measured at any
Noise Sensitive Properly.

Exceptions. Upon written request from the owner or controller of any Motor
Racing Facility, the Department may authorize exceptions to the requirements
of this rule pursuant to Section 35-010 for:

Any Special Motor Racing Eyent. If authorization is granted to conduct a
Special Motor Racing Event, the owner of the facility shall notify the
public in a manner acceptable to the Department, that the event will be
conducted and that the State of Oregon noise control standards will not be
in effect for that event.

Motor Racing Facilities established prior to the development of new noise
sensitive property In nearby areas.

Noise sensitive property owned or controiled by the owner or controller of
the Motor Racing Facility.

Noise sensitive property located on land zoned exclusively for industrial
or commercial use.

Practice sessions in addition to the number specified in Section 2(b} for
facilities that hold events for various vehicle types on the same track or
course.

John Hector:mef

6/13/78




Environmental Quality Commission

ROBER] ncn U POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

Lontaies

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Dlrector
Subject: Agenda ltem L, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Authorization to Hold a Hearing to Consider Adoption of an Emission
Offset Rule for the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area

Background

At the March 31, 1978, meeting the EQC adopted special rules to control particulate
emissions in the Medford Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA). At that meeting

the Commission acknowledged that the growth allowance built into -the rules

was inadequate to allow construction of all proposed new projects and they

directed the Department to develop a permanent emission offset rule for the

Medford AQMA as expeditiousiy as was practicable.

Evaiuvation

The Department's air quality staff spent considerable time in April and May
model ing the impact of proposed new sources in the Medford AQMA. These modeling
studies have allowed the Department to determine necessary and reasonable

limits for an effective ''offset' rule., See the attached proposed rule draft.

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requirement covering offsets
in nonattainment areas such as the Medford AQMA remain In effect until states
adopt a similar or more stringent one and unt!l EPA approves the control
strategy for Medford. This EPA ruling says that all new stationary sources
having 100 tons per year or more of particulate emlssions must acquire offsets
and use lowest achievable emission rates (LAER). The current drafts of the
new Federal rule may lower this exemption level to 50 tons per year. While
the provisions of the EPA offset rule are generally adequate for a state rule,
the emission and impact limits of the EPA requirements must be lowered
due to the severity of poor ventilation in the AQMA and the numerous small

new projects which collectively could cause significant coentribution to non-
attainment of alr guallty standards.

The attached proposed rule is copied in part from the EPA rule which the Department
administers. The proposed Oregon rule defines exacerbation more stringently
than the Federal rule.

The reason for selecting a rule applicability point of 5 tons per year for
particulate matter (dust, char, fly ash, condensible hydrocarbon) is that

a new cyclone in White City emitting at an estimated 5 tons per year has

a modeled impact of .24 ug/m3 on the White City Maximum Point, which Is over




a quarter of the .90 ug/m3 growth increment available in the current control
strategy. For another proposal, a new veneer dryer, 5 tons per year of Its
emissions has a modeled impact of .09 ug/m” on the Medford Courthouse Station,
which is over one-eighth of the .70 ug/md growth Increment available.

Since the AQMA Is also nonattainment for oxidants, the Department proposes
to use the EPA proposed 50 tons per year emlssion cut off for hydrocarbon
sources. There is no Justification at this time for a lower limit.

Summation

]. The current particulate control strategy for the Medford-Ashland AQMA
contains an Inadequate growth allowance to accommodate all new and foreseeable
construction.

2. The Commission directed the staff to develop an offset rule for the
Medford AQMA as a means of allowing new construction in the alrshed.

3. The EPA offset rule provisions are generally satisfactory for a state
rule except the source size and impact level considered significant should
be lowered in consideration of the abnormally poor ventilation in the
AQMA.

L. Without an offset rule, new or modified sources could not be allowed,
because there Is no growth increment left In the existing contro! strategy.

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission authorize the Department
to hold a hearing cn an offset rule.

WILL!AM H. YOUNG
Director
PBBosserman/kz
229-6278
6/14/78
Attachments:
Proposed Rule
Legal Statement of Need
EPA Ruling, December 21, 1976



June 14, 1978, Proposed Additions to

DEFINITIONS

340-30-010

(13) "New Source'' means any new or medified source of emissions. Source means
any structure, building, facility, equipment, installation or operation (or
combination thereof) which is located on one or more contiguous or adjacent
properties and which 1s owned or operated by the same person (or by persons under
common control}.

Modified source means any physical change in, or change in the method of,
operation of a source which increases the emission rate of an air contaminant
{including those pollutants not previously emitted and regardless of any emission
reductions achieved elsewhere in the source).

(1) A physical change shall not Include routine maintenance, repair, and
replacement.

(ti) A change in the method of operation, unless limitad by previous permit
conditions, shall not include:

(a) An increase In the productlon rate, If such increase does not exceed
the operating design capacity of the source;

{(b) Use of an alternative fueT or raw material, If prior to December 21,
1976, the source was capable of acﬁommodating such fuel or material; or

(d) Change in ownershlp or a source.

(14) “Lowest Achievable Emission Rate'' means, for any source, that rate of

emissions based on the following, whichever is more stringent:




(i) The most stringent emission limitation which [s contained in the
implementation plan for any state for such class or category of source, unless
the owner or operator of the proposed source demonstrates that such limitations
are not achievable, or

{i1) The most stringent emission limltation which is achieved in practice
or can reasonably be expected to occur in practice by such class or category of
source taking into consideration the pollutant which must be controiled.

This term applies to a modificatlon means the lowest achievable emission
rate for that portion which Is modified. |In no event shall the application of
this term permit a proposed new or modified source to emit any pollutant In excess

of the amount allowable under applicable new source standards of performance.

(15) 'Nonattainment Area 'means a place where violatlions of an ambient air

standard are occurring.

(16) '"Attalnment Area’’ means a place where no violations of an ambient air

standard are occurring.

(17) '"Volatile Organic Compounds'' means any organic matter which, when released
into the air, becomes photochemically reactive, in a degree more than methane

ethane, methyl chloroform, and trichlorotrifiuoroethane.



June 14, 1978, Draft

0AR 340-30-080 O0Offsets for New or Modified Sources

(1) Any new or modified source which proposes to construct in a nonattain-

ment area and which has emissions greater than a rate in Table | shall comply

with conditions A through D of Section (3).

(2} Any new or modified source which proposes to locate in an attainment

area within the Medford-Ashland AQMA, having emissions greater than Table |, and

by modeling is shown to exceed the incremental air quality values of Table Z in

the nonattainment area shall comply with conditions A through D of Section (3).

Air Contaminant

Particulate Matter {TSP)

Volatile Organic Compounds

Air Contaminant

Particulate Matter (TSP)

Table 1

Emission Rate

Annual Day

Hour

Kilograms (tons) Kilograms (lbs) Kilograms (lbs)

4,500 (5.0) 23 (50} 4.5 (10)
45,000  {50) ==

Table 2

Incremental Value

Annual Arijthmetic Mean 24 Hr Average

.10 ug/m3 .50 ug/m3




(3) |If the Department finds that the allowable emissions from a proposed
source would exacerbate violation of an ambient air standard, approval may be
granted only If all of the following conditions are met:

(A} The new or modified source meets an emission 1lmitation which specifies
the lowest achlevable emission rate for such a source.

(B) The applicant provides certification that all existing sources In
Oregon owned or controlled by the owner or operator of the proposed source are
in compliance with all applicable rules or are in compliance with an approved
schedule and timetable for compllance under state or local rules.

(C}) Emission reductions {“offsets!!) from existing sources in the Medford-
Ashland AQMA (whether or not under the same ownership) are provided by the applicant
such that the total emissions from the existing and proposed sources are sufficlently
less (more than one-for-one emission offset) than the total allowable emissions from
the exlsting sources under state rules prior to the request to construct or
modify so as to present reasonable progress toward attainment of ambient alr

standards.

(D) The emission offsets provide a positive net air quality benefit in the
affected area.

(4) The intent of thls rule Is to be more stringent In the areas mentioned
above than the Federal Interpretive Ruling promulgated in the December 21, 1976,

Federal Reglster on pages 55528 through 55530. All other provisions of that

Ruling are hereby incorporated by reference.



BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Adoption )
of an Alr Pollution Offset )
Rule for the Medford-Ashland ) STATEMENT OF NEED
Air Quality Maintenance )
Area, OAR 340-30-080 )

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt an Air Pollution Offset
Rule {0AR 340-30-080) for the Medford-Ashland Alr Quality Maintenance Area.

a. Legal Authority: ORS 468.020 (general) and 468.295.

b. Need for Rule: The Medford-Ashland Alr Quallty Maintenance Area Is violating
State and Federal standards for the air contaminant known scientifically
as Total Suspended Partliculate (TSP). The Environmental! Quallty Commission
has adopted rules to reduce the TSP to slightly below the standard. In order
to malntain that standard, and vet allow growth invelving more TSP, a rule
Is needed to mitigate the TSP from new and modified significant sources.
The Federal Environmental Protectlon Agency requires an offset rule in a
control strategy to allow for growth If the control strategy l[tself does
not specifically allow for projected growth. Such is the case for the
Medford-Ashland AQMA,

c. Documents Principally reilied Upon:

1. Oregon Air Quallty Report 1976, by State of Oregon, Department of
of Environmental Quality (DEQ), gendix 1A, pg. 7, showing the
Medford area violating the 60 ug/m annual geometric mean standard.

2. DEQ File AQ 15-0015 contalning reports and data from February, 1978,
concerning modeling and impact of growth projects.

3. Federal Environmental Protection Agency ''Interpretive Ruling for
Implementation of the Requlirements of 40 CFR 51.8," December 21,
1976, Federal Register, pages 55528 through 55530,

b, Agenda ltem No. F. December 16, 1977, EQC Meeting, '"Public Hearing to
Conslder Amendments to Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan
Invoiving Particulate Control Strategy Rules for the Medford-
Ashland AQMA,'" Memorandum from the DEQ, Director, William H. Young,
to the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission (EQC}.

5. Agenda ltem No. L, February 24, 1978, EQC Meeting, “Adoption of Rules
' to Amend Oregon's Clean Air Act Implementation Plan lnvolving
Particulate Control Strategy for the Medford-Ashland AQMA,"
Memorandum for the Director of DEQ to the EQC.

