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STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL OUALTTY INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM -

" DATE: June 7, 1991

TO: . . Environmental Qﬁelity Commission
FROM: - Fred Hansen, Director ;E)~

'SUBJECT:.dPetltlon for Rule Amendment* Water Quallty Standard
2,3, 7 8 - TCDD .

The Department would recommend to the Commission that the
petition for rule making regarding the water gquality standard
for 2,3,7,8 - TCDD be denied. .The denial at this time is based
on several factors 1nc1ud1ng : I

1. The Depértment is in the process of completlng the
~ .triennial review of the state's water quality standards.
The standard for 2,3,7,8-TCDD was evaluated during this
. process. The Department, after. careful review of the
. ¢riteria, recommends to retain the standard as adopted in
. 1987. P S : o : o

The Department reviewed all of the factors used to derive
the criteria with.special attention to three of the
factors. These: three factors were cancer potency,
bioconcentration, and fish consumptlon. Various numbers
‘have beén forwarded for revision of all three of the

- factors. Review of the published literature indicated
that the 0.013 pg/l water quality standard was an
appropriate standard. When considering the possible
changes to the cancer potency factor, the bioconcentration
factor, and the fish consumption rate: the 0.013 pg/1
standard is an approprlate standard. -

2. Slnce the Department s review of the water quality
' standard during the fall of 1990 the USEPA has announced

that they will be conducting a review of the criteria.
‘The USEPA expects to complete the review in one to two
vears. The agency expects to address wildlife, aquatic
life, and human health issues related to the criteria.

- The agency is expected to review carcinogenic- and
reproductive effects to humans, wildlife and aquatic life;
the rate of biocaccumulation; and, fish consumption rates.

3. Any review of the 2,3,7,8~TCDD standard which addresses
wildlife and aquatic life risks could well result in a
criteria value lower than the present Oregon standard. It
should be noted that piscivorous wildlife have an
increased risk of cancer mortality and reproductive
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Based on the above information it would not be the best use of
limited state resources to dupllcate -the present USEPA effort.
State resources should be spent in other areas of toxin control"
“such as the development of a: comprehensive standard for all :
biologically and toxicologically active dioxins, furans-and
PCBs, technology based standards for the control of dioxins and
- furans in the pulp and paper 1ndustry and wood treatlng
industry.

When the USEPA has ‘completed their review of the 2,3,7,8-TCDD
crlteria} the Department would propose to 1mmed1ate1y undertake
a review of the standard if it lS warranted :

- If the Comm1551on does not accept the Department‘s
recommendation, we recommend, in accepting the petition for
rule making, that a very specific statement be made regarding

- current regulatory actions, the items to be considered during

" 'the review and the time frame for the review. This would
_1nc1ude'-t_ :

1. The bepartment would continue all current'regulatory
activities using the current standards until such time as
.a new standard was adopted.-

;2- ” The re-evaluatlon of the state standard would be opened at
.-, this time, but the review would not be closed until the
USEPA had. completed 1ts review.. .

3. The re-évaluatlon of the 2 3 7, 8-TCDD water quality
standard would include. the*rev1ew of criteria derivation
-‘for the other. blologlcally available dioxins, furans, and
co~planar PCBs to address as one standard the pollutants
with 51m11ar blologlcal/tox1cologlcal propertles."

4. ~ The Department would move forward to establish technology
' based standards for the control of dioxins and furans in
‘the pulp and paper 1ndustry and wood treating 1ndustry.



DEPARTMENT OF

ENVIRONMENTAL
STATE OF OREGON QUALITY
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTATL OQOUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 7, 1991

TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Fred Hansen

SUBJECT: Agenda Item L

Attached to this memoranda is written material pertaining to
the Petition of James River II, Inc., and Boise Cascade
Corporation. The materials were received in the Director's
Office on June 7, 1991 by 4:30 p.m. Please review.

811 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204-1390
(503) 229-5696

DEQ-1 @



Before the Environmental Quality Commission |
of the State of Oregon

In the Matter of the Petition of James
River II, Inc., and Boise Cascade
Corporation to Amend Subparagraph
(2)(p)(B) of Oregon Administrative Rules
Chapter 340, Division 41, Sections 205,
245, 285, 325, 365, 445, 485, 525, 565,
605, 645, 685, 725, 765, 805, 845, 885,
925, and 965.

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION
OF PETITION FOR RULE
AMENDMENT

S St St vt vt vt Nvunt’ “vutt”

1. James River I, Inc., and Boise Cascade Corporation have filed a petition as noted
above to amend Oregon’s ambient water quality standard for 2,3,7,8-tetrachloro-
dibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD). Specifically, the petition proposes a standard of 2.3
parts per quadrillion (ppq) in place of the current standard of 0.013 ppq. The
petitioners state that supporters include the Associated Oregon Industries, the
Northwest Pulp & Paper Association, the Association of Western Pulp and Paper
Workers, Local 1, and the United Paper Workers International, Local 1097.
Petitioners requested opportunity to make an oral presentation to the Commission
regarding the petition.

2. Petitioners have identified persons (and their attorneys) believed to be interested
in the proposed rule change as follows: City of St. Helens, Northwest Coalition
for Alternatives to Pesticides, Columbia River United, Pope and Talbot, Inc., UA
Local 290, Plumbers and Steamfitters, and Mike Jerkiewicz. Petitioners have
provided a copy of their petition and supporting documentation to the attorneys
for those believed to be interested in the proposed rule change.

3. The Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) will consider, and may act upon,
this petition at its regularly scheduled meeting on June 14, 1991. The item will
be listed on the regular agenda as an action item. This meeting will be held in
Room 3A of the DEQ offices at 811 S. W. 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon,
beginning at 8:30 a.m. Persons interested in this item should be present when the
meeting begins.

4, Interested persons may submit written memoranda on the petition provided either
that six (6) copies of all written materials are received by the Director’s Office,
Department of Environmental Quality, 811 §, W. 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon
97204 of DEQ by no later than 4:00 p.m. on June 7, 1991, or in the alternative,
that individual copies are served upon each Commission member and the Director
by no later than 4:00 p.m. on June 10, 1991,

FAMTED On MCTCLED PASER @



313 5W. 2nd Street, Suite
F.O. Box 1033

Nawport, Oregon 97365 (B03) 2652437

TROLL SALMON

QUALITY 5 KING

State of Oregon

OREGON SALMON COMMISSIGRMMNRTMENT oF ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY

RECEIVER

June 6, 1991 JUN O 7 1991
Office of the Director . .
Department of Environmental Quality OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

811 SW 6th Ave,
Portland, OR 97204

RE:  Petition for reduction of Oregon’s ambient water quality standard
Dear Mr. Fred Hansen:

At a very late date I was advised that this petition is once again before your department. 1
understand the EQC will consider and possibly act upon the petition submitted to you by
James River Corporation and Boise Cascade at its June 14th meeting. For some reason
this Commission has been excluded from any official notification by your department or by
the petitioners. Instead I have been advised by a local citizen that this action has been about
to take place,

This Commission remains opposed to lowering of our ambient water quality standards until
and unless it can be shown that there will be zero negative effect upon the health of salmon
runs in the affected waters. The basis of our concern is primarily for effects on the juvenile
salmon who must use the fresh water habitat enroute to the ocean. We remain especially
concerned in view of the recent petitions for endangered species status on several northwest
salmon runs.

