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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 MYLES
pe—

. T Credit Applications )
C ax Credi pplic MYLES

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 SAWYER
for Construction Grant Purposes

F. Request for Variance: Cascade Locks Lumber Co., Hood River County, BURKART
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, BURKART
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 Ruthorization to Hold Public Hearing on Revisions to Rules CANNON
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 (Under Indirect SIMONS
Source Rules) " )

K. Petition for Declaratory Ruling - Portland Chain Manufacturing Company McSWATN
(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 Wendel's Inn, 1550 N.W. 9th in

Corvallis, Breakfast will be at 8:30 a.m.



MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-SEVENTH MEETING
OF THE o

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 Rocm 602, Multnomah County Courthouse, at 1021 S.W. 4th Avenue, Portland,
Oregon. i

Commisgioners 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 inguired 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 "complete for processing”, and "commence
construction," definitions. The rule, it was said, was needed to guide the
Department in processing Air Contaminant Discharge Permit applications for
facilities 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. Xowalczyk 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 circumstances
where diligent construction did not occur. Dr. Phinney noted that under the
propesed 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"
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. Xowalczyk 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 +o 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
reguisite mailing and publication.

Mr. Roger Mellem of Multnomah County's Department of Environmental
Services addressed the Commission 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 thdt 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 C0O., 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 cbtained 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) be commenced (meaning that the permittee has undertaken a
continuocus 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 0.5.M. expansion
with air emission increases limited to a maximum 103 t/y particulate
and 140 t/y S03. '

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 cccurs 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 inguiry, Mr. Ober stated that emissions
from the proposed expansion would not rise on a linear basis with increased
production. He conceded, however, that 50, 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 ATR 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
expansicn, 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 50;.

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 cne 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 organization. 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 alternatives for the
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handicapped and elderly, 4) design of the Tri-Met system to support regionél
land use plans and local government planning efforts, 5) region-wide safe
convenient, and efficient transit service and, 6) accomplishment 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 106 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. Commissioner 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 bée 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 airpért, 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. Jcohns, Estacada, Carver, Boring, Damascus, Gaston, Gales
Creek, Banks, and Swan Island. It was contended that more people would
ride the bus if awkward transfers were not required.

Plans were said to call for bus routes within one guarter 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
accommodation of passengers on rainy dayssto provide a new 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 riders other than the typical commuter. The board
of Tri-Met, Mr. Hall stated, had approved a six part regional program
for special transportation for the handicapped and elderly. Plans were
said to be in the making for 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 preogram levels, Mr. Hall predicted,.
Tri-Met would run a deficit of 4.3 million dollars by the end cf the next
fiscal year. To accomplish the program outlined above, Mr. Hall estimated
a cost of 35 million dollars more than could be raised 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 wvehicle 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 antigquated cedar sawmill
near Clatskanie had a significant impact on the lcecal 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 recommendation that the applicant be granted a wvariance until
March 28, 1976 under the conditions of continued operation of the wigwam
burner in the "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
inguiry, Mr. 2Zilka 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 novted 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 Director'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 1269 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 bhasis 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 recalled that the 1971 Legislature had assigned
new programs tc 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 te have authorized an additional manpower
increase to two hundred and seventy-seven positions, of which approxlmately
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 of 1973.
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 for 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' inguiry, 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 present. 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 (5B 77) as a
major source of the Department's gquandry. 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. The sSupposition 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
pregram. Monies regquested by the agency to cover the "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 Q'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 guestion 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 officexr, had-
told him that there was nc 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 cut 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 Committee, 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 other 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 contreol 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
prcblem 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 rigk of
losing federal matching funds in these areas, matching funds whlch exceeded
one million dollars annually.

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

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

My. 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
socn 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 Aprll 10 would
be a good tentative date.

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

PUBLIC FORUM

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

The Honorable Neil Goldschmidt, Mayor of Portland, addressed the meeting,
expressing sSatisfaction 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 HEARTNG-PROPOSED RULES ON VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROIL 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 previcus 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
administrative 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 inguiry by Mr. Somers, Mr. Householder pointed out that
in the test procedure representations made by the vehicle owners, absent any
suspicious circumstance, 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 nco 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 CO; viclations 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 moncxide 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
Commission considered in public hearings in Eugene, Medford, and Portland
before presenting it to Governor McCall. 1In January of 1972, Mr. Householder
stated, then Governor McCall had submitted Oregen's Implementation Plan to
the EPA, a plan which contained provision for a periodic motor wvehicle
inspection program. Alsc included in this 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 sessicon 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 program.

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. Canhnon
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 "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
guestion, speculating that the Transportation Control Strategy would have
to be revised with an eye to replacing the gains that would be lost if the
Vehicle Inspection Program were relinguished. Mr. Vlastelicia noted that
if the Vehicle Inspection Program was dropped and nc 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 there 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 leocal 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,
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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 removal or impairment of a pollution control device. Federal law, he
noted, prohibited such activitiegs 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 eguipment was designed tc 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
rolluter 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 guestions,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 "excuse" 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, &nd 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 velume
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 inguiry 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. Houscholder 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
"exempted list." 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 ingquiry, 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
pProgram had yielded statistics wherein more than half of the cars needing
Yepair were corrected for ten dollars or less. The retest load was projected
to bhe 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 digastrous
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 adjustment on their auto-
mobile. Mr. Somers stressed that adjustment of the idle screw was the
cheapest, most efficient step in the control of wvehicle emissions. Mr.
Raser was apprehensive that most wvehicle 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 & 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-jét 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 facteor in
the overall CC 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 test for smoke emission at other than idle speeds; and
urged the Commission to inform EPA and the Legislature if the mandated program
was not sufficient. He agreed to submit to the Commission a written summary
of his remarks.

Mr. Richard Deering was concerned that conflicting statistics, taken as
a whole, did not support the conclusicn 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. Deering that the
people were reguired to purchase pollution control equipment along with
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the purchase of néw 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
reguire 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. 1In
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 govermment, 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 invelved 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 contractﬁally 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 West Con's dumping facility
in general. - '

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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APPENDIX A

Water Quality Control ~ Water Quality Division (21)

Water Quality Control - Northwest

Date tocation Project

2-7-75 Springfield S. 42nd St. San. Sewer

2-13-75 Hermiston San. Sewer Projects $-3, S-4,
$-5, $-6

2-13-75 Hermiston Underwood Add. San. Sewer

S 2-th-75 Winchester Bay €C.0. #2 STP Project

2-14-75 Winston Winston Shopping Center Sewer

2-14-75 BCVSA Patio Village Subdn. Sewer

2-14-75 USA (Beaverton) Cresmoor Lift Station By-pass

2-18-75 Metel ius C.0. #2 STP Contract

2-18-75 Rufus C.0. #1 & #2 STP Contract

2-18-75 Wood Village C.0. #4 thru #17 Int. Contract

2-19-75 Muit. County Iverness STP - Sludge, Rec. Fac.

2-19-75 Corvallis Mason Place Sewer Lateral

2-19-75 NTCSA Sch. 1 - 3 €.0.; Sch. Il - 2 C.0.

2-20-75 Salem (Willow Lake) Addendum #1 - Sludge Truck Contr.

2-20-75 Winchester Bay C.0. #1 STP Contract & C.0.” #1 -
Sewer Contract

2-20-75 Grants Pass C.0. Nos. 1 -~ 10 STP Contract

2-21-75 Mult. County Iverness Int. Unit 6-A

2-21-75 Reedsport Reedsport Real Estate Prop. Sewer

2-21-75 Harbor S.D. Sewerage System

2-24-75 Bend St. Charles Hosp. San. Sewer

2-25-75 Rogue River Cedar Rogue Apts. - Sewage Hold.
Facilities

Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division - Industrial Projects

Date Location Project

2=-13-75 Bend Brooks Scanlon, Bend
Log Handling Plan

2-25-75 Gardiner International Paper, Glue Re-

circulation Facilities

Region (13)

Date Location
2-13-75 Portland
2-19-75 Dayton
2-19-75 Aloha
2-19-75 Aloha
2-19-75 Lake Oswego

Project

Central Caunty 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

Action

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval

Approved '
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Approved

Approved

Approved

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Approved
Approved
Approved

Approved

Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval
Prov. Approval

Prov. Approval.
Prov. Approval

(2)
Action
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

Air Quality Control -

Location

Huntington

Baker
Dillard
Roseburg
Gardiner

Gardiner

Gardiner

Project Action

Ore. Portland Cement Prelim. Approved
plans for instal. of electrostatic
precipitator for kiln #2

Baker Ready Mix-Plans for up- Approved
grading wer scrubber
Ten Mile School boiler insta. Approved

Umpqua Dairy Prod. Co. Boiler Ins. Approved
International Paper Co. Alterna~ Prov. Approval
tive nom-condensible gas incinerator
International Paper Co. Lime Kiin Prov. Approval
scrubber

International Paper Co. Baghouse  Approved

Northwest Region (6}

Date Location Project - Action

2-1-75 Portland Cargill, Inc. Control of barge Approved
unloading & ship loading facilities

2-13-75 Portland Chevron Asphalt Co. Crude oil ~ Approved
storage tank ' ' :

2-13-75 Portiand Martin Marietta Control of alumina Approved
loading into railroad cars

2-14-75 Partland Georgia Pacific-Linnton-wood chip Approved
handling facilities-Replacement of
preumatic system .

2-19-75 Portland McCali 0il Co. 270,000 bbj. #6 fuelApproved

2-26-75 Portland Rhodia Chipman Div. Expanding Approved
formulation Facilities

Land Quality - Solid Waste Management Division (3)

Date Location Project Action

2-25-75 Clatskanie Chris Nielsen Permit Issued

2-27-75 Portland Macadam Processing Cntr. Trans- Permit lssued
fer Station

2-75 Yamhill Fort Hill Lumber Permit lssued
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MEMORANDUM
B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville . . . .
arran To; Environmental Quality Commission
GRACE . PHINNEY
Corvallis
JACKLYN L. HALLOCK From: Director

Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS
Tha Dallas

KESSLER R. CANNON
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.

&

Contains
Recycled
Materials

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.

‘ '_Bg_nginj'are 12 permit applications ..
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2. ‘Industrial Waste - 186
WATER QUALITY BIVISION-87 :{bee-Attachment 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 Statilonary Source
plans.

Issued were 36 Industrial Source permits.
Pending are 1 Indirect Source plan, 8 Stationary Source
plang, 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
DAND QUALITY DIVISION - 126 {see Attachment Seven)

Approval was given to 1 General Refuse plan and 1
amended General Refuse plan.

Conditional Approval was given to 1 General Refuse
plan.

Issued were 5 permits and 1 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 1 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 recommendation that the Commission give
confirming approval to the staff action on plans and permits for the
month of Mabch; 1975. '

Director



Water Quality Plan Action

Month of March, 1975

Water Quality Control Division

Municipal Sewerage Projects:

{Plan Actions Completed - 26)

Location

Tillamook

Tillamook
Jackson
Grant
Marion
Clatsop
Coos

Coos
Tillamoock
Umatilla
Mul tnomah
Clackamas
Yamhill

Coos

Jefferson
Jackson

Washington

Clackamas
Clackamas
Lincoln
Harney
Union
Douglas

Marion

Project

Cloverdale 5. D. -
410 PE STP & Collection System
including éffluent filtration and
disinfection

Bay City -

Revised change order B-8 STP project

Medford -

Blackstone Subdivision Sewers
Prairie City -

South Side Interceptor Sewer
Marion County -

Labisgh Village Sewerage System
Warrenton -

C.Q. #3 East Warrenton Int.
North Bend -

Holy Redeemer Subdivision Sewers
Eastside -

C.0. #3 & 4 Pump Station Constr.
NTCSA -

C.0. A-2 Sch. II & C.0. B-9 Sch.
Hermiston -

Underwood Addn. Sewers (revised plans)

Multnomah County -
Inverness Int. Units 6B & &C
Milwaukie -

C.0. #5, Milwaukie Int. Sewer Sch. T

Lafayette -
C.0. #1, STP project
Eastside -
C.0. #5, Pump STP Constr. STP
8.78 AC Lagoon
Culver -
Sewers & STP
BCVSA -
C.0, #1 South Medford trunk
USA {(Aloha) -

5 Equipment Bid Packages for the Phase

11T Aloha STP interm improvements
Clackamas S. D. #1 -

Phase IV Interceptors
Lake Oswego -

"G"Ave. Sewer Extension
Newport -

Embarcadero Sewers
Hines -

Chlorination & P.S. Modifications
LaGrande -

Reynolds Safety Rest Area Sewer
North Umpqua S. D. -

Main A & Lateral A-8.5 sewer extensions

Salem (Willow Lake) —

Revised Sludge Hauling Vehicle Contract

documents

Attachment One

Date of ,
Action Action
3-5-75 Prov. Approval
3-6-75 Approved
3-6-75 Prov. Approval
3=-7-175 Prov. Approval
i~-7-75 Prov. Approval
3-7-75 Approved
3-7-75 Prov. Approval
3-10-75 Approved
3-10-75 Approved
3-11-75 Prov, Approval
3-14-75 Prov. Approval
3-18-75 Approved
3-18-75 Approved
3-20-75 Approved
3-21-75 Prov. Approval
3-24-75 Approved

3-27-75 Prov. Approval

3-27-75 Prov. Approval
3-27-75 Prov. Approval
3-28-75 Prov. Approval
3-31-75 Prov. Approval
3~28-75 Prov. Approval
3-31-75 Prov. Approval

3-31-75 Prov. Approval



Water Quality Permit Action

Month of March 1975

Water Quality Control Division

Municipal Sources:

Permits Issued - 23 NPDES

Attachment One

Date of
Location Source Action Action
Washington Ramada Inns (Tualatin) OR-002839-8 3-6-75 NPDES 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 Taho Development Co. OR~002696-4 3-13-75 NPDES Issued
(Neskowin Lodge)
Multnomah Happy Valley Homes, Inc.OR-002894-1 3-13-75 NPDES 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 QR-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 NPDES Issued
Douglas City of Winston OR~-002033-8 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
Douglas DPouglas 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

Date
Project Received
Huntington - 1-16-75
Disinfection Facilities
Harbor S. D. - 2-4-75
Holly Lane Sewer
Spendthrift Mobile Park STP 2-14-75
Sandy - 2-14-75

Preliminary plans for sludge
equipment.

Salem - 3-21-75
Iron Wood Estates Sanitary
Sewers

Portland - 3-26-75
N. E. 1lst Avenue & N. E.
Multnomah St. Sanitary
Sewer

Veneta - 3-24-75
Sewage Lagoon Expansion

Salem - 3-25-75
Cross St. Sanitary Sewer
Replacement

Salem - 3-26-75
Fairway Ave. Apartments
Sanitary Sewer

Woodburn - 3-26-75
West Hayes St. Sanitary
Sewer

Metolius - 3-31-75
Lift Station

Qakridge - 3-31-75

Adair County Park Sanitary 3-31-75

Sewers

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 - 1B)

Location
Tillamock
Clackamas

Marion

Washington
Marion
Washington
Washington
Yamhill
Marion
Clackamas
Multnomah
Yamhill

Marion

Washington
Clackamas

Marion

Marion

Clackamas

Project

Garibaldi-Polly Ann Park -
Sanitary Sewer

Oregon City-Library Road
Sanitary Sewer.

Keizer-Sanjitary District
(Willow) West of Mistletoe -
Locp sanitary sewer.

Somerset West (USA)-Rock Creek
No. 10 - Sanitary sewer.

Mt. Angel-Cherry Street

sanitary sewer.

Forest Grove-4th Avenue - L.I.D.
No. 4 - Sanitary sewer.

Metzger (USA)-Argent Subdivision
Sanitary sewer.

Dayton-Palmer Addition -
Sanitary sewer - Addendum No. 1.
Salem (Wallace) Hope Avenue -
Sanitary sewer.

Oregon City-Revised Library Road
Sanitary sewer.

Wood Village-West Coast

sanitary sewers - Schedule 2.
Dundee-Locust & 8th Streets -
Sanitary sewer.

East Salem-Sewage and Drainage
District No. l(Willow) - Village
East sanitary sewer system.
Aloha (USA)-Tom Moyer Enterprises
Sanitary sewer system.

Lake Oswego-CID 165, G Avenue -
Sanitary sewer extension.
Salem(Willow)-Hickory Street
between Industrial Way & Val

Park Road - Sanitary sewer system.
- Salem(Willow) —Columbia Mill Work

Date of

Action

3/4/75
3/4/75

3/5/75

3/5/75
3/7/75
3/7/75
3/7/75
3/11/75
3/11/75
3/12/75
3/14/75
3/17/5

3/18/75

3/18/175
3/27/75

3/18/75

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
Approfed
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.

Industrial Waste Projects:

(Plan Action Completed - 3)

Location
Multnomah
Clatsop .

Multnomah

Project

Portland-Pennwalt Corp. -
Outfall & Diffuser System Plans.
Astoria-Union 0il - Separator
Facilities

Portland-Halton Tractor
Corporation - Cil Water
Separator Facilities,

{(Plan Action Pending - 5)

Location

Washington

Clackamas

Clatsop

Clackamas

Clatsop

Project

Aloha-Intel Fab.IV
Neutralization System (USA)

Wilscnville-Joe Bernert Towing
Company Gravel Plant - Recycling
water and operation modification.

Astoria-Barbey Packing Company
Wastewater screening process.

Oregon City-Publishers Paper -
Repulping and de-inking facilities
Gnat Creek Hatchery- Settling
pond. ' '

Date

Received

3/12/75

Date of

Action

3/75
3/17/75

3/12/75

Date

Received

12/5/74

1/15/75 -

2/75

3/13/75

3/10/75

Attachment pyo

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.



Water Quality Permit Action

Month of March 1975

Northwest Region

Municipal Sources

(Permits Issued - 8 NPDES;

Location

Clackamas
Washington
Multnomah
Washington
Washington
Washington
Marion
Tillamock

0 State*)

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 Pehding - 12 NPDES and State*)

Location
Tillamook

Tillamook
Clatsop

Clatsop
Clatsop

Yamhill
Marion
Clackamas
Clackamas

Clackamas

Clackamas

Washington

Source
Pacific City S.D.

Netarts-Oceanside
Hammond

Westport-Wauna
Sundown San. Dist.

Sheridan-The Delphian
Foundation

Mt. Angel

Mt. Hood Golf Course
Clackamas-0Oak Acres Mobile

Home Park
Government Camp S.D.

River Village Mobile Homes

Durham-USA

Date cof
Initial
Applcn.

Attachment Two

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

Applcn.

(No application)
(No application)

1/9/75

Action

NPDES Issued
NPDES Issued
NPDES Issued
NPDES Issued
NPDES Issued
NPDES Issued
NPDES Issued
NPDES 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; 1l State

Attachment Three

Date of

Location Source Action Action

Multnomah Texaco {Portland) OR-000175-9 3-6-75 NPDES Issued

Columbia Anadromous, Inc. OR~002808-8 3-6-75 NPDES Issued

Douglas Nordic Veneers, OR-002881-9 3-6-75 NPDES Issued
{Diamond Lake Blwvd. Plant)

Douglas Hanna Nickel Smelting  OR-000162-7 3-7-75 NPDES Issued

Linn C-Z - Lebanon Mill OR-000081-7 3-11~-75 NPDES Issued

Coos Peterson Seafoods OR-000169-4 3-11-75 NPDES Issued

Coos Point Adams Packing OR-002367-1 3-11-75 NPDES Issued

Curxry Tom Lazio Fish Company OR-002796-1 3-11-75 NPDES Issued
{Chetco Harbor Plant)

Tillamook smith's Pacific Shrimp OR-000203-8 3-11-75 NPDES Issued
{Garibaldi)

Clackamas Rock Creek S & G OR-002110-5 3-11-75% NPDES Issued

Clackamas Estacada Rock Prod. OR-002128-8 3-11-75 NPDES Issued

Multnomah PGE (Station L) OR-002704~9 3-11-75 NPDES Issued

Polk Franklin Equip. OR-002888-6 3-11-75 NPDES Issued
{Sweed Division)

Yamhill Westnut Incorporation OR-002889-4 3-11-75 NPDES Issued

Multnomah McCormick & Baxter OR-000003-5 3-13-75 NPDES Issued

Marion PP&L (Mill City Plant) OR~000054-0 3-13-75 NPDES Issued

Lane Brand S Corp. OR-000147-3 3-13-75 NPDES Issued
(Five Rivers FPlant)

Marion Dole Company OR-000153-8 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(Castle & Coocke Foods)

Clackamas Joe Bernert Towing OR-000173-2 3-13-75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop Warrenton Crab, Inc. OR-000193-7 3-13-75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop American Can Co, OR-002797~9 3-13-75 NPDES Issued
(Plant #106 - Astoria)

Multnomah Mobil Oil Corp. OR-000113-9 3-13-75 NPDES Issued
{St. Helens Rd, Plant)

Multnomah Northwest Natl. Gas OR-000116-3 3-13-75 NPDES Issued
{(St. Helens Rd. Facility)

Multnomah NuWay 0il Company OR-002890-8 3-13-75 NPDES Issued

Clackamas Willamette Egg Farms OR-002670-1 3-5-75 State Issued
Non-discharge facility

Linn Lester Shingle Co. OR-002661-1 3-17-75 NPDES Issued

Benton Alsea Lumber Company OR-002898-3 3-17-75 NPDES Issued

Lincoln Bumble Bee Seafoods OR-000013-2 3-17-75 NPDES Issued
(Newport Plant)

Lincoln New England Fish Co. OR-000038-8 3-17-75 NPDES Issued
(Newport Plant)

Lincoln Point Adams Packing OR-000087-6 3-17-75 NPDES Issued



L

Water Quality Permit Action
Industrial Sources

Attachment Three

Page 2
Date of

Location Source Action Action

Douglas City of Myrtle Creek OR~002886-0 3-17-75 NPDES Issued
(Water Treatment & Filtration)

Coos Georgia-Pacific Corp. OR-002863-1 3-17-75 NPDES Issued
(Johnsen Log Pond Qperation)

Curry U. S. Plywocod OR-000182-1 3-17-75 NPDES Issued
(Gold Beach Division)

Lane Eugene Water & Elect. OR-000064~7 3-18-75 NPDES Issued
(Hayden Bridge Filtration Plant)

Multnomah Phillips Petroleum Co. OR-000191-1 3-18-75 NPDES Issued

Benton I. P. Miller Lumber OR-002131-8 3-18-75 NPDES Issued

Lane J. H. Baxter & Co. OR-002191-~1 3-18-75 NPDES Issued

Coos Coos Bay Timer Oper. OR-002312-4 3-18=75 NFDES Issued
(Kenstone Quarry Operations)

Coos Coos Bay Timber Oper. OR-002314-1 3-18-75 NPDES Issued
{Kenrock Quarry)

Benton Hull-Oakes Lumber Co. OR-002849-5 3-18-75 NPDES Issued

Josephine Grants Pass I. D. OR-002875-4 3-18-75 NPDES Issued

Tillamook Louisiana-Pacific OR-002134-2 3-18-75 NPDES Issued

Washington Forest Grove Lumber OR-002163-6 3-18-75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop Union Seafoeds, Inc. OR-000112-1 3-25-75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop Pacific Shrimp. Inc. OR-000072-8 3-25-75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop Bumble Bee Seafoods OR~000165-1 3-25-75 NPDES Issued
{Hanthorne Cold Storage)

Clatsop Ocean Foods of Astoria OR-000192-2 3-25-75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop New England Fish Co. OR-000037-0 3-25-75 NPDES Issued
(Warrenton Plant)

Clatsop Bumble Bee Seafoods OR-000164-3 3-25-75 NPDES Issued
(Elmore Cannery)

Clatsop " Astoria Seafoods Co. OR-000151-1 3-25-75 NPDES Issued

Clatsop Barbey Packing Corp. OR-000194-5 3~-25-75 NPDES Issued

Clackamas Dravon Medical, Inc. OR-002853-3 3-25-75 NPDES Issued

Lincoln Fish Comm. of Oregon OR~-002715-4 3-25-75 NPDES Issued
(Siletz River Salmon Hatchery)

Lane The Murphy Co. OR-000212-7 3-26-75 NPDES Issued

{Florence Division)

Curry Fish Comm. of Oregon OR-002713-8 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
{Elk River Salmon Hatchery)

Douglas Oregon Wildlife Comm. OR-002775-8 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
(Rock Creek Hatchery)

Jackson Oregon Wildlife Comm. OR-002773-1 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
(Cole M. Rivers Hatchery)

Coos Oregon Wildlife Comm. OR-002772-3 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
(Bandon Fish Hatchery)

Jackson Oregon Wildlife Comm. OR-002758-8 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
(Butte Falls Hatchery)

Linn Teledyne Wah Chang OR-000111-2 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
(Albany)

Josephine City of Grants Pass OR-002030-7 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
(Wwater Treatment Plant)

Multnomah Alpenrose Dairy OR-002137-7 3-26-75 NPDES Issued

Douglas City of Sutherlin OR-002897-5 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
{Cooper Cr. Water Filtration Plant)

Douglas City of Sutherlin OR-002248-9 3-26-75 NPDES Issued

(Nonpareil Water Filtration Plant)



4

Water Quality Permit Action

* Industrial Sources Attachment Three

Page 3
Date of

Location Source Action Action

Douglas Oregon Water Corp. OR-002867-3 3-26-75 NPDES Issued
(0akland Filter Plant)

Multnomah Fish Comm. of Oregon OR-000222-4 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(Bonneville Salmon Hatchery)

Multnomah Owens-Illinois, Inc. OR-000189~9 3-31-75 NPDES Issued

Clackamas Samuels Lumber Co. OR-002228-4 3-31-75 NPDES Issued

Tillamook Miami shingle & Shake OR-002708-1 3-31-75 NPDES Issued

Multnomah Georgia Pacific Corp. OR-000223-2 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
{Linnton Woodchip Facility)

Coos Coos Bay-North Bend WB OR-002315-9 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(Pony Creek Treatment Plant)

Polk Boise Cascade (Valsetz) OR-000060-4 3-31-75 NPDES Issued

Columbia Boise Cascade Corp. OR-002733-2 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(St. Helens Sawmill & Green Veneer)

Polk Bolise Cascade Corp. OR~-000059-1 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
{Independence Plywood Division)

Linn Willamette Ind., Inc. CR-000042-6 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(Duraflake Company)

Owyhee South Board of Control OR-002672-7 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(Owyhee Project)

Columbia Multnomah Plywood Corp. OR-000155-4 3-31-75 NPDES Issued

Multnomah Pacific Carbide & AlloysOR-000126-1 3=-31-75 NPDES Issued

Douglas Fibreboard Corp. OR-002302-7 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(Round Prairie Operations)

Coos Hallmark Fisheries OR~-000200-3 3-31-75 NPDES Issued

Jackson M. C. Lininger & Sens  OR-002902-5 3-31-75 NPDES Issued
(Ashland Operations) ‘

Douglas Herbert Lumber Company OR-002904-1 3-31-75 NPDES Issued

Clackamas Olaf M. Oja Lumber Co. OR-002915-7 3-31-75 NPDES Issued



v

iy o _ ' " Attachment Three

Water Quality Plan Action

Month of March 1975

Industrial Waste Projects

{Plan Actions Completed - 2)

_ Date of .
Location Project . Action Action
Douglas I. P. Gardiner, Veneer Dryer 3/13/15 Appraoved

Water Recycler
Clatsop Union 0il, Astoria Terminal - 3/10/75 Approved
{(Action Pending - 2)
: Date
Location Project Received Status
Lincoln Georgia Pacific, Toledo .' Approval
' ' Pending
Clatsop Gnat Creek, Oregon Wildlife Waste 3/24/75 Approval

Treatment Facilities Pending



Northwest Region -~ Water Quality

(Plan Action Pending - 1)

Location
Tillamook

Source

Sand Lake Camp Ground-U.S5.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 01l - Separator
Facilities

Portland-Halton Tractor
Corporation - 0il Water
Separator Facilities.

{(Plan Action Pending - 5)

Location

Washington

Clackamas

Clatsop

Clackamas

Clatsop

Project

Aloha-Intel Fab.IV
Neutralization System (USA)

Wilsonville-Joe Bernert Towing
Company Gravel Plant - Recycling
water and operation modification.

Astoria-Barbey Packing Company
Wastewater screening process.

Oregon City-Publishers Paper -
Repulping and de-inking facilities
Gnat Creek Hatchery- Settling
pond.

Date
Received

3/12/75

Date of
Action

3/75
3/17/75

3/12/75

Date

Received

12/5/74

1/15/75

2/75

3/13/75

3/10/75

Attachment Four

Status
Referred to L.Q.D.

Action
Approved
Approved

Approved

Status

Received requested
additicnal 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 Four
Northwesty Region - Water Quality

Industrial Sources

(Permits Issued - 30 WPDES; 0 State*)

Date of

Location Source Action Action

Washington Forest Grove-Forest Grove 3/18/75 NPDES Issued
Lumber - Sawmill.

Clackamas Wilsonville -~ Joe Bernert Towing 3/13/75 NPDES Issued
Sand & Gravel.

Multnomah Portland-Northwest Natural Gas - 3/13/75 NPDES Issued
Terminal

Mul tnomah Portland-Phillips Petroleum - 3/18/75 NPDES Issued
Terminal

Clackamas Estacada-Estacada Rock Products - 3/11/75 NPDES Issued
Sand and Gravel.

Multnomah Portland-Nuway 0il - 0il 3/13/75 NPDES Issued
reclamation plant.

Multnomah Portland-PGE-L Station - Power 3/11/75 NPDES Issued
generation plant.

Multnomah Portland-McCormack & Baxter 3/13/75 NPDES Issued
Creosoting Plant.

Columkia Columbia City-Anadromous Fish 3/13/75 NPDES Issued
Hatchery

Clackamas Clackamas-Dravon Medical - 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Sterilization Laboratory

Clatsop Astoria-Astoria Seafood - 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Clatsop Astoria-Barbey Packing - 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Clatsop Astoria-Bumble Bee, Hawthorne 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Plant - Fish processor.

Clatsop Astoria-Bumble Bee, Elmore 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Plant - Fish processor.

Clatsop Astoria-Ocean Poods of Astoria - 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Tillamcok Tillamook-Louigiana Pacific = 3/18/75 NPFDES Issued
Plywood plant.

Clatsop Warrenton-Pacific Shrimp - 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Tillamock Garibaldi-Smith's Pacific shrimp  3/11/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Clatsop Warrenton-New England Fish - 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Clatsop Warrenton-Warrenton Crab - 3/13/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Polk Independence-Franklin Sweed - 3/11/75 NPDES Issued
Equipment Company.

Marion Mill City-Pacific Power & Light - 3/13/75 NPDES Issued
Water treatment plant.

Clatsop Astoria-Union Seafoods - 3/25/75 NPDES Issued
Fish processor.

Yamhill Dundee-Westnut, Inc. - 3/11/75 NPDES Issued
Nut processor.

Clatsop Astoria-American Can Co. - 3/13/75 NPDES Issued

Can producer.



(Applications Pending - 61 NPDES; 0 State*)

(3 New Sources - See list below)

(58 Existing Sources - See footnote 1/)

Location

Multnomah

Columbia

Columbia

Footnote:

Attachment Four

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Source Applecn. Applcn.
Portland-Columbia Independent - 12/23/74
Refinery - 0il refinery.
Rainier-Cascade Energy - - 12/31/74
Cil refinery.
Columbia City-Charter 0il - - 12/14/74

0il refinery

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.
majority of these permits are drafted and awaiting review and approvals
with the expected issuance to be prior to June 30, 1975.

The
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Air Quality Plan Action

Month of March, 1975

Air Quality Control Division

Indirect Sources:

Plan Action Completed - 3

Attachment Five

Date of

Location Project Action Action

Multnomah Argay Square 3/25/75 Review completed . Permit
149 space shopping to be issued 4/25/75
center

Marion Marion County 3/5/75 Reviewed impact. Requested
Chemawa Lockhaven Road additional information.
Section. A-95

Multnomah Sommerwood 3/20/175 I.S. application reviewed

588 space residential
development.

for completeness. Permit
to be issued April, 1975.



Air Quality Plan Action
Month of March, 1975

Air Quality Control Division

Location

Direct, Stationary Sources:

Plan Action Completed - 7

Project

Attachment Five

Date of
Action Action

Coos

Lincoln

Klamath

Coos

Douglas

Union

Union

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 boiler,

Klamath Falls

Weyerhaeuser Co.

Air/Air condenser for veneer
dryer emission control.

North Bend

Weyerhaeuser Co.

Air/Air condenser for veneer
dryer emission control.

Dillard
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.

6 Conditionally approved
subject to satisfactory
inspection

10 Approved conditionally

10 Approved

10 Approved

24 Approved

31 Approved

31 Approved



Attachment Five

Air Quality Plan Action
Month of March, 1975

Air Quality Control Division

Direct, Stationary Sources:

Actions Pending - 8

Date

Location Project Received Status

Coos Coos Bay 474774 Under review
Georgia Pacific
Truck dumper facility

Douglas Dillard 4724174 Under review
Roseburg Lumber Company
Particle pre-dryer

Deschutes Bend 8/10/74 Under review
Bend Millwork
Cyclone collectors

Deschutes Bend 8/9/74 Under review
Northwood Corporation
Spray booths

Grant John Day 6/24/74 Under review
Edward Hines Co.
Hog fuel boiler

Douglas Dillard 5/26/74 Under review
Roseburg Lumber Co.
Truck dump facility

Douglas Roseburg 4/9/74 Waiting SWRO
Raintree Wood Products inspection
Cyclones

Klamath Bly 1/6/75 Additional info
Weyerhaeuser Co. requested

New boiler



Air Quality Permit Action

Month of March, 1975

Air Quality Control Division

Indirect Sources:

Permits Issued - 0

Applications Pending - 6

Attachment Five

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Location. Source _Applic. Applic. Action
Multnomah Sommerwood 10/25/74 1/16/75 Permit notice
588 space residential issued. Proposed
development issuance date
4/14/75
Washington Beaverton 10/9/75 1/31/75 "
‘ Hyland Hills :
471 space shopping center
Washington Somerset West 9/17/75 2/5/75 .
149 space commercial
center
Multnomah Portland 1/23/75 2/14/75 Permit notice
Tri-Met 75 space issued. Proposed
bus parking facility issuance date
472175
Multnomah Portland 4/3/175 3/31/75 Proposed issuance
Columbia Independent Refinery date 4/15/75
75 space parking facility
Multnomah Gresham 3/4/75 474/75 Proposed permit

Fred Meyer Shopping Center
875 space parking facility

issuance 4/7/75



Air Quality Permit Actions

Month of March, 1975

Air Quality Control Division

Industrial Scources

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

Source

Baker, Ellingson Lumber Company
{01-0003) sawmill

Coquille, Coos County Highway Dept.
(06-0002) Asphalt Plant

Bandon, Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc.
(06~-0019) Sawmill

Bandon, Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc.
(06=-0057) Sawmill

Sixes, Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc.
{08=-0016) Sawmill

Drain, Smith River Lumber
(10~-0028) Sawmill

Riddle, Mining Minerals Mfg. Co.
{10-0066} Rockcrusher

Prairie City, Delbert Taynton
(12-0018) Sawmill

Cascade Locks, Cascade Locks Lumber Co,
(14-0005) Sawmill

Cascade Locks, Gorge Lumber Co.
(14-0010} Sawmill

White City, Cascade Wood Products
(15-0005) Millwork

Central Point, Chaney Forest Products
{15-0007) Sawmill

Central Point, Double Dee Lumber Co.
{15-0010) Sawmill

Central Point, The Mt. Pitt Ce.
(15-0023) Sawmill

Medford, Medford Moulding Co.
{15-0037) Millwork

Attachment Five

Date of
Action

Action

3/26/75

3/25/175

3/26/75

3/26/75

3/26/75

3/3/75

3/3/75

3/25/75

3/26/75

3/3/75

3/25/75

3/26/75

3/25/75

3/26/75

3/26/75

Permit
Issued



Air Quality Permit Actions

Month of March, 1975

Air Quality Control Division

Industrial Sources

Permits Issued (cont.)}
Location Source

Jackson County Central Point, Steve Wilson Co.
{15-0044) Sawmill

1 !

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

Jackson County White City, Alder Mfqg., Inc.
: {15-0060) Sawmill

Jackson County Ashland, Bellview Moulding Mill
{15~-0070) Millwork

Josephine County Grants Pass, Spaulding and Son, Inc.
{17-0013) Sawmill

Klamath County " Klamath Falls, Jeld-Wen, Inc.
(18=0006) Sawmill, Millwork

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

Lake County Lakeview, Louisiana Pacific Corp.
(19-0002) Sawmill

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

Lincoln County Toledo, Guy Roberts Lumber Co.
{21-0013) Sawmill

Lincoln County Newport, Paul Barber Hardwoods Co.
(21-0020) sawmill

Lincoln County Yachats, Dahl Lumber Company
{(21-0021) Sawmill

Malheur County Ontario, Monroc Inc.
{23-0021) Rock crusher

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

Attachment Five

Date of
Action

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

Permit
Issued



Air Quality Permit Actions

Month of March, 1975

Air Quality Control Division

Industrial Sources

Permits Issued (cont.)

Umatilla County

Wallowa

Wallowa

Jackson

Douglas

Douglas

Lincoln

Location

County

County

County

County

County

County

Source

Hermiston, E.S. Schnell & Co., Inc.
{30-0071) Asphalt Flant

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

Pefmit
Modified



Air Quality Permit

Month of March,

Air_ggality Control Division

Industrial Sources

Permit Applications Pending (334 )

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

bouglas County

Douglas County

Source

Actions

1975

Date of
Initial
Appl.

Date of
Completed
Appl.

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,
{09-00238)

Redmond, Redmond Ready Mix,
(09-0039)

Redmond, Deschutes Ready Mix
(09-0052)

Bend, Deschutes Ready Mix
{09-0053)

Rosebury, Beaver State Ready
Mix (10-0098)

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

Roseburg, Umpqua Ready Mix,
(10-0086)

Roseburg, Jimelcrete
{10-0095)

Prior to
7/1/74

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)

Location

Douglas ﬁounty
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

Attachment Five

Date of
Completed
Appl. Status

Date of
Initial
Source Appl.
Roseburg, PreMix Concrete  Prior to
Pipe, (10-0096) 7/1/75

Reedsport, Bohemia Umpgqua
Division, (10-0103)
Reedsport, Schafer Lumber Co. "
(10-0069)

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

Prior to
7/1/74

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

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,
{15-00290)

Central Point, M. C., "
Lininger, (15-0062)

Madras, Deschutes Ready Mix "
{16-0018)

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

Grants Pass, Cabax Mills - 3/75
Lumber Div. (17-0005)

Grants Pass, S, H & W Lumber 3/75
Company (17-0014)

Prior to
7/1/74

Bly, Weyerhaeuser,
(18-0037)

Klamath Falls, Klamath Ready "
Mix, (18-0042}

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

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

Public Notice Iséued
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.

Application received

Est.

Est.

Est.

Est.

Issue 5/1/75

Issue 6/1/75

Issue 5/15/75

Issue 6/15/75

Issue 3/25/74



March 1975

Permit Applications Pending

(continued}

Location

Lincoln

Malheur

Malheur

Malheur

County

County

County

County

Morrow County

Umatilla

Umatilla

Unmatilla

Union Co

Wasco Co

Wasco Co

Portable

County

County

County

unty

unty

unty

Portable

Portable

Portable

Portakle

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
8 & G, (30-0057)

Date of
Initial

Appl.

Prior to
7/1/74

1"

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 ®alles Con-
crete, (33-0019)

Bullards Sand & Gravel
{37-0091) Asphalt Plant
Peter Kiewit Sons' Co.
{37-0095)

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

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

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

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

2/20/75

2/26/75

Prior to
7/1/74

Attachment Five

Date of
Completed
Appl. 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

Location

Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable

Portable

Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable
Portable
Portabie

Portable

Portable

{(continued)

Attachment Five

Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Scurce Appl. Appl. Status
State Wide, Rogge River Prior to Est. Issue 5/1/74
Paving Co., (37-0028) 7/1/74

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

State Wide, ACCO Contractors, "

(37-0053)

State Wide, Babler 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})

Prior to
7/1/74

Est.

Application received

Est.

Issue 6/1/75

Issue 5/1/75



March 1975

Permit Applications Pending

Attachment Fivé

(continued) Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Location Source Appl. Appl. Status
Josephine County Grants Pass, Gilbert Rock Prior to Permit prepared.
and Ready Mix, (17-0048) 7/1/74 Awaiting -evaluation
- . from region office.
Josephine County Cave Junction, Mel Barlow v Est. Issue 6/15/75
(17-0051)
Josephine County Grants Pass, Gary L. " "
Peterson, (17-0053)
Klamath County Xlamath Falls, Klamath Falls " "
Concrete Products
Industries, (18-0041)
Other Applications Pending - 152 Date of Date of
Initial Completed
Location Source Appl. Appl. _Status
- Prior to Number of applications
State-wide 10/1/74 Pending.
{except
Willamette Furniture 4
Valley) Shingle 1
Sawmills 48
Millwork 12
Wood Products 1
Rock Crushers 19
Concrete 5
Foundry 3
Cement 1
Hospitals il
Feed & Grain 11
Boilers 12
Incinerators 2



Air Quality Plan Action

Month of March 1975

Northwest Region

Direct, Stationary Sources:

(Plan Action Completed - 4)

Location

Clackamas
Multnomah
Clackamas

Clackamas

Project

Clackamas~Hall Process Co., =
Pipe coating & wrapping.
Portland-Simpson Timber/Chemical

Division - Forced Evaporation System
Near Brightwood-Estacada Rock Products

Control of truck loadout area.
Near Molalla-Estacada Rock Products
Control of truck loadout area.

(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.

Attachment Six

Date of
Action

3/27/75
3/13/75
3/27/75

3/27/75

Date

Received

6/12/74

7/17/74

7/17/74

7/31/74

11/4/74

Action

Approved
Approved
Approved

Approved

Status

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

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

Mul tnomah

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 Scheoeol 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.

Date

Received

11/26/74

2/3/75

2/18/75

2/3/75

3/6/75

3/10/75

2/19/75

2/19/175

2/19/75

Portland-Trumbull Asphalt - New burner 3/17/75

package for number two boiler.

Attachment Six

Status

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



(Plan Action Pending - Continued)

Location

Mul tnomah

Multncmah

Project

Troutdale~Reynolds Metals
Co. — Dry collection system
for all fiwve pot lines.

Portland-Turco Engineering
0il/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.



