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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 

CONSENT ITEMS 

January 18, 1980 

Portland City Council Chambers 
1220 Southwest Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

AGENDA 

Items on the consent agenda are considered routine and generally will be 
acted on without public ·discussion. If a particular item is of specific 
interest to a ·commission member, or sufficient public interest for public 
comment is indicated, the Chairman may hold any item over for discussion. 

A. Minutes of the December 14, 1979 Commission meeting. 

B. Monthly Activity Report for November 1979. 

C. Tax Credit Applications. 

D. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on 1 icensing 
of hazardous waste treatment facilities pursuant to SB 76 (Ch. 132, 1979 laws). 

E. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing on proposed 
amendments to noise control regulations to establish noise emission 
1 imits for new motorboats (OAR 340-35-025). 

PUBLIC FORUM 

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

INFORMATIONAL ITEM 

G. Evans Products Company, Sorval 1 is - Informational report on proposed 
issuance of air contaminant discharge permit. 

ACTION ITEM - VARIANCE REQUEST 

The Commission may hear testimony on this item at the time designated but 
may reserve action until the work session later in the meeting. 

H. Request by Boise Cascade Corporation, White City, for a variance from 
the compliance schedule for veneer dryers (OAR 340-30-045(b)). 
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OTHER ACTION ITEMS - RULE ADOPTIONS 

' 
The Commission may hear testimony on these items at the time designated 
but may reserve action until the work session later in the meeting. 

I. Proposed adoption of amendments to motor vehicle emission testing 
rules that revise policy on engine changes and other housekeeping 
matters (OAR 340-24-320 through 24-350). 

J. Proposed adoption of changes to air quality schedule of civil 
penalties (OAR 340-12-050). 

K. Proposed adoption of amendments to primary aluminum plant 
regulations (OAR 340-25-065(A)(b) and 25-265(5)). 

b. _PFof>osea adof>tioA of elarifieatioA of OAR 3 110 30 060 regardi·Ag- POSTPONED 
-t-Re-e-a-lcLJlatioA of plaRt site emissioR 1 imits iR the Medf-ord/AsnlaRd 
-A+-r-QuaJ..i-t-y-Ma-i-nt-enanee-Area-. 

M. Proposed adoption of rules to clarify emission limits for veneer 
dryers in the Medford/Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 
(OAR 340-30-010 and 30~020). 

N. Proposed adoption of open fie 1 d burning regu I at.ions, OAR 340-26-005 
through 26-030, and amendment to the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

WORK SESSION 

The Commission reserves this time if needed to further consider proposed 
action on any item on the agenda. 

Because of the uncertain time span involved, the Commission reserves the 
right to.deal with any item at any time in the meeting except those items 
with a designated time certain. Anyone wishing to be heard on an agenda 
item that doesn't have a designated time on the agenda should be at the 
meeting when it commences to be certain they don't miss the agenda item. 

The Commission will breakfast (7:30 am) at the Portland Motor Hotel, 
1414 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland; and lunch at Portland City Hall. 



THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC 

MINUTES ON THE ONE HUNDRED SEVENTEENTH MEETING 
OF THE 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

January 18, 1980 
' 

On Friday, January 18, 1980, the one hundred seventeenth meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened in the Portland City 
Council Chambers, 1220 Southwest Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

Present were all Commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairmani Mr. 
Albert H. Densmore, Vice Chairmani Mr. Ronald M. Somers; Mr. Fred J. 
Burgessi and Mrs. Mary v. Bishop. Present on behalf of the Department 
were its Director and several members of the Department staff. 

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's 
recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Director's 
Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 Southwest Fifth 
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

BREAKFAST MEETING 

All Commission members were in attendance. 

1. Disposal of Portland Area Storm Debris - Mr. Thomas Bispham of the 
Department's Northwest Region Office reported that local jurisdictions 
would be asking the Director for special letter burning permits to 
burn the debris resulting from the recent snow and ice storm in the 
Portland Area. He said that the Director intended to issue those 
permits as appropriate. The Director recommended that the Commission 
not allow individuals to burn until the start of the regular open 
burning season March 1. The Commission agreed with this 
recommendation. 

2. Locations for future meetings - The Commission agreed on the following 
dates and locations for future meetings: 

April 18 
May 16 
June 20 
July 18 
August 15 
September 19 

Eugene 
Salem 
Portland 
Portland 
Pendleton 
Bend 

The Commission asked that the Governor's office be checked with to 
see if travel by the Commission around the state was acceptable. 

3. Upcoming Commission policy decisions - This item was postponed until 
the Commission's breakfast meeting in February. 



- 2 -

4. LPG/NG conversions eligibility for tax credit - Mr. Ron Householder 
of the Department's Vehicle Inspection Program presented a report 
to the Commission on this matter. Commissioner Somers commented that 
a number of businesses in Portland could not obtain adequate gasoline 
for their vehicle fleets and it would be nice to be able to encourage 
alternative fuel usage. Mr. Ray Underwood, Department of Justice, 
suggested that the Director request a formal opinion on this matter 
fran the Attorney General. The Commission agreed this would be 
appropriate. 

5. Hazardous waste.s abandoned site search - Mr. Rich Reiter, of the 
Department's Hazardous Wastes Section, presented a progress report 
on the search for abandoned hazardous waste sites. He said that EPA 
was going to put out an interim report on the preliminary results 
of the search. 

6. Schedule for u2date of Goals and Objectives - The Commission requested 
a report at the.February breakfast meeting on how the Goals and 
Objectives sessions were going. They indicated they would attempt 
to participate in the agency-wide session on March 21/22, 1980. 

FORMAL MEETING 

All Commission members were present for the formal meeting. 

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 14, 1979 COMMISSION MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR NOVEMBER 1979 

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

AGENDA .ITEM D - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING 
ON LICENSING OF HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT FACILITIES PURSUANT TO SB 76 
(CHAPTER 132, Oregon Laws 1979) 

AGENDA ITEM E - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING ON 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS TO ESTABLISH NOISE 
EMISSION LIMITS FOR NEW MOTORBOATS (OAR 340-35-025) 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Bishop and 
carried unanimously that the following action be taken on the above agenda 
items: 

Item A - Minutes approved as presented. 
Item B - Monthly Activity Report approved as presented. 
Item C - Tax Credit Applications T-1109, T-1131, T-1132 and T-1149 

be approved and Pollution Control Facility Certificates 
34, 454, 548 and 570 be revoked. 

Item D - The public hearing be authorized. 
Item E - The public hearing be authorized. 
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DIPOSAL OF PORTLAND AREA STORM DEBRIS 

This item was in response to questions from the public regarding disposal 
of debris caused by a recent snow and ice storm in Portland area. Mr. Tom 
Bispham of the Department's Northwest Region Office said the Department 
contacted the hardest hit local jurisdictions. He said those areas were 
now in the process of cleanup, but it was estimated that there was 25 
percent more debris that last year. He said that the City of Portland 
set up five transfer sites for the collection of storm debris from 
citizens. The City of Portland applied for a special letter permit to 
burn the debris at West Delta Park and he said the other local 
jurisdictions would be asking for special permits also. 

Mr. Bispham said that the spring burning season would begin March 1 and 
the recommendation fran the Portland Air Quality Advisory Committee was 
to wait until that date to allow the public to burn. He said that the 
collection site locations would be publicized and they were trying to get 
help for persons who did not have the capability to haul debris to a 
collection site. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

Ms. Dolores Benz appeared regarding the burning of storm debris. She 
testified that the damage was worse than last year and she did not have 
the capability to cover the material or haul it off. Ms. Benz questioned 
the ability of the City to get permits to burn when she could not. 

Chairman Richards told Ms. Benz that the local jurisdictions were more 
in a position to burn under controlled conditions than individuals. 

Mr. Bispham said that the cities would not in all probability be burning 
before the March 1 date when individuals would be allowed to burn. In 
any event, he said, the burning period this year had been extended so 
individuals would be allowed to burn between March 1 and June 15. 

Mr Donald Crispan testified that there would be less of a problem with 
smoke if burning were allowed on good days year-round instead of 
concentrated in a short period of time. He suggested that the public be 
informed on how to burn properly. Mr. Crispan also stated his opinion 
that the burning periods were set up arbitrarily without citizen input 
and to accommodate special interest groups. 

Mr. Crispan also stated that he had had difficulty in finding out when 
this meeting was to be held and suggested that in the future wider 
publicity be given to meetings on open burning. 

AGENDA ITEM J - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF CHANGES TO AIR QUALITY SCHEDULE OF 
CIVIL PENALTIES (OAR 340-12-050) 

The Legislature authorized increases in the civil penalties for air quality 
violations to $10,000 per day. The Department proposed changes to the 
Air Quality Schedule of Civil Penalties, and held public hearings to 
receive testimony. The proposed rule change was presented at this meeting 
for consideration and adoption. 



- 4 -

Summation 

1. The Legislature authorized increases in.civil penalties for air 
quality violations from $500 to $10,000 per day. 

2. The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.130 to establish a 
schedule of civil penalties. 

3. At the October 19, 1979, EQC meeting, the Commission authorized 
public hearings on the proposed rule changes. A public hearing 
was held on December 15, 1979. 

4. The Department has proposed modifications to the Air Quality 
Schedule of Civil Penalties which would result in an increase 
in the maximum penalty to $10,000 and the minimum penalty to 
$50. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation, it is recommended that OAR 340-12-150, Air 
Quality Schedule of Civil Penalties, be adopted as proposed. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore and carried unanimously that the 
Director's recommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM K - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANT 
REGULATIONS \OAR 340-25-265(A) \b) and 25-265(5) 

OAR 340-25-265\5) required the EQC to review, during calendar year 1979, 
the feasibility of applying "new plant" emission limits to "existing 
plants." Upon determining that this review was not practical due to 
insufficient data representing current control equipment at aluminum plants 
in Oregon, the Department proposed to extend the review and related 
compliance dates by two years. 

The Department held a public hearing on November 29, 1979, at which the 
aluminum companies supported and no one opposed the proposed changes. 

Summation 

1. An adequate data base is not available at this time to conduct 
a review regarding applying "new plant" emission limits to 
existing aluminum plants. 

2. The Department proposed to amend the aluminum plant regulation 
to facilitate the accumulation and analyses of emission data 
representative of current control equipment at aluminum plants 
in Oregon. 

3. A public hearing was held on November 
EQC authorization and public notice. 
indicated that the aluminum companies 
opposed the proposed changes. 

29, 1979, subsequent to 
The testimony received 
concurred with and no one 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt 
the proposed amendments to OAR 340-25-265(4) (b} and 340-25-265(5). 

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

AGENDA ITEM M - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF RULES TO CLARIFY EMISSION LIMITS FOR 
VENEER DRYERS IN THE MEDFORD/ASHLAND AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA (OAR 
340-30-010 and 30-020) 

The Department proposed clarifications to the rules for veneer dryers in 
the Medford-Ashland AQMA. The Commission previously authorized public 
hearings and adopted the proposed rules as temporary rules. The Department 
held a public hearing and is presenting the proposed rules for 
consideration for adoption as permanent rules. These clarifications will 
not change emission limits or compliance schedules. 

Summation 

l. The Department adopted emission limits and compliance schedules 
for the veneer dryers in the Medford-Ashland AQMA by referencing 
portions of existing veneer dryer rules for non-AQMA areas. 

2. The Department later adopted additional limits for wood fired 
veneer dryers outside AQMAs and in the process changed some 
subsection designations which made some portions of the 
Medford-Ashland AQMA rules meaningless. 

3. The proposed changes under consideration herein will reinstate 
the Medford-Ashland AQMA rules to the previous and originally 
intended form. 

4. The Commission authorized public hearings to receive testimony 
on the proposed rule change. After public notice, the Department 
held a hearing but no testimony was submitted. 

Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that OAR 340-30-010 and 
020 be adopted. 

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

AGENDA ITEM N - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF OPEN FIELD BURNING REGULATIONS, OAR 
340-26-005 THROUGH 26-030, AND AMENDMENT TO THE OREGON STATE IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN 
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Summation 

Revisions to the rules regulating open field burning have been 
proposed in order to: 

a) Implement changes required by the new field burning law, 
Chapter 181, Oregon Laws, 1979. 

b) Implement a "performance standard" approach to field burning 
regulations which would essentially prevent air quality 
standards violations due to field burning; and 

c) Reorganize and clarify the rules. 

A public hearing was held on December 14, 1979, to consider the 
proposed rules. Testimony received at that hearing and during the 
subsequent period of open record was reviewed, In general, the 
testimony supported the proposed rules. In addition, the Department 
of Environmental Quality and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
staff reviewed and discussed the proposed rules. 

Based on the public hearing record and discussion with the EPA staff, 
additional rule changes were proposed to: 

a) Modify subsection 26-015(3) (c), regulating field burning 
based upon air quality conditions, to make its application 
more general. Also eliminate the reference in the 
regulation to the specific projected Total Suspended 
Particulate level of 135 ug/m3 in favor of a value developed 
after more experimentation. 

b) Modify the _definition of hours of smoke intrusion in 
Eugene-Springfield such that late season hours of smoke 
intrusions of moderate levels are counted as heavy 
intrusions; that is, two hours are recorded for each hour 
of actual smokiness. 

Revision a) was proposed, after discussions with EPA representatives, 
to avoid a significant contribution by field burning to a violation 
of applicable air quality standards. Revision b) above was proposed 
by the City of Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council in order to provide 
late-season protection to the Eugene-Springfield area. 

If adopted the proposed rules, supporting documentation, and plan 
for implementation would be submitted to the EPA immediately. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the information set forth in pages 1-5" of the Director's 
January 18, 1980, staff report to the Commission; the testimony in 
the record of the December 14, 1979, public hearing; and the 
recommendation of Oregon State University pursuant to ORS 468.460(3), 
it is recommended that the Environmental Quality Commission act as 
follows: 



- 7 -

1. Designate as its final Statement of Need for Rulemaking the 
Statement of Need set forth in Attachment 1 to the Director's 
staff report. 

2. Adopt as permanent rules the proposed rules set forth in 
Attachment II to the Director's staff report, such rules to 
become effective upon their prompt filing (along with the 
Statement of Need for Rulemaking) with the Secretary of State. 

3. Instruct the staff to submit, pursuant to federal rules, those 
portions of the rules set forth in Attachment II of the 
Director's staff report plus additional supporting documentation 
as may be necessary for approval by the Environmental Protection 
Agency, as a revision to the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

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

AGENDA ITEM G - EVANS PRODUCTS COMPANY, CORVALLIS - INFORMATIONAL REPORT 
ON PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 

Evans Products Company installed a submicroporous battery separator plant 
at their Corvallis location without obtaining an air contaminant discharge 
permit. 

The Department held a public hearing regarding a proposed permit in 
Corvallis on November 28, 1979. Since then, the testimony has been 
evaluated and some changes have been made in the permit. 

Although the Department has received requests to withhold issuance of the 
permit until the fugitive TCE losses have been identified, the Director 
preferred at this point to issue the permit, with the Commission's 
concurrence, so that the Department could pursue enforcement actions should 
Evans falter in their agreement to conduct the testing and control programs 
set forth in the permit. 

Summation 

1. The Friends of Benton County requested, at the December 14, 1979, 
Commission meeting, that the issuance of the Evans Products 
Submicroporous Battery Separator Plant Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit be delayed. 

2. The Friends of Benton County presented several reasons for that 
request. 

3. The Evans Products Company currently possesses a Temporary Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

4. The proposed permit for the Company already contains provisions 
addressing the concerns of the Friends of Benton County as 
expressed in their written testimony submitted on December 14, 
1979, with one exception. 
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5. At this time, air sampling and literature on TCE do not support 
a requirement for a toxicological investigation of local 
residents. 

6. The testimony of the Friends of Benton County expressing the 
concerns of the local citizens has been evaluated. The proposed 
permit contains conditions which address the concerns expressed 
in the testimony where appropriate. Without the permit, these 
special conditions are unenforceable. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the Commission 
concur with his intention to issue the Evans Products Company 
Submicroporous Battery Separator Permit. 

Mr. Fritz Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Division, told the 
Commission that condition 13 of the permit regarding reporting to the 
Department would be omitted in the final permit because the provision was 
covered elsewhere in the permit. 

Mr. Charles Boyle, Friends of Benton County, presented written testimony 
and reiterated the feeling of his group that a permit not be issued until 
more information on where the TCE emissions were going was available. 

Chairman Richards replied that he thought the staff report addressed that 
matter well. H~ said the permit could be reviewed when more information 
became available and DEQ would continue to be interested in the matter 
of the fugitive TCE emissions and will continue to monitor the plant. 

Mr. James Foster, Corvallis, testified that he owned a bicycle motocross 
track adjacent to the Evans plant. He stated his concern about the 
fugitive TCE emissions not being identified. Mr. Foster said that DEQ 
was not concerned about the public health hazard presented by this plant 
and urged that violations of standards by Evans Products be enforced. 

Chairman Richards said that DEQ had tested and found TCE emission were 
below federal standards. He said that .if, after further testing the TCE 
emissions were found to violate standards, then the plant would cease 
operation. 

Mr. William Denison, Corvallis, was also concerned with the unidentified 
fugitive emissions fran the plant. He was not convinced the emissions 
were going entirely into the ambient air. Mr. Denison urged that a permit 
not be issued until the fugitive emissions could be controlled. 

Mr. Diarmuid O'Scannlain, Evans Products Company, indicated the Company 
had no comment to make at this time. 

Director Young said that the permit was an enforcement tool and needed 
to be in place before enforcement action can be taken. 
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Conunissioner Densmore and 
carried unanimously that the Director be guided to issue the permit with 
further modifications as necessary to require more frequent testing under 
conditions 14 a and b should TCE samples exceed limits. 

AGENDA ITEM H - REQUEST BY BOISE CASCADE CORPORATION, WHITE CITY, FOR A 
VARIANCE FROM THE COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE FOR VENEER DRYERS (OAR 340-30-045(b) 

Boise Cascade Corporation requested a variance to operate the veneer dryers 
at their White City plant without controls beyond the January 1, 1980, 
compliance deadline. The control equipment was purchased but the 
manufacturer has been unable to deliver and install the equipment as 
originally agreed. Therefore, the Department has proposed a variance until 
April 1, 1980, to allow completion of the control system. 

Sununation 

1. Boise Cascade Corporation has requested a variance from OAR 
340-30-045(b) for the uncontrolled veneer dryers at their plant 
in White City. They requested this variance until April l, 1980. 

2. The company has already issued purchase orders and taken delivery 
of some of the necessary equipment. 

3. The manufacturer of the equipment has indicated that the system 
cannot be completed prior to January 1, 1980. This circumstance 
is beyond control of the company. 

4. The Department has proposed a variance which would allow 
operation of the uncontrolled veneer dryers until April l, 1980. 

5. The Conunission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a variance, 
if it finds that strict compliance with the rules is 
inappropriate because conditions exist that are beyond the 
control of the company. 

Director's Reconunendation 

Based upon the findings in the Sununation, it is reconunended that a 
variance from OAR 340-30-045(b) and the plant site emission limit 
contained in the permit, be granted to Boise Cascade Corporation for 
the operation of the veneer dryers at their plant in White City, 
subject to the following conditions: 

1. On-site construction of the control equipment shall be completed 
by no later than March 15, 1980. 

2. The compliance of all veneer dryers shall be demonstrated by 
no later than April 1, 1980. 

3. Portions of the plant site emission limits allocated to the 
veneer dryers will not be applicable until April 1, 1980. They 
will be prorated for the remainder of the calendar year. 
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4. If the Department determines that the veneer dryer emissions 
cause significant adverse impact on the community or airshed, 
this variance may be revoked. 

5. The variance will expire on April 1, 1980. 

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

AGENDA ITEM I - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION 
TESTING RULES THAT REVISE POLICY ON ENGINE CHANGES AND OTHER HOUSEKEEPING 
MATTERS (OAR 340-24-320 THROUGH 24-350) 

The Commission is being asked to approve revisions to the inspection 
program rules. The proposed rule change would: 

1) Change to December 31 of each year the license expiration dates 
for self7 inspecting fleets; 

2) Eliminate references to electric cars; and 

3) Revise the policy on engine changes that 1980 and newer cars 
would be required to maintain the original factory installed 
system. Older cars would continue to have basically the same 
allowances as they do now except the unleaded fuel usage and 
catalytic converters (if so equipped) must be maintained. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation in the staff report, it is recommended that 
the proposed rule modifications be adopted. 

After some discussion it was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore and seconded 
by Commissioner Burgess that the Director's recomm.endation be approved 
and that the staff be directed to prepare a submittal to the next 
Legislative Session to change the statute on conversion of motor vehicles 
to alternative fuels. The motion carried with Commissioner Some:t;"q di$s.~ti.n9~ 

In further business, Chairman Richards requested that a schedule of civil 
penalties assessed be made a part of the monthly report on a calendar year 
basis. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

CAS:f 
MF0755 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~cs-~~ 
Carol A. Splettstaszer 
Recording Secretary 



EQC BREAKFAST AGENDA 

January 18, 1980 

1. Location of April, May, June and July EQC Meetings. 

2. Review of policy·decisions that will be coming up 
for EQC action over the next six months. 

3. LPG/LNG Conversions - Eligibility for tax credit. 

4. Hazardous wastes abandoned site search. 

5. Status report on Program Evaluation Study. 

6. Schedule for review and update of agency goals and 
objectives. 
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DEQ-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item B, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

November,· 1979, Program Activity Report and December, 1979, Hearings Report 

Discussion 

Attached is the November, 1979, Program Activity Report and the December, 1979, 
Hearings Report. 

ORS 468.325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plans and specifi­
cations for construction of air contaminant sources. 

Water Quality and Solid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals or dis­
approvals and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of permits are 
prescribed by statutes to be functions of the Department, subject to appeal to 
the Cammi ss ion. 

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; and 

3) to provide a log on the status of DEQ/EQC contested cases. 

Recommendation 

It is the Director's Recommendation that the Commission take notice of the repor­
ted program activities and contested cases, giving confirming approval to the air 
contaminant source plans and specifications listed on pages 2 and 3 of the report. 

M.Downs:ahe 
229-6485 
01-14-80 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



Air Qua 1 i ty 

13 
54 

12 
149 

Division 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Monthly Activity Report 

November, 1979 
Month 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

Permit Actions Completed - Summary 
Permit Actions Pending - Summary 
Permit Actions Completed - Listing 

Water Quality Division 

51 Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
16 Plan Actions Pending - Summary . 

Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

14 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 
206 . Permit Actions Pending - Summary . 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 

Solid Wastes Management Division 

5 
10 

17 
76 

Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Pending - Summary • 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

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

Hearings Section 

1 
1 
2 

12 
12 
13 

1 
1 
4 

15 
15 
16 

1 
1 

11 

17 
17 
18 

DEQ Contested Case Log • • • . • . . • . • . . • • • • • • • • 21 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

. AQ, WQ, SW Divisions November, 1979 

Air 
Direct Sources 

Water 
Municipal 
Industrial 

Solid Waste 
General Refuse 
Demolition 
Industrial 
Sludge 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

12 76 

44 45~ 
13 67 

1 ~ 
0 
1 6 
0 2 

0 0 

73 622 

Plans 
Ap.proved 

Month Fis. Yr. 

13 84 

51 464 
16 65 

4 11 
1 1 
0 5 
0 1 

0 0 

85 631 

- 1 -

Plans 
Disapproved 

Month Fis.Yr. 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 2 
1 1 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 3 

Plans 
Pending 

54 

26 
24 

0 

114 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division November, 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* 
* 
* 
* 

County 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* * Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* 

* * 
* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Direct Stationary Sources 

Clackamas Spaulding Pulp & Paper Co. 05/24/79 
(NC 1202) Refuse boiler and sorter 

Multnomah Atlantic Richfield 10/29/79 
(NC 1385) Gasoline vapor recovery unit 

Lane Clark & Powell Lumber Co •• 10/09/79 
(NC 1417) Paving lumber storage yard 

Clackamas Precision Castparts Corp. 11/26/79 
(NC 1433) New foundry 

Jackson Martin Brothers Container 09/19/79 
(NC 1482) & T. P. Corp. 

Blow pipe system 

Linn Oregon Metallurgical Corp. 10/26/79 
(NC 1484) Mill products finishing 

equipment 

Linn Oregon Metallurgical Corp. 10/26/79 
(NC 1485) Production expansion 

Washington Daelco, Inc. 11/26/79 
(NC 1490) Lead oxide for batteries 

Lane Daelco, Inc. 11/05/79 
(NC 1491) Lead oxide for batteries 

Linn Teledyne Wah Chang 10/23/79 
(NC 1502) Silicon tetrachloride 

storage facility 

Jackson Medford Corp. 11/07/79 
(NC 1507) Four burley scrubbers on 

boiler 

Linn Teledyn Wah Chang 10/30/79 
(NC 1510) TiCl pilot plant 

- 2 -

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
(tax credit only) 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

• 
A!?proved 

Approved 

Cancelled 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

* 
* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division November, 1979 

* 
* County 
* 
* 

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* * Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* 

* * * Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Action 

Direct Stationary Sources 

Multnomah Portland General Electric 10/31/79 Approved 
(NC 1511) Gasoline storage tank 

Crook Clear Pine Mouldings, Inc. 11/08/79 Approved 
(NC 1513) New wood waste collection 

system 

- 3 -

* 
* 
* .* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division November 1979 
(Reporting '.Jni t) (Month and Year). 

* 
* 
* 

County 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 
* 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Municipal Wastes Sources (51) 

Umatilla 

Coos 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Lane 

Washington 

Douglas 

Grant 

Deschutes 

Jackson 

Tillamook 

Coos 

Jackson 

Rev. Deadmans Pass STP 
Oregon DOT 

Jack's Mobile Home Pk 
Bridge 

Cherry Ct N. of Locust 
Stayton 

Pamela's Add Subd. 
CCSD No. l 

Maywood 
Eugene 

Trotter's Terrace Subd. 
USA 

N. Umpqua SD/Gordon Brown 
NRSD 

Panorama Terrace Add 
John Day 

Nolan's Add 
Redmond 

Shasta Meadows Subd 
Eagle Point 

Pacific City Sewers 
Revised, Pacific City 

Verlin-Lafiette Revised 
North Bend 

Hallett Subdivision 
Medford 

- 4 -

ll/13/79 

10/2/79 

11/5/79 

11/19/79 

11/2/79 

11/8/79 

11/19/79 

11/21/79 

11/12/79 

11/21/79 

11/13/79 

ll/o0/79 

11/21/79 

Action 

PA 

Comments 
l/23/79 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division November 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year). 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County * Name of Source/Project · * Date of * Action 
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * 
* * * * 
Municipal Waste Sources - Continued 

Marion Heather Heights 11/19/79 PA 
Salem 

Umatilla S.E. Second Avenue 11/19/79 PA 
Milton-Freewater 

Jackson Randy Street 11/1/79 PA 
Ashland 

Washington Apartment Complex 11/1/79 PA 
Forest Grove 

Hood River District 9 Div. l Project ll}i/79 PA 
Hood River 

Marion Pheasant Hill 11/28/79 PA 
Salem 

Clackamas· McCaff erty Hill 11/21/79 PA 
Gladstone 

Clackamas Baker Drive Ind. Pk. 11/29/79 PA 
Canby 

Hood River Mike Goe Property 11/19/79 PA 
Odell SSD 

Washington Summer Hills Park 11/28/79 PA 
USA--Durham 

Jackson Black Oak Shopping Center 11/29/79 PA 
Medford 

Lincoln Township 13 Phase 3 11/28/79 PA 
Waldport 

Coos Public Square Ct ll/28/79 PA 
North Bend 

- 5 -

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY' REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

* 
* 
* 

County 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 
* 

* Date of 
* Action 
* 

Municipal waste Sources - Continued 

Multnomah Children's World Ph IV 11/21/79 
Gresham 

Multnomah SW Greenleaf DR/Grenlef CT 11/20/79 
Portland 

Douglas Parkview Subd. Revised 11/20/79 
Myrtle Creek 

Washington Eiden Sewer Extension 11/8/79 
USA 

Josephine Agness Avenue 11/21/79 
Grants Pass 

Douglas De Priest Extension 11/20/79 
Green S.D. 

Douglas Bourne St. Exte.nsion 11/20/79 
Green S.D. 

Douglas Happy Valley Rd. Extension 11/20/79 
Green S.D. 

Lane Sav-Mor Park Subd. Phase 1 11/8/79 
Lowell 

Lincoln Shell Sewer Extension 11/28/79 
Depoe Bay 

Multnomah Linneman Pump station 11/19/79 
& Pipeline, Gresham 

Multnomah NE Mallory-McLelland ll/23/79 
Portland 

- 6 -

November 1979 
(Month and Year). 

* 
* 
* 

Action 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division November 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year). 

* County 
* 
* 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

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

Municipal Waste Sources - Continued 

Multnomah 

Lane 

Lane 

Jackson 

Clackamas 

Deschutes 

Klamath 

Tillamook 

Washington 

Washington 

Marion 

Sandpiper East No. 2 
Gresham 

Isabelle Plat 
Eugene 

Raindrop Ridge 
Eugene 

Dudley Sewer Extension 
BCVSA 

Arista Hts No. 3 Subd. 
Oregon City 

Contract .No. 8 
Bend 

Basin View Trunk 
Klamath Falls 

Lateral Extension Q-13 
Twin Rocks S.D. 

Grenich 
USA, Hillsboro 

Ginger Park 
USA, Hillsboro 

11/26/79 

11/26/79 

11/26/79 

11/28/79 

11/28/79 

11/30/79 

11/30/79 

11/30/79 

11/28/79 

11/28/79 

Eola Dr. E. of College Dr. 11/30/79 
Salem 

- 7 -

Action 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

• 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division November 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year). 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County 
* 
* 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and T¥Pe of Same 
* 

Municipal Waste Sources - Continued 

Marion 

Jackson 

Kooskooskee 
Salem 

Laurelwood Phase 1 
Medford 

PA • Provisional Approval 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

11/30/79 

11/30/79 

·- - 8 -

Action 

PA 

PA 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

water Quality 
(Reporting unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County 

* 
* 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES 

Tillamook 

Linn 

Linn 

Walter J. Blankenship 
Beaver, Liquid Manure 
Holding Tank 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Silicon Tetrachloride Tank 
Berm 

·Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Titanium Chloride Storage 
Tank Berm 

Washington Marcus E. Simantel 
Hillsboro, Undergound 
Manure Tank and Irrigation 
System 

Washington Donald Elmore,. Banks 
Underground Manure Tank 
and Irrigation System 

* Date of 
* Action 
* 

10/10/79 

10/23/79 

10/30/79 

11/2/79 

11/2/79 

November, 1979 
(Month and Year) 

* 
* 
* 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Marion Moore's Brae Mailen, Aurora 
Earthen Storage Lagoon 

11/26/79. Approved 

Washington Tektronix, Beaverton 
Oil/Water Separator 

Marion Siltech Corp., Salem 
Silicon Wafer Water 
Pollution Control 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Richard Guest, Molalla 
Manure Holding Tank 
and Spreader 

Arnold Moore, Boring 
Manure Holding Pond, 
Storage Tank and Irrigation 
Irrigation System 

- 9 -

11/6/79 Approved 

11/7/79 Approved 

11/8/79 Approved 

11/8/79 Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality 
(Reporting Unit) 

PLAN ACTIONS 

* County * Name of Source/Project 

* * /Site and Type of Same 

* * 
Industrial Waste Sources 

Douglas 

Linn 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Polk 

Multnomah 

International Paper 
Gardiner, Log Handling 

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
Columbium Pilot Plant 
Expansion 

S. P. Anodizing, Inc., 
Portland, Anodizing Tank 
Overflow Control 

Richard Hess Hog Farm 
Astoria, Animal Waste 
Holding Tank 

Gould, Inc., Salem 
Spill Containment-Acid 
Mixing Tower 

Arco Terminal, Portland 
Upgrade A.P.I. Separators 

COMPLETED 

* Date of 

* Action 

* 

11/13/79 

11/15/79 

11/15/79 

11/16/79 

11/20/79 

11/27/79 

- 10 -

November, 1979 
(Month and Year) 

* Action 

* 
* 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid waste Division November, 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* County * 
* * 
* * 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

Name of Source/Project 
/Site and Type of Same 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Clackamas Rossman's 
Existing Site 

10-31-79 

Curry 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Baker 

Grant 

Leachate Control Plans 

Nesika Beach Transfer Station 
New Facility 
Construction and Operation 

Obrist Landfill 
Existing Demolition Site 
Gas Venting Plans 

Columbia Sand and Gravel 
Proposed Demolition Site 
Construction and Operation 

Haines Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Hendrix Landfill 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan Revision 

Plans 

Plans 
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11- 8-79 

11-14-79 

11-23-79 

11-27-79 

11-30-79 

Action 

Approval 

* 
* 
* 

Conditional Approval 

Conditional Approval 

Denied 

Approved 

Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division November, 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

Direct Sources 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Indirect Sources 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Number of 
Pending Permits 

39 
10 
6" 
5 
8 
1 

25 
15 
33 

142 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit 
Actions 
Received 

Permit 
Actions 
Completed 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

Sources 
Under 
Permits Month FY Month FY 

4 
0 

32 
4 

40 

1 

0 
1 

23 1 16 23 
7 0 11 10 

60 2 39 92 
13 3 23 17 

103 6 89 142 1929 

11 5 23 7 

2 1 2 0 
13 6 25 7 147 

Comments 

To be drafted by Northwest Region 
To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region 
To be drafted by Southwest Region 
To be drafted by Central Region 
To be drafted by Eastern Region 
To be drafted by Program Planning Division 
To be drafted by Program Operations 
Awaiting Next Public Notice 
Awaiting the end of 30-day Note.a Period 

45 Technical Assistances 
16 A-95's 

- 12 -

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

1962 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County 

* 
* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* Date of * 
* Action * 

* * 
Indirect Source 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Jackson 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Washington 

St. Johns Riverfront 
Development 
629 Spaces 
File No.· 26-7930 

West Sellwood Bridge 
Interchange 
File No. 26~7929 

Rogue Valley Mall 
3820 Spaces 
File No. 15-7926 

McCormick Pier 
440 Spaces 
File No. 26-7932 

Merlo Road Drive-In 
Theatre 
960 Spaces 
File No. 34-7931 

Washington Square 
Temporary Employe 
Parking 

* * 

11/02/79 

11/06/79 

11/20/79 

11/21/79 

11/29/79 

11/14/79 

- 13 -

November, 1979 
(Month and Year) 

Action 

Final Permit Issued 

Final Permit Issued 

Final Permit Issued 

Final Permit Issued 

Final Permit Issued 

Final Permit Issued 

* 
* 
* 



i 

-""" 

COUNTY SOURCE 

DEPARTMENT OF.ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PERMITS ISSUED 

DIRECT STATIONARY SOURCES 

PERMIT 
NUMBER 

APPL IC. 
RECEIVED STATUS 

DATE 
ACHIEVED 

November, 1979 

TYPE OF 
APPLICATION 

r . ................. ' ................................................................................. . 
CLACKAMAS PRECISION CASTPARTS CORP. 03 2674 06/06/79 PERMIT ISSUED 10/31/79 NEW 
JACKSON DOWN RIVER FOREST PRODUCT 15 0027 00/00/00 PERMIT ISSUED ll/09/79 MOD 
JACKSON WILDISH MEDFORD S & G CO: 15 0082 10/05/79 PERMIT ISSUED 10/26/79 MOD 
LINCOLN GEORGIA PACIFIC CORP 21 0005 07/0l/75 PERMIT ISSUED l0/26/79 RHW 
LINH WILLAMETTE IND GRIGGS 22 · 5194 00/00/00 PERMIT ISSUED ll/07/79 MOD 
PORT.SOURCE DESCHUTES READY-MIX 37 0026 04/05/79 PERMIT ISSUED ll/06/79 RNW 

TOTAL HUMBER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES 6 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

----'W""a:..::t:.::e:::.r Quality Division. 
(Reporting Unit) 

November 1979 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Municpal 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Industrial 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 
* /** * /** 

0/0 

0/0 

6/2 

0/0 

6/2 

0/0 

0/0 

27/l 

0/0 

27/l 

1/3 

0/2 

20/3 

1/0 

22/8 

3/10 

0/1 

56/7 

2/0 

61/18 

Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 
* NPDES Permits 

** State Permits 

0/0 

0/0 

33/0 

0/0 

33/0 

66/3 

2/3 

0/2 

33/0 

0/0 

35/5 

118/31 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 
* /** * /** 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

1/4 

0121/ 
25;o 
0/0 

6/6 

etc.) 

0;2 3/ 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/2 

6/8 

0/3 

0/0 

15/0 

0/0 

15/3 

3/4 

3/2 

35/0 

1/0 

42/6 

1/3 

0/1 

0/1 

0/0 

1/5 

58/14 

l/Includes Two State Permits Cancelled 
2/Includes One NPDES Permit Cancelled 
3/Includes One Application Withdrawn 

- 15 -

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

* /** 

2/7 

6/1 

43/5 

4/0 

55/13 

4/8 

1/1 

75/7 

5/0 

85/16 

3/0 

0/1 

33/0 

0/0 

36/l 

176/30 

(Month and Year) 

sources 
Under 
Permits 
* /** 

245/88 

410/135 

64/25 

719/248 

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 
* /** 

253/96 

415/144 

67/26 

735/266 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division November 1979 =-""-"-----
(Reporting Unit) 

* County 

* 
* 
Lincoln 

Marion 

Douglas 

Coos 

Coos 

Klamath 

Baker 

Baker 

Baker 

Union 

Clackamas 

Coos 

Umatilla 

Washington 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* Date of * 
* Action * 

* * 
Georgia Pacific 4/10/79 
Toledo 

Oregon Aqua Foods 11/7/79 
Turner Facility 

Sun Studs, Inc. 11/15/79 
Sewage Disposal 

Weyerhaeuser 11/15/79 
North Bend 

Coos Bay-N. Bend Waterboard 11/15/79 
Pony Creek Filter Plant 

Chiloquin Forest Products 11/15/79 
Saw Mill 

Alan Mellott & Leonard Green 11/15/79 
Placer Mine 

Lyle c. Chadwick 
Placer Mine 

C G & H3 Mining Co. 
Placer Mine 

Union Pacific RR 
La Grande Yard 

Barton Sand & Gravel 
Aggregate 

Keith Lucas 
Placer Mine 

Kent L. Loiland 
Hog Farm 

Mears Controls 

ll/15/79 

ll/15/79 

ll/28/79 

ll/79 

ll/79 

ll/79 

10/5/79 

- 16 -

* 

(Mon th and Year) 

Action 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

State Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Cancelled 

State Permit 
Cancelled 

Application 
Withdrawn 

NPDES Permit 
Cancelled 

* 
* 
* 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division November, 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Permit 
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites 
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g 

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits 

General Refuse 
New 2 3 4 l 
Existing 11 
Renewals 3 11 3 9 20 
Modifications 10 12 11 14 
Total 13 25 6 24 46 172 174 

Demolition 
New l 
Existing l 
Renewals l 4 4 
Modifications 5 
Total l 4 0 6 5 21 21 

Industrial ~ l l 2 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 4 9 2 11 
Modifications l l l 
Total 5 10 l 3 14 104 104 

SlUd<;!e Dis12osal 
New l l 
Existing l 
Renewals l l l 
Modifications 
Total l l l l 2 12 13 

Hazardous Waste 
New 
Authorizations 12 48 9 43 9 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 12 48 9 43 9 -1 

GRAND TOTALS 32 88 17 ~n 76 310 313 

- 17 -



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division November, 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* County * Name of source/P.roject * Date of * Action * 
* * /Site and Type of Same * Action * * 
* * * * * 
DOMESTIC WASTE FACILITIES (6) 

Clatsop Warrenton Landfill 11/14/79 Permit Renewed 
Existing Site 

Curry Brookings Energy 11/14/79 Permit Issued 
New Incinerator 

Curry Wridge Creek Transfer 11/14/79 Permit Issued 
New Facility 

Lincoln Logsden Transfer 11/14/79 Permit Issued 
New Facility 

Wheeler Spray Landfill 11/14/79 Permit Renewed 
Existing Site 

Lincoln Agate Beach Landfill 11/15/79 Permit Renewed 
Existing Site 

DEMOLITION WASTE FACILITIES (None) 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE FACILITIES (1) 

Douglas Douglas co. Lumber Co. 11/16/79 Permit Issued 
Ne~ Wood Waste Landfill 

SLUDGE DISPOSAL FACILITIES (1) 

Lake Pettus Sludge Site 11/09/79 Permit Issued 
New Spreading Area 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division November 1979 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS 

CHEM-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO. 

WASTE DESCRIPTION 

* * * 
* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

Quantity 
* Date * Type source Present * 
* * 
Disposal Requests Granted (9) 

Oregon (2) 

1 Contaminated chemical Chemical 19 drums 
products consisting of distributor 
acids, aqua ammonia 
and formaldehyde 

1 PCB wastes Paper mill ""'200 cu. ft. 

Washington (5) 

1 PCB wastes 

1 Aqueous spent 
chemical cleaning 
solutions 

16 Bag house dust 

20 PCB wastes, 
paint sludge, 
and isocynate 

23 PCB wastes 

Montana (1) 

1 PCB wastes 

Canada (1) 

6 PCB wastes 

Al smelting 
plant 

Industrial 
cleaning 
service 

Al smelting 
plant 

Foundry 

Utility 

Copper 
smelting 
plant 

"-'102 cu. ft. 

8,000 gals. 

0 

80 drums 

f"200 cu. ft. 

~ 200 cu. ft. 

University "-'300 cu. ft. 
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* 
Future 

10 
drums/yr 

0 

0 

3'00,000 
gals/yr 

24-36 
tons/yr 

0 

200 
cu ft/yr 

27 
cu ft/yr 

0 

* 
* 
* 



LAST PRESENT 
ACTIONS MONTH MONTH 

Preliminary Issues 
Discovery .... 
Settlement Action 
Hearing to be Scheduled 
Hearing Scheduled 

5 
1 
4 
0 
9 

5 
1 
2 
7 
4 

HO's Decision Due 3 5 
Brief .. 0 0 
Inactive 4 2 

SUBTOTAL of Active Files 

HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal 

26 

2 

26 

2 
4 Appealed to EQC ...... . 8 

EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review 
Court Review Option Pending or Taken 

1 
2 

3 
1 
8 Case Closed •...•.. 4 

ACD 
AQ 
AQ-NWR-76-178 

CLR 
Cor 
CR 
Dec Date 

$ 
ER 
Fld Brn 
RLH 
Hrngs 
Hrng Rfrl 

Hrng Rqst 
JHR 
VAK 
LKZ 
LMS 
MWR 
NP 
NP DES 

NWR 
FWO 
p· 

PR 
PNCR 
Prtys 
Rem Order 
Resp code 
SNCR 
SSD 
SW 
SWR 
T 
Transcr 
Underlined 
WVR 
WQ 

TOTAL Cases. 43 
KEY· 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Air Quality 

44 

Violation involving Air Quality occurring in Northwest Region in the 
year 1976; l78th enforcement action during 1376. 

Chris Reive, Investigation & Compliance Section 
Wayne Cordes, Hearings Officer 
Central Region 
Date of either a proposed decision of hearings officer or a .decision 

by Commission. · 
.Civil Penalty Amount 
Eastern Region 
Field Burning incident 
Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General 
Hearings Section 
Date when Investigation & Compliance Section requests Hearings Section · 

to schedule a hearing 
Date agency receives a request for hearing 
John Rowan, Investigation & Compliance Section 
Van Kollias, Investigation & Compliance Section 
Linda Zucker, Hearings Officer 
Larry Schurr, Investigation & Compliance Section 
Midwest Region (now WVR) 
Noise Pollution 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewater discharge 

permit 
Northwest Region 
Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General 
At beginning of case number means litigation over permit or its 

conditions 
Portland Region (now NWR) 
Portland/North Coast Region (now NWR) 
All parties involved 
Remedial Action Order 
Source of next expected activity on case 
Salem/North Coast Region (now WVR) 
Subsurface Sewage Disposal 
Solid waste 
Southwest Region 
At beginning of case number means litigation over tax credit matter 
Transcript being made of case 
Different status or new case since last month contested case log 
Wiliamette Valley·Region 
Water Quality · 
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-l.S79 
ml;l/!l;l:: o..tested case "" 

Pet,/l!esp """' """' DE7J or !im;1 """' ..... Dec case cue - !:!St Rfrrl At~ Offer Date Code Date !'i::E?!' No. Status 

....... ..,,.. ..,,.. Rm! .... ..... ea ss iiYR ?5 91 •'DPpcd: w :eee :~ 

l SSB Fet.il:!ith dram• :l:i l:3: 79 

Faydrex, Inc. 05/75 05/75 RU! LKZ um llrgs 03-SS-SWR-75-02 Decision Due 
64 .$0 Perllli ts 

Mead and Johns et al 05(75 05/75 RU! LKZ All 04-SS-SWR-75--03 Awaiting dis-
3 sso Perllli ts p:isi ticn of Faydrex 

PGE (Barborta:I) 02/76 02/76 """ LKZ .,,,,,. Ol-P-AQ-PR-76-Dl EXtensia'.I tc 12-01-79 
~ Permi.t Denial fer fill~ ex::eptiCl"IS 

Further requests for 
extensiais to be referred 
to ComiSSiai 

Jensen ll/76 ll/76 RIB LKZ um - 06/78 $1500 Fld Brn Signed stipulation to be 
05-AQ-St«:R-76-232 be subnitted to ~ foe 

approval 

Mignot U/76 U/76 "" LKZ 02m - 02m $400 06-SW-S'"~-288-76 Petit:icn to Court of 
Afp!.als for review filed 
Novenbet: 28, 1979 

Jones o<m 01m "" Cor 06/09/78 Resp S.SO Permit Ol-SS-st<m.-77-57 EQ: affirmed BJ• s decision 
N:>tice of aweal to Ccurt 
of Appeals due 'Oeceml::>er 24 

Magness 01m 01m "" ·Cor U/77 Brngs $1JSO Total 06-SS-SWR-77-142 H.O.'s Order issued 
12-07-79i ~ aooeal due 

~ 

Grants Pass Irrig 09m 09m RU! LKZ 04/80 .,,,,,. s10,ooo io~-n-19s Bearing set in 
Medford - ..,... ..,... - -- ,...,.. ~ S!l:!!!c e!ceed ~i! ;a ~9, 
~eed SC-b:J:d!'eltt 

P<><ell um um RIB Cor 01/23/BO .,,,,,. $10,000 Fld Bm Hearing scheduled in 
12-~77-241 Corvallis 

earl F. Jensen um 01/78 RU! LKZ Prtys $18, 600 Fld Brn Stipulaticn to be 
16-AQ-KiR-77-321 su!:mitted to ~ fOt' 

•PProval 
Carl ., • Jensen/ 
· El.met Klopfenstien U/77 01/78 RIB U<Z Prtys $1200 Fld Brn Stipllaticn to be 

16-AQ-SNCR-77-320 sul::mitted to EQ: for 
awroval 

.,Wah Chang 01/78 02/78 RIB LKZ U/27/79 .,,,,,. $5500 17~-77-334 Stipulaticn tc be sub-
mi tted to EQ:: for 
•PProval 

a.wkins 03/78 03/78 ,..., LKZ U/17/79 .,,,,,. $5000 l.S-AQ-PR-77-315 Cecisi.a\ Due 

Bawkins Timber 03/78 03/78 ,..., LKZ $5000 15-N;r-PR-77-314 No actioo pending 
hearing in canpania:i 
case 

Wahe!wq 04/78 04/78 ""' LKZ .,,,,,. 16-~2849-J Preliminary Issues 
NmES Permit (Modificatioo) 

Wah C!wq ll/7S U/78 ""' LKZ .,,,,,. 08~78-2012-J Preliminary Issues ·- 05/78 ,..., LKZ 07/24/79 llrgs Tax Credit Cert. Cecisioo Due 
Ol-T-AQ-PR-78-010 

VCgt .06/78 06/78 """ Cor U/08/78 - $250 Civil Penalty t>ecart:nent' s d:CeP tions 
OS-ss-swR-78-70 dle Ol-30-80 

...... ..,... ..,... .... .... .... ~ 1!!!!c~ !!!:!!IM:e_ea E!tl!--eue 
ee etiettl:ati!!lrl 

Weld> 10/78 lD/78 llU! LKZ Dept 07-P-SS-CR-78-134 Discovery ..... lD/78 llU! U<Z Dept 06-P-SS-<:R-78-132 ' 133 Bearing deferred 60 
days pending settlement 

Bierly U/78 U/78 ... LKZ 10/30/79 Prtys $700 ~-78-144 Signed Stipulatim to be 
mbldtted to ~ fee 
approval. ...... ..,... ..,... .... ... ...,... fa; a a 99 • e 1i'i1R ;e 1 •; Ssec E'l:!9cil l:i' 19 79, 
e;,, ·1 !:l_11e1l:e !'cllitteed 

... - 21 - @:a!I't'.3:.!zl"£!"EiS 
.. ll " 



I 

llrng 
1""t 

llrng D1!Q '"' llrng llrng 
Rfrrl Atty Offer Date 

...,, ""' case 
COde Date 'l"ipe & No, 

Wah Chang 02/79 02/79 RIB 

Doze: lla)1t1e1d 

!!at Lin; ~e&te 

Don Ol:lrist, Inc. 07 /79 07 /79 RIB Dept 

JOHNS:N, Melvin 06/79 10/05/79 Prt:ys 

KLINEPIER, Richard I. 09/79 09/79 .lBR Resp 

CAUABAN, Gerald R. 09/79 09/79 C:tR .Q2! 01/09/80 Prtys 

KmXiER, Walter A. 09/79 09/79 ctR aa 01./JO/SO Prtys 

BARKER, Mic.hael 10/79 10/79 IM3 CDR 12/06/79 Prtys 

Pm:ER, Ernie 10/i9 10/79 ctR LKZ 12/05/79 Prtys 

MALLORY & MALI.Cm' Inc. 11/79 ll/i9 Jim £QS. 01/10/80 

BRIDENSitNE ll/08/79 ll/20/79 

'l'IDEW.'I'!R BARGE ~ 12-05-79. RIB 
LINES, ill:. 

CDr.t!MBIA-RESOORCES ~ ~ C:tR 
CORP 

COLtHIIA SAND & ~ .B:!!:1i 
GRAVEL PIT 
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$3500 12~78-187 

9i!FSSER7866 

Bi! F S5 2: i9 Si! 

$259 Qt w S'i!R 79 19 

SOlid Waste Permit Amendment 
07-P-SW-213~ 79 

$100-19-SS-PR-77-35 
$750-19-SS-Pll:--77-97 

08-P-ss-wvR-79-03 
Subsurface sewage permit 
denial 

09-ss-ER-79-61 
Civil Penalty of $1SO 

19 I~ Bl i9 Si! 
eiuil i'etcd:L) e! ~71888 

11-AQ-Nm-79-97 
Open Burning Civil Penalty 
of $250 

12-SS-SWR-79-56 
SS Permit revocatloo. 

lJ-AQ-nVR-79-86 
Cpen Field Burning 
Civil Penalty of $500 

14-AQ<R-79-101 
Open Burni.n; Civil Penalty 

l5-ss-50ffl-79-60 
Permit denial 

16-j«.tER-79-148 
W)! Civil Penalty of $5,000 

17 =W;H!iR= 79-127 
Oil Soill Civil Penalty of 
$5,000 

18-AQjf..tR-79-125 
Civil Penalty of $500 

19-P-SW-329-mR-79 
Pemit Denial 

20-siHRR-79-146 
Permit Revocation 

Case 
Status 

To be scheduled 

& __ elc-eJ 12 :e 79, 
l!edi..'."icd ec11.tiL .:ss1:1cd 

!le ezce ' filed; e -L 

eicsed li! 93 ?9 

ee_e c:escd 1: 9( -9, 
Jia:tissc.:! ;iU1 =z _ · udie_ 
e =rdcz C:sl::_J :i! 31 -g 

Plans sent to Depart:nent 
for a~roval 

Acoeal to circuit court 
due 12-30-79 

Department1s 11Cticr1 to 
dismiss filed NoveD:tier 
14, 1979 

Bc£acd::l 9rdu w:lc:ea b) 
Bc~anu:l ue,, !5 1 19i9 

Hearing scheduled 

Decision Due 

Decision Due 

Hear .ing scheduled 

Preliminary Issues 

To be Scheduled 

To be Scheduled 

To be Scheduled 

To be Scheduled 

'l'c be Scheduled 



Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• MEMORANDUM 

Contains 
Recycled 
M.iterials 

DE0-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item C, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission take the following actions: 

1. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to: 

T-1109 
T-1131 
T-1132 
T-1149 

Graphic Arts Center, Inc. 
Weyerhaeuser Company 
Weyerhaeuser Company 
Samuel Oberg 

2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificates 34, 454, 548 and 570 
pursuant to the attached review report. 

MJDowns:cs 
229-6485 
1/4/80 
Attachments 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



PROPOSED JANUARY 1980 TOTALS 

Air Quality 
Water Qua] ity 
Solid Waste 
Noise 

1979 CALENDAR YEAR TOTALS 

Air Quality 
Water Qua l i ty 
Sol id Waste 
Noise 

$ 253,201 
10,463 
-0-
-0-

$ 263,664 

$ 8,185,984 
13,428,082 
14,237,670 

94' 176 
$35,945,912 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Graphic Art Center, Inc. 
2000 Northwest Wilson Street 
Portland, OR 97209 

Appl 
Date 

T-1109R 
12/12/79 

The applicant owns and operates a commercial printing plant at 
Portland. 

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 poly-stage electro­
static precipitator manufactured by Beltran Associates and an 
ancillary wash water treatment system. This precipitator collects 
particles from the ink drying process. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
July 30, 1976, and approved on August 25, 1976. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on September 1, 
1976, completed on March, 1979, and the facility was placed into 
operation on April, 1979. 

Facility Cost: $54,897.76 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to installation of this precipitator, smoke from the ink drying 
process was discharged directly to the atmosphere. Disposal of the 
waste water from washing the electrostatic precipitator collector 
plates proved to be a major problem both technically and 
contractually. The final waste water system was designed and built 
by a new contractor which delayed completion of the system. A 
chemical waste collecting company is paid to take away the material 
collected by the waste water system. This facility now meets all 
the Department's applicable emission limits. The only purpose of 
this facility is air pollution control; therefore, 80 percent or more 
is allocable to pollution control. 



Appl T-1109R 
Page 2 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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 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. Eighty percent (80%) or more of the cost is allocable to pollution 
control. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $54,897.76 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1109R. 

F. A. Skirvin:ode 
A02294 
(503) 229-6414 
January 9, 1980 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Eastern Oregon Region 
Box 9 
Klamath Falls, OR 97601 

Appl T-1131 
Date 12/17/79 

The applicant owns and operates a sawmill at Bly, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of multiclones to 
control emissions from a hogged fuel boiler. Also included in the 
claimed facility are ash hopper rotary valves, classifier screens, 
reinjection blowers and screw conveyors. The multiclones are 
manufactured by UOP. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
March 21, 1975, and approved on August 14, 1975. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in September, 1975, 
completed on June 3, 1976, and the facility was placed into operation 
on June 3, 1976. 