6. Agenda Item No. |, March 31, 1978, EQC Meeting, same subject and addressee
as 5 above.

7. U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, May 5, 1978, draft, Appendix §
to 40 CFR 51, “Emission Offset Interpretive Ruling."
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INTERPRETATIVE RULING ‘ron IMPLEMENTATION
oFr THY RzZQUIREMENTS oF 40 CFR 51.18

L INTRCOUCTION
This notice sets forth EPA’s Interpretative

Ruling on the preconstruction review re- -

quirements for stationary sources of alr pol-
lution under 40 CFR 51.18, This rullng re-
flacts EPA’s judgment that the Clean Adr Act
allows & major new or modlded source! to
locate in an area that exceeds a national am~
bient air quality standard (NAAQS) only i
stringent conditions can be met. These con-
ditions are. designed to insure that the new
source’'s emissions will be controlled to the
greatast degree possible; that more. than
eguivalent offsetting emission reductions

{“emission offsets”) will he obtained from

existing sources; and that these will he
progress toward achievement of the NAAQS,

(I, INITIAL ANALYSIS AND APPLICABLE
REQUIREMENTS '

A, Review of all sources fo:- emizston limi-
tation compliance. The reviewing authority

must examine eqgch proposed new source sub- |

Jject to the SIP preconstruction review re-
quirements approved or promulgated pur-
suant o 40 CFR 51.18 to determine if such a
source will meet all applicabie emission re=-
quirements in the SIP. If the reviewing au-
thority determines that tha proposed new
sourge cannpot meet the appiicable emission
requirements, the permit io construct must
be denied. X

B. Review of major sculces for alr guality
impact. In additlon, for each proposed
“major' new soures or ‘major’” modification,
the reviewing authority must perform an air
quality analysis3 fo determine if the source
will cause or exacerbate a violation of a
NAAQS. A proposed source which weuid not
be a “major'” source may be approved with-
out further anaiysis, provided such a source
meets the requirement of Part ILA.

The term “major source” shall, as a mini-
mum, cover any structure, bullding, faciiity,
insrallation or operation (of combination
thereof) for which the allowable emission
rate Is equal to or greater than the following:

- tons per year

Particulate matter-eeenceus vmcmmama 160
Bulfur oxid¥s. rmeceeeee emmammmn . 100
Nitrogen oxtdes. o acocmmoo e 100
Non-methane - hydrocarbons {organ-

ica) . e m e m— e —— 100
Carbon monoXidee mmaeu e —m - 1,000

Similarly a’ ''major modification’ shail in-
clude 2 modification to any structure, build-
ing, facility, installation or operation {or
combination thereol)  which Increases the
allowable emission rate by the amounts set
forth above. A proposed new source with an
ellowable emission rate exceeding the above
amounts is considered a major source under
thig ruling, even though such a scurce may
replace an existing source with the resuit

that the net additional ernissions are in- .

crezsed by less than the above amounts.
Where a sourc® is constructed or medi«
fled in inerements which individually do not
meet, the zbove criteria, and which are not a
pars of a program of construction or modifi-

1 Hereafter the term ‘‘new source’’ will be
used to dencte both new and modifed
SCULCes.

2 pequired only for those pollutatts caus-
ing the proposed source to be defined as a
“major” source, although the reviewing au-
thority may address other pollutants if
deemed appropriate,

-

RULES AND REGULATIONS

cation in planned incremental phases pre-
viously approved by the reviewing authority,
zll such inceremernts commenced after the
date this ruling appears i the FEpERAL BEG-
ISTER o after the latest approval issued by
the reviewing authority, whichever i3 most
racent, shall be added together for deter-
mining applicability under this ring, More-
over, where there ls a group of proposed
sourcas which individually do not meet fhse
anove criteria, but which would be con-
structed In substitution for a major sourde,
the group should be collectively reviewed as
a major source, .

allgwable anpnual emissions shall be hased
o the appiicable Wew Source Performence
Standard (NSPS) set forth in 40 CFR Part
80 or the applicable SIP erdssicn limitation,
whichever {s less, and the maximum annual
rated cagaclty of the source, If the source is
not subject to either a NSPS or SIP emis-
sion limitation, annual emissions shall he
based on (1) fthe maXimum shhual rated
capacity, and (2) the emission rate agreed
to by.the source as a permit condition.

The following shall not, by themseives, be
considered modlflcations under this ruling:

{1) Maintenahge, repair, and replacement
which the reviewing suebthority determines
to be routine for a source category;

" (2) An increase in the hours ol operation.
unless limited by previcus permit condlitions:

{3y Use of an alternative fuel or raw ma-
terial (unless limited by previous permit
conditions), if prior to the publication of
this ruiing in the FEDERAL REGISTEZR, the
source . is designed t¢ accommodais such al-
ternative use; or

{4} Change in ownership of a source.

C. Alr guality lmpsact analysia. For “stable”
air poliutants (he., SO, particulate matter
and €O},
source will cause or exacerbate a violation
of a NAAQS generally should be made-cn a
case-by-case hasls as of the proposed new

source’s operation date using fthe best in-~-

formation and analytical techniques avaii-
abla (i.e., atmospheric simulation medeling,
unless & source will clearly impeet on a
raceptor which exceeds a NAAGS). This de-
termination should he indspendent of any
general detsrmination of nonattazinment or
Jjudgment that the SIP is substantially In-
adequate to aitain or maintain the NAAQS.
This is be¢nuse the area affecied by a de-
termination of STP inadequacy usually con-
forms to-established administrative bound-
aries such a9 Air Quailty Control Reglons
(AQCR's) rather than a preclsely-dedned
area where air gualily. problems exist. For
example, a SIP revision may be requirsd for
an AQCT, on the basis of a localized vlolation
of atandards in a small porticn of the AQCR.
If a3 source seeks to locate in the “clean™
portion of tha AGQCR and would not affect
the area presently exceeding standards or
oause 3 new vioiation of the NAAGQS, such a
source may be approved, For major sources
of mnitrogen opides, the initial determi-
nation of whether a source wouwld cause or
exacerbata a viglation of the NAAQS for
NQO. should be made using an atmospheric
sipuigtion meodel assuming all the nitro-
gen oxide emitted is oxidized to NQ, by the
time the plume reaches ground level.
The inltial c¢oncentration estimates may
he adjusted If adequate data are avail-
eble to account for the expected oxidation
rate, For major sources of hydrocarbons, see
the discussion entitled “Geographic Appli-
eability of Emission Oifset Reyuirements dor
Hydrocarbon Sources” In the Notice appear-
ing in today’s FepErdL REGISTER at 41 FR

55558.

the determination of whether a-

III, SOURCES LOCATING IN "'ULEAN' AREaS, BUT
WOULD CQATSE A NEW VIOLATION OF 4 NAARS

It the reviewing authority fings that the
allowable emissions? from a propesed m
source wowld cause a aew vioiation ¢
NAAQS, hut wouid not exacerbate an exist-
ing viclation, approval mey be granted only
i hoth of the following conditions are met:

Condition I. The new source i3 required to
meet a more strinpent emission limitation*
and/or the control of existing sources below
allowable levelsis required so thal the source
will not cause a viclatlon of any NAAQS.

Condition 2. The new emission limitations
for the new source a3 well as any existing
sotirees. affected must be enforceabie In ac-
cordance with the mechanisms set forth in
Part V below,

IV. SQURCES THAT WOULD EXACERBATE AN EXIST-
ING VIOLATION OF A NAAQS -

A, Conditions for approval. If the review-
"ing autherity finds that the allowable smis-
sions 3 from a proposed source would exacer-
bate an ‘'existing” violation (i.e, as of the
source’s proposed start-up date} of a NAAQS,
approval may be granted only if all the fol-
lowing conditions are met:

Condition I, The new source is required to
mest an emission limitation which specifes
the lowest achieveble emission rate for such
type of source? In determining the applls
cable emission- limitation, the reviewing au-
thority must consider the mosi stringent
emission limitation In any SIP and the low-
est emission rate which is achieved in prac-
tice for such type of source. At a minimum,
the lowest emission rafe achieved in practice
must be specified unless the applleant can
sustain the burden of demonstrating that
It cannot achleve such a rate. In ne event
could the specified rate exceed any applicable
NSP3, Even whers the applicant dems
strates that it cannot achieve the lov-

3 Where a new source will result in spaciiic
and well defined indirgct or secondary emis-
sions which can be accurately quantified.:the
reviswing authority should consider such
secondary emissions in determining whether
the source would cause or exacerbate a vio-
lation of the NAAQS. However, sitice EPA'S
suthority to perform indirect source review
relating to parking-t¥pe facilitles has heen
restricted DY statute, consideration of park-
ing-type indirect impacts is not required.

+If the reviewing authority determines
that technolegical or gconomlie lHmitations
on the applicesion of measurement method-
ology to & particular class of sources would
make the imposition of an enforcegable nu-
merical emission standard infeasible, the au-
thority may !nsiead prescribe a design, op-
erationgl or equipment standard. In such
cases, the reviewing authorisy shall make iis
best estimsate as t¢ the emission rate that
will be achieved and must specify that rare
in the reguired submission to EPA {see Part
V). Any permits issued without an eniorce-
able nurnerieal emission standard must con-
tain enicreeable conditions which assure
that the design characteristics or equipment
will be properly maintained ({or that the op-
erational conditions wilb he properly per-
formed) so as to continuously achieve the
azgumed degree of conirol, Such conditions
shall be enforceable a3 emission: limitations
by private parties under Secilon 304, Here-
after, tha term “emission Iimitations"” shall
also include such design, operational, or
equipment standards, ’
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emission rate achieved i practice, this in it-
sell would not operate to raise the required
emission llmitation to the applicable NSPS.
Thne “lowest achisvabie emilssion rata™ rew-
quirement must stiil apply, and the sppli-
cant would retain the burden of demonstrat-
ing that it cannot achieve any rate more
stringent than the NSPS rate.

Condition 2. The applicant must certify
that all existing sources owned or controlled
by the owner or operator of the proposed
source in the same AQCE: as ther proposed
source are in compliance with all applicable
SIF requirements or are in compliance with
an approved schedule and timetable for com=-
pliance under a SIP or an enforcement order
issued under Section 113. The reviewing al-
thaority must examine all enforcement orders
for scurces owmed. or cperated by the appli-
cant in the AQCR to determine if more expe~
ditious - compliance is practicable, Where
practicabie, a more expeditious compliance

schedule for such sourcss must. be Tequired

as an enforceable condition of the new source
permit,

Condition 3}, Emission reductions (“oﬂ.’-
- sets”) from existing soyurces im the area of
the proposed source (whether or not under
the same ownership) are required such that
the total emissions from the existing and
proposed sources are sufficiently less than the
total allowable emissions from the exisilng
sources under the SIP S prior to the requess
to construct or- modify so as to Tepresent
reasonable progress toward attalnment of
the appileable NAAQS2 Only intrapollutant
emission offsets will be acceptable (e.g., hy-
drocarbon inereases may not be offset agains®
50, reductions}.

Condition 4. The emisslon offsets will pro-
vide a positive net air quality beneflt In the
affected area (sse Part IV.D. below}.?

Condition 5, For a source which would be
located in an area whers EPA has found that
& SIP 13 substantially inadequate %o atialn a
NAAQS and has formalily requested a SIP re=
vision pursuant to Sectiom 110(a) {2} (E) (H).,
{or an ares whers EPA has called for a sfudy
t0 determine the nesd for such a revision),
permits granted on or afier January 1, 1979¢
must specify that the source may not com-
mence construction until EPA has approved
. ot promulgated s SIP revision for the ares
(if the source i3 a major source of the poi~
lutant subject to the calil for ravislon or
study}.