Air Quality Permit Action

Month of March 1975

Northwest Region

Direct, Stationary Sources:

{Permits Issued - 9)

Locaticn

Multnomah

Multnomah

Mul tnomah

Multnomah

Mul tnomah

Mul tnomah

Tillamook

Multnomah

Columbia

Source Action
Portland-Stauffer Chemical Company - Chemical 3/7/15
manufacturing.

Portland-Beall Pipe & Tank Corp. - Pipe coating. 3/7/75
Portland-Lloyd A. Fry Roofing Company, Volney 3/7/75
Felt Mill Division - Building board.
Portland-Precision Castparts Corp. - Steel 3/7/75
castings.
Portland-Joslyn Mfg. and Supply Corp. - Mill 3/7/75
work.
Portland-Specialty Woodworking Co., Inc. - 3/7/75
Mill work.
Tillamock-Tillamook General Hospital - 3/7/75
Boiler.
Portland-Columbia Independent Refinery, Inc. - 3/12/75
Petroleum refinery.
St. Helens-Charter Energy Company - 3/12/75
Petroleum refinery.
(Applications Pending - 425)
(New Sources ——————r—r==——— e 13 See listing below)
(Existing Sources —=—=-—e——emmmmmmm—— e 144 See footnote 1/)

Attachment Six

Date of

(Fuel Burning (Boiler) —=———————e———-—eeu——— 268 See footnote 2/)

Action

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued

Permit issued



Location

Clatsop

Multnomah

Clatsop

Columbia

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Multnomah

Source

Warrenton-Amax Alum. -
New aluminum reduction
plant.

Portland-Union Carbide
#1 Furnace Product
change.

Astoria-Layton Funeral
Home Cremation
Incinerator

Rainier-Cascade Energy
Inc. - 0il refinery.

Portland-Oregon Steel
Mills, Rivergate -
Pellet Metalizing.

Portland—-Resource
Recovery Byproducts -
Paper classifier.

Portland-Pennwalt Corp.
Expansion of chlorine
caustic soda mfg.

Portland-Zidell
Explorations, Inc. -
New secondary aluminum
smelter.

Date of
Initial
Applcn.

Date of
Completed
Applecn.

11/9/73

11/21/73

2/28/74

4/31/74

7/18/74

11/1/74

11/4/74

11/12/74

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-compliance. 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
pexrmit, expected date
of mailing by 4/7/75.



Attachment Six

-3 -
Date of Date of
Initial Completed

Location Source Applcn. Applen. Status

Multnomah Portland-Kaiser 11/22/74 - Issued proposed
Permanente Medical permit 2/25/75,
Center =~ Controlled Final expected to
atmosphere incinerator be issued in April

1975,

Washington Durham (USA)-Sludge 12/31/74 - Awaiting additional
incinerator, lime information on
recalciner & steam process & air pol-
boilers lution control

equipment. USA has
been notified on
3/24/75 that Dept.
is still awaiting
information.

Clackamas Clackamas—Caffal 1/20/75 - Drafting proposed
Bros. Const. - permit, Expected
Portable Rock Crusher. to be mailed by

4/17/75.

Columbia Beaver-Kaufmann Chemi~ 2/25/75 - Drafting proposed
cal Corp. - Bulk permit. Expected
solid materials to be mailed by
handling facility. 4/30/75.

Mul tnomah Portland-Koppers 3/20/75 - Permit being
Co. - Pitch Mfg. drafted. Expected

issuance in May
1975,

Footnotes

1/

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.)



S50lid Waste Plan Action

Month of March 1975

Solid Waste Management Division

General Refuse (garbage) Projects

(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 3/17/15

{(Action Pending - 8)

Location . Project A | Date of Action
Deschutes County  Southwest Landfill lo0/10/75
Umatilla County  Pendleton Landfill 10/15/75
Dbuglas 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
bDouglas County Canvonville Landfill 3/18/75

Douglas County Glide Transfer Station 3/27/75

Attachment Seven

Action
Closure Plan Approwal:

Provisional Approyal

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 Projects:

{Plan Action Completed - 0)

Location Project Date of Action

{Action Pending - 0)

Iocation Project Date Received

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Projects:

(Plan Action Completed - 0)

Location Project ' Date of Action
(Action Pending - 1)

Location Project Date Received

Linn County Western Kraft Corp. 12/19/74

Sludge Disposal Projects

(Plan Action Completed - 0)

Location . Project Date of Action
{Action Pending - 0)

Iocation Project Date Received

. Attachment Seven

Action

Action

Action

Status

In Process action 4/75

Action

Status



Attachment Seven

SOLID WASTE PERMIT ACTION
Month of March 1975

Solid Waste Management Diwvision

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities:

(Permits Issued - 6)

Location Source Date of Action Action

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

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

Lake Co. Adel ILandfill 3/31/75 Permit amended
existing site

Lane Co. Marcola Transfer Station 3/14/75 Permit issued
new facility

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

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

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

Under Temp. permit
Proposed reqg.
permit expected

Under temp. permit
Regional staff to
coordinate site
upgrading. Pro-—
posed reg. permit
expected 4/75.
Under temp. permit
Regional staff to
draft reg. permit

Under temp. permit
Regional staff to
Coordinate site
closure as soon as
possible., Pro-
posed reg. permit
expected 5/75.

Date of
Date of Initial Ccompleted
Location Source Application Application Status
Douglas Co. Camas Valley Landfill 6/12/72 2/30/74
4/75,
Gilliam Co. Arlington Landfill 5/15/72 11/14/74
Harney Co. Burns Landfill 5/17/72 8/1/74
by 5/75.
Umatilla Co. Pilot Rock Landfill 5/17/72 8/14/74
Umatilla Co. Weston Landfill 5/17/75 8/14/74

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



Attachment Seven

Date of
Date of Initial Completed
Location source Application Application Status

97 other sites with temporary permits (Incomplete applications) Most awaiting
completion of
regional solid
waste management
plans. Regional
staff to draft
permits by 7/75
IF POSSIBLE.

Jackson Co. Ashland Landfill 11/4/74 . 3/3/75 Renewal. Proposed
new permit issued
3/14/75.

Jackscon Co. South Stage Landfill 11/4/74 3/3/75 Renewal. Proposed
new permit issued
3/14/75

Jackson Co. Prospect Landfill 3/7/75 3/7/75 Renewal. Regional
staff drafting new
permit for issuance
in 4/75.

Marion Co. Brown's Is. Landfill 12/15/74 12/15/74 Renewal. Regular

' permit expired

12/31/74. Permit
extended by letter
for indefinite
period. Regional
staff to draft
proposed new
permit as soocn
as possible.

Crook Co. Riverside Ranch 3/3/74 3/3/74 Proposed new
Transfer Station facility. Pro-

posed permit
issued 3/28/75.

Jefferson Co. Culver Landfill 7/8/74 7/8/74 Proposed new
facility. Pro-
posed permit
issued 8/9/74, Lut
County uncertain
whether or not to
open site, County
now asked to make
a final decision
as sSo0n as
possible.



Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities:

{Permits Issued - 0}

(Applications Pending - 2)

Location

Marion Co.

Polk Co.

Sour.ce

Salem Airport
Landfill

Fowler Demolition

Date of
Application

6/20/72

8/8/72

Industrial Solid Waste Digposal Facilities:

(Permits Issued - 1)

T,ocation

Benton Co.

Source

I.P. Miller Lumber
existing gite

Date of Action

3/6/75

Attachment Seven

Under temp. permit
Regicnal staff to
draft reg. permit

Under temp. permit
Regional staff to
draft reg. permit

Date of
Completed
Application Status
8/14/74

by 7/75.
8/14/74

by 7/75.
Action

Permit issued

(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 Lumber Co.

Paul Barber Hardwood
Reedsport Mill
Superior Lumber
Josephine Co.
Industrial Sludge
Digposal Site

Rough & Ready Lumber
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

Date of
Completed
Application

Status

&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

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



Location

bouglas Co.

Benton Co.

Coos Co.
Curry Co.

Douglas Co.
Douglas Co.

Hood River Co.
Hood River Co.
Jackson Co.
Lincoln Co.
Linn Co.

Linn Co.

Linn Co.
Linn Co.

Source

Round Prairie

Willamette Industries,
Philomath

Coos Bay Plywood,
Millington Flats

U. S. Plywood,

Gold Beach

D & D Lumber

U. 5. Plywood,
Roseburg

Champion Internat'l.
Dee Site

Champion Internat'l.
Neal Creek Site
Boise Cascade,
Medford

Publishers Paper,
Toledo

Bauman Lumber

Cedar Lumber

Dean Morris Lumber
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

Attachment Seven

Date of
Completed
Application

Action

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

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-
Oor permit as soon
as possible.

n o 11n



Location Source

Oregon-Portland
Cement Co.

Baker 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

L & H Lumber

Roseburg Lumber Co.

5 mill sites
Georgia-Pacific,
Toledo

Willamette Industries,
Sweet Home

Douglas Co.
Douglas Co.

Lincoln Co.

Linn Co.

Sludge Disposal Facilities:

(Permits Issued - 1)

Location Source

Douglas Co. Fugate Sludge Lagoon
(Applications Pending - 1)

Location

Source

Linn Co. Nored Sludge Lagoon

Attachment Seven

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

u" w " n

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

m " n m

m o won

L LI TR L

(5 applications)

n oo " n

n n n n

Date of
Date of Completed
Application Application Action
6/19/73 @ = = = - -
1/12/74 0 0= = = = =
6/21/73 6/21/73
12/13/74 12/13/74
7/18/73 8/30/73
5/7/74 5/7/74
6/21/73 4/12/74
6/21/73 4/12/74
6/20/74 6/20/74
7/9/73 6/3/73
7/2/73 3/14/73
7/5/73 12/28/73
Date of Action Action

3/20/75 Permit issued
Date of
Date of Complated
Initial Appli. Application Status
3/3/75 3/3/75

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)

Date of
Location Project Action
Yamhill Whiteson Sanitary Landfill - 3/6/75
Interim Leachate Collection
System
Yamhill Delphian Foundation - 3/6/75

So0lid Waste Program

(Plan Action Pending - 0)

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Projects

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

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Projects

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

Attachment Eight

Action

Approved

Approved



Attachment Eight

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities:

(Permits Issued - Q)
(Applications Pending - 2)

Date of Date of
Initial Completed

Location Source Applecn. Applcn. Status
Marion Green Veneer, Inc. 7/18/74 - Operating with temp-

orary permit. Permit
to be issued pricor to
6/30/75. :
Multnomah Pacific Carbide 9/5/74 - Operating with temp-
orary permit. Will be
included in Water
Quality permit to be
issued prior to 6/30/75.



Attachment Eight

Solid Waste Permit Action
Month of March 1975

Northwest Region

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities:

(Pexrmits Issued - 0}
(Applications Pending - 5)

Date of Date of
Initial Completed

Location Source Applcn. Applcn. Status 1/)
Clatsop City of Astoria 4/23/73 - Cperating with
Clatsop Cannon Beach 4/23/73 - Operating with
: temporary permit.
Clatsop Elsie-Clatsop 4/23/73 - Operating with
County temporary permit.
Clatsop Seaside Sanitary - 4/23/75 - Operating with
Service temporary permit.
Clatsop Warrenton-Excel 4/23/73 - Operating with
Service temporary permit.

1/ 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 pricr to 6/30/75.

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities:

{(Permits Issued - 1)

Date of
Location Source Action Action
Washington Hillsboro Landfill 3/28/73 Permit Issued

{(Applications Pending - 3)

Date of Date of
Initial Completed

Location Applen. Applcn. Status

Marion Salem Airport - 4/25/73 - Operating with temp-
City of Salem orary permit 1/.

Mul tnomah Hidden Valley Land 10/11/73 - Operating witﬂ-temp—
Reclamation orary permit 2/.

Polk John Fowler 3/16/73 - Operating witﬂitemp-

orary permit 1/.

1/ Permits to be issued prior te 6/30/75
2/ Awaiting MSD Study



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

B. A. McPHILLIPS TO .

Chaltrman, McMinnuile ~ Environmental Quality Commission

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Corvallls

JACKLYN L HALLOCK Subject: Agenda Item C, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting

.From: Director

ORI o ROTHERS Tax Credit Applications .
RONALD M. SOMERS Attached are review reporfs on seven (7) Tax Credit Apph‘cations.
- These applications and the recommendations of the Director are sum-

KESSLER R, CANNON
Director marized on the attached table.

,
A

KESSLER R. CANNON

AHE - .
April 14, 1975 .
Attachments

Tax Credit Summary )
Tax Credit Review Reports (7)

&
&
Conlains

Recyeled -
Maderials



Appl _T-618

Date 3-26-75

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

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

Description of Facility

The facility described in this application is a small hogged fuel boiler which

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 (hccountant's certification was provided for $36,787.88
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 po]]ut1on
control.

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 away (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. .

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 App11cat1on Number T-618.

 PBB:mh



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

AFB:mh '
March 28, 1975



T-630
March 25, 1975
Page 2

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing

the cost of $126,558, with 80% or more allocable
issued for the facility claimed in 7-630.

"~ JAB:dh

April 7, 1975

to pollution control, be



Appl . T-0632

Date Harch 25, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY /

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

ESCO Corporation

Foundry Division

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

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

. Description of Claimed Facillity

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 auxiliary 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 part 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: 29,3844 (Accountant's certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Claimed Facility

Prior 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 Co!umbla -Willamette
Air Follutlon Authority (CWAPA).

The dust collected by the system is hauled to ESCO's sanltary Iandflll ‘and
has no salvage value. .

It is concluded that the claimed facility was installed and is operated to-
control air pollutlon, and that 1002 of its cost is allocable to pollution
control.



Appl _ T-633

' : . Date March 25, 1975
State of Oregon
DEPARTHMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

ESCO Corporation

@Whdry Division

201 N.W. 25th Avenue
Partland, Oregon 97210

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

.. Description of Claimed Facility

4+ The claimed facility is described to be a transportation system used to
haul dust from the plant sites to ESC0's landfill, The system includes
a 20,000 pound Lug Loader, 28 "“ES" style Lug Loader containers, and mis-
cellaneous metal work. :

The clalmed faclllty was completed and placed in operation on February 12,

1969,

The claimed facility has an estimated useful Tife of 15 years

Certification is requested under the 1967 act WIth 60% being Clalmed as
a]]ocable to pollution control.

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

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. The claimed faculnty was installed
to contain the dust in route to the dlSposal area.

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

It is concluded that the claimed facillty was installed and is operated to
control air pollution, and that 60% of its cost is allocable to pollutlon
control,



Applicant
Woodfold-Marco Mfg. Co.

Ronde Valley Lumber Company

ESCO Corporatjon
Foundry Division

ESCO Corporation
Foundry Division_

ESCO Corporation
Foundry Division

ESCO Corporation
Foundry Division

ESCO Corpdration
Foundry Division

AppT.

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Facility

T-618

T-625

T-630

.T-631

T-632

T-633

T-634

Small hogged fuel boiler

Conversion of wigwam waste
burner to a modified wigwam
waste burner

Conveying and collection system
for emissions from Electric Arc
Furnace No. 5

Conveying system for emissijons
from powder burn facility

Hboding and conveying system .
for Large Shakeout Department

Transportation system used to
haul dust from plant.sites to
company landfill

Conveying and collection system
for emissions from No. 1 and
No. 2 Main Floor Furnaces

% Allocable to

.Claimed Director's
Cost _ Pollution Control Recommendation
$ 38,139.57 80% or more Issue
30,410.00 - 80% or more- Issue
128,558.00 80% or more Issue
41,563.00 80% 6r more Issue
29,844.00 80% or more Issue
26,988.00 60% or more but Issue
less than 80%
464,847.00 80% or more Issue



. L Appl _ T-625

. ) pate March 27, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

'Agglicant

Ronde Valley Lumber Company
Post Office Box 565
Union, OR 97883

The applicant operates a sawmill and planing mill at 876 West Arch Street,
Union, Union County, Oregon.

Description of‘Facility

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

1. Igniter system
2. Automatic damper system

3. Underfire air system consisting of one Tlow 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 mod1f1ed NHB was put into operat1on
in July, 1972,

Certification for tax is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% of the facility's
cost claimed for pollution control.

- The faci]ity cost was $30,410.00 (accountant's cost certification was provided).

Appiication Evaluation

The convérs1on was performed in accordance with a Stipulation’and Order initiated
by the Department of Environmental Quality and with p]ans and specifications
approved by the Department.

The modified wigwan waste burner was demonstrated to ophrate in compliance
with 0AR, Chapter 340, Sect1on 25-020;, :



Appl _T-630
Date _ March 25, 1975
State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

ESCO Corporation

Foundry Division

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

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

'Descrfption of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is described to be a conveying and collection system

for emissions from electric arc furpace No. 5. The system includes: furnace
hoed, 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 Wheelabrator 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 vears.
Facility Cost: $128,558 (Accountant's certification was provided.j

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, seriously impairing efficiency. The claimed facility was installed
as part of a compliance schedule approved by the Columbia-Willamette Air

“ Pollution Authority (CWAPA). The combined system ventilates furnace No. 5

at a rate of 60,000 CFM.

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

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



Appl T-631

' Date March 25, 1975

State of Oregqon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPQRT

ApEliéant

ESCO Corporation
Foundry Division

-2141 N.W. 25th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97210

The applicant produces high alloy steel‘castings and some heavy fabrication

‘work at the above address.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility'is desbribed.to be & conveying system for emission from
the powder buyn facility. The system includes two booths with power actuated

lids and associated ductwork connecting the booths to two existing Wheelabrator

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.

Faéility Cosi:_ $41,563 (Accountant‘s-certification was provided.)

Evaluation of Claimed Facility

Prior to the claimed facility there was no collection on the powder 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 approved

' by the Columbia—Willamette Air Pollution Authority (CWAPA).

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

It is conciuded that the claimed facility was installed and is operated to
control air pollution, and that 1002 of its cost is allocable-to pollution
control

Directors Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
cost of $41, 563, with 60% or more allocable to pollutlon control be issued
for the facllaty clalmed ln T- 631. :

JAB:dh - :
April 7, 1875



T-632
March 25, 1975
Page 2 .

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control. Facility Certificate bearing
the cost of $29,84k, with 80% or more allocable to poliution control be
issued for the facility claimed in T-632. |

JAB : dh . }
April 7, 1975

/¢



T-633
March 25, 1975
Page 2

Director'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
poliution control, be issued for the facility claimed in T-633.

JAB:dh
April 3, 1975



Appt  T-634

Date March 25, 1975

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

ESCO Corporation

Foundry Division

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

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is described to be a conveying and collection system.
for emissions from the No. 1’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.

Faciiity Cost: $464,841 (Accountant's bertification was provided.)

Evaluation of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility 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
landfill and has no salvage value.

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

Director'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
April 7, 1975



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

TOM McCALL  To: Environmental Quality Commission
GOVERNOR

From: Director
B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville

Subject: Agenda Item Mo. E, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting
GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Carvallls

Proposed Criteria for Prioritizing Sewage Works Construc-
tion Needs for Construction Grant Purposes Tor

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
Portland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS

Salem Background

RONALD M. SOMERS Public Law 92-500 authorizes 75% federal grants for con-
struction of eligible sewerage facilities. This law and the
CESSLER . CANNON implementing rules adopted by EPA require the state to adopt
Director 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 1ist 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
(A sewerage construction project is anticipated to be the
QﬁéQ best economic and environmentally appropriate solution.

Cantains
Recycled
Matarials



The categories within this classification are ranked to
refiect 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 humerically 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 prohlem 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 Timited 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
sti11 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 gquality control and critical
pubTic health 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.

The next highest category of need involves
those rivers and streams whose water quality is
protected by Water Quality standards. Facilities
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, Tow-flow
periods. This is attributable in part to the
discharge of domestic waste waters and will be improved
by providing a higher quality of effluent.

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.

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 jmpacting 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 ¥ 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-
lems 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.

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.

Regulatory Emphasis

A second level classification for separating projects
within a priority system involves the level of interest of
the requlatory 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 Requlation: 100 points

b. DEQ issued Permit: 90 points

¢. 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.

Stream Segment Ranhking

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 Towest point being
number 77. The ranking reflected the best collective
Jjudgment 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 Type

This general classification is essentially unchanged
from previous years. Projects receiving 10 points in-
clude sewage treatment plants, plant outfalls, and such
public sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to have
an obvious economic benefit by extending the effective 1ife
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
1ist 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 Plan stage because the "no-build" 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 plan. 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 lII 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 Dril] 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.

RECOMMENDAT TON

It is recommended that the proposed priority ranking system be
adopted by the Commission so that a priority list for $77.5 million of
FY 76 construction grant money can be developed and presented at a hear-
ing for adoption as required by federal rules.

KESSLER R. CANNON

HLS:ran
4-18-75



ATTACHMENT 1

II

ITI

IV

Criteria for Priority Ranking
: of
Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY 76

Purpose

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 1, 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.

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

At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the fiscal year
related to the avaiiable 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 Tist of the
State of Oregon. The adopted 1ist may be revised at any time following
appropriate notice and hearing.

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 receiving 1000 total points under the Project
Need category, each need or project wiill 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 1ist. The project with the highest
point total will be the highest priority project.

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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Additions or Elevation in Ranking

Projects may be added to the 1ist 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 1ist 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 1ist as under Section
III.

Deletion or Reduction in Ranking

Projects may be deleted from the 1ist 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.

Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists

1. A1l 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. A1l 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.

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
aliocate same to the next project on the Tist awaiting funds. The
Department shall notify the applicant of its intent to take such
action. :

Cohtingency 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

HLS:ak

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.

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 Commission finds that sufficient federal funds are avail-
able to permit extension without jeopardizing the construction
program for essential treatment works and interceptor sewers.

April 18, 1975



Table A
Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 76

Point Point
Assignment Categories

Project Need

1000 Total* 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--
iection system, where appropriate).

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

800 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.

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

600 Project needed to minimize or eliminate. documented "non
point source" contamination of groundwater or surface waters
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system ma]funct1on in
known urban or urbanizing areas.

400 Project desirable for prevention of potential water pollution
problems.

Regulatory Emphasis

100 : Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation.
90 NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit.
80 Letter directive, preliminary planning approval or project

authorization from the Department of Environmental Quality.

50 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",

Project Type

10 Sewage treatment plant projects including cost-effective
sewer rehabilitation.

8 Interceptor sewers, major pumping stations and pressure
mains.



Table A

Page 2
Point Point
Assignment Categories
Step Status
1 Step I -~ Facilities plan preparation.
2 Step Il - Preparation of plans and specifications.

3 Step III - Project construction.
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STREAM SEGMENT RANKING
from "Annual State Water Strategy -- FY 75"

(*)

Number Name of Segment
1l Tualatin River
2 Willamette River
I3l Coos Bay
4 Deschutes River
5 South Umpdgua Rivgr
6 Umpgqua and North Umpgqua River
7 Rogue River
8 Bear Creek
9 Columbia River
10 John'Day River
11 Grande Ronde River
12 Sandy River
13 Skipancon River
14 Necanicum River
15 Neacoxie Creek
16_ Nehalem River
17 - ] Nehalem Béy
18 Wilson River
19 Trask River
20 Tillameck Riﬁer
21 Tillamcok Bay
22 Nestucca River

(*)

Named segment includes tributaries thereto unless such tributaries
are otherwise listed.



Number
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
C 37
38
39'
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

a7

Hame of Segment
Netarts Bay
Siuslaw River
Chetce River and Chetco Cove
Coquiile River
South Coguille River
yaquina River
South Yamhill River
Mill Creek
North Yamhill River
Yaﬁhill River
Pudding‘Rive¥'
Molalla River
South. Santiam River
Santiam and North Santiam River
Pacific Ocean
Coas£ Fork Willamette River
Middle Fork Willémetté River
Clackamas River
McKenzie River
Rickreéll Creek
Luckiamute River
HMarys River
'Calapopia River
Long Tom River

Columbia Slough



Number ' Name of Segment

48 Hood River
49 Umatilla River
50 Klémath River
51 Sprague River
52 Lost River
53 Williamson River
54 Snake River
55 Silvies River
56 Salmon River
57 ' Aisea River
58 ’ Lowey Unmpgua River
59 _ Lewis qnd Clark River
60 ; ' ~Klaskanine River
61 White River.
62 ) : Warm Springs River
63 _ Crocked River
64 Metolius River
65 . Spring River
66 o , Fall River
67 - Little Deschutes River
'68 No:th Fork John Day River
69 , South Fork John Da& River
70 : Walla Walla River |
7 Powder River

72 . Wallowa River



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

1234 S5.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696
ROBERT W. STRAUB -

GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM
B. A. McPHILLIFS
Chairman, McMinnville
G““Efﬂ?"”“ To: Environmental Quality Commission
rvallis
JACKLYN L. HALLOCK From: Director

Fortland

MORRIS K. CROTHERS Subject: Agenda Item Ne. F, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting

Salem

RONALD M. SOMERS Variance Request - Cascade Locks Lumber Company
i Hood Rijver County, Oregon
KESSLER R. CANNON Background:

Cascade lLocks 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 23-010(1a)
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 spiiled 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.

A
&S
Contains

Recycled
Materials
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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 Qua1ity
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 six 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
will 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 23-010(1a)
be granted to Cascade Locks Lumber Company for the period May 1, 1975
through April 30, 1977 under the following conditions:



14-0005"

uMmBER_ Co.

TELEPHONE
374-8444

AREA CODE 503

CASCADE LOCKS, OREGON 97014

April 2, 1975

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Control Division

1234 S.W. Morrison Street

Portland, Oregon 97205

Attention: Mr. Al Burkart

Re: File No. 14-005
Open Burning Variance

Gentlemen:

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./vear 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. Oux company is located near the
town of Cascade Locks, Oregon; population 620. Qur 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.

Cascade Locks Lumber Co. /i
A Yoursz 'y .

__‘_”,r ) é’ ! /".

P T éz’/é/ y é 3
ichard C. Newman N .

-7 Administrative Assistanf”i' v

3

a columbia corporation company



TELEFPHONE
374-8444

AREA COpDE 503

CASCADE LOCKS, OREGON 87014

February 26, 1975

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Control Division

1234 S. W, Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205

Attention: Mr. Al Burkart
RE: File No. 14-0005

Open Burning Variance
Gentlemen:

During the course of operations we accumulate material such as broken
bunks, paliets and used construction lumber which contains nails, 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
Bischarge 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.

Very truly yours,

Richard C, Newman
Administrative Assistant

RCN:mec

el e
W gy, 1975 E@

VALY Cone
e ~,{3f3??%
. NIRQL

a columbia corporation company
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The wood waste lTumber 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-
half {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 0dell 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 1ife of facilities near Odell.

The use of the 0dell 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 impractical due to special conditions or cause;
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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 rewocation becomes necessary.

A

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

AFB:h

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
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Y TELEPHONE
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CASCADE LOCKS, OREGON 970147 " AREA CODE 503
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March 27, 1975 _

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Conhtrol Division
1234 S.W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97205
Attention: Mr. Al Burkart Re: File No. 14-0005
Open Burning Variance
Gentlemen;

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 wreck them in short order.
Occasionally some smaller rocks and metal will get imto 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 accoxding to
good burning practice.

Disposal of this material can also be accomplished by hauling it to the
closest dump, the Hood River County Iand 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.

very Truly Your%}kki

,f't p, e 'I// E’ﬁlf’ M P
Richard C. Newman
Administrative Assistant

a columbia corporation company



To:

From:

Subject:

" DEQ 4

State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

AQCD File No. 14-0005 . Date: 45|35

Al Burkart

MT]] Inspectibn,'Cascade Locks Lumber Company

On 12 March 75 1 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 cdnsisted mainly of yard clean-up from
sawdust, chip and planer shaving spills. The residue from a spill

.contains dirt and rock and cannot be returned 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. 1 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 est1mated 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 pi]e.a During burn periods,
hoses are set out as a safety precaution, according to Mr. Newman.

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 3.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5696

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM

B. A. McPHILLIPS

Chairman, McMinmilie To: Environmental Quality Commission

GRACE 5. PHINNEY
Carvallia

From: Director
JACKLYN L. HALLOCK

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

MmoRRris K. CROTHERS
Salam

Variance Request: Edward Hines Lumber Company

RoNATthz ﬂ;,f::MERS Bates, Grant County, Or‘egon

Background:
KESSLER R. CANNON -
Prrecter 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 mil] site will be cleared and that
most or all of the homes will be relocated.

E8

Cantains
Recycled
Materials



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 unreascnabie, 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 sawmili 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 Tumber 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 mitl town lie in an
isolated area and 1ittle effect on the regional air quality is
anticipated, if the boilers are operated an additional four to seven
months.



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 dJdohn 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.

A B

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

AFB:h

Attachment -
Letter dated 3/19/75 from Hines
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. CEDWARD HINES LUMBER CO.

HINES

PRECISION
PRODUCTS GRANT COUNTY DIVISION . JOHN DAY, OREGON 97845

AREA CODE 503 575.0581

March 19, 1975

State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality
1234 S.W. Morrison Street

Portiand, Oregon 97205

Attention:. Mr. Fritz Skirvin. .,
Air Quarltywﬂonmnaﬂxﬂ _ASHQU

“j [7 s [S‘V;‘g

I - ijé: Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
" wpp g, ) No. 12-0001, Application No. 0180
At I WA B BV s

Gentlemen: I T
Falil Redegi by Ly v iR
On May 16, 1973, Mr. Paul Ehinger, Senior Vlce President of Edward Hines Lumber
Co., submitted original Application No. 0180 to the Department of Environmental
Quality for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to cover emissions from our
hog fuel boilers and sawmill operation at Bates, Oregon. Foliowing review by
the Department and public hearings, Air Contaminant Discharge Permit No. 12-0001
was issued and forwarded to my attention with Mr. Kessler Cannon's letter of
June 26, 197h4. 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 light of the fact that delays in delivery of boiler and electric equipment

" have occurred which will delay start of the John Dy mill beyond its originally
scheduled startup date of July 1, 1975, thus necessitating continued operation
at Bates beyond the May 30, 1975 Permit deadline. As discussed, we wish to
continue Bates operation only long enough to complete the John Day facility,
operate it through a normal breakin period and finally cleanup remaining fuel
and debris at Bates after moving our mill crews to the John Day facility. In
our view, a final termination cdate of December 31, 1975 will cover all conting-
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 following facts and submit the following information:



Mr. Fritz Skirvin
Air Quality Control Division

March 18, 1975 Page 2

1. There have been no changes in operating procedures, emissions or in the
three (3) hog fuel boilers and other equipment used at our Bates, Oregon
sawmill since our original Application No. 0180 was submitted to the De-
partment on May 16, 1973. We further anticipate no 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 shouid finally take place in
third quarter 1975, | believe both the Department and we feel a deadline
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
mitl 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 will 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 Item 4, above.

If you have any question regarding this matter, we will-be‘g]ad to answer it on
request.



Very truly yours,

EDWARD HINES LUMBER CO.
Grant County Division

AJW <)

Ernest P. Taylor
General Manager

EPT/kdm
Enclosure

cc: Paul Ehinger
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

To: Environmental Quaiity Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item H, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting
Permission to Hold Public Hearing on Revisions

to Rules on Subsurface Sewage and Nonwater-
Carried Waste Disposal

Background

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
0 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 pubTlic hearing before a hearings officer on the pro-
posed rule changes, such hearing to be held at the earliest possible date.

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

TJd0:cl
4/9/75

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 Environmental Quality Cormmission,
March 22, 1974, and filed with the Secre-
tary of State March 28, 1974, as DEQ 68,
Effective 4-26-~T74, Supersedes temporary
rules filed 10-5-73 as DEQ57(T), amended
11+23-73 and 1-3-74 by DEQ 59T) and
64{T), and temporary rules filed 2-1.74
as DEQ 65(T) as amended 3-4-74 by
DEQ 67(T).]

71005 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. -

These rules, adopted pursuant to the pro-

visions ofi[Chapter 835, Oregon Laws
1973} prescribe the requirements for the
construction, operation and maintenance
of subsurface sewage disposal systems and
nonwater-carried waste disposalfacilities
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,
alternate distribution units, or other seep-
age systemsfor receiving the flow from '
septic tanks or other treatmentffunits] ~facilities
and designed to distribute effluent for-—-———m—\

[absorption by the soil within the un- oxidation and absorption by the soil

saturated zone and above any temporarily] Withintha zone of aeration [See
~'Diagrams 5A and 5B.}

- L —
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perched ground water. ]

(2) **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,

'5) {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)[;(',5)]”Bui1ding sewer’’ means that part
~of the system of drainage piping which
conveys sewage into a septic tank, cess-

(4)

"Availability of sewerage system" means

“{a) Has adequate collection system
capacity to serve the intended connection;.

(b) Has_adequate treatment capacity 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

"~ tance- to & sewerage system as set forth in
sectdon-71-015(5).

pool or other treatmentunit]that begins
five feet outside the building or struc-
ture within which the sewage originates./ |
'7) [[6)]"°Cast-iron’’ means standard weight
~ cast-iron soil pipe.
8) [(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

\faci]'it_y

 \(See Diagrams 5A and 5B)

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-
finuous 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-carried sewage dis-
posal facilities or into trailer holding tank
-dump stations.
L]'())[(‘))]"Coarse grain materials’’ means
~ those materials with fifty {50} per cent
by weight retained on a ten (10) mesh

“\(See Diagrams 14A and 14B)

sieve[(2 Jmillimetere diameter) and less
than ten (10) per cent passing a two

\\\(two

hundred (200) mesh sievei(0.074) milli-
meters diameter). :

\\(seventy-four thousandths

H”[‘ q*.,)]“Commission" means the Environ=

.. mental Quality Commission,




(12)

[(11)]““Construction’’ includes installa-
tion, alteratmn repa:.r or extensjon,

13)

[ (12)] ‘Curtain drain’’ means [any ground
water interceptor or drainage system that
is gravel backfilled and provides ‘ade-
quate drainapge. |

(]5) . [(13)]“Department” means the Depart-
ment of Env1ronmental Quality,

{16) [(14)] ‘Director' means the Director
of the Department of EnvironmentalQual-

(17) f(lS)] ‘Disposal area’ means the entire
area used for underground dispersion of
the liquid portion of sewage., It may
consist of a seepage pit or of a disposal
field or of a combination of the two.
It may also consist of a cesspool or
transp1rat1on system,

(18) [(16)}]1"'Disposal field”’ means a system
of disposal trenches or a seepage trench
or system of seepage trenches.

or trench with vertical sides and sub-
- stantially flat bottorm with a minimum of
twelve (12) inches of clean, coarse fil-
ter material into which a single distri-
bution line has been laid, the trench then

[ (17}]1““Disposal trench’ means a ditch

\\a typé of ground water interceptor intro-
“"duced upslope Trom a disposal field to
“interrunt and divert the course of sha
““ground water or surface water from the
‘absorption facility and way be required
“to be installed as a condition for approval
“'of a subsurface sewdge disposal system.

u

A curtain drain, where required is
considered an’integral part of the sub-
"surface sewage disposal system, (See Diagram

6).

(14) UCut-manmade” means a land surface
"reSu]tinq'frOm'méChahiCa]']and'shap1nq oper-

|

"restr1ct1ve 1ayers intercept the cut surface
"“and where the modified slope is greater
““than five (5) percent or any other man

" “formed slopés in excess of twenty-five {25)
'percent which do not intersect one or

‘more impervious or restrictive 1ayers.
“{Seé Diagrams 2A and 2B)

being backfilled with a minimum ofltwelve

- (12]]inches of soil.s"""
- {20) [(18)T'Distribution box’’ means a water-
tight structure which receives septic tank

- effluent and distributes ifl to two or more
pipelines leading to a

—————

disposal area.l

(21} £(19) FDistribution pipa’ Jmeans anopen-

jointed or perforated pipe used in the
dispersion of septic tank or other treat-

mentifunit] effluent into disposal trenches

™~

\C (See Diagrams 5A, 58, 6 and 7)

oncurrently into two (2) or more header

or seepage trenches./

N

{24)

{20) “Dosing tank™ means a watertight
receptacle placed between a settling or

septic tank/and a distribution 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,

25! [(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'othér tréatment facility

-

\\

‘pipes leading to the disposal area. (See
‘Diagrams 8A, 9 and 10A)
N, or lateral pipe"
facility | -
(See Diagrams 8A, 8B, 8C, 10A, 108, 11A,

11B, 13, ‘and 15B)

\———(22) "Distribution unit" means a distri-
‘bution box, dosing fank, diversion valve
‘or box, header pipe, or othar means of .
‘transmitting septic tank or other freatment
unit effluent from the effluent sewer to
‘the distribution pipes. (See Diagram 5A4)

—(23) _"Piversion valve" means a water tight
‘structure which receives septic tank or
other treatment facility effluent through
‘one (1) inlet and distributes it to two

- {2) outlets, only one of which is utili~ed

~at_a qgiven time. (See Diagram 13)




J(22)] “Effective sidewall’’ means the
sidewall area within a disposal trench

[from six {6) inches below the distri-

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 (]2) inches above fhe distri-
bution_pipe.
[(23)]P'Effluent lift pump’’ means a pump
used f{o lift septic tank or other treat-

/—'—J

Nor a seenagae trench fréd the bottom of
the trench o a lavel twn (2) inches
apove tho distribution pip2, or the
‘sidewall area of any cesspool, segpage
pit, unsealed earth pit privy, or gray
‘water waste dispesal sump Sseepage
chambar. (Sce Diaarams 6, 7, 11A, 11B,
144, and 148)

ment funit| effluent to a disposal area

' -at a higher elevaltion than the septic

I

!

|
N\ facility
N

tank or treatment[unit. ][
[ (24)]1“'Effluent sewer’’ means that part
of the sysiem of drainage piping that
conveys Lireated sewage from a septic

tank or other treatment![um't]into an

absorption facility.r

[(25)] “’Filter material”’ means clean,
crushed stone or washed gravel rang-

ing from - three quarters (3/4) to two
and one-half (2-1/2) inches in size./ ]

Nracility

™
~facility

~{See Diagrams 5A, 5B, 13, 14A and 14B)
.

(29) "Escarpment” means any naturally

occurring slove greater than twenty-
five (25) percent which extends verti-
cally six (6) Teet or more as measured
from toe to top, and which is charac-

: terized by a long cliff or steep siope
which separates two (2) or more com-

paratively level or gently slobing sur-

. faces, and may iintercept ane or more
{ restrictive or impervious lavers. (Ses

‘Diagrams 3A and 3B)

(30) "Evaluation Reporis" means a

statément in writing .from the local
‘¢ontract agent 6r regicnal Pepbartment
representative which states that at
“least one site with replacement arza
has been found on edach lot or bparcel
‘which meets -the criteria outlinad tor
sewage disposal in these or other
‘Department Rules, or that no suitable
site has been found.

(31) "Evapotranspiration system” means
“the combination of a septic tank or otha
treatment facility and effluent sewer
and a disposal bed dosiagned to distri-
bute the major portion of effluent Tor
“evaporation into the atmosnhere and

- for_transpiration by SbDecitically

' ' selected and located veaetation

- (See Diagram 7)




-

{34)

I -

or drop in inches per foot or percent-
age of fall of a pipe.

L(26)]

"Grade" means the rate of fal}l

N(33)

 y L

"Governmental | unit" means thé'state:
or any counly, municipafity or political

' ;@cﬂiswn, Or any agency thereof,

/

(38)

/

(

11

En unsaturated zone. Its water table is

‘a restrictive or imperviouslayer, Perchad
- ground water may be either permanent,

"1i27) 1**Ground water, perched’’ means
unconfined ground water separated from -
an underlying body of ground water by.—

a perched water table. It is held up by

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
thﬂierchlng bed.]

. Conservation Service, OR-Soils~1, for that

;. and which is not a public water supply
_system. - ‘

w!

£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

partlcular soil series./

[{29)] “*Idividual water supply’’ means
a source of water and a distribution sys-
tem which serveés a single residence or
user for the purpose of supplying water
for drinking, culinary, or household uses

"Gray water" means any household

- (35)

" sewage other than toilet wastes and
“includes,
" bath waste water, kitchen waste water and
laundry wastes.

but is not 1imited to, showe:. and

(36)

"Gray water waste disposal sump”

‘means a series'of'approved receptacles

Tionm into the . soil.  (See Diagrams 15A_and

" "158)

(37)_"Ground water interceptor” means

" any natural or artificial ground water

“‘drainage system including agricultural drain
“tile, cut banks, and ditches.

\\—a restrictive 1ayer or impervious layer, its

“‘'water table is a perched watér table and

© the perched ground water 1is either permanent
“‘'where recharge is freéequent enough to main-

" tain a saturated zone above the perching

" bed, or temporary, where intermittent re-
““charage 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_fov
““a continuous period of greater than t
(2) weeks per year.

(See Diagram 1)

(39) "Header pipe"™ means a tight _
Jointed part of the sewagé drainage conduit

‘which receives septic tank effiuent from
“the distribution box or effluent sewer and
"~ conveys 1t to the disposal ared.,’
" 'Diagrams 5A, 5B,

_'_'(40)

{See

14A, and 14B)

“Heédwa]]" means a steep sTope

‘block or unstable landforin. (See’ D1agraﬂs

- 47 and £B) _
| it
(See Diagram 1)




(43)

'f(30)] “Industrial waste’’ means any li-
quid, gaseous, radioactive, or solid waste
substance or a combination thereof re-
sulting from any process of industry,
manufacturing, trade, or business, or from
the development or recovery of any nat-
ural resources, '
[ (31)]"Intermittent stream”’ means any e

[ watercourse Fhat continuously flows water N_surface public water or ground water

for a period of greater than two months
in any ome year, but not continuously
for that year.

