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9:00 am 

9:05 am 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 

CONSENT ITEMS 

January 14, 1983 

14th Floor Conference Room 
Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S. W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

REVISED TENTATIVE AGENDA 

These routine items are usually acted on without public discussion. If any 
item is of special interest to the Commission or sufficient need for public 
comment is indicated, the Chairman may hold any item over for discussion. 

A. Minutes of December 3, 1982, EQC meeting. 

B. Monthly Activity Report for November 1982. 

C. Tax Credits. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

This is an opportunity for citizens to speak to the Commission on environmental 
issues and concerns not a part of this scheduled meeting. The Commission may 
discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if an exceptionally large 
number of speakers wish to appear. 

HEARING AUTHORIZATIONS 

D. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing to consider 
repeal of Mid-Willamette Area Nuisance Rule, OAR 340-29-020, in 
response to Legislative Council comments. 

E. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing to consider 
adoption of the Control Strategy for Total Suspended Particulate 
for the Medford AQMA as a revision of the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP). 

ACTION AND INFORMATION ITEMS 

Public testimony will be accepted on the following except items for which 
a public hearing has previously been held. Testimony will not be taken on 
items marked with an asterisk (*). However, the Commission may choose to 
question interested parties present at the meeting. 

F. Request for a time-limited variance from OAR 340-22-170(4) (j), 
Solvent in Paint Limit, for Boeing of Portland. 

G. Request for a time-limited variance from OAR 340-22-170(4) (j), 
Solvent in Coating Limit, for Winter Products of Portland. 

H. Approval of Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority New Source Review 
and Plant Site Emission Limit Rules and authorization to submit them 
as a revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). 

(MORE) 



10:00 am 

EQC Agenda -2- January 14, 1983 

I. Public hearing and consideration of amending the ambient air quality 
standard for lead, OAR 340-31-055, and adopting a proposed lead 
control strategy for the state, as revisions to the Oregon State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) . 

J. 

K. 

L. 

Approval of Stipulated Consent Orders for the following water 
permittees: 

1. City of Silverton 
2. Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority 

Request for reharing and reconsideration in the Dale Moore 
variance denial appeal·. 

Informational report: Progress on hazardous waste disposal 
methods and procedures. 

M. Informational report: Report to the Legislature on waste reduction. 

N .. Clatsop County solid waste variances: Failure to meet variance 
condiditions. 

o. Informational report: 1982 Annual Field Burning Report to the 
Legislative Committee on Trade and Economic Development. 

WORK SESSION 

The Commission reserves this time, if needed, for further consideration 
of any item on the agenda. 

Because of the uncertain length of time needed, the Commission may deal with any item at 
any time in the meeting except those set for a specific time. Anyone wishing to be heard 
on any item not having a set time should arrive at 9:00 a.m. to avoid missing any item of 
interest. 

The Commission wi·11 breakfast (7: 30 a.m.) at the Portland Motor Hotel, 1414 S. W. Sixth 
Avenue, Portland; and will lunch at DEQ Headquarters, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue, Portland. 



OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

January 14, 1983 

BREAKFAST AGENDA 

1. Effects of LUBA decision on land use compatibility 
statements. 

2. February 25, 1983 Medford Meeting - possible plant 
site visits. 

LUNCH AGENDA 

1. Legislative update. 

Mike Huston 
Dept. of Justice 

Weathersbee 

Biles 



THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNI'IL APPROVED BY THE EQC 

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED FORI'Y-FIETH MEETING 

OF THE 

OREGCN ENVIRCNMENI'AL QUALITY CCMMISSION 

January 14, 1983 

On Friday, January 15, 1983, the one hundred forty-fifth meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Canmission convened at the Department of 
Envirornnental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Camtission members 
Mr. Fred J. Burgess, Vice-dlairman; Mrs. Mary V. Bishop; Mr. Wallace B. 
Brill; and Mr. James Petersen. Chairman Joe B. Richards was absent. 
Present on behalf of the Department were its Director, William H. Young, 
and several members of the Department staff. 

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's 
recamtendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Office of 
the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 s.w. Fifth 
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Written information subnitted at this meeting 
is hereby made a part of this record and is on file at the above address. 

BREAKFAST MEETING 

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Portland Motor Hotel 
in Portland. Carmissioners Burgess, Bishop, Brill, and Petersen were 
present, Chairman Richards was absent. Also present were several members 
of the Department staff. 

The follcwing items were discussed: 

1. Mike Huston, Assistant Attorney General, described for the Canmission 
the effects of a recent Land use Board of APPeals (LUBA) decision 
on the requirement for land use compatibility statements. Mr. Huston 
will be reporting back periodically as new information becanes 
available. 

2. February 25, 1983 Meeting, Medford - E. J. Weathersbee, Air Quality 
Administrator, informed the Carmission they had been invited to tour 
facilities at 3M and Timber Products while in Medford for their 
February meeting. Carmissioners Burgess, Bishop, and Brill indicated 
they were definitely interested in a tour. Cormnissioner Petersen 
said he would attend if travel arrangements could be worked out. 

FO™AL MEETING 

Carmissioners Burgess, Bishop, Brill, and Petersen were present for the 
formal meeting. Chairman Richards was absent. 
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AGENDA ITEM A: MINUTES OF THE DECEM3ER 3, 1982 EQC MEETThX>. 

It was MJl1ED by Canmissioner Bishop, seconded by Camlissioner Brill and 
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as sul:mitted. 

AGENDA ITEM B: MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORr FOR NOi/EMBER 1982 

It was MJITED by Canmissioner Bishop, seconded by Canmissioner Brill and 
carried--una:Ii"imously that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM C: TAX CREDITS 

It was MJl1ED by Canmissioner Bishop, seconded by Canmissioner Petersen 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 
Item 2 of the Director's Recanmendation regarding the denial of a Request 
for Certification by Precision Castparts was postponed to a later date 
at the request of the company. Director Young asked the Canmission to 
note that application T-1570, for Teledyne Wah Chang, was being certified 
for 100 percent under solid waste. The claimed cost of the facility was 
$148,844 and the Canpany estimated a return on that investJnent in one year 
of $1,969,000. Director Young said that if the proposed changes to the 
tax credit statutes were adopted, this application would be certified at 
less than 20 percent. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

No one appeared. 

AGENDA ITEM D: REQUEST FOR AUrHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING TO 
o:::NSIDER REPEAL OF MID-WILLAMETI'E AREA NUISANCE RULE, 
OAR 340-29-020, IN RESPONSE TO LBSISIATIVE COUNCIL 
CCM1ENI'S. 

A Nuisance Rule, for miscellaneous air pollution sources, inherited by 
the DepartJnent when the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
dissolved, was singled out by the Legislative Counsel Canmittee as not 
being within the cited enabling legislation and also as being too vague 
to be constitutional. Since it is limited to the five-county, Mid­
Willamette area and has had rare use, the Department asked the canmission 
to authorize a hearing to consider repeal of this rule. 

Director's Reconmendation 

It is recommended that the Canmission authorize the DepartJnent to 
hold a hearing to consider the repeal of OAR 340-29-020. 

It was MJl1ED by Canmissioner Bishop, seconded by Canmissioner Brill, and 
carried unanimously that the Director's Recarmendation be approved. 
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AGENDA ITEM E: REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION 'ID CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING 'ID 
COOSIDER AOOPTIOO OF THE OJNTROL STRATEGY FOR TCII'AL 
SUSPENDED PARI'ICUIATE FOR THE MEDFORD Ac;w\ AS A REVISIOO 
OF THE STATE IMPLEMENTATIOO PLAN (SIP) • 

This hearing is scheduled for the February 25, 1983, ECC meeting in 
Medford. Both local ordinances and state rules will be required to 
implement the strategy. The necessary local ordinances have now been 
adopted by the City of Medford and Jackson County. The Ccmnission was 
requested to consider adoption of the Medford Particulate Control Strategy 
at the February 25 meeting following the review of the public testimony. 

Director's Reccmmendation 

Based on the Surmnation in the staff report, the Director reconunends 
that the ECC authorize a public hearing to consider public testimony 
and adoption of the proposed Medford Particulate State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) Revision at the February 25, 1983 ECC meeting in Medford. 
The proposed SIP revision includes: primary and secondary standard 
attainment strategies; OAR 340-30-020 (revision), OAR 340-30-043 (new) 
and OAR 340-30-044 (new), and OAR 340-30-045 (revision); and 
redefinition of the nonattainment area boundaries. 

It was MJVED by Ccmmissioner Brill, seconded by Conunissioner Petersen, 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recarmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM F: REQUEST FOR A TIME-LIMITED VARIANCE FFJ:M OAR 
340-22-170(4) (j), SOLVENT IN PAINT LIMIT, FOR BOEING 
OF PORTLAND. 

Boeing of Portland requested a variance from the Department's solvent in 
coatings rule as no product is currently available which meets rule 
requirements. They desire a more lenient rule for aerospace coatings, 
such as the similar rules in Seattle and Los Angeles, but may be able to 
"bubble" their way into compliance. A limited-time variance will allow 
selection of the best course of action. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Surmnation in the staff report, it is 
recommended that the Ccmnission grant a variance to Boeing of POrtland 
from OAR 340-22-170(4) (j) (C), voe limitation in coatings, until 
January 1, 1984, providing Boeing will continue to investigate 
alternative ways of complying and sul:mit a feasibility report not 
later than October 1, 1983 to the Department. 

It was MJVED by the Ccmmissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill, 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recarmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM G: REQUEST FOR TIME-LIMITED VARIANCE FFJ:M OAR 340-22-170 (4) (j), 
SOLVENT IN COATING LIMIT, FOR WINTER PRODUCTS OF PORI'Ll\ND. 

Winter Products Corporation has requested a variance from the Department's 
solvent in coating rule. They use a clear lacquer to give a bright finish 
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to the furniture hardware they make. There is no lacquer available that 
conforms to the ccatings rule. A limited variance will give needed time 
to develop an acceptable product. An alternative of a revised rule can 
also be studied during the variance period. 

Director's Recamnendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation in the staff report; it is 
recamnended that the COrrrnission grant a variance to Winter Products 
Corporation of Portland from OAR 340-22-170(4) (j), vrx; Limitation 
in Coatings, until January 1, 1987, providing that Winter Products 
provide annual progress reports each January on how they are 
progressing to reduce their vrx; emissions to that required by the 
OAR. 

It was MJllED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and 
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM H: APPROVAL OF Ll\NE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUI'HORITY NEW 
SOURCE REVIEW AND PLl\NT SITE EMISSION LIMIT RULES AND 
AUTHORIZATION TO SUBMIT THEM AS A REITISION ID THE STATE 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (SIP) • 

The Commission has before it newly adopted LRAPA New Source Review and 
Plant Site Emission Limit rules nearly identical to state rules adopted 
in 1981. If approved by the COrrrnission and sutrni tted to EPA as a SIP 
revision, LRAPA can obtain delegation to administer these rules without 
detailed Federal oversight. 

Director's Recamnendation 

It is recommended that the Commission approve LRAPA New Source Review, 
and Plant Site Emission Limits as being at least as stringent as OAR 
340-20-220 to -320, and to direct the Department to sutrnit them as 
a SIP revision with a request to EPA to delegate authority to 
administer such in Lane county to LRAPA. 

It was MJllED by Carmissioner Petersen, seccnded by Carmissioner Bishop 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved. 

AGENDI\ ITEM J: APPROVAL OF STIPULl\.TED CONSENT ORDERS FOR THE FOLLCWING 
WATER PERMITEES: 
1. CITY OF SILVERI'CN 
2. BEAR CREEK VALLEY SANITARY AUI'HORITY 

Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority needs about a two-year delay in 
ccnnecting the White City sewers to the Medford regional treatment plant. 
Sane excessive infiltration must be removed from the sewers before the 
connection can be approved by Medford. 

The City of Silverton needs about a two-year extension to their 
ccnstruction schedule because the project had to be redesigned due to 
citizen objections to the original plan. A noteworthy item is the fact 
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that, because of doubt surrounding the availability of a federal grant, 
the City proceeded to pass a local bond issue for financing the entire 
project. Even though federal funds were finally released and they didn't 
have to sell the entire bond issue, the City should be canmended for their 
willingness to proceed on their own. 

Present at this meeting were the Mayor and City Manager of the City of 
Silverton. The Commission congratulated them on undertaking the project 
and being so successful. Vice-chairman Burgess hoped that Silverton would 

·serve as a model to other communities to show that projects could be 
carried out without federal funds. 

In response to questions from corrunissioner Petersen, Commissioner Brill 
presented sane background to the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority 
(BCVSA) project. Corranissioner Brill served on the BCVSA Board for many 
years. 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based upon the findings in the summation in the staff report, it is 
recorn:nended that the Corranission approve revised stipulated consent 
orders for Silverton and the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority. 

It was ~ by Corranissioner Brill, seconded by Corranissioner Bishop, and 
carried with Commissioner Petersen dissenting, that the Director's 
Recorrrnendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM K: REQUEST FDR REHEARING AND REX:'ONSIDERATION IN THE DALE M.X)RE 
VARIANCE DENIAL APPEAL. 

At the request of the applicant, and with the agreement of the Commission, 
this matter was postponed until a later date. 

AGENDA ITEM 0: INFD™ATIONAL REPORI': 1982 ANNUAL FIELD BURNING REPORT 
TO THE LEGISLATIVE CCNMITI'EE ON TRADE AND EXXJNCMIC 
DEVELOPMENI'. 

ORS 468.470 requires the Department to report annually to the Legislative 
Corranittee on Trade and Economic Developnent on the effectiveness of its 
field burning smoke management program and on the progress being made to 
research and develop alternatives to open field burning. 

Mr. Sean O'Connell of the Department's Field Burning Office told 
the Caimission the State Department of Forestry had requested that 
references to 1982 slash burning and slash utilization be deleted from 
this report as DEJ:l has no legislative mandate to report on slash burning 
to the legislature. The Department agreed and DEQ and Forestry will 
continue to have discussions on DEQ's role in slash burning alternatives. 

In response to questions from Commissioner Petersen, Mr. O'Connell informed 
the Corranission on the progress of research into alternative crops, such 
as l'eadowfoam. 
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Director's Recommendation 

This report is subnitted for your information, and with your 
concurrence, will be sent to the Legislative Trade and Economic 
nevelopnent committee as provided by ORS 468.470. 

The Commission agreed to accept this report and forward it to the 
Legislature. 

AGENDA ITEM I: PUBLIC HEARI~ AND CONSIDERATION OF l\MENDI~ THE AMBIENT 
AIR QUALITY STANDARD FOR LEAD, OAR 340-31-055, AND ADOPTING 
A PROPOSED LEl\D CONTROL STRATEGY FOR THE STATE, AS 
REVISIOOS TO THE OREGON STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (SIP). 

This agenda item is a public hearing and proposed adoption of the revised 
ambient air standard for lead and the statewide control strategy for lead. 
The Department received generally favorable written comments on this 
proposed rule. The Environmental Protection Agency recaranended minor 
changes which are discussed in an amendment to the staff report. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation of the December 3, 1982 staff report and the 
above sunmary, the Director recannends that, barring any unforeseen 
major adverse comments at the hearing, the EQC adopt the revision 
of the state lead standard and the proposed lead control strategy 
as revisions of the State Implementation Plan. 

It was MJ\IED by Commissioner Petersen, seconded by Commissioner Bishop 
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation that the 
revision of the state lead standard and proposed lead control strategy 
as amended be ai:proved and subnitted as a revision to the State 
Implementation Plan. 

Some time after this public hearing had concluded, Charles P. Schade, M.D., 
Multnomah County Health Officer appeared and offered oral and written 
testimony generally supportive of the Commission's action. However, he told 
the Caranission that the health community may well be before them in the 
future regarding this standard. 

AGENDA ITEM L: INFO™ATIONAL REPORr: PROGRESS ON HAZAROOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 
METHOOO AND PROCEDURES 

The Sixty-first Legislative Assembly (regular session 1981) directed the 
Environmental Quality Commission to adopt hazardous waste disposal rules 
that "shall provide for the highest and best practical disposal of the 
hazardous wastes in a manner that will minimize: 

(a) The possibility of a dangerous uncontrolled reaction, the release of 
leachate, noxious gases and odors, fire, explosion or the discharge 
of hazardous wastes; and 

(b) The amount of land used for burial of hazardous wastes." 
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The Department was directed to investigate and analyze in detail the disposal 
methods and procedures reqi.iired to be adopted by rule and report to the 
Sixty-second Legislative Assentily (regular session 1983)·on its progress. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Evaluation and Conclusion in the staff report, it is 
recanmended that the Corrmission concur with the Director's decision 
to subnit the attached report to the Sixty-second Legislative Assentily. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Brill, seconded by Conmissioner Bishop, and 
carriedtiiiaii:imously that the Director's Rec011111endation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM M: INFORMATIONAL REPORT: REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON WASTE 
REDUCTION. 

SB 925 passed by legislature in 1979 requires a biennial report on the use 
and status of waste reduction programs. Earlier, the EQC acted to accept 
the Department's procedures regarding these programs. The C011111ission has 
also subnitted draft legislation to modify the original legislation. The 
legislative report explains the present status of the program and need for 
the additional legislation. 

Director's Reccmmendation 

It is recommended that the Carnnission concur in the subnission of the 
report to the Legislature. 

It was MOVED by Carnnissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill and 
carried unanimously that the Director's ReC011111endation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM N: CLATSOP COUNl'Y SOLID WASTE VARIAOCES: FAILURE TO MEET 
VARIANCE <XINDITICNS. 

At the October 15, 1982 EQ: meeting, the Commission granted variances to 
three Clatsop County disposal sites. Two conditions were attached to the 
variances. The status of these conditions, alternatives for action and the 
Director's reCO!lrnendation are included in the staff report. 

Mr. Robert Brown of the Department's Solid Waste Division informed the 
Commission of a meeting he and Director Young had with county officials and 
local operators. Mr. Brown said the meeting had been less than effective, 
but did indicate that the Elsie site could operate without burning. The 
Solid waste Division will recommend to the C011111ission at their February 25 
meeting that the Elsie variance be revoked. The operator in Vernonia has 
indicated they could serve the Elsie area with existing equipnent. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the Director's recorrrnendation to go forward with Option 3 of the 
alternatives in the staff report as follows: 

1. Direct.staff to work directly with the cities and operators 
involved. 
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2. Revoke the variance on Elsie, effective March 1, 1983. 

3. PUt all parties on notice that continuation of the variances past 
Ck:tober 31 1983 is highly unlikely. 

It was MJ\1ED by Conmissioner Bishop, seconded by Conmissioner Brill, and 
carried unanimously that Items 1 and 3 of the Director's Recorrmendation be 
approved, and that staff be directed to return at the February 25, 1983 
EQC meeting for a public hearing to consider revoking the Elsie variance, 
effective March 1, 1983. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

WNCH MEE!'ING 

Legislation status: Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director, rep:irted on the 
status of the Department's legislative proposals. 

Medford EQC Meeting: There was some discussion on what the agenda for the 
Medford meeting might look like and what arrangements for travel and lodging 
would be. 
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~~ •. ~"'-"'WV<.,}J\ 
Carol A. Splettstaszer 
Acting EQC Assistant 



THESE MINUTES ARE IDl' FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE El;;<:: 

MINUTES OF 'IHE ONE HUNDRED FORTY-FDURTH MEEI'Il'G 

OF THE 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL CUALITY Ca.1MISSION 

December 3, 1982 

On Friday, December 3, 1982, the one hundred forty-fourth meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened at the Department of 
Environmental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Corrmission members 
Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; Mr. Fred J. Burgess; Mr. James Petersen; 
Mr. Wallace B. Brill; and Mrs. Mary V. Bishop. Present on behalf of the 
Department were its Director, William H. Young, 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 Office of 
the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 S.W. Fifth 
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Written information subnitted at this meeting 
is hereby made a part of this record and is on file at the above address. 

BREAKFAST MEEI'ING 

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Portland Motor Hotel 
in Portland. canmissioners Richards, Petersen, Brill, Burgess, and Bishop 
were present, as were several members of the Department staff. 

The following items were discussed: 

1. Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General, described for the Commission 
the IlJBA decision on the temporary discharge permit issued to Rancho 
Rajneesh for a sewage treatment system for their religious festival 
held last sunrner. He reported that LUBA found the Department had 
acted inappropriately in issuing the permit without making findings 
on state land use planning goals. 

Department staff will distribute copies of that decision to the 
canmission and will report at their next meeting on how the ICDC 
handles the issues raised by this decision. 

2. Dates and locations of future El;;<:: meetings: The Corrmission decided 
to meet on the following dates and at the locations listed: 

OOK154.6 

January 14, 1983 
February 25, 1983 
April 8, 1983 
May 20, 1983 

-1-

Portland 
Medford 
Salem 
Portland 



3. · Proposed changes in Ei;x: deadlines: The staff proposed, and it was 
decided to alter the current mailing schedule for the El;X: meeting 
agenda to the public to correspond with the mailing of the staff 
report packet, which is two weeks prior to the meeting. 

4. Seve~al of the Ei;x: members described their recent visits to regional 
editorial boards. 

Caimissioners Richards, Petersen, Burgess, Bishop, and Brill were present 
for the formal meeting. 

N;ENDA ITEM A: MINUTES OF THE CX::'IOBER 15, 1982 MEETINJ. 

It was MOVED by Caimissioner Bishop, seconded by Caimissioner Burgess, 
and carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as subnitted but with 
the language from a breakfast meeting item referring to "curbside pickup 
program" included originally in Concept jfl of proposed recycling 
legislation to be omitted in order to make the language broader and to 
reflect more accurately what the Commission discussed. 

AGENDA ITEM B: MJN'lliLY lCTIVITY REPORT FOR SEPI'EMBER & CX::'IOBER, 1982. 

It was MJVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Petersen, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendations be approved. 

N;ENDA ITEM C: TAX CREDITS. 

It was MJVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill and 
passed that the Director's Recommendation be approved. Tax credit 
application T-1540 was withdrawn with the concurrence of the carpany and 
deferred to another meeting. 

PUBLIC FORUM: No one chose to appear. 

AGENDA ITEM D: REJ;JUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION 'IO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HFARING ON 
PROrosED flMEN!l.1ENTS 'IO roLWTION CONTROL OOND EUND RULES 
FOR SEWERAGE PROJECTS (OAR CHAPI'ER 340, DIVISION 81). 

The Pcllution Control Bond Fund Rules for Sewerage Projects were recently 
modified by two separate temporary rule actions in order to advance funds 
to two projects. 

The present rules were written in 1971 to be consistent with federal grant 
processes. The majority of projects that will now receive financial 
assistance from the bend fund will not be receiving federal grants. Thus, 
it is desirable to rewrite and update the rules to reflect present-day 
needs. 

This requests authorization to conduct a public hearing on proposed 
amendments to the Pcllution Control Bond Fund Rules for Sewerage Projects. 
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Director's Recanmendation 

Based on the findings in the summation, it is recarmended that the 
carnnission authorize the Department to hold a public hearing to 
consider the adoption of revised rules for use of the bond fund for 
sewerage works construction (OAR 340-81-005 et. seq.) as set forth 
in Attachment I. 

It was MJVED by Corrmissioner Bishop, seconded by Corrmissioner Burgess, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM E: RmJE,ST FDR AUTHORIZATION 'ID CONDUCT A PUBLIC RULEMAKING 
HEARING FDR: 

(1) MODIFYING GEX:GRAPHIC RmIONAL RULE OAR 340-71-400(2) 
FDR THE GENERAL OORI'H FWREOCE AQUIFER, AND 

(2) FSTABLISHING SPOCIAL WATER QUALITY PROTECTION FDR 
CLEAR LAKE AND ITS WATERSHED BY ADDING A SPOCIAL 
PROTECTION CLAUSE 'ID THE MID COAST BASIN WATER QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT PLAN [OAR 340-41-270 (1)] AND FSTABLISHING 
A MORA'IDRIUM ON NEW ON-SITE WASTE DISroSAL SYSTEMS 
[OAR 340-710460 (6) (f)]. 

At the December 19, 1980 Ei;;c meeting, the Commission adopted.a Geographic 
Regional Rule, OAR 340-71-400(2), for the North Florence Dunal Aquifer 
in Lane County. The purpose of the rule was to provide interim septic 
tank control measures until an ongoing 208 Groundwater Study was completed. 
The study was corcpleted in June,- 1982 and its recanmendations have been 
formally adopted by Lane County. Based on this action and staff's review 
of the Study, it appears the current rule can be significantly relaxed, 
except for those areas within the Clear Lake Watershed where more 
protective measures are needed. 

After the final staff report was sent to the Commission, it was discovered 
that one section contained a confusing paragraph. The language below 
reflects the correct changes: 

Page 2, No. 3.a.: '!he 208 Study determined that, on the average, 20 lbs. 
NJ3-N [per acre] is contributed annually to the aquifer per dwelling unit. 
[Tflis] The loading rate of 58 lbs. is therefore equivalent to 2.8 single­
family dwelling units per acre. 

[Bracketed language is deleted; underlined language is added.] 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recorrmended that the corrmission 
authorize the Department to conduct a public rulemaking hearing to 
take testimony on: 

1. Whether to establish special water quality protection for 
Clear Lake and its watershed by adding a special protection 
clause to the Mid-Coast Basin Water Quality Management Plan 
(OAR 340-41-270) as set forth in Attachment D, and establish an 

DOK154.6 -3-



on-site sewage· disp:>sal moratorium area (OAR 340-71-460(6) (f) 
for those lands within the Clear Lake Watershed Boundaries of 
the North Florence Dunal Aquifer as set forth in Attachment E. 

2. Whether to modify the current Geographic Regional Rule 
340-71-400(2), for those lands overlaying the North Florence 
Dunal Aquifer that are located outside of the Clear Lake 
Watershed Boundaries as set forth in Attachment c. 

It was MOVED by CCTnmissioner Burgess, seconded by Cc:mnissioner Brill, and 
passed unanimously that the Director's Recorrmendation, as amended, be 
approved. 

AGENDA ITEM F: RB;l!JFST FDR AUTHORIZATION 'ID CONDUCT A ruBLIC HF.ARIN; ON 
GENERAL MJDIFICATIONS 'ID OOISE CONTROL RELATED RULES: 
OAR 340-35-015, 35-025, 35-030, 35-035, 35-040, AND 35-045 
AND PROCEDURE MANUALS: ITTCS-1, 2, 21, AND 35. 

Periodically, it is necessary to prop:>se general modifications to DEJ;l 
aclrninistrative rules. These prop:>sed amendments to the noise control rules 
are designed to enhance their effectiveness, eliminate misinterpretations, 
and streamline their implementation. Minor amendments are prop:>sed in 
each major noise control rule and in four procedure manuals. 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based on the Summation, it is reCO!llltended that the Corrmission 
authorize public hearings to take testimony on prop:>sed amenclrnents 
to noise control rules OAR 340-35-015, 35-025, 35-030, 35-035, 35-040, 
AND 35-045 and the Procedure Manuals ITTCS-1, 2, 21, and 35 as shown 
in Attachment 3. 

It was MJVED by Commissioner Bishop, seccnded by Commissioner Burgess, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recarmendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM G: RB;l!JFST FDR AIJTHORIZATION 'ID HOID A ruBLIC HF.ARIN; 
COOCERNIN; PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE NEW SOURCE REVIEW, 
HOT-MIX ASPHALT PLANT, AND \DLATILE ORGANIC CCMroUND RULES 
IN THE STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN. 

The Department is prop:>sing several changes in the New Source Review, 
Hot-Mix Asphalt Plant, and Volatile Organic Compound rules. These changes 
are of a minor nature and are required to correct wording problems, to 
update the rules where changes have been required by EPA, and to 
streamline Department procedures. 

The prop:>sed changes are discussed below and involve revising the following 
rules: 

1. Definition of Nonattainment Area. 
2. Language corrections in the Salem Area Ozone and offset rules. 
3. Growth margins for volatile organic compounds in Medford and Portland. 
4. Stack height regulations. 
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5. Portable hot-mix asphalt plants. 
6. Cormission approval for use of non-guideline models. 
7. Repeal of redundant "bubble" rule in the Volatile Organic Compound 

rules. 

It is requested that a public hearing be authorized concerning these 
proposed rule changes. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the above Summation, it is recommended that a public 
hearing be authorized concerning these proposed changes in the New 
Source Review, Hot-Mix Asphalt Plant, and Volatile Organic Compound 
rules as shown in Attachment 3. 

It was M)VE[) by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Petersen, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recamnendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM H: REQUEST FOR ADTHORIZATION 'ID HOID A ruBLIC HFARIN3 'ID ADOPT 
A LEAD CONTROL STRA'IEY FOR THE STATE, AND 'ID AMEND THE 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARD FOR LEAD, OAR 340-31-055, 
AS REVISIONS 'ID THE OREGON STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN. 

This was a request to hold a hearing before the Commission at its January 
14, 1983, meeting on the proposed Statewide Control Strategy for Lead. 
Attainment of the ambient air standard for lead is projected by the end 
of 1983 due to federally-mandated reductions of gasoline lead levels. 
The lead strategy would become a revision to the State Implementation Plan. 
Adoption would also be requested at the January 14, 1983, Ei;;c meeting as 
EPA has requested expeditious action on this SIP revision as the result 
of a recent court case action. 

The Department is also requesting a hearing to consider changing the state 
lead standard to the more stringent EPA standard. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the Summation, the Director recamnends that the Ei;;c authorize 
a public hearing to be held at the January 14, 1983 Ei;;c meeting to 
consider adoption of the proposed lead control strategy and revision 
of the state lead standard as revisions of the State Implementation 
Plan. 

It was M:lVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recamiendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM I: RB;ll.JFST FOR AN ADDITIONAL EXTENSION OF A VARIAN::E FRCM 
OAR 340-25-315(1) (b), DRYER EMISSION LIMITS, BY MT. MAZAMA 
PLYVroD CCMPANY. 

This item was a request by Mt. Mazama Pl~ Company for an additional 
time extension on a variance fran veneer dryer emission standards for their 
mill located in Sutherlin. The company gave the reason that their 
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unfavorable financial position has not improved since the initial variance 
was issued in July, 1981. They indicated that expenditures for dryer 
pollution control equipment at this time would result in shutdown of the 
mill. 

Based on information received, the Department has identified and analyzed 
four variance alternatives. 

Director's ReCXJ1ll1\endation 

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission grant 
an extension to the incremental progress step which requires 
sul:mitting a control strategy subject to the following conditions: 

1. By March 1, 1983, sul:mit a final control strategy in the form 
of detailed plans and specifications which are acceptable for 
construction approval by the Department. 

2. By March 1, 1983, the Conpany shall sul:mit a financial statement 
which documents the current profit and loss position of Mt. 
Mazama Plywood Conpany. 

3. A Department report be made at the April 1983 Commission meeting 
for the Commission to consider appropriate further scheduling 
of progress and a final conpliance date. 

James Klein, Manager of Mt. Mazama Plywood Conpany, reported to the 
Commission that there are no alternatives to a shutdown of the plant if 
they are required to comply now with permit conditions. 

It was r.DVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Brill, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved. 

NIBNDA ITEM J: REX,JJEST FOR A VARIAN:::E FRCM OAR 340-21-015(2) (b) VISIBLE 
AIR CONTAMINANT LIMITS AND OAR 340-21-030 (2) PARTICUIATE 
EMISSION LIMITS FOR THE OIL-DRI CO!UQRATION OF AMERICA, 
CHRIS'IMAS VALLEY PIANT. 

Oil-Dri Corporation of l\rnerica purchased in 1979 and now operates a 
diatomaceous earth processing plant near Christmas Valley. While progress 
has been made in inproving process problems and reducin~ air emissions, 
the corrpany has been unable to complete two previously negotiated 
conpliance schedules and currently is requesting a variance from Visible 
Air Contaminant Limits and Particulate Elnission Limits. 

Director's ReCXJ1ll11endation 

Based upon the findings of the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission grant a variance fran OAR 340-21-015(2) (b) and 
OAR 340-21-030(2) until April 1, 1984 for the wet scrubber at the 
Oil-Dri Corporation diatomaceous earth processing facility at 
Christmas Valley, Oregon, subject to the following conditions: 
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1. The conpany shall meet the compliance schedule contained in 
the Summary. 

2. If the Corrnnission determines that the scrubber emissions cause 
a nuisance to persons or property, this variance may be revised 
or revoked. 

It was M:JVED by Corrnnissioner Bishop, seconded by Corrnnissioner Burgess, and 
passed unanimously that the Director's Recarrnendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM K: REX;lUEST EDR A VARIAN:E FR.CM OAR 3 40-21-025 (B) PARTICUIATE 
EMISSION LIMITS EDR A CREMATORIUM PROPOSED BY THE RAJNEE'SH 
NID-SANNYAS INTERNATIONAL CCMMUNE. 

The Rajneesh Neo-Sannyas International Camnune proposes to construct and 
operate a crematorium unit to dispose of the bodies of deceased residents 
of their ranch. The crematorium would allow the burning body to be viewed 
by the communal followers as part of a religious experience. The 
crematorium should meet opacity regulations and not cause nuisance 
conditions but may not meet the particulate emission limit. Because of 
limited use and remote location, the crematorium should not cause any 
measurable air quality problems if the variance is granted. 

Director's Recanmendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recorrnnended that the 
Camnission grant a variance fran OAR 340-21-025(2) (b) for the 
crematorium proposed by the Rajneesh Neo-Sannyas International 
Camnune, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Visible emissions fran the crematorium shall not exceed standards 
specified in OAR 340-21-015 (2). 

2. The variance may be revised or revoked by the Corrnnission if the 
Ccrmnission determines that the crematorium emissions cause a 
nuisance. 

3. The variance shall apply only to this specific location and the 
crematorium shall be available only to the deceased followers 
residing at the Ranch. 

It was M:lVED by Corrnnissioner Bishop, seconded by Corrnnissioner Burgess, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recamnendation be approved as 
amended below: 

" ••• for the crematorium proposed by the Rajneesh Neo-Sannyas 
International caranune, subject to the following conditions and 
in cc:mpliance with all other applicable state laws and 
regulations:" 

No. 3: 

" ••• the crematorium shall be available only to followers residing 
at the Ranch who are deceased." 

[Underlined language is added.] 
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AGENDA ITEM L: RE1J{JFST FDR A VARIAN::E FRCM OAR 340-21-030 (3), PARTICULATE 
EMISSION LIMITS, AND OAR 340-21-060(1), EUGITIVE EMISSIONS, 
FOR DillM5ND INl'ERNATIONAL, BEND. 

There has been a nuisance problem in the neighborhoods around the Diamond 
International/Willamette Industries wood product mills in Bend for a number 
of years. Staff has identified the sanderdust handling system at Diamond's· 
sawmill as the cause of the nuisance condition. The conpany had requested 
a variance until December, 1984, and due to the environmental impact of 
the sanderdust emissions, the Department had recommended that the request 
be approved with a final compliance date of December, 1983. 

Director's Recaranendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, as amended, it is 
recaranended that the Ccmnission grant a variance fran 
OAR 340-21-030(2) and OAR 340-21-060(1) until June 15, 1984 for the 
sanderdust handling system at the Diamond International Bend sawmill, 
subject to the following condition: · 

1. The canpany shall meet the compliance schedule contained in the 
Summation, as amended. 

John Mc:Cafferty, Diamond International, responded to questions fran the 
Ccmnission. 

It was MJVED by Commissioner Petersen, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recaranendation above, taken 
fran an addendum to the staff report, be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM M: APPROVAL OF NON-GUIDELINE AIR QUALITY MJDELS FDR THE 
PROFDSED AUJMAX PlCIFIC CORPORATION PRIMARY AlllMINUM 
REDUCTION PLANT IN UMATILLA. 

The Department has received an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Application 
frcm Alumax Pacific Corporation to construct a Primary Aluminum Reduction 
Plant. This proposed facility would be located approximately four miles 
east of Umatilla on the bank of the Columbia River. The plant would be 
the second largest aluminum plant in the Northwest and would be capable 
of producing 220,000 tons of aluminum per year. 

Alumax has conducted air quality modeling for the proposed facility using 
non-guideline models. These models have not been formally incorporated 
into the EPA Guideline on Air Quality Models. In order to approve the 
use of these models, the Department must obtain the written approval of 
EPA and the concurrence of the Commission, as required by Department rules. 

EPA has provided written approval in a letter dated N:Jvember 3, 1982. 
The Department is now requesting Commission approval for the use of these 
models. 

Under a separate agenda item (Item G), the Department is requesting 
authority to approve the use of non-guideline models in the future without 
having to seek Commission approval. 
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Director's Reo:mmendation 

Based on this Summation, it is recommended that the BLP model and 
the Short-Z model be approved for use by Alumax for modeling aluminum 
plant emissions for their proposed Umatilla plant. 

It was MOVED by Camnissioner Burgess, seconded by Carrnissioner Bishop, 
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM N: INFORMATIONAL REPORT: PROGRESS AND STA'IUS REPORT ON 
PASSEN3ER CAR AND LIGHT TROCK NOISE .EMISSIONS. 

In 1980, the Conrnission rescinded the 75 decibel noise emission standard 
for autos and light trucks and left the 80 decibel limit as the final step 
in this new product noise regulation. However, the Camnission required 
that a progress report be suhnitted to evaluate the necessity of further 
regulations or control strategies for auto and light-truck noise. This 
report provides the status of progress toward developnent of new test 
procedures needed for further emission controls. The report also discusses 
the need to enhance enforcement of noise laws designed to correct excessive 
vehicle noise fran modified or deteriorated exhaust systems. 

Director's Recarrnendation 

It is recommended that the Commission concur in the following course 
of action to be pursued by the Department: 

1. Continue to 11Pnitor the efforts of the autanobile industry to 
develop new noise emission testing procedures. 

2. Encourage and assist the developnent of a national 11Ptor vehicle , 
noise control strategy that considers various control methods 
including new vehicle certification and in-use vehicle 
enforcement. 

3. Continue the Department's efforts to control excessive autanobile 
noise due to exhaust system modification and deterioration by 
assisting appropriate state and local enforcement agencies. 

The report was accepted by the Camnission as sul:mitted. 

!'{;ENDA ITEM 0: DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVE ME'IHODS EDR SECURING IDANS FR(l.l 

THE POLUJTION CONTROL BOND FUND. 

By letter dated October 25, 1982, Senator Jack Ripper and Representative 
Tan Throop, Co-Chairmen of the JOINT INTERIM TASK FORCE ON MANPJ3ING AND 
FINAN::ING ~' reconrnended that the Environmental Quality Commission 
consider a proposal of the League of Oregon Cities that: 

"The Department of Environmental Quality, with appropriate safeguards, 
should use the proceeds of the Pollution Control Fund to support 11Pre 
creative local financing than just the purchase of general obligation 
bonds, as in the past. " 
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This agenda item was intended to provide background information and 
highlight major policy issues for Ei;:JC consideration. 

Director's Recamnendation 

It is recommended that the Commission discuss these and related issues 
during the Work Session at this meeting. 

Hcmard Rankin, Department bond counsel, answered questions from the 
Ccmnission and talked generally regarding bonds and appropriate security. 

The Commission discussed this matter but took no action. 

AGENDA ITEM P: FINAL ORDER DENYING PETITION 'IO AMEND OAR 340-14-025 (5) 
REGARDIN3 HEARIN3S IN PERMIT MATI'ERS. 

At the October 1982 meeting, the Comnission rejected a petition proposing 
amendment of an administrative rule regarding hearings in permit matters. 

Department's counsel drafted an order reflecting the Comnission's action 
and the basis for it. The proposed order, and petitioner's response to 
it, was sent to the Commission. 

The Commission is now required to take formal action to memorialize its 
October decision. 

The Commission asked staff to revise the proposed final order to avoid 
implication of anything petitioners may have intended by their petition 
and subnit the final order to Commissioners for changes or.approval. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

1. Legislation status: Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director, reported 
on the states of the Department's legislative proposals. John 
Charles, OEC, discussed legislation that his organization will be 
supporting. Tan Donaca, AOI, reported that his board is supporting 
woodstove legislation. 

2. Budget status: Mike DCMns, Management Services Administrator, 
reported on the status of the Department's 83-85 budget request. 

3. Woodstove certification program: John Kcmalczyk, Air Quality, 
presented a slide show and written report on a potential woodstove 
certification program. 

Respectfully subnitted, 

9::!~~ 
Ei;:JC Assistant 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVEflNOO 

OEQ-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: 

Discussion 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. B, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

November, 1982 Program Activity Report 

Attached is the November, 1982 Program Activity Report. 

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

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

The purposes of this report are: 

1. To provide information to the Commission regarding the status of 
reported 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 contaminant source plans and 
specifications; and 

3. To provide logs of civil penalties assessed and status of DEQ/EQC 
contested cases. 

Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice of 
the reported program activities and contested cases, giving confirming 
approval to the air contaminant source plans and specifications. 

M. Downs:k 
229-6485 
December 22, 1982 
Attachments 
MK616 (1) 

William H. Young 
Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air, Water, Solid Waste Divisions 
(Reporting Unit) 

Air 
Direct Sources 
Small Gasoline 

Storage Tanks 
Vapor Controls 

Total 

Water 
Municipal 
Industrial 
Total 

Solid waste 
Gen. Refuse 
Demolition 
Industrial 
Sludge 
Total 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 

MAR. 2 (1/82) 
MK616.A 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans Plans 
Received Approved 

Month FY Month FY ---

4 23 8 32 

0 0 0 0 
4 23 8 32 

10 81 6 65 
2 24 2 38 

12 105 8 103 

0 11 4 8 
0 0 0 0 
1 9 0 8 
1 3 0 3 
2 23 4 19 

151 20 154 

-1-

November 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Plans 
Disapproved Plans 
Month FY Pending ---

0 0 11 

0 0 0 
0 0 11 

0 3 20 
0 0 6 
0 3 26 

0 0 5 
0 0 0 
0 0 6 
0 0 0 
0 0 11 

0 3 48 



I 

"' I 

COUNTY NUMBER 

DEP FIRTMF:1~1' OF ENV 1 ROt1MENT1\ L QU!•.LITY 

l1IR QUALITY DIVISION 

SOURCE 

MQNT11LY ACTIVITY REPORT 

DIRECT SOURCES 
PL!l.N ACTIONS COMPt.ETBO 

PROCESS DESCRIPTION 
01\TE OF 

ACTION ACTION 

........................................................................................ 9 ................. -

1JACKSON 
i JACKSON 

L .!..NE: 
JACKSON 
MULTNONAH 
MULTNOMAH 

MULTNOMAH 

593 
596 
6' ~ 
660 
752 
es 1 
856 
857 

TEXACO INC. 
CKEVRON USA INC. 
TREE PRODUCTS HARDWOODS 
ENERGY COOPERATION INC 
ESCO CORPOQATION PLAnT 3 
PRECISION CAST PARTS 

0\.IENS-ILLINDIS 

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REPOQT LINES 8 

BULK PLANT voe CONTROL 
BULK PLANT voe CONTROL 
WELLONS BOILER, NC BY lRAPA 
EXP ALCOHOL FUEL PLANT 
BAGHOUSC INSTALLATION 
C2) STUCCO HOOD ENCLOSURES 
DUST COLLECTION SYS 
FURNACE MOD & DUST 'COLL SYS 

11/22/82 CANCELLED 
11122/82 CANCELLED 
12/01/82 APPROVED 
12/07/82 CANCELLED 
12107/82 WITHDRAWN 
11/03182 WITHDRAWN 
i1/12/82 APPROVEO 
.1?.J

0
02/82 APPROVED 



llirect SQ.lU:Qfill 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

lnl!ireQt ~ources 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Mod.ifica tions 
Total 

~ 

Number of 
Pending Permits 

15 
11 

3 
8 
3 

25 
21 
16 
21 

123 

AA2856 
MAR.5 (8/'19) 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

___ a:QY!l.mber 1982 
(Month and Year) 

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

.Mo!rth n Month n Pe lli!..iJ1g ~ Permits 

6 17 1 13 19 
0 3 1 12 17 

20 59 11 56 71 
_;;. 15. .3. -2Jl. _j~ 
28 94 17 101 123 1908 1944 

2 3 2 4 
0 u u 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

.Q. .Q. .Q. .Q. .Q. 
2 3 1 2 4 204 208 

30 97 18 103 127 2112 2152 

Comments 

To be reviewed by Northwest Region 
To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Region 
To be reviewed by Southwest Region 
To be reviewed by Central Region 
To be reviewed by Eastern Region 
To be reviewed by Program Planning Division 
To be reviewed by Program Operations 
Awaiting Public Notice 
Awaiting the end of the 30-day period 
TOTAL 

-3-
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DEI'l1RTr-1E!·lT Of EN\TIRON.MENTAL QUAL TTY 

;\TR QP.i\LITY DIVI
0

SIDN 

HJNTHLY l\CTIVITY REf'ORT 

DIRECT SOURCES 

FERnITS 1-SSUED 

PERMIT APPL. D]\TE TYPE 

COUNTY SOURCE NUMBER RECEIVED STA·TtJS J1.Cl!IBVED APPL. PSEL 

r
----~;;; ·-; ~~~-;~.~-~~-;-;.;-re~-~~~ L; I :i.;- ;~~~~~~ · 12 ... ;-;-02~ 10·;1 Si ~2. ;~ ;·;li-~-4 i;~~~~ .. -g-10;·;-;-;~2~·~~~.,~--.4 ~ 
Cl~C~A~AS POTT~RS I~;USTPI~S G3 2072 07/27152 P~RM!T ISSUED 11/01/52 MOD 

I DOUGLAS Q ~ JQh~SC~ LU~SEP CD. 10 OJ12 07/02/52 ?EPMIT ISSUED 11/01/82 RNW 
. MAQIO~ :A3Tl~ ~ CJ0{E ~U3~POO~ ~4 5747 07/13/52 PERMIT ISSUED 11/G1/82 ~NW 

I 
£, 
f-" 
;~ 

f1 

~ 
!--
'•} 

I.' 

~ 
~ 
' i1 
' ~ 
< 

MULTNO~AH CROWN !ELLE~3ACH P~G DIV 2A Z77? 10/01182 ~ERMIT ISSUED 11/01182 MOD 
0 oqT.S0LlRC~ D~SCHUTES ?EADY ~IX S ~ G 37 0026 01/13/82 P~PMIT ISSU~D 11/Q1/82 R~W 

KLA~AT~ (IN~SLEY FIELD 1E S~39 11101/52 PEPMIT ISSUED 11/08/82 MOD 
JOS~PHINE MDRPIS LU~l~ER CO~PANY 17 0010 08/2t/82 PERMIT ISSUED 11/15/82 RNY 
~ARION CDLUM3IA ~ILL~OPK 2~ 43~9 ~7/25132 PE~MIT ISSUED 11/15/~2 RN~ 

MULTNJ=~1H ALEXANDOA COU 0 T 4~TS 26 0137 07/15132 PEPMIT ISSUED 11/15182 RNW 
MULlNO~AH JROAD~AY HGTEL 26 0'24 Q0/22/82 PERMIT ISSUED 11/15/82 RNW 
MULTNO~~H AME~ICAN A?ART~ENTS 26 0710 07122/82 PEPMIT ISSUED 11!15/32 RNW 
~ULTNOMAH ~ENSON HOTEL 26 1035 07/22/82 PERMIT ISSUED 11/15/82 RNW 
~ULTNJ~AH GELLE cou=r APAPT~ErlTS 25 1'53 05102/52 PEPMIT ;ssUED 11/15/82 RNW 
1ULTNOMAH PQRTL~ND W!~E ~ IPO~ ~\S 26 2496 06/01/81 PERMIT ISSUED 11/15182 EXT 
~ULTNOMAH AqRC~ TSANSPOPTATION CO 26 2615 07/26/32 ?EPMIT ISSUED 11115162 RNW 
MULTNOMAH UNION PACIFIC ~AILROAD 26 ~O?B 06/01/32 PERMIT ISSUED 11/15182 NEW 

