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9:00 a.m. 

Agenda 

Environmental Quality Commission Meeting 

July 30, 1976 
Medford City Council Chambers 

411 W. 8th St. 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

A. Minutes of June 25, 1976 EQC Meeting 

B. Monthly Activity Report for June, 1976 

C. Tax Credit Applications 

D. On-site Sewage Disposal Program - Status Report 

E. Medford Region Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) Study -
Status Report 

F. Medford Corporation Medium Density Fiberboard Plant Air 
Emissions - Status Report 

G. Medford Area 208 (Waste-water treatment facility management) 
Planning - Status Report 

H. Rules for Indirect sources (OAR Chapter 340, Sections 20-100 
through 20-135) - Proposed Adoption of Revised Rules 

I. Fishhawk Lake Sewerage System Performance Bond, Columbia-Clatsop 
Counties - Petition for Substitution of Alternative Security 

J. Sewage Works Construction Grant Project Priority List for FY '77 -
Request Authority for Public Hearing 

K. Proposed Revisions to Open Burning Rule (OAR Chapter 340, 
Sections 23-005 through 23-020) - Request Authority for 
Public Hearing 

L. Authority to Invest Funds in Oil Spillage Fund 

M. Proposed Adoption of Temporary Rule to Increase Sub-surface 
Sewage Disposal Fee Schedule for Marion County 

- --- ~ - ~ 

Because of the uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserves the 
right to deal with any item at any time in the meeting. 

The Commission will be meeting for breakfast at 7:30 aem. at Stanley's 
510 N. Riverside and any of the items above may be discussed. Lunch will 
be at the Medford Hotel, 406 W. Main. 



MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING 

OF THE 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

July 30, 1976 

At 9:00 a.m. on Friday, July 30, 1976, the Special Meeting of the Oregon 
Environmental Quality Commission convened in the Medford City Council Chambers 
at 411 W. 8th Street, Medford, Oregon. 

Present were all Commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman; 
Dr. Morris Crothers, Vice Chairman; Dr. Grace S. Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. 
Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M. Somers. Present on behalf of the Department were 
its Director, Mr. Loren (Bud) Kramer and several members of the Department's 
staff from both its Portland Headquarters and its Southeast Regional office. 

After the meeting was called to order, it was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, 
seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and unanimously voted that the Commission 
waive reading the minutes (previously distributed to all Commissioners), 
approve the minutes, and adopt the Director's recommendations with regard to 
Agenda items B (Monthly Activity Report) and C (Tax Credit Applications). As 
previously distributed, the Director's recommendations with regard to the latter 
two items were as follows: 

June 1976 PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice of 
the reported program activities and give confirming approval to the Depart­
ment's actions relative to air quality project plans and specifications as 
described on page 15 of the report. 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

It is recommended that the Commission issue Pollution Control Certificates 
T-687R, T-728R, T-759, T-766, T-767, T-771 and T-792 in the amounts indicated. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers and seconded by Commissioner 
Phinney that the Commission adopt the Director's recommendation with regard 
to Agenda Items J, K, and L. The motion carried with the unanimous support 
of the commission. The Director's recommendations on the three subject 
agenda items were as follows: 

SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION·GRANT PROJECT PRIORITY LIST FOR FY '77 - REQUEST 
AUTHORITY FOR PUBLIC HEARING 
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It is recommended that the EQC: 

1. Approve the proposed changes in priority criteria contained 
in Attachment II. 

2. Authorize the Department to hold a public hearing before the 
Department Hearings Officer on the proposed priority list. 
(Such hearing is tentatively scheduled for August 25, 1976.) 

EQC MEETING REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS: PROPOSED RULES 
FOR OPEN BURNING 

It is the recommendation of the Director that public hearings be 
authorized by the Commission for the purpose of obtaining public comment 
concerning the proposed Rules for Open Burning. These hearings shall be 
held in Portland on September 9, 1976, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 508 of the 
Terminal Sales Building, 1234 S.W. Morrison Street, Portland 97205, and 
in Salem, Eugene and either Medford or Roseburg on September 9, 1976 at 
times and places to be arranged. 

PERMISSION TO INVEST MONIES IN OIL SPILLAGE FUND CASH ACCOUNT 

It is in the best interests of the Department to maximize the funds 
available through investment of the Oil Spillage Account; therefore, it 
is recommended that the Commission approve such investment. 

STATUS REPORT: ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL PROGRAM 

Mr. T. Jack Osborne, supervisor, Sewage systems Section, addressed 
the Commission with his approval of the overall performance of the Depart­
ment's program in this area, mentioning the high approval rate (better 
than 70%) of the many variance applications under a 1975 legislative provision. 
He cited the 30 or more experimental systems of a varying nature that had been 
approved as indication of progress in the area of discovering alternatives 
to conventional on-site disposal systems. It was Mr. Osborne's information 
that a currently high rate of approval on applications for standard systems 
was increasing with the increasing expertise of field personnel. 

Commissioner Somers inquired as to the number of alternative systems 
that had been approved in the Jackson County area. He was told that a 
number of experimental systems, including evapotranspiration-absorption 
systems, had been approved with optimism for their evolution from experi­
mentation to recognition as appropriate systems for the area. It was added 
by Mr. Osborne that some systems, such as that mentioned above and the 
mounded drainage field, were out of the price range of many applicants and were 
indicative of a need for more economical alternatives to the conventional systems. 
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"split" system involving, for example, 
The combination of applicant ideas and 

ingenious but uneconomical according to 

While conceding with the Director that no artificial incentive could 
match the economic incentive for discovery and patent of a generally viable 
and economical alternative to conventional systems, Commissioner Somers 
expressed interest in Mr. Osborne's statement that Oregon State University 
Soils Department was interested but unfunded for potentially helpful research. 
The Director recalled the legislature's election not to provide proposed 
funding for research in 1975 and noted that EPA funding was a possibility. 
Funding from EPA was a possibility to the liking of Commissioner Somers who 
noted that present regulations are based on present technology whose unintended 
result is incentive to place homes on farm land. 

Commissioner Hallock observed concern among members of the Senate over 
progress toward alternatives and asserted the need to present a funding 
proposal to the next legislature in the event of a finding that federal 
funds would not be in the offing. 

Mr. Kramer, the Director of the Department, pointed out that the afore­
mentioned Senators might find interesting a forthcoming proposal for additional 
funding to the Emergency Board. The proposal would be based, in part, on a 
funding deficiency in the legislatively directed experimental program, he 
reported. 

At the request of Commissioner Richards Dr. Robert Paeth, Soil Scientst 
with the Department's Investigation and Compliance Section, summarized the 
idiosyncracies of Jackson County soils. It was reported as the only county in 
Oregon to appear on the General Soils Map of the United States as a Vertisol 
soil area. The fine textured soils were said to be causative of the on-site 
disposal problems in Jackson County along with other poor engineering character­
istics. Their 60% plus clay content, he said, results in poor receipt of sewage 
effluent. Shrinking and swelling due to varying moisture, he said, causes an 
extremely low permeability (and consequently poor treatment of effluent). In 
Dr. Paeth's view, this could potentially be remedied by a system involving low 
pressure dosing. Such was being tried in three experimental circumstances in 
the County. It was Dr. Paeth's estimation that, once proven, the system could 
have an impact on the Jackson County problem. Current Department emphasis, he 
said, was on performance rather than theory. 

It was reported in answer to inquiry by Commissioner Richards that a 
proven system involving dosing whose performance could be assured by 
appropriate regulations might well result in a significant increase in the 
"approval" rate of applications in Jackson County. 
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Crothers, 
and unanimously approved that the Commission direct the staff to prepare a 
funding program to propose to the legislature to fund, through the Department, 
research in the area of on-site disposal by Oregon state University or such 
other suitable facility as might be found. 

STATUS REPORT: STUDY OF MEDFORD REGION AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA PROBLEM 

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quality program highlighted a 
previously distributed report on air quality study needs in the Medford area. 
He mentioned the two objectives of attaining and maintaining air quality 
standards and their special significance in the Medford area which is recog­
nized as one of the Country's worst ventilation areas. A former problem 
whose presence in 1972 was evidenced by monitoring of an 11% excess over federal 
primary standards and a 30% excess over secondary standards was, Mr. Kowalczyk 
reported, met by an area plan which resulted in a 19% reduction in secondary 
violations by 1975. Consonant was an achievement of primary standards and a 
19% reduction in secondary violations, he said. 

It was stated that an expected reduction in particulate due to control of 
blue haze from plywood veneer dryers would still not result in compliance with 
secondary standards, despite an expected benefit to visibility. (It was noted 
parenthetically that a profile of area air quality would soon be available to 
those interested.) 

The failure to attain standards, Mr. Kowalczyk reported, had resulted in 
an EPA request to revise the Oregon Clean Air Implementation Plan by July of 
1977, a request directed toward many other states as well. Microscopic analysis 
had indicated, he said, a prevalence of wood-related particles whose further 
control might be found appropriate after additional study. 

Maintenance was addressed from its inception in March of 1974 when the 
Medford-Ashland area was designated as an Air Quality Maintenance Area. 
Maintenance over the next ten years in the Bear Creek urban region district 
planning area had been found to be of potential concern and requiring of an 
air quality maintenance re-evaluation based on a detailed projection of future 
emissions. The projection, he informed, would be followed by a revised plan. 
It was added that sampling for motor vehicle related pollutants (carbon 
monoxide and photochemical oxidants) would be conducted to verify the 
adequacy of the current plan. 

STATUS REPORT: MEDFORD CORPORATION'S MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD PLANT (AIR 
EMISSIONS) 

Mr. Richard Reiter head of the Department's Southwest Regional Branch, 
addressed the Commission. He defined the product resulting from the plant 
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operations to be a medium dense fiberboard product (density between masonite 
and particleboard) useful in the manufacture of furniture and cabinetry with 
machined, decorative edging. The plant, he reported, was novel and experiencing 
an initial air discharge problem. The company's efforts to correct problems, 
Mr. Reiter said, had included process alteration to eliminate some five 
emissions sources and were progressing forward from the installation of two 
baghouses and other improvements targeted through joint Department-Industry 
scrutiny. The reuse of otherwise emitted air was credited as a better strategy 
than "add-on" methodology. A wet scrubber for control of dryer emissions was 
reportedly forthcoming with its promise of emissions well below the permit 
conditions. 

It was noted by Commissioner Richards that the projected 30 pounds per 
hour would substantially improve upon the regulatory 108 pounds per hour of 
process weight for such a source. Mr. Reiter mentioned his satisfaction that 
the wide surpassing of the regulatory standards would bring relief to residents 
in a nearby trailer court who had been suffering some nuisance from the source. 

MEDFORD AREA WASTE WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING UNDER SECTION 208 OF THE 1972 
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT AMENDMENTS 

Mr. Jack Churchill introduced himself to the Commission as the head of 
the current Departmental effort to fund and conduct the planning in Oregon 
pertaining to area-wide treatment of waste water, particularly non-point source 
waste water. Having mentioned the differing problems of the State's other 
designated planning areas, Mr. Churchill noted that the Medford area was 
needful of planning whose emphasis would be on irrigation return flow, storm 
water runoff in the Bear Creek watershed, and management of the Ashland area 
watershed. An initial approval of the Oregon Planning effort (involving a 
sum of 100,000 dollars) was said to involve a reliance on river basins plans 
with orientation toward tributaries and non-point sources. 

Mr. Churchill pointed out that several agencies would be involved as the 
program moves from control of point sources to general management of water 
quality. The State Forest Service and Soil and Water Districts were mentioned 
as examples. Implementation, not planning, was said to be the emphasis of the 
program. 

The initial process would, Mr. Churchill reported, combine existing infor­
mation from the 303 basin plans with new studies. Review and reinforcement of 
the State Forestry Practices Act was said to be in the offing. Also planned 
was work in the agricultural area, addressed to irrigation and stream-bank 
erosion problems in a coordinated effort with the Extension Service and others. 

November of 1978 was said to be the deadline for submission of plans. 
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Mr. Churchill reported that the public participation provisions of 
the federal statute, including the State-wide Policy and Advisory Committee 
were being approached. Also planned were committees of agency heads, 
technical task forces, and citizen advisory processes. 

Mr. Jeff Gibbs, Water Quality Planning Coordinator of the Rogue Valley 
COG, addressed the Commission with his concern that the Rogue Valley 208 
effort should allow the people of the Valley to determine for themselves 
how best to meet the federal goals of the planning program. The area was 
reported to be about half way through its initial two-year planning process. 

Mr. Gibbs was impressed with the fact that the program, unlike others, 
was emphatically addressed to implementation and management, not just planning. 

The Bear Creek Greenway and the Ashland Watershed planning efforts were 
said to be forerunners to the present multi-jurisdictional program. 

Organizationally, the area program was outlined in terms of the local 
decision-making process. Mr. Gibbs reported himself to be relying very 
heavily on the various participating entities to accomplish the necessary 
work. 

Mr. Gibbs went on to outline the subject-area phases of the program. 

In response to inquiry by Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Churchill reported 
that all of the interested state agencies would be drawn into the planning 
process. Involvement of the State Water Resources Board was assured. 

FISHHAWK LAKE: PETITION TO REDUCE THE SEWERAGE SYSTEM PERFORMANCE BOND 

Mr. Harold Sawyer delivered the staff report. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, 
and unanimously carried that the petitioner be allowed to assume the bonding 
responsibility from the developer provided that a sum of $11,650 be pledged 
with not less than $5,000 initially pledged in the form of a savings account 
(interest to go to the petitioner) or other readily reachable asset to be 
incremented by $1,000 per year until the full balance is reached. In the 
interim, the petitioner was to secure the balance by a first mortgage on 
appropriately valuable property at the development. 

Mr. Sawyer reported that this arrangement would be consonant with 
current Department policy as reflected in newly adopted rules. 

In response to Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Sawyer reported that the 
Homeowners' Association had indicated that the homeowners were in favor 
of the action taken by the Commission. 
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RULE ADOFTION' )?ROFOSED ru:v:u,ioNS. TO RULES GOVERNING INDIRECT SOURCES 

Mr. Carl Simons of the Department's Air Quality Control Program presented 
the staff report. Amendments to the rules would include provisions for 
regional indirect source plans which would minimize paper work on permits, 
raise the threshold of review on the size of parking lots. Other provisions 
put the onus on permit applicants to convince the staff that their proposed 
developments will not violate air quality standards. 

The proposals, it was reported, had followed three public hearings and a 
lengthy examination of Dr. Walter Dabberdt from Stanford Research Institute. 

The conclusions and recommendation of the staff report were as follows: 

Conclusions 

1. As indicated in the staff report of March 12, 1976, it is the Department's 
opinion that the roost effective and efficient method of evaluating and 
mitigating the impact of indirect sources is through the development of 
Parking and traffic Circulation Plans (PTCP) in areas where it is indicated 
that control of parking and circulation is needed to insure attainment and 
maintenance of federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards. The major 
thrust of the proposed amendments is towards that objective (section 20-120). 

2. Several of the proposed amendments reflect the Department's concurrence of 
suggested changes given in the public testimony regarding the review of 
indirect sources. The following significant amendments are being proposed: 

a. Modify highway project air quality impact review requirements to con­
sider "worst case" year impacts. (20-129(1) (d) (E), (F), (M), and (N)). 

b. Amend 20-120(1) to state Department's criteria used for the designation 
of Parking and Traffic Circulation Plant (PTCP) where needed in 
specific geographic areas. Findings and conclusions of the Depart­
ment's Air Quality Maintenance Area Analysis (20-110(2)) should be 
used as a basis for determination of need for a PTCP. 

c. Amend and add sections 20-110 (16), 20-129 (1) (a) (E) , 20-129 (1) (b) (A) , 
20-130(5) to allow indirect source applicants to determine costs of 
compliance prior to submission of an application. 

3. Several minor amendments are proposed to clarify the intent of the Rule 
(20-110(11); 20-110(12); 20-125(3); 20-129(1) (c), (G), (H), (I); 20-
130(1) (b); 20-130(2) (a); 20-130(5); 20-135(3)). 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the Environmental Quality 
Commission amend and adopt proposed Rules for Indirect Sources (OAR Chapter 340, 
Sections 20-100 through 20-135) as indicated in Appendix A. 
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In response to inquiry by Commissioner Richards, Mr. Simons pointed 
out that under the proposed revisions, if it did not appear that a source 
would cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable ambient air 
standard, the source would not be required to engage in an emissions 
control program (with the option of transit incentives which had been found 
objectionable by some witnesses at the hearings). 

Commissioner Crothers was concerned with the clarity of the proposed 
rule, while satisfied with its intent. He asked if it could not be rewritten 
with an eye to the use of language which an ordinary layman could understand. 

Section 20-130(5) was reported by Mr. Simons to have been an object of 
concern for Mr. Haskins of the Attorney General's office. He suggested that 
the words "and contribute to" be added to "cause" because of the difficulty 
that might arise in proving a violation was "caused" by an indirect source. 

Mr. Simons proposed that on the bottom of page 16, in 20-130(5) (a) the 
recommendation be amended to add "or contribute to" after 11 cause 11

• Also, 
it was proposed that in Section 20-130(5) (b), "or contribute to a" be added 
between "cause" and "delay." Finally, "or contribute to" was proposed to be 
added between "cause" and "a violation." Under section 20-130(5) (c) it was 
recommended that the proposal be amended to read " ..• the indirect source 
causes or contributes to any other indirect source or system of indirect sources 
to violate .... 11 "To violate" was pointed out by Commissioner Richards as in 
need of rewording for grammatical purposes. After "contributes to", the 
language "any violation of any state ambient air quality standard by any other 
indirect source or system of indirect sources" was proposed by Commissioner 
Richards. 

Commissioner Crothers found in section 20-130(5) the language "may not 
be issued" needing of refinement. He suggested "may be withheld." 

"Withheld" was found inadequate from a legal standpoint because it 
indicated a state of limbo; neither issuance nor denial. It was pointed out 
that "shall not be issued" would be too rigid. 

The Commission decided to return to this question later. 

Mr. Simons set forth the recommendation that the proposed rule, with 
amendments discussed, be adopted by the Commission. (It had been distributed 
to Commission members in advance of the meeting.) 

Further, Mr. Simons presented information recently gathered from the 
Department's Air Quality Data Section regarding levels of ambient carbon 
monoxide (CO) in the Portland Metropolitan Area. The information indicated 
that in 1975 the eight hour CO standard had been violated at the downtown 
Continuous Air Monitoring (CAM) station fifty times; at the Fourth and Alder 
CAM 28 times; at the Hollywood Cam (at Sandy and 42nd), 38 times; and at the 
Lloyd Center CAM 12 times. In addition, a portable CAM near the I-205 freeway 
had indicated several violations of the photochemical oxidant standard at a 
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location well outside the core area. Further, there were cited several 
impact assessments (including Kruze Way and West Portland Park and Ride) 
showing significant violations could be expected from future projects. The 
impact assessment of the Mount Hood Freeway, Mr. Simons reported, had shown 
very significant violations along its proposed corridor. Mr. Simons reported 
that he evaluated these matters as conclusive of the presence of violations 
and the need to regulate indirect sources. 

In addition to the above data, Mr. Simons reported 44 violations of the 
photochemical oxidant standard at the Milwaukie High School CAM, a location 
downwind and traditionally a primary victim of Portland city traffic. 

Commissioner Richards asked about the second sentence of section 
20-130(5) (a) which contained language to the effect that a program should only 
have reasonably definable costs. In response to Commissioner Richard's 
concern, Mr. Simons reported that the staff was convinced that, if the proposal 
were adopted, a competent air quality and traffic engineer could assess the 
impact of an indirect source and indicate the measures needed to bring it 
into compliance with standards. In addition, it was reported that a pre­
application conference usually preceded applications for permits for parking 
facilities involving more than 1000 spaces. It was Mr. Simon's opinion that, 
under the present rule, the applicant could go ahead with only a reading of the 
rule and the hiring of a consultant. He felt the rule itself would give an 
applicant all information necessary to determine if a control program would be 
necessary. 

Commissioner Somers asked if this assertion was written into the rule. It 
was pointed out that normally the source does the engineering work and the 
Department simply reviews it. 

Asked for an average cost figure per project, Mr. Simons indicated that 
he could not produce one without consulting records. He added that the costs 
were fairly minimal because all that would be needed was a traffic engineering 
analysis. This, he said, would simply indicate existing traffic on adjacent 
streets and the increment that could be expected from the new indirect source 
facility. 

In response to further inquiry by Commissioner Somers, Mr. Simons 
reported that methods of traffic analysis are available for application even 
to those streets which have never had a traffic count taken. He added that 
streets where a count has never been taken would usually not pose an air 
quality problem. 

Asked if the proposed rule would enable the Department to solve the 
existing violations, Mr. Simons was unable to say. He did state, however, 
that the proposal would enable the Department to continue to exercise control 
over the indirect sources which are contributing to the problem and that, 
essentially, Dr. Dabberdt's testimony had supported this conclusion. 
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Recalling a focal case involving a Mr. Davis, Commissioner Crothers 
asked what difficulties would be incurred by Mr. Davis under the current 
proposal. Mr. Simons replied that Mr. Davis would still have to obtain a 
permit but that neither transit incentive nor any other emission control 
program would be required if the impact projection of Mr. Davis was correct. 

Mr. Simons referred to OAR 340-31-005 as the appropriate place to begin 
reading the Ambient Air Standards incorporated into the indirect source 
rules. He did so in response to Commissioner Somer's concern that the proposal 
should not be referenced with standards which were either vague or difficult 
to locate in print. 

It was the position of Commissioner Crothers that reversion to the old 
rule, which would be the case in the absence of adoption of the new proposal, 
would make everyone less happy than would the adoption of the current proposal. 
He emphasized that, while not satisfied with the language, he was in agreement 
with the basic thrust of the proposal, particularly its emphasis on the 
development of regional planning of traffic and parking. He felt that "con­
dominium development" should be stricken from page two. 

After brief discussion the Commission decided that, despite the passing 
of the public participation opportunities on the proposals, it would be equit­
able to permit brief presentations by Mr. VanNatta, Mr. Alexander, and Mr. 
Anderson, all of whom represented large groups whose industrial activities 
were vitally linked with indirect source regulations. 

Mr. Richard Alexander, an attorney representing the Association of 
General Contractors in litigation over indirect source regulation, addressed 
the Commission. He noted that he would address primarily the procedural points 
of the history of indirect source regulation, leaving the substantive matters 
to Mr. VanNatta and Mr. Anderson. It was Mr. Alexander's position that those 
whom he represented were not opposed to the regulation of indirect sources. 
The present mode of regulation was said to be both objectionable and the 
object of much complaint in procedural channels for at least two years. He 
noted that the indirect source regulation was the first regulation of a state 
agency to be the object of litigation instigated by the AGC during its history 
as a nonprofit organization in Oregon since 1924. 

The major problem, in Mr. Alexander's view, was the history of difficulty 
in getting the Department to produce the data which it felt would support 
present regulations. This included the difficulty, since the inception of 
litigation, in getting the Department's counsel to agree to conversations 
with Mr. Simons. 

The result, he reported, had culminated in the possession of a document 
from the Department at a time too late for Dr. Dabberdt's examination of it. 
The document indicated that, had Mr. Simons had a chance to discuss certain 
matters with Dr. Dabberdt prior to Dr. Dabberdt's testimony, Dr. Dabberdt 
might have come to a different conclusion. 
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This document, in Mr. Alexander's view, involved certain matters that 
had been made unavailable from Mr. Simons either on his own or by advice of 
counsel. 

It was Mr. Alexander's view that, whether or not what had passed was 
correct, it was unfair of Mr. Simons to use the approach he used to impeach 
Dr. Dabberdt's testimony. 

Commissioner Somers conceded that, based on Mr. Alexander's argument, 
there may have been some degree of deficiency in the general policy by which 
the Department made its records available to the adversaries of its indirect 
source rule. He underlined his willingness to sit down and review these 
policies and practices at another time. It was Commissioner Somers' view that, 
while valid, Mr. Alexander's comments were not aiding the Commission in coming 
to a decision as to whether it should adopt present proposals or continue the 
present rule (a rule which had come into effect after the expiration of a 
temporary rule and which would pose a more strict stance toward developers of 
indirect sources}. 

Mr. Alexander concluded his testimony by stating that, in addition to the 
insufficiencies of procedure, based on Dr. Dabberdt's testimony and the 
matters that had gone before, Mr. Simons' criticism had been an insufficient 
reply. Mr. Alexander emphasized that he was not criticizing Department's 
Counsel, that he regretted the absence of Department's counsel, and that he, 
if counsel for the Department, might have taken the same precautions which 
had led to the frustrations that were outlined. 

The Commission was recessed and reconvened after lunch. 

Mr. Bruce Anderson, attorney for the International Council for Shopping 
Centers in Oregon et. al., addressed the Commission on two points which, as 
in the case of Mr. Alexander's address, were said to be an abbreviation of his 
desired presentation. 

First of all, Mr. Anderson cited Dr. Dabberdt as authority that sensible 
regulation of indirect source rules should be preceded by aerometric data of 
a type absent in Oregon on a state-wide basis. 

Secondly, Mr. Anderson contended that the necessary data was not available 
in the state of Oregon other than in the Portland Metropolitan Area. 

Mr. Anderson introduced to the record a letter of May 19, 1976, from 
Mr. Haskins of the Justice Department. 

Finally, Mr. Anderson suggested that the Commission adopt the federal rule 
and go back to devising an adequate Oregon rule for those parts of the state 
where it could be proven to be beneficial. He stated he would even be satis­
fied if the Commission would adopt the federal rule and insert its own cut-
off points. 
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It was called to the Commission's attention that California, Nevada, 
and Washington had relinquished their indirect source regulations. He 
offered to the record letters from those three states indicating this 
information. 

In response to inquiry by Commissioner Richards Mr. Alexander stated 
that he was not satisfied that Dr. Dabberdt had been given access to all of 
the files upon which the Department was relying in formulating its indirect 
source rule. 

Commissioner Hallock asked if Dr. Dabberdt would have agreed with state­
wide regulation if he had seen all of the studies. The answer was that 
agreement would not have occurred unless the data in other areas of the state 
was available, data which Mr. Anderson had sought unsuccessfully for a long 
time. 

Asked if he had seen some of the studies in the Eugene area, Mr. Anderson 
said he had and was aware of some violations of the secondary standards. He 
added that proof of a violation would justify a rule but that the type of 
rule to be used would depend on the gathering of modeling information to enable 
some assurance that the rule adopted would work to decrease violations. 

Commissioner Somers stressed that the Commission's rule-making in the 
area of indirect source regulation had been preceded not only by the last 
three hearings but also by the on-going process of two or more years of 
hearings and staff reports. 

Mr. Fred VanNatta of the Oregon Homebuilders Association addressed the 
Commission. He presented two documents, one proposing three amendments to 
the proposed rule. The other was a letter from Dr. Dabberdt on the extent to 
which there are studies on the indirect source impact of residential develop­
ments. It was reported that Dr. Dabberdt had seen no studies indicating 
harmful effects from these developments. 

Mr. VanNatta requested that he be provided a copy of any studies or data 
in the Department's files that specifically address the contribution that 
residential developments make to the mobile source problem in any region of 
the state or any area in the country. 

Mr. VanNatta's proposed amendment would exempt residential developments 
from the thrust of the indirect source rule. 

Finally, Mr. VanNatta called for an end to the transit incentives used 
to increase transit ridership at the expense of the developers. 

Commissioner Crothers MOVED that "condominium developments" be eliminated 
from the category of regulated sources and that "apartment," preceding on the 
list, be changed to "apartments." (See section 20-110(14) (g) of the proposal.) 
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Commissioner somers seconded the motion and it was carried with the support of 
all but Commissioners Hallock and Phinney who opposed the motion. 

The Commission had discussed the issue of whether or not "condominium" 
had reference to a type of indirect source or simply a type of legal ownership 
applicable to realty of any character. 

Commissioner Hallock inquired whether hospitals and religious facilities 
should also be within the scope of review. 

Mr. Simons explained that review of such facilities was undertaken when­
ever the attendant parking spaces reached the threshold for review of parking 
facilities. 

It was the contention of Commissioner Somers that all categories intended 
for regulation should be listed so as to avoid the risk of having the listing 
of some interpreted to mean the exclusion of others. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock that subparagraphs (i) and (j) be 
added to 20-010(14) to read "hospital facilities," and "religious facilities", 
respectively. The motion, seconded by Commissioner Crothers, was carried with 
unanimous support. 

Referring to 20-130(4), dealing with the conditions that can be imposed 
in an indirect source permit, Commissioner Richards inquired of Mr. Simons as 
to suggestions to amend the proposal to provide that an emissions control 
program can be required only where the source will cause a violation of some 
kind without such a program. 

Mr. Simons suggested that section 20-129(1) (E) be amended to read "A 
description of the Indirect Source Emission Control Program if such program 
is necessary in order to be in compliance with the requirements of Subsections 
340-20-130 (5) (a) , (b) , and (c) . " 

Commissioner Hallock MOVED that such amendment to the proposal be made. 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Crothers. It was agreed that the 
motion should be consolidated with other language that Mr. Simons might 
suggest and find acceptable to the Commission. 

Referring to section 20-l29(b) (A), Mr. Simons suggested that the sentence 
after the first item of information should be amended to read: "The department 
will request item (E) of subsections 340-20-129(1) (a) where it is necessary in 
order to be in compliance with the requirements of subsections 340-20-130(5) (a), 
(b) , and (c) • " 

Mr. Simons stressed that the whole intent of the wording he suggested was 
to eliminate the Department's powers to tell the applicant what type of program 
to use. 
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Turning to section 20-130(4) (a), Mr. Simons suggested that the first 
sentence be amended to read "An indirect source emission control program 
where it is necessary in order to be in compliance with the requirements of 
subsections 340-20-130 (5) (a), (b) and (c)." 

Commissioner Hallock amended her motion to include all of the suggested 
language of Mr. Simons. Her amended motion was seconded by Commissioner 
Crothers and carried unanimously by the Commission. 

With reference to section 20-130(5) (a), (b) and (c), it was~ by 
Commissioner Crothers that the proposal be amended to read as follows: 

(5) An indirect Source Construction Permit may be denied if: 

(a) The indirect source will cause or contribute to a 
violation of the Clean Air Act Implementation Plan 
for Oregon. 

(b) The indirect source will cause or contribute to a 
delay in the attainment of or cause or contribute to 
a violation of any state ambient air quality standard. 

(c) The indirect source causes or contributes to any 
violation of any State Ambient Air Quality Standard 
by any other indirect source or system of indirect 
sources. 

The motion was carried with the unanimous support of the Commission. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that a new section 20-136 be added 
to read: "In no event shall the cost of any program or programs exceed two 
percent of the total cost of land and improvements described in the application." 
It was the contention of Commissioner Somers that the problem addressed by the 
indirect source regulation had been shown, through many hearings, to be real 
and in need of control. He contended further, however, that regulations 
should be balanced against the facts that developers are unable to borrow 
where costs are uncertain, that developers have no certain standards to meet 
for indirect sources, that the causes of ambient standard violations may 
often be beyond the control of the developer, and that developers are 
unable to predict the costs involved in some ongoing emission control 
programs. Commissioner Somers contended further that the problem at hand 
was one of primary importance in urban areas. He added, however, that 
the solution posed by the regulation was open-ended and would come back 
to haunt the agency in the courts. 

Commissioner Somers was also concerned that no tax credit was made 
available to developers in this area, while tax credits are available for 
point source control expenses. 



-15-

Commissioners Hallock and Phinney agreed that developers should be 
allowed to know their costs but questioned whether the proposed limitation 
would be viable in cases where a developer proposed higher costs or where 
items of cost, such as daily implementation, might be in dispute. 

Commissioner Crothers agreed that developers must know their costs but 
argued that the impact of the proposed rules should be tested and should be 
the subject of detailed information from the Director so that imperfections 
might be studied as they arise. He felt that the area of indirect source 
regulations was an area in evolution and to be taken a step at a time with the 
constant contemplation of further steps. It was his suggestion that the 
purpose behind Commissioner Somers' proposal was well founded but not yet to 
be attempted. 

It was suggested by Commissioner Richards that the subject of Commissioner 
Somers' proposal might well be submitted to counsel for draft language that 
could be reviewed after submission to the staff, the Homebuilders Association, 
and other interested parties whose input should be considered. The Commission 
agreed with this suggestion and so Commissioner Somers' motion went without 
a second. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, 
and carried with the support of all Commissioners except Commissioner Somers 
(who voted against the motion) that the proposed regulations regarding indirect 
sources of air pollution be adopted as amended by previously carried motions of 
the Commission. 

Commissioner Richards had expressed his feeling that the proposals might 
not be the best of all possible routes for the Commission. He felt, however, 
that real problems exist in areas of the state other than Portland and that 
federal requirements called for an attempt to regulate indirect sources in 
Oregon. He reserved the right to change his position in the light of subse­
quent data on the problem while asserting that the present proposal was the 
best solution available at the present time. 

Commissioner Somers had said that the regional parking and circulation 
plans, whether invoked by the legislature or the agency, would improve upon 
the piecemeal regulation of individual sources and should be awaited in lieu 
of a proposal whose impact would be a matter of guess for both the Commission 
and those whose activities would be guided. 

CONTESTED CASE REVIEW: VISTA VIEW SUBDIVISION 

Returning to the Commission's earlier contemplation of this issue, 
Commissioner Richards noted that Mr. Alexander had reported the Commission's 
failure to specify the date when all applications for subsurface sewage and 
disposal system construction permits filed under the Commission ruling would 
have to be made. 
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It was ~by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, 
and unanimously carried that October 28, 1976, be the date described above. 

CIVIL PENALTY REMISSIONS 

At the request of Commissioner Richards, Mr. Kramer explained that the 
large number of remissions of civil penalty assessments which were before 
the Commission and which had been preceded by many past such recommendations 
were exemplary of the Department's policy of forgiving penalties where the 
violator had taken adequate measures after assessment. It was, in the Director's 
view, indicative of the Department's view that neither punitive measures nor 
monetary gains for the State should be in focus. Instead, the Department was 
said to be interested only in compliance with the environmental laws. It 
was noted that most remitted violations were pertaining to septic tanks. 

There being no further business, the Commission stood adjourned. 

10/4/76 
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DEGl-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item B, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

June 1976 Program Activity Report 

Discussion 

Attached is the June 1976 Program Activity Report. 

ORS 468.325 provides for approval or disapproval of Air Quality 
plans and specifications by the Env"ironc1ental Quality Commission. 
l4ater and Solid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals or 
disapprovals and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of 
permits are prescribed by statutes t.<i be functions of the Department, 
subject to appeal to the Commission. 

The purposes of this report are to provide information to the 
Commission regarding status of the reported program activities, to 
provide a historical record of project plan and permit actions, and 
to obtain the confirming approval of the Commission of actions taken 
by the Department relative to air quality plans and specifications. 

Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice 
of the reported program activities and give confirming approval to the 
Department's actions relative to air quality project plans and specifi­
cations as described on page 15 of the report. 

RLF:ee 
7 /20/76 

c 0fS 
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

-



Department of Environmental Quality 
Technical Programs 

Permit and Plan Actions 

June 1976 

Water Quality Division 

183 . . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

35 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
37 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
189 Permit Actions Pending - Summary 

Air Quality Division 

10 . . . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

22 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
30 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
155 . . . Permit Actions Pending - Summary 

Land Quality Division 

12 . . Plan Actions Completed - Summary 
Plan Actions Completed - Listing 

16 Plan Actions Pending - Summary 
40 Permit Actions Completed - Summary 

Permit Actions Completed - Listing 
80 . . . Permit Actions Pending - Summary 

Page 
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2 
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12 
11 

1 
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Air 
Direct Sources 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 
Air, W~ter and Land · 
Quality·Divisions June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS 

Plans Plans Plans. 
·Received Approved Disapproved 

Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. 

11 138 10 145 

Indirect Sources 
Total 11 138 10 145 

Water 
Municipal 126 976 166 996 

Industrial 11 175 17 162 8 

Total 137 1151 183 1158 8 

Solid Waste 
.General Re£use 10 73 10 88 1 2 
Demolition 4 4 2 
Industrial 4 28 2 35 
Sludge 1 4 4 1 
Total 15 109 12 131 1 5 

Hazardous 
Wastes 

GRAND TOTAL 163 1398 205 1434 1 13 
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Plans 
Pending 

22 

22 

26 
9 

35 

12 

4 

16 

73 



Countv 

Department of Environmental quality 
Technical Programs 

?·~onthly Activity Report 

Water Quality Division June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Nonth an:l Year) 

l"LJ'Ji ACTIQ~;s CO:•!.?LETED - 183 

Na..~e of Source/Project/Site 
and 'l'v::-'2 of S::i.;::e 

Date o: 
Acti~:1 hc!:.io:1 

Municipal Sewerage Projects - 166 

Umatilla 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Washington 

Washington 

Douglas 

Washington 

Benton 

Washington 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Lincoln 

Pendleton 11-80 Corp. Sewer 6/1/76 

Portland Extra Bill #6 N. Portland 6/2/76 
Rd. , N. Force Ave. P. s ' s · 

Milwaukie 

Gresham 

Torino 2 Sewers 

Inverness Subdivision 
Sewer 

USA (Aloha) Corby Sewer 

USA (Aloha) Farmington West #6 

USA (Aloha) Choban - Peterkort 
Sewer 

Green S.D. Circle Drive Sewer 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

USA (Fanno) s.w. Jamieson Rd. Sewer· 6/2/76 

Corvallis 
Phase II 

Timberhill 2nd Addition 6/2/76 

USA (Beaverton) Brook Tree No.3 Sewers 6/2/76 

USA (Beaverton) S.W. 131st Ave. s~wer 6/2/76 

Lake Oswego "LID - 177" Sewers 6/2/76 

Gresham Kara Terrace Subd. Sewers 6/2/76 

Newport s.w. 12th Street Sewer 6/2/76 
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Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisicnal 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 



Dcpa-.:t.-:-:en~ of Er.·1it"o~-;ie':'lt.:il Qu.J.lity 
Tech.:iicw.l Progr:i.u1:::; 

:-:onthly Activity Rep.:,rt 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

June 1976 
(Month and Yea?:) 

PL.AN ACTI0~:3 CO'.·!.?LS'i'ED (continued) 

J ·~ Na,-ne of Sou::-ce/Project/Site Date of I 
~oe:u1e_•r"'-,!ct:;:v __ --J.-----~a::nc;d~T::a·::..,.~~.::2_::o:.:f__::S:.:~::~.:~e=-----~l--'A:.::::c.:t:.i.:o:.:n::.....+---'-'A:.c:.t:.:i:.:o:.:n::..... ___ T 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

· Multnomah 

Linn 

Marion 

Lane 

Lane 

Umatilla 

Klamath 

Umatilla 

Umatilla 

Jackson 

Marion 

Lane 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Clackamas 

Portland CO#l Schmeer #1 P,$. 

Canby Bristol-Gage 
Addition Sewers 

Gresham Cason Meadows 
Sund. Sewers • 

Halsey Centennial Court Sewer 

Woodburn West Lincoln St, 
Sewer 

Eugene Oakway First Add. 
Sewers 

Eugene Centu:?Cy Maples Sewers 

umati:).la Second St. Sewer Ext. 

Klamath Falls 1st Addition, 
to Gatewood 

Hermiston 

A 

Orman Addition Block 
11C 1

~ Sewers 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 

·6/2/76 

6/2/76 

6/3/76 

Hermiston N.W. 13th Street Sewer· 6/3/76 

Medford Starwood Estates Sewers 6/4/76. 

Kiezer Julie Estates Sewers 

Veneta Sewer Extensions 

Howard Prairie Park 
Lagoon Modifipations 

Willow Lake Park 
Lagoon Modifications 

Sandy Kari Terrace subd. 
sewer 
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6/4/76 

6/4/76 

6/7/76 

6/7/76 

6/8/76 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 
Provisional 
·Approval 

Provisiona=­
Approval 
Provision~: 
Approval 

Provisior:a l. 
Approval 

Provisi:-. :-:J..:. 
Approval 

Provis:": :::·,l 
. ApprOVi.C. 

Prov:i'.sio:-~al 
Approval 

Provis ic.:-:2.l 

. Provisional 
Approval 

Provi.. i..i :;::al 
Approvdl 

Provisior.al 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 



Dcpa:-t.~en~ oE' En•1iror_-:1~:1tal Qu..:1lity 
Technic11l Progra;;.1s 

Monthly Activity Report 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

June 1976 
(Month c:!nd Year) 

(continued) 
I' I r. Na:ne of Sou::-ce/Project/Site •:· D:ite o: 

~oe:u"'n"-"-t;:_v __ -+------'a"'n-'d=-Tc.v"";-.._.~~-'-o-'f-"S-'.:;-TI'_.e'------11--A_c_t_i_o_n_-t--___ 1-._c_t_i_o_::i ___ 7 

Marion 

Marion 

Clatsop 

Malheur 

Douglas 

Marion 

Jackson 

Marion 

Umatilla 

Linn 

Douglas 

Multnomah 

Yamhill 

Coos 

Washington 

Deschutes 

Kej,zer 

Keizer 

Warrenton 

Ontario 

Sutherlin 

Salem 

BCVSA 

Stayton 

Hermiston 

Albany 

Riddle 

Portland 

Newberg 

Crestwood Village 
Sewers 

Stone Hedge Estates 
Sewers 

N.W. Cedar Ave. Sewer 

"LID 19 Sch C" Sewers 

Arvilla Way Sewer 

Browing Ave. Sewer 

Cascade Village No. 7 
Sewers 

Harris Addition Sewers 

Lift Statior: "lo. 8 

Projects SS-76-1, 4, 
8, 11 

Change Order No. 1 
to STP 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 · 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

Stand-by Power Study 6/8/76 
for Schmeer Lift st~tion 

Brentwood Subdivision 6/8/76 
Sewers 

North Bend STP Modifications 
(Sludge Dewatering System, 27" 
New Outfall & 6.00 MGD Comminutor 

6/8/76 

Hillsboro 

Bend 

Golden Acres No, 3 Subd, 6/8/76 
Sewers 

CO #2 Bend R & D Project 6/8/76 
-4-

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
. Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 



Countv 

Clackamas 

Lane 

Lane 

Deschutes 

Benton 

Union 

Benton 

Marion 

Marion 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Dcpa;:t.~ent of Envi!"ari .. -:i.ent.:?.l Qu.J.lity 
'l'ech:iical Progra.t.3 

Nonthly Activity Report 

June 1976 Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

(Continued) 

N? ... -ne of Source/Project/Site 
and Tv--B of S::!r::e 

CCSD #1 Autumn Meadows 
Subdivision 

Springfield SpringRidge Subd. 
Sewers 

Datt:! of 
Actie>:1 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

"6th Add. to Laksenen 
Bend Edgeclif 

Park Sewers 6/8/76 
6/8/76 

Corvallis 

Union 

Corvallis 

Salem 

Salem 

Timberhill 3rd Subd. 
sewers 

Addenda Nos. l & 2 to 
STP Project 

6/8/76 

6/9/76 

CO's 1-13 for STP Project 6/9/76 

Chatnicka Hts. #8 Sewers 6/9/76 

Herrin Addition Subd. 
sewers 

6/9/76 

Oaklodge S.D. Rupert's Street Sewer 6/15/76 

Portland s.w. 42nd Place Sewer 6/16/76 

USA (Aloha) Gifford Oaks - 140 Sewers 6/16/76 

Portland S.E. Marion st. Sewers 6/16/76 

Eugene Panorama View Subd. 6/16/76 
Sewers 

Eugene Coraly Park Subd •. 6/16/76 
Sewers 

Eugene Nurnane St. Sewer 6/16/76 · 

Eugene Avalon Ave. Sewer 6/16/76 

Eugene Mahlon Sweet Field 6/16/76 
Sewers 
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Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

II fl 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Appr?val 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 
Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 



Depa::t.":'.ent o~ Envi.!."0:-:...---:-:~:1!:.:?.l Qu.J.lit.y 
'J.'echnic.:il Pro(_.jrd.:~\3 

~:onthly Activity Rep,,.,t 

Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) 

June 1976 
(Month and ";'ea:r) 

(continued) 

-·•"- .G ,,_,,, .. ~,·,·,~~ 

I r. N,'L.le of Sou::-ce/Pro j ec t/S i te [l:, ~-" 0 : 
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Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Umatilla 

Umatilla 

Umatilla 

Marion 

Jackson 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Marion 

Washington 

Coos 

Tillamook 

Marion 

Marion 

Marion 

Oreg.on City Hillendale Phase IV 
sewers 

Portland 

Hermiston 

Hermiston 

Hermiston 

Salem 

Medford 

s.w. 30th Ave. Sewer 

Cassens 1st Add. Subd. 
Sewers 

Pine Ave. sewer 

Butte Crest 1st Add. 

Sunnyridge Heights #9 
Sewers 

Tara Estates Subd. 
Sewers 

USA (Tigard) Durham Rd. Sewer 

Estacada 

Jefferson 

Portland 

North Bend 

NTCSA 

Salem 

Salem 

Bunyard & Pettit 
sewer 

Grice Acres 1st Add. 
Sewers 

S.W. 39th & s.w. 
Kanan Dr. Sewer 

Hillside Terrace Sewers 

CO #B-1-3 

Murray Field Subd. 
Sewer 

Southbrook #2 Subd. 
Sewer 

6/16/76 

6/16/76 

6/16/76 

1
6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

6/17/76 

Labish Village 8-Change 6/17 /76 
Orders for sewerage Project 
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Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
. Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 
Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 



Countv 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

•Umatilla 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Umatilla 

Tillamook 

Benton 

umatilla 

Jackson 

Multnomah 

Klamath 

Dcpa~t~ent o~ Environ.~ental Qu~lity 
Technical Progra:ns 

Monthly Activity Report 

June 1976 Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year) 

FL.l\N ACTIOl-:S co:-t?LETED (Continued) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Tv~a of Scrne 

Arch Cape S.D. CO Nos. l & 2 

Portland CO No. 2 Gertz-Schmeer 
Sewer 

Portland Extra Bill No. 7 
Portland Rd. P.S. 

Lake Oswego CO #1 to Willamette 
Marylhurst Int. 

Stanfield Stanfield Heights 
.sewers 

Jefferson Pearl st. Sewer 

Gresham Mariposa Subd. Sewer 

Date of 
Action 

6/24/76 

6/24/76 

6/24/76 

6/24/76 

6/25/76 

6/25/76 

6/25/76 

Portland Extra Bill No. 1 for 6/25/76 
NE 3rd & N. Vancouver Way 

Wilsonville Boones Ferry Rd. Sewer 6/28/76 

Hermiston Apartment Complex Sewer 6/28/76 

NTCSD ·Lateral •x-4" 6/29/76 

Philomath DeFrance Subd. Sewers 6/29/76 

Stanfield Dixon Heights Sewer~ 6/29/76 

Medford Via-Loma Linda Sewers 6/29/76 

Portland Mt. Scott Relief Sewer 6/29/76 

Chiloquin Chiloquin Drive Sewer 6/29/76 

.. 
-7-

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

App_roved 

Approved 

Provisional 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

. Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 



Countv I 
Multnomah 

' ! Clackamas 

' 
Washington 

Washington 

Washington 

Washington 

Benton 

Malheur 

· Lane 

Marion 

Marion 

Washington 

Marion 

Deschutes 

Deschutes 

Dcpa=~~ent oE Envira~~~~tal Qu~lity 
Technical Prusra.."s 

Monthly Activity Rep;;,rt 

June 1976 Water Quality Division 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Yc.:.r) 

PL.Z\?l ACTIONS CO:•!?LETED (Continued) 

Na.~e of Source/Project/Site 
and Tv~B of s~me 

Troutdale Stolls Folley Sewers . 

Lake Oswego LID 174-B 

USA (Aloha) Seminole Park Subd. 

USA (Aloha) Broad Oak No. 2 

USA (Metzger) Jefferson St. Sewer 

USA (Forest Grove) Forest Gale #5 
sewers 

Date of 
Actio~ 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

_Skyli~e West S.D. Fair Oaks Drive . 6/29/76 
Sewers 

Adrian STP & Sewerage System 6/30/76 

Eugene 11 Sewer Projects 6/30/76 

Keizer Chehalis Subd. Sewers 6/30/76 

Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
l',pproval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approv,d 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Salem Brentwood Heights #2 Sewers 6/30/76 Provisional 
Approval 

USA (Aloha) Suncrest subd. Sewers 6/30/76 Provisional 
Approval 

Salem Boone Crest Estates 6/30/76 Provisional 
Sewers Approval 

Bend Bend Medical Center 6/30/76. Provisional 
~ewer Approval 

Bend Holiday Park Subd. 6/30/76 Provisional 
Sewers Approval 
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County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
'l'ECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality .Tune 1976 
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - (continued) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Date of 
Action Action 

, '. '. 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES. (17) 

·COOS 

Lane 

Jackson 

Multnomah 

Hood River 

Clackamas 

Hood River 

Lane 

Lane 

Morrow 

Morrow 

Douglas 

Hood River 

Tillamook 

Bandon Fisheries 
Fine Screens 

Junction City-Bohemia, Inc. 
Water Reuse 

Medford Corporation 
Storm Drainage Diversion 

Portland N.L. Metals 
Dilute Sulfuric Acid Disposal 

Cascade Locks - Bridge of 
the Gods - Painting 

Dodge Park, Oregon Bulb 
Waste Water Control 

Hoo!'.! River; Luhr Jensen & Sons 
Plating Wastes - May St. Plant 

Eugene - Pacific Resin 
Waste Treatment Upgrade 

Cottage Grove - Weyerhaeuser 
Flow Measurement 

5/20/76 

5/27/76 

6/1/76 

6/2/76 

6/2/76 · 

6/7/76 

6/10/76 

6/10/76 

6/10/76 

Boardman, Port of Morrow 6/17/76 
Food Processing Waste Irrigation Modification 

Port of Morrow - Addition to 6/17/76 
Solid Set Irrigation System 

Riddle - Hanna Nickel Smelting Co. 6/18/76 
Creek Diversion Feasibility 

Oak Grove, Luhr Jensen 6/1'8/76 
Plating Waste 'Preatrnent Facilities 

Tillamook - OF & WL 6/19/76 
East Fork Trask Hatchery 
Waste Treatment· 
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Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Concept Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved Phase I 

Approved 

Review Completion 
projected for 
7/28/76 

Approved 



County 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality June 1976 
- (Reporting Unit) (Month- and Year)-----·-· 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

Name of Source/Project/Site 

(Continued} 

and Type of Same 
Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - Continued 

Deschutes 

Polk 

Coos 

Oregon Fish & Wildlife 
Fall River Hatchery 
Waste Treatment 

Grand Ronde - Fort Hill 
Lumber Co. Divert Boiler Blowdown 
and Dry Kiln Condensate to Non-
overflow Pond. 

Coos Bay - Georgia Pacific 
Oil Containment Sumps & Dikes 

-10-

6/24/76 Approved 

6/25/76 Approved 

6/29/76 Approved 



. . 
' 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
- TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

liate~ QuaJjt¥ :tuna J,[l'.7€i 
------(Reporting -Unit)---- - - (Month and Year) 

SUMM.n.RY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions Permit Actions 
Received Completed 

Month Fis. Yr. Month Fis.Yr. 
* · 1** * I** * I** * I** 

Municipal 
--

New 1 3 7 8 - 0 n· ri 1n 

Existing (j 1 2 7 3 0 15 6 

-.Renewals 4 0 66 6 5 1 16 20 

-Modifications -4 0 86 3- - 2 0 66 4 

Total 9 4 161 24 10 1 97 40 

Industrial 

New· 0 0 8 11 0 1 ~ EXisting 0 0 n- 7 2 3 9 16 

-P.enewals 4-- 0 4_5 8 5 2 - 20 30 

Modifications 2 0 139 4 _6_ 0 107 2 --
Total 6 0 203 30 13 6- 145 64 

Agricultural (Hatcheries, -Daii:lies, -etc.) 
I 

New 

Existing 

.Renewals 

Modifications 

"Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

* NPDES Permits 
** _State Permits 

n n 

0 o· 

0 0 

2 0 

2 0 

,; ? ~ n 

lo ,n 0 2 

0 1 0 0 0 0 

25 0 4 0 21 0 

30 3 5 2 24 2 

394,57 28 I 9 266,106 

-11-

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

* I** 

" 7 

3 5 

48 1 

21 0 

78 13 

3 3 

10 -3 

25 9 

14 2 

72 17 

0 

0 1 

4 0 

6 3 

1561 33 

--~,,.., .. , -~-,--

Sources Sources 
Under Reqr'g· 

Penni ts Permits 

* I** * I** 

290 I s2 2991 64 

423 I 15 4361 81 

61 Is, 631 7 

. -
774 '132 ·79s I 152 



. ' 

DEPARTli'.ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) . (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (37) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and T e of Same 

MUNICIPAL SOURCES (11) 

Douglas 

Lane 

Lane 

Lincoln 

Union 

Clatsop 

Clackamas 

Douglas 

Josephine 

Josephine 

Douglas 

Milo Adventist Academy, Inc. 
Sewage Disposal 

Fir Cove Sanitation Corp. 
Sewage Disposal 

Lane County Dept. of 
Environ. Mqt. - Lowell Park 

City of Siletz 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Elgin 
·sewage Disposal 

Port of Astoria 
Sewage Disposal 

Happy Valley Homes, Inc. 
Sewage Disposal 

I 
Douglas High School 
Sewage Disposal 

I 
Fleming Jr. High School 
Sewage Disposal 

River Haven Mobile Estates 
Sewage Disposal 

City of Winston 
Sewage Disposal 

-12-

Date of 
Action· 

•· 6/3/76 

6/16/76 

6/16/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76.· 

Action 

State Permit 
Renewed 

state Permit 
Issued 

State Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 

- .. ~.---.o..u.., 



I County 

DEPAtl.TMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRl\MS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality June· 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

.1:' 
- - - - -

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED '( 37 Continued) 

Name of source/Project/site 
and T e of same 

Date of 
Action Action 

INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL SOURCES (19) 

Baker 

Yamhill 

Linn 

Deschutes 

Curry 

Lane 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Linn 

coos 

Chemical Lime & Co. 
Gold Mining 

Gray & Company 
Food Packing 

Morse Brothers 
Concrete Plant 

Brooks-Willamette Corp. 
Particle board.Plant 

T. L. Freeman 
Aggregate Plant 

Springfield Slaughtering 
Plant 

Crown Zellerbach 
·wauna 

Northwest Natural Gas 
Portland 

Portland Willamette Company 
Metal Plating 

Bohemia Inc. 
(Junction City Div.) 

Giustin Bros. Lbr. & Plywood 
Eugene 

Simpson Extruded Plastics Co. 
Eugene 

City of sweet Home 
filter Plant 

Coos Bay - North Bend Water Board 
Pony Creek Plant 

-13-

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76. 

6/16/76 

6/16/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

'6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Renewed 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Renewed 

NPDES Permit Modified 

NPDES Permit Modified 

NPDES Permit Mo~ified 

NPDES Permit Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Modified 

NPDES Permit 
Issued 

NPDES Permit 
Renewed 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
.TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Wate.,.. Qua 1 i tv • June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (37 continued) 

County 
Name of Source/Project/Site 

and Type of Same 

INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL SOURCES (19 continued) 

Coos 

Douglas 

·Douglas 

Benton 

Lane 

Coos Bay - North Bend Water Board 
Shorewood Water Plant 

Pacific Power & Light Co. 
Fish Creek - Idleyld Park 

Pacific Power & Light Co. 
Toketee Plant 

Brands Corporation 
Leading Plywood Division 
Edward Hines Lumber Co. 
West Fir 

AGRICULTURAL SOURCES (7) 

Marion 

Lane 

Lincoln 

Tillamook 

Lincoln 

Douglas 

Coos 

Oregon State Penitentiary 
Dairy Operation 

Deerhorn Enterprises 
Hog ·Farm 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Alsea Salmon Hatchery 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
East Fork Trask Rearing Pond 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Siletz River Salmon Hatchery 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Rock Creek Hatchery 

Anadromous Inc. 
Private Fish Hatchery 

-14-

Date of 
Action 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

6/16/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/30/76 

Action 

NPDES.Permit Renewed 

. NPDES Permit Renewed 

NPDES Permit Renewed 

NPDES Permit Issued 

NPDES Permit Renewed 

State Permit Issued 

State Permit Issued 

NPDES Permit Modified 

NPDES Permit Modified 

NPDES Permit Modified 

NPDES Permit Modified 

NPDES Permit Issued 



I 
j 
I 
' ; 

County 

Air Quality 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (10) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Date of 
Action Action 

Direct Stationary Sources (10) 

Douglas 

Multnomah 

Douglas 

Multnomah 

Douglas 

Linn 

Jackson 

Lincoln. 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Little River Box Co., 
Additional secondary control.on hog 
fuel boiler. 

Time Oil Company, 
New petroleum product storage 
facility. 

Permaneer, 
Baghouse for cyclones 13 & 14. 

B.W. Feed Company, Inc., 
Installation of a high efficiency 
cyclone to control particulate 
emissions .. 

U.S. Plywood, 
Modification to four veneer dryers. 

WiLliam Industries, Duraflake, 
2 baghouses and rotoclone for 
sanders. 

Medford Corporation, 
Wet scrubber for #2 dryer. 

Georgia Pacific Corporation,. 
New central emission monitoring 
center. 

Omark Industries, 
New lacquer dip tank and oven. 

Omark Industries, 
Parts washer. 

. . 
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6/2/76 

6/9/76 Approved 

6/11/76 ApproYed 

6/15/76 Cancelled 

6/16/76 Approved 

GilB/76. Approved 

6/18/76 Approved 

6/23/76 Approved 

6/26/76 Approved 

6/26/76 Approved 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

J\ir Quality Pivjsion June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

,Direct Sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

Indirect Sources 

New 

Existing 

Renewals 

Modifications 

Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

l 20 

2 85 

6 140 

3 57 

12 302 

2 43 

NA NA 

NA NA 

0 l 

2 44 

14 346 

Permit Actions 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 

3 12 

10 289 

10 109 

,7 80 

30 490 

0 45 

NA NA 

NA NA 

0 1 

0 46 

30 536 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

12 

42 

72 

17 

143* 

12 

NA 

NA 

12 

155 

Sources 
under 

Permits 

2133 

37 

2170 

"Public notices have been issued on 44 of these pending permit actions. 