B. Ezemptions from certuin condzﬂoﬂa
The reviewing atthority maey efempt a souree
from Condition- 1 under Part I or Con-
ditions 3 and 4 under Part IV.A., in cases
wheére the source must switch fueis due to
lack of adequaie fuel supplies or where the
source is required as a result of EPA regu-
lationd (l.e., lead-in-fusl reguirements) to
install additional process equipment and no
exception from such an EPA regulation Is
available to the source, Suck an exemption
may be granted only U: {i) the applicant
demonstrates that 1t made 1ts beat eforts to
obtaln sufficient emission offsets to comply
with Condition 1 under’ Part ITI or Condi--
tlons 3 and 4 under Part IV.A. and that such
efforts were unsuccessful; {ii) the applicant
has secured ail available emission offsets; and
(il1)y the applicant will continue to seek the
necessary emission offsets and apply them
when they become available. Such an ex-
enntlon may result in the need to revise the
SIP to provide addifional contrel of existing
sources.-

s 3ubject to the provisions of Part IV.C.
velow.

¢ Or, It later, the date which Is six months
after the deadline for submitial of the re-
. vision,

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL,

RULES. AND REGULATIONS

- €. BaseHne for determining credit jor
emisiion. offgets. Except as provided below,
the baseling for determining oredi for emis-
siont and alr gmallty offseta. will be the 3IIP
emission limitations in effect at the time the
applcation to comstruct or modify a source
is filed. Thus, credit for emissiont offset pur-
poses may be allowable for existing comtrol
that goes beyond that required by the SIF.

1. No applicable SIP requirement. Where
the applleable STP does not contain an emis~
sion, limitation for a source or source cate-
gory, the emission offset baseline Involving
such sources shall he the actual emissions at
the fime the permit request i3 flled (deter
mined by source test or other apprnpria.te
mMeansy.,

2. Combustion of fuels. Generally, the emds-
slons for determining emission offset credif
involving an existing fuel combustion source
will be the allowable emissions under the
SIP for the type of fuel being burned at the
time the new source application is dled (i.e.,
it the sxisting source has switched to a dif-
feremd type of fuel at some earlisr date, any
resulting emissfon reduction [etther actual
or allowable] shall not be used for emission

offfet credit), If the existing source commits -

to switch to a cleaner fuel st some future
date, emission ofset—eredit, based on the al-
lowabla emissions for the fuels involved, is
acceptable; provided, that the permit muss
he condifioned to require the use of & speci-~
fled alternative control meesure which would
achieve .the same degree of emission reduc-
tion sbhould the soutes switch back to s dirtier
fuel at some Iater date, The reviewing au-

. thority should ensure ithat adequais long-

term supplles of the new fuel are available
before granting emission oifset credittor fuel
switehes,

Where the particulate emission lmit for
Tfuel combustion exceeds the appropriate un-+
controlled emission factor {n “Compilation of
Alr Pollutant Emission Factors” (AP-42) (as

when a State has a gingle smission limit for

all fuels), emission offset credit will only he
aliowed for contrel below the appropriate
uncontrolled emission Zactor in AP-42,
{Actual emissiong determined hy a source
test may be used in place of the uncon-~
trolled emission factor in AP—Z in the above
situation:)

- 3. Operating hours and source shutdown.
Emission offsets generally should be mads
on 4 pounds-per-hour basis when all facill-
tles involved in the amission offset ealcula-
tions are operating at. their mazimum ex-
pected production rate, The reviewing agency
should specify other averaging pericds (e.g.
tons per year} in addition to the pounds-per-
hour basis I necessary to carry out the (n-
tent of this ruling. A source may be credited
with emission reductions achieved by shuf-
ting down an existing soutce or permanentiy
curtailing preductior or operating hours be-
low that which existed at the time the new
source appiication was submitied; provided,
that the work force to be affected has been
notified of the proposed shuidowm or cur-

,taiiment. Emission offsets that involye reduc-

ing operating hours or production or source
shutdowns must be legally enforceable, as Is
the case for all emission offset situations.”

T Source shuidowns and curtallments n
production or operating hours gecurring prior
to the dafe the new source application is fled
generally may not be used for emission off-
sef- credit. However, where an applicant can
establish that It shut down cr curtailed pro-
duction, affer SIP approval as a result of en~
forcernent action providing for a new source
as 3 replagement for the shut down or cur-
tailment, credit for such shut down or cur-
tatlment may be appiled $0 offset emissions
from the new gsource,

41,
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Noihing contained im this ruling s interded
to alter KPA's interprefation of the Olean Air
Act with regard to the use of “supplemnental
control systems’” or "stack height increases”
a3 seft forth at 41 FR T460 (February 18,
1978). .

4. EPA haa requesisd @ SIP revision (or
study). Where EPA has found that a SIP i3
substantially inadequate to attain a NAAQS
and has Ilormaily requested a SIP revision
pursuant o Seetiom I10(a) (2) (H) (i) jer
EPA has called for a sty to determine the
need for such a revision) the baseline for
emission offset credit Involving sources of the
relevant pollutant will be the emlissions re-
sulting from the application of reasonasbly
available control measures, The intent of
this reguirement is to prevent sources from
receiving emission oifset credif against an
inadequate SIF and nuliifying the gains that
will be achisved through the requlred SIP
revision. In effact, States should use the an-
ticipated SIP revision as the baseline for
emission ofsef credit until such time as vhe
SIP is {ormally ravited,

5. Credit for hydrocarbon substitution.
EPA has Tound that almost all non-methane
hydrocarbons, are photochemically reactive
and that low reactivity hydrocarbons sveniu-

. aily form as much photochemical oxidany as

the highly-reactive-hydrocarbons. Thereiore.
no emission offsat credit may be allowed Jor
replacing oue hydrocarbon compound witi
another of lasser reactivity.

8. No “benking” of emission ofzet credif.
Oncs an, emission offsat has been execubed icr
a particular new source, theére can be no left-
over credit to “bank' for additienal new
source growth in the fufure. This “no banis-
ing” rule would not prohibif, however, ihe
issusnce of a simgls perimif to cover more
than ome phase of a phased-construcitcn
project. Similariy, for State-initiated emiis-
gion oifsets ¢{see Part V.B.}, several differen:
sources may he allowed to construct as pa::
of & general SIP revision, so long as the p
for ezch source are dednite and such sour
ars speczﬂcally {denttified as the recipien::
of the emission ofiset credits in the SiU
ravision.,

D. Geegrapiic areq of concern. In the cans
of emission offsets involving hydrecarhons or
MOz, the offsets may be chiained from sources
located anywhere in the broad vicinity of the
proposed new sewviree (withun the area of non-
attaloment, and usuaily within the same =i
quallty contred region). This {s bacause area-
wide oxidant and NOQ, levels are generally not
a3 dependent ol speciflc hydrocarbon or MO«
source~location as they are on overall aree
emissions. However, sinee the alr quality im-
pact of SO, particulate and carbon monoexide
sources is site dependent, simple atzawide
mass emissiom ofzets are not appropriate.
For these pollutants, the reviewing authorit
should require atmospheric simulation mod-
eling to ensure that the emission offsets pro-
vide a positive net air quality benefit. How-
aever, to avoid unnecessary consumption of
limited, costly end time consuming modeling
resources, in most cases it can be assuined
that'if the emission offsets are obtained from
ant existing source on the same premises ov
in the immaediate vicihity of the new source.

.and the poilutants disperse froml subsian-

tlally the same efective steclk height, the air
guality {est under Condition 4 in Part IV A,
apove will be met. Thus, when stack emige.
sions are oiset against a ground level source
at the same site, modeling would be required.
E. Reasonable progress ilowards attaine

Jment, As long as the emission oifset is greater

than one~for-one, and fhe other criteria set

#If any phase coverad by the permit is for
any reason Dot constructed, thers sould Le
no resulting credit to "bank.”
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torth above are met, EPA does not intend o
gquestion a reviewing authority's judgment as
t0 what constitutes reasonable progress {0-
wards atiainment as required under Condi-
tion 3 in Part IV.A. above. Reviewing au-
thorities should bear in mind. however, that
- the control achieved through emission offsets
can significantly assist the authorities in
develoning legally aceeptable SIF’s.

¥, ADMINTISTREATIVE PROCEDURES

The necessary emission offsets may be pro-
posed either by the owner of the propdsed
source or by the local community or the
State. The emission reduction commitfed to
must be enforceabie by authorized State
and/or locai agencies and under the Clean
Air Act, and must be accomplished by the
new source's start-up date.

A. Source initiated emission offsets. A
soures may propose emission offsets which
involve (1) reductions from sources con-
trolled by the source owner (internal emis-
slon offsets); and/or (2) reductions from
neighboring sources (external emission off-
sets}. The source does not have to investigate
all possible emission offsets. As long as the
emisdion ofsefs obtalned represent resson-
able progress toward aftainment, they will be
acceptable. It is the reviewing authority’s re«
sponsibility to assure that the entssion of-
sats will be as effective as proposed by the
source. An internal emiasion ofzet will be
considered enforceable if it IS made a SIP

requirement by incluslon ss a condition of |

the new source permift and the permit is
forwarded fto the appropriats EPA Revional
Cfice? An external emisslon offsed will not
be accepted unless the afected source(s) is
subject to 3 new SIP requirement to ensure
that its emissions will be reduced by a speci-
fied amount in a specified time. Thus, if-the
source{s) does not obtain the necessary ro-
duction, it will be in violation of a SIP re-
gquirement and subject to enforcement action
by EPA, the Stata and/or private partles. The
form of the SIP revision may be a State or
local regulation, operating permit condition,
consent or enforcement order, or any other
legally enforceable mechanism savallabla tg
the State, If a SIP revision Is required, the
public hearing on the revision may be sub-
stijuted for the normal public comment
procedure required for all major sources un-
der 40 CFR 651.18. The formal publication of
the SIP revision approval In the FEDERAL
REGISTER need not appear befors the source
tmay proceed with construction. To. minimize
uncertainty that may be caused by these
preocedures, EPA will, {f requested by the
State, propose a SIP revision for public come
ment in the FepEpAL REQISTER concurrently
with the State public- hearing process. Of
course, any major change in the final permit/
SIP revision submitted by the State may
require a reproposal by EPA.

B. State or community initiated emission
ofsefs. A State or community which desires
that & source locate in its ares may commit
to reducing emissions from existing sources
to suffleiently outweigh the impact of:<the
new source and thus open the way for the
new source. As with source-initiated emis-
sion offsets, the comunitiment must be some-
thing mote than one-for-one, Thig commit~
ment must be submitied as a SIP revision
bv the State,

“The provisions of Part IV.C.4. above re-

*The emission ofiset will therefore be en-
wforceable by EPA under Section 113 as an
apblicabie SIP requirement and will be en-
Torceables by private parties under Sectlon 304

&5 an emission lmitations. EPA will publish

_notice of such etnission offsets in the Frp-
ERalL RESISTER.
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main appilcable to State or community Ini-
tiated emission offsets. Therefore, where ZPA
has found that a SIP is substantially inade-
quate to attain an NAAQS apnd had formally
raquested a SIP revision pursuant to Section
110(a} (2) (H) (1) (or haa called for a study
to-determine the need for such a revision),
the resulting emission reduction may not be
used as an emlission offset.