(45) [(32)] “Invert’’ is the lowest portion of (See Diagrams 7 and 12)
- the internal cross section of a pipe or / :
fitting. — o |
46) [(33)] ““Multiple compartment tank” —(See Diagram 12)
means a settling or septic tank con- ! ‘
taining more than one settling compart-
ment or chamber in series, — 1
47)  L[(34)] "Nonwater-—carriedfsewage]/dispo— \waste
- sal facility’’ includes, but is not limited | — 7 '
o f;;clftl;f l]e = Yeult privies, [and]chemi —+——and gray water disposal sumps.
(48) [ (35)]""Occupant’” means any person
living or sleeping in a dwelling.
(49) [ (36} 1”Owner’” means any person who
alone, or joinily, or severally with others
(2) has legal title to any lot, dwelling,
or dwelling unit, or (b} has care, charge, o R
or control of any real property as agent, j——(52) "Prior approval” means a written
executor, executrix, administrator, ad- ‘approval prior to January 1, 1974 for a
ministratrix, trustee, leasee, or guardian ‘specific lot, as provided in section 71-015
of the estate of the holder of legal title, (8). '
or (c) is the contract purchaser of : - , -
real property; Each such person as |——(53) "Prior construction permit" means a
described in (b) and {c) above, thus subsurface sewage dTSPQSa1,Pe‘f‘?‘T't,‘55”9d prior
representing the holder of legal title, is ‘to January 1, 1974 by a county 'thatﬁhacri an
bound to comply with the provisions of ordinance requiring permits for subsurface
- these minimum standards as if he were sewage disposal for a specific 1ot or means
the owner. . ‘a building permit issued prior to January 1,
50) [(37)] “Permit"”’ means the written per- 1974 by a county that had an ordinance that

{51) [(38)] *““Person™

' _and municipal corporations, political sub-

' __agencies thereof.|

mit issued by the Director or his au-
thorized representative bearing the sig-
nature of the Director or the signature
of the authorized representative, whichby
its conditions authorizes the permittee
fo construct, install, alter, repair, or ex-
tend a subsurface disposal system or
nonwater-carried waste disposal facility,
includes individuals,
corporations, associations, firms, part-
-nerships, joint stock companies, public

2f, and the Fe

H

deral Government and any

‘required the approval of a subsurface sewage
disposal system in accordance with state '
‘rules before the building pernit was issued,

as provided in section 71-015(8).

|

—
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(54)

(55)

(58)

(50)

- artificial,

[(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 wvault in the
ground into which the human waste falls,
[ (40) ]1*'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 malfunctioning or surfacing
-subsurface sewage disposal system con-
.stitutes a public health hazard.

[ (41)]*'Public waters’ means lakes, bays,
ponds, impounding resexrvoirs, 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
inland or

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, '

[(42)T‘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
part of every year, a restrictive layer
will have temporarily perched ground
water accurnulated above it, In addition,
a restrictive layer has 2 soil permea-

coastal, fresh or
salt, public or private {except those pri~-

bility rating ofif{0.2}inches per hour to

(,06) inches per hour as outlined in the -

United States Department of Agriculture,
Soil Conservation Service, OR-Scils-l,

two tenths

—— 51X hundredths

| (See Diagram 1)

—{59). "Sanitary drainage system"
means that part of the system of

drainage piping thaf, conveys:untreated
sewage from a_buijding or structure to

for that Particular soil series.—

(43) ‘‘Saturated zome’’ means that part
of the water-bearing material in which
all voids, large and small, are filled with

- water under pressure greater than at-

" mospheric, as defined by the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey, (See Diagram 1)}

(44) ""Scum  means a mass of sewage
solids floating at the surface of sewage
which is
grease, or other substances. .

-8 -

buoyed up by entrained -gas, ‘

ko e s - e

N

|

| a_septic tank or other treatment

facility. service lateral at the curb

| or in the street or alley, or other

‘disposal terminal holding human_or
domestic_sewage. The sanitary drain-
age system consists of a building
drain_or building drain and building
sewer.  {See Diagrams 5A, 5B, 14 nd

14B)




(62)

(63)

(64)

(65)

~a period of detention,

. lishments,

[allow separation of solids from the li-

" chen,

I:-(TLTS)]—”She-;a—j;z;g,é_“gféé" means the ef-
fective sidewall of a disposal ftrench,
secpage trench{ or that portion of a
seepage pit through which the sewage !

seeps into the soil,

i \

gray water wasté disnosal “sump seepage
‘chamber,

[(46)]“"Secepage pit"[[means] a type of
absorption facility which is a covered

fluent will seep into a minimum of five
(5) feet deep continuous stratum of coarse
grain rnatenzﬂ

[(47]] Seepage trench’’ means a ditch

NNis

pit with open-jointed lining thrm*g,b;&bjr_h__.
septic fank or other treatrnentl unit ef- -\\

facility eff1ueht'nay'seep or leach into
- “surrounding groun¢ (See Diagrams 14A
““and 14B) '

‘has more than six {6} fnches filter

‘or trench thatllis more than thirty-six
(36) inches deep and 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 soil,

{48) ‘‘Self-contained nonwater-carried
waste disposal facility’’ includes, but is -
not. limited to, vault privies, chemical
toilets, combustion toilets, recirculating
toilets, and poriable toilets, in which
all waste is contained in a watertight
re cepta cle. : ’

[(49) }*‘Septic tank’® means a watertight
receptacle which receives the discharge

‘material below the outside invert of the
distribution pipe; vertical sides; and a
substantially 1fat boTtom thio wnich a

““single distribotion Tine has bren laid.

\f sewage from albuilding sewerknd which
+5 50 designed and constructed as to—

quid, digestion of organic matter during
and to allow the
liguids to discharge into the soil outside
of the tank through an absorption fa-
cility.

[(50) J*'Septic tank effluent’’ means par-
tially treated sewage which is discharged
from a septlc tank

[(51)] Sewage means the water-carried
huoman and an1ma’l wastes, including kit--

bath, and-’ laundry wastes from

N\

sanitary drainage'éystem

separate so]1ds from 11qu1ds d1gest

‘tion and allow thé 11qu1ds to d1scnarg°
““into the soil outside of the tank through

‘an absorption facility. (See Diagrams
" 'bA, 5B, and 12)

o

. residences, bmldlncrs industrial estab-

or-other places, together with’

_ such ground ~water infiltration, surface
waters,

. present,

I
or 1ndustr1al waste as may be ll




(68

)

TI(52) ]'Sewage dlz.posal service’’ means:

(2)}The construction cisubsurface sewage
disposal systems or any part thereof.
(b} The pumping out or cleaning of
subsurface sewage disposal systems or

nonwater-carried] sewagg]disposal facili~
ties.
{c) The dlsposal of materials denved

_from the pumping out or cleaning of sub-

surface sewage disposal systems.or non-

TN aste

water~carried anag?] 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-
i .formed under the supervision of a builder

or contractor in commection with and at
the time of the c0nstruct10n of a build-~
ing or structure.

(e) The construction ofdrainand sewage
lines from five feet outside a building

" or structure to the service lateral at

‘ma chart. ]

"the curb or in the street or alley or
- .other disposal terminal holding huma_n or

domestic sewage.

[(53) 1''Slope’’ means the rate of fall
or drop in feet per omne hundred (100}
feet of the pround surface. It is ex-
pressed as percent of grade, '

[(54-)] ‘Seil permeabﬂll‘y means that
quality of the so0il that enables it to

. transmit water or air, as outlined in

the United States Department of Agri-

" culture Handbook, Number 18, entitled

Soil Survey Marnaal..
[(55)] *Soil separate " means the size

of soil Pal‘tl(.‘_les according t&[the follow-

- _'].0' .

\ waste

\Tatﬂé 1.




(72)(56) T‘Soil texture’’ means the amount
of each soil separate in a soil mixture.
¥’ '1ld 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. Squeegzed 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 mbist, 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
soil from sand. A

z) Loam: Consists of an even mix-
ture of sand and of silt and a small
amount . of clay. It is easily crurnbled

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
s0il 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
feels 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-

- mixture of sand,

ger, it will not press out into a smooth,
unbroken ribbon, but will have a broken
appearance.

{e) Clay loam: Consists of an even
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 -

- 5ilt, and a small amount of sand. It
breaks into moderately hard clods or ~
lumps when dry. When moist, a thin

i

ribbon or'l1l/8-linch wire can.be formed
between thumb and finger that will sus-.
tain its weight and will withstand gentle
movement, 7 )

(g) Silty clay: Consists of even amounts
of silt and e¢lay and very small amounts
of sand. It breaks into hard clods or lumps

when dry. When moist, a thin ribbon or/\ _
[1/8-;|inch or less sized wire formed be- 0ONE-

tween thumb and finger will withstand
considerable movement and deformation,

(h) Clay: Consists of large amounts
of clay and moderate to small amounts

of silt and sand. It breaks into very
hard clods or lurmps when dry. When
moist, a thin, long ribbon oritl?lf»-—jinch_‘

wire can be molded with ease, Finger-
prints will show on the soil, and a dull

to bright polish is made on the soill

by a shovel.

These and othexy soil textural charac-
teristics are also defined as shown in
the United States Department of Agri--
culture textural classification chart
which is hereby adopted as part
of these regulations. This textural classi-

- fication chart is based on the Standard

Pipette Analysis as defined in the United
States Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service Soil Survey Inves-

\oneu
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——'Eicﬂity

(73} [(57)] “*Subsurface sewage disposal’’ W_(See Diagrams SA and 58)
means the physical, chemicalor bacterio- '
logical breakdown and aerobic treatment (| ——(75) "Temporarily abandoned well" means
of sewage in the unsaturated zone of the ‘any well ¢losed by a watertight cap or
soil above any temporarily perched ground ‘seal which is removed from production for
water body, and preceded by anaerobic ‘a_period of time.
bacterial breakdown within a septic tank
‘or other treatment facility. ’ :

(74) [{58)]1“‘Subsurface sewage disposal sys- to sufficient size and depth

tem’’ means the combination of a build-
ing sewer and cesspool or a building/

thorough
sewer, seplic tank; or other treatment
[unit]and effluent sewer and absorptionf/

~Nfacility.» __ ST By Y AR

(76) [(59)] ““Test pit”” means an open pit ,
~dug {to permit {examnination of the &oOil
to evaluate its suitability for subsurface /
sewape disposal. - | e e

' . . ¥ =
L(60) *'Transpiration system' means ||\ {ent such as debris Flows, landsiides, —
the combination of a building sewer,

. ) “rockfalls, and hummocky hillslopeés with
septic tank, or other treatment unit and i ndrained depressions upslope.  Unstable
effluent seweyr and an effluent disposal ||| Tandforms may exhibit s1ip surfaces roughly
system wused in soils not suitable for {1 ThpaTTe] to the hillside; landslide scars
an absorption facility and designed to |i| and curving debris ridges: fences, trees
_ distribute effluent for transpiration by "and telephone poles which appear tilted.

Sfecifiqgllv located vegetation, i trée trunks which bend uniformly as they
{77).- L(61) } "Unsaturated zone” means the ||| “anter the qround. (Sea Diagrars A, 4B,

zone between the land surface and the ““and 4C)

water table. This zone contains liquid

water under less than atmospheric pres-

\sure. In parts of the zone, interstices,

Water table levels fluctuate thfougﬂOut

\ pariicularly the small ones, may be tem-
porarily or permanently filled withwater..J
(79) [(é2)I*"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 (80) "Zone of aeration" means the

dewnward component of ground-water flow " unsaturated zone that occurs below the
“exists, —- " ground surface and the poi

if the underlying ground water 1is present
‘Vear-round, or Lemporary if the ground

‘year. (See Diagram 1)

"'upper'limit'of'the'water table exists.
‘[See Diagram 1) _
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clay - 00
- 002
003
; 004
Steve 006
Silt | sizes - 008
' 0l
03
— e — a7 0%
| , 06
Very iine sand ]
J 200 —4{— 98
: 140 -+
Fine sand. '
: 65— 2
Medium Sand : ' -
I . , 40 A
) &
rse s
Wery coarse sand . | 1;{2
. : I.—O—_-_— Lﬂ
| 30
Fine gravel 4 —f 40
. 60
60
1 lo
-
~
A
' 20
Coarse gravel 30
40
60
J —
- 80
Cobbles

USDA SOIL CLASSIFICATION SIZES OF SOIL SEPARATES

: Table |
Hustrates pefinition (71

S 13 .



50

40/'5\61115_1'
. Clay

SO/L TEXTURAL CLASSIFICATION CHA/?T

Table 2
justrates Definition (72)
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/ ‘Restrictive 9,'35’— lrgperv:ous Lsg___ger

= HAh gt gy o] liENag- MDA g Al

may o _may
not be present

water Table
surface

xxkkh\&xm.f)ih)\*fkk—x .}_Hl\l !

(l_illll\!] " Bedrock v ',r.,/\zr-’ \/-"‘fv.r’\/«vf _
— MY COMT T O AT T L T

LDEAL/ZED CROSS SECT/ON OF_A SO/L
COLUMN.

Hiustrates Definitions (37).(40),(56),(58),(77)(79) ¢ (80)
Diagram |
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SeWage
greater than Disposal

5 per-cent slo ‘ gy YISPEE]
per-cent slope %‘ . izl - system

Pt
. e——— ;'_ , —eolln e

__F__QQ:-_U_?{Q::_...._..'_w__-__ ~ Subsurface

P

T L ' \J—
TN Laide : f‘esﬂ'!cﬂ‘/e or

impervious layer

IDEALIZED GROSS SECTION OF A CUT - MANMADE

(Showing Restrictive or Impervious |ayer)
Hlustrates Definitions (14),40) and (56);(71-020)2) e} | .
Diagram 2 A

25' min.

TN,

. Sup’Urface

greater than
25 . per cefit
slope

i

. R
=7

IDEALIZED CROSS SECTION OF A CUT—_MANMADE

(w/thoUTt RestricTive or !mperwous layer)
Hustrates Definition €14);(7]-020i2)(e) 2 .

Diagram 28

v%re_- Ner 70 gcerE

_SeWage Disposal system’
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f
.

50" min.

TS TR BT
Subsurface

Sewage

| restrictive or

i

grea'fer than 6 min. impervious layer
25 Pe!' cent ' :
qpe
: \
T

& [DEALIZED CROSS SECTION OF ESCARPMENT

L
Motz - Nor .o scaes
|

(Showing Restrictive or Impervious layer)
- lllustrates Definitions (29,(40) and (56)4(71~020) 2@ !
: Dlagram 3A




J%m-.' Ner 72 reare

greate
25 per

slope:

r thah
cent .

Disposal

L SYstem

/

i

. IDEALIZED CROSS_SECTION OF ESCARPMENT

(Without Restrictive or Impervious layer)
efinition (23) 307/ 020)(2(g 2,

ustrates D

Diagram 38

e
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(A) TREES APPEAR TILTED: .
Tree trunks bend uniformiy
as the ~enter the "grouhd.

/(B )Telephone .oles&il
~appear ftilted

( O)Fences aFP._ear
tilted

! !' I

) i ] ! }u L

H o .Hlli
[ AL B “'\

PEALIZED CROSS_SECTION. OF UNSIABLE LANDFORM

jjustrates Definitions (39 and (78); (7-0203(2) (£)
Diagram. 4A ' '




Headwall

SUB surfac
SeWage
Disposal
sysfem

h4Y

breer Nor 79 scoses

Unstable
iandform

ST Y

LSl’t.nrr"f,a:: 1'03

IDEALIZED CRQOSS SECTION OF. UNSTABLE [ANDFORM
jstrates pefinitions (39 and r?'s);(7f-020>(2)f‘fJ |
Diagram 48 '
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Process Definitica end Cherocteristics Hlustration
Rockfall . ’ . -
g The rapid descent of o rack mass, yerticolly from o JIifF or by lzcps
an

dabris fal}

down a slope, The chief mecns by which taluses ore mcintained.

Rockslide
and
debris shide

The rapid, sfiding descenl of a rock mass dowa a slope. Commanly
formis hecps end confused, irregular masses of rubble.

Slomp

The crownwcrrd !Eppr'ng OF a CC-"-E."EH' &Oéf Uf roc:( or regoﬁi:"l cr'ong
o curved surface of rupture. The original surfoce of the shumped

_mass, and eny flat-lying plenes ia it, bacome rololed os they shide
dawnwerd. The movement crecles o scerp focing downslope.

I Debris Row

The ropid downslope plostic flow of a mass of debris. Commanly
forms. on cpronlike or tongue" = areo, with a very irreqular sur-

foce. In some coses bzgins with slump ot head, ond concentiic

ridges and lransverse Furrows in surfoce of the tonguelike port.

A debris flow in which the consistency of the subslonce is thet of

~ Yariaty: o

- 4 mud; generally conldins o lorga proportion of fine porticles, ond
T Modltawr

;o a large emount of water.

IDEALIZED ILLUSTRATION OF UNSTABLE LANDFORMS

mustrates Definition (78
Diagram

271020002 () _
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number of copies of all required éxhi-
bits,

(2) An application, which is incom-
plete or incorrect, unsigned, or which
does not contain the required exhibi’-
(clearly identified} will not be accepl .
by the Director or his authorized rep-
resentative for filing and will be re-
turned to ‘the applicant for completion
twenty” withﬁ_(Z,Q)_days of receipt,

: (3) Following the receipt of a com~
pleted application for a permit and speci-

' 71-012 GENERAL REQUIREMENT. Discharae fied permit application fee the Director
of sewage 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 Staté of Oredon is pro- not the proposed construction will be in
hibited, Ali sewage shall be treated accordance with the rules of the Environ-
and ‘disposed of in a mannér approved by mental Quality Commissjon, and within
‘the Department. ' _/—~_§20)_days after the date of such receipt
' twenty shall either issue or deny the permit,

unless weather conditions or distance and .
unavaijlability of fransportation prevent

twenty~" the issuance or denial within\_(‘zo_)qdays,
in which case the Director or his au-

thorized representative shall notify the

o . __applicant of the.reason for the delay and

/ ~  shall issue or deny the permit withinl
‘Sixt - ‘Ol_days of such notification. If the de-
termination referred to above cannot be

made within the time limits specifi *

because of frozen ground conditions ..

" seasonal variations in the liquid water

level, the application shzall be denied un--
til such time as the required deferrnina-
fion 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 Commission
and shall issue ' a permit only to a per-
‘'son licensed by the Department to per-
form sewapge disposal services, or to
an owner or contract purchaser in pos-
session of -the land. Notwithstanding that -

the proposed construction would be in ac-
71-015 PROCEDURES FOR ISSUANCE cordance with all other rules of the

OR DENIAL OF PERMITS, (1) Applica~ Environmental Quality Cormnmission, the

tion for permits shall be made on the Director or his authorized representa-
Department’s approved applicationforms, tive shall not issue a permit if he finds
All application forms must be completed such construction would violate any or-
in full, signed by the applicant or his " dinance or regulation enacted or promul~
legally authorized representative and ac- gated by a constitutive local pove rnmerital
"companied by the required non-refundable agency having jurisdiction over the sv™
permit application fee and the specified _ject real property, - :
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(5), The Director or his authorized
representative shall not issue a permit
if a community or area-wide sewerage
" gystermn is available which will have ade-
quate capacity to serve the proposed
£ cage discharge and which is being, or
ai the time of CO!“"lCCthn will be, operated
and maintained in compliance with the
provisions of a waste discharge permit
issued by the Department.

(2} A communrity or area-wide sewerage
systemm shall be deermed available if its
nearest connection point from the line of
the property onwhich is located the nearest
building to be connected is or will be:

{A) For a proposed single family dwell-
"~ ing, or other establishment with-a pro-
jected sewage flow of not more than

/'-———th‘ree hundred

(o0 gallons per day,\(300)feet or less.

(B) For a proposed subdivision or
group of two {2) to five {5) single family
dwellings, or equlvalent in projected sew~

\\\\three hundred

age flow not more than{20Q feet mul-
tiplied b) the number of dwellings or
equivalents, -

- {C) For a proposed subdivisionor group
of six (6) to ten (10) single family dwell-
ings, or_equivaleni, not more thantll000

~~two hundred

feet plus\(ISO)fee‘. multiplied by the num-
ber of dwellings or equivalents exceed-
i five (3). :

(D) ¥For a proposed subdivision .or
group of eleven {11} to twenty {20) single
-family dwellines, or equivalent, not more

;—ﬂ\\Oné'th0usand

one hundred fifty

than\l1,750) feet plusW100] feet multiplied
“by the number of dwelhngs or equiva-
lents exceeding ten (10).

(E) For a proposed subdivision or
group of twenty-one (21) to fifty (50)
_single family dwellings, or_equivalent, not"

;ﬁqlone thousand seven hundred fiTty

more tha*ﬂ(z 730) feet plusi{’ ect mul-
tiplied by the number of dwell;ngs ‘or
‘equivalents exceeding twenty (20). ‘

Mifty

(b} For a proposed subdivision or other |

development with more tha50)sinigle fam.-
ily dwellings, or equ1va1ent the Depart-
ment shall mmake a case-by-case deter-
mination of the availability of a com-
munily or area-wide sewerage system.

{6) A permit for construction fgf a_,
e_.

subsurface sewage disposal systemild

sipned to serve five (5) or more single .
farnily dwelling units or any other es-
tablishment with a projected sewage flow

[—G systems designed for a five (5) or more
u..nly dvelling or to serve any other dwell-

ing or dwellings or estab11shment projected
. to have

_27 -



[of Jmore than\LlZO()lgallons per daylshall \
not be issucd until: ' i

- {a) Plans and specifications for the pro-
posed subsurface sewapge disposal system
have been reviewed and approved by the
Department, 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 Department has evidence
of non-conformance of. such proposed
systemn with applicable local land-use
planning, zoning, and building require-
ments, . :

(b) The person proposing to construct
such a system has f{iled with the De-
partment, pursuant to the provisions of
ORS 454,425, hs amended by Section
196 of Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973,]]
a surety bond of a’ sum required by the

-Commission, not %o exceed the sum of { ~ ' '
1625,000) The bond skall be executed in \tWenty'ﬁve'thousand-'donars
favor of the State of Oregon and shall | -
be approved as to form by the Attorney
‘General, - _

(7) A perrnit issued pursuant to these -
rules shall be effective for a pexiod of
one vyear from the date of issuance,

{8) Prior Construction Permits or Ap~
.provals. All permits or written approvals
involving site evaluations issued prior to
Januvary 1, 197#£ shall be accepted under
these rules as wvalid for construction of
a subsurface sewage disposalsystempro-.

- viding they expressly avthorizeuse of such
facilities for an individual lot or for
a specificlot within a subdivision; they
were issued by a representative of a state
or local agency authorized by law to grant
such approval; and they were issued in
accordance with all rules in effect at
the time. No parson having a valid prior |
permit or approval meeting the above
requirements shall -commence construc-.
tion of a subsurface sewage disposal sys-
tem until he has made application for
a construction permit required by ORS
"454.655, has paid the permit fee re-
quired by ORS 454,745 and has received
a construction permit from the Depart-
ment, Construction shall conformasnear-
1y as possible with the current rules of
the Commission. Before operating or
using the system the perrmittee shall ob-

one thousand two hundred

—

[-of sewaqe flow
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tain a ‘‘Certificate of Satisfactory Com-
pletion’” as required by ORS 454,665,
¥ it is not possible for construction to
be in full compliance with the current
rules of the Commission the‘Certificate \ i I .
of Satisfactory Completion must contain Subsurface Construction Permit and
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 construction shall be 1
completed by July 1M 1976) All permits | ™\
and written approvals issued prior to

- J l, 1974 shall i July 17 .
fig7a.g o T ehal expine on Jubr L An_expired prior construction

; ' nerimit shall be renéwed -upon reguest
Nbndommnts o IO SR | Ko Ty T V076, ypon seyient of
(a) When a sewerage system becomes the proper fee, _E"‘,“?‘.’?"-.‘ed 11 meets

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- | op other treatment facility
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 septic
tank, seepape 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. -

(Yo
~J
oh

|

_ﬁ) _J
e [Na}
-] ~
o ~d

‘section.

or other treatment facility

Hist: Amended 6-26-~74 by DEQ 73(T)
Effective 6~26-74,
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71-020 SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
DISPOSAL SYSTEMS, All subsurface
sewage disposal sysiems 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 the
fipures listed in Columns 1 and 2 oflfthe

following table: ] Table

\3 oy othér valid information that may

{c) Maintenance - All subsurface sew-
age disposal sysgtems 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 - No cooling water,

.~ air conditioning water, ground water, oil,

or roof drainage shall be discharged to

any subsurface sewage disposal system.
(f) Pipe Materials and Construction =~

Standards required to be met for pipds ]

used for subsurfaceldisposal systems in-
cluding the building sewer, the effluent

—

show different flows.

—~—Ssewage

sewer, and the distribution pipe[s.l_in the

~header Qfgeﬁ‘

absorption facility onltranspirationlsys-
tern are found in Appendix E. All pipds ]
used in subsurface sewage disposal sys-
tems shall comply with the standards
set forth in Appendix E which by this
reference are incorporated herein,

\eVontranSDiration-

- 30 -

{a) The effluent sewer shall extend
at least five (b) feet bavond a septic
“tank or other treatment facility before
connecting to any distribution unit or
~ distribution pipe.
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Table 3
Quantities of  vage Flows

Column 1 ' Column 2

Minimum Gallons
Per Establishment

Type of Estabiishment | - Gailons Per Day Per Day
Airports ‘ 5 (per passenger) 150
Bathhouses and swimming pools ' 10 (per person 3na
Camps (4 persons per campsite, where applicable) :
Campground with central comfort stations : .35 (per person) 700
With flush toilets, no showers . - 25 (per person) : 500
Construction camps (semi-permanent) : . 50 (per person) © 1000
Day camps (no meals served) , 15 (per person) : ' 300
Resort camps {night and day) with limited p1umb1ng 50 {per person) _ 1000
Luxury camps - | 100 {per person} 2000
Churches . _ 5 {per seat) © 150
Country clubs ' 100 (per resident member) - 2000
Country clubs ' . 25 (per non-resident member present) -—-
Dwellings: ' ' B
Boarding houses , "~ 100 (per bedroom) , 500
Additional for non-resident boarders 10 {per person) | —--
Multiple family dwellings (apartments) . 150 (per bedroom) | 600
Rooming houses _ A 80 (per bedroom) ' 500
Single-family dwellings | ' 150 {per bedroom) 300
Factories {exclusive of industrial wastes with .
shower facilities) 35 (per person per shift) 300
Factories {exclusive of industrial wastes, with- K -
out shower facilities) ‘ ' 15 {per person per shift) . 150
Hospitals : - 250 (per bed space) 2500
Hotels with private baths ‘ : ) 120 (per room) ; ' 600
Hotels without private baths o : 100 {per room) 500
Institutions other than hospitals | 125 (per bed space) 1250
' Laundries, seif-service _ ' 500 {per machine) 2500
Mobile home parks ‘250 - [ 375](per space) ' 750
Motels with bath, toilet, and kitchen wastes ~ 100 (per.bedroom) | 500
Hotels : o 80 (per bedroom) S 400

Picnic Parks (toilet wastes‘on1y) 5 (per picnicker) 150



.,ZE-.

Quantities of Sewagé Flows

Column 2

| 'Type of Establishment

Column 1

Gallons Per Day

Minimum Gallons

" Per Establishment

Day, at schools and offices

Per Day
Picnic Parks (with bathhouses, showers and fiush to11ets) 10 (per picnicker) 300
Restaurants (toilet and kitchen wastes) ‘ 40 (per seat) 800
Restaurants (single-service with toilet) 2 (per customer) 300
Restaurants (additional for bars and lounges) 10 (per seat) i -
Schools: (30 persons per classroom) '
Boarding 100 {per person) 3000
Day, without gyms, cafeterias or showers 15 (per person) 450
Day, with gyms, cafeterias and showers 25 (per person) 750
Day, with cafeteria, but without gyms or showers 20 (per person) 600
. Service stations 10 {per vehicle served) 500
Swimming pools and bathhouses 10 (per person) 300
« ‘Theaters:
Movie 5 {per seat) 300
Drive-in : _ 20 (per car space) 1000
Travel trailer parks (without individual water and sewer B
hookups ) o ‘ : - 80 (per space) 300
Travel trajler parks (with individual water and sewer :
hookups) 100 (per space) 500
Workers: ,
~ Construction (at semi-permanent camps) 50 (per person) 300
15 (per shift) 150



[DELETE PAGE]

(2) Minimum Separation Distances =~
Septic tanks and all other treatment units
and all portions of any subsurface sewage
disposal area, including the replacement

area, shall rnoft be installed closer than
the following distances from items be=-

low:

(see footmote 1}

Sewage Disposal

Septic Tanks and

(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 eut 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 banka,
. except where intercepting ground wa-
ter (see footnote 6)

Aren Other Treatment Units
100 ft. 5O £t -
10 ft. 10 ft.
25 ft, 10 ft.
100 ft. 50 ft,
10 ft. 10 ft,
10 ft, 5 ft,
25 ft,
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| L facilities B ."faCfTities-—1
714020 (2) Mimimum Scparation Distances - Sepiic tanks and ail other treatncntiﬂhitél - SEWAGE DISPCSAL AREA SEPTIC TANKS, GTHER i
distridution units and any effective side wall, including the replacement area, shall ‘ 7 -~ TREATHENTLUNTTS QHD _
not be instalied closer than the Tollowing distance from {tems below: : . . CISTRIBUTION UHITS
{a) Gro$n? water supplies, exeluding springs. {Including temporarily abandoned . | 100" 50!
rowells i ' : ' .

(b) Springs : - o : :
1. Upsiope from effective side wall E ‘ ‘ - L . 50"

: 2, Downslope from offective side wall 7 o : 100" - i 50"
{¢) Intermittant streams. including a1l ground water interceptors, agricu1tura1 o 50. 50"
draintile, cuts-manmade and ditches, except curtain drafns . L : . . '

1.7 Curtain drains upslope from effective side wall (see footnote 2) - o S - A 5

2. Curtain drains downsigpe from effective $ide wall S s ‘ 50

(dj Surface public water, excluding 1nterm1ttant streams, ground water inter-
ceptors, agricultural draintile, cuts- ﬂanmade and ditches {see footnotes 447

1. Upslope from effective side wall - . ; : 50' - 50'
2. Downslope frem effective side wa11 ' ' _ ' 100" . 50"

(e) Top of downslope cuts-manmade : '
1.

Which {ntersect one or more impervious or restrictive Tayers ' 50! o 50
2. Vhich do not intersect eone or nore impervious or restrictive layers, ' 25! , 0!
gxcept where intercepting ground water ‘ : ‘

(f) Unstable land forms . ' ‘ | E o ' 50! . ) 50!
(g) Escarpments " o 25! ‘ . R TL
1. Which intexsect one or moré impervious or restrlctlve lavers. ‘ 501 107
2. Whic o _not intersect One or more 1mnerv1.ous QY restrictive ' '
(r) Property line (see footnote 2 & 3] _ Tavers o 25 _ - 10
1. lhen adjacent to property served by a community water supply E : , 10t . 10! )
2. When adjacent to property served by an individual or public ‘ R 251 - T '
water supply , Do ' . ‘ :
(4} Mater mafns or service lines o - ' L RERRE [ .o
{(J} Foundation lines of any bullding {ncluding garages and out buildings _ , ot B '[ 1001 5

{see feotnote 5)




e o 2. Curtain drains located upslopé from--any- portion -of a subsurface sewade

in the judgment of the
Repartment or contracting
agent T

Footnotes:

1, Greater separation distances will be required ifithe disposal system will
adversely affect the quality of any public waters of the state.

S ——

- 3. [2] Where more than one lot or parcel is served by a common subsurface
T 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.

=

[3.] Community and public water supplies are -as defined in Sections 167 and’
168 of Chapter 835, Oregon Laws 1973. .

5, [4.]Set back from streams shall be measured from bank drop-off or mean
. yearly high water mar ! 7 . ‘ : - ! .
| whichever provides the greatest separation distance.

b.

~15,]Septic tanks and other t’re'éiiﬁént\pnitsishau be kept as close to the mini-
“mum separation distance from the foundation 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. ] . :

7. In subdivisions or lots approved by the appropriate governing body
prior to May 1, 1973 with a minimum set back from surface public waters |
of {50) feet, the Department will consider and may approve installation of |.
a subsurface system with a set back of not less than{50){feet, AN

) fifty
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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 esiablishments,

(b) In an area under the control of a
city or other legal entity authorized fto
construct,
munity or area-wide sewerage system, a

¢+ 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 otherwise

comply with the requ1rement5 of these .

rules,
{c} A redundant disposal field system

satisfying the minimum standards setforth
in Appendix C of these rules may be-

installed for single family dwellings on

- 36 -

lots and parcels for which the deeds or
sales contracts had been recorded or a
subdivision plat or partitioning approved
prior to January 1, 1974,

A redundant d15posal field sy's‘_tern shall
not be approved where sufficient poten-

operate and rnaintain a com- -

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 installa-
tion of both the main system and the

_redundant system shall be completed, ex-

cept for covering, prior to the inspection

required by\lSection 214, Chapter 835,
Oregon Laws 1973.] ORS 454.665.——

{d) On a lot or parcel for which a deed
or sales contract had been recordéd or a
subdivision plat or partitioning approved

by the appropriate governing body prior

to January 1, 1974, a subsurface sewage
disposal system may, with prior approval
of the Director, be iInstalled without zither
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 fo provide space for a repla.ce-
ment area,

(B) The lot is located v.rlthln an area

demgpated in a city or county plan for
future sewer service.

(C} Water supply will be by a com-
munity water system,

(D) The so0il 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 thanf150]square

~susina either disposal trenches, or
" seenaqe trer'ci"es i

Lone hundred- f]ftv (159)




feet per‘_(_lSOlgallon daily waste flow and
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 classifica-
tion, and the subsurface sewage dispo-

sal system will otherwise meet all re-:
quirements of these rules, B

(4) Multiple Service - Where a water-'
carried subsurface sewage disposal sys- -
tern 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 easementmustaccommodate the:
entire proposed subsurface sewage dis-:
posal system, including set backs, which:
lies beyond the property line,
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71-025 SEPTIC TANKS, All septic tanks
shall comply with the following require-—
ments:

(1) Required liquid capacity of the flrst
compartment of septic tanks shall be at
least {750} gallons for flows up to\lB00). x ]
gallons per day; shall be equal to at | * ‘seven hundred fifty

I; least one and one-half(1l-1/2)days’ sewape T
| g—*\\\\\f1ve hundred
i

flow for flows between[(SDO aner._SOO)gal-
lons per day; and shall be equal to fivé hundred
(1125) gallons plus seventy-five (75) per-
_ceng gof the diulj sewa_gtg flow for flljowsl\one thousand |we hundred
greater thanl1500 Jgallons per day. Ad- \
ditional volume may be required by the “one thousand’ fwe hundred
Director or his authorized representa- :
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 Sewapge 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 capa-
city less than indicated in the following:
(a) Single Family Dwellings: '

Required Recommended
Minimum . Liqguid
Number  Capacity Capacity
of in . in
Bedrooms Gallons " _Gallons.
1 750 , 1200
2 750 - 1200
3 300 1200
4% 1000 1200

*For each addltlonal bedroom, add[(ZSO) Ntwo hundred fifty
—.~[gall to tank capacity.

Minimum liguid capacities of septic
tanks for structures and establishments
not listed shall be determined by the
Director or his authorized representat1ve.,

_f_ga]10ns

™y
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(b) Establishments Other Than Single-Family Dwellings

Septic Tank
Minimum Liquid Capacity

Type of Establishment _ i In Gallnns
Airports . . . . . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e s 750
Bathhouses- and swimming pools . . . . . « « « ¢ « o s 2001
Camps: C
Campground with central comforL stations . . . . 2000
With flush toilets, no showers .-. . . . .. .. 1200
- Construction camps (semi-permanent) . . e e .. 20M
Nay camps (no meals served) . . . . . . . . . .. 120n
Resort camps (night and day) with -
Timited plumbina . . . . . ¢, .+ o . . .. 2000
AUXury Camps .. . . L - i e e e e e e e e e e s 3000
Churches . . . . . . . . .. e e ee  ee e e e e 750
Country clubs . . . . . . . ¢ .« . 4 o0 e e - s . 300
Dwellings: : _ : I
Boarding houses . . . . . .« . . . . .. v e .. 2000
Multinle family dwe111nqs (apar;wents) . e . .. - 2000
R00m1nn houses & . . . o . . . L L e . . . 2000
Factories (exc]us1ve of industrial wastes, . .
with shower facilities). . . . . . . e . e .. . 120D
Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes,
without shower facilities) . . . . . . .. . . . I50
Hospitals . . . . .« & v v v o v o v s v b e e 5000
Hotels with pr1vate baths . .. . . . e e e ee e . o« 2000
llotels without private baths . . . . . . . .. .. . . 2000
Institutions other than hospitals . . . . . . . . e . 3000
Laundries, self-service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3000
Mobile home parks . . . . . . . . .« . o .. e e . . 3000
"Motels with bath, teilet, and k1tchen wastes . .. 2000
Picnic parks. (to1]et wastes only) . . . . . . . . .. 1200
Picnic parks {with bathhouses, showers and T
flush toilets) . . . . . « . ¢ . i . .. . .+ 2000
~ Restuarants (tnilet and kitchen wastps) s e e . 3000
Restuvarants (single-service with to11et) c e e e . . 1200
Schools: -
Boarding . . . . . . . . « . -« oL . ... S . . 3500

Jay, without qyms cafeter1as or showers . . . . 1200
Day, with cafeteria, but without gyms

or Showers . . . . . .« « « . . . e e e e e 2000
Service stations . . . . e e w e e e e e - .. 2000
Swimming pools and bathhouses e e e e e e e e . 2000
" Theaters: -
tovie . . . .+« . . .. e e e e e e e e . .. 1200
Drive-in . . . . 2000
Travel trailer parks (u1th0ut 1nd1v1dua1 water and '
sewer hookups) . . . . . . . 2000
Travel trailer parks (w1th 1nd1v1;ua] water and '
sewer hookups) « v v v v v v b bt e e e el . . 2000
Yorkers: : .
-Construction (at semi-permanent camps} . . . . . 1200
Day, at schools and offices . . . . . .-. . .. 750
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(3) Installati;:m -
{a) Septic tanks installed with more
than eighteen (18) inches of soil cover.

shallifhave a manhole provided for ac- N

cess to the tank, :

(b) No septic tank shall be installed
in such a manner that the sewage flow
from one building drain or building sewer
is divided with one portion being dis-
charged to a second tank,

(c) 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 [1 ]
Appendix A, which by this reference is
mcorpcrated herein,

(d) 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, . i

(f) 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, '

(g} 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 sewape flow
from any establishment shall be con-
solidated into one septic tank,

(4) Construction -~ The construction of
septic tanks shall comply with the mini~
mum standards set forth in Appendix A,

—— = - e — e i e e = e =
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71~030 DISPOSAL AREAS. (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 than twelve (12)

trench, .

~——point

point-

s t {of th 0sa , L. . ,
inches below the bottomlo eldisp I-effectwe sidewall of theJ

(b) A restrictive layer is less than
_thirty (30) inches below the surface of
the ground or less than six (6) inches

below the bottom[of the [disposal trench.
{¢} An area where thellseasonal high

'six (6) feet of the natural ground sur-
face, |except in defined areas where the
Department has determined that degrada-
tion of ground water supplies or health

[_effective $idewall of the

highest level attained
by a permanent ‘water table or permanently

" perched watér table will be within four

. water table (saturated zone) is within - “TZY Foet oF the bottom Boint of the

effective sidewall of the disposal trench,

hazards would not be caused, 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[blacklhighly or-
ganicl[soils,
water level.]

—1layers_or grayish low chroma layers
" may be found at the hidhest seasonal level

1 " of the water taple._
may be found at the liquid -~ ' T

Some Soils

““including but not Timited to cartain salt
~affected soils and low iron bearing soils

may not show signs of mottling even though

"~ they become saturated under laterally

41 -

‘restricitive conditions for extended periods

of time.



{B) Whehr-e water- movement is lateral-

ly unrestricted/[as evidenced by the lack
of mottling, the liquid water level pre-
dictions) .where possible shall be based
on past observations by the Director or
his authorized representative. If such ob-
servations have not been made, or are

not conclusive, application for a permit
ropriate obser-

shall be denied until a
vations can beilmade. ]

~ (d) _An area where the highest level at--

‘would cause temporarily perched ground water

to come in contact with the absorption ,
“facility's effective sidewall. MWater table

the highest seasonal lével of thé water
tab1e, _ _

L__performed as prescribed in subsec¢tion

MY (€Y (€Y of this section. -

(1) The winter months where mottling
is present, and exdact confirmation of water
level 'is desired, or where water levels are
expected, and no mottling is present or

“"levels may be predicted during periods of

‘dry weather utilizing criteria set forth in

section. .

——

where parent material or other factors may -

be causing mottiing.

(i1} 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.
~ (i11) Periods of runoff in artifi-

7 _C‘ia] 1y drained areas which may be subjéct

o) |
- [{d)] Slopes exceeding these maximums

(A} Where restrictive layers are en-

countered:
Depth to Maximum Slope
"Restrictivé_Layer, "~ Allowed
Greater than 48 inches 25%
Between 36 and 48 dinches 18%
Between 30 and 36 inches 12%

(B) Where impervious Tayers are en- -
countered:

_ Depth to Maximum S16pe
"~ Impervious lLayer “Allowed
Greater than 72 inches 25%
Between 54 and 72 inches 18%
Between 36 and 52 inches 12%
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m [(e) ] Where coarse grain material is
located within thirty-six (36) inches of
»_the natural ground surface and the in-
stallation and utilization of a disposal
‘ench would cause degradation of the

r—A minimum separation distance of eighteen

{18) inchas_ shall be maintained between

quality of public waters. .

"the” trench

Nofe Any site fi]1ed or. modified must

(_g_)_ [(f)]A.n area where an accumulation of
' surface water will occur for a period|
] of two (2) consecutive weeks or longer,|
h) "~ flg)] An area that has been filled or

.the so0il has been modified, except in
subdivisions or lots approved by the ap-
propriate governing body prior toJanuary
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 of{li)oorlﬂ"struc-
tured soils such as -sand, sandy loam

or loamy sand,

{3) “l{h)l An area that will be covered by
- asphalt’ or concrete, or where vehicu=-
lar traffic will be allowed to dr:we over

P the field after installation,
(k) [ (i) ]An area subjected to excessive sat-

- uration due to, but not limited to, ar-
tificial 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 dls-
posal area, |

{(2) Rural Areas - For single fam:ly
dwellings\ proposed to be constructed in
certain rural zoning classifications de-
signated by the county and approvedby the
Department, the installation of a disposal
trench shall be considered and may be
allowed where the soil proﬁle depth to

, - 43 -
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an impervious layer is less than i[36":|! \thwty—sm l(.35.)'-inches

* where ‘the soil profile depth to a res-
trictive _layer is less than thirty (30)
inchesJlwhere the seasonal highwater ta-
ble (saturated zone) is less than six (6)
feet of the natural ground surface,]Where

the topographical slope is. greater than.ﬁ.