Facility Cost: $107,495.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The boiler currently operating at this facility replaced an existing 
boiler which was not capable of compliance with the Department's 
emission limits. In order for the recently installed boiler to comply 
with the Department's emission limits, control equipment was 
necessary. The company has installed dual UOP multiclones to control 
the particulate emissions from this boiler. The company has submitted 
source test results which demonstrate that this boiler can comply with 
the emission limits placed on it by a Department variance. The 
collected material from the multiclones is of no value to the company. 
The primary purpose of the multiclones is air pollution control and 
therefore, 80 percent or more of the cost is allocable as a pollution 
control facility. 



Appl T-1131 
Page 2 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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

e. 80 percent or more of the cost of this facility is allocable to 
pollution control. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

FAS:p 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $107,495.00 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1131. 

(503) 229-6414 
December 19, 1979 

AP7128 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIE.W REPORT 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Eastern Oregon Region 
Box 9 
Klamath Falls, OR 97601 

Appl T-1132 
Date 12-10-79 

The applicant owns and operates a wood products manufacturing facility 
at Klamath Falls. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of two baghouses 
which control sander dust emissions for three cyclones. Also included 
in the facility is foundation and electrical work. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
June 14, 1977, and approved on July 22, 1977. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on August 1977, 
and completed on December 19, 1977, and the facility was placed into 
operation on December 19, 1977. 

Facility Cost: $90,809 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Two baghouses, claimed in this application, were part of the lumber 
sander installation. The baghouses are secondary collectors and the 
three cyclones are primary collectors. Collected material from the 
cyclones and baghouses is used as boiler fuel, however, it has little 
economic value. The primary purpose of the baghouses is air pollution 
control. The cyclones are not claimed in this application, therefore, 
80 percent or more of the cost of the two baghouses is allocable to 
pollution control. These facilities have been inspected and comply 
with all the Department's emission limitations. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of 
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 

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. 



Appl T-1132 
Page 2 

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. Eighty percent or more of the cost of the claimed facility is 
allocable to pollution control. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $90,809 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1132. 

F. A. Skirvin:n 
AN8726 
(503) 229-6414 
December 17, 1979 



1. Applicant 

Samuel Oberg 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

4930 Kings Valley Dallas Highway 
Dallas, OR 97338 

Appl _T~--"1""1'"'4"'-9-
Da te _::.l/'--9""'/'"'8°"'0'---

The applicant owns and operates a hog farming operation four (4) miles 
south of Dallas on Highway 223. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a liquid manure disposal 
system consisting of: 

a. farrowing house manure pit (6' x 4' x 45') 

b. feeding house manure pit (6' x 6' x 83'} 

c. manure pump and circulating system 

d. manure wagon and sprinkler 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made June 8, 
1978, and approved June 21, 1978. Construction was initiated on 
the claimed facility June 21, 1978, completed September 9, 1979, but 
placed into operation before final completion, October 5, 1978. 

Facility Cost: $10.463.14. Cost statements were provided with the 
application. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility was required by the Department of Environmental 
Quality and designed by the Soil Conservation Service. The applicant 
claims that with the facility, liquid manure can be applied when the 
soil will readily absorb it, preventing run-off. Staff confirms the 
claimed facility is complete and operating as designed. 



Appl-T-1149 
Page 2 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed under a Preliminary Certificate of 
Approval 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. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 80 percent or more. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $10,463.14 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1149. 

CKA:t 
WT0391 
( 503) 229-5325 
January 9, 1980 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Qua! ity 

REVOCATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATES 

Certificates Issued to: 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
900 Southwest Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Background: 

On December 18, 1979 Georgia-Pacific Corporation informed the Department 
that the equipment certified on the following Pollution Control Facility 
Certificates had been removed from service (see attached letter and 
certificates). 

Certificate Date Date Removed 
Number Issued Amount from Service 

34 (AQ) 12/13/68 $11,838.41 11 /73 
454 (AQ) 12/17/73 63,559.98 9179 
548 (WQ) 1/24/75 19,611.00 12/78 
570 (AQ) 5/23/75 11,785.91 9179 

Di rector's Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the Commission take action to revoke Pollution 
Control Facility Certificates 34, 454, 548 and 570 issued to Georgia-Pacific 
Corporation as of the date the equipment was removed from service. 

MJDowns:cs 
229-6485 
1/4/80 

Attachments 



Georgia.Pacific Corporation 900 s.w. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone (503) 222-5561 

Ms. Carol A. Splettstaszer 
Management Services Division 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Ms. Splettstaszer: 

December 18, 1979 

We would like to notify you of the following abandonments and retirements 
of certified pollution control facilities: 

1) Toledo Traveling Screen 
Toledo, Oregon 
Certificate 548-1975 $19' 611. 00 

Removed from service in December 1978 as the unit was 
worn beyond repair. 

2) Carter-Day System 
Coos Bay, Oregon 
Certificate 454-1973 
Certificate 570-1975 

$63,559.98 
11,785.81 

The Carter-Day system was purchased by GP-Salvage on September 27, 
1979 and subsequently sold to G-P Coos Bay hardboard. The hardboard 
plant will not operate the Carter-Day system as a unit. Instead the 
system will be used for spare and replacement parts on a like system 
at the hardboard plant. 

3) Hardboard Incinerator 
Coos Bay, Oregon 
Certificate 34-1968 $11,838 .41 

This equipment was abandoned in November, 1973. 

RMC:bb 
cc: Mr. L. R. 

Mr. R. c. 
Mr. M. L. 
Mr. R. D. 

Chabot 
Dubay 
Moore 
Snyder 

Sincerely, 

iMu/u. 0t_. i!JA-1/? ~ 
Rebecca M. Cro~:;o::f'v , ~-­
Accounting Manager 
Corporate Accounting 



Certi:fl..cate· No. 34 _..;;;..;; __ 
Date of Issue 12/13/63 

Application No. T-42 

ORmON STATE SANITARY AUTHORITY 

Issued To: Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
Coos Bay .Division 
Hardboard Plant 

as: Owner 

Coos Bay, Oregon 97420 

Facility Description: The facility consists of the redesign and reconstruction 
of an incinerator roof at the Coos Bay Hardboard Plant. Reconstruction was 
complete and the unit was placed in operation on April 17, 1968. 

Location: 
Bunker Hill site, Coos Bay, Oregon, Coos County 

Actual Cost of Facility: 
Sll,838.41 

In accordance with the provisions of Chapter 592, Oregon Laws 1967, the Oregon 
State Sanitary Authority hereby certifies that the facility described herein 
and in the application referenced above is a "pollution control facility" 
within the definition of said Chapter 592 and that the facility was erected, 
constructed or installed on or after January.l, 1967, and on or before 
Oeceniber 31, 1978, and is designed for, and is being operated or will 
operate for, the principal purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing 
air or water pollution, and that the facility is nec_essary 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 regula­
tions of the Oregon State Sanitary Authority and the following special 
conditions: 

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

2. The Sanitary Authority 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 control purpose • 

. 
3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Sanitary Authority shall 

be promptly provided. 

Signed ,/rL . // ./7lrt-J.< .._ 
/ . 

Title ;6:a1 p:9n, Oregon State Sanitary Aut..'1ority 

Approved by the Oregon State Sanitary Authority 

on the 13th day of December 19 68 • 



Date of IssuC 12-17-73 
State of Or<--'(;on 

DEP.t'\R1'J\1ENT OF EN'/Jl\Ont.:iJ·,~f/'\.L QUALITY No T-508 i'">pplication 

Issued To: Ast PL·ncr Location of Pollution Control facility; 

Gco1-g I <i--P11c If I c Corrorat ton 
Coos ray DJ vision Coos nc1y p 1 Y\•,IOOd J Bunkerh I 11 
900 s. I I. Fifth /\.,;cnue Coos G.:-~y 1 Oregon 
Port 1 and, Oregon 972Ql; Coos County 

-

Description of Pollution Control Facility: 
Em! ss ion of sunde rcJus t to the utmosphz.i·e control consisting of: t'.'10 Carter-
D;:iy bGghouse f i ltu t!11!ts, SQJ1derdust col kc t ion ' an\-J hand 1 i ng ducts, and 
necessary foundat 1 ons, fans, motors, und e 1 ec tr I c~ 1 controls, 

-~- ---

Date Pollution Control Facility \Vas completed and placed in operation: Scotsrnber. 1972 --· 
Actual Cost of Pollution Control facility: $ 63,55:~.90 

----- -
Percent of f<ctual cost properly allocable to pollutiOn control: 

Eighty -percent ( 80~;) or more 

In accordance \vjth the provisions of ORS 449 .. 605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility 
dcscrihr?d herein anrl in the ii."pplication referenced above is a 11 pollution control facility 11 within 
the definition of ORS 449. 605 and tli::it the facility V{as erected, constructed, or installed on or 
after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 31, 19781 and is designed for, and is being 
operated oi will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of pr~veuting, controlling or 
reducing air ::>r yrater 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 issue'd this date subject to compliance with 
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality 
and tl1e following special conditions: 

1. The f ac 11_ l ty sha 11 be cont I nuous 1 y operated at maximum eff l c I ency for the 
designed purpose of p_revent i ng, contra 11 i ng, and reducing a Ir po 11 ut I on. 

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of 
any proposed change in use or method of operation of the faci 11 ty 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 Dep<irtment of Environmental 
Qual lty shall be promptly provided. 

.:;::;> ---

Title B. A. McPhllllps, Chairman 

Approved by the Environmental Quality Co1nmission 

17th December 73 on the ____ day of ________ 19 __ 



St:.ilt' t'f C1rvg1..111 

Dl:Pi\l\T~ll·NT OF f:NV!l\ONh!FNTAL <,>UAL!TY 

Issued To: As: Ot.rncr Location of Pollution Control Facility: 

Georgl2-Paclflc Corporat ! on Paper Ml 11 s I te 
Toledo Dlvls!on Tel edo, Oregon 
900 s. \'·i. Fifth Avenue Lincoln County 
Port l 2nd, Oregon 97201i 

Description of Pollution Control Facility: 

Oversize material remova 1 system for recyc l Ing wh I te water. 

. 
Dale Pollution Control Facility \Vas con1plctcd and placed in operation: 08-72; 08-72 

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 19,611.00 

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: 

EI ghty percent (80%) or more 

1. 

2. 

In accordance 'vith the pro_y1s1ons of ORS 449. 605 et seq., it is hereby certified that tJ1e facility 
described herein and in the application referenced above is a 11 pollution control facility 11 'vit11in 
,the definition of ORS 449. 605 and that the facility \Vas erected, constructed, or installed on or 
after January 1, 1967, and on ot 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 t11c intents and 
purwses of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder. 

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facili~y Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with 
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Departn1ent of Environmental Quality 
and the - follov'ling special conditions: . 

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

The Department of Environmental Quality shall be lmnedlately notified of 
any prooosed change In use or method 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 prQ~ptly provided. 

' ' 

Approved hy tl1L' Euvironnicntal Quality Coninlis:don 

on the _2_4_t_·1_1~ <lay of January 



c 

('l•rljfic;1ll' Nl,.-5JQ_ 

S1<1ll' llf OrL·gon 

DEPl\lnMFNT OF ENVJJ\ONMFNTAL (,)UALrrY Applic.ition No.__I:._~~ 

bsued To: As: Owner Location of Pollution Control Facility: 

Georgia-Pacific Corporntlon Bunker Hill Area 
Coos Bay Division Coos Bay Plywood Plant 
900 s. w. Fifth Avenue Coos Bay, Oregon 
Portland, Oregon 97204 Coos County 

Description of Pollution Control Facility: 

Baghouse fire suppress ion system consisting of agent storage containers, 
explosion gates (dampers) In duct pipes, and electrical panels with fl re 
alarms. 

Date Pollution Control Facility was co1npleted a~1d placed in operation: February, 1974; March, 1974 
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 11,785.81 

Percent of actUal cost properly allocable to pollution control: 

I • 

2.. 

· EI ghty percent (80%) or more 

In accordance with the prqy1s1ons 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" v1ithin 
ti.tie definition of ORS 449. 605 and that the facility \Vas erected, constructed, or installed 01i or 

'after January 1, 1967, and on or before December 311 1978, and is designed for, and is being 
operated or \vill operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, . controlling or 
reducing air or water pol~ution, 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 
tl1e statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality 
and the following special conditions: 

The facl llty shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the· 
des~gned purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution. 

The Department of Environmental Quality shall be lnmedlately notified of 
any proposed change In use or method of operation of the facility and If, 
for any reason, the facl llty ceases to operate fo.r Its Intended pollution 
control purpose. 

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

" \ 

Tjtlc B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 

J\pprovc<l by the E11vironn1cntal Qualily Connuis~ion 

on the 23rd day of -~M~a~y ____ 19 7~. 
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GOVEMOR 
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DE0-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. _D_, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Conduct a Public Hearing on 
the Question of Amending the Hazardous Waste Rules to 
Include: 
(1) Procedures for Licensing Hazardous Waste Treatment 

Sites (OAR Chapter 340, Division 62)i and, 
(2) Housekeeping Changes to the Rules for Hazardous waste 

Management (OAR Chapter 340, Division 63) 

Background and Problem Statement 

Due to a high potential for public health and environmental damage, 
hazardous wastes require special management procedures. These procedures 
generally entail controlling their pathway from the time of generation 
through transportation, storage, treatment and disposal. The benefits 
of this are two-fold: 

(1) It provides for the adequate disposal of all hazardous wastes and 
not just those which happen to reach a proper treatment or disposal 
site; and, 

(2) It fosters consideration of alternative methods and schemes to reduce 
the amount of waste as well as its inherent hazard. 

The Legislature recognized the need for this control and granted the 
Commission authority over hazardous waste disposal in 1971 and over 
generation and storage in 1977. This was amplified in rules adopted by 
the Commission in 1972, 1978, and 1979. The Public Utility Commissioner 
also adopted rules for managing hazardous waste transportation in 1979 
which left as the only void the lack of authority to control hazardous 
wastes going to treatment facilities. 

The 1979 Legislature recognized this deficiency in the State's hazardous 
waste management program by enacting S.B.76 directing the Department to 
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license hazardous waste treatment sites (Note: Excludes generators with 
on-site treatment of their own wastes). The rules herein proposed for 
public hearing, OAR Chapter 340, Division 62, are those by which the 
Department would license treatment sites. The legal basis for this action 
may be found in ORS Chapter 459 and S.B.76. 

The comments in this memorandum generally pertain to the treatment site 
rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 62. To take advantage of the public 
hearing opportunity, however, it is planned to also submit certain 
housekeeping changes to OAR Chapter 340, Division 63 (adopted by the 
Commission in June, 1979). They are being made mainly to clarify language 
and to reflect recent changes in federal hazardous waste legislation. 
The legal basis for these changes is likewise found in ORS Chapter 459 
and S.B.76. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The alternatives to the problem of controlling hazardous waste treatment 
sites are whether or not to license them at all or how restrictive to make 
the license, i.e., as stringent as a disposal site or somewhat less 
stringent, such as that of a collection site license. For simplicity, 
three alternatives will be considered: 

(1) No license. In this case, treatment sites would simply be required 
to follow certain general rules for hazardous waste management such 
as using the manifest system, record keeping, and reporting to the 
Department. 

The drawback would be the lack of a direct way to assure compliance 
with the rules and, in effect, would continue treatment as the weak 
link in the State's hazardous waste management program. 

(2) License similar to a hazardous waste disposal site. This would 
require a hazardous waste treatment site licensee to follow the same 
procedures and meet the same stringent requirements as he would to 
open a disposal site, including the five thousand dollar licensing 
fee, the report justifying the need for the site, and the geological 
survey. 

Such requirements are believed to be excessively stringent as there 
would be neither on-site waste disposal nor storage of wastes for 
periods greater than six months. 

(3) License similar to a hazardous waste collection site. This approach 
was selected by the Department as being the most reasonable because 
of the operative similarities between treatment and collection sites. 
Both sites collect hazardous wastes for shipment to a disposal site 
but the treatment site would in addition, detoxify, desolublize, or 
reduce the volume of the waste. However, it is anticipated that a 
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hazardous waste treatment site license would also permit the simple 
collection of hazardous wastes subject to the conditions of the 
license and concomitant plan approvals. 

The proposed rules (including Division 63) have been reviewed by the 
Department staff and an advisory committee consisting of industrial and 
environmental groups and the general public. Over 100 advance notices 
of rulemaking were mailed in October, 1979; subsequently about 50 
interested persons received a first draft of these rules in November. 
A public information meeting was held to discuss the proposed rules on 
December 10, 1979, with ten persons attending and an additional 11 
submitting written comments. The subject rules are a second draft 
resulting from that effort. 

The rules basically describe the procedure which a person has to follow 
in applying for a hazardous waste treatment site license. In general, 
he must describe (with detailed drawings) the basic operation of the site, 
including the proposed types of treatment; wastes to be accepted; 
storage facilities; proposed monitoring and reporting; public, employe and 
environmental protection; and the proposed liability insurance. Rules 
are also included to guide the Department in issuing or denying a new 
license, and for the renewal, modification, termination or expiration of 
an existing license. 

It is belived that a license will have a negligible economic impact 
on a treatment site that is well-run and complies with the hazardous waste 
management rules (Division 63). 

Summation 

(1) The nature of hazardous wastes requires that they be completely 
controlled from the time of generation through transportation, 
storage, treatment and disposal. The Department believes that these 
steps are all sufficiently controlled at this time, except treatment. 

(2) The 1979 Legislature recognized this deficiency in the State's 
hazardous waste management program with the enactment of S.B.76 which 
directed the Department to license hazardous waste treatment sites. 

(3) The subject rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 62, propose procedures 
whereby this licensing may be accomplished. As there will be no 
disposal of waste on-site, the rules generally parallel those for 
licensing a hazardous waste collection site rather than those for 
a disposal site. 

(4) The subject rules have been reviewed by an advisory committee 
consisting of Department staff, industrial and environmental groups, 
and the general public. 

(5) Also proposed for hearing are some housekeeping changes to OAR Chapter 
340, Division 63. These have likewise been reviewed by the hazardous 
waste advisory committee. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize 
a public hearing to take testimony on the proposal to adopt amendments 
to OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63. 

R. Reiter:pd 
229-6434 
December 28, 1979 

SP7151 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 



62-060 

~Trk\\M6\-:i\ \ 

(PART C: COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SITES) 

LICENSE REQUIRED FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE. 

(1) Except as provided in ORS 459.505[(3)], no person 
shall establish or operate a hazardous waste 
collection or treatment site without a license 
[therefor] issued by the Department pursuant to 
ORS 459.410-459.690 and these rules. 

ill 

(a) Licenses shall establish minimum requirements 
for the [storage of hazardous wastes, minimum 
requirements for] operation, ·maintenance, 
monitoring and reporting, and supervision 
of a collection or treatment site(s], and 
shall be properly conditioned to ensure 
compliance with pertinent local, state and 
federal standards and other requirements 
and to adequately protect life, property 
and the environment. 

(b) Licenses shall be [issued] addressed to 
the applicant for the activities and 
operations of record, and shall be terminated 
automatically upon issuance of a new or 
modified license for the same operation. 

Pursuant to ORS 459.505(3), the Department may 
exempt certain collection sites operating for 
less than 60 days from having to obtain a 
collection site license. However, prior to 
establishment, such sites shall obtain written 
authorization from the Department and shall comply 
with such rules as may be indicated therein. 

J..!!l. The applicant must demonstrate that the 
storage, due to the type and quantity of 
waste, site operation, and other relevant 
factors, is not likely to endanger the public 
health and safety and the environment. 

1£1. A local public agency must accept joint 
responsibility for the site operation. 

1 - Div. 62 



62-065 

ill Treatment facilities already permitted by the 
Department are exempt from having to obtain a 
treatment site license. NOTE: OAR 340-14-025 
and 340-45-035(1) require such permit to be 
developed in accordance with ORS Chapter 459 and 
these rules. 

APPLICATION FOR A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE LICENSE. 

(1) An application for a new collection , 
or treatment- site license shall consist of a 
written report, signed by the applicant· or his 
authorized representative, which shall contain 
·or be accompanied by, but not limited to: 

(a) The name and address of t_he applicant and 
person [or persons] to be directly 
responsible for the operation of the 
[collection] site[.] and the organization 
chart for all persons working at the site. 

(b) The experience of the applicant in the 
handling of hazardous substances. 

(c) The.management program for the operation 
of the [collection] site, including the 

·proposed methods of storage, treatment, and 
waste disposal, the site maintainance 
program, and the proposed emergency measures 
and safeguards to be provided for the 
protection of the public, the site employees, 
and the environment. 

(d) A schedule and description of sources, types 
and quantities of material to be [stored] 
accepted and special procedures, if any, 
for their handling. 

(e) A description and preliminary engineering 
sketch of the size and type of facilities 
to be constructed, including the height and 
type of fencing to be used; the size and 
construction of structures or buildings, 
warning signs, notices and alarms to be used; 
the type of drainage and waste handling 
facilities and maximum capacity of such 

2 - Div. 62 



facilities; the location and 'source of each 
water supply to be used and the location 
and the type of fire control facilities to 
be provided at such site. 

(f) The exact location and place where the 
applicant proposes to operate and maintain 
the [collection] site including any currently 
available geological information. 

(g) A proposed program for continuous 
surveillance of the [collection] site and 
for regular reporting to the Department. 

(h) A proposal and supporting information 
justifying the amount[s] of ordinary 
liability insurance proposed to protect the 
environment and the health, safety and 
welfare of the people of this State, 
including the names and addresses of the 
applicant's current or proposed insurance 
carriers and a Certificate of Insurance of 
the [copies of insurance] policies then in 
effect. 

(i) An economic analysis of the site operation. 

Jjl_ A statement indicating compliance with local 
-- land-use plans. 

(2) An application to renew L [or] modify, terminate, 
or allow a collection or treatment site license 
to expire shall consist of a written report, 
signed by the applicant.or his authorized 
representative, which shall contain or be 
accompanied by, such items of subsection (1) of 
this Section as shall be deemed pertinent by the 
Department. 

(3) The Department may require the submission of such 
other information as it deems necessary to make 
a decision on granting, modifying or denying the 
license. 

(4) Applications which are incomplete, unsigned, or 
which do not contain the required information, 

3 - Div. 62 

may be excluded from consideration by the 
Department at its discretion. The applicant shall 
be notified in writing of the deficiencies. 



62-070 

62-075 

PLANS REQUIRED FOR A HAZARDOUS \'/ASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE. 

Before a collection or treatment site 1s established, 
constructed, [maintained] or [substantially] 
modified[,] to an extent that would result in a chanqe 
in any item specified in Section 62-065(1), an 
applicant or licensee must submit to the Department 
final detailed plans and specifications covering 
construction and operation of the [collection] site 
and all related facilities; and receive written 
approval·of such final plans from the Department. 

HEARINGS AND ISSUANCE OR DENIAL OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE 
COLLECTION OR TREATMENT SITE LICENSE. 

ill Upon receipt of an application for a hazardous 
waste collection or treatment site, the Department 
shall make an effort to notify all interested 
and affected persons of the application and shall 
conduct a public hearing upon the written request 
of any person. NOTE: This rule shall pertain 
only to sites established after July 1, 1980. 

ill [ (1) Upon receipt of an application] \./ithin 90 days, 
the Department shall make such investigation as 

ill [(2)] 

4 - Div. 62 

it considers necessary to determine whether or 
not.-a license should be issued. The determination 
of the Department, including proposed license 
provisions and conditions if the Department 
recommends issuance of a license, shall be 
forwarded to the applicant and, at the discretion 
of the Department, to o.ther interested persons 
for comment. All comments must be submitted in 
writing within fourteen (14) days after mailing 
of the Department's determination, if such 
comments are to receive consideration prior to 
final action on the application. 

After fourteen (14) days have elapsed since the 
date of mailing of the Department's determination 
and after considering all comments received, the 
Department shall notify the applicant of tis 
decision by certified mail at the address 
designated by him in his application. 



ill [.(3)] If the Department refuses to issue a license, 

62-080 

it shall state the reasons for such action and 
advise the applicant that he may request a hearing 
before the Commission or its authorized 
representative. Such a request for hearing shall 
be made in writing to the Director within 20 days 
of the date of the refusal and shall state the 
grounds for the request. Any hearing shall be 
conducted pursuant to the regulations of the 
Department. 

RENEWAL, MODIFICATION, TERMINATION OR EXPIRATION 
OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION OR TREATMENT SITE 
LICENSE. 

(1) An application for renewal, modification or 
termination of a license or to. allow a license 
to expire shall be filed in a timely manner, but 
not less than sixty (60) days prior to the 
expiration date of the license. Section 
62-075 (2)-(4) pertaining to the issuance of a 
license shall apply to renewal, modification, 
termination or expiration of a license. A license 
shall remain in effect until final action has 
been taken by the Department on any appropriately 
submitted and complete application pending before 
the Department. 

(2) In the event that the Department finds it 
necessary to modify a license due to changed 
conditions or standards, receipt of additional 
information or any reason it deems would threaten 
public health and safety, fhe Department shall 
notify the licensee or his authorized 
repreesentative by certified mail. Such 
notification shall include the proposed 
modification and the reasons for modification. 
The modification shall become effective twenty 
(20) days from the date of mailing of such notice 
unless within that time the licensee requests 
a hearing before the Commission. Such a request 
for hearing shall be made in writing and shall 
include the reasons for such hearing. At the 
conclusion of any such hearing the Commission 
may affirm, modify or reverse the proposed 
modification. 
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62-085 

SW65] 
~ 

SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION OF A HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION 
OR TREATMENT SITE LICENSE 

(1) Whenever, in the judgment of the Department from 
the results of monitoring or surveillance of the 
operation of any collection or treatment site, 
there is reasonable cause to believe that a clear 
and immediate danger to the public health and 
safety exists from the continued operation of 
the site, without hearing or prior notice, the 
Department shall order the operation of the site 
halted by service of the order on the site 
superintendent. Notice of such suspension or 
revocation must state the reasons for such action 
and advise the licensee that he may request a 
hearing before the Commission or its authorized 
representative. Such a request for hearing shall 
be made in writing to the Director within 90 days 
of the date of suspension and shall state the 
grounds for the request. Any hearing shall be 
conducted pursuant to the regulations of tbe 
Department. 

(2) In the event that it becomes necessary for the 
Department to suspend or revoke a 
collection or treatment site license due to 
violation of any provision of ORS 459.410-459.690, 
noncompliance with these rules or the terms of 
the license, the threat of degradation of a 
natural resource, unapproved changes in operation, 
false information submitted in-the application 
or any other cause, the Department shall notify 
the licensee by certifi~d mail of its intent to 
suspend or revoke the license and the timetable 
and procedures to be followed. Such notification 
shall include the reasons for.the suspension or 
revocation. The suspension or revocation shall 
become effective 20 days from the date of mailing 
of such notice unless within that time the 
licensee requests a hearing before the Commission 
or its authorized representative. Such a request 
for hearing shall be made in writing to the 
Director and shall state the grounds for the 
request. Any hearing held shall be conducted 
pursuant to the regulations of the Department. 

6 - Div. 62 



PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 63 
January 18, 1980 

1. 63-011(15) "Hazardous waste treatment site" means. a facility or 
operation, other than a hazardous waste disposal site, 
at which hazardous waste is treated in feere~±ianee 
wieh-ehese-£tt±es-and-eehe£-a~~±ieae±e-±eea±7-Seaee7 
and-Fede£a±-£e~tt±aeiens•r accordance with a license 
·issued pursuant to ORS Chapter 459 and OAR Chapter 
340, Divisions 6.2 and 63. 

2. 63-110 IGNITABLE WASTE. 

(1) A waste is ignitable if it has any of the following 
properties: 

(a) Any liquid that has a flash point less than 
60° C (140° F) as determined ·by the 
Pensky-Martens Closed Tester (ASTM 093-73) or 
an equivalent method. 

(b) Any flammable compressed gas as defined by 49 
CFR 173.00(b) (See Appendix). 

tter--Any-e*idize£-as-de£ined-ey-49-€FR-±~3T±5±-e£ 
i~3·..±5±a..-t 

l£L (fdtl. Any Class C explosive as defined by 49 CFR 
173.lOO. 

(d) (fet) Any other waste, that under conditions incident 
to its management, is liable to cause fires 
through friction, absorption of moisture, 
spontaneous chemical change, or retained heat 
from manufacturing or processing; and when ignited 
burns so vigorously and persistently as to create 
a hazard during its management. 

1-Div. 63 



3. 63-115 

4. 63-120 

CORROSIVE WASTE 

(1) A waste is corrosive if as a liquid or sludge, or as 
a solid mixed with an equal volume of water, it has 
either of the following properties: 

(a) A ph of 2 or less or of (~~) 12.S or greater. 
(b) Any corrosive as defined by 49 CFR 173.240. 

REACTIVE WASTE 

(1) A waste is reactive if it has (e~~he~) any of the 
following properties: 

(a) Any waste that is normally unstable and readily 
undergoes violent chemical change such as reacting 
violently or forming potentially explosive 
mixtures with water; or generating toxic fumes 
when mixed with water under mildly acidic or basic 
conditions. 

(b) Any waste that is capable of detonation or. 
explosive reaction with or without a strong 
initiating source or heat before initiation. 
This includes explosives as defined by 49 CFR 
173.51 (Forbidden), 173.53 (Class A), or 
173.88 (Class B). 

(c) Any oxidizer as defined by 49 CFR 173.151 or 
173.15la. NOTE: Unless determined otherwise, 
oxidizers shall be assumed to be incompatible 
with all other materials. 

(2) Reactive waste shall be managed as hazardous or as 
otherwise approved by the Department •. 

(3) Waste explosives under the direct control of a local, 
State, or Federal agency are exempt from the rules 
of this Division. 
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5. 63-125 (2) 

6·. 63-125(4) 

Halogenated Hydrocarbons and Phenols (excluding 
polymeric solids). 

(a) Waste containing halogenated hydrocarbons 
(excluding polychlorinated biphenyls) or 
halogen~ted phenols is toxic if it contains 1% 
or greater of such substances. · 

ftit--Waeee-eeneeinia~-pe±yeh±eriaeeed-bipheny±e 

ie-eexie-iE-ie-eeneeine-±&&-ppm-er 
~reeeer-eE-etteh-ettbseeneesTt 

(b) tt±tt A generator may dispcse of up to 200 
pounds of waste containing halogenated 
hydrocarbons or halogenated phenols per month 
(excluding polychlorinated biphenyls and 
pesticides) in accordance with Section 63-135 of 
this Part. 

ffiit--Pe±yeh±erineeed-bipheny±s-she±±-be-meneged 
es-he~e~dotts-e~-ee-eehe~wiee-eppre~ed-by 

ehe-Bepe~emeneTt 

((A) Hetteeheid-ieeme-eoneeinin~-peiyehier~neeed 

eipheayie-mey-be-die!"'eed-wieh-oeher 
hetteeheid-~eEtteeTt 

(c) Waste containinq polychlorinated biphenyls is 
toxic and shall be managed in accordance with 
40 CFR 761. 

Carcinogens. 

{a) Waste containing carcinogens as identified by 
OSHA in 29 CFR fi9±eT93et 1910 is toxic. 
NOTE: See appendix for specific compounds and 
concentrations. 

{b) The identified carcinogenic wastes shall be 
managed as hazardous or as otherwise approved 
by the Department. 
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7. Add Section 340-63-405(1) (d) as follows: 

8. 63-415 

(d) Persons operating a treatment facility permitted 
by the Department need not comply with rule 340-63-
415. NOTE: OAR 340-14-025 and 34_0-45-035 (1) 
require:- that the permit be developed in accordance 
with ORS Chapter 459 and these rules. 

LICENSE REQUIRED. Any person owning or operating a 
hazardous waste (ee~~eeeien-e~-~ispesa~-siee) 

management facility or engaged in a hazardous 
waste disposal operation under ORS 459,510(3) shall 
obtain a license pursuant to ORS Chapter 459 and OAR 
Chapter 340, Divisions 62 and 63. 

9. APPENDIX 

The -following regulations appear in condensed form and are presented 
for guidance only. The reader is referred to the appropriate Code of 
Federal Regulations for the full text. 

(1) CFR Title 29, Labor, Part 1910, Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, U. s. Department of Labor. 

(2) CFR Title 40, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), Part 761, u. s. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

(3) ff~tt CFR Title 49, Transportation, Parts 100 - 199, u. s. Department 
of Transportation. 

10. Delete section entitled "29 CFR 1910.93c Carcinogens" in the APPENDIX 
and replace with the following: 

29 CFR 1910.xxxx Carcinogens: A carcinogen means any of the 
substances listed below, or compositions containing such 
substances, but does not include compositions containing less 
than the indicated percent of the listed substance. 

63 



Section 

1910 .1003 
1910.1004 
1910.1006 
1910.1007 
1910 .1008 
1910.1009 
1910 .1010 
1910.1011 
1910 .1012 
1910.1013 
1910 .1014 
1910.1015 
1910 .1016 
1910 .10'17 
1910 .1028 
1910 .1045 

HM0478 

Substance 

4-Ni trobiphenyl 
alpha-Naphthylarnine 
Methyl Chlorornethyl ether 
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine (and salts) 
bis-Chlorornethyl ether 
beta~Naphthylarnine 
Benzidine (and salts) 
4-Arninodiphenyl 
Ethylene irnine 
beta-Propiolactone 
2-Acetylaminofluorene 
4-Dirnethylarninoazobenzene 
N-Nitrosodirnethylarnine 
Vinyl chloride 
Benzene 
Acryloni tr ile (non-polymeric) 
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Hazardous 
Concentration (%) 

0.1 
1.0 
0.1 
1.0 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
1.0 
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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. E, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Conduct a Public Hearing on Proposed 
~mendment~ to Noise Control Regulations to Establish Noise Emission 
Limits for New Motorboats, OAR 340-35-025. 

Background 

Oregon Revised Statutes chapter 467 directs the Environmental Quality Commission 
to establish maximum permissible levels of noise emission. In 1974, standards 
were adopted that established maximum limits for newly manufactured products. 
These new-product regulations presently include automobiles, trucks, buses, 
motorcycles and snowmobiles. The Oregon State Marine Board has requested that 
the Department propose noise emission standards for new motorboats. 

Problem 

A state wide attitudinal survey conducted by the Department indicated that motorboat 
noise was a moderate problem in Oregon. During the development of motor vehicle 
noise rules, the consideration of new product regulations for boats was discarded 
as having only a moderate impact on the problem. Standards were proposed and adopted 
that established operational noise limits for motorboats. These standards are identical 
to those included in State Marine Board administrative rules. 

Presently, a large number of complaints are received due to operations of noisy 
boats. The state Marine Board provides boating rule enforcement through contracts 
with various county sheriffs. Department staff has assisted this effort by providing 
training and other technical assistance. However, this enforcement is not effective 
due to the limited numbers of enforcement personnel and the difficulty of monitoring 
operating motorboats for noise emissions. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

As the State Marine Board does not believe the in-use operational noise standards 
for motorboats are totally effective in controlling this problem, they have requested 
that a new product rule be adopted by the Commission. 

The states of California and Washington currently control motorboat noise at the 
time of sale. Their standards are presently 82 dBA under a standardized test 
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procedure. The State of Washington requires new motorboats to meet a more stringent 
standard of 80 dBA in 1984. The State of California does not require further 
reductions from the 82 dBA standard. The Department proposes that new motorboats 
meet a noise emission limit of 82 dBA under the standard fifty (50) foot pass-by 
test procedure. The proposed rule would apply to all new motorboats except outboard 
motorboats with underwater exhausts. Outboard boats are believed to be well within 
the proposed standards and thus should not be burdened with the regulation. 

The Department presently controls a variety of motor vehicle categories under new 
product, time of sale, noise emission standards. The addition of a motorboat 
standard is not expected to place an excessive burden on staff because of the 
self-certification requirement and the existing staff experience in administering 
similar programs for other motor vehicle categories. The State Marine Board has 
committed their support and assistance in the development and implementation of 
this proposed rule. 

Summation 

Based on the background and alternatives, the following conclusions are offered: 

1. Excessive motorboat noise continues to be a problem in 
Oregon, despite the present efforts to enforce in-use 
operational noise standards. 

2. The Oregon State Marine Board has requested the Department 
to develop and propose new product, .time of sale, noise 
emission standards for motorboats. 

3. The proposed standard of 82 dBA is identical to current 
standards established in the states of California and 
Washington. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize a public 
hearing to take testimony on amendments to Noise Control Regulations to include 
noise emission standards for new motorboats, OAR 340-35-025, and associated 
procedure manual, NPCS-21. 

John Hector/pw 
December 28, 1979 
503-229-5989 

Attachments 
1. Draft Hearings Notice 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

2; Proposed Amendments to OAR 340-35-025 
and Procedure Manual, NPCS-21 



Draft Hearings Notice 

****************************** 
* * * * * * : NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ~ 

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

Attachment 1 
Agenda Item E 
January 18, 1980 
EQC Meeting 

EQC SOLICITS TESTIMONY ON NEED TO ESTABLISH NOISE EMISSION STANDARDS FOR THE 
SALE OF NEW MOTORBOATS. 

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has scheduled a public 

hearing to consider testimony on a proposal which would establish a maximum 

noise limit for new motorboats offered for sale in Oregon. A hearing on this 

matter will be held -------------

WHAT IS DEQ PROPOSING? 

The Oregon State Marine Board has requested that DEQ develop and propose noise 

emission standards to control the sale·.of noisy motorboats. DEQ is proposing a 

noise emission limit of 82 decibels as measured at fifty (SO) feet for any new 

motorboat, except outboards, offered for sale in Oregon. An associated test 

procedure has also been developed and would be approved with the approval of 

this proposal. 

WHO IS AFFECTED BY THIS PROPOSAL? 

The public is impacted by excessive motorboat noise. Motorboat manufacturers or 

dealers would be required to test and certify that their products meet the decibel 

limit prior to any sales. 

HOW TO SUBMIT YOUR INFORMATION 

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, Noise 

Control Section, PO Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207 and should be received by ----
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Oral and written comments may offered at the following public hearing: 

WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Copies of the proposed amendments may be obtained from: 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Noise Control Section 
PO Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

or phone 
503-229-6085 

PRINCIPLE DOCUMENTS RELIED UPON IN THE RULEMAKING 

a) Letter to the Department from Oregon State Marine Board, 

dated June 20, 1979 

b) SAE Recommended Practice - Exterior Sound Level Measurement 

Procedure for Pleasure Motor Boats - Sl\E J34 

c) California Motorboat Noise Regulations - Harbor and 

Navigation Code; Sections 654.05 and 654.06 

d) Washington Watercraft Noise Performance Standards -

Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-70 

The above documents may be reviewed at the Department's offices at 522 SW Fifth 

Avenue, Portland, OR. 

NEED FOR THE RULE 

New motorboats cause noise impacts detrimental to the public health, safety or 

welfare. The Oregon State Marine Board also believes such a rule is needed to 

control excessive motorboat noise. 
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LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPOSAL 

This proposal may amend OAR 340-35-025 under authority of ORS 467.030. 

This proposal does not appear to conflict with Land Use Goals. Public comment on 

land use issues involved is welcome and may be submitted in the same fashions as 

are indicated for testimony in this Public Notice of Hearing. The Department of 

Environmental Quality intends to ask the Department of Land Conservation and 

Development to mediate any apparent conflicts brought to our attention by local, 

state or federal authorities. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

It is believed that many new motorboats presently comply with the proposed noise 

emission limit. Therefore, a minin1al adverse economic impact to the manufacturers 

may result. 

FINAL ACTION 

After public hearing, the Commission may adopt a rule identical to the one proposed, 

adopt a modified rule on the same subject, or decline to act. The Commission's 

deliberation should come late in March or April 1980 as part of the agenda of a 

regularly scheduled Commission meeting. 



Department of Environmental Quality 

Chapter 340, Oregon Administrative Rules 

Relevant Definitions 

Division 35 

Noise Control Regulations 

Proposed Amendments 
for Motorboats 

January 1980 

New Material is Underlined, and 
Deleted Material is [Bracketed] 

340~35-015 DEFINITIONS. As used in this Division: 

(8) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

Attachment 2 
Agenda Item E 
January 18, 1980 
EQC Meeting 

(11) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality. 

(21) "Motorcycle" means any Motor Vehicle, except Farm Tractors, designed to 

travel on not more than three wheels which are in contact with the ground. 

(22) "Motor Vehicle" means any vehicle which is, or is designed to be self-

propelled or is designed or used for transporting persons or property. This 

definition excludes airplanes, but includes water craft. 

(25) "New Motor Vehicle" means a Motor Vehicle whose equitable or legal title 

has never been transferred to a Person who in good faith purchases the New Motor 

Vehicle for purposes other than resale. The model year of such vehicle shall be 

the year so specified by the manufacturer, or if not so specified, the calendar 

year in which the new motor vehicle was manufactured. 

(27) "Noise Level" means weighted Sound Pressure Level measured by use of a 

metering characteristic with an "A" frequency weighting network and reported as dBA. 
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(32) "Person" means the United States Government and agencies thereof, any 

state, individual, public or private corporation, political subdivision, governmental 

agency, municipality, industry, co-partnership, association, firm, trust, estate, or 

any other legal entity whatever. 

(35) "Propulsion Noise" means that noise created in the propulsion of a Motor 

Vehicle. This includes, but is not limited to exhaust system noise, induction 

system noise, tire noise, cooling system noise, aerodynamic noise and where appro­

priate in the test procedure, braking system noise. This does not include noise 

created by Road Vehicle Auxiliary Equipment such as power take-offs and compressors. 

(38) "Racing Events" means any competition using Motor Vehicles, conducted 

under a permit issued by the governmental authority having jurisdiction, or, if 

such permit is not required, under the auspices of a recognized sanctioning body. 

This definition includes, but is not limited to, events on the surface of land 

and water. 

(39) "Racing Vehicle" means any Motor Vehicle that is designed to be used 

exclusively in Racing Events. 

"Motorboat" as used in OAR 340-35-025 means a water craft propelled 

by an internal combustion engine but does not include a boat powered by an outboard 

motor designed to exhaust beneath the surface of the water. 

340-35-025 NOISE CONTROL REGULATIONS FOR THE SALE OF NEW MOTOR VEHICLES 

(1) Standards and Regulations. No person shall sell or offer for sale any 

new motor vehicle designated in this section which produces a propulsion noise 
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exceeding the noise limits specified in Table 1, except as otherwise provided in 

these rules .. 

(2) Measurement: 

(a) Sound measurements shall conform to test procedures adopted by the 

Commission in Motor Vehicle Sound Measurement Procedures Manual (NPCS-21), or 

to standard methods approved in writing by the Department. These measurements 

will generally be carried out by the motor vehicle manufacturer on a sample of 

either prototype or production vehicles. A certification program shall be devised 

by the manufacturer and submitted to the Department for approval within 60 days 

after the adoption of this rule. 

(b) Nothing in this section shall preclude the Department from conducting 

separate or additional n6ise level tests and measurements on new motor vehicles 

being offered for sale. The.refore, when requested by the Department, a new motor 

vehicle dealer or manufacturer shall cooperate in reasonable.noise testing of a 

specific class of motor vehicle being offered for sale. 

(3) Manufacturer's Certification: 

(a) Prior to the sale or offer for sale of any new motor vehicle designated 

in Table 1, the manufacturer or a designated representative shall certify in writing 

to the Department that vehicles listed in Table 1 made by that manufacturer and 

offered for sale in the State of Oregon meet applicable noise limits. Such 

certification will include a statement by the m?nufacturer that: 

(A) The manufacturer has.tested sample or prototype vehicles. 

(B) That such samP.les or prototypes met applicable noise limits when tested 

in accordance with the procedure specified. 
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(C) That vehicles offered for sale in Oregon are substantially identical in 

construction to such samples or prototypes. 

(b) Nothing in this section shall preclude the Department from obtaining 

specific noise measurement data gathered by the manufacturer on prototype or 

production vehicles for a class of vehicles for which the Department has reason­

able grounds to believe is not in conformity with the applicable noise limits. 

(4) Exceptions. Upon prior written request from the manufacturer or 

designated representative, the Department may authorize an exception to this 

noise rule for a class of motor vehicles, if it can be demonstrated to the 

Department that for that specific class a vehicle manufacturer has not had 

adequate lead-time or does not have the technical capability to either bring 

the motor vehicle noise into compliance or to conduct new motor vehicle noise 

tests. 

( 5) Exemptions: 

(a) All racing vehicles, except racing motorcycles and racing motorboats, 

shall be exempt from the requirements of this section provided that such vehicles 

are operated only at facilities used for sanctioned racing events. 

(b) Racing motorcycles and racing motorboats shall be exempt from the 

requirements of this section provided that [such vehicles] racing motorcycles are 

operated only at facilities used for sanctioned racing events, racing motorboats 

are operated only at areas designated by the State Marine Board for testing or at 

an approved racing event, and the following conditions are complied with: 
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(A) Prior to the sale of a racing motorcycle or racing motorboat, the 

prospective purchaser shall file a notarized affidavit with the Department, on 

a Departmentally approved form, stating that it is the intention of such prospective 

purchaser to operate the vehicle only at facilities used for sanctioned racing 

events; and 

(B) No racing vehicle shall be displayed for sale in the State of Oregon 

without notice prominently affixed thereto: 

(i) That such vehicle will be exempt from the requirements of this section 

only upon demonstration to the Department that the vehicle will be operated only 

at facilities used for sanctioned racing events; and 

(ii) that a notarized affidavit will be required of the prospective purchaser 

stating that it is the intention of such prospective purchaser to operate the 

vehicle only at facilities used for sanctioned racing events; and 

(C) No racing vehicle shall be locally advertised in the State of Oregon as 

being for sale without notice included: 

(i) which is substantially similar to that required in (B) (i) and {B) (ii) 

above, and 

(ii) which is unambiguous as to which vehicle such notice applies. 
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TABLE l 

(340-35-025) 

New Motor Vehicle Standards 

Moving Test At 50 Feet (15 .2 meters) 

Vehicle T¥ve 

Motorcycles 

Snowmobiles as defined 
in ORS 481.048 

Truck in excess of 
10,000 pounds 

(4536 kg) GVWR 

Automobiles, light trucks, 
and all other road 
vehicles 

Bus as defined under 
ORS 481.030 

Motorboats 

Effective For 

1975 Model 
1976 Model 
1977-1982 Models 
1983-1987 Models 
Models after 1987 

1975 Model 
Models after 1975 

1975 Model 
1976-1981 Models or Models manufactured 
after Jan. 1, 1978 and before Jan. 1, 1982 
Models manufactured after Jan. 1, 1982 and 
before Jan. 1, 1985 
Hodels manufactured after Jan. 1, 1985 

1975 Model 
1976-1981 Models 
Models after 1981 

1975 Model 
1976-1978 Models 
Models after 1978 

Models Offered for Sale 
after June 30, 1980 

Maximum No5.se 
Level, d&) 

86 
83 
Bl 
78 
75 

82 
78 

86 

83 

80 
(Reserved) 

83 
80 
75 

86 
83 
80 

82 
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CHAPTER 4 

NEW VEHICLE SOUND LEVEL MEASUREMENT 

4.1 Scope. This Chapter establishes procedures for setting up and calibrating 
sound rneasuri ng equi prnent and conducting tests to deterrni ne vehicle sound 
level output. 

4.2 Test Area and Personnel. 

4.2. l Test Area. Generally, the test area shall be a flat open space free of 
·large uprignt sound-reflecting surfaces, such as parked vehicles, sign­
boards, buildings, or hillsides, located within 100 feet radius of the 
microphone [and of the following unmarked points on the vehicle path] as 
.shown in Figure 4-1. Detailed test area layouts are provided in Section 4.5 
for specific vehicle cateqor1es. 

[a. The microphone point, which is the location on the 
vehicle path closest to the microphone.] 

[b. A point fifty feet before the microphone point.] 

[c.· A point fifty feet beyond the microphone point.] 

! --x I 
I \ ' ....... ~... r ... _ ... K·~· .... u . ; I . . 

_· ----r-. --x~- ·---·t- / / .. ._ ..... ! I , Y ... t.11.l• ,..,. . I 

. ... I ' 
' J_ / : /,f.,,,_ I 

"- , ........ u l 
"'\,/. '1 

I 
/ 

Fig. 4-1. New Vehicle Test Area Layout 
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4.2.2 [Ground]Surface Condition. The surface of the ground within the measuring 
site for road vehicles shall be smooth asphalt or concrete free of snow, 
soil or ashes in at least the triangular area formed by the microphone 
location and points on the vehicle path 50 feet before and beyond the micro­
phone point. The ground surface in the above area for snowmobiles shall be 
live vegetation (grass) no more than four inches in height. Motorboats shall 
be tested on a calm water surface. 

4.2.3 Roadway Surface. The surface of the vehicle path shall be dry, smooth asphalt 
or concrete pavement free of extraneous material, except that the pathway for 
snowmobiles shall be covered with live vegetation (grass) no more than four 
inches in height or a maximum of 3 inches of loose snow over a base of at 
least 2 inches of compacted snow. 

4.2.4 Wind. Do not conduct sound measurements when wind velocity at the test area 
exceeds ten miles per hour. 

4.2.5 Personnel Location. Exercise care to prevent interference with sound level 
measurements caused by personnel_ in the measuring area. 

a. Bystander Location. Bystanders shall remain at least fifty 
feet from the microphone and the vehicle being measured during 
sound level measurements. 

b. Technician Location. The technician making direct readings from 
the sound level meter with microphone attached shall stand with 
the instrument positioned in accordance with the manufacturer's 
instructions. 

4.3 Equipment Setup and Use. 

4.3.1 General. All types of sound level meters shall be field calibrated 
1mmed1ately prior to use using the procedures described in the factory 
instruction manual. 

4.3.2 Battery Check. Batteries in both themeter and calibrator shall be checked 
before calibration. 

4.3.3 Instrument Calibration. The instrument shall be set to the correct level 
range, weighting scale, and meter response. The calibrator shall be placed 
on the microphone of the meter. The output indicated on the meter shall then 
be adjusted to the correct calibration level. 

4.3.4 Microphone Location. Attached the microphone or sound level meter to the 
tripod, extending the tripod legs so that the microphone, when aimed at the 
microphone point, will be at a height of 4+ 1/2 ft. above the plane of the 
roadway or water surface. Position the trTpod so the microphone is at a 
distance of 50+ 1 ft. from the center of the lane of travel. 
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C0~1ENT Connect extension cable between the instruments. 
Secure the. cable to the foot of the tripod leg nearest the 
recorder location. This will help prevent the tripod from being 
pulled over by an accidental tug on the·cable. 

4. 3. 5 Hi ndscreens. Windscreens made of open ce 11 polyurethane foam 
furnished by the instrument manufacturer shall be placed over the 
microphone after calibration. · 

COMMENT The windscreen reduces the effect of wind noise and protects 
the microphone diaphram from dust or other airborn matter. 

4.3.6 Annual Calibration. Within one year prior to use, each set of sound 
measuring instruments, sound level meter including octave band 
filter, and calibrator, shall receive a laboratory calioration in 
accordance to the manufacturer's specifications. This calibration 
shall be traceable to the National Bureau of Standards. 

COMMENT An inspection label will be attached to each instrument 
set to determine when the calibration was performed. 

4.4 Sound Level Measurement 

4.4. l . Preliminary Steps. The fol lowing steps shall be followed before 
taking a measurement. 

a) Turn meter on 

b) Switch meter to "A" weighting scale 

c) Switch:·meter to "FAST" response 

d) Set the meter to the appropriate range to measure the 
anticipated sound level. 

4.4.2 Mounting. The sound level meter shall be placed on a tripod 
according to the manufacturer's instructions. 

4.4.3 Orientation. The orientation of the sound level meter microphone 
shall be according to the manufacturer's instructions to obtain 
random incidence. _ 

4.4.4 Var1ations. Allowances are necessary due to unavoidable variations 
in measurement sites and test eqqipment. Vehicles are not considered 
in violation unless they exceed the regulated limit by 2 dBA or more. 
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4.4.5 Heather Measurement. Record wind velocity and direction with a wind 
gauge and temperature and re 1 ati ve humidity with a s 1 i ng psychrometer 
or other Department approved instruments. 

4.4.6 Data Recordinq. Record all required vehicle data, type of test 
equipment, and weather information on the New Vehicle Test Form, 
(NPCS-26L as shown in Figure 4-2 or any other form approved in 
whting by the Department. 
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NEW VEHICLE NOISE TEST 
_ DEPARTMENT OF. ENVIROtlMENTAL QUALITY 

YE.\R--~

1
~1ICLE ~!AKE:___ 

1 

VEHICLE TYPE LICENSE NO. !·lODEL 

. 
DR!VFR D.L. NO. ADDRESS . 

ENGINE TYPE HP ENGINE DISPLACEMENT IJJCATION VEHICLE MILEl>GB 

EX:iAt:ST OUTLET CHECK POSITION AND SIZE OF OUTLET RESONl\'rORS MUFFLER 'l'YPl:: TIRE SIZ GEi\R Rl\.TIOS 

0 Single 0 L. Side 0 Rear Qstraight D 45° to rear · 0 Single 

" Diff. ----
Ooual DR. Side 0 Vertical 045° to side 0 0 Dual dia. Spkt. __ : __ --

(No. of Teeth) 

RECORDER MODEL AND DEQ NO. rTER MODEL AND DEQ NO. VEHICLE SUPPLIED BY CALIBRATOR AND DEQ NO • 
. 
TEST DH.IVER TEST ENGINEER ' HETER CHECK 

LJ BAT. 0 WINDSCREEN D "A" SCALE 0 FAST 0CALIB. -
QPERATING CONDITIONS TIME ~A READINGS MAXI~1UM 

TEST CONDITIONS 
L.S. R.S. RPM MPH ---

WEATHER CONDITION I TEMP. I 'RH !WIND VE!.. 
. -

Indicate by proper symbols the direction of the wind, veh~ 
-- icle path, and ~icrophone location. 

N 

' 

w E 

s 
Key' . 

Wind Direction - - ....;,.-
Vehicle Path ------
Microphone Location c> 

INSTRUMENTATION SET UP AT 50 FT. FROM CENTERLINE OF TRAVEL •. 

NPCS-2:6 

Figure 4-2 
New Vehicle Test 
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4.5 New Vehicle Test Procedure 

4.5.l Vehicle Sound Level. The sound levels for new motor vehicles 
shall be determined by tests perfonned according to procedures 
established for each particular class of vehicle. 