Vi. POLICY WITH RESPECT TO SECONDARY
STANDARDS -

The statutory attalnment da.tés for the
primary NAAQS have now passed or wiil pass
very soon and canpot be administratively

.extended. Therefore, this ruling does not al-

low a new source fo cause or exacerbate a
primary NAAQS violation on the grounds
that the SIP will eventually achieve the
NAAQS (as may have been permitied in
somse cases hefore the statutory attainrnent
dates).

The Act provides more fdexibility with re-
spect to secondary NAAQS's. Rather than set-
ting specific deadlines, Section 110 requires
sacendary NAAQS's to be achleved within »
“reasonabie time." Under 48 CFR 51.13(b), a
State may revise lts SIP to provide extensions
{rom its present secondsary NAA@S deadlines.
If, therefore, a State submits (and EPA ap-
proves) such a revision, a new source which
would cause or exacerbate a secondary
NAAQS vioiation may be exempt from the

. Conditions of Part IV.A. so long a3 the new

sgurce meets the applicable SIP emission 1im-
itations and wiil not interfere with attaine-
ment by the newly-specified date,

[FR Doc.76-37348 Filed 12~20-76,8:45 am]

(FRL 656-4]
PART S52—APPROVAL AND PROMULGA-
TION OF IMPLEMENTATION PLANS
Alahama: Approval of Plan Revision

On October 7, 1976 (41 FR 44194), the
Agenecy announced as a proposed rule-
making, an impiementation plan change

which the State of Alabama had adopted -

and submitied for EPA’s approval, Coples
of the materials submitted by Alabama
were made available for public inspec-
tlon and written comments on the pro-
posed revisionn were solicited. The pur-
pose of the present notice i3 to announce
the Administrator’s approval of this re-
vision, An evaluation of them may be ob-
tained by consulting the personnel of
tha Agency’s Region IV Air Programs
Branch, 345 Courtland Street, Atlanta,
%eo;gia»fiﬂsoa, or telephone 404/381-

86, .

On August 20, 1975, the Administra-
tor revised 40 CFR Part 31 by changing
the emergency level for photochemical
oxidants from 1200 xg/m’ to 1000 xg/ny’,
one-hour average. The Alabama Air Pol-
lution Contrel Commission, on March
30, 1976, amended its regulation to reflect
this change. The amendment was sub-
mitted for EPA’s approval on April 23,
1978,

This revised emergency level for photo-
chemical oxidanis is hereby approved.
These actions are effective immediately
since they serve anly to notify imple-
mentation plan changes already in effect
under Alabams law and impose no addi-
tional burden to anyone,

Copies of the information submitted
by the Stafe are avallable for public in-
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spection during normal business hours

at the following locations:

Air Programs Braneh, Alr and Haza ;
Muaterials Division, Environmental Pr. .-
tion Agency, Reglon IV, 345 Courtland
Street, N.BE., Atlanta, Georgis 30308,

Alabama Alr Poilution Contrel Commission,
845 South McDonough Street Monrtgomery,
Alabama 36104,

Publie Information Reference Unit, Library
Systems Branch PM-213, Eavironmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Sirset, 3.W.,
‘Washington, D.C, 20480.

{Section 110(a), Clean Alr Act (42 U.S.C.
1867c-5(a) ) }

Dated. December 14, 1976,

JOHN QUARLES,
deting Administrator.

Part 52 of Chapter I, Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, is amended os
follows:

Subpart B—Alabama

Section 52.50- is amended by adding
paragraphl (¢) (15) as follows: .

§ 52.50 Identification of plan.
] * * L] »
(c) ¥ &

{15) Revised emergency level for pho-
tochemical oxidants (emergency episode
confrel plan) submitted by the Alabama
Alr Pollution Control Commission on
April 23, 1976.

[FR Doe, 7637347 Filed 12-20-76;8:45 am |

(FRL 857—4]

PART 52-—APPROVAL AND PROMUL ..
"TION OF IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

Revision ta the Virgin islands
Impiementation Plan

This notice announces approval by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
of a revision to the Virgin Isiands Imple-
mentation Plan.

As requested by the Virgin Islands on
August 18, 1975, the EPA has reconsid-
ered its disapproval of the revised 12
V.LR. & R, 9:204-26, “Sulfur Compounds
Emission Control,” subsections (a) (1),
(a) (3), (. (¢ and {(d) as they apply
to the island of Si. Croix. Receipt of this
request was announced in the October 1,
1976 FepsraL BECISTER af 41 FR 43421
which contains a full description of the
proposed revision. -

In the October 1, 1878 notice, EPA
established a 30-day period for receipt
of comments from the public on whether
or not the proposed revision to the Virgin
Islands Implementation Plan shhould he
approved. No comments were received,

EPA has determined that approval of
this proposed revision to the Virgin Is-
lands Implementation Plan would not
result in the contravention of any ap-
plicable ambient air quality standard.
The proposed revision has been found
to be consistent with current EPA poli-
cles and goals set forth by the require-
ments of section 110(a) (2) (A)-{E) of
the Clean Alr Act and EPA regulst
in 40 CFR Part 31 and, thersfore, .3
approvad.
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Environmental Quality Commission

RO revemon 2 POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commissicon
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. M, June 30, 1978, Environmental Quality Commission Meeting

Conflict of Interest Rules -- Authorization for Public Hearing
to {onsider Proposed Amendments of Oregon Clean Air Act
Implementation.Plan o Include Rules Pertaining

to Conflict of Interest by State Boards in Order to Comply
with Section 128 of The Clean Air Act

Background

In August 1977 Congress passed the Clean Air Act Amendments. Section 128 of
these Amendments requires state boards which adopt rules and approve permits and
enforcement orders to meet certain requirements. As provided in Section 128,
these requirements must be included in state implementation plans by

August 7, 1978.

The requirements state that a majority of members 1) represent the public interest,
and 2) not derive any significant portion of their income from persons subject

to the rules, permits and orders. The Section aiso applies to heads of agencies
with similar powers.

Summation

The Department is proposing rules which would be in the best interest of the
public and, at the same time, satisfy the requirements of Section 128 of the
Clean Air Act Amendments. These proposed rules are consistent with state
policy, as stated in ORS 244,010 and 2h%,0%0, regarding cenflicts of interest of
public officials.

A draft of the proposed rule was reviewed by the Environmental Protection Agency
and the State Attorney General's Office.

Failure to amend the State of Oregon Implementation Plan with such rules would
result in the Environmental Protection Agency acting on Section 128 in place of
iy the State,
G
Cantains

Recycled
fhararials

DEQ-46




Agenda ltem M
Page Two

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that authorization be granted for a public
hearing on the proposed conflict of interest rules.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Director

Attachments:
1--Proposed Conflict of Interest Rules, 0AR 340-20-200 through 20-215
2--Section 128 of Clean Air Act

MEZ:as
6/14/78




PROPOSED RULE DRAFT
6/14/78

ATTACHMENT 1

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

PURPOSE.

340-20-200 The purpose of OAR 340-20-200 to 340-20-215
is to comply with the requirements of Section 128 of the
federal Clean Air Act as amended August 1977 (P.L. 95-95)
(hereinafter called "Clean Air Act")} regarding publié
interest representation by a majority of the members of
the Commission and by the Director and disclosure by them

of potential conflicts of interest.

DEFINITIONS,

340-20-~205 As used in OAR 340—20;200 to 340f20—215,
unless otherwise required by context:

(1) "Adequétely disclose" means explain in detail in
a signed written statement prepared at least annually and

available for public inspection at the 0ffice of the Director.

(2) "Commission" means the Oregon Environmental Quality
Commission.
(3) "Director" means the Director of the Oregon Depart-

ment of Environmental Quality.

(4) "Persons subject to permits or enforcement orders
under the Clean Air Act" includes any individual, corpora-
tion, partnership, or association who holds, is an applicant
‘for, or is subject to any permit, or who is or may become

subject to any enforcement order under the Clean Air Act,




except that it does not include (1) an individual who 1s or
may become subject to an enforcement order solely by reason
of his or her ownership or operation of a motor vehicle, or
(2} any department or agency of a state, local, or regional
government. | |

(5) "Potential conflict of interest" includes (1) any
income from persons subject to permits or enforcement orders
under the Clean Air Act, and (2) any interest or relation-
ship that would preclude the individual having the interest
or relationship from being considered one who represents the
public interest.

(6) "Represent the public intereét"means does not own
a controlling interest in, having 5 percent or more of his
or her capital iﬁvested in, serve as attorney for; act as
consultant for, serve as officer or director of, or hold
any other official or contractual relationship with any
person subject to permits or enforcement orders under the
Clean Air Act or any trade or business association of which
such a person is a member.

(7) "Significant portion of income" means 10 percent
or more of gross personal income for a calendarlyéar, includ-
ing retirement benefits, consultant fees, and stock dividends,
except that it shall mean 50 percent of gross personal income
for a calendar year if the recipient is over 60 years of age

and is receiving such portion pursuant to retirement, pension,




or similar arrangement. For purposes of this section, income
derived from muﬁual—fund payments, or from cother diversified
investments as to which the recipient does not know the
identity of the primary sources of income, shall be considered
-part of the recipient's gross personal income but shall not

be treated as income derived from persons subject to permits

or enforcement orders under the Clean Air Act.

PUBLIC INTEREST REPRESENTATION.

340~-20-210 At least three (3) members of the Commission .
and the Director shall represent the public interest and shall
not derive any significant portion of their respective incomes

from persons subject to permits or enforcement orders under

the Clean Air Ackt.

DISCLOSURE OF POTENTIAL CONFLICTS QF INTEREST.

340~20-215 Each member of the Commission and the Director

shall adequately disclose any potential conflict of interest.




ATTACHMENT 2

Excerpt from the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments

STATE BQARDS

Sre. 128, (a) Not later than the date one year after the
date of the enactment of this section, each applieable im-
plementation plan shall contain requirements that—

(1) any board or body which approves permits or

enforcement orders under this Act shall have at least

a majority of members who represent the publie in-

terest and do not derive any significant portion of

their income from persons sitbject to permits or en-
foreement ovders under this Actyand

(2) any potential conflicts of interest by members

of such hoard or body or the head of a1 executive

agency with similar powers be adequately disclosed.

A State may adopt any requirements respecting conflicts

of interest, for such boards or bodies or heads of execu-

tive agencies, or any other entities which ave more strin-

gent than the requirements of paragraph (1) and (2),

and the Administrator shall approve any such nmore strin.

genb requirements submitted as part of an implementa-

tion plan,
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DEQ-45

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda |tem No. N. June 30, 1978

Request for Variance to Continue Open Burning of Garbage at
Disposal Sites in Lincoln County.

