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AGENDA 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

April 25, 1975 

Conference Room A, Human Resources Building, 850 S.W. 35th, Corvallis, Oregon 

10:00 a.m. 

A. Minutes of March 28, 1975 Commission Meeting 

B. March, 1975 Program Activity Report 

c. Tax Credit Applications 

D. Public Forum - This is an opportunity for any interested citizen to 
brief the Commission on any subject of environmental concern which 
is felt to warrant the Commission's attention 

E. Proposed Criteria for Prioritizing Sewage Works Construction Needs 
for Construction Grant Purposes 

F. Request for Variance: Cascade Locks Lumber Co., Hood River County, 
request permission for twice/year open burning of yard cleanup 
material and other non-salvageable wood wastes 

G. Request for Variance: Edward Hines Lumber Co., Bates, Grant County, 
request. extension to operate existing boiler at Bates in.non-compliance 
with particulate emission standards through December 31, 1975, pending 
completion of and transfer of operations to new sawmill at John Day 

H. Request for Authorization to Hold Public Hearing on Revisions to Rules 
on Subsurface Sewage and Nonwater-Carried Waste Disposal 

I. Cancellation of Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed Civil Penalties 
Schedule for Noise Control Violations 

J. Washington Square Permit Modification Request 
Source Rules) 

(Under Indirect 

K. Petition for Declaratory Ruling - Portland Chain Manufacturing Company 
(Two 350-ton presses near future noise sensitive property) 

L. Commission and Staff Discussion of Field Burning Legislation 

in the Blue Room, Salem 
The Commission will breakfast,,and lunch at Nendel's Inn, 1550 N.W. 9th in 
Corvallis. Breakfast will be at 8:30 a.m. 
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MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-SEVENTH MEETING 

OF THE 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

March 28, 1975 

Pursuant to the required notice and publication, the sixty-seventh 
meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to 
order at 9:00 a.m. on Friday, March 28, 1975. The meeting was convened 
in Room 602, Multnomah County Courthouse, at 1021 S.W. 4th Avenue, Portland, 
Oregon. 

Commissioners present included: Mr. B.A. McPhillips, Chairman; 
Dr. Morris Crothers; Dr. Grace S. Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock; and 
Mr. Ronald M. Somers. 

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, 
Director; Mr. Ronald L. Myles, Deputy Director; and three Assistant Directors: 
Mr. E.J. Weathersbee (Technical Programs), Mr. Kenneth H. Spies (Land 
Quality), Mr. Harold M. Patterson (Air Quality), and Mr. Harold L. Sawyer 
(Water Quality). Several additional staff members were present. 

MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 28, 1975 COMMISSION MEETING 

It was MOVED by Mrs.Hallock, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that 
the minutes of the February 28, 1975 EQC meeting be adopted as distributed. 

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT 

It was MOVED by Mrs. Hallock, seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried that 
the Commission give confirming approval to the staff action on plans and 
permits for the month of February, 1975. 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Directing the staff's attention to application #T-619, Chairman 
McPhillips inquired as to the current discharge from the Crown Zellerbach 
facility. Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department's Water Quality Division, 
explained .that the facility now discharges into the Columbia Slough but 
would be available for hookup on a currently planned phase of the Portland 
sewer system. Such hookup, he explained, could take place immediately 
upon installation of the sewer system. It was MOVED by Mr. Somers, 
seconded by Mrs. Hallock, and carried that the Department adopt the 
Director's recommendation to grant certificates to the five tax credit 
applicants on the agenda. 

PROPOSED RULE-PRIORITY CRITERIA FOR PROCESSING OF AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE 
PERMIT APPLICATIONS 

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Northwest Regional Office 
noted that the proposed rule, if adopted in today's meeting, would affect 
the permit applications dealt with in Agenda Item E. Mr. Kowalczyk 
discussed the need for a rule to establish criteria for the processing of 
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permit applications on the basis of 11 complete for processing", and 11 cornmence 
construction, 11 definitions. The rule, it was said, was needed to guide the 
Department in processing Air Contaminant Discharge Permit applications for 
f.acilities in airsheds of limited capacity. It was the staff's hope that 
local government officials, planning agencies, port commissions, and other 
responsible groups would review new potential air emission sources with 
the airshed limitations in mind. These parties, and not the Department, were 
said to have jurisdiction to consider socioeconomic desirability. 

In response to inquiry by Mr. Somers, Mr. Kowalczyk opined that, absent 
an immediate rule, the Department might be without sufficient criteria to 
process current applications such as those of Pennwalt, Oregon Steel Mills, 
and Alumax. Mr. Kowalczyk pointed out to Dr. Phinney that the Department 
was without any rules which would specifically enable it to put a permit 
revocation clause in Air Contaminant Permits to deal with circwnstances 
where diligent construction did not occur. Dr. Phinney noted that under the 
proposed rule the Department could revoke for failure to commence construction 
only after a hearing. Dr. Crothers agreed with the need for a rule but 
disagreed that the rule was needed on an emergency basis. He suggested 
that the word "promptly" be stricken from paragraph one and that paragraph 
two be deleted. He further suggested that paragraph three be amended to 
authorize the Director to conduct necessary hearings "in a timely fashion 11 

to establish the priority criteria as a permanent rule of the Department. 
The result was a motion that the Commission find that failure to act will 
result in serious prejudice to the public interest for the specific reason 
that, without such a rule, equitable legal allocation of limited airshed 
capacity will be substantially impaired. The motion also provided that 
the Commission authorize the Director to conduct necessary hearings in a 
timely fashion to establish the priority criteria as a permanent rule of 
the Department. Responding to inquiry from Mr. Cannon and Mrs. Hallock, 
Mr. Kowalczyk conceded that the current permits being drafted could include 
a condition of revocation for failure to diligently commence construction. 
Mr. Kowalczyk added that he was doubtful whether such a condition could 
be enforced in the absence of a rule authorizing the Department to do so. 
Mr. Somers agreed with the need for a rule but expressed the view that 
concerned local government officials should be given further time to consider 
the impact of such a rule. He urged that, in the interim, permits being 
drafted should be drafted to provide for revocation for failure of diligent 
construction. Mr. Somers noted that it would be possible to hold a hearing, 
before a hearings officer if necessary, within twenty days after the 
requisite mailing and publication. 

Mr. Roger Mellem of Multnomah County's Department of Environmental 
Services addressed the Conunission with the County's wish that adoption 
of the rule be delayed in order to give the County time to consider the 
ramifications of the Proposed Rule and to prepare recommendations on it. 
Mr. Mellem noted that he was in agreement with the Commission in its 
desire to see the remaining airshed allocated on a wise, sound basis. 
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Mr. Clifford Hudsick of the Port of Portland also requested that the 
Commission delay action on the proposed rule for the reasons stated by 
Multnomah County's representative. 

Mr. Cannon wished the record to show that the suggested delay 
would also serve the wishes of Mayor Goldschmidt of the City of Portland. 
The motion referred to above was seconded by Mr. Somers and carried by 
the Commission. 

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT APPLICATION-CASCADE ENERGY CO., RAINIER 

Mr. John Kowalczyk presented the Director's recommendation that the 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit before the Commission in its February 28, 
1975 meeting be issued and that conditions be established in order for 
the Department to consider making future revisions in Cascade's allowable 
air emission rates. These conditions were that: 1) air quality deterioration 
limits applicable to the Rainier area not be exceeded (Federal Register, 
December 5, 1974, Volume 39, #235); 2) at least twelve consecutive months 
of plant-site meteorological data, with minimal data loss (less than 5%) , 
be obtained for use in any revised impact modeling; 3) air quality impact 
models be. used by Cascade in any future validated impact projections con­
sidered by the Department to give reasonably accurate projections of air 
quality impact in the vicinity of the plant site, particularly on the 
Rainier hillside; 4) sufficient tracer studies and monitoring be conducted 
while the plant is in operation to define actual air impact, should a 
controversy still exist as to the validity of the improved air impact 
modeling. 

Mr. Somers MOVED that the permit be granted with an added condition 
that construction {meaning fabrication, erection, or installation of 
the facility) b.e commenced (meaning that the permittee has undertaken a 
continuous program of construction) no later than eighteen months from 
the present date. The motion was seconded by Dr. Phinney and carried. 

OREGON STEEL MILLS-PROPOSED ACTION ON AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 
APPLICATION 

Mr. Douglas Ober of the Department's Northwest Regional Office presented 
a staff report with the Director's recommendation that an Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit be issued for the proposed Oregon Steel Mills expansion, 
subject to the applicant's meeting air emission requirements of the Depart­
ment's Special Air Quality Maintenance Area Rule and the following: 

1. An air permit be prepared and issued for the proposed O.S.M. expansion 
with air emission increases limited to a maximum 103 t/y particulate 
and 140 t/y S02. 

2. A construction schedule be incorporated in the permit specifying 
construction to be commenced no later· than 18 months after issuance 
of the permit or within 30 days of the date the Oregon P.U.C. lifts 
the present moratorium on new industrial gas commitments, whichever 
time occurs first. 
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3. The permit be considered for revocation after public hearing at any 
time prior to commencing construction that it appears an air permit 
application may have to be denied due to lack of available air emission 
allocations in the Portland Metro Special Air Quality Maintenance Area. 

In response to Dr. Phinney's inquiry, Mr. Ober stated that emissions 
from the proposed expansion would not rise on a linear basis with increased 
production. He conceded, however, that so2 emissions were a problem which 
required further source testing at the site. 

There being no one wishing to address the Commission on behalf of 
the permit applicant, Mr. Somers MOVED that the permit be granted as per 
the Director's recommendation. The motion was seconded by Dr. Crothers 
and carried. 

PENNWALT CORPORATION PROPOSED ACTION ON AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 
APPLICATION 

Mr. Ober presented the Director's recommendation that the Air Con­
taminant Discharge Permit be issued for the proposed Pennwalt Corporation 
expansion, subject to the applicant's meeting of air emission require­
ments of the Department's Special Air Quality Maintenance Area Rule and 
the following: 

1. An air permit be prepared and issued for the proposed Pennwalt expansion 
with emission increases limited to nine (9) tons per year of particulate 
and 127 tons per year of S02. 

2. A construction schedule be incorporated in the permit specifying: 

a. Notification to be given to the Department by' July 1, 1975 
stating Pennwalt Corporation's decision relative to expanding 
the Portland Plant. 

b. Construction of the expansion to commence prior to November 1, 1975. 

There being no one wishing to be heard on behalf of Pennwalt, Mr. 
Somers MOVED that the permit be granted as per the Director's recommendation. 
Mrs. Hallock seconded the motion and the Commission carried it. 

Mr. William Hall of Tri-Met presented a status report to the Commission 
on the current progress and future goals of his organizatiqn. He reported 
that, contrary to Mr. McCarthy's projection to the Commission in October 
of 1974, Tri-Met had reached and exceeded its goal of a fifty percent in­
crease in ridership by July 1, 1975. This had been accomplished, Mr. Hall 
reported.through good public response to the program, and through the 
formation of a program in alignment with what the people had requested. 
Last fall, Mr. Hall stated,the Tri-Met board had adopted five-year goals. 
These consisted of: 1) double daily ridership by 1979, 2) double percentage 
of downtown bus travelers, 3) better transportation alternat~ves for the 
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handicapped and elderly, 4) design of the Tri-Met system to support regional 
land use plans and local government planning efforts, 5) region-wide safe 
c6nvenient, and efficient transit service and, 6) accompliShrnent of 'the 
aforestated goals with at least forty percent of the cost met from the fare 
box. Mr. Hall noted that, at present, in peak hours, the system was 
operating at 109 percent of its capacity, pointing up the urgent need for 
new buses. He stated that 100 buses were on order and were expected within 
a year. Conunissioner Somers inquired of Mr. Hall as to whether or not 
achievement of his 1979 ridership goals would be accelerated by limited 
ingress and egress on the freeway. Mr. Hall responded that he was not sure 
what the acceleration would be but that, in his view, the people would have 
to begin riding the bus before there would be sufficient justification to 
provide exclusive lanes for buses such as that now proposed for the Banfield 
Freeway. Mr. Somers expressed dissatisfaction with the necessity of riding 
a Tri-Met bus to the downtown area in order to board a DART bus to reach 
the airp6rt, noting this inconvenience resulted in increased private vehicle 
usage and a consonant parking problem at the airport. Mr. Hall noted that 
it was Tri-Met's plan, when more buses became available, to provide service 
to the airport from Oregon City. 

Mr. Hall went on to detail the particulars of Tri-Met's plan activities 
with regard to the above goals. He cited the transit authority's plans to 
increase frequencies on lines that consistently run over capacity. He 
noted a need to give service to parts of the district which were in need 
of service. These included Clackamas County, Gresham, the new Kaiser 
Hospital, St. Johns, Estacada, Carver, Boring, Damascu~, Gaston, Gales 
Creek, Banks, and Swan Island. It was contended that more people would 
ride the bus if awkward transfers were not requited. 

Plans were said to call for bus routes within one quarter mile ·of 
every home in the urban areas, and within one-half mile of every suburban 
home. 

Mr. Hall mentioned Tri-Met's plans to install 715 shelters for the 
acconunodation of passengers on rainy days1to provide a ~ew system of 
information signs, to implement an aggressive marketing program, to provide 
more neighborhood park and ride lots, and to include at least five major 
park and ride lots in suburban communities. These would resemble the park 
and ride station at Beaverton, where 120 people could park, wait in a 
shelter, and take any of five lines in either direction. It was planned 
to run non-stop express service from these stations on exclusive lanes 
reserved for buses. 

Tri-Met was hoping to increase off-peak ridership through improved 
service to capture ~iders other than the typical commuter. The board 
of Tri-Met, Mr. Hall stated, had approved a six part regional program 
for special t~ansportation for the handicapped and elderly. Plans were 
said to be in the making fqr long range needs of the transit system. 
These included a new maintenance facility, a sub-station for storing buses, 
and street improvements .. Alternative modes of transportation, such as 
trolley cars or monorails, were under investigation also, Hall reported. 
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Mr. Hall noted that, at the end of this fiscal year, the payroll tax 
would revert from .4% to .3%, leaving Tri-Met to face a revenue problem in 
nine or ten months. At the present program levels, Mr. Hall predicted, 
Tri-Met would run a deficit of 4.3 million dollars by the end of the next 
fiscal year. To accomplish the program outlined above, Mr. Hall estimated 
a cost of 35 million dollars more than could be r·aised under current 
taxing ordinances. The alternatives were either increased revenues through 
taxing measures, or major reductions in transit service. Mr. Hall stated 
that Tri-Met planned to conduct many public hearings in the near future to 
determine the presence or absence of public support for a good transit 
system. 

Mr. Hall stressed that, without additional monies and the implementation 
of the new goals, it would be impossible for Tri-Met to meet its clean air 
goals within the EPA deadlines. In response to Mr. McPhillips' inquiry, 
Mr. Hall affirmed that the current legislative proposal for vehicle taxing 
would affect only vehicles registered within the Tri-Met district. It 
would be administered by the Department of Motor Vehicles. 

VARIANCE REQUEST - BEAVER LUMBER CO., CLATSKANIE, OREGON 

Mr. Paul Zilka of the Department's Northwest Regional Office presented 
the staff conclusions that Beaver Lumber Company's antiquated cedar sawmill 
near Clatskanie had a significant impact on the local economy, employed a 
wigwam burner to dispose of wood waste in a manner which was consistently 
in violation of the Department's opacity standards, had undertaken expensive 
modification of the burner without success, had no feasible alternative means 
of disposal, created emissions which had little environmental impact due to 
the location of the mill, and would be eligible to receive a variance from 
the Commission under the provisions of ORS 468.345. Mr. Zilka then presented 
the Director's reconunendation that the applicant be granted a variance until 
March 28, 1976 under the conditions of continued operation of the wigwam 
burner in the 11 highest and best practicable" manner and submission of a 
written report sixty days prior to the expiration of the variance. The 
report would detail to the Department efforts made to reduce- emissions, 
alternate means of disposal investigated and/or employed, and the status 
of the mill as related to future operation. In response to Dr. Phinney's 
inquiry, Mr. Zilka conceded that the company had, since 1970, continued to 
project a future of two to three years for the operation of the installation. 
Mr. Zilka opined that, as long as an adequate supply of salvage cedar logs 
existed to facilitate operation of the mill at a profit, the applicant 
would probably continue operation. Mr. McPhillips stated the mill's 
operation to have a history prior to 1970, a fact which he derived from 
his having financed the mill some years ago. Mr. McPhillips hastened to 
disclaim, however, any conflict of interests which would affect his ability 
to view the proposed variance with equanimity. Mr. Zilka, in answer to inquiry 
by Mr. Somers and Mr. McPhillips, pointed out that the feasibility of chipping 
the cedar and using it for hog fuel was impaired by the requisite substantial 
capital expenditure, the lack of space for the hog, the chipper, and the 
surge bins, and the company's inability to use more land around its plant. 
Mr. Somers nuted that the mill was in such a remote area that its emissions 
were of little.consequence. Particularly, it was noted, the emissions would 
not affect the Portland airshed. 
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Alluding to the 40 thousand dollars that had already been spent to 
improve the emissions of the wigwam burner without success, Mr. Somers 
inquired if the applicant had been victimized by poor technical advice. 
Mr. Zilka responded that the problem was the need for a fuel supply for 
an after burner, a need which at present was unfulfilled. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Mrs. Hallock, and carried, 
that the Commission adopt the DireGtor's recommendation to grant the variance. 

STATUS REPORT - CURRENT DEPARTMENTAL BUDGETARY PROBLEM 

At the suggestion of Mr. Somers, Mr. Cannon called upon Mr. Harold 
Sawyer, Director of the Department's Water Quality Division, to chronologize 
the events which precipitated current budget troubles. Mr. Sawyer recalled 
that, prior to 1969, the Department was known as the State Sanitary 
Authority and was a division of the State Board of Health. He stated that 
the 1969 Legislature had severed the Sanitary Authority from the Board of 
Health, renamed it the Department of Environmental Quality, and left it 
without any funding for administrative support services. To correct this 
problem, the Board of Health continued to supply the Department with services 
on an informal basis over the succeeding two years. It was not until 1971, 
Mr. Sawyer noted, that the Legislature provided the Department with funding 
for administrative support services. 

In addition, it was reqalled that the 1971 Legislature had assigned 
new programs to the Department and doubled its size, authorizing an increase 
from sixty-eight employees to one hundred and thirty-two employees. 

The 1973 Legislature was said to have authorized an additional manpower 
increase to two hundred and seventy-seven positions, of which approximately 
two hundred forty-six were reported filled. 

Principal new programs given to the agency by the Legislature since 
1969 were listed as regulation of solid waste, subsurface sewage, and noise. 

Mr. Sawyer then discussed some of the unusual happenings o.f 197 3. 
Among these were the fact that the appropriations granted by the 1973 
Legislature contained a line-item spending limitation by program. The 
budget was said to have been tied very tightly to organizational lines. 

Mr. Sawyer noted that, after the 1973 session, the Department gained 
a new Director fa~ the second time in two years and entered upon a major 
realignment effort. This realignment was accompanied by a change in the 
Department's accounting system, a change directed by Mr. o•scannlain at 
the request of the Executive Department. It was stressed that this change 
in accounting occurred during the middle of the 1974 fiscal year, making it 
impossible for the agency to balance its books at the end of the fiscal 
year. Prior to this time, Mr. Sawyer recalled, the Department's accounting 
had been done with the Board of Health's computerized system. The requested 
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change was for the purpose of putting the Department's accounting system in 
alignment with the accounting system used by the Executive Department. 

Mr. Sawyer added that the 1973 Legislative Session's election to remove 
considerable general funding (with the notion that it would be replaced 
by other sources) had a significant impact on the Department's present 
difficulty. Three hundred and fourteen thousand dollars was reported to 
have been removed with the expectancy of its replacement by increased 
federal air and water grants. In response to Mr. Somers' inquiry, Mr. 
Sawyer noted that the federal water grant was increased while the federal 
air grant was not increased, leaving a twenty thousand dollar shortage 
in that area at pr.esent. This shortage, it was reported, was not brought 
to the attention of the Emergency Board but was brought to the attention of 
the Legislature upon its reconvening. It was noted that the Special 
Legislative Session had finally authorized a fifty thousand dollar 
transfer, leaving a one hundred thousand dollar shortage of general fund 
support which, it was legislatively intended, would be retrieved through 
the motor vehicle inspection program fee system. An additional seventy 
thousand dollars was removed, Mr. Sawyer reported, in the hope that it 
could be made up through the Subsurface Sewage Disposal System .fee schedule. 

Mr. Sawyer turned to the Subsurface Sewage Legislation (SB 77) as a 
major source of the Department's quandry. The Legislature had, he said, 
handed the Department a January 1, 1974 deadline, after which no one could 
install or improve a septic tank without purchasing a permit from the 
Department. Th_e Supposition which proved erroneous was that within the 
time frame allowed the Department could have an operational permit program. 
He said the program was completely unfunded by the Legislature and was to 
be funded by the fees from the permits. This was said to have caused a 
dilemma whereby the Department could not initiate its program without 
expending revenue, and could not gain revenue without initiating the 
program. Monies requested by the agency to cover the 11 front end" costs 
of getting the program operational had not been forthcoming, Mr. Sawyer 
noted. Approximately one hundred and sixty five thousand dollars in 
start up costs were reported incurred after then Director O'Scannlain's 
election to institute the program by "borrowing" against revenues expected 
from the permit system. 

Mr~ Somers noted that perhaps, in retrospect, the Department would 
have been better advised to simply disregard the program until such time 
as appropriate funding could be obtained. This, he contended, would have 
created a legislative crisis wherein those proposing to improve or install 
septic tanks would require a permit which the Department would be unprepared 
to issue. Mr. Somers noted that all of this had transpired prior to the 
beginning of Mr. Cannon's tenure in March of 1974. 

In response to Mrs. Hallock's question as to whether the Emergency 
Board would have had authority to authorize borrowing from other sources 
to initiate the program, Mr. Sawyer stated that he believed this could 
have been done and that at least two requests were prepared and later 
withdrawn at the request of legislative fiscal workers. These withdrawals 
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were based on uncertainty as to what dollar amounts of transfer should be 
sought and uncertainty flowing from the change in the Department's accounting 
system. 

Mr. Somers noted that Mr. Stinson, a legislative fiscal officer, had 
told him that there was no way to settle the exact dollar figure of the 
agency's deficit until the end of the fiscal year, July 1, 1975. Mr. 
Sawyer concurred in this conclusion. 

Dr. Crothers wished it made clear for the interested public that the 
basic problem was the Department's having overspent approximately three 
hundred and fifty thousand dollars in one category of funding. However, 
Dr. Crothers stressed, the Department had not used up its entire appropriation 
in another category and would be able to return to the general fund a 
substantial sum of the monies budgeted to it by the 1973 Legislature. Dr. 
Crothers pointed out that under the state budgeting system it was improper 
for the agency to transfer monies funded for one program to the use of 
another program. The Ways and Means Conunittee, he stated, was considering 
making the Department curtail activities to make up the three hundred and 
fifty thousand dollars, even though the Department was returning substantial 
sums of money allocated for o.ther programs. 

Mr. Sawyer and Mr. Somers noted that, by not filling authorized 
positions, the Department had eaten the inflationary costs of the last 
two years and saved substantial sums. Mr. Sawyer estimated savings from 
this category to have been approximately three hundred thousand dollars 
and noted that approximately three million dollars would be returned to 
the general fund from money appropriated to cover the net service costs 
of pollution control bonds. 

In Mr. Somers' view, legislative refusal to permit the requested 
transfer of funds would result in the requirement that the agency make 
up the deficit through curtailment of program activities. Such a curtail­
ment, he stressed, should be based on considered priorities and would involve 
problem situations. For example, he noted, increase in the sewage system 
permit fee would have a retarding effect on construction,an industry which 
the Legislature was currently trying to encourage. The funding of the 
vehicle emission inspection program was said to be dedicated funding, not 
amenable to any reduction in expenditure. To borrow from either the air or 
water program, Mr. Somers and Mr. Sawyer concurred, was to run the risk of 
losing federal matching funds in these areas, matching funds which exceeded 
one million dollars annually. 

Mr. Somers urged the Commission and Director to set priorities 
in view of the possible program activity curtailment of the next biennium. 
Dr. Crothers stressed the need for the Conunission to let the public know 
what services would not be performed if budgetary constraints were invoked. 

Mr. McPhillips suggested that staff be directed to reconunend priorities 
for the curtailment of activities for consideration by the Conunission at its 
next meeting. 
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Mr. Somers, noting the sweeping_ legislative importance of the problem, 
suggested that the Conunission seek legislative input into this decision. The 
question, he noted, was which legislators should be consulted. 

Mr. Cannon stated that the staff had met some weeks ago to work out 
priorities to deal with the situation. Also, he stressed the importance 
of avoiding such dilemmas in the future. Henceforth, he urged, it would 
be imperative that the agency report to the Emergency Board any eventuality 
whereby lack of funding for administrative services to a program or lack of 
revenue from a fee schedule was causing a deficit to occur. 

Mr. Somers urged that tentative priorities be drawn up as 
soon as possible and brought to the attention of legislators in Salem. Mr. 
Cannon suggested that April 10 would be a good time. Mr. Somers and the 
other Commissioners agreed that promptness was necessary and April 10 would 
be a good tentative date. 

Mrs. Hallock suggested that Mr. Cannon convey to the Ways and Means 
Conunittee the possible program curtailment and the possible monetary effect 
of such curtailment in terms of federal grants prior to the Conunission's 
meeting on the 10th, in order that the Ways and Means Conunittee could be 
afforded an opportunity to consider the curtailments in any action they 
might take prior to the tenth. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

Offered five minutes of the Comrni~sion's attention on any subject of 
relevance; no one came forward to address the Corrunission in the scheduled 
public forum. 

The Honorable Neil Goldschmidt, Mayor of Portland, addressed the meeting, 
expressing satisfaction with the Commission's decision to delay action on 
the proposed rule for establishing of priority criteria for issuing Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permits in limited airsheds. 

PUBLIC HEARING-PROPOSED RULES ON VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL PERIODIC 
INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Mr. Ron Householder, head of the Department's Vehicle Inspection Division, 
presented the staff report-, summarizing as follows: Four public hearings on 
the Proposed Rule had previously been conducted. It was noted that the 
proposals under consideration called for the emission control inspection 
of light duty vehicles. Included were three quarter ton pickups and vans. 
The rules would neither apply to new vehicles nor motorcycles. They would 
call for no installation of pollution control equipment not originally on 
the vehicle model. 

Mr. Householder noted that certain changes in the proposals had evolved 
from previous public hearings. Among these was a wording change designed 
to preclude used car dealers from being licensed as fleet operations. Added 
was a maximum pre-conditioning time at high idle in the test method section. 
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The rule was changed to permit installation of a late engine in an early 
chassis without also modifying the fuel tank system to include any evaporative 
control systems originally sold with the engine model year. The rules were 
altered to permit first-year enforcement tolerances of idle carbon monoxide 
limits and hydrocarbons standards. A section had been added to provide an 
cidministrative latitude for the handling of "oversight" situations which 
might arise and require action on an immediate basis. 

The Department had declined to accept the viewpoint that subsections 
(3) and (4) of section 24-320 should be deleted to eliminate the requirement 
of inspection of the pollution control equipment during the testing procedure. 

In response to inquiry by Mr. Somers, Mr. Householder pointed out that 
in the test procedure representations made by the vehicle owners, absent any 
suspicious circwnstance, would normally receive credulity. This was with 
regard to ascertaining the age of the engine being tested. 

Commissioner Somers questioned whether the Department had sufficient 
staff to test the requisite 550,000 vehicles in the Metropolitan Service 
District within the required one year time frame. Mr. Householder replied 
that the Department's plans included an increase of staff to meet this 
need. He noted that presently 22 inspectors were working for the Department. 
These inspectors, he added, would conduct over seventeen thousand tests 
during the current month~ 

Mr. John Vlastelicia, of the Oregon Operations Office of the Environ­
mental Protection Agency (EPA), in answer to Mr. Somers questions regarding 
the activities in the state of Washington, noted that the EPA does not 
currently promulgate Vehicle Emission Inspection Programs in Transportation 
Control Strategies. From this Mr. Vlastelicia inferred that no action, 
State or Federal, was being taken in Washington toward the implementation of 
such a program. Mr. Vlastelicia later clarified that EPA had initially pro­
mulgated Vehicle I & M provisions in Transportation Control Plans for more than 
twenty communities in the country where co2 violations were occurring and 
voluntary state/local action was inadequate; and this included Seattle and 
Spokane. It was said that Washington, as yet, had failed to implement the 
mandated programs. Mr. Vlastelicia understood that in Washington the EPA was 
encouraging state and local action such as that being taken by Oregon, but 
had not taken any enforcement procedures. Commissioner Somers recalled that 
he had read a United Press International article in the Oregon Journal which 
had reported Mr. John Biggs as apprehensive of a suit by EPA against the 
State of Washington for not implementing an inspection control program in 
the Seattle area. 

Mr. Vlastelicia opined that the article was the result of a misimpression. 
He explained that there were alternatives for the control carbon monoxide 
emissions in metropolitan areas. One such alternative was said to be the 
Vehicle Emission Inspection Program concept. Other strategies were available. 
The EPA, Mr. Vlastelicia said, was urging that local authorities adopt any 
satisfactory alternative, be it periodic vehicle inspection or some other 
form of transportation control. Mr. Vlastelicia later indicated that the 
negotiations with Washington had not produced a compliance program to date 
and that EPA is now considering an enforcement decision. 

Commissioner Somers noted that there was legal compulsion for the Commission 
to adopt measures to reduce the ambient air level of carbon monoxide. 
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Mr. Vlastelicia noted that EPA had promulgated Transportation Control 
strategies for both Seattle and Spokane, an action which was not necessary 
in Portland due to local initiative. These strategies were in a state of 
negotiation and no enforcement action had been taken in Mr. Vlastelicia'S 
understanding. The programs were said to have contained no Vehicle Emission 
Inspection provisions, having consisted of transportation control and parking 
restrictions. Mr. Vlastelicia added that a rider on the current EPA 
budget prevented implementation of the Agency's parking restriction plan 
prior to July 1 of 1975. He stated, however, that, in the long range picture, 
parking management and vehicle inspection would both be part of the overall 
effort to reduce carbon monoxide levels in the air. 

Dr. Crothers requested that staff give a brief chronology of the events 
leading up to the current proposal. He added that he foresaw outcry from 
affected vehicle owners upon the implementation of these proposals. In 
answer, Mr. Householder recalled that in 1970 the Federal Clean Air Act 
required the EPA to set ambient air standards and required states to adopt 
Implementation Plans to meet them. In 1971, he added, EPA had set ambient 
air standards for carbon monoxide and criteria for acceptable Implementation 
Plans. Also in 1971, the Legislature had directed the Department of Environ­
mental Quality to develop a periodic motor vehicle emission inspection program, 
a program which the Department proposed to the Commission and which the 
Conunission considered in public hearings in Eugene, Medford, and Portland 
before presenting it to Governor McCall. In January of 1972, Mr. Householder 
stated, then Governor McCall had submitted Oregon's Implementation Plan to 
the EPA, a plan which contained provision for a periodic motor vehicle 
inspection program. Also included in th~s Implementation Plan were provisions 
for parking control and transportation strategies, such as improved mass 
transit. 

Mrs. Hallock recalled that in the special legislative session of 1974 
the session wherein the current statutes requiring a vehicle emission in­
spection program was adopted, it was understood by the Legislature that 
several alternatives existed and the Legislature chose the proposed program 
as the most desirable. 

Mr. Somers pointed out that the provisions of ORS 468.365 to ORS 
468.395, taken together, placed the Commission under legislative mandate 
in the matter of invoking an emission inspection proqram. 

Commissioner Somers then turned his attention to the possibility that 
the Vehicle Emission Inspection Program, like the Subsurface Sewage Program, 
might have been insufficiently funded by the Legislature and might precipitate 
a problem similar to the one faced by former Director O'Scannlain with regard 
to the subsurface sewage permit system. Mr. Householder and Mr. Cannon 
explained that the voluntary program was not funded from the general fund, but 
was supported by funds from motor vehicle licensing. The funds were de­
scribed as more than adequate to _cover the costs of the voluntary program. 
Mr. Cannon assured the Commission that, on July 1, when the mandatory program 
commences and the program becomes fee supported, any deficit arising would be 
the subject of immediate notification to the Commission and the appropriate 
legislative authority. Mr. Cannon conceded that, as of July 1, 1975, the 
program would have no 11 seed" monies; but he noted that there would be an 
ongoing program, as had been developed through the voluntary phase with motor 
vehicle funds. 
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Dr. Crothers expressed his concern that a flood of protests upon the 
implementation of the mandatory program would result in the Legislature's 
reversal of its position. He questioned staff as to what would be the result 
of the elimination of the inspection program, a program which, he noted, was 
one of the basic elements in the overall implementation plan provision for 
reduction of carbon monoxide levels. Mr. Patterson addressed himself to the 
question, speculating that the rransportation Control Strategy would have 
to be revised with an eye to replacing the gains that would be lost if the 
Vehicle Inspection Program were relinquished. Mr. Vlastelicia noted that 
if the Vehicle Inspection Program was dropped and no alternative strategy 
to meet the overall standards was adopted, then conceivably the Environ­
mental Protection Agency would be required to come in, hold hearings, and 
consider adding overlaying strategy to the remaining portion of the Implemen­
tation Plan with regard to the CO emissions. Mr. Vlastelicia cited the so­
called daylight delivery ban (no downtown deliveries to businesses before 
6:00 p.m.) and the possibility of limiting access to bridges, freeways, or 
problem areas as examples of such overlay strategy. 

Mr. Somers questioned whether, in an extreme case, EPA would have 
authority to actually shut down a non-conforming freeway. Mr. Vlastelicia 
responded that the agency might have authority to do this, while noting 
that he did not foresee the agency undertaking such drastic measures where 
lesser measures would suffice. Dr. Crothers stated he would not be con-
cerned about such a severe happenstance until an analagous enforcement procedure 
had taken place in New York City. Mr. Somers emphasized that the breadth 
of authority for enforcement was far more severe than the Emission Inspection 
Program in terms of potential inconvenience to the public. While it was 
Dr. Crothers opinion that \;here were those in the Legislature who wanted to 
repeal the program right now, Mrs .. Hallock hastened to add that there were 
those in the Legislature who favored the program. 

Mr. Patterson noted, by way of background, that in the original evolution 
of the transportation control strategy, a vast array of measures had been 
considered and found unacceptable to local citizens. The resulting Vehicle 
Emission Inspection Program had been agreed upon after a thorough public 
hearing process. 

Mr. Somers stressed that.in addition to the DEQ, the Highway Division 
and the Department of Transportation bore some responsibility in the area 
of air quality. Mr. Patterson concurred in this. 

Mrs. Hallock said that, as far as she could tell, the program in its 
voluntary stages was receiving good public acceptance. Mr. Householder 
concurred, noting that, despite a very cautious start up, the program.had 
processed something on the order of fifty thousand cars. He cited the three 
main benefits of the voluntary program to be the opportunity for the Department 
to remove difficulties from its process, the opportunity for the public to 
get acquainted with the effects of the program on their vehicles, and the 
opportunity for the service industry to anticipate the initiation of the 
compulsive program. He stressed that the Department was a policing entity, 



- 14 -

totally reliant upon the service industry for correction of any emissions 
problems. Mr. Householder noted his hope that those failing the test would 
take the inspection sheet with them to the garage. This sheet, he said, 
Was the only aid that the Department could give the service industry in 
pinpointing defects. Mr. Householder lamented that the service industry had 
failed to purchase diagnostic equipment, or stock necessary pollution control 
parts in such degree as would be required after the compulsive program got 
under way. He felt that, from a business standpoint, the service industry 
was refusing to make the expenditures necessary until the demand was there. 
He hoped that the voluntary program had softened this predicament somewhat. 

Mr. Cannon asked for Mr. Householder's response to a petition the 
Department had received in which it was expressed that the petitioners 
found it unfair for the Department to fail automobiles simply because factory 
installed pollution controls had been removed. Mr. Householder replied 
that cars were failed for this reason and noted that ORS 483.825 prohibited 
the remcval or impairment of a pollution control device. Federal law, he 
noted, prohibited such activities by dealers. Mr. Cannon noted that the law, 
as enacted, negated the petitioners' contention that it is an infringement on 
their individual freedoms to force them to live with pollution control equip­
ment. Mr. Householder noted that part of the disagreement arose from the 
fact that, without factory installed pollution control equipment, many cars 
could pass DEQ's test. He noted, however, that the factory installed pollution 
control equipment was designed to pass the EPA twenty-three minute test cycle, 
a cycle which consisted of testing not only at idle but at varying modes of 
engine operation. Mr. Householder concluded that a car with pollution equip­
ment removed, though it might pass the DEQ test, might be an extremely high 
polluter at various modes of acceleration or deceleration. He also concluded 
that to permit removal of factory installed equipment were to relinquish all 
of the progress that had been made by manufacturers in abating pollution. 
It was staff's proposal that an under-the-hood check be made during the DEQ 
test for obvious removal or blockage of pollution control equipment. 

Dr. Crothers, having had some rather probing questions~wished to correct 
any impression that he was disappointed with the program. He stated it to 
be a good program, one which was deserving of the Commission's support with­
out falling back on the legislative mandate as- an 11 excuse 11 for its adoption. 

Dr. Phinney stated that she thought Dr. Crothers was perhaps over­
estimating the amount of public dissatisfaction that might result. She 
recalled that many similar efforts had been conducted in other areas of 
the country, a:·na without any widespread or serious public outcry. At Mr. 
Cannon's request, Mr. Householder responded to a letter from General Motors 
Corporation recommending that the program be started up with the more relaxed 
interim standards used in the voluntary phase. The reason given by General 
Motors was fear that the service industry could not accommodate the reject 
volume, and that the result would be public resistance to the program. 
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Mr. Householder noted that the staff also was concerned with reject volume 
and its effect on the service industry, but suggested that, rather than 
revert to the interim standards, the Commission might elect to start the 
program up with a larger enforcement tolerance for the first year. The 
interim standards, he commented, contained imperfections whereby gross 
emitters among late model vehicles could pass the test. He added that 
reduction in the requirements for passage of the test would also result in 
reductions in the improvement of the air quality, the very reason for the 
inception of the program. In response to inquiry by Dr. Phinney, Mr. 
Householder stated that the staff preferred an approach of enforcement 
tolerance for the first year of the mandatory program, rather than an 
approach whereby a mere warning was given when pollution control devices 
had been subject to tampering or removal. 

Mr. Householder explained that the federal requirements made upon 
manufacturers were only to reduce emissions to X number of grams per mile. 
They, in effect, had said, "Here is the emission limitation and the driving 
cycle. Meet these standards in any way you wish." The strategy used was said 
to have differed among differing manufacturers, resulting in some vehicles 
which, while able to pass the entire EPA driving cycle, produced high CO 
emissions at low idle. During the interim period Mr. Householder noted, 
it had been necessary to set this small group of vehicles aside from the 
rest, passing them if their emissions conformed with the manufacturers 
specifications at idle speed. The result, he said, was the concept of an 
11 exempted list. 11 This concept was problematic, in his view, both in its 
appearance of favoritism and in its application on the test site. Inspectors 
would not have to refer to a list very often, he reported, and would thus 
occasionally flunk a car for failure to consult the list. Moreover, these 
automobiles with a -high manufacturer's recommended idle level CO emission, 
if permitted to operate without pollution abatement devices and to pass a 
more lenient idle level test, would be gross emitters at all modes of use. 
Rather than encountering these problems, Mr. Householder recommended the 
option of adopting an enforcement tolerance for the first year of operation. 

Mr. Somers expressed concern that a major problem in gaining public 
acceptance of the program would be the waiting necessary for one to have one's 
vehicle tested. Mr. Householder responded that the voluntary program had 
developed an average test time of less than five minutes. He conceded, 
however, that at peak hours there might be waiting in line prior to the 
test. Mr. Householder and Mr. Somers agreed that, with 550,000 vehicles 
to be tested, 30% of these to be retested, and an eventual force of some 
eighty inspectors, the program was no small undertaking. 

Mr. Robert Raser, a licensed professional engineer, addressed the 
Commission with his concern about the proposed program. He stressed that 
his stance was one of inquiry, not one of condemnation. Mr. Raser asked 
what the dollar figure was in terms of cost to the public per year for 
the mandatory program and received the reply that five thousand five hundred 
vehicles would have to be tested at a maximum fee of five dollars per 
vehicle upon passing the test. Mr. Householder added that the voluntary 
program had yielded Statistics wherein more than half of the cars needing 
repair were corrected for ten dollars or less. The retest load was projected 
to be thirty percent. 
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Mr. Raser then asked what the expected improvement in air quality would 
be as a result of the program and received Mr. Patterson's answer that the 
Clean Air Implementation Plan projected a twenty percent improvement in ambient 
carbon monoxide content. 

Noting that, in his view, there was no sound knowledge as to the cost or 
advantage of the proposed program, Mr. Raser cautioned that disastrous 
mistakes (such as the investment in catalytic purifiers) had been made on 
the federal level in the area of emission controls. Mr. Somers reminded 
him that there were gas mileage savings to be gleaned from the proper adjust­
ment of the idle circuitry on an automobile carburetor, savings which would 
be a by-product of proper adjustment to pass the test. Mr. Raser noted 
that the federal test placed only 16% of its weight on the idle mode and 
that the California seven point mode test involved only 14% idle speed. 
He took this to be an indication that the federal government placed minimal 
value on measurement of idle emissions. Mr. Raser saw a conflict between 
this notion and the current proposal, one which he felt in the main, merely 
would require individuals to have the proper idle adiustment on their auto­
mobile. Mr. Somers stressed that adjustment of the idle screw was the 
cheapest, most efficient step in the control of vehicle emissions. Mr. 
Raser was apprehensive that most vehicle owners, despite the simplicity of 
this step, would take their automobile to a garage and have it done at an 
expense of ten dollars or more. 

While he realized that it was infeasible to adopt a complex cycle 
such as the federal cycle, Mr. Raser questioned whether or not the Department 
should adopt at least a two mode test, one which involved testing the engine 
when the main carburetor circuitry was in use. Mr. Somers rejoined that 
repair of the main circuitry on a quadro-j¢t carburetor would entail a cost 
of at least a hundred and twenty five dollars, and asked Mr. Raser to con­
sider the potential financial burden on vehicle owners from the need for 
such vehicle repairs. Mr. Raser acknowledged the potential financial impact 
but stressed that elimination of the most substantial carbon monoxide source 
would be the result of requiring main circuitry adjustment. Mr. Somers 
disagreed, recalling that expert testimony had indicated that, in downtown 
driving conditions, the average engine was at idle speed some 40% of the 
time. From this he concluded that idle speed was a significant factor in 
the overall CO emission problem. Mr. Raser reiterated his apprehension 
that the program, in terms of cost/benefit, might be too simple; lamented the 
program's failure to 
urged the Commission 
was not sufficient. 
of his remarks. 

test for smoke emission at other than idle speeds; and 
to inform EPA and the Legislature if the mandated program 
He agreed to submit to the Commission a written summary 

Mr. Richard Deering was concerned that conflicting statistics, taken as 
a whole, did not support the conclusion that the automobile was contributing 
to pollution. He noted that he had read of an experience in the eastern 
part of the country wherein almost all of the people failed emission tests 
and were required to have their vehicles brought up to standard at a cost 
of thirty to fifty dollars apiece. It was ironic to Mr. Deerinq that the 
people were required to purchase pollution control equipment along with 
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the purchase of new automobiles only to turn around a year later and get 
expensive repairs because the devices had failed. Mr. Deering saw the 
discussion of pollution control as so much political rhetoric whose purpose 
was, through conspiracy, to gain political power and destroy America by 
stopping her transportation, tying up her bridges, closing her highways, 
and halting her train transport. Rather than requiring pollution control 
equipment, he thought the correct approach would be to legislatively 
require .higher gas mileage from vehicles. He lamented the circumstance 
whereby he might be hauled into court on a misdemeanor charge and given 
a criminal record because of failure to care for his automobile. In 
support of his contention that this conspiracy existed, Mr. Deering alluded 
to the gas shortage of a year ago, a condition which he felt was contrived. 
He noted that in Europe, in his understanding,a saving of one-third was 
effectuated through the re-refining of used oil. This practice he felt was 
deterred by the United States Government through taxing devices. Dr. 
Crothers suggested that Mr. Deering might be exercising too much latitude 
in the subject matter of his address, reminding him that vehicle emissions 
were under discussion, not taxes or oil supplies. Mr. Deering concluded 
his remarks with a warning to the Commission that their freedoms as well as 
his were threatened by the conspiracy and an exhortation for abolition of 
the DEQ. 

Mr. Somers, noting that no specific proposals for amendment of the 
Proposed Rules had been heard in addition to those already considered bv 
staff, MOVED that the Proposed Rules be adopted as recommended by the 
Director. His motion was seconded by Mrs. Hallock and carried. 

Mr. Somers assured Mr. Deering of his empathy with Mr. Deering's 
apprehension of encroaching goverrunent, but reminded him that this was a 
matter to be addressed to the Legislature, not the Commission. 

RESOLUTION-ACQUISITION OF ALKALI LAKE SITE 

Mr. Pat Wicks of the Department's Land Quality Division presented the 
Director's recommendation that the Commission adopt the Resolution for 
Acquisition of Alkali Lake Site and instruct the Department to dispose 
of the waste on the site and recover the costs of disposal from the principles 
of Chem-Waste. 

Mrs. Hallock expressed the view that, given the Department's budgetary 
problems, the correct approach would be to instruct the Director to inform 
Senator Heard and the members of the Ways and Means Committee that the 
Commission was ready to move on this project but would await initiative 
from the Legislature. 

Mr. Somers noted that to require legislative direction were to require 
enactment of a statute, an action which would place the Commission in a 
poor bargaining position. He and Mrs. Hallock agreed that legislative approval 
should be sought on a less formal basis. Mr. Somers stated his willingness 
to second a motion that Ways and Means Committee members be asked for approval 
on an informal basis. 
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PROPOSED RULES ON OPEN BURNING 

Mr. Somers, in light of the fact that the Legislature and the Governor's 
Office were currently considering comprehensive legislation in the area of 
open burning in general, MOVED that Section 23.040(5) (a-d) be adopted along 
with the appropriate definitions in the Proposed Rule and that the adopted 
Section replace Section 28.015 of the current rules. This it was thought, 
would allow burning of domestic waste in spring cleanup activities and, 
at the same time, avoid any confusion which might result from action on 
the entire proposal in a manner inconsistent with the way the Legislature 
might choose to move. Mrs. Hallock, noting that the Governor's Office was 
about to recommend a bill dealing with land clearing, field burning, slash 
burning, and other aspects of the problem seconded the motion. It was 
then carried. 

RESOLUTION-ACQUISITION OF ALKALI LAKE SITE (CONTINUATION) 

Mr. George Ward addressed the Commission on this subject. Mr. Somers 
explained to him that it had been a fiscal dilemma which prompted the 
Commission's action to delay this resolution earlier in the day. Mr. Ward 
understood. He told the Commission of West Con, Inc. from Twin Falls, Idaho. 
This Corporation was said to have acquired an abandoned Titan missile site 
near Twin Falls, Idaho which had subsequently been cleared by the Environ­
mental Protection Agency and the Idaho authorities for the dumping of all 
but nuclear waste and nerve gases. Consequently, Mr. Ward reported, 
West Con, Inc. was ready to enter into a bonded contract for complete 
removal of wastes at the Alkali Lake site, contingent upon obtaining clearance 
from the Department of Transportation for the transportation of the waste 
materials. Mr. Ward noted that his investigation had revealed West Con to 
be an experienced firm which would be able to perform under the terms of any 
such contract. The firm, he added, had been involved and would continue to 
be involved in land use research, investigating the long term possibilities 
of returning chemical waste to the soil. The Titan missile site was offered 
as a potential long-term storage site which could accommodate the needs of 
Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. With regard to the Alkali Lake site, Mr. Ward 
reported West Con as in a position to contractually guarantee that the site 
would be left free of all traces of waste deposition with the exception of 
materials previously leeched into the soil. 

Mr. Somers asked Mr. Ward what could be done about the soil con­
taminated at the site. Mr. Ward reported that a soil agronomist, Mr. 
Tom Hinsley, had conducted studies which were in need of further elaboration, 
but which tentatively indicated that the introduction of sludge, combined 
with the existing bacteria in the soil, could neutralize to a great extent 
the damage which had been done. West Con was reported to be in favor of 
continued study of this possibility. 
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Mr. Somers asked if Mr. Ward could supply the Commission and the 
Departmerit with names and banking connections in order that West Con's 
financial solidarity could be investigated. Mr. Ward agreed that this 
should be done, noting that his investigation had only been into the 
technical proficiency of the firm. Mr. Somers thought a financial 
investigation was particularly warranted in light of the history of the 
present problem at Alkali Lake site, a history which had involved financial 
breakdown of the previous site occupant. Mr. Somers expressed interest also 
in learning of the proposed charges for use of We$t Con's dumping facility 
in general. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
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Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division (21) 

Date 

2-7-75 
2-13-75 

2-13-75 
2-14-75 
2-14-75 
2-14-75 
2-14-75 
2-18-75 
2-18-75 
2-18-75 
2-19-75 
2-19-75 
2-19-75 
2-20-75 
2-20-75 

2-20-75 
2-21-75 
2-21-75 
2-21-75 
2-24-75 
2-25-75 

Location 

Springfield 
Hermiston 

Hermiston 
Winchester Bay 
Winston 
BCVSA 
USA (Beaverton) 
Metolius 
Rufus 
Wood Vi I I age 
Hult. County 
Corvallis 
NT CSA 
Salem (Willow Lake) 
Winchester Bay 

Grants Pass 
Mu I t. County 
Reedsport 
Harbor S.D. 
Bend 
Rogue River 

Project 

S. 42nd St. San. Sewer 
San. Sewer Projects S-3, S-4, 
S-5, S-6 
Underwood Add. San. Sewer 
C.O. #2 STP Project 
Winston Shopping Center Sewer 
Patio Village Subdn. Sewer 
Cresmoor Lift Station By-pass 
C.O. #2 STP Contract 
C.O. #1 & #2 STP Contract 
C.O. #4 thru #17 Int. Contract 
lverness STP - Sludge, Rec. Fae. 
Mason Place Sewer Lateral 
Sch. 1 - 3 C.O.; Sch. 11 - 2 C.O. 
Addendum #1 - Sludge Truck Contr. 
C.O. #1 STP Contract & c.o.- #1 -
Sewer Contract 
C.O. Nos. 1 - 10 STP Contract 
I verness Int. Unit 6-A 
Reedsport Real Estate Prop. Sewer 
Sewerage System 
St. Charles Hosp. San. Sewer 
Cedar Rogue Apts. - Sewage Hold. 
Facilities 

Act ion 

Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approva I 

Prov. Approval 
Approved 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approva I' 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approval 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

Approved 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approval. 
Prov. Approva I 

Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division - Industrial Projects (2) 

Date Location 

2-13-75 Bend 

2-25-75 Gardiner 

Project 

Brooks Scanlon, Bend 
Log Handling Plan 
International Paper, Glue Re­
circulation Facilit1es 

Water Quality Control - Northwest Region (13) 

Date 

2-13-75 

2-19-75 
2-19-75 
2-19-75 
2-19-75 

Location 

Port I and 

Dayton 
Aloha 
Aloha 
Lake Oswego 

Project 

Central County San. Serv. Dist. -
Revised - Argay Sq. N.E. 122nd S. 
of Sandy Blvd. - San. Sewere 
Palmer Add. San. Sewer System 
USA - Mathis-Sq. San. Sewers 
USA - Dinehanian-San. Sewer Ext. 
Lake Grove Pharmacy-San. Sewer 

Act ion 

Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 



Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division (cont.) 

Date 

2-10-75 

2-14-75 

2-18-75 
2-19-75 
2-27-75 

2-27-75 

2-28-75 

Location 

Huntington 

Baker 

Di I lard 
Roseburg 
Gardiner 

Gardiner 

Gardiner 

Project Action 

Ore. Port land Cement Pre I im. Approved 
plans for instal. of electrostatic 
precipitator for kiln #2 
Baker Ready Mix-Plans for up- Approved 
grading wer scrubber 
Ten Mi le Schoo I bo i I er ins ta. Approved 
Umpqua Dairy Prod. Co. Boiler Ins. Approved 
International Paper Co. Alterna- Prov. Approval 
tive non-condensible gas incinerator 
International Paper Co. Lime Kiln Prov. Approval 
scrubber 
International Paper Co. Baghouse Approved 

Air Quality Control - Northwest Region (6) 

Date Location 

2-1-75 Portland 

2-13-75 Portland 

2-13-75 Portland 

2-14-75 Portland 

2-19-75 Port I and 
2-26-75 Port land 

Land Quality - Sol id Waste 

Date Locat Ion 

2-25-75 Clatskanie 
2-27-75 Portland 

2-75 Yamhi 11 

Project Action 

Cargill, Inc. Control of barge Approved 
unloading & ship loading facilities 
Chevron Asphalt Co. Crude oil Approved 
storage tank 
Martin Marietta Control of alumina Approved 
I oad i ng in to ra i 1 road ca rs 
Georgia Pacific-Linnton-wood chip Approved 
handling facilities-Replacement of 
pneumatic sys tern 
McCall Oil Co. 270,000 bbJ. #6 fuelApproved 
Rhodia Chipman Div. Expanding Approved 
formulation Facilities 

Management D i_v is ion (3) 

Project Action 

Chris Nielsen Permit Issued 
Macadam Processing Cntr. Trans- Permit Issued 
fer Station 
Fort Hill Lumber Permit Issued 



Robert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The- Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Contains 
Recycled 
M'aterials 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item B, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting 

March 1975 Program Activity Report 

During the month of March, staff action on plans and permits 
was as follows: 

WATER QUALITY 

1. Domestic Sewage - 99 

WATER QUALITY DIVISION - 60 (see Attachment One) 

Approval was given to 8 plans. 

Conditional Approval was given to 16 plans. 

Issued were 23 NPDES Permits. 

Pending are 13 plans. 

NORTHWEST REGION - 39 (see Attachment Two) 

Approval was given to 18 plans. 

Forwarded to the Land Quality Division was 1 plan. 

Issued were 8 NPDES Permits. 

Penc:linct are 12 _J;lermi t application,; 
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2. Industrial Waste - 186 

WATER QUALITY DIVISION'c-:87 '4See;',,Attacmnent Three) 

Approval was given to 2 plans. 

Issued were 82 NPDES Permits and 1 State Permit. 

Pending are 2 plans. 

NORTHWEST REGION - 99 (see Attachment Four) 

Approval was given to 3 plans and 30 permits. 

Pending are 5 plans and 61 permit applications. 

AIR QUALITY 

Total of reported actions - 739 

AIR QUALITY DIVISION - 284 (see Attachment Five) 

Approval was given to 2 Indirect Source plans and 
5 Stationary Source plans. 

Conditional Approval was given to 2 Stationary Source 
plans. 

Issued were 36 Industrial Source permits. 

Pending are 1 Indirect Source plan, 8 Stationary Source 
plans, 6 Indirect Source permit applications, and 224 
Industrial Source permit applications. 

NORTHWEST REGION - 455 (see Attachment Six) 

Approval was given to 4 Stationary Source plans. 

Issued were 9 permits. 

Pending are 17 Stationary Source plans and 425 permit 
applications. 
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Total of reported actions - 139 

DANO QUALITY DIVISION - 126 (see Attachment Seven) 

Approval was given to l General Refuse plan and l 
amended General Refuse plan. 

Conditional Approval was given to l General Refuse 
plan. 

Issued were 5 permits and l amended permit. 

Pending are 102 temporary permits, 4 renewal applications, 
2 new site applications, and 9 plans. 

NORTHWEST REGION ~ 13 (see Attachment Eight) 

Approval was given to 2 General Refuse plans. 

Issued was l Demolition Solid Wast Disposal permit. 

Pending are applications for 5 General Refuse facilities, 
3 Demolition Solid Waste Disposal facilities, and 2 
Industrial Solid Waste Disposal facilities. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is the Director's recol!lmendation that the Commission give 
confirming approval to the staff action on plans and permits for the 
month of l!liltlch• .:);97 5. 



Water Quality Plan Action 

Month of March, 1975 

Water Quality Control Division 

Municipal Sewerage Projects: 

(Plan Actions Completed - 26) 
Date of 
Action Location 

Tillamook 

Tillamook 

Jackson 

Grant 

Marion 

Clatsop 

Coos 

coos 

Tillamook 

Umatilla 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Yamhill 

Coos 

Jefferson 

Jackson 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Lincoln 

Harney 

Union 

Douglas 

Marion 

Project 

Cloverdale s. D. -
410 PE STP & Collection System 
including effluent filtration and 
disinfection 

Bay City -
Revised change order B-8 STP project 

Medford -
Blackstone Subdivision Sewers 

Prairie City -
South Side Interceptor Sewer 

Marion County -
Labish Village Sewerage System 

Warrenton -
c.o. #3 East Warrenton Int. 

North Bend 
Holy Redeemer Subdivision Sewers 

Eastside -
c.o. #3 & 4 Pump Station Constr. 

NTCSA -
c.o. A-2 Sch. II & c.o. B-9 Sch. IV 

Hermiston -
Underwood Addn. Sewers (revised plans) 

Multnomah County -
Inverness Int. units 6B & 6C 

Milwaukie -
c.o. #5, Milwaukie Int. Sewer Sch. I 

Lafayette -
c.o. #1, STP project 

Eastside -
c.o. #5, Pump STP Constr. STP 
8.78 AC Lagoon 

Culver -
Sewers & STP 

BCVSA -
c.o. #1 South Medford trunk 

USA (Aloha) -
5 Equipment Bid Packages for the Phase 
III Aloha STP interm improvements 

3-5-75 

3-6-75 

3-6-75 

3-7-75 

3-7-75 

3-7-75 

3-7-75 

3-10-75 

3-10-75 

3-ll-75 

3-14-75 

3-18-75 

3-18-75 

3-20-75 

3-21-75 

3-24-75 

3-27-75 

Clackamas s. D. #1 - 3-27-75 
Phase IV Interceptors 

Lake Oswego - 3-27-75 
11 G'~J\,ve. Sewer Extension 

Newport - 3-28-75 
Embarcadero Sewers 

Hines - 3-31-75 
Chlorination & P.S. Modifications 

LaGrande - 3-28-75 
Reynolds Safety Rest Area Sewer 

North Umpqua s. D. - 3-31-75 
Main A & Lateral A-8.5 sewer extensions 

Salem (Willow Lake) - 3-31-75 
Revised Sludge Hauling Vehicle Contract 
documents 

Attachment One 

Action 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approval 



Attachment One 

Water Quality Permit Action 

Month of March 1975 

Water Quality Control Division 

Municipal Sources: 

Permits Issued - 23 NPDES 

Date of 
Location Source Action Action 
Washington Ramada Inns (Tualatin) OR-002839-8 3-6-75 NP DES Issued 
Josephine City of Grants Pass OR-002884-3 3-6-75 NPDES Issued 
Lane City of Eugene OR-002620-4 3-7-75 NPDES Issued 
Lane Springfield Utility Bd. OR-002632-8 3-7-75 NPDES Issued 
Washington City of Tualatin OR-002864-9 3-11-75 NPDES Issued 
Multnomah Panavista Imp. Dist .. OR-002896-7 3-11-75 NPDES Issued 
Tillamook Taha Development Co. OR-002696-4 3-13-75 NPDES Issued 

(Neskowin Lodge) 
Multnomah Ha.ppy Valley Hornes, Inc.OR-002894-1 3-13-75 NP DES Issued 

(Happy Valley Mobile Park) 
Linn Millersburg School OR-002806-1 3-17-75 NPDES Issued 

District #32 
Benton Riverview Heights Subd. OR-002887-8 3-17-75 NPDES Issued 
Lincoln Pixieland Corporation OR-002710-3 3-17-75 NPDES Issued 
Douglas City of Myrtle Creek OR-002866-5 3-17-75 NPDES Issued 

(Sewage Treatment Plant) 
Curry Port Orford-Langlois OR-002871-1 3-17-75 NPDES Issued 

(Pacific High School) 
Klamath South Suburban S.D. OR-002387-6 3-18-75 NPDES Issued 
Marion City of Salem (Willow) OR-002640-9 3-18-75 NPDES Issued 
Washington USA (Somerset West) OR-002812-6 3-18-75 NPDES Issued 
Washington USA (Oak Hills) OR-002741-3 3-18-75 NPDES Issued 
Douglas City of Roseburg OR-002258-6 3-26-75 NPDES Issued 
Clackamas Gov't Camp s. D. OR-002779-1 3-31-75 NPDES Issued 
Linn City of Albany OR-002880-1 3-31-75 NP DES Issued 
Douglas City of Winston OR-002033-8 3-31-75 NPDES Issued 
Douglas Douglas High school OR-002618-2 3-31-75 NPDES Issued 
Douglas Green Sanitary Dist. OR-002879-7 3-31-75 NPDES Issued 



Water Quality Plan Action 

Month of March, 1975 

(Actions Pending - 13) 

Location 

Baker 

Curry 

Douglas 

Clackamas 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Lane 

Marion 

Marion 

Marion 

Jefferson 

Lane 

Benton 

Project 

Huntington -
Disinfection Facilities 

Harbor s. D. -
Holly Lane Sewer 

Spendthrift Mobile Park STP 

Date 
Received 

1-16-75 

2-4-75 

2-14-75 

Sandy - 2-14-75 
Preliminary plans for sludge 
equipment. 

Salem -
Iron Wood Estates Sanitary 
Sewers 

Portland 
N. E. 1st Avenue & N. E. 
Multnomah St. sanitary 
Sewer 

Veneta -
Sewage Lagoon Expansion 

Salem -
Cross St. Sanitary Sewer 
Replacement 

Salem -
Fairway Ave. Apartments 
Sanitary Sewer 

Woodburn -
West Hayes St. Sanitary 
Sewer 

Metolius 
Lift Station 

Oakridge -

Adair County Park Sanitary 
Sewers 

3-21-75 

3-26-75 

3-24-75 

3-25-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

Attachment One 

Status 

Revision required by letter 
(Dated January 27, 1975). 

Held pending construction 
at Harbor s. D. System 
Response (Dated February 
19' 1975). 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 



Water Plan Action 

Month of March 1975 

Northwest Region 

Municipal sewerage Projects: 

(Plan Action Completed - 18) 

Location 

Tillamook 

Clackamas 

Marion 

Washington 

Marion 

Washington 

Washington 

Yamhill 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Yamhill 

Marion 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Marion 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Date of 
Project Action 

Garibaldi-Polly Ann Park - 3/4/75 
Sanitary sewer 
Oregon City-Library Road 3/4/75 
Sanitary Sewer. 
Keizer-Sanitary District 3/5/75 
(Willow) West of Mistletoe -
Loop sanitary sewer. 
Somerset West (USA)-Rock Creek 3/5/75 
No. 10 - Sanitary sewer. 
Mt. Angel-Cherry Street 3/7/75 
sanitary sewer. 
Forest Grove-4th Avenue - L.I.D. 3/7/75 
No. 4 - Sanitary sewer. 
Metzger (USA)-Argent Subdivision 3/7/75 
sanitary sewer. 
Dayton-Palmer Addition - 3/11/75 
Sanitary sewer - Addendum No. 1. 
Salem (Wallace) Hope Avenue - 3/11/75 
Sanitary sewer. 
Oregon City-Revised Library Road 3/12/75 
Sanitary sewer. 
Wood Village-West Coast 3/14/75 
sanitary sewers - Schedule 2. 
Dundee-Locust & 8th Streets - 3/17/75 
Sanitary sewer. 
East Salem-sewage and Drainage 3/18/75 
District No. !(Willow) - Village 
East sanitary sewer system. 
Aloha (USA)-Tom Moyer Enterprises 3/18/75 
Sanitary sewer system. 
Lake Oswego-CID 165, G Avenue - 3/27/75 
Sanitary sewer extension. 
Salem(Willow)-Hickory Street 3/18/75 
between Industrial Way & Val 
Park Road - sanitary sewer s·ystem. 
Salem(Willow)-Columbia Mill Work 3/24/75 
sanitary sewer - Near Anunsen Street 
and Salem Industrial Park. 
Gladstone-Bill Morrow Develop­
ment - Sanitary sewer. 

3/19/75 

Attachment Two · 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



(Plan Action Pending - 1) 

Location 
Tillamook 

Source 
Sand Lake Camp Ground-U.S.D.A. 
Forest Service - Proposal to 
install sand filtration unit, 
chlorinator, and subsurface 
sewage disposal field. 

Date 
Received 
3/12/75 

Industrial Waste Projects: 

(Plan Action Completed - 3) 

Location 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Project 

Portland-Pennwalt Corp. -
Outfall & Diffuser System Plans. 
Astoria-Union Oil - Separator 
Facilities 
Portland-Halton Tractor 
Corporation - Oil Water 
Separator Facilities. 

Date of 
Action 

3/75 

3/17/75 

3/12/75 

{Plan Action Pending - 5) 

Location 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Project 

Aloha-Intel Fab.IV 
Neutralization System {USA) 

Date 
Received 

12/5/74 

Wilsonville-Joe Bernert Towing 1/15/75 
Company Gravel Plant - Recycling 
water and operation modification. 

Astoria-Barbey Packing Company 2/75 
Wastewater scr~ening process. 

Oregon City-Publishers Paper - 3/13/75 
Repulping and de-inking facilities 
Gnat Creek Hatchery- Settling 3/10/75 
pond. 

Attachment Two 

Status 
Referred to L.Q.D. 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Status 

Received requested 
additional info. 
Tentative approval 
date 4/24/75. 
Requested submission 
of revised plans. 
Scheduled for receipt 
and evaluation in 
May 1975. 
Requested information 
on flows and location 
of discharge. 
Tentative scheduled 
for approval in April 
Tentative scheduled 
for approval in April. 



Attachment Two 

Water Quality Permit Action 

Month of March 1975 

Northwest Region 

Municipal Sources 

(Permits Issued - 8 NPDES; O State*) 

Location 

Clackamas 
Washington 
Multnomah 
Washington 
Washington 
Washington 
Marion 
Tillamook 

Source 

Happy Valley Mobile Homes 
Oak Hills - USA 
Portland-Panavista Home Imp. Dist. 
Tualatin-Ramada Inn 
Somerset West - USA. 
Tualatin, City of 
Salem, City of - Willow Lake 
Neskowin - Taho Development 

(Applications Pending - 12 NPDES and State*) 

Location Source 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

Date of 
Action 

3/13/75 
3/18/75 
3/11/75 
3/11/75 
3/18/75 
3/13/75 
3/18/75 
3/13/75 

Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

Tillamook 
Tillamook 
Clatsop 

Pacific City S.D. 
Netarts-Oceanside 
Hammond 

(No application) 
(No application) 

Clatsop 
Clatsop 

Yamhill 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Washington 

Westport-Wauna 
sundown San. Dist. 

Sheridan-The Delphian 
Foundation 
Mt. Angel 

Mt. Hood Golf Course 

Clackamas-Oak Acres Mobile 
Home Park 
Government Camp S.D. 

River Village Mobile Homes 

Durham-USA 

1/9/75 

Action 

NP DES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NP DES Issued 
NP DES Issued 
NP DES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NP DES Issued 

Status 

No system installed. 
No system installed. 
No system installed, 
awaiting Clatsop 
Plains Study. 
No System Installed. 
District under civil 
penalty. Permit will 
be drafted when this 
is resolved. 
Expected issuance in 
May 1975 
Expected issuance in 
April 1975. 
Expected issuance in 
April 1975. 
Expected issuance in 
May 1975. 
Awaiting EPA approval, 
expected issuance in 
April 1975. 
on public notice until 
4/7/75, will be issued 
in May. 
On public notice, 
expected issuance in 
April 1975. 



Water Quality Permit Action 

Month of March 1975 

Water Quality Control Division 

Industrial sources: 

Permits Issued - 82 NPDES; 1 State 

Location 
Multnomah 
Columbia 
Douglas 

Douglas 
Linn 
Coos 
Coos 
Curry 

Tillamook 

Clackamas 
Clackamas 
Multnomah 
Polk 

Yamhill 
Multnomah 
Marion 
Lane 

Marion 

Clackamas 
Clatsop 
Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 
Clackamas 

Linn 
Benton 
Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Source 
Texaco (Portland) OR-000175-9 
Anadromous, Inc. OR-002808-8 
Nordic Veneers, OR-002881-9 

(Diamond Lake Blvd. Plant) 
Hanna Nickel Smelting OR-000162-7 
c-z - Lebanon Mill OR-000081-7 
Peterson Seafoods OR-000169-4 
Point Adams Packing OR-002367-1 
Tom Lazio Fish Company OR-002796-1 

(Chetco Harbor Plant) 
Smith's Pacific Shrimp OR-000203-8 

(Garibaldi) 
Rock Creek S & G 
Estacada Rock Prod. 
PGE (Station L) 
Franklin Equip. 

(Sweed Division) 
Westnut Incorporation 
McCormick & Baxter 
PP&L (Mill City Plant) 
Brand s Corp. 

(Five Rivers Plant) 
Dole Company 

(Castle & Cooke Foods) 
Joe Bernert Towing 
Warrenton Crab, Inc. 
American Can Co. 

(Plant #106 - Astoria) 
Mobil Oil Corp. 

(St. Helens Rd. Plant) 

OR-002110-5 
OR-002128-8 
OR-002704-9 
OR-002888-6 

OR-002889-4 
OR-000003-5 
OR-000054-0 
OR-000147-3 

OR-000153-8 

OR-000173-2 
OR-000193-7 
OR-002797-9 

OR-000113-9 

Northwest Natl. Gas OR-000116-3 
(St. Helens Rd. Facility) 

NuWay Oil Company OR-002890-8 
Willamette Egg Farms OR-002670-1 

Non-discharge facility 
Lester Shingle Co. 
Alsea Lumber Company 
Bumble Bee Seafoods 

(Newport Plant) 
New England Fish Co. 

(Newport Plant) 
Point Adams Packing 

OR-002661-1 
OR-002898-3 
OR-000013-2 

OR-000038-8 

OR-000087-6 

Date of 
Action 
3-6-75 
3-6-75 
3-6-75 

3-7-75 
3-11-75 
3-11-75 
3-11-75 
3-11-75 

3-11-75 

3-11-75 
3-11-75 
3-11-75 
3-11-75 

3-11-75 
3-13-75 
3-13-75 
3-13-75 

3-31-75 

3-13-75 
3-13-75 
3-13-75 

3-13-75 

3-13-75 

3-13-75 
3-5-75 

3-17-75 
3-17-75 
3-17-75 

3-17-75 

3-17-75 

Attachment Three 

Action 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
State Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 



Water Quality Permit Action 
Industrial sources 
Page 2 

Location 
Douglas 

Coos 

Curry 

Lane 

Multnomah 
Benton 
Lane 
Coos 

Coos 

Benton 
Josephine 
Tillamook 
Washington 
Clatsop 
Clatsop 
Clatsop 

Clatsop 
Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 
Clatsop 
Clackamas 
Lincoln 

Lane 

Curry 

Douglas 

Jackson 

Coos 

Jackson 

Linn 

Josephine 

Multnomah 
Douglas 

Douglas 

Source 
City of Myrtle Creek OR-002886-0 

(Water Treatment & Filtration) 
Georgia-Pacific Corp. OR-002863-1 

(Johnson Log Pond Operation) 
U. s. Plywood OR-000182-1 

(Gold Beach Division) 
Eugene Water & Elect. OR-000064-7 

(Hayden Bridge Filtration Plant) 
Phillips Petroleum co. OR-000191-1 
I. P. Miller Lumber OR-002131-8 
J. H. Baxter & Co. OR-002191-1 
Coos Bay Timer Oper. OR-002312-4 

(Kenstone Quarry Operations) 
Coos Bay Tilllber Oper. OR-002314-1 

(Kenrock Quarry) 
Hull-Oakes Lumber Co. 
Grants Pass I. D. 

OR-002849-5 
OR-002875-4 

Louisiana-Pacific OR-002134-2 
Forest Grove Lumber OR-002163-6 
Union Seafoods, Inc. OR-000112-1 
Pacific Shrimp. Inc. OR-000072-8 
Bumble Bee Seafoods OR-000165-1 

(Hanthorne Cold Storage) 
Ocean Foods of Astoria OR-000192-2 
New England Fish Co. OR-000037-0 

(Warrenton Plant) 
Bumble Bee Seafoods OR-000164-3 

(Elmore Cannery) 
Astoria Seafoods Co. 
Barbey Packing Corp. 
Dravon Medical, Inc. 
Fish Comm. of Oregon 

OR-000151-1 
OR-000194-5 
OR-002853-3 
OR-002715-4 

(Siletz River Salmon Hatchery) 
The Murphy Co. OR-000212-7 

(Florence Division) 
Fish Comm. of Oregon OR-002713-8 

(Elk River salmon Hatchery) 
Oregon Wildlife Comm. OR-002775-8 

(Rock Creek Hatchery) 
Oregon Wildlife Comm. OR-002773-1 

(Cole M. Rivers Hatchery) 
Oregon Wildlife Comm. OR-002772-3 

(Bandon Fish Hatchery) 
Oregon Wildlife Comm. 

(Butte Falls Hatchery) 
Teledyne Wah Chang 

(Albany) 

OR-002758-8 

OR-000111-2 

City of Grants Pass OR-002090-7 
(Water Treatment Plant) 

Alpenrose Dairy OR-002137-7 
City of Sutherlin OR-002897-5 

(Cooper Cr. water Filtration Plant) 
City of Sutherlin OR-002248-9 

(Nonpareil Water Filtration Plant) 

Date of 
Action 

3-17-75 

3-17-75 

3-17-75 

3-18-75 

3-18-75 
3-18-75 
3-18-75 
3-18-75 

3-18-75 

3-18-75 
3-18-75 
3-18-75 
3-18-75 
3-25-75 
3-25-75 
3-25-75 

3-25-75 
3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 
3-25-75 
3-25-75 
3-25-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 
3-26-75 

3-26-75 

Attachment Three 

Action 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 



Wa,ter Quality Permit Action 
· Industrial Sources 

Page 3 

Location 
Douglas 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 
Clackamas 
Tillamook 
Multnomah 

Coos 

Polk 
Columbia 

Polk 

Linn 

Owyhee 

Columbia 
Multnomah 
Douglas 

Coos 
Jackson 

Douglas 
Clackamas 

Source 
Oregon Water Corp. 

(Oakland Filter Plant) 
OR-002867-3 

Fish Comm. of Oregon OR-000222-4 
(Bonneville Salmon Hatchery) 

Owens-Illinois, Inc. OR-000189-9 
Samuels Lumber Co. OR-002228-4 
Miami Shingle & Shake OR-002708-1 
Georgia Pacific Corp. OR-000223-2 

(Linnton Woodchip Facility) 
Coos Bay-North Bend WB OR-002315-9 

(Pony Creek Treatment Plant) 
Boise Cascade (Valsetz) OR-000060-4 
Boise Cascade Corp. OR-002733-2 

(St. Helens Sawmill & Green Veneer) 
Boise Cascade Corp. OR-000059-1 

(Independence Plywood Division) 
Willamette Ind., Inc. OR-000042-6 

(Duraflake Company) 
South Board of Control OR-002672-7 

(Owyhee Project) 
Multnomah Plywood Corp. OR-000155-4 
Pacific Carbide & AlloysOR-000126-1 
Fibreboard Corp. OR-002302-7 

(Round Prairie Operations) 
Hallmark Fisheries OR-000200-3 
M. c. Lininger & Sons OR-002902-5 

(Ashland Operations) 
Herbert Lumber Company 
Olaf M. Oja Lumber Co. 