TOTAL ~U~3~R jLJICK. LOJ< REPORT LI~~S 1 7 

~ 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIHONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

~~~f.Ll~x:_Q]l_aljty Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

.~~~~N~o3.filn);ier 1982 
(Month and Year) 

* County • Name of Source/Project * Date of • Action * 
• ;site and Type of Same • Action * * 

*:__~~--~__c•:__~~~~~~~~~~~---"*-~~~~-"*~~~~~~~~~* 

J:.ndirect Sources 

Multnomah 

AA2857 
MAR.6 (5/79) 

Parlcing Structure No. 2 
Addition - Oregon Heal th 
Sciences University 
450 Spaces 

-5-

11/12/H2 Final 
Permit 
Issued 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality November. 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* County 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 8 

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

* Date of * 
* Action * 

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES 6 

Columbia Lagoon Expansion Plans 11-23-82 
Vernonia 

Columbia Lagoon Expansion Plans 10-28-82 
Vernonia 

Columbia Septic tanks and disposal 11-16-82 
system 

Berg-Cowen Moorage 

Douglas Sieve Installation WWTP 11-17-82 
Winston-Green Service Dist. 

Tillamook Proposal Rock Subdivision 11-3-82 
Sewers & Lift Station 
Lester E. Fultz 

Marion Industrial Park Sanitary 11-17-82 
Sewers 

Hubbard 

MAR.3 (5/79) WG1814 

-6-

Action 

Preliminary Concept 
Approval 

Comment Letter 

P. A. 

P.A. 

Comment Letter 

P. A. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division Noyember. 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 8 

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

* 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES 2 

Wasco 

Linn 

MAR,3 (5/79) 

Union Pacific Railroad 
Wood Treating Recycle 
System 
The Dalles 

Sunny Service Station 
Spill Control System 
Halsey 

WG1816 

-7-

* Date of * 
* Action * 

11/1/82 

11/16/82 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

H§ter Qu§lit~ Di~;!.sion November, l982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

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

Msl!ltb F;!s,)'.r, MQ11th Fis, Xi:, fe1u!i.mi: f12r111Hs ~ermU!! 

* I** ti !*"' II !** II !"'* II I** II !"'* * I** 
Munjci11al 

New 0 /1 0 19 1 /3 1 /13 0 19 
Existing 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 

Renewals 9 /2 37 17 3 /1 15 /5 57 /6 

Modifications 0 /0 1 /0 0 10 1 /0 0 10 

Total 9 /3 38 /16 4 I 11 17 I 18 57 /15 238/119 238/128 

Indui;itri;;i,l 

New 0 /1 3 /5 0 /0 4 10 3 17 

Existing 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /1 

Renewals 3 /4 15 /16 2 /2 8 /11 41 /20 

Modifications 0 /0 2 /0 0 /0 3 /0 1 /0 

Total 3 /5 20 /21 2 /2 15 I 11 45 /28 379/187 382/195 

Agr;Lcul~!.!rll.l ( !lll.tcheries, Da;!.rie§, etc,) 

New 0 /0 0 /0 1 /0 ID 0 /0 

Existing 0 /0 0 10 0 10 0 /0 0 10 

Renewals 0 /0 0 /0 0 10 0 10 0 10 
Modifications 0 10 0 /0 0 10 0 /0 0 /0 

Total 0 /0 0 /0 /0 /0 0 /0 56 /16 56 /16 

GRAND TOTALS 12 /8 58 /37 7 /6 33 /29 102/ 43 673/322 676/ 339 

* NPDES Permits 
!Iii State Permits 
7 General Permits Issued 

(2 from pending NPDES permits) 

NOTE: Permits Pending adjusted to count. 
Also Sources Under Permit 

MAR.5W (8/79) WG1802 

-8-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

* County 
I! 

I! 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

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

* Date of * 
* Action * 

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - NPDES (7) 

Multnomah Rhone-Poulenc, Inc. 11-5-82 
Portland 

Columbia Riverwood Mobile Park 11-5-82 
STP, St. Helens 

Wasco Dufur, STP 11-19-82 

Jackson Eagle Point, STP 11-19-82 

Douglas Riddle, STP 11-19-82 

Lane Ray Wells, Inc. 11-19-82 

Klamath Ana dromous, Inc. 11-23-82 
Ft. Creek Hatchery 

November, 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Action 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Issued 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Renewed 

Permit Issued 

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - STATE PERMITS (6) 

Washington 

Linn 

Polk 

Wasco 

Wasco 

Clackamas 

MAR.6 ( 5/79) 

Flavorland Food, Inc, 
Forest Grove 

National Fruit Canning Co. 
Albany 

Polk Station Comm. Corp. 
STP, Dallas 

Rajneesh-NeoSannyas 
Buddha Grove, STP, Antelope 

Rajneesh-NeoSannyas 
Jesus Grove, STP, Antelope 

Riverview Mobile Home Park 
STP 

-9-

11-8-82 Permit Renewed 

11-8-82 Fermi t Renewed 

11-10-82 Permit Issued 

11-18-82 Permit Issued 

11-18-82 Permit Issued 

11-19-82 Permit Renewed 

Page 1 

I! 

I! 

ii 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Hater Quality Diyision 
(Reporting Unit) 

11 County 
II 

II 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

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

* 

* Date Of II 

11 Action 11 
II II 

November. 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Action 

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES - GENERAL PERMITS (7) 

Cooling Water. Permit 0100-J, File 32539 (3) 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Jackson 

Gilmore Steel 
Heat Treating Division 
Portland 

Armour Food Co, 
Portland 

Medford Corp, 
Rogue River Division 

Filter Backwash. Permit 0200-J, File 32540 

Douglas Sutherlin 
Nonpareil, WTP 

Log Ponds. Permit 0400-J. File 32544 ( 2) 

Lane Southwest Forest Industries 
Plant il2, Springfield 

Jackson Southwest Forest Industries 
Plant il5, White City 

11-19-82 

11-19-82 

11-19-82 

( 1 ) 

11-19-82 

11-24-82 

11-24-82 

Gravel Mining, Permit 1000, File 32565 ( 1 ) 

Marion North Santiam S & G 11-24-82 
Stayton 

MAR.6 ( 5179) 

-10-

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Transferred to 
General Permit 

Page 2 

II 

* ti 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division November 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Gen12ral Refuse 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Dem2lition 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Ind!,!strial 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Sludge DisQosal 
New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Hazardous Waste 
New 
Authorizations 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

SC806 .A 
MAR.5S (11/79) 

Permit 
Actions 
Received 

Month FY 

2 

10 
7 

0 19 

1 
2 

0 3 

3 

8 

1 11 

2 
1 

1 4 

58 332 

58 332 

60 369 

Permit 
Actions Permit Sites 
Completed Actions Under 

Month FY Pending Permits 

3 

1 18 3 
3 7 
5 28 3 176 

1 
2 

0 4 0 21 

1 6 4 

6 6 

1 12 10 104 

2 

2 
2 

2 6 12 

58 332 

58 332 

66 382 14 313 

-11-

Sites 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

176 

21 

104 

12 

313 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division 
(Reporting UnH) 

I! County 
II 

II 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Jackson 

Lincoln 

Columbia 

Curry 

Wasco 

SC806.D 
MAR.6 (5/79) 

* 
* 
* 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED 

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

* 
Cannon Beach 11/2/82 
Existing Landfill 

Elsie 11 /2/82 
Existing Landfill 

Seaside 11 /2/82 
Existing Landfill 

Butte Falls 11 /9/82 
Existing Landfill 

T & L Septic Service 11/10/ 82 
Existing Sludge Lagoon 

Boise Cascade, St. Helens 11/29/82 
New Landfill 

Clay Hill Lagoon 11 /30/82 
New Sludge Site 

Rajneeshpuram 11/30/82 
New Landfill 

-12-

November 19~2 
(Month and Year) 

t! Action 
II 

* 
Permit amended 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 

Permit renewed 

Permit amended 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

II 

* 
II 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste Division November 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS 

CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS. INC •• GILLIAM CO. 

WASTE DESCRIPTION 

II II 

* Date * 
II II 

* Quantity 
Type Source * Present * Future 

I! * 
TOTAL DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED - 58 

OREGON - 16 

11-10 Paint sludge, thinner Furniture mfg, 0 
& lacquer 

11-15 

11-15 

11-15 

11-15 

11-15 

11-17 

11-17 

Old lacquer thinner 

Cyanide plating bath 

Ignitable still 
bottoms 

Causti.c cyanide strip 
solution 

Causti.c solution 

Pentachlorophenol 
sludge 

PCB-contaminated 
articles 

11-22 Paint products 

11-22 Lead based paint 
pigment 

11-22 Alkyd/urea resins 

11-24 Urea-formaldehyde 
resin 

SC806 .E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 

Fireplace 50 drums 
implemt. mfg. 

Electropltg. 1200 gal. 

Fireplace 50 drums 
implemt, mfg. 

Fireplace 25 drums 
implemt, mfg, 

Fireplace 30 drums 
implemt. mfg, 

Wood treatment O 

Wood products 8 drums 
company 

Paint mfg. 160 ft3 

Paint mfg. 3000 lb. 

Paint mfg. 8 drums 

Chemical co. 15 drums 

-13-

12 drums 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 drums 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

* 
* 
II 



• " * Quantity 
* Date !I Type Source " Present * Future 

* !I 

11-30 Paint sludge Paint supplier O 600 gal. 

11-30 Dion polyester resin- Spill cleanup 166 ft3 0 

12-2 

12-2 

contaminated soil 

Pentachlorophenol 
sludge 

Creosote sludge 

WASHINGTON - 21 

11-8 PCB capacitors 

11-10 PCB transformers 

11-12 Lead-contaminated sump 
sludge 

11-12 Creosote/pentachloro-
phenol sludge 

11-12 Pentachlorophenol-
contaminated soil 

11-12 Zinc sulfate 

11-12 PCB-contaminated matl. 

11-12 Paraformaldehyde tank 
washwater 

11-17 Monoisopropyl bi phenyl/ 
paper dyes 

11-17 Ferric chloride sludge 

11-18 Chromic acid 

11-18 PCB capacitors 

11-18 PCB capacitors 

11-30 PCB transformers 

11-30 PCB transformer 

12-2 PCB liquid 

12-2 PCB-contaminated fluid 

SC806 .E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 

Wood treatment 1480 lb. 30 drums 

Wood treatment 2000 lb. 0 

Elec. utility 0 4000 lb. 

School 3 units 0 

Paper box 440 gal. 0 
printing 

Wood treatment 0 40 ,000 gal. 

Wood treatment 28 yd3 0 

Oil co. 2 drums 0 

Oil co. 0 50 drums 

Wood products 0 100 drums 
co. 

Paper co. 0 20 drums 

Etching 0 50 gal. 

Electropltg. 350 gal. 0 

Elec. shop 0 200 units 

Elec. utility 0 1000 lb. 

Paper co. 0 350 gal. 

Elec. utility 0 1 unit 

Elec. utility 0 500 gal. 

Elec. utility 0 2000 gal. 

-14-

" 
* 
* 



II ii 

* Date ti Type 

* II 

12-2 PCB transformers 

12-2 Paint sludge 

12-2 Latex paint sludge 

12-7 Gasoline tank bottoms 

OTHER STATES - 21 

11-10 PCB capacitors 

11-10 PCB-contaminated 
transformers 

11-10 PCB transformers 

11-10 Salt bath annealing 
sludge 

11-10 Carbon extrusion 
sludge 

11-10 Mercury-contaminated 
solids 

11-10 Electroplating sludge 

11-10 Diphenylmethane 
diisocyanate 

11-10 Mercuric chloride-
contaminated water 

11-10 Potassium permanganate 

11-10 Freon 

11-10 Sulfuric acid solution 

11-10 Hydrofluoric acid 
solution 

SC806.E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 

II !I Quant it~ I! 

I! Source ti Present * Future * 
* * ii !I 

Elec. utility 0 6 units 

Paint co. 0 8000 gal. 

Paint co. 0 4000 gal. 

Oil co. 19 drums 2 drums 

Wood products 0 llQO lb. 
co. (Idaho) 

Wood products 0 300 gal. 
co. (Idaho) 

Wood products 0 200 gal. 
co. (Idaho) 

Zirconium co. 0 100 drums 
(Utah) 

Zirconium co. 0 100 drums 
(Utah) 

Fed. agency 0 1100 gal. 
(Hawaii) 

Fed. agency 0 11 ,OOO gal. 
(Hawaii) 

Fed. agency 0 20 gal. 
(Hawaii) 

Fed. agency 0 1100 gal. 
(Hawaii) 

Fed. agency 0 500 lb. 
(Hawaii) 

Fed. agency 0 100 gal. 
(Hawaii) 

Fed. agency 0 1 ODO gal. 
(Hawaii) 

Electronic co. 0 120,000 gal. 
(Idaho) 

-15-



* * * Date * Type 
II II 

11-18 PCB transformers 

11-18 PCB capacitors 

11-18 PCB-contaminated matl. 

11-30 PCB-contaminated 
solvents 

11-30 Monoethanolamine 

12-2 DDT 

12-2 Cadmium cyanide/ 
chromic acid/sodium 
dichromate/tri.chloro-
ethylene, mixed oil, 
gasoline & water 

12-2 Cyanide hardening 
fluid 

SC806 .E 
MAR.15 ( 1/82) 

* 
* 
Ii 

* Quantity * 
Source ti Present II Future * 

Ii * II 

Aluminum co. 0 20 units 
(Montana) 

Aluminum co. 0 20 units 
(Montana) 

Aluminum co. 0 20 drums 
(Montana) 

Site cleanup 21 drums 0 
(Saskatchewan) 

Chemical co. 0 15 drums 
(Alberta) 

State agency 0 814 ft3 
(Hawaii) 

Airline co. 50 drums 0 
(B.C.) 

Heat treatment 2 drums 0 
(B.C.) 

-16-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Noise Control Program October, 1982 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS 

New Actions Final Actions Actions 
Initiated Completed Pending 

Source 
Category Mo FY Mo FY Mo Last Mo 

Industrial/ 

Commercial 9 33 8 28 112 111 

Airports 2 5 1 1 

-17-



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL Q\JALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Noise Control Program 
(Reporting Unit) 

·~~~~~~~O~cto~982 
(Month and Year) 

County 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Tillamook 

Lane 

Lane 

Douglas 

Umatilla 

Colrnnbia 

* 
* 

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED 

Name of Source and Location 

Unique Plastics, Portland 

H. G. Lavelle Landfill, Portland 

USS Henry B. Wilson, Swan Island, 
Portland 

Beckman' s Place (tavern), Portland 

Netarts-Oceanside Sanitary District, 
Tillamook County 

Bohemia Lumber Co1npany, N. Danebo 
Plant, Eugene 

Seneca Sawmill, Eugene 

Roseburg Paving Company, Roseburg 

St. Antho11y 1 s Hospital Helistop, 
Pendleton 

Holce & Oblack_ Airport, Columbia 
County 

-18-

* 
* Date 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

10/82 

* 
* Action 

In Compliance 

In Compliance 

In Compliance 

In Compliance 

Action Suspended 

No Violation 

l'Jo Violation 

Tax Credit Granted 

Exception Granted 

Boundary Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

--~oise ContI'.ol Program 
(Reporting Unit) 

SUMl'lARY OF 

New Actions 
Initiated 

Source 
Category Mo FY 

Industrial/ 
Commercial 

3 36 

Airports 

NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS 

Final Actions 
Completed 

Mo FY 

13 41 

1 6 

-19-

November 1982 
(Month and Year) 

Actions 
Pending 

Mo Last Mo 

98 108 

1 1 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Noise Co~trol Program 
(Reporting Unit) 

* 
County * 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Polk 

Tillamook 

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* 
Name of Source and Location * 

Bullock & Cumpston Greyhound Kennel, 
Clackamas County 

Foster Auto Parts, Clackamas 

J.C. Compton Yoder Quarry, Molalla 

Jorgenson Rock Quarry, Molalla 

Atlas Iron Works, Portland 

Continental Brass, Inc. Portland 

Landa Rental, Inc., Portland 

Portland Recycling Team, Portland 

Putt Putt Golf Course, Portland 

Schnitzer Steel at T-4, Portland 

Water Metrics, Portland 

Beaverton Toyota, Beaverton 

Stadeli Pump & Construction, 
Polk County 

Barview Jetty Helipad, 'ri1lamook 

-20-

November, 1982 
(Month and Year) 

* 
Date * Action 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 source closed 

11/82 Source Closed 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 In CompliaJ1ce 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 In Compliance 

11/82 Source Closed 

11/82 Airport Boundary 
Exception Granted 



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1982 

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF NOVEMBER, 1982: 

Name and Location 
of Violation 

Riedel International, 
Inc., dba/Western­
Pacific Construction 
Materials Co., 

Portland, Oregon 

Mocon Corporation, 
Portland, Oregon 

James Tippet, 
Clackamas County 

LeRoy Schrock, 
Linn County 

Western Industrial 
Cleani.ng Service, Inc. 
and McCall Oil and 
Chemical Corporation, 

Portland, Oregon 

Paul Mangum dba/ 
Magnum's Septic 
Tank Service, 

Harney County 

Jeff Carl, 
Marion County 

GB1616 

Case No. & Type 
of Violation Date Issued Amount Status 

WQ-NWR-82-97 
Discharged waste 
water without a 
waste discharge 
permit. 

AQOB-NWR-82-100 
Open burned 
construction wastes. 

AQ-FB-82-AG1 
Conducted 4th 
priority agricultural 
open burning during a 
prohibited period. 

11-1-82 

11-1-82 

11-1-82 

AQ-FB-82-AG2 11-1-82 
Conducted 4th priority 
agricultural open 
burning during a 
prohibited period. 

WQ-NWR-82-95 11-1-82 
Placed oil contami-
nated wastewater in 
a location where it 
was likely to enter 
public waters. 

SS-CR-82-104 
Dumped a load of 
septage off of 
Hwy. 392, 6 1/2 
miles north of Burns. 

AQ-FB-82-01 
Late open field burn-
ing. 

-1-

-21-

11-29-82 

11-30-82 

$500 

$50 

$50 

$50 

$500 

Paid 11-1 0-82, 

Paid 12-2-82. 

Contested 
11-30-82. 

Paid 11-4-82. 

Paid 11-18-82. 

$500 Awai ting response 
to notice. 

$1,000 Awaiting service. 



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1982 

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF NOVEMBER, 1982: 

Name and Location 
of Violation 

Donald Etzel 
M.arion County 

Willard McLagen 
dba/3M Farms, 

Linn County 

Jess Ropp dba/ 
Ropp Seed & Mfg. Co., 

Linn County 

George Schlegel, 
Linn County 

Rodney Kragness, 
Lane County 

Jay Faxon 
dba/Faxon Farms, 

Benton County 

Vermont Gianella, 
Marion County 

Hayworth Farms, Inc., 
Linn County 

Oak Park Farms, Inc., 
Linn County 

Richard Breitenstein, 
Polk County 

GB1616 

Case No. & Type 
of Violation 

AQ-FB-82-02 
Late open field 
burning. 

AQ-FB-82-03 
Open field burning 
without a permit. 

AQ-FB-82-04 
Open field burning 
unregistered acreage. 

AQ-FB-82-05 
Open field burning 
unregistered acreage. 

AQ-FB-82-06 
Late open field 
burning. 

AQ-FB-82-07 
Late open field 
burning. 

AQ-FB-82-08 
Late open field 
burning. 

AQ-FB-82-09 
Late open field 
burning. 

AQ-FB-82-10 
Open field burning 
without a permit. 

AQ-FB-82-11 
Late open field 
burning. 

-2-
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Date Issued Amount 

11-30-82 $1,000 

11-30-82 $1,500 

11-30-82 $1,500 

11-30-82 $400 

11-30-82 $1,000 

11-30-82 $1,000 

11-30-82 $1,000 

11-30-82 $1,000 

11-30-82 $1,500 

11-30-82 $200 

Status 

Awaiting response 
to notice, 

Awaiting response 
to notice. 

Request for 
settlement 
and/or hearing 
to be filed by 
12-28-82. 

Request for hear-
ing and answer to 
be filed by 
12-31-82. 

Awaiting response 
to notice. 

Awaiting response 
to notice. 

Hearing request 
and answer filed 
12-17-82. 

Awaiting response 
to notice. 

Awaiting response 
to notice. 

Paid 12-10-82. 



ACTIONS 

Preliminary Issues 
Discovery 

LAST 
MONTH 

3 
0 

PRESENT -----
3 
1 

S<?ttlement Action 
Hearing to be scheduled 
Hearing scheduled 

1 
5 
2 

0 

5 
2 

H0 1 s Decision Due 
Briefing 
Inactive 

2 
0 
4 

2 
0 
4 

SllB'l'01'AJ, of cases before hearings officer. 17 17 

HO' s Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal 
Appealed to EQC 

2 
1 

1 
4 

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

0 
0 

0 
0 

Case Closed 

T01rAL Cases 

15-AQ-NWR-76-178 

ACDP 
AQ 
DEC Date 

$ 
ER 
Fld Brn 
RLH 
Hrngs 
Hrng Rfrl 

VAK 
LMS 
MWR 
NP 
NP DES 

NWR 
FWO 
oss 
p 

Prtys 
Rem Order 
Resp Code 
SW 
SWR 
T 
Trans er 

Ui_l?erli~in<;r 

WVR 
WQ 

CONTES.B (2) 

0 0 

20 22 

15th Hearing Section case in 1976 involving Air 
Quality Division violation in Northwc~st Region 
jurisdiction in 1976; 178th enforcement action in 
Northwest Region in 1976. 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Air Quality. 
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 Enforcement Section requests Hearing 
Section schedule a hearing 
Van Kollias, Enforcement Section 
Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section 
Midwest Region (now \'NR) 
Noise Pollution 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
wa.~tewater discharge permit. 
North1Jest Region 
Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General 
On-Site Sewage 
Litigation over permit or its conditions 
All par ti es involved 
Remedial Action Order 
Source of next. expected activity in case~ 
Solid Waste Division 
Southwest Region 
Litigation over tax credit matter 
Transcript being made of case 
New status or new case since last month's contested 
case log 
Willamette Valley Region 
Water Quality Division 

-23-



Pet/Resp 
Narno 

POWELL, Ronald 

WAH CHANG 

WAH CHANG 

M/V TOYOTA MARO 
No. 10 

Hrng 
Rqst 

11/77 

04/78 

04/78 

12/10/79 

Brng 
Rfrrl 

11/77 

04/78 

04/78 

12/12/79 

DEQ 
Atty 

RLH 

RLH 

RLH 

HAYWORTH, John w. 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS 
dba/HAYWORTH FARMS 
INC, 

PULLEN, Arthur w. 
dba/Lakes Mobile 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
CiOVERfiOA 

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

• MEMORANDUM 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

OE0-46 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. c, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Director 1 s Reconunendation 

It is recommended the Commission take the following actions: 

1. Approve tax credit applications: 

Appl. 
No. 

T-1540 

T-1559 
T-1560 
T-1570 
T-1571 
T-1574 
T-1576 
T-1577 

Applicant 

Tektronix, Inc. 

#1 Boardman Station 
#1 Boardman Station 
Teledyne Wah Chang 
Chevron USA, Inc. 
Ramon & Susan Landolt 
Weye+haeu.ser Company 
Pennwalt Corporation 

Facility 

Replacement of vapor degreaser and 
modification to other degreasers 

Ambient air monitoring network 
Modifications to 32 boiler burners 
Harrop tunnel kiln 
Vapor recovery system 
Animal waste control system 
Pentachlorophenol spill control system 
Effluent pH controller 

2. Deny Tax Credit Application No. T-1539, Precision Castparts Corporation, as 
request for Preliminary Certification was not made (see review report). 

3. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 426, issued to Publishers 
Paper Company (see review report) . 

4. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 590, issued to Timber 
Products Company (see review report). 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
12/22/82 
Attachments 

William H. Young 
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PROPOSED JANUARY 1983 TOTALS 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid/Hazardous Waste 
Noise 

CALENDAR YEAR 1982 TOTALS 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid/Hazardous Waste 
Noise 

$ 1,240,853 
490,310 

1,233,052 
-0-

$ 2,964,215 

$12,820,907 
43,360,895 
25,971,190 

49,416 
$82,202,408 



Application No. T-1540 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Tektronix, Inc. 
P. O. Box 500 
Beaverton, OR 97077 

The applicant owns and operates an electronic equipment manufacturing 
facility at Tektronix Industrial Park, Beaverton, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is the replacement of one vapor 
degreaser and the modification of five open top vapor degreasers with the 
controls and lids required by Department rules for control of voe. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on February 
25, 1980, and approved on June 12, 1980. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on June 16, 1980, completed 
on August 31, 1981, and the facility was placed into operation on August 31, 1981. 

Facility cost: $18,438.36 (Complete documentation by copies of invoices was 
provided). 

3. Evalution of Application 

The open top vapor degreasers did not comply with the DEQ rules. The volatile 
organic compounds (VOC) evaporative losses were uncontrolled and vented to 
the ambient air. Five degreasers were modified as described in OAR 340-22-180 
through 22-186, and one degreaser could not be modified to meet the rule and 
had to be replaced. 

The savings in vapor loss .are $4,892.75 per year. The factor used to establish 
the portion of cost allocable to pollution control is the estimated annual per­
cent return on the investment in modifying the degreasers. Using the Depart­
ment's tax credit program guidance handbook method, the return on investment 
is 18.4%. The percent of cost allocable to pollution control in accordance 
with the guidance handbook is 40% or more but less than 60%, based on an 18.4% 
return on investment calculated with a seven year useful life of the facility. 

The roll top lids and other control equipment added to the five modified 
degreasers are considered to have a useful life of five years. The one replace­
ment degreaser has a tax write-off period of seven years. Since the replacement 
degreaser, at $14,516.93, is 79% of the claimed cost, the seven year write-off 
period of the replacement degreaser was used in the calculation of the esti­
mated annual percent return on investment. 
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The application was received on June 29, 1982, additional information was 
received on July 12, 1982 and, November 26, 1982, and the application was 
considered complete on November 26, 1982. 

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 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 pollu­
tion control is 40% or more but less than 60%. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that. a Pollu­
tion Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $18,438.36 with 40% 
or more but less than 60% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1540. 

R .. Potts, Engineer: ahe 
(503) 229-6093 
12-09-82 



Application No. T-1559 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Number one Boardman Station consisting of: 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S. W. Salmon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Idaho Power Company 
1270 Idaho Street 
Post Off ice Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 

Pacific Northwest Generating Company 
Suite 330 
8383 N. E. Sandy Boulevard 
Portland, Oregon 97220 

80% 

10% 

10% 

The applicants own and operate a 500,000 KW coal-burning steam electric 
generator at Boardman, Oregon. 

The applications were made for tax credit for an air pollution control 
facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of an ambient air moni­
toring network. 

Notice of Intent to Construct was made on June 9, 1975, and approved on July 
16, 1975. Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit is not required. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in September, 1975, com­
pleted in January, 1976, and the facility was placed into operation in 
January, 1976. 

Facility Cost, $322,919.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility consists of four (4) permanent and one (1) mobile ambi­
ent air monitoring stations each equipped with strip chart recorders, data 
loggers and auxiliary sampling equipment. The equipment was required by the 
Department to identify ambient air conditions within the vicinity of the plant 
before and after plant startup. 

The data obtained allowed modelling studies to determine air quality impact 
and to demonstrate compliance with air quality limits. The data has been 
furnished monthly to the Department in conformance with the Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit. 
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Annual operating costs of the facility before taxes, exclusive of deprecia­
tion, are as follows: 

Labor - $56,500 
Insurance - 39·0 

TOTAL $56,890 

There is no income or cost savings associated with the operation of the 
claimed facility. Therefore, there is no return on the investment in the 
facility and 80% or more of the facility cost is allocable to pollution 
control. 

The application was received on September 16, 1982, additional information 
was received on December 17, 1982, and the application was considered com­
plete on December 17, 1982. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed under a certificate of approval to construct 
issued pursuant to ORS 468.175. 

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

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

d. The facility 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% or more. 

5. Director's Reconunendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is reconunended that a .Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $322,919.00 with 80% or more 
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax 
Credit Application No. T-1559. 

WJFuller:ahe 
(503) 229-5364 
December 20, 1982 



Application No. T-1560 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Number One Boardman Station consisting of: 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 s. W. Salmon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Idaho Power Company 
1220 Idaho Street 
Post Office Box 70 
Boise Idaho 83707 

Pacific Northwest Generating Company 
Suite 330 
8383 N. E. Sandy Boulevard 
Portland, Oregon 97220 

80% 

10% 

10% 

The applicants own and operate a coal-burning steam electric generator at 
Boardman, 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. modifications to 
32 boiler burners. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on November 
23, 1976, and approved on January 16, 1977, by default. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in March, 1979, completed 
in July, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation on August 3, 1980. 

Facility Cost: $119,824.00 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility is a boiler modification to obtain the most current 
design available for controlling NO emissions. The modification consisted 
of changing 32 burners from single ?egister to dual register. and redesign gf 
nozzle tips. Without the modification, the permit level of 0.70 lb NO /10 
BTU would have been difficult to maintain. x 

The claimed facility has been source tested and has been found to be operating 
in compliance with regulations and permit gonditions. The source test indicated 
an average emission rate of 0.57 lb NO /10 BTU. 

x 

The claimed facility, which was installed to reduce NO levels, has no economic 
benefit to the applicants other than the ability to us~ various alternate 
coals and reduced slagging and corrosion. These benefits are reported by the 
applicants to be insignificant, yielding little or no economic benefit. The 
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annual operating expenses before taxes, exclusive of depreciation, consist 
of $140.00 insurance. Therefore, in accordance with the guideline on cost 
allocation, there is no rate of return on the investment in the facility and 
80% or more of the facility cost is allocable to pollution control. 

The application was received on September 16, 1982, additional information 
was received on December 17, 1982, and the application was considered complete 
on December 17, 1982. 

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 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% 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 $119,824.00 with 80% or more 
allocated to pollution control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit 
Application No. T-1560. 

WJFuller:ahe 
( 503.) 229-5364 
December 21, 1982 



Application No. T-1570 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Teledyne Industries Inc. 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 
1600 Old Salem Road/P.O. Box 460 
Albany, OR 97321 

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum, 
titanium and niobium plant at Albany. 

Application was made for tax credit for a solid waste pollution 
control facility. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application consists of a Harrop tunnel 
kiln to thermally oxidize zirconium metal. Major cost breakdown is as 
follows: 

Harrop tunnel kiln 
Associated equipment 
Natural gas supply installation 
Excavation, slab, roof & walls 
Electrical equipment 
Fans, ductwork and miscellaneous 

Amount claimed ($148,842) 

$ 45,875,52 
38,004.43 

7,443.37 
32,450.59 
14. 961 • 26 
10.109.06 

$148,844 .23 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on 
March 8, 1978, and approved on March 28, 1978. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in April, 1978, 
completed in June, 1978, and the facility was placed into operation in 
June, 1978. 

Facility Cost: $148,842 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Facility oxidizes zirconium metal from the waste stream to produce a 
usable reactor grade zirconium oxide. A.t present an average of 2,263 
pounds of material is produced per day. Normal cost of production of 
zirconium oxide is $2.90/pound. The company estimates 300 production 
days per year with a total recovery of 340 tons valued at $1,969,000. 
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lf. Summation 

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

b. As required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construction 
on or after January 1, 1973, and 

(1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize 
material that would otherwise be solid waste by chemical 
process; through the production, processing, or use of 
materials for their heat content or other forms of energy or 
materials which have useful chemical or physical properties; 

(2) The end product of the utilization is a usable source of 
power or other item of real economic value; 

(3) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable 
source of power, is competitive with an end product produced 
in another state; and 

(4) The Oregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards at 
least substantially equivalent to the federal law. 

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

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 percent. 

5. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $148,842 
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1570. 

R. L. Brown:b 
( 503) 229-5157 
December 14, 1982 
SB162l~ 



Application No.T-1571 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Chevron USA, Inc. 
225 Bush Street, Room 1233 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline terminal at 5531 N. W. Doane Avenue, 
Portland, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a gasoline vapor recovery sys­
tem which uses a carbon adsorption-type recovery unit to return displaced 
vapors as gasoline to a storage tank. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on April 30, 
1979, and approved on June 30, 1979. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in December, 1980, com­
pleted on July 31, 1981, and the facility was placed into operation on July 
31, 1981. 

Facility cost: $779,762 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant installed a McGill Incorporated gasoline vapor recovery unit 
which serves their gasoline delivery tank truck loading rack and the Union 
loading rack across the street. The gasoline vapors displaced when tank 
trucks are loaded are recovered and returned to a regular gasoline storage 
tank. The prevention of the displaced vapors from being vented to the air 
is required by the Department's volatile organic compound (VOC) rule. The 
recovery unit was tested and meets all air permit conditions. 

The value of the recovered vapors results in a return on investment of less 
than 1% using the Department's tax credit program guidance handbook method 
of calculation. Therefore, 80% or more of the cost is allocable to pollution 
control. 

The application was received on November 3, 1982 and the application was con­
sidered complete on November 3, 1982. 

4. Summation 

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of ORS 
468.175, regarding preliminary certification. 
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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 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% 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 $779,672 with 80% or more 
allocated to pollution control, be issued to the facility claimed in Tax 
Credit Application No. T-1571. 

Ray Potts:ahe 
( 503) 229-6093 
12-15-82 



Application No. T-1574 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Ramon G./Susan M. Landolt 
7440 Kilchis River Road 
Tillamook, OR 97141 

The applicant owns and operates a dairy operation at Tillamook. 

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

2. Description of Claimed Faciljty 

The facility described in this application is an animal waste control 
system consisting of: 

a. A concrete manure tank 32 feet in diameter and 8 feet deep; 
b. Rock for tank site preparation; 
c. Manure pump and piping; 
d. A 24 foot x 26 foot, 3 sided, roofed solids storage shed; and 
e. Guttering and downspouts 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made February 9 1 

1982, and approved February 17, 1982. Construction was initiated on the 
claimed facility March 15, 1982, completed June 24, 1982, and the facility 
was placed into operation June 24, 1982. 

Facility Cost: $14,304.77 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

The accountant's certification showed a facility cost $32,937.77. However, 
the Tillamook Off ice of the Soil Conservation Service informed the 
Department that their cost share of $18,633 reduced the facility cost to 
$14 ,304. 77. 
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3, Evaluation of Application 

Prior to construction of the claimed facility, inadequate area drainage 
caused manure to drain into a nearby creek, The new liquid manure tank and 
solids storage shed allow for collecting and holding animal wastes. Roofing 
and guttering of these new facilities diverts rainwater which otherwise 
would cause contaminated runoff. This manure control system has eliminated 
the direct discharge of manure to public waters and provides for land 
aplication during dry periods. There is no return on investment from the 
facility. 

4. Summatjon 

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 
water pollution. 

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

e. The 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 $14,304.77 with 80 percent 
or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed 
in Tax Credit Application No. T-1574. 

Charles K. Ashbaker:g 
(503) 229-5325 
WG1752 



Application No. T-1576 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
Wood Products Manufacturing 
P. 0. Box 389 
North Bend, OR 97459 

The applicant owns and operates a lumber and plywood manufacturing 
facility at North Bend. 

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 pentachlorophenol 
spill control system consisting of: 

a. A 36' long steel dip tank; 
b. Concrete foundation, curbing, and drip pad; 
c. Pump house; and 
d. Stainless steel pump. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made July 9, 
1981, and approved July 31, 1981 . Construction was initiated on t.he 
claimed facility August 11, 1981, completed November 9, 1981, and the 
facility was placed into operation November 9, 1981. 

Facility Cost: $141,886 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 
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3, Evaluation of Application 

Wood intended for export is of ten dipped in a pentachlorophenol 
solution to reduce stain and fungus growth. Prior to installation of 
the claimed facility, the pentachlorophenol dip system did not provide 
for collection of drippings and spills. Early in 1981, several spills 
occurred from this system which allowed the anti-stain solution to 
enter Coos Bay. In addition, the solution was applied by hose on 
large timbers with excess solution dripping onto the ground. The new 
dip tank is large enough such that all lumber and timbers can be 
handled in it. The spill control facility has a sealed concrete floor 
and walls to contain drips and spills. Lumber removed from the dip 
tank is placed on sloped racks within the walled area for further drip 
time. Liquids collect in a sump and are pumped back to the dip tank. 
A shed located within the facill.ty houses the pumps and concentrated 
solution. This is a well designed system which has greatly reduced 
the loss of pentachlorophenol to the surroundj_ng environment. There 
is no return on investment from this facili.ty. 

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. <:ubstantial 
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing 
water pollution. 

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

e. The 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 $141 ,886 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1576. 

C. K. Ashbaker:g 
( 503) 229-5325 
November 24, 1982 

WG1770 



Application No. T-1577 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Pennwalt Corporation 
Inorganic Chemicals 
P. o. Box 4102 
Portland, Oregon 

The applicant owns and operates an inorganic chemicals plant which 
produces chlorine, hydrochloric acid, sodium hydroxide, sodium 
chlorate and ammonia at Portland. 

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 plant effluent pH 
controller consisting of a computerized central control system, pH and 
Oxidation Reduction Potential (ORP) transmitters, automatic 
acid/caustic feed systems, mixing tanks and agitators. 

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made October 
16, 1979 and approved April 21, 1980. Construction was initiated on 
the claimed facility April 1980, completed April 1982, and the 
facility was placed into operation April 1982. 

Facility Cost: $334,120 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Eyaluation of Application 

The applicant discharges approximately 21.0 MGD of process waste water 
through four outfalls to the Willamette River. Prior to installation 
of the claimed facility, the applicant's plant effluent was in 
compliance with the pH requirements of their NPDES permit 75% of the 
time (based on a minute-by-minute tracking method). Since the 
installation, the level of compliance has improved to 97%. The system 
automatically senses the pH of the waste water and feeds a controlled 
quantity of acid or caustic to neutralize the water prior to 
discharge. There is no return on investment from the claimed 
facility. 
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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 
water pollution. 

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

e. The 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 $334,120 
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1577· 

CKA:g 
WG1887 
( 503) 229-5325 
December 21, 1982 



Application No. T-1539 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Precision Castparts Corporation 
4600 S. E. Harney Drive 
Portland, Oregon 97206 

The applicant owns and operates a foundry for the production of steel and 
stainless steel investment castings at 1334 s. E. Eighth Street, Clackamas, 
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 nine (9) individual 
dust and/or fume collection systems. 

Request for Preliminary Certification was not made; applicant requests that 
the Conuuission waive requirements for filing. See Attachment 1. 

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in May, 1980, completed 
in November, 1980, and the facility was placed into operation from August, 
1980 through January, 1981. 

Facility cost: $137,072.78 (Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility, consisting of one scrubber installation, one electro­
static precipitator, two (2) filter systems, and five (5) dust collection 
systems, are used to control emissions from the leach tank, wax department·s, 

zyglo (spray oil penetrant/black light crack insp<wtion ·area), sandblast, pot 
packing, cleaning, and metal preparations at·the new- small_parts plant. A- break­
a.own>:Of the individual systems, their cost, and the ar:eas served is noted below. 

System 6 - $ 38,681,87 - Wax Department 
System 7 - 39,845.93 - Wax Assembly Department 
System 9 - 11,459.00 - Zyglo Department 
System 18 - 5,062.00 - Foundry Department 
System 19 - 17,904.31 - Sandblast Department 
System 20 - 9,361.94 - Packing Department 
System 21 - 5,451.00 - Zyglo Department 
System 22 - 3,701.71 - Cleaning Department 
System 23 - 5,605.02 - Metal Preparation 

TOTAL $137,072.78 

The facility has been inspected by Department personnel and has been found 
to be operating in compliance with Department regulations and permit condi­
tions. The applicant reports that the following material is collected by 
the claimed facility, neutralized if applicable, and disposed of by 
transporting to a local landfill. 
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System 6 - Sulfuric 
System 7 - Wax 
System 9 - Oil 
System 18 - Oil 

Acid - 1,680 gal/yr 
300 lbs/yr 

- 5.55 tons/yr 
- 0.46 tons/yr 

System 19 - Blast dust & Refractory material- 3.9 tons/yr 
System 20 - Refractory. material 500 lbs/yr 
System 21 - Aluminum & Talc Powder 720 lbs/yr 
System 22 - Blast dust & Refractory material- 3.9 tons/yr 
System 23 - Metallic dust - 1.3 tons/yr 

The applicant derives some benefit from reduced space heating cost by dis­
charging the cleaned air from System 7 and System 23 back into the building. 
The annual savings in space heating costs are as follows: 

System 7 - $2,027/yr 
System 23 - __ 4_4_3~/~y_r 

TOTAL $2,470/yr 

The rate of return on investment for the two systems was computed in accordance 
with the 11 Tax Credit Guidance Handbook." The percent of return on investment 
(% ROI) based on a ten (10) year life for these two systems are as follows: 

% ROI 
System 7 - <1% 
System 23 - <1% 

Therefore, since the % ROI for System 7 and System 23 is less than 1%, there 
is no reduction in the percent of actual cost allocable to pollution control 
for these two (2) systems and 80% or more of the claimed facility would be 
allocable to pollution control except for the requirement for preliminary certi­
fication. 

The application was received on June 15, 1982, additional information was re­
ceived on September 9, 1982, and November 22, 1982, and the application was 
considered complete on November 22, 1982. 

4. Summation 

a. The Department is not aware of special circumstances which made the filing 
of an application for preliminary certification unreasonable; however, the 
facility would otherwise be eligible for tax credit. 

b. Facility was. constructed on or after January 1, 1977, 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 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 could be properly allocable to 
pollution control is 80% or more. 
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5. Director 1 s Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate be denied for the facility claimed in Tax Credit 
Application No. T-1539. 

WJFuller:ahe 
(503) 229-5747 
December 20, 1982 



Attachment 1 State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENV\HONMENTAL QUALll Y 

oo~@~~~q~w 

Precision June 2, i9s2 

Castparts 
Corp. 

• I ur·J O 11 iS3Z 

AIR Q!JAUT}( <:;ONTROL 

4600 S.E. Harney Drive 
Portl8nd, Oregon 97206 

Telex 36-0992 
Telecopier 503-777-7324 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Management Services Division 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 9 72 07 

Gentlemen: 

' ,, ,.._.,,. ., -

Enclosed are amended applications, two copies each, for Pollution 
Control Tax Credits for our Clackamas facility. The original appli­
cation, now on file with the DEQ, included systems modifications 
which were not constructed according to the preliminary plans and 
specifications and do not have preliminary certification for tax 
credits. These systems and costs have been separated and inclu­
ded on an amended application. The remaining systems, dust 
collection systems 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, did receive preliminary certif­
ication, as verified by Mr. Clinton and Mr. Fuller; these systems 
are included on an amended application with a total claimed cost 
of $368,492.60. We did not include engineering drawings in the 
enclosed amended applications, please refer to the original appli­
cations for these details. If you need additional drawings, please 
contact me. 

As indicated on the amended application for systems 6, 7, 9, 18, 
19, 20, 21, 22 and 23, preliminary certification was not received 
prior to construction. We would like to request a waiver of this 
requirement for these systems, and ask that the DEQ accept the 
amended application for certification for the systems. In your re­
view of this request for a waiver, please consider the following 
reasons for the changes in the systems, and for our not obtaining 
the necessary preliminary approvals and certifications: 

1. The facility was built on a fast-track method and proper 
submittal of applications was an oversight on the constjl­
tant' s part. Changes in the plant and equipment layout 
and selection of the most cost effective means of pollution 
controls were made later in the project, during the construc­
tion phase. These changes were improvement in pollution 
controls above and beyond the originally proposed systems. 

Corporate Offices: (503) 653-8210 Ill! Clackamas Plant: (503) 653-8210 !Ill Portland Plant: (503) 777-3881 
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2. These applications were the first that we had submitted for 
Pollution Control Tax Relief. We were apparently unclear 
on details of the application process, specifically the 
requirement for notification of changes. 

3 . The intent of the tax relief program and of the pollution 
control regulations was met or exceeded. System changes 
were necessary to achieve maximum pollutant control. 
(e.g. It was decided that bag houses would not be adequate 
for fume and some dust controls and that separate systems 
would be necessary). 

4. We were unclear of the definition of "commencing construc­
tion" and took this to mean plant construction, not pollution 
control unit construction. 

5. The total CFM airflow is close to that proposed in the 
original applications for construction approval. The dust 
collection systems as constructed totalled slightly less 
CFM than as originally proposed, the balance of the pro-­
posed CFM is in the fume and smaller dust control systems. 

6. The smaller systems, added later, control emissions which 
were not originally going to be controlled, so our net 
emissions are lower than originally proposed. 

·7. The systems for which we are requesting acceptance of a 
late application total $13 7, 0 72. 78 in claimed costs. This 
is a significant cost, representing a significant tax credit. 
Since our intent was good from the start we feel that tax 
relief is warranted. This is a large manufacturing facility, 
employing over 500 people, with many years of future pro­
ductivity and benefit to the community. This one-time 
opportunity for Pollution Control Tax Relief should not be 
denied on the basis of oversight. 

Please process the application for systems 1, 2, 3, 4 and S as 
soom as possible. If necessary, we would be happy to meet with 
representatives from DEQ to further support our request for certif­
ication for the remaining systems. 

Thank you for your assistance in the tax relief process. If you 
need further information, please contact me. 
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Sincerely, 

George Bissonnette 
Mgr. , Environmental Affairs 

GB/my 

Enclosures 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

REVOCATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE 

1. Certificate Issued To: 

Publishers Paper Company 
Molalla Division 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Certificate was issued for an air pollution control facility. 

2. Surrrrnation 

on September 21, 1973, the Environmental Quality ComrnisSion issued Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate No. 426 to Publishers Paper Company for 
modifications to their wigwam waste burner at their plant in Oregon City. 
By letter of April 28, 1976, the Company informed the Department that 
the certified facilities were removed from operation in 1975. The 
Department subsequently informed the Company that they would ask the 
Enviornmental Quality Commission to revoke Certificate No. 426. Through 
an oversight this revocation was not presented to the Commission at 
that time. The Company has not taken tax relief on this Certificate 
since 1974. 

Pursuant to ORS 317.072(10), it is necessary that the Commission revoke 
Pollution Control Facility No. 426 as of January 1, 1975. 

3. Director's Reconunendation 

It is recommended that the Commission revoke Pollution Control Facility 
Certificate No. 426 as of January 1, 1975, as the certified facility has 
been removed from operation. 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
12/22/82 
Attachments 



R05ERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Dt-.C:. 1 

DEP J.l1RTNltNT Of 
ENVIRC)Nl\i1ENTAl QUA.UTY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET "' PORTL/l.ND, ORE. 97205 "' Telephone (503) 229. 5197 

Publishers Paper 
419 :Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

May 5, 1976 

Attention: cJ;;urres R. 1'1urray, Corporate Tax }1anager 

Gentlemen: 

In your Jetter of Ar-1ril 28, 1976, you stated that the 'h•ig·wam 
burner for the !-'1olalla Division beca.rne corn1Jletcly inoperative in 
197 5 2-Ed you would not be taking a tax credit for this facil.i t.y 
in any yea.r subsequent to 1974. 

Pollution Control Facility Certificate #426(1973) will be 
i)rcsented to the Enviromnental Qnali ty Commission for revocation 
at its next re.9i.11ar rneeting. 

EJW:lb 

cc~ 

cc: 
cc: 

PortJ.arid Hegion 
AQ Fi.18 03-1791, 
.De11t. of H.evenue 

Sincerely, 

T_,QH.EN 1(RZ\l·1ER 

Direct:.or 

E . .._). Weathersb!'.:::;e, J,drninistrator 
'Technical Progra1ns Coordinzition 
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April 28, 1976 

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

Attention: Tax Credits Section 

Gentlemen: 

0·1. t 7"1 J 

no; L'."1"',;,1 -"t:Cuon 

. T- 117( 
APR 2 9 1976 

On September 21, 1973, your agency certified a wigwam burner 
modificati.on at our Molalla Division for tax credit in the 
amount of $36,lf35 (Certificate 1t426). The wigwam burner 
became comp letcly inoperative in 197 5. 

Accordingly, we will not take tax credit against this certif­
icate in any tax year subsequent to 1971, .. 

eh 
[. [ C3·!711 

/ V'"--2/Jv~~(L 

,) , j~ }t,.'Vv._;:, ,o.rvy .~l '·• U /( ,[ .l.cYJ" ' 

D ;,c~ /J n{,_ ./;ct',, /"lr{Jlc Jvl~J ,T ,-',:._, i/, 7 d':..,(,,_ 

iv .... -.( Jv(.vi... ;r;.__ /t""i..1,/\. ~-(- .l,..._.r.--- ,..;J-'1.._,,_,___ ' t--:,__~ ..... ,-,;::-..... }'-)~~-L--<.... /L,_, -v- l··-/:..:. 

419 Mt·ll-1 ST., Of<ECON CITY, Of;'CGDN 9'/045, iEL(f'1<[)11r: 15~:31 (,56·S2l I 
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State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

426 Certificate No. ___ _ 

Date of Issue 

Application No 

9-21-73 

T-1;73 

Issued To: As: 01;ner Location of Pollution Control F2.cility: 

Publlshcrs Paper Company State High1vay 213 
Molal la Division South of Lt bera 1 
!1 J 9 Main Street Clackcimas County 
Oregon CI ty, Oregan 97045 

--

Description of Pollution Contiol Facility! 
Modif!cntlon oi' 1vigwam waste under.:.flre burner conslstlng of: top dcimper, 

and over-fire air systems, Ignition system, temperature recording system, and 
automat I c contra l system. 

----· 

Date Pollution Control Facility ',Vas completed and placed. in operation: June '.), 1972; June 9, 1972 
-

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 36,1135 
-- - -------~--

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: 

1. 

2. 

80 percent.or more 

In zccordance with the provisions of ORS 449~ 605 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility 
described herein and i11 ti.lie application referens:ed above is a 11 pollntion control fa.ci1ityll with.in 
the definition of ORS 449. 605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or 
after January 1~ 1967, and on or before December 31, 19781 and is designed for, and is being 
operated or will operate to a ~ubstantial extent for the purpose of preventing, c0ntrolling or 
reducing air tir wa.Lt!r pollution, and that the facility ic necess::ry to satisfy the intents and 
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder. 

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate ls issued this date subject to compliance with 
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Envi.ronm.ental Quality 
.:md the following special condition<;: 

The facility shall be continuously operated at maxlmum efflclency for the 
designed· purpose of preventing, controlling, and reducing air pollution. 

The Department of Environmental Qua! ity shal 1 be immediately notified of 
any proposed change In use or method of ope rat I on of the fact 11 ty and ! f, 
for any reason, the fact l ity ceases to operate for lts lntended pal lutlon 
control purpose. 

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

Sigrrea·--::::.::-
7 

~~ -·;;, ··7 

B. A. McPh1ll1ps 
Title Chairman, Environmental Quality Commissior 

Approved by the En"Vironmental Quality Commission 

on the 21st day of September 19 73 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

REVOCATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE 

1. Certificate Issued To: 

Timber Products Company 
P. 0. Box 1669 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

Certificate was issued for an air pollution control facility. 

2. Stunrnation 

On June 27, 1975, the Environmental Quality Cormnission issued Pollution 
Control Facility Certificate No. 590 to Timber Products Company for 
scrubbers and associated equipment at their plant in Medford, Oregon. 
On November 15, 1982 the Company informed the Department that the 
certified facilities were dismantled and removed November 1, 1982. 

Pursuant to ORS 307.405(4), it is necessary that the Commission revoke 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 590. 

3. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission revoke Pollution Control Facility 
Certificate No. 590 as of November 1, 1982, as the certified facilities 
have been removed from service. 

CASplettstaszer 
229-6484 
12/22/82 
Attachments 



TIMBER PRODUCTS CO. 
Executive Office 

November 15, 1982 

Department of Environmental 
522 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
P.O.Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Attn: Mr. Harold Patterson 

Gentlemen: 

Quality 

Re: Tax Relief Application No. T-663 
Certificate No. 590 

POST OFFICE BOX 269 
SPRINGFIELD, OREGON 97477 

PHONE 503/747-3321 

The emission control devices covered by this certificate were dis­
mantled and removed November l, 1982. Emission contro.ls designed 
to meet the requirements of OAR 340-30-030 are an integral part of 
the alterations and modifications currently under way at the milling 
and drying facility of the Timber Products Co. particleboard plant. 

JHG/dn 

CC: Gary Grimes - DEQ, Medford 
Don Neff - DEQ, Portland 
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DatL' of L<:suc 06-27-15 
St;i1 l~ oJ Orl'f.iL'll 

75-09547 DEPl\RTMF.NT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Application No T-663 

POLLUTION CONTROL !FACILITY CERTIFICATE 

Issued To: Asi Owner Location of Pollution Control Facility1 

Timber Products Company McAndrews Road 

Post Off Ice Box 1669 Medford, Oregon 
Medford, Oregon 97501 Jackson County 

Description of Pollution Control Facility& 

Three scrubbers consisting of rotoc I ones on particle dryers #'s 1 and 2, and 

core cyclone and fine cyclone; pump blowers; electrical suppl Jes; steel for 

platform; and freight, foundation, fittings, and miscellaneous. 

Date Pollution Control Facility was con1plctcd and placed in t)pcrationi August, 1973; not given 

Actual Cosl of Pollution Control Facilltya $ 59,015.94 

Pc,rcent of acn1al cost properly allocable to pollution control1 

Eighty percent (80%) or more 

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 449. 605. et seq., it is hereby certified th.at the facility 
described herein and in the application referenced above is a 11 pollution control facility 11 wit.bin 
the definition of ORS 449. 605 and that the facility was erected, constructed, or installed on or 
after January 1, 19671 and on or before December 31 1 1978, and ls designed for, and is being 
operated or .will operate to a rubsta.ntial extent for the purpose of preventing, coutrolli.ag or 
reducing air or water pollution, and that the facility is netessary to satisfy the intents and 
purposes of ORS Chapter 449 and regulations thereunder. 

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date rubject to compliance ,v!th 
the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality 
and the following special conditions1 

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

2. The Department of Environmental Qua] lty shal I be immediately notified of 
any proposed chcnge in use or method of operation of the faci Jity and if, 
for any reason, the foci Ii ty ceases to operate for its intended pol Jut ion 
control purpose. 

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

Jackso:1 County, Oregon 
Recorded 

OFFICIAL RECORDS 

(J 3.'l/] JUL2 91975 p.M. Ti1Jc _JL~lll.Llli_s_, Cha I rman 

HARRY CHIPMAN 
CLE~:°dRE1~RDER By lJ. /J7Ht?.,2 ~ 

Approve<l by rJ1c EnvironnienLaJ Quality Con1mission 

on the -11._tb__ day of ·-"-J-"u'-'n-=e ____ 19 A 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
!lOVERNOI\ 

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 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Authorization for a Hearing to Consider Repeal of Mid­
Willamette Area Nuisance Rule. OAR 340-29-020. In Response 
to Comments by Legislative Counsel 

Background and Problem Statement 

OAR 340-29-020, Attachment 1, was originally adopted by the now defunct 
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWVAPA). When MWVAPA was 
dissolved in July, 1975, DEQ re-assumed air quality control responsibility 
in the MWVAPA region and the MWVAPA rules, standards and orders continued 
in effect until superseded by action of the Commission (pursuant to ORS 
468.560). 

On June 11, 1982, the EQC took action to repeal the MWVAPA rules and re­
adopt those, including OAR 340-29-020, which were not duplicative of 
existing DEQ rules and which were deemed to be useful, Since OAR 
340-20-020 had been an effective rule of MWVAPA (and later the Depart­
ment) since its original adoption (last revised in May, 1970), the 
Department staff did not question its legality or constitutionality. 

Problem 

On October 22, 1982, the State of Oregon's Legislative Counsel Committee 
sent a letter and report ARR 4229, Attachment 2, stating that the rule did 
not appear to be within the intent and scope of the enabling legislation, 
and stating that the rule violated the vagueness doctrine. 

Alternat;yes and Evaluation 

The Commission could authorize a hearing (see Attachment 3) to consider 
repeal of OAR 340-29-020. Other alternatives include trying to mend 
deficiencies of the rule or seeking statuatory support for such a rule, 

Rulemaking Statement 

A "Rulemaking Statement" is appended to Attachment 3 of this memorandum. 

Discussion 

The DEQ Willamette Valley Regional staff reports that the subject rule has 
seen fairly limited use in the past and almost none in recent times, and 
they do not foresee a future need for this rule. Only one person recalled 
only one case where the rule was used; see Attachment 4. 
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The staff, upon review, believes that adequate authority is available under 
ORS 468.115 (see Attachment 1) to deal with possible releases of air 
pollutants which are not specifically limited by DEQ standards, but which 
might present an imminent and substantial endangerment to health. 

Since the rule has had very limited use, it seems the least amount of 
effort to deal with this problem would be to repeal the rule. 

Summation 

1. OAR 340-29-020, an old Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
rule, was adopted as an OAR by the Commission on June 11, 1982. The 
rule is aimed at abating miscellaneous air pollution "nuisances". 

2. The Legislative Counsel Committee's Ootober 22, 1982 letter and report 
singled out the rule as not being within the cited enabling 
legislation, and as being too vague to be constitutional. 

3, Further staff review reached a concensus that the Department's air 
program could be effectively administered without OAR 340-29-020, 
since only one case of its actual use in recent times can be cited. 
Other remedies are available to deal with conditions that might 
present a health hazard, not addressed by specific Department rules. 

4. After evaluating the arguments for repealing, repairing, or retaining 
the rule, the Department believes repealing the rule is the most 
cost-effective solution to the problem cited by the Legislative 
Counsel. 

Director's Recommendation 

r. is recommended that the Commission authorize the Department to hold 
a hearing to consider the repeal of OAR 340-29-020. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: 1. Rule 340-29-020 with ORS 468.115 
2. Legislative Counsel letter October 22, 1982 and 

staff report ARR 4229 
3. Public Hearing Notice with attached Rulemaking 

Statements 
4. DEQ Interoffice Memo, St. Louis to Weathersbee, 

November 2, 1982, concerning proposed repeal of 
340-29-020 

J.F. Kowalczyk:a 
AA2875 
(~03) 229-6459 
December 17, 1982 



Attachment 1 

"Nuisance Rule" Proposed for Repeal 

[Other Emissions 
340-29-020 It shall be unlawful for any person to cause or permit the 

emission of an air contaminant including an air contaminant or emission 
that is not otherwise covered by these regulations, if the air contaminant 
causes or tends to cause injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to any 
considerable number of people or to the public or which causes or has a 
natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property so as to 
constitute a public nuisance.] 

"Nuisance Law" Which Remains in Force for Serious Nuisance Cases. 

468.115 Enforcement in cases of emergency. ( 1) Whenever it appears 
to the Department that water pollution or air pollution or air contami­
nat1.on is presenting an imminent and substantial endangerment to the 
health of persons, at the direction of the Governor the Department shall, 
without the necessity of prior administrative procedures·or hearing, enter 
an order against the person or persons responsible for the pollution 
contamination requiring the person or persons to cease and desist from the 
action causing the pollution or contamination. Such order shall be 
effective for a period not to exceed 10 days and· may be renewed thereafter 
by order of the Governor. 

(2) The state and local police shall cooperate in the enforcement of 
any order issued pursuant to subsection (1) of this section and shall 
require no further authority or warrant in executing and enforcing such an 
order. 

(3) If any person fails to comply with an order issued pursuant to 
subsection (1) of this section, the circuit court in which the source of 
water pollution or air pollution or air contamination is located shall 
compel compliance with the order in the same manner as with an order of 
that court. (Formerly 449.980) 

AA2875.1 
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G_ CLIFFORD 

STATE OF OREGOl'I 
LEGJSLAT!VE COUNSEL CO/vlMITTEE 

October 22, 1982 

To; Office of the Di.rector 
Departrnen t of Envirornnen tal Quali -cy­
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, Orer;on 97207 

Frorn: R.o bert '/!. Lundy 
Chief Deputy Leei.slative Counsel 

ATTACHMENT 2 

--sro1 '>T.<ro. -....--~'" 

S-'L~'-'. o~_e.,oa:1 ~7JIO 

Enclosed is a cop:;,r of OlIT s tJ.ff report AF .. H. 4229, reflecting our re,rievr 
of rules of the En~rironn1ent2.l Qua.lit~r Corrr.d.ssion relatin~~ to air pollution 
control in the l.ti.d--~'fillarr:ettc Valley area 

The staff rerJort includes a nezative deternd.nation undel~ Question l 
in respect to one_ of the I1..tle0, ar1d also a deterrilinati·:-Jn that the sar..e n1le 
raises a constitutional issue. 

Tl1e Le_sislative Counsel Cor:1nittee req11ests your respo;ise to tho~ie 
deter1ninations. The Conr.rLttee Ytishes to consider that res"0onse 1Yhen it 
considers t.rie report at its next meeting. 

·Ne T1ouJ.d apprecir:i_te receiving tr~at response by Noi1ember 12, 1982. 

~ncl. 

AIR QUALIT'! CONTROL 
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LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL 
SlOl Stote Capitol 

Salem, Oregon 97310 

October 20, 1982 

;\dministr·ative Rule Review 
REPORT 
to the 

Legislative Counsel Committee 
(Pursuant to ORS 183. 720) 

State Agency: Envir·onmental Quality Commission 

Rule: Air· pollution confrol in Mid-Willamette Valley area 

ARR Number: 4229 

These rules were tiled with the Secretary of State on June 18, 1982, and 
became effective on that date. 

The rules consist of new rules (OAR 340-29-011, 29-020 and 29-030), 
amendments of existing r·ules (OAR 340-29-001 and 29-005) and repeal of an 
existing rule (OA.R 340-29-010). The rules include a desuiption of purposes 
and application, definitions of terms and restrictions on the emission of odorous 
matter, other air contaminants and large particulate matter. 

The rules replace previous air· pollution contl'Ol r·ules for Benton, Linn, 
Marion, Polk and Yamhill Counties. The previous rules adopted by reference 
the rules and regulations of the former- Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 
Authority. 

The stated need for- the rules is as follows: 
Most of the Mid-Willamette Valley APA rules are duplicated in the OARs 

and only a few unique Mid-Willamette rules are needed and useful. As a 
housekeeping measure, most of the Mid-Willamette rules need to be repealed 
and only those parts of the rules which are needed in the Mid-Willamette 
counties above and beyond the generally applicable OARs should be 
integrated into the OAR. This was done in the past when the Columbia­
Willamette Air Pollution Authority ceased to exist. 

DETERMINATIONS 
(Questions 1 and 2 pursuant to ORS 183. 720(3)) 

(Question 3 pursuant to request of Committee) 

Does the rule a">p.ear to be within the intent and 
legislation purporting to authorize its adoption? 
legislation is ORS 468.020 and 468.295. 

scope of the enabling 
No, in part. The enabling 

2. ·.Does the rule raise any constitutional issue other than described in 
Question 1? Yes. 

3. Does violation of the rule su·bject the violator to a crim'1nal or civil penalty? 
Yes. A civil penalty is imposed by ORS 468.140(1). 



DISCUSSION AND COMMENT 

Intent and scope of enabling legislation 

One of the new nlles of the Environmental Quality Commission (Commission) 
r·elating to air pollution control in the Mid-Willamette Valley ar·ea does not 
appear to carry out a pertinent statutory directive and, for· that reason, to be 
within the intent and scope of the enabling legislation. 

The rule in question (OAR 340-29-020) reads: 

It shall be unlawful for· any person to cause or permit the emission of 
an air contaminant including an air contarninant or emission that is not 
otherwise covered by these regulations, if the air contaminant causes or 
tends to cause injury, detriment, nu·1sance or annoyance to any considerable 
number of people or to the public or· which causes or has a 'natural 
tendency to cause injury or damage to business or proper·ty so as to 
constitute a public nuisance. 

ORS 468.020(1) sets forth the general authority of the Commission to "adopt 
such rules and standards as it considers necessary and proper in performing 
the functions vested by law in the commission." The Commission cites ORS 
468.295(3) as the statutory authority for the rule in question. ORS 468.295(3) 
r·eads: 

(3) The commission may establish air quality standards including 
emission standards for the entire state or an area of the state. The 
standards shal.1 set forth the maximum amount of air pollution permissible in 
various categories of air· contamin?nts and rnay differentiate betvveen 
different areas of the state, different air contaminants and different arr 
contamination sources or classes thereof. (Emphasis added) 

We do not perceive that the r·ule in question establishes any meaningful 
maximum levels for air contaminant emissions in the lvlid-Willamette Valley area. 
Without those maximum levels, we believe the r·ule fails to comply with the 
directive found in the second sentence of ORS 468.295(3), and thus does not 
appear- to be within the intent and scope of the enabling legislcition. 

Constitutional issue 

OAR 340-29-020 also raises a constitutional due process issue be.cause the 
vague langauage used in the rule fails to give adequate notice of prohibited 
conduct and makes the rule susceptible to selective enforcement. The issue is 
r·aised by the looseness of the rule phrases "tends to cause injury, detriment, 
nuisance or ~nnoy~ncc:" and "considerable number of people." (Emphasis 
added) 

Oregon case law states that a criminal statute or ordinance is void for 
vagueness "if language describing elements of the offense is so elastic. that men 
of common intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning." State v. 
Sanderson, 33 Or App 173, 176, 575 P2d 1025 (1978), citing City of Por·tland__:,'_c 
White, 9 Or App 239, 242, 495 P2d 778 (1972) Sup Ct review denied. A 
criminal statute will fail if it does not "provide any standa1·d by which police, 
judges and juries can distinguish between innocuous and criminal acts." Id. at 
177. 

ARR 4229 October· 20, 1982 Page 2 
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As indicated above, the 1·ule in question does not establish any meaningful 
maximum levels for· air contaminant emissions. Rather, a person causing or 
permitting an air contaminant emission is compelled to guess whether other 
people will react to the emission in a manner that will be considered 
11

3nnoyance'
1 and thus gfve rise to a violation of the rule. The rules do not 

define "annoyance." In State V, Sanderson the court analyzed the phr'ase 
"alarms or seriously annoys" in Oregon's harassment statute (ORS 166.0G'.i(l)(d) 
prior· to ;imendment in 1981) and found the statute unconstitutional becausr, "the 
phrase,. ,gives no basis to distinguish between anti-social conduct which was 
intended to be prohibited and socially toler·ab!e conduct which could not 
reasonably have been intended to be subject to criminal sanction." State v, 
Sanderson, 33 Or App 173, 176-177, 575 P2d 1025 (1978). In the same way, 
the rule phrase "tends to cause,., annoyance" gives no basis to distinguish 
between tolerable air contaminant emission levels and those that will be 
unlawful. 

Also, a person is not told by the rule in question what will 'constitute a 
"considerable number" of people who may be caused injury, detriment, nuisance 
or annoyance by an air contaminant emission, "Considerable" is defined in 
Webster's Third New International Dictionary as "rather large in extent or 
degree." That definition fails to add any cer·tainty to the rule by providing a 
definite number of people that must be caused injury, detriment, n·uisance or 
annoyance before a violation of the 1·ule can be said to occur. 

We are informed by a representative of the Commission that the rule in 
question was intended to be a "catch-al!" rule that would allow the taking of 
action against an air polluter if enough co'mplaints were r·eceived, That 
characterization of the rule makes it very much like the type of unc;:onstitutional 
ad hoc legislation by enforcer's described by the court in State v, Hodqes, 25~ 

Or-:--:ZC 457 P2d 491 (19G9), In that case the court held unconstitutional a 
statute (ORS 167.210, repealed in 1972) that imposed a criminal penalty on a 
person for conduct that "manifestly tends to cause any child to become a 
delinquent child," As in the statute dealt with in State v. Hodqes, the 
looseness of the language in the. rule offends due prncess bypr·';;Viding a catch­
all phrase that is an instrument of potential abuse. 

We point out that the vagueness doctrine appears to be applied by courts in 
situations involving criminal conduct, Violation of the rule in question subjects 
the violator to a civil penalty; i.e,, a monetary fine, The nature of the 
sanction for violation of the 1·ule may, or may not, be such as to preclude 
application of the vagueness doctrine. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

A CHANCE TO COMME~iT ON • • • 
Nuisance Rule Public Hearing 

December 20, 1982 

WHO IS AFFECTED: Businesses and citizens in the Willamette Valley 
counties of Benton (Corvallis), Linn (Albany), Marion 
(Salem), Polk (Dallas), and Yamhill (McMinnville) who 
might create or be affected by nuisance type air 
pollution sources. 

WHAT IS PROPOSED: The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing 
to repeal OAR 340-29-020. This administrative rule was 
adopted a decade ago to protect people, business, or 
property from an air pollution nuisance, not otherwise 
covered by the rules. Repeal is being proposed because 
the rule may not have proper enabling law, and may also 
be unconstitutionally. vague. 

The Department is of the opinion that the other ORS's 
and OAR's for odor,.etc., are sufficient to deal with 
any serious nuisance condition. 

HOW TO COMMENT: Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be 
obtained from the Air Quality Division i·n Portland or 
the regional off ice nearest you. 

P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

at10l!!.2 

A public hearing will be held before a hearings 
officer at: 

3:00 p.m. 
February 16, 1983 
Room 4B, 4th Floor, 
522 s.w. 5th 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Oral and written comments will be accepted at the 
public hearing. Written comments may be sent to Peter 
Bosserman, but must be received by no later than 5:00 
p.m., February 16, 1983. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMA T/ON: 

PUBN. AH (9/82) 
AA2875.2 

Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 22S.5696 in the Portland area. To avoid 
long distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-806-452-7813, and ask for the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 



WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP: After public hearing the Environmental Quality 
Commission may adopt rule amendments identical to the 
proposed amendments, adopt modified rule amendments 
on the same subject matter, or decline to act. 
The Commission's deliberation should come on April 8, 
1983, as part of the agenda of a regularly scheduled 
Commission meeting. 

A Statement of Need, Fiscal and Economic Impact 
Statement, and Land Use Consistency Statement are 
attached to this notice. 

PUBN.AH (9/82) 
AA2875.2 



RULEMAKING STATEMENTS 

for 
Repealing Nuisance Rule Affecting Mid-Willamette Counties 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335, these statements provide information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

STATEMENT OF NEED: 

Legal Authority 

This proposal repeals OAR 340-29-020. It is proposed under authority of 
the Environmental Quality Commission to repeal what it adopted, 

Need for the Rule 

The Legislative Co~nsel Committee has challenged the rule's: 

a) basis from cited enabling legislation, saying it does not set a 
limit on a pollution source. 

b) clarity, saying that the rule is unconstitutionally vague in 
several areas. 

Principal Documents Relied Upon 

1. Legislative Counsel letter October 22, 1982 to DEQ and staff report ARR 
4229. 

2. DEQ Interoffice Memo, St, Louis to Weathersbee, November 2, 1982, 
concerning proposed repeal of 340-29-020. 

FISCAL, ECONOMIC AND SMALL BUSINESS IMPACT STATEMENT: 

Since the rule was only used once in a decade to relocate one smoke house, 
it can be estimated that the fiscal and economic impact of the rule and its 
repeal is negligible. No impact on small business is anticipated. 

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT: 

The proposed rule does not affect land use as defined in the Department's 
coordination program approved by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission because rule use is so rare. 

AA2875.3 



ATTACHMENT 4 

STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

D. St Louis through 

OJ'} 
Joh,113o~den 

Nov. 2, 1982 E.J. Weathersbee, AQD 

SUBJECT, AQ - MWVAPA Rule 29-020, "Other Emissions 11 

Willamette Valley Region 

8! 0 125-1387 

We concur with 'Legislative Counsel's comments and your proposal 
to repeal the above regulation. 

The "Other Emission" regulation has seen fairly limited use in the 
past and almost none in more recent times. During better economic 
times, the Region was able to respond to nearly every citizen 
complaint and may have used the rule to: 

1. Address emissions from welding, auto repair and other 
small shops in residential areas where scentomete:E:standards 
weren't violated and only one party was impacted. 

2. Control fallout on residential property that wasn't 
over 250 microns. 

I recall only one instance of specific use. A residential smoke 
house annoyed a nearby neighbor in Mt Angel. I believe we used 
the rule to convince the responsible party to relocate the smoke house. 

In summary, I don't forsee a lot of use for this rule. 

D. St Louis 

contain• 
Rocycl1'd 
Materool• 



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. E, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on 
Proposed Revisions to the State Air Quality Implementation 
Plan for the Medford-Ashland AQMA Regarding Particulate 
Control Strategies 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The Clean Air Act of 1977 requires states to submit plans to demonstrate 
how they will attain and maintain compliance with national ambient air 
standards for those areas designated as 11 nonattainment 11 • The Medford­
Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) was designated nonattainment in 
1974 because of measured exceedences of the secondary ambient air quality 
standard for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP). In 1978 the Environmental 
Quality Commission adopted a State Implementation Plan (SIP) designed to 
improve air quality and meet the secondary standard. Before this plan 
could be implemented, air quality worsened and on January 10, 1980 the AQMA 
was designated to be in nonattainment with the primary particulate 
standard. 

The 1978 SIP, which has been partially implemented at this time, has 
contributed to the air quality improvements recorded during 1980 and 1981. 
The economic recession and better than normal ventilation have also 
contributed to this improvement. While these improvements appear to be 
significant, the Medford and White City areas are projected to remain in 
exceedence of the primary TSP standard (under normal economic and 
ventilation conditions and expected growth) even with full implementation 
of the 1978 SIP. It is necessary, therefore, to develop a revised SIP 
strategy containing the additional control measures necessary to improve 
air quality to meet the primary and the secondary TSP standards. 

The Department, the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee and the 
Jackson County Board of Commissioners have developed recommended 
particulate control strategies for the Medford area which are expected to 
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result in attainment of the primary particulate standard by 1984 and 
attainment of the secondary standard by the year 2000. The federal 
secondary standard is the same as the Oregon particulate standard. 

The Medford area exceeds particulate standards predominately because of 
non-traditional source impacts such as residential wood burning emissions 
and road dust. Thus, the new particulate strategies concentrate on these 
non-traaitional area source categories. The new strategies require 
State rules, local ordinances and other commitments for implementation. 

Problem Statement 

The particulate strategies are needed to meet the requirements of the Clean 
Air Act, The plan outlining these strategies was due to the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) by July 10, 1981, However, the development of 
local ordinances on residential wood burning control measures has been 
controversial and time consuming. This has resulted in a delayed plan 
submittal. 

Since the Medford area is designated nonattainment for particulate matter 
and an adopted particulate control plan has not been submitted to EPA, 
major new or modified existing particulate sources are prohibited in the 
Medford-Ashland AQMA. Econooiic sanctions are also possible for failure to 
submit an approvable plan, Adoption of the proposed Medford particulate 
plan would allow major new or modified existing sources in the Medford­
Ashland AQMA if emission offsets are provided, 

Authority for the Commission to Act 

ORS Chapter 468, Section 020, gives the Commission authority to adopt 
necessary rules and standards; Section ::i05 authorizes the Commission to 
prepare and to develop a comprehensive plan. Attachment 1 contains the 
Statements of Need, Fiscal and Econooiic Impact, and Land Use Consistency. 

ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

A special data base improvement project entitled the Medford Aerosol 
Characterization Study (MACS) was completed in January 1981. This project 
was designed to accurately identify the sources contributing to violation 
of the particulate standard in the Medford and White City areas. Study 
results indicate that the major sources of TSP are vegetative burning 
(31%), soil and road dust (30%) and the wood products industry (20%). 

The MACS results were used by DEQ, the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory 
Committee and the Jackson County Commissioners to develop recommended 
particulate control strategies. The major control measures to meet the 
primary standard are listed below. 
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PRIMARY STANDARD ATTAJNMENT STRATEGY 

Implementation 
Control Measures Date 

Completion of 1978 industrial 1980-83 
control measures. 

Industrial fugitive emissions 1983 
control and compliance schedule. 

Operation and maintenance 1983 
program for industrial 
control equipment and compliance 
schedule. 

Mandatory weatherization before 1984 
new woodstove instal la ti on. 

Mand,atory weatherization of 1984 
homes with existing woodstoves 
starting in 1984 if primary 
standard not attained. 

Firewood moisture control 1982 
including shifting standing 
timber firewood cutting to spring. 

Commercial firewood control 1982 
including shifting standing 
timber firewood cutting to spring. 

Mandatory woodstove curtailment 1983 
during pollution episodes, 
now in County, 1984 in City. 

Alternate heat source required 1983 
for new homes with woodstoves. 

Solar access and orientation 1982 
planning requirements. 

Open burning controls including 1982 
tighter ventilation criteria. 

Trackout control programs. 1982 

Street sanding and sweeping 1982 
improvements. 

Paving unpaved roads (13 roads) 1983 
and shoulders. 

Implementation 
Mechanism 

Existing OARs 

OAR 340-30-043 (new) 
340-30-045 (revised) 

OAR 340-30-044 (new) 
340-30-045 (revj.sed) 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City (114740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

USFS and BLM program 
commitments 

USFS and BLM program 
commitments 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City land development 
code (Section 13.3-16) 

City (#4732) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City (#4740) and County 
( #82-6) ordinances 

City, County and ODOT 
program commitments 

City program commitments 
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Ambient particulate levels (annual geometric mean) would be expected to 
increase to 105 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) by 1984 if no additional 
controls were implemented after the MACS base year. In order to meet the 
primary particulate standard (75 ug/m3) by 1984, ambient particulate levels 
must be reduced by 30 ug/m3. The 1984 attairunent date is required under 
the Clean Air Act. The new primary standard attairunent strategy, combined 
with completion of the 1978 strategy, is expected to reduce particulate 
levels by 32 ug/m3, The relative contributions of the control measure 
categories are: 

Category 

Completion of 1978 
industrial control 
measures. 

New industrial control 
measures. 

New vegetative burning 
control measures, 

New soil and road dust 
control measures. 

Total 

Projected TSP Reduction (ug/m3) 

12 

2 

16 

2 

32 

In addition to the primary standard attairunent strategy, other control 
measures are required to maintain compliance with the primary standard and 
attain the secondary standard, The proposed control measures for the 
secondary strategy are outlined below. 

SECONDARY STANDARD ATTAINMENT STRATEuY 

Control Measures 

Completion of the retrofit 
weatherization programs. 

Certification program for sale 
of new woodstoves. 

Solar access and orientation 
program continuation. 

Upgraaed veneer dryer controls 
and compliance schedule. 

Soil and road dust measures. 

Implementation 
Date 

1984-1990 

1985 

Ongoing 

1990 

1990 

Implementation 
Mechanjsm 

City/County ordinances 

DEQ program (following 
legislative authority) 

City ordinances 

OAR 340-30-020 (revised) 
340-30-045 (revised) 

City/County ODOT programs 
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The primary maintenance/secondary attainment strategy is expected to reduce 