BACKGROUND

The Department's Solid Waste Management regulations prohibit the open burning

of putrescible wastes (e.g., garbage) at disposal sites. Open burning of non-
putrescible wastes (e.g., tree stumps) is permitted on a case-by-case basis. The
Department’s Air Quality Control regulations prohibit open burning at disposal
sites except when authorized by the facility's Selid Waste Disposal Permit.

At its September 16, 1975 meeting the Commission granted a variance to allow con-
tinued open burning of garbage at two privately operated disposal sites in Lincoln
County. The variance was granted with the understanding that the County was at-
tempting to implement a centralized processing system with resource recovery.

At its September 23, 1977 meeting the Commission extended the variance for the
Lincoin County sites. A $600,000 bond measure for the resource recovery program
had been approved by the voters and a solid waste service district formed, however
the County now felt that transferring wastes to Benton County was a more realistic
alternative. The Department supported this position. The variance was extended
until July 1, 1978, at the County's request, to allow time to implement the
transfer program.

Lincoln County met informally with Benton County on March 13, 1978 regarding this
matter, but no agreements were reached. On April 6, 1978 the Lincoln County Com-
missioners sent a letter to the Benton County Commissioners requesting a change

in the conditional use permit for the Coffin Butte Landfil} in Corvallis to allow
receipt of wastes from Lincoln County. About the same time, Lincoln County staff
appeared before the Chemeketa Region Solid Waste Program Board and obtained approval
of the proposal. The Chemeketa Board is the regional solid waste coordinating
agency.




Benton County has not formally responded to Lincoin County's request to date. Ap-
parently the April 6, 1978 Tetter was not forwarded to the Planning Commission for
action. 1t also appears that only the operator of the Coffin Butte Landfifl may
request the change in the use permit. The private operator, Valley Landfills Inc.,
is willing to accept Lincoln County's waste, but is reluctant to request a change in
the use permit without assurances that the hearing would be limited to only the
Lincoin County issue. At this time they have not received such assurance from the
Planning Commission. The Department has recently written to Benton County in strong
support of the proposal, but as of today the matter is at a virtual standstill.

Lincoln County Commissioners on behalf of private operators at North Lincoln and
Waldport-Yachats disposal sites have now requested an indefinite renewal of the
variance to allow continued open burning until the Benton County issue is
resolved or some other suitable alternative secured.

The Waldport-Yachats disposal site is a small low-volume site. Recently, the
commercial hauler has changed his route and most waste is now hauled to the Agate
Beach Landfill near Newport. The Waldport-Yachats site remains open only a few
days a week for public use. There appears to be adequate soil for cover and
there is a crawler tractor on site. There also appears to be room for expansion
and the site could probably operate without open burning.for several years. The
State Forestry Department currently prohibits open burning during the summer.

The North Lincoln site is also a small site, but it receives a moderately large
amount of waste (approximately 6,000 tons/year). The site is open daily and
receives wastes from the public as well as the commercial hauler. The operator
has a crawler tractor but cover material is not available on site. There is

room to operate without burning for a shert time (perhaps 2 years) but apparently
there is no land available for expansion. Currently, open burning is prohibited
during the summer by the State Forestry Department.

EVALUATION

The Lincoln County Board of Commissioners have taken some steps to secure the
necessary agreement with Benton County, but in the opinion of the staff the

matter has not been vigorausly pursued. Following the granting of the variance

in September 1977, the County apparently took no official action until the
informal meeting in March 1978. One commissioner from each county attended the
meeting, however 1ittle was accomplished. The County's Tetter of April 6, 1978
was a positive gesture, but when Benton County failed to respond, Lincoln County
took no further action. After nine months it appears that the County is no closer
to an agreement than when it began.

The disposal sites can be operated without open burning. Normally the sites do
not burn during the summer, but currently no cover is applied. Cover material is
available at Waldport-Yachats but would have to be imported to the North Lincoln
site. From an environmental quality standpoint it would be desirable to cease
burning and to upgrade the sites as soon gs possible.

Granting another extension of the variances would allow a continuation of the
status quo. The County's request does not indicate any increase in efforts to
resolve this problem and does not contain a schedule for resolution.

_2_




SUMMATION

1.

Lincoln County has not yel secured an agreement with Benton County to
altow the transfer of wastes to the Coffin Butte Landfill in Corvallis.

Lincoln County has taken some steps to attain such an agreement, but
the issue is now at a standstill and the County offers no definitive
plan or time schedule for resolving the problem.

Continuing the variances would seem to offer no incentive for Lincoln
County or other affected parties to take a more active role in
attempting to selve this problem.

The Lincoln County disposal sites can be operated as landfills without
open burning, but disposal costs would rise and the life of the sites
would be significantly shortened. The Waldport-Yachats site could he-
gin landfilling immediately. The North Lincoln site would need some
time to arrange for cover material to be hauled to the site. These
matters would be handled by separate solid waste disposal permit action.

To approve the variance requests the EQC must make a finding that the
facilities meet the requirements of the statutes in that strict com-

pliance would result in closing of the facilities and no alternative

facility or alternative method is yet available.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

it is the

1.

WHD : mm
229-5913

Director's recommendations that:

The variances for the Waldport-Yachats and North Lincoln disposal
sites not be extended beyond July 1, 1978,

The Department immediately proceed with issuing new Solid Waste Disposal
Permits for these facilities requiring prompt compliance with State
standards pertaining to landfills,

The Department continue to actively assist Lincoln County in fts ne-
gotiations with Benton County.

June 21, 1978
Letter from William H. Young dated June 13, 1978
Letter from Lincoln County dated June 14, 1978

_.3‘._
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June 13, 1978

Benton County Roard of Commissioners
Benton Countvy Courthouse
Corvallls, Oregon §7330
. Re: SW-Benton County
SW-Lincoln County

Gentlemen:

During the September 1977 Environmental Nuality Commlssion (ENC) meeting Llncoln
County requested, and recelved, a 9 month extension of tha variance to contlnue
open burning at Llncoln County solld waste disposal sltes. The varlance explres
July 1, 1978, . o

The extension was granted to allow time for Lincoln County to negotlate with Benton
County use of the Coffin Butte Sanltary Landfill, operated by VYalley Landfllls, Inc.
for disposal of Lincaln County solld waste. Slnce that time meetings between the
two counties and the Department have been hetd and the Lincoln County Commission has
made a written request (April 6, 1978) for your consideration in this matter. For
a number of reasons formal action concernling the request. has not been taken.

The Department has supported Lincoln County's effort for the following reasons:

1. After extenslve study and evaluation of all known sites an acceptable
disposal site has not been located In Lincoln County.

2. Valley Landfllls has Indicated wlllingness to service Lincoln County.

3. 1t Is the Department policy to support consolldation of wastes at
regional disposal sltes, o

L, The Chemeketa Regfon Solid Waste Management Program has approved
the proposal subject to Benton County approval.
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Benton County Board of Commissloners .
June 13, 1978
Page 2

The Department has evaluated all proposed alternatives for handling of Lincoln County
solid waste and found this to be the most acceptable. Some confuslon exlists on our
part about the proper mathod to obtaln approval from Benton County for use of .the
Coffin Butte Londfl11 for Lincolin County waste. We are asking therefore that Benton
County advise all concernad partles of the proper coursa of actlon to bring the
matter to public hearlng or to otherwise obtaln full consideratlion of Issuance of

the necessary approvals. :

The Lincoln County variance will be discussed at the June 30, 1978 EOC meeting to be
held at Nendels Inn, Corvallls., 1t would be helpful 1f Benton County Commissloners
and/or staff attend the meeting.

If we can be of any asslistance in obtalning a decision on the proposal, please contact
the Department. '

Sincerely,

William H. Young
Director

RLB:mb .

cc: DLED Attention: Jack Kartez

ccs Lincoln County Commisslon

cc: Benton County Planning Department
cc: Vallay Landfills ,
cc: Bob Jackman




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

PERMITS, UTILITIES, RESOURGES, PARKS
J. D. STEERE, Dlrector

COUNTY OF LINCOLN

285 W. OLIVE NEWPORT, OR. 27365 PHONE; 265-5341

JUNE 14, 1978

BT MEMO TO: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

FROM: LINCOLN COUNTY BOARD -OF COMMISSIONERS.
SUBJECT: SOLID WASTE PERMITS.

AS YOU ARE AWARE LINCOLN COUNTY FRANCHISED SOLID WASTE COLLECTORS
FOR SOMETIME HAVE ATTEMPTED TO FINALIZE AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THEM-
SELVES AND VALLEY LANDFILLS. THIS AGREEMENT CALLS FOR THE TRANSFER
OF THE COUNTY'S SOLID WASTE TO THE COFFIN BUTTE LANDFILL SITE IN
BENTON COUNTY FCR FINAL DISPOSAL. BECAUSE THIS AGREEMENT HAS NOT
BEEN FINALIZEDRD WE, THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, RESPECTFULLY REQUEST

ON BEHALF OF THE COLLECTCOR, A TIME EXTENSION TO THEIR SCLID WASTE
DISPOSAL PERMITS.

WE WOULD LIKE THIS EXTENSION 7O BE OF A DURATION WHICH WILL ALLOW
THEM TO FINALIZE THEIR AGREEMENT WITH VALLEY LANDFILLS OR TO PURSUE
A SEPARATE COURSE OF ACTION.

WE WCOULD ADD THAT THE COMMISSIONERS AND THE HAULERS HAVE BEGUN
PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION WHICH ALLOWS THE COUNTY TO ACCEPT THE
RESPCNSIBILETY FOR THE OPERATION OF THE EXISTING LANDFILL.

"IF YOU REQUIRE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT US.

LINCOLN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIGNERS.

JACK W. POSTLE. ALBERT R. STRAND. ANDY ZEDWICK
CHAIRM COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER
X T . i = . LY
;Zié/é;églgga" szﬁgpff;é{;}Z:;MXL /ﬁugz/aégk?%{vﬂé/?
ED/JL f
RECEIVED
JUN TR 1YY

S0LID WASTE SECTION




ROBERT w. STRAUB

Department of Land Conservation and Development

1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE {503) 378-4926

M E M 0O R A N D U M

June 6, 1978

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: W. J. Kvarsten, Director

SUBJECT: SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT
-PRIORITY RANKING SYSTEM

The Department of Land Conservation and Development feels

that Oregon's Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority

Ranking System should, in some way, reflect the state's
comprehensive land use planning program. We would like to
offer an alternative to the "Land Use Planning Status Points"
system which was considered, but rejected, by the advisory
committee to DEQ. DLCD recommends that points be awarded to
projects which are located within urban growth boundaries
established in conformance with Statewide Goal 14 (Urbanization)
(but not yet necessarily acknowledged by LCDC).

The reasons for our proposal are as follows: Oregon's
comprehensive planning program requires each city and county
to agree upon an urban growth boundary (UGB) to determine
among other things, the location of areas which will receive
full urban services, including sewers. Jurisdictions which
have agreed upon an urban growth boundary have made major
decisions regarding future growth, and are ready to proceed
with sewage facilities plan development and implementation.