OR-002904-1 
OR-002915-7 

Date of 
Action 

3-26-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 
3-31-75 
3-31-75 
3-31-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 
3-31-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 
3-31-75 
3-31-75 

3-31-75 
3-31-75 

3-31-75 
3-31-75 

Attachment Three 

Action 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 
NPDES Issued 



,, 
Water Quality Plan Action 

Month of March 1975 

Industrial waste Projects 

(Plan Actions Completed - 2) 

Location 

Douglas 

Clatsop 

Project 

I. P. Gardiner, Veneer Dryer 
Water Recycler 

Union Oil, Astoria Terminal 

Date of 
Action 

3/13/75 

3/10/75 

(Action Pending - 2) 

Location 

Lincoln 

Clatsop 

Project 

Georqia Pacific, Toledo 

Date 
Received 

Gnat Creek, Oregon Wildlife Waste 3/24/75 
Treatment Facilities 

Attachment Three 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Status 

Approval 
Pending 

Approval 
Pending 



Northwest Region - Water QUality 

(Plan Action Pending - 1) 

Location 
Tillamook 

source 
Sand Lake Camp Ground-U.S.D.A. 
Forest Service - Proposal to 
install sand filtration unit, 
chlorinator, and subsurface 
sewage disposal field. 

Industrial Waste Projects: 

(Plan Action Completed - 3) 

Location 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Project 

Portland-Pennwalt Corp. -
Outfall & Diffuser System Plans. 
Astoria-Union Oil - Separator 
Facilities 
Portland-Halton Tractor 
Corporation - Oil Water 
Separator Facilities. 

(Plan Action Pending - 5) 

Location 

Washington 

Project 

Aloha-Intel Fab.IV 
Neutralization System (USA} 

Date 
Received 
3/12/75 

Date of 
Action 

3/75 

3/17/75 

3/12/75 

Date 
Received 

12/5/74 

Clackamas Wilsonville-Joe Bernert Towing 1/15/75 
Company Gravel Plant - Recycling 
water and operation modification. 

Clatsop Astoria-Barbey Packing Company 2/75 
Wastewater scr~ening process. 

Clackamas Oregon City-Publishers Paper - 3/13/75 
Repulping and de-inking facilities 

Clatsop Gnat Creek Hatchery- Settling 3/10/75 
pond. 

Attachment Four 

Status 
Referred to L.Q.D. 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

status 

Received requested 
additional info. 
Tentative approval 
date 4/24/75. 
Requested submission 
of revised plans. 
Scheduled for receipt 
and evaluation in 
May 1975. 
Requested information 
on flows and location 
of-discharge. 
Tentative scheduled 
for approval in April 
Tentative scheduled 
for approval in April. 



Northwestr Region - Water QUality 

Industrial Sources 

(Permits Issued - 30 NPDES; 0 State*) 

Location 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Tillamook 

Clatsop 

Tillamook 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Polk 

Marion 

Clatsop 

Yamhill 

Clatsop 

Source 

Forest Grove-Forest Grove 
Lumber - Sawmill. 
Wilsonville - Joe Bernert Towing 
Sand & Gravel. 
Portland-Northwest Natural Gas -
Terminal 
Portland-Phillips Petroleum -
Terminal 

Date of 
Action 

3/18/75 

3/13/75 

3/13/75 

3/18/75 

Estacada-Estacada Rock Products - 3/11/75 
Sand and Gravel. 
Portland-Nuway Oil - Oil 
reclamation plant. 
Portland-PGE-L Station - Power 
generation plant. 

3/13/75 

3/ll/75 

Portland-McCormack & Baxter 3/13/75 
Creosoting Plant. 
Columbia City-Anadromous Fish 3/13/75 
Hatchery 
Clackamas-Dravon Medical - 3/25/75 
Sterilization Laboratory 
Astoria-Astoria Seafood - 3/25/75 
Fish processor. 
Astoria-Barbey Packing - 3/25/75 
Fish processor. 
Astoria-Bumble Bee, Hawthorne 3/25/75 
Plant - Fish processor. 
Astoria-Bumble Bee, Elmore 3/25/75 
Plant - Fish processor. 
Astoria-Ocean Foods of Astoria - 3/25/75 
Fish processor. 
Tillamook-Louisiana Pacific - 3/18/75 
Plywood plant. 
Warrenton-Pacific Shrimp - 3/25/75 
Fish processor. 
Garibaldi-Smith's Pacific Shrimp 3/11/75 
Fish processor. 
Warrenton-New England Fish - 3/25/75 
Fish processor. 
Warrenton-Warrenton Crab - 3/13/75 
Fish processor. 
Independence-Franklin Sweed - 3/11/75 
Equipment Company. 
Mill City-Pacific Power & Light - 3/13/75 
Water treatment plant. 
Astoria-Union Seafoods - 3/25/75 
Fish processor. 
Dundee-Westnut, Inc. - 3/ll/75 
Nut processor. 
Astoria-American Can Co. - 3/13/75 
Can producer. 

Attachment Four 

Action 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 



(Applications Pending - 61 NPDES; 0 State*) 

Location 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

Columbia 

(3 New Sources - See list below) 

(SB Existing Sources - See footnote ij) 

Source 

Portland-Columbia Independent 
Refinery - Oil refinery. 

Rainier-Cascade Energy -
Oil refinery. 

Columbia City-Charter Oil -
Oil refinery 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

y Footnote: 

Attachment Four 

Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

12/23/74 

12/31/74 

12/14/74 

Action 

On public notice, 
expected issuance 
in May. 

on public notice, 
expected issuance 
in May. 

On public notice, 
expected issuance 
in May. 

The 58 remaining applications are for existing sources that are operating 
on automatic extensions of existing permits or temporary permits. The 
majority of these permits are drafted and awaiting review and approvals 
with the expected issuance to be prior to June 30, 1975. 



Air Quality Plan Action 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Indirect Sources: 

Plan Action Completed - 3 

Location 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Project 

Argay Square 
149 space shopping 
center 

Marion County 
Chemawa Lockhaven Road 
Section. A-95 

Sommerwood 
588 space residential 
development. 

Date of 
Action 

3/25/75 

3/5/75 

3/20/75 

Attachment Five 

Action 

Review completed . Permit 
to be issued 4/25/75 

Reviewed impact. Requested 
additional information. 

l.S. application reviewed 
for completeness. Permit 
to be issued April, 1975. 



Air Quality Plan Action 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Location 

Coos 

Lincoln 

Klamath 

Coos 

Douglas 

Union 

Union 

Direct, Stationary Sources: 

Plan Action Completed - 7 

Project 

Coos Bay 
Georgia Pacific Corporation 
Proposal to run hardboard fume 
incinerator at 1000° F. 

Toledo 
Georgia Pacific Corporation 
Proposal to burn tires in 
hog fuel boil er. 

Klamath Falls 
Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Air/Air condenser for veneer 
dryer emission control. 

North Bend 
Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Air/Air condenser for veneer 
dryer emission control. 

Di 11 ard 
Round Prairie Lumber Co. 
New hogged fuel boiler. 

LaGrande 
Boise Cascade Corporation 
New baghouse for cyclones 16 and 17. 

LaGrande 
Boise Cascade Corporation 
New baghouse for cyclone 23. 

Attachment Five 

Date of 
Action Action 

6 Conditionally approved 
subject to satisfactory 
inspection 

10 Approved conditionally 

10 Approved 

10 Approved 

24 Approved 

31 Approved 

31 Approved 



Air Quality Plan Action 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Direct, Stationary Sources: 

Actions Pending - 8 

Location Project 

Coos Coos Bay 
Georgia Pacific 
Truck dumper facility 

Douglas Dillard 
Roseburg Lumber Company 
Particle pre-dryer 

Deschutes Bend 
Bend Mi 11 work 
Cyclone collectors 

Deschutes Bend 
Northwood Corporation 
Spray booths 

Grant John Day 
Edward Hines Co. 
Hog fuel boiler 

Douglas Dillard 

Douglas 

Klamath 

Roseburg Lumber Co. 
Truck dump facility 

Roseburg 
Raintree Wood Products 
Cyclones 

Bly 
Weyerhaeuser Co. 
New boiler 

Date 
Received 

4/4/74 

4/24/74 

8/10/74 

8/9/74 

6/24/74 

5/26/74 

4/9/74 

1/6/75 

Attachment Five 

Status 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Under review 

Waiting SWRO 
inspection 

Additional info 
requested 



Air Quality Permit Action 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Indirect Sources: 

Permits Issued - 0 

Applications Pending - 6 

Location. 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Source 

Sommerwood 
588 space residential 
development 

Beaverton 
Hyland Hills 
471 space shopping center 

Somerset West 
149 space commercial 
center 

Portland 
Tri-Met 75 space 
bus parking facility 

Date of 
Initial 
Applic. 

10/25/74 

10/9/75 

9/17/75 

1/23/75 

Portland 4/3/75 
Columbia Independent Refinery 
75 space parking facility 

Gresham 3/4/75 
Fred Meyer Shopping Center 
875 space parking facility 

Attachment Five 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl ic. 

1/16/75 

1/31/75 

2/5/75 

Action 

Permit notice 
issued. Proposed 
issuance date 
4/14/75 

" 

" 

2/14/75 Permit notice 
issued. Proposed 
issuance date 
4/2/75 

3/31/75 Proposed issuance 
date 4/15/75 

4/4/75 Proposed permit 
issuance 4/7 /75 



Attachment Five 

Air Quality Permit Actions 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Industrial Sources 

Permits Issued - 36 

Location 

Baker County 

Coos County 

Coos County 

Coos County 

Curry County 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Grant County 

Hood River County 

Hood River County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Date of 
Source Action 

Baker, Ellingson Lumber Company 3/26/75 
(Ol-0003) Sawmill 

Coquille, Coos County Highway Dept. 3/25/75 
(06-0002) Asphalt Plant 

Bandon, Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc. 3/26/75 
(06-0019) sawmill 

Bandon, Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc. 3/26/75 
(06-0057) Sawmill 

Sixes, Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc. 3/26/75 
(08-0016) sawmill 

Drain, Smith River Lumber 3/3/75 
(10-0028) Sawmill 

Riddle, Mining Minerals Mfg. Co. 3/3/75 
(10-0066) Rockcrusher 

Prairie City, Delbert Taynton 3/25/75 
(12-0018) Sawmill 

Cascade Locks, Cascade Locks Lumber Co. 3/26/75 
(14-0005) Sawmill 

Cascade Locks, Gorge Lumber Co. 3/3/75 
(14-0010) Sawmill 

White City, Cascade Wood Products 3/25/75 
(15-0005) Millwork 

Central Point, Chaney Forest Products 3/26/75 
(15-0007) Sawmill 

Central Point, Double Dee Lumber Co. 3/25/75 
(15-0010) Sawmill 

Central Point, The Mt. Pitt co, 3/26/75 
(15-0023) Sawmill 

Medford, Medford Moulding Co. 3/26/75 
(15-0037) Millwork 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

.. 

" 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 



Air Quality Permit Actions 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Industrial Sources 

Permits Issued (cont.) 

Location 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Josephine County 

Klamath County 

Klamath County 

Lake County 

Lincoln County 

Lincoln County 

Lincoln County 

Lincoln County 

Malheur County 

Umatilla County 

Source 

Central Point, Steve Wilson Co. 
(15-0044) sawmill 

White City, Oregon Cutstock & Moulding 
(15-0047) Millwork 

White City, Alder Mfg., Inc. 
(15-0060) sawmill 

Ashland, Bellview Moulding Mill 
(15-0070) Millwork 

Grants Pass, Spaulding and Son, Inc. 
(17-0013) Sawmill 

Klamath Falls, Jeld-Wen, Inc. 
(18~0006) Sawmill, Millwork 

Klamath Falls, Klamath Rock Products 
(18-0012) Asphalt Plant 

Lakeview, Louisiana Pacific Corp. 
(19-0002) sawmill 

Toledo, Publishers Forest Products Co. 
(21-0011) Sawmill 

Toledo, Guy Roberts Lumber Co. 
(21-0013) Sawmill 

Newport, Paul Barber Hardwoods Co. 
(21-0020) Sawmill 

Yachats, Dahl Lumber Company 
(21-0021) Sawmill 

Ontario, Monroe Inc. 
(23-0021) Rock crusher 

Pendleton, Hermiston Asphalt Products 
(30-0003) Asphalt Plant 

Attachment Five 

Date of 
Action 

3/26/75 

3/26/75 

3/26/75 

3/25/75 

3/26/75 

3/25/75 

3/25/75 

3/25/75 

3/3/75 

3/25/75 

3/25/75 

3/25/75 

3/26/75 

3/25/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 



Air Quality Permit Actions 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Industrial Sources 

Permits Issued (cont.) 

Location 

Umatilla County 

Wallowa County 

Wallowa County 

Jackson County 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Lincoln County 

Source 

Hermiston, E.S. Schnell & Co., Inc. 
(30-0071X Asphalt Plant 

Joseph, Boise Cascade Corp. 
(32-0001) Sawmill 

Wallowa, Rogge Mills, Inc. 
(32-0011) Sawmill 

White City, Olson Lawyer Timber Co. 
(15-0058) Charcoal Manufacturing, 

Drain, Woolley Enterprises Inc. 
(10-0054) Plywood Manufacturing 

Roseburg, Roseburg Lumber Co. 
(10-0063) Particleboard Mfg. 

Toledo, Georgia Pacific Corp. 
(21-0005) Kraft pulp and paper 

Attachment Five 

Date of 
Action 

3/25/75 

3/25/75 

3/26/75 

3/3/75 

3/3/75 

3/31/75 

3/31/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

" 

" 

Permit 
Modified 

" 

" 

" 



Air Quality Permit Actions 

Month of March, 1975 

Air Quality Control Division 

Industrial Sources 

~ermit Applications Pending(~~¥) 

Location 

Baker County 

Coos County 

Crook County 

Curry County 

Curry County 

Curry County 

Deschutes County 

Deschutes County 

Deschutes County 

Deschutes County 

Deschutes County 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Source 

Baker, Baker Ready Mix, 
(01-0028) 

North Bend, Johnson Rock 
Products, (06-0009) 

Prineville, Ochoco Ready 
Mix, (07-0011) 

Gold Beach, Pacific Ready 
Mix, (08-0021) 

Brookings, Ferry Creek 
Rock and Concrete, (08-0030) 

Brookings, South Coast Lumber 
Company (08-0008) 

La Pine, Russell Industries 
(09-0031) 

Bend, Bend Ready Mix, 
(09-0038) 

Redmond, Redmond Ready Mix, 
(09-0039) 

Redmond, Deschutes Ready Mix 
(09-0052) 

Bend, Deschutes Ready Mix 
(09-0053) 

Roseburg, Beaver State Ready 
Mix (10-0098) 

Myrtle Creek, Tri City Ready 
Mix (10-0087) 

Roseburg, Umpqua Ready Mix, 
(10-0086) 

Roseburg, Jimelcrete 
(10-0095) 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

Attachment Five 

Status 

Permit prepared. 
Awaiting evaluation 
from region office. 
est. Issue 6/15/75 

" 

" 

" 

Public Notice Issued 
Est. Issue 5/1/75 

" 

Permit prepared. 
Awaiting evaluation 
from region office. 
Est. Issue 6/15/75 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 



March 1975 

Permit Applications Pending 
(continued) Date of 

Initial 
Appl. Location 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Douglas County 

Grant County 

Hood County 

Hood County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jackson County 

Jefferson County 

Josephine County 

Josephine County 

Josephine County 

Klamath County 

Klamath County 

Jackson County 

Source 

Roseburg'' PreMix Concrete 
Pipe, (10-0096) 

Reedsport, Bohemia Umpqua 
Division, (10-0103) 

Prior to 
7/1/75 

" 

Reedsport, Schafer Lumber Co. 
(10-0069) 

" 

Sutherlin, Roseburg Lumber Co. 3/75 
(10-0020) 

John Day, San Juan Luinber 
Co. (12-0004) 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

Hood River, Hood River S & G 
& Ready Mix (14-0015) 

" 

Cascade Locks, Hood River 
S & G & Ready Mix, (14-0016) 

Ashland, M. c. Lininger, 
(15-0071) 

Rogue River, Pine Street 
Ready Mix, (15-0082) 

Medford, Tru-Mix Leasing, 
(15-0090) 

Central Point, M. c., 
Lininger, (15-0062) 

Madras, Deschutes Ready Mix 
(16-0018) 

Grants Pass, Davidson Ready 
Mix, (17-0041) 

Grants Pass, Cabax Mills -
Lumber Div. (17-0005) 

Grants Pass, s, H & W Lumber 
Company (17-0014) 

Bly, Weyerhaeuser, 
(18-0037) 

Klamath Falls, Klamath Ready 
Mix, (18-0042) 

White City, Eugene Burrill 
Lumber Co., (15-0011) 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

3/75 

3/75 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

" 

" 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

Attachment Five 

Status 

Permit prepared. 
Awaiting evaluation 
from region office. 
Est. Issue 6/15/75 

Public Notice Issued 
Est. Issue 5/1/75 

~, Application received 

Public Notice Issued 
Est. Issue 3/25/74 

Permit prepared. 
Awaiting evaluation. 
from region office. 
Est. Issue 6/15/75 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Est. Issue 5/1/75 
Application received 

Est. Issue 6/1/75 

Est. Issue 5/15/75 

Est. Issue 6/15/75 

Est. Issue 3/25/74 



March 1975 

Permit Applications Pending 
(continued) Date of 

Initial 
Appl. Location 

Lincoln County 

Malheur County 

Malheur County 

Malheur County 

Morrow County 

Umatilla County 

Umatilla County 

Umatilla County 

Union County 

Wasco County 

Wasco County 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Source 

Toledo, Georgia Pacific 
(21-0005) renewal 

Nyssa, Oregon Concrete 
Products, (23-0014) 

Ontario, R T P Concrete, 
(23-0015) 

Ontario, Flynn S & G 
(23-0013) 

Boardman, Ready Mix s & G 
(25-0014) 

Milton Freewater, Ready Mix 
$ & G, (30-0057) 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Pendleton, Pendleton Ready Mix " 
(30-0019) 

Pendleton, Central Cement, 
(30-0020) 

Island City, R. D. Mac, 
(31-0010) 

Tygh Valley, Tygh Valley 
S & G (33-0017) 

The Dalles, The dl>alles Con­
crete, (33-0019) 

Bullards Sand & Gravel 
(37-0091) Asphalt Plant 

Peter Kiewit Sons' Co. 
(37-0095) 

State Wide, ACCO Con­
tractors, (37-0055) 

State Wide, Bi State Ready 
Mix, (37-0056) 

State Wide, Ready Mix 
S & G (37-0054) 

State Wide, Peter Kiewit 
Sons' Co., .(37-0095) 

" 

" 

" 

" 

2/20/75 

2/26/75 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

" 

" 

" 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

Attachment Five 

Status 

Public Notice Issued 
Est. Issue 3/25/74 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

To be issued 
by 6/1/75 

To be issued 
by 5/1/75 

Permit prepared. 
Awaiting evaluation 
from region office. 
Est. Issue 6/15/75 

" 

" 

" 



March 1975 

Permit Applications Pending 
(continued) 

Location 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Source 

State Wide, Rogge River 
Paving Co., (37-0028) 

State Wide, J. C. Compton 
Company (37-0044) 

State Wide, Oregon State 
Highway Division (37-0002) 

Hood River, B & D Paving 
(37-0047) Asphalt Plant 

Pasco, L. w. Vail Co., Inc. 
(37-0076) Rockcrusher 

Pasco, L. w. Vail Co., Inc. 
(37-0092) 

State Wide, L. W. Vail Co., 
(37-0043) 

State Wide, Oregon State 
Highway Division (37-0004) 
renewal 

State Wide, Babler Bros. 
Inc. , ( 37-0094) 

State Wide, L. W. Vail Inc., 
(37-0025) renewal 

State Wide, Roseburg Paving, 
(37-0029) renewal 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

" 

" 

" 

" 

.. 

" 

.. 

" 

" 

" 

Portal!>le State Wide, ACCO Contractors, 
(37-0053) 

" 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

State Wide, Balbler Bros. 
(37-0021) renewal 

Redmond, Watson Asphalt & 
Paving Co., Inc. (37-0035) 

Salem, State of Oregon -
Highway Division (37-0098) 

Yakima, Superior Asphalt & 
Concrete Co. (37-0097) 

State Wide, Deschutes 
Readymix, s & G (37-0026) 

State Wide, L. W. Vail Co. 
(37-0068) 

" 

3/75 

" 

" 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

" 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

Attachment Five 

Status 

Est. Issue 5/1/74 

" 

.. 

Est. Issue 6/1/75 

" 

" 

Est. Issue 5/1/75 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Application received 

" 

" 

Est. Issue 5/1/75 

" 



March 1975 

Permit Applications Pending 
(continued) 

Location 

Josephine County 

Josephine County 

Josephine County 

Klamath County 

Source 

Grants Pass, Gilbert Rock 
and Ready Mix, (17-0048) 

Cave Junction, Mel Barlow 
(17-0051) 

Grants Pass, Gary L. 
Peterson, (17-0053) 

Klamath Falls, Klamath Falls 
Concrete Products 
Industries, (18-0041) 

Other Applications Pending - 152 

Location Source 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

Prior to 
7/1/74 

,, 

" 

" 

Date of 
Initial 
Appl. 

State-wide 
(except 
Willamette 
Valley) 

Prior to 
10/1/74 

Furniture 

Shingle 

Sawmills 

Mill work 

Wood Products 

Rock Crushers 

Concrete 

Foundry 

Cement 

Hospitals 

Feed & Grain 

Boilers 

Incinerators 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

Date of 
Completed 
Appl. 

Attachment Five 

Status 

Permit prepared. 
Awaiting evaluation 
from region office. 
Est. Issue 6/15/75 

" 

" 

Status 
Number of applications 
Pending. 

4 

l 

48 

14 

l 

19 

5 

3 

1 

31 

11 

12 

2 



Attachment Six 

Air Quality Plan Action 

Month of March 1975 

Northwest Region 

Direct, Stationary Sources: 

(Plan Action Completed - 4) 

Location 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Date of 
Project Action 

Clackamas-Hall Process Co. - 3/27/75 
Pipe coating & wrapping. 
Portland-Simpson Timber/Chemical 3/13/75 
Division - Forced Evaporation System 
Near Brightwood-Estacada Rock Products 3/27/75 
Control of truck loadout area. 
Near Molalla-Estacada Rock Products 3/27/75 
Control of truck loadout area. 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

(Plan Action Pending - 17) 

Location 

Multnomah 

Marion 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Project 

Portland-Port of Portland - Bulk 
loading facility. 

Salem-Boise Cascade - New washers. 

Salem-Boise Cascade - New digester. 

Eagle Creek-Barton Sand & Gravel -
Rock crusher. 

Wauna-Crown Zellerbach - Control 
TRS Emissions. 

Date 
Received Status 

6/12/74 Requested information 
on controls 7/22/74. 
(Info will be received 
when Port approves 
project funding which 
is expected by 6/1/75.) 

7/17/74 

7/17/74 

7/31/74 

11/4/74 

B.C. investigating 
available control 
methods as requested 
expect to complete 
about June 1975. 

Letter drafted, approval 
to be sent by 4/21/75. 

Application withdrawn 
3/17/75. 

Processing, approval 
expected by 4/21/75. 



Location 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Project 

Portland-Boeing of Portland -
Scrubber for salt fume. 

Portland-Portland Willamette -
Baghouse for brass smelting furnace. 

Colton-Colton School District -
Paint spray booth. 

Portland-Pacific Carbide & Alloy -
Ducting cyclone exhaust to new 
baghouse. 

Milwaukie-Red, White & Blue Thrift 
Store - New Fumigation Chamber 

Portland-W. R. Grace Co. -
Baghouse for vermiculite. 

Wauna-Crown Zellerbach -
Control of foam tank. 

Wauna-Crown Zellerbach -
Control of digester feeder. 

Wauna-Crown Zellerbach -
Non-condensible gas incinerator. 

Portland-Trumbull Asphalt - New burner 
package for number two boiler. 

Attachment Six 

Date 
Received Status 

11/26/74 Company investigating 
alternate design. 
Requested status by 
4/1/75. 

2/3/75 Further inquiry was 
made regarding method 
of designing baghouse 
capacity. Expect to 
review and approve by 
4/15/75. 

2/18/75 Reviewing info submitted 
Expected completion by 
4/30/75. 

2/3/75 Approval letter will be 
mailed by 4/7/75. 

3/6/75 Reviewing info submitted 
Expected completion 
date 4/21/75. 

3/10/75 Reviewing baghouse 
specifications. 
Expected completion 
date 4/15/75. 

2/19/75 Reviewing flow diagrams. 
Expected completion 
4/30/75. 

2/19/75 Reviewing flow diagrams. 
Expected completion 
4/30/75. 

2/19/75 Reviewing flow diagrams. 
Expected completion 
4/30/75. 

3/17/75 Approval letter expected 
to be drafted prior to 
4/21/75. 



(Plan Action Pending - Continued) 

Location 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Project 

Troutdale-Reynolds Metals 
Co. - Dry collection system 
for all five pot lines. 

Portland-Turco Engineering 
Oil/gas boiler. 

Date 
Received 

3/10/75 

3/3/75 

Attachment Six 

Status 

Assessing adequacy of 
control in complying with 
air quality and signifi­
cant deterioration standards. 

Reviewing info submitted. 
Project to be completed 
by 4/30/75. 



Attachment Six 

Air Quality Permit Action 

Month of March 1975 

Northwest Region 

Direct, Stationary Sources: 

(Permits Issued - 9) 

Location 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Tillamook 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

Source 

Portland-Stauffer Chemical Company - Chemical 
manufacturing. 

Portland-Beall Pipe & Tank Corp. - Pipe coating. 

Portland-Lloyd A. Fry Roofing Company, Volney 
Felt Mill Division - Building board. 

Portland-Precision Castparts Corp. - Steel 
castings. 

Portland-Joslyn Mfg. and Supply Corp. - Mill 
work. 

Portland-Specialty Woodworking Co., Inc. -
Mill work. 

Tillamook-Tillamook General Hospital -
Boiler. 

Portland-Columbia Independent Refinery, Inc. -
Petroleum refinery. 

St. Helens-Charter Energy Company -
Petroleum refinery. 

(Applications Pending - 425) 

Date of 
Action 

3/7/75 

3/7/75 

3/7/75 

3/7/75 

3/7/75 

3/7/75 

3/7/75 

3/12/75 

3/12/75 

(New Sources ------------------------------13 See listing below) 
(Existing Sources ------------------------144 See footnote .!fl 
(Fuel Burning (Boiler) -------------------268 See footnote ~) 

Action 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 



Location 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Colwnbia 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

- 2 -

source 

Warrenton-1\lllax Alum. -
New aluminum reduction 
plant. 

Portland-Union Carbide 
#1 Furnace Product 
change. 

Astoria-Layton Funeral 
Home Cremation 
Incinerator 

Rainier-Cascade Energy 
Inc. - Oil refinery. 

Portland-Oregon Steel 
Mills, Rivergate -
Pellet Metalizing. 

Portland-Resource 
Recovery Byproducts -
Paper classifier. 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

11/9/73 

11/21/73 

2/28/74 

4/31/74 

7/18/74 

11/1/74 

Portland-Pennwalt Corp. 11/4/74 
Expansion of chlorine 
caustic soda mfg. 

Portland-Zidell 11/12/74 
Explorations, Inc. -
New secondary aluminum 
smelter. 

Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

Attachment Six 

Status 

Awaiting fact findings 
from hearing to be held 
to consider designating 
of Young's Bay Area 
Special Problem Area. 
Hearing date not yet 
set. 

Issued proposed permit 
2/28/75. Expect issu­
ing permit in April. 

Emission data from 
similar unit indicated 
non-compliancea Letter 
sent 3/4/75 asking 
Layton if he wishes to 
cancel application. 

Authorization to issue 
permit received at EQC 
meeting on 3/28/75. 

Authorization to issue 
permit given by EQC 
on 3/28/75. Permit 
to be drafted by 
4/15/75. 

Issued proposed permit 
2/25/75. Expect to 
issue permit by end 
of April. 

Authorization to issue 
permit given by EQC 
on 3/28/75. Permit to 
be drafted by 4/15/75. 

Drafting proposed 
permit, expected date 
of mailing by 4/7/75. 



Location 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Columbia 

Multnomah 

Footnotes 

Source 

Portland-Kaiser 
Permanente Medical 
Center - Controlled 
atmosphere incinerator 

Durham (USA)-Sludge 
incinerator, lime 
recalciner & steam 
boilers 

Clackamas-Caffal 
Bros. Const. -
Portable Rock Crusher. 

Beaver-Kaufmann Chemi­
cal Corp. - Bulk 
solid materials 
handling facility. 

Portland-Koppers 
Co. - Pitch Mfg. 

- 3 -

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

11/22/74 

12/31/74 

1/20/75 

2/25/75 

3/20/75 

Attachment Six 

Date of 
Completed 
Applen. Status 

Issued proposed 
permit 2/25/75. 
Final expected to 
be issued in April 
1975. 

Awaiting additional 
information on 
process & air pol­
lution control 
equipment. USA has 
been notified on 
3/24/75 that Dept. 
is still awaiting 
information. 

Drafting proposed 
permit. Expected 
to be mailed by 
4/17/75. 

Drafting proposed 
permit. Expected 
to be mailed by 
4/30/75. 

Permit being 
drafted. Expected 
issuance in May 
1975. 

.!f These permit applications are of existing sources that are operating on 
automatic extensions of existing permits or on temporary permits. Of this 
number approximately 1/2 are ready for final review, 1/4 are being typed 
and 1/4 are being drafted. All permits of existing sources are expected 
to be issued prior to June 30, 1975. 

~ All fuel burning (boiler) permits are final typed and are being processed 
for approval. Expected completion date of 5/1/75. These permits are all 
on existing sources and do not hinder their operation. (107 fuel burning 
permits were issued in March 1975.) 



Solid Waste Plan Action 

Month of March 1975 

Solid Waste Management Division 

General Refuse (garbage) Pro)ects 

(Plan action completed - 3) 

Location Report Date of Action 

Curry County Agness Landfill 3/14/75 

Crook County Riverside Ranch 3/14/75 
Transfer Station 

Linn County Holley Landfill 3/17/75 

(Action Pending - 8) 

Location Project Date of Action 

Deschutes County Southwest Landfill 10/10/75 

Umatilla County Pendleton Landfill 10/15/75 

Douglas County Myrtle Creek Transfer 1/6/75 
Station 

Klamath County Lake Ewauna Landfill 1/30/75 

Baker County Baker Sanitary Landfill 1/31/75 

Douglas County Reedsport Landfill 2/18/75 

Douglas County Canyonville Landfill 3/18/75 

Douglas County Glide Transfer Station 3/27/75 

Attaclunent seven 

Action 

Closure Plan Approval 

Provisional Approval. 
'' 

Closure Plan Amended 

Action 

Located on USFS property, 
awaiting USFS approval. 

More data requested. 

More data requested. 

In Process Action 4/75 

In Process Action 4/75 

In Process Action 4/75 

In Process Action 4/75 

In Process Action 4/75 



Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Projectso 

(Plan Action Completed - 0) 

Location Project Date of Action 

(Action Pending - O) 

Location Project Date Received 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Projectso 

(Plan Action Completed - 0) 

Location Project Date of Action 

(Action Pending - 1) 

Location 

Linn County 

Project Date Received 

Western Kraft Corp. 12/19/74 

Sludge Disposal Projects 

(Plan Action Completed - O) 

Location Project Date of Action 

(Action Pending - 0) 

Location Project Date Received 

Attachment Seven 

Action 

Action 

Action 

Status 

In Process action 4/75 

Action 

Status 



SOLID WASTE PERMIT ACTION 
Month of March 1975 

Solid Waste Management Division 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities: 

(Permits Issued - 6) 

Location Source Date of Action 

Columbia Co. Clatskanie Landfill 3/26/75 
existing site 

Douglas Co. Tiller Transfer Station 3/5/75 
new facility 

Lake Co. Adel Landfill 3/31/75 
existing site 

Lane Co. Marcela Transfer Station 3/14/75 
new facility 

Linn Co. Sweet Home Transfer 3/14/75 
Station, new facility 

Multnomah Co. Macadam Processing 3/3/75 
Center, new facility 
(Tires) 

Attachment Seven 

Action 

Permit issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit amended 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

Permit issued 

(Applications pending - 102 temporary permits, 4 renewals and 2 new site applications) 

Date of 
Date of Initial completed 

Location Source Application Application Status 

Douglas Co. Camas Valley Landfill 6/12/72 2/30/74 Under Temp. permit 
Proposed reg. 
permit expected 
4/75. 

Gilliam Co. Arlington Landfill 5/15/72 11/14/74 Under temp. permit 
Regional staff to 
coordinate site 
upgrading. Pro-
posed reg. permit 
expected 4/75. 

Harney Co. Burns Landfill 5/17/72 8/1/74 under temp. permit 
Regional staff to 
draft reg. permit 
by 5/75. 

Umatilla Co. Pilot Rock Landfill 5/17/72 8/14/74 Under temp. permit 
Regional staff to 
coordinate site 
closure as soon as 
possible. Pro-
posed reg. permit 
expected 5/75. 

Umatilla Co. Weston Landfill 5/17/75 8/14/74 Under temp. permit 
Regional staff to 
draft regular 
permit by 7/75. 



Location Source 
Date of Initial 
Application 

97 other sites with temporary permits (Incomplete applications) 

Jackson Co. 

Jackson Co. 

Jackson co. 

Marion Co. 

Crook Co. 

Jefferson Co. 

Ashland Landfill 

South Stage Landfill 

Prospect Landfill 

Brown's Is. Landfill 

Riverside Ranch 
Transfer Station 

Culver Landfill 

11/4/74 

11/4/74 

3/7/75 

12/15/74 

3/3/74 

7/8/74 

-2-

Attachment Seven 

Date of 
Completed 
Application 

3/3/75 

3/3/75 

3/7/75 

12/15/74 

3/3/74 

7/8/74 

Status 

Most awaiting 
completion of 
regional solid 
waste management 
plans. Regional 
staff to draft 
permits by 7/75 
IF POSSIBLE. 

Renewal. Proposed 
new permit issued 
3/14/75. 
Renewal. Proposed 
new permit issued 
3/14/75 
Renewal. Regional 
staff drafting new 
permit for issuance 
in 4/75. 
Renewal. Regular 
permit expired 
12/31/74. Permit 
extended by letter 
for indefinite 
period. Regional 
staff to draft 
proposed new 
permit as soon 
as possible. 

Proposed new 
facility. Pro­
posed permit 
issued 3/28/75. 
Proposed new 
facility. Pro­
posed permit 
issued 8/9/74, but 
County uncertain 
whether or not to 
open site. County 
now asked to make 
a final decision 
as soon as 
possible. 



Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities: 

Location 

Marion Co. 

Polk Co. 

(Permits Issued - 0) 

(Applications Pending - 2) 

Source 

Salem Airport 
Landfill 

Fowler Demolition 

Date of 
Application 

6/20/72 

8/8/72 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities: 

Location 

Benton Co. 

(Permits Issued - 1) 

Source 

I.P. Miller LUinber 
existing site 

Date of Action 

3/6/75 

Attachment Seven 

Date of 
Completed 
Application 

8/14/74 

8/14/74 

Action 

Permit issued 

Status 

Under temp. permit 
Regional staff to 
draft reg. permit 
by 7/75. 
Under temp. permit 
Regional staff to 
draft reg. permit 
by 7/75. 

(Applications Pending - 11 temporaries, 1 new site application, 13 letter authorizations, 
16 existing site applications with no action) 

Location 
Benton Co. 

Benton Co. 
Douglas Co. 
Douglas Co. 
Josephine Co. 

Josephine Co. 
Lane Co. 

Lane Co. 

Lane co. 
Marion Co. 
Multnomah Co. 

Source 
Hobin LUinber Co. 

Paul Barber Hardwood 
Reedsport Mill 
Superior Lumber 
Josephine Co. 
Industrial Sludge 
Disposal Site 
Rough & Ready LUinber 
Georgia-Pacific, 
Irving Rd. Eugene 
Georgia-Pacific, 
Springfield 
Hines Lumber 
Green Veneer 
Pacific Carbide 

Date of 
Application 
6/21/73 

12/19/73 
8/8/73 
6/20/73 
7/18/73 

6/25/73 
6/22/73 

6/28/73 

6/29/73 
6/1/73 
6/25/73 

-3-

Date of 
Completed 
Application 
6/29/73 

5/20/74 
8/8/73 
7/12/73 
7/18/73 

7/13/73 
6/22/73 

9/7/73 

5/30/74 
7/3/73 
6/25/73 

Status 
Under temp. permit 
exp. 7/1/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft reg. permit 
as soon as possible. 

II 11 II 11 

II II II II 

II II II II 

II II II II 

II II II II 

II II II II 

II Tl II II 

II II II II 

II II II II 

II 11 II II 



Location Source 

Douglas Co. Round Prairie 

Benton Co. Willamette Industries, 
Philomath 

Coos Co. Coos Bay Plywood, 
Millington Flats 

Curry co. u. s. Plywood, 
Gold Beach 

Douglas Co. D & D Lumber 
Douglas Co. u. s. Plywood, 

Roseburg 
Hood River Co. Champion Internat'l. 

Dee Site 
Hood River Co. Champion Internat'l. 

Neal Creek Site 
Jackson Co. Boise Cascade, 

Medford 
Lincoln Co. Publishers Paper, 

Toledo 
Linn co. Bauman Lumber 
Linn Co. Cedar Lumber 
Linn co. Dean Morris Lumber 
Linn Co. Willamette Industries, 

Foster 

Date of 
Application 

10/2/74 

7/3/73 

6/20/73 

7/13/73 

6/29/73 
7/13/73 

7/13/73 

7/13/73 

7/2/73 

9/28/73 

6/19/73 
7/1//73 
6/28/73 
7/5/73 

-4-

Attaclunent seven 

Date of 
Completed 
Application 

11/12/74 

7/3/73 

7/2/73 

7/13/73 

6/29/73 
7/13/73 

7/13/73 

7/13/73 

7/2/73 

9/28/73 

6/19/73 
7/11/73 
6/28/73 
7/5/73 

Action 

Proposed new 
facility will not 
be used until 
summer. Regional 
staff to draft 
reg. permit in 
4/75 

Letter Authoriza-
tion issued with 
no exp. date. 
Regional staff to 
draft regular 
letter authoriza-
or permit as soon 
as possible. 

" " " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 
" " " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 
" " " " 
" " " " 
" " " " 



Location Source 

Baker Co. Oregon-Portland 
Cement Co. 

Jackson Co. Jackson Co. Park Dept. 
Wood Waste 
Disposal Site 

Coos Co. Coos Head Timber 

Coos Co. International Paper, 
Gardiner 

Coos Co. Roseburg Lumber, 
Coquille 

Coos Co. Westbrook Pole & 

Piling 
Coos Co. Weyerhaeuser, Allegany 
Coos Co. Weyerhaeuser, 

Horse Flats 
Douglas Co. L & H Lumber 
Douglas Co. Roseburg Lumber Co. 

5 mill sites 
Lincoln Co. Georgia-Pacific, 

Toledo 
Linn Co. Willamette Industries, 

Sweet Horne 

Sludge Disposal Facilities: 

(Permits Issued - 1) 

Location Source 

Douglas Co. Fugate Sludge Lagoon 

(Applications Pending - 1) 

Location Source 

Linn Co. Nored Sludge Lagoon 

Date of 
Application 

6/19/73 

1/12/74 

6/21/73 

12/13/74 

7/18/73 

5/7/74 

6/21/73 
6/21/73 

6/20/74 
7/9/73 

7/2/73 

7/5/73 

Date of Action 

3/20/75 

Date of 
Initial Appli. 

3/3/75 

-5-

Attachment Seven 

Date of 
Completed 
Application 

- - - - -

- - - - -

6/21/73 

12/13/74 

8/30/73 

5/7/74 

4/12/74 
4/12/74 

6/20/74 
6/3/73 

3/14/73 

12/28/73 

Action 

Permit issued 

Date of 
Cornplated 
Application 

3/3/75 

Action 

Existing site. 
Requested letter 
Authorization. 
Regional staff to 
respond as soon 
as possible. 

" " " " 

Existing site. 
Regional staff to 
investigate as 
soon as possible. 

" " " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 

" " " " 
" " " " 

" " " " 
" " " " 

(5 applications) 
" " " " 

" " " " 

Status 

Renewal-Proposed 
new permit 
issued 3/24/75. 



Solid Waste Plan Action 

Month of March 1975 

Northwest Region 

General Refuse (Garbage} Projects: 

(Plan Action Completed - 2) 

Location Project 

Yamhill Whiteson Sanitary Landfill -
Interim Leachate Collection 
System 

Yamhill Delphian Foundation -
Solid Waste Program 

(Plan Action Pending - 0) 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal 

(Plan Action Completed - 0) 
(Plan Action Pending - 0) 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal 

(Plan Action Completed - 0) 
(Plan Action Pending - O} 

Projects 

Projects 

Date of 
Action 

3/6/75 

3/6/75 

Attachment Eight 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 



Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities: 

(Permits Issued - O) 

(Applications Pending - 2) 

Location Source 

Marion Green Veneer, Inc. 

Multnomah Pacific carbide 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

7/18/74 

9/5/74 

Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

Attachment Eight 

Status 

Operating with temp­
orary permit. Permit 
to be issued prior to 
6/30/75. 
Operating with temp­
orary permit. Will be 
included in Water 
Quality permit to be 
issued prior to 6/30/75. 



Solid Waste Permit Action 

Month of March 1975 

Northwest Region 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities: 

(Permits Issued - O) 

(Applications Pending - 5) 

Date of Date of 
Initial Completed 

Location Source Applen. Applen. 

Clatsop City of Astoria 4/23/73 

Clatsop Cannon Beach 4/23/73 

Clatsop Elsie-Clatsop 4/23/73 
County 

Clatsop Seaside sanitary 4/23/75 
Service 

Clatsop Warrenton-Excel 4/23/73 
Service 

Attachment Eight 

Status .!(l 

Operating with 

Operating with 
temporary permit. 
Operating with 
temporary permit. 
Operating with 
temporary permit. 
Operating with 
temporary permit. 

y The Clatsop-Tillamook Intergovernmental Council Solid Waste Plan has just 
been adopted and not yet implemented. Close out permits will be issued on 
the above prior to 6/30/75. 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities: 

Location 

Washington 

Location 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Polk 

(Permits Issued - 1) 

source 

Hillsboro Landfill 

(Applications Pending - 3) 

Salem Airport·­
City of Salem 
Hidden Valley Land 
Reclamation 
John Fowler 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

4/25/73 

10/11/73 

3/16/73 

y Permits to be issued prior to 6/30/75 
~ Awaiting MSD Study 

Date of 
Action 

3/28/73 

Date of 
Completed 
Applen. 

Action 

Permit Issued 

Status 

Operating with temp­
orary permit y. 
0perating with temp­
orary permit~· 
Operating with temp­
orary permit y. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET • PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

To: Environmental Quality Commission. 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item C, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Tax Credit Applications 

Attached are review reports on seven (7) Tax Credit Applications. 
These applications and the recomme!ldations of the Director are sum-
marized on the attached table. 

AHE 
April 14, 1975 
Attachments 

KESSLER R. CANNON 

Tax Credit Summary . 
Tax Credit Review Reports (7) 

.. 

) 



s·tate of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OP ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Woodfold-Marco Mfg. Co. 
P. 0. Box 346 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

' 

Appl _ T-618 _______ _ 

Date 3-26-75 

The applicant owns and operates a plant at 19th and A streets in Forest Grove, 
Washington County, making doors and laminated cutting blocks. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility described in this application is a small hogged fuel boiler wh·ich 
makes steam for comfort heating. It gathers the wood waste from throughout the 
plant and disposes of it by burning. The combustion and conveying systems are 
designed and operated to comply with the Department's emission regulations. 

The facility was placed in operation in December 1974. 

Facility cost: $38,139.57 (accountant's certification 11as provided for $36,78T.88 
spent by 12/15/74 and receipts for $1,351.69 additional spent by 4/7/75). 
Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution 
control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The claimed facility was installed in response to requirements of the Columbia­
Willamette Air Pollution Authority. The hand-fed wood furnace formerly used to 
burn wood waste could not comply with Air Pollution Regulations. The plans for 
the claimed facility were reviewed prior to construction and approved. The·· 
company considered alternatives such as total haul a11ay (causing a solid waste 
problem) in conjunction with a new heating unit. Straight incineration was also 
considered. 

The claimed facility is achieving its intended purpose and is in compliance with 
the Department's regulations. Besides destroying the wood waste, the boiler is 
releasing useful heat. Therefore, it is concluded that the system was installed 
and is operated 100% for pollution control and for converting wood waste into 
useful energy. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost 
of $38, 139.57 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-618., 

PBB:mh 

3 



Tax Application T-625 
Page 2 

The· converted wigwam waste burner operates in a satisfactory manner and 
has reduced particulate emissions by an estimated 44.6 TPY _and CO emissions 
by an estimated 108 TPY, vis-a-vis the unmodified unit. · 

4. Directors Recommendation 

It is recomnended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $30,410.00, with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution 
control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-625. 

AFB:mh 
March 28, 1975 



Ii • 

T-630 • March 25, 1975 • .. 
P<19e 2 

Di rector 1 s Recommendation 

It Is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Ce.ri:ificate bearing 
the cost of $128,558, with 80% or more allocable to pollution control, be 
issued for the facility claimed in T-630. 

JAB:dh 
Apri I 7, 1975 

•. 
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flppl _ T-6)3_ __________ _ 

State of Ore!Jon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALi TY t 

TAX RELIEF f\PPLICllTION REVIEW REPORT 

1 . App I i cant 

ESCO Corporation 
Foundry Divis ion 
2141 N.W. 25th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

The applicant produces high alloy steel' castings and conducts some heavy 
fabrication work at the above address. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility is described to be a hooding and conveying system 
for the Large Shakeout Department. The system includes the large shake­
out hood and attachments and the auxi 1 iary return sand system, including 
booster fan, settling chamber, all associated ductwork, and four belt con­
veyor transfer hoods. The claimed facility ducts emissions from the Large 
Shakeout Department to an existing Wheelabrator Model 126-D baghouse. The 
baghouse is not f>art of the claimed facility. 

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation on November 15, 
1971. 

The claimed facility has an estimated useful life of 15 years. 

Facility Cost: $29,844 (Accountant's certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of Claimed Facility 

Pdor to the claimed facility a standard shakeout hood and filter baghouse 
existed·. The baghouse was satisfactory, but the hooding system was in­
adequate. The claimed facility was installed to improve in-plant environ­
ment and as part of a compliance ·schedule approved by the Columbia-Willamette 
Air Pollution Authority (CWAPA). 

The dust collected by the system is hauled to ESCO's sanitary landfill and 
has no salvage value. 

It is concluded that the claimed facility was installed and is operated to· 
control air pollution, and that 100% of its cost is allocable to pollution 
control. 



2 . 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALi TY 

TAX RELi EF APPL I CATI ON REVIEW REPORT 

ESCO Corporation 
dry Division 

1 N.W. 25th Avenue 
97210 

App I T-633 ---

Date March 25_._l}_Z2_ 

e applicant produces high al Joy steel castings and conducts some heavy 
}tabrication work at the above address. 

Description of Claimed Faci 1 ity 

. ;: . 
,, The claimed facility is described to be a transportation system used to 
'. 

haul dust from the plant sites to ESCO's landfil 1. The system includes 
a 20,000 pound Lug Loader, 28 "ES" style Lug Loader containers, and mis­
cellaneous metal work. 

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation on February 12, 
1969. 

The claimed facility has an estimated u~eful 1 ife of 15 years. 

Certification is requested under the 1967 act with 60% being claimed as 
allocable to pollution control. 

Facility Cost: $26,988 (Accountant's certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of Claimed Facility· 

Prior to the claimed facility the fine dust from the collectors was hauled 
in dump trucks. Attempts to spray ·the load with water and to cover the 
load with canvas proved unsatisfactory. Th.e claimed facility was installed 
to contain the dust in route to the disposal area. 

With the load lugger system, the dust from ·E.SCO's baghouses goes directly 
into eight cubic yard plastic bags placed in the containers. When the bag 
is full, the truck driver closes the bag and moves the container to ESCO's 
sanitary landfill. The d~st has no salvage value. 

It is concluded that· the claimed facility was ins ta I led and is operated to 
control air pollution, and that 60% of its cost is allocable to pollution 
control. 

I I 



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Appl. . Claimed % Allocable to Director's 
Applicant No. Facility Cost Pollution Control Recommendation 
Woodfold-Marco Mfg. Co. T-618 Small hogged fuel boiler $ 38,139.57 80% or more Issue 
Ronde Valley Lumber Company T-625 Conversion.of wigwam waste 30,410.00. 80% or more· Issue 

burner to a modified wigwam 
waste burner 

ESCO Corporation T-630 Conveying and collection system 128,558.00 80% or more Issue 
Foundry Division for emissions from Electric Arc 

Furnace No. 5 
ESCO Corporation .T-6~1 Conveying system for emissions 41,563.00 80% or m'ore Issue 

Foundry Division from powder burn facility 
ESCO Corporation T-632 Hooding and conveying system 29,844.00 80% or more Issue 

Foundry Division for Large Shakeout Department 
ESCO Corpor~tion T-633 Transportation system used to 26,988.00 60% or more but Issue 

Foundry Division haul dust from plant.sites to 1 ess than 80% 
company landfill 

ESCO Corporation T-634 Conveying and collection system 464,841.00 80% or more Issue 
Foundry Division for emissions from No. 1 and 

No. 2 Main Floor Furnaces 

i"' 



l. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPAR'I'MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Ronde Va 11 ey Lumber Company 
Post Office Box 565 
Union, OR 97883 

Appl T-625 ----------

Date March 27, 1975 

The applicant operates a sa1..mill and plan·ing mill at 876 West Arch Street, 
Union, Union County, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a conversion of their wigwam waste 
burner (WWB) to a modified 1~igwam waste burner. The cqnversion consisted 
of the following major components: 

1. Igniter system 

2. Automatic damper system 

3. Underfire air system consisting of one 1011 pressure and one 
high pressure blower 

4. Four five-horsepower overfire blowers 

5. Fuel pump 

6. Honeywell electrical control system and panel 

The subject conversion was completed and the modified WWB was put into operation 
in July, 1972. 

Certification for tax is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% of the fac-il ity's 
cost claimed for pollution control. 

The facility cost was $30,410.00 (accountant's· cost certification was provided) .. 

3. Application Evaluation 

The conversion was performed in accordance with a Stipulation· and Order initiated 
by the Department of Environmental Qu\llity and with plans and specifications 
approved by the Department. 

The modified wigwam waste burner was demonstrated to operate in compliance 
with OAR, Chapter 340, Section·2s-020, 

'/ 
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State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONMENTl\L QUl\LI TY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. /\pp I i cant 

ESCO Corporation 
Foundry Divis ion 
2141 N.W. 25th Avenue 
Portland, ·Oregon 97210 

The applicant produces high alloy steel castings and conducts some heavy 
fabrication "'ork at 2770 N.W. Yeon, Portland, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Faci 1 ity 

The claimed facility is described to be a conveying and collection· system 
for emissions from electric arc furnace No. 5. The system includes: furnace 
hood, duct and damper system; tapping pit hood, duct and damper system; 
system auxiliary items such as tempering air and by-pass dampers and duct­
work; and two Hheelabrator Fabric Filter baghouse Model 8R-DW-126D. (This 
baghouse supplements an existing Wheelabrator baghouse which is not claimed.) 

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation on February 20, 
1972. 

The claimed facility has an estimated useful life of 15 years. 

Facility Cost: $128,558 (Accountant's certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to February 2, 1972, one baghouse ventilated electric arc furnace No. 
5 at a rate of 30,000 CFM. The system was inadequate during portions of· 
the cycle; in addition, high temperatures caused considerable problems with 
the bags, serious.ly impairing efficiency. The claimed facility was installed 
as part of a comp! iance schedule approved by the Columbia-Willamette Air 
Pollution Authority (Cl~APA). The combined system ventilates furnace No. 5 
at a rate of 60,000 CFM. 

The dust collected by the claimed facility is hauled to ESCO's sanitary land­
fill and has no salvage value. 

It is concluded that the claimed facility was installed and is operated to 
control air pollution, and that 100% of its cost is allocable to pollution 
control. 
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Appl T-631 
• . 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALi TY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIE\.I REPQRT 

1. Applicant 

ESCO Corporation 
Foundry Divis ion 

· 2141 N.\.I. 25th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

The applicant produces high alloy steel ·castings and some heavy fabrication 
work at the above address. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility.is .des.cribed to be a conveying system for emission from 
the po"1der burn facility. The system includes two booths "ith pm·1er actuated 
lids and associated ductwork connecting the booths to two existing \.lheelabrator 
34R-126D baghouses. The two baghouses are not claimed since they previously 
existed on the Main Floor furnaces. 

The claimed facility was completed· and placed in operation on April 30, 1973, 

The claimed facility has an estimated useful life of 15 years. 

Facility Cost:. $41,563 (Accountant's certification was provided.) 

3. Evaluation of Claimed Facility 

Prior to the claimed facility there was no collection on the po•1der burn 
facility. The dust was emitted in the building and carried out by roof fans. 
The claimed facility was installed as part of a compliance schedule appro~ed 
by the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority (C\.IAPA). 

The dust collected by the system is hauled to ESCO's sanitary landfill and 
has no slavage value. 

It is concluded that the claimed facility was i.nstalled and is operated to 
control air pollution, and that 100% of its cost is allocable ·to pollution 
control. 

4 •· Di rec tors Recommendation 

It is reco11TI1endcd that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $41,563, with 60%·~r more allocable to pollution control, be issued 
for the facility claimed in T-631. 

JAB:dh 
April 7, 1975 



T-632 
March 25, 1975 
Page 2 

4. Di rector's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $29,844, with 80% or more allocable to pollution control be 
issued for the facility claimed in T-632. 

JAB:dh 
Apri 1 7, 1975 

I CJ 



T-633 
March 25, 1975 
Page 2 

Ii. Di rector's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $26,988, with 60% or more and less than 80% allocable to 
pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in T~633. 

JAB:dh 
April 3, 1975 
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Appl T-634 

Date March 25, 1975 

State of 0 regon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1; Applicant 

ESCO Corporation 
Foundry Division 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

2141 N.W. 25th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

The applicant produces high alloy steel castings and conducts some heavy 
fabrication work at the above address. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility is described to be a conveying and collection system 
for emissions from the No. I ·and No. 2 Main Floor furnaces. The system 
includes hoods, dampers, ductwork, supports, a Wheelabrator Fabric Filter 
baghouse model 72 RW 46-168, foundations, controls and miscellaneous elec­
trical work. 

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation on November 20, 
1972. 

The claimed facility has an estimated useful life of 15 years. 

Facility Cost: $464,841 (Accountant's certification was· provided.) 

3, Evaluation of Claimed Facility 

The claimed faci 1 ity was installed as part of a compliance program with 
the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority (CWAPA). 

The dust collected by the claimed facility is hauled to ESCO's sanitary 
landfi 11 and has no salvage value. 

It is concluded that the claimed facility was installed and is operated 
to control air pollution, and that 100% of its cost is allocable to pol­
lution control. 

4. Di rec tor's Recommendation 

·It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $464,841, with 80% or more allocable to pollution control, be 
Issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-634. 

JAB:dh 
Apr i l 7, 19 75 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 
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Portland 
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Salem 
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The Dallet 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Con1ains 
Recycled 
Materials 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5696 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: 

Background 

Agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Criteria for Prioritizing Sewage Works Construc­
tion Needs for Construction Grant Purposes for FY 76 

Public Law 92-500 authorizes 75% federal grants for con­
struction of eligible sewerage facilities. This law and the 
implementing rules adopted by EPA require the state to adopt 
a criteria for prioritizing needs for grant funding considera­
tion. This state priority criteria must then be approved by 
EPA. Following adoption and approval of the priority criteria, 
the state must annually develop a prioritized project list and 
adopt it following a public hearing. 

DEQ has been operating under priority criteria approved 
by the EQC in 1973. Since that time, Federal rules, require­
ments and interpretations have been constantly changing. We 
have now reached a point where the priority criteria must be 
modified in order to get grant projects moving. 

Federal regulations (CFR 40., Section 35.915) establish 
the areas of national concern which must be addressed in the 
priority critera, including " ... the severity of pollution pro­
blems, the population affected, the need for preservation of 
high quality waters and national priorities as well as total 
funds available, project and treatment works sequence and 
additional factors established by the State .... " 

Attachment I contains the Department's proposed new 
priority criteria. Explanation and discussion of the com­
ponents is as follows: 

Discussion of Priority Criteria 

1. Project Need 

This classification identifies the various water 
pollution related conditions or situations for which a 
sewerage construction project is anticipated to be the 
best economic and environmentally appropriate solution. 



The categories within this classification are ranked to 
reflect national and state water pollution and water 
quality related public health priorities. 

(a) Sewerage facilities required by the Mandatory 
Annexation legislation (ORS 222.) and the Drill 
Hole Elimination Regulations (OAR Chapter 340 
Section 44-005 et seq.) occupy the highest place 
in the Needs category and are numerically assig-
ned 1000 points. The need for sewerage facilities 
in each case is supported by specifically-identified 
problems for which strong regulatory actions have 
been taken by DEQ or the State Health Division pur­
suant to law. 

The mandatory annexation law provides for a 
public health survey of problem areas, a certi­
fication of existence of a health hazard emergency, 
a forced annexation of the problem area to the 
adjacent city, and an order to the city to construct 
a sewage collection and interception facility to 
eliminate the public health hazard. 

In 1969, the EQC found the practice of dis­
posal of sewage into rock crevices through "drill 
holes", which is used in Central Oregon, to be a 
serious ground water pollution threat and adopted 
regulations requiring an orderly phase out of all 
drill holes by 1980. The Federal Water Pollution 
Control Administration (now EPA) supported the 
action of the Commission. Total sewerage systems 
must be constructed in several communities to 
achieve compliance with the regulations. 

The Federal Act (PL 92-500) providing sewerage 
works grant authority to EPA allows the use of 
grant funds not only for "treatment works" as 
usually connoted, but also for sewage collection 
systems, stormwater collection and treatment systems, 
and other related collection and treatment facilities. 
To date, actual use of funds has been limited by DEQ 
(with EPA concurrence and approval) to sewage treat­
ment plants, major interceptors and pumping stations, 
and plant outfall sewers. This was intended to make 
the best direct pollution abatement use of the limited 
grant funds which were available. This approach is 
still the best efficient overall use of the funds. 
However, it is highly desirable to be able to extend 
eligibility to sewage collection systems where such are 
required by Mandatory Annexation proceedings and re­
gulations for elimination of drill hole sewage dis­
posal in urban areas. Since such projects are of 
substantial water quality control and critical 
public hea 1th concern, and usually are hampered 
in implementation by inordinately high project 
costs, it is proposed that, in this category only, 
where it is specifically supported by appropriate 



documentation, the sewage collection systems be 
included in the grant eligible project costs. 

b. The next highest category of need involves 
those rivers and streams whose water quality is 
protected by Water Quality standards. Fae i l iti es 
necessary to achieve compliance with water quality 
standards or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violation would be reason for applying 800 points 
to the project proposed. For example, water 
quality standards are presently exceeded in the 
South Umpqua, the Pudding, the John Day and the 
Tualatin Rivers during the dry weather, low-flow 
periods. This is attributable in part to the 
discharge of domestic waste waters and 1~ill be improved 
by providing a higher quality of effluent. 

c. The third "Need" category, worth 700 points, 
relates to facilities required to comply with an 
effluent or minimum treatment requirement spelled 
out by regulation, permit, order or other specific 
directive. Such minimum standards are usually 
designed to protect high quality waters or pre­
vent degradation of existing quality. 

d. The fourth category of need, worth 600 
points, is of considerable significance more be­
cause of its widespread occurrence than from its 
measurable instream pollution impact. This is the 
''Non-Point Source'' discharge affecting ground 
and surface water. In many Oregon communities, 
the surface discharge from failing drainfield 
systems has definite health and water pollution 
ramifications. The occurrence of enteric organ­
isms in ditches and drainage ways has the effect 
of threatening the health of entire communities, 
as well as impacting in stream water quality. High 
groundwater, constant subsurface disposal system 
leaching and uncovered drainage ditches in urbanizing 
areas combine to provide the potential for serious 
illness in a community if the problems remain ignored. 
The potential is particularly acute when shallow pri­
vate water wells are utilized. These are often con­
structed without proper casing and well seals, and 
provide a passage for contaminated water to reach 
the shallow ground water aquifers. Thus, irrepar­
able harm and water pollution can occur from this 
common problem. It has been difficult in the past 
to document the health hazard aspect of these prob-
1 ems to the satisfaction of' EPA. By redefining the 
category to include documentable effect on surface 
or underground waters, it is hoped EPA's concerns 
can be satisfied. 

e. A 400 point category has been designated to deal 
with those instances where water pollution abatement 



is not an immediate concern, but where experience 
and technical information project an apparent future 
problem. This would relate to growing, unsewered 
communities in such areas as lakesides, flood plains, 
or rocky terrain. 

2. Regulatory Emphasis 

A second level classification for separating projects 
within a priority system involves the level of interest of 
the regulatory agencies involved. This allows a relative 
ranking of projects within a specific need category, and 
emphasizes those projects whose rapid progress is most 
urgently needed. These are shown below along with point 
designations for the sub-grouping. 

a. Environmental Quality Commission 
Order or Regulation: 100 points 

b. DEQ issued Permit: 90 points 

c. Letter directive, preliminary planning approval or 
project authorization: 80 points 

d. Other positive written response by the Department 
or Commission related to the desirability of the 
project: 50 points. 

3. Stream Segment Ranking 

As a result of the passage of PL 92-500, the federal 
government through EPA requires the state to submit an Annual 
Strategy for Water Quality Control activities and emphasis 
during the following fiscal year. A part of this strategy 
is a ranking of the stream segments based on: 

a. Severity of pollution 

b. Population affected 

c. Need for preservation of high quality waters 

d. National priorities. 

Inasmuch as these are exactly the concerns outlined in the 
federal regulations for project priority assignments, the 
Stream Segment Ranking may be directly utilized in these 
criteria. 

In 1973, DEQ identified and ranked 77 "stream segments" 
with highest point being number 1 and lowest point being 
number 77. The ranking reflected the best collective 
judgment of the Department of relative need for regulatory 
attention. The same ranking was used in 1974 and is 
proposed for use again this year. The ranking is at-
tached as Attachment II. The point assignments for 
grant priority purposes will be in inverse order to 



their relative standing, assigning projects on the 
highest stream a score of 77 points and those on the lowest 
1 point. 

4. Project ~ 

This general classification is essentially unchanged 
from previous years. Projects receiving 10 points in­
clude sewage treatment pl ants, pl ant outfa 11 s, and such 
public sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to have 
an obvious economic benefit by extending the effective life 
and performance of the sewage treatment plant. 

Interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and pres­
sure mains would be assigned 8 points, in keeping with the 
emphasis on sewage treatment plant construction. 

Projects which incorporate both treatment works and 
interceptors would receive 10 points. 

5. Step Status 

The federal regulations make definite distinctions 
among the various phases of a project, delineating between 
the Facilities Plan (Step I), the preparation of plans and 
specifications (Step II), and construction (Step III). The 
funds are most urgently needed at this time for the orderly 
progression of projects through construction. The con­
struction phase, being the most costly, is the most 
critical from the standpoint of cash flow, and cannot be 
deferred once under way. The importance of this step 
is underscored by assigning 3 points to construction as 
an intergroup separator. This will ensure that the project 
nearing construction would be funded before initiating 
planning of an otherwise equivalent project. Step I and 
Step II projects would receive 1 and 2 points, respectively. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

It is the intent of the grant project prioritization system to pro­
vide a method for evaluating projects for federal funding such that all 
reasonable criteria of need are quantified. When developing a priority 
list of identified needs, it is impossible to assess the full impact 
of the alternatives and bring these factors into the evaluation and 
priority assignment. There could be some projects which will not pro­
gress beyond the Facilities Pl an stage because the "no-bui 1 d" option 
is the best economic and environmentally responsible alternative. Thus, 
a project could have priority for a Step I plan and cease to be a priority 
need as a result of the pl an. However, once a Step II grant is received, 
and design of facilities is commenced, the project must maintain priority 
through the construction phase. 

Thus, it is proposed that all projects receiving a Step II grant 
one year and not reaching the Step III phase the same year be placed 
at the top of the priority list for the next year in the same relative 
rank as the previous year. 



Collection systems are proposed for funding where Mandatory Annex­
ation Order or Drill Hole Elimination Regulations necessitate a project. 
It should be emphasized that such funding is anticipated to be applic­
able in FY 76 only, in view of the fact that sufficient funds will be 
available to accommodate the construction of necessary projects during 
that fiscal year. The situation will undoubtedly be different in FY 
77, and it is foreseen that the Commission will wish to review this 
particular concept in detail next year before extending such eligi­
bility. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the proposed priority ranking system be 
adopted by the Commission so that a priority 1 ist for $77 .5 mill ion of 
FY 76 construction grant money can be developed and presented at a hear­
ing for adoption as required by federal rules. 

cL/J~ 
KESSLER R. CANNON 

HLS:rgn 

4-18-75 



ATTACHMENT I 

I Purpose 

Criteria for Priority Ranking 
of 

Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY 76 

The criteria and rules for application set forth herein shall be 
used to govern the priority ranking of identified sewerage works con­
struction needs for construction grant funding pursuant to applicable 
state and federal law and regulations from July l, 1975 through June 30, 
1976. The criteria and rules for application shall be reevaluated 
prior to June 30, 1976 to assess the necessity for changes based on 
availability of funds relative to needs. 

II Definition 

Applicable definitions from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 shall apply. 
III Development and Adoption of Project Priority List 

At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the fiscal year 
related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a 
proposed project priority list pursuant to the criteria and rules for 
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after 
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed list. 
Following evaluation of testimony received and modification as neces­
sary, the Commission shall adopt a project priority list which shall 
be the official Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority list of the 
State of Oregon. The adopted list may be revised at any time following 
appropriate notice and hearing. 

IV Priority Criteria 

Identified needs shall be ranked using a numerical point system. 

Table A contains the schedule for points assignment within each 
of the five categories of: 

a) Project Need 
b) Regulatory Emphasis 
c) Stream segment ranking 
d) Project Type 
e) Step Status 
Except for projects rece1v1ng 1000 total points under the Project 

Need category, each need or project will be assigned appropriate 
points in each of five categories. The points for each project will 
then be added and sum therefrom will be the point total used for 
developing the project priority list. The project with the highest 
point total will be the highest priority project. 

V Rules for Application of Criteria 

A Assignment of Points 
Points shall be assigned for each project based on best 
available data at the time of ranking for adoption of a 
list. In the event additional information justifies a 
change in point assignment, change in ranking shall be 
accomplished in accordance with B or C below. 
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B Additions or Elevation in Ranking 

Projects may be added to the list or elevated in ranking 
at.the discretion of the Director subject to the following 
procedure: 
1. Points shall be assigned in accordance with Table A 

and the point total will determine the ranking of 
the project with respect to projects already on the 
list. 

2. Sponsors of those projects which have fewer total points 
than the new or re-ranked project shall be notified of 
the proposed list modifications and a public hearing 
shall be scheduled with appropriate notice given for the 
purpose of receiving testimony on the list modifications. 

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the 
Commission may adopt the modified list as under Section 
I I I. 

C Deletion or Reduction in Ranking 

Projects may be deleted from the list or reduced in ranking 
by the Director without public hearing either in the event of a 
project's receiving full funding, or by reassessment of point 
totals or basic project desirability. Sponsors of projects thus 
deleted or reduced in ranking shall be notified of the revised 
status of .the project and may request a hearing before the 
Commission regarding the revised status. Such a hearing request 
must be made to the Director within 20 days following receipt of 
the notification of revised status and the Director shall schedule 
a hearing before the Commission within 60 days. 

D Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists 

1. All projects which have received a Step II or Step III 
grant in a given fiscal year and are not completed will 
automatically be placed at the top of the priority list 
for the next fiscal year in the same relative ranking 
as they appeared in the prior year in order to assure 
continuity and funding. 

2. All projects which have not yet received any grant or 
have received only a Step I grant will be subject to 
reprioritization along with all new projects for the 
next year's list. 

E Project Scheduling 
Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases 

that are scheduled for initiating within three months of the end 
of the fiscal year. Phases which will not be initiated within 
that time frame will be scheduled for funding from subsequent 
year funds. In the event of schedule slippage, the Department 
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may either reserve· the funds for an additional three months or may 
allocate same to the next project on the list awaiting funds. The 
Department shall notify the applicant of its intent to take such 
action. 

F Contingency Reserve 

A minimum of 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of grant 
funds shall be set aside as a contingency reserve for grant 
increases and cost· adjustments. A portion of the contingency 
reserve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months 
prior to the end of the fiscal year if it appears that the total 
reserve will not need to be maintained. 

VI Elgibility for Funding 

A Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant assis­
tance shall be limited to sewage treatment works, interceptor 
sewers, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such public 
sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to have an obvious cost 
effective benefit related directly to size, effective life or 
performance of the sewage treatment plant. 

B For FY 76, collection systems shall be eligible for grant assis­
tance where such systems are required to comply with a mandatory 
annexation order issued pursuant to ORS 222 or DEQ regulations 
requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Wells (OAR Chapter 340 
Section 44-005 et seq). This elgibility of collection systems will 
not be extended beyond June 30, 1976 unless the Environmental 
Quality Cammi ss ion finds that sufficient federal funds are avail­
ab le to permit extension without jeopardizing the construction 
program for essential treatment works and interceptor sewers. 

HLS:ak 
April 18, 1975 



Table A 

Point 
Assignment 

1000 Total* 

800 

700 

600 

400 

100 

90 

80 

50 

Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 76 

Point 
Categories 

Project Need 

Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order 
under ORS 222 or Waste Disposal Well Schedule under OAR 
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seq. (Includes sewage col-· 
lection system, where appropriate). 

(*Points for regulatory emphasis, stream segment ranking, 
project type, and step status included in total.) 

Project necessary to achieve compliance with in-stream Water 
Quality Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4 
Subdivision 1 or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violation. 

Project necessary to comply with minimum waste treatment 
standards or effluent standards established by the Department 
of Environmental Quality or the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented "non 
point source" contamination of groundwater or surface waters 
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in 
known urban or urbanizing areas. 

Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution 
problems. 

Regulatory Emphasis 

Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation. 

NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit. 

Letter directive, preliminary planning approval or project 
authorization from the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Other written statement of project desirability by DEQ or 
the Commission. 
Stream Segment Ranking 

77 maximum Streams ranked in inverse order to that shown in "Annual 
State Water Strategy - FY 75". 

10 

8 

Project Type 

Sewage treatment plant projects including cost-effective 
sewer rehabilitation. 
Interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and pressure 
mains. 
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Point 
Assignment 

l 

2 

3 

Point 
Categories 

Step Status 

Step I - Facilities plan preparation. 

Step II - Preparation of plans and specifications. 

Step III - Project construction. 



. 
Attachment II 

STREAM SEGMENT RANKING 

from "Annual State Hater Strategy -- FY 75'' 

Number Name of Seqment(*) 

1 Tualatin River 

2 Willamette River 

3 Coos Bay 

4 Deschutes River 

5 South Urnpqua River 

6 Urnpqua and North Urnpqua River 

7 Rogue Ri ve.r 

8 Bear Creek 

9 Columbia River 

John Day River 

11 Grande Ronde River 

12 Sandy River 

13 Skipanon River 

14 Necanicum RiVer 

15 Neacoxie Creek 

16 Nehalem River 

17 Nehalem Bay 

18 Wilson River 

19 Trask River 

20 Tillamook Riv.er 

21 Tillamook Bay 

22 Nestticca River 

<*> Named segment includes tributaries thereto unless such tributaries 
are otherwise listed. 
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Number Name of Segment 

23 Netarts Bay 

24 Siuslaw River 

25 Chetco River and Chetco Cove 

26 Coquille River 

27 South .Coquille River 

28 Yaguina River .. 
29 South Yamhill River 

30 Mill Creek 

31 North Yamhill River 

32 Yamhill River 

33 Pudding River 

34 Molalla River 

35 South.Santiam River 

36 •' Santi am and North Santiam River 
. ' 

37 Pacific Ocean 

38 Coast Fork Wiilamette River 

39 Middle Fork Willamette River 

40 Clackamas River 

41 McKenzie River 

42 Rickreall Creek 

43 Luckiamute River 

44 Marys River 

45 Calapooia River 

46 Long Tom River 

47 Columbia Slough 
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Number Name of Segment 

48 Hood River 

49 Umatil'la River 

50 Klamath River 

51 Sprague River 

52 Lost River 

53 Williamson River .. 
54 Snake River 

55 silvies River 

56 Salmon River 

57 Alsea River 

58 Lower Umpqua River 

59 Lewis and Clark River 

60 Klaskanine River 

61 White River 

62 ~la1-rr1 Springs River 

63 Crooked River 

64 Metolius River 

65 Spring River 

66 Fall River 

67 Little Deschutes River 

68 North Fork John Day River 

69 South Fork John Day River 

70 Walla Walla River 

71 Powder River 

72 Wallowa River 
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Salem 
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The Dalles 
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Contains 
Recycled 
Meireri(lls 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting 

Background: 

Variance Request - Cascade Locks Lumber Company 
Hood River County, Oregon 

Cascade Locks Lumber Company operates a sawmill and a planing 
mill at Cascade Locks, Oregon. The mill employs about 140 with an 
annual payroll of approximately $1,800,000. Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit No. 14-0005 was issued to the company on March 20, 1975. 

Cascade Locks Lumber Company demonstrated compliance with the 
conditions of its Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. The five hogged 
fuel steam boiler stacks were source tested and were shown to be · 
operating in compliance. In addition, the mill cyclones were observed 
by Departmental personnal to be operating in compliance with visual 
emission limitations. 

Analysis: 

Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section 23-0lO(la) 
prohibits open burning of solid waste relating to manufacturing processes. 
Cascade Locks Lumber Company accumulates non-salvageable wood waste, 
which consists principally of ground clean-up from spilled sawdust, 
chips and planer shavings and of lumber that contains nails, spikes 
and hardware. 

The ground clean-up material is the residual from wood particle 
spillage and temporary storage, both of which are done on unprepared, 
open ground. The upper portion of the wood particle piles are re­
claimed as useful material, but the portion at the bottom contains 
dirt and rock which are scooped up along with the wood waste. The 
dirt and rock prevent the wood waste from being processed in the hogged 
fuel boiler system. 
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or strict compliance would result in substantial 
curtailment or closing down of the business, plant 
or operation." 

Cascade Locks Lumber Company petitions the Environmental Quality 
Commission for a variance to open burn for a period of about 24 hours 
two times a year, generally once in the Spring and once in the Fall. 

Summary and Conclusions: 

Cascade Locks Lumber Company operates a sawmill and planing mill 
at Cascade Locks, Oregon, employing some 140 persons earning $1,800,000 
annually. This facility has a significant impact on local economics. 

1. Cascade Locks Lumber Company generates about 1500 cubic yards of 
non-salvageable waste every siK months which must be hauled away or 
open burned since the disposal facilities at the mill site are 
inadequate. 

2. Hauling the material to the closest disposal site near Odell 
would cost the company an estimated $18,000 per year and shorten the 
life of the disposal site which is presently estimated to be 2 years. 

3. The company has indicated that it can reduce the volume of solid 
waste material by about 50% within the next year. 

4. Open burning at this site will include only wood wastes. No 
smoke generating materials such as tires, rubber or plastics have or 
wil 1 be burned. 

5. The requested variance is not expected to cause any violation of 
ambient air quality standards. 

6. A two year variance would provide sufficient time for the company 
to reduce the amount of waste material and re-assess the economics of 
solid waste disposal upon completion of the Hood River County Solid 
Waste Management Plan currently being developed. 

