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..... 

Stephen Groves 

J'ohn M. R. Paterson, Assistant 

·Grandfather Rights of Georgia Pacific 

Nove1tlber 22, 1972· 

n:11vironrnantal Prob.:iction 

.l\ttorn0y G_en~ral 

Factss: 

In 19.63 Georgia Pacific corp0ration inquired of the 
E.I.C. aa . to whether a new outfall.from their existing paper 
mill in Woodland, Maine required a waste-discharge license. 
38 M.R.S.A.· § 413. At that time· the · faets s~owed no change in 
quality or _qu~ntity and it was determined that ·no such license 
was required. · 

. The present_ facts indicate that Georgia Pacific haB 
·.increased production and adversely changed the quality of 
-its effluent ·to the st. Croix River. 

})uestion: 

Must Georgia Pacific obtain a license to discharge to 
State wate·rs? 

Answer: 

Yes. 

Re·ason'in,s : . , 

._ . An Op~nion of this office issued December 29, 1967 
s.tates that any increase in quality or aaveraa chango in 
qu~ntity subjects any 119.randfa1:hered" discharge to licensing 
re~i3:ements. · -· 

'\ \ . 

' · ·\·-~~-- addition, •ritle 38 M.R.S.A. § 413 (3) (a) ·specifically 
states·:.\ · ~. i 

.:; 
. "Upon a significant increase in the 

·;_ quant:l:ty or a significant adverse ·chtmge 
· .. in .quality of any discharge exempted from 
·· .. licensing by_ subsoction 2, the . exemption 
granted by subsection 2 is extinguished and 
·void and the ·• • • corporation .... causing 
the increase or change shall seek a license 
under sect ion 414. 11 
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'l'his section clearly applies to tha instant case. ~To prioi:· 
opinion of the E. I .c.. or thiu office es tops the iippl:i.cntion 
of the above-cited opinj.on or statutory provisions. 

There is no reason to aseunm that the 1963 -,:>pinion of 
the E. I .c . iia in error, · however. Based on a review of the, 
communications at that time, there appeared to 1,e no reason 
to believe that any sucn changes had occurred. FurthermorQ, 
this office only .ren4ered its opinions in 19 • · 
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