-16-

Sources 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

2187 

NA 



County 
I 

Benton 

Clackamas 

Deschutes 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Harney 

Jackson 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Klamath 

Klamath 

Linn 

Linn 

Linn 

Linn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (30) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Tvpe of Same 

Boise Cascade 
02-2478, Plywood (Renewal) 

Milwaukie Plywood 
03-1874, Addendum 

Oregon Woodwork 
09-0016, Millwork (Existing) 

-Ralf K. Hakanson 
10-0113 ,. Crusher (Existing) 

Jimelcrete 
10-0114, Concrete (New) 

Edward Hines Lumber 
13-0001, Addendum 

Boise Cascade 
15-0004 Addendum 

Rogue Valley Plywood 
15-0020, Plywood (Modification) 

Warm SpringsiForest Products 
16-0008, Ply\,ood (Existing) 

Alpine Venee~s 
18-0010, Veneer (Modification) 

Weyerhaeuser 
18-0037, Sawmill (Existing) 

American Can Co. 
22;..1001, Sawmill (Renewal) 

Georgia Pacific 
22-1024, Resin Mfg. (Renewal) 

Eugene Chemical Works 

[. 

22-4009, Rendering Plant (Renewal) 

Normarc 
22-8035, Seed Cleaning, Feeds 
(Renewal) 
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Date of 
Action 

6/15/76 

6/7/76 

6/1/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

6/8/76 

6/16/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

6/4/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/3/76 

Action 

Permit Issued 

Addendum Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Addendum Issued 

Addendum Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

·Permit Issued 



County 

Marion 

-Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Polk 

Tillamook 

Umatilla 

Washington 

Washington 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

•, 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (con' t) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Tvpe of Same 

Shiny Rock Mining 
24-2316,Rock Crusher (New) 

Holladay Park Hospital 
26-1799, Boiler (New). 

Supreme Perlite 
26-2390, Addendum 

Boise Cascade 
27-4078, Plywood (Renewal) 

Coast Wide Ready Mix 
29-0057, Concrete (Existing) 

M & T Lumber 
30-0022, Addendum· 

·van Doren Red-E-Mix 
34-2034, Concrete (Renewal) 

Banks Rock Products 
34-2635, Rock Crusher (Existing) 

Deschutes Re~dy Mix, Sand & Gravel 
37-0026, Asphalt Plant (Renewal) 

Oregon Hwy D~vision 
37-0098, Asphalt Plant (Renewal) 

Stukel Rock & Paving 
37-0111, Crusher (Existing) 

Klamath County 
37-0019, Crusher (Existing) 

ACCO Contractors 
37-0053, Asphalt Plant (Renewal)' 

M & B Logging 
37-0133, Crusher (Existing) 

S.S. Schnell & Co. 
37-0141, Crusher (Existing) 
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Date of 
Action 

6/15/76 

6/3/76 

6/7/76 

6/15/76 

6/8/76 

6/8/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

6/3/76 

Action 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Addendum Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Addendum Issued 

Pennit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

Permit Issued 

.Permit Issued 

,·•· 



County 

Douglas 

Washington 

Klamath 

Lane 

Douglas 

Lake 

Lake 

Lake 

Lake 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Land Quality June 1 q7;; 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (12) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

U, S. Plywood 
Roseburg Division 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Frank's Landfill 
Existing Site 
Extension of Operations 

Fort Klamath Transfer 
Station 
New Site 
Construction & Operational 
Plan 

Georgia-Pacific Corp. 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Canyonville Transfer 
Station 
New Site 
Construction & Operational 
Plan 

Adel Landfill 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Plush Landfill 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Christmas Valley 
Landfill 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

Fort Rock Landfill 
Existing Site 
Operational·Plan 

-19-

Date of 
Action 

6/1/76 

6/9/76 

6/10/76. 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

6/15/76 

Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Rejected 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



County 

Marion 

Multnomah 

MSD 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Land Quality June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

' PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED (Cont.) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Same 

Salem Airport 
Disposal Site 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

MDC Tire 
Processing Center 
Existing Site 
Operational Plan 

MSD Recycling Study 

-20-

Date of 
Action 

6/15/76 

6/16/76 

6/30/76 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Deleted until 
Board Action 

MSD 



General Refuse 

New 
·Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Demolition 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Industrial 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

·sludge Disposal 

New 
Existing 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

Hazardous Wast.e 

New 
Authorizations 
Renewals 
Modifications 
Total 

GRAND TOTALS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Solid Waste June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

Permit Actions 
Received 

Month Fis.Yr. 

I?er.rnit ActiOns 
Completed 

Month Fis.Yr. 

Permit 
Actions 
Pending 

Sites 
Under 
Permits 

26 
12 
55 20 

4 

11 

8 
8 1 
8 2 
2 5 

26 8 

12 22 12 

J 2 l 2 

18 J 17 40 

26 
45 
32 
3Q 

133 

7 
2 
3 
4 

16 

11. 
27 
11 

8 
57 

21 

22 

232 

51 (*50) 

60 

l 
1 

2 

15 (*11) 
1 

16 

80 

196 

13 

92 

310 

*Sites operati~g under temporary permits until regular permits are issued. 

-21-

Sites 
Reqr'g 
Permits 

199 

13. 

96 

317 



County 

DEPARTMENT OF EJI.-VIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
TECHNICAL PROGRAflS 

MONTHLY ACTIVI'l'Y REPORT 

Land Quality June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (40) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Type of Sarne 

Date of 
Action Action 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (20) 

Klamath 

Umatilla 

Lake. 

Lane 

Wasco 

Clackamas 

Columbia 

Douglas 

Jackson 

Gr-ant 

Klamath 

Coos 

Curry 

Chiloquin Landfill 
Existing facility 

Pendleton Landfill 
Existing facility 

Lakeview Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Bethel-Danebo Landfill 
Existing facility 

Tygh Valley Storage Site 
New facility 

Rossrnan's Landfill 
Existing facility 

Santosh Landfill 
Existing facility 

I 
Roseburg Landfill 
Existing facility 

I 
Dry Creek Landfill 
Existing facility 

Prairie City.Landfill 
Existing facility 

Ft. Klamath Transfer Station 
New facility 

Bandon Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Port Orford Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

-22-

6/4/76 

6/7/76 

6/8/76 

6/11/76 

6/24/76 

6/24/76 

6/24/76 

6/24/76 

6/25/76 

6/28/76 

6/28/76 

6/30/76 

6/30/76 

Permit issued 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 

Permit issued 
(renewal) 

Permit issued 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 

permit amended 

Permit issued 
(renewal) 

Permit issued 

Permit amended 

Permit amended 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QU!>.LIT'l 
TECHNICAL PROGRAMS 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Land Quality June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED •JCont.) 

. 

Countv 

Grant 

Harney 

Josephine 

Umatilla 

Wallowa 

Marion 

Marion 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Tvoe of Same 

Hendrix Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Burns-Hines Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Grants Pass Landfill · 
Existing facility 

Milton-Freewater Landfill 
Existing facility 

Ant Flat Landfill 
Existing facility 

Macleay Transfer Station 
Existing facility 

Woodburn Landfill 

Demolition Solid waste Facilities (0) 

Sludge Disposal Facilities (O) 

Industrial Solid waste Facilities (8) 

Coos 

Columbia 

Lane 

Lane 

Benton 

Wilkins Corner Landfill 
Existing facility 

Coates Tire Disposal Site 
Existing facility 

Georgia-Pacific, Irving Rd. 
Existing facility 

Georgia-Pacific, Springfield 
Existing facility 

Paul Barber Hardwood Co. 
Existing facility 

-23-

Date of 
Action Action 

. 

6/30/76 Permit amended 

6/30/76 Permit amended 

6/30/76 Permit amended 

6/30/76 Permit amended 

6/30/76 Permit amended 

6/30/76 Permit amended 

6/30/76 Permit amended 

' 
6/15/76 Permit issued 

(renewal) 

6/28/76 Letter Authori-
zation extended 

6/28/76 Permit issued 
(renewal) 

6/29/76 Permit issued 

6/29/76 Temporary permit 
extended 



County 

Josephine 

Lane 

Marion 

Hazardous waste 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

Gilliam 

DEPI\RT:•IE:JT OF E:;vrno:;:-:E!lTAL Q:.:I\Ll TY 
TECHNICAL PROGRl.:•!S 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT 

Land Quality June 1976 
(Reporting Unit) (:-:onth and Year) 

PER:·IIT I\CTI0~1S co:-!PLE:-;-;::, (Cont.) 

Name of Source/Project/Site 
and Tvpe of Same 

Josephine County Industrial 
Sludge Site 
Existing facility 

Hines Lumber Co. 
Existing facility 

Green Veneer, Inc. 
Exist~ng facility 

Facilities (12) 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nucle~r, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 

Chem-Nuclear, Inc. 
Existing facility 
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Da_te of 
Action 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/29/76 

6/18/76 

6/21/76 

6/22/76 

6/24/76 

6/25/76 

6/28/76 

6/28/76 

Action 

Temporary permit 
extended 

Temporary permit 
extended 

Temporary permit 
extended 

Disposal aUthori-
zation approved 

Disposal authori-
zation·approved 

Disposal authori-
zation approved 

Two (2) disposal 
authorizations 
approved. 

Five (5) disposal 
authorizations 
approved. 

Disposal authori-
zation approved 

Disposal authori-
zation denied. 
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GOVERNOR 
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DEQ-46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item C, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Tax Credit Applications 

Attached are review reports on 7 requests for Tax Credit action. 
These reports and the recommendations of the Director are summarized 
on the attached table. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission issue Pollution Control 
Certificates T-687R, T-728R, T-759, T-766, T-767, T-771 and T-792 
in the amounts indicated. 

Attachments 
Tax Credit Summary 
Tax Credit Review Reports 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

-



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Appl. Claimed % Allocable to Director's 
A~~licant/Plant Location No. Facility Cost Pollution Control Recommendation 

Glacier Sand & Gravel T-687R Baghouse, air compressor, $ l ,320.00 80% or more Issue 
Portland cement silo 

McMillan Shingles Co. T-728R Bailing equipment 43,168.84 80% or more Issue 
Grand Ronde Waste Wood Grinding 

Babler Brothers T-759 Portable asphalt plant 100,240.00 80% or more Issue 
Portland 

Weyhaeuser Co. T-766 Stack opacity monitor 12,298.00 80% or more Issue 
Cottage Grove 

Weyerhaeuser T-767 Stack sampling platform 13,454.00 80% or more Issue 
Cottage Grove 

Weyerhaeuser T-771 Oxidation piping system 117,162.00 80% or more Issue 
Cottage Grove 

Amalgamated Sugar T-792 Aeration pond 230,032.00 80% or more Issue 
Nyssa 



Proposed July 1976 Totals: 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 

$ 266,333.92 
230,032.00 
21,100.92 

$ 517,466.84 

Total Certificates Awarded (monetary values) 
since inception of program (excluding 
proposed July 1976 certificates 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 

$ 104,816,500.50 
89,886,536.90 
20,267,076.55 

$ 214,970,113.95 

Calendar Year Totals to date: (Excluding 
July totals) 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Solid Waste 

$ 5,558,256.28 
5,077,267.27 

814,043.64 

$11,449,567.19 



JUN 2 8 1976 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

APPi T-687R 

Date 6/15/76 

l. Applicant 

Glacier Sand & Gravel Company 
Pacific Building Materials 
3510 Bond Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

The applicant owns and operates a ready-mix concrete plant at 3510 Bond 
Avenue in Portland, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of baghouses used on cement silos and a 
mobile plant: 

l. Western Precipitation Pulseflo baghouse, type CS size 48, used on the 
mobile plant. 

2. Rotary air compressor, 1-R VB125AE, used on the Pulseflo baghouse. 

3. Six Filter Vent V-16 bag houses, three used on cement silos, two on the 
mobile plant, and one apparently in use at Vancouver, Washington, 
plant. 

4. Labor, materials, rental fees for installation. 

Construction of the claimed facility started on May 11, 1971, part was com­
pleted and placed in operation on June 4, 1971, the remainder on August 31, 
1973. 

The application is submitted under the 1969 act and the percentage claimed 
for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $18,140 (accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Columbia Willamette Air Pollution Authority requested these air pollution 
controls at Pacific Building Materials' Curry Street (Bond Ave.) plant. Notices 
of construction for these baghouses were received on July 6, 1971, September 8, 
1971, and March 5, 1973 and later approved by Columbia Willamette. 

The value of the reclaimed dust is more than offset by the maintenance and 
operating costs of the baghouses. 

Most of the claimed assets have since been moved to other plants or placed 
in storage. The cost of the remaining baghouses at the plant site is $1,320; 
this cost was verified in several phone calls between the Department (P. Bosserman) 
and Glacier (P. R. Deleuran). The present baghouses operating at the plant were 
verified by Departmental inspections on 12/31/75 and 1/2/76 to be operating in 
compliance with the Department's rules. 
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It is concluded that $1,320 of the claimed cost, or 7.3%, can be allocated 
to air pollution control. The remainder of the claimed cost, $16,820, must be 
dis-allowed because it has been removed from operation, ORS 468.185 (1) (b). 

4. Directors Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $1,320 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-687R. 

PBB:ds 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Date 

1. Applicant 

McMillan Shingles Company 
Box 207 
Grand Ronde, Oregon 97347 

The applicant owns and operates McMillan Shingle Company, 
which manufactures cedar shingles and shakes. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

3. 

The claimed facility uses cedar'waste material generated 
during plant operations and consists of: 

a. Two hogs 

b; Baling equipment. 

c. Two Conveyor systems. 

d. Used truck. 

e. Shed. 

f. Electrical and miscellaneous installations. 

The claimed facility was placed in operation in June 1970 
and substantially improved in 1973. Certification is claimed 
under ORS 468.165(1). 

Facility Cost: $43,160.84 (Accountant's certification was 
attached to application). 

Evaluation of Application 

Installation of the claimed facility was required by the. 
Mid-Willamette Air Pollution Authority and DEQ. Prior.to 
installation of the facility the cedar waste material was 
burned in a non-confonrting wigwam burner. Cedar waste does 
not make good hog fuel. Presently all the processed waste 
material is donated to an employee who is selling it to 
local farmers for bedding, ,mulch, etc. 

7/19/76 



T-728R 
7/19/76 
Page 2 

From 1969 through 1972, $22,059.92 was expended to set up 
baling equipment in the old wigwam burner and is considered 
to be 100% allocable to air pollution control. The company 
has made a negligible return on investment on these expenditures. 
The cedar waste was baled and given away or landfilled. 

The remaining $21,100.92 portion of the claimed facility was 
expended in 1973-75 for a waste wood grinding facility and 
related equipment. Two installed hogs process coarse cedar 
waste into usable mulch and bedding. This coarse material 
was previously landfilled. 

The recommended combined tax credit is then $43,160.84 for 
both solid waste and air pollution control. It is concluded 
that this amount is allocable to pollution control under the 
combined air and solid waste tax credit laws. 

4. Director 1 s Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
be issued pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) for the claimed facilities 
in application T-728R, such certificate to bear the actual 
cost of $43,160.84 which is 80% or more. 

MS:sa 



1. Applicant . 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Bahler Brothers, Inc. 
4617 S. E. Milwaukie Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

/\pp! T-759 

Date 7 /13/76 

The applicant owns and operates a portable asphalt plant, located near Hood 
River, Oregon, ·and previously near Lebanon, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application consists of a wet scrubber. It cleans 
the dust from the exhaust gases leaving a drum-mix asphalt plant. 

The installed cost of the CMI Model HDP-936 Portable Dynamic Precipitator includes 
washer and frame, duct work, 300 hp fan, drive, damper, 10' diameter exhaust 
stack, 30 hp water pump, electrical, freight, and installation costs, totalling 
$100,240. 

The applicant began construction July 10, 1975, completed and placed the claimed 
facility in operation on August 20, 1975. The applicant notified the Department 
of the project by a May 15, 1975 letter. The Department elected to handle the 
project by an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. Therefore the prior approval 
requirements of the tax credits was fulfilled by the applicant and the Department. 

Certification is claimed under current statutes and the percentage claimed for 
pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $100,240 (A company accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The company was required to provide the claimed facility by Oregon and Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency rules. The DEQ/EPA 0.040 gr/scf particulate 
emission concentration rule for new asphalt plants is very stringent. 

The plant had initial difficulties, but after adjustments passed a source test 
on May 11, 1976. The Department's staff has observed the plant to be in 
compliance. 

The scrubber wash water is put into settling ponds. Sludge from the settling 
ponds is occasionally scooped outi it has no economic worth and is landfilled 
into a convenient gravel pit. 

It is concluded that 100% of the project cost is allocable to air pollution 
control. 



4. Director's Recommendation 

Appl. T-759 
Page 2 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $100,240 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued for 
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-754. 

PBB:h 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Appl i ca ti on Review Report 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
P. 0. Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 91477 

Appl 

Date 

T-766 

7/13/76 

The applicant owns and operates a wood products complex in Cottage Grove, 
Lane County, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a stack opacity monitor. It 
consists of: 

a. EDC model Diga 1100 opacity monitor with a Leeds and Northrup 
model 430 recorder $8,614 

b. Platform to mount monitor on $3,684 

The applicant began construction October 13, 1974, completed the installation 
October 31, 1974, and began monitoring December 9, 1974. The project was not 
formally submitted to Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority. Since the 
facility does not prevent, control, or reduce air pollution directly, there 
was no legal requirement to formally submit per ORS 468.175 or OAR 340-20-030(1). 
Therefore the prior approval requirement would not apply in this case. 

Certification is claimed under the statutes as amended in 1974 and the percent­
age claimed for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $12,298 (Independent accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The company was required to provide the claimed facility by their Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit issued July 1, 1973 by Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority. 
Section c, Subsection 4, item B requires continuous monitoring of stack opacity. 
This stack, serving the two large hogged fuel boilers of the complex, has been 
measured as emitting 510 tons per year of particulate. 

The monitor is performing in a manner_ satisfactory to Weyerhaeuser and Lane 
Regional Air Pollution Authority. The monitor enables the boiler operators 
to monitor and review their particulate emissions_ in terms of stack opacity. 
Better combustion and less emissions can result. The Lane Regional Air 
Pollution Authority is provided with evidence to tell whether Weyerhaeuser is 
keeping their opacity under the 40% limit. 

Tax credits have been previously issued for opacity monitors and flue gas 
measuring instruments: T-754, T-731, T-729, T-676, T-674, T-621, T-594, T-541, 
etc. These instruments indirectly qualify for tax credit under ORS 468.175, 
by previous decisions by the Commission as recommended by the staff. 



Appl. T-766 

Page 2 

It is concluded, by past precedent, that 100% of the claimed facility is 
allocable to air pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $12,298 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-766. 

PBB:h 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
P.O. Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Appl 

Date 

T-767 

7/ 13/76 

The applicant owns and operates a wood products complex in Cottage Grove, Lane 
County, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a stack sampling platform. It is 
used as a place to test the flue gas for,particulate emissions where the flow 
is smooth enough for valid readings. 

The installed cost was $13,454. 

The applicant.began construction on February 1, 1974, completed and used the 
platform on May 30, 1974 •. The project was not formally submitted to Lane 
Regional Air Pollution Authority. Since the claimed facility does not prevent, 
control, or reduce air pollution directly, there was no legal requirement to 
formally submit per ORS 468.175 or OAR 340-20-030(1). Therefore the prior 
approval requirement would not apply in this case. 

Certification is claimed under the statutes as amended in 1974 and the percent­
age claimed for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $13,454 (Independent accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of the Application 

The company was told that a source test of the boiler from ports in the breeching 
was not a valid test because of turbulent air flow. Lane Regional Air Pollution 
Authority told Weyerhaeuser in 1973 to take the test at least 96' up the stack. 
Thereafter, Weyerhaeuser installed the stack sampling platform and ports and 
ran a valid test. This stack, serving two large hogged fuel boilers serving 
the complex, has been measured as emitting 510 tons per year of particulate. 

The test performed at this new sampling station has been accepted by Lane 
Regional Air Pollution Authority as demonstrating compliance. 

Tax credits have been previously issued for instruments and testing hardware. 
They indirectly qualify for tax credit under ORS 468.175, by previous decisions 
by the Commission, as recommended by the staff. 

It is concluded, by past precedent, that 100% of the claimed facility is 
allocable to air pollution control. 



4. Director's Recommendation 

Appl. T-767 
Page 2 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $13,454 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-767. 

PBB:h 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Tax Relief Application Review Report 

1. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
P. 0. Box 275 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Appl. T-771 

Date 7/13/76 

The applicant owns and operates a wood products complex, including a kraft 
pulping process, in Springfield, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is an oxidation piping system 
for #3 and #4 recovery boilers. It includes: 

a. 280,000 gallon tank and foundation 
b. piping 
c. instrumentation 
d. engineering 

$72,387 
25,257 
15,933 
3,585 

Construction was begun in October 1974; the facility was completed and placed 
in operation in March 1975. The project was submitted to the Department on 
July l, 1974. Approval occurred September 1, 1974 through ORS 468.325(4). 
The prior approval requirement for tax credits was fulfilled. 

Certification is claimed under the 1974 statutes and the percentage claimed 
for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $117,162 (accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Weyerhaeuser Company has an on-going program for odor abatement at the 
Springfield plant which is required by the Department. This particular 
project was required by Item 16 of their Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

Operation of Weyerhaeuser's concentration for #4 recovery boiler required 
boil-out almost once per day. The only route available for the boiled-out 
black liquor was the oxidation system. These surges were causing the TRS 
emissions on the #3 recovery boiler to periodically exceed the TRS emission 
limits. The claimed facility holds surges in black liquor flow, then 
meters it through the oxidation system at a constant rate. 

The claimed facility costs an extra $7,000 annually in operating expenses, 
but makes no return to Weyerhaeuser. 

It is concluded that the claimed facility assists in reducing odorous 
emissions and is 100% allocable to air pollution control. 



4. Director's Recommendation 

Appl. T-771 
Page 2. 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $117,162 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application T-771. 

PBB:lb 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OE' ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

The Amalgamated Sugar Company 
Nyssa, Oregon Factory 
First Security Bank Building 
Ogden, Utah 84401 

Appl. T-792 

Date 7/19/76 

The applicant owns and operates a beet sugar refining factory at 
Nyssa, Oregon in Malheur County. 

The application was received July 9, 1976 

2, Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of a 3/4 acre aeration pond, 3-75 hp 
floating aerators, a 55 acre storage lagoon, an Allis Chalmers 
4000 gpm, submerged pump and associated piping1 valves and other controls. 

The claimed facility was placed in operation in October 1973. 

Certification must be made under the 1969 Act and the percentage 
claimed for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $230,032 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed in accordance with approved plans. 
Construction was started prior to October 1973, so preliminary 
certificate is not required. 

Prior to the installation of the claimed facility, untreated waste 
waters generated in the sugar refining factory were discharged to the 
Snake River. With the claimed facilities, these waste waters are 
treated biologically prior to discharge to the Snake River. 

The system has not performed up to full expectations, but the addition 
of a nutrient feed system is expected to remedy these problems, 

4e Director's Recoinrnendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
bearing the costs of $230,032 with 80% or more of the cost allocated 
to pollution control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax 
Application T-792, 

RJN:em 
July 19, 1976 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 
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!<'.ecycled 
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DEQ-46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item D, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

On-Site Sewage Disposal Program -
Status Report 

Under legislation passed in 1973, DEQ was given the responsibility 
for administering a new statewide permit program for construction of 
subsurface sewage disposal systems. The Commission was directed to adopt 
rules establishing minimum standards for such systems plus nonwater­
carried waste disposal facilities. In 1975 the law was amended to 
include alternative systems of on-site sewage disposal and to allow under 
certain conditions the granting of variances to the minimum standards of 
construction. 

By special agreements with the Department permit programs in 23 
counties are presently being conducted by the counties themselves. The 
Department has responsibility for issuing permits in the other 13 counties. 
The law requires that except under certain conditions each completed 
application for a construction permit shall be processed within 20 days 
after it is received. The agreement counties and DEQ staff have had no 
serious difficulty in complying with this requirement. 

Fees are charged for site evaluations, construction permits, variance 
applications and sewage disposal service licenses. These fees are used to 
finance-most of the operating costs of the program. Fees collected in the 
counties remain in the county. Some general fund money was appropriated 
by the '75 Legislature for a portion of the Department's regional 
operations. 

New or amended rules were adopted by the EQC in August 1975 to cover 
alternative systems, variances and other provisions contained in measures 
passed by the 1975 Legislature. Rules have also been adopted permitting 
the installation of experimental systems. 
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During June public hearings were held on proposed subsurface rules 
amendments. A small number of people attended hearings at Portland, 
Roseburg and Medford. It is our intent to bring a proposed rule change 
package to the Commission at the August meeting. 

Twelve variance officers have been appointed by the Director. A 
special two weeks short course in soils was conducted by OSU and OEQ in 
November 1975 to further qualify persons as variance officers. The first 
applications for variances were processed last September. 

Uniqueness of Program: 

The regulation of subsurface sewage disposal is unique in the field 
of regulatory control. In the enforcement of other codes such as building, 
plumbing, etc. codes can be complied with in almost every instance. It is 
merely a matter of changing plans or designs or actual installations to 
meet codes. Not so with the subsurface sewage disposal rules. Whether a 
person can comply with the code almost always depends upon natural condi­
tions existing on a particular parcel of land. Quite often limitations on 
a parcel may be such that they cannot be overcome in a way that would allow 
construction of a properly operating system. Denials of permits results, 
in many cases, in devaluing land or in some cases of making it useless. 
This situation further results in numerous complaints to the Department, 
the EQC and to legislators. In evaluating such complaints it is necessary 
to understand that not all land is suitable for subsurface disposal of 
sewage. To allow development of land unsuited for disposal results in 
health hazards, nuisances and possibly water pollution. When a permit is 
denied these are the situations we are trying to prevent. The Department 
considers prevention of health hazards, nuisances and water pollution as 
essential to a livable Oregon. 

Alternative Systems: 

As directed by the 1975 legislative session, rules for three alterna­
tive systems were adopted on September l, 1975. These are three systems 
that the Department has had some experience with and felt could be utilized 
under certain circumstances. Sewage stabilization ponds and land irrigation 
of sewage are systems not previously allowed for single family dwellings. 
The use of either of these systems will require a fairly large land area 
and are therefore best suited to rural sites. The third system is holding 
tanks which is restricted for use by small commercial or industrial sites 
or for temporary use. 

There are a number of other systems that have been utilized to some 
extent in other states. The Department has no experience with these systems 
but felt they should be tried in Oregon. With this is mind the experimental 
systems program was developed and will be explained later in this report. 

Aerobic·systems: 

Aerobic systems are small home-size sewage treatment plants allowed 
in some states and given extensive nationwide publicity as the solution 
to the problem of areas where the septic tank and drainfield cannot be 
utilized due to soil conditions or other site limitations. 
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The Department categorically disagrees with the premise that the 
aerobic system is the answer to septic tank problem areas. To provide 
for on-site sewage disposal acceptable to the Oregon situation both 
treatment of the sewage and disposal of the treated effluent must be 
combined into one system. The aerobic plant provides treatment of raw 
sewage 2!lll'.'._ and necessitates search for an acceptable effluent disposal 
method. In effect, the aerobic treatment plant does the job corres­
ponding to the septic tank in the septic tank and drainfield system. It 
treats sewage but does not provide for disposal of effluent from the 
plant. 

The effluent from the aerobic plant must be disposed of in a 
manner similar to effluent from the septic tank in order to avoid creation 
of health hazards, water pollution and odor nuisances. 

The Department has been unable to determine that aerobic plants have 
_1!!!Y advantage over the conventional septic tank. It does indeed have 
several disadvantages: initial cost, maintenance and operation time and 
upkeep expense, etc. 

Nevertheless as a part of the Department's experimental systems 
program these plants are being studied in a follow-through on all systems 
that might hold any possibility of providing answers now or in the future. 

Variances: 

The Environmental Quality Commission adopted rules to administer 
requests for variances from specific requirements in subsurface sewage 
disposal system rules and standards. These rules became effective July 
15, 1975. As of June 10, 1976, 116 applications for variances had been 
received. At that time 42 had been approved; li denied;]£ withdrawn; 
and 43 were pending. Of those 57 carried to completion the overall ap-
proval rate was 73%. -

We anticipate an increase in the number of variance requests during 
this building season. It is difficult to accurately predict the number 
of future applications; however, the level of variance activity has risen 
sharply since mid-February. 

None of the Department's 23 contracting county agents have requested 
their own variance program. Variance processing costs in form of time 
and travel expenditures have significantly contributed to county reluc­
tance to participate directly in the program. Our records indicate 2.5 
man days plus considerable travel, in some instances, are consumed in 
processing the average variance. It is too early to determine whether 
the $150 application fee provided by legislation will adequately cover 
program operating expenses. 

Experimental Program: 

The experimental program, begun in Fall 1975 to find viable alternative 
systems, has as its primary objective the study and collection of data from 
installations of new and different types of on-site sewage treatment and 
disposal methods. We hope that at the conclusion of the period of study 
we may be able to convert to alternative systems some of the types now 
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considered as experimental. At the present time the program depends on 
commitment of donated time from the DEQ regional offices and from some 
county contract agents. 

Experimental systems may use varied concepts and may take many forms. 
Systems for which permits have already been issued are total evapotrans­
piration, evapotranspiration-absorption systems, mounded disposal beds, 
intermittent sand filters, and composting toilets, as well as some varia­
tions of the standard septic tank and drainfield. 

Evapotranspiration systems depend on the evaporation of liquids 
from the soil surface coupled with the passing off of liquid through 
plants on that soil surface. These systems are totally sealed and as a 
result can only be used where the normal evaporation exceeds precipita­
tion by enough to dispose of the sewage effluent. Actual evapotranspira­
tion rates can be verified by the installation of barrels installed in the 
same manner as an ET bed. We hope to install a significant number of 
these barrels in the areas of Southern, Central and Eastern Oregon where 
more accurate ET rates are needed. 

Evapotranspiration-absorption systems are designed primarily to take 
into account some seepage into the soil and the remaining liquid evapo­
transpired as in an ET bed. The system is unlined so certain separation 
distances must be maintained between it and ground water tables to protect 
the latter from contamination. In most cases, we expect these systems to 
be dug into the original soil surface and the poorer soils replaced by 
sands or sandy loams. 

The mounded disposal bed has been studied extensively in Wisconsin 
and the design developed as a result of that research is the one being 
tried in this program. The concept is a raised disposal system which 
allows effluent to pass through a minimum of 30" of medium sand which 
filters and treats. The effluent is then passed out horizontally through 
the topsoil layer. One of our concerns with this system is the effect of 
our winter rainfall pattern, which is much different from that in Wisconsin, 
on the disposal system. 

An intermittent sand filter operates on the same principle as a 
mound, but is contained in a concrete box rather than a tapered fill. The 
effluent is collected after passing through the filter and is disposed of 
in a drainfield. 

Finally, composting toilets which are premanufactured are being 
installed in limited numbers in cooperation with the Department of Commerce. 
These units treat toilet wastes only, so along with the installations we 
are looking at some different ways of treating waste from the kitchen sink, 
bath and laundry facilities, (gray water). 

Before permits for any of these or other systems are issued, the 
design assumptions are clearly stated and supported, and a monitoring pro­
gram is designed and agreed to by county or regional personnel. The 
monitoring consists of things like effluent and ground water levels and 
quality, rainfall, runoff flow and other pertinent information. A_coopera­
tive arrangement between the DEQ and some contract county agents will be 
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responsible for making the program a success. The initial proposal 
is submitted to the DEQ, comments are solicited from the agency which 
will perform the monitoring and the permit is issued. The monitoring 
is performed locally and the data is submitted for tallying to the 
DEQ. The results and conclusions drawn from the data collected will 
again be a joint venture. 

As of June 17, 1976 the Experimental Review Committee has issued 
30 permits for experimental systems and expects the number to expand 
significantly. We are hoping that by installing and monitoring these 
systems, we will gain additional options for the people of the state in 
the years to come. 

If these additional options of alternative systems are to become a 
reality, funding will be necessary. The program now is being operated 
on a catch-as-catch-can basis by relying upon time donated by counties 
and time stolen from DEQ region offices. Time in both cases that is 
taken from other vital tasks. 

Jackson County 

Jackson County operates the subsurface program by agreement with the 
Department. The program is a section of the County Department of Planning 
and Development. 

Variances: 

As of July 6, 1976 21 variance applications had been received from 
Jackson County. Of those8 have been approved, 3 denied, 7 were pending 
hearing and 3 were incomplete applications. Based on a ratio of approved 
versus denied, the approval rate was approximately 73%, or essentially 
the same as the statewide approval rate for variances. 

Experimental Systems: 

During 1975 Jackson County had the lowest overall approval rate for 
individual lots of all Oregon counties, except one. The approval rate was 
only 49%. The primary reason for this low rate is the soil conditions 
that exist here. (Dr. Bob Paeth, soil scientist, will report on soils fol­
lowing thi.s presentation.) 

It seems essential that alternatives be developed for this county. 
To date .l2. permits have been issued for experimental systems; .1_ for evapo­
transpiration, lQ. for evapotranspiration-absorption, and l for a sand 
filter. There are l other applications being processed. 

Rural Areas: 

Jackson County has processed as of July 15, 1976 58 rural areas 
variances with an approval rate of 100%. 

In addition the newly renegotiated county contract makes it possible 
to lower the minimum lot size from 10 acres to 5 acres for rural areas 
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within Jackson County. This should provide a significant number of 
additional permits that would otherwise not have been available. 

The approval rate for rural areas designations can be attributed 
to excellent work on behalf of Jackson County staff prior to submission 
of applications to DEQ for concurrence. 

Alternative Systems: 

More alternative systems have been approved for residential use 
in Jackson County than any other county in the state. A number of land 
parcels that had stood vacant for years due to denial of standard systems 
are now being developed. As of July 15, 1976, Q. alternative systems had 
been approved, all of which were sewage stabilization ponds. 

The Department recognizes the difficult situation existing in 
Jackson County with regard to on-site sewage disposal and is doing every­
thing within its power to ease that burden. 

TJO :md 
7/16/76 

c25ss 
LOREN KRAMER 
Di rector 

Attachments: Exhibit A: Graph; Individual Lot Approvals 
(Evaluation Reports) - 1975. 
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ROBERT W . .STRAUB 
G0\'f~N()~ 

DEQ-1 

I DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ATTACHMENT 

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

Report to EQC: Jackson County 

SOILS 

Much of the area of fine-textured soils in Jackson County consists 
of strongly dissected uplands with moderately steep to very steep slopes 
and intervening gently sloping to sloping fans. The soils are formed in 
residuum, colluvium and alluvium derived mostly from andesite and volcanic 
breccias and tuffs but also includes tuffaceous sandstones. 

Bedrock that underlies these soils consists of a sequence of volcanic 
rocks that includes dense andesite, vesicular and scoriaceous lavas, blocky 
flow breccias, and fine-grained tuffs. The flows range from black through 
purplish and pinkish gray to wllite. Some flow breccias are colored dark 
red by oxides of iron resulting in local areas of associated red clays. 
Well-bedded sandstones, bedded volcanic shales, and bedded sandy tuffs are 
interstratified with flow rocks and breccias. These rocks are usually 
weathered to saprolite near the surface and are mantled witll fine textured 
soils and clayey parent material from two to many feet thick. With depth, 
the bedrock becomes progressively less weathered and transmits water very 
slowly. 

Carney soils consist of moderately well drained, fine textured soils 
formed in colluvium from volcanic tuffs and breccias. The surface layer is 
a very dark grayish brown clay from 8 to 12 inches thick. The subsoil is a 
very dark grayish brown clay about 20 inches thick with many interesting 
slickensides. The substratum is interstratified volcanic tuffs, breccias, 
and tuffaceous sandstones. Andesitic cobbles and stones are common within 
the soil profile and on the soil surface. Runoff is medium and permeability 
is very slow. Slopes range from about 25 percent to over 60 percent. 

Coker soils consist of somewhat poorly drained, fine textured soils 
formed in colluvium and alluvium from volcanic tuffs and breccias. The 
surface is a very dark gray about 30 inches thick. The subsoil is a dark 
graish brown clay about 35 inches thick with many intersecting slickensides. 
Deptll to bedrock is usually greater than 60 inches. Runoff is slow to medium 
and permeability is very slow. Water is usually ponded in closed desication 
cracks during rainy periods. Slopes range up to about 15 percent. 
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Carney and Coker are members of very fine, montmorillonitic families 
of Vertisols. The very fine textural class indicates that both of these 
soil series have subsoils that are over 60 percent clay. In addition, the 
montmorillonitic mineralogy class indicates that clay fractions of these 
two soils are over 50 percent montmorillonite. Montmorillonite is a 
plate-like clay material that causes soils to shrink and crack on drying 
and expand and swell on rewetting. 

Vertisols are fine textured soils that form wide cracks on the soil 
surface on drying and often are remoistened by water that runs into these 
cracks rather than from water percolating through the soil profile. The 
soil surface tends to form a mulch of aggregates when dry. These aggregates 
slough into the cracks. Moistening and swelling of the soil causes shearing 
within the soil profile and produces slickensides and wedge shaped or 
parallelpiped structure. As a result of churning, Vertisols have thick 
Al horizons with irregular lower boundaries. Al horizons are usually dark 
colored. The dark color is due mainly to the clay-organic matter complex 
rather than high organic matter content. 

Vertisols occur under a wide range of CLIMATIC conditions but climates 
in areas of Vertisols all have in common a warm dry season. Average annual 
temperature generally ranges between 15.5 and 26.5°C. Summer highs are 
seldom below 20°C. and range as high as 35°C. Mean annual rainfall is 
usually between 500 and 1,000 mm but the distribution pattern is distinctly 
seasonal. The pronounced dry season varies from 4 to 10 months and the 
wet season from 2 to 8 months. The ratio of RAINFALL/EVAPTRANSPIRATION is 
usually between O. l and l .0. 

PARENT MATERIAL of Vertisols is derived from dark-colored basic rocks, 
shales, limestones, lacustrine clayey marls, and tuffaceous deposits. All 
these materials have certain features in common. They are fine textured, 
contain swelling clays, and are rich in alkaline earths, especially 
calcium and magnesium. They are also relatively high in plagioclases and 
ferromagnesian minerals. 

Montmorillonitic clays shrink upon drying to form deep cracks in a 
polygonal pattern in the soil. Polygons may have a diameter ranging up to 
4 meters. Cracks may range up to 15 centimeters wide and a meter or more 
deep. 

Many Vertisols form a loose granular mulch up to 10 centimeters thick 
on the soil surface as a result of drying. While the cracks are open, this 
granulated surface soil material falls into the cracks. Surface soil 
material can be dislodged by the action of wind and animals or by the move­
ment of the soil as it drys and shrinks. 
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When the rainy season comes and the soil becomes rewetted, the clays 
absorb water and expand. As expansion takes place, the cracks close, but 
because the cracks have been partially or completely filled by surface 
material a greater volume is required. The pressure of the swelling soil 
forces some of the subsoil toward the surface. As one mass of soil material 
moves past another mass of soil material, polished and grooved aggregate 
surfaces called slickensides are formed. 

SLICKENSIDES occur mainly at a depth of 50 to 80 centimeters. Slicken­
side surfaces are inclined at angles of 20 to 60° to the horizontal. Often 
there are so many slickensides that they intersect to form wedge-shaped or 
parallelpiped structural aggregates. 

Movement of sub soil to the surface and falling of surface material 
into deep cracks results in formation of thick Al horizons. Each year this 
process is repeated and the Al horizon becomes completely mixed. Below the 
well mixed Al horizon, tongues of Al material may extend into the lighter colored 
C horizon. 

Another phenomenon of churning is the formation of gilgai microrelief. 
The pressure of swelling soil forces subsoil upward to form mounds between 
the cracks. Hummocks or depressions form in the site of the crack. 

As a result of these characteristics Vertisols have many engineering 
problems associated with them. Structural failures are common. Highways, 
buildings, fences, pipelines, and utility poles are moved, distorted, and 
ruptured by the shrinking and swelling action of Vertisols. In addition, 
these soils will not accept effluent because of their fine texture and the 
swelling action of the montmorillonite clay which substantially reduces 
permeability. Percolation tests conducted during the dry season are 
usually misleading because of the wide vertical cracks present in the 
soi 1 . 
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DEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, July 30, 1975 EQC Meeting 

Status Report on the Medford-Ashland Air Quality 
Maintenance Area Program 

Background 

The Medford area is considered to have among the poorest venti­
lation of any area in the country. The area has and continues to have a 
particulate air quality problem. Emissions from projected growth and 
development has raised concern that this problem may continue for many 
years to come. 

In 1972, Medford exceeded the annual Federal primary {health) 
particulate standard by 11% and the annual Federal secondary {welfare) 
particulate standard by 39%. The Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation 
Plan to reduce air emissions and achieve compliance with air quality 
standards by 1975 resulted in a 30% reduction in particulate emissions 
in Jackson County by 1975. This reduction was achieved primarily 
through bringing industrial processes, primarily the wood products 
industry, into compliance with Department regulations. 

Particulate air quality has improved in the Medford area since 
1972. The Federal Primary Standard was not exceeded in 1975. The 
Annual Secondary Standard was exceeded by less than 20%. 

Gaseous air pollutants have not been of concern in the Medford 
area. Periodic air sampling and calculations indicate the area is in 
compliance with sulfur dioxide and carbon monoxide air quality standards. 
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Preliminary AQMA Analysis 

In 1974 an analysis was made to determine if compliance with air 
quality standards would be maintained in the Medford area once standards 
were attained. This was the first step taken in the air quality main­
tenance planning process required by Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) rules. This preliminary analysis indicated that a potential 
existed for a long-term (at least ten year) standard maintenance problem 
for particulate. As a result, the Medford-Ashland area was officially 
designated an Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) for the purposes of 
conducting further analyses and possibly developing further control 
strategies. The AQMA boundaries (see Figure 1) were chosen to coincide 
with the Bear Creek Urban Regional Land Use Planning Area. This action 
assures that future analysis and control programs would cover the area 
of projected significant growth and development. 

Discussion - Attainment Problem 

Since the Medford area has not attained compliance with particulate 
air quality standards, the Department is committed to developing a 
revised standards attainment plan for the area before addressing the 
potential maintenance of standards problem. 

In early July 1976 the EPA directed the State of Oregon (and many 
other states) to revise their deficient implementation plans. The 
directive requires development and adoption of revised control strategies 
by July 1977. 

The Department has conducted microscopic analysis of particulate 
air samples in the Medford area and preliminary indications are that the 
majority of particulate causing continued violations of standards are 
wood dust, wood char and bark. The revised control strategy will 
be directed toward sources identified as causing these violations. 
Future reductions in plywood veneer dryer emissions (as these sources 
are brought into compliance with Department Rules) is not expected to 
be sufficient to insure compliance with standards, but the program 
should noticeably improve visibility. 

Discussion - AQMA Plan 

Since designation of the Medford-Ashland AQMA the Department has 
been working on an indepth analysis to determine if the area really will 
have a standards maintenance problem and if so, over what period of time 
and over what geographic area the problem will occur. The basic steps 
in this AQMA analysis are: 
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l. Develop accurate emission,growth projections. 

2. Develop a mathematical airshed model. 

3. Apply the airshed model in conjunction with existing and 
projected emissions to predict future air quality. 

The Department has contracted with the Portland firm of Seton, 
Johnson and Odell to complete the above tasks. This work will be 
completed by September 1976. At this time a determination will be made 
if an air quality maintenance plan is needed for the area. If needed, a 
draft plan must be developed by July 1977 with final plan adoption no 
later than July 1978, according to EPA requirements. 

A more detailed schedule of this process is listed below: 

l. AQMA Reevaluation Analysis September 1976 

2. 

3. 

Develop emission growth projections and airshed model. 
Project future air quality levels. Determine if air 
quality standards maintenance problem exist. 

Draft AQMA Plan (if needed) July 1977 

Complete maintenance control strategy development, evaluation 
and selection. Public information hearing will be scheduled 
and advisory committees established to provide public input 
into the strategy selection. Maintain close coordination with 
Rogue Valley Council of Governments, cities of Ashland and 
Medford, Jackson County, industrial groups and the 208 Water 
Quality Planning Program to insure consideration of land use 
planning process and other communities needs and concerns. 

Final AQMA Plan Adoption July 1978 

Plan adoption will follow the rule making procedure requiring 
public hearing, legal notice and Commission action. 

The Department will also conduct special sampling within the next 
three months for carbon monoxide and oxidants. The sampling will 
determine if decisions based on past data, which indicate that maintenance 
plans for these pollutants are not required, are still valid. 

Further particulate air sampling stations are expected to be 
established in the area within the same time frame to provide further 
data to validate the airshed model and assess effectiveness of new 
control strategies. 
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Conclusion 

l. A revised control strategy to attain particulate air quality 
standards in the Medford area must be developed by July l, 
1977. 

2. A detailed analysis to determine if growth and development in 
the Medford area will cause a long-term maintenance of par­
ticulate air quality standards problem will be completed by 
September 1976. 

3. If needed, an AQMA draft plan will be developed by July 1977 
and a final plan adopted by July 1978. 

4. Close coordination with Rogue Valley Council of Governments, 
other local governments, and industrial groups will be needed 
to insure the AQMA plan development process is best suited to 
the area's problems and needs, and to insure that land use and 
other regional plans are compatible with new air pollution 
control strategies that may be needed to maintain acceptable 
air quality in the .Medford area. 