TIinclude copies of testimony and correspondence already submitted to your department
which I would like to have attached to the record for this particular petition.

In short, the Commission remains extremely concerned that even current loading of dioxins
into the fresh water habitat may have deliterious effects on juvenile salmon survivability.
Until it ¢can be shown that those effects do not exist and until it can be shown that a
reduction of our water quality standards will not further the problem, we remain opposed to
any lessening of the standards.

Thank you for your considerations. Ihope the oversight which led to the lack of
communication with this Commission about these petitions will be corrected.

TR/nf



313 SW. 2nd Street, Suite D
P.O. Box 1033

Newport, Oregon 97365 B03) 2652437

TROLL SALMON

GQUALITY 5 KING

OREGON SALMON COMMISSION

May 10, 1990

Llewellyn Matthews

Northwest Pulp & Paper Association
1300 114th Ave. SE, Suite 110
Bellevue, WA 98004

Dear Mr. Matthews:

Thank you for your letter and overview statement pertaining to the dioxin issue. Although
I was not personally in attendance, this Commission was represented at your Astoria briefing -
by Commissioner Robert Finzer. Mr. Finzer is a North Coast commercial fisherman and
wholesaler. He gave a brief report on the situation at our last Commission meeting.

We are sensitive to your problems and we support your stated commitment to a solution
which can allow a healthy pulp industry within a healthy environment. To us that continues to
mean operations which do not pose risk to salmon food products nor to salmon survival, health
or reproduction. It also means maintaining standards of water quality which are equal to those
of our competitors in other nations which provide salmon to the world market.

So far, we are fairly comfortable with the food safety issue. Our public salmon are pure,
clean food with all agencies finding salmon as the least likely of all fishes to be contaminated
with toxins.

However, we remain steadfast in our position that standards equivalent to those in Europe
and Canada be maintained here, Also, we continue to insist that our standards be met in fact.
These are critical market demands.

| We continue to be extremely concerned about salmon reproduction, smolt mortality, and
immune systems, when exposed to effluent materials throughout the inland waterways they
use. Even small percentages of mortality or fecundity loss represent large numbers of salmon
losses at the harvest end. For example a 1% loss of down stream coho smolts represents a
number of salmon roughly equal to the entiré Oregon commercial troll harvest. We must learn
the true irnpact on smolts and learn how to control it. 1 have not read the reports you cite as
showing “no adverse affects on fish reproduction or fish tissne.” Perhaps your staff can
supply us with a copy.

Your offer to meet with us may be somethm g we can explore later this fall, after our
harvest season. We, like you, are an industry which supplies a valuable commodity to the
market, relying on a healthy natural resource for the raw material. In the past, salmon
resources industries have not viewed the wood products industry as a friend. I think you will
agree that there is basis in fact for that view. Too much of our salmon resource has been lost to
forest industries already. If that stops, perhaps we can ally as fellow industries, in common
cause. If it does not, then our position is clear, and probably adversarial,

Oregon Salmon Commission

cc: Dalton Hobbs, Department of Agriculture
Jill Zarnowitz, OR Dept. of Fish & Wildlife
Bob Eaton, Salmon for All
Oregon Salmon Commissicners



313 S.W. 2nd Street, Suite D
P.C. Box 1033

Newport, Oregon 87365 (503) 265-2437

TROLL SALMON

QUALITY 15 KING

OREGON SALMON COMMISSION

Date: May 1, 1990

To: DEQ
Water Quality Division
811 SW 6th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

From: Totn Robinson, Manager
Oregon Salmon Commission

RE:  Proposed Rule Changes Affecting Pulp Mill/Dioxin Effluents Standards.

Please be advised that the Oregon Salmon Commission on behalf of Oregon’s commercial
salmon trollers and on behalf of the consuming public which we serve under OAR 576.305
does not support any of the options for rule changes affecting standards applied to pulp mill
effluents/dioxin contamination. The Oregon Salmon Commission has provided formal oral
and written testimony to DEQ and to the Environment Quality Commission on this subject,
Our position remains unchanged. We adamantly support stringent standards which will
fully protect both food quality and the smolt survivability of salmon which use the
Columbia River corridor. While we are satisfied that no danger to consumers of salmon
food fish is imminent, we see this as no reason to relax any of the standards. We continue
to be greatly concerned about mortality of juvenile salmon and about biological effects on
adult salmon‘s immune systems and reproductive capacities when exposed to these
effluents. Those biological and mortality concems have not yet been addressed nor
answered satisfactorily.

Attached are copies of written testimony already supplied to you by this Commission.
Please apply them to this record.

On behalf of the Commission I also express a great dissatisfaction with the notification
processes being used as this issue continues to run a gauntlet of meetings and reviews. I
have not been formally contacted on a regular basis by your department about the schedule
of hearings and comment deadlines. I remind you that we are a state agency which is very
much affected by the decisions you will make. I find it extremely remarkable that my best
source of up-to-date information continues to be the “grapevine” rather than official
communications from your department, Furthermore, 1 know that the Pacific Fisheries
Management Council and the states of Oregon and Washington fisheries divisions are
greatly concerned about this issue. Are they not being directly contacted? Please take
prompt action to correct this oversight in notification.

cc: William P, Hutchinson EQC
Randy Fisher ODFW
Joe Blum WDF
Richard Schwarz PFMC
Frank Warrens PEMC
Bob Eaton Salmon for All



313 S.W. 2nd Street, Suite C L
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TROLL SALMON

QUALITY I5 KING

OREGON SALMON COMMISSION
Date: December 15, 1989 i{
] N d

To: Fred Hansen, Director ‘
Department of Environmental Quality !
811 SW Sixth _
Portland, OR 97204

From: Tom Robinson, Manager
Oregon Salmon Commission

Re:  Proposed Rule Changes

We understand that Oregon’s EQC is reviewing proposed rule changcé on pulp mill

03 265-2437

pollution effluents January 1990. As you know we continue to provide comment on this

matter as we find it to have significant impact on our industry through degradation of the

environment. The details of our concern are outlined in previous communications and
testimony submitted to you.

We also have some specific concerns and comments regarding proposec rule changes.