ambient TSP levels to 70 ug/m3(annual geometric mean) by 1990 and 60 ug/m3 
by the year 2000. The Department is unable at this time to identifY 
sufficient control measures, short of sharp curtailment of woodstove use or 
industrial operations, to provide a growth increment. Offsets would 
continue to be required for major new or modified sources. 

Attachment 2 contains the proposed particuJ.ate control strategy for the 
Medford-Ashland AQMA. Attachment 2 (page 11) also contains the proposed 
revision of the nonattainment area boundaries which more accurately 
identifies the area projected to exceed primary or secondary particulate 
standards in future years. The precise legal definition of the 
nonattainment area will be included in Appendix 4.10-1 of the SIP control 
strategy document and will be adopted as part of the plan, Attachment 3 
contains the proposed state rules which are needed to implement the control 
strategies identified in the document, and will also be incorporated into 
the State Implementation Plan, The proposed rules include revising OAR 
340-30-020 (upgraded veneer dryer controls by 1990), adopting OAR 
340-30-043 (fugitive emissions control), adopting OAR 340-30-044 (operation 
and maintenance programs), and revising OAR 340-30-045 (compliance 
schedules). 

Alternatiyes 

Alternati.ve control measures have been identified as potential substitutes 
for the control measures included in the proposed strategies. The 
alternative control measures were evaluated by the Jackson County Air 
Quality Advisory Committee but were considered less energy efficient, less 
cost-effective and/or less implementaole than the recommended control 
measures. Alternative control measures include: 

o Scrubber controls on small hogged fuel boilers. 
o Baghouse controls on small drywood cyclones. 
o Baghouse controls on large hogged fuel boilers. 
o Upgraded veneer dryer controls by 1984. 
o Ban the installation of new woodstoves. 
o Ban the use of existing or new woodstoves, 

SUMMATION 

1. The Medford-Ashland AQMA is designated a primary nonattainment 
area for primary total suspended particulate standards. 

2. Recent airshed studies indicate that the major sources 
contriouting to the particulate levels in Medford are vegetative 
burning (31%), soil & road dust (30%), and the wood products 
industry (20%). 

3, TSP levels were expected to reach 105 ug/m3 in 1984 (under normal 
growth, economic activity and ventilation) if no controls were 
implemented after the MACS sampling period. A 30 ug/m3 reduction 
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was therefore needed to meet the primary (health related) 
standard by 1984, 

~. The Department, the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory 
Committee, the Jackson County Board of Commissioners and local 
cities have developed particulate strategies which focus on the 
major sources of total particulate matter in the Medford area. 
The strategies are designed to attain the primary particulate 
standard by the required date of 1984 and the secondary standard 
by the year ~000, which is considered as expeditiously as 
practicable. 

~. A revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) has been 
drafted, The revision includes local ordinances and commitments 
to reduce residential woodburning emissions, local commitments to 
reduce soil & road dust, and proposed new and revised state rules 
to further reduce industrial emissions in the Medford area and a 
commitment to seek control of new woodstoves. 

6. Alternative control measures appear to be less energy efficient, 
less cost-effective and/or less implementable than the proposed 
measures, 

·r. Major new and modified existing particulate sources are currently 
prohibited in the Medford-Ashland AQMA. The adoption of the 
proposed SIP revision would allow major new and modi.fied existing 
sources in the Medford-Ashland AQMA if emission offsets are 
provided. Other potential EPA sanctions would also be avoided. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the EQC authorize a 
public hearing to consider public testimony and adoption of the proposed 
Medford Particulate State Implementation Plan (SIP) Revision at the 
February 25, 1983 EQC meeting in Medford. The proposed SIP revision 
includes: primary and secondary standara attainment strategies; 
OAR 340-30-020 (revision), OAR 340-30-043 (new) and OAR 340-30-044 (new), 
and OAR 340-30-045 (revision); and redefinition of the nonattainment area 
boundaries. 

William H. Young 
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Aotachments: 1. Public Hearing Notice, Statements of Need for Rulemaking, 
Fiscal and Economic Impact, and Land Use Consistency. 

2. Proposed Particulate Control Strategy for the Medford­
Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMAJ as a State 
Implementation Plan Revision. 

3. Proposed state rules, including revision of OAR 340-30-
020 (Veneer Dryer Emission Limitations), adoption of OAR 
340-30-043 (Control of Fugitive Emissions), adoption of 
OAR 340-30-044 (Requirement for Operation and Maintenance 
Plans), and revision of OAR 340-30-045 (Compliance 
Schedules). 

John F. Kowalczyk:a 
AG1877 
229-6459 
December 20, 1982 



Attachment 1 

' 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

A CHANCE TO' CONll'JlENT ON ... 
The Proposed Particulate Control StrategiJ for the Medford-Ashland Area 

Notice of Public Hearing to be held February 25, 1983 

WHO IS AFFECTED: 

WHAT IS PROPOSED: 

llliAT ABE THE HIGHLIGHTS: 

Residents, industries and public works departments 
within Jackson County. 

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing 
to amend OAR 340-20-047, the Oregon Air Quality State 
Implementation Plan, by revising the particulate 
control strategy for the Medford-Ashland Air Quality 
Maintenance Area. The Department is also proposing to 
adopt new and revised state rules as part of the 
control strategy. The proposed strategy is expected to 
bring the area into compliance with the primary 
(nealth) standard by 1984 and the secondary (welfare) 
standard by the year 2000. A hearing on this matter 
will be held in Medford on February 25, 1983. 

Major elements of the proposed primary standard control 
strategy include: 

o Weatherization of homes prior to installing wood-
stoves. 

o Weatherization of existing homes. 
o Firewood moisture control program. 
o Temporary curtailment of woodstove use during air 

pollution episodes. 
o Fugitive emissions control program for industrial 

and commercial operations (new OAR 340-30-043). 
o Operation and maintenance program for industrial 

pollution control equipment (new OAR 340-30-044). 
o Paving selected unpaved roads and shoulders. 

Majer elements of the proposed secondary standard 
control strategy include: 

o Completion of the retrofit weatherization 
programs. 

o Upgraded veneer dryer control equipment 
(revision to OAR 340-30-020). 

o Woodstove certification program. 
o Additional soil and road dust control measures. 

PUBN.AH (9/82) 
AA2879 

FOF/ FUF/THEF/ INFOF/MA noN: 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portl•nd, OR 97207 Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 229--5696 in the Portland area. To avoid 

long distance charges from other parts at the state, call 1..aoe-452~78"13, and ask for the Department o1 
Environmental Quality. ~,-



SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

HOW TO COMMENT: 

WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP: . 

The nonattairunent area boundaries would be revised to 
more accurately identity the area projected to exceed 
primary or secondary particUJ.ate standards in future 
y_ears. 

Tne particulate strategies include proposed revisions 
to OAR 340-30-020 (upgraded veneer dryer controls by 
1990), new OAR 340-30-043 (fugitive emission control 
programs), new OAR 340-30-044 (operation and 
maintenance programs for industrial pollution control 
equipment), and proposed revisions to OAR 340-30-045 
(compliance schedules). 

Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be 
obtained from the Air Quality Division in Portland (522 
S.W. Fifth Avenue) or the Southwest Regional Office in 
Medford (201 W. Main Street). 

A public hearing will be held before the Environmental 
Quality Commission at: 

9:30 a.m. 
February 25, 1983 
Mepford City Hall, Council Chambers 
411 W. 8th Street 
Medford, Oregon 

Oral and written comments will be accepted at the 
public hear...ng. Written comments may be sent to DEQ, 
Air Quality Division, Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207, 
but must be received by no later than February 23, 
1983. 

After public hearing the Environmental Quality 
Commission may adopt rule amendments identical to the 
proposed amendments, adopt modified rule amendments 
on the same subject matter, or decline to act. 
The adopted rules will be submitted to the U. s. 
Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State 
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commission's 
deliberation may come at their February 25, 1983 
meeting following the hearing. 

A Statement of Need, Fiscal and Economic Impact 
Statement, and Land Use Consistency Statement are 
attached to this notice. 

PUBN.AH (9/82) 
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RULEMAKING STATEMENTS 

for 

The Proposed Particulate Control Strategy for the 
Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335, these statements provide information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

STATEMENT OF NEED: 

Legal Authority 

This proposal amends OAR 340-20-047, 340-30-020 and 340-30-045, and would 
adopt OAR 340-30-043 and 340-30-044. It is proposed under authority of ORS 
Chapter 468, including Section 295 which authorizes the Commission to 
estaolish air quality standards and Section 305 which authorizes the 
Commission to adopt a general comprehensive plan for air pollution 
control. 

Need for the Rule 

The Medford area currently exceeds Federal and State ambient air quality 
standards for particulate matter. The Clean Air Act requires that a 
control strategy be submitted to bring the area into compliance. The 
proposed new and revised rules are needed as part of the control strategy 
to bring the area into compliance with air quality standards. This control 
strategy must be submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as a 
revision to the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

Principal Documents Relied Upon 

1) Clean Air Act as Amended (PL 95-95) August 1977. 
2) DEQ Updated Emission Inventory. 
3) Medford AerosoL Characterization Study, February 1981. 
4) Background Report to Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee, 

February 1981. 
5) Jackson County Board of Commissioners Findings and Recommendations for 

a Particll.late Control Strategy, November 1981. 

FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT: 

The residential woodburning control measures are generally designed to 
improve energy efficiency, thus reducing the amount of firewood burned and 
pollutants emitted. The weatherization and firewood seasoning programs are 
expected to result in energy and dollar savings to participating 
homeowners. Free energy audits and zero or low-interest weatherization 
financing are available, generally through local utility companies, to 
address the initial capital expense. Retrofit weatherization is expected 
to reduce the space heating energy requirement of an average home by 40% 
per year at an average total cost of $1600 per home. 



Temporary curtailment of woodstove use during pollution episodes is 
expected to cost the average woodstove household about $20 per year due to 
using a greater amount of alternate source (electric, gas or oil) heat. 

The capital cost for upgraded veneer dryer equipment for 15 dryers in the 
Medford-White City area in 1990 is estimated at $3.75 million ($250,000 per 
dryer). Annual operation and maintenance costs for the control equipment 
are estimated at $25,000 per year per dryer (1980 dollars). 

Wood products and aggregate industries would incur sane additional expense 
as a result of proposed fugitive dust control requirements and control 
equipment operation and maintenance requirements. These requirements would 
affect larger businesses. The additional expense is expected to be 
moderate. 

City, County and State (ODOT) public works departments may incur some 
moderate additional expense as a result of proposed street sweeping and 
sanding program improvements. 

The City of Medford has approved $200,000 in federal Housing and Urban 
Development grant money to pay 50% of the cost of paving selected unpaved 
streets. The remainder would be paid by participating homeowners. 

Woodstove dealers would probably experience a reduction in models of wood­
stoves available for sale as a resu.l t of the proposed woodstove certifi­
cation program. Weatherization companies may experience an increase in 

. business as a result of the proposed retrofit weatherization requirements. 
Other small businesses are not expected to be significantly affected by the 
proposed rules. 

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT: 

The proposed rule appears to affect land use and appears to be consistent 
with the Statewide Planning Goals. 

With regard to Goal 6 (air, water, and land resources quality), the rules 
are designed to enhance and preserve air quality in the affected area and 
are considered consistent with the goal. 

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the rule. 

Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be 
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this 
notice. 

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed 
action.and comment on possible conflicts with their programs affecting 
land use and with Statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and 
jurisdiction. 

·rhe Department of Environmental Quality intends to ask the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development to mediate any apparent conflict brought 
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities. 
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4.10.0 MEDFORD-ASHLAND AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA STATE IMPLEMENTATION 

PLAN FOR PARTICULATE MATTER 

4.10.0.1 Introduction 

The Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) was designated 

nonattainment in 1974 because of measured exceedences of the secondary 

ambient air quality standard for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP). 

In 1978 the Environmental Quality Com.mission adopted a State 

Implementation Plan (SIP) designed to improve air quality and meet the 

secondary standard. The 1978 SIP was subsequently approved by the 

Environmental Protection Agency. Before this plan could be 

implemented, air quality worsened and on January 10, 1980 the AQMA was 

designated to be in nonattainment with· the Primary particulate. 

standard. 

The 1978 SIP, which has been partially implemented at this time, has 

contributed to the air quality improvements recorded during 1980 and 

1981. While these improvements appear to be significant, the Medford 

and White City areas are projected to remain in exceedence of the 

primary and secondary standards even with full implementation of the 

1978 SIP. It is necessary, therefore, to develop a revised SIP 

containing the additional control measures necessary to improve air 

quality to meet the primary and the secondary TSP standards. 

4 .. 10 .. 0 .2 Summary 

A special data base improvement project entitled the Medford Aerosol 

Characterization Study (MACS) was completed in January 1981. This 

project was designed to accurately identify the sources contributing 

to violation of the particulate standard in the Medford and White City 
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areas. Study results indicated that the major sources of TSP during 

the 1979-80 MACS sampling period were Vegetative Burning (31%), Soil & 

Road Dust (30%) and Wood Products Industry (20%). 

follows: 

The MACS results were used by DEQ, the Jackson County Air Quality 

Advisory Committee and the Jackson County Commissioners to develop a 

recommended particulate control strategy. The major control measures 

of the primary standard attainment strategy include: 

o Completion of 1978 industrial control measures. 
o Weatherization of homes prior to installing wood stoves. 
o Weatherization of existing homes. 
o Firewood moisture control program. 
o Temporary curtailment of woodstove use during air pollution 

episodes. 
o Fugitive emissions control program for industrial and 

commercial operations. 
o Operation and maintenance program for industrial pollution 

control equipment. 
o ~aving selected unpaved roads and shoulders. 

Ambient particulate levels (annual geometric mean) are expected to 

increase to 105 micrograms per cubic meter ( ug/m3) by 1984 if no 

additional controls are implemented after the MACS base year. In 

order to meet the primary particulate standard by 1984, ambient 

particulate levels must be reduced by 30 ug/m3. The new strategy, 

combined with completion of the 1978 strategy, is expected to reduce 

particu!ate levels by 32 ug/m3. The relative contributions of the 

control measure categories are outlined in the following table. 
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Table 4.10.0-1 

OVERVIEW OF PRIMARY ATTAill~IBNT STRATEGY 

Category Projected Annual TSP Reduction (ug/m3) 

Completion of 1978 
industrial control 
measures. 

New industrial control 
measures. 

New vegetative burning 
control measures. 

New soil and road dust 
control measures. 

TOTAL 

12 

2 

16 

2 

32 

Additional control measures are needed to maintain the primary 

standard after _1984 and attain the secondary standard by the year 

2000. These key additional control measures are: 

o ·Completion of retrofit weatherization programs. 
o Solar access and orientation. 
o Woodstove certification program. 
o Upgraded veneer dryer controls. 
o Soil and road dust control measures. 

As indicated by the MACS results, the Medford-White City area exceeds 

particulate standards predominately because of non-traditional source 

impacts such as residential woodburning and road dust, thus, the new 

particulate strategy concentrates on these non-traditional area source 

categories. The new strategy requires both state rules and local 

ordinances for implementation. 

4.10.1 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

4.10.1.1 Identification of Study Area 

The Medford-Ashland AQMA is located within the Bear Creek Valley of 

Jackson County, Oregon. It covers about 228 square miles and includes 
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the cities of Ashland, Central Point, Eagle Point, Jacksonville, 

Medford, Phoenix and Talent as shown in Figure 4,10-1. The principal 

industries are logging, wood products manufacturing, agriculture and 

tourism. 

The AQMA is located at an elevation of about 1200 feet in a 

mountainous valley formed by the Rogue River and its tributary, Bear 

Creek. The surrounding mountain elevations range from 3000 to 9500 

feet. 

The climate of the Bear Creek Valley is moderate with marked seasonal 

changes. The annual average rainfail totals about 20 inches. Winds 

are normally very light, prevailing from the south during the winter 

months and from the north during the remainder of the year. 

The topography of the area restricts natural ventilation of the 

valley, Holzworth ( 197 n identified the southwest interior Of Oregon 

as one of the two areas most prone to air pollution episodes in his 

study of the meteorological potential for air pollution within the 

continental United States, The National Weather Service issues Air 

Stagnation Advisories (ASAs) on about 20 days each year in the Medford­

Ashland AQMA. Most episodes occur during the winter months and last 

about 4 days. 

4.10.1.2 Monitoring Data 

The air monitoring network for the Medford-Ashland AQMA includes 4 

particulate monitoring sites. The sites are located in Medford, White 

City, Ashland and on Dodge Road. The Dodge Road site is the 

background site, located north of the AQMA in the Sams Valley area. 

The air monitoring network is illustrated in Figure 4.10-2. 
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Figure 4 .10-2 
MEDFORD-ASHLAND AQMA AIR SURVEILLANCE NETWORK 

1 

i SITE 

_ 1. Ashland 
2. White City 
3. Dodge Road* 

4. 
s. 
6. 

MEDFORD 

Bear Creek Corp. 
Brophy BI dg. 
County Courthouse 

POLLUTANT 

TSP 
TSP 
TSP 

Ox 
co, 
TSP 

THC, NOx 

* Dodge Road site 1 ocated north of AQMA 

KEY 
·~. 

TSP Total Suspended Particulate ·~-­
Ox Photochemical Oxidants 
CO - Carbon Monoxide 

SOz - Sulfur Dioxide 
THC - Total Hydrocarbons 
NOx - Oxides of Nitrogen 
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The Federal primary and secondary standards and the State standard for 

particulate matter are outlined in the following table. The annual 

standard is based on the geometric mean of the 24-hour samples 

collected every sixth day during the year. The daily standard is 

based on the second highest 24-hour sample collected during the year 

on the every-sixth-day schedule.· 

Time Period 

Annual 
Daily 

Table 4.10.1-1 

PARTICULATE STANDARDS 

Total Suspended Particulate Standards (ug/m3) 
Primary Secondary Oregon 

75 
260 

60 
150 

60 
150 

The annual geometric means of particulate levels measured at the four 

AQMA sites are summarized in the following table. Particulate levels 

in the Medford and White City areas have significantly exceeded the 

primary and secondary standards. Particulate levels in Ashland and at 

Dodge Road were below the secondary standard. 

1979 
1980 
1981 

Table 4.10.1-2 

ANNUAL AVERAGE PARTICULATE LEVELS 

Total Susoended Particulate (ug/m3) Annual Geometric Mean 
Medford White City Ashland Dodge Road 

99 
79 
68 

82 
85 
79 

49 
49 
43 

24 
24 
19 

Particulate levels measured on the second highest day of each year are 

summarized in the next table. The daily primary and secondary 

standards were exceeded at the Medford site in 1979 and 1980. The 

daily secondary standard was exceeded at the Medford site in 1981 and 

at the White City site in 1979, 1980 and 1981. No violations of the 

daily particulate standard were recorded at the Ashland or Dodge Road 

sites during 1979-81. 
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Table 4.10.1-3 

SECOND HIGHEST DAY PARTICULATE LEVELS 

Total Susoended Particulate (ug/m3) Second Highest Day 
Medford White City Ashland Dodge Road 

1979 
1980 
1981 

286 
295 
216 

218 
224 
17 3 

90 
124 
97 

48 
57 
50 

The long-term trends of particu.Late levels over the last 10 years in 

Medford and Ashland are also outlined in Figure 4.10-3. Most of the 

improvements in 1980-82 are attricuted to factors related to the 

economic recession (high vacancy rate, low traffic volumes, low 

industrial activity) and better than average meteorology (heavy rain­

fall and good ventilation). Thus, most of the improvements noted 

during 1980-82 are not expected to be permanent. 

In summary, particulate levels in the Medford and White City areas 

exceed both the primary and secondary standards. Particulate levels 

in Ashland are below the secondary standard. Particulate levels at 

the Dodge Road background site are less than half of the secondary 

standard. 

4.10.1.3 Nonattainment Area Boundaries 

A computer model, called the Climatological Dispersion Model (CDM), 

has been used to simulate particulate concentrations within the 

Medford-Ashland AQMA. The MACS results were used to calibrate this 

model. The calibrated model has allowed DEQ to define more precisely 

the geographical area exceeding the particulate standaras. 

When the Medford-Ashland area was designated as an AQMA in 1974, the 

entire AQMA was considered to be the nonattainment area. As part of 

this. SIP revision, the boundaries of the nonattainment area are. 
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revised to include only those portions of the AQMA expected to exceed 

particulate standards. 

The primary and secondary nonattainment areas within the 

Medford-Ashland AQHA are outlined in Figure 4.10-4. The projected 

primary nonattainment area includes about 72 square kilometers or 28 

square miles and includes the Medford and White City areas. The 

secondary nonattainment area includes about 156 square kilometers or 

60 square.miles. The precise definitions of the nonattainment areas 

are presented in Appendix 4.10-1. Appendix 4.10-1 will be included in 

the public hearing and will be adopted as part of this plan. 

4.10.2 EMISSION INVENTORY 

4.10.2.1 Base Year Emission IPyentory 

The base year used for analyzing particulate emissions and source 

impacts was the MACS sampling period (April 1979 to March 1980). The 

particulate emission inventory for the MACS year is outlined in the 

following table. 
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Table 4.10.2-1 

MACS BASE YEAR ( 1979-80) EMISSION INVENTORY 

Source Category 

1. Industrial Processes 
a. Wood products 
b. Other industry 

2. Fuel Combustion 
a. Residential 
b. Commercial 
c. Industrial 
d. Orchard heating 

3. Solid Waste Disposal 
a. Backyard burning 
b. Agricultural 

4. Fires 
a. Slash burning 
b. Forest wildfires 
c. Structural 

5. Fugitive Dust 
a. Paved roads 
b. Unpaved roads 
c. Agricultural 
d. Heavy construction 

6. Transportation 
a. Highway 
b. Off-highway 
c. Other (rail, air, etc.) 

7. Other 

Total 

:far:t;i,,cuJ.gte 
J:gjJjj;_ 

2510 

83oa 

3340 

E;m,iss;i.ons 2 Tons Per ;(egr 
_Al:§ .Tu.t.sl. 

2856a 
280 

66 

2568 
1557 

7 
92 
82 

152 
88 
64 

98 
70 
10 
18 

3043 
1615 
1355 

23 
50 

177 
120 

50 
7 

--2B.l --2B.l 

5835 9175 

a Total industrial emissions, as discussed in other parts of this plan, 
include both industrial process and industrial combustion emissions. 

4.10.2.2 Prolected Emissions in Future Years 

Projected particulate emissions for future years, if no new control 

measures are implemented, are outlined in the following table. The 

emission projections are based on complete implementation of the 

industrial control measures adopted in 1978. 
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Table 4.10.2-2 

EMISSION INVENTORIES FOR FUTIJRE YEARS IF ~10 NEW CONTROL MEASURES 

Proiected Particulate Emissions, Tons Per Year 
Source Category J:lA.Q.S. .13il .1.Wl. .2.ll..!l..ll. 

1. Industrial Processes 
a. Wood products 
b. Other industry 

2. Fuel Combustion 
a. Residential 
b. Commercial 
c. Industrial 
d. Orchard heating 

3. Solid Waste Disposal 
a. Backyard burning 
b. Agricultural 

4. Fires 
a. Slash burning 
b. Forest wildfires 
c. Structural 

5. Fugitive Dust 
a. Paved roads 
b. Unpaved roads 
c. Agricultural 
d. Heavy construction 

6. Transportation 

2790 
66 

1557 
7 

922 
82 

88 
64 

70 
10 
18 

1615 
1355 

23 
50 

a. Highway 120 
b. Off-highway 50 
c. Other (rail, air, etc.) 7 

7. Other 

Total 

4.10.2,3 Growth Factors 

9175 

1090 
72 

2420 
8 

510 
72 

90 
64 

70 
10 
20 

1770 
1355 

23 
55 

132 
55 

8 

-3.Q.8_ 

8185 

1090 
80 

2750 
8 

510 
60 

100 
64 

70 
10 
21 

1930 
1355 

23 
60 

144 
60 

8 

-335. 

8678 

1090 
86 

3200 
9 

510 
50 

120 
64 

10 
1 0 
23 

2100 
1355 

23 
65 

156 
65 
9 

-3.6.5. 

9370 

The population projections used to calculate area source emissions 

which are directly related to population growth are consistent with 

the Jackson County Comprehensive Plan and the Rogue Valley Council of 

Governments 208 plan. The traffic projections used to calculate 

transportation and paved road dust emissions are consistent with the 

Medford Area Transportation study and the Medford Carbon Monoxide SIP. 
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• 
The residential woodburning projections are based on wood heating 

surveys conducted by or for the Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality, the Oregon Department of Energy, Pacific Power and Light 

Company, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or the Bonneville 

Power Administration. 

A substantial reduction in industrial emissions is projected by 1984 

due to implementation of industrial control measures adopted in 1978. 

These measures required additional controls on large hogged fuel 

boilers, veneer dryers, particleboard dryers, charcoal furnace and 

cyclones in the Medford-White City area. No significant growth in 

industrial emissions is projected after 1984 based on industry 

forecasts and the offset requirements of the Oregon new source review 

rules. 

'4.10.3 SOURCE IMPACTS 

4.10.3.1 Analysis of Impacts by Source Categories 

The Medford Aerosol Characterization Study (MACS) identified the major 

sources of total suspended particulates (TSP) and respirable 

particulate (RP) in 1979-80 as outlined in the. following table. 

Respirable particulate includes particules less than 2.5 microns in 

diameter. 
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Source Category 

Vegetative Burning 

Soil & Road Dust 

Wood Products 
Industry 

Other 

Unexplained 

Total 

Table 4.10.3-1 

SOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS DURING BASE YEAR 

Annual Avera~e 
Impact ( ug/m.J) 

Description TSP 

Primarily residential wood- 30 
burning, also slash burning, 
field· burning, backyard open 
burning, 

Primarily paved road dust en- 29 
trained by traffic, also un-
paved road dust and wind blown 
dust. 

Primarily wood-fired boilers, 19 
veneer dryers, particle dryers, 
also air conveying systems. 

Motor vehicle exhaust, tire 11 
wear, construction, etc. 

_a 

97 

RP 

30 

2 

9 

3 

--2. 

46 

The relative contributions of local and background sources to both TSP 

and RP levels are outlined in Figure 4.10-5. 

4.10.3.2 Proiected Source Impacts in Future Years 

Projected source impacts in 1984 are contrasted with impacts during 

the MACS year in the following table. Residential wood burning and 

wood products industry emission trends over the 1970-2000 period are 

outlined in Figure 4.10-6. 
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Figure 4.10-5 
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PROJECTED 

Source Category 

Vegetative Burning 
Soil & Road Dust 
Wood Products Industry 

Table 4. 10. 3-,2 

SOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS IN 1984 
Annual Average TSP Imoact (u§/m3) 

.!:!AQ.S. ~ ~ 

30. 1 36 36 
29.0 30 30 
19.5 20 8 

Other Identified SourcesC 10.7 11 11 
JJn~x:k!ls.ined 1.B B 8 

Total 97 105 93 

a If no additional industrial controls installed after the MACS year. 
b If 1978-adopted industrial controls implemented on schedule. 
c Motor vehicle exhaust, tire wear, construction, etc. 

4.10.4 CONTROL STRATEGY 

4.10.4.1 Emission Reduction Necessary for Attaimnent 

Air quality projections, using potential control strategy scenarios, 

indicate that the annual particulate standards will be more difficult 

to attain in the Medford area than the corresponding daily standards. 

The projections indicate that the daily standards will be met if the 

strategy is adequate to meet the corresponding annual standards. 

The ambient TSP concentration during MACS averaged 97 ug/m3 (annual 

geometric mean). The MACS concentration of 97 ug/m3 was used as the 

design concentration, This concentration is very similar to the 

annual average TSP level measured during 1978 and 1979 (99.0 and 98.7 

ug/m3, respectively) which are the highest years on record. If no 

additional control measures were implemented after MACS, particulate 

concentrations would be expected to increase to 105 ug/m3 by 1984. 

Thus, a 30 ug/m3 reduction would be needed to meet the primary 

particulate standard of 75 ug/m3 in 1984 and a 45 ug/m3 reduction 

would be needed to meet the secondary standard of 60 ug/m3. 
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However, the industrial control measures adopted in 1978 had not been 

completely implemented at the time of MACS. These industrial measures 

were expected to reduce particulate levels by 12 ug/m3 subsequent to 

MACS. Thus, an additional reduction of 18 ug/m3 is needed to meet the 

primary standard by 1984. 

4.10.4.2 Eyaluation of Potential Control Measures 

The Department of Environmental Quality and the Jackson County Air 

Quality Advisory Committee considered various control measures to 

reduce particulate emissions from the three major source categories. 

The potential control measures-conSidered are outlined by source 

category in Table 4.10.4-1. 
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Table 4.10.4-1 
' 

POTENTIAL CONTROL MEASURES BY SOURCE CATEDORY 

Yegetatiye Burning 

a. Weatherize all homes 
installing new wood­
.stoves. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Weatherize all exist­
ing wood heated homes. 

Weatherize 50% of exist­
ing wood heated homes. 

Provide weatherization 
assistance to elderly & 
low income families. 

Subsidize energy cost 
for elderly. 

Control moisture content 
of forest land firewood. 

g. Regulate commercial fire­
wood moisture content. 

h. Curtail woodstove use 
during pollution episodes. 

i. Require alternate heat 
source in new homes. 

j. Require proper woodstove 
sizing. 

k. Require solar access and 
orientation of new homes. 

1. Require retrofit controls 
on woodstoves. 

m. Ban installation of new 
woodstoves. 

n. Ban wood heating. 

Soil & Road Dust 

a. Quicker clean-

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f, 

up of winter 
sanding materials • 

Control of const­
ruction trackout. 

Control of indust­
rial trackout. 

Paving of unpaved 
roads & shoulders. 

Reduce traf fie 
volumes (VMT). 

Improved street 
sweeping 
practices. 
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Industrial Sources 

a. Complete the 1978 
industrial con­
trol measures. 

b. Control industr­
ial fugitive em­
issions. 

c. Upgrade veneer 
dryer controls. 

d. Control small 
cyclones with 
baghouses. 

e. Add wet scrubbers 
to small wood­
fired boilers. 

f, Convert large 
wood-fired 
boilers to bag­
house controls. 

g. Improve operation 
& maintenance of 
industrial con­
trol equipment. 

h, Curtail indust­
rial operations 
during pollution 
episodes. 



4. 10. 4. 3 Primary Standard Attainment Strategy 

The ~.ACS source impact analysis, projected emission trends, and an 

analysis of energy and economic impacts of potential control measures 

were used by the Department of Environmental Quality, the Jackson 

County Air Quality Advisory Committee and the Jackson County Board of 

Commissioners to develop the particulate control strategy for the 

Medford airshed. In order to meet the primary particulate standard by 

1984, annual average particulate levels needed to be reduced by 30 

ug/m3. The new strategy, combined with completion of the industrial 

control strategy adopted in 1978, is expected to reduce particulate 

levels b>7- 32 ug;m3. The relative contributions of the control measure 

categories are outlined in the following table. 

Table 4 •. 10.4-2 

PROJECTED ANNUAL TSP REDUCTIONS IN MEDFORD 

Control Measure 
Category 

Projected Annual TSP 
Reduction (ug/m3) by 1984 

Completion of 1978 industrial control 
measures. 

New industrial control measures. 

New residential woodburning control measures. 

New soil & road dust control measures. 

Total 

12 

2 

16 

_2. 

32 

The industrial control measures adopted in 1978 are outlined in the 

following table. These measures were projected to reduce annual TSP 

levels by 15 .2 ug/m3 in the Medford area. About 12 ug/m3 of this 

reduction was expected to occur after the MACS period. 
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Table 4.10.4-3 

INDUSTRIAL CONTROL MEASURES ADOPTED IN 1978 

Control Measures 

Particleboard dryer controls. 

Large hogged fuel boiler controls. 

Wigwam burner elimination. 

Charcoal plant controls. 

Large cyclone controls. 

Veneer dryer controls. 

Total 

Projected Annual 
TSP Reduction (ug/m3) 

5.5 

1.4 

0.2 

0.6 

6.4 

~ 

15.2 

The new particulate strategy is outlined in the following table. Some 

control measures are not assigned a direct benefit but are considered 

essential to the success of other measures. 
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Table 4.10.4-4 

SUMMARY OF PRIMARY STflEDARD ATTAINMENT STRATEGY 

Projected Annual TSP . 
Reduction (ug/m3) by 1984 Control Measures 

INDUSTRIAL CONTROL MEASURES 

Completion of 1978 control measures 

Fugitive emissions control 

Operation & maintenance program 

VEGETATIVE BURNING CONTROL MEASURES 

Woodstove operation education 

Weatherization before new woodstove 
installation 

14 

16 

Weatherization of homes with existing stoves 

Weatherization assistance to elderly/low income 

Woodstove sizing requirements 

Firewood moisture control 

Commercial firewood control 

Woodstove curtailment during pollution 
episodes 

Alternate heat source for new homes 

Solar access & orientation 

Open burning control 

SOIL & ROAD DUST CONTROL MEASURES 

Trackout controls 

Street sanding/sweeping 

Paving unpaved roads/shoulders 

Fugitive emission control 

Total 

2 

32 

(12.0) 

(0.8) 

(0.9) 

(a) 

(3 .2) 

(5.5) 

(a) 

(a) 

(3.2) 

( 0 ,9) 

(2.8) 

(a) 

(0.3) 

(0.1) 

(0.1) 

( 0. 4) 

( 0 .8) 

!o.ai 

a These measures are not assigned a direct benefit but are essential 
to the success of other measures. 
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The necessary state rules, county ordinances, city ordinances and 

other committments for implementation are included in Section 4.10.5. 

The control measures are described below. 

Industrial Control Measures 

Rules were adopted in 1978 requiring additional controls on particle­

board dryers, large hogged fuel boilers, large cyclones, veneer dryers 

and the charcoal plant. The particle dryer controls (to 0.40 lb/1,000 

ft2) are expected to reduce emissions by 1,070 tons per year in 1983. 

Boiler controls (to 0.050 gr/scf) were expected to .reduce emissions by 

561 tons per year by 1981. The cyclone controls. (baghouses) were 

expected to reduce emissions by 1, 165 tons per year by 1981. The 

veneer dryer controls ( 10% average opacity) were expected to reduce 

emissions by 143 tons per year by 1981. The charcoal plant controls 

(10 lb/ton of charcoal) were expected to reduce emissions by 410 tons 

per year by 1982. In addition to these control requirements, wigwam 

burners were required to cease operation by 1980, thus reducing emis­

sions by 210 tons per year. All of these control measures have been 

implemented except for the particle dryer controls which are scheduled 

for 1983 implementation. 

The new particulate strategy for primary standard attainment includes 

fugitive emissions control and operation and maintenance requirements. 

Each industrial site is required.to develop and implement a plan for 

minimizing fugitive emissions, including trackout. These plans will 

be used as a basis for compliance action. Industries are required to 

develop and implement operation and maintenance programs to maximize 

the effectiveness of particulate control equipment and minimize 

particulate emissions. These operation and maintenance programs are 

expected to reduce industrial point source emissions by 10% or about 
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160 tons per year after 1983. 

Vegetatiye Burning Control Measures 

The vegetative burning control measures focus primarily on increasing 

the energy efficiency of residential space heating, thus reducing the 

amount of firewood burned and the amount of particulate emissions. In 

combination, the.vegetative burning control measures are expected to 

reduce particulate emissions from residential woodburning by about 40% 

by 1984. 

Woodstove operation education has been recognized in Oregon as an 

important element of air pollution control. Several woodstove publi­

cations specific to Oregon have been widely distributed. A series of 

video public service announcements were produced. Numerous 

presentations have been made to interested groups. Newspapers, 

television stations and radio stations have provided extensive 

coverage. Many state and local agencies, especially the Oregon 

Departments of Energy and Environmental Quality, the Oregon State 

University Extension Service, and the U.S. Forest Service have been 

involved in this woodstove education effort. 

The City of Medford and Jackson County have established policies to 

minimize particulate emissions t'rom home heating devices by improving 

home weatherization and reducing energy loss. It is the goal of the 

City of' Medford and Jackson County that all residences be weatherized 

to the cost-effective level within five years (by January 1, 1987). 

Local ordinances now require that an energy audit be performed and be 

made available on all residences as a condition of sale or rental. If 

satisfactory progress is not being made on voluntary weatherization 
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and attainment of the primary particulate standard, then weather­

ization will be required. as a condition of sal.e or rental after 

January 1984. 

Existing homes are required by local ordinances to meet minimum 

weatherization standards prior to installation of a new woodstove. 

The minimum weatherization standards are based on the cost-effective 

recommendations of an energy audit by a utility company. The recom­

mendations normally include R-30 attic insulation and R-19 floor 

insulation. 

The Bonneville Power Administration and utility companies in the 

Pacific Northwest have initiated one of the nation's most ambitious 

conservation programs. Free home energy audits, zero-interest or low­

interest loans, and rebates are available for home weatherizatian, In 

addition, the Oregan Legislature tock action in 1981 (HE 2246 and HE 

2247) to further insure that free energy audits and low interest 

financing are available to all homeowners regardless of heat source. 

Pacific Power & Light Company has reported that the average home 

participating in its weatherization program in the Medford District 

reduced its annual space heating demand by 40% and its overall annual 

energy use by 25% at a total cost of about $1600. Free home 

weatherization is available to low-income citizens cf Jackson County 

(with priority ta senior citizens) through Project Warm and programs 

of the Bonnevile Power Administration. 

Jackson County recognized that a properly sized woodstove is essential 

for obtaining maximum benefit from the weatherization programs. A 

properly sized stove avoids low burn rate conditions which result in 

highest emission rates. An evaluation of proper stove sizing will be 
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included as a Part of the permit process for installation of a new 

woodstove. 

A Medford wood heating survey and firewood cutting records indicate 

that fall is the major firewood cutting season. Oyer 40% of the fire­

wood in the Medford area is cut in the fall. According to the Medford 

survey, most people (52%) season firewood for six months or less. 

About 25% season firewood for three months or less. This cutting and 

seasoning pattern indicates that there is significant potential to 

improve firewood seasoning practices, thus increasing the energy value 

of the firewood, reducing the amount of firewood burned and reducing 

the pollutants emitted. 

The U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management and the Oregon 

Department of Forestry have expanded their public. education efforts on 

proper firewood seasoning. Information on improving firewood season­

ing, increasing energy efficiency and reducing pollutant emissions is 

now attached to all firewood cutting permits issued in the Medford 

area. In addition, the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Manage­

ment are shifting firewood cutting schedules to the spring or early 

summer months to insure longer seasoning of firewood. Firewood sea­

soning programs are expected to reduce the amount of firewood burned 

and particulate emissions by 10% in the Medford area by 1984. 

Voluntary curtailment of wood heating is requested during Air Stag­

nation Advisories (10-40 days per year in the Medford area). Manda­

tory curtailment of woad heating is reqUired by Jackson County 

ordinance when ambient levels of suspended particulate 

are projected to exceed the primary standard (260 ug/m3, 24-hour 

average) unless no alternate heat source is available. After 1984, 

the curtailment of wood heating would become mandatory during Air 
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Stagnation Advisories (unless no alternate heat source is available) 

by City of Medford and Jackson County ordinances if the primary parti~ 

culate standard is not attained by that date. 

New homes with a wood heating system are now required by local 

ordinances to have an alternate heat source. 

The Medford-Ashland area is one of the best areas of the Pacific 

Northwest for utilization of solar energy. There can be a signi­

ficant energy contribution from available solar radiation by simply 

orienting structures properly, even if they not specifically designed 

to utilize solar energy. Tbe solar energy contribution would reduce 

fuel use, and in the case of wood, oil or gas heated homes, would re­

.duce particulate emissions. Solar energy can contribute about 15% of 

a home's yearly space heating needs by simpling orienting a new home 

to the sun and guaranteeing solar access. 

Several cities in Jackson County have adopted or are considering solar 

access or orientation ordinances. Education on passive solar energy 

options is being expanded. 

Open burning of residential waste is now restricted by City of Medford 

and Jackson County ordinances on days when the maximum ventilation 

index is less than 400. The ventilation index is the National Weather 

Service's indicator of the relative degree of air circulation for the 

Medford area. Open burning of residential waste is prohibited during 

December and January of each year. 

Soil & Road Dust Control tteasures 

Several roadways are scheduJ.ed for upgrading as a result of the 
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Medford Area Transportation Study. This upgrading would result in the 

elimination of some unpaved sh9ulders on portions of Stewart Avenue, 

McAndrews Road and other streets in the Medford area. 

The City of Medford has developed an incentive program to pave 

existing unpaved streets. The Medford program provides 50% of the 

cost to pave the unpaved streets. About $200,000 in federal Housing 

and Orban Development grant money is available for the subsidy 

program. About 13 residential streets are planned for improvement. 

The City of Medford, City of Ashland and Jackson County have adopted 

specific trackout ordinances to reduce trackout from construction 

sites, orchards and industrial operations. 

The City of Medford uses relatively large gradation winter sanding 

material (pea gravel) to minimize dust emissions. Both the City of 

Medford and the City of Ashland use street sweepers for quick clean­

up of the sanding material following icing episodes. The Oregon 

Department of Transportation and Jackson County have committed to 

evaluate their sanding and sweeping programs and implement the 

practicable improvements to minimize dust emissions. 

4.10.4.4 Secondary Standard Attainment Strategy 

Additional control measures are necessary in order to maintain the 

primary standard and attain the secondary standard. The key measures 

of the maintenance and secondary standard attainment strategy are 

outlined in the following table. 
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Table 4.10.4-5 

SECONDARY STANDARD ATTAINMENT STRATEGY 

Control Measure 

Completion of retrofit weather­
ization programs. 

Solar access and orientation. 

Woodstove certification program. 

Upgraded veneer dryer controls. 

Soil & road dust control measures. 

Schedule 

1984 - 1990 

1982 

1985 

1990 

1990 

The retrofit weatherization programs outlined in the primary standard 

attainment strategy are expected to be 50% completed by 1984. The re­

mainder of the retrofit weatherization work is expected to be 

completed from 1984 to 1990. 

Recent new woodstove designs appear to have significant potential to 

reduce woodstove emissions. Jackson County recommended that DEQ 

develop a woodstove testing methodology, emission standards. and certi-

fication program. 

Woodstove manufacturers have claimed overall efficiency of 70% or more 

in recent designs, Independent testing has verified some of these 

claims. A high-efficiency woodstove (70% efficient) is expected to 

burn about 20% less wood than the average woodstove· (50-55% efficient) 

to produce the same heat output. In addition, the emission rates 

(lb/ton of wood burned) from some new woodstove designs are 70-80% 

lower than from the average woodstove, The combined effect of in­

creased efficiency and lower emission rate is a 75-85% reduction in 

emissions per unit of heat output. 
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DEQ intends to request the 1983 Oregon Legislature for authority to 

implement a wocdstove certification program. If authorized in 1983, a 

voluntary testing program could be in place in 1984 and a mandatory 

certification program in 1985. 

Upgraded veneer dryer controls are required by July 1, 1990. The old 

veneer dryer rule required approximately 45% control of particulate 

emissions from veneer dryers in order to meet the 10% average opacity 

limit. The new rule requires approximately 75% control of veneer 

dryer emissions and includes specific mass emission limits by dryer 

type. The new rule is expected to reduce veneer dryer emissions by 

113 tons per year. 

Additional soil and read dust control measures will be evaluated by 

1990; The Portland Road Dust Demonstration Project, soon to be 

completed, is expected to provide useful ini'ormation on potential 

control measures. The additional soil and road dust measures would be 

implemented.during 1990-2000. These measures would be expected to 

reduce soil and road dust emissions by 25% and reduce TSP impacts by 

about 8 ug;m3(annual average). Implementation of these measures, yet 

to be specifically identified, will be concentrated in any subareas 

which continue to exceed the secondary particulate standard. 

(Revision of the federal and Oregon particulate standards to a fine 

particulate standard may make these additional soil and road dust 

measures unnecessary since these measures would reduce primarily the 

coarser particulates.) 

4.10.4.5 Air Quality Benefits of the Strategies 

Particulate emissions are expected to increase substantially in the 

Medford airshed in future years, primarily due to projected increases 
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• 
in residential wood burning, unless new control measures are 

implemented, The strategy outlined above is expected to reduce 

particulate emissions in future years, more than offsetting the other­

wise projected increases. Projected particulate emissions in future 

years with implementation of the primary and secondary strategies are 

outlined in the following table. 

Table 4.10.4-6 

PROJECTED PARTICULATE EMISSIONS WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGY 

Pro1ected Particulate Emissions, Toris Per Year 
Sources .J:lAQS. 19.a!l .19.9.Jl. .2.Q..Q.ll. 

1. Industrial Processes 
a. Wood products 
b. Other industry 

2. Fuel Combustion 
a. Residential 
b. Commercial 
c. Industrial 
d, Orchara. heating 

3, Solid Waste Disposal 
a, Backyard burning 
b. Agricultural 

4. Fires 
a. Slash burning · 
b, Forest wildfires 
c. Structural 

5. Fugitive Dust 
a. Paved roads 
b. Unpaved roads 
c. Agricultural 
d. Heavy construction 

6. Transportation 

2790 
66 

1557 
7 

922 
82 

88 
64 

70 
10 
18 

1615 
1355 

23 
50 

a. H.ighway 120 
b. Off-highway 50 
c. Other (rail, air, etc,) 7 

7. Other 281 

Total 9175 

980 
72 

1450 
8 

460 
70 

70 
64 

70 
10 
20 

1676 
1243 

23 
55 

132 
55 

8 

308 

6774 

867 
80 

830 
8 

460 
60 

70 
64 

70 
10 
21 

1828 
1200 

23 
60 

144 
60 

8 

335 

6198 

867 
86 

640 
9 

460 
50 

70 
64 

70 
10 
23 

1490 
930 

23 
65 

156 
65 

9 

5452 

Projected ambient particulate levels are outlined in the following 

tables, The two columns under each future year contrast the pro­

jected levels if no action is taken with projected levels if the 
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strategy is implemented. The first following table projects TSP 

levels in future years. 

Table 4.10.4"'7 

PROJECTED TSP LEVELS IN FUTURE YEARS 

fr:ojegt~!:i I::l~ Im!lagt ( ygLm3) AnnuaJ Qeometric !:Jean 
Source Cgtegor2 .l3fil. 12.9.Q. ZQQ.Q. 

~ ~ ~ .liQ_ b ~ ~ 

Vegetative Burning 20 36 16 53 12 62 
Soil & Road Dust 28 30 30 32 24 34 
Wood Products Industry 7 20 6 20 6 20 
Other Identified Sourcesc 10 11 10 11 10 11 
Unexplained a a a a a a 
Total 73 105 70 124 60 135 

a With strategies implemented. 
b Without strategies implemented. 
c Motor vehicle exhaust, tire wear, construction, etc. 

Respiraole particulate (RP) levels in future years are outlined in the 

following table. Respirable particulates are those particulates less 

than 2.5 microns. 

Table 4.10.4-8 

PROJECTED RP IMPACTS IN FUTURE YEARS 

Proiected RP Im!lagt (ugLm3) Annual Geometric 
Source Category 

Vegetative Burning 
Soil & Road Dust 
Wood Products Industry 
Other Identified Sourcesc 
Unexplained 

Total 

.19il 12.9.Q. ~ 
~.HQE. ~~ ~~ 

22 36 20 53 17 62 
2 2 2 2 2 2 
5 10 4 10 4 10 
3 3 3 3 3 3 
2 2 2 2 2 2 

34 53 31 70 28 79 

a With strategies implemented. 
b Without strategies implemented. 
c Motor vehicle exhaust, tire wear, construction, etc. 

The projected effectiveness of the control measures categories is 

outlined in the following taole. Reductions in TSP impacts are 

compared with reductions in RP impacts for each future year. 
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• Table 4.10.4-9 

PROJECTED EFFECTIVENESS OF STRATillIES BY CONTROL MEASURE CATillORY 

Projected Annual ~grt;i.culate Be!iuQtion ( llgLm3 l 

Control .19il .1liQ_ ZQQQ. 
M~S§Ute gste~ot1 _m .ru: _m .RF. _m .RF. 

Vegetative Burning 16 14 37 33 50 45 
Soil & Road Dust 2 0 2 0 10 0 
Wood Products Industry B 5 15 6 15 6 

Total 32 19 54 39 75 51 

Projected TSP trends (with and without implementation of the strategy) 

are outlined in Figure 4.10-7. Projected RP levels (with and without 

implementation of the strategy) are outlined in Figure 4.10-8. 

4.10.4.6 Other Impacts of the Strategies 

Growth Management Plan 

The Oregon new source review rules (OAR 340-20-220 to 275) require 

major new or modified point sources locating in a nonattainment area 

to: 

1. Meet lowest achievable emission rates; and 
2. Provide emission offsets or demonstrate that the source will 

comply with the growth increment (if available). 

The Department has been unable to identit'y reasonable control measures 

adequate to provide a growth' increment for particulate emissions. 

Thus, particulate emission offsets are required for major new or 

modified point sources locating in the Medford area. New or modified 

particulate sources which would emit 5.0 tons per year are conSidered 

major sources and are subject to the new source review rules. 

Without an adopted strategy to attain and maintain the primary 

particulate standard, major new or modified point sources are 
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prohibited from locating in a nonattainment area. The Medford partic-
• 

ulate strategy enables major new or modified point sources to locate 

in the Medford area if the sources comply with the new source review 

rules, including the emission offset requirements. 

Health Effects 

Attainment and maintenance of the primary particulate standard is 

intended to provide adequate protection to the health of the com­

munity. The Medford strategy focuses primarily on the control of 

respirable particulates which are of greater health concern than 

coarser particulates. 

The Environmental Protection Agency is conllidering a new primary 

particulate standard based on the smaller sized particulates. The 

Medford particulate strategy is consistent with this direction. 

Welfare Effects 

The Medford particulate strategy is expected to improve visibility and 

reduce soiling in the Medford-Ashland area. The strategy is also 

expected to help reduce odors from residential wood burning and open 

burning. Property values may increase in areas in which substantial 

air quality improvements are achieved. 

Energy and Egonomic Impacts 

The selected control measures, especially the residential wood burning 

control measures, were generally the most energy efficient and cost­

effective of the potential control measures. Energy requirements and 

economic costs were carefully considered in the selection of the 
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control measures for the particu~ate strategy. Estimated costs of the 

various control measures are outlined in the Appendix. 

4. 10. 5 RULES, REGULATIONS ANP COMMITMENTS 

The Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 468.020, 468.295 and 468.305 

authorize the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission to adopt 

programs necessary to meet and maintain state and federal standards. 

The mechanisms for implementing these programs are the Oregon 

Administrative Rules (OAR). Pertinent rules for the Medford 

particulate strategy are outlined in the following taole. 

Table 4.10.5-1 

OREGON RULES PERTINENT TO THE MEDFORI! PARTICULATE STRATEGY 

.QAR 

340-30-015 
340-30-020 (revised) 
340-30-025 
340-30-030 
340-30-031 
340-30-035 
340-30-040 
340-30-043 (new) 
340-30-044 (new) 
340-30-045 (revised) 
340-30-050 
340-30-055 
340-20-220 to 275 
340-20-300 to 320 

Subject 

Wood Waste Boilers 
Veneer Dryer Emission Limitations 
Air Conveying Systems 
Wood Particle Dryers at Particleboard Plants 
Hardboard Manufacturing Plants 
Wigwam Waste Burners 
Charcoal Producing Plants 
Control of Fugitive Emissions 
Requirement for Operation and Maintenance Plans 
Compliance Schedules 
Continuous Monitoring 
Source Testing 
New Source Review 
Plant Site Emission Limits 

The specific air pollution rules for the Medford-Ashland AQMA (OAR 340-

30-005 to 070) are included in Section 3.1 of the Oregon State 

Implementation Plan. 

Local ordinances have been adopted to control residential wood burning 

emissions and soil and road dust. Jackson County Ordinance No. 82·-6, 

known as the Particulate Air Pollution Control Ordinance of Jackson 

County, includes the following sections. 
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Table 4;10.5-2 • 

PARTICULATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL ORDINANCE OF JACKSON COUNTY 

Section 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Subject 

Weatherization requirements for solid 
fuel heating device installation 

Residential weatherization 

Residential wood burning 

Trackout 

Open burning 

Similar sections are included in City of Medford Ordinance Nos. 4732 

and 4740. Copies of the local ordinances and other city and agency 

commitments are included in the following pages. The implementation 

schedules and mechanisms for the primary and secondary strategies are 

outlined in Table 4.10.5-3 which follows on page 41. 
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BEFOP . .S ':':-r:: ~o.:;?..D G? 

ST.~.':'Z OF O?.EGC~l, 
: ,"" 

-lJ''11-,v (,,.....,,i .... _i"f?-.CJL AIR Cl. r-.~· .~ ' 

ri!'~ ORJI)T~!CE PROV!DI:-rG FOR CLZ..\..~ER AIR. 

WHERE.AS Jackson Co4nty finds t~at pr:e•1ailing «veather 9atterns ir: certain 
areas of t~e county tend to hold pollutants in the airi and, 

W'HER.E.~S smoke and dust are i?articulates which originate from many sources, 
and which tend to collect in the air shed of Jackson County;. and, 

·...raE.?..E:..:\S Jackson 
welfare of its 
pollution. 

County wishes to pr:otect 
citizens b~ controlling 

the general health, safety 
the sources of particulate 

TIE 30A.'ID OF COUN'::'! CO~HSSIO:-lSRS Of JACKSON COUNT! ORDArns: 

SEC~ION , TITLE 

and 
air 

l. l This ordinance shall be kncwn as the 11 Particulate Air Pollution 
Control Ordinance of Jackson Countyu and may· be so cited and pleaded, 
and shall be cited herein as uthis ordinancen. 

SECTION 2. GENE...0 ..AL DEFINI':'!C:rs 

2.1 ~.ir staqnation advisorv: Forecast made by the N'ational Weather 
Service for poor ventilation conditions. 

2.2 Board: The Board of Cor.unissior.ers of Jackson County. 

2.3 Cost-effective level of weat:1e:izati.on: ~1inimum, cost-efficient 
standards of weath~rization, incl~ding standards for materi3ls and 
installation 1 which shall be set by the Director of Planning: znd 
Development. These standards shall reflect, b~t not exceed the levels 
defined in ORS 469. 710 (2). 

2.4 t·!edford-Ashland AQM.h.: That part of Jackson County, Oregon, 
specifically identified by the Oregon Depart~ent of Environmental 
Quality as an air qualit~ maintenance area -- one of several 3reas in 
the state wherein air qu3lity has deteriorated due to unhealthf.ul 
le•1els of pollut.3.nts in the ai::. The map of the Medford-Ashland AQN.~ 

is attached to this. ordinance as exhibit nA" and incorporated herein by 
reference. 

l-ORDI)J;.!1CE 
Date 'I'JPed: 8/19/82 
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2.5 Coen. ~u::;i:-:c~ :nc..1.. 1..lCes :Ju::--.i.:"'.g -·· bur:i bar:el3, i:lci er.J.::.or.3, 
c;en ~oor ::.:es, and ar:y ct'.'-.ec jur::.i:J.g ·.vherei!1 combust!on a : is n::t 
-:f:ec-:.i·.-o::l? cont:oll~~ and c::r..buscion pr·:Jdt..:c:.s are :-iat ":?:f ec::::.·:el/ 
vented tjrough a stJc~ or chi~ney. 

2.6 ?ar':!s:.:!late: Ai:i::or:ie ;:ar':icles :angi::.·g :::::71. .Ol. :.a ;..,'JO'J ~ic:::ns 

i:i size. 
ha.r:n!":il. 

!'.1.ese par ti cl es are inhaled Curing and can ':Je 

2. 7 Person: Includes i::.dividuals, cor;:arations, associations, Eir;-;i.s, 
part::.erships, and joint stock companies. 

2 .. 8 ?ri:narv i::iartic'..!late 
t.ration of 260 micrograms 
hour ~e.r iod. 

star.Card: An average particulate concsr.­
per cubic meter oE ai: durir:.g a t.· .. ;enty-fcur 

2.9 Proof of weatherization: Cert:.fication, receipts, ccnt=acts, or 
ot::er-such" documents S?eci!ically listing weatherizat:an st::9s t.a!<en by 
t.he homeowners, wh~ch may be reviewed by buildi:ig inspectors at the 
ti.::te of solid :•Jel he3.ting .systam installatior .. 

2.10 Requlatior.s: 
this ordinance. 

?.egul..:=tions promulgated by ':~e ~ard ;iursuar.t to 

2.1.1 Res"iGent:'..al bui2.Gi::.'1: · )·.n exis;:ing buildi.i.g used for ?et:7ianer.t or 
seasonal habit=.i:.ion by one or :nore ?ersons, containing fau.: or fewer 
dwelling units, and construc':.ad ?tior to January 1, 1979. 

2.12 ~.esiCential wood~u:-:ii~-=: 

i>'lS iCe a dwelli:'.g unit. 
Utilization of a wood heating de1rice 

2. lJ Soaceheatinc: 
roor.-:s. 

Raising the interior temperat•.ire of a room or 

2.14 TOt?.l sus-oer.Ced ca:tic:.ilate level: 
ambientaI'r. 

A."':1.ot.:nt oE partic~late in 

2.13 Trac~out: 'n:e der;:osition of muC, dirt. and ot:ier debris on ;iaved 
pi.;blic road·.vays by :-noter vehicles; the rr.aterial being so tracked onto 
public roadways. Trackout can become ~ul 11erized and blown i:ito the air 
by vehicular traffic, where it becomes a part of the total suspended 
particulate level. 

2.16 Ventilation index: The national Weather Service Is indicator o: 
t~e relative degr9e of air ci:culation for a specified area. 

2.17 Waste: Discarded or excess rnat~rial, lncludi~g: 

A) Agricu!.t:.:ral waste resulting from far~ing or ag:ic~ltura.!. 
practices and 09erations. 
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3) :1onas:i..:u1..:c.::.J.l ·..,.as:2 =~sul':i:-:g :r'.Jm ;;::acti.c~s and 0::-era::i·:-::.2 
o':'.-...er ':'.":2:: ~a:2 opera.ti.ens, -ir:.clu.di:lS '..:v:!'..!s:.rial, :::c2;,,r-r,:i.a...!., 
cc:--.st:uc::.i.c:1, Ce:.,oli::icn J.:.C :::cmestic was::es, 3.r:d y.=.r::: :::2:::13. 

~eat.inc devices: 
receota·.:le \J~er~i~ wood i.s ~eated 

::::.:.iv.~, '.1es.t-"'r 1 

to t:;e ~i::.t ot 
E~=-~?::..~c2 1 

co1'":1bus t.!..v.-:. 

QC 

SECTION J. GENE..':;l~r..L SX2'1PTIONS 

J.l This ordinance shall net ap9l1: 

A) Within incor?Qt'ated li:n.its of any citJ•. 

B) To federal or state lands. 

C) TO pres er ibed slash burns regulated by the O:egon State Smo:..:.e 
Management Plan. 

D) 'l'o cooking fires or cer:emonia.l fires. 

SECTION ., . SE'if2?3·.3 !LI'!'"'l 

4.1 r: anv portion of this crdinance is ::ieclared to be in•1alij by a 
co"J.rt of. c~mpetent ju:isd.::.ci:.ior:., such in•12lidity shall be confir.ed to 
the section to which such declaration of invalidity relates, and the 
remainder of this ordir.ance shall ccnti~ue to be operative. 

SECTION s. WErlT?.ER!z.;TIO~l REQUIP.EMS't':~s COR SOLID FUEL HE..;TI~iG DC/ICE 
Il'TS??.LLA':'!O'.'i 

The pu:pose of this section is to 
pollution resulting frc::i. resid~ntial 

reduce the 
·,..·oodburning 

amocnt of particulate 
for building heating. 

Most buildings cor.structed ~ef-:ire 1979 we:e built to lower: weatheriz2.tion 
standards t~an buildings constructed since that date. A highly weatherizsd 
and insulated building will req>-Jire less fuel to attain and hold a given 
temperature. It will produce less smoke pollution and will also result in 
a savings of the wood or other fuel resource. Additionally, weather:ization 
priot to or at the ti~e of installation of a solid fuel heating device will 
generally result in the selection oE a der1ir:e more appropr:iat.:ly si:ed for 
the buil_ding and will lessen the potential amount of smoke produced. 
Therefore: 

5.1 The installation of a wood sto·.;e, fireplace, or any other for1n of 
S'olid fuel, space heating device is allo·r1ed if: 

A) The space heating device is installed pursuant to the uniform 
building code and regulations of the Jackson County Department of 
Planning and Development. 

3-0RDill~.NCS 
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st:•Jcture conc.J.i::s an ·3.l t.er:1ate for:n "Jf spac~ :-ieaci:-:s, 
~.-:c..!.:.:d :ig ."1.at::lt3.l g:=:s 1 ?CO?ar.e, :lec::.ric, ·:Ji..!., sol.=.r, o: '<eroser:e, 
su::i:: er:.t · ::J ::-.e'i:!t necessa:/ 5:;:ace '.1ea:.:.:1g :equi.reme!i::.S, s,:- :!":at 
..:!ur.:ir.g episodes of hi.;h ?Qll:..:ticn :..er;els, :.:--.e c::cc·...:panr: will ·:}e 
able to heat :::.e :":ome '.,..i::: oc:-:e.r than a 301.id t·Jsl :.urnir:.g, smo<e 
?roduci.'1g :r..et:toG. 

C) The residence '.Tleet.s or is ?ro~sed ':.o ::teet '"'i t'.1.i:i. 90 days the 
cost-effecti?e levels of weatherization as defined in Section 2. 3 
of this ordinance. 

SEC:'ION 6. :tESIDENT!.~L WE.;.':'E:3.!Z~'!'!'JN 

T~e ?Ur-;ose of this section is to mini~ize 9articulate emissions Erom home 
beating devices by ir.:proving heme weat~eriz3.tion and reduc:.~g .<?ner;y los's. 
This section is .slso intended to encourage homeowners to ma:,e use of free 
energy audits and low-interest financing available f:om local utility 
con9anies.· Information concs.c::.i:i.g f:ee energy audit and low-interest 
f::inar.ci::.g :;ircgrarns is available from t."le Jac,~son County Oepart:nen!: of 
Plan:ii:'lg and oe~;elopmen.t or di:ec!:l'f f:cr.i. the utili~'! com?anies. It. is the 
Count7 1 s intent to advertise :::nd mai-.:e ~nown prograrr.s which are already 
available far weatherizi;ig ~omes and to assist ci ti zer.s i:: !:.?king advantage 
of t:bcse programs. 

6.1 rt is the goal of Jackson County to ass:.st citi::en.s to weatherize 
all residences to the cost-effecti~e level ~y January l, 1987. 

6.2 All residences shall have recei•1ed an energy audit prio.C to the 
time of sale or rental, and such information shall be made available to 
potenti~l purchasers or centers as a conditior. of such sale or cent~l. 
This sect.ion shall become effective six months aft.er adoption of this 
ordi!'lance. 

6.3 In January of 1984, 
are not ·being :naintained, 

if the primary partic•Jlate health standards 
homes with a wood heating system sC.all be 
levels at the ti~e of sale oc rental. weat~er i zed to cost-ef f ec':i •1e 

The ?Ut?Qse of this section is to reduce the amount of particulate 
pollution during periods of air stagnation or when pollut:on le•rels are 
critical. Periods of air stagnation occur at 1Jarious _ti;r,es in a year and 
can create a severe accumulation of 90llutants. ?..esiCential ·..;oodburning 
can contribute as much aS 50 percent of the particul.=.te pollution durir:g 
these conditions. 

7.1 The county shall, through its air quality in£ormation !_:rrogr:im, 
advise the public when air stagnation condi t.icns e:-:ist or when 
suspended particulate heal th standards are e:<c-:eded or when s:Js;:ended 
particulate health standarCs are projected to =e exceeded. 

4-0RDI:!ANC! 
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withi~ ~~~air ~u~li~y ~3:.~:enance area excepc =:; 
':::-e~n C.ete:::-..'...:-:e-3 that ::--.~ .:?.~:Ji.en": ai: '.:"'....:3.2.i.':·r 
s:r::~~cted t~-=- -::::·:cee'.:, -:.'=:2 2.<,,-~,.'.Y....:r '::ct3.l S:JSt=>:!nC.·:;·:: par::.c'-.:1::.-.:e ···.'.~J.l:.;; 

s<:.a:--..:!a:d o:: 250 :nic:-ot.:;:2....':lS ;:~r c:..:'::ii.c: met~r. 

7.3) 7he use of res.'...::!ent.'...3.l ·,.,·00Jturnin9 ,.:1.evices is pr-:ihibi':.e,:_ er; 
eac:-i day ':.:--.at an ai.: .5':.a';;:1aticn aC,ri.=:;or·/ annou:-:ceme:-:t ha:=: been 
~ssued by ':he Je?a.:~'nent of :Sn'liror'.rnenc.al Qt...:~lity. This subsect.ic.'1 
ta:<es effect on July l, 19"34, if :::--,e siartic:.il2.tr~ '.":eali:.h st.2.nd::;.:d :.s 
not attained in the Medford-Ashland Ai: '~ :11.:..ty Maintenance Area by 
that date. 

7 . ..t. Residences outside of the Medfor:d-.:..shlar.d Air Quality 
~-!:=.intenance Area ar.d residences having no other. form of 9pace 
heating are exempt from this section. 

SECT!O~i 8. T?....\CKOUT 

:"he .?'J.rpose of t~i;; section is tci lessen the 
901.l.ut:!.on ·,1h.i~:i cri~inates frc:n roads and roadways. 
•,.rhi.ch may become deposited upon ~a'1ed roads, can 
by traffic into minute ?articles. These garticles 
aC.d.ing ta. the particulate ?Ollut:.on ?roblern. 

a:.11aunt. of ?ar tic'.JlCJ.te 
Dirt and otjec ~ebri3, 

b2 ground and pul~erized 
can then .~ecor.te ai.:::.Orr.e 

3 .1 This secticn 
const=uction sites, 
operatior.s. 

particularly apsilies to, 
farm O'?eratior.s, a.nd 

but is 
com.'Tiercial 

r.ot 
and 

lim·ited to, 
i ndus trial 

8.2 ?~person shall trackcut ~ud, dirt or other debris from private or 
public lands onto paved pu~lic roads without t3king ~easonable 
precautions to prevent such (?articulate matter from becoming airtorne. 
These prec3utions shall include, where appropriate, the prompt re~oval 

of such material from the paved road surfaces. This section does not 
ap?l'.f to noncommercial uses of public reads. 

8 .3 No :;ierso:i shall •riolate the ';Jrovisions of a stop-""'ork order issued 
purs~ant to subsec~ion 8.4 of t~is ordinance. 

8.4 The county may require the im?Jsition at building perr;iit 
conditions for the prevention of trackout. Conditions im;:osed may 
include, but are not limited to the Eollowir.g: 

.~} A bond of sufficient amount to be tJQSted by the ccnt=actor to 
assure available fund~ for roadway cleanup by Jackson County if the 
contractor is negligent in cleanup of adjacent public roadway. 

8) Str~et sweeping, vacuuming or other means of removing trackout 
material f!'.om public r:oadways. 
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Cl :nstallation of ·.;heel ·•as~e:s >r exits oE .na;or const:·2ct:on 
sites. 

J) 8se of ':.empor3.ry :Jr ?er~2::e!"':: ':Jarri-::3.des :c '-:e.:::? ::::.::.:.·: :J:: 
1.ir:.?a•1ed areas. 

~I Rec;ui :e gr a•1eli~g of access roacs on site. 

?') Li:r.it the use of ?Ublic road·,.;ays by vehicles. 

G) Issue stop work order if t.:ackout oc='..lrs and is ~cc 9rcmptly 
corrected. 

8 .3 Stop work orders issued pursuant to subsection .S. 4 of this 
ordinance shall be fXJSted, where appropriate, at the ·...-ark site, and 
mailed by certified :nail to alleged •1iolators. .i\p9eals to a~y such 
orders shall be conducted pursuan~ ':a the provisions of Section 20~ of 
the Jackson County Building Code. 

SEC':':CN 9 . ~ 3U?.N!NG 

The ?Uro;ose of t~i:3 section is :a minimize the ac::u..T.ulat.:!.on of ?artic'..!late 
air s:ollution ::esulting from open burni:i.g. The ?Ublic stould be aware t!:at 
open burning may be i:estcicted ducing the fire season _(t:,rpically June 

. through October) by the !ire districts or other c1:e regulating 
authorities. These aut~orities typically base restrictions of open bur~ing 
on factors of low hu.rnidi ty, high ;..iinds, drought., or other condi ti.ans which 
make outside bu~ning unsafe. 

9.l Open burning of nonagricultural wastes is t?rohi'.::lited i..:i t,;,e 
Medfor:d-.i\shland Air Quality Maintenance Ar~a ~ram ?ebruary l to 
NOvember 30 of each Y"=ar on days i,;hen the ventilation index is less 
than 400. 

9.2 Open burning of 
December and January 
dis;ersion. 

nonagricultural 
of each year 

wastes 
due to 

is prohibited 
generally 90or 

during 
smoke 

9.3 Open bur:iing of agricultural waste is prohibited on all Cays of 
t~e year when the maxi~~~ ventilation index is below 200. 

10. l Persons acting in 11iolation oE provisions of t~is or:iinance, or 
of permits issued, shall be subject to a~propriate legal ?toceedi~gs to 
enjoin or abate such •1iolation (s). 
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SEC'!" ION 11. ?~1AL T!:2S 

11.l :?e.rsor.s violating subsecticns 3.2, 8.3, 9.1, 9.2 ar:.d 9.3 shall be 
subject to civ:l 9rosecution pursuant to Jac~son County Ordi~ar.ce 

81-81. 

ACOP'l'ED t'1i s 
J 

ATTSST: APPROVED AS !O FOR.~: 

BY: Recording Secretary County Counsel J 

7-0?.DINANCE 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR CITY OF MEDFORD 
MEDFORD, OiEGON 97501 

December 17, 1982 

Mr. William Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97202 

SUBJECT: eARTICULATE STRATEGIES 

Deari:¥ 

M£0FOll..01S. SIST[" ClTY! 
ALBA, ITALV 

Enclosed are a variety of documents relating to the City of Medford's 
regulations and programs for improving particulate air quality. 

As you are aware, our City Council recently adopted an ordinance establish­
ing several new control strategies for particulate air pollution. The 
ordinance, Number 4740, adopted on November 4, 1982, addresses l) weatheri­
zation requirements for solid fuel heating device installation, 2) resi­
denti~l weatherization, 3) pollution episode curtailment, and 4) trackout. 
On October 21, 1982, the City Council adopted a revised open burning 
ordinance, making the City's open burning regulations consistent with those 
of Jackson County. These recent ordinances are included as attachment A. 

In addition to the above strategies, the City of Medford is also implementing 
other measures which should have a positive impact on particulate pollution. 
These measures include 1) a program for paving unpaved granite streets, 
2) a recently adopted arterial streets plan which, when implemented, will 
provide new curbs and gutters in several key areas which presently have 
unpaved shoulders, 3) a minimum impact street sweeping program, 4) a 
program for installation and sizing of wood stoves consistent with the 
1981 State Policy Manual (Oregon Department of Commerce), and 5) a land 
development ordinance emphasizing proper solar orientation for new sub­
divisions. These measures are discussed by appropriate staff in several 
memos contained in attachment B. 

ile anticipate that Medford's particulate strategies will be incorporated 
into Oregon's State Implementation Plan for submittal to the EPA. Please 
let me know if I can be of further assistance in this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Al Densmore 
Mayor 

AD:lh 
Attachments 
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k.lr ORDINA1lCE est:L'lll-'..:ohing con~cr)-:_ .st.r,:i.te;sieG ;:-,;- ..:.in..rticnlate e_ir 
pollution, 

WHEREAS the '.':i.ty Council firicis that pr~v.q,i:'..ing wen.ther ,atterns in the 
city tend to hold pollut,"Lnts in the '"ir; R.nd, 

'"1'HEREAS smoke and dust are particuln.tes which originate from many 
sources, and which t~nd ta collect in the air shed of Medford; and, 

Wh'BREAS Medford wishes 
welfare of its citizens by 
pollution. 

to protect 
cont,rolling 

the 
the 

g;enerR..l 
sources 

11'°!':1.lth, SA..fety and 
of particnlA.te air 

'l'RE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAirrs l\S r~o11ows: 

SECTION 1. 

1.1 ~_:t~_n_a_t_i_~~~Y.i-~!X: Forecast m:i.de by the 
National Weather Service for poor ventilation conditions. 

1.2 Council: The City Council of the 8ity of Medford. 

1.3 Cost-effective le•tel of weatherization: Hinimurn, 
cast-efficient stanctards-- --or--;er=:the r=-iZat~;;n-; including 
standards for materials and installation, •ithich shall be set 
by the Director of Building S.<1.fety, These standards shall 
reflect , but not exceed the levels d(j fined in ORS 469, )10 
(2). 

1.4 Medford-Ashland AQMA: That part of Jackson County, 
Oregan, specifically id~~tifi~d by the 'Oregan Department nf 
Environmental Quality as an air quality maintP.nance A.rea. -­
one of severa.l areas in the state wherein "1.ir q,uality has 
deteriorated due to unhealthf1tl levels of pollutants in the 
air .. 

1. 5 Particulate_: Airborne pa.i"tic.les ranging from , 01 
to 1,000 microns in size. These particles are inhaled during 
breathing and can be harmf\11 •. 

1. 6 Person: Includes in di vi duals, corporations, 
associations, firms, partnerships, and joint stack companies. 

l. 7 Prirna.ry~rticul~t.e ____ s,:t._8:,l"'.,dA_r_C:,: 
p;.:i.rt lcul1:1.t.: concentration of 260 micrograrns 
or air during a tventy-faur hour period. 

An average 
per cubic meter 

1.8 Proof' of veather'i·z;at ion: Certification, receipts, 
coratracta, or other s"UCh- -dOCllinents specifically listing 
\l'ea.theriza.tion steps taken by the homeowners~ which may be 
revieved by building inspectors at the time of solid fuel 
heating system installation. 

1.9 Regulatio~s.: Regulations promulgated by the 
Cotu1cil pursuant to this ardinA.nce. 

1.10 Residenti~J.:.. buil~~fls.: An existing building used 
for permanent or seasonal habitation by one or more persons, 
containing four or fe'W'er dvell.ing units, and constructed 
prior to January 1, 1979. 

1.11 Residen~ial 'olO__?_d:0_}lt!1?-!1~: Utilization of a \l'OOd 
heating device inside R. dwelling unit. 

1.12 Spa.ceheR.tiz:!.S.: Raising the interior temperature of 
a. room or rooms. 

-1-0rdinance No.!:l:!z.!:;[) 
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SECTION 2. 

SECTION 3. 

1.13 Tot;il -~'!.~e.D_\~c.d. _ J)_:"1._1:t,_\_'-:~1~l__8:_t_~_J::!"'..·'..."::.: 
parti(:uJ..,0.tP. in "'.mbi~nt air. 

Ar..ount of 

1.1!.t T:'.'.l.C\.~1.?._u_t_: The dep0sitl1'ln <'lf ·11irl, "ii.r-~ ;-i.n.d other 
debri:-> on paved public roi:tdwuys by 1r.otor Vf"'h_:_,~~es; the 
·m-1tcriA..l heing so tracked onto public ;-oadways, TracK.out c1tn 
become pulverized . and blown into the 11ir by vehiculA.r" 
traffic, whe~re it bl'!comes 8. l)n.rt of the total suspended 
particulatl'! level. 

1.15 Ventil~ti.on inrlo:.;s.: T!le National Weather Service 1 s 
indicator of the relative J.egree of air ci.rc1.1l-0tion for f:l 

specified fl.r•~!';., 

l.16 ~~8::"!!~S-._.9~Y~~: A stove, heater, fireplace, 
or other receptacle wherein wood is heflted to the -point of 
combustion. 

241 If any portion of this ordinance is declared ta be 
invalid by a coart of competent j 11ri.sdiction, such i.nv::tlirlity 
slvlll he ('.onfi.r1etl to the section to which such decl<tration of 
inVR.lidi ty relates, and the renainder of thi.s <)r1i.in<tnce shall 
corl"t.inue to h~ opera.ti1re. 

WEATHERIZA.TIOil REQUIREME~fTS FOR SOLID FUEL HEA:1IHG 
DEVIC~~{r1sT_A}~~ft:.!I_C2_N~.--- - -- -- --------- --------- - -- - -

The pllr'pose of ~his sBction is to reduce the amount of 1xi.rtic11late 
:polluti.on resulting from residential woodburning for 1)1iilding he!1.tin5. "10~t 
_buildings const!"ucted before 1979 vere built to lower wet-1.therization 
standards than b11ildings' constructed since that date. A highly weatherized 
and insulated building will require less fuel to attain and hold- a given 
temperature. It will produce less i;rnoke pollution B.nd '.;ill B.lso result in a 
savings of the wood or other fuel resource. Additionally, weatherization 
prior to or at the time of installation of a solid fuel heating device will 
~enera.lly result in the se:!.ection of a device more ;;.ppropria.tely :-> i.ze<l for 
th.e b1.1lldi.'lg ·'.'l.·Vl will lessen the potentitl B.rnount of smoke produced. 
Therefore: 

SECTION 4. 

3.1 The installation of a wood stove, fireplace, or any 
other form of solid fUel, space heating devi.ce is allowed if: 

A) The space heating device is installed pursuB.nt 
to the uniform building code and regulations of ':.he 
Medford Department of Building Safety, 

B} The structut"e containr; M A.lternate form of 
space heating, including natural gas, propane, 
electric, oil, solar, or kerosene, st1f.f.lci~nt to 
meet necessary space heating requirements, so that 
during episodes of high pollution levels, the 
occupant will. be able to heat the home with other 
than a solid fuel burning, sm:ike producing method. 

C) The residence meets or is proposed to meet 
\./'ithin 90 days the cost-effective levels of 
weatherization as defined in Section 143 of thls 
ordinance. 

The :purpose of this section is to minimize pa.rticula.te emissions from 
home heating devices by improving home we~therization and reducing energy 
loss. This section is also intended to encourage homeovners to make use of 
free energy audits and low-interest fina.ncing available from local utility 

-2-0rdinance No. it::!:Z.!f.O 
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compo.nii;>.s, <""'.' ~-~ c. 11e C'...~y 1 s intent ~0 8.dvertioe n.na :ni-;.0:.e t":no·,.rn prO$r.~:~.s 
·H·):i·::h C\.rt: ttlre3.d_;.- .:1.Yttila'.Jle Lor v•;R..th~rL:-.Ln:;.; ~Lor:-.P.s ':1.nd. to 1{s~>'...~'>t ·~Lt-:_>~r,s i:i 
ta}:ing advantage of -;:;":-:ose l)r0graJL1s. 

4.1 It is the goo.l <)f tho: '.::ity 0f ',1~dford to 2.ssist ci~izens 
to 'rleatherize '.1 ll resi;l<~ll\~·!~ to the :;ost-e ff~c ti V\~ ::.<:!v~l by 
January l, l987, 

4.2 All resiilential l11ti.l.di.ngs shR.ll have recei,,·ed a.n energy 
audit _prior to the time of s1Ll~ or r~ntal, and suci1 information 
shall 'oe mu.de available to potential _[JUrchasers or renters as a 
condition of such sale or rental. This section shcill become 
effective six months after :;:1.:loption of this ordinance. 

4,3 In January of 1934, if the prirnary particulH.te health 
stand':l.rds ;;.re not being maintained, R.11 homes with -'i wood heating 
system sho.11 bt=! -,,en.therized to cost-effective levels at the time 
of sale or rental. 

SECTION 5. 

The purpose of this section is to reduce the fil:l.ount of particulate 
pollntion during periods of air stagnation or 'Nhen pollution :'..evels are 
cri.ti1~R.l, ?"!riods of air stagnation occur at various times irl a year and 
can create a severe .o..ccumulation of polluta!lts. Residential ·,;oodburnj.ng can 
contribute as much as 50 percent of the partic11lA..tf': _poll11tion d11ring these 
conditions. 

5.1 Thoe use of residential wnndhurning (l~vi.ces is prohibitP-d 
on each day that an air .s t.A.!SO!-{.tion P.dvisory anno11ncern.ent f(rr' the 
Medf'ord-As:-iland A.r-1.MA. has been issued by the llntional Weather 
Service. This subsectiOn takes effect on July 1, 1984, if the 
particulate health standard is not A.ttained in the Medford-Ashland 
A.i.r QuA.lity Mf-1.intenance Area by that date. 

5.2 Residences having no other form of sp11.ce heating a.re 
exempt from this section. 

SE8'1'10N 6. TR<\CKOUT 

The purpose of this section is to lessen the amount of particulate 
pollution -w-hich originates from roads and road•..ra.ys. Dirt and other debris, 
•.thich may become deposited upon paved roads, can be ground and· pulverized by 
traffic into nti.nute p;:i.rticles. 'I'hese pA.rti.cles can then become airborne 
adding to the particulate pollution problem. 

6 .1 No person shall place or deposit mud, dirt or debris 
upon any street, alley, sidewalk or other public ~ay. 

6.2 Violation of subsection 6.J.. is hereby declared to be a 
:public nuisance a.nd subject to summary abatement by the City 
:.fa.nager or his designate, Sum.1nary ~lb•~tement includes but is not 
lim.ited to suspension of an:t and a.1.1 city permits relating to 
construction on the site which is the source of the mud, dirt or 
debris. 

PASSED by the Council i:tnd signed by me in open session in 

authenti~ion of its poss•ge this .ilh._~day of ---~~' 1982. 

ATTEST - -- z(,,ut)f,_'ff!_i-12-4-=:_ - _':1:!_ ___ . ·------ --------
~ty Recorder • ..... Mayor 

APPROVED November 11 __ , 1982. ;)~ ----------- ---------11ayor-----------

-3-0rdinance No.~ 
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ORD I NAMCE MO . c,t.z 3 d-

AN OROINANACE amending Section 5.550 of the Code of Medto:d pertaining 
to outside burning. 

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 5.550 of the Code of Medford is amended to read as fol lows: 

110utslde Burning. 
(1) No person shal \_start or maintain any fire outside a 

building (except for an outdoor cooking flre) for the purpose of 
burning any combustible mater I al 1 or cause or participate therein, nor 
shal I any person in control of any premises cause or knowingly al low 
any such fire to be started or maintained on any part of said premises 
unless: 

(a) A written permit has been Issued by the city F!re 
Chief or his agent to maintain such fire at that location; 
and 

(b) The fire is started and maintained Jn accordance 
with the terms of the permit and the fol lowing requ!rements 
of this section. 

Permits shal 1 be val id only during the months of [Har-;!.:i, Gprt..J..~ ... ~J 
February through November of the year in which they are Issued. No 
outSide burning whatsoever shal ! be permitted during [~i:.l:te;:.--A.l..41i­
rno~tn~-o+-~R-e-.,.eer] December and January, except for an outdoor cooking 
fire. 

(2) The Fire Chief or his agent shal I not Issue any permit 
for outside burning 'Ni thin Fire Zone I as defined by the bui I ding code, 
qr for the burning of garbage at any time or place, or for any running 
fire Jn uncut grass or brush, or for any f lre within 25 feet of a 
cambustlble wal I, fence, or structure or on any hard-surface pub I le 
pavement. 

(3) Each permit shall contain a written condition in 
bo!d-faca type to the effect that the permittee shal \ contact the Fl re 
Chief's office before each f !re ls started and ascertain that outside 
burning is approved, under subsections (4) and (5) 1 by the Fire Chief 
for that day, No permit- shal I be val id as to any day on which the Fl re 
Chief has ascertained that burning Is not permitted under said 
subsections. !n addition, the Fire Chief may condition any permit 
Issued hereunder to exclude the burning of any particular material when 
he f!nds that the burning of such material would be unduly obnoxious in 
the local !ty of the proposed burning site. 

(4) The Fire Chief or his agent shall not approve outside 
burning on any day if he determines that !ow hum!d!ty 1 high winds, 
drought, or other weather or other unusual conditions exist which make 
outside burning generally, or at the particular time and p!ace 
proposed, unreasonably hazardous to the safety of persons or property. 
In no event shal I the Fire Chief approve outside burning on a day when 
one or more of the fol lowing conditions exist, or In his determination 
will exist: 

(a) Temperatures above 90° Fahrenheit; 
{b) Wind above 20 mi !es per hour; or 
(c) Humidity below [J~] 30 percent. 

(5) The Fire Chief or his agent may approve outside burning 
on any day when he determines [~ere ie gr ~..j...J.-~e-4..W-a-~~~p~c~ce 
'i1'TV13'1""'Si"On-wtre~M-eee-ei~~-eoe+er-+fle-n-~pet"-~fFrel"rfJ-+~+-4=¥ie-a+r 
etretttm.on-,,,+-i'fle-!'tlr+ece-4.,-+t't9tt+tte+en+-+e-e+"!f)eF5e-SffteJ.te,~asesT 

wod f on1es \o-i'fle-'e'X"tet1 ~ 11eceJ'!-et"1-te-pl"e-lree-t-+fte-frt1a++e-flea+*Ft,-5afe*'f-r 
011d eo111 f O!"~fle-'de+erl'l'H1'l~+ott-o-+--ei-+empeF-B+ttt=e-+A-lffl~s+ef't-~eF+eEl-s~a4.+ 
-be-1rose<i-"l'on-,:i-+,.,,,..; a as r ab I I sne&-&y....;11e-f'+1'e-€1\+tt-""-<11'J'++e~-<a ·· 
cut; cit! 111e !e-or"o+ogiee+--dM~-t+-c1"'+fe1'"'+e-ciPe-es'fta9.;.+sheEi-9y-5.:faoFe-4-aw 
"0!""""1 cgulaiion-opp+tecb-+e--+e--f-he-Me6~ef"-6-eF-ee-;-'tfle-i=+Pe-Gfl~e.f.-5fle++-9e 
bouttd t I 1~eb~'d-~'01'~1-'t'fle-~m&-1iMef'--i:!i+s-5t18-see*+e~J that the 
ventilation Index ls or w111 be greater than 400 during that·day. The 
ventilation index ls the National Weather Service's Indicator of the 
relative degree of air circulation for the Medford area. 

-l-Ordinance No. '-"73..:t._ 
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{6) Fires '11hich are subject to this section [:':fte++-:a.e 
~.;+:t'~~4-4.o;-F4-f1-§-..&ay-t..+jM--lietiP"!l-eA+y-et8-f:J7--e-eefflpe+~rtt-~ '::t++ 
~~OA.,-~R4-~R.a-l-4-~e-€**~~s~+~P.e~-,P+er-+~-rj~~~~e~~-n;,+e~~ 