[25%,) where coarse grain materiald] are
‘less than thirty-six (36) inches of the
natural ground surface, or where the pro-
posed disposal area has been filled, pro-
- vided a public health hazard would not
be created, and the installation would not
cause degradation of the public waters
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-
sonable, burdensome or impractical due to

special physical conditions or cause. Any
permit proposed to be issued under these
- conditions by any authorized representa-
. 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-
- fective sidewall area shall be calculated
as seepage area. The amount of effec-
.. tive sidewall area required for each dis- -
: posal field shall be determined by con-.
[ sideration of soil characteristics, includ-
ing texture and levels of restrictive layers,
observed and anticipated perched ground
water levels, topographical and climato-
logical features,

(b} Where restrictive layers are en-

‘water table would be less than four (4)
‘feet below the bottom of the absorption
facility's effective sidewall,

Ltwenty-five (25) percenﬁ,r

—would be less than eighteen (18) inches

countered,[fhe following chartlshall be “~T.ple &

used to determine the minimum effective

sidewall area. (Note: Thiﬁart]ghall not
be used to determine soil suitability for
". disposal area installation,)

(c) Where observed or projected 1iquid
water is encountered, \[the -following chart]

\

\\\tab1e

shall be used to determine the minimum Table 6

effective sidewall area. (Note: this “
_[chart] shall not be used to determine soil '\

suitability for disposal area installation.) able -
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7)
(4) Minimum Installation Requirements
for Disposal Trenches (See Diagramil}l-
~{a) Excavations - The bottom of each
disposal trench g[hall be parallel with
the grade of the [tile] 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

diameter shall be allowed in the dis-
~posal trench, The filter material shall
extend the full width of the disposal
trench or seepage trench,

N

distributﬁon~p1pe:_r_”"

less than three quarters (3/4) inchlin

shall not be _

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

struction materials. Backfill shall be
carefully placed to prevent damage to
the piping and to the installation.

L _nor larger than two and one~ha1f (2-172)
" inches :

-85 .

of earth,masonry, stumps, or waste con--



(e);

‘partment:

"[(d)]Distribution pipes shall have a mini-
mum diameter of four (4) inches and
shall be laid true to line and grade. The
distribution pipe may consistof perforated
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 boxshall
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
of the ditch. The pipe installation shall
conform with the following requirements
unless otherwise approved by the De-

\\\\(d) Header pipe shall be water-
tight, have a minimum diameter of

“four (4) inches, and shall be bedd--

‘on undisturbad earth. Trenches st 1

" not be constructed to_allow septic

" tank effluent to flow backwards from

" "the distribution nine to undermine
“the distribution box, the septic_tank

““or other treatment facility, or any
‘portion of the distribution unit.

" Where distribution boxes are used,

" header pine shall extend at least four

4) feet beyond the box before enter-
ing the disposal area.

(i) Plastic pipel shalllbe 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 laid with

oneffourth] (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 pH of

\

quarter

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‘[shal]-] 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
which does not comply with the standards

- in Appendix E, which by this reference

are :mcorporated herein.

(e) DJ.sposal trenches shall be con-
structed in accordance with the standard
dimensions listed in the following table:

{A) Minimum lines per field using

-
\may

equal distribution system ~¥2)

\two

‘ {(B] Maximum length per trench -
\(125)feet :

(C) Minimum diameter of distribution

~one hundred twenty-five

lines = ‘Y¥)inches
(D) Maximum grade of distribution

!. lines - \(2)inch drop in every{lZ5Jfeet

(E) Minimum bottom width of trench -

LZ 4}inches

(F)} Minimum depth of trench S
{G) Maximum depth of trench ¥3é}inches
(H) Minimum . deoth of backfill over

" filter material - 12]inches

(I) Minimum distance of undisturbed

\__

“four

two

one hundred twenty-five

\\e1ghteen (18) 1nchesj except 1in ser1a1

" earth between disposal trenches {8)feet*

(J)_Minimum .depth of filter material

undew[4 inch tile’; -J{ 6)inches
(K) Minimum tofal depth of filter ma-

terial -M12) inches

(LM Maximum depth Jof filter material

over distribution pipe - -2 jinches
" *Note: In redundant disposal systems,

this dimension applies todisposal trenches

designed to operate simultaneously,

(5) Seepage pits, cesspools, \Eld trans-
ation Systems, j : e )
(ﬁa) Seepage pits, cesspools, and trans-
piration systems shall not be used for
the subsurface disposal of sewage except
where specifically approved by the De-

wate
used for the

- except where specifically approved by the
 Department. Seepage pits and cesspools shall

partment, An}r 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 Department]

\\\fél‘Evapotranspjraffon Susteﬁs anamgray' )
_ 8

not be used, except in those counties of

three hundred fifty thousand {350,000) popu-

fation or greater. HNo new Tand part1t1on1nq P

Ntntrey-six ‘trenches, the mini-
\‘\g;;ti%S‘“*‘ - ‘mum depth shall be
NG " twenty=four {24) -
Neight . dnches
ﬁW“dﬁ‘ R j.‘.yl;,.,
Tetwelve '
-
[ Depth o
™ two, |
=~

£

.

20T subdivision sha11 be made based on .,

N
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the use of seepage pits and CESspooTs.
Any permit_Tor a seegaqe pit, CesspouT,
evapotranspiration system. or gray 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 cesspools whan any ov
the following conditions are present:

{A}_Uhare the-Perched water table Or-

%7+ water table (saturated zone) is closer than
j e f f the qround
during any_season of the year,
(B} Where a community water supply is not
available.
(C)_ Where clean. coarse gravel or other
© equally porous material does not occur in a con-

< permanently

permanent

- tinuousVi§-foot-deep stratum within twetve (12} -
- feet of the surface of the ground,
; (D) In limestone areas.
~ (E)_\Vhere an_imperviogus_layer overlays thn
aravel stratum,

S

-{F) Other areas where, in_the judgment of the _

Department, deep disposal of sentic,tank,eff]uenf'

. may jeopardize the quality of any domestic water
supply or any other waters of the State.
() Maximum depth of seepage p1ts shall be 35

-:f-fee}fbe]ow +.._ground_syrface

: term1nate at 1easL four {4) feet ahove the nerche

d

" 'water table or seasonal high water table
-+ (saturated zone).

o fd) In tamggrounds or othéﬁ'pub1ic'u3e'éreas,

f'?1etters not Tess than threg’ (3) inches in he1ght
‘and in a color contrasting with the background.

o -“(é) Gray véuer waste disposal sumns (see Apnﬂndix

. waste disposal 1n 11m1ted use areas such as recrea-

five

tion parks, isolated individual camp sites, seasonal -

dje1]1ngs, 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 tha Department. Gray water from
dwellings and other structures which have piped 1in
‘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.

__j_ [(b)] Standards requ1red to be met for

- seepage pit, {andy]: cesspoo]lconstruct1on are
found in Appendix D.
(6) Seepage Trenches.
(a) Seepage trenches may be used in
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the soil profile depth is less than thirt
(30) inches to a restrictive 1ayerﬁ where

graphical slope is greater than twenty-
. five percent (25 ), where coarse grain
-rnaterials are less than thirty-six (36)

- where

~ply with these rules. In no such

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 Departmentd

[(b) Seepage trench construction shallbe
the same as for disposal trenches except
that the maximum depthmay exceed thirty-
six (36) inches.)

(7) Repair of Disposal Areas,

(a) In repairingafailingdisposalsystem
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 seasonal high water table (saturated
zone) 1is less than six (6} feet of the |
natural ground surface],where the topo-

Seepage trenches may -not be-used in an

‘utilized.

Areas considered for seepage
trench construction shall meet all
‘conditions required by subsection (1)

(b) Seepage trench dimensions shall
be determined by the following formula:

Length of seepage trench=

(4){Length of disposal trench)
3+ (2)(D)

Where D= depth of filter material
"below distribution pipe in feet

where permanently perched groundwater or.

inches of the natural ground surface,
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 systerm requires the in-
stallation of additional sidewall seepage

“area, . then the total effective sidewall

seepage area, where feasible, shall com-
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 systerm and
allowing the failing system time to re-
cover before the effluent diverts back
to the original disposal area. '
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"~ the permanent wateéer table would come
“within four (4) feet of the absorption

‘facility's effective sidewall, where

" temporarily perched water is within

twenty-four (24) inches of ground sur-

© face or is in contact with the effec-
tive sidewall, '




MINIMUM SIDEWALL SEEPAGE AREA IN SQUARE FEET PER(l:)o)GALLoNs 4
DAILY WASTE FLOW DETERMINED FROM TYPE OF SOIL VERSUS DEPTH

- DEPTH TO RESTRICTIVE

LAYER

Scil Type at the Dcpth of chpa:al Trerch -

*C]ays that have a 10w or moderate

shrink-swell potential combined with a
moderate or strong structure according

to the SCS OR-1 for that type of 501?

ot

shall be permitted w1th a soil rat1ng of
(330) square feet per(150)ga11ons daily

waste f]ow.

TABLE 5

\one hundred f1fty

MINIMUM SIDEWALL SEEPAGE AREA IN SQUARE FEET PER(150) GALLONS

DAILY WASTE FLOW DETERMINED FROM TYPE OF SOIL VERSUS DEPTH

TO WATER DURING THE HIGHEST PERIOD OF A YEAR

DEPTH TO TEMPORARILY

PERCHED
GROUNDWATER -

“ONE HUMDRED FIFTY

2hm 150 1%0 250 275 2C0 330
30 125 150 120 250 275 | 30
60 125 150 189 250 275 200
4on 125 159 180 259 275 200 g
48" 100 | 125} 190 | w0} 20 ] s E;
[ ]
shn 100 125 150 150 250 275 b
6o 100 125 150 | 120 250 275 §
€6t 100 100 125 150 180 250
or morc
sarpy | Loav sier | cray | siiwy]| siy | ocnay
LOAM Lo:M | roaM | cLay ] cLay
CAND LOAM

Eoil Type ot the Depth of Dirpsasal Trench

- " TABLE 6

- Bﬁ;

OF RESTRICTIVE LAYER.
2" 156 180 256 275 x0 330
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71-035 DISTRIBUTION TECHNIQUES,
(1' “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 Systefn (Diagramsf[lA and 1B )
(A) The loop system shall be used on

\SA ‘8B, ‘and’ 86)

. level ground only. Al lines] and headexs

shall be 1evel with no drop throucrhout

- their length,

(B} A d15tr1butmn box mav receive the

\1atera'|s S ‘ s

" effluent sewer andilshall divert the flow
. of sewage into a header for each lateral

" in the disposal facilityl In Lieu of a dis-

tribution box, a series of “‘tees’’ laid

. on an even grade may be used,

\cohcurrent:Iy divert’ the flow into header
‘pipe for éach lateral of the absorntmn '
fac111tv. :

(C) [The disposal, 1litrenches shall be

interconnected at the farthest point from

_\Di_sposa'l

- the\ldistribution box]by ‘‘tees’ connect-
ing an additional disposal trench which

< shall run at ngh’c angles to the other

#7111 be the same,
2). 1

be used on level ground only.

'f.313)

" trenches,

{D) The elevatlon of all dlsposal trenches

effluentrsewer'or headar pipe

b) Equal D15tr1but1on System‘[[DJ.acrram

{A) The equal d1str1but10n system shall

(Diagrams 10A and 10B).

(B} A distribution boxilshall receive

-the effluent sewer and shall divert the
 flow of sewage into a headegr for each

lateral in the disposal fac111ty-.]

may receive the effluent sewer and concurrently
divert the fiow into heéader pipe for each

(c} Serial System (Dlagramé[ 3A and

(A) The Serial System shall be used

‘on sloping ground. The bottom of each

trench and its distribution line shall
.be level, T ' '

(B} One overflow pipe or one set of

. drop-boxes per line shall be used to
“ divert the effluent to the succeeding trench
"7 at such time as each fills.

{2} Distribution Boxes, .
(a) Construction. Construction of dis-

' tr1but1on hoxes shall comply with the m1n1wum

standards set forth in Appendix B. _
(b) Foundation. A11 distribution boxes

/shaH be hedded on und1sturbed ear‘th as

3

“lateral of the absorption facility.

1A and 118). -

own in D1ag'ram [4 1

5] -



' from - septic Tank
|t pistribution Box
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Diagram &8A

©Loop SYS

LOOP SYSTEM with Manifold

Diagram 8B
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from Sepﬂc tank
Effluent Sewer
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LOOP _SYSTEM without Header Manifold or Distripution Box

Diagram 8&cC

ground line

~undisturbed
earth

DISTRIBUTION. BOX. CROSS SECTION

(As shown in diagrams 5A 8A and [04)
Specification detfail pp. 68 § 69
Digagram 9
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from septic tank

” _—Distribution . box
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" FQUAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
C O (With _Distribution Box)
Diagram I0A

rom septic tank
Effluent Sewer
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EQUAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
(Without Distribution Box)
Diagram 108
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from septic tank

E CF GROUND .

Undisturbed Eorth

>
b\ v a

SECTION A-A

0!

Qé i IAL- DISTRIBUTION. . SYSTEM

(With Drop Box) .
Diagram IIA

Inlet
'I';ghfp omﬂ

6 inlet

Ipe

: overflow pip
é’i‘; @mf Joint

undisturbed Yi22+
earth — §573

pipe

DROP_BOX CROSS. SECTION

~ 55 -

il Distribution




from

SeP 'f'ic% FoI = =—T f—': s l=In == ::'.:I: == '.___ T_—__—T:‘.. =

f, . :
tank A 8 min. 10" min.

OF GROUND

-l
R T EE rE ==t ot s ::::‘: e R — LIJ
. . . %
tight joints S
between S o,
laterals ___Z?'— e e | Rt
<~ —Laterals |
= 2
Fﬂ.:lt:—.‘:';:ur.t T3 ::'x:'.:r-*._-'-:__::-;gt—_‘_____:_:_: _k_::% :F—k:-r:‘J I

—

PLAN VIEW

| : ~ground Tight Jointed
iy " Pipe

| Dispo'sél :
Trench

SECTION A-A

SERIAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

(Without Drop Box)
Diagram IB
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1-040 NONWATER-CARRIED WASTE

DISPOSAL FACILITIES. (1) All nonwater-
" carried waste disposal facilities shall
comply with-the following requirements:

{(2) No nonwater-~carried waste disposal
facility shall be installed without prior
permit of the Dlrector or his authorized

representativ
{b) No nonwater-carriad waste d1sposa1
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 temporaryorlimited 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.

{¢) No water-carried sewage shall be
placed in nonwater-carried waste dis-
posal-facilities,

_$?\except', . .;'_' o d: temnorary

be exemp+ |rom permTt requ1rerents.
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(d) Separation Distances - Nononwater-
carried disposalfacilites shallbe installed
closer than the following distances from
the items below: ' '

Self-contained
Nonwaier~carried Unsealed
Waste Disposal Earth Pit
Facility j Type Privies

Groundwater
supplies including
wells, springs and

100 ft.

“ecisterns 50 ft,

Surface Public

Waters or Inter- )

mittent Stream 50 ft. 100 ft,
Property Line - 25 ft. 25 ft,

Gray Water Waste Disposal Sump

| Seepage Chambers and Disposal Trénches

< _Self-contained non-
water-carried waste

Upslope from
disposal area

Unsealed’ Earth Type Privies,—
Downslope from -

Groundwater

. supplies excluding 50',
springs-and. cisterns
Springs and cisterns  50°
Surface public '
“waters, excluding 50*
intermittent streams.
. Intermittent streams - 50!

Property line . 25"

100+ : 100?
[ ]
500 - _160'
50! o ' | 50!

25! . | 25¢

" "Table 7

LV -



structed 7
entrance of surface water into the pit,
~either as runoff or as flood water.

(e) Maintenance. A1l nonwater-carried
waste disposal facilities shall be main-
tained in a manner to prevent the oc=
« :rence of a public health hazard or to
prevent degradation of the quality of

ublic waters.

contents

{(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:

{2} The water

than four (4) feet below the maximum

“depth of the privy.

{b} The privy shall be located and con-
in a manner to eliminate the

{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) Seli-Contained Nonwater-»Carrled
Waste Disposal Facilities,
(2) The contents of a self-contained

norwater-carried waste disposal facility

"~ shall not be permitted to overflow onto

the surface of the ground or otherwise

cause a public health hazard or adverse-

- ly affect public waters.

(b) Standards required to be met for

"the construction of self-contained -non-

.

water-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 disposalfacilities

shall be constructed according
standards for unsealed
privies in these rules.

to the
.earth pit type

———

~ table or temporarily -
perched ground water shall not be closer ’

No nonvaterscarried waste disposal . f
"fac111ty\shaIT be discharaed into a storm
' Sewer or into any waters of the state.
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fr=UT O Yy AMTE, LMD FUIDAL SERVICE,

(1} License Required. No person shall
construct or pump oul or clean sub-
surface sewage disposal systems or
-~ pump out or cleannonwater-carried waste

disposal’ facilities without first obtain- |

ing a license frorn the Department,
- {2) Misuse of License.No personoperat-
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:
(2) Display or cause or permit to be
-displayed ox have-in his possession any
license, knowing it to- be {ictitious 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 suspénded, cancelled or
! “revoked.- . ' :

{c} Use a false name or give a false

or fictitious address in any application
“.for any such license, or any renewal
" or duplicate thereof, or knowingly give
a false age, or make a false statement,
or knowingly conceal a material fact or
otherwise commit a fraud in any such
application. : S :
(3) Revocation of License. When a
“license which had been issued by the
Department 1is revoked, cancelled,
- expired, the operator shall remove from.
display the license and, on trucks, all
identifying labels which were furnished
by the Department. : '
A sewage disposal service shall not
be consideredfor re-licensure for aperiod
of at least one (1} year after revocation
_of its license, ' o
{4) Minimum specifications for pumping

ki iy oty BrTU—

or

equipment‘g All pumping equipment shall
comply with the following requirements:
. {a) Tanks and other containers used
“ for the conveyance of the contents of

s including equipment. used fo
cleaning purposes, - .- -

r-chemical toils.

S,

-

. [ cesspools,]septic tanks.for privies shall ~oF other treat
“. have a liquid capacity of at least[(SSO) “five-hundred fi

gallons, be of watertight metal construc~ |
tion, fully enclosed, strong enough for all
conditions of operation, and shall be pro-
vided with suitable covers so that there

""" ént facilitias, holding tanks o
fty - vaults,
~~Quch tanks and other containers may also be us:
~ for the conveyance of the contents of chemical
" toilets. g

—_— S fifty

(b} _Tanks and other containers exclusively .

will be no spillage.

{c] T(6)]The tank truck 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,
[ {c}] Sewage hose on trucks shall be
thoroughly drained, capped, and stored in

(d)

60 -

used for the convevance of the contents of those
chemical toilets not exceeding{50)qalion ¢ ~acit
shall have a liquid capacity of at leasti{]. | '
gallons, be of watertight metal construction,
fully enclosed, strong enough for all conditions
of operation and shall be provided with suitable
covers so_that there will be no spiliage.

" one hundred fifty ———




such a manner that the contents Will notl

" ¢reate a health hazard or nuisance.

[(a) JThe dischaxrge nozzle shall be so
located that there is no flow or drip onto !
any portion of the truck. ) T S
[{e) JThe discharge nozzle shall be’ ‘with e1ther a‘taﬁﬂock'qui'ck'co;lmmq Or threaded
[-eaded and shall be capped when not. SCréy cap.  The nozzle shall be sealed by
3. use. J . threéaded cap or qu1cP'(':ouphnq vinen not in use.
[(£)]Spreader gates on tank shall be pro- :
hibited. o
[(gd Each truck shall at all times be
supplied with a pressurized wash water
tanl, disinfectant, and 1mp1ements needed
for cleanup purposes.
[(h}| Pumping equipment shall notbe used
for any other purpose,.

- nance.

- be so operated. that a health hazard or

{5) Equipment Operation and Mainte-~ ; \ / e

(3) Chﬂ'mceﬂ toﬂet c'leamng eaummonf shall

(2) Wheninuse pump1ng equipment shaJJ.

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 nulsance will :
not be caused.. ‘

{c) Equipment shall be maintained in . E
a reasonably clean condition at all times. : ) _

{6) Personnel Responsibilities, The per- _or vault
son or persons doing the actual[cess- ;m*‘oth r treatment’ fac1ht_y, ho'[d‘mq tank,
pool,]septic tank! or privy cleaningopera-  ¢hémical toilet . s
tion shall avoid spilling, pumping, or T o

‘mping the contents of the saidf[cess- =~ - or.vault
pooll, septic tank] or privy in the imme- ~or othar freatment facility, holding tank,
diate vicinity of the operation or the  Chemical toilet

hiphway 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

barmless to humans and animals, i
(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 businessname 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

- Bl -~
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side of the ““motor vehicle’’ as defined
by the United States Departmentof Trans-
ortation Repulations, Title 49 U.S5.C.

{(8) Disposal of Privy, Chemical Toilet,
Cesspools and Septic TankContents. Every
person licensed by the Department to en-
gage in the pumping out and clearning out
of cesspools and septic tanks and privies,
chemical toilets and other non-water
carried waste sludges or in the trans-
portation of domestic or industrial sludges
from same, shall:

{a) Discharge no part of the contents
upon the surface of the ground unless

- SPECTflcall}" authorlzed by the Department

in writing. .

(b) Dispose of such pumpings only in

- disposal facilities or treatment facilities
authorized by the Department and operat-
ing under permits issued by the Depart-

: {(8)  ‘Disnosal of septic tank or other tre:

ment TactTity, oTding tanyg, chemical tolTe
" privy, and othar water and nonviater-c-~vied
“'waste sludges,
Department to engage in the pumping out and
‘cleaning out, transporting, and disposal of
""The contents of septic tanks or other treat
“ment facilities, holding tanks, chemical
“tollets, privies and other water and nonwat
" carried waste sludges shall:

Every person licensed 4 thi

Y

ment., Disposall|can be conducted at other
. locations and by approved methods in
which written authorization has been ob-
. fained from the Department,

> may

[(c} Effectively monitor the pumping and
. disposal operations, maintain records of
- data required by the Department, submit
the required data to the Departmentquar-
terly unless otherwise agreed fo by the

.. Department, Data collected shall be sub-

mitied to the Department on forms pro-
- vided by the Department and shall in-
- elude, but not necessarily be limited to,
" the f0110W1nU'

(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 locatmn of authorized
' disposal site, operating under permit or

authorization of the Department, where -

pumpings were deposited on each occur-
rence,

(E) Quantlt)r of material deposited on
each occurrence. :

[(d)]Transport the contents in a manner
that will not create a nuisance or health
- hazard.

..q-.

‘\{Cl, Possess at a11 times dur1nq_pumn1nq,
ransgprL, or d1sposa] of waste contents fr

eptic tanks or other treatwent facilities,

olding tanks. chemical toilets., brivias an

ther water and nonwater-carried waste slud

riqin—de$tination receipt for sewage 1ispo
ervices réndered, -completed on forms

mmnn.-r-r'n

pproved by the Depariment.

'/

\{d) Maintain on file origin-destination

" nyeceipis and data summary forms, provided b

““the Department, pértaining to the monitorin

‘of pumping, transport and disposal operatio

" fhe licensee shall submit summary data form

""to the Department qua?terly uniess otherwis

' dgreed by the Department. Summary data fov

" information required by the Department shai

"1nc1ude, but not be ]1m1ted to-

e A 1] ——————— r—
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APPENDIX A

Standards for
Septic Tank Construction

[1.] Septic tanks may have single or mul-
tiple compartments which shall be con-

_structed in the followinp manner:

__LIQUID DEPTH

[A Liquid Depth, IThe 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

EB-"[Compartmean]
[ 1.] 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.

TS~COMPARTMENTS

[2] No tank shall havellan]excess of
four {4} compartments,

[3] The second compartment shall have
a minimum liquid_ capacity . ‘at least

equal to one-thirdlof the capacity of the
first compartment.

[C;l[Materlals]

[1.} Septic tanks shall be of watertlght
construction below the liquid level and
either of concrete or of not less than

TMATERIALS

fourteen (14) gauge steel forl(750) gallon
tanks and twelve ({12) gauge steel for

“seven hundred fifty

- tanks larger than\_(_750_)_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 Commerical Standards CS
177-62, effective January 1962, Sections
5.3.1 through 5,3.4,4, as shown in Ap-
pendix G, or other coatings of equal
performance approved by the Department,
Precast concrete tanks shall have amini-
.mum wall, compartment, and bottom thick-
ness of two andone-half {2- 1/2) inches,
and shall be adequately reinforced,
a]Cast-in—pla.c:e: concrete tanks, pre-

cast concrete tanks, and steel tanks shall

- 63 -
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m .

be constructed and reinforced to with-
stand all lgads irmmposed upon_ the walls

and botton‘L and a live load of not less
than 500 pounds per square foot on the
tank top.,] The top of the cast-in~place and
precast concrete tanks shall be at least
four (4) inches thick,

NOTE: Diagram\llbhows recommended
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.Where 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 joints shall be well filled,
All block holes or cells shall be filled
with mortar or concrete. *‘k’’ webbing

'+ shall be ingtalled at every third row of

. A1l ‘septic tank covers shall be

\\\COVerage does not exceed three (3)

\ feet.

block, No,\{3)re-bar shall be installed
vertically in every block, The interior

"of the tank shall be surfaced with two

(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
to the concrete foundation. '

[ 4] 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 represen-
tative shall allow the installation of such
tanks, - :

[ 54 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,
extend below and above the liquid level
as required in this section,

[6. JThe invert of the inlet shall be not
less than one (1) inch and preferably
three (3) inches above the invert of the
outlet line,

and shall -

~~three

[ 7J The inlet pipe shall be al[long turn]
elbow extending at least six (6} inches
below the liquid level and be of cast-

- 64 -
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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 ‘““tee’’ Below.

Flow Line

Depth of Outlet .

volume of the tank shall be above the
liquid 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 atleast one (1) inch in diameter
in the compartment divider wall one (1)
inch below the top of the tank,

K.l an prefabricated or precast 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.

'L.[12,]In a single compartment tank ac-

cess shall be provided by a manhole, not

Septic Tan

4 feet 19 inches
5 feet 24 inches
6 feet 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’’,

less thanllffourteen (14) inches square or
equivalent, placed over the inlet. In a
multiple compartment tank one access
manhole, not less than fourteen(l4}inches
square or equivalent,]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.

| eighteen (18) inches across its short-

est dimension. In a multiple compartment

“éighteen (18) inches across its shortest

dimension .
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NOTE:

1. Top slab (“D") shall be six inches minimum when used for driveways.
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No. 3 “hoop bar around

manhole

NOTK: Two comparitment tank
as shown is optional.
One compartment tank
is minimum requirement. '

SEPTIC  TANK
DETAILS

Diagram 12~
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APPENDIX B

Standards
for
Dosung Tanks,
Effluent Lift Pumps,
and J

Distribution Boxe 51/

I. DOSING TANKS

A, Siphons and Pumps. Siphons and
‘pumps shall be of the alternating type.

when the total volume of waste to be

disposed of exceedsl(5,000) gallons per
‘day. They shall operate automatically
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 .

\\DiVerSion Valves,
“and
Drop Boxes

to a depth of not less than onediourth]’

(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, Pumps shall be capable of passgingp

“.quarter

a\[3/4] inch _solid sphere and shall have

~ three-auarters (3/4)

a minimurl 1-1/4finch discharge.

2. Pumps may be oil filled submer-
sible pumps orvertically-mounted column
pumps.

3, Impellers shall be of cast~iron, .

bronze or other corrosion-registant 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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)]

' pate valve,

2. The presgure line shall be con-
structed of piping material of a burst-
jne pressure of at leastl00 psi and shall ~one_hundred” (100)
L f corrosion-resistant material.

3. The pressure line shall be bedded

iffl3-jnchés of sand or pea gravel. ~thres " (3)

4. The discharge of the pressure line
shall be baffled or otherwise controlled
to ensure even distribution of effluent to

. the drain lines,

C. Pump Sump S

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\[Capacity] of the sump shall be no ~~Jotal cavacity
less than{50)gallons. ~. -
3. Sumps shall be provided withamain- fifty

tenance access manhole atthe ground gur- :
face or above and of at least!{22}inch \twenty-two (22)
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 inlet\l:_l. \ e
B. Sump. The distribution box shall be . “invert.
- ovided with a sump extending four :

(2) 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 of[160] square inches. No ~one hundred sixty (160)

distribution box shall be installed with

" a toplsurface area greater than the bot- T~ outside

tomlsurface area, '

D, Construction. Distribution boxes shall outside
be constructed of concrete or other durable
material approved by the Department,
They shall be watertight and designed
to accommodate the necessarydistribution
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 ‘facilities within the State of

Oregon will meet all of the requirements

of this section.

- 69 -



- o ADD PAGE

IV. - DIVERSION VALVES -
A. - Construction. Diversion valves shall

be of durable materiallapproved by the
Department, shall be corrosion-resistant,
and shall be watertight and designed to ac-
comnodate 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.
€. 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 tampering. ‘
V. DROP BOXES

A. Sump. The drop box shall be provided
with a 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 (6) inches above
the -invert of the distribution pipe. -The
“invert of the inlet shall be a minimum of one
- (1) inch above the invert of the overflow
" pipe and a minimum of nine (9) inches above
the ftoor of the drop box.

C. Size. Drop boxes shall be large enough
to accommodate the necessary distribution
pipes.

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
a1l manufacturers shall state, in writing, to

the Department that the products to be distri-

- buted for use in absorption facilities within

AN

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

Disposal Field

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-

posal trenches, Disposal trenches shallbe
laid out as in Diaglraﬁ\fz,]so that the
disposal trenches of each system alter-
nate with the disposal trenches of the other
systemn, and no two adjoining disposal
trenches are designed to operate simul-
taneously. If a failure occurs in the ori-

_ginal system, e,g., disposal field 1 in
Diagram\[z.] the effluent shall be diverted

away from the original to the repair s
tem, e,f. disposal field 2 in Diagra

=13, 13
13,

o -

rom septic tank '? !

Disposal Field N
No.-1 - K

NATURAL SLOPE OF GROUND

REDUNDANT_DISPOSAL _FIELD SYSTEM

Diagram I3
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APPENDIX D
‘;—Construction of

Standards for'Seepage PItSL
[and]
Cesspools,
_ and _
Gray Water Waste Disposal

I, [CONSTRUCTION] SEEPAGE PITS OR £FSSPOOLS

6. Pits shall be covered with rein-
forced concrete tops equivalent in strength

pendix A,

to septic tank covers required under Ap- .
i1I, B. -

A. The Tliquid capacity of a seepage
pit or cesspool shall be at least equal
to the calculated volume of the required

" septic tank capacity for the dwe]11ng 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 each other bv a distance
equal to twelve (12) feet of und1sturbed
_earth.

Whenever a pit with inside d1ameter _
greater than four (4) feet is used, pits
shall be separated by a distance equa] to
three (3) times the diameter of the largest
-pit._For pits over twenty (20} feet in
depth, the minimum space between pits
shall be twenty (20) feet.

D. Maximum depth of seepage pits and

. cesspools shail be thirty-five (35) feet

'Ef

F.

be]ow the ground surface.

"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.
inch space shall be required between the

1ining of the pit and the soil, and it shall

be backf111ed w1th clean, coarse\lrock.

H. An inspection'port, not less than six
(6) inches across its shortest dimension

" shall provide access at the top of the seep-

age pit over the inlet. (See Diagrams 14A

and- 14B)

I. Connecting building and/or effluent
sewer lines shall be 1laid on a firm bed of

undisturbed earth throughout their length.

[D.] The seepage pit or cesspool sha]l be

A six (6) .

f11ter material

[E.] The inlet pipe of the seepage pit or

Jd.  When multiple pits are used, or in
the event new pits are added to an existing
system, they should be connected in paraliel.

II. GRAY WATER WASTE DISPOSAL SUMPS
A. A gray water waste disposal sump shal

‘consist of a receiving chamber, settling
chamber, and either a Seepage chamber or dis-

posal trench. Gray water waste disposal sump:

. shall be constructed of materials approved by

“the Department.

{See Diagrams 15A and 15B)

cesspool shall be an e]bow\[whﬁch extends:

downward a minimum of twelve (12) inches.]

—72 -
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constructed of cast iron or other material
approved by the Department.
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? APPENDIX E

‘Standards for
Pipe Materials and Construction

I, BUILDING SEWER AND EFFLUENT
SEWER

A, The building sewer and effluentsewer

shall be constructed withmaterials in con-
formance to building sewer standards in
the Oregon State Plumbing Laws and ad-
minisirative Rules,

II. DISTRIBUTION_(PIPE B

N HEADER

A, Plastic Pipe '

1, Styrene-rubber plastié[s used forlpipe
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-
mexrce, which are designated Appendix
H and I respectively, and by this ref-
erence are made a part.of these regula-
-tions, Pipe and fittings shall also pass

N
I

- Mdistribution and header

" a deflection test withstanding{ 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

~~three hundred-fifty (350)

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
comply with all requirements of this sec-

tion.

2. Pol}re‘ihylene\pipe iﬂ[lO] foot lengths
- of which pipe and fittings shall meet
Commercial Standard .228-6), published
" by the Department of Commerce, which
is desgignated Appendix I and by this
- reference is made a part of these regu-
" lations, Pipe and fittings shall also pass

\

"distribUtion'and header -
““ten {10)

a deflection test withstanding 350] 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
narne or 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 installed

and at intervals of not greater than\l10l
feet, In addition to the markings re-
quired above, each manufacturexr 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) degrees’

fen (10)

on either side of. a center line.\!A 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 perfo’rations.]r'l'he holes

of each row shall be not more than five
{53) 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 (AmericanSo- -

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 shall 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 (Amer~
ican Society for Testing and Materials)

Specification C 4-62 which is designated
Appendix K 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, 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 distributiongpipé, a 1ine of con-

{2 rows of perforations. Markings,
consisting of durable ink, shall cover
at least fifty (50) percent of the pipe..

" "Markinas may consist of a solid line,
" Tetters, or a combination of the two.
“Tntervals between markings shall not
‘exceed twelve (12) inches.




facilities within the State of Oregon shall
comply with all of the requirements of this
section. .

D. B1tum1n1zed Fiber of which both solid -
pipe and Tittings must meet ASTM (American .
Society for Testing and Materials) Speci-
Tication D 1861-69 which is designated Ap-
pendix M and by this reference is made a
part of these regulations. Perforated bi-

~tuminized Tiber pipe shall meet ASTM-
“Specification D 2312-73 which is desig-

nated Appendix L and by this reference N
is made a part of these regulations.” Each
Tength of pipe and each fitting shall be .

- marked with the nominal size, the manu- -

- Tacturer's name or trademark, or other

- symbol which clearly 1dent1f1es the manu-

- Tacturer 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

“writing, 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 reguirements of this section. 1In

- addition, all bituminized pipe that is

“to be installed as part of an absorption . ST
“facility shall comp]y w1th the follow- -~ ...~~~ = =

ing requ1rements. B S R A

- .The pipe shall have- two rows of ho]es DL T e e T
~ spaced one hundred twenty.(120) degrees® -.° - LT S
- apart and sixty (60} d either -~ - . B R '
side of a center line/[A Tine of con- N ' ’

-trasting color shall be provided on the -
outside of the pipe the full length along

the line furthest away and parallel to “"ing colov shall be’ prov1ded on thé'OUts1de_
. the two rows of perforation.! The holes . = of the pipe along.the Tine furbhest away
- of each row shall not be more than five and paraliel to the two (2) rows of per-
'(5) inches on.center and shall have a min  forations. Markings, consisting of dur-

inum-diameter of one-half (1/2) inch. . "@ble_ink, shall cover at Teast fifty (50)
" : S ' percent of the pipe. Markings may consist
' ‘of a solid Tine, letters, or a combination

of the two. Intervals between markinags
shall not exceed twelve {12) inches.
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-APPENDIX F

Standards for
Nonwater~-Carried Waste Disposal
- Facility Construction

I, UNSEALED EARTH PIT{TYPE PRIVY] |- S _FOR PRIVIES

A, The pit shall be constructed of such '
material and in such a manner as fo
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-

\ing of the original ground level, :

_1_3\__ [F.TJ A building housing any nonwater- ~-IT.  PRIVY BUILDIMGS, INCLUDING PORTABLE
carried waste disposal facility should be - "SHELTERS : o ‘

- firmly anchored and rigidly constructedin
the following manner. It shall be free
from hostile surface features, such as
exposed mail 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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teen (‘6; mesh screen of durable ma-
“terial. The vent shall extend twelve (12)
- ~inches above the roof,
" 2. Ths seat shall be so sPaced as to
| provide a minimurm clear space of twen-
ty-"-ur (24) inches between each seat
“in .aultiple-unit installatioms, and shall
provide twelve (12) inches c¢lear 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 frorm the front wall of
the privy building.

4, The seat opening shall be covered
with an attaclied, movable toilel seat and
- lid that can be ralsed 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 o deny

. access of insects,

6. The seat top shall be not less than

.12 inches nor more than 16 inches above

. the ﬂoor.

[11. SELF~ CONTAINEDNONWATER CAR-‘

RIED YVASTE DISPOSAL FACILIT.LES
A, Vaulf Privies

_ 1. -All vault privies shall have vaults ‘
ar  receptacles which are watertight of -

a minimurmn capacity of three hundred
fifty (350) gallons or, in place of em-

- ployment, 100 gallons per seat, and shall
- be constructed of reinforced

concrete,
~ plastic, metal, or other material of equal

" durability wh:.ch has been approved by tbe

- Department.

2. The addition to the vault of caushc '
" chemicals or disinfectants is required at
intervals ‘to prevent bacterial

frequent
decomposition and resulting odors,
‘B, Chemical Toilets

1. All wastes are held within the body
toilet for removal when filled to

of the
capac1ty'. 7 _

2, Rnceptachs for caustic -shall be
durable and corrosion proof, and pro-

vide a minimum capacity of 100 gallons
T . per seal, :

- 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
- m" e up of an entire prefabricated, skid-

o8-

HoRnted, LI LUl Irwise porlable struciare

containing a seat or treatment units with
seal.

2. No pit, tank,
structure shall be
of a portable toilet,

a. Portable privies must be installed
over a pit conforming to the requirements
of this section, or a manhole that is
part of a sanitary or combined waste

or. other subsurface
construed as part

-water disposal systern,

b. No portable toilet shall discharge

into a storm sewer or into any waters

of the state,

3. An airtight- seal shall be’ prov1ded

_between the structure base of any pit,

receptacle,
is placed.

4. A portable toilet shall be provided

' or‘ manhole over which it

_with facilities,. requisite to its construc-
“tion, for the rernoval of chemicals, ash,

or residue., All surfaces subject to soil-

" ing shall be readlly accesmble and easily
: cleaned



SELF-CONTAINED MOMWATER-CARRIED
WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES

A. General Standards. A1l self-
contained nonwater-carried waste

disposal fac¢ilities shall comply- w1th
the following requirements:

1. A1l 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. MWastes shall be stored in the
appropriate chamber or receptacle of

_the Tacility until removal Tor final
disposal elsewhere. Wastes shall be
removed from the chamber or receptacle
whenever necessary to prevent overflow.
_ 3. Caustic chemicals,
and deddorants shall be added to ap-
.proved waste storage chambers and

‘receptacles at[sufficiently]frequent
intervals to prevent bacterial decom-
position and to control odors.

- 4, Chemicals containing heavy
metals, including, but not limited to

1l.

disinfectants

ADD PAGE

3. Toilets shall be skid-mounted.

D. Above Ground Portabgw[R_tentlon]
and @ecyc]1nﬂ Chemical Toilets
1. MNo pit, tank or other subsur
face siructure shall be construed as a
part of a portable toilet.
[2. Portable toilets may be used
in marine and air craft, recreational
vghwc]es and trains. ]
‘2. Portable toilets may be skid-
or ro]]er-mounLed
E. Other Above Ground Portab1e and
Non-portable Toitets :
1. - A1l portable and non-portable
toilets not dependent on the use of

chemical disinfectants and deodorants shall

be so designed and provided with facilities
necessary to facilitate reﬂova1 of ash or
other vastes. ;

Mon f1ushr

——————Flush

copper, cadmiumsand zinc, shall not be” . Nused in self-contained nonwater-

‘[ added to vaste retention chambers and

- receptacles or otherwise be used in the

~ operation of self-contained nonwater-

carried toilets.]

5. ANl surfaces subject to soiling

“shall be easily cleanable and readily
accessible.

carried waste disposal facilities.

"B. Subsurface Non- Portab]e“heten-

- tionl .and[Recycling/Chemical Vault

Privies.
1. Maximum capacity of chambers

and receptacles shall be of'B50 jgallons

Flush -

~Non flush

“Nthree hundred fifty

or, in places of emp]oyment\(]UQ_ga1-
lons per seat.

N

- €. Above Ground Non portab1é[reten~

tion]and\@ecyc]1n§]Chem1ca] Toilets.
1. - Chambers and recepLac1es shall

one hundred

\\Flush

\\\Non flush

| provide a minimum capacity ofi{50)gal-

~lons 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

2 color contrasting with the background,

the name or duly adopted assumed busi-
ness name of the license holder as
“1isted on the Tlicense.

- 82 -
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Subdivision 2

FEES FOR PERMITS, LICENSES AND
EVALUATION REPORTS

[ED. NOTE; Unless otherwise speci- '

fied, sections)[72-005] througl\[72-025]0f 72-010
"this chapter of the Oregon Administra-~ 72-030
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]|DEFINITIONS. The definitions \72-—0][3
contained in ORS 454,605 shall apply as
applicable, . :

[72-01d/FEES FOR PERMITS AND LI- “Njo g5
CENSES. (1) The following nonrefundable —
fees are required to accompany appli-

cations for permits and licenses issued
under ORS 454,655 and 454,695:

Subsurface Sewage

Disposal System ‘ Fee
New Construction Installation Y—\ -

; Permit.ll.-.-lII.I.BDﬁO.IﬂQOQDbOQ..ﬁOUGO.G__L;$ Sol fifty do]-[ars
Alteration, Repair or Extension ~
permito-o-.-c-----o-oeoonena.p-ou--.nanoo°_£.$ 15 _)_ fifteen do-l-lars
Sewage\[Disosal]Service Business J‘“Disposa]

LicensebilI.I-I.--IOQGDOGOOGOBIOBQIDOOOGOL 100

_ ] ne hundred dollars
(2} No governmental unit shall be re- :
quired to pay the fees prescribed in sec-
tion (1) above, ' .