1. We ask for a return to full, open disclosure of all proc;eedings between the state and

pulp mill industry representatives as this matter is resolved.

2. We support the status-quo of rules which require formal findings on pollution
before EQC makes approvals. We recommend that food fish studies should be
independently performed by other than industry contractors, to assure the
objectivity of required findings.

3. Wecall your attention to the following items from the proposed rule changes:

a) Proposed changes in paragraph 3, section (a) are alarming in that they

appear to weaken existing permit processes, allowing too much subjective
opinion, changing the phrase “would not”, to read, “is not expected to”, is

b)

clearly a move away from the level of control and protection which we must
have through your commission, to assure safe, quality habitat for food fish
in Oregon.

Likewise, we support the status-quo for procedures which determine WQL
status. There must not be a relaxing of processes which would remove the
burden of positive proof of compliance with effluent standards, prior to
removing a waterway, or a facility, from corrective activity. Speculative
statements that compliance is expected may be encouraging news, but
should not be substituted for actual achievement.

Thank you for your attention to our requests, We continue to rely on EQC, and DEQ to
protect the habitat of Oregon’s salmon resource as you execute your difficult tasks.

o See attached sheet
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State of Oregon

Environmental Quality Commission @@NMMTWEwmwmmHuQMUW
Directors 0ffice ® B A @
811 3. W. . | o

3. W. 6th Ave JUND 1991

Portland, Oregon 97204
QOFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
Dear Commission HMember, '

In reference to the giant pulp and paper manufacturers,
notably James River Corporation and Boise Cascade, who brashly
now reguest the Oregon E.Q.C. to set lower ambient water
quality standards.

Needless to say, the Oregon standard is absolutely
necessary to the maintenance of our waterways now and for the -
future. Certainly industrial needs must be given some consideration.
However all members of the state's citizenry should also be
granted the highest water gmality standards in our great Northwest.
Oregon as a leader in all environmental concerns is a model for
the nation.

As owners of properiy on the Columbila River in Columbia County,
we implore the E.Q.C. to reject the proposed change in water
guality standards. Industry cannot provide any real evidence
that would support any modification of the D.E.Q. standard.

Thank you for your vote against such a negative approach
- to our water quality.

Sincerely,

- Roger and iMary Thompson
Lilhl S, BE. Boardman Ave..
Milwaukie, Cregon 97267
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NORTHWEST
PULP&PAPER

June 6, 1991

Fred Hansen, Director

Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Hansen:

The Northwest Pulp and Paper Association is writing to support the James River Corp. and Boise
Cascade petition to review Oregon’s water quality standard for dioxin.

Oregon’s current water quality standard of 0.013 paris per quadrillion (ppqg) is a human-
health-based standard. However, the science upon which this standard was developed has been
challenged — and its conclusions radically altered — by the very scientist who conducted the
original research. Therefore, the premise for the current standard is now highly questionabie.

in addition, the Environmental Protection Agency has recently approved water quality standards
100-times less stringent than its guideline criterion (which Oregon adopted, along with a
variety of other EPA recommendations for toxic discharges). Thus, EPA has indirectly conceded
that, when taking new science and regional factors into consideration, its criterion of 0.013 ppqg
may be more restrictive than necessary to protect human health.

In recognizing this apparent conflict, EPA has announced a review of the science on dioxin. |
have enclosed a May 17 report from Science that notes the one-year time frame EPA
Administrator William Reilly has established for this review. However, shouid Oregon decide 1o
wait on the EPA review before commencing a review of its standard — and not suspend its
imposition of dioxin discharge restrictions — the two mills in question are bound by state law
to invest millions of dollars in what may prove to be unnecessary environmental controls.

Oregon needs a scientifically-based water quality standard for dioxin that is fully protective of
human health. The Clean Water Act delegates this responsibility to the states, in part so that
states may incorporate regional data, such as fish consumption information, into their decision.
It is time for Oregon to develop such a state-specific water quality standard for dioxin. We hope
that the Environmental Quality Commission will accept the James River and Boise Cascade
petition to review Oregon’s water quality standard for dioxin.

Sincerely,

Public Affairs Director

enclosurg
c: EQC members

NORTHWEST PULP & PAPER ASSOCIATION 1300 144TH AVENUE SOUTHEAST, SUITE 110 BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 98004  (206) 4551323




EPA Moves to Reassess
the Risk of Dioxin

Urged on by the scientific community, EPA is developing a
new model for estimating dioxin’s risk

GALVANIZED 8Y THE RESULTS OF A RECENT
scientilic meeting on dioxin’s molccular ac-
tions. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA)Y administrator William K. Reilly has
launched a major new etfort to reassess the
toxicity of this ubiguitous——ind infamous—
chemical,

Responding to crticism that the model
EPA now uses to assess dioxin's risk is obso-
lere, Reilly has asked agency scieniisis to
come up with 2 new “hiologically based”
model that will draw on 2n emerging under-
standing of the first steps that take place as
dioxin enters a cell {for example, see pages
924 and 954). Reilly and others call the new
efort “precedent-setting” not only for how
the agency regulates carcinogens but also for
EPA's quick response to new scientific devel.
OpIMENts—Aor its strong suit in the past,

Until now, EPA has gauged the risk of
diaxin exposure by using the same model it
applies to most carcinogens: the linear mul-
tistage model, which assumes that risk rises
in proportion to dose. Agency officials have
long viewed the model as a “default™—one
adopted for fack of a real understanding of
how carcinogens work—-and their intent
was always to replace it with something
more tealistic once mechanisms were under-
stood. But so far, they say, such evidence has
been lacking. Now it may at last be in hand,
at least for dioxin and perhaps a handful of
other chemicals that behave similarly.

The turning point came in an 8 March
bricfing for Reilly and his top deputies given
by three agency scientists: William Farland
and Peter Preuss, both at EPA headquarters
in Washington, D.C,, and Linda Birnbaum
of EPA's Health Effects Rescarch Labora-
tory in North Carolina, Part of the bricfing
was devoted to recent epidemiologic stud-
ies, including the new one by Marilyn
Fingerhut of the National Institute for Oc-
cupational Safery and Health (NIOSH),
which found perhaps the strongest link yet
berween high doses of dioxin and human
cancer (see Science, 8 February, page 625).
The EPA scientists also discussed a reanalysis
of data from a 1976 study of cancer in
dioxin-exposed rats that figured heavily in
EPA’s original risk assessment. After re-
¢xamining the onginal stides of liver tissue,
investigators have concluded that the ani-

7 Mav 199 SCIENCE

nials developed fewer tumors than was origi-
nally believed.

But it was Birnbaum and Farland’s de-
scription of 3 meering last November at the
Ranbury Center at Cold Spring Harbor
Laboratory thar Reilly says

mecting who is now working with EPAL s
1o pinpoatnt the threshold or “safe™ dose
below which none of dioxin's ll eflects
should occur.