4.5.2 Definitions. For the purpose of these procedures, the following 
terms have the meanings indicated: 

a. Maximum· RPM. "Maximum rpm" means the maximum governed 
eng1ne speed, or if ungoverned, the rpm at maximum engine 
horsepower as detennined by the engine manufacturer in 
accordance with the procedures in Society of Automotive 
Engineers Standard, Engine Rating Code - Spark Ignition -
SAE J245, April 1971, or Engine Rating Code Diesel -
SAE J270, September 1971. 

b. Microlhone Point. "Microphone point" means the unmarked 
locat on on the center of the lane of travel that is . 
closest to the microphone. 

c. Vehicle Reference ·Point. "Vehicle reference point" means 
the location of the vehicle used to determine when the 
vehicle is at any of the points on the vehicle path. The 
primary vehicle reference point is· the front of the vehicle. 
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4.5.3 Operation. 

a. Preliminary Runs. Sufficient preliminary runs shall be 
made to enable the test driver to become familiar with 
the operation of the vehicle and to stabi"lize engine 
operating conditions. 

b. Test Runs. At least four test runs shall be made for 
each side.of the vehicle. 

c. Reported Noise Level. The reported sound level for each 
side of the vehicle shall be on the average of the two 
highest readings on that side which are within 2 dBA of 
each other. The sound level reported for the vehicle 
shall be the sound level of the loudest side. 

d. Visual Reading and Recording. Visual readings shall be 
taken from the sound level meter during preliminary test· 
runs and recorded. The readings from the sound level met~r 
shall be compared with those of the recorder and there 
shall be no more than +.0.5 dBA variation between the readings. 
When the variation is greater, the l!QUipment shall be checked 
and recalib£ated. If the variation still exists, the test 
shall be conducted using only direct. readings from the sound 
level meter. 

4.5.4 Motorcycles. Kotor~ycles shall be tested as ·f~tews: 

a •. Vehicle Path. The test area shall include a vehicle path 
of sufficieot length for safe acceleration, deceleration, 
and stopping of the vehicle. 

b. Test Area Layout. The following points and zones shown in 
Figure 4-3 where only one directional approach is illustrated 
for purposes of clarity, shall be established on the vehicle 
path so that measurements can be made on both sides of the 
vehicle: 

1. Microphone point. 

2. Acceleration point - a location 25 feet before the 
microphone point. 

3. End point - a location 100 feet beyond the microphone 
point. 
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4. End zone - the last 75-feet distance between the 
microphone point and the end point. 

-~ 

' \ / I i---50' 50'1 lOO'i 
I ! I-··;~ I ' 

I I I I i - --~777iT-~~---
V•bicl• S A I D C 

. Path SO' 

100' l.adiua ' _J_ 100' R•diu• 

1 

ll:ieropbone 

B • Aceelerat1on point l 
A • Xicrophon• poiot 

100' .R•diua . C • End poirit 
D • led zoa• 

l 
Fig. 4- 3. Test Area Layout ·for Motorcycles 

c. Test Procedures. Vehicles shall be.tested according to the 
following procedures: 

1. Gear Selection. Motorcycles shall be operated in second 
gear. Vehicles which reach maximum rpm at less than 
30 mph or before a point of 25 feet beyond the microphone 
point shall be operated in the next higher gear. 

If the motorcycle has an automatic transmission or torque 
converter, then gear selection shall follow the following 
procedure: 

If the gear range is selectable, employ the lowest range. 
If the vehicle reaches maximum rpm at less than 30 mph or 
before a point 25 feet beyond the microphone point (see 
Figure 4-3), use the next higher range. If maximt..m rpm 
is reached before a point 25 feet beyond the microphone 
point when the vehicle is in the highest gear range, then 
the throttle shall be opened less rapidly, but in such a 
manner that full throttle and maximum rpm are attained 
while within the end zone. 

If the gear range is not selectable, then the throttle shall 
be opened less rapidly, but in such a manner that full throttle 
and maximt..m rpm are attained while within the end zone. 
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2. Acceleration. The vehicle shall proceed along the test 
path at a constant approach speed which corresponds either 
to an engine speed of 60 percent of maximum rpm or to 30 
mph, whichever is lower. When the vehicle reference point 
reaches the acceleration point, the throttle shall be 
rapidly and fully opened. The throttle shall be held 
open until the vehicle reference'rpoint reaches the end 
point or until the maximum rpm is reached within the end 
zone, at which point the throttle shall be closed. f/heel 
slip shall be avoided. 

3. Deceleration. Tests during deceleration shall be conducted 
when deceleration noise appears excessive. The vehicle 
shall proceed along the vehicle path at maximum rpm in the 
same gear selected for the tests during acceleration. When 
the reference point on the vehicle reaches the acceleration 
point, the throttle shall be rapidly closed and the vehicle 
shall be allowed to decelerate to less than 1/2 of maximum 
rpm. 

4. Engine Temperature. The engine temperature shall be within 
normal operating range before each test run. 

5. Test Weight. The total weight of test driver and test 
ins trumenta ti on shall be 165 1 bs; For sma 11 drivers, addi ti ona 1 
weights shall be used to bring the total to 165 lbs. 

4,5.5. Snowmobiles. Snowmobiles shall be tested as follows: 

a. - Vehicle Path. The test area shall include a vehicle path of 
sufficient length for safe acceleration, deceleration, and 
stopping of the vehicle. 

b. Test Area Layout. The following points and zones shown in 
Figure 4-3, where only one directional approach is illustrated 
for the purposes of clarity, shall be established on the 
vehicle path so that measurements can be made on both sides of 
the vehicle. 

1. Microphone point. 

2. End point - a location 50 feet beyond the microphone point. 

3. Acceleration point - a location on the vehicle path 
established as follows: Position the vehicle headed away 
from the microphone point with the vehicle reference point 

_at 25 feet from the microphone point. From a standing 
start with transmission in low gear, rapidly apply wide­
open throttle, accelerating until maximum rpm is attained. 
The location on the vehicle path where maximum rpm was 
attained is the acceleration point for test run in the 
opposite direction. 

-4. Maximum rpm zone. 
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c. Test Procedures. From a standing start, with transmission 
in low gear and the vehicle reference point positioned at 
the acceleration point, the throttle shan be rapidly and 
fully opened and held through the maximum rpm zone until 
the reference point on the vehicle reaches the end point 
after which the throttle shall be closed. 

I 
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Heavy Trucks, Truck Tractors, and Buses. 
for vehicles with a manufacturer's gross 
rating of 10,000 lbs or more shall be as 

The test procedure 
vehicle weight 
fol lows: 

( 1 ) Test Area Layout. the test area shail include a vehicle 
path of sufficient length for safe acceleration, deceleration, 
and stopping of the vehicle. The following points and zones 
shall be established on the vehicle path as shown in Figure 4, 
where only one directional approach is illustrated for purposes 
of clarity. 

(A) Microphone pofnt 

(B) Acceleration point - a location 50 ft before the 
microphone point 

(C) End point - a location 50 ft beyond the microphone point. 

( D) End zone - the last 40-ft di stance between the .microphone 
point and the end point. 
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(2) Gear Selection. A gear shall be selected 
(manual or automatic transmission) which will result 
in the vehicle beginning at an approach rpm of no 
more than 2/3 maximum rpm at the acceleration point 
and reaching maximum rpm within the end zone with­
out exceeding 35 mph. 

(A) 
reaching 
shall be 
~mum rpm 

When maximum rpm is attained before 
the end zone, the next higher gear 
selected, up to the gear where max­
produces over 35 mph. 

(B) When maximum rpm still occurs before 
reaching the end zone, the approach rpm shall 
be decreased in 100 rpm increments until max­
imum rpm is attained within the end zone. 

(C) When maximum rpm is not attained 
until beyond the end zone, the next lower gear 
shall be selected until maximum rpm is attained 
within the end zone. 

(D) When the lowest gear still results 
in reaching ma.ximum rpm beyond the ·end zone, 
the approach rpm shall be increased in.100 rpm 
increments above 2/3 maximum rpm until the 
maximum rpm is reached within the end zone. 

(3) Acceleration. The vehicle shall proceed 
along the vehicle path maintaining the approach 
engine rpm in the gear selected for at least 50 ft 
before reaching the acceleration point. When the 
vehicle reference point reaches the acceleration 
point, the throttle shall be rapidly and fully _ 
opened and held open until maximum rpm is attained 
within the end zone, at which point the throttle 
shall be closed. 

(4) Deceleration. Tests during deceleration 
shall be conducted when deceleration noise appears 
excessive. The vehicle shall proceed along the 
vehicle path at maximum rpm in the same gear selected 
for the tests during acceleration. \'Then the vehicle 
reference point reaches the microphone point, the 
throttle shall be rapidly closed and the vehicle 
allowed to decelerate to less than 1/2 maximum rpm. 
Vehicles equipped with exhaust.brakes shall also be 
tested with the brake full-on immediately following 
closing of the throttle. 

(5) Engine Temperature. The engine temperature shall 
be within normal operating range throughout each test run. 



. (6( Demand-Activated Fans. If the test vehicle: conta.ins: 
a ·demand-activate·a fan, the .fan m;iy be in the' "off"--posttii:m 
during- the- test .. 

4.5.7 Light Trucks, Truck Tractors, Buses, Cars anq All -Other 
Veh.icl es. lhe: tes-t .p-roeedut'e .. ~or :trucks... truck tractors; _and buses 
with a mattufacturer's gross vehicle weight rating of less than 
10,000 _ l~s,and all passenger cars shall be as follows: 

(1) Test Area Layout. The test area shall in­
clude a vehicle path of sufficient length for safe 
acceleration, deceleration, and stopping of the 
vehicle. The following points and zones shall be 
established on the vehicle path as shown in Figure 
5, where only one directional approach is illustrated 
for purposes of clarity: 

(A) Microphone point 

(B) Acceleration point - a location 25 
ft before the microphone point 

(C) End point - a location 100 ft ' 
beyond the microphone point 

(D) End zone - the last 75-ft distance 
between the microphone point and the end point. 
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(2) Gear Selection. Motor vehicles equipped 
with three-speed manual transmissions and with auto­
matic transmissions shall be operated in first gear. 
Vehicles equipped with manual transmissions of four 
or more speeds shall be operated in first gear and 
in second gear. Vehicles which reach maximum rpm at 
less than 30 mph or before reaching the end zone 
shall be operated in the next higher gear. Auxiliary 
step-up ratios (overdrive) shall not be engaged on 
vehicles so.equipped. 

(3) Acceleration. The vehicle shall proceed 
along the vehicle path at a constant speed of 30mph 
in the selected gear for at least 50 ft before reach­
ing the acceleration point. When the vehicle reference 
point reaches the acceleration point, the throttle 
shall be rapidly and fully opened. The throttle 
shall be held open until the vehicle reference point 
reaches the end point or until maximum rpm is reached 
within the end zone. At maximum rpm, the throttle 
shall be closed sufficiently to keep the engine just 
under maximum rpm until the end point, at which time 
the throttle shall be closed. 

(4) Deceleration. Tests during deceleration 
shall be conducted when deceleration noise appears 
excessive. The vehicle shall proceed along the 
vehicle path at maximum rpm in the same gear selected 
for the tests during acceleration. When the vehicle 
reference point reaches the acceleration point, the 
throttle shall rapidly be closed and the vehicle 
allowed to decelerate to less than 1/2 of maximum rpm. 

(5) Engine Temperature. The engine temperature 
shall be within normal operating range throughout each 
test run. The engine shall be idled in neutral for 
at least one minute between runs. 

4.5.B Motorboats. The test procedure for motorized water craft (motorboats) shall 
be as follows: 

(1) Test Area Layout. A suitable test site is a calm body of water, 
large enough to allow full-speed pass-bys. The area around the microphone 
and boat shall be free of large obstructions, such as buildings, boats, 
bills, large piers, breakwater, etc., for a minimum distance of 100 ft 
(30 m). Three markers (buoys or posts) will be placed in line, 50 ft (15 m) 
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apart, to mark the course the boat is to follow while being tested. 

e engine s oeea 

be +o, -100 rpm. 

{,;l) Measurements. The microphone shall be placed 50 ft (15 m) from the line 
determined by the three markers, normal to the line and opposite the cen~ 
marker. It will also be placed 3'i - 4'i ft (1.1 - 1. 4 m) .J•J<gy:e .. :t::!iE!.".!a~t~~ 
surface, and no closer than 2 ft (0.6 m) from the surface.of the oocKO:i' 
platform on which the m:i,_q:i;gpJ;one stand§__,___fill near·. to the 5>nd of the docKas 
_possible or overhanging the end of the dock. Measurements shall be taken 
while the boat is nassinq no more than three (3) feet (0.9 m) on :t::fie far 
side of all three markers. 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. G, January 18, 1980 EQC Meeting 

Evans Products Company Submicroporous Battery Separator Plant: 
Permit Issuance Process Status Report. 

Background 

Much public input has occurred during the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
drafting period for the Evans Products Company Submicroporous Battery 
Separator Plant. 

That plant was constructed without Department approval of air contaminant 
handling systems. The Company received a Notice of Violation and Intent 
to Assess Civil Penalty for the unauthorized construction in May of 1979. 

Subsequent to the Department's enforcement action, the Company filed an 
application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. The Department 
reviewed the permit application and pollution control equipment plans, 
directed the Company to perform an emissions test of the equipment, to 
modify that equipment and to retest emissions, and then drafted a proposed 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

Because of the high level of public interest, a hearing was felt necessary 
and the proposed permit was mailed with the public notice of the hearing. 
During the public notice period, evaluations of the Company's industrial 
process and its effects on the surrounding community continued. Some of 
these evaluations resulted in changes to the proposed permit presented 
at the hearing. A copy of the current draft permit is attached 
(Attachment 3) • 

At the public hearing, held November 28, 1979, testimony was received from 
local citizens and a question and answer session was held on the record. 
A copy of the transcript of the hearing tapes is attached (Attachment 1). 
The question and answer period is presented on pp 33 - 68 in Attachment 1. 
The hearings officer has drafted a report to you on that meeting 
(Attachment 7). 
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At the December 14, 1979, Environmental Quality Commission meeting, 
additional material regarding the proposed permit was submitted to the 
Commission. The remainder of this report deals with the new materials 
and the issues contained therein. 

Evaluation 

The December 14, 1979, testimony submitted requested that the Commission 
delay issuing an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for the Evans Products 
Submicroporous Battery Separator plant for several reasons. Those reasons 
(grouped for ease of evaluation) and a discussion of each follow: 

Statement: 

a. The permit establishes a precedent allowing a company to start a 
process without a permit, in violation of state statutes, without 
penalty. 

Response: 

Evans Products Company was issued a Notice of Violation and Intent 
to Assess Civil Penalty (Attachment 2) for its failure to submit an 
application for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

Once a company has filed an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
application, Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR 340-14-020(4)) give the 
Department 15 days to preliminarily review the application. If final 
action to grant or deny an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit is not 
accomplished within 45 days of when the application is considered 
complete, the applicant is automatically granted a Temporary Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit (OAR 340-14-020(5)). 

Such permits do not authorize construction, activity, operation or 
discharge which will violate any laws or regulations. But neither 
do they help the Department enforce any special provisions. 

Evans products Company currently holds a Temporary Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit. 

Statement: 

b. Large amounts (2 1/2 to 3 tons per day) of Trichloroethylene (TCE) 
are being emitted. The permit addresses only 4% to 5% of the total 
TCE emissions. A thorough materials balance has not been completed 
which would account for the loss of the fugitive emissions. 
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Response: 

Evans purchases an average of 107,000 pounds of TCE per month 
(according to data on file with the Department). The Department has 
made the assumption that Evans' TCE air emissions equal the TCE 
purchases minus the TCE discharged to the wastewater system 
(660 lbs/mo) • Thus the TCE emission rate is considered to be 53 tons 
per month (2.65 tons/day or 440 gal/day). 

Up to 2,800 tons of TCE per month pass through the Evans process. 
The 53 tons of TCE emitted to the atmosphere is a small percentage 
of the total process throughput (95+% of the process TCE is reclaimed 
and reused in the process). Of the 53 tons emitted, about 3 1/2 are 
emitted from pollution control equipment. Thus, 50 tons of TCE per 
month are emitted from the process as fugitive emissions. If the 
control equipment were not in place, the total emission from the 
facility would be about 2,700 tons per month. 

The above material balance indicates the Evans Products Company 
currently reclaims over 95% of its process TCE. Condition 6 of the 
attached proposed permit (Attachment 3) requires further investigation 
and control of TCE emissions (fugitive). 

Statement: 

c. TCE is a toxic, mutagenic and potentially carcinogenic to humans. 

Response: 

The Department concurs with current literature which considers TCE 
to be a potential human carcinogen (See Attachment 6). 

EPA is considering whether to include TCE in a group of 15 additional 
compounds to be classified as "hazardous," and to be regulated under 
the NESHAPS section of the Clean Air Act. Work on promulgating such 
standards might begin within a year. And, if any standard is adopted, 
it would be applied to the Evans facility through its Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit. 

Statement: 

d. The plant is located near a residential area. Department estimates 
of TCE in the ambient air were based on 5% of the total emissions 
(from pollution control equipment). 

No tests have been conducted on residents who have reported symptoms 
similar to those of TCE exposure. DEQ's ambient air sampling found 
levels that were lower than they should have been, Evans was 
notified prior to the testing. The sampling was inadequate. 
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Response: 

Evans Products Company is located on Southeast Crystal Lake Drive 
in Corvallis (see attached map--Attachment 4). The site has been 
industrially developed since the late 1940's and there is residential 
development in the immediate area. 

Because of the proximity of the residential area and the nature of 
the plant's emissions, two things were done during the process of 
drafting the permit by DEQ that would not have been done otherwise. 
The first was to construct a computer model of emissions from the 
pollution control equipment stacks, the emission rates were used in 
the model which gave conservative estimates of ambient concentration 
at various distances downwind from the stacks under varying wind 
conditions. Secondly, when TCE purchase data confirmed that 
modifications to the pollution control equipment had not resulted 
in a significant reduction in TCE losses, ambient air sampling was 
performed. The air sampling, which requires special instrumental 
methods of analysis available at the Oregon Graduate Center, showed 
TCE concentrations in the neighborhood during poor mixing conditions 
to be between 1 and 4 parts per billion (OSHA's 8 hour average 
exposure allowance for workers is 100 parts per million). 

Had the sampling shown ambient TCE concentrations in the neighborhood 
to be on the order of 25 parts per million (for example) , the 
Department would have considered recommending that Evans immediately 
cease emitting TCE. Since measured TCE concentrations were orders 
of magnitude less, no such recommendation was made. 

The permit was drafted with a fugitive emission reduction program 
(Condition 6), a requirement for further source testing (Condition 10), 
a requirement for additional ambient air testing (Condition 11), and 
a condition requiring cessation of TCE emitting operations in the event 
of ambient concentrations of 25 parts per million or greater are found 
(Condition 12). Evans Products Company has agreed to abide by the 
permit as drafted. 

A questionnaire eliciting reports of symptoms from Southeast Corvallis 
residents (Attachment 5) was circulated by the Friends of Benton County. 
Eighteen responses and two additional letters were submitted at the 
December Commission meeting. Literature reports syrnptomology due to 
TCE exposure beginning at concentration levels of 10 to 200 parts per 
million depending on the literature read; the point at which one can 
detect TCE with the nose is between 20 ppm and 400 ppm). The lowest 
of those levels is 2,500 times higher than the concentration found in 
the Department's ambient sampling. Since there is no basis in literature 
considering available empirical evidence to support a link between Evans' 
air emissions and syrnptomology development, the Department has not 
required a toxicological study within the neighborhood surrounding the 
Evans plant at this time. 
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Statement: 

e. The second stack from the drying ovens was discovered just three weeks 
prior to the public hearing. 

Response: 

A secondary drying oven which was designed to dewater Evans' product 
was found to be discharging TCE to the atmosphere in October of 1979. 
The permit contains a requirement (Condition 7) to connect all ovens 
to carbon adsorption beds by February 1, 1980. 

Statement: 

f. DEQ did not account for 150,000 gallons of oil a year. How is it 
disposed of? 

Response: 

Evans uses a mineral oil as a plasticizer for their product. The 150,000 
gallons purchased becomes a part of the product. About 55 gallons per 
month of waste oil is collected from the plant's wastewater sump for 
recycling. 

Summation 

1. The Friends of Benton County requested, at the December 14, 1979, 
Commission meeting, that the issuance of the Evans Products 
Submicroporous Battery Separator Plant Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
be delayed. 

2. The Friends of Benton County presented several reasons for that request. 

3. The Evans Products Company currently possesses a Temporary Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

4. The proposed permit for the Company already contains provisions 
addressing the concerns of the Friends of Benton County as expressed 
in their written testimony submitted on December 14, 1979, with one 
exception. 

5. At this time, air sampling and literature on TCE do not support a 
requirement for a toxicological investigation of local residents. 

6. The testimony of the Friends of Benton County expressing the concerns 
of the local citizens has been evaluated. The proposed permit contains 
conditions which address the concerns expressed in the testimony where 
appropriate. Without the permit, these special conditions are 
unenforceable. 
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Director's Recommendations 

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the Commission concur 
with my intention to issue the Evans Products Company Submicroporous Battery 
Separator Permit as it appears in Attachment 3 of this report. 

John E. Borden:we 
378-8240 
January 8, 1980 

AW0501 

William H. Young 



Attachment l 

Transcription of Public Hearing Tape 

This attachment is too voluminous to photocopy for distribution. 
It is available for inspection at either the Department's Mid 
Willamette Valley Region Office, 1095 25th Street, S.E. in Salem 
(378-8240) or the Air Quality Division, 4th Floor, 522 Southwest 
Fifth Avenue in Portland (229-6092). 



Attachment 2 - Nc.,tice of yiqlation.an.dint.en.t to Ass.ess.civil 
Penalty Sent to Evans Products Company for Installing 

We.., WVR 
and Operating Submicro Process without Notifying and Obtaining 

Department of Environmental Quality DEQ Approval. DEQ AQ 
Dt . WQ 

Underwood 
O'~cannlain 

522 SOUTH\"-/EST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OriE00N 

• 

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORLAND, OREGON 97207 

Evans Products Company 
c/o C. T. Corporation System, Reg. Agent 
800 Pacific Building 
Portland, OR 97204 

Gentlemen: 

CERTIFIED MAIL #347979 

May 23, 1979 

Re: Notice of Violation and 
Intent to Assess Civil Pena~o7 
AQ-WQ-WVR-79-53 
Benton County 

I have thoroughly reviewed with my staff the r03Ults of the April 19th 
inspection of your battery separator plant. The enclosed materials, 
including a formal legal notice, relate to the violations r.oted on that 
visit. While I appreciated the recent oportunity to discuss witr. ;our 
representatives the reasons for the unlawful actions, their commen~s at 
that tim~ do not alter the facts before me. 

This Department does not view the violations cited witLin the enc~osc" 
not~ce as trivial. The reporting requirements are at the heart JC a 
complex pollution control program directed by this Department. 
Circumventing that program, either willfully or otherwise, damages that 
program 1 s effectiveness and credibility, and, therefore, cannot be allow.:H..l. 

Pledse review the enclosed material carefully and feel free to concact 
Mr. Borden, as indicated within, if questions arise regarding your 
·obligations in this matter. 

It is unfortunate that we have had to take the above-captioned .;ctior.. 
However, it is my hope that, with your cooperation, we can work together 
to resolve this matter with no further legal action. 

CLR: jl 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

State cf Orc:;on 
JllEPA1l'IMENT OF ENVIRONMLNTAL QUALITY 

lffi~®~~W~lfil 
MAY ~!i l~r~ 



Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

l<Otl1~· N STl<AUB 
.1•.,o• MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 

• 
Evans Products Company 
c/o C. T. Corporation System, Reg. Agent 
800 Pacific Building 
Portland, OR 97204 

Gentlemen: 

CERTIFIED MAIL i347979 

Re: Notice of Violation and 
Intent to Assess Civil Penalty 
AQ-WQ-WVR-79-53 
Benton County 

On April 19, 1979, representatives from this Department conducted a field 
investigation that, among other things, followed up a public complaint 
of trichloroethylene (TCE) being discharged from the "submicro" component 
of your battery separator plant. Prior to that investigation, the 
Department had no knowledge of. TCE being used in any process at your 
facility and, therefore, had no reason to monitor it as a pollutant. The 
field investigation revealed that, without this Department's knowledge, 
a new process line had been added to your plant that utilizes TCE and 
discharges it as both an air and water contaminant. 

The act of modifying your plant's manufacturing process without notifying 
this Department beforehand and without following the appropriate procedures 
that ensure adequate treatment of the pollutants generated violates Oregon 
Statutes, Administrative Rules, and your current air and water discharge 
permits. In addition, the discharge of TCE is not within the scope of 
your current permits and therefore constitutes an unlawful, unpermitted, 
discharge. The above inspection also noted other violations that require 
remedial action: The noncontact cooling water from the illegally 
constructed "submicro" process line is currently being discharged directly 
to the receiving stream, a violation of Oregon Law and Administrative 
Rules; and your discharge monitoring reports for March, 1979, indicate 
that you violated both the daily maximum and monthly average limits of 
your NPDES permit for suspended solids. 

I have enclosed a formal legal notice that details the above violations, 
with the appropriate legal citations, and warns you of our intent tq assess 
civil penalties should the violations cited be conti'nued or similar 
violations occur. The civil penalty schedule provides a maximum $500 per 
day penalty for each air quality violation and a maximum $10,000 per day 
penalty for each water quality violation. 
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All of the violations cited above and within the enclosed notice require 
remedial action on your part for correction. The suspended solids 
violations are a continuing problem that we have been aware of for several 
months. Those violations must be eliminated through adequate waste 
treatment prior to discharge. Should those violations continue, civil 
penalties will be assessed pursuant to the schedule mentioned above. 

To begin correcting the other cited violations, including your failure 
to report the plant's modification and the discharge of an unpermitted 
pollutant, you must complete the following within fourteen (14) days of 
receipt of this letter and the enclosed notice: 

1) File all required "Notice of Construction" forms applicable to 
the subject plant expansion; 

2) Make application for all appropriate permits and plan reviews 
required under your current permits and our Administrative Rules. 
An Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Application form is enclosed 
for your use; 

3) Submit a proposed compliance schedule for phasing out the 
unpermitted noncontact cooling water discharge. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter,- the enclosed notice, or 
if you require assistance in the above corrective actions, please call 
Mr. John Borden, Willamette Valley Regional Office Manager in Salem at 
378-8240. 

CLR:jl 

Enclosure 

cc: Willamette Valley Region, DEQ 
Air Quality, DEQ 
water Quality, DEQ 

Sincerely, 

Administrator 
Regional Operations 

Raymond P. Underwood, Chief Counsel, DOJ 
Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain, Attorney for Respondent 
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1 BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

2 OF THE STATE OF OREJ30N 

3 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, 
OF THE STATE OF OREJ30N, 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND 
INTENT TO ASSESS CIVIL PENALTY 
No. AQ-WQ-WVR-79-53 4 

Department, BENTON COUNTY 
5 

v. 
6 

EVANS PRODUCTS COMPANY, 
7 A DELAWARE CORPORATION 

Respondent. 
8 

I 

9 
This notice is being sent to Respondent, Evans Products Company, a 

10 
Delaware Corporation, pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes ("ORS") 

11 
468.125 (1) and Oregon Administrative Rules ("OAR") Section 340-12-040 (1) 

12 
and (2). 

13 
II 

14 
On or about September 11, 1978, the Department of Environmental 

15 
Quality ("Department") issued Air Contaminant Discharge Permit number 

16 
02-2515 ("ACD Permit") to Respondent. The ACD Permit authorized Respondent 

17 
to discharge exhaust gases containing air contaminants including emissions 

18 
from those processes and activities directly related or associated thereto 

19 
in accordance with the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth 

20 
therein. The Permit expires on July 1, 1983. At all material times cited 

21 
herein, the ACD Permit was and is now in effect. 

22 
III 

23 
On or about October 23, 1978, the Department issued National Pollutant 

24 
Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Fermi t Number 2844-J ("NPDES 

25 
Permit") to Respondent. The NPDES Permit authorized Respondent to 

26 
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1 construct, install, modify or operate waste water treatment, control and 

2 disposal facilities and discharge adequately treated waste waters in 

3 conformance with the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth 

4 therein. The NPDES Permit expires on February 28, 1981. At all material 

5 times herein, the NPDES Permit was and is now in effect. 

6 N 

7 A. At some time prior to April 19, 1979, Respondent, by modifying 

8 its battery separator plant, established a new source of air contaminant 

9 emissions without first notifying the Department in writing on a form 

10 supplied by the Department, in violation of Respondent's ACD Permit 

11 Condition G3, ORS 468.325(1), OAR .340-20-020, OAR 340-20-025(1) (a), 

12 OAR 340-20-030(1), and OAR 340-20-155(3). 

13 B. From on or about April 19, 1979, to the present, Respondent has 

14 allowed trichloroethylene, an air contaminant, to be emitted to the 

15 atmosphere without first obtaining a permit pursuant to ORS 468.065, in 

16 violation of ORS 468.315(1) (a), ACD Permit Condition G7, and 

17 OAR 340-20-155 (1). 

18 C. At some time prior to April 19, 1979, Respondent implemented a 

19 process modification at the above-described plant that resulted in a change 

20 in the character of pollutants discharged in the waste water without 

21 submitting a new application for an NPDES permit or permit modification 

22 together with the necessary reports, plans, and specifications for the 

23 proposed change, in violation of Respondent's NPDES Permit Condition G6, 

24 ORS 468.720(2), and OAR 340-45-015(5). 

25 Ill 

26 Ill 
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1 D. From on or about April 19, 1979, to the present, Respondent has 

2 allowed the indirect discharge of noncontact cooling water, a polluting 

3 substance, to the Willamette River, waters of the State, in violation of 

4 Respondent's NPDES Permit, ORS 468.720(1) (a) and (2), and 

5 OAR 340-41-455 (2) (d). 

6 E. From on or about April 19, 1979, to the present, Respondent has 

7 discharged noncontact cooling water, a polluting substance, to the 

8 Willamette River, waters of the State, without first obtaining a permit 

9 from the Director of the Department, in violation of ORS 468.740(1) and 

10 OAR 340-45-015 (1) (a), (e), and (2)" 

11 F. Respondent's discharge monitoring report for the month of March, 

12 1979, shows that Respondent committed four (4) violations of that portion 

13 of NPDES Permit condition l of Schedule A which limits the amount of 

14 suspended solids ("TSS") that Respondent is allowed to discharge into the 

15 Willamette River, waters of the State, during any single calendar day 

16 ("daily maximum"), in violation of that condition and ORS 468.720(2). 

17 G. Respondent's above described monitoring report shows that 

18 Respondent committed one (1) violation of that portion of NPDES Permit 

19 Condition 1 of Schedule A which limits the amount of TSS that Respondent 

20 is allowed to discharge into the Willamette River, waters of the State, 

21 measured as the average amount discharged during a 24-hour period for th.e 

22 calendar month ("monthly average"), in violation of that Condition and 

23 ORS 468.720(2). 

24 

25 

26 
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2 If five (5) or more days after Respondent receives this notice, the 

3 one or more violations cited in Paragraph IV of this notice continue, or 

4 any similar violation occurs, the Department will impose upon Respondent 

5 a civil penalty pursuant to Oregon statutes and OAR, Chapter 340, Divisions 

6 11 and 12. In the event that a civil penalty is imposed upon Respondent, 

7 it will be assessed by a subsequent written notice, pursuant to 

8 ORS 468.135(1) and (2), ORS 183.415(1) and (2), and OAR 340-11-100 and 

9 340-12-070. Respondent will be given an opportunity for a contested case 

10 hearing to contest the allegations and penalty assessed in that notice, 

11 pursuant to ORS 468.135(2) and (3)., ORS 183, and OAR Chapter 340, 

12 Division 11. Respondent is not entitled to a contested case hearing at 

13 this time. 

14 

16 

17 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

~ 7/-J.Af~ 
Fred M. Bolton, Administrator 
Regional Operations, DEQ 

Certified Mail #347979 
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Attachment 3 - Proposed Permit 

Permit Number: 02-2203 
Expiration Date: 11/1/84 
Page 1 of 6 Pages 

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 Southwest Fifth, Portland, OR 97204 

Mailing Address: Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207 
Telephone: (503) 229-5696 

Issued in accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.310 

ISSUED TO: 

Evans Products Company 
Box "E" 
Corvallis, OR 97330 

PLANT SITE: 

1115 Southeast Crystal Lake Drive 
Corvallis, OR 97330 

INFORMATION RELIED UPON: 

Application No. 1616 

Date Received: June 8, 1979 

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG, Director Dated 

Source(s) Permitted to Discharge Air Contaminants: 

Name of Air Contaminant Source 

Battery Separator Manufacturing 
{Submicro Process) 

Permitted Activities 

Standard Industry Code as Listed 

2599 

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the 
permittee is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air 
contaminants including emissions from those processes and activities 
directl¥ related or associated thereto in accordance with the requirements, 
limitations and conditions of this permit from the air contaminant 
source{s) listed above. 

The specific listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained 
herein does not relieve the permittee from complying with all other rules 
and standards of the Department. 
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Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

Permit Number: 02-2203 
Expiration Date: 11/1/84 
Page 2 of 6 Pages 

1. The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air 
contaminant generating processes and all contaminant control equipment 
at full efficiency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air 
contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels. 

2. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source shall 
not exceed any of the following: 

a. 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot. 

b. An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for 
a perioq aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (1) 
hour. 

c. Particulate matter which is larger than 250 microns and which 
may be deposited upon the real property of another person shall 
not be emitted. 

3. Trichloroethylene emissions from the carbon bed adsorption units shall 
not exceed a total of 15 pounds per hour, based on a minimum 
acceptable removal efficiency oE 95 percent. 

4. The permittee shall not allow the emission of odorous matter as 
measured off the permittee's property in excess of: 

a. A scentometer no. 0 odor strength or equivalent dilution in 
residential and commercial areas. 

b. A scentometer no. 2 odor strength or equivalent dilution in all 
other land use areas. 

A violation of Condition 4 a or b shall have occurred when two 
measurements made by the Department within a period of one hour, 
separated by at least 15 minutes exceed the limits. 

Compliance Demonstration Schedule 

5. In the event the permittee is unable to comply with the emission 
limits established in Condition 3, an alternative emission control 
strategy and time schedule shall be submitted to the Department within 
30 days of the determiniation of noncompliance. 

6. A fugitive TCE emission reduction program shall be established by 
the permittee. The following tasks shall be performed: 

a. Identify the causes of fugitive emissions and quantify where 
possible the losses in writing to the Department. 

b. Submit a control strategy and implementation schedule for control 
measures to reduce the fugitive emissions reported in "a" by 
April 15, 1980. 
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Expiration Date: 11/1/84 
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c. Complete implementation of fugitive emission reduction control 
measures by July 15, 1980. 

7. Emissions from all of the permittee's ovens shall be connected to 
activated carbon beds by February l, 1980. 

8. The emissions from the carbon beds shall be consolidated and exhausted 
from a single stack at least 2 1/2 times the height of the nearest 
building by February l, 1980. 

Monitoring and Reporting 

9. The permittee shall effectively inspect and monitor the operation 
and maintenance of the plant and associated air contaminant control 
facilities. A record of all such data shall be maintained for a 
period of three years and be available at the plant site at all times 
for inspection by the authorized representatives of the Department. 
At least the following shall be monitored and recorded at the 
indicated interval. The data for Conditions 9 a, b, and c shall be 
submitted to the Department of no later than the 15th day of the month 
following the month of record. 

Parameter Minimum Monitoring Frequency 

a. The amount of trichloroethylene Monthly 
used. 

b. A description of any maintenance As performed 
to the air contaminant control systems. 

c. The results of source tests As performed 
required by Condition 10. 

d. Inspection of all trichloroethylene Daily 
process, conveying, refining, control 
and storage systems for physical 
integrity and any incident, malfunction, 
leakage or operator error resulting in a 
potential, uncontrolled release of 
trichloroethylene. (Note: Upset reporting 
is required by Condition GS.) 

10. The permittee shall conduct a minimum of three source tests per year, 
separated by 4 month intervals, to demonstrate compliance with 
Condition 3 and to verify the collection efficiency of the adsorption 
units. A source test shall also be conducted following any repairs 
or modifications to the units that could affect trichloroethylene 
emissions. 

11. The permittee shall commission an ambient air study approved by the 
Department (to be performed by an independent contractor) to determine 
the concentration of trichloroethylene in the area surrounding the 
plant during the period January, 1980, to March, 1980, and submit 
the results of the study to the Department by April 30, 1980. 



Permit Number: 02-2203 
Expiration Date: 11/1/84 
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12. The permittee shall submit monthly progress reports to the Department 
on fulfilling the requirements of Conditions 6, 7, 8, 11, and 14 of 
this permit. Such reports shall be submitted no later than 15 days 
after the end of the reporting period and shall include all data 
obtained during the reporting period. 

13. The permittee shall report to the Department by January 15, of each 
year this permit is in effect the plant production on a monthly basis 
for the preceding calendar year. 

Special Condition 

14. During the period of the ambient air study in Condition 11, the 
permittee shall monitor the concentration of trichloroethylene in 
the neighborhood adjacent to the plant on a weekly basis. Sample 
points shall be agreed upon in writing by the Department. Monitoring 
shall be conducted by Department approved methods and the results 
shall be reported in writing to the.Department. If the TCE 
concentration at any sample point reaches: 

a. 15 parts per million or greater, the permittee shall: 

(1) Notify the Department by telephone. 

(2) Repeat the measurement in 24 hours and report the result 
to the Department. 

(3) Locate and correct the cause of excessive TCE level. 

b. 25 parts per million or greater the permittee shall: 

(1) Repeat the procedure cited in "a." 

(2)• If the TCE level remains at or above 25 ppm for 24 hours 
the permittee shall cease TCE emitting operations at the 
plant unless otherwise authorized by the Department. Those 
TCE emitting operations shall not be resumed without 
authorization from the Department. 

Fee Schedule 

15. The Annual Compliance Determination Fee for this permit is due on 
October 1 of each year this permit is in effect. An invoice 
indicating the amount, as determined by Department regulations, will 
be mailed prior to the above date. 



General Conditions and Disclaimers 

Permit Number: 02-2203 
Expiration Date: 11/1/84 
Page 5 of 6 Pages 

Gl. The permittee shall allow Department of.Environmental Quality 
representatives access to 'the plant site and pertinent records at 
all reasonable times for the purposes of making inspections, surveys, 
collecting samples, obtaining data, reviewing and copying air 
contaminant emission discharge records and otherwise conducting all 
necessary functions related to this permit. 

G2. The permittee is prohibited from conducting open burning except as 
may be allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050.· 

G3. The permittee shall: 

a. Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental "Notice 
of Construction" form, and 

b. Obtain written approval. 

before: 

a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant 
emissions, including air pollution control equipment, or 

b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly 
affect the emission of air contaminants. 

G4. The permittee shall notify the Department at least 24 hours in advance 
of any planned shutdown of air pollution control equipment for 
scheduled maintenance that may cause a violation of applicable 
standards. 

GS. The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person 
within one (1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control 
equipment or other upset condition that may cause a violation of the 
applicable standards. Such notice shall include the nature and 
quantity of the increased emissions that have occurred and the 
expected duration of the breakdown. 

G6. The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures 
to meet the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions" and 
"Nuisance Conditions" in OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-050 through 
21-060. 

G7. Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not 
less than 60 days prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee 
and an Application Processing Fee must be submitted with an 
application for the permit modification. 

GS. Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not less 
than 60 days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and 
an Annual Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the 
application for the permit renewal. 
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GlO. 

Gll. 

Permit Number: 02-2203 
Expiration Date: 11/1/84 
Page 6 of 6 Pages 

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in 
either real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor 
does it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of 
personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State, or local 
laws or regulations. 

This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law. 

Notice arovision: Section 113 (d) (l)° (E) of the Federal Clean Air Act, 
as amened in 1977, requires that a major stationary source, as 
defined in that act, be notified herein that "it will be required 
to pay a noncompliance penalty under Section 120 (of that act) or 
by such later date as is set forth in the order (i.e., in this permit) 
in accordance with Section 120 in the event that such source fails 
to achieve final compliance by July 1, 1979." 

P02220.3(d) 
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Attachment 4 - Proximity of Ambient TCE Sample Points to Plant Site 
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Attachment 5 - Example of Questionaire ci· rculated 1' n · . Neighborhood around Plant Site 

AT?EilI'IOc! I YOU'R FA.:v'.ILIES HEALTH /.1AY BE IN 'JA~iGEr\. 

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING ·~UESTIONAIRE THOROUGHLY AND CAREFULLY, 

·1/RI TE OR PRINT CONiMENTS LEGIBLY, IN YOUR OWN ·,'(ORDS, AN:::J TO 'THE BEST 
OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE, 

*****************************************************************•***** 
**************************************"********************************;:;~ 
PLEASE NOTE ANY CHANGES IN NORl;tAL BODY FU:~CTIONS (Listed under heauit1gs I-VII 

DURING THE LAST YEAR, FOR ALL FAMILY i•lEMBERS LIVING IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD, 

'JC ~;o:r INCLUDE BODY CHANGES EXPERIENCED DURI;<G ANY OF THE FOLLO'llING1 

1. )Stress, 2 )Fatigue, J )prescription drug use, 4 )non-prescription drug use, 
Or 5) Currently existing medical condition or ailment. 

I ~ (Headache,Light-Headedness,Dull Thinking,Lack-of-Coordination,Clumsir.es 

II ~ (Irri ts.';~).'1, Vision Changes) 

III~ (Irrita~ion, Str3.flge Odors) 

(Increase,Decrease,Irregular,Heartbeat) 

V Ll7r,:G3 (Increase,Decrease,Irregular,Breathing) 

":!I s Tor\~.ltCH (Acid,Gas,Upset,Nausea,Vomiting) ;·.J!. ~ 



VII SKIN (Irritation,Itching) 

?L3AS3 LIST FREQUE~iTLY OR COMiiO!iLY USED NON-PRESCRIP·:riml PRODUCTS I 

Pain & Headache 

Eye Preparations 

Cold & Allergy 

Antacid 

Laxative 

Antidiarrheal 

1·l01'E USE 3Y ANY HOUSEHOLD MElllBER 1 Alcohol yes no ,;......-

Cigarettes yes no :.----

Coffee yes~ no 

I do hereby signify with my signature, that the above information 

is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, 

Date J.2 -/2 11 Signature ~02=,,za, rv /~"z..-u. 

Name 

Address 

/l "' ,./ /, V') C:.:? ·? ?3°0· r.e!:' t-" ,'' -< GCc ..+--' > { _.) /,< :. 2~-

"THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME" 

• 



Attachment 6 - TCE Carcinogenic Potential 

The National Cancer Institute (NCI) found TCE to induce a 
statistically significant number of liver tumors in the B3C6Fl strain 
of mouse but no tumors were found in Osborne Mendel rats. 

The Manufacturing Chemists Association (MCA) performed an inhalation 
study from which preliminary results resembling those of the NCI were 
reported in 1978. Department staff contacted the MCA and learned 
that the study has been invalidated due to a lack of control on TCE 
concentration in the test atmospheres, replacement of the control 
group of mice during the experiment, and discrepancies in 
interpretation of tissue data. 

TCE has been found to cause mutations in bacteria and yeast in the 
presence of homogenized B3C6Fl mouse liver. Studies of mice exposed 
to 300 ppm of TCE 6 hours per day, 5 days per week for 9 months 
(mating with unexposed females) showed no dominant lethal mutagenic 
effect. 

In vitro cell transformation experiments in which Fisher rat embryo 
cells were incubated for 48 hours in a solution containing TCE 
produced cells which induced fibrous tumors when one million incubated 
cells were under the skin of newborn Fisher rats. 

The postulated route of carcinogenic activity is through an epoxide 
intermediate. Research conducted on differences of metabolism of 
TCE to an epoxide indicated that the potential degree of epoxide 
activity (carcinogenic potential in this case) would be mice ~ rats 
~ humans. 

To date, there have been only a few small scale epidemiological 
investigations (in Scandinavia) of humans exposed to TCE in the work 
place over long periods of time. Those studies did not show any 
relationship between TCE and human cancer. The studies did not 
involve large numbers of workers (only about 1,500 total). 

The Environmental Protection Agency Carcinogen Assessment Group has 
prepared a preliminary assessment on TCE. The Assessment makes three 
basic assumptions: 

1. Mouse carcinogenic potential is the same as human 
carcinogenic potential. 

2. Exposure due to force feeding TCE to mice equals exposure 
by human inhalation. 

3. The dose response curve is linear (in other words, if one 
unit given to each of 100 rats weighing 100 grams yields 
ten cancers, then 1/10 unit given to each of 10 rats 
weighing 100 grams would yield one cancer). 



Attachment 6 - TCE Carcinogenic Potential 
Page 2 

Each assumption biases the cancer risk assessment on the conservative 
side. 

EPA calculated that a continuous lifgtime exposure to l ppb TCE in 
air would give a person a 2.25 x 10- (one in 45,000) chance of dying 
of cancer due to TCE. Similarly, EPA has made calculations showing 
that the risk of dying of cancer in the general public is one in four, 
and the risk of dying of cancer due to exposure to sunlight is one 
in 1,000. 

TCE is currently considered a potential carcinogen in humans. A 
health assessment report by an EPA contractor has recommended 
minimizing human exposure, but the National Institute of Occupational 
Safety and Health has not recommended that TCE users switch to 
alternative solvent systems. 

EPA is considering whether to include TCE in a group of 15 additional 
compounds to be classified as "hazardous," and to be regulated under 
the NESHAPS section of the Clean Air Act. Work on promulgating such 
standards might begin within a year. And, if any standard is adopted, 
it would be applied to the Evans facility through its Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit. At present, however, no emission or ambient TCE 
standards exist. 

AW050l.A 
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Attachment 7 - Hearing Officer's Report 

Environmental Quality Commission 
522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission Date: January 2, 1980 

From: Linda K. Zucker, Hearing Officer 

Subject: Hearing Report on November 28, 1979, Hearing on Evans Products Company 
Submicroporous Battery Separator Plant Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 

SUMMARY OF PROCEDURE 

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened at the First Presby­
terian Church in Corvallis, OR at 7:15 p.m. on November 28, 1979. The purpose 
was to receive testimony regarding issuance of a proposed air contaminant discharge 
permit controlling the Evans Products Company's Submicroporous Battery Separator 
Plant in Corvallis. 

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 

Diarmuid O'Scannlain, counsel for Evans Products Company reported that while the 
company considers the proposed permit conditions to be costly and restrictive, the 
company is willing to accept the permit as drafted. 

Robert Shepard, graduate student, Oregon State University School of Pharmacy, lives 
near the battery separator plant. His study and experience persuade him that there 
has been unduec emphasis on the carcinogenic properties of trichloroethylene (TCE), 
and not enough emphasis on its physiological effects. The Shepard family and their 
visitors have experienced headaches, nausea and dizziness which Mr. Shepard attri­
butes to high concentrations of TCE in the ambient air. 

used as an inhalation anesthetic. TCE is 
Of these, trichoroacetic acid is a 
precipitates protein. A second, tri­
dichloroethyl ine may have toxic effects 

Mr. Shepard advises that TCE has long been 
metabolized in the body to four components. 
herbicide which is corrosive to the skin and 
chloroethenol is a hypnotic agent. A third, 
on the liver and kidneys. 

Acco.rdingly, Mr. Shepard would restrict emissions to 25 parts per million. 

Marvin Marcotte whose property is adjacent to the battery separator plant, urges 
delay in permit issuance pending assurance that the fugitive emissions (those leav­
ing the plant other than through the emissions control equipmen.t) do not jeopardize 
pub 1 i c hea 1th. 

Mr. Marcotte expressed concern that the Department's regulation of this industrial 
process reflects a bias t<J#ard industry interests. He recommends abolishment of 



- 2 -

the Department to avoid lulling the public into a false security concerning its 
health. An incidental benefit would accrue through tax savings. 

Jeri (Mrs. Edward) Hurff pointed to the location of the plant in a residential area close to downtown Corvallis rather than an industrial park as exacerbating 
the plant's potential for harm. 

Charles fl:._ Boyle was particularly concerned about the asserted loss through fugi­
tive emissions of 93% of the TCE amounting to 557 tons per year. He suggests 
that the Department delay permit issuance unti 1 completion of a materials balance 
study accounting for the emissions loss. He also suggests that the Department 
undertake a reliable ambient air testing study under variied weather conditions to 
determine the levels of public exposure to TCE. Both studies should be funded by 
Evans Products Company but carried out by independent consultants. 

At the conclusion of public testimony, Mr. Boyle posed a list of questions to 
Department's representative. A copy of those questions and a summary of the ans­
wers given are included as an appendix to this report. 

Dave Schmedding, ~research chemist with Oregon State University urges delay of 
permit issuance until the problem of fugitive emissions is resolved. 

Alec Evans is concerned about the reported carcinogenic effects of TCE. While 
respecting the need to preserve jobs, Mr. Evans seeks assurance that personal 
rights to a healthy environment are respected. 

Bonnie Marcotte lives directly in front of the Evans battery separator plant. 
She states that her family and guests have experienced nausea and headaches as a 
result of the pbant's emissions. She believes that the Department's handling of 
the permit issuance process reflects a lack of concern for local residents. 

William C. Denison urged the importance of providing opportunity for public ques­
tioning of Department staff at hearings on proposed permits. He noted that the 
TCE used as a cleaning solvent is supposed to be recovered at the end of the pro­
duction process and reused. He then concluded that the fugitive emission loss 
rate and ratio make permit issuance irresponsible. 

James R •. Foster chided the Department for fai 1 ing to take action against Evans 
Products Company for its failure to obtain a permit prior to initiating the 
industrial process which releases TCE. 

Jaime Phelps objected to issuance of the permit without assurance of protection 
to human health, and suggested that public comment precede the drafting of a 
proposed permit. Ms. Phelps inquired whether Evans Products had been fined for 
its failure to obtain a permit before carrying on the process. 

Fran Recht generally favored issuance of the permit provided thatcTCE concentration 
is maintained at below 25 ppm in the ambient air and fugitive discharges are 
eliminated. She noted that human diseases and. disabi 1 ities associated with TCE and 
its components, and provided a list of source references for documentation. 
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~ McNeese submitted a written statement summarized as follows: 

In the absence of ambient air standards for TCE emissions, permit 
issuance affirms a premise with which the writer disagrees: that 
a substance is safe until proven harmful. As occupational standards 
are liberal, DEQ's reliance on the favorable comparison of the 
measured emissions with occupational standards is misplaced. 

Permits will dilute emission concentration rather than reduce the 
amount of discharge. Reliance on dispersal should entail a stack 
height recommendation. 

Portia B. and William A. Foster consider TCE to be a carcinogen. They urge 
immediat;°action to determine the volume of TCE being discharged and to discover 
where it is going. They further urge that the Department take necessary steps 
to control it. 

Fred~ Decker, Ph.D., posited conditions under which the emission of TCE directly 
into the air at the source or into the air from a stream into which the TCE might 
be released, would yield concentrations of TCE exceeding 200 parts per million 
concentration in the air at low elevations. This possibility requires that pre­
cautions be taken to assure that fugitive emissions be gathered and released high 
in the atmosphere to assure safe dilution in large volumes of air. 

Ron McNeese provided a reminder"that the Department is accountable to the public. 
He inquired whether Evans Products Company had been forewarned that ambient emission 
testing would take place. Department's representative responded that the company 
had paid for the testing and knew of it in advance. 

Patrick Cannon inquired whether the Department was satisified that it knew of all 
point source emissions from the plant, and was assured that all ovens were vented. 

Jim Foster sought assurance that the ambient emissions testing on which the Depart­
ment relies coulc not have been rigged to favor low TCE concentration readings. De­
partment's representative expressed satisfaction that during the testing period 
the plant was operating normally, allowing reliable readings. 

Terry Finley attributed public hostility to the plant, as evinced at the hearing, 
to the company's failure to act in good faith and as a good corporate neighbor. 

Copies of written statements submitted at the hearing are attached to this report. 

A rough copy of the hearing transcript is also attached. 

L.Zucker:ahe 
229-5383 
01-03-80 

Respectfully ~mi tted, 

~~ 
Linda K. Zucker 
Hearings Officer 



Attachment 1 - Transcription of Public Hearing Tape 

SPEAKER 1: 

Okay, most of you have copies of our Staff Report and Proposed 

Permit Draft here. Look to be about 30 or 40 more, and so those 

of you who don't have copies of those things, you might come 

up and pick one up. I'm not going to read those because they 

are a matter of public record now. I will, however, touch on 

the high points, those points that are more important than other 

points in the Staff Report and the Permit; and I will give you 

a little supplemental information that has developed in the 

period of time that's lapsed since these documents were prepared 

and since the public notice period started. Okay. 

First off, I'd like to say that the Proposed Permit obviously 

is for the Evans Products Submicro ••• Battery Separater Plant 

and it's located on Crystal Lake Drive here. What we are 

proposing to control are, through the Permit, are the emissions 

from that particular process. 

Those emissions consist of two things, basically. The first 

is a potential dust emission from polyethylene and silica dust 

handling facilities. Those dust handling facilities are 

controlled in a fairly conventional manner by bag houses and 

they're, that method of control is acceptable to the Department 

and it's the norm, it's what everyone else uses for good dust 

control. 

The second emission and the one that we've had quite a bit of 



public feedback about already has been trichlorethylene vapor. 

Trichlorethylene is a substance that's used in great quantities 

worldwide. Some 450 million pounds are produced in America alone 

each year. There are figures, that figure came from Dow 

Chemical, there are other figures available that show somewhat 

lower PFOduction rate. I've heard that as high as 40 million 

tons per year produced worldwide. Some of the industries in 

Europe are geared a little more heavily toward trichlorethylene 

as a solvent base than those in America. 

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration have set limits 

for worker exposure to trichlorethylene, those being 100 parts 

per million as an 8 hour average. That's a level that a worker 

could, according to OSHA, be exposed to on an 8 hour basis, 5 

days a week. And 300 parts per million maximum. Now there was 

a study done by two people with NIOSH, which is another 

Government Agency, which does the research end of OSHA's job, 

and they recommended back in 1978 that this average value be 

cut to 25 parts per million. But OSHA did not act on that 

recommendation, and the 100 parts per million average level still 

stands. 

Now, there were two studies done on trichlorethylene as a result 

of concern that was generated about the time when the 

vinylchloride cancer program came up. The first study was done 

by the National Cancer Institute. They fed TCE through gastric 

tubes to mice and rats and found that the mice, this one 

particular mouse strain, developed liver tumors in significant 



quantities. Enough to say that the material had caused those 

tumors in the mice. 

The Manufacturing Chemists Association, which is now the Chemical 

Manufacturers Association, contracted out a study to see if there 

is a carcinogenic potential in the same mouse strain that the 

NCI used, National Cancer Institute, used only for inhalation 

since most of the exposure of people in this country is by 

inhalation rather than drinking TCE. They, the study had 

purported preliminary results in 1978, it was a two year study, 

that a similar ••• liver cancer was formed due to TCE. Now, 

I called the folks at the Manufacturing Chemists Association 

to find out what had happened with the study. They informed 

me that, unfortunately, the people who conducted the study for 

them, and it was a well-designed study looking at control group, 

group exposed to 100 parts per million, 300 parts per million, 

and 600 parts per million. The people who did that study had 

not established a control over the levels of trichlorethylene 

to which the mice were exposed during the first 4 months of the 

test, so that all of the mice, including the control group, were 

exposed to levels as high as 1200 parts per million. And that 

basically invalidated the study as far as saying anything about 

specific levels of TCE that may have or may not have caused tumor 

formation in mice. But, the preliminary results still stand. 