(3) Each fee received pursuant to[sec- RS 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
subsurface sewage disposal system, shall
be deducted frori the Pamoun?tr of theVM(850) Nfifty dollars’

fee otherwise required for the subsequent
. *ssuance of a permit for the installation

P



~ for an evaluation report of a method of

- tion or limitations placed on such ap-

_incornplete, unsigned, or which do mnot

i prompily request the needed information
" from the applicant. The application will
- not be considered complete for process-
P ing until the requested information is
- received, The application will be con-

. cant indicating whethexr or not the pro-

“individual lot, parcel or unitis approved

or construction of the new systemn for
which the site evaluation was conducted,
provided its findings are still valid or
another evaluation study is notconsidered
necessary. ' :

\[72-015 JAPPLICATION FOR EVALUA-
TION REPORT. (1) An application may
be made to the Department by any pex-

\72-020

son, pursuant to the provisions offsec-
tion 1, Chapter 30, Oregon Laws 1974, ]

sewage disposal required pursuant to’
[sections 2a and 16, Chapter 1, Oregon
Laws 1974,1lof 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
required prior to the approval of a plat
of a subdivision pursuant to ORS 92.090, 7%
Ls amended by se-lction 3, Chapter 74,
Oregon Laws 1974, :

(2) Each application shall be in writ-
ing in a form prescribed by the Depart-
ment, shall be accompanied by the non-
refundable fee specified inseclioN?2-020,
shall be completed in full, and shall be
signed by the applicant or his legally
authorized representative,

(3) Applications which are- obviously

contain the required exhibits will not
be accepted by the Department and will
be returned to the applicant for com-
pletion, ) , . o

(4) If the Department determines that
addifional information is needed it will

sidered to be withdrawn if the applicant
fails fo submit the requested information

\_(_)R_S 454.665 and 454,755,

\ORs 92.325 and 92.445

~72-025,

within{90)days of the request, :

{5) Applications which are complete will
bz processed by the Department and a
statement will be furnished to the appli-
posed method of sewage disposal for each

by the Department, andlisting any condi~

-proval, including but not limited to, lo-

~<ninety
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- disposal (site suit-

cation or capacity of the proposed sewage
disposal systern. In addition to the eval-

uation reportthe Department, upon request
by a County or City, may also indicate
approval of the proposed method of sewage
disposal by signing a subdivision plat.

ﬂf\\

or authorized representative

 B2-020llFEES FOR EVALUATION RE-
PORTS. {1} The following nonrefundable
fees are required to accompany appli-
cations for evaluatlon reports submitted

712-025

pursuant tol[section 1, Chapter 30, Ore-
gon Laws 1974: ]

Method Fee

™S0RS 454,755:

Sewerage system

: $ 5 )- first lot
ten dollars” i $1o maxi~

murm (twolg or

more lots)

Subsurface sewage

1ﬁ‘five dollars
—(2)

ability) | (3$25) - per lot

(2) No governmental unit shall be re-
quired to pay the fees prescrlbed 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

“twenty-five dollars

An approved evaTuation report sha11

“"the application. If conditions on sub-
‘ject or adjacent properties have been

"~ altered in any manner which would pro-
hibit issuance of a permit the evalua-
tion report shall be considered null

or part thereof.

~and void. The above condition shall be
stated on the approved evaluation form

[72-025 MEVALUATION 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~

o partment pursuant fo ORS 454,725,

at the time of issuance. Technical rule

changes will not invalidate any evalua-
tion report issued pursuant to this
Section,

72-030
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Subdivision 3

SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
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 Commaission,
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
DEQ 70(T)]

~and effective 4-2-74 as

| —{73-005]REQUEST BY COUNTY. If a
county desires to have a subsurface sewage
disposal permitappeals board established,
its governing bedy 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, ‘

DISPOSAL .

[~ —[73-010] BOARD MEMBERS. (1) If the
Director elects to create an appeals board
for a county, he shall appoint five (5}

An Appea1s-BdaFd'wil]ihot-be'é?éated

L 73-020

—/3-015

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 appointrnent, A mermber
shall be eligible for reappointment to
the beoard, ' )
(2) Three members of the board shall

constitute a quorum which shall beneces-- -

sary for the board to take any action.

~~[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 board]]—
{2) The board may require such ad-
ditional information as it deems neces~-
sary. ' - :
(3} The board shall act upon any such
application promptly after receiving the
application and all additional information
required by the board and after a hear=
ing thereof held by the .board followi
reasonable .notice of the hearing givea
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, .

LJwithin sixfy (60) days after date of denial,

73-025

ORS 454.785—

- 86 -



Subdivision 4 .

EXPERIMENTAL FACILITIES FOR SEHAGE
DISPOSAL = ™i-

74-005 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. The
Commission acknowledges the need for
progress in technology and design which
will further the development of eff1c1ent
sewage treatment and disposal .
¢ .. Any person may petition the Depart—
ment for an experimental sewage disposal
- facility dinstallation permit.

:74-015PERMIT REQUIREMENTS. Requ1re—
. ments for issuance of an experimental
sewage disposal Tacility installation
permit 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

" Départment and shall contain such informa- -

tion as the Department considers necessary
to determine eligibility for installation
as an experimental sewage disposal facil-
i . App11cat1on fees shall be as provided
“1in QRS 454,745, )
~ (2) The permit shall provide at least the

following conditions:

(a) Method and manner of facility instal-
1at1on and operation.

(b) Méthod, manner and duration of
. necessary f1e1d test performance to produce
required data.

(c) Prompt submission of test resuIts 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) Warraritéd to the applicant the proper
design, 1nsta11at10n and operation of the

"f_fac111ty.

(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
_ sf1pu1ated -

s 74~ 02CAREPAIR OR REPLACEMENT OF FACILITY.

If the Department finds. that the installation
: . - 87 .-
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or operation of the experimental sewage
disposal facility is unsatisfactory, the
permittee upon notification by the Depart-
ment shall promptly repair or modify the
experimental sewage disposal facility in a
manner acceptable to the Department or re-
place it with another fac1]1ty acceptable
to the Department.
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1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone {503) 229-5696

MORANDUM
Environmental Quality Commission

OM Director

BJECT : Agenda Item I, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting
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
vil Penalties in regard to Noise Control was scheduled for the

Ci
K1
19
in
th

cl
Co
po
ap

to
th
le

FM
Ap

amath Falls Environmental Quality Commission Meeting on April 25,

75. Legal Notice had been given in the Secretary of State's Bulletin
March 1975. With the change in location of that meeting to Corvallis,
is hearing had to be cancelled.

Presently in the 1975 LegisTature there is a bill {(HB 2029) which
early allows imposing Civil Penalties for violations of the Noise
ntrol Statutes and Regulations. The Commission would be in a better
sition to adopt a Civil Penalty Schedule on Noise if this Bill is
proved by the Legislature.

It is the intention, unless otherwise requested by the Commission,
schedule the public hearing either in July or August, 1975, rather
an attempting to do this in May or June, in order to consider new
gislation and program priorities of the Commission and the Department.

/" e
A B e

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

B:bw .
ril 11, 1975



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub
GOVERNOR MEMORANDUM

B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville

GRACE 5. PHINNEY . , ..
Corvallis To: Environmental Quality Commission

JACKLYN L. HALLGCK .
Portland From: Director

MORRIS K. CROTHERS . ]
Salem Subject: Agenda Item No. J, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting.

RONALD M. SOMERS ) . L. . .
The Dalles Proposed Transit Service Modifications to Washington

T Sguare Shopping Center

KESSLER R. CANMNON
Director

Background

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
“C“) N

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

oy
QB&Q more than 100%.

Cantains
Recycled
Materials



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 existing 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,
c) Provide relief from the seasonal parking crunch, and

a) 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 ("Attachment "F") stating they had reached agreement with
Tri-Met for a comprehensive Transit Improvement Program. The proposed
program contains the following major elements:



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 "G".

As proposed, the joint Washington Square/Tri-Met Transit Improvement
Program would be for a two year periocd 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 Sguare 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 regiocnal 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.



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", "B", and "C" for details.)

c) That any substantial change in the proposed Transit Improvement
Program will have to be approved by the Department.

A%

KESSLER R. CANNON
Director

Attachments

CAS/4/17/75



( ' ( Attachment A

5359
October 38, 1973

Mr. Feank A, Orrico, President
Winmar Pacific, Ine. -

505 Madison Street

Seattle, Washingtoa 58104

Re:  Proposed Washingion Square Sheppiag
<« Center 3369 syace parkiag facility expansion

Dear Mr, Orrico:

At the Septsmber 21, 1973 meeting of the Environmental Quality
Commrisgion, the Commission conzidersd your June 15, 1978 application
to construct 3389 additional parking spaeeu at the Washington Square
Shopping Center.

The Commission anthorized the Dirsctor to approve an appropriste
number of additional parking spaces 23 scon 28 2n acespiable transit
program could be worked cut with Tri-Met to serve Washington Squars,
At the Octeber 8, 1873 meeting of the Tri-Met Board of Dirsotora, Tri-
Met agreed to serve Washingion Sguars with the following bus lines: '

1. Aloba/Beaverton/Progress line (#56) beginning in November, 1873,
2. Greenburg Has (#48) beglnniny in November, 1973, :
3. Maplewood line (#46) begiming in March, 1974,

Extanaion of the Maphwood line was approved on the condition that
- Winmar Pacifie, Inc. provide up to $25,000 In oper:ating expenses for the
- first year of nperaﬂon.

The Dapartmut tas determined that Tri-Met's agreemeont to extend
these three lnes to Washington Square {n conjunction with Winmar Pacific's
agreemaent to provide up te 325, 0600 of the operating expenses for the Maple-
wood line and {0 expand its promotion program for its own bus system to
inciude tha three Tri-AMet Hnea i an aceeptable Tri-Met transit program
for the first yesr of operation of Washington Square., Howevaer, the Depart-
ment will expect Tri-Met to Implement the rematining recommendations
contained in the trausportation consultant’s report {("A Transit Plan for

LY
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Mr. Frank A, Orrico
October 30, 1973
Page 2

Washingion Squmre” by Alan M. Voorhees and Assoclates) including the
extonsion of the Tualatia Acres line (#43) and inaugnraticn of the La!:e
Oawego-naaverton iins by early 1975, .

Accordingly, the Department i2 approving the conatruction of 5000

~ total parking spaces (3003 additianal) at Washington Sguarse for the next

nlne months, At the end of the nine month period, the 5000 parking

spaces will be reviewed in relation to the transit patronage and the _

. Washingien Square linos arnd adivetad pp or down scecrding io the perkie
raduction ratio of 5 spacas per 40 persons using transit daily to Washington
Square, The starting point for these raductions will be 5500 parking spaces,
as previously agresd, which is squivalent to 5§ spaces per 1000 square foat
cf gross lazaahile ares at Washington Square,

. This approval i3 subject to the conditions imposed by the Commissica
on Ssptember 21, 1973 and contained ia ths Departmeni’s gtaff report to
the Commission of that same date. Atiached is a copy of that report.

If youn have any queations, please contact M, J. Downs of cur Alr
Quality Cantrol Dtvisien.

Very truly yours, .

DIARMUID . O'SCANNTAIN
Director } THiginal Signed By

Ron L. Myles
fCT31 1973
Ron L. Myles |
Deputy Director
MID:h
ce:  NWRO

Washington Co. Planning Comm
Tri-Met



(j‘ | o (’ © Attachment B

! s
: ;

July-9, 1973

- Mr. Frank Orrico, President

" Winmar Pacific, Inc.

K05 Madison Street
Seattie, WA 58104

Dear Mr. Orrice: _ | _

| At the June 29, 1973, meeting of the Environsental Quality

- Commission, the Commission considerad 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 Commission granted approval for Washington Square, Ihé:.r-

to commence construction of the 1,997-space parking facility accord-

ing to the plans and spec1f1cations submitted by the applicant, with
the following conditions:

1.. These portions of the paved area fdentified in tha 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

- direct proportion to increasing transit patrcnage to Hashington
Square Shopp1ng Center, =

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
this office.

Very truly yours,

DIARMUID F. O°SCANNLAIN
Director

' E. J. Weathersbee
D : Deputy Director
MJD:c :
cc: Hashington County
Planning Conmission
District Office

hiAY
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DEPARTMENT OF
EMNVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5359

TOM McCALL : _ | December 6, 1974
GOYERNOR . .

KESSLER R. CANNON -
Director
- M. Mervin L. Blum
General Manager
Washington Square
9535 S. Y. Hashington Square Road
Portland, OR 97223

Re: Temporary Employee Parking _
Facilities for Washington Square

Dear Mr. Blum:

The Departmenu'bas revieved ydur request for two additiona?l
temporary parking facilities for the employees of lashington Sguare
Shopp1ng Center. : ' . :

It is our undﬂrstand1ng that the locations and capacity of tho '
requnsted temporary parking Tacilities ara:

" a. 0On a lot located at the Southwest corner of Southwest
) Hall Boulevard and Greenburg Road with a maximum capacity
- of 50 narm1ng spaces. .

b. On a_road leading into Koll Industrial Park from Southwest
- Hall Boulavard located approximately 2,000 fest west of the -
intersection of Southwest Hall Boulevard and Scholls Ferry
‘Road with a maximum capacity of 250 parking spaces.

Based on the information providad to the Department in your letter
of Movamber 29, 1974, wa ars notifying you of approval for temporary

utiiization of the above two parking facilities suoaect to tha Fol]onng
cond1t1on: :

1. That necessary traffic control measures bz takan io ensure
that oniy employeas park on the facilities.

2. That the temporary parking facilities will not be utiiized
- after DELEH er 29, 1974 '

-3, That negotiations be initiated with Tri-ilet to Fod1fy

existing and/or provide new transit services to Yashingtfon
Square to avoid the need for additional te mporary .ac111t1ns

DEG-]
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during future Chrisimas shepping seasons. The Depariment
shall be kapt informed of these negotfations on at least
a quarterly annual basis until a mytually agrzeabie

~ arrangesmnt {8 made between Tri-et and Washington Square.

4.

That the approved parking capacities of the two temborary
parking facilities shall be reduced upon receipt of evidance
by the Departwent that modified and/or new transi{t service
can be pravidad to Washington Square to eliminate the need
for additional temporary parking facilities duriag

Decomber 1974. _

If you have any further questions on this matter, please contact
Carl Sizoms of Air QM2ality Control Divisies,

CAS rah

cc:

Cordially, .

KESSLER R, CAnuﬁH
Directar . _

don L, Hyles
- Deputy Director

Hilliam Hall, Tri-Met
Hashington County Planning Directnr

HHRO



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 unaveidable delays.

Please allow for pickup adjustment time for these reasons.

GTON PO —~
£ ARMING ! 217
Paniry y
STOPGVER :
® ALLEN AVE.@ | @ALLEN AVE. @
a @ g % =]
o ui @ o T§  GREENWOOD
- > [} o INN
i 2 i AN 217
g 5 w s\ 9 :
§ 2 RARLOW DENNEY RD. E—_
ir
O, @} He
' o
HART RD. cRuaWER @ 1
"5:7 « Progress Downs J &
BEAVERTON D Y £

BEAVERTON HILLSDALE HWY.

GSreress©
VERMONT
'r_!_'[ ————
z STOPOVER (1)
RALEIGH

HILLS

@ GARDEN HOME RD®

OLESON RD.

Q-.
T\

. PRINCE e ‘ .
Wave us dﬁwn, we @ ‘ LDERT = F A5 Wave us down, we ) |
slap anywhere, =2 ' stop anywhere. |
il 27| { O m | B | pany Ve—
‘ KING CHRRLLS :
Beaverton Raleigh Hilis Tigard & King City
1. Depart Washington Square 00 1. Depart Washington Square 00 1. Depart Washington Square : :00
2. Greenway & Hall Blvd., 06 2. Progress Downs Golf Course 02 2. Hall Blvd. & Locust Street . 07
3, Hall Bivd. & Denney Rord 08 3. Elm & Royal Woedlands 07 3. Hall Blvd. & Pacific Huwy, ‘_:: 08
4. Denney Road & Lombard 09 4, Elm & Pinehurst :08 4. Hall Bivd. & McDonald o 112
5. Lombard & Allen Avenue 10 5. Elm & Cypress 09 5. McDonald & Pacilic Hws o -15
G. Allen Avenue & Erickson 12 6. Pinehurst & Jamieson 10 6. Beef Bend Road & 116th g 17
7. Alien Avenue & Wilson 13 7. Jamieson & Arrowwaed 112 7. King George Drive & Queen Elizabeth Street 3 :18
&, Wilson & Barlow Road :15 8. Jamieson & Scholls Ferry Road :14 8. King George Drive & Prince Albert Street Iy 20
9. Wilson & Hart -6 9. Scholls Ferry Road & Montclair Drive :15 9. King Charles Avenue & Queen Victora Place 3 21
10. Har & Murray Blud. 17 10. Oleson Road & Beaverton-Hillsdale Fuy. 17 10. Rovaity Parkway & Queen Elizabeth Street ct 22
11, Murray Blvd. & Allen Avenue :19 11. Oleson Road & Vermont 118 11. 116th & Crown Drive o 23
12, Murray Blvd. & Farmingion Road 21 Leave Oleson Road & Vermont 27 . Leave 116th & Crown Drive :30
13, Farmington Road & 139th {Plaid Pantry) 22 12. Qleson & Garden Home Road 29 12, Beef Bend Road & Pacific Hwy, 31
Leave Farmington Road & 1391h (Plaﬁ Pantry) 30 13. Garden Home Road & 88th 30 13. Pacific Hwy. & Watkins 35
14, Farmington Road & Stol! Street 31 '14. 88th & Dolph Street 31 14, Watkins & Walnut Street 38
15, Stoit Slreei & Second Street 32 15. Dolph Street & 85th 31 15, Walnut Street & 1215t Avenue 40
16. Second Sireet & Waison 33 16. 89th & Alden 32 16. 121st & Scholls Ferry Road ‘ 43
17, Walson & 12ih 34 17. Alden & Oleson Road 34 Arrive Washington Square o)
13, Holl Blvd, & Allen Avenue 235 18. Qleson Road & Hall Blvd. :36 -
19, Allen Avenue & Lombard 36 Arrive Washington Square 42
20, Allen Avenue & Hwy, 217 (Greenwood Inn) 39 Tickets must be purchased at the Information Bus Ticket Booth
" 21, Allen Avenue & Scholls Ferry Road 40 —East Mall, Washington Square —
22. Progress Downs Golf Course 41 25¢ QUTBOUND, FREE INBOUND TO WASHINGTON SQUARE
Arrive Washinglon Square 43 (25¢ if passenger does not ride all the way to Washington Square.}



Attachment F
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T!‘I Met welcomes amajor shoppmg cenler o the Northwest

WASHINGTON SQUARE! Now the largest climate controlled shopplng -
. . <> cenler in Oregon, Washington Square, upon completion, will E
~offer six major department stores and over ninety specialty shops. L sdescn
., 3 Six days a week, Tri-Met provides metropolitan shoppers ,
; R 1« PORTLAKD
i - lhe opportunity to'take convenient direct transporlatlon T '
4 to Washington Square. - i~
“The map and schedules below indicale lhe location of E'. et}
®:Washington Square and the bus routes that serve the area. S Ty i h
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(‘ o . * o Attachment F
||| WASHINGTON
" SQUARE

9585 5.W. Washington Square Rd., Portland, Oregon 97223 503-639-8860

April 11, 1975

Mr. Carl A. Simons, Supervisor

Air Quality Maintenance

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

Ref Washington Square/Tri-Met
Transit Program

Dear Mr.. Simons:

Further to my letter of April 3, 1975, we have concluded meetings with

the representatives of Tri-Met toward reaching agreement on partici-
pation in public transportation services for Washington Square. Presented
herew1th 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. Constructicn 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 SerV1ces by the Shoppers of Washington
Square."

C. Washington Square bus system ridership data for the twe1ve 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 1ine 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. ' ' : : -



Mr. Carl A. Simons
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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 first 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 Tater than the
‘middTle of May 1975. MWe trust that this matter will be included as an
agenda item for the Environmental Quality Commission meeting to be held
on April 25, 1975.

Very truly yours,

Franklin N. Lonsbery.

Senior Vice Presidentr |
FNL:jsc
Enclosures
cc: Mr. F. A. Orrico

Mr. M. L. Blum
Tri~Met
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THI-COL( , (
METROPOLITAN ’

TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT
OF OREGON

PACIFIC BUILDING
520 S.W. YAMHILL STREET

PORTLAND, OREGON 57204 .
(503) 233-8373 April 11, 1975

Mr. Frank Lonsbery
Winmar Pacific, Inec.
505 Madison Street
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Lonsbery:

This letter and the attached detailed program represents Tri-
Met's understanding of our proposed program to provide tramsit
incentives for Washingtom 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 partiéipation 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 5, 1975 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 exawmple of
mutual efforts by a major regional retail center and Tri-Met
to provide for a reduction of air pollution and wasted energy
by lncreasing 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
gsummer and fall of 1973. TInitial negotiations between Winmar
Pacific, Inc., the Department of Envircnmental 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 (#56), Greenburg line (#45) and the



Mr. Frank Lonsbery
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Maplewood line (#46) to Washington Square. The additional
operating costs involved in extending the Maplewocod line were
to be subsidized by Winmar Pacific. Winmar, as its portion of
the program, was to operate its own 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 1line (#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 17Z had Lqed 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/poliution and encourage
use of transit, the need to further increase transit ridership
to the Square is eritical. Tri-Met, with the assistance of
Washington Square, will attempt to accomplish the following
objectives:

1. Increase transgit 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.

.¢. Reducing congeétiOn and pollution on and adjacent to
major arterials in the area.
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2. Tmprove 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.

¢. Reducing congeétion, auto/bus/pedestrian confiicts and
- operating delays, thereby reducing costs.

The tramsit 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. o '

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 appllcation to the Department of Environ-
mental Quality in any way possible.

oA (MG

hen R. MecCarthy
Assistant General Manager

SRM/dh
Attachments
cc: Carl Simons, DEQ
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TRI-MET/WASHINGTON SQUARE MARKETING PROJECT

(Two-Year Period)

OBJECTIVES.

1.

To keep bus 1nformatlon 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).

To keep all Washington Sguare patrons aware of extensive :
Tri-~Met service by providing route and schedule information,:
selling tickets and passes, and providing adeguate locations’
where this information can be obtained.

To persuade current car drivers to utilize Tri-Met service
to and from Washlngton Square. S

THE PROGRAM:

1.

‘Advertising

a. Newspaper

Tri-Met Participation’ Wash. Sq. Participation
Tri-Met will produce all Place %-page of Tri-Met
mechanicals for inclusion route and schedule infor-
in Washington Scguare print mation in Washington Sqguare
media ads and other pub- ' tabloids. For any Washing-
lications developed, ton Square ad, %-page or
printed and distributed by larger in any suburban
Washington Sguare. paper, devote % of the

page to Tri-Mct informa-
tion. All ads smaller
than % page would be
accompanied by an appro-
priate size Tri-Met snipe.
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Tri~Met,’ﬁashingtOn gquare Marketing Project

2.

B.

Radio / Television

Tri-Met Participation

Wash. Sqg. Participation-

Tri-Met to produce copy
points for inclusion in
all Washington Square
Merchants' Association
electronic media adver-
tising co-op programs.

Timing: Tmmediate. .
Direct Mail . .

Tri-Met Participation

Washington Square will,
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.

an

Wash. Sg. Participation

Tri-Met will design, pub-

lish and deliver maliler to
Washington Square.

Informational Projects

Washington Scuare 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

" schedules,
"Tri-Met will also desicgn

Tri-Met Participation

Vash. Sg. Participation

Tri-Met to produce the
mechanical.

Washington Square to print
and continuously supply

for distribution to patrons,
information centers and
tenants., Initial minimum
printing shall be 25,000.

Graphic Display & Information Display

Tri-Met Participation

- Wash.

Sqg. 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,
locations, etc.

necessary super graphics.

Washington Square will pro-
vide appropriate housing for
a major graphics displav in a
prominent location suitable
to Tri-Met and Washington
Sqguare and disolay all in-
formation material provided.
The information desk will
sell tickets and monthly
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Tri-tet / Washington bh,uare larketing Projact

Wash. Sg. Participation
(Continued)

passes. Washinygton Square
will also provide suitable
space for Tri-Met graphics
and information at satel-
lite center locators at
each entrance to Washington
Squere. : '

3.. On-Going, System-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.

How To Ride

1) 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 aimed at making the first time ri-
ders' trips not only easy, but fun.

- PROJECTS:
a) Develop and distribute literature..
b)"Advertise utilizing appropriate media ~- print,
radio, TV, direct mail, etc. (Simple, single
" theme, repetition.) - :

. Shop By Bus

1) Develop entirely new program to encourage use of
bus to shop (program will tie in with off-peak
- promotion.) ' '

a) Design routes to serve ma2jor 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), improved 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. = '
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d) Renovate Shop-By-Bus program; 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 Mguare, etc.
Washington Square should include Tri-Met
in all promotions to alleviate their par-
king/traffic problens.

D..'Special Fare Programs

1) Designed to keep our riding public aware of what
we are doing and what Tri-Met 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" —- xri-
dership, new park-and-rides, mall progress,
etc. Encourage citizen response, with one
issue being a survey with prepaid return post-
age. . -

4. ,Transportation-Committeé

| 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 monthlv passes.
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6) Advantages of utilization and promotion.
7) .Location of inforimation 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.
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CONSTRUCTION OF A TRANSIT STATION

Tri-Met has determined that a transit station and improved bus

circulation is required at Washington Sguare. Improved capa-
bility of bus access and egress are critical to continued transit
service. improvements. Tri-Met 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 Sguare, 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-s$ide transit station.

. The plans are to contain the following elements preV1ously agreed
upon:

Establishment 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 requlred signing at the shelters to
. provide adequate route and schedule information.

; Washington Square w1ll fund the phy51cal changes requlred for
implementation of the plans.
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' MPROVED 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 Sguare, 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 tc 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:

$ 19,085.20 ‘"First Year
46,976.48 Second‘Year

$ 66,061.68 .  Total

$ 33,030.84 Per Year for Two Years

The first year's improvements will consist of improving serv1ce
on three lines that now serve Washington Square:

Total Cost Estimated Farebox
- #78 $ 34,892 : $ 4,541
,#?&Q< 39,079 7,095
$46 ' 15,352 _ 5,008
$ 89,323 $ 16,644
The Calculation: .
~$ 89,323.00 (Total Cost)
X .40% (40 percent)
S 35,729.00
- 16,644.00 (Farebox) : .
$ 19,085.20 (Washington Square)



The second year's improvements will consist of continuation of
the first year program and rerouting of line 43 to serve

‘Washington Square:

Total Cost

3 above . $ 89,
$43 90,
5180,

The Calculation:

323
719

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.



ATTACHMENT "G"

IMPLEMENTATION DATES FOR TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

'FOR WASHINGTON SQUARE SHOPPING CENTER

ELEMENT

Tri-Met/Washington Square
Marketing Project

Transit Station

Transit Service Improvements

1.

Line #45 (Greenburg) - One hour
evening service to be extended

to 10:00 p.m. 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 (B8:00 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.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE

Start marketing program previous
to termination of "London Bus
Service"

Construction to be completed by
September 1, 1975

Start September 1, 1975

Start September 1, 1975

Start September 1, 1975

Start June 1, 19276
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WASHINGTON
SQUARE

9585 S.W. \Washinglon Square Rd., Portland, Oregon 97223 503-639-8860

April 1h4, 1975

Mr. Carl A. Simons, Supervisor

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

Dear Mr. Simons:

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 tet 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 materla] we
might have ava!lable

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 like "coming aboard a sinking ship." That would indicate,

in our opinion, 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 Washlngton
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.
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Mr. 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.

Very truly yours,
.hﬂ",?','\/é,n_lt&/u ﬁ'[___- f—-n_/r,?,ﬂf_%

Franklin N. Lonsbery
Senior Vice President

FNL: Jsc
Enclosures (32}

cc: Mervin L. Blum
Scott Sorensen



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

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

Robert W. Straub

B. A. McPHILLIPS
Chairman, McMinnville
To: Environmental Quality Commission
GRACE §. PHINNEY
Corvallis
From: Director
JACKLYN L. HALLOCK
Partland
Subject: Agenda Item K, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting
MORRIS K. CROTHERS
Salem

NALD M. SOMERS Petition for a Declaratory Ruling - Portland Chain
"O'Tkrgm, Manufacturing Company, a Division of Webster Industries, Inc.

KESSLER R. CANNON

Director Background

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 Tocation.

Petitioner feels that a favorable ruling would insulate him
from complaints when the noise sensitive property is put into
use.

&
Conlains

Recycled
Materials



-2 -

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 VYariance 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. |

KESSLER R. CANNQN
Director

PUM: vt
4/15/75
Attachment



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.

0AR 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) "“Noise Sensitive Property" means real property
on which people normally sleep, attend schools, churches, and public
1ibraries....

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(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.



-2 -

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 Tand 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 1imited in time.
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Environmental Quality Commission

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.

Backgfound

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
Commission may, at its discretion, issue a de¢laratory ruling with
respect to the applicability to any person, property or state of
facts of any statute or rule enforceable by the Commission.

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) o¥
(1i) 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 4B 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 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 &f progress of the n01se 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 gquestion....

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, requlation or order is inappropriate because of conditions
bejpond 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 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 deélaratory'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 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
vhether 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-orxder 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..

Conglisions

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.

KESSLER R. CANNCN
Director

PWM/me:
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

: _]234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ® Telephone (503) 229-5626
STRAUB |

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
Froni: Civecior

Subject: Agenda Item L, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting
Fi

J'D

1d Rurning lLegislation

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 SB311). 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 following is an \ outline of the hearings attended by the ataff‘
at the request of the committee or individuai:

SB311

February 13, 1975 ~ Committee Hearing on SB311, 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 meet1ng, 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 probiem
relating to "combustible material.”" Mr. Deardorff requested
that the staff appear at the March 6, 1975, Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Natural Resource Hearing on SB311.
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Agenda Item L, April 25, 1975, EQC Meeting
Page 2

March 6, 1975 - Committee Hear1ng on 58311 L. D. Brannock,

7 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 SB311, L. D. Brannock,
R. L. VYogt.

Topic - Presented the breakdown of cereal dgrain acreages,
and answered questions on the fiscal impact of SB311. Bili Rose

. testified and Senator Betty Roberts presented her amendments to

SB311.

March 20, 1975 - Committee Hearing on S8311, L. D. Brannock,
R. L. VYoagt.

Topic - The staff was asked to test1fy but was not ca]]ed to
the stand. The total hearing was devoied to the presentation of
a new draft of Senator Betty Roberts' proposed amendments.

March 21, 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 Hearinj oﬁ SB311, L. D. Brannock,
R. L. Vogt.

Topic - Senator - Jason Poe nrzzented his comments on SB21Y.
No otner testimony was recéived.

March 25, 1975 - Committee Hearing on SB311, L. D. Brannock.

Topic - The Committee discussed final amendments to the bill
and ordered final typing fTor 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 Wolfe, 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 f1sca1 impact of the bill. A flow chart with an explanatory
memo was mailed April 3, 1975, as agreed (see attachment)

KESSLER R. CANNON

RLV:ahe
Apri] 24, 1975

Attachments:

Appendix T
Appendix II






DEQ STAFF PRESEHTATIONS OM FIELD BURNLIG

1. 3/6/75. DBrief explanation of 1974 tables end data presented to
Senate Agriculture and Hatural Resources Committee at the request -
of Senator Thorne. SB 311.
2. 3/18/75. Senate Agriculture and HNatural Resources Commitfee re
hearing outlire, including cereal acreages burned. 3B 311.
3. 3/20/75.
a. Staff commants 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. 3/13/75. |
Memo to Director re HB 2560 with attached memo to Sam Aikin.
5. 3/31/75. Memo to Yayne Wolfe on HB 2560.
6.

4/3/75. Memo to Vayne Wolfe on HB 2560.
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'B>IEF EXPLANATION OF 1974 TABLES AND DATA / / &
Fipure 1

figure 1 presents a pictorial display of field burning accomplished during
the season. Tt 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
Septenlber 15 through September 26 is noteworthy because it was not associated
with wet rainj conditions .associai,ed-wi'i;h such low level burning activity during
t.he past seasons. During these periods atmospheric ventilation was generally "
poor and burning was allowed only under '\;ery limited conditions where smoke <

ventilation was assured. Grower compliance during these periods of general 4

h

ﬁrohibiﬁon is indicated by the burned acreag-er records.
Table 1 |

This is the main tabulation of acreages burrue_dl and the effects on air quality .'
‘2s measured by visibility at Eugené and Salem aivporis. Previous reports oz |
included a tabulation of airport observations of smoke not restricting fo vision,
but was omitted this year because it 'indicat_ed little more than the general ubiquitious
nature of smoke in.our environment. |

Four days duﬁng the summer were éignificantly 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% of the complaints could be a'ss.;ociated
with those 4 smoky days i_n Eugene. At least 92% of all complaints received ;this

year originated from the Fugene area.
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Table II

The significance of Table II is that it shows the gross seasonal \.‘ariatioﬁ :
or @omparison of authorized burning (days and quotas). _In _g;t-aneral, Vit could be
assumed that the nurhber of suitable days for burning would be accompaniéd ﬁri'th
a parallel number of allowed quotas. and amount c;f burning. It would be inferred
then that the number of avaiiable burning days wouid aiso parailél ihe seasonal
meteorology r.elaﬁng to suitable days. |

It was state-d‘aboverthat the .‘argé majgﬁty of public complaints came
from Eugene as cdn be verified by a glance _at the followinge tablé. (Note: niost'
of the complaints tabulated by the DEQ originate from the L;ug-ene area.) 3

Field Burning Complaint Summary

Complaints tabulated by: 1968 1969 197%971 1972 1973 1974 "_f

Dept. ' of Environmental ]

Quality 11 3645 366 1ia 83 48 35
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 5Sé 1196

It will be nofed that the year of minimum complaint frequency, 1972, was
also the year of maximuzﬁ quota availability during August and September., Years
of minimum quota frequency iend to be years of ma#imu.m complaint frequency,
for instanc'e 1970 and 1974. Public complaints are not preseﬁted as an accurate
or scieﬁtific measure of pmgram success or failure rbecat‘lse they are subject

to many other influences such as news media coverage and statements by various
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public —offi'cials, general interest groups and politicians. The complaint frequency
does appear to somewhat para.llel the seasonal meteorolo@cai suitability for
burning, however, |

The point to be made is that the seasonal vaﬁat‘ton exists independentlyi
of any smoke management program, an'd.has a critical influence on any program's
success or failure. This- is a fact we are forced to live with, There can -be
no guarantees given to eithér side iz such an issue.
| Euéené cannot be guaranteed field smoke'-(sla's.h sfnoke, industrial smoke,
O @iy Cihew ijpé of sinoke) won't be'seerr, and the grass prower cannot be
guamnteed pf s.;ufﬁc'ient opportunity to burn his fields. No such guaran'tees-
have béen given and none such can be reasonably required, Eugene and the
" rest of the valley may suffer high pollution days whethér field burning is
involved or not. |
- Table I

The 1974 Basic anleriori;‘ty quotas are listed fol; each fire district in the
valiey in_volved with field burning. The quota totals for North and South Valley
‘indicate that under normal conditions one Southifqudta will result in 8550 regular
a;cres burned in the South and 975 priority acres could be burned in the_Norfh.'
In addition 900 regular .acres could be burned _in eastern Marién County. In other
words‘, one South quota could involve a total of'10,425 acres,

0One North quota, p.nder normal circumstances,. could result in 3575 regular
.acres burned in the north counties and 2025 prioﬁty acres burned in the south
coumnties.

The total of registered and burned acres show a slight increase over the

Jast several years.
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ACRES OPEN BURNED IN THENVILLAMETTE VALLEY

Year 1968 1969 . 1970 1971 1972 1973 - 1974
Burned acreage 315, 060 225,000 252,0070 260,000 éT0,000 262,000 282,74.1
Registered acres - - - 286,00'0 277,000 279,000 298,968
The increase cannot be claimed to be indicatién 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 -coinple{e accounting. Whether the fact that 1974.
was lepally thé last year allowed for burning caused increased registration is
not known. The last large burning day was October 9, which is .about a month
fater than usual. - On the other band, burnine during the normal season waé c.
reétricted so mich that several fire districts reported that some of theii' farmers
probably worked: up their fields without burning;, but they had not applied for a
fee r_qu;d. It is probable that a number of acres in this category are included
in the burned aci'eaqé tptals, above.
Table IV
The observations for smokiness' in Salem ::‘an .Eu_g;ene are baéed on Weather
Bureau records at the airports in Salem and Eugene. As indicated, the smoky
day is defined as a day.in which any observation of _visibili'tyr is equal to or
less than 6 miles whére thp restricfion is due to smoke or haze alone. 19'?4
in total does not appear to be signific‘an'tly different than years of recent history.
There was an increase in number of smoky days énd hours in Eugene however
where visibility was restricted, due to smcke, to equal or less than three mile.s.r

It is this greater occurrence duxing 1974 of visibility on the low end of the scale

which is concluded to have resulted in major increase of complaints.



Table V

Table V is an attempt to objectively analyze each occurrence of a smoky
day throughout the season and judee whether field bui‘_njnq w.as significantly -

. responsible for that smoky occurrence, based upo.n staff experience. The. '
total shows that 1974 was at least as good or better than previous years for
whach this a,palysis_ @s -made._

When smoky problerﬁs of the more se.vere' nalure occur in Eugene, it is
almost invariably the South acres burned when: north winds are blowing, which
prod-.;ce the problem, Twice during 1974, north Winds occurred after regular
acreage burning was authorized in the South Valley. These occurrences were;,

' August 20 and September 3, and accounted for the largest portion of public

complaints.
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\/ TABLE A-I

1974 DAILY FIELD BURNING SUMMARY AND AIR QUALITY DATA

' Exp]anatioh:

The data in Table 1 has been organi%ed 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 comBar1son with the number of smoky observations
and smoke restrictions to visibility. Comparison with the analysis presented in

Table A-V will further characterize specific smoky periods and their relationship
to field burning. '

Column Contents:

Column - Description
1 _  Date '
2. ‘Daily agricultural burning classification 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 = Marginal cbnditions, Northerly winds.
S = Marginal conditions, Southerly winds.

NS = Indicates quotas issued for both North & South
conditions. .

Numerals are the number of quotas re1eased 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 during the afternoon.

"Spec." indicates 1imited burning ever allowed in specific
fire districts. This burning was done under carefully
monitored conditions to assure smoke would not accumutate.

3 - Acres reported burned as indicated.

4 ' CompIaihts tabulated by date.
5 to 16 Apply to Eugene or Salem Airport weather station.
5& 11 Recorded rainfall in inches at weather station. (T means trace)
6 & 12. Average hourly daytime visibility ' '

"7 & 13 Lowest daytime visibility when v1s1b1]1ty was not restr1cted _

by fog or precipitation. _

8, 9, 10 Number of hours during the day (24 hours) where v151b1]1ty
14,.15 & 16 . . was restricted to values given by smoke only.

A-2



TABLE A-1 (Cont.)

1974 Daily Field Burnfng Summary amd Air Quality Data

(Acres Birned and Observations of Smoke and Visibility)

July 1974
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(Acres Burned and Observations of Smoke and Visibility)
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1974 Daily Fleld Burning Summary and Air Quality Data

Aqgust 1974

. - ° TUGLKE DATA SALEM DATA
_ i e — e e . JUGLRE DATA .
1 F 3 fl e ! B wll 12 1 i 16
L A s
. . h .3 o h Ca =)
ks - -« e 2 = jo S ) o & I 2o 2
£ " : - & Yo | T2 Pt = = ¢ & =% it =
= Tes c - = —o -c = '3 - e = =35 =
3 Surncd 5 & EgE |2, |2 {2c || & & s, |25 125 130
g 5 » =24 | £ e 23 2 = ==% | % £E 2%
ot = E - e - Ny P ) P
“| » 2 s | = =¥s |2 LI R =T |z lEEE | LS Um0 7R
3] & G 35 | 3 = | &z fg I cte T |3 [ET ts | Eg 123
" - = o c o =] o a a gz - Ere 2."' El |3u
al &z = - Lt D nis | Eo =9 * g Fael LU e - e
_‘—2 € v, e ~ ot Y - w0 oD -1 . = o T>mn — =3 |
. mgu S gu o Ed O 0. i = E‘ oo El: <, i ;q.
ol =8 — Ts ‘-5‘5 Ex L 5E 5E 5E t s 3= e S CE i BE
#] ESz | south | orw | = R il IS R §C | E¥ IEXY | e [2m A~
S 362 | valley | valley | 2 2% £2 25 | 2V 2V | 2w £=Z &2 {225 | 2w voOLEW
U S N————— R ——— F——— —————r —— —_—
1 H-1/*H-1 1053 3730 5 22.% 12 ) 20.B 15
2l m 87 151 3 23.5 12 35,8 15
A 109 0.6 12 15.4 15
g r 22,2 12 3.1 15
S| 1091 2099 2 51.4 12 N7 s
§] ral V56 w2 |z n, ] e 7.5 b
1 m 914 1449 35.2 12 2.5 tH
8| rr 1675 1503 15 238 12 321 is -
ol ‘r 1 1 2.8 12 0.2 n ]
w! oy 1544 1462 1 5.6 1z 39.2 15
n e 7 46.0 12 29.2 15
2 w2 4036 u1s 2 33.9 2 . 3.2 35
B[ K 1589 1795 12 19.2 12 T 10.0 10
| pys-t 9526 520 4% 10.9 5 2 1.9 15
L LI - 26 "1 uan 7 10.6 7 -
6l ¢ 9 2.1 7 z a.7 15
w e 262 15.5 12 18.8 15
18] Pis-1 5660 410 A2 18.2 5 40.8 35
15| Pss1 3655 n 1 T 20,8 12 15,2 %
‘20 .l'i;‘j,‘v,,. 4922 2246 B8 16.8 2 3 3 3000 15
anl r H 7 3l 15.8 8 ) 2.5 15
22| Prs-2. 25001 90 12 24.5 12 21.5 15 -
23l Pr-e 4 6698 1 43,2 3 1 15.3 ?
2 b (4] 2 30.8 12 16,7 is
2| P .8 12 £1.2 15 )
] P 2] 1 21.2 12 35.0 10
nl v 124 1 2.5 P 12,5 10
2 P : 1 T 23.6 12 V2.2 10
2] P 3% 18 1 19.4 12 nr | 1
3] F 1% 1 1.2 i 9.8 ?
Y L V.6 ? 10.4 10




Nz’

TABLE A-1 (Cont.)