In building the model, Gallo and his E'A
vollcagues hope to draw on work on the
diowun receptor now under way in a number
of labs around the counury. In this issue of
Science, for example, a group headed by
Oliver Hankinson of the Universiy of Cah-
forna at Los Angeles reports on the cloning
of a protein that is necessary for the receptor
to tunction. Vanous roles have been pro-
posed for the new protein; one intnguing
possibility is that it is part of the receptor
irselt. The dioxin receptor thus might contain
at least two protcins, one

made the most compelling
case for change. At that
meeting a group of dioxin
experts agreed that before
dioxin can cause any of the
ill effects 1t has been linked
to—Cancer, Immune system
supptession, chloracne, and
birth defects—one “neces-
sary but not sufficient™
event must occur: the com-
pound must bind to and
activate a receptor, known
as the aryl hydrocarbon or
AH recepror (see Science,
8 February, p. 625). After
that, the dioxin-receptor
complex is transported to
the nucleus, where it binds
to specific sequences of
DNA and turns genes on and off, thereby
causing its mynad effects. It had long been
known that dioxin binds 1o a receptor, but
before the Banbury meeting it had been
unclear whether all of dioxin's effects or just
some were mediated this way.

The Banbury group also agreed that di-
oxin has 1o occupy a certain number of AH
receptors on a cell before any biological
response can ensue. The result is a practical
“threshold™ for dioxin cxposure, below
which no toxic effects occur. That conclu-
sion flies in the face of the linear model’s
underlving assumption: that the risk of
harmful effects begins with exposure 1o a
single molecule and increases from there,
Faced with this new picture of dioxin's ac-
tion, the Banbury participants urged EPA 10
develop 2 new, recepror-based model for
dioxin nisk assessment,

Reilly bit, He has now asked scientists in
EPA’s Office of Research and Development,
in collaboration with academic researchers
around the country, to come up with just
such a model. The goal, explains Michael
Gallo of the Robert Wood Johnson Medical
School, one of the organizers of the Banbury

Key mover. Linda Birnbaum
had been urging EPA to
change how it does dioxin
risk assessment.

that binds 1o dioxin (and
presumably whatever naru-
ral motecule dioxin mimics)
and another that binds to
DNA. “Boy, is that exqit-
ing,” savs Gallo, who adds
that the new findings wall
feed direcly into the model.

Unal the model is com-
plete, no one can say for sure
whether it will show dioxin
to be more or less risky than
EPA now calculates, though
Gallo and others speculate
that itwill turn out o be less
risky. One of the major ques-
tions is how close the pre-
sumed “safe™ dose is to the
background levels of dioxin
10 which the general popula-
tion is exposed. If background exposure is
already near the “safe™ dose, then there may
not be much room for additional exposure.

Those background levels are largely un-
known, so Reilly has added that questicon to
the EPA scientists’ assignment. Over the
next year Birnbaum and other EPA scien-
tists, in collaboration with rescarchers from
NIOSH, the Centers for Disease Control,
and the Air Force, hope to get a fix on blood
levels of dioxin and the handful of polychlo-
tinated biphenyls that behave similarly and
thus could increase its nsk. Meanwhile,
other researchers will be studying the
sources and routes of dioxin exposure—
most of which arc dictary—and how it is
pessed up the food chain,

Reilly wants the new model and related
work complete within 2 year, at which dme
the results will go on te EPA's Scicntfic
Advisory Board (SAB) for peer review. Three
years ago, the SAB sent EPA scientists back
to the drawing board when they tried to
revise the dioxin standard, saying the sdi-
ence wasn't sound enough. Birnbzum and
owrer EPA researchers predict 2 diferent
outcome this ime. W LESLIE ROBERTS

NEWS & COMMENT 911



Environmental Quality Commission June 4, 1991
Directors Office

811 3W 6th Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Commission Member,

T urge you to please reject the latest proposal by the
pulp industry to reduce the water quality standards in
Oregon.

In a time of increased environmental awareness, it
seems indefensible that certain companies would propose to
lessen the standards for economic reasons, while neglecting
and potentially harming a very large and complex ecological
system.

My interest as a partner in land in Clatskanie prompts
me to write this letter not only for myself, but for everyone
who liveson or near the rivers in Oregon. You have the
opportunity to effect a positive result for the people of
Oregon. Please do so.

State of Cregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

EGENVE
JUNO 7 1981

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR



SAND AND GRAVEL COMPANY

P.O.BOX 130, AUBURN, WASHINGTON 98071
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Environmental Quality Commission

.Directors Office

811 5.W. 6th Ave.
Portland, OR 97204
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No retreat

eeting siate siandards limitlng =
Mdioxln poliution will be diffi- -

cult and expensive for the puip
and paper industry. But it's hard to
muster much sympathy for fwo miils
in Oregon that are complaining about
the standards when a third, Pope &
Talbot's mil near Halsey, already has
a plan to comply with the dioxin
riles, If one can do it, the others can,

Dioxins aré chemicals created as
byproducis of certgin chemical and
industrial processes, Including paper
bleaching. Some dioxins are highly
toxic; one is the most powerful known
carcinogen, The federal Environmen-
ta! Profection Agency studied fish liv-
ing downstream from pulp and paper
miils nationwide and found that diox-
in had accumulated in their tlssues.

The EPA told the stetes to regu-
late mille’ dloxin emissions, Cregon's
Department. of Environmental Quajl-
iy obtiged by requiring that waler
downstream from pulp and paper
milis contain no more than 0,013 parts
per quadrillion of dioxia, That small a
portion of the United States’ total iand
area is one-lenth of g square Inch —a
tact that iHlustrates both the stricthess
of ihe DEQ standard and the potency
of the deadliest dioxin.

Last year, Pope & Talbot reached
an agreement with the DEQ that wiil
allow it to meet ihe state’s standard,
Imptoving current industrial process.
es will reduce dioxin emissions by
about 60 perceni, By 1883 the mill
expects to meet the 0,013 paris per
quadrillion standard. And in concert
with an expansiott project, Pope &
Talbol infends o change its paper-
bleaching process so that by 1887 #
will he able to triple its production
and stlil meet the state standard. .