We urge that there continue to be coordination between the
Department of Environmental Quality and local jurisdictions
in the determination of Faclilities Planning Areas to assure
consistency with urban growth boundaries. DLCD staff will
continue to work with DEQ to facilitate this coordination.

WJIK:CP: jp/MC




SOUTHWESTERN OREGON CHAPTER

NORTHWEST STEELHEADERS COUNCIL
of
TROUT UNLIMITED

P. O. Box 852
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
June 25, 1978

Environmenfal Quality Commission
19%7 W. Harvard Blvd.
Roseburg, Oregon 97470

Gentlemen:

We were unable to have a representative at your recent meeting in Coos Bay

to consider a delay in implimenting changes in log dumping on Isthmus

Skough by the Al Plerce Lumber Company. Therefore, we are writing to inform
you of our thoughts. We believe that no delay should be allowed. The slough
is a mess as a result of the debris contributed by log dumping. It is our
belief that this pollution seriously effects the aguatic life of the slough.

If you decide there will be an extension granted, then the Al Pierce Lumber
Company should be reguired to carry on cleanup activities to remove the
pollution in the slough

W
‘ 4

Slnc%yely,ﬁﬂj

e F oy {
il ,é:;»z’Z'z,ﬁfz/%ﬁf\
Ron Carpani, @ecretary
Scuthwestern Oregon Chapter
Association of Northwest Steelheaders
P.0. Box 852
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
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Environmetal Quality Commission
P.0. Box 1760
Portland (R 97207

Tpis letter ;s in regard to the Requests for Extensions that you
will be considering at your June 30%th meeting. Both of these requests
are with regard to the extension for easy letdown deviees by

41 Peirce Lumber and Coos Head Lumber. Thess companies store greatb
amounts, and move great amounts of timber within Isthmus slough

Store the material within the slough., This slough has historieally |

been an excellent salmon habitat and then a widely used Striped

Bage fishing area, With the heavy usage the area has been put to

by the timber companies the aguatic habitat has been severly damaged
and is unsuitable for fish during the low flow months of the year.

The companies concerned are asking for an extensdon as they
claim economic hardship. We would like to point out to you that
there is another hardship here that shouldn't be allowed to con-
tinve., This is the destruction of the public rights of fisheries
that the State of COregon agreed to protect when it was admitted
intec the union 1859, Yourncommission is supposed to protect these
rights and we ask you to do so by denying this extension request,
for such an extension will only continue to injure the public in-
terests in & manner which is inimical %o the public trust.

If you find that in your best judgement that the extension should

be allowed, am judgement with which we would quarrel, you should

at least require these companies to clean up Isthmus Blough which

ig FTilled with the debris which has so typified our logging practices

for the last several decades.

Sincerely yours,




ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

',
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DEQ-1

Department of Environmental Quality

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-

June 22, 1978

MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda ltem No. 0, June 30, 1978, EQC Meeting

Preliminary 79-81 Budget Briefing

Background

Preparation of the Department's 79-81 budget request has begun within
the Department, utilizing new procedures under the Alternative Planning
Levels System (APLS), which is Oregon's adaptation of zero-base budgeting.

To-date, initial draft budget estimates have been prepared by each
Division within the Department, reflecting the first expression of costs
to continue and improve the programs. These first drafts have not vet
been fully coordinated between the Divisions to arrive at an agreement
on priorities within each program. Neither have they been procedurally
double checked to assure consistency in the use of the unfamiliar new
procedures.

| have not yet reviewed the Division's preliminary requests nor have |
yet been briefed on these materjals. | will be seeking your reactions
to them during the briefing on the budget in a work session following
the formal EQC meeting. Your views will be useful, then, in working
sessions in the Department to complete a more coordinated and firm
budget request which we will bring forward at the July meeting for final
EQC comment.

Recommendation

No formal action is required on this item at this time.

14 “p ™
44 { J\-'r"’r:"fzfuafq“ f/fq’ Hyracin.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Michael Downs:jcs

229-6485

June 22, 1978

Attachments: Budget Ranking Forms for Each Division




5 Does not include 4.0 FTE Sup Serv Spreac thru ViP(2), FB(1), & Noise(l)
LE Loaned from Portland Vehicle lnspection Program
Fk Provided by Contract

BUDGET RANKING FORM (1000's of Dollars)
RLE 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumulative Totals
Rank |/DP : Package Name Dollars Pos.| FTE} Dollars Pos.| FTE | Dollars Pos { FTE | %=
1 RLB}! Div Admin, 5 FTE Sup Serv*, & LRAPA Grant 600.7 | 7.337.33 776.7 |7.0]7.0 776.7 7.01 7.0
2 [RLB{ AQ Control Strategy Development be1.7 | 6.01 5.8 431.1 (7.0]5.83]1,207.8 [|14.0112.83
3 RLB] AQ New Source Review . 107.8 2.01 2.0 i81.7 2.012.0 11,389.5 16.0§14.83
4 [ RLB] AGQ Data Processing & Reporting 1¢3.7 | 5.0 5.0 239.1 5.0(5.0 |1,628.6 [21.01]19.83
5 RLB] AQ Emissions linventory ch.5 1.01 1.0 73.0 1.0]1.0 [1,701.6 22.01{20.83
6 |RLB{ AQ Meteorclogical Services . 5.6 | 1.0f 1.0 80.4 |1.011.01{1,782,0 1§23.0121.83
7 |RLB| AQ Source Testing Analyst 56.6 [1.0] 1.0 76.5 |{1.0]1.0 |1,858.5 |{2L.0{22.83
8 | RLB} AQ Trng & Tech Asst to Regions & Sources 68.2 | 1.08 1.0% 173.7 {2.0|2.0.(|2,032.2 |[26.0{24.83
9 |RLB| ACDP Issuance Management 120.2 1.849 1.8% 5L .6 1.011.0 {2,086.8 [27.0(25.83
10 [RLB| AQ Major Plan Review 89.9 1.4] 1.4 92.5 1.0§1.0 t2,179.3 128.0]26.83
A RLB! AQ Compliance/Assurance 82.7 11.3]1 1.3 127.5 1.5 1.5 {2,306.8 [29.5(28.33
12 RLB{ Field & Slash Smoke Management - 3L4B.9 6.0 2.75 277.5 5.012.5 12,584.3 34.5030.83
i3 |RLB{ Field Burning - R & D of Alternatives 1,188.8 | 4.0 2.75 1,139.6 }3.0|2.5 }3,723.9 |37.5133.33
14 |RLB| Portland Vehicle Emissions Testing (VIP) 2,071.9 |B4.0}54.63 2,199.5 B0.0 48.5 |5,923.4 17.5181.83
15 |RLB| Noise Program Development & Management 127.8 | 2.5} 2.5 44,2 t2.5]12.5 |6,067.6 120.0{84,33
i6 |RLB| Noise Tech Assistance to Regions 36.7 | 0.5] 0.5 37.5 }0.5}0.5 |6,1056.1 120.5|84.83
17 |RLB| Noise Tech Assistance to Local Programs 28.5 10.5] 0.5 28.4 10.5)0.5 ]6,133.5 {21.085.33|
} DP | AQ Source Test Tech (Restore Fed Assignee) 0 he,2 t1.011.0 |6,179.7 122.0186.33
19 DP AQ Monitoring Management (Restore) 34.4 1.0 0.71 8.5 1.0 10.75]6,238.2 23.0}87.08
20 |DP | Emission Inventory (Restore) S 54.8 [1.0] 1.0 73.0 11.0]1.0 |6,311.2 124.0188.08
21 DP | Prevention of Significant AQ Deterioration (PSD) 0 59.3 1.011.0 |6,370.5 125.0189.08}
22 DP Increased AQ Support Services 10.3 0 32.2 1.011.0 [6,402.7 126.0190.08
23 DP | Portland AQ Data Base Continuation 0 30.0 0 6,432.7 126.0]|9C.08
24 {DP { Field Burning Monitering Continuation 0 31.0 0 6,463.7 326.0(90.08
25 {DP | Vehicle Noise Enforcement (Restore loaned position) 1.0 73.8 1.0 1.0 |6,537.5 1¥27.0[91.08
26 {DP | Eugene-Springfield AQMA Coordinator (Continued) o*# 69.3 [1.0]1.0 |6,606.8 128.0(92.08
27 {DP | AQ Data Processing Improvement 0 36.4 1.0 1.0 |6,643.2 129.0(93.08]
28 |DP | Field Burning Technician 0 28.0 1.0 1.0 |6,671.2 130C.0|94.08
29 |DP | increase Assistance to Local Noise Programs 0 87.4 10.5(0.516,758.6 130.594.58
10 DP LCDC Assistance - Alr 0.2] 27.5 1.0 1]0.5 |6,786.1 31.5195.08
31 bP LCDC Assistance - Noise 11.2 0.25 0.21 4g.5 0.75/0.75(6,835.6 132.2595.83
22 DP Field Burning Data Clerk 0 9.7 1.0 10.5 |6,845.3 1|33.2H996.33
i3 DP The Dalles Airshed Study 0 201.6 ¢ 7,046.9 133.2496.33
4 JpP | Tax Credit Review - Alr (Restore) 26.1 0.4 | 0,4 L4y 3 [0.5]0.5 {7,09).2 133.7996.83
35 |DP | Tax Credit Review - Noise (Restore) 11.2 [0.24 0,25 4.3 [0.25/0.25{7,105.5 W34.0[97.08]
i6 |DP | AQ Indirect Source Program (Restore) 39.7 1.6 0.74 64.6 1.0 |0.75{7,170.1 135.0 [97.83 |
“7§-8] cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: $ 7,215,555
Air Quality Division ~_E. J. Weathersbee 6/21/78 Page |’ of
: fdministrztor o Dot o i
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BUDGET RANKING FORM

RLB 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumulative Totals

lanik {/DP Package Name Dollars [Pos.[FTE| Dollars |Pos.| FIE | Dollars | Pos.| FTE %
] RLB| Program Management and Administration 251.6 3] 3.0 256.3 3 13.0 256.3 3 3 3
2 |RLB| Source Control 1,206.9 17 [17.501,055,6 15 N4.611,311.9 {18 [17.6 | 42
3 |[RLB{ Sub-Surface 338.6 7 6.7 345.3 7 | 6.7 41,657.2 (25 J24.3 ] 53
4 |RLB| Supporting Data & Analysis 206 .8 3 | 3.30 201.2 3 13.1{1,858.3 |28 |[27.4 ] 60
5 IRLB| Planning 378.8 8 7.0 243.6 5 | 4.2 12,101.9 |33 {31.6 | 68
6 DP| Planning Section Chief and Support Planning 145.5 2 | 2.0 2,247, 4 {35 {33.6 1 72
7 DP| Storage & Retrieval Sub-program 61.2 ] 1.0°12,308.5 {36 [34.6 | 74
8 DP | Problem Area-Type Studies 205.1 b 13.512,513.6 |40 138.1 | 81
9 OP{ Planning Staff 206.7 L 1 4.0 |2,720.3 |4k 1423 87
10 DP| Source Impact Studies 166.5 3 13.012,886,8- |47 45,1 ) 93
11 DP| Permit Issuance 61.2 o 1.0 12,948.0 148 {46.1 1 g5
12 | DP§ Tax Credits (62.8) (1.0)}2,885.3 5.1 | 93
13 DP: Grant Management Small Communities 121.8 2 12.0(3,007.1 50 |47.1 | 97
14 DP| "Fast Track' Contract Management Service 61.2 ] 1.0 13,068.3 |5] 48,1 | 99
15 DP | Assume Step 1 Grant Process 214,2 L | 4.0 [3,282.5 |55 52.1 |106
16 DP | Assume Step 2 Grant Process 195.8 L | L4.o |3,478.2 {59 i56.1 |112
17 DP | Assume Step 3 Grant Process 273.1 8 8.0 |3,751.3 |67 16k.1 {121
%79-3T cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: $.3,102,989

Water Quality Division Harold L. Sawyer 6/22/78 Page 1 of 1
fvision or Program Ranked _Manager s Date o .
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Regional Operations ,

BUDGET RANKING FORM

RLB 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumulative Totals

Rank

/Dp

Package Name

Dollars

Pos.