1974 Daily Field Burning Summary and Air Quality Data

(Acres Burned and Observations of Smoke and V
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TABLE A-1 (Cont.)

1974 Daily Field Burning Summary and_Air‘Qua1ity Data

(Acres Burned and Observations of Smoke and Visibility)

October 1974
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TABLE A-1]

BURNING DAYS AVAILABLE AND QUOTAS AUTHOR!ZED

July 15=31 August September October 1-15 Totals
Year Days Quotas Days Quotas Days Quotas Days Quotas - Days Quotas
North 1970 9% 10 12 13 7 12 L iy 32% 35
Valley 1971 5 5 8% i2 10% 22 1% 3 25% L2
1972 - 4 7 8% 21 8 - 12 5. 5 25% L3
1973 . 10 11 16 25 11 12 2 3 39 51
1974 11 11 12 i3 9 15 5 6 37 L5
South 1370 3% 7 6 9 3% 6 2 2 15 24
Valley 1971 ¥ 1 6 16% 4 " 1 i 114 30%
1972 0 0 4 12 7 15 5 5 16 32
1973 1 2 5 . 6 6 7 0 0 12 15
1974 & 6 5 5% 3 3 3 5 17 16%

The quotas were designed such that 33 baslc quotas in the North Valley and 22 basic quotas in the -
South Valley were required to accomplish the burning of perennial and annual grass fields, assuming
1002 utilization. Prohibition days or days with s:gnlflcant amounts of rain were generally not con-
sidered to be available for burning. :



" FIRE DISTRICT BURNING QUOTAS AND REPORTED ACREAGES

Table A-111

1974 SEASON

' Reported .
CountyZFire District Quota Registered Acres Burned
North Valley Counties Basic Priority Acreage
Clackamas County -
Canby RFPD 50 50 198 198
Clackamas County #54 EQ e 855 B&5-.
Clackamas ~ Marion FPA 50 0 3101 3101
Estacada RFPD 75 0 2649 2627
Molalla RFPD 50 0 600 598 .
Monitor RFPD 50 0 1231 1200 est.
Scotts Mills RFPD 50 0 638 - 638
Total 375 5o 9282 9227
Marion County
Aumsville RFPD 50 0 1389 1344
Aurora-Donald RFPD - 50 50 1481 1400 est.
Drakes Crossing RFPD 50 0 899 835
. Hubbard RFPD 50 0 513 513 est.
" Jefferson RFPD 225 50 5908 5908
Marion County #1 100 D 4110 3900 est.
Marion County Unprotected 50 50 1700 1500 est.
Mt. Angel RFPD 50 0 . 540 540 est.
St. Paul RFPD 125 - 0 4691 4429
Salem City 50 50 1756 1656
Silverton RFPD 300 4] 9277 9100
Stayton RFPD 150 0 L472 4454
Sublimity RFPD 250 0 7885 7827
Turner RFPD 50 50 1440 1440
Woodburn RFPD 125 50 4575 4500 est.
Total 1675 350 50636 Lohto




Table A-111 (continued)
FIRE DISTRICT BURNING QUOTAS AKD REPORTED ACREAGES

1974 SEASON

Repor ted
County/Fire District - . Quota . Registered
North Valley Counties Basic Priority Acreage : Acres Burned
Polk County. : : .
Polk County Non-District 50 I 628 ' . 523
Scutheast Bural Polk 400 50 16782 15000 est.
Southwest Rural Polk 125 50 4025- 3889
Total 575 100 21435 19412
Washington County : T
Cornelius RFPD 50 50 141 141
Forest Grove RFPD 50 0 732 . - 7132
Forest Grove, State Forestry =~ 50 0 24 24
Hillsboro - 50 50 _ 20 20
Washington County FPD #1 50 50 417 ‘ 417
Washington County FPD #2 50 50 1536 1501
Total ' 300 200 2870 2835
Yamhill County :
Amity RFPD 125 50 4229 4229
Cariton RFPD ‘ 50 5o 596 596
Dayton RFPD 50 50 : 2014 - 2014
Dundee RFPD 50 . 20 20
McMinnville RFPD 150 75 4gig . hi85
Newberg RFPD 50 0 - 420 " 381
Sheridan RFPD . ' 75 50 o 3899 © 3700 est.
Yamhill RFPD 50 o Loo Loo
Total 600 275 16093 15825

North Valley Total 3575 975 100316 96709




Table A-ilt {continued)
FIRE DISTRICT BURNING QUOTAS AND REPORTED‘ACREAGES

1974 SEASON

Reported
County/Fire District ' ' Quota ' Registered _
South Valley Counties Baslc Priority Acreage Acres Burned
Benton County » _
County Non-District & Adair 350 175 9119 9000 est.
Corvallis RFPD 175 125 3557 3400 est.
Monroe RFPD 325 50 7700 . : 7000 est.
Phitomath RFPD 125 . 100 2681 2681
VWestern Oregon FPD 100 50 . 1935 1869
Total 1075 500 24992 23950
Lane’ County ' :
Coburg RFPD 175 .50 3930 . 3685
Creswell RFFD 75 100 1400 1400
Eugene RFPD ' : ' ‘ :
{(Zumwalt RFPD). 50 50 724 724
Junction City RFPD 325 50 T 7236 6902
Lane County Non-District 100 50 1638 - 1638
Lane County RFPD #1 350 5o 7039 6339
Santa Clara RFPD 50 50 - _ 117 ' 17
Thurston-Waterville 50 - 50 — 82 82
West Lane.FPD : 50 0 . B35 435
Total 1225 . 450 22601 21322
Ltinn County
Albany RFPD
(inc. N. Albany, Palestine,
Co. Unprotected Areas) 625 125 15767 14000 est.
Brownsville RFPD 750 50 16891 ' 15473
~ Halsey-Shedd RFPD ' 2050 200 Legih o Lhliho
Harrisburg RFPD 1350 50 31387 : 29000 est.
Lebanon RFPD 325 325 12881 11645
tyons RFPD _ .50 0 787 787
-.Scio RFPD _ 175 0 5739 " 5400 est.
Tangent RFPD 925 . 325 20693 20013
Total 6250 1075 151059 140760
South Valley Total 8550 2025 - 198652 184032

Al Valley Total - .- 298968 282741
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TABLE A-IV

SHOKIHESS (N SALEM ANO EUGENE

SALEM . EUGENE

Year | '68 *'69 '70 <71 ‘72 ‘73 ‘74|68 ‘69 '73 ;1 '72 'y3
- JULY
Smoky Days 3 6 h 4 2 o 0 3 5 3 3 o -
Smoky Hours ’ .
Visibility & mi. or iess | i0 & 8 i6 5 -0 0|0 12 B 12 0 2 t
Visibility 3 mi. or lcss o 0 ¢ o 2 0 o Q 4 4 2 0 0
Visibility 1 mi. or less 0 ¥ 0 0 1 0 0 0] 0 1 1 0 0
; .
AUGUST
Smoky Days 5 o 10 5 8 7 1 ¥ o7 4 .7 3 5
Smoky Hours : :
Vislibility 6 mi, or less| Il 16~ 53 14 27 27 1 5 40 14 8 14 12 8
Visibility 3 mi, or less| 0 3 16 2 7 7 0 8 30 3 3 p 0 3
Visibllity | ml, or less o _ o 0 0 0 1 0 o 10 ] 1 -0 o] 0
SEPTEMBER
Smoky Days - 5 8 6 6 9 3 12317 9 & 3 & 7
Smoky Hours
Visibtlity 6 mi, or less | 92 66 50 19 3 14 42 {170 51 35 9 23 iz 16
~ Visibility 3 mi. or less | 1B 16 10 1 8 o 5 162 k2 1 1 0 0 9
Vigibility 1 mi. or less| © 0 0 o 0 0 2 6 4 0 0 0 ) 0-
OCTOBER _
Smoky Days 1 13 10 1t 1% 7 1216 15 10 3 13 -8 7
Smoky Hours i
Visibllity 6 mi. or less | 53 8s 65 59 113 z9 L8 67 39 L7 5 87 Lo 7
Visibility 3 mi. or less| 5 35 16 8 1l 9 1 50 25 3 0 7 g 4
Visibility 1 mi. or less 0 ) ¢ 0 0 D 0 8 3 0 o] 0 0 0
SEASON TOTAL SMOKY DAYS 3 32 30 26 35 17 25 |40 4o 26 13 32 20 17

tote: Smoky days are those days showing a restriction to visibility at the
alrport by smoke only, haze only, or smoke and haze on oncé Or mere
hourly observations. :

Smoky hours are those hourly observations showing restrictions to
visibllity by smoke only, haze only, or smoke and haze.

Smoke or haze Is listed as restrictlng visibility when It reduces
prevalling visibility to slIx mlles or Iess.

A-11



TﬁBLE A-v

Smoky Perlods, 1974

EUGENE AIRPORT . SALEH AIRPORT
DATE TIHE DURATICN  MINIMUM SHOKE DATE  TIME DURAT 10N HEN THUH SHOKE
PERIOD  OF PERIOD  VISIBILITY JUDGED PERIOD  OF PERIOD  VISIBILITY JUDGED
BEGAN {hours) (mlies) CONTRIBUTED : BEGAN {hours) A(miles) CONTRIDUTED
(24 hr. . BY FIELD (24 hr. . BY FIELD
clock) - BURHING clock) BURNIHG
YES no : YES HO
1/3 0700 1 -6 X
: 8/9 0800 1. [ X
8/i4 1800 2 5 X i
8/16 0800 3 s . X
B/20 1635 4 1/2 p
8/23 1700 1 6
9/1 0900 3 2 X 9/1 1200, .. 10 g X
9/3 1330 8 1 1/2 x | i
. ) 95 0700 1 5 X
9/6 0900 1 6 X 9/6 0735 6 X
9/7 ' ' 9/7 0700 - 5 X
9/8 . ’ - L 1000 7 3/k
9/9 . : 9/9 2200 1 4
9/15 : ' ' 9/15 0800 2 4 B
9/16 : | 9/16 1000 2 5 X
9/17 0700 7 S : X |9/217 0800 4 4 X
/18 = 0600 6. 3 x 9/18 0900 5 5 X
9/19 : ) ] 9/19 0700 8 4 X
9/29 9/29 0700 4 3 X
TOTAL L 6 : 4 9
1973ITotals 5 4 5 5
1972 Totals 5 8 7 12
1971 Totals .1 3 6 9

Explanation: Smoky pericds lidentified by visibilities of six miles or less in Table | are listed
for the morths of July, August and September. A judgement that smoke was not related
to field burning was made only if the situation was unequivocal. Questionable or
uncertain cases were attributed to field burning.



Month July 1974 {

Field Burning

Slash Burning

|

Ambient

L
Y

+ Rusber * Number Kours .of Reduced ' ' .
4 Burning ! Sovth  Horth  Tons Slash; Tons 5tash Tons Slash: Tons Slash Tons Slash visindiley | Totad J:otugel Lugene  fugene Eugene Con-
wfllass © Acrey  hcres  Burncd * Burned Burned Burned Burned Far . fuqens - Salpm | Com- Grove Arport Clty mall merce Bldg.
yuly 14 Bureed Burned Ry o SE South £6 £ {6 ' plaints 2009000 2000033 2016832 2018035 °
Y oa ; Co i , : ] Y
o | . ; ! i :
2] K1 ! (I 1511 042 ! 1 I " )
. : : i i
: . ' : 1 i |
3| e 5184 138 | : 0 Y i L 80
' | H ] L.
J o ! 154 ne : R TR T w1 o2
i : i ' ! ' :
TR : l : AN Y
; — S S S
&l w1 L0 12350 ; ; 9 |i - , 3]
1 » : ! B I s Y
i i 1 . ;
el W 7 : oy i t 18 i
; i | :
1 i ) .
i ot | :
e| s szr i o n ;2
! 151 10 . A ' i - 1 I 2
. i ' | S S SO
g 5% Lol : ! o n '
i. > ' i!' : I !
12: R i 54 : : 1| }, 21 .t
: i : i ' :
B! K Pos i ' : ! [ . B L 42
- H H : ' : .
Mm ] 16 . : v R TH | 1m0
H - ! i . {
H l L}
15| 81 | = ! - 77 ]. 240 | : Al ,,:,“. _” 3
HEEHE s Loy | ¥ . ¥ % ag -
4 - . r ! . . .
| . E : i 1 : i
AR 8] I i i 763 ' : 1 S
t5 | A5-1 | Do « ‘ i | '
: i | i ' |
I : ! ' i
19 21 ; f :
: t
0] &1 | 54 | ! i 7 Lo
n! 1 3 | ! : ‘ 1 P
i i : ; i : -
2z a1 i’mg B3 -gea7 l 4 ! faa 2 g5 s -
| i R : i : ! ’
; w1, #E l-np {1040 2658 E 18 4 B i b
. I H I ' ! '
i » 4250 |17 | nes ; ‘l i [
% PAN-V | 289 | 465 | taso oo : | |82 S
26 P10 201 2 ! 2250 i a0 . YT e ) II;J_—‘
: Cod ' i : ' :
F7) I pri-1 62t 399 . 660 © s i f 7 101
P | 4as 251 | 4030 0o 10 ; 1 s s Yot 79
n% Pl ]I i : 3% e
- i H i
0 l P/N-1 | 104) 1105 l 4969 1150 3704 . 2 . 13 i
. E . i i |
n | pran-l|_sis |64 kL _4ecq - mey, 0 . 2 | -85 122
| | 7259 3590 | 20000 | w454 wn T w0 L |
) . ' 3
-Notes: 1. Federal primary standard 260 ng/l” pot more than once per year.
Federal secondary standard ISO‘ug/M not more than once per year,
2. State am91ent air standard. 150 pg/M not more than once per year
100 pg/M” not more than 15% of samp1es collected.



Ambient ik' Particulate Measurements (uq/M3)
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_24-hour Samples (See Notes 1 & 2)
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See Note 3)-
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Month Aug. '75[% _ ' “ .
o Slash Burning
Number ﬂunl;cr “fHours of Reduced :
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Notes: 1. Federal primary standard 260,ug/H3 ot more than once per year.
Federal secondary standard 150 pg/if” not more than once per year.

2. State ambient air standard. 150 yg/M3 not more than once per year.
100 pg/M™ not more than 15% of samples collected,
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——Ambient  psparticulate Measurements (uq/M”) : : 12-hour Samples
24-hour Samples (See Notes 1 & 2) : | {See Note 3)
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174._(

Field Burning

Slash Burning

" Ambient

v

100 yig/M

not more than 15% of . samples co1]ected
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Notes: 1. Federal primary standard 2605pg/ﬂ ot more than once per year,
Federal secondary standard 150 ug/M not more than once per year.
2. State amgient air standard. '150‘pg/H not more than once per year.



) 1"Ambien§}~"fr Particulate Heasurements_ﬁu&/ﬁ3)

24-hour Samples (See Notes 1 & 2)

[

12-hour Samples

(See Note 3)

T year.

3. There are no ambient air standards for 12-hour samples.
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100 pg/ﬂ

not more than 15% of samples coﬂected
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Air Particulate Measurements (yq/MS)

12-hour Samples’

!

.24-hour Samples (See Notes 1 & 2)

{See Note 3)
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3. There are no ambient air standards for 12-hour samples.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY
~ AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION
SENATE AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
March 18, 1975

Subject Qutline: - Senate Bil1l 311

Cereal acreage burned 1974,

EQC Rule needs revision to comply with new law.

d.

Burnina permit procedures
Civil penaity authority
Violation citing

Revise permit laws.

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.

. - Field Inspectors (6 - 8)

Become the expert on fields to be burned and potential prob]em areas in

Tocalized areas of responsibility in the Valley.
Surveillance of daily burning.

Liaison as necessary between fire chiefs énd seed growers.
Assist in controlling improper burning methods.

Assist in enforcement.

Enforcement Officer (2)

General survei]]ance

Called to problem areas identified by f1e1d 1nspect0r to issue c1v1]
penalty notices as requ1red



Skywatch operation expanded to.increased hours.
A1l of above radio equipped.
New weather stations and information gathering.

Meetings with State Forester and Seed Council.



o

PERSCHAL SERVICES

8 Environmontal Technicials 1

4 months ¢ $648/mo. _ $ 20,736 .
OPE @ 15% on above 3,110 $§ 23,846
1 Program Exccutive 3 Q@ Q122’/ro.- L 836 A '
OPE @ 15% on above 734 5,630
Totz1 Personal Scrvices $ 29,476
SERVICES & SUPPLIES
8 Intermediate size autos
Base rate $110/mo. $ "3,520 - 7
3000 miles per mo. over minimum 10,560 $ 14,080
Aerial Surveillance o T . ‘
5 hours daily at $50/hour _ .250 _
120 days : ‘ 30,000
~ Total Services & Supplies : ' § 55,080
CAPITAL OUTLAY
8 Hobile radio units installed in autos above $ 7,000
Improvement in existing radio communtcat:ons network 38,000
Total Capital Outlay - § k5,000
TotaI Direct Costs - Other Funds . " § 1i8,556

Add: Indirect Costs @ 38.72% : : 16,865
' $ 135,421



County and
Fire District

BENTON:

- Co. Non.
Corvallis
Monroe
Philomath
Western

CLACKAMAS :

Canby
Clackamas 54
Clackamas Marion
Estacada
Molalla

~ Monitor
Scotts Mills

LANE:

Coburg
Junction City -
Lane Non.
Lane No. 1
" West Lane

LINN:

Albany
Brownsville
Halsey-Shedd"
Harrisburg
L.ebanon

Scio

Tangent
Lyons

Total

Total

Total

Total

Cereal Acres
Burned in 1974




County and

_Fire

District

MARION:

Aumsville
Aurora Donald
Drakes
Hubbard
Jefferson

Marion No. 1

Mt. Angel
St. Paul
Salem
Silverton
Stayton ‘
SubTimity
Turner

"~ Woodburn

POLK:

WASHI

YAMHI

Polk-Non.
S.E. Rural
S.H. Rural

NGTON:

Cornelijus
Forest Grove
Wash. No. 1
Wash. No. 2
Hillsboro

LL:

~Amity

Carlton
Dayton
Dundee
McMinnville
Newberg
Sheridan
Yamhill

- Total

Total

Total

Total

Cereal Acres
Burned in 1974

48
50
17
835
796
173
1,316
8007
793.6

53

221
5,202
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DEQ STAFF COWMENTS RELATING TO BETTY ROSERTS' BILL PROPOSAL TO THE SENATE
AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOQURCES COMMITTEE

Section 2

ORS 465.460 (1). 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 Tight of ORS 463.290.-
" ORS 463. 460 (2) requires the Commission to sdopt rules providing
for a phased reduction. However, further on in the draft ORS 468.475, on

pages 5 and 6 appear to dictate what that phased reduction would be. Is

_that the intent?

ORS 463.460 (3) prohibits regional air quality control authorities

from the requlation of field burning. Hould this also apply to civil

penalty actions?

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 field is needed such as giving the tax lot, or range, township
and sectidﬁ numbers. This may be either part of the statute or possibly
could be contained in implementing 0AR. '

ORS £58.465 (2). Department staff requirements for inspecting burned
cereal fields would probably reguire at least one full time individual if
spot checking were permitted in 1ieu of 100% coverage as indicated in the
bill proposal.

ORS 463.465 (3). This is the only mention of specffic civil penalty

authority by the Department and is limited to violations of planting
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restrictions of burned cereal acrecages. Expanded civil penalty authority

is needed if this is the legislature's desire.

Section 4.

ORS 468.470-(1). The last sentence in sub paragraph 1 was added
by the 1974 special session and relates to the constitutional question
of the definftioh of combustible material. This action was not effective
in solving the probtem because it fails to answer the constitutional

objection. In passing it might be noted that in this case no one ever

- questionad -whether grass stubble Tields were combustible or not.

OR3 468.470 (4). The phrase "As long as the Committee is in existence”

appeﬁrs to be inappropriate because sub paragraph 3_gives the Commitiee

~an indefinite 1ife period. .

This paragraph gives the Committee the job of establishing operating

standards for equipment but does not stipulate that they need to comply

-y Ef'l(‘ P e
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wit with the Departmen

te feeT the need of a stronger Department position than that of a consultant.
An equal partner in the establishment of standards would 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 with which the Committee is to report to the Commfssion
appeafs to be excessive. It would be recommended that the maximum of two
reports yearly are all fhat would be necessary. Theée would be once in
the fall to review the scason accomplishments and zgain fn the spring
to review season plans and goals, It also appears that the Committea

may be burdened with so many reporting requirements as to make their job .
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difficu]t and their function ]eSs effective. It is noted that they report
and make recommendations to Ways and Means. They have Senate and House

of Representative advisory membership, and they |

aré reporting also to the EQC.

Section 4a.

ORS 468.475. The definition of “"permit area"™ s unclear. It is 5uggested
that if fire distficts are intended,the usage is inappropriate becausé the
wide rangingysize of fire districts and the disparity of crop types from
oné fire di %rict 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 fuhds, but there is no indication tﬁat there is intended to be a
phased reduction in smoke management activities. Theré needs to be maintenance
of smoke management funds._

One might‘additional1y question whether the indicated phased reduction
is going to be consistent witﬁ available straw removal and field sanitation
equipment. |
- Section 5.

ORS 468.480 (1). It is suggested that wording requiring registration
of fie]ﬂs early in the season and timé1y submission of funds be included.

ORS 468.480 (2). Ve feel there needs to be a definition of areas of
responsibility for the use of smoke managenent funds utilized by the
Department and the Seed Council. It would be a preliminary recommendation
that the Dezpartment utilization of funds be directed towards providing
regulatory and enforcement staff augméntation required fdr smoke managenenf,
and thaf the Seed Council retain their prevjous involvement in information

_gathering and dissemination responsibilities.
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ORS 405.480 (3). Again, the timely submission of fee receipts would be

a desirable stipulation.

¥hat follows is not related to the bill proposal, hdwever, thefe
haQe been several suggestions in various areas of the-!egislatdre for
contfoiias, the burning on the basis of agronomic needs. If the Depaftment
wi1i be expected to make this kind of determipation, 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 which have been sanitized
by‘machine. The requiremeﬁts of smoke management would indicate that
the ﬁachineS‘shGUEd pe usea Tirst in those areas which are most swmoke
sensitive. It would seem that this would give an inappropriate economic

advantage to those fields which might be considered to create the most

problen.



U

1.

( | (
DEPARTMEHT OF ENVIRONMEMTAL QUALITY |
Areas of Statutory Concern -

Fire Permits Required

,r\\ﬁ_d:) ORS 476.380 (1), 477.515, 477.530 and 478.950 require fire permits

to be obtained for open burning in all areas of the state. ORS 477.515

and 477.530'requ1re fire permits for areas within forest protection

 districts and federal grazing districts. ORS 476.380 and 478.980 require

1

2.

fire permits for areas outside and within ruraj'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 theVOregon 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 poserless to enforce requlations requiring fire permits. Field

burning is an activity in this category. The statutes (ORS 476.380 and

478.960) must be changed to correct this defect.

Control of Agricultural Burning

| ORS 468.450 is the legislative authority under which the Department
issues the daily burning classification for agricultural burning. This
section was_former]y ORS 449.840 and vas completely separate from thes
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 (4) all other burning. It is the-fourth priority .
of burning which has been interpreted“by the Department as providing authofity

to control such things as the‘burning of orchard prunings and agricultural

'_1and c¢learing.



ORS 468.290 exempts agricul tural operafions except for field
burning from the application of air pollution laws. From the staff's
///hgoint of view it appears there may be a conflict between the two statutes;
( On the basis of ORS 468.450 we have opsrated a2 burning programi365
days a year for the control of agricultural burning by allowing burning
on marginal days. This has been a genefal]y acéeptable and successful
program. People generally understand the desirability of prohibiting
burring on poof ventilation days. MWe feel, however, that there needs
to be some clarification of that authority in ORS 468,290 if that is
the legislative intent. It might berdesirab1e to indicate it is not
intended tolpermanent]y shut off bufning opportunity, but only to
prohibit it during periods of poor ventilation in accordance with ORS

468.450.

3. Civil Penalties

_ If civil penalties are contemplated as a means of enforcement by

the Department, it is the staff feé]ing that specific enabling legislation
needs to be provided. The-conStraints of ORS 468.125 requiring notice
could be cumbersome partitular]y if the violation notice is to be issued
after the evidence is gone, i.e., after the fire is out or after a bﬁrned
cereal field is replanted to something other than that allowed by statute

or rule.



.SHOKE HAMAGEHENT BUDGET

DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Personnel Services
\( Field tnspectors (k)

(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: 4 Inspection; 2 Enforcement
Base $110/mo ~ 3 mo.
3000 mi/mo over base
Mobile Radio Units (6)
Base Station Radioc
TOTAL SERVICES & SUPPLIES
DEPARTHENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY TOTAL

SEED COUMCIL

Personnel
Fire Marshal

Capital Outlay

Antenna Amplifier (12V-13W-25Y4)
Receiver for 4488 for burnihg crews at $80/unit
Theodolite and Supplies

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY

MAR 20 1975

$1k,400
2,160
14,688

2,203
6,984
1,048
41,483

1,980
5,940

£,000
1,000
14,920
$56,403

$ 1,000

1,500
1,600
3,500

$ 7,600



Seed Council {continued)

Services and Supplies

- Aircraft (23 hr/day - 60 days - $40/hr)

Te]ephone; radio, newspaper, code-a-phone

TOTAL SERVICES AND SUPPLIES

SEED COUNCIL TOTAL

TOTAL DEQ AND SEED COUNCIL

$ 6,000

7,000

$13,000

$20,600

476,153 .



s of Oregon | {
. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ' INTEROFFICE MEMO -

€;y To: Kessler R. Cannon - ' Daio. March 13, 1975
from:  H. M. Patterson - |

Subjact: HB 2560 - Field Burning

{'

Hhhﬁ\*/ The attached two mamorandums summarize 1) comnznts on the proposed
legislation, and 2} fiscal impact.

The fiscal impact is influenced by thz requiremsnt to issue permits under the
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Law. In addition %o ths atutULuly time
1imit, each denial or limitation would be subject to appeal under the
administrative procedures. If appeals are reouested, additional staff time of
the hearings officer would be requ1red (which is not included).

I feel strong]y that a p]ant pathologist will be nescessary to provide that -
technical data for the decision making process for both the Department and

EQC. : €§:)
| - S

-e-.__;

Attachmants ~ Memo 3-13-75
: 2-3-75

HMP:h

DiQy 4
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CI To:

From:

. Subject:

DEQ 4

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF cVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ( INTEROFFICE MEAO

Sam Aikin through KRC ' Pate:  March 13, 1975

_ 7
H. M. Patterson }a

H8 2560 Field Burning

The staff has completed an initial evzluation of H3 2560 relatinyg to
field burning per your telcphone request.

L The Division has receivad copies of the Governor's recommended budget
and in accordance with the December 16, 1374 request to the Budget Division
$135,421 per year or $270,842 for the biznnium was included velative to
field burning. This fiscal amount was for ap extendad Tield burning
program in the Willamette Valley under the surveillance of DEQ. 1t
essentially moved the Smoke Management Frogram in the field with 8
Environmental Technicians and a Program Exescutive for four and threes month
periods. This impact discussion is-in addition to that program,

The review and evaluation of HB 2560 raises several questions covered
by the memorandum of March 3, 1975 reviewing HB 2560 which may have fiscal
jmpact. The proposed legislation adds rew responsibilities that are assigned
and occur in a different time frame.  Soz= of these are as follows:

1. Permit Issuance: DEQ would be responsible for issuing burning -
ermits both from a management standpoint and for perennials for
fire hazard. This impact assessmant does not include the latter
function, as it duplicates fire r,,rmn, agen61es 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 pzrmits will bz applied for at the
same time. DEQ is required to issuz permits within 60 days of
application. This reguires a nzw high manpower requirement to issuz
permits under ACDP statutes and DzQ rules within that time frame.

3. Number of Permits: Based upon 50,000 acres being opzn burnad in
permit units averaging 50 acres by 500 growsrs; 500 permits would
be issued. It is estimated that parhaps 800 applications will be
received.

4. Commission Responsibilities: Thz Commission may by rule or order
allocate permits; judge a showing of "necessity" to increase maximum
acreage; find “extreme hardship” and "irreparable damage" to land,
etc. which are new expertise functions.



\f

Fiscal Impact:

Rased on the foregoing and in addition to per1ou>1y Subm1Lted
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 $20,736
1 Program Executive
4 months at $1224/mo. 4,896
1 Secretary 3 ' : :
12 months at $587/mo. - 7,044
1 Plant Pathologist
12 months at $1415/ms. ' _ 15,980
49,656
OPE at 15% - 7.448
57,104

Services and Supply:

11 at $3000/year/person | 33,000
(Includes Mag Tape at $300/mo) '

 Capital Outlay:

Office furniture - $650 x 11 7,150
TOTAL T 3$97,254

Indirect Cost at 38.7% 37,637
_$134,891 per year _
7$269,782 per biennium

cc3RLV/LDB




Sy of Oregon ( ‘ 7 .
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTERQFFICE PAEMO

Dai=

Kessler R. Cannon *"March 3, 1975

From: H. M, Patierson . ,,.“)-/

Subject: i

HB 2560, pertaining to field burning

the staff has completed a review of the above proposed legislalion
and has fhe following comments:

Section 2
Other sections of the Bill include perennial, annaal and delete cereal, '

If it is intended rule making cover both perenpial and annual,
Section 2 should include annual, ie. line 9,

This proposal puts DEQ responsible for issuing fire permits for
perennial and air conlaminant permits. The Depariment is not staffed to
determine fire hazard conditions in areas of the Valley, prior to each days
burning. '

- Section 3 (not effeciive until 1-1-76, see Section 12}

Subsection (1) gives the DEQ only control authority specifically
anthorized by this Act. '

Subsection (2) gives the DEQ only confrol authority specifically
authorized by this Act.

Control of standards for ceriified alternative agricultural equipment
is limited to the ¥ield Burning Commitiee (after consultation with the DEQ)
as long as the Committee is in existence. Who csizblishes standards for
equipment after that time? : :

The Depariment,based on current information, is concerned that
a particulate problem could arise if a suificient 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,

-

DG 4



Scclion 4 - (Applicable aficr burner certificd by Cornmittee)

Subscciion (1) -~ Does not allow Commuission io adopt rules relating
to erain crops or olther burnine.

Does this mean grain erops or oinzer burning arc excmpted 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 wording in line 18 "for a phased
reduction" when by Section 6 of this Aci, burning limits are established.

Subsection (3) - The siriking of grain crops in Iine 25 makes il appear

Regional Authorities may control burnins 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
1-1-176.

Page 3, linc 33, It is wnderstood that this sentence serves no
useful purpose as ORS 476.38 and 478,260, which are the fire permit -
issuing statutes do not define “combustible material'',

Vague Burning Regulations Held to Infringe on Fire Amendment
Riphts (State of Oregon, Appellant, vs. Ervin E. Hayes, Respondent,
Court of Appeals, OR. App., 520 P. 2d 465,)

~ Subsection (2) "Phased reduction™ language does not seem applicable
in view of slatutory phasing in Section 6.

. Section 6

Subsection (1) - Limits burning to 150,000 acres, but really leaves

~decigion to the EQC by adding language "except by rule or order of the

Commniission, "

Subsection (2) - Limits burning to 50,000.... Same comment as
Subsection {1).

Subsection (3) - Commission by rule or order can determine prioi*ity
of burning. If appears to the Departrient that lines 13 and 14 cssenfally

will open up hearings relafive to show of ”nocc‘.z,c,n\ " similar to that being
conducled by legislature now,



( | 5 (

Subscction (1), line 15, "burncd”™ - should bhe replaced with Topen
burncd™.  Y.inc 17 "burning"” replaced wilth “open bhuraing”. Same comment
for Jines 3, 6 and 14.

Subsgeclion (5), line 18, "burmed" should be yeplaced with open
burned".  The Departiment does not have a good definition of "exireme
hardship" and/or "irrepavable damage'. Should not the language be
upon finding of a "potential irrveparable damage™, otherwise if it is -
jrreparable, why burn it?

Line 21 - It should be clarvified as fo intent, ie. any one field or
acrcage not more than.... Perhaps if in line 21, first word, '"acreage"
were changed to land it would be more clear. Beginoing on line 20, it
would read....... ..ihe. open burning of specific Jand....

The Department concludes thal if an alternative method is developed
and available, this subsection will probably not eavse 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 overly
restrictive and impractical in that registration occurs in March and fields
normally are not burned wntil 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 permil applications be established and an allowanre be

made for 90 days for permit issuance.

This comment is based upon 50,000 acres 'being; open burned, in

" umits of 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 decision date may be impractical
in terms of time constraints,

Section 7 (1){a). -

The comment relative to 60 days issuance of permit in Subsection 6

previously may require a date change.

‘After January 1, 1976, the Department issues permits for open
burning (and for pevennial and for fire hazard)} yct the langnage is such
that registration continues with fire permit issuing agent. Is it intended
that growers intending to open burn register with the {ire permit people
and alse apply for a permit with the Depariment ?
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Subsaclion (H(H)y - The language should be clarified ag to legislative
intent. '

After the elflcetive date of Act:
() The ficlds ave reeistered with Fire Permit Agents
(2) The Ixccutive Department colleets fees, and
(3) After 1-1-76 the DEQ issues permits

Subseclion (1)(c) - It is concluded that the Fxecutive Department
refunds fees, accepts affidavit relative to straw removal, The Depariment
estimate of impact on the Depariment does include manpower for this.

Subsection (2) - This section could be clarified. In accordance with
Subsection (1)(b), the Execulive Department will collect fees. 'This
subsection reads as if fire permit agencies were collecling fees,

Seection 9

It might be anticipated that additicnal stafi may be needed to handle
appeal hearings from civil penally assessments, if the Depariment is
given authority to levy penalties.

Section 10

After abolishing the-Colmnittee, vho establishes standards for
mobile field burners? The Commitlee is the only one authorized by this
Act. :

cc: Ray Underwood
LDB thru RLV



Stat of Oregon ==

DEPARTMENT OF eNVIRONMENTAL QUALITY . INTEROFFICE MEM

\*
To: fayne Wolfe through KHS, KC Date: Farch 31, 1975
Frorn: HiP
Subject: HB25560 Field Burning, Fiscal Impact

Following a meeting in Janst Hclennan's office on March 25, 1975, you
requestad the complete cost of tha Field Burning program including DEQ & Smoke

Hanagement (by Seed Council). The attachmant is that detail and is5 suamarized
as follows:

Personal Services $184,990
Services & Supply 68,480
' ~ Capital QUtlay - - 23,300
-76 Mobile Radio 6,000
Base Radio 1,000
Weathar . 7,000
MHobile 2,000

Desks, Misc. 2,300
Antenna Amplif 5,000
Receiver

Total $276,770

Hi4P :mh
Att.

DzGr 4



FY 76

His 2560 FISCAL IMPACT ESTIMATE

SMOKE HAWASEMENT BUDGET

Personnal Services

=

Enforcement - 6 inspectors
(3 mo. at $1164/mo. -~ PE 2)

Program Manager B
(12 mo. at $1224/mo. - ES 3)

Secretary : o
(6 mo. at -$587/mo. - Sec. 3)

OPE at 15%

Subtotal (DEQ)

%% Fire chiefs @ 15¢/ac registered

&

(260,000 ac)
State Fire Marshall (weekends and
after hours)

Personnel Services Subtotal

Services and Supplies

e
t

»

*
3

%k

Vehicles: -6 Enforcement
Base $110/mo. - 3 mo.
3000 mi/mo over base

Mobite Radio Units (6)

Base Station Radio

Subtotal (DEQ)

Communications {district radios)

Telephone, radio, neﬁﬁpaper, code-a-phone

Weather data acquisition ,
Theodolite & accessories
Aircraft plotter

Contract surface observations & pibals

Aircraft
Other
Services and Supplies Subtotal

‘Total FY 76 Budget

3/31/75

$20,952
14,688

3,522
39,162
5,574

~ $45,036

39,000

1,000

1,950
5,540

6,000
- 1,000
14,920
7,000
7,000
3,500
3,500
1,000
6,000

5,000

$85,036

50, 920

$135,355



‘\\' FY 77

Permit Systen

Personnel Services

Enforcemnent ~ 8 Inspectors

(3 mo. at $1164/mo - PE 2) $27,963
= Progran manager
(12 mo. at $1415/mo) 16,980
* . Secretary '
(12 mo. at $587/mo. Sec. 3) 7,044
51,960
% OPE at 15% 7,794
Subtotal (DEQ) 59,954
%% Fire chiefs @ 15¢/ac registered 39,000
(260,000 ac)
%% State Fire Marshall (weekends and 1,000
after hours) '
Personnel Services Subtotal 93,954

Services and Supplies

* Vehicles: 8 Enfarcement 2,640

(Base $110/mo - 3 mo.)

3000 mi/mo over base 7,920
* Mobile Radio Units (2) 2,000
£ 2 desks, chairs, misc. supplies 2,300

Subtotal (DEQ) 14,860

%% Communications (district radios) _ 7,000

%% . Telephone, radjo, newspaper , code-a-phone 7,000

%% WYeather data acquisition obsérvations - 1,000
#% Aircraft - 6,000
%% Other . | _ 5,000
Services aﬁd Supplies Subtotal Lo, 860
. | Total FY 77 Budget 140,814
CRC7677 - s276,770

* DEQ item _
Seed Council item
Executive Department item

oLl
Er



DEQ 4 .

Str-te of Oregon

DEPARTMENT Or ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ' INTEROFFICE MEMO
Hayna YolTs thru KRL, RH3 ' Date:r Ppyll 3, 1375

H., M, Patterson

SubjectHB 2560 - Fiald Burnlng Acilon Flow Chart

R. L. Yogt and | mel with Janet Malannan, you and other Exezutiva
Depariment staff on Harch 25, 1975 to discuss posaidle proesduras fov tha
Issuapza of fleld buyn!ng peimits and the Ioplementation of the flald
burnling control and enforcarent programs as rwquiraﬂ by H8 2560, From
‘the meetlng 1t was copcluded that thers were no slgnificent medifications

- proposed and that 1t would be halpful IF the Depariment outlinad the parslt

procass. The attached three shast flow chart ocutlines the requarem;n;s
speﬁiflﬂd In tha BIlL.

Yhe flom chart is maJa up In thres Beﬁt!ﬂﬁﬁ*
’. ngistrat!en through Permit Issuance
- 2. Buralny Control and Enforcessal.
3. Fes Disbursement.

- Humbsred elrclas gulde Vlaes of actlon flow batween secztlons. The O35

- and Section raferences fafar to the language contalned Ia H3 23560 and provide
the basis for the Indicaksd action flow. Apn asteriok inﬂicataa that the BINI

Is not specific In the action Plow or procedura,

In general, the staff commants on HB 2560 exprassed In the staff memo

. of Barch 3, 1875 {ca;?'aztaﬁhad) are applleable, in addition 1t Is noted
othat no provision has bzea made for late registration and the Rareh 1 date

appaars to 1lmit any changes of actlon by the EGL wnder 488.3475 including

ThafﬁBﬁig sction unday LEs, k?pfs). HNote ths May 1 date In L463.475 {4).

Tha staff Is also praparing s flow chart indicating proposad  changas

 to ninlmiza fes transferral, fa. specifically allow tha Flre district not -
~to edbllact the foe {or the yrowar to pay the fea) until the burning permlts
- hava bean lssued to tha flre disgrlct by the anartmvnt. The Flve diszrict

- eould collect tﬁa fea bafore Tssulng tha parﬂlt. :

ttachomnis

Emnriasede Fiald Piirnin~ Do



- HB 2500 , ¢ *¥
Field Burning ' .
REGISTRATION THROUGH PERMIT 1SSUANCE

r__;fl_ e et ey
___mm"”;_?i SCED i
T T GROMER

' : Registration Forms
\1 | | No Later Than MARCH ]
| | 468.480 (1) (a)
T S
RESPECTIVE 1 ' Forward Copy®

FIRE DISTRICT o Registration
J Form ASAP

Refund Fees ' b .
for Fields Forward Copy Registration

Burned in Forms ASAP
Prior Year , L68. 480 (1) (a)

468.475 (5) | L } ,
DEPARTHMENT OF : | EXECUTIVE

ENVIESRLE¥$AL_, - DEPARTMENT

Motification of
Fees Due
(1) Determine Preliminary - K68.480 (1) (b)

Al |Ocatlu for éa\:h

INTERIM ACTION

Fire District Based
: on Registration ' SEED GROHER‘
(2) After 1977: Check if I
field burned prior .
Fees Paid
~Year

L68.475 (5) , _ : l

|

| Field Burned | DEPARTHMENT OF| MNotifications

C , !,_h,_

ERECUTIIE e i prior Year-—1ENVIRO?HENTAL < Fees Paid IR s G;;:)
' ied

Permit Deni QUALITY | ASAP | | DEPARTHENT | Fee

| Disbursemes
DEQ Submits
Proposed Schedule -
Burning as per Statute

168.475

[ ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALTTY
COMMISSION

Approval or Approval with Modifications
Not lLater than 60 Days After Receipt
of Registration. Other Required Decisions
on or before MAH 1 - LA8.L75 (A)

: k]
\Eo ; DEPARTMENT OF

. 1 JHEH
Smoke Hanagement ENVéEREf%ﬁTAL.

and Enforcement

T
Forwards Field Burning Pecrmit
Indicating Approval or Denial

"/_ . ‘ : ' [N
 t0 ;\ Two Copies” One Copy+ _ __ EYFC']II‘\.’?ﬂt

| A T .
e FIDF ]_ Indicating Pormitted Indicating Permitted DEFFRTHENT
lssuaes— S g : C e
Parmit ;DT&T\ICTF' Burning, Date Not Burning, Date Mot S
;ro'é N - Indicate Indicated i
MoK . |
Managoment :

‘ . e N N I
inid Tnforce oot : ! . Coe Cooy o with IR ARE
. L f . - .- - B 1oL

,.