Director's Recommendation 

This report is provided for the Commission's information and 
requires no action at this time. 

~~~~~~-
LOREN KRAMER 

JFK: cs 
7 /20/76 
Attachment 
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To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. F, July 30, 1976 EQC Meeting 

Medford Corporation Medium Density Fiberboard Plant 
Air Emissions - Status Report 

Introduction 

The Medford Corporation completed construction in mid-1975 of a 
facility using new technology to manufacture medium density hardboard at 
its Medford complex (sawmill, planing mill, plywood plant and hardboard 
plant). A multiple-source Air Contaminant Discharge Permit which included 
conditions for the new hardboard plant had been issued for the complex 
on April 17, 1973. This permit set forth pertinent new source emission 
limits and required compliance demonstration by source testing and 
opacity observations within 90 days after startup of the plant. 

During July 1975, numerous complaints were received concerning wood 
fiber fallout at residences generally located northeast to east of the 
plant. These complaints served to initiate extensive Department efforts 
with this facility which resulted in the Company submitting a compliance 
program scheduled to conclude in December 1976. This program, which was 
developed on the basis of applying highest and best practicable treatment, 
is expected to reduce emissions well below regulatory limits and resolve 
off-plant site air quality problems. 

Process Description 

The raw materials are received by truck. Dry material, i.e., 
sawdust, sanderdust, etc., is stored in a large covered shed while wet 
material, i.e., chips, shavings, etc., are placed outside by a radial 
stacker. This material is conveyed to the process, beginning with the 
digesters and refiners. The digesters steam cook them to loosen the 
fibers and the refiners grind the chips. These fibers, at about 40% 
moisture, are then injected into a dryer tube, collected in a cyclone, 
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and introduced into the blender, where the bonding resin is added. 
There are duplicate refiners, digesters, dryers and blenders for the 
core (coarse) material and the face (fine) material. These materials 
are stored in respective storage bins. From the core and face storage 
bins the material is conveyed to appropriate sections of the forming 
line. 

There are five feeders in the forming line. The first and last lay 
down the face material, while the middle three lay down the core. 
Scalpings are collected after each feeder by cyclone and directly re­
turned to the core former feed bin. These materials can also be sent to 
the core storage bin. A thick mat (about one foot depending somewhat on 
final desired thickness) is formed and subsequently passes under rollers 
reducing the thickness to inches. It is then cut and stacked onto the 
press loader and loaded into the press. A steam heated hydraulic press 
takes about five minutes to produce twenty hardboards in the range of 
about 3/8 to 1 inch in thickness. These boards then pass through an air 
circulation cooler. Finally, the boards are trimmed and stacked for 
standing, cutting, banding and storage or shipping. Some products may 
leave without being sanded. 

Discussion 

Initial responses to the July 1975 complaints included plant site 
inspections, detailed plant survey, complaint field work and meetings 
with complainants and local representatives. A substantial amount of 
the complaints were caused by the emissions resulting from plant startup 
problems. The Company was able to overcome some of these, make some 
process changes and install additional control equipment by late 1975 
which reduced emissions but not to levels satisfactory to the neighbors, 
the Department or Medford Corporation. 

The Company conducted a comprehensive emission test program in 
early September 1975. The results indicated some emission points were 
exceeding the 0.1 grains per cubic foot limitation. Also, the plant 
site emission limit of 108 pounds per hour was not being met. These 
test results provided design data for both subsequent process changes 
and control additions. 

Efforts by the Company and Department to develop an adequate 
control program continued into 1976 and were combined with the renewal 
of the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, as the original permit expired 

,on April 1, 1976. A renewed permit was issued on May 26, 1976 and is 
attached hereto. Permit conditions particularly applicable to the 
hardboard plant include nos. 1, 2a(2) and (3), 2c, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. 
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Status 

The Company is currently in compliance or on schedule with the 
above referenced permit conditions except for source testing the two 
recently installed baghouses as required in condition 9d. A request to 
make these tests when the No. 2 dryer scrubber is completed and as a 
part of a total plant~wide emission test program has been received from 
the Company and will be approved by the Department. Thus, the hardboard 
plant is essentially in compliance with the permit. 

The Department is continuing routine surveillance of the facility. 
A special surveillance effort has been scaled down due to the instal­
lation of additional control equipment and process changes within the 
last month. 

So far this summer (May, June and July) no complaints have been 
received regarding particulate fallout. 

The control program undertaken by the Company was and is considered 
reasonably extensive and included not only control equipment instal­
lation but redirection of process streams resulting in elimination of 
some emission points. An information program was undertaken by the 
Company and resulted in better public understanding of the problem and 
progress made by the Company. The emission reductions accomplished and 
to be accomplished are considered to be significant. 

Director's Recommendation 

The staff is 
control program. 

FAS:cs 
7 /21/76 
Attachment 

continuing surveillance of the plant operation and 
No other action is required at this time. 

~c;;;;2s~7;;> =>....._-~ 
LOREN KRAMER 



Permit Number: 15-0048 
Expiration Date: 4/1 / 81 
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 
Department • of Envh-m1mentill Qµality 

1234'8.W;·Morrison StreefJ: •. 
. ·Port'.iaud,_ Oregon 97205 \<· -

.•. , 1:elephvi,e; ( 503) 229-5696 r~ 0 
.. 

Issue.d in ai:.cJ..rdance ·with the pro\'isions of · 
· . . ORS 468.31fL · ;f 

.--------------·----"--..--------==--------·,-
REFERENCE INFORMATION 

. ,• 

Application No. ___ 0_6_8_7 _______ _ 

Date Received ___ J_a..cnccuc...a~ry"-'2=-'9'-',c...;.l-=.9.c..7=-6 __ _ 

Other Air Contaminant Sources at this Site: 

Source SIC Permit No. 

(1) ----------------­

(2} -----------------

SOT'!tCE(S) PERMITTED TO DISCHARGE AIR CONTAMINANTS: 

Name of Air Contaminant Source Standard Industry Code as Listed EI No. 

Sawmill and Planing Mill (less than 25,000 bd. ft./shift) 
Plywood Manufacturing (greater than 25,000 sq. ft./hr.) 
Hardboard Plant 
Fuel Burning Equipment 

(5-250 million BTU/hr., wood-fired) 

Permitted Activities 

2421 
2436 
2499 
4961 

15-0048 
15-0017 
15-0073 
15-0048 

until such time as this permit expires or is·modified or revoked, the permittee 
is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air contaminants 
including emissions from-those processes and activities directly related or 
associated thereto in accordance with the requirements, 1 imi ta ti ons, and con­
ditions of this permit from the air contaminant source(s) listed above. 

The specific listing of requirements, limitations arid conditions contained 
herein does not relieve the permittee from complying with all other rules and 
standards of the Department. 

For Requirements, Limitation& and Co.nditions of lhffl Permit, see attached Sections 



AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT PROVISIONS 
Issued by the 

Department of Environmental Quality 

Performance Standards and Emission Limits 

Permit No. 15-0048 
Page __ 2.c__ __ of 4 

1. The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air contaminant 
generating processes and. all contaminant control equipment at full effi­
ciency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air contaminants are 
kept at the lowest practicable levels. 

2. The permittee shall comply with the following emission limitations: 

a. Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source except 
for the hogged fuel boilers and the veneer dryers shall not exceed any 
of the following: 

1) 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot for sources existing prior to 
June 1, 1970; 

2) 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot for sources· installed, con­
structed, or modified after June l, 1970; and 

3) · An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for a 
period aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one (l) 
hour. · 

1 

b. Particulate emissions from all sources at the Plywood Plant, other 
than from the veneer dryer(s), shali not exceed 50.0 pounds per hour. 

a. Particulate emissions from all sources at the Hardboard Plant shall 
not exceed 108.0 pounds per hour. 

d. The permittee shall operate and control the steam generating boiler(s) 
in accordance with the following list of boiler operating parameters 
and emission limitations: 

I 
Maximum Emission Limits 

Boiler Fuel Opacity Particulates 
Identification I used ( l ) (2) 

Stirling (No. l ) Hogged Fuel 40% 0.2 
Stirling (No. 2) Hogged Fuel 40% 0.2 
Riley (No. 3) H.F./Sanderdust 40% 0.2 

(1) Maximum opacity that shali not be equalled or exceeded for a 
period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one 
hour, excluding uncombined water vapor. 

(2) Particulate emission limitation is stated in grains per standard 
cubic foot, corrected to 12% carbon dioxide. 

· 3. The permittee shall not operate the boiler with other fuels or at greater 
steam generating rates than those established by Condition 2d without prior 
written approval from the Department. 
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Issued by the 

Department of Environmental Quality 

Permit No. 15-0048 
Page 3 --o~f~-4~-

4. The permittee shall control and operate all veneer dryers so that the 
emissions, exclusive of uncombined water, do not exceed an opacity of 10% 
from any single stack. · 

5. In addition to the Performance Standards and Emission Limits set forth in 
Conditions l and 2 above, the permittee shall provide the highest and best 
practicable treatment and control of air contaminant emissions from the 
Hardboard Plant so as to maintain contaminant concentrations, visibility 
reduction, odors, soiling and other deleterious factors at the lowest 
possible levels. 

Compliance Demonstration Schedules and Special Conditions 

6. The permittee shall provide controls.for the No. 2 Fiber Dryer in accord­
ance with the following schedule: 

a. By no 1 ater than May 15, 1976, the permittee shall submit a final 
control strategy, including detailed plans and specifications, to the 
Department of Environmental Quality for review and approval. 

b. By no later than July 1, 1976, the permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of ·emission control equipment and/or 
for process modification work. 

c. By no later than October l, 1976, the permittee shall initiate the 
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction 
or process modification work. · 

d. By no later than December 1, 1976, the permittee shall complete the 
installation of emission control equipment and/or on-site construction 
or process modification work. 

e. By no later than January 1, 1977, the permittee shall demonstrate that 
the No. 2 Fiber Dryer is capable of operating in compliance with the 
applicable Air Quality Rules and Standards. 

f. Within seven (7) 1days after each item, b through e above, is completed 
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective 
item has been accomplished. 

7. The permittee is prohibited from conducting any open burning at the plant 
site or facility. 

8. By no later than May 1, 1976, the permittee shall submit a report to the 
Department on the evaluation of the particulate emissions from the following 
sources: 

a. Vacuum exhaust fans Nos. 3, 4.and 5 

b. Cyclone F4 (No. l and No. 5 shave-off systems) 

c. Cyclone F5 (No. 3B shave-off system) 

.... 
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d. Cyclone B (No. 2, No. 3A and No. 4 shave-off systems) 

e. Cyclone F3 (Mat reject and edge trim saw systems) 

f. Sanderdust cyclone 

9. The permittee shall provide baghouse filtration controls for a: vacuum 
exhaust fan No. 3 and cyclone A; and b: vacuum exhaust fans No. 4 and 5 and 
cyclone Din accordance with the following schedule: 

a. By no later than May 1, 1976, the permittee shall issue purchase 
orders for the major components of emission control equipment. 

b. By no later than June l, 1976, the permittee shall initiate the instal­
lation of emission control equipment. 

c. By no later than June 15, 1976, the permittee shall complete the 
installation of emission control equipment. 

d. By no later than July 1, 1976, the permittee shall demonstrate that 
the baghouse filtration systems are capable of operating in compliance 
with the applicable Air Quality Rules and Standards. 

e. Within seven (7) days after each item, b through e above, is completed 
the permittee shall inform the Department in writing that the respective 
item has been accomplished. 

Monitoring and Reporting 

10. The permittee shall report to the Department of Environmental Quality by 
January 15 of each year this permit is in effect at least the following 
information for the preceding calendar year: 

a .. Normal sawmill operating schedule - (_hrs/day)x(_days/wk)x(_wks/yr) 

b. Amount lumber produced - Board feet/year 

c. Amount hogged fuel and sanderdust burned in each boiler - Tons/year 

d. Normal plywood mill operating schedule - (_hrs/day)x(_days/wk)x(_wks/yr) 

e. Amount plywood produced - Square feet (3/8 inch basis)/year 

f. Normal hardboard operating schedule - (_hrs/day)x(_days/wk)x(_wks/yr) 

g. Amount hardboard produced - Square feet (1/8 inch basis)/year. 

Fee Schedule 

11. The Annual Compliance Determination Fee for this permit is due on March 1, 
of each year this permit is in effect. The Department will indicate the 
amount due by an invoice to be mailed about 30 days prior to the above 
date. 

·r 



AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT 
Issued by the 

Department of Envi ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty 

General Conditions and Disclaimers 

Gl. The permit tee sha 11 a 11 ow Department of Envi ronmenta 1 Quality representa­
tives access to the plant site and pertinent records at all reasonable 
times for the purposes of making inspections, surveys, collecting samples, 
obtaining data, reviewing and copying air contaminant emission discharge 

~--·-records and otherwise conducting all necessary functions related to this 
permit. 

62. The permittee shall: 

a. Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental "Notice of 
Construction" form, and 

b. Obtain written approval 

before: 

a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant 
emissions, including air pollution control equipment, or. 

b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly· 
affect the emission of air contaminants. 

G3. The permittee shall notify the Department at least 24 hours in advance of 
any planned shutdown of air pollution control equipment for scheduled 
maintenance that may cause a violation of applicable standards. 

64. The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person within 
one (1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control equipment or other 
upset condition that may cause a violation of the Air Quality Standards. 
Such notice shall include the nature and quantity of the increased emissions 
that have occurred and the expected duration of the breakdown. 

G5. The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures to meet 
the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions" and "Nuisance Conditions" 
in OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-050. 

66. Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not less 
than 60 days prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee and an Appli'­
cation Processing ~ee must be submitted with an application for the permit 
modification. 

67. Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not less than 60 
days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and an Annual. 
Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the application for the 
permit renewa 1 . 

GS. The issuance of this pet:'111it does not convey any property rights in either 
real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it autho­
rize any injury to private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor 
any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or regulations. 

G9. This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law. 

.. '['li 



Background 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division · 

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

MEDFORD CORPORATION 
Medford, Oregon 97501 •: 

File 15-0048 

Appl 0687 

Date 3/5/76 

l. At Medford Corporation in Medford, Oregon the following activities occur: 

SIC SIC NO. EI No. 

Sawmill & Planing Mill 
(less than 25,000 bd. ft./shift) 

2421 15-0048 

Plywood Manufacturing 2436 15-0017 
(greater than 25,000 sq. ft./hr.) 
Hardboard Plant 2499 15-0073 

· Fuel Burning Equipment 4961 15-0048 
(5-250 million BTU/hr., wood-fired) 

2. The normal sawmill operating schedule is: 

(8 hours/day) x (5 days/week) x (49 weeks/year). 

3. The normal plywood mill operating schedule is: 

(24 hours/day) x (5 days/week) x (49 weeks/year) 

4. The normal hardboard plant operating schedule is: 

(24 hours/day) x (7 days/week} x 49 weeks/year) 

5. The normal boiler operating schedule is: 

Boiler No. l : (24 hours/day) x (7 days/week) x (50 weeks/year) 

Boiler No. 2: (24 hours/day) x (7 days/week) x (50 weeks/year) 

Boiler No. 3: (24 hours/day) x (7 days/week) x ( 50 weeks/year) 

6. Estimated plant production is: 

a. Lumber . . . . . . . 6 . 
24 to 30 x 10 board feet/year 

b. Plywood (3/8 inch) 145 x 106 square feet/year 

c. Hardboard (1/8 inch) 110 x fo6 square feet/year 

7. This permit is a renewal of the permit issued on April 17, 1973. 



Medford Corporation 
Page 2 

Evaluation 

8. Existing visible and particulate emission sources at the plant site consist 
of the following: 

a. Sawmil 1 

1) Nine cyclones: in compliance 

2) One baghouse filter: in compliance 

3) Two cyclones: inactive 

4) Three hogged fuel boilers: in compliance 

5) One unmodified wigwam waste burner: last used in 1971 

b. Plywood Mill 

1) Five eye 1 ones: fn comp 1 i a nee· 

2) Four veneer driers~ undergoing evaluation 

c. Hardboard Plant 

1) Three baghouse filters: in compliance 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Fifteen cyclones: undergoing evaluation 

Three vacuum fan exhausts: 
I 

Two drier exhaust stacks: 

undergoing evaluation 

No. 3 in compliance 
No. 2 subject of.a compliance schedule 

9 .. Boiler identification\ 

Date Rated 
ID No. Manufacturer. Type Ins ta 11 ed Capacity 

1 Stirling Dutch Oven 1927 50,000 

2 Stirling Dutch Oven 1927 50,000 

3 Riley Dutch Oven 1952 100,000 



Medford Corporation 
Page 3 

Permit Requirements 

10. The Hardboard Plant is considered to be the major if not the exclusive 
source of a wood fiber fall-out nuisance condition currently existing 
around the site. Solving this problem may require control devices and/or 
strategies such that resulting emissions may be well below the 108 lbs/hr 
allowed by Department regulations. Permit Condition No. 5 which requires 
highest and best practicable treatment and control for the Hardboard Plant 
is intended to eliminate the nuisance condition. 

11. The No. 2 dryer (Core Dryer) of the Hardboard Plant is not in compliance 
relative to particulate emissions. Condition No. 6 of the permit contains 
a compliance schedule for this unit. 

12. The permittee shall evaluate its particulate ,emissions from the vacuum 
exhaust fans, the shave-off system cyclones and the sanderdust cyclone and 
submit a report to the Department by May 1, 1976. (See permit Condition 
No. 8.) Control strategies and schedules for each non-complying er problem 
source are required .. 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Conit1ini, 
[;:0,cycle.d 
/',l\,01rcric1i:. 

DEQ.46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. G July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Status Report on Statewide and Rogue Valley COG 
Water Quality Management Planning 

Long range water quality management planning is required by 
Section 208 of PL 92-500. Four areas have been designated and 
funded through EPA grant in Oregon. CRAG $800,000; Lane COG $300,000; 
MWV COG $150,000; RV COG $180,000. DEQ has been designated by Governor 
to head statewide plan effort. Grant offer by EPA of $1,200,000 has 
been made. 

Discussion 

Water quality management plans are required by each state for 
nondesignated areas by November 1978 by Federal Court order. EPA has 
made a grant offer of $1.2 million for Oregon 208 program. The attached 
summary submitted to the Legislative Emergency Board outlines the 
proposed water quality management program. The new thrust for non­
designated areas is in assessing water quality in tributary waters and 
developing appropriate management programs for reduction of nonpoint 
source runoff of pollutants. 

Rogue COG planning 
water supply watershed 
ment in Bear Creek. 

JRC:kmm 

is focusing on areas like Ashland drinking 
management and irrigation storm water manage-

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

Attachment: State of Oregon Statewide 208 Planning Project - Summary 
Proposal for Emergency Board Consideration 



DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRON/ViENTAL QUALITY 

llOBERT W. STllAU8 
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DEQ-1 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET " PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 " Telephone (503) 229- 5324 

BACKGROUND 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Statewide 208 Planning Project 

SUMMARY PR.OPOSAL FOR EMERGENCY BOARD CONSIDERATION 

Public Law 92-500 and related regulations of EPA require all states to 
initiate and sustain substantial water quality management planning efforts: 

Section 303(e) requires the state to develop water quality management 
plans for each river basin. DEQ initiated such an effort in 1972 
and is nearing completion of the initial development of these 
plans which concentrate on point sources. 

Section 208 requires development of areawide waste treatment 
management plans -- either by designated areawide local agencies 
or by the state for non-designated agencies. Federal funding 
assistance was initially limited to designated areawide agencies. 
208 planning requirements overlapped 303(e) requirements but 
included more specific requirements relative to non-point source 
impacts on water quality. 

Continuing Planning Process (CPP) regulations require the DEQ to 
establish a formal procedure for continuously updating and refining 
water quality management plans. Substantial public participation 
is required in this continuing effort. 

Pursuant to a recent federal court order which required ·expansion and 
acc;eleration of 208 planning efforts and release of 208 grant money to 
states as well as areav1ide agencies, EPA rewrote their separate 208 and 
303(e) planning regulations to merge them into a single integrated set of 
rules. Under these new rules, the 303(e) effo~t is called Phase I, the 
statewide 208 effort is Phase II. 

The intent is to use available 208 funds to offset costs of expanding 
Phase I plans to meet Phase II requirements (adding non-point source control 
elements). It is also intended to utilize existing state agencies with authori­
ties and responsibilities directed to the principal non-point source activities. 

DEQ obtained Emergency Board approval in February to apply for a 75% 
EPA grant from available 208 funds. Near the end of May, EPA awarded DEQ a 
$1.2 million grant based on a preliminarily proposed 28 month project with 
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a total cost of $1.6 million. Grant conditions require DEQ to develop a much 
more detailed project work plan for submittal to EPA in September. Until the 
work plan is approved, EPA will only release money for the administrative 
costs in developing the work plan. 

The Department is in the process of negotiating with other agencies and 
deve"loping the detailed work plan. In order to accomplish this·, staff has 
been added on a temporary appointment basis -- pending Emergency Board approval 
to establish positions and expend grant money. The intent was to develop a 
fully refined and documented proposal for a single presentation which would 
consolidate and detail the involvement of other state agencies. In order to 
continue the negotiations and development of the work plan, DEQ needs E-Board 
approval to establish the needed positions and expend grant monies. Thus, it 
is necessary to present the planning project as it has been developed to 
date, request approval for DEQ to expend grant monies and establish necessary 
positions and secure approval for only those cooperating state agency components 
that can be sufficiently detailed. A second coordinated presentation to the 
E-Board will then be necessary for approval of the remain'ing cooperating 
agency components. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

A. Selection of Contracting Agencies 

The DEQ has attempted to select agencies to undertake a leadership 
role in various elements of the project based on their existing in­
volvement and knowledge, probable continuing involvement and responsibility 
for implementing developed programs· and their expression of interest 
in mutual cooperation in the planning effort. 

B. DEQ Proposed Staff Positions 

Table II details the proposed DEQ budget for the project. 
Five new limited duration positions are proposed as follows: 

Program Executive 4 

Program Executive 2 

Environmental 
Sped al i st 2 

Environmental 
Specialist 3 

Secretary 

Manager of Contracts and Technical 
Projects 

·Public Participation Coordinator and 
Chief Staff support for the Policy 
Advisory Committee 

Coordination and Staff Support for 
Agricultural Projects 

Biologist to be assigned to the 
assessment element for development 
and coordination of biological 
indicator assessment of non-point 
source water quality impacts 

Provide' clerical support to project 
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Two additional personnel will be involved through the Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act (IPA). These are federal employees on assignment to DEQ 
by contract agreement paying a portion of salary to the employing 
federal agency. The functions of each will be as follows: 

208 Project Manager 
(IPA from EPA) 

Assessment Process 
Team Leader (IPA from 
U. S. Geolog.ical Survey) 

C. Matching Funds 

Provide overall project coordination 
and management; assure that EPA 
requirements are met. 

Provide technical leadership of the 
non-point source impact assessment 
element of the project. 

Since the federal grant is for 75% of project costs, 25% must be 
provided from non-federal funded sources. The intent of DEQ is to 
meet this match requirement with in-kind service from existing DEQ and 
cooperating agency staff without need for additional general fund 
money. Many of DEQ's existing on-going efforts will provide inform­
ation and support for various project elements and thus can be counted 
as match (without jeopardizing the match on the Department's water 
program grant.) Coopefating state agencies are similarily expected to 
be able to provide accountable match from their existing efforts -­
without removing staff from existing functions and "assigning them to 
208". 

D. Continuing Planning Efforts 

The present 208 funded planning effort is intended to add new 
detail on non-point source management to the Department's existing 
water quality management plans. The added staff will terminate in 
November 1978. Future planning efforts to refine and update the 
"plan" as required by federal rules will be provided by existing DEQ 
staff ( funded in part by DEQ' s existing annua 1 federa 1 program support 
grant). 

E. Plan Implementation 

This planning effort can be expected to result in implementation 
of new efforts to control identified adverse non-point source impacts 
on water qua 1 ity either by DEQ regulation or through revised Forest 
Practices Act rules. The planning effort may also result in proposals 
for legislative action to deal with identified problems. 

The planning effort will provide a basis for better coordination 
of existing agency efforts and should permit more efficient use of 
existing manpower to address priority problems in a systematic non­
duplicative way. 
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SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The 208 project has 8 major elements: 

I Forest Practices 

II Agricultural Practices 

III Septic Tank/Vault Toilet Sludge Disposal 

IV Assessment of Non-Point Source Impacts 

V Interagency Coordination 

VI Water Resource Management 
VII Project Management 

VIII Public Participation 

A summary of each and the status of development of the work plan of each 
follows. 

I Forest Practices 

A. Forest Practices Act Review 

Forest practices can adversely affect the quality of ~unoff water 
which reaches streams - thus causing water pollution. A major 
objective of State Forest Practices Act is to develop and effi­
iciently implement practices which minimize such adverse effects. 
DEQ intends to designate the State Forestry Department as the 
agency of the State of Oregon to develop and implement forest 
practices which reasonably protect water quality. Such designation 
would clearly be consistent with the intent of the legislature and 
the Forest Practices Act. In order to provide support for this 
designation so as to secure necessary EPA approval, it is desirable 
to conduct a more detailed evaluation of the water quality pro­
tection effectiveness of the current Forest Practice rules and the 
administration of the Act. 

The evaluation is expected to document (1) the water quality 
protection achieved by the program, (2) any legislative, regulatory, 
or administrative improvements that may be desirable to improve the 
effectiveness of the program, and (3) need of and priority for 
further research efforts, special studies or program support efforts. 

DEQ proposes to contract with the State Department of Forestry for 
conduct of the study. Forestry will sub contract with the OSU 
Forest Engineering Department for support including the services of 
Dr. George Brown who will be chairman of a 6 man technical com­
mittee which will direct the evaluation. 

A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I. 
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B. Federal Forest Practices Review 

A review of water quality protection practices on federal forest 
lands is also desirable. The U. S. Forest Service and U. S. Bureau 
of Land Management have agreed to cooperate and provide resources 
for the undertaking of such review. 

No 208 funds are planned for expenditure on this element. 

II Agricultural Practices 

A. Bear Creek Study 

The Rogue Valley Council of Governments (a designated 208 planning 
agency) initiated a special study to specifically determine the 
nature and extent of irrigation return flow impacts, agricultural 
land runoff. and urban runoff on Bear Creek. The project was planned 
for conduct by the U. S. Geological Survey on a matching fund 
basis. Lack of funds prevented USGS from providing the essential 
match support. 

It is proposed to contract with Rogue Valley COG to complete the 
study. It is further proposed to contract with either the local 
Soil and Water Conservation Districts or the U. S. Soil Conservation 
Service to develop any programs or practices which may be necessary 
to correct problems identified by the study. · 

A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I. 

B. Sediment Reduction in Dry Land Farm Area 

Water (and wind)' erosion of soil in the dry land wheat fallow area 
of the Columbia Basin is a significant problem which contributes to 
sediment pollution of streams. 

It is proposed to contract with the State Soil and v/ater Conservation 
Commission to provide leadership and coordination of local participants 
in the development of an effective erosion.control program for 
problem areas. 

A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I. 

C. Stream Corridor Erosion Control 

Stream bank erosion.is a significant contributor to stream sedimenta­
tion in some areas. Alteration of flow patterns or channel character­
istics and removal of stream bank vegetation are factors which 
accelerate erosion. 

It is proposed to contract with the State Soil and Water Conservation 
Commission to provide leadership and coordination in the development 
of a manual of best managenent practi~es and a program for their 
implementation in identified problem ai:eas. 
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A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I.· 

D. Extension Education Program 

Long range reduction of non-point source impacts on water quality 
will be dependent on awareness of individual citizens, particularly 
land owners, of the potential effects of their activities on surface 
water runoff. 

It is proposed to contract with the Oregon State University Extension 
Service for development and dissemination of information on prevention 
and reduction of such problems with particular emphasis on rural 
land owners and the agricultural community. 

A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I. 

III Septic Tank/Vault Toilet Sludge Disposal 

DEQ presently licenses septic tank pumpers and installers. Sewage 
and sludge disposal sites are presently regulated by permit. However, 
no plan has been developed to date to insure that acceptable disposal 
sites for pumped sludges are reasonably available throughout the state. 

DEQ proposes to contract with a consultant to develop a statewide 
plan for the proper collection, transport, treatment and disposal of 
sludges pumped from septic tanks and vault toilets to prevent water 
pollution and health hazards. The consultant would also develop a list 
of needed facilities and costs in conjuntion with sewage treatment 
pl ants for i ncorpora ti on into future fed era 1 construction grant priority 
lists. 

A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I. 

IV Assessment of Non-Point Source Impacts 

DEQ monitoring programs to date provide little information on the 
nature and extent of non-point source water pollution. Available 
information is inadequate for development and justification of reduction 
programs. Substantial useful information is available in other natural 
resource management agencies. However, such information is not compiled, 
evaluated, or disp"layed in a manner which permits effective use at this 
time. 

It is proposed to systematically compile, evaluate and display 
existing information from multiple state and federal agencies and supplement 
this with limited field observations such that the information can be 
used to determine the location, nature and extent of non-point source 
problems in the areas evaluated. This effort will: 

I 
I:: 
I 
I 
! 
! 

I 
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1. Identify areas where problems are minimal and further resources 
should not be expended at this time. 

2. Identify areas where problems exist and where causes are 
sufficiently known to justify corrective action without 
further study. 

3. Identify and prioritize areas where problems exist and where 
further study is necessary to develop a course of action. 

The assessment process will provide a basis for more efficient coordination 
and use of the existing limited monitoring and study resources of multiple 
agencies. 

The work plan for the assessment process is still in the early negotiation. 
and development stage. The multi-agency involvement makes this more 
complex. The extent of coverage of the state will be limited by the 
final process design and available funds. DEQ will provide primary 
project leadership. 

A summary of presently projected costs is shown in Table I. 

V Interagency Coordination 

The management of land and natural resources can significantly 
affect the non-point source impacts on water quality. Development of a 
proposed program for coordination of the management agencies and process 
to achieve desired benefits in an effective and efficient way is desirable. 

It is proposed to contract with the Office of the Governor's Assistant 
for Natural Resources to evaluate the coordination problems and needs 
and propose statutory or regulatory changes which would streamline and 
simplify the process. 

' A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I. 

VI l1ater Resource Management 

Some work has been done in Oregon to define minimum stream flows 
necessary for protection of fish and aquatic life. L-ittle work has been 
done toward defining minimum in-stream flow needs for protection of 
water quality. 

It is proposed to contract with either a consultant or the Department 
of Hater Resources to deve'lop criteria for determining in-stream flow 
needs based on water quality requirements and standards. Additional 
details must still be developed for this project. 

A summary of presently projected costs is shown in Table I. 



- 8 -

VII Project Management 

DEQ staff project management functions include overall project 
coordination and management, contract and technical project element 
management, coordination of areawide 208 planning efforts and preparation 
of periodic status reports. 

A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I.­

VIII Public Participation 

Federal regulations require extensive public participation throughout 
the planning process, including: 

l. Formation and use of a citizen policy advisory committee (with 
majority representation comprised of elected local officials). 

2. Solicitation of input and information from the public at all 
phases of the project. 

3. Dissemination of general and specific information to the 
public regarding project progress and accomplishments. 

It is proposed to contract as needed for some portions of the 
development of informational materials. 

A summary of projected costs is shown in Table I. 

July 22, 1976 
HLS: ak 



I. Forest Practices 

A - Forest Practices 
Act Review 

B - Federal Forest 
Practice Review 

11. Agricultural Practices 

Contractor 

Dept. of Forestry 

A - Bear Creek Study Rogue Valley COG 
Loca 1 SWCD/SCS 

B - Sediment Reduction 
in Dry Land Farm 
Area State SWCC 

C - Stream Corridor 
Eros ion Control 

D - Extension 
Education 

I I I. Septic Tank/Vault 
Toilet & Sludge 
Disposal 

IV. Assessment of Non­
Point Source Impacts 

V. I nteragency Co­
ordination 

VI. Water Resources 
Management 

VII. Project Management 

VIII. Public Participation 

TOTAL 

State SWCC 

osu 

Private 
Consultant 

Various (not 
finalized) 

Governor's 
Office 

Undetermined 

Participants 
or 

Sub-Contractor 

OSU,Forestry Engr. 

US' For. Svcs/BLM 

TABLE I 

208 Funds 

to Contractor 
th ru DEQ 

to 
DE()_ 

$76,000 

80,000 
20,000 

31 , 000 

35,000 

45,000 

JOO ,000 

185,000 

50,000 

25,000 

i647 ,000 

$44,867 

99,662 

238,396 

170,075 

$553,000 

$1,200,000 

El i~ible Match 

DEQ_ 

$10,000 

10,000 

170,000 

10,000 

$200,000 

Contract 

$20,000 

23,000 

36,000 

121,000 

$200,000 

$400,000 
ahe 



TABLE 11 

Cateqories FY77 H78 FY79 TOTAL Forest 

Personal Services 
P.E. 4 (Tech.Prag.Mgr.) $18,851 $21,553 $7,392 $47,796 
P.E. 2 (Public Partlcipation) 17, I 12 19,552 6,704 43,368 
E.S. 2 (Ag.Proj.Coord.) 13,395 15,322 5,252 33,969 
E.S. 3 (Assmt.Biol.) 15,491 17,739 6,088 39,318 
Secretary 7,200 8,224 2,816 18,240 

TOTAL Salaries $7.2 ,049 $82,390 $28,252 $182,691 $ -
OPE 12,248 14,418 5,085 31,751 

TOTAL - P.S. $84,297 $96,808 $33,337 $2 I 4,442 $ -
Services and Sueelies 

Tr ave 1 
In-State (staff) 15,000 f5 ,ODO 5,000 35,000 
In-State (Adv.Com.) 8,040 8,040 1,340 17,420 
Out-of-State 5,000 5,000 2,000 12,000 

Rent 6,000 6,000 2,000 14,000 
Office Expenses 2,500 2,500 1,000 6,000 
Publications & Printing 11,938 16,712 - 28,650 
Legal 3,300 3,575 3,700 I 0,575 
Contract Prof.Svcs. (IPA) 18,912 20,047 6,880 45,839 
Contract Prof.Svcs. (IPA) 14,521 15,559 5,381 35,461 
Misc. Contract Svcs. 44,080 35,420 - 79,500 
Major Element Contracts 647,000 - - 647,000 $76,000 

TOTAL-S&S $776,291 $127,853 $27,301 $931,445 $76,000 

Caeital Outlay 

Office Furniture & Equipment 6, I 16 - - 6, l 16 
Tape/Slide Equipment 2,250 - - 2,250 
Field & lab Equipment 3,050 - - 3,050 

TOTAL - C.O. $11 ,416 $ - -$ - $11 ,4 I 6 $ -
Indirect Cost 17,310 19,324 6,063 42,697 

G R A N D T O T A L $889,314 $243,985 $66,701 $1,200,000 $76,000 

DEQ Match Estimate - - - $200,000 $10,000 
Other Agencies Match - - - 200,000 20,000 

ii 
TOTAL $ - $ - $ - $1,600,000 $106,000 

*To Laboratory; Remainder to Water Quality Division 

Inter 
Septic Agency 

Agri c. Tank Assrnt. Coard. 

$33,969 
$39,318,, 

$33,969 $ - $39,318'' $ -
5,898 6 ,833,, 

$39,867 $ - $46,151 $ -

5,000 15,000 

35,46r 

211,000 $100,000 185,000 $50,00.Q. 

$216,000 $100,000 $235,461 $50,000 

3,050 

$ - $ - $3,050 $ -

$255,867 $100,000 $2_§.4,~ $50,000 

$ - $10,000 $170,000 -
59 ,ooo - 121,000 -

$314,867 $110,000 $575,662 $50,000 

Water 
Res. 

$ -

$ -

$25,000 

$25,000 

$ -

$25_,_DOO 

-
-

$25,000 

Proj. Pub 1 i c 
Mcmt. Part. 

$47,796 
$43,368 

18,240 

$66,036 $43,368 

I I ,483 7,537 

$77,519 $50,905 

15,000 
17,420 

12,000 
14 ,ooo· 

. 
6,000 
8,650 20,000 

10,575 
45,839 

79,500 

$112,064 $116,920 

6, ii6 
2,250 

$6 ,, I 16 $2,250 

42,697 

$238,396 $170,075 

- $10,000 
- -

$238,396 $180,075 

ahe 
07/22/76 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 
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F0cy-::k(! 
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OEQ-46 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. H, July 30, 1976 EQC Meeting 

Background 

Rules for Indirect Sources Proposed Amendments to OAR Chapter 340, 
Sections 20-100 through 20-135 

On March 12, 1976, the Commission adopted temporary Rules for Indirect 
Sources and authorized the Director to conduct necessary public hearings within 
the 120 day limit of the temporary rule for the purpose of taking public tes­
timony for consideration in the adoption of permanent amendments to the Rules 
for Indirect Sources (OAR Chapter 340, Sections 20-100 through 20-135). Public 
hearings were held on May 18 in Eugene and May 20 and 21 in Portland. At the 
request of Mr. Bruce Anderson, representing his clients, The International 
Council of Shopping Centers, et.al., an additional public hearing was held on 
June 18 to allow oral testimony to be -given by his expert witness, Dr. Walter 
Dabberdt. In consideration of testimony received, the temporary rule was 
revised and is attached (Appendix A) and is hereby submitted to the Commission 
for consideration. 

Discussion 

A copy of the Hearings Officer's report is attached (Appendix B) and is 
considered to be an accurate summarization of the testimony received. The 
Department's detailed response to the technical issues listed in the Hearings 
Officer's report is contained in Attachment C. Therefore, this section of the 
staff report will not discuss all the testimony received, but will address those 
issues raised in the public testimony which the staff believes are significant 
in terms of recommended amendments to the Rules for Indirect Sources. 

Many of the proposed amendments to the Rules for Indirect Sources were 
included in the adopted temporary Rules for Indirect Sources. The staff report 
of March 12, 1976 states the reasons for these changes and therefore this 
discussion will be limited to only those additional proposed amendments based on 
the public testimony and staff recommendations. 
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One of the significant differences between the existing Rules for Indirect 
Sources and the proposed Rule is the requirement that Parking and Traffic 
Circulation Plans (PTCP) be required in areas where it is indicated that the 
control of parking spaces and traffic circulation is needed to insure attainment 
and maintenance of National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards. The 
Department received a significant number of public comments requesting that the 
"criteria" used by the Department for its determination that a PTCP be required 
in a specific geographic area be included in the Rule. In respose to those 
comments, language has been added to the Rule (20-110(1), and (2); 20-120(1)) 
which states the findings and conclusions of the Department's air quality 
maintenance area (AQMA) analysis will be used as the criteria for designating 
the areas needing a PTCP. The Department is also recommending the inclusion of 
a provision for a public hearing prior to designation of an area as in need of a 
PTCP. 

The Oregon State Highway Division (OSHD) requested that the air quality 
analysis for highway projects be limited to a "worst case" year analysis. While 
the Department sees benefit in obtaining "worst case" year air quality data, it 
will only be of marginal usefulness if a highway project violates air quality 
standards over several years. The Department therefore proposes amendments 
contained in subsections 20-l29(l)(d)(E), (F), (M) and (N) which it believes is 
responsive to the OSHD request while ensuring air quality impacts of proposed 
highway projects are evaluated over the appropriate time period. 

After reviewing the comments received from several agencies and individuals 
regarding section 20-130 (Issue or Denial of Permits) of the Rule, the Depart­
ment is proposing several amendments it believes should provide an adequate air 
quality assessment of indirect sources while being responsive to the concerns 
expressed in the public testimony. Specifically, sections 20-110(16), 20-
129(l)(a)(E), 20-l29(l)(b)(A), 20-130(4) have been added or amended to ensure an 
Indirect Source Emission Control Program (ISECP), i.e., transit incentives, 
carpool program, etc. is developed only when it may be necessary for the in­
direct source to be in compliance with subsections 20-130(5)(a), (b) and (c) of 
the Rule (i.e., to maintain compliance with State and National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards). These proposed amendments clearly define the "standards" by 
which a transit incentive program or other emission control program for indirect 
sources would be required thereby allowing the applicant the oportunity to 
determine his costs associated with an ISECP prior to submission of an Indirect 
Source Construction Permit application to the Department. Only.ISECP's which 
have reasonably definable costs would be included as indirect source permit 
conditions. It is recognized that the determination of costs using the above 
standards may not be an easy task for all applicants, but is possible for all 
applicants if they chose to use professional assistance in the areas of traffic 
and air quality engineering. For developers of smaller parking facilities (less 
than 1000 parking spaces) the Department can provide guidance as to whether or 
not an ISECP may be required by suggesting the developer submit the basic 
information required for all parking facilities (subsection 20-129(l)(b)(A)) 
prior to submission of a formal application. By using this technique, most 
applicants can obtain a preliminary assessment of the costs associated with an 
Indirect Source Permit. 
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It should be noted that the inclusion of these amendments will basically 
remove the Department's authority to require transit incentive or other ISECP 
for all approved indirect sources. However, these proposed amendments should 
expedite the processing of indirect source applications thereby allowing addi­
tional staff time to develop PTCP's, which in the long run should have a greater 
air quality benefit than requiring only new projects to implement an ISECP. 
There are several additional minor changes to the proposed rule which are self­
explanatory. 

Conclusions 

l. As indicated in the staff report of March 12, 1976, it is the Department's 
opinion that the most effective and efficient method of evaluating and 
mitigating the impact of indirect sources is .through the development of 
Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans (PTCP) in areas where it is indicated 
that control of parking and circulation is needed to insure attainment and 
maintenance of federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards. The major 
thrust of the proposed amendments is towards that objective (section 20-
120). 

2. Several of the proposed amendments reflect the Department's concurrence of 
suggested changes given in the public testimony regarding the review of 
indirect sources. The following significant amendments are being proposed: 

a. Modify highway project air quality impact review requirements to 
consider "worst case'' year impacts. (20-l29(l)(d)(E),(F), (M) and 
(N)). 

b. Amend 20-120(1) to state Department's criteria used for the designation 
of Parking and Traffic Circulation Plant (PTCP) where needed in 
specific geographic areas. Findings and conclusions of the Depart­
ment's Air Quality Maintenance Area Analysis (20-110(2)) should be 
used as a basis for determination of need for a PTCP. 

c. Amend and add sections 20-110(16), (20-l29(l)(a)(E), 20-l29(l)(b)(A), 
20-130(5) to allow indirect source applicants to determine costs of 
compliance prior to submission of an application. 

3. Several minor amendments are proposed to clarify the intent of the Rule 
(20-110(11); 20-110(12); 20-125(3); 20-l29(l)(c), (G), (HJ, (I); 20-
l30(l)(b); 20-130(2)(a); 20-120(5); 20-135(3)). 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the Environmental Quality 
Commission amend and adopt proposed Rules for Indirect Sources (OAR Chapter 340, 
Sections 20-100 through 20-135) as indicated in Appendix A. 

CAS:cs 
7 /22/76 
Attachments 

c:::2 £5 -
LOREN KRAMER 



PROPOSED 
RULES FOR INDIRECT SOURCES 

" 20-100 POLICY. The Commission finds and declares Indirect Sources to be air 
contamination sources as defined in ORS 468.275. The Commission further finds and 
declares that the regulation of Indirect Sources is necessary to control the con­
centration of air contaminants which result from Motor Vehicle Trips and/or Aircraft 
Operations associated with the use of Indirect Sources. 

20-105 JURISDICTION AND DELEGATION.· The Commission finds that the complexity 
or magnitude of Indirect Sources requires state-wide regulation and assumes or 
retains jurisdiction thereof. The Commission may, however, when any Regional 
Authority requests and provides evidence demonstrating its capability to carry 
out the provisions of these rules relating to Indirect Sources, authorize and 
confer jurisdiction upon such Regional Authority to perform all or any of such 
provisions within its boundary until such authority and juri sdi cti on sha 11 be 
withdrawn for cause by the Commission. 

20-110 DEFINITIONS. (1) "Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA)," means any 
area that has been identified by the Department having the potential for 
exceeding any State ambient air quality standard. 

(2) "Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) Analysis," means an analysis of the 
impact on air quality in an AQMA of emissions from existing air contaminant sources 
and emissions associated with projected growth and development. 

ill[(l)] "Aircraft Operations" means any aircraft landing or takeoff. 
fil[(2)] "Airport" means any area of land or water which is used or intended 

for use for the landing and takeoff of aircraft, or any appurtenant areas, 
facilities, or rights-of-way such as terminal facilities, parking lots, roadways, 
and aircraft maintenance and repair facilities. 

ffi[(3)] "Associated Parking" means a parking facility or facilities owned, 
operated, and/or used in conjunction with an Indirect Source. 

ill[(4)] "Average Daily Traffic" means the totai traffic volume during a 
given time period in whole days greater than one day and less than one year 
divided by the number of days in that time period, commonly abbreviated 

as ADT. 



-2-
(7)[(5)] "Commence Construction" means to begin to engage in a continuous 

program of onsite construction or on-site modifications, including site clearance, 
grading, dredging, or landfilling in preparation for the fabrication, erection, 
installation, or modification of an indirect source. Interruptions and delays 

. i 

resulting from acts of God, strikes, litigation, or other matters beyond the 
control of the owner shall be disregarded in determining whether a construction 

or modification program is continuous. 
(8)[(6)] "Commission" means Environmental Quality Commission. 
( 9)[ (7) J "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality. 

(10)[(8)] "Director". means the Director of the Department or Regional 

Authority and authorized deputies or officers. 
(11) "Expressway" means a divided arterial highway for through traffic with 

full or partial control of access and generally with grade separations at major 

intersections. 
(12) "Freeway" means an Expressway as defined in 340-20-110(9) with full 

control of access. 
(13)[(9)] "Highway Section" means a highway of substantial length between 

logical termini (major crossroads, population centers, major traffic generators, 
or similar major highway control elements) as normally included in a single 

location study or multi-year highway improveme-nt program. 
(14)[(10)] "Indirect Source" means a facility, building, structure, or 

i nsta 11 ati on, or any portion of combination thereof, which fndi rectly causes or 
may cause mobile source activity that results in emissions of an air contaminant 
for which there is a State standard. Such Indirect Sources shall include, but 

not be limited to: 
(a) Highways and Roads 
(b) Parking Facilities 
(c) Retail, commercial, and industrial facilities 
(d) Recreation, amusement, sports, and entertainment facilities 

(e) Airports 
(f) Office and Government Buildings 
(g) Apartment, Condominium Developments and Mobile Home Parks 

(h) Educational Facilities 
( 15 )[ ( 11)] "Indirect Source Construction Permit" means a written permit in 

letter form issued by the Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction, 
bearing the signature of the Director, which authorizes the permittee to com­
mence construction of an Indirect Source under construction and operation 

conditions and schedules as specified in the permit. 
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(16) ''Indirect Source Emission Control Program (ISECP)'' means a program 

which reduces Mobile Source emissions resulting from the use of the Indirect 

Source. An ISECP may include, but is not limited to: 
(a) Posting transit route and scheduling information. 
(b) Construction and maintenance of bus shelters and turn-out lanes. 
{c) Maintaining mass transit fare reimbursement programs. 
{d) Making a car pool matching system available to employees, shoppers, 

students, residents, etc. 
{e) Reserving parking spaces for car pools. 
(f) Making parking spaces available for park-and-ride stations. 
{g) Minimizing vehicle running tim~ within parking lots through the use 

of sound parking lot design. 
(h) Ensuring adequate gate capacity by providing for'the proper number 

and location of entrances and exits and optimum signalization for such. 
{i) Limiting traffic volume so as not to exceed the carrying capacity of 

roadways. 
{j) Altering the level of service at controlled intersections. 
{k) Obtaining a written statement of intent from the appropriate public 

agency(s) on the disposition of roadway improvements, modifications, and/or 
additional transit facilities to serve the individual source. 

(1) Construction and maintenance of exclusive transit ways. 
{m) Providing for the collection·of air quality monitoring data at 

Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. 
(n) Limiting facility modifications which can take place without resub­

mission of a permit application. 
(17)[(12)J "Mobile Source" means self-propelled vehicles, powered by internal 

combustion engines, included but not limited to automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, 

and aircraft. 
(18)[(13)] "Off-street Area or Space" means any area or space not located 

on a public road dedicated for public use. 
(19)[(19)] ["Regional] Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan" means a 

plan developed by a city, county or regional government or Regional Planning 
Agency, the implementation of which assures the attainment and maintenance of the 

state's ambient air quality s_tandards. 
(20)[(14)] "Parking Facility" means any building, structure, lot or portion 

thereof, designed and used primarily for the temporary storage of motor vehicles 
in designated parking spaces. 
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(21 )[(15)] "Parking Space" means any Off-Street Area of Space below, above or 
at ground level, open or enclosed, that is used for parking one motor vehicle at a 

time. 
@[(16)] "Person" means individuals, corporations, associations, firms, 

partnerships, joint stock companies, public and municipal corporations, political 
subdividions, the State and any agencies thereof, and the federal government and 

any agencies thereof. 
(23)[(17}] "Population" means that population estimate most recently 

published by the Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State 
University, or any other population estimate approved by the Department. 

(24)[(18)] "Regional Authority" ineans a regional air quality control 
authority established under the provisions of ORS 468.505 . 

. (25 )[ (20) J "Regi ona 1 Planning Agency" means any planning agency which 
has been recognized as a substate-clearinghouse for the purposes of conducting 
project review under the United States Office of Management and Budget Circular 
Number A-95, or other governmental agency having planning authority. 

(26)[(21 )] "Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites" means locations where 
people might reasonably be expected to be exposed to air contaminants generated 
in whole or in part by the Indirect Source in question. Location of ambient air 
sampling sites and methods of sample collection shall conform to criteria on 
file with the Department of Environmental Quality. 

(27)[(22)] · "Vehicle Trip" means a single movement by a motor vehicle which 
originates or terminates at or uses an Indirect Source .. 

20-115 INDIRECT SOURCES REQUIRED TO HAVE INDIRECT SOURCE CONSTRUCTION 
PERMITS. (1) The owner, operator, or developer of an Indirect Source identified 
in subsection 340-20-115(2) of this section shall not commence construction of 
such a source after December 31, 1974 without an approved Indirect Source Con-· 

.struction Permit issued 0y the Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction. 
(2) All Indirect Sources meeting the criteria of this subsection relative 

to type, location, size and operation are required to apply for an Indirect 

Source Construction ·Permit: 
(a} The following sources in or within five (5) miles of the municipal 

boundaries of a municipality ~ith a Population of 50,000 or more, including but 

not limited to Portland, Salem, and Eugene: 
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(A) Any Parking Facility or other Indirect Source with Associated Parking 

being constructed or modified to create new or additional parking (or Associated 
Parking) capacity of 250 [50] or more Parking SpacesL,], except within the 
municipal boundary of Portland where the minimun number of Parking Spaces associated 
with an Indirect Source requiring Department approval shall be 150. 

(B) Any Highway Section being proposed for construction with an anticipated 
annual average daily traffic volume of 20,000 or more motor vehicles- per day within 
ten years after completion, or being modified so that the annual Average Daily 
Traffic on that Highway Section will be increased to 20,000 or more motor 
vehicles per day or will be increased by _10,000 or more motor vehicles per 

day within ten years after completion. 
(b) Except as otherwise provided in this section, the following sources 

within Clackamas, Lane, Marion, Multnomah, or Washington Counties: 
(A) Any Parking .Facility or other Indirect Source with Associated Parking 

being constructed or modified to create new or additional parking (or Associated 

Parking) capacity of 500 or more Parking Spaces. 
(BJ Any Highway Section being proposed for construction with an anticipated 

annual Average Daily Traffic volume of 20,000 or more motor vehicles per day 
within ten years after completion, or being modified so that the annual Average 
Daily Traffic on that Highway Section will be 20,000 or more motor vehicles 
per day, or will be increased by 10,000 or more motor vehicles per day within 

ten years after completion. 
(c) Except as otherwise provided in this section, the following sources in 

all areas of the State: 