~~~~e4-i:l~-Ff'H.~--+~--5-1'-e€-+4+.€-a++1-~~+-!ier-+~~~~+~-~~+++rtg-b7-fhe 
;-\..+:~i~~J are permitted during the hours bet~een sunrise and 
12:00 noon. The permit-tee Shill I insure that his fire is 
canpletely burned out or extinguished prior to 12:00 neon. No 
burning is allo~ed at other times unless specifically authorized 
in writing by the Fire Chief er his agent. The permit.tee or an 
adult person designated by him shall be present at all times and 
maintain control 9f the fire until it is out. 

(7) Violation of this section constitutes an 
i nfractlon, 

(8) 

to be a pub I re 
Chief or Chief 

Outside burning without a permit is hereby declared 
nuisance and may be summar 11 y abated by the Fi re 
of Pol !ce. 11 

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in open session !n 
authentication of lts passage this 21st da~~--'O~c~t~o~b~e~r~~~~-' 1982. 

ATTEST: ~&;121 ':? ,£14 · · '--.....,t. )j~ 
r}:-ity Re~ (\ M.ayor 

APPROVED: October 21 ' 1982. ~ ,:Jwrfzu/L,>-
lllayor 
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To 

From 

Subject 

(!TY OF MEDFORD 
INTER·OFF!CE MEMORANDUM 

, 

Planning Directp

1

r vJ' a Publi)!s 

City Engineer~, 
Particulate Reduction 

Dire.ct or 

ATTACHMENT B 

f?:.~;:7 ,-~~ :; ;.~. ~ 
:: :_,' ; 

,,., .!,,•,' 
.... '-· 

Date December 14, 1982 

I. Improvement of Granite Streets 

This year's (FY 82-83) City budget contains $200,000 of HUD Community Develop­
ment Block Grant money that is earmarked for assistance on local improvement 
projects within the loi:v/moderate income areas of the City. City Council 
approved the City Engineer's proposal that this money be directed toward resi­
dential streets with a granite type of riding surface. The City i;vill provide 
50% of the estimated c9sts of improving these streets; ther~fore, we eff_ectively 
will have $400,qoo worth of project money to upgrade these streets. 

It is anticipated that the above· funding level can cause improvement of approx~­
mately 5,700 linear feet of roadway. This type of street surfacing program 
should significantly improve air quality in :Hedford via the particle reduction 
avenue. 

II. Paving Arterial Street Shoulders 

The City currently has three different programs aimed at our arterial street needs. 
·All three are at different levels of funding and different degrees of certainty. 
A brief description of each follows: 

A. Bond Issue: The City has gone on record for presenting a bond issue ques­
tion to the public in the March 1983 elections. The bond amount of $9.4 
million would allow for improving approximately 20,000 linear feet of road­
way. Of this amount, about 1/6 presently has curb and gutter type of con­
struction, so this program would eliminate approximately 33,000 linear feet 
of unpaved shoulder area. 

B. Revenue Sharing: The City Manager has directed that $850,000 of Federal 
Revenue Sharing money should be budgeted in the FY 82/83 budget for the 
improvement of certain segments of the identified arterial streets needed 
in "A11 above. This is a safety valve move that would allow the program to 
go forward even if the bond measure was not approved. The funding level 
available in this program would allow for 2,500 linear feet of improved 
shoulder to be paved. 

C. HUD Block Grant 

It has been proposed by my office that FY 83-84 HUD funding be directed into 
a major street. project servicing the low/moderate income areas. If this pro-
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Planning-Director Page tT,.;o 
12-15-82 

Subject: Particulate Reduction 

gram is approved, it would run concurrently w·ith 11 B11 above and would pro­
vide paving for an additional 2,500 linear feet of presently unpaved 
shoulder. 

All three of these programs would have positive impacts on particulate ~emoval by 
the elimination of dust producing unpaved surface areas. 

ahf 
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CITY OF MEDFORD 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

To 
14' 

Publi~rks Director ~ 

Public Works Superintende~~~ From 

Subject Sweeping Report 

Dilte August 16, 1982 

The street cleaning program is a full-time operation with a total of three light 
equipment operators and four pieces of equipment. Two sweepers and two flushers 
(one 1968 flusher as standby only) to be used when other equipment is down for 
repairs. The daily work shift is from 5:00 a.m. to 1:30 a.m. with 1/2 hour lunch 
period. The following figures show the details of the operations: 

SWEEPING: 19, 180 
3,162 

Gutter miles si;vep t 
Yards of sweeping debris 

Th.is is an average of 859 gutter miles cleaned per month. The sweeping debris is 
hauled by trucks from the Service Center deposit to the Jacksonville dump. 

The sweeping crew's hours are from 5:00 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. Monday through Friday. 
They start at this time to avoid traffic conditions. 

The tentative schedule for the do,.mtown area is ~1onday and Friday, which requires an 
average of two hours for each machine to complete the area before the early morning 
traffic begins. This area lies between Oakdale and Riverside - 10th and Jackson. 

Tuesdays, the highways throughout the City are cleaned and when this is completed, 
they return to the arterial streets and residential sections assigned for that day. 

On Thursdays, the City's paved alleys require approximately one hour cleaning. When 
this is completed, the remainder is again spent in the residential areas. 

The City is divided by the railroad tracks and each sweeper is assigned - one to the 
east side ~nd one to the west side. The time remaining after cleaning the above 
areas is completely spent cleaning arterial and residential streets. It takes an aver­
age of four to six weeks to cover the City. This depends on weather conditions, the 
time of year, and construction in progress. 

FLUSHING: 19,180 
6,683,000 

Gutter miles flushed 
Gallons of water used 

This is an average.of 859 gutter miles flushed per month using approximately 350 gal­
lons of water per gutter mile. 

This one flusher must divide its time between the two sweepers, since it must flush 
the same streets swept by the sweepers. It covers both the east side area and the 
west side area, plus cleaning all bridges within the City once each month. 
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·works Director 

SubJect: s~veeping Report 

Page two 
12-16-82 

The schedule for the :lusher is the same as for the si.:·reepers: ~londay and Friday 
the doi;.;ntown area, Tuesdays the highi;.;ays, and Thursdays the alleys. 

During the fall leaf cleanup period 1 leaves are dumped at Baby Bear Creek Par~ area. 
These leaves are then used by the Parks Department for mulch material. 

If more information is needed, please contact the Street Supervisor at the Service 
Center. 

ahf 
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(!TY OF ~/\EDFORD 
INTER - OFFICE ME M 0 RAND UM· 

ro Jim Eisenhard, Planning Di rector 

from Dave Bassett, Building Safety Director 

s,bi•" Particulate Strategies 

o... December 14, 1982 

As we have discussed, the Building Safety Department is able and 
willing to implement our portion and assist with the overall parti­
culate curtailment strategy program. 

Specifically, we have numerous methods and materials to address 
weatherization, wood stoves, and trackout requirements all in 
accord 11ith the ordinance and established standards; 

Please advise if we can help. 
,-

) ... _; 

,,,_../,(.";._.-......--

David A. Bassett, P.E. 
Bui 1 ding Safety Di rector 

DAB/mjh 
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Subj•ct 

D•I• 

CITY OF "''EDFORD 
l.NTll·OPPICI MIMO•Ji..HOUt:t 

Merlyn Hough, DEQ 

Jim Eisenhard, Planning Directo£/ 

Land "Development Code/Solar Orientation 

December 14, 1982 

Medford's Land Development Code contains Section 13.3 - 16. Street 
Arrangement, vihich provides for the east-most orientation of new 
subdivision.streets to the greatest extent possible within the limits 
of topography, existing development, etc. Such street orientation 
should maximize the potential for the use of solar applications for 
new homes. 

We are also presently working on a possible solar access code prov1s1on, 
which would provide for the protection of individual solar access. I'll 
forward this to you at such time as _it is adopted. 

JE: l h 
Attachment (p. 21, 22 LDC) 
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Whenever any ne\·I street of the ~ropo~e subdivision (as distinsuished fi~c~; an 
...,,.,,. existing s':reet) 1,01ill li2 J.long Jn.j c·j r1cent tc: any bour.dary of the sLc~·,divi:3icr;, 

it shall be offered for dedication and be i::!prs'1ed to its foll ,,.,idth as pro'/iced 
f'.Jr i:hat type of street i11 Table II hereof. In such case, at the deveioper 1 s 
request, the city will enter into a rEin,bursoment agreen,ent .vith the developer 
1;hereby future developers of property abutting this required improvement 1·1i 11 
be required to pay a prorata share of the cos~ of said full street as a condition 
of future developn:ent or development approval of such abutting property provided 
that a unit price reimbursement is agreed to by the city prior to final plat 
cpprov2 l, 

Section 13.3-10. Intersection Anqles. All streets of the subdivision shall 
intersect one another at an angle as near to a right angle as is practicable 
in each specific case, unless otherwise necessitated by topographical conditions, 

Section 13.3-11. Intersection Radios, Intersections of streets 1'1ith fewer 
than four moving lanes of traffic for each street shall have a corner radius 
at the right-of-way line of not less than 15 feet. Intersections of streets 
1·1hich have or are planned to have, four·or more moving traffic lanes for each 
street shall have a corner radius at the property line of not less than forty 
feet. 

Section 13.3-12. D'stance Between Intersections, Streets entering upbn 
opposite sides of another street shall be directly opposite each other, or 
otherwise offset at least 200 feet apart, unless a street offset of less than 
200 feet is, in the opinion of the approving agency, the only economical or 
practical method of developing the property for the use for vihich it is zoned. 

Section 13.3-13. Street Grades. Grades shall not exceed six percent on 
arterial streets, and fifteen percent on all other types of streets. 

Section 13,3-14, Curve Radii, Centerline radii shall not be less than 
five hundred feet on arterials and collector streets and not less than 100 feet 
on all other types of streets. Lesser radii may be used vihere, in the opinion 
of the city engineer, the same is necessary and safe by reason of the circumstances 
surrounding each particular case. 

Section 13,3-15, Alleys Prohibited in Residential Subdivisions. Alleys 
shall not be permitted in any residential development and may be prohibited 
by the approving agency in any other type of development, 

Section 13.3-16, Street Arranqement. The approving agency shall have the 
authority to approve or disapprove street arrangement and design. In determining 
the suitability of proposed street arrangement, the approving agency shall take 
into consideration the eventual development of adjoining vacant property and the 
future provision of adequate and convenient access to said adjoining property 
as per city requirements, Such arrangement shall discourage through-traffic 
viithin the subdivision, except on arterial and collector streets as designated 
in the comprehensive plan, The street arrangement shall, to the greatest 
extent possible, provide for the east/.vest axis orientation of residential 

-21-
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streets with an allowable variation of up to 30 degrees from the east/west axis, 
thereby providing for the most effective use of passive solar energy. ~ddition­
ally, all street arrangements shall be harmonious with topography, shall sa'le 
and preserve natural and ornamental trees where practicable, and be designed 
to easily and comfortably move such pedestrian and vehicular traffic as may 
reasonably be expected to 1nake use of the same by reason of the subdivision's 
intended use. 

Section 13.3-17. Street Names and Sic:ns. Each street shown on the final 
plat shall be named thereon, and the nar;1e given it shall be as approved by 
the planning department, which shall develop and maintain a list of street 
names ior subdivisions, and 1vhich names shall in al 1 cases be used for streets 
of each ne1v subdivision unless specific approval is given by the approving 
agency for some other name of the developer's choice. · 

The developer shall pay a street sign fee as required to equip all street 
intersections with sign posts, street name signs and traffic signs as per 
the standards and specifications established by the City of Medford and/or 
the department of motor vehicles of the State of Oregon. 

Section 13.3-18. Sidewalks and Pathways. The approving agency may require 
sidel'talks to oe installed on all streets of the subdivision, and pedestrian 
or other pathways as may be reasonable . 

• 
Section 13.3-19. Driveway Aporoaches. There shall be a minimum of one 

driveway approach for each lot intended to be developed for single family or 
two family use. The developer may install continuous curbs, and thereafter 'I· 
cut out and instal 1 standard drivev1ay aprons after the building plans for the 
lot are completed. All such approaches shall be subject to the provisions of 
the improvement agreement and bond except in the case of such approaches for 
which an encroachment permit has been issued under terms for the encroachment 
~ermi t procedures for the City of Medford. 

Section 13.4. Lots and Blocks. 

Section 13.4-l. Lot Areas. Each lot shall have an area, v1idth, frontage 
and depth equal to or greater than the minimums prescribed by article four for 
the district in which the subdivision or the portion thereof is situated, 
except 1·1here combined with a planned development district, in which case the 
standards of such district shall be applicable. In controlling the design of 
a zoning district combined with a planned development district, the approving 
agency is empowered to permit and require the lots to be of an area, width, 
frontage or depth less than such minimums. Additionally, to maximize the 
potential for solar energy design, each lot shall be oriented to the greatest 
extent possible along a north/south axis. Building orientation can vary up to 
30 degrees from this north/south axis. 

Section 13.4-2. Lot Frontaqe on Public Streets and Access to Public Streets. 
Except as provided in Section 13.3-7, each lot shall have frontage on an accepted 
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C I TY 0 F ASHLAND 

May 26, 1982 

C I TY H A L L 
ASHLAND, OREGON 97520 

telephone (Code 5031 "82·321 l 

, ._, ~ - 'I \:'' ,0:-i ~ 

1_ ,, -.. •' i'1lrL•,,lcL I 

Merlyn Hough \: I 

Dept. of Environmental 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Oear Merlyn: 

Quality 
.· ~ ., . 

. , \'I '~ \ .\'', - :_ 

We received your letter of May 12 concerning AshJami's efforts to aid in improving 
air quality conditions in the Medford-Ashland AQMA. Ashland's staff presented a 
memo to the Ashland City Council upon receipt of Mr._ Schofield's letter of 
December 30, 1981, which requested that Ashland ''implement this program'' to the 
extent that we could. That memo was presented to the Council on March 2, 1982, 
was very well received, and actually adopted as a policy statement by the Council, 
with direction that staff return in one year with an update on the memo.· I've 
enclosed a copy of that memo and a copy of the minutes of the City Council meeting 
when the memo was discussed. The City has since passed two ordinances to aid the 
situation. One was a woodstove curtailment ordinance which can be enacted during 
extreme periods of air pollution. This ordinance will be -put up to a vote of the 
general population via the initiative procedure. A second track out control 
ordinance was also adopted by the Council. The following is a breakdown of the 
ten measures that you requested in your letter: 

CATEGORY l - Measures already implemented through existing ordinances or programs. 

Measure l - Trackout Controls. The City has passed a new ordinance for this 
item. It is attached for your information. 

Measure 2 - Street Sanding and Sweeping. The City just purchased a new vacuum 
street sweeper, which should do an excellent job of ensuring that our streets 
are kept clean. 

Measure 13 - Weatherization (Existing Homes). The City presently is implementing 
a BPA-sponsored weatherization program tor electrically-heated homes. The 
program provides grant money based on KwH saved for certain weatheri zati on 
measures. We anticipated that about 40% of Ashland's housing stock is 
electrically heated and will qualify for the program. There are no programs 
offered by the City for weatherization of non-electrically-heated homes. 

Measure 17 - Pollution Episode Curtailment. The City has passed a new ordinance 
for this item. However, it wi 11 be put up to a vote of the people via initia­
tive on August 10, 1982. A copy of the ordinance is attached. 
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Merlyn Hough May 26, 1982 

Measure 18 - Open Burning Control. The City has a system which controls 
open burning in the City on a day-by-day basis. It is based on daily 
·temperature, wind speed and direction, relative humidity, and .air quality 
factors. This authority is derived from the Uniform Fire code which has been 
adopted locally. Presently a group of local fire officials is attempting to 
set up a County-wide uniform system and DEQ is assisting in this task. 

Measure 22 - Solar Access. The City has protected solar access since September, 
1980. Currently an updated version of the code is undergoing public hearings 
and should be adopted and in effect by August, 1982. Copies of the existing 
ordinance and updated version are both enclosed. 

CATEGORY 2 - Measures intended for City action in the near future. 

Measure 15 - Installation Requirements (Stove Sizing). The City Council just 
authorized a Mock-Op Woodstove Operation Handout which can be mailed to all 
utility customers in Ashland. Because work has just begun on the project, 
its final content is unknown at gresent. Information on stove sizing might 
be included if space permits. The Council will not decide to proceed with 
printing and distribution until they see the mock-up, however. 

CATEGORY 3 - Measures which are inappropriate for implementation at this time. 

Measure 3 - Paving Unpaved Roads/Shoulders. Presently the paving of unpaved 
roads is. done through Coca I Improvement Districts. These districts ar.e formed 
when over 50% of the affected street frontage desires the paving of the road. 
All planning actions which are approved on unpaved streets require, as a 
condition of approval, that the developer sign an agreement to join in any 
future LID for the unpaved street. This present policy is necessitated by 
the financial situation and costs of paving additional streets. This policy 
has evolved over a long period of time, and changing it could result in more 
paving of streets. However, the money to do this would have to come from some 
alternative source before this could be accomplished. The present budgetary 
situation of the City would tend to be in opposition to an aggressive street 
paving program, and, therefore, we anticipate no action on this front. 

Measure 12 - Weatherization (New Woodstoves). This is an area where the City 
could pass a mandatory ordinance requiring weatherization before issuance of 
a woodstove permit. This would, no doubt, be a very controversial move which 
would probably result in some people ignoring the woodstove permit procedure 
when installing a new woodstove. Financial programs are available for 
weatherization assistance for electrically-heated homes in the City through 
SPA. Homes which use gas for heating can get low-interest financing from 
CP National, and oil and wood-burning homes can now avail themselves of a 
State-subsidized, low-interest loan program for weatherization. So, the 
financial resources for weatherization are now available for all City resi-· 
dences. Since this is the case, the major problem with mandatory weatheriza­
tion--affordable financing--is available to virtually all homeowners in the 
City. The City's draft energy element has suggested that voluntary controls, 
stimulated with financial incentives, are the best routes. at present. Voluntary 
compliance will be pursued until such time as it is proven that it cannot 
achieve these goals. 
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Measure 16 - Alternative Heat Source. In our experience dealing with the 
bui !ding industry in Ashland, this does not appear to be a significant problem, 
as the vast majority of homes that have woodstoves also have some type of 
back-up heating source. This situation would tend to indicate that this is 
not a problem and requires no City action at this time. 

CATEGORY 4 - Any other measure not on the list which you are implementing or plan 
to implement to reduce particulate pollution. 

Performance Standards for Residential Development. The City passed a new 
development code tor residential development which encourages passive solar 
and energy-efficient new housing. Density bonuses are granted to developers 
for building energy-efficient housing. This increase in density is meant 
to encourage cost-effective, energy-efficient building techniques. This 
method appears to be an effective way to ensure that new housing will be more 
energy efficient without making mandatory requirements. 

hope this satisfies your requirements for information. If you need further 
assistance or have any questions about this information, please contact me at 
482-3211, ext. 280. 

Dick Wanderscheid 
Energy Conservation Coordinator 

DW/11 

Enc: City Council Minutes, 3/2/82 
Trackout Ordinance 
Curtailment Ordinance 
Solar Access Code 
Draft Solar Access Code 
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ORDINANCE NO. ;l/Y'/ ' --

'. 9 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDI:TG SECTION 9. 05. 060 OF THE 
ASHLA:m MU'.lICIPAL CODE RELATIVE TO NUISAl·lCES 
AFFECTING TllE ·PUBLIC HEALTH - DUST Ai'D TRP'.OKOUri:'.' ,.. ' 
CONTROLS. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ASHLAND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION l. Section 6 of Ordinance No. 1559 and Section 9. 08. 060 
of the Ashland Municipal Code are hereby amended by adding sub-· 
section J. which shall read as follows: 

"J. Dust and Trackout. No person shall trackout mud, dirt, or 
other debris from private or public lands onto paved public 
roads without t~(ing reasonahle pre~aQtions to prevent such 
particulate matter from becoming airborne. These precautions 
shall include prompt removal of such material from the paved 
road surfaces. The City may require che imposition of build-
ing permit conditions for the prevention of trackout. Con­
ditions imposed may include, but are not limited to the following: 

l. The posting of a bond sufficient to assure avail­
able funds for roadway cleanup by the Cicy if the 
contractor or permittee is negligent in cleanup of 
adjacent public roadways, 

2. Street sweeping; vacuuming or other means of removing 
trackout material from public roadways. 

3. Installation of wheel washers at exits of major con­
struction sites. 

4. Use of temporary or permanent barricades to keep 
traffic off unpaved areas. 

5. Require gravelling of access roads on site. 

6. Limit the use of public roadways by vehicles. 

7. Issue stop work order if trackout occurs and is not 
promptly corrected." 

The foregoing ordinance was first read by title only in accordance 

with Article X, Section 2 (C) of the City Charter on the 0 Tic day 

of/Z.JM_J , 1982, and duly PASSED and ADOPTED this._;?;J Kday of 

@,:/ ' 1982. 
/ 

ATTEST: 

>h:w -e:· z/C4id~;v 
Nan E. Frankh.n 
City Recorder - Treasurer 

SIGNED and APPROVED this;:?.f'""Jay of c[).,t.~'t . , 1982. 

"::::/\CYJ 'j_c_c_v,,_.~-=---
- 40rF_. Don Law:: 
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4 June 1982 

Merlyn Hough 
Medford Air Quality Coordinator 
Air Quality Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O .. Box1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Merlyn: 

·:,:ci~_e1 .,·~-: .~~'~.:.-':~-\· 
Dt?1-1•<1 '•:_c: 

. " 

In response to your May 12, 1982 letter, please be advised that the City has 
gone on record as supporting the Jackson County ordinance. 

In addition; the City currently controls trackout at developer's construction 
sit es. 

We also have a street cleaning program and very minimal sanding program. 

Very few roads in the City are unpaved, and open burning is allowed by permit 
only. 

We hope this information helps you in your efforts. 

Sincerely yours, 

The City of Central Point ,,,--.. ~ 
I I/ 

/~. /,/ > - -_/ 

i/ (_ /{'' ?.-_::£<> _, :.~ 
lion Jones 
Mayor 

DJ:DK:ris 
cc: Council reading file 

DEQ file 
file 
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Forestry Department 

OFFICF OF STATE FORESTER 
VICTOR AflYEI' 

"°""~"°" 
2600 STATE STREET, Si\LE~v1, OREGON 97310 PHONE 378~2560 

William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SW 5th Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Bill: 

Apri 1 27, 1982 

We have reviewed the proposed Medford particulate control strategies 
outlined in your letter of March 22. 

We support control measures ~9 and #10 relating to firewood moisture 
and commercial firewood controls, but we have several concerns about 
#19 relating to slash burning. More. specifically: · 

: #9 - Firevtood Moisture Control 

The Department of Forestry would have little direct impact because 
there are only a fe1' acres of State land in Jackson County. Ho·..iever, 
we would endorse efforts by other owners to encourage spring cutting, 
and could assist in public relations. 

#10 - Commercial Firev1ood Moisture Regulation 

Essentially the same comments apply as in #9 above. 

#19 - Slash Burning Control 

We agree that slash smoke intrusions from areas outside the present 
Smoke Management Plan area, should be documented as outlined in 19a. 

It would be our intent to work with the National Forests and your local 
DEQ staff to identify sources and to document weather conditions leading 
to these intrusions. 

Regarding l9b and 19c, we do not believe that these particular measures 
are needed at this time for the followfog reasons: 

1. The Commission's "Findings for a Particulate Control Strategy, Nov. 1981" 
does not indicate that any reduction in particulate levels would result 
from adoption cf this strategy. 
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1,~ i : l i am H . Young 
A.pri l 27, 1982 
Page ;..,.,o 

2. We believe that inc1dents of intrusions from.Northern California 1 

or the Winema National Forest are not frequent, and we would need to 
have strong evidence to justify an increase in the regulatory system. 

If it can be demonstrated that prcblems are originating from the indicated 
areas, it '/Ould seem preferable ta try voluntary regulation before 
instituting a mandatory system. Experience has shown that the forest 
land owners in these kinds of areas will voluntarily refrain from 
burning when smoke would be transported into designated areas. The 
need is far a better understanding of the weather conditions that cause 
air quality problems. 

3. Before a formal inter-state agreement or inter-region agreement betw:en 
U. S. Forest Service Regions 5 and 6 is developed, I would like more 
evidence that air quality problems in Medford are the result of activities 
in California. As I stated previously, all slash smoke intrusions 
should be documented.. We could certainly review the idea of an agreement 
should the information that is collected shO\v any evidence of repeated 
problems from burning in California. 

It is our intent to cooperate with your agency in your efforts to maintain 
air quality in the Medford area. In commenting on your proposed control 
strategies, we are hesitant to endorse the indicated increased regulation 
of the slash burning activity at this time without some clear indication 
that the restrictions are needed and will help achieve the desired results. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I am looking forviard to continued 
discussion of this matter with you and your staff. 

WPH/NTS:dj 
cc: Lee Lafferty 

Fred Robinson 

Sincerely, 

J 1 , /' I - .' ._;_._- J _./ J 
.. · 

L . tt.J_1J-.£'--- , ' ctJ&_c C..L<! f.,uu 
William P. Holtsclaw 
Acting State Forester 
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•/ICTOA ATIYE:H 
10<1'.~l<O• 

Form i34-312Z 

Department of Transportation 
HIGHWAY DIVISION 
TRANSPORTATION BUILDING. SALEM, OREGON 97310 

lri Reoly Reier to 
F;le NO. 

June 1, 1982 

Mr. William H. Young; Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S.W. Fifth avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

Street Sanding and Sweeping 
~ledford A.rea 

This is in response to your correspondence of May 3 requesting a 
commitment from the State Highway Divis.ion· to help implert).ent the 
trackout and street sanding/sweeping control measures in the 
Medford area. 

The Highway Division will assess the feasibility and cost of 
revising winter sanding and sweeping operations to reduce air 
pollution while continuing to meet traffic safety objectives on 
the state highway system in the Medford area as follows: 

1. Sanding materials will be modified to reduce fines 
available for resuspension by using pea gravel. 

2. Minimal use of sanding material will be implemented to 
protect the traveling public within the adopted policy 
of the Oregon Transportation Commission; i.e., Chapter 9 
(revised august 1978) of the Maintenance Manual, Technical 
Bulletin No. 26. 

3. Attempts will be made to increase the frequency of cleanup 
of sanding materials, within available funds and equipment, 
through street sweeping to reduce the material resuspension 
time period. 

ENV 

:itat!:f ~,- ,Jr~r:w:' 
OEPAi\TMENT OF ENVJRONMENiAL GUALlTf 

[ffi ~ @ ~ ~ \'.7 [g ill) 
JUN ( 13fk 
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William H. Young 
Page 2 
June 1, 1982 

The Highway Division also agrees to review construction contract 
Standard Specifications and Project Provisions for the inclusion 
of appropriate terminology relating to local ordinance concern­
ing the deposition of soil materials from construction sites 
onto paved roadways. It is understood that enforcement of these 
local ordinances, or regulations, are the function of other state 
or local. agencies. 

The Oregon State Highway Division is interested and concerned 
both in a healthful environment and the safe and efficient oper­
ation of the state highway system. The above commitments are 
made for those purposes. 

/ 

0:' -~~4 · W:-E. Schwartz, P.E. 
Assistant State Highway Engineer 

for Operations 
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AAD183.2 

(The U.S. Forest Service commitments on firewood 
seasoning programs will be included here. The 
written commitments are expected by January 14, 
1983) 
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AAD183.2 

(The Bureau of Land Management commitments 
on firewocd seasoning programs will be in­
cluded here. The written commitments are 
expected by January 14, 1983.) 
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Table 4.10.5-3 

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES AND ~.ECHANISMS 

Control Measures 
Implementation 

Schedule 

PRIMARY STRATEGY 

Completion of 1978 industrial 1980-83 
control measures. 

industrial fugitive emissions 1983 
control and compliance schedules. 

Operation and maintenance 1983 
program for industrial 
control equipment and compliance 
schedules. 

Mandatory weatherization before 1984 
new woodstove installation. 

Mandatory weatherization of 1984 
homes with existing w9qdstoves 
starting in 1984 if primary 
standard not attained. 

Firewood moisture control 1982 
including shifting standing 
timber firewood cutting to spring. 

Commercial firewood control 1982 
including shifting standing 
timber firewood cutting to spring. 

Mandatory woodstove curtailment 1983 
during pollution episodes, 
now in County, 1984 in City. 

Alternate heat source required 1983 
for new homes with woodstoves. 

Solar access and orientation 1982 
planning requirements. 

Open burning controls including 1982 
tighter ventilation criteria. 

Trackout control programs. 1982 

Street sanding and sweeping 1982 
improvements. 

Paving unpaved roads (13 roads) 1983 
and shoulders. 
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Implementation 
Mechanism 

Existing OARs 

OAR 340-30-043 (new) 
340-30-045 (revised) 

OAR 340-30-044 (new) 
340·-30-045 (revised) 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

USFS and BLM program 
commitments 

USFS and BLM program 
commitments 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City land development 
code (Section 13.3-16) 

City ( #47 32) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City (#4740) and County 
(#82-6) ordinances 

City, County and ODOT 
program commitments 

City program commitments 



Table 4.10.5-3 .(Continued) 
; 

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES AND MECHANISMS 

Control Measures 

SECONDARY STRATEGY 

Completion of the retrofit 
weatherization programs. 

Certification program for sale 
of new woodstoves. 

Solar access and orientation 
program continuation. 

Upgraaed veneer dryer controls 
and compliance schedules. 

Soil and road dust measures. 

Implementation 
Schedule 

1984-1990 

1985 

Ongoing 

1990 

1990 

4.10.6 REASONABLE FURTHER PROGRESS 

Implementation 
Mechanism 

City/County ordinances 

DEQ program (following 
legislative authority) 

City ordinances 

OAR 340-30-020 (revised) 
340-30-045 (revised) 

City/County ODOT programs 

Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) is defined as annual incremental re­

ductions in emissions for each pollutant that are sufficient for 

compliance by the required date. Projected reductions in particulate 

emissions are shown in Figure 4.10-9. This figure shows projected 

emission reductions between 1980 and 1984 based upon the emission 

inventory outlined in Section 4.10.4.5. The projections indicate that 

the reduction in particulate emissions will be adequate to meet the 

primary particulate standard by 1984. 

To monitor RFP, the Department of Environmental Quality will submit a 

report each July 1 for the preceeding calendar year which will comply 

with the following Environmental Protection Agency requirements: 

a Identification of growth of major new or modified existing 
sources, minor new sources, and mobile sources; 

a Reduction in emissions for existing sources; 

a Update of the emission inventory; and 

a Comparison of air quality monitoring data with the emission 
inventory. 
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JU.t;e 4.10-9 

PROJECTED PARTICULATE EMISSION REDUCTIONS 
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If ambient air quality data suggests that RFP is not being maintained, 

the Department of Environmental Quality will examine the emission 

inventories, meteorological data, and actual particulate concentra­

ions to determine if a problem exists. If it is determined that RFP 

is not being maintained, a contingency plan will be implemented. 

The contingency plan is outlined in the adopted strategy. The local 

ordinances indicate that mandatory curtailment of woodstove use would 

be required during Air Stagnation Advisories if the primary partic­

ulate standard is not adopted by 1984. In addition, retrofit weather­

ization would become mandatory upon sale or rental of the dwelling 

beginning in 1984 if weatherization activity is not proceeding on 

schedule and the primary particulate standard is not attained by 1984. 

4.10.7 RESOURCE COMMITMENT 

The Medford particulate strategy requires the coordinated efforts of 

the Department of Environmental Quality, Jackson County, the. City of 

Medford and the City of Ashland. Responsibilities for implementation 

and enforcement of the selected control measures are outlined in 

Section 4.10.5. The Department of Environmental Quality is the lead 

agency responsible for the development and implementation of the Med­

ford particulate strategy. 

4.10.8 PVBLIC INYOLYEHENT 

The Jackson County Board of Commissioners appointed the Jackson Air 

Quality Advisory Committee in February 1981. This Committee consisted 

of twenty-five persons representing a broad cross section of the Med­

ford-Ashland area. One of the first responsibilities of the Committee 

was to advise the Jackson County Commissioners and the Department of 
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Environmental Quality on the most appropriate strategy for the Medford 

airshed. 

The Committee met monthly, and subcommittees occasionally met weekly, 

from March 1981 to July 1981. The adopted Medford particulate 

strategy is essentially the strategy recommended by the Jackson County 

Air Quality Advisory Committee. Extensive coverage of the Committee 

meetings was provided by the news media. 

Public hearings were held by the local governments regarding the local 

ordinances. (The Jackson County bearings were held April 27 and 

August 25, 1982. The City of Medford hearings were held October 21 

and November 4, 1982.) A public hearing on the complete Medford 

particulate control strategy and associated State rules is scheduled 

before the Environmental Quality Commission on February 25, 1983 in 

Medford. The public hearing notice will be issued thirty days prior 

to the hearing. 

The public hearing notice will be distributed for local and state 

agency review by the A-95 State Clearinghouse forty-five days prior to 

adoption of the Medford particulate control strategy. 
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Attachment 3 

PROPOSED REVISED MEDFORD VENEER DRYER RULE 

Veneer uryer Emission Limitations 

340-30-020 (1) It is the objective of this section to control air 

contaminant emissions including. put not limited to. condensible 

hydrocarbons such that yisible emissions from each veneer aryer are limited 

to a leyel which aces not cause a characteristic 11 blue hazen tq be 

obseryable and to reduce particulate emissions to the lowest practicable 

leyels by upgrading control systems. 

l ( 1)] ill 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%; 

(c) A maximum opacity Of 20% until July 1 I 1990; and 

(>!l A ID§.X.i.mWD QQS,Q;j. t:x: Q( lQi 11.f:ter .Il!!l!! 3Q' 1990. 

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 
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in writing by the Department as being capable of complying with 

subsections ( 1) (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 subsections (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 subsections (1)(b) and 

(c).J 

( 3l ·After June 30. 1990. particulate emissions from yeneer dryers "shall 

not exceed; 

(al 0.25 pgunds per 1.000 square feet of yeneer aried (3/8" basis) 

for direct natural gas or propane fired yeneer dryers; 

(bl 0.25 pounds per 1.000 square feet of yeneer dried C3/8" basis) 

for steam heated veneer gryers; 

(c) 0.35 pouruis per 1.000 square feet of veneer dried (3/8" basis) 

for direct wood fired yeneer arvers using fuel which has a 

moisture content by weight of 20% or less; 

(d) 0.40 pounds per 1.000 square feet of veneer dried C3/8" basis) 

for direct wood fired yeneer drrers using fuel which has a 

moisture content by weight of greater than 20%; 

(e) In ac1dition to paragraphs (3)(c) and (d) of this section. 0.20 

oounds per 1.000 oounds of steam generated. 
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The heat source for direct wood fired yeneer aryers is exempted from ~ule 

340-21-030. 

(4) After June 30. 1990 no person shall operate a yeneer aryer unless the 

yeneer dryer is equipped with an emission control system which has oeen 

approyed in writing by the Department and is capable of comolying with 

subsections (2)(d) and (3) of this rule. 

L(3)] i5.l. 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 efficiency and effectiveness so that the 

emission of air contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels. 

[(4)] ~ No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation or 

use of any means, sucn 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. 

L(5J] 11.l Where effective measures are not taken to minim:!ze 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 minim:!zed, 

controlled, or removed before discharge to the open air. 

[(6) Air pollution control equipment installed to meet the opacity 

requirements of section (1) of this rule shall be designed such that the 
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particuJ.ate collection efficiency can be practicably upgraded.] 

(8) Emission limitations established herein and stated in terms of oounds 

per 1.000 sauare feet of oroduction shall be computed on an hourly basis 

using the maximum 8 hour production capacity of the plant. 

L(7)] i.9.1. Compliance with the emission limits in subsection [(1)] 

.l..2.1. shall be determined in accordance with the Department's Method 9 on 

file with the Department as of November 16, 1979, 

(10) Compliance with the emission limits in subsection (3) shall be 

determined in aqcordance with the Department's Method 7 on file as of 

April 30. 1979 . 

Compliance Schedules 

340-30-045 Table 1 is revised as follows: 

Division 
34 0- 30-Rule 

-020 (2Hcl 
and (dl 

Submit 
Plans to 
the Dept. 

Veneer Dryers (1/1/79] 
7/1 /89 

MLH:a 
AAD212.1 (1) 
12/14/82 

Place 
Purchase 
Orders 

[3/1/79] 
9/1/89 

- 4 -

Begin 
Construction 

[ 6/1/79] 
12/1/89 

Complete Demonstrate 
Construction Compliance 

L 11/1/79] 
5/1/90 

L 1/1/80] 
711/90 



PROPOSED NEW MEDFORD FUGITIVE EMISSIONS RULE 

Control of Fugitive Emissions 

340-30-043 ( 1) Large sawmills, all plywood mills and veneer 
manufacturing plants, particleboara and haraboara plants, charcoal 
manufacturing plants, stationary asphalt plants and statior.ary rock 
crushers shall prepare and implement site-specific plans for the 
control of fugitive emissions. (The air contaminant sources listed 
above are described in OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, Paragraphs 10a, 14a, 
14b, 15, 17, 18, 29, 34a and ~2a, respectively.) 

(2) Fugitive emission control plans shall identify reasonable 
measures to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne. Such 
reasonable measures shall include, but not be limited to the 
following: 

(a) ~cneduled application of asphalt, oil, water, or other 
SIUtable chemicals on unpaved roads, log storage or sorting 
yards, materials stockpiles, and other surfaces which can 
create airborne dust; 

(b) Full or partial enclosure of materials stockpiled in cases 
where appLication of oil, water, or chemicals are not 
sUfficient to prevent particULate matter from becoming 
airborne; 

(c) Installation and use of hoods, fans, and fabric filters to 
enclose and vent the handling of dusty materials; 

(d) Adequate containment during sandblasting or other similar 
operations; 

(e) Covering, at all times when in motion, open bodied trucks 
transporting materials likely to become airborne; and 

(f) Procedures for the prompt removal from paved streets of 
earth or other material which does or may become airborne. 

(3) Fugitive emission control plans shall be prepared and implemented 
in accordance with the schedUJ.e outlined in OAR 340-30-045. 

Compliange Schedules 

340-30-045 Table 1 is revised to include: 

Division 
340-30 Rule 

-04 3 Fugitiye 
Emissions 
Control 

MLH:a 
AA2350 ( 1) 
12/9/82 

Submit Plans 
to the Dept. 

4/1 /83 

Demonstrate 
Compliance 

10/1/83 



PROPOSED NEW MEDFORD 0 & M RULE 

Requirement For Operation and Maintenance Plans 

340-30-044( 1) Operation and Maintenance Plans shall be prepared by all 
holders of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits except minimal source permits 
and special letter permits. All sources subject to regular permit 
requirements shall be subject to operation and maintenance requirements. 

(2) The purposes of the operation and maintenance plans are to: 

(a) Reduce the number of upsets and breakdowns in particulate control 
equipment; 

cb) Reduce the duration of upsets and downtimes; and 
(c) Improve the efficiency of control equipment during normal 

operations. 

(3) The operation and maintenance plans should consider, but not be 
limited to, the following: 

(a) Personnel training in operation and-maintenance; 
(b) Preventative maintenance procedures, schedule and records; 
(c) Logging of the occurrence and duration of all upsets, breakdowns 

and malfunctions which result in excessive emissions; 
(d) Routine follow-up evaluation of upsets to identify the cause of 

the problem and changes needed to prevent a recurrence; 
(e) Periodic source testing of pollution con·trol units as required 

by air contam1nant discharge permits; 
(f) Inspection of internal wear points of pollution control equipment 

during scheduled shutdowns; and 
(g) Inventory of key spare parts. 

(4) The operation and maintenance plan shall be prepared and implemented 
in accordance with the schedule outlined in OAR 340-30-045. 

Compliance Schedules 

340-30-045 Table 1 is revised to include the following: 

Division 
340-30 Rule 

-044 Operation 
& Maintenance 

MLH:a 
AA2349 ( 1) 
12/9/82 

;:;ubmit Plans 
To The Dept. 

4/1 /83 

Demonstrate 
Compliance 

10/1/83 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Request for a Limited Time Variance from OAR 340-22-
170(4) ( j) (C) Solvent in Paint Limit. for Boeing of Portland 

Background 

Boeing of Portland, a plant operated by the Boeing Company, at 190th and 
Sandy Boulevard near Gresham, uses primers and paints to coat parts being 
manufactured for airplanes being assembled in Washington State. About 3 
tons of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) were released from these paints 
and primers in 1981. 

In September of 1980, rule 340-22-170(ll)(j)(C) was adopted to limit solvent 
in surface coating in the manufacture of miscellaneous parts to 3,5 lbs of 
solvent per gallon of coating, when the parts are air dried, The effective 
date of the rule is January 1, 1983. This rule was part of the EPA 
required Reasonably Available Control technology VOC rules for the Portland 
area ozone non-attainment problem. These rules appear to be technology 
forcing in the specific application at Boeing of Portland. Boeing uses 14 
primers and paints, of which the two used most have 5.4 and 4.6 lbs of 
solvent per gallon of coating. 

Problem 

The Boeing Company has been treated specially for VOC control in the 
Seattle area, and other airplane manufacturers in Los Angeles and St. 
Louis have had similar considerations. The limits set for aerospace 
coatings are 5.4 lbs/gal for primers and 5.0 lbs/gal for topcoats in those 
places. In their request for a variance, letter attached, Boeing lists why 
their coatings were allowed higher solvents by the regulatory agencies in 
those areas: 
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1. Resistance to the special kinds of hydraulic oils used on 
aircraft. 

2. Ability to perform in extreme weather and climatic conditions 
(from +120oF on the ground to -GOOF in the air; response to 
moisture, electrical storms, etc.); 

3, Special weight and smoothness requirements in order to enhance 
fuel efficiency and aircraft payload; 

4. Overall resistance to corrosion and weathering; and 
5. Ease of application (to flow onto parts easily and uniformly). 

While Boeing has been lowering the amount of solvent used in their primers 
and topcoats, they are targeting on the more lenient rules imposed 
elsewhere. They are confident of meeting those rules, but claim little 
liklihocd of meeting Oregon's more stringent 3,5 lb/gal rule. 

Alternatiyes and Evaluation 

Boeing has requested a variance from the 3,5 lb/gal rule until a rule 
similar to those in Los Angeles, Seattle, and St. Louis could be adopted 
for their Oregon plant. 

If the variance is denied, Boeing would have to move their parts production 
elsewhere in whole or in part. A reduction of only 0.9 ton/year is the 
difference between 5.0 lbs/gal and 3,5 lb/gal. Therefore, granting the 
variance gives up a voe reduction of only 0.9 ton/year. This is not a very 
significant amount, since at airshed compliance there will be about 122,000 
tons/yr emitted into the Portland airshed. 

In a November 22, 1982 letter, the Department asked Boeing if they could 
change their methods of cleaning parts with solvents to realize an 
equivalent or greater reduction than required for surface coating. Boeing 
used 6 tons of Methyl Ethyl Ketone (MEK) to clean parts in 1981. Under the 
Department's bubble rule, MEK reductions are accepted in lieu of paint 
solvent reductions. 

The Department could use 12 months to evaluate Boeing's alternatives, 
before proposing and the EQC possibly adopting a special, more lenient, 
aerospace coatings rule. 

The variance is sought under ORS 468.345(1) which can be satisfied in three 
ways: 

(a) Conditions are beyond the control of the plant; in this case, the 
parent firm in Seattle has made agreements with the Puget Sound 
Air Pollution Control Agency involving hundreds of tens per year 
cf solvent emissions; they do not want their small Portland plant 
using a small amount of customized coatings, different from other 
aerospace coatings used nationwide. 

(b) Strict compliance would close down the plant; Boeing of Portland 
has not opened this subject, but they must use Boeing-Seattle 
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approved coatings or have the Portland worl< rejected, 

(a) No alternative method is yet available; while Boeing has lowered 
the solvent content of their present coatings, they cannot 
presently meet the 3,5 lb/gal rule. 

If the variance is grantea, the Portland area VOC reduction strategy would 
be diminished by only 0.9 tons per year. Therefore, to grant a variance, 
so that Boeing of Portland could continue to operate with primers and 
coatings not in compliance with OAR 340-22-170(4)(j)(C) yet in compliance 
with Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency Regulation II Section 3,09 
parts (b) through (d), would not require a large compensating reduction 
from other voe sources. 

Summation 

1. Boeing of Portland has requested a variance from OAR 340-22-
170(4)(j)(C) for excess solvent emissions from primers and paints, as 
alternative products meeting the VOC rule requirements are not 
available. They can meet rules in effect in Los Angeles, Seattle, and 
St. Louis areas, but not the more stringent Oregon rule. 

2. Strict coru:·ormance with the DEQ rule would only reduce emissions by 
about 0.9 tons of voe per year. This does not have a very significant 
affect on the airshed, or on the ozone attainment strategy. 

3, The Commission, under ORS 468.345, could grant the variance for 12 
months to allow Boeing and the Department to investigate some 
alternatives such as a bubble and/or to adopt special primers and 
paint rules like Seattle's Regulation II Section 3.09, parts (b) 
through ( d) • 

4. The Commission should find that complying primers and paints are not 
available and that strict compliance is inappropriate. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission grant a variance to Boeing of Portland from OAR 
340-22-170(4)(j)(C), voe limitation in coatings, until January 1, 1984, 
providing Boeing will continue to investigate alternative ways of complying 
and submit a feasiblity report not later than October 1, 1984 to the 
Department. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: (1) Boeing October 22, 1982 Variance Request Letter 

John F. Kowalczyk:a 
AA2872 
229-6459 
December 16, 1982 



BOEING COMMERCIAL AIRPLANE COMPANY 

P.O. Box 20487 
Portland, Oregon 972~0 ________ _ 

A Division of The Boeing Company 

October 22, 1982 
A-6290-WCC-128 

Mr. Peter B. Bosserman 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

l ' \ . 1"""'-' JJJR. ·Q,J/._.,.61 t ;) 
Subject: Air Permit Application - DEQ, ZQ File 26-2204 

Dear Mr. Bosserman: 

(,ON1ROL 

Please find enclosed Boeing of Portland's completed "Application for Air 
Contaminant Permit'' which includes our baseline data for Volatile 
Organic Compound (VOC) emissions. In addition to submitting this appli­
cation, Boeing of Portland would like to comment on the classification 
of our coating operations under Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-22-170. 

The application classifies Boeing of Portland coating operations within 
the category "Surface Coating in Manufacturing, Miscellaneous Products 
and Metal Parts" (OAR 340-22-170). As a consequence, the voe content 
of our coatings (primers and topcoats) would be limited to 3.5 lbs/gallon 
(or 420 grams/liter). 

While Boeing and other aerospace companies and their coating suppliers 
have been able to reduce the VOC content of many of our coatings, present 
technology has been as yet unable to provide coatings meeting rigid per­
formance specifications, while meeting the 3.5 lbs/gallon voe limits in 
OAR 340-22-170. This is because the coatings used in aerospace applications 
must possess special qualities not required of other kinds of coatings. 
These include: 

Resistance to the special kinds of hydraulic oils used on 
aircraft; 

Ability to perform in extreme weather and climatic 
conditions (from +120°F on the ground to -60°F in 
the air; response to moisture, electrical storms, etc.); 

Special weight and smoothness requirements in order to 
enhance fuel efficiency and aircraft payload; 

Overall resistance to corrosion and weathering; and 

Ease of application (to flow onto parts easily and 
uniformly). 



We continue, however, to work within the Company and with our coating 
suppliers to reduce the voe content in our coatings in order to reduce 
emissions. We are investigating such options as 

High solids coatings; 

Water-based coatings; 

Use of compliance solvents in coatings; and 

Improved methods of coating application. 

Aerospace coating operations around the country are classified into a 
separate category. They are not filed into a.generic "manufacturing" 
coating category as in OAR 340-22-170. This is because of the reasons 
cited above. As a consequence, the voe limits are also different. The 
voe 1 imits for coatings used by aerospace firms in Southern California, 
Puget Sound (Washington), Washington state and the State of Missouri 
are 650 g/l (5.4 lbs/gallon) for primers and 600 g/l (5.0 lbs/gallons) 
for topcoats. (See enclosed list of VOC rules for the aerospace in­
dustry). These voe limits established for aerospace assembly and 
component coating operations elsewhere in the country recognize the 
special performance requirements demanded of our coatings. Yet the 
enclosed regulations require us to pursue the options listed above. 
As these coatings and processes become available and -effective, these 
rules require that VOC limits.be lowered accordingly. In the meantime, 
we operate with 650 g/l and 600 g/l voe limits for primers and topcoats, 
respectively. 

Boeing of Portland would like to initiate a process with the following 
objectives: 

1. In the short run; secure a variance from the provisions of 
OAR 340-22-170 under authority of ORS 468.345. The fore­
going discussion regarding the unique aspects of coating 
operations in the aerospace industry is, in our view, 
sufficient to meet each of the four bases for a variance 
set out in ORS 468.345(1). 

2. Negotiate a new section in OAR 340-22 which applies 
specifically to aerospace/aircraft coating operations. 
Adopting a set of rules which is mutually acceptable 
will help promote uniformity within the industry and 
allow coordination between Boeing, other aircraft 
manufacturers and our coating suppliers in jointly 
meeting VOC emission requirements in Oregon and 
elsewhere. 



We would appreciate your consideration of our request and will provide more 
data and information and respond to any questions you might have. We look 
forward to further discussion on our comments and request. 

Enclosures: 

Sincerely, 

;i{?~/2~/g~ 
W. C. Crowe 11 
Facilities Manager 
Boeing of Portland 

(1) List of VOC Rules for the Aerospace Industry 
(2) Air Permit Application 



LIST OF voe RULES FOR AEROSPACE COMPANIES 

South Coast Air Quality Management District--------------Rule 1124 

Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency-----------------Regulation II, 
Section 3.09 

Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-490-208---------"Aerospace 
Assembly and Component Coating Operations" 

State of Missouri----Title 10 CSR 10-5.330---------------''Control of 
Emissions from Industrial Surface Coating Operations: Aircraft 
Assembly and Components 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
tl.OV~RNOR 

OEQ-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: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. G , January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Request for a Limited-Time Variance from OAR 340-22-170-(4)(j) 
Which Limits Solvent in Coating. for Winter Products of 
Portland 

Winter Products Corporation, 11727 N.E. Marx, Portland, uses clear and 
pigmented lacquer to give a bright finish to furniture hardware, made from 
small, brass-plated, zinc die castings. About 17 tons of solvent are 
emitted (1978 data) from their annual lacquer use. 

In September of 1980, OAR 340-22-170(4)(j) was adopted to limit solvent 
in surface coating in the manufacture of miscellaneous parts to 4.3 lbs of 
solvent per gallon of coating, when the parts are clear coated. The 
effective date of the rule is January 1, 1983. This rule was part of the 
EPA required voe rules for the Portland area ozone non-attainment problem. 
Winter Products Corporation uses lacquers that have nearly 6.4 lbs of 
sol vent per gallon of co'a ting. 

Problem 

After soliciting their supplier, Lilly Industrial Coatings, for a new 
formulation, Winter Products tried one with lower solvent content and 
had failures when their products experienced tarnish where the coat had not 
completely covered. The hardware has to withstand some harsh, salt-spray 
atmosphere at East Coast furniture manufacturing plants. Both Lilly 
Industrial Coatings and Rohm and Haas (their supplier) are trying to 
formulate compliance coatings for Winter Products. They estimate two to 
six years before such a coating will be available. 

Delaying a 5.5 ton/year reduction in solvent will not affect Reasonable 
Further Progress in attaining the ozone standard as this represents less 
than 1/100 of a percent of the required airshed reduction. Delaying this 
reduction will not have a significant effect on Portland's ozone strategy. 
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Alternatives and Evaluation 

Winter Products is in a competitive business; if their pieces do not have 
bright finish, customers will reject their product and buy from competitors 
who are allowed to use high solvent lacquers to impart the bright finish in 
non-ozone problem areas. 

A variance could be granted with an effective date of January 1, 1987 (four 
years from now). This should give Winter Products and their suppliers 
time to develop lower solvent coatings to comply with the 4.3 lb/gal rule. 
The variance and rule could require annual progress reports. 

A variance sought under ORS 468.345(1) can be satisfied in three ways: 

(a) Conditions are beyond the control of the plant; certainly the 
case here, where the plant is at the mercy of coating suppliers. 

(b) Strict compliance could close down the plant; this appears to be 
the case as no acceptable coating appears available at this time. 