FTE

Bollars Pos.| FTE

Dollars

Pos.

FTE

oy

RLB

RLB

RLB

RLB

RLB

RLB

Subsurface Sewage Disposal ($S$D) Program: Permits

Air Quality (AQ) Program: Source Control by Permit
Preparation, Compliance Assurance lnspections, Plan
Review, Investigations (Open Burning, Upset and Em-
ergency Conditions, Complaints) Public Relations,
Technical Assistance. (All Regions)

Water Quality (WQ) Program: Source Control by Permit
Preparation, Compliance Assurance Inspections, Plan
Review (IW), Investigations (Upset and Emergency
Conditions, Complaints), Public Relations, Technical
Assistance. (A1l Regions)

(site evaluations and issuirg), Technical Assistance
as requested, no monitoring of Contract Counties
programs, Reduced Level of Activity in Experimental
Program. (A11 Regions)

Solid Waste Management (SW) Program: Source Control
by Permit Preparation, Compliance Assurance Inspec-
tions, Plan Review {(Operational)}, Compliaint Investi-
gations {Permit Related), No involvement in imple-
mentation of county or area-wide planning of Solid
Waste Disposal. (A1T Regions)

Investigation & Compliance Sectidn: legal Enforcement
Procedures provided to Regions, Divisions, Director,
and Contract Counties on Pollution Violations (Air,
Water, Noise, Subsurface, Solid Waste, Field Burning))

Soil Investigation Section: Services {technical
assistance) provided to WQ, Region, and Contract
Counties on Subsurface Sewage Disposal and Experi-
mental Programs and Land Disposal of Wastes.

“%79-81 cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget:

934. 4

1280.5

1,082.9

490.2

234.8

105.6

s 14,886.5

20.0

27.1

18.0

9.0

4.0

1.75

1,099.7 20.0

1,285.7 21.4

866.7 14.5

469.9 7.0

258.3 4.0

141.0 2.0

1,099.7

2,385.4

3,252.1

3,722.0

3,980.3

4,121,3

20.0

55.9

62.9

66.5

68.9

23

49

67

76

81

8L

Regional Operations

Fred M. Bolton

June 21, 1978
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Regional Operations continued

BUDGET RANKING FORM

2,3

RLE 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumulative Totals
Rank {/DP Package Name Doilars Pos.| FTE| Dollars Pos.| FTE ) bollars Pos.l FTE | %%
7 DP Restore Activities in SW and S$SSD Programs. Provide {(Shown in Lo6 . 4 6.0 4,527.7 74 .91 93
Technical Assistance, Monitor Contract Counties Pro-{subsurface
grams, Experimental Program attention, SW Planning |ans Solid-
and Implementation, Complaint Investigation (SW and |waste)
SSD).
8 |bP | Restore Field Monitoring Activities in AQ and WQ: {Show in 264.3 5.0 | 4,792.0 79.9! 98
STP effluent sampling, AQ sources testing, SSD |AQ and WQ)
work.
9 |IDP | Restore Activities in Noise Control Program: Com- f.5 138.6 2.0 | 4,930.6 81.9] 101
plaint Investigations, Compliance Action, Technical
Assistance to Noise Sources.
10 pP | LCDC Activities: To provide Technical Assistance to 258 .k k 4.0 5,189.0 85.9 (106
Local Planning Units in preparing comprehensive phns
(written, meetings, knowledge, review comments).
11 DP | Addition of Technical Staff to Eastern Region (ER): 61.5 1 1.0 | 5,250.5 86.9(107.4
Fo conduct AQ-WQ~SW Program Activities in a geogra-
phical area.
12 DP | Provide field positions in Regional Offices to con- 220.0 L 4.0 5,470.5_ 90.9{111.9
duct inspections on selected municipal and private :
sewage collection, treatment, and disposal projects.
13 DP Addition of field staff to ER: To conduct SSD activ- 47.0 1 1.G 5,517.5 91.591112.¢
ities in eight Direct Service Counties..
14 IDP | Addition of Support Service staff to ER: Service to 25.0 1 1.0 | 5,542.5 92.91113.4
' public, typing, filing, phone, mail, etc.
15 |oP { Addition of field position (via Laboratory)to SWR: 47.5 1 1.0 | 5,590.0 93.91114.4
Medford area)To monitor ambient Air Quality in
cehtral Jackson County.
%79-81 cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: $ 4,886.5
Regional Operations Fred M. Bolton Page 2 of 3
ivision or Praogran Farlked Manaaer Date




Regional Operations continued

BUDGET RANKING FORM

" 3/3

fonk ;ggi 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumulative Totals
an Package Name Dollars Pos.{ FTE{ Dollars Pos.} FTE { bollars Pos.| FTE pas
16 [pP | Addition of field position in Willamette Valley Re- 55 &5 1 1.0 61
. . 15, . .
gion (WVR) Eugene area. Treatment plant menitoring, 2,685+ ] 94.91115.5
SW inspections (IW), Animal Waste Inspections, SSD
Activities.

17 |DP | Addition of staff in Soil Investigation area, Re- 55.5 1 1.0 3 1 z
gional Operations (RO): To conduct non-point source ’ 2,701.0 95.31116.6
evaluations and increase soils technical assistance .
to Regions and Contract Counties.

18 lpP | Establish a Spill Response Manager-Coordinator in 68.8 1 [1.0 | 5,769.8 |1 96.9(11§.1
RO Division {oil-hazardous waste emergency actiities}. E

19 |pP | Addition of field position in Southwest Region (SWR): k7.0 1 1.0 | 5,816.8 |1 97.9[119.0
To conduct SSD Activities in Douglas County {tech=
nical assistance, site evaluation, enforcement).

20 |pP | Addition of field position in (SWR) Medford area to 60.5 1 1.0 | 5,877.3 |1 98.9{120.3
conduct AQ Activities: Compliance Assurance, Emis-
sion inventory, Upset Conditions, Plan Reveiw,

Complaint Investigations, Technical Assistance.

21 |DP | Addition of field position (via Lab) in SWR: To ex- 457 T (1.0 ] 5,923.0 |1 |100.0f121.2
pand ambient AQ Data Base in Jackson and Josephine 1
Counties(Grants Pass).

22 {DP Increase support staff capacity in {WVR) Salem: For 12.5 0.5 10.5 1 5,935.5 0.5 [10C.5|121.5
typing, filing, phones, mail, etc.

T%79-81 cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: $ L 886
Regional Operations
9 P Fred M. Bolton Page 3 of 3
”“Date

IVision or Program Ranked Manaae:




BUDGET RANKING FORM

77-79 Estimated

79-81 Estimated

Cumulative Totals

RLB
Rank j/DP Package Name Doilars Pos.| FTE] Dollars Pos.] FTE | Dellars Pos.| FTE %
RLB | Air quality (all Taboratory units) 1,399,42‘9 20.05] 1,399.42p 46
RLB | Water quality (all laboratory units) 1,012,757 16.41 2,412,18? 79
RLB | So14d waste (all Taboratory units) 180,202 2.61p 2-592,388  |39.1 ]85
DP { All Decision Packages (all laboratory programs) 1,151,398 14.7 1 3,743,78p 53.9 122
75<8T cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: $ 3,060,142 (total Taboratories|, digregarding progﬁFm spfit)
Laboratories Division - Summary Warren C. Westgarth 6-21-78 Page! of?
Nate

i ivision or Program Ranked

Minger




BUDGET RANKING FORM

ivision or Program Ranked

Manager

RLB : 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumulative Totals
Rank {/DP Package Name Dollars Pos.l FTE| Dollars Pos.| FTE { Dollars Pos.| FTE %=
0 |RLB{ Laboratcry administration 255,719 255,719 15
1 RLB | SIP 2 (SW Region} 102,852 1.65; 358,571 1.65 )22
2 IRLB ] SIP 4 (Portland) : 330,487 4.271 689,058 5.92 | 42
3 IRLB{ SIP 3 (Mid-Upper Willamette) 146,473 8.26]1 835,531 4.18 { 51
4 [RLB | SIP 1 {(Eastern Region} 56,847 0.85]1 892,378 5.03 |54
5 |RLB | SM 1 (Medford Special) 71,760 1.04p! 964,138 6.075 58
6 RLB|SM 2 (Portland Special) 73,525 1.1841.,037,663 17.259 63
7 IRLB MM 1 (Portland MET) 160,031 1.58 1,198,294 8.839 73
8 |[RLB | SIP 5 (SAMWG Requirements) 161,135 0.6121;359,429 9,457 82
9 [RLB|SM 4 (Grants Pass Special) 40,000 0.60 1,399,429 0. 051! 85
70 PP JLVY 2 (Low Vol Particulate Size Seg.) 148,163 1.3941,547,592 1.445 24
11 [DP | PET 2 (Smoke School) {Regional) 32,150 0.65B31,579,742 P2.098 96
12 pP [ SM 3 (Millersburg) 17,295 0.3241,597,037 2. 422 97
13 [pP {MM 2 (Met QA) 54,765 0.90] 1,657,802 53.32 100
13ADP | QA 1 (Ind. Emission AQ) 7,445 0.13P1,659,247 P3.454 100
138 DP I MIC 2 (Microscopic) 19,742 0.421 1,678,989 P3,874 102
14 PP ST 1 { Source Test Anal) 19,513 0.48} 1,698,502 P4.354 103
15 PP [ PSI 1 (Software to computer Pollution Indep) 15,000 0.301 1,713,502 P4.654 104
16 [oP PFO 1 (Fallout Network} 4,378 ¢.08¢81,717,880 P2, 738 104
17 DP M 3 (Upper Air MET) 37,651 0.53|1,755,531 Ph.268 106
18 P M 6 (F1e1d Burning 38,903 0.3081.794,434 P5.5774 109
19 PP | SF 6 (SFg Tracer) 12,273 0.2041,806,707 b5, 781 109
20 DP 0 1 (S ?fur in 011) 6,543 0.12/'1,813,250 P5.907 110
21 pP A 1 (Special Analyses}) 25,000 0.40 1,838,250 P6.30% 111
22 [P DAS 1 (QA Software) 43,902 0.10 1,882,152 P6.401 114
23 P [ MM 4 (Medford MET DBI) 49,9427 0.291,932,094 6.69T 117
24 IDP [ MIC 1 (Microscopic Problem Solv & ID) 39,438 0.914 1,971,532 P7.601 119
25 PP !POL 1 (Pollen Sampling) ~ 34,629 0.77] 2,006,161 P8. 377 121
26 PP MM 7 (KPTV Booms) 36,251 0.02 2,042,412 V3. 397 124
27 [DP SW 2 GC/MS 44,336 0.2 12,086,748 PR.59T 126
%J5-87 cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: § 1,652,385 (Air programs - 1ﬁborafories)
Laboratories Division (Air Program) Warren C. Westgarth 6/21/78 Page 2 of 2
Date