(A) Any Parking Faci)ity or other Indirect Source with Associated Parking 

being constructed or modified to create new or additional parking (or Associated 

Parking) capacity of 1,000 or more parking spaces. 
(BJ Any Highway Section being proposed for construction with an anticipated 

annual Average Daily Traffic Volume of 50,000 or more motor vehicles per day 
within ten years after completion, or being modified so that the annual Average 
Daily Traffic on that Highway Section will be 50,000 or more motor vehicles per 
day, or wi 11 be increased by 25,000 or more motor vehi des per day, within ten 

years after completion. 
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__ : ___ -----(4-)- An Indirect Source Construction Permit may authorize mor_e than one 

phase of construction where -commencement-:Of construction or modification of 
. - - - - . 
successive phases will begin over acceptable periods of time referred to in the 

permit; -and thereafter construction-or modification of each phase may be begun 

Without the necessity of obtaining another permit. 

-- 20-120 - -[STABlISHMENT---OF-AN APPRGVED[REGIONALJ · PARKING -AND TRAFFIC 

CIRCULAHON PLAN(S}BY A CHY--,--CGUNTY, GR-REGIONAL GOVERNMENT OR REGIONAL --
-- -

PLANNING-AGENCY.- {(l) Any city, county or-Regional Planning Agency may --

submit a Regional Parking and C-ircul-ation Plan to the Department or to the 
--

Regional Authority having jurisdiction for approval. Such a plan shall include, 

but-not be limited to, 
--__ (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

-Legally identifiable plan boundaries. 

Reasonably uniform identifiable grids where applicable. 

Total parking space capacity allocated to the plan area. 

An emission density profile for each grid or plan. 
I • 

Other applicable information which would allow evaluation of the plan 

such as, but not limited to, scheduling of construction, emission factors, and 

-criteria, guidelines, or ordinances applicable to the plan area.] 

(l} Upon determination by the Department or Regional Authority that 

control of Parking Spaces and traffic circulation is necessary to ensure attainment 

and maintenance of state and national ambient air quality standards (S/NAAQS), 

the Department or Regional Authority shall notify the Commission of the geographic 

areas determined or projected to be in noncompliance. The basis for the 

Department's determination sha 11 be the findings and con cl us ions of an Air Quality 

Maintenance (AQMA) Analysis or similar air quality study. Upon submission of 

its findings to the Commission, the Department s.hall give notice to cities, 
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counties, regional governmental units or Regional Planning Agencies located in 
geographic areas determined or projected to be in noncompliance with S/NAAQS, 
that a public hearing shall be held on the Department's findings related to the 
need to control Parking Spaces and Traffic Circulation. After reviewing the 
public hearing testimony and the Department's findings, the Commission shall 
determine if it is in concurrence with the Department's findings. Upon the 
Commission's concurrence of the Department's findings, the'Department or Regional 
Authority shall so notify the city, county, regional government unit or Regional 
Planning Agency of the geographic areas determined or projected to be in non­

compliance. 
Within one-hundred twenty (120) days of receipt of such notification, the 

appropriate city, county, regional or other local governmental unit or planning 
agency shall proceed, in accordance with a specific plan and time schedule 
agreed to by the appropriate governmental unit or planning agency and the 
Department to develop and implement a Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. The 
Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan, where required, shall be developed in 
coordination with the local and regional comprehensive planning process pursuant 
to the requirements of ORS 197.005 et.seq. The required plan shall be submitted 
to the Department or Regional Authority for approval within the agreed time 
schedule but shall not be more than three (3) years after the appropriate city, 
county or regional government or Regional Planning Agency is notified of the 
necessity for a Pilrking and Traffic Circulation Pl,an for an area within its juris­

diction. 
[(2) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall hold a 

public hearing on each Regional Parking and Circulation Plan submitted, and on 
each proposed revocation or substantial modification thereof, allowing at least 
thirty (30) days for written comments from the public and from interested 

agencies.J 
(2) .' Hithfo si.xty (60) days of the noti.ficction that development and 

submittal of Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans are required under section 
340-20-120(1) of this Rule, each designated city, county or regional government 
or Regional Planning Agency sha 11 notify the Department or Regional Authority in 
writing the agency or department and individual responsible for coordination and 

development of Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans. 
[(3) Upon approval of a ·submitted Regional Parking and Circulation Plan, 

the plan shall be identified as the approved Regional Parking and Circulation 
Plan, the appropriate agency shall be notified and the plan used for the purposes 

and implementation of this rule.] 
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(3) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction will include in 

its notification: 
(a) The geographic area requiring the development of Parking and Traffic 

Circulation Plans, 
(bl The time period over which the Plan shall attain and maintain S/NAAQS, and 
(c) The air contaminants for which the plan is to be developed. 
[(4) The appropriate city, county or Regional Planning Agency shall annually 

review an approved Regional Parking and Circulation Plan to determine if the plan 
continues to be adequate for the maintenance of air quality ·in the plan area and 
shall report its conclusions to the Department or Regional Authority having juris­

diction.] 

to: 

{4) The Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan shall include, but not be limited 

(a) Legally identifiable plan boundaries, 
(b) Total Parking Space capacity allocated to the plan area, where applicable. 
(c) Measures as necessary to provide for the attainment and maintenance of 

S/NAAQS for the air contamiants for which the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan 

area was identified. 
(d) Duly enforceable rules, regulations and ordinances that implement measures 

that provide for attainment and maintenance of S/NAAQS for a period to be specified 

by the Department or Regional Authority~ 
(e) A description of the air quality levels expected as a result of the im­

plementation of the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. 
(f) Other applicable information which would allow evaluation of the plan such 

as, but not limited to, scheduling of construction, emission factors, and criteria, 

guidelines and zoning ordinances applicable to the plan area. 
-(g) A description of the administrative procedures to be used in implementing 

each control measure included in the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. 
(h) A description of the enforcement methods used to ensure compliance with 

·measures adopted as part of the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. 
(i) Identification and responsibilities of each city, county and regional 

government or Regional Planning Agency designated under subsection 340-20-120(1) of 
this Rule to implement the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. 

[(5) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall initiate a 
review of an approved Regiona·l Parking and Circulation Plan if it is determined that 
the Regional Parking and Circulation Plan is not adequately maintaining the air 

quality in the plan area.] 
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(5) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall hold a 

public hearing on each Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan submitted and on 
each proposed revocation or substantial modification thereof, allowing at least 
thirty (30) days for written comments from public and other interested agencies. 

(6) Upon approval of a submitted Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan, the 
plan shall be identified as the approved Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan, 
the appropriate governmental unit or planning agency shall be notified and the 
plan used for the purposes and implementation of this rule. 

(7) The appropriate city, county, or regional government or Regional 
Planning Agency shall annually review an approved Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Plan to determine if the plan continues to be adequate for the maintenance of 
air quality in the plan area and shall report its conclusions to the Department 
or Regional Authority having jurisdiction. 

(8) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall initiate 
a review of an approved Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan if it is determined 
that the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan is not adequately maintaining the 

air quality in the plan area. 
(9) A city, county or regional government or Regional Planning Agency may 

submit a Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan to the Department or Regional 
Authority having jurisdiction for approval without being required to do so as 

stated in 340-20-120(1). 

20-125 INFORMATION AND REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO INDIRECT SOURCE(S) 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATIONS WHERE AN APPROVED [REGIONALJ PARKING AND 
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION PLAN IS ON FILE. (l) Application Information Requirements: 

(a) Parking Faciliti~s and Indirect Sources Other Than Highway Sections: 
(A) A completed application form; 
(B) A map showing the.location of the site; 
(C) A description of the proposed and prior use of the site; 
(D) A site plan showing the location and quantity of Parking Spaces at 

the Indirect Source and Associated Parking area, points of motor vehicle ingress 
and egress to and from the site and Associated Parking: 

(E) A ventilation plan ~or subsurface and enclosed parking; 
(F) A written statement from the appropriate planning agency that the 

Indirect Source in question is consistent with an approved [ReQional] Parking 
and Traffic Circulation Plan or any adopted tran.sportation plan for the region. 
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(G) A reasonable estimate of the effect the project has on total parking 
approved for any specific grid area and [Regional] Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Plan area. 

(b) Highway Section(s): 
(A) Items (A) through (C) of Subsection.21Q;:-20-l25(l)(a). 
(B) A written statement from the appropriate governmental unit or planning 

agency that the Indirect Source in question is consistent with an approved 
[Regional] Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan and any adopted transportation 
plan for the region. 

(C) A reasonable estimate of the effect the project has on total vehicle 
miles travelled within the [Regional] Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan Area. 

(2) Within 15 days after the receipt of an application for a permit or 
additions thereto, the Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction 
shall advise the owner or operator of the Indirect Source of any additional 
information required as a condition precedent to issuance of a permit. [An 
application shall not be considered complete.until the required information is 
received by the Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction.] 

(3) An application shall not be considered complete until the required 
information is received by the Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction. 

20-129 INFORMATION AND REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO INDIRECT SOURCE(S). 
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION WHERE NO APPROVED [REGIONAL] PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
CIRCULATION PLAN IS ON FILE. (1) Application Information Requirements: 

(a) For Parking Facilities and other Indirect Sources with Associated 
Parking, other than Highway Sections and Airports, with planned construction 
resulting in total parking 1 capacity for 1000 or more vehicles, the following· 
information shall be submitted: 

(A) Items (A) through (E) of subsection 340-20-125(l)(a). 
(B) Subsection 340-20-125(2) and (3) shall be applicable. 
L(C) Measured or estimated carbon monoxide and lead concentrations at 

Reasonab 1 e Receptor and Exposure Sites. Measurements sha 11 be made prior to 
construction and estimates shall be made for the first, tenth, and twentieth 
years after the Indirect Source and Associated Parking are completed or fully 
9perational. Such estimates shall be made for average and peak operating 
conditions.] 

(C) An estimate of the average and maximum daily vehicle trips detailed in 
one and eight hour periods, generated by the movement of mobi.le sources to and 
from the Parking Facility and/or Associated Parking Facility for the following 
time periods: 
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(i) First, fifth and tenth years after completion of.construction of each 
planned incremental phase of the Indirect Source and having a total parking 
capacity of more than 5000 parking spaces. 

(ii) First and fifth years after completion of each planned incremental 
phase of the Indirect Source having a total parking capacity of 5000 or less 
parking spaces. 

· [(D) Evidence of compatibility of the Indirect Source with any adopted 
transportation plan for the area.] 

(D) A description of the availability and type of mass transit presently 
serving or projected to serve the proposed Indirect Source. This description 
shall only include mass transit operating. within 1/4 mile of the boundary of the 
Indirect Source. 

[(E) An estimate of the effect of the operation of the Indirect Source on 
tota1 vehicle miles travelled.] 

(E) A description of the Indirect.5ource Emission Control Program where it 
may be necessary in order to be in compliance with the requirements of subsections 
340-20-130(5)(a), (b) and (c). 

[(F) An estimate of the additional residential, commercial, and industrial 
developments which may occur concurrent with or as the result of the construction 
and use of the:Indirect Source. This shall also include an air quality impact 
assessment of such development.] 

(F) An estimate of the Average Daily Traffic, peak hour and peak eight 
hour traffic volumes for all roads, streets, and ·arterials within 1/4 mile of 
the Indirect Source and for all Freeways and Expressways within 1/2 mile of the 
nearest boundary of the Indirect Source for the time periods as stated in 
subsections 340-20-129(l)(a)(C)(i) and 340-20-129(l)(a)(C)(ii). 

[(G) Estimates of the effect of the operation and use of the Indirect 
Source on traffic patterns, volumes, and flow in, on or within 1/4 mile of the 
Indirect Source.J 

(G) An estimate of the gross emissions of carbon monoxide, lead, reactive 
hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen based on the analysis performed in sub­
sections 340-20-129(l)(a)(C) and 340-20-129(l)(a)(F). 

[(HJ An estimate of the Average Daily Vehicle Trips, detailed in terms of 
.the average daily peaking characteristics of such trips, and an estimate of the 
maximum Vehicle Trips, detailed in one hour and eight hour periods, generated by 
the movement of people to and from the Indirect Source in the first, tenth, and 
twentieth years after completion.] 
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(H) Measured or estimated carbon monoxide and lead concentrations at 

Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. Measurements shall be made prior to 
construction and estimates shall be made for the first, fifth and tenth years 
after the Indirect Source and Associated Parking are completed or fully oper­
ational. Such estimates shall be made for the average and peak operating 
conditions. 

[(I) A description of the availability and type of mass transit presently 
serving or projected to serve the proposed Indirect Source. This description 
shall only include mass transit operation within 1/4 mile of the boundary of the 
Indirect Source.J 

(I) Evidence of the compatibility of the Indirect Source with any adopted 
transportation plan for the area. 

[(J) A description of any emission control techniques which shall be used 
to minimize any adverse environmental effects resulting from the use of the 
Indirect Source.] 

(J) An estimate of the additional residential, commercial, and industrial 
developments which may occur concurrent with or as the result of, the construction 
and use of the Indirect Source. Th_is shall also include an air quality impact 
assessment of such development. 

(b) For Parking Facilities and other Indirect Sources with Associated 
Parking, other than Highway Sections and Airports, with planned construction of 
parking capacity for [50] 150 to 1000 vehicles; the following information shall 
be submitted: 

' (A) Items (A) through (E) of subsection 340-20-125(l)(a) and items (C) 
through (D) of subsection 340-20-l29(l)(a). Upon review of this information, 
the Department may request 1 item (E) of subsections 340-20-129(1 )(a) where it may 
be necessary in order to be in compliance with the requirements of subsections 
340-20-l30(5)(a), (b) and (c;:). 

(BJ Subsections 340-20-125(2) and .(3) shall be·applicable. Such additional 
information may include such items as [(C)J fil through (J) of subsection 340-
20-129 ( l )(a). 

site. 

(c) For Airports, the following information shall be submitted: 
(A) Items (A) through (E) of subsection 340-20-125(l)(a). 
(B) Subs~ctions 340-20-i25(2J and (.3) shall be applicable. 
(CJ A map showing the topography of the area surrounding and including the 
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(D) Evidence of the compatibility of the Airport with any adopted Trans­

portation Plan for the area. 
(E) An estimate of the effect of the operation of the Airport on total 

vehicle miles travelled. ,, 

{F) Estimates of the effect of the operation and use of the Airport on 
traffic patterns, volumes, and flow in, on or within one-fourth mile of the 

Airport. 
(.G) An estimate of the average and maximum number of Aircraft Operations 

per day by type of aircraft in the first, fifth and tenth, [and twentieth] years 

after completion of the Airport. 
(H) Expected passenger loadings in the first, [tenth and twentieth] fifth 

and tenth years after completion. 
{I) Measured or estimated carbon monoxide and lead concentrations at 

Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. Measurements sha 11 be made prior to 
constructior. and estimates shall be made for the first, [tenth and twentieth] 
fifth and tenth years after the Airport and Associated Parking are completed or 
fully operational. Such estimates shall be made for average and peak operating 

conditions. 
(J) Alternative designs of the Airport, i.e., size, location, parking 

capacity, etc., which would minimize the adverse environmental impact of the 

Airport. 
(K) An estimate of the additional residential, commercial, and industrial 

development which may occur within 3 miles of the boundary· of the new or modi­
fied Airport as the result of the construction and use of the Airport. 

(L) An estimate of the area-wide air quality impact analysis for carbon 
monoxide, photochemical oxidants, nitrogen oxides, and lead particulate. This 
analysis would be based on the emissions projected to be emitted from mobile and 
stationary sources within the Airport and from mobile and stationary source 
growth within 3 miles of the boundary of the Airport. Projections should be 
made for the first, [tenth and twentieth] fifth and tenth years after completion. 

(M) A description of the availability and type of mass transit presently 
serving or projected to serve the proposed Airport. This description shall only 
include mass transit operating within 1/4 mile of the ·boundary of the Airport. 

(d) For Highway Sections, the following information shall be submitted: 
(A) Items (A) through {C) of subsection 340-20-125(1J(a). 



-14-

(B) Subsection 340-20-125(2) shall be applicable. 
(C) A map showing the topography of the Highway Section and points of 

ingress and egress. 
(D) The existing average and maximum daily traffic on the Highway Section 

proposed to be modified. 
(E) An estimate of the maximum traffic levels for one and eight hour 

periods in the [first, tenth and twentieth years after completion.] year in 
which the maximum air quality impact is projected and the first and last years 
the Highway Section is projected not to be in compliance with the requirements 

of subsections 340-20-130(5)(a), (b} and (c). 
(F) An estimate of vehicle speeds for average and maximum traffic volumes 

[in the first, tenth and twentieth years after completion.] for the year in 
which the maximum air quality impact is projected and the first and last years 
the Highway Section is_ projected not to be in compliance with the requirements 

of subsections 340-20-130(5)(a), (b) and (c). 
(G} A description of the general features of the Highway Section and 

associated right-of-way. 
(H) An analysis of the impact of the Highway Section on the development of 

mass transit and other modes of transportation such as bicycling. 
(I) Alternative designs of the Highway Section, i.e., size, location, etc. 

which would minimize adverse environmental effects of the Highway Section. 
(J} The compatability of the Highway Section with an adopted comprehensive 

transportation plan for th~ area. 
(K} An estimate of the additional residential, commercial, and industrial 

development which may occur as the result of the construction and use of the 
I . 

Highway Section, including an air quality assessment of such development. 
(L) Estimates of the effect of the operation and use of the Indirect 

·Source on major shifts in traffic patterns, volumes, and flow in, on or within 

one-fourth mile of the Highway Section .. 
(M) An analysis of the area-wide air quality impact for carbon monoxide, 

photochemical oxidants, nitrogen oxides, and lead particulates [in the first, 
tenth, and twentieth years after completion.] for the year in which maximum air 
quality impact is projected and the first and last years the Highway subsection 
is projected not to be in compliance with the requirements of subsections 340-20-
l30(5)(a), (b) and (c). This analysis would be based on the change in total 
vehicle miles travelled in the area selected fo~ analysis. 
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(N) The total air quality impact (carbon monoxide and lead) of maximum and 

average traffic volumes. This analysis would be based on the estimates of an 
appropriate diffusion model at Reasonable Receptor and Exposure Sites. Measure­
ments shall be made prior to construction and estima~es shall be made for the 
[first, fifth, tenth and twentieth years after the Hi'ghway Section is completed 
or fully operational.] year in which maximum air quality impact is projected and 
the first and last years the Highway Section is projected not to be in compliance 
with the requirements of subsections 340-20-l30(5)(a), (b) and (c). 

(0) Where applicable and requested by the Department, a Department ap­
proved surveillance plan·for motor vehicle related air contaminants. 

20-130 ISSUANCE OR DENIAL OF INDIRECT SOURCE CONSTRUCTION PERMITS. (l) 
Issuance of an Indirect Source Construction Permit shall not relieve the per­
mittee from compliance with other applicable provisions of the Clean Air Act 
Implementation Plan for Oregon. 

(2) . Within 20 days after receipt of a complete permit application, the 

Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall: 
'(a) Issue a 20 day notice and notify [the Administrator of the Environ­

mental Protection-Agency,] appropriate newspapers, and any interested person(s) 
who has requested to receive such notices in· each region in which the proposed 
Indirect Source is to be constructed of the opportunity ·for written public 
comment on.the information submitted by the applicant, the Department's eval­
uation of the proposed project, the Department's proposed decision, and the 
Department's proposed construction permit where applicable. 

(b) Make publicly available in at least one location in each Department region 
in which the proposed Indirect Source would be constructed, the information 
submitted by the applicant, the Department's evaluation of the proposed project, 
the Department's proposed decision, and the Department's proposed construction 

permit where applicable. 
(3) Within 60 days of the receipt of a complete permit application, the 

Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall act to either dis­
approve a permit application or approve it with possible conditions. 

[(4) Conditions of an Indirect Source Construction Permit may include, but 

are not limited to: 
(a) Posting transit route and scheduling information. 
(b) Construction and maintenance of bus shelters and turn-out lanes. 
(c) Maintaining mass transit fare reimbursement programs. 
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(d) Making a car pool matching system available to employees, shoppers, 

students, residents, etc. 
(e) Reserving parking spaces for car pools. 
(f) Making parking spaces available for park-and-ride stations. 
(g) Minimizing vehicle running time within parking lots through the use of 

sound parking lot design. 
(h) Ensuring adequate gate capacity by providing for the proper number and 

location of entrances and exits and optimum signalization for such. 
(i) Limiting traffic volume so as not to exceed the carrying capacity of 

roadways. 
(j) Altering the level of service at controlled intersections. 
(k) Obtaining a written statement of intent from the appropriate public 

agency(s) on the disposition of roadway improvements, modifications, and/or 
additional transit facilities to serve the individual source. 

(1) Construction and maintenance of exclusive transit ways. 
(m) Providing for the collection of air quality monitoring data at Reasonable 

Receptor and Exposure Sites. 
(n) Limiting facility modifications which can take place without resub­

mission of a permit application. 
(o) Completion and submission of a Notice of Completion form prior to 

operation of the facility.J 
(4) Conditions of an Indirect Source Construction Permit may include but 

not be limited to: 
(a) An Indirect Source Emission Control Program where it may be necessary 

in order to be in compliance with the requirements of subsections 340-20-130(5) 
(a), (b) and (c). The ISECP shall only contain control measures which have 

rea·sonab ly defi nab 1 e costs. 
(b) Completion and submission of a Notice of Completion form prior to oper­

ation of the Indirect Source. 
(5) An Indirect Source Construction Permit may [be withheld] not be issued 

if: 
(a) The Indirect Source will cause a violation o_f the Clean Air Act 

Implementation Plan for Oregon. 
(b) The Indirect Source will delay the attainment of or cause a violation 

of any state ambient air quality standard. 
(c) The Indirect Source causes any other Indirect Source or system of 

Indirect Sources to violate any state ambient air quality 'standard. 
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(d) The applicable requirements for an Indirect Source Construction Permit 

applications are not met. 
(6) Any owner or operator of an Indirect Source operating without a permit 

required by this rule, or operating in violation of any of the conditions of an 
issued permit shall be subject to civil penalties and[/or] injunctions. 

(7) Nothing in this section shall preclude a Regional Authority authorized 
under section 340-20-105 from setting the permit conditions for areas within its 
jurisdiction at levels more stringent than those detailed in sections 340-20-100 

through 340-20-135. 
(8) If the Department shall deny, revoke, or modify an Indirect-source 

Construction Permit, it shall issue an order setting forth its reasons in 

essential detail. 
[(9) An Indirect Source Construction Permit Application shall not be con­

sidered complete until the applicant has provided to the Department evidence 
that the Indirect Source in question is not in violation of any land use ordinance 
or regulation enacted or promulgated by a constitutive local governmental agency 
having jurisdiction over the subject real property.] 

(9) An Indirect Source Construction Permit shall be applied for at least 
90 days in advance of the anticipated start of construction. 

20-135 PERMIT DURATION. ( l) An Indirect Source Construction Permit 
issued by the Department or a Regional Authority having jurisdiction shall 
remain in effect until modified or revoked by the Department or such Regional 

Authority. 
(2) The Department or Regional Authority having jurisdiction may revoke 

the permit of any Indirect Source operating in violation of the construction, 
modification, or operation conditions set ·forth in its permit. 

(3) An approved permit may be [revoked without a hearing] conditioned to 
expire if construction or modification is not commenced within 18 months after 
receipt of the approved permit; and, in the case of a permit granted covering 
construction of modification in approved, planned incremental phases, a permit 
may be [revoked] conditioned to expire as to any such phase as to which con­
struction or modification is not commenced within 18 months of the time period 
stated in the initial permit for the commencing of construction of that phase. 
The Director may extend such time period upon a satisafctory showing by the 
permittee that an extension is justified. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

July 26, 1976 

To; 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Of~ 

~ 
Addendum - Hearing Report on Indirect Source Regulations 

By letter of July 16, 1976, from Mr. Bruce Anderson, we are 
informed that California has no indirect source regulation despite 
the clear statutory authority of its air pollution control districts 
to adopt such. A former regulatory scheme was abandoned by the Bay 
Area Air Pollution Control District when EPA ceased implementation 
of the federal scheme. 

The district having authority in the rural counties of Alpine, 
Inyo, and Mono is considering adoption of a regulation on Indirect 
Sources. 

cc: Bruce Anderson 
cc: Richard Alexander 
cc: Carl Simons 
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TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Hearing Officer 

SUBJECT: Hearing Report on Public Testimony Regarding Proposed 
Amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 20-100 through 
20-140 (Rules Governing Indirect Sources of Air Pollution). 

SUMMARY 

Pursuant to required notice, the hearing commenced as scheduled 
at "10:00 a.m. in Eugene on May 18, and again at 10:00 a.m. on May 20 
and 21 in Portland. Approximately ten persons were present in Eugene 
of whom five testified. On May 20 in Portland, only four persons were 
present and one testified. On May 21, five persons attended and two 
offered testimony. 

On May 18, Mr. Bruce Anderson, on behalf of his clients, the 
International Council of Shopping Centers, et. al. (see Court of Appeals 
Case No. CA-5767) and W.E.T.A. et. al. (see Lane County Circuit Court 
Case No. 75-3551), moved for a contTiiuance of not less than two weeks 
from May 21. The purpose of his motion was to permit the examination 
of the Agency's documents relating to the indirect source rule by Dr. 
Walter Dabberdt. 

Dr. Dabberdt submitted written comments and,on June 18,gave oral 
testimony. 

In addition to that of Dr. Dabberdt, testimony was as follows: 
(This does not include the procedural and briefing contributions made 
at various times by attorneys Bruce Anderson, Richard Alexander, Thomas 
Donaca, and Robert Haskins.) 

1. Air, Land, Water 
Gary W. Wilburn 

2. City of Eugene Department of Public Works 
Donald Al 1 en 
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3. City of Portland Southeast Uplift Program 
Virginia Seidel 

4. Jean Johnson ( ora 1 only) 

5. Lane Council of Governments Staff Evaluation 
Bill Guenzler 

6. Lane County Department of Transportation 
Al Driver 

7. League of Oregon Cities 
Noel J. Klein 

8. Multnomah County Board of Commissioners 
Mel Gordon · 

9. Northwest District Association 
Martin Davis (oral only) 

10. Oregon Association of Realtors 
John R. Munro 

11. Oregon Association of Realtors Environmental tommhtee 
Douglas Larldn (oral only) 

12. Oregon State Highway Division 
R. L. Schroeder 

13. Oregon State Home Builders Association 
Fred Van Natta 

14. Joan Rich (oral only) 

15. Stanford Research Institute 
Dr. Walter Dabberdt 

16. Tri-Met 
Steve McCarthy 
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 

GENERAL COMMENT 

l. Air Quality Problem caused by indirect :sources not sufficiently 
demonstrated to exist (Dabberdt, Johnson, Munro, Van Natta). 

2. The rules do not operate efficiently to solve any problem that 
may exist and constitute an unwarranted use of Department's re­
sources which could be spent on more needful projects (Munro, 
Van Nat ta). 

3. The rule puts an undue burden on developers (Dabberdt, Munro, 
Van Natta) and serves to price people out of housing (Munro, Van 
Natta). The rule is in conflict with LCDC Goal #10 regarding 
adequate housing (Munro). 

4. Auto emissions should be regulated not indirectly, but at the 
source (Larkin, Munro), particularly at the manufacturing stage 
(Larkin). 

5. The rule constitutes a circuitous and unauthorized subsidy of 
mass transit {Munro, Van Natta). 

6. The Department's implementation of the rule has, in the past, 
constituted a time consuming, expensive process to builders 
(Van Natta). including the Highway Division (Schr_oeder_). 

7. It would be better to revert to federal regulations or repeal 
the entire rule until or unless a more worthwhile rule is drafted 
(Munro). 

8. Air Quality in relation to indirect sources can best be implemented 
through the enforcement of the LCDC goal pertaining to protection 
of the airshed (Munro, Van Natta). 

SECTION 20-100 (Statement of Policy) 

l. Commission should not make a "finding" about necessity of controlling 
indirect sources until or unless evidence of the gravity of the 
problem can be demonstrated (Munro). 

SECTION 20-110 (Definitions) 

l. "Associated Parking" is vaguely defined. The phrase "in conjunction 
with" is a catch all that leaves the Department free to play a numbers 
game that could mean thousa,nds of dollars to developers {Van Natta). 
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SECTION 20-110 (Definitions) (cont.) 

2. "Average Daily Traffic (ADT)" should be further defined for 
circumstances of source construction or expansion that involve 
intersections or interchanges (Allen). 

3. The inclusion of "condominium developments" in the definition 
of indirect sources is arbitrary. A condominium is a type of 
ownership, not a type of structure (Van Natta). 

4. The inclusion of "mobile home parks" in the definition of in­
direct sources is inappropriate because their impact on air 
quality is negligible. Planned unit developments whose streets 
are not dedicated to the public should not be considered indirect 
sources. They wil r be- under the definition of "off=street area · · 
or space" (Van Nat ta). 

5. The definition of "parking and traffic circulation plan" is 
problematic in that even the best of plans might not "assure" 
the attainment and maintenance of ambient standards for pollutants 
whose cause is not vehicular (Guenzler). 

6. Indirect sources consisting of dwellings should not be regulated 
because if people do not dwell in one area, they will dwell in 
another and the problem will not be alleviated (Van Natta). 

7. "Reasonable receptor and exposure sites" is without adequate de­
finition (Dabberdt). 

8. "Temporary permit" is a superfluous definition because not used 
other than in the fee schedule. A permit by its own conditions 
can specify its duration (Allen). 

SECTION 20-115 (Permit Required) 

1. Jhis sectiQJl should exempt projects with mass transit incentives 
or incentives to trfp=iilaiongby-modes other than thesingle passenger 
auto. · Also, the projections required for future ADT's should be 
relaxed or confined to projections of the "worst year" only. Sources 
causing 20,000 ADT whose modification will result in less than a 
10,000 ADT increase in ten years should be exempt from the permit 
requirements. Finally, where most of any 20,000 ADT projected in­
crease or more will be attributable to factors other than the source, 
the source should be exempt (Schroeder). 

2. Portland's permit threshold for parking facilities should not have 
been changed from 50 to 150 spaces. This lets in entire city blocks 
for parking lot development without a permit. Such causes a hardship 
on dense, multi-use ,neighborhood residents (Davis, Seidel). The 
"50,000 population" threshold of 50 spaces should be restored to 
protect the air quality of the Eugene - Springfield area (Wilburn). 
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SECTION 20-115 (Permit Required) (cont.) 

3. The size of parking facilities requiring review should be raised 
to l ,000 spaces like the federal regulations require. Review 
of smaller facilities is unwarranted in terms of time and expense 
(Munro). 

4. TheJ;hre_snold numbers imposed are arbHral"y (Dabberdt, Rich). 

SECTION 20-120 (Establishment of Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans) 

l. Constraints of time, expertise, and/or money, may render the 
requirements unworkable to,local jurisdictions called upon to 
formulate plans unless some assistance is given (Driver, Gordon, 
Guenzler, and Schroeder). 

2. There can be no meaningful Parking and Traffic Plans without the 
Air Quality Maintenance Plan which will not come into being for 
some time (Munro}. 

3. Criteria for Department's determination that plans are required 
should be set forth in detail (Allan, Dabberdt, Gordon, Guenzler, 
Klein, Schroeder). 

4. Decision to require a parking and traffic circulation plan shoulc! 
be preceded by local input, including at least-one public nearing (Gordon). --- -------- --- - -- ---- -

5. The time frame for submission of required plans is unrealistically 
short (Gordon, Schroeder). 

6. Parking and traffic circulation plans are worthwhile •. They will 
abbr!!_viat!!_ th«i_ review process to the benefit of developers and the 
taxp_a_yers alike ( Dabberdt, Gordon, Schroeder), 

7. The Department should be required to lend its expertise in the 
development of such plans to avoid duplication in personnel necessary 
to state and local agencies (Gordon). 

8. The requirement of an estimate of the air quality to be expected as 
the result of a plan (20-l20(4)(e)) is unreasonably burdensome since 
annual review of the plans is necessary (Gordon). 

9. Local governments should be allowed to prepare plans voluntarily if 
they desire (Klein). 

10. Scheduling of construction should not be a plan element. It invites 
local abuse of building permit activities (Van Natta). 
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SECTION 20-120 (cont.) 

11. The plan should not attempt to allocate on-street and single 
family spaces unless it can be shown that such an expensive 
regulatory program aspect is Justified_ {Gordon}. 

SECTION 20-125 (Information Required from Permit Applicants) 

1. The application information requirements are too complex and 
pose an expensive burden for source owners or developers 
(Munro). 

2. Subsections 20-125(1 )(c) and (d) shou'ld clearly provide that 
airports and highways requiring permits are only those defined 
in the "Definitions" sections (Driver). 

SECTION 20-129 (Application Where No Plan is on File) 

1. The number of time periods for projected ADT estimates is 
oppressive and should be reduced to a "worst year" only require­
ment (Schroeder). 

2. Description of transit incentives which might be required should 
be deleted. It amounts to unwarranted and unauthorized subsidy 
of mass trans it (Munro, Van Nat ta). 

3. The requirement of an estimate of additional growth which may 
be resultant from or concurrent with the source is a worthwhile 
criterion. It is necessary to insure land use will not conflict 
with air quality (Wilburn). 

4. This requirement is excessive and requiring of nearly impossible 
judgments. The need would be served better by the requirement of 
an ElS such as is required for highway construction (Allen). 

5. "Reasonable receptor exposure sites" is too vague. It should be 
better defined (Dabberdt). 

6. This section should make clear whether "no plan on file" areas 
are all such areas or only those areas where a plan requirement 
has been imposed but there's no plan yet (Driver). 

SECTION 20-130 (Issuance or Denial of Permits) 

1. The Department has repeatedly failed to notify persons on the list 
prescribed by 20-l30(2)(a) (Van Natta). 

2. Requiring_transit incentives as a possible permit condition is an 
unauthorized and inappropriately circuitous subsidy of Tri-Met and 
does not serve to prevent pollution (Van Natta). 
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SECTION 20-130 (Issuance or Denial of Permits) (cont.) 

3. Requiring transit incentives as a possible permit condition is 
laudable from a standpoint of air quality and works well to 
preserve air quality (McCarthy). 

4. Removal of the requirement for evidence of conformance with 
applicable land use law is unwise as it relinquishes a valuable 
tool for the regulation of land use (Davis, Seidel). Such 
removal is a wise proposal because the agency has no authority 
to regulate land use per se (Van Natta). 

5. "Shall be applied for" is wording which poses a trip wire in 
the requirement that an application made 90 days before the 
beginning of construction. A permit might be d~nied on this 
technicality. The process outlined in the rules will serve to 
delay any project for at least ninety days in any event. (Van 
Natta). The time frame for issuance or denial is too lengthy 
(Allen, Van Natta). 

6. In 20-130(5)(b), a failure to issue a permit should not occur 
simply because of a finding that a source will delay attainment 
of a standard. What standards? What does "delay" mean? Starting 
a bulldozer could delay attainment (Van Natta). 

7. 20-J30(2)(b)(4-) alfows the imposition of permit conditions that might 
unwisely take certain planning options away from local and elected 
officials (Driver). 

SECTION 20-140 (Fees) 

1. Except for the filing fees, the fee schedule is exhorbitant. Dis­
tinction should be made in favor of governmental applicants (Allen~. 

2. The difference in fees for different quantities of planned spaces 
appears unreasonable and abusive of the police power (Munro). 

3. To have to pay a fee at all is an insult heaped upon developers 
who are already injured by the rule (Van Natta). 

NOTE 

1. The foregoing presumes the Commission is already aware Q_f the~pn­
tentions of-rifigants represented by Attorneys Bruce Anderson and 
Richard Alexander who sponsored Dr. Dabberdt's testimony. His 
written testimony is attached hereto (along with other written testimony) 
and is of a techn4cal nature which, due to its relative brevity, is 
best read in full for full understanding. We do not attempt to para­
phrase the contentions of the litigants as they may have been repeated 
by counsel from time to time during the proceedings. Such procedural 
disputes over the record in this matter as may remain inwntention 
between Depar1:lllent and the above litigants may be addressed separately 
with the advice of counse 1. 
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NOTE (cont.) 

2. The lengthy studies which were cited in support of Dr. Dabberdt's 
testimony and that of Mr. Al Schroeder are not substantive criticism 
of pro(l_osals, but serve to illustrate only. Hence, whi]e part of_ 
the record-in tnis niat-ter, they are not aeeiried necessary to Commission 
evaruation ortne·-testimonj-the,Y serve. - - . 

- --- - ------

3. We are informed through documents presented by Mr. Anderson that 
Indirect Source regulation in Nevada has been suspended by statute 
to a level no more stringent than the federal level with regard to 
size cutoffs (1975 Nevada Assembly Bill 480). Further, the State 
of Washington has relinquished regulation of indirect sources, reason­
ing inter alia: 

The purpose is to take the Department of Ecology and local air 
pollution control authorities out of the business of dictating 
land use decisions on the basis of predicted levels of air con­
taminants in the immediate vicinity of projects. 

There is substantial doubt that the program is an effective 
means of maintaining air quality. Complex source decisions are 
likely to have the effect of dispersing facility development, 
thus increasing the total vehicle miles travelled in a given 
region. The net effect may be to increase pollutant loads on a 
community-wide basis. 

Moreover, the program tends to make carbon monoxide predict,ions 
the controlling consideration in land-use decision making, 
influencing development in a manner which may be contrary to 
community planning efforts based on a far broader set of criteria 
and concerns. 

* * * 
The review of complex sources involves significant manpower and 
resources, both public and private. The air pollution control 
benefit, if any, does not appear commensurate with the large expen­
diture of time, talent and money -- not the least of which is in 
litigation costs. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Your Hearing Officer makes no recommendation in this matter. 

Attachments 

cc: Loren Kramer 
E. J. Weathersbee 
Carl Simons 

Respectfully submitted, 

Pe~ain 
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COMMENTS ON PROPOSED RULES FOR INDIRECT 
SOURCES FOR THE STATE OF OREGON 

by 

Walter F. Dabberdt 
Environmental Meteorology Program 

Atmospheric Sciences Laboratory 

I INTRODUCTION 

At the request of Coons, Cole & Anderson, 1 Stanford Research Insti­

tute has undertaken a review of those proposed Rules for Indirect Sources 

presently under consideration by the Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality (DEQ). These comments are based on conversations with and 

material supplied by Mr. Robert L. Haskins, Assistant Attorney General, 

to Dr. Walter F. Dabberdt on May 21, 1976. The scope of this review 

encompasses four aspects of the proposed rules: 

1 

a Local vs. regional strategies 

• Cut-off criteria 

a Receptor representivity 

e Technical basis. 

Coons, Cole & Anderson, 101 East Broadway, Eugene, Oregon 97401. 
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II LOCAL vs, REGIONAL STRATEGIES 

As currently proposed, the Oregon rules for indirect sources differ 

from those regulations for the review of indirect sources proposed earlier 

by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. 2 The latter required 

assessment of the area-wide and local air quality impacts of roadways 

and airports, but only local assessment for other (parking) facilities. 

By way of its provision for parking and traffic circulation plans (PTCP), 

the Oregon rule implies the need for both local and area-wide assessment 

of all facilities (including parking related ones). However, the EPA 

regulations refer to a possible need for area-wide review in areas where 

the need for regional transportation control measures has been demonstrated. 

Furthermore, the advantages of this dual approach have been addressed 

earlier by SRI,
3

'
4 

among others. 

While we concur in principle with the PTCP concept, there is at 

least one major limitation that warrants corrnnent: the proposed rules do 

not state the specific intent, scope, or struc.ture of the plans. Our 

2 

3 

Federal Register, Vol. 39, No. 38, February 25, 1974. 

Dabberdt, W. and R. Sandys (1974): "Assessment of the Air Quality 
Impact of Indirect Sources," SRI Report 2947, for J.C. Penney Co., 
Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, California 94025. 

4 . Roddin, M. et al., (1974): "An Analysis of the Proposed Parking 
Management Regulations of the Environmental Protection Agency, 11 Prepared 
for California Business Properties Association, Stanford Research Insti­
tute, Menlo Park, California 94025. 
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review of the DEQ indirect-source file identified only two references 

that document air quality problems and control strategies in Oregon: 

(1) the Oregon State Implementation Plan (SIP), and (2) the Transporta­

tion Control Strategy (TCS). One aspect of the SIP is that on the basis 

of available measurements, only the Portland Interstate Air Quality 

Control Region required a reduction in current or proposed mobile source 

emissions to attain compliance with the national ambient air quality 

standards (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (N02), 

photochemical oxidants (Ox) and hydrocarbons (NMHC); no reference was 

made to a need for transportation controls elsewhere to maintain the 

NAAQS. Furthermore, the TCS states that the single Portland CAM Station
5 

used in the SIP reflects primarily local conditions characteristic of 

the central business district (CBD). [Moreover, there is no available 

information that objectively documents the degree to which the CAM 

station data are representative of CBD-wide air quality.] As a 

reasonable conjecture based on prior experience, it would seem likely that 

the CAM data might reflect "hot-spot" conditions for CO, No 2 , and NMHC, 

and sub-maximum conditions for Ox· There appear, however, to be no 

supplemental aerometric measurements or model simulations that document 

worst-case concentrations throughout the region. Yet these types of 

measurements and analyses (together with available emission inventory 

data) would be required as the basis for preparing an objective PTCP to 

minimize air pollution impacts. 

Thus we see a need for the proposed rules to clearly state their 

intent as regards local vs. regional problems and their control; e.g., the 

rules should indicate whether the PTCP is to minimize CO impacts in hot-

spot locations by reducing either: (1) local emissions (say, from nearby 

streets) and/or (2) the background component from area-wide emissions. 

5718 West Burnside Street, Portland. 
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The proposed PTCP should also address the possible need for alternative 

strategies based on the time period of the standard under consideration. 

It would also be helpful if the rules would set forth the requirements 

for analysis under and compliance with the PTCP. As currently proposed, 

the rules are quite precise in specifying the review criteria for those 

cases where a PTCP is not available, but are imprecise and open-ended 

with regard to the PTCP itself. 

4 



III CUT-OFF CRITERIA 

The proposed rules specify cut-off criteria that determine the size 

of those facilities that require construction permits; these criteria 

vary with location throughout the state. 

. 6 Generally indirect-source review must be accomplished as a two-part 

process: First, the impact of the facility on local emissions (and their 

subsequent contribution to air quality) must be assessed. Second, the 

background or non-local air quality.contribution must be determined and 

added to the local contribution to assess the total impact. The relative 

importance of the background and local contributions, in turn, reflects 

three factors: 

e Area size and density 

@ Time of day and duration of averaging period 

@ Facility size and design. 

3 
It has been shown, for example, that a small shopping center with poor 

design can have a more adverse local impact than a large center with 

good design. Previous studies 3 ,4 have also shown that a number of small 

facilities spread throughout a metropolitan area can also produce a 

larger flux of NMHC and CO emissions than a single facility having an 

equal amount of gross leasable area. 

6 
Dabberdt, W. and R. Sandys (1976): "Technical Guidelines for the Review 
of Indirect Sources," Draft Report to Environmental Protection Agency, 
EPA Contract No. 68-02-2073, SRI Project 4429, Stanford Research Insti­
tute, Menlo Park, California 94025. 
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The basic feature of these other studies is that facility size alone 

is not necessarily a good indicator of air pollution potential. Back­

ground levels are also important, 7 and the relative importance of local 

emissions depends further on the time of day (e.g., peak vs. off-peak 

traffic, meteorology) and the duration of the averaging period. With 

this in mind, it appears that the locational variation of the cut-off 

criteria is somewhat arbitrary. It appears to be based on the use of 

urban size as an indicator of background contribution; however, the 

indirect-source record, as reviewed, did not document the rationale. 

7
Ludwig, F.L.; N.J. Berg and A.J. Hoffman (1976): "The Selection of 
Sites for Air Pollution Monitoring," presented to Annual Meeting of 
Air Pollution Control Association, Portland, June 28-July 2. 
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IV RECEPTOR REPRESENTIVITY 

The concept of the representativeness of air quality data measured 

or estimated at receptor locations was briefly discussed earlier in 

Section II of this review. The receptor-representivity concept is impor­

tant for several, related reasons: First is the specification of the 

location(s) where such assessment shall be made and the techniques (e.g., 

modeling, monitoring) that shall be employed to determine air quality 

levels. Second, and equally important, is the development of a meaningful 

procedure for the interpretation of such data. The proposed rules simply 

state the air quality impact shall be determined at "reasonable receptor 

and exposure sites" which are defined to mean such "locations where 

people might reasonably be expected to be exposed to air contaminants 

generated in whole or in part by the Indirect Source." 

These issues are especially appropriate when considering exposure 

to primary pollutants on the local scale of the indirect source, where 

concentrations vary significantly in time and space. For example, 

Dabberdt, Ludwig and Johnson8 have shown that CO concentrations can 

regularly vary by a factor of 2 to 3 from one side of the street to the 

other in the central business district. Similarly, Ott and Mage9 report 

urban variations in measured CO of a factor of two among five monitoring 

8 

9 

Dabberdt, W., F. Ludwig and W. Johnson (1973): "Validation and 
Applications of an Urban Diffusion Model for Vehicular Pollutants," 
Atm. Env. (7), pp. 603-618. 

Ott, W. and D. Mage (1972): "The Representativeness of Urban Air 
Monitoring Stations with Respect to Carbon Monoxide," presented at 
2nd Ann. Env. Eng. and Sc. Conf., Louisville, Kentucky (April). 
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stations located within a circular area of 150 feet radius. Unfortunately, 

however, the proposed rules do not provide a methodology for specifying 

when and where ambient air quality levels shall be assessed, nor do they 

state how air quality data shall be interpreted for assessment of their 

impact on the public health and welfare in view of the ambient (time­

averaged) pollutant standards. 

For example, one may visualize an indirect source where air quality 

levels have been specified at, say, some 100 locations as a result of the 

application of a dispersion model, ambient monitoring, or some combination 

thereof. Suppose further that the average one-hour CO concentration is 

15 ppm, the mode 10 ppm, the median 13 ppm, and the maximum 40 ppm. To 

interpret these data one should consider the nature of the receptors 

(i.e., people) and their mobility in the vicinity of the indirect source 

and within the time period of the ambient air quality standards. Only 

in this manner can one truly assess the impact of air quality through 

consideration of reasonable exposure of people, as required by the 

proposed rules. If the area of peak concentration is sufficiently large 

compared with the movement of people over the hourly period of the ambient 

standard, then an adverse impact can surely be anticipated, On the other 

hand, if the CO maximum were found to be isolated and situated within an 

area characterized by high mobility of people, then the exposure of even 

the worst-case receptor to the higher concentrations might occur over a 

very short time interval--perhaps seconds. In this case, the true impact 

of the source would not be represented by the maximum concentration and 

the projected impact tnay not be adverse. 

8 



In an earlier study, SRilO proposed the use of a population exposure 

index (PEI) for the interpretation of air quality data in the determina­

tion of possible adverse environmental impacts. The PEI concept incor­

porates the consideration of the intrasource distribution of both poll­

tants and people, and their subsequent interaction. 

10 
Dabberdt, W., R. Sandys and P. Buder (1974): 
Index for Assessment of Air Quality Impact," 

11A Population Exposure 
SRI Report 3364, Prepared 

for California Business Properties Association, Stanford Research 
InEtitute, Menlo Park, California 94025. 
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V TECHNICAL BASIS 

Section 20-120 (1) of the proposed rules states that a PTCP shall 

be established " ..• [upon] determination by the Department or Regional 

Authority that control of Parking Spaces and traffic circulation is 

necessary to ensure attainment and maintenance of state and national 

ambient air quality standards .•• " Examination of the DEQ indirect-source 

record indicated that the Portland Interstate AQCR exceeded the NAAQS for 

Ox and CO. The SIP presumed the NMHC standard to have been exceeded by 

reason that the N02 standard was not exceeded; NMHC were not monitored. 

This reasoning does not, however, account for natural sources of Ox. The 

SIP data did not include lead concentrations. 

On the basis of the available data and analyses, it would seem that 

a technical basis for a PTCP would only exist in Portland. Even then, 

the data do not necessarily reflect adverse region-wide air quality condi­

tions. Accordingly, it would appear desirable that the indirect-source 

rules set down specific criteria to determine the need for and scope of 

a PTCP, and that the necessary aerometric and traffic data bases be 

generated. 

10 



VI SUMMARY 

In general we can conclude that the proposed rules for indirect 

sources are comprehensive and, in principle, consistent with the overall 

objective of minimizing adverse mobile-source impacts on air quality. 

Yet, there are certain aspects that require further clarity or definition. 

First, there need to be better criteria for establishing the need for 

indirect-source review through the PTCP philosophy of Section 20-120, as 

well as better definition of the scope and technical aspects of the PTCP. 

Second, a more explicit recognition of local vs. regional problems and 

controls is recommended. Third, we recommend that the definition and 

interpretation of reasonable receptors be expanded both to exclude the 

potential for regional solutions to local problems, and to be more 

consistent with assessing human exposures. And fourth, we suggest 

re-examination or documentation of the appropriateness of establishing 

variable cut-off criteria. 

Common to all of the above statements is the limited extent of 

available aerometric monitoring and modeling information, and the 

restrictions subsequently placed on the adequate assessment of the likely 

effectiveness of and the need for the proposed rules in specific areas 

of the state. 

11 
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HAND DELIVERED 

Mr. Peter Mcswain 
Hearing Officer 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 

BOISE CASCADE BUILDING 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

July 6, 1976 

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

Re: Hearing on Indirect Source Regula­
tions - Our File 75-138 

Dear Mr. Mcswain: 

TELEPHONE 222-9966 

IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO 

FILE NO. 

At the continued hearings on the indirect source 
regulations on June 18, 1976, you will recall that I intended 
to ask Mr. Simons of the Department of Environmental Quality 
certain questions with respect to any comments he had on the 
assumptions and conclusions of Dr. Dabberdt. Mr. Haskins 
indicated that he would prefer it if these questions were 
submitted in writing, and that Mr. Simons would respond to 
them in writing. As a result, on June 24, 1976, I had hand 
delivered to Mr. Haskins a letter, a copy of which I enclose, 
containing questions for Mr. Simons to respond to with 
respect to Dr. Dabberdt's testimony. You will note in the 
letter I requested that Mr. Simons' response be made in 
sufficient time to allow us to respond to it by July 6, 
1976, the date by which you indicated we could supplement 
the record. 

We have not yet received Mr. Simons' response. I 
have discussed this with Mr. Haskins, and he has indicated 
that he would have no objection if, after receiving 
Mr. Simons' response, any comments we had on it could be 