The two companies Lhat operate
Oregonis other two bieached-pulp
ﬁ River I Inc. and Boise

on dioxin

qundtlllicn {and|

The two ' ¢ mpanles argue that
dloxins are nof as carcinogenle as was
once belleved, One of the sclentlsts
who did the oriplnal evaluations has
now concluded that dioing pose only
& small threat to human snd animal
hepith, they ssy. The companier
accuse the DEQ of forcing them fo
gpend tens of millions of dellars fo
meet & standard thal is besed on an
tet)liaggear'a\lf.%«:l assessment of the dioxin

reat

(mn Bii’uwever.ismt' firsetly

responzible - for

Even l! there are doubts about the
magnitude of the heaith risk posed by
dioxing, it's plain that some hazard
exists. Bnrrlng & ronclusive finding
that would allow the EPA to down-

.grade its assessment of the danger

from dloxin, a cautious approach of-
ferd the best protection for human
health ‘and river-<dwelling fish end
wildlite. Af l#ast one pulp and paper
mill Intends to grow and prosper
while meeting thi: standard that rec-
opnlzes the wisdotn of caution. Tne
other two should be expasted o do
the same.

pmducsng proeesses altogether, The
‘elimination of dioxin should be the
industry’s gosl, Pope & Talbotl's re-
ductions are welcome but incomplete,
‘nnd B lack of progress by the other
.-'-(who compenies should be unaccepl-
ahle,




JAMES RIVER CORPORATION

P.O. Box 2218, Fichmond, VA 23217 (804} B44-5411

RONALD 8. ESTRIDGE
Serwar Viee Presicent, Sroup Executrve

(:041 99-:209
May 17, 1991

The Honorable William K. Reilly
Administrator
United States Environmaental Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20480

Re: Industrial Toxics Project
Dear Mr. Reilly:

James River Corporation is pleased to participate in EPA’s proposed voluntary —
Industrial Toxics Project.

Our 1995 goals are:

> The 17 high priority chemicals - 50% reduction in annual
relsasas

> Dioxin « 80% reduction in annual
roleases

in addition to our U.S. operations, these goals include reductions of ¢chloroform and
dioxin at our pulp mili In Marathon, Ontario, which Is located on Lake Superior,
Where possidle, pollution pravention methods will be used to reach these goals.

Although we fully intend to meet these goals, we understand that this project
is completely voluntary and that the goals are not firm, enforceable requirements
under any laws or regulations. Also, there are several concerns about the program
which have been communicated by the American Paper Institute In its May 8 letter
to you; EPA’s prompt attention to these Issues will be appreciated.

The Industrial Toxlcs Project represents & real step forward from the current
*command-and-control® approach favored to date by Congress and the Agency. Wa



look forward to a success that will set 8 new tone for industry/agency cooperation in
m{vironmental protection.

Very truly yours,
Ronald 8. Estridge
RBE/kr
¢c:  The Honorable Linda J, Fisher

Assistant Administrator
Office of Pesticides and Toxic Substances



OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 41 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

signed mixing zone, as measured relative to a control point
immediately upstream from a discharge when stream tem-
peratures are 58° F. or greater; or more than (.5° F. increase
due 10 a single-source discharge when receiving water tem-
peratures are 57.5° F. or less; or more than 2° F. increase due
to al} sources combined when siream temperatures are 56° F,
or less. except for specifically limited duration activities
which may be authorized by DEQ under such conditions as
DEQ and the Department of Fish and Wildlife may prescribe
and which are necessary 1o accommodate legitimate uses or
activities where temperatures in excess of this standard are
unavoidable and all practical preventive technigues have
been applied to minimize temperature rises. The Director
shall hold a public hearing when a request for an exception 1o
the temperature standard for a planned activity or discharge
will in all probability adversely affect the beneficial uses,

(C) Marine and estuarine waters: No significant increase
above natural background temperatures shall be allowed,
and water temperatures shall not be altered to a degree which
creates or can reasonably be expected to create an adverse
effect on fish or other aquatic life.

{(c) Turbidity {Jackson Turbidity Units, JTU): No more
than a 10 percent cumulative increase in natural stream
turbidities shall be allowed, as measured relative to a control
poin! immediately upstream of the turbidity causing activity.
However, limited duration activities necessary to address an
emergency or to accommodate essential dredging, construc-
tion or other legitimate activites and which cause the stan-
dard 1o be exceeded may be authorized provided all
sracticable turbidity control techniques have been applied

nd one of the foliowing has been granted:

(A) Emergency activities: Approval coordinated by
DEQ with the Department of Fish and Wildlife under
conditions they may prescribe to accommodate response to
emergencies or to protect public health and welfare.

{B) Dredging, Construction or other Legitimate Activi-
ties: Permit or certification authorized under terms of Sec-
tion 401 or 404 (Permits and Licenses, Federal Water
Pollution Control Act) or OAR 141-85-100 et seq. (Removal
and Fill Permits, Division of State Lands), with limitations
and conditions governing the activity set forth in the permit
or certificate,

(d) pH (hvdrogen ion concentration); pH values shall
not fall cutside the following ranges:

{A) Marine waters: 7.0 - 8.5.

{B) Estuarine and fresh waters: 6.5 - 8.5.

{e) Organisms of the coliform group where associated
with fecal sources (MPN or equivalent MF using a represen-
tative number of samples);

(A} Columbia River from the Highway 5 bridge between
Vancouver and Portland to the mouth: A log mean of 200
fecal coliform per 100 milliliters based on a minimum of 5
samples in a 30-day period with no more than 10 percent of
the samples in the 30-day period exceeding 400 per 100 ml.

(B) Marine waters and estuarine shellfish growing
waters: A fecal coliform median concentration of 14 organ-
isms per 100 milliliters, with not more than 10 percent of the
samples exceeding 43 organisms per 100 ml.

(C) Estuarine waters other than shellfish growing waters:
A log mean of 200 fecai coliform per 100 milliliters based on

inimum of 5 sampies in a 30-day period with no more
an 10 percent of the samples in the 30-day period exceed-
ing 400 per 100 ml.

{November, 1987)

(f} Bacterial pollution or other conditions deleterious to
waters used for domestic purposes, livestock watering, irriga-
tion. bathing, or shellfish propagation, or otherwise injurious
to public health shall not be ailowed.

{g) The liberation of dissofved gases, such as carbon-
dioxide, hvdrogen sulfide, or other pases, in sufficient quan-
tities to cause objectionabie odors or to be deieterious to fish
or other aguatic Life, navigation, recreation, or other reason-
able uses made of such waters shall not be allowed,

(h) The deveiopment of fungi or other growths having a
deleterious effect on stream bottoms. fish or other aquatic
life, or which are injurious 10 health, recreation, or industry
shall not be allowed.

(i) The creation of tastes or odors or toxic or other
conditions that are deleterious to fish or other aquatic tife or
affect the potability of drinking water or the palatability of
fish or shellfish shall not be allowed.

(i} The formation of appreciable bottom or sludge
deposits or the formation of any organic or inorganic depos-
its deleterious to fish or other aquatic life or injurious to
public health, recreation, or industry shall not be allowed.

(k) Objectionable discoloration, scum. oily sieek, or
floating solids, or coating of aquatic life with oil film shall not
be allowed.

(1) Aesthetic conditions offensive to the human senses of
sight, taste, smell, or touch shall not be allowed.