7. The granting of this variance by the Environmental Quality 
Commission would be allowable in accordance with ORS 468.345. 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is the Director's recommendation that a two year variance 
from Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section 23-0lO(la) 
be granted to Cascade Locks Lumber Company for the period May 1, 1975 
through April 30, 1977 under the following conditions: 

J 
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TELEPHONE 
374-8444 

CASCADE LOCKS, OREGON 97014 AREA CODE 503 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 s.w. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention: Mr. Al Burkart 

Gentlemen: 

April 2, 1975 

Re: File No. 14-005 
Open Burning Variance 

We have developed additional information concerning our request for a 
variance which will reinforce our original correspondence. 

The cost to haul 3000 cu. yds. of waste material, at this time, to the 
Hood River County Dump would be $18,000./year including loading, hauling 
and the dump fee. This amount would provide an extreme hardship to an 
already difficult economic' situation which could jeopardize the 
continued success of our operation. Our company is located near the 
town of Cascade Locks, Oregon; population 620. Our company employs 140 
hourly people with an annual payroll of $1,800,000. 

This waste material does represent some additional in-plant handling 
and dollars, and we do plan to reduce the volume of material which 
would have to be open burned. With additional in-plant equipment and 
controls improvement we feel that by next year we can reduce the 
volume to approx. 750 cu. yds. for each of two burns per year. 

';;--,' 
(_~' , 

a columbia corporation company 



CASCADE LOCKS, OREGON 97014 

TELEPHONE 
374-8444 

AREA CODE 503° 

February 26, 1975 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1234 s. W, Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Attention: Mr, Al Burkart 

Gentlemen: 

RE: Fi le No, 14-0005 
Open Burning Variance 

During the course of operations we accumulate material such as broken 
bunks, pallets a.nd used construction lumber which contains nai Is, spikes 
and hardware, Along with this we also accumulate wood residues from grounds 
and yard cleaning that contains rocks and dirt, These materials cannot be 
utilized in our conveying systems and must be disposed of by periodic burning, 

We therefore request a variance from item G3 of our proposed 'Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit' to allow us a Spring and a Fall open burn of 24 hours each 
for approximately 1500 cu, yds, of the materials listed above, 

RCN:mc 

a columbia 

Very truly yours, 

.. ~ ;;;2?~~ 
Richard C, Newman 
Administrative Assistant 

7 
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The wood waste lumber contains nails and other metallic hard­
ware which prevents it from being processed in the hog. 

Both of these materials, the ground clean-up and the waste 
lumber, are solid waste and amount to about 1500 cubic yards of loosely 
piled debris in a 6-month period. The solid waste disposal facilities 
at the mill are inadequate for this volume of material. A mill 
inspection visit on March 12, 1975, confirmed the content and volume 
of the wood waste pile (see attached mill inspection memo). No 
waste material other than wood products and dirt and rock were observed 
in the pile. 

In his letter of April 2, 1975, Mr. Richard Newman indicated that 
within a year, by using additional equipment and improving control 
and processing, the volume of wood waste can be reduced by about one­
hal f (copy of letter is attached). 

In the past Cascade Locks Lumber Company has open-burned these 
solid waste materials since there is no wigwam waste burner or other 
incinerator at the mill. The company previously notified the Regional 
Forest Service Office prior to burning. When informed by the Depart­
ment that open burning would be a violation of the State's air quality 
regulation, Cascade Locks Lumber applied for a variance to open burn. 

An analysis of available solid waste disposal facilities in the 
area revealed that the closest site was the Hood River County landfill 
near Odell, 30 miles from the mill site; the next nearest location 
is in Wasco County. Analysis by Mr. Richard Newman indicated that 
it would cost the company about $18,000 a year in loading and hauling 
cost and dump fees to dispose of the wood waste material at the Odell 
landfill (see attached April 2, 1975 letter). 

Mr. Ron Merry, Public Works Director of Hood River County, 
indicated that the anticipated longevity of the Odell landfill, under 
current usage patterns, is about two years. The additional burden 
of the Cascade Locks Lumber Company's wood waste would tax and shorten 
the life of facilities near Odell. 

The use of the Odell landfill by Cascade Locks Lumber Company 
would be temporary, only for the anticipated two year life of the 
landfill operation. After that time alternate disposal facilities 
would be required and as these are anticipated to be located in 
Wasco County at a greater distance from the mill than the Odell land­
fill, additional transportation cost would be incurred. 

Forasmuch as Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 468.345, 
1974 Replacement Part, "Variances From Air Contaminant Rules and 
Regulations", paragraph (1) states: 

"The Environmental Quality Commission may grant 
specific variances which may be limited in time from 
the particular requirements of any rule, regulation 
or order .•• if it finds that special circumstances 
render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome 
or imp~actical due to special conditions or cause; 

,.z._ 
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1. The open burning will be conducted for periods of about 24 
hours no more than twice a year, generally once in the Spring 
and once in the Fall. 

2. The open burning shall be conducted only when atmospheric and 
weather conditions are favorable for such activity, in order to 
minimize air pollution and any potential fire and safety hazards 
involved. 

3. The company shall notify the Central Regional Office of the 
Department in Bend (Phone 382-6446) on the day preceding each 
burn period. 

4. Within the next year the company will obtain a maximum reduction 
in wood waste material with an objective of reducing the volume 
to approximately 750 cubic yards for each burn by installing 
additional in-plant equipment, improving controls, or both. 
The company shall submit an annual report of its progress in 
this effort by no later than July 1, 1976. 

5. The company shall submit a written report to the Department sixty 
days prior to the expiration of the variance outlining alternate 
means of disposal investigated and/or to be employed. 

6. This variance may be revoked if the Department determines that 
any of the above conditions are violated, or that the open 
burning causes local nusiance conditions. The Department will 
notify the Company in writing within seven days of the revocation, 
if revocation becomes necessary. 

AFB:h 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Attachments: Mill Inspection Memo 
April 2, 1975 letter from Cascade Locks 
March 27, 1975 letter from Cascade Locks 
February 26, 1975 letter from Cascade Locks 



CASCADE LOCKS, OREG.<;>N , 97'61,4' 

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

Attention: Mr. Al Burkart 

Gentlemen; 

March 27, 1975 

Re: File No. 14-0005 
Open Burning Variance 

During the course of our operations we accumulate material such as 
broken bunks, pattets and used construction lumber which contains nails, 
spikes and other hardware. Along with this we also accumulate wood 
residues from grounds and yard cleaning that contains dirt and rocks. 
We do not have nor do we know of any equipment that will successfully 
sort out the tramp rock and metal from the wood. To run this material 
through our present machines would w~eck them in short order. 
Occasionally some smaller rocks and metal will get into our wood hog, 
chippers and air line feeders with disastorous results, resulting in 
production downtime and considerable repair. We, therefore, cannot 
place this material in our conveying and machinery system and have 
heretofore burned it by open burning on our plant site according to 
good burning practice. 

Disposal of this material can also be accomplished by hauling it to the 
closest dump, the Hood River County Land Fill Site, 15 miles south of 
Hood River, 35 miles from our mill. We find that the cost of this 
operation would be prohibitive. 

These Special Circumstances cited above render strict compliance 
unreasonable, burdensome and impractical. We thErefore request a 
variance from item G3 of our Proposed Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
to allow us a Spring and a Fall open burn of approx. 24 hours each for 
about 1500 cu. yds. of the materials listed above. 

v.,:r-:J' Truly Your¥ lJ 
/ 7 /U/Ze,;,t-14"'---rV"' t:t;,-?- . 

Richard c. Newman 
Administrative Assistant 

a columbia corporation company 

TELEPHONE 
374-8444 

AREA CODE so3 
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From: 

Subject, 

DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

AQCD File No. 14-0005. 

Al Burkart 

Mill Inspection, Cascade Locks Lumber Company 

On 12 March 75 I traveled to the Cascade Locks Lumber Company 
to inspect the wood waste pile, as I am preparing the variance 
request for presentation to the EQC. I met with Mr. Dick Newman 
and later with Mr. Fred Sampson. 

The wood waste pile consisted mainly of yard clean-up from 
sawdust, chip and planer shaving spills. The residue from a spill 
contains dirt and rock and cannot be r.eturned to the system, nor 
can it be fed to the hogged fuel system because of the dirt and rock 
content; it therefore is placed on the burning pile. Most of the 
remainder consists of lumber that contains nails, spikes and other 
hardware which prevent it from being fed to the hog. I estimate 
that 2/3 to 3/4 of the material is yard clean-up, the remainder 
being lumber waste. A small fraction of the lumber (1 or 2% of the 
total) on the pile was new and appeared that it could be hogged. 
Mr. Newman didn't know how it got there. He said it was probably 
placed there as an expedient measure and that it wasn't company 
policy to put it there - certainly it was wasted resource, as it could 
have been hogged into chips. 

I estimated the volume of the pile to be 1500 cubic yards. As 
reported by the company, only wood waste and some dirt and stone were 
in the pile. Slide transparencies of the burn pile were taken and 
are included in the company file. Cascade Locks Lumber is waiting 
for a variance to ignite the material. 

There are two fire hydrants near the pile. During burn periods, 
hoses are set out as a safety precaution, according to Mr. Newman. 
i--.. 

'•i 

The hogged fuel steam boilers, including the smoke density 
meters, were also inspected. Boilers NOs. 3 and 4 were down for 
cleaning, so only the smoke from stacks No. 1, 2 and 5 was observed. 
A formal reading on the three stacks for 10 minutes showed. all 
three to be operating in compliance. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item G, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting 

Variance Request: Edward Hines Lumber Company 
Bates, Grant County, Oregon 

Background: 

The Edward Hines Lumber Company operates a sawmill at Bates, 
Oregon in eastern Grant County. The Bates operation is antiquated, 
and being replaced by a new sawmill under construction in John Day. 
When the new mill is completed, the work force will be transferred 
from the Bates operation to the John Day facility, and the Bates 
operation will be shut down permanently. The shutdown at Bates was 
scheduled to occur by May 30, 1975. 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 12-0001 was issued to the 
company for the Bates operation on June 28, 1974, with an expiration 
date of May 30, 1975. 

In his letter to the Department dated March 19, 1975, Mr. Ernest P. 
Taylor, General Manager of Edward Hines Lumber Company, requests a 
variance to extend the permanent shutdown date of the Bates, Oregon 
operation to December 31, 1975 and to continue until this time the 
operation of the three hogged fuel steam boilers without the require­
ment to demonstrate compliance. In effect this request also extends 
the expiration date of the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit from 
May 30, 1975 to December 31, 1975. 

The extension request is predicated upon delays in constructing 
and starting the new mill in John Day. Start-up was anticipated by 
July 1, 1975, but equipment delivery delays forced postponement until 
about September, 1975. After starting the John Day facility, the 
company will operate at Bates on a one-shift basis until the log inventory 
is processed, then the Bates operation will be permanently shut down. 
The company has indicated that the mill site will be cleared and that 
most or all of the homes will be relocated. 
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Analyses: 

Forasmuch as "The Environmental Quality Commission may grant 
specific variances which may be limited in time from the particular 
requirements of any rule, regulation or order •.•• if it finds that 
special circumstances render strict compliance unreasonable, burden­
some or impractical due to special conditions or cause; or strict 
compliance would result in substantial curtailment operation (ORS 
Chapter 468.345)," the Edward Hines Lumber Company petitions the 
Environmental Quality Commission for a variance from Oregon Admin­
istrative Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 21-015(1), Visible Air 
Contaminant Limitations, and 21-020(1) Particulate Emission Limitations, 
to operate the three hogged fuel steam boilers at the Bates mill until 
December 31, 1975. 

The Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (No. 12-0001) for the saw­
mill at Bates expires on May 30, 1975. In order to operate the mill 
beyond this date, the Permit must be re-issued. The company submitted 
the fees and requested renewal of the permit until December 31, 1975. 

Until the new sawmill at John Day is placed into operation, it 
is necessary to operate the Bates mill in order: 

1. To provide employment for the mill personnel; 

2. To provide continuity in the company's lumber business; and 

3. To maintain a cash flow for the company, 

The reason cited for the postponement in the start-up of the 
John Day mill is equipment delivery delays, specifically a delay in 
the delivery of their hogged fuel steam boiler. It is not at all 
unusual to have equipment delivery delays of several weeks, which is 
the situation in this case (see March 19, 1975 letter, which is 
attached). 

A major concern in re-issuing the Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit is the status of the three hogged fuel boilers. The current 
Permit requires that the company demonstrate that the three boilers 
are capable of operating in compliance with the appropriate visible 
and particulate emission limitations, if the mill is to be operated 
after May 30, 1975. Due to the anticipated shutdown of the Bates 
operation, source testing to demonstrate compliance was not performed. 

The boilers at the Bates operation are old and they do not have 
any emission control equipment. 

The Bates operation and the surrounding mill town lie in an 
isolated area and little effect on the regional air quality is 
anticipated, if the boilers are operated an additional four to seven 
months. 
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Conclusions: 

1. The Hines Lumber Company operates a sawmill at Bates, Oregon, 
which will be shutdown and eventually dismantled upon completion of 
a new sawmill at John Day. The company's operation are major sources 
of employment in the John Day area. 

2. Continued operation of the Bates mill for four to seven 
months will allow the company to maintain both employment for its 
personnel and continuity of its lumber operation. 

3. The discontinued operation of the Bates sawmill was accepted 
by the Department in lieu of compliance demonstration when the Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit was issued on June 28, 1974. The 
additional four to seven months operation will not change the Depart­
ment's position. 

4. The granting of this variance by the Environmental Quality 
Commission would be allowable in accordance with ORS 468.345. 

5. If a variance is granted, Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
No. 12-0001 must be renewed with an expiration date of December 31, 1975 
and other appropriate modifications reflecting that action. 

Recommendation: 

It is the Director's recommendation that Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit No. 12-0001 be renewed and a seven month variance, June 1, 1975 
to December 31, 1975, from OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-020 and 
21-015(1), be granted to Edward Hines Lumber Company at Bates. The 
issued permit shall expire December 31, 1975. 

AFB:h 

Attachment -

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Letter dated 3/19/75 from Hines 
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II 
HINES 
Pllt~CISION 
PRODUCTS 

ED\,YARD 

State of Oregon 

I-I IN FJ S 
GRANT COUNTY DIVISION 

AREA CODE 503 575-0581 

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

Gentlemen: 
()J>'·;h~J ~ 

\"-'t,. _ _,;::,,~ ;_ .~'l''~)f 

l_,LT ~f BER, CO. 
e JOHN DAY, OREGON 97845 

March 19, 1975 

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
No. 12-0001, Application No. 0180 

On May 16, 1973, Mr. Paul Ehinger, Senior Vice President of Edward Hines Lumber 
Co., submitted original Applkation No. 0180 to the Department of Environmental 
Quality for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to cover emissions from our 
hog fuel boilers and sawmi 11 operation at Bates, Oregon. Fol lowing review by 
the Department and public hearings, Air Contaminant. Discharge Permit No. 12-0001 
was issued and forwarded to my attention with Mr. Kess I er tannon' s I et ter of 
June 26, 1974. This Permit was issued with a tentative time limit based on the 
Department's knowledge our Company intended to shut down the Bates, Oregon oper­
ation as soon as its new John Day mill went into operation, then expected to 
take place about May 30, 1975. 

Condition No. G12 of said Permit states that "application for a modification 
or renewal of this permit must be submitted not less than 60 days prior to 
permit expiration date." My purpose in calling you today was to discuss this 
in I ight of the fact that delays rn delivery .of boiler and electric equipment 
have· occurred which wi 11 delay start of the John Illy mi II beyond its originally 
scheduled startup date of July 1, 1975, thus necessitating continued operation 
at Bates beyond the May 30, 1975 Permit dead I ine. As d(scussed, we wish to 
continue Bates operation only long enough to complete the John Day facility, 
operate it through a normal brea.kin period and finally cleanup remaining fuel 
and debris at Bates after moving our mi 11 crews to the John Day faci I ity. In 
our view, a final terminationcate of December 31, 1975 will cover all conti.ng­
encies except for eventual dismantling and razing of mill buildings at some 
future date when the economic climate is better in the forest products industry. 

In view of the above, please consider this a formal request to extend the final 
termination date of Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 12-0001 from May 30, 
1975 until December 31, 1975. In support of our application, we hereby attest 
to the fol lowing facts and submit the fol lowing information: 



Mr. Fritz Skirvin 
Air Quality Control Division 

March 18, 1975 Page 2 

1. There have been no changes 
three (3) hog fuel boilers 
sawmill since our original 
partment on May 16, 1973. 

in operating procedures, 
and other equipment used 
Application No. 0180 was 
We further anticipate no 

emissions or in the 
at our Bates, Oregon 
submitted to the De­
such changes. 

2. The Edward Hines Lumber Co. has no intention of continuing operation at 
its Bates, Oregon sawmill, which is the subject of Air Contaminant Dis­
charge Permit No. 12-0001, once it has moved its Grant County, Oregon 
sawmill operation to the facility being completed at John Day and cleaned 
up the Bates premises. Although this move should finally take place in 
third quarter 1975, I believe both the Department and we feel a dead! ine 
of December 31, 1975 is more fitting to take care of any possible further 
delay in machinery erection or breakin at John Day. 

3. Delays in delivery of our Kipper Engineering package boiler from Seattle, 
and electric motor control centers from Cutler-Hammer, Inc., will delay any 
possible startup of the John Day mill to the first half of July 1975 on the 
most optimistic projection. This could easily be delayed 2-4 more weeks 
due to supplier delays now being encountered by the principal contractors. 
We are currently informed by Kipper to expect shipping of the boiler from 
Seattle about April 15, which should put it into operation on the John Day 
site the first half of July, following rail movement and 10 week on-site 
erection. The last motor control centers are expected to be shipped by 
Cutler-Hammer about June 1, which should place them in operation at John 
Day about July 1. These are delays over which we and others in the indus­
try have little control. Once the boiler and motor control centers are 
operational, we then expect to operate the John Day mill as well as the 
Bates mill on a single shift basis through a 4-6 week breakin period at 
John Day, which eventually extends anticipated startup time to September 
1975. Under the circumstances, we believe our request for extension of 
the Bates Permit deadline from May 30 to December 31, 1975 is warranted. 

4. In addition to our request for an extension of Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit No. 12-0001 from a final termination date of May 30, 1975 until 
December 31, 1975, we respectfully request a variance and relief from 
Complying with Provision 3, Performance Standards and Emission Limits, 
On Page 2 of said Permit. This states "permittee shall not operate this 
mill facility after May 30, 1975.unless all emission sources are demon­
strated to the Department to be in compliance with Condition No. 1 of this 
permit prior to this date." We feel you wi 11 agree it would be an undue 
hardship, if not impossible, to attempt to comply with the expected emission 
standards in our Bates boilers at this date in the short period of time we 
have requested an extension for, the more so since the delay has been caused 
by late delivery of efficient and acceptable equipment for the John Day 
mill, equipment meant to replace the obsolete Bates boilers in the first 
place. 

5. Per your instructions, we are submitting herewith our Check No. 24885 in the 
amount of one hundred and fifty ($150.00) dollars, to cover review of our 
request for an extension of Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 12-0001, 
as well as the variance we have requested in I tern 4, above. 

If you have any question regarding this matter, we wil ), be glad to answer it on 
request. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET • PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item H, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Permission to Hold Public Hearing on Revisions 
to Rules on Subsurface Sewage and Nonwater­
Carried Waste Disposal 

Approximately one year ago the Director appointed a sixteen (16) 
member Citizens' Task Force. on Subsurface Sewage Disposal. This Task 
Force has met regularly and held statewide hearings in keeping with 
the charge to review the permanent rules on subsurface sewage and 
nonwater-carried waste disposal. Based upon testimony received and 
recommendations made by knowledgeable persons in the field, a number 
of rule changes are being proposed by the CTF. These proposed changes 
have been reviewed by sanitarians and others working directly with 
the rules; and they are in agreement that changes are in order. 

Although there are a great number of proposed changes, the majority 
are housekeeping in nature. The following proposed changes are partic­
ularly significant and worthy of note: 

1) Definition - "Gray water" This definition recognizes the 
differences in sewage from toilets versus kitchen wastes, 
etc., with the intent of allowing different methods of disposal 
under certain circumstances. The result is construction 
standards for gray water disposal sumps and conditions under 
which they may be used. 

2) Definition - "unstable landform" This definition attempts 
to establish the fact that it is hazardous to construct on 
unstable land subject to slippage and requires setbacks for the 
disposal system from such areas. 

3) Definition - "effective sidewall" The change in this definition 
will provide some additional flexibility in the rules. This 
will be especially important where land area is a problem. 
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4) Definition - "temporarily abandoned well" The intention 
here is to recognize that a well, even though not in use, 
can serve as an access point for sewage contamination of 
underlying ground water bodies to which it may be con­
nected. Appropriate setbacks are therefore required. 

5) Daily sewage flow chart - Mobile home parks lowered from 
375 gal/unit/day to 250 gal/unit/day. This is in keeping 
with figures most often used nationally. 

6) Setbacks from intermittent streams lowered from 100 feet to 
50 feet. It is felt that 50 feet will provide adequate 
protection for such streams. 

7) Cesspools and seepage pits would be allowed only in counties 
of 350,000 population or greater (Multnomah County) and 
not for new subdivisions. 

8) Permit requirements would not apply to pit privies used for 
temporary farm labor. 

9) New general requirement (71-012) - discharge of sewage or 
septic tank effluent on surface of ground or into water of 
the state is prohibited. This is designed to clarify that 
such practices are unlawful. Requested by Department of 
Justice. 

10) "Prior Approval" - Deadline dates changed from July 1, 1975, 
to make application to July 1, 1976. From July 1, 1976, to 
make installation to July 1, 1977. 

11) New subdivision 4. Provides for methods to test new or ex­
perimental systems. 

Conclusion 

Rule changes are necessary in order to provide an equitable and 
workable set of standards for subsurface sewage disposal. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended by the Director that the Commission authorize 
the holding of a public hearing before a hearings officer on the pro­
posed rule changes, such hearing to be held at the earliest possible date. 

TJO:cl 
4/9/75 

c:tL!:fJ~~ 
KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Attachment: Proposed Revised Rules 
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PROPOSED REVISIONS TO 

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES CHAPTER 340 

DIVISION 7 

SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL 

Subdivision 1 

STANDARDS FOR SUBSURFACE 
SEWAGE AND NONWATER-CARRIED 

WASTE DISPOSAL 

[ED, NOTE: Unless otherwise speci­
fied, sections 71-005 through 71-045 of 
this chapter of the Oregon Administra­
tive Rules Compilation were adopted by 
the Envirorunental Quality Commission, 
March 22, 1974, and filed with the Secre­
tary of State March 28, 1974, as DEQ 68. 
Effective 4-26-74. Supersedes temporary 
rules filed 10-S- 73 as DEQ 57( T), amended 
11-23-73 and 1-3-74 by DEQ 59(T) and 
64(T), and temporary rules filed 2-1-74 
as DEQ 65(T) as amended 3-4-74 by 
DEQ 67(T).] 

--- -"'<-------~--- -

71-005 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 
These rules, adopte<L£ursuant to the ro­
visions of,[Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 
197~ prescribe the requirements for the 
construction, operation and maintenance 
of subsurface sewage disposal systems and 
nonwater-carried waste disposal facilities 
and establish procedures for regulation 
of such activities. They are for the pur­
pose of restoring and maintaining the qual­
ity of the public waters and of protect­
ing the public health and general wel­
fare of the people of the State of Oregon. 

NOTE: [Delete] 
Add 

ORS 454.605 through 454.745 



71-010 DEFINITIONS. As used in these 
rules, unless otherwise required by con­
text: 

(1) "Absorption facility'' means a sys­
tem of open-jointed or perforated piping, I 
alternate distribution units, or other seep-
age systemsfor receiving the flow fro!!! -···- . 
septic tanks or other treatmentl[unitsT/ ---......._facilities 
and designed to distribute effluent for---~ 

[absorption by the soil within the un- · '-. "d t" d ·b· · · ·t• · ·b· ·the s· 01·1 . . ] ox1 a ion an a sor ion 
saturated zone and above any temporarily within the zone of ·.aeration: See 

Diagrams SA and SB:) 
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perched ground water. J 
(Z) "Authorized Representative" means 

the staff of the Department of Environ­
mental Quality or of the local unit of 
go· ·nment performing duties for and un­
der agreement with the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

(3) "Automatic Siphon" means a hy­
draulic device designed to rapidly dis­
charge the contents of a dosing tank be­
tween predetermined water or sewage 
levels. 

:s) [J.4)] Bedroom means any portion of 
-:-a dwelling which is so designed as to 

furnish the minimum isolation necessary 
for use as a sleeping area and includes, 
but is not limited to, a den,. study; sew-
ing room, sleeping loft or enclosed porch. 

(6)r(.5l]''Building sewer" means that part 
--Of the system of drainage piping which 

conveys sewage into .a se tic tank cess­
pool or other treatmen [unit that begins 
five feet outside the building or struc-
ture within which the sewage originates •.. ~--'­

'.7) [J.6JJ"Cast-iron" means standard weight 
-cast-iron soil pipe. 
:sJ [J. 7)] "Cesspool" means a receptacle 

which receives the discharge of sewage 
from a building and which is so designed 
an< 'onstructed as to allow separation of 
solius from the liquid, digestion of or­
ganic matter during a period of deten­
tion, and to allow the liquids to seep into 
a minimum of five (5) feet deep con­
tinuous stratum of coarse grain material 
through perforations in the side wall 
of the receptacle. 

'9) [(8)] "Chemical toilet" means any de­
~ice used for the retention and/or treat­

ment of human waste which is dependent 
·upon the addition of organic or non-or­
ganic chemicals other than water for that 
retention and/or holding. It also means 
portable toilets which are intended to be 
emptied into water-carrie.d sewage dis­
posal facilities or into trailer holding tank 
dump stations. 

~l.OJ[(9) ]"Coarse grain materials" means 
~6se materials with fifty (50) per cent 

by wei ht retained on a ten (10) mesh 
sieve (2 millimeters diameter and less 
than te,;- (10) per cent passin a two 
hundred (200) mesh sieve (0.074) milli­
meters diameter). 

[ll)'[f'\)]"Commission" means the Environ-· 

~_·_!ll!O_nt_alJ~_l!ality Commi_ssi().!l_.__________ ) 

I· 
i 

(4) "Availability of sewerage system" means 
an·existin· sewera e system that: 

a ·Has·aae uate·collection s·stem 
ca acit to serve the intended connection·. 

b ·Has ade uate treatment ca acit to 
serve the intended connection· 

(c)'Has, at the time of proposed connec-
tion, a waste discharge permit issued by 
the Department . and is in fact operating in 
compliance with.the permit; and with which 

·a physical connection.can reasonably be made 
within the appropriate limitati6nsfor dis­
tance' to a·sewera es stem as set forth in 
-sect-10ir7l~Ol5 5 . 

acil ity 

See Diagrams 5A and 5B) 

(See Diagrams 14A and 14B) 

(two 

(seventy-four thousandths 

3 -



" 
(12) [.(11) J "Construction" includes inst~lla- . 

tion, alteration, repair or extension. . 
(13) [ (12)]"Curtain drain" n:eansf[any ground 1 a type of C]roundwater interceptor intro-

~ater intercepto~ or dramage s'.stem that i · duced upslope from a'disposal field to 
'- is gravel. backfilled and provides ade- · i nterruot and divert· the. course of sha 
'- .quate d,:r;a1nage. J ,. ·ground· water or surface 1·1ater from !he 

(15) (J13)] Dep:i-rtment mean~ the Depart- absorption facility and may be required 
ment of Environmental Quality. to be installed as a condition for approval 

11.fil_ (Jl4)] "Director" means the Director ·0 f·a ·subsurface sewage.disposal system. 
of the Department of EnvironmentalQual-
itr. 

1lZl UlSJ] "Disposal area" means the entire 
area used for underground dispersion of 
the liquid portion of sewage. It may 
consist of a seepage pit o.r of a disposal 
field or of a combination of the two. 

·It may also consist of a cesspool or 
transpiration system. 

00 [ (16J]"Disposal field" means a system 
of disposal trenches or a seepage trench 
or system of seepage trenches. 

(19) [ (17)] "Disposal trench" means a ditch 
--· or trench with vertical sides and sub­

stantially flat bottom with a minimum of 
twelve (12) inches of clean, coarse fil­
ter material into which a single distri­

\ .surface sewa e·dis osal s stem. See Dia ram 

l~4) "Cut-manmade" means a land su~face . 
·resultinq·from·mechanical land shaping oper­
ations where one oi• more impervious or 
restrictive layers intercept the cut surface 
and 1·1here the modified slope is greater 

·than five.(5) percent.or any other ~an 
·formed slopes in excess of twenty-five (25) 
percent which do not intersect one or 

·more im ervious or restrictive la ers. 
See Dia rams 2A and 2B 

bution line has been laid, the tren.,.c-=h~t=h~e=n~---
being backfilled with a minimum ofttwelve .'-

(12H inches of soil. . ~'.\\six (6) , QQl [ {18) ]'Distribution box" means a wat~r-' 
tight structure which receives septic tank ' . _ (See Diagrams 5A, 58, 6 and 7) 
effluent and distributes i{to _two or more '\ 

· p;,pelines leading to a disposal area.] L '\concurrentl into two 2 
1fil [ (19) ]'Distribution pipJ:"lfueans an open- · j\pi. pes. lea di. ng tci the dis 

jointed or perforated pipe used in the · DiaC]rams BA, g and 1 O~) 
dispersion of se tic tank or other treat-
ment [unit] effluent into disposal trenches . or lateral pipe" 

more header 
area. See 

or see a e trenches. 
_{ill {20) Dosing tank means a watertight facility 

receptacle laced between a settling or 
septic tank and a dilltribution box or dis-

: posal area, and equipped with an auto­
matic siphon or pump designed to dis"' 
charge treated effluent intermittently to 
a disposal field in amounts proportioned to 
the area of the field and to provide a 
rest period between such discharges. 

@ [ (21)] "Dwelling" means any structure, 
building, or any portion thereof which is 
used, intended, or designed to be oc­
cupied for human living purposes includ­
ing, but not limited to, houses, house­
boats, boathouses, mobile homes, hotels, 
motels, and apartments. 

or other treatment facility 

(See Diagrams 8A, 
llB, 13, and 158) 

8B, 8C, lOA, 108, llA, 

(22) "Distribution unit" means a distri­
bution box, dosinq tank, diversion valve 
or box, header pipe, or other means of 

·transmitting septic· tank or other treatment 
unit effluent from the effluent sewer to 

·the distribution pipes; (See Diagram~ 

(23) "Diversion valve" means a ~1ater tight 
structure 1·1hi ch receives septic tank or 
other treatment facilit effluent throu~h 
one l inlet and distributes it to hm 

2 outlets, only one of 1·1hich is util"T~ed 
at a given time. (See Diaqram 13) 
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1 (l'·6) I . [(22)] "T~ffective sidewall" means the . 
--,. · oidewall area within a disposal trench,r-

.. [fron'l six ( 6) inches below the dis tri-
bution pipe to a level two (2) inches 
above the distribution pipe, or the side-

., wall area within a seepage trench from 
the bottom of the seepage trench to a 
level two l2) inches above the distri­
bution.,pipe. J 

I 

' I 

llil! 
: 

' I 
(28) i 
-1 

i 
j 
! 

(32) I 

[(23)J''Effluent lift pump" means a pump 
used t lift ~-e tic tank or other treat­
ment uni.!] effluent to a disposal area 
·at a higher elevation than the septic 
tank or treatment[unit.J. 
[ (24)] "Effluent sewer" means that part 
of the system of drainage piping that 
conveys treated sewage from _a se tic 
tank or other treatmentf[unitJinto an 
absor tion facili • 

J25)] "Filter material" means ·clean, 
crushed stone or washed gravel rang-

. ing from· three quarters (3/4) to two 
and one-hall (2-1/2) inc.hes in size. r-.---, 

or a see~aqe trench frcn.the.b6tto~·of 
the tr~nch ta·a level tv0 (2) inches 
~b6v~ the di~t~ibution pip2, or th~ 
side;•/ull area of any cessoool, sefooa~ 
pit, unseal~d·earth pit privy, or gray 
1·1ater ~1aste _ciisoosal sumo seepaqe_ 
chamber. See Diaqrams 6, 7, llA 118, 
]4,n,, and 148 

facility 

facility 

facility 
(See Diacirams 5A, 58, 13, 14A.ar\d 148) 

(29) "Escarpment" means any natura 11 y 
octurrinq slooe ~reater than twentv­
five 25 oercent ~11iich extends verti­
cally six 6 feet.or more as measured 
from toe t6 top, and which is charac­

·terized b a Ion cliff or stee slope 
which seoarates·two 2 ·or more com­
paratively leve1·or·gently slopinq sur­
faces, and· ma .i nterceot ·one or more 
restrictive or im ervious la ers. See 

'Diagrams 3A·and.3B 

(JO) "Evaluation Reports" means a 
statement in writing from the· 1ocal 

·contract aoent.6r reqional Debartrnent 
reoresentative v1hith states that at 
least one site ~1ith reolacement area 
has been found on each lot or oarcel 
whith meets ·the criteria outlined for 
sewage disposal in.these or other 

·Department Rules, or that no suitable 
site.has been found. 

(31) "Evapotransoiration system" means 
·the combination of a septic tank or other 
treatment fai:i l ity ·and effluent· se,·1er 
and a disposal bed desicned to distri­
bute the major portion of effluent for 
evaporation into the atnosnhere and 
for transpiration h~ specifically 

selected and located Yeqetation. 

~--1-(See Diaqram 7) 
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,. 

[( 26)) "Grade" means the rate of fall (33) "Governmental unit" mearis ·t1ie.·state 
or any county, municipality or political 

or drop in inches per foot or percent- subdivision, or any agency thereof. 
age of fall of a pipe. 

------------------------·~--· · (35) "Gray water" means any household 
· se1·1aqe other· thari · toi 1 et· wastes· and 
·includes, but is not limited to, show~. and 
bath waste wi.ter; ·kitchen waste 1'1ater and 

( (38) ll27} )"Ground. v1ater, perched" means 
unconfined ground water separated from 
an underlying body of ground water by 
F-n unsaturated zone. Its water table is 
a perched water table. It is held up by 

·a restrictive or impervious layer. Perched 
ground water may be either permanent, 
.where ·recharge is frequent enough to 
maintain a saturated zone above the perch­
ing bed, or temporary, where intermittent 
recharge is not great or frequent enough 
to prevent the perched water from dis­
appearing from time to time as a result 
of drainage over the edge of or through 
.the erchin bed. 

28) 'Impervious layer" means a layer 
which prevents water or root penetration. 
In addition, it shall be defined as hav­
ing a soil permeability of less than ,06 
inches per hour as outlined in the United 
States Department of Agriculture, Soil 
.Conservation Service, OR-Soils-I, for that 

1 particular soil series. 
· (42)' [(29}] "Individual water supply" means 

a source of water and a distribution sys­
tem :which serves· a single residence or 
user for the purpose of supplying water 
for drinking, culinary, or household uses 
and which is not a public water supply 

; ____ svstem •. \ 
.) 

I 

· 1aundry 1·1astes. 

L...--(37) "Ground water interceptor" means 
any natural or artificial ground water . 
drainaqe system iricludinq agricultural drain 
tile, cut banks, ·arid.ditches. 

a restrictive layer or impervious layer, its 
water table is a perched water.table and · 
the perched ground 1~ater iS either permanent 
where recharge is.frequerit.enouqh to main­
tain a saturated zorie above the perching 
bed, or temporary, where intermittent re-

· charge is not great.or frequent enough to 
prevent perched water from disappearing 
from time to time, but is sufficient to 

·cause the presence.of perched water for 
· a continuous eriod of.greater than b 

2 1·1eeks ear.· See Diaqram l 

11---(39) "Header pipe" means a tight . 
jointed part of the sewage drainage conduit 
which receives septic.tank effluent from 
the distribution· box· or· effluent· sewer· and 
conve s it to the dis osal area.· See 
Diacirams 5A, 58, 14A; arid l4B 

40) "Headwall" means a steep slope 
at the.head or u er.end of a·land slumo 
block or unstable.landform; See.Dia rams 
4A and 48 

(See Di aqram 1) 
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(43) [ (30)] "i,:;d~1strial ~vaste"-means any li-
quid, gaseous, radioactive, or solid waste 
substance or a combination thereof re­
sulting from any process of industry, 
.manufacturing, trade, or b-µsiness, or from 
the development or recovery of any nat­
ural resources. 

(44) [ (3l)]"Intermittent stream" means any :, 
[watercourse]that continuously flows water~ · f · bl·· ~later cir". round water 
for a period of greater than two months i _-.;.~ccu..,.rt __ ..,.a~c~e..,._,,_Pt~u __ l_C _____ ~"-'--'-"-C..C.-"-""-"-"'-

' in erceo or. 
in any one year, but not continuously 
for that year. 

(45) [ (32)] "Invert" is the lowest portion of 
the internal cross section of a pipe or 
fitting. 

(46) [ (33)] "Multiple compartment tank" 
means a settling or septic tank con­
taining more than one settling compart­
ment or chamber in series 

(47) [ (34)] "Nonwater-carriedl sewage i:lispo-
sal facility" includes, but is not limited 
to, pit privies, vault privies,[and]chemi­
cal toilets.[.] , . 

(48) [ (35)] "Occupant" means any person 
living or sleeping in a dwelling. 

(49) [ (36) ]"Owner" means any person who 
alone, or jointly, or severally with others 
(a) has legal title to any lot, dwelling, 
'>r ·dwelling unit, or (b) has care, charge, 
.>r control of any real property as ag:ent, 
executor, executrix, administrator, ad­
ministratrix,, trustee, leasee$ or guardian 
of_ the estate of the holder of legal title, 
or ( c) is the contract purchaser of 
real property; Each such person as 
described in (b) and (c) above, thus 
representing the holder of legal title, is 
bound to comply with the provisions of 
these minimum standards as if he were 
the owner. 

(50) [(37)] "Permit" means the written per­
mit issued by the Director or his au­
thorized representative_ bearing the sig­
nature of the Director or the signature 
of the authorized representative, which by 
its conditions authorizes the permittee 
to construct, install, alter, repair, or ex-
tend a subsurface disposal system or 
nonwater-carried waste disposal facility • 

. (51) . [(38)] "Person" includes individuals, 
corporations, associations, firms, part-

. nerships, joint stock companies, public· 
· _<II1d rnunicipa,l__coroorations, political sub­

?£._ and. the F~de_ral Gover;.,.:nent. <lnd any 
agencie_:i _ _there()_f.] · · ·· · ····· 

(See Diagrams 7 and 12) 

(See Diagram 12) 

waste 

°"'and· gray ~1ater ·di sposa 1 sumps. 

j
jl' 

(52) "Prior approval" means a written 
·_aLpLpr_o~v,a~1~·~p~r~i-o_r_._t..,.o_·J_a~n~·u~a"r~y,_-il~;~l_9_774~f~o_r~a I specifit lot; as provided in section 71-015 
(8). 

(53) "Prior construction permit" means a 
subsurface ~ewa~e disposal permit issued prior 

·to.January 1, ·1974 by·a county that had an 
ordinance reguirinq · perrili ts for subsurface 
sewage disposal for·a specific lot or means 
a building permit issued prior to January 1, 
1974 by a county that had an ordinance that 
required the approval of a subsurface sewaqe 
disposal system in accordance 1~ith state 
rules before the buildinq ermit was issued, 
as rcivided in section 71-015 8 • 
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(54) . [{39)] "Privy." :means a structure used 
for the disposal of human waste without 
the aid of water. It consists of a shel­
ter built above a pit or vault in the 
ground into which the human waste falls. 

(55) [ (40)] "Public health hazard" means 
a condition whereby there are sufficient 
types and amounts of biological, chemical, 
or physical, including radiological, agents 
relating to water or sewage which are 
likely to cause human illness, disorders, 
or disability. These include, but are not 
limited to, pathogenic viruses, bacteria, 
parasites, toxic chemicals and radioactive 
isotopes. A malfunctioni:µg or surfacing 

·subsurface sewage disposal system con­
stitutes a public health hazard. 

(56) [ {4l))"Public waters"means lakes, bays, 
ponds, impounding reservoirs, springs, 
wells, rivers, streams., creeks., estuaries, 
marshes,· inlets, canals, the Pacific Ocean 
within the territorial limits of the State 
of Oregon, and all other bodies of sur­
face or underground waters, natural or 
artificial, inland or coastal, fresh or 
salt, public or private {except those pri­
vate waters which do not combine or ef­
fect a junction with natural surface or 
underground waters), which are wholly 
or partially within or bordering the state 
or within its jurisdiction. . 

lszl [( 42) ]'Restrictive layer" means a layer 
in the soil that because of its structure 
or low porosity does not allow water 
entering from above to pass through as 
rapidly as it accumulates. During some 

two tenths 

part of every year, a restrictive layer 
will have temporarily perched ground 
water accumulated above it. In addition, 

r---1-~six hundredths 

a restrictive la er has a soil ermea­
bility rating of· _9.2 inches per hour to 

_f.o6linches per hour as outlined in the 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Soil Conservation Service, OR-Soils-I, 
for that }'articular soil series.~------_, 

(58) (43) 'Saturated zone" means that part 
of the water-bearing material in which 
all voids, large and small, are filled with 

· water under_ pressure greater than at­
ospheric, as defined by the U.S. Geo­
gical Survey. (Se~e;;.,,,;D~i~a~g~r~am0~l~l~'--------I 

1§__ 44) "Scumn---rrleans a mass of sewage 
solids floating at the .surface of sewage 

;;:~~e, i ~r_:~;::_~\l~~ta~~e =~~-:~_i:ed ---~-~.3-'~ .· __ I 
- 8 -

.-+-(See Diaqram 1) 

(59) "Sanitary drainage system" 
means.that part.of the system of 
drainage pipi~g.tbat conveys, untreated 

·sewage.from a building or structure to 
a septic tank· or other treatment 
facility, service lateral at--v:le curb 
or in the street or alley, or other 
disposal terminal holding human or 
domestic se1·iage. The sanitary drain­
age system consists of a building 
drain or buildinq drain and buildi~~ 
sewer. (See Diagrams 5A, 58, 14 nd 
148) 



. ., 
-(61) -t{45JT"s-eep-,;_-ge--~-~ea" means the ef- I 

fcctive sidewall of a disposal trench,_~ . 
Seepa!!e trenc'-i----;;-r that portion of a 1'\ - t ·t· ·d· · 1 q 

-- '"' ui qray \"a er was e i sposa ·sur:ip seepa e seepage pit through which the sewage ! -~h.::.r~b!'·==-.!.:==-=~'-"=='-'--==-===~ 
c a111 er,, 

162) s[{'!6) 1r;~~e:!';a;~il~it"l[means] a type of i"--is 
J.::!!=L d i -absorption facility which is a covere· 

pit with open-jointed lining throu~,c..:=u·..c.i;,_-f, 
septic tank or other treatment_ unit ef­
fluent will seep into a minimum of five 

faci 1 i ty effl uerit may seep or leach into 
·surrouridiri<i (Jrourid. · (See Diagrarns ·p,A 

(5) feet deep continuous stratum of coarse 
grain rnaterial.J · 

(63) [(47j]"Seepage trench" means a ditch 
or trench thatL[is more than thirty-six 
(36) inches deep 2nd has vertical sides, 
a substantially flat bottom, and is filled 
with clean, coarse filter material into 
which a single distribution line has been 
laid, the trench then being backfilled with 
a _minimum of twelve (12] inches of soilJ 

(64) (48} "Self-contained nonwater-carried 

· and 14B) 

·has more than six (6) inches filter 
material below.the outside invert of the 
distribution pipe;·vertical sides; and a 
substantially rlat bottom into which a 
single distribution line has.been laid. 

waste disposal facility" includes, but is 
not limited to, vault privies, chemical 
.toilets, combustion toilets, recirculating 
toilets, and portable toilets, in which 
all waste is _contained in a watertight 

! 0-

receptacle.· · 
(65) [(49) ]"Septic tank" means a watertight 

receptacle which receives the clischar e 
,f sewage from aS[building sewer:land which 
~s so designed and ·constructed as to 
[allow separation of solids from the li­
quid, digestion of organic matter during 
a period of detention, and to allow the 
liquids to discharge into the soil outside 
of the tank through an absorption fa­
cilil:y. ] 

l ,. 
I 

(66) - [(50) ]"Septic tank effluent" means par­
tially treated sewage which is discharged 
from a septic tank. 

(67) [(SlJ]"Sewage" means the water-carried 
human and animal_ wastes, including kit-·. j 
chen, bath, and·· laundry wastes from·. 

_ residences;-bciidings, ind.:istrial --estab~- I 
' lishrnents, or'-other places, together with_· : 
_ such ground-water infiltration, surface · ! . ;:::~:t. or in~-~:_t_rial waste as may be _ I 

sanitary drainage·system 

separate solids from liquids, digest 
· oi:-ganic matter dui'iri~ a :reriod ?f ~eten­
·t1ori and allow the 11gu1ds to d1scnarge 
·1nto.the·soil outside of the tank through 
·an absorption facility.· (See.Diagrams 
5A; SB, and 12) 
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{68) ---l(52TJ'Sewage disposal service" means: 
-- {a)The construction cifsubsurface sewage 

disposal systems or any part thereof. 

I 

{b) The pumping out or cleaning of 
st.1bsurfaCe se\vag~stems"-::"'o""r---+-... 
nonwater-carriedCsewag'Bdisposal facili-
ties. . 

(c) The disposal of materials derived 
from the pumping out or cleaning of sub­
surface sewage dis osal s stems. 
water-carried [ewag~ disposal facilities. 

{d) Grading, excavating and earth-mov­
ing work connected with the operations 
described in paragraph (a) of this sub­
section, except streets, highways, dams, 
airports or other heavy construction pro­
jects and except earth-moving work per­

_ formed under the supervision of a builder 
or contractor in connection with and at 
the time of the construction of a build­
ing or structure. 

(e) The construction of drain and sewage 
lines from five feet outside a building 
or structure to the service lateral at 

· the curb or in the street or alley or 
other dispos-al terminal holding human or 
domestic sewa~e. 

ll53) ]"Slope' means the rate of fall 
or drop in feet per one hundred (100) 
feet of the ground surface. It is ex­
pressed as percent of grade. -

[{54)] "Soil permeability" means that 
quality of the soil that enables it to 
transmit water or air, as outlined in 
the United States Department of Agri­
culture Handbook, Number 18, entitled 
Soil Survey Manual. · 

[(55)] "Soil separate" means the size 
of soil particles according t [the follow­
·ing chart: ] 

- 10 -

Table 1. 



.. 

lWJC56) ]"Soil texture" means the amount 
of each soil separate in a soil mixture. 
F' ld methods for judging the texture 
o- a soil consist of forming a cast of 
soil, both dry and moist, in the hand and 
pressing a ball of moist soil between 
thumb and finger. The major textural 
classifications are defined as follows: 

(a) Sand: Individual grains can be seen 
and felt readily. Squeezed in the hand 
when dry, this soil will fall apart when 
the pressure is released, Squeezed when 
moist, it will form a cast that will hold 
its shape when the pressure is released, 
but will crumble when touched. 

{b) Sandy loam: Consists largely of 
sand, but has enough silt and clay pre­
sent to give it a small amount of sta­
bility. Individual sand grains can be read­
ily seen and felt. Squeezed in the hand 
when dry, this soil will readily fall apart 
when the pressure is released, Squeezed 
when moist, it forms a cast that will 
not only hold its shape when the pres­
sure is released, but will withstand care­
ful handling without breaking. The stabil­
ity of the moist cast differentiates this 
s0il from sand. 

o) Loam: Consists of an even mix­
ture of sand and of silt and a small 
amount. of clay. It is easily crumbled 
when dry and has a slightly gritty yet 
fairly smooth feel. It is slightly plastic. 
Squeezed in the hand when dry, it will 
form a cast that will withstand care­
ful handling. The cast formed of moist 
soil can be freely handled without break­
ing. 

(d) Silt loam: Consists of a moderate 
amount of fine grades of sand, a small 
amount of clay, and a large quantity of 
silt particles. Lumps in a dry, undis­
turbed state appear quite cloddy, but they 
can be pulverized readily; the soil then 
!eels soft and floury, When wet, silt 
loam runs together and puddles, Either 
dry or moist, casts can be handled freely 
without breaking. When a ball of moist 
soil is pressed between thumb and ·fin-

ger, it will not press out into a smooth, 
unbroken ribbon, but will have a broken 
appearance. 

(e) Clay loam: Consists of an even 
mixture of sand, silt, and clay, which 
breaks into clods or lumps when dry. 
When a ball of moist soil is pressed 
between the . thumb and finger, it will 
form a thin ribbon .that will readily 
break, barely sustaining its own weight. 
The moist soil is plastic and will form 
a cast that will withstand considerable 
handling. 

(f) Silty clay loam: Consists of a mod-
erate amount of clay, a large amount of -
silt, and a small amount of sand. It 
breaks into moderately hard clods or 
lumps when dry. When moist, a thin 
ribbon orl[l/8-}inch wire can .be formed\ 
between thumb and finger that will sus- on~:h! 
tain its weight and will withstand gentle (~J~J : 
movemento 

(g) Silty clay: Consists of even amounts 
of silt and clay and very small amounts 
of sand. It breaks into hard clods or lumps I 
when dry. When moist, a thin ribbon or---\ , 
!i/8.Jinch or less sized wire formed be- .2.~i' 
tween thumb and finger will withstand ·fiqhthi 
considerable moven1ent and deformation. (l/8Tlll 

(h) Clay: Consists of large amounts · 
of clay and moderate to small amounts 
of silt and sand. It breaks into very ! 
hard clods or lumps when qr~. When j 
moist, a thin, long ribbon or1Lll6Jinch 'o~e- ! 
wire can be molded with ease. Finger- SlX" . I 
prints will show on the soil, and a dull tee11tn: 
to bright polish is made on the son(l/16) j 
by a shovel. I 

These and otheli soil textural charac- ( 
teristics are also defined as shown in i 
the United States Department of Agri- [ 
culture textural classification ch art i 
which is hereby adopted as part I 
of these regulations. This textural classi- I 
fication chart is based on the Standard 

1 
Pipette Analysis as defined in the United II 

States Department of Agriculture, Soil , 
Conservation Service Soil Surve Inves- i 
tigations Report No. 1. (see page 77) I 

'--~--(See Table 2) 

- 11 -



iZll [ ( 5 7 )] "Subsurface sewage disposal" 
means the physical, chemical or bacterio­
logical breakdown and aerobic treatment 
of sewage in the unsaturated zone of the 
soil above any temporarily perched ground 
water body, and preceded by anaerobic 
bacterial breakdown within a septic tank 

·or other treatment facility.·· 
(74) [(58)] "Subsurface sewage disposal sys­
-- tern" means the combination of a build­

ing sewer and cesspool or a building 
sewer·, septic tank, or other treatment 

[unit] and effluent sewer and absorption 
facili 

(76) (59) "Test it" 
dug to permit Jexam1nahon of the soil 
to evaluate its suitability for subsurface 
sewage disposal. 

[{60) "Transpiration syste.m" means 
the combination of a building sewer, 
septic tank, or other treatment unit and 
effluent sewer and an effluent disposal 
system used in soils not suitable for 
an absorption facility and designed to. 
distribute effluent for transpiration by 
specifically located vegetation. J 

(77) L(61) J "Unsaturated zone" means the 
zone between the land surface and the 
water table. This zone contains liquid 
water under less than atmospheric pres­
sure. In parts of the zone, interstices, 
particularly the small ones, may be tem­

ora:dl or ermanentl filled with water. 
(62) "Water table' means that sur-

face in an unconfined water body at which 
the pressure is atmospheric. It is defined 
by the levels at which water stands in 
wells that penetrate the water body just 
far enough to hold standing water. In 
wells which penetrate to greater depths, 
the water level will stand above or be­
low the water table if an upward or 
downward component of ground..:waterflow 
exists.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---J 

facility 

(See.Diaqrams·sA and.SB) 

(75) "Temporarily abandoned well" means 
·any well closed· by· a v1atertiqht ·cap· or 
seal which is removed.from production for 

·a period of.time. 

to sufficient size and depth 

thorougb_ 

(See Diagram 1) 

(78) "Unstable landforms" means areas 
· shorii riCJ ·evidence· of· mass · doi,1ris lope· move­
ment such as debriS flows, landsli<les-, -­

. rockfalls, ·aiid hummocky hillslOpes with 
· undrained depressions upslope: Unstable 
·1andforms may exhibit slip surfaces rouqhly 
parallel to the hillside; landslide scars 

·and curving debris ridges: fences, treec 
and telephone poles v1hich appear tilted_ 
tree trunks v1hich berid uriHorml as the 

··enter the ·round: See Dia ra~s 4A,.4B, 
·and 4C 

Water tab 1 e levels fluctuate throughout 
the· year· i ri ·response·· to· cha rig es• in recharge 
and discharge;· A 1~ater table is permanent 
if the underl yifJ.!L.f!round water is present 
year-round, or temporary if the ground 
water di sa ears for a eri od of time each 
year.· See Dia ram·1 

(80) "Zone of aeration" means the 
unsaturatect·zone.that·occurs·below the 

·.ground surface and the point at ~1hich the 
··upper.limit of the water table exists. 
·(See Diagram 1) 
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------ -- r Clay .OJ/ 
-- .002 

.003 

Sieve 
.OJ4 
.006 

Silt sizes .0)8 

.Of 

.03 

27'$- fJ4 

.06 
Very fine sand 

200 IJB 
•A~ 

' ' 'v . . . 
Fine sancf_ 

-~ .2 

Medium sand .3 
40 .4 

.6 

Coarse sand ,8 
20 

. /.() 
Vert; coarse sand 

?() -- ----ro---
3.0 

Fine grave/ 4 4.0 
6.0 
8.0 

J_ 10 
2 I 3 -4 

Coarse gravel 
20 
30 
40 

60 
-
" 80 

Cobbles 

---

USDA SOIL CLASSIFICATION SIZES OF SOIL SEPARATES 
Table I 

///ustr,:des Definition (7 /J 
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SOIL TEXTURAL CLASSIFICATION CHART 
Table 2 

///ust rates Definition c 72 J 
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or. may 
be present 

mf3Y • not 

water fable 

. -. 
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' ....... · .. ' . . -·~ -...... _ ... 

IDEAL !ZED CROSS SECTION OF A SOIL 

·COLUMN 
11/U st rates Definitions f37J~(40J,/56\(58J,f77J,f79J r rBOJ 

Diagram I 
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(AJ TREES APPEAR TILTED:.. ·. 
Tree trunks bend uniformly · 
as the- . enter the- ·ground. · " 

./' 
/ I 8 I A\ 

. ' I I I 
I I I I I : : : 

h· .-. ~.•.I ..... .:. _j.:. .· ... l. .... ! ....... J. L . .l. l_.i. .. J .\ 

?BJTe:lephone poles 
. - appear tilted O'I 

~ 

(CJFences appea 
tilted 

IDEALIZED CROSS SECTION OE UNSTABLE LANDEORM 
Jf/ustrates Definitions r39> and r78> • C7!-020>C2J (f) . ' 

JL
. . Diagram 4A . 

. I · ... 

' I 
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landform 

subsurface sewage_. 
Disposal system 

~I 
N 

subsurfac 
sewage 
Disposal 
system IDEALIZED CROSS SECT/ON OF UNS TABLL_LANDFORM 

\Jrs: Nor 77! ..s a<>t.e 

111ustra tes Definitions (39) and < 7BJ;<7J-020>C2J(f J 

Diagram 48 
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Process 

Ro<:kfoll 

and 

<lebris fall 

Roc~sfide 

and 

Jebris slide 

Slvmp 

-- Debris now 

.:.. Vori'.?ty: 

/,1ur!flo11.1 

. -: 

Dcfiniticn c:-.d Chcrcderis~ics 

The ropicl c!.:scenl of o roe~ mess, .verlicalft from o diff or by h:.cps 

c'own a s!ope. The cf,:ief r.;~.::;;s by wfiich taluses ore mc;n!Gir.ed_ 

The rapid. s!iding de:scen/ of o re-(:!: moss down a sfope. Cornrr.on!y 

forms hecps end confused. irre;;.ilc:r mosses of rubbr.:::-~ 

The Jownward stipping of a cc~.;::..-enf boc!1 of rode or regoti:h c~ong 

o curved surface of rupfure. TI-.e original surFoce of the s!;;rnped 

mass. and any t1a!-lyir.g t:Tcnes in it. h-~come ro!o!ed cs lliey slide 

downward. The moverne:"lf crc:::!es o sccrp facing downslo;.e. 

The rapid c!ownsfope pfGsiic Co...- of a man of debris. Cor;;r.ionfy 
forms- en cpronlike or tom;ue!:~:e oreo. wilh o very irreg•J!::::r ~ Jf­

foce_ In some coses ~sins ....,i~h slump cf head. ond concentric 

ridges ond lron~verse fvrrows :n ~ur~oc.e of lhe longueli't:e pcr1. 

\ 

A debris r.ow in whicf1 lhe co.,si~~ency of Jhe svbslonce is f!ict of 

mud.- gcnero!'Ty car.fains o l.::rs~ proporlion of fine porlidc~, ond 

a lorg>! cr.iount of wotet . 

lD__E AL !ZED ILLUSTRATION OF UNS T ABLf.~L"'=A~N"""'DFi~O,,==Ri~MS"""-
111ustrates Defin~tion (78JjC7J-020Jr2J(fJ 

Diagram 4C 
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TYPICAL· SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM 
_ rshowing Equal Distribution system) 
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Diagrarr SA 
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,DISPOSAL TRENCH CROSS SECTION 
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(KJand {LJ 

Diagram 7 
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number of copie_s of all required exhi­
bits. 

{2} An application; which is incom-
plete or incorrect, unsigned, or which 
does not contain the required exhib''' 
{clearly iden.tified) will not be accept .. 
by the Director or his authorized rep­
resentative for filing and will be re-

~---t:..:u:..:r:..:n:.:..::..:ed to the applicant for comple~ion 
twenty/ within\(2.cl.days of receipt. 

(3} Following the receipt of a com­
pleted application for a permit and speci-

. 71-012 GENERAL REQUIREMENT. Discharqe fied permit application fee the Director 
of se~!age or septic tank effluent onto or his authorized representative shall 
the surface of the.ground or into the make a determination as to whether or 
waters of the State· of· Ore(jori ·is· pro:.. not the proposed construction will be in 
hibited. All sewage shall be treated accordance with the· rules of the Environ-
and disposed of iri a ·mariner approved by mental Quality Commission, and within 

·the· Department. _rJzol.days after the date of such receipt 
twenty shall either issue or deny the permit, 

twenty/ 

sixt 

• 

71-015 PROCEDURES FOR ISSUANCE 
OR DENIAL OF PERMITS. (l} Applica­
tion for permits shall be. made on the 
Department's a pp.roved application forms. 
All application forms must be completed 
in full, signed by the applicant or his 
legally authorized representative and ·ac­

. companied by the required non-refundable 
"permit application fee and the speci{ied 

unless weather conditions or distance and 
unavailability of transportation prevent 
the issuance or denial withinli,2<2ldays, 
in which case the Director or his au-
thorized representative shall notify the 
a plicant of the· reason for the dela and 
shall issue or deny the permit within 

J!,CJ.2.days of such notification. If the de­
termination referred to above cannot be 
made within the time limits specif' 
because of frozen grotLrid conditions ~~· 
seasonal variations in the liquid water 
level, the application shall be denied un-

' til such time as the required determina­
tion can be· made by the Director or 
his authorized representative. 

{4) The Director or his authorized rep­
resentative shall issue a permit only if 
he finds that the proposed construction 
shall be in accordance with the rules 
of the Environmental Quality Comrnis sion 
and shall issue a permit only to a per­

. son licensed by the Department. to per.­
form sewage disposal services, or to 
an owner or contract purchaser in pos­
session of the land. Notwithstanding that 
the proposed construction woul<l be in ac­
cordance with all other rules of the 
Environmental Quality Commission, the 
Director or his authorized representa­
tive shall not is.sue a permit if he finds 
·such construction would violate any or-

. dinance or regulation enacted or promul­
gated by a constitutive localgovernmental 
agency having jurisdiction over the sl'' 

. ject real property •. 

26 



(5j, :rhe Director or his authorized 
-representative s·hall not issue a pern<it 
if a cornrnunity or area-wide sewerage 

-· systen1 is available which will have ade­
quate capacity to serve the proposed 
f ·age discharge and ,\.hich is being, or 
at the time of connection will be, operated 
and rnaintained in compliance with the 
provisions of a waste discharge permit 
issued by the Department. 

(a}-A comn1mo.ity or area-wide sewerage 
system shall be deemed available if its· 
nearc st connection point from the line of 
the property on which is located the -\le are st 
buil_ding to be connected is or will be: 

(A) For a proposed single familydwell~ 
ing, or other establishment with·a pro- . th hundred 
jected sewage flow of not more than~-"'-'-'-r-"e-"e-"="'"-= 

.Dool gallons per day,ll;lOO) feet or less. · "... 
(Bl Fa!" a proposed subdivision or "three hundred 

group of two ( 2) to five ( 5) single family 
dv1ellings 11 or equivalent in projected sew­
age flow, not more· than\t2_0Ql_feet mul­
tiplied by the number of dwellings or 
equivalents. 

(G) For a proposed subdivisionorgroup 
of six ( 6) to ten (10) single family dwell­
ings, or e uivalent not more than.\(loOO) 
feet plus_l50_feet multiplied by the num­
ber of dwellings or equivalents exceed­
i five (5). 

(DJ For a proposed subdivision ."or 
group of eleven (11) to twenty (20) single 
fam~\y dwellings. or eguivalent._rr_ot more 
than\I1, 7501 feet plus\(_loO) feet mulhphed 
by the number of dwellings or equiva­
lents exceeding ten (10). 

(E) For a proposed subdivision or 
group of twenty-one (21) to fifty (50) 
single family dwellings, or e uivalent not· 

--.__t~JO hundred 

\one· thousand 

hundred· fi-fty one 

\one 
one 

thousand 

hundred 

seven hundred.fifty 

more th2.nl(2, 750) feet plus ___ eet mu~t 
0 tiplied by the ,.,.:Umber of dwellings ·0 r w thousand seven hundred fifty 

·equivalents exceeding twenty (20). ifty 
[b) For a proposed subdivisio'° o.r other , 

dev-~lopment with n1ore tha·Y_SO)s_ in
0
r<le fam- "-Il\ - "'-f·j fty 

ily clwelli!lgs, or equivalent, the Dl'part-
ment shall make a case-by-case deter-
mination of the availability of 2. com-· 
muni\y or area-wide sewerage system. 
· (6) A permit for construction ~f-"'-+ 
sul)surface scv.·age disposal S)'"Stemlde­
signf: cl to s c rvc Ji vc ( 5 J or mo re single 
famil}· C">'.·elling units or an}- other es­
tablislm1ent with a projected se•.,·,1ge flowJ 

Lg systel'.ls desi~ned for a five (5) or more 
L .. ii ly dv1el l inq or to serve anv other d1·1el l-
ing or d\·1e 11 i n~s or es tab l i shi!!ent projected 
to have 
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[of]morc thaniJ-200lgallons per day shall 
not be issued until: . 

(a) Plans and s pc cific:a tions for the pro­
posed subsurface sewage disposal system 
have been reviewed ai1d approved by U:e 
Dep.artment. In such review the Depart­
ment shall consider the recommendations 
of the Director's authorized representa­
tive, but in· no event shall approval be 
granted if the Departrr>ent has evidence 
of ·non-conformance of. such proposed 
system with a?plicable local land-use 
planning, zoning, and building require­
ments. 

·(b) The person proposing to construct 
such a system has filed with the De­
partment, pursuant to the provisions of 
ORS 454.425, i;.s amended by Section 
196 of Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973,] 
a surety bond of a· sum required by ·the 

, Commission not to ex d t' e um f 
25,000 The bond shall be executed in 

favor of the S~ate of Oregon and shall 
be approved as to form by the Attorney 
General. · 

(7) A permit issued pursuant to these 
rules shall be effective fo:i; a period of 
one year fro= the date of issuance. 

(8) Prior Co01struction Permits or Ap-. 
provals. All permits or written ap'!>rovals 
inv'olving site evaluations issued prior to 
January 1, 197''., shall be accepted under 
these rules as valid for construction of 
a subsurface sewage disposal system pro-. 
vi ding they exp:-essly authorize use of.such 
facilities for an individual lot or for 
a specific lot v:ithin a subdivision; they 
were issued by a representative of a state 
or local agency .authorized by 12.w to grant 
such approval; and they were issued in 
accordance w:. th all rules in effei;:t at 
the time. No person having a valid prior 
permit or approval meeting the above 
requirements shall ·con1mence construc­
tion of a subsurface sev:age disposal sys­
tem until he has made application for 
a construction permit required by ORS 
"454.655, ha.s paid the permit fee re­
quired by ORS 454.745 a,-,d has receiv<!d 
a constructio!1 permit from the Depart­
m.e!1t. Construction shallconforr:>asnea!"-
1}- as possible with· the current rules of 
the Com1niss!on. Before operati!1g or 
using the system the pennittce shall ob-

of Sc:>\·1aqe fl m·1 
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tain a "Certificate of Satisfactory Com­
pletion" as required by ORS 454.665. 
If it is not possible for construction to 
be in full compliance with the current 
rules of the Commission the Certificate 
of Satisfactory Completion must contain 
a statement notifying the permittee or 
owner that the system is substandard 
and therefore, may not operate satis­
factorily and that if it fails and neces­
sary repair cannot be made in accord­
ance with current rules of the Commis­
sion the system may have to be abandoned. 

Application for construction permits 
under this rule shall be made prior to 
July 1~[1975] and construc_tion shall be 
completed by July 1, 197 All permits 
and written approvals issued· prior to 
January 1, 1974 shall expire on July 1, 

[1975.] 
(9) Procedure for Disposal System 

Abandonment. 
(a) When a sewerage system becomes 

available and the building sewer has been 
connected thereto, or when the source of 
sewage has been eliminated, the Director 
or his authorized representative may re­
quire that the owner or controller of the 
property have the septic tank, seepage 
pit, or cesspool cleaned of sludge and 
filled with clean bank-run gravel or other 
material specified by the Director or his 
authorized representative. 

(b) No permit or authorization for con­
nection to a sewerage system shall issue, 
nor shall any permit for construction 
or installation of a replacement se tic 
tank/, seepage pit, or cesspool issue, 
until the owner or controller of the pro­
perty has made binding commitments to 
comply with any conditions regarding 
abandonment of the existing septic tank 
seepage pit, or cesspool required by the 
Director or his authorized representa­
tive under authority of subsection (9 )(a) 
of this section. 

Hist: Amended 6-26-74 by DEQ 73(T) 
Effective 6-26-74, 
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1975 

1977 

1976. An expired prior construction 
neriili t · sha 11 ·be· renewed· upon· reaues t 
· uo to· July· 1, · 1976, ·upon· pay:11ent of 
the proper fee; provided itmeets 
all other·prOVi~ions Of this sub­
section. 

or other treatment facility 

or other treatment facility 

or other treatment facility 



71-020 SUBSURFACE SEW AGE 
DISPOSAL SYSTEMS. All subsurface 
sewage disposal systems shall comply 
with the following requirements: 

(1) General Standards. 
(a) Public Waters or Health Hazard -

If, in the judgment of the Director or 
his authorized representative, the in­
stallation of a subsurface sewage disposal 
system would cause degradation of the 
quality of any public waters of the state, 
or would create a public health. hazard, 
he shall not authorize the installation 
of the system. 

(b) Capacity - The system shall have 
adequate capacity to properly dispose of 
the maximum daily sewage flow. The 
quantity of sewage shall be determined 
by the Director or his authorized repre­
sentative based on the greater of r.'tC:'h,,e~----..I 
figures listed in Columns 1 and 2 of[the 
following table: ] _T_a_b l_e-1--3 .. ·_o-'r.,..07 t.,_h,,,· e,,_r_·_v~a.,_l -'i a .. · .-i~n'"'f""o-'-r_m~a ~t 1~· o'-'-n'-'t-'h~a~t-'m"'a""-

( c) Maintenance - All subsurface sew- show dHferent flo~1s. 
age disposal systems shall be maintained 
so as not to create a public health hazard 
or cause degradation of the quality of 
any public waters. 

(d) Repairs - If in the judgment of 
the Director or his authorized repre­
sentative, a subsurface sewage disposal 
system is creating a public health hazard 
or is causing degradation of the quality 
of public waters of the state, the system 
shall be repaired. 

(e) Prohibited Flows -Nocoolingwater, 
air conditioning water, ground water, oil, 
or roof drainage shall be discharged to 
any subsurface sewage disposal system. 

(fJ Pipe Materials and Construction -
Standards required to be met for i e!:s] 
used for subsurface disposal systems in­
cluding the building sewer, the effl=u,.,e7n~t"----+-.,. sewe:rl, and the distribution i Uin the header pipe,' 
absorption facility or transpiration sys- evapotranspiration. 
tern are found in Appendix E. All pipefs] 
used in subsurface sewage disposal sys-
tems shall comply with the standards 
set forth in Appendix E which by this 
reference are incorporated herein. 

~--------------------~--(CJ The effluent se• .. 1er shall extend 
at-1 east f·i ve 5 feet beyond a se tfr 
tank or other treatment.facility before 
connetting to·any·distribution unit or 
distribution· pipe. 
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Table 3 
QuantitieSOT ·;age Flows 

Type of Establishment 

Airports 
Bathhouses and swimming pools 
Camps: (4 persons per campsite, where applicable) 
· Campground with central comfort stations 

With flush toilets, no showers 
Construction camps (semi-permanent) 
Day camps (no meals served) 
Resort camps (night and day) with limited plumbing 
Luxury camps 

Column 

Gallons Per Day 

5 (per passenger) 
1 0 (per person) 

. 35 (per person) 
25 (per person) 
50 (per person) 
15 (per person) 
5C (per person) 

100 (per person) 
5 (per seat) 

100 (per resident member) 

Column 2 
Minimum Gallons 

Per Establishment 
·-- _Jer Day 

150 
31'JO 

700 
500 

l 000 
300 

1000 
2000 
150 

2000 
Churches 
Country clubs 
Countr:y clubs 
Dwellings: 

25 (per non-resident member present) 

Boarding houses 
Addi tiona 1 for non-resident boarders 

Multiple family dwellings (apartments) 
~ Rooming houses 

Single-family dwellings 
Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, with 

shower facilities) 
Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, with-

out shower facilities) 
Hospitals 
Hotels with private baths 
Hotels without private baths 
Institutions other than hospitals 

·Laundries, self-service 
Mobile home parks 
Motels with bath, toilet, and kitchen wastes 
Hate 1 s 
Picnic Parks (toilet wastes only) 

250 

100 (per bedroom) ' 600 
11) (per person) 

150 (oer bedroom) 600 
80 (per bedroom) 500 

150 (per bedroom) 300 

35 (per person per shift) 300 

15 (per person per shift) 150 
250 (per bed space) 2500 
120 (per room) 600 
100 (per room) 500 
125 (per bed space) 1250 
500 /per machine) 2500 

[ 375] per space) 750 
100 (per.bedroom) 500 
80 (per bedroom) 400 
5 (per picnicker) 150 

.j 



Quantities of Sewage Flows 

Column 1 

Type of Establishment 

Picnic Parks (with bathhouses, showers and flush toilets) 
Restaurants (toilet and kitchen wastes) 
Restaurants (single-service with toilet) 
Restaurants (additional for bars and lounges) 
Schools: (30 persons per classroom) 

Boarding 
Day, without gyms, cafeterias or showers 
Day, with gyms, cafeterias and showers 
Day, with cafeteria, but without gyms or showers 

~ Service stations 
Swimming pools and bathhouses 
Theaters: 

Movie 
Drive-in 

Travel trailer parks (without individual water and sewer 
hookups) 

Travel trailer parks (with individual water and sewer 
hookups) 

Workers: 
Construction (at semi-permanent camps) 
Day, at schools and offices 

Gallons Per Day 
--

10 (per pfcnicker) 
40 (per seat) 
2 (per customer) 

10 (per seat) 

100 (per person) 
1 5 (per person) 
25 (per person) 
20 (per person) 
10 (per vehicle served) 
10 (per person) 

5 lper seat) 
20 per car space) 

50 (per space) 

100 (per space) 

50 (per person) 
15 (per shift) 

Column 2 
Minimum Gallons 

Per Establishment 
Per Day 

30() 
800 
300 

3000 
450 
750 
600 
500 
300 

300 
1000 

300 

500 

300 
150 



[DELETE PJl.GE] 

(2) Minimum Separation Distances -
Septic tanks and all other treatment units 
and all portions of any subsurface sewage 
disposal area, including the replacement 

(a) Ground water supplies in­
cluding wells and springs 

(b) Property Line (see footnotes 2,3) 
(A) When adjacent to property 

served by a community water 
supply 

(B) When adjacent to property 
which is or may be served by in­
dividual or public water supply 
(except on property line abutting 
public street) 

{c) Down gradient surface public 
waters or intermittent streams in­
cluding groundwater interceptors 
and cut banks or ditches which in­
tercept groundwater (see footnotes 
4,7) 

{d) Water mains or service 
lines 

(e) Foundation lines of any build­
ing including garages and outbuild­
ings (see footnote 5) 

(f) Top of down-gradient cut banks, 
except where intercepting ground wa­
ter {see footnote 6) 

area, · shall not be installed closer than 
the following distances from items be­
low: 

(see footnote 1) 

Sewage Disposal 
Area 

100 ft. 

10 ft. 

25 ft, 

100 ft, 

10 ft, 

10 ft, 

25 ft. 

- 33 -

Septic Tanks and 
Other Treatment Units 

50 ft. 

10 ft. 

10 ft. 

50 ft. 

10 ft, 

5 ft. 



71-020 (2) M1Nimum Separation Distances -·septic tanks ar,d al1 other treatmcnJwnitsl 
distrioution units and any effective side wall, including the replacement area, shall 
not be installed closer than the following distance from items below: 

. . . 

(a) Ground l<ater supplies, excluding springs •. (Including temporarily abandoned 
wel 1 s) 

(b) Springs 

1. Upslope from effective side wall 
2. Do1·1nslope from effective side wall 

(c) lntcrmittant streams, including all ground water interceptors, agricultural 
draintile, cuts-manmade and ditches, except curtain drains . 
1. · Curtain drains upslope from effective side wall (see footnote 2) 
2. Curtain drains do>mslope from effective side wall 

(d) Surface public water, excluding intermittant streams, ground water inter­
ceptors, agricultural draint1le, cuts-manmade and ditches (see footnotes 4 & 7) 
1. Upslope from effective side wall 
2. Downslope from effective side wall 

(e) Top of downslope cuts-manmade 
1. Which intersect one or more impervious or restrictive layers 
2. Which do not intersect one or more impervious or restrictive layers, 

except where intercepting ground water 

(f) Unstable land forms 

(g) Escarpments 
1. ~'iThich intersect one or more im ervious or_, r.est:tictive la ers. 

. W~ 1c o not intersect one or more imnervious or restrictive 
('1) Property ine see footnote 2 3 layers 

1, l·lhcn adjacent to property served by a community water supply 
2. Hhen adjacent to property served by an individual or public 

water supply 

(1) vlater mains or service 1 ines 

(j) Fo>Jndation lines of any building including garages and out buildings 
(see footnote 5) . 

TAP _1 
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SEWAGE DISPOSAL AREA 

100' 

50' 
100' 

50' 

5' 
50' 

50' 
100' 

50' 
25' 

50' 

25' 
SO' 

25' 

10' 
25' 

10' 

10 1 

facilitiesl 

SEPTIC TA~KS, WHER 1 
rnrnn:rni UNITsl M:o 

D!STRIGUTJO:·i Uil!iS 

SO' 

50' 
SO' 

50' 

5' 
50' 

50' 
SO' 

50' 
10 I 

50' 

10' 
10' 

10' 

10 I 

10' 

10. 