forwarded directly to the Environmental Quality Commission 
for its consideration at its meeting of July 30, 1976. 

Finally, as I am certain the record by now reflects, 
the Associated General Contractors of America, Inc., Oregon­
Columbia Chapter, is very much opposed to the indirect 
source regulations as they are now promulgated and proposed. 
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While the Associated General Contractors, Inc., has, on many 
occasions in the past, questioned and been opposed to regula­
tions promulgated by various agencies of the State of Oregon, 
it is noteworthy that this is the first time since the 
1920's, when the Oregon-Columbia Chapter of the Associated 
General Contractors of America, Inc., was organized, that 
its members have been so opposed to such regulations that it 
has determined it necessary to institute litigation. The 
prospective cost of construction, together with the absence 
of any sufficient, representative information upon which 
such regulations could be based, we believe justifies the 
Environmental Quality Commission's electing to discontinue 
the current regulations and abide by those promulgated at 
the federal level, at least until such time as the Department 
of Environmental Quality can produce some sufficient informa­
tion or data on which to reliably and validly base any 
change from the federal standards. 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAMS, STARK, HIEFIELD, ~fGRctoP~C. 
RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 

4:6:1 
REA:hn 
Enclosure 
cc: Robert L. Haskins 

Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice, Portland Division 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 



SALEM: Local Government Center 
1201 Court Street N,E. 

P. 0. Box 928, Salem 97308 

Telephone: (503) 588-6466 

EUGENE: Hendricks Haff 
University of Oregon 

P.O. Box 3177, Eugene 97403 

Telephone: /503) 686-5232 

league of Oregon Cities 
Salem, Oregon 
June 1 7, 1976 

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

Gentlemen: 

At a June 3 meeting of the Association of Oregon Counties and the League of Oregon 
Cities Joint Technical Advisory Committee on Transportation, the Department of 
Environmental Quality proposed rules for indirect sources were considered. Informa­
tion already provided to your office by the City of Eugene and the Lane Council of 
Governments was discussed and the following additional comments are forwarded for 
inclusion in the public record relating to this matter. 

Amendments incorporated in the proposed rules would remove the right of cities to 
prepare parking and traffic circulation plans voluntarily. At the same time it 
a 11 ows the Department of Env i ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty to order cities to prepare such a : \ r<' 
plan. There is a need for more specific language in the rule, addressing the ques­
tions of funding and technical assistance t·o those local governments which become 
involved in the development, implementation and monitoring of the required plans. 

As the proposed rules are constructed, the department will determine that a parking 
and traffic circulation plan is necessary to attain and maintain ambient air quality 
standards. Since permits are required for the construction of indirect sources, and 
since the burdens imposed on the permitee are less onerous when a plan is on file, 
it is suggested that the rule contain a requirement for testing to determine the 
need for a plan. This determination should be made, by DEQ, within a specified 
time period. To provide further clarity, the rule should also indicate the criteria 
which would be used to make that determination. 

We respectfully request that these comments of the AOC/LOC joint.technical advisory 
committee be entered into the record and considered by the commission in determin­
ing the final rules. 

OFFICERS: Richard T. Carruthers, mayor, Hammond, 
pres!dent • Ellen C. Lowe, councilwoman, Salem, vice­
president • C. Dean Smith, city manager, Corvallis, 
treasurer • Donald L. Jones, executive director 

/ 

DIRE~ORS: Mayor John D. Brenneman, Newport • Mayor Miller M. Duris, Hillsboro • Mayor Elaine 
Esselstyn, Cascade Locks • Mayor Lawrence P. Gray, Hermiston • Arthur R. Johnson, city manager, Send 
• Charles R. Jordan, commissioner of public safety, Portland • Mayor Donnell Smith, The Dalles • Tom R. 
Williams, councilman, Eugene, immed/a/e pas/ president • Floyd L. Wynne, councilman, Klamath Falls 



TESTIMONY ON THE PROPOSED RULES FOR "INDIRECT SOURCES" 

PrP~en.ted by Fred VanNatt..a, on behalf of the 

OREGON STATE HOME BUILDERS ASSOCIATION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY HEARINGS OFFICER 

Eugene, Oregon - May 18, 1976 

The Oregon State Home Builders is an association of firms in 

the residential single-family and multiple-family construction 

business in Oregon. Our 2,500 merrbers include not only the contractors 

but the subcontractors, material suppliers, financial institutions, etc. 

Our business is providing homes and apartments for people either 

to buy or rent. We are having increasing difficulty accomplishing 

that job, P.ecent construction cost increases have had a dramatic 

impact on the ability of people to purchase their homes. Rents have 

not risen fast enough in Oregon to make multi-family construction 

feasible, and the serious short-fall in rental units continues, The 

State Housing ,Division estimates 8,000 to 9,000 rental units are 

needed each year ••• and we will be perhaps 40% short in 1976, the 

second year in a row we have failed to meet the need. 

This may seem irrelevant to the issue before you •••• but it isn't, 

In fact, it is precisely on point. 

The "indirect source" rule has been a source of expense, frustra­

tion and delay to those projects unfortunate enough to be entwined in 

it since it was adopted in an expanded form effective January 1975. 

We charged in testimony at that time that it was our suspicion 

the DEQ' s real effort was to develop a subsidy for mass transit funded 

through the interim construction financing of the developer or added 

on the first month's rent of the tenants, 
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Unfortunately, we were all too correct. 

I have talked to many people i nvolved in the indirect permit 

application process and, at least in Portland, the procedure is to 

send the applicant to Tri-Met to negotiate their "cut". Tri-Met 

recommends "incentives" which the DEQ generally just attaches to the 

perrnit a a ·reqcrireme-nt. 

I have advised developers caught in this web to put on their 

tattered overalls, catch a bus to the Tri-Met office and plead poverty. 

I have even had DEQ officials proudly say they waived most of the con­

ditions on "low income" apartments. Money raising, not violation of 

air standards, is clearly the thrust of the enforce..!!!!;,nt. 

My point is ••••• There is never any showing the project will create 

a violation of the air standard in an area. There is never any showing 

that forcing the developer or owner to purchase mass transit tickets 

really makes the air cleaner. It just increases the first month's 

rent--or all rents--depending upon how the owner raises the money to 

buy the tickets. 

The rules become just a way of "back door" financing of the mass 

transit systems. Forcing a property owner to give free bus tickets to 

his tenants--even if they don't ride the bus--is one of the s .imple 

absurdities of this rule. 

The trouble is, it does not stop there. A recent case found the 

DEQ requiring the property owner to pay a portion of the cost of ex­

tending the bus line to a subdivision. The greed for money knows no 

limit. 

For our part, we don't believe free mass transit tickets help 

clean the air. We do believe it is a high-handed shakedown which is 

beyond the statutory authority of the DEQ. 



- 3 -

We urge that the entire "horrorlist" of mass transit incentives 

be deleted from 20-130. That includes 4A through F. We challenge 

them as being unproven techniques to clean the air, and as being beyond 

DEQ's statutory authority. If they are not deleted it is fair to say 

we can't afford to rest until the legislature or the courts, or both, 

have spoken to the issue. 

Other specific areas of the rules which concern us are: 

20-110 - 12 (g) includes "condominium developments". I explained 

in the last round of hearings that a condominium is a TYPE OF OWNERSHIP, 

not a type of building. I simply ask the Hearing Officer to develop 

the rationale for covering a condominium duplex with these rules, and 

not covering the conventionally owned duplex. Obviously, neither should 

be covered. 

-(5 There is no justification for covering mobile home parks. The 

Director of the EPA said in the Federal Register (Feb. 25, 1974, P. 7273), 

"In the administrator's judgement, a simple-family tract development 

does not produce sufficient emission density to yield meaningful results 

for air quality impact analysis." 

Not only do mobile home parks epecifically fall under the rule, 

but so do most Planned Unit Developments, at least those where the 

streets are not dedicated to the public. Fortunately, those responsible 

for administering the rule apparently do not understand this, but some 

day someone will, and a great new source of revenue, both for the 

Department (see the new fee scheduled attached) and the mass transit 

districts, will be tapped. The potential home buyers will be the losers. 

The single-family Planned Unit Development is covered because of 

the definition of "off-street area or space". 
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I would also note the size cut 0-ff (See 20-115) u-ses "11..ssociated 

Parking", and the definition of that phrase included on street parki~g. 

The intent of the rules simply is not clear, but unquestionably, an 

eager administrator could count the street parking within a reasonable 

distance of the mobile home park or apartment or condominium project, 

arguing it was "'associa'te - park:tng-''. 

It is a sloppy rule when tens of thousands of dollars ride on 

"the count". Actually, I guess in the case of shoppingcenters, it is 

hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

We object strongly to size cut off. No evidence has been presented 

about the negative impact on the air of a 150 or 250-space project. 

The 1,000-space cut off used in the Federal Rules (which even they 

apparently have abandoned, at least temporarily) is more than adequate. 

You would have an opportunity to review the design and traffic flow of 

these major facilities, and perhaps that is justifiable. You are not 

tormenting every little project then. 

If you recommend a lesser number than the 1,000, you certainly 

had better have some evidence about impact on the air. Particularly, 

I request you produce some evidence that single-family Planned Unit 

Developments and mobile home parks with 250 spaces contribute to air 

pollution. 

I earnestly ask you to reflect on the delay, cost, and conditions 

involved in this review process to see if they are justified in these 

circumstances. 

Unless you find evidence we have not found, you must conclude 

that including residential projects is not justified. 

If you won't increase the number of spaces substantially, exclude 

all residenti al projects. After all, you are not going to stop people 
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from living someWhere •••• you s imply make it more eA1>ensive by this 

process. We strongly urge an exclusion for all residential projects. 

Let us turn our attention to the Parking and Traffic Circulation 

Plan. On Page 8, sub (f), reference is made to "Scheduling of Con­

struction". That implies broad new authority for a new plan to allocate 

building permits or numbers of apartment units const: ructed, etc. 

It appears these rules are simply constructing a huge, regulatory 

house of cards where one level of government justifies its actions, 

based on some rule from another level. (You know there is no state 

law regarding "indirect source" regulation. Proponents argue it is 

necessary to meet Federal clean air regulations.) I can see a city 

saying its PTCP requires it to "schedule construction", thus it must 

limit building permits. 

That offensive language simply must be deleted. It has got to go. 

This regulatory house of cards must quit growing. 

Perhaps I should refer to Rule 20-130. The Department has not 

been following that rule of issuing notice. I have tried to get on 

the list several times and always receive assurances I am on it, but 

have received only four or five notices in the last six or eight months. 

If I, as one of the ruled, got caught by the Department violating their 

laws, they would do terrible things to me. The Department can apparently 

ignore their own rules with impunity. 

That is an unfortunate commentary, both on the Department and 

government today. 

Also in 20-130 (5) b, I must object once again to the language 

which states the permit may be withheld if the "indirect sources" will 

"delay the attainment of ••• any state ambient air quality standard". 

Starting one bulldozer to break ground can delay the attainement of an 
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air quality standard. 

Incidentally, that is a good question ..• What "ambient air quality 

standards does this rule refer to? They should be specified. 

The deletion of 20-130 (9) is good. The staff report urging the 

Commission take that action in the temporary rule quoted almost verbatim 

CT-um 1ily" p-reviou.-s t-est:i:mony on .-that sug-gestioa. I guess i:t dis-tr-esses 

me it took them a year and a half to realize something they should 

have understood even without being told in the last hearings process. 

The new (9) is objectionable, however. It says the "indirect 

source" permit "SHALL" be applied for 90 days in advance of the antici­

pated start of construction. 

Is violation of that rule the basis for denial of the permit? 

Obviously, this rule causes 90 days' delay at the minimum, and usually 

many months delay in construction. I have never seen a rule written 

in this way before and it seems highly inappropriate. 

Is it the intent of staff to use this rule to hang up construction 

projects they can't catch on anything else? It seems to me they have 

the ·,all purp9se phrase I referred to before (cause a delay in the 

attainment of any air standard) to stop any project they want to stop. 

This additional boobytrap is certainly overkill. 

Frankly, my indignation is almost exhausted by the time I get 

to the new fee schedule. To have to pay a fee to be shaken down by the 

mass transit system and delayed in the construction project simply adds 

insult to injury. 

We object strongly. The only redeeming feature is it will make 

the citizens caught up in this madder, and the madder they are the more 

support there will be for unraveling this entire senseless and ineffective 

process. 

,-
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Mr. Hearings Officer, I appreciate your patience. I have testi­

fied so many times against these rules in so many places in the past 

two years, and attended so many meetings on the subject, I am very 

weary of them. That inspires my final recommendation. 

Why don't you simply do something that has never been done in 

government to my knowleage in h1story. Review The evidence carefully 

and I believe you will find there is no justification for any portion 

of these rules. It should all be taken care of by the Clean Air Goal 

of ' the LCDC. Just recommend to the Commission they all be repealed 

in the entirety, It would save everyone time and money, and DEQ staff 

could devote its attention to the many constructive DEQ programs. 

Thank You, 

* * * * * * * * * * 
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GOVERNOR 
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!tr. F. !lowat'd Davis 
P. 0. Box 37 
Hillsboro, Oregon .97123 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

February 10, 1976 

Re: Indirect Source Applicaticn 
No. 03-5041 

This letter is to confirm our agreement ,regarding the propos<: d 
transit incentive program for the Harewood Development to be located at 
2555 N. W. Jackson School Road, Hillsboro, Oregon. As indicated to you 
in our telephone conversation of January 23, 1976, the following El­
ements would be included in the Harewood transit incentive prograr,: 

lo If Tri-Met provides an extension of transit service to the 
Harewood Development, the developer (permittee) will gu2rantee 
to Tri-Met that 40% of the operating costs of this extension 
(approximately nro miles) will be met from ridership revenues 
and/or a subsidy provided by the developer. Tri-Met will 
provide 60% of the costs of new service to ~ii'.· development. 
The costs. associated with this extension shii,').l be' based upon a 
roaximum level of service of 30 minute service during pea< 
hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. ~D 6:00 p.m.) and 
60 minute service during non-peak hours. All costs asso,;ia.ted 
with a higher level of service {e~g., 30 minute head\'1ay 
service du.ring non-peak hours) shall be the direct respon­
sibility of Tri-Met. The condition shall be in effect for a 
period not to exceed two years after the initiation of the 
extension of service to the Harewood development. The per­
mittee shall be relieved of the responsibilities contain,,d 
witin this condition if Tri-Met cannot provide the above 
service within three years after completion of the multiple­
occupancy dwellings (apartments and condominiums) within the 
Harewood development. 



TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY 
JOHN R. MUNRO, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR 
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May 28, 1976 

It is no small wonder that the public has an increasing feeling 

of having been overgoverned. It could be hoped that the existence 

of governmental programs can be justified by some basis in fact. When 

such programs cannot and they have the unfortunate residual affect of 

raising havoc not only in the private sector but elsewhere in the 

public sector, there is significant reason to wonder. Rules for 

indirect sources are seemingly so inherently suspect. 

One should start to take a measure of the rules for indirect 

sources by examining the policy (20-100) and jurisdiction and delega­

tion (20-110) upon which they are built. There is a problem simply 

by virtue of definition (ORS 468.275). Auto emissions are contaminants 

as, technically, is the dust shaken from the suburban housewife's dust­

cloth. If there is a problem, the logical approach would be to regulate 

it at the source or at some point inherently related to that source 

such as by taxing gasoline. However, these rules are directed toward 

a much more difficult end, regulating the probable location of a mobile 

object. 
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The second sentence in the policy statement notes that the 

"Commission further finds .... ". One would hope that at least some 

showing of substantial evidence would be made before such a conclusion 

is drawn. A finding is generally based on something more than mere 

supposition. Unfortunately, for the inquisitive public member, no 

such showing has been made, or could be. It then must be doubly con­

fusing for that member to note that the "problem" is of such "complexity" 

or magnitude that statewide regulation is deemed necessary. In fact, 

the magnitude of the "problem", as it exists, is unknown and the 

degree to which the primary source contributes to that problem is like­

wise currently unknown and unprovable. 

The Air Quality Maintenance Plan (AQMP) is not something that 

currently exists, nor will it in the near future. Without such data, 

parking and circulation plans are merely hollow words on a sheet of 

paper. There is not, nor will there be in the near future, an adequate 

data base to prove that the problem exists, that the auto is the primary 

contributor to that problem, that this solution can be implemented, or 

that it can accomplish what it purports to do. When faced with a 

situation in which it appears that the foundation policy statements are 

unverifiable, it would seem that the rules would fall of their own weight. 

In light of the evidence and the complete absence of data with which they 

can be implemented or verified, one would have to believe that their 

imposition is designed to accomplish an end other than the stated one. 

A brief look at the conditions upon which a permit issuance may rest 
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leaves one with a suspicion that therein lies a mass transit promotional 

or subsidy program. The experience to date would seemingly bear that 

fact out. There is certainly no indication, based in fact, that such 

conditions will lend anything positive to the protection of the air shed. 

One must also find it very curious that the EQC in its quest 

to solve an uncertain problem of an unknown dimension by the admini­

stration of a program whose curative effect is equally unknown and 

unprovable, would find itself working contrary to its own best interest 

and those of other state agencies. EQC, one has to assume, has finite 

resources. Even with regard to air quality, there are particulate loading 

problems, completely divorced from any automobile activity, that plague 

parts of the state. To expend resources on an indirect source program 

based on such tenuous and unverifiable grounds appears to be an exercise 

of most questionable judgment. 

The Housing Division of the Department of Commerce and the Oregon 

Land Conservation and Development Commission both have stated goals of 

providing for the housing needs of the citizens of the state. Statewide 

Planning Goals and Guidelines (goal #10) call for encouraging the 

availability of an "adequate number of housing units at price ranges 

and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capability of 

Oregon households" and an allowance for flexibility in location, type 

and density. 

While I will leave it to those more qualified than myself to speak 

to the manner in which these questionable conditions add considerably 

to the cost of constructing shelters, those in the profession that I 
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represent would note that with each additional incremental cost added 

to the final price, a significant number of Oregon families are 

priced out of a shelter market that is already unaccessible to a signi­

ficant number of our citizens. 

These rules generally do not apply to the single family dwelling, 

which an increasing proportion of our population now finds financially 

inaccessible, but do apply to, and add a cost to, the higher density but 

traditionally lower cost apartment and planned unit development complexes. 

This is an anomaly of considerable concern for it is doubtful that a 

family tract development will be a source of emissions of a density such 

as to have a significantly adverse impact on air quality. Turnover and 

usage frequencies are simply negligible. This fact seems to be clearly 

reflected in the federal standards which are appropriately higher. 

The information requirements for permit.applications (20-125 and 

20-129) are worthy of comment. In order to comply, any developer 

subject to the rule must contract for specialized engineering/air 

quality help and find a seer capable of making the long-term projections 

that are demanded. Such a cost is incurred to provide uncertain pro­

jections to be compared with a standard and against data that does not 

exist. 

The proposed fee schedule is unaccompanied by any justification 

to explain the categorization. There is no discernible difference 

between the filing fees on a 150-space source and one of 999, except 

the fee charged. The information that must be submitted in both cases 
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is identical (2O-129bA). The bulk of the application data should be 

similar, as should be the staff time needed to evaluate it. Yet 

that fee is considerably different. It should be cautioned that this 

is regulation based on the state's police power. Manifestations of 

that power must meet the test of reasonableness. There is no apparent 

indication that the differentiations noted within this fee schedule 

can meet such a test. 

In conclusion, we have a rule that is not directed at the primary 

source, was enacted without evidence to support the tenuous conclusions 

upon which it is based, and one whose impact cannot even now be 

verified. Its negative impact is obvious and the rule should clearly be 

repealed. The protection of the air shed should be, and can be, 

accommodated through the statewide planning effort. 

If repeal is impossible, the federal standards should be utilized 

in order to avoid the obviously adverse impact on the housing market 

and those related goals of other state agencies that are directed toward 

providing adequate housing at prices within financial capability of 

Oregon citizens. 

# # # 



LAND A1R WATER 
An Independent Law Student 
Environmental Research Committee 
UNIVERSITY OF OREGON 
St.:hool of Law 
Eugene, Oregon 97403 
(S03) 686-3828 

May 18, 1976 

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

,To The Responsible Hearings Officer: 

oorn@rnowrn[ID 
MAY 20 1976 

DEeT. OF ENVIROMENTA[ QUALi]] 

This letter is intended to be written testimony submitted for consideration 
by the Department of Environmental Quality concerning the proposed amendment of 
the indirect source rules. These rules would affect Sections 340-20-100 to 
340-20-140 of the Oregon Administrative Rules. I am submitting this testimony 
on behalf of Land-Air-Water, an environmental law research group at the 
University of Oregon Law School. Land-Air-Water has a membership of approxi­
mately 30 law students. 

We are opposed to the proposed amendment to OAR 340-20-115(2)(A), which 
would have the affect of eliminating the requirement of Indirect Source 
Construction Permits for facilities with parking spaces of 50 to 250 in 
cities over 50,000 in population. Facilities within this range are very 
significant in terms of air pollutant contribution, and when constructed 
near other indirect sources, present a primary threat to the maintainence of 
the national ambient air quality standards. The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area has been designated an Air Quality Maintainence Area by the Environmental 
Protection Agency for particulates. Automobiles are a prime source of fine 
particulates, which are the most dangerous of the particulates in terms of 
human health. For the same reason, the relaxation of the permit requirement for 
the Portland area to 150 spaces or larger will have undesirable effects 
on pollutant discharges which will not be outweighed by the decrease in burdens 
on the facilftieebuilders or on the review functions of the DEQ. 

Land-Air-Water supports the proposed OAR 340-20-129(l)(a)(J), which by 
its language is assumed to require an assessment of possible growth-inducing 
effects of the construction of the indirect source. By the very nature of the 
indirect source strategy of air pollution control, the land use effects of 
indirect sources must be monitored for ultimate air quality control. This is 
especially important where a high degree of air quality must be maintained, 
as is the case throughout much of Oregon. 

Land-Air-Water does not maintain a position as to any of the other 
proposed indirect source rules. Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

1L)1 .· 
-~ _)( Z_J) 

} 

Gary W. Wilburn 
Coordinator 



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

F. B. KLABOE 
Administrator of Highways 

OREGON STATE 
HIGHWAY DIVISION 

HIGHWAY BUILDING • SALEM, OREGON 

May 26, 1976 

Mr. Loren Kramer, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 SW Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Mr, Kramer: 

• 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[IB g !~/'\Y~2, .~ 1~75g [ID 

97310 

The Highway Division has reviewed the proposed Indirect Source 
Rules which we understand are to be presented for public hear­
ings on May 18, 20, and 21, 1976. The following are our comments 
on the proposed rules, 

Traffic Projections 

Your Department currently requires traffic projections for each 
alternative (including no build) for the 1st, 10th, and 20th 
years after completion of the facility. Now the 5th year is 
proposed for addition to the requirements. The number of alter­
natives on most projects is about 4: no build plus 3 build options. 
Assuming 3 man-days of analysis per alternative, times 4 alter­
natives, for 4 time periods, we estimate 48 man-days per project 
just for traffic data generation on an average project. (These 
estimates assume that all basic data for traffic analysis is 
available.) We estimate this to be a 25 percent increase in man­
power requirements over the indirect source rules as presently 
written, 

Since one of the intended purposes of generating these sets of 
data is to arrive at worst case years for air quality, we suggest 
that applicants for indirect source permits be allowed to 
calculate, document and generate traffic for the worst year 
alone. This would significantly reduce manpower and dollar re­
quirements for our studies, and still allow adequate air quality 
predictions to be made. 

Or, as a minimum alternative, your Department should consider 
dropping the 10th and 20th years for traffic analysis, since 
at this time 1st through the 5th years are generally most 
critical. 

A DIVISION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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It is the Highway Division's opinion that the emphasis on the 
number, sets, and times that traffic projections are required 
has exceeded a point of maximum utility, and further require­
ments accomplish little or no opportunity for improving air 
quality in Oregon. 

Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans 

This Division has already received an increasing number of re­
quests- for regional traffic analysis and detailed traffic pro­
jections as a result of the existing indirect source regulations. 
Your proposal to make Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans re­
quired for appropriate governmental or regional planning agencies 
will again further increase our workload. 

Except for qualified consulting firms, the Highway Division is 
likely the only agency capable of developing regional traffic, 
parking and circulation plans; and the impact of developing such 
plans, or the base data for such plans, would severely alter our 
current working priorities. 

Criteria by which DEQ could require the development of such cir­
culation plans are not listed or referenced in the proposed rules. 
We feel there needs to be some discussion of this matter before 
this regulation is adopted. 

This Division does see a benefit, however, in the preparation of 
Regional Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans. If they were 
developed, we would assume that the indirect source applications 
for specific projects could be processed more rapidly and that 
technical projections and studies could be reduced in scope. 
But we would estimate that four years is the earliest possible 
time a Regional Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan could be 
completed and approved, and therefore the regulation as proposed 
provides very little short-term relief, 

Specific Comments 

Section 20-llS(Z)(a)(B) 

We feel the regulations should include the following situations, 
with regard to the necessity of Indirect Source Review: 

1. Modifications of facilities presently in excess of 
20,000 ADT, where such modification will not increase 
ADT by 10,000 or more vehicles within ten years after 
completion do not require an indirect source review. 

2. Modifications of facilities for which it can be demon­
strated that increases of 10,000 or more vehicles will 
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occur on both the build and no build alternatives and 
further where the net differences between these volumes 
is less than 10,000 ADT do not require an indirect 
source review. (i.e., the majority of traffic volume 
increase is due to normal traffic growth and is not 
caused solely by the modification of the facility in 
question.) 

General Conclusions Regarding the Indirect Source Process 

While the staff of this Division has developed a good technical 
working relationship with the staff of DEQ, we still feel that 
an excessive amount of resources in manpower and planning is being 
put into air quality studies on highway and transit projects 
advanced for construction in the Portland Metropolitan Region. 
We are submitting an example--the West Portland Park and Ride 
Station in southwest Portland. 

Since early 1971 the Highway Division has been actively planning 
that park and ride facility, Late in 1973 the project actively 
entered a long series of public meetings, neighborhood and govern­
ment organization coordinating meetings, public hearings, and 
detailed environmental studies. 

On July 14, 1975, the final environmental statement was approved 
and filed with CEQ and on August 20, 1975, this Division re­
quested an Indirect Source Permit and requested expeditious 
processing. 

On April 1, 1976, the permit was finally issued. During those 
years of planning, and particularly during the final year, many 
resources and dollars were expended by both DEQ staff and OSHD 
staff in asking and answering numerous technical questions. 

All of this expenditure of man-hours and computer time occurred, 
even when the Environmental Protection Agency noted the purpose 
of the project and found it consistent with the State Implemen­
tation Plan. To illustrate my point, attached are the studies 
and correspondence that occurred during this period of time, 

We are also concerned about your Department's reaction to the 
Sunset and Banfield Transitway projects as indicated in your 
letter of April 14, 1976. You stated, "We believe that the pro­
posed transitway's impact to existing ambient noise levels and 
air quality may cause harmful effects to the environment," We 
have no doubt that there is potential for air quality and noise 
impacts implementing the transitway projects, or in implementing 
any major transportation project in the region, 
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The Department of Environmental Quality should recognize that 
any transit projects advanced for development to serve a part 
of a regional plan contain, as part of their purpose, provisions 
for tripmaking by modes other than the single auto. This in 
itself renders these projects consistent with some phases of 
the Clean Air Implementation Plan. Our process for project 
development will focus on studies of those impacts and for mini­
mizing adverse impacts whenever feasible. Primary corridor im­
pacts of noise and air quality are items to be evaluated, but 
within the goals of a Regional Transportation and Land Use Plan. 

In conclusion, we ask that DEQ seriously consider relaxing the 
rules for indirect source review in general. We specifically 
ask that transit projects, park and ride facilities, and other 
facilities envisioned to discourage automobile dependence be 
considered exempt from indirect source review and be processed 
in our own project development procedures. 

This Division stands ready to continue strengthening the planning 
process for transportation facilities and to assist DEQ in that 
effort. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Enclosures 

Very truly yours, 

F. B. Klaboe 
Administrator of Highways 

A~~~· 
R. L. Schroeder 
Assistant State Highway Engineer 
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DEPART.fli1!i:N1 Of 
ENVIRONf'v1E~l1Al QUALUTY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET O PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 "Telephone (503) 229-5395 

April 14, 1976 

Sunset/Banfield Transitways 
Technical Advisory Committee 
Oregon-State Highway Division 
5821 n.E. Glisan Street 
Portland, Oregon 97213 

Attention: Don Adams 
Transitway Project Engineer 

Dear Sirs: 

We wish to inform the Transitways Technical Advisory Committee 
of our comments on the draft of the "Transitway Goals and Objectives" 
as presented at the Harch 2, 1976 TAC meeting. We believe that the 
proposed transitway's impact to existing ambient noise levels and 
air _quality may cause harmful effects to the environnent. 

The draft goals and objectives did not adequately address the 
elements of air quality and noise for the transitways. Therefore, 
the Department has drafted air quality and noise goals and objec­
tives for these projects. Attached are our suggested goals and 
objectives for your consideration. 

JH:ct 
Enclosure 
cc: George Baldwin 

Gary Potter 
Fred Klaboe 

Sincerely, 

LOREN KRAHER 
Director 
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DEPARTNE:i'lT OF F.NVIRCX;HS,,ITAL OUALITY 

SUNSET-BANFIELD TllANSITWAY G01'LS AND OBJECTIVES 

NOISE 

Goals 

The transportation system will maintain and improve the environmental quality 
in the region. 

O!:>jectives 

l) The existing traffic noise levels adjacent to the corridor will .not be allowed 
to increase due to the implementation of the trans.itway. 

2) In noise sensitive areas of presently excessive traffic noise levels found to 
be injurious to public health, safety and welfare, a stricter noise level stan~ 
oard shall be established and a program of noise reduction imple.~ented with the 
construction of the transitway. · 

AIR QUALITY 

Objectives 

l) The Sunset and Banfield Trani;;itway projects shall not exacerbate any existing 
violations of state or federal ambient air standards. T'nis does not mean that the 
transitway projects cannot be completed until s,tate and federal ambient air stan~ 
dards are attained, only that the proposed facilities should not i.~crease pollu­
tant concentrations beyond levels that already exist. 

2) T'ne Sunset and Banfield Transitway projects must not contribute to a violation 
of a state or federal ambient air standard for which no concentrations in violation 
of standards have been measured. 

3) The Sunset and Banfield Transitway shall not delay the attainment of any state 
or federal ambient air standard. 

4) The Sunset and Banfield Transitway projects shall not interfere with mainten­
ance of any state ,or federal ambient air standard, once the standard has been 
attained. 

4/13/76 
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TRI-COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 
OF OREGON 

PACIFIC BUILDING 
520 S.W. YAMHILL STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 
(503) 238-4844 

May 20, 1976 

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

Commissioners: 

oo~@~ow~[ID 
MAY 2 4 1976 

fJE~T. OF. ENYIROMENTAL: QUALlt'{J 

The Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon strongly 
supports retention of indirect source facility regulations (OAR Ch. 340, 
Sections 20-100 through 20-135) in the Oregon Clean Air Plan. Specifically, 
Tri-Met urges that you retain those sections of the Indirect Source Rules 
which call for the development of transit incentive programs. 

In order to help you meet the goals of the Clean Air Plan, Tri-Met has 
dedicated its resources and efforts to increasing the use of mass transit in 
the Portland region by improving Tri-Met service, offering fare incentives, 
and purchasing millions of dollars worth of new equipment. 

Within the Clean Air Plan, an important parallel to Tri-Met's efforts to 
increase mass transit ridership is the review of proposed increases in the 
number of parking spaces for automobiles in order to protect the region from 
unchecked proliferation of parking facilities, an important potential source 
of air quality degradation. 

The transit incentive programs which often result from those reviews 
provide a means of ensuring that mass transit ridership at each land use de­
velopment is maximized. According to the size, type and location of the 
development, transit incentive programs are designed to ensure that mass 
transit at new and existing developments is as visible, easy to access and 
convenient as possible, within the plans and capabilities of Tri-Met. 

Transit incentive programs do work. The Washington Square Transit 
Incentive Program, the largest such program to date, has resulted in an in­
crease in transit ridership at Washington Square between April 1975 and 
April 1976 of 108 percent (from 4,506 to 9,402 riders per week). This co­
operative effort between Tri-Met, the DEQ and Washington Square has 
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reduced unnecessary automobile usage and has thus provided an undeniable 
benefit to the region's air quality maintenance efforts. 

Tri-Met, therefore, supports retention of transit incentive programs 
as an important part of Oregon's Indirect Source Rules and Clean Air Imple­
mentation Plan. 

SRM/dh 

~( 
Steph n R. McCarthy 
Assistant General Manager 



MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

MEI. <3dRDON 
CQl,\M1$S'IONER 

Mr. Loren Kramer, Director 
Department of Environmental 

Quality 
1234 s.w. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Bud: 

May 20, 1976 

COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

(503) 248 ~ 330.4 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[ffi~®~~W~IDJ 
MAY 2 4 1976 

I have reviewed DEQ's proposed amendments to its Indirect 
Source Rules, OAR, Sections 20-100 through 20-140, with 
Multnomah County's land planning and development staff, and 
I would like the following comments to be entered into the 
hearing record. My comments are limited to Section 20-120, 
because I feel that the amendments to this section, regarding 
parking and traffic circulation plans, have the greatest 
potential for impact on the County. 

Generally, I support the concept of requiring parking and 
traffic circulation plans where air quality conditions 
warrant their imposition. However, I have several items I 
would like to see addressed in the rules before I could 
endorse their adoption by the Environmental Quality Commission. 
My comments and requests are as follows, by subsection: 

20-120 (1) - According to the first paragraph of this 
subsection, DEQ will determine if parking and traffic circu­
lation plans are required. That is fine except that there 
is no provision made, for those who must do the work, to be 
heard prior to the imposition of the requirement. There should 
be consultation with the affected local jurisdictions, and at 
least one public hearing before the EQC, prior to the final 
determination by DEQ that such plans are required. 

Second, before DEQ requires parking and traffic circulation 
plans outside of the downtown Portland area, it should prove 
that a potential air quality problem exists, for those 
contaminants that it wishes to see a plan prepared to address, 
by establishing an air quality monitoring system in the areas 
proposed to be included in the plan. I realize that such a 
system may require additional personnel and equipment at DEQ, 
but it is only fair that if local jurisdictions are going to 
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expend money to help solve what DEQ says is a problem, they 
be shown that a problem exists and be given a "measuring 
stick" that will show how successful their efforts are and 
when the problem is licked. I would support a request by 
DEQ to the Legislature for the funds necessary to establish 
an adequate air quality monitoring system. 

The second paragraph of Section 20-120 (1) states that the 
required plan must be submitted to DEQ for approval within 
three years of being notified that such a plan is required. 
If Multnomah County were notified this year that a plan was 
required, I have serious doubts that we could submit a 
completed plan within three years. We are working very hard 
at the present time to revise our comprehensive land use 
plans to meet LCDC requirements. Without additional funds, 
the extra workload imposed by the requirement to undertake 
a parking and traffic circulation plan could not be completed 
for five years. The earliest we could begin work on such a 
plan would be March 1977. If everything went well, we could 
have the traffic circulation plan done in 2½ years. But, 
the parking plan, zoning ordinances, technical studies and 
other requirements could not be completed for five years. 

The second paragraph of Section 20-120 (1) also states that 
within 120 days of notification that plans are required, the 
local jurisdictions must have an approved work program for 
undertaking the planning study. I believe that the level of 
air quality technical expertise necessary to put together a 
meaningful work program, and coordinate the activities of the 
various local jurisdictions, is beyond the reach of CRAG and 
the local jurisdictions. Logically, DEQ should already have 
this expertise, and it would be an extremely expensive 
duplication of effort for CRAG or the local jurisdictions to 
attempt to match it. I think it makes good sense for DEQ, 
in cooperation with local jurisdictions and CRAG, to prepare 
the work program and coordinate the work of these agencies 
on the plans. 

Section 20-120 (4) (b) - this subsection requires that the 
plans contain the total number of parking spaces that will be 
allocated to the plan area. Does this mean that DEQ wants 
to know how many on-street spaces and single family dwelling 
spaces there will be in the area? I would only like to warn 
you that a determination of the number of such spaces, and 
control of their use, would be very expensive and time-consuming. 
I would like to see a clarification of DEQ's intent here and a 
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justification for including such parking spaces, if that 
is your intent. 

Section 20-120 (4) (e) - this subsection states that we must 
determine what air quality levels would be expected as a 
result of implementing the required plans. I submit that 
this is a totally unreasonable requirement, especially 
in the light of Section 20-120 (7) which requires that we 
annually review the plans to determine if they are adequate 
to maintain air quality. This would mean that CRAG or the 
local jurisdictions would have to spend literally hundreds 
of thousands of dollars to duplicate the technical expertise 
that already exists, or should exist, at DEQ. I strongly 
feel that DEQ should provide essentially all of the air 
quality technical expertise and guidance that development 
and implementation of these plans would require. Again, if 
that means DEQ would have to request additional funds from 
the Legislature, I am prepared to support that request. 

I hope DEQ will be able to respond positively to my comments. 
With these changes incorporated into the rule I think you 
will have an excellent rule which I will feel comfortable 
supporting. 

MG:sb 
cc: EQC 



CITY 
OF 
EUGENE 

May 28, 1976 

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

RE: PROPOSED RULES FOR INDIRECT SOURCES, MAY 1976 

We have reviewed the proposed revisions and would 1 i ke to offer the fo 11 ow­
ing comments. 
1) "Temporary Indirect Source Construction Permit." 

Although this type of permit is defined in Section 20-110(24) and then 
later discussed again under Section 20-140 on fees, the temporary permit 
does not get any treatment under Section 20-135, "Permit Duration". In 
fact our reading of Section 20-135 implies that a new clause allowing 
for temporary permits is not needed, as permits can be revoked under the 
existing rules if they are found to be in violation of the conditions set 
forth in the permit. 

2) Parking facility size. 
We support the change proposed in Section 20-115(2)(a)(A). There is still 
a problem with the figures being arbitrary, but it seems impossible to 
quantify the air pollution caused by a 50-space parking lot other than by 
incorporating the facility into an overall plan with a larger number of 
spaces. 

3) Highway section criteria. 
Section 20-115(2)(a)(B) is not being changed, and we feel the present 
wording is adequate with one exception: The rules should clarify how the 
ADT is to be computed in the case of an intersection or interchange modi­
fication. 

4) Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan. 
Section 20-120 appears to be an improvement over the previous wording, but 
it still leaves us guessing as to whether this requirement will be imposed 
on us in the Eugene area. We realize this is not yet known, but it would 
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May 28, 1976 
Page 2 

be an improvement if these rules contained the criteria for that determin­
ation. 

5) Requirements for permit where there is no Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Pla.n. 
(Section 20-129). Many of these requirements are in our op1n1on excessive 
and we feel the intent of the rules could be met in other ways. In partic­
ular, Section 20-l29(l)(a)(J) and its counterparts for highways and airports 
are examples of assessments that are nearly impossible to make, other than 
by purely qualitative judgments. For highways, much of the i nforma ti on 
listed would normally be developed in the preparation of an air quality 
assessment; rather than spelling this out in detail it would be preferable 
simply to require an EIS of similar scope to those required for Federal 
projects. 

6) Application due 90 days in advance of construction. 
(Section 20-130(9)). We feel this is an unreasonable time period, especially 
in relation to most other time limits imposed by local or State government. 
In most cases the developer will not be made aware of the required permit 
from DEQ until he applies for a local building permit, and a 90-day waiting 
period after that may work a hardship on the builder. This will be a more 
acute problem if the present rules remain in effect for 50 or more parking 
spaces, as a higher proportion of small-to-medium size developments will 
be affected. 

7} Fees. 
(Section 20-140). Other than the nominal filing fee, the charges listed 
in Appendix A appear to be exorbitant. We are aware of the extensive man­
power and time involved in review of applications, even where an environ­
mental assessment has been prepared by a consultant or government applicant. 
However we feel that this fee schedule should make a distinction between 
public and private applicants, since public agencies already contribute to 
the ongoing operations of DEQ and/or regional authorities by paying annual 
dues. 

Donald P. Allen, Director 
Department of Public Works 

DPA:fw 

cc: League of Oregon Cities 
Bill Guenzler, L-COG 



SALEM: Local Government Center 
1201 Court Street N.E. 

P.O. Box 928, Salem 97308 

Telephone; (503) 588-6466 

EUGENE: Hendricks Hall 
University of Oregon 

P.O. Box 3177, t;ugene 97403 

Telephone: (503) 686-5232 

League of Oregon Cities 

Mr. Carl Simons 

Salem, Oregon 
June 3, 1976 

[IB~@~~W~[ID 
- JUN -· 7 1976 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison St. 

UEPT •. Of ENVIROMENTA[ QUALln'l 

Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Carl: 

Thank you for attending our meeting today and explaining the proposed 
indirect source rules. I trust the discussions will be mutually 
beneficial to both yourself and representatives from cities and counties 
present. 

Being in daily contact with cities all throughout the state who are 
now experiencing voter rejection of their budgets, I must honestly say 
that the cost implications contained in the rules, without some more 
specific identification of funding sources, are a major bone of con­
tention. 

Thanks again for taking the time to visit and I look forward to meeting 
you again. 

OFFICERS: Ri(lhard T, Carruthers, mayor, Hammond, 
president• Ellen C. Lowe, councilwoman, Salem, vice. 
president • C. Dean Smith, city manaQer, Corvallis, 
treasurer • Donald L. Jones, executive director 

Noel Klein 
Senior Staff Associate 

DIRECTORS: Mayor John D. Brenneman, Newport , Mayor Miller M. Duris, Hillsboro • Mayor Elaine 
Esselstyn, Cascade Locks • Mayor Lawrence P, Gray, Hermiston • Arthur R. Johnson, city manager, Bend 
• Charles R. Jordan, commissioner of public safety, Portland • Mayor Donnell Smith, The Dalles • Tom A. 
Will!ams, councilman, E;ugene, Immediate past president • Floyd L. Wynne, councilman, Klamath Falls 



May 20, 1976 

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

Re: Proposed Indirect Source Rules 

Gentlemen: 

lane county 

The Lane County Department of Transportation wishes to provide the 
following summary of our comments and observations with respect to the 
proposed indirect source rules. 

Section 340-20-120 of the proposed rules discuss establishment of an 
approved parking and traffic circulation plan for various jurisdictions. 
A number of specifications are cited with respect to what such a plan 
should include and schedules to be followed in establishing such a plan. 
We are very concerned as to where the funds for this planning are going 
to be derived. The proposed rules make no mention of funds to be provided. 

Section 340-20-129 of the proposed rules addresses information and 
requirements applicable to indirect source construction permit applications 
where no approved parking and traffic circulation plan is on file. This 
Section is ambiguous as it is not clear if these requirements are applicable 
only to areas in which the Department or Regional Authority has determined 
that a Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan is necessary, or if it applies 
to all areas that do not have such a plan, whether required or not. 

Subsection 340-20-125(l)(c) of the proposed rules should be clarified 
so that it is clear that airports requiring indirect source construction 
permits are only those as identified in Section 340-20-115. Similarly, 
Subsection 340-20-125(l)(d) should be clarified so that it is clear that 
highway sections requiring indirect source construction permits are only 
those as identified in Section 340-20-115. 

We are extremely concerned with the wording of Subsection 340-20-l30(b)(4) 
of the proposed rules and the powers that would be delegated by this rule. 
The proposed conditions that an indirect source construction permit may include 
appear to take certain planning options away from local jurisdictions and 
elected officials, and places this decision-making authority with an agency 
that may not be responsive to local needs and desires. This department feels 
that the provisions of this subsection would be clearly unacceptable to the 
majority of the citizens of Lane County and, for the most part, impossible to 
enforce. 



As a final observation, the proposed fee schedule contains no 
provision for exemption of public agencies. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed 
rules. 

Very truly yours, 

&~~ 
Al Driver, Director 
Department of Transportation 

2 



CCUNCI CF GOVERNMENTS 

SERVING CfT!ZENS OF LANE COUNTY FOR MORE THAN A QUARTER OF A CENTURY 

135 SIXTH AVENUE EAST 
EUGENE, OREGON 97401 
1503) 687 428] 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 SW Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Re: Proposed Indirect Sources Rule 

Gentlemen: 

May 14, 1976 

The following comments are professional remarks on the proposed indirect 
source rule and do not necessarily represent the policies of the Lane 
Council of Governments' Board of Directors. 

l. Definitions 

Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan: 

As stated the parking and circulation plan would assure the 
attainment and maintenance of ambient air quality standards. The 
definition seems too general. It's possible that the most perfect 
parking and traffic circulation plan might not attain standards in 
the case where the standard being violated is not of vehicular 
origin. 

Establishment of an Approved Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan: 

The proposed regulation says that the Department or Regional Authority 
may determine that a parking and traffic circulation plan is necessary. 
The rule should also contain the criteria the Department would use 
to determine whether a plan is to be required. Without the criteria 
as part of the regulation the Department's authority with respect to 
designating an area for a plan will remain undesirably obscure. 



Department of Environmental Quality 
Page Two 
May 14, 1976 

The proposed rule also says that a city, county or regional government 
may be "notified" when a plan is required; then within 120 days the 
appropriate unit will proceed on plan development. If Lane Council of 
Governments is to be considered as an "appropriate unit" then planning 
funds must accompany the notification that a plan is required. L-COG 
budget consists of contracts for services that obligates it to do other 
things. It could not legally ignore these responsibilities simply because 
DEQ has made a new planning requirement. A strong precedent has been 
established for higher levels of government to fund requirements it 
makes; EPA funding to DEQ is only one example. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

BG:plt 
CDS 

Sincerely, 

Bill Guenzler, P.E. 
Transportation Coordinator 

cc Dave Reinhard, Eugene Public Works 



CITY OF PORTLAND SOUTHEAST UPLIFT PROGRAM 
43'1B S,E, HAWTHORNE EIDULEVARD PORTLAND, OREGON 972'15 PHONE 233-6236 233-6237 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 SW Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Gentlemen: 

May 19, 1976 
, . Sfate of Oregon 

.. , TMENT OF ENVIRONMEN{A/_ QUAI./T'{ 

1. ~ 1
2 ~ 12 n w 1~ /n1 

L· tM\Y2019!5 D1 

Al~ Qu,.;ury CONJROl 

As chairman of the SEUL Advisory Board, made up of representatives from 14 
neighborhood associations and members-at-large appointed by the Mayor, I 
would like to address two aspects of proposed changes in DEQ regulations 
regarding indirect source facilities: 

1) I understand that you are proposing to increase the m1n1mum size of 
parking facilities requiring permits. It has been our experience in 
reviewing zone changes and conditional uses in Southeast Portland that 
the permit requirement for 50 or more spaces was quite workable and 
assisted in protecting air quality and neighborhood liveability. Park­
ing facilities with larger capacities, however, should be evaluated and 
regulated according to air quality standards because they are too often 
in close proximity to schools and residential neighborhoods. 

2) According to my understanding of what is being proposed, deletion of re­
quirements of evidence from applicants regarding conformance to land use 
regulations would in certain respects negate many positive aspects of 
the "Fasano Decision". The burden of proof that proposed developments 
involving large vehicular facilities will be of benefit to the community, 
should address affects on air quality, as well as land use, per se. 

I do not feel we can fairly judge the merits of large parking facility, 
for instance, unless it can be shown that there is no detrimental impact 
on air qua] ity. In the same respect, air quality standards should not be 
judged without consideration of land use impacts. Enforcement of land use 
regulations in conjunction with air qua] ity s.tandards help ·as·sure that· 
neighborhood liveabilitywJlJ not be negatively affected by uses which are too 
intensive for the area concerned. 

appreciate the opportunity to comment on this matter. I regret, however, that 
we were not informed of this hearing in time to study the proposals in sufficient 
detail. I would appreciate it if you would put the SEUL office on your mailing 
l i st. 

KZ:VS:rd 

Portland Development 

Sincerely, 
-;;:/ , . ,I ;, ,;, ('.,2;t _,0•U-"-" p;.L,,L#'L-'I 

6'v'irginia Seidel, Chairperson 
SEUL Advisory X 

Commission 



GENERAL COMMENT 

APPENDIX C 
De artment Res onse to Summarized Comments 
in Hearings Officer's Report Appendix B 

1. Air Quality problem caused by indirect sources not sufficiently demonstrated 
to exist (Dabberdt, Johnson, Munro, Van Natta). 

Response: The Department's Indirect Source files indicate existing and po­
tential air quality problems associated with various types of indirect sources, eg. 
parking facilities, highways. In addition, the Department's ambient monitoring data 
which is collected at several sites in the Portland Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 
shows a significant number of violations of the 8-hr carbon monoxide (CO) and photo­
chemical oxidant standards. Both these standards are related to automobile emissions 
generated by the movement of traffic to and from indirect sources. Therefore, the 
Department believes it had adequate justification to designate Indirect Sources as an 
Air Contaminant Sources and included an Indirect Source Rule as part of its Clean Air 
Implementation Plan. 

2. The rules do not operate efficiently to solve any problem that may exist and 
constitute an unwarranted use of Department's resources which could be spent on 
more needful projects (Munro, Van Natta). 

Response: The Department believes that the source-by-source review procedure 
used under the existing rule has resulted in some air quality improvements related to 
the operation of Indirect Sources,. The proposed amendment to require Parking and 
Traffic Circulation Plans in areas where they are needed to ensure attainment and 
maintenance of federal and state ambient air standards (Section 20-120) represents a 
more effective and efficient method for reviewing these facilities. 