(c) No alternative method is yet available; at least in their search, 
neither the firm, their suppliers, nor the DEQ staff have come up 
with an alternative method. 

The solvent rule was adopted under EPA's Reasonable Available Control 
technology requirement. In fact, it now turns out that for this type of 
surface coating, the rule is technology forcing. A four year variance 
would also give the Department time to evaluate the practicality of and 
need for attaining compliance with this rule. 

Summation 

1. Winter Products Corporation has requested a variance from OAR 
340-22-170(4)(j) for excess voe emissions from their lacquers. 

2. There is no acceptable coating available to Winter Products Corp­
oration which can meet the Department's rules but one may be developed 
within 2-6 years. 

3. The subject VOC rule was adopted as Reasonably Available Control 
technology for surfacing coating but in the case of certain 
applications it appears to be technology forcing. 

4. The Commission should find that conditions are beyond the control of 
the plant; that strict compliance would close down the plant, and that 
no alternative method is available in order to grant the variance. 
The Department is of the opinion that all three of these conditions 
are true. 
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Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in tbe Summation, it is recommended that tbe 
Commission grant a variance to Winter Products Corporation of Portland from 
OAR 340-22-170(4}(j}, VOC Limitation in Coatings, until January 1, 1987, 
providing that Winter Products provide annual progress reports eacb January 
on bow they are progressing to reduce their VOC emissions to that required 
by the OAR. 

William H. Young 

Attachment: Winter Products November 9, 1982 Variance Request Letter 
AA2874 
J.F. Kowalozyk:a 
229-5459 
December 17, 1982 



Department of Environmental Quality 
522 s.w. 5th Ave. 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Attn: Mr. Peter Bosserman 

Dear Mr. Bosserman: 

PHONE 15031 252-1451 

FURNITURE ANO CABINET HAROVVARE 

11727 NE. MARX 

Please find enclosed the ACDP application forms for our facility at 
11727 N.E. Marx St. 

As you suggested, I have been in contact with our supplier concerning 
meeting the new regulation of 4. 3 lbs. per gallon of VOC emissions from 
our spray booth. As you can see from the enclosed forms, we are now 
at 6.52 lbs. per gallon. In discussing this matter with Jerry McKnight 
at Lilly Industrial Coatings, he has explained that a formulation to meet 
the standard does not exist at this time which will also meet the 
requirements of our industry. We, therefore, if faced to meet the 
standard, would be forced to discontinue operation until such time as 
an alternative solution could be developed, This, as I am sure you are 
aware, would not be an acceptable approach. 

Mr. Bosserman, I would like to make application for a variance under 
Revised Oregon Statute #-468-345 until such time as a solution and/or 
process is developed. I have asked my supplier to work on this problem, 
keeping in mind the 4. 3 lbs. per gallon standard which the government 
has lmpos ed. 

I would appreciate your informing me of the steps necessary, if any, for 
me to take ln order that this matter can be taken care of as soon as 
possible. 

RJB:ll 
Enclosure 

Sincerely yours , 

~TER~ORP. 

R, ~ssett 
General Manager 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. H , January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Approval of Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 
New Source Review and Plant Site Emission Limit Rules 
and Submission as a Revision to the SIP 

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA) has adopted New Source Review 
and Plant Site Emission Limit rules nearly identical with OAR 340-20-220 to 
-320. The Department determined, upon receipt of the LRAPA rules, that 
they are as stringent as the equivalent state rules. 

Problem 

While the OAR for New Source Review and Plant Site Emission Limit are in 
the Oregon State Implementation Plan (SIP), the LRAPA rules on these 
subjects are not. The Department prefers that LRAPA administer these rules 
in Lane County as a further step in developing full service capapability of 
LRAPA. With EPA recognition of LRAPA rules, LRAPA may have their permits 
acknowledged as part of the SIP, thus administrative, burdensome tasks of 
adopting and submitting individual permits as SIP revisions when necessary 
can be avoided. 

Summary 

1. LRAPA has adopted New Source Review and Plant Site Emission Limit 
Rules, in Title 22 and Title 32, which are at least as stringent as 
the equivalent state rules, OAR 340-20-220 to -320. 

2. EPA recognition of LRAPA New Source Review and PSEL rules in the SIP 
would simplify administration of the program directed by the rules in 
Lane County. 
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Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission approve LRAPA New Source Review, and 
Plant Site Emission Limits as being at least as stringent as OAR 340-20-220 
to -320, and direct the Department to submit them as a SIP revision with a 
request to EPA to delegate authority to administer such in Lane County to 
LRAPA. 

Attachment: LRAPA NSR, and PSEL Rules 

J.F. Kowalczyk:a 
AA2873 
( 503) 229-6lf59 
December 16, 1982 

William H. Young 



TITLE 22 

SECTION 22-400 TO 22~440 

MAJOR NEVI AND MOD I Fl ED SOURCE REV I EvJ 

DEFINITIONS 

1. "Actual emissions" means the mass rate of emissions of a pollutant from an 
emissions source. 

a. In general, actual emissions as of the baseline period shall equal the 
average rate at which the source actually emitted the pollutant during 
the baseline period and which is representative of normal source opera­
tion. Actual emissions shall be calculated using the source's actual 
operating hours, production rates and types of materi.als processed, 
stored, or combusted during the selected time period. 

b. The Authority may presume that existing source-specific permitted mass 
emissions for the source are equivalent to the actual emissions of the 
source if they are within ten percent (10%) of the calculated actual 
emissions. 

c. For any newly permitted emission source which had not yet begun normal 
operation in the baseline period, actual emissions shall equal the 
potential to emit of, the source. 

2. ''Baseline concentration" means that ambient concentration level for a 
particular pollutant which existed in an area during the calendar year 1978. 
If no ambient air quality data is avai.lable in an area, the baseline 
concentratfon may be estimated using modeling based on actual emission for 
1978. 

The following emissions increases or decreases will be included in the 
baseline concentration. 

a. Actual emission increases or decreases occurring before January 1, 1978, 
and 

b. Actual emission increases from any major source or major modification on 
which construction commenced before January 6, 1975, · 

3. "Baseline Period" means either calendar years 1977 or 1978. The Authority 
sha 11 a 11 ow the use of a prior time period upon a determi na ti.on that it is 
more representative of normal source operation. 

4. "Best Available Control Technology (.GACT)" means an emission li.mitation 
(including a visible emission standard) based on the maximum degree of 
reduction of each air contaminant subject to regulation under the Clean Air 
Act which would be emitted from any proposed major source or major modifica­
tion which, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy, environmental, 

April 13, 1982 i 
(These Definitions are to be incorporated into Title 11 at a later date.) 



and economic impacts and other costs, is achievable for such source or 
modification through application of production processes or available 
methods, systems, and techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or 
innovative fuel combustion techniques for control of such air contaminant. 
In no event, shall the application of BACT result in emissions of any air 
contaminant which would exceed the emissions allowed by any applicable new 
source performance standard or any standard for hazardous air pollutants. 
If an emission limitation is not feasible, a design, equipment, work prac­
tice, or operational standard, or combination thereof, may be required. 
Such standard shall, to the degree possible, set forth the emission reduction 
a chi evab 1 e and sha 11 pro vi de for compliance by prescribing appropriate permit 
conditions. 

5. "Commence" means that the owner or operator has obtained all necessary 
preconstruction approvals required by the Clean Air Act and either has: 

a. Begun, or caused to begin, a continuous program of actual on-site 
construction of the source to be completed in a reasonable time, or 

b. Entered into binding agreements or contractual obligations, which cannot 
be canceled or modified without substantial loss to the owner or 
operator, to undertake a program of construction of the source to be 
completed in a reasonable time. 

6. "Construction" means any physical change (including fabrication, erection, 
installation, demolition, or modification of an emissions unit) or change in 
the method of operation of a source which would result in a change in actual 
emissions. 

7. "Dispersion Technique" means any air contaminant.contro.l. procedure vihich depends 
upon varying emissions with atmospheric conditions including but not limited 
to supplementary or intermittent control systems and excessive use of enhanced 
plume rise. 

8. "Emission Reduction Credit Banking" means to presently reserve, subject to 
requirements of these provisions, emission reductions for use by the reserver 
or assignee for future compliance with air po 11 uti'on reduction requirements. 

9. "Emissions Unit" means any part of a stationary source (including specific 
process equipment) which emits or would have the potential to emit any 
pollutant subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act. 

10. ''Fugitive emissions'' means emissions of any air contaminant which escapes to 
the atmosphere from any point or area that is not identifiable as a stack, 
vent, duct, or equivalent opening. 

11. "Good Engineering Practice Stack Height" means that stack height necessary to 
insure that emissions from the stack do not result in excessive concentrations 
of any air contaminant in the immediate vicinity of the source as a result of 
atmospheric downwash, eddies, and wakes which may be created by the source 
structure, nearby structures, or nearby terrain obstacles and shall not 
exceed the following: 

April 13, 1982 ii 
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a. 30 meters, for plumes not influenced by structures or terrain; 

b. HG= H + 1.5 L , for plumes influenced by structures; 

Where HG = good engineering practice stack height, 
H = height of structure or nearby structure, 
L = lesser dimension (height or width) of the structure or 

nearby structure. 

c. Such height as an owner or operator demonstrates, after notice and 
opportunity for public hearing, is necessary to avoid plume downwash. 

12. "Growth Increment" means an allocation of some part of an airshed's capacity 
to accommodate future new major sources and major modifications of sources. 

13. "Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)" means that rate of emissions which 
reflects a) the most stringent emission limitation which is contained in 
the implementation plan of any State for such class or category of source, 
unless the owner or operator of the proposed source demonstrates that such 
limitations are not achievable, or b) the most stringent emission limitation 
which is achieved in practice by such class or category of source, whichever 
is more stringent. In no event, shall the application of this term permit 
a proposed new or modified source to emit any air contaminant in excess of 
the amount all ow able under applicable new source performance standards or 
standards for hazardous air pollutants. 

14. ''Major Modification'' means any physical change or change of operation of a 
source that would result in a net significant emission rate increase (as 
defined in definition 22) for any pollutant subject to regulation under the 
Clean Air Act. Th.is criteria also applies to any pollutants not previously 
emitted by the source. Calculations of net emission increases must take into 
account all accumulated increases and decreases in actual emissions occurring 
at the source since January 1, 1978, or since the time of the last construction 
approval issued for the source pursuant to the New Source Review Regulations 
for that pollutant, whichever time is more recent. If accumulation of emission 
increases results in a net significant emission rate increase, the modifications 
causing such increases become subject to the New Source Review requirements 
including the retrofit of required controls. 

15. "Major Source" means a stationary source which emits, or has the potential to 
emit, any pollutant regulated under the Clean Air Act at a Significant Emission 
Rate (as defined in definition 22). 

16. "Nonattainment Area" means a geographical area of the State which exceeds any 
State or Federal primary or secondary ambient air quality standard as designated 
by the En vi ronmenta l Quality Commission. 

17. "Offset" means an equivalent or greater emission reduction which is required 
prior to allowing an emission increase from a new major source or major 
modification of a source. 
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18. "Plant Site Emission Limit" means the total mass emissions per unit time of 
an individual air pollutant specified in a permit for a source. 

19. "Potenti a 1 to Emit" means the maximum capacity of a source to emit a po 11 utant 
under its physical and operational design. Any physical or operational 
limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, including air 
pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the 
type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated 
as part of its design if the limitation or the effect it would have on 
emissions is enforceable. Secondary emissions do not count in determining 
the potential to emit of a source 

20. "Resource Recovery Facility" means any facility at which mu.nicipal solid waste 
is processed for the purpose of extracting, converting to energy, or otherwise 
separating and preparing municipal solid waste for reuse. Energy conversion 
facilities must utilize municipal solid waste to provide 50% or more of the 
heat input to be considered a resource recovery facility. 

21. "Secondary Emissions" means emissions from new or existing sources which occur 
as a result of the construction and/or operation of a source or modification, 
but do not come from the source itself. Secondary emissions must be specific, 
well defined, quantifiable, and impact the same general area as the source 
associated with the secondary emissions. Secondary emissions may include, 
but are not limited to: 

a. Emissions from ships and trains coming to or from a facility, 

b. Emissions from off-site support facilities which would be constructed 
or would otherwise increase emissions as a result of the construction 
of a source or modification. 

22. ''Significant Emission Rate'' means emission rates equal to or greater than the 
following for air pollutants regulated under the Clean Air Act. 

Table 1: Significant Emission Rates for Pollutants Regulated under the Clean 
Air Act 

Pollutant 

Carbon Monoxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 

Particulate Matter 
Sulfur Dioxide 
Volatile Organic Compounds 
Lead 

Mercury 
Beryllium 

Asbestos 
Vinyl Chloride 

Significant Emission Rate 

100 tons/year 
40 tons/year 
25 tons/year 

40 tons/year 
40 tons/year 

0.6 tons/year 

0.1 tons/year 
0.0004 tons/year 
0.007 tons/year 

1 ton/year 
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Table l (can't.): 

Pollutant 

Flourides 
Sulfuric Acid Mist 

Hydrogen Sulfide 
Total reduced sulfur (including 
hydrogen sulfide) 
Reduced sulfur compounds (including 
hydrogen sulfide) 

Significant Emission Rate 

. 3 tons/year 
7 tons/year 

10 tons/year 

10 tons/year 

10 tons/year 

For pollutants not listed above, the Authority shall determine the rate that 
constitutes a significant emission rate. 

Any emissions increase less than these rates associated with a new source or 
modification which would construct within ten (10) kilometers of a Class I 
area, and would have an impact on such area equal to or greater than 
l ug/m3 (24 hour average) shall be deemed to be emitting at a significant 
emission rate. 

23. "Significant Air Quality Impact" means an ambient air quality impact which 
is equal to or greater than: 

Pollutant Averaging Time 
Po 11 utant Annual 24-hour 8-hour 3-hour 1-hour 

so2 l. O ug/m 3 5 ug/m3 25 ug/m3 

TSP 0.2 ug/m3 l. O ug/m3 

N02 1.0 ug/m3 

co 0. 5 mg/m3 2 mg/m3 

For sources of volatile organic compounds (VOC), a major source or major 
modification will be deemed to have a significant impact if it is located 
within thirty (30) kilometers of an ozone nonattainment area and is capable 
of impacting the nonattainment area. 

24. "Source" means any building, structure, facility, installation or combination 
thereof which emits or is capable of emitting air contaminants to the 
atmosphere and is located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties 
and is owned or operated by the same person or by persons under common control. 
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LANE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION l\UTHORITY 

TITLE 22 

PERMITS 

Section 22-001 

l. No person shall construct, install, establish, modify, enlarge, develop, or 
operate any air contaminant source, including those processes and activities 
directly related or associated thereto which are listed in Table A, appended 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference, unless a permit to discharge air 
contaminants is first obtained from the Authority. 

2. No person sha 11 modify any source covered by a permit under these rules such 
that: 

A. The emi ss i ans of any air contaminant exceeds maximum a 11 ow able rates 
or mass emissions established by reDulation or permit condition; 

B. The process equipment is substantially changed, or added to; 

C. Permit conditions are exceeded, unless a modified permit has been first 
approved by the Authority. 

Section 22-002 __ 1,)IIl_~_J)_uratiori_!l_llcl_J_ermination of Permits 

1. Permits issued by the Authority wi 11 specify those activities, operations, 
emissions and discharges which are permitted as wen as the requirements, 
limitations and conditions which must be met. 

2. The duration of permits may vary, but sha 11 not exceed ten ( l 0) years. The 
expiration date will be recorded on each permit issued. A new application must 
be f"iled with the Authority to obtain renewal or modification of a permit. 

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

A. Within 60 days after sa·Je or exchange of the activity or facility which 
requires a permH .. 

B. Upon change in the nature of activities, operations, emissions or 
discharges from those of record in the last application. 

C. Upon issuance of a new, renewal or modified permit for the same operation. 

D. Upon written request of the permittee. 
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Section 22-005 Minimal Source 

l. The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority may designate any source as a 
"minimal source" based upon the following criteria: 

A. Quantity and quality of emissions; 

B. Type of operation; 

C. Compliance with Agency regulations; 

0. Minimal impact on the air quality of the surrounding region. 

2. If a source is designated as a n1inimal source, the annual compliance 
detennination fee, provided by Section 22-065, will be collected in conjunction 
with plant site compliance inspections which will occur no less frequently than 
every five (5) years. 

Section 22-015 Multiple Source Permit 

l. When a single site includes more than one air contaminant source, a single 
permit may be issued including all sources located at the site. Such applica­
tions shall separately identify by subsection each air contaminant source. 

2. When an individual air contaminant source, which is included in a multiple­
source permit, is subject to permit modification, revocation, suspension, or 
denial, such action by the Authority shall only affect that individual source 
without thereby affecting any other source subject to that permit. 

Section 22-025 Procedures for Obtaining Permits 

l. Submission and processing 'of applications for permits and issuance, denial, 
modification, and revocation of permits shall be in accordance with duly 
adopted procedures of this Authority. Any person intending to obtain an air 
contaminant discharge permit to construct, install, or establish a new or 
modified source of air contaminant emissions as required in these rules shall 
submit a completed application on forms provided by the Authority and 
containing the following information: 

A. Name, address, and nature of business; 

B. A description of the production processes and a related flow chart; 

C. A plot plan showing location of all air contaminant sources and the 
nearest residential or commercial property; 

0. Type and quantity of fuels used; 

E. Amount, nature, and duration of emissions; 

F. Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment; 

G. Other information required by the Authority. 
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2. Applications which are obviously incomplete, unsigned, or which do not contain 
the required exhibits (clearly ·identified), or are not accompanied by 
applicable fees will not be accepted by the Authority for filing and will be 
returned to the applicant for completion. 

3. Applications which appear complete will be accepted by the Authority for 
filing. 

4. Within fifteen (15) days after filing, the Authority will preliminarily review 
the application to determine the adequacy of the information submitted: 

A. If the Authority determines that additional information is needed it wi 11 
promptly request the needed i nforma ti on from the applicant. The app l i ca­
tion will not be considered complete for processing until the requested 
information is received. The application will be considered to be 
withdrawn if the applicant fails to submit the requested information 
within ninety (90) days of the request. 

B. If, in the opinion of the Director, additional measures are necessary to 
gather facts regarding the application, the Director will notify the 
applicant of his intent to institute said measures and the timetable and 
procedures to be followed. The application will not be considered 
complete for processing until the necessary additional fact-finding 
measures are completed. \•ihen the information in the application is 
deemed adequate, the applicant will be notified that this application is 
complete for processing. Processing will be completed within forty-five 
(45) days after such notification. 

5. In the event the Authority is unable to complete action on an application 
within forty-five (45) days after notification that the application is complete 
for processing, the applicant shall be deemed to have received a temporary or 
conditional permit, such permit to expire upon final action by the Authority 
to grant or deny the original application. Such temporary or conditional 
permit does not authorize any construction, activity, operation or discharge 
which will violate any of the la1-1s, rules, or regulations of the State of 
Oregon or the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority. 

6. If, upon review of an application, the Authority determines that a permit is 
not required, the Authority shall notify the applicant in l'lriting of this 
determination. Such notification shall constitute final action by the 
Authority on the application. 

Section 22-026 Issuance of a Permit 
~~----

l. Following determination that it is complete for processing, each application 
will be reviewed on its own merits. Recommendations will be developed in 
accordance with the provisions of all applicable statutes, rules and 
regulations of the State of Oregon and the Lane Regional Air Pollution 
Authority. 
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2. If the Authority proposes to issue a permit, proposed prov1s1ons prepared 
by the Authority will be forwarded to the app-iicant and other interested 
persons at the discretion of the Authority for comment. All comments must 
be submitted in wrH i ng witlri n thirty ( 30) days after the ma i 1 i ng of the 
proposed provisions if such comments are to receive consideration prior to 
final action on the application. The Authority shall issue public notice 
of its intent to issue an air contaminant discharge permit. The public 
notice shall allow thirty (30) days for written comment from the public 
and from interested local, state, and federal agencies prior to issuance 
of the permit. 

3. After thirty (30) days have elapsed since the date of mailing of the 
proposed provisions and the issuance of public notice, the Authority may 
take final action on the application for a permit. The Authority may adopt 
or modify the proposed provisions or recommend denial of a permit. In 
taking such action, the Authority shall consider the comments received 
regarding the proposed provisions and any other information obtained which 
may be pertinent to the application being considered. 

4. The Authority shall promptly notify the applicant in writing of the final 
action taken on his application. If the Authority recommends denial, 
notification shall be in accordance with the provisions of Section 22-050. 
If the conditions of the permit issued are different from the proposed 
provisions forwarded to the applicant for review, the notif"ication shall 
include the reasons for the changes made. A copy of the permit issued 
shall be attached to the notification. 

5. If the applicant is dissatisfied with the conditions or limitations of 
any permit issued by the Authority, he may request a hearing before the 
Board of Directors or its authorized representative. Such a request for 
hearing shall be made in writing to the Director within twenty (20) days 
of the date of mailing of the notification of issuance of the permit. Any 
hearing held shall be conducted pursuant to the regulations of the 
Authority. 

Sec:t_i on 22~03Q __ Other_ Re.ctu i rements_ 

l. Each permit proposed to be issued or revised by th·is Authority shall be 
submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality at least thirty (30) 
days prior to the proposed issuance date. 

2. A copy of each permit issued, modified, or revoked by the Authority 
pursuant to this section shall be promptly submitted to the Department. 

Section 22-035 Exemption from Regjstratj_o~uirement_~ 

Air contaminant sources constructed and operated under a permit issued 
pursuant to these regulations may be exempted from registration as required 
by T'itle 21 of these Rules and Regulations. 
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Section 22-045 Issuance, Renewal, or Modj.ficati2_n__2i_.'.l__Per~i_i.1 

1. No permit will be issued to an air contaminant source which is not in 
compliance with applicable rules unless a compliance schedule is made a 
condition of the permit. 

2. The procedure for issuance of a permit shall apply to renewal of a permit. 

3. The Authority may institute modification of a permit due to changing conditions 
or standards, receipt of additional information, or other reason, by notifying 
the permittee by registered or certified mail of its intention to modify the 
permit. Such noti Fi cation shall include the proposed modification and the 
reasons for modification. The modifications shall become effective twenty (20) 
days from the date of mailing of such notice unless, within the time, the 
permittee requests a hearing. Such a request for hearing shall be made in 
writing and shall be conducted pursuant to the regulations of the Authority. 
A copy of the modified permit shall be forwarded to the permittee as soon as 
the modification becomes effective. The existing permit shall remain in 
effect until the modified permit is issued. 

Section 22-050 Denial of a Permit 

If the Authority proposes to deny issuance of a permit, it shall notify the 
applicant by registered or certified mail of the intent to deny and the reasons 
for denial. The denial shall become effective twenty (20) days from the date 
of mailing of such notice unless, within that time, the applicant requests a 
hearing. Such a request for a hearing shall be made in writing and shall 
state the grounds for the request. Any hearing held shall be conducted 
pursuant to the Rules of the Authority. 

Sect_i_o_ri__~2~05L_Suspens ion or Revocation of a_Permi_t 

l. In the event that it becomes necessary to suspend or revoke a permit due to 
noncompliance with the terms of the permit, unapproved changes in operation, 
false information submitted in the application, or any other cause, the 
Authority shall notify the permittee by registered or certified mail of its 
intent to suspend or revoke the permit. Such notification shall include the 
reasons for the suspension or revocation. The suspension or revocation shall 
become effective twenty (20) days from the date of mailing of such notice 
unless, within that time, the permittee requests a hearing. Such a request 
for hearing shall be made in writing and shall state the grounds for the 
request. 

2. If the Authority finds that there is a serious danger to the public health 
or safety or that irreparable damage to a resource will occur, it may suspend 
or revoke a permit effective immediately. Notice of such suspension or 
revocation must state the reasons for action and advise the permittee that 
he may request a hearing. Such a request for hearing shall be made in writing 
within ninety (90) days of the date of suspension and shall state the grounds 
for the request. 

3. Any hearing requested under this chapter shall be conducted pursuant to the 
Rules of the Authority. 
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Section 22-060 Letter Permit -----------------· 
Any source listed in Table A v1ith no, or insignificant, air contaminant 
discharges may apply to the Authority for a letter permit. The determination 
of applicability of this letter permit shall be made solely by the Authority. 
If issued a letter permit, the application processing fee and/or annual 
compliance determination fee, provided by Section 22-065 may be waived by 
the Regional Authority. 

~~_c:_tj_si_11__12-0_§_L_~~i a l__Perm_it 

The Authority may waive the procedures prescribed in rule 22-026 and issue 
special permits of duration not to exceed sixty (60) days from the date of 
issuance for unexpected or emergency activities, operations, emission or 
discharges. Said permits shall be properly conditfoned to insure adequate 
protection of property and preservation of public health, welfare and 
resources, and shall include provisions for compliance with applicable 
emission standards of the Authority. Application for such permits shall be 
in \•1riting and may be in the form of a letter which fully describes the 
emergency and the proposed activities, operations, emissions or discharges, 
as described in Section 22-025. 

Section 22-065 Fees 

l. All persons applying for a permit shall at the time of application pay the 
fo 11 owing fees: 

A. A filing fee of $50 

B. An application processing fee, and 

C. An annual compliance determination fee. 

The compliance determination fee may be waived when applying for an existing 
permit modification. The application processing fee may be waived on permit 
renewals. 

2. The fee schedule contained in the listing of air contaminant sources listed 
in Table A hereof, shall be applied to determine the permit fees on a standard 
industrial classification (SIC) plant site basis. 

3. Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to Section 22-015 
shall be subject to a single $50 filing fee. The application processing fee 
and annual compliance determination fee for multiple-source permits shall be 
equal to the total amounts required by the individual source involved, as 
listed in Table A. 

4. Modifications of existing, unexpired permits which are instituted by the 
Authority due to changing conditions or standards, receipts of additional 
information or any other reason pursuant to applicable statutes and which do 
not require refiling or review of an application or plans and specifications 
shall not require submission of the filing fee or the application processing 
fee. 
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5. The annual compliance determination fee shall be paid at least thirty (30) 
days prior to the st.a rt of each subsequent permit year. Failure to remit the 
annual compliance determination fee on time shall be considered grounds for 
not issuing a permit or for revoking an existing permit. 

6. If a permit is issued for a period less than one year, the applicable annual 
compliance determination fee shall be equal to the full annual fee. If a 
permit is issued' for a period greater than 12 months, the applicable annual 
compliance determination fee shall be prorated by multip.lying the annual 
compliance fee by the number of months covered by the permit and dividing 
by 12. 

7. The filing fee is nonrefundable. 

8. If a temporary or conditional permit is issued in accordance with adopted 
procedures, fees submitted with the application shall be applied to the 
regular permit when it is granted or denied. 

9. All fees shall be made payable to the Authority. 

Sect i_o__l'l_) 2 - 4_Q_Q_ Major So[J_r:c;_e_s __ ::_l:l~Jl.~-~J_l_i_t_y 

l. No owner or operator shall begin construction of a major source or a major 
modification of an air contaminant source without having received an air con­
taminant discharge permit from the Authority and having satisifed Section 
22-400 - 22-435 of these Rules. 

2. Owners or operators of proposed non-major sources or non-major modifications 
are not subject to these new source review rules. Such owners or operators 
are subject to other Authority rules including highest and best practicable 
treatment and control required (Section 32-005), notice of construction 
and approval of plans (Section 22-001), air contaminant discharge permits 
(Section 22-001 - 22-065), emissions standards for hazardous air contaminants 
(Section 35-005), and standards of performance for new stationary sources 
(Section 37-005). 

Sec_tioQ_J'_2-4Q5 Procedural Requirements 

l. Information Required: 

The owner or operator of a proposed major source of major modification shall 
submit all information necessary to perform any analysis or make any detennina­
tion necessary to perform any analysis or make any determination required 
under these Rules. Such information shall include, but not be limited to: 

A. A description of the nature, locat·ion, design capacity, and typical 
operating schedule of the source or modification, including specifications 
and drawings showing its design and plant layout; 

8. An estimate of the amount and type of each air contaminant emitted by the 
source in terms of hourly, daily, seasonal, and yearly rates, showing the 
calculation procedure; 
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C. A detailed schedule for construction of the source or modification; 

D. A detailed description of the system of continuous emission reduction 
which is planned for the source or modification, and any other information 
necessary to determine that best available control technology or lowest 
achievable emission rate techology, whichever is applicable, would be 
applied; 

E. To the extent required by these rules, an analysis of the air quality 
impact of the source or modification, including meteorological and topograph­
ical data, specific details of models used, and other information necessary 
to estimate air quality impacts; and 

F. To the extent required by these rules, an analysis of the air quality 
impacts, and the nature and extent of all commercial, residential, 
industrial, and other growth which has occurred since January l, 1978, 
in the area the source or modification would affect. 

2. Any owner or operator who constructs or operates a source or modification not 
in accordance with the application submitted pursuant to these Rules or with 
the terms of any approval to construct, or any owner or operator of a source 
or modification subject to this section who commences construction after the 
effective date of these regulations without applying for and receiving an air 
contaminant discharge permit, shal 1 be subject to appropriate enforcement 
action. 

3. Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is not commenced 
within eighteen (18) months after receipt of such approval, if construction 
is discontinued for a period of eighteen (18) months or more, or if 
construction is not completed with eighteen (18) months of the scheduled time. 
The Authority may extend the eighteen (18) month period upon satisfactory 
showing that an extension is justified. This provision does not apply to the 
tirne period between construction of the approved phases of a phased construction 
project; each phase must commence construction within eighteen (18) months 
of the projected and approved cornnencement date. 

4. Approval to construct shall not relieve any owner or operator of the 
responsibility to comply fully with applicable provisions of the State 
Implementation Plan and any other requirements under local, State, or Federal 
law. 

5. Public Participation: 

A. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of an application to construct, or 
any addition to such application, the Authority shall advise the applicant 
of any deficiency in the application or in the information submitted. 
The date of the receipt of a complete application shall be, for the purpose 
of this section, the date on which the Authority received all required 
information. 
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B. Notwithstanding the requirements of OAR 340-14-020, but as expeditiously 
as possible and at least within six months after receipt of a complete 
application, the Authority shall make a final determination on the 
application. This involves performing the following actions in a timely 
manner: 

l) Make a preliminary determination whether construction should be 
approved, approved with conditions, or disapproved. 

2) Make available for a 30-day period in at least one location a copy 
of the permit application, a copy of the preliminary determination, 
and a copy or summary of other materials, if any, considered in making 
the preliminary determination. 

3) Notify the public, by advertisement in a newspaper of general circula­
tion in the area in which the proposed source or modification would 
be constructed, of the application, the preliminary determination, 
the extent of increment consumption that is expected from the source 
or modification, and the opportunity for a public hearing and for 
written public comment. 

4) Send a copy of the notice of opportunity for public comment to the 
applicant and to officials and agencies having cognizance over the 
location where the proposed construction would occur as follows: 
The chief executives of the city and county where the source or 
modification wo1fld be located, any comprehensive regional land use 
planning agency, any state, federal land manager, or Indian governing 
body whose lands may be affected by emissions from the source or 
modification, and the Environmental Protection Agency. 

5) Upon determination that significant interest exists, provide oppor­
tunity for a public hearing for interested persons to appear and submit 
vffitten or oral comments on the air quality impact of the source or 
modification, alternatives to the source or modification, the control 
technology required, and other appropriate considerations. For energy 
facilities, the hearing may be consolidated with the hearing require­
ments for site certification contained in OAR 345, Division 15. 

6) Consider all written comments submitted within a time specified in the 
notice of public comment and a 11 comments received at any public 
hearing(s) in making a final decision on the approvability of the 
application. No later than ten (10) working days after the close of 
the pub"lic comment period, the applicant may submit a written response 
to any comments submitted by the public. The Authority shall consider 
the applicant's response in making a final decision. The Authority 
shall make all comments available for public inspection in the same 
location where the Authority made available preconstruction information 
relating to the proposed source or modification. 

7) Make a final determination whether construction should be approved, 
approved with conditions, or disapproved pursuant to this section. 
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8) Notify the applicant in writing of the final determinat·ion and make 
such notification available for public inspection at the same location 
where the Authority made available preconstruction information and 
public comments relating to the source or modification. 

The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major modification must 
demonstrate that the proposed source or modification can comply with all 
applicable requirements of the Authority or the Department of Environmental 
Quality, including new source performance standards and national emission 
standards for hazardous air pollutants. The owner or operator shall obtain 
an air contaminant discharge permit. 

New major sources and major modifications which are located in designated 
nonattainment areas shall meet the following requirements: 

A. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major modification 
must demonstrate that the source or modification will comply with the 
lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) for each nonattainment pollutant. 
In the case of a major modification, the requirement for LAER shall apply 
only to each new or modified emission unit which increases emissions. 
For phased construction projects, the determination of LAER shan be 
reviewed at the latest reasonable time prior to commencement of 
construction of each independent phase. 

B. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major modification 
must demonstrate tha.t all major sources owned or operated by such person 
(or by an entity controlling, controlled by, or under common control of 
such person) in the State are in compliance or on a schedule for compliance, 
with all applicable emission limitations and stand~rds under the Cl~an 
Air Act. 

C. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major modification 
must demonstrate that the source or modification will provide emission 
reductions ("offsets") as specified by these rules. 

D. For cases in which emission reductions or offsets are required, the 
applicant must demonstrate that a net afr quality benefit will be 
achieved in the affected area as described in Section 22-435 (Requirements 
for Net Air Quality Benefit) and that the reductions are consistent with 
reasonable further progress to1,1ard attainment of the air quality standards. 

E. The alternative analysis must be conducted for new major sources or major 
modifi cations of sources emitting volatile organic compounds or carbon 
monoxid~ locating in nonattainment·areas. 

This analysis must include an eva.luation of alternative sHes, sizes, 
production processes, and en vi ronmenta l control techn·i ques for such 
proposed source or modification which demonstrates that benefits of the 
proposed source or modification significantly outweigh the environmental 
and social costs imposed as a result of its location, construction or modifi­
cation. 
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Section 22-420 Requirements for Sources in Attainment or Unclassified Areas 
(Prevenfion of Significant Deterioration) 

l. New major sources or major modifications locating in areas designated attain­
ment or unclassifiable shall meet the following requirements: 

A. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major modification 
shall apply best available control technology (BACT) for each pollutant 
which is emitted at a significant emission rate. In the case of a major 
modification, the requirement for BACT shall apply only to each new or 
modified emission unit which increases emissions. For phased construction 
projects, the determination of BACT shall be reviewed at the latest 
reasonable time prior to commencement of construction of each independent 
phase. 

B. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major modification 
shall demonstrate that the potential to emit any pollutant at a significant 
emission rate in conjunction with all other applicable emissions increases 
and decreases, (including secondary emissions), would not cause or 
contribute to air quality levels in excess of: 

l) Any state or national ambient air quality standard, or 

2) Any applicable increment established by the prevention of significant 
deterioration requirements (OAR 340-31-110), or 

3) An impact on a designated nonattainment area greater than the 
significant air quality impact levels. 

2. Sources or modifications with the potential to emit at rates greater than the 
significant emission rate but less than 100 tons/year, and are greater than 
50 kilometers from a nonattainment area are not required to assess their 
impact on the nonattainment area. 

3. If the owner or operator of a proposed major source or major modification wishes 
to provide emission offsets such that a net air quality benefit as defined in 
Section 22-435 is provided, the Authority may consider the requirements of 
Section 22-420,l,B to have been met. 

4. A proposed major source is exempt from Section 22-400 to 22-440 if: 

A. The proposed source does not have a significant air quality impact on a 
designated nonattainment area, and 

B. The potential emissions of the source are less than 100 tons/year for 
sources in the categories listed in Table 3 or less than 250 tons/year 
for sources not in the categories listed in Table 3 fol lawing: 
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Table 3: Source Categories 

l. Fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants of more than 250 million 
BTU/hour heat input 

2. Coal cleaning plants (with thermal dryers) 

3. Kraft pulp mills 
4. Portland cement plants 

5. Primary zinc smelters 
6. Iron and steel mill plants 
7. Primary aluminum ore reduction plants 

8. Primary copper smelters 
9. Municipal Incinerators capable of charging more than 250 tons of 

refuse per day 
10. Hydrofluoric acid plants 

11. Sulfuric acid plants 

12. Nitric acid plants 
13. Petroleum refineries 

14. Lime plants 
15. Phosphate rock processing plants 

16. Coke oven batteries 
17. Sulfur recovery plants 

18. Carbon black plants (furnace process) 

19. Primary lead smelters 
20. Fuel conversion plants 

21. Sintering plants 
22. Secondary meta 1 production pl ants 

23. Chemical process plants 
24. Fossil fuel fired boilers (or combinations thereof) totaling more 

than 250 million BTU/hour heat input 
25. Petroleum storage and transfer units with a total storage capacity 

exceeding 300,000 barrels 

26. Taconite ore processing plants 
27. Glass fiber processing plants 

28. Charcoal production plants 
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5. Major modifications are not exempted under this section unless the source, 
including the modifications meets the requirements of 4, A and B above. 
Owners or operators of proposed sources which are exempted by this provision 
should refer to Section 22-001 to 22-065 for possible applicable requirements. 

6. All estimates of ambient concentrations required under these Rules shall be 
based on the applicable air quality models, data bases, and other requirements 
specified in the "Guideline on Air Quality Models" (OAQPS 1.2-080, U. S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, 
Research Tr·iangle Park, N.C. 277ll, April 1978). fJhere an air quality impact 
model specified in the "Guideline on Air Quality Models" is inappropriate, the 
mode 1 may be modified or another mode 1 substituted. Such a change must be 
subject to notice and opportunity for public comment and must receive approval 
of the Author"ity. Methods 1 i ke those outlined in the "Workbook for the 
Comparison of Air Quality Models" (U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Off"ice of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Research Triangle Park, N.C. 
27711, May, 1978) should be used to determine the comparability of air quality 
models. 

7. A. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major modification 
shall submit with the application, subject to approval of the Authority, 
an analysis of ambient air quality in the area of the proposed project. 
This analysis shall be conducted for each pollutant potentially emitted 
at a significant emission rate by the proposed source or modification. 
As necessary to establish ambient air quality levels, the analysis shall 
include continuous air quality monitoring data for any pollutant potentially 
emitted by the source or modification except for non-methane hydrocarbons. 
Such data shall relate to, and shall have been gathered over the year 
preceding receipt of the complete application, unless the owner or operator 
demonstrates that such data gathered over a portion or portions of that 
year or another representative year would be adequate to determine that 
the source or mod"ification would not cause or contribute to a violation 
of an ambient air quality standard or any app.licable increment. 

B. Air quality monitoring vihich is conducted pursuant to this requirement 
shall be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 58 Appendix B., "Quality 
Assurance Requirements for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
Air Monitoring" and with other methods on file with the Authority. 

C. The Authority may exempt a proposed major source or major modification 
from monHoring for a specific pollutant if the ovmer or operator 
demonstrates that the air quality impact from the emissions increase would 
be less than the amounts listed belbw or that the concentrations of the 
pollutant in the area that the source or modification vmuld impact are 
·Jess than these amounts: 

Carbon monoxide - 575 ug/m3, 8 hour average 

Nitrogen dioxide - 14 ug/m3, annual average 
0 

Total suspended particulate - 10 ug/rn", 24 hour average 
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Sulfur dioxide - 13 ug/m3 , 24 hour average 

Ozone - any net increase of 100 tons/year or more of volatile 
organic compounds from a source or modification subject 
to PSD is required to perform an ambient impact analysis, 
including the gathering of ambient air quality data. 

3 Lead - O.l ug/m , 24 hour average 

Mercury - 0. 25 ug/m3, 24 hour average 
3 Beryllium - 0. 0005 ug/m , 24 hour average 

Fluorides - 0.25 ug/m3, 24 hour average 

Vinyl chloride - 15 ug/m3, 24 hour average 

Total reduced sulfur - 10 ug/m3, 1 hour average 

Hydrogen sulfide - 0.04 ug/m3, l hour average 

Reduced sulfur compounds - 10 ug/m3, l hour average 

D. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major modification 
shall, after construction has bei;n completed, conduct such ambient air 
quality monitoring as the Authority may require as a permit condition to 
establish the effect which emissions of a pollutant (other than nonmethane 
hydrocarbons) may have, or is having, on air quality in any area 1-1hich 
such emissions would affect. 

8. A. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major modification 
shall provide an analysis of the impairment to visibility, soils and 
vegetation that would occur as a result of the source or modification 
and general commercial, residential, industrial and other growth 
associated with the source or modification. The owner or operator may 
be exempted from providing an analysis of the impact on vegetation 
having no significant commercial or recreational value. 

B. The owner or operator shall provide an analysis of the air quality 
concentration projected for the area as a result of general commercial, 
residential, industrial and other growth associated with the major source 
or modification. 

9. Where a proposed major source or major modification impacts or may impact a 
Class I area, the Authority shall provide notice to the Environmental Protection 
Agency and to the appropriate Federal Land Manager of the receipt of such permit 
application and of any preliminary and final actions taken with regard to such 
application. The Federal Land Manager shall be provided an opportunity in 
accordance with Section 22-405, 5 to present a demonstration that the emissions 
from the proposed source or modification would have an adverse impact on the 
air quality related values (including visibility) of any Federal mandatory 
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Class I lands, notwithstanding that the change in air quality resulting from 
emissions from such source or modification would not cause or contribute to 
concentrations which would exceed the maximum allowable increment for a 
Class I area. If the Authority concurs with such demonstration the permit 
shall not be issued. 

Sect _i_CJ_n __ 2_2:::31i____E~~l11[l t i on s_ 

l. Resource recovery facilities burning municipal refuse and sources subject 
to federally mandated fuel switches may be exempted by the Authority from 
requirements of Section 22-415, 3 and 4, provided that: 

A. No growth increment is available for allocation to such source or 
modification, and 

B. The owner or operator of such source or modification demonstrates that 
every effort was made to obtain sufficient offsets and that every 
available offset was secured. 

(Such an exemption may result in a need to revise the State Implementation 
Plan to require additional control of existing sources.) 

2. Temporary emission sources, which V/OUld be in operation at a site for less 
than two years, such as pilot plants and portable facilities, and emissions 
resulting from the construction phase of a new source or modification must 
comply with Section 22-415, l and 2, or Section 22-420, l, A, whichever is 
applicable, but are exempt from the remaining reouiremnts of Section 22-415 
and Section 22-420 provided that the source or modification would impact no 
Class I area or no area where an applicable increment is known to be violated. 

3. Proposed increases in hours of operation or production rates which would 
cause emission increases above the levels allowed in an air contaminant 
discharge permit and would not involve a physical change in the source may be 
exempted from the requirement of Section 22-420, l, A (Best Available Control 
Technology) provided that the increases cause no exceedances of an increment 
or standard and that the net impact on a nonattainment area is less than the 
significant air quality impact levels. This exemption shall not be allowed 
for new sources or modifications that received permits to construct after 
January l, 1978. 

4. Also refer to Section 22-420, 4 for exemptions pertaining to sources smaller 
than the Federal Size-cutoff Criteria. 

Sec ti on 22-43Q __ ~_a_se l i_11_e__for_ Determining__ Credit for Offsets 

The baseline for determining credit for emission offsets shall be the Plant 
Site Emission Limit established pursuant to Section 32-100 to 120 or, in 
the absence of a Plant Site Emission Limit, the actual emission rate for the 
source providing the offsets. Sources in violation of air quality emission 
limitations may not supply offsets from those emissions which are or were 
in excess of permitted emission rates. Offsets, including offsets from mobile 
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and area source categories, must be quantifiable and enforceable before the 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit is issued and must be demonstrated to remain 
in effect throughout the life of the proposed source or modi fi ca ti on. 

S~ctjo_i:i_~2-4_;l_!)_~_LJ,iremeIJts _ _io_r____lj§_t_Ai_c_~_u_~ l i ty Benefil 

l. A demonstration must be provided showing that the proposed offsets will 
improve air quality in the same geographical area affected by the new source 
or modification. This demonstration may require that air quality modeling 
be conducted according to the procedures specified in the "Guideline on Air 
Quality Models." Offsets for volatile organic compounds or nHrogen oxides 
shall be within the same general air basin as the proposed source. Offsets 
for total suspended particulate, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide and other 
pollutants shall be within the area of significant air quality impact. 

2. For new sources or modi fi cations having a significant air qua 1 i ty impact 
within a designated nonattainment area, the emission offsets must provide 
reductions which are equivalent or greater than the proposed increases. The 
offsets must be appropriate in terms of short term, seasonal, and yearly time 
periods to mitigate the impacts of the proposed emissions. For new sources 
of 111odifications locating outside of a designated nonattainment area which have 
a significant air quality impact on the nonattain111ent areas, the emission 
offsets must be sufficient to reduce impacts to levels below the significant 
air quality impact level within the nonattainment area. Proposed major 
sources or major 111odifications which emit volatile organic compounds and 
are located in or within thirty (30) kilometers of an ozone nonattainment area 
shall provide reductions which are equivalent or greater than the proposed 
emission increases unless the applicant demonstrates that the proposed emissions 
will not impact the nonattainment area. 

3. The emission reductions must be of the same type of pollutant as the emissions 
from the new source or modification. Sources of respirable particulate (less 
than three microns) must be offset with particulate in the same size range. 
In areas where atmospheric reactions contribute to pollutant levels, offsets 
may be provided from precursor pollutants if a net air quality benefit can 
be shown. 

4. The emission reductions must be contemporaneous, that is, the reductions 
must take effect prior to the time of startup but not more than one year prior 
to the submittal of a complete permit application for the new source or 
modification. This time limitation may be extended as provided for in Section 
22-440 (Emission Reduction Credit Banking). In the case of replacement 
facilities, the Authority may allow simultaneous operation of the old and new 
fac-ilities during the startup period of the nevi facility provided that net 
emissions are not increased during that time period. 

Sect i oniz-j~ Em_:i_ss ion Reduct i 011_(;red i _:t:__~_2inki ng_ 

l. The owner or operator of a source of air pollution who wishes to reduce 
emissions by imp.lementing more stringent controls than required by a permit 
or by an applicable regulation may bank such emissi.on reductions (except any 
such emission reduction attributable to facilities for which tax credit has 
been received on or after January l, 1981, may be banked or used for 
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contemporaneous offsets but may not be sold without reimbursement of the 
tax credits). Cities, counties or other local jurisdictions may participate 
in the emissions bank in the same manner as a private firm. 

2. Emission reduction credit banking shall be subject to the following 
conditions: 

A. To be eligible for banking, emission reduction credits must be in terms 
of actual emission decreases resulting from permanent continuous control 
of existing sources. The baseline for determining emission reduction 
credits shall be the actual emissions of the source of the Plant Site 
Emission Limit established pursuant to Section 32-100 to 32-120. 

B. Emission reductions may be banked for a specified period not to exceed 
ten (10) years unless extended by the Authority, after which time such 
reductions will revert to the Authority for use in attainment and 
maintenance of air quality standards or to be allocated as a grm>1th 
margin. 

C. Emission reductions which are required pursuant to an adopted rule shall 
not be banked. 

D. Permanent source shutdowns or curtailments other than those used within 
one year for contemporaneous offsets as provided in Section 22-435, 4 
are not eligible for banking by the owner or operator but will be banked 
by the Authority for use in attaini'ng and maintaining standards. The 
Authority may allocate these emission reductions as a growth increment. 
The one year limitation for contemporaneous offsets shall not be appl ic­
able to those shutdowns or curtailments which are to be used as internal 
offsets within a plant as part of a specific plan. Such a plan for use 
of internal offsets shall be submitted to the Authority and receive 
viritten approval within one year of the permanent shutdown or curtailment. 
A permanent source shutdown or curtailment shall be considered to have 
occurred when a permit is modified, revoked or expires without renewal 
pursuant to the criteria established in Section 22-001 through 22-065. 

E. The amount of banked emission reduction credits shall be discounted without 
compensation to the holder for a particular source category when new 
regulations requiring emission reductions are adopted by the Authority. 
The amount of discounting of banked emission reduction credits shall be 
calculated on the same basis as the reductions required for existing 
sources which are subject to the new regulation. Banked emission reduction 
credits shall be subject to the same rules, procedures, and limitations as 
permitted emissions. 

3. Emission reductions must be in the amount of five tons per year or more to be 
creditable for banking. 
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4. Requests for emission reduction credit banking must be submitted to the 
Authority and must contain the following documentation: 

A. A detailed description of the processes controlled, 

B. Emission calculations shovJing the types and amounts of actual emissions 
reduced, 

C. The date or dates of such reductions, 

D. Identification of the probable uses to which the banked reductions 
are to be applied, 

E. Procedure by which such emission reductions can be rendered permanent 
and enforceable. 

5. Requests for emission reduction credit banking shall be submitted to the 
Authority prior to or within the year following the actual emissions reduction. 
The Authority shall approve or deny requests for emission reduction credit 
banking and, in the case of approvals, shall issue a letter to the owner or 
operator defining the terms of such banking. The Authority shall take steps 
to insure the permanence and enforceability of the banked emission reductions 
by including appropriate conditions in air contaminant discharge permits and 
by appropriate revision of the State Implementation Plan. 

6. The Authority shall provide for the allocation of the banked emissfon reduction 
credits in accordance with the uses specified by the holder of the emission 
reduction credits. When emission reduction credits are transferred, the 
Authority must be notified in writing. Any use of emission reduction credits 
must be compatible with local comprehensive plans, statewide planning goals, 
and State laws and these rules. 
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TABLE A 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted submitted 
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Appl ica-
Classifica- Filing Processing Determina- with New Renewal tion to 

Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee ti on Fee App_lication ~plic_ation Modify Permit 

l. Seed cleaning located in 
special control areas, 
commercial operations only 
(not elsewhere included) 0723 50 100 175 325 225 150 

2. Smoke houses with 5 or 
more employees 2013 50 100 125 275 175 150 

3. Flour and other grain mill 
products in special control 
areas 2041 
a) 10,000 or more t/y 50 325 350 725 400 375 
b) Less than 10,000 t/y 50 250 150 450 200 300 

4. Cereal preparations in 
special control areas 2043 50 325 250 625 300 375 

5. Blended and prepared flour 
in special control areas 2045 
a) 10,000 or more t/y 50 325 250 625 300 375 
b) Less than 10,000 t/y 50 250 125 425 175 300 

6. Prepared feeds for animals and 
fowl in special control areas 2048 
a) 10,000 or more t/y 50 325 350 725 400 375 
b) Less than 10,000 t/y 50 200 275 525 325 250 

7. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 50 425 1725 2200 1775 475 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted submitted 
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Appl i ca-
Classifica- Filing Processing Determi na- with New Renewal ti on to 

Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Application Application Modify Permit 

8. Rendering plants 2077 
a) 10,000 or more t/y 50 250 425 725 475 300 
b) Less than 10,000 t/y 50 250 250 550 300 300 

9. Coffee roasting 2095 50 200 225 475 275 250 

10. Sawmill and/or planing 2421 
a) 25,000 or more bd.ft./shift 50 200 350 600 400 250 
b) Less than 25,000 bd.ft./shift 50 75 250 375 300 125 

11. Hardwood mills 2426 50 75 225 350 275 125 

12. Shake and shingle mills 2429 50 75 275 400 325 125 

13. Mill work with 10 employees 
or more 2431 50 150 275 475 325 200 

14. Plywood manufacturing 2435 
& 2436 

a) Greater than 25,000 
sq.ft.~hr .. 3/8" basis 50 625 700 1375 750 675 

b) Less t1an 25,000 sq.ft./hr., 
3/8" basis 50 450 475 975 525 500 

15. Veneer manufacturing only 2435 
(not elsewhere included) & 2436 50 100 250 400 300 150 

16. Wood preserving 2491 50 150 250 450 300 200 

17. Particleboard manufacturing 2492 50 625 825 1500 875 675 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Standard Annua 1 Fees to be Submitted submitted 
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica- Filing Processing Determina- with New Renewal ti on to 

Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee ti on Fee AEJEJlication AEJ[llication Modifj'. Permit 

18. Hardboard manufacturing 2499 50 625 675 1350 725 675 

19. Battery separator mfg. 2499 50 100 500 650 550 150 

20. Furniture and fixtures 2511 
a) 100 or more employees 50 200 350 600 400 250 
b) 10 employees or more but 

less than 100 employees 50 125 225 400 275 175 

21. Pulp mills, paper mills, 2611 
and paperboard mills 2621 

2631 50 1250 3000 4300 3050 1300 

22. Building paper and 
buildingboard mills 2661 50 200 225 475 275 250 

23. Alkalies and chlorine mfg. 2812 50 350 600 1000 650 400 

24. Calcium carbide manufacturing 2819 50 375 600 l 025 650 425 

25. Nitric acid manufacturing 2819 50 250 300 600 350 300 

26. Ammonia manufacturing 2819 50 250 350 650 400 300 

27. Industrial inorganic and or-
ganic chemicals manufacturing 
(not elsewhere included) 2819 50 325 425 800 475 375 

28. Synthetic resin manufacturing 2819 50 250 350 650 400 300 

29. Charcoal manufacturing 2861 50 350 725 1125 775 400 

30. Herbicide manufacturing 2879 50 625 3000 3675 3050 675 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Standard Annua 1 Fees to be Submitted submitted 
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica- Fi 1 ing Processing Determina- with New Renewal tion to 

Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee ti on Fee A[![!l i cation A[![! 1 i cat ion Modi f,1' Permit 

31. Petroleum refining 2911 50 1250 3000 4300 3050 1300 

32. Asphalt production by 
distillation 2951 50 250 350 650 400 300 

33. Asphalt blowing plants 2951 50 250 450 750 500 300 

34. Asphaltic concrete paving 
plants 2951 
a) Stationary 50 250 275 575 325 300 
b) Portable 50 250 350 650 400 300 

35. Asphalt felts and coating 2952 50 250 525 825 575 300 

36. Blending, compounding, or 
refining of lubricating oils 
and greases 2992 50 225 325 600 375 275 

37. Glass container manufacturing 3221 50 250 425 725 475 300 

38. Cement manufacturing 3241 50 800 2200 3050 2250 850 

39. Redimix concrete 3273 50 100 150 300 200 150 

40. Lime manufacturing 3274 50 375 225 650 275 425 

41. Gypsum products 3275 50 200 250 500 300 250 

42. Rock crusher 3295 
a) Stationary 50 225 275 550 325 275 
b) Portable 50 225 350 625 400 275 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Air Contaminant Source 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

43. Steel works; rolling and 
finishing mills, electro­
metallurgical products 

44. Incinerators 

3312 
& 

3313 

a) 1000 lbs/hr and greater capacity 
b) 40 lbs/hr to 1000 lbs/hr capacity 

45. Gray iron and steel foundries 3321 
Malleable iron foundries 3322 
Steel investment foundries 3324 
Steel foundries (not else-
where classified) 3325 al 3,500 or more t/y production 
b Less than 3,500 t/y production 

46. Primary aluminum production 3334 
47. Primary smelting of zirconium 

or hafnium 3339 

48. Primary smelting and refining 
of ferrous and nonferrous metals 
(not elsewhere classified) 3339 
a) 2,000 or more t/y production 
b) Less than 2,000 t/y production 

49. Secondary smelting and refining 
of nonferrous metals 3341 
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Application 
Filing Processing 
Fee Fee 

50 

50 
50 

50 
50 
50 

50 

50 
50 

50 

625 

375 
125 

625 
150 

1250 

6250 

625 
125 

300 

Annual 
Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

600 

225 
175 

525 
275 

3000 

3000 

1300 
500 

350 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Fees to be Submitted submitted 
Submitted with with Appl ica-
with New Renewal tion to 
Application Application Modify Permit 

1275 

650 
350 

1200 
475 

4300 

9300 

1975 
675 

700 

650 

275 
225 

575 
325 

3050 

3050 

1350 
550 

400 

675 

425 
175 

675 
200 

1300 

6300 

675 
175 

350 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica-

Air Contaminant Source tion Number 

50. Nonferrous meta 1 s foundries 3361 

51. Electroplating, polishing, and 
anodizing with 5 or more 

3362 

employees 3471 
52. Galvanizing and pipe coating--

exclude all other activities 3479 

53. Battery manufacturing 3691 

54. Grain elevators--intermediate 
storage only, located in 
special control areas 4221 
a) 20,000 or more t/y 
b) Less than 20,000 t/y 

55. Electric power generation 
a) Wood or coal fired-­

Greater than 25MW 
b) Wood or Coal Fired-­

Less than 25MW 
c) Oil Fired 

56. Gas production and/or mfg. 

57. Grain elevators--terminal 
elevators primarily engaged 
in buying and/or marketing 

4911 

4925 

grain--in special control areas 5153 
a) 20,000 or more t/y 
b) less than 20,000 t/y 
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Application 
Filing Processing 
Fee Fee 

50 150 

50 

50 

50 

50 
50 

50 

50 
50 
50 

50 
50 

125 

125 

150 

225 
125 

5000 

3000 
450 
475 

625 
175 

Annual 
Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

300 

225 

225 

300 

475 
225 

3000 

1500 
725 

350 

600 
225 

Fees to be 
Submitted 
with New 
Application 

500 

400 

400 

500 

750 
400 

8050 

4550 
1225 
875 

1275 
450 

Fees to be 
Submitted 
with 
Renewal 
Application 

350 

275 

275 

350 

525 
275 

3050 

1550 
775 

400 

650 
275 

Fees to be 
submitted 
with Applica­
tion to 
Modify Permit 

200 

175 

175 

200 

275 
175 

5050 

3050 
500 
525 

675 
225 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica-

Air Contaminant Source tion Number 

58. Fuel Burning equipment 4961** 
within the boundaries of the 
Portland, Eugene-Springfield 
and Medford-Ashland .Air 
Quality Maintenance Areas and 
the Salem Urban Growth Area*** 
a) Residual or distillate oil 

fired, 250 mi 11 ion br more 
btu/hr (heat input) 

b) Residual or distillate oil 
fired, 5 or more but less 
than 250 million btu/hr 
(heat input) 

c) Residual oil fired, less 
than 5 million btu/hr 
(heat input) 

59. Fuel burning equipment within 4961** 
the boundaries of the Portland, 
Eugene-Springfield and 
Medford-Ashland Air Quality 
Maintenance Areas and the Salem 
Urban Growth Area*** 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Annual Fees to be Submitted submitted 

Application Compliance Submitted with with Appl i ca-
Fil in~ Processing Determina- with New Renewal tion to 
Fee Fee tion Fee Application A!!Plication Modify Permit 

(Fees will be based on the total aggregate heat input of all boilers at 
the site) 

50 200 225 475 275 250 

50 125 125 300 175 175 

50 50 100 200 150 100 

* Excluding hydroelectric and nuclear generating projects, and limited to utilities. 
**Including fuel burning equipment qeneratino steam for process or for sale but excluding power generation (SIC 4911) 

*** Maps of these areas are attached. Legal descriptions are on file in the Department. 

June 9, 1981 Title 22 - Table A 



TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Air Contaminant Source 

Standard 
Industrial 
Cl ass ifi ca­
tion Number 

60. 

a) Wood or coal fired, 35 
million or more btu/hr 
(heat input) 

b) Wood or coal fired, less 
than 35 million btu/hr 
(heat input) 

Fuel burning equipment outside 
the boundaries of the Portland, 
Eugene-Springfield and Medford­
Ashland Air Quality Maintenance 
Areas and the Salem Urban 
Growth Area. 
All wood, coal and oil fired 
greater than 30 x 106 btu/hr 
(heat input) 

61. New sources not listed herein 
which would emit 10 or more tons 
per year of any air contaminants 
including but not limited to 
particulates, SOx, or NOx or 
hydrocarbons, if the source were 
to operate uncontrolled. 

4961** 

62. New sources not listed herein which 
would emit significant malodorous 
emissions, as determined by Depart­
mental or Regional Authority review 
of sources which are known to similar 
air contaminant emissions. 
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Filing 
Fee 

50 

50 

50 

**** 

**** 

Application 
Process in<J 
Fee 

200 

50 

Annual 
Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

225 

125 

Fees to be 
Fees to be Submitted 
Submitted with 
with New Renewal 
Application Application 

475 275 

225 175 
(Fees will be based on the total ag~reqate 
heat input of all boilers at the site.) 

125 125 300 175 

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

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

Fees to be 
submitted 
with Appl i ca­
tion to 
Modify Permit 

250 

100 

175 

**** 

**** 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Standard 

Air Contaminant Source 

Industrial 
Classifica- Filing 
ti on Number Fee 

63. Existinq sources not listed 
herein for which an air quality 
problem is identified by the 
Department or Regional 
Authority 

64. Bulk Gasoline Plants 

65. Bulk Gasoline Terminals 
66. Liquid Storage Tanks, 

39,000 gallons or more 
capacity, not elsewhere 
included 

67. Can Coating 

68. Paper Coating 
69. Coating Flat Wood 

70. Surface Coating, 
Manufacturing 
a) 1-20 tons VOC/yr 
b) 20-100 tons VOC/yr 
c) over 100 tons VOC/yr 

71. Flexographic or Roto-

5100 

5171 

4200 
3411 

2641 or 3861 
2400 

3300, 3400 
3500, 3600 
3700, 3800 
3900, 2500 

**** 
50 

50 

50 
50 

50 
50 

50 
50 
50 

graveure Printing over 
60 tons VOC/yr per plant 2751, 2754 50 

June 9, 1981 

Application 
Processing 
Fee 

**** 
55 

1000 

50/tank 
1500 

500 
500 

25 
100 
500 

50/ press 

Annual 
Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

**** 
150 

500 

100/tank 
900 

300 
300 

85 
200 
400 

150/press 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Fees to be Submitted submitted 
Submitted with with Applica-
wi th New Renewal ti on to 
Application Application Modify Permit 

**** 
255 

1550 

2450 

850 
850 

160 
350 
950 

**** 
200 

550 

950 

350 
350 

135 
250 
450 

**** 
105 

1050 

1550 

550 
550 

75 
150 
550 
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TABLE A (Continued) 

AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND 
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees for any 
other applicable category. 

Air Contaminant Source 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

72. New source of voe not listed 
herein which have the 
capacity or are allowed to 
emit 10 or more tons per 
year voe 

Application 
Filing Process in~ 
Fee Fee 

50 **** 

Annual 
Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

**** 

Fees to be Fees to be 
Fees to be Submitted submitted 
Submitted with with Applica-
with New Renewa-1 ti on to 
Application Application Modify Permit 

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

****Sources required to obtain a permit under items 61, 62, 63 and 72 will be subject to the following fee schedule to be 
applied by the Department based upon the anticipated cost of processing and compliance determination. 

Estimated Permit Cost 

Low Cost 
Medium Cost 
High Cost 

Application Processin9 Fee 

$ 100.00 - $ 250.00 
$ 250.00 - $1500.00 
$1500.00 - $3000.00 

Annual 
Compliance 

Determination Fee 

$ 100.00 - $ 250.00 
$ 250.00 - $1000.00 
$1000.00 - $3000.00 

As nearly as possible, applicable fees shall be consistent with sources·of similar complexity as listed in 
Table A. 
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TITLE 32 

PLANT SITE EMISSION LIMIT RULES 

DEF IN I Tl ONS 

1. ''Actual Emissions'' means the mass rate of emissions of a pollutant from an 
emissions source. 

a. In general, actual emissions as of the baseline period shall equal the 
average rate at which the source actually emitted the pollutant during 
a baseline period and which is representative of normal source operation. 
Actual emissions shall be calculated using the source's actual operating 
hours, production rates and types of materials processed, stored, or 
combusted during the selected time period. 

b. The Authority may presume that existing source-specific permitted mass 
emissions for the source are equivalent to the actual emissions of the 
source if they are within 10% of the calculated actual emissions. 

c. For any newly permitted emission source which had not yet begun normal 
operation in the baseline period, actual emissions shall equal the 
potential to emit of the source. 

2. "Baseline Emission Rate" means the average actual emission rate during the 
baseline period. Baseline emission rate shall not include increases due to 
voluntary fuel switches or increased hours of operation that have occurred 
after the baseline period, 

3. "Baseline Period" means either calendar years 1977 or 1978. The Authority 
shall allow the use of a prior ti.me period upon a determination that it is 
more representative of normal source operation. 

4. "Normal Source Operation" means operations which do not include such condi­
tions as forced fuel substitution, equipment malfunction, or highly abnormal 
market conditions. 

5. ''Plant Site Emission Limit (PSEL)'' means the total mass emissions per unit 
time of an individual air pollutant specified in a permit for a source. 

Apri 1 13, 1982 

( These Definitions are to be incorporated into Title 11 at a later Date. ) 



LANE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 

1244 WALNUT STREET, EUGENE, OREGON 97403 

Section 32-005 General 

TITLE 32 

EMISSION STANDARDS 

A. Notwithstanding emission standards of these rules and 
regulations, no person shall cause or permit emissions 
from any air contaminant source whatsoever which cause 
or are likely to cause injury or detriment or nuisance 
to the public or which have a natural tendency to cause 
injury or damage to business or property whatsoever. 

B. Notwithstanding the general and specifl'c emission standards 
and regulations contained in these rules, the highest and 
best practicable treatment and control of afr contaminant 
emissions snall in every case oe provided so as to maintain 
overall air quality at the purest possi6le levels, and to 
maintain contaminant concentrations, visibility reduction, 
odors, soiling and other deleterious factors at the lowest 
possible levels. 

In the case of new sources of air contamination, particu­
larly those located in areas of existing high air quality, 
the degree of treatment and control provided shall be sucn 
the degradation of existi'ng air quality is minimized to the 
greatest extent possible. 

C. Compltance wi'th a specific emission standard fn these rules 
does not preclude tile required compliance with any other 
applicable emission standard. 

Section 32-010 Restriction on Emission of Visible Air Contaminants; 
including Veneer Dryers 

1. All sources other than existing fuel-burning equipment 
utilizing wood wastes and veneer dryers. Except as provided 
in Subsections 2 and 3, no person maintaining, owning or 
operating any source of emission shall discharge into the 
atmosphere from any single source of emission whatsoever any 
air contaminant for a period or periods aggregating more than 
three minutes in any one hour, except for incinerators which 
shall not be more than one minute in any one hour, which is: 
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a. As dark or darker in shade than that designated as No. l 
on the Ringelmann Chart; or 

b. Equal to or greater than 20 percent opacity. 

2. Existing Fuel Burning Equipment Utilizing Wood Wastes. A 
person shall not discharge into the atmosphere from any single 
source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a period 
or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour 
which is: 

a. As dark or darker in shade than that designated as No. 2 
on the Ringelmann Chart; or 

b. Equal to or greater than 40 percent opacity. 