Now, as far as studies in man go, there have been no real 

epidemiological studies done in this country, basically because 

our population, working population, seems to be mobile and people 



don't stay in one place long enough for a long term study to 

be conducted. 

There were two studies conducted in Sweden. One of them was 

a study of people, and a small number of people, only 518 people, 

who were exposed to TCE for long periods of time. That study 

didn't establish any causal relationship between exposure to 

trichlorethylene and development of cancer, but it didn't rule 

it out either. So, the current status of trichlorethylene, and 

it's not an official status, but just as a result of these tests, 

is that TCE is a potential carcinogen in man. There have not 

been any cancers found in man due to TCE, but the potential 

exists, as it does with most other chlorinated hydrocarbons. 

For example, perchloroethylene, methylene chloride, chloroform, 

and the whole list. 

So, as far as Evans Products itself goes, Evans Products uses 

trichlorethylene in the Submicro Battery Separater Plant 

process. They use process throughput of up to 2800 tons per 

month of TCE; 95 to 98 percent of that amount is recycled and 

returned to the process or captured by pollution control 

equipment. Okay, 2 to 5 percent then, or about 50 tons per 

month, are released to the atmosphere. Five percent of the 50 

tons are released from pollution control equipment. Again, this 

material does not appear in the SAC Report so if you're a note 

taker you might want to take notes. 95 percent of that 50 tons 

released is fugative emissions, okay. By the way, there are 

about 22 pounds per day released to the water. So you can figure 



·on a monthly basis that's about 600 pounds. We have tested the 

water discharges also, by the way, and found that there is no 

TCE leaving the waste water system in the form of ethylene. 

Okay, so based on the obviously large amount of TCE that is being 

released as a fugative emission, we scoured the country and 

managed to come up with a person who could test for TCE content 

in the ambient air at very low levels. Now, by low levels I 

mean in the parts per trillion range. EPA has a test method 

that's available that will look at parts per million, but it 

was the Department's feeling that if the levels were in the parts 

per million range, that would be cause for some concern. So 

I took a couple of days and went up to see this man and learned 

how to operate his sampling equipment, and took several samples 

in the area around the Evans Products Plant and the local 

neighborhood. On the day that was a poor mixing day, it was 

not during an air stagnation advisory but it was during a 

stagnant air condition, okay, we found that the levels in the 

ambient air were all less than 10 parts per billion, okay. Based 

on that low level, the Department made the determination that 

there was not an immediate threat to human health, okay. And 

we went ahead of the drafting of the Permit. 

Now, I'm going to recap briefly the Permit conditions, the major 

Permit conditions, and this recap can be found on page 5 of the 

Staff Report. I'm going to read these, sort of. 

The first major condition says that all pollution control 



equipment has to operate at full efficiency. That's pretty 

straight forward. 

The second condition says that particulate emissions are limited 

to l/lOth of a grain per standard cubic foot, less than 20 

percent opacity, and no particle with a diameter larger than 

250 microns can be deposited on the real property of someone 

else. Now that's a standard condition, just like the first one. 

It appears in all of our Permits where we're dealing with dust 

type emission. And this speaks mainly to the silica and 

polyethylene dust handling systems. 

The third condition says that TCE emissions from the carbon beds 

are limited to 10 pounds per hour with a minimum carbon bed 

efficiency of 95 percent TCE removal, whichever is more 

restrictive. Okay. 

The fourth condition says that odor from the Submicro 

Battery Separater Manufacturing Process is limited to centimeter 

number 0 strength in residential and commercial areas. This, 

in case or lest anyone be mislead, is a standard condition. 

Trichlorethylene, in order to be smelled by people, has to be 

in concentration of somewhere between 21 and 400 parts per 

million, depending on your nose. And that's an awful lot of 

material and far before any concentration got that high, we would 

all be concerned. I'm sure Evans Products would be extremely 

concerned. And, like I said before, the ambient monitoring 

showed levels thousands of times lower than that, less than 10 



parts per billion. 

Okay, the fifth condition is that monitoring of the process 

through TCE consumption, emission control device maintenance 

and source test results, that sort of thing, would be performed 

and that results of that monitoring would be submitted to the 

Department of Environmental Quality on a monthly basis. 

The sixth provision is that 3 source tests per year would be 

performed on the carbon beds. That's to make sure that the 

carbon beds are operating at this 95 percent efficiency or 

better.· 

Okay, there are three additional conditions which would be added 

to the Permit which have not been entered in this Report. The 

first is that four ambient air samplings will be made during 

the next year. It's the Department's intention that three of 

those samplings be done during this next winter during stagnant 

air conditions. 

The second of those three is that there will be connection of 

a secondary drying oven made to the pollution control equipment. 

In other words, there is an oven which is now discharging 

directly to the atmosphere which will be connected the activated 

carbon beds. That connection should result in a 20 to 25 percent 

decrease in the fugative emission rate. And, once that bed, 

prior to that bed being connected, we will make an adjustment 

in this condition 3 that you see up there, the 10 pounds per 
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hour, because when we take the 80 gallons per day that will be 

recovered by connecting the second oven to the pollution control 

equipment, there will be a greater, well, a small amount compared 

to the 80 gallons per day discharged from the carbon beds. So 

we'll have to increase the, we'll increase the level of discharge 

from the pollution control equipment, but the plant-wide 

emissions will decrease by about 20 to 25 percent. 

Okay, and the third is that there will be a fugative emission 

reduction plan established by the Company, and we will require 

progress reports on that plan. 

Okay, that is all of the information the Department will present 

at this time. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Mr. Diarmuid O'Scannlon, an Attorney for Evans Products, is also 

here tonight and he will provide a very brief statement 

concerning Evans Products' position on the Permit. 

Mr. O'Scannlon. 

DIARMUID O'SCANNLON 

Thank you very much Madam Hearing Officer. For the record, my 

name is Diarmuid F. O'Scannlon, partner in the law firm of Regan, 



Roberts, O'Scannlon, Robertson & Neil, Portland, Oregon, Counsel 

for Evans Products Company. 

I would simply like to state on behalf of the Company, that since 

May of this year the Company has been working very closely, I 

believe, with the Department in response to the Permit process 

for this Plant. We have, were served with this Draft Form of 

Permit. We have reviewed it very carefully. We have also been 

advised that there will be 3 additional conditions which were 

referred to tonight. So far as we are concerned, frankly we 

feel that the Permit conditions are very restrictive. They are 

also costly. But having reviewed the text of the Permit and 

having considered the specific conditions that have been 

outlined, it is the Company's position that they are willing 

to accept the Permit as the Department has drafted. Thank you 

very much. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Robert Shepard, would you come forward please, Mr, Shepard. 

ROBERT SHEPARD: 

My name is Robert Shepard, and I'm currently residing at 

435 S.E. Atwood, approximately 6 blocks south of the Evans Plant. 

And I've, myself and my wife have resided there for approximately 



2 years now. And I'm currently a graduate student at OSU in 

Pharmacy, the School of Pharmacy. I have worked with chemicals 

in a laboratory, as well as studying them as far as their effect 

on the body, for the past 6 years and feel that I have some 

knowledge of the effects of TCE on the body. 

I feel that there has been far too much emphasis placed on the 

carcinogenic properties of this chemical, and not enough on what 

the chemical actually does when it enters the body. And the 

following information I'm about to give you is all obtained from 

current literature and texts that I'm currently using in my 

educational work at OSU. 

TCE, along with being an industrial solvent, has been used for 

many years as an inhalation general anesthetic. Now, most of 

your inhalation general anesthetics are easily handled by the 

body, converted to carbon dioxide and ether, and the ether is 

usually excreted in the urine. As far as TCE goes, it is a 

halogenated hydrocarbon, also used as a inhalation anesthetic, 

and it has been found and proven to be metabolized in the body 

to 4 components. They are trichloroacetic acid, which is a known 

and used herbicide which is corrosive to the skin and 

precipitates protein. Also, it is converted to trichloroethenol, 

which is a known hypnotic agent. Also, another active 

metabolized is dichloroethylene which cannot be handled by the 

body and has been proven experimentally in animals to have toxic 

effects on the liver and kidneys. And the fourth component is 

the chloride ion which can be handled by the body. 
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Myself, my wife, as well as visiting friends and relatives, have 

experienced at my residence, six blocks from the Evans Plant, 

headaches, nausea and dizziness which I, with my background in 

the use of chemicals in the laboratory, emphatically state is 

the result of TCE in the air. There are approximately 1 to 2 

days per week where I cannot enter.my backyard because the 

concentration in the air is higher than any chemical in my 6 

years of education working with in the laboratory with 20 to 

30 students in an average laboratory about half to one-fourth 

the size of this room. The concentration of TCE in the air in 

my backyard is higher than any concentration I've experienced 

in the laboratory with 20 to 30 students working with the same 

compound. And I find it a little ironic that the standards for 

fumes in an organic chemistry or ••• chemistry laboratory in 

a teaching institution should be lower than the environmental 

air that we breathe. And I strongly oppose the present Permit 

for the Evans Plant, and I personally would not allow the Evans 

Plant to work with anything being omitted above 25 parts per 

million. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you, Mr. Shepard. Marvin Marcet •••• Would you state 

your name. 



MARVIN MARCOT: 

My name is Marvin Marcet. I reside at 685 S.E. Vera, which is 

property adjacent to the Battery Separater Plant. I urge the 

DEQ in delaying the issue of this Permit till there has been 

complete investigation into the loss of such huge amounts of 

toxic.substance that the public health and the well-being is 

not being jeopardized. 

In my opinion, the handling of this matter demonstrates a gross 

negligence, incompetence and disregard of the public interest 

by the Department of Environmental Quality. It appears to me 

that DEQ is more interested in protecting industry than in public 

health and well-being. 

The handling by DEQ of repeated violations of pollution standards 

by Evans Products brings the whole pollution control program 

into disrespect and leaves many unanswered questions. With this 

kind of pollution control and enforcement by DEQ, it would be 

better to let industry regulate itself. This is what appears 

to be occurring with Evans Products in Corvallis. This would, 

at least, we should do away with DEQ. This would, at least, 

save the taxpayers millions of dollars and not lull the public 

into false sense of security that their health and environment 

is being protected. 

You have already issued Permits to Evans to dump tons of 

microscopic fiberglass particles onto my real estate. You have 
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allowed them to illegally dump tons of wood fibers on my 

property. You allow them to make noise illegally and keep the 

neighbors up at night. And now you are going to issue another 

Permit to legally endanger our health. I ask you, the Department 

of Environmental Quality, what you have against southeast 

Corvallis. 

I urge you not to issue this Permit, not now, not ever. For 

if you had done an environmental impact study, you'd realize 

that you don't dump toxic chemicals into the air, midway between 

residential neighborhood and a downtown area. I ask you, please, 

to do the job the Government originally set up DEQ for, and 

please be the Department of Environmental Quality and not the 

Department of Industrial Protection or DIP for short. Thank 

you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you, Mr. Marcet. Would you like to submit that in the 

form of written testimony? It's easier for us to handle in 

putting a record together. 

MARVIN MARCOT: 



HEARING OFFICER: 

It doesn't need to be. Thank you. And anyone else who wishes 

to supplement their oral statement with some outline or text, 

it's appreciated. 

Mrs. Edward Herf. 

And just so that you're aware, the next speaker will be Charles 

A. Boyle. 

JERI HERF: 

My name is Jeri Herf. I live at 1915 S.E. Bethel in Corvallis. 

I would like to submit this letter from Inga McNiece, 

Counselperson on the Corvallis City Counsel, to the Department 

of Environmental Quality. I won't read her letter because you're 

interested in expediting this meeting. 

But I would also like to emphasize to the Department of 

Environmental Quality that Evans Products is not in an industrial 

park. It is backed up against residences, immediately within 

yards of that place, and that it is also right across the river 

from downtown Corvallis. Whatever is disposed of by them into 

the atmosphere cannot but get within the breathing area of 

thousands of people. And immediately within the vicinity of 



south Corvallis, brand new homes and a lot of people who intend 

to live there •••• You may eventually have your long term 

experiment down in south Corvallis if you allow this to be dumped 

into the atmosphere down there. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you. Mr. Boyle. Pardon me, Mr. Boyle. 

CHARLES BOYLE: 

I'm Charles A. Boyle and I have a serious question which I feel 

is pertinent, that should be answered, if possible, and maybe 

a follow up in writing. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Okay. Mr. Boyle this isn't the form for that. What we're 

interested in ••• 

CHARLES BOYLE: 

in the sense of finding out, can I ask him and then if 

they're, then he can, you know, tell me no. But I think, as 

I) 



.. 
part of understanding the whole process it would be important 

to cover these. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

We do not want to have questions and answer period now. 

CHARLES BOYLE: 

Okay, okay. Well, can I get them in writing back then? 

HEARING OFFICER: 

That's •••• 

CHARLES BOYLE: 

Ya, okay. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

You certainly should be able to do that. Would you •••• 



CHARLES BOYLE: 

Okay. I have some comments. I'm Charles A. Boyle and I'm 

concerned about the large amounts of trichlorethylene, TCE, being 

used by Evans Products. DEQ has only addressed the loss of 5 

percent of TCE or 45, 43 tons a year which comes from the carbon 

beds. It is the other 95 percent, or 557 tons, that disappears 

and is unaccounted for that concerns me. I do not feel that 

DEQ has sufficient information to say that the health of the 

citizens in the community will be protected by the proposed 

Permit. DEQ should delay issuing the Permit until the annual 

loss rate of 1,200,000 of TCE can be accounted for, and that 

this loss does not jeopardize the health and well-being of the 

puolic. DEQ should take the following action prior to issuing 

the Permit. 

1. Do a materials balance study to account for the loss 

of TCE. 

2. Do a statistically reliable ambient testing study under 

varied weather conditions to determine the levels of 

public exposure to TCE. 

These two studies should be done by independent consultants, 

and the costs paid by Evans Products. It is incumbent on Evans 

to prove that the public's health is not being jeopardized. 

The taxpayer should not have to pay in order to prove that the 



air he breathes is safe. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you, Mr. Boyle. The next speaker is Dave Schmeding, and 

to follow him is Alec Evans so that you can be prepared. 

DAVE SCHMEDING: 

My name is Dave Schmeding, Route 2, Box 299, Corvallis. I'm 

a research chemist up at OSU, Department of Ag. Chemistry. I 

think it somewhat academic to state the efficiency of the carbon 

beds as being 95 percent efficient, when what you're looking 

at is perhaps less than 20 gallons of the 400 plus that they 

release per day. And as a chemist, I'm much more concerned about 

380 gallons that they call fugative emissions, than the part 

that comes out the stack. I think it's sort of silly for you 

to talk about extending the stack, when you're only talking about 

20 gallons. Okay. Let's worry about the 380 gallons that 

they're dumping out into the City. I think you ought to delay 

the permit until they come up with some reasonable way to 

approach the fugative emissions. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 



Thank you. Alec Evans. 

ALEC EVANS: 

My name is Alec Evans. I live •••• 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Mr. Evans, perhaps you could turn it a little so the audience 

Thank you. 

ALEC EVANS: 

Alec Evans. I live at 1510 S.E. Alexander, which is pretty close 

to the Evans Products Plant. I drive by there on a bicycle every 

day a couple times and breathe the air, and at times I've really 

experienced some very heavy concentrations of toxic vapors corning 

from the Plant. And, I don't know, I intend to keep on riding 

my bicycle by Evans Products and I really don't want to keep 

on breathin' TCE or anything else that Evans is gonna be putting 

into the public atmosphere. It seems like a basic violation 

of privacy or human rights. I mean, you know, it, it's strange. 

I came across a book in the OSU Library a couple of days ago. 

Lookin' through the new book section and it had a book on 
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environmental pollutants. And in that, it definitely states 

that TCE is a carcinogen and a mut ••• mutag ••• mutangen, something 

like that. It definitely states that, whereas you stated that 

it has a potential for being carcinogenic, that it •••• Well, 

anyway, I have that information for the, the Counsel. Oh, so, 

I just don't want my personal rights or anybody else's rights 

to be violate<l. There seems to be some basic elements of law 

that are being avoided in the issue, and, I don't know, I think 

people really ought to think about the work they do and the 

consequences they have to other people. You know, I'm all for 

work and I don't want anybody to lose their job, and I just 

perhaps see the situation as a situation is like a challenge 

for to use the community mind, or whatever, to try to develop 

safe ways to live and get what we need here on the earth and, 

well, anyway, my, I hope we can do it 'cause the environment's 

getting pretty polluted. I hope we can do it pretty soon. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you. Bonnie Marcet, and we'll follow Ms. Marcet with 

William Dennison. 

BONNIE MARCOT: 

My name is Bonnie Marcet. I live at 685 S.E. Vera. The 

Separater Plant is right directly behind our house. I guess, 



I guess it's the filthiest place I've ever smelled or been close 

to, 

A lot of people have asked us lately, "Well," you know, "why 

did you did you move there if you knew that Plant was there?" 

We moved to Corvallis, we had no idea that there was such a 

place. We came here and we found a house that we really, really 

liked and we moved in, and that was in the winter time and by 

the time summer came the air was so stagnant and the dust filled 

the air so bad that it was almost took your breath away. We 

had, we had lost our house before in a fire. We used up our 

first State Vetrans. We bought this house on a State Vetrans, 

and we have no other. We cannot leave and go to any other place 

in the City because we can't afford it. We are stuck in a place 

right up next to Evans Products, and a payment that we can 

afford. We can't move anywhere else. We have to stay here 

because we can't afford the present interest rates. 

I don't like living next door to Evans Products. I have no 

choice. I, my family visited from Idaho last year and they went 

home three days early because two of them were so sick that they 

could hardly, nauseated with headaches. And, we live next to 

it and we put up with it, hoping somebody out there will hear 

us. And hoping DEQ will finally get off their ass and get down 

there and stop judging us because we live there and nobody else 

does. DEQ sits in Salem, they don't care about us. They really 

don't, and if they did, they wouldn't let these Permits slide 

and they wouldn't let Evans Products get by with the stuff they 



get by with. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Mr. •••• Mr. Dennison. 

BILL DENNISON: 

My name is Bill Dennison. I live at Route 1, Box 286, that's 

way out in the north end of town, I'm not a neighbor of Evans 

Products. 

I want to start out by protesting, and formally protesting in 

the record, the suppression of Mr. Boyle's testimony. I was 

told as I came in and signed up to testify, by the gentleman 

that was standing there, the gentleman in the gray suit, it 

would, in fact, be appropriate for me to address my testimony 

in the form of questions. I don't see any reason why Art 

shouldn't. 

In addition to that, one of my concerns in going to hearings 

of this sort, of course, I'm interested in the problems of the 

people in the immediate neighborhood, anybody who's human would 

be, but I think that those of us that go to testimonies of this 

sort are also interested in questions of technical detail. 

Especially where they relate to matters of health and where they 
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relate to matters of something like this, as important as this 

Permit. And I submit that the questions that I had in mind were 

directly to the point, they were directly to the relevance of 

the tests that have been made in connection with establishment 

of this Permit, and I want to protest. their being deleted. 

I also want to be sure that all of you understand some of the 

things that have been going by very fast. This material, TCE, 

is used in this industrial process as supposedly recycled 

within the system, it's a solvent which is used to clean the 

product out. It's then recovered, brought back into the process. 

And so, in the normal course of events, if one was concerned 

about economics, as I'm sure Evans is, you try to recover as 

much of it as possible and you keep it within the system. It 

isn't deliberately a part of the product. You don't send it 

out in these battery separaters. It doesn't become part of the 

battery separater. It goes round and round in the process. 

My understanding is, from four independent sources, that Evans 

purchases on the order of 100,000 gallons of this material per 

year. This is something that's supposedly going round and round 

in the system. If that's the case, this means that there is 

nutrition, a loss, a net loss annually of 100,000 of this. Now, 

as the testimony has been given here from DEQ, approximately 

five percent of this is accounted for in the stack on which there 

are pollution controls. The remainder of this 100,000 gallons 

is the fugative emissions. 



Now, I'm concerned not only with what fugative emits out into 

the atmosphere, and obviously we're all concerned about that, 

but it seems like an enormous amount, and so I've been asking 

myself, and indirectly DEQ, the question, "Is it possible any 

of this is dirtied and it's shipped out by truck or tank car?" 

And the answer is, "no." rs it possible that there's a leak 

somewhere in. the system? Some of it I hear tonight got out and 

gets out in the water, a relatively small amount of it. But 

it seems to me. completely irresponsible to issue a Permit 

until the other 995, 000 gallons are accounted for. And, thank 

you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you. Mr. Dennison, I would respond to your suggestion 

that there is some suppression of testimony only by saying we 

saw a goodly number of people, we were expecting a very long 

evening. I'm sure that Mr. Groskevich will be happy to remain 

and, on the record, respond to those questions at the conclusion 

of this opportunity for public input. That was the purpose of 

the evening, for us to get information from you. I think the 

Department is always willing to share its information with the 

public, and we'd be happy to do so tonight. So, I urge you to 

stay and we'll take that opportunity when we've heard from 

everyone here to speak. 



BILL DENNISON: 

Will there be opportunity then for us to respond to Mr. 

Groskevich's response to those questions? 

HEARING OFFICER: 

We •••• 

BILL DENNISON: 

This was one of the reasons for scheduling ••• 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Sure. 

BILL DENNISON: 

the questions early. 

HEARING OFFICER: 



The meeting, we have the room for quite some time and we'll be 

happy to give you an opportunity to get answers. We're not 

trying to debate this evening. It's an exchange of information. 

James, James Foster. 

JAMES FOSTER: 

Good evening. I'm James Foster. I lived on s. E. Atwood. My 

feeling is not so much an issue of what's being in the air or 

anything else. The fact is, Evans went ahead and went on with 

whatever they wanted to do. They started things out, they put 

it in motion, they let it roll. Then they got caught. 

Now then, this is the second time that we're fighting them on 

a situation that should have been controlled from the very 

start. And you cannot tell me that people at Evans are that 

dumb that they did not know that they needed a Permit to 

discharge things in the air. You just, you just can't, you just 

can't make me believe that I'm that gullable to listen to that 

and to also hear from the DB;l to do nothing about it. The same 

as nothing about it. It amounts to a slap on the wrist. DEQ, 

you're a disgrace. You really are. So, we're not, there should 

be a third party here in this meeting tonight to put you on 

trial. And that's what I think it should happen. Whatever 

happened to honesty and honor? Now, these are some things that 

we've not heard very much of lately. Honesty and honor, your 



word is your bond. Now, what has happened to those things? 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Himie Phelps. Is that Jaimie? 

JAIMIE PHELPS: 

Yes, it is. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Excuse me. 

JAIMIE PHELPS: 

Hi, I'm Jaimie Phelps and I live at 1935 S.E. Debord Street, 

which is in Southeast Corvallis. And I don't want to waste any 

time 'cause I want to get some answers to these questions. 

I just want to say that I think we should all be able to voice 

our opinion about what we're breathing, and I don't like 

breathin' this shit in the air. 



HEARING OFFICER: 

I'm going to change the tape. 



HEARING OFFICER: 

I am going to remind you that we are here through the courtesy 

of the First Presbyterian Church, and we'd like to be sure that 

the room will be available for public meetings in the future. 

Fran, I think it's Recht. 

FRAN RECHT: 

Hello, my name is Fran Recht. I reside at 905 N.W. 31st Street 

in Corvallis. While I'm generally in favor of issuance of the 

Discharge Permit to Evans Products Company if TCE concentrations 

can be kept below 25 parts per million in the ambient air and 

if those fugative discharge can be eliminated, I'm withholding 

support of such a Permit. 

I have been reading information about trichlorethylene, generally 

as related to the work environment, and have become concerned 

about some contaminants of trichlorethylene and some of its 

break-down products. I'm not sure if •••• exist of the 

concentrations of these substances that may be found at the level 

of allowable TCE discharge of the Evans Products Plant or at 

the level of the fugative discharge, and would like some studies 

done or possible monitoring for these compounds. 

TCE 1s produced from tetrachloroethane by heating with calcium 



hydroxide. Tetrachloroethane may be present as an impurity in 

technical products. I'm enclosing a list of my references at 

the end of this, okay? 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Good. 

FRAN RECHT: 

It has a vapor pressure of 11 ••• of mercury. The 1963 Handbook 

of Poisoning says tetrachloroethane is the most poisonous of 

the chloriniated hydrocarbons and the maximal level of 

concentration is 5 parts per million. It can cause death 

with delayed onset in the l.iver and kidney. It is an irritant 

of the eyes, nose, and causes headaches, nauseau, vomiting, 

abdominal pain, etc. Chronic symptoms for inhalation or skin 

absorption cause headache, tremor, dizziness and anesthesia. 

And, I want to know how much tetrachloroethane will be present. 

There is no monitoring for that that I'm aware of. 

TCE may decompose in the presence of excess water to hydrogen 

chloride and other products. TCE also decomposes in the 

presidence, the presence of hot metals, heat or ultraviolet 

radiation. Chlorine products that include chlorine gas, 

hydrogen chloride and phosaphine gas, phosphine gas, excuse me. 



Federal occupation standards for chlorine is 1 part per million. 

There is a recommended ceiling limit of .5 parts per million 

for a 15 minute sampling period. Chlorine reacts with body 

moisture to form acids. This. itself is extremely irritating 

for the skin, eyes at 7 to 8 parts per million, mucous membranes 

at .2 to 16 parts per million, and throat at 15 parts per 

million. It may cause corrosion of teeth. Prolonged exposure 

to low concentrations may produce chlor.... The threshold 

limit value is 1 part per million and is set at a level to 

minimize chronic changes in the lungs and erosion of the teeth. 

When TCE is exposed to sunlight or heat from the ovens of the 

new, of the new system, how much chlorine will be in the air 

or in the rain? Hydrogen chloride can be produced and exp ••• , 

on exposure of TCE to UV light or heat. Threshold limit is set 

at 5 parts per million. It is a strong irritant of the throat 

and GI tract. The threshold limit value is interpreted to be 

as sufficiently low to prevent toxic injury, but on the border 

line of severe irritation. How much hydrochloric acid will be 

present in the air? Will this be a significant contribution 

to acid rain? 

Phosgene gas is the compound I'm most concerned with. The 

permissable exposure limit set in 1977 is only .1 parts per 

million. It is a severe respiratory tract irritant, causes 

tearing, conjunctitis, upper respiratory tract cystems. Chronic 

exposure may cause irreversible pulminary changes of emphysema 

and fibrosis. Animal experimentation has shown increased 

31 



incidents of chronic ••• and acute pneumonia from exposure to 

phos, phosgene. It is generally accepted that phosgene may cause 

chronic lung disease in man. There are no quantitative date 

available on what dosage may cause permanent lung damage in man. 

The threshold limit value of .1 part per million value has been 

recommended because of the irritating effects of the respiratory 

tract it will double slightly above this value. What might the 

phosgene concentration be at the maximal level of emission at, 

of trichlorethylene? 

Thank you for your attention, and hopefully your answers. 

Perhaps monitoring for all these compounds in the immediate area 

would be advisable and the Permit withheld until this is done. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you. Would you like to •••• Thanks. 

Okay. Mr. Groskevich would like to respond. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

On, on, on your phosgene statements, we did monitor for phosgene 

from the pollution control equipment which carries the emissions 

that have gone through the oven and been heated, and we did not 

find any. 



HEARING OFFICER: 

Mr. Boyle. If you'd like to submit questions for information, 

we'd be happy to have them. 

MR. BOYLE: 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Then it isn't the kind of thing you want off the cuff right now? 

MR. BOYLE: 

No, well, where he can. He knows some of the answers but, and 

knows that he doesn't, but he's just, as much as possible. You 

know, I'd like to get some background that was involved in some 

of the source testing and things like this. 

HEARING OFFICER: 



Well, have you reviewed them? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Did you 

MR. BOYLE: 

I gave you •••• 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

No, I haven't reviewed them. 

MR. BOYLE: 

I • • • 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Let, let me see if I can dig them out here so I can follow along 

with you. 



MR. BOYLE: 

Yes, yes. 

These are some, I've been involved in this and been reviewing 

the record for about six months hoping that there'd be more 

positive action and so I'm a little more familiar, I think, and 

and I've worked with Ted on this. I'll again ask this question, 

does the ••• monthly use rate of 100,000 pounds, 50 tons, mean 

that that much TCE is being lost? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

It, it means, as far as the Department is concerned, that that 

much material is being lost. There, like I said, there is some 

material being lost in the pollution control equipment, there's 

a small amount being lost through water, and there is a large 

amount then that is being lost through other sources, some 80 

gallons per day on an average, which 12 times 80 gallons gives 

you a number being lost through a secondary oven which is not 

controlled now but which will be controlled by the end of 

January. And the remainder being lost through, as we understand 

it now, fugative losses. Those losses being loose points in 

the process. We understand that a small amount of material is 

carried over in the product, but not, not any appreciable amount 

at all. 



MR. BOYLE: 

One, question that isn't on, this is based on a five day, 24 

hour workweek, right? The ••• 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

24 hours a day •••• 

MR. BOYLE: 

The loss rate •••• 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

24 hours a day ••• 

MR. BOYLE: 

But •••• 



MR. GROSKEVICH: 

5 days per week. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Right, rather than the 7? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

That's correct. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Okay. 'Cause it makes a difference in the percentage of •••• 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

It makes a difference in the pounds per day loss. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Yes, yes. Does the company ship waste TCE from the plant, or 



are they just adding TCE to the process to replace that which 

is lost? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

The company is adding TCE to the process to the material lost. 

MR. BOYLE: 

None is being shipped out in a truck or ••• ? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Not, not that I know of. 

MR. BOYLE: 

How long has the industrial process involving TCE been in 

operation? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

We became aware of the process in March or April of this year. 



The plant had been operating for some time prior to that. It's 

my understanding that as of January 1979, production level 

operations were going on, but that the plant had operated for 

some time prior to that, perhaps as long as year, as a pilot. 

process. And, pilot processes do not come under our normal 

permit program. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Okay. What is the total amount of TCE which has been used by 

Evans Products from the start of the present process to this 

month. Now, I'll, I, I would like to, I assume it's basically 

100,000 pounds, but I'd like to have a written copy, if possible, 

of the monthly use rate. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

I can give you that in wr.iting later, I ••• 

MR. BOYLE: 

Yes, yes, I ••• 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 



can't give you any example because I don't have the back up 

information. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Ya, that'd be fine, that'd be fine. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

And I would ask you to repeat any requests you have in writing, 

if you would. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Ya, okay, okay, we'll Okay, I've asked about the 5 day 

workweek. Now, these are questions involving the level of TCE 

control. 

What was the amount of TCE being lost from the carbons beds at 

the time of the first source test? Prior to the correction. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 



Okay. It wasn't really, when we did the first set of source 

tests, when ••• was hired by Evans Products to do the first set 

of source tests and we saw that the carbon beds were basically 

being overloaded and we did not calculate the exact amount that 

was being lost, but rather we went with a request to Evans 

Products that they modify the operation of the carbon beds so 

that they would not be overloaded. 

MR. BOYLE: 

would, would it be possible though to compute up until that time 

how much was being lost as a result of, of that, the way the 

equipment was being operated, or is that possible? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

It would be possible to make a very gross estimate, but not any, 

not any kind of a reliable calculation. 

MR. BOYLE: 

But we can assume it was more than is being lost as a result 

of the, of the correction and the second source test? 



MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Yes, that's true. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Why wasn't a materials balance study completed before proposing 

to issue the Permit? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Okay, I did read as a part of this, you know, this ••• 

MR. BOYLE: 

Yes. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

proceeding today, a materials balance, per se. A materials 

balance being an accounting of input, output and loss. 

MR. BOYLE: 



Okay, but the 95, I meant there isn't a better way, a materials 

balance that would account for more than 90, the 95 percent 

that's a fugative emission? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

If you're asking me, and you can tell me if this is what you're 

asking me, if we have been able to pin down each point of loss 

of fugative emission in the process and how much has gone, or 

if Evans has done this yet, the answer is no. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Okay, thank you. Why didn't DEQ require a source test from, 

for TCE and phosgene from the second exhaust point from the dark 

drying ovens? That's the, that's the heated gases coming off 

the ovens. Why wasn't there a source test done on that one, 

rather than the cold one? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

I'm a little bit confused ••• 

MR. BOYLE: 



Well, ••• 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

as to ••• 

MR. BOYLE: 

Aren't there two exhaust, what would be considered point 

exhausts? One that you did, the pollution control equipment, 

can you test just air going out a tube as a source test? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Let, let, let me do a small and, if Evans Products personnel 

don't have any objection, my describing in a little detail the 

pollution control system. Some of that material was submitted 

as confidential information. Okay. 

The way that the system works is that the, the ovens pass heated, 

heated air through them to evaporate TCE. Okay, that all of 
Culd, 

1 
that air goes through a set of coal finger condenser chillers 

to remove the, the majority of TCE, and the TCE that's left in 

that stream after it leaves the chillers, goes through the carbon 



beds. Okay. There is a secondary oven on one line which vents 

to the atmosphere. We were not aware that it vented to the 

atmosphere until approximately 3 weeks ago. That material, that, 

that set has been tested and those are the emissions that I'm, 

that I stated in this Amended Condition to the Permit, will be 

hooked up to additional pollution control equipment by January. 

That the level of emission from the secondary oven is 

approximately 20 to 25 percent of the total fugative emission 

loss, okay. And, and I lump it as a fugative emission loss, 

now, because we're talking that. That is actually a point source 

emission and it will be controlled as such. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Okay, that, that answers my question. Now, what is the 

temperature within that secondary drying oven. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

The temperature within the secondary drying oven, last time I 

made an inspection, was about 140 degrees fahrenheit. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Has DEQ studied the level of TCE control and change in the cycle 



time for the carbon beds if additional TCE from the drying ovens 

are exhausted through them? I was assuming that they would be 

ducted to the same system. I, are 
( ltciy °'.) 

they going to spy on whole 

new system of pollution control? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Okay. There are two sets of carbon beds in place at the plant 

now. One is a set that was designed to handle about 14,000 cubic 

feed per minute. That currently serves, that's currently the 

only unit which is, which is operating. There is a unit that 

was purchased to serve the pilot operations which is rated at 

about 7,000 cubic feet per minute, and that is the unit to which 

the emissions from the secondary oven will be vented, and the 

secondary oven emissions will be within the design capacity of 

that unit. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Well, now will this second source also have a source test as 

part of the Permit? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

The emissions from the second set of carbon beds will be combined 



with those from the first set of carbon beds, and all of those 

will be discharged through a common stack, and that stack will 

be source tested. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Okay, fine. Okay, I'm, I, I think you've answered the question 

essentially, but I did, I'll ask it. Why wasn't the second 

exhaust from the ovens included in this Permit? I believe you 

answered it that you were not aware of it at the time. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Ya, it is included, it is to be included now. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Now. Okay, fine. Will the proposed Permit have to be changed 

later to increase the limits of TCE emissions from the carbon 

beds if a source, a second source is exhausted through the same 

pipe? And I believe you also answered that, that that is true, 

it'll have to be raised. 

DEQ is charged to Evans is to provide the highest and best 

practical removal of TCE vapors. Does DEQ consider the loss 



of 100,000 pounds of TCE a month, 50 tons, to be the highest 

and best practical removal of TCE vapors? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

We consider the pollution control equipment that is in place 

to treat that material which gets to it, as the highest and best 

practicable treatment. The fugative emissions are controlled on 

the basis of, of the tightening the system up as best possible. 

MR. BOYLE: 

These are questions involving ambient air testing and computer 

molting, modeling. Why didn't DEJ;l do a, a computer model of 

the total emission, including fugative emissions, from the plant 

instead of about 5 percent from one source? You indicate the 

level of public exposure. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

I'm, I'm sorry, I lost your question here now I was following. 

It's on the back page instead of the second page. 

MR. BOYLE: 



Ya, okay. It's the ••• Why didn't DEQ do a computer model of 

total emissions? And I've written in, "including fugative 

emissions." From the plant instead of 5 percent from one source 

to indicate level of public exposure? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Our computer model, which is just that, it's a calculated 

estimation of something based on certain parameters. Our 

computer model is designed to handle emissions from a point 

source. In other words, from a stack. The inputs to that system 

are temperature, concentration, height of the stack, wind 

velocity, that sort of thing. It is not the type of model which 

is amenable to plugging in the, some values for fugative 

emissions. Rather than do that, we did actual ambient sampling. 

MR. BOYLE: 

In the opinion of DEQ, is one day's testing of the ambient air 

outside the plant for TCE statistically significant, and that 

it can be used to determine the exposure level? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 



Statistical significance is something that's going to be very 

difficult for anyone to achieve in an ambient sampling condition 

for anything. I feel that the samples that were taken were, 

were valid samples. That the samples were taken under conditions 

when there was very.poor air mixing. They were taken during 

a time when the day previously we inspected the plant and found 

a, a corroded gasket in the pollution control equipment. So, 

more highly concentrated TCE was being emitted to the atmosphere 

that what normally would be the case. And that we got what would 

perhaps not be the worst, worst, worst case, the absolute worst 

case, but which was indicative of levels that might be found 

during a worst case time. I mean, not worst case, bad case time, 

let's put it that way. 

We are planning to do, and I've discussed this with you in the 

office, additional ambient samples. And it's, it's my intent, 

and I believe that the Company will agree, that those, those 

samplings should be made during an air stagnation advisory or 

equivalent thereto, because I, I'm not certain that Corvallis 

is often included in air stagnation advisory listings. Most 

of those are given for the Portland area or the Eugene area, 

that, that sort of area. But on a time when we would be fairly 

certain of getting poor mixing conditions. Just like we did 

the initial study, very early in the morning on a day when it 

was dead calm. You could most of the plumes from the plant going 

up and coming straight down. That tends to indicate that 
(\JJ~~rd 

locally, at least, you know, we're outside of Corvallis it might 

have been sunny, but right in that local area it, things were 



hanging in the area. That's the type of day that we'll take 

these samples on. 

MR. BOYLE: 

TC, TCE can decompose under a number of environmental conditions 

and may degrade to more hazardous compounds such as phos, 

phosgene and dichlorocetaline. TCE vapors around an open flame, 

or even drawn through a lighted cigarette may degrade to phosgene 

and carbon monoxide. Did DEQ analyze the ambient air outside 

of the plant for the hazardous compounds such as phosgene and 

dichlorocetaline? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

We did not analyze for phosgene and dichlorocetaline. We would 

have, obviously, had we found enough, enough trichlorethylene 

in, in the local atmosphere for those things to have been a 

potential problem. As it was, we found, early in the morning 

in the neighborhood, values ranging around 4 to 5 parts per 

billion. And then, later on in the day when mixing conditions 

improved somewhat, we found levels around 1 to 2 parts per 

billion. And at those levels we do not analyze for phosgene. 

MR. BOYLE: 

so 



I have some questions now that involve the background 

investigation and search of the literature. Did anyone from 

DEQ contact EPA to get the latest information on TCE, such as 

" the risk factor for cancers in the community, hazards, toxicity 

or the state of the art of controll of TCE emissions? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

We contacted EPA. The only feedback we got from EPA was an 

anonymous paper. The paper carried no names, no dates. Usually 

when you get a paper from EPA it'll say who prepared the paper 

and what part of EPA they worked with. That sort of thing. 

That paper delt with water discharges and did go into some 

discussion of risk factors, etc., etc., and said that a review 

of literature had been made and that TCE should be considered 

a carcinogen and no release should be made to the environment. 

I, personally, reviewed the literature itself, after seeing this 

thing. And, there is no .where appearing in the literature a 

statement that TCE is a human carcinogen. There are statements, 

as I said before, that TCE is considered, along with many other 

large and small chlorinated hydrocarbons, to be a potential 

carcinogen. And EPA does not have any special regulation, in 

effect at this time, for trichlorethylene or any of the other 

chlorinated, small chlorinated hydrocarbons. 



MR. BOYLE: 

Did anybody from DEQ contact OSHA or NIOSH for latest information 

on TCE, such as its potential as a carcinogen in, on job sites, 

toxicity and so forth? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

I contacted the people at the local Workers Compensation Board, 

at the Workers Compensation Board Headquarters here in, well, 

in Salem. I contacted some folks who were the supervisors of 

the NIOSH people, which is the research arm of OSHA, in, who 

did the literature review. And, above and beyond that material 

that appears in the staff report, I received no further 

information. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Find. Did anyone from DEQ do a literature review for the latest 

information on TCE, I'm thinking through a university or through 

a library? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Like through a key word search for example? 



MR. BOYLE: 

Ya. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

No. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Does, and again I'll just for the record, does DEQ consider TCE, 

this is DEQ, consider TCE to be a potential carcinogen for 

humans? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

DEQ, as such, does not possess the expertise to have that 

consideration. We are, you know, we have the literature, you 

know, people who are experts in that field who have said that 

it is a potential carcinogen. And that is the way we're 

accepting it. 



MR. BOYLE: 

Okay, fine. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Excuse me, Mr. Boyle ••• 

MR. BOYLE: 

I've just got a few more ••• 

HEARING OFFICER: 

That's fine, the purpose of this hearing is for us to obtain 

information from you. Have you done such a literature review 

and did you 

MR. BOYLE: 

I'm in the process ••• 

HEARING OFFICER: 



Discover there is some ••• 

MR. BOYLE: 

I'm in the process, I will say that I have coming from EPA a 

risk factor document. I'm in, in, going to be in contact with 

a, believe his last name, Wall, who's an engineer who is a 

consultant for EPA. He wasn't available and I would have passed 

this on to Ted had I gotten the information, and as soon as I 

get it, I'll make it available, but I, I have, I'm, I am 

searching the records and OSHA is coming out with a list of, 

of, of I believe they're categorized cancer producing agents 

in category 1 and 2, and I'm hoping to get a copy of that in 

order to see where, how OSHA will be dealing with TCE under, you 

know, they're new, it's supposed to be out the 15th of December. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

One, you know, one thing to, to consider, is that in order for 

there to be some regulatory force behind something like these, 

risk factors, I think, are kind of an, an inflamatory matter 

to deal with. And unless they're officially recognized by 

someone, they, they're really not necessarily valid. 



MR. BOYLE: 

Well, we'll take it in that light, I agree. I, I'm just trying 

to get a, you know, build up some background on this that. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Okay. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Okay, the, the condenser system and carbon beds should be 

considered as TCE recovery systems designed to save money and 

not for pollution control. In other words, I feel that they 

were put in for, for re ••• , from a dollar standpoint because 

this TCE is rather expensive. Did Evans Products apply for a 

federal tax credit on this equipment? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Okay, I don't know whether they applied for federal tax.credit 

on the equipment. The only tax credit program I know of that 

exists right now is the one we administer as a state tax credit 

program. They did not apply for state tax credit program since 

all of this material, you know, all of the, the construction 



was done prior to any Permits having been obtained. And, 

therefore, the construction was ineligible for tax credit. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Okay, fine. Thank you. 

Now, this involves the oil used in the process. What happens 

to the 150,000 gallons of rubber extender type oil that is used 

in this process? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

That oil stays in the product. 

MR. BOYLE: 

And, and this, okay. It, it definitely is involved in the 

process? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

That's true. 



MR. BOYLE: 

How much waste oil is shipped out each month? Or is it, have 

you, have you, it's, in other words, none is shipped out? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

There, there are some heavy materials that would, like a sludge, 

that would accumulate in the bottom of the storage tank that 

are barrelled up in drums and saved for recycling. They produce 

approximately one 55 gallon drum of sludge per month. 

MR. BOYLE: 

I'll not ask the next question then. 

Okay, now this is involving TCE in the waste water. Has DEQ 

found evidence of TCE in sumps which drain affluent from the 

submers ••• , from the submicro plant to the treatment ponds. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Yes, we have. 



MR. BOYLE: 

Does steam involved in the cleaning of the carbon absorption 

beds contain TCE when it condenses, and could some of this TCE 

end up in the treatment ponds? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Yes, it could. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Did there used to be a pipe line from the Evans Plant to the 
(!, 

middle of the Willamette River which dumped affluent directly 

into the River? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

That's a question which I'll have to ask to someone who was in 

DEQ when such a thing may have occurred. I took the matter up 

with Kent Ashbaker in Portland in, you know, response to the 

question you asked me in the office the other day, and I didn't 

get an answer at that time. But I, I'll check and I'll get, 

I'll make a note here that I'll get back to you if this is a 

ff\ 



written comment. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Real fine. This is questions involving violations of the Permits 

and Noise Standards. Has DID;l investigated why Dr. Zencheck did 

not seek a pollution permit for the new process involving TCE, 

and why his position was that there are no emissions as quoted 

in the 26 April '79 issue of the GT? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Okay, I, I'd like to preface this at, you know, at the outset, 

that we are, we are talking strictly about the submicro forced 

battery separater plant and I will not answer any questions 

regarding other permits. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Well, this is, this is 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

7 At this hearing. I, I understand that, but I'm reading ••• 



MR. BOYLE: 

Oh, later on, okay. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

The heading to your question section. The Department did refer 

this matter to, well I, out of the Regional Office, made a 

referral to our Portland Office. The Department did issue a 

Notice of Violation and Intent to Assess Civil Penalty for the 

violation of Oregon Administrative Rules dealing with permits. 

MR. BOYLE: 

Has there been a civil penalty assessed against Evans Products 

for emitting thousands of pounds of TCE in violation of the State 

Statutes? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

There has not been a civil penalty assessed against Evans 

Products. There has not been a finding that TCE is being 

discharged in violation of State Statutes. 



MR. BOYLE: 

Even prior to discovery of the plant was ••• 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Okay, the, the operation of the plant and the emissions from 

that plant which occurred prior to the beginning of the Permit 

process were addressed in the Notice of Violation and Intent 

to Assess Civil Penalty. 

MR. BOYLE: 

And I, sort of assume, the last question, you'd just as soon 

not answer? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

That's true. 

MR. BOYLE: 



Okay, thank you very much. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Is there anything further? Then I thank you very much for your 

courtesy. I'm glad to see so many of you here and interested. 

We will conclude the hearing. 

Yes? 

Will you state your name? 

RON MCNIECE: 

I'm Ron McNiece and I live at 815. S.E. Atwood, about, oh, six 

blocks from Evans. Normally, I've never taken part in any of 

these. I've come and sat and listened to them all, all through 

the last hearings we had with Evans Co. And, it seems to me 

that under the free nation, that you folks are supposed to be 

our servants. We're not supposed to be yours. And I think this 

meeting, just standing back there listening to this, seems like 

you've got your guidelines, you're supposed to be the Department 

of Environmental Quality. The environment we live in is 

important, alright. And you guys have to make sure that it stays 

important. And it seems like you should answer our questions 

just as much as you should gather data from us. 



HEARING OFFICER: 

Do you have a question, Mr. McNiece? 

RON MCNIECE: 

Yes, Maam. I, I would like to ask you this, you went down there 

one day and then you showed up the next day to test them to see 

if they had any TCE being emitted. Did they, were they 

forewarned that your test was coming the next day? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

The, the fact that the Company paid for the ambient testing. 

RON MCNIECE: 

Okay. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

And that, you know, of course, they knew we were there. 



RON MCNIECE: 

That's all I have, thank you. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

I, I would like to address this as well. I, it's not very often 

that you can take an industrial process which operates at, at 

a, you know, given rate, having been, having had inspectors be 

there many times to take a look at the process and have a company 

pull the wool over your eyes and have you take ambient samples 

with the process shut down. 

During the time we took the ambient samples, the plant was 

inspected and it was operating at a normal production rate. 

And, like I said, the, there were higher emissions than would 

normally be expected at the time due to the fact that there was 

a malfunction in part of the pollution control equipment. So 

I think your allegation is out of line. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Whatever you think of this process, what was intended here was 

to gather information. There can be another opportunity for 



you to express, to inquire and for us to provide information. 

Is there someone else who wishes to speak? Yes? 

I have, I have a registration form rec ••• , just handed in. 

Mr. Decker, do you object? Do you want to come first? Okay. 

And, Mr. McNiece, would you spell your name please? Thank you. 

PATRICK CANNON: 

I'm Patrick Cannon. I live at 1830 s.w. Whiteside. I had a 

concern when you said you'd found out about the second exhaust 

from the ovens only 3 weeks ago. And I was wondering how that 

was found out and do you have, are you sure that you've accounted 

for all the exhaust? That discovery was made so recently. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

I am now certain that we've acocunted for all of the point source 

emissions from the plant. The reason that it was overlooked 

was that it was the, the representation prior to that time, 

whether it had been a specific representation or a tacit 

representation, or, or just an assumed representation, that, 

that, that oven was vented already to the carbon beds. 



PATRICK CANNON: 

Do you mean that, you mean you were lead to believe that that 

was the only exhaust? I'm, I'm a little, I'm just confused. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Okay. Like, like I just stated, until that time it was the 

Department's understanding that all of the ovens were vented 

to the carbon beds. 

PATRICK CANNON: 

Was Evans ever asked if that was the case? I mean, did the 

Department ask Evans if they were all vented to that stack? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

We did when we asked for plans to review in preparing the 

original draft of this Permit. 

PATRICK CANNON: 

So they answered in the affirmative that all, that they were 



all vented to the one, to the one place? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

To my best recollection, yes. 

PATRICK CANNON: 

Then, what, how can you be sure now that you've accounted for 

all the exhausts? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

Because I've looked at all the ovens. 

PATRICK CANNON: 

Okay. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Mr. Decker, do you have a statement or some questions? Thank 

you. 



MR. DECKER: 

The question of fugative emissions has come up here and the 

computer model question has arisen in which you've given some 

answers that I've heard. The, it is possible to estimate, at 

least, in a simple way, what sort of concentrations would occur 

downwind of a plant that is emitting some given amount, some 

assumed amount, or fugative emissions. No matter where they're 

emitted, in the wake of a building, for instance. And, I'll 

submit for the record a sheet here giving details of the 

computations where you can simply say that if in one hour, 200 

pounds of TCE were emitted into the air in the wake of building 

that's 100 broadside to the wind and 30 feet high, and the air 

is moving at 1/2 mile per hour, which is not an unusual nighttime 

slow movement condition, nearly calm wind. Then downwind of 

that region, there will be, and the computation is valid, 

there'll be a volume of some 7.9 million cubic feet of air after 

one hour into which that 200 pounds has been emitted. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Excuse me, Mr. Decker. I'm going to have to change the tape. 



HEARING OFFICER: 

Go ahead. 

MR. DECKER: 

Now, this 7.9 million cubic feet of air containing the 200 

pounds of TCE fugative emissions would then have a mass 

itself of some .616 million pounds. And, when you compute 

the concentration, if the air is uniformly mixed or if the 

TCE is uniformly mixed into the air, that would come out 

with a concentration of TCE in the air of 325 parts per 

million. 

There's another way that the fugative emissions can occur, 

of course. Simply by going into a stream, and this is done 

industrally with heat or emitted discarded materials all 

over the world. If this were put into the river, a river 

like the Willamette, flowing in the summertime at 60 feet 

per minute, 300 feet wide, then one can compute the distance 

downstream of the river, the stretch of the river that would 

receive one hour's supply of 200 pounds of TCE into it and 

from which surface the TCE would then be able to evaporate 

into the air immediately above the water. That computation, 

which I summarize now, results in a, a volume of 10.8 

million cubic of air above the downstream stretch of river, 

between the banks of the river, and I'm assuming that now 



a 10 foot deep layer of air would be above the river. The 

river cool, compared to the land on either side in the 

summer, that would be a reasonable assumption for one, for 

that condition. Then the concentration in that air above 

the river water would be 238 parts per million, and boaters 

or others on the river would be expo ••• , would be in that 

environment. 

Well, the conclusion's pretty obvious that if in the first 

case the air weren't mixed 30 feet deep but were mixed much, 

in a much shallower layer, we could get two or three times 

or more, times the concentration that I stipulated of 325 

parts per.million. I think that figure that I gave for 

the concentration in the air above the river is a maximum 

likely prospect. But, it's obvious that the best way to 

get rid of the emissions of TCE into the air to get dilution 

to provide a safe, low concentration of TCE in the 

atmosphere is to concentrate all of the emissions together 

and emit from a high point. A tall stack, obviously, is 

a lot better than fugative emissions occurring at low levels 

or fugative emissions occurring down in the river. 

I submit the paper here, unless there are any questions. 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

No, I don't have any questions. But, I will, I will tell 



you that we did take some of the ambient samples that we 

took down at the river level, I, I agree with you, and, 

with your calculations, and they're totally sensible. Down 

on the river during stagnant air conditions, this is 

downstream from Evans Products, and this was taken maybe 

·four feet off the river, about as high as I am, holding 

my hand, I'm a little bit taller than four feet tall. We 

found 4, 4.5 parts per billion. That was at the confluence 

of the Marys and Willamette Rivers. Down, and downstream 

when the wind was blowing, the wind was blowing about 0 

to 3 miles per hour, we found 2.1 parts per billion. And 

during stagnant air conditions in, in the neighborhood, 

on Vera Avenue, on which Mr. Marcet lives, about, oh, a 

half a block down from his house, we found 4.7 parts per 

billion. 

And, I'm, I'm in .somewhat of an agreement with you. I'm 

a little perplexed that at the levels which are apparently 

fugative emissions that these ambient levels are as low 

as they are. I did, however, well, I do, however, have 

complete confidence in the methods that were used to, to 

do the ambient sampling in that the person who was doing, 

who did the analysis for us is the person who is doing the, 

the freon in the atmosphere study on a worldwide basis for 

National Science Academy and, and other people, and is well 

recognized in his field. So, I ••• 



MR. DECKER: 

It, it only means though that if there are fugative 

emissions, and I've taken two possible scenarios here, 

someplace there is a, a concentration at a higher level 

likely than you've been able to measure someplace in the 

atmosphere, the water, the soil. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you, Mr. Decker. 

Mr. Decker?. 

FRED W. DECKER: 

I'm Fred w. Decker, of Ore ••• , of 827 N.W. 31st Street. 

I'm a Consultant Meteorologist, among other activities. 

I'm Associate Professor at Oregon State University, and 

in this appearance I in no way implicate Oregon State 

University, officially, as being involved in my testimony. 

I appear here as a private Consulting Meteorologist. 



HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you. Okay. I, I'm going to monitor the questions 

to some extent. I'm concerned about those in, that are 

accusatory in tone. We're not here defending anything, 

and I'm particularly concerned about those that in any way 

relate to what may be potential litigation. So, you can 

state it and then we'll see. 

JIM FOSTER: 

Jim Foster. My question has to do with, is it possible 

to close the windows and doors in that Plant while that 

the air, the ambient tests were being done to where that 

all the other things that are not going through the emission 

controlls are being held and contained in the Plant while 

that you were doing your tests? That would be one way that 

they could pull the wool over your eyes. Now, was there 

tests done simultaneously and the TCE concentrations in 

the Plant? 