[ 10' J 5' 



I 

·1· --,---.'- 2. '.. C. urt. ai. n. d. r. a. ins· l. oc. a. ted. •. u. ps. lo. pe. from any. P?. r. ti on. ?f. a. ·. s. ubs. u.1". fac. e. s. ew. aoe disposal system shall extend no lower than tne to .of.the.effective side0all 
. and shall " be located as .i;'IC>se to the five 5 foot rninimum from the ab­

sorption facility as possible.·· If the restrictive l.~er is \1ithin the 
acceptable limit for a disposal area as deffoed iri these rules, a c(1rtain 
drain may be used to interrupt and/or drain perched liquid water, 

3. 

Footnotes: 

in the judqment of the 
Department.or contracting 

·agent-·--

l, Greater separation distances will be required if the disposal system will 
adversely affect the quality of any public waters of the state, 

[2J Where more than one lot or parcel is served by a common subsurface 
disposal system, no property setbacks will be required from the common 
property line, providing the minimum separation distance between wells 
and subsurface sewage disposal systems can be maintained. 

I .!,._ [3.] Community and public water supplies are ·as defined in Sections 167 and· 
168 of Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973. l 

! 

i~ 
' 

[ 4,] Set back from streams shall be measured from bank dron-off or mean 
yearly high water mar~ · • I 

~ whichever provides the greatest separation distance. 

'§.,.., ··: L5.]Septic tanks and other t~e<1.,;;,.,.;,,;t\1?11its1shall be kept as c1;:,·;;;~r~ t'he rni,,;i- \ 
1 mum separation distance from the founaation as feasible to minimize op.- · 

_portunity for clogging of the building sewer. ----=::::::::facilities 

[6, The sewage disposal system shall be set back not less than five (5) 
feet for each one (1) foot of elevation of the cut bank, except that the mini­
mum set back in all cases shall be 25 feet and the maximum set back 
required is 100 feet. J 

7. In subdivisions or lots approved by the appropriate governin·g body 
prior to May 1, 1973 with a minimum set back fr.om surface public waters . 
of'150Ifeet, the Department will consider and ma a rove installation=°7]. 
a subsurface system with a set back of not less tha _50lfeet. ""'fifty 

fifty 

8. Where water lines and building or effluent se~1er lines cross, separation 
distances shall be as required in the State Plu1ilbinrJ Code. 
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(3) Replacement Area -
(a) Except as provided in Subsections 

(b), ( c), and {d) below all lots on which 
a subsurface sewage disposal system is 
to be installed must have at least suf­
ficient suitable disposal area for a full 
replacement disposal area which meets 
all of the requirements of the rules con­
tained herein, and which shall be in­
stalled in the event of disposal system 
failure. The replacement area shall be 
kept vacant, free of development, traf­
fic or soil modification. The Director or 
his· authorized representative may require 
additional area ·to allow for anticipated 

. expansion of commercial establishments. 
(b) In an area under the control of a 

city or other legal entity authorized to 
construct, operate and maintain a com­
munity or area-wide sewerage system, a 
1 •surface sewage disposal system may 
be installed without a replacement dis­
posal area provided the application for 
permit includes a copy of a legal com­
mitment from the city or other legal 
entity that within five { 5) years from the 
date of the application such city or other 
legal entity will extend to the property 
covered by the application a community 

. or area-wide sewerage system meeting the 
requirements of the Commission, and pro­
vided further that the proposed subsurface 
sewage disposal system will othenvise 
comply with the requirements of these 
rules. 

(c) A redundant disposal field system 
satisfying the minimum standards set forth 
in Appendix C of these rules may be· 
installed for single family dwellings on 

lots and parcels for which the deeds or 
sales contracts had been r·ecorded or a 
subdivision plat or partitioning approved 
prior to January 1, 1974. 

A redundant disposal field system shall 
not be a roved where sufficient poten­
tial drainfield area exists on the lot or 
parcel to meet the requirements of sub­
section {3){a) of this section. Whenever 
the installation of a redundant disposal 
field system is approved, the ins talla­
tion of both the main system and the 

. redundant system shall be completed, ex-
cept for coverin rior to the ins ection 
required by\[Section 214~ Chapter .. 835, 
Oregon Laws 1973J ORS 4:>4.665. . 

{d) On a lot or parcel for which a: deed 
or sales contract had been recorded or a 
subdivision plat or partitioning approved 
by the appropriate governing body prior 
to January 1, 1974, a subsurface sewage 
dispos,il system may, with prior approval 
of the Director, be installed without ~ither 
a replacement disposal area or redun­
dant disposal field system, provided all 
of the following conditions are met: 

(A) The size of the lot is not suffi­
cient to provide space for a replace­
ment area • 

. "{B) The lot is located within an area 
designated in a city or cou."lty plan for 
future sewer service. 

(CJ Water supply will be by a com­
munity water system. 

(DJ The soil in the lot has a tex­
tural classification which has been sub­
stantiated by a soil scientist's report 
and which requires a minimum side wall 
seepage area of not more th2n_150]square 

,usinn either disposal trenches or 
seeDane trenches 

one hundred-fiftu (150) 
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feet per,(150lgallon daily waste flow and ""'one hundred fifty 
otherwise complies with the requirements 
pertaining to ·depth to restrictive layer 
and to temporarily perched groundwater. 

(E) The lot has adequate space for a 
full initial drainfield as required by these 
rules for the particular soil clas sifica­
tion, and the subsurface sewage dispo­
sal system will otherwise meet all re­
quirements of these rules. 

(4) Multiple Service - Where a water­
carried subsurface sewage disposal sys­
te.m will serve more than one (1) lot or : 
parcel; such a system shall be under the ' 
control of a city or other legal entity 
which has been formed in compliance 
with Oregon Revised Statutes, . Chapter 
450 or 451. 

.(5) Property Line Crossed -·No sewage 
disposal system or part thereof shall 
cross any property ·line unless a re-· 
corded utility easement is secured which 
permits installation, maintenance, repair 
.or replacement of the proposed construc­
tion. This easement must accommodate the 
entire proposed subsurface sewage dis-' 
posal system, including set backs, which' 
lies beyond the property line. 
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------- _i~~--------------

71-025 SEPTIC TANKS. All septic tanks 
shall comply with the following require­
ments: 

(1) Required liquid capacity of the first 
compartment of septic tanks shall be at 
least 11750) gallons for flows up to _:oOO_ 
gallons per day; shall be equal to at seven hundred fifty 
least one and one-half(l-1 2 da s' sewa e." f" 

( ) 111-.: - l ve hundred 
flow for flows between_500_and.'t?OOJgal- . . 
lons per day; and shall be equal to~f1ve hundred 

~1125} gallons plus seventy-five <75 l per- one thousand five hundred 
cent of the dail sewa e flow for flows ----~~-'-c,...o.."-==c=. 

greater than_l500 _gallons per day. Ad- one thousand one hundred h1enty~five 
ditional volume may be required by the one thousand five· h · d d 
D . h" th . d t un re irector. or is au or1ze represen a-
tive for industrial wastes or other special 
wastes. The quantity.of daily sewage flow 
shall be estimated· by the Director or 
his authorized representative using the 
daily sewage flow ·chart under the .rule 
section on Subsurface Sewage Disposal 
Systems. 

( 2) Minimum Liquid Capacity - Septic 
tanks shall be sized according to Sub­
section (1) above except that in no case 
shall a· septic tank have a liquid cap\J.­
city less than indicated in the following: 

(a) Single F<i:mily Dwellings: 

Required 
Minimum. 

Number Capacity 
of in 

Bedrooms Gallons 

l 750 
2 750 
3 900 
4* 1000 

*For each additional 
[galJ to tank capacity. 

Re c~mmended 
Liquid 

Capacity 
in 

Gallons 

1200 
.1200 
1200 
1200 

bedroom, add ~soi 
Minimum liquid capacities of septic 

tanks for structures and establishments 
not listed shall be determined by the 
Director or his authorized representative. 

gallons 
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{b) 

[Delete Page] 

Establishm~nts Other Than Single-Family Dwellings 

Type of Establishment 

Septic Tank 
Minimum Liquid Capacity 

In Gallons 

Airports . . . . . .. .. 
Bathhouses· and s~timminq pools .. 
Camps: . 

Campground with central comfdrt stations .... 
With flush toilets, no showers .. 
Construction camps (semi-permanent) 
~ay camps (no meals served) ... 
Resort camps ( n i ~ht and day) 1·1i th 

li~ited plumbinq . . . • • • •. 
. Luxury camps . . . . . . . . • . • · • • • • . • . 

Churches . . • . . • • . . . • . . . . . . • . • . • • . 
Country c 1 ubs . . . . . . . . . . . • • • . • • . ·• . 
Dwellinl')s: 

Boarding houses .....•. · ....•.••.• 
Multiple family dwellings (apartments) ..•.. 
Roomin~ houses . . . . .••.•... 

Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, 
with shower facilities) ....•... 

Factories (exclusive of industrial ha~tes, 
without shower facilities) 

Hospita 1 s . • . . . • • • • • • . 
Hotels with private baths ..... 
l~tels without orivate baths 
Institutions other than hospitals 
Laundries, self-service ....• 
Mobile home parks .•...... 
Motels with bath, tnilet, and kitchen wastes 
Picnic parks. (toilet wastes only) .. 
Picnic parks (with bathhouses, showers and 
. flush toilets) ..•........• 
Restuarants (toilet and kitchen wastes) . 
Restuarants_(sinqle-service with toilet) 
Schools: 

lloardi nq . . . . . • . . . . . • 
;Jay, without gyms, cafeterias or showers 
Oay, with cafeteria, but ~lithout qyms 

.. 

or showers . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . 
Service stations ....•......•.•....• 
Swimmin'l pools and bathhouses ....•••••..• 
Theaters: 

nov i e . . . . . • • . . . • . • . • • • . •. 
Drive-in ...........•...••.. 

Travel trailer parks (without individual water anrl 
sewer hookups) ........ . 

Travel trailer parks (1~ith indivi'.lual water and 
sewer hookups) ..........•.. 

Workers: 

750 
2000 

2000 
1200 
20'10 
1200 

2000 
300() 
750 

1000 

200fl 
2000 
20()1) 

1200 

7'i0 
5000 
2000 
2onn 
3000 
3fJOO 
1noo 
200fJ 
1200· 

2000 
31)00 
120'1 

150fJ 
1200 

20fJO 
2000 
20t'JO 

12fJO 
2000 

2()1)0· 

2000 

1200 

I 

·Construction (at semi-pernanent camos} 
Day, at schools and offices . . ...•. 75() _J 
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(3l Installation -
(al Septic tanks installed with more 

than eighteen (18) inches of soil cover .. 
shallL[have a manhole provided for a~ 
cess to the tank. J . L ... · · · 

(b) No septic tank shall be installed ~e prov1 ded_1~1 ~h an access manhole 
in such a manner that the sewage flow orouqht to finish gra?e: The a~cess 
from one building drain or building sewer manhole shall be suff·1c1~ntly sized 
is divided with one portion being dis-· to accommodate tank pumping and 
charged to a second tank. . servicing. 

(cl Septic tanks that are installed in: 
a road or driveway or otherwise are:· 
subject to vehicular traffic shall be con-: · 
structed in accordance with Diagra~l2, 
Appendix A, which by this reference is -­
incorporated herein. 

(dl Septic tanks shall be installed on 
a level, stable base ·that will not settle. 

(e) Septic tanks shall be installed in 
a location so as to be accessible for 
servicing and cleaning. 

(fl Backfill around and over the sep­
tic tank shall be placed in such a man­
ner as to prevent damage to the tank 
or connected pipes. 

(gl No septic tank shall be covered 
by concrete or asphalt surfaces unless 
provisions are made for access in ac­
cordance. with these rules. 

(h) Where practicable the sewage flow 
from any establishment shall be con­
solidated into one septic tank. 

(4l Construction - The construction of 
septic tanks shall comply with the mini­
mum standards set forth in Appendix A. 

' 
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71-030 DISPOSAL ARE.AS. (1) Disposal 
Trenches - No disposal trench shall be 
installed where any of the following con­
ditions are present except as provided 
in subsection (2) below: 

NOTE: Measurements are to be taken 
on the downhill side of the test pit. 

(a) An impervious layer is less than 
thirty-six (36) inches below the surface 
of the ground or less tha:?. twelve 12 
inches below the bottom of the l disposal 
trench • 

. (b) A restrictive layer is less than 
thirty (30) inches below the surface of 

·the gr.ound or less than six (6) inches 
below the bottomf of the isposa renc • 

(c) An area where thel[seasonal high 
water table. (saturated zone) is within 
six ( 6) feet of the natural ground sur­
face, J except in defined areas where the 
Department has determined that degrada­
tion of ground water supplies or health 
hazards would not be causecL or an area 
where temporarily perched groundwater_ 
would come into contact with the dis­
posal trench.] Water table levels may be 
predicted during periods of dry weather 
utilizing one of the following criteria: 

(A) Where water movement is lateral­
ly restricted, mottling consisting of 
various shades of gray and red specks, 
splotches, and/or tongues throughout the 
soil [and] caused by alternated saturation 
and desiccation or dark lack hi hl or­

. ganic [soils, may be found at the liquid 
water level.] 

point 

point-·---------~ 

Leffective sidewall of the 

effective sidewall of the 

hiqhest level attained 
I by a permanent ~1ater table or permanently 
· erched wate1<table ~fill be withiil four 
· · 4 feet of the bottom oiilt of the 

effective side~rall of the disposal trench, 

i-----layers or grayish low chroma layers 
may be found at the highest seasonal level 
of the water·.table: · 

Some soils 
·including but·not limited to.certain salt 
affected soils and low iron bearing soils 
may not show"signs of mottling.even thouqh 
they become saturated under laterally 
restrictive·conditions tor extended periods 
of time. 
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B) Where water movement is lateral­
ly unrestricted [as evidenced by the lack 
of mottling, the liquid water level pre­
dictionJ ,wher.e possible shall be based 
·on past observations by the Director or 
his authorized representative. If such ob­
servations have not been made, or are -t(~d~)~A=n~"-"~~~'-""'~"'""-'-"'-""-"~"-7-'-"-''-"'-".,.. 
not conclusive, application for a permit. tained b a tern oraril erched water table 
shall be denied until a ro riate obser- ·would be less than twent ~four 24 inches or 
'l'.ations can. t;,_~~<!e .• ] would cause temporari l v perched ground water-

--·-·- - to come i ti cmitact with the absorption 
and mottling is not evident predictiOns of facility's effective sidewall: Water table 
the highest seasonal level of the wa.ter levels maybe predicted duritiq periods of 
table, . dr weather· uti 1 i zin criteria set forth in 

subsections l c A B and C of.this 
sectiOn. erformed as rescribed in subsection 

1 c c ·of this section. 

·(c) Where the.Department or its author­
.ized representatives require; water level 

· irivesti atioris shall ·be· erformed.duritig: 
i The winter months where mottlin 

is present; and exact i:onfirmation·of water 
level ·is· desired,· or where water· 1 evel s ·are 
expected, and no mottling·is·present•or 
where parent material or other factors may · 
be causinJ·mottling. 

(ii July, August, and September 
in irrigated areas where elevated ground 
water levels are expected or where parent 
materials or other factors may be causing 

·mottling. 
(iii) Periods of runoff in artifi­

cially·drained·areas·which·may be subject 
·to· i nfl uerice from• runoff. 
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[(d)] Slopes exceeding these maximum' 
(A) Where restrictive layers are en­

countered: 

Depth to 
Restrictive Layer 

Maximum Slope 
Allowed 

Greater than 48 inches 25% 
Between 36 and 48 inches 18% 
Between 30 and 36 inches 12% 

(B) Where impervious layers are en-· 
countered: 

Depth to 
ImperviOus La.Yer 

Maximum Slope 
· All owed 

Greater than 72 inches 25% 
Between 54 and 72 inches 18% 
Between 36 and 54 inches 12% 



ill [(e)] Where coarse grain material is 
located within thirty-six (36) inches of 
the natural ground surface and th& in­
stallation and utilization of a disposal A minimum se aration distance of eighteen 

(18 ·inches.shall ·be·maintairied.between 
·coarse·grained·materials and the bottom of 
·the.trench. 

(j) 

(~) 

·ench would cause degradation of the 

quali!Y of public waters. 
Rf)]An area where an accumulation of 

surface water will occur for a period~--Note: Any site filled or .. modified must 
of two (2) consecutive weeks or longer. meet.all provisi6ris Of.these rules prior to 

Rgl] An area that has been filled or and after filling or IilOdifitation • 
. the soil has been modified, except in 
subdivisions or lots approved by the ap-
propriate governing body prior to January 
1, 1974, lots or parcels in rural zoning 
classifications designated by the county 
and approved by the Department, or in-
dividual lots for repair of existing sys-
tems, provided in the case of the afore-

. said subdivisions or lots approved prior· 
to January 1, 1974 the native soil and 
fill material shall consist o oorl,;l.struc­
tured soils such as ·sand, sandy loa:r;n 
or loam sand. 

(h) An area that will be covered by 
asphalt· or concrete, or where vehicu­
lar traffic will be allowed to drive over 
the field after installation. 

[ (i) JAn area subjected to excessive sat­
uration due to, but not limited to, ar­
tificfal drainage· of ground surfaces, drive­
ways, roads, and building roof drains. 
[NOTE: Curtain Drains. If the restrictive 

layer is within the acceptable limits for 
a disposal area as defined in these rules·, 
a curtain drain may be used to inter­
cept and/or drain a perched liquid water. 
However, a curtain drain shall be used 
only on ground with a minimum slope 
of five (5) percent, and shall be located 
at least twenty (20) feet up-gradient from 
the nearest. disposal area, and at least 
one hundred (100) feet down-gradientfrom 
any other disposal area or potential dis-
posal area. J · 

weakly 

. ~i)· On 1mstable landforms or areas 
inf uericed·by unstable landforms. 

(2) Rural Areas - For sin le family 
dwellings proposed to be constructed in 
certain rural zoning classifications de-
signated by the county and approved by the or other equivalent se1-1age flov/ uses 
Department, the installation of a disposal ·permitted by the zone 
trench- shall be· considered and may be 
allowed where the soil profile depth to 
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. i an impervious layer is less than \[36"J, 
where 'the soil profile depth to a res­
trictive la er is less than thirt (30) 
inches where the seasonal highwater ta-
ble {saturated zone) is less than six (6) 

""'thitty.:.si~ · (36) ·inches 

feet of the natural ground surface,Jwhere 
the topographical slope is.greater·~t~h~a~n~~~·~w~hfefr~e~t~e~m~o~o~rj·a~r~i4lf:;_Hjer~c~h~e~d~wj.a~t~e~r~w~o~u~lgd~be~ 

[Z5%J where coarse grain material are ·within twetit .:.four 21l inches of qround 
less than thirty-six (36) inches of the . surface or would come itito contact with 
natural ground surface, or where the pro- the disposal trench, where permanently 

i posed disposal area has been filled, pro- · erched qroutid v1ater or the ermanent 
I . vided a public health hazard would not ~1ater table would be less than four 4 
I be created, and the installation would not ·feet· below· the· bottom of· the absorption 
i cause degradation of the public waters facil it)I'~; effective side~iall, 

of the state and if requiring strict com­
pliance with the foregoing measurement 
or modification limitations would, in the 
judgment of the Department, be unrea-l sonable, burdensome or impractical due to 

1. special physical conditions or cause. Any 
permit proposed to be issued under these 

! · conditions by any authorized representa-
1 tive other . than the Department's staff 

shall receive the prior written concur-
rence of the Department, 

(3) Minimum Seepage Area - All dis­
'posal fields shall comply with the follow-
ing requirements: _ 

(a) The bottom of the disposal trench 
·or seepage trench shall not be calculated 

'.·.. as seepage area. Only the trench ef­
l fective sidewall area shall be calculated 

as seepage area. The amount of effec.., 
tive sid.ewall area required for each dis­
posal field shall be determined by con-

[i·. sideration of soil characteristics, includ-
ll ing texture and levels of restrictive layers, 
I' observed and anticipated perched ground 

water levels, topographical and climato­
logical features. 

twenty-five (25) percent, 

would-be less than eighteen (18) inches 
· •from· the· bOttom ·of· the disposal·· trench· or 

I ., 
' -, 

(b) Where restrictive layers are en­
countered,\ ffhe following chart] shall be -....._ Table 5 ' ' used to determine the minimum effective ="-'--=-"-

sidewall area. (Note: This\(chart}~hall not 
be used to determine soil suitability for 

'_disposal area installation.) 
(c) Where observed or ro'ected li uid 

water is encountered-,- the-fo-llowing chart 

""-.table 

shall be used to determine the minimum Table 6 
effective sidewall area. (Note: this~­
[chart] shall not be· used to determine soil . · 
suitability for disrosal area installation.) able 
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• (4) Mhtlm= .b.C.llatinn R•qui~•;•j• I 
for Disposal Trenches (See Diagra 1) -

·(a) Excavations - The bottom of each 
_ trench hall be parallel with 

the grade of the tiltl When the subsoil 
within the level of the disposal trench 
is wet, the disposal trench sidewalls 
shall be raked or hand finished to in­
sure permeability. 

(b) Filter material - No material of 
less than three quarters (3/4) inch in 
diameter shall be allowed in the dis­
posal. trench. The filter material shall 
extend the full width of the disposal 
trench or seepage trench, shall riot be 

distribution pipe; -~-- · ·-·-···- · 

less than six (6) inches deep beneath 
the bottom of the distribution pipes, and 
shall extend at least two (2) inches above 
the top of the distribution pipes. The fil­
ter material shall be covered with un­
treated building paper, or a minimum 
of six (6) inches of straw, or other ma­
terial approved by the Department be­
fore the trench is backfilled with earth. 
In sandy soils which can be expected 
to enter the filter material even many 
years after installation, the filter ma­
terial may be covered with plastic or 
tar paper. 

(c) Trench backfill - The disposal 
trench shall be backfilled with earth 
that is free from stones larger than 
ten (10) inches in diameter, frozen clumps 
of earth,masonry, stumps, or waste con-· 
struction materials. Backfill shall be 
carefully placed to prevent damage to 
the piping and to the installation. 

nor larqer than two and one-half (2-1/2) 
· ·inches 
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· [ (d)]Distribution pipes shall have arnirii­
mum diameter of four ( 4). inche·s and 
shall be laid true to line and grade. The 
distribution pipe may co.nsistofperforated 
bituminized-fiber, perforated plastic, or 
vitrified clay pipe or cement tile laid 
with loose joints. A description of the 
approved materials and the construction 
requirements is found below. 
[(A) The lines between each of the field 

lateral lines and the distribution box shall 
be constructed with watertight joints and 
shall be bedded on undisturbed soil. No 
open-jointed or perforated distribution 
line shall be within four (4) feet of a 
distribution box. The trenches shall not 
be constructed to allow septic tank ef­
fluent to flow backwards from the field 
laterals to undermine the distribution box 
and septic tank.] 

(B) Distribution pipes in disposal 
trenches - All disposal trenches shall 
have a distribution pipe of at least four 
(4) inch diameter centered in the middle 

(d) Header pipe shall be water­
tiaht, have a minimum diameter of 

. four (4) inches; and shall be bedcl-~ 
on undisturbed earth. Trenches sl. 1 
not be constructed to allow septic 
tank effluent to.flow backwards from 
the di stri butiOn oioe to undermine 
the distribution box, the seotic tank 

·or other treatment facility, or any 
portion.of the distribution unit. 
Where distributicin boxes are used, 
header ipe shall extend at least four 
4 feet be cind the box before·enter­

inq the.disposal area. 

of the ditch. The pipe installation shall 
conform with the following requirements 
unless otherwise approved by the De­
partment: · · .,..__·-----. -------+-

(i) Plastic pip [ shalLI be installed with 
the aid of grade boards or stakes which 
have been: installed before any filter ma­
terial is placed in the ditch, and there 
shall be no less than six (6) inches of 
filter material under every portion of 
the pipe. 

(ii Concrete tile shall be la"d w"th 
one-i"ourt@ (1/ 4) inch open joints. The 
top one-half (1/2) of these joints must be 
protected· by individual strips or a cap-_ 
ping strip of either treated building paper 
or tar paper. Suitable tile connecters, 
spacers, collars,· or clips may be used. 
The tile must be laid on a grade board 
at least six ( 6) inches high and one 
(1) inch wide. This grade board must . 
run the total length of the seepage trench 
and must remain in place after back­
filling. If used in soils with a H of 
less than _6.0 Special-Quality pipe as 
defined in ASTM C 412-65 shall be in-

. stalled. 
(iii) Vitrified clay drain tile shall be 

installed in the same manner as con­
crete pipe as in subsection (4}(d}(B)(ii) 
of this section. 
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(iv') Bituminized fiber pipe [shalil be 
installed with the aid of grade boards 
or stakes which have been installed be­
fore any filter material is placed in the 
ditch, and there may be no less than six 

6) inches of filter material under every 
portion of the pipe. 

(v) No disposal pipe shall be installed 
i which does not comply with the standards 
\ in Appendix E, which by this reference 
· are incorporated herein. 

( CfD (e) Disposal trenches shall be con-
~ structed in accordance with the standard 

I dimensions listed in the following table: 

equal distribution system - _2_ WO I 
(A) Minimum lines per field usin 

. 1 f7'.:-:::c~Br:i-"M"""'a~xi~·"""'~um""'--"l~e~n"-'"'t~h._~e~r,__~tr~e~n~c~h'°--__:=-~~-t-...._ 
1 .. _125_jeet one hundred ·twenty-five 

, . 

(C) Minimum diameter of distribution 
lines -

(D) 

24 ·nches 
(F) Minimum depth of trench~ _nches. 
(G) Maximum depth of trench 36)i.nches 
(H) Minimum depth of backfill over 

filter material - [12]inches 
(I) Minimum aistance of undisturbed 

earth between disposal trenches _S_jeet* 
(J) Minimum de th of filter material 

unde [ 4 inch tile_,,, - ( 6)inches . 
(K) Minimum total-depth of filter ma­

te rial .!(1?) inches 
(Li'[ Maximum depth ]Of filter material 

over distribution pipe -- _?_nches 
*Note: In redundant disposal systems, 

this dimension applies to disposal trenches 
designed to operate simultaneousl • 

n---!C-7"~~~~~,1 

(5) Seepage pits-I cesspools, nd trans-
p" ation Systems. J . _ _ _. 

(a) Seepage pits, cesspools,,,and trans­
piration systems shall not be used for 
the subsurface disposal of sewage except 
where specifically approved by the De­
partment. Any permit for a seepage pit 
or :cesspool \proposed to be issued by any 
authorized representative other than De- · 
partment's staff shall receive the prior _ 
written concurrence of the DepartmentJ 

(a) Evapotranspiration systems and gray 
water waste disposal sumps shall not he 
used for the s11bs11rface disposal of sewage, 
except where specifically approved by the 
Department. Seepage pits and cesspools shall 
not be used, except in those counties of 
three hundred fift thousand 350 000 
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·four 

one hundred twenty-five 
twenty-fo\lr 
eighteen· (18) 

thirty-six 
ix ( 6-) 

inches, except in serial 
trenches; ·the.mini­

. mum depth sha 11 be 
· twenty"-'four (24) 

inches 

pipe .:. Six 

evapotranspiration systems,and gray 
water waste.disposal ·sumps. 

or subdivision shall be made based on 
the use of:seepage p1ts'ana cesspools. 
Any pennit for a seepage pit, cesspool, 
evapotranspiration system, or grav water 
waste disposal sump proposed to be 
issued by any authorized representative 
other than the Department's staff shall 
receive the prior written concurrence 
of the Department. 



Consideration shall not be given -for -the- installa­
ation of seepage-pits~and~tess 0oo15 0hen·any of 
the following·conditions·are·present: 

(A) Hh<>re the iJen:hed water table or-- -- ----~'\: permanently 
.~? -- water table (saturated zone) is closer than \ 
sixteen (16) feet to the surface of the ground oermanent 
during any season of the year. 

(B) 1-/here a community water. supoly is not 
available. 

(C) ~!here clean; coarse gravel or other 
equally porous material does not occur in a con-
tinuous\($'"'.foot-deep stratum within twelve ( 12) 
-feet of the surface of the ground. 

D In limestone areas. 
E Where an im ervious la er o " 

gravel stratum. 
- (F) Other areas where, in the judgment of the 

Department, deep disoosal of septic tank effluent 
may ,ieooardize the quality of any domestic water 

- su 1 or an other waters of the State. 
u Maximum de th of see a e its shall be 35 

- ·fe(tlbeb~~tk ofg-~~~~~o~yr~~C:Seeoage pits shall -
terminate at least four·-(4) feet above the oerched 

·water table or seasonal high water table 
.(saturated zone). 

(d) In campgrounds or other public use·areas, 
:srar, ~!at er waste. diStiosa l _-sumps' shall' be. ide~ti fi ed 
as 'sink waste dls osal" b lacard or s1 n in 

·1etters not less-than three 3 irithes·iri height 
- ·and in a color contrastitlg-wi"th the background. 

-(e) Gray water waste disposal sumos (see Appendix 

--...:. five 

D and Diagrams+;~ may be utl ilZed tor gray ~iater '-JSA and lSBJ -
waste disposal ·;n-limited·use areas such as recrea-
tion parks, isolated individual camp sites, seasonal 

..__ d.\'JelJings, or construction sites which do not have - -- --- ------~--------~---------------

running water piped into the units. Such facilities 
may be used only where_ soil conditions are approved 

_ for such use by the Department. Gray \'later from 
dwellings and other structures 1,hich have piped in 
·running water shall be disposed of in subsurface 
sewage disposal systems consisting of septic tanks 
and disposal trenches or other facilities approved 
by the Department. 

,-
(f) [(b)] Standards required to be met for 

seepage pit, {andl:- cesspool,lconstruction are 
found in Appendix D. 

(6) Seepage Trenches. 
(a) Seepage trenches may be used in 

N~tE;!~ Cesspools and seepage pits shall not be pumped 
- or cleaned-to-facilitate·reuse. 
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' ' 
-----------~-------

areas where the unsaturated zone is suf­
ficiently deep and where degradation of 
the quality of any public waters would not 
result. Any permit for a seepage trench 
proposed to be issued by any authorized 
representative other than the Depart­
ment's staff shall receive the prior written 
concurrence of the De artment 

(b) Seepage trench construction shall be 
the same as for disposal trenches except 
that the maximumdepthmay exceed thirty­
six (36) inches.) 

(7) Repair of Disposal Areas. 
(a) In repairing a failing disposal system 

consideration may be given to the installa­
tion of a disposal trench where the soil 
profile depth is less than thirty-six (36) 
inches to an impervious layer ·(where 
the soil profile depth is less than thirt 
(30) inches to a restrictive layer where 
the seasonal high water table (saturated 
zone) is less than six (6) feet of the 
natural .ground surfaceJ, where the topo­
graphical slope is greater than twenty­
five percent (25 ), where coarse grain 
materials are less than thirty-six (36) 
inches of the natural ground surface, 

. where the proposed disposal area has 
been filled, and where the minimum sep­
aration distance cannot be maintained, if 
requiring strict compliance with the fore­
going measurement or modification limi­
tation would in the judgment of the Direc­
tor or his authorized representative re­
sult in unreasonable closure for use or 
occupancy of any buildings. 

(b) If the repair of a failing subsurface 
disposal trench system requires the in­
stallation of additional sidewall seepage 
area, . then the total effective sidewall 
seepage area, where feasible, shall com­
ply with these rules. In no such case 
shall a repair consist of the addition of 
disposal trench ·equivalent to less than 
fifty percent (50 : ) of the effective side­
wall area in the original installation. 

( c) In constructing a disposal trench 
repair, where practicable, a serial dis­
tribution technique shall be used with an 
overflow pipe or drop-box used to divert 
the effluent to the repair system and 
allowing the failing system time to re­
cover before the effluent diverts back 
to the original disposal area. 
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Seepage trenches may not be used in an 
· area where.disposal trenches can be 

utilized. 

Areas considered for seepage 
trench construction shall ·meet all 
conditions reguired.by·subsection (1) 
of this section. 

(b) Seepaqe trench dimensions shall 
be determined by.the following formula: 

Length of seepage trench= 

(4)(Length of disposal trench) 
3+ (2)(D) 

~Jhere D= depth of filter material 
below.distribution pipe in feet 

1·1here permanently perched groundwater or 
the ermanent water.table would come 
within four 4 feet of the absor tion 
facility's effective sidewall, where 
tern oraril erched water is within 
twentv~four 24 inches of round sur­
face or is in contact with the effec­
tive sidewall, 



MINIMUM SIDEWALL SEEPAGE ARE.A IN SQUARE FEET PEaj_1solGALLONS/ 
DAILY WASTE FLOW DETERMl!.'IED FROM TYPE OF SOIL VERSUS DEPTH 

OF RESTRICTIVE LAYER. . / 

I.ii <'.6' HUNDRED , TY > 

3011 1)G I 1G.o 250 <75 ;.co 330 

3611 125 150 1c'.l 250 275 :;co 
H 
p 
u 
H 

'>! 
t; ~ 
i-il I.ii 
a:: >< 
0 <! 
p...:l 

:c 
£-< 
a. 
Ul 
Cl 

~2" 

1'811 

54" 

6o" 

6611 

72" I 
or more 

125 

125 

100 

100 

100 

100 

s:..::~r 

J,()A'-1 

SANP 

150 15'.:> 

' 
I 1~0 1 e:> 

125 ~50 

125 i50 

1~5 150 

100 125 

w;.;.t SILL' 
LO Ali 

. 
cco 275 ;co 

I}'.}; <.<Xl 275 
:J 

I ~80 250 275 ~ 

I f.: 
1c:o 250 --o .., 

~,_, u 
'-' 

i -< 
15o 250 275 .. 

0 -= I 150 1~0 - 2~.Q 

CUY SIL>:Y .... -- ..., .. CLAY"i ..;o.!..w...i..! 

LO;..'! CLJ.Y CI..:..Y 

I LO:iH 
; 

Soil .!JJ·pc nt the Depth of Dic;iosal Trer.c:h 

*Clays that have a low o~ mode~ate 
shrink-swell potential combined with a 
moderate or strong structure according 
to the SCS OR-1 for that type of soil 

· - three. hundl"ed thirty · 

shali be permftte<l with a _soil ratifi_g_of 
l_330lsquare feet p_er . .'Q50lg.allon_s d.aily ·/ 

waste flow. 

· TABLE 5 ' ~ 
; "'-one hundred fifty 
' 

MI~IMUM SIDEWALL SEEPAGE AREA IN SQUARE FEET PE£isolGALLONS 
DAILY WASTE FLOW DETERMINED FROM TYPE OF SOIL VERSUS DEPTH 

TO WATER DURING THE HIGHEST PERIOD OF A YEAR.~."---------' 
. "om::. HUNDRED FIFTY 

2411 150 18o 2~0 275 3CO 330 

30" 125 150 120 250 275 3CO 

3611 125 150 18'.l 250 275 I 3CO 

li-2" 125 150 1&'.l I 250 275 ~00 ~ 
"' ----- ' ""' 48° 100 125 1;,o 1EO 250 275 t: 
~1 
u 

54" 100 125 1:;o 18o 250 275 u 
""' 

6o" 100 125 150 1&J 250 275 ti z 

6611 100 100 125 150 18o 250 
or more 

sAr:ur LO""' ~· SILT CL~Y SIL:.'Y SIL':'Y CUY 
r.o~~ I.O:-.'i r.o.;)I CU.Y CL\Y 

SA/Ii LO,\H 

Soil Type o.t the Depth o! Di.t:p:l~ill Trench 

- TABLE 6 
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71-035 DISTRIBUTION TECHNIQUES. 
(l' >istribution System Design - Disposal 
.trenches shall be constructed according to 
one of the following methods or other 
techniques approved by the Department 
depending on-the slope of the ground sur-
face: . · 

(a} Loop Syste~ (Diagrams [lA and lB ]) 
(A) The loop system shall be used on 

level ground only. All[lines] and headers 
shall. be level with no. drop throughout 
their length. · . -

(B) A distribution· box ma receive the 
·effluent sewer and hall divert the flow 
·of sewage into a header for each lateral 
in the disposal facility] In lieu of a dis­
tribution box, a series. of "tees" laid 

SA, SB, and SC) 

~aterals ~ 

concurrently ·divert·· the· fl 01;1 into header 
·pipe for·each lateral of.the absorotion 

facil itv. 

on an even grade mar ,,,b..,e'--"ucos,_,,e,_,d,,, . .._ _____ ~ 
{C) [The disposalJ trenches shall be 

interconnected at the farthest ·oint from 
· the distribution box by 'tees co·nnect­

ing an additional disposal trench which 
··shall run at right angles to· the other 

trenches. 
(DJ The elevation of all disposal trenches 

f'' -..11 be the same • 
. ,b) Equal Distribution SystemffDiagram 
Z). ] - . . . . 

(A) The equal distribution system shall 
be used on level ground onl.,-;t.,_·~-=------h 

isposal 

effluent sev1er or header· pipe 

(Diaqrams lOA and 108). 

· . (B) A distribution box\Lshall receive 
the effluent sewer . and shall divert the may receive the effluent sewer and concurrently 
.flow of sewage into a header for each divert the flow into header pine for· each 
lateral in the disposal facility.] . 1atera1 of the absorpti6n facility. 

(c]. Serial System (Diagram 3A and 
3B ).J . . . · 

(A) The Serial System shall be used 
·on sloping ground. The bottom of each 
trench and its distribution line shall 
be level. 

(B) One overflow pipe or one set of 
drop-boxes per line shall be used to 
divert the effluent to the succeeding trench 
at such time as each fills. 

(2) Distribution Boxes. 
(a) Construction. Construction of dis-

nA and llB). 

. tribution boxes shall conply 1~ith the minimum 
standards set forth in Appendix B. _ . · 

(b) Foundation; All distribution· boxes 
shall be bedded on undisturbed earth as 

')wn in Di a gram [ 4.] 

--

9. 

- 5.1 •• 



--------~-~===· =-=-~=-=·==-=======~=-'!! 

from· septic tank 
[jjstrihution aox 

D _ --. · = -:-~--~---~--~----~----- ·---~-~-~ = ~ '° = o=·c·-~-:: 

1
~ La~ra/s 11 

l-U~~~~o.~ ~:,, ~-~;~: ~~c~·,;~;~;~~-~~-~~'Ji 
'---------------------~:, 

Headers 1J 
~=====-i' =- -=---=--~ -"'- -=~ = =-= = =-~----=--_,,_-_-_--o-_-=- =--= o--=-"'~c-'j 

~-------------------~:1 

d 

i!===--==lE" ~--~2-~-~-~=--~-~-~~-~,-,_~~--=-~-~--~~-;::-~-~--;:;;;~-=-~-==~=-11LJJ 

LOOP SYSTEM wjtb Distribution Box 
Diagram BA 

f ram septic tank 

-=-=~========~~== ====~-~~-~~='~11 

. I i I 
- - . 11 

/l... _____ =i::-;:;=:-:-:;_:::=:;:-;=:;-;:=~~;::_-;=:;-;=;:-;=;::::;-=--::::::=;~:;::--::;-;:-:-::;::::-::;_:::::-=::::;~;::-:::;~:::;-:;=:;:-;=;:-::::=;:-:-::;:_~.~I 

. . ' . I , . ''I · · 8 min. · O min. 11 
,--.- =_=-==--"'-~= =--= = = = ~ =~-=-====-=--=:11,'· 
~an1fold . · . 11 I 
==f- -= =-= ~ -= = = =- -=--=· 7z -=---=---=---=--==-=====I! . 

. · C Late-rats j:i 
---·f== -=-=·,---d= == = -==-=- -~--=--,,~-~--c-~---=-=--=-:;JJ I 

LOOP_SYSTEM with Manifold 

Diagram BB 
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--------=-··· 

from septic tank 
£ff/uenf sewer 

LOOP ·s Y.,/i_I£M without Header Manifold or Distribution Box 

Diagram BC 

.. 

·'.a ... () ·. . () . . . . <l . . . . -.~ . .. 
'-0·<,: : ~-.. "'· .-~ . . 4·. ·- "' . ' 

. . .. 
<:l • 

. • ,.<6_ 

A .. . . 
. '° 

t/rilet 0
tki . 

!4. •. I ·. 
I --- --- --·-

I • . .,,,,... ' oot/e.t _( 2 I -<I ' 
. --

: • <l 4"·-- ..,. .. I . <l: . ! J): 

\.urrdistv 

. . . . . -<! •• : • 
<l ."<) <l <:l ... "' 

. 
: • <l .• <I 

. . . ·- 0. . . "" . ·- .<>_. ·: rbed. 

' earth 

D!STR!BUT!ON a.ox CROSS .SECT[ON 
(AS shown in diagrams 5A BA and IOAJ 

Spe-cificotion detoil pp. 68 <{ 69 
Diagram 9 
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)from septic tank 

rr ..,..------Distribution .box 
- -r ., - ---- -- -

io=l • I 
- - - - -

I 
I 

/ 

L J~ 

II 
- -- ~ 

. I 

8
1 

minf 

DHeade;, 
JO min. 

- = -

/ 

> 

I 
1• 
I 

( 1 
ii= 
II 
II 
11 
• ,, 
I! 

-
• ==r- -

. .-Laterals/ 
:L - -

EQUAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
c With .Distribution BoxJ 

Diagram JOA 

:-rom septic tank 
Eff/uen 't Sewer 

- -
.. 

- --- - --

a' min. ... 10' min . • - - - --- --- - - - -

- ? 

- 3 ---

-i 

11 . 
I _. -- - -cl ,. 
II ,, 
•1 • --

- ·- - - -··- - - -- - - - - -· 

La tera/s 
- --- - - -- -- --· -- - -- - -- -- .. - - ~ 

EQUAL DIS TR/'BUTION SYSTEM 
(Without Distribution BoXJ 

Diagram /OB 
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==============.======~ 

f.--2' min. 
0 I z 

.----------~-~·--~~=> ------::i ===="'=! from se-ptic tank-ll-J:: 
Cl 

.----ll------11-A "" 

tight joint 
between. 
drop boxes 

Drop 

"" '''l 
• 

.---------~-~----0 ~----
l~i:,:.======.;:N~======== ~ ======1 

(I) 

r-=-'----=-=-=-=-=-=-=---t-~=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=---_. 1-=-=-=-=--=-3 

Laterals 
<! 
ll: 
=> 

r-----------'"----~-~i------i 
==================~~---~~ 

2: 

Box 

PLAN VIEW 

""' z 
~ 

"'\V/,.._ 
w;, "" ~ """"7">--

•• I " ""' 
I Undiaturl:>ed Earth 

I • 7 

SECTION A-A 

SERIAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

Inlet pi e 
tighf oint 

undisturbed 
earth 

CWith Drop Box J 

Diagram /IA 

Distribution 
pipe 

DROP BOX _Qf?OSS SECTION 
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tight joints 
between 
laterals 

f 

ground 
line 

PLAN VIEW 

Tight Jointed 
.. - Pipe 

undisturbed 
earth 

SECTION A-A 

SERIAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
(Without Drop BoxJ 

Diagram /IB 

- 56 - . 

·.I 



11-040 NONWATER-CARRIED WASTE 
DISPOSAL FACILITIES, (1) All nonwater­
carried was.te disposal facilities shall 
comply with· the following requirements: 

(a) No nonwater-carried waste disposal 
facility shall be installed without prior 
permit of the Director or his authorized 
rep re sentativel[J 

(b) No nonwater-carricd waste disposal 
facility shall be used for dwellings hav­
ing a water supply connection, The Direc­
tor or his authorized representative may 
allow . the use of nonwater waste disposal 
facilities for temporary or limited usages, 
such as recreation parks, isolated indi­
vidual camp sites, labor camps, places 
of employment; or on construction sites, 
if all liquid wastes can be handled in 
a manner to prevent a public health 
hazard and to protect the public waters 
of the state. 

(c) No water-carried sewage shall be 
placed in nonwater-carried waste dis­
posal-facilities. 

':-except .. • · temporary 
·use pit privies .. usedoli farms.for farmlaborshall 

··be exemot.from·permit requirements. 
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-.[DELETE] 

(d) Separation Distances -Nononwater­
carried disposal facilities shall be.installed 
closer than the following distances from 
the items below: · 

Self-contained 
Nonwater-carried Unsealed 
Waste Disposal Earth Pit 
Facility • Type Privies 

Groundwater 
supplies including 
wells, springs and 

· cisterns 50 ft. 

Surface Public 
Waters or Inter­
mittent Stream 

Property Line 

50 ft. 

25 ft. 

100 ft. 

100 ft. 

25 ft. 

.---- Gray Hater Waste Disposal Sump . 
Seepage Chambers and.Disposal Trenches 

· - (d) .separation DiStarices .:. No noriwate.r.:.carr.ied diSposa 1 · fatil it.Y sha 11 ·be 
·iris ta 11 ed ·Closer· than• the· foll owi rig• diStances ·from the• items: below: · · 

. Self-contained non~ Unsealed' Earth Type Privies, 
water-carried waste Upslope from Downslope from · 
~isposal facility disposal area ........ disposal area 

Groundwater 
supplies excluding 50' 100'. 100' 
springs and Cisterns 

Springs and cisterns 50 1 . 50' 100' 

Surface pub 1 ic 
·waters, excluding 50' 50' 100' 

intermittent streams-

Intermittent streams 50' 50' 50' 

Property 1 ine 25' 25' 25' 

· Table 7 
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(e) Maintenance. All nonwater-carried 
waste di sposa 1 faci 1 iti es sha 11 be main-
ta ined in a manner to prevent the oc~ 

:rence of a public health hazard or to 
prevent degradation of the quality of 

·public waters.----------------~ 
(f) A building housing any nonwater-

carried waste disposal facility shall be 
firmly anchored and rigidly constructed. 

(g) All nonwater-carried waste disposal 
facilites shall be constructed in ac­
cordance to the requirements given in 
Appendix F, which by this reference 
are incorporated herein. 

{2) Unsealed Earth Pit Type Privy. 
All unsealed earth pit type privies shall 
comply with the following requirements: 

{a) The water table or temporarily 
perched ground water shall not be closer 
than four ( 4) feet below the maximum 

·depth of the privy. 
{b) The privy shall be located and con­

structed in a manner to eliminate the 
entrance of surface water into the pit, 
either as runoff or as flood water. 

(c) When the pit becomes filled to 
within sixteen· (16) inches of the ground 

·rface, a new pit shall be excavated and 
-"e old one shall be backfilled with. at 
least two (2) feet of earth. 

(3) Self-Contained Nonwater-Carried 
Waste Disposal Facilities. 

(a) The contents of a self-contained 
nor..wat.er-carried waste disposal facility 

. shc.11 not be permitted to overflow onto. 
the surface of the ground or otherwise 
cause a public health hazard or adverse­
ly affect public waters. 

r 

(b) Standards required to be met for 
the construction of self- contained non­
wa ter-carried waste disposal facilities 
are found in Appendix F, which by this 
reference are incorporated herein. 

(c) All buildings housing self-contained 
nonwater-carried waste disposal facilities 
shall be constructed according to the 
standards for unsealed earth pit type 
privies in these rules. 
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Ii- V":l"J U..L '/Y .1'"'1.\...J'J::..... l..Ji.:l.PU:::.AL ~Cl{ v lCE .. 

(1) License Required. No person shall 
construct or pump out or clean sub­
surface sewage · disposal systems or 

·pump out or clean nonwater-carried waste 
disposal facilities without first obtain­
ing a license from the Department. 

(2) Misuse of License. No person opera t­
ing a sewage disposal service shall per­
mit anyone to operate under his license, 
except an employee who is paid a wage 

·:by the licensed person and is working 
under the supervision of said .licensed 
and bonded. person. No· person. shall: 

(a) Display or cause or permit to be 
displayed or have in his possession any 
license, knowing· it to· be fictitious or 
to ·have been cancelled, revoked, sus-
pended, or fraudulently altered. · 

(b) Fail or refuse to surrender to the 
Department, upon demand, any license 

, · which has been suspended, cancelled or 
! ·- revoked .. · 

(cj Use a false name or give a false 
i . 

· i or fictitious address in any application 
j -for any such license, or any renewal 

. I or duplicate thereof, or knowingly give 
! a false age, or make a false statement, I or knowingly conceal a material fact or 

otherwise commit a fraud in any such 
l application. 
i (3) Revocation of License. When a 
• license which had been. issued by ·the 

. Department is revoked, cancelled, or 
· 1 · expired, the operator shall remove from. 
i display the license and, on trucks, all 
' •. I' identifying label_s which were furnished 

by the Department. 
· A sewage disposal service shall not 
~ be considered for re-licensure for a period 

·of at least one (1) year after revocation 
of its license. 

(c 

(4) Minimum s ecifications for um ino­
equipmen All pumping equipment shall 
comply with the following requirements: 

(a) Tanks and other containers used 
for the conveyance· of the contents of 

[cesspools,] septic tanks_ .. I or privies shall 
have a liquid capacity of at least \(550) 
gallons, be of watertight metal construc-­
tion, fully enclosed, strong enough for 2ll 
conditions of operation, and shall be pro­
vided with suitable covers so that there 
will be no s illa e. 

(b) The tank truC:k · shall be equipped · 
·-with either a vacuum or other type of 

pump which will not allow any seepage 
from the diaphragm or other packing 
glands. and which will. be self priming. 

(d) [(c)] Sewage hose· on trucks-shall be 
thoroughly· drained, capped, and stored in 

, including equipment. used for· chemical .toik 
tleanina purooses. ·-,-~~-:_;_·.~~--. 

'or "other treatment facilities,· hol dinq tanks o 
'-'fiveuliundred fifty vaults, 

Such tanks and other containers ·may also be us~ 
·for.the conveyance.of the contents of chemical 

· toilets. 
fifty-~--­

(b) Tanks and other containers exclusively 
used for the conve ance of the contents of those 
chemical toilets not exceedinq qa on c-~c1t,, 
shall have a liqu!d :~pacity o at least\O. J · 
gallons, be 01 wacercight metal construction, 
fully enclosed, strong enouqh for all conditions 
of operation and shall be provided with suitable 
covers so that there will be no spillage. 
60 - one hundred fifty---



sucn a manner that tne co11tents \V11.l no"t 
· c'reate· a health hazard or nuisance. 

(e) [(d) ]The discharge nozzle shall be so 
located that there is no flow or drip onto 
any portion of the truck. ;r~-:-:-~~:--:~------------{ijl_pr:ro~V'!_l~· d'1_1e~d 

[{e) ]The discharge nozzle shall be . ·1;1itn either·a·ca1hl6d:"guii:f(i:oupliil¢(or threaded 
p· -eaded and shall be capped when not. · ·scre11 cap.· The nozzle.shall be sealed by 
»-use. J "threaded cap·or gtiick.i:citq'>linq ~1hen not in use. 

l9_l [(£)Jspreader gates on tank shall be pro-
hibited. 

[(gj} Each truck shall at all times be 
supplied with a pressurized wash water 
tank, disinfectant, and implements needed 
for cleanup purposes. · · 

[(hll Pumping equipment shall not be used 
for any other purpose."· · 

(5) Equipment Operation and Mainte-
nance. . 

(a) Vfhenin use, pumping'equipment sliail 
be so operated. that a health hazard or 
a nuisance will not be created. 

{b) When not in use and parked, all 
such equipment shall be covered or pro­
tected so that an odor or nuisance will 
not be caused. 

(c) Equipment shall be maintained in 
a reasonably clean condition at all times. 

(6) P.ersonnelResponsibilities. The per­
son or persons doing the actual[cess­
pool,]septic tank! or privy cleaning opera­
tion shall avoid spilling, pumping, or 

nping the contents of the said[cess­
po0U, _septic fank( or privy in the imrne­
diate vicinity of the operation or the 
highway when transporting the contents· 
for dumping. Any accidental spillage on 
the ground around the operation shall be 
cleaned up by the operator and disin­
fected in such a manner as to render it 
harmless to humans and animals. 

( 7) Trucks-Identification. The licensee 
must display by attached decal, placard, 
or sign on each side of every tank truck. 
cab, in letters not less _than three (3) 
inches in height and in a color con­
trasting with the background, the name 
or duly adopted assumed business naine of 
the license holder as listed on the license 
and also the business address. ·Labels 
issued by the Department for each cur­
rent license period shall be displayed at 
all times at the front, rear, and on each 

\(j) Chemital toilet Cleaning equ~pm~-nt-.shall 
: ··not be used for an,Y"other' purpose. 

/or·-otlier·treatment facility, 
··chemical ·toilet .. ' 

. or vault 
holding tank, 

or vault 
"or other treatment facility, holdinq tank, 

··chemical ·toilet 
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.. 

side of the "motor vehicle" as defined 
by the United States DepartmentofTrans-

J>-::O;'...r:_t~a:_t::.:ic::o~n:..........::R.:..e=-<?-u=la:;:..:ct i::,:o::.:n_::s"'''---;T~1~· t=l=e~-=4..c9~U~. S"'.,__c:c.:... ----( 8) · Di s po s a 1 0 f s e p t"i c tank or other tr ei 
(8) Disposal of Privy, Chemical Toilet, ·menr-fde'll icy, nOTdll'fgtan~, cn~toT!e 

Cesspools and Septic Tank Contents. Every · · pnvv, and other water and nomiater-C·'"'r"J ed 
person licensed by the Department to en- · ·~1aste ·sludges. Every person 1 i censed i th; 
gage in the pumping out and cleaning out De artment to engage in the pumping out and 
of cesspools and septic tanks and privies, ·c: eaninsi out, transporting, and -disposal of 
chemical toilets and other non-water ·the contents of septic tanks or other treat· 
carried waste sludges or in the trans- ·ment·facilities, ·holding tanks, chemical 
portation of domestic or industrial sludges · toi 1 ets; · pi•ivies ·and· other water and nonwat1 
from same, shall:] earned waste sludges shall: 

{a) Discharge no part of the contents 
upon the surface of the ground unless 

. specifically authorized by the Department 
·in writing. 

{b) Dispose of such .purnpings only in 
disposal facilities or treatment facilities 
authorized by the Department and operat­
ing under permits issued b the De art­
µient. Disposal can e conducted at other 
locations and by approved methods in 
which written authorization has been ob-
t h D t ained from t e enartmen. 

[ {c) Effectively monitor the pumping and 
d 

-d 
t 

isposal operations, maintain records of 
ata required by the Department, .submit 
he required data to the Departmentquar-

t erly unless otherwise agreed to by the 
D epartment. Data collected shall be sub-

itted to the Department 
"ded by the Department 
lude, but not necessarily 
he following:] · 

m 
Vl 

·c 
t 

on forms pro-
and shall in-
be limited to, 

---·-------- - . - -------"·-·---------·~ - • C•-·--------------• -- " 

(A) Source of all material pumped on 
·each occurrence, including name and ad-
dress of source. ' 

(B) Specific type of material pumped 
· on each occurrence. 

(C) Quantity of material pumped on 
each occurrence. 

(D) Name and location of authorized 
disposal site, operating u.--:tder permit or 

. authorization of the Department, where 
pumpings were deposited on each occur­
rence. 

(E) Quantity of material deposited on 
each occurrence. 

:'-Cc) Possess at all times during pumping, 
, 
sran~port,. or. di sposa 1 . of. 11aste. coli!e~t~. fr 

eot1c tanks or other treatment fac1l1t1es. 
oldino tanks. ·chemical toilets. nrivies an 

·ther ~1ater ·and nonwater-carried waste sl ud 
rioin-destination receiot for sewaor illQ 

I• erviCes rendered, :-completed on forms 
ooroved· bv the.Deoartment. 

.. 
- ----- "'(d) Maintain on file origin-destination 

1 eceiots and.data summarv·forms;·orovided b 
.. . . 

the Department, pertaining to the mon1torin 
·of·pumping,·transport and disposal operatio 
The licensee shall ·submit summary data form 

··to the Department guart.erl y unless othen1i s 
aqreed·by the Deoartment: · ·suriillary data fol: 
information required.by the Department shai 

·include, but not be limited to: 
' I 
J 

{e) [(d)]Transport the contents in a manner 

=·. 

that will not create a nuisance or health 
hazard. 
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APPENDIX A 

Standards for 
Septic Tank Construction 

[IJ Septic tanks may have single or mul­
tiple compartments which shall be con­
structed in the followin manner: 
[A.J Liquid Depth, The liquid· depth of 
any septic tank or compartment thereof 
shall not be less than thirty (30) inches, 
A liquid depth of greater than seventy-
two (72) inches shall not be considered 
in determining liquid capacity, The tank 
may be oval, circular, rectangular,· or 
square in plan, provided the distance be­
tween the inlet and outlet of the tank is 
at least equal to the liquid depth of the 
tank~·e::--~~--,~~~~~~--,~~~~~~~~--ir---.~ 
LBJ Jl:;ompartments] 
[ l.] No compartment of any tank shall 

have an inside horizontal dimension of 
less than twenty-four (24) inches, nor 
a liquid depth of greater than seventy­
two (72) inches. 

[2J No tank shall have [an] excess of 
four (4) compartments, 

[3J The second compartment shall have 
a minimum liquid ca aci ·at least 
equal to one-third of the capacity of the 
first corn artrnent. 
~J[Materials] 
[l.] Septic tanks shall be of watertight 

construction: below the liquid level and 
either of concrete or of not less than 
fourteen (14) gauge steel for_75Q__ gallon 
tanks and twelve 12 au e steel for 
tanks larger than..JSOJ_gallons or of other 
material approved by the Department. 
When steel is used it shall be covered 
inside and out with asphalt or other pro­
tective coatings, meeting U.S. Department 
of Commerce Cornmerical Standards CS 
177-62, effective January 1962, Sections 
5,3,l through 5.3.4,4. as shown in Ap­
pendix G, or other coatings of equal 
performance approved by the Department. 
Pre cast concrete tanks shall have a mi;.,i­
mum wall, compartment, and bottom thick­
ness of two andone-half (2-1/2) inches, 
and shall be adequately reinforced. 

[z, ]Cast-in-place concrete tanks, pre­
cast concrete tanks, and steel tanks shall 

- 63 -

LIQUID. DEPTH 

COMPARTMENTS 

in 

•(1/3) 

. ATERIALS 

seven hundred fifty 

seven hundred fifty 



be constructed and reinforced to with­
stand all loads imposed u on the walls 
and bottorr't and a live load of not less 
than 500 pounds per square foot on the 
tank topJ The top of the cast-in-place and 
precast concrete tanks shall be at least 
four (4) inches thic\'f'k~·.,--,---------=--=---, 

NOTE: Diagram 1 hows recommended 

I 
I 
I 

C.i 
I 

sidewall thickness, bottom thickness, and 
reinforcement for cast-in-place tanks as 
well as for septic tanks that are in­
stalled beneath a road or driveway. 

[3. Jwhere concrete block tanks are per-
mitted by the Director or his authorized 
representative, the tanks shall be. con­
structed of heavy-weight concrete block, 
eight (8) inch minimum thickness, laid 
on a four (4) inch poured foundation slab. 
The mortared J0 0ints shall be well filled. 

·1 All block holes or cells shall be filled 
"k" bb" with mortar or concrete. we ing 

· ,. shall be installed at ever third row of 
block. No • ..)_re-bar shall be installed 

1 vertically ·in every block. The interior 

I . of the tank shall be surfaced with two 

I 
( 2) one-quarter (1/ 4) inch thick coats of 
Portland cement-sand plaster or water-
proof asphalt emulsion. If any portion of 
the tank is installed below the water table 
level, the outside of the tank shall be 
surfaced in a similar manner. The first 
row of blocks shall be keyed or doweled 

D . 
-'-! 

I 
E. I -1 

I 
I 
I 

tl 
! 
j 

tci the concrete foundation. 
[ 4J The Department shall review and ap­

prove specific specifications and manu-
facturers of tanks of other materials, and 
when such specific approval is granted, 
the Director or his authorized rep re sen­
tative shall allow the installation of such 
tanks. 
[ 5J The inlet and outlet connection shall 

be located at opposite ends of the tank, 
shall be cast-iron soil pipe, or other 
materials approved by the Department 
which show equal performance, at least 
four (4) inches in diameter, and shall 
extend below and above the liquid level 
as required in this section. 

[6. ]The invert of the inlet shall be not 
less than one (1) inch and preferably 
three (3) inches above the invert of the 
outlet line. 

G _I 

-1 [ 7 J The inlet pipe shall be a [long turn] 
elbow extending at least six ( 6) inches 
below the liquid level and be of cast-
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All ·septic tank covers shall be 
·ca able of su· ortinq·an earth load 
of not less than three hundred 300, 

. ·pounds per square foot when.the maximum 
· coverage.does not exceed three (3) 
· feet. 

12 

three 

ninety (90) degree 



H. 

iron or other material approved by the 
Department. The cast-iron elbow shall be 
,ttached to a steel tank by a rubber or 

synthetic rubber ring seal and compres­
sion plate, or in some other manner ap­
proved by the Department. 

[8.] The outlet pipe of the tank shall be 
a "tee" extending below the liquid level 
to a distance equal to forty ( 40) percent 
of the liquid depth and at least six ( 6) 
inches above the liquid in order to pro­
vide scum storage. The tee shall be of 
cast-iron or other material approved by 
the Department. A cast-iron ' tee" shall 
be attached to a steel tank by a rubber 
or synthetic rubber ring seal and com­
pression plate, or in some manner ap­
proved by the Department. 

Liquid Depth 
in 

Septic Tank 

4 feet 
5 feet 
6 feet 

Depth of Outlet 
"tee" Below. 

Flow Line 

19 inches 
24 inches 
29 inches 

. The opening between compartments 
shall be four (4) inches by twelve (12) 
inches, or its equivalent. The bottom of 
the opening shall be at the same level 
as the total depth of the outlet "tee". 

· ten 
.. -· - ··------{---~---·----------

_!_,_ 19.J At least\rJ.olpercent of the inside 
volume of the tank shall be above the 
liguid level to provide scum storage. 

J. [ 10) Ventilation shall be provided through 
the outlet connection by means of at least 

a two (2) inch space between the under­
side of the top of the tank and the top 
of the "tee" fitting. Ventilation between 
compartments shall be provided by a hole 
or space at least one (1) inch in diameter 
in the compartment divider wall one (1) 
inch below the top of the tank. 

·!~J ll] All prefabricated or pre cast sep­
tic tanks shall have markings on the up­
permost face of the tank when installed 
for use which indicate the total liquid 
capacity of the tank and either the manu­
facturer's name or the number which has 
been assigned by the Department. 

1_,_[12.] In a single compartment tank ac­
cess shall be provided by a manhole, not 
less than [fourteen (14) inches square or 
equivalent, placed over the inlet. In a 
multiple compartment tank one access 
manhole, not less than fourteen (14) inches 
square or equivalentJ shall be provided in 
each compartment. 

M. [13.]Each manufacturer of septic tanks 
shall certify in writing to the Department 
that the septic tanks to be distributed 
for use within the State of Oregon will 
comply with all requirements of this sec­
tion. 

L--~~~eighteen (18) inches across its short-
est dimension: ·rn a·multiple compartment 

· tank one access manhole, not less than 
· ~i~hteen.(18).itithes across its shortest 
· dimension. 
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NOTE: 
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LONGITUDINAL SECTION 

long· . 
sanitary 

tee - cast iron 

invert 
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1. Top slab ("D") shall be six inches minimum when used for driveways. 
2. Consult a Hegistered ~rofessional Engineer for design and supervision 

of construction when single axle load exceeds six thousand lbs. 

manhole 
No. 3 ·hoop bar .around . 

manhole 

• d . I ro..m · m 1n. · · · . ··r 
1--.--1----'C-----IJ~ 

llOTE: Two compartment tank 
as shown is optional. 
One compartment tank 
is minimum requirement • 

vent·· 
-~!: . 

:-~ _j_ :j~ 
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. : :r: 
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CROSS SECTION 

·c-.. 

SEPTIC TANK 
QETA_/LS 
Diagram 12 
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t'. Cone. First Cornpart-~.ent Second C'.ompartr.isnt . 

Thick-Ill ~ ~ 

:Wrl :w . . 
~ U) .;i 3 c " ness ~ t'. t'. E ·.--IU ..c: . 

0 -"' ~ -"' ~ +' U) Ill ~ 
0 ... " ! rl . rl . . .... !l. ;;- 8t "' " ~§ 8 Q) Cl) 

Jl MO bDO +' -0 •rl ·rl -0 E c~ .;:i~ ..C:· ~ ..c: "' )-. rl 0 .-4 u .-4 ·rl .c Ill 0 ·rl +' ..c: ·rl +' ..c: " .!'l z. .:'l ll' "' " +' 
rl +' .x -" . "-' +' t ci "" +' u . +' er c.. rl P. +' .... P. " c c ·o c.. c -0 c ;::! 
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:£~ "' ~ ·rl OU z E-o u E-o u E-o ~ r::i ::;: E-o ::;: u ;;;: u ~ ;;;: u :;: c.~ 

A B c D E ; 

1 1000 lJJ 5' -C•" 41 -011 6" 411 6" 750 100 61 -0" 4 1 ""'.0 11 250 JJ 2'-011 41 -0" J.20 .. - ~ 

' 2 1000 lJJ 5'-0" 41 -0" 1)11 /j II 6" 750 100 6•-o"" 4 1 -C 11 250 JJ 2 1 -0 1
' 4 1 -0" J.20 

'.3 1200 160 5'-0'' 4 1 -011 l)n 4" 6" 900 120 61 -8"14<'6,; . JOO 40 2'-6" 4 1 -6" J .56 

4 1333 177 5'-6'• 41 -6 11 8" 511 6" 1000 133 6'-8" 4 1 -6" 333 44 2'-6" 4 1 -6 11 4.68 

5 1667 2J3 6 1 -0" 5' -0" f\" 5" 6" 1250 167 6'-3" 5'-0" 417 46 2 1 -6 11 5'-0" 5.61 

SEPTIC TANK SPECIFICATIONS 
Table 8 
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APPENDIX B 

Standards 
for 

Dosing Tanks, 
Effluent Lift Pumps, 

[and] 
Distribution Boxes-.!. Diversion Valves, 

I. DOSING TANKS 
A. Siphons and Pumps·. Siphons and 

.pumps shall be of the alternating type. 
when the total volume of waste to be 

and 
Drop Taxes 

disposed of exceedsl(5,000) gallons per "' 
day. They shall operate automatically five·thbusand 
and shall discharge to separate disposal 
areas of equal size. 
B. Capacity. Dosing tanks shall have a 

capacity equal to the volume required 
to ·cover the disposal area being dosed 
to a depth of not less than one~ourth] .' '-..quarter 
(1/4) inch nor more than two (2) inches 
within fifteen (15) minutes. 

C. Foundation. Dosing tanks shall be 
constructed on a level ·stable base that 
will not settle. 
D. Inlet and Outlet. The inlet shall be 

above maximum water elevation in the · 
tank. The outlet shall conform with the 
requirements of the manufacturer of the 
dosing tank siphon. 

· E. Manholes. Manholes shall be installed 
to provide access and to facilitate re­
pair or adjustment of the siphon or 
pump in all dosing tanks. Manholes shall 
be brought up to ground surface. 

II. EFFLUENT LIFT PUMPS 
A.Pump 

1. Pum s shall be ca able of assin 
a [3 4] inch solid sphere and shall have 
a minimun\El-l/4]inch discharge. 

2. Pumps may be oil filled submer­
sible pumps or vertically-mounted column 
pumps. 

3. Impellers shall be of cast-iron, 
bronze or other corrosion-resistant metals. 

4. Level control shall be by mercury 
float switch. 

B. Pressure Line 
1. A gate valve shall be installed in 

the pressure line and a check valve shall 
be installed between the pump -and the 
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three~nuarters·{3/4) 

~ .. 
· one and one-quqrter (1-1/4) 



gate valve. · 
2. The pressure line shall be con­

structed of piping material of a buret­
ir>" pressure o.f 'at leasfllool}si and shall 
l Jf corrosion-resistant material. 

1
3. The pressure line shall be bedded 

iiiC3-}nches of sand or pea gravel. 
4. The dis charge of the pressure line 

shall be baffled or otherwise controlled 
to ensure even distribution of effluent to 
the drain lines. 
C. Pump Sump 

1. The sump shall be constructed of 
corrosion-resistant material of sufficient 
strength to withstand the soil pressures 
related to the depth of the sump. 

2.\[Ca~acitil of the sump shall be no 
less than_so_Lgallons. 

3. Sumps shall be provided with a main­
tenance access manhole at the ground sur­
face or above and of at leastl[z2hnch 
diameter with a durable cover. 

III. DISTRIBUTION BOXES 
A. Outlet elevations. The invert eleva­

tion of all outlets shall be the same, 
and shall be at least two (2) inches be­
low the inle 1\1 

B. Sump. The distribution box shall be 
)Vided with a sump extending four 

(4) inches below the bottom of the outlet 
pipe. 
c.· Size. The minimum inside horizon­

tal dimensions measured at the bottom of 
the box shall .be eight (8) inches and the 
box shall have a. minimum inside bottom 
surface area ot\[160] square inches. No 
distribution box shall be installed with 
a top l surface area greater than the bot­
tomlsurface area. 
D. Construction. Distribution boxes shall 

be constructed of concrete or other durable 
; material approved· by the Department. 

·1 They shall be watertight and designed 
to accommodate the necessary distribution 
laterals. 

. ; . 

E. Cover. Distribution boxes shall show 
the manufacturer's name and address on 
the top, and all manufacturers shall state, 
in writing, to the Department that the 
products to be distributed for use in ab­
sorption ·fac'ilities within the State of 
Oregon will meet all of the requirements 
of this section • 
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-,_..__one hundred· (l DO) 

---.__three · ( :l) 

...____Total capacitv 

~fHty 
~t~;entv-two (22) 

~ ....... 
· invert. · 

-....._one hundred sixty (160) 

,........._outside 

""-outside 



ADD PAGE 
. IV. · DIVERSION VALVES 

A. ·Construction. Diversion valves shall 
be of durable materiallapproved by the ""' 
Department, shall be corrosion-resistant, . and of a·d~sign. 
and shall be Hatertight and designed to ac-
commodate the inlet and outlet pipes. 

B. Cover. Diversion valves shall show 
the manufacturer's name and address on the 
top, and all manufacturers shall state, in 
writing, to the Department that the products 
to be distributed for use in absorption 
facilities within the State of Oregon will 
meet all of the requirements of this section. 

C. Installation. The top of diversion 
valves shall be brought to finished grade to 
provide access to diversion mechanism. Access 
to diversion mechanism shall be protected 

· from promiscuous taniperi ng. 
V. DROP BOXES 

A. Sump. The drop box shall be provided 
with il sump extending a minimum of two (2) 
inches below the invert of the distribution 
pipe. 

B. Invert Elevations. The invert of the 
overflow pipe shall be six ((}) inches above 
the -j.nv'ert of the distribution pipe. ·The 
invert of the inlet shall be a minimum of one 

·(l) inch above the invert of the overflow 
·pipe and a minimum of nine (.9') inches above 

the floor of the drop box. 
C. Size. Drop boxes shall be large enough 

to accommodate the necessary distribution 
pi,pes. 

D. Construction. Drop boxes shall be con­
.structed of concrete or other durable material 
approved by the Department. ·They shall be 

. watertight. 
E. Cover. Drop boxes shall show the manu­

facturer's name and address on the top. And 
all manufacturers shall state, in writing, to 
the Department that the products to be distri­
buted for use in absorption facilities within 

·the State of Oregon will meet all of the require­
ments of this section. 
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APPENDIX C 

Redundant Disposal 
Field System 

A redundant disposal system shall con-
. tain two (2) complete disposal fields, 
the effective sidewall area of each one of 
which shall be adequate for the establish­
ment served. There shall be a minimum 
separation of ten (10) feet between the 
adjacent sidewall of any two disposal 

Di's posa/ Field 
No. ~· --J 

trenches designed to operate simultane• 
ously, and a minimum of four ( 4) feet 
of undisturbed earth separating the ad­
jacent sidewalls of any two adjoining dis-

osal trenches. Dis osal t;renches shall be 
laid out as in Diagram L2,] so that the 
disposal trenches o{ each system alter­
nate with the disposal trenches of the other 
system, and no two adjoining disposal 
trenches are designed to operate simul­
taneously. If a failure occurs in the ori-
inal s stem, e.g., disposal field 1 in 

Diagram IZJ the effluent shall be diverted 
away from the original to the repair ~­
te:z:i. e.g.~ disposal field 2 in Diagra 2. 

13, ' ' . . - - . 

' 13, ' /3, 
- - ' 

rom septic tank 

Disposal Field 
No. ·I 

·-! 

'' .j ' 

Tigh1/1. 
~oints · 

Jjiversion valve 

o'rop ' 
Box•. 

, . 
10. m1 n. 

I • 
4 min. 

-------------~ -- ------ --- -----

at era Is ;:;). 
1------------------- -­---- -- -- - - --- --- ------

Li.. 
·0 

REDUNDANT DISPOSAL FIELD SYSTEM 
Diagram /3 
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APPENDIX D 
~Construction of 

Standards for\seepage Pits_,_ 
[and] 

Cesspools, 
and -

Gray Water--wiste Disposal 

• 

I. [CONSTRUCTION] SEEPAGE PiTS OR CESSPOOLS 
A. The liquid capacity of a seepage 

pit or cesspool shall be at least equal 
to the calculated volume of the required 
septic tank capacity for the dwelling or 
establishment served. 

B. · The minimum inside diameter of the 
lining shall be four (4) feet. 

C. · Two or more seepage pits shall be 
':Separated from eac~_ other b~ .a di stance 
equa·1 to twelve (12) feet of undisturbed 
earth. 

D. Maximum de th of see a e its and 
cess ools shall be thirt -five 35 feet 
below the ground surface. 

E. [D.] The seepage pit or cesspool shall be 
.~lined with stone, fired clay brick, build­

ing .tile, adequately reinforced perforated 
precast concrete rings at least two and one­
half (2-1/2) inches thick, or other mater­
ials approved .by the Department. A six ( 6) . 
inch space shall be required between the 
lining of the pit and the soil, and it shall 
be backfilled with clean, coar.se\[rock.] I 

filter material. -

F. [E.] The inlet p.ipe of the seepage pit or 

cesspool shall be an elbow\[which extends 
downward a minimum of twelve (12) inches.] 
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G. Pits shall be covered with rein­
forced concrete tops equivalent in strength 
to septic tank covers required under Ap-. 
pendix A, Ill, B. 

H. An inspection port, not less than six 
(6) inches across its shortest dimension 
shall rovide access at the to of the seeo­
a e it over the inlet. See Dia rams 14A 
and· 148 

I. Connecting building and/or effluent 
sewer lines shall be laid on a firm bed of 
undisturbed earth throughout their length. 

J •. When.multiple pits are used, or in 
the event new pits are added to an existing 
system, they should be connected in parallel. 

II. GRAY ~!ATER WASTE DISPOSAL SUMPS 
A. A gray water waste disposal s~mp shal· 

consist of a receiving chamber, settlin[ 
chamber, and either a seepage chamber or dis­
posal trench. Gray water waste disposal sump! 
shall be constructed of materials a roved b 
the De artment. See Dia rams 15A and 15B 

· "'-constructed of cast iron or other material 
approved by the Department. 
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APPENDIXE 

Standards for 
Pipe Materials and Construction 

I, BUILDING SEWER AND EFFLUENT 
SEWER 

A. The building sewer and effluent sewer 
shall be constructed with materials in con­
formance to building sewer standards in 
the Oregon State Plumbing Laws and ad­
ministrative Rules, 

n. nrsTruB uTroN,PrPE '\o,No HEADER· 
A. Plastic Pipe · ·,..-----------,\. · · 

1. Styrene-rubber plastic[i; used fo:iijpipe ~ diStribl.ltion and header 
and fittings shall meet ASTM (American 

. Society for Testing and Materials) Speci­
fication D 2852-72 and Sections 5,5 and 
7,8 of Commercial Standard 228-61, pub­
lished by the U. S. Department of Com­
merce, which are designated Appendix 
H and I respeetively, and by this ref­
erence are made a part of these regula-
tions. Pipe and fittings shall also pass 
a deflection test withstandin~[350]pounds/ 
foot without cracking by using the method 
found in ASTM 2412. In addition to the 
markings required by ASTM 2852-72, each 
manufacturer of styrene-rubber plastic 
pipe shall state, in writing, to the De-
partment that he certifies that the pipe 
to be distributed for use in absorption 
facilities within the State of Oregon will 

"'-three hl.lndred.:.fifty (350) 

comply with all reruirements of this s.ec-
tion. \ 

2. Polyethylene pipe i"'[::-1-0..,,]_f_o_o_t_l_e_n_g_t_h_s_~ · distribution and header 
of which pipe and fittings shall meet ten (l O) 
Commercial Standard 228-61, published 

· by the Department of Commerce, which 
is designated Appendix I and by this 

·reference is made a part of these regu-
lations. Pipe and fittings shall also pass 
a deflection test withstandin&[3 so] pounds 
per foot without cracking by using the 
method found in ASTM 2412. Each length 
of pipe and. each fitting shall be marked 
with the nominal size, the manufacturer's 
name cir trademark, or other symbol which 
clearly identifies the manufacturer and the 
Commercial Standard number above. 
Markings on pipe shall be located on the 
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uppermost surface when properly instal;;l~e~dc,.---t---
and at intervals of not greater than\1:10] . ---ten (10) 
feet. In addition to the markings re-
quired above, each manufacturer of poly-
ethylene pipe shall state, in writing, to 
the Department that he certifies that the 
pipe to be distributed for use in ab-
sorption facilities within the State of Ore-
gon will comply with all requirements 
of this section. 