3. Veneer Dryers 

a. Consistent with Section 33-060 A, it is the objective of 
this section to control air contaminant emissions, including, 
but not limited to, condensible hydrocarbons such that 
visible emissions from each veneer dryer are limited to a 
level which does not cause a characteristic "blue haze" to 
be observable. 

b. /l.fter Dec. 31, 1980 no person shal 1 operate any veneer 
dryer such that visible air contaminants emitted from any 
dryer stack or emission point exceed: 

1. a design opacity of 10%, 

2. an average operating opacity of 10%, and 

3. a maximum opacity of 20%. 

Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason 
for the failure to meet the above requirement, this 
requirement shall not apply. 

c. After 90 days following adoption of this regulation by the 
Board of Directors, no person shall operate a veneer dryer 
unless: 

1. The owner or operator has submitted a program and time 
schedule for installing an approved emission control 
system which has been approved in writing by the 
Authority as being capable of complying with Section 
32-010 3b, (2) or (3) as applicable, 

2. The veneer dryer is equipped with an emission control 
system which has been approved in writing by the 
Authority and is capable of complying with the opacity 
requirements of Section 32-010 3b(2), or (3) as applicable, 
or 
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3. The owner or operator has demonst.rated and the 
Authority has agreed in writing that the design is 
capable of being operated in continuous compliance 
with the opacity requirements of Section 32-010 3b, 
(2) or (3) as applicable. 

d. 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 
efficiency and effectiveness so that the emissions of air 
contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels. 

e. 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 con­
taminants emitted, conceals an emission which would other­
wise violate this regulation. 

f. Where effective measures are not taken to minimize fugitive 
emissions, the Authority 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. 

g. The Authority may require more restrictive emission limits 
than provided in Section 32-010 3a or b for an individual 
plant upon finding by the Board of Directors that the 
individual plant is located or is proposed to be located in 
a special problem area. The more restrictive emission 
limits for special problem areas may be established on the 
basis of allowable emission expressed in opacity, pounds 
per hour, or total maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere, 
or a combination thereof. 

h. The Authority may require any veneer dryer facility to 
establish an effective program for monitoring the visible 
air contaminant emissions from each veneer dryer emission 
point. The program shall be subject to review and.approval 
by the Authority and shall consist of the following: 

l. A specified minimum frequency for performing visual 
opacity determinations on each dryer emission point; 

2. All data obtained shall be recorded on copies of a 
"Veneer Dryer Visual Emission Monitoring Form" which 
shall be provided by the Authority or on an alternate 
form which is approved by the Authority; and 

3. A specified period during which all records shall be 
maintained at the plant site for inspection by autho­
rized representatives of the Authority. 
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Section 32-025 Exception - Visible Air Contaminant Standards 

Uncombined Water. Where the presence of uncombined water is the 
only reason for failure of an emission to meet the requirements of 
Section 32-010 l, 2, or 3, such section shall not apply. 

Section 32-030 Particulate Matter Weight Standards 

Notwithstanding emission limits of Section 32-045, 32-035, 32-040 
particulate emission from any existing source shall not exceed 
0.2 grain per cubic foot or 0. 1 grain per cubic foot for new 
sources, corrected to standard conditiqns of temperature and 
pressure. 

Section 32-035 Particulate Matter Weight Standards - Existing Sources 

The maximum allowable emission of particulate matter from any 
existing combustion source shall not exceed 0.2 grain per cubic 
foot of exhaust gas, adJusted to 50 percent excess air or calculated 
to 12 percent carbon dioxide. 

Section 32-040 Particulate Matter Weight Standards - New Sources 

The maximum allowable emission of particulate matter from any new 
combustion source shall not exceed 0.1 grain per cubic foot of 
exhaust gas, adjusted to 50 percent excess air or calculated to 
12 percent carbon dioxide. 

Section 32-045 Process Weight Emission Limitations 

A. The maximum allowable emissions of particulate matter for 
specific processes shall be a function of process weight and 
shall be determined from Table 1. 

B. The maximum allowable emissions of particulate matter from 
hot mix asphalt plants shall be determined from Table l except 
that the maximum allowable particulate emissions from 
processes greater than 60,000 pounds per hour shall be limited 
to 40 pounds per hour. 

Section 32-055 Particulate Matter Size Standard 

No person shall cause or permit the emissions of any particulate 
matter which is greater than 250 microns in size provided such 
particulate matter does or will deposit upon the real property of 
another person. 

Section 32-060 Airborne Particulate Matter 

A. No person shall cause or permit particulate matter to be 
handled, transported, or stored without taking necessary 
precautions to prevent particulate matter from becoming 
airborne to the outdoor atmosphere. 
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B. No person shall cause or permit a building or its appurte­
nances or a road to be constructed, altered, repaired or 
demolished with out taking necessary precautions to prevent 
particulate matter from becoming airborne to the outdoor 
atmosphere if such release becomes a public nuisance. 

C. No person shall cause or permit particulate matter from becoming 
airborne, from open areas located within a pr.ivate lot or private 
roadway if such release becomes a public nuisance. 

Section 32-065 Sulfur Dioxide Emission Limitations 

A. Fuel Burning Equipment: The following emissions standards are 
applicable to new sources only: 

1. For fuel burning equipment having more than 150 million BTU 
per hour heat input, but not more than 250 million BTU per 
hour input, no person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit 
the emission into the atmosphere of sulfur dioxide in excess 
of: 

a. 1.4 lb. per million BTU heat input, maximum 2-hour 
average, when 1 iquid fuel is burned. 

b. 1.6 lb. per million BTU heat input, maximum 2-hour 
average, when solid fuel is burned. 

2. For fuel burning equipment having more than 250 million 
BTU per hour heat input, no person shall cause, suffer, 
allow or permit the emission into the atmosphere of sulfur 
dioxide in excess of: 

a. 0.8 lb. per million BTU heat input, maximum 2-hour 
average, when liquid fuel is burned. 

b. 1.2 lb. per million BTU heat input, maximum 2-hour 
average, when solid fuel is burned. 

B. No person shall cause or permit emission of sulfur dioxide in 
excess of 1000 ppm from any air contamination source. 

Section 32-100 Plant Site Emission Limits Policy 

II. The Authority recognizes the need to es tab 1 i sh a more definitive 
method for regulating increases and decreases in air emissions 
of air quality permit holders as contained in Section 32-101 
through Section 32-104. However, by the adoption of these rules, 
the Authority does not intend to: 

1. Limit the use of existing production capacity of any air 
quality permittee; 
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2. Cause any undue hardship or expense to any permittee due 
to the utilization of existing unused productive capacity; 
or, 

3. Create inequity within any class of permittees subject to 
specific industrial standards which are based on emissions 
related to production. 

B. Plant site emission limits (PSEL) can be established at levels 
higher than baseline if a demonstrated need exists to emit at 
a higher level, PSD increments and air quality standards would 
not be violated, and reasonable further progress in implementing 
control strategies would not be impeded. 

Section 32-101 Requirement for Plant Site Emission Limits 

A. Plant site emission limits (PSEL) shall be incorporated in all air 
contaminant discharge permits except minimal source permits and 
special letter permits as a means of managing airshed capacity. 
All sources subject to regular permit requirements shall be subject 
to PSELs for a 11 regulated poll utan ts. PSELs wi 11 be incorporated 
in permits .when permits are rene~1ed, modified, or newly issued. 

B. The emissions limits established by PSELs shall provide the basis 
for: 

l. Assuring reasonable further progress toward attaining 
compliance with ambient air standards. 

2. Assuring that compliance with ambient air standards and 
preventional of significant deterioration increments are 
being maintained. 

3. Administering offset, banking and bubble programs. 

4. Establishing the baseline for tracking consumption of 
prevention of significant deterioration increments. 

Section 32-102 Criteria for Establishing Plant Site Emission Limits 

A. For existing sources, PSELs shall be based on the baseline emission 
rate for a particular pollutant at a source and shall be adjusted 
upward or downward pursuant to Authority rules. 

B. If an applicant requests that the plant site emission limit be 
established at a rate higher than the baseline emission rate, the 
applicant shall: 

l. Demonstrate that the requested increase is less than the 
significant emission rate increase defined in OAR 340-22-225(22) 
(See definition of "significant emission rate," included in 
Definitions Section) or, 
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2. Provide an assessment of the air quality impact pursuant to 
procedures specified in Section 22-415 to Section 22-420. 
A demonstration that no air quality standards or PSD incre­
ment will be violated in an attainment area or that a growth 
increment or offset is available in a non-attainment area 
shall be sufficient to allow an increase fo the plant site 
emission limit to an amount not greater than the plant's 
demonstrated need to emit as long as no physical modification 
of an emissions unit is involved. 

C. Increases above baseline emission rates shall be subject to 
public notice and opportunity for public hearing p.ursuilnt to the 
Authority's permit requirements. 

D. PSELs shall be established on at least an annual emission bas.is 
and a short term period emission basis that is compatible with 
source opera ti on and air quality standards .. 

E. Mass emission limits may be established separately within a 
particular source for process emissions, combustion emissions, 
and fugitive emissions. 

F. Documentation of PSEL calculations shall be available to the 
permittee. 

G. For new sources, PSELs shall be based on application of applicable 
control equipment requtrements and projected operating condition. 

H. PSELs shall not allow emi.ssions in excess of th.ose allowed by any 
applicable Federal or State regulation or by any specific permit 
condition unless specific provisions of Section 20-103 are met. 

I. PSELs may be change.ct pursuant to Authority rules when: 

l. Errors are found or better data is avai'lable for calculating 
PSELs, 

2. More strfngent control is required by a rule adopted by the 
Environmental Quality Commission or the Authority, 

3. An application is made for a permit modification pursuant to 
the air contami.nant discharge permit requirements and the new 
source review requirements. Approval may be granted based on 
growth increments, offsets, or available prevention of significant 
deterioration increments. 

4. The Authority finds it necessary to initiate modifications of 
a permit pursuant to Section 22-045. 

Section 32-103 Alternative Emission Controls (Bubble) 

A. Alternative emission controls may be approved for use within a plant 
site such that specific mass emission limit rules are exceeded if: 
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1. Such alternatives are not specifically prohibited by a permit 
condition. 

2. Net emissions for each pollutant are not increased above the 
plant site emission limit. 

3. The net air quality impact is not increased as demonstrated 
by procedures required by Section 22-435 (Requirements for Net 
Air Quality Benefit). 

4. No other pollutants including malodorous, toxic or hazardous 
pollutants are substituted. 

5. Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Lowest Achievable 
Emission Rate (LAER) where required by a previously issued 
permit and New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) where 
required, are not relaxed. 

6. Specific mass emission limits are established for each emission 
unit involved such that compliance with the PSEL can be readily 
determined. 

7. Application is made for a permit modification and such 
modification is approved by the Authority. 

Section 32-104 Temporary PSD Increment Allocation 

. A. On demonstration to the Authority, PSEL's may include a temporary 
or time-limited allocation against an otherwise unused PSD 
increment in order to accommodate voluntary fuel switching or other 
cost or energy saving proposals if: 

l. No ambient air quality standard is exceeded. 

2. No applicable PSD increment is exceeded. 

3. No nuisance condition is created. 

4. The applicant's proposed and approved objective continues 
to be realized. 

B. Such temporary allocation of a PSD increment must be set forth in 
a specific permit condition issued pursuant to the Authority's notice 
and permit issuance or modification procedures. 

C. Such temporary allocations are for a specific time period and may be 
recalled with proper notice. 

Section 32-800 Air Conveying Systems 

Affected Sources 
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A. Dry material air conveying systems located within the Eugene/ 
Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) which use a cyclone 
or other mechanical separating device and which have a baseline 
year emission rate of three (3) Metric Tons- or more of particulate 
matter are affected sources. 

Emission Limits for Affected Sources 

B. Notwithstanding the general and specific emission standards and 
regulations contained in these rules, affected sources shall not 
emit particulate matter to the atmosphere in excess of the following 
amounts: 

One (1) Metric Ton/year (l.10 Tons/year) 

0.12 kg/hour (0.26 lbs./hour) 

Compliance Schedules 

C. Dry material air conveying systems having baseline year emission 
rates of three (3) Tons/year, as determined by the Director, shall 
comply with this rule as soon as practicable, but no later than 
January l, l 984. 

D. Applicability of Part C to affected sources shall be based on 
calculated actual emissions. 

E. Upon the effective date of this rule, the Director shall compile a 
list of permitted air conveying systems and their respective emission 
rates, and shall issue a notice of determination of applicability; 
the Director may require source tests prior to final determination. 

F. Affected sources shall submit compliance schedules to the Director 
for approval within ninety (90) days after a notice of determination 
of applicability is issued by the Director. Compliance schedules 
shall contain reasonable periodic increments of progress dates for: 

l. Submittal of source's final control plan; 

2. Award of emission control system of process modification 
contract; or issuance of orders for purchase of component 
parts to accomplish emission control or process modification; 

3. Initiation of on-site construction or installation of emission 
control equipment or process change; 

4. Completion of on-site construction or installation of emission 
control equipment or process change; 

5. Final Compliance demonstration. 
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G. Consistent with Sections 21-010 and 22-010, sources with a baseline 
year emission rate of less than three (3) Metric Ton/year shall 
notify the Authority when emission rates change such that this rule 
applies. 

Section 32-990 Other Emissions 

A. No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities 
of air contaminants which cause injury, detriment, public nuisance 
or annoyance to any persons or to the public or which cause injury 
or damage to business or property; such determination to be made by 
the Authority. 

B. No person shall cause or permit emission of water vapor if the water 
vapor causes or tends to cause detriment to the health, safety or 
welfare of any person or causes, or tends to cause damage to 
property or business. 
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TABLE 1 

Table of Allowable Rate of Particulate Emissions - Based on Process Weight 

Process Emission Process Emission Process Emission 
Lbs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. 

50 0.24 2300 4.44 7500 8.39 
100 0.46 2400 4.55 8000 8. 71 
150 0.66 2500 4.64 8500 9.03 
200 0.85 2600 4.74 9000 9.36 
250 1.03 2700 4.84 9500 9.67 
300 1.20 2800 4.92 10000 10.00 
350 1. 35 2900 5.02 11000 10.63 
400 l.SO 3000 S.10 12000 11.28 
450 1.63 3100 5.18 13000 11.89 
soo 1. 77 3200 5.27 14000 12.SO 
550 1. 8S 3300 S.36 lSOOO 13.13 
600 2.01 3400 S.44 16000 13.74 
6SO 2.12 3SOO S.S2 17000 14.36 
700 2.24 3600 5.61 18000 14.97 
7SO 2.34 3700 S.69 19000 15.58 
800 2.43 3800 s. 77 20000 16.19 
850 2.53 3900 S.8S 30000 22.22 
900 2.62 4000 5.93 40000 28.30 
9SO 2. 72 4100 6.01 soooo 34.30 

1000 2.80 4200 6.08 60000 40.00 
1100 2.97 4300 6. lS . 70000 41.30 
1200 3.12 4400 6.22 80000 42.SO 
1300 3.26 4SOO 6.30 90000 43.60 
1400 3.40 4600 6.37 100000 44.60 
lSOO 3.S4 4700 6.4S 120000 47.30 
1600 3.66 4800 6.S2 140000 47.80 
1700 3.79 4900 6.60 160000 49.00 
1800 3.91 5000 6.67 200000 Sl.20 
1900 4.03 ssoo 7.03 1000000 69.00 
2000 4.14 6000 7.37 2000000 77 .60 
2100 4.24 6SOO 7. 71 6000000 92.70 
2200 4.34 7000 8.0S 

Interpolation and extrapolation of emissions above a process weight 
of 60,000 pounds per hour shall be accomplished by use of this 
equation: 

E = (SS. 0 x pO .11) - 40, where P = process weight in tons per hour 
and E = emission rate in pounds per hour. 
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DEQ-46 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
liOVEANOFI 

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

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

MEMORANPUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Amendment No. 1, Agenda Item I, EQC Meeting January 14, 1983 

Public Hearing and Consideration of Nnending the Ambient Air 
Quality Standard for Lead OAR 340-31-055. and Adopting a 
Proposed Lead Control Strategy for the State, as Revisions 
to the Oregon State Implementation Plan·. 

Purpose of Nnendment 

Written comments have been received since the publication of the staff 
report. These comments are included in Attachment 1. Favorable comments 
were received from the Oregon State Health Officer, Oregon Department of 
Transportation, and Deschutes County. The Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) also submitted·comments and recommended that the proposed Statewide 
Control Strategy for Lead be revised to include: 

1. A discussion of the Gould lead problem; and 
2. Clarification of the·review procedures for proposed new lead 

sources. 
Evaluation 

The changes recommended by EPA appear to be reasonable and are now included 
on pages 13 to 18 of the proposed Statewide Control Strategy for Lead 
(Attachment 2). ·The discussion of the Gould lead problem is included on 
page 13. The clarification of the review procedures for new lead sources 
are included on pages 15 to 18. Additions are underlined; deletions are 
enclosed in brackets. 

These changes are considered informational and do not change the conclu­
sions or direction of the proposed Statewide Control Strategy for Lead. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Statewide Control Strategy for Lead proposed 
with the subject staff report be modified as follows: 



EQC Agenda Item No. 
January 14, 1983 
Page 2 

1. The discussion of the Gould lead problem should be included on 
page 13 as indicated in Attachment 2; and 

2. Clarification of the review procedures for proposed new lead 
sources should be included on pages 15 to 18 as indicated in 
Attachment 2. 

3, The revised pages 13 to 18 of Attachment 2 should replace pages 
13 to 17 of the earlier draft. 

William H, Young 

Attachments: 1. Written Comments. 
2. Revised pages 13 to 18 of the proposed Statewide Control 

Strategy for Lead. 
J,F. Kowalczyk:a 
229-6459 
January 12, 1983 



ViCTOH ATIYEH 

Mr. Jim Vilendre 

OFFlC-E OF THE GOVERNOR 

STATE CAP!TOL 

SALEM, OREGON 97310 

December 29, 1982 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Subject: State Air Quality Standard Amendment 
PNRS #OR821124-023-6 

ATTACHMENT 1 

State of Oregon 
"tPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[~ ~.J~M~ ;~ i~~Yl~ (ID 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject state plan 
amendment. 

This plan has been circulated for review among the appropriate 
state agencies. Comments made by the Oregon State Health 
Officer are enclosed for your information. 

VA:mh 
Enclosure 

add my endorsement as required by OMB Circular 



. 
. • 

TO' 

FROM: 

STATE OF OREGON 

Intergovernmental Relations Division 

Max Bader, M.D., M.P.H. 
Oregon State Health Officer 
Health Division 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATE, November 30, 1982 

suBJEcT, DEQ Proposal To Adopt A Lead Control Strategy 

Contains 
Recycled 
Material~ 

I find no fault with the D~Q proposal to bring the lead ambient air 
quality standard into line with the Federal standard adopted by E.P.A. 
at 1.5 ug/m3 average per calendar quarter. Lead in the environment 
is not desirable and this standard will pose no hardship on the citizenry. 

It is worth noting that the Pacific Northwest does not have the same 
problem of lead poisoning among young children that is found along the 
Eastern seaboard. In fact, lead poisoning in children here is extremely 
rare. Since we do not now have a problem, this measure will help to 
assure that we do not develop one. 

MB :cb 

/ ( . 



VICTOR ATfYEH 
GOVERNOR 

Form 734.3·122 

Department of Transportation 
HIGHWAY DIVISION 
TRANSPORTATION BUILDING, SALEM, OR.EGON 97310 

December 23, 1982 

Mr. Jim Vilendre 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

SUBJECT: Statewide Control Strategy 
for Lead 

Dear Mr. Vilendre: 

Your proposed regulations and amendments are acceptable 
as stated. The revised ambient lead standard should have no 
effect on highways since we already comply with federal 
standard. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

cc: R. N. Bothman 
H. S. Coulter 
Ed Hardt 
Fred Miller 
Gary Potter 
Ted Spence 

Sincerely, 

µ:;r~~ 
Robert E. Royer 
Planning Engineer 

In Reply Refer to 
Fiie No.: 

PLA 



TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

December UJtet0 pl')\Qrl'gon L QUALITI 
uLPARrMENT Of LNVIRlJ[MENTA 

\-6'~@~~~~lill -~ .! P..M o '.1 1qq1 

DEQ, Air Quality Di vision AIR QUAIJI~ CONTROL 

Lin Bernhardt, Assistant Planner<::::~~ 
for Deschutes County 

Public Comment on Proposed Statewide Control 
Strategy of Load and Proposed Revised State 
Air Quality Standard for Lead. 

It appears that the revised rules are intended to upgrade 
the Implementation Plan and to bring regulations into com­
pliance with federal standards. It appears to be a necessary 
revision and it is also consistent with public desire to 
support strict air quality standards. I urge adoption 0f the 
revisions. 

LB/gw 
cc/file 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

available control technology (BACT). EPA also determined 

that the Bergsoe proposal would not cause violations of any 

PSD air quality increments or National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS). 

EPA delegated New Source Review (NSR) responsibility to DEQ 

in August 1982. [New lead sources which emit 0.6 tons or 

more of lead per year are subject to NSR requirements.] NSR 

requirements are outlined in Section 5.1.5.2. 

Eleyated ambient lead leyels were measured by DEQ in special 

sampling near the Gould battery reclamation facility in the 

northwest industrial area of Portland during the summer of 

1981, The maximum lead leyels measured at three sites around 

the facility were 4.2 ug/m3. 1.9 ug/m3 and 1.6 ug/m3. re­

spectiyely (quarterly ayeragesl. The facility has since been 

shut down. Subseauent lead measurements during the summer of 

1982 were below the ambient lead standard. The company has 

implemented an interim dust control program to reduce lead 

emissions until the site cleanup is completed. Ambient 

monitoring will be conducted following cleanup to document 

the extent of cleanup accomplished. Final cleanup is 

expected by 1985. No violations of the ambient lead standard 

are expected now or in future years at this site. 

- 13 -



5.1.4 CONTROL STRATOOY 

5.1.4.1 Strategjes Already Implemented 

Most of the decrease in Portland area lead emissions will be 

due to the federally mandated phase-down of lead content in 

leaded gasoline and an increase in catalyst-equipped vehicles 

which use unleaded gasoline. These measures are expected to 

reduce areawide lead emissions by 46% from 1980 to 1983. 

5.1.4.2 Strategies Scheduled for Implementation 

The I-205 freeway is scheduled for completion in mid-1983 and 

b expected to divert a portion of the I-5 traffic. Traffic 

volumes on I-5 are expected to decrease by 5% during 1980-83. 

5.1.4.3 Air Quality Improyement 

Lead concentrations at all but one monitoring site within the 

Portland area are in compliance with the lead standard. 

Lead emissions, and lead concentrations, are expected to 

decrease by almost 50% from 1980 to 1985. 

Mobile source lead emissions near the I-5 Roadway Site are 

expected to decrease by 43% during 1980-83. Using a modified 

rollback analysis, lead concentrations at the I-5 site are 
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expected to decrease from 2.04 ug/m in 1980 to 1.16 ug/m3 in 

1983. Lead concentrations at the I-5 site are expected to be 

in compliance with the lead standard (1.5 ug/m3) by the end 

of 1983. 

EPA adopted a more restrictive lead-in-gasoline standard in 

October 1982. As a result, lead emissions and ambient lead 

concentrations may be even lower in 1983 than projected 

above. 

5.1.5 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

The Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 468.275 through 468.620 authorize 

the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission to adopt programs 

necessary to meet and maintain state and federal standards. The 

mechanisms for implementing these programs are the Oregon 

Administrative Rules (OAR). Pertinent rules are outlined in Table 

5.1.5-1. 

Table 5.1.5-1 

OREGON RULES PERTINENT TO THE LEAD CONTROL STRATEGY 

.llil-31-010 
340-31-055 
340-20-220 to 275 
340-20-020 to 032 
340-20-140 to 185 
340-20-001 

Sub1ect 

Purpose and Scope of Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Ambient Air Quality Standard for Lead 
New Source Review Rules 
Ji.otice of Construction and Approval of Plans 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permits 
Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control 
Required 

- 15 -



5. 1 • 5 .1 Ambient Lead Standard. 

The Oregon Environmental Quality Commission adopted a statewide 

lead standard in January 1975. This standard was set at 3.0 

ug/m3, monthly average. No violations of the statewide lead 

standard have been recorded by DEQ. 

The federal lead standard (1.5 ug/m3, quarterly average) became 

effective in October 1978. The federal 1.5 ug/m3 quarterly 

average standard is more restrictive than the state 3.0 ug/m3 

monthly average standard. The Oregon ambient lead standard is 

revised to be identical with the federal standard (1.5 ug/m3, 

quarterly average) as part of this statewide lead control 

strategy. 

5.1.5.2 New Source Reyiew 

The new source review rules require owners of major new or 

modified point sources locating in a nonattainment area to: 

1. [Meet] Proyide lowest achievable emission rate 

technology: 

2. Provide emission offsets or demonstrate that the source 

will comply with the available growth increment; and 

3. [Provide an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, 

production processes and control techniques.] 

- 16 -



Demonstrate that all major sources owned by such oersons 

in the state are in compliance with applicable air 

quality rules. 

The new source review rules require major new or modified point 

sources locating in an attainment area to: 

1. Provide best available control technology; 

2. Demonstrate that the source would not cause violations 

of any PSD air quality increments or any state or 

federal ambient air quality standards; and 

3. Demonstrate that the source would not impact a 

designated nonattainment area greater than the 

significant air quality impact levels. 

There are no designated lead nonattaimuent areas in Oregon. 

Growth increments and PSD air quality increments are not 

required for lead. 

[New lead sources which would emit 0.6 tons per year of lead are 

considered major sources and are subject to the new source 

review rules.] 

Minor sources are not subject to the new source review rules but 

must notify the Department of proposed construction and obtain 

plan approval, obtain an air contaminant discharge permit. meet 

- 17 -



.sll. appljcable state and federal emission limits. provide the 

highest and best practicable treatment and control of air 

contaminant emissions. and not cause violatjons of any ambient 

air quality standards. 

5.1.6 REASONABLE FURTHER PROGRESS 

Compliance with the ambient lead standard is projected by the end of 

1983. Ambient lead data will be reviewed by DEQ quarterly to insure 

that reasonable further progress is being made toward attainment of 

the standard, 

5.1.7 PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING 

AA2716 

A public hearing on the lead control strategy is scheduled before 

the Environmental Quality Commission on January 14, 1983. The 

public hearing notice will be issued 30 days prior to the hearing, 

The public hearing notice will be distributed for local and state 

agency review by the A-95 State Clearinghouse 45 days prior to 

adoption of the lead control strategy. 

- 18 -



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

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

• 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Conunission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item I , EQC Meeting, January 14, 1983 

Background 

Public Hearing and Consideration of Amending the Ambient Air 
Quality Standard for Lead OAR 340-31-055, and Adopting a Proposed 
Lead Control Strategy for the State, as Revisions to the Oregon 
State Implementation Plan. 

The current state ambient lead standard, OAR 340-31-055, is 3.0 ug/m3 average 
during a calendar month which is slightly less stringent than the EPA national 
ambient lead standard of 1.5 ug/m3 average for a calendar quarter. The state 
lead standard, which is made part of the SIP must be at least as stringent as 
the federal standard. Therefore, a revision of the state standard is necessary. 

Attainment of the ambient air standard for lead is projected by the end of 
1983 due to federally mandated reductions of gasoline lead levels and some 
traffic flow improvements in the Portland_ area. 

EPA has requested expeditious action on the lead SIP Control Strategy as a 
result of a recent court case action. 

Summary 

Authorization to conduct a public hearing at the January 14, 1983, EQC meeting 
on the lead ambient air standard revision and lead control strategy were 
granted by the EQC at the December 3, 1982 meeting (Attachment 1). The public 
notice was issued by the Department December 14, 1983 (Attachment 2); A-95 
Intergovernmental Review was initiated on November 22, 1982. The Department, 
to date, has had few requests for the document and has received no adverse 
public comments. Attachment 3 contains the proposed statewide control strategy 
for lead and Attachment 4 contains the proposed revision to OAR 340-31-055 
dealing with the ambient air standards. 



EQC Agenda Item NO. I 
January 14, 19.83 
Page 2 

Director ':s· Recomrnendati.on 

Based on the sununation of the Deceroher 3, 1982 staff report and the above 
summary-, the Director recommends: tfia.t, Darring any unforesee.n major adverse 
comments at the hearing, the EQC adopt the revision of the state lead standard 
(Attachment 4) and the proposed lead control strategy (Attachment 3) as 
revisions of the State Implementation Plan. 

Jim Vilendre:h 
229-6411 

William H. Young 

December 21, 1982 

Attachments: 1) Decemher 3, 1982 staff report on lead strategy and ambient 
air s-tandards. 

2) Public notice and rulemaking statements. 
3) Proposed statewide control strategy for lead. 
4) Proposed OAR 340-31-055, ambient air standard for lead. 



ATTACHMENT l 

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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
QO\IERN<JR 

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

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. H, December 3, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing to Adopt 
a Lead Control Strategy for the State. and to Amend the 
Ambient Air Quality Standard for Lead. OAR 340-31-055. as 
Reyisions to the Oregon State Implementation Plan. 

In October, 1978, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted an 
ambient air standard for lead of 1 ,5 ug/m3, average for one calendar 
quarter. Section 110 of the Clean Air Act requires that each state adopt 
and submit to EPA within nine months of ambient air standards adoption, a 
plan to demonstrate attairJnent and maintenance of the standard. The 
purpose of the plan for areas not in attainment with the standard is to 
provide control strategies for attainment within three years of adoption of 
the plan and demonstrate continued compliance in future years. 

Since all lead monitoring in the state up to 1979 indicated that no non­
compliance areas existed, the EPA, Region X, placed a low priority on a 
lead State Implementation Plan (SIP) for Oregon. In January, 1980, the DEQ 
established a new monitoring site for lead in the Portland area in 
conformance with new EPA monitoring network design criteria. The site was 
established at a point that was expected to experience the highest exposure 
to lead in the state (I-5 near Going Street). During 1980, it became 
evident that the site was in violation of the lead standard when two 
quarters of data were 1.66 and 2.04 ug/m3. The Department began working on 
a SIP revision and control strategy in 1981 on a low-priority basis. 

Recently, the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) filed suit in U.S. 
District Court to require EPA to promulgate lead SIP's for those states 
that have not yet submitted them. In a recent letter to Governor Atiyeh, 
EPA asked that Oregon adopt and submit its lead SIP as expeditiously as 
practicable in order to retain options on control strategies. 



EQC Agenda Item No. H 
December 3, 1982 
Page 2 

The primary lead sources in the Portland area are related to the operation 
of gasoline powered motor vehicles, Lead emissions from this source are 
decreasing and are expected to continue decreasing due to the federally 
mandated phase-down of the lead content of leaded gasoline and an increase 
in catalyst equipped vehicles. A 46% reduction in lead emissions is 
expected from 1980 to 1983. This reduction coupled with an anticipated 5% 
decrease in traffic near the non-complying site with the completion of the 
I-205 freeway leads to a projected attainment of the standard in 1983, 
thereby fulfilling the Clean Air Act requirements for demonstrated 
compliance. 

In a related matter, the current Oregon ambient air lead standard, OAR 
340-31-055, is 3,0 ug/m3 average during a calendar month which is 
considered less stringent than the federal standard of 1.5 ug/m3 average 
for a calendar quarter. Revision of the lead standard would bring the 
Department's standard in line with the federal standard. 

Problem 

In order to submit an adopted SIP revision to EPA as expeditiously as 
possible, the hearings process must be authorized by the EQC. Holding the 
public hearing and considering adoption at the January 14, 1983 
Environmental Quality Commission meeting would be the most expeditious 
schedule that could be met. Little or no testimony would be anticipated at 
the public hearing. 

Alternatiyes and Eyaluation 

If the request for authorization for public hearing before the 
Environmental Quality Commission is not granted, adoption of the required 
SIP revisions will be delayed. Failure to obtain adoption of the proposed 
SIP revisions could result in possible EPA sanctions or promulgation as a 
result of the NRDC court decision. 

Authority for the Commission to Act 

Chapter 468, Section 020 1 gives the Commission authority to adopt necessary 
rules and standards, Section 295 authorizes the Commission to establish air 
quality rules and standards for the state. Attachment 1 contains the 
Statement of Need for Rulemaking and the Fiscal and Land Use Consistency 
Statement. 

Summation 

1) The Clean Air Act requires that each state submit a control strategy 
for each area in violation of federal air quality standards including 
the lead standard adopted in 1978. 
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2) Only one monitoring site in the Portland area, I-5 at Going Street, 
is in violation of the federal lead standard. A maximum concentration 
of 2.04 ug/m3 was measured in the fourth quarter of 1980 compared to 
the Federal Standard of 1.5 ug/m3. 

3) Lead air quality is expected to continue to improve based on the 
federally mandated phase-down in leaded gasoline and the increase of 
catalyst equipped gasoline powered vehicles which use unleaded fuel. A 
46% reduction in lead emissions is projected between 1980 and 1983. 

4) Traffic at the I-5 Going Street monitoring site is expected to drop by 
5% with the opening of the I-205 Bridge in 1983. This action coupled 
with expected reduction in lead emissions will bring the I-5 site into 
compliance with the lead standard by the end of 1983. 

5) There are no expected lead air quality problems near major point 
sources of lead in the state and the Department's new source review 
rules are adequate to insure new sources of lead will not cause ambient 
air quality problems. 

6) The st~te ambient air standard for lead is 3.0 ug/m3 monthly average 
which is considerably less stringent than the national standard, 
therefore, the state standard must be revised to be at least as 
stringent as the federal standard. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the EQC authorize a 
public hearing to be held at the January 14, 1983 EQC meeting to conSider 
adoption of the proposed lead control strategy and revision of the state 
lead standard as revisions of the State Implementation Plan. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: 1) Public Hearing Notice, Statement of Need for Rulemaking, 
and Fiscal and Land Use Consistency Statements. 

s. Erickson:a 
229-6458 

2) Proposed SIP Revision Control Strategy for Lead. 
3) Revision to State Ambient Air Standard for Lead -

OAR 340-31-055 

November 10, 1982 
AA2763 



ATTACHMENT 2 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON • • • 
Oregon State Implementation Plan - Proposed Statewide 

Control Strategy for Lead and Proposed Revised State Air Quality Standard 
for Lead 

WHO IS AFFECTED: 

WHAT IS PROPOSED: 

WHAT ARE THE HIGHLIGHTS: 

Notice of Public Hearing 
To Be Held January 14, 1983 

The residents of the Portland metropolitan area and 
potential new industrial sources of lead statewide. 

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing 
to amend OAR 340-20-047, the Oregon State Imple­
mentation Plan, by adopting a control strategy for lead 
pollution in the air. The Department is also proposing 
to revise OAR 340-31-055, the lead ambient air quality 
standard, to 1.5 ug/m3 average per calendar quarter to 
bring the standard into conformance with stricter 
federal standards. The proposed lead control strategy 
would bring the Portland area into compliance with 
federal standards by December 31, 1983. The DEQ will 
submit the strategy adopted by the EQC to the Environ­
mental Protection Agency for approval and incorporation 
into the Oregon State ImpLementation Plan. A hearing 
on this matter will be held in Portland on January 14, 
1983. 

Major elements of the control strategy include: 

* Reduction of leaded gasoline usage. 
* Reduction of lead content in leaded gasoline. 
* Opening of I-205 freeway, which will reduce 

traffic congestion on I-5 through Portland. 

In addition, any new source emitting greater than o.6 
tons per year of lead will be subject to the 
Department's New Source Review rules. 

PUBN.AH (9/82) 
AA2770 

FOR FURTHER /NFORMA TION: 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 2.29-5696 in th-a Portland area. To avoid 

long distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-800-452·7813, and ask for the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 6110182 



HOW TO COMMENT: 

WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP: 

Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be 
obtained from the Air Quality Division in Portland or 
the regional office nearest you. 

A public hearing will be held before the Environmental 
Quality Commission at: 

10:00 a.m. 
January 14, 1983 
522 S.W. 5th Ave., Room 1400 
Portland, Oregon 

Oral and written comments will be accepted at 
public hearing. Written comments may be sent 
Air Quality Division, Box 1760, Portland, OR 
but must be received by no later than January 

the 
to DEQ, 
97207' 
13, 1983. 

After public hearing the Environmental Quality 
Commission may adopt rule amendments identical to the 
proposed amendments, adopt modified rule amendments 
on the same subject matter, or decline to act. 
The adopted rules will be submitted to the U. S. 
Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State 
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commission's 
deliberation should come at their January 14, 1983 
meeting following the hearing. 

A Statement of Need, Fiscal and Econaiiic Impact 
Statement, and Land Use Consistency Statement are 
attached to this notice. 

PUBN.AH (9/82) 
AA2770 



STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal Authority 

This proposal amends OAR 340-20-047 and 340-31-055. It is proposed under 
authority of ORS Chapter 468, including Section 295 which authorizes the 
Commission to establish air quality standards and Section 305 which 
authorizes the Commission to adopt a general. comprehensive plan for air 
pollution control. 

Need for the Rule 

The Portland area currently exceeds the federal. lead standard. The Clean 
Air Act requires that control strategies be submitted to bring the area 
into compliance. This control strategy must be submitted .as a revision to 
the Oregon State Implementation Plan. Also, the current state lead ambient 
air standard is less stringent than the federal lead standard. In order to 
demonstrate a committment to enforce the federally mandated lead standard, 
the State must adopt a lead standard as strict as the federal standard. 

Principal Docyments Relied Upon 

1) Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, PL97-95, 8/7/77. 
2) Guidelines for Lead Implementation Plans, EPA, 

450/2-78-038, August, 1978. 
3) DEQ Emission Inventory. 
4) Supplementary Guidelines for Lead Implementation Plans, Revised Section 

4.3 (Projecting Automotive Lead Emissions) EPA 450/2-78-038a, July, 
1979. 

5) 40 CFR 50.12, National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality 
Standard for Lead, .October 5, 1978. 

Fiscal Impact Statement 

Implementation of the proposed Lead Control Strategy would not have any new 
economic effect as it does not contain any new emission control 
requirements. 

Land Use Consistency Statement 

The proposed rule appears to affect land use and appears to be consistent 
with the Statewide Planning Goals. 

SIP.A (12179) 



With regard to Goal 6 (air, water, and land resources quality) the rules 
are designed to enhance and preserve air quality in the affected area and 
are considered consistent with the goal. 

With regard to Goal 12 (transportation), the plan recognizes the benefits 
of the new I-205 freeway in improving traffic flow through the Portland 
metropolitan area. 

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the rule. 
The rule does not appear to conflict with other goals. 

Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be 
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this 
notice. 

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed 
action and comment on possible conflicts with their programs affective land 
use and with Statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and 
jurisdiction. 

The Department of Environmental Quality intends to ask the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development to mediate any apparent conflict brought 
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities. 

AA2762 

SIP.A (12/79) 
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OREGON STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
STATEWIDE CONTROL STRA T:EIJY FOR LEAD 
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5.1.0 STATEWIDE CONTROL STRATEGY FOR LEAD 

5.1.0.1 IntroductlQ.n. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 require states to 

submit plans to demonstrate how they will attain and maintain 

compliance with national ambient air standards. In 1978, the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated a national 

ambient air standard for lead of 1 .5 micrograms per cubic 

meter (ug/m3) as a quarterly average. A plan is required for 

any area which has exceeded the lead standard since 1974. 

The Portland area is the only portion of Oregon which has 

exceeded the 1 .5 ug/m3 lead standard since 1974. This 

document is a plan for attaining and maintaining compliance 

with the lead standard in the Portland area. It is submitted 

to EPA to fulfill the requirements of 40 CFR Part 51 

(regarding the preparation, adoption and submittal of State 

Implementation Plans) pursuant to Section 110 of the Clean 

Air Act. The appendices contain more detailed data, 

calculations and documentation related to the statements and 

conclusions contained in this document. 

5.1.0.2 Summary of Plan 

1. Ambient lead concentrations have been monitored at 

various sites in Oregon since 1973. The only violations 

of the 1.5 ug/m3 lead standard occurred in the Portland 

-1-



metropolitan area. Thus, the Portland area is the only 

portion of Oregon addressed by this revision to the 

State Implementation Plan. 

2. Only one site in the Portland area, the I-5 Roadway Site 

(near Going St.), has violated the lead standard since 

1976 with a maximum quarterly average of 2.04 ug/m3 in 

198Q. 

3, The major sources of lead emissions in the Portland area 

are associated with the operation of gasoline-powered 

motor vehicles. Vehicle exhaust emissions and 

reentrained road dust account for about 90% of the total 

lead emissions in the Portland area. 

4. Lead emissions from mobile sources have decreased since 

1975 and are expected to dramatically decrease in future 

years. The expected decrease is due to the federally 

mandated phase-down of lead content in leaded gasoline 

and an increase in catalyst-equipped vehicles which use 

unleaded gasoline. These two factors are expected to 

reduce lead emissions by about 50% from 1980 to 1983. 

5. Traffic volumes near the I-5 Roadway Site are expected to 

decrease by 5% from 1980 to 1983 due to the completion of 

the I-205 freeway which will divert some of the I-5 
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traffic. Ambient lead concentrations at the I-5 site are 

expected to be in compliance by 1983 due to the areawide 

decrease in mobile source emissions and the localized 

decrease in traffic volumes. 

6. No site in Oregon is projected to exceed the lead 

standard after 1983. 

5.1.1 GECGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PORTLAND AREA 

The Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver Air Quality 

Maintenance Area contains the urbanized portions of three 

counties (Clackamas, Multnanah and Washington). This area had 

an estimated 1980 population of 962,000 p~rsons covering 1,800 

km2 (695 mi2) of land. Geographically, this area lies at the 

north end of the Willamette Valley and is almost completely 

surrounded by mountains and hills. Temperature inversions 

frequently occur, trapping emissions in the valley and resulting 

in elevated levels of air pollutants. Portions of the area are 

designated nonattainment for particulate matter, ozone, and 

carbon monoxide. A portion of the Portland area also exceeds 

the lead standard. 
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Figure 5.1-1 (continued) 
PORTLAND-VANCOUVER AQMA LEAD SURVEILLANCE NETWORK 

Map Composite Filter Single Filter 
No. Site Name Lead Analysis Lead Analysis 

1 Sauvie Island x 
9 Rivergate Waterways Term. x 
10 Linnton Fire Station x 
11 Roosevelt High School x 
13 Liquid Air Products x 
14 Hillsboro Airport x 
19 Moffat, Nichol & Bonnie x 
20 Multnomah County Health 

Department x 
22 Beaverton First State Bk x 
23 Pacific Motor Trucking x 
24 Milwaukie High School x 
25 Lakewood Gr.Sch., Lk.Os. x 
26 Clackamas Co. Cthse., OC x 
27 Cari.ls x 
31 Central Fire Station x 
34 SE Lafayette x 
35 Interstate-5 (I-5) x 
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5.1.2 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

5.1.2.1 Monitoring Network 

Most of the lead monitoring in Oregon has utilized the state­

wide network established to monitor total suspended 

particulate (TSP). The TSP sites are located in commercial, -

industrial, residential and rural areas. TSP samples have 

been routinely analyzed for lead content. 

EPA established new lead monitoring site criteria in 

connection with promulgation of the federal ambient lead 

standard. Two new types of lead monitoring sites were 

required by the EPA October 1978 criteria, as follows: 

1. Roadway Site -located within 15 meters of a roadway 

with highest traffic volumes, in order to measure the 

maximum lead concentrations likely to occur in an 

area. 

2. Neighborhood Site -located in a residential area 

of high traffic and population density, preferably 

near a school or playground. 

DEQ established a roadway lead site at Interstate 5 (I-5) 

near Going Street in 1980. A residential lead site was 

established at S.E. Lafayette near 58th Avenue in 1981. 
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High-volume particulate samplers are used in both the TSP 

network and at the special lead sites. Samples (24-haur) are 

collected an a regular schedule every 6th day. The EPA 

reference method (single filter analysis by atcmic absorption 

spectroscopy) is used to analyze the samples from the roadway 

and residential lead sites. A composite filter method is 

used on the samples from the TSP network. Comparison studies 

of the single and composite filter methods are described in 

the Appendix. 

The Portland TSP network and special lead sites are 

illustrated in Figure 5.1-1. 

5 •. 1 .2 .2 Monitoring Data 

Violations of the lead standard have been recorded at nine 

sites in the Portland area since January 1974. The magnitude 

of the violations is outlined in Table 5.1.2-1. Violations 

normally occurred during the 4th quarter of the year. 
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Table 5 .1 .2-1 

YEAR AND MAGNITUDE OF LEAD STANDARD VIOLATIONS IN OREGON SINCE 1973 

MaX1ml!~ L~gd C2ncentrgtion (ugim3, Qugrterli A~ergge) 
M2nitoriM Site m.1 19.ll 191.1 l.9li 1211. .191..a. .fil3. 19.rul. .19..8J.. 

CAM Stationa 2 .19 1.74 cd 1.63 c c c c 
Beaverton c 1 .62 c 1.86 c c c c c 
Mult. Co. Health Bldg. 1.51 1.63 1.63 c c c c c c 
Pacific Motor Trucking c c c 1 .64 c c c c c 
Central Fire Station c 1 .62 c 1 .57 c c c c c 
N.E. Couch (Moffat) c c c 1.57 c c c c c 
Oregon City c c c 1 .56 c c c c c 
Lake Oswego c c c 1.56 c c c c c 
S.E. Lafayetteb c 
Interstate 5 (I-5)C 2.04 1.73 

a CAMS lead sampling was discontinued in January 1981 because it did not meet site 
criteria. 

b S.E. Lafayette site (residential site) was established in February 1981. 
c Interstate 5 site (roadway site) was established in January 1980, 
d C indicates site compliance with the lead standard. 

Only one site in the Portland area, the I-5 Roadway Site, has 

violated the lead standard since 1976. The maximum lead 

concentration at the I-5 site, since monitoring began in 

January 1980, occurred during the 4th quarter of 1980. 

5.1.2.3 Design ConcentratiQn 

The maximum I-5 lead concentration (2.04 ug/m3 during the 4th 

quarter of 1980) was selected as the design concentration and 

1980 was used as the base year for the emission inventory. 

The lead concentration data at various sites during the base 

year are outlined in Table 5.1.2-2. 
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Table 5. 1 .2-2 

BASE YEAR ( 1980) LEAD CONCENTRATION DATA 

Lead Concentrations (ug/mJ. Quarterly Ayeragel 
Monitoring Site Jan-Mar Apr-Jun Jul-Sep Oct-Dec 

CAM Station 
Beaverton 
Mult. Co. Health Bldg. 
Pacific Motor Trucking 
Central Fire Station 
N.E. Couch (Moffat) 
Oregon City _ 
Lake Oswego 
Interstate 5 (I-5) 

0.51 
0.42 
0.49 
0.40 
0.50 
0.36 
0.40 
0 .44 
1.66 

0 .30 0.31 
0 .22 0 .22 
0 .3 0 0.45 
0.35 0.32 
0.36 0.36 
0.29 0.26 
0.27 0.27 
0.23 0.27 

NAa NAa 

a NA indicates data not available for these quarters. 

5.1.2.4 Background Concentration 

o.67 
0.36 
0.59 
0. 78 
0 .83 
0 .6 3 
0 .64 
0.48 
2.04 

Background lead data is collected at the Carus and Sauvie 

Island sites. Lead concentrations at these sites during 1980 

are outlined in Table 5.1.2-3. Since peak lead 

concentrations in the Portland area typically occur during 

the 4th quarter, the 4th quarter background concentration 

(0.14 ug/m3) was used in calculating future lead concen-

trations. 

Table 5.1.2-3 

BACKGROUND LEAD CONCENTRATION DATA (1980) 

Lead Concentrations (ug/m3. Quarterly Average) 
Monitoring Site Jan-Mar Apr-Jun Jul-Sep Oct-Dec 

Carus 
Sauvie Island 

Combined Average 

0.01 
0 .12 

0 .10 

0.05 
0.05 
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5.1.3 EMISSION INVENTORY 

5.1.3.1 Regional Emission Inventory 

Lead emission inventories for the Portland area in 1980, 1983 

and 1985 are summarized in Table 5.1.3-1. Future year pro-

jections were based on regional population, employment and 

traffic growth projections. The growth projections used in 

this plan are consistent with the comprehensive land-use and 

transportation plans in the region and the State 

Implementation Plans for ozone and carbon monoxide. More 

detailed inventories are included in the Appendix. 

Table 5 .1 .3-1 

SUMMARY OF PORTLAND AREA LEAD EMISSIONS 

!.~iii.Ii Emiss;i.Qn§ (tQnLYrl 
SQurce Category ~ .19..8..3.. ill.5. 

Motor Vehicle Exhaust 
Light duty (LDV) 168 79 67 
Heavy duty (HDG) 35 38 59 

Reentrained Road Dust 72 40 27 
Solid Waste Disposal 12 12 13 
Industrial Processes 5 5 6 
Fuel Combustion 2 2 2 

--- ---
TOTAL 294 176 174 

The major sources of lead emissions in the Portland area are 

mobile sources associated with the operation of gasoline-

powered motor vehicles. Vehicle exhaust emissions and re-

entrained road dust account for about 90% of the Portland 

lead emissions in 1980 and about 85% of the Portland lead 

emissions in 1985. 
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Lead emissions from mobile sources are expected to 

dramatically decrease in future years. The expected decrease 

is due to the federally mandated phase-down of lead content 

in leaded gasoline and an increase in catalyst-equipped 

vehicles which use unleaded gasoline. 

5,1,3.2 Roadway Site Emission Inyentory 

Lead emission impacts in the vicinity of the I-5 Roadway Site 

in 1980, 1983 and 1985 are outlined in Table 5.1.3-2. Lead 

emissions were estimated by DEQ from ODOT traffic 

projections, EPA motor vehicle emission factors and DEQ road 

dust emission factors. Calculation details are included in 

the Appendix. 

Table 5.1.3-2 

SUMMARY OF LEAD IMPACTS NEAR I-5 ROADWAY SITE 

Lead Impacts (ug/m3. Maximum Quarterly Ayeragel 
Source Category 19..a.Q. 13.ll a 13.aS. a 

Motor Vehicle Exhaust 
Light duty (LDV) 0.82 0.36 0.29 
Heavy duty (HDG) 0.36 0.32 0.48 

Reentrained Road Dust 0.72 0.34 0.22 
Background 0. 14 0 .14 0. 14 

TOTAL 2.04 1.16 1.13 

a Projected impacts. 

The primary reason for the projected decrease in lead 

emissions at the I-5 Roadway Site is the expected area-

wide decrease in mobile source emissions. In addition, 

traffic volumes near the I-5 Roadway Site are expected to 
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decrease by 5% during 1980-83 due to the completion of the 

I-205 freeway. 

5.1.3.3 -Point Source Reyiew 

Bergsoe Metals Corporation, a secondary lead smelter, is the 

only existing point source in Oregon which emits more than 

five (5) tons of lead per year. Bergsoe Metals Company is 

allowed by permit to emit up to 19.0 tons of lead per year. 

This plant is located outside the Portland-Vancouver AQMA 

about 20 miles northwest of the City of Portland. 

Lead emissions from the Bergsoe plant were modeled to 

determine if the plant would contribute to a violation of the 

ambient lead standard. The modeling results are summarized 

in Table 5.1.3-3. 

Table 5.1.3-3 

BERGSOE MODELING RESULTS 

Averaging 
Time Period 

(Months) 

Maximum Lead 
Emission Rate 

(g/secl 

Maximum Ambient 
Lead Concentration 

(ug/m3 l 

1 
3 

0.74 
0.56 

1.21 
0.69 

EPA evaluated the Bergsoe proposal in 1979 under Prevention 

of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review. In an August 20, 

1979 letter, EPA approved the construction of the Bergsoe 

plant and recognized that the proposal would employ best 
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available control technology (BACT), EPA also determined 

that the Bergsoe proposal would not cause violations of any 

PSD air quality increments or National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS). 

EPA delegated New Source Review (NSR) responsibility to DEQ 

in August 1982. New lead sources which emit 0.6 tons or more 

of lead per year are subject to NSR requirements. NSR 

requirements are outlined in Section 5.1.5.2. 

5.1.4 CONTROL STRATEXJY 

5.1.4.1 Strategies Already Implemented 

Most of the decrease in Portland area lead emissions will be 

due to the federally mandated phase-down of lead content in 

leaded gasoline and an increase in catalyst-equipped vehicles 

which use unleaded gasoline. These measures are expected to 

reduce areawide lead emissions by 46% from 1980 to 1983. 

5.1 .4.2 Strategies Scheduled for Implementation 

The I-205 freeway is scheduled for completion in mid-1983 and 

is expected to divert a portion of the I-5 traffic. Traffic 

volumes on I-5 are expected to decrease by 5% during 1980-83. 

-13-



AA2716 

5.1.4.3 Air Quality Improyement 

Lead concentrations at all but one monitoring site within the 

Portland area are in compliance with the lead standard. 

Lead emissions, and lead concentrations, are expected to 

decrease by almost 50% from 1980 to 1985. 

Mobile source lead emissions near the I-5 Roadway Site are 

expected to decrease by 43% during 1980-83. Using a modified 

rollback analysis, lead concentrations at the I-5 site are 

expected to decrease from 2.04 ug/m in 1980 to 1 .16 ug/m3 in 

1983. Lead concentrations at the I-5 site are expected to be 

in compliance with the lead standard (1.5 ug/m3) by the end 

of 1983. 

EPA adopted a more restrictive lead-in-gasoline standard in 

October 1982. As a result, lead emissions and ambient lead 

concentrations may be even lower in 1983 than projected 

above. 
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5.1.5 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

The Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 468.275 through 468.620 authorize 

the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission to adopt programs 

necessary to meet and maintain state and federal standards. The 

mechanisms for implementing these programs are the Oregon 

Administrative Rules (OAR). Pertinent rules are outlined in Table 

5.1.5-1. 

Table 5.1.5-1 

OREGON RULES PERTINENT TO THE LEAD CONTROL STRATEGY 

Subject 

340-31-055 
340-20-220 to 275 

Ambient Air Quality Standard for Lead 
New Source Review Rules 

5.1.5.1 Ambient Lead Standard 

The Oregon Environmental Quality Commission adopted a statewide 

lead standard in January 1975. This standard was set at 3.0 

ug/m3, monthly average. No violations of the statewide lead 

standard have been recorded by DEQ. 

The federal lead standard (1.5 ug/m3, quarterly average) became 

effective in October 1978. The federal 1.5 ug/m3 quarterly 

average standard is more restrictive than the state 3.0 ug/m3 

monthly average standard. The Oregon ambient lead standard is 
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revised to be identical with the federal standard (1.5 ug/m3, 

quarterly average) as part of this statewide lead control 

strategy, 

5.1.5.2 New Source Reyiew 

The new source review rules require major new or modified point 

sources locating in a nonattainment area to: 

1. Meet lowest achievable emission rates; 

2. Provide emission offsets or demonstrate that the source 

will comply with the available growth increment; and 

3, Provide an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, 

production processes and control techniques. 

The new source review rules require major new or modified point 

sources locating in an attainment area to: 

1. Provide best available control technology; 

2. Demonstrate that the source would not cause violations 

of any PSD air quality increments or any state or 

federal ambient air quality standards; and 

3. Demonstrate that the source would not impact a 

designated nonattainment area greater than the 

significant air quality impact levels. 
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New lead sources which would emit 0.6 tons per year of lead are 

considered major sources and are subject to the new source 

review rules. 

5.1.6 REASONABLE FURTHER PROGRESS 

Compliance with the ambient lead standard is projected by the end of 

1983. Ambient lead data will be reviewed by DEQ quarterly to insure 

that reasonable further progress is being made toward attainment of 

the standard. 

5.1.7 PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING 

AA2716 

A public hearing on the lead control strategy is scheduled before 

the Environmental Quality Commission on January 14, 1983. The 

public hearing notice will be issued 30 days prior to the hearing. 

The public hearing notice will be distributed for local and state 

agency review by the A-95 State Clearinghouse 45 days prior to 

adoption of the lead control strategy. 
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Ambient Air Quality Standard for Lead 

ATTACHMENT 4 

ktta-c-fun:en-t-~-

340-31-055 The lead concentration measured at any individual sampling 

station, using sampling and analytical methods on file with the Department, 

shall not exceed [3.0 ug/m3] 1.5 ug/m3 as an arithmetic average concen­

tration of all samples collected at that station during any one calendar 

[month] quarter period. 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
l.lOV!ORNOR 

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

OEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. J, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Approyal of Revised Stipulated Consent Orders for the 
Following Water Permit Holders: 
(a) City of Silverton 
(b) Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority 

In July and October, the Department presented staff reports on the status 
of Stipulated Consent Orders written in conjunction with waste discharge 
permits for the purpose of upgrading waste treatment facilities. 

Most of the consent orders have now been revised or the need for them 
eliminated. Attached are revised orders for Bear Creek Valley Sanitary 
Authority and the City of Silverton. Only two orders remain to be 
corrected and approved at future EQC meetings, Happy Valley and Astoria 
(Williamsport). A revised program for Seaside had previously been approved 
by the EQC. A revised order is now being drafted in conjunction with 
their permit renewal. 

Problem and Evaluation Statement 

The City of Silverton has signed an addendum to their consent order which 
establishes new final effluent limitation and a final construction 
schedule. They were delayed in construction because the local citizens 
were opposed to land application of waste water. Plans were then changed 
to provide for better treatment and stream discharge. They were awarded a 
Step III construction grant in September. 

The Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority was ordered to connect the White 
City lagoon to the Medford regional treatment system by February 1982. 
They were delayed because the City of Medford wouldn't allow the connection 
until the high infiltration rates into the White City sewers had been 
reduced. The revised stipulated order provides an extension of the 
deadline to rehabilitate the White City sewers by July 31, 1983, and 
connect to the Medford regional plant by December 31, 1983. 



EQC Agenda Item No. J 
January 14, 1983 
Page 2 

Summation 

1. Revised consent orders for Silverton and Bear Creek Valley Sanitary 
Authority have been drafted and signed by the permittees. 

2. Only three consent orders remain to be revised at a future date, Happy 
Valley, Astoria (Williamsport) and Seaside. 

3, The delays in meeting the required construction schedules have been 
due to circumstances beyond the control of the permittees. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission approve revised stipulated consent orders for Silverton and the 
Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: 2 

A. Stipulated Consent Order for Silverton 
B. Stipulated Consent Order for Bear Creek 

Valley Sanitary Authority 

Charles K. Ashbaker:l 
229-5325 
December 29, 1982 
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NOV 1 9 1982 

Cl1Y QI' ~lll/ERTOM 
BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, 
OF' THE STATE OF ORE:GON, 

Department, 

v. 

CITY OF SILVERTON, 

Responqent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

WHEREAS: 

ADDENDUM TO STIPULATION AND 
FINAL ORDER 
NO. WQ-WVR-80-22 
MARION COUNTY 

1. Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-WVR-80-22 (hereinafter referred 

to as "Order"), attached hereto as Exhibi.t 1, was approved by the 

Environmental Quality Commission ("Commission") on April 18, 1980, and 

signed by the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality 

("Department") on or about July 15, 1980. 

2. The Order contains a compliance schedule requiring the City of 

Silverton ( "Flespondent"), by certain dates, to complete construction of 

sewage collection service lines and interceptors, complete improvements to 

the city's treatment plant, and achieve compliance with all the waste 

discharge limitations of Respondent's National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System Waste Discharge Permit No. 3146-J ("Permit"). 

3. Respondent has been delayed in complying with all the dates of the 

compliance schedule because of insu:ff.icient federal monies to fund all 

projects on the construction grants priority list and citizens' resistance 

to the original fao:.llity plan recommendation of land irrigating the 

effluent durJ. ng summer months. 
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4. In February, 1982, Respondent completed an addendum to the 

2 facility plan report which replaced the land irrigation system proposal 

3 wi tl1 a trickling filter/solids contact system proposal. 

5. Respondent was awarded a Step III construction grant for the 

5 Norway health hazard annexation area on September 9, 1982 and for the 

6 sewage treatment plant improvements, interceptors, and remainder of the 

7 project on September '16, 1982. 

8 6. The waste discharge limitations set forth in Condi ti on 1 of 

9 Schedule A of the Fermi t and Paragraph 2 of the Order are in error and will 

10 be shortly amended by Permit action letter. The Permit expiration date 

'11 listed in Parag1'aph of the Order is in error. 

12 7. Respondent has acted in good faith in trying to comply with the 

13 Order. 

14 NOW THEREFORE, it is stipulated and agreed that the CommJ.ssion amend 

15 the Order as follows: 

16 1. Change the Permit expiration date in Paragraph 1 from January 31, 

17 1983 to January 31, 1985. 

18 2. Delete all the waste discharge Hmitations listed in Paragraph 2 

19 and replace with the following: 

20 

21 

22 
Parameter 

23 6/1 - 10/31: 
BOD 

24 

25 TSS 

26 Ill 

Average Effluent 
Concentrations 

Monthly Weekly 

10 mg/l 15 mg/l 

10 mg/l 15 mg/l 

Monthly 
Average 
kg/day 
(lb/day) 

Effluent Loadin,R§, 
Weekly 
Average 
kg/day 
(lb/day) 

38 kg/day 57 kg/day 
'125 lb/day 83 

38 
83 

lb/day 

kg/day 
lb/day 

57 kg/day 
125 lb/day 

Page 2 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER (WQ-WVH-80-22) GB1527 

Daily 
Maximum 
kg 
(lbs) 

76 kg 
167 lb 

'{6 kg 
167 lb 



11/1 - 5/31: 
BOD 30 mg/l 45 mg/l 114 kg/day 171 kg/day 228 kg 

2 250 lb/day 376 lb/day 501 lb 

3 TSS 30 mg/l 45 mg/l 114 kg/day 171 kg/day 228 kg 
250 lb/day 376 lb/day 501 lb 

4 

5 3, Change date in Paragraph A (1)(d) from October 1, 1981 to 

6 September 1 , 1983. 

7 4. Change date in Paragraph A ( 1 )( e) from October 1, 1982 to 

8 December 1 , 198l!. 

9 5, Change date 

10 April 1 , 1985. 

11 

12 

13 
Date 

14 

15 

16 

17 
'Ue.c.-. I - l Oi~ :l-: 

18 Date 

19 

20 
IT IS SO ORDERED: 

21 

22 

23 
Date 

24 

25 

26 

in Paragraph A (1)(f) from February 1, 1983 to 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

By 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

RESPONDENT 
( 

B~~.t\MUg~ 
Ma or, City of Silverton 

FINAL ORDER 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

By------------
WILLIAM H, YOUNG, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(1) 
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i· 

" 
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' 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THB STATE OF QRD;ON 

DE?M~ OF' ENV!RONHlnITAL QUl\LITI, 
01" TM STATE OF OREGON, 

Department, 

7. 

TY OP S!LVERTON, 

Respondent. 

wr;EREt\51 

STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER 
No. WQ-WVR-80-22 
MARICH COUHTY 

HJ 1. The Dep.eirtr.ient of Environ~ntel Quolity (uI':>epartm<?nt'") issued Nntions.1 

:tl PoLluU..nt Dischargo:? Elirninot!orr. Syatern W.1'!..Gte Dischv.rge Permit Number 

,_i;?) 
314fi-J (~Permit~) to City of Silverton, { 0 Reapondent~) 

11 pui:-su!l.nt to Oregon Revised Statut.ea ('"ORS'") 460.7-~0 and the l'ederal 

Nate:. Polh:t.ion Conti:-o! Act. l~n~:ntg 0£ 19"12, P.l.. 92:-500. The 

1.5 ?~rm!t l'.luthorizea the Respondt>!".t to construct, install, modify or 

:le{ oper6te ~natevater treabr>l:nt control ~nd diapoesl facilitien nr.d 

,.,,, 
disch~r9e ~dequately treated w~stewat~rs into waterB of th~ State 

lla in conformance with th~ requir~mento, llroitations end conditions set 

,cl§ lorth ln the Perwlt. The Per=it expiras on January 31, 1983. 

.'YJ' Respondent's per~it is !n effect at all m.nterial tiroes cited herein. 

.tt Condition 1 of Sche<'!ula h of the Permit does not allo-.r Respondent 

12: to exc~ea the following waste discharge limitstions after the Permit 

1J !..1Ja1Jancei date! 

,, 
Ill 

.~S Ill 

:.--6 G /// 
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EXHIBIT 

l 

! 
I 

I 

:I, 

'I 
I 
I 

' J 

~ 
! 
ii 
11 

I· 
j 

1 

2 

3 

' 
5 

' 
7 

6 

' 
10 

ll 

ll 

n 

1' 

15 

16 

17 

lG 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Averv.ge Effluent Monthly 
Effluent Loadings 

Weekly Daily 
Concentri!ltionn 11.vf!rage Average Max lmurn 

Pcnthly Weekly k9/d1!ty kg/day 
{lb/6!!y) (lb/Clay) 

Fartimeter 
6/1 - 10/311 

BOD 20 mg/l JO rng/l 53 kg/day 80 kg/day 100 kg 
117 lb/day 175 lb/day 225 lb 

TSS 20 ,;;;g/l 10 mg/1 53 kg/dziy so kg/dny 100 ~g 
117 lh/day 175 lb/day 225 lb 

11/l - 5/31: 

J. 

'. 

Ill 

/II 

Ill 

/// 

Ill 

BOD 30 mg/l .;s mg/l 9 0 kg/6ay 120 kg/day 160 kg 
175 lb/day 263 lb/day 350 lb 

TSS 30 rng/1 45 mg/l ao k.g/i:'iay 120 kg/d.!y 160 kg 
175 lb/d'-'iy 26 3 lb/day 350 lb 

Respondent proposes to con:ply 'With .!iil.l the !'!!-...ave effluent limitations 

of it3 Permit by const~ucting and oper~ting ~ ne~ or modified 

1>1<iStew3te~ tr;o.>itmen.'.:: facility. Respondent has not =mpl<i!te.:l 

conBtruction and has not commenced oper~tion therof. 