MR. GROSKEVICH: 

You asked about five questions. The answer to the basic 

question that you asked is that we looked through the Plant 



immediately prior to starting the tests, and we went back 

and forth in front of the Plant several times during the 

period of time when we were testing the Plant, and the Plant 

was operating normally. In other words, all area 

ventilation systems that normally operate were operating, 

all doors that are normally closed were closed, all doors 

that are normally open were open. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

If there's anyone, is there anyone else who has a statement 

to make? A statement? Do you have information to provide 

to the Department to help it in evaluating the conditions 

of the Permit? Pardon me? Did I not call your name? I'm 

sorry, Terry Finley. Thank you. And if there are any 

others who wish to speak, I'd appreciate having your slips 

now. Then this will be the last contributor. 

TERRY FINLEY: 

I don't want to take much time. My name is Terry Finley. 

I live at 2411 Fairmont, Corvallis. I'd like to just point 

out to you why there is a little bit of hostility in the 

crowd tonight about Evans Products, and a little bit about 

DEQ. 



We've gone through this before with Evans Products with 

their fiberglass emissions, and at the same time that the 

people of Corvallis were going through the process with 

Evans Products about fiberglass emissions and Evans Products 

was telling us they were doing everything they possibly 

could to take care of the health of the community, that 

they were being a good corporate neighbor, at that very 

same time that they were telling us that in hearings back 

in March and April, they were running a Plant without a 

Permit releasing deadly gases in the air. Now that's a 

fact, that's a fact you can't ignore. 

So, then now when people turn around six months later and 

they've fought one battle, they even won stricter controls 

on their fiberglass emissions that Evans said couldn't be 

done, but then it was proved through the hearings that they 

could put stricter controls on.it. After we fought that 

battle, then we find out that at that very same time that 

they were telling us they were the good corporate neighbor, 

that they were releasing deadly gases without your 

knowledge, without our knowledge, without the workers really 

knowing what was in store for them. 

So, if you, if you're a little bit perplexed or wonder why 

there is so much hostility in Corvallis over Evans Products, 

is because Evans Products has brought it on themselves. 

And we look as citizens, taxpayers of Oregon, to you to 

help protect us. And if we don't get that protection, then 



the hostility will be turned back to yo~ too. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER: 

Thank you, Mr. Finley. We'll conclude the hearing. 



• 
- . 

. 

< . STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO' Wil 1 i am H. Young DATE' 0c.tober 15, 1980 

Linda K. Zucker, Hearings Officer 

SUBJECT' Tepa, Inc. Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 

In response to Tepa's application, Department staff drafted a proposed ACD permit regu~ 
lating the operation of Tepa's newly constructed fish and shellfish waste processing 
plant in Charleston near Coos Bay. 

Public interest and concern prompted Department to schedule a public information hearing. 
The hearing was conducted after notice on October 9, 1980, at 7 p.m. at the Power Squad­
ron Building in Charleston, Oregon. Residents offered their comments on the proposed 
permit and asked questions of Department's representative, F. A. Skirvin. 

A summary of the testimony follows: 

Beryl Taylor, President of the Charleston Sanitary District, cited the need for new fish 
waste disposal methods. Deportation of fish waste by truck is an unsatisfactory solution 
as odors are carried through the community. The Tepa plant is designed to dispose of the 
waste without introducing odor problems. The lease between the Port of Coos Bay and Tepa 
prohibits generation of offensive odors. Most importantly, the plant will bring needed 
jobs to the community. 

Michael Hosie, Vice President of the Port of Coos Bay, which is leasing the plant build­
ing to Tepa, offered assurance that the landlord's influence would be brought to bear to 
assure clean operation of the facility. Hosie was pleased that the proposed permit limi­
ted the emission of odors from the property. 

William!:!_. Sutherland inquired about scentometer operation. 

Mike Raven characterized Tepa's process as capital intensive. What few jobs are brought 
to Coos Bay would, he suspects, go to Alaskans. In any case, quality of life should not 
be sacrificed to jobs. 

He recalled that the process had initially been described by the plant's proponents as 
discharging wastewater only, not contaminants. 

Raven mentioned a purportedly similar plant in New Jersey which created a stench which 
carried for a five mill distance and as a result was under court order to cease oper­
ations. 

Mark Fryer, a Tepa principal, had attempted to check whether such a problem had occurred 
in New Jersey. According to his information, the New Jersey plant used conventional 
equipment rather than the enzymatic process which will be used by Tepa. 

Conlains 
Recycled 
Malerials 

61.!25-!387 SP*75663· I z, 
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Lucille Sutherland is not categorically opposed to a fish waste processing plant in Coos 
Bay, liut olijects to its 1 ocation in the boat basin. 

She expressed concern whether the plant can operate without excessive noise and odor, and 
whether the Department would do a conscientious job of monitoring the plant's performance. 

At the conclusion of the formal testimony, questions were asked and answered. Residents 
were encouraged to maintain close contact with the local DEQ office. 

Written testimony is attached. 

ahe 
Attachments 

cc: Jack Weathersbee, Air Quality Division 
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look ahead, 
beyond today 

The environmental impact statement 
(EIS) which was done for BLM has come 
under attack by business interests and 
county commissioners, who by loud voice 
have tried to discredit the EIS. 'fhe 
impact statement was made to assess 
where we are now and where we' are · 
goiftg. 

1 think we have to look further ahead 
than just today. What about the future -
10, 20, 30 years down the road? We should 
have no right to use up all of nature's 
gifts to man without reserving something 
for our children and their children. 

We need conservation today more than 
ever, judging from our past record. Just 
look how the timber in Minnesota was cut 
off, and then some of those same timber 
operators moved out here and started 
doing the same thing with little or no 
thought for the future. · 

Fortunately, there were a few grand 
}° patriarchs in the early days. I refer to 

-:::::c::'""°'.C::"'oo·o:o:""'-'3'.'.'· one Asa M. Simpson, father of L.J. 
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Simpson, who wrote an article for the 
Commercial Encyclopedia ( 1913). He 
wrote: "The forests are diminishing 
rapidly while wants are rapidly in­
creasing, therefore prudence suggests 
conservation as much as may be 
possible, and moreover, the use in' 
building of all substitutes avaiiable ... " 

It's time we were stretching out our 
timber cutting for many reasons, and 
this includes the habitat for wildlife. 
Acco riling to the Nature Conservancy, 
bird extinction was occurring at the rate 
of one every 10 years, up until 1950. Now 
the extinction rate for bird species is one 
every year. Just stop and think what we 
are doing. 

The BLM is trying to provide for a high 
level of timber production to be carried 
out in accordance with the principles of 
sustained yield, multiple use and en­
vironmental protection. A permanent 
source ot tunber supply contributes to 
the economic stability of our local 
communities. 

People like Tony Kuhn of the Coos­
Curry Economic Improvement District 
and county officials are paid with our tax 
money to promote more jobs, so 
naturally they are in there pitching for a 
higher timber cut per year. We pay their 

salary whether we like what they are 
doing or not. 
· ~ow as to the 200 jobs you hear about 

that are going to be lost to our com­
munity. This is not true, although many 
have said this. The BLM District is 
spread over four counties; therefore, the 
jobs lost will be spread over the four 

. counties, and not all in our local com­
munity. 

I think it is better to kise a few jobs 
now instead of jobs when the timber is 
gone. 

Lorance W. Eickworth 
Coos Bay 

Money for 
more death 
Recently, this newspaper was handling 

articles and readers comments con­
cerning animal euthanasia. It is nice how 
you people "feel" towards animals to 
find a poJi.te way of exterminating them. 

In Am ica, we are taught we live 
under a g ernment for the people, by 
the people, a d of the people. All men are 
created equa and endowed by God with 
such rights life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of ha pp ess. · 

As governme ts are created' by the 
people, they ha e power ,only as the 
citizens so give i~f a~· ain govern­
ment is unjust, it is e p ples right, it is 
their duty to do aw .Y such govern-
ments. ~ / 

I thank God and mas Jefferson for 
the above words. 

The following en from this very 
paper, of T t. 25, 1980. The 
section of Cong Roll Call: 

-House-Ne e Ga The House 
rejected, 125 or and - 6 against, an 
amendment delete ne e gas money 
from the fiscal 1981 defense ap­
propriatio bill. 

-Sena;· By a vote of 5 \for, and 38 
against, the Senate apll!'"ved the 
spendil]g of $3.2 million, the l)ext fiscal 
year (J981) to begin preparing,a facility 
for PJSSible production Of Birui\'Y nerve 
gas.. \· 

Though you all are mindful,"-. as to 
whether or not an animal feels pain while 
dying, is commendable. What of the 
recent bill HR8105? 

Though there are millions dying 
-········: .............. :.::::::::::::::::::·::.:··· .............. 
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for or resulting from any violation by any person or persons, 
other than Lessor, at, in or about the premises, of any 
mandates, ordinances, regulations and laws of all judicial, 
administrative and governmental bodies having jurisdiction 
thereover. Lessee shall not use the premises or any part 
thereof so as to constitute a nuisance to or otherwise 
substantially interfere with owners or occupants of adjoining 
or neighboring property or so as to cause cancellation of or 
prevent the use of standard form fire insurance policy or 
insurance covering any peril included in the Oregon standard 
form of extended coverage. Lessee may install or maintain 
any machinery or apparatus reasonable and necessary for the 
purpose of its business, but will use due precaution and 
available safeguards to prevent injury to the demised premises. 
All damage or injury to the demised premises caused by the 
use or misuse during the term of this Lease, or in removal 
therefrom, shall be repaired and the demised premises restored 
to original condition by the Lessee and at Lessee's sole 
expense, provided Lessee shall not be required to restore 
items attributable to reasonable wear and tear. 

In addition to the above, the Lessee will not allow any 
materially offensive odor to emanate or generate from its 
premises or from the operation of its business which may at 
any time constitute a nuisance to or otherwise substantially 
interfere with owners or occupants of adjoining or neighboring 
property. 

6. DESTRUCTION OF PREMISES. 

(a) In the event of a partial destruction of the 
premises (which partial destruction shall be defined to be a 
destruction of not less than 60% by floor space of the 
improvements on the premises, except a building or improvements 
put or placed by the Lessee on the premises and still owned 
by Lessee, shall not be included in such calculations) 
during the term of this Lease which requires repairs to the 
premises. Lessor forthwith (except as hereinafter further 
set forth) shall make such repairs if they lawfully can be 
completed within sixty (60) working days; and such partial 
destruction (including any destruction necessary in order to 
make any repairs required by any such declaration) shall not 
annul or void this Lease; provided, however, that Lessee 
shall be entitled to a proportionate abatement of rent to be 
based upon the extent to which such destruction, or loss of 
use or the making of such repairs shall interfere with the 
business conducted by Lessee within the premises. 

PAGE 3. LEASE AGREE~lENT 



Please, sign if you support: l) the Port of Coos Bay Charleston property rezone 
from Interim Marine Commercial to Interim Marine Industrial; and 2) the existence 
of the Tepa, Inc. marine protein processing opertion under the folloviing odor control 
conditions. 

We, who either live or work in the confines of Charleston, support l) the proposed 
rezone from Interim Marine Commercial to Interim Marine Industrial of Port of Coos Bay 
Charleston property located at Sec. 2, T. 26S., R. 14\·J, S\.J Portion of 5661-2. This 
property is surrounded by Charter .Ocean Products to the west, to the north Gueno Rock 
Blvd., to the south Albacore Avenue and to the east a parking area. We also support, 
within the confines of this proposed rezone, 2) the existence of the Te a, Inc. marine 
protein process in? operation especially because a the port is requiring the following 
statement in Tepa s lease: 

"the lesee will not allow any materially offensive odor to emanate 
or generate from its premises or from the operation of its business 
which may at~ time constitute a nuisance to or otherwise sub­
stantially interfere with owners or occupants of adjoining or 
neighboring property." · 

and b) Tepa, Inc. is planning to install in its processing operation a PURAFIL 
filtering system which has been effective in controlling odor of industrial operations 
located in over 20 communities. 

SI GNAT URE PRINT NAME ADDRESS BUSINESS 
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LYON INDUSTRIAL PARK 
ROUTE 73 

BERLIN, NEW JERSEY 08009 

Mr. Leonard Lane 
TEPA, Inc. 
880 H St. 
Suite 208 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 -

Dear Leonard: 

ieals, lno. 
PHONE: 609-767-8553 
CABLE: BIOCHEM 
TELEX: 831623 

October 2, 1980 

You have asked me for the particulars when we ran the fish 
hydrolysate program here in New Jersey. This was done in 1965 and 
1966 at the J. Howard Smith Company in Port Monmouth, New Jersey 
and the tests were run under the direction of Dr. Thomas Meade. We 
ran a half dozen 20,000 pound batches during this period. It was at 
this time that the schools of menhaden disappeared off the coast of 
New Jersey and the pilot program was shut down. As a result of the 
loss of menhaden J. Howard Smith closed the operation for a period. 
I now understand that there is an operation operating under the name 
of Seacoast Products. I further understand the Seacoast Products 
is the company that had a cease and desist because of the pollution 
from the plant. Their operation, as I understand it, was a standard 
fish meal operation. 

I just want to point out that the operation on fish protein 
hydrolysis has not been carried out since the late 60's and therefore 
would hardly be under the EPA restrictions which we have today. At 
that time we maintained odors at a minimum level and during the several 
test runs while I was there we had no odor problems. 

Trusting this is the desired information, I am 

Yours sincerely, 

HEW:c 
~~.k,'s,.D. • 

President 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

Contains 
Recycled 
M.iterials 

DEQ-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. ~H~' January 25, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Request for a Variance from OAR 340-30-045(b), Compliance 
Schedule for Veneer Dryers, from Boise Cascade Corporation, 
White City, Oregon 

Background and Problem Statement 

Boise Cascade Corporation has requested a variance from the final 
compliance schedule deadline for the veneer dryers at their plant in White 
City. OAR 340-30-045(b) requires compliance of all veneer dryers in the 
Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance area by no later than January 1, 
1980. Boise Cascade has requested an extension of that date to April 1, 
1980. 

Boise Cascade has already submitted plans and specifications, issued 
purchase orders for control equipment, and has had a portion of the 
necessary equipment delivered to the plant site. Construction of the 
control equipment by the manufacturer is already underway. 

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from these 
rules if it finds that strict compliance with the rule is inappropriate 
because of conditions beyond the control of the company. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

Boise Cascade Corporation operates three (3) wood-fired veneer dryers at 
their plant in White City. Visible and particulate emissions from these 
facilities are in violation of the Department's emission limits. In 
January of 1979, the company proposed installation of a Ceilcote ionizing 
wet scrubber. The Department approved their proposal. However, this type 
of control equipment has not been installed on a veneer dryer in Oregon 
to date. Ceilcote, Incorporated has notified Boise Cascade that they will 
be unable to complete installation of the control equipment prior to the 
January 1, 1980, deadline because of delays in procurement of purchased 
items and fabrication of Ceilcote components. 

The veneer dryers at this facility are essential to the overall plant 
operation. Should the Department require compliance by the January 1, 
1980 deadline, the company would be forced to close the plant in order 
to attain compliance. 
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The veneer dryers at this plant are limited to a maximum opacity of 20% 
and an average of 10%. In addition, the portion of the plant site emission 
limit allocated to the veneer dryers is 33 tons per year. This plant site 
emission limit assumes that the control equipment has been installed. 
If the dryers are not controlled during the first three months of 1980, 
as requested by Boise Cascade, approximately five (5) tons of additional 
particulates would be emitted. This extension would not hinder the 
required attainment of the primary ambient air standard by January 1, 1983. 

Because the company has made a good-faith effort in adapting new technology 
to the control of these veneer dryers, the Department proposes approval 
of a variance to allow continued operation of this facility. This variance 
should be subject to the following conditions: 

1. On-site construction of the control equipment shall be completed by 
no later than March 15, 1980. 

2. The compliance of all veneer dryers shall be demonstrated by no later 
than April 1, 1980. 

3. Portions of the plant site emission limits allocated to the veneer 
dryers will not be applicable until April 1, 1980. They will be pro­
rated for the remainder of the calendar year. 

4. If the Department determines that the veneer dryer emissions cause 
significant adverse impact on the community or airshed, this variance 
may be revoked. 

5. The variance will expire on April 1, 1980. 

Summation 

1. Boise Cascade Corporation has requested a variance from OAR 340-30-045(b) 
for the operation of the uncontrolled veneer dryers at their plant in 
White City. They requested this variance until April 1, 1980. 

2. The company has already issued purchase orders and taken delivery of 
some of the necessary equipment. 

3. The manufacturer of the equipment has indicated that the system cannot 
be completed prior to January 1, 1980. This circumstance is beyond 
control of the company. 

4. The Department has proposed a variance which would allow operation 
of the uncontrolled veneer dryers until April 1, 1980. 

5. The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a variance, if 
it finds that strict compliance with the rules is inappropriate 
because conditions exist that are beyond the control of the company. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a variance 
from OAR 340-30-045(b) and the plant site emission limit contained in the 
permit, be granted to Boise Cascade Corporation for the operation of the 
veneer dryers at their plant in White City, subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. On-site construction of the control equipment shall be completed by 
no later than March 15, 1980. 

2. The compliance of all veneer dryers shall be demonstrated by no later 
than April 1, 1980. 

3. Portions of the plant site emission limits allocated to the veneer 
dryers will not be applicable until April 1, 1980. They will be pro­
rated for the remainder of the calendar year. 

4. If the Department determines that the veneer dryer emissions cause 
significanct adverse impact on the community or airshed, this variance 
may be revoked. 

5. The variance w.ill expire on April 1, 1980. 

William H. Young 

Attachment: ' . Variance Request by Boise Cascade Corporation 

F. A. Skirvin:w 
229-6414 
12-19-79 
AW813 (d) 



Timber and Wood Products Group 

Environmental and Energy Services 
P.O. Box 8328 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
(208) 384-6433 

November 30, 1979 

Mr. Ed Woods 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

RE: Rogue Valley Plywood 
Compliance Testing 

0 ·- State of Oregon 
D~ ARRtNT Of: ENVIRONMENTAL 0UAU1Y 

f01g@~aw~w· i . . i ' ; ' ._. 'l ()"7;" !Jt . '-V v ,; 1,;1;:1. D 

This letter is in follow-up to our telephone conversation on November 29. 
As discussed in the enclosed letter to us from Ceilcote, the start-up date 
for the Rogue Va 11 ey Plywood Scrubber System has been de 1 ayed, which wi 11 
preclude us from demonstrating emission compliance by year end. 

The initiation and development of this project with Ceilcote has been a 
long and complicated exercise. The contract alone took .,nearly a year to get 
executed because of the technology forcing nature of this application for 
their equipment. As you are aware, this is the initial installation of 
this type of equipment for veneer dryer emission control. Other companies 
in the Medford area have also contracted with Ceilcote for dryer emission 
control equipment without the benefit of operating data from this initial 
installation in an attempt to meet the year end deadline. Unfortunately, 
all the projects have been delayed. 

Based on the aforementioned, we request a variance to allow Rogue Valley 
Plywood until March 31, 1980 to demonstrate compliance with OAR 340-30-045(b). 

Additionally, the Medford Boiler Scrubber Project is nearing completion and 
should be on line by year end. We anticipate initial st'art-up beginning 
next week. We will be a little late with a compliance deomonstration report 
to you because of the year end holidays. 

Jf~n~. 
Environmental Engineer 

cc: Merlin Hough 
Bob Vincent 

JGA/ad 
encl 



November 21, 1979 

Boise Cascade Company 
Timber and Wood Products Group 
P. o. Box 8328 
Boise, Idaho 83707 

Attention: Mr. Garrett Andrew 
P. E. Environmental Engineer 

Subject: Ceilcote IWSTM System for 
White City Plant 
Veneer Drier Emissions 

Reference:. Ceilcote Shop Order No. 20875 

Gentlemen: 

ff I\ 1:.: '1·" l_ri 

' 

This will confirm our telephone conversation of earlier today 
pertaining to the subject application. 

A. DRAWINGS : 

General arrangement drawings for the Duct, Stack 
and Scrubber system have been sent under seperate 
cover. Copies of the transmittals are attached 
for your reference. Concrete foundation, steel 
support and overall site drawings will be delivered 
to you by our Mr. Dave Brysacz next week. 

B. INSTALLATION SCHEDULE: 

Due to complications in the design of th!" overall 
system, delays in procurement of some key purchased 
parts, as well as fabrications for Ceilcote components, 
we are unable to meet our original promised operational 
date. After thorough review of the status of all 
components, we now project that on site construction 
will begin in mid December. Installation of all parts 
should be complete by January 31, 1980, and the system 
at full operational status by thB end of February. 

THi:: CEILCDTE COMPANY I A UNIT OF GENERAL SIGNAL. 

1<10 Sf-"ir::LOON ROAD/ BRnt:A, 01-ilO 4,qo17/PHONE: 216~243-0700/TELEX: OSB-5590 

f:~' Ii l\(l I" 
f [JJ G \'i (l 

t"): .. 
/~.I 

.:::1 



Boise Cascade Company 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
Attn: Mr. Garrett Andre~ 

Page -2- " 

To keep you fully informed of our progress on this system, we 
wiil start submitting weekly status reports for the project. 
At the same time, we will of course, do everything in our 
power to improve the above projected dates. We apologize for 
this delay and trust that it has not inconvenienced you ex­
cessively. 

Should you have other questions, or if we may be of further 
service to you, please feel free to contact us. 

VF:ss 
Our Representative: 

cc: Jim Miller 
Arthur Forsyth Company 
2800 Fifteenth St. 
W. Seattle, Washington 98119 

cc: D. Scheirnan 
V. Peterka 
Dave Brysacz 
John Cummings 
S. Sheppard · 
D. W. Richard 

Very truly yours, 

V. Frega 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. I, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of Rules -- Motor Vehicle Emission Testing 
Amendments That Revise Policy on Engine Changes and Other 
Housekeeping Matters -- OAR 340-24-320 through 24-350. 

At the Environmental Quality Commission meeting of November 16, 1979, 
authorization was granted to hold a public hearing to consider amendments 
to the Inspection Program Rules. These proposed amendments provided for 
1) changing of all licensing dates for the licensed fleet self-inspection 
programs so that the renewals will run on a calendar year basis, 2) 
revising the Department policy on engine changes, and 3) eliminate 
references to electric cars. The "Statement of Need for Rulemaking" is 
included as Appendix A. 

Evaluation 

A hearing officer's report on the public hearing of December 6, 1979, is 
attached as Appendix B. The staff comment on the testimony received at 
the public hearing is attached as Appendix C. Based upon that public 
hearing, modifications in the proposed rules were made and are presented 
as Appendix D. The proposal does not affect land use. 

Based upon the input of the public hearing, no changes were made in the 
proposal affecting OAR 340-24-320(3) and (7), the deleting of dates and 
references to electric cars, and OAR 340-20-340 and 350, the fleet 
licensing program. However, based upon the input from the public hearing 
and the review of those comments by the staff, significant changes were 
made in OAR 340-24-320(6), and the changes proposed for 325(6) were 
withdrawn pending further study. 
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The revised policy now proposed by the staff would apply to those customers 
who have found it necessary to replace the original engine in their 
vehicles. The proposed rule amendments recognize that the engine is an 
integral part of the overall factory installed motor vehicle pollution 
control system for compliance with both federal and state motor vehicle 
emission standards. It should also be noted that this proposed rule 
modification clarifies current policy for 1979 and older motor vehicles 
and establishes a new policy for 1980 and newer motor vehicles. The effect 
of the proposed regulation can be reviewed for four basic options. 

Option 1 - 1980 and newer motor vehicle. The proposed regulation would 
require customers who have found it necessary to replace the original 
engine, to do so with an equivalent and compatible engine of the same 
type. This proposed regulation would require that the original emission 
certification/factory installed pollution control system be maintained. 

Option 2 - 1979 and older vehicles. The proposed regulation affects owners 
who have found it necessary to replace the orginal engine with an 
equivalent and compatible engine. The proposed regulation has virtually 
the same effect on the customer as Option 1. This recognizes that an engine 
can be considered a replacement component part in the total factory 
installed motor vehicle pollution control system. 

Option 3 - 1979 and older vehicles. The proposed regulation affects owners 
who have found it necessary to replace the original engine with an engine 
that is older than the original. The proposed regulation would allow this 
but requires the retention and reconstruction of that replacement engine's 
original factory installed motor vehicle pollution control equipment. 
Additionally, the regulation would require that the fuel filler inlet 
restricter (to prevent the addition of leaded fuel) plus the catalytic 
converter in addition to the evaporative control system be maintained on 
the vehicle if the vehicle were so equipped, originally. 

Option 4 - 1979 and older vehicles. The proposed regulation affects owners 
who have found it necessary to replace the original engine with an engine 
that is newer than the original. The proposed regulation would require 
that in this instance that the customer upgrade the vehicle so that all 
of the newer engine's factory installed motor vehicle pollution control 
systems be added to the existing vehicle. 

No changes were made in the remaining proposed rule amendments. The fleet 
operation amendments should provide a cost saving to the fleet self 
inspection program participants. The amendment to delete references to 
electric cars is sal6-iYa housekeeping action to remove a regulation made 
unnecessary by statute revision. 
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Summation 

The Commission is being asked to approve changes in the Inspection Program 
Rules. The changes are being proposed and modified from the original 
staff recommendations in light of the testimony received at the public 
hearing. The proposed rule modification would eliminate redundant dates 
and references made obsolete by statute changes, make more efficient the 
fleet self-inspection program, and revise the policy regarding engine 
changes. The original proposal for the engine change policy has been 
modified based upon the testimony received at the public hearing. These 
proposed rule revisions will take care of minor problems for the inspection 
program and will provide for greater uniformity in the inspection process 
in achieving its goal of reduced air pollution from motor vehicles. 

Directors Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the proposed rule 
modifications be adopted. 

w. P. Jasper:n 
229-5081 
January 3, 1980 
VN8746 

Attachments: 
Appendix A Statement of Need 

William H. Young 

Appendix B Hearing Officer's Report 
Appendix C Staff Comments on Testimony 
Appendix D Proposed Rule Modification 



APPENDIX A 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
of the State of Oregon 

In the Matter of the Adoption of 
Amendments to the Motor Vehicle 
Emission Testing Rules, OAR Chapter 
340 Section 24-300 to 24-350 

STATEMENT OF NEED 

Tne Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt the motor vehicle 

inspection program rule amendments, OAR Chapter 340 Section 24-300 to 

24-350. 

A. Legal Authority ORS 468.370 and ORS 183.341 

B. Need for Rule 

The proposed amendments are needed to simplify bookkeeping 

procedures for fleet operations by having all licenses expire 

simultaneously; and eliminate references to electric cars which 

are now legislatively exempt from the inspection program; and 

revise policy on engine changes. 

C. Documents Relied Upon: 

Testimony from the public hearing of December 6, 1979. 

DEP~R;~~T~~F¥1J;f'NVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

/ ,, I , ,,' I , , 
(,//rtt&1 /' '\'.A_,_ 

By: Willi , • asper 
Date: January 2, 1980 

VN8413 
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APPENDIX B 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Hearing Officer 

SUBJECT: Hearing Report Proposed Rules for Emission Inspection Program 

Background 

Commencing at 1 p.m. on Thursday December 6, 1979, a public hearing was 
held in the Commission room of the Fish and Wildlife Offices in Portland. 
Of the six people in 
is summarized below. 
Cannery Co. Coop. A 
summarized below. 

Summary of Testimony 

attendance, three offered testimony. This testimony 
Written testimony was also offered by the Stayton 

copy of that is attached and that testimony is 

All testimony recieved was only concerned with Sections OAR 340-24-320(6) 
and 325 (6). 

Mr. Donald B. Broadsword, Operations Director for Clackamas County stated 
that he, as operations director, was opposed to the portion of the rules 
that limited his flexibility for engine changes, particularly those 
involving heavy duty trucks. Mr. Broadsword indicated that the Clackamas 
County shop procedures and purchase of new equipment is formulated so that 
the trucks have interchangable engines to minimize equipment down time. 
Mr. Broadsword indicated that after-market suppliers are unable to meet 
the needs of Clackamas County. Thus his shop would not be able to do 
their job if the restriction that the Department staff has proposed is 
is adopted. Mr Broadsword stated that the Department proposal would be 
costly to the County, and that it would work a hardship on the County, 
since only 20 percent of Clackamas County is in the Metropolitan Service 
District boundaries. Mr. Broadsword said he would like to see further 
staff studies indicating that the problem of engine changes is a serious 
problem, and that he felt that the Department was proposing the change 
simply to make people spend money. 



Environmental Quality Commission 
Hearing Report for Proposed Rules for Emission Inspection Program 
Page 2 

Mr. Tom Fender, a Salem Attorney, represents the Automobile Safety and 
Equipment Association, the Motor Sports Conference and the Multnomah Hot 
Rod Council. Mr. Fender's remarks were in two areas. One area addressed 
was the staff's interpretation of the antitampering enforcement of ORS 
483.825 and the Department's continued rejection of motor vehicles equipped 
with aftermarket turbochargers. Mr. Fender indicated that he felt that 
the 1979 Legislature authorized these turbocharger installations and that 
not withstanding Section 2 of ORS 483.825, the Department should pass 
vehicles which have aftermarket turbochargers installed. Mr Fender 
indicated that some of the aftermarket modifications available to 
automobile owners could provide improvement in engine performance and fuel 
economy, and the Department should address these areas. 

Mr. Fender .called upon the Department to increase it's activities in 
evaluating aftermarket parts, and vehicles with turbochargers that have 
been installed in the aftermarket and to develop reasonable standards and 
test procedures for these vehicles. 

Mr. Fender then indicated that he felt that there was merit in the changes 
that the Department staff was proposing, but that he felt that the staff 
was using an awkward process. He suggested that the proposed rule be 
written to strictly control engine changes for 1980 and newer vehicles, 
instead of the 1975 date proposed by the Department. 

Mr. George Sipes, Service Manager of Canyon Chrysler Plymouth, indicated 
that he felt that the restrictions that the Department was proposing would 
place a new burden on garages by requiring that they explain the legalities 
of these restrictions to their customers. Mr. Sipes also thought that 
this would be an economic burden on lower income people. He stated that 
he did not think the problem which the proposed rule change addressed was 
large enough to be of any major concern. He did state that if the proposal 
or a similar proposal was adopted, then the Department should increase 
its public information activity to get the word out to people that would 
be affected. 

Written Testimony 

Stayton Canery Co. Co-op indicated that they were opposed to the particular 
section of the rules which would restrict the flexability in changing motor 
vehicle engines to those engine configurations with which the engine was 
originally equipped because of economic considerations. A copy of that 
testimony is attached. 
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Recommendation 

You hearing officer makes no recommendation in this matter. 

dn 
VN8802 

Respectfully submitted, 

William P. Jasper 
Hearing Officer 

Attachment: Stayton Canery Co. Co-op letter 



i MEMBER OF A~SOCIATED BLUE LAKE GREEN BEAN CANNERS, INC • NATIONAL CANNERS ASS'N NATIONAL ASS'N FROZEN FOOD PACKERS • NORTHWEST CANNERS AND FREEZERS ASS'r 

AFFILIATED WITH NORTH PAC!F!C 

CANNERS ANO PACKERS INCORPORATED 

ALSO PLANTS AT SILVERTON AND DAYTON, OREGON 

Department Of Environmental Quality 
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Sirs: 

PHONE: AREA CODE 503, 769 - 2101 

Cooperatfve-· 
PACKERS OF 
BERRIES • PURPLE PLUMS• CHERRJES 
BLUE LAKE BEANS • CORN • CARROTS 

STAYTON, OREGON 97383 

November 5, 1979 

This is to protest the proposed ruling, that after January 1, 
1980, the vehicles be required to meet emission standards based 
on the original engine certification package. 

With the current price of new vehicles and parts it is in many 
instances advantageous to put an older rebuilt engine into a 
newer vehicle. These older engines are not designed to operate 
with the new "anti smog" devices. This ruling can impose a 
definite economic hardship on vehicle owners, and is in 
reality another form of taxation. 

Most of the older engines are more fuel efficient than the 
new ones for equivalent sizes. 

TV/ps 

MR. BLUE LAKE 

BRANDS: SANTIAM •STAYTON~ STACO •MILL-RACE• GOOD-RICH 

Yours truly, 
Stayton Canning Co. Coop. 

-~--z4/~~ 
Tom Villman, 
Technical Service Mgr. 

BLUE LAKE VARIETY GREEN BEANS 

FLAV-R·PAC • NORPAC • WESTPAC 



Appendix C 

Staff Comments on Public Hearing of December 6, 1979 

Three people testified at the public hearing of December 6, 1979. The 
testimony represented a variety of perspectives. All three individuals 
indicated that they were opposed to portions of the rules as proposed. 

Mr. Don Broadsword, who is operations manager of Clackamas County 
Department of Public Works, indicated that he was opposed to the proposed 
rule OAR 340-24-325(6) because of its expected effect on the heavy duty 
truck maintenance schedule which Clackamas County has adopted, adding that 
only twenty percent of Clackamas County is within the boundaries of the 
Metropolitan Service District. Mr. Broadsword indicated that the parts 
availability for heavy duty trucks was not adequate so Clackamas County 
maintains a program of engine interchangability. He stated that this was 
helping Clackamas County save operating dollars, and that requiring the 
motor vehicles to be maintained in their original emission configuration 
would cost the county extra funds. 

Mr. Tom Fender addressed two separate areas. First, Mr. Fender 
acknowledged the validity of the Department's concern that uncontrolled 
engine interchangeability might reduce effectiveness of the state I/M 
program. However he suggested that stringent control of engine changes 
become effective with the 1980 model year vehicles rather than 1975 
vehilces as originally proposed by the Department. The staff concurs with 
Mr. Fender's suggestion. The 1980 start date would likely eliminate much 
of the confusion that the 1975 date may have generated. 

The second area which Mr. Fender addressed, regarded the Department's 
position on after-market turbochargers. Mr. Fender feels that ORS 
483.825(4) provides for the use of after-market turbochargers on light duty 
motor vehicles, if the altered vehicle meets the requirements of the 
state's idle emission inspection test. It should be noted that during 
the legislative hearings on this statute, the subcommittee which prepared 
the bill, struck out such a tie in with the state's I/M test. This was 
done with the realization that the state's idle emission test is not the 
sole method for determining the emission output of an automobile, and is 
not the method used to moniter changes in the emissions from motor vehicles 
during all of the operating modes. 

The Department has cooperated in the past in evaluating and testing one 
after-market turbocharger and found that it did increase emissions over the 
base line values for equivalent motor vehicles. It should be noted, 
however, that the Department recognizes that two after-market turbocharging 
systems are suitable for after-market installations with certain 
limitations. These two systems have been documented not to adversly effect 
the emission characteristics of the motor vehicles to which they are 
applicable. 

Mr. George Sipes, Service Manager of Canyon Chrysler Plymouth, opposed 
the rule because he felt it would, as he stated, require one more thing 
he has to tell a customer whose car was being serviced. The staff would 
comment that the repair facility alreaay has an obligation to advise the 
vehicle owner on the proper maintenance required, and to perform that 
maintenance properly. The staff does not believe that this proposed rule 
will add to the service industry's burden. 

WJ:n 
VN8746.A 



APPENDIX D 

PROroSED REllISIOO 'IO OREl300 A™INISTRATIVE RULES. CHAPTER 340 
MYI:OR VEHICLE EMISSION OJNTROL INSP:&::TION TEST 

CRITERIA, MEI'HODS, AND STANDARDS 

OAR 340-24-320(3). No vehicle emission control test for 1970 or newer 
model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the following 
factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control systems have been 
disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made inoperative in violation of ORS 
483.825(1), except as noted in subsection (5). The motor vehicle pollution 
control systems include, but are not necessarily limited to: 

(a) Positive crankcase ventilation (R::V) system 
(b) Exhaust modifier system 

(A) Air injection reactor system 
(B) Thermal reactor system 
(C) Catalytic converter system - (1975 and newer model vehicles 

only) 
(c) Exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems - (1973 and newer model 

vehicles only) 
(d) Evaporative control system [- (1971)] 
(e) Spark timing system 

(A) Vacuum advance system 
(B) Vacuum retard system 

(f) Special control devices 
Examples: 
(A) Orifice spark advance control (OSAC) 
(B) Speed control switch (SCS) 
(C) Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC) 
(D) Transmission controlled spark (TCS) 
(E) Throttle solenoid control (TSC) 
(F) Fuel filler inlet restrictors 

340-24-320 (6) [For the purposes of these rules, a motor vehicle with an 
exchange engine] The following applies: 

(a) to 1979 and earlier motor vehicles. When a motor vehicle is 
equipped with other than the original engine and the factory 
installed vehicle pollution control systems, it shall be 
classified by the model year and manufacture make of the 
[exchange] non-original engine and its factory installed 
motor vehicle pollution control systems, except that any 
requirement for evaporative control systemsand fuel filler 
inlet restrictor and catalytic converter shall be based on the 
model year of the vehicle chassis. 
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(b) to 1980 and newer motor vehicles. These motor vehicles shall 
be classified by the model year and make of the vehicle as 
designated by the original chassis, engine, and its factory 
installed motor vehicle pollution control systems. 

[(7) Electric.vehicles are presumed to comply with all requirements of 
these rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468.360 to 468.405, 
481.190 to 481.200, and 483.800 to 483.825, (1) and may be issued the 
required certificates of cx::mpliance and inspection at no charge.] 

OAR 340-24-340 (3) Each license shall be valid [for 12 months following 
the end of the month of issuance] through December 31 of each year unless 
revoked, suspended, or returned to the Department. 

OAR 340-24-350 (3) Each license issued for an exhaust gas analyzer shall 
be valid [for 12 months following the end of the month of issuance] 
through December 31 of each year, unless returned to the Department or 
revoked. 

VN8297.6 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. J, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of Rules, Modifications to the Air Quality 
Schedule of Civil Penalties, OAR 340-12-050 

Senate Bill 488 authorized a maximum civil penalty of $10,000 per each 
violation of air quality rules, permits, orders or laws. The current 
maximum in OAR 340-12-050 is $500. The proposed changes to 340-12-050 
would increase the maximum civil penalty to $10,000. 

At the October 19, 1979, EQC meeting, the Commission authorized the 
Department to hold public hearings to consider changes to the Air Quality 
Schedule of Civil Penalties. After at least 30 days public notice the 
Department held a hearing on December 5, 1979. 

ORS 468.130 authorizes the Commission to establish a schedule of civil 
penalties. A Statement of Need for Rule Making is attached. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The legislative authorization to increase civil penalties for air quality 
violations corresponds to previously granted authorization for water 
quality violations. OAR 340-12-055, Water Pollution Schedule of Civil 
Penalties, allows for a maximum of $10,000 for violation of permit 
conditions, rules or orders and up to $20,000 for oil spills. 

The testimony received at the hearing and during the public notice period 
is outlined in the attached hearing officer's report. The following is 
a discussion of the main points of that testimony. 

Because of the wide range in the amount of penalties proposed by the 
Department, it was sugggested that the Department form a committee to 
develop guidelines for setting the amounts of various types of violations. 
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The Department is considering rev1s1ons to all of the civil penalty 
schedules. It is anticipated that these revisions may include specific 
minimum penalties for certain types or classes of violations. When the 
Department considers these revisions or guidelines, input from the public 
and industry will be solicited. A specific time frame for these revisions 
has not been established. 

There was concern expressed that the increased penalty amounts would result 
in additional administrative costs. The increased penalties may cause 
more appeals. This will certainly result in additional costs to the 
Department. The penalties assessed will not offset these increased costs 
because all civil penalties collected are put into the state's general 
fund. 

The proposed increase in the maximum civil penalty has been construed as 
an excessive increase in the regulatory power of the Department and a 
change in the emphasis of the Department's air quality programs. The 
proposed increases do give the Department additional options during 
enforcement actions. However, the safeguards in ORS 468.130 on the 
Department's exercise of that power would not be changed. Anyone assessed 
a penalty by the Department may appeal first to the Commission's hearing 
officer, then the Commission itself and finally to the State Court of 
Appeals. In addition, the Department does not plan any significant changes 
in the enforcement of the air quality emission limits or in its emphasis 
on solutions to problems. 

Some of the testimony pointed out that the majority of enforcement actions 
by the Department were against industry or private citizens. The 
Department does not intend to use a different procedure in dealing with 
state or local government agencies. These facilities will be dealt with 
in the same manner as all other noncomplying sources. 

It was suggested that an additional subsection be added to specifically 
include violations of emission limits by sources which do not require 
permits. The Department legal counsel indicated that this area is 
adequately covered by the proposed regulation without the addition. 

The proposed changes would increase the maximum civil penalty for 
violations of permit conditions or Department or Commission orders and 
violations which result in the emission of air contaminants to $10,000. 
The reference to violations of permit conditions and variances has been 
added in the proposed rule. 

The minimum penalty in subsection (2) would be increased from $25 to $50 
to correspond to the water quality minimum penalty for that type of 
violation. 

The increase in the maximum civil penalty would allow the Department to 
assess a penalty which more nearly approximates the economic advantages 
of some violations. 
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Summation 

1. The Legislature authorized increases in civil penalties for air 
quality violations from $500 to $10,000 per day. 

2. The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.130 to establish a schedule 
of civil penalties. 

3. At the October 19, 1979 EQC meeting, the Commission authorized public 
hearings on the proposed rule changes. A public hearing was held on 
December 5, 1979. 

4. The Department has proposed modifications to the Air Quality Schedule 
of Civil Penalties which would result in an increase in the maximum 
penalty to $10,000 and the minimum penalty to $50. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that OAR 340-12-150, Air 
Quality Schedule of Civil Penalties, be amended as proposed in the attached 
regulation. 

F. A. Skirvin:pd 
229-6414 
January 3, 1980 

Attachments: 1) 
2) 

William H. Young 

Draft Rule (OAR 340-12-050) 
Statement of Need for. Rule Making 

3) Hearing Officers Report 
AP0416 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Air Quality Schedule of 

Civi 1 Penalties 

Proposed Rule Changes 

340-12-050 in addition to any liability, duty, or other penalty provided 
by law, the Director, or the director of a regional air quality control 
authority, may assess a civil penalty for any violation pertaining to 
air quality by service of a written notice of assessment of civil penalty 
upon the respondent. The amount of such civil penalty shall be determined 
consistent with the following schedule: 

(1) Not less than one hundred dollars ($100) nor more than [five 
hundred dollars ($500)] ten thousand dollars ($10,000) for 
violation of an order of the Commission, Department, or regional 
air quality control authority. 

(2) Not less than [twenty-five dollars ($25)] fifty dollars ($50) nor 
more than !five hundred dollars ($500)] ten thousand dollars ($10,000) 
for [any violation which causes, contributes to, or threatens the 
emission of an air contaminant into the outdoor atmosphere.]_:_ 

(a) Any violation of any condition of any Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit, Indirect Source Permit, or variance; or 

(b) Any violation which causes, contributes to, or threatens the 
emission of any air contaminant into the outdoor atmosphere; 

(3) Not less than twenty-five dollars ($25) nor more than [three hundred 
dollars ($300)] seven thousand five hundred dollars ($7,500) for any 
other violation. 



.. 

==e:-sc.ant t:J 0?..S 18_3. 335 (7), ~!":.i.s st.aterr1e!":.~ ~:-avid.es 

infor:nation on intended action to amend a ~~le. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

Senate Bill 488 amended .ORS 468.140 to al.low a maximum 

civil penalty of $10,000 for air quality violations. 

ORS 468.130 authorizes the Commission to establish a 

schedule of civil penalties. 

NEED FOR THE RULE CHANGE 

An increase in the maximum civil penalties is needed to 

eliminate the economic incentive to viol.ate air quali~J 

rules, orders, permits or laws. 

EGW:nlb 
10/18/79 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

Hearing Report on December 5, 1979 Hearing, Revision of the 
Air Quality Schedule of Civil Penalties 

Summary of Procedure 

Pursuant to public notice the public hearing was convened in the office 
of the Department of Environmental Quality, Portland, Oregon at 10 a.m. on 
December 5, 1979. The purpose was to receive testimony regarding the 
proposed modifications to the Air Quality Schedule of Civil Penalties. As 
a result of the testimony received, the hearing record remained open until 
January 4, 1980. 

Summary of Testimony 

The Department submitted some changes to the proposed rule for considertion 
at the hearing. The word "dollars" was inserted after "ten thousand" in 
subparagraph (1) and (2). Subparagraph 2{a) would read as follows: "Any 
violation of any condition of any Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, 
Indirect Source Permit or Variance; or" 

George Morton, Associated General Contractors, submitted a written 
statement and requested that the hearing record remain open for an 
additional 30 days to allow his organization time to analyze and comment 
upon the proposed regulations. 

Tom Donaca, Associated Oregon Industries, stated that recent legislative 
authority, which authorized the increase in civil penalties did not alter 
ORS 468.125 and 468.130, which require five days notice before assessment 
of penalties and list considerations to be made in determining the amount 
of the penalty. It was hoped that these safeguards would be adequate to 
prevent abuse of the power granted by the proposed civil penalty schedule. 
Mr. Donaca also questioned whether or not the first sentence in 
ORS 468.130(1) required specific penalties for specific violations rather 
than the general schedule proposed by the Department. 
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Mike Huddleston, Asphalt Pavement Association, submitted a written 
statement. Mr. Hudleston stated that because of the wide range in 
penalties, from $50 to $10,000, guidelines should be prepared to outline 
conditions for applying these penalties. In order to prepare these 
guidelines he suggested that a special committee of industry and DEQ staff 
draft the guidelines. He also indicated that the civil penalties should 
be applied to public entities, as well as private industry. 

Fredrick H. Gerlock, of Talent, Oregon, submitted a written statement. 
His statement supported the proposed increase in civil penalties. 

Ray Row, Chairman of the Planning Department of the city of Haines, 
submitted a written statement. The statement indicated that the city of 
Haines was opposed to any proposed rule change which would stop or limit 
the use of wood burning stoves by private citizens or increase the penalty 
for such violations. 

W. Allan Schenck, Menasha Corporation, submitted a written statement. 
The statement opposed the proposed increase in civil penalties because 
of the large increase and the excessive power granted by the proposed 
increases. By increasing the amount of the penalty, administration costs 
for the system would also be increased. 

Sister's Shake Company of Sisters, Oregon, submitted a written statement 
in opposition to the Department's proposed increases in civil penalties. 
The company felt that the Department should assist small business in 
solving problems rather than becoming a revenue generating and collecting 
agency • 

Cathy Roberto, Eagle Point, Oregon, submitted a written statement in 
support of the Department's proposed changes in civil penalties. 

Byron Meadows, Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments, submitted 
a written statement which supported the Department's proposed civil penalty 
changes. 

Donald Arkell, Director, Lane Regional Air Pollution Auithority, submitted 
a written statement. The statement supported the intent of the rule but 
expressed concern that subparagraph 2(b) may be unenforcable in instances 
where there is a violation of emission standards from a source which does 
not require a permit. 

EW:nd 
AN8717 

Edward Woods 
Hearing Officer 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item K, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Primary Aluminum Plant 
Regulations (OAR 340-25-265(4) (b) and 340-25-265(5)), 

Background and Problem Statement 

OAR 340-25-265(5) requires the EQC to review, during calendar year 1979, 
the feasibility of applying "new plant" emission limits to "existing 
plants." Upon determining that this review was not practical due to 
insufficient data representing current control equipment at aluminum plants 
in Oregon, the Department proposed to extend the review and related 
compliance dates by two years. 

The EQC authorized a public hearing regarding the proposed changes at its 
September 21, 1979, meeting. After appropriate public notice, the 
Department held a hearing on November 29, 1979. The hearing officer's 
report is attached (Attachment B). 

A Statement of Need for Rulemaking is contained in Attachment IV of the 
hearing officer's report. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The only available alternative, i.e., conducting a review using the current 
data base, was considered to be inappropriate. 

Testimony received at the hearing from representatives of both Martin 
Marietta and Reynolds Metals concurred with the proposed rule changes. 
A representative of the city of Springfield recommended that a schedule 
specifying key elements in the development and review of applicable 
information be included in the proposed amendment. Since the Department 
receives and reviews emission data monthly this recommendation has not 
been included in the proposed changes. The balance of the testimony 
(written) received indicated no impact or no comment. No one opposed the 
proposed changes. 
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Summation 

1. An adequate data base is not available at this time to conduct a 
review regarding applying "new plant" emission limits to existing 
aluminum plants. 

2. The Department proposed to amend the aluminum plant regulation to 
facilitate the accumulation and analyses of emission data 
representative of current control equipment at aluminum plants in 
Oregon. 

3. A public hearing was held on November 29, 1979, subsequent to EQC 
authorization and public notice. The testimony received indicated 
that the aluminum companies concurred with and no one opposed the 
proposed changes. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt 
the proposed amendments to OAR 340-25-265(4) (b) and 340-25-265(5) as set 
forth in Attachment A. 

F. A. Skirvin:e 
229-6414 
January 4, 1980 
AE0506 

Attachments: 

William H. Young 

Attachment A - Proposed Amendments 
Attachment B - Hearing Officer's Report 



., ' 

Attachment A - Proposed Amendments to OAR 340-25-265(4)(b) and 340-25-265(5) 

(b) Existing plants shall comply with emission standards in section 
340-25-265(1) by no later than January 1, [i984] 1986, pending 
a review by the Commission as described in 340-25-265(5). 

(5) The Commission shall review, [dttr~n~-eaiendar-year-i9~9) by no 
later than December 31, 1981, the feasibility of applying~~ 
subsection 340-25-265(4)(b) based on their conclusions regarding: 

(a) The then current state of the art of controlling emissions from 
primary aluminum plants; 

(b) The progress in controlling and reducing emissions exhibited at 
that time by then existing aluminum plants; 

(c) The need for further emissions control at those facilities based on 
discernible environmental impact of emissions up to that time. 

Note: Brackets, [ ) indicate proposed deletions. 

Underlining, no later than, indicates proposed additions. 

FAS:nlb 



ATTACHMENT B 

This attachment, which contains the Hearing Officer's report 
of the November 29, 1979 hearing, the list of persons submitting 
oral testimony, the written testimony submitted, public notice, 
and Department's request for authorization to conduct the public 
hearing, is too voluminous to copy. Please contact the Department's 
Air Qua] ity Division, P. 0. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207 
(phone 229-6092), if you wish to see a copy of this attachment. 
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Attachment B - Hearing Officer's Report 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

Hearing Report on November 29, 1979, regarding proposed 
amendment of the Primary Aluminum Plan Regulations. 

summary of Procedure 

Pursuant to public notice, a hearing was held at the Department of 
Environmental Quality headquarters, Room 511, 522 Southwest Fifth Avenue, 
Portland, Oregon, at 2:00 p.m. on November 29, 1979. The purpose was to 
receive testimony on proposed amendments of the Primary Aluminum Plant 
Regulation, OAR 340-25-265(4) (b) and 340-25-265(5). 

Summary of Testimony 

Joseph L. Byrne, Martin Marietta Aluminum, Inc., The Dalles stated 
that his company concurred with the proposed amendments. E. Jack Gates, 
Plant Manager, Reynolds Metals Co., Troutdale, indicated that Reynolds 
Metals Co. was in agreement with the Department's intended action. No 
other testimony was received. 

The following summarizes written comments which resulted from the statewide 
public notice. 

Governor Victor Atiyeh indicated that no significant conflicts with state 
plans or programs were indentified by his office. 

Mayor Al Myers, City of Gresham, stated his concern that additional 
restrictions which are not needed to protect the area could lead to closing 
the Reynolds Metals plant, thus adversely impacting Gresham. 

Mayor Robert M. Sturges, City of Troutdale, favored the proposed two year 
extension to review the feasibility of applying "new plant" emission limits 
to "existing plants" because of the tremendous progress made by Reynolds 
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in cleaning up emissions. He is certain that Reynolds has made, and will 
continue to make, every effort to protect the air quality in his area. 

Mr. Edward Black, Environmental Affairs Supervisor, City of Springfield, 
indicated that the proposed amendments appear justified. He recommended 
that a schedule which specifies key elements in the development and review 
of applicable information be included in the proposed amendment. 

Statements representing Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments, 
Harney County and Malhuer County indicated no impact or no comment. 

Recommendation 

The hearing officer has no recommendation. 

FAS:s 
(503) 229-6414 
December 17, 1979 
Attachments: 

I. List of Persons Submitting Oral Testimony 
II. List of Persons Submitting Written Testimony 

III. Written Testimony 
IV. Public Notice 
V. Department Request for Authorization to Hold Public Hearing 

AS0340 



Attachment I - List of Person's Submitting Oral Testimony 

l. Mr. Joseph L. Byrne, Manager of Environmental Control, Martin Marietta 
Aluminum, Inc., Box 711, The Dalles, Oregon, 97058. 

2. Mr. E. Jack Gates, Plant Manager, Reynolds Metals Company, Sundial 
Road, Troutdate, Oregon, 97060. 

• 

AS3040.A 



Attachment II - List of Person's Submitting Written Testimony 

1. Governor Victor Atiyeh, State Captiol, Salem, Oregon, 97310. 

2. Mayor Al Myers, 1333 Northwest Eastman, Gresham, Oregon, 97030. 

3. Mayor Robert M. Sturges, 104 Kibling Street, Troutdale, Oregon, 97060. 

4. Mr. Edward Black, City Environmental Affairs Supervisor, 
346 Main Street, Springfield, Oregon, 97477. 

5. Ms. Sue c. Hollis, Clearinghouse Coordinator, Mid-Willamette Valley 
Council of Governments, 220 High Street, Northeast, Salem, Oregon, 
97301. 

6. Mr. Rand Lindley, Associate Planner, IDA-ORE Regional Planning and 
Development Association, Box 311, Weiser, Idaho, 83672. 

AS0340.A 



Attachment III - Written Testimony 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
STATE CAPITOL 

SALEM, OREGON 97310 

November 13, 1979 

F.A. Skirvin 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR. 97207 

Dear Mr. Skirvin: 

RE: Primary Aluminum Plant 
Rules Revision 
7910 6 450 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your state plan 
arne ndrnen t . 

The amendment was circulated for review among appropriate 
state agencies. No significant conflicts with state plans or 
programs.were identified. 

I am pleased to add my approval as required by OMB A-95, Part 
III. 

~oiy,~:::-~--~----..... , 

Victor Atiy 
Governor 

VA:cb 

state of Oregon 
lllil'AR1MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

IB ~ ~I~ vn\~9 ffi rID 
.AlR QUALIT'l. CONTROL 
~ ·~·--·· 





City of Troutdale 
104 Kibling Street (503)665-5175 

Troutdale, Oregon 97060 

November 28, 1979 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

SUBJECT: Amendments to Primary Aluminum Plant Regulations 

Dear Canmissioners: 

The City of Troutdale is in favor of the proposed amendments 
to the Primary Aluminum Plant regulations to allow two 
additional years to review the feasibility of applying "new 
plant" emission limits to "existing plants". 

The reason we support the amendments is because of the 
tremendous progress made by the Reynolds Aluminum Plant at 
Troutdale in cleaning up the emissions fran the plant. We 
are convinced that Reynolds Aluminum has made, and will 
continue to make, every effort to protect the air quality 
in this area. · 

If the Department feels that two more years is needed for 
review and study, then the City certainly has no objections. 