3. The rule puts an undue burden on developers (Dabberdt, Munro, Van Natta) and 
serves to price people out of housing (Munro, Van Natta). The rule is in con­
flict with LCDC Goal #10 regarding adequate housing (Munro). 

Response: No documentation of this allegation has ever been presented to the 
Department. It has been the Department's experience that the costs associated with 
the Indirect Source Rule are relatively minor as compared to the benefits of improved 
air quality. When compared to the actual costs associated with the construction and 
maintenance of such developments, the costs of such condition such as transit in­
centives are almost negligible.and therefore does not conflict with the LCDC housing 
goal. 

4. Auto emissions should be regulated not indirectly, but at the source (Larkin, 
Munro), particularly at the manufacturing stage (Larkin). 

Response: While the emissions of automobiles are directly regulated through the 
implementation of the Federal Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program (FMVECP) (under 
EPA's jurisdiction), it is recognized that the concentration of motor vehicles can 
cause violations of national and state ambient air standards and supplemental 
control programs are needed. Under the requirements of the Clean Air Act of 1970, 
the State of Oregon was required to develop a State Clean Air Implementation Plan in 
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order to attain and maintain air quality standards. As part of its Clean Air Plan, 
DEQ adopted an indirect source rule, as part of its overall control strategy to 
ensure compliance with standards. It is the Department's opinion that this Rule is 
needed in order to adequately review and regulate the air quality impacts of motor 
vehicles where their concentration or dispersion may violate air quality standards. 

5. The rule consititutes a circuitous and unauthorized subsidy of mass transit 
(Munro, Van Natta). 

Response: At no time did the requirement of transit incentives as conditions of 
approval represent an unauthorized subsidy of mass transit. Under the existing rules 
for Indirect Sources, the Department may require a transit incentive program as 
stated in 20-130(4). In addition, most air contaminant sources, including indirect 
sources, have been expected to apply highest and best practicable control measures to 
minimize the impact of the source. The Department has applied this requirement (OAR 
Chapter 340, Section 20-001) in the design of transit incentive programs for indirect 
sources. To clarify the intent of the use of such conditions of approval, additional 
language has been added which clearly states that a transit incentive program may be 
necessary for the indirect source to be in compliance with subsections 20-l30(5)(a), 
(b) and (c) of the Rule. 

6. The Department's implementation of the rule has, in the past, constituted a time 
consuming, expensive process to builders (Van Natta), including the Highway 
Division (Schroeder). 

Response: The Department believes the costs associated with the preparation and 
processing of an Indirect Source Application are reasonable in relation to the 
potential impact of the source under review. As indicated in comment #3 of this 
section, compliance costs are almost negligible as compared to construction and 
maintenance costs. 

7. It would be better to revert to federal regulations or repeal the entire rule 
until or unless a more worthwhile rule is drafted (Munro). 

Response: A majority of parking spaces constructed in the Portland metropolitan 
area are contained in lots of less than 1000 parking spaces (minimum review point 
under proposed EPA Indirect Source rules). The Department concludes that in order to 
adequately control air contaminants related to indirect sources, the review of parking 
facilities containing 150 or more parking spaces must be conducted in the geographic 
areas specified by the Rule. 

8. Air Quality in relation to indirect sources can best be implemented through the 
enforcement of the LCDC goal pertaining to protection of the airshed (Munor, Van 
Natta). 

Response: The proposed wording in subsection 20-120(1) of the Rule supports the 
concept of intergrating of air quality standards into the comprehensive planning 
process as required by LCDC. Until such time, Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans 
are incorporated into the comprehensive planning process and approved by the 
Department, source-by-source review of indirect sources will be needed to ensure 
compliance with ambient air standards. 
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SECTION 20-100 (Statement of Policy) 

1. Commission should not make a "finding" about necessity of controlling indirect 
sources until or unless evidence of the gravity of the problem can be demon­
strated (Munro). 

Response: Refer to Department's response to comment #1 under the section 
"General Comments." 

SECTION 20-110 (Definitions) 

1. ''Associated Parking'' is vaguely defined. The phrase ''in conjunction with" is a 
catch all that leaves the Department free to play a numbers game that could mean 
thousands of dollars to developers (Van Natta). 

Response: No documentation has been given by Van Natta where the Department has 
used "Associated Parking" as a "numbers game." It is the Department's opinion that 
the term "associated parking" is adequately defined for purposes of reviewing 
the air quality impact of indirect sources. 

2. "Average Daily Traffic (ADT)" should be further defined for circumstances of 
source construction or expansion that involve intersections or interchanges 
(Allen). 

Response: It is the Department's opinion that projects involving construction 
or expansion of interchanges which could generate sufficient ADT to meet the review 
requirements of the Rule is covered by the definition "Highway Section". An in­
terchange is considered a "highway section" or part of a "highway section" since it 
is generally considered a system of interconnecting roadways in conjunction with one 
or more grade separations, providing for the interchange of traffic between tw@ or 

more roads or highways. 

3. The inclusion of "condominium developments" in the definition of indirect 
sources is arbitrary. A condominium is a type of ownership, not a type of 
structure (Van Natta). 

Response: While a condominium may be a type of ownership, generally it is 
developed as a multiple occupancy residential structure which may generating suf­
ficient parking density requiring review under the Rules for Indirect Sources. It is 
therefore the Department's opinion that this type of development be included in the 
definition of types of indirect sources requiring review. 

4. The inclusion of ''mobile home parks' in the definition of indirect sources is 
inappropriate because their impact on air quality is negligible. Planned unit 
developments whose streets are not dedicated to the public should not be con­
sidered indirect sources. They will be under the definition of "off-street area 
or space." (Van Natta) 
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Response: No documentation of the allegation that "mobile home parks" have 
negligible impact on air quality has been presented to the Department. This type of 
development may generate sufficient parking density to have a quantifiable impact on 
air quality. Under the existing and proposed Rules for Indirect Sources, single 
family residential structures which are part of planned unit developments are ex­
cluded from review. 

5. The definition of ''parking and traffic circulation plan'' is problematic in that 
even the best of plans might not "assure" the attainment and maintenance of 
ambient standards for pollutants whose cause is not vehicular. (Guenzler) 

Res onse It is not the intent of the Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan 
(PTCP to control pollutants that are primarily not related to motor vehicle ac­
tivities. As indicated in the proposed rule, PTCP's would only be required in areas 
where the control of parking spaces and traffic circulation is necessary to ensure 
attainment and maintenance of ambient air standards (20-120(1)). 

6. Indirect Sources consisting of dwellings should not be regulated because if 
people do not dwell in one area, they will dwell in another and the problem will 
not be alleviated (Van Natta). 

Response No comment, since this issue is found not relevant to the proposed 
Rule. 

7. "Reasonable receptor and exposure sites" is without adequate definition (Dabberdt). 

Response: It is the Department's opinion the definiton of "reasonable receptor 
and exposure sites" is adequate in terms of defining areas where the air quality 
impact of a proposed indirect source should be evaluated. In addition, the Depart­
ment keeps on file criteria for methods of sample collection and site location. 
Since this material is periodically updated and is voluminous in content, it is the 
Department's opinion it would be inappropriate to list all this detailed technical 
information in the Rule. 

8. "Temporary permit" 
the fee schedule. 
(Allen). 

is a superfluous definition because not used other than in 
A permit by its own conditions can specify its duration 

Response: The definition "temporary permit" has been dropped from final pro­
posed version of the Rule. 

Section 20-115 (Permit Required) 

1. This section should exempt projects with mass transit incentives or incentives 
to trip making by modes other than the single passenger auto. Also, the pro­
jections required for future ADT's should be relaxed or confined to projections 
of the "worst year" only. Sources causing 20,000 ADT whose modification will 
result in less than a 10,000 ADT increase in ten years should be exempt from the 
permit requirements. Finally, where most of any 20,000 ADT projected increase 
or more will be attributable to factors other than the source, the source should 
be exempt (Schroeder). 
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Res onse: While the benefits of projects designed to improve mass transit 
ridership i.e., park and ride stations) are recognized, it is the Department's 
position that any area-wide improvement in air quality should not be offset by a 
potential degradation of local air quality. Therefore, "mass transit" projects 
which are covered by the Rules for Indirect Sources should be reviewed as any 
other indirect source to ensure compliance with ambient air standards for both 
area-wide and local impacts. 

2. Portland's permit threshhold for parking facilities should not have been 
changed from 50 to 150 spaces. This lets in entire city blocks for parking 
lot development without a permit. Such causes a hardship on dense, multi-use 
neighborhood residents (Davis, Seidel). The "50,000 population" threshhold 
of 50 spaces should be restored to protect the air quality of the Eugene­
Springfield area (Wilburn). 

Response: As previously noted in the Department's staff report to the EQC 
of March 12, 1976, it was concluded that by raising the present minimum parking 
space review point from 50 to 250 spaces, there would be a substantial reduction 
(58%) in workload while having minimal impact on the overall effectiveness of 
the Indirect Source Program. This additional staff time could be then used to 
develop Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans which should have greater long-term 
air quality benefits than reviewing all small (less than 150 space) parking 
facilities. 

3. The size of parking facilities requ1r1ng review should be raised to 1,000 
spaces like the federal regulations require. Review of smaller facilities 
is unwarranted in terms of time and expense (Munro). 

Response: Refer to response to Comment #7 under the section "General 
Comments." 

4. The threshhold numbers imposed are arbitrary (Dabberdt, Rich). 

Response: Ambient air data collected by the Department indicates that 
generally the more highly urbanized areas of the state with associated higher 
levels of automotive traffic are characterized by general higher background 
levels of motor vehicle related pollutants. This observation is also supported 
by various independent studies conducted by EPA and others. The cutoff criteria 
is based on these observations, plus the need to efficiently administrate the 
review of parking facilities. 

Section 20-120 (Establishment of Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans) 

l. Constraints of time, expertise, and/or money, may render the requirements 
unworkable to local jurisdictions called upon to formulate plans unless 
some assistance is given (Driver, Gordon, Guenzler and Schroeder). 

Response: A review of existing Federal and State rules and regulations 
dealing with land use and transportation planning indicates there are existing 
planning and potential funding mechanisms which support the development of RP&C 
plans. Briefly these are: 
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A. The Federal Highway Administration (FWHA) requirement that regional 
transportation plans be annually reviewed as to their consistency with 
the Department's Clean Air Implementation Plan (23 CFR 770). 

B. SB 100 required that county comprehensive plans be in conformance with 
adopted Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) goals. 
Goal #6 requires that air quality discharges from existing and future 
developments "shall not threaten to violate, or violate applicable 
State or Federal environmental quality statutes, rules and standards." 

C. SB 769 (passed by Oregon Legislature 1973) gives CRAG the authority to 
develop criteria for the siting of regional facilities and the de­
lineation of areas of regional concern. Implied in this authority 
could be development of air quality criteria for the location of 
Indirect Sources having regional impact, e.g., regional shopping 
centers, highways, airports, etc. 

Upon designation of the need to develop a Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Plan (PTCP), the Department would provide technical expertise to local juris­
dictions to assist in the development of PTCP's. In addition, there is presently 
pending in front of Congress an amendment to the Clean Air Act of 1970 which 
would provide significant funding for the development of transportation plans in 
areas where attainment and maintenance of ambient air standards are required. 

2. There can be no meaningful Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans without 
the Air Quality Maintenance Plan which will not come into being for some 
time (Munro). 

Response: As indicated by the language in this section of the Rule, PTCP's 
would be required based on the findings of the Air Quality Maintenance Area 
(AQMA) Analysis. This analysis would determine if an AQMA Plan would be needed. 
As part of the control strategies for an AQMA Plan, Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Plans (PTCP) may be included. Therefore, there will most likely be close 
coordination between AQMA Plans and PTCP development. 

3. Criteria for Department's determination that plans are required should be 
set forth in detail (Allan, Dabberdt, Gordon, Guenzler, Klein and Schroeder) 

Res onse "Criteria" has been added to the proposed Rule. Refer to Section 
20-120 1 and Director's report to EQC. 

4. Decision to require a parking and traffic circulation plan should be 
preceded by local input, including at least one public hearing (Gordon). 

Response: The Department concurs with this suggestion and has added 
amendments to 20-120(1) to allow for a public hearing prior to final designation 
of areas needing PTCP's. 

5. The time frame for submission of required plans is unrealistically short 
(Gordon, Schroeder). 

Response: While it is recognized the development of PTCP's will be complex 
and time consuming process, it is the Department's opinion at this time, that 
proposed time schedule for their development is realistic in relationship to the 
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time to fulfill other related planning requirements. As previously noted, the 
Department will provide technical assistance to those areas designated in 
need of a PTCP, in order to expedite their development. 

6. Parking and Traffic Circulation Plans are worthwhile. They will abbreviate 
the review process to the benefit of developers and the taxpayers alike 
(Dabberdt, Gordon, Schroeder). 

Response: Agree. 

7. The Department should be required to lend its expertise in the development 
of such plans to avoid duplication in personnel necessary to state and 
local agencies (Gordon). 

Response: See response to comments #1 and #5 of this section. 

8. The requirement of an estimate of the air quality to be expected as the 
result of a plan {20-120(4){e)) is unreasonably burdensome since annual 
review of the plans necessary (Gordon). 

Response: As indicated in the above responses, DEQ would basically provide 
the air quality technical expertise needed in developing a PTCP. Before a plan 
is implemented, it is important to know its projected air quality impact in 
future years to determine its initial adequacy. After the plan is operational, 
it is important from an air quality viewpoint to determine if it is achieving 
its goal -- therefore the annual review. The Department will try to provide the 
maximum amount of technical assistance possible within budgetary restraints to 
accomplish these tasks. 

9. Local governments should be allowed to prepare plans voluntarily if they 
desire (Klein). 

Response: Section 20-120(9) allows for voluntary submission of a PTCP. 

10. Scheduling of construction should not be a plan element. It invites local 
abuse of building permit activities (Van Natta). 

Response: To the degree that scheduling of construction of various in­
direct sources needs to be known in order to evaluate their air quality impact, 
it should be included in the PTCP. This does not mean it will be used as a 
mechanism to abuse local building activities, only as a method to inventory the 
future impact of proposed indirect sources. Without this information it would 
be difficult to quantify the total impact of a PTCP. 

11. The plan should not attempt to allocate on-street and single family spaces 
unless it can be shown that such an expensive regulatory program aspect is 
justified (Gordon). 

Response: Agreed, the Department has no intention to control the parking 
spaces for this type of development unless it is justified. 
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Section 20-125 (Information Required from Permit Applicants) 

l. The application information requirements are too complex and pose an 
expensive burden for source owners or developers (Munro). 

Response: For the exeception of only larger indirect source projects, 
i.e., parking facilities over 1,000 parking spaces, highways and airports, the 
amount of basic information required in an application is minimal (refer to 
section 20-129(l)(b)(A)). Generally most of this information is readily available 
from a local or county traffic engineer and/or from the developer's own analysis 
of the trip generation characteristics of the indirect source. 

2. Subsections 20-125(l)(c) and (d) should clearly provide that airports and 
highways requiring permits are only those defined in the "definitions" 
sections (Driver). 

Response: The Department has reviewed these sections of the proposed Rule 
and believes "airports" and "highways" are adequately defined and reference to 
section 20-110. 

Section 20-129 (Application where no Plan is on File) 

l. The number of time periods for projected ADT estimates in oppressive and 
should be reduced to a ''worse year'' only requirement (Schroeder). 

Response: Refer to Director's Report for Department response to this 
comment. 

2. Description of transit incentives which might be required should be deleted. 
It amounts to unwarranted and unauthorized subsidity of mass transit 
(Munro, Van Natta). 

Response: Refer to Department's response to comment #5 under the Section 
"General Comments." 

3. The requirement of an estimate of additional growth which may be resultant 
from or concurrent with the source is a worthwhile criterion. It is 
necessary to insure land use will not conflice with air quality (Wilburn). 

Response: No comment required. 

4. This requirement is excessive and requ1r1ng of nearly impossible judgments. 
The need would be served better by the requirement of an EIS such as is 
required for highway construction (Allen). 

Response: It has been the Department's experience that the information 
required for proposed highway projects is not excessive and is reasonable in 
terms of adequately reviewing the air quality impacts of such projects. Since 
generally an EIS also requires information which is not directly related to air 
quality, e.g., water quality impact, land use impact, etc., this method of 
reviewing highway air quality impacts would far exceed the statutory basis of 
the Rule. 
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5. "Reasonable receptor exposure sites" is too vague. It should be better defined 
(Dabberdt). 

Response: Refer to response to comment #7 under sec ti on 20-11 0 ( definitions 

6. This section should make clear whether "no plan on file" areas are all such 
areas or only those areas where a plan requirement has been imposed but there's 
no plan yet (Driver). 

Response: It is the Department's opinion that 20-129 applies to all areas not 
having an "approved" (refer to section 20-120(6)) Parking and Traffic Circulation 
Plan which is required to develop a PTCP by a specified time. 

Section 20-130 (Issuance or Denial of Permits) 

1. The Department has repeatedly failed to notify persons on the list prescribed by 
20-130(2)(a), (Van Natta). 

Response: This comment is not directly related to proposed rule making action, 
but will be responded to by direct communication with Mr. Van Natta. 

2. Requiring transit incentives as a possible permit condition is an unauthorized 
and inappropriately circuitous subsidity of Tri-Met and does not serve to 
prevent pollution (Van Natta). 

Response: Refer to Department's response to comment #5 under the section 
"General Comments" and the Director's report to the EQC. 

3. Requiring transit incentives as a possible permit condition is laudable from a 
standpoint of air quality and works well to preserve air quality (McCarthy). 

Response: No comment required. 

4. Removal of the requirement for evidence of conformance with applicable land 
use law is unwise as it relinquishes a valuable tool for the regulation 
of land use (Davis, Seidel). Such removal is a wise proposal because the 
agency has no authority to regulate land use per se (Van Natta). 

Response: In response to Davis and Seidel's comments, it has been the Depart­
ment's experience that many local jurisdictions prefer to have DEQ review and ap­
proval prior to making final land use decisions on particular proposed indirect 
source. In several cases, local jurisdictions have required that Departmental 
approval be received prior to consideration of land use approval or issuance of a 
building permit. It is the Department's judgment that this requirement has resulted 
in several unnecessary delays in the construction of facilities that have received an 
Indirect Source Construction Permit. It is also our opinion that better transpor­
tation and land use decisions can be made with this proposed rule change since air 
quality impact review could be an integral part of the comprehensive planning pro­
cess. 
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5. "Sha 11 be app 1 i ed for" is wording which poses a trip wire in the requi r­
ement that an application made 90 days before the beginning of construction. 
A permit might be denied on this technicality. The process outlined in the 
rules will serve to delay any project for at least ninety days in any event 
(Van Natta). The time frame for issuance of denial to too lengthy (Allen, 
Van Natta). 

Response: While the processing of most indirect sources permit appli­
cations takes from approximately 35 to 40 days (this includes the mandatory 20 
day public notice period, section 20-130(2)(a)) from the time an application is 
submitted to the time a final permit is issued, occasionally additional time is 
needed due to the fact the applicant has submitted an incomplete application 
and/or additional air quality studies are required to comply with the requirements 
of the Rule. In order to ensure that there is adequate time to fully review 
most indirect sources, the wording in section 20-130(9) is proposed. It has 
been the Department's experience that most developers are aware, well in advance 
of 90 days, of their anticipated start of construction date. 

6. In 20-130(5)(b), a failure to issue a permit should not occur simply 
because of a finding that a source will delay attainment of a standard. 
What standards? What does "delay" mean? Starting a bulldozer could delay 
attainment (Van Natta). 

Response: The standards referred to are the state ambient air standards as 
stated in OAR Chapter 340, Section 31-005 through 31-050. In determining whether 
a particular indirect source may delay attainment with standards, several factors 
are considered. First, will the source cause ambient air standards to be 
violated beyond the attainment date as determined by EPA. Secondly, what is the 
magnitude of the projected violations, and finally over what time period and 
area will the violations occur. If any project is shown to cause a significant 
delay towards attaining the air quality standards using the above criteria, 
then it may be deemed sufficient grounds for denying the permit. 

7. 20-l30(2)(b)(4) allows the imposition of permit conditions that might 
unwisely take certain planning options away from local and elected officials 
(Driver). 

Response: While the Department is not quite sure what the author of this 
comment means by the "taking of certain planning options away from local and 
elected officials," the proposed amendment to 20-130(4) should clarify the 
intent of the proposed rule and hopefully satisfy his concerns. 

Section 20-140 (Fees) 

l. Except for the filing fees, the fee schedule is exhorbitant. Distinction 
should be made in favor of governmental applicants (Allen). 

Response: After reconsidering the benefits and costs associated with 
implementing a fee schedule at this time, the Department proposes to delete this 
section from the final version of the proposed rule presented to the Commission 
for its consideration and adoption. 
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2. The difference in fees for different quantities of planned spaces appears 
unreasonable and abusive of the police power (Munro). 

Response: Refer to response to comment #l in this section. 

3. To have to pay a fee at all is an insult heaped upon developers who are 
already injured by the rule (Van Natta). 

Response: Refer to response to comment #l in this section. 
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LEE JOHNSON 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

JAMES W. DURHAM 
P&f'UTY ATTORNEY GENERAi.. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Mr. Carl Simons 

PORTLAND DIVISION 
!555 STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

PORTLAND, OREGON 972.01 
TELEPHONE: (503) 22.9-5725 

July 27, _1976 

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

Re: Indirect Source Rules 

Dear Carl: 

On July 26, 1976 I received a copy of the "Proposed Rules for Indirect 
Sources". I have briefly scanned therri. 

I suggest.that OAR §340-20-130(.5) (a.J-(c) be amended. Subparagraphs 
(a)· through (c) provide the standards for determining when an 
Indirect Source Emission Control Program may be required. -If 
in a particular area an ambient air quality standard is exceeded, 
or if it is close to being exceeded and a violation is projected, 
it would be very difficult, if not impossible, to prove that 
any one indirect source would "cause", _in the legal sense, a 
violation, or a delay in attainment, of an ambient standard; 

_given the background contribution of other actual or proposed 
air contaminant sources. Therefore, I suggest that the standard 
should also be whether the indirect source would "contribute" 
to a violation. 

I propose that OAR §340-20-130(.5) be amended as follows: 

OAR §340-20-130 

* ·* ·* * 
"(5) An Indirect Source Construction Permit 

may [be withheld] not be issued if: 
"(a) The Indirec~Source will cause or con­

tribute to a violati'on of the Clean Air Ac~Implerrienta­
tion Planfor Oregon. 

" (bl The Indirect Source will cause' or -· 
contribute to a delay in the attainment of-,-or ·cause 
or contribute to a violation of any- state ambient 
air quality standard [.] £y_ the Indirect Source or 
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"[(cl The Indirect Source causes] any other 
Indirect Source or system of Indirect Sources. [to 
violate any state ambient air quality standard.] 

"[(d)] (c) The applicable requirements for an 
Indirect Source Construction Permit applications are 
not met." 

The above changes would require the citation to OAR "§340-20-130 
(5) (a), (b) and (c)" in proposed OAR §340-20-130 (4) (a) to be changed 
to OAR "§340-20-130 (5) (a) and (b) ". I have not checked to see if 
there are any other cross references which would have to be similarly 
changed. 

sPlease call me if you have any questions. 

pjw 

cc: Mr. Joe Richards 
Dr. Morris Crothers 
Dr. Grace Phinney 
Mr. Ronald Somers 
Mrs. Jacklyn Hallock 
Mr. Loren Kramer 
Mr. W. Michel Gillette 

General 
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DEQ-1 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Fishhawk Lake Sewerage System Performance Bond, Columbia­
Clatsop Counties - Petition for Substitution of Alternative 
Security. 

At the September 20, 1974 meeting of the EQC, Fishhawk Lake 
Recreation Club, Inc. requested a reduction in the amount of the 
maintenance performance bond and the substitution of a mortgage 
lien on real property for the present corporate surety. After 
some discussion, the Commission rejected the proposal. ·A copy of 
the September 1974 staff report and minutes are attached. 

The EQC in June 1976 received a petition (a copy is attached) 
from both Fishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc. and Fishhawk Lake 
Estates, Inc. proposing the following: 

1. The Commission reduce the bond amount to $5,000. 

2. The Commission accept a $5,000 mortgage on an unimproved 
lot in lieu of a surety. 

3. The Club will make cash deposits of not less than $1,000 
per year to a savings account. When the account reaches 
a value of $5,000, the Club will then pledge the account 
in lieu of bond. 

4. The Commission release the existing bond and accept the 
proposals of the petition. 

Current Status of Fishhawk Lake Development 

l. Nearly all of the 320 lots in the development have been 
sold. The remaining unsold lots have been turned over 
to the recreation club. 
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2. There are currently 40 recreational homes constructed and 
connected to the sewer system, only 11 of which are occupied 
on a day-to-day basis. 

3. The recreation club has exhibited a sincere desire and 
ability to accept full responsibility for all appropriate 
community functions. 

Discussion 

Specific rules on bonds for construction, operation and maintenance 
of sewerage facilities were adopted by the EQC and became effective 
February 25, 1975. OAR 340-15-025 provided for the bond value to be 
based on $1.00 a gallon of installed capacity with a minimum of $2,000 
and a maximum of $25,000. OAR 340-15-020(3) authorizes the Commission 
to accept "other security in such form and amount as specifically 
approved". Based on installed capacity, the bond value should be 
$25,000. If based on projected waste flows from current connections, 
the bond value would be $11,650. The petition of the Fishhawk Lake 
Recreation Club, Inc. appears a logical step in assigning full responsi­
bilities for utilities operation to the entity with management capabilities 
and control. However, the Department staff believes that the minimum 
bond or equivalent should not be less than the amount calculated based 
on $1.00 per gallon of projected flow from present connections. 

Recommendation 

It is therefore recommended that the Commission: 

1. Authorize reduction of the amount of the bond to $11,650. 

2. Accept a mortgage lien on real property held by the recreation 
club until cash deposits to an assigned savings account at 
the rate of at least $1,000/year reach $ll ,650. 

3. Authorize the staff, legal counsel and petitioners to 
prepare and enter into the appropriate agreements. 

c?s@ 
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

CPH/HLS: ak 
July 19, 1976 

Encl. 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

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

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. L, September 20, 1974, EQC Meeting 

Fishhawk Lake Recreation Homesites: 
Domestic Sev1erage System Maintenance Performance Bond 

Background: 

The Fishhawk Lake domestic sewerage system in Clatsop/Columbia 
Counties was constructed in 1971 to serve approximately 320 recrea­
tion homesites. At that time, a maintenance performance bond with 
Aetna Casualty & Surety Company as corporate surety, was submitted 
to DEQ. The amount of the bond is $25,000. The bond principal is 
"Fishhawk Lake Estates, Inc." v1hich is a corporate affiliate of the 
Grown Development Company, developers of Fishhawk Lake Estates. 

According to information submitted to DEQ in 1971, the owner­
ship of the sewerage system, along with other community properties, 
was transferred by bil"I of sale to the Fishhawk Lake Recreation 
Club, Inc., a nonprofit corporation comprised of lot nurchasers 
in the Fishhawk Lake development. Since that time. management, 
operation and maintenance of the sewerage utility has been accom­
plished by the recreation club. 

A l~aste Discharge Permit 1·1as issued by the State in 1972 to 
the Fishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc., permitting operation of 
the subject utility with discharge to Fishhawk Creek at river 
1nile 6.0. limits of the permit include 20 mg/L BOD and suspended 
solids and flow of 0.1 MGD. Effluent disinfection is required 
prior to discharge. 

The Fishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc. is requesting a re­
duction of the 1na i ntenance performance bond and substitution of 
a mortgage lien on the real property for the present corporate 
surety. More precisely, the club has prepared an agreement with 
the EQC to the effect that: 
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1. The recreation club is the entity acting 
on behalf of the property owners; 

2. The club has shown that a $5,000 bond is 
sufficient to ensure compliance with per­
mit requirements, and has proposed a 
substitute of a mortgage lien on real 
property valued at $5,000; 

3. A document creating a mortgage lien on an 
unimproved lot within the plat will be 
delivered to the Commission; 

4. The club agrees to deposit not less than 
$1,000 per year cash in a savings account 
until the account reaches $5,000, at 
which time the club will assign or pledge 
the account to the Commission as security 
in place of the mortgage lien on the lot. 
The $5,000 cash deposit will be permanent 
and recoverable by the Commission only. 
Interest will be payable to the club. 

Evaluation: 

1. Operation of the sewerage system and 
sewage treatment plant has been effec­
tive and adequate, although DEQ monitoring 
and operat i ona 1 reporting have not been 
adequate to show continuity in this re­
gard. 

2. There are currently 7 recreational homes 
connected to the sewer system, on 1 y 3 of 
which are occupied on a day-to-day basis. 

3. The recreation club has exhibited a sin­
cere desire and ability to accept full 
responsibility for all appropriate community 
functions. 

4. The recoverable value of the security 
proposed in lieu of a cash bond or cor­
porate surety will at least sustain its 
nominal value over the time involved. 
Subsequently, the savings account assign­
ment can be increased in the future if 
appropriate. 

Recommendation: 

The request of the Fishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc. appears 
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to be well supported and a logical step in assigning full respon­
sibilities for utilities operation to the entity 1vith management 
capab·ilities and control. It is therefore recommended that the 
Commission reduce the amount of bond required to $5,000 and, further, 
to accept in lieu of other security a real property mortgage lien 
against Lot 32, Division II of the plat of Fishhawk Lake Estates 
in Columbia County. The appropriate document of agreement is 
available for signature of the Chairman. 

PDC: rgs 

attachment 

9-12-74 

KESSLER R. 
Director 
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FISHHAWK LAKE RECREATION HOMESITES: DOMESTIC SEWERAGE SYSTEM MAINTENANCE 
PERFORMANCE BOND 

Mr. Curran presented the staff memorandum report and responded to questions 

by the Commission. The Fishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc. requested a reduction 

of the $25,000 maintenance performance bond and substitution of a mortgage lien 

on the real property for the present corporate surety and proposed the following 
i 

agreement with the Environmental Quality commission: 

1. The recreation club is the entity action on behalf of the property. 
owners, 

2. The club has shown that a $5,000 bond is sufficient to ensure compliance 
with permit requirements, and has proposed a substitute of a mortgage 
lien on real property valued at $5,000; 

3. A document creating a mortgage lien on an unimproved lot within the 
plat will be delivered to the Commission; 

4. The club agrees to deposit not less than $1,000 per year cash in a 
savings account until the account reaches $5,000, at which time the 
club will assign or pledge the account to the Commission as security 
in place of the mortgage lien on the lot. The $5,000 cash deposit 
will be permanent and recoverable by the Commission only. Interest 
will be payable to the club. 

It was the Director's recommendation that the Commission reduce the amount 

of bond required to $5,000 and, further, to accept in lieu of other security a 

real property mortgage lien against Lot 32, Division II of the plat of Fishhawk 

Lake Estates in Columbia County. 

Mr. Somers objected to the recommendation principally on the basis that the 

developer must be held liable in perpetuity rather than being allowed to turn 

over the responsibility to the purchasers. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Somers, seconded by Dr. Crothers and unanimously carried 

to deny the Director's recommendation. 

/ 
WEYERHAEUSER pcl~PANY, R TIME EXTENSION 

ompany's inabil­

o comply with the sc7 adline of October l, 197 , requiring Weyerhaeuser 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of the 
Substitution of Security 
for the Fishhawk Lake 
Estates Sewage Treatment 
System. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NO. 

PETITION 

Come now Fishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc. a non­

profit Oregon corporation and Fishhawk Lake Estates, Inc., 

an Oregon corporation, and petition the Commission and 

represent as followp: 

I 

The purpose of this petition is to obtain a reduction 

in the amount of the bond posted pursuant to ORS 454.425. 

The history of the development and of the treatment plant in 

question will be set forth in detail to aid in understanding 

of the.matter by the commissioners. 

II 

Fishhawk Lake Estates, Inc. was the developer of a 

recreational subdivision situated in Columbia and Clatsop 

Counties, Oregon. There is no municipal organization nor 

sanitary district having jurisdiction over the subdivision 

for the purpose of operation of a sewage collection system. 

The subdivision was platted in 1967. At that time the lots 

were platted at a size to meet the then standards required 

25 for septic tanks for subsurface disposal. Approval was 

26 

Page 

given by·the respective health authorities of Clatsop and 

°'."1- PETITION 
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1 Columbia Counties. Some lots in the subdivision were sold 

2 but before the development was completed, by reason of a 

3 state directive, the standards were changed and the in-

4 stallation of septic tanks was prohibited. The developer 

5 had not included the cost of a sewage treatment system in 

6 its budget nor in its lot costs. The developer had no funds 

7 available in its financing to be able to install a sewage 

8 collection and treatment system. Further, the lots were of 

9 a much larger size than would have been used had the subdivision 

10 not been planned for subsurface sewage disposal. Consequently 

11 

12 

18 

14 

15 

16 

25 

26 

the developer had no opportunity to obtain the capital from 

sale of a greater number of lots necessary to install a 

sewage treatment plant. 

III 

Fishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc. was incorporated 

for the purpose of acting as the lot owners association for 

the development. It has been acting as such since its 

inception. The subdivision is essentially completed with 

regard to sales. When the order was made prohibiting the 

construction of houses on lots within the subdivision unless 

a sewer was installed, both the developer and the club 

started working together to find financing and obtain the 

installation of a sewage treatment system. The club had 

only the small resources available to a beginning organization 

in that it was the owner of the common facilities and club 

house and of certain lots for common purposes in the subdivision. 

Page -2- PETITION 



1 It also had only limited potential for dues income because 

2 lot owners were unable to use their lots effectively. The 

3 developer had exhausted all sources of financing at that 

4 time and, in addition, the economy and availability of 

6 credit took a severe downturn during 1968 and '69. 

6 IV 

7 Fishhawk Lake Estates, Inc. did not have a legal 

8 obligation to install a sewage collection and treatment 

9 system because the initial sales had been made on the basis 

10 of an approved subsurface system. However, the president of 

11 Fishhawk Lake Estates, Inc. believed the company should 

12 assume a moral obligation to work out the matter and also it 

13 had a few lots yet to sell. The club agreed to use its 

14 assessment powers to assess all lots within the subdivision 

16 for the cost of construction of the sewage collection and 

16 treatment system. The developer negotiated on behalf of the 

club with Pacific National Bank of Washington to finance the 17 

24 

system. Said bank required as a condition of a loan to 

finance the system that liens be placed on the property and 

assigned to it, that the developer also guarantee the loan 

and that the president guarantee the loan personally. All 

of this was done and the sewage collection and treatment 

system was installed. In order to meet the bond requirement 

under ORS 454.425 it was necessary to borrow an additional 

25 $25,000 and use that as collateral for the bond. The bond 

26 
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1 was posted and the plant has been in operation successfully 

2 by the club since its completion. 

3 V 

4 The $25,000 collateral for the bond is the property of 

6 the developer, Fishhawk Lake Estates, Inc. It is actually 

6 posted for the benefit of the club which operates the plant. 

7 The club does not have cash to collateralize such a bond and 

8 no surety company will sign such a surety bond without cash 

9 collateral. The club believes that the developer has more 

10 than fulfilled its obligations and that its mon~y should 

11 have been released to it long ago. The club also believes 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

25 

26 

Page 

that its successful operation of the plant without significant 

adverse incidents merits the reduction of the bond pursuant 

to OAR 340-15-025 to the sum of $5,000. 

VI 

Your petitioners therefore propose the following: 

1. The Commission reduce the amount of the required 

bond or security to the sum of $5,000. 

2. The Club will execute and deliver to the Commission 

a document creating a mortgage lien on an unimproved lot 

within the plat of Fishhawk Lake Estates warranted and 

appraised as having a current fair market value of at least 

$5,000. The mortgage document shall recite that it is to secure 

an obligation of $5,000 and may be foreclosed if the club fails to 

comply with the requirements of the statutes and regulations 

for operation of the treatment plant under ORS 545.425. 

-4- PETITION 



1 

2 

3 

3, The club shall agree to deposit not less than 

$1,000 per fear in a savings account. The club shall 

continue tomake such deposits and not to make withdrawals 

4 until such hme as the account reaches $5,000. At such time 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

25 

26 

as it reach~s $5,000 the club proposes to pledge the same in 

lieu of bon.d pursuant to Ol,R 340-15-020 (2). 

4. Tbe Commission shall release the existing bond and 

accept the feortgage as other security pursuant to OAR 340-

15-020(3). 

WHEREFORE the petitioners respectfully request that the 

proposal above set forth be adopted. 

DATED this / / day of June, 1976. 

FISHHAWK LAKE RECREATION CLUB, INC. 
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DEQ-1 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 
From: Director 
Subject: Agenda Item No. J, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Sewage Works Construction Grant Project Priority List for 
FY '77 - Request Authority for Public Hearing 

Background 

Each year, DEQ must develop a Sewerage Works Construction 
priority list for federal construction grants. The EQC approved 
prioritization criteria on April 25, 1975 and adopted the FY '76 
Priority List on July 10, 1975. It is now necessary to proceed to 
public hearing for adoption of a priority list for federal FY '77 
(October l, 1976 through September 30, 1977). 

Status Report on FY '76 

As of June 30, 1976, DEQ has committed by State priority certification· 
approximately 93% of the grant dollars planned for commitment. The 
Department has not certified as many grant applications as projected, 
but has done very well dollarwise as shown by the following data: 

Step I Grants (Facility Planning) 
# certified/# awarded 
$'s certified 

Step II Grants (Facility Design) 
# certified/# awarded 
$'s certified 

Step III Grants (Construction) 
# certified/# awarded 
$'s certified 

Total Grants 
# certified/# awarded 
$'s certified 

*Note: $' s rounded to· nearest $1,000 

Planned Actual 

85 74/63 
$ 1,479,000 $1,897,000 

92 34/16 
$11,548,000 $ 4,777 ,ODO 

52 35/28 
$38,104,000 $40,879,000 

229 l 4i3/l 07 
$51, 13·1 ,ODO $47,553,000* 
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In order to put the program in proper pe~spective, it's enlightening 
to compare where we are now versus where we were when the proposed FY '76 
Grants Priority List was presented to the EQC for ratification. The 
following grant funds were available for FY '76 on June 20, 1975: 

FY '75 Carryover 

FY '76 Funding 

· Total Available 

1: 

$11,306,187.00 

$77,582,900.00 

$88,889,087.00 

In a little over one year $49,236,141.00 has been awarded* to Oregon grant 
applicants enabling.needed sewage works planning, design and construction 
to proceed. If all goes as projected, the remaining grant balance of 
$39,652,946.00 will be committed through State certification by December 31, 
1976. According to federal regulation, we have until December 31, 1977 to 
obligate these remaining funds. 

The extra quarter added to this fiscal year by the federal government 
should be a busy one. As shown by the following projections, we expect to 
certify 43 additional appl i cat·i ons to the Envi.ronmenta l Protec ti on Agency 
by September 30, 1976: 

Planned 

Ste[! I Grants 
# certified 10 
$'s certified (thousands) $ 210 

Ste[! II Grants 
# certified 24 
$'s certified (thousands) $ 3,370 

Ste[! III Grants 
# certified 9 
$'s certified (thousands) $17,628 

' 
TOTAL 

# certified 43 
$'s certified (thousands) $21,208 

We will undoubtedly have a carryover.of funds into FY '77 of approxi­
mately $18,000,000.00. We have not received any new funding commitment 
from EPA for FY '77. Planning to date is based on the assumption that 
$43.5 million will be made available. If funding is not forthcoming, 
Oregon will run out of money in December 1976. 

A listing of current project status is included as Attachment I. 

* (Some grants were awarded during FY '76 based on certifications made 
in FY '75). • 
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Proposed Revisions in Criteria for Priority Ranking 

Based on our experiences during FY '76, we need to make several 
changes in our "Criteria for Priority Ranking" for FY '77 to allow (l) 
greater flexibility in project scheduling, (2) reinstate the 15% reserve 
for grant increases and cost adjustments, and (3) formally adopt a special 
and separate reserve for Step I and Step II grant projects under the 
authority of 40 CFR 35.915(i). 

The changes which have been suggested are discussed individually to 
allow evaluation of the need for change and what would be involved should 
the suggestions be approved by the EQC. 

l. Schedule Flexibility. Projected grant certification schedules 
are best guesses by water quality grant program staff and are 
fairly realistic at the time the priority list is prepared. 
Schedules established by DEQ are optimistic and intended to push 
projects. As a result, schedules frequently are not met and 
projects are completed more slowly than originally estimated. 
Funds reserved for particular grants by priority list schedule 
remained ''reserved for the project'' throughout FY '76 unless the 
Department notified each applicant involved of DEQ's intent to 
reallocate the funds to other projects proceeding expeditiously 
during FY '76. This notification procedure also had to allow 
opportunity for hearing, with resultant delays. 

We suggest that we notify a 11 potentia 1 grant applicants of our 
intent to reallocate funds reserved for a particular grant 
project if the applicant does not stay on schedule or formally 
request and justify a change in schedule within 30 days of the 
''reserved'' date. This notification would be contained within 
the priority criteria, would eliminate the need for individual 
notification when a schedule is changed; and would allow the 
Director to allocate funds for other projects on the approved 
priority list which could not previously be reached with avail­
able funds. 

2. Reinstate the 15% Reserve.• In FY '76, we set aside an 8% 
reserve for use during the year for grant increases or cost 
adjustments (i.e., when amount requested by applicant is more 
than amount estimated and reserved on the priority list). That 
reserve had to be increased to approximately 15% during the 
fiscal year since projects on or ahead of schedule required more 
funds than had originally been estimated. For example, the USA 
Rock Creek STP project, since it was accelerated, took almost 
all of the 8% reserve during FY '76, which left almost nothing 
for other active projects. 

3. Formally Recognize Reserve Under 40 CFR 35.914(i). A portion of 
the 15% reserv·e should be tagged for use by the Director under 
40 CFR 35.915(i). This identification of the special reserve 

• 
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.fund wi)l recognize that the EQC wishes to establish this 
reserve for Step I.and Step II projects and will formally 
authorize the Director to use the reserve ''at his discretion''. 
This reserve could also be used to insure that a proportional 
share of construct'ion grant funds would be reserved for small 
communities, as related to water pollution needs. Such a 
reserve was established for FY. '76 by the EQC by separate 
action in August 1975. 

4. Editorial Changes. A few editorial changes are proposed. The 
most significant is.to use the word ''certified'' instead of 
awarded since DEQ has control over certification of an appli­
cation to EPA but cannot control or predict award dates. 

Criteria for priority ranking with proposed revisions is attached as 
Attachment I I. 

Proposed Priority Ranking for FY '77 

I 

Included as Attachment III is the proposed list of projects with priority 
point assignment -- and priority ranking assigned. Attachment IV is a list 
of projects in priority order with estimated costs and projected scheduling. 

The above lists were developed based on project status as of July 23, 
1976. The asterisk(*) in the Project Need Point column means that a Step 
II or Step III application has been certified to EPA under-the FY '76 list. 
Under the priority criteria, such projects move to the top of the next list 
(FY '77) in the same relative order as they appeared on the FY '76 list. 

If FY •~7 money were available, it would be possible to adopt and. 
convert to a new list immediately for the balance of FY '76 and all of 
FY '77. Since this is not the case, the following will be required: 

l. Between adoption of the list and notice of allotment of 
FY '77 funds, projects will be certified pursuant to the 
FY '76 list. 

2. Any Step II or III projects certified will be moved to the top 
of the FY '77 list in the same rank order as they appeared on 
the FY '76 list and the priority numbers will be re-assigned. 
All projects below the asterisk (*) level will maintain the 
same relative priority order. 

3. When the FY '77 allotment is announced, the list will be 
frozen, and future grant certifications will be based on the 
FY '77 list. The cutoff line will be established by the 
Director after deducting the 15% contingency reserve from the 
available funds (carryover FY '76 plus FY '77). 

EPA rules require the Department to hold a public hearing on the 
proposed priority list prior to adoption. 
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Director's RecoriJmendation 

It is recommended that the EQC: 

1. Approve the proposed changes in priority criteria contained 
in Attachment IL 

2. Authorize the Department to hold a public hearing before the 
Department Hearings Officer on the proposed priority list. 
(Such hearing is tentatively scheduled for August 25, 1976.) 

THB/HLS:ak 
July 19, 1976 

<c s;-:s 
LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

• 
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JULY 19, 1976: UPDATED PROJECT CERTIFICATION 
SCHEDULE (CHROIIOLOGICAL LISTING) 

--' . 
.. . ATTACHMENT 1 

f:;· ·- ~ ~ ,_ • __, • GRANT . 
u: • uJ ... ----· . ... o.....;~ ,_ .. tB~----~t ___ tH/\P.D __ _ --~~~----rRoJt-c--r--------~~-2 PR0J.DESCR;::~O'.'.~ ~~ t;tj D,11 TE cm~MEtiTS i 

c: 0.. LtJU VlO..O~ t- c::( 

448 127 AURORA 26 STP, INT 1 00012 0875 091775 
480 003 BROOKINGS 33 INT 3 00124 0575 091775 

(; ... 511 074 CANNON BEACH .. ·16 STP IMP ·· 1 00024 0975 ·100275 
488 020 CANYONVILLE 33 STP IMP 1 00013 0875 091775 

-,4z--n8···cARMEL-FOUlWEA"TRER'-5-·1) ,,-s·rp·,""ftn-r·-00028 097'S-'foTo75 _______ _ 

(; 423 047 CAVE JUNCTION 30 STP IMP l 00009 0975 102975 
... 393 107 CHARLESTON-BARVIEW S 0 .... ---- 33 INT 3 01745 0875.112575 

373 0B6 CHILOQUIN 32 STP IMP 2 00026 0575 090975 
(') ---373 OB6 CH!LOOUIN 2 STP IMP ·3 00039 0875 09l775REHAB 

461 036 CLACKAMAS CO S O HI 16 INT 3 00444 0875 120875 
-;92-·--oor--ccATSKANIE" 'o"STP1MF""2-obo80 oz'75"'66T775 _______ _ 

() 392 002 CLATSKANIE 86 STP IMP 3 00055 0675 072475 
--·355· ... 001 CORVALLIS ........ 06.STP IMP . 3 05958. 0775 081575 

386 005 CULVER 63 STP, INT 3 0·0161 0475 100275 
f0 ..... 473 . 094 DUFUR ·--------·· 53 STP IMP l 00003 0975 ·100175 
" 415 009 FRUITDALE-HARBECK 40 INT 3 00080 1074 061775 

--,.4,--083"GOVERN,~ENr-cAMP- J cSTP7MP-"'3"6()68o 6975-0T267·~--------c, 361 090 HUNTINGTON 03 CL2 3 00030 0675 1C2475 
-519 """092 JOSEPH orsTP lMP .T 00004 0975" 100775 

516 084 KLAMATH FALLS REGIONAL 33 STP 1 00069 0975 120875 0 -484·······-·o96 LABISH VILLAGE ... "'···---·---orrnr--- """"3""00123 ................ 0675"080575 
440 095 LAKE OSWEGO-WILLAMETTE 16 INT 3 00360 0975 121875 

-5,·o--1-zOcAKE·s1DE T'STP,TNT"TuO"OO. 0975""'Tob97 ________ _ 

() . 403 024 LONG CREEK 67 STP 3 00214 0875 103175 
··444 · ..... 069· MOLALLA 84 STP EXP ·2 00070. 0975 012376. 

534 129 NEWBERG □ NORTHWEST* 43 INT I 00010 0975 101675 
o--417·-----122 PACIFIC CITY SD 6··srP·TMP ·1 00021 0575.071875. 

556 050 REEDSPORT 33 INT I 00020 0975 100175 
-349 OJ?-RTDDL STP 01)"5"2 087,rr201---------

C} 515 080 SCIO 36 STP IMP I 00005 0875 090575 
; -506 "067 SHERIDAN-WILLAMINA... T"STP .IMP---I 00026 0975 100975 
, 400 004 UMATILLA-MCNARY 67· INT 3 00163 1074 091775 
·' (; ""338 """"007 UNION 54"STP, INT ·2 00048 0675082575 

485-01 025 USA □ ROCK CREEK* 14 STP 2 01721 0775 080875 
-4·8s~oz-oz571s·A-□ROCK"'CREEK T d'3TZ 6775"'081575 _______ _ 

G, 485-02 025 USA □ROCK CREEK* 14 STP 3 00247 0975 100675 !NCR 
" ·425 .... 016 .. USA □WILLOW CK - PHASE 3*. ·16 ·rNT '.'f 00265 75 050275 

385 082 VENETA 52 STP EXP 3 00320 0875 101775 
o•--373-----086CHILOQUIN ·2·srP·IMP "3 00247 10751075'!03175 !NCR 

554 093 ENTERPRISE 01 STP IMP I 00009 1075 1075 110375 
,o-z.54--lT3◊7"UGENE~SPRTNGFrEC '5°11" ◊-Ni"J1lci"TS"'·1T1S--0·22'376;_ ______ _ 

(~ 476 070 GERVAIS -□ WOODBURN* 476-509 09 STP IMP 1 00023 1075 1075 101675 
",··490 027 HARRIS8URG "52"srP· .. ···1 00012 1075 1175 120575 

422 089 HINES 09 CL2 3 00107 1075 1075 
()8·510· ·073 JEFFERSON -4-STP, INT I 00008 1075 1075 111175 

438 021 JOHN DAY-CANYON CITY 01 STP, INT I 00021 1075 1075 120275 
'-495 037"':JUNCTJON ·err S"TT'tMP----rooo28""T615·-·1 b75-l"o297------~--

'' 323 006 NETARTS-OCEANSIDE 43 STP, INT 2 00214 1075 1275 021376 
, ... 326 013 PORTLAND □ GERTZ-SCHMEER* SYSTEM 3 01220 1075 1075 101675 !NCR 

347 Oil REDMOND 43 SYSTEM 2 00518 1075 1175 011976 
,,"-570 030 SPRINGFIELD al/I STUDY* STP IMP 1 00017 1075 1075 022315 

485-02 025 USA □ROCK CREEK* 14 STP. 3 01146 1075 1075 102475 !NCR 
4 -,.-z7----05,AUMSV! LL o"STP ·rMF-T"0"◊-009"T175"'1 d'7S" 1T 13 7---------

f" 

' 

' 
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• 
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AHARQ _______ ---------
DATE CGnl!EtlTS ,, 

-428 081 BROWNSVILLE 36 STP IMP 2 00027 1175 1275 030376 
430 066 DAYTON 84 STP IMP 1 00008 1175 1075 111975 

( 472 057 ELGIN - ------- 01 STP IMP l 00009 1175 1175 120175 
413 046 GOLD HILL 33 STP IMP l 00016 1175 1175 111975 

-··4-s9·-~-·0·23-·}lrLLSBORO'~RRIGAl"IO stP l -cfoO-i:3-1175 0176 030876-··--·--··· 
(_: 475 056 LAGRANDE-ISLAND CITY 12 STP, !NT 1 00025 1175 1275 040976 

- -446 071 LEBANON 14 STP !MP 2 00173 1175 1175 032976 
450 075 LINCOLN CITY □PHASE l* 56 !NT 2 00093 1175 1075 022376 

(' --374 - ---040 MAUPIN --- ---67 STP !MP 1 00012 1175 1075 112575 
452 029 MONMOUTH-INDEPENDENCE 09 STP 1 00071 1175 1075 120275 

---..,9---022-HT-VERNON - 1iY-sTP-, -rnr-i--o-oon--n75--1015 120275 -- ---
( :- 494 035 NEWBERG-DUNDEE 84 REG STP 1 00018 1175 1275 011976 

-·"'514··--···· ·079 OAKRIDGE -·-···-·•····-····-· ·47'" STP IMP .. l 00012 1175 1275 012076 
455 110 SHADY COVE 30 STP, INT 1 dooll 1175 1275 020576 

(' --485-02 025 USA □ ROCK CREEK* -14 STP 3 00327 1175 1175 121275 !NCR 
485-02 025 USA □ ROCK CREEK* 14 STP 3 00533 1175 1175 122975 !NCR 

-5-09---07u-wooDBURW-=bGERVArs---5-09=1\70!6-S1P-,-nn-T-6'<'.fb-36--TI75-To75-1Zo-e7~--------
(' 544 145 ADRIAN 12 STP, INT 2 00018 1275 1275 021876 

---431- ---091 BAKER Z--STP-!MP- 1 00021 1275 1275 012076 
453 087 BONANZA ---~- 78 STP IMP 2 00031 1275 1075 011976 

C· ---513 078 CRESWELL- OSTP-lMP 1 00012 1275 1075 102975 
429 045 EAGLE POINT 87 STP IMP 2 00021 1275 0176 Returned 

-4-3,.------04-,TLENDAL ·rsTP--1MP--2-oin,-8--1275-r275-N2b76________ ------

( 562 157 IMBLER 67 STP, INT 1 00007 1275 1275 011976 
--498 049 JACKSONVILLE - 30 INT- 1 00008 1275 1275 021876 

524 101 LAKE OSWEGO □HARVEY WAY* 16 INT 2 00018 1275 0176 032976 
(' ---525 102 LAKE OSWEGO □ TERRACE* 88 INT 2· 00016 1275 -0176 021876 

545 147 PRINEVILLE aLAUGHIN-MELROSE*43 INT 2 00021 1275 1275 042976 
,:nr------i,~rROADS- END_S_D____ -3-1 N --oooE7-12 75--127 5-0312 76------

(, 565 STANFIELD 67 STP IMP 1 00013 1275 1175 030376 
--436-- 044 SUTHERLIN 3'STP IMP 2 00160 1275 1275 -031076 

443 126 TURNER 09 STP, JNT 1 00020 1275 !175 040876 
(- --485-03 028 us•- CROCK CREEK* -16 INT 3 05693 1275 1275 123175 

404 064 YAMHILL 84 STP IMP 2 00007 1275 1075 Recert 0576 
-s53------160--sANDON □JOHNSON* TT r-0-◊02ro176-1275 OT2276 ---

512 077 COTTAGE GROVE 47 STP IMP l 00047 0176 0176 021B76 
" - 528 118 COVE -- - 50 STP IMP 2 00025 0176 1075 121775 

475 056 LA GRANDE-ISLAND CITY 12 STP, INT 1 00072 0176 0176 011976 !NCR 
C' --445 071 LEBANON l4 STP--!MP 2 00028 0176 0176 032976 !NCR 

564 NORTH POWDER 47 STP !MP l 00006 0176 1275 012676 '° 757----05,PORT[AND-SlUDG S,P-TMP--Y--oilT2_5_tfT76 ___ ol 76. 036976 ________ _ 
,- 485-02 025 USA □ ROCK CREEK* 14 STP 3 07343 0176 0176 021376 !NCR 

" 508 068 AMITY . 20 STP IMP l 00008 0276 0276 031976 
527 113 BCVSA - CENTRAL PT 14 !NT l 00045 0276 0276 041276 

(,e 558 055 BCVSA - WHITE CITY ---14 INT- l 00217 0276 0276 061176 
497 038 EUGENE AIRPORT STP IMP 1 00008 0276 0376 041276 RESCH 

'733-------7,,FLORENCE- -- liT-STP-TMP----rooo 20 -02 76 0576-- 063076 RESCH 
432 012 FOSTER-MIDWAY 14 SYSTEM 2 00233 0276 0476 061176 RESCH 

' 567 HAPPY VALLEY 08 !NT l 00018 0276 0376 051176 RESCH 
577 HOOD RIVER - WESTSIDE 63 INT 1 00012 0276 0476 052676 
463 103 LAKE OSWEGO □ EVERGREEN* 91 INT 2 00023 0276 0276 RESCH 
530 120 LAKESIDE 33 STP, INT 2 00083 0276 0576 RESCH 