BUDGET RANKING FORM

RLEB . 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumulative Totals
Rank [/DP Package Name Dollars Pos.i FTE] Dollars Pos.[ FTE | Dollars Pos.| FTE | % =
] RLB | Laboratory administration 255,719 255,719 21
2 RLB{ L-T Surface water - Tlab 184,991 14,21 440,710 4.21137
3 |RLB| M-1 Surface water - monitoring 138,982 2.7 579,692 6.91 § 49
4 IRLB| B-1 Biological services 146,176 2.0 725,868 8.91 162
5 RLB |} L-2 Estuaries - lab 29,922 1.0 755,790 0.971 164
6 |[RLB { M-2 Estuaries - monitoring 25,652 0.5 781,442 10.47 | 66
7 |RLB | L-4 Point source - laboratory 142,057 3.5 973,499 43.91178
8 |[RLB | L-5 Subsurface - lab 28,283 0.7 951,782 4.61 181
9 RLB | L-7 Special studies - lab 28,217 0.7 979,999 5.31 183
10 |RLB { M-3 Special studies - monitoring 6,945 0.1 986,544 5.41 | 84
11 RLB | -6 Water supplies (part) 25,420 0.8 11,012,364 16.21 | 86
12 PP | L-3 Groundwater - lab 3,961 0.1 11,016,325 6.31 | 86
13 PP | M-4 Groundwater - monitoring 5,432 0.1 1,021,757 6.41 | 87
14 DP SW - 2 GC/MS 55,420 0.25 11,077,177 6.66 7 91
15 DP |B-2 Biology 110,481 2.0 1,187,658 8.66 [ 101
16 DP | L-8 Extended estuarjes - 1ab 20,000* 0.2 1,207,658 8.86 102
17 DP M-5 Extended estuaries - monitoring 50,000%* 1.0 11,257,658 9.86 ] 107
18 PP |} L-9 Restore water supplies 20,000% 0.3 1,277,658 (.16 ¢ 108
*rough estimates
-}

%79-81 cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: § 1,179,155 (Water grograms - IabOVFtOPTFS)

Laboratories Division (Water Program) Warren C. Westgarth 6/21/78 Page 3 5 4

Date

P ivision or Program Ranked

Manager




BUDGET RANKING FORM

" ivision or Program Ranked

Man: ler

RLB 77-79 Estimated 79-81 Estimated Cumuliative Totals
Rank |/DP Package Name Dollars Pos.i FTE} Dollars Pos.l FTE | Doilars Pos.| FTE
1 RLB | Laboratory Administration 53,730 0.575 53,730 U.5751) 2
2 |RLB} Section Administration 8,501 0.2 62,231 0.7751 2
3 {RLB{ Repair and maintenance 8.869 0.241 71,100 1.015| 2
4 |RLB| Landfill leachate 55,530 0.7 | 126,630 1.7151 8§
5 IRLB| ATkali Lake 31,457 0.55 | 158,087 P.265 ¢ §
6 {RLB| Chem-Nuclear 22,115 0.35) 180,202 . 615 7
7 |DP § Special Projects 25,627 0.3 | 205,828 P.9151 9
8 [DP | Resource Recovery 16,561 0.2 | 222,390 3,115 9
g ipP Increased Tandfill leachate monitoring 35,065 1.0 | 257,455 4.1157 1
10 {DP | Organic identification with GC/MS 121,525 1.0 | 379,380 b.11514 1
“%73-81 cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: § 228,602 (SoTid wagte - taboratories)
Laboratories Division (Solid Waste Program) Warren C. Westgarth - 6/21/78 Page ¢ of
Date T o




RLB Limit = $ 927.9x10°

BUDGET RANKING FORM _ Adj. Budget = $1091.7x107
; 1000's/S
RLB Fund 27-79 Estimated 79~81 Estimated Cumulative Totals
ank | /DP Package Name Source | Dollars Pos.| FTE| Dollars Pos.| FTE | Dollars Pos.] FTE %%
RLBj Adm. Asst./%Word Processing 65.3 2 2.0 74.0 2 {2.0 74.0 2 2.0 6.1
RLBt Administration R5.3 1 {1.0 | 112.0 1 1.0 | 186.0 3 3.0 | 17.
RLB| Program Devel. & Implementation (Planning, Grants,
Loans, Technical Asst.) 219.1 h k.0 | 263.3 4 3.5 | 456.8 7 6.5 | 41.
RLB| Recycling Information 126.8 | 5 3.5 | 157.7 5 13.5 1 614.5 |12 J10.0 7 56.
RLB] S.W. Disposal Control (Permits, Plan Review, : ' )
Compliance, Training, Tech. Asst.) Th8.3 3 2.5 | 181.6 '3 |2.5 ] 796.1 15 12.5 | 72.°
RLB| H.W. Disposal Control (Disposal Facilities, 127.3
Rules, Admin., Alkali Lake, etc.) 2 2.0 14y, 4 2 2.0 gho.5 17.014.5 86.
i DP | Open Dump Inventory under RCRA FF 0 -0 to0 56.5 1 1.0 | 997.0 18 15.5 | 9.
2 bP Restore full Recycling Information & Waste ' ’
Reduction (RF 22.4 - 0.5 50.6 - 1.0 |1047.6 18 16.5 96.
3 DP | Hazardous Waste Manifest System FF 39.1 1 11.0 59.2 1 1.0 |1106.8 19 17.5 1107.4
4 | DP | RCRA Hazardous Waste Management (Treatment,
Storage, & Generator Control) FF 0 0l o0 106.0 2 1.5 11212.8 21 19.0 (117,
5 | DP | Solid Waste Data Base Development & Update GF 0 -1 - 34.5 - 0.5 [1247.3 21 19.5 114.3
6 DP Public Participation Program 7 ' FF 37.2 1 1.0 43.8 1 1.0 }1296.1 22 20.5 [118.7
7 DP Improved Solid Waste Disposal Control : GF 0 ) 0 56.5 1 1.0 |1352.6 23 21.5 {123.9
8 |pP | Procurement, 0i1 & Tire Programs under RCRA FF 0 010 4.5 1 1.0 {1398.1 24 |22.5 {128.
9 {DP Pesticide Containet Control Program . FF 0 - - 28.3 - 0.5 | 1426.4 24 123.0 {130.
10 | DP Solid Waste Tax Credits ‘ GF 33.4 - Jo.5 39.8 - 0.5 | 1466.2 2L 123.5 1134,
19 {18
“**Most of what 1s reflected as program expansion
{$236.3x03/4FTE) anticipates E-Board approval of
FY 79 EPA Grant prior to and extending into
79-81 Biennium.
Net proposed program expansion is: DP#2 ($25%103/D.5FTE)
DP#7 ($56.5x10p/1.0FTE)
“79-8Y cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: $10971.7x103
Sotid Waste 7 Ernest A. Schmidt 1/21/78 Page 1 of |
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BUDGET RANKING FORM

i
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ALB 77-79 Estimated 79-B1 Estimated Cumuiative Totals _
Rank | /DP Package Name Dollars [Pos.] FTE} Dollars |[Pos.f FTE |Dollars | Pos.] FTE | % *
1-12 RLB | Director's Office 2 2 171.0 2 2 171.0 2 2 7
1-12 LB | Information Services 1 1 87.7 1 1 258.7 3 3 11
1-12 RLB | Public Affairs Officer 1 1 86.2 1 1 344.9 4 4 15.
1-12 RLB | Administration, MSD, Tax Credits & EQC Liaisaon 2 2 178.6 2 2 523.5 ) 6 22
1-12 RLB | Accounting 6 | 6 498,2 6 6 1,021.7 |1 1 44
1-12 RLB | Photocopy Services 1 1 23.1 1 1 1.044.8 |12 12 45
1-12 RLB | Correspondence Production 3 3 141.4 3 3 1,186.2 {15 15 52
1-12 RLB | Mail Room Services 1 1 56.5 1 1 1,242.7 116 16 54
1-12 RLB | Administrative Support 3 13 | 141.5 3 13 1,384.2 119 ] 19 | 60
1-12 RLB JHearings 2 2 129.5 2 2 1,513.7 21 21 66
1-12 RLB |Budgeting 4 4 203.4 4 4 1,722.1 |25 25 75
1-12 RLB |Personne] Recruitment 3 3 142.6 3 3 1,864.7 |28 28 81
13 RLB jPurchasing & Property Control 1 1 70.9 1 1 1,935.6- |29 2 84
14 DP ] Intergovernmental Coordination 1 1 72.7 } ] 2,008.3 |30 30 88
15 DP JContract Admin. & Space Management 1 ] 65.5 1 1 2,073.8 {31 31 90
16 DP [Graphic Artist 0 o0 45,3 1 1 2,119.1 {32 32 92
17 DP |Economist 0 0 58.8 1 ] 2,177.9 {33 - 33 95
18 DP [LCDC Coordination 0 0 127.0 3 3 2,304.9 |36 36 101
19 DP Accounting Worklead & Efficiency Increase g. |0 12.3 ] 1 2,317.2 |37 37 101
20 |DP }Planning Coordinator it 0 49.9 1 1 2,367.1 |38 38 [103
21 DP 1Assistant Personnel ilanager 0 0 47.0 1 1 2,414,171 |39 39 {105
22 DP |Restores Central Stores I ] 35.2 1 1 2,449.3 |40 40 1107
23 ° {DP [Mord Processing Modular Furniture J 0. 4.2 0 0 2,453.5 40 40 107
24 DP |Policy Analyst 1 1 70.0 1 1 2,523.5 M1 41 |110
25 DP [Additional Hearing Officer _ [0 |0 {55.6 11 11 [2,579.1 |42 {42 {113
1,917,1 B3 33 |2,579.1 4?2 142

"%X79-81 cumulative dollars as a percent of Adjusted Budget: $2,281.3

Agency Management Bill Young 6/21/78 Page 1 of 1

Date

» ivision or Program Ranked

Manager