RMS:dl 

Yours truly, 

C:.T~UTDA~-
/ f ·~ -~-
Robert ,M. Sturges, 
Mayor 

cc: Jack Gates, Reynolds Aluminum Company 
Ed Murphy, Director of Community Development 



FA-s 

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD 
SPRINGFIELD, OREGON 97477 

PUBLIC WORKS November 13, 1979 346 MAIN STREET 
726-3753 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Subject: Proposed Amendment of Primary Aluminum Plant Regulations 

Dear Sir: 

The proposal to amend the regulations in order to allow two additional 
years to review the feasibility of applying "new plant'' emission limits 
to "existing plants" appears justified. It is, however, recommended 
that a schedule which specifies key elements in the development and 
review of applicable information be included in the proposed amendment, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

EB:sk 

cc: Don Arkell, Director 
L-RAPA 

Edward Black 
Environmental Affairs Supervisor 

State of Oregon 
DliPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 

00 [g .~'/: 5~19~9~ fID 
AIR. QUAI.IJX CONTROIJ 

....... . .· ~\,___,,,,, __ ···-~··= 



COG FILE #: EQ-01020 

November 27, 1979 

F.A. Skirvin 

MID WILLAMETTE VALLEY 

COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
400 SENATOR BUILDING * 220 HIGH ST. N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97301 

TELEPHONE (503) 588-6177 ALAN H. HERSHEY, Director 

Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED REVISION OF PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANT RULES 

Dear Mr. Skirvin: 

The Clearinghouse staff of the Council of Governments has completed its review 
of the proposed rule changes. 

The proposed changes were referred to appropriate local agencies for review. 
Comments from Russ E. Abolt, Salem Assistant City Manager and the Council of 
Governments are attached for your consideration. A complete list of those 
who received a copy of the proposed changes is also attached. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed rule changes. 

Sincerely yours, 

La~J 
Sue C. Hollis 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 

SCH/c 
Attachments 

cc: Kay Wilcox, State Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Marianne Fitzgerald 

MEMBER AGENCIES: 

State of Oregon. COUNTIES: Marion, Polk, Yamhill.CITIES: Amity, Aumsville, Aurora, Carlton, Dallas, Dayton, Detroit, Falls City, Gervais, Hubbard, 
Idanha, Independence, Jefferson, Lafayette, McMinnville, Monmouth, Mt. Angel, Newberg, Salem, Sheridan, Silverton, Stayton, Sublimity, Turner, 
Willamina, Woodburn. SPECIAL DISTRICTS: Chemeketa Community College, Marion County Fire District # 1, Marion County Education Service 
District, Yamhill County Education Service District, Marion, Polk and Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation Districts, Salem School District 24J. 



MEMBER AGENCIES: 

MID WILLAMETTE VALLEY 

COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
400 SENATOR BUILDING * 220 HIGH ST. N.E., SAL~J 'E@,ijf9f;3q'{ ,f": 

ALAl!J~ HER,!l,tjE)', Direct;r '· ' 

I' u '/ 2 : 1979 
TELEPHONE (503) 588-6177 

MEMORANDUM ----------
COG FILE # EQ-01020 

TO: Sue Hollis DATE: November 21, 1979 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 

.~J---.. 

FROM: Byron Meadows -}).\);'·--
Senior Transportation Planner 

SUBJECT: A-95 ON PROPOSED REVISION OF PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANT RULES 

The Salem Urban Area is nonattainment for ozone and carbon monoxide. 
Salem's ozone problem is due in part to transport from the Portland area. 

Since the data to make a rational decision is not available, the two­
year time extension is a reasonable request. Neither one of the existing 
aluminum plants are located in the Mid Willamette Valley Council of 
Government's jurisdiction. 

MEADOWS:mh 

State of Oregon. COUNTIES: Marlon, Polk, Yamhill. CITIES: Amity, Aumsville, Aurora, Carlton, Dallas, Dayton, Detroit, Falls City, Gervais, Hubbard, 
Idanha, Independence, Jefferson, Lafayette, McMinnville, Monmouth, Mt. Angel, Newberg1 Salem, Sheridan, Siiverton, Stayton, Subllmlty, Turner, 
Wiiiamina, Woodburn, SPECIAL DISTRICTS: Chemeketa Community College, Marlon County Fire District #1, Marlon County Education Service 
District, Yamhill County Education Service District, Marlon, Polk and Yamhill Soll & Water Conservation Districts, Salem School District 24J. 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 
Sue C. Hollis, Clearinghouse Coordinator 

. Abo t 
Assistant City Manager 

October 31, 1979 

A-95 Review - Proposed Revision 

We are responding to COG file No. EQ-01020 on subject revisions. 

There are no existing primary aluminum plants constructed prior to 
1973 located in Salem. The only plant of note is the Reynolds 
Metals plant of Troutdale, which might be considered to be at the 
furthest extremity of Salem's air-shed. Due to this location, it 
is doubtful that Reynolds has any effect on Salem. 

Consequently, the two year delay in retrofitting old plants suggested 
in DEQ's rule-making has no effect on Salem. There is no old plant 
close enough to be of concern, and all the new plants must meet the 
more stringent standards. 

REA/pes 

cc: Robert Briscoe 
Lou McNicoll 



PROJECT TITLE: PROPOSED REVISION OF PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANT RULES 

APPLICANT: Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 

Date Received: October 17, 1979 

NOTICES SENT TO THE FOLLOWING: 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Polk County Board of Commissioners 
Yamhill County Board of Commissioners 
Marion County Department of Community 

Development 
Yamhill County Department of Planning 

and Development 
Yamhill County Economic Development 

Committee 
Ralph Hanley, City of Salem 
Dick Knowles, COG Staff 



I DA-ORE 
._Regional Planning and Development Association~ 

P.O. BOX 311 WEISER, IDAHO 83872 

(208) 549-2411 

Steve Helm A Barton F. Bailey 
President Executive Director 

MEMBER COUNTIES 
(Including Municipalities) 

Ada 
Adams 
Boise 
Canyon 
Elmore 
Gem 
Owyhee 
Payette 
Valley 
Washington 
Harney 
Malheur 

November 13, 1979 

Mr. F. A. Skirvin 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR. 97207 

Dear Mr. Skirvin: 

Copies of the proposed regulations for the proposed revision of 
Primary Aluminum Plants rules were sent out for review by the 
following: 

Harney County Commissioners 
Malheur County Commissioners 
Malheur County Task Force. 

Copies of their comments are enclosed for your information. 

/e::; ~· )~,,} 
Rand Lindley LA./vC 
Associate Planner 

RL:mlh 
Enc. 



-...... -
Oregon 

ID A-ORE 
~ Ilcgionnl ])lanning and l)cvcloprncnt AssoQiation q 

P. 0. BOX 311 

Steve .Iel1n 
President 

WEISER, IDAHO 83672 

(208)549-2411 

Barton F. Uailey 
Executive Director 

~\EMBER COUNTIES 
IncludJo& Municipalitie1) 

Ada 
Adam• 
Boise 
c.anyon 
Elmore 
Gem 
Owyhee 
Payette 

TO:_~~Ma:.::::.l~h~e=u~r=--C=o=u=n=t=y'--C=o=m=m=i=s=s=1=·o=n=e=r=s=---~-

Malheur County Courthouse 

Vale, OR 97918 

: -.: 1 
I - : J 

: ! ; 

Valley RE:_~P·~NR~S:..__P_R_IMAR __ Y_AL_UM_I_NUM __ PL_AN_T_s_R_UL_E_R_E_v_r_s_r_oN ___________ ~ 
\\'ushington 
llarney 
Malheur The attached material regards a project which may have impact in your 

area. Please review the material and comment on its necessity, environmental 
effect, usefulness, or any other matter you would like. We would like to 
have the comments within seven (7) days following receipt of this nol;:ice. 
If you need more time, please call collect and we will seek an extension. 
Your comments will be forwarded, no matter when we receive them. 

Please send your comments to the above address to the attention of 
Rand Lindley. 

Thank you. 

COHMENTS: ____________________________ ~-

No comment=--~----

Project recommended without 

• 



Oregon 

ID A-ORE OCT 2 91979 

!> llegional Planning and l)cveloprnent AssoGiation ~ 
P. 0. BOX 311 

S E<!ve .deltn 
Pr ts id en t 

WEISER, IDAHO 83672 

(208)549.2411 

Barton F. Hailey 
Executive Director 

h1EMBEfl COUNTIES DATE : __ l""0"':.._2_2_-.;..79'-------
IncJudJn~ Municip•litie•) 

Ada 
Adams 
Boise 
Canyon 
Elmore 
Gem 
Owyhee 
Payetle 

TO: Harney County Commisssioners 
-----~--~------------

Harney County Courthouse 

Burns, OR 9 7 720 

Valley RE: PNRS PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS RULE REVISION 
Washington -------------------------------------

!larncy 
Malheur The attached material regards a project whi.ch may have impact in your 

area. Please review the material and comment on its necessity, environmental 
effect, usefulness, or any other matter you would like, We would like to 
have the comments within seven (7) days following receipt of this notice. 
If you need more time, please call collect and we will seek an extension. 
Your comments will be forwarded, no matter when we receive them. 

Please send your comments to the above address to the attention of 
Rand Lindley. 

Thank you. 

COMNENTS :------------------------------

No comment: ---A---- .. 
Project recommended withou.\: conuncnt: c 1 "\ •. -,-\!:_,.,_. -/ 
Reviewer's Signaturc: __ .... 7\_,__{"--(c _ __.,{ __ '-_-'{'--'(_·._,_~_(-"l_(,=, ___ Date: /c' ·) (. 7 (' 

) 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYEH -- 522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 22S- 5353 

A CHANCE TO B"E HEARD .ABOUT: 

Prepared: October 3, 1979 
Hearing Date: November 29, 1979 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

PROPOSED.AMENDMENT OF 
PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANT REGULATIONS 

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to amend the Primary Aluminum 
Plant regulations to al low two additional years to review the feasibility of applying 
"new plant11 emission 1 imits to "existing plants". A hearing on this matter will be· 
held in Portland on November 29, 1979. The proposed amendments, if adopted, will 
be submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as a revision of Oregon's State 
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. 

WHAT IS THE DEQ PROPOSING? 

·Interested parties should request a copy of the complete proposed rule package. 
Some highlights are: 

** Existing primary aluminum plant regulations require the Environmental Qua] ity 
Commission to review, during calendar year 1979·, the feasibility of applying 
new source emjssi.on limits to existing sources. 

** Because of .unanticipated operational problems, an adequate emission data base 
is not available at this time to conduct the review. 

·**· The Department estimates that two years' additional time is needed to accumulate 
and analy.ze emission data obtained during normal operating conditions. 

WHO 1 S AFFECTED BY TH I'S PROPOSAL: 

·owner's and operators of primary aluminum plants and citizens who reside near these 
pl·ants: 

HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION: 

.Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Qua] ity, Air 
Quality Division, P.O. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be received by 
November 29, 1979. , 

;.....-:,,. 
:,,1""' r;.. \ ) 
CV' 

Contains' 
RecYc:cd 
f-,\ateriais 



Notice of Public Hearing 
Page 2 

Oral and written comments 

~ Time --· 
Portland 2:00 

may be offered 

Date 

November 

WHERE T.O OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

.. 

at the fol lowing public hearing: 

Location 

29, 1,979 Department of Environmental 
R0 om 511 
522 s. w. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 9_7204 

Copies of the proposed. ru 1 es may be obtained from: 
.. ·· 

Fredric A. Skirvin 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Qua 1 i ty Division 
P . 0 • Box 17 60 
Portland, Oregon 97207 
Phone: 229-6414 

LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THIS ~ROPOSAL: 

Quality 

This proposal amends OAR 340-25-265(4) (b) and 25-265(5). This amendment is 
proposed under authority of ·ORS 468.295. This amendment does not affect land use. 

FURTHER PROCEEDINGS: 

After public hearing the Commission may adopt rule· amendments identical to the 
proposed amendments" adopt modified rule amendments on the same subject ·matter, 
or dee! ine to act. The adopted regulations will be submitted to the Environmental 
Protection Agency as part of the State Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The 
Commission's deliberation should come in December as part.of the agenda of a 

.regularly scheduled Commission Meeting. 

A statemen~ of Need and a Fiscal Impact Statement are attached to this notice. 



VICTOA ATIYEH 

""""""" 

;;:-· 
\~ij 
Contains 
Re-:·1c.led 
r.•.a .. erial'i. 

Department of Environmental Quality 
. 522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLA.ND. OREGON 97207 PHONE (503i 2.'.:9- 5353 

.·' 

/ 

FiSCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The proposed amendment would not have an economic effect upon the 
primary alumi.num industry in ·that the existing p'lants would not have 
to install additional control equipment to comply with OAR 340-25-265(1) 

. for at least' an additional two years. The Department cannot determine 
at this ~ime the economic impact upon other members of the public .. 

'• 

October 3,, 1979 
DEQ-AQD. 
MEF:h 

., 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S.W. 5th AVENUE. P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGCN 97207 PHO~;: (503) 229-5353 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULE MAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335 (7), this statement provides information on 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Leg a 1 Authority 

ORS 468.295 authorizes the Commission to adopt rules 1 imiting air 
contaminant emissions; 

Need for the Rule 

The subject rule amendment is needed to allow sufficient time to 
accumulate representative emission data necessary for determining if 
"existing plants" can ultimately comply with "new plant" emission 1 imits . 

October 3, 1979 
DEQ-AQD 
MEF:h 

• 



Attachment V - Department Request for Authorization to Hold Public Hearing 
and Attachments. 
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Environmental Quality Commission 

POST OFFICE SOX 1760, PORTLA.ND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Qualit7 Commission 

FROM: Directer 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. D , September 21, 1979 ·EQC Meeting 
Request for Authorization to Hold Public Hearing 
Reqarding Proposed Amendments of Primary Allllllinum 
PlantRequlation OAR 340-25-265(4) (b} and OAR 340-25-265(5). 

Background 

OAR 340-25-265(5) requires the Commission to review, during calendar year 
1979, the feasibility of applying "new plant" emission limits to "existing 
plants"; For reasons discussed later herein, this review is not practical 
at this time. Therefore, the Depart:men_t is proposing to· extend the review 
date and related compliance date by two years. 

Statement of Need for Rule Making 

Pilrsuant to ORS 183.335 (7), this statement provides information on 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal Authority 

ORS 468.295 authorizes the Commission to adopt rules limiting air 
contaminant emissions. 

Need for the Rule 

\ 

The subject rule amendment is needed to allow sufficient time to accumulate 
representative emission data necessary for determining if "existing plants" 
can ultimately comply with "new plant" emission limits. 

Princiole Doeulllents Relied Upon in this Proposed Rulemaking 

Primary Aluminum Plants regulation OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-290. 
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Evaluation 

Both existing alumi.~um plants, i.e., Martin Mariet1:a in The Dalles and 
Reynolds Metals in Troutdale, have essentially repiaced their pr:Ula..-z 
control systems since the Commission modi!ied the Pr:i:inary Allllllinum Plan~ 
regulations in 1973. In each case, unanticipated operational probleos 
occurred which in effect has not allowed t.~e acC1Jl!!l2lation of emission 
data under nor.nal ope~ating conditions. 

OAR 340-25-265(5) requires the Commission to review, during calendar 
year 1979, the feasibility of applying "new plant" emission limits to 
"existing plants" based on the following considerations: 

(a) The then =ent state of the art . of controlling 
emissions from primary alumi.~um plants; 

(b) The progress in controlling and reducing emissions . 
exhibited at that time by then existing aluminum pla,:i:its; 

(c) The need for fur*...her emissions control at t.~ose facilities 
based on discernible environll!ental impact of emissions up 
to that time. 

This review is not practical at this time due to the lack of emission data· 
obtained. during normal operations. 

The Depai::t:ment estimates that two years additional time is :required to 
achieve an adequate data base. Therefore, it is proposed to al!lend the 
:regulation by extending the dates· in OAR 340-25-265(4) (b) and 340-25-265(5) 
by two years and minor word changes. The proposed amended sections and 
the current regulation are attached hereto •. 

If authorized by the Commission, the Departnent will hold a public hearing 
on the proposed alllendments in late November or early December, 1979. 

Summation 

l. An adequate data base is not available at this time to conduct the 
:required review regarding applying "new plant" emission limits 
to existing aluminum plants. 

2. The Department estimates that two years additional time is needed to 
acC1ll!llllate and analyze emission data obtained during nonnal operating 
conditions. 

3. Subsequent to authorization by the Col!!lllission, the Department will 
hold a public hearing in late ·Noveinbe:r or ~a:rly December, 1979. 
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,-, Director's Reco111111endation 
'--· 

;' 

' ...._____,,,' 

Based upon the s1JID111ation, it is reco111111ended that the COl!llllission 
authorize the Depa.rl:lnent to hold a public hearing regarding 
proposed amendments to the Primary Aluminum Plant Regulations, 
OAR 340-25-265(4) {b) and 340-25-265(5). 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Attachments: 

l. Proposed Amendments 

2. Existing Regulations 

FAS:nlb 



Attachment l - Proposed Amendments to OAR 340-25-265(4) (bl and 340-25-265(5) 

(bl Existing plants shall comply with emission standards in section 
340-25-265(1) by no later than January l, [%994) 1986, pending 
a review by the Commission as described in 340-25-265(5). 

(5) The Commission shall review, [dt!l!'~~-e~enda!!-~ee~-%9;9) by no 
later than December 31, 1991, the feasibility of applying 
subsection 340-25-265(4l (bl based on their conclusions regarding: 

. (al The then current state cif the art of controlling emissions f:rom 
primary aluminum plants; 

(b) The progress in controlling and reducing emissions exhibited at 
that time by then existing allllllinum plants; 

(cl The need for further emissions control at those facilities based on 
discernible environmental impact of emissions up to that time. 

(:': Note: Brackets , [ 1 indicate proposed deletions. 

Underlining, no later than, indicates proposed additions. 

FAS:n.lb 



340-25-255 DE?.l..R'IMENl' OF E:NI~~!EiTAL cu;r.r-;; 3.J.0-25-260 

Primary Alu::U.num ?lants 

f o·p. N0'1'"" Administrati ·re Order DEQ 60 
repealed ·previous l"'..iles 31!0-25-255 through 
340-25-290 (ccnsis"ing ct DEQ 19, filed 
7-11!-70 and effective 8-10-70).] 

Stetr.,.,,o..,t QT ... ",1,....,.9~0 

31!0-25-255 . In furtherance of' the public 
.policy of the state as set forth in ORS 
449·. 765, it is hereby declared to be. the 
purpose of the Ccllllllission in adopting the 
following regulations to: 

·\ 1) Require,· in accordance with a speci­
fic program and time table for each operat­
ing pr~ar1 alum.i;num plant, the highest and 
best practicable collection, treatment, and 
control of atmospheric pollutants emitted 
from primary, aluminum plants through the 
utilization of' technically feasible equip­
ment, devices, and procedures nece:ssary to 
attain and•,maintain de:sired air quality. 

(2) Require effective monitoring and 
_, · reporting of emission:s, ambient air levels 

of fluorides, fluoride content of forage, 
and other .pertinent data, The Department 
·will u:se these data; in conjunction with 
observation of condition:s in the surrouod­
ing area:s, to develop emission and ambient 
air standard:i and to determine compliance 
therewith. 

(3) Encourage and assist the aluminum 
indu:itry to conduct a research and techno­
logical development program designed to re­
duce emissions, in accordance with a defi­
nite prog?"ami including specified cbjec­
tive:i and time schedules. 

(4) Establish standards which, based upon 
presently available technology, are reason­
ably attainable with the intent of revi!!ing 
the standards as needed when new· informa­
tion and better technology are developed. 

Statutory Authority: 
.Hi!!t: Filed 12-5-73 as DEQ 60, 

i.!t. 12-25-73 

Pe'~ p-i t; 9Pi' 
340-25-260 (1) "All Sources" means 

source:i including, but not limited to, the 
reduction proces:i, alumina plant, anode 
plant, anode baking plant, cast house, and 

n ., ~ ..,.., 

collection, trsat:nent, ar:d r'ecc·te.ry sys­
tems. 

(2) ''Ambient Ai!"n. The a!:" ttat surrcunds 
the earth, excluding the general volume of 
gases contained within any cU.:.:ding or 
structure. 

( 3 ) "Annual Average 11 !!leans the ari th.met! c 
average of' the t..,.elve most :-ecen-:. consecu­
tive caonthly averagea ~epcr~ec to the De­
part:nent. 

( 4) "Anode ·Baking Plant" means the heat­
ing and sintering of' pressed anode blocks 
in oven-like devices, incl~ding the loading 
and unloading of the oven-like devices. 

(5) "Anode Plant" means all operations 
directly associated with the pre;:iaraticn of 
anode carbon except the anode baking opera­
tion. 

( 6) "Commission" :neans Enviror.mental Qual­
ity Collllllission. 

(7) "Cured Forage" means hay, straw, ensi­
lage that is consumed or is intended to be 
consumed by livestock. 

(8) "Department" means Department cf" Envi­
ronmental Quality. 

( 9) "Emis:i.icn" means a release into the 
outdoor atmosphere of air contaminan"s. 

( 10) "Emission Standards" means the lizni­
ta tion on the release of contaminant or 
:nultiple contaminants to the ambient air. 

( 11) "Fluorides·" mean:i matter containing 
fluoride ion. 

( 12) "Forage 11 means grasses, pa!!ture, and 
other vegetation that is con:iumed or is in­

. tended to be consumed by live!!ltock. 
( 13) "Monthly Average" means the arithme­

tic average of three te:it results obtained 
during 'any calendar month, utilizing test 
methods and procedure:i approved by the 
·Department: 

( 14) "Opacity• aieans the degree to which 
an emis:iion reduce:!! transmission of light 
or obscure:i the view of an object in the 
background. 

( 15) "Particulate Matter" means a small 
discrete mass of solid or liquid matter, 
but not including uncombined water. 

( 16) "Primary Aluminum Plant" means those 
p·lants which will or do operate fer the pur­
pose of, or related to, produc!ng aluminum 
metal from aluminum oxide (alumina). 

( 17) "Pot Line Primary E::ii:ssic:: Control 
Systems" means the syste:n whic~ collects 
and removes contaminant:i .. prio:- to the emis­
sion point. If ther.i i:i more than one such 
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sys":ea:, ::he pr:.::.ar7 system is-- that system 
w::iic!'l i.s :Jost. directly related to the 
ali·~inum reauction C8ll~ 

( 18) "Regularl7 Scheduled 
.:neans :2a.c.pling and analyse.:? 
with a program and schedule 
suant to ~~le 340-25-280. 

Mcnitcring 0 

in compliance 
approved pur-

( 19) "Ringlemann Smoke Char.t • mean:s the 
Ringlemann Smoke Chart with in!!truction:s 
for use a:s published in May, 1967, by the 
U.S. Department cf Interior, Bureau of 
Mines. 

(20) "Standard Dry Cubic Root of Gas n 
means that amoun:t of the gas which would· 
occupy a cube having dimensions of one foot 
on each siae, if the gas were free of water 
vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.S.I.A. and a 
temperature of 600F. 

[P•1b1i cat< gps; The publication(s) refer-· 
red to or incorporated by reference in this 
rule .is available in the office of the 
Department of Environmental Quality or 
Secretary of State.] 

Statutory Authority: 
Hist: Filed 12-5-73 as DEQ 60, 

Efr·. 12-25-73 

~c~isjqp- St9od~rrl3 

340-25-265 (1) The exhaust gases from 
each primary aluminum plant constructed on 
or after January 1, 1973, shall .be col­
lected and treated as necessary so as not 
to exceed the following minimum require­
ment:s: 

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all 
sources shall not exceed: 

(A) a monthly average of 1. 3 pounds of 
fluoride ion per ton of aluminum produced; 
and 

(B)' an annual average of 1.0 pound of 
fluoride ion per ton Of aluminum produced; 

.and 
( C) 12 . 5 ton:s of fluoride ion per month 

from any single aluminum plant without 
prior written approval by the Department. 

( b) The total of' organic and inorganic 
particulate matter emissions from all 
sources shall not exceed: 

(A) a monthly average of 7 .O pounds of 
particulate per ton of aluminum.produced; 

(B) an ar.nual average .. of 5.0 pounds of 
particulate per ton of' aluminum produced. 

( c) Visible emi.ssions from any source' 

86 

sh.al: :iot exceed t.en ( 10) ;:er-cen: cpacity 
or 0. 5 en the Ringle!!!ann Smoke Char~ a" any 
ti:ne. 

(2) ~ach pr~oary aluminum plant construc­
ted and operated after January 1, 1973, 
shall Oe in full compliance ·,.;i tb these regu­
lations no later than 180 days after com­
pleting potroom start-up and shall maintain 
full compliance thereafter. 

(3) The exhaust gases fro!!! each primary 
aluminum plant constructed on or before 
January 1, 1973, shall be collected and 
treated as necessary so as not to exceed 
the following minimum requirements: 

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all 
sources shall not exceed: 

(A) a monthly average of· 3.5 pounds of 
fluoride ion per ton of alumlnlllll produced; 
and 

· · (B) an annual average of 2.5 pounds of 
fluoride ion per ton of aluminum produced; 
and 

(C) 22.0 tons of fluoride ion per month 
from any single aluminum plant without 
prier written approval by the Department. 

( b) The total organic and inorganic par­
ticulate matter emissions from all sources 
shall not exceed·: 

(A) a monthly average of 13.0 pounds of 
particu,late per tori of aluminlllll produced; 
and 

(B) an annual average of 10 .O pounds of 
particulate per. ton of aluminum produced. 

( c) Visible emissions from any source 
·shall not exceed 20 percent opacity or 1 .O 

on the Ringlemann Smoke Chart at any time .• 
( 4) Each existing primary aluminum plant 

shall proceed promptly with a program to 
comply as soon as practicable with these 
regulations. A proposed program and i::ple­
mentation plan shall. be submitted by each 
plant to the Department not later than 180 
days after the effective date of these 
amended regulations. 

The Department sball establish a schedule 
of compli~nce for each existing primary 
aluminum plant. Each schedule shall include 
the dates by which. compliance shall be 
achieved, but in no case, shall full compli­
ance be later than the following dates: 

(a) Existing plants shall comply with 
emission standards in section 340-25-265(3) 
by January 1, 1977; 

( b) Existing plants shall comply with 
e!l!issicn standards in section 340-25-26;(1) 

9-15-77 

~/ -



340-25-265 
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oy Januar/ 1, 1984, pending a review by tlie 
Commission as described in 340-25-265(5). 

(5) The Commission shall review,· during 
calendar year 1979, the feasibility of ap­
plying subsection 340-25-265 ( 4) ( b) based on 
their conclusions regarding: 

(al The then current· state of the art of 
·controlling emis::1ion::1 t'rom primary aluminum 
plants; 

( b) The progress 1n controlling and re­
ducing emis:iion:i exhibited at that time by 
then existing aluminum plants; 

( c) The need for further emis:iions c.on­
trol at tho:ie facilitie::i ba:ied on discerni­
ble environmental impact of emis::iions up to 
that time. 

( i>ub1 icatiop:i;: The publication( s) refer­
red to or incorporated by ret'erence in this 
rule is available in the office of the 
Department of Environmental Quality or 
Secretary of State.] 

Statutory Authority: 
Hist: Filed 12-5-73 ·as DEQ 60, 

Eff. 12-25-73 

Spe9ial Prcbl~m Ar•as 
340-25-270 The Department may require 

more restrictive emission limits than the 
numerical emis:sion standards contained 1n 
rule 340-25-265 for an individual plant 
upon a finding · by the Commis:iion that the 
individual plant is located, or is proposed 
to be located, in a special problem area. 
Such more restrictive emis:sion limit:s for 
special problem areaa'may be established on 
the basis or allowable emis:sion:s per ten of 
&luminum produced or total maximum daily 
emi:ssions tc the atmosphere, er a combi­
nation thereat', and may be applied on a 
:seasonal or year-round baaia. 

Statutory Authority: 
Hist: Filed 12-5-73 as DEQ 60, 

Err. 12-25-73 

• 
H" gri • ._t ~nd Be:it Pr:gctigahle T'r-•at:n•nt ~nd 

__ Cgntrgl B~gyi re::ngpt 
340-25-275 In order tc' maintain the 

./ lowe5t poa:sible emi.,::Sion:s of air contami­
nants, the highest and beat practicaple 
treatment and control currently available 
:shall in every ca:se be provided, but tr.is 

C-11::-77 ' .~i 
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section shall not be constr·~ed t:: allow 
emi~:3icns .to exceed the spe~i.f!.c e~.s.sion 

lioits set forth in rule 340-25-265. 

Statutor7 Authority: 
Hist: Filed 12-;-73 a:s DEQ 60, 

Eff. 12-25-73 

Mgpi tcr.; :ig 
340-25-280 ( 1) Each primar7 aluminum 

plant constMJcted and operated on or before 
Januar/ 1, 1973, shall submit, within sixty 
( 60) day::i after the effective date of these 
amended regulation:s, a detailed, · effeoti ve 
moni tcring program. The ,program shall. in- . 
elude regularly scheduleg monitoring and 
testing by the plant of emi.s::iicn:i- of gase­
ous and particulate fluorides and total 
particulates. The plant shall take and test 
a minimum of three (3) representative emi.s­
sion sample::i each calendar month. '!'he sam­
ples shall be taken at specified intervals. 
A schedule for measurement cf fluoride 
levels in forage and ambient air shall be 
submitted. The Department shall establi.sh a 
monitoring program for the plant which 
shall. be placed in effective operation with­
in ninety (90) days after written notice to 
the ·plant by the Departlllent of the estab­
lished monitoring program. 

(2) Each pri=ry aluminum plant propo::ied 
to be constMJcted and operated after Janu­
ary 1 , 1973 , shalL submit a detailed pre­
conatruction of post-construction mcni tor-

. ing program as a part of the air contami­
nant di:scharge permit application. 

Statutory Authority: 
!iist: Filed 12-5-73 as DEQ 60·, 

.e:rr. 12-25-73 

Be""'ort-1 ng 
340-25-285 (1) Unless cther•ise author­

ized_ in \iri.ting by the Department, data 
shall be reported by each pri:ary aluminum 
plant Kj,thin thirty (30) days of the end of 
each calendar month for each .source and 
station included in the approved monitoring 
program as follow:: 

(a) Ambient .air: T\ielve-hour concentra­
tions of ga:seous fluoride in ambient air 
expres:ied in :nicrograms per cubic meter cf 
air, and in parts per bill.!.on (;:po); al.so 
28-day teat re:sult:s using cal::i:!::t for::iate 
( "li::led") paper expressed in ??:icrograms of 



fl~oride ?e~ centi~eter squared per cubi~ 
mecer (ug/-c=i2/m3). 

(b) Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in 
z·orage ex;:ressed in parts per. million (ppm) 
of fluoride en a dried ~ei~ht basis. 

(c) ?ar~ici:::.ata .emissions: Results of all 
emission sampling . conducted during the 
month.for par~iculates, expressed in grains 
per standard dry cubic foot, in 'pounds per 
day, and in pounds per ton cf allllllinum pr<l­
duced. The method of calculating pounds per 
ton shaJ.l be as . specified in the approved 
moni:toring programs. Particulate data shall 
be reported as total particulates and per-. 
centage of fluoride ion contained therein. 

(d) Gaseous emissions: Results of all sam­
pling . conducted during the month for gase­
ous fluorides. All results shall be ex­
pressed a.s hydrogen fluoride in micrograms 
per cubic meter and pound.s per day of hydro­
gen fluoride, and in pound.s per ton of alu­
minum produced. 

( e) Other emission and ambient air data 
as specified in the approved monitoring 
program. 

(f) Changes in collection efficiency of 
any portion of the collection or control 
.sy:item that resulted from equipment or pro-· 
cess changes. 

88 
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( 2) ::a.ch primary alumi~iw: ?.:.a:::. s;:a:.: :";,:r-­
ni.sh, upcn r~quest cf the De;;,z.:-:.::e:::: ~ si.:cb. 
other data as the Depar~~en~ oay rs;~~~e ~o 

evaluate the pl.ant's e::is.sicn ::snr.:--·~.:.. ~ro:­

gram. ::ach pri.=ary alt;;::l:.nu.:i ?la.:J.t st2:2. re­
po~t. the ·value of e:a:ch eoissi':n teec ~e~­
formed· during that repor~ing ~eri~d, and 
shall al.so i!Illllediately r-epcrt acnormal 
plant operations which resul: in i.ccr~a.sed 

emission of air contaminants. 
(3) No per-son shall constr-uct, install, 

establi.sh, or operate a primary aluminum 
plant ~ithout first applying for and obtain­
ing an air contaminant discharge permit 
from the Department. Addi t;ion to, or en­
largement or r-eplacement of, a pri:iary 
aluminum plant or any major alterat;ion. 
thereof shall be construed as construction, 
installation, or e:itabli.shment. 

Statutory Authority: 
Hist: Filed 12-5-73 as DEQ 60, 

Eff. 12-25-73 

340-25-290 [Filed 7-14-70 a.s DEQ 19, 
Eft'. 8-10-70 
Repealed 12-5-73 by DEQ 60, 
Eff. 12-25-73] 

9-15-ii 
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Environmental Quality Commission 

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

Victor Atiyeh 
Governor 

Contains 
Recycl!:!d 
Materials 

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: William H. Young, Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item M , January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of Rules to Clarify the Emission Limits for 
Veneer Dryers in the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance 
Area, OAR 340-30-010 and 020. 

Background and Problem Statement 

In establishing emission limits specific to the Medford-Ashland AQMA, the 
Commission adopted rules for veneer dryers (OAR 340-30-020) which included 
the non-AQMA emission limits by reference. Exceptions to specific sections 
of the non-AQMA rules were also made by reference. After adoption of the 
rules for Medford-Ashland AQMA, the Department proposed and Commission 
adopted additional emission limits (non-AQMA) for wood fired veneer 
dryers. The additional limits were inserted in appropriate places in the 
non-AQMA rules for veneer dryers. The insertion of these new limits 
changed the subsection numbers and the Medford veneer dryers rules no 
longer meet the original intent of the rules. 

At the November 16, 1979, EQC meeting, the Commission adopted the proposed 
rules as temporary rules and authorized the Department to hold a public 
hearing. After thirty days public notice the Department held a hearing on 
December 17, 1979. 

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.295 to adopt rules limiting air 
contaminant emissions. ORS 183.335(5) authorizes the adoption of temporary 
rules for not more than 180 days. 

A Statement of Need for Rulemaking is attached. 
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Alternatives and Evaluation 

The Department proposes to separate the Medford-Ashland AQMA veneer dryer 
rules from the non-AQMA rules by incorporating in the Medford-Ashland AQMA 
veneer dryer rules those emission limits, and definitions applicable as 
originally intended in Sections 340-30-010 and 340-30-020 rather than 
referencing the non-AQMA rules. 

As the rules for veneer dryers in the Medford-Ashland AQMA now read, they 
are ambiguous and may be unenforceable. OAR 340-30-045 requires compliance 
with the veneer dryer emission limits by no later than January 1, 1980. 
These clarifications to the rules cannot be adopted before that date. 

The control strategy for Medford requires significant capital outlays by 
industry for control equipment to meet these rules including the veneer 
dryer rule. It is important that the original intent of these rules be 
preserved so that control programs currently in progress and scheduled 
for completion by January 1, 1980, are not jeopardized. 

On December 17, 1979, the Department held a public hearing to receive 
testimony on the proposed rule change. No written or oral testimony was 
presented at the hearing or during the thirty day public notice period. 

The proposed rule changes will not alter the original requirements of the 
Medford-Ashland AQMA rules. The emission limits, compliance dates and 
definitions would not be changed. 

Summation 

1) The Department adopted emission limits and compliance schedules for 
the veneer dryers in the Medford-Ashland AQMA by referencing portions 
of existing veneer dryer rules for non-AQMA areas. 

2) The Department later adopted additional limits for wood fired veneer 
dryers outside AQMAs and in the process changed some subsection 
designations which made some portions of the Medford-Ashland AQMA 
rules meaningless. 

3) The proposed changes under consideration herein will reinstate the 
Medford-Ashland AQMA rules to the previous and originally intended 
form. 

4) The Commission authorized public hearings to receive testimony on 
the proposed rule change. After public notice, the Department held 
a hearing but no testimony was submitted. 



Agenda Item 
January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 
Page 3 

Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that OAR 340-30-010 and 020 
be amended as proposed in the attached regulation and adopted. 

Attachments: 

F.A.Skirvin:f 
229-6414 

William H. Young 
Director 

Proposed Rule (OAR 340-30-010 and 020) 
Statement of Need for Rulemaking 

December 18, 1979 
AF3169 



Proposed Rule 

OAR 340-30-020 would be replaced as follows. 

definitions would be added to OAR 340-30-010. 

Definitions 

Attachment 1 

The following 

340-30-010 (13) "Department" means Department of 

Environmental Quality. 

( 14) "Emission" means a release into the outdoor atmosphere 

of air contaminants. 

( 15) "Person" includes individuals, corporations, 

associations, firms, partnerships, joint stock companies, public 

and municipal corporations, political subdivisions, the state 

and any agencies thereof, and the Federal Government and any 

agencies thereof. 

(16) "Veneer" means a single flat panel of wood not 

exceeding 1/4 inch in thickness formed by slicing or peeling 

from a log. 

(17) "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission 

reduces transmission of light and obscures the view of an object 

in the background. 

( 18) "Fugitive emissions" means dust, fumes, gases, mist, 

odorous matter, vapors, or any combination thereof not easily 

given to measurement, collection and treatment by conventional 

pollution control methods. 
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340-30-020 Veneer Dryer Emission Limitations 

(1) No person shall operate any veneer dryer such that 

visible air contaminants emitted from any dryer stack or emission 

point exceed: 

(a) A design opacity of ,10%, 

(b) An average operating opacity of 10%, and 

(c) A maximum opacity of 20%. 

Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason 

for the failure to meet the above requirements, said requirements 

shall not apply. 

(2) No person shall operate a veneer dryer unless: 

(a) The owner or operator has submitted a program and time 

schedule for installing an emission control system which has 

been approved in writing by the Department as being capable of 

complying with subsection 340-30-020 (l) (a), (b), and (c), 

(b) The veneer dryer is equipped with an emission control 

system which has been approved in writing by the Department and 

is capable of complying with subsection 340-30-020(1), (b), and 

( c) , or 

(c) The owner or operator has demonstrated and the 

Department has agreed in writing that the dryer is capable of 

being operated and is operated in continuous compliance with 

subsection 340-30-020 (1) (b), and (c). 
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(3) Each veneer dryer shall be maintained and operated 

at all times such that air contaminant generating processes and 

all contaminant control equipment shall be at full efficiencv 

and effectiveness so that the emission of air contaminants is 

kept at the lowest practicable levels. 

(4) No person shall willfully cause or permit the 

installation or use of any means, such as dilution, which, 

without resulting in a reduction in the total amount of air 

contaminants emitted, conceals an emission which would otherwise 

violate this rule. 

(5) Where effective measures are not taken to minimize 

fugitive emissions, the Department may require that the equipment 

or structures in which processing, handling and storage are done, 

be tightly closed, modified, or operated in such a way that air 

contaminants are minimized, controlled, or removed before 

discharge to the open air. 

(6) Air pollution control equipment installed to meet the 

opacity requirements of OAR 340-30-020(1) shall be designed such 

that the particulate collection efficiency can be practicably 

upgraded. 

(7) Compliance with the emission limits in section (l) 

above shall be determined in accordance with the Department's 

Method 9 on file as of November 16, 1979. 

EW:f 
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§tatement of Need for Rul.emaking Attachment 2 

'11:le Ccmmission is authorized by ORS 468.295 Air Purity Stanaards; Air 

Quality Standards to adopt rules limiting air =ntaminant emissions. 'Ihe 

Carmission is authorized by ORS 183.335 to adopt temporary rules for not 

long<!lr than 180 days. 

Theernission limits and ccmpliance schedules for veneer dryers in the 

Medford-Ashland N;J!IA. were based upon existing regulations for aryers 

outside l\(MA's. '11:le Medford rules included the existing rules by 

reference. Subsequent changes in the non-1\(MA rules inadvertently a].tered 

the intent of the Medford rules. 'Iherefore it is necessary to restore 

the Medford rules as originally intended and adopted. The proposed chanqes 

· to the rule will incorporate the language of the non-N;J!IA. rule. '11:le two 

rules will then be separate so that future changes can be made without ,_--

impacting both rules. 

The Department anticipates that some operators will request a variance 

fran the Medford dryer rules because of control equip:nent delivery delays. 

Therefore the Department has requested the Carmission to adopt the proposed 

changes as temporary rules because the =rent rules are ambiguous. 

The Department has based the proposed temporary and permanent rules upon: 

1) OAR 340-30-020 and 045 

2) OAR 340-25-315 

3) ORS 468.295 

[···· 4) ORS 183.335 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

0 MEMORANDUM 

Conrains 
Recycled 
Materials 

DEQ-46 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item N, January 18, 1980 EQC Meeting 
Consider for Adoption Proposed Open Field Burning 
Regulations, OAR Chapter 340, Sections 26-005 Through 
26-030 and Amendment to the Oregon State Implementation Plan 

1. Background 

As stated in the December 14, 1979, staff report, rev1s1ons to the rules regu­
lating open field burning have been made necessary by the passage of a new field 
burning law, Senate Bill 472 (Chapter 181, Oregon Law, 1979), during the 1979 
legislative session. This law became effective January 1, 1980. In addition 
to these necessary changes other rule revisions were requested in order to imple­
ment a performance-based approach to the daily regulation of open field burning 
and to reorganize the existing rules to provide greater clarity. 

As part of the rule adoption procedure, a public hearing was held December 14, 
1979, to receive comment on the proposed field burning rules. A period for 
additional post-hearing comments was authorized through December 31, 1979. 
Public testimony and comment received during this period is reviewed in the 
Evaluation section of this report. 

A "Statement of Need for Rulemaking" is attached (Attachment I). As mentioned 
previously, the EQC's authority to regulate field burning is established in the 
following Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS): 

a) ORS 468.450 allowing the Commission to establish a schedule to identify 
the extent and type of burning to be al lowed on each "marginal" day; 
and, 

b) ORS 468.460 authorizing the Commission to promulgate rules controlling 
Willamette Valley field burning. 

2. Evaluation 

2. 1 Summary of Testimony 

Both the City of Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council testified in favor of the 
previously proposed rules since the rules reflected, for the most part, the 
provisions of an agreement (Attachment II I) recently signed by those two parties. 
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However, in their testimony some minor revisions were suggested which would make 
the rules and the agreement congruent. These revisions have been subsequently 
discussed by the various staff personnel and the proposed changes are addressed 
in section 2.2 of this staff report and in th.e proposed rules, (Attachment 11). Both 
parties testified that adoption of the proposed rules would result in a period 
of much improved relations between themselves. In addition, less public confron­
tation over the issue is expected resulting in fewer Commission appearances than 
has been the case in the past. 

Oregon State University (OSU) also submitted testimony in answer to a staff 
request. The OSU response (Attachment IV) indicates no major concerns with the 
proposed rules. In other discussion, OSU representatives have generally supported 
the proposed changes in the management program. 

The proposed field burning rules have been reviewed by local, state, and federal 
governmental agencies as part of a federally mandated coordinated review process. 
All responses received to date have been supportive of the proposed changes and 
no conflicts with local planning or management efforts have been identified. 

In summary, with the exception of the minor changes offered by the City of 
Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council, all testimony received as a result of the 
public hearing and subsequent period of open record has been supportive of the 
proposed rules. 

2.2 Proposed Additional Rule Changes 

2.2. l Additional Revision to Subsection 26-015 

As mentioned at the public hearing, discussion with representatives of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) led to some late revisions to section 
26-0l5(3)(c) dealing with the regulation of field burning based upon air quality. 
Staff submitted these changes to the Commission at the hearing. Originally, 
rules drafted by the Department addressed the Eugene-Springfield and Lebanon-
Sweet Home areas separately in defining control procedures. Specifically, the 
performance standard criteria as well as protection against violations of 
24-hour particulate standards through use of an automatic particle monitor 
(APM) were applied to Eugene-Springfield only. Lebanon and Sweet Home were to 
be protected from standards violations through a daily acreage limit in 1980 and 
real-time monitoring thereafter. The revised proposed rule would provide for uni.form 
protection from air quality violations while still incorporating the use of the 
performance standard for Eugene and Springfield. 

The EPA staff was also concerned that the use of a projected particulate level 
of 135 ug/m3 as a firm criterion for burning regulation was premature considering 
DEQ's limited experience in making such projections. The EPA recommended that 
the appropriate level be selected after the DEQ had gained some additional exper­
tise. The proposed rule would delete specific numbers from the regulation and 
the Department would propose to submit information identifying a projection 
method as part of the supporting technical documentation to the State Implemen­
tation Plan revision. 
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2.2.2 Additional Revision Proposed by the City of Eugene and Oregon Seed Council 

As a result of continuing discussions by the City of Eugene and the Oregon Seed 
Council prior to the signing of their agreement, a late change in that document 
was not addressed in the proposed rules mailed prior to the pub] ic hearing. This 
change provided that moderate smoke intrusions in mid- to late-September would 
be assessed as heavy intrusions and thereby provide some additional late-season 
protection for the Eugene-Springfield area. After September 15, each hour of smoke 
intrusion resulting in changes in nephelometer readings greater than 4.0 x 10-4 
b-scat would be counted as two hours. Intrusions which occur earlier in the 
season must cause a change of 5.0 x 10-4 b-scat or more before the doubling 
procedure is applied. 

The change would tend to slightly restrict late season burning, particularly if 
burning has been delayed. However, it would have little effect on operational 
procedures since no significant changes in management practices would be 
necessary. A change in the method of determining hours of intrusion in the late 
season would be all that is required. 

The revi§ecl propose<Lrules would redefine hours of smoke intrusion in the 
Eugene-Springfield area, 26-005(27), to accommodate the change. 

2.3 Submittal of a Field Burning State Implementation Plan Revision 

The proposed rules, if adopted, would be submitted along with supporting docu­
mentation to the Environmental Protection Agency. Scheduling of the submission 
is contingent upon completion of the supporting documentation package and plans 
for implementation of automatic particle and nephelometer monitors. This 
material is expected to be completed prior to the January meeting so that a 
SIP package may be submitted immediately if the proposed rules are adopted. 
Analysis of the initial APM and nephelometer data used for TSP projections 
should be completed early next month so that it may be submitted by mid-February. 
Provided the concept of making TSP projections using an APM is finally accepted 
by the EPA, updates and minor revisons to the projection models should not upset 
processing of the SIP. 

Submission of a SIP package to the EPA by January allows approximately five 
months for processing prior to the beginning of the burning season. This 
represents a very compressed schedule for approval based on recent experience 
with SIP revision submittals. However, the EPA indicates it is feasible provided 
minimum additional changes are necessary. Pursuant to ORS 468.475 any such addi­
tional changes would need to be addressed by the Commission prior to June 1, 1980. 

3. Summation 

Revisions to the rules regulating open field burning have been proposed in order 
to: 

a) Implement changes required by the new field burning law, Chapter 181, 
Oregon Laws, 1979. 



- 4 -

b) Implement a "performance standard" approach to field burning regula­
tions which would essentially prevent air quality standards violations 
due to field burning; and 

c) Reorganize and clarify the rules. 

A public hearing was held on December 14, 1979, to consider the proposed rules. 
Testimony received at that hearing and during the subsequent period of open 
record has been reviewed. In general, the testimony supported the proposed rules. 
In addition, the Department of Environmental Quality and Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) staff reviewed and discussed the proposed rules. 

Based on the public hearing record and discussion with the EPA staff, additional 
rule changes are proposed to: 

a) Modify subsection 26-0l5(3)(c), regulating field burning based upon air 
quality conditions, to make its application more general. Also el imi­
nate the reference in the regulation to the specific projected Total 
Suspended Particulate level of 135 ug/m3 in favor of a value developed 
after more experimentation. 

b) Modify the definition of hours of smoke intrusion in Eugene-Springfield 
such that late season hours of smoke intrusions of moderate levels are 
counted as heavy intrusions; that is, two hours are recorded for each 
hour of actual smokiness. 

Revision a) is proposed, after discussions with EpA representatives, to avoid a 
significant contribution by field burning to a violation of applicable air quality 
standards. Revision b) above is proposed by the City of Eugene and the Oregon 
Seed Council in order to provide late-season protection to the Eugene-Springfield 
area. 

If adopted the proposed rules, supporting documentation, and plan for implementa­
tion would be submitted to the EPA immediately. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the information set forth in pages 1-5 of the Director's January 18, 
1980, staff report to the Commission; the testimony in the record of the Decem­
ber 14, 1979, public hearing; and the recommendation of Oregon State University 
pursuant to ORS 468.460(3), it is recommended that the Environmental Qua] ity 
Commission act as follows: 

1. Designate as its final Statement of Need for Rulemaking the Statement of 
Need set forth in Attachment I to the Director's staff report. 

2. Adopt as permanent rules the proposed rules set forth in Attachment I I to 
the Director's staff report, such rules to become effective upon their prompt 
filing (along with the Statement of Need for Rulemaking) with the Secretary 
of State. 
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3. Instruct the staff to submit, pursuant to federal rules, those portions of 
the rules set forth in Attachment I I of the Director's staff report plus 
additional supporting documentation as may be necessary for approval by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, as a revision to the Oregon State Implementa­
tion Plan. 

WILLIAM H. YOUNG 

Attachments: I Statement of Need for Rulemaking 

SAF:pas 
686-7837 
l/3/80 

I I Proposed Field Burning Rules, OAR Chapter 
340, Sections 26-005 Through 26-030 

I I I Memorandum of Understanding, City of 
Eugene and Oregon Seed Council 

IV Memorandum to S. A. Freeburn, DEQ, 
from D. 0. Chilcote, OSU 



ATTACHMENT I 

Agenda Item N, January 18, 1980, EQC Meeting 
Consider for Adoption Proposed Open Field Burning 
Regulations, OAR Cha ter 340, Sections 26-005 Through 
2 -030 and Amendment to the Oregon State Implementation Plan 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the Environ­
mental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a rule. 

(1) Legal Authority. 

Oregon Revised Statutes 468.020, 468.450, and 468.460. 

(2) Need for the Rule. 

Proposed amendment of open field burning regulations, OAR 340, 26-005 through 
26-030 is needed to: 

1. Incorporate changes made necessary by adoption by the 1979 Oregon Legis­
lature of Senate Bill 472, Chapter 181, Oregon Laws, 1979, establishing 
new law regulating open field burning; 

2 Make operational rule changes supportive of the potential increase in 
acreage to be open burned authorized by SB 472; and, 

3. Clarify the existing rules. 

All such changes are required to achieve Environmental Protection Agency acceptance 
of a field burning State Implementation Plan revision. 

(3) Principle Documents Relied Upon in This Rulemaking. 

1. Staff reports, William H. Young, director, Department of Environmental 
Quality, presented at the August 6, November 16, December 14, 1979, and 
January 18, 1980, EQC meetings. 

2. Record of the Environmental Quality Commission meetings, August 6, Novem­
ber 16, December 14, 1979, and January 18, 1980. 

3. Personal communication with Terry Smith, environmental analyst, City of 
Eugene, August 3 and August 22, 1979. 

4. Personal communication with Charles D. Craig, smoke management specialist, 
Oregon Seed Council, October 17 and October 22, 1979. 

5. Personal Communication with David S. Nelson, executive secretary, Oregon 
Seed Council, October 12 and October 17, 1979. 

6. Personal communication with Terry Smith, environmental analyst, City of 
Eugene, November 28 and December 18, 1979. 
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7. Personal communication with Charles D. Craig, smoke management specialist, 
Oregon Seed Council, November 28 and December 18, 1979. 

8. Personal communication with John Core, Department of Environmental 
Quality, November 28, 1979. 

9, Proposed regulations regarding Prevention of Significant Deterioration, 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, in Federal Register, September 5, 
1979. 

10. "Proposal for an Air Quality Performance Regulation for Field Burning 
Smoke Management," Terry Smith, environmental analyst, City of Eugene, 
August 3, 1979. 

11. "Analysis of Field Burning Performance Standard," memorandum from Charles 
D. Craig, Oregon Seed Council, to David S. Nelson, executive secretary, 
Oregon Seed Council, September 27, 1979. 

12. Memorandum from David 0. Chilcote, agronomist, OSU, to Scott A Freeburn, 
Department of Environmental Quality, December 7, 1979. 

13. Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Eugene and the Oregon 
Seed Council, December 13, 1979. 

SAF: pas 
686-7837 
1/2/80 
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Attachment 11 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Chapter 340 

... 

.·Agricultural Ooerations 
AGRICULTURAL BURNING 

" 
. .. . 

-· ... "· .. 

26-005 DEFlNJTIONS. As used In this general order, regulatlcin and sched~le; · 
:unless otherr1ise required by context: 
· · (1) . BL!rning seasons: 

(a) "Summer Burn Ing Season" means the four month ·period from. July· through 
October · 31 • · ' · ·" 

(b) ''Winter Burning Season" means the eight month period _f'.orri· November 
th~ough June ·30. · . / . 

(2) "Deoartment" means the Department of Environmental Quality. . , ' 
(3) "llarginal Conditions" means conditions defined in ORS 468.450(1) under 

which p~rmits for a~ri~ultural open burning may b~ issued In accordanc~ with 
this regulati9n and schedule. 

(4) -"Northerly \.llnds" means. 1~inds coming from ·directions in the north 
half of the compass, at the surface and aloft • 

. (5) "Priority A;eas" means the following areas of the Hil lamette Valley:· 
(a) Are~s in or within 3 miles of the city limits of Jncorporated cities 

having populations of I0,000 or greater. 
(b) Areas within 1 mile of airports servicing regularly scheduled ~irllne 

flights. . . 
(c) Areas in Lane Co~nty south of the 1 i ne formed by U. S. Hi gh•,.;ay .126 and 

Oregon Highway 126. . 
(d) Areas In· or with!~ 3 miles of the city limits of the City.of Lebanon. 
(e) Area~ on the west side of and within 1/4 mile of these.highways; U. S. 

Interstate 5, 99, 39E, and 99Y. Areas on the south side of a~d within 1/4 mile 
of U. S. Highway 20 between Albany and Lebanon, Oregon Hi'gh•..iay 34 between Lebanon 
and Corvallis, Oregon Highway 223 frcFl its junction south of Brownsvll le to its 
rail ·crossing at tha cc0mun~ty of Tulsa.· 

(6) 11 P-i'.bhibitiort Conditions 0 meaiis atmospheric condi'!:ions under \·1hich all 
agricultural open burning Is prohibited (except where an auxiliary fuel Is 
used such that combustion ls nearly cc~plete, or an approved saGit~zer is 
used~ or bur~ino is specificnlly authorized b the O~partment for experimental or 
test purposes . 