{m) Radioisotope concentrations shail not exceed max-
imum permissible concentrations (MCP’s) in drinking water,
edible fishes or shellfishes, wildlife, irrigated crops. livestock
and dairy products, or pose an external radiation hazard.

(n) The concentration of total dissolved gas relative to
atmospheric pressure at the point of sample collection shali
not exceed one hundred and ten percent (110%) of satura-
tion, except when stream flow exceeds the 10-year, 7-day
average flood. However, for Hatchery receiving waters and
waters of less than 2 feet in depth, the concentration of total
dissolved zas relative 10 atmospheric pressure at the point of
sample collection shall not exceed one hundred and five
percent (105%) of saturation,

{0) Total Dissolved Solids; Guide concentrations listed
below shall not be exceeded unless otherwise specifically
authorized by DEQ upon such conditions as it may deem
necessary 10 carry out the general intent of this plan and 1o
protect the beneficial uses set forth in rule 340-41-202;

(A) Columbia River - 500.0 mp/!:

(B) All other Fresh Water Streams and Tributaries -
100.0 mg/1;

(p) Toxic Substances:

(A) Toxic substances shall not be introduced above
natural background levels in the waters of the state in
amounts, concentrations, or combinations which may be
harmful, may chemically change to harmful forms in the
environment, or may bioaccumulate to levels that adversely
affect public heailiﬂ;. safety, or welfare; adquatic life; or other

s, .

apply unless data from scientifically valid studies demons-
tete that the most sensitive designated beneficial uses will not
be adversely affected by exceeding a criterion or that a more

8 - Div, 41

-yl 109(2&)



June 2, 1221

S : . N Siite ¢f Orcgon '
Bnvironmental Quality Commission OEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GUALITY,

Directors Office J}B EGEIVE @

811 3. w. 6th Ave. | JUNO 4 1997

Portland, Oregon 97204 |
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Dear Commission kember,

In reference to the giant pulp and paper manufacturers,
notably James River Corporation and Boise Cascade; who bréshly
now request the Oregon E.Q.C. to set lower ambient water-
quality standards. '

Needless to say, the Oregon standard is absolutely
necessary to the maintenance of our waterways now and for the
- future. Certainly industrial needs must be given some consideration.
However all members of the state's citizenry should also be
granted the highest water gunality standards in our great Northwest.
Oregon as a leader in all environmental concerns is a model for
the nation.

As owners of property on the Columbia River in Columbia Gounty,
we implore the E.Q.C. to reject the proposed change in water )
quality standards. Industry cannot provide any real evidence
that would support any modification of the D.E.Q. standard.

Thank you for your vote agalnst such ‘a negative approach
to our water quallty ‘ '

Slncerely,

Roger and lary Thompson
Likl S, E. Boardman Ave.
Milwaukie, Oregon 97267
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Envircnmental Quality Commission
Directors Office

811 sw 6th Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Commission Member,

June 4, 1991

I urge you to please reject the latest proposal by-ther
pulp industry to reduce thé water guality standards in

Oregon.
In a time of increased environmen

tal awareness, it

seems indefensible that certain companies would propose. to
lessen the standards for economic reasons, while neglecting

and potentially harming a very large and complex ecological

system.

My interest as a partner in land in Clatskanie prompts
me to write this letter not only for myself, but for everyone
who liveson or near the rivers in Oregon. You have the
opportunity to effect a positive result for the people of

Oregon. Please do so.

Respectﬁuliy,

Abdeclr Moo=

Robert J. Thompson

SAND AND GRAVEL COMPANY

P.0.BOX 130, AUBURN, WASHINGTON 98071

Environmental Quality Commission
Directors Office

811 S.W. 6th Ave.

Portland, OR 97204

H!-EH‘H!;Ilil;H!!H!Hi!!l“i!n!li”!ll!'.”l””




State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,

EGEIVE
JUNO 71991 2= "°““‘“‘,\,
/}/

N@RTHWES
PULP&PAPER

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

June 6, 1991 ;
ggmd) Qe

. = i §~‘—
Fred Hansen, Director Rl ,
Department of Environmental Quality : e N1
811 SW Sixth Avenue e 3 ’“‘Q S
Portland, OR 97204 &:i_ . Iy 1
Dear Mr. Hansen: = ( ) s

The Northwest Puip and Paper Association is writing to support the James Riv _i Corp and Boise
Cascade petition to review Oregon's water quality standard for dioxin. %

Oregon’s current water quality standard of 0.013 parts per quadrillion {ppq) is a human-
heaith-based standard. However, the science upon which this standard was developed has been
challenged — and its conclusions radically altered — by the very scientist who conducted the
original research. Therefore, the premise for the current standard is now highly questionable.

" In addition, the Environmental Protection Agency has recently approved water quality standards
100-times Eess stringent than its guideline criterion (which Oregon adopted, along with a
variety of other EPA recommendations for toxic discharges). Thus, EPA has indirectly conceded
that, when taking new science and regional factors into consideration, its criterion of 0.013 ppq
may be more restrictive than necessary to protect human health.

In recognizing this apparent conflict, EPA has announced a review of the science on dioxin. |
have enclosed a May 17 report from Science that notes the one-year time frame EPA
Administrator William Reilly has established for this review. However, should Oregon decide to
wait on the EPA review before commencing a review of its standard - and not suspend its
imposition of dioxin discharge restrictions — the two mills in question are bound by state law
to invest millions of dollars in what may prove to be unnecessary environmental controls.

Oregon needs a scientifically-based water quality standard for dioxin that is fully protective of
human health. The Clean Water Act delegates this responsibility to the states, in part so that"
states may incorporate regional data, such as fish consumption information, into their decision.
It is time for Oregon to develop such a state-specific water quality standard for dioxin. We hope
that the Environmental Quality Commission will accept the James River and Boise Cascade
petition to review Oregon’s water quality standard for dioxin.

Sincerely,

Lt

Kathy E. Gill, CAE
Public Affairs Director

enclosure
¢: EQC members

NORTHWEST PULP & PAPER ASSOCIATION 1300 144TH AVENUE SOUTHEAST, SUTE 140 BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 98004  (206) 4551323




EPA Moves to Reassess
‘the Risk of Dioxin

Urged on by the scientific community, EPA is developing a
new model for estimating dioxin's risk

GALVANIZED BY THE RESULTS OF A RECENT
scienntfic meeting on dioxin’s molecular ac-
tions, Environmental Protection Agenev
(EPAY administrator William K. Reilly has
launched 2 major new etfort to reassess the

toxicity of this ubtquuous—md infimous—

chemicat, :

Responding to cnticism th:n the model
EPA now uses to assess dioxin’s risk is obso-
lete, Railly has ssked agency scientists to
come up with 2 new “biologically based™
model that will draw on an emerging under-

“standing of the first steps that take place as
dioxin cnters a cell (for example, see pages
924 and 954). Reillv and others calt the new
e¢fort “precedent-setting”™ not only for how
the agency regulates carcinogens but also for
EPA's quick response to new scientific devel-
opments—not its strong suit in the past.