3. The two types of plastic pipe des­
cribed above shall have two (2) rows of 
holes spaced one hundred twenty {120) 
degrees apart and sixty (60) de rees · 
on either side of a center line. line 
of contrasting color shall be provided on 
the outside of the pipe the full length 
along the line furthest away and parallel 
to the two rows of perforations] The holes 
of each row shall be not more than five 
(5) inches on center and shall have a 
minimum diameter of one-half (1/2) inch. 
B. Concrete tile in ·twelve (12) inch 

lengths which meets ASTM (ArnericanSo- · 
ciety for Testing and Materials) Speci­
fication C 412-65 which is designated 
Appendix J and by this reference is made 
a. part of these regulations.[Tile used as 
part of an absorption facility shall bear 
the ASTM number above and some identi-
fication as to which quality standard it 
meets (Standard-Quality, Extra-Quality, 
or Special-Quality). In addition to the 
markings required above,] Each manu-
facturer of concrete tile shill state in 
writing to the Department that he certi-
fies that the pipe to be distributed for 
use in absorption facilities within the 
State . of Oregon will comply with all of 
the requirements of this section. 
C. Vitrified clay drain tile in twelve 

(12) inch lengths that meets ASTM{Arner­
ican Society for Testing and Materials) 
Specification C 4-62 which is designated 
Appendix Kand by this reference is made 
a p;;i.rt of these regulations. Tile used as 
part of an absorption facility shall bear 
the ASTM number above and some identi­
fication as. to which quality standard it 
m.eets (Standard, Extra-Quality, Heavy­
Duty). In addition to the markings re­
quired above, each manufacturer of clay 
tile shall state, in writing, to the De­
partment that he certifies that the pipe 
to be distributed for use in absorption 
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For distribution pipe, a line of con­
·trastinq color shall ·be.providea·on.the 
outside of.the.pipe alonq the line 

·furthest·awa· and arallel to the two 
2 ·rows of erforations.· Markin. s, 

consistinq of durable.ink, shall cover 
·at least fifty (50).percent of the pipe. 
·Markings may consist of a solid.line, 
letters, ·or a combination of the two. 
Intervals between markin s·shall not 

·exceed.twelve 12 ·inches. 



facilities within the State of Oregon shall 
comply with all of the requ"irements of this 
section.. · . 

D. Bituminized fiber of which both solid 
pipe and fittings must meet ASTM (American 
Society for Testing and Materials) Speci­
fication D 1861-69 which is designated Ap­
pendix M and by this reference is made a 
part of these regulations. Perforated bi-

,tuminized fiber pipe shall meet ASTM · 
·Specification D 2312-73 which is desig­
nated Appendix L and by this reference 
is made a part of these regulations. Each 
1 ength of pipe and each fitting sha 11 be 

·marked with the nominal size, the manu-
. facturer' s name or trademark, or other 
symbol which clearly identifies the manu-

. facturer and the appropriate ASTM stand­
ard number above. Markings on pipe shall 
be spaced at intervals not greater than 
two (2) feet. In addition to the mark­
ings required above, each manufacturer · 
of bituminized pipe shall state, in 

· \·/riting, to the Department that he cer­
tifies that the pipe to be distributed· 
for use in absorption facilities within 
the State of Oregon shall ·comply with 
all requirements·of this section. In 

. addition, all bitumi_nized pipe that is 

. to be installed as part of an absorption 
· facility shall comply with the follow-

ing requirements:· . . . 
The pipe sha 11 have ·two _rows of holes . . . 

spaced one hundred twenty. (120) degrees· · 
apart and sixty (60) d · either · 
side of a center 1 ine/ A 1 ine of con- '· 

· trasting co 1 or sha 11 be provided on the . 
outside of the pipe.the full length along 
the line furthest away ancL.2,arallel to 
the two rm% of perforatio.n.J The holes 
of each row shall not be more than five 
(5) inches on center and. shall have a rnfn 
imum- diameter of one-half (1/2) inch. 

.· 

- - :-. 

·. 

.-.- . 

; .. 

For distribution pipe, a line of contrast­
. itiq color shall be provided on the outside 
of the pipe alon -the line furthest away 
and oarallel to the two 2 rows of. per­
forations. Markinqs, consistinll of dur­
able ink,.shall -cover ·at least fifty (50) 
percent of the pipe. Markings mav consist 
of a solid line, letters, or a combination 
of the two. Intervals between markings 
shall not exceed twelve (12) inches. 
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APPENDIX F 

Standards for 
Nonwater-Carried Waste Disposal 

Facility Construction 

I. UNSEALED EARTH PITfTYPE PRIVY] -A. The pit shall be constructed of such 
material and in such a manner as to 
prevent rapid deterioration, provide ade­
quate capacity, and facilitate maintenance 
in a satisfactory manner under ordinary 
conditions of usage. 
B. The pit and seat area shall be vented 

by a flue or vent pipe having an inside 
diameter of not less than four (4) inches. 

C. The pit shall provide a capacity of 
fifty ( 50) cubic feet for each seat in­
stalled in the privy building and shall 
be at least five (5) feet deep. The area 
within sixteen (16) inches of the sur­
face grade shall not be counted as part 
of the fifty (50) cubic-foot capacity. 

D. Pit cribbing shall fit firmly and be 
in uniform contact with the earth walls 
on all sides, and shall rise at least 
six ( 6) inches above the -original ground 
line and descend to the full depth of 
the pit. However, pit cribbing below the 
soil line may be omitted in rock forma­
tions. 
E. An earth plateau shall be constructed 

level with the top of the pit cribbing, 
and extend horizontally for a distance of 
at least eighteen (18) inches from slop­

the ori inal round level. 
·A A building housing any nonwater­
- carried waste disposal facility should be 

firmly anchored and rigidly constructed in 
the following manner. It shall be free 
from hostile surface features, such as 
exposed nail points, sharp edges, rough 
or broken boards, etc., and shall provide 
privacy and protection from the elements. 
It shall be provided with vents equal in 
area to at least one-fifth (1/5) of the 
floor area or a minimum of three (3) 
square feet. Ventilation shall be equally 
divided between the bottom half of the 
room and top half of the room. 

1. The. building shall be of fly-tight 
construction, doors shall be self-closing, 
and all vents shall be screened with six-
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· tE;ei;i q6} mesh screen of durable ma­
terial. The vent shall extend twelve (12) 

·inches above the. roof. 
2. The seat shall be so spaced as to 

provide a minimum clear space of twen­
ty- - ·ur (24) inches between each seat 
in ... rnltiple-unit installations, and shall 
provide hvelve (12) inches clear space 
from the seat opening to each side wall 
in single and multiple units. 

3. The seat riser shall have an in­
side clearance of not less than twenty·­
one (21) inches from the front wall of 
the privy building. 

4. The seat opening shall be covered 
with an attached, movable toilet seat and 
lid that can be raised to allow sanitary 
use as a urinal. 

5. The floor and riser shall be built 
of impervious material or tongue and 
groove lumber, and in a manner to deny 
access of insects. 

6. The seat top shall be not less than 
· .12 inches nor more than 16 inches above 

the floor. 

[II. SELF-GONTAINEDNONWATER-CAR­
RIED "\V:.P.--;'31'.:E; DISPOSAL FACILITiES 

A. "Vault Firl.vies 
L All vault privies shall have vaults 

1
. ar receptacles which are watertight of. 

a mm1mum capacity of three h_undred 
fifty (350) gallons or, in place of em­
ployment, 100 gallons per seat, a."'ld shall 
be constructed of reinforced concrete, 
plastic, metal, or other material of equal 

. durability which has been approved by the 
Department. 

2. The addition to the vault of caustic 
chemicals or disinfectants is required at 
frequent intervals to prevent bacterial 
decomposition and resulting odors. 

B. Chemical Toilets 
1. All wastes are held within the.body 

of the toilet for removal when filled to 
capacity. 

2. Receptacles for caustic ·shall be 
durable and corrosion proof, and pro­
vide a minimum capacity of 100 gallons 

- per seat. · 
C. Portable Toilet Specifications. 

1. A portable toilet may be made up 
of the seat and its treatment unit to be 
installed in a structure, or it may be 
rn· ·1_e up of an entire prefabricated, skid-

-·s1 -

11iuu•1Leu,, or o i::ne rVw·1se portable structure 
containing a seat or treatment units ·with 
seat. 

2. No pit, tank, 
structure shall be 
of a portable toilet. 

or. other subsurface 
construed as part 

a. Portable privies must be installed 
over a pit coaformir ... g to the r~quiremer ... ts 
of this· section, or a manhole that is 
part of a sanitary or combined waste 
water disposal system. 

b. No portable toilet shall discharge 

into a storm sewer or into any waters 
. of the state. 

3. An airtight seal shall be provided 
between the structure base of any pit, 
receptacle, or maIL'iole over which it 
is placed. 

4. A portable toilet shall be provided 
. with facilities,. requisite to its construc­

tion, for the removal of chemicals, ash, 
or residue. All surfaces subject to soil­
ing shall be readily accessible and easily 
cleaned.] - . 



II. SELF-CONTAINED NONHATER-CARRIED 
WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES 

A. General Standards. All self­
contained nonwater-ca.rried 1·1aste 
disposal faeil ities shall comply·with 
the fo 11 Ol~i ng requirements: 

1. All self-contained facilities 
shall have watertight chambers and 
receptacles constructed of reinforced 
concrete, plastic, fiberglass, metal, 
or other material, of acceptable dura­
bility and corrosion resistance, ap­
proved by the Department, and shall be 
designed to facilitate removal of 
wastes. 

2 •. Wastes shall be stored in the 
appropriate chamber or receptacle of 

. the facility until removal for final 
disposal elsewhere. Wastes shall be 
removed from the chamber or receptacle 
whenever necessary to prevent overflow. 

3. Caustic chemicals, disinfectants 
·and deo.dorants shal 1. be added to ap;-
. proved waste storage chambers and 
receptacles at[suffi ci ently] frequent 
intervals to prevent bacterial decom-
position and to control odors. 

4. Chemicals containing heavy 
metals, including, but not limited to 
copper, cadmiu~•and zinc, shall not be/ 

· [added to 1·1aste retention chaiilbers and 
receptacles or otherwise be used in the 
operation of self-contained nonwater-
carri ed toilets.] · 

ADD PAGE 
3. Toilets shall be skid-mounted. 

D. Above Grounc Portab 1 e\[RetentionJ 
~-a-nd7IRecycl in~ Chemical Toilets 

1. No pit, tank or other subsur 
face structure shall be construed as a 
part of a portable toilet. 

[ 2. Portable toilets may be used 
in marine and air craft, recreational 
vehicles and trains.] 

~' Portable toilets may be skid­
or roller-mounted. 

E. Other Above Ground Portable and 
Non-portable Toi1ets 

1. All portable and non-portable 
toilets not dependent ·on the use of 
chemical disinfectants and deodorants shall 
be so designed and provided 1·1ith facilities 
necessary to facilitate removal of ash or 
other wastes. c-

L--- Non flush 

L----Flush 

"-used in self-contained n6nwater­
tarried 1~aste disposal fai:ilities. 

5. All surfaces subject to soiling 
·shall be easily cleanable and rea?ily 
accessible. · r-·~-------Flush 

B. Subsurface Non-Portab i e\IReten-
ti oriLandl[Recycl i ng]Chemi cal Vault '-Non flush 
Privies. 

1. ·Maximum capacity of. chambers 
and receptacles shall be of'."\(3~5o':i:'ijT-'a"=1-=-1-on-s---~-.......three hundred fifty 
or, in places of employment,:l(loo_Lgal., ""-one hundred 
lons per seat. . 

C. Above Ground Non-· ortabl e"'l[,__r-e-te-n-----~'\.Fl ush 
tion]and ecyclin Chemical Toilets. 

1. · Chambers and receptacles shall Non flush 
Provide a minimum capacity ofi(solnal- ·...__ 

-'-"" 'f1"fty l ons per seat. _ 
2 •. Toilet Identification. The 

licensee must display by attached decal, 
placard, or sign in letters not less 
than three (3) inches in height and in 
a color contrasting with the background, 
the name or duly adopted assumed busi­
ness name of the license holder as 
listed on the license. 
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Subdivision 2 

FEES FOR PERMITS, LICENSES AND 
EVALUATION REPORTS 

[ED. NOTE: s otherwise s eci-
fied, sections [72-005] througll 72-025 o 

·this chapter of the Oregon Administra­
tive Rules Compilation were adopted by 
the Environmental Quality Commission, 
June 21, 1974, and filed with the Secre­
tary of State June 26, 1974, as DEQ 74. 
Effective 7-25-74. Supersedes temporary 
rules filed and effective 4-2-74 as DEQ 
70 ( T).) 

[72-005)1DEFINITIONS. The definitions 
contained in ORS 454.605 shall apply as 
applicable. 

[7z-01QllFEES FOR PERMITS AND LI­
CENSES. (1) The following nonrefundable 
fees are required to accompany appli­
cations for permits and licenses issued 
under ORS 454.655 .and 454.69 5: 

Subsurface Sewage 
Disposal System 

72-010 

72-030 

"-72-010 

"72-015 

New Construction Installation \ 
· Permit .. •••••••••••11••••••• .. 0•"••••••11••·~$ 50 l \fifty dollars 

Alteration, Repair or Extension ..-\------'-<· 
Permit ......•........ ooo••••••••••••O•"···'$ 15 l 'f; fteen dollars 

Sewag~Disosal]Service Business. '--Disposal 
Lie ens e ••..••.. ••.•••• ••o•. o ......... •••o•o~i_'"'$~l~O~O.-.....l-~\. 

(2) No governmental unit shall be re­
quired to pay the fees prescribed in sec-

"one hundred 

tion (1) above. <-r---~\.~ 
(3) Each fee received pursuant td[sec- 'URS 454.755 

tion 1, Chapter 30, Oregon Laws 1974) 
and rules of the Environmental Quality 
Commission adopted pursuant thereto, 
for a report of evaluation of site suit-
ability or method or adequacy of a new 

dollars 

subsurface sewage disposal system, shall 
be deducted from the amount of the\l$50l 
fee otherwise required for the subsequent 
',ssuance of a permit for the installation 

'-fifty dollars 
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or construction of the new system for 
which the site evaluation was conducted, 
provided its findings are still valid or 
another evaluation study is not considered 
necessary. 

[72-015 ]APPLICATION FOR EVALUA­
TION REPORT. (1) An application may 
be made to the Department by any;,r.·-e"-"-------t7' 
son, pursuant to the provisions o [sec­
tion 1, Chapter 30, Oregon Laws 1974,] 

. for an evaluation report of a method of r---+~ 

72-020 

ORS 454.665 and 454.755, 

sewage disposal required pursuant. to ORS 92.325 and 92.445 
[sections 2a and 16, Chapter 1, Oregon 
Laws 1974,Jof a site suitability for sub-
surface sewage disposal system, or part 
thereof, pursuant to ORS 454.655, or of 
the adequacy of a sewage disposal system 
reqaj.red prior to the approval of a pla!. 
of a subdivision pursuant to ORS 92.090,,;_);':, 
i;,_s amended by se,ction 3, Chapter 74; 
Oregon Laws 1974. J 

(2) Each application shall be in writ~ 
ing in a form prescribed by the Depart-
ment, shall be accompanied by .itf'h~e'--"==..-----1--'--..... 
refu."1.dable fee specified in sectio 72-020, 72-025, 
shall be completed in full, and shall be 
signed by the applicant or his legally 
authorized representative. 

(3) Applications which are· obviously 
incomplet<i, unsigned, or which do not 
contain the required exbibits will not 
be accepted by the Department and will 
be returned to the applicant for com­
pletion" 

( 4) If the Department determines that 
additional information is needed it will 
promptly request the needed information 
from the applicant. The application will 
not be considered complete for process­
ing until the requested information is 
received. The application will be con­
sidered to be withdrawn if the applicant 
fails to subm"t th e i d "nf rmat"on 
wHhirl 90)days of the request. 

(5) Ap.Plications which are complete will 
be processed by the Department and a 
statement will be furnished to the appli-
cant indicating whether or not the pro-
posed method of sewage disposal for each 
individual lot, parcel or tmit is approved 
by the Department, and listing any condi-
tion or limitations placed on such ap-
proval, including but not limited to, lo-

ninety 
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---------·---~----· 

cation or capacity of the. proposed sewage 
disposal system. In addition to the eval­
uation re po rt the D epartmen , upon _re~ue st 
by a County or City, may also indicate 
approval of the pr_oposed met1:o? ~f sewage 
disposal by signing a subdivision plat. 

U2-020]FEES FOR EVALUATION RE­
PORTS. (1) The following nonrefundable 
fees are required to accompany appli­
cations for .evaluation re orts submitted 
pursuant to [section 1, Chapter 30, Ore­
gon Laws 1974:] 

Method 

or authorized representative 

72-025 

ORS 454.755: 

Sewerage $ 5).. f . t 1 t ive dollars system ~ irs o 
ten dollars:· ·• l.$1 o1 maxi- fil2 

Subsurface sewage •· 
. disposal (site suit..: 
ability) 

i----r--
mum (two or 
more lots) 

_{_$251- per lot 

(2) No governmental unit shall be re­
quired to pay the fees prescribed in sec­
tion (1) above. 

(3) No fee shall be charged for the 
conduct of an evaluation and issuance of 
a report requested by- any person on any 
repair, alteration or extensionofanexist­
ing subsurface sewage disposal system 
or part thereof,.---------------r 

[72-025 EVALUATION REPORTS FOR 
PARTITIONING OF THREE LOTS OR 
LESS. At the discretion of the Depart­
ment evaluation reports for partitioning . . 
of three (3) lots or less may be com-
pleted and the fees retained by the owner 
of the sewerage system involved or by 
the county under agreement with the De­
partment pursuant to ORS 454. 725. 
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twenty~five dollars 

An approved evaluation report shall. 
terminate upon application for a permit 
to construct and.shall become a part of 
the application.· If conditions on sub­
ject or adjacent oroperties have been 
altered in any manner which would pro­
hibit issuance of a permit the evalua­
tion report shall be considered null 
and void. The above condition shall be 
stated on the approved evaluation form 
at the time of issuance. Technical rule 
changes wi 11 not i nva l i date any e~a l ua­
ti on report issued pursuant to this 
Section. 

72-030 . 



Subdivision 3 

SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL. 
PERMIT APPEALS BOARD 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci­
fied, sections 73-005 through 73-015 of 
this chapter of the Oregon Administra­
tive Rules Compilation. were ·adopted by 
the Environmental Quality Commission, 
June 21, 1974, and filed with the Secre­
tary of State June 26, 1974, as DEQ 74. 
Effective 7-25-74. Supersedes temporary· 
rules filed and effective 4-2-74 as 
DEQ 70(T).] 

[73-005]REQUEST BY COUNTY. If a 
county desires to have a subsurface sewage 
disposal permit appeals board established, 
its governing body shall submit in writ­
ing to_ the Director a request that such 
a board be established and may sub­
mit nominations for members of such a 
board;-~---~--~-~~-~---y 

[73-.010] BOARD MEMBERS. (1) If the 
Director elects to create an appeals board 
for a county, he shall appoint five (5) 

' LAn Appeals Board will not be created 
in a·countY whose.governing body does not 
express a desire for such·a board. 

·--73·-020 

,__~-73-015 

persons to the board, each of whom shall 
serve for -4 years from the date of ap­
pointment, except that 2 of the membe 
appointed initially shall serve for 2 years 
from the date of appointment. A member 
shall be eligible for reappointment to 
the board. 

(2) Three members of the board shall 
constitute a quorum which shall be neces- -
sary for _the board to take any action. 

r--[ 73-015] REVIEW PROCEDURES. Pro­
cedures for .board review of appeals as 
authorized by{section 4, Chapter 30, Ore­
gon Laws 1974,] shall include the follow:.. 
ing: 

(1) An appeal may be made by filing 
with the board an appeal application in 

. a form prescribed by the boar<{]-----~ 
(2) The board may require such ad­

ditional information as it deems ne.ces­
sary. _ 

(3) The board shall act upon any such 
application promptly after receiving the 
application and all additional information 
requir.ed by the board and after a hear­
ing thereof held by the -board followi 
reasonable .notice of the hearing .givc.i 
to all parties known to the board to be 
interested. Any such actions shall be in 
the form of a written order of the board. 

~within sixty (60) days after date of denial. 

73-025 

ORS 454.785----------
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Subdivision 4 • 

EXPERIMENTAL FACILITIES FOR SEWAGE 
DISPOSAL ' - -- ' -

74-005 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. The 
Commission acknowledges the need for 
progress in technology and design which 
will further the developinent of efficient 
sewage treatment and disposal · ---
• IJ: _, Any person may petition the Depart-
ment for an experimental sewage disposal 
facility installation permit. 

'74-015 :PERMIT REQUIREMENTS. Require­
ments for issuance of an experimental 
sewage disposal facility installation 
perniit shall include the following: 

(1) An application, design specifica­
tions and plans including any available 

-laboratory or field test data shall be 
submitted for approval. Applications 
shall be made in a form prescribed by the 
Department and shall contain such informa­
tion as the Department considers necessary 
to determine eligibility for installation 
a~ an experimental sewage disposal facil-
i . Application fees shall ·be as provided 

- in ORS 454. 745. -
(2) The perm_it shall provide at least the 

following conditions: 
(a) Method and manner of facility instal-

lation and operation. · · 
·- (b) Method, manner and duration of 

-necessary field test performance to produce 
required data. _ 

(c) Prompt submission of test results to 
the Department. 

(d) Determination prior to permit issuance 
of test costs to the applicant and the 
Department. 

(e) Evidence satisfactory to the Department, 
provided by the applicant prior to permit 

·issuance, that the designer shall have: 
(A) l~arrarited to the applicant the proper 

design, installation and operation of the 
facility. · 

(B) Agreed in said warranty to remove, 
repair or modify the·facility if installation 
or operation is determined by the Department 
to be unsatisfactory within the test period 
stipulatecf. 

I-----

: 74-020'REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT OF FACILITY. 
If the Department finds_ that the installation 

or operation of th~ e~perimental sewage 
disposal facility is unsatisfactory,_the 
permittee upon notification by the Depart­
ment shall promptly repair or modify the 
experimental se1·1age disposal facility in a 
manner acceptable to the Department or re­
place it with another facility acceptable 
to the Department; 

- 87 -
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GOVERNOR 
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Chairman, McMinnville 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

TO Environmental Quality Commission 

JACKLYN l. HALLOCK FROM Di rector 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS SUBJECT 
Salem 

Agenda Item I, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KES!iLER R. CANNON 
Diredor 

Conlains 
Recycled 
Materials 

Cancellation of Hearing to Consider Adoption of Proposed 
Civil Penalties Schedule for Noise Control Violations 

A Public Hearing to consider amending the rules pertaining to 
Civil Penalties in regard to Noise Control was scheduled for the 
Klamath Falls Environmental Quality Commission Meeting on April 25, 
1975. Legal Notice had been given in the Secretary of State's Bulletin 
in March 1975. With the change in location of that meeting to Corvallis, 
this hearing had to be cancelled. 

Ptesently in the 1975 Legislature there is a bill (HB 2029) which 
clearly allows imposing Civil Penalties for violations of the Noise 
Control Statutes and Regulations. The Commission would be in a better 
position to adopt a Civil Penalty Schedule on Noise if this Bill is 
approved by the Legislature. 

It is the intention, unless otherwise requested by the Commission, 
to schedule the public hearing either in July or August, 1975, rather 
than attempting to do this in May or June, in order to consider new 
legislation and program priorities of the Commission and the Department. 

FMB:bw 
April 11 , 1975 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET • PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone {503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental QUality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. J, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting. 

Background 

Proposed Transit Service Modifications to Washington 
Square Shopping Center 

At the June 29, 1973, and September 21, 1973, EQC meetings, the 
Commission approved a total of 5,000 parking spaces for the Washington 
Square Shopping Center. As part of the parking space approvals, a 
set of conditions related to transit service improvements, both short 
and long terms were set forth in approval letters of July 9, 1973 
and October 30, 1973 (Attachments "A" and "B"). In addition, other 
transit improvement conditions were incorporated in the Department's 
parking approval letter of December 6, 1974, related to reduction of 
need for temporary parking during future Christmas seasons (Attachment 
"Cn) • 

Since April 1974, Washington Square has been operating three 
bus lines ("London Bus System") following the routes and schedules 
as delineated in Attachment "D". Tri-Met, as per agreement with 
Washington Square and DEQ, has been providing service to Washington 
Square since April 1974 as shown in Attachment "E". In January, 1975, 
Tri-Met added a fourth line, the Lake Oswego-Sunset line (#78), which 
provides direct and frequent service between Washington Square and 
some of its major market areas. 

While Tri-Met's service to the Square has resulted in a significant 
increase in ridership since the initiation of service (from approximately 
3000 passengers per week to 5,000 passengers per week), Washington 
Square's London Bus Service has not proven nearly as successful. 
According to statistics provided to the Department by representatives 
of Washington Square and Tri-Met, the London Bus System has had an 
average occupancy rate (ratio of number of riders to seats) of 13% 
<April 1974 through March 1975) as compared to an average off-peak 
occupancy rate for the Tri-Met lines of 40% and a peak hour rate of 
more than 100%, 
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Discussion 

While several factors can be attributed to the Washington Square 
bus system's failure to attract riders, it is the Department's 
opinion that the changes necessary to increase the probability for 
significant increases in ridership are not within the capabilities 
of the present operator. In addition, it is questionable as to 
whether or not an experienced transit operator such as Tri-Met would 
be able to significantly improve ridership on the London buses due 
to inherent difficulties in operating that type of vehicle in many 
parts of its service area. 

As a consequence of their experience with their London Buses, 
Washington Square is requesting that their service be terminated by 
May 15, 1975, in return for which they have agreed to participate in 
a comprehensive transit improvement program with Tri-Met. As detailed 
in this section of the report, the proposed modifications to existing 
transit service represents a major breakthrough in the marketing and 
operation of public transit to a major shopping center. 

In response to Washington Square's request to terminate its 
London bus service, the Department staff met with representatives of 
Tri-Met and Washington Square to review and evaluate the impact of 
transit service to the shopping center during the past year. The 
Department after analyzing all the data related to the operation and 
scheduling of existi_ng transit service to Washington Square concluded 
that continuation of transit services is essential, but not necessarily 
in its present form. The Department requested that Tri-Met and 
Washington Square jointly agree upon a new Transit Improvement Program 
which would result in: 

a) Increased transit ridership to and from Washington Square, 

b) Reducing the need for increased parking, 

cl Provide relief from the seasonal parking crunch, and 

d) Reduce traffic congestion and air pollution on adjacent 
arterial roads in the area. 

On April 11, 1975, the Department received a letter from Washington 
Square l"Attachment "F"l stating they had reached agreement with 
Tri-Met for a comprehensive Transit Improvement Program. The proposed 
program contains the following major elements: 
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a) Tri-Met/Washington Square Marketing Project 

b) Construction of a Transit Station at Washington Square -
to be completed by September 1, 1975, which will result in the 
removal of approximately 34 parking spaces. 

c) Several improvements in existing Tri-Met service to 
Washington Square to be initiated by September 1, 1975 
and rerouting of the Tualatin Acres-Tigard (#43) line 
to Washington Square by June 1976. 

Details related to objectives, work programs, subsidies and 
implementation dates for each of the above elements are contained 
in Attachments "F" and 11G11

• 

As proposed, the joint Washington Square/Tri-Met Transit Improvement 
Program would be for a two year period beginning May 1975, with an 
agreement to review and evaluate the program and subsidies at the 
end of the first year. This agreement would be consistent with the 
condition that Washington Square in conjunction with Tri-Met and 
Washington County develop a long-term transit and land-Use plan for 
East Washington County. Washington Square's commitment toward this 
goal is reflected in Attachment "H". 

Conclusion 

The initiation of the proposed Transit Improvement Program for 
Washington Square represents a significant improvement in the marketing 
and operation of transit services far over the existing situation. As 
indicated in Mr. McCarthy's letter of April 11, 1975 (Attachment "F") 
it is expected that the implementation of the proposed program will 
result in 150% increase in transit ridership to and from Washington 
Square. 

Since Washington Square represents one of the largest vehicle 
trip generators in the entire Portland metropolitan area and subsequently 
is one of the largest single generators of mobile source emissions in the 
region, it is essential that every effort be made to encourage the 
use of public transit to insure air quality standards that are achieved 
and maintained on both a regional and local scale. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the Commission require 
and approve the proposed Transit Incentive Program with the following 
conditions: 

a) That Washington Square be allowed to terminate its "London 
Bus System" on or after May 15, 1975. 
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b) That all other conditions related to (1) the submission 
of quarterly reports on parking lot occupancy and transit 
ridership, (2) reduction of parking spaces as related to 
transit patronage, (3) the development of long-term land 
use and transit plans for East Washington County, and 
(4) reducing the need for temporary parking during peak 
seasonal periods remain in effect. (Refer to Attachments 
"A", 11 B11

, and "C" for details.) 

c) That any substantial change in the proposed Transit Improvement 
Program will have to be approved by the Department. 

Attachments 

CAS/4/17/75 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



Mr. FrankA. Orrico, President 
Wlnmar Paclflc. Inc. 
505 MadfSOll street 
Seattle, WaahtDgtua SG1G4 

- ·._,. 
( 

:;,, Attachment A 

5359 

October 30. 1973 

Ret Proposed Waabilljton Square Sh~ 
Center 3369 epace parki:cg facility expansion 

Dear Mr. Orrico1 

At the September 21, 1973 meeting of the Environmental Quality 
Commission, the Coinmtsston COil!fidered your June 15, 1973 appllcatico 
to cowrtruct 33il9 additional parking spaces at the Wasblngton 8q1l8l'8 
Shopping Center. 

The Comm1seton authorized tii.e Director to approve an appropriate 
uu:mbei- of additional parking spaces as soon as aa acceptable transit 
program. could be worked out with Tri-Met to serve Washi.ogton Squre, 
At the October a, 19'13 meetlDg of the Tri-Met Board of Directors, Tri­
Met agreed to serye Wubtngton SqWU"e with the following bus 11.ness 

1. Alo~/Beaverton!Progreaa line (156) beglnn1ng in Nove~, .19'13. 
2, Greenburg 1t.ne (1146) begiD.11lng in November, 1973. 
3. )bplewood line (H6) beginning fn March. 1974. 

Extena1on of the Maplewood line wu app!'Oved on the condition tbat 
Win:mar Pacific, Inc. provide ·Up to $25. 000 in ppe'dting expensu for the 
fint year of opent!on. 

The Department bas determined that Trt-Met's agreement to extend 
these three Unee to Washington Square In conjunction wtth Wtnmar Pacific's 
agreeDl8Jlt to provide up to $25, 000 of the operating expenses for the Maple­
wood Une and to l9lq)lllld lts promotion program for its own bus system to 
hlclude the three Tri-Met lines ts an acceptable Tri-Met transit program 
foi- the ftr•t y~ of operation of Washington Square. However, the Depart­
ment wtll expect Tri-Met to Implement the remaining recommendations 
contained In the transportation consultant's report ("A Transit Plan for 

, 
' 



·~. 

/ 
Mr. Frank A. Orrico 
October 30, 19'13 
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( . 

Wubillgton Square" by Alan M. Voorhees and Associates) f.!leluding the 
extell81on of the Tualatin Aerea line (f43) and tnauguratlon of the Lake 
Oswego-Beaverton line by early 19'15. 

Aceordillgly • the Department ls approving the constructtoa of 5000 
· total parklng splUlU (3003 addltlcaal) at Washington Square for the next 

nine montbs. At the end of the nine month period, the 5000 parking 
spaces wtll be reviewed in relAtion to the transit patronage and the 
Wae•• .. gt~ Square!!!!!!!! 9d adj!!!t!!!d l?I> or doW!! !l«l~d!!!g to the pll!'lru!g 
reduetton ratio of 5 spaces per 40 peno.u uaillg tramtt daily to Washtagton 
Square. The starting point for these redactiona will be 6500 parking spaces, 
as prevtD\Ully agreed. which Is equivalent to 5 spaces per 1000 square feet 
of zroea lea.sable area at Washington Square. 

This approval ts subject to the COl1ditlons Imposed by the Commtsstoa 
on. September 21, 1973 and contained In the Department's staff report to 
the Commlsalon of that same date. Attached ts a copy ot tbat report~ 

If you have any questions, please contact M. J. Downs of oUl' A!r 
Quality Control Division. 

MJD:b 

Cc• NWRO 

Very truly yours, 

Dl.ARMUID F'. O'SCANNIAiN 
Director. ,;w. . · ~ .,,,..fnal Srgned By 

1.: 'Ron L. Myles 

rocr s 1 1973 

Ron L. Myles 
Deplll:y Di!"ector 

Wasb~aton Co. Plannlllg Conun. 
Trf.-Met 



Mr. Frank Orrico, President 
Winmar Pacific, Inc. 
505 Madison Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr• Orri cot 

Attachment B 
---J 

/· ''-

July 9, 1973 

At the June 29, 1973, meeting of the Env1ronamnta1 Quality 
Commission, the Convnission considered the June 15, 1973, appli­
cation of Washington Square, Inc. to construct a 1,997-space park­
ing facility at Washington Square Shopping Center. 

The C0111111ssion granted approval for Washington Square, Inc. 
to c011111ence construction of the 1,997-space parking facility accord­
ing to the plans and specifications submitted by the applicant, with 
the following conditions: 

1. ·Those portions of the paved area 1dentif1ed in the plans 
and specifications not specifically identified for parking be pro­
hibited from use by any vehicle other than construction vehicles. 

2. The number of spaces available for parking be reduced in 
dfrect proportion to increasing transit patronage to Washington 
Square Shopping Center. · · 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
th1 s office. 

('!JD 
MJD:c 
cc: Washington County 

Planning Commission 
District Office 

Very truly yours, 

DIARHUID F. O'SCANNLAIN 
Director 

E. J. Weathersbee 
Deputy Director 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

KESSLER: R. CANNON 
Director 

} 
I.. 

. --. ~ i 

Attachment C _i J 

DEPARTMENT .Qf 
ENViRONJ¥1ENTAt QUAl.iTY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET e PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 '"Telephone (503) 229-5359 

December 6, 1974 

Mr. Mervin L. Blum 
General Manager 
Washington Square 
9585 S. W. \.!ashington Square Road 
Portland, OR 97223 

Dear Mr. Blum: 

Re: Temporary Employee Parking 
Facilities for Washington Square 

The Department has revie1·1ed your request for t1~0 additional 
temporary parking facilities for the e;;iployees of Hashington Square 
Shopping Center. · · 

.It is our understanding that the locations and capacity of the 
requested temporary parking facilities are: 

a. On a lot located at the South\'1est corner of South1·1est 
Ha 11 Baul evard and Greenburg Road with a maximum capacity 
of.50 parking spaces. 

b. On a road leading into Koll Industrial Park from Southwest 
Hall Boulevard located approximately 2,000 feet west of the 
intersection of Southwest Ha 11 Boulevard and Scholl s Ferry 
Road with a maximum capacity of 250 parking spaces. 

Based on the information provided to the Department in your letter 
of November 29, 1974, 1·12 are notifying you of approva 1 for temporary 
utilization of the above two parking facilities subject to the follo\'/ing 
conditions: 

1. That necessary traffic control measures be taken to ensure 
that on1y employees park on the facilities. 

2. That the temporary parking facilities will not be utilized' 
after December 29, 1974. 

· 3. That negotiations be initiated 1·lith Tri-i·let to modify 
existing cind/or provide ne•·1 transit services to :,fa5hington 
Square to avoid the need for additional te;nporary facilities 

D!::Q.T -:<:: 
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Mr. Mervin L. 8111111 
Daceraber 6, 1974 
Page 2 

( 

dur1ng future Chrbtmas shopping seasons. The Department 
shall be kept 1nf'omed of these negotiations on at least 
a quarterly annual basis until a mutually agreeable 
arra119eta111nt 1s ,.de between Trf~et and Wa!h1ngton Square. 

4. That the approved parking capacities ('If the two t11t11porary 
parking faci11t1es shall be reduced upon receipt of evidence 
by the Departaient thilt ll!Odtffed and/or new tl'llnsft service 
can be provided to W4sh1ngton Square to elimfrmte the need 
for add1t10JMi1 t81ltl'Oniry parking facf11tfes during 
Decl!l!lber 1974. 

If you have any further questions on thfs matter, please contact 
Carl !Sf1110ns ef Afr QVality Central ll1'1hi°". · 

CAS:Rlh 

cc: William Hall, Tri-Met 

Col'tftany •. 

KESSLER R. CAMNOH 
Director 

<Ion L. Hyles 
. Dept.1ty Otrector · 

Washington County Planning Director 
m.mo 
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Washington Square London Double-Decker Bus Schedules 
Buses depart on the hour from Washington Square 9:00 am· 5:00 pm Monday through Friday only. 

These schedules are adjustable depending on traffic conditions, number.of pickups, and unavoidable delays. 
Please allow for pickup adjustment time for these reasons. 
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Beaverton 
1. Depart W<lshington Square 
2 Greenway & Hall Blvd. 
3. Hall Blvd. & Denney Road 
t1. Denney Road & Lombard 
5. Lombard & Allen Avenue 
6. Allen A'Jenue & Erickson 
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8. Wilson & Barlow Road 
9. V.Jilson & Hart 
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Raleigh Hills 
1. Depart Washington Square 
2. Progress Downs Golf Course 
3. Elm & Royal Woodlands 
4. Elm & Pinehurst 
5. Elm & Cypress 
6. Pinehurst & Jamieson 
7. Jamieson & Arrowv.:ood 
8. Jamieson & Schells Ferry RC.ad 

RALEIGH 
HILLS 

9. Schells Ferry Road & Montclair Drive 
10. Oleson Road & Beaverton·Hillsdale HIAIY. 
11. Oleson Road & Vermont 

Leave Oleson Road & Vermont 
12. Oleson & Garden Home Road 
13. Garden Home Road & 88th 

· 14. 88th & Dolph Street 
15. Dolph Street & 89th 
16. 89th & Alden 
17. Alden & Oleson Road 
18. Oleson Road & Hall Blvd. 

Arrive Washington Square 

:00 
:02 
:07 
:08 
:09 
,]Q 
,12 
:14 
:IS 
:17 
,jg 
,27 
,29 
:30 
:31 
'31 
:32 
:34 
,36 
:42 

@Lo -·ur ...... 

W McDONALD © 

"'TO KING CITY 

KING CITY 

Waue u~ down. U!e 

stop cmywhere. 

~\NG Cll~RLlS 

Tigard & King City 
1. Depart Washington Square 
2. Hall Blvd. & Locust Street 
3. Hall Blvd. & Pacific H1.1..ry. 
4. Hall Blvd. & McDonald 
5. McDonald & Pacific Hwy. 
6. Beef Bend Road & 116th 
7. King George Drive & Queen Elizabeth Street 
8. King George Drive & Prince Albert Street 
9. King Charles Avenue & Queen Victoria Place 

10. Royalty Parkway & Queen Elizabeth Street 
11. 116th & Crown Drive 

. Leave 116th & Crown Drive 
12. Beef Bend Road & Pacific Hv.;y. 
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14. Watkins & Walnut Street 
15. Walnut Street & 12l:;t t\ven~1e 
16. 12lst & Scholl:; Feny Road 
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Tickets must be purchased at the Information Bus Ticket Booth 
-East Mal!, Washington Square-

2SC OUTBOUND, FREE INBOUND TO WASHINGTON SQUARE 
(25¢ if passenger does not ride all the way to ~Vashington Square.) 
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MOUNTAIN PARK 

For-information call 233-3511 ,- ,.:)·~~-- ........ -----·-·_·_· __ .,..c_, _______ _ 
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Mr. Carl A. Simons, Supervisor 
Air Quality Maintenance 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Simons: 

9585 S.W. 'v\lashington Square Rd., Portland, Oregon 97223 503-639-8860 

April 11, 1975 

Re: Washington Square/Tri-Met 
Transit Program 

Further to my letter of April 3, 1975, we have concluded meetings with 
the representatives of Tri-Met toward reaching agreement on parti ci-
pati on in public transportation services for Washington Square. Presented 
herewith are the following: 

A. Tri-Met letter of April 11, 1975, to Winmar Pacific with enclosures 
re: 

1. Tri-Met/Washington Square Marketing Project 

2. Construction of a Transit Station 

3. Improved Transit Service 

B. Report by Dr. Edward L. Grubb dated April 5, 1975, entitled "Attitudes 
Toward and Use of Tri-Met Services by the Shoppers of Washington 
Square." 

C. Washington Square bus system ridership data for the twelve months 
April 1974 through March 1975. 

It is our firm position that our operation of the Washington Square bus 
system has not even minimally affected the use of private vehicle 
transportation by the patrons of Washington Square. Any increase in 
our bus ridership during certain months as might be discerned from an 
evaluation of Exhibit C is wholly attributable to public school vacations 
and the uniqueness and attractiveness of the bus system to tourists and 
entertainment seekers. We, therefore, again take the position that by 
operating the bus line for one year (April 1974 through March 1975) we 
have fulfilled our obligation and undertaking as agreed to in Winmar's 
letter of August 31, 1973, to the Director of the Department of Environmental 
Quality. 
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Mr. Carl A. Simons 
Page 2 
April 11, 1975 

( 

We are willing to participate in a public transportation program for 
Washington Square in a supportive role only as evidenced by enclosures 
1, 2, and 3 of the attached letter from Tri-Met. The programs outlined 
in enclosures 1, 2, and 3 are in concert with and supportive of Tri-Met's 
short-range and long-range planning. 

With the submission of the joint Washington Square/Tri-Met plan for a 
two-year period beginning May 1975, with an agreement to separately and 
jointly review and evaluate the subsidy at the end of the f1rst year, 
we fully intend to cease operation of the Washington Square bus system 
effective upon an announcement of same to the bus ridership public of 
Washington Square. This notification of cessation of Washington Square 
bus services will be implemented through notice to all media and by a 
direct mailer piece to every resident who is, has been, or would be 
potentially affected by the termination of the operation of the Washington 
Square bus system. We anticipate that this will occur no later than the 

·middle of May 1975. We trust that this matter will be included as an 
agenda item for the Environmental Quality Commission meeting to be held 
on April 25, 1975. 

FNL:jsc 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. F. A. Orrico 
Mr. M. L. Blum 
Tri-Met 

Very truly yours, 

-of'....__.~)(./)~ 
Franklin N. Lonsbery. ~ 
Senior Vice President 
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'• 

Mr. Frank Lonsbery 
Winmar Pacific, InC ~ 
SOS Madison Street 
Seattte, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Lonsbery: 

" 

( 

April 11, 197S 

This letter and the attached detailed program represents Tri­
Met 's understanding of our proposed program to provide transit 
incentives for Washington Square during the next two years. 
Subsequent to approval by the Department of Environmental 
Quality of the following proposal, Tri-Met and Winmar Pacific 
will enter a formal transit incentive agreement. 

The proposal has been developed by Tri-Met staff and by repre­
sentatives of Washington Square. Tri-Met participation in the 
proposed program has been approved by the General Manager; how­
ever, Tri-Met's participation is subject to approval by the 
Tri-Met Board of Directors. The General Manager will strongly 
recommend that the Board of Directors approve the program at 
their May S, 197S meeting. 

Tri-Met is extremely optimistic about the potential for suc­
cessfully further increasing transit ridership to Washington 
Square. The proposed agreement will be a fine example of 
mutual efforts by a major regional retail center and Tri-Met 
to provide for a reduction of air pollution and wasted energy 
by increasing the percentage of trips to the center made by 
transit. 

The proposed program consists of three elements: a marketing 
project, construction of a transit station, and improved and 
increased transit service to Washington Square. The proposed 
program reflects lessons learned during the previous transit 
incentive program for Washington Square, and our mutual desire 
to improve upon the successes in that initial program. 

The Previous Program 

Tri-Met's cooperation with Washington Square dates back to the 
summer and fall of 1973. Initial negotiations between Winmar 
Pacific, Inc., the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), 
and Tri-Met resulted in the identification of a program which 
addressed allowable parking spaces and a transit program. The 
transit program identified tasks to be accomplished by both 
Tri-Met and Winmar Pacific. Tri-Met agreed to extend the 
Beaverton/Progress line (#S6), Greenburg line (#4S) and the 
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Maplewood line (1146) to Washington Square. The additional 
operating costs involved in extending the Maplewood line were 
to be subsidiz.ed by Winmar Pacific. Winmar, as its portion of 
the program, was to operate its a·wn bus system as designed in 
a July 1973 consultant report, and to expand its promotion 
program for both its own and Tri-Met's service into the Square. 

Tri-Met's service into the Square has resulted in steadily in­
creasing ridership since it was initiated. Ridership to and 
from the Square, which averaged approximately 3,000 per week 
in July of 1974, has increased to over 5,000 per week. The 
service has been improved with additional weekday and Sunday 
service on the Beaverton/Progress line and the addition of 
the Lake Oswego-Sunset line (#78) in January of 1975. The 
new line provides direct and frequent service between the 
Square and some of its major service areas not previously 
served. The area served by Tri-Met within 30 minutes coin­
cides closely with the areas identified as being the origin of 
the majority of the Washington Square shoppers. In addition 
to the above improvements, the implementation of the $.35 flat 
fare and the $13 monthly pass have made travel by bus much more 
attractive in suburban areas such as those surrounding Washing­
ton Square. A recent study conducted for Washington Square 
indicated 4.4% of the persons shopping at the Square had ar­
rived by Tri-Met, although over 17% had used Tri-Met to get 
to the Square at some time. 

Washington Square's double-decker bus system.has not been suc­
cessful in terms of ridership attracted. 

The Proposed Transit Incentive Program 

With the impending increase in store facilities at the Square 
(Penneys, etc.) and the probability of continued parking re­
strictions designed to reduce congestion/pollution and encourage 
use of transit, the need to further increase transit ridership 
to the Square is critical. Tri-Het, with the assistance of 
Washington Square, will attempt to accomplish the following 
objectives: 

1. Increase transit ridership to and from Washington Square, 
from 4.0% to 10% during the next two years, thereby: 

a. Reducing the need for increased parking. 

b. Providing relief from the seasonal parking crunch . 

. c. Reducing congestion and pollution on and adjacent to 
major arterials in the area. 
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2. Improve efficiency of transit operations within the Wash­
ington Square area, thereby: 

a. Making the use of transit to and from the Square more 
attractive. 

b. Reinforcing the role of Washington Square as a major 
transfer point. 

c. Reducing congestion, auto/bus/pedestrian conflicts and 
operating delays, thereby reducing costs. 

The transit incentive program will consist of a joint marketing 
project, construction of a transit station and improvements in 
transit service. Tri-Met and Washington Square will accomplish 
the program objectives by providing services, funding, and other 
special responsibilities according to the attached, more detailed 
proposals. 

Tri-Met believes that the proposed two-year transit incentive 
program will have a major, positive impact on air quality in 
the Washington Square area. We trust that the Department of 
Environmental Quality will also agree and approve the proposal. 

We will assist your application to the Department of Environ­
mental Quality in any way possible. 

SRM/dh 
Attachments 
cc: Carl Simons, DEQ 

Sincerely, 

S-1iJ-~--;otitc~-:-1r 
S~~:~ R. McCarthy~":J 
Assistant General Manager 
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TRI-MET/WASHDIGTON SQUARE MARKETING PROJECT 

(Two-Year Period) 

OBJECTIVES: 

1. To keep bus information in front of all possible users of 
Tri-Met service to Washington Square, not only to increase 
Tri-Met ridership but also increase patronage of Washington 
Square. Utilizing all media will insure broadest possible 
coverage throughout market. area (print, electronic and dir­
ect mail). 

2. To keep all Washington Square patrons aware of extensive 
Tri-Met service by providing route and schedule information,· 
selling tickets and passes, and providing adequate locations 
where this information can be obtained. 

3. To persuade current car drivers to utilize Tri-Met service 
to and from Washington Square. . •. 

THE PROGRAM: 

1. Advertising 

a. Newspaper 

Tri-Met Participation 

Tri-Met will produce all 
mechanicals for inclusion 
in Washington Square print 
media ads and other pub-
1 ica tions developed, 
printed and distributed by 
Washington Square. 

Wash. Sq. Participation 

Place ~-page of Tri-Met 
route and schedule infor­
mation in l'1ashington Square 
tabloids. For any lvashing­
ton Square ad, ~-page or 
larger in any suburban 
paper, devote ~of the 
page to Tri-Met informa­
tion. All ads smaller 
than ~ page would be 
accompanied by an appro­
priate size Tri-Met snipe. 



( 
Tri-Met/ Washington ~qua re Marketi~g Project 

B. Radio I Television 

Tri-Met Participation 

Tri-Met to produce copy 
points for inclusion in 
all Washington.Square 
Merchants' Association 
electronic media adver­
tising co-op programs. 

Timing: Immediate .. 

C. Direct Mail 

Tri-Met Participation 

Tri-Met will design, pub­
lish and deliver mailer to 
Washington Square. 

. 2. Informational Projects 

wash. Sq. Participation 

Washington Square will, on 
a monthly basis, either 
provide five 10-second TV 
inclusions or ten 20-second 
radio inclusions which will 
be devoted to Tri-Met in­
formation. 

Wash. Sq. Participation 

Washington Square will 
address, sort, and mail 
the piece to all residents 
within a 3-block area of 
existing Washington Square 
double-decker routes. 
Approximate mailing: 15,000 . 

•.. :;: . 

A. Transit Regional Route Schematic 

Tri-Met P~rticipation 

Tri-Met to produce the 
mechanical. 

Wash. Sq. Participation 

Washington Square to print 
and continuously supply 
for distribution to patrons, 
information centers and 
tenants. Initial minimum 
printing shall be 25,000. 

B. Graphic Display & Information Display 

Tri-Met Participation 

Tri-Met will provide sched­
ules, system maps, Fun 
Fare brochures, etc. for 
information center. Tri­
Met will provide personnel 
training on bus routes, 

·schedules, locations, etc. 
Tri-Met will also design 
necessary super graphics. 

Wash. Sq. Participation 

Washington Square will oro­
vide appropriate housin~ for 
a major graphics display in a 
prominent location suitable 
to Tri-Met and Washington 
Square and display all in­
formation material provided. 
The information desk will 
sell tickets and monthly 
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Was~. Sq. Participation 
· (Continued) 

passes. Washington Square 
will also provide suitable 
space for Tri-Met graphics 
and information at satel­
lite center locators at 
each entrance to Washington 
Sque.re. 

3 •. On-Going, Sys.;tem-Wide Tri-Met Projects 

A. On-Bus Advertising · 

1) Tri'-Met to promote bus routes through interior ad­
vertising space to Washington Square and other 
business areas. 

B. How.To Ride 

ii This program will be designed to make it easy for 
the person who has never ridden to understand how 
to do it. The emphasis is on simplicity._ The cam­
paign should be aiu.ed at making the first time ri­
ders' trips not only easy, but fun. 

·•. ..: .. 

PROJECTS: 

a) Develop and distribute li teratu_re. 

bl Advertise utilizing appropriate media -- print, 
radio, TV, direct mail, etc. (Simple, single 
theme, repetition.) 

C. Shop By Bus 

1) Develop entirely new prograr.i to encourage use of 
bus to shop (program will tie in with off-peak 
promotion. ) 

a) Design routes to serve major shopping areas; 
develop regionally oriented schedule/map to 
focus on small towns and shopping areas. 

b) Better graphics -- big map; improved bus stop 
signs (super graphics), isproved locations, at 
shopping areas ~- with schedule and route in­
formation. 

c) Develop and install kiosk information center 
at major traffic points in centers which sell 
tickets, with phone (free: evaluate), bus maps 
and schedules, etc. Possibility of grant ap­
plication to finance this. 



' 

( 
Tri ~Met/ Washington square Marketing Project 

( 
Page 4 

d) Renovate Shop-By-Bus pro~ram; evaluate the fol­
lowing as possibilities: 

(1) Eliminate need for a transfer. 

(2) Wholesale the tickets. 

(3) Drop the 10% rebate for advertising. 

(4) Develop co-op promotion program for Christ-· 
mas shopping for Christmas, 1975, with 
Lloyd Center, Washington .Mquare, etc. 
Washington Square should include Tri-Met 
in all promotions to alleviate their par­
king/traffic problehls. 

D. Special Fare Programs 

1) ·Designed to keep our riding public aware of what 
we are doing and what Tri-~·let has to offer. 

a) Riders' Digest: produce once a month; color 
to indicate changed issue; feature a route 
every .issue; "other news about Tri-Met" .-- ri­
dership, new park-and-rides,. mall progress, 
etc. Encourage citizen ~esponse, with one 
issue being a survey with. prepaid return post~ 
age. 

4. Transportation Committee 

A. To keep employees and the general public informed of 
transit information which brings more people to Wash­
ington Square, Tri-Met's employer contact representa­
tive has to be able to reach each business. A mailing 
list of all businesses with a contact name will be 
provided. 

B. Initially a Transportation Meeting shall be held with 
all tenants to demonstrate what transit services are 
available. .conducted by the employer contact repre-
sentative. 

1) Existing bus service. 

2) CARPOOL matching service. 

3) Schedules. 

4) Route maps. 

5) Sales of tickets and monthly passes. 
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6) Ad~antages of utilization and promotion. 

7) . Location of infor;aation on the mall. 

C. A transit kit can be prepared for each store according 
to size including bus schedules, route maps, CARPOOL 
application forms, and general transit information. 

D. Each business should appoint a Transportation Coordina­
tor preferably a full-time employee. 

1) Contact can be maintained by mail to update infor­
mation. 

2) Occasional meetings may be called for special pro­
jects. 

-:{· 



( ( ttachment 2 

CONSTRUCTION OF A TRA~TSIT STATION 

Tri-Met has determined that a transit station and improved bus 
circulation is required at Washington Square. Improved capa­
bility of bus access and egress are critical to continued transit 
service improvements. Tri-"Me't has identified a preference for 
operations out of the east side of the Square. Washington Square 
representatives have stated a strong preference for continued 
.operation out of the west side of the Square, feeling necessary 
changes can be made to facilitate transit operations. 

Based upon the above, Tri-Met has agreed to develop a prelimi­
nary set of plans for design of the west-side transit station. 
The plans are to c.o.ntain the following elements previously agreed 
upon: 

Establislunent of an exclusive bus area at the location of 
the existing bus stop, by: 

- Removal of parking on the aisle presently used by 
the buses. 

- Revision of the sidewalks, curbing and possibly 
landscaping. 

- Provision of shelters (two or three). 

- Restriping and signing to identify bus zone. 

Tri-Met will provide the required signing at the shelters to 
proviGe adequate route and schedule information. 

Washington Square will fund the physical changes required for 
implementation of the plans. 
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IMPROVED TRANSIT SERVICE 

In order to pursue a program which will improve transit service 
to Washington Square, a series of route improvements have been 
suggested for implementation during the next two years. 

The improvements center on Washington Square, but cost for the 
entire line must be covered. With Tri-Met's current financial 
situation and service criteria the proposed improvements would 
not be of a high priority. ·Therefore, Tri-Met needs to have 
assurance that 40 percent of cost will be covered by farebox 
revenue and by an operating subsidy provided by Washington 

·square. 

The Washington Square contribution has been calculated by esti­
mating the total cost of each year's service improvements, 
determining 40 percent of that total, and subtracting estimated 
farebox revenue. The two-year Washington Square contribution is: 

or 

$ 19,085.20 
46,976.48 

$ 66,061.68 

$ 33,030.84 

·First Year 
Second Year 

Total 

Per Year for Two Years 

The first year's improvements will consist of improving service 
on three lines that now serve Washington Square: 

#'78 ( 
# 1-8.. LJ.) 
#46 '1. 

The Calculation: 

Total Cost 

$ 34,892 
39,079 
15,352 

$ 89,323 

$ 89,323.00 
x .40% 

$ 35,729.00 
- 16,644.00 
$ 19,085.20 

Estimated Farebox 

$ 4,541 
7,095 
5,008 

$ 16,644 

(Total Cost) 
(40 percent) 

(Farebox) 
(Washington Square) 
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The second year's improvements will consist of continuation of 
the first year program and rerouting of line #43 to serve 
Washington Square: 

3 above 
#43 

The Calculation: 

Total Cost 

$ 89,323 
90,719 

$180,042 

$198,046.20 
x .40% 

$ 79,218.48 
- 32,242.00 
$ 46,976.48 

Estimated Farebox 

$ 16,644 
15,598 

$ 32,242 

(Total cost + 10% inflation) 
(40 percent) 

(Farebox) 
(Washington Square) 

The success of the transit improvements and the level of Washing­
' ton Square's contribution will be reviewed at the end of the 

first year. 
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ATTACHMENT "G" 

IMPLEMENTATION DATES FOR TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
FOR WASHINGTON SQUARE SHOPPING CENTER 

ELEMENT 

Tri-Met/Washington Square 
Marketing Project 

Transit Station 

IMPLEMENTATION DATE 

Start marketing program previous 
to termination of "London Bus 
Service 11 

Construction to be completed by 
September 1, 1975 

C. Transit Service Improvements 

1. Line #45 (Greenburg) - One hour 
evening service to be extended 

2. 

3. 

4. 

to 10:00 p.ro. on weekdays. Last 
bus on Saturdays to be after 6:00 
p.m. Sunday service to be added 
on a one hour basis between 
8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 

Line #46 (Maplewood) - Extend 
weekday night service to 10:00 
p.m. on a minimum of one hour 
headways. Extend Saturday service 
to 10: 00 p.m. 

Line #78 (Sunset/Lake Oswego) -
Start one hour Saturday service 
(8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 
Sunday service (8:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m.) 

Line #43 (Tualatin Acres/Tigard) -
Reroute through Washington 
Square. Night and Saturday service 
to be extended to 10:00 p.m. and 
Sunday service to be provided 
between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. 

Start September 1, 1975 

Start September 1, 1975 

Start September 1, 1975 

Start June 1, 1976 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Simons: 

( Attachment H 

W~~IHUHNJ~f@INJ 
~@l!JJA~~ 
9585 S.VV. \\'ashinglon Square Rd., Portland, Oregon 97223 503-639-8860 

Apri 1 14, 1975 

In reply to your question regarding long-term planning for Washington 
County, the enclosed material (32 newspaper stories dated from March 7, 
1974, through April 2, 1975) should answer any questions as to the 
current status of land use and transportation planning both in the 
Washington Square area and the county as a whole. 

As we stated at our earlier meeting with you, we try to keep current 
on planning in the county. The enclosed press clippings tell us as 
much as we know about the planning in the county except directly 
relating to county approval for our present project. We have kept 
in constant touch with Allen Jones, citizen chairman of the Citizen 
Planning Organization #4 (Washington Square area). He has promised 
to let us know of any developments within the CPO, of any meetings 
taking place, and has also promised to let us know when he will need 
any additional information·from Washington Square to assist in his 
committee planning process. As we have not heard from Mr. Jones in 
recent weeks, we assume, by reading newspaper accounts, that his CPO 
may not be visibly active at the moment. 

If the enclosed material is insufficient for your needs, please inform 
us immediately; we will attempt to provide you with other material we 
might have available. 

By reading the most recent newspaper clippings on the Planning Department 
of Washington County, especially in the Community Press story of April 2 
quoting the interim director, McDaniel, we read that prior to taking the 
interim head post he lost his principal planner and a senior planner and 
that he feels 1 ike "coming aboard a sinking ship." That would indicate, 
in our op1n1on, that a certain amount of time will be required prior to 
a comprehensive plan being developed and approved. 

We re-affirm our commitment to cooperate and participate in long-range 
transportation planning in Washington County, whether it be with Washington 
County and associated approved groups, the Columbia Region Association 
of Governments, Tri-Met, or other bodies seriously directing their 
attention to transportation matters in Washington County in general and 
the Washington Square area in particular. 



Hr. Carl A. Simons 
Page 2 
April 14, 1975 

( 
., 

( 

We trust you will realize and appreciate that any role we play in long­
range planning must of necessity be contributory and ancillary to the 
primary thrust proffered by agencies such as the aforementioned. 

Monday we talked to Bob Post, planner at Tri-Met; and he stated he has 
given you some material directly related to short-term and long-term 
transportation planning in Washington County. We hope that Bob's 
material and the enclosed material will give you the additional infor­
mation you requested at our Friday, April 11, meeting. 

FNL:jsc 

Enc 1 osures (32) 

cc: Mervin L. Blum 
Scott Sorensen 

Very truly yours, 

.4.vc·~ ')1_. ,&,'-'.,_£vi 
Frankl in N. Lonsbery /' ~ 
Senior Vice President 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item K, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting 

Background 

Petition for a Declaratory Ruling - Portland Chain 
Manufacturing Company, a Division of Webster Industries, Inc. 

Attached are pertinent statutory and regulatory materials 
which are dispositive in the matter of this Petition, the first 
such petition entertained by the Commission. 

Discussion 

On March 26 Petitioner filed with the Commission his PETITION 
FOR DECLARATORY RULING (attached) setting forth his use of two 350 
ton presses in his place of business and setting forth the intent 
of a third party to construct noise sensitive buildings on nearby 
property. Petitioner also states that the noise from his presses 
is often masked by noise from traffic on a nearby highway. He 
seeks a declaratory ruling that his noise source is governed only 
by such of our rules as deal with impulse sounds; that he be granted 
a variance by the Commission; and that the Commission give the 
Department policy instruction to grant Petitioner an exception. 

Absent is a description of the level of Petitioner's noise 
source and its frequency of occurrence. 

Petitioner's allegations indicate that his source is now on­
going and that the proposed noise sensitive property is to be 
located according to a specific plan and in a specific location. 

Petitioner feels that a favorable ruling would insulate him 
from complaints when the noise sensitive property is put into 
use. 
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As the governing law and regulation indicates, the question of 
whether the Commission issues a ruling is entirely within the 
Commission's discretion. Therefore, it is felt appropriate to 
inform the Commission of the Department's predilection in this 
matter in order that it may receive consideration when the Commission 
deliberates. 

Should the Commission elect to grant Petitioner a ruling, a 
hearing preceded by notice to all known interested parties would be 
necessary. A place of hearing close to Portland would be desirable. 

Conclusions 
1. Petitioner may request a Variance from the Commission and/or 

an exception from the Department, setting forth in particularity 
the results of measurement of his source at the appropriate 
location, whether or not substantial curtailment or shut down 
is his only alternative, and other relevant facts. Apparently 
all the relevant facts are based on existing conditions which 
are susceptible of measurement. 

2. The Department feels Petitioner's proper avenue of procedure is 
to request a variance and/or an exception based on actual data 
gathered through measurement of existing conditions. A 
declaratory ruling is felt to be inappropriate where other 
alternatives are available. 

Recommendation 
It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission 

respectfully decline to grant Petitioner a Declaratory Ruling 
in this matter. 

PWM:vt 
4/15/75 
Attachment 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



ORS 183.410 Agency determination of applicability of rule or 
statute to petitioner; effect; judicial review. On petition of any 
interested person, any agency may in its discretion issue a declaratory 
ruling with respect to the applicability to any person, property, or 
state of facts or any rule or statute enforceable by it. A declaratory 
ruling is binding between the agency and the petitioner on the state of 
facts alleged, unless it is altered or set aside by a court. However, 
the agency may, where the ruling is adverse to the petitioner, review 
the ruling and alter it if requested by the petitioner. Binding rulings 
provided by this section are subject to review in the Court of Appeals 
in the manner provided in ORS 183.480 for the review of orders in 
contested cases. The Attorney General shall prescribe by rule the 
form for such petitions and the procedure for their submission, con­
sideration and disposition. The petitioner shall have the right to submit 
briefs and present oral argument to any declaratory ruling proceeding 
held pursuant to this section. 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 11-060 INSTITUTION OF PROCEEDINGS FOR 
DECLARATORY RULINGS. On petition of any interested person, the Commission 
may, at its discretion, issue a declaratory ruling with respect to the 
applicability to any person, property or state of facts of any statute 
or rule enforceable by the Commission. 

Section 35-015(10) "Impulse Sound" means either a single pressure 
peak or a single burst (multiple pressure peaks) for a duration of less 
than one second as measured on a peak unweighted sound pressure measuring 
instrument. 

Section 35-015(19) 
on which people normally 
libraries .... 

"Noise Sensitive Property" means real property 
sleep, attend schools, churches, and public 

Section 35-035(3)(b) The appropriate measurement point used shall 
be that point on the NOISE SENSITIVE PROPERTY (i) or (ii) whichever 
is further from the noise source: 

(i) 25 feet toward the noise source from that point on the noise 
sensitive building nearest the noise source, 

(ii) At that point on the noise sensitive property line nearest 
the noise source. 

Section 35-035(l)(e) Impulse Sound - Notwithstanding the noise 
rule in Tables G through I, no person shall cause or permit the operation 
of an industrial or commercial noise source which emits an IMPULSIVE SOUND 
in air, as measured at the appropriate measurement point, which has a 
~eak sound pressure level in excess of 100 dB during the hours of 7 a.m. 
to 10 p.m. and 80 dB between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., except as 
otherwise provided in these rules. 
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Section 35-010 EXCEPTIONS. Upon written request from the owner or 
controller of a noise source, the Department may authorize exceptions 
as specifically listed in these rules. 

In establishing exceptions, the Department shall consider the 
protection of health, safety and welfare of Oregon citizens as well as 
the feasibility and cost of noise abatement; the past, present and 
future patterns of land use; the relative timing of land use changes 
and other legal constraints. For those exceptions which it authorizes 
the Department shall specify the times during which the noise rules can 
be exceeded and the quantity and quality of the noise generated, and 
when appropriate shall specify the increments of progress of the noise 
source toward meeting the noise rules. 

Section 35-035(6) Exceptions: - Upon written request from the 
owner or controller of the industrial or commercial noise source the 
Department may authorize exceptions to the rules pursuant to section 
35-035(1) for ... (b) Industrial or commercial facilities previously 
established in areas of new development of noise sensitive property. 
(c) Those industrial or commercial noise sources whose statistical 
noise levels at the appropriate measurement point are exceeded by any 
noise source external to the industrial or commercial noise source in 
question ... 

Section 35-100 VARIANCES. (1) Conditions for Granting. The 
Commission may grant specific variances from the particular requirements 
of any rule, regulation or order to such specific persons or class of 
persons or such specific noise source upon such conditions as it may 
deem necessary to protect the public health and welfare, if it finds that 
strict compliance with such rule, regulation or order is inappropriate 
because of conditions beyond the control of the persons granted such 
variance or because of special circumstances which would render strict 
compliance unreasonable or impractical due to special physical conditions 
or cause, or because strict compliance would result in substantial curtail­
ment or closing down of a business, plant or operation, or because no 
other alternative facility or method of handling is yet available. 
Such variances may be limited in time. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

TO: Environmental Quality Collllllission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item K, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting 

Petition for a Declaratory Ruling - Portland Chain Manufacturing 
Company, a Division of Webster Industries, Inc. 

Background 

ORS 183.410 Agency determination of applicability of 
rule or statute to petitioner; effect; judicial review. On 
petition of any interested person, any agency may in its discretion 
issue a declaratory ruling with respect to the applicability 
to any person, property, or stateof facts or any rule or statute 
enforceable by it. A declaratory ruling is binding between the 
agency and the petitioner on the state of facts alleged, unless it 
is altered or set aside by a court. However, the agency may, where 
the ruling is adverse to the petitioner, review the ruling 
and alter it if requested by the petitioner. Binding rulings 
provided by this section are subject to review in the Court of 
Appeals in the manner provided in ORS 183.480.for the review of 
orders in contested cases. The Attorney General shall prescribe 
by rule the form for such petitions .and the procedure for their 
submission, consideration and disposition. The petitioner shall 
have the right to submit briefs and present oral argument to 
any declaratory ruling proceeding held pursuant to this section. 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 11-060 INSTITUTION OF PROCEEDINGS 
FOR DECLARATORY RULINGS. On petition of any interested person, the 
Collllllission may, at its discretion, issue a declaratory ruling with 
respect to the applicability to any person, property or state of 
facts of any statute or rule enforceable by the COllllllission. 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-015(10) "Impulse Sound" means 
either a single pressure peak or a single burst (multiple pressure 
peaks) for a duration of less than one second as measured on 
a peak unweighted sound pressure measuring instrument. 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-015(19) "Noise Sensitive Property" 
means real property on which people normally sleep, attend schools, 
churches, and public libraries •••• 
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OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-035(3) (b) The appropriate measurement 
point used shall be that point on the NOISE SENSITIVE PROPERTY (i) or 
(ii) whichever is further from the noise source: 

(i) 25 feet toward the noise source from that point on the noise 
sensitive building nearest the noise source, 

(ii) At that point on the noise sensitive property line nearest 
the noise source. 

OAR Chapter 340, section 35-035(1) (e) Impulse sound - Notwithstanding 
the noise rule in Tables G through I, no person shall cause or permit the 
operation of an industrial or commercial noise source which emits an 
IMPULSIVE SOUND in air, as measured at the appropriate measurement point, 
which has a peak sound pressure level in excess of 100 dB during 
the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and 80 dB between the hours of 10 p.m. 
and 7 a.m., except as otherwise provided in these rules. 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-010 EXCEPTIONS, Upon written request 
from the owner or controller of a noise source, the Department may 
authorize exceptions as specifically listed in these rules. 

In establishing exceptions, the Department shall consider the protec­
tion of health, safety and welfare of Oregon citizens as well as the 
feasibility and cost of noise abatementi the past, present and future 
patterns of land usei the relative timing of land use changes and other 
legal constraints. For those exceptions which it authorizes the Department 
shall specify the times during which the noise rules can be exceeded 
and the quantity and quality of the noise generated, and when appropriate 
shall specify the increments af progress of the noise source toward 
meeting the noise rules. 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-035(6) Exceptions: - Upon written 
request from the owner or controller of the industrial or commercial 
noise source the Department may authorize exceptions to the rules pursuant 
to section 35-035(1) for'••• (b) Industrial or commercial facilities 
previously established in areas of new development of noise sensitive property. 
(c) Those industrial or commercial noise sources whose statistical noise 
levels at the appropriate measurement point are exceeded by any noise 
source external to the industrial or commercial noise source in question •••• 

OAR Chapter 340, section 35-100 VARIANCES. (1) Conditions for Granting. 
The Commission may grant specific variances from the particular requirements 
of any rule, regulation or order to such specific persons or class of persons 
or such specific noise source upon such conditions as it may deem necessary 
to protect the public health and welfare, if it finds that strict compliance 
with such rule, regulation or order is inappropriate because of conditions 
beiyond the control of the persons granted such variance or because of 
special circumstances which would render strict compliance unreasonable 
or impractical due to special physical conditions or cause, or because 
strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment or closing 
down of a business, plant or operation, or because no other alternative 
facility or method of handling is yet available. Such variances may be 
limited in time. 
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Discussion 

On March 26 Petitioner filed with the Connnission his PETITION 
FOR DECLARATORY RULING (attached ) setting forth his use of two 350 
ton presses in his place of business and setting forth the intent 
of a third party to construct noise sensitive buildings on nearby 
property. Petitioner also states that the noise from his presses 
is often masked by noise from traffic on a nearby highway. He seeks 
a declaratory ruling that his noise source is governed only by such 
of our rules as deal with impulse sounds; that he be granted a 
variance by the Commission; and that the Connnission give the Department 
policy instruction to grant Petitioner an exception. 

Absent is a description of the level of petitioner's noise source 
and its frequency of occurance. 

Petitioner's allegations indicate that his source is now ongoing 
and that the proposed noise sensitive property is to be located according 
to a specific plan and in a specific location. 

Petitioner feels that a favorable ruling would insulate him from 
complaints when the noise sensitive property is put into use. 

As the governing law and regulation ·indicates, the question of 
whether the Connnission issues a ruling is entirely within the Commission's 
discretion. Therefore, it is felt appropriate to inform the Connnission 
of the Department's predilection in this matter in··:order that it may 
receive consideration when the Commission deliberates. 

Should the Connnission elect to grant Petitioner a ruling, a hearing 
preceded by notice to all known interested parties would be necessary. 
A place of hearing close to Portland would be desirable •• 

C6licluaions 

1. It does not appear that Petitioner's problem is hypothetical in 
nature. Apparently all the relevant facts are based on existing 
conditions which are susceptible of measurement. 

2. Petitioner may request a Variance from the Commission and/or 
an exception from the Department, setting forth in particularity 
the results of measurement of his source at the appropriate location, 
whether or not substantial curtailment or shut down is his only 
alternative, and other relevant facts. 

3. The Department feels Petitioner's proper avenue of procedure is to 
request a variance and/or an exeption based on actual data gathered 
through measurement of existing conditions. A declaratory ruling 
is felt to be inappropriate where other alternatives are available. 

Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission respectfully 
decline to grant Petitioner a Declaratory Ruling in this matter. 

PWM/me 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET '" PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 "' Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

r-.~-·-·· '"'~-----'-----
.. I Ullt: U I I t:: ..... \..VI 

Subject: Agenda Item L, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting 

field BJJrninn Leoislation 

Background 
The staff over the last several months has been requested by 

various committees and individuals to provide information, either 
written or oral, on the field burning issue and the impact of associ­
ated proposed legislation (HB2560 and SB3ll). Attached is a copy of 
all written information provided by the staff on the two bills (Appen­
dix I), and a copy of SB311 and HB2560 (Appendix II). 

Discussion 
The foll owing is an outl foe of the hearings attended by the staff· 

at the request of the committee or ir.<:tividt•a!: 

SB311 
February· 13, 1975 - Committee Hearing on SB3ll, K. R. Cannon, 

H. M. Patterson, and Gary Young (Environmental Protection Agency-EPA). 
Topic - K. R. Cannon presented testimony relating to current 

legislation, federal involvement, and the relationship of the field 
burning program to the State's Implementation Plan. H. M. Patterson 
presented an outline of the smoke management program under the 
existing law and the problems associated with that program. Gary 
Young covered EPA's position. 

March 5, 1975 - Conference meeting, L. D. Brannock, H. M. 
Patterson, Dave Deardorff. 

Topic - Discussed general contents of SB311 and provided 
Mr. Deardorff with the tables from the 1974 field burning report 
and explained the problem relative to the constitutional problem 
relating to "combustible material." Mr. Deardorff requested 
that the staff appear at the March 6, 1975, Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Natural Resource He'aring on SB311. 
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March 6, 1975 - Committee Hearing on SB3ll, L. D. Brannock, 
H. M. Patterson. 

Topic - Presented the tables from the 1974 field burning re­
port with written and oral explanation. No other testimony was 
taken (see attachment). 

March 18, 1975 - Committee Hearing on SB3ll, L. D. Brannock, 
R. L. Vogt. 