"[----]" represents material deleted 
Underlined materiul represents proposed additions 

. ( 

' 
' 
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(7) "Southerly Winds" means winds coming from di recti.ons in the south 
ha If of the cbmpass, at the surface and a I oft. . __ 

(8) "Ventilatiori Index (VI)" means a calculated value used as a criterion 
of atmospheric ventilation capabilities. The Ventilation Index as used in these 
rules is ~efined by the.following identity: . .. :_ ··-

-VI "" (ffRctive mixing heioht (feet)) (Average. wind speed through the 
- · · . 1000 . - x !l.ffective mixing height (knots)) 

(9) "Willamette Valley" means the areas of Benton, Clackamas., Lane, Linn, 
Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington and Yamhill Counties lying between the crest 
of the Coast Range and the crest of the Cascade Mountains, and_ includes the._ 
following: . ·-·- ·.· -. ·----··-.·· -· .. ·'--·· -.. .... .. •. _ .. --.·.·.·,- _ ... -· -·-· ., ·: - ., 

(a). "South Valley," the· a.reas of jurisdiction of all fire permit issuing 
· agents or agencies in the Willamette Va 11 ey portion .of the Counties. of B~nton, 
'Lane or·Linn. -.-.... -: · ----:~:c':'c-;:·-c.-,-,..·-,.~,- · -.... , .. ,._7 ...... ·····.-~: .... · .. ---------~ .. -.,.' ... __ , ...... . 

· · · · (b) ·:·"North·Val ley, 11 ·the· are~s ~f j~ri~dicti~n ;f ~Tl- ~ther ·fir~ periiift. issuing 
agents or ;:igencies ·in the-Willamette Valley._ ... __ ,_ ~ , ...... _ .' __ ._ 7,._." .• :~ ..... .:. .•. ·-

. (.lo) "Commiss_ion" means--the Environmental Quality -Corr.mission.·"-·::: ·.--: · ·•· · 
-· (11)."Local .Fire Permit-Issuing Agency 11 .means-the County Court or Board of 
Cciunty Commissioners or Fire Chief of a Rural Fire Protection District or other 
person authorize<l to issue fire permits pursuant. to ORS 477.515, 447.530;·476.380 
or 478.960. ___ -. -- · _.___ ··· ---~ ..... 

(12) "Open Field Burning Permit" means a· permit issued by th;,.-Depart;,,~~t pur-
suant to ORS 468.458. ·· .· .-. : ._ .. .- .. »·~·-'.:.... . ,- ,._ 

(13)-"Fire Permit~' means a permit issued by a local fire pe_rmit issui,ng agency 
pur-suant to ORS 477 .515, 477 .530, 476.380 or 478.960. . ..... 

. (14) "Validat.ionNumber11 .means a unique three-par.t number· issue"d by a local 
fire permit issuing agency which validates a specific open field burning permit 
for a specific-acreage-of a specific day.-- 0 The-first pa.rt of the validation number 
shall indicate the number of the month and the day of issuance, the second part 
the hour of authorized burning based on a 24. hour clock and the third part shall 
indicate the size: of acreage to be burned (e.g., a validation_ number issued 

. August 26 at 2~30 p.m. for· a- 70 acre burn wo"uld be. 0826-1430-070) .---·;· ·· · ··-
(15) "Open F.ield Burning" means burning of any perennial grass··seed field, 

annual grass seed field or cereal grain field in such manner that combustion air 
_and combustion products.are-not eff;,ctively controlled.·· .. --·--:-:·:· -.. 

(16} "Backfire Burning" means a method of burning fields. in ·which the flame 
front does not advance with the existing surface winds.· The method· requires ·· 
ignition of .the field only on the do1-;nwind side. ·· · _ - ·. 

(17) .. "lnto-the-\.lind Strip Burning" means a modification of ·backfire burning 
in which additional lines of fire are ignited by advancing firectly into the 
existing surface wind after ccmpfeting the initial backfires. The technique 
increases the length of the flame front and -therefore reduces the time required 
to burn a field. As the initial burn nears approximately 85% compl.etion, the 
remaining acreage may be burned using headfiring techniques in order to maximize 
pl ume r is e • . _ 

(18) "Perimeter Burning" means a method of burning fields in which all sides 
of the field i'Jre ignited as rapidl-y as practicable in order to max1m1ze plume 
rise. Little or no preparatory backfire burning shall be done.'' -

(19) "Regular Headfire Burning" means a method of burning fields in which 
substan~ial preparatory backfiring is done prior to ignition of the upwind side 
of the field. ·-
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[{261-LIApproved-Ftetd-San+t+~erLI-means-any-ftetd-btlrntng-devtee-that-has 
been-approved-by-thecBepartment-as-an-afternattve-to-open-ftetd-borntng7 

{2t1-uApproved-Expertmentat-Ftetd-Santtt2erLI-means-any-ftetd-borntng-devtce-that 
has-been-approved-by-the-Bepartment-for-tr+at-as-a-potenttat-atternattve-to-open-born­
tng-or-as-a-sooree-of-tnformatton-osefot-to-forther-devefopment-of-ftetd-san+t+~ers7 

{221--UAfter-SmokeLI-means-perststent-smoke-resotttng-from-the-borntng-of-a-grass 
seed-or-eereat-gratn-f +etd-wtth-a-f tetd-santtt~er;-and-emanattng-from-the-grass-seed 
or-eere11t-gra+n-stobbte~or-11ceomotated-straw-restdoe-at-a-potnt-t6-feet-or-more-be­

htnd-a-ftetd-san+t+~er7 

{231--LI~eakageU-means-any-smoke-resotttng-from-the-ose-of-a-ftetd-santtt2er 
whteh-ts-not-vented-throogh-a-staek-and-ts-not-etasstf ted-as-after-smoke7 

{241--LIApproved-Pttot-Ftetd-Santt+~erLI-means-any-ftetd-borntng-devtee-that-has 
been-observed-and-endorsed-by-the-Bepartment-as-an-aeeeptabte-bot-+mprovabte-atter­
nattve-to-open-f +etd-borntng;-the-operatton-of-whtch-ts-expeeted-to-eontrtbote-+nfor­
matton-osefot-to-forther-devetopment-and-tmproved-performanee-of-ftetd-san+t+~ers7] 

(20) [{261] "Approved Interim Alternative Method" means any interim method 
approved by the Department as an effective method to reduce or otherwise minimize 
the impact of smoke from open field burning. 

(22) [{271] "Approved Alternative Facilities" means any land, structure, build­
ing, installation, excavation, machinery, equipment or device approved by the Depart­
ment for use in conjunction with an Approved Alternative Method or an Approved 
Interim Alternative Method for field sanitation. 

(23) [{281] "Drying Day" means a 24-hour period during which the relative humid­
ity reached a minimum less than 50% and no rainfall occurred. 

[{291-LIHnttmtted-Ventttatton-6ondtttonsLI-means-atmospherte-eondtttons·whtch-pro­
vtde-a-mtxtn9-depth-of-5866-feet:-or-greater-and-a-venttfat+on-tndex-of-3275-or-9reater7] 

(24) "Basic Quota" means an amount of acreage established for each permit juris­
diction, including fields located in priority areas, in a manner to provide, as rea­
sonably as practicable an equitable o portunity to burn. 

25 "Priority Area Quota" means an amount of acreage established for each permit 
jurisdiction, for fields in priority areas, in a manner to provide, as reasonably as 
practicable, an e uitable opportunity to burn. 

2 "Effective Mixing Height" means either the actual plume rise as measured 
or the calculated mixin height, whichever is greater. 

27 "Cumulative Hours of Smoke Intrusion in the Eugene-Springfield Area" means 
the average of the total cumulative hours of nephelometer readings at the Eugene and 
Springfield sites which exceed the preexisting background readings by l.B x lo-4 b-scat 
units or more and which have been determined by the Department to have been signifi­
cantly contributed to by field burning. For each hour of nephelometer readings which 
exceed the preexisting background readings by 5.0 x 10-4 b-scat or more, two hours 
shall be added to the total cumulative hours for that site. After September 15 of 
each year, for each hour of ne helometer readings which exceed the reexisting back­
ground readings by .0 x lo- b-scat or more, two hours shall be added to the total 
cumulative hours for that site. 

26-010 GENERAL PROVISIONS. The following prov1s1ons apply during both summer and 
winter burning seasons in the Willamette Valley unless otherwise specifically noted. 

(1) Priority for Burning. On any marginal day, priorities for agricultural 
open burning shall follow those set forth in ORS 468.450 which give perennial grass 
seed fields used for grass seed production first priority, annual grass seed fields 
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used for grass seed production second priority, grain fields third priority and 
all other burning fourth priority. 

(2) Permits required. 
(a) No person shall conduct open field burning within the Willamette Valley 

without first obtaining a valid open field burning permit from the Department and 
a fire permit and validation number from the local fire permit issuing agency for 
any given fi~ld for the day that the field is to be burned. 

(b) Applications for open field burning permits shall be filed on Registratron/ 
·Application forms provided by the Department. 

(c) Open fie1d burning permits issued by the Department are not val id until 
acreage fees. are paid pursuant to ORS 468.480(1) (b) and a validation number is 
obtained from the appropriate local fire permit issuing agency for each field on 
the day the field is to be.burned. · 

---· . - "'; ··- . .. . -
. " - - -· • _.. • - -~ ~ t ..,. •· ~-

. ' . :-- .. · .. ""." ~--· ;:~ . . . . . . -.... - -~ ·- .. -

,· .- . ..; ·-. :-· - . :·. ;" ., 

. . . . i . ... ·. 
. ~-~: ; ::-... , - . 

.-. . -~;-. . '. ~' . '. ,. -~ .... . . --· - .... . .... 

'. -. 
·•. ,_ .. _ : . 

- - ........ , :.'·-.:~'' ·- ...... '· .. --,~·- .... .-. " . . --· ., -· .~ ._ ·r --~ • -· 
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(d) As provided in ORS 468.465(1), permits for open field burning of cereal \ 
grain crops shall be issued only if the person seeking the permits submits to the 
issuing authority a signed statement under oath or affirmation that the acreage 
to be burned wi 11 be ·p !anted to seed crops (other than cerea 1 grains, hairy vetch, 
or field pea crops) which require flame sanitation for proper cultivation. · 

(e) Any person granted an open field burning permit under these r.ules shall 
maintain a ·copy of. said permit at the burn site or be able to readily demonstrate 
authority to burn at all times during the burning operation and said permit shall 
be made available for at least one year after exprration for inspection upon 
request by appropriate author.ities. . 

(f) At al 1 tirries proper and accurate records of permit transactions and· 
copie~ of all permits shall be maintained by each agency or person involved in 
the issuance of permit;s, for ·inspection by the appropriate authority_. 

(g) Open field burning permit issuing agencies shall submit to the Department 
on forms provided, 1-1eekly summaries of field burning ·activities _in their permit jur­
isdiction during the period July l to October 15 •. Weekly summarie;; s.hall be mai.led 
and postmarked no later- than the first working day of the fol lowing _1.,eek. 

· · (3) Fuel conditions shall be limited as follows: . 
(a}. All de~ris, cuttings and prunlngs shall be dry, cleanly stacked and free 

of dirt and green material prior to being burned, to insure as nearly complete 
combustion as possible. · . ·· 

(b) No substance or ~aterial which nor~ally emits dense smo~e·o~ noxious 
odors may be used for auxiliary fue 1 in the igniting of debris, cuttings or prun i ngs. 

[ -( e 7--'fhe- eeparm=i:-=y;-•un--a-+i-e+d--by"+i-e+d-~i-s-; -p-i-crh- t-b t-t_.:btt r f1 rryg Mof-f fC te ~ 
· con t: a ;.·n T n g- h-t gh- mo1 ":5-t~ '(:i::m-t-errt:--stt.tb-b+e-~ -reg--rovtth- :17ta-te ~ta- }-tt h +eh,--~ hen 

btt r n e d ; -wo tt-1 d- re-s ttl t--i,n;- ex'ces·s+ve--l=r -I-eve+- -smoke-.- J 
. -(4) In accordance with ORS 468.450 the. Department shal 1 establish a schedule' 
which specifies the exte·nt and type of burning to be allowed each day. During the 
time of active field burning, the Department shall broadcast this schedule over 

.the Oregon Seed Council radio network operated for this purpose, on an as needed 
basis, depending on atmospheric.and air quality conditions. . 

(a) Any person open b~rning or preparing to open burn under these rules shall 
conduct the burning operation in accordance with the Department's burning schedule. 

·(b) Any person open burning or preparing to open burn fields under these 
rules shall monitor the Department's field burning schedure broadcasts and shalt· 
conduct the burning operations in accordance with the announced schedule. 

(5) Any person open· field burning under these rules shall actively extinguish 
al 1 flames and major smoke sources when prohibition condit·ions are imposed by the · 
Department. Normal after smoulder excepted. 

26-011 CERTIFIED ALTERNATIVE TO OPEN FIELD BURNING .. 
[ tr}----Approv2d-pTiot-fi~:td-"Saniti1:c~--awru.t2L exp-er; 1;;e11 La 1-f?-z-hl-s-mrI--t< -- .-s-;­

or-p1opan~-fiame~~-ma-y~~-a-s--a1teniatTves--to---operr-ft--e:-1-d--b~r~rn9-~cS jec t-to 
the-provi-si ans- of-1:rri-s--s=t"i-orr:- · 

f2}--A??F9¥ed-?+4o.t-~4~4cl-.,..,,~~4~.e.r.;... 
fat--Proeedttre..,~for-stjbm-itt-in~--crpp-l-i-ca-t-i-::m-.for-~~-o-f-p-l-1-ot-fl-el-d­

~lrrti-th::er..,~ J 
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[ Ap;::l icaticns shall be suh>.1itt.ed in 1~riting to the: Departr:;er.t and sha 
inclu , but r:ot be l iraited· to, the fo11owing: 

{i Desi sr. ·Pl ans ·and s~eci f i cat i ans; . . 
(ii) ft..cre~s~ an<! er.i.fssicn- pe.cfarrr::=nce dat3. C!n~ rated capa~it:ies· 

(iii) tails regarding availa_bility of repa_i( se:rvice:'and repl, ·'°"'eni: parts; 
(iv) a~ a"ti'cnal instrt:cticns.. . .. ·: : .... · .· ~·· ... · . ·•·. •' ·. . · .. :. 

(b} E::;is Ion Star:dz..-cs for ·Api:.-0\•e<l Pilot Fie:ld Sanitizer' ... ·<· 
(A) A;::;;ro plloi: field sanit:i:z:ers shall be reqttir-ed t" demonstrate the 

capability of.s2»1 iz.ing a re;:i<'esentativa harvested grass or.ce_re:al gi-ain field 
. · with an .ac.c"•~1at:iv stra>.1 2nc:!: stu!::b1e fuel load of r.ct le " 1=hart l .a ton/acre, 

dry weish"t: basi.s_:r att ·hic.:.7 has _on a\ler2ga ·ri..ois~u~e ~~nt t' r.ot le.5s th~n lo~·,. 
· · ' .... at a rate of. not: le:ss t. an 8._5:; of rat:""1 r.:a:hir;;cro c.apad for a period of JO 

ccntincous rwin?i·t~~wi'tho ... e...'<ce~ing emission .st2ndar s as fol1o~s:- -· ·· 
:> ... : .. : .. (;):_P.ah: stcd~: .20'.i; verage O?a<:.it:y;- .:·:..-.-:. .:· . ... ·;:',~-~--:·· :;_;:.:: .~'.:·:;:;::-:==--: · .. 
.. ,. . {ii) lea~o.e:> ·not: i:o e -~d 2CI:·af-. the;---f;-ta emissions~~-... :': .. ·-:::-:-·.-... ; · · . · 

.·. · · ' .· (it i) ·c.. After:s;r.<:i~a: . No s lg. l fi cznt: .. ar.:cunts o i gi nating r.:ore .. than ~5: ya ~ds · 
'behind the cpera1:in,; r..acl:tine. :" .· -_.. ·. ·· · .... ,,:oc~-. ·::; .. ::. , .. · ·:-': 

"··' -. · (B) · Tne De?"'rth:e:nt shall· ce ify in· wr· ing tc:i the r.ianufacturer-, the. ,. "· · 
app>ova1 9f th"' pilot field sanitiz- thirty (30) days- of the rec::eipt: .. of 

·.a ccmplete applic:a.t:ion·2nd successful i:ance:. demoilstr-ation·with the emission 
- stanca,-:s of·2(o) (A). Such ar)p.-a•;a1 sn apply to all r.:2chines"huilc to the:. 

· . · spec:;ificatlon:s.of the Deflartment cert:i L field sanitation r.:achine. . 
· · ·. · · · · {C) In the eovan:! of the develo . .'ent • significantly suf'.:!'ior fie:Jd sani-

, · · ti=?=ers, the"02;::ar'U>lerrt· r.:ay dec<:rti" approve pilot field sanicizers pre:viously 
.. · • · approv2'd, exce;::t that any unit 'pu' t prior--to· his decertification in accordance.. 

with spectficat:lons of pn;.v!cus approved pllo .. field sariitiz,,.rs · shal1 be 
·.a11owed tci oper2te for a per! not to 'exceec. sev . years from the 'date"'of del iy· 
ery provided that: the un.it i adequately maintain_ s per (2.) (c) (A).. · 

:{c). Operation- 2r:.C./or .. edification 'of approved p lot field sanitizers. 
(A) . Opera tins- a;::?> )ed p 11 ot: fie Id san it j zer-s: sha 1 be r.ia i nt:a i r.ed ~a' des i g; 

spacificaticns. (ho;-;;;al ear exp:ect:ed)· j .e. >.skirts> shro s, shialds.,. air bars> 
ducts, fans, ;::otor:s, ... c., shall be in place, intact and o, rational. 

. (a} .. · P.'='dificat' s to the stn.:ctu;-e er operating pr-ccea re:s which· wi11 · 
knowingly increas~ emissior.s shall not be made. · • 

(C) Any µ:c 1 fications to the st;ucture: er operating prcce- •res \•hi ch resul 
·.. in irlcr<.:::352-d e. ssia~.s shall be further µ:edified or returned tom ufacturcJ .. 1$ 

specificatior: t:b reduca er.tission:i to original levais or below as r idly as 
' • • • •• ·• ·- 0 

pract:i cab 1 e 
(D} ;::en fires away fror.> the sanitizers shall be extins;uished apic11· 

as prac~ czb1e. . . . · 
· ( 7 Ex~~~i~~r.t31 field sar.itiz~rs ~ct Ne2tir.g the ~~Tssrcn Citt~ria ~cif 
in 2 '•)(A) z.~o...;i-::> r:.ay receive: Dc~ar\:::12:nt authcriz~ticr.. for ex?~ri»:~nt.:?! !JS.=: ~·er 
net r.iO~e then one sea.son at a tir;-:e.t provided: · _ _ ... 

(a) Th~ ooer2tor- of the: field s2nit!:iers shall repo\t to the Depar~~~;it t .. 
· oca::.icfls of C?."ra~icn of experiiTI-'!r.tal. field sanitize>s.J 
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(l) The Department may certify approved alternative methods of field sanita­
tion and straw utilization and disposal on a permanent or interim basis provided 
the applicant for such certification: 

(a) Provides information adequate to determine compliance with such emissions 
standards as may be developed pursuant to subsection (ZJ of this section as well 
as other State air, water, sol id waste, and noise laws and regulations, and 

(b) Operates any associated ·equipment subject to subsection (3) of this 
section or other ooerational standards as may be established by the Deoartment. 

(2)- Pursuant to ORS 468·.472 the Commission shall establish emission standards 
for alternative methods to open field burning. Such standards shall be set to 

·insure an overall· improvement in air quality as a result of the use of the alter­
native as compared to the open field burning eliminated by such use. 

(3) Mobile field sani.tizers and other alternative methods of field sanita­
tion specifically approved by the Department, and propane flamers are considered 
alternatives too en field burnin for the purposes of fee refunds pursuant to 
ORS 8 .. 0 and may be used sub'ect to the fol lcivlin prov1s1ons: 

(a) [ b Open fires away from the machines shall be extinguished as rapidly 
-'as practicable. 

(b)· [~b}] Adequate water supply shall be. ava.ilable.to extinguish open fires 
resulting from the operation of field santizers. . . 

(c) [ ~~JJ Propane flamers (.,.--Proparr,,-ftamrrrg-b] may be used as 'an approved 
alternative .to open field burning provided that all of the following conditions are 
met: ·. ··· · 

(a) ·Field sanit'i,~ers are not ava.i lable or o~herwise cannot ·accomplish the 
burning.·.· , .. 

(b) ~he field stubble will not sustain an open fire. 
(c) One of the following conditions exist: 
(A) The field has been previously open burned and appropriate fees paid. 
(B) The field has been flallchopped, mowed, or otherwise cut close.to the 

ground and .. loose straw has been removed to reduce the straw fuel load as much as 
practicable. 

' . 

26-012 REGlSTRATlON AND AUTHORIZATION OF ACRE~G~ TO BE OPEN BURNED. 
{l) On or before Apr i 1 1 of each year, a 11 acreages to be open burned under 

this rule shall be registered with the local fire permit issuing agency or its 
.auth~rized representative on farms provided by the Department. A nonrefundable 

$1 .00 per acre registration fee shall be paid at the time of registration. 
(2) Registration of acreage after April l of each year shall require: 
(a)·· Apprciva l of the Department. 
(b) An additional late registration fee of $1.00 per acre if. the· late regis­

tration is determined by the Department to·be the fault of the late registrant. 
(3) Copies of all Registration/Application forms shall be forwarded to the 

Department [and-the-Exee::itr'>'e-9epar'trn'ent] promptly by the local fire permit issuing 
agency. 

(4) The local fire permitting agency shall maintain a record of all regis­
tered acreage by assigned field number, location, type of crop, number of acres 

. to. be burned and status of fee payment for each field. 
(5) Burn authorizations shall be issued by the local fire permit issuing 

agency up to daily quota.1 imitations established by the Department and shall be 
based on registered feep~ld acres and shall be issued in accordance with the 

._.,,) 
'·· 

__ .... 
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priorities established by subsection 26-010(1) of these rules, except that fourth 
priority burning shall not be permitted from July· 15 to September 15 of any year 
unless specifically authorized by the Department. 

(6) No local fire permit issuing agency shall authorize open field burning 
of more acreage than may be sub-allocated annually to the District by the-Depart­
ment pursuant to section 26-013(5) of these rules. 

26-013 LIM I TA Tl ON AND ALLOCATION OF ACREAGE TO BE OPEN BURNED. 
(1) Except for acreage to be burned under 26-013(6) and (7), the maximum 

acreage to be open burned under these rules[.,.] shall not exceed that amount autho­
rized under applicable State and Federal law. 

( {af-Si-r.11++-not-exee.,,d-J-8e,eee-acres-.11nrn::a'l+7-:- . , 
· ~b1--Hay-be-farther-redaced-sach-that;-+f-b7-September-7-of-each-7ear;-the 

e .-et' age-o f-totz:i+-ctimt! h t+.-e-hott rs" f-nep h"tome te r-read-i"rrg s-exceed 1-ng-2:-:-lt-x- te =4 
B-se.11t-t1n-i-ts-at-Et:tg<:ne-and-Sprtngf-i-etdr-wh+ch-have-been-determi-ned-b7-the-9epart­
ment-to-ha'1e-been-sf9nffi-cantt7-cattsed-b7-fi-etd-bt1rn1-ng;-eqt1ats-or-exeeeds-t6-hotirs; 
th e·-m.!I x frnt1m-a er eage-to-be-o pen-bt1 rned-ttnder-the se-rttt e:rsha t +-not -exceed-t5 6 ;96 e 
'eeres-and-the-st1b-a++oeatfon-to-the-f-i-re-perm-i-t-fsst1tng-agenctes-sha+~-be-redaeed 
aeeordfngt7;-:ittbjeet-to-the-ft1rther-provi-srorrs-th"'t-:­

{A}--Hnt1:ied-permi-t-attocatfons-ma7-be-va+rd"'ted-and-.,~ed~after-the-t59;666 
ecre-etitoff-onty-on-ttntfmrted~.-errtttati-on-da7s-a~-ma7-be-de~fgnated-b7-the-Bepart-

ment,--end .. 
tB1--fhe-&ommf35fon-rnay-establ-tsh-a-fttrther-acreage-ti-mttat+on-not-to-exceed 

t5-, 866-,,c rea-o'fe r-and-above-t he-t 56 ;-696-acre-l-rmrta t+on-an"d-att tho r -i-ze-pe rmi- ts-to • 
be-1-ssaed-pttr3t1ant-thereto;-tn-order-to~provi-de-gro"eri-0F-berrtgra~~-sse~-~rops 
.11nd-other-Ja te-mattt dng-~eed-c rops-opportont ty-to~btt rn-eqtii-val-en t-to-th11t -e f forded ' 
gre>1et's-of-eadter-m,,to6ng-erops~] •. 

(2) ·Any revisi.ons to the maximum acreage to be·.burned, al location procedures, 
permit issuing procedures or any other substantive changes to these rules affecting· 
the open field burning program for any year shall be made prior to June I of that 
year. In making these rule changes the Commission shall consult with Oregon State 
University (CSU) and may consult with other interested agencies. 

(3) Acres burned on any day by approVed[F+e~d-jan+e+eeps-aRd-appPeved-iK~e•­
imentat-f-i-etd-sani-t-izors-and-propane-ftame,.~J a01 tern-at ive methods s-ha·l l not be 
be ·appl·ied ·to_·opeil'f.i:eld·-burni-ng.acrea§e·all0~atieRs or, quo.tas, and such [eqti+pme,~tl 
operations .maY. be.-[operat¢cH:conqucted under either marginal or prohibition condition: 

(4) In the event that total registration is less than or equal to the acreage 
allowed to be open burned under section 26-013(1) all registrants shall be allocated 
JOO percent of their registered acres. 

(5) In the event that total registration exceeds the acreage allowed to be 
open burned under 26-013(1) the Department may issue acreage ~!locations ~o growers 
to ta 1 i ng not more than 110 percent of the acreage a 11 owed under section 26-013 ( l) . 
The Department shall monitor burning and shall cease to issue burning quotas when· 
the total acreage reported burned equals the maximum acreage allowed under section 
26-013(1). 

(a) Each year the Department shall sub-allocate 110 percent of the total acre 
allocation established by" the Commission, as specified In section 26-013(1), to the 
respective growers on a pro rata basis of the individual· acreage registered as of 
April l to the total acreage registered as of April l . 
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(b) [E.xcept-~~-pro't'fded-T-n-~t:tb~ectT-or.--ft-}.fb1-of-th+~-3ect1-on;] The Department _J 

shall sub-allocate the total acre allocation established by the Co~mission, as 
specified in section 26-013(1) to the respective fire permit issuing agencies on 
a pro rata share basis of the· acreage registered within· each fire permit issuing 
agency's jurisdiction as of April 1 to the total acreage registered as of April l. 

(c) In.an effort to insure that permits are available in areas of ~reatest 
need, to coordinate completion of burning, and to achieve the greatest possible 
permit ut i l i za ti on, [ the-Eh:partment-ma7-adjtist;--i-n-eooperat+on-71i-th-th.,,-f-Tre-permi-t 
t:1ti-++~,;t-i-on-;] the Department may adjust, ·in cooperation with the·· fire districts, 
allocations of the maximum acreage allowed in section 26-013(1) _ 

(d) Transfe~ of allocations for farm amanagement purposes may be made within 
a"nd between fire districts on a one-in/one-out. basis· under the~super'vision of the 
Department. ·Transfer of a·llocations between growers· are not.permitted.after the 
maximum acres specified· In section·26-0l3(l)·h~ve been·burned·within·-~he-Valley . 

. ·.· (e)'"' Except for· add it iona J..-acreage· al lowed· to· be' bu med. by ·the· Cammi ss ion. as 
· "' " p rev i ded -for· in· ·(6 )<.and :(7) of··th is·- subse.ct.i on no·· fire-di st r i ct-._sha 11 .. a l.1 ow. acreage 

to be burned· ·i·n- exc.ess· of•·thei r:· al locations' assigned pursuant, to -(b) ,.,-.(c).,_and-.. (d) 
... above .. ·;·•": - ..:. -. -.•. 1~ :.~ --~ :.:---:-- .?~~::.-·.;::~:--;;~_·; ~-:-,:_' ~-t - :: -;·~~-~ ~~'. ~;,-:.-; 2··- -..-:"'- ~ - ,,;:;·; --.~ .. ;"'::: !· ".'·~--i f :;. ·~-~ -~ ~ -':!!-?"!.'.' ... ~ ... -~--.. ? ::"· .... ": 

. (6) Notwithstanding the acreage limltatio,ns under·26-0J.3(.J).,, the Department 
may 'al low experimental,·open burning pursuant to [Seet+on-9-of.-the--l-9i'i'-9re,;on-!:al"I~; 
Ehapter-659,--tHB-r'l-961 l ORS ·468-,490 •.. o·Such exper imen ta 1- open burning.' sha 1 L. be con -
ducted bnly as may be specifically authorized by the Department and will. be con­
ducted for gathering of·:scientific. data, or training of personnel or demonstrating 
specific practices. The Oepartment .. shall maintain a record of' each experi.mental 

.burn and ma.y require a report f'rom any person conducting an· experimental burn .... 
stating factors such as:····'"· .. ·······-··"-· .. ,:..'..·c: .. :·=-:.:::.·:··_-,:···:·•~,.-, ..... :·•·c.~ ..... , :'.'····.: 

1. Date, time and acreage of burn. ,· .. _.. ···: ·-: ~t----·="•":>::-·';··:·,,"..:', 
2. Pur13ose of burn. -~·: c.-:•;.,, ··.:-.' .. ··"''··· · _,.,_. .. , ·'·"·' :;·: oo::-::: ·. ·'''r ~-,..._ .. 
3. · Results of burn compared to purpose.. . .... :·:·:~·,.,::· -.;, _,;.·~ . .,_.,-,, .... , 
4. Measurements used, if any. , .. ::,, 0 ..... ···.: ·;.,, ·;, .· ...... , : 

5. · Future application of results of principles. featured.- .. ::>- .. · __ ,. 
(a) Experimental open burning, exclusive of that acreage burned by experl-

mental open field sanitizers, shall not exceed 7500 acres annually.· . 
. (b) For experimental open burning the Department .may assess ar> acr'eage. fee 

·equal to that charged for open burning of regular acres. Such fees sha1·1 be. segre­
gated from other funds and dedicated to the support of smoke management research ·to 
study variations of smoke impact resulting from differing and various burning--···· 
practices and methods. The Department may contract with research organizations 
such as academic institutions to. accomp

0

l i sh such· smoke management 00 research. : . 
(7) Pursuant to ORS 468.475[-fGr-and-fi'r] the Commission may:permit the emer-

gency ,open burning under the· following procedures:; J _. __ •. 

(a) A grower must· su!,mit to the Department an application form for emergency 
field burning requesting emergency burning for one of the-fol lowing reasons; 

(A) _Ext.reme hardship documented by: 
An analysis and signed statement from a CPA, public accountant,. or other 

recognized financial expert which establishes that failure to allow emergency 
open burning as requested will result in extreme financial hardship above and 
beyond mere loss of revenue that would ordinarily accrue due to inability to 

-open burn the particular acreage for which emergency open burning is requested. 
The analysis shall include an itemized statement of the applicants net worth 

i 
•·· 



.. 

.· 

\' 

-10-

and include a discussi~n of potential alternatives and probable related con­
sequences of not burning. 
(B) · Disease outbreak, documented by: 

An affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department 
of Agriculture or other public agricultural expert authority that, based on 
his personal investigation, a true emergency exists due to a disease outbreak 
that can only be dealt with effectively and practically by open burning. 

The statement must also include at least the following: 
i) time field investigation was made, 

ii) - location and description of field, 
iii) crop, 
iv) infesting disease, 
v) extent of infestation (compared to normal), 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy and practicability of alternative control 

procedures, 
viii) probable damages or consequences of non-control. 

(C) Insect. infestation, documented by: 
Affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department of 

- Agriculture or other public agricultural' expert authority that, based on his 
personal investigation, a true emergency exlsts due to an insect infestation 
that can only be dealt with effectively and practicably by open burning. The 
statement must also include at l~ast the following: 

i) time field inves.tigation v1as made, 
ii) location and de~cription of fi~ld, 

i i i) c rep, · 
" 

iv) infesting insect, 
v) extent of infestation (compared to no;mal), 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) availability, efficacy, and practicability of alternative control 

procedures, 
viii) probable damages or consequences of non-control. 

(D) Ir re pa rab 1 e damage to the land documeiited by [an] : 
An affidavit or signed statement from the County Agent, State Department 

of Agriculture, or other public agricultural expert authority that, based on. 
his personal investigation, a true emergency exists which threatens irreparab"le 
damage to the land and which can only be dealt with effectively and practicably 
by open burning. The statement must also include at least the following: 

i) time of field investigation, 
ii) location and description of field, 

iii) crop, 
iv) type and characteristics of soil, 
v) slope and drainage characteristics of field, 

vi) necessity and urgency to control, 
vii) ~vailability, efficacy and practicability of alternative control 

procedures, 
viii) probable damages or consequences of non-control. 

- (b) Upon receipt of a properly completed application form and supporting docu­
mentation the Commission shall within 10 days, return to the grower its decision. 
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26-015 WILLAMETTE VALLEY SUMMER BURNING SEASON REGULATIONS 
As a rt of the smoke manaoemen t p raqram provided far in [ Sectron-6-of-eregan 

~a~-+977;-Ehapter-656 ORS 468.470 the Department shall schedule the times, places, 
and amounts of open field burning [condeet-a-5rnake-management-program-'1h+eh-,.he++ 
Tnefttde-Tn-addTtTon-to-other-pr.ov7~1-cn~-eo'tered-+n-the:!e:-rt1fe:r] accor·d i ng to the 
following provisions: 

(1) [E+a,,:'l+f+eat-i-on-of-Atmo:'lpher+c-Eond+t+on!r-:---A+t-da7"] As oraviaed far in 
468.450 atmospheric conditions will be classified as marginal or pr~hibition [da7!r] 
conditions under the fallowing criteria: 

(a) .~arginal. Class N conditions: Forecast northerly winds and a ventilation 
index [m+:<.-Tng-dopth] greater than [3596-feet] 12.5. 

(b) Ma'rginal Class S conditions: Forecast southerly winds and a ventilation 
index greater than 12.5. 

(c) Pr ah i bit ion cond it i ans: · [Fo.reca~t-no~thert7-,w+nd,.~and-a-m-i-x+rrg-depth-of 
3599-feet] A ventilation index of 12.5 or less. ..· 

· [ ~z7--El::iota3-; . . . --··· ··- · . . 
'o}--Exeept-a3-pro~fded--i-n-th-i-:'l-:'ltlbseet-i-on;-the-tota+-aereagc-~f-perm+t:'l-for 

·opcn-f+ctd-b::i rn-i-ng-,.hal--t-no t-e:-.eeed-the-amotlnt-a1:1 thor-i-zed-by-the-Bepa rtment-for 
eoeh-marg+nat-da7-;--Atlthor+zat+on:'l-of-acreages-shatt-be-fs3t1ed-fn-terms-of 
."+ ngf e;-m1:1ttt p te;-o r-f ract-i-onio +-bas fe-qtlotas -or-p rfor-i-t7-a rea-qt10 tas-as-tb ted 
tn-febte-+;~attached-e:'l-Exhrbtt-A-and-+ncorporated-b7-referenee-+nto-th+~-regtltatton 
and-,.chedtlte~-and-deftned-as-fotto"~~- · 

~At--tne-bae+e-qtlote-oF-aerease-~hatt-be-e5\':abttsAe8-FeF-eaeP.-peFm~\':-jtlFts­
d +et fan ;-f ne t::idfng -He l-d e-+oea ted-i-n-pl' ier;. ey-areae,-J.F1-a-ffiaF1ne F- \':e-p fe'>'l-8,e ,-as 
reaeonabt7-a!i-p ree t feab T'e.,-i;-n-eqt1i-\':ab1-e-eppe r\':t1F1-t\':y-1:e-btl FFI~ · · . ' · 

~B}--the-pr+ort~7-area-qt1ota-ef-aereage-ehatt-be-es\':ab+tsAe8-PeF-eaeA-peFmfc 
jl:l r bdfe t+on;-for-f1'ef d s-tn-p r+or Tty-areas ;-+n-e-manne r-to-p rov+de ;-as- reesonabty 
ee-preettcabte;-an-eqt1ftabte-opporton+t7-to-b1:1rn7 · 

~ br.--\.lit+emette-\f a He7-permrt-a gene re s-or-agents-rro t-spec Hi-catt7-named-tn · 
tebte-t-ehett-have-a-basfc-qt1ota-and-prfortt7-area-qtlota-of-5B-acres-ont7-tf-the7 
have-regf:'ltercd-acreagc-to-bc-bt1rr.ed-"tthtn-thetr-jer+sdtctton7 

{e}--+n-no-+n,tence-~haf+-the-totat-aereege-of-perm+t,,-f,,:<tled-by-an7-per~+t 
+sstifng~agene7-or-egent-exceed-that-at+owed-b7-the-Bepartment-for-the-margfnat-day 

except-a~ -p ro'1 ·fded-for-jti ~f:<dtc t+on s-wtth~56-acre-qtlo tas-or-tes s-a s-fotl·o>1s-:­
When-the-Bepe rtment-ha:'l-etitho rrzed~one-qtio ta-or-tess;-a-pc rmt t-may-be-+sstied-to 
+nettlde-at+-the-aereage-+n-one-f tetd-provtdtng-that-ftetd-does-not-exceed-tee 
eercs-and-provfded-ft1rther-that-rro-other-permft-+s-+sst1ed-far~that-da7~--Permtts 
!S ha-t+-no t--b~ -!ro-+" !'tled-on-t"nO-con ~ec:t tf':fe-da:7~-;- · 

· id}--fhe-Bepartment-me7-desfgnate-addtt+ona+~area:'l-as-Prfortt7-Arcas;-end 
mey-adjtist-the-bas+e-eereage-qtlote:'l-ol"-prforft7-erea-qtlotas-of-an7-perm+t-jerts­
d+et+on;-~here-condtt+on:'l--i-n-rt:<-jtldgmcnt-warrent-stlch-acti-on7 

(2) [~3}] Limitations on Burning Hours. 
Tar Burning hours shall be limited ta those specifically authorized by the 

Department each day. 
(b) Unless otherwise specifically timited 'by the Department, burning hours 

may begin at 9:30 a.m. PDT, under marginal conditions bu~ no open rleld burning may 
be started later than one-half hour before sunset or be allowed to continue later 
than one-ha 1 f hour after sunset·. 

(c) [~bt] The Department may alter burni.ng hours according to atmospheric venti­
lationconditians when necessary to attain and maintain air qua I ity. 
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(c) An open field burning permit, to be validated upon payment of· the requir > 

fees, shall be promtly issued by· the Department for that portion of the requested 
acreage which the Commission has approved·. 

(d) Application forms for emergency open field burning provided by the Depart­
ment must be used and may be obtained from the Department either i ri per.son, by letter 
or by· telephone request. 

(8) The Department shal 1 act, pursuant to this section, on any application 
for a permit to open burn under these rules within 60 days of registration· and 
rec.eipt of the fee provided in ORS 468.480. 

(9) The Department may on a fire district by fire district basis, issue 
1 imitations more restrictive than those contai.ned in these regulations when in their 
judgment it is necessary to attain and maintain.air quality •. 
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(d) (~d·] Burning hours may oe reduced by the fire chief or his deputy when .. f 
necessary to protect from danger by fire. 

(3) Limitations on Locations and Amounts of Field Burning Emissions. 
(a) Use of acreage quotas. 
(A) In order to assure a timely and equitable distribution of burn i nq, au tho-

rizations of acreaqes shal I be issued in terms of sinqle, multiple, or fract i ona 1 
basic quotas or priority area quotas as listed in Table 1, attached as Exhibit A and 
incorporated by reference into this regulation and schedule. 

(B) Will~mette Valley permit agencies or aaents not specifically named in Table 
· 1 shall have a basic quota and priority area quota of 50 acres only if they have 
registered acrea e to be burned within their ·urisdiction. 

(C The Department -may designate additional areas as Priority Areas_ and may 
adjust the basic acreage quotas or priority area quotas of any permit jurisdiction 
where conditions in its "udgment warrant such action. 

b Distribution and limitation of burning under various classifications cf 
atmostheric conditions. . . . . ..· . ., ... , ....... · 

i4f-Extent-and-f7pe~of-6~rnfng7) '' ·:···~---~~-~.,~~f· ~=~-~~.::~;:; __ :: : .. 
·· · ·(A}. [~at) Prohibition. Under· prohibition conditions, no-fire.permits or val ida­
tion numbers for agricultural open burning shall be-issued and no- burning shall be 
conducted, except where an auxiliary liquid··or gaseous fuel-is used.such that combus­
tion is· essentially completed, [or) ·an;·approved field sanitizer is .. used. (-:],or when 
burning is s ecificall authorized b the Department for determining atmospheri~ 
dispersion conditions or for experimental burning pursuant to Section 26-013 6 of 
this regulation. . . . . . . 

(B) Hb}] Jlarginal Class N Conditions.• Unless specifically authorize'd by the 
Department, on days: classified as Marginaf Class N burning may be 1 imited to the 
following: •.-· ···'· ) 

(i) [~At) North Valley: one basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 
1 except that no acreage located within the permit jurisdictions of Aumsvi 1 le, Drakes 
Crossing, Marion C6unty District 1, Silverton, Stayton, Sub] lmity,. and the Marion 
County portions of the Clackamas-Marion Forest Pfotection District shall be burned 
upwind of the Eugene-Springfield non-attainment area. · 

li..!l [~81) South Valley: one priority area quota for priority area burn"ing may 
be issued in accordance with Table 1. 

(C) [·fer) Marginal Cla.ss S Conditions. Unless specifica.lly authorized by the 
Department on days classified as Marginal Class S conditions, burning shall be 
limited to the following: 

(i) [*At) North Valley: one basic quota may be issued in accordance with Table 
1 in the following permit jurisdictions: Aumsville, Drakes Crossing, Marion County 
District 1, Silverton, Stayton, Sublimity, and the Marion County portion of the 
Clackamas-Marion Forest ·Protection District. One priority area quota may be issued 
in accordance with Table 1 for priority area burning in all other North Valley 
jurisdictions. 

(ii) [~Br] South Valley: 
. Tablel:' 

one basic quota may be issued in accordance vii th 

(D) [-fel·J In no instance shall the total acreage of permits issued by any permit 
issuin aaenc or a ent exceed that allowed b the Department for the marginal day 
exceot as provided for Jurisdictions with 50 acres quotas or less as allows: When 
the Department has·authorized one quota or less, a permit may be issued to include 
al 1 the acreaae in one' field oroviding that field does not exceed 100 acres and pr·· 
vided further that no other permit is issued for that day. Permits shall not bes~' 
issued on two consecutive days. 
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(c) Restrictions on burning based upon air quality. 
(A)· The Department shall establish the minimum all01.,able effective mixing 

height required for burning based upon cumulative hours of smoke intrusions in the 
Eugene-Springfield area as follows: 

(i) Except as provided in (ii) of this subsection, burning shall not be per­
mitted on a marginal day whenever the effective mixing height is less than the mini­
mum allowable height specified in Table 2, attached as Exhibit Band incorporated by 
reference into this regulation. 

(ii) Not withstanding the effective mixing height restrictions of (i) above, the 
Department may authorize up to 1000 acres total for the \.Ii l lamette Valley, each 
marginal day on a field-b -field or area-by-area basis. 

B During 1980, the total acrea9e burned in the south Valley under southerly 
winds shall not exceed the maximum acreage burned on a single day in the south Valley 
during 1978. 

(c) The Department shall prohibit burning if, based upon real-time monitoring, 
a violation of federal or state air quality standards Is projected to occur. 

(d) Special restrictions on priority area burning. 
(A) No priority acreage may be burned on the upwind side of any city, airport, 

or highway within the same priority areas. 
(B) No south priority acreage shall be burned upwind of the Eugene-Springfield 

non-attainment area. 
(e) Restrictions on burning techniques. 
(A) The Department shall require the use of into-the-wind strip-lighting on 

annual grass seed and cereal crop fields when fuel conditions or atmospheric con­
ditions are such that use of into-the-wind strip-lighting would reduce smoke effects, 
and specifically the Department shall require such use when: 

(i) Burning occurs shortly after restrictions on burning due to rainfall have 
been lifted or when the fields to be burned are wet; or 

(ii) It is estimated that plume rise over 3500 feet 1vill not occur. 
(B) The Department shall require the use of perimeter burning on all dry fields 

where no severe fire hazard conditions exist and where strip-] ighting is not required. 
"Severe fire hazards" for purposes of this subsection means where adjacent and vul­
nerable timber, brush, or buildings exist next to the field to be burned. 

(C) The Department shall require regular headfire burning on all fields where 
a severe fire hazard exists. 

(f) Restrictions on burning due to rainfall and relative humidity. 
(A) Burning shall not be permitted in an area for one drying day for each 0. 10 

inch of rainfall received at the nearest measuring station up to a maximum of four 
drying days. 

(B) The Department may on a field-by-field or area-by-area basis waive the 
restrictions of (A) above when dry fields are available through special preparation 
or unusual rainfall patterns and wind direction and dispersion conditions are appro­
priate for burning with minimum smoke impact. 

(C) Burning shall not be permitted in an area when relative humidity at the 
nearest measuring station exceeds 50 percent under forecast northerly winds or 65 
percent under forecast southerly winds. 

(D) The Department may on a field-by-field or area-by-area basi_s prohibit the 
burning of fields containing high moisture content stubble or regrowth material 
which, when burned, would result in excessive low level smoke. 
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26-0ZQ Jl!NTE:l. SUP.:! !NG SEAS.Cl~~ ?..EGUU\Tl CNS. 
(I) Classification of at..-..asche.-~c:. car:diticr:;;: 
(a) ·Atr;:os~h~~jc cc~diii~Os ~csulting in ccfilput~d air pollution index 

values in the: high ran:;"'>· valt;es of 50 or' greater,, shall constitute· p>"chibit1or. 
condit.ians ... - · · · ···-----·- -:-.-. • --.---- · · ·.· ·· . . . . . 

(b) Atr.::cs:>-'oeric.cc:od;;:jc;:is resdtins in compute<! air po11u::"icn ind~· ;,a\ues. 
in the 1C"rl-and cccl~rate:- ran5~5~ valueS less than 50, shall ccns~~t~~~ ~~Jginal 
conditic:is. _. . . " .. : . .. _ • ·-·. 

(2}' Extent and Typ~ ~f'-cu=ir:si'- . . ·· ·... , .. : :·:.·: 
(<:t) · Burn in::; P.cur's- ·Burn ins !':curs for.21 l ::yi:;es. of burning· sha.1 i be frc:rr 

S:CO a..o. 'tmtiT 4:CC! p.l'l~,. but may b.:=-. retiuce:C. when ·de,;_,.,ed necessary qy th:e. f.i re 
c;hief or- his de;:iuty_ Burning hou;-s fo~.·.st:ur.;ps rr..aY. he, increased if found. r.ece~s.:iry 
to do so by t!:!"' pen:>i·t: issu.ins a52l1C.J'-· A1I rnatal"ia15 for-burning shall ba. . 

. prep;;•t:d as:;d the O?a•at.ic.-r =nd~t~, suC.ject: to lce::a1 .fire p>atec!::icri regu.lat.ion5, 
to insu•e that:· it. wn 1 be a;.mpletz:c!.' c!urir.s the. a 11otted time: •. : . . . : . 

· · . (b) Certain Surrrir.g·Al1c~ Under. Prchibiticn Conditions. Under"prohibiticn 
conditions ·no pemits for.2g::-icuiturai opO'n burni;;g may be Issued and no burning· 
may b~ ccric!!cted., ex-::ept: where an au::<.illiary liquid or gas=us fuel is t:sed such 
that c:;:,-.:busticn is·es:;<=ntia11y =r::p1eta, or..an. 2?pro'1ed· field sanitize'.l"' is used, 
·.: · (c) Priority for·Sur;-ilng en Hargina\ Days •. Pemits for agricultural open 
burning m«y be issue:C. on.eac.'l. r..<>rglnai day'. in each parmit jurisdiction In. tneo . . 
\.iii l lamette:: Val.ley, fo1 lc-,.;ing the prloi:itie:i set forth ·in ORS 468.450 which· gives· 
perennic.)· 5:-ass se:e:d fields·L:sed fa,- grass seec prodL:ction first: priority, · .. 
<mnua) grass seed fields used fa> grass seed prcdt.ic~ion s~cond p·ri_crlty, grain ·, ). 
fields thin:! priority ar.:f a1 l other''!::urning fourth priori.t;y. · · · · ._ ' '·'· 

26-025 ClVll PE~IAlTlEs. -,~ adciticn to any o~b:r- per.~1~y-~ro,/ided by. la,;,; 
(1) Any person who intentioi>ally or IH':gl is=ntly causes· or permits open 

fle1d bumin:; ccntrciry to t!ie: provisions of ORS 463.450, 468.455 to 463.480, 
476.380 and 478.SSO sha11 be assess<.<! by the Depa•t~ent a civil p=nalty of at· 
·least $zn,- but: not =r"' t~an $40 fer each acre so bu.-ned. · . 

(2) Any persc~-plant!ns cc~tra~y to the res~rictions of subseC~icn (1) of 
·ORS 455):55 sha1 l be as.sassed by th"' De;:artn:ent a civil penalty of $25 fo• each 
acre p1an~2d contrar1 t~ the·res~rfc~ions-

(3) Any p.?or-s<m who viobt=5 any requirel>l"nts of these ru1es shall be 
asse:~s,,<l a civll pen;;;1ty ptH·s=;:t to OA?. Chapt20r 340, Division 1, Subdivision~, 
C!Vll PENALTIES.. · ·' · , .... , ,. 

TAX CRE:l !TS FOR A?:"?.ClJi:::J ALT:Oi'\Ni\TlVE l-\ETHOas > APPROVED UITC:R l:i ALTERilA Tr~ 
~.ET:-1005 O~ .~??~C'J~~ Al7E~~t.~Ti't= fACtLlTl~S .. 

(1) As provide<! in ORS 468.150, <>.pproved alternative .'"ethcds .or 2ppro'1e-:i 
altemati•1e facilities ar'e eligible for tax credit.as pollution control fadlities 

--,----·as-desc.-~bed-r...-C?.S !;'.'.:8.155 through ~68.1'.')i:J. · 
. (Z) Ap;H·o•Jed alternative facilities eligible for pollution control facility 

tax cred i t sha 11 incl uc!e: · 
(a) Mcbile equipr..ent including but not limited to: 
(A) Stra•.-1 gatheri_r.g, d;:,nslfyl"g and handl ins equip;;:ent •. 
(B) Tr2cta•s ar.d other source:s of r..ati:1e pcwar • . 
(C) Trucks, trailers, a;;d other tran~Fortatior. esuip~ent. 
(D) "· 11 'l 1d ""I [' - "J ---'~1· ·--' -~" __ ,. _ _, ·"-" .J. '5'} ,.oo_ e r e san1 "- z:::r..s \Zf>P• v, !'SJ ..... ~.,, .... :::~;:· u, ~ r. • .... ~ •··------·J . 
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and associa::ed. fire control :e:quipr..ent. . 
(E) Equipment for hand.1 i pg a 11 forr.:s of processed straw. 
{F) Special straw incorporation equipment. 
(b) Stationary equipment and structures including but not limit~d to: 
(A)" Straw loading and unloading facilities. 
(B) Straw storage structures.· 
(C) Straw processing and in plant transport equipme.~t-
(D) Land associated with stationary straw proc.essing facilities. 
(E} Drainage tile instal1a::ian°s 1"hich will result in· a reduction of acreage 

burned. 
(3) Equipment .and fa~ilities included in an application for certirlcation 

. for tax "credit under this rule will be considered at their current depreciated 
valu:e and· in proportion ta their actual use to red-uce open field burning as 
co1;1pared to thai r to ta I faro.? or othe..- use.· . · . ·. 

(4) Procedures for application and certifica.tion of approved alternative 
faci I ities for ·pollution control facility tax credit. · . 

···{a) .Preliminary certification for pollution control facility .tax .. 
c..-edit~ · 

. (A) A written application far· pral iminary certi Ficaticn sh;ll be 
made to the Department prior to installation or use of approved alternative 
facilities in the first harvas t season for ~1h i ch an app 1 i cat ion for tax credit 
certification is to !::e made. Such application shall be made on· a fo•m provided 
by .the Oepartr.ient-;;:,r.d sh3J J include but· not 1:,.,; 1 imite!l to: 
· · (i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant. . 

(ii) Name of. person .authorized to receive Department "requests "for 
additional information. 

{iii) Description of alternative mathod to be used. 
(iv) A complete: 1 isting of mobile equip;r.ent and stationary facilities 

to be used in carrying. o~t the alternative h.ethads and for each item listed 
include: 

(a) Date ar estimat~d futu>e dat~ of purchasa. 
(b) Percentaga of use allocated to app•oved alternative methods qnd 

app...-oved interim al temat;ive methods as cor;:pareod to their total farm or 
other use-

(v) . Such othe>: information as the Department may requi;e to deternine 
ccmpl iance with stat.a ai1, wat~r., sol id \..Jastc:, and noi sa lat..;s and- regulations 
and to deteri;iine eligibility for tax credit. 

- (3) If, upon reocaipt of a proparly completed applic:atlon for preTir.:inar1 
certification for tax credit for approved alternative facilities the Depart­
ment finds the propos~ use.of the approved alternative facilities are in 
2ccordar.c·e \-Jith the provls!ons of ORS 468 .. 175 1 it shall, \-1ithin 60 days, issue­
a p..-el iminary certification of approval. If the proposed use of the appro·1ed 
alternative facilities are not in accordance with p;avisions of Of\S 468.175, 
the Co<>:"1ission shal I, within 60 days, issue an order denying certification. 

(b) Certification for pollution control facility tax credit. 
(A} A written application for ce;tificaticn shall be made to the 

Department on a form provided by the Department 2nd shall include b~t r.ot 
be 1 imi ted to the fol lo;..iins: · · ... 

(i) Name, address and nature of business of the applicant. 
·(ii) Name of person authorized to receive: De?artment requests for 

. -

.• 
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additional inforr.iation. 
(iii) Oescri.ption of :::!le alternai:i'le met!-:cd to be used. 

(iv) Fa::- eac!l pie= of mobile equii:;ment. and/or for each s-.:ationary 
facility, a c=;;:iete descript:ion lnc.ludin;r t!ie follo•,,.ing infor;;:a<:ion as 
applicable: -· 

. (a) . Type and general ciesc.=fpticn of e:ach pie.cz. of r.:obile equipm=c .. 
· (b) Cc:;iplet:e description anc copy of prcFase-d plans or- dr-awings of 

stationar1 .. facil i"t:ies inclu_dins bui ldins;'s ar.d contents uszd for s-.:;:aw · 
storage, hand 1 i ng or pro.c:e!ss ins cf s'-t=a·,.. and st;-;;;-.> products. or used. far-
s to.rage. ci' r.:obile field· sanitizers and le.gal cescription of real prcper-.:y .· 
involved_ .· ·.··_.. . . . . · .... ·. · ... ·.-.:.::,::·-

. · · {c) · Da<:e of s;iurc..":ase or· inicial ·cp.;r.ation. . _·. ·,:,=. ·:·' J ;:_;'.,,_::;.: ._; ,.:,_•_ . 