Until now, EPA has gauged the risk of
dioxin exposure by using the same model it
applics to most carcinogens: the linear mul-
tistage model, which assumes that risk rises
in proportion to dose. Agency officials have
long viewed the model as a “default™ —one
adopted for Jack of a real understanding of
how carcinogens work—and their intent
was always to replace it with something
more tealistic once mechanisms were under-
stood. But so far, thev say, such evidence has
been lacking. Now it may at Jast be in hand,
at jeast for dioxin and perhaps a handful of
other chemicals that behave similariy.

The turning point came in an 8 March
bricfing for Reiily and his top deputies given
by three agency scientists: William Farland
and Peter Preuss, both at EPA headquarters
in Washington, D.C., and Linda Birnbaum
of EPA’s Health Effects Rescarch Labora-
tory in North Carolina. Part of the bricfing
was devoted to recent epidemiologic stud-
jes, including the new one by Marilyn
Fingerhut of the National Institute for Oc-
cupational Safery and Health (NIOSH;,
which found perhaps the strongest link yet
berween high doses of dioxin and human
cancer {sce Science, 8 February, page 625).
The EPA scientists also discussed a reanalysis
of data from a2 1976 study of cancer in
dioxin-exposed rats that figured heavily in
EPA’s original risk assessment. After re-
examining the original slides of liver tissue,
investigators have concluded that the ani-

g Marieer  SEIENCE

T February, p. 625). After

.DNA and twrns genes on and off, thereby

muals developed fewer tumors than was origi-
nally believed.

Bur it was Birnbaum and Farland's de-
scription of a meeting last November at the
Ranbury Center at Cold Spring Harbor
Laboratory that Reilly savs

meeting who is now working with EPA, is
to pinpoint the threshold or “sate™ dose
below whivh none of dioxia’s Wl effects
should oceur,

In building the model, Gallo and his EPA
collcsgues hope to draw on work on the
dioxin receptor now: under way in-a numbser

of labs around the counuv. In this issue of

Science, for example, a group headed by
Oliver Hankinson of the University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles reports on the cloning
of a protein that is necessary for the receptor
to function. Various roles have been pro-i
posed for the new- protein; one intriguing

posuibility is that it |s part of the recepror
ieselt. The dioxin rc:u:ptor thus might contain

made the most compelling
case tor change. At that
meeting a group of dioxin
experts agreed that before
dioxin can causc any of the
il effects it has been linked
to—Cancer, immune system
suppression, chloracne, and
birth defects—one “neces-
sary but not sufficient™
event must occur: the com-
pound must bind 1o and
acrivate a receptor, known
as the aryl hydrocarbon or
AH receptor (see Science,

that, the dioxin-receptor
complex is transported to
the nucleus, where it binds
to specific sequences of

change how it

causing its mynad effects. It had long been
known that dioxin binds to a receptor, bur
before the Banbury meeting it had been
unclear whether all of dioxin's cffects or just
some were mediated this way,

The Banbury group also agreed that di
oxin has to occupy a certain number of AH
receptors on a cell before any biological
response can ensue. The result is a practical
“threshold™ for dioxin cxposure, below
which no toxic effects occur, That conclu-
sion flics in the face of the lincar model’s
underlying assumption: that the rsk of |
harmful cffects begins with cxposurc 1o 2
single molecule and increases from there,
Faced with this new pié:urc of dioxin’s ac-
tion, the Banbury participants urged EPAto
develop a new, receptor-based model for
dioxin risk assessment,

Reilly bit. He has now asked sciendsts.in
EPA’s Office of Research and Development, -
in coliaboration with academic researchers
around the country, to come up with just
such a model. The goal, explains Michael
Gallo of the Robert Wood Johnson Medical
Schoot, one of the organizers of the Banbury

Key mover. Linda Birnbaum
had been urging EPA 1o

risk assessment.

at least two protcins, one
that binds 1o dioxin {and
presumably whatever natu-
ral molecule dioxin mimics)
and another that binds 10
DNA. “Bov, is that exgit-
ing,” savs Gallo, who adds
that the new findings wiil
feed direcdy into the model.

picte, no one can say for sure
whether it will show dioxin
1o be more or less risky than
EPA now calculates, though
Gallo and others speculate
that it will um out to be Tess

sumed “safe™ dose is to thc
background levels of dioxin
to which the general popula-
tion is exposed. If background cxposure is
already near the “safe™ dose, then there may-
not be much room for additional exposure.
Those background levels are largely un-
known, so Reilly has added that question 10
the EPA scientists’ assignment. Over the
nexs year Bim shaum and other EPA scien-
tists, in collaboration with researchers from
NIOSH, the Centers for Discase Control,
and the Air Force, hope to get a fix on blood
levels of dioxin and the handful of polychlo-
rinated biphenyls that behave similarly and
thus could increase its risk. Mcanwhile,
_other_rescarchers will be studying the

sources and rout,,_;,,,gﬁvdnonn cmrc—-
ost of which are dictary—and how it is
p_a_s_scd up the food chain.

Reifly wants the new model and related
work complete within a year, at which time
the results will go on to EPA's Scientific
Advisory Board (SAB) for peer review. Three
years ago, the SAB sent EPA scientists back
to the drawing board when they tried to
revise the dioxin standard, saying the sci-
ence wasn't sound cnough. Birmbaum and
otner EPA researchers predict a diuferent
outcome this ime. 8 LESLIE ROBERTS

does dioxin

HEWS & COMMENT 911

Ungl the model is com- —

nskv Onc of the major quc.s —

W,



(4)

Residential generators of yard debris participating in a
regularly scheduled yard debris collection service, where
yard debris is a principal recyclable material, may be
charged a fee for yard debris recycling. No fee may be
charged for the first setout per month of up to a unit of
vard debris. [This fee may be charged in addition to the
base fee for garbage collection only if the volume of yard
debris material collected exceeds one unit of yard debris for
the collection period.] The first unit of yard debris
collection [shall not be less than] is defined as the
equivalent of a thirty~-two gallon can, or the standard unit
of vard debris service provided, whichever is greater.