Respondent pr~sently ia c~pobl~ of tre~tin9 ito e!fluent so ae to 

meet th~ following effluent li~it~tions, me~sured an specified in 

the P"ennit: 

2.f. /// 

25 /// 

2' /// 
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~ver~ge E[fluent 
Conceritrostions 

Monthly Weekly 

Ycnthly 
Average 
kg/day 
(lb/day) 

Bffluent Loadings 
Weekly 
J\ver.!lge 
kg/day 
(lb/dilly) 

Dally 
!-<...'!.Jtimul'!I 

Piu:araeter 
5/1 - 10/31! 

BOD 30 mg/l 45 r.:g:/l 

'tSS 30 rng/l 45 ;:rg/l 

80 kg/day 
175 lb/Ollly 

BO ki:;/day 
175 lb/day 

120 1t:;g/d1.1y 
263 lb/di!y 

120 !;;g/day 
263 lb/day 

150 1:,-g 
350 lb 

}.GO 1';.g 
350 L':.> 

1/1 - 5/31~ 
aoo 30 rng/l ..1;5 ;r.g/l 10:0 i:;g/day 

220 lb/day 
150 ~g/da:c-· 
330 lb/day 

20() kg 
440 lb 

s. 

TSS 30 mg/l 45 l!>g/l lOU 1-;g/Cllly 
22U lb/<.'lay 

150 kg/day 
330 lb/day 

200 kg 
440 lb 

The Deparb~ent ~nd Respondent recogni~e ~nd n~it that: 

'· Until the propos~d ne~ or modified waute wate~ trea~~nt facili~I 

ie co:r,plet:ed and put into full ~i:uticn, P.esf>Cmdent '11111 vlol.!llt-u 

th~ effluent li~itetione aet forth in Paragreph 2 ~bove, tha 

v~~t rM;jority. !l not all 8 of th~ timv t~~t nny ef(l~~nt ia 

di~ch5[ged. In addition, Respondent ha8 bypas~ed and vill 

continue to bypass untrestea waste to Silver Creek, in violation 

of General Condition G4c of Respondent•g Permit. 

b. ~spondant h~n com::i'litted violations of its previous NPDZS PerQit, 

Ho. 1723-J, and rel&t(l'd atatute3 l'lnd regulations. Thocre 

vlolaticna have been d!eclos~d in Respondent's ~8ste diach~rge 

monitoring reports to the Department coveri019 the perioCl from 

October 19 1 1975~ th~ough the date ~hlch the order belo~ ls 

issued by the environ::iental Quall.t~· Co=i!!sion. 

16~ Ill 

P~e 3 - STIPULATION Mm FINAL ORDER {GW0022. N) 

1 6. 'rhe D-~ps.t:trnent and Reapcndent also ::;ncogni:-:e that the Environmentol 

2 Qu&lity Ccffimiesion has the power to impose a civil PE'nalty and to 

issue an abatement order foi:: any euch viol~tion. ThcCefore, pursuant 

' to ORS 163.415(~) 1 the Department and ResponOent ~ish to resolve those 

5 violations in Advance by stipulated final oi::di=r requiring ce.::tain 

' action, and waiving cert~in legal rights to notices, ans~ers, hearings 

7 &.nd juOlcio.l review OC\ these roattcrs. 

' 1. Th~ Depnrb'llent and kspond~nt intend to li~it the •,dolztlons which 

' this atipulated final order vill aettl~ to ell those violations 

10 specified in Paragraph 5 ~bove, occurrin9 through (al the date th~t 

11 compliance wlth all effluent li~it~tiona is required, as specified 

12 in p~ragruph A(l) belov, or (0) the dat~ u~n which the Permit is 

13 pi::esently achedul®:d to -i:!:t.pi[e, b!'hichc'<'in· first occui::s: 

. 
i: 

14. s. This stipulated finill ord'<!r i:a not inten&ed to settle any violation 

l 15 of any effluent li:::itatione cet forth in Pera.graph 4 nbo-.·e. 

I 
f 

16 

n 

F\Jrthormorm, thin Gtlpulated finl'll ord6r l• not intend~d to li~it, 

in any way~ the Department'& right to proce~d sgainst Respondent in 

i ,. 

10 

19 

,11ny forwa for any past or future violl'ltion not ei::preasly settled 

hei-ein. 

20 NOW TRE:RE?ORE, it iB stipulsted and !'!greed that1 

21 A. Th<:! Environ;i,,ental Oullllity Comrnmisaion shall issue a flnal ocdei::: 

22 (ll Requir!ng Respondent to comply with the foll°"1"ing schcdulei 

23 (a} Complete Step Il d~~ign vork and submit St~p III grant 

" application by August l, 1980. 

25 {b} Eliminate all kncnotn roof drain connections to the 

" sanitary sewec, :nd identity and eli~1note all direct 
'iii 
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·' .· 

! ~erci~l bnd ~~stio sewage dlacharges into silv@r 

,- Creek by Oct0ber l, 1980. Submit a report outlining 

, the work don~ end renult.5 of the city'~ octivitiea 

' in these ~reaa by November 1, 1960. 

-:;-5 (c) Aw~rd congtruction contracts for STP modi!icatioos 

-~ ond se~erage con&t~uction and rehabilitation hy 

7 April 1, 19Sl~ 

{di Complete construction of i;.:orvic~ llr~~ an<'i intecceptors 

in tJ1e Ncnoay ht;altb hazard ann~x~tion l!lrea, and 

" connect all occupied dw6lllngo to the sanitary s~wer 

i;. by October 1, lSBl. 

12 (~) Compl~te construction of all STP i.oproveroentg nnd 

13 sewerage system rehabili~tion by October l, 1902. 

l5 

16 

17 

lB 

19 

20 

21 
22 

23 

2' 

25 

25 

• 

(f} Deno;m.1Jt1:.""st.0 cc:o.plian.::e td.th cooOiticc l of Schedul<? 

A by February l, 1933. 

(2) Requiring ReGpondont to;;i nieet the in!:erlm effl•Jcnt 

li~itations Bet forth in Paragraph 4 above until the date 

set in the ~chedule in Paragraph A{l} above for achieving 

complignce wltli tJ10 f!!lal effluent lim!tat!cna. 

(3) Requit·ing Respondent to ccmply with .!!ll the tei:-rns, ach~dules 

and conditions of the P~r~tt, except those ::iodifi~O by 

Par~gr~phs A{l) an~ (2) abov~. 

{.S) Requiring Reepondent to clearly post ~11 ai::ean of SilvEn: 

Creek., inside Silverton city 1!11;lts ehO'l>m to violate 

bacterlologic~l water quality nt:t.ndarda, with aigna which 

varn that the cr.ae!;; i.a =tam.in.e.tc-d with untreated sewnge. 

Page5 - STIPIJLATION 1'.ND FINAL ORDl!R (G1«i022.N) 

l (Si Re-guiring Respondent to ma~e ~very [ea~onable effort to 

2 ~inirnize the vol~~ of untre~ted sewage th~t in bypassed to 

' Silver Creek. 

' E 0 Regacding lhe violations set forth in P~ragr~ph 5 above, which 

5 are e~preasly settled herelnr the parties hereby waive any ~nd 

6 ,,_11 of their rights to any nnd all noticosr hearir.gg, judicial 

7 revie~, and to service of n copy o~ the final or6er herein. 

• C. Respon<lent ~cknowledg.:<s that it has actua;l notice of the contents 

' and require~ents of this 6tipulated sn<l final order end that 

10 f~ilure to fulfill any of the require~ents hereof would constitute 

11 a violation of thia stipulated final order. Therefore, should 

12 Fenpondent c:ommit any violation of this stipulated order, 

lJ Respondent hereby wal\•ea any tights it .might have t.o any end all 

i.;; ORS 468.125{1~ aavence noticee prior to the a~seasrnent of civil 

15 penalti~s for any and ~11 such viol~tion~~ Bo~evec, Respondent 

16 does not 1'.!aive ita rights to any e;nd all ORS ~68.135{1) notice1> 

17 of assessment o! civil penalty for any and all violations of this 

1• stipulated final order. 

19 DEP.'>JITMErrr OF' RNVIRO!\%.-m'At. QUALIIT 

20 

21 
Bytq~~~· 

Dl'lte WILLIAM ...... ._.u,.._, 

Director 
22 

2' RESPONDENT 

2' 

April 7, 1980 By 
25 Date 

26 
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FINAL ORDER 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMHISSION 

By~ lSis:~ '""' WILlAMH: YOUNG~ Directer 
Department o[ Environmental ou~lity 
Fi;rsue.nl: to OAR 340-11-136(1) 

P1'19s 7 - STIP1.H:..ATION MID FINAI. ORDER (GW0022. N} 

~-· -" 

r-
1 
if 

I 

"' 



2 
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4 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, 
OF 1'HE STATE OF' OREGON, 

Department, 

Siate of Oregon 
DEPARTMCHT er- ENVlllONii1ENTAL QUf\UT'l 

1oJ [1t @ IT! n w ~ f])l 
lJl1 NOV 0 81982 IJ!) 

SOUTHWEST HEGION OFfJCE 
5 

v. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ADDENDUM TO STIPULATION 
AND FINAL ORDER 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

NO. WQ-SWH-78-161 

BEAR CREEK VALLEY SANITARY AUTHORITY, 

Respondent. 

WHEREAS: 

11 1. Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SWR-78-161 (hereinafter 

12 referred to as "Order") was approved by the Environmental. Quality 

13 Commission ("Commission") on December 15, 197 8 and signed by the Director 

14 of tne Department of Environmental Quality ("Department") on behalf of the 

15 Commission on June 15, 1979. 

16 2. The Order required Bear Greek Valley Sanitary Authority 

17 ("Respondent") to complete construction, cqnnect to the regional treatment 

18 plant, and elimJ.nate lagoon discharge within eighteen ( 18) months of' 

19 Step III grant offer, 

20 3. Department iuade a Step III grant offer to Respondent on or about 

21 August 28, 1980. 

22 ii. Respondent has not been able to comply with the schedule of the 

23 Order for reasons set forth in Respondent's letters to the Department dated 

24 August 20, 1982 and October 5, 1982, attached hereto as Exhibits 1 and 2 

25 respectively. 

26 5. Respondent, through Exhibits 1 and 2, has requested an extension 

Page1 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER 
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of time to comply with the Order, and has acted in good fai tl1 in trying to 

2 comply with the Order. 

3 NOW THEREFORE, it is stipulated and agreed that the Commission amend 

4 the schedule of the Order by deleting the existing language of items (b) 

5 and ( c) of Paragraph A ( 1) and substituting the following: 

6 (b) Complete rehabHitation of the White City sewage collection 

7 system on or before July 31, 1983. 

8 (c) Connect to the City of Medford regional sewage treatment plant 

9 and eliminate the discharge from the White City lagoon on or befo1'e 

10 December 31, 1983. 

11 

12 

13 
Date 

111 

15 

16 

17 November 3 ,_J 982 
Date 

18 

19 lfovember 3, 1982 -----
Date 

20 

21 

22 IT IS SO ORDERED: 

23 

24 
Date 

25 

26 

Page 2 - STIPULATION AND FINAL ORDER 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRON~ffiNTAL QUALITY 

By 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG 
Director 

RESPONDENT 
BEA~:REJ;:tVALLEY SANITARY AUTHORITY 

. By .-.-;? .. J-/ , , t' · -
Vice-Chairman 

Board of Directors 

Countersigned by cv~ O. ffiU)L_,,,./ 
~~ o. ~~-· 
Manager 

FINAL ORDER 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

By 
WILLIAM H. YOUNG, Director 
Department of Envir'onmental Quality 
Pursuant to OAR 340-11-136(1) 

GB1433 
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EXHIBIT 1 

BEAR CIRE!EK VALLE'( SANITARY AliTHORIT'\i' 
!"HON!': (503) 779-4144 39~5 sou·ru PACIFIC HWY. It MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 

August 20, 1982 

Mr. William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Mr. Young: 

The purpose of this letter is to give you a status report on the 
rehabilitation of'the White City sewage. collection system and to 
inform you of our inability to comply with certain provisions of 
Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SWR-78-161, copy attached. 
(Attachment A.) 

A status report of the rehabilitation in bar graph form is attached. 
(Attachment B .. ) We expect to complete all elements with the pos-

· sible exception of the chemical sealing/g-routing by the end of 
this calendar year. Weather is obviously a factor and the past 
winter was definitely not favorable to the project. We are, how­
ever, making every effort to complete the project by December 1982. 

The Final Order referred to in the first paragraph required com­
pletion of construction within eighteen months of the Step III 
grant offer.and connection of the collection system to the regional 
treatment plant and elimination of the lagoon discharge within the 
same time period. With the grant offer date of September 1980, it 
is obvious that we did not complete the rehabilitation and connec­
tion within the eighteen month period. For your information, the 
EPA did extend the completion date to December 1982. 

By this letter, we are requesting that the Final Order be amended 
to extend the rehabilitation completion and connection date to 
June 1983 for the following reasons: 

l. Equipment problems were caused by a change of grouting 
material mandated by the EPA. We bought new equipment with EPA 
approval but because of mechanical problems, the equipment was 
not operational until August 1981. 

2. As mentioned previously, the heavy rainfall during the 
past winter caused problems. Obviously, you cannot grout pipe 
joints under water. 

3. City of Medford officials have not cooperated in arrange­
ments leading to the connection of the White City collection system 
to the regional treatment plant. A letter from the Medford Mayor 



Mr. William H. Young 
August 20, 1982 
Page 'rwo 

was received in November 1981 (Attachment C), responded to in 
January 1982 (Attachment D), followed-up in July 1982 (Attach­
ment E), responded to in a fairly wierd manner on August 2, 1982 
(Attachment F) , and we appear to be no closer to a meeting now 
than we were in 1981. We must.decide on the system connection 
method before the connection can be designed and constructed. 

4. City of Medford officials are insisting that the success 
of the rehabilitation of the White City system be determined be­
fore they will allow the connection. Please note Paragraphs 7.a. 
and 7.b. of Attachment C attached. Exhibit "A" to Attachment C 
specifies a much more elaborate plant tie-in requirement than was 
originally planned. We will discuss the tie-in and the financial 
arr2rngements as to who will pay for the tie-in requirements when 
and if the meeting referred to in paragraph 3 above :Ls arranged 
with City of Medford officials. 

We request that you consider the reasons given and that the time 
extension be reconunended to the Commission for approval. We also 
request that the project completion date of June 1983 be recom­
mended to the EPA,. \'le believe the reasons given are valid and 
trust that you will also. 

ROM: gj 

Attachments 



EXHIBIT 2 

BEAR CREEK VALLEY SANITARY AUTHOROTY 
f'HOME (503) 779~4144 3915 SOUTH PACIFIC HWY, o MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 

October 5, 1982 

State of Oregon 
DEPf1RTMLl1T Cf Ef'll/IF.OiHvlENTAL QUALITY 

Department of Environmental 
Quality 

fo)l lli@ lli u w ~~ 
Ul) OCT 6 '!Uh/ U!.J 

201 West Main St. 
Medford, OR 97501 

I 
SOUTHWEST REG.ION OFFICE 

Attention: Mr. Gary Grimes 

Dear Mr. Grimes: 

As you are aware, the White City Sanitary District 
lagoon system is being operated under the requirements ,,of 
Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-SWR-78-161. The Order, 
among other things, required the lagoons be connected to 
the Medford Regional Plant, the outfall pipe to the Rogue 
River sealed, and the White City Collection system rehabili­
tated by March, 1982. 

By letter of August 20, 1982, the DEQ was informed of 
our inability to meet the March, 1982, date. In the letter 
we requested an extension to June, 1983. In light of the 
continuing delays in finalizing tie-in conditions with City 
of Medford officials, we are requesting the date for completing 
the system rehabilitation and tie-in be extended to December, 
1983, instead of the June date. 

If you have comment or questions on the preceding, please 
call. 

ROM/gs 

Yours very truly, 

BEAR C EEK VALLEY SANITARY AUTHORITY 

;: ti4!a4~~ o. 4F· ,.../ 
R' hard O. Miller 
Manager 



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

VICTOR ATIYEH 
OOV~l'INOFI 

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

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. K, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Request for Rehearing and Reconsideration in the 
Dale Moore Variance Denial Appeal 

Background and Problem Statement 

At its October 15, 1982 meeting, the Commission affirmed the variance 
officer's decision to deny a requested variance from on-site sewage 
disposal rules by Dale Moore for property located in Tillamook 
County. Mr. Moore, the applicant, has petitioned the Commission 
to reconsider its denial. Specifically, the applicant asks the 
Commission to refer the matter back to the variance officer with 
instructions to: 

1. Articulate his technical concerns over the proposed design, and 

2. Give the applicant an opportunity to attempt to satisfy the 
reservations of the variance officer. The applicant does not suggest 
that the Commission "second guess" the technical decision of the 
variance officer. 

Department opposes the applicant's request and asks that the Commission 
let stand its prior decision. 

Evaluation 

OAR 454.657(1) provides: 

Variance; conditions; hearing. 

(1) After hearing the Environmental Quality Commission may 
grant to applicants for permits required under ORS 454.655 
specific variances from the particular requirements of 
any rule or standard pertaining to subsurface sewage 
disposal systems for such period of time and upon such 
conditions as it may consider necessary to protect the 
public health and welfare and to protect the waters of 
the state, as defined in ORS 468.700. The (c)ommission 
shall grant such specific variance only when after hearing 
it finds that strict compliance with the rule or standard 
is inappropriate for cause or because special physical 
conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, 
burdensome or impractical. 



EQC Agenda Item No. 
January 14, 1983 
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ORS.454.660 provides that the Commission shall delegate the power to grant 
variances to specially trained variance officers. The statute further 
provides that decisions of the variance officers to grant variances may 
be appealed to the Environmental Quality Commission. There is no statutory 
requirement that the agency provide a mode of appeal for decisions to deny 
variances. However, the Commission has established a practice supportea-­
by rule, OAR 340-71-440, of reviewing variance officers' denials of 
requested variances. 

Department's counsel advises that the variance review process is not a 
contested case as defined by ORS 183.310(2) (a). Consequently, neither 
the variance officer nor the Commission is required to provide a hearing 
with the formality of procedure attendant to contested cases. If an 
applicant is dissatisfied with a decision rendered by the agency either 
through its variance officer or the Commission, the applicant has a right 
of review in the circuit court. ORS 183.484. 

The overall issue of the proper mode and procedure in evaluating variance 
requests is currently the subject of staff analysis and may result in 
recommendations for changes to the current process. When it is completed, 
a summary of the analysis will be presented to the Commission for its 
consideration. However, the current system appears to have been applied 
appropriately and staff review does not suggest that further examination 
of the site or alternative system deployment or development will result 
in a changed recommendation. 

Summation 

Reconsideration is not a necessary part of the Commission's review process. 
Site limitations suggest that further staff review will not result in a 
changed recommendation. Staff is satisfied that the action of the agency 
will withstand court scrutiny. The established vehicle for review of the 
Commission's October 15, 1982 action is the circuit court. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission not accept this matter for rehearing or reconsideration. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: (2) 
December 3, 1982 Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration 
October 15, 1982 Staff Report 

Linda K. zucker:h 
229-5383 
December 27, 1982 
HH723 
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December 3, 1982 

(DUSEl'</BERY, MARTIN, BISCHOFF & TEMPLETON) 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

2908 FIRST INTERSTATE TOWER 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

TELF.X:"DUSLAWERIC PTL"'36-0S37 

TELEPHONE (503) 224-3113 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

P. 0, BOX 583 

'I 
1982 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Of the State of Oregon 
c/o William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 

State ot Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAl.ITY 

Portland, OR 97207 

RE: Request for Rehearing or Reconsideration of 
subsurface variance denial 

Dear Mr. Young: 

[ffi ~ fIB ffi U WJ ~ [ID 
OEC 6 1982 

This office has been retained to represent Mr. Dale Moore. 
On October 15, 1982, the Commission denied his request for a 
variance. The only ground stated for their denial was that the 
hearings officer did not think Mr. Moore's proposed sewage dis­
posal system would work. 

Mr. Moore has been using the services of a professional 
consultant, Mr. Steven Wilson. They are convinced that, if 
either the Commission or the hearings officer can identify spe­
cific objections to a current proposal, Mr. Wilson will be 
able to satisfy such objections and furnish the system that 
will pose no greater risk to public health and safety than a 
standard system. 

As matters presently stand, however, Mr. Moore is deprived 
of the beneficial use of his property without ever having the 
opportunity to meet the Commission's objections to the proposed 
development. It is one thing to make findings demonstrating the 
inadequacy of a proposal on health or safety grounds. It is 
quite another to reject a proposal without disclosing a reason 
for doing so. While the Commission should not grant a variance 
without "cause" [OAR 340-71-415 (3) (a)], it has an affirmative 
duty to articulate the criteria which an applicant must meet to 
establish good cause for issuance of a variance. See, §.Prins:.:: 
field Education Association vs. Springfield School District No. 
19,·290 Or 217, P.2d (1980). In this case, Mr. Moore 
had been unable to ascertain what criteria will be used in 
evaluating any proposal for a system on his property. 

We are considering the option of pursuing a formal appeal 
based upon the Commission's failure either to make findings of 
fact or conclusions of law. Obviously, however, an informal 



MARTIN, BISCHOFF, TEMPLETON, BIGGS & ERICSSON 

resolution of this matter would be less costly and time con­
suming for all concerned, and would permit the agency as well 
as Mr. Moore to concentrate their efforts on the merits of 
a substantive proposal, rather than over the procedural as­
pects of the Commission's work. 

Therefore, Mr. Moore respectfully petitions the Com­
mission to reconsider its October 15, 1982, denial, pursuant 
to ORS 183.482(1) and 183.484(1). Inasmuch as your rules do 
not prescribe a format for such a petition, please let me 
know immediately if a petition in the form of this letter is 
not sufficient. 

In requesting reconsideration, I do not suggest that 
the Commission should second-guess the decision of its hearings 
officer. Rather, I request the Commission simply to refer the 
matter back to the hearings officer with instructions to: 
1) articulate his technical concerns about the proposed design, 
and 2) give Messrs. Moore and Wilson an opportunity to attempt 
to satisfy those concerns. We feel confident that, given such 
an opportunity, the parties stand an excellent chance of reach­
ing a consensus acceptable to all concerned and which will meet 
the Commission's vital water quality and public health objectives. 

The appeal time for review of the Commission's final order 
runs on December 15, 1982. We believe, proceedurally, that the 
filing of this petition for reconsideration tolls the appeal 
deadline until 60 days after the action is taken on the petition. 
Thereafter, we may obtain review of both the Commission's initial 
decision and its ruling 6n the Petition for Reconsideration. 
Mr. Robert Haskins of Oregon's Department of Justice has indi­
cated that he believes this analysis is correct. If for any 
reason you do not concur, please let us know immediately so that 
a protective notice of appeal can be filed in a timely fashion. 

~~-·---.._ 
Jonathan M. Hoffman 

cc: Dale Moore 
Steven Wilson 
Robert L. Haskins, Assistant Attorney General, 

Department of Justice State of Oregon 



Environmental Quality Co.rnmission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND. OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
QOVEllNOR 

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

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality ColllJlliSsion 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, October 15, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Mr. Dale Moore - Appeal of Subsurface Variance Denial 

Background 

The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment A. 

Mr. Moore owns a 72 foot by 100 foot lot in Tillamook County, identified as 
Tax Lot 3400, in Section 12 DB, Township 5 South, Range 11 West, also known 
as Lot 21, Block 2, Horizon View Hills Subdivision. The lot was evaluated 
for on-site sewage disposal by Mr. James L. Seabrandt, the Supervising 
Sanitarian for Tillamook County, on November 12, 1979. Mr. Seabrandt 
issued a Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation on December 14, 1979, 
with the following conditions: 

1. 180 square feet (90 linear feet) of drainfield per bedroom. 
2. Limited to a 2 bedroom structure. 
3. Use serial system in drainfield. 

On March 2, 1980, the Environmental Quality Commission adopted a temporary 
rule that voided all Certificates of Favorable Site Evaluation issued in 
Tillamook County from January 1, 1974 through December 31, 1979. The 
temporary rule provided that each property owner may request the property 
be re-evaluated without fee. 

Mr. Moore submitted a request for re-evaluation to the Department's North 
Coast Branch Office. Department staff examined the property on two 
separate occasions and determined the lot did not comply with the 
Department's minimum standards for installation of either a standard or 
alternative sewage disposal system. Because of the small lot size and 
setback requirements there was not sufficient area to install a system, 
with room for future replacement. Mr. Moore was notified of the 
re-evaluation denial by letter dated February 17, 1982. 
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An application for a variance from the on-site sewage disposal rules was 
received by the Department, and was assigned to Mr. Sherman Olson, Variance 
Officer. On June 15, 1982, Mr. Olson examined the site and held a public 
information gathering hearing. After closing the hearing, Mr. Olson 
evaluated the information gathered. He found the property to be severely 
limited with respect to development of an on-site sewage disposal system. 
The lot is small, with an escarpment that falls within the western side of 
the property. Effective soil depth varies. The deepest soils are found 
along the eastern portion of the· property, extending an estimated forty 
(40) feet into the property from Horizon View Avenue. Beyond that distance 
the depth to rock becomes very shallow. This lot is also within a drainage 
channel that receives the seasonal runoff from the concave land area 
upgradient to the east. In the past a seasonal stream flowed through the 
lot. The stream is now intercepted in the northeast along the lot line and 
piped along the east and south lot lines to where it discharges. Surface 
erosion has occurred along the south line, indicating that the piping may 
not be able to carry all of the water flow from above. The system proposed 
to overcome the site limitations was composed of a septic tank, dosing tank 
and sand filter, with discharge into a seepage trench disposal field. 
Topsoil fill would need to.be placed as deep as thirty (30) inches in an 
area proposed for future replacement because the natural soil is too 
shallow. Mr. Olson was not convinced that the proposed system could be 
physically installed on the lot, or that the seepage trenches would 
function properly. A failure of this system would likely result in a 
discharge of treated effluent into the intermittent stream channel. Mr. 
Moore was notified of the variance denial by letter dated August 6, 1982 
(Attachment "B"). 

On August 17, 1982, the Department received a letter from Mr. Moore's 
consultant, Mr. Steven Wilson, appealing the variance officer's decision 
(Attachment "C"). Mr. Wilson states the concern about soil fills is with 
respect to the potential settlement and possible disruption of disposal 
trenches installed therein. He feels a two (2) year period after fill 
placement should alleviate this potential hazard. The need to install a 
replacement disposal trench would not likely occur in this short time. The 
Department's On-Site Experimental Program has findings to conclude that 
disposal trenches may last longer when receiving treated effluent from a 
sand filter. Mr. Wilson feels a twenty five (25) foot setback from the 
escarpment is reasonable because drainage from the disposal field would not 
be towards the escarpment. Also, the sand filter unit performs primary 
effluent treatment with intermittent dosing, thus it is unlikely to be a 
nuisance or threat to public health. The fifty (50) foot setback from the 
seasonal drai!laj?;e is also unreasonable from the standpoint of public 
health or nuisance concerns. Drainage flows through a buried pipe. DEQ 
experimental studies indicate that a ten (10) foot horizontal setback was 
adequate to prevent movement of septic tank effluent constituents into 
perforated drain tile. A sand filter unit removes a high percentage of 
constituents before discharge into the disposal field. Since the drainage 
piping is non-perforated, the potential for contamination of the drainage 
waste is very remote. Mr. Wilson believes that by using seepage trenches, 
the linear footage requirement for the initial system is sixty seven (67) 
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feet, plus an equal amount for the future replacement. A total of one 
hundred forty (140) linear feet of trench were staked out on the property 
and shown on a scaled plan (Exhibit "D"). 

Eyaluation 

Pursuant to ORS 454.660, decisions of the variance officer may be appealed 
to the Environmental Quality Commission. Such an appeal was made. The 
Commission must determine if strict compliance with the rules or standards 
is inappropriate for cause, or that special physical conditions render 
strict compliance to be unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical. 

After evaluating the site and after holding a public information gathering 
hearing to gather testimony relevant to the requested variance, Mr. Olson 
was not convinced that the property was large enough to~install a 
functional system, or that the proposed system would function 
satisfactorily even if it could be installed. He was unable to make a 
favorable finding. 

Summation 

1. The pertinent legal authorities are summarized in Attachment "A". 

2. On November 12, 1979, Mr. James Seabrandt evaluated Mr. Moore's 
property to determine if an on-site system could be installed. 
Mr. Seabrandt issued a Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation, 
subject to three (3) conditions. 

3. The Environmental Quality Commission adopted a temporary rule on 
March 21, 1980, that voided all Certificates of Favorable Site 
Evaluation issued in Tillamook County from January 1, 1974 
through December 31, 1979. 

4. The property was re-evaluated by Department staff on two (2) 
occasions. It was determined the property did not meet the 
Department's minimum standards to install an on-site system. 

5. Mr. Moore submitted a variance application to the Department. It 
was assigned to Mr. Olson. 

6. Mr. Olson examined the property and conducted an information 
gathering hearing. After closing the hearing Mr. Olson reviewed 
and evaluated the variance record. He found the testimony 
provided did not support a favorable decision, and therefore 
denied the variance request. 

7. Mr. Moore filed for appeal of the variance denial. 
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Pirectors Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission adopt the findings of the variance officer as the Commission's 
findings and uphold the decision to deny the variance. 

Attachments: ( 4) 

Attachment "A" 
Attachment "B" 
Attachment "C" 
Attachment "D" 

Sherman 0. Olson, Jr. ;g 
229-6443 
September 20 , 1 9 82 

XG1576 

William H. Young 

Pertinent Legal Authorities 
Variance Denial Letter 
Letter of Appeal 
Proposed Plan 



ATTACHMENT "A" 

1. Administrative rules governing subsurface sewage disposal are 
provided for by Statute: ORS 454.625. 

2. The Environmental Quality Commission has been given statutory 
authority to grant variances from the particular requirements of any 
rule or standard pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal systems 
if after hearing, it finds that strict compliance with the rule or 
standard is inappropriate for cause or because special physical 
conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome or 
impractical: ORS 454.657. 

3. The Commission has been given statutory authority to delegate the 
power to grant variances to special variance officers appointed by the 
Director of the Department of Environmental Quality: ORS 454.660. 

4. Mr. Olson was appointed as a variance officer pursuant 
to the Oregon Administrative Rules: OAR 340-71-425. 

5. Decisions of the variance officers to grant variances may be appealed 
to the Commission: ORS 454.660. 

XVAD.1 (6/82) 
XG1576.A 



·-
ATTAC:E-IMENT 11 B11 

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

VICTOR ATIYEH MAIUNG ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAl'ID, OREGON 97207 

.. 

GCVl"'RNOR 

• Mr. Dale H. Moore 
2319 N.W. 88th Street 
Vancouver, WA 98665 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

August 6, 1982 

Re: WQ-SSS-Variance Denial 
T.L. 3400; Sec. 12 DB; 
T. 5 S. ; R. 11 W., W. M. ; 
Jackson County 

This correspondence will serve to verify that your requested.variance hearing, 
as provided for in OAR 340-71-430, was held beginning at approximately 
11:50 a.m. on June 15, 1982, at the proposed site. The property was originally 
evaluated for on-site sewage disposal by Tillamook County staff on November 12, 
1979, A Certificate of Favorable Site Evaluation was issued on December 14, 
1979. The Certificate limited the dwelling t.o two (2) bedrooms. Action by the 
Environmental Quality Commission in March of 1980 caused your Cer.tificate and 
others within Tillamook County to be voided. Subsequently, the property was re­
evaluated by DEQ staff and was found unsuitable for inst.allation of' either a 
standard system or a more complex alternative system. The major limitations 
concerned the small size of the lot and location of an escarpment downslope. 
Insufficient area exists on the property to install a system, with room for a 
full replacement, while maintaining required setbacks from property lines, etc. 

With the assistance of C.E.S., Ltd., you have proposed to overcome the site 
limitations through use of a sand filter-seepage trench system. The seepage 
trenches would have twenty-four (24) inches of gravel depth. A topsoil fill 
(twelve (12) to thirty (30) inches deep) would be placed over that part of the 
proposed replacement area where the existing soil depth is shallow. 

The system you propose would require variance from the following rules: 

1. OAR 340-71-220(2)(a), which requires the soils through the site have 
an effective soil depth that extends at least siX (6) inches below the 
trench bottom. Portions of the· site will not meet this requirement 
with the installation of seepage trenches. 

2. OAR 340-71-220 ( 2) ( e), which prohibits the placement of fill. With the 
placement of up to thirty (30) inches of fill in the future repair 
area, a seepage trench could be installed to meet the requirement of 
OAR 340-71-220(2)(a), while the effective sidewall of the trench would 
be in the fill • 
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3. OAR 340-71-220(2)(i)(Table 1)(5), which requires the soil absorption 
system maintain a fifty (50) foot setback from intermittent streams. 
This property is in a drainage channel that receives the seasonal 
runoff from the lots upgradient. To alleviate this problem, drainage 
piping along the east and south property lines has been installed. It 
appears this drair..age system does not intercept all o_f the seasonal 
flow as surface erosion is apparent along the south property line. 

4. OAR 340-71-220(2)(i)(Table 1)(10), which requires a minimum fifty (50) 
foot setback be maintained between an escarpment and the soil 
absorption system. As proposed, not less than a twenty five (25) foot 
setback would be maintained. Drainage from the absorption system 
would not be toward the escarpment. 

Variance from particular requirements of the rJlles or standards pertaining to 
on-site sewage disposal systems may be granted if a finding can be made that 
strict compliance with the rule or standard is ir..appropriate for cause, or that 
special physical conditions render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome or 
impractical. I am not convinced that the property has sufficient area available 
to install a functional system, or that the proposed system will fUnction 
satisfactorily even if it could be installed. Based upon my review of the 
verbal and written testimony contained in the record, I am unable to make a 
favorable finding. Your variance request is regretfully denied. 

Pursuant to OAR 340-71-440, my decision to deny your variance request may be 
appealed to the Environmental Quality Commission. Requests for appeal must be 
made by letter, stating the grounds for appeal, and addressed to the 
Environmental Quality Commission, in care of Mr. William H. Young, Director, 
Department of Environmental Quality, Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, within 
twenty (20) days of the date of the certified mailing of this letter. 

Please feel free to contact me at 229-6443 if you have questions regarding this 
decision. 

SOO:g 
XG1445 

cc: Steve Wilson 
Tillamook County 
North Coast Branch Office 
Northwest Region Off ice, DEQ 

Sincereiy, 

uo. Q /FV7.(J1 . 
... ~V~-.,, ~~· .i· 

Sherman O. Olson, Jr. J 

Assistant Supervisor 
On-Site Sewage Systems Section 
Water Quality Division 



P. 0. Box 137 •Corbett, Oregon 970"19·0137 
Telephone (503)695·5760 

~ces,LTD. 

Mr. William H. Young 

ATTACHMENT "C 11 

255 E. Queen, Suite A •Albany, Oregon 97321-3393 
Telephone (503)926-7737 

Soil & Waste Management Consultants 

August 16, 1982 

Director, Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 Water Quefit· ·risJcn 

Dept. of F n"iro1 : Q:.:aflty 
Portland, OR 97207 

RE: Variance denial appeal for Mr. Dale H. Moore--T.L. 3400, Sec 12DB­
TSS-RllW, Tillarrcok Co. 

Dear Mr. Young, 

An application for variance approval of an on-site sewage disposal 
system on the alxlve referenced lot was denied pursuant to OAR 340-71-440. 
The decision was based on an opinion that the proposed system wUuld not 
function in a satisfactory manner. This conclusion is not acceptable 
to Mr. Moore and an appeal to the Environmental Quality Commission is 
therefore requested. · 

The proposed on-site sewage disposal syste.~ required a variance 
from the following rules: 

1) OAR 340-71-220(2) (a), requiring an effective soil depth to 
extend at least six inches below the disposal trench bottom. 

2) OAR 340-71-220(2) (e), which requires that the site has not 
been filled or rrodified in a way that WDUld adversely affect 
system function. 

3) OAR 340-71-220(2) (i), requiring disposal fields to be setback 
50 feet from intermittent streams. 

4) OAR 340-71-220(2) (i), which requires a 50 foot setback from 
escarpnents. 

To minimize area requirements for the system, a sand filter followed by 
seepage trenches was proposed. Seepage trenches (OAR 340-71-280) allow 
for greater depth of filter material than standard disposal tenches and 
are cornm::>nly used on older lots of record where area limitations are 
present. Soil characteristics in the proposed initial seepage trench 
locations are adequate for this purpose. Soil effective depth in the 
replacement disposal field is inadequate. For this reason, placerr.ent of 
topsoil fill was recorrmended in the variance proposal. Fill would be 
inspected for quality and depth prior to issuance of a certificate of 
satisfactory completion on the sand filter and initial disposal field. 

O~PARl'MEMT Of ENVIRQM,\!ENTAL QUP.LJ':"'f 

rIB 
~ rf;! re 11 w1 rs illJ ~\0:..St.:·..:l=i 

_:.1 

Water Que1it ·ision 
Oeot. of c ..... i~,. ' Quality 
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Concerns regarding the use of soil fills in a disposal field area 
stem from potential settlement and disruption of disposal or seepage 
trenches. As much as two years should be allowed for natural settlement 
in a soil fill to alleviate this potential hazard. Results of the ex­
tensive e.'qlerimental program for on-site sewage disposal systems con­
ducted by the Oregon DEQ indicate that the life of disposal trenches is 
prolonged where sand filter treatrnent systems are used. For this reason, 
it is unlikely that the filled replacement area wuuld be used before 
natural settlement could take place. With design specifications for 
fill quality and placement and subsequent field inspection, I cannot 
agree with conclusions that this site modification will have an adverse 
affect on the functioning of the system. 

Fill placement as described· addresses the first two rules from which 
variance was requested. The third and fourt."1 rules at issue regard set­
backs from an escarpment and a seasonal drainage way. Setbacks from es­
carµnents are intended to prevent downslope migration and surfacing of 
sewage effluent. In this case, as noted in the variance denial letter, 
drainage from the disposal field would not flow in the direction- of the 
escarpment. Further, since the proposed system utilizes a sand filter 
unit to obtain primary effluent treatment with intennittent dosing, down­
slope rrovement or surfacing of effluent which would create a nuisance or 
threat to public health is unlikely. For these reasons, a 25 foot setback 
appears justified. As staked out on the lot for the variance hearing, 
the initial disposal field would be at least 40 feet from the escarµnent. 

Similarly, a 50 foot setback from the seasonal drainage way is un­
reasonable from the standpoint of public health or nuisance concerns. As 
noted in the denial letter, drainage flows through a buried, sealed pipe 
along the south boundary line. Although minor evidence of surface erosion 
was noted near the lower end of the line, this was likely caused by brief 
periods of intensive rainfall. An "intermittent stream" (OAR 340-71-100 
(50)) flows continuously for a period of greater than two rronths in a given 
year. No evidence of surface water was noted in the Februaxy 10, 1981, 
re-evaluation by a DEQ representative. 

Studies conducted under the DEQ experimental program (unpublished 
report) indicated that a 10 foot horizontal setback was adequate to pre­
vent movement of septic tank effluent constitutents into perforated drain 
tile. Again, the proposed system includes a sand filter pre-treatment 
unit which removes a high percentage of constituents such as BOD, N0 3 -N, 
and fecal organisms before discharge into the disposal field. Since the 
drainage piping in this case is nonperforated, the potential for contamin­
ation of drainage water is very rerrote. 

Using a seepage trench disposal field as proposed, the lineal footage 
requirement is 67 feet for the initial system plus 67 feet for future re­
placement. A total of 140 lineal feet of seepage trench were staked out 
on the property and shown on a scaled plot plan suhnitted with the vari­
ance application. Fifty lineal feet were laid out in the proposed fill 
area. Based on the above, the property does, indeed, have sufficient 
area to install a functional system. · 
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The purpcse of the Oregon on-site sewage disi:osal rules is to main­
tain the quality of public waters and to protect public health. Although 
the rules provide valuable guidance for the dete:rrnination of site feasi­
bility, the standards are not essential for their intended purpcse in all 
cases. The system proi:osed for Mr. Moore's lot addresses all lllnitations 
cited in previous denial letters. Please assist him in resolving this 
matter by scheduling his appeal on the ECC agenda as scan as i:ossible. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Steven A. Wilson, C.P.S.S. 

cc: Dale Moore 

I 
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DE0-46 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
(lOVHINOR 

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. L 1 January 1~, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Information Report: Progress on Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Methods and Procedures 

The Sixty-fi.rst Legislative Assembly (regular session 1981) directed the 
Environmental Quality Commission to adopt hazardous waste disposal rules 
that "shall provide for the highest and best practical disposal of the 
hazardous wastes in a manner that will minimize: 

(a) The possibility of a dangerous uncontrolled reaction, the release 
of leachate, noxious gases and odors, fire, explosion or the 
discharge of hazardous wastes; and 

(b) The amount of land used for burial of hazardous wastes." 

The Department was directed to investigate and analyze in detail the 
disposal methods and procedures required to be adopted by rule and report 
to the Sixty-second Legislative Assembly (regular session 1983) on its 
progress. 

Evaluation 

Attached for your review and comment is the report intended for submission 
to the Legislature. The report is in two parts: ( 1) An "Introduction" by 
the staff and a generalized background document prepared by Resources 
Technology Corporation. The staff report attempts to lay out the very 
deliberate and methodical program undertaken to date. The report describes 
how Oregon's program must be consistent and compatible with federal and 
other states• programs. Lastly, the report identifies a rulemaking process 
expected to culminate in early 1984 with the establishment of requirements 
to insure the program continues to be a model program while at the same 
time achieving national objectives being promulgated by EPA. 

The existing program has both public support and is being used by the 
regulated community. With the modifications being planned for early 1984, 
Oregon's program should continue to be a model program. 
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Recommendations 

Based upon the Evaluation and Conclusion, it is recommended that the 
Commission concur with the Director's decision to submit the attached 
report to the Sixty-second Legislative Assembly. 

Richard P. Reiter: b 
229-6434 
December 17, 1982 
ZB1642 

William H. Young 



PROGRESS REPORT ON 

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

January, 1983 

Submitted to Sixty-Second Legislative Assembly 
In Compliance with 

Section 21 - Chapter 709 Oregon Laws 1981 

The Sixty-first Legislative Assembly (regular session 1981) directed the 
Environmental Quality Commission to adopt hazardous waste disposal rules 
that "shall provide for the highest and best practical disposal of the 
hazardous wastes in a manner that will minimize: 

(a) The possibility of a dangerous uncontrolled reaction, the release 
of leachate, noxious gases or odors, fire, explosion or the 
discharge of hazardous wastes; and 

(b) The amount of land used for burial of hazardous waste." 

The Department was directed to investigate and analyze in detail the 
disposal methods and procedures required to be adopted by rule and to 
report to the Sixty-second Legislative Assembly on its progress. This 
report, including an Executive Summary prepared by Resource Technology 
Corporation entitled "Hazardous Waste Management in Oregon - Existing Land 
and Technical Alternatives," is submitted to fulfill this requirement. 

Oregon was one of the first states to recognize the need for a 
comprehensive regulatory program involving the generation, transportation 
and storage, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste. Given the impetus 
of the inadequate management of some 25,000 - 55 gallon drums of pesticide 
manufacturing residue on private land about 60 miles north of Lakeview, 
Oregon, the 1971 Legislature directed the EQC to adopt rules to implement 
a hazardous waste management program. 

The Department's first significant action was to issue a report entitled, 
"Hazardous Waste Management Planning - 1972-73" (updated in 1980) which 
defined the scope of the management program needed, identified acceptable 
alternatives, identified the need for a disposal site, and described 
geographical areas in the state suitable for a disposal site. The next 
milestone occurred in early 1976 with the EQC action to license the state's 
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first commercial hazardous waste disposal site near Arlington, Oregon. In 
1979, the Environmental Quality Commission adopted the majority of the 
rules that today form the basis for the Department's comprehensive 
regulatory program. 

In May, 1980, the Environmental Protection Agency adopted the first phase 
of a national hazardous waste management program covering principally waste 
classification and generator and transporter standards. In July 1981, EPA 
determined that Oregon's program was "substantially equivalent" to the 
federal program and authorized it to be operated "in lieu of" the federal 
Phase I program. In January and July, 1982, EPA adopted Phase II 
requirements (primarily relating to the licensing of storage, treatment, 
and disposal facilities) and the Department is currently drafting an 
application to have our licensing program authorized. We are also in the 
process of revising our hazardous waste administrative rules to have, by 
January 1985, a program that is fully consistent with and equivalent to the 
federal program. 

As with the regulatory program, the disposal and operating practices at the 
Arlington Disposal Site have evolved with time. Originally the site 
managed wastes through lined evaporation ponds for aqueous based acids and 
caustics and land disposal trenches for most other wastes. In 1979, 
storage buildings were constructed for the temporary storage of those 
liquid polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB's) required by federal rules to be 
incinerated (Liquid PCB's are currently shipped to an EPA authorized 
incinerator near Houston, Texas). Also in that year, a landfarm was 
approved for the biological degradation of certain oil and petroleum based 
materials. In 1981, equipment was approved for the stabilization with 
soil, or other absorbent material, of certain organic liquids prior to land 
disposal. In 1982, a series of lined ponds were approved for treatment of 
water reactive wastes. 

In the Department's opinion, the management practices in place today 
provide the highest and best practicable control over dangerous 
uncontrolled reactions, noxious odors, fire, explosion and the accidental 
discharge of hazardous waste. Except for some early odor problems, which 
were subsequently corrected, the site has been free of any "acute" 
incidents since it opened in mid-1976. Relative to the release of leachate 
or noxious gases, the management practices are keyed to a site selected to 
minimize external forces such as direct precipitation and shallow ground 
water. Further, the management practices have evolved to the point where 
bulk liquids were not placed in unlined trenches after 1981 and most 
containerized liquids will be stabilized, prior to landfilling, beginning 
in 1983. The current practices are still judged transitional, however, in 
that highest and best practical treatment would require alternate 
technologies such as chemical treatment or incineration. An implementation 
schedule for alternative technologies will be discussed later in this 
report. 

Unlike municipal solid waste, water pollution control, or air pollution 
control which usually lend themselves to local solutions, hazardous wastes 
have historically been managed on a regional basis. Based on 1981 
generator records, we are aware of Oregon wastes being treated or disposed 
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of in the states of Washington, Idaho, Nevada, California and Texas. 
Conversely wastes come into Oregon for treatment and disposal from states 
such as Washington, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Hawaii, Alaska and the 
Canadian provinces of British Columbia and Alberta. Several factors cause 
this regional movement to occur: 

1. Because of very strict siting standards, generally adverse public 
reaction to new hazardous waste management facilities and 
exceptionally high capital costs ($3,300,000 have been expended 
through July, 1982 to develop the Arlington disposal site), few 
hazardous waste disposal sites have been licensed west of the 
Mississippi River (sites currently exist in Oregon, Idaho, Utah, 
Nevada, and California). Siting is underway in Colorado, 
Arizona, Alberta, and British Columbia. 

2. The amount of hazardous waste is only a small fraction of the 
total solid waste stream (Using information from the Department's 
1981 annual report, approximately 1.1% of all solid waste 
disposed of in Oregon meets the Department's definition of 
hazardous waste). For companies to remain economically viable 
and afford the high capital and operating costs, most hazardous 
waste disposal sites (with the possible exception of those in 
California) must look to markets larger than most western states 
by themselves can provide. Our discussions with other states, 
and site operators, indicated that some western sites may draw 
from a market that includes areas east of the Mississippi River. 

3, Most hazardous wastes move from the site of generation to the 
site of treatment or disposal by truck. In the absence of 
authorized facilities, wastes may be indiscriminately dumped in 
remote, rural areas as is being experienced by some of the less 
populated eastern states such as, Maine, Vermont, and New 
Hampshire. 

4. Certain state or federal rules may limit the treatment or 
disposal options for certain toxic or hazardous wastes such as 
the federal rules for liquid PCB's which require incineration. 
To date only two commercial incinerators have passed the tough 
federal standards and those incinerators are located in Texas and 
Arkansas. 

5, Most proven technologies that are considered preferred 
alternatives to land disposal are more costly to construct and 
operate than is a land disposal site. For reasons similar to 
those cited above, most states will not have located within their 
boundaries facilities capable of providing all the preferred 
technologies for all the waste streams identified. 

Nevertheless, there appears to be growing public, administrative and/or 
legislative support for prohibiting the land disposal option for certain 
specific hazardous wastes, most notably, liquid wastes. In this form, 
wastes are most mobile and pose the greatest threat of migration into 
groundwater and nearby surface water. 
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The first step in this direction was taken by EPA, when, in 1981, they 
banned the disposal of free liquids in most landfills subject to federal 
jurisdiction (states which, unlike Oregon, do not have RCRA Phase I Interim 
Authorization). That rule required stabilizing liquid wastes prior to 
disposal, a process usually involving mixing it with an absorbent, (such as 
soil) with the intention of minimizing its potential to migrate. 

As mentioned earlier, however, there is a growing awareness that waste 
stabilization is only a transitional measure, and that the possibility 
exists that waste absorbed in soil could somehow migrate over a very long 
period of time. 

With this and similar concerns, certain states, notably California and 
Illinois, are considering landfill management options even more stringent 
than those required by federal law. Not incidentally, these are states 
with large populations and industrial bases where the conflicts between 
alternative land uses are most acute. 

In 1981, Gov. Brown of California issued an Executive Order to phase out 
the land disposal of certain toxic wastes. Cyanides, solutions of toxic 
metals and inorganics, strong acids, and PCBs are to be banned in 1983; 
certain halogenated and toxic organic liquids in 1984; and lastly, most 
other halogenated and toxic organics in 1985. 

Illinois is taking a similar approach. In 1983, Gov. Thompson is proposing 
to introduce in the General Assembly a total ban on the landfilling of 
liquids containing halogenated and non-halogenated organics, toxic heavy 
metals, corrosives (including both acids and bases), and reactives 
(including cyanides and sulfides). 

The Department has been closely monitoring this activity as part of its 
current rule writing effort. As such, it seems appropriate that this 
process, with its opportunity for public input, be the vehicle for 
addressing the questions associated with land disposal. We expect to bring 
specific proposals to the public for comment in early summer, 1983 along 
with our rules on waste classification. This issue would also be 
considered during public hearings on our revised rules in early 1984. We 
expect to be in front of the EQC for adoption of revised hazardous waste 
rules in April, 1984. 

While the majority of this report has dealt with the progress Oregon has 
made or will make, to legislatively and administratively require certain 
hazardous waste management practices, the other side of the coin is to 
consider certain incentives that may encourage the rapid development of 
preferred alternatives. One obvious incentive is the Tax Credit Program 
that has been used successfully to attain water and air pollution control. 
At this time, the only hazardous waste projects that are eligible for tax 
credits are those that recover energy or a usable material. We have 
proposed an amendment to the tax credit law which would assure eligibility 
to those hazardous waste projects erected, constructed or installed after 
January 1, 1983 that treat. substantially reduce. or eliminate hazardous 
waste irrespective of whether or not energy or a usable product is 
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produced. The other incentive indirectly referred to earlier was the 
regional market concept for hazardous waste management facilities, Any 
arbitrary restrictions on a company's ability to market their alternative 
technology to an area large enough to justify the capital and operating 
costs will act as a disincentive to those alternate technologies being 
construoted. Likewise any arbitrary siting standards applied to hazardous 
waste management facilities will serve as a disincentive to moving forward 
with the planning and construction of collection and treatment facilities. 

In summary, the existing rules of the EQC have allowed Oregon to implement 
one of the nation's most comprehensive hazardous waste management programs. 
To date, that program has had public and regulated community support. To 
date, incidents of mismanagement of hazardous waste have been miniscule 
because a practical and affordable alternative has been available, 

As public support builds for the implementation of alternative technologies 
for managing certain specific hazardous wastes in ways other than in land 
disposal sites, the EQC is in a position to coordinate new Oregon 
requirements with our neighboring states• programs and with EPA's programs. 
Assuming that the need for the alternative technologies is clearly defined 
and affordable, they should also receive support from the public and the 
regulated community. 
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OVERVIEW 

The State of Oregon has developed a system to identify and register hazardous 
waste generators, and to license transporters plus storage, treatment, and disposal 
operators. The State program is directed by the Environmental Quality 
Commission and the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). The Oregon 
Environmental Quality Commission has adopted rules and issued orders to establish 
and control: 

o Minimum requirements for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
wastes. 

o Minimum requirements for operation, maintenance, monitoring, supervision, 
and reporting of treatment, collection, or disposal sites, and development of 
site selection criteria and procedures. 

o Procedures for DEQ to conduct public hearings, file reports, submit plans, and 
for the issuance, modification, and revocation of licenses issued under ORS 
459.410 and 459.690. 

o Classification/declassification of hazardous wastes. 

o The reporting by generators of hazardous wastes, defining type, amount, and 
final disposition. 

The Department of Environmental Quality is the implementation or enforcement 
department for the Environmental Quality Commission. DEQ is responsible for 
regulation of the construction and operation of hazardous waste collection, 
treatment, and disposal sites, designation of sites, and declassification of hazardous 
wastes after appropriate treatment and decontamination. 

All hazardous wastes destined for final disposal in Oregon are delivered to the 
State-owned Arlington Pollution Control Center operated by Chem-Security 
Systems Inc., (CSSI). The State, through the Department of Environmental Quality, 
CSSI, and the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission, has attained total control 
of the movement, recovery, and land disposal of all hazardous wastes generated 
within Oregon, or brought in from out of the state. 

DEQ has defined hazardous wastes as (a) useless, unwanted or discarded pesticide 
material, (b) residues from any process of industry, manufacturing, trade, business, 
or government that may cause or significantly contribute to serious illness or 
death, (c) empty containers for transport, storage, or use of a material or waste 
classified as hazardous. Hazardous waste requires careful management because of 
such characteristics as ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity or toxicity. All 
hazardous wastes have one or several characteristics in common. They may 
present a handling hazard, an immediate hazard to health, or may disrupt the 
natural biological, chemical or physical parameters of the environment. A design 
goal of all hazardous waste disposal plans should be to mitigate the above negative 
factors. 

At the present time virtually all hazardous waste is landfilled in Oregon. However, 
the Oregon Legislature recognizes that the Jong term security of even the most 
sophisticated landfill site has not been proven and for some hazardous wastes 
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products landfill disposal may not be the most cost effective or environmentally 
effective alternative. Therefore, the Legislature requested DEQ to prepare a 
report on alternative methods for disposal of Oregon's hazardous wastes. The 
intent is to minimize dangerous uncontrolled chemical reactions and environmental 
hazards over time, and reduce the amount of land dedicated to hazardous waste 
burial. 

This report has been prepared in response to that request, and is intended to be a 
basic reference document for legislative deliberations involving the permitting of 
alternative technologies. 
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I. EXISTING HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES IN OREGON 

A. TYPES AND QUANTITIES OF HAZARDOUS WASTES 

The Arlington Pollution Control Center has been in operation since 1976. 
It is the only state licensed hazardous wastes disposal facility in Oregon. 
Figure I shows the hazardous waste volumes disposed of at the Arlington 
Pollution Control Center. 

From 1976-1981, a total of 5,000,000 cubic feet of waste were disposed of 
at the site. For the six year period, distribution of waste percentages by 
source were: sixty-one percent of the total originated in Washington; thirty­
three percent was produced in Oregon; and about six percent came from 
Canadian provinces, United States possessions, and states other than Washing­
ton or Oregon. The total amount of waste received at the site each year has 
steadily increased over the past three years, but the internal mix by point of 
origin has shifted. 

TOT AL AMOUNT OF HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSED IN OREGON 

1979 1980 1981 

Oregon 40% 26% 17% 
Washington 55% 61% 56% 
Other 5% 13% 27% 

100% 100% 100% 

The disposal of Oregon's waste, compared to other sources, has steadily 
decreased during the above periods. This can be attributed in part to the 
disposal of large quantities of stockpiled wastes by Oregon corporations in 
1979-1980, the completion of cleanup operations of several on-site facilities, 
increased interest by some manufacturers in creating fewer pollutants at the 
source by process improvement, and an increase in the amount of wastes 
coming to APCC from outside the state, forcing the other numbers to adjust 
accordingly. 

In 1981, approximately two million cubic feet of hazardous wastes were 
processed in Oregon. The flow of this material and its distribution is shown in 
Figure 2, State of Oregon Hazardous Waste Flow Chart, 1981. 

Using Figure 2 for reference, in 1981, 92.5 percent of the total hazardous 
wastes moving in and out of Oregon were disposed of in the Arlington Pollution 
Control Center located in north central Oregon, 4.8 percent was shipped out of 
state for disposal elsewhere, and 2.7 percent was sent to treatment/collection 
centers for recycling, temporary storage or consolidation for shipment. Of the 
52,963 cubic feet delivered to treatment/collection centers, 60 percent was in 
fact recycled for reuse, but this represents less than 2 percent of all wastes 
handled in the state. 

The role of the Arlington Pollution Control Center and the collec­
tion/treatment centers that are coming into existence in Oregon are described 
as follows: 
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1. Chem-Security Systems Inc. (CSSI) 

CSSI initially purchased the planned 640 acre site, 320 acres of which 
are licensed for disposal. As areas of the site are placed in service, those 
areas are deeded to the State and leased back by CSSI through 207 5. As of 
February, 1982, forty acres had passed to state ownership. CSSI must establish 
and/or maintain total bond and liability protection to provide for closure post­
closure care and environmental impairment for a period of 30 years. The term 
"ownership" would indicate that Oregon assumes long term responsibility for 
the environmental impact of the site. 

By definition, if less toxic hazardous wastes are processed at APCC, 
less long-term risk accrues to the State. The Department of Environmental 
Quality is responsible for APCC control, and does so through DEQ's right of 
prior approval/disapproval over requests by generators to use the facility. 
Disposal methods proposed by CSSI for each shipment are also subject to 
approval. At this approval/disapproval point, DEQ has the legal option to 
divert specific products from APCC to a recycling plant if this course of 
action is considered to be the best technical, health or environmental choice. 
DEQ does not normally approve requests to dispose of reactives, explosives, 
radioactive wastes, pressurized cylinders, or biological wastes at the site. 

The flow of materials into and through the Arlington Pollution 
Control Center are shown in Figure 3, Ar ling ton Pollution Control Center Flow 
Sheet and Disposal Alternatives. 

2. Collection and Treatment Facilities 

Five treatment facilities and five collection facilities were licensed 
in 1981. The companies and their functions are shown on the flow chart, 
Figure 4, Collection and Treatment Facilities, 1981. Although licenses were 
issued in 1981, some of the companies have been functionally operating for 
several years. 

The five newly licensed collection sites handle industrial quantities of 
hazardous wastes primarily and provide a staging area, or freight consolidation 
function, for smaller quantity generators. The collection/treatment facilities 
in some instances may be the same facility operating with two licenses, 
covering two different functions. 

In the case of the five treatment facilities, Tektronics treats only its 
own heavy metal and industrial solvent-contaminated wastes. The other four 
facilities treat a variety of industrial solvents from several sources for reuse. 
For example, Van Waters & Rogers, located in Portland, treats chlorinated 
solvents, sells the reclaimed solvent, and ships the residual sludge to Arlington. 
Baron Blakeslee, located in Portland, is a division of Purex Corporation and 
distributes solvents and vapor degreasers to industry. Baron Blakeslee distills 
chlorinated and fluorinated solvents, primarily received from its regular 
customers. Sol-Pro performs a service function for a fee, cleaning collected 
chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents by distillation and returning the 
decontaminated materials to the original customer. 

It is the goal of DEQ to license an additional twenty-five collection 
or treatment facilities thereby improving the state's capability to promote 

-6-



I ...., 
I 

Generator 

Initial 
Disposal -""' .. 
Request 

...... 

1 v 

Ship 

APCC 
~ 

Disposal 
Trenches 

82% 
CSSI. State 

Out of 
Process to DEQ State 

DEQ for "" ... Approve or 
Approval ... ... Disapprove Wastes 

~ Evaporation 
1,537 ,550 Ponds 

cu ft/yr 
8% 

.. ... Long Term .. ... Trench Storage 
6% 

.. Laboratory ... Oregon .. Testing ... Wastes Short Term (Audit) ~ PCB Storage 
297 ,544 cu ft. 0.5% 

__. Land Farm 
Oily Wastes 

2% 

FIGURE 3 - ARLINGTON POLLUTION CONTROL CENTER 
FLOW SHEET & DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES, 1981 DATA 

Environmentally Persistent 
or Acutely Toxic Wastes 

Aqueous Liquids 

Solids Potentially Recyclable 
in the Near Future 

Liquid Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls - Ultimate 
Shipment to Texas 
or Arkansas 

Biodegradable 
Organics 



I 

"' I 

Licensed Collection Facilities 

Sol-Pro 
(Speedy-Way) 

Van Waters 
and 

Rogers 

Tektronix 

Baron 
Blakeslee 

Chem Security 

Licensed Treatment Facilities 

~ Sol-Pro • - (Speedy-Way) . 

. Van Waters • ... and . 
Rogers 

. . Treat 
~ 

Recycle ._ 
Tektronix 31,777 . . ... 52,963 cu ft • ~ 

1981 cu ft. 

._ Baron • ' . - Blakeslee . 

Residues 

Pacific Chemical • 
Laboratories . 

, . 
APCC - Disposal 

FIGURE 4 - COLLECTION Ile TREATMENT FACILITIES, 1981 



recycling. However, most of these facilities will be generator on-site licensed 
facilities to handle company-only wastes. It would be ideal to have at least a 
collection center in each city of 10,000 people, providing qualified operators 
can be found for each location. 

B. LOCATION OF WAS TES GENERATED BY TYPE 

A detailed survey was conducted in 1978-1979 by DEQ to identify the 
principal hazardous waste generators, their locations, the types of wastes 
generated, and disposal methods in effect. Rather than reiterate details of the 
study, the conclusions which can be inferred at summary level are that the 
electronics assembly industry, the metal and alloy manufacturing industry, and 
the metal fabrication and machining industry produced the largest amounts of 
hazardous wastes in 1978-1979. Although the net volume~ of wastes being 
processed in 1980-1981 have changed, the high producing industries remain 
essentially in the same relative positions. 

o The Electronics Assembly industry produces ignitable toxic solvents, toxic 
plating liquids and metal sludges, and corrosive hydrofluoric acid. 

o The Metal and Alloy Manufacturing industry produces toxic waste water 
treatment sludges, aluminum refining cell liner toxic solids, zirconium 
refining toxic residues, and corrosive toxic battery acids. 

o The Metal Fabrication and Machining industry produces toxic waste water 
treatment sludges, ignitable toxic solvents, thinners, paints and sludges, 
corrosive etching and mold cleaning wastes, machine oils and metal fines. 

Less than thirty percent of all the State's generators are in the above 
three categories, and yet, these generators produce over fifty percent of the 
states hazardous wastes. In evaluating a plan to decrease dependency on 
landfill, it is a sound administrative practice to direct initial efforts at 
addressing the largest blocks of waste with the smallest number of generators. 

In terms of geographical location, Multomah and Washington counties have 
the highest incidence of all three industry classifications, and are the leading 
counties in amounts of wastes produced. Each county produced more than 
100,000 cubic feet per year in 1978-1979. Wasco, Linn and Jackson counties 
each produced 20,000 to 100,000 cubic feet per year in the same period. 
Clackamas, Marion, Linn and Douglas counties each produced 5,000 to 20,000 
cubic feet per year in 1978-1979. All the other counties each produced less 
than 5,000 cubic feet per year in 1978-1979. 

Note that all of these counties are located in the western half of Oregon, 
primarily along the main north-south transportation corridor, as shown in 
Figure 5, Distribution of Wastes and Locations of Collection/Treatment 
Centers. This waste concentration and the highway system favors the 
development of additional treatment sites along the corridor to reduce the 
amount of wastes transported to Arlington. 

C. IDENTIFICATION OF OREGON'S PRIORITY WASTES AND DEFINITION 
OF THE PROBLEM 

The key issues in this report are to identify, qualitatively and quantita­
tively, the percentages of hazardous wastes presently delivered to Arlington 
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for disposal by solar evaporation, trench landfill, or landfarming which might 
better be handled in some alternative manner. It is recognized that some 
wastes are so contaminated that recovery of any of the components may not 
be economically or technically feasible. The processes that appear to be 
feasible for some wastes include volume reduction, recycling and treatment, or 
destruction of specific wastes to minimize dependence on soil based 
technology. The State, through stringent requirements, ensures that landfill 
disposal is carried out in an environmentally sound manner using the most 
practical hazardous waste landfill disposal procedures. However, the State 
will eventually assume the long-term liability generations after site closure. 
Such factors as waste toxicity, bioaccumulation, persistence in the environ­
ment, and mobility must be weighed in determing which wastes should receive 
priority if alternative technology is to be implemented. Waste classifications 
which probably could logically be classified as "priority" wastes include PCBs, 
pesticides, cyanides, toxic metals, halogenated organics, and some halogenated 
volatile organics. 

The technical alternatives, the hazardous wastes that might be processed 
by them, the risks, and mitigative measures involved, are described in Section 
II. 
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II. BRIEF SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE PROCESSING ALTERNATIVES 

It is the intent of the Department of Environmental Quality that all hazardous 
wastes be controlled from generation to final disposal in a manner that is 
beneficial to the environment, assures the safety of the personnel handling the 
hazardous waste material, and causes the least impact to the economy of the 
State of Oregon. 

In 1981, 445,395 cubic feet of hazardous wastes which were generated in 
Oregon were transported for processing as follows: 

o 52,963 cubic feet to treatment and collection sites in Oregon 
o 297 ,544 cubic feet to the Arlington Pollution Control Center 
o 94,888 cubic feet to other states 

Total: 445,395 cubic feet 

The Department of Environmental Quality recommends that specific wastes, 
particularly the priority wastes, be processed in some manner other than by 
landfill disposal. A hierarchy of alternatives to landfilling has been developed 
which addresses the following methods in descending order of preference: 

o First - Waste reduction at source by interested concerned manufacturing 
plant management is recommended so that fewer wastes are produced. 
Chemical reuse should be a design feature of new plants and, where 
practical, process flows should be changed in older facilities. Where 
process flow change is not practical, safer substitute materials should be 
introduced whenever possible. 

o Second - Waste recycling and resource recovery will result in reduced 
dependence upon landfill. As raw material and landfill costs continue to 
rise, more recycling and resource recovery will occur. Recycling may 
occur on site, off site at special collection/processing facilities, at APCC, 
or through a waste exchange. 

o Third - Physical, chemical and biological treatment in which materials are 
reduced to an innocuous state, toxicity is decreased, or after treatment 
the volume remaining for disposal is substantially smaller. Several of 
these more significant processes are discussed in detail in Section II of the 
Report to the Legislature, and each is especially adaptable to specific 
groups of wastes. 