Topic - Presented the breakdown of cereal grain acreages, 
and answered questions on the fiscal impact of SB3ll. Bill Rose 
testified and Senator Betty Roberts presented her amendments to 
SB3l l . 

March 20, 1975 - Committee Hearing on S3311, L. D. Brannock, 
R. L. Vogt. 

Topic - The staff was asked to testify but was not called to 
the stand. The total hearing \'las devoted to the presentation of 
a new draft of Sena.tor Betty Roberts' proposed amendments. 

March ll, 1975 - Telephone conversation, L. D. Brannock, 
Dave Deardorff. 

Topic - Presented staff comments on the mechanics of Senator 
Betty Roberts' draft bill before the final revision was drafted. 

March 24, 1975 - Committee Hearing on SB3ll, L. D. Brannock, 
R. L. Vogt. 

Topic ~ Senator Jason P.oe presented his corr:rr;euts c~ SB311-.. 
No other testimony was received. 

March 25, 1975 - Committee Hearing on SB3ll, L. D. Brannock. 
Topic - The Committee discussed final amendments to the bill 

and ordered final typing for engrossment. No testimony was received. 

HB2560 
March 25, 1975 - Conference meeting in Janet Mclennon's office, 

H. M. Patterson, R. L. Vogt, Janet Mclennon, Wayne Wal fe, and other 
Executive Department staff. 

Topic - Discussed how the DEQ would operate under HB2560 (per­
mit issuance, fee collection, acreage allocation, and enforcement), 
and the fiscal impact of the bill. A flow chart with an explanatory 
memo was mailed April 3, 1975, as agreed (see attachment). 

RLV:ahe 
April 24, 197.5 
Attachments: 

Appendix I 
Appendix II 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
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OEQ STAFF PRESElffATIONS ON FIELD BURrllllG 

1. 3/6/75. Br"ief explanation of 1974 tables and data presented to 
Senate Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee at the request 
of Senator Thorne. SB 311. 

2. 3/18/75. Senate Agriculture ar.d Natural Resources Corrmittee re 
hearing outline, including cereal acreages burned. SB 311. 

3. 3/20/75. 

a. Staff comr.ients on first redraft by Senator Betty Roberts. SB 311. 

b. Areas of statutory concern. SB 311. 

c. Projected smoke management budget. SB 311. (does not cover exactly 
same items as budget proposed for HB 2650). 

4. 3/13/7 5. 

Memo to Director re HB 2560 with attached memo to Sam Aikin. 

5. 3/31/75. Memo to 1-!ayne IJol fe on HB 2560. 

6. 4/3/75. Memo to Hayne Wolfe on HB 2560. 
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BRIEF EXPLANATION OF 1974 TABLES AND DATA 

Figure 1 

Figure 1 presents a pictorial display of field burning accomplished during 

I 
the season. It can be referred to to obtain a general concept of the burning 

activity. The low level of activity from August 24 through September 2 and from 

September 15 through September 25 is noteworthy because it was not associated 

with wet rainy conditions associated with such low level burniug activity during 

t}te past seasons. During these periods atmosphelic ventilation was !\"enerally 

poor and burnine; was allowed only under very limited conditions where smoke 

ventilation was assured. Grower compliance during these periods of general ' 

prohibition is indic:i.ted by the burned acreage records. 

Table 1 

This is the main tabulation of acreages burrced and the effects on air quality 

·as :measured. by \~sibility at Eu.gene ·and Sale111 ai111orts'~ Previous reports 

included a tabulation of airport observations of sm,pke_ not restricting to vision, 

but was omitted this year because it indicated little more than the general ubiquitious 

nature of smoke in our environment. 

Four days during the summer were significantly affected by field burning 

smoke in Eugene. These days were August 14, 20, 23 and September 3. The 

complaints on these days and the one day following account for 884 of the total 

1196 complaints received this year - thus 74% cif the complaints could be associated 

with those 4 smoky days in Eugene. At least 92% of all complaints received this 

year originated from the Eu!\"ene area. 
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Table II 

The significance of Table II is that it shows the p;ross seasonal l"ariation 

or comparison of authorized burning (days and quotas). In general, it could be 

assumed that the number of suitable days for burnine; would be accompanied with 

a parallel number of allowed quotas and amount of burninp;. It would be inferred 

then that the number of available burninp; days would aiso pai·ailel the seasonal 

meteorolog-y relating to suitable days. 

It was stated· above that the farge majority of public complain1c<: C?.me 

from Eugene as can be verified by a glance at the following table. (Note: most 

of the complaints tabulated by the DEQ originate from the Eup;ene area.) l 

Field Burning Complaint Summary 
Year 

Complaints tabulated by: 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Dept. : of Environmental 
Q'.lality 11 1645 ~ ....... l:i:; nn 4C 35 ,"i\i\) '"' 

Mid-Willamette Valley APA 6 88 186 81 50 48 57 

Lane Regional APA 127 3409 1241 591 226 494 1104 

Totals 144 5142 1733 785 369 588 1196 

It will be noted that the year of minimum complaint frequency, 1972, was 

also the year of maximum quota availability durin~ Aue;ust and September. Years 

of minimum quota frequency tend to be years of maximum complaint frequency, 

for instance 1970 and 1974. Public complaints are not presented as an accurate 

or scientific measure of program success or failure because they are subject 

to many other influences such as news media coverap;e and statements by various 
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public officials, general interest o.:roups and politicians. The complaint frequency 

does appear to somewhat parallel the seasonal meteorological suitability for 

burning, however. 

The point to be made is that the seasonal variation exists independently 

of any smoke management program, and has a critical influence on any proq:ram's 

success or failure. This is a fact we are forced to live with. There can be 

no guarantees given to either side in such an· issue. 

Eugene cannot be guaranteed field smoke (slash smoke, industrial smoke, 

01-0 auy ot11e1· ty11e oi ·:s1nuke) won't be seen-., and the _grass !?'.'rower cannot be 

guaranteed of sufficient opportunity to burn his fields. No such guarantees 

have been given and· none such can be reasonably required. Eugene and the ,;. 

rest of the valley may suffer high poll.ution days whether field burning is 

involved or not. 

Table Ill 

The 197 4 Basic and Priority quotas are liHted for each fire district in the 

valley involved with field burning. The quota totals for North and South Valley 

indicate that under normal conditions one South'< quota will result in 8550 regular 

acres burned in the South and 975 priority acres could be burned in the North. 

In addition 900 regular acres could be burned in eastern Marion County. In other 

words, one South quota could involve a total of 10,425 acres . 

. One North quota, under normal circumstances, could result in 3575 regular 

.acres burned in the north counties and 2025 priority acres burned in the south 

counties. 

The total of registered and burned acres show a slight increase over the 

last several years. 
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Burned acreage 

Registered acres 
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ACRE S OPEN BURNED IN THE WILLAMETTE VALLEY 

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

315,000 225,000 252,000 260,000 270,000 262,000 282,741 

286,000 277,000 279,000 298,968 

The increase cannot be claimed to be indication of actual fact. Each year 

of the program has seen an improvement of reporting, so most of the increase 

may be accounted for by more complete accounting. \Vhether the fact that 1974 

was legally the last year allowed for burning caused increased registration is 

not known. The last large burning- day was October 9, which is about a montch. 

later than usual. On the other hand, burning during the normal season was '. 

restricted so m\!lch that several fire districts reported that some of their farmers 

probably workec' up their fields without burninQ,·• but they had not applied for fl. 

fee r_~fund. It is probable that a number of acres in this category are included 

in the burned acreage totals. above. 

Table IV 

The observations for smokiness in Salem :;.nd Eugene are based on Weathe:ir 

Bureau records at the airports in Salem and Eugene. As indicated, the smoky 

day is defined as a day in which any observation of visibility is equal to or 

less than 6 miles where the restriction is due to smoke or haze alone. 1974 

in total does not appear to be significantly different than years of recent history. 

There was an increase in number of smoh-y days and hours in Eugene however 

where visibility was restricted, due to smoke, to equal or less than three miles. 

It is this greater occurrence during 197 4 of visibility on the low end of the scale 

which is concluded to have resulted in major increase of complaints .. 
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Table V 

Table V is an attempt to objectively analyze each occurrence of a smoky 

day throughout the season and judge whether .field burning was significantly 

responsible for that smoky occurrence, based upon staff experience. The 

total shows that 1974 was at least as good or better than previous years for 

which this a11alysis was made. 

When smoky problems of the more severe nature occur in Eugene, it is 

almost inva..riably the South acres burned when:,north winds are blowing, which 

produce the problem. Twice during 1974, north winds occurred after regular 

acreage burnine; was· authorized in the South Valley. These occurrences were; 

August 20 and September 3, and accounted for cl;he largest portion of public 

complaints. 
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1974 DAILY FIELD BURNING SUMMARY AND AIR QUALITY DATA 

·Explanation: 

The data in Table I has been organized to facilitate visual com­
parison of observations from Eugene and Salem Airports. The average day­
time visibility and minimum daytime visibility (excluding fog or precipita­
tion cases) are listed for comparison with the number of smoky observations 
and smoke res tri cti ons to visibility. Comparison 1~i th the analysis presented in 
Table A-V will furtl;er characterize specific smoky periods and their relationship 
to field burning. · 

Column Contents: 

Column 

1 

2. 

3 

4 

5 to 16 

5'& 11 

6 & 12. 

7 & 13 

B, 9, l 0 
14,.15&16. 

Description 

Date 

Daily agricultural burning cla.ssificaticn advisory and 
number of quotas released. Symbols used have the following 
meaning: 

P = Prohibition conditions. 

P* = Burning prohibited by State Fire Marshal because 
of high fire danger. 

N = Margina 1 conditions, Northerly 1~i nds. 

_ S = Marginal" conditions, Southerly winds. 

NS = Indicates quotas issued for both North & South 
conditions. · · 

Numerals are the number of quotas released under N or S 
classification. 

"/" separates AM and PM classifications where a difference 
exists. If a second "/'' appears, it denotes a change in 
the classification made durin~ the afternoon. 

"Spec." indicates limited burning ever al lowed in specific 
fire districts. This burning was done under carefully 
monitored conditions to assure smoke would not accumulate. 

Acres reported burned as indicated. 

Complaints tabulated by date. 

Apply to Eugene or Salem Airport weather station. 

Recorded rainfall in inches at weather station. (T means trace) 

Average hourly daytime visibility 

Lowest daytime visibility when visibility was not restricted 
by fog or precipitation. -

Number of hours during the day (24 hours) where visibility 
was restricted to values given by smoke only. 

A-2 
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1974 Daily Field Burning Summary ana Air Quality Data 
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TABLE A-1 .(Cont.) 

1974 Daily Field Burning Summary and Air Quality Data 

(Acres Burned and Observations of Smoke and Visibility) 
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1974 Daily Field Burning Summary and Air Quality Data 
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TABLE A-I I 

BURNING DAYS AVAILABLE AND QUOTAS AUTHORIZED 

July 15-31 August September October 1-15 Totals 
Year Days Quotas Days Quotas Days Quotas Days 

- Quotas~ Days Quotas 

North 1970 9t 10 12 13 7 12 4 4 32t 39 
Va 11 ey 1971 5 5 St 12 1 at 22 it 3 25t 42 

1972 4 7 St 21 8 12 5 5 25* 45 
1973 10 11 16 25 11 12 2 3 39 51 
1974 11 11 12 13 9 15 5 6 37 45 

South 1970 3! 7 6 9 3! 6 2 2 1 5 24 
Val I ey 1971 t 1 6 16! 4 11 1 2 lH 30t 

1972 0 0 4 12 7 15 5 5 16 32 
1973 1 2 5 . 6 6 7 0 Q 12 15 
19 74 6 6 5 5! 3 3 3 5 17 16t 

-~-

The quotas were designed such that 33 basic quotas in the North Valley and 22 b<1slc quotas in the 
South Valley were required to accomplish the burning of perennial and annual grass fields, assuming 
100% uti I ization. Prohibition days or days with significant amounts of rain were generally not con-
sidered to be available for burning. 
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Table A-Ill 

FI RE Dl:STRI CT BURN I NG QUOTAS AND REPORTED ACREAGES 

County1Fire District 
North Valley Counties 

Clackamas County· 
Canby RFPD 
C:ac~oma:; CV\.iiity ·#54 
Clackamas - Marion FPA 
Estacada RFPD 
Mo I a 11 a RFP D 
Monitor RFP D 
Scotts Mi 11 s RFPD 

Total 

Mari on County 
Aumsvi 1 le RFPD 
Aurora-Donald RFPD 
Drakes Crossing RFPD 

. Hubba rd RFPD 
Jefferson RFPD 
Marion County #1 
Marion County Unprotected 
Mt. Angel RFPD 
St. Paul RFPD 
Salem City 
Silverton RFPD 
Stayton RFP D 
Sublimity RFPD 
Turner RFPD 
Woodburn RFPD 

Total 

1974 SEASON 

Quota 

Basic Priority 

50 50 
5C C 
50 0 
75 0 
50 0 
50 0 
50 0 

375 50 

50 0 
50 50 
50 0 
50 0 

22S so 
100 50 
so so 
50 0 

125 0 
50 50 

300 0 
150 0 
2SO 0 

50 50 
12S 50 

1675 350 

Reported 
Registered 
Acreage 

198 
865 

3101 
2649 
600 

1231 
638 

9282 

1389 
1481 
899 
513 

S908 
4110 
1700 
540 

4691 
1756 
9277 
4472 
788S 
1440 
4575 

50636 

Acres Burned 

198 
865 

3101 
2627 

598 
1200 est. 
638 

9227 

1344 
1400 est. 
899 
513 est. 

5908 
3900 est. 
1500 est. 
540 est. 

4429 
1656 
9100 
4454 
7827 
1440 
4500 est. 

49410 
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Table A-111 (continued) 

FIRE DISTRICT BURIHNG QUOTAS AIW REPORTED ACREAGES 

I 97 4 SEASON 

Reported 
County/Fire District Quota Registered 
N6rt11·va1 ley Counties Bas jc Priority Acreage 

Polk County 
Polk County Non-District ~n 0 628 .-'V 

Southeast Rura 1 Polk 400 50 16782 
Southwest Rura I Polk 125 50 4025 

Total 575 JOO 2 Jl135 

Washington County 
Corne I ius RFPD 50 50 I 41 
Forest Grove RFPr 50 0 732 
Forest Grove, State: Forestry 50 O· 24 
Hillsboro 50 50 2D 
Washington County FPO #1 50 50 417 
Washing ton County FPO #2 50 50 1536 

Total 300 200 2870 

Yamhill County 
Amity RFPD 125 50 4229 
Carlton RFPD 50 50 596 
Dayton RFPD 50 50 2014 
Dundee RFPD 50 20 
McMinnvi I le RFPD 150 75 4515 
Newberg RFPD 50 0 420 
Sheridan· RFPD 75 50 3899 
Yamh i I I RFPD 50 0 400 

Tota I 600 275 16093 

North Valley Total 3575 975 100316 

Acres Burned 

523 
15000 est. 
3889 

19412 

I 4 I 
732 
24 
20 

417 
1501 

2835 

4229 
596 

2014 
20 

4485 
381 

3700 est. 
400 

15825 

96709 
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Table A-111 (continued) 

FIRE DISTRICT BURNING QUOTAS AND REPORTED ACREAGES 

County/Fire District 
South Valley Counties 

Benton County 
County Non-District & Adair 
Corva 11 is RFPD 
Monroe RFPD 
Phi I omath RFPD 
Western Oregon FPD 

Total 

Lane" County 
Coburg RFPO 
Creswe I I RFPD 
Eugene RFPD 

(Zumwa It RFPD). 
Junction City RFPD 
Lane County Non-District 
Lane County RFPD #I 
Santa C Iara RFPO 
Thurston-Waterville 
West Lane. FPO 

Total 

Linn County 
Albany RFPD 

(inc. N. Albany, Palestine, 
Co. Unprotected Areas) 

Brownsville RFPD 
Halsey-Shedd RFPD 
Harrisburg RFPD 
Lebanon RFPD 
Lyons RFPD 
Scio RFPD 
Tangent RFPD 

Total 

South Valley Total 

Al I Valley Total 

1974 SEASON 

Quota 
Basic Priority 

350 175 
175 125 
325 50 
125 100 
100 50 

1075 500 

175 . 50 
75 100 

50 50 
325 50 
100 50 
350 50 

50 50 
50 50 
50 0 

1225 450 

625 125 
750 50 

2050 200 
1350 50 
325 325 
. 50 0 
175 0 
925 325 

6250 1075 

8550 2025. 

Report"d 
Registered 
Acreage 

9119 
3557 
7700 
2681 
1935 

24992 

3930 
1400 

72.4 
7236 
1638 
7039 

117 
82 

435 

22601 

15767 
16891 
46914 
31387 
12881 

787 
5739 

20693 

151059 

198652 

298968 

Acres Burned 

9000 est. 
3400 est. 
7000 est. 
2681 
1869 

23950 

3685 
1400 

724 
6902 
1638 
6339 

117 
82 

435 

21322 

14000 est. 
15473 
44442 
29000 est. 
11645 

787 
5400 est. 

20013 

140760 

282741 
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TABLE A-IV 

SMOKlllESS IN SALEll A!ID EUGENE 

SALEM EUGE!lc 

Year - 0 68 ''69 '70 ·' 71 . '72 '73 • 7t, 0 68 '69 ']") '71 '72 '73 I 7!.i 

JULY 

Smoky Days. 3 6 4 4 2 0 0 3 5 3 3 0 
Smoky Hours 

Visibiiity 6 mi. ' iO s s IG 5 .Q 0 iO 12 8 12 0 I or i ess j 2 
Visibility 3 mi. or koo a a c 0 2 0 0 0 4 4 2 0 0 0 
Visibility I mi. or less 0 0 D 0 I 0 0 0 0 I I 0 0 0 

~ 

AUGUST 

Smoky Days 5 10 ID 5 8 7 4 11 7 4 7 3 4 
Smoky Hours 

Vis I bi lity 6 mi. or l es.s 11 16 . 53 14 27 27 I 15. 40 14 8 14 12 8 
Visibility 3 mi. or less 0 3 16 2 7 7 0 8 30 3 3 2 0 3 
Visibll ity I ml. or less 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 10 0 1 0 0 0 

SEPTEMBER 

Smoky Days 15 8 6 6 9 3 12 17 9 6 3 6 7 5 
Smoky Hours 

Vislbl I ity 6 mi. or I ess 92 66 50 19 31 14 42 170 51 35 9 23 I/ 16 
Vis.ibility 3 mi. or less 18 16 10 I 8 0 5 62 42 I 1 0 0 9 
Visibility 1 mi. or less 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 6 4 0 0 0 J 0 

OCTOBER 

Smoky Days 11 13 10 I 1 16 7 12 16 15 10 3 19 9 7 
Smoky Hours 

Vis lb I I ity 6 mi. or less 53 85 65 59 113 :i.9 48 67 39 47 5 87 40 17 
Visibility 3 mi. or less 5 35 16 8 31 9 I 50 25 3 0 7 5 4 
V.isibl I lty I mi . or less 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 0 0 0 o. 0 

SEASON TOTAL SMOKY DAYS 34 32 30 26 35 17 25 40 40 26 13 32 20 17 

Note: Srnoky duys ilrc those days showing a restriction to visibility at the 
airport by smoke only, haze only, or smoke and haze on one or r.lOre 
hourly observations. 

Smoky hours ;rre those hourly observations shan'ing restrictions to 
vlsibllity by smoke only, haze only, or smoke and haze. 

Smoke or haze Is listed as restricting visibility when It reduces 
prcvaf 1ing vlsibil ity to six miles or"less. 

A-11 



OATE 

713 

8/14 

8/16 

8/20 

8/23 

9/1 

9/3 

9/6 

917 
9/8 

9/9 

9/15 

9/16 

9117 

9118 

9/19 

9/29 

TOTAL 

( 

EUGENE A I RPO RT 

TIME OURAT IC:~ 
PERIOD OF PERIGO 
BEGAN (hours) 
(24 hr. 
clock) 

0700 

1800 2 

0800 3 
1635 4 1/2 

f]OO 

0900 3 
1330 8 

0900 

0700 7 
0600 6 

1973 Tota 1 s 
1972 Totals 
1971 Totals 

HIHIMUM 
VISIBILITY 
(ml les) 

6 

5 
5 

2 

6 

2 

1 1/2 

6 

6 

3 

TABLE A-V 

Smoky Perlods, 1974 

SHOKE 
JUDGED 
COHTR I BUT ED 
BY FIELD 
BURN I llG 

YES 

x 

x 
x 

·x 

110 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

6 

4 
8 
3 

OATE 

8/9 

911 

9/5 
~/6 

9/7 

9/8 

919 

9/15 

9/16 

9/17 
9/18 

9/19 

9/29 

( 

SALEH A I RPORT 

TIME OURAT I Oil HINIHUH 
PERIOD OF.PERIOD VISIBILITY 
BEG1\N (hours) . (.,,I Jes) 
(24 hr. 
clock) 

0800 6 

1200. 10 4 

0]00 l 5 

0735 6 5 
0700 5 3 
1000 1 3/4 
2200 4 
0800 2 4 
1000 2 5 
0800 4 4 

0900 5 5 
0700 8 4 

0700 :. 3 

Explanation: Smoky peric::!s identified by visibilities of six miles or less in Table I arc listed 
for the mor:th5 of July, August and September·. A judger..ent that smoke was not related 
to field b1..:rning was r.-iadc only if the situ<Jtion was unequivocal. Questionable or 
uncertain cases were attributed to field burning. 

SMOKE 
JUDGED 
C OllTR IOUTEO 
BY Fl ELD 
DURHHIG 

YES 

x 
x 

x 
x 

4 

5 
7 
6 

NO 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

5 
12 
9 
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Notes: L Federal primary standard 260 JI9/l·t3 §Ot more than once per year. 
Federal secondary standard 150Jig/M not more than once per year. 

3 . 
State am~ient air standard. 150 pg/M not more than once per year. 
lOOpg/M not more than 15% of samples collected .. 

2. 
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1. Federal primary standard 260 µg/M3 ~ot more than once per year. 
Federal secondary standard 150 )19/M not more than once per year. 

2. State am~ient air standard. 150 µg/M 3 not more than once per year. 
100 pg/M not more than 15% of samples collected. 
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100 pg/M not more than 15% of samples collected. 
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~uq'"' Co- ,SpdMrl,ld Spdoqfh1d Ju,..ctlon Corvall h 
·ere<' &ldq. Ctty Ylopi L lbrary C.Hy lrbanon usu 

20\0ilJS 20)JOJS 20llOll 2014004 22140:12 OZ04006 

•• 102 " Bl "' " 
123 1 .. 

128 138 

"' "' 
lSJ 1'0 .. , .. 

I I I " .. " I 21 I 5o " I 
I 

33 ., 

" 63 
I I .. JO 

" .., 
140 l2I -

- -· •• m , .. 
" I· 121 " ,, .. 

172 
197 

"' 197 . 

187. \ ... 
'" "' 
207 

'" "' 168 113 

167 
190 

111 

"' 194 , .. 
230 

"' 
152 111 

119 I 

I 163 120 " 110 51 

110 
' "' 

161 

"' 
" \00 

m I 

. - I 

(uq/M 3 ) 

& 2) 

Alb~nr Oalh1 
nri:oo1 2104002 

"' 157 

I 

"' " 

., 
" 

126 " 

. 

11 .. 

12-hour SamJ>k~ ' ' ' - I (See Note 3) ' 

l11ahtf l "'~ I ~•vtrfon Hll hboro :Ccntril Linn- 'Sal.,.., 
t rl"tar.~rl ~:itr St.I \o'~dt;..,r-n t<.:tUnnvlllr llbr•r)' l 1bnry IHl<1h School ~tltr St. 

Z4J.'!J2•J t <'~~£C::J) 1617001 )410101 J0Ul02 I 72r,..~::.:i1 2~ l.:':Jb) 221~CC I 

"' m 185 

ISi " 110 "' "' 122 Ill 18\ 

- 119 ., 
I 138 71 115 

I J IJ\ " "' 
i; "" SS "' I I: 169 " m 

I I 
' I 

., " JO •• ., ' ' .. 11i " ! 
I i 
' .. 57 "' ! i ' ' I ISO " ... 

I! "' i 
.. " 

' 
I 

211 •• 60 
I ~ 

' 1 m "' 81 

i •• ,,. .. .., 160 . 453 " 146 
' ' 
~ 141 "' ! i 
: 317 ..,. 166 

i 307 1J4. 185 

' i 
1 211 IOZ 145 

1312 . 
"' 230 

101 "' 117 '" 1!"' llJ " 218 
. 

'i . 
l360 106 ~m 
; 
: 192 BS m 
' !2n :tss 130 

' i 
1261 121 22l 
I I ! m ~48 
i i 

" " 11 " '" 81 " : .. 
'" " 125 

80 18 103 

\72 117 '1153 

I 
' ' . 

per year. 3. There are no ambien.t air standards for 12-hour samples. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEiHAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

SENATE AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
March 18, 1975 

Subject Outline: - Senate Bill 311 

1. Cereal acreage burned 1974. 

2. EQC Rule needs revision to comply with new law. 

a. Burning permit procedures 

b. Civil penalty authority 

c. Violation citing 

d. Re~ise permit laws. 

3. Smoke Management Program. 

a. Coordinator: 

Supervise and coordinate field staff activities. Dispatch to problem spots. 

Evaluate and give public response to complaints. 

Maintain information on daily and seasonal burning and program progress 
to provide decision base to Program Meteorologist. 

b •. Field Inspectors (6 - 8) 

Become the expert on fields to be burned and potential problem areas in 
localized areas of responsibility in the Valley. 

Surveillance ·of daily burning. 

Liaison as necessary between fire chiefs and seed growers. 

Assist in controlling in1proper burning methods. 

Assist in enforcement. 

c. Enforcement Officer (2) 

General surveillance. 

Called to problem areas identified by field inspector to issue civil 
penalty notices as required. 
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d. Skywatch opera ti on expanded to.increased hours. 

e. All of above radio equipped. 

f. New weather stations and information gathering. 

g. Meetings with State Forester and Seed Council. 
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Prnso:: <L SERVI C[S 

8 Environ01c:11tJl Technicials 1 
11 months (l $6118/mo. 
OPE @ 15% on above 
Progra~ Executive 3 @ $122~/mo. 
OPE@ 15~ on above 

Iota! Personal Services 

SERVICES & SUPPLIES 

8 Intermediate size autos 
Base rate $110/mo. 
3000 miles per mo. over minimum 

Aeri?l Surveillance 
5 hours daily at $50/hour 
120 days 

Total Services & Supplies 

CAP IT/\L OUTLAY 

$ 

$ 

8 Mobile radio units installed ln autos above 
Improvement in existing radio communications 

Iota] Capital Outlay 

Total Direct Costs - Other Funds 
Add: Indirect Costs @ 38.72t 

( 

20 > 73 6 
3 '110 $ 23,846 
11,896 

73 11. 5 > 630 
$ 29,f!76 

·3,520 
10,560 $ 14' 080 

.250 
30 > 000 

$ 44,oso. 

$ 7,000 
network 38 ,ODO 

$ 45,000 

$ ilB,556 
16, 865 

$ 135,421 
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County and Cerea 1 Acres 
Fire District Burned in 1974 

BENTON: 

Co. Non. 507 
Corva 11 is 177 
Monroe 560 
Philomath 70 
Western 0 

Total 1 ,314 

CLACKAMAS: 

Canby 38 
Clackamas 54 0 
Clackamas Marion 0 
Estacada 0 
Molalla 214 
Monitor 212 
Scotts Mills 0 

Total 464 

LANE: 

Coburg 0 
Junction City 250? 
Lane Non. 90 
Lane No. 1 375 
West Lane 0 

Total 715 

LINN: 

A 1 bany 1 ,730 
Brownsville 497 
Halsey-Shedd 658 
Harrisburg 0 
Lebanon 1 ,219 
Scio 70 
Tangent 188 
Lyons 0 

Total 4,362 
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County and 
Fire District 

MARION: 

POLK: 

Aumsvil 1 e 
Aurora Donald 
Drakes 
Hubbard 
Jefferson 
Marion No; 1 
Mt. Angel 
St. Paul 
Salem 
Silverton 
Stayton 
Sublimity 
Turner 
Woodburn 

Po 1 k-Non. 
S.E. Rural 
S.W. Rural 

WASHINGTON: 

Cornelius 
Forest Grove 
Wash. No. 1 
Wash. No. 2 
Hillsboro 

YAMHILL: 

Amity 
Carlton 
Dayton 
Dundee 
McMinnville 
Newberg 
Sheridan 
Yamhi 11 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Cerea 1 Acres 
Burned in 1974 

0 
48 
50 

117 
835 
796 
173 

1 ,316 
800? 
793.6 

53 
0 

221 
5,202 

0 
500 
775 

1 ,275 

118 
518 
417 
578 

20 
1 ,651 

2,000 
425 
245 

20 
1,455 

350 
2,456 

6,951 
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\.; DEQ STl\FF co;,E'\ENTS RELt~TI!:G TO 8ETTY RO~;ERTS' BILL PROPOSf1L TO TllE SE~l1\TE 
AGRICULTURE f,ND NATURAL RESOURCES co;,r,:rTTEE 

Section 2 

ORS 463.450 (l ). The language used pertaining to grass and grain 

crops and other burning is the same as that used in ORS 468.450 and 

needs clarification in light of ORS 463.290. 

ORS 468.460 (2) requires the Commission to adopt rules providing 

for a phased reduction. Ho\'1ever, further on in the draft DRS 468.475, on 

pages 5 and 6 appear to dictate what that phased reduction would be. Is 

that the intent? 

ORS 468.460 (3) prohibits regional air quality control authorities 

from the regulation of field burning. l'ould this also apply to civil 

penalty act ions? 

Section 3 

ORS 468.465 (1). Cereal grain burning is listed as being authorized 

only in connection with fall legumes and perennial grasses. Is it intended 

to limit to only those crops, or should certain other minor seed crops 

also be considered, such as sugarbeet seed? Also, positive identification 

of each fie,ld is needed such as giving the tax lot, or range, t01-mship 

and section numbers. This may be either part of the statute or possibly 

could be contained in implementing OAR. 

ORS 468. 465 (2). Department staff requirements for inspecting burned 

cereal fields would probably require at least one full time individual if 

spot checking were permitted in lieu of 100% coverage as indicated in the 

bi 11 proposal . 

ORS 463.465 (3). This is the only mention of specific civil penalty 

authority by the DepartiTient and is liinited to violations of planting 
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restrictions of burned cereal acrca9es. Expanded civil penalty authority 

is needed if this is the legislature's desire. 

Section 4. 

ORS 468.470 (l ). The last sentence in sub paragraph l 1·1as added 

by the 1974 special session and relates to the constitutional question 

of the definition of combustible material. This action \·/as not effective 

in solving the problem because it fails to answer the constitutional 

objection. In passing it might be noted that in this case no one ever 

questioned 1·1hether grass stubble fields 1·1ere combustible or not. 

OR)468.470 (4). The phrase "As long as the Committee is in existence" 

appe~~~·-to be inappropriate because sub paragraph 3 gives the Committee 

an indefinite life period. 

This paragraph gives the Committee the job of establishing operating 

standards for equipment but does not stipulate that they need to comply 

\ l·.Lt. .......... [nr _.,_,.._J ... ~.-1,. Tt..- r ............... ~.,.."'" ....... ......... 1 .• ,....._ .... s··,~- ... ~.i..1... •l.. ..... n- .... -.-... .i..~-~"-
•/ l.11 Oll:f ·-\..!V JLQllUC\IU:>o lllt::: VUll!Lllll.l.tC Ulll,Y l.Ull UIL.:> \".'lldl l.llt Ut::jJUI '-lllt::llL. 

He feel the need of a stronger Department position than that of a consultant. 

An equal partner in the establishment of standards 1·1ould appear to be 

appropriate. Also, does this section provide for a continuing series of 

certified alternatives resulting from subsequent development after the 

initial certification? 

The frequency 1·1ith "hich the Committee is to report to the Commission 

appears to be excessive. It 1·1ould be recommended that the maximum of t1·10 

reports yearly are all that 1·1ould be necessary. These 1·10uld be once in 

the fall to review the season accomplishments and again in the spring 

to revie1·1 season plans and goals, It also appears that the Ccxcmittee 

may be burdened 1·iith so many reporting requirements as to make thefr job 
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difficult and their function less effective. It is noted that they report 

and make recommendations to Hays and Means. They iJ3ve Senate and House 

of Representative advisory membership, and they 

are reporting also to the EQC. 

Section t,a. 

ORS 4G8.475. The definition of "permit area" is unclear. It is suggested 

that if fire districts are intended, the usage is inappropriate because the 

wide rangint· size of fire districts and the disparity of crop types from 

one fire di ,·trict to another, makes application of the phased reduction ,, 
appear to be unnecessarily arbitrary. Also, it is noted that one effect 

of the phased reduction of acreages is a phased reduction in available smoke 

management funds, but there is no indication that there is intended to be a 

phased reduction in smoke management activities. There needs to be maintenance 

of smoke management funds. 

One might additionally question whether the indicated phased reduction 

is going to be consistent with available straw removal and field sanitation 

equipment. 

Section 5_:_ 

ORS 468.480 (1). It is suggested that ~rording requiring registration 

of fields early in the season and timely submission of funds be included. 

ORS 468.480 (2). Ue feel there needs to be a definition of areas of 

responsibility for the use of smoke management funds utilized by the 

Department and the Seed Council. It ~tould be a preliminary recomnendation 

that the Department utilization of funds be directed to1·1ards providing 

regulatory and enforcement staff augmentation required for smoke management, 

and that the Seed Council retain their previous involvement in inforff1ation 

_gathering anrl disseminatfon responsibilities. 
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ORS 4GB.480 (3). Again, the ti1nely submission of fee receipts would be 

a desirable stipulation. 

What follo11s is not related to the bill proposal, hov1ever, there 

have been several suggestions in various areas of the legislature for· 

conefo~ the burning on the basis of agronomic needs. If the Department 

will be expected to make this kind of detennination, it is anticipated 

that additional staff requirements will need to be filled by someone 

with an agronomy/horticultural/plant pathology type of experience. 

Also, there have been discussions relating to offering economic 

incentives and benefits to those grass fields l'lhich have been sanitized 

by machine. The requirer:ients of smoke r:ianagement \'/Ould indicate that 

the machines should be used first in those areas which a;·e most smokf' 

sensitive. It \'1ould seem that this would give an inappropriate economic 

advantage to those fields which might be considered to create the most 

problem. 
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OEPARTMEt!T OF ENVIRONMEtlTAL QUALITY 
Areas of Statutory Concern 

Fire Permits R~ired 

~}ORS 476.380 (1), ~.77.515, 477.530 and 478.960 r·equire fire permits 

to be obtained for open burning in all areas of the state. ORS 477.~15 

and 477 .530 require fire permits for areas ~rithin forest protection 

districts and federal grazing districts. ORS 476.380 and 478.960 require 

fire permits for areas outside and ~rithin rural fire protection districts. 

The language requiring fire permits for burning "any combustible 

material'' contained in ORS 478.960 has been declared unconstitutional as 

"overbroad and standardless" by the Oregon Court of Appeals. The affected 

language is identical to that contained in ORS 476.380. The effect of 

this decision makes the statute inoperative in its requirement of a burning 

permit. This defect is considered serious because it renders the fire 

districts po1·1erless to enforce regulations requiring fire permits. Field 

burning is an activity in this category. The statutes (ORS 476.380 and. 

478.950) must be changed to correct this defect._ 

2. Control of Agricultural Burning 

ORS 468.450 is the legislative authority under 1·1hich the Department 

issues the daily burning classification for agricultural burning. This 

section was formerly ORS 449.840 and \'ias completely separate from the 

field burning legislation which it is now associated with. The section 

sets priorities for allowing the burning of (1) perennial grass (2) annual 

grass (3) cereal grain and U,) all other burning. It is the fourth priority 

of burning vrhich has been interpreted by the Department as providing authority 

to control such things as the burning of orchard prunings and agricultural 

land clearing. 
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ORS 468.290 exempts agricultural operations except for field 

burning frrn1 the application of air pollution laws. From the staff's 

/)oi nt of vi e1·1 it appears there may be a co nfl iC:t between the tl':o statutes. 

\ On the basis of ORS 468.450 tie have operated a burning program 365 

days a year for the control of agricultural burning by allo1·1ing burning 

on marginal days. This has been a generally acceptable and successful 

program. People generally understand the desirability of prohibiting 

burning on poor ventilation days. We feel, however, that there needs 

to be some clarification of that authority in ORS 468.290 if that is 

the legislative intent. It might be desirable to indicate it is not 

intended to permanently shut off burning opportunity, but only to 

prohibit it during periods of poor ventilation in accordance with ORS 

468.450. 

3. Civil Penal ties 

If civil penalties are contemplated as a means of enforcement by 

the Department, it is the staff feeling that specific enabling legislation 

needs to be provided. The constraints of ORS 468.125 requiring notice 

could be cumbersome particularly if the violation notice is to be issued 

after the evidence is gone, i.e., after the fire is out or after a burned 

cereal field is replanted to something other than that allotted by statute 

or rule. 
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SMOKE MANAGEMENT BUDGET 

DEPARTMEIH OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Personnel Services 

Field Inspectors (11) 
(90 days - $5/hour) 

OPE at 15% on above 

Program Manager (1) 
(Full time at $1224/mo - ES 3) 

OPE at 15% on above 

Enforcement Personnel (2) 
(3 mo. at $1164/mo ~ PE 2) 

OPE at 15% on above 

TOTAL PERSONNEL 

Services and Supplies 

( 

Vehicles: Ii Inspection; 2 Enforcement 
Base $110/mo - 3 mo. 
3000 mi/mo over base 

Mobile Radio Units (6) 

Base Station Radio 

TOTAL SERVICES & SUPPLIES 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY TOTAL 

SEED COUNCIL 

Personnel 

Fire Marshal 

Capital Outlay 

Antenna Amplifier (12V-HW-2514) 

Receiver for !il188 for burning crews at $80/unit 

Theodolite and Supplies 

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY 

MAR 2 0 1975 

4' 160 

lli,688 

2,203 

6,984 

l,048 

lil ,li83 

6,000 

1,000 

lli ,920 

$56,li03 

$ 1,000 

1'500 

1 '600 

3,500 

$ 7,600 
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Seed Council (continued) 

Services and Supplies 

Aircraft (21 hr/day - 60 days - $~0/hr) 

Telephone, radio, newspaper, code-a-phone 

TOTAL SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 

SEED COUNCIL TOTAL 

TOTAL QEQ AND SEED COUNCIL 

$ 6,000 

7,000 

$13,000 

$20,600 

$76,153 



St( of Oregon ( 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Kessler R. Cannon 

From' IL M. Patterson 

Subiect, llB 2560 - Field Burning 

0£0 A 

( 
~ The attached l\-10 memorandums summarize 1) comments on the proposed 

legislation, and 2) fiscal impact. 

The fiscal impact is influenced by the requirement to issue permits under the 
Ah' Contaminant Discharge Permit Law. In addition to the stotutory tfr;;c 
limit, each denial or limitation 1-iould be subject to appeal under the 
administrative procedures. If appeals are requested, additional staff time of 
the hearings officer 1~ould be required (which is not included). 

I feel strongly that a plant pathologist will be necessary to provide that· 
technical data for the decision making process for both the Department and 
EQC. ;(} 

.i.,1Y·1if · 

Attachments - Memo 3-13-75 
2-3-75 

HMP:h 

l' 
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;})'] DEPARTMENT OF( Li._JVIRON/AENTAL QUJ\LITr' 
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INTEROFFICE !.\EMO 

Sam Aikin through KRC Da:e, March 13, 1975 

Frorno 11. M. Patterson 

Subieclo 118 2560 Field Bumi ng 

DEQ .:I 

( fi. The staff has completed an initial evo,luation of H3 2560 relating to 
~eld burning per your telephone request. 

L ·The Division has received copies of the Governor's recommended budget 
and in accordance with the December 16, 1974 request to the Budget Division 
$135,421 per year or $270,842 for the bi2nnium was included relative to 
field burning. This fiscal amount 11as for an extended field burning 
program in the Willamette Valley under the surveillance of DEQ. It 
essentially moved the Smoke Management Program in the field with B 
Environmental Technicians and a Program Executive for four and three month 
pe~iads. This impact discussion is in addition to that pro9ram, 

The review and evaluation of HB 2560 raises several questions covered 
by the memorandum of March 3, 1975 revie·.,ing HS 2560 1·1hich may have fiscal 
impact. The proposed legislation adds new responsibilities that are assigned 
and occur in a different time frame, Soii:e. of these are as follows: 

1. Permit Issuance: DEQ would be responsible for issuing burning 
permits both from a management st~ndpoint and for perennials for 
fire hazard. This impact assess;;:ent does not include the latter 
function, as it duplicates fire permit agencies and appears to 
require staffing equivalent to fire district, ie. at greater than 
30 locations. Impact would be significant. 

2. Timing of Permit Issuance: Registration is required on or before 
March 1. It must be concluded per.nits will be applied for at the 
same time. DEQ is required to issue permits within 60 days of 
application. This requires a new high manpo't1ei" requirement to issue 
permits under ACDP statutes and DC:Q rules within that time frame. 

3. Number of Permits: Based upon 50,000 acres being open burned in 
permit units averaging 50 acres by 500 gro1·12rs; 500 permits would 
be issued. It is estimated that perhaps 800 applications 11ill be 
received. 

4. Commission Respons·ibilities: The Co;;:mission may by rule or order 
allocate permits; judge a shO\~ing of "necessity" to increase maximum 
acreage; find "extreme hardship" c:nd "irreparable damage" to land, 
etc. 1·1hi ch are new expertise functions. 
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Fiscal Impact: 

Based on tl1e foregoing and in addition to previously submitted 
impacts covering July through October: 

March through June for items (1) - (3) above and year around 
for (4): 

Personnel: 

8 Environmental Technicians 1 
4 months at $648/mo. 

1 Program Executive 
4 months at $1224/mo. 

1 Secretary 3 
12 months at $587/mo. 

1 Plant Pathologist 
12 months •• t•••~•m~ I I U~ ~i~iJ/ Vo 

OPE at 15% 

Services and Supply: 

11 at $3000/year/person 
(Includes Mag Tape at $300/mo) 

Capital Outlay: 

0-F-F-iro -f11Y'n-it-11Y";l - $650 X 11_ I I ......... O ...,, 11 I._,....,,.._ ~ 

TOTAL 
Indirect Cost at 33.7% 

cc;RLV/LDB 

$20,736 

4,896 

7,044 

16,930 
49,656 

7,448 
57,104 

33,000 

7 ,150 
$97,254 
37,637 

-$=1~3-4 ,891 per year 
S269,782 per biennium 



From: 

Subjecto 

Df:O .j 

St( of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROf'>J/v\ENTAL QUALITY 

Kessler TI. Cannon 

H. M. Patterson ,,I 
r1'J 

HD 25GO, pertaining to field burning 

( 
INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Dot=' March 3, 197!J 

The staff has completed a rc1iew of the abo'.·e proposed legislalion 
and has the following comments: 

Section 2 

Other sections of the DHl incluc\e perennial; annual and delete cereal. 

If it is intended rule making co\·er both perennial and annual, 
Section 2 should include annual, ie. line 9. 

This proposal puts DEQ responsible for issu.lng fire permits for 
perennial and air contaminant permits. The Department is not staffed to 
determine fire hazard conditions in areas of the Vcilley, prior to each days 
burning. 

Section 3 (not effecth·e tmtil 1-1-76, see Section 12) 

Subsection (1) gives the DEQ only control authority specifically 
authorized by this Act. 

Subsection (2) gives the DEQ only control authority specifically 
authorized by this Act. 

Control of standards for certified alternative agricllih1ral equipment 
is limited to the Field Burning Committee (after consultation with the DEQ) 
as long as the Committee is in existence. Who establishes standards for 
equipment after that time? 

The Department, based on current information, is concerned that 
a particulate problem could arise if a sufficient nun:i,':>er of burners 
operated at one time under poor \·entilation conditions. They belie\·e it 
should have jurisdiction over burners at that time in the e\·ent air quality 
problems arise. 
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Section 1 - (Applicable after burner cutificd by Committee) 

St~JsccLion (1) - Docs not allo•.'/ Commission to adopt ntles rclatinJ>: 
to grain crops or o !her burning. 

Docs this mean grain crops or o'.'.;er burning arc exempted from 
EQC restrictions? 

Subsection (2) - Grain crops were deleted. Docs this mean such 
crops cannot be controlled, or a phase:) reduced, 

The Department also questions the wording in line 18 "for a phased 
reduction" when by Section 6 of this Act, burning- limits are established. 

Subsection (3) - The striking of grain crops in line 25 makes it appear 
Regional Authorities may control burnb::; of e;rain crops. 

Section 5 

Subsection (1) - It is concluded that this section continues the 
smoke management program, ie. classification of days for field burning, 
issuance of fire permits, etc. because Section 2 is not effective until 
1-1-76. 

Pa.ge 3, line 33. It is understooc! that this sentence serves no 
useful pu1Jiose as ORS 476. 38 and 478. 960, which are the fire permit 
issuing statutes do not define "combustible material". 

Vague Burnin.g Regulations Held to Infringe on Fire Amendment 
Rights (State of Oregon, Appellant, \"S. Er\1n E. Hayes, Respondent, 
Court of Appeals, OR. App., 520 P. 2d 465.) 

Subsection (2) "Phased reduction" language does not seem applicable 
in vi.cw of statutory phasing in Section 6. 

Section 6 

Subsection (1) -· Limits burning to 150, 000 acres, but really lea\·es 
decision to the EQC by adding langnae,re "except by rule or order of the 
Commission, 11 

Subsection (2) - Limits burning to 50, 000. • . . Same comment as 
Subsection (1). 

Subsection (3) - Commission by rule or order can determine p1io1ity 
of burning. It appears to the Dcp:trtr:c2at that lines 13 and H essentially 
will open up hearings refa!i1·e to show of "ncce.ssily" similar to tlnt being 
conducted by lc.gislaturc now. 
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SLLbscc:lion (']), line 15, "burnccl'' - should !J[o :repbcccl wilh 'bpcn 
l>trrnccl 11. J~inc 17 11burnI11g" replaced \Vitll 1101)e11 f JllJ~11ing-". Sa111e co111111cnt 

for Jines 3, G mul l'L 

Subsection (5), line 18, "burned" should be xcp1aced with "open 
burned". The Department does not 112.1-e a good c1cfinition of "cxircmc 
ha1~dsl1iiJ" a11c1/or 11irrc1J:i1~aJJlc da111age". Sl1ottlcl r~ot the lan~11ag·c ]Jc 
upon fincling of a "potential irreparable damage", o lhcrwise if it is 
irrepara!Jle, why burn it? 

Linc 21 - It should be clarified as to intent, ic. any one field or 
acreage not more than .... Perhaps if in line 21, first word, "acreage" 
were chano-ed to land it would be more clear. Bcuhmin,,. on line 20, it ,.., -- ~ ~ 

would reacl. ........ the. open burnin~ of specific l2_ncl ...• 

The Department concludes that if an alternative method is 
and available, this subsection will probably not ca11se difficulty. 
alternative is not developed, perennial open burnin~ will still be 
by this section. 

developed 
If an 

limited 

Subsection (6) - The Department believes that the requirements for 
issuance of a permit GO clays after receipt of appllcation may be overly 
restrictive and impractical in that registration occurs in March and fields 
normally are not burned until early July. This will require a hi_e;h manpower 
requirement for a short period of time to issue permits. 

It is recommended that if statutory times are established, that a · 
date for filing permit applica:tions be established and an llllowance,__ hP. 
made for 90 days for permit issuance. 

This comment is based upon 50, 000 acres being open burned, in 
units of 50 acres, by 500 growers or permittees, with one permit per 
grower. It may be that the Department may receiYe 800 grower permit 
applica:tions. 

For the 1975 Season, the ll'lay 1 decision elate may be impractical 
in terms of time constraints. 

Section 7 (l)(a). 

The comment relative to GO clays issuance of permit in Subsection G 
previously may require a elate change. 

·After January 1, 1976, the Departrnent issues permits for open 
burning (and for perennial and for fire hazard) yet the langua_ge is sucl1 
that registration continues with fire permit issuing agent. Is it intended 
that growers intencling to open burn rc11;istcr wHh th£' fire permit people 
and also apply for a permit with the D[·p;u-lrnent? 
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Subscc:lion (1) 0J) - The hnp:ua~·P should be clarified as to Jc.l~islalin' 
intent. 

After ihc cffccti1·e date of Act: 
(1) The fields arc reo:istcrl'c' with Fire Permit Agents 
(2) The Exccutirn Dcpartme:1f collects fees, and 
(3) After 1-1-76 the DEQ issues permits 

Subsection (1) (c) - It is concluded that the Executive Department 
refrn1ds fees, accepts affida\'it relati1·e to straw rcrno1·al. TI1e Department 
estimate of impact on the Department does include manpower for this. 

Subsection (2) - This section could be clarified. In accordance with 
Subsection (l)OJ), the Executh'e Dep-1rtr·~ent will collect fees. TI1is 
subsection reads as if fire permit agencies were collecting fees. 

Section 9 

It might be anticipated that additio'.nl staff may be needed to hanclle 
appeal hearinv,s from chril penalty assessments, if the Department is 
given authority to levy penalties. 

Section 10 

After abolishino- the Committee, v:ho establishes standards for 
"' 

mobile field burners? The Committee is the only one authorized by this 
Act. 

cc: Ray Underwood 
LDB thru RLV 



Stu• of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF (t1--JVIRONMENTAL 

lfoyn2 l·lo 1 fe through KHS, KC 

Frorno BMP 

QUALITY 

Subject, HB2560 Fie 1 d Burning, Fi sea 1 fo1pac t 

( 
INTEROFFICE //~E/·/:0 

Doteo i·;Jrch 31, 1975 

Follo1;1ing a meeting in Janet McLennan's office on March 25, 1975, you 
requested the complete cost of the Field Burning program including DEQ & Smoke 
Management (by Seed Council). The attachment is that detail and is su;".~arized 
as follows: 

Hi'lP:mh 
Att. 

Personal Services 

Services & Supply 

Capital 0Ut1oy 

·76 Mobile Radio 
Base Radio 
Heath er 
Mo.bile 
Desks' Mi SC. 
Antenna Amp l if 

Receiver 

Total 

$184,990 

68,430 
--

23,300 

6,000 
l,000 
7,000 
2,000 
2,300 
5,0QO 

$276,770 
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H8 25GO FI SC;\L IMPACT EST l.'\f\TE 

FY 76 

SMOKE MANAGEMEIH 6UDGET 

Personnel Services 

Enforcement - 6 inspectors 
(3 mo. at $1 IGli/mo. - PE 2) 

* Program Manager 
( 12 mo. at $ l 22li/mo. - ES 3) 

* Secretary 
(6 mo. at $587/mo. - Sec. 3) 

OPE at 15% 

Subtota I (DEQ) 

*'~* Fire chiefs @ 15~/ac registered 
(260,000 ac) 

*f, State Fire Marshal I (1"eekends and 
after hours) 

Personnel Services Subtotal 

Services and Supplies 

* Vehicles: 6 Enforcement 
Base $110/mo. - 3 mo. 
3000 mi/mo over base 

* Mobile Radio Units (6) 

* Base Station Radio 

Subtota I (DEQ) 

fd, Communications (district radios) 

*'~ Telephone, radio, ne1·1spaper, code-a-phone 

** Weather data acquisition 
Theodolite & accessories 
Aircraft plotter 
Contract surface observations & pibals 

** Aircraft 

Services and Supplies Subtotal 

Tota I FY 76 fiudget 

3/31/75 

$20,952 

14' 688 

3,522 

39' 162 

5,874 

$1i5,036 

39,000 

l ,000 

1,980 
5,940 

6,000 

l ,000 

lli,920 

7,000 

7,000 

3,500 
3,500 
I, 000 

6,000 

5,000 

$85,036 

$135.355 
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Permit Systcri 

Personnel Services 

* Enforcement - 8 Inspectors 
(3 mo. at $1164/mo - PE 2) 

* Program manager 
(12 mo. at $1415/mo) 

* Secretary 
(12 mo. at $587/mo. Sec. 3) 

* OPE at 15% 
Subtota 1 {DEQ) 

*1"' Fire chiefs @ 15¢/ac registered 
(260,000 ac) 

*1' State Fi re Marsha 11 (weekends and 
after hours) 

Personnel Services Subtotal 

Services and Supplies 

* Veh i c 1 es: R En for cement 
(Base $110/mo - 3 mo.) 
3000 mi/mo over base 

* Mobile Radio Units (2) 

* 2 desks, chairs, misc. supplies 

Subtota 1 (DEQ) 

1d< Communications (district radios) 

$27. 963 

16,980 

51'960 

7,794 
59,954 

39,000 

1 ,000 

2,640 

7,920 

2,000 

2,300 

14,860 

7,000 

*''.Telephone, radio, newspaper, code-a-phone 7,000 

** Weather data acquisition observations 1'000 

** Aircraft 6,000 

'"' Other 5,000 

Services and Supplies Subtotal 

Total FY 77 Budget 

FY 76-77 
* DEQ item 
,·,1, Seed Council item 
*-,';;'> Executive ~epartment iten1 

99,954 

40,860 

140,814 

$276,770 
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DEPARTMENT 

s~-ce of Oregon . 
( . 

Or ENVIRONMENTAL 
( 

QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Date1 l\prll 3, 1:375 

from~ H. t1 .. P~tterson 

Subject:HB 2560 - FielJ Burnlng At:tlon flow Ch<irt 

R. L. llogt am! I ~t wlth J<Jnet HcLarn1;;n, you ar>J oth;,r Exe-:ut!ve 
Oep;u·i:men t sta'i'i' on t'->rch 25, 1975 to di SC\l~;; po:;;:;i i b J e proce<lur.as fo1· the 
h3uanc<i of field burning permits ;;1nd the 11;;,:ilet~nt;aticn of the field 
burning controi and enforcetr.en1: prO\)rams as rer;u l rad by IJ8. 2560. Frc01 
tha ll'l<!et!ng ft was conclude.:! that there ~re no slgnlflcant mcd!flcatlcns 
proposed and that It Miuld be helpful If the Oepart!ri"'.At outl lneJ the pornlt 
process. The attached thre<' sheet flow chart outlin0:s th" require1,Hmts 
speelfled Jn the Bill. 

Tha flow chart Is Dl<lde up In three sections; 

1. P.eglstratlon thro•Jgh Permit Issuance 
2, Burnlng Control and Enforc~nt 
3. .Fee Ofsbtlr~enient 

tlumb.ared eircl;.s gylde I Ines of ectlon flow b".lTh'ilen sei:tlOfls. The ORS 
and Section reference.s refer to the lGit>gu;;ge> contained In Ha 2560 and pro'tlde 
thit b~sls for the Indicated action flow. An aster!~k lnd!eates that tn.;. Bill 
Ii; m;t SlJi'lc!fk Jn the action flow or pr0-<:e<lura. 

In general, the staff c6r~nts C>fl Ha 2560 expres5ed In th~ sta7, memo 
of Harch 3, 1975 (c;ppy a~tached) ar~ applicable. In addition lt is noted 

: .. that oo provl:ifon has be«n imi<la for lat<!> registration and the March 1 date. 
· i!lpp;:;i;if!\ to 1 l:nlt any ch;mg10s or actloo by the EQC 1.1mler !J68.475 indi..;ui<ig 

h<Jrdllliip action und.ir 468.475(5). Note t:ha M.ay t cl<'lte In 46B.l;75 {£,). 

ihe staff Is also preparing a flow ch.art Indicating prop-0sed.chan9es 
·to mhilAAize f~ transferral, I.a. sp;:;clflcally allow th" fire district m>t 
to collect tM fo.e {or the grO'>l;lr to pay the fea) until the biJrnlng permlt5 

· h.ave bee1J Issued to the fire dl::l~rlct by the Departn>ent. The fire district 
. «>Uhl collect the fee befor<i Issuing th" 1>9rmlt. 



HG ?.!JCO 
FiL~lcl Burning 

\' 

Refund Fees 
for Fields 
Burned.in 

Prio1- Year 

468.475 (5) 

\ ~ 

REG I STRllT I Oi~ THROUGH PERM IT I SSUMICE 

1--· 

----"" scrn 
i------ ---- - __ ,_t GRO\IER J 

--- - I -
Registration Forms 

No Later Than MARCfl 

1168.480 (1) (a) 

RESPECTIVE . Fon·ia rcl Copy'' l 
____ __{ ___________ t-
FIRE DISTRICT -----------··Registration L ____ 

1 

____ Forrn ASAP 

Forward Copy Registration 
Forms ASAP . 

1168. 480 ( 1) (a) 

DEPARTMENT o~' 
ENVIR0Nr1EMTAL , 

QUALITY · 

. EXECUTIVE 
DEPARTMENT 

-r-----
1 NTER IM ACTION 

Notification of 
Fees Due 

( l ) Determine Preliminary 
A11ocotion for each 
Fire District Based 
on Reg i st rat i on 

(2) After 1977: Check if 
field burned prior 
Year 

468.475 (5) 
I 

468.480 (I) (b) 

SEED GROVIER 

Fees Paid 

1 
[EXTcuTIVE ~ ! Fi~ld Burned 
~TMENT , _,_ -- Prior Year 

--- Permit Denied 

DEPARTMENT OF~ Not if i c~t ion''' EXEC_ UTIVE ~-..,.-W 
ENVIROIH1ENTAL __.-- Fees Paid -- D!:PART~1BIT v:::y 

QUALITY ASAP Fee 

(\ 
\(o V -<----

Smoke Management 
and Enforcement 

DEQ Submits 
Proposed Schedule -

Burning as per Statute 
468.475 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY 

COMMISSION 

Approval or Approval with Modifications 
Not Later than 60 Days After Receipt 

of Registration. Other Required Decisions 
on or before MAY I 468.475 (~) 

_{ ___ ~ 
RTMENT OF 

H.IVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ----,-----

Fon·1ards Field Burning Permit 
Indicating Approval or Denial 

/------

~ ' ' to 2 r··---·· ___ 

1 
T1-10 Cop i cs" . One Copy' ---,- E-XEcUTIVEl 

·- _/ ] F!f'.E . Indicating Pcn•1itlcd 
lssu~-<----- DJSTRICTf ___ Burning, Date t!ot 
Pc rm 1 t - · ····-·· I d · ~ I · n 1 ca L f', 

Smoke 
iL1n;iDc:men t 
;;·;~J [r;fo:.:·, .,~ 

Inc! 1cc:1t1 r:~l Perrii t tr-.~! ~~-_f.·P,~T::t:iiT 

Burnins, 0Jtc tlot 
ln:::!icateci 

G· [,:-··/ \:it\1 ;-:~,-'.1-: .. 

Di sburseme~ 
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To: 

from: 

Subject: 

DEQ 4 

Sta( of Oregon ( 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Kessler R. Cannon Date: March 3, 1975 

H. M. Patterson 

HB 2560, pertaining; to field burning; 

The staff has completed a review of the above proposed leg;islation 
and has the following; comments: 

Section 2 

Other sections of the Bill include perennial, annual and delete cereal. 

If it is intended rule making· cover both perennial and annual, 
Section 2 should include annual, ie. line 9. 

This proposal puts DEQ responsible for issuing fire permits for 
perennial and air contaminant permits. The Department is not staffed to 
determine fire hazard conditions in areas of the Valley, prior to each days 
burning. 

Section 3 (not effective until 1-1-76, see Section 12) 

Subsection (1) gives the DEQ only control antho:ri.ty specifically 
authorized by this Act. 

Subsection (2) gives the DEQ only contr.ol authority specifically 
authorized by this Act. 

Control of standards for certified alternative ag;ricultural equipment 
is limited to the Field Burning; Committee (after consultation with the DEQ) 
as lon" as the Committee is in existence. Who establishes standards for 

-~ 

equipment after that time? 

The Department, based on current information, is concerned that 
a particulate problem could arise if a sufficient number of burners 
operated at one time under poor ventilation conditions. They believe it 
should have jurisdiction over burners at that time in the event air quality 
problems arise. 
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Section 4 - (Applicable after burner certified b}'. Committee) 

· Subsection (1) - Does not allow Commission to adopt rules rel:ltint>,· 
to grain crops or other burning:. 

Does this mean grain crops or other burning are exempted from 
EQC restrictions? 

Subsection (2) - Grain crops were deleted. Does this mean such 
crops cannot be controlled, or a phased· reduced. 

The Department also questions the \vording in line 18 "for a p'lased 
reduction" when by Section 6 of this Act, burning limits are established. 

Subsection (3) - The striking: of grain crops in line 25 makes it appear 
Regional Authorities may control burning of grain crops. 

Section 5 

Subsection (1) - It is concluded that this section continues the 
smoke management program,. ie. classification of days for field burning, 
issuance of fire permits, etc. because Section 2 is not effective until 
1-1-76. 

Page 3, line 33. It is uriderstood that this sentence serves no 
useful purpose as ORS 476. 38 and 478. 960, which are the fire permit 
issuing statutes do not define "combustible material". 

Vague Burning Regulations Held to Infringe on Fire Amendment 
Rights (State of Oregon, Appellant, vs. Ervin E. Hayes, Respondent, 
Court ·of Appeals, OR. App., 520 P. 2d 465.) 

Subsection (2) "Phased reduction" langua~ does not seem applicable 
in view of statutory phasing in Section 6. 

Section G 

Subsection (1) - Limits burning to 150, 000 acres, but really leaves 
decision to the EQC by adding language "except by rule or order of the 
Commission." 

Subsection (2) - Limits burning to 50, 000 .•.. Same comment 20s 
Subsection (1). 

Subsection (3) - Commission by rule or order can determine priority 
of burnine;. It appears to the Department that lines 13 and l4 essentially 
\vill open up hearing:s rela.tive to show of "necessity'' similar to tlut being 
conducted by legislature now. 
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Subsection (4), lin~ 15, "burned" - should be replaced with 'bpcn 
burned". Linc 17 "burnincr" replaced with "open burning". Same comment 
for lines 3, 6 and 14. 

Subsection (5), line 18, "burned" should be replaced with ''open 
burned". The Department does not have a good definition of "extreme 
hardship" and/or "irreparable damage". Should not the language be 
upon finding of a "potential irreparable damage", otherwise if it is 
irreparable, why burn it? 

Line 21 - It should be clarified as to intent, ie. any one field or 
acreage not more than. . . . Perhaps if in line 21, first word, "acreage" 
\Vere cl'.aan.ged to land it v1ould be more. clear~- Beginning on line 20, it 
would read ..•...... the open burning. of specific ..... 

The Department concludes that if an alternative method is developed 
and available, this subsection will probably not cause difficulty. If an 
alternative is not developed, perennial open burning will still be limited 
by this section. 

Subsection (6) .;. The Department believes that the requirements for 
issuance of a permit 60 days after receipt of application may be o\'erly 
restrictive and impractical in that registration occurs in March and fields 
normally are not burned until early July. This will require a high manpower 
requirement for a short period of time to issue permits. 

It is recommended that if statutory times are established, that a 
date for filing permit applications be established and an allow=ce be 
made for 90 days for permit issuance. 

This comment is based upon 50, 000 acres· being open burned, in 
units cif 50 acres, by 500 growers or permittees, with one permit per 
grower. It may be that the Department may receive 800 grower permit 
applications. 

For the 1975 Season, the May 1 dec.ision date may be impractical 
in terms of time constraints. 

Section 7 (l)(a). 

The comment relative to 60 clays issuance of permit in Subsection 6 
pre\'iously may require a elate change. 

After January 1, 1976, the Department issues permits for. open 
burning (and for perennial and for fire hazard) yet the lancruage is such 
that registration continues with fire permit issuing agent. Is it· intended 
that growers intcncline; to open burn recrister with the ·fire permit people 
and also apply for a permit with the Depa;rtment? 
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Subsection (1) {b) - The hn'!ua"e should be clarified as to legislative 
intent. 

After the effecti ,.e date of Act: 
(1) The fields are reo:istered with Fire Permit A~nts 
(2) The Executive Department collects fees, and 
(3) After 1-1-76 the DEQ issues permits 

Subsection (1) {c) - It is concluded that the Executive Department 
refunds fees, accepts affidavit relative to stra1\- removal. The Department 
estimate of impact on the Department does include manpower for this. 

Subsection (2) - This section could be clarified. In accordance with 
Subsection (1) {b), the Executive Department will collect fees. This 
subsection reads as if fire permit agencies were collecting fees. 

Section 9 

It might be anticipated that additional staff may be needed to handle 
appeal hearin~s from civil penalty assessments, if the Department is 
given authority to levy penalties. 

Section 10 

After abolishing the Committee, who establishes standards for 
mobile field burners? ·The Committee is the only one authorized by this 
Act. 

cc: Ray Underwood 
LDB tbru RLV 



APPENDIX II 



- - -·- - ·-----· -- -- - -----·-~ - -

SUM~ARY OF ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS ITONS/YEARl BY SOURCE CATEGORY 

LANE COUNTY 

TOTAL PARTICULATES 
************************ 

SOURCE CATEGORY _:r_oNS/'(EA~---- -- _%_of_Tol~_L _____ . 
*** *-****-*** *-*-**-* *"**** ***-**-**-**-******* ********** 

-------- ------· ----- - ---- ----- ··-- ---··---·- - --- ----- --- --- ------- ---
A. FUEL COMBUSTION SOURCES: 

_____________ 1. RESIDENTIAL FUEL COMBUSTION 1!:12 _________ __._ze_ _______ _ 
2-.--coii,j;fi~RCTAL-FUEL COMBOsl'IoN ___ 1~235 b·20 

_________ ~-· __ IllJOUSTRIAL_FUEL_ C_(JMBUSTI_O_N ___ _:_:~~~~~.:.------- --~(0-----------

TOTA l FUEL COMBUSTION 8,015 1/-0-00 --------------------**-**-**-**-*-**-**-**-*****"*"*********-**"*-****-****-*****-*"-· ---------··---------·-------··--
--------·-~-·---- ---·-------- _, ______ _ 

8. PROCESS LOSS SOURCES: 
1. CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES 0 ------------·-- ---- ------------·-------------2:--FOOf.fJA-GR-f CliLTOR_E ___ :fNDlfSiR fE_S __ --- --- -- 8--------------- - --------------

3. METALLURGICAL INDUSTRIES 69 • 3 --------- --- --- -- - --- ------- ---4 ~- Mfr~ E RAL --PRobuCT-s--iNo i.fstf!. IEs ---- - 265:-----------7;--'3'; --------
5. PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES 0 -------------- -- ---------------6-:-wooo!>Roc~-ssfi~G-TNDUS!RIE~b";T'\_7 _______ 3 j, 'j 

_________ __ __ __ _ _ _________ _ ___ }! _O_TH~R _I N_DU_5_!~ IE_~----- __________________ !j_1__ ----------~_) ___________ _ 

--- --~------- -- -. - ... ------------ - ---- --- T()T_Al _!'_R_(JC_E s_s_ t,O_S s __ - - -- --- -7 ,], 9? _________ J_:f_f _________ -
*********************************************** 

C. TRANSPORTATION SOURCES: 
_ __ ______ _____ __ __ __ __ ________ _1._ MO JO R _ VE_fj I_~l-~ ? ______________ -~----- ______ 8_7_ _________ _._f_ ___________ _ 

~. OFF-HIGHWAY FUEL USE 455 )·3 
----~----- - -- ----- - ------ - - -- -- - - - TOT AL -TRA N-S-PORTA i ON___ ------ --5 if2- - --- --- -7-7 ------ -----

_____________ -·-- ___________ o_. __ ?Q!,._l_D_ WASTE SO!JR~_~_S_:_ _____ __ _ ____________________________________ _ 
1. INCINERATION 30 .2-

_______________________________ 2. __ 0_P_EN _ B UR_jlj!f'J(; _________________________ 4_31 ______ ____ J~l __ ________ _ 
3. WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS . 508 . ),< 

-------- ' 

TOTAL SOLID WASTE 969 
*********************************************** 

E. MISCELLANEOUS AREA SOURCES: 
--- 1. FftLD BURNT NG 

2. FOREST FIRES 
:; • sCA:sf.t BURNff,fs-
4. OTHER 

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 

. ·--- . -- - ------ ·--- . -··----
SUMMARY BY SOURCE CLASS: 

1. AREA SOURCES 
2. PGINT so0RCES. 

--- ·---·--- - .. ----- -·------ ---·---· -----------·-·--·-·-

-------·-· ---··:s85-- -- ---J,,-1_-- --- ' 

391 I-[ ·-- ---- -----iJZo------7f;fo----------
37 • ;;_ 

- ---------· 

--i~;J'fj- /b,b 

- - -;;z-:r_:i:v- -
TOTAL OF All SOURCES --r;;L 1z ,J]t$ 

.I\ C nC. F"'lJ /p-, /"Jt) loff] d-D,(.JS-3 ::in 



SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS (TONS/YEAR) BY SOURCE CATEGORY 
---,'<. 

-l« 
LANE COUNTY I 

SULFUR OXIDES 
************************ i -·---. ---- -------------·-----··------·-- --- ---1" 

0 i 0/o o-t toT1tl -I 
) SOURCE CATEGORY TONS/YEAR 

*********************************************** 
---· - --- - -- - j<: 

A. FUEL COMBUSTION SOURCES: I 
1. RESIDENTIAL FUEL COMBUSTION la250 :J.'f,(- ' 

--- -----2. COMMERCIAL FUEL COMBUSTION 329 - - /'. &1 ---1 
_ _ _______ ___ _ __ :J_. INDUSTRIAL FUEL COMBUSTIGN --~~==~--------- ___ .3/,_{;, ______ l 
-- -- -------- ---- ---- *¥* ¥****-****r2!~~*~~~~*~~~~~;:-}~~****-**; li1~*** ___________ Gf_._0_ _______ 1" ) 

---+ 

----------------------·-------.---·--··--------- --~---- ______________________________ J(( 
C. TRANSPORTATION SOURCES: . I 

----- ·- --- --------~~--~~;~~-i~A~{~L~Gi:t: USE ______ -- ·----·-96~ --------··-···---i-;:f- -----+ 
I 

) 
,.­,_ 

- - - - ToTAt: TRANSPORTAION - - - -93:1- - ·· -----~~;o---- ---'." D 
***********************************~*******7-~** ; 

--------------------------· ------- ---- ··----··--- -·--- --------- . - ----·----------- ---------------·-·-------.,------. ll 
! -· ! 

',, >\L D. SOLID WASTE SOURCES: -----·-··------ --- - - -------- ----

1. INCINERATION 
. 2. OPEN BURNING 

-- ·--------. - . --·----·---
3. WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS 

- --·- -- - -- ----~-----

TOTAL SOLID WASTE 

0 
26 

1 
--------

·1 

. ·--------· ·--------·---4-- -- ---~· 
28 • I ' 

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

E. MISCELLANEOUS AREA SOURCES: 
1 .. FIELD BURNING 
2. FOREST FIRES 
1. SLASH BURNING 
4. OTHER 

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 

a 
a 
a 
0 

0 
*********************************************** 

SUMMARY BY SOURCE CLASS: 
1. AREA SOURCES 
2. POINT SOURCES 

TnTlll ni:: t.1 1 c:n1TRri=c 

3 .341 
885 

--y-::r:rr 
u-_? 7:"] 

7.:;.o 
;).0 • 'l 
r'i-'1% 

I 

) 

) 

) 

) 



- . -··-- . 
S4HMARY OF ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS (TONS/YEARl BY SOURCE CATEGORY 

LANE CCUNTV 

CARBON MONOXIDE 
************************ ------ -··----------------------- -- -· . --·--•·-------· --• ·--- --------------··-·------·:Ii 

- ; ~ -

SOURCE CATEGORY TONS/YEAR 
- - -- --·--- --

******************** *************************** 
A. FUEL COMBUSTION SOURCES: 

......... _ 1. RESIDENTIAL FUEL COMBUSTION 
2. COMMERCIAL FUEL COMBUSfiON 

· 3. 1NDUSTRIAL FUEL COMBUSTION - ·- ---- -- --- . - -- - - -- -- --

14 
154 

1,214 
. ·.v-

·····--··-· .. 3,Q 

--------·------··-·--··--··------··--~-----·------

C. TRANSPORTATION SOURCES: 
1. MOTOR VEHICLES 

·------------ - -- --·------ --

2. OFF-HIGHWAY FUEL USE 
·- - - -· 

TOTAL TRANSPORTAION 

9,(j2Q 
2,331 

11,351 
***-***~****-*:;:;~J;.:*;:;:(* *** ** ** *** *~"'":** ** ****-*** ******* 

D. SOLID WASTE SOURCES: 
1~ l~~Cii'liERATION 

2. OPEN BURNING 
3. WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS 

TOTAL SOLID WASTE 

16 
2,290 
1,705 

4'01J, 
*********************************************** 

E. MI SC ELLANEOUS AREA SOURCES: 
1. FIELD BURNING 3,690 
2. FOREST FIRES 2,780 
3. SLASH BURNING 10:, s-oo 
lJ .. OTHER 132 

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 
-'J.3-To~-

b,b02 
*********************************************** 

SUMMARY BY SOURCE CLASS: 
1. l\R.EA SOURCES 
2. POINT SOURCES 

TOTAL OF ALL SOURCES 

3 ~ 7(.7 
?B v2br 

4 ,as~ 

-~./n-S"" ,J25 

:;. 'J. I 
-· ···- ---·-

5· 7 

&f> 
.'f•Z. 

.. q. '? 

Cf.~ 
b· 

/fO ·if 
. 'f 

:;c, .l 

qo./ ·'\.. 
1-r 

ltJO °/o 

- --:01 

' - :-11.: 
I 
I 

··j". 

! 
--1'-1 

! -
- ·- ___ _, '· 

) 

) 

) 

f"'" 

>°::J 
) 

) 

I 
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---·--------·- -- -- -- . -·-. 
SUM~ARY JF ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS !TONS/YEAR) BY SOURCE CATEGORY 

LANE COUNTY 

TOTAL ORGANICS 
************************ 

--1 : 

- i' 
I ---+ 

L 
I ----·- --------------- ------------------- --- ---·------ -·--- ------------·- - -- -- - -· -·-- - ····------ ------ . --- ---------------------·------------------------- ----- " 

----- **;;~~;:*~!l~~~~!*******************r~~i~l~~~;.,;;.,; ·-- --0/0- o#--TOTA L- --1' 
A.---f-UE_L _ tOMBUsrfbN ""Sbl.iRt--Es:· ------··-------

1. RESIDENTIAL FUEL COMBUSTION 
------ - --2-. COMM E RCI-AT--FUE[ c: OMB u sf roi'C 

3. INDUSTRIAL FUEL _COMBUSTION 

--------- - ---i• 
55 '·:, 

·257--- - ------·-t;·t, ----1--
1. 814_ ______ --- - - -//,-?-- --- ---- --1" 

------------------- -- ************r-2r-~~-*~~ii*~-£~-~~~ri£~****-::~;i~i:,,* ________ /_3_!j_ ___ ~-----I" ) 
. B. PROCESS LOSS- s·ouRCES: ----- l" 

1. CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES 805 f).O ) 
------------------------------<!~- f'DtltflAGRTtDCfORE ·1 f..foustf!:i-ES ____ -- ----·a----- ------------- ---- -----1"' 

3. METALLURGICAL INDUSTRIES 1 : 
-------------------- -----------i.;-; Mlf.fE-RAL-PRdE>UCYs l NdlfstRf-E.5 ______ --- l:f ______ ---- ------ ---~------1" ) 

s. PETROCHEMICAL 1 NDusrRIEs a · - I 
-~~~-- --~6. WOOD PROCESSING--fiJDUS-TR-IES --679. ------tpJ:::-- 1" 

-- -- ----- ----- ----- - -- ---- ----~~ -_ O_T_l:l~:~ __ I_f'J_D us_'!'~ I~ s _ ---- -------- -- ---_.::::...: .:.:.:·.:.~.:-- ---- - ---- ----- ---- --~" ; ' 
TOTAL PROCESS LOSS J,.486 'f·1--- j ---- -----------------****-****************;f**;i'************ii'********** ______ --- ----------- ____ I,. ) 

----- ------- --------: _c:_---~~r~~~--~-;gf ;f ·!~i~~-i~:~-E-~; E- -------- --__ !~~!~~-------------j~?--=::: \ 
- --- - tiYfAL TRANSPORTAftfff ----- 2,725 -- ---- -10~-gi--- ------j" )~ 

***~***********#******************************* I 
------------·-·------------· ---- "----]l_I 

I ; -
-" D. SOLID WASTE SOURCES: I J_ ------ - ------------------1:--iNCINERA-·fior•f________________ ·2r1·--- - -- --,-1----- _,, 

--- --------------------------- - . - ------ ·-·-- -- ---------- - ----------- - -------- -- ·-- ------ --- -- -- - ---- --- ---- ----·------ fil 
2. '.JPEN BURNING 808 b. 0 - I -
3. WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS ----~~~- • 7 I ) 

----------- ------ ----------- ---for/IL SO-LIO-WASTE ------------- -,37 --·------~-??-------!· 
*********************************************** 

E. MISCELLANEOUS AREA SOURCES: 
- - ],. FIELD BURNING 

2. FOREST FIRES 
----3~ SLASH BURNING--

4. OTHER 

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 

439 
521 ----- - 3 <Y/O 

4 ,9 26 --r,,.._,,z,­
s1a86 

--:.-,.,-- ***-** ************* *****"* *** *:::~** ** *::~**** **-****** 
SUf1MARY BY SClJRCE CLASS: 

J,. AREA SOURCES 
2. POINT SOURCES 

TOTAL OF ALL SOU~CES 

1~;~~3 
3,568 

-7"b-:U~7-
1J ;J,U, 

) -- --r 
- Q_. 7 -il 

3 ,J..... I 
' ---re;. o 1· 

30,3 ' ) 
!- I S5· J__, I 

-I' 
) 

J 
7 t·O,\ 
,;;12·0 ' 

) 

100% ) 
n ~ r r >n 
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OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1975 REGULAR SESSION 

A-ENGROSSED. 