-

-
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: State of Cregon R
DEPARTMENT OF ENV!RONMENTA[ QUALIT‘! :

B}E@EUWE

Environmental Quality Commission JUN 12 19¢1
Director's Office - o e

Dept. of Environmental Qu_ahty " OFFICEOFTHEDIRECTOR =~

811 SW 6th Avenue -
Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Commzssioners.

I am writing as the spokeéperson for the Oregon Health Division to

recommend that the Environmental Quality Commission deny James
River 11, Inc, and Boise Cascade’s pefition ‘to amend Qregon’s ‘

ambient water quality standard for TCDD. Increasing the ambient

water quality criteria for TCDD could potentially undermine the
future protection of public health in the State of Oregon,

As the Public Health Toxicologist for the Oregon Health Division
(OHD), Iam very familiar with scientific information regarding the
health effects of 2,3,7,8- tetrachlorodlbenzo-p-dmxm (TCDD). A
substantial amount of scxentzﬁc data exists to support a receptor-

based mechanism of toxicity for this chemical, Empirical as'well as .

epidemiologic information provide support that animal to man
inferences, and high to low dose theoretical extrapolation madels -~
have not accurately estimated TCDD’s true human toxicity.

The OHD is currently monitoring the scientific debates and
developments regarding the assessment of human health effects of
TCDD. We are also in the process of developing a public health
policy regarding dioxin and furan contaminated media of public-
health concemn in the State of Oregon. This pohcy is not expected  to
be finalized before the end of the year.

- The OHD policy will provide information about whether or not
human health effects would be expected from a certain type of dioxin

- or furan exposure, The policy will address pre-existing environmental
contamination, and provide the mechanism to initiate appropriate
public health protection activities.

The OHD approach will not be unlike other agency’s “acceptable
daily intake"” estimates which identify a dose that is not expected to
result in adverse health effects. However, such estimates are not
useful for developing pollution prevention or antidegradation
environmental protection policies, To be protective of public health,

n

DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN
RESQURCES

He'alth Division

BARBARA ROBERTS
Governor

1400 SW Sth Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

(503) 229-5599 Emergency
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Emergency
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Environmental Quality Commissioners
June 11, 1991
Page 2

concentrations of contaminants in the environment of highly

- persistent chemicals -such as dioxins and furans for which substantial
evidence exists for the potential for adverse health effects should not
- be allowed to increase, and should not be as high as an “acceptable

~ daily intake®,

Even if poliution prevention or anudegradatmn i not an issue in t!us :
particular case, it still remains that many assumptions and =t
extrapolations that are not scientifically based, and can not be
validated .must be made in order to utilize an "acceptable daily
intake" in the calculation of an ambient water quality criteria.

In conclusion, the OHD believes that revision of Oregon's ambient
water quality criteria should be scientifically based on information
that can be substantiated with actual data. Such information is not
presently available; therefore, increasing the water quality criteria bas

the potential for undermining  the future protection of pubhc health in

the State of Oregon.

Sincerel

s Mmm mo

Public Health Toxicologist . .
Environmental Toxicology Secnon :
Office of Eavironment and Health Systems

RML:ab
CC: Gene Foster, DEQ

Larry Foster, Acting State Health Officer
Kathleen A. Gatfney, MD, MPH, State. Health Officer Elect
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Directors Office ﬁ% EGEIVE @
811 3. W. 6th Ave.

4 1391
Portland, Oregon 97204 JUNU

. , OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
Dear Commission Member,

In reference to the glant pulp and paper manufacturers,
notably James River Corporatlon and Boise Cascade, who brashly
now request the Oregon E.Q.C. to set lower ambieni water
quality standards. 7 .

Needless to say, the Oregon standard is absolutely
necessary to the maintenance of our waterways now and for the
future. Certainly industrial needs must be given some consideration.
. However ail members of the state's citizenry should also be
granted the highest water gmnality standards in our great Northwest.
Oregon as a leader in all environmental concerns is a model for
the nation. _ ' .
' As owners of property on the Columbia River in Columbia County,
we implore the E.Q.C. to reject the proposed change in water
quality standards. Industry cannot provide any real evidence
that would support any modification of the D.E.Q. standard.

Thank you for your vote against such a negatlve approach
't:o our water quality.

Sincerely,

@ﬁ?f g W/m %WW

Eer and HMary Thompson
4 S. E. Boardman Ave.
Mllwaukle, Oregon 97267



Environmental Quality Commission June 4, 1991
Directors Office )

811 SW 6th Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Commission Member,

I urge you to please reject the latest proposal by the
pulp industry to reduce thé water quality standards in
Oregon. ' , _

In a time of increased environmental awareness, it
seems indefensible that certain companies would propose. .to
lessen the standards for economic reasons, while neglecting
and potentially harming a very large and complex ecological
sSystem.

My interest as a partner in land in Clatskanie prompts
me to write this letter not only for myself, but for everyone
who liveson or near the rivers in Oregon. You have the
opportunity to effect a positive result for the people of
Oregon. Please do so. , )

SN 5

SAND AND GRAVEL COMPANY

Hazw .

P.0.BOX 130, AUBURN, WASHINGTON 98071

Environmental Quality Commission
Directors Qffice

8ll S.W. 6th Ave.

Portland, OR 97204
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Ststo of Oregon'
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,

EBEIVE
JUNO 71981

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

NORTHWEST
PULP&PAPER

June 6, 1991

Fred Hansen, Director

Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 87204

Dear Mr. Hansen:

The Northwest Pulp and Paper Asscciation is writing to support the James River Corp. and Boise
Cascade petition to review Oregon’s water quality standard for dioxin. '

Oregon's current water quality standard of 0.013 parts per quadrillion {ppq) is a human-
health-based standard. However, the science upon which this standard was developed has been
challenged — and its conclusions radically altered — by the very scientist who conducted the
original research. Therefore, the premise for the current standard is now highly questionable.

In addition, the Environmental Protection Agency has recently approved water quality standards
100-times less stringent than its guideline criterion (which Oregon adopted, along with a
variety of other EPA recommendations for toxic discharges). Thus, EPA has indirectly conceded
that, when taking new science and regional factors into consideration, its criterion of 0.013 ppg
may be more restrictive than necessary 1o protect human health.

in recognizing this apparent conflict, EPA has announced a review of the science on dioxin. |
have enclosed a May 17 report from Science that notes the one-year time frame EPA
Administrator William Reiily has established for this review. However, should Oregon decide to
wait on the EPA review before commencing a review of its standard — and not suspend its
imposition of dioxin discharge restrictions -— the two mills in question are bound by state law
to invest millions of dollars in what may prove to be unnecessary environmental controls.

Oregon needs a scientifically-based water quality standard for dioxin that is fully protective of
human heaith. The Clean Water Act delegates this responsibility to the states, in part so that
states may incorporate regional data, such as fish consumption information, into their decision.
It is time for Oregon to develop such a state-specific water quality standard for dioxin. We hope
that the Environmental Quality Commission will accept the James River and Boise Cascade
petition to review Oregon's water quality standard for dioxin.

Sincerely, -

Lot

Kathy E. Gill, CAE
Public Affairs Director
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