Most common methods of physical, chemical, and biological alternatives 
are: 

Physical Treatment 
Evaporation 
Solvent Extraction 
Distillation/steam stripping 
Adsorption 
Separation of liquids and solids 
Membrane separation 
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Biological Treatment 
Aerated lagoons 
Anaerobic digestion 
Activated sludge 
Stabilization ponds 
Trickling filters 
Landfarming 
Other recent approaches 

Chemical Treatment 
Chemical dechlorination 
Chemical oxidation/reduction 
Neutralization 
Ion Exchange 
Precipitation 

These technologies have been demonstrated and are standard practices in 
many industries. 

o Fourth - Incineration is an acceptable alternate choice for those wastes 
that cannot safely or effectively be recycled or treated by other means. 
The use of high burn temperatures and appropriate air pollution control 
equipment assures a safe clean destruction of even the most difficult 
wastes, such as high level PCB contaminated liquid wastes (over 500 ppm) 
and virtually all organics. 

Existing Incineration or Thermal Destruction Alternatives 
Cement Kilns 
Rotary Kilns 
Multiple hearth furnaces 
Co·-incineration 
Fluid-bed incineration 
Incineration at Sea 
Single chamber liquid systems 

Emerging Thermal Destruction Alternatives 
Molten salt combustion 
Pyrolysis 
Plasma arc torch 
High temperature fluid wall 

o Fifth - Solidification/stabilization of residuals before landfill by use of 
encapsulation techniques to convert liquids to solids by adding 1-3 volumes 
of a pozzolanic or cement type material. In principle the final product is 
landfilled, i.e., solidified blocks impregnated with hazardous wastes are 
less permeable to ground water, and less likely to migrate into subsurface 
aquifiers. 

Although deep well injection is discussed in some detail in the Report to 
the Oregon Legislature, it is not recommended for application in Oregon. 
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III. IMPACT ON HAZARDOUS WASTE PARTICIPANTS, IF ALTERNATIVE TECH­
NOLOGIES ARE IMPLEMENTED 

The concept of using alternative technologies rather than landfill for disposal 
of hazardous wastes in Oregon may create economic advantages or disadvan­
tages for participants in the waste handling field. In the following section, 
each group of participants and possible effects of alternative technology on 
the group's operations are summarized. 

A. THE HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATORS 

Hazardous wastes generators initially bear the responsibility for the 
proper management of their hazardous and non-hazardous wastes. Each 
generator should review its waste management policy to ensure environ­
mentally and economically sound disposal practices. Possible courses of action 
include discontinuance of products which generate large volumes of pollutants, 
identification of new products and processes which generate fewer or less 
toxic wastes, sale of wastes to local processors, waste exchange or users of 
such wastes, and improved housekeeping. A net savings through improved 
plant efficiency could be realized. 

It is likely that overall costs associated with hazardous wastes manage­
ment will continue to rise. Given the above options, and provided with a 
proper economic incentive, hazardous wastes generators will probably respond 
by reducing hazardous waste generation rates, while remaining competitive 
with the rest of industry. The amount of costs allocated to disposal will still 
be a small fraction of total plant costs. 

B. THE MATERIALS SUPPLIERS 

The materials suppliers must respond to the material needs of the 
hazardous waste generators and material suppliers must adjust to the market 
place. Changing business and consumer trends, economic conditions, environ­
mental pressures, and technology not associated with hazardous waste 
management, rather than hazardous waste management techniques, will 
probably continue to have a more significant impact on the majority of 
material suppliers. 

C. THE TRANSPORTERS 

The transporter may receive less revenue if more materials are treated 
and/or recycled locally and less material is transported to Arlington. 

Transporting hazardous wastes accounts for an especially small percen­
tage of transporters total cargo business and an even smaller percentage if 
recycling increases and new treatment facilities are added. 

D. CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS INC. FACILITY AT ARLINGTON (APCC) 

If additional processing capability is added to recycle wastes, a financial 
gain may be anticipated. However, increased recycling at APCC may be 
difficult since much of the material arriving there is so contaminated that 

. further processing other than destruction or land disposal may be uneconomi­
cal. 
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If an incineration capability is added at the APCC or elsewhere for 
hazardous wastes, less liquid material delivered to the site for land disposal 
will result in less potential for contaminating local air, water, and soil. 

E. DEQ, STATE OF OREGON 

Less dependence on landfill will reduce the State's exposure to lawsuits in 
future generations well after site closure resulting from accidental breaches of 
the environment by migrant hazardous wastes. 

Implementation of an effective waste exchange under state sponsorship 
would foster recycling, reduce long distance hauling costs to Arlington, and 
generally improve DEQ's position in hazardous waste control. 

F. NEW PROCESSORS 

Creation of new hazardous waste recyclers or processors will generate 
new construction with new jobs, promote recycling at minimum cost to all 
participants, and increase the tax base. 

G. HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS AND EQUIPMENT 
VENDORS 

To obtain more favorable economics associated with hazardous waste 
management, hazardous waste generators may retain the services of hazardous 
waste management consultants and equipment vendors. Consultants and 
vendors will evaluate process flows and products with the intent of plant or 
process modernization, expansion, or modification, to assure conformity to 
federal and state hazardous waste regulations. The impact of this activity will 
be to create: 

0 

0 

New jobs 
New equipment requisitions 

H. THE ENVIRONMENT 

0 

0 

Construction 
Increased tax base 

Landfilling of hazardous waste under very strict controls and with 
exceptional siting will continue to perform a real service to the State and the 
environment. Landfill disposal is not necessarily the best solution for all 
wastes since it may not adequately accomodate such items as PCB liquids, 
certain ignitables, explosives, and some untreated acids and bases. 

The environment may be better served esoterically and economically in 
some cases by utilizing alternatives to landfill particularly for those wastes 
that are highly toxic, reactive, persistent, or mobile. 
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IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES 

To try to quantify the above savings and/or costs in monetary terms is very 
difficult as there are few waste facilities processing multiple materials with 
detailed records to provide adequate numerical data. However, an analysis of 
specific processes in use in California in 1981 may be used for comparison. 
These cost figures listed in Table I show that toxic wastes processing can cost 
from a low of $30 per ton, to a probably high of about $500 per ton, the largest 
percentage being in the $lj.5-150 per ton range. The transition from total land 
disposal to total alternative technologies cannot be done without significant 
cost increases. However, the disposal cost to industry, as a percentage of 
total costs and value added in manufacturing, probably would be comparatively 
small. 
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TABLE I. RELATIVE ESTIMATED COSTS OF LANDFILL ALTERNATIVES 

Estimated Representa- Proven or Process at 
Range of tive Developmental Source or 

Process Costs ($/Ton) Costs ($/_Ton) Technology Off-Site ------
A. Waste Reduction varies per either cost or proven source 

facility revenue 

B. Waste Recycling 100 - 200 150 proven source 

c. Chemical Treatment 30 - 175 

1. Chemical de- not available not available new, nearing com- source 
chlorination mercial scale 

2. Chemical oxidation 50 - 100 75 proven, common both 
usage 

3. Precipitation 30 - 70 50 proven, common source 
usage 

4. Neutralization 30 - 70 50 proven, common both 
usage 

5. Ion exchange 50 - 100 75 proven, common both 
usage 

D. Biological Treatment 30 - 60 

1. Aerated lagoons 40 - 50 45 proven, requires source 
precise control 

2. Anaerobic digestion 50 - 60 55 proven technically, source 
but not recom-
mended 

3. Activated sludge 40 - 50 lf5 well developed source 
for hazardous 
wastes, but not 
in common use 

4. Stabilization ponds 30 - 40 35 not in common source 
usage 

5. Trickling filters 40 - 50 45 proven, limited source 
usage 

6. Landfarming 30 - 40 35 proven, limited source 
usage 

7. Other 30 - 60 45 proven, limited both 
usage 

E. Physical Treatment 25 - 150 

1. Evaporation 100 - 150 125 proven, well both 
developed 

2. Solvent extraction 50 - 100 75 proven both 

3. Distillation & steam 50 - 100 75 proven, common source 
stripping usage 
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Estimated Representa- Proven or Process at 
Range of tive Developmental Source or 

Process _Costs ($/Ton) Costs ($!Ton) Technology Off-Site 

lf. Adsorption 30 - 60 50 proven municipal both 
& commercial 
applications 

5. Separation of 25 - 150 
liquids/ solids 

0 Sedimentation 30 - 150 50 proven, common both 
usage 

0 Filtration 30 - 60 lf5 proven, common source, 
usage usually 

0 Flotation 30 - 150 75 proven, common source, 
usage usually 

0 Screening 30 - 150 50 proven, widely both 
used 

0 Centrifugation 30 - 150 100 proven, widely source, 
used usually 

6. Membrane separation 25 - 150 

0 Dialysis not available not available well developed, source 
not widely used 

0 Reverse osmosis 75 - 125 100 proven, widely source 
used 

0 Ultra-filtration 50 - 100 75 proven, common source 
usage 

0 Electrodialysis not available not available proven, not off-site 
commonly used 
in U.S. 

F. Existing Thermal 
Destruct Technologies 50 - 500 

J. Cement kilns 50 - 70 60 proven, not off-site 
common usage 

2. Rotary kilns 250 - 500 350 proven, widely off-site 
used 

3. Multiple hearth 250 - 500 350 proven, common off-site 
furnaces usage 

lf. Co-incineration 250 - 500 300 proven, used both 

5. Fluid bed not available not developed demonstration off-site 
incineration facilities, but 

proven technology 

6. Incineration at lfOO - 500 450 proven off-site 
Sea 

7. Single chamber 250 - 500 350 proven, widely both 
liquid system used 
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NOTE: Costs above include disposal of residuals but not transportation. 
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V. PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES 

In developing alternative technologies to landfill for hazardous wastes, it is 
necessary to make an assessment of the time involved in implementation. 

A small one or two process treatment facility can take 5 years or more from 
conceptual planning to full operation as shown in Figure 6. Conceptual 
planning may include a preliminary investigation of processes, marketing 
potential, site(s) availability, and financing options. Detailed planning may 
include process(es) selection, market survey and commitments, site selection 
and acquisition, environmental impact statement/report, permits acquisition, 
and preliminary design. Financing may be carried on concurrently with 
conceptual and detailed planning. 

Detailed design, procurement, and construction are activities that follow. 
Several of the activities can significantly delay a project. Examples include: 

o Environmental impact reports can take 12 months and longer. 

o Public meetings may be necessary with the necessary scheduling delays. 

o Major pieces of equipment may have a delivery schedule (lead time) of 12 
months or longer. 

Following the completion of construction, a significant amount of time is 
required to start and test the treatment facility to ensure compliance with 
local, state, and federal standards. Only after full compliance can a facility 
become fully operational. 

A new comprehensive hazardous waste incineration facility capable of handling 
a wide variety of materials can take 6 years or more from conceptual planning 
to full operation. Several of the activities are similar to those described 
above, but activities associated with EIRs, siting, and facility start-up are 
expected to take more time as shown in Figure 7. 

Because the flow of waste materials is partially dependent on production and 
the economy of the state and nation, and since environmental regulations are 
under review, the decision to implement any facility over a multi-year period 
must be evaluated very carefully to assure that the facility can meet future 
environmental regulations and be assured an adequate flow of waste materials 
and revenues over the life of the facility. 
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TIME (IN YEARS) 

0 l 2 3 ti 5 

ACTIVITY I I 

I I 
Conceptual Planning I 

Detailed Planning 
f 

I 
I 

Financing I 
I 

Detailed Design I 
I I 

Procurement - I 
I 

Construction I 

Facility Start-up ~ 
Operation • 

FIGURE 6. SMALL SCALE HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT PLANT SCHEDULE 

TIME (IN YEARS) 
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I I 

ACTIVITY I I I 
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Conceptual Planning I I 

Detailed Planning I I 
Financing 

Detailed Design 
I 

Procurement -
Construction 

Facility Start-up 

Operation 

FIGURE 7. COMPREHENSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE INCINERATION 
FACILITY SCHEDULE 
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VI. SUMMARY 

The hazardous waste alternatives program involving waste avoidance, re­
cycling, materials destruction or landfilling proposed in this report may not be 
conclusively proven viable for 25-30 years or even longer. Certainly some of 
the "current" problems in hazardous waste handling have taken 30-50 years to 
surface as identifiable on-line problems demanding immediate emergency 
resolution. 

The following factors must be taken into consideration: 

o Waste reduction at the source will reduce the materials used and the costs 
of disposing of hazardous wastes. 

o Waste recycling of 10 to 20% of all Oregon's hazardous wastes, some 
1,500-3,000 tons per year, would be approximately double the cost of 
disposal at the APCC, but would provide a beneficial use of the materials 
at a potential total cost of $300,000 per year. 

o Chemical treatment would cost approximately $30 to $175 per ton, or an 
average near $7 5 per ton. That increased cost would amount to $7 50,000 
per year for generators and the APCC. 

o Biological treatment in the form of landfarming at the APCC will yield 
good destructive results in a cost-effective manner. Little additional 
wastes suitable for biological treatment would be available if landfarming 
was used to its full capacity. 

o Physical treatment at the APCC is limited to solar evaporation ponds. 
Other physical treatment contractors in Oregon can provide solvent 
distillation closer to the point of generation. 

o Existing thermal destruct technologies can possibly handle 300,000 cubic 
feet or approximately 15,000 tons per year of combustible material 
through incineration. At a cost range of $60 per ton for cement .kilns to 
$350 for other systems, incineration would cost generators $0.9 million to 
$5.25 million per year. Mobile incinerators which could be operated at the 
APCC and/or elsewhere could prove more cost effective than a new fixed 
installation. 

o Contract thermal destruction is being performed in Arkansas and Texas 
for PCB liquids collected at APCC. Similar arrangements can potentially 
be established for other materials, if desired. 

o Emerging thermal destruct systems are not sufficiently proven for 
implementation at this time. 

o Stabilization and solidification by mixing with soil (soil absorption) before 
landfilling is the least expensive stabilization and solidification method 
and is being used at the APCC. Stabilization and solidification methods at 
the source that produce entrapped wastes reclassified by the EPA and 
appropriate state agencies as non-hazardous may be an economical 
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alternative for some generators since the treated materials would not 
need to be landfilled at APCC. 

o Retrievable storage is used for PCB liquids, spent cathode liners, and 
impure calcium arsenate at the APCC. PCB liquids are consolidated and 
shipped off-site for thermal destruction; others are temporarily stored 
prior to retrieval or final authorized disposal. Specific costs for storage 
for additional wastes are time and material specific and performance 
specifications/requirements probably do not exist. 

o Deep well injection is not recommended for implementation because of 
the uncertainties inherent in the process. 
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

It seems reasonable that an integrated program of hazardous waste manage­
ment can be developed for Oregon if the increased costs for diversion of 
hazardous waste materials from the existing processing is acceptable. The 
costs must be borne by the consumer, generator, state, and disposal operator. 

Consideration should be given to the implementation of the following 
technologies at APCC or elsewhere: 

Technology 

Waste Exchange 
Chemical Treatment 
Thermal Destruct 

Annual Cost 

$300,000 
$750,000 

$900,000-$5,250,000 

Hazardous Waste Quantity 

1, 500-3, 000 tons 
10,000 tons 
15,000 tons 

A more detailed analysis may show that a greater volume of wastes would 
significantly lower the unit cost of disposal. To encourage better processing of 
hazardous wastes for all at a lower unit cost, Oregon could also allow the 
expansion of the service area served by the APCC. 

Because incineration of hazardous wastes appears to be most cost effective 
when done in a cement kiln, operators in Washington and Idaho as well as in 
Oregon should be contacted regarding the possibility of incinerating combus­
tible hazardous wastes. Wastes could be stored at the APCC for periodic 
incineration. Portable rotary kilns can also be utilized. 

When facilities are built to handle the most difficult wastes, DEQ's procedures 
should require that toxic wastes, persistent wastes, and highly mobile wastes 
(liquids) be pretreated, recycled, or destroyed, with landfill as the last 
alternative. 

The state should encourage the establishment of a hazardous waste exchange 
to promote the recycling ethic and to put prospective buyers and sellers 
together. The investment is small but the potential benefits are extensive. 

In the interim, DEQ should continue the same careful control of the CSSI­
operated Arlington Pollution Control Center. 

In conclusion, it is recommended that the Oregon Legislature and the 
Department of Environmental Quality consider: 

o Encouraging private industry to increase the treatment capability/capa­
city of fixed existing or new treatment centers located strategically in 
the state. 

o Encouraging cement kiln operators and/or other existing incinerator 
operators and/or mobile incinerator operators to burn PCB liquids and 
other hazardous wastes. 

o Revitalizing the waste exchange operation using state funds, if necessary, 
to reduce the amount of total wastes available for processing. To ensure 
industry participation, this function could be contracted out rather than 
being directly operated by the State. 
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DEQ-46 

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 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. M, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Informational Report: Report to Legislature on Status of 
Waste Reduction Programs 

Background 

In 1979, the legislature passed SB 925 (called the Super Siting Bill). A 
portion of this legislation which became ORS 459.055 required looal 
governments to prepare a waste reduction program when siting landfills in 
the exclusive farm use zone or when seeking siting or financial assistance 
from the Department. 

ORS 459.055(4) requires the Department to report to each legislative 
assembly on the use made of the section, level of compliance with waste 
reduction programs and recommendations for further legislation. 

Since the EQC has been involved with review of the accepted waste reduction 
programs, has reviewed the Departments process, and has asked that the 
legislation be amended to require source separation programs, the 
Department has prepared a draft of the report for Commission review 
(attached). The report outlines the plans submitted, plans approved, level 
of recycling, and need for additional legislation. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission concur in the submission of the 
report to the Legislature. 

Attachments 

Robert L. Brown:b 
229-5157 
December 21, 1982 
SB1645 

William H. Young 



STATUS OF 

WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAMS 

January, 1983 

Report to Sixty-Second Oregon 
Legislative Assembly 

I. General Information 

Attachment I 
Agenda Item No. M 
1/14/83 EQC Meeting 

The original landfill siting act, passed by the 1979 legislative assembly 
required the Department to report to future legislatures on the use made of 
ORS 459.055. This section requir·es a waste reduction program when a 
landfill is sited in an exclusive farm use zone. During the first four 
years of implementation of this law, there has been no direct utilization 
of this section. There is, however, good reason to believe that the 
existance of this authority has facilitated local planning and some zone 
changes which have allowed landfill siting in former exclusive farm use 
zones. 

ORS 468.220 was also amended by the same 1979 act. These new provisions 
provided that local governments which received financial assistance from 
the Pollution Control Bond Fund, administered by the Department, must 
develop a waste reduction program as a part of their solid waste management 
plan. 

The Department has provided financial assistance to several local 
governments since the effective date of that 1979 act. All of these local 
governments have developed waste reduction programs. These programs have 
had an effect on reducing the amount of waste going into landfill disposal 
sites. 

The level of success of these waste reduction programs varied with the 
specific government, economic conditions, and the amount of Department 
involvement in the development and implementation. 

In general waste 1•eduction programs are moving in the direction intended by 
their legislative originators. 

II. Recycling 

Recycling is considered to be a major mode of accomplishing waste 
reduction. While this activity is only now being incorporated into waste 
reduction plans, it has long been a component of solid waste management 
programs and a significant part of Oregon's industrial economy. 

Oregon hosts the full cycle of material recovery activj.ties. The residents 
of Oregon's communities generate source separated recyclable material as an 
alternative to waste disposal and at the other extreme of the cycle, 
Oregon's glass, paper, metal, oil, and plastic industries are using more 
and more recyclable materials in their manufacturing processes. 
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Recycling has continued to grow in Oregon even in difficult economic times. 
In recent years, our industries have become more dependent on their 
secondary materials supply and have sought greater amounts of recyclable 
materials from Oregon and the western region of the United States. While 
the demand for manufactured products has been weakened by the general 
economic slowdown, the demand for recyclable material has remained 
relatively strong. 

The public has shown an equally strong interest in recycling. Many have a 
preference for recycling over solid waste disposal options. If convenient 
service is provided, they are willing to participate in source separation 
depot and collection programs. In communities where the public is aware 
that convenient service is available, we see a substantial level of 
participation which grows over time. For example, newsprint recycling in 
Lane County is reaching the 75% level while more recent curbside collection 
programs in other counties have participation rates ranging up to 30%. 

One trend of note in recycling has been the closure of small independent 
recycling programs as they have been incorporated into larger, solid waste 
collection industry-oriented operations. Some examples include recycling 
programs in Yamhill, Benton, Linn, Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington 
Counties which have stopped or been incorporated into larger commercial 
collection operations. These companies have a larger economic base, in 
garbage collection, which softens the effects of recyclable material market 
price fluctuaUons. This new interest by the collection industry is 
providing the public with a greater opportunity to recycle. 

Local government waste reduction programs reflect this trend and are often 
responsible for "collection• industry interest in source separation 
recycling. Another value of present waste reduction programs is that they 
are making the public more aware of the new recycU.ng opportunities 
available. The Department is stressing the establishment of these new 
programs for the recycling of source separated materials as an effective 
method to increase waste reduction. 

The present status of waste reduction programs is summarized in tabular 
form on pages 3 and 4. The first column shows which counties have waste 
reduction plans, and indicates their estimated population and annual solid 
waste generation rate. The next column indicates the reason for waste 
reduction program development. The Department requires the submission of a 
plan which describes the proposed waste reduction program efforts. The 
third column of the table indicates the planning status and the fourth, the 
actual status of the program. This is followed by a brief description of 
other recycling efforts and some measure of their impact. The final column 
indicates the potential for growth of the waste reduction program. 

This table is not intended to be a specific report on individual waste 
reduction efforts but rather a summary of waste reduction programs 
statewide. 
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Government 

Clatsop Co, 
32,000 pop. 
27,000 tons 

Columbia Co. 
34,000 pop. 
28,000 tons 

Hood River Co. 
15,000 pop. 
11,000 tons 

Klamath Co. 
59,000 pop. 
44,000 tons 

Lane Co. 
262,000 pop. 
160,000 tons 

Lincoln Co. 
31,000 pop 
46,000 tons 

Program 
Reauirement 

ORS 468.220 
Planning loan. 

ORS 468.220 
Planning loan. 

ORS 468.220 
Planning grant 
pending. 

ORS 468.220 
Implementation 
loan. 

Voluntary 

ORS 468.220 

STATUS OF WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAMS FOR 1982 

Plan Status 

Plan waiting 
DEQ acceptance, 
conditions 
proposed. 

First draft 
over-due. 

Have not 
started plan. 

Draft plan 
completed. 

Draft plan 
(plan intends 
to meet ORS 
criteria). 

Plan accepted 
with conditions. 

Program Status 
Need for 

DEQ Assistance 

Minimum county 
effort. 

Minimum county 
effort. 

Minimum county 
effort. 

Some on-going 
county recycl­
ing. 

On-going 
government 
program. 

On-going county 
recycling 
program. 

Current 
Waste Reduction 

On-going private 
and non-profit 
recycling. 

Some private 
recycling. 

Some private 
recycling. 

Some on-going 
private 
recycling. 

On-going 
private and 
non-profit 
recycling. 

On-going 
private 
recycling. 

Material Recovered1 

1400 tons 
6 0% residential 
40% commercial 

Est. 800 tons 
80% residential 
20% commercial. 

Est. 200 tons 
50% residential 
50% commercial. 

400 tons 
40% residential 
60% commercial. 

20,000 tons 
50% residential 
50% commercial 
26,000 tons 
scrap metal. 

2,000 tons 
50% residential 
50% commercial 
9,000 tons 
industrial. 

Potential 
For Growth 

Program just 
started, large 
potential. 

Program not 
started. Large 
potential. 

Program on­
going, medium 
potential. 

Small program, 
on-going small 
potential. 

Programs on­
going, medium 
potential. 

Program on­
going, medium 
potential. 

1Amount of material recovered annually from solid waste and how split between residential and commercial sources. 
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Government 

Marion Co, 
187,000 pop. 
170,000 ten 

Metro 
1,000,000 pep. 
800,000 tons 

Tillamook Co. 
20,000 pop. 
13 ,000 tens 

Yamhill Co. 
50,000 pop. 
100,000 tons 

Program 
Reaui_r_e_m~nt 

Voluntary 

ORS 468.220 
Planning/ 
implementation, 
grant/loan. 

ORS 468.220 
Implementation 
loan. 

ORS 468.220 
Revenue bonds 
purchased with 
state bond 
funds. 

STATUS OF WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAMS FOR 1982 

Program Status 
Need for Current 

Plan _ _S_tatus DEO Assistance Waste Reduction Material Recovered1 

Plan does not County energy Uncoordinated 
meet ORS recovery private efforts. -- residential 
criteria. planned. __ commercial 

Plan accepted Some Metro On-going private 100,000 tens 
with condition. invcl vement & and non-profit 40% residential 

coordination recycling. 60% commercial 
of recycling. yard debris. 

Draft plan wait- Very small on- Some non-profit 50 tons 
ing DEQ assist- going county recycling. 90% residential 
ance. program. 1 0% commercial. 

Plan accepted County initi- Good program of 1600 tons 
with conditions, ated private private recy- 6 0% residential 
revision in efforts. clers with 40% commercial. 
process. depot and curb-

side county wide. 

Potential 
For Gro:wth 

On-going 
programs should 
be improved, 
large pcten-
tial. 

On-going pro-
grams need 
improvement, 
public demand 
for more. 

Need to develop 
programs, 
medium 
potential. 

On-going 
program 
started -
private opera-
tors cooperat-
ing. Large 
potential. 

1Amount of material recovered annually from solid waste and how split between residential and commercial sources. 
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III. Anticipated Use of ORS 459.055 

The landfill siting process is ongoing in several counties. However, the 
Department is not aware of specific plans of any local government to use 
the provisions of ORS 459.055 for landfill siting in an exclusive farm use 
zone. In the past, the process has been to use existing land use zoning 
procedures to rezone specific portions of the exclusive farm use zone which 
are needed for a landfill. The provisions of ORS 459.055 do make the 
option or re-zoning process easier to accomplish. 

IV. Energy Recovery 

Resource recovery through energy recovery facilities represents one mode of 
waste reduction. This activity is often included as an element in the 
preparation of a waste reduction plan. None of the present waste reduction 
programs have an active energy recovery element in place. 

The waste reduction program with the most emphasis placed on an energy 
recovery facility was that developed by the Metropolitan Service District 
(Metro). Metro had intended to accomplish a major level of waste reduction 
through the recovery of energy from the remaining waste stream after 
source separation of recyclable material and recovery of woody waste and 
yard debris had been accomplished. However, the voters in Clackamas County 
and local cities moved to restrict the construction of a refuse burner in 
their area. Metro is now in the process of reconsideration of this portion 
of their waste reduction program. In the meantime they have placed an 
increased emphasis on the recovery of source separated recyclable 
materials. There is a particularly strong emphasis on this type of waste 
reduction in the effected areas of Clackamas County. 

No other energy recovery facilities are included in waste reduction plans. 
Some of the plans indicate that energy recovery is not presently feasible 
but that it will continue to be considered as conditions change in each 
local situation. Over the past few years, several energy recovery 
facilities were developed prematurely and have not operated up to local or 
state expectations. Energy recovery facilities can, however, be a valuable 
part of a waste reduction program if they are planned, and developed in an 
economically and politically acceptable manner. 

V. Rule Modification' 

The criteria for a waste reduction program required under ORS 459.055 are 
very general. The Department developed rules (OAR 340-61-100 to 110) to 
assist local government and other persons in development, implementation 
and evaluation of waste reduction programs and to assist the Department in 
the evaluation of local government waste reduction plans. While these 
rules have been useful, they still leave too much room for difference in 
interpretation and misunderstanding among involved parties. The Department 
is now revising those r•ules to clarify both of these areas and to make them 
a more useful tool to local governments. 
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Two specific improvements which will be made will be the inclusion of a 
description of the evaluation procedure which the Department will use in 
the acceptance of the waste reduction plans and a process for local 
governments to report the progress and success of their ongoing waste 
reduction programs. 

VI. New Legislation 

Waste reduction programs have shown signs of success in Oregon. Local 
government involvement in waste reduction programs has been encouraging. 
Those local governments who have implemented waste reduction programs, 
either through requirement under ORS 468.220 or through voluntary solid 
waste management activity, have seen reductions in the amounts of material 
which are discarded into landfills. The level of reduction varies among 
the programs due to differing geographic and sociological reasons. 

One point which has become apparent is the greatest level of reduction 
presently is coming from the implementation of source separation of 
recyclable materials. This activity requires the cooperative efforts of 
both the public, the generator of materials, and the recycler, the 
collector and marketer of the materials. Those local waste reduction 
programs which have been successful have used thi.s public involvement to 
gain substantial levels of waste reduction. Source separation of 
recyclable materials is often carried out in the form of curbside 
collection of separated recyclable material from the residences and 
scheduled collection of source separated commercial recyclable materials. 

With the demonstrated success of these types of programs, the Department is 
seeking to encourage all waste reduction programs to emphasize this method 
of recycling. We have submitted legislation to include source separation 
in the waste reduction program provisions of ORS 459.055 so that it will 
become a part of all waste reduction programs required under the exclusive 
farm use area landfill siting provisions. The Department will also 
formalize this emphasis in the general waste reduction program planning 
rules OAR 340-61-100 to 110 as they are revised during the coming year, 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOvtRi'IOR 

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

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Amendment to Item No. N, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Clatsop County Solid Waste Variances: Failure to Meet 
Variance Conditions 

Purpose of Amendment 

On January 3, 1983, the Department received a letter dated December 30, 
1982 from Clatsop County (attached). The letter outlined a tentative 
schedule for actions by the county. A meeting was held with Clatsop 
County, the cities of Cannon Beach, Seaside and Astoria, and collectors on 
January 10, 1983. At that time, the Director and Department staff 
attempted to obtain clarification of the letter and a more definite 
schedule, The meeting did not produce anything more certain than described 
in the letter. 

Evaluation and Alternatives 

The schedule submitted by the county is very general and did not contain 
sufficient information to change the recommendations. It does indicate 
that the county site at Elsie could be converted to a transfer site during 
the summer of 1983. During the meeting, it was learned that without 
burning the site could possibly last up to two years. This leads staff to 
believe that there is no compelling reason to continue the open burning 
variance at Elsie, However, an additional alternative would be to allow 
continuation of the variance until March 1, 1983 to enable staff and 
Clatsop County to negotiate a new permit containing a cover schedule for 
the site. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the "Director's Recommendation" of the subject staff 
report be amended as follows: 

2) Revoke the variance on Elsie effective March 1, 1983. 

Attachment 1 
Robert L. Brown:b 
229-5157 
January 11, 1983 
SB1713 

Cilf2P 
William H. Young 



Mr. William F. Young 
Page Two 
December 30, 1982 

Regarding the Elsie site, the conversion of this site to a transfer station 
is being studied at this time and appears to be feasible. If this conversion 
is acceptable, it will completed in the summer of 1983. Inasmuch as this is 
a county site, the conversion will be made with Federal Revenue Sharing funds 
as they are available. 

If you have any questions or thoughts on this subject, please contact me. 

RAB/slw 

cc: Mr. Bob Brown, Supervisor 
Solid Waste Division, DEQ 
Astoria Branch Office, DEQ 
Northwest Region, DEQ 

Very truly yours~ 

~"CC£; 
Board of County Con1missioners' 



I Attachment I 
Amendment to Item No. N 
1/14/83 EQC Meeting 

COU1'[TY 
Courthouse Astoria, Oregon 97103 

December 30, 1982 

Mr. William F. Young 
Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. 0. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Re: Elsie Disposal Site, SW Permit No. 73; 
Seaside Disposal Site, SW Permit No. 22; 
Cannon Beach Disposal Site, SW Permit No. 23 

Subject: EQC Extension of Time Limit for Disposal Site Closures 

Dear t1r. Young: 

When the EQC granted the variance for the above mentioned sites, there were 
conditions to be met, one of which was development of a time schedule for a 
regional land fill si.te. This has been delayed because the Clatsop County 
Solid Waste Disposal District has received a proposal from Cary Jackson & 
Associates for an incineration site some,vhere in the Astoria area. This pro­
posal should be submitted to the service district sometime in January. If 
this project should be acceptable, it will drastically affect the need for a 
solid waste disposal site within the county inasmuch as it will utilize most 
of the solid waste generated in this county. 

A solid waste committee to study the feasibility of this program has been 
formed with the charge that the study be completed and a site found that 
is acceptable to all concerned by April 1. The development of this site would 
be done during the coming swmner and be completed by November, 1983. Unfor­
tunately, the solid waste service district has no money for development of 
any site at this time and basically, our source of money is through the 
taxpayers by the levy process. This levy will be submitted to the taxpayers 
at the May election on our present schedule. 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITi 

rrdg@~~W~[ill 
fl JAN " ·0:•-' " t> L t'. \ 



DEQ-46 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVER~OR 

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. N , January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Clatsop County Solid Waste Variances: Failure to Meet 
Variance Conditions 

During the October 15, 1982 EQC meeting, the Commission granted a one year 
extension to variances allowing continued open burning of garbage at three 
Clatsop County disposal sites (Agenda Item G, attached). The original 
vaniances were granted in October, 1975. Two conditions were attached to 
the variance as recommended by staff. These were: 

1) The county continues to actively pursue a regional landfill site 
and supplies the Department with a progress report and time 
schedule for siting a regional landfill by December 15, 1982. 

2) The county investigate the feasibility of converting the Elsie 
disposal site to a transfer station. 

To date (12-23-82), the Department has not received the report and schedule 
as required in Condition #1. In addition, there has been no apparent 
contacts to facilitate closure of the Elsie disposal site. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The EQC has three possible alternatives to Clatsop County's failure to 
respond as directed: 

1) Continue the variances and give additional time to comply. This 
alternative would appear to increase the probability of delay and 
another failure to implement a program prior to expiration of the 
variances. 

2) Terminate the variances immediately. This would place the burden 
on the two cities (Cannon Beach and Seaside) and the collectors 
involved to either replace the sites or continue operation in 
violation of the permits. The Commission should understand that 
if this alternative is chosen, there will probably be a series of 
violations and civil penalties to deal with. 



EQC Agenda Item No. N 
January 14, 1983 
Page 2 

3) Direct the staff to deal primarily with each city and operator to 
have the sites either upgraded while replacements are found or 
locate new facilities immediately. This would not preclude the 
county from continued involvement, only change the focus of 
attention. In this case, the variance for Elsie should be 
revoked immediately. 

In any of the above cases, the county and/or cities should be put on notice 
that continuation of the variances past October 31, 1983 is highly 
unlikely. 

Summation 

1) In October, 1982, variances from prohibition to burn garbage were 
extended for three Clatsop County landfills (Cannon Beach, Seaside, 
and Elsie) to end October 31, 1983. Variances have been in effect for 
these sites since October, 1975, 

2) Two conditions were imposed on the variance: (1) A status report and 
time schedule for implementation of a regional landfill be submitted 
to DEQ by December 15, 1982. ( 2) Steps be taken to close Elsie and 
convert to a transfer station. 

3) The county has made no apparent progress toward complying with either 
condition. 

4) There appears to be three alternatives: (1) do nothing, (2) cancel the 
variances, (3) continue the variances, but direct staff to work 
primarily with the affected cities. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation to go forward with Option 3 of the 
alternatives above as follows: 

1) Direct staff to work directly with the cities and operators involved. 

2) Revoke the variance on Elsie. 

3) Put all parties on notice that continuation of the variances past 
October 31, 1983 is highly unlikely. 

Attachments: Agenda Item G 
Robert L. Brown:b 
229-5157 
December 21, 1982 
SB1656 

William H. Young 
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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 

OE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. G , October 15, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Requests by Clatsop County. Cannon Beach Sanitary Service 
and Seaside Sanitary Service for Extensions of Variances 
from Rules Prohibiting Open-Burning Dumps. 
OAR 340-61-040(2). 

Background and Problem Statement 

A series of variances have been granted to solid ~aste disposal sites at 
Cannon Beach, Elsie, and Seaside in Clatsop County to allow continued open 
burning of· refuse. The most recent variances were granted in October 1981 
(copy of staff report attached) and will expire on November 1, 1982. The 
disposal sites cannot be operated in compliance with the Department's rules 
and there is currently no alternative disposal site available. Accordingly, 
the operators (Clatsop County, Cannon Beach Sanitary Service and Seaside 
Sanicary Service) have requested another extension of the variances. 
Copies of letters from the operators and a letter of support from the city 
of Cannon Beach are attached. The Commission may grant variances in 
accordance with ORS 459.225(3). 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

the three open-burning sites do not have sufficient suitable area to allow 
continued operation without open burning. Denying the variances would 
therefore cause the disposal sites to close, and there are currently no 
alternative disposal sites available. 

The county has identified a potential regional landfill site and has been 
working to get it approved. A feasibility study has been completed and the 
Department has granted Preliminary Approval of the site in accordance with 
OAR 340-61-031. The project has been interrupted, however, because it was 
discovered that the county had made some procedural errors during the land 
use approval process. The county has had to withdraw its application and 
now must go back through the land use process. 



EQC Agenda Item No. G 
October 15, 1982 
Page 2 

When the variances were last renewed, the operators requested a two-year 
extension. The Commission granted only a one-year extension, but indicated 
that another one-year extension would be granted if reasonable progress was 
being made. The staff believes that reasonable progress has been made by 
the county. However, we are concerned that the process was interrupted. 
Although the county's letter (attached) indicates a continued commitment, 
we have not been aware of any activity since the application was withdrawn 
in June. The county has been subjected to a great deal of pressure by 
nearby residents and by the cities of Warrenton and Hammond to abandon this 
proposed site. To help assure continued progress, it is again recommended 
that any extension of the variances be conditional and based on the 
county's performance. 

In regard to the county's disposal site at Elsie, it has recently come to 
our attention that the refuse collector from Vernonia, in Columbia County, 
is providing service to some Elsie area residences. He-has indicated that 
it would be possible for him to establish a small transfer station at the 
Elsie Disposal Site, if an agreement can be made with the county. This 

·would eliminate the need for open burning. The staff believ.es this is a 
logical solution and recommends that the county be required to investigate 
it. 

The private operators at Cannon Beach and Seaside are essentially at the 
mercy of the county. They cannot be expected at this time to find their 
own replacement landfills. It should be noted, however, that the operators 
have taken steps to reduce the amount of exposed waste at their disposal 
sites. This has reduced adverse environmental impacts and will facilitate 
proper closure. Also, the city of Cannon Beach has implemented an active 
recycling program. 

Summation 

1. Clatsop County has requested a one-year variance extension, to allow 
open burning of refuse while they pursue a regional landfill site. 
Cannon Beach Sanitary Service and Seaside Sanitary Service have 
requested a similar temporary extension of their variance. 

2. The lack of suitable area at each of the three open-burning sites 
(Elsie, Cannon Beach and Seaside) prevents their conversion to 
landfills. Denial of the variance extension would result in closure 
of the sites and there is currently no alternative site available. 

3. The Commission has previously stated that the variances would be 
extended if reasonable progress was being made. 

4. A proposed regional landfill site has been identified and the county 
has initiated action to acquire and develop the site. However, a 
procedural delay and strong local opposition have caused concern about 
continued progress. 
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5. It appears that it may be feasible to convert the Elsie Disposal Site 
to a transfer station and haul wastes to the Vernonia Landfill in 
Columbia County. 

6. The private operators at Cannon Beach and Seaside have taken steps to 
improve their disposal sites. 

7. The Department finds that the applicants' request meets the 
requirements of ORS 459.225(3), by which the Commission may grant a 
variance, as follows: 

a. Conditions exist that are beyond the control of the applicants. 

b. Special conditions exist that render strict compliance 
unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical. 

c. Strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment or 
closing of the disposal sites and no alternative facility or 
alternative method of solid waste management is available at this 
time. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission grant an extension of variances to OAR 340-61-040(2), until 
November 1, 1983, to Clatsop County, Cannon Beach Sanitary Service and 
Seaside Sanitary Service, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The county continues to actively pursue a regional landfill 
site and supplies the Department with a progress report and time 
schedule for siting a regional landfill by December 15, 1982. 

2. The county investigates the feasibility of converting the Elsie 
Disposal Site to a transfer station. 

Attachments I. Agenda 
II. Letter 

III. Letter 
IV• Letter 

William H. Dana:b 
229-6266 
September 22' 1982 
SB1360 

Item 
from 
from 
from 

William H. Young 

Q, October 9, 1982, EQC Meeting 
Roger A. Berg, dated 9/13/82, with attachment 
Pete Anderson and Dick Walsborn, dated 9/1/82 
Lucille Houston, dated 8/16/82 with attachment 
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Environn1enta! Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

Attachment I 
Agenda Item No. G 
10/15/82 EQC Meeting 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVE~IUE, PORTLAND. OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. Q, October 9, 1981,' ECC Meeting 

Request by Clatsop County for Extension of Variances fro~ 
Rules Prohibiting Open Burning Dumps, OAR 340-61-040(3) 

Background and Problem Statement 

A series of variances have been granted to disposal sites in Clatsop County 
to allow continued operation of open burning dumps at Cannon Beach, Elsie, 
and Seaside. The most recent variance was granted ·i.n November 1980 (copy 
of staff report attached). At that time, the County was hoping to obtain 
property owned by Bcnneville Power Administration (EPA) for a regional 
sanitary landfill. As a condition of the variance, the County was directed 
to report on their progress by July 1, 1981, and the facility operators 
were to explore the possibility of using the Astoria Landfill as an interim 
measure. The variance expires on November .1, 1981. 

The proposed regional landfill site on BPA property did become available to 
the County in the spring of 1981. However, the previous owner of the 
property challenged the County in its bid for the site and threatened to 
engage them in a potentially lengthy legal battle (copy of letter from 
John H. Tuthill is attached). Faced with this new obstacle, the County 
decided to abandon the BPA site and pursue the No. 2 site on its list. 
Developnent of this site is proceeding in a satisfactory manner, but the 
County estimates that it may take up to two years before the facility is 
ready to open. 

Also in the spring of 1981, the County met with the City of Astoria to 
explore the possible use of the.City's landfill as an interim regional 
site. The City was very strongly oppased to this idea and it is no longer 
considered an option. 

In view of the above, the County is again requesting a two-year variance 
for its disposal site at Elsie and for the privately operated sites at 
Cannon Beach and Seaside (copy of letter attached) . The Commission may 
grant such variances in accordance with ORS 459.225(3). 

Sofid VVaste Division 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

00 ~O~T,~ 10 :a; ill] 
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Alternatives and Evaluation 

The staff feels some frustration at having to again support requests for 
variances in Clatsop County. Clearly, these open burning dumps should have 
been closed by now. It would be unfair, however, to hold the County and 
the other site operators responsible for the setbacks which have occurred. 
In any event, the County is clearly moving ahead with good intentions at 
~~is point and denying the variances would only serve to worsen the 
situation. 

The three open burning sites do not have sufficient suitable area to allow 
continued operation without open burning, and currently there is no 
alternative site available. Therefore, denial of a variance extension at 
this time would quickly result in closure of the sites. 

The current. candidate site for a regional landfill is owned primarily by 
C-rown Zellerbach Corporation. The County has begun negotiations and the 
company seems to be receptive. Based on the limited information available 
to date, the staff believes the site can be reasonably developed as an 
acceptable landfill. The County's_ consultants have nearly completed a 
geotechnical report which the staff expects to receive during the week of 
September 20th. Barring unforeseen delays, the staff should be prepared to 
comment on ~~is report by the tL~e the Commission meets. 

The County predicts that it may take up to two years to get this site 
operational. The biggest delays would be in trying to get voter approval 
for funding and in possible condemnatio~ procedures to acquire some small 
parcels of property which adjoin the Crown Zellerbach property. on the 
other hand, if everything went smoothly, the site could conceivably be 
available for use as early as next summer (i.e., final engineering and 
construction could easily be completed within six months) . 

In order to emphasize the Department's position that open burning dumps are 
an unacceptable means of solid waste disposal and that such facilities 
should be closed at the earliest possible date, it is recommended that the 
variances be extended only for a period of one year. 

Summation 

1. The lack of suitable area at each of the three open burning site in 
Clatsop County prevents their conversion to landfills. Denial of the 
variance extension would result in closure of the sites and there is 
currently no alternative site available. 

2. A proposed regional landfill site has been identified and the County 
has initiated action to acquire and develop the site, 

3. Clatsop County, on behalf of its open dump at .Elsie and privately 
operated dumps at Seaside and Cannon Beach, has requested a two-year 
variance extension. 

4. As an alternative, the Commission could limit the variance to one year 
since the new landfill could conceivably be available within that 
time. 
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5. The Department finds that the applicants' request meets the 
requirements of ORS 459.225(3), by which the Commission may grant a 
variance, as follows: 

a. Conditions exist that are beyond the control of the applicants. 

b. Special conditions exist that render strict compliance 
unreasonable, burdensome, or impractical. 

c. Strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment or 
closing of the disposal sites and no alternative facility or 
alternative method of solid waste management is available at this 
time. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in.the Sununation, it is recommended that the 
Commission grant an extension of variances to OAR 340-61-040(3), until 
November 1, 1982, for the Cannon Beach, Elsie, and Seaside disposal sites. 

William H. Young 

Attachments 

I. Agenda Item No. I, November 21, 1980, EQC Meeting 
II. Letter dated April 2, 1981, from John H. Tuthill 

III. Letter dated September 10, 1981, from John Dooley 

W. H. Dana:c 
SClS 
229-6266 
September 17, 1981 



21 c r 
'~ ~~_J 

! 
.. 
. . 

Mr. Robert L. Brown, Supervisor 
Solid Waste Operations 
Solid Waste Division 
P. 0. ·Box 17 60 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Re: Solid.Waste - Clatsop County 

Dear }lr. Brown: 

Courthouse 

Attachment II 
Agenda Item No. G 
10/15/82 EQC Meeting 

/'.\storia, Oregon 97103 

September 13, 1982 

In reply to your letter of July 28, 1982, please be advised that the Clatsop 
County Solid Waste Service District has been in the process of correcting 
procedural deficiencies and difficulties which necessitated the withdrawal 
of the application for the Perkins Road site. We have recently received the 
DLCD guidelines as per Mr. Cortright' s letter of August 30, which is attache.d. 
We still have our original goal of completing our solid waste project, but 
because of the problems in the past, we cannot have this done by November 1, 
1982. We, therefore, request an extension until November 1, 1983. 

lf there are any questions regarding the above, please call. 

RAB/slw 

enc. 

Very truly yours, 

~Ua:3 
Roger A. Berg, Commissioner 
Board of County Commissioners 

Sotid De t Vl/a.'.>'te · 
P · Of Env· Ll: • ·~·vn /o) ironni 

U7J & w rE 0 ·w1 

~aflty 
Sfp 14 tqR2 @) 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
~~ 

Department of land Conservation and Development 

1175 COURT STREET ~I.E., SA.LEM, OREGON 97310-0590 PHONE (503) 378-4926 

August 30, 1982 

Curt J. Schneider 
Depart~ent of Planning & Development 
Clatsop CoLnty Courthouse 
Asioria, OR 97103 

Dear Curt: 

The Planning Ccmmission and the Board of Commissioners have asked if it 
is possible to take a "general" rather than a site speci fie exception to 
allow establishment of a regional sanitary landfill on forest land. I'd 
like to answer this question in two ways. 

First, I think the basic concern may be whether or not LCDC would ever 
approve a site speci fie exception to locate a landfill m forest land. 
The answer is "yes," provided Goal 2 's needs and altemati ves tests for 
8.n B"<'='~rtion h~'/8 r:~~n rn~t, 

Second, taking a"general" exception now is an approach we would urge you 
to avoid. The Departmer1t believes the County can achieve the same 
purpose by incorporating Goal 2 's exception requirements into the site 
selection process. 

This could be done by adding discussion to the comprehensive plan that: 
(1) describes the need for a new regional sanitary landfill; 
(2) indicates general limitations on landfill siting (as discussed 
above); and (3) lays out future steps the County will take in evaluating 
and selecting a landfill site. These future steps would include factors 
required for a Goal exception: consideration of alternative sites, 
analyzing consequences and assuring compatibility with surrounding uses. 
(These are all probably part of the landfill siting process anyhow.) 

The actual Goal exception would be taken by adopting a plan amendment 
(and any needed ordinance amendments) for the site selected. This would 
occur when the County chooses from alternative sites that have been 
studied and compared. Findings supporting the amendment would be based 
on the analysis already prepared. It is not necessary for a Goal 2 
exception to complete detailed studies (such as complete site 
engineering) for each site. A general analysis of alternative sites is 
sufficient if it provides compelling reasons and facts to select one site 
over the available alternatives. 

While the resulting plan amendment would require LCDC post acknowledgment 
review, acceptance of the amendment would be reasonably certain if 
adequate exception findings are adopted. 



curt J. Scmeider -2- llugust 30, 1982 

In short, the Department believes the approach described above is more 
appropriate than pursuing a "general" exception. Feel free to contact me 
for any quest.ions and if you would like our staff to look any draft 
langJage you may propose.· 

Sincerely, 

8cB 6:~6.-qs-­
Robert Cortright 
Field Representative 

BC:ctf 
08428138 

cc: Jim Knight 
Mike Morgan 
Craig Greenleaf 



Attachment III 
Agenda Item No. G 
10/15/82 EQC Meeting 

September 1, 

Department of Environmental Quality 
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Gentlemen: 

Re: Seaside DiHposal Site 
Solid Wast Permit 1122 
Clatsop County 

Seaside Sanitary Service and Cannon Beach Sanitary Ser-vice request that 
variances be extended at our present disposal sites. We have limited our 
dumping to as small an·area as practical and we have closed over half the 
original disposal sites. We have been inspected by D.E.Q. personnel on a 
periodic basis and have always been in complete compliance with our permits. 

The Clatsop County Commissioners have experienced many difficulties in de­
veloping a new regional landfill and at the present time have not developed 
definite plans. We have attended all meetings and have been as supportive 
as possible. We recognize that our present sites are an interim facility, 
however, at the present time we have no practical options until the regional 
landfill i.s developed. 

At the present time the State Department of Forestry with the help of Cr~wn 
Zellerbach and C.E.T.A. workers are cleaning up refuse illegally dumped along 
the roadways on the tree fann. We are accepting this refuse free of charge 
at our facilities. Illegal dumping has been an on-soing problem in the area 
for years due to easy access to the tree farm and the :re1noteness of the roads. 

We feel that without some disposal facility in this area available for public 
use, illegal dumping would become epidemic. Our present sites do ·not and 
can not meet EPA-DEQ standards, however, "ve try to come as close as possible 
and considering the impact of closure on public health and safety, we think 
a temporary extension of our variances is justified. To our knowledge there 
are no alternative sites in our county or any surrounding counties that might 
be available. 

_v/ly truly yours, 

~Mfj~ 
Seaside Sanitary Service 

JJ~wa.Wnn~ 
Dick Walsborn, Owner 
Cannon Beach Sanitary Service 

PA/jw 



"The Beach of a Thousand Wonders" 
P 0 l30X 368 
CANNON BEACH 
OPE.CON 97110 

August 16, 1982 

To Department of Environmental Qualtiy, 

I am writing to support an extension of the permit for the 
land fill area used by the Cannon Beach Sanitary Service. 

The history of the search for an acceptable alternate for 
area is well known. The problems encountered are complex. 
a solution is reached we wage a favorable response to the 
request for more time. 

this 
Until 

The fact that Cannon Beach has had a volunteer recycling project 
since October, 1975 alters vastly the impact on the landfill. 
Enclosed you will find a portion of a report made to the City 
Council relative to that project. We have continued at 
approximately the same tempo on a regular basis since that time. 
So it is easy to see that the quantity of material going 
to the land fill is vastly diminished. I could up-date this 
if it was useful to you. One could predict that the planned 
initiation of another recycling center in Astoria in October 
will also have an impact in that area. Maybe more emphasis 
on recycling as a partial solution from land fill problems 
should be pursued. 

But in the meantime we favor an extension of time for Mr Walsborn. 

~d,c'k-v1a~ 
L21tille Houston, Mayor 
~jty of Cannon Beach 

SoiilJ 'Nasr Dept or E , e U1", ,.un 

f1l ~ wnv~'"a"w' ;•lity 
SEP 3 fqFl2 @ 

Sincerely, 

enclosure 

LH:mc 
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This is a total of 64,895 Pounds of material that have 
been rec;rcled--and thus kGpt out of landfills, The figm·es for 

GLiO 

100 

2500 

2_ooc 

·--

April haYe not been included and those for Nay were not yetavailabl.e, 

Taking just a few liberties wi.th th" 7cU'iations in dcnsi ty 
of material'°J this represents approximately 60,460 cu, ft, of glass, 
newsprint, cans, etc,. That figure becomes more meaningful when one 
realizes that this quantity would fill these Council chambers four 
times I Or it would fill a pit with diameter of 40 feet to a depth 
of L.B feet!!! 

The fact that Council has given financial sup;iort to this 
project woilld indicate that you are aJ.ready aware oi' the saving in 
resources, in energy and in pollution by recycling at least these 
materials, 

etc:~ ,,.cl~;.;' 

biiee,1 I'/ 
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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 

.Mfil:!ORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. o, January 14, 1982, EQC Meeting 

Informational Report: 1982 Annual Field Burning Report to 
the Legislative Committee on Trade and Economic Development 

Pursuant to statutes and under the direction of the Environmental Quality 
Commission, the Department conducts a smoke management program for 
regulating open field burning in the Willamette Valley and, with the advice 
and assistance of an Advisory Committee, a program for research and 
development of viable alternatives to open field burning. 

ORS 468.470(1)(e) provides that the Department shall report annually to the 
Legislative Committee on Trade and Economic Development on the effective­
ness of the smoke management program and on the progress being made in 
discovering and utilizing alternatives to open field burning. 

The Executive Summary of the 1982 report is attached. The full report has 
been sent to you separately. 

The full report gives a complete description cf the Department's improved 
smoke management program, includes a new section discussing slash burning 
and slash utilization and describes the expanded research on meadowfoam as 
an alternative crop which requires no burning. 

Director's Recommendation 

This report is submitted for your information and, with your concurrence, 
will be sent to the Legislative Trade and Economic Development Committee as 
provided by ORS 468.470, 

William H. Young 

Attachment: 1982 Annual Field Burning Report Executive Summary 

E.J. Weathersbee:a 
AA2878 
229-5397 
December 21, 1982 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

1982 ANNUAL FIELD BURNING REPORT 

Presented to the 

Legislative Committee on Trade and Economic Development 
December, 1982 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As provided by statute and under the direction of the Environmental 
Quality Commission, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
conducts a smoke management program for regulating open field burning 
in the Willamette Valley and a program for research and development 
(R&D) of viable alternatives to the annual field burning practice. 
This report is submitted pursuant to the requirements of ORS 468.470. 

The field burning program is supported by acreage fees paid by grass 
seed growers. The 1981-83 biennium budget for field burning totalled 
approximately $1.8 million. This includes outlays to fire districts 
and the Oregon Seed Council for smoke management services and also 
reflects significantly increased R&D funding for the current fiscal 
year, as recently authorized by the State Emergency Board. 

There were no legislative or regulatory changes affecting the 1982 
field burning program. 

A total of 328,625 acres were registered for open burning in 1982. 
This is the highest amount ever recorded and reflects a steady 16 
percent increase since 1978. A total of 219,030 acres were open 
burned, approximately 88 percent of the legal maximum limit of 250,000 
acres. Comparative annual field burning data are presented in Table A. 

Summer burning activity was generally dominated by cool, wet weather. 
Burning was heavier than normal early in the season, but declined some­
what during the traditionally active period of late August to early 
September. Late summer rains significantly limited burning opportuni­
ties in late September and October. Three-fourths of the total acreage 
burned in 1982 was accomplished on just 13 separate days. The single 
heaviest day of burning was September 14 when 22,961 acres were 
accomplished. 

Field burning impacts in populated areas in 1982 were significantly 
reduced from impact levels of the previous year. Lebanon experienced 
26 total hours and Sweet Home 44 hours of smoke, as a result of ten 
and seven separate intrusion events, respectively. Compared to 1981 
impacts, this represents a 65 percent improvement in Lebanon and 40 
percent improvement in Sweet Home. Smoke impacts in Salem and Corvallis 
were minimal. 

-1-



Eugene and Springfield were impacted to a greater degree than in prior 
years; Eugene experienced 10 total hours and Springfield 17 hours of 
smoke as a result of two intrusions. The latter intrusion, occurring 
on September 4, was particularly heavy and resulted in an exceedance 
of the first increment of the Eugene/Springfield Field Burning 
Performance Standard. The Standard was established in 1980 and 
prescribes that the minimum meteorological criteria for burning 
become evermore stringent as the cumulative impacts of smoke in 
Eugene and Springfield exceed specified levels. The effect of 
the September 4 exceedance was to require a minimum effective 
mixing height (the altitude to which smoke will freely rise) of 
4,000 feet before any significant burning could be accomplished. 

A total of 655 citizen complaints attributed to field burning were 
received by the Department in 1982, down from 844 complaints regis­
tered the year before. 

A total of 26 field burning violation cases were investigated in 
1982 for enforcement action consideration. 

Research of field burning alternatives was significantly increased 
in 1982-83 to reflect growing interest in several areas of study. 
Approximately $483,000 were allocated for specific projects with 
particular emphasis on evaluation and development of viable alter­
native crops and study of non-burning alternatives and growth retar­
dants. The following is presented as an update of research progress 
in various areas. 

Research was conducted into improved smoke management techniques in 
an effort to develop new or refined methods of forecasting the types 
of meteorological changes which often lead to significant smoke pro­
blems. These phenomena are relatively small in scale and difficult 
to detect in advance with the available data. While various opera­
tional improvements were suggested, there was little or no success in 
identifying any useful advance indicator of these phenomena. 

Study of crew-cutting and less-than-annual burning as alternative 
methods of field sanitation was conducted in 1981-82, though results 
from this most recent project are not available at this time. Pre­
vious analyses have shown crew-cutting, a method of close-cropping 
and removing straw residue from the field, to perform as a satisfactory 
alternative to burning under some conditions, although estimated costs 
are high. The agronomic effects of burning less-than-annually will 
be continued in 1982-83 as the fourth year of a scheduled five-year 
program. This will also include evaluation of growth retardants as 
tools in improving grass seed yields and reducing the amounts of 
straw residue generated. 

Research was also initiated in 1982-83 to assess alternative methods 
of controlling grass diseases. Open burning is considered the only 
feasible means of controlling fungal diseases which seriously affect 
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grass seed production. In one project, a range of new fungicide 
chemicals will be screened for potential effectiveness in disease 
control. Another project will evaluate the application of urea­
sulfuric compounds to unburned fields as a means of both controlling 
diseases and hastening the decomposition of residual straw. Evidence 
has shown that residue material left on the field breaks down very 
slowly under natural conditions and harbours disease organisms from 
one season to the next. 

Research was also initiated related to straw utilization, including 
one project intended to develop and demonstrate a home-heating unit 
designed to burn straw bales as a source of fuel. Another project 
will continue previous work on development of a device which effec­
tively "injects" liquid nutrient supplements into straw bales which 
are then marketed as a complete cattle feed. In most cattle-feeding 
operations, nutrient supplements are freely dispensed without a 
mechanism for control. This results in costly and excessive nutrient 
use. While straw by itself has little nutritional value, it is needed 
as a roughage so bale injection appears to be an effective means of 
regulating animal intake. Animal feeding experiments will be conducted 
to assess the technical merits of injected straw and other straw-based 
feed. 

The most promising potential alternative to field burning at this time 
is Meadowfoam, a new oilseed crop which appears to be well adapted 
to the soils now producing grass seed. It is a flowering annual plant 
which can be grown and harvested in a manner similar to annual rye­
grass crops. The oil from Meadowfoam is chemically unique suggesting 
a range of potential market uses and values, including applications 
as a cosmetics incredient, lubricating agent or source of other special­
ized compounds. Because Meadowfoam is a new crop with many unknowns, 
a number of agronomic questions must be addressed before commercialization 
can be considered. A major research effort is underway with particular 
emphasis on increasing and stabilizing Meadowfoam yields. Additional 
work will include a feasibility analysis of oilseed processing methods. 
Contacts will continue to be made with firms interested in evaluating 
the properties, uses, and potential market for the oil. 
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TABLE A 

COMPARATIVE ANNUAL FIELD BURN ING DATA 

Acres Registered: 
Acres Burned: 

Maximum Acres Burned 
Single Day: 

No. Day Accounting for 
75% of Total Burned 
Acreage: 

No. Day Acres Burned 
Exceeded: 

250 Acres 
1,000 Acres 
5,000 Acres 

10,000 Acres 
20,000 Acres 
30,000 Acres 

No. Impact Hours1/ 
Intrusion Events Due 
to Field Burning: 

Salem 
Lebanon 
Sweet Home 
Corvallis 
Eugene 
Springfield 

Total Field Burning 
Complaints: 

Portland/Salem 
Lebanon/Sweet Home 
Albany/Corvallis 
Eugene/Springfield 
Rural (North Valley) 

·Rural (South Valley) 

Violation Cases 
Investigated: 

1982 

328,625 
219,030 

22,961 

13 

44 
27 
15 

1/1 
26/10 
44/7 

2/2 
10/2 
17/2 

655 
()6 
218 
100 

88 
99 
84 

26 

8 
3 
0 

1981 

314,275 
233,975 

40,271 

13 

48 
32 
13 

5 
1 
1 

1/1 
77/13 
71/11 

NA 
0/0 

18/2 

844 
132 
323 

76 
76 
78 

159 

26 

198 0 

297,301 
212,126 

30,941 

13 

57 
29 

6 
2 
1 
1 

NA 
19/7 

NA 
0/0 
4/2 
7/2 

1183 
---g'f 

228 
26 

601 
58 

173 

18 

1979 

287,615 
153,043 

19,422 

13 

48 
27 

5 
5 
0 
0 

NA 
92/12* 

NA 
2/1 
0/0 
9/2* 

479 
116 

89 
41 

166 
26 
41 

11 

1978 

284,328 
153,890 

51,021 

9 

39 
21 

3 
4 
1 
1 

NA 
44/12* 

NA 
NA 

7/1* 
0/0* 

689 
138 
131 

27 
286 

49 
58 

9 

1977 

288,000 
171,500 

38,773 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

11 

35 
24 
11 

9 
1 
1 

5/3 
39/7* 

746 
27 
112 

30 
503 
15 
59 

32 

1 Hourly nephelometer readings exceeding 1.8 x lo-4 b-scat above prior 3 
hour background, roughly equivalent to visibility reduction from 35 miles 
to 13 miles (except recorded as hours exceeding 2.4 x lo-4 prior to 1980). 

* Data limited due to equipment malfunction or shortened sampling period. 

NA - Data not available 

No't'e: Approximate acreage burned figures for prior years are as follows: 
165,000 (1976)' 185,000 (1975), 283,000 (1974)' 262,000 (1973), 270,000 (1972)' 
260,000 (1971), 252,000 (1970), 225,000 (1969), 315,000 (1968). 



TESTIMONY PRESENTED BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

January 14, 1983 
Charles p. Schade, M.D. Health Officer 

Multnomah County 

Lead is an extremely toxic element. In recent years all evidence has pointed 

to lower levels of lead in the environment and in the body to be associated 

with demonstrable and probably permanent harm to individuals. Unlike many 

other toxic substances lead accumulates in the body. It produces few obvious 

symptoms at low levels of exposure and is not directly detectable by the 

exposed invidual because concentrations which cause damage are so minute. 

The major concern which physicians have, about the toxicity of lead, is its 

effect on young children. The studies by Needleman and his associates have 

demonstrated clear differences in behavior and in intelligence of children 

associated with modest chronic exposure to lead. Experts generally agree that 

the threshhold of harm in exposures to lead is not well determined. Many hold 

the view that it is very close to zero. 

Lead is most efficiently absorbed into the body as airborne particles. 

Airborne particles arise almost entirely from human activity; in the United 

States, principally from lead smelting and from lead added to gasoline. 

In 1974 the Multnomah County Department of Human Services conducted a survey 

of lead levels in the blood of Portland children. We were primarily looking 

for evidence of exposure to lead paint. Very few children were found to have 

significantly elevated blood lead levels. Our study did show that blood lead 

levels were higher in children near freeways. A separate analysis documented 

that dust near Powell Boulevard contained 0.5 to 0.6% lead. 



The national health and nutrition examination survey data obtained from 1976 

through 1980 showed that center city children were five times as likely to 

have blood lead levels in excess of 30 micrograms per deciliter. 

Persons who are exposed to 1.5 micrograms per cubic meter average lead in the 

air will absorb a significant proportion of their total daily lead uptake from 

the aire The relative impact of this source will rise as the food industry 

reduces lead content of food through improved packaging. A 10 kilogram or 22 

pound child breathing air with 1.5 micrograms of lead per cubic meter will absorb 

between o.3 and 1.2 micrograms of lead by this route each day. The World 

Health Organization says that the body can clear 30 micrograms of lead per 

day. While this airborne contribution to lead in small children might seem 

insignificant there are no good lead balance studies which show that lead 

absorbed at rates less than the World Health Organization rate is all, in 

fact, cleared by the body. Autopsy total lead determinations in individuals 

who are not known to be lead intoxicated suggests that lead accumulates 

dramatically even in the absence of heavy exposure. 

During the past two years we have seen a substantial federal effort to slow 

the protection of the general population and the working population from lead 

exposure. Industrial lead regulations have been delayed. There has been a 

move to rpll back the phasedown of lead in gasoline. We cannot expect a great 

deal of support from a federal administration which appears to place the lead 

industry ahead of the protection of public health. 



For the above enumerated reasons the Environmental Quality Commission should 

consider stronger action than the proposed standard. I must admit that I do 

not have a "smoking gun 11
• I cannot assert that the proposed standard and 

implementation plan will absolutely produce harm to Oregonians. The evidence 

for toxicity of lead, its order of magnitude lower levels in areas where lead 

emissions are not occurring, and the lack of any known safe level of lead in 

the human body, would certainly support a greater level of caution than the 

proposed standards allow. 

Two options which the Commission might consider are: 

l~ A more rapid phasedown of lead emissions from gasoline than the federal 

government has established. 

2. A more stringent ambient air standard than the federal standard. Such a 

standard for ambient air might be set at two standard deviations above the 

mean levels observed in ''background" areas of the state. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity of speaking to you this morning. 

[MM-0301H] 