,--t,z1,----11S-MULT CO U!NVERNESS-11'8* IN --00375 0276 

,-
-2-
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566 PORT OF PORTLAND INT 2 00015 0276 0176 051176 
lf66 060 PORT OF Tl LLAMOOK BAY 04 !NT l 00013 0276 RESCH 

(' -·341 026 PORTLAND aTRYON* , "16 STP 3 04263 0276 0276 042876 RESCH 
500 054 PORTLAND □ UMATILLA* INT 3 ·002:>2 0276 0376 060176 RESCH -- --··--·---~) ~39----T42-ST. HELENS., a-c·1 N, 00048 0276 0276 052475 RESCH 

C 555 039 SALEM cGLEN CREEK* !NT 3 00206 0276 0476 
--572 THE DALLES □ FOLEY LAKES* 63 INT l 4 0276 0276 

578 TROUTDALE 38 INT &EXP l 000 l 7 0276 0376 042076 
C -=,47' '' '""'150 UKIAH '01 STP 2 00030 0276 0376 042976 RESCH 

561 141 AGATE BEACH s.D. INT l 00016 0376 RESCH 
--,,27-715TAUMSVI LLE ·osTP-lMP, '2 00002 0376 

(: 448 127 AURORA 26 STP, !NT 2 00066 0376 0576 RESCH 
--t+24"_,,,, __ 048 BOARDMAN O"STP IMP 3 01125 0376 

412 112 BUTTE FALLS 40 STP, !NT 3 00323 0376 0576 063076 RESCH 
(' -'535, --130 CANBY - ,,,,,_,,_, ___ ,,,.,,,60"1 NT 

2 00021 0376 RESCH 
470 106 COBURG 14 STP, !NT l 00022 0376 RESCH 

~'6 -7--cot:UM B T A-cTT"Y""tlST71Et."£NS~ 67'N ·i-uooo,· 0376 ·0275 ·-ns2475 
c:, 546 149 CRESCENT STP, INT 1 00006 0376 

--435··--· 108 GllDE-!uLEYLD STP, !NT '2 00126 0376 RESCH 
465 116 GRESHAM □ RUBY JCT*-L !NNEMAN 56 INT l 00020 0376 0476 052876 RESCH 

0 --S02 ""059 ·HAMMOND .... ~ -------- " -·4'3 ·1 NT "1'00009 0376 0326 RESCH 
517 085 HERMISTON 56 STP, INT 2 00263 0376 RESCH 

-519 092-:JOSEPH ,1-5TP7MP--T-·oooos··o376 0376 NCR-
(: 475 056 LA GRANDE-ISLAND CITY 12 STP, I NT l 00002 0376 0376 040976 !NCR 

-sas - "LAKE OSWEGO cGLENMORR!E* , COLL SYS 2 00030 0376 
462 104 LAKE OSWEGO aLAKEVIEW* INT 3 00129 0376 0476 062276 RESCH 

( ., --445----·011 LEBANON 14 STP IMP 2 00128 0376 0'376 032976 !NCR 
580 LEXINGTON 63 STP, INT l 00012 0376 0676 

-573 LOWECl.:: S11'7MP--1- 00030, 0376 0576 063076 
," 579 MADRAS 14 INT l 00018 0376 0276 030876 \., 

-447 -"-"7'34 MILL CITY 09 STP• INT 1 00022 O"i76 RESCH 
569 MONROE 47 STP IMP 1 00008 0376 

- f ; -520''"''-1)97 NORTH BEND 47 STP JMP 3 00494 0376 0676 RESCH 
417 122 PACIFIC CITY s D 26 STP, INT 2 00041 0376 0576 RESCH 

-:;;cs--o,i:rREEDSPDR T ·-··-- ,-rNT ·-000, 1 0376 --------· 

"··• 560 137 ROSEBURG cRl~LE RANGE RD* INT l 00003 0376 RESCH 
"723 -- -, 00 ST PAUL I ·20 STP, INT l 00007 0376 0176 021876 

551 158 SANDY 04 INT l 00005 0376 RESCH 
c,,~-468 '' ''' '"l 61 SCOTTS MILLS ' .,,,,_,, .. STP~ 1 NT l 00016 0376 
' ,467 153 SILVERTON STP !MP l 00007 0376 0376 051176 RESCH 
t0~/1 "21ANGENT. NT 0001'3 0376"' ----

( .:- " 505 065 TILLAMOOK CITY 16 STP IMP 2 00063 0376 RESCH 
'-451 '', ""I 36 TWIN ROCKS s D aBARVIEW* 50 INT 3 00150 0376 0776 RESCH 

410 019 WINSTON-GREEN 56 STP 2 00300 0376 0276 RESCH 
(:'" --576 USA nBANKS* 43 INT l 00009 0376 RESCH 

382-02 015 USA aFANNO - P'HASE 5* 56 !NT 3 00139 0376 RESCH 
',7 SA cGAS TON• --- 3-INI 1" 00009· 0376 RESCH 

491 032 USA CLOWER TUALATIN* 16 !NT 2 00150 0376 RESCH 
,-''313 109 WEST LINN aLO\oJER TllALATIN• 20 !NT 2 00028 0376 RESCH 

550 155 WILSONVILLE aBDECK.MAN* 16 INT l 00004 0376 RESCH ,, ,,,,,. 58 031 CORVALLIS AIRPORT 43 STP l 00012 0476 • RESCH 
501 058 CORVALLIS-CRESCENT VALLEY INT 2 00115 0476 RESCH 

4 --zr30 066-'l)AYTON 8-4$TP"-fMP~-~-ooo 2 4 0476 RESCH 
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C 
477 i62 DETROIT. STP, INT 1 00016 0476 
473 094 DUFUR 63 STP JMP 2 00006 0476 

C, 568 ELKTON . ···-···---· 47 STP I 00010 0476 
532 124 HWY JOI S D INT I ·00004 0476 RESCH 

-5·49----r54-H I Ll5BORO- aWEST:SrDt: sTP--AiTro·-r·ooo06 ··04 76,_ _____ RESCH. 
(' 583 JONE STP, INT I 00010 0476 

-582· IRRIGON ··-·srP, INT 1 00008 0476 
0376 042076 
0676 

510 073 JEFFERSON 84 STP, INT 2 00033 047. RESCH 
(i -·-540 143 MERRILL . ····sTP IMP I 00002 0476 -·RESCH. 

534 129 NEWBERG □NORTHWEST* 4.3 INT 2 00017 0476 RESCH 
-nT----··oM-REDWOOD ··s-·D 14 srP·;-·1Nt-·3·-·00100···047~6-------RESCH. 

(:, 515 080 SCIO 36 STP IMP 2 00012 0476 RESCH 
503 061 SEASIDE - 56-STP IMP . 1 00045 0476 RESCH 
548 151 SUMPTER STP, INT 1 00004 0476 RESCH 

(' -·492···033 USA auPPER TUALATIN* ·16INT 2·00153 0476 RESCH 
437 114 WAUNA-WESTPORT 16 STP, INT l 00022 0476 

-,,,s--oarBROWNSVILLE. 6-srp-·1MP·-,--00194·os1~---------------c 
C, 511 074 CANNON BEACH 16 STP IMP 2 00050 0576 

--·48a· ··-020 CANYONVILLE ·----·--···-----·-· 33··sTP IMP 2 00069 0576 
RESCH 

423 047 CAVE JUNCTION 30 STP IMP 2 00025 0576 0676 RESCH 
(, -·513 ... ·-018 CRESWELL . 40-sTP IMP 2 00033 0576 

531 121 DUNES CITY STP, INT 1 00013 0576 
--431.-----043-GLENDAt:E 3·i-srp···1MP·--3-00516·057~----------------j 

587 HAINES OJ STP, INT 1 00012 0576 
--l/90 · - 027 HARRISBURG . ·52 STP 2 00031 0576 

489 023 HILL.SBORO-IRRIGATION STP 2 00008 0576 
(! --438·· - 021. JOHN DAY-CANYON CITY 01 STP, !NT 2 00165 0576 

0676 063076 
RESCH 
RESCH 
RESCH 

559 076 LINCOLN CITY □ PHASE 2* 56 STP, INT 2 00337 0576 
-,74---c,40-MAUP IN 67-STP---J MP-2-000 I 9-0 5 7 6 --------------

C; 514 079 OAKRIDGE 47 STP IMP 2 00025 05.76 
~-518·-·· ·oa8 ONTARIO ············- - i2 STP !MP. 2 00040 0576. 

342 ·052 PORtLAND asE RELIEVING• . INT 3 02625 0576 
--·455 110 SHADY COVE 30 STP, JNT 2 ·00066 0576 

584 SILETZ STP IMP I 00010 0576 
-i,·35---044--suTHERLI N .33'-STP··1MP--3-0151T'0,76. 

:••, 338 007 UNION 54 STP, ]NT 3 00316 0576 
'' 431 091 BAKER ...... 12 STP IMP 2 00016 0676 

486 010 BEND 56 SYS1.EM 2 01201 0676 

.RESCH 
RESCH 

0476 052676 RESCH 
RESCH 
RESCH 

()' --·453· ··oa7. BONANZA ... ·······-···•-- .. 78 STP IMP 3 00387 0676 
526 105 CLACKAMAS CO □RHODO.-W• 56 STP IMP 2 00042 0676 RESCH '° -,r2--u1-rcDTTAGE GROVE··---- ·1-sTP-! MP·--z-oorns-·0676-------,,EscH _____ _ 

(": ' 497 038 EUGENE AIRPORT STP IMP 2 00017 0676 
'. 432 012 FOSTER-MIDWAY ..... 14 SYSTEM 3 01866 0676 RESCH 

562 157 IMBLER 67 STP, INT 2 00021 0676 
("c_' .l/63' .. 103 LAKE OSWEGO □ EVERGREEN* 91 INT 3 00194 0676 

524 101 LAKE OSWEGO □HARVEY WAY* 16 INT 3 00129 0676 
'-5z5---ro2·-LAKE'OSWEGO--□TERRACE* 88-rN 3-oorco ·067 ,-------------~---

536 133 LAPINE STP, INT 1 00006 0676 
". 446 071 LEBANON 14 STP IMP 3 01800 0676 RESCH 

450 075 LINCOLN CITY aPHASE l* 56 !NT 3 00484 0676 
. '' 456 Ill MERLIN-COL. VALLEY 40 STP, INT 1 00022 0676 

589 MILTON-FREEWATER STP IMP I 00010 0676 
,--45,··-· --029 MONMOUTH-INDEPENDENCE 09·--srp-- ·-·--'2-00066 0676 ______ RESCH. 

' 
I I 
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l. 
588 MT ANGEL 84 STP IMP 1 00012 0676 
439 022 MT VERNON 45 STP, INT 2 00050 0676 RESCH 

········"--•--•--~ (, .. 521 098 N ALBANY S D 09 INT 2 00117 0676 
566 PORT OF PORTLAND INT 3 00129 0676 RESCH 

--,.9g--715T,'RA!RIE CITY sTP,-1Nr·3-bo247 ·0676·------RESCH 
(, 586 RAINIER STP IMP l 00010 0676 
- ···5·3e 139 ROADS END S D ........ - ...... _ .. 33 INT 3 D0193 0676 

544 145 ADRIAN 12 STP, INT 3 00116 0776 0676 
l (' -sos -·068 AMITY o·sTP IMP 2 00017 0776 

527 113 8CVSA - CENTRAL PT 14 INT 2 00082 0776 
--SS8-----0557lCVSA -c. .. -WHJ'TE ... CJn -IN 2-00094-6776:--'----------

(' 535 130 CANBY ______ .60 INT 3 00129 0776 
-498 ...... 049 JACKSONVILLE 30··1NT -··· 2 00074 0776 

475 056 LA GRANDE .. ISLAND CITY 12 STP, INT 2 00074 0776 
(. -S85 - .. LAKE OSWEGO □GLENMORRIE* ·- COLL SYS 3 00400 0776 

RESCH 

581 018 NORTH ROSEBURG S D 14 INT & PS 2 00050 0776 METR . .cO _____ .. 
-5s -S-TPORTLAND-□stUDGE* STP .. rnP-2 .. ·00252 .. 0776'---------

(~ 545 147 PRINEVILLE □ LAUGHIN-MELROSE*43 INT } 00200 0776 
---,73 .. ··072 ROCKAWAY. 33 STP. IMP 2 00184 0776 

563 156 ROSEBURG □ LOOKINGGLASS* INT 1 00008 0776 
0 --i.8T .. ·-018 ROSEBURG METRO 17+ ·sTP .......... 2 01113 0776 

.RESCH 
RESCH 
RESCH 

565 STANFIELD 67 STP IMP 2 00083 0776 
---z20-----0·5-z--WHEELER~NTCSA ... 7 NCR EASE- o7 N 3 00800-0776'------------

( • 509 070 WOODBURN - □GERVAIS* 509-476 16 STP, INT 2 00132 0776 RESCH 
-4z7 ·063 AUMSVILLE ·-36 STP IMP 3 00016 0876 

553 160 BANDON □ JOHNSON* 33 INT 2 00060 0876 
(, --S42 ··13a CARMEL-FOULWEATHER S D 43 STP, INT 2 00124 0876 

473 094 DUFUR 63 STP IMP 3 00048 0876 
RESCH 

429 04:5 ... FJ\GtE-POTN 'T'STP7MP-360T'!3-0876 ______ RES'Cf-( -----
474 041 EUGENE □ EASTSIDE• 14 INT 2 00472 0876 RESCH 

----,,54·· .. -·-030 EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD ....... ,4--STP ... 00634 0876 RESCH 
567 HAPPY VALLEY 08 INT 2 00064 0876 

----c447 ·--·-rn· MAPLETON -·,2 ·sTP', INT. 2 00063 0876 
444 069 MOLALLA 84 STP EXP 3 00193 0876 

--So4 NDRTH--POWDER srP-fMP--,-000·32-0876' _____ _ 

RESCH 
RESCH 

347 011 REDMOND j 43 SYSTEM 3 09824 0876 
·;,__ .. '560 ··r37 ROSEBURG □ RIFLE RANGE RD• INT. ··2 00010 0876 

523 100 ST PAUL 20 STP, INT 2 00037 0876 C,' ____,. .. 71 ......... T32 TANGENT ................ _ NT'. 2 00050 0876 

491 032 USA oLOWER TUALATIN* 16 INT 3 02000 0876 RESCH 
rn-~61 14'1-A'G.A:TE'BEACWS~·o. 1ll 2 00062 0976 ______ RESCH 

(:, 448 127 AURORA 26 STP, INT 3 00516 0976 
- ''·470 ··106 COBURG ... i _____ .. l'i STP, I NT 2 0008 3 0976 

356 117 COLUMBIA CITY INT 2 00016 0976 
_(':'----S46 ·149 CRESCENT .............. STP,. INT 2 00025 0976 

RESCH 

477 162 DETROIT STP, INT 2 ,00058 0976 
'-:,33 125-FLORENC STP IMP 2 00060 -0976·------,RESCH 

476 070 GERVAIS -□ WOODBURN• 476-509 09 STP IMP 2 00066 0976 RESCH 
,-,02 ... 059 HAMMOND 43 INT 2 00033 0976 RESCH 

489 023 HILLSBORO-JRRJGATJON STP 3 00065 0976 RESCH 
,, ... '577 HOOD RIVER - WESTSIDE 63 INT 2 00100 0976 

510 073 JEFFERSON 84 STP, INT 3 00258 0976 RESCH 
4 ---sl"9-------092-:rosEPH"- rv·7·MP~--ooo·so-0976 RESCH·-·-----'. 

I . ,. ········-·--·· ··········-·· ··-·--·--•--,,. 

• 
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·····~ , ~ • · • ·· · ~.t; it ~ · =i GR!\TlT 

cig ~g f5~ ti~.-ce..._: ~~ ~~ /\!!/\.RD 
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( 
496 037 JUNCTION CITY 09 STP !MP 2 00029 0976 RESCH 
447 134 MILL CITY 09 STP, !NT 2 00083 0976 RESCH 

(. 323. 006 NETARTS-OCEANS!DE 43 STP, INT 3 .00967 0976 -RESCH 
494 035 NEWBERG-DUNDEE .-----84 REG STP 2 00D99 0976 _____ ___cRESC~H _____ _ 

-534·-·-··r29-NEWBERG ·□ NORTHwEs·r• 4rHiT 3 00110--0976 RESCH 
(- 522 099 NORTH PLAINS INT l 00007 0976 

... 466 ··o60 PORT OF TILLAMOOK BAY .... 04 INT- ··- 2 00050 0976 .. RESCH 
556 050 REEDSPORT ___ 33 INT 3 00322 0976 

\. ···539 142 ST HELENS---·-·· 86 .. !NT- 2 00150 0976 - ·•-•--······RESCH 
551 158 SANDY 04 INT 2 00021 0976 RESCH 

--z;·6·a---·T6T-s·con s· 1'f(L LS ST P, I NT 2 -boo 5 8 ··09 7 6'-------=='-'------~-

' (: 467 153 SILVERTON --- STP IMP 2 00024 0976 
--·578- - -- . TROUTDALE 38 INT &EXP 2 00080 0976 

443 126 TURNER 09 STP, INT 2 00066 0976 
(. --·-492· ·033 USA □ UPPER TUALATIN* ···16 INT 3 01834 0976 

RESCH 

RESCH 
RESCH 

437 114 WAUNA-WESTPORT ~--16 STP, !NT 2 00083 0976 --;-T ~ESTS!DE·s·•-o··~-K·;-FAIT 3·z-·srPTlNT-,-0010·0···0976, _____________ _ 

(; 404 064 YAMHILL. ____ 84 STP IMP ·3 00090 0976 
--4·60 . DI ALBANY □ NORTHEAST* INT ---2 00115 1076 

... --····--·•·--RESCH_·······-··------·-• 

423 047 CAVE JUNCTION _____ 30 STP IMP 3 00193 1076 RESCH 
C --·°458 -- - ---031 CORV.~LLI S AIRPORT 43 STP ·2 00052 1076. . ......... RESCH 

501 058 CORVALL! S-CRESCENT VALLEY INT 3 00710 1076 RESCH 
-4·30-·--ira,DAYTO 84 STP IMP~ 00187 I076 ______ Fitsc:-'-H'------

445 128 DONALD 09 STP, INT 2 00042 1076 RESCH 
-•-554 .... 093 ENTERPRISE ····or·sTP IMP 2 00044 1076 .. RESCH 

449 .148 FALLS CITY STP, INT l 00011 1076 RESCH 
C -455 116 GRESHAM □ RUBY JCT•-LINNEMAN 56 INT 2 00157 1076 RESCH 

517 085 HERMISTON 56 STP, INT 3 01987 1076 RESCH 
-,49 15°4',ilt:tSBORO-·owESTSIDE TP,-UT0-2-00025·101 ESCH'------

--!!~ 144 ~~~b~0
~ornr · ---- ;~~; ) ~i ~ ggg;~ ig;: 

503 061 SEASIDE 56 STP !MP 2 00165 1076 
--so6 067 SHERIDAN-WILLAMINA 47 STP IMP 2 00025 1076 .RESCH 

548 151 SUMPTER STP, INT 2 00016 1076 
-,7 HE.DALCES--□FOLEY'°[AKFS*·--,,3-JN 4·0107ii _____________ _ 

547 150 UKIAH j OJ STP 3 00203 1076 RESCH 
" 576. .. USA □BANKS* ' 43 INT . . 2 00060 1076 

575 USA □ GASTON• 43 INT, 2 00060 1076 
0' --·sso 155 WILSONVILLE qBOECKMAN• 1i;··1NT .. ·2 00620 1076 
" 410 019 WINSTON-GREEN 56 STP 3 01174 1076 RES.CH 
"-S29°---n9-BIGGS ·-JC fN 0·01:,-o-,.-n16,__ _____ ~==-----~ 

' 511 074 CANNON BEACH 16 STP IMP 3 00500 1176 RESCH 
,,·-4a8 020 CANYONVILLE ··33 STP IMP 3 00542 1176 

400 027 HARRISBURG 52 STP 3 00242 1176 RESCH 
.!'." ··532 124 HWY 101 SD INT 2 00017 1176 

583 !ONE ----------, STP, INT 2. 00035 1176 
'-S80 TXINGTON .6·3-STP,-!N,-2··0004o-l l 76----------------, 

579 MADRAS 14 INT 2 00050 1176 
•· 569 MONROE 47 STP !MP 2 00035 1176 

581 018 NORTH ROSEBURG S D 14 INT & PS 3 00480 1176 
. '· 417 122 PACIFIC CITY S D 26 STP, INT 3 00323 1176 

METRO 
RESCH 

455 110 SHADY COVE _________ 30 STP, !NT 3 00516 1176 
,-464 ···---·014··rrnREBONNE ·svSTEM ·-r 00022 1176 _____________ _ 

3 ·•··· 
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( 
493 034 TR(.::c:iTY.:: COUNTY 56 REG STP 2 00619 1176 
543 140 BAY TO BAY SD 43 STP, INT 2 00189 1276 

GPArlT 
Al·IARD 
DArr·-

I 

COMMENTS 

RESCH 

c ···s2s 11s covE 50 sTP IMP 3 00516 1216 
472 057 ELGIN 01 STP IMP 2 00007 1276 ,_RESCH_ .. 

~-68 ECKTON'------------4;7-·stP 2 00040 1276----------
(.. 4q7 038 EUGENE AIRPORT STP IMP 3 00129 1276 

--z,35· .. -·-1os GLIDE-IDLEYLD ···-·sTP; INT 3 00774 1276 RESCH 
413 046 GOLD HILL . 33 STP IMP 2 00031 1276 

(; -S30. ·-120 LAKESIDE 33 STP, INT 3 00645 1276 . RESCH 
573 LOWELL STP IMP 2 00100 1276 

-S4"0---T4'3-MERR IL[ s·,p-· I MP"·--2·--00008-12 76:----------R·E·scH 
(:, 447 134 MILL CITY STP, INT 3 00645 1276 

-S63 ... -156 ROSEBURG a LOOK I NGG[ASS* . . 'INT- 2 00030 I 276 ......... RESCH 

584 SILETZ STP IMP 2 00030 1276 
(; -s,?' .. ,,_T35 SW LINCOLN co so· 43 STP, INT 2 00231 1276 

313 109 WEST LINN aLOWER TUALATIN* 20 INT 3 00172 1276 RESCH 
-,·33 ,-HOREN CE ·1-srP-IMP--r,l06M-·o 11r-----------·RE$(H--------

c 475 056 LAGRAND!;-! SLAND CITY 12 STP, INT ,3 01800 0177 ... --- RESCH 
-:>36''""133 LAPINE ·sTP;" !Nl'2·00025 0111· 

439 022 MT VERNON 45 STP, INT 3 00386 0177 RESCH 
C, --5·14------079 OAKRIDGE r·sTP IMP .. 3 00193 0177 

552 159 POWERS 33 STP IMP 1 00003 0177 RESCH 
-,,,, 1ocrsr-,,Au 21r-srr-;-rnr-:i·-00290·-0117----------

515 080 SCIO 36 STP IMP 3 00097 0177 
-54r·--·-146·s1STERS 33· STP, INT. 1 00009 0177 

527 . 113 BCVSA - CENTRAL PT 14 INT 3 00638 0277 
C'' --s,8···--055· BCV SA - WHITE CITY 14. INT . . ·3 00375 0277 

513 078 CRESWELL 40 STP IMP 3 00258 0277 

RESCH 
0476 051176 RESCH 

--ii, 5Z7)E'TROIT TP,"]'N'1T1l045 r·o21r----------------------------
\, 562 157 IMBLER 67 STP, INT 3 00164 0277 

-:,59----.. -076TfNCOLN CITY' aPHASE ·z* - 56 STP, INT 3 02663 0277 
374 . 040 MAUPIN 67 STP IMP 3 00152 0277 

-.;·56 ......... UT'MERLIN-COL. VALLEY 40 SlP, INT 2 00083 0277 RESCH 
494 035 NEWBERG-DUNOEE 84 REG STP 3 00774 0277 

--;,, I 053 eORTLAND aSLUDG -- ·--STP--!MP--3--6'3.906 .. 0277 
586 RAINIER I STP IMP 2 00030 0277 

-407 ·153·51LVERTON ·,· ..... STP IMP 3 00193 0277 
471 132 TANGENT INT 3 00387 0277 

C' --S53 ......... 160 BANDON aJOHNSON* 3 3 I NT' ·· ....... 3 · 00162 03 77 
486 010 BEND I 56 SYSTEM 3 19949 0377 RESCH 

"-Slf2 13ti"CARMEL'-'FOUUIEATRER-s 7'T-SfP,""INT_3_66967_b.377~--------R'EstR _____ _ 

,· • 526 105 CLACKAMAS CO aRHOOO,-W* 56 STP !MP 3 00258 0377 RESCH 
'--S46 ----,49·CRESCENT STP, INT 3 00193 0377 

531 121 DUNES CITY STP, INT 2 00050 0377 RESCH 
'. ,~,---449 .. ··14B FALLS CITY ................... . .... STP,· INT 2 00041 0377 RESCH 

- . 567 __ -n"' HAINES 01 STP, INT 2 00025 0377 
'~'2 059-HAMMOND · 43-fNT 3 00258 0377~--------~RESCH 

549 154 HILLSBORO aWESTSIDE* STP AUTO 3 00194 0377 
,-·'<98 . 049 JACKSONVILLE 30 !NT 3 00451 0377 

519 092 JOSEPH 01 STP IMP 3 00387 0377 
c--.479 ·152 JUNTURA STP, INT 1 00002 0377 

442 123 MAPLETON 72 STP, INT 3 00387 0377 

RESCH 
RESCH 
RESCH 

' 589 Mtt:TDN-rREEWATE -----sTP""IMP'"'2"'00030 ·037~--------------

' -7-
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452 029 MONMOUTH-INDEPENDENCE 09 STP 3 00516 0377 RESCH 
588 MT ANGEL 84 STP !MP 2 0()045 0377 

(,, 521 098 N ALBANY S D 09 !NT 3. 01233 0377 
522 099 NORTH PLAINS _______ !NT 2 00018 0377 

--·564· ORTH POWDER 47STP JMP 3··00258 .. 0377 __________ _ 

C 560 137 ROSEBURG □ RIFLE RANGE RD* !NT 3 00077 0377 
.. 539 .. 142 ST HELENS . 86 INT 3 01000 0377 

551 158 SANDY 04 INT 3 00161 0377 
() 565- STANFIELD ·---·--- ···~-•--·-· --67. STP t"-1P 3 00645 0377 

505 065 TILLAMOOK CITY. ________ 16 STP !MP 3 00387 0377'---------------
HT--1!4 WAUNA~',iESTPOR·t f6STP, INT 3 ""006·45 0377 
561 141 AGATE REACH S.Q. INT 3 00485 0477 

..... 4 70 106 COBURG .. ··14 STP, !NT 3 00645 0417 
459 042 CORVALLIS MOBILE PK INT 3 00525 0477 
512 077 COTTAGE GROVE ... 47 STP JMP 3 00645 0477 
567 HAPPY VALLEY 08 !NT 3 00518 0477 

RESCH ............. RESCH 

---s,T ooo-·R1vtR--=-,1Es,sTo rm 3 ·oos·o·o-0477 _____________ _ 
582 IRRIGON. STP, JNT 3 00300 0477 

--·466 060 PORT OF TILLAMOOK BAy-·· -··-·04··1NT_____ •3·00387 0477 RESCH 
503 061 SEASIDE 56 STP IMP 3 01290 0477 

(:. -··572-· .. THE DALLES □ FOLEY LAKES* .. -··63 INT .. ···3 00300 0477 
578 TROUTDALE INT &EXP 3 00500 0477 

-5u9--070-wooDBURN-~dGERVl\rS*-5c)9=47010STP,-Trff·,--010T2-047 _______ R"E'.SCH 
508 068 AMITY 20 STP IMP 3 00129 0577 

. 529 '119 BIGGS JCT !NT 2 00020 0577 
356 117 COLUMBIA CITY INT 3 00129 0577 r .. .... 445 ······128 DONALD ········09 STP, INT 3 00258 0577 
4 74 041 tUGENE □ EASTS IDE* 14 INT 3 04000 0577 

--5 8 JON TP,-rN,3-·(i04·0 0--b 5 7 7----------------
438 021 JOHN DAY-CANYON CITY 01 STP, INT 3 01290 0577 RESCH 
580 ···-·-·-·LEXINGTON 63 STP·, INT 3 00400 0577 
579 MADRAS 14 !NT 3 00200 0577 
569 ......... MONROE .......... ··-47 STP IMP 3 00300 0577 

584 SILETZ __ _:c_ ________ STP IMP 3 00300 0577 
-s1+8 --rs't-·,;uMPTER STP,n'l,3 00250 b577 ____________ _ 

576 USA □ BANKS* 1 43 INT 3 00400 0577 
.,,, 550 . 155 WILSONVILLE □BOECKMAN*. ·16 INT. 3· 00200 0577 

460 131 ALBANY □ NQRTH,EAST* INT 3 01000 0677 
(:;,' -:431 ·····091 BAKER / 12 ·srP IMP. ·:i 01!60 0677 .............. RES.CH 

458 031 CORVALLIS AIRPORT 43 INT 3 00323 0677 RESCH 
"-,.-72--u5rTLG IN (),ST P1Mr---3-◊00097iE7 ;,..... _____ -,.;ESCH;------

C'· 554 093 ENTERPRISE 01 STP J~P 3 00336 0677 RESCH 
476 ·070 GERVAIS - □ wooosuRN• 476-509 09 STP IMP 3 00516 0677 . ·-- RESCH 
413 046 GOLD HILL . 33 STP IMP 3 00242 0677 
465 .. 116 GRESHAM □RUBY ~CT*-LINNEMAN 56 INT 3 b0967 0677 RESCH 
532 124 HWY !OJ S D ---~ INT 3· 00200 0677 

'-,r6-·-o84--KLAMATH TALI::S-REGTONA~ ·D-sf P Z°005bo-·o677 
573 LOWELL STP IMP 3 00600 0677 
518 088 ONTARIO 12 STP IMP 3 00350 0677 RESCH 
468 161 SCOTTS MILLS. STP, INT 3 00451 0677 
443 126 TURNER 09 STP, !NT 3 00516 0677 RESCH 
575 USA □ GASTON* _____ 43 INT 3 00500 0677 

,--·1+54---03u--EUGENE-SPRJNGFIELD ·- 4 STP 3-I0446--0777·-------€sc'H-

. :i ,. 
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456 Ill MERLIN-COL. VALLEY 40 STP, INT 3 00645 0777 
589 MJLTON-FREEWATER STP IMP 3 00400 0777 

C -· 469 ·144 Moooc POJNT ·sTP, INT 2 00023 0111 
552 159 POWERS 33 STP IMP 2 00012 0777 

--S8 AINIER ______________ STP-IMP-·-·,f 00300 ·0777···• 

,.. 273 072 ROCKAWAY 33 STP IMP 3 01000 0777 
---··487 ·······018 ROSEBURG METRO.. 14 STP 3. 06837 0777 

541 146 SISTERS 33 STP, INT 2 00033 0777 
C ---·464 -·-014 TERREBONNE -- SYSTEM 2 00060 0777 

RESCH 
RESCH 

RESCH 
RESCH 
RESCH 

·-··-··- ·---•---

574 WESTSIDE SD - K. FALLS 32 STP/JNT 3 00800 0777 
--sn----i. .. -u··c3A r,o oA r·s ·T-s T p~--lNr~3-·o-ia oo·-o·o 77·---'-------------

C 568 ELKTON 47 STP 3 00400 0877 
-5a,-·. ·--,--HAINES OJ STP, JNT 3 00400 0877 

540 143 MERRILL STP IMP 3 00064 0877 RESCH 
('; --•-522 ... 099 NORTH PLAINS ···tNT ·3 00100 0877 

563 156 ROSEBURG □LOOKJNGGLASS* INT 3 00232 0877 RESCH 
--S3 35·-swcINCOUCCO--S- '+3'>TP.TNr·--T·o2000-·os77'--------"'=--=-=------

c· . 496 037 JUNCTION CITY 09 STP IMP 3 00226 0977 RESCH 
-536---· -·133 LAPINE ·sTP, INT 3 00193 0977 

588 MT ANGEL 84 STP IMP 3 00600 0977 
0 -531--·-·7,rouNES CITY STP,· INT 3 00500 1077 

529 119 BIGGS JCT INT 3 00200 1277 
-,,,·4 ·4·s-FALLSTTT TP.TNr·3-d0322C"l2T·~--------,,rrc,r 

479 152 JUNTURA STP, I NT 2 00007 1277 RESCH 
-469 ·144 MODOC POINT ·- STP, INT 3 00181 0178 . RESCH 

552 159 POWERS 33 STP IMP 3 00097 0178 RESCH 
C -506·-~·067 SHERIDAN-WILLAMINA. ·47·sTP IMP 3' 00193 0178 - RESCH 

541 146 SISTERS 33 STP, !NT 3 00684 0178 RESCH 
-,,,-6·4 Ol47ERREBONN YSTHr~-o-osoo-0378 

c. 493 034 TRI-CITY - COUNTY 56 REG STP 3 04922 0378 RESCH 
-··516·----oa4·nAMATH FALLS REGIONAL -- -··33 'STP - --3 ·osooo 0578 

479 152 JUNTURA STP, INT 3 00200 0678 
( l ---·555-----050 Reedsport 33 ·int l 20 0576 062176 Iner (5565) 

Lebanon 0376 .. 032976 Iner. 
------,--..-,atskarii•------------·----------0476 051776 Iner. 

' , N. Roseburg S.D, .... L ... 0576 Returned 
"------Dallas 1 0576 

,- ______ Tri City _ ·-----··- ·----··-· ...... 0576 Reimb, 
,J' 'Redwood S.D. 2 0676 Reimb. 

06376 

,o---,--------,John Day c.CanyQn Ct 570----lncr,-------m. ~~l 1 ~~ 
C- ______ Cannon Beach . ··----- __ ... ···-·---·- ... 0676 

" .Jacksonville (EIS) 0676 
Iner. 
Iner . 

. C''' ----·-----~ia~~~~b~;j1;·
0

· --- - -- 2 ····· ··· ······~~~~ Iner. 

______ .Douglas Co •. .JRoseburgJ 776----Reimt.------
Enterpri se 0775 Iner . 

.. --
,----------------------------------------------· 

' 
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I Purpose 

Criteria for Priority Ranking 
of 

Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY lfo] Z2 

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 fundjng pursuant to applicable 

0 + I ~ , state and federal law and regulations from l,J;tt+y-+,-t9'T'5-Htroug+r-dtme-3B-, --•··1;_1J.1.,:_ ·,:,c..,Th .. d l .. hllb +hr••i)J'f ,-9'r~,J !! criteria ar rues for appl1cat1on s a e reevaluated 
-r:;;,t. 3•,_!fI!: prior to [~,-r9-i;;l1J to assess the necessity for changes based on 

availability of funds relative to needs. 

II 

III 

IV 

Se -I. :']() l'/77 
Definition 

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

FerluJ. 
At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the,;f"fsc:cl year 

related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a 
proposed project priority list pursuant to the criteria and rules for 
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after 
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed lis~. 
Following evaluation of testimony received and modification as neces­
sary, the Corrmission shall adopt a project priority list which shall 
be the official Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority list oc the 
State of Oregon. The adopted list may be revised at any time foll01•1ing 
appropriate notice and hearing. · 

Priority Criteria 

Identified needs sha11 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 q~ 
Except for projects receiving Uf)0~. total points under the ?roject 

Need category, each need or project will be assigned appropriate 
points in each of five categories. The points for each project •,1ill 
then be added and sum therefrom will be the point total used for 
developing the project priority list. The project with the highest 
point total will be the highest priority project. 

V Rules for Application of Criteria 

A Assignment of Points 
Points ?hall 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 belo~,. 

C - l 
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Additions or Elevation in Ranking 
Projects may be added to the list or elevated in ranking 
at the discretion of the Director subject to the following 
procedure: 
1. Points sha 11 be assigned 'in accordance with Tab 1 e A 

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

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

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

C Deletion or Reduction in Ranking 

D 

Projects may be deleted from the list or reduced in ranking 
by the Director without public he'aring 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 Corrmission within 60 days. 

Carryover 

1. 

of Projects to Subsequent Year Lists / r 
.t;.ee>1 cv,f f,.- ffl.J::' 

All projects which have 1.!;eo~.eg,j'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 ih the prior year in order to assure 
continuity and. funding. /.• r. t ft 

ce. c.e;-• 1 r,P(}f P 

/.•{.• , 1 r_ 2. &lLJlrojects.,x1hich have not 
M>" 1 ,r,. 7'<',.. __ have~l:r;eee+vetjJ only a Step I 

yet r.eG&W{edl'kny grant or 
grant will 5e subject to 
all new projects for the 

E 

reprioritization along with 
next year's list. 

Project Scheduling 
Funds shall be r~s~rved for each project for those phases 

that are sc e u e or"[R4+i-a-ti n9 wi-t-h•IB-t-+i.,-ee-mortt:l~s ef t:hc-e~ 
of the fiscal year. Phases which will not be initiated within 

----.a=- that time frame will be scheduled for funding from subsequent 
year funds,, [!•n-tfl€-evem-of-sciteclu-te-s+~he-Oepartriertt: 

In the event of unavoidable schedule slippage, and upon formal request 
justification by the applicant, the Director may modify the schedule 

for the project and continue the reservation of funds provided that such 
modified schedule does not extend beyond the end of the fiscal year. If 
request and justification for schedule modification is not received within 
30 days after the scheduled date, the Director may reallocate the funds J 
to other projects on the 1 is t. · _ __.,, 
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ma-!,<-8-iJ;he!"-re&et"'.'e-·the-1'1m<ls•-f-or--a-n~.a<l<H+i·ona·~ee"'1110nths-el"-!Tlay 
a•H•oeate··same-to-the··nex•t-J}l"e;'iec-t•~on-Nte··.,l·i,s,t-awa•H,·i•ng•-fund~he 
Uepa,r-tinen,1l-sha+l-not·l'fy .. the-a,pp,l•i~a-n•t-0H·ts-+fl<t,en~to-ta~eh 
a~t"iurr :;:J 
Contingency Reserve ~% 

I~ • 
· A minimum 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 contingenc:l 
reserve may be allocated to initiate ne11 projects three mon:hs 
prior to the end of the fiscal year if it appears that the to::al 
reserve will not need to be maintain7 -VI Elgibility for Funding 

A 

B 

HLS:ak 

Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant ass~s­
tance shall be 1 imited to sewage treatment works, interceptor 
sewers, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such :,~:,lie 
sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to ha\'e an obvio~s cost 
effective benefit related directly tG size, effective life or 

,performance of the sewage treatnent plant. 
7.7 

For FY fl~ collection systems ·shall be eligible for grant assis­
tance where such systems are required to comply with a manda'.:.Jry 
annexation order issued pursuant to ORS 222 or DEQ regulatio~s 
requiring elimination of Waste D,isposal ~/ells (OAR Chapter 3~: 
Section 44-005 et seq)._ This el'.gibility of collection systec:-s will 
not be extended beyond1,fJtifle-3B,-l9'7~ unless the Environmental 
Quality Commission finds that sufficient federal funds are aveil­
able to permit extension without jeopardizing the construction 
program for essential treatment works and intercep:or sewers. 

April 18, 1975 
July 10, 1975 

A portion of the contingency reserve not to exceed $500,000 shall 
be set aside for Step I and Step II projects pursuant to 40 CFR 35.915(i). 
The Director is authorized to allocate this portion of the reserve at his 
discretion for Step I and Step I I projects v1hi ch may or may not be on the 
priority list. The Director may return any portion of this special reserve 
to the main reserve if it wi 11 not be used prior to the end of the fi sea 1 
year for Step I and II grants. 

• 
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Table A 

Point 
Assignment 

'ff/9 
fi0o~Total* 

800 

700 

600 

400 

100 

90 

80 

50 

Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 76 

Point 
Categories 

Project Need 

I 

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

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

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

Project necessary to comply _with minimum ,1aste treatment 
standards or effluent standards established by the Department 
of.Environmental Quality or the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

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

Project desirable. for prevention of potential water pollution 
problems. 

Regulatory Emphasis 
Environmental Quality Corrmission Order or Regulation. 

NPOES or State Waste Discharge Permit. 

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

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

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

10 

8 

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

C - 4 
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Table A 
Page 2 

Point 
Assignment 

l 

2 

3 

Point 
Categories 

Step Status 

Step I - Facilities plan preparation. 

Step II - Preparation of plans and specifications. 

Step III - Project construction. 

• 

C - 5 

I 
I 



STREAM 

from "Annual 

Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10· 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

(*) Nar.ied segment includes 
are otherwise listed. 

SEGMENT RANKING 

State Water Strategy -- FY 75'.' 

Name of SeClt:lent (") 

TUalatin River 

Willamette Ri,..,.er 

Coos Bay 

Deschutes River 

South.Umpqua River 

Umpqua and North Umpqua River 

Rogue River 

Bear Creek 

Columbia River 

John Day River 

Grande Ro::de P..i,:•er 

Sandy River 

Skipanon River 

Necanicum. RiVer 

Neacoxie Creek 

Nehalem River 

Nehalem Bay 

Wilson River 

Trask River 

Tillamook River 

Tillamook Bay 

Nestucca River 

tributaries thereto unless such 

• 

C - fi 

tributaries 
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Number 

23 

24 

25 

26 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

•. 

Nam!> of Scmncnt 

Netarts Bay 

Siuslaw River 

Chetco River and Chetco Cove 

Coquille River 

South Coquille River 

Yaquina River .. 
South Yamhill River 

Mill Creek 

North Ya'nhill River 

Yamhill River 

Pudding River 

Molalla River 

South.Santiam River 

Santiam and North Santiam River 

Pacific Ocea..l"l · 

Coast Fork.Wiilamette River 

Middle Fork Willa'Tiette River 

Clackamas River 

McKenzie River 

Rickreall Creek 

Luckiamute River 

Marys River 

Calapooia River 

· Long Tom Ri vcr 

Columbia Slough 

C - 7 
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48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

Name of .Secnnent 

Hood River 

Umatil'la River 

Klamath River 

Sprague River 

Lost River 

.':lilliamson River 

Snake _River 

Silvies River 

Salraon River 

Alsea River 

Lower Urnpqua River 

Lewis and Clark River 

Klaskanine River 

White River 

Wa.&..7ii. Springs River 

Crooked River 

Metolius River 

Spring River 

Fall River 

Little Deschutes River 

.North Fork John Day River 

South Fork John Day River 

Walla Walla River 

Powder River 

Wallowa Rivc,r 

C - 8 
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\. 
NuGtber 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

Name of Segment. 

0-;lfYhec River 

Silver River 

Donner and Blitzen River 

Chewaucan River 

Thomas Creek 

C - 9 
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FISCAL YEAR 1977 
NEEDS PRIORITY RANKING 

.µ 
C. 

------Appl i canL--. 
Project Emphasis .., 

----------Need . ·-·-Points .. s.. @ 
Points ~ 5> 

NETARTS-OCEANSIDE 
REDWOODS fl 
REDMOND 

* 
* 
* 

·~ QJ 
c,: Vl 

"' .., .µ 
u C. 

·-~ QJ- ~ 
0 0. QJ 
,_ >, .µ 

C. ,-. V, 

ATTACHMENT. I I I 

July 20, 1976 

Total Priority 
..... Points. .. Number 

1 
2 

FOSTER MIDWAY * 4 
_______ uJNST.ON:-GREEN .. □ REG,"-*--------"* ·--·-·--· 5 

USA □ LOWER TUALATIN* * 6 
·········-····-· .SALEM -:- GLEN .. CREEK ...... ···-······· ·······*·- ·····-······ ____ 7 

GLENDALE * 8 
....... SUTHERLIN .................• * ·······-···· 9 

EAGLE POINT * 10 
------·CAVE. __ JUNCI.LON_, __________ ~---'*'--------------'----.. --.11 --· ·•~ST--•·---·-· ---

WHEEL ER - ADDENDUM TO NTCSA GRANT.* 12 
______ YAMHIL * 13 

MOLALLA * 14 
... LEBANON * _ 15 
LINCOLN C !TY - PHASE * .16 

----~R.O.Y/NSV..LLL * .l 7 . 
VENETA * 18 

... (HIL00U1N............ * 19 
BONANZA * 20 

---~•ORIH. BEND * . 21 
LAKE OSWEGO □HARVEY WAY* * 22 

-----~AKE.. .. 05WE.GO~QJ£RRACE.*·--------"*'--------'-----------
LAKE OSWEGO □ EVERGREEN* * 

_____ .COVE 

LAKESiDE 
-----~PAUFIC CJTY S,D, 

-----* 
* 
* 

AURORA • 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 --------'~''I_N~_RQC_KS_5JD. __ □ 8ARVIE~lc::*c__ ____ .;;*c__ __________ _ --~·•----~<. 

ROADS END S,D, * 
...... APR I AN .. ... ..... ... . ... ........... ........ *·················-

PR I NEVJ LLE □ LAUGHLIN-~ELROSE* 

............. UKIAH. 
* 
* 
* PORT OF PORTLAND ,

1 

-----vl'JORTH....RQSE.o.UR.G....2 •. ..P., 1
.,___ ______ .c.*'----------- ··-·----··-··-•-·· 

-30 
... 31 

32 
3 'l 
3,. 
35 
36 BE,~D 1 999 999 

E\7 ______ TERREBONNE 999 .. ________ ............... 99.9 .. 37 
.38 L,OSWEGO □GLENMORR!Ef 999 999 

,•, 1 -····---~.•ADRAS .. .. .. .. .... ........... ...... . ......... .9.9.9..... . .. 999 39 
~, USA □ FANNO-PHASE 5* 800 90 77 8 3 978 40 

: ~ '." ------~g; ~ ~ ~~~ ~'~ ~ ! ~~ -~ E~ ~ ~ ::------·~g-~·-----{§-};-·-~---~-----i•; ~ --·--- 11 
•-s:S· ,,-·· .ANYONVILLE ...... 8 . .?0 ............... 9.0 .......... D JO ........ L 9}5 ......... 43 
(") JOHN DAY-CANYON CI TY .800 90 · 68 10 2 978 1•4 
(:') ... CANYON CITY ... ············s·oo ..... 90 .. 68. 10 2 ........ 970. . 45 

0 

PORTLAND □ ELK ROCK* 800 80 76 8 I 965 46 
-----~L,. VERNON ...... --•· 8J0 ___ 8Q_ .... -.68._)0 __ .z ___ 96·J·-···-·- .. 4 7 

HILLSBORO-IRR!GATJO~ 700 100 77 10 ~ 889 4A 
USA - GASTON !OO 90 .71 .. 10. I e/8 
USA - 9ANKS 700 90 77 10 I 878 
JUNCTION CITY 700 90 76 10 2 878 
EUGENF AIRPORT ·················-····. 700 90 76 10 2 87~ 

---~-~H~A~R .. R I._5BURG 700 90 76 10 2 87"-8 __ 

• 

I 

49 
50 
51 
52 
5, 



' -·--···------- ' ,1;,!, 

"' . _ _,.., ...... 
. +> .. 3 ... • ..... o... J; . f'CJ 

..., +>+> +> 

/ t.,, 
P 

• C uo._ Vl ......... roJect Emphasis ,_ ., ., 
Need Poi. nts ~ §. ·;;o 1i. 2- Tota 1 

._ .... QJ S->, ,+,-1 • 

------11pplicant------------Points---···-··-'··"'·=·•c.1---.. v,---Pornts 
,, 

··-····--·------'40NMOUTH-INOEPENr>FNCE 700 90 .,; •:76 10 2 878 
EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD 700 90 ·:76 10 2 878 

·························-··•·•·····CORVALLIS AIRPORT 700. 90 .76. 10 2 878 
TRI-CITY - COUNTY 700 90 76 10 2 878 

-----~,EW8-ERG:cDUND£ . .t..... ___________ 7,JQ... __ ... 90_ •• _ . ..7.6_ •. __ lQ_ .. 2 ........ 818 ..... _ 
SPRINGFIELD 700 90 76 10 2 878 

______ USA cUPPER.TUAL.A.TJN*. ·········-············ ... 700 ... _. 90 17 .. 8 ..... 2 877. 
HALSEY 700 90 76 10 l 877 

___ USA BRONSON CK, ........... ·--- 7QO. 90 .77. 8 ... 2 877 
USA - ROCK CK, TRUNK 700 90 77 8 2 877 

_____ ..rt1!\U1'.1N 700_._. 90.._ .. 74 __ .. IO ___ 2 __ 876 __ ... 
EUGENE oEASTSIDE* 700 90 76 8 . 2 876 

-----~GOLO HILL '700 ... 90 .. 71 10 ...... 2 873. 
OAKLAND 700 9q 72 10 l 873 

______ .BOARDMAN.... ___ ·-·-· 700 . 90 ...... 6.9.... 10 , 872 
REEDSPORT 700 90 ..72 8 2 872 

-----~JACKSONV1LLE~ ___________ 7,00. __ .. 90_.' 71 ·--··· 8 ___ 2 ... 871 ..... . 
PRAIRIE CITY 700 90 68 10 , 871 

______ pORTLAND.oSLUDGE* 700 .90 69 ... 1.0 ...... 2 871 .. 
8CVSA - ,!HITE CITY 700 90 . 71 8 2 871 
PORTLAND osE i<ELIEVING*.. 700 90.:.. 69 8 ... 3 870 

C RAINIER 700 90 69 10 l 870 

I 

Priority 
···Number 

54 
55 
56 
;_; 7 

58, 
s9 

60 
61 
62 

_____ ___,,LA.GRl<NDE 
ELGIN 

CORY ALL! S 
IONE 

- ISLAND (J.J_Y ___ ....,.:. __ . .7~~0 90 .. __ 6_7 _ _10 2 869 -·--• 

64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
7j 

72 
7, 
74 
75 
76 
77 

72, 

7? 
e~ 
i3 l 
'!2 
?~ 

~4 
es 

700 90 67 10 2 869 
- CRES.CENT YLY, ....... 700 80 .. ]6 8 2 866 

700 80 69 10 2 861 
_____ .HAMMOND·······-.. . .70.0.... 80 .69 8 2 8 59 . 

BAY CITY 700 90 57 10 l 858 
-----~LL.f.LL-------·--------'Q__Q __ _.2Q_ ... _5JL_ ... LJ. ,._ .. L.. 3 5L.--. 

PORT OF TILLA~OOK BAY 700 90 57 8 l 856 
-----~EA.SIDE ,700. .90 .... 54... 1.~· ..... L 8'i5 

AUMSVILLE . 700 90 48 10 2 850 
.. JlLLAMOOK CIJY.. 700 .... 81 57 10 2 349 

DAYTON 700 90 46 10 2 q43 
_____ ......,,lj E RlOML..::....1'11.U.A ~ I NA.. .IQQ. __ .9 0 .. __ 4_6·-••- l'J_ ...... 2 8 1, .5 ... . 

·AMITY 700 90 46 10 2 ~48 
____ WOODeURN c- GERYAl.S. 700 9() .... 45. M .2 347 ... 

CARLTON 700 , 90. 46 10 1 847 

C'' ------~6~:~:;~N ;~g ' ~6 tf i~ ~ :it 
"' -----e-~~· A='NO N_~.EAC .. .7JO. __ 9Q -··!Ll-... JO ·--···2. ,... 3 4.'3•···-···· 

LINCOLN CITY - PHASE II 700 90 41 10 2 843 
____ .. COTT AGE GROVE.. ·--- 700. 90 4Q 10 . .2 842 . 

CRES~ELL 700 .· 90 40 10 2 842 
,-----~OAKRIDGE .... 700 .... . 90 .39. 10 ...... 2 841 .. 

LOWELL 700 90 39 10 2 841 
-----~~ACi'.[l.O 700. ___ 90 __ .. _.JJ!._ .. 10 ... _.L ~ 39 -· 

DALLAS 700 90 36 1) 2 838 
SCIO .700 90 35 10 2 837 
MT, ANGEL. 700 90 35 10 2 837 
MONROE· 700 90 32 10 1 833 
KLA~ATH FALL REG, □ co.• 700 90 ?8 10 2 A•~ 

,, _____ _,.,,=M~.I.l.L...c,.A ______ ·-· ··-···-----·.700. __ ._._90_._2.9_ ... 10 ... __ L. 830 

• 
. i 

L 

.. 

; c.. 

;) 7 
;.i ~; 

0:, 
91 
92 ,,. 

l':G 
l 01 
le; 2 
103 
104 
ln5 

... 106 

,, 
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............... Project 
Need 

Emphasis 
Points 

..; 
0.. .,, 
-1,..) ~..) .µ 
C UCL 

'- aJ aJ 

"' ::, 
+> 
"' .µ 

V1 

g- Total 

I 

------~•PPlicanL _____________ ~oints. 
aJ E "l""J (IJ 
>rn oo. 

•r-ClJ ~>i 
---- 0:: V) -·O... I- -~~ -··-· Points .. 

Priority 
Number. _ 

HER'l!STON 
ONTARIO 
BAKER 
MILTON-FREEWATER 

........ 700 90 ·.?6 JO 2 828 107 
700 90 14 10 2 826 l"R 

,, ...... ]00 90 7 10 2 80G J00 
700 90 8 10 1 809 111 

______ ,,ORTrLJ'OWD.EH .. ----------~.Jo ........ 9.o __ ~-~.o-~ __ 8o9 ____ .... 111 .. . 
JOSEPH 

_____ ......... ENIERPRI SE 
DUFUR 

.......... NORTH .ALBANY S, D, .. 
NORTr' PLAINS 

700 90 6 10 2 808 112 
...... _.700 ...... 90. . .. 6 .... 10 2. . 808 11 '! 

700 90 1 10 2 803 114 
······-·--·600 90 76. 8. 2 776 11'> 

600 89 77 10 1 768 l 16 
______ .:;,:r .••. PAUL o.o .... -~.ao._ .. .:J.6-... 10. _ _.., __ .76~--117 

CLACKAMAS CO. - □RHODAWELCHESf 600 90 66 10 2 768 JIB 
____ ,/ESLLINN □LOWER.JUALATIN• .... '.... .:6.oo ........ 80 ...... 76. 8 ... 2 . ... 766 119 

HAPPY VAi.LEY 600 80 76 8 2 766 l'O 
------GLIDE.,- .. IDELYLO. 600 .......... .BO . 72 ..... lJ .2 .. 764 121 

SHADY COVE 600 80 71 le. 2 763 122 
-----~•~,E.RLI.N.....=:_C.QL.,_VALLE. .0 Q ___ s.o __ .7.l_ .. D _ __.___7 6 2 ---· P' 

BCVSA - □ CENTRAL POINT WESTSIDE* 600 80 71 8 2 761 124 
............. J.RR.!GON ····---.600 80 .... 69 ..... 18. 2 ... 761 125 

WAUNA - WESTPORT 600 80 69 .10 1 760 126 
. ______ , ... ,UUNOMAH.COUNTYo!NVERNESS/18.* ......... .60.0 .... 80 .... 69 a .2 .. 7",9 127 

GRESHA'1 □ LINNEMAN* 600 80 69 8 2 759 12B 
______ (OL u11aJA_CJI.Y._. ') ____ ,8.Q_-69 .. _,.c_. 8 ·--,2.-.. .1.5 9 . -···-· .. l ) ? 

HOOD RIVER □WESTSIDE* 600 80 69 a 2 759 l'J 
.... THE.DALLES. □ FOLEY LAKES*... ····•·-··6·00 80 .. 69 .. 8 2 75c 1'1 

DUNES CITY 600 80 63 !G 1 754 !•? 
____ HLG!i'.,AY 101.S,D,. . ... .600. 80 57. 8 2 74 7 100 

SILVERTON. 600 90 4", 10 2 747 l\q 
------~•'1.A!'J. E.T_O,~ QQ _..8 0 __ 5 4 _) C __ .2., ___ 7 4 6 l ·, o 

FLORENCE □ SLUDGE* 600 80 54 10 2 746 !l~ 
.......... .TURNER. .. ..... .600 .... 80. 48 IO· .. 2. .. 74~ 1,7 

DONALD 600 50 76 IQ 2 7~8 I~' 
............... NE!'l'JERG □ N·tl*. (,00 50. 76 3 2 736 

TANG~NT 600 50 76 8 1 71~ 
-------"·L.'l,\-'!'L9nE"' 6c?.2 ........ .....5~~-·-··'·(i__ __ q ...• J ....... 7'5 

·LAPINE 600 50 74 10 1 71° 
.... HlLLCITY ...... <>00 ....... 80 ......... 42 ........ 1). L ....... 73S ....... i'•' 

S,W. LINCOLN CO, S,D, 600 , 80· 41 10 2 733 

- -~----~CARMEL -fOULWE.AJHER ls.D. ·-----~oOQ. . .. 80. '•l ... .10 ..... 2 .}33. l.- ,1 I 
i ~) ROSEBURG □RIFLE RANGE RD,* 600 50 73 8 1 732 

l 4t-1-

· ·· 1"45 
146 

(!) ,,,------= .. AYTO_GAY s.D. §.0.Q .. _J)_ 41 8. __ 2. 7.31 
CV, AGATE REACH 600 80 41 8 1 730 
,;;:- ,, ..... . ................. B.CVSA ,- \•IHETSJONE 60.0 ..... 50 .?! ... : ... 8 ...... L 730 
(Y) ST• HELENS 600 50 69 8 2 729 
~ .s•-· MERRILL □ E,,'1ERl:<!LL* .600 .. 90 ....... · .. 2.6 .... J.O .l ..... 727. 

WESTSIDE S,D. 600 80 28 10 2 720 
______ ::1000 .C !'.Q .!J~ 1 7 \ '! 600 gn 2 8 _] ,:, 

SISTERS 2 7~7 600 RO JS lJ 
FALL~ CITY 1 616 600 50 35 10 
tRESCENT 1 672 600 50 11 10 

---~AINES. 2 66q 600 50 7 10 

l4fl 
)4'") 

151 
j ', 2 

tORVALL!S M08!L PARK 1 57S !•~ 400 90 76 8 

__ _,_ ___ _ 

4 -------'Y-"O~N,.,Ccc.A,0L,_,L"-A'--------------='----'-'-'---'-"----'-''---l'----'5'-7'-3'------'l 5 'J -·---- .. ·-•--400 90 n 10 

0 
• 

3 

r 



.,.· ' ... 

I 

._,y,-..... -~ .. - ··-· . 

!,_., 

' ' 

c.:. 

( 

,. 
VI ... :, 

0. +' 
.µ _._,.:1 ~ 

. Project Emphasis ,._ :;; ~ o. vi 

Need Points ~ 5, ·6 ~ ~ Total 
----~_,,.pplicant. ____________ _c:.oints ______ ;;:,~ l;_~ .. t; .Points 

Priority 
. Number 

·CO'lURG 400 80 ,. 76 10 1 567 
CLACKAMAS CO. S,D, □ KELLOGG SLUDGE*400 80 l76 10 1 567 
USA - BROOKWOJD TRUNK .. 400 80 , 77 8 .2 567 
USA - SUN5ET TR0NK 400 80 77 8 2 567 

160 
161 
1A2 
16~ 

_____ .....v.SA. .. -_RE.EDSV LLLE_ T.R.U~ K ______ _,4.QQ ____ 8Q ..77 ..... - ... 8 .... - .. 2 ...... 5.6.1.. ....... 164 
BIGGS JUNCTION 400 80 69 B 1 558 165 

___ .HILLSBOl<O oR&D .. - e/ESTSIDE*. -400 .... 50 ...... 77 10 ..... L 538. .166 
OAKLODGE S,D, 400 50 76 lJ 1 537 167 

..................... CANBY ........ 400 .. ..50 76 fJ .I o.35. 168 
ELKTON 400 .50 72 10 I 533 169 

-----"OSEBURG....P.L.0.QK.LN.G.G.L,AS S.* 4.0.0.----5.0 ... _,_1.3 .......... 8 ........ L. -53.2.. ...... 1 70. 
MEDFORD 400 ~O 71 IC · 1 532 171 

.... ~.EXINGTON ............ ·4JO ... 50 .69 ... 10 ... 2 531.. 172 
WARRENTON 400 5J 69 10 1 530 17' 

___ .ARLINGTON .. .400 5•J .. 69 .. 10 . L 'J.30 l 74 
BCVSA - WEST MEDFORD 400 50 71 8 1 5,o 175 

-----~.C.VSA .. ,._1'1.MiN.ER ... a 'tJO ... _..50 ... ; 1 L ...... B ....... L . 5 30 ... 
IMBLEq 4JC 50 67 lJ 2 529 

----············TRQU.TDALE ······--40.0 .... 5.0 ....... 66. 10 .2 528 
CASCADE LOCKS 400 50 69 8 1 528 

.......... CLATSKANIE ..... 4JO ...... 50· ..... 69... 8. .1 5.28 
SANDY 400 50 66 8 1 525 

-----· P.Oi•/ERS ......... ----·----'------- 4D O .... -5.J._5.L .. _ 10 ....... 1. .512. 
BANDON □JOHNSO~* 400 50 S2 8 2 512 

.. SCO.TTS MILL ........... 400 50 . 45 10 1 506 
DETROIT 400 50 42 lJ 1 503 

..... : .......... S.TANFil'LD Q 50 29 10 2 491 
ELMiqA 400 50 32 9 1 491 

------"~E.;;,KO:•JN, _____________ _.,,4,~ ___ 5L .. .....?7 l~ .... 1. .'!B.3 .. · 
SU~PTFR 4J~ 50 7 11 1 465 
JIJ~TURA 400 50 .I lo .1 468 
WALLOWA LA~E S,A, · 4JO 50 6 !J 467 

---·-----------------,-

..1 76 
177 
178 
179 
lf1 
131 

.._-1_ e 2 . 
lP'..l 
194 
1i35 
],% 

157 
.l SA 
l~~ 

lQn 
.J. .. .J. 

,.- J) --·-·· ,_ '--------

,,,-------------------------'--·----------- ---
'..J • 

---·-··---··--·------ ------- .. --··-··-·--·---------·--·· ---~ ----·.,-···------- . 

. ,-. ------------------ _____ .. -------- --- -----·-····-------·-•-- -----------··-· .. ' 

• 

"''t'i 



,· 
'·· 

·~ 1 

( 

r 

t; 
"' .., 

-------i<:o O --~ 
c..z 

.... 32 3 
411 

.. 34 7 
432 

------*·l.:1 .. ---· 
410 

.......... 410 
491 

.... 491 
555 

-----~43A.-·-··-
436 

.. .429. 
429 

.... 423. 
423 

--~---~b .. _. __ 
404 

----404 
404 

......... 444. 
446 

-----~450 
428 

... 385 
373-

··· ... 453 
520 

------✓ 24. 
5 2:, 
463 
463 
528 
5 3•J 

-----~• ~3 Qs __ .,k_ 

417 

····" 1 7 ... 
448 

______ 448 
('.'-d I 451 

(.Q '. ------~·~·- 8.-·-~--
544 

0 

... .... ······- ... .5 4 5 
547 

............ .566 
581 

-----~8.1 ···-
486-01 

,, ·-·· ....... ········· ..... 4 8 6-0 2 
486-03 
4~6-04 
464 

-----~Ht'±. .. __ 

ATTACHMENT IV 

OEPARmENT OF ENVIROllMENTAL QUALITY 
... ..... FY 1977 PRIORITY LIST AIIO SCHEDULE 

0 
0 

E3 q 

July 20, 1976 

~ Cl- >--' ► 
PROJECT Np Es 

~ e W • >-- C:'.:( • >-
D ~~PROJECT f::j j:c;:st;; '"'1---.::,1--.__C0MMENT 

NO.----· f5 8 DESCR. tri ~ ff 8 ~ ~ ~ !i ~3 . 
"' 0 - . 

NETARTS-UCEA~S!DE S DOU2988 43 SIP, INT 3 14J1 0776 
RED~JOD SD 002994 14 STP, INT 3 1300 0876 
REDMJND NA 43 SYSTE~ 3 11000 0976 
FOSTER-~!OWAY NA 14 SYSTEI' 3 1666 1076 

.w.lNSJONcc.GREEl'L ____ G..J281.9. .. 56_ .. S l.~--~~-3 :,J .OJ 76 .. 02.7 6. 

""0 C. ;z; 

1 
2 
3 
4 

WINSTON-GREEN 002879 56 STP 2 451 0376 0676 RECfRT!F 5 
WINSTON-GREEN . 0cJZ.879 56 ST~.. .3 .. De~ 0377 
USA - LOWER TUALATIN NA 16 INT 2 15n r776 0776 

;.USA .~ .... LOWER. WALA TIN NA ..... 16 li'IT 3. 22Gn 0976 
SALEM - GLEN CK NA 1NT 3 101 0276 0476 

.GLEtl'.lALE. _______ CQ22.7.:L3.3.,..SJP_-1~1P ___ L .... 3 6 7 .. 1~ 7 6 .. •-•-··· .. 
SUTH~RL!N 002084 33 STP !~P 3 1652 LZ76 

.EAGLE POJNL. . . .002229 87 STP I~P 2 21 1275 01.76 
EAGLE POINT 002229 87 STP IMP 3 124 0177 
CAVE .... JUNCT.JON OC2833. 30. STP L'lP 2. .zg 0676 0576 
CAVE JUNCTION 002833 30 STP IMP 3 213 0177 

"1,HEELER....=_(ilLSA..JACR._u.il2il61L_5J .. _.l ~JJ. ____ _.L_ 9 ao _on 6 .QL7 6 . 
YA~H!LL 002280 84 STP IMP 2 7 1275 107S 

5 
6 
6 
7 

.9 .. 
9 

10 
I(' 
11 
11. 

. ..... 12 
13 
13 -YAMHILL. .002280 84 .. STP .!1-'P .2. 11 1275 0576 RECEli TI F 

YAMHILL 002280 84 STP !MP 3 121 01 I I 
.. MOLALLA ... ______ .Q.02238. 84 STP EXP 3. 293 1176 
LEdAMON 002081 14 STP IMP 3 190') 1076 

.LLNG.2L\L...UJ..Y_-:-EJ::iASE......l .. _.,\!' "- 6_LN '-----e>--.-- _:;i -. ') .Cl T! 
R~OWNSVILLE OOZOJB 36 ST? J•~p ~ 21.3 ·">?: 7 7 
VE1'~ETA ... 00.20.5.3 PS -STP 3 3) 0776 
CH!LJOU!N 32 PS & !MT 3 25 lC76 

,BONANZA ~JS STP I~P 3 42S l -, 76 
NORTrl BEND. 002336 47 STP ]UP 3 543 0776 067', 

J..A~E_QSWt:1> Q .. -H~R.VE.L_NA 16 __ ! c. T ·-··-·· ... -3 ...... 142 0$76 
LAK~ OSW~GO -TE~1~~CE NA ee I~T J ~]~ 077$ 

.LAKE os,;EGO -EVE',GRN. ,,A 91. J'H. 2. " 0 r276 'J276 
LAKE OSWEGO -EVERGRN ~A ~l INT ~ 211 1176 

.COVE ....... NA STP I",P 3. 5~'l 1276 
LA~ES!DE JJ2999 33 ST~, INT 2 .91 "'•6 76 J 5 7-:J 

c-LA,~J: __ sJ.!2.. C'T2999_33 ;_r_P,__1~,1r ._1 .. _. __ ,J~- ⇒ .. : :,, 7 7 
PACIFIC CI1TY S D 26 STP, INT 2 45 ;"1'.;76 0376 

I PACIFIC CITY S Q ___ 26 :,1~, J,,1 .. 3. ,,o 
AURORA . ,I. . 26 STP, INT 2 72 

~l l 7 7 
0576 0576 

AURORA I ____ 26 S]P, Jt-lT 3. 368 0477 
TWIN ROCKS S D 002349 50 !NT, STP 3 i51 0776 0776 

.ROAD_S .. EtiD--5_Q NA 3 .:LI NT , •. 2 1 2 _l U 6 --·•·-
ADR ! AN 12 STP, INT 3 238 1176 
PRINEVILLE .:..L,AU0HLJN IJA.. ..4.3 ... J.NJ 3 . 22n .0)77. 
UKIAH NA 01 STP, )NT 3 267 1076 
PORT OF PORTLAND. NA· ........... JNT.. . .... 3... 141 1076 
NORTH ROSEBJRG S D OJ2359 14 INT & PS 2 50 0876 0776 

.• N Q R.L::LSQ..SE £i!JJ, G s D n ° 2 3 5 9 JAJ .'.H f, P s , 4 B n .M 1.7 __ _ 
P~ND P~IASE ]A NA 36 SYST~~ 2 7~~ C87~ 
RE.ND PHASE IA ...... NA....... 56 SYST':'1 3 11~0~ 0677 
BE.ND PHASE 1G NA 56 SYSTEf,: 2 950 0777 
BEND ~HASE lH NA _56 __ ~Y~!E~i 3 18~01 ~379 
TERRE91JNNE SYSTF" 1 22 1177' 
TEj,RERONNE SYSE"! 2 60 0778 

• 

I 

I.\C~ 

13 
.14 
15 

._16 
]7 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
24 
25 
26 
26 .. 

.. 

27 
Z7 
28 
2~ 
29 

31 
}2 
33 

· .. 34 
35 

---L'~··--• 3A 
36 
36 
36 
,7 
37 

' v,! 
)I 



l_ 

.. t; 
w 

I 
I 

6 • PROJECT NPOES t1i ~ PROJECT ~ 
rm. ·~--;.:;~8 DESCR, t;; 

COMMENT ---------o: o------
0. :a:: 

.464 
5d5 
585 

<. 579 
------~79 __ .. 

3d2-02 
C, _ ·-··-----·----····4s1-02 

4ti7-Q3 
616 
616 

_____ _u.1.6_. __ _ 

616 
···-······-·· ·-· ··- ····•·-··· 4 8 8. 

408 

-----······438 
438 

TERREBONNE 
LAKE OS\,EGU 
LA,:E os,1EGO 

SYSlj,f,'-~ 3 
CULL· SYS 2 

-GLEN~OR NA .COLL SYS 3 
MADRAS NA 14 I NT 2 

eon 0379 
an 0876 

6 'J (} 0477 
,5 1176 

.MADRAS .. ________ N~--~'+-l!U ___ __, .. _ .... .25 0 

.IJSA - FANNO PHASE 5 NA 56 INT 3 139 
.0571... -•------·· ···-
0776 

'ROSEBURG METRO OJ2258 .. 14. S.TP., .!MT .2. 
!1~uSEBU1~G 1'•\ETRU 0022'.JO 14 STP, Jf'n 3 
·RoSEBU~G SEWER. REHA~ CJ2258 14 STP, INT 2 
ROSEdURG SE~ER REHAb 0J2258 14.STP, INT 1 

13CO 
83()') 

3GO 
2 .~; C ,') 

5SO . ROSEBUR(i .. SHIER_REHAB. . .O·J2258 •.. l.4. STP., ... I.NI . L. 
RO~EBURG SE~ER REHAB J02258 14 STP, INT 3 4C0 □ 

CANYONVILLE 002072 33 STP !'IP 2. 69 
,CANYONVILLE 002072 33 StP IMP 3 
JOHN DAY-C;,'JYuN CITY 002722. Jl STP, FH 2 
JOHN DAY-CANYON CITY 002722 n! STP, INT 3 

601 
.165 

1291 

(:976 
1r77 
0776 
1677 
l.U.7 .. 
Ir 73 
·1976 
0577 
0776 
-J577 

~HASED 
PriASED 

.... PHAs,·n 
PHASED 

37 
3S 
38 ,a 
39 
40 
41 
41 
42 
42 
42 
42 
43 
43 
44 
44 

C 
2) 

_____ (,QQ ___ ,_ _( At-!J'..,JtLCJJ 1'l A N '-----'-- 30.077.6. 45 __ _ 
600 
6()5 
439 

_ 439 
489 
4_ti9 ___ , 

575 
575 
575 

_ ...... 5 76 
576 

______ 576 
4q1, 

4g6 
4~7 
4G7 
4'=>0 
40J 

·452 
452 
454-02 

-----~454-03 
r•·.l l 4 54-04 

______ 458 __ 

458 
403 
4°3 
4g4 
404 

______ 571 
57C 
402 
4"2 
5., 5 
5"5 

_____ __,.,.o.5 __ _ 

CAN Y JN CITY NA INT 
PU.iHLMD. - EL~ KQ(K .1'iA ........ INT 

3 
3 

MT VERNON 45 STP, INT 2 
MT VERNON ...... 4.5 STP, I~T 3 
HILLSBORO-IRRIGATION 002334 STP 2 

250 0377 
225 0677 

0876 
1377 

50 
40() 

J:JJJ •. L.;,.i;l08J:::J.BRJ.;;_6LJ.Q.l,_._002.JJ_lj_ _____ .,T L~e' ____ 3 -· 
8 0876 

71 :Jl 77 
9 ()776 

SJ >:377 
45:; ,;,677 

9 "'776 
6 ': ';~-77 

11 77 
32 1"',r:i76 

')6 77 

USA - GASTON 002015 STP I~P l 
USA - GASTON .. JJ2Cl5 STP I~P 2 
USA - GASTON 002015 STP IMP 3 
IJSA - ~AN~S 002012 STP J',•P 
lJSA - RANKS 002012 STP 1,1p 

_ l)5.:.~ .. _:"_ ... ~,:\}'1< __ $ ___ ~ _ _o J.2 __ () 1 ~_··---"ST? , .. L'.~ip _ 
JUNCTIO~ C.lfY OJ26S6 09 STP I~P 
JJNCT !();\ CI TY _ 002656 09 STf> I.1:p· 
EUGENE AIRPORT 002648 1~ STP IMP 
EUGENc Arn~u,n 002648 14 STP j,Vr, 

HARRIS~URG 002075 52 STP 
HAR~ISf;u~G1 0~2L7, 52 STP 

I 

' 2 
3 

2 
3 
2 

... \iOi~j.j:JiJ TH...: r 11,i6EP~E-i-~:-YE ~-CIO ,) 2·06i---~:9··- s·r p·-------• 2 
MON,~8UTH-INDEPENDE~CE~J2061 09 
EIJGENE-SPRjI /,GF l tLD Q.JZ620 14 

. EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD ..... 14 
EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD 002620 14 

STP ' STP 2 
R Erl A.B . ' STP 3 

~- j 77 
': E 7 6 
,"'3 77 

72 n976 
('"\ ~ 77 
0976 
r111 
01 78 

?67 
697 

2nn0 
21501 P'-IASED 

45 
46 
47 
47 
48 
48 
40 
49 
49 
50 
5•: 
5'.) 
5 I 
51 
52 
52 
53 
53 
~4 
S4 

55 
55 
55 

~.OR,V,\LUS AIRPGi<T ____ tl:J22_5_;) __ 43_STP 2. 57 1r7r, _ ... 5(, 
CORVALLIS AIRPORT 002250 43 STP 3 3o5 [677 56 
TRI-CITY SD ~6 kEG STP .. 3 6722 0378 57 
TRI-CITY SD 56 REG STP 2 670 0677 57 
NEWBERG-DUNDEE ooi025 84 REG STP 2 108 0976 58 
NEWBERG-DUNDEE 002J25 84 REG STP 3 b~l n677 58 
5PRI1%Fld.D_,_···----'.:'·12632 _. ___ ST!' .. l'·'.P ... 2 ... 2°·J 1276 59 
SPRINGFIELD C02632 STP IMP 3 !~on 1077 59 
USA - UPPER TUALATIN ~A 16 INT 2 153 ~776 61 
USA - UPPEK TUALATIN NA 16 INT 3 2017 ~277 60 
~ALSEY 002239 STP I~P 1 12 0277 61 
HALSEY :i022'9 5TP I'<P ?. 30 l 0 77' 61 

c_HALS.f;)' ________ .0_02232___ ...... S.T.f'_J.':'£._.3 ____ 2 5 0 .0 77.~ __ ··--·--- ·-·--·-·-- ... 6 

rr 



( 

\, 

.................. t; 
ILi 
~ PROJECT NPDES "'w PROJECT o.. 

------~0· 
o..z -------------·N0.--·-·~8 · DESCR. · ~ 

ILi u •. 
. 603 
603 

.. 611 
611 

_____ ......c,7.4. .. __ . 

374 
----- .... 4 7 4 

474 
413. 
413 

------.o....:/.--
6 l 7 

----·········6.l7 
424 

------~56 
556 

-----~'t.:>a 
498 

·················4q9 
557 
557 
558 

_____ __,·5 8 ···-
342 
586 
5d6 

.. 586 
475 

----'---···4 7 5 
472 

___ .472 
5Jl 
5Ul 
583 

______ 583 
• 5 02 

........... 502 
590 

. 1,----··-········~-90 
500 

0 

----~-.5 84 ··-· 
5d4 

.584 
466 
466 
466 

------~-() 3 
503 
503 
427 
427 
5C5 
50', 

USA - RRONSON CK NA INT 2 6n 0976 
USA - 8RONSON CK NA INT 3 400 n377 
USA - ROCK CK TRUNK NA INT 2 200 1176 
USA - ROCK CK TRUNK NA INT 3 2000 0777 

:.,'IAUP 1 N .. -------~02260._6.L.S TP .. 1.1,P_ .L·-··•· .3.1. 0 7 7 6 -·-· ····-···•· 
MAUPIN 002260 67 STP IMP 3 357 0377 
EUGEN[ - EASTS IDE .NA ........ 14 INT 2.. 900 1276 
EIJGENE - EASTSIDE NA 14 INT 3 anon 1277 

.GOLD HILL 00225.9 .33 STP J~P 2 34 1276 
GOLD HIL.L 002259 33 SJP WP 3 266 0677 

..OAKLAND .20.4.9._ ... -STP.1!-' 15 0177 ......... __ _ 
OAKLAND 002049 STP JMP 2 45 1177 
.OAKLAND.. . .............. 002049 STP !'1P 3.. 3JO ·0773 
BOARD~AN 002070 80 S[P IMP 3 1247 0876 
REEDSPORT. ... N.A .......... 33 INT 2 45 1176 
REEDSPORT NA 33 INT 3 354 0777 

.. J.I\.C.KS0/'NllL~---~-Q2QJ.,L3D .... L'.JT ___ ... ,z. .... :.. .. 8 I 1~76. . .............. . 
JACKSONVILLE 002079 30 INT 3 4?5 0577 
PRAIRIE CllY. ...................... 00.2.003 .. 60 STP, INT '1 272 1176 
PORTLAND - SLUDGE NA STP· IMP 2 277 0876 

. .PORTLAND .. :c. SLUDGE. . M ____ .Sjj:1° I~P .. 3 4290 04 77 
BCVSA - WHITE CITY 002246 14 l~T 2 103 1176 

,....BC.VSA. ~-: .. ~ltH.LT.E..._(.LLY.: __ . ____ ~JJ)22~_6_~1~--LN.I ___ ~_ ... _4 l 2 :J '::? 7 

PORTLAND - SE REL!EV NA INT 3 2888 °976 
RAINIER .012038 STP IMP 1 ]n 1°76 
RAINIER 002038 STP JMP 2 35 C~77 
RAINIER 002038 STP IMP 3 3no 0173 
LA G~ANDE-]SLAND C!TY002046 12 srP, INT 2 181 0776 

.. L/1 ... GBANPJ:-::J.SLANLJ C!TY0.02:146 12. STP.,. __ t'H 3. i7ii1 nl 77 
ELGIN 002243 JI STP !~P 2 31 1276. 
ELGIN o:JZ2.43 ... 0.L..S.TP JV? , 357 0677 
CORVALL!S~CRESCE~T V NA INT 2 111 "976 
CORVALLIS-C~ESC~NT V NA ... INT 3 731 1677 
IO,~E 63 STP, INT 2 3~ "!.:76 

... IO,~E ....... _ -----------'--•--·63 . .ST.P, ... L~.L 3 .:J') 'J577 
HA~MONO r 002274 43 l~T 2 36 r177 
HAMMOND I 002274 43 INT 3 284 0777 
BAY CITY 002257 , STP IMP 1 12 1276 
BAY CITY j . ___ .. 002257 .S.TP JMP 2 40 IC77 
BAY CITY 002257 STP IMP 3 3JO 0678 

--.5..ILE.TZ O_'J.20.4.1 ST_i: __ .. Lt,1£..... __ L_ 10 :276 
SILETZ 002041 STP IMP 2 35 0677 
SILETZ . ....... . . 002041 STP !MP. 3 30'1 0378 
PORT OF TILLAMOOK BAY002291 0~ STP !MP 1 13 0876 
PORT OF TILLAMOOK BAY002291 04 STP IMP .. 2 5n nz77 
PORT OF TILL~MOO~ GAY00229] C4 STP r~P 3 337 0178 

___ sE~\SI.D.':. 002J4\' __ :J6 .? .. ~.P.J_!,1P __ l 1+') Jn7t, 
SFASIIJ~ J02i40 56 STP [ 11 P 2 l~? C577 
Sf~SICF 002"40 56 ST? I'~P 3 141~ n47g 
AU.'~SV!LLE.. 002272 36 STP p;p 2 j6 '1876 
AUMSVILLE 002272 36 STP !~P 3 387 0277 
T!LL4'100K Cl TY 002066 16 STP l"P 2 6'i n?76• 
TI L~AJ:1_00J( __ c l TY ._0_Q2Q_6_1,_J6._Srf' ... r~~.~-· 3 4 26._1.6 7I ___ _ 

• 

62 
62 
63 
63 

..... 64 .. 
64 
65 
65 
66 
66 

.. 6 7 __ . 

67 
67 
68 
69 
69 

..... 70 
70 
71 
72 

.. 72 
73 

... 73_ .. 
74 
75 
75 
75 
76 
76. 
77 
,7 
78 
78 
79 
7Q 

~-') 

80 
81 
81 . 
81 
82 
82 
82 
83 
93. 
.'3 3 
'l4 
94 
q4 
85 
85 
8A 
8 



l_ 

' 

l;j PROJECT NPDES PROJECT 
~ ~w 

------~ C ·--------------~NO~. __ g g OESCR, [b 
-.. -~. I-

CLZ l.LI U V) 

430 
43J 
506 
506 

------~ .. 08 ..... -·•· 
508 

... 4 76. 
509 

.. 509 
476 

_____ __u.15. 
615 

.. 615 
51G 

... .510 
273 

---···-·--2 n .... _ 
511 

...... 511 
559 

DAYTON 002363 84 STP IMP 2 27 0876 
DAYTON 002363 84 STP l~P 3 2J6 0377 
SHERIDAN-WILLAMINA 002064 47 STP l~P 2 48 1076 
SHERIDAN-WILLAMINA 002064 47 STP IMP 3 516 0173 
.A111LL.--------~00.262L20 SIP_ J"1F'_ 2.. ..... 21. 0876 
AMITY 002621 20 STP J>IP 3 238 0577 

.GERVAIS ____ 002739 09 STP/ I~T 2 66 0976 
WOOD~URN 002000 16 STP, INT 2 132 0976 
WOODJURN 00200~ 16 STP, l~T 3 1135 0477 
GERVAIS 002739 09 STP/ INT 3 567 0677 • .DIRLIO. 002.05.4 .. ____ S.I£...JEE ... L. 20 l'J76 
CARLTON 002054 STP l~P 2 60 0677 
.CARLTON 002054. STP IMP 3 350 0378 
JEFFERSON 002045 84 S1P, INT 2 36 0876 
JEFFERSON. . .. 002045. 84 STP, INT 3 281+ 0277 
ROCKAWAY 002330 33 STP !~P 2 184 "J76 

Jl.OCK>'\\1At ... _.... 0.2.J}D ... :l; .STJ'.J'-'E .. 3. .... )1:o ;777 
CANNON BEACH 002022 16 STP r~r 2 74 0876 
CANNON BEACH. 002022 16 STP l'W. 3 3"3) n377 
LINCOLN CITY PHASE 2 OU2047 56 STP, ]NT 2 337 0876 
LINCOLN CiTY.PHASE 2.002047 56 STP, !NJ 3 2929 0477 

( ;. 
..................................•. 5 9 

512 COTTAGE GROVE 002055 47 STP I~P 2 105 0976 

----------'5 12 
513 
513 
514 

. 514 
573 
573 

----~5q4 

5q4 
5a4 
5~2 
5~2 

·-··-·-·········-·····5 1 5 
. 5 I 5 

............ 588 
588 
.569 

.569 

, ·,-----~69 
516 
516 
571 
571 
571 

----···•·-:117 
517 
518 
518 
431 
4,1 
589 

' --··-·--- --

(OTTr\GE _.G~~QY_E O.Q2J1~_? __ ~.I ____ $_fy _J\1P _ ... 3... OS,5 ;-,,777 
CRES~ELL 002754 40 STP J~P 2 36 1076 
CRES~ELL 002754_ 40 STP IMP 3 284 r,~77 
OAKRIDGE 002231 47 STP I''P 2 2B 077~ 
OAKRIDGE ·0022,J 47 STP J~P "l >it ~17' 
LOWELL 002004 STP IMP 2 ~, ~177 
L0,1ELL 002004_. __ STP J'-'P _3 4:1, 1277 

·EsTAi:Ai"i"A 002057 STP I'•'P 1 2, 1276 · 
ESTACADA ·-~-~-:02057 STP l~P 2 80 r~7~ 
~STACADA 0~2057 STP IMP ~ 65~ 1277 
DALLAS CJ2173 STP I\"P 2 i~ r,477 
DALLAS 002073 ST~ I'~P- 3 2~1 1n77 

.. $CI9 q0.?.?}.0,._. __ ~_9 ___ ?I~. r~:A~-- _z__ 14 111~ 
SCIO OJ29"la 36 STP ]VP l 11 7 n677 

. MT A,~GEL .......................... 002876 84 STf' J:-',P 2 35 0377 
MT ANGEL 002876 84 STP !~P 3 3no 0977 
'IONROE .... I 0029.20 4.7 STP 1•-1r. 1 10 n776 
MONROE 002920 47 STP J'lp 2 41 0377 

.. Mu:,K,)E_ _ _____ 00.29_2Q .'+.7 __ S.T? I '.11-' 3-. .... 3Ci0 n c 77 
KLAMATH FALLS REGION 002630 33 STP 2 4~7 0677 
KLAMATH FALLS REGION 002610 33 STP } 5~00 0578 
UMATILLA 002130 STP EXP 1 15 0976 
UMATILLA 002230 STP EXP 3 3S~ 0377 
UMATILLA 002230 STP EXP 2 50 0677 
HEl<MISTC.\1 ···-·---··-- JJ2•)76 ?6 _ST~, r:~_T 2 263 0'J76 
HER~ISTON 002076 S6 STP, l~T 3 2!86 a~77 
ONTARIO 002062 12 STP l~P 2 44 1977 
ONTARIO 002062 12 STP !VP 3 385 n678 
RAKER 002069 12 STP, IMP 2 146 n977 
BAKER 002069 12 STP, IMP 3 1211 n6 7 3' 

.1:-iILtJl':l::FBEE',,A•I_E_R ·--·····002278_ ....•... SJP .!'~P _l .. _. 50 n776 

• 

• 

~7 
81 
38 
S8 
A9 
89 
9Q 
9'; 

, 1 ... 
9l 
n 
92 
72 
'l 3 
a, 
: ~· 

l ·, 2 
! -. 2 
1 _,., 3 

104 
l '.'4 
1"4 
in :-i 
1 ,._ C. 

In~ 
106 ,_ 
106 
]07 
lr:7 
1 ".'•~ 
1 :-18 
11,:; 
l "•~ 
1 1-1 



( 

... 
ti PROJECT NPDES .., 

------~o °' w _____________ __..o. ___ ~ B 
PROJECT 
OESCR. __ .. e:; 

t;:; 

( 

c.. z 
589 
589 
564 
564 

______ _5_i9 _____ _ 

519 
... 5 54 

554 
.... 4 73 

473 

521 
.... 522 

522 
.. .522 

523 
------~2.3. ___ _ 

526 
----~26 

313 
.567. 
'567 

______ 43-5_ 

435 
455 
455 

..... 4 56 
456 
456 
527 

.•. 5 2 7 
582 

_582 
437 

.. 43 7 .. 
·437 

.. 426 
465 

,, __ _ ... . _465. 
356 

0 
<,;J· 

"'1" 
<:"'°) 
(Y) 

0 

--~--~· 3 56 
517 
577 
572 
572 
531 

_____ 531 
5 31 
532 
532 
467 
467 

, _______ 442 

uJ u 
M!LTON-FREE~ATER 002278 STP IMP 0377 2 1 O • ~-" 
MILTUN-FREEWATER 002278 STP IMP n977 3 dO':' 
NURTli POWDER 002240 47 STP J~P 0976 2 j ') 

,NORTrl POWDE~ 002240 47 STP JI/P 0477 3 3,"':' 
"JO.SE PH_ .. ------~□ J.2 06'.L.O.L ET P_ He~-- ~ q 76 2.-. . ';J 
JOSEPH 002060 OJ STP IM~ 0377 3 337 
ENTERPRISE .. 002056 Dl .STP WP 1076 2 41, 
ENTEqPR!SE 002056 OJ STP !~P 0377 3 3 7 C 

DUFUR -----·--.D0290..o 63 ST? W.P .. L 12 1176 
DUFUR 002905 63 .STP JI/P 3 96 0577 

. ..N .. ALBA.NY-.. s~----~,A 09 __ .JN.L--~~-. .111 .o,L77 
N ALBANY SD NA 09 INT 3 1233 0179 
NORTH PLAINS. NA· ____ JNT I.. 1, 0977 
NORTH PLAINS NA INT 2 21 0378 

.NORTH PLAINS .NA .INT .3 !35 0878 
ST PAUL 20 STP, INT 2 41 0876 

. .5.LP.,~U~-------·---~~----SI .. P, . .lU.L.J... 3 5 S O 1 77 
CL-'<CKA/<;As CO - RHODO-·.'i 56 STP ['SP 2 46 0677 

.. CLACKAMAS CO - RHODO-:',v .. .56 .. STP l'~P ..... 3 2<l4 0378 
WEST LINN-LOWER TUAL NA 20 INT 3 112 0876 
HAPPY VAL.LEY .. NA ...... 08 ... !MT 2 35 0277 
HAPPY VALLEY NA 08 INT 3 3JO 0877 

.. GLl.D EcclD.LE Y LD __________ ~_f'., .J..NL .2 
GLIOt-IOLEYLD STP, r.~n 3 
SHADY COVE 30 STP, J~T 2 
SHADY COVE 30 STP, INT 3 
MERLIN-CJLO~IAL VALLEY 40 STP, INT 1 
~ERLIN-COL0~IAL VALLEY 40 ST?_, INT 2 

·--~~~-ER LJ ij::.._C J L_ U!>H A~--· V,ij L_L .i:cJ 4 Q ____ S_I.( , .L~l 3 
BCVSA - CENTRAL PT 14 INT 2 
8CVS•\ - CENTRAL PT ....... 1 .. 4 .. l ~ T 3 
IRRIGON STF, INT 2 
I·RI~ I GOl\l st?, PT 3 
\·JAul1A- ,J Es T POI, T 16 ST?, 

_1,;AtJN.~_"'.':':.' ES rroK T _ --~- --~". -------~ l_q __ S_T ~, __ t:'J.-T 2 
•,;AlJNA-•·JE.STPORT 16 ST;.), I ,'\\T -~ 

PH 

, MtJLT CO-INVERNESS #8 N~ (NT 3 
GRESHAM - r,1111i~E1'',AN NA :>6 INT 2 

GRESHAM - LINNEMAN... NA... . ... 56 vn .......... J . 
COLU~B!A CITY J02071 INT 2 

_c;:,OL_L'.!·1f3)_6 _ _ C) T)' __ . ____ 0-12071 ___ 1 NT ____ 'l 
HO□O R!VER-~~STSIDE ij,'\ 2 63 rnT 
HOOD R!V~R-~ESTSIDF. NQ 'l 63 INT 
THE DALLES - FOLEY NA 2 63 INT 
THE DALLES - FOLU. t,Q 3 63 INT 

ST P, DUNES CITY !NT. l 
__ J\!T 2. __ 

I ~-IT .,, 
s_,.-~, 
STP, 

."J)_l,.JNf='_ '.;.~_cJ.IY. ___________ ..o 
r)t!.~ES CITY 
HWY 101 Sn NA HJT 2 
H\IY 101 5 D NA INT 3 
SILVERTON 002065 STP !~P 2 
S[LV~RTON 002065 STµ J','P ~ 

.... l~APL~!:~T~O_N_' ___________ 7_2~~S~T_P, I IH 2 

72 '"'€7$ 
;,:;,; 1"'\277 

,! 4 06 77 
:.il '.J2.73 

.7:9 r,873 
'7'l 0976 

7;"' '?: 0277 
;, ~F,77 

2 f (', ,.. .'.i. 7 S 
2 ~ -1371: 

7-,:-i ('?77 
41·, ~776 
157 1076 

1061 0677 
i 1 r,,9 76 

.. 2'."'"I 0577 
l? ti577 

1:: i/")77 

2'J 0277 
l!)O 0777 

14 0577 
:,c. n37f3 

i;ni; 1'"79 
l 7 1176 

20·'J C677 
26 1276 

212 '1577• 
69 1178 

• 

;;;! -1::cOMMENT 
co I- '­
...... a::: :z u WJ:,: 
ccu-

°' 0 - . 
"' 0 c.. z 

l l •~ 
110 
1,1 ~ 
l l 1 
112 
112 
113 
l l 3 
114 
1 I 4 

115 
11 ', 
11~ 
116 
116 
117 

-- 11 i_ 
11e 
118 
119 
120 
120 
12! 
121 
122 
122 
12:,· 
123 
! 2_3 
l 2 4 
124 
12:; 
l 2':-
125 
1?6 
126 
12 7 

120 
128 
129 

. 129 . 
•o, 
l -'., 

l 3,0 

13 I 
.1'1 
132 
132 
1'32 
13?-
133 
134 
1,4 

35 

1 



L 

(. 

I , 

u 
w .., 
0 • 

"' 0 0.. z 

•.,., .....•. .... , .442 
533 

........ 533 
443 ( 

------=-4cL 
445 

--- .. -- , .. 445 .. 
534 

, .. 5.34 
471 

------'41.L_. __ 
471 
460. 
460 
460 
536 

______ 5 .. 3 6_ ,_ ___ _ 

536 
.. 44 7 
447 

....... ':>4 7 
537 

______ 537 .. 
542 

...... 542 
560 

_ .. 560 
560 

_______ 543 

543 
.. .... .. ............ 5 6 1 

561 
561 
607 

_________ 6"07 
· 6,._, 7 
...... 539 
539 

, ) ···-· .... ····---······-·· ·--··---·-··· 5,· 4 o .. 
540 

----~~540 
574 

.... 5 74 
469 
469 
46-J 

____ 54L ... 
541 
449 
449 
449 
546 

______ 546 

PROJECT NPDES 
----------~N.0~-~--~8 

WU 

PROJECT 
DESCR. a. 

w 
f-­
V) 

..... : . 

"' 0 -· ~ 
MAPLETON 72 STP, ~NT 3 5~0 0579 115 
FLORENCE 002074 47 STP J~P 2 60 0577 136 
FLORENCE.. .. .. _i)Q2074 47 STP WP 3 600 0173 136 
TURNER 09 STP, INT 2 72 1277 137 

_LURNER ___________ ~L.STP_,_J_NJ __ .3. ........ 568 097B .. _____________ .. ________ 137 .. _ 
DONALD 09 STP, INT 2 46 0577 13R 

.. .. DONALD 09 STf', INL3 _ 284 0179.. 13" 
NEWBERG NORTH~EST NA 43 INT 2 2~ OE76 139 
NL'dl'ERG - NOIUrl>iESI. NA ..... 43 .INT .. 3 .. 121 0277 139 
TA,%ENT J~T 1 14 0377 14 .. 0 

~IANG.ENJ ____________ ~N .. ~---~-.... 55 C87L.. ..1'+0 
TANGENT INT 3 410 0278 140 
ALBANY -.NORTHEAST ... NA. ..., ... l.NT 1 2': 0277 14] 