AB 250U

Fieid Burtiing pert{  ED BURNING CONTROL AND ENFORCEL T+

N\ (:i:)\\\\\\\\ | o
T ——

e MET 'j:;DEPARTMEHT.OFi SKYUATCH]
Observation VENVIRONMENTAL! FUNCTION ™ 7
“and - QUALITY | x—!
Forecast Dl
SN - Decision
WEATHER ! : To
BUREAU Prohibi® Burning
: Or -
SKYWATCH 'Ssuelperm’ts : Assessment
¥ of Civil Penalty
FOREST §¥QEE Covered in Sec.9
| SERVICE MARSHAL '
\JFIELD TMSPECTORS
SEED . AND ENFORCEMENT
COUNCIL | < )

to \J EXECUTIVE . Return®
4 JIDEPARTMENT | Unused Permits

7 |
Notify Permits
1) * Unused Permits fndicating
2) Machine Burned Burning Date

., 3 Mot Burned . Notification:
h) “Sworn Affida- 1} Machine Burned

vit of Straw 2) Not Burned
Removal 3)  Sworn Affi-
L davit of
DEPARTHENT OF Straw Removel
ENV IRONMENTAL
~ QUALITY

~ |GROWER

l

SEED

BURN

CBSERVATION

FIELDS




—

—,

FEE DESBURSEMENT

_\__‘—-_ N e m—— e ———m————

' =)
3 i o> EXECUTIVE
O he hopreprinee | DEPARTIENT

As Appropriate

Research and
Development of
Field Burning

Commi ttee,

Requires Executive
Department Approval

468.480 (3) .
and

468. 485

|

FIELD -
BURNING
COMMITTEE

 SMOKE
MANAGEMENT
BUDGET

568.480 (2)
}
“SEED
COUNCIL

*Procedures Not Specified in HB 2560

\\\\ Refunds for Acres
Not Burned, Burned
by Machine, or
Straw Removed

4L68.480 (1) (c)

~\
SEED

GROWER |

Funds to Fire Districts
for Administration,
Registration, Records, etc.

L68 . 480 (2)

FIRE
DISTRICTS

SMﬂl{E.
iU e

 MANAGEMENT &
ENFORCEMENT

L68.480 (2)

|

DEPARTMENT
OF
ENVIRONMEMTAL
QUALITY




Sta{ of Oregon ' B ' (

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ~— . - _ INTEROFFICE MEMO
To: Kessler R. Canncon : - Date: Wi rch 3, 1975
From: H. M. Patterson
Subject: ‘

HB 2560, pertainine to field burning

The staff has completed a review of the above proposed legislation
and has the following comments: :

Section 2
Other sections of the Bill include perennial, annual and delete cereal.

If it is interded rule makin‘g;: 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
burping. - '

. Section 3 (not effective until 1-1-76, see Section 12)

Subsection (1) gives the DEQ only conirol authorify specifically
autnonzed by this Act.

Subsectlon (2) gives the DEQ only control authonty specifically
authorized by this Act.

Control of standards for certified alternative agricultural equipment
is limited to the Field Burning Commitiee (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 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 a1r quality
problems arise.

DEQ 4
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Section 4 - (Applicable after burncr certified by Committce)

"Subsection (1) - Does not allow Comnussmn to adopt rules relating
to orain crops or other burmno-

Does this mean grain crops or other burnmo- are exempted from

- EQC restrictions ?

Subsection (2) - Grain crops were deleted. Does this mean such

.~ erops cannot be controlled, or a phased’ 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 erops in line 25 makes it appear

Regional Authorities may control burning of egrain 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. Tt is understood that this sentence serves no
useful purpose as ORS 476.38 and 478,960, which are the fire permit

issuing sfatutes do not define "combustible materiall,

Vague Burning -Reglilations Held to Infringe on Fire Amendment

.Rjg-h'ts (State of Oxegon, Appellant, vs. Ervin E Hayes, Respondent

Court -of Appeals, OR. App., 520 P. 2d 465 }

Subsectlon (2) "Phased reductlon" language does not seem apphcable
in view of statutory phasmg; in Section 6.

*. Section 6

‘Subsection (1) - Limits burning 1o 150,000 acres, but really leaves

- decision to the EQC by adding la_no-uage "excépt by rule or order of the

Commission, "

Subsechon (2) - Limits burning to 50,000.... Same comment 25
Subsection (1). '

Subsecﬁon'(S) - Commission 153' rulc or order can determine priority
of burning. It appears to the Department that lines 13 and 14 essentally -

will open up hearings relative to show of "nece551ty" similar to that being
conductcd by legislature now. .
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Subsection (1), linc 15, "burned" - should be replaced with 'bpen
burned”. Line 17 "burning"” replaced with "open burnineg”. Same comment
for lines 3, 6 and 14.

Subsection (5), line 18, 'burned" should he replaced with “open
burned”. The Department does not have a good definition of "exireme
hardship" and/or "irreparable damage'. Should not the langsunge be '
upon finding of a "potenl:ml irreparable damage', otherwlse 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"
were changed to land it would be more clear. Beginnineg 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 burmng 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 overly
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 fo issue permits.

It is recommended that if statutory times are established, that a
date for filing permit applications be established and an allowance be

- made for 80 days for permif 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 receive 800 grower permit
applications.

¥For the 1975 Season, the May 1-decision date may be impracﬁcal

in terms of time constraints.

Section 7 (1)(a).

The comment relative to 60 days 1ssuance of perrmt in Subsectlon 6
prevmusly may require a date change.

After Januvary 1, 1976, the Department issues permits for open
burning (and for perennial and for fire hazard) yet the lancuace is such
that registration continues with fire permit issuing ascent. Is it intended

- that growers intending to open burn register with the fire permit people

and also apply for a permit with the Department?
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Subsection (1)(b) -~ The languace should be clarified as to lesislative
intent. . ‘

After the effective date of Act:

' (1) The fields are registered with Fire Permit Agents
(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 straw 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 addifional staff may be needed to handle
~ appeal hearing;'s from civil penalty assessments, if the Department is
given authorily to levy penalties. '

Section 10

After abolishing the Committee, who establishes standards foi'
mobile field burnexs? "~The Committee is the only one authorized by -this
Act. ' ' ' |

cc: "Ray Underwood
LDB thru RLV
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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

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the
measure and is pot a part of the body thereof subject to con-
gideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief
statemrent 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 firxed dates
for ending wvarious 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 Depertment to pay biennial costs. Authorizes
commitiee 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.

Reqguires 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 reguire burning. Permits contrary planting in case of crop
failure. '

Creates Oregon Field Sanitation Commitiee to replace present field
burning committee. Prescribes membership and duties of committee. Au-
thorizes committee 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 In beld face in an amended sectlon Is new; matter [italic and brack-
eted} Is coxisting law to be omltted; complete new sectlons begin with
. SECTION.



A-FEng. SB 311 e [21]
Continued from page 1

Creates Joint Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitation. Prescribes
membership and duties.

Increases burning fee to $2 per acre in 1976, S3 per acre in 1877 and $4
per acre in 1978 and thercafter. Establishes special fee of $1 per acre in
1975 and 1976 for acreage sanitized by any means, Establishes smoke man-
agement fee to be prescribed by comunittee not to exceed 50 cents per acre
burned. Requires registration of number of acres burned., Prescribes late

registration fee.
Provides civil penalties,
Makes related changes.

Declares emergency.
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(3] A-Eng. SB 311
| A BILL FOR AN ACT |
Relating to field burning; creating new provisions; amending ORS 468.140.

468.455, 468.460, 468.465, 468.470, 468.475, 468.480 and 468.485; and declar-

ing an emergen(;,y.- | '

Be 1t Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

Section 1. ORS 468.455 is amended to read:

468.455. In a conceried effort by agricultural interests and the public
to overcome problems of air pollution, it is the purpose of ORS 463.455 to
468.485, 476.380 and 476.960 to [phase out open field burning in the counties
listed in sub’seétion {2) of ORS 468.460 when a feasible alternative method
of field sanitation becomes available, to fix a specified date for termination
of open. field burning and, .fu'rthe?', t(') encourage stabilized ncreage until
feasible alternative methods of field sanitation become aﬁailable] provide
incentives for development of alternatives to open field burning, to phase
out opn'an field_ burning as feasible alternative methods of field sanitation
and straw utilizati:m and disposal becare available, and to reduce'open-
burned acreage each year in the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS
463.460,

Section 2. ORS 468.460-is amended to read:

468.460. After [an] a]teénative methods [method} of field sanitation
[is] and straw ui:ilization and disposal are certified under ORS 468.470, and
become [s] available as provided in subsection [(2)] (4) of ORS 468.470:

. (1) In such areas of the state and for such periods of Vtirne as it considers |
necessary to cari‘y out the p‘ol-icy of ORS 468.280, the commission by rule
may prohibit, restrict or limit classes, types and extent and amount of
burning for perennial grass seed creops, annual gi‘ass seed crops, grain
crops and other burning. -

(2) In addition to but not in lieu of the provisions of ORS 468.475 and of
any other rulge adopted under subsection (1) of this section, the commission
shall adopt rules for Multnomah, Washington, Cléckamas_. Marion, Polk,
Yamhill, Linn, Benton and Lane Counties, which provide for a more rapid
phased reduction by certain permit areas, dependingr on particular locatl air-
quality conditions and soil characteristi(;s, of the extent, type or amount of

open field burning or perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops
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A-Eng. SB 311 [4]

and grain crops after [en] alternative [method is] methods are certified

under ORS 468.470.

(3) In promulgating rules pursuant to subsections (I )and (2) of this

section, the commission shaill consult with the Soil Conservation Service, -

the Agricultural Stabilization Conunmission, the State Soil and Water Con-
servation Commission, the Oregon State University Extension Service and

other interested agencies.

[(3)] ¢(4) No regional air quality contrel authority shall havelauthor- :

ity to regulate burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed
crops and grain crops.
Section 3. ORS 468465 iz amended to read:

-468.465. (1) Permits under ORS 476.380 and 478.960 for open field burn-

ing of cereal grain crops shall be issued in the counties listed in subsection

(2) of ORS 468.460 only if the person seeking the permit submits fo the
issuing authority a signed statement under oath or affirmation that the
acreage to be burned will be planted to seed crops other than cereal grains
whiéh require flame sanitation for prober cultivation, [fall legumes or
perennial grasses. However, no open field bui"ning of cereal erops shall be
permitted in the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 after
January 1, 1975.] .

(2) The department shall inspect cereal grain crop acreage burned pur-
sua_ﬁt to subsection (1). of this section after planting in the following spring

to determine compliance with subsection (1) of this 'secf:ion.

(3) Any persbn planting contrary to the resirietions of subsection (1) -

of this section shall be assessed by the department a civil penaity of $25
for each acre planted contrary to the restrictions. Any fines collected by
the department pursuant to this subsectioin shall be used by the department
for a smoke management program in cooperation with the Oregon Seed

Council and for administration of this section.

(4) Any person planting seed crops after burning cereal grain crops

pursuant to subsection (1) of this section may apply to the department for

permission to plant contrary to the resirvictions of subsection (1) of this

section if the seed crop fails to grow. The department may allow planting

contrary to the restrictions of subsection (1) of this section if the crop

Pl
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[5] ' A-Eng. SB 311

failure oceurred 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. [(1) Except as provided in ORS 468.475, open field burning of
perennial grass seed crops and ennual grass seed crops shall be subject to
regulation under ORS 468450, 476.380 and 478.960 only until e committee
described “in subsection {3) of this se,ctionrcertiﬁes the availability of «a
successful, feasible alternative to open field I;utta-ning in sufficient quaﬁtity
to sdnitize grass fields. For the purpbses of ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960,
annual grass seed c'r.ops, perennial grass seed crops and grain or grass stub-
ble shall be considered to be combustible material.}

[(2) As such alternative methods become available in quantity suffi-

cient to allow phased reduction in burning, the commission may begin to

phase out in proportion to such availability the burning described in ORS

468.460.]

[(3) The committee shall consist of two members representing agri-
culture appointed by the Director of Agriculture from « list of five nom-
inees submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing the
public appointed by the director of the depertmeni and a fifth memboer
appointed by the Governor. Members shall be persons knowledgeable con-
cerning agricultural pi'actices and air quality control practices which are
the sub_;]'ect of ORS 468.455 to 468.483.]

{(4) In addition to 'it".:-: other duties under this section, the committee
shall monitor the programs for development of feasible alternative methods
of field sanitation, shall make recommendations for the research and de-
velopment of such methods to the Joint Comumittee on Ways and Means
during the-legislative- session or to the Emergency Board during interim
periods and, after consultation with the department, shall establish stand-
ards under which certified alternatives are to operate as long as the com-
mittee is in existence.

[(5) In exercising its duties under subsections (1) and (4) of this sec-
tion, the commitiee shall certify alternatives and establish standards only
after public hearing at which interested personé are afforded- an oppor-

tunity to be heard and for which notice is given in a manner reusonably
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A-Eng. SB 311 [6]
calculated to notify interested persons of the time, place and subject of the
hearing.]

{1) The Oregon Field Sanitation Committee is established and for the
purposes of this 1975 Act shall be referred to as the “committee.,” The
committee shall consist of two membhers representing agriculture appointed
by the Director of Agriculture from a list of five nominees submitted by
the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing the public appoeinted
by the director of the department and a [ifth inember appointed by the

Governor. Members shall be persons knowledgeable concerning ngrieml-

tural practices and air quality control practices which are the subject of
ORS 468.455 to 468.485. '

(2) The committee shall assume the duties and responsibilities formerty
held by the field .burning co.mmitttee established pursuanf to section 4,

chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1971 (regular session). Members of the field

burning commiitee -shs_a-ll be the members of the field sanitation committee
until their terms expire pursuant to subsection {3) of this section.

(&3] The term of office of each memﬁer of the comnmitiee is four years,
but a member may be removed for cause. By lot, the committee shéll select
three of its members whose terms expire on December 31, 1976, The re-
maining members’ terms shall éxpire on December 31, 1978,

(4) The committee shall:

{a) Monitor and Eonduct programs for development of feasible alterna-
tive methods of field sanitation and straw utilizatioﬁ and disposal;

(b) Malke recommendations for research and development of alterna-
five methods to the Joint Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitation created
By section 7 of this 1975 Act;

\(c) After cun-su!ting with the department and the Joint Legislativo;
Task Force on Field Sanitation, cortify alternative methods of fiald sanita-
tion and straw utilization and disposal and estab.ds ugricultural standards
under which eertified alternatives are to operate;

{d) Report to the Joint Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitaiion four
times each year on progress made in discovering and utilizing slternatives
to open field burning: |

(e) Distribute all data engendered by the committee for public use;
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{I) As soon as alternative methods of field sanitation and straw utiliza-
ticn and disposal are certified, provide nssistance to persons wishing to ob-
tain the use of such methods and, in so doing, assist in purchasing, purchase
and Iease to users at low cost, or otherwise subsidize and promote extensive
use of certified mgthods; and

(g) Receive and dishurse funds, including but not limited Lo, acreage
burning receipts, voluntary contributim.ls from within and outside this state,
grants and gifts.

{5) The committee may:

(é) Enter into contracts with public and private agencies to carry
out the purposes of simoke management and development and demonstration
of aliernaiives 10 agriculiural open field burning;
{(b) Apply for and obtain patenis in the name of the State of Oregon f
and assign such rights therein as the committee considérs appropriate; and

{¢) Employ such pgrs‘onnel as is required to carry out the duties
assigned to it. . _ .
SECTION 5. Sections 6 to 11 and 16 of this Act are added to and made
a part of ORS 468.455 to 468.485. |

SECTION §. In exercising its duties under subsection (4) of ORS
468.470, the commitiee shall certify aliernatives and establish agricultural
s‘tan&ards only after public hearing at which intérested persons are afforded
an oppdrtunity to be heard and for which notice is given in a manner reason-
ab.ly calculated to notify interested persons of 'the. time, place and subject
of the hearing. A majority of fhe members of the committee constitutes a -
quorum for certifying alternatives and establishing standards.

SECTION 7. (&) The Joint L‘egislati\'e Tarsk Force on Field Sanitation
ig establiéhed as a joint committee of the Legislative Assembly. The task
force shall select an executive secretary who shall serve al the pleasure -
of the task force and under its direction.

(D) . The task forcé shall consist of three members of the House of Repre-
sentatives appointed by the Speaker and two members of the Senate

appointed by the President.

(3) The task force has a continuing existence and may meet, act, and
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conduct its business during sessions of the Legislative Assembly or any
recess thereof, and in the interim period between sessions.

(4) The term of a member shall expire upon the convening of the
Legislative Assembly in regular session next following the commenceme\nt
of thé member’s term. When a vacancy occurs in the membership of the

task force in the interim between sessions, until such vacancy is filled, the

membership of the task force shall be deemed not to include the vacant

’

" position for the purpose of determining whether -a quorum is present and

a quorum is the majority of the remaining members.

(5) Members of the task force shall be reimbursed for actual and

necessary expenses incurred or paid in the performance of their duties as

members of the task force committes, such reimbursement to be made

e ",

{roin funds appropriaied for such purposes, after submission of approved

voucher claims.
{6) The task force shall select a chairman. The chairman may, in

addition to his other authorized duties, approve voucher claims.

(7) Aétion of the task fofce shall be taken only upon Ithe affirmative
vote of the majority of the members of the task force committee,
SECTION 8. The Joint Legislative Task Force on Field Sanitation shall:
(1) Advise the Oregon Field Sanitation Committee on all matters
within its jurisdic;cion, including but not limited to certification of alterﬁa,-
fivé methods of field Qanitation and straw utilization and disposal;

(2) Review the 'activity and progress of the Oregon Field Sanitation
Committée in fulfilling the goals set for it by this 1975 Act; anrd

{3) Study and make recommendations to the Legislative Assembly on
matters related to field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal.

SECTION 9. The commissioﬁ shall establish emission standards for
certified alternative methods to open field burning.

SECTION 1¢. The department, in coordinarting efforts under this 1975
Act, shall:

(1) Enforce all field burning rules adopted by the commission and all

related statutes;
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(2) Monitor and prevent unlawiul field burning; and‘

(3) Aid fire distriets in carrying out their responsibilities for admin-
istering field sanitation programs.

SECTION 1i. For the purposes of ORS 468450, 476.380 and 478.960,
“combustible material” means annual grass seed Erops, perennial grass seed
crops and grain or grass stubble,

Section 12. ORS 468.475 is amended to read:

468.475. [After January 1, 1975, no person shall open-burn or cause to be
open-burned in the counties specified in subsection (2) of ORS 468460,
pereﬁniel Qmss seed cTops used for grass seed production or annual grass
seed crops used for éras‘s. seed production.] 7

{1 T..e tstnl agrenge o allowed o ha nnen burned in the counties specified
in subsection {2) of ORS 468.460 pursuant Vto permits issned under ORS
468.450, 476.380 and 478.960 shall be reduced each year according to the
foilowing schedule 7 .

{a) In 1975, no moxe than 80 percent of the total acreage 'burned in 1574
may be’ burned, '

{(b) In 1976, no more than 65 percent of the total acreage burned in
1874 may be burned;- - _

(¢) In 1977, no more than 50 percent of the total acreage ﬁmrue& in
19;74' may be burned; and | _ ‘

(d) In 1978 and each year thereafter, no more than 35 percent of the
total acreagé burned in 1974 may be burned. |

(2) The committee shall allocate burmable acreagé in the counties
Yisted in subsection (2) of GRS 468.460 after consuitation with the depatt-
ment. Priority shall be given to use of available alternatives to open field
burning in Lane County and fsriority areas in the other counties listed iﬂ
subsection (2) qf ORS 4{.58.460. |

{3) The Governor, upon a finding of extreme hardship, disease out-
break, insect infestation or irreparable damage to the land, may by crder
permit open burning of more acreage than allowed by subsection (1) of
this section. Upon a finding of extreme danger to public health or
safety, the Governor inay order temporary cessation of all open field

burning in any area of the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460,
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Section 13. ORS 468.480 is amended to read:

468.480. (1) (a) Until [end] alternative [method is] methods are cer-
tified under ORS 468.470 [, or until January 1, 1975, whichever occurs first,]
the county court, board of county commissioners or the fire chief or his
designated representative shall collect a fee, except as provided in paragraph
[(b)] (d) of this subsection, prior to issuing any permit for the open burn-
ing of perennial or ahnual grass seed crops, or grain crops under ORS 476.380 7
or 478.980. The amount of the fee shall be determined by the comrnittée
established pursuant to ORS 468.470 and shall not exceed §1 per a_cre' of
crop burned in 1973, $2 per acre in 1576, $3 per acre _in 1977, and $4 per
acre in 1978 and the.reafter-.

{(b) The collecting officer shall also colleci a special fcein 1875 and 1878

of $1 per acre sanitized by any means in 1975 and 1976 prior to issuing &

permit under ORS 476.380 or 478.960. The special fee shail be deposited in
a Separate fund to be used by the committee for administration and research
and cievelopment of straw utilization and dispoéal methods.

- (e} In addition tt_) the fees required by paragraphs (a) and (b) of this
subsection, any peréoﬁ- who applies for a permit to sanitize a field ﬁsing any -
lﬁeéns where stubble is burned shall pay a smoke management fee. The..
amount of the fee shall be determined by the committee established pursuant
to ORS 468.470. and shall not exceed 50 cents per acre burnerd. _The smoke
management fee shall be deposited in a sepafate fund to be used for a
sn;oke management program which shall be conducted by the Ofegon
Seed Council in cooperation with the department, | 7

[(b)] (d) The fee required by paragraph (a) of this subsection shall
not be collected where efficient burning of stubble is accomplished with
equipment using auxiliary fuel or a mobile fiéld sanitizer which equipment
or sanitizer has;. been approved by the committee anci the depar’tmént for\
field sanitizing purposes. N )

(2) The collecting officer shall retain such portion of the aéreage fees
reééived pursuant to paragraph (a} of subsection (1) of this sectiion as is
sufficient, in the jﬁdgment of the committee, in consultation with the col-
lecting officers, to cover the cost of and to be used solely for the pﬁrpose

of adxﬁihistering a program of registration of fields to be burned, collection
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of fees, issuance of permits, keeping of records and other matters directly
related to agricultural open field burning. [Ten cents of the acreage fee

shall be de-posifed in a separate fund to be used for a smoke management

. program which shall be conducted by the Oregon Seed Council in coopera-

tion with the department.]

{3) The collecting officer shall cause thel bala.n.ce of acreage fees
received pursuant to péragraph (a) of subsection (1) of this section to be
credited to the account of the committee established under ORS 468.470
for 1‘4.‘--583_1‘1_‘1.1 and development of field sanitation methods and committee
administraion [use as provided in ORS 465.483] . |

(4) Nothing 1n this seetion relieves any person from the requirements
of obtaining a burning permit in accordance with ORS 476.380 and 478.960.

(5) Thirty déys after the effective date of this 1975 Act, and on or
Before April 1 of each year thereafter, any pe-rson reqguiring a permit
pursuant to ORS 476.380 and 478.960 shall register with the -colleciing
agency the number of acres to be burned during the year and shall pay
to the collecting agency one-half of the fees requireﬂ by ﬁaragraph (a) of
subsection (1) of this section. The balang-e of fees due shall be paid no
later than July 1 of each year. Any person registeﬁng after. the dates set
forth in this subsection shall pay an additional fee of $1 per acre registered
if the late registration is due to the fault of the late regisirant or one under-
his control. Late registrétion must be approved by-the committee. The
committee may refund any -fees paid for acreage fof which a fee is not
required or which is certifieﬂ by the collecting agency as not sanitized b;y
any method. .

Section 14. ORS 468.485 is amended to read:

468.485. (1) To the extent funds are available, there shall be paid by
the Executive Departmeﬁt to the committee established under ORS 468.470
an amount equal to $1 per acre of the amount collected under paragraph (a)
of subsection (1) of ORS 468.480 to be used by the commiitee for the pur-
poses set forth in paragraph (b) of subsection (4) of ORS 468.470. Payments
by the Executive Department under this subsection shall be made quarterly.
Payments shall equal $1 per acre for each acre for which payment was

received under paragraph (a) of subsection {1) of ORS 468.430 during the
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preceding quarter. Tl'w first guarterly payment sll.aﬂ he made October 1,
1975.

(2) Al moneys [from acreage fees] colleeted under p;aragraph (a) of

subsection (1) of ORS 468.480 and under [secrion 2, chapter 578, Oregon

Laws 1973,] subsection (1) of this section received by the committee

established pursuant to ORS 468.470 shall be segregated from other funds
and used solely for [smoke management and] development and demonstra-
tion of alternatives to agricultural open field burning. [The committee may
enté?' into contracts with public and pﬁvate agencies to carry out the pur-
peses of this section. The committee shall-gi'ue first priority to the devel&p-
ment of and demonstration of the feasibility of ¢ mobile field incinerator.]

i
L

ol

Section 15. ORS 468:140 is amended o rea
468.140. (1) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any

person who violates any of the following shall incur a civil pénalty for each

day of violation in the amount prescribed by the schedule adopted under
ORS 468.130: R

(a) The terms of conditions of any permit required or authorized
by law and issued by the department or a regional air quality con£r01
aut}'lority.‘ N _ I

(b) Any provision of ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255,
454.315 to ‘_154.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 ta 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745
and this chapter. | '

(c) Any rule or standard or order of the commission adopted or issued

pursuant to ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to

454.355, 4564.4056 to 454.425, 454505 to 454.535, 454.603 to 454745 and this.

chapter.

(d) Any rule or standard or order of a regional authority adopted oi‘
issued under authority of subsection (1) of ORS 468.535.

(2) Each day of violation under subsection (1) of this section constitutes
a separate offense. ‘

(3) (a) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person
who intentionally or negligently causes or permits the discha_rge bf oil
into the waters of the state shall incur a civil penafty not to exceed

the amount of $20,000 for each violation,

—-
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(b)l In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person
who viclates the terms or conditions of a permit authorizing \;;aste dis-
charge intol the waters of the staté or violates any law, rule, order or
standard in ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to
454,355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454505 to 454.535, 454.603 to 454.745 and this
chapter relating to water pollution shall incur-a civil penalty not tor exceed
the amount of $10,000 for each day of vioiation.
(4) Paragraphs (c¢) and (d) of subsection (1) of this section do not
apply to {iol‘ations of motor vehicle emission standards. _ )
(5) - Notwithstanding the limits of subsection (1) of 0RS_463.136 and
in addition to any other penalty pro;aided by law, any person who intention-
ally Vnr negligently causes or permifs open field burning conirary to ihe
provisions of ORS 453450, 468.455 to 468.485, 476.330 and 478.960 shall he
aéseSSed by the departinent a civil penalty of at least $20 but not more than _
$40 for each acre so burned. Any fines collected by the depariment pur-
suant to .this subsection shall be used by the departmen_t for a smoke man-
agement program in cooperation ‘with the Oregon Seed Councﬁ and the
administration of this subsection. ‘

-SECTION 16. After alternative methods for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposai are certified by the committee, “‘pollution control
facility” as defined in ORS 468.155 shall include the certified alternative
methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal émd persons
purchasin‘g and utilizing such rﬁethods shall be eligible for the benefi;cs
allowed by ORS 468.155 to 468.190.

SECTION 17. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared fo exist,

and this Acl takes effect on its passage.

Pt
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By order of the Speaker (at the request of the Governor)

sumMniARY

The following summary s not prepared by the sponsors of the
measure and is not a part of thz bedy thereof subject to con-
sideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief
statement of the essentinl features of the measurs as inérotuced,

Rewses' laws relatmg to open field burning to transfer after January 1,
1976, the permit issuing function to Department of Environmental Quality.
Requlres fires set for weed abatement to be set by public agencies rather
than under authority thereof. Limits field burning authorizations to grass
seed crops rather than grass and grain crops. Requires appoiniment of

legislators as advisory members of field burning commitfee. 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 acreagé not burned or where equipment used or where straw re-
moved prior to burning. Revises financial administration of committee.
Authorizes civil penalty Continues commititee until January 1977,

Declares emergency,
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NOTi: Matter In bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and brack-

eted] is existing law to be omitted; complete new sections begin with
SECTION.
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A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to field burning; creating new provisions; amending section 14,

chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1971, ORS 468.290, 458.460, 468.470, 468.475,

.468.480 and 468.485; appropriating money; and declaring an emergency.
Be It Enacted by the Pcople of' the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a part of ORS
468.455 to 468.485. _

SECTION 2 On and after January 1, 1976, permits for open burning
of perennial grass seed crops shall be issued oniy by the Department of
Environmental Quality which shall require such pérmits pursuant to ORS
468.310 and subject to the fee prescribed in ORS 468.480. The permit de-
scribed inm this sectivn {3 iu lisu ol aud outl in aoGiioin W the perndl o=
quired under ORS 476.380 or 478960,

Section 3. ORS 468.290 is amended to read: |

468.200. Except as f)rovided in this section and in ORS 468.450,‘ 476.380
and 478.960, the air pollution laws contained 1n ORS 448.305, 454.010 to
454,040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to 454.355, 454.4.05 to 454.425, 454,505 t6
454,535, 454.605 1o 454.745 and this chapter do not apply to: |

(1) Agricultural operations and the growing or Harvesting' of crops
and the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be sub--
ject to. regulatién [under this section, ORS 468.455 t-to -468.485, 476.380,
476.990, 478.960 and 478.990] pursuant to this 1975 Act;

(2) Use of equipment in agricultural operations in the growth of crops
or the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be
subject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468455 to 468.485, 476.380,
476.990, 478.960 and 478.990] pursuﬁzﬁ to this 1975 Act;

(3) Barbecue equipment used in connection with any residence;

(4) Agrlcuhmal Iand clearing operations or land grading;

(5) Heating equipment in or used in connection with residences used
exclusively as dwellings for not more than four families;

(6) Fires set {or permitted] by any public agency when such fire is set
[or permitted] in the performance of its official duty for the purpose of

weed abatement, prevention or elimination of a fire hazard, or instruction
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of employes in the methods of fire fighiting, which in the opinoin of the

agency is necessary; or

(7) Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of em-
ployes of private inr,lus_t.fial COncerns in methods of fire fighting, or for
civi] defense instruction.

Sectloq 4. ORS 468.460 is amended to read:

468.4580. After an alternative method of fleld samtatlon is certified
under ORS 468.470, and becomes available as prowded in subsection {2)
of ORS 458.470: '

(1) In such éreas of the state and for such periods of time as it con-
siders necesé.ary to carry out the policy of ORS 468.280, the commission by
rule I‘nay prohibit, restrict or limit classes, types and extent and amount of
burning for perennial grass seed crops[,] or annual grass sced crops [,
grain crops and other burning] .

(2) In addition to but not in lieu of any other rule adopted under sub-
sectioﬁ (1) of this section, the commission shall adopt rules for Mulfno-
mah, Washington, Clackamas, Marion, Polk, Yam-hill, Linn, Benton and
Lane Counties, which provide _for a phased reduction by certain permit
areas, depeﬁding on particular local air quality conditions, of the extent,
type or amount of open field burning of perenuial gTas§ sead crops [,] or
annual gfass seed crops {and grain crops] after an alternnative method
is certified under ORS 463.470. ' ,

(3) No regional air quality control authority shall have authority to
regulate burning of perennial grass seéed Erops [.] or annual‘ grass seed
crops [and graiﬁ crops]. .

Saction 5. ORS 468 470 is amended to read:

468.470. (1} Except as provided in ORS 468.473, open field burnmg
of perennial grass seed crops and annual grass seed crops shall be subject
to regulation under ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960 only until a commit--
tee described in subsection (3) of this section certifies the availability of a
éuccessful, feasible alternative to open field burning in sufficient quantity
to sanitize grass fields or except as provided in section 2 of this 1975 Act .

For the purposes of ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.950, annual grass seed



\}

10
11
12
13
14
16
16
17
18
-19
20
21
22
23

24

26
27
23
25
30
31
32
33

a4

HB 2560 { ©4]
crops, perennial grass seed crops and grain or grass stubble shall be con-
sidered to be combustible material. .

(2) As such alternative methods become availabie in quantity suffi-
cient to allow phased reducticn in buwrning, the commission may begin to
phase out in proportion to such availability the burning described in ORS
468.460.

(3) The committee shall. consist of two members representing agri-_
culture appointéd by the Director of Agriculture from a list of five nomi-
nees submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing
the public appointed by the director of the department and a fifth member
appointed by the Governor. Members shall be persons knowledgeable con-
cerning agricultural.practices and air quality cont.rol practices which are
the subject of ;ORS' 468.455 to 468.485. The President of the Senate shall
appoint fwo Senators and the Speaker of the House of Representatives
shall appoint two Bepreseniatives to serrve as advisery meémbers withonut
vole. .

(4) In addition to its other duties under this'secfion, the commities
shall monitor the programs for development of feasible alternative methods
of field sanitation, shall make recommendatiﬁns for the research and de-
velopment of such methods to the Joint Committee on Ways and Means
during the legislative session or to the Emergency Board during interim
periods and, after consultation with the departﬁent, sf;all establish stand-
ards under which certified alternatives_ are to operate as long as the com-
mittee is in existence.

{5) In exercising .its duties ur_xdier subsections (1) and (4) of this see-
tion, the committee shall certify alternatives and establish standards only
after pﬁblic hearing at which interested perscns aré afforded an oppor-
tunity to be heard and for which noti'ce is given in a manner reasonably
calculated to notify interested persons of the time, place and subject of
the hearing;

Section 6. ORS 468.475 is amended to read:

' 468.475. [After January 1, 1975,] No person shall open-burn or cause

to be open-burned in the counties specified in subsection (2) of QRS

-468.450, perennial grass seed crops used for grass seed production or annual
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grass seed crops used for grass seed production [.], e.*:ccp-i as authorized
in the following manncr: |

(1) During 1975, no move than 150,000 acres may be hurned pursuont
to permits issued pursuant to ORS 468.450, 468.-18_0, 476.380 and 478.969,
except by rule or order ofr the commission,

(2) During 1976,‘ no more than 50,000 acres may be burned pursuant
to peri;nits issned under ORS 468.310, exeept by rule or o_rder of the com-
mission, |

(3) In the event of the registration of more than 150,500 acres for open’
buraing during 1875, or mere than 50,000 acres for open burning in 197§,

the commission may by rule or order allorate permnits to acreage based

Y T SR NP . FYURNIE T TN T S L.
S Gpei e dale ol regisivalion, proporiioanal share, or any reasonabdle ciassi-

fication; or may upon a showing of neesssity increase the maximum acres
as specitied inﬁubsectinns (1) and (2) of this section permitted to be burned.

{(4) After Jaruary 1, 1977, no acres may be burned, exécpt by rule or
order of the commission; but in no event may the commission pérmit the
burning of more than 50,000 acres in any one year; and _

{(5) After January 1, 1978, no acres may be burned hy rule of the coms-
mission, The commission, upon a {inding of exireme hardship, and irrepa-
rable damage to the land, may by order permit the open burning of specific
acreage, -'but not more than once in any two-year period.

(8) The commission shall aet on any application for a permlt under
this szction within 60 days of receipt. Such other decisions as may be re-
quired under this sectlon‘mu_st be made by the commission on or before
May 1.

Section 7. ORS 458 1'80 is amended to read: _

468.480. (1) (a) On or before March 1 of each year, the grower of a
g}ass sced crop shall vegister with the county court or board of county
coinmissioners or the fire chief or his desigﬁated representative the num-
Let of acres {o be burned in the remainder of the year. Copies of the regis-
tration form shall be forwarded t6 the department. The required regis-

tration must be made before a permit shall be issued under this section or

-

QRS 476.380 or 478.989 or, after January 1, 1976, under section 2 of this

1975 Act, |
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T(a)] (b) [Until an clternative method is certified under ORS 4638.470,
or until January 1, 1975, whichever occurs first,] The county court, board
of county commissioners or the fire chief or his designated representative
or, affer the effective date of this 1975 Ac;t,' the Executive Department
shall collect a fee, except as provided in paragraph [(b)] (¢) of this sub-
section, prior to issuing any permit for the open burning of perennial or
annual grass seed crops [, or graln crops] under ORS 476.380 or 478.960
or after January 1, 1976, under seciion 2 of lthis Act, The amount of the
fee shall be [determined by the commitiee established pursuant to ORS
468.470 and shall not exceed $1] $4 in 1975, $6 in 1976 and 3127 in 1577 or
any year thereafter per acre of crop burned.

J[( bl (e} The fee required hy paragraph [{a}] (h) of this subscciion
[shall not be (:olle‘cted]s}ml]rbe refunded for any acrsage where efficient
burning of stubble is accomplished with equipment using auxiliary" fuel
or a mobile field sanitizer which equipment or sanilizer has been approved
by the -committee aﬁd the department for field sanitizing purposes 6-1‘ for -
any acreage hot burned. Fifty percent of the fee shall be refunded upon
SWOorn affidavif of the grower that the siraw was rémoved from the
acreage prior to burning. |

(2) The 'coll'ectring officer shall retain such portion of the acreage fees
received pursuant to subsection (1) of this section as is"{éufficient, in the
judgment of the [committee] Executive Department, in .consﬁltation with
the collecting officers, to cover the cost of and to be used solely for the

purpose of administering a program of récgil:s't'fation of [fields] acreage to’

I -
S 1 U NP

be burned, col'fggffbﬁ of fees, issuance of permits, keepiné‘: “of records and
other matters directly related to agricultural open field burning. [Ten]
Fifty cents of the acreage fee shall be deposited in a separaie fund to be
used for a smoke'management program which shall be conducted by the
department in eooperation with_ the Oregon Seed Council [in cooperation
with the department] and other affected agencies.

(3) The collecting officer shall cause the balance of acreage fees re-

ceived pursuant to subsection (1) of this section to be deposited in the

-State Treasury to be credited to the account of the comimittee established

under ORS 468.470 for use as provided in ORS 463.465.
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(4) Nothing in this section relieves any -person from the requirements

of obtaining a burning permit in accordance with ORS 476.380, [and]
478.960 or section 2 of tilit’» 1975 Act.

| Section 8. ORS 468.485 is amended to read:

- 468.485. All moneys from acreage fees and under section 2, chapter
578, Oregon Laws 1973, received by the committ.ee established pursuant to
ORS 488.470 shall after refunds authorized by paragranh (e) of subsection
(1) of ORS 453.480 are made be segregated from other funds and used
solely for smoke management and development and demonstration of
alternatives to agricultural open. field bufning. Subject to approval of the
Executive Deparinent, the committee may enter into contracts with public
and private agencies to carry out the purposes of this section. The commiit-
tee shall give firsf briority to the devélopment of and- demonstration of :
thé feasibility of a mobile field incinerator.

SECTION 9. (1) Any person who violates the requirements of any
pérmit required for open field burning shall be subject to a civil penally

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.
'Section 10. Section 14, chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1971 (regular session),

as amended by section 1, chapter 578, Oregon Laws 1973, is amended to

read: ' ‘ )
Sec. 14. The committee establishéd under ORS- 449.937 is abolished
[July 1, 1875] Yannary 1, 1977, or when it makes fhe certification de-
scribed in subsection (i) of ORS 449.937, whichever occurs first. ,

SECTION 11. The amendment to ORS 468.230 by section 3 of this Act
is operaiive January 1,1976.

SECTION 12, This Act Being necessary for the immediate preseiva-
tion of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to

exist, and this Act takes effect on its passage.

e
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LEE JOHNSON

ATTORNEY GENERAL

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
S5TAaTE OFFICE BUILDING OFEICE QF THE DIRECTOR

SALEM, OREGON 97310

TeLErHONE: (SO3) 378-4400

April 11, 1975

Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
P.0O. Box 571

McMinnville, Oregon 97128

Dear Mr. McPhillips

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 difficult 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

ecach 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

JOHNSON
orney General
cJ



RONALD M. SOMERS
ATTORNEY AT LAW
106 E. FOURTH STREET P. O. BOX 618

JOHN E. UFFELMAN
ASSOCIATE THE DA":EE;BOREGON PHONE 296-2181

April 22, 1975

Mr. B. A, McPhillips
P. 0. Box 571
McMinnville, Oregon 97128

Dear Barney:

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
has 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, hewould 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.

Very truly/vours,

RMS :mz2
cC: Kess Cannon
Kenneth Spies
Morris Crothers
Jacklyn Hallock
Grace Phinney
cc: Senate Judiciary Committee
cc: House Judiciary Committee

cc: Lee Johnson



DAVID L.DAVIES

HUGH L.BIGGS

MANLEY B. STRAYER
THOMAS B.STOEL

PAUL L. BOLEY

JAMES P. ROGERS
RICHARD DEVYERS
GEORGE H. FRASER
WILLIAM W. WYSE

JOHN R. HAY
CLEVELANDR C. CORY
CLARENCE R.WICKS
ROBERT H. HUNTINGTON
DAVYID G. HAYHURST
THOMAS P. DEERING
CAMPBELL RICHARDSON
MILO E.ORMSETH
CHARLES J. McMURCHIE
GARRY R. BULLARD
ROBERT L.RIDGLEY
RICHARD A.FRANZKE
EDWARD L.EPSTEIN
WILLIAM M. MCALLISTER
BARNES H. ELLIS
HOWARD M. FEUERSTEIN
PHILLIP D. CHADSEY
DAVID FP. MILLER
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Davies, BIGGS, STRAYER, STOEL AND BOLEY
Law OFFICES
TWENTY-THIRD FLOOR 9S00 SW FIFTH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

April 22, 1975

Mr. Barney A. McPhillips

P.O.

McMinnville,

Dear

Company,

Box 571

Oregon 97128

Barney:

TELEPHONE {503} 224-3380
CaBLE ADDRESS: HARTPORT

BERTRAND J. CLOSE
VELMA JEREMIAH

HARRY S. CHANMDLER
JIM D. KORSHGOJ

HENRY H. HEWITT
RONALD S.GROSSMANN
RICHARD E.ROY
JEFFREY MICHAEL ALDEN
CHARLES F. HINKLE
RICHARD M. BOTTERI
LESTER V. SMITH, JR.
PHILIP RUBIN

THOMAS R.NICOLAI
WILLIAM A. MASTERS
DOUGLAS B. GORDON
RCBERT L. NASH

FRANK JOSSELSON
RICHARD C, JOSEPHSON
MATTHEW W. CHAPMAN
HKAREN k. CREASON
STEPHEN T, JANIK
JOEL O. 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

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 1is practicable. If

you foresee any difficulties in granting my request, I should

appreciate your notifying me by telephone.

during business hours at 224-3380.

TG: jg

cC:

I may be reached

I look forward to seeing you again at Corvallis.