(d) ··Case- when- ;:iurc..'-::as..d· or const:::cict:ad. and currant value;.• ···':; -.:._--.: · 
(e) · Genera.I _use as appl i=:<i ta ap?roved .altan1ati•re. r:oath;d$. and- approved. 

interim al te:m:atrve methods_ ··: ·· :·: .. _ ·:.~.:=· .:p:·:~:-.. ·~--- ·~·-':·~:.:..- -....-·.~-- -r.~··_:.;.:·"==~-0~-~~: .\ --.:· . • .•. · 

.. · · · (f) ?erc:<=.tase of use.alloc.at,;,d.:to.approve<l alternati·1~-r.iethods an<! ·_ 
·· appra'led !nter'ir.i altemat:ive-r.:ethads as ·cor:opare.<l to· their· farm· or o;:her use] 

J 

I 

(B.) . Upon· re=ipt of a properly complete<! appl icaticn -for- car-.:ificat.ion 
for- tax credit: for a?prove.<l altenia-Cive faci I itias or any subse<j'-!ently · • 
requested a<lditic.~s to the applic.aticn, the.Oepar-rr.:ent shall retu"!.Within 120 
days the deci"sion of the Co=iissian and c"'rdficat:ion as necassary indicating 
t!le portion of the cost of aach facility allocable to pollution control,.' 

· (5) Ce:-ti ficatlcn fo:- tax·c-re.dits.·of ecqui?r;;ent oc facil ities·r:iot:· CO'/a!c.d ··._. 

in OAR Chapter 3-40, Section 26--030(1) through 26-030(1;) shall be -procassed . __ ../ 
pursuant to the provi sicns of ORS 1;68~ 165 throu;;h 468, 185.: · ' · • . • 

. (6) Election of type of ta;.; credit pu•su;m t to ORS 463. 170 (5) • .. · 
. (a) As ?rovided in O?.S 463. i70(5), a person receiving the cartificatiorr 

pro•1ided for in OAR Chapter .340, Section 26-:-030(4) (b) shall r.:eke ;arr i rrevocaol e 
election-.to take t.i:ie ta:.-: credit rel iaf u;;der ORS 3!G.O;i7, 317 .072, or t~e ad 
volorem ta:.-: relief under ·a.Rs 307.4D5 and. shall. i:ifor.;i the De;Ja>t::lent of his 
e1ecCion ~fthin 60 days of r~~lpt of c~rtificztion docu»ients on the form 
supplied by the Oe?2rit:u:'"ent with the· c.cf"t!ficatiorr doc~r.::ents .. · ~ · 

{b) As provided in ORS 4&3.170(5) failu•e to notify Che De?ar-t;;:ant of the 
election of the ty-;ia of ta:x C>edit: n~l ief within 60 days shal 1 r?.nder the c?.rti­
fi caticr. ineffecti\l_e for any tax relief under GRS 307 .405, 31&.0;;7 and J l 7 .072 • 

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

• 
... 
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·-Exhibit.A 

TABLE 1 

FIELD BURNING ACREAGE QUOTAS 

NORTH VALLEY AREAS 

County/Fire District 

North I/a 11 ey Ccun ti es 

Ciac.~21tta~ County 

Canby RF?D 
.. -

' C1ac.kam;;s ~ounty §5!;. 
.. 

Clac.kam;;s ·- P.aricn FPA 

Estacada RF?D 

Molalla RF?!J . . . 
Hon l tor RF?O 

Scotts Mills RF?D 

Total 

Harian County 

Aurnsv i 11 e RF?(I 

Aurora-Donald RF?O 

·ora~es Crossing Rr?O 

Hubbard RF?D 

Je f fersart ?,FPO 

Marlon· County #1 

.. 

Harlen County UnFrotec.ted 

Ht. Angel RF?!l 

i ·. 

.• 

. 

.. 

. . . 

: 

·~ .. 

Quota 

Basic. 

50 · .• 

50 

75 

.. 50 

. 100 

50 

foo 

50 

225 

200 

50 

50 

Priori ::Y 

. . 

.. . . 
.. . . 0 

... · . , a 

0 
' .. . . . ·~ .. 

0 

0 

a 

0 

0 

·:. 0 

50 

0 

0 

50 

50 

50 

0 

. ' .. 

.. .<'. 



. · 

.. 

. ·' 

• 

County/Fire District 

llorth Va 11 ey Counties 

Yar.ihill County 

Ami ty ,;tl RF?D 

~ar1 ·ton RFPD 

Dayton R;PD . 

Dundee. RFPD 
: . 

11cHinnvi11e.RfP!J 

Newberg RFPD 

Sheridan RFPD. 

Yamhi fJ RF?D 

Total 

North Valley Total 

' .-

. . . . 

~ -. 

·. 

~--2~-
--=--·.:..:-~ .. ...:.~ 

TABLE 1 

·(continued) 

:-· 

·• ....... 

•. 

• 

Quota 

Basic PriOr?ty 

.. 
: .. ·. 

· 125 
.~. 

50 .. 
,. -• .. . 

50 0 . .. ... ; -.... 
50 

.::: -~···· . 
50 

50 ····· a : 

150 75 

50 50 
. 

' •.. 
75 50 

22. 22. 
600 325 

. 

4475 875 

I 



. · 

• · ···- r9.:.. · · 

TABLE t 

(continued) 

County/Fire District 

North Valley Counties. 

Marien County (continued) 

St_ Pau1 RFPO 
' 

Sa lern City· .. 
.. 

•. Silvert<.'ry RFPO .. ,, 
: .. 

,,.. ; • a• ·-

· . S taytcn ~FPP 

Sublimity RFPO 

Tur.ner- RF?D 

\.loodbu>n RF?[) 

Total 

Polk County 

Sp~lpg Valley "RFPD 

Southeast Rui:a1 Polk 

Southwest Rural Polk. 

· Total 

\!ashingtcn County ·. 
Corne 1 i us RFPD .• 

Forest Grove RFPO 

Fo•est Grove, State Forestry 

Hillsboro 
I 

\.lashingtc/!~ounty 

\.lashington County 

Total 

RF?O #1. 

FPO /f2 

. . - : 

. •, 
\ \ . 

Quota 

Basic Priority 

12S 0 
;-,; •. -~~,;: . ..;·.,, -~.:...•_ .. ~ . 

. _;;·-:""·~--.... ,,..-':--· - ·----~·~ .. 

. so 

125 .··--· 
. 2sis 

50 

400 

125 

575 

50 

50 

50 

so 
50 

_2Q_. 

300 

. . 

-- -, 50 
.. : ; •·;:;: .. 

.350. 

0 
•, ~- .. 

so 

2!.. 
·~ .:""'.·.·:··· 

loo 
. .:::-.;:..:; <· 

"'·-=-·· 
0 

a 

0 

0 

50 

_2Q_ 

150 

: ... : 

' 



-"'.'21-._o-

TABLE l 

(continued) 

SOUTH VALLEY ARSi\S 

County/Fire District 

Soutrr Valley Counties 

Benton County 

County ~on:...Uist:rict & Adai' 

Cerva 11 ls· RFPO 

P.onrce RFPO ·- · 
.:;.-:_: 

. . -
Phil cmath R<'PD 

Western Oregon RfO 

lane County 

Coburg RF?O 
-- -

Cresw~n RFPO 

Eugene.RF?O 

. 

{Zumwalt: RFPD). 

Junction City RFPO 

. -

lane .County Non-District: 
•. 

lane County RFPO #1 

Santa Clara Rf?O 

Thurston-\lalterville 

\lest lane RPO 

Total 

Linn County 

·. 
. . 

I 

I 
Albany RF?D (inc. ll. Albany, Palestine,· 

Co. Unprotected Areas[ 

Brownsville RfPO 

- .. . : •.. 

Quota 

Basic · Priorit"-1 · 

. . - . -- -~ . . . . . . . - - .. . .. ...• ... ' . 
350 - ·--~~-':ii5""' . ---:-.. 

. --~":'.-;-.· ·r-.. ~·:.:~.-;:~-~·; •. :'.· 
·-·-· 

175 ' . ;'., 125 
.;.·-·,. 

.: --~~ • .:j. t-6:-;. :·.-: .:. : . . . ... 
- · 325 ~. -· • ·., · ~o 

~1·~·". :··. ~- ::.; :~. ~~1.:; •• · 

_, 
. ~ 

125 ·- -. JOO .. -- ·- ,- \ 

100 

175 

75 

50 

325 

100 

350 

50 

50 

50 

•. ., ·-: ;: ~oi.o:;::J·::_~ ..... 

·- : 22. 
; . "!·::-·. -

500 
·' "'"''1 ..;:. ~ .... •. 

50 
_, .. 

100 
.. 
; 

so 
- ·····----···-~- -·· .. so 

50 

lSO 

.· 50 

50 

0 

_1225 _550 

625 125 

750 loo 

·. . . . 

•. 

' 

_( 
\ 
./. 

. .. 

. ,_ 

··~...-,· . 

.. ..... -.....-. 



,..;. 

County/Fire District 

South Va 11 ey Counti.es 
.. 

tinn County (continued) 
. . 

H~lse1-Shedd RF?D 

· Harri sbu;;-g ~F?O 

. · 
·.: .. 

· ·: ;' Leb:;;non RF?!J 
. ~. . . 

Lyons RFPO 
Scio RF?O 

Tangent: RFPO 

Total 

. 
South \la 11 ey Tota 1 

.. 

' . -: 

.. 

··-22-

TABLE J 

• (continued) 

• .. •. 

.. 

. .. 

.. 

\ .. 
.· 

Quota 

Basic· Priority 

.·. 

.· .. 2050 

. · .... 1350. ;.;· ~·· .. _ ... 50 
-~ .. ':. .. 

. 325 . :- 325 .... 
.. .• . .... 

50· : .. · .... _: 0 

175 

.· 925 

···. 

.. 

~·· .. 

.50 

. 32.5 " 

6250 ' J225_ 
• ~ .I • ""·· • 

. ~550~ 2275 .. 

· . 



.; ,- . 

·-·-
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Exhibit 8 

TABLE 2 . ~ ·_. :: .... 
··-·· ·--~--- .. ·-----

- .. :~ .. 

MINIMUM ALLQ\.IABLE EFFECTIVE MIXING HEIGHT 
REQUIRED FOR BURNING BASED UPON THE CUMULATIVE HOURS. -""''"·.:-:-. 

OF SMOKE INTRUSION IN THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD AREA -. . 

.... _, --· · •.... 
' . 

. -••, : 

';;_"".•i~-:::;~..; : 

:< ·:.- ... ~ . ~~-~~-':- J. 
. _ _. ~ ·- . 

~ .. : ; ~~. :_:. T.:;.Z 

Cumulative Hours of Smoke Intrusion 
In the Eugene-Springfield Ai-ea 

Minimum Allowable Effective 
Mixing Heiaht (feet). 

... 0 - 14 no minimum height· 

15 - 19 4,ooo 
.. 

20 - 24 : 4 ,500 ···'--- . 

25 and greater 5,500 

) 

J 

I 

.~--·· 



ATTACHMENT 11 I 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

This is to memoralize an understanding reached by the City of 

Eugene and the Oregon Seed Council with respect to open agricultur­

al burning of grass and cereal crop residues in the Willamette 

Valley. 

RECITALS: 

Both parties have agreed to a system of regulating open agri­

cultural burning and now desire to resolve differences and disagree­

ments which have existed between the parties. The purpose of this 

document is to formalize the understanding reached between the 

parties and to provide for cooperation between the City of Eugene 

and the grass seed industry. 

The City of Eugene has had historical concern with open agri­

cultural burning in the Willamette Valley because of the health and 

economic effects of smoke intrusions from field burning. More re­

cently, the City has attempted to remove the field burning contro­

versy from the political realm and treat the issue as a technical 

and legal problem. The City's concerns have centered upon the de­

velopment of alternative burning methods and practices designe9 to 

minimize the number and intensity of smoke intrusions into the 

Eugene/Springfield metropolitan area. As a result of more exten­

sive analysis, the City of Eugene recognizes that acreage limita­

tions are generally ineffective to regulate the number or intensity 

of smoke intrusions and that other means of control are more produc­

tive. 

Memorandum - 1 



The Oregon Seed Council and the grass seed industry desire to 

effectively regulate field burning so as to minimize the number of 

smoke intrusions into populated or smoke-sensitive areas. The 

Oregon Seed Council is anxious to take steps to insure some degree, 

of regulatory stability in the grass seed industry.· The Oregon 

Seed Council recognizes the legitimacy and seriousness of the City 

of Eugene's concerns over the practice of open agricultural burning. 

The City of Eugene recognizes the importance of the grass seed 

industry in this state. Both parties now desire to cooperate with 

each other to insure that no degradation of Eugene's air quality 

occurs from field burning and to assure the continued economic 

viability of the grass seed industry. 

AGREEMENTS: 

Based upon the above recitals, the City of Eugene and the 

Oregon Seed C9uncil agree that: 

1. Both parties will continue to assist each other and work 

together.,on future research_ and experiments on the air quality 

effects ~f field burning, alternative methods to open burning and 

alternative crops to grass seed. Each party will inform the other 

of technical advances and other relevant information which it dis-

covers in the future. Each party recognizes that some differences 

may exist between them regarding some operational rules and prac­

tices. Both parties pledge to cooperate in the future to resolve 

any differences which may exist. 

2. The Oregon Seed Council will take appropriate steps to end 

any economic boycotts of the City of Eugene. 
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3. Both parties have concurred in the details of a perform­

ance standard applicable to field burning, the contents of which 

are described in Exhibit "A" to this agreement. 

4. Both parties have agreed that the management of the smoke 

management program should ultimately lie with the Oregon Seed Coun­

cil. 

5. Both parties have agreed to jointly present this perform­

ance standard to the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and to 

the United States Environmental Protection Agency for adoption and 

inclusion within the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

6. The City of Eugene agrees to discontinue its efforts to 

defeat proposed revisions to the State Implementation Plan allowing 

an increase in acreage to 250,000 acres to be openly burned. This 

lack of opposition, however, is contingent upon adoption of the 

attached performance standard as part of the State r.mplementation 

Plan. 

7. Both parties agree that more data is necessary to evaluate 

the effects of open burning·on attainment of air quality standards 

and agree to support such efforts in the future. 

8. Both parties agree that in addition to the performance 

standard, the rules on moisture content/relative humidity restric­

tions and lighting techniques shall continue to be operative in 

the future. Most other restrictions and limitations, except for 

the performance standard, need not be part of the State Implemen­

tation Plan. 

9. Both parties desire to eliminate the animosity that has 

existed between them and to begin a future of mutual trust and 

cooperation. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement is executed the day 

of , 1979, pursuant to duly adopted Resolutions 
~~~~~~~~~ 

of the governing bodies of the parties. 

Memorandum - 4. 

CITY OF EUGENE, a Municipal \ 
Corporation 

By original signed by Mayor Keller 12/13/79 

R. A. ''Gus'' Keller, Mayor 

OREGON SEED COUNCIL 

By original signed by Gene Hastie 
President 

By original signed by David Nelson 12/13/79 

Vice-President 



Exhibit ."A" 

PERFORMANCE STANDARD 

1. The purposes of this performance standard are as follows: 

a. To end the present conflict over field burning 

acreage limitations and the content of field burning rules; 

b. To allow the creat.ion of a traditional relationship 

between the Department of Environmental Quality and an indus­

try which it regulates, that is, to allow the DEQ to be in a 

monitory/enforcement capacity and the Oregon Seed Council to 

have eventual control over the smoke management program; 

c. To allow simplification of the State Implementation 

Plan; and 

d. To protect the economic future and the health of the 

residents of the City of Eugene and to allow as much open 

agricultural burning in the Willamette Valley as is consist­

ent with these aims. 

2. Cumulative hours of significant smoke instrusions into the 

Eugene-Springfield area that are attributable to field burning are 

to be tabulated for each summer burning season. Such tabulation 

shall be from at least one monitoring site in Eugene and one in 

Springfield, and shall be separately tabulated for each locale. 

3. Smoke intrusions which are significant are those for which 

a nephelometer bscat value of 1.8 x 10-4 exists over a background 

value which is not attributable to field burning, and which last 

for a total duration of more than .5 hours. 

4. The hours of smoke intrusions prior to September 15 of 

each season which result in an intensity of 5.0 x 10-4 bscat nephre­

lometer readings above background baseline values at either location 

Performance Standard - 1 /~ 
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shall be doubled for purposes of cumulating the hours of significant 

smoke intrusions. The hours of smoke intrusions after September 15 

of each season which result in an intensity of 4.0 x 10-4 bscat 

nephelometer readings at either location above background baseline 

values shall be doubled for purposes of cumulating the hours of 

significant smoke intrusions. Any doubling, however, shall be only 

of the duration of the severe intrusion time above the stated levels 

and not of the entire intrusion period. The remainder of the intru-

sion period (outside of the s~vere intrusion time) shall be cumulated 

normally. 

5. After particular levels of smoke intrusions have occurred, 

limitations on the mixing height or minimum plume rise required for 

burning shall be imposed. Such limitations shall be as follows and 

shall occur if the cumulative average hours of smoke intrusions at 

the Eugene and Springfield monitoring sites (one site at each locale 

to be averaged) reach the following levels: 

Cumulative Hours of Smoke 
Intrusions Into Eugene/ 
Springfield 

15 
20 
25 

Minimum Plume Rise or 
Mixing Height for Burning 
(feet) 

4,000 
4,500 
5,500 

6. The minimum plume rise height shall be determined by test 

fires prior to daily burning activities under the supervision of 

smoke management personnel. 

7. To provide the flexibility to handle special problems, re-

duce extraordinary hardships, and conduct test fires of either a 

conventional or experimental nature, an amount not to exceed 1,000 

acres per day may be burned on a field-by-field basis under close 
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supervision of smoke management personnel, regardless of which 

step of the performance standard .is in effect. Smoke management 

personnel may exercise this discretion, only if all reasonable 

measures to minimize the smoke impact on sensitive areas are 

employed. 

' 8. Existing field burning rules shall be thoroughly revised, 

resulting in the minimum number of rules in addition to the per-

formance standard that would be required to provide the legal 

authority to operate the program and satisfy the requirements of 

applicable state and federal regulations. In particular, the exist-

ing rules on rainfall/moisture content/relative humidity restric-

tions on burning and ignition techniques shall be retained as 

constant emission controls under the State Implementation Plan. 

9. A real time total suspended particulate monitor shall be 

installed in the Eugene and Springfield AQHA. If, in the absence 

of field burning, a 24 hour total suspended particulate reading in 

3 excess of 135 ug/m was projected to occur in Eugene or Springfield, 

all open agricultural burning would be prohibited under north 

wind conditions. 

10. After the performance standard is operative for one 

summer's burning season, the Oregon Seed council will by appro-

priate means assume operational control over the smoke management 

program, including the operation of this performance standard. 

DEQ will be responsible for registration, enforcement, and deter-

mining the significance and source of observed smoke intrusions. 

11. This particular performance standard shall be appli-

cable only to the Eugene-Springfield area. 
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Department of 
Crop Science 

ATTACHMENT IV 

Oregon 
U

State. 
nJVefSlty Corvallis, Oregon 97331 (5031 754-2021 

December 7, 1979 

TO: Scott A. Freeburn 

FROM: D. o. Chilcote /\/~L 

The only comment I would make relative to the proposed rules 
revision regulating open field burning is in regards to alternatives 
to burning. Our research on this subject is incomplete at this 
time, but it does suggest that mechanical rem9val methods including 
the "crew-cut" techniques are quite expensive which would make such 
approaches economically unattractive at least for large scale usage. 
The role mechanical removal techniques can play in reducing open 
burning will be better defined as our research with different grass 
seed species is completed over a several year period. 

1 Some costs were identified in the November 1979 progress 
report on Crew-cut/Less Than Annual Burning. 

/da 

j\j;:J 

F!ELCi ,,, 



CORRECTIONS TO AGENDA ITEM N, January 18, 1980 EQC Meeting 
Consider for Adoption Proposed Open Field Burning Regulations, 
OAR 340-26-005 through 26-030, and Amendment to the Oregon 
State Implementation Plan 
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(7) "Southerly Winds" means winds coming from di recti.ons in the south 
half of the compass, at the surface and aloft. 

(8) "Ventilation Index (VI)" means a calculated value used as a criterion 
of atmospheric ventilation capabilities. The Ventilation Index as used in these 
rules is defined by the 'following identity: 

·VI = (Effective mixing heioht (feet)) (Average. wind speed through the 
· . 1000 . . x effective mixing height (knots)) 

(9) · 1'\.lillamette Valley" means the areas of Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, 
Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington and Yamhill Counties lying between the crest 
of the Coast Range and the crest of the Cascade Mountains, and includes the .. 
fo 11 owing: · - - · · .~ · . . .. . . ... · -·- .. ._, . :- . 

(a) "South Valley," the· a.reas of jurisdiction of all fire permit issuing 
agents or agencies in the Willamette Va 11 ey portion .of the Counties of Benton, 

•Lane or.·Linn •.. -· ·"····-:•.,..·•:•;.:_,-,,-,.;-,~z-· ····· . .---~·'=-~ ···: ..... ,,,~ ... · .. · ···~·:·,.,, .. .,,_;,, __ ,~ , ••.. 
· · (b) '·"North·Val ley," the· areas-of jurisdiction .of al 1 other· fire permit issuing 

agents or·agencies·in theWillamette Valley •.. __ " , ..... _ .' ... r·.-··---·· ... .:.."'' 

.. 
. (.10) "Commission" means--the Environmental Quality ·Commission.·~-~~ · .. : · .. 

(11) .-"Local Fire Permit· Issuing Agency" .means-the County Court. or Board of 
County Commissioners or Fire Chief of a Rural Fire Protection District or other 
person authorized to issue fire permits pursuant. to ORS 477.515, 447.530;·476.380 
or 478.960. · · . · ·-..::. --. ' -.:- · ---- ... -~ .. : -- ": ... 

(12) "Open Field: Burning Permit" means- a-permit issued by the Department pur-
suant to ORS 468.458. ·.· : ·.· : . . .- · ... •.· · .• -.--c.:... . . · .• ~:- ---.:-. · . 

. (13)- ''Fire· Permit~' means a- permit issued by a local fire permit issuing agency 
pur-suant to ORS 477.515, 477.530, 476.380 or 478.960.: ·.. .· .. , . ' . • 
. (14) "Val idat.ion_Number11

• means a unique three-part number· issued by a local 
fire permit issuing agency which validates a specific open field burning permit 
for a specific·acreage-.of a specific day.- 0 The-first part of the validation number 
sha I j indicate the number of the month and the day of issuance, the second part 
the hour· of authorized burning based on a 24. hour clock and the third part. shal I 
indicate. the size of acreage to be· burned (e.g., a validation. number issued 
August 26 at 2:30 p.m. for·a-70 acre burn would be.0826-1430-070):---:··- .... 

·. (15) "Open F.ield Burning" means burning of any perennial grass··seed field, 
annual grass:_seed f-i·eld o.r cereal grain ·field in such··inanner that :combustion air 
.and combustion products- are· not effectively.controlled. - ·---. ·- .. ._ -

(16)' "Backfire Burning" means ·a method of burning fields. in.:which the flame. 
front .does' riot advance with the existing surface winds.·. The method· re.qui res ·· · 

·ignition of the field only on the downwind side. .. · · . · · . 
.. (17)~"lnto-the-Wind Strip Burning" means a modification of.backfire burning 

.... in which·.a_dditional' lines of fire are ignited by advancing firectly into the 
:: • ...: •... ·existing __ sur.face wind after. completing the initial backfires. The technique 
--:'·~";' - : l ricre.ases::C-tbe:clen_gth·}:if the f 1 ame front and . therefore reduces the time required 
., .. -- · to 'burn a:fJeJd• ·As the initial burn nears approximately 85% compl.etion, the 

remaining·_~acreage may be burned using headfiring techniques in.order to maximize 
. plu~ rise.-.c-- - . --: \- - . 

(18) "Perimeter Burning" means a method· of burning fields in whic:h al 1 sides 
of the .field .;:ire ignited as rapid~y as practic:able in order to maximize plume 
dse. little or no preparator-y backfire burning shal 1 be done.·· . 

(19) '.'Regular Headfire Burning" means a method of burning fields in which 
. substantial prepa:atory backfiring is done prior to ignition of the [11 pwe!'d] 
upwind sid~.<£>,f the ·fieJd.. . 
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[~:9t-LIApproved-Ffetd-Sen+tf%erLI-meens-eny-ffetd-b~rn+n9-dev+ce-thet-he5-
been-epproved-by-the-9epertment-es-en-etternet+ve-to-open-f+etd-bornfng. 

~£tt-LIApproved-Exper+mentef-Ffetd-Sen+tf%erLI-meens-eny-ff etd-bornfn9-dev+ce-thet 
he,-been-epproved-by-~he-9epertment-for-tr+et-e5-e-potent+ef-etternet+ve-to-open-born­
+n9-or-es-e-soorce-of-fnformet+on-osefot-to-forther-devetopment-of-f+etd-sen+t+%ers7 

~££t-LIAfter-SmokeLI-meens-pers+stent-smoke-res~+t+n9-from-the-bornf n9-of-e-9ress 
5eed-or-cereet-9re+n-ffetd-wfth-e-ffetd-sen+t+zer;-end-emenet+n9-from-the-9ress-seed 
or-cereet-9re+n-5tobbte-or-ecc~moteted-strew-re5fdoe-et-e-pofnt-f9-feet-or-more-be­
hfnd-e-f+etd-sen+t+%er7 

~£3t-Uceeke9e~-meens-eny-smoke-resoftfn9-from-the-ose-of-e-f+etd-sen+t+%er 
whfch-+s-not-vented-throogh-e-steck-end-+s-not-ctess+f+ed-es-efter-smoke7 

~£4t-LIApproved-Pftot-F+etd-Sen+tf%erLI-meens-eny-ffetd--bornfn9-devf ce-thet-hes 
been-observed-end-endorsed-by-the-9epertment-es-en-eccepteb+e-bot-+mprovebte-etter­
net+ve-to-open-f+etd-born+ng;-the-operet+on-of-whfch-+s-expectedJto-contr+bote-+nfor­
met+on-osefot-to-forther-devetopment-end-fmproved-performence-of-ffetd-senftf%ers7] 

(20) [~£5tl "Approved Alternative Method(s)" means any method approved by the 
Department ·to· be a satisfactory alternative method to open field burning. 

(21) .[~£HJ "Approved Interim Alternative Method" means any interim method 
approved by the Department as an effective method to reduce or otherwise minimize 
the impact of smoke from open fie 1 d burning. 

(22) [~£i'tl "Approved Alternative Facilities" means any land, structure, 
building, installation, excavation, machinery, equipment or device approved by the 
Department for. use in conjunction with an Approved Alternative Method or an Approved 
Interim Alternative Method for field sanitation. 

Jlil. [(28)h"Drylng Day" means a 24-hour period during which the relative humid­
ity reached a minimum less than 50% and no rainfall occurred. 

[ ~£9t-u8nt+m+ted-Vent+tet+on-6ond+t+onsu-meens-etmospher+c-cond+t+ons-wh+ch-pro­
vfd e-e-mt x+ n9-d epth-of-5999-f eet-or-9 reeter-end-e-vent+t e Hon-+ nd ex-of-3£ 75-or-g reet er7] 

(24) "Basic Quota" means an amount of acreage established· for each permit juris­
diction, including fields located in priority areas, in a manner to provide, as rea­
sonably as racticable, an e uitable opportunit to burn. 

25 "Priority Area Quota" means an amount of acreage established for each permit 
jursidictlon, for fields in priority areas, in a manner to provide, as reasonably as 
practicable, an e ultable o portunity to burn. 

2 ·· 11 Effect·ive Mixing Height" means either the actual plume rise as measured 
or the calculated mixing hei ht, whichever is reater. 

27 "Cumulative Hours of Smoke Intrusion in the Eugene-Springfield Area" means 
the avera e of the total cumulative hours of ne helometer readings at the Eugene and 
Springfield sites which exceed the preexisting background readings by 1. x 10~ b-scat 
units or more and which have been determined by the Department to have been signifi­
cantly contributed to by field burning. For each hour of nephelometer readings which 
exceed the preexisting background readings by 5.0 x 10-4 b-scat or more, two hours 
shall be added to the total cumulative hours for that site. After September 15 of 
each year, for each ··hour of nephelometer readings which exceed the preexisting back­
ground readings by 4.o x lo-4 b-scat or more, two hours shall be added to the total 
cumulative hours for that site; 

26-010 GENERAt PROVISIONS. The fol lowing prov1s1ons apply during both summer and 
winter .burning seasons in the Willamette Valley unless otherwise specifically noted. 

(1) Priority for Burning. On any marginal day, priorities for agricultural 
open burning shall follow those set forth in ORS 468.450 which give perennial grass 
seed fields used for grass seed production first priority, annual grass seed fields 
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26-015 WILLAMETTE VALLEY SUMMER BURNING SEASON REGULATIONS 
As part of the smoke manace~ent oroaram provided for in [Sect+on-6-cf-eregon 

~e.,.,.-t9rr;-&hepter-e58J ORS 468.470 the Department shall schedule the times, olaces, 
and amounts of ooen.field burning [condcet-a-~mo~=-~a~~g~~ei.t-progr~m-~n+eh-~n~+~ 
+ne+bde-+n-~ddTtTon-to-other-p-roV'+~Ton~-=o"tered-tn-th::=~-!"'t:::-T-:~] accor·d i ng to the 
following provisions: 

(1) [e+e:s:sff'+eat+on-of-Atmo:s;:iher+e-Eondftfon:s':'--.:.tt-da7:s] As oroviC!ed for in ORS 
468.450 atmospheric conditions will be classified as marginal or prohibition (dey:sJ 
conditions under the following criteria: 

(a) karginal Class N conditions: Forecast northerly winds and a ventilation 
index [mf~fng-depth} greater than (3589-feet) 12.5. 

. (b) Ma'rglnal Class S conditions: Foreca'S"t7outherly winds and a ventilation 
· · index greater than 12. 5. 

(c) P rah i bit ion cond i-t i ans: [Foreca:st-iiorthel'ty-,w+nd:s-and-a-mf.>e+rrg-de?th-of 
3599-feet] A venti lat Ion Index of 12.5 or less. . . 

[ ~zr-~eota:s-: -- ·- · . 
~e7--E~eept-a:s-pro~+ded-frr-thf:s-:seb:seetfon;-the-totat-aereage-of-perm+t:s-for 

·operr-ffetd-bernfrrg-:shatt-not-e~eeed-the-amoent-aethor+zed-by-the-Bepartmerrt-for 
ee eh-marg fnaf-da77--Ae tho r +:at T-on:s-o f-ae reage:s-:sha t t-be-i-:r :rcied-+n-te rm:s-of 
sfngfe;-mcittfp+e;-or-f raetfona+-ba:s+e-qoote:s-or-prforfty-aree-qeota:s-e~-tf:sted 
fn-'febt~-t;-ettaehed-eo-Exhfbft-A-end-fneorporeted-by-referenee-fnto-thfz-regotet+on 

· end-oehedete;-anel-deff11ed-ao-fo+Jowo~ . · 
'A7--'fhe-baofe-qoota-of-aereage-~hat+-be-esl::abrrskee-?er-easP.-peFffit~-joF+s~ 

dfetfon;-fnel-odtng-ffetdo-roeated:-fn-prtol'hy-areao;-+l't-a-"'aRReF-~e-pF$¥+ee;-as 
l'eaoone bfy-a ;-pra etfeabT'e;-en-eq Cl Ha b T-e-oppel' tttl'lf l::')'-te-bo Fl'I.,. · . ' · 

~ Br--H1e-pr for+ t7-a l'ee.'..qoo ta-o f-e ereage -ol-la H·-ee-e s'cae +.;. sllee-?e r-eae!'l-J!eFffit ~ 
jo r +od fe tfon;-for-~+e +eh-+n-p rfo r+ty-a r ea :s;-+n -a-manner-to- p ro~+d e; -as-ree:sona bty 

. eo-preetfeabte;-an-eqeftebte-opportonfty-to-bern~ 
.. ~ b 1.--w;.+tamette-Va T +ey-pe nn+t-a g enef e :s-o r-agents-no t-:spee Tf teat ty-named-tn 

'feb+e-+-!,iieft-lia~e-a-ba:s+e-qeota-11rrd-prfortt7-area-qeota-of-S6-aere:s-onty-+f-the7_ 
ha~e-regf:stered-aereege-to-be-berned-wfthfn-thef r-jer+sdfetforr.,. 

~e7--tn-no-+n o' tanee-o ha ft-the-to ta t-eereag e-o f-pe rm+ tz - f :s :ieed-by-any-pe rmT t 
+ost1tn9-egene7-o~-119ent-e~eeed-that-attowed-by-the-Bepartment-for-the-mar9fnat-da7 
e~eept-ao-pro~+ded-for-jerf:sdtetton:s-wtth-59-aere-qeota:r-or-teo:s-a:s-fottows~ 
'n'nen-the-Bepartment-ha:s-aothorfzed-one-qeota-or-te:ss;-a-?erm+t-may-be-+o:seed-to 
fnetcide-ett-the-eereege-tn-one-ffetd-provfdtng-that-ftetd-doe:r-not-exeeed-tee 
eereo~and-provtded-fcirther-that-no-other-perm+t-+o-t:ssoed-for-that-day~--Perm+t:s 

· oliat+-not"-be-:so-+:r:stted-on-.t"'°-eonoee::it+~e-day:s~ · 
• 'dr--'fhe-Bepa rtment-may-de:s+gna te-add T-t:T-ona t-11 ree :r-a :s-P r+o r+ t1-.A. rea :s;-end 

: . may-adj ts :5 t-the-be:s t'c-a ereegc-qtsol:a :s-o!"-p r +or+ ty-e rca-qt:ota :s-of-any-permrt-j tit' t=­
dt e t:f on;-where.,.eond f ttono-fn-j-t:r-jec!gment-na rren t-:seeh-1?e t +ol'T':' 

{2) '(t3t] Limitations on Burning Hours. . 
· TaT Burn.ing hours shall be limited to those specifically authorized by the 

Department each day. 
(b) Unless otherwise speciflcal ly l'imited ' by the Department, burning hours 

may begin at 9:30 a.m. PDT, under marginal conditions but no open rield burning may 
be started ·later than one-half hour before sunset or be al lowed to continue later 
than one-ha 1 f hour after sunset". 

(c) Hbt] The Department may alter burning hours according to atmospheric venti­
l~tioii""Conditions when necessary to attain and maintain air quality. 
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TABLE l 

(continued) 

County/Fi re District 

llor"th \'alley Counties. 

ttarion County (c::mtinued). 

St-,?aul RF?O 

Salem City· 
' . 

. ~ ·Stlvert~ry RF?O 
: .. -~· ~-· ~ · . 

. Stayton ~FPO 
. . . ... · . 

.• 
Sublimity RF?D .... 

.·., 

· Turner RF?D 

\.loodburn RF?O 

Total 
. · .. 

Polk·County 

[Ani+t.y~ . .#2!] Sprjng Val ley"RFf'D 

Southeast !t.uro 1 Po 1 k 

Soutrr~est Rural Polk. 
' ·-

··Total 

Washinqton Coun~ . . 

I 

Cornelius Rf?O .. 
forest Grove RF?O 

Forest Grove, State Forestry 

Hillsboro 
J 

Washingt~j'~ounty 

Washington County 

Total 

RF?O ffl. 

FPO $2 

' .. 

,,...-.( 
' 

Quota 

Basic Pl"iori ty · 

0 . 

. . 
- . . . - ... 

500 ": ... : ... 0 
-,.~·:·:: . ~-~:..;~-:.':-:-z-~· 

. 50 

' 125 . ' . 2£." ... .· - .... 
. 25is 

. .· ·.· 

50 

400 

.... --· . 

350 

·o 
.... _ .. ' ~. ·•• .. 

50 • 

125 . 2.2.. 

'575 . 100 

. ·-:--. 

50 ·o 
·" ·.·. 

JI :...:. '50 0 

50 0 

50 loJ ·so· -
50 so 

~ .22.. 
300 150 

., 

....... 

·~ 

' ' v 
! __ _,.,. . 



• 

Count:y/Fi;e District 

North Valley Co.unties 

Yar:ihi 11 County 

Amity :1 RF?O 

~arl i:on RFPD 
.· . . . ... 

Dayton RF?D. 
.• 

Dundee RFPD 
: . 

tlcl'\innvi 1 le'RF?O· 

Newberg RFPO. 

Sheridan RF?O · 

YamhifJ RF?O 

'.:Total 
• 

·. : 

North 'Ja 11 ey To ta 1 

,, . .• 

' 

·' 

-·. -. 

" 

. ' -. .. -20.­
·~ . .:_-~_ .. ~~ 

TABLE l 

·(continued) 

;.· 

.. .. . .. 
• -:-. 

(' 

I 

.. 

• 

Quota 

Basic Priority 

. . 
. . 

,, 
125 

.. 50 
"· " - . - •· .. 

50 0 . 
··: -- .. •,' .~·" . . 

50 50 
. ····· 50 0 

: 

150 75 

50 . so . 
. . , 

75 50 

.2E. -22.. . 
600 325 

.. 
4-475 925 

.. . 

I .. 



.· 

• 

-
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TABLE. 1 

(continued) 

SOUTH VALL2f AREAS 

Coun~r/Fire District 

Seu th 'Ja 11 ey Count: i es 

Ben ton Ccc..,t:y 

. . 
County }lcn'--0 i stri c::: & Adair . . 

Corva l l is. RF?O : ~ 
-:.:, ... : 

· l'.onrce RF?O .'. ·.. · · · 

Lane . 

Linn 

.. •• # ••• .··· .... . . 
Philcrn<1t.b RF?O 

Western Oregon FPO 

. · Tot<i 1 .. 
County 

t:Qburg RF?O 
-· . 

Cresw~ll RF?O 
• •. . 

Eugene RF?O . . 
... . . cz~lt RF?O) 

Jurn:t:ion City RF?O 

Lane .County Non-Distric::: . 
Lane Count-; RF?D ,n . .. 
Santa Clara RF?O 

Thurston-~alterville 

·Yest Lane . FPO 

Total 

County 

Albany RF?O (inc:. ll. Albany, 
Co- Unprotected Areas)-

.. BrC',.,nsv i 11 e R.F?O 

-· ~ 

. . 

. .. - . . 

., 

. 
.. 

. . 

J 

./ 
Palestine, 

.. 

Quota 

Basic ?:-i ori ty · ·: _ • 

- . . . . . . ·- ·--

350 : ·.:~~:.: :~175·-~ ~;· :.:-~ 
-··"':".·,:-.:· T··,~-:::.-;:.I·~· ... ~:· 

( 
'· 

.. 

175 ·~ . . . ·::~ 125 .. ~-:.,: .. . :~ • 
~~~~·.-:i- ~c-~-: .. -..-.:. . .- .· _ .- ··~ .. · -· . _ 

. . 325 -.... · .-. ~ so ... 
e.-~·::·-. .-.::.::·~~: •. · 

·. 

100 ·- : 50 . . . 
--·=---~-: ~-· ··~ ... ::·~ 

1_075 500 .. ... - .. 
·.":~~..:. ~---:."·.: . :, . .... . .. . -...,,,._._ 

': ·_. .. ~· 

.·• :.: :: ":' ·: :"": : 

175 50 . 
. . ~ ·-·. 

75 100 
. . 

50 50 .. 
---····-·····"'•" ..... .. . 

325 ... 50 . . .. 
100 50 • 

350 150 

' 50 .·so 
..... 

50 so 
~ 0 

_1225 .550 

.. 

'· 

625 125 

750 100 
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Exhibit B 

TABLE 2 . . - . 

..: ··.;,. .... ·---~--.·~ '.•";., .. · .. . . . ... ;- .. 

-· .. --

HIN I HUH ALLm.IABLE EFFECT I VE MIX I NG HEIGHT 
REQUIRED FOR BURNING BASED UPON THE. CUMULATIVE HOURS 

OF SMOKE INTRUSION IN THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD AREA-, , 

:._, . ·- .. . · •.... 

Cumulative Hours of Smoke Intrusion 
In the Eugene-Springf.ield Area 

0 - 14 -

15 l~ 

- -
20 24 

.... 
25 and greater 

) 

···."'!..'.:·,::::-...; : 

. ...... · 

Hinimum Allowable Effective 
Mixing Heiaht (feet)-. 

no mini mum height -

4,000 

-- ... : 4 '500 --> : __ :' ---- ' 
5,500 

j 

I --. 



18 January 1980 

TOI Environmental •:i.uali ty Commission 

FROM: Friends of Benton County, 7610 N.E. Pettibone, Corvallis, Or, 97330 

SUBJEOT1 Agenda Item No. G,, January 18, 1980 1 Proposed Permit for Evans Products. 

I am Charles A, Boyle speaking on behalf of the Friends of Benton County. We fl~%],;]' 
r~~,.<,,T~blc~ tj 

request that the CommissionAdelay issuing the proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 

for Evans Products 1 Battery Separator Submicro Plant in Corvallis. We do not feel that 
, oo,rl'l'y 

DEQ has investigated~the process involving the loss of TOE,cwnp10et»~y. We feel that 

DEQ is more interested in justifying why.:.the permit should be issued, rather then 

completing a thorough investigation, We are still not satisfied that the public interest 

or the environment is being protected. 

Evans Products is one of the largest users of TOE on the West Coast. They use 

approximately i of 1% of the total national production of TOE, Boeing Aircraft Company 

in Washington uses almost the same amount of TOE, but at three different plants. They 

are the largest user in Washington State, 
a y<CJ'''/ 

In California, the 636 tonal of 'rGE being used 

by Evans would rank them among the largest users of TOE in that State. By any standard, 

Evans Products in Corvallis is an extremely large user of TOE, It is important that large 

losses of TOE be accounted for and the:; impact oh:tpe: community and the environment be 

thoroughly studied. 

We are pleased that there will be a ambient air study performed to determine the 

concentration of TOE in the area surrounding the plant. However; we are beginning to 

question whether it is all being lost to the air as fugitive emissions from the Submicro 
-) v-Yt·{ 0 ';r lf'l 

plant. It is just possible that;dt may be lost through the water or;distillatipn;.bottpins. 

Using a formula from an EPA document, "Air Pollution Assessment of TOE" dated February 

1976; it is possible to develops a computed estimate of expected levels around a plant. 

\Vith the help of an individual at OSU, the expected levels ranged from 3 ppm. at 1500 feet 

in a 2 mph wind to 38 ppm at 750 1 in a tmph wind, In another EPA document, "Envimonmental 

Monitoring near Industrial Sites•i the levels of TOE around the Boeing Aircraft plant 

near Boeing Field were as high as 44 ppb in a 2~2 mph. wind o'and 1600 1 from the plant, 

Arid thi¢•:plant was relfiail~ng 1ese than one,.third 9f:.whs:\.,;i~s.ns Pro\!uci\sti@:·~Oo"lingJ1:om 

... 
•'• J_" ., c '·' .:..;v:. 



their plant in Corvallis. 

In m EPA control technique guideline documents concerning emission reduction 

techniques for volatile organic compound emissions1 it states, "A well designed and 

maintained carbon adsorptio11 system will normally capture in excess of 95% of the organic 

input to the bed, Carbon adsorption systemss for solvent metal cleaning normally will 

achieve about 4o-65 percent reduction of the total solvent emission.• 

!f the puik 6f the' TOE'cis. bei!lg .. lost' as;.fugit:Lve"emiSsiopsc.tl:J,rough.the· air" most of 

H would:have to.pass through the_ work area.; If .the'buildingtwene~205'bc60 1 x4o·.1 •or•492,ooo 

cubic.feet, it would take a complete change of air every 6.3 minutes just to maintain 
ti~~(~." 

lOOppm if 338Agallons,\of TOE were being lost. The air moving through 10 1x10 1 open Ing 

Tr-~·-1/, ~ 
would be m=ing· ,at almost 9 miles per hour. 

It is worth considering that 90% of the air crossing the adsorption beds come from 

the area surrounding the TOE bath and oven. 

It may just be that not all of the TOE is being lost through the air from around the 

phmt. The ambient air test which were conducted by DEQ may in fact represent the levels 

of TOE in surrounding area. 

Evans Products states that 1 barrel of waste is generated every month from the 
h# 

distillation process, There :l::ec over 5,4oo,ooo pounds of TOE passing through the distillation 
4 ,.,,.. A >!.. 

process each month. A port ion of the 12, 500 gallons11of rubber ext ender type oil would also 

cycle through the process as well as other material, If the barrel of waste, mostly oil, 

weighed 500 pounds; this would be ,009% of the distilate, 

Again in the EPA document concerning emission reduction techniques, it states; ttAn 

external still is attached to the conveyorized degreaser so that used solvent can be 

constantly pumped out, distilled and returned, Thus, the wastes will usually consist of 

only still bottoms. Still, because of the high volume, waste solvent emissions from 

conveyorized degreasers are significant, typically equelling 10 to 20 percent of the total 

emissions from a conveyorized degreaser, As was discussed earlier; the method of disposal 

of the still bottoms will determine the amount of solvent that evaporates into the 

atmospere" 

We feel that this portion of the process should be thoroughly investigated to eliminate 



it as a possible source of loss of the TOE, 

There is mAmbient Water Quality Criteria document covering TOE which was issued by 

EPA. The Agency is considering setting criteria at an interim target risk level in the 

range of io-5, io-6, or 10-7 with corresponding criteria of 21 ug/l, 2.1 ug/1, and ,21 ug/l 

respectively. This was to provide protection of human health from the potential 

carcinogenic effects of exposure to TOE through ingestion of water. 
ui,,:f vv""'l <.,f'o 

DEQ should investigate * levels of contamination'"that were found in the 26 wells 

supplying drinking water to nearly 400 1 000 people in 12 cities in the San Gabriel Valley 

of southern California. 
7~'" 

DEQ should determine the levels of TOE in the l'lillamettee River 

especially in the summer during periods of low flow. 

The friends of Benton County feel that there should be a complete accounting of 

how the TOE is being lost before the permit is issued to Evans Products, Our concern 

is that once the permit is issued there will be no effort to follow up on the f\\gitive 

emissions. We find it hard to comprehend how a permit could be issued before all of the 

data is in and evaluated. 

e,J,4);, 1~7 j 
Charles A. Boyle 
Board Member 
Friends of Benton County 



EQC BREAKFAST AGENDA 

January 18, 1980 

1. Location of April, May, June and July EQC Meetings. 

2. Review of polic:tdecisions that will be coming up 
for EQC action over the next six months. 

3. LPG/LNG Conversions - Eligibility for tax credit. 

4. Hazardous wastes abandoned site search. 

5. Status report on Program Evaluation Study. 

6. Schedule for review and update of agency goals and 
objectives. 



• 
To: 

From: 

Subject: 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Young,(cl~ 
Carol Splettstaszer 

Proposed Locations for Future EQC Meetings 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Date: l / 14/80 

Following are the serious suggestions I've received on places to hold EQC meetings 
in the Spring and early Summer: 

April 18 

June 20 

Air Quality suggested Portland - Adoption of noise regs for 
new motor boats. 

Solid Waste suggested LaGrande - Look at solid waste problems 
In that area. 

Willamette Valley Region suggested Eugene - The work on River Road/ 
Santa Clara should be complete by then and they may have a status 
report or be requesting or holding a public hearing. 

Air Quality suggested Portland, Salem, or Eugene - (1) field 
burning acreage allocation; (2) VOC rule adoption; (3) pollution 
standard Index rule adoption. 

Air Qua I lty suggested Portland. - (1) adopt SIP TSP strategies for 
Portland & Eugene; (2) adopt lead ambient air standard and SIP; 
(3) adopt Indirect Source Rule; (4) adopt PSO rule; (5) adopt 
revised kraft and sulfite pulp and paper rules. 

Solid Waste suggested Lakeview - Look at Alkali Lake and a 
variance for Lake County's open burning dump. 

Jul&J8 ~~Air Quality suggested Portland - Adoption of vehicle noise 
iJo ,;ti> lnspectlo,11 rules. 

. . ~ {;,. °'(fa 6vd'O 

Septem er\J Dick Nichols In Bend suggested the Commission might want to 
i,..;J,..>. ~check out the new $50 mil lion Bend STP. 

did some checking back and found that we haven't been out of the Valley since 
we went to LaGrande In July of 1978. The places we've been In the 6ast few 
years are: Medford (July 1976 and December 1977), The Dalles (October 1976), 
Seaside (April 1977), Coos Bay (October 1977), Bend (November 1977), Corvallis 
(June 1978), and LaGrande (July 1978). Other than that we've been staying In 
Portland, Salem, Albany, Eugene. 

I would like to suggest that If we do hold meetings around the state In places we 
don't get to often, we hold meetings at night. That would allow attendance of the 
most people and shouldh't affect travel too much. It might even be more convenient. 

DEQ 4 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMM! SS I ON 

Al R PROGRAM 

FEBRUARY I 980 

INFORMATIONAL: 

Air Program Planning Conference - Silver Creek Falls, Feb. 26-28 

Open Burning Status Report 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

Proposed Adoption - New Auto Amendments 

Proposed Adoption - Forestry Exemption 

(Noise) 

(Noise) 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

MARCH 1980 

INFORMATIONAL: 

Grants Pass Air Quality Update 

Spring Open Burning season begins March 1 

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATION: 

Authorization to amend rules for Indirect Sources 

Authorization to amend and adopt new VOC Rules 

Authorization to adopt new rules re PSI Reporting and Public Information 
Criteria 

Authorization to amend Lead rules 

Authorization for Hearing on Motor Race rule. (Noise) 

Authorization for Hearing on Vehicle Inspection rule. (Noise) 

Authorization to revise Sulfite and Kraft Mill regulations 
' . ' 

\ 

- -------·-·~~-.----------



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

APRIL 1980 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

Proposed Adoption - New Motorboat Rule (Noise), 



MAY 1980 

SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATION 

Authorization for Hearing on Willamette River-Eugene Boat. 
Noise (possibly may be revised to status report only) 

Authorization for Portland, Eugene SIP TSP Strategies 

Authorization for Revised SIP 

Authorization to amend PSD Rules 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

Adoption of Proposed Amendments to the Motor Vehicle Emission 

(Noise) 

T~sting Rules (MVI) 

Adoption of voe rules 
' 

Adopt iOn of PS I Reporting (et a 1) 

\ 

I 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

Al R PROGRAM 

JUNE 1980 

INFORMATIONAL: 

Program· Status Report 

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATION: 

Authorization to amend Emergency Action Plan 

(Noise) 

Authorization for rules concerning the use of wood stoves 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION: 

Adopt Port 1 and, Eugene SIP TSP Strategies 

Adopt SIP Revisions* 

Adopt Lead SIP 

Adopt Indirect Source Rules 

Adopt PSD rules 

*Note: Adoption of SIP TSP strategies and revised SIP and PSD rules and 
Lead SIP may need most of an EQC meeting, so we should consider 
holding a separate meeting (ie. June 27) for this purpose. 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

JULY 1980 

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATION 

Authorization for Hearing on rule changes necessary for 
Alternative Plans of Local Governments (and Status Report) 

Authorization for Medford SIP TSP Strategies 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

Adoption of Rules for Vehicle Inspection (Noise) 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

AUGUST 1980 

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATION 

Authorization for Hearing on Housekeeping Amendments 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

Adoption of Motor Race Rule 

Adoption of Emergency Action Plan 

Adoption of Medford SIP TSP Strategies 

(Noise) 

(Noise) 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

SEPTEMBER 1980 

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATION 

Authorization for Hearing on Portland PTCP 

Public Hearings In Portland, Coast, South and East of Mountalns 
on Open Burning rule revision. 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

. Adoption of Quiet River Rule (if May item requir.es) (Noise} 

Adoption of rules concerning use of Wood Stoves 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

OCTOBER 1980 

INFORMATIONAL 

Fall Open Burning Season begins 

PUBLIC HEARING AUTHORIZATION 

Authorization of Hearing on Heat Pump Rule ,,,,_,,_ 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

NOVEMBER 1980 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

Adoption of Open Burning rule change 

Adoption of Portland PTCP 



SCHEDULE OF EVENTS, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

AIR PROGRAM 

DECEMBER 1980 

INFORMATIONAL 

Acceptance of Motor Vehicle Emission Testing Program Biennial 
Reper t (MV I ) 

RULE (OR PLAN) ADOPTION 

Adoption of Housekeeping amendments. (Noise) 



~ • STATE OF OREGON 

Mike Downs 

FROM, Harold Sawyer 

.SUBJECT, Anti<bipated EQC Agenda Items - 1980 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATE, 1/3/8 Q 

February Addition of special subsurface fee categories for three 
counties. 

*April Log Policy - Remainder of Coast. 

*April-May Construction Grant Priority Criteria for FY 81 - Rule 
adoption. 

May Rule Adoptions - *Plan Review Procedures, Pretreatment, 
*Small Treatment Systems 

July-August Construction Grant Priority List for FY 81 - Rule 
adoption. 

August-Sept. State/EPA Agreement Review 

Sept.-October Restructured Subsurface Rules target for adoption. 

*March-April Pre-budget review of Goals, Objectives and potential 
legislation. 

*involve policy .issues 

Conlains 
Recycled 
Materials 

81-1215-1387 
SP 4 75683. I 25 



&8~ • STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO, Mike Downs DATE: 1/15/80 

FROM: Ernie Schmidt 

SUBJECT' Anticipated Policy Issues & Other Items for EQC - 1980, 

Solid Waste 

1. Special/temporary rules for filling gravel pits re: groundwater 
(February) • 

2. General updating of solid waste subdivision 61 rules (June). 

3. SB 925 rules (.February-May). 

4. SB 289 waste conservation program guidelines for PUC transportation 
exemptions (.February) • 

5. Revise financial assistance rules, subdivision 82, to require waste 
reduction programs and provide for pass-through of RCRA funds (May). 

6. Open Dump Variances (review) . 

Clatsop County (February) 
Lake County (_June) 
Lincoln County (June) 
Tillamook County {_September) 

7. Appea1·of Columbia Sand & Gravel permit denial. 

8. Metro landfill siting process. 

Hazardous Waste 

1. Rule adopt:Lon for hazardous waste treatment facilities 1. SB 76 
(January-April). 

2. DEQ applying for interim authorization under Subtitle C (.hazardous 
waste) of the Resource Conservation a.nd Recovery Act of 1976 
(July~Decernber). 

3. 

4. 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

a1.12S-l397 

Re:Lssuance .of a disposal site license to Chem,,-Security System, Inc., 
a wholly,,.owned subsid:Lary of Chem,,-Nuclear Systems, Inc.. (May) . 

Determining a civil penalty schedule for violations of hazardous 
wa.ste requirements (EPA at $25 1 000 ,,.. Oregon at $500)_ (August)_._ 