AL3ANY - NORTHEAST NA INT 2 115 1077 141 

.. AL,3ANY .. - NORTHEAST .. NA l~T 3 1001 n&7B 141 
LAPINE STP, INT 1 12 OS76 142 

.. L .. AP! .. N_ .. ______________ ST?, ... J.NL2 55 0477 HZ 
LAPINE STP, INT 3 415 1277 142 

.MILL _CJTL _______ Q9 STP, .. ! .. NT 1 22 ~976 143 
MILL CITY 09 STP, INT 2 91 n577 143 
MILL .. CJTY ___ .... 09 .. STP, lN .. T 3 70 1278 143 
S'" L!i<COLN CO D 43 STP, JNT 2 254 '.)876 144 

__ $_It!_+ l,..L~~-.QL ~ __ <; __ Q __ -5_ .. Q____ 4 ~ ~I.P.,_.,_I_ ,\_T 3 2 2 c: ·: r: 2 7 7 144 
CAR,..i,EL-FUUL•,<JEATHER S U 43 ST;-J, 1;-.r i. 13~. r:d76 14~ 
CAl!MEL-FvUL•,,EATHcR S J 43 STP, INT 3 1063 ,;77 11,, 
ROSC:SURG -RIFLE t\F\G ,~A INT 1 -; 1176 146 

,ROSE3URG -RIFLE RNG NA. INT 2 ,,; 0777 ]46 
·ROS~~URG· -R[FLE RNG NA INT '3 !JC 0473 146 
_fl/\ Y J_'.l _BA L.S_[) _________ 4~3 -~ T_P,.. J NI 2 
RAY TO HAYS D 43 STP, JNT· ~ 

.. AGATc eEACH .. S D NA_. __ .... INT 1 
AGATE 
AGATc 
scvsr:... 

BEACH SD 
BEACH SD 
- ,lf,IETSTONE 

I.~ T 2 
INT 3 
INT l 

.. R.CVS.\ __ .= _ _',(~EJ:SJ ONE_. __ .. ~N~A ____ J_'..'i__T .. 2 
BCVSA - ~~ETSTOhE 
ST HELENS, 
ST HELENS 
MERRILL 
'1ERRILL 

1\iA rr,: T 3 
.. :,A ........... 86 .. !N .. f 2 .. 

NA s, INT 3 
__ 002048 STP,. INL .. l 

002048 STP, INT 2 

2,;: 
19 E" 

:!.'276. 
r-277 

18 :377 
6~ "S77 

S33 
1? ':177 

~O! r_:475 
165 )97', 

1101 
12 

0677 
04 77 

3c .1277 
~-----·:JC2048 $TP ,un ___ 3_, __ . __ .36l. 0873 

0')76 
r777 
11 77 

WESTSIDE SD - K FALLS 32 ST~/ INT 2 8" 
vJESTSlllE S D - K FALLS .... 32 .. STP/ UIT 3 65c• 
MODOC POINf STP, JNT 1 12 
MODOC POINT STP, INT 2 
MODOC POINT ST?, JNT 3 

.. 51 STE.HS.......... ;33 _,,I~, I ~T 2 
SISTEkS 33 STP, I~T 3 
FALL.S CITY STP, I,~~T l 
FALLS CITY STP, INT 2 
FALLS CITY STP, INT 1 
CRFSCE~T ~TP, J~IT 1 
. C_RJ: s_~ C NJ --·-~i_.T.P.., .,_ l NJ_ . 2. 

38 n778 
364 0179 

',', 0177 
4 :~4 r,:2, 77 

12 ,,177 
4, 15 77 

3:,4 -,2 73 
1 / -~. 0 1n • 

.3 R .03 77 . 

• 

u~ 1 
147 

•1 u A 

148 
l 4'3 
14 1

} 

l 4'~ 
14r,1 
l :jO 
150 
151 
1 51 
1 5 l . 
152 
152 
153 
153 
153 
l?4 
J',4 
1 ,:=, c.. 

155 
155 
]SA 
l s 1, 



' . 

( 

t; PROJECT ·NPDES PROJECT 
DESCR. o.. (_. ~ NO. ~w 

------~0-------------------~g ------•---·---~ 
~z WU V) 

1. 

\ 

( . ..' 

546 
587 
587 
459 

______ 45.9.-... 

459 
..... 507 

5q7 
..... .5q 7. 

470 
-----~1>.7.0. ... ---

470 
.604 
604 

.... 604 
6J8 

-----~GJL __ 
6lu 

_______ ,6_10 
613 

.... 61.3. 
529 

_____ .5.2'L ... --
529 
5 4'J 
549 
549 
5°8 

-----~~?.B. 
so a 

.... 5 3 5 
535 
535 
568 

-----~56i:l 
568 

_ 5 6 3 
5.63 

" --- •·····---·· _ 5_ 6 3 
.5q9 

______ 5'>, 
N' 
s:::r-
'Sj· 

(Y) 

509 
··•-•· 5 d,; 

5d0 
r•? ,, -·· ......... 506 

5q 6 
5"16 
614 
614 
614 
6\)9 
609 
609 

CRESCENT STP,,:' 
HAINES OJ STP,:: 
HAINES .01 STP; 
CORVALLIS MOBILE PK NA INT 

INT 3 
INT Z 
INT 3 

1 

:;6 ➔ 

35 
300 

15 

1077 
('d77 
0877 

. CORVALLlS . MOlll.Lf. _ _p,:. __ t,_,.,__ ___ ....J..ti.1-. __ _L ·-· .•. 3 s 
03 78 
1.1 7.3 
C679 
1176 

CORVALLIS MOBILE PK NA INT 3 525 
YONCALLA .002245 .STP H-'.P _l 12 
YONCALLA COZ245 STP ,U.:P 2 ;n 0777 

.YONCALLA . D02245 STP l''P. 3 40n 0378 
n 3 77 COBURG 14 STP, INT 1 22 

".COBURG~· -----------'4 ...... ..S..TP_,_ .. _t-~L.-2. ------- .91 '.:;J7? 
COBURG 14 STP, INT 3 7ln C478 
CLACK .. CO-cKELLOGG .. SL . 00262.2 STP !"IP .1 !~ 0477 
CLACK CO-KELLOGG SL 002622 SlP I~P 2 20 1277 
CLACK CO-KELLOGG SL 002622 .. STP I~P 3 200 0678 
USA - BROOKWOOD TRNK NA INT 2 2 1076 

.. U.SA . ..::....BGOQK\'/.c/.OD_..I.llliK ''"-----H'.L...---'---· 6 .C377 
USA - SUNSET TRU~K NA INT 2 

.. USA. SUNSET TRUNK 1\A ____ .Ull ......... 3 .. 32·J ~577 
USA - REEDSVILLE TRNK NA INT 2 90 0177 

.. USA .. - .. REEDSV!LLE.. .. TRNK. NA INT ............. 3 
RIGGS JCT NA INT 1 

45'.) 0777 
!? l I 77 

__ B.L0fa$ __ J_c_~------.N.:.~-----~·~----Z .... _ 32 '.:573 
BIGGS JCT NA INT 3 26c 1?73 
HILLSBORO - WESTSIDE JJ2334 STP AUTO 1 
HILLSBJRO - wESTS!Dl ~J2334 STP AUTO 2 
HILLsaORO - WESTSIDE OJ2334 STP A~TO 3 
OA~ LODGES D 002614 STP I~P 1 

,Q_A_r<. __ LOOGE 5. D DQ,?_(,14 ;',JJ:'. .U'P __ .. 2 
OAK LODGES D OJ2614 ST? I i.~ P 3 
CJ\NGY NA__ __6.Q _J t-{T 1 
CA~BY NA 60 INT 2 
CAN~Y NA 60 INT s 

[L~TJ~ 47 STP l 

~ ,- 7 76 
2 o_ ; 276 

3-. -,')77 
:~ 7,3 

1,.., 2176 

14;:, !6 f 7 

l _,., --. l 7 7 

. fLr- T J'~ .....• ----·---------·-·- 4 7 .;; T.P _____ 2 __ . "-~ 0F., 77 

:'.L7?, 

l"I 1"'76 
EL~T0~ 47 STP 3 

. ROSE'lURG - LOOK INGGL >\A ... J.NT ................... 1 
RGSE~U~G - LOOKINGGL NA INT 2 

.. ROSEBURG - .LOOKJNGGL .NA.. ' JNT. ___ 3 
MEDFJRD 002626 STP EXP 1 

3 6,-, 

2 5 05 77 
194 1277 

75 0878 
!,\!;DI' JRJ _____ .. ______ 00262.(1. __ . __ S_TJ'_!::.XP Z <+C :, )6 n 
MEDFJ!~D 002626 STP ~XP 3 - 45Qr ~5d0 
LEXJ,·IGTO,~ ...... 1'>3 STP, Ji,T 2. 
LEXINGTON 63 STP, INT 3 
WARRENTON ___ 002087. STP IMP 1 
\•/A.,r,ErnoN :J.J2.J87 STP I'·'P 2 

44 1277 
33') 0877 

21; 097,3 

_',!,\!~REr-.,r_O_N _· 0.')_2i~87 --··---- STP_ t 1,~P ___ l_._ ____ 42" "•38'' 
A~LINGTON a12n19 STP ~XP 1 
AJLI~GTON 102019 ST~ EXP 2 
AHLINGTON 012019 STP EXP 3 
RCVSA - WEST MEDFORD NA INT 1 
RCVS~ - WEST ~E~FORO NA !NT 2 

6 1'""76 
2'i r;477 

0378 1 :;I() 
10 
4'i 

0377 
12 77' 

3(),.., 0'173 

COMMENT 
°' 0 - . cxo a.z 

1 r, ... 
I:, 7 

1c1 
1 :'& 

_ 153 
15~ 
159 
15? 
15~ 
16~ 

----.l6C -· 
160 
16! 
16i 
161 
162 

.162 -· 
163 
163 
164 
.l 64 
1 f,~ 

.16' 
16° 
16!> 
166 
166 
16 7 

..1.67 
167 

. l~~ 
162-

. 1 ~· 

l. 11'? 

16:: 
_ 1 7,; 
17C 

.... 170 
1 71 

_n: 
171 

.172 
172 
I 73 
1 73 
171., __ 
174 
174 
174 
175 
1 7 s 
17, __ RCVSA- ~<;EST J-1EDFOl~n ___ _i:jA INT 3 

.. ----- --···------·---··----

0 

7 



( 

C 

C 

.... 
.. ........ f;l . PROJECT NPDES • PROJECT 

·~ c,:w ------:~ 
O 

_______________ ,.,0. ___ ~ g DESCR •. 
~z WU 

612 
612 

BCVSA - WAGNER CK NA INT 1 6 0577 
RCVSA - WAGNER CK N~ INT 2 30 ~178 
BCVSA - WAGNER CK NA INT 3 200 0673 
!~BLER 67 STP, INT 2 21 127~ 

COMMENT g§ 

\ 
-"' "-

. 612 
562 

_____ .-,,.!'> 2 -··-· 
578 

_.r,✓,BLE.R,__ ___________ i,L_STP , ___ rnL .. l._.) 64 _ ,o5 77. ·-···-·-··-· 

176 
176 
176 
177 
177 __ ; 
178 

' \.._. 

', ~-

' 
( 

-----····578 
5°1 

.... 5° 1 
5°1 

______ ,6 06 •··•-·· 
606 
606 
551 
.551 
551 

-----=552 
552 

----······ .552 
553 

---········ .. ····5·53 
468 

-------'468 __ 
468 

... 477 
477 

___ 477 
565 

-------::, 6 ::> 
5a3 
593 
5°3 
602 
602 

______ ,,§~ 2. 
548 

..... 548 
548 

I· ' I -···· 
.. 4 79 
·479 ' 

1(;- ______ 4,79 ____ _ 

601 
6Gl 
6ul 

TROUTDALE 002052 38 INT &FXP 2 66 nl77 
1 _ TKUUJllALE 002052 ... 38. INT. &EyP 3. 400 Jr77 

CASCADE LOCKS NA INT 1 8 0377 
CASCADE LOCKS.. . .. N,\. . .. JNT 2 15 1177 
CASCADE LOCKS NA INT • 100 n~78 

•. CLt\l:iKAN_Le NA J;J ____ ,L ____ 8.0976 .. 
CLATSKANIE NA INT 2 15 0477 

. CLATSKANIE ......... NA ....... !_NT ....... 3 JOO '1877 
SANDY NA 04 I~f 1 5 037 7 

.SMIDY .. ,NA ... D41NT 2 210977 
SANDY NA 04 INT 3 ·161 r••• 

.1'9.,VcJl.$ .0 02693 33 $IP_L''P __ 1___ , ~l :7 
POWERS 002693 33 STP I••p 2 12 ~777 

. ..POW_ER.S.... 0..0<_6.9_:t,}_;3 ____ $.T.P l!tP. 3 __ . 97 n17B 
BANDON - JOHNSON NA 33 INT 2 46 1~75 
BANDJN_- JOriNS01, NA ___ ,3.3 .... lNT 3 262 0377 
SCOTTS MILLS STP, INT 1 16 n377 

,_S.C.9IL$._l·Hl\..,_$_ J~" . .I_,\U 2 '.:l8 c-'077 
SCOTTS MILLS STP, INT 3· 4~I 06 7 • 

DETROIT STP, INT 1 16 n47' 
nrTROIT STP, JNT 2 58, "9 7

' 

DETROIT _STP,•INT 1 451 ·'"'272 
STANFIELD 002697 67 ST~ !~P 2 43 ll7~ 
_s T::. li.f:.! .f LJ:)c_ _____ ~o O 2 6 9 7 6 7 .ST f) ___ ) /,' P . ..3 3::; 5 r•:t; "!--: 
i:L-·'1IRJ\ NA. INT 1 R "·i 77 
EL,'IIRA NA .................. .J"1T 2 JQ .,777 
EL~IRA NA INT 3 9~ 0278 
NFSKO~IN ___ $TP, I~T 1 15 127~ 
NF5K0WIN STP, INT .~ 

-•~{E_s_:~-.. J.',:U.N---:------------'.: T_?. '- I '-lT -::i; 

SU1~~TER s:~, 1r:1 1 4 ~~77 
SU_.',iPTER ..... $TP, ___ J/\T 2 l&i l,..77 
SU~PTER STP, INT 3 250 0573 
JU;-.JTURA ........ ~-l.P , ... J ,\JT 1 '-+ 03 77 
JUNTURA STP, INT 2 16 1277 

-~-u NT _L}_~ A s i:.P-1 __ .lJH_, _ '-·-----·· 2 _:, : r: 6 7 ?, _ 
WALLJ~A LAKES A STP~ J~T l_. 1~ ~277 
\JJALLOv'IA LA~E. S A.... . ... , ........ S.TY, .INT .2 ZS 1,.77 
WALLOWA LAKES A STP,.JNT 3 2r1 0478 

----------------------------·-- -

• 

L 

8 

178 
179 
l 79 
179 
1 ~n . 
1eo 
1R8 
19 I 
I .q 1 
i,;n 
H2 
1H2 
132 
183 
183 
184 
154 .. 
18"-
1')5 
185 
1as 
lS6 
l?: ~ 
1,:, 7 
187 
187 

189 
189 
100 
190 
l 90 ___ _ 

191 
I:ll 
191 

n 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

Cc,n'.,iirh 
k(•,-vc:l,wi 
M-it1-;(ic\l~, 

DEQ.46 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Air Quality Division 

Subject: Agenda Item K, July 30, 1976 

Background 

EQC Meeting Request for Authorization for Public Hearings; 
Proposed Rules for Open Burning 

On March 28, 1975 the Department proposed adoption of revised Rules 
for Open Burning. Because of possible pending legislation concerning 
open burning the proposed rules were not adopted at that time. In order 
to allow domestic open burning to be continued, that section which per­
tained to special practices in the Portland metropolitan area was adopted 
as a special rule for the affected area. 

Discussion 

The anticipated legislation pertaining to open burning practices 
did not materialize during the last legislature, and the Department has 
developed a revised version of the rules presented at the March 28, 1975 
meeting. The rules have been substantially changed, including many 
revisions which were made as a result of input from the regional offices 
and other sources. During the time since the revised Rules were first 
proposed a second air pollution authority was dissolved. This resulted 
in two special area rules concerning open burning, one for the Portland 
metropolitan area, and another which covered the area formerly under the 
jurisdiction of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. The 
proposed rule incorporates the provisions of both of these special area 
rules and the special rules would be abolished with the adoption of the 
present proposal. Certain inequities inherent in the old open burning 
rules have been eliminated, and two special control areas have been 
reduced in size to conform more realistically with airshed configurations 
and population centers. Additonal changes have been made to provide 
more flexibility of enforcement and clarity of definition. 
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Summary 

The revised open burning rules first proposed in 1975 have been 
significantly modified in the current proposal. The staff feels that 
these changes are of sufficient significance to warrant additional 
public hearings prior to adoption. The Department is requesting that 
hearings be authorized by the Commission in order to provide opportunity 
for additonal public comment. If authorized, it is proposed that a 
total of four hearings be held, one in Portland on September 9, 1976, at 
10:00 a.m. in the fifth floor conference room of the Terminal Sales 
Building; one in Salem, one in Eugene and one in either Roseburg or 
Medford, all on September 9 at times and places to be arranged. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the recommendation of the Director that public hearings be 
authorized by the Commission for the purpose of obtaining public comment 
concerning the proposed Rules for Open Burning. These hearings shall be 
held in Portland on September 9, 1976, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 508 of the 
Terminal Sales Building, 1234 S. W. Morrison Street, Portland 97205, and 
in Salem, Eugene and either Medford or Roseburg on September 9, 1976 at 
times and places to be arranged. 

RMJ:ds 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

Attachment: Proposed Rules for Open Burning 

A 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PROPOSED RULES FOR OPEN BURNING 

June 28, 1976 

OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-005 through 23-020, 28-005(1), (4), (5) and (6), 

28-010 through 28-020, and 29-055 through l~O are repealed and new Sections 

23-025 through 23-050 are adopted in lieu thereof. 

23-025 POLICY. 

In order to restore and maintain the quality of, the air resources of the 

state in~ condition as free from air pollution ?5 is practicable, con­

sistent with the overall public welfare of the State, it is the policy of 

the Environmental QualHy Commission: to eliminate open burning disposal 

practices where alternative disposal methods are feasible and pract'icable; 

to encourage the development of alternative disposal methods; to emphasize 

resource recovery; to regulate specified types of open burning; to en­

courage utilization of the highest and best practicable burning methods to 

minimize emissions where other disposal practices are not feasible; and to 

require specific programs and timetables for compliance with these rules. 

23-030 DEFINITIONS. As used in these Rules unless otherwise required by context: 

{l) "Commercial Waste" means combustible waste which is generated by any 

activity of wholesale or retail commercial offices or facilities, or 

by industrial, governmental, institutional, or charitable organization 

offices and facilities, or by housing facilities with more than four 

liv'ing units including but not limited to apartments, hotels, motels, 

dormitories and mobile home parks, but does not include any waste 

which is defined as industrial waste under subsection (9) of this 

Section or which is prohibited in Section 23-040(7). 
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(2) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(3) "Construction and Demolition Waste'' means combustible waste which is 

generated by the remova 1 of debris, 1 ogs, trees, brush, or demo 1 i ti on 
.1: 

material from any site in preparation for land improvement or a con-

struction project; any waste occurring as the result of a construction 

project; or any waste resulting from the co,mplete or partial destruc­

tion of any man-made structures such as houses, apartments, commercial 

buildings, or industrial buildings. 

(4) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality. 

(5) "Director" means the Director of the Department of Environmental 

Quality or his delegated representative pursuant to ORS 468.045(3). 

(6) "Domestic Waste" means combustible household waste, other than wet 

garbage, such as paper, cardboard, leaves, yard clippings, wood, or 

similar materials generated in a dwelling housing four (4) families or 

less, or on the real property on which the dwelling is situated. 

(7) "Fire Hazard" means the presence or accumulation of combustible 

material of such nature and in sufficient quantity that its continued 

existence constitutes an imminent and substantial danger to life, 

property, public welfare, or to adjacent lands. 

(8) "Forced-air Pit Incineration" means any method or device by which 

burning of waste is done in a subsurface pit or above ground enclosure 

with combustion air supplied under positive draft or air curtain, and 

controlled in such a manner as to optimize combustion efficiency and 

minimize the emission of air contaminants. 

(9) "Industrial Waste" means combustible waste produced as the direct 

result of any manufacturing or i ndustri a 1 pro,cess. 
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(10) ''Open Burning'' means burning conducted in such a manner that combus­

tion air and combustion.products may not be effectively controlled, 

including but not limited to burning conducted in open outdoor fires, 

burn barrels, and backyard incinerators. 

lll) "Open Burning Control Area" means an area established to control 

specific open burning practices or to maintain specific open burning 

standards which may be more stringent than those established for other 

areas of the State, including liut not limited to the following areas: 

(a) All areas within incorporated cities having a population of four 

thousand (4,000) or more and within three (3) miles of the cor­

porate limits of any such city. 

{b) The Coos Bay Open Burning Control Area, .as generally depicted on 

Attachment 1, and as defined as follows: 

Beginning at a point approximately 4-1/2 miles WNW of The City of 

North Bend, Coos County, at the intersection of the north boundary 

of T25S, Rl3E and the coast line of the Pacific Ocean; thence 

east to the NE corner of T26S, Rl2E; thence south to the SE 

corner of T26S, Rl2E; thence west to the intersection of the 

south boundary of T26S, Rl4W and the coastline of the Pacific 

Ocean; thence northerly and easterly along the coastline of the 

Pacific Ocean to its intersection with the north boundary of 

T25S, Rl3E, the point of beginning. 

{c) The Rogue Basin Open Burning Control Area, as generally depicted 

on Attachment 2, and as defined as follows: 

Beginning at a point approximately 4-1/2 miles NE of The City of 

Shady Cove, Jackson County at the NE corner of T34S, RlW, Willamette 

Meridian; thence south along the Willamette Meridian to the SW 
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corner of T37S, RlW; thence East to the NE corner of T38S, Rl E; 

thence South to the SE corner of T38S, RlE; thence East to the NE 

corner of T39S, R2E; thence South to the SE corner of T39S, R2E; 

thence West to the SW corner of T39S, RlE; thence NW along a line 

to the NW corner of T39S, RlW; thence West to the SW corner of 

T38S, R2W; thence North to the SW corner of T36S, R2W; thence 

. West to the SW corner of T36S, R4W; thence South to the SE corner 

of T37S, R5W; thence West.to the SW corner of T37S, R6W; thence 

North to the NW corner of T36S, R6W; thence East to the SW corner 

of T35S, RlW; thence North to the NW corner of T34S, RHJ; thence 

East to the point of beginning. 

{d) The Umpqua Basin Open Burning Control Area, as generally depicted 

on Attachment 3, and as defined as follows: 

Beginning at a point approximately 4 miles WNW of the City of 

Oakland, Douglas County, at the NE corner of T25S, R5W, Wi 11 amette 

Meridian; thence South to the SE corner of T25S, R5W; thence East 

to the NE corner of T26S, R4W; thence South to the SE corner of 

T27S, R4W; thence West to the SE corner of T27S, RSW; thence 

South to the SE corner of T30S, R5W; thence West to the SW corner 

of T30S, R6W; thence north to the NW corner of T29S, R6W; thence 

West to the SW corner of T28S, R7W; thence North to the NW corner 

of T27S, R7W; thence East to the NE corner of T27S, R7W; thence 

North to the NW corner of T26, R6W; thence East to the NE corner 

of T26, R6W; thence North to the NW corner of T25S, R5W; thence 

East to the point of beginning. 

T 
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(e) The Wi 11 amette Va 11 ey Open Burning Control Area, defined as 

follows: 

All of Benton, Clackamas, Columbia, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, 

Polk, Washington and Yamhill Counties. 

(12) "Person" means any individual, corporation, association, firm, partner­

ship, joint stock company, public or municipal corporation, political 

subdivision, the State and any agency thereof, and the Federal Govern­

ment and any agency thereof. 

(13) "Population" means the annual population estimate of incorporated 

cities within the State of Oregon issued by the Center for Population 

Research and Census, Portland State University, Portland, Oregon. 

( 14) "Regional Authority" means the Lane Regional l\ir Po 11 uti on Authority. 

(15) "Waste" means any useless or discarded materials .. 

23-035 EXCEPTIONS, STATEWIDE 

The provisions of these rules shall not apply to: 

(l) Fires set for traditional recreational purposes and traditional cere­

monial occasions for which a fire is appropriate provided that no 

waste materials which may emit dense smoke or noxious odors as pro­

hibited in Section 22-040(7) are included as any part of the fuel used 

for such fires. 

(2) Any barbecue equipment not used for commercial or fund raising purposes, 

nor to any barbecue equipment used for commercial or fund raising 

purposes for no more than two periods in any calendar year, each such 

period not to exceed two consecutive weeks, in any single area. 

I.··• ... ·· .. ; . 
. 
! 
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(3) Fires set or allowed by any public agency when such fire is set or 

allowed to be set in the performance of its official duty for the 

purpose of weed abatement, instruction of employes in the methods of 

fire fighting, or for prevention or elimination of a fire hazard, and 

which are necessary in the opinion of the public agency responsible 

for such fires. 

(4) Open burning as a part of agricultural operations which- is regulated 

in part by OAR Chapter 340, Divis'ion 2, Subdivision 6, Agricultural 

Operations. 

(5) Open burning on forest land permitted under the Smoke Management Plan 

filed pursuant to ORS 477. 515. 

(6) Fires set pursuant to permit for the purpose _of instruction of employees 

of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for 

civil defense instruction. 

23-040 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS 

(1) No person shall cause or allow to be initiated or maintained any open 

burning which is prohibited by any rule of the Commission. 

(2) Open burning in violation of any rule of the Commission shall be 

promptly extinguished by the person in attendance or person respon­

sible when notified to extinguish the fire by either the Department, 

or by any other appropriate public official. 

(3) Any person who owns or controls, including the tenant of, property on 

which open burning occurs or who has caused or allowed such open 

burning to be initiated or maintained shall be considered the person 

responsible for the open burning. 

(4) Open fires allowed by these rules shall be constantly attended by a 

responsible person until extinguished. 

. ,. 
' 
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(5) All combustible material to be open burned shall be dried to the 

extent practicable to prevent emissions of excessive smoke. 

I 

(6) All combustible material to be open burned shall be stacked or windrowed 

in such a manner as to eliminate dirt, rocks and other non-combustible 

material, and to promote efficient burning. Equipment and tools shall 

be available to periodically re-stack the burning material to insure 

that combustion is essentially complete and that smoldering fires are 

prevented. 

(7) Open burning of any waste materials which normally emit dense smoke, 

noxious odors, or which may tend to create a public nuisance such as, 

but not limited to household garbage, plastics, wire insulation, auto 

bodies, asphalt, waste petroleum products, rubber products, animal 

remains, and animal or vegetable wastes resulting from the handling, 

preparation, cooking, or service of food is prohibited. 

(8) If the Department determines that open burning allowed by these rules 

may cause or is·causing a public· nuisance, the Department may require 

that the burning be terminated or that auxiliary combustion equipment 

or combustion promoting materials to be used to insure complete com­

bustion and elimination of the nuisance. Auxiliary combustion equip­

ment required under this subsection may include, but is not limited to, 

fans or air curtain incinerators. Combustion promoting materials may 

include but are not limited to propane, diesel oil or jellied diesel. 

(9) No open burning shall be initiated in any part of the State on any day 

or at any t·ime when the Department advises fire permit issuing agencies 

that open burning is not allowed in that part of the State because of 

adverse meteorological or air quality conditions. 
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(10) No open burning shall be initiated in any area of the State in which 

an air pollution alert, warning, or emergency has been declared pur­

suant to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 27-010 and 27-025(2), and is then 

in effect. Any open burning in progress at the time of such declara­

tion shall be promptly extinguished by the person in attendance or 

person responsible when notified of the declaration by either the 

Department or any other appropriate public official. 

lll) Open burning authorized by these rules does not exempt or excuse any 

person from liability for, consequences, damages or injuries resulting 

from such burning, nor does it exempt any person from complying with 

applicable laws, ordinances or regulations of other governmental 

agencies having jurisdiction. 

l12) Forced-air pit incineration may be approved as an alternative to open 

burning prohibited by these rules, provided that the following conditions 

shall be met: 

(a) The person requesting approval of forced air pit incineration 

shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of·the Department or Re­

gional Authority that no feasible or practicable alternative to 

forced-air pit incineration exists. 

(bl The forced air pit incineration facility shall be designed, 

installed and operated in such a manner that visible emissions do 

not exceed forty percent (40%) opacity for more than three (3) 

minutes out of any one (1) hour of operation fol'lowing the initial 

thirty (30) minute startup period. 

I 
l 
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(c) The person requesting approval of a forced-air pit incineration 

facility shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, if 

required therefor, and the person shall be granted an approval of 

the facility only after a Notice of Construction and Application 

for Approval is submitted pursuant to OAR Chapter 340, Section 

20-020 through 20-030. 

23-045 REQUIREMENTS AND PROHIBITIONS BY AREA 

(1) LANE COUNTY 

The rules and regulations of the Lane Regional Air Pollutfon Authority 

shall apply to all open burning conducted in Lane County, provided 

that the provisions of such rules and regulations shall be no less 

stringent than the provisions of these rules. 

(2) SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

Open burning at solid waste disposal sites is prohibited statewide 

except as authorized by a Solid Waste Permit issued as provided in OAR 

Chapter 340, Sections 61-005 through 61-085. 

(3) COMMERCIAL WASTE 

Open burning of commercial waste is prohibited within open burning 

control areas except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this 

section. 

(4) INDUSTRIAL WASTE 

Open burning of industrial waste is prohibited statewide except as may 

be provided in subsection (7) of this section. 
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(5) CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTE 

Except as may be provided in subsection (7) of this section, open 

burning of construction and demolition waste, including non-agricultural 

land clearing debris, is prohibited as follows: 

(a) Within all open burning control areas in Baker, Benton, Clatsop, 

Coos, Crook, Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, Jackson, Josephine, 

Klamath, Lincoln, Linn, Malheur, Marion, Polk, Tillamook, Umatilla, 

Union, Wasco and Yamhill Counties. 

(b) In Multnomah County west of the Sandy River. 

( c) In Washington County in a 11 areas within rural fire protection 

districts, including the areas of incorporated cities within or 

surrounded by said districts. 

(d) In Columbia and Clackamas Counties within control areas established 

as: 

(i) Any area in or within three (3) miles of the boundary of any 

city of more than 1,000 but less than 45,000 population. 

(ii) Any area in or within six (6) miles of the boundary of any 

city of 45,000 or more population. 

(iii) Any area between areas established by this rule where the 

boundaries are separated by three (3) miles or less. 

(iv) Whenever two or more cities have a common boundary, the 

total population of these cities will determine the control 

area classification and the municipal boundaries of each of 

the cities shall be used to determine the limit of the 

control area. 
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(6) DOMESTIC WASTE 

Open burning of domestic waste is prohibited within the Willamette 

Valley Open Burning Control Area, except such burning is permitted 

until July 1, 1979: 

(a} In Columbia County excluding the area with"in the Scappoose Rural 

Fire Protection District. 

(b) In the Timber and Tri-City Rural Fire Protection Districts of 

Washington County. 

(c} In the following rural fire protection districts of Clackamas 

County: 

(i} Clarkes Rural Fire Protection District. 

(ii) Estacada Rural Fire Protection District No. 69. 

(ii i ) Co 1 ton-Spri ng11a ter Rural Fi re Protection Oi strict. 

(iv) Mola 11 a Rural Fi re Protection D·i strict. 

(v) Hoodland Rural Fire Protection District. 

(vi) Monitor Rural Fire Pro.tection District. 

(vii) Scotts Mills Rural Fire Protection District. 

(viii) Aurora Rural Fire Protection District. 

(d) In Multnomah County east of the Sandy River. 

(e} In all other parts of the Willamette Valley Open Burning Control 

Area except Lane County, for the burning of wood, needle, or leaf 

materials from trees, shrubs, or plants from yard clean-up on the 

property at which one resides, during the period commencing with 

the first day of November and terminating at sunset on the third 

Sunday of December, and the period commencing the second Friday 

in April and terminating at sunset on the third Sunday in May. 

(f) In Lane County, in accordance with the Rules and Regulations of 

the Lane Regional Air Po 11 ution Authority. 
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(g) Domestic open burning is allowed under this section only between 

7:30 a.m. and sunset on days when the Department has advised fire 

permit issuing agencies that open burning is allowed. 

In the event that meteorological ventilation conditions or in­

clement weather prevent reasonable accomplishment of domestic 

waste burning during the period ending on the third Sunday in 

December, additional burning days may be allowed by the Depart­

ment between the third Sunday in December and the second Friday 

in April. Such additional burning days shall be allowed only 

when meteorological ventilatfon conditions permit and weather 

conditions are favorable and will preferably be weekend days. No 

more than six (6) total burning days shall be allowed during the 

period from the third Sunday in December to the second Fr-iday in 

April. 

(7) OPEN BURNING ALLOWED BY LETTER PERMIT 

Burning of commercial, industrial and construction and demolition 

waste on a singly occurring or infrequent bas.is may be allowed by a 

letter permit issued by the Department, provided that the following 

conditions are met: 

( l) No practicable a lterna ti ve method for disposal of the waste is 

available. 

(2) Application for disposal of the waste by burning is made in 

writing to the Department, listing the quantity and type of waste 

to be burned, and all efforts which have been made to dispose of 

the waste by other means. 
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(3) The Department shall evaluate. all such requests for open burning 

taking into account reasonable efforts to use alternative means 

of disposal, the condition of the particular airshed where the 

burning will occur, other emission sources in the vicinity of the 

requested open burning, remoteness of the site and methods to be 

used to insure complete and efficient combustion of the waste. 

material. 

(4) If the Department is satisfied that reasonable alternative disposal 

methods are not available, and that significant degi~dation of 

air quality wi 11 not occur as the result of a 11 owing the open 

burning to be accomplished, the Department may issue a letter 

permit to allow the burning to take place. The duration and date 

of effectiveness of the letter permit shall be specific to the 

individual request for authorization of open burning, and the 

letter permit shall contain conditions so as to insure that the 

burning is accomplished in the most efficient manner and over the 

shortest time period attainable. 

(5) Failure to conduct open burning according to the conditions of 

the letter permit, or any open burning in excess of that allowed 

by the letter permit, shall be considered cause for revocation of 

the letter permit and for enforcement action by the Department. 

23-050 RECORDS AND REPORTS 

As required by ORS 478.960(7), fire permit issuing agencies shall maintain 

records of all open burning permits and the conditions thereof, and shall 

submit such records or summaries thereof to the Commission as may be re­

quired. Forms for any reports required under this section shall be provided 

by the Department. 

, I 
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ATTACHMENT l 

COOS BAY OPEN BURNING CONTROL AREA 
(Coquille Control Area Shown As Circle) 
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OEQ.46 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. L, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Permission to Invest Monies in Oil Spillage Fund Cash Account 

Background 

The Department, on levying civil penalties for Water Quality in­
fractions, receives and deposits monies in the Oil Spillage Cash 
Account according to ORS 468.810 (1). The account has a current bal­
ance of $30,250 as of June 30, 1976: 

Discussion 

It is the opinion of the Attorney General that this account is 
eligible to receive an apportionment of the State General Fund excess 
interest. However, according to ORS 468.810 (2), approval must be 

·obtained from the Environmental Quality Commission to invest such 
funds. 

Conclusion 

To receive interest, the Fund must be included in the funds beiDg 
invested in the excess interest pool. The earnings from such invest­
ment will increase the funds available for oil spill clean-up contin­
gency, with essentially no risk to the Department of loss of funds. 
Even though invested, the funds are continuously available to the De­
partment for use as authorized. (It should be noted that the nature 
of this type of funding for emergency actions omits it from normal 
budgetting and that Emergency Board authorization of expenditures from 
the fund, after the fact, would be the normal course of events.) 



MEMORANDUM 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Agenda Item No. L, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Director's Recommendation 

It is in the best interests of the Department to maximize the 
funds available through investment of the Oil Spillage Account; there­
fore, it is recommended that the Commission approve such investment. 

JCS:ahe 
07-20-76 

Attachment: 

LOREN KRAMER 

ORS 468.810 Oil Spillage Control Fund 



468.810 Oil Spillage Control Fund (1) 
All penalties recovered under subsection (3) 
of Q~ 468.140 shall be paid into the Oil 
Splilage Cohtro!' Fund, which account is 
hereby established within the General Fund. 
The fund shall be administered by the de­
part m e n t solely for the advancement of 
costs incurred in carrying out actions au. 
thorized by subsection (1) of ORS 4?8,800 
and in carrying out the rehabilitation au­
thorized by ORS 468.745. 

(2) With tlie approval of the commis­
sion, the moneys in the Oil Spillage Con­
trol Fund may be invested as provided by 
ORS 293.701 to 293.776 and earnings from 
such investment shall be credited to . the 

' 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 
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DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

Director From: 

Subject: Agenda Item M, July 30, 1976, EQC Meeting 

Consideration of Adoption of a Proposed Temporary Rule 
_Changing Fee Schedule for Subsurface Sewage Disposal 
Permits and Site Evaluations in Marion County 

Background 

ORS 454.745 establishes maximum fees that may be charged for sub­
surface or alternative sewage disposal system permits and fees for site 
evaluations. By rule of the Commission counties may be allowed to 
charge fees less than the maximum. 

Discussion 

When ORS 454.745 was amended in the 1975 legislative session 
establishing an increased fee structure, Marion County chose not to 
increase its fees but to continue with the old fee schedule. The County 
now has budgetary constraints that necessitate increased fees to operate 
the program at an effective level. 

Conclusions 

l. An increase in subsurface and alternative sewage systems permit 
fees and fees for site evaluations is necessary for Marion 
County to continue to operate an efficient program. 

2. Failure to act promptly in the adoption of the attached pro­
posed amendment to OAR 340 72-015(4) will result in serious 
prejudice to the public interest and the interest of Marion 
County for the specific reason that the revenue generated as 
a result of this rule amendment is needed to defray expenses 
of the program and that failure to obtain this additional 
revenue could result in a cutback in necessary program services. 
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Recommendations 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission: 

(1) Enter a finding that failure to act promptly in this matter will 
result in serious prejudice to the public interest and to the 
interest of Marion County for the specific reason stated above. 

(2) Adopt as a temporary rule to be filed promptly with the Secretary 
of State to become effective upon filing the proposed amendment 
contained in Attachment A, and authorize the holding of a public 
hearing to be held as soon as possible for the purpose of adopting 
it as a permanent rule within 120 days thereafter. 

TJO:md 
7 /22/76 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

Attachment: Attachment A, July 30, 1976, Proposed Temporary Rule 
Amending Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340, 
Division 7 



ATTACHMENT A 

July 30, 1976 

PROPOSED TEMPORARY RULE 
AMENDING OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 7 

In subsection 72-015(4) line 7, delete "Marion" and add a new 
paragraph (d) to read as follows: 

"And (d) the fees to be charged by the County of 
Marion shall be as follows: 

New Construction Installation Permit 
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit 
Evaluation Reports 

$75.00 
25.00 
37.50" 
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ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
WATER DUAL! TY MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROGRAM 

POLICY DETERMINATION STRUCTURE 

ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

General Purpose Governments Special Districts 

Mlttan.d 
Bu.tte Fn.lli 
Cetit.W PO.int 
Eagle. Pobit 
Goi.d Hi.et 
G.1umtA PMt. 

Jac.lu.ort Cl•w1.-ty 
Jac.k6onvi.Ue 

Me.d601td 
Phovtix 

Rogue. R-i.veJL 
S/iady Cove 

Be.a.\ C1te.c.k. Va..Ur.y Sirn.i.t.n.A!J 
AU-tlwJU.ty 

Ta.!e.n.t 

Central 

Ea le 

Jacksonville Cit Council 

Clty S Ru.11.al Fl.-'r.r. 
v.uww 

IVU:ga.tlon V-Utltlc.tl, 
Sc.hoof. V.Ubuct 549C 
Solt 6 Wa.teJt. Cont.e.1!.va.tlon 

V.l4.tJt.ic.:U 
Wa..teJL V.W:tlt.ld6 

WATER QUALITY TASK FORCE 

Mhln.nd 
Ce.n.tlta.f. Po.bit 
fog..C"- Pobtt 
Gold Hill 
Jaeluon Cowity 
Jack1.onville 

Med6Md 
Phoe.n.lx. 

Rogue R.lvvr. 
Shady Cove. 

falmt 

Medford Cit Council 

Council 

Eagle Point Irrigation District 

Gold Hill Irri ation District 
Medford Irri ation District 

Talent Irri ation District 
~ Bear Creek Valley Sanitary 

Authority 

Rogue River Valley Irrigation 
District 

AGRJCUL TURAL RUNOFF 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Participants 

US Soil Conservation Service 
Oregon OEQ 
US Bureau of Reclamation 
US Geological Survey 
Jackson County* 
State Engineer (Water Master) 
Jackson Soil & Water Conservation District* 
Ag. Stabilization & Conservation Service* 
Rogue River Valley Irrigation District* 
Medford Irrigation District* 
Talent Irriqaticn District* 
Eagle Point Irrigation District* 
Rogue Basin Flood Control & Water 
Resource Association* 

OSU Ag, Experiment Station 
Jackson County Stockm,:rn5 Association* 
Fruit Growers league* 
Farm Bureau* 
RV COG Urban Source Advisory CoITTTii ttee* 
RVCOG Forest Runoff Advisory Co11lnittee* 
Mid-Willamette 208 Program 

FOREST RUNOFF 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Participants 

City of Ashland* 
Public Works 
Planning 
City Administrator 
City Attorney 

US Forest Service 
US Bureau of land Management 
US Fi sh & Wi1dl ife 
US Soil Conservation Service 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
.ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

URBAN SOURCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(WASTE TREATMENT /STORM RUNOFF• ETC.} 

Participants 

Cft.y of Ashland* 
City of Central Point* 
City of Eagle Point* 
City of Gold Hill* 
City of Jacksonville* 
City of Medford* 
City of Phoenix* 

Southern Oregon Timber Industries Assoc.* 
Oregon DEQ 

City of Rogue River* 
City of Shady Cove* 
City of Talent* 
Jackson- County* 
Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Auth.~ 
RVCOG Agricultural Runoff 
Advis.ory Conmittee* 

Jackson County* 
RVCOG Agricultural Runoff 
Advisory Collll!ittee* 

RVCOG Urban Source Advisory 
CoITTTifttee* 

RVCOG rorest Runoff Advisory 
Committee* 

US Geological Survey 
Oregon DEQ 

*Voting Members -- Addltfonal voting mcmhP.rs may be approved by the Task Force. 
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ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROGRAM 

PLAN ADOPTION PROCEDURES 

l. Technical Committees 

2. Program Staff 

3. Task Force 

4. Affected Entities 

5. Task Force 

6. Affected Entities 

7. Task Force 

8. Task Force 

9. Task Force 

10. Affected Entities 

ll. Council of Governments 

April 1976 

Prepare proposed plan elements. 

Prepares preliminary draft plan. 

Gives preliminary approval by simple majority 
vote. Plan redrafted if necessary. 

Make comments and suggestions on draft plan, 
certify conformance with comprehensive plans, 
etc. 

Makes any necessary changes in pl an. Approves 
final draft plan by simple majority vote. 

Give final approval to all parts of the plan 
concerning their respective statutory juris-
dictions. · 

If any disapprovals, Task Force win try to 
resolve conflict. If no resolution, objections 
attached to plan as a minority report. 

Public participation: 1.) Holds public hearings, 
2.) Present to interested groups. 

Makes any desired changes in plan by simple 
majority vote. 

Give approval to any revisions in those parts 
of the plan concerning their respective stat­
utory jurisdictions. 

Receives plan. If changes are made, Step 10 
is repeated. Resolves differences. If any 
entity sti 11 di sap proves, their proposals wi 11 
be submitted to the Governor together with 
the adopted plan. Adopts final plan. 



PRIORITY HATER QUALITY PROBLEMS AND OUTPUTS - ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL 
OF GOVERNMENTS 

Grant Amount - $318,000 

Amount reserved for last quarter - (to be negotiated - presently $31,528) 

PROBLEM 

Severe turbidity and sedimentation conditions in Ashland Creek are im­
pairing water quality and aquatic life and threatening the City of 
Ashland's municipal water supply. Annual sluicing of sediments out of 
the reservoir grossly violates the Rogue River water quality standards 
and poses a hazard for adult steelhead trout migrations and spawning in 
the Bear Creek system. 

OUTPUT 

Determination of the technical requirements for remova·1 of accumu-
1 ated sedimentation from the Ashland municipal reservoir and a 
management program to minimize forest land runoff in the Ashland 
Watershed. 

PROBLEM 

Scheduled beginning date of major work - December, 1975 

Scheduled completion date - December, 1976 

Percent of grant amount budgeted for output - 15% 

MILESTONES 

December, 1975 - Award of Contract 

October, 1976 - Draft plan describing the system modifica 
tions needed on Hosler Dam and around 
Reeder Reservoir for use during periods of 
high turbidity runoff. Also, an identifica 
tion of best management practices for timber 
harvesting, road construction, and recrea 
tion in the upper watershed. 

December, 1976 - Final plan for the Ashland Watershed 

April , 1977 

June, 1976 

- Interagency review and local adoption 

- Certification of the Plan by the State 

Rapid urbanization and intensified agricultural practices have changed 
the character and function of the area's urban drainage system. Debris­
choked drainage facilities, runoff, and failing septic tanks -- in 
conjunction with non-porous soils and low stream flows -- have comb"inecl 
to produce high water tables, periodic flooding, and health hazards. 



OUTPUT 

Determination of urban stormwater runoff control system for the 
urbanized area. 

PROBLEM 

Scheduled beginning date of major work - January, 1976 

Scheduled completion date - June, 1977 

Percent of grant amount budgeted for output - 15% 

MILESTONES 

January, 1976 - Beginning of Phase I - Problem Definition 
(based on water quality monitoring program) 

July, 1976 - Beginning of Phase II - Development of Control 
Programs 

October, 1976 - Draft Plan detailing specific control measures 
fore identified problems and areas, including 
recommendations for strucutural modifications 
to ditches and changes in management prac 
tices for certain activities such as agri 
cultural practices and irrigation practices. 

December, 1976 - Final plan for Urban Stormwater Runoff 

April, 1977 

June, 1977 

- Interagency review and local adoption 

- Certification of the Plan by the State 

Coliform concentrations are high in most of the streams, and have im­
paired the use of these waters for water-contact recreation and drinking 
water supplies. Coliform levels of several thousand MPN are common in 
comparison to standard of 1000 MPN on Bear Creek and the Rogue River and 
240 MPN on other tributaries. Bear Creek and its tributaries have a 
particularly high coliform level which is believed to be caused in part 
by large populations of grazing animals in the heavily irrigated areas. 
Blooms of algae, combined with high turbidity levels, often give the 
waters of the area an opaque green color, especially where irrigation 
return flows are heaviest. The amount of nutrients -- nitrogen and 
phosphorous -- throughout the area is excessive. 

OUTPUT 

Determination of control measures to m1n1m1ze pollution from irri­
gation return fl ~ws and agri cultura 1 practices. 



PROBLEM 

Scheduled beginning date of major work - January, 1976 

Scheduled completion date - June, 1977 

Percent of grant amount budgeted for output - 15% 

MILESTONES 

January, 1976 - Beginning of Phase I - Problem Definition 

July, 1976 - Beginning of Phase II - Development of Control 
Program 

October, 1976 - Draft plan on Agricultural Practices and 
~rrigation Return Flows, including a descrip-
1on of the extent to which these activities 
are degrading in-stream water quality throughout 
the 208 area, plus recommended management 
practices and regulatory control measures. 

December, 1976 - Final Plan 

' April , 1977 

June, 1977 

Interagency review and local adoption 

- Certification of Plan by the State 

Lack of sewerage works master plan for the.designated area. There are 
eight sewerage treatment facilities -- serving five cities, one sewer 
district, and two parks -- processing domestic sewerage for a combined 
population of 57,000. Several facilities are approaching their design 
capacities and wi 11 soon have to be expanded and upgraded. Current 
planning in the Greater Bear Creek Valley calls for regionalization of 
all sewerage treatment facilities, excepting Ashland, with the Medford 
regional treatment facility. 

OUTPUT 

The adoption of a master sewerage works plan for Jackson County 
which is fully consistent with an adopted land use plan and with 
State of Oregon water quality standards and waste treatment requirements. 

Scheduled beginning date of major work - December, 1975 

Scheduled completion date - June, 1977 

Percent of grant amount budgeted for output - 10% 

MILESTONES 

March, 1976 - Interim Output - Land Application Feasibility 
Study 

December, 1976 - Estimated availability of service areas 



March, 1977 

April , 1977 · 

June, 1977 

- Estimated Final Plan 

- Estimated Interagency Review and Local 
adoption 

- Certification of Plan by the State 
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STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA 94025 
(415) 326-6200 

Mr, Fred VanNatta 
Oregon State Home Builders Association 
565 Union Street 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Dear Mr. VanNatta: 

July 20, 1976 

Enclosed is a summary of a literature review we conducted 
during our indirect-source analysis for EPA. To my recollection, 
we did not uncover any studies dealing with residential developments. 

WFD:km 
Enclosure (1) 

CABLE: STANRES, MENLO PARK/ TWX 910-373-1246 

Sincerely yours, 

t<z:t/(~/1~-dT 
Walter F. Dabberdt 
Manager 
Environmental Meteorology Program 
Atmospheric Sciences Laboratory 
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SUMMARY OF INDIRECT SOURCE TRAFFIC * 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS "Rules For Indirect Sources", as presented to the 

Environmental Quality Commission, July 30, 1976, Agenda Item No. H, 

Presented by Fred VanNatta 

On Page 2, 20-110 (14) "Indirect Source" means a facility, building, 
structure, or installation, or any portion of combination thereof, which 
indirectly causes or may cause mobile source activity that results in 
emissions of an air contaminant for which there is a State standard. 
Such Indirect Sources shall include htte-ftee-he-±±m±eee-ee: 

(a) Highways and Roads 
(b) Parking Facilities 
(c) Retail, commercial, and industrial facilities 
(d) Recreation, amusement, sports, and entertainment facilities 
(e) Airports 

-fgt AJ!Htf'El!leftes,t"Seti ~ - - ~" eme-Meb±±e-Heme-Pafk" 
( f) Office and Government Buildings ~ 

(g) Educational'1facilities 

REASON: Exempt residential development. There is no evidence presented 

by the Department of Environmental Quality that residential developments 

make a significant contribution to air pollution. By the nature of 

their design, hundreds of cars are not operating at one time, trying to 

enter or depart from such developments and, by the nature of their 

occupancy, mobile source emissions are scattered throughout the day, 

The very thorough review of the literature as noted in the accompanying 

letter from Stanford Research Institute suggests perhaps no one has 

evidence suggesting review and regulation of residential development for 

auto emission control is productive. 

You further continue to carry forward the specific regulation of 

"Condominium Developments". Obviously, we are not beino heard and 

people do not understand what a Condominium is. At least as dis-

tinguished Counsel on this Commission knows, it is a type of ownership 

which could well apply to single-family dwellings. Requiring "Condo­

minium Developments" to be regulated is the same as saying,"All develop­

ments owned in partnership shall be subject to the regulations". 

Without evidence to justify regulation of residential development, 

it must be exempt. 



- "' -

On Page 3, ( Indirect Source Emission Control Program) 

Delete "(c) maintaining mass transit fare reimbursement programs." 

"(f) making parking spaces available for park-and-ride stations" 

The mass transit subsidy programs have generated a public relations 

backlash against mass transit because individuals caught up in them don't 

consider they are equitable and view them as simple extortion. Your 

authority to levy them is questionable. Their cost generally is unpre­

dictable, and they should be no part of this program. 

The parking spaces for "park-and-ride" apparently has caused no 

problem to date, but the potential for trouble is very real. You may 

divert needed parking from the developer's project. You can levy a 

terrific cost for the construction, maintenance, taxes and security for 

such a parking lot. The point is, operators and users of "park-and-ride" 

transit systems should PURCHASE OR RENT necessary lots. It makes no 

sense and there is no justice in attaching such costs to the front-end 

charges on a residential development where the home owners or renters 

will have to pay for it and continue to subsidize it. It is not the 

right thing to do. ~~ <-· 

And please don't respond, "We have never required this from residential 

developments and we never will." I have bought that kind of story from 

regulatory agencies and been burned too many times. 

Page 5, 20-115 (2) (A), Change the proposed 250 spaces to 1,000 spaces. 

The figure, wherever you put it, will be somewhat arbitrary, but 

the Federal C-overnment suggested 1,000 spaces in its proposed regulation. 

Your Department 1974 study indicated that a 1,000-space cutoff would 

result in half of the parking spaces being reviewed ..• that half in the 

larger lots. This proposal would free staff time to work on the Parking 

and Traffic Circulation Plans. 

These amendments would make your program most cost effective and 

allow staff time for Park and Circulation Plans. ,, 



LZE JOHNSON 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
PORTLAND DIVISION 

555 STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 
TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5725 

May 19, 1976 

Mr. Bruce Anderson 
Coons, Cole and Anderson 
Attorneys at Law 
355 Forum Building 
777 High Street 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Re: Oregon Indirect Source Rules and Proposed 
Amendments Thereto 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

This is in response to your letter dated April 27, 1976. 

JAMES W. DURHAM 
DSPUTY ATTORNEY GENJ:::RAL 

As I indicated to your associate Mr. Young in our telephone 
conversation of May 13; 1976, and as you have known for a long 
time, we disagree with your interpretation of the .function 
and purpose of a rulemaking public hearing. The purpose is 
not to require the agency to make a record in support of its 
rule, but rather it .is to give the public an opportunity to 
offer comments regarding the proposed rules. You apparently 
have confused a public participation hearing with a contested 
case hearing. It is in a contested case hearing, in which 
the specific rights and duties of an individual party are litigated, 
that the agency is required to make a case based on substantial 
evidence on the record of the hearing. Indeed, each of your 
client's members is entitled to a contested case hearing if 
he should actually be dissatisfied with any of the terms of 
an indirect source permit .issued to him. 

In your letter you requested copies of certain written material 

"that has been or will be utilized or relied upon 
by the Department of Environmental Quality, its staff, 
agents or employees in support of the Indirect Source 
Regulations." 

You indicated that we have a legal obligation to supply the 
information. 
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Page 2 
May 19, 1976 

The Department does not keep separate files which it characterizes 
as being "in support", or "in opposition" of its rules. The 
scope, nature and substance of the rules are evident on the 
face of the rules themselves. 

Generally, the Department's records which pertain to the indirect 
source rules and the permit program consist of the following: 

(1) Records of rulemaking hearings (f. ~- tape recordings 
of rulemaking public hearings and proceedings, minutes of EQC 
meetings, exhibits entered into the record of the hearings, and 
DEQ. staff reports prepared for the hearings and EQC meetings) ; 

(2). Records of the permit program (i. e. applications, 
action taken on applications, correspondence-related to applications 
and the action taken thereon, and statistics related to the 
program); 

(3) Indirect source master chronological file organized by 
year, or part thereof; · 

(4) Miscellaneous books owned by the Department and by 
Carl Simons personally; 

(5) Files maintained by Carl Simons including: 
(A.) Modeling techniques 
(BJ Court suits generally 
(CJ Historical files regarding (i) Western 

Environmental Trade Association et al., v. Oregon 
Environmental Quality Cornmission-,-(Lane County 
Circuit Court number 75-3351) (ii) Oregon-
Columbia Chapter,· The Associated Ge'n.eral· Contracto'rs· 
of America, Inc. v. Environmenta·l Quality Commission 
of the State of Oregon, (Multnomah County Circuit 
Court, number424-274); (iii) Petition by the 
Oregon-Columbia Chapter, The Associated General 
Contractors of America, Inc. , et al. before the 
Environmental Quality Commission to amend or 
repeal indirect source rules. 

(DJ Monthly reports to EQC and United 
Stated Environmental Protection Agency; 

(E) Miscellaneous (i. e. newspaper 
clippings, rules of other-agencies, miscellaneous 
memoranda, etc.). 

Of course, the Department's records pertaining to the indirect 
source rules and permit program are public records. As such, 
they are generally open to public inspection during office hours. 
You also may obtain copies of whichever documents you wish, at 
reasonable rates. 

You and I have tentatively arranged for you and your consultants 
to review the above records at the DEQ offices, 1234 S.W. Morrison 
Street, in Portland on Thursday, May 20, 1976 following the 
scheduled public hearing regarding the subject rules. If you wish 
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May 19, 1976 

to review all the above records, you may. However, if you wish to 
review .less than all the records, please inform us which records 
you would like to review so that we will not have to undertake any 
unnecessary preparation. 

Please call me if you have any questions. 

pjw 

cc: Joe Richards 
Morris K. Crothers, M.D. 
Grace Phinney, Ph.D. 
Ronald Somers 
Jacklyn Hallock 
Loren Kramer 
Carl Simons 
W. Michael Gillette 

Haskins 
Attorney General 
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AITORNEYS AND C~)U)'...'.'>ELORS /\·:- !"AW 

BOISE CASCADE Bt;JLDINC 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

April 27, 1976 

Mr. Robert L. Haskins 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Portland Division 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Re: Oregon Indirect Source Regulations 
and Proposed Amendments Thereto -
our File 75-38 

Dear Mr. Haskins: 

fELEl-'HONE 222-9966 

1~; REPLY PLEASE REfER TO 
FILE Nn 

As you know, we represent the Associated General 
Contractors of America, Oregon-Columbia Chapter, with 
respect to certain litigation that has been filed by it 
against the Department of Environmental Quality and 0thers 
concerning the Indirect Source Regulations. We have re­
ceived a notice of a hearing on those regulations, which is 
scheduled for May 18, 20 and 21, 1976. 

As you know, one of the claims made by Associated 
General Contractors of America, Inc., in the litigation that 
has been filed is that the Department of Environmenta,L 
Quality has had no sufficient evidence before it to support 
any of the regulations concerning indirect sources. It 
appears from the notice of hearing on the Indirect Source 
Regulations that it will consider not only the proposed 
amendments to those regulations but also any comments with 
respect to the Indirect Source Regulations in their entirety. 

/As I am certain you can appreciate, it will be difficult, if 
not impossible, for our office or anyone to prepare comments 
to the Indirect Source Regulations or an adequate response 
to the proposed amendments without knowing what information 
the Department of Environmental Quality has relied upon in 
promulgating the Indirect Source Regulations or in proposing 
the various amendments. 

J As a result, we would appreciate receiving copies 
of all written reports, memoranda, or other documents or 
printed material (including statistical summaries and other 
technical air quality information) that has been or will be 
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utilized or relied upon by the Department of Environmental 
Quality, its staff, agents, or employees in support of its 
position concerning the scope, nature, and substance of the 
Indirect Source Regulations, OAR Chapter 340, §20-100 et 
seq., including the proposed amendments thereto. It is our 
position that the Department of Environmental Quality has a 
legal obligation to supply this information to us, and 
further that the Department of Environmental Quality must 
submit such information in support of its position at the 
hearing. Moreover, we would appreciate receiving it as soon 
as possible as it may be that we would like to interview or 
depose certain individuals upon whom the Department of 
Environmental Quality is relying to support its position. 

\'le would appreciate hearing from you at your 
earliest convenience. 

4:22:4 
REA:hn 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAMS, STARK, HIEFIELD, 
NORVILLE & GRIFFIN, P.C. 

RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 



DAVID R. WILLIAMS 

DONALD R. STARK 

PRESTON C. HlEFIELD. JR. 
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JAMES E. GRIFFIN 

RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 
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WILLIAMS. STARK. HIEFIEL, • NORVILLE 0 GRIFFIN, P C 
ATTORNEYS AND C. diJNSELORS AT LAW 

BOJSE CASCADE BU!LDINC 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

May 1s·; 1976 

TELEPHONE 222,9966 

IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO 

FILE NO. 7 5-138 
Mr. Robert L. Haskins 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Portland Division 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

HAND DELIVERED 

Dear Rob: 

Re: Associated General Contractors of America, Inc. 
v. Environmental Quality Commission, et al 

and 

Western Environmental Trade Association, et al 
v. Environmental Quality Commission, et al 

and 

Hearings on