Very truly yours,

homas Guilbert

Dr. Morris K. Crothers
Dr. Grace S. Phinney
Mrs. Jacklyn L. Hallock
Ronald M. Sommers, Esqg.
Mr. EKessler R. Cannon



HOME ASDR=ESS COMMITTEZS

WILLIAM McCOY
S65C N. AMHZAST 3TREZT
FSATLAND., QR2GCN 97203

MEM3=R:
LogAl GOYERNMENT AND
ELECTIONS
TRANSPORTATION
WAY3 AND MZANS

MULTNOMAH CQUNTY

OREGON STATE SENATE
SALEM, OREGON '
97310

April 9, 1975

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
1234 8. W. Morrison

Portland, Oregon 97205

Dear Kess:

Last weekend in Portland, I met with several constituents

who expressed great concern about the future livability of
North Portland with a refinery at Rivergate.. A major problen
appears to be that there has been no contlnulng 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 indirect air and water discharge impacts. This would be

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.
Slncerely,

U T (7

- WILLIAM McCOY
Senator

WwM/1lf

cc: Governor Straub
Senator Ted Hallock
‘Ronald M. Somers
Jackie Hallock
Morris Crothers, M.D.
Grace Finney

Barney McPh1111p3u/
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JOINT STATSLENT OF RICHARD HAMILTON AND JOSEPH CASEY
TO THE OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
APRIL 25, 1975, CORVALLIS, OREGON.
SUBJECT: SUGGESTIONS FOR REGULATING NON~WATERBORNE
WASTE DISPOSAL .SYSTEMS, AND THE ADVANTAGES

OF THE CLIVUS COMPOSTING WASTE. TREATMENT
SYSTEM -

‘BACKGROUND:

" Vie are co-authors of THE COMPLETE HOME PLUMEER, scheduled
to be published by Alfred A. Knopf, Inc. next year. One
of us is a professional writer with a law degree; the other
is a plumbing cohtractor in Eugene with substantial
practical experience. We started out with the usual
assumptions about the rightness of the Tlush tollet.
Research on our book, though, has shown us that waste
disposal and good sanlitation 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. Human waste



1s a potentialiy 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 the nutrients into the rivers or take
~ them out to sea, The expense is terrifie,

The fact 1s that human fecal matter contains soit
nutrients that cannot be replaced by chemical fertilizers.,

.
15%

[
L2

The 1973 edltion of The Lkneyclopaedia Britannica
| 16 elements known to be essential for plant growth; chemical
fertilizers generally replace no more than three of thesg,
It is a well-developed and-long-staﬁding policy of con- |
servation of human waste that has enabled China to maiﬁtain
consistently high levels of productivity and soil fertility
for over 30 centuries. One squafe mile of manured farm
land in China can support over 1700 personé; in contrasf,
one square mile of American farmland supports about 100
persons, and 1t is a common experience for American farmers
%o burn out two or three farms in 30 years.

With a very few exceptions, we are dolng just what

fhe Romans did, and we will pay the same price if we do nét_
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-

atlon to do so--and washed all thelr waste into the Tiber.



What happened was that all the countryside aroﬁnd 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 decline of the empive. Malaria became epidemic
because the river had besn Elocked up and swamps had. |
formed, and soon aftefsthe Vandals came, |

It seems as if we all have a QGeply ingrained belief
that our own body wastes are filled with disease, too
horrifying to mention, something to be gotten rid of
as quickly as possible and not thought of again, It
may be that we have gone éo far overboard that the
greatest danger we now face 1is not filth; but rather
sterility. There 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." We can do no better than that,

IT. The energy lost by the use of flush tollets
exclusively 1s hard to calculate'exactly° Energy loss
is inevitable when you're fighting with Nature rather
than cooperating. It occurs in sevéral WaySs,

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 eabh days in dry
weight, 55 grams and 27 grams. Of the totél 82 grams,
13 grams are Nitrogen, 2.2 grams Potassium, and 1.5
grams Phosphorus, plus at least 13 other elements, in
smaller quantities. It adds up: per million of population,
over a year, it comes to 10,400,000 poundsg of Nitrogen,
1,800,000 pounds of Potassium, and 1,200,000 pdunds of
Phosphorus, enough to fertilize all the feed eaten by
Vthose million people. . |
2. . Each person uses about 10,000 gallons.of water per .
annum flushing the toilet. Each flush 1s 5 gallons., &
community of 100,000 uses about one billion gallons of
water each year to flush the toilet. That water has

~been through a purification plant, which cnete money.

It has to go through'a treatment plant on the other énd,
wnich costs again.

| Until now, the flush toilet has been the best solution
to the problem. Western clvilization has practically
eliminated waterborne epidemics of typhoid and other
diseases that tore through the last century, but at

a great and mostly hidden ex@ense, We would like to-
bring to the attention of the Commission the fact that
there is now a practical re?lacement for the flush
toilet: it is called the Clivus Multrum Organic Waste
Treatment System. It comes from Sweden, and it has been
approved for use 1n several countries, by WHO, and by the

State of Maine. It solves the problem of saving waste -
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matter by rendering it inte fine, dry, odorless humus
suitable for use as fertilizer, We are including a

pamphlet explaining the system,

IIT. Now we turn to some of the practical questions

involved in putting the Clivus Multrum into use here

(2]

in Uregon. These guestions arise because, where th
Clivus Multrun is in use, the only waste water that
goes into the drains is from bath, kitchen, wadhing machine and.

dighwasher, This water is called grey water, It is

different in qﬁality from Sewage, and should 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 devetoped,

We don't have all the answers at- this time, We
do have several suggestidb to make, and we are involved
in developing more information, which we would like
to offer to the Commissicn 2s 1t comes. We have
retained a consulting sanitary engineer to work up
a proposed grey water system for conditlons in Oregon.
We have contacted the State of Eaine 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 Irom them.

Our experience in the plumbing business 1s that

from 35 to 40% of the water use in an average single-



family dwelling is for flushing‘the teollet. This
figure is supported by the 0regon Plumblng Code and

by Coniractor Magazine, a leading trade journal.

Since this large anount of water 1s not going down
the drain, the Indications are that--for ingtallations
that would require a septic tank and drainage fielGw=-

it will) be possible to reduce the size of the tank and

o

the field by about 35 to 40%, pérhaps 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, alse, that there is legitimate concern
about kitchen and washing machine waste that may contain
phosphates from detergents. Detergent phosphates are
known to be the:major cause of algae blooming in drainage
fields, causing deterioration of the system. In our book,
we strongly reccmmend that consumers not use them at all
when they are on a septic system because of the harm they
do to the system by destfoying the bacterial action, If
they cannot be bahned, which would be the best solution
from the standpoint of public policy, they must be téken
into account in the development of appropriate systems;-
people may use them anyway, and there's no way to prévént

them,:



We think that to require a full septic system
where the Clivus Multrum is in use would be an unnecessary
disincentive to 1ts use, and would defeat one of the
-main advantagcs of the system, which 1is that it can
permit building in formerly marginal areas. Ve
- high levels of soil

L e e B ~ —m s ey e Coy 1y U Y .
elogriize that Oy £500l as n 2LUratliodi.e
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We‘recognize that each situation will be different. But
ali situations with the Clivus have one thing in common:
there is no fecal matter in the waste water, The maln
problem with drainage fields is that the high levels of
saturation prevent the soll from straining the particulate
matter--the human washe--I{icm tho wiaicr., Without tho

fecal matter, it is an entirely different story.

In conclusion, wé think that the biggest advantage
of the Clivus Multrum system(in addition to safin; water,
saving ensrgy spent in double water tréatment, and
saving valuable fertilizers) is that it glves 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 mofe

in coming years.for food production,



By Sam Love

An 1dea 1n need
of rethinking:
the flush toilet

Our present system is a major contributor
to environmental decay and a waste of

resources, but new ideas 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
was 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.

Mr. Moule’s original earth closet is a rather austere
piece of houschold furniture, but later innovators
loaded it with accessories. For example, a device could
be added that released the earth 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 figment 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 actuazlly invented the water closet is a mystery;
its origins go far back in history. One of the earliest
indoor bathrooms has been found by archaeologists
on Crete. According to the bathroom history Clean
and Decent by Lawrence Wright, the great palace of
King Minos at Knossos included a water-supply sys-
tem. of terra-cotta pipes that some 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 Aush teilet.
Cities in the Indus Valley between 2500 and 1500 e.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 Elizabethan times, 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 many 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 became 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 consuliant.

Hlustrations by ]ohn Huehnergarth
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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 wasteremoval 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 of people
are finding themselves living downsiream. 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 in each case is the flush toilet. Of
all home water users, the flush toilet is the biggest
single consuiner: 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
Tanzania, which in 1969 could 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. Reportedly, 70 percent of the human race does
not even have piped water. The World Health Orpa-

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, 2 309 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 a2 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 manufacturcrs have
had water savers available for several years, an indus-
try source says that these 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 in
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-
nia, and Abilene, Texas, are among larger cities that
rely on land treatment of sewage.. These systems use
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.

But its critics are quick to point out (hat land (reat-
ment requires large arcas of land, a commodity that is
also in short supply around large metropolilan 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 that 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 centralized 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 Ryn 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 Flushl” 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 Il 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 there 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 Iater
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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__ Flushtoilets: a passingidea

chilling consumer interest. Now, however, freeze toi-
lets streamn 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; theyincinerate the wastes with natural gas and/
or electric heat. A Swedish design, the Pactor 101, 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 smallscale 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
humans 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
vield 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 methane 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 countries 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 result is 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 standard water closet.



tion, there are 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 ar
two gallons depending upon the requirements. Urn-
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 population, 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 att 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
multrum, which is Swedish for “composting room.”

How the Clivus works

The device itself is a fiber glass container about
nine feet long, three feét 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 matter. The heated air in the chamber rises
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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 pet the composting process started, the bottom
of the container must be lined with organic material
such as peat, garden soil and grass clippings. 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 serv-
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 been sold in the
United States. A firm in Cambridge, Massachusetts,
Clivus Multrum USA, Inc., has acquired a franchise
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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.”

ittt
il

house in Cambridge that willt 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 get the composting process going, she
dumped into her Clivus all the organic wastes from a
neighborhood restaurant. She has also added earth-
worms 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
attractive. In addition, a group that Sim Van der Ryn
works with in California, the Farallones Institute, is
experimenting with ways people may build their own
composting toilet. Their initial model can be 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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unlavarable environment (lrom their point of view) in lhe

Muillrum which destroys them.

28. How much compost is produced?

Theorelically, il all oxidizable (decornposable) material were
oxidized, and the Mullrum were used as he only oilel and
kilchen waste deposilory, about 80 pounds ol humus would be
produced per person per year. Bu! because use is bound (o be
in some ways irregular (people work during the day and go on
vacalions), il will be more on the order of one to two buckets
per person per year.

29. What are the fertilizing qualities of the end produc!?
Roughly the same as other organic fertilizers — high in humus,
all major nulrienls {nitrogen, phosphorus, polassium. calcium)
and in ail trace elements thal ware present in the wasles. An
analysis made in Finland on composi from a Mullrum showed
the N-P-K {nitrogen- phosphorus potassium) ratio 1o be 20-12-
14.

30. Does it produce methane?

No. Only anaerobic decomposition produces methane. The
Multrum is an acrobic process (i.e., decompaosition is eifecled
by microorganisms which need oxygen).

31. Canit be uzed in urban areas in multi-story dwellings?
At the presenl siage o! development there are design
limilations (the necessity of verlical chules 1o 1oilel and garbage
deposilory) which make use in mulli-story buildings in-
convenien!. However, it could be inslalled quile convenienlly in
2-story aparlment houses in urban arcas, Nl is expecied,
furthermore, thal design changes will be made lo accom-
maodale it to multi-story dwallings.,

32 Can it be attached to a second story toilet?.

Yes, aithough the rather large diameler of the chute musl be

cunsidered when designing the house wilh this arrangementl in

mind. Il also may be that it would be necessary 10 inslalf an ex-
haust fan in such a sel-up due [o the Iesser dislance between
air outlet and Ioilel.

33. Can the tank be set in ground that is habitually or '

zeagonally wel?

Yes. The conlainer is impervious 1o waler, but it should be
placed on a drained surface to prevent a flooded basement
from floating lhe lank.

34, Can the Multrum be installed at high altitudes?’

Yes, bul cold winter wealner combined with continuous use
may necessilale supplemenlary heal and/or insulalion lo
mainlain an adequale rale of decomposilion Because waler
evaporates more easily al high allitudes, if such conditions per-
mit, some exira liguid may be added 1o mainlain oplima
humidity.

35 How about the deseri?

As with very cold climales, it the Multrum is installed in deserl
areas, it should be insulaled 1o proiect the process from the
great tluctualions in temperalure occurring beiween day and
right in order to mainfain an even rate of decomposition.

36. What is the difference between the Multrum and an
outhouse?

i} The Muilrum is a wasle lreatment system which is mos|
Irequenlly placed in he house.

2) There are no odors escaping-flo the house from the
Multrum.

J) Decomposilion in the Mutrum is aorobic; anaerobic in an
outhouse. This means that the decomposition is more com-
plete angd even the odors which escape [hrough the venl are
unilike the powerlul ones produced by an outhouse.

4) The valuable nuirients contained in the wasle materials are
nol lost through leazhing. _

5) There is no polluting ol subsurlacae waler through feaching.
37. What ls to bhe done wilh the washwaler, glven that it ia
not treated In the [Aultrum?

The balh, dish @nd wash water frem nouseholds (somelimes
called “grey waler') is to be distinguished lrom ordinary
sewage, which coniains loilet wzastes, in several respecls. The
mos! imporfant diffarence is that it is low in nilrogen which
makes il easwer L3 ir2at in two importart ways: 1) ILis oxidized
{broken dow: from arganic or unstabie lo ina-ganic and stable
matier} cons-derabl- faster lhan regular sewage. Thisis due lo
the relalive absence of organ-c matler in wach water as com-
pared o sewage. 2, It does:'t give rise 12 hazardous concet-
trations of nitrates it the grounc waler which is olten the case
with seplic tank effi 1en! (sewage), which is ifillrated into the

ground. From a throretical poinl ol view, then, grey waler

could be salely iniltrated irlo he lop scil wilhout causing
damage lo ground ‘sater, provided lhal the =oil below (he in-
tillralion pipes is permeable and porous, and prowided the dis-
tance belween lhe le aching pipes and the water table is al least
4, Also, because th:z use of the Mullrum saves up to 50% of a
household's waler a leachirg lield could be correspondingly
reduced.
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1. Why doesn't It smell?

Aratural drall, like lhat in a chimney. causes a suction effect a
ne venl opeaing above the root which in 1urn causes all arr to
!}me drawn clown either the garbage er the loilel opening when
e hd 15 open. As a consequence the toilcl room and kilchen
e ventilaled by Mulirum and kept free of odors al all limes.

2. Don't the chutes and tollet stoat get soiled and produce

odora?

‘ihc' slool is wider at the base, and connecls 10 a 16" tube
"".'Irtllﬂ\q lo the container. Soiling is infrequent simply due to Ihe
:;i:g_m dlnmqtcr ol the stool and chule and cannot be a problem
~ihe poinl of view of odor, due 1o the conlinuous downward
wr:r'.'rt inlo the container when the loile$ cover is open

4. Could not odors occur in the house wh \

en the

dovindraita? e are

Yes, but Hwould be a rare occurrenice with a properly insialled

vt For lhose who want insurance against the inlrequent

Possiiily of an odor coming in the house when either ioilet or

vdrhage lids are open caused by a downdratt, the use of an

rxhuust fan is advisable.
4 ‘.th happeaqus it it filla up?
i+ uted with reasonable consideralion lo the recomméndc—:d
"wnbcrs of people per Mulirum as weil as to the elfecl of cer-
Livi miehitions (ambient femperalures, humidity, elc.) it will not
i Th_e process is continuous with regard lo both the
womposition and the slow glacier-lixe movement of the mass
.-‘«-rr,'s lhe renjoval chamber. The container is designed so
+ine rate ol inpul regulates the rale of motion lowards the
slarage chamber (ie., the heavier the mass is the faster il
sl The process does, in lacl, work best when the con-
err nearly full duning continuous use,
Wo_uid any odor coming from the vent abgve the root be
oilenaive or conslilute air pollution?
An,:-rcb.rc qecomposilion does not praduce noxigus gases {car-
bonrdluoxlde and waler vapor are the main wasle producls of
_:E_-o\.';pc(j:ro-rorga?,:smhj i;1 this processy There is, consequently
atodor from the i .
o o o uitlrum vent thar from the plumbing vents
i What il something valuable taRs down either chute?
Gan it be recovered? .
;\u::nfc—§s poris have been provided in the sides of the container
for iris purpose. It might be noted that nothing is ever really lost
Im thez Mul_iryrp: that everyihing is retrievable either sooner or
iater, and if itis inorganic (e.g. spoons and forks}) it wilt hardly
Ehow any ellecls ol the process.
7 C;ouk_j nol insects and rodents be g problem?
1=; lrie a:r‘inlet and outlel above lhe roof are bolh screened
ind e oilel and garbage lids are dlways closed exceplwhenl
Fang used, th_ey should not be a problem. Moreover, the only
;:‘.:1CG Irom which any odar escapes and which might therelare
Alracl such creatures is the venl outler above the raol. The only
Drecfaulmn that must be laken is lo avaid leaving exposed lood
:v'ff!f;.‘es around before deposiling them in the garbage chule,
n 'l?s have a chance to lay Iheir eggs and in 1his way be in-
5 wi_u‘,o.r.i inlo the fank. I the garbage el can be installed in
Tk chan counter, il is loss likely lha:.:{{ﬁis will happen.
r ! Can the Muitrum ever go oul of comiasion?
"‘7‘ Mullrum IS an environment which supports a great varie!
ol l:_vmg crealures essential lo \he process. These have specﬂig
onwr_c-nmenra_l requiremenis which must be considered. If sub-
. s_lanhell Qquanlilies 9! disinlectants, drain cleaner or fumiganis
f.e. fuisons) are introduced, the number of organisms thal

carry on decompasilion can be recluced lo the po it whare the
process will cease. Flocding or limiting the enlry ol air into the
Mulirum  will shift lhe aerobic action i¢ lhe undesirable
anaerobic lor as long as these condilions porsist,

9. Does it use any waler alall? i ‘
Convenlional toilels use water ta transport the wasles lo a cen-
rral freatment pianl (il not a river, lake or occan). As ihe
Multrum is the “treaiment placil" and is [ocated n Ihe house
giraclly under or close o the oilet, there s no need lcr waler lo
perform this funclion. Wastes erler the Mulirum f-orr the follet
or kitchen refuse opening directly by gravity through verlical

. chutes. Any water usec in cornection wilh the Nultrum is lor

cleaning puposes only, and for 1this very small amaunls are
needed. ) .

16. Haw much waler iy saved when s Maltrur 19 used in-
stead of a flush toilal? . }

An average lamily of four uses 40,000 lo 50,000 gallons ol
iresh water lo lHlush loilets alone, per year. Use o7 tha Mullrum
permits a saving of all [nis waler, which gerarally accounts for
4010 50% of the total waler used in the home.

11. What can be put inlo the Mullyum?

Besides urine and excrement, toille: paper, kleenex, tampax,
kolex, disposable diapers (nol Ihe plasiic party and similar
balthroom wasles can go in the ipilel. Praclicaly all organic
kitchen and household wasles wheh could be a potential odor
problem can go in the yarbage chuie. These include cooking
liquids, paper towels, Jrease and lat, dust pan and vacuum

cleaner refuse, vegetabde and meal scraps and peelings, and

even bones and eggshells, allhough lhese are mineralized
caicium and zre acted on chemically ralher than

. bacteriologically. Sore: large bores will emerge incompletely

deterioraled but, nevertheless, will help rather than harm lhe
process because of their calcium contribution. The occasional
newspager used for litler lor puppies or kiltens may, if torn up a
bit, also be included.

12. What should not [re put in-the Mulirum?

Cans, glass, plaslic, chemica]s (including such lhings as

saniflush and other “sanilary” agenis) or large amounts of Ii-
quid of any kind. Nor should any large quaniiies of dry or
bulky organic wastes such as cardboard boxes of newspapers
“which can easily be disposed of hygenically by other means
be included. Alsc, any malerials which could gel hung up on
the air ducts and impede lhe setlling of the mass such as straw,
hay or newspapers should be either shredded before being
pul in or not be pul in ad all. Absolulely no paints or gther loxic
substances which might damagsz plants on which the humus is
used should be cut in.

13. How many peopla can uss it?

ILis dillicuil 10 calculate precise usage parameters due to the
enormous vanely of combinations of influentiai factors (e.g.
temperature, humidrry, nature of material introduced).
However, il is known Ihat roughly six pegple can use the stan-
dard Multrum (9" iong) without the addition of a mid-section, on
a {ull-time basis. For each mid-section added, up lo four more
pecple can use il. H use is inlermiltent or seasonal, o course
more people could use it.

14. Does il 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 lhat 1 can take large lluclualions in- use. All
wasle materials bring with lhem the microorganisms which
effect Iheir own deslruction. Even il lhere is no input for long

periods of time enough organisms will have survived so that, in
combinalion with those inlroduced with the Iresh wasies, lhe
population will quickly increase.

15. la the addition of kitchen garbago nocessary?

Yes, the addition of kitchen garbage (or some other material
high in ceilulose such as leaves, sawdust, shredded hay or
slraw) is nacessary, The high cellulose conlent of these
malerials provides a source of carbon, one of the celi-building
malerial necessary lor growth of the arganisms, These
malerials absorb and enable lhe conversion ol the nilrogen in
lhe urine to a slable lorm which is usable 1o planls. Also, as
pathage vic (disease-producing) organisms, along with other
predators, afe consumed by the cellulose decomposers, lhe
presenc? of material high in celjulose helps to ensure that lhe
tinal proluci will be safe in this respecl.

16. Must the toilet chute invariably be connected to the
upper end of the tank, and the garbage chute to the middle
chamber?

Yes. The reason for Ihis is that the microorganisms which con-
sume cnliulose {of which the garbage is largely composed)
need rit*ogen in order to do so. There is relalively litlie nilrogen
in the garbage but a greatdeal in the urine, Bul nilrogen in the
urine Is in a form which cannot be used by the ceflulose-
consum ng organisms. Mecessary translormation lakes place
as lhe uine passes through he soil-like layer along the boltom
of the container, |lis then drawn up inlo the wasle mass ol gar-
bage by capillary aclion as nitrate which the bacleria can use.
I the pesitions of garbage and toilet wastes were reversed, the
garbage-ealing microorganisms would not gel the benefit of
lhe nitrcgen from the uring which would drain directly inlo the
removal chamber. . )

17. Is the proceas in the Multrum sensitive to variations
and/or exiremes in temperature?

.The microorganisms which do the work in the Mullrum are

quite Texible with respect to temperature. Although they func-
tion best at approximately human body lemperalure, if the
temperatures go lower their activity will siow down until they are
{inalty dormanl, only to resume activity when it warms up again.

‘If lemperatures go higher than the optimal range used for this

group ol microorganisms, some may die, bul there will always
be enough lell (unless, of course, the entire mass is subjecled
to intense and prolonged heat, which would slerilize it) o mul-
liply rapidly again when temperaiures are suilable.

18. Does ihe container need to be heated?

IT the Multrum is being used by a large number of people
and/or ambient temperalures are low, it may be necessary to
add a small amounl of heat in order to keep \he rale of decom-
position equal 1o the rate of input.

19. Is an exhaust fan necessary?

Ordina:ily, no, but it for some reason il is impossible to install
the venl pipe correctly, or if one wants to insure agains! the in-
trequenl possibilily of odor caused by downdrafts, it may be
necessdry. .

20. How high does the vent stack have to be?

This depends on the condilions ot sile and installation, but 20
leet abave the toilel or garbage opening, whichever is higher, is
generally adequate to insure a continuous nalural drall. Where
the drall is insuificient, and cannol be sulficienlly improved by
increasing the venl height or where less height is preferred,
draltst-ength can be enhanced by a small exhausl fan installed
in the vant pipe.

21. Doan tha Multrum have to be Insulated?
This depends on a combinalion of rate ol use and ambient
temperatures. In cold climates where il is exposed lo low winlor
temperalures {e.g. in unhealed basemenls or outdoo:s) and
wherg use is reqular and heavy. insulalion wili help conyorve
the heal generaled by the achvily of the microorganisma, thus
helping 1o maintain a constant and adequale rale ol decom-
posilion. '

22. Could the heat gencratod in the Mullrum atlect the
temperature of a basemant?

Probably nol, {ar it gives olf very little heal as the outer edgoes of
\he waste mass tunclion as insulation for the warm. aclively
docomposing inferior parl. Also, the heal gencrated by tho
process is used to evaporate Ihe liquid and to enhance the
draft,

23. How often does the Multrum have to be emptiad?

The excrement and garbage chambers are never ernplied  But
aller lhe linished compost begins 1o appear in tha slornge
chamber (lwo to lour years after starl-up), some can be
removed whenever needed. Frequency and quanlly are
dependenl on the use characteristics of lhe househcid. In any
case, lhe Multrum is never emplied, and only the surplus 1s
removed from ihe slorage chamber, which is large enough lo
slore up to 1en yoars' worlh of compost irom an average family
{4-6) belore removal ol any malerial is necessary.

24, 18 the end product (humus) froe of germs, discasa-
producing organisms?

The linal product is as free of palhogenic organisms As any
good garden soil. That is 'o say, whatever pathogens can sur-
vive the competition of ordinary soil Bacleria, as well as the un-
favorable climale, may be presenl in the humus produced by
the Mullrum. Very few pathogenic organisms are able 1o sur-
vive (hese conditions.

25. What about virusea — are they destroyed by ihe
procens?

Such viruses as hepalitis, which find water o be a betier
medium ior their exislence than soil, should die sooner in the
Multrum than, lor example, in a sewage lrealment plani. Any
viruses which can survive ex{ended periods ol lime in ordinary
soil conditions could be present in the humus from the
Mulirum,

26. is the end product safe to use in gardens?

Hesearch and experignce in Sweden suggest that il Is. Further
research is being done in the Uniled States 10 confirm that it is
free of pattiogenic organisms which could be transmilted
through vegetables which have used nulrients in the Multrurn
composl. Furthermore, since no industrial wasle producis
{heavy metals, toxic chemicals, etc.) which are always prosent
in sewage lrealmenl planis are inlroduced 10 lhe Mulltrurn, the
end producl will be correspoendingty free of these. materials. it
should be noted, however, that the composl from the Mullrum
is highly ¢oncentrated as far ag such nutrients as nilrogen are
concerned, and should be used sparingly or in
solulion, )

27. Does the heap produce temporaturas high enough to
kill harmful hacteria and other pathogenic organiems?
No. The procéss in the Mullrum produces lemperatures up in
90°F., which is noi high enough to kil most palhogenic
organisms (which, afler ali, live in lhe hurman bogy al90.6+F.).
Ilis not the heat in this process, but the lang period ot delention |
{2-4 years) during which Ihese organisms are subjecied to
compelition, predation from other organisms and the generafly,



State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
To: EQC & Director Date:
From: Peter McSwain

Subject: Amendment of Proposed Minutes

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 l1ll, 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
Seattle 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.

DEG 4



MINUTES OF THE STXTY-EIGHTH MEETING
OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
April 25, 1975

Pursuant to the required notice and publication, the sixty-eighth
meeting of the Oregon Envirommental 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 Commissioner Somers and seconded by Commlssioner
Crothers that ".5%," appearing on page six of the proposed minutes be
changed to ".3%,". 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 commentg 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 souvrces 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 ingquiry from Commissioner Somers, Mr. Patterson
stated that there were no major permit applications recently received
other than that of Alumax.

Commissioner Phinney inguired 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 periocdic 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 in this area previous
to the present proposal. :

Commissioner Somers was told that the April Program Activity Report
would reflect Alumax's withdrawal of its permit applicaticn for the
Warrenton site (formerly desired for the location of an aluminum plant).
Commissicner 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 Commission
approve staff action on plans and permits for the month of March 1975.

Commissioner Somers concurred with Commissioner Crother's commendation
to the staff on this month's program activity report. (See attachment

for program activity report specifics).

TAX CREDIT APPLICATICNS

It was MOVED by Commissioner 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 Commission.
The applications were numbered as follows: T-618, T-625, T-630, T-631,
T-632, T-633 and T-634.

PUBLTIC 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 gquestioned the assumption that sound sanitation requires the flush
toilet. He asserted that, in some cases, the reverse is true; that
sound peolicy 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
s0il 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 ofiﬁdward 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 scil. Mr. Casey cited the motto of Sir Edwin Chadwick,
a great nineteenth century English sanitarian, "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. BAnnual 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 Commigssion'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 yvears 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 Clivisg 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.
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Alsc, 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 guestioning by Commissioner Somers, Mr. Hamilton
pointed cut that he was nct 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.

Commissicner 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
so0il, 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 itemg 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 encugh 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 "gseptic tank impediment," people would be free to build houses in hilly
areas, leaving the useful farmland agricultural purposes.

Commissiocner 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 nct 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 one bucket per person per
yvear. The tank was said te need emptying on an annual basis beginning
two to four years after installation.

Mr. Hamilton was unable to inform Commissioner Somers if the system
had been tried in boat houses.
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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. Hamiltcon 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 dispesal systems. He noted that the
Water Quality Division spent ninety-five to one hundred million dollars
vearly in correcting failing systems. ‘

The Commission thanked Mr. Hamilton and Mr. Casey for what was termed
a very interesting and refreshing dissertation.

Mr. Qrrin 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" making it useless for subdivision.

Commissioner Somers was told by Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department's
Water Quality Division that the prioritizing gsystem 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 congtruction. 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. Cclonel 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
running over the dike to existing laterals.

In response to Commissioner Somexr'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. 1In 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 guestion 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 condemnation of
some of the homes in the area as a consideration to be included in proper
overall planning.

In response to Chairman McPhillips' inguiry, 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 Commission 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 aggessments 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 Commigsion the power to use additional state funds to
further assist property owners in the Gertz-Schmeer area. Commissioner
Somexs stated he would write a letter in support of any pending legislation
which would be compatible with his desire to seek additional 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-
judiciocus 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 Runvyon, 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
hdd 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 dcllars 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 totallwy
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 cne,
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 infreguent 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 Commission's attention a newspaper
article wherein Mr. Crutcher, City Manager of Sweelt 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.

Commigsioner 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.

Mxr. 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'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
¢lear inclusion of the houseboats in the definition of the health hazard,
Mr. Runycn 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 agsessed 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
yvears, 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 commended 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.

Commissioner Somers requested that a spokesman for the Bridgeton-
Philoma Citizens Association. state - for the Commission exactly what the
Association would have the Commisgssion 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 "mo build" recommendation.
Included in the "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 Commissioner Crothers' inguiry, Mr. Runyon and Mr.
Cannon noted the city of Portland had down zoned the area and the zoning
was for the purpose of avolding further construction in an area of low
altitude aircraft travel.
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Commissioner Somers speculated that, should the Commission 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. Sawver 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. Commissioner 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 Commission adopt a
resclution viewing the project with alarm. This action, he contended,
might bring the problem into focus in the Legislature and other govern-—
mental circles. 1In particular,he opined, the EPA would take deep interest
since they were the "bankers” 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 affirmative
answer.

Commissioner Somers again expressed apprehension that any precipitous
action by the Commission 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. Commissioner
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 was 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 andi recommended that the Department once
again review the plan. The motion was seconded by Commissionexr 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 cut
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 PRICRITIZING SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION NEEDS FOR
CONSTRUCTION GRANT PURPOSES FOR FY76

Mr. Harold Sawver presented the staff report, pointing out that the
federal requirements for criteria for prioritizing needs had been served
by the Department; 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 category was that of project need.
Mandatory annexation problems under ORS 222 and drill hole elimination
problems under OAR Chapter 340 Section 44-005 would occcupy the highest
priority in this first category. WNext, 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 regqulation 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 congiderations 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 projects. He
added that planning had gotten far ahead of construction, creating a
need to proceed with constructing those projects already planned.

Commissioner 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 22-500 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 guestioned 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 TTEMS F-I, VARTANCE REQUESTS AND INTENT TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARTING ON
NOISE CONTROL CIVIL PENALTIES

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock
and carried that the Commission adopt the Director's recommendation with
regard to agenda items F through I. Adopted were the following recommendations:
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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 hearinglon 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 Commission. As was set forth in the staff report, the operation of
the "London Bus™ 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 seascnal 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 guarterly reports, reduction of parking spaces, development
of long term land 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 - PORTIAND CHAIN MANUFACTURING CO.,
A DIVISION OF WEBSTER INDUSTRIES, INC.

Mr. Peter McSwain, on behalf of the Department, presented the Director's
recommendation 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 ruling granted 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
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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 varlance was usually a non—-coercive matter and,
therefore, a declaratory order per se.

Mr. Tom Guilbert, counsel for 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 Petitioner's request ﬁ
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 ox

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 inguired if, after the construction of the noise
sensitive property, Petitioner would, in fact, be in viclation 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 ncise 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, onhe
third octave band measurement, and impulse sound measurement.

Commissioner . Somers inguired 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 Commissicner 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 he
authorized an exception based on OAR Chapter 340, Section 35-035(6). Discuss
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 neeessary, 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 Environmental 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 tc restore any leoss to air gquality
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.

Commissioner Phinney stated there had been a misunderstanding as to
staff's pogition 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. Commissicner 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:curfént

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 "hat"

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 on some othei.

category of emission.

Commissioner 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 burhing of stubble from cereal grain
fields was continuing. Chairman McPhillips opined that many of the farmers
toock 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 misdemeanox
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 pericds thirty-five state employees to drive about inspecting field
burning. He noted that another two hundred people were being added to
the State Pcolice Department, a department which already had mchile units
circulating in the area. Mr. Cannon stated that there was a prcblem 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 worklcad 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 tc be the position of the
Commission and/or the Department. This they felt put staff in an unfair
positicon and was an erronecous weighing of testimony.

There being no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned.
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APPENDIX A

Water Quality Control - Water Quality Division (26)

Date

Location

Tillamook

Tillamook
Jackson
Grant
Marion

Clatsop
Coos

Coos
Ti11lamook
Umatilla

Multnomah
Clackamas

Yamhill
Coos

Jefferson

Jackson
Washington

Clackamas
Clackamas
Lincoln
Union
Harney
Douglas

Marion

Project

Cloverdale 5.D. - 410 PE STP & Coll.
System incl. effluent filtration &
disinfection

Bay City - Rev. change order B-8 proj.

Medford - Blackstone Sub. Sewers

Prairie City - S. Side Intercptr. Sew.

Marion Co. - Labish Village Sewerage
Sys tem
Warrenton - €C.0. #3 E. Warrenton Int.

North Bend - Holy Redeemer Subdv. Sew.

Eastside - C.0. #3 & 4 Pump St. Cnst.

NTCSA - C.0.A-2 Sch. 11&C.0. B-9 Sch.IV

Hermiston - Underwocod Addn. Sewers
(revised plans)

Mult. Co. - Inverness Int. Units 6B &
6C

Milwaukie - C.0. #5, Milwaukie Int.
Sewer Sch. |

Lafayette - C.0. #1, STP project
Eastside - C.0. #5, Pump STP Const.
STP 8.78 AC Lagoon

Culver - Sewers & STP

BCVSA - C.0. #1 S. Medford trunk
USA (Aloha) - 5 Equipment Bid Pkgs.
for the Phase lil Aloha STP interm
improvements

Clackamas 5.D. #1 - Phase IV Intcptrs.

Lake Oswego - "'6'' Ave. Sewer Ext.
Newport - Embarcadero Sewers
LaGrande - Reynolds Safety Rest Area
Sewer

Hines - Chlorination & PLS. Modifi+
cations.

North Umpqua S.D. - Main A & Lateral
A-8.5 sewer extensions

Salem (Wiliow Lake) - Rev. Sludge
Hauling Vehicle Contract documents

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



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

Date

3-10-75
3-13-75

Water Quality

Location

Clatsop
Douglas

Project

Union 0il, Astoria Terminal
I. P. Gardiner, Veneer Dryer Water
Recycler

Control - Northwest Region (18)

Date Location Project

3-4-75 Ti1lamoock Garibaldi - Polly Ann Park - San. Sew.

3-4-75 Clackamas Oregon City- Library Rd. San Sewer

3-5-75 Marion Keizer-Sanitary Dist. (Willow) West of
Mistletoe - Loop San. Sewer

3-5-75 Washington Somerset West (USA) - Rock Creek No. 10
San. Sewer

3-7-75 Marion Mt. Angel-Cherry St. San. Sewer

3~7-75 Washington Forest Grove - 4th Ave. - L.l.D, No. 4
San. Sewer

3-7-75 Washington Metzger (USA) - Argent Subdv. San. Sew.

3-11-75 Yamhill Dayton-Palmer Addn. San. Sew. Adden. No.1

3-11-75 Marion Satem (Wallace) Hope Ave. - San. Sewer

3-12-75 Clackamas Oregon City-Rev. Library Rd. San. Sew.

3-14-75 Mul tnomah Wood Village-West Coast San. Sewers
Schedule 2

3-17-75 Yamhi il Dundee-Locust & 8th St. San. Sewer

3-18-75 Marion East Salem-Sewage & Drainage Dist. No.l
{Willow) - Village East San. Sew. System

3-18-75 Washington Aloha (USA)- Tom Moyer Enterprises San.
Sewer System

3-18-75 Marion Salem (Wiliow)-Hickory St. Between Indus-
rial Way & Val Park Rd.- San. Sewer System

3-19-75 Clackamas Gladstone-Bill Morrow Dvipmt. - San. Sew.

3-24-75 Marion Salem (Willow)- Columbia Mill Work San.
Sewer - Near Anunsen St.

3-27-75 Clackamas 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 Mul tnomah Portland-Halton Tractor Corp. = 0il
Water Separator Facilities

3-17-7% Clatsop Astoria - Union 0il - Separator Fac.

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



“Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division (7)

Date

3-6-75

3-10-75

3-10-75

3-10~75

3-24-75
3-31-75
3-31-75

Air Quality Control - Air Quality Division - Industrial Sources (36)

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 Pacific Corp. Pro-
posal to burn tires in hog fuel
boiler

Klamath Falls - Weyerhaeuser Co. Air/
Air candenser for veneer dryer emis-
sion control

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

Dillard-Round Prairie Lumber Co. New
hodgged fuel boiler

LaGrande -~ Boise Cascade Corp. New
baghouse for cyclones 16 & 17
LaGrande - Boise Cascade Corp. New
baghouse for cyclone 23

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

Egcatiqﬂ

Douglas
Douglas
Hood River
Lincoln
Jackson
Douglas
Coos
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Klamath
Klamath

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

White City - Olson Lawyer Timber Co.
{(15-0058) Charcoal Manufacturing
Drain - Woolley Enterprises, Inc.
(10~0054) Plywood Manufacturing
Coquille - Coos Co. Highway Dept.
(06~0002) Asphalt Plant

White City - Cascade Wood Products
{15-0005) Millwork

Central Point - Double Dee Lumber Co.
(15-0010) Sawmill

Ashland - Bellview Moulding Mill
(15-0070) Millwork

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

Klamath Falls ~ Klamath Rock Products
{18-0012) Asphalt Plant

Lakeview - Louisimna Pacific Corp.
{19-0002) Sawmill

Action
Contitionally ap-
proved subject to
satisfactory
inspection
Approved Con-
ditionally

Approved

Approved

Approved
Approved

-Approved

Action

Permit lssued

Permit Modified

Permit lssued



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
3-26-75
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
3-26-75
3-31-75
3-31-75

Location
Lincoln
Lincaln
Lincoln
Umatilla
Umatilla
Wallowa
Coos
Coos

Curry

Hood River

Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Jackson
Josephine
Malheur
Wallowa
Douglas

Lincoln

Project

Toledo - Guy Roberts Lumber Co.
(21-0013) sawmi 1l

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.S5. Schnell & Co., Inc.
(30-0071) Asphalt Plant

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

Bandon - Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc.
(06-0019) Sawmill

Bandon - Rogge Lumber Sales, Inc.
(06-0057) Sawmill

Sixes - Rogge Lumber Sales, In.
(08-0016) Sawmill

Cascade Locks - Cascade Locks Lumber Co.

(14-0005) Sawmill

Central Point - Chaney Forest Products
(15-0007) Sawmill

Central Point - The Mt. Pitt Co.
(15-0023) Sawmill

Medford - Medford Moulding Co.
(15-0037) Millwork

Central Point - Steve Wilson Co.
(15-0044) Sawmill

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

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

Grants Pass - Spaulding & Son, Inc.
(17-0013) Sawmil)

Ontario - Monroc lInc.

(23-0021) Rock Crusher

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

Roseburg - Roseburg Lumber Co.
{10-0063) Particleboard Mfg.

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

Air Quality Control - Northwest Region (&)

Date

3-13-75
3-27-75
3-27-75
3-27-75

Location

Mul tnomah

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 Ilssued

Permit Modified

I

Action
Approved
Approved
Approved

Approved



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
Yamhill
Multnomah
Douglas
Lane

Linn
Columbia
Lake

Project

Whiteson Sanitary Landfill
Interim Leachate Collection
System

Delphian Foundation -

Solid Waste Program

Macadam Processing Center, new
facility (Tires)

Tiller Transfer St. new facility
Marcola 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 {ssued
Permit Issued
Permit Amended



" Robert W,

DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL @Uﬁi&”‘{

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET ® PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 © Telephone (503) 229- 5284

Straub ' N
GOVERNOR . )

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
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PROPGSED STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE
FOR NEW STATIONARY SCOURCES

NOTICE 1S BEREBY GIVEN that the Department of Environmental Quality is
considering the adoption of proposed Standards of Performance for New
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 limitations for new or modified sources as follows: Fossil
Fuel-Fired Steam Generators, Incinerators, Portland Cement Plants, Nitric Acid
Plants, Sulphuric Acid Plants,Asphalt Concrete Plants, Petroleum Refineries,
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Ligquids, Secondary Lead Simelters, Secondary
Brass and Bronze Ingot Production Plants, Iron and Steel Plants, and Sewage
Treatment Plants. FPederal regulations pertaining to sources of emissions )
of these contaminants are currently being enforced in Oregon by the Envirommental
Protection Agency. Adoption of the proposed Rules will permit delegation
of authority over these sources from the Federal government to the State.

Copies of the proposed regulations may be chtained upon reguest from the
Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Assistant Director, hirx
Quality Control Division, 1234 S.W, Morriscn Street, Portland, Oregon 97205,

Any interested person desiring to submit any written documents, views
or data on this matter may do so by forwarding them to the office of the
Assistant Director, Air Quality Control Divisicn, 1234 5. W. Morrison Street,
Portland, Oregon 97205, or may appear and 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 the Department of Envircmmental Quality, Perminal Sales Building, 1234
8. W. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon 97205,

Peter W. McSwain has been designated as Hearings Officer.
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