Senate Bill 311 
Ordered by the Senate March 31 

(Including Amendments by Senate March 31) 

Sponsored by Senators GROENER, THORNE, POWELL, Representatives 
BYERS, BUNN, GROENER, JONES, LINDQUIST, WALDEN 

SUMMARY 
T"ne following summary is not prepared by the sponsors 01. the 
measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject to con­
sideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor's brief 
statement of the ·essential features of the measure. 

[Includes as permissible use of funds by Oregon Field Burning Com­
mittee methods of straw utilization and disposal. .Eliminates fixed dates 
for ending various types of open field burning. Requires Environmental 
Quality Commission to adopt rule for emergency burning of fields when 
insect or disease epidemic certified by Dean of Agriculture School at 
Oregon State University. Adds as advisory members of committee two 
Senators and two Representatives. Specifically subjects committee mem­
bers to public ethics law. Increases acreage burning fee to $1.75 per acre. 
Allows use of up to 50 cents per acre for smoke management. Requires 
Executive Department to pay over to committee amount equal to $1 per 
acre for acreage on which fee paid by grower. Appropriates $450,000. from 
General Fund to Executive Department to pay biennial costs. Authorizes 
committee to seek, obtain and assign patent rights on equipment developed 
by committee.] 

Requires field burning, instead of being banned after January 1, 1975, 
to be phased down to 35 percent of acreage burned in 1974 by 1978. Permits 
Governor to allow exceptions in case of extreme hardship or other specified 
conditions. 

Requires Environmental Quality Commission, in making rules governing 
field burning, to consult _with certain other agencies. 

Requires person seeking permit for field burning to submit statement 
that acreage to· be burned will be planted to seed crops other than cereal 
grains which require burning. Permits contrary planting in case of crop 
failure. 

Creates Oregon Field Sanitation Committee to replace present field 
burning committee. Prescribes membership and duties of committee. Au­
thorizes comn1ittee to assist persons wishing to use alternative methods of 
field sanitation and straw utilization by assisting in purchase and lease at 
low cost. 

Continued on page 2 

NOTE: Matter Jn bold face in an &J'l'.lended section ls new; matter [italic an_d brack­
eted] Js existing law to be omltted; complete new sections begin with 
SECTION. 



A-Eng. SB 311 [2] 

Continued from page 1 

Creates Join.t Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitation. Prescribes 
1ncn1bership and duties. 

Increases burning fee to S2 per acre in 1976, S3 per acre in 1977 and $4 
per acre in 1978 and thereafter. Establishes special fee of $1 per acre in 
1975 anct 197G for acreage s"anitized by any n1eans. Establishes sn1oke in.an· 
agcn1ent fee to be prescribed by conunittce not to exceed 50 cents per acre 
burned. Rcq11ires registration of nun1ber of acres burned. Prescribes late 
rcgist1·ation fee. 

Provides civil penalties, 

Makes related changes. 

Declares emergency. 

( 

( 
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[3] A-Eng. SB 3U 

1 A BILL FOR AN ACT 

· 2 Relating to field burning; creating new provisions; amending ORS 468.140, 

3 468.455, 468.460, 468.465, 468.470, 468.475, 468.480 and 468.485; and declar-

4 ing an emergency. 

6 Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon: 

6 Section 1. ORS 468.455 is amended to read: 

7 468.455. In a concerted effort by agricultural interests and the public 

8 to overcome problems of air pollution, it is the purpose of ORS 468.455 to 

9 468.485, 476.38.G and 478.960 to [phase out open field burning in the counties 

10 listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 when a feasible alternative method 

u of field sanitation becomes available, to fix a specified date for termination 

12 of open field burning and, further, to encourage stabilized acreage until 

13 feasible alternative methods of field sanitation become available] provide 

U incentives for development of alternatives to open field burning, to phase 

16 out open field burning as feasible alternative methods of field sanitation 

16 and straw utilization and disposal become available, a11d to reduce open-

17 burned acreage each year in the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 

18 468.460. 

19 Section 2. ORS 468.460· is amended to read: 

20 468.'!60. After [an] alternative methods [method] of field sanitation 

21 [is) and straw utilization and disposal are certified under ORS 468.470, and 

23 become [s) available as provided in subsection [(2)] (4) of ORS 468.470: 

23 (1) In such areas of the state and for such periods of time as it considers 

U necessary to carry out the policy of ORS 468.280, the commission by rule 

25 may prohibit, restrict or limit classes, types and extent and amount of 

26 burning for perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops, grain 

27 crops and other burning. 

28 (2) In addition to but not in lieu of the provisions of ORS 468.475 and of 

29 any other rul~ adopted under subsection (1) of this section, the commission 

BO shall adopt rules for Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, Marion, 'Polk, 

Bl Yamhill, Linn, Benton and Lane Counties, which provide for a more rapid 

82 phased reduction by certain permit areas, depending on particular local air 

83 quality conditions and soil characteristics, of the extent. type or amount of 

84 open field burning .or perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops 



A-Eng. SB 311 [4] 

l and grain crops after [an] alternative [method is] methocls are certified 

2 under ORS 468.470. 

3 (3) In promulgating rules pursuant to snhsections (1 )and (2) of this 

f section, the co1n1nission shall Consult with the Soil Conservation Service, 

6 the Agricultural Stabilization Commission, the State Soil and Water Con-

6 servation Commission, the 01·egon State University Extension Service and 

7 other interested agencies. 

e [(3)] (4) No regional air quality control authority shall have author-

9 ity to regulate burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed 

10 crops and grain crops. 

11. Section .l ORS 468.465 i~ amended to re;:,d: 

12 468.465. (1) Permits under ORS 476.380 and 478.960 for open field burn-

13 ing of cereal grain crops shall be issued in the counties listed in subsection 

H (2) of ORS 468.460 only if the person seeking the permit submits to the 

15 issuing authority a signed statement under oath or affirmation ·that the 

16 acreage to be burned will be planted to seed crops other than cereal grains 

17 which require flame sanitation for proper cultivation. [fall legumes or 

18 perennial grasses. However, no open field burning of cereal crops shall be 

19 permitted in the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 after 

20 January 1, 1975.] 

21 (2) The departme_nt shall inspect cereal grain crop acreage. burned pur-

22 suant to subsection (1) of this section after planting in the following spring 

23 to determine compliance with subsection (1) of this section. 

H (3) Any person planting contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1) 

25 of this section shall he assessed by the department a civil penalty of $25 

26 for each acre planted contrary to the restrictions. Any fines collected by 

27 the department pursuant to this subseclioin shall be used by the department 

28 for a smoke management program in cooperation with the Oregon Seed 

29 Council and for administration of this section. 

30 (4) Any person planting seed crops after burning cereal grain crops 

31 pursuant to subsection (1) of this section may apply to the department for 

32 permission to plant contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1) of this 

33 section if the seed crop fails to grow. The department may allow planting 

M contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1) of this section if the crop 
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failure occurred by reasons other than the negligence or intentional act of 

the person planting the crop or one under his control. 

Section 4. ORS 468.470 is amended to read: 

468.470. [(l) Except as provided in ORS 468.475, open field burning of 

5 perennial grass seed crops and annual grass seed crops shall be subject to 

6 regulation under ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960 only until a committee 

7 described ·in subsection (3) of this section certifies the availability of a 

8 successful, feasible alternative to open field burning in sufficient quantity 

9 to sanitize grass fields. For the purposes of ORS 468.4.50, 476.380 and 478.960, 

10 annual grass seed crops, perennial grass seed crops and grain or grass stub-

11 ble shall be considered to be combustible material.] 

12 [(2) As such alternative methods become available in quantity suffi-

13 cient to allow phased reduction in burning, the commission may begin to 

U phase out in proportion to such availability the burning described in ORS 

15 468.460.] 

16 [(3) The committee shall consist of two memben representing ag1·i-

17 culture appointed by the Director of Agriculture from a list" of five nom-

18 inees submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing the 

19 public appointed by the director of the department aud a fifth member 

20 appointed by the Governoi·. Members shall be persons knowledgeable con-

21 cerning agricultural practices and air quality control practices which are 

22 the subject of ORS 468.455 to 468.485.] 

23 [(4) In addition to its other duties under this section, the committee 

24 shall monitor the programs for development of feasible alternative methods 

25 of field sanitation, shall make recommendations for the research and de-

26 velopment of such methods to the Joint Committee on Ways and Means 

27 during the legislative session or to the Emergency Board during interim 

28 periods and, after consultation with the department, shall establish stand-

29 ards under which certified alternatives are to operate as long as the com-

30 mittee is in existence. 

31 [(5) In exercising its duties under subsections (1) and (4) of this sec-

32 tion, the committee shall certify alternatives and establish standards only 

33 after public hearing at which interested persons are afforded an oppor-

34 tunity to _be heard and for wliic71 notice is 9.iven in a manner reasonably 
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1 calctdated to notify interested persons of the time, place and subject of the 

2 hearing.] 

3 (1) The Oregon Field Sanitation Committee is established and for the 

4. purposes of this 1!.175 Act shaH be referred to as the "co111rnittee." The 

6 co1nn1ittee shall consist of tl\.'O n1en1hers representing agriculture appointed 

6 by the Director of Agriculture from a list of live nominees submitted by 

7 the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing the public appointed 

R by the director of th.e department and a fifth member appointed by the 

9 Governor. 1\le1nhers sh.;:i1l be persons knowierlge'.ahle .r·4Jn~e~~!ng e.gr!euI .. 

10 tural practices and air quality control practices which are the_. subject of 

11 ORS 468.455 to 468.485. 

12 (2) The c·on1111ittee shaJI as!iume the duties and responsibilities forn1erly 

13 held by the field burning committtee established pursuant to section 4, 

H chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1971 (regular session). ll1embers of the field 

15 burning committee shall be the members of the field sanitation committee 

16 until their terms expire pursuant to subsection (3) of this section. 

17 (3) The term of office of each member of the committee is four years, 

18 but a member may he removed for cause. By lot, the committee shall select 

19 three of its members whose terms expire on December 31, 1976. The re-
20 111aining n1e1nbers' tern1s shall expire on Dece1nber 31, 1978. 

21 (4) The committee shall: 

22 (a) l\1onitor and conduct ·programs for development of feasible alterna-

23 tive methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal; 

24 (b) ll1ake recommendations for research and development of alterna-

25 tiw methods to the Joint Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitation created 

26 hr section i of ihis 1975 Act; 

27 (c) After consulting with the department and the Joint Legislative 

28 Task Force on Field Sanitalioh, certify alternative methods of field sanita-

29 tion and stra\v utilization ·and disposal and estalh~s::: agricultural standards 

so under \vhich certified alternatives are to operate; 

31 (d) Report to the Joint Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitation four 

32 tiines each year on progress 111ade in discovering and utilizing alternatives 

33 to open field burning: 

81 (e) Distribute all data engendered by th_~ con11nittee for puhlir use; 
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1 (f) As soon as alternative 1nethods of field sanitation and stra\\' utiliza-

2 tion a11d disposal arc certified, provide assistant·e to pt'rsons \\'i~hing to oh-

8 tain the use of such n1ethods and, in ~o doing. assist in purcha~iug, purchase 

4 and lease to users at lo\V cost, or othcr,visc suh~idizc and pron1ote cxtensiYl' 

& '!lse of certified niethods; and 

6 (g) Receive and disburse funcls, including but not lin1ited lo. a{·rcage 

1 burning i·eceipts, voluntary contributions fro111 \vithin and out~ide this state, 

S grants and gifts. 

9 (5) The committee may: 

10 (a) Enter into contracts Vi.rith public and private agenC'ics to carry 

11 out the purposes of s1noke 111anage1nent ai1d developn1cnt and de1nonstration 

12 uf alternatives to agrii::uJl.u1·al up..:n .field burning; 

13 (b) Apply for and obtain patents in the name of the State of Oregon 

14 and assign such rights therein as the con1n1ittee considers appropriate; ai1d 

15 (c) Employ such pers.onnel as is required to carry out the duties 

16 assigned to it. 

17 SECTION 5. Sections 6 to 11 and 16 of this Act are added to and made 

18 a part of ORS 468.455 to 468.485. 

19 SECTION 6. In exercising its duties under subsection (4) of ORS 

20 468.470, the committee shall certify alternatives and establish agricultural 

21 standards only after public hearing at which interested persons are afforded 

22 an opportunity to be heard and for \Vhich rlotice is gi\'en in a manner re8son~ 

23 ably calculated to notify interested persons of the time, place and subject 

H of the hearing. A majority of the members of the committee constitutes a 

25 quorum for certifying alternatives and establishing standards. 

28 SECTION 7. (1) The Joint Legislath·e Task Force on Field Sanitation 

27 is established as a joint committee of the Legislati\'e Assembly. The task 

28 force shall select an executive secretary \\'ho shall S€1"\'C at the pleasure 

29 of the task force and under its direction. 

BO (2) The task force shall consist of three members of the House of Repre­

Bl sentatives appointed by the Speaker and t\\·o members of the Senate 

32 appointed by the President. 

33 (3) The task force has a continuing existence and may n1ect. act, and 
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1 conduct its business during sessions of the Legislative Assembly or any 

2 recess thereof, and in the interim period between sessions. 

8 ( 4) The ter.m of a member shall expire upon the convening of the 

' t Legislative Assembly in regular session next following the commencement 

6 of the member's term. When a vacancy occurs in the membership of the 

6 task force in the interim between sessions, until such vacancy is filled, the 

7 membership of the task force shall be deemed not to include the vacant 

8 position for the purpose of determining whether a quorum is present and 

9 a quorum is the majority of the remaining members. 

10 (5) Members of the task force shall be reimbursed for actual and 

11 necessary expenses incurred or paid in the performance of their duties as 

?:? members of the_ task fori,::e co1nn1ittee, SU(:h reimbursement to be. made-

li frvr:i·~- iunds appropriated ior such purposes, after submission of approved· 

14 voucher· claims~ 

16 (6) The task force shall select a chairman. The chairman may, in 

16 addition to his other authorized duties, approve voucher claims. 

17 (7) Action of the task force shall be taken only upon the affirmative 

18 vote of the majority of the members of the task force committee. 

19 SECTION 8. The Joint Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitation shall: 

20 (1) Advise the Oregon Field Sanitation Committee on all matters 

21 within its jurisdiction, including but hot limited to certification of alterna.-

22 tive methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal; 

23 (2) Review the activity and progress of the Oregon Field Sanitation 

2' Committee in fulfilling the goals set for it by this 1975 Act; and 

25 (3) Study and make recommendations to the Legislative Assembly on 

26 matters related to field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal. 

27 SECTION 9 .. The commission shall establish emission standards for 

28 certified alternative methods to open field burning. 

29 SECTION 10. The department, in coordinating efforts under this 1975 

80 Act, shall: 

81 (1) Enforce all field burning rules adopted by the commission and all 

32 related statutes; 
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1 (2) Monitor and prevent unlawful field burning; and 

2 (3) Aid fire districts in carrying out their responsibilities for admin-

3 istering field sanitation programs. 

4 SECTION 11. For the purposes .of ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960, 

6 "combustible material" means annual grass seed crops, perennial grass seed 

6 crops and grain or grass stubble. 

7 Section 12. ORS 468.475 is amended to read: 

8 468.475. [After Jan1lary 1, 1975, no person shall open-b1lm or catlse to be 

9 open-btlmed in the C01lnties specified in stlbsection (2) of ORS 468.460, 

10 perenniel grass seed crops tlsed for grass seed prodtlction or anntlal gras~ 

11 seed crops tlSed for grass seed prodtlction.] 

13 in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 pursuant to permits issued under ORS 

14 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960 shall be reduced each year according to the 

15 following schedule: 

16 (a) In 1975, no more than 80 percent of the total acreage burned in 1974 

17 may be' burned; 

18 (b) In 1976, no more than 65 percent of the total acreage burned in 

19 197 4 may be burned; · 

20 (c) In 1977, no more than 50 percent of the total acreage burned in 

21 1974 may be burned; and 

22 ( d) In 1978 and each year thereafter, no more than 35 per.cent of the 

23 total acreage burned in 1974 may be burned. 

24 (2) The. committee shall allocate burnable acreage in the coupties 

25 listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 after consultation with the depart-

26 ment. Pxiority shall be given to use of available alternatives to open field 

27 burning in Lane Co11nty and priority areas in the olher counties listed in 

28 subsection (2) of ORS 468.460. 

29 (3) The Governor, upon a finding of extreme hardship, disease out-

30 break, insect infestation or i1·reparable damage to the land, 1nay by crder 

31 per1nit open bur11ing of n1ore acreage than allo\ved by subsection (1) of 

32 this section. Upon a finding of extreme danger to public health or 

33 safety, the Governor !nay order temporary cessation of all open field 

34 burning in any area of the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460. 
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l Section 13. ORS 468.480 is amended to read: 

2 468.480. (1) (a) Until [and] alternative [method is] methods are cer-

3 tified under ORS 468.470 [,or until January 1, 1975, whichever occurs first,] 

4 the county court, board of county commissioners or the fire chief or his 

6 designated representative shall collect a fee, except as provided in paragraph 

6 [(b)] (d) of this subsection, prior to issuing any permit for the open burn-

7 ing of perennial or annual grass seed crops, or grain crops under ORS 476.380 

s or 478.960. The amount of the fee shall be determined by the committee 

9 established pursuant to ORS 468.470 and shall not exceed $1 per acre of 

10 crop burned in 1975, $2 per acre in 1976, $3 per acre in 1977, and $4 per 

11 acre. in 1978 and thereafter. 

12 (b) The collecting ofiicer shall also cullect a special -f~e0 in 1975-.a.-id 197-!;-: 

13 of $1 per acre sanitized by any means in 1975 and 1976 prior to issuing-- a 

14 permit under ORS 476.380 or 478.960. The special fee shall be deposited in 

16 a separate fund to be used by the committee for administration and research 

16 and development of straw utilization and disposal methods. 

17 (c) In addition to the fees required by paragraphs (a) and (b) of this 

18 subsection, any person who applies for a permit to sanitize a field using any -

19 means where stuhble is burned shall pay a smoke management fee. The . 

20 amount of the fee shall be determined by the committee established pursuant 

21 to ORS 468.470 and shall not exceed 50 cents per acre burned. The smoke 

22 management fee shall be deposited in_ a separate fund to he used for a 

23 smoke management program which shall be conducted by the Oregon 

24 Seed Council in cooperation with the department. 

25 [(b)] ( d) The fee required by paragraph (a) of this subsection shall 

26 not be collected where efficient burning of stubble is accomplished with 

27 equipment using auxiliary fuel or a mobile field sanitizer which equipment 

28 · or sanitizer has. been approved by the committee and the department for 

29 field sanitizing purposes. 

30 (2) The collecting officer shall retain such portion of the acreage fees 

31 received pursuant to paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of this section as is 

32 sufficient, in the judgment of the committee, in consultation with the col-

33 lecting officers, to cover the cost of and to be used solely for the purpose 

34 of administering a program of registration of fields to be burned, collection 
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1 of fees, issuance of permits, keeping of records and other matters directly 

2 related to agricultural open field burning. [Ten cents of the acreage fee 

3 shall be deposited in a separate fund to be used for a smoke management 

4 program which shall be conducted by the Oregon Seed Council in coopera-

6 tion with the department.] 

6 (3) The collecting officer shall cause the balance of acreage fees 

7 received pursuant to paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of this section to be 

8 credited to the account of the committee established under ORS 468.470 

g for rese~rcl1 and develop1nent of field sanitation inetl1ods and con1mittee 

10 administraion [tise as-provided in ORS 468.485]. 

11 (4) Nothing in this section relieves any person from the requirements 

13 of obtaining a burning permit in accordance with ORS 476.380 and 478.960. 

13 (5) · Thirty days after the effective date of this 1975 Act, and on or 

U before April 1 of each year thereafter, any person requiring a p_ermit 

16 pmsuant to ORS 476.380 and 478.960 shall register with the -collecting 

16 agency the number of acres to be burned during the year and shall pay 

17 to the collecting agency one-half of the fees required by paragraph (a) o_f 

18 subsection (1) of this section. 'l'he balance of fees due shall be paid no 

19 later than July 1 of each year. Any person registering after the dates set 

20 forth in this subsection shall pay an additional iee of $1 per acre registered 

21 if the late registration is due to the fault of the late registrant or one under 

22 his control. Late registration must he approved by the committee. The 

23 committee may refund any fees paid for acreage for which a fee is 11ot 

2~ required or which is certified by the collecting agency as not sanitized by 

26 any method. 

28 Section 14. ORS 468.485 is amended to read: 

27 468.485. (1) To the extent funds are available, there shall he paid by 

28 the Executive Department to the committee established under ORS 468.470 

29 an amount equal to $1 per acre of the amount collected under paragraph (a) 

80 of subsection (1) of ORS 468.480 to he used by the committee for the pur-

81 poses set forth in paragraph (b) of subsection (4) of ORS 468.4i0. Payments 

82 by the Executive Department under this subsection shall be made quarterly. 

33 Payments shall equal $1 per acre for each acre for which payment was 

8' received under paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of ORS 468.480 during the 



A-Eng. SB 311 [ 12] 

1 preceding quarter. T11c first quarterly paynient shall be n1ade October 1, 

2 1975. 

3 (2) All mon_eys [from acreage fees] collected under paragraph (a) of 

4 subsection (1) of ORS 468.480 and under [section 2, chapter 578, Oregon 

6 Laws 1973,] subsection (1) of this section received by the committee · 

6 established pursuant to ORS 468.470 shall be segregated from other funds 

7 and used solely for [smoke management and] de,·elopment and demonstra-

8 tion of alternatives to agricultural open field burning. [The committee may 

9 enter into contracts tvith public and private agencies to carry out the pur-

10 poses of thfa section. The committee shall give first priority to the develop-

11 ment of and de.monstration of the feasibility of a mobile field incinerator.] 

12 Sectiori i5. ORS 468:-i 40 is arneu<l.etl to read: 

13 468.140. (1) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any 

14 person who violates any of the following shall incur a civil penalty for each 

15 day of violation in the amount prescribed by the schedule adopted under 

16 ORS 468.130: 

17 (a) The terms of conditions of any permit required or authorized 

18 by law and issued by the department or a regional air quality control 

19 authority. 

20 (b) Any provision of ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 

21 454.315 to 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745 

22 and this chapter. 

23. (c) Any rule or standard or order of the commission adopted or issued 

24 pursuant to ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 45{.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to 

25 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745 and this 

26 chapter. 

27 (d) Any rule or standard or order of a regional authority adopted or 

28 issued under authority of subsection (1) of ORS 468.535. 

29 (2) Each day of violation under subsection (1) of this section constitutes 

30 a separate offense. 

31 (3) (a) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person 

32 who intentionally or negligently causes or permits the discharge of oil 

33 into the waters of the state shall incur a ci,·il penalty not to exceed 

34 the amount of $20,000 for each violation. 
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1 (b) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person 

2 \.vho violates the tern1s or conditions of a perrriit authorizing \vaste dis-

3 charge into the waters of the state or violates any law, rule, order or 

4 standard in ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to 

6 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745 and this 

6 chapter relating to water pollution shall incur a ci,-il penalty not to exceed 

· 7 the amount of $10,000 for each day of violation. 

8 (4) Paragraphs (c) and (d) of subsection (1) of this section do not 

9 apply to violations of motor vehicle emission standards. 

10 (5) Notwithstanding the limits of subsection (1) of ORS _468.130 aild 

11 in addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person who intention-

12 ~lly or negligently causes or uermits open field burning contrary to the 

13 provisions of ORS 468.450, 468.455 to 468.485, 4i6.380 and 478.960 shall be 

14 assessed by the department a civil penalty of at least $20 but not more than 

16 $40 for each acre so burned. Any fines collected by the department pur-

16 suant to this subsection shall be used by the department for a smoke man-

17 agement program in cooperation ·with the Oregon Seed Council and the 

18 administration of this subsection. 

19 SECTION 16. After alternative methods for field sanitation and straw 

20 utilization and disposal are certified by the committee, "pollution control 

21 facility" as defined in ORS 468.155 shall include the certified alternative 

22 methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal and persons 

23 purchasing and utilizing such methods shall be eligible for the benefits 

24 allowed by ORS 468.155 to 468.190. 

25 SECTION 17 .. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation 

26 of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, 

27 and this Acl takes effect on its passage. 
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By order of the Speaker (at the request of the Governor) 

The following summary .is not prepared by the sponsor.:; oi the 
measure and !5 not a part of the- body thereof subj~ct to con­
sideration by the L;;?gislative Assembly. It is an editor's brief 
statement oi the essential .feature::i oi the measure ns lilttuduceU.. 

Revises laws relating to open _fielci burning to transfer after January 1, 
1976, the permit issuing function to Department of Environmental Quality. 
Requires fires set for weed abatement to be set by public agencies rather 
than under authority thereof. Lin1its field burning· authorizations to grass 
seed crops rather than grass and grain crops. Requires appointment of 
legislators as advisory members of field burning committee. Imposes acre-. 
age limitation. Limits field burning to once in any two-year period for 
specific acreage. Authorizes Environmental Quality Commission to allow 
certain burning during 1975 and 1976. After 1976 prohibits burning except 
in hardship cases. Requires grower to register acreage intended for burn­
ing. Increases acreage burning fees each year to 1977. Authorizes refunds 
where acreage not burned or where equipment used or where straw re­
moved prior to burning. Revises financial administration of committee. 
Authorizes civil penalty. Continues committee until January 1971. 

Declares emergency. 

NOT.~: Molter In bold f;oi.ce in an amended section is ne\v; nlntter [italic and lJrack­
eted] is existing lavr to be omitted; complete new· sections begin \\·ith 
SECTION. 
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l A BILL FOR AN ACT 

2 Relating to field burning; creating ne...,v provisions; a1nending section 14, 

3 chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1971, ORS 468.290, 458.460, 468.470, 468.475, 

4 468.480 and 468.485; appropriating money; and declaring an emergency. 

5 Be It F..nacted by the People of the State of Oregon: 

6 SECTION 1. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a part of ORS 

7 468.455 to 468.485. 

8 SECTION 2. On and after January 1, 1976, permits for open burning 

9 of perennial grass seed crops shall be issued only by the Department of 

10 Environmental Quality which shall require such permits pursuant to ORS 

11 468.310 and subject to the fee prescribed in ORS 468.480. The permit de-

~l. - -· - . •• • ·- . 
1..1.lt: p-c:i.tu,11. .le-

13 quired under ORS 476.380 or 478.960. 

14 Section 3. ORS 468.290 is amended to read: 

15 468.290. Except as provided in this section and in ORS 468.450, 476.380 

16 and 478.960, the air pollution laws contained in ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 

17 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 

18 454.535, 454.605 to 454. 745 and this chapter do not apply to: 

19 (1) Agricultural operatfons and the growing or harvesting of crops 

20 and the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be sub-

21 ject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468.455 _.to 468.485, 476.380, 

22 476.990'. 478.960 and 478.990] pursuant to this 1975 Ad; 

23 (2) Use of equipment in agricultural operations in the growth of crops 

24 or the raising of fowls <Jr animals, except field burning which shall be 

25 subject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468.455 to 468.485, 476.380, 

23 476.990, 478.960 and 478.990] pursuant to this 1975 Act; 

27 (3) Barbecue equipment used in connection with any residence; 

28 ( 4) Agricultural land clearing operations or land grading; 

29 (5) Heating equipment in or used in connection with residences used 

30 exclusively as dwellings for not more than four families; 

31 (6) Fires set [or permitted] by any public agency when such fire is set 

32 [or permitted] in the performance of its offici~I duty for the purpose of 

33 weed abatement, prevention or elimination of a fire hazard, or instruction 

( 
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'\' 1 of en1ployes in the 1nethods of fire fighting, \Vhich h1 the opinoin of the 

2 agency is necessary; or 

3 (7) Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of em-

4 ployes of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for 

6 civil defense instruction. 

6 Section 4. ORS 468.460 is amen!'.led to read: 

7 468.460. After an alternative method of field sanitation is certified 

8 under ORS 468.470, and becomes available- as provided in subsection (2) 

9 of ORS 468.470: 

10 (1) In such areas of the state and for such periods of time as it con-

11 siders necessary to carry out the policy of ORS 468.280, the comr11ission by 

12 rule may prohibit, restrict or limit classes, types and extent and amount of 

lS burning for perennial grass seed crops [,] or annual grass seed crops [, 

14 grain crops and other burning] . 

16 (2) In addition to but not in lieu of any other rule adopted under sub-

16 section (1) of this section, the commission shall adopt rules for Multno-

17 mah, _Washington, Clackamas, Marion, Polk, Yamhill, Linn, Benton and 

18 Lane Counties, which provide for a phased reduction by certain permit 

19 areas, depending on particular local air quality conditions, of the extent, 

20 type or amount of open field burning of perennial grass seed crops [,] or 

21 annual grass seed crops [and grain crops] after an alternnative method 

22 is certified under ORS 468.470. 

23 (3) No regional air quality control authority shall. have authority to 

24 regulate burning of perennial grass seed crops [,] or annual grass seed 

25 crops [and grain crops]. 

26 Section 5. ORS 463.470 is amended to read: 

27 468.470. (1) Except as provided in ORS 468.475, open field burning 

28 of perennial grass seed crops and annual grass seed crops shall be subject 

29 to regulation under ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960 only until a commit-

30 tee described in subsection (3) of this section certifies the availability of a 

31 successful, feasible alternative to open field burning in sufficient quantity 

32 to sanitize grass fields or except as provided in section 2 of this 1975 Ad. 

33 For the purposes of ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960, annual. grass seed 
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1 crops, perenr.ia 1 grass seed crop:; ;:ind grain or grass stubble shall be con...:: 

2 sidered to be combustible material. 

3 (2) As such alternative methods become available in quantity suffi-

4 cient to allow phased reduction in burning, the commission may begin to 

5 phase out in proportion to such availability the burning described in ORS 

6 468.460. 

7 (3) The committee shall consist of two members representing agri-

8 culture appointed by the Director of Agriculture from a list of five nomi-

9 nees submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing 

10 the public appointed by the director of the department and a fifth member 

11 appointed by the Governor. Members shall be persons knowledgeable con-

12 cerning agricultural practices and air quality control practices which are 

13 the subject of ORS 468.455 to 468.485. The President of the Senate shall 

14 appoint two Senators and the Speaker of the House of Representative5 

16 shall appoint two Re1oresentatiYes to serve as advisory members without 

16 vote. 

17 (4) In addition to its other duties under this section, the committee 

1s shall monitor the programs fo.r development of feasible alternative methods 

19 of field sanitation, shall .make recommendations for the research and de-

20 velopment of such methods to the Joint Committee on Ways and Means 

21 during the legislative session or to the Emergency Board during interim 

22 periods and, after consultation with the department, shall establish stand-

23 ards un,der which certified alternatives are to operate as long as the com-

24 mittee is in existence. 

25 (5) In exercising its duties under subsections (1) and (4) of this sec-

26 lion, the committee shall certify alternatives and establish standards only 

27 after public hearing at which interested persons are afforded an oppor-

28 tunity to be heard and for which notice is given in a manner reasonably 

29 calculated to notify interested persons of the time, place and subject of 

30 the hearing. 

31 Section 6. ORS 468.475 is amended to read: 

32 468.475. [Afte1" Jamwry 1, 1975,] No person shall open-burn or cause 

33 to be open-burned in the counties specified in subsection (2) of ORS 

3.J . 468.'160, perennial grass seed crop~ used for grass seed production or annual 

( 

( 
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+ grass seed crops t1sed for grass seed production [.] 1 except ns authorized 

2 in the follo,ving 1nanncr: 

S (1) During 1975, no rnore than 150,000 ncres 1nay be burned pursuant 

'3 to pe1·n1its iss11ed pursuant to ORS 4G8.450, 468.·180, 476.380 and 478.960, 

5 except by rule or order of the con1n1ission. 

6 (2) During 1976, no more than 50,000 acres may be burned pursuant 

7 to permits issued under ORS 468.310, except by rule or order of the com-

e mission. 

9 (3) In the event of the registration of more than 150,DOO acres for open 

10 burning during 19751 or nlore than 50,000 acres for open burning in 1976, 

11 the commlssion may by rule or order allocate permits to acreage based 

i3 ficati-011; or inay upon_ a sho1.ving of nec.cssity increase the inaxi111nn1 acres 

14 as specified in subsections (1) and (2) of tbis section permitted to be bmned. 

15 (4) After January 1, ln77, no acres may be burned, except by rnle or 

16 ord.e:r of the con1mission; but in no event may the co1nn1ission pern1it tl1e 

17 burning of more than 50,000 acres in any one year; and 

18 (5) After January 1, 1978, no. acres may be burned hy rule of the com-

19 mission. The coinmission, upon a finding of extren1e hardship, and irr.e-pa· 

20 rable damage to the Ian.d, may by order permit the open burning of specific 

21 acreage, but not more than once in any two-year period. 

22 (6) The commission shall act on any application. for a permit under 

23. this section within 60 days of receipt. Such other decisions as may be re-

24 quired under this s"ction must be made by the commission on or before 

25 1\1ay 1. 

2a Section 7. ORS 458.480 is amended to read: 

27 463.480. (1) (a) On or l1efore l\Iarch 1 of each year, the grower of a 

28 grass seed crop sl1a1l :register 'vith the county court or board of county 

29 co.1.:nmissioners or the flre chief or his designated reptes£ntative the nun1· 

30 be~ of acres to be burned in the remainder of the year. Copies of the rcgis-

21 tratio:n form shall be for\Vrtrderl tO the departn1ent. The required regis· 

32 tration i11ust be n1ade b-efote a pern1it shall be issued under this section or 

33 ORS 47B.380 or '178.060 or, after Janunry 1, 1976, under section 2 of this 
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1 [(a)] (b) [Until an alternative m2thod is certifiec1 under ORS 468.170, 

2 or until Jamrnn1 1, 1975, whichever occurs first,] The coLtnty court, board 

3 of county con1n1issioners or the fire chief or his designated representative 

4 or, after the efkctive date of this 1975 Act, the Executive Department 

5 shall collect a fee, except as provided in paragraph [(b)] (c) of this sub-

6 section, prior to issuing any permit for the open burning of perennial or 

7 annual grass seed crops [, or grain crops] under ORS 476.380 or 478.960 

8 or after January 1, 1!}76, under section 2 of this Act. The amount of the 

9 fee shall be [determined by the committee established. pursuant to ORS 

10 468.470 and shall not exceed $1] $4 in 1975, $6 in 1976 and $12. in 197'7 or 

11 any year thereaft~r per acre of crop burned. 

12 [(b)J (c) The fee required by r~rngrnph [(a)] (b) of thiG subscc:ion 

13 [shall not be collected] shall be refunded for any acreage where effichmt 

14 burning of stubble is accom.plished with equipment using auxiliary fuel 

16 or a mobile field sanitizer which equipment or sanitizer has been approved 

16 by the committee and the department for field sanitizing purposes or for 

17 any acreage not burned. Fifty percent of the fee shall be refunded· upon 

18 sworn affidavit of the grower that the straw was removed from the 

19 acreage prior to burning . 

20 (2). The collecting officer shall retain such portion oi the acreage fees 

21 received pursuant to subsection (1) of this section as isp1fficient, in the 

22 judgment of the [committee) Executive Department, in consultation with 

23 the collecting officers, to cover the cost of and to be used solely for the 
,· 

24 purpose of administering a pr-0gram of reglst;ation of [fields] acreage to. 
>>:...,,,-:.;. (._ ,;{--"'-~ _· ];,:_-.;. _·.1 

25 be burned, collection of fees, issuance' of permits, keepinf ~f .records and 

26 other matters directly related to agricultural open field burning. [Ten] 

27 Fifty cents of the acreage fee shall be deposited in a separate fund to be 

28 used for a smoke management program which shall be conducted by the 

29 department in cooj>"ration with the Oregon Seed Council [in cooperation 

30 with the department] anti other affected agencies. 

31 (3) The collecting officer shall cause the balance of acreage fees re-

32 ceived pursuant to subsection {1) of this section to be deposited in the 

33 Stale 'frcasury to be credited to the account of the committee established 

34 under ORS 468.470 for use as provided in ORS 468.485. 

( 

( 

( 
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1 (4) Nothing in this section relieves any person fr.om the requirements 

2 of obtaining a burning per1nit in accordance \\'ith ORS 476.380, [and] 

3 478.960 or section 2 of this 1975 Ad . 

4 Section 8. ORS 468.485 is amended to read: 

6 468.485. All moneys from acreage fees and under section 2, chapter 

6 578, Oregon Laws 1973, received by the committee established pursuant to 

7 ORS 468.470 shall aftor refunds authorized by paragraph (c) of subsection 

B (1) of ORS 468.430 are made be segregated from other funds and used 

9 solely for smoke management and development and demonstration of 

10 alternatives to agricultural open field burning. Subject to approval ef the 

11 Executive Department, the committee may enter into contracts.with public 

12 and private agencies to carry out the purposes of this section. The commit-

13 tee shall give first priority to the development of and demonstration of 

B the feasibility of a mobile field incinerator. 

16 

16 

'17 

18 

19 

SECTION 9. (1) Any person who violates the requirements of any 

permit required for open field burning shall be subject to a civil penalty 

of not _to exceed $--- for each day of violation. 

(2) Any civil penalty authorized by subsection (1) of this section shall 

be imposed and may be collected in the manner set forth in ORS 468.135. 

20 Section 10. Section 14, chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1971 (regular session), 

21 as amended by section 1, chapter 578, Oregon Laws 1973, is amended to 

22 read: 

23. Sec. 14. The committee established under ORS 449.937 is abolished 

24 [July 1, 1975] January 1, 1977, or when it makes the certification de-

25 scribed in subsection (1) of ORS 449.937, whichever occurs first. 

2B SECTION 11. The amendment to ORS 468.290 by section 3 of this Act 

27 is operative January 1, 1976. 

28 SECTION 12. This Act being necessary for the immediate presei-va-

29 tion of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to 

30 exist, and this Act takes effect on its passage. 



LEE JOHNSON 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

SALEM, OREGON 97310 

TELEPHONE:: (503) 378-4400 

April 11, 1975 

Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
P.O. Box 571 
McMinnville, Oregon 97128 

Dear Mr. McPhillips 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Wd~@~OW~[DJ 
APR 1 '7 1975 

OFEICE QF 1HE DIRECTOR 

It has come to my attention that a member of the Environmental 
Quality Commission recently undertook settlement negotiations 
on behalf of the Commission with a lawyer representing a private 
party to an administrative proceeding pending before the Commis­
sion. This was done without the benefit of prior legal advice 
to the Commission by Mr. Underwood. I suggest that this is a 
very poor and risky practice and should not be continued. 

I am aware that the Commission, in an economy effort, discon­
tinued the practice of having its legal counsel attend its 
meetings, and, therefore, its legal counsel was not present at 
the Commission meeting being held at the time of such settlement 
negotiations. Nonetheless, I believe that the prior advice of 
legal counsel could and should have been sought by the Commission. 
A member of the Commission, even if a lawyer, is not, under Oregon 
law, to provide legal advice or legal services to the Commission. 

Furthermore, in this particular proceeding, the counsel for the 
private party was aware that prior to that time the Department 
of Environmental Quality was being represented by an Assistant 
Attorney General. The private lawyer thus is placed in a 
difficult ethical situation by having a member of the Commission 
contact him rather than being contacted through regular counsel. 
The Canons of Ethics specifically provides that it is unethical 
for a lwayer to communicate directly with a party to the 
proceedings if he is aware that the party is being represented 
by counsel. Canon 7, Disciplinary Rule DR 7-104. 

I think this problem would have been avoided if the regular 
counsel to the Commission was in attendance at the meeting. As 
I have stated many times, this office has always· regarded your 
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Commission as one of our most important clients because of the 
vital policy matters with which you are concerned and the delicate 
legal questions which often arise. I recognize that the Commis­
sion faces a dif-ficult budget problem but we do think that it 
may be an unwise economic measure to cease the practice of 
having counsel at your Commission meetings. In view of the 
temporary nature of this economic problem, we are willing to 
set a maximum charge of five hours of legal counsel time for 
each Commission meeting as a means of alleviating your budget 
problem. 

I would hope that the Commission would be in a position to 
reconsider its previous decision regarding attendance of counsel 
at your meetings. In any event, I hope we can avoid the specific 
problem mentioned herein. 

If you have any questions, please advise. 

Sincerely 

orney General 
cj 



JOHN E. UFFELMAN 
ASSOCIATE 

Mr. B. A. McPhillips 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

106 E. FOURTH STREET 

THE DALLES, OREGON 
97058 

April 22, 19 75 

P. o. Box 571 
McMinnville, Oregon 97128 

Dear Barney: 

P. 0. BOX e1e 

PHONE 296•2181 

The other day is a sterling example of why Senate Bill 93 
should be passed. As you know I have never attempted to substi­
tute my judgment for that of counsel to the Commission and it 
ha,s been my opinion for some time, both publicly and privately 
that ,the Department of Environmental Quality is entitled to be 
represented by adequate trial counsel independent of the Attorney 
General's office. Zidell Explorations is a minor example of the 
problems we can run into. As we all know, that is a case in 
which as a result of the oil spill, generated by the Princeton 
partially sinking, the Department was assessed a civil penalty 
of $20,000, the maximum that could be assessed when the company 
had spent somewhere between $250,000 and $500,000 cleaning up the 
oil spill. 

In reviewing the transcript, there were some problems in the 
case. It also appears, according to what Kess tells us that the 
Department spent over $4,000 in attorney fees to the Attorney 
General's office and what Lee Johnson complains of is that we 
should rely on the Attorney General's office opinion in advising 
what the outcome of the case should be when in fact they are ,one 
of the attorneys representing the Respondent in the appeal, to-wit, 
the Department. 

You will well remember what happened that morning at break­
fast which breakfast time was published. It was indicated to the 
Director that prior to the time this matter came on regularly 
for hearing that the case should be settled. The Director contacted 
our two attorneys and their advice to the Director was "have the 
staff prepare the Order and after the decision is rendered we will 
negotiate an appeal". That is deliberate countermanding of the 
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Department's recommendations to settle a costly lawsuit. That 
is a deliberate infusion of the Attorney General's opinion, 
in fact if Mr. Johnson had treated my lawsuit which I am sure he 
has, 1'ewould realize it is a common practice in the State of Oregon 
for a Judge to advise the parties that a case is to be 
settled which is exactly what occured in this case and the 
records so indicate. 

I have the highest regard for Mr. Underwood who has appeared 
at our meetings and is one of the most ethical attorneys I 
have experienced, but Mr. Underwood wasn't handling this 
case and Mr. Underwood did not handle the trial of the lawsuit 
in Lincoln County, which in my opinion, suffered greatly in tactical 
supervision. 

It is my recommendation that we all recommend to the 
Senate and the House Judiciary the immediate passage of Senate 
Bill 93 and avoid any further recriminations from Mr. Johnson's 
policy decisions at the Commission affairs. 

RMS:mz 

cc: Kess Cannon 
Kenneth Spies 
Morris Crothers 
Jacklyn Hallock 
Grace Phinney 

Very truly y urs, 

cc: Senate Judiciary Committee 

cc: House Judiciary Committee 

cc: Lee Johnson 



DAVIES, BIGGS, STRAYER, STOEL AND BOLEY 
LAW OFFICES 

DAVID L.OAVIES 
HUGH L. BIGGS 
MANLEY B. STRAYER 
THOMAS B.STOEL 
PAUL L. BOLEY 
.JAM ES P. ROGERS 
RICHARD DEVERS 
GEORGE H. FRASER 
WILLIAM W. WYSE 
.JOHN Fl.HAY 
CLEVELAND C- CORY 
CLARENCE R. WICKS 
ROBERT H. HUNTINGTON 
DAVID G. HAYHURST 
THOMAS P. DEERING 
CAMPBELL RICHARDSON 
MILO E. ORMS ETH 
CHARLES .J. McMURCHIE 
G.O.RRY A. BULi.ARD 
ROBERT L. RIDGLEY 
RICHARD A. FRANZKE 
EDWARD L. EPSTEIN 
WILLIAM M. J-lcALLISTER 
BARNES H. ELLIS 
HOWARD M. FEUERSTEIN 
PHILLIP 0. CHADSEY 
DAVID P. MILLER 
TERRENCE R. PANCOAST 

Mr. Barney A. 
P.O. Box 571 
McMinnville, 

Dear Barney: 

TWENTY-THIRD FLOOR 900 SW FIFTH AVENUE 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

April 22, 1975 

McPhillips 

Oregon 97128 

TELEPHONE !5031224-3380 
CABLE ADDRESS: HARTPOFfT 

BERTRAND .J. CLOSE 
VELMA .JEREMIAH 

HARRY $.CHANDLER 
.JIM D. KORSHO.J 
HENRY H. HEWITT 
RONALD S. GRDSS!o\ANN 
RICHARD E. ROY 
.JEFFREY t-llCHAEL ALDEN 
CHARLES F. HINKLE 
RICHARD M. BOTTERI 
LESTER V. SMITH, .JR. 
PHILIP RUBIN 
THOMAS R. NICOLAI 
WILLIAM A. MASTERS 
DOUGLAS B. GORDON 
ROBERT L.NASH 
FRANK JOSSELSON 
RICHARD C • .JOSEPHSON 
MATTHEW W. CHAPMAN 
KAREN II. CREASON 
STEPHEN T, .JANIK 
JOEL D. KUNTZ 
GREGORY R. MOWE 
IRVING W. POTTER 
ROBERT A. STOUT 
THOMAS G.P. GUILBERT 

This Friday, April 25, the Environmental Quality 
Commission will decide whether or not to schedule a hearing 
on the petition of our client, Portland Chain Manufacturing 
Company, for a declaratory ruling on the applicability of the 
Department of Environmental Quality's noise regulations. 
Your decision is scheduled as agenda item no. K for the meeting 
in Corvallis. I respectfully request that I be given an oppor­
tunity to be heard by the Commission prior to your making a 
decision on this matter, and further request that the matter 
be taken up as soon after 11:00 a.m. as is practicable. If 
you foresee any difficulties in granting my request, I should 
appreciate your notifying me by telephone. I may be reached 
during business hours at 224-3380. 

I look forward to seeing you again at Corvallis. 

TG: jg 
cc: Dr. Morris K. Crothers 

Dr. Grace S. Phinney 
Mrs. Jacklyn L. Hallock 
Ronald M. Sommers, Esq. 
Mr. Kessler R. Cannon 

Very truly yours, 

d~ilbert 



WILLIAM McCOY 
665"C N. AMHEl1'1.ST :3TR;l'i!:T 

F~ii'TLA">IO. OR!?Cl0.'1 97:?03 

MUL TN"OJ.\AH COUNT'!' © . . 

OREGON STATE SENATE 
SALEM.OREGON 

97310 

April 9, 1975 

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Kess: 

Last weekend in Portland, I met with several constituents 

COMMiTI:O:E:S 

LCCAI.. GOYE;RNMS"HT ANO 
EL.G:CT!O!>l3 

Tft ... ·NSPO;;TAT!ON 
WAYS ANO MaANS 

who expressed great concern about the future livability of 
North Portland with a refinery at Rivergate. A major problem 
appears to be that there has been no continuing form of over­
all refinery siting discussion. 

I think it would be appropriate if the DEQ and the EQC rescind­
ed the air discharge permit pending a round of information or 
background meetings in the community on what the effects of a 
refinery will be and then an integrated hearing on both direct 
and indireC::t air and water discharge impacts. This would b.e 
in lieu of an environmental impact statement such as federal 
agencies require. Regarding oil spills, I have not seen any 
details, but reading of experiences elsewhere bothers me. 
The applicant should provide reasonable detail to assure that 
all precautions will be taken. 

I am all for the construction jobs a refinery would bring us, 
but in the long run, the job benefit (50-100 new employees) 
might not balance the problems a refinery can bring. 

Please comment on the feasibility of this idea and discuss 
it with EQC members. If there is applicant data I am not 
aware of or other controlling factors, please let me know. 

WM/lf 
cc: Governor Straub 

Senator Ted Hallock 
Ronald M. Somers 
Jackie Hallock 
Morris Crothers, M.D. 
Grace Finney . 
Barney McPhillips / 
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JOINT STATELiEJ.'lT OF RICHARD HAMliTON AND JOSEPH CASEY 

TO THE OREGON ENVIRONMEN1'AL QUALITY COMMISSION 

APRIL 25, 1975, CORVALLIS, OREGON. 

SUBJECT: SUGGES'rIONS FOR REGULATING NON-WATERBORNE 

WASTE DISPOSAL .SYSTEMS, AND THE ADVAN'rAGES 

OF THE CLIVUS COMPOSTING WASTE TREATMENT . 

SYSTfi'.M 

BACKGROUND: 

We are co-authors of Thi!; cm,11-'LET,l!; HOJ..lli ?Lut.ffilili, .scheduled 

to be published by AliTed A. Knopf, Inc. next year. One 

of us is a professional writer with a law degree; the other 

is a plurnbing contractor in Eugene with substantial 

practical experience. We started out with the usual 

assumptions about the rtghtness of' the :flush toilet= 

Research on our book, though, has shovm us that waste 

disposal and good sanitation do not depend on waste 

being carried away by water. There are, in fact, times 

when sound policy would dictate that water NOT be used 

for human fecal matter. but that alternate systems be 

developed and encouraged. What follows is information 

we think relevant to the Commission's task of making 

regulations for non-waterborne waste systems. 

I. We think that it ought to be a matter of policy 

to encourage environmentally sound waste systems that 

pay back to Nature what Nature has given us. HtT13!1 waste 
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is a potentially valuable source of energy, but instead 

of using it properly, we have developed systems that dilute 

fecal matter 98 times with water, transport it through 

miles of sewage pipe to energy-consuming treatment plants, 

then either flush tho nutrients into tho rivers or take 

them out to seae The expense i~ 

The fact is that hurnCJ.n fecciJ matter contains soil 

nutrients that cannot be replaced by chemical fertilizers. 

The 1973 edition of The Encyclopaedia Britannica lists 

16 elements known to be essential for plant growth; chemical 

fertilizers generally replace no more than three of thes~. 

It is a well-developed and long-standing policy of con-

servation of human waste that has enabled China to maintain 

consistently high levels of productivity and soil fertility 

for over 30 centuries. One square mile of manured farm 

land in China can support over 1700 persons1 in contrast, 

one square mile of faJnerican farmland supports about 100 

persons, and it is a common experience for !\merican farmers 

to burn out two or three farms in 30 years. 

With a very few exceptions, we are doing just what 

the Romans did, and we v1ill pay the same price if we do not 

change our ideas and practices about human waste. The 

Romans built vast sewer systems connected to flush toilets 

and flushing public latrines--they were the first civiliz­

ation to do so--and washed all their waste into the Tiber. 
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What happened was tr1at all the countryside around the 

city became infertile because all the soil nutrients had 

been robbed from the earth and sent down the drains. 

They imported produce from Sicily, Sardinia, and North 

Africa and rendered those lands sterile, too, by the 

time of the oecline of' thA enmjre. Malaria became eoidemic 
~ A 

because the river had been blocked up .and swamps l1aa_. 

formed, and soon after,tl;EJ Vandals came" 

It seems as if we all have a deeply ing1·ained belief 

that our ovm body wastes are filled with disease, too 

horrifying to mention, something to be gotten rid of 

as quickJ.y as possible and not thought of again. It 

may be that we have gone so far overboard that the 

greatest danger we now face is not filth, but rather 

sterility. Tnere is no quicker way to take the life, for 

example, out of the soil, than to refuse to recycle. 

The motto of Edwin Chadwick, a great 19th century 

sanitary reformer was: "The rainfall to the river, the 

sewage to the soil. 11 We can do no better than that. 

II. The energy lost by the use of flush toilets 

exclusively is hard to calculate exactly. Energy loss 

is inevitable when you're fighting with Nature rather 

than cooperating. It occurs in several ways. 

1. There is direct energy loss in the soil nutrients 

washed away. On the average, humans produce 1200 grams 
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of urine and 110 grams of fecal matter each day; in dry 

weight, 55 grams and 27 grams. Of the total 82 grams, 

13 grams are Nitrogen, 2o2 grams Potassium, and 1.5 

grams l'hosphorus, plus at least 13 other elements, in 

4 

smaller quantities. It adds up: per nullion of population, 

over a year, it comes to 10,400,000 pounds of Nitrogen. 

1,800,000 pounds of Potassium, and 1,200,000 pounds of 

Phosphorus, enough to f'ertilize e.11 the f'ood ee.ten h\T - u 

those million peopleo 

2. Each person uses about 10,000 gallons of water per 

annum flushing the toilet. Each flush is 5 gallonso A 

community of 100,000 uses about one billion gallons of 

wa~er each year to flush the toilet. That water has 

been through a purification plant, whir:n r:n"t" mnneyo 

It has to go through a treatment plant on the other end, 

which costs again. 

Until now, the flush toilet has been the best solution 

to the problem. Western civilization has practically 

eliminated waterborne epidemics of typhoid and other 

diseases that tore through the last centLwy, but at 

a great and mostly hidden expense. We would like to 

bring to the attention of the Commission the fact that 

there is now a practical replacement for the flush 

toilet: it is called the Clivus l'~ul trum Organic Waste 

Treatment System. It comes from Sweden, and it has been 

approved for use in several countries, by WHO, and by the 

State of Eaine. It solves tl1e problem of saving waste · 
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n:atter by rendering it into fine, dry, odorless htunus 

suitable for use as fertilizer. We are including a 

pamphlet explaining the system. 

III. Now we turn to some of the practical questions 

involved in putting the Clivus Multrum 1nto use here 

in uregun. 'l'hese questions arise because, where the 

Clivus MUltrlllll is in use, the only waste water that 

5 

goes into the drains is from bath, kitchen, was.hing machine and 

dishwasher. This water is called grey water. It is 

different in quality from sewage, and s110uld be treated 

differently. As we understand the situation, approval 

of these systems has been .. held off until a satisfactory 

method of handling grey water has been developen. 

We don 1 t have all the answers a.t-this time. We 

do have several suggestiO:.s to make, and we are involved 

in developing more infonnation, which we would like 

to offer to the Commission as it comes. We have 

retained a consulting sanitary engineer to work up 

a proposed grey water system for conditions in Oregon. 

We have contacted the State of Laine and the Army Corps· 

of Engineers, both of which have experience with grey 

water systems, and will pass on to the Commission the 

material we get from them. 

Our experience in the plumbing business is that 

from 35 to 40% of the water use in an average single-
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family d,·;elling is for flushing the toilet, This 

figure is supported by the o·egon Plumbing Code and 

by Contractor Eagazine, a leading trad.e journal. 

Since this larg8 amount of water is not going down 

6 

the drain, the indications.are that--fcr inotnllations 

that would require a septic tank and drainage field-­

it wilJ be possible to reduce the size of the tank and 

the field by about 35 to 40%, perhaps even more. It 

is also likely that many areas that are marginally 

not approvable for septic systems can be approved, due 

. to the reduced flow and the entirely different character 

of the waste water. 

We recognize, also, that there is legitimate concern 

about lei tchen and washinf,' machine waste that may contain 

phosphates from detergents. Detergent phosphates are 

known to be the major cause of algae blooming in lfi"ainage 

fields, causing deterioratio'l of the system. In our boolc, 

we strongly reccmmend that consumers not use them at all 

when they are on a septic system b'C>cause of the harm they 

do to the system by destroying the bacterial action. If 

they cannot be banned, which would be the best solution 

from the standpoint of public policy, they must be taken 

into account in the deuelopment of appropriate systems; 

people may use them anyway, and there's no way to prevent 

ther.1, 
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We think that to require a full septic system 

where t!1e CliV'lS 1':'.ul trum is in use would be an unnecessary 

disincentive to its use, and would defeat one of the 

main advant:::,gcs of the system, which is that it can 

permit building in formerly marginal areas. We 

We recognize that each situation will be different. But 

all situati<Jns with the Clivus have one thin2" in common; . ~ 

there is no fecal matter in the waste water. The main 

problem with drainage fields is that the high levels of 

saturation prevent the soil from straining the particulate 

fecal matter, it is an entirely different story. 

+·..-. ,,., 
l!.!..!.•-· 

In conclusion, we think that the biegest advantage 

of the Clivus Mul tn.nn system(in addition to savin.,~: water, 

saving enc:'rgy spent in double water treatment, and 

saving valuable fertilizers) is that it gives governmental 

authority to permit home construction in areas unsuitable 

for farming. At present, we are reaching a point where 

there is little more available land for building except 

our fertile farmland. Urban sprawl is in danger of 

gobbling up some of the most productive agricultural 

land in the country, land we are going to need more and more 

in coming years.for food production. 



By Sam Love 

An idea in need 
of rethinking: 
the flush toilet 

Our present system is a major contributor 

to environmental decay and a waste of 

resources, but new i.deas are proliferating 

The Reverend Henry Moule's hellfire and brimstone 
sermons failed to make much of a mark on history, 
but his tinkering will never be forgotten in the annals 
of human sanitation. His most successful invention 
\\ras the earth closet. Constructed by him in 1860, it 
consisted of nothing more than a wooden seat over a 
bucket and a hopper filled with dry earth, charcoal or 
ashes. The user simply pulled a handle to release a 
layer of earth from the hopper into the bucket. The 
container could be emptied at intervals. 

J\rfr. l'vfoule's original earth closet is a rather austere 
piece of household furniture, but later innovators 
loaded it with accessories. For example, a device could 
be added that released the ea·rrh each time a user rose 
from the seat. But the automatic earth release met 
with some opposition: "In sick rooms," according to 
one account, "this method of distribution of earth 
may be found objectionable, as more or less vibration 
follows the rising, and this is apt to disturb the nerves 
of a patient." 

While _sanitary historians may recognize Henry 
Moule's contribution, he is no longer a household 
word. Certainly he is not as well known as Thomas 
Crapper, the father of the flush toilet. In fact, while 
folk history is good to him, I am convinced he is a myth 
created by British author Wallace Reyburn, who 
wrote an amusing biography of him in 1969 entitled 
Flushed with Pride. Although the book and the his­
tory seem to be a complete fig1nent of the author's 
imagination, many libraries, including the Library of 

Makers used to decorate chamber pots with images 
of archenemies. In this case, target is Napoleon. 

Congress, file their bibliographical cards for the book 
as if it were a serious historical treatise on the origin 
of the water closet. 

Who actually invented the water closet is a 1nystery; 
its origins go far back in history. One of the earliest 
indoor bathrooms ha~ been found by archaeologists 
on Crete. According to the bii.throom history Clean 
and Decent by Lawrence 'r\Tright, the great palace of 
King 1'v1inos at Knossos included a water-supply sys· 
tern of terra-cotta pipes that so1ne have judged supe­
rior to modern parallel pipes. One of the Knossos 
latrines appears to have sported a wooden seat and 
may have worked much like a modern flush toilet. 
Cities in the Indus Valley between 2500 and 1500 B.C. 

also had indoor bathrooms flushed with water. The 
waste was carried to street drains via brick-lined pits 
similar to modern septic tanks. Except for the briefly 
used water closet of Elizabetha~ ti_mes, such engineer­
ing did not appear in England until the middle of the 
18th century. 

Generally, the 18th and 19th centuries in Europe 
were dominated by the pan closet or the jerry pot. By 
1800 inany were elaborate, even to the extent of plac­
ing portraits of archenemies (Napoleon was a big hit 
in England) in the target area. After use, the pots 
were either emptied or concealed in commodes. 

At first the contents of ·the urban jerry pots were 
collected by nearby farmers who were delighted to get 
nitrogen-rich organic fertilizer. But as London and 
other cities grew, the journey beca1ne uneconomical 

A coordinator of Earth Day in 1970 and formerly 
the editor of Environmental Action and a book Earth 
Tool Kit, Sam Love is an environmental consultant. 

Illustrations by JohnHuehnergarth 
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Flush toilets: a passing idea 

and the waste was generally dumped in larger com­
munal cesspits or in the nearest river. Today's modern 
sanitary system, with its maze of underground pipes, 
pumps and treatment techniques, is a direct descend­
ant of the communal and private cesspits and open 
sewers which emptied into rivers. For centuries, water 
as a waste-removal vehicle functioned adequately . 
from the urban resident's standpoint. Ecologically, 
the price may have been high, but urban users found 
it convenient because it allowed them to simply flush 
wastes and forget them. Only those people living 
downstream might be forced to question the wisdom 
of such a system. 

Now, though, as cities grow larger and rivers be­
come more saturated, increasing numbers o.f people 
are finding themselves living downstream. In area 
after area, urban growth is creating major water prob­
lems which are becoming front-page news stories. For 
example, Virginia's Fairfax County, a suburb of Wash­
ington, has been forced to declare a moratorium 
throughout most of the county on residential and 
commercial sewer applications. 

A major villain iri each case is the flush toilet. Of 
all home water users, the flush toilet is the biggest 
single consumer: The average North American family 
annually uses 35,200 gallons for toilet flushing. 

In addition to water costs, the economic costs of the 
flush toilet and centralized waste treatment are rising. 
Currently, the investment in the utilities infrastruc­
ture in Western countries is around $500-$600 per per­
son. This contrasts sharply with a country such as 
1anzania, which in 1969 cou.ld spend only $8 per 
urban inhabitant. Thus, because of costs, the "mod­
ern" sanitary system, which Westerners now take for 
granted, is out of reach to most of the world's popu­
lation. llcportc<lly, 70 percent of the human race does 
not even have piped water. The World I-lealth Orga-

Future archaeologists might well misinterpret today's 
plumbing as a centralized food-distribution system. 

nization estimated in 1972 that only 8 percent of 
urban families in developing countries of Asia and 
Africa had access to a sanitary sewage system. 

Moreover, energy costs of large centralized sewage­
treatment systems are staggering. While the profes­
sional literature is slim in this area, one estimate is 
that, at full capacity, a 309 million-gallons-a-day 
waste-treatment system, such as that being built now 
for the Washington, D.C., area, will consume as much 
as 900,000 kilowatt hours of electricity, 500 tons of 
chemicals and 45,000 gallons of fuel oil daily. Some 
environmental groups, however, consider this estimate 
to be a low one and point out that, in any case, burn­
ing the sewage to produce 400 dry tons of sludge each 
day will create a major air pollution problem. Thus, 
even if the water required for the flush-toilet system 
were available in abundance, the growing scarcity of 
the other resources that support such a system is be­
ginning to impose limits. 

Already the flush-toilet, central waste-treatment sys­
tem is in trouble. One response from toilet manufac­
turers was to begin marketing a "water-saver closet," 
which uses one-third less water than many older mod­
els now in use. Although major manufacturers have 
had water savers available for several years, an indus· 
try source says that the.se toilets account for no more 
than five percent of those installed today. He attrib­
utes the lack of sales to public apathy concerning 



One new toilet design, which freezes wastes for 
later removal, had disadvantages to be worked out. 

water problems and the slightly higher price of the 
water savers. 

Even with water savers, however, many of the flush 
toilet's basic problems still exist, so some people iµ 
the field are actively pushing alternative methods of 
human waste disposal both on a public and a private 
level. Dr. John R. Sheaffer, a resource manager with 
the Chicago firm of Bauer, Sheaffer and Lear, con­
tends that one possibility is simply to use the nutrient­
rich sewage, after deodorizing and disinfecting it, to 
irrigate agricultural lands and let the water filter 
through the soil and into an "under drainage" system 
where purity can be monitored. The soil naturally 
cleanses the liquid wastes, except during freezing 
winter months, when the sewage can be stored for 
spraying on fields later. 

Dr. Sheaffer's system has been tried in communities 
and found to work successfully. Bakersfield, Califor­
nia1 and Abilene, Texas, are among larger cities that 
rely on land treatment of sewage .. These systems u_se 
far less energy and chemicals than the advanced waste­
treatment system, which tries to restore the Waste 
water to its original quality. Michigan's Muskegon 
County recently put into operation a large (28-mil­
lion-gallons-a-day) system using Dr. Sheaffer's "living 
filter" principle. 

Among its advantages is the fact that the land treat­
ment system lets man work with nature/ not against it. 

Ilut its critics are quick to poinl out that land treat­
ment requires large areas of land, a co1nmodity that is 
also in short supply around large metropolitan areas. 
There is also concern among health officials that such 
systems might not screen out potentially harmful 
viruses, bacteria and industrial chemicals. Dr. Sheaf­
fer's answer is th<it the water in projects he has worked 
with has always met pure-water specifications. In ad­
dition, the drainage system prevents salt build-up and 
waterlogging of soil. 

For all its promise in cities that already have the 
plumbing, access to agricultural land and abundant 
water, land-treatment schemes fall short of meeting 
criticism that challenges the centralized waste-treat­
ment approach with all of its piping, rights-of-way, 
energy use, water waste and control regulations. 

One critic of the centrali?-ed flush-it-and-pass-it-on 
system, Berkeley architect Sim Van der Ryn, has imag­
ined how future archaeologists, sifting through the 
material remains of our present culture hundreds of 
years from now, will interpret the curiously shaped 
ceramic bowl in each house, hooked up through miles 
of pipe to a central factory of tanks, stirrers, cookers 
and ponds, emptying into a river, lake or ocean. Ac­
cording to Van der R yn their report might read: 

By early in the twentieth century! urban earthlings 
had devised a highly ingenious food production 
system whereby algae were cultivated in large cen­
tralized farms and piped directly into a ceramic food 
receptacle in each home. 

A search for alternatives 

The difficult challenge is to find a workable alter­
native. In a publication entitled "Stop the Five Gal­
lon Flush!" the Minimum Cost Housing Group at 
McGill University's School of Architecture in Mon­
treal examined systems from around the world that 
are designed for home use, and catalogued 52 of 
them from I I countries. In their evaluation, the 
group steered clear of thinking of the modern flush 
toilet as "advanced," compared to a technology such 
as the pit latrine. As the researchers point out, "under 
certain conditions the latter is ecologically sound, 
cheap and quite safe." 

What they found is a tribute to human ingenuity. 
For example, you can purchase a toilet from a Nor­
wegian company for about $400 which uses an at­
tached freezer to solidify the wastes so that tl1ere is no 
smell and no bacterial action. The toilet does require 
electricity, but no water or chemicals. The wastes are 
stored in a biodegradable plastic bag which can later 
be composted. At first the toilet suffered from a slight 
technological problem: The refrigerated air not only 
frOze the waste, but it also chilled the seat, in turn 
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Flus/i toilets:_ap_assing id_e_a_~ 

chilling consumer interest. Now, however, freeze toi· 
lets stream warm air from the refrigeration unit's 
compressor over the seat to keep it warm. 

If the freeze toilet doesn't light consumer fires, 
there are a variety of toilets that go· to the other ex· 
treme; they incinerate the wastes with natural gas and/ 
or electric heat. A Swedish design, the Pactor IOI, uti­
lizes the versatility of plastic to collect waste in a tube 
which is sealed by heat after each use to form a link 
in a large plastic "sausage." The chain is then stored 
in a removable plastic bag until it is discarded, along 
with other nonbiodegradable industrial age byprod­
ucts, somewhere in the great "away." 

The World Health Organization, with headquarters 
in Geneva, has another, more ecological, approach: 
It offers plans for constructing a small-scale plant 
that can recover methane gas from human and ani­
mal wastes. The gas can be used for cooking, heat­
ing or for power. Critical to the operation of such a 
unit is an abundance of manure so that animals, 
which produce larger quantities of manure than peo­
ple, are essential to this approach. Horses and cows 
produce about 10 to 16 tons of waste per year, whereas 
human_s add only 30 to 60 pounds per capita in the 
same time period. What humans lack in quantity, they 
make up in quality; our waste is rich in nitrogen and 
phosphorous, needed for biological digestion and 
methane production from materials such as cellulose, 
which have a high carbon content. The World Health 
Organization points out that a ton of manure can 
yield 65 to 90 cubic yards of gas per digestion cycle, 
depending upon the temperature. A cycle can be from 
1 to 12 months. The initial costs of such systems are 
comparatively high, but operation and maintenance 
are insignificant. 

For those without the necessary animals to support 
a n1cthane toilet, the Swedes, who are undoubtedly 
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emerging as the leaders in the world's alternative-toilet 
development race, have come up with another design 
which uses virtually nothing as a transport medium, 
thus eliminating the problems created by moving 
wastes with large volumes of water. This toilet, manu­
factured by Sweden's Electrolux Company, utilizes a 
vacuum pipe to move wastes. Invented in the 1950s, 
it has been applied successfully in a number of differ­
ent scales of operation, including railroad cars, a camp 
site with 83 toilets and a small community of 273 
homes. The advantages of the system are that it re­
quires only a small amount of water, less waste. is 

·created which has to be stored and removed, and 
smaller pipes can be used. Although cheaper to oper­
ate than a conventional system, its initial costs are 
high: A one-toilet installation costs about $1,200. 

Other coun.tries have also developed interesting de­
signs which rely upon water, utilizing it much more 
efficiently. A Japanese model, made by Toto Ltd., takes 
the bold step of mating the standard washbasin with 
the standard toilet. The r"esult ls a freestanding unit 
which uses water from the sink, mounted on the top 
of the toilet tank, for flushing. The saving on water 
from this integration is around 25 percent. In addi-

A freestanding Japanese model saves water by mating 
a standard washbasin with a stanclard water closet. 



tion, there rtre also savings-in cost and space, since 
the two bathroom fixtures occupy the space normally 
required by one. The Minimum Cost Housing Group 
at McGill University has modified this design and cast 
it in sulfur concrete, an extremely cheap material, 
so that these toilets can be made for about $50. An 
English modification, marketed by Ideal-Standard 
Ltd. for less than $20 each, allows a person to selec­
tively flush the toilet. The tank releases either one or 
two gallons depending upon the requirements. Uru­
guay has produced a flexible toilet tank· which func­
tions on the principle of the punching bag. It has 
virtually no moving parts and is activated when the 
user depresses a plastic cistern by hand so that water 
can flow into the downpipe. This gives the user con­
trol over the amount of water released. 

Even these ingenious approaches to waste removal 
have their drawbacks, because they are either too ex­
pensive for much of the world's populatioh, or use too 
much energy or water. But after a careful search for 
toilet alternatives, another approach to the waste prob­
lem is beginning to interest increasing numbers of 
people-composting. 

The principle of using human waste or night soil as 
fertilizer has been known and utilized in some cul­
tures for centuries, although it has been little used in 
the West. In the late 1930s Rikard Lindstrom, a Swed­
ish art teacher, began experimenting with a toilet that 
would compost human waste for use on his garden. He 
was also motivated to work on the system out of con­
cern for the sewage contamination of the Baltic bay 
near his home. The product of his work is the Clivus 
Multrum, a toilet which successfully composts wastes 
without water, electricity or chemicals. The name 
comes from clivus, which is Latin for "inclining," and 
1nultru1n, which is Swedish for "composting room." 

How the C livus works 

The device itself is a fiber glass container about 
nine feet long, three feet wide and five feet high. It 
contains three compartments, a top one for human 
waste, a middle one for vegetable scraps and other 
organic refuse, and a lower one which holds the fin­
ished compost. A vent pipe at the top of the compost­
ing chamber allows odors and .gas to exhaust out the 
top of the house. The early Clivuses had to be installed 
in basements directly underneath the bathroom and 
garbage chutes, but a later model utilizes a screw trans­
port to move wastes so that the toilets and composting 
chamber can be mounted at the same level It also 
allows multiple toilets to be connected to the same 
Clivus. The Clivus is odorless, thanks to a unique de­
sign. which utilizes the heat created by composting 
organic matt~r. The heated air in the chamber rises 

What human waste lacks in quantity, compared 
to cows, it makes up in quality, being rich in nitrogen. 

through the vent pipe, thereby creating a downdraft 
at the toilet stool and garbage chute. It is strong 
enough to pull the flame of a match downward when 
held over the toilet. 

To get the composting process started, the bottom 
of the container must be lined with organic material 
such as peat, garden soil and grass dippings. After the 
initial loading the process continues indefinitely, pro­
ducing several buckets of humus per year per person. 
The. newly formed rich soil in the bottom chamber 
can be removed about once a year, after a startup 
period of about two years. 

In Sweden and Norway more than a thousand 
Clivuses are in operation, and it has been given the 
blessings of the Swedish Ministry of Health. Some 
communities in Sweden even give Clivus owners a tax 
rebate because they reduce the cost of municipal se1-v­
ices such as sewage and garbage collection. Extensive 
tests by Swedish health authorities have found that no 
harmful bacteria, viruses or parasites can withstand 
the year or so of heat and bacterial action produced 
by the composting process. Although tests indicate 
that the end product of the Clivus process is perfectly 
safe for garden use, Organic Gardening and Farming 
magazine recommends, as an extra safety precaution, 
that it not be used on edible root crops. It can be used 
on other plants. 

The composting toilet is. getting widespread use in 
Scandinavia, but only a few have be~n sold in the 
United States. A firm in Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
Clivus Multrum USA, Inc., has acquired a franchise 
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·----ror-the systerri-and-is=-iiOW prodticing them in a plant 
in Maine. Although costs are still high at about $1,500 
per installation, this is expected to come down with 
mass production. Experiments are also under way to 
fabricate the toilet out of cheaper materials. 

The state of Maine has recently rewritten its 
plumbing code to permit the installation of compost­
ing toilets. Some health authorities in other states are 
also allowing them.to be installed experimentally. 

Established and backed by Abby Rockefeller, the 
company she has created is staffed by people who pro­
mote the toilet with all the fervor that her ancestors 
used to sell Americans on Standard Oil. "I look at it 
this way," says Bob Pacheco, the installations director 
who, if Possible, personally visits the site of each in­
stallation. "I don't like the idea of turning the oceans 
and rivers into open sewers. Every Clivus I install in 
a family dwelling could mean 40,000 gallons less sew­
age for Boston harbor or another body of water." 

The Clivus can handle all human waste, including 
urine, plus table scraps and other organic material 
such as the contents of the vacuum cleaner bag, but it 
cannot handle too much water. As a result the "gray 
water" produced by washing dishes or hands must go 
into a conventional system. But Miss Rockefeller 
thinks she can solve that problem. Her next project 
is a greenhouse adjacent to her conventional frame 

Many benefits would accrue if we used our heads 
instead of using our rivers as the great "away." 

house in Cambridge that will ·utilize WaSte water to 
grow plants. She has installed a Clivus in her house 
and reports no trouble after more than a year of oper­
ation. To ge-t the composting process going, she 
dumped intO her Clivus all the organic wastes from a 
neighborhood restaurant. She has also added earth­
worn:_is and other creatures to see if they can tolerate· 
the heat and speed of the decomposition process. 

The initial costs may appear prohibitively expen­
sive, yet it is already competitive in areas where steep 
sewer hookup fees are required for conventional toi­
lets. As mass production and alternative materials 
bring the ClivuS' price down, it will be even more 
attrac~ive. In addition, a group that Sim Van der Ryn 
works with in California, the Farallones In~_titute, is 
experimenting with ways people may build their own 
composting toilet. Their initial model can bf built for 
less than $100 out of concrete blocks. 

Some may view the composting toilet as simply a 
throwback to the outhouses of the past and reject it, 
but that would be shortsighted. Its time appears near 
at hand, as "No swimming, fishing or boating" signs 
pop up with increasing frequency on the banks of our 
rivers. With no connections to external networks, no 
moving mechanical parts, and its useful by-product, 
the composting toilet is a beautifully simple piece of 
technology of which a society could be proud. 
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There are ways-some less complex than above­
to design toilets that serve more than one purpose. 
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unfavorable environment (lro1n !heir point ot view) in the 
Mullrun1 which destroys them. 
20. How much compost is produced? 
Theorelicnlly, ii all ox1dizablo (decornposniJlc) nuitcrial were 
oxidized, and the Mullrum were used as the only !oilet and 
kitchen waste depository, alJoul 80 pounds of humus would be 
produced per person per ycilr. Bu! because use is bo1Jnd lo be 
in some ways irregular (people work during lhe day and go on 
vacations), II will be more on the order of one to two buckets 
per person per year. 
29. What ore the fertilizing qualities of the end product? 
Roughly the same as olher organic fertilizers - high in humus, 
all major nu1rients (nitrogen. phosphorus, potassium. calcium) 
and in all trace elements Iha! were present in !he was!es. An 
analysis n1ade in Finland on compos1 from a Mul1rum showed 
the N-P-K {nitrogen-phosphorus-potassium) ratio to be 20-12-
14. 
30. Does if produce methane? 
No. Only anaerobic decomposition produces methane. The 
Multrum is an aorobic process (i.e .. decomposition is effec!ed 
by microorganisms which need oxygen). 
31. Can ii be used in urban areas in multi-5forydwellings? 
At the presenl s1age or development there are design 
limitations {the necessity ol vertical chu1es to toilet and garbage 
depository) which make use in mulli-s!ory buildings in­
convcnien1. However, it could be installed quite convenien11y in 
2-story apartment houses in urban areas. 11 is expected, 
furthermore, !hat des1~1n chan9cs will be n1adc lo accorn­
modotc it to multi-story dwcll111~dS. 
32 Can ii be attached to a second story loilel?. 
Yes, aithough the rather large diame!er of !he chute must be 
considered when des1grung the house with this arrangernent in 
m111c!. ll also may be !hat ii would be necessary lo install an ex­
haust fan in such a sel-up due lo the lesser dislance between 
air ou:let and lo1leL 
33. Can the tank be set in ground that is habitually or 
aeasona/ly wet? 
Yes. The container is impervious 1o waler, but it shou!d be 
placed on a drained surlace to prevent a flooded basemen! 
from floating the tank. 
34. Can the Multrum be installed at high altitudes? 
Yes, but cold winter wea1ncr combined with continuous use 
may necessitale supplementary heat and/or Insulation to 
mainlain an adequate ra1e of decomposilion Because waler 
evaporates more easily at high a1!1tudes, if such condilions per­
mit. some exlra liquid may be added 1o mainlain oplimal 
humidity. 
35. How about the desert? 
As wilh very cold climates. i1 the Multrum is installed in deser1 
areas. ii should be insu!ated to protect the process from the 
greal Uuclualions 1n temperalure occurring between day and 
nigr,1 in order lo maintain an even rate of deco1nposi1ion. 
36. What is the difference between the Multrum and an 
outhouse? 
1) The Mu11rum is a waste treatment syslom which is mosl 
frequently placed in the house. 
2) There are no odors oscopinWrnto !he house from Iha 
Mul!rum. / 
J) Oecomposilion in Jhe Mul\run1 is aerobic; anaerobic in an 
outhouse. This means tha1 the decomposition is more com­
plete and even the odors which escape through the vent are 
unlike the powerful ones produced by an oulhouse. 

4) The valuable ni..:rienls contained in the waste materials are 
no! lost lhrough lea:;hing. 
5) There is no polluting ol subsurlaco waler lhrough leact1ing. 
37. Whal In lo IJe done with ~lie washwolur, given lhat it in 
not treated In the lllultrum? 
The balh, dish cind wash waler from nouser.otds (somoli1nes 
called "grey water") is to De distinguished rrom ordinury 
sewage, which con:ains loile?t wastes, in severe..! respei:ls. The 
mos1 imporlant jiff,Jrence is 1r.a1 11 is low in nitrogen which 
makes ii eas;er t·J lr·3a! in two irnporlant ways: l) If IS oxidized 
(broken dow.1 from •lrganic or unstab:e 10 ino:ganrc and stable 
matter) cons·derabl·-' faster 111an regular sewa:;ie. This is due to 
the relative abse1c1 or o;gan c matter in wa~.h water as cnf11-
pared lo sewage. 2: It does.·i't give rise t:i halCJrdous concen­
trations or nitrates ii the groL..1G waler which is often lhe case 
with seplic tank eff! .Jeni {sewage), which is i1fil!rated into the 
ground. Fro1n a th ?oretical point or view, '.hen, grey walor 
could be salely in! ltrated ir:to '.he tcp soil without causing 
damage lo ground · ·1ater, provided that the ~.oi: below the in· 
lillration pipe:; is perrneable i1.1d porou:;, and 1Jrov1ded the dis­
tance belween the IE= a.chir.g pipes and :he wat~r table is.al Jeasl 
4'. Also, because th·~ use of !he Mullrum saves up to 50°/o of a 
household's 'Nater, d Jeachir.g field coulcl be correspondingl;• 
reduced. 

Contolnor 

f ' ~:· 

'l:i' XI?'"""· .... -~ ,_.,....., 
·~.i;,,;' ,. 0 

' ,, 

,·,·.· '' 
, •.. 

' 
,, J,. 

.... ~ .. 

:'i 

'' ;H \;...1 ... 11,. 

l:(i)f i •l.'il)vp L~ 
~\, 

-"""'""' ' 

-., •. , -~ ,_,. ,,...--1" ~ ..... ·~· '' 

Ventilator Cap 

Garbage Inlet 

Toll et 

QQJJ(E$uO@rKJ~ 
~tru©~ 
A~~\'\M~C3l5 

,. ': !! q .. 



1 Why doaon't It Mlell? 
.•\ r.cildral drnlt. like !hat in a chimney. causes a suction effect at 
!:ic vent opening above the rool which in 1urn causes all arr lo 
:_

1e \1ruwn down eilher the garbage or lhe toilet opening when 
•

11 e !id 1~ open. As a consequence th!e toilet room and kitchen 
.lll~ vcnlllaled by Mullrum and kept free of odors al all r 
? D •t th h 1mes. 
~. on e c ules and toilet stool get soiled and produce 
•~dc1rs? 

_;Ile stool is wider at !he base, and connecls to a 16" t b 
''.~.10111ri _10 1he container. Soiling is ini'requen! simply due to ~h= 
·,,,_,10 d1drnctcr or the s!oor and chule and cannot be a problem 
'·,,

1 'the poinl of view of odor. due to rile conUnuous downward 
'_:rd·! 1nlo the container when 1he toilet cover is open 
J. Could not odors occur in the .house when ihere are 
dov.indralts? 

:.:'s: bu! i1 would be a rare o~currence wilh a properly installed 
\ --

11
. F_or I hose who want insurance againsl the inlrequenl 

pos~1!J111ty of an odor coming in the house when either tollel 0 
i;,irh;1qu lid~ aro ~pen caused by a downdraft, the use of a~ 
'!J<.h,HJS! fan 1s advisable. 
.. ; \_Yhat happeno ii it fllls up? 
:!· u:;cd w1!11 reasonable consideralion lo the recommended 
'
11rnbnrs ol people per Multrum as well as to lhe effect of cor­

l,: ' . '11.irJ111ons (ambient 1omperatures. humidity, etc.) it will not 
~· Th: process is continuous lfi•ith regard to both the 

''t.'< inipos1t1on and the slow glacier-like movement of the mass 
r ..... 

1
rds the rcn:oval chamber. The container is designed so 

· ,rie ra1e of input regulates 1he ra1c of motion !awards the 
· k 1_<1qc cha1nber (i.e., the heavier t'he mass is the faster rl 
"~ 11 ·• 1' .I. The process does, in lac!, work best when lhe con­
: ~ ·· r :c. nearly full durinQ continuous use v • . 

lo_uld any odor coming from thevcnl above lhe r·ool be 
orlens1ve or constilule air pollution? 
l~c:•cb.ic decomposition does not produce noxious gases {car­
·b·o~11 •. d.1ox1de an~ wal~r vapor are lhe main waste products of 
,1_ t.,_. 

11cro-organ1sms 1n this process)·. There is, consequently, 
·. -', •)dor from the Mu!trum vent !harr from the plumbing vents 

,;11 :rost houses. 

,; \\'hat if somelhing valuable fall3 down either chute? 
C nn H be recovered? 
.'\i.~i;c-~s ports have been provided in the sides or the container 
for.'rrs purpose It might be noted that rio!hing is ever really lost 
~n 1 h·~ Mul_tru~; lhal everything is retrio,evable either sooner or 
0ater, and 1f 1! is inorganic (e.g. spoons and forks) it will hardly 
show any effects or !he process 
~ ~oul~ ~al insects and rod~nts be a problem? 
'.-.-~ Ir.~ ~air_ inlet and ou!!ct ~bove the tool are both screened. 
•.· d t.,f.:! 1oile! and garbage lids are always closed except when 

~11 1 £' used, th.ey should not be a prob·rem. Moreover, fhe only 
: ·

1ce from which c.iny ?dor escapes and which might therefore 
,_:1itra:1 such creatures is lhe vent outle[ above the roof. The only 
_Pre~c..ut1on that must be taken is lo avorid leaving exposed rood 
:';~;~Es '"around before depositing !hem rn the garbage chute, 
. _·'.· ,I e_, have a chance to lay their egg...o::; and in 1his way be rn­
.'. ilii.;cd into !he l<Jnk. II the garbage 1<,1Je-rf can be lnslalled in 

' ·"" CIK!il counter, II 1s loss likely lha:t-:this will happen. 
.. Can the Multrum ever go out of comission? 
1 
he t..lultru1n is an environment which supports a great variet 

DI li~mg creatures essential lo lhe process. These have specili~ 
;nv1r·~·nmenra! ~equiremenls which musr be consrdered. If sub­
;/ant1dl .quan11t1es ?' disinfectants, drain cleaner or fumigants 
.. e. ~-01sons) are 1i:itroduced, lhe number of organisms thal 

carry on decomposition can be reduced 10 tl-ie po nl where !he 
process will cease. Floc·ding or limiting ~he Bnlry of air into the 
Mullrum will shift lhe aerobic aciion iC !he undesirable 
anaerobic for as long af, lhese condllions porsist. 
9. Does it use ony 've1er et nil? 
Convenlional toilels use water to transport t~,e wa~.tes lo a cen­
lral trealment planl (11 not a river, lake or oCltan:. As the 
Mul!rum is the "trea:mftr'lt plar.t" and is located n l11e house 
directly under or close to the loil~!l, there m no neej /er water lo 
perform this funclion. \Vastes er.ter the Multrum f:orr lhe toilet 
or kitchen refuse open,ng directly by ~1ravity thr1'ugh ver\ical 
chules Any walec usec in cor.nection with lhe Multrum is lor 
cleaning purposes only, and for 1hls ver~· :;mall arnounls are 
needed. 
10. Haw much Yi•nler h'!i'seviad wh1:?n a M·Jltrur:.1 to used Jn~ 
stead of o flush toilet? 
An average lamily of f::iur u~.es AO,JOO lo 50,000 nations ol 
fresh waler lo llush 1oilc1s alone, per year. Use o< tho Mullrum 
permits a saving of all l.'1is water, whlch gEw,erally accounts for 
40 lo 50o/o of \he totsl waler used in ·:he h:)n1e . 
11. What can be put into the /Vlul1rum'1 
Besides urine an•j excrement to.lei par;er, klee1ex, tampax, 
kolex, disposablE1 diapers (nol !he pla~\,c. part'• and similar 
ba1hroom wastes can 90 in the toilet. P:aclical.y all organic 
kitchen and hous1:hold Nastes wh:c~, could be a µolenlial odor 
problem can go i1 the garbage chu~e. Ti1ese include cool~ing 
liquids. paper towels, :Jrease and lat, dust pan and vacuum 
cleaner reluse, vegetable and meat scraps and peelings, and 
even bones and eggshells, al!i-,ough lhese are mineralized 
calcium and .:.re acted on chemically ralher than 
bacteriologicaUy. Sorr1E! large bones will emerge inco1npletely 
deteriorated but, nevertheless, will help rather than harm !he 
process because of tlle·ir calciun1 conlribu\ion. Tile occasional 
newspaper used for Jitter lor puppies or kiltens may, if torn up a 
bi!, also be included. 
12. Whal should! not l1e put in·thm Multrum? 
Cans, glass, plastic, chemiccils (including such lhings as 
saniflush and olher "sc:nilary" agents) or large amounts of Ii· 
quid of any kind. Nor should any large! quanti'Jes of dry or 
bulky organic wastes such as Gardboard boxes or newspapers 
wtiich can easily be disposed .of hygenically by other means 
be included. Also, any materials which could gel hung up on 
lhe air ducts and impecle lhe settling of the mass such as straw, 
hay or newspap£irs si-.ould b1~ either shredded before being 
Dul in or not be put in at all. Absolulely no paints or other loxic 
substances which might damage plants on which the humus is 
used should be ~ut in. 
13. How many peopli~ can us·e it? 
It is dif!icul\ to calculate precise usage parameters due lo lhe 
enormous vanely of con1binations ol 1nfluenliai taclors (e.g. 
temperature, humidry, nature of material introduced). 
However, ii is known 1t .. at roughly six people can use the stan­
dard Mullrum (9' long) wilhoul the addition or a mid-section, on 
a full-time basis. For ench mid-section added, up \o four more 
people can use i!. If u~;e 1s inlermrHent or seasonal, ol cOurse 
1nore people could US€. ii. 
l <I. Does it have to be in continuous, year-round use to 
work? 
The dimensions of the container as well as the nature of the 
process are such Iha! .t can tal1e large lluctualions in use. All 
waste materials bring wilh lhem the microorganisms Y{hich 
effect lheir own deslruction. Even if !here is no input for l~ng 

periods or ti11e enough organisms will have survived so !hat, in 
combinalion with lhose introduced with lhe lresh wasles, lhe 
population will quickly increase. 
15. Is U1u nddilion of kitchen garbago noceos.ary? 
Yes, lhe addilion of kitchen garbage (or some other material 
high in c;eilulose such as leaves, sawdust shredded hay or 
straw) iii nEJcessary. The high cellulose content of these 
malerial!> provides a source of carbon, one ol !he cell-building 
material~: r,ecessary for growth of the organisms. These 
malerialf; absorb and enable lhe conversion o1 the nitrogen in 
the urino to a stable lorm which is usable to planls. Also, as 
patlloge 1ic \disease-producing) organisms, t1long with other 
preda\ors, are consumed by lhe cellulose decomposers, the 
presenc·1 ol material high in cellulose helps lo ensure that the 
linal pro:luc:1 will be safe in this respect 
16. l~ur1t lhe toilet chute Invariably bo connected to the 
uppE·r endl of the tonk, and the garbage chute to tho mlddle 
chon1b.:·r? 
Yes. Tho rciason for lhis is that the microorganisms which con­
sun1e cnl~u:ose (of which the garbage is largely composed) 
need nit :onen in order to do so. There is relatively lillle nitrogen 
in the qc:rbage but a great deal in the urine. Bui nitrogen in the 
urine Is in a form which cannol be used by the cellulose­
consum n{J organisms. Necessary transformation takes place 
as the u ·inG passes through lhe soil-like layer along lhe boltom 
of the cc•:itainer. II is then drawn up into 1hewasle mass ol gar­
bage by capillary ac\ion as nitrate which lhe bacteria can use. 
II the pcsitions of garbage and loilet wasles were reversed, the 
garbagE-ec11ing microorganisms would not "gel lhe benefit of 
lhe nilrcgen from the urine which would drain directly mto lhe 
removal chamber. 
17. Is !he process In the Multrum sensitive to v priations 
and/or e:xtremes in temperature? 

.The mic.:roorganisms which do the work in lhe Mullrum are 
quile f.exible with respect lo temperalure. Although they func­
tion best at approximately human body temperature, if !he 
temperatures go lower their activity will slow down until they are 
finally d Jrinanl, only lo resume activity when it warms up again. 
JI lempf.·ratures go higher than the optimal range used for this 
group or microorganisms, some may die, bu! there will always 
be enough lefl (unless, ol course, the enlire mass is sub1ected 
to intense and prolonged heal, which would s1erilize ii) to mul­
liply rapidly again when temperatures are suilable. 
18. Dooes ~he container need to be heated? 
If the Mu!trum is being used by a large number of people 
and/or an1bient temperatures are low, it may be necessary to 
add a srnall amounl of heat in order 10 keep !he rate of decom­
position equal to the rate of input. 
19. Is an exhaust fan necessary? 
Ordina:ily, no, but it for some reason it is impossible lo inslall 
the vent pipe correctly, or if one wants to insure against the in­
trequenl possibilily of odor caused by downdrafts, it may be 
necessJ.ry . 
20. How high does the vent Steck have to be? 
This dEpends on the condilions ol s11e and installation, but 20 
feet ab<Jve the to1lel or garbage opening, whict1ever is higher, is 
generaily adequate to insure a continuous natural draft. Where 
the drau is insulficienl, and cannol be suflicien!ly improved by 
increasing the venl height or where less heighl is preferred, 
draft st:englh can be enhanced by a small exhausl Ian installed 
in !he vent pipe. 

21. Oooo tho Mullrum have to be ln9ulnlad? 
This depends on a combination or rato or u~;p, and nrnbicnt 
tempera!ures. In cold clirnates where 1t is exprrsed lo low winier 
lemperalures (e.g. in unheated basements or outdoor',; und 
where use 1s regular and heavy. insulation will help con:.r~rvo 
lhe heal genera\ed by !he activily ol tho rnicroorgi1nisrn:;, thus 
helping to maintain a constant and adequate ralc o1 dccorn­
posilion. 
22. Could tho heat generated In tho Multrum olfocl tho 
temperature of a basement? 
Probably not, for il gives 011 very little hcnt i1S tho outer odgc~; o! 
lhEi waste mass tunc1ion as insulation for !he warm. t1Ct1Vcly 
decomposing interior part. Also, !he heal gonorJtod by \hCJ 
process 1s used to evaporate U1e liquid and lo onhancc !he 
draft. 
23. HoW often does the Multrum have to be emptlod? 
The excrement and garbage chambers arc never crnptied Bu! 
after the linished composl begins 10 appcor in 1~10 slornqe 
chamber (lwo lo four years after s1or1··up). sonic can be> 
removed whenever needed. Frequency and quantity nro 
dependen1 on the use characteristics of the household. In ar.y 
case, the Multrum is never emptied, and only lho surplus is 
removed from lhe slorage chamber, which is largo enough 1o 
slore up to Ion years' worlh of compost lrom an avcr8ge tamily 
(4-6) before removal or any material is necessary. 
24. Is the end product (hun1ua) froe al gorms, dlooasa­
producing orgoniam.e? 
The final product is as free ol palhogenic organisrns ns Clll'f 

good garden soil. Thal is lo say, whalever pathogens c<Jn sur­
vive the competition of ordinary soil bacteria, as well <1S lhe un­
favorable clima\e, may be present in the humus produced by 
the Mul\rum. Very few pathogenic organisms aro able to sure 
vive lhese conditions. 
25. What about viruses - are they destroyed by tho 
process? 
Such viruses as hepatills, wt1lch find water lo be a bel\er 
medium lor their existence fhan soil, should die sooner in the 
Multrum lhan, lor example, in a sewage treatment plan!. Any 
viruses which can survive extended periods ol 1in1e in ordinary 
soil conditions could be present in the humus from th€ 
Mullrum. 
26. Is the end product safe to u~e In gardens? 
Research and experience in Sweden suggest lha! ii is Further 
research is being done in the Unlted States to conf1rm that it is 
free of pathogenic organisms which could be transmilled 
through vegetables which have used nu!rients in ti1e Multrurn 
compost. Furthermore, Since no induslrial waste product.~, 
(heavy metals, toxic cherhicals, etc.) which are alwnys ~1rosen! 
in sewage \realment plants are introduced to the Multrurn, the 
end product will be correspondingly free of these. materials. I! 
should be noted, however. Iha! the composl from \he Mul\rum 
is highly concentraled as far as such nulrients as nitrogen are 
conc_erned, and should. be used sparingly or in 
solution. ' 
27. Doen the heap produce tomparaturos high enough ID 
kill harmful bacteria and olher pathogenic organit1ms? 
No. The process in 1he Multrurn produces lcrnpertlturos up i0 
90°F., which is nol high enough In kill mos! polhogcnir: 
organisms (which, alter all, live in lhe hun1an body af90.6···F.). 
11 is not the heal in this process, but !he long period of detention . 
(2-4 years) during which lhese organisms are subjected to 
~ompelition, predation from other organisms and the generally_ 



• State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

EQC & Director Date: 

From: Peter Mcswain 

Subject: Amendment of Proposed Minutes 

DEQ 4 

Mr. Vlastelicia suggests that the Proposed Minutes of the 
March 28, 1975 EQC Meeting would more accurately reflect his 
testimony if amended as follows: 

1. Delete the Heading and first paragraph of page 19. 

2. After the second sentence of his testimony (fifth paragraph) 
on page 11, insert: 

Mr. Vlastelicia late clarified that EPA had initially 
promulgated Vehicle I & M provisions in Transportation 
Control Plans for more than twenty communities in the 
country where co2 violations were occurring and voluntary 
state/ local action was inadequate; and this included 
Seattte and Spokane. It was said that Washington, as 
yet, had failed to implement the mandated programs. 

3. Add to the next paragraph (paragraph six): 

Mr. Vlasteliciallater indicated that the negotiations with 
Washington had not produced a compliance program to date 
and that EPA is now considering an enforcement decision. 



MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-EIGHTH MEETING 

OF THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

April 25, 1975 

Pursuant to the required notice and publication, the sixty-eighth 
meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to 
order at 10:00 a.m. on Friday, April 25, 1975. The meeting was convened 
in Conference Room A, Human Resources Building, 850 S.W. 35th, Corvallis, 
Oregon. 

Commissioners present included: Mr. B.A. McPhillips, Chairman; Dr. 
Morris Crothers; Dr. Grace s. Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock; and 
Mr. Ronald M. Somers. 

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, 
Director; Mr. Ronald L. Myles, Deputy Director; Mr. Harold M. Patterson 
(Air Quality); and Mr. Harold L. Sawyer (Water Quality). Several 
additional staff members were present. 

MINUTES OF THE MARCH 28, 1975 COMMISSION MEETING 

Chairman McPhillips reported a suggestion that the minutes be amended 
to more accurately reflect testimony given by Mr. John Vlastelicia during 
the March 28 meeting. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by 
Commissioner Hallock, and carried that the proposed minutes be amended 
as suggested (the suggestion having been set forth in writing before each 
Commissioner) . 

It.was MOVED by Comrnissioner Somers and seconded by Commissioner 
Crothers that 11

• 5%," appearing on page six of the proposed minutes be 
changed to 11 .3%, 11

• The motion was carried. The Commission then adopted 
the minutes as amended. 

MARCH 1975 PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT 

Mr. Ronald Myles, on behalf of the Department, presented the Program 
Activity Report. 

Commissioner Somers, addressing himself to Attachment Five of the 
report, dealing with the month of March 1975, inquired as to the specific 
problems behind those permit applications dating back to 1974 whose 
resolution was not expected until June of 1975. Mr. Harold Patterson 
explained that the remaining work was subject to a "catch-up" operation 
and that many of the permits proposed had been sent to regional offices 
with an invitation for their comment. Mr. Patterson noted that the 
permits and the comments thereon were now being received by the Air 
Quality Division and he expected to be able to act on a great number 
of permits shortly. Mr. Patterson assured Commissioner Somers that the 
permits were requested in all cases for existing sources now operating 
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on temporary permits. Commissioner Somers pointed out that his under­
standing in that case was that the Department was not holding up any 
industrial operation due to its time schedule for processing the permit 
workload. In response to inquiry from Commissioner Somers, Mr. Patterson 
stated that there were no major permit applications recently received 
other than that of Alumax. 

Commissioner Phinney inquired of Mr. Patterson concerning the 
conditional approval granted Georgia Pacific at Toledo to burn tires 
in its hog fuel burner. Mr. Patterson explained that this was a novel, 
experimental permit which would allow supervised addition of rubber to 
the hog fuel and require periodic submission of data from the applicant 
to enable the Department to evaluate the process. Commissioners Somers 
and McPhillips, along with Mr. Cannon, recalled that Oregon-Washington 
Plywood had tried a similar process and failed due to the incapacity of 
older boilers to accept the heat. Mr. Patterson pointed out that Georgia 
Pacific had done some minimal experimental work i_n thi_s area pr-evious 
to the present proposal. 

Commissioner Somers was told that the April Program Activity Report 
would reflect Alumax's withdrawal of its permit application for the 
Warrenton site (formerly desired for the location of an aluminum plant). 
Commissioner Crothers wished to point out that he viewed the_program 
activity report as the most complete ever given to the Commission and 
as one which reflects both the vast workload of the Department and the 
successful Departmental effort to catch up. It was MOVED by Commissioner 
Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and carried that the Conunission 
approve staff action on plans and permits for the month of March 1975. 

Conunissioner Somers concurred with Conunissioner Crother's commendation 
to the staff on this month's program activity report. (See attachment 
for program activity report specifics). 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

It was MOVED by Conunissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney, 
and carried that the Commission approve seven tax credit applications as 
recommended by the Director and set forth in distributions to the Conunission. 
The applications were numbered as follows: T-618, T-625, T-630, T-631, 
T-632, T-633 and T-634. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

Mr. Joseph Casey and Mr. Richard Hamilton addressed the Commission 
on the subject of non-waterborne waste disposal facilities. Mr. Casey 
informed the Commission that he and Mr. Hamilton were unaffiliated 
researchers who had co-authored a book dealing with the subject. Mr. 
Casey questioned the assumption that sound sanitation requires the flush 
toilet. He asserted that, in some cases, the reverse is true; that 
sound policy requires that water not be used. 
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Mr. Casey decried the practice whereby the useful aspects of fecal 
matter were ignored in a system which dilutes fecal matter ninety-eight 
times with water, carries it through miles of sewer lines, and disposes 
of it with expensive, energy consuming treatment plants. He pointed 
out that conventional fertilizers replace only three of sixteen necessary 
soil nutrients. Properly treated human waste would replace all sixteen 
of these nutrients - nutrients which he declared to be essential for 
agriculture. It was Mr. Casey's ·contention that the decline and fall 
of the Roman Empire (notwithstanding the view of'Edward Gibbon) might 
be laid at the door of sophisticated but wasteful sewerage construction. 
Mr. Casey attributed the successful yield per acre on Chinese farm 
lands to efficient management of human waste, a management which included 
its return to the soil. Mr. Casey cited the motto of Sir Edwin Chadwick, 
a great nineteenth century English sanitarian, 11 the rainfall to the river, 
the sewage to the soil." 

Mr. Casey stated that it was difficult to calculate the energy loss 
resulting from present use of the flush toilet. He went on to state that 
a primary loss of energy was involved in the simple flushing away of 
materials which should be returned to the soil. He stated that, per 
million population, more than ten million four hundred thousand pounds per 
year of nitrogen was lost. Annual potassium and phosphorous losses per 
million population were said to be in the millions of pounds also. Mr. 
Hamilton then addressed the Commission, describing what he thought was a 
desirable alternative to the flush toilet. Mr. Hamilton informed the 
Commission that approximately ten thousand gallons of water per year were 
flushed down the average flush toilet by the average person. This water, 
he noted, had been through a purification plant and was destined for a 
treatment plant, both of which operations were costly. He stated that 
western civilization's elimination of waterborne diseases, such as typhoid, 
had been accomplished at a hidden expense which should now be recognized. 

The Commission's attention was called to the Clivis Multrum (inclined 
compost) organic waste treatment system, a system which did not involve 
the use of water. The system was reported to have been in use for some 
thirteen years in Sweden and to have received the endorsement of several 
health organizations, including the World Health Organization. The 
Clivis Multrum was said to solve the problem of waste disposal by 
rendering it a fine, odorless humus which was suitable for use as a 
fertilizer. 

Mr. Hamilton cited the regulation of grey water (household effluents 
other than those of the flush toilet) to be the central problem involved 
in approval of the Clivis system. The Clivis system would not handle 
grey water, and other means of disposal were needed for this aspect of 
the problem. Mr. Hamilton reported that he and Mr. Casey had retained a 
consulting sanitary engineer to work up a proposal for regulation of 
grey water to be placed before the Commission. Also, he stated, the 
state of Maine had been consulted for information regarding their regulation 
of grey water and their use of the Clivis system. Mr. Hamilton predicted 
that use of the Clivis system would have a thirty to forty percent reduction 
in the size of septic tanks and drainage fields needed to handle grey water. 



- 4 -

Also, he opined, many areas not now approved for septic tank installation 
might become acceptable for installation of a system to deal only with 
grey water effluents, effluents which were said to pose different and 
lesser problems than the conventional septic tank system is designed to 
meet. 

In response to questioning by Commissioner Somers, Mr. Hamilton 
pointed out that he was not a dealer for the Clivis system but knew the 
Oregon dealer. To Mr. Hamilton's knowledge, there was one system which 
had been delivered in Oregon but was not yet installed. 

Conunissioner Somers asked what was necessary to start the system up. 
Mr. Hamilton explained that the system was what might be called an inclined 
compost, consisting of a fiberglass container whose bottom was overlayed 
with ten to twelve centimeters of peat moss, two to three centimeters of 
soil, and two .centimeters of leaves. The container is separated into 
compartments, one compartment for human waste, and a second compartment 
for papers, wrappers, and other appropriate items of trash. Aerobic 
digestion was said to be the result of the interaction of bacteria in 
the waste, trash, and soil. The end product, the humus, was said to be 
virtually odorless and safe from health hazard. 

Commissioner Somers was told that the market price of the Clivis 
system was approximately thirteen hundred dollars at present, as sold by 
manufacturers in Maine. 

Chairman McPhillips was told that the system was small enough to be 
installed in existing homes with some excavation in appropriate cases. 
It was conceded that a second story dwelling would pose problems. 

Mr. Hamilton lamented poor land use planning which resulted from the 
need for septic tank approval. The present circumstances, he opined, led 
to the consistent building of houses on arable land. In the absence of 
the "septic tank impediment, 11 people would be free to build houses in hilly 
areas, leaving the useful farmland agricultural purposes. 

Commissioner Somers was informed that this system's odor was controlled 
by convection through a ventilating system which led to a twenty-foot stack. 
The draft is initiated by heat generated in the decomposing waste and 
circulated through a vent system which would not involve waste of heat in 
the dwelling. 

Commissioner Phinney was told that the digestion process was rapid 
enough to abate any problem of compaction in the system. The humus 
accumulation was said to equal approximately ~ne bucket per person per 
year. The tank was said to need emptying on an annual basis beginning 
two to four years after installation. 

Mr. Hamilton W?S unable to inform Commissioner Somers if the system 
had been tried in boat hou.ses. 
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Mr. Cannon noted that Maine legislation approving the system had 
been recent and that staff was in correspondence with officials in Maine 
to investigate the benefits of the system. 

Commissioner Somers suggested that Mr. Casey and Mr. Hamilton contact 
different members of the Department's staff toward the end of conducting 
a public hearing on the issue of Departmental approval of the Clivis Multrum 
system under its rules. 

Mr. Hamilton commended government in Oregon for its responsiveness to 
matters such as the one in discussion. 

Commissioner Somers warned of the severe consequences involving home 
owners whose lots were not approved for conventional disposal facilities 
when experimental measures failed, noting that the Department then had 
no choice but to close down faulty disposal systems. He noted that the 
Water Quality Division spent ninety-five to one hundred million dollars 
yearly in correcting failing systems. 

The Commission thanked Mr. Hamilton and Mr. Casey for what was termed 
a very interesting and refreshing dissertation. 

Mr. Orrin Halsten of the Bridgeton-Philoma Citizens Association 
addressed the Commission with his objection to the assessment on his 
property proposed as a result of the Gertz-Schmeer sewer system. Mr. 
Halsten reported that his land, valued at sixty-five thousand dollars, 
was the subject of a proposed fifty thousand dollar assessment. He added 
that the land had been "zoned down 11 making it useless for subdivision. 

Commissioner Somers was told by Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department's 
Water Quality Division that the prioritizing system for sewage works 
construction needs (Agenda Item E) would call for seventy-five percent 
federal funding of projects ordered after forced annexation; such as was the 
Gertz-Schmeer project. Mr. Sawyer noted, however, that a seventy-five per­
cent EPA grant applied to the pump station and interceptor portions of 
the Gertz-Schmeer project still left extremely high property assessments 
in the offing for residents of the affected area. 

Mr. Henry Buehner, attorney for the Bridgeton-Philoma Citizens 
Association, testified against the Gertz-Schmeer project, condemning 
it as an overly expensive, inefficient design, which, in Mr. Buehner's 
view, would work an undue and unnecessary hardship on the affected residents. 
He stated that the Bridgeton-Philoma Citizens Association consisted of 
approximately two hundred residents, approximately fifty percent of those 
residing in the area. He stated that a suit seeking injunction against 
the project was filed in federal court. A gentlemen's agreement was 
reported in existence whereby the project would not go forward for some 
thirty days. Mr. Buehner, after meeting with EPA officials and examining 
the file on the Gertz-Schmeer project, concluded that the proposed 
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prioritizing of sewage construction grants would be a start in the right 
direction. What was needed, he contended, was a thorough revision of the 
statutory and regulatory guidelines in the area of forced annexation and 
sewage construction. In the unique situation of the affected flood plain, 
Mr. Buehner opined, traditional planning methods had proved inadequate. 
A gravity flow system, in a down zoned area such as the present one, 
Mr. Buehner objected, works an intolerable economic hardship on the residents 
due to the sparcity of land use. Colonel Ostelmeyer, head of the Peninsula 
Drainage District #2, was reported in agreement with Mr. Buehner. The 
plan, Mr. Buehner stated, did not make provision for hookup to the house­
boats along the river. There was reportedly no provision for connections 
rWlning over the dike to existing laterals. 

In response to Conunissioner Somer's inquiry, Mr. Buehner stated that 
some of the residences involved had been located in the Gertz~Schmeer area 
for as long as fifty years. Mr. Buehner stated that, while the Department 
did not draw project plans, the plans were approved by the Department as 
drawn. Mr. Buehner said the affected area was east of I-5, between I-5 
and the airport. Mr. Buehner stated that the present plan involved instal­
lation of materials some twenty-two feet under the ground on the flood 
plain, a project which, it was feared, would involve an OSHA problem. 
He argued that an alternate plan was needed. 

Mr. Sawyer confirmed Mr. Buehner's understanding with regard to Depart­
ment approval, reporting that it was the duty of the Department to review 
the plans as drawn by the city of Portland. In its review, the Department 
was to grant approval if it found that the proposal would, in fact, solve a 
health problem designated by the Board of Health. Commissioner Somers 
and Mr. Sawyer noted that no other plan was proposed, and that the Commission's 
inquiry was limited to the question of whether the system would solve the 
health problem. Whether the plan was the best of all those possible was 
not seen as a Commission issue. 

Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Buehner if he had any suggestions for 
alternative solutions. Mr. Buehner responded that the Seattle office of 
the EPA had promised to present alternative plans for consideration. Mr. 
Buehner called the Commission's attention to the need for condenmation of 
some of the homes in the area as a consideration to be included in proper 
overall planning. 

In response to Chairman McPhillips' inquiry, Mr. Buehner stated that 
he had not discussed his dissatisfaction with officials of the city of 
Portland, noting that he and Councilwoman Mccready of the city of Portland 
were not on speaking terms. 

Mr. Buehner contended that, from his study of the problem, eighty 
to ninety percent of the health hazard could be alleviated without in­
stalling a sewer. He noted that facilities such as the Delta Park Race­
way involved use of thousands of non-residents who would not have to bear 
a proportionate share of the cost. This installation was cited as a 
facility which should be required to solve its own problem with an individual 
package plant. 
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Commissioner Somers warned that, if the Conunission should act to halt 
the project, whatever plan was eventually implemented would bear a price 
tag swollen by interim inflation. 

Mr. Buehner reported his survey had indicated, in at least fifty percent 
of the assessments involved, proposed assessments exceeding the value of 
the property assessed. He stated this to be the result of the election to 
install a highly expensive gravity flow sewer system on property zoned for 
sparse usage. 

Commissioner Somers stated that an unacceptable alternative would be 
to rezone the property, permitting additional subdivision (encouraged by 
the availability of a sewer) and the erection of more houses beneath frequent 
low altitude aircraft flights. 

Mr. Sawyer reported to the Commission that the Gertz-Schmeer project 
had been in its initial stages for several years while zoning and planning 
problems were resolved. Hearings had been conducted with regard to environ­
mental assessment in connection with the application for an EPA grant, it 
was reported. At this point, Mr. Sawyer stated, the project had reached a 
construction stage, and the Department's work in connection with the project's 
planning had been essentially completed. 

Mr. Sawyer and Commissioner Somers concurred that current legislation 
did not afford the Commission the power to use additional state funds to 
further assist property owners in the Gertz-Schmeer area. Conunissioner 
Somers stated he would write a letter in support of any pending legislation 
which would be compatible with his desire to. seek additicmal _funding_con- _ 
ditioned on repayment by the property owner. where subdivision occurs in the 
future. This might be done through covenants running with the land, he 
speculated. Relief should be limited to those property owners whose in­
judicious election to build residences on unsuitable land had occurred 
ten to fifteen years ago. In more recent years, he stated, zoning and 
land use expertise had become widespread and sophisticated enough to put 
people on warning that they should not build dwellings on property such 
as that in the Gertz-Schmeer area. 

Mr. Max Runyon, a resident of the Gertz-Schmeer area, reported to the 
Commission that he had been in communication with legislators over two 
bills. One, a deferred payment plan, was introduced by Senator Otto, he 
stated. Under this alternative, it was explained, the assessment would 
be deferred during the tenure of the current owner. Beneficiaries of this 
deferment would be those enjoying annual income less than a maximum which 
had not yet been decided. Under this plan, Mr. Runyon noted,the retired 
property owners (reported to be considerable in number) would not be able 
to afford the interest on the deferred payment in many cases. Their 
estates would thus be consumed. 
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Mr. Runyon stated the problem had involved a misrepresentation by 
the Port of Portland wherein the latter had promised three hundred and 
eighty-four thousand dollars to assist in the project, projecting an 
average assessment of twelve to eighteen hundred dollars per owner. 
The three hundred and eighty-four thousand dollars was forthcoming, he 
reported; but the projection of the average assessment had been totally 
inadequate. The money had been conditioned for use only in areas zoned· 
farm or forest, and for owners whose assessment was in excess of the one. 
hundred and twenty percent Bancroft Bonding Act limitation. In the interim, 
Mr. Runyon reported, the city of Portland had been busy increasing valuations 
of the affected property, rendering infrequent the case whereby the assessment 
exceeded Bancroft bonding limitations, even though the assessments proved 
to be well in excess of the predicted amounts. Mr. Runyon decried the 
increased land valuation as a mystery in light of the moratorium on building 
which was imposed four and. a half years ago during annexation. The City of 
Portland had not, Mr. Runyon noted, adhered to its time schedule for 
imposing assessments. 

Commissioner Somers urged the residents to file a hasty appeal, should 
they find their assessments unsuitable, reminding them that May 1 was the 
deadline for filing. 

Mr. Runyon then called to the Corrnnission's attention a newspaper 
article wherein Mr. Crutcher, City Manager of Sweet Home, reported the 
Foster-Midway Project as having been financed totally with federal funds, 
twenty-five percent from HUD and seventy-five percent from EPA. Mr. Runyon 
asked why such an option had not been available for the Gertz-Schmeer 
project. Mr. Sawyer noted that the Foster-Midway Project had not proceeded 
as far as the Gertz-Schmeer Project, and stated that he did not think the 
EPA grant had been approved. Beyond this, no one present was able to 
confirm or deny the newspaper report's accuracy. 

Commissioner Crothers, noting that the subject matter would be dealt 
with when the Commission reached Agenda Item E, urged that the presentation 
proceed in a more orderly fashion. He stated that the meat of the problem 
was simply the installation of a sewer serving large sized lots. In such a 
case, he noted, the footage of sewer per assessed owner was great, resulting 
in a large assessment. In this case, the moratorium on further building 
left the owners unavailed of the traditional option of subdivision. Sewers 
on a flood plain, however, Commissioner Crothers noted, posed no particular 
problem. He mentioned that the entire city of New Orleans was below a 
flood plain and served by sewers. 

Mr. Runyon stated he had read the staff report for Agenda Item E and 
still retained concern that, even with seventy-five percent federal funding, 
some property owners still faced exhorbitant assessments. He conceded that 
the answer would have to come from the Legislature and stated his willing­
ness to work with Mr. Cannon in support of any proposal the Department might 
endorse. He noted, however, that he was employed full time and did not have 
time to lobby excessively for the needed legislation. He argued that the 
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Department of Environmental Quality, having approved the City's plan, should 
accept some responsibility for the problem. In answer to inquiry by Dr. 
Crothers, Mr. Runyon cited ORS 222.850 as authority requiring that annexation 
be followed by a solution to the health hazard. Mr. Runyon argued that the 
plan did not solve the health hazard, left out several businesses, left out 
several homes, and provided no connectors going to the houseboats. The 
Department's certification of this faulty plan, in Mr. Runyon 1 s view, was 
inappropriate. The houseboat residents,Mr. Runyon stated, were unable to 
get a commitment in writing from the city of Portland allowing them to hook 
on to the sewer after its construction. This was happening despite the 
clear inclusion of the houseboats in the definition of the health hazard, 
Mr. Runyon contended. 

In response to Commissioner Somers, Mr. Runyon reported that the house­
boats were approximately twelve hundred yards away from the trunk line and 
requiring of private easements to connect to the trunk line. He said the 
airport would not be hooked on to the sewer and was now disposing its waste 
through the Inverness Treatment Plant on 122nd Street, an installation 
operated by Multnomah County. He cited four houses, two businesses, and the 
City's Delta Park as examples of areas within the defined health hazard 
which would not receive hookup. Because of the assessments, Mr. Runyon 
reported, School District #1 was threatening to withdraw their school 
from the assessed area, the district having been assessed some ninety­
thousand dollars. Tri-Met was also attempting to withdraw bus service, 
he added. 

Mrs. Mildred Jones, a resident of the affected area, addressed 
the Commission. She stated that she had lived in the area for thirty-four 
years, was in fear of low flying aircraft in the area, and in need of a 
solution to this problem as well as the problem of expensive sewer service. 
She conunended Mr. Runyon, reporting him to be working to relieve the problems 
in the area despite his full time employment at night. She argued that 
the entire sewer project and annexation had been unconstitutional. 

Conunissioner Somers requested that a spokesman for the Bridgeton­
Philoma Citizens Association.state for the Commission exactlv what the 
Association would have the Commission do toward remedying the problem. 
Mr. Runyon replied that the first request would be for the Commission to 
do an Environmental Impact Statement and include a 11 no build 11 recommendation. 
Included in the 11 no build" part he said, would be an economic impact state­
ment. Mr. Runyon said the Citizens Association felt that ten percent of 
property valuation would be an equitable amount to pay. 

In response to Conunissioner Crothers 1 inquiry, Mr. Runyon and Mr. 
Cannon noted the city of Portland had down zoned the area and the zoning 
was for the purpose of avoiding further construction in an area of low 
altitude aircraft travel. 
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Connnissioner Somers speculated that, should the Connnission bring the 
project to a halt, federal officials might view this action with disappoint­
ment and would hesitate to fund similar future projects. Mr .. Cannon pointed 
out that hardship funds in the presently proposed budget, if approved by 
the Legislature, could afford the Department an opportunity to assist the 
Citizens Association. Mr. Sawyer and Commissioner Somers concurred that, 
even without EPA funds, the City would have authority to go forward with 
the project. Mr. Sawyer stated he was not sure what would be the effect 
if the Department withdrew its approval. Connnissioner Crothers noted that 
the hardship funding presently under legislative review could reduce the 
maximum payment for any property owner to about twelve to thirteen hundred 
dollars. He noted that,since the project was stopped for one month,it 
might be best to await the legislative action. 

Mr. Buehner, noting that the EPA had advised him and his group to 
appear before the Commission, suggested that the Connnission adopt a 
resolution viewing the project with alarm. This action, he contended, 
might bring the problem into focus in the Legislature and other govern­
mental circles. In particular,he opined, the EPA would take deep interest 
since they were the "bankers 11 of this project. He reported that, at this 
point, the EPA was greatly concerned with the failure to plan hookups for 
the boathouses. 

Commissioner Hallock asked if the Citizens' Association backed the 
proposed prioritizing system, Agenda Item E, and received an affinnative 
answer. 

Commissioner Somers again expressed apprehension that any precipitous 
action by the Connnission might jeopardize the ninety-three million dollars in 
federally funded sewer projects now proposed. Mr. Sawyer stated his un­
willingness to second guess EPA as to their reaction, but added that he 
did not foresee serious problems. Mr. Buehner pointed out that the Code 
of Federal Regulations contained emergency provisions which were intended 
to apply to situations such as the present. 

Upon inquiry by Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Sawyer expressed surprise 
on learning that the City did not plan to hook up houseboats. Connnissioner 
Phinney pointed out that,if the problem were one of health hazard solution 
rather than funding, the Commission might have the jurisdiction to interfere. 
Commissioner Somers expressed disappointment on hearing that the boundaries 
of the health hazard area might have been drawn inappropriately so as to 
leave some residents out. 

Commissioner Crothers stated his view that the Commission should not 
take action at this time, but should await further information about the 
problem. Commissioner Somers, however, contending.that it waa appropriate· 
to make a motion during the Public Forum portion of the agenda, MOVED that 
the Commission go on record as viewing with alarm the Gertz-Schmeer project 
#WPC-ORE326 and WSFOR-10-16-1000 and: reconnnended that the Department once 
again review the plan. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and 
carried. 
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At Commissioner McPhillips' request, Mr. Cannon explained that any 
Environmental Impact Statement would have to come from the federal agency 
involved in the project, in this case the EPA. He further pointed out 
that such an Impact Statement would have to cover the economic aspects of 
the project and would have to evaluate the "no build" alternative. 

PROPOSED CRITERIA FOR PRIORITIZING SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION NEEDS FOR 
CONSTRUCTION GRANT PURPOSES FOR FY76 

Mr. Harold Sawyer presented the staff report, pointing out that the 
federal requirements for criteria for prioritizing needs had been served 
by the Department1 but that changes in federal rules and their interpretation 
had rendered a revision in priority criteria necessary in order to get grant 
projects moving. Mr. Sawyer explained that the proposal involved quantifi­
cation of competing projects by assigning a relative point spread as follows 
within five categories: The first cat$gory was that of project need. 
Mandatory annexation problems under ORS 222 and drill hole elimination 
problems under OAR Chapter 340 Section 44-005 would occupy the highest 
priority in this first category. Next, in their respective orders, would 
come streams protected by water quality standards, projects needed to end 
violation, specifically directed minimum treatment requirements, and abate­
ment of non-point source problems. The second category would be that of 
regulatory emphasis. It would assign, on a descending scale, points for 
projects required by order or regulation of the Environmental Quality 
Commission, Departmental permit, letter directives, preliminary planning 

·approval, project authorization, or other positive written response. The 
third category would be stream segment ranking as had been conducted already 
by the Department. A fourth category would be project type, stressing 
sewage treatment plants, plant outfall projects incorporating both treatment 
works and interceptors, and such public sewer system rehabilitation as would 
have economic benefit to the community. Secondary emphasis would be given 
interceptor sewers, major pumping stations, and pressure mains. The fifth 
category would be step status, emphasizing the stage in which the project 
stands. 

Mr. Sawyer noted that the considerations involved in assigning high 
priority to mandatory annexation and drill hole elimination projects were 
their vast complexity and heavy expense. Mr. Sawyer conceded that the 
stream segment ranking was an area that lacked precise definition, and 
one wherein the Department had proceeded somewhat subjectively. He noted, 
with regard to the step status, that unfortunate current federal emphasis 
was on solution of'. existing problems (to the exclusion of_ preventive 
measures for foreseeable problems). Under present federal law, he said 
it was extremely hard to obtain funding for preventive proj~ects. He 
added that planning had gotten far ahead of construction, creating a 
need to proceed with constructing those projects already planned. 

Conunissioner Phinney asked what weight would be given downstream 
uses in the proposed prioritizing criteria. Mr. Sawyer replied that 
emphasis on downstream uses was incorporated into the beneficial uses 
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aspect of water quality standard adoption. Water quality standards, where 
not being attained, weighed heavily in the project need category, he said. 
For example, he noted, use of downstream waters for domestic water supply 
would place the waters on a relatively high level of priority. Mr. Sawyer 
was unable to speculate on the number of jobs which would result from 
seventy-seven and a half million dollars in federal grant monies. He noted 
however, that this year's monies would approximately double the amount 
spent previously, having a vast effect on planning, design, engineering, 
and construction industry. 

Commissioner Somers expressed apprehension that the stream segment 
ranking might be misinterpreted by land use planners and others. He opined 
that the Commission might well adopt the proposal with the caveat that 
stream segment ranking was for purposes of construction grant monies only. 
Mr. Sawyer explained that, technically, the ranking was required to serve 
other aspects of PL 92-500 and the regulations implementing that act. He 
stated that a caveat limiting the ranking to those purposes only would 
give less difficulty. 

Commissioner Crothers MOVED that the Commission authorize a public 
hearing on the proposed prioritizing criteria. His motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Phinney and carried. 

Commissioner Hallock questioned whether the motion might be out of 
order in that the proposal was for adoption by the Commission without hearing. 
She questioned whether going to hearing involved halting projects. Mr. 
Sawyer explained that a hearing would not halt projects; that an eventual 
hearing on the prioritized projects would be necessary; but that he did 
not feel a hearing would be appropriate on the proposed system for prior­
itizing. Mr. Cannon concurred in Mr. Sawyer's explanation. Mr. Sawyer 
reported that staff had considered adoption of the system for prioritizing 
as a temporary rule;but had decided it was best to proceed with the actual 
ranking and conduct a hearing which would both consider the list and in­
herently deal with the system of ranking also. 

Commissioner Somers MOVED that the Commission amend its motion to 
state that the Commission approves the system for prioritizing as proposed 
and approves it for future public hearing. Commissioner Crothers con­
curred, stating this to be aligned with the intent of his motion. The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried. 

AGENDA ITEMS F-I, VARIANCE REQUESTS AND INTENT TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON 
NOISE CONTROL CIVIL PENALTIES 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock 
and carried that the Commission adopt the Director's reconunendation with 
regard to agenda items F through I. Adopted were the following recommendations: 



- 13 -

1) That a two-year variance of Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, 
Section 23-010(1) (a) be granted to Cascade Locks Lumber for the.period 
May 1, 1975 through April 30, 1977 under conditions as set forth in the 
staff report. 2) That Air Contaminant Discharge Permit #12-0001 be 
renewed and a seven-month variance, June 1, 1975 to December 31, 1975 
from OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-020 and 21-015 (1), be granted to Edward 
Hines Lumber Company at Bates (present permit to expire December 31, 1975). 
3) That the Commission authorize a public hearing before a hearings officer 
for the proposed rule amendments dealing with subsurface sewage regulations. 
4) That a public hearing ion the noise control civil penalties schedule be 
conducted in July or August of 1975. 

PROPOSED TRANSIT SERVICE MODIFICATIONS TO WASHINGTON SQUARE SHOPPING CENTER 

Mr. Carl Simons of the Air Quality Division presented the staff report 
to the Conunission. As was set forth in the staff report, the operation of 
the 11 London Bus·11 system, a condition to the five thousand parking spaces 
at Washington Square approved by the Commission, had been unsuccessful. It 
was the staff's opinion that Washington Square should be allowed to terminate 
its London Bus service, conditioned on its agreement to join with Tri-Met 
in a new transit improvement program toward the ends of 1) increased transit 
ridership to and from Washington Square, 2) reduced need for parking, 
3) relief from seasonal parking problems, and 4) reduced traffic congestion 
and air pollution on adjacent arterials. It was the Director's recommendation 
that the Commission require and approve the proposed transit incentive program 
with the following conditions: 1) That Washington Square be allowed to 
terminate its "London Bus system" on or after May 15, 1975. 2) That all con­
ditions relating to quarterly reports, reduction of parking spaces, development 
of long term laild use and transit plans, and reduction of temporary parking 
during peak seasonal periods remain in effect. 3) That any substantial change 
in the proposed transit improvement program require approval of the Department. 

Washington Square representatives present did not wish to be heard. 
It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and 
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved. 

PETITION FOR A DECLARATORY RULING - PORTLAND CHAIN MANUFACTURING CO., 
A DIVISION OF WEBSTER INDUSTRIES, INC. 

Mr. Peter Mcswain, on behalf of the Department,presented the Director's 
reconunendation that the Commission respectfully decline to grant Petitioner's 
request for a declaratory ruling. In response to inquiry by Commissioner 
Somers, Mr. Mcswain explained that staff was not opposed to the granting 
of a variance and/or exception. It was the format of a petition for a 
declaratory ruling to which the staff was reported in disagreement with 
the Petitioner. It was staff's position that Departmental rules governing 
hearings for declaratory rulings contenanced only oral arguments, indicating. 
that a declaratory rulinq qranted through this channel would be limited 
to an assumed fact situation. In the instant case, it was argued, 
Petitioner was able to provide actual data gathered at the site and allow 



- 14 -

staff to review this data in an informal setting, as in the case with all 
variances requests before the Commission. Mr. Mcswain added his oPinion 
that the granting of a variance was usually a non-coercive matter and; 
therefore, a declaratory order per se. 

Mr. Tom Guilbert, counselfor Petitioner, addressed the Commission, 
concurring with Mr. Mcswain that the present request of the Commission 
was to set a hearing and not to rule on a variance request. Mr. Guilbert 
asked the Commission, should it not grant the requested hearing, to construe 
the petition as one for a variance and/or -an exception as well as a 
petition for a declaratory ruling. He explained to the Commission that 
Petitioner's request for a declaratory ruling was based in part on what 
he saw to be some confusion in the Department's rules. This confusion, 
he feared, would result in rules governing variance hearings before the 
Department being invoked; whereas authorization for a variance such as 
that requested was vested in the Commission under the noise rules. He 
added that, since the walls of the homes on the proposed noise sensitive 

, property were not yet built, the facts upon which a variance might 
: be granted had not yet come into play. Part of Pe ti t"ioner' s request 
was aimed at obtaining a ruling as to whether or not the rules could be 
invoked prior to the construction for the noise sensitive property. Mr. 
Guilbert asked that Petitioner be informed as soon as possible whether or 
not he could have an exception or a variance since he would, in the absence 
of exception or variance, be required to search for a new site. 

Commissioner Somers inquired if, after the construction of the noise 
sensitive property, Petitioner would, in fact, be in violation when operating 
his two three hundred and fifty ton presses. Mr. Guilbert replied that this 
was a very serious possibility; that some measurements had been taken; and 
that the Department's Mr. John Hector had informed Petitioner that the most 
limiting of the noise regulations applicable to Petitioner's operation 
might be those governing impulse sounds. Mr. Guilbert added that his 
petition did not contain specific measurement with regard to the source 
for the reason that measurement of impulse noise was beyond the capability 
of his consultant, and within the capabilities of the Department. He 
noted that he did not wish the data to become a matter of public record, 
usable against the petitioner in any future nuisance action. Mr. Guilbert 
stated that measurements had been taken and that he would be willing to 
provide the data from these measurements to the staff upon their request. 
He stated his belief that, with regard to those regulations not dealing 
with impulse sound, his client's source was very close to the limitations 
prescribed by the rule. Mr. Guilbert stated that his client sought an 
interpretation of the rules as applied to his source to see which of the 
three dimensions of noise regulation would apply: dBA measurement, one 
third octave band measurement, and impulse sound measurement. 

Commissioner Somers inquired whether Petitioner would be satisfied if 
the Commission authorized a hearing to determine whether or not the Department 
should grant an exception to the Petitioner. Mr. Guilbert replied that 
such a hearing would be satisfactory. It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers 
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seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and carried that the Commission decline 
to grant Petitioner a declaratory ruling and that the Commission instruct 
the Department to conduct a hearing to determine if (based on information 
supplied by the Petitioner and interested parties) Petitioner should be 
authorized an exception based on OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-035(6). Discus~ 

sion on the intent of the motion revealed that the hearing was to be before 
a hearing officer. 

DISCUSSION OF FIELD BURNING LEGISLATION 

Mr. Dick Vogt, of the Department's Air Quality Division, noted that the 
Commission had been provided with a staff report dealing with all of the 
legislative hearings attended by staff members. 

Commissioner Somers, noting that the Commission was in agreement that 
its duty was to implement whatever legislation might be passed, inquired 
of Mr. Vogt whether federal restrictions would make it necessary, if field 
burning were extended in the Willamette Valley for two years, to impose 
restrictions in some other area or category of emission in order to make 
up the loss. Mr. Vogt opined that this would be necessary. It was noted 
that the forest products industry and other industry in the valley would 
be affected. It was Commissioner Somers' understanding that a situation 
might arise whereby the Envirorunental Protection Agency could step in and 
prevent the issuance of any further permits in the area. Mr. Cannon con­
curred, explaining that the 1971 Implementation Plan was understood by 
the EPA to be the State's plan to meet the national standards. Alteration 
of the Plan, Mr. Cannon believed, would require remedial action by either 
the State or the Federal Government to restore any loss to air quality 
resulting from relaxed field burning standards. 

Commissioner Crothers contended that the process of federal inter­
vention was a slow one, not to be regarded as an emergency situation. 
He cited, as an example, the delay with regard to control of taxi cab 
emissions in New York City, a delay which he predicted would continue for 
several years. 

Commissioner Somers concurred; but added that it was the responsibility 
of the State to comply with federal standards where possible. 

Commissioner McPhillips pointed out that legislation permitting 
extended field burning could, in effect, be repealed by federal intervention 
and federal prohibitions of field burning. Commissioner Somers stated 
that he doubted if the EPA would act in direct contravention of State 
legislative provisions. 

Conunissioner Phinney stated there had been a misunderstanding as to 
staff's position in the legislative hearings. She asked Mr. Vogt if 
staff had actually endorsed any of the legislative proposals under 
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consideration and she received a negative answer. Connnissioner Phinney 
said it was important to note that staff had merely offered the Legislature 
technical advice, and had not taken a position on any of the current 
bills. Commissioner Somers said that the staff had been involuntarily 
involved in a political football game, a circumstance which was not 
entirely fair to them. He added that the Department's role was to carry out 
legislation, not to create it. Mr. Cannon noted that staff could not appear 
before the Legislature as individuals, but would always wear the 11hat 11 

of the Department. Nevertheless, he said, he did not understand staff to 
have taken a position on any legislation. He stated the Department to be 
willing to carry out whatever might be the legislative mandate. He added, 
however, that considerations with regard to federal primary and secondary 
standards had been the subject of caution to the Legislature. This caution, 
he stated, had included the advice that any relaxation in field burning 
regulations be accompanied by increased restriction art some Other 
category of emission. 

Conunissioner McPhillips voiced his skepticism that any improvement 
in the Willamette Valley airshed could occur as long as field burning 
continued on the scale it is presently conducted. 

Commissioner Somers asked why burriing of stubble from cereal grain 
fields was continuing. Chairman McPhillips opined that many of the farmers 
took advantage of the permission to burn grass stubble in order to burn 
cereal grain stubble._ Commissioner Crothers conjectured that many misused 
the requirement that they file an affidavit of intent to replant with 
grass or crimson clover. 

Commissioner Somers warned that he would be opposed to embarking on a 
program of supervising field burning with insufficient funds, a situation 
which he felt would lead to budgetary problems similar to those experienced 
with regard to subsurface sewage permit administration. Mr. Cannon assured 
the Commission that the Department would be very leery of embarking upon 
such a program under those conditions. Commissioner Hallock noted that 
one current proposal would have adequate funding built into it. Chairman 
McPhillips asked if its implementation would require the borrowing of funds 
from another program. Mr. Vogt questioned whether there would be enough 
funds to conduct the entire permit issuing proposal under discussion. 

Commissioner Somers expressed the view that any extension of field 
burning ought to be accompanied by provision of a Class A misdemeanor 
for improper field burning, and that the State Police ought to be directed 
to enforce the prohibitions. He questioned the sagacity of hiring for two 
month periods thirty-five state employees to drive about inspecting field 
burning. He noted that another two hundred people were being added to 
the State Police Department, a department which already had mobile units 
circulating in the area. Mr. Cannon stated that there was a problem involved 
with actually following the permittee to the field to determine, with 
expert knowledge, if the burning was within the limitations of the permit 
with regard to seed of an appropriate nature. Chairman McPhillips added 
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that, with the workload the State Police face, they would not find time 
to enforce such a law unless specifically directed to do so. Commissioner 
Somers opined that, once legislation was enacted, it would be within the 
prerogative of the Governor's Office to invoke vigorous police enforcement. 

Commissioner Crothers noted that, despite its intentions to the 
contrary, the Commission was tending to take a position on the issues. 

Commissioners Somers and Phinney decried the tendency of the Legislature 
to interpret each comment by staff in hearings to be the position of the 
Commission and/or the Department. This they felt put staff in an unfair 
position and was an erroneous weighing of testimony. 

There being no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned. 
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Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division (26) 

Date 

3-5-75 

3-6-75 
3-6-75 
3-7-75 
3-7-75 

3-7-75 
3-7-75 
3-10-75 
3-10-75 
3-11-75 

3-14-75 

3-18-75 

3-18-75 
3-20-75 

3-21-75 
3-24-75 
3-27-75 

3-27-75 
3-2 7-75 
3-28-75 
3-28-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

Location 

Tillamook 

Ti 11 amook 
Jackson 
Grant 
Marion 

Clatsop 
Coos 
Coos 
Tillamook 
Uma ti 1 la 

Mu 1 tnomah 

Clackamas 

Yamhi 11 
Coos 

Jefferson 
Jackson 
Washington 

Clackamas 
Clackamas 
Lincoln 
Union 

Harney 

Doug 1 as 

Mari on 

P raj ect 

Cloverdale S.D. - 410 PE STP & Coll. 
System incl. effluent filtration & 
disinfection 
Bay City - Rev. change order B-8 proj. 
Medford - B lacks·tone Sub. Sewers 
Prairie City - S. Side lntercptr. Sew. 
Marion Co. - Labish Village Sewerage 
System 
Warrenton - C.O. #3 E. Warrenton Int. 
North Bend - Holy Redeemer Subdv. Sew. 
Eastside - C.O. #3 & 4 Pump St. Cnst. 
NTCSA - C.O.A-2 Sch. ll&C.O. B-9 Sch.IV 
Hermiston - Underwood Addn. Sewers 
(revised plans) 
Mu I t. Co. - I nve rnes s Int. Uni ts 6B & 
6C 
Milwaukie - C.O. #5, Milwaukie Int. 
Sewer Sch. I 
Lafayette - C.O. #1, STP project 
Eastside - C.O. #5, Pump STP Const. 
STP 8.78 AC Lagoon 
Culver - Sewers & STP 
BCVSA - C.O. #1 S. Medford trunk 
USA (Aloha) - 5 Equipment Bid Pkgs. 
for the Phase Ill Aloha STP interm 
imp rove men ts 
Clackamas S.D. #1 - Phase IV lntcptrs. 
Lake Oswego - "G" Ave. Sewer Ext. 
Newport - Embarcadero Sewers 
LaGrande - Reynolds Safety Rest Area 
Sewer 
Hines - Chlorination & P,S, Modif.i• 
cations. 
North Umpqua S.D. - Main A & Lateral 
A-8.5 sewer extensions 
Salem (Willow Lake) - Rev. Sludge 
Hauling Vehicle Contract documents 

Ac ti on 

Prov. Approval 

Approved 
Prov. App rova 1 
Prov. Approval 
Prov. Approval 

Approved 
Prov. Approva I 

Approved 
Approved 

Prov. Approval 

Prov. Approva 1 

Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Prov. Approval 
Approved 

Prov. App rova 1 

Prov. App rova 1 
Prov. Approva 1 
Prov. Approva I 
Prov. App rova 1 

Prov. App rova I 

Prov. App rova I 
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Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division - Industrial Projects (2) 

Date 

3-10-75 
3-13-75 

Location 

Clatsop 
Doug 1 as 

Project 

Union Oil, Astoria Terminal 
I. P. Gardiner, Veneer Dryer Water 
Recycler 

Water Quality Control - Northwest Region (18) 

Date 

3-4-75 
3-4-75 
3-5-75 

3-5-75 

3-7-75 
3-7-75 

J-7-75 
3-11-75 
3-11 -75 
3-12-75 
3-14-75 

3-17-75 
3-18-75 

3-18-75 

3-,18-75 

3-19-75 
3-24-75 

3-2 7-75 

Location 

Ti 11 amook 
Clackamas 
Marion 

Washington 

Marion 
Washington 

Washington 
Yamh i 11 
Mar ion 
Clackamas 
Multnomah 

Vamhi 11 
Marion 

Washington 

Mari on 

Clackamas 
Mari on 

Clackamas 

Project 

Garibaldi - Polly Ann Park - San. Sew. 
Oregon City- Library Rd. San Sewer 
Keizer-Sanitary Dist. (Willow) West of 
Mistletoe - Loop San. Sewer 
Somerset West (USA) - Rock Creek No. 10 
San. Sewer 
Mt. Angel-Cherry St. Sa~. Sewer 
Forest Grove - 4th Ave. - L.l.D. No. 4 
San. Sewer 
Metzger (USA) - Argent Subdv. San. Sew. 
Dayton-Palmer Addn. San. Sew. Adden. No.1 
Salem (Wallace) Hope Ave. - San. Sewer 
Oregon City-Rev. Library Rd. San. Sew. 
Wood Village-West Coast San. Sewers 
Schedule 2 
Dundee-Locust & 8th St. San. Sewer 
East Salem-Sewage & Drainage Dist. No.1 
(Wi 1 low) - Vi 1 lage East San. Sew. System 
Aloha (USA)- Tom Moyer Enterprises San. 
Sewer Sys tern 
Salem (Willow)-Hickory St. Between Indus­
rial Way & Val Park Rd.- San. Sewer System 
Gladstone-Bill Morrow Dvlpmt. - San. Sew. 
Salem (Willow)- Columbia Mill Work San. 
Sewer - Near Anunsen St. 
Lake Oswego-CID 165, G Ave. - San. Sew. 
Extension 

Water Quality Control - Northwest Region - Industrial Projects (3) 

Date Location Project 

3-75 Multnomah Portland-Pennwalt Corp. - Outfall & 
Diffuser System Plans. 

3-12-75 Multnomah Portland-Halton Tractor Corp. ~ Oi 1 
Water Separator Facilities 

3-17-75 C 1 a ts op Astoria - Union 0 i 1 - Separator Fae. 

Action 

Approved 
Approved 

Action 

Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
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Air Qua] i ty Control - Air Qua] i ty Divis ion (7) 

Date 

3-6-75 

3-10-75 

3-10-75 

3-10-75 

3-24-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

Location 

Coos 

Lincoln 

Klamath 

Coos 

Douglas 

Union 

Union 

Project 

Coos Bay - Georgia Pacific Corp. 
Proposal to run hardboard fume in­
cinerator at 1000 F. 

Toledo - Georgia Paci fie Corp. P.po­
posal to burn tires in hog fuel 
boiler 
Klamath Fa] ls - Weyerhaeuser Co. Air/ 
Air condenser for veneer dryer emis­
sion control 
Morth Bend - Weyerhaeuser Co. Air/Air 
condenser for veneer dryer emission 
control 
Di 1 lard-Round Prairie Lumber Co. New 
hogged fuel boiler 
LaGrande - Boise Cascade Corp. New 
baghouse for cyclones 16 & 17 
LaGrande - Boise Cascade Corp. New 
baghouse for cyclone 23 

Air Qua] ity Control - Air Qualhy Division - Industrial Sources (36) 

Date 

3-3-75 

3-3-75 

3-3-75 

3-3-75 

3-3-75 

3-3-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

Location 

Doug] as 

Douglas 

Hood River 

Lincoln 

Jackson 

Doug] as 

Coos 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Klamath 

K 1 amath 

Lake 

Project 

Drain - Smith River Lumber 
(10-0028) Sawmill 
Riddle - Mining Minerals Mfg. Co. 
( 10-0066) Rockcrusher 
Cascade Locks - Gorge Lumber Co. 
(21-0011) Sawmill 
Toledo - Publishers Forest Prod. Co. 
(21-0011) Sawmill 
~/hite City - Olson Lawyer Timber Co. 
(15-0058) Charcoal Manufacturing 
Drain - Woolley Enterprises, Inc. 
(10-0054) Plywood Manufacturing 
Coqui 1 le - Coos Co. Highway Dept. 
(06-0002) Asphalt Plant 
White City - Cascade Wood Products 
(15-0005) Millwork 
Central Point - Double Dee Lumber Co. 
( 15-0010) Sawmi 11 
Ashland - Bellview Moulding Mill 
(15-0070) Mi 1 lwork 
Klamath Falls - Jeld-Wen, Inc. 
(18-0006) Sawmill, Millwork 
Klamath Falls - Klamath Rock Products 
(18-0012) Asphalt Plant 
Lakeview - Louisiana Pacific Corp. 
(19-0002) Sawmill 

Action 

Contitionally ap­
proved subject to 
satisfactory 
inspection 
App roved Con -
ditional ly 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

.Appr.oved 

Action 

Permit Issued 

" 

" 

" 

Permit Modified 

" 

Permit Issued 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 
,, 
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Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division - Industrial Sources (cont.) 

Date 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3- 5-

3-25-75 

3-25-75 

3-26-75 

3-2 6-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

~.-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-26-75 

3-31-75 

3-31-75 

Location 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Umatilla 

Umatilla 

Wallowa 

Coos 

Coos 

Curry 

Hood River 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Josephine 

Malheur 

Wa 1 lowa 

Doug 1 as 

Lineal n 

Toledo - Guy Roberts Lumber Co. 
(21-0013) Sawmi 11 
Newport - Paul Barber Hardwoods Co. 
(21-0020) Sawmill 
Yachats - Dahl Lumber Company 
(21-0021) Sawmill 
Pendleton - Hermiston Asphalt Products 
(30-0003) Asphalt Plant 
Hermiston - E.S. Schnell & Co., Inc. 
(30-0071) Asphalt Plant 
Joseph - Boise Cascade Corp. 
(32-OOO1 ) Sawm i 11 
Bandon - Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc. 
(06-0019) Sawmi 11 
Bandon - Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc. 
( 06-0057) Sawm i 11 
Sixes - Rogge Lumber Sales, In. 
(08-0016) Sawmi 11 
Cascade Locks - Cascade Locks Lumber Co. 
(14-0005) Sawmi 11 
Central Point - Chaney Forest Products 
(15-0007) Sawmi 11 
Central Point - The Mt. Pitt Co. 
(15-0023) Sawmill 
Medford - Medford Moulding Co. 
(15-0037) Millwork 
Central Point - Steve Wi Ison Co. 
( 15-0044) Sawmi 11 
White City - Oregon Cutstock & Moulding 
(15-0047) Millwork 
White City, Alder Mfg., Inc. 
( 15-0060) Sawmi 11 
Grants Pass - Spaulding & Son, Inc. 
(17-0013) Sawmi 11 
Ontario - Monroe Inc. 
(23-0021) Rock Crusher 
Wal Iowa - Rogge Mi 1 ls, Inc. 
(32-0011) Sawmill 
Roseburg - Roseburg Lumber Co. 
(10-0063) Particleboard Mfg. 
Toledo - Georgia Pacific Corp. 
(21-0005) Kraft pulp and paper 

~ir Quality Control - Northwest Region (4) 

Date 

3-13-75 

3-27-75 

3-2 7-75 

3-27-75 

Location 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Project 

Portland - Simpson Timber/Chemical 
Division-Forced Evap. System 
Clackamas-Hall Process Co. -
Pipe coating & wrapping 
Near Brightwood-Estacada Rock Prod. 
Control of truck loadout area 
Near Molalla-Estacada Rock Products 
Control of truck loadout area 

Action 

Permit Issued 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Permit Modified 

" 

Act ion 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
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Land Quality - Solid Waste Management Division (2) 

Date 

3-6-75 

3-6-75 

3-3-75 

3-5-75 
3-14-75 
3-14-75 
3-26-75 
3-31-75 

Location 

Yamhill 

Yamhi 11 

Multnomah 

Douglas 
Lane 
Linn 
Columbia 
Lake 

Project 

Wh i teson Sanitary Landfi 11 
Interim Leachate Collection 
System 
Delph ian Foundation -
Solid Waste Program 

Macadam Processing Center, new 
facility (Ti res) 
Tiller Transfer St. new facility 
Marcela Transfer St. new facility 
Sweet Home Transfer St. new Facility 
Clatskanie Landfill existing site 
Adel Land fill existing site 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 
Permit Issued 
Permit Issued 
Permit Issued 
Permit Amended 
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PROPOSED STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE 
FOR NEW STATIONARY SOURCES 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Department of Environmental Quality is 
considering the adoption of proposed Standards of Perfonnance for !'>Ie\ol 
Stationary Sources to be made a part of Oregon Administrative Rules, Sections 
25-000.10 through 25-000.90. These· standards are proposed to be adopted to 
provide emission limitatio11s for new or mod-ifiec1 ·sources as folloT..vS: Fossil 
Fuel-Fired Steam Generators, Incinerators, Portland Ce1nent Plants, Nitric J\ciq. 
Plants, Sulphuric Acid Plants,Asphalt Concrete Plants, Petroleum Refineries, 
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Liquids, Secor1c1ary Lead S1nelters / Secondary 
Brass an.d Bronze Ingot Production Plants, Iron and Steel Plants;·. and Se,.;iage 
Treat111ent Plants. Federal regulations pertaining to sources of ernissions 
of these contaminants are currently being enforced in Oregon by the Environn\ental 
Protection Agency. Adoption cif the proposed Rules will permit delegation 
of authority over these so11rces. frorn the Federal government to the State. 

Copies of the proposed regulations m'ly be obtained upon request from the 
Dcpartr(\ent of ·Environmental Quality, Office of the Assistant Director, l\ir 
Quality Control Divinion, 123'1 s.w. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205. 

Any iilterested person desiring t_o subn1i t any lt1ri tten documents, views 
or data on this matter may do so by for.warding them to the office of the 
Assistant Director, Air Quality Control Division, 1234 S. ,V. t-Iorrison Street, 
Portland, Oregon 97205, or may appear nnd submit his material, or be heard 
orally at 3:30 p.m. on the 7th day of July, 1975, in the fifth floor conference 
room of t.he Department of Environmental Quality, Terminal Sales Bailding, 1234 
S. W. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205. 

Peter w. Mcswain has been designc.ted as Hearings Officer. 

PBB: 6/2/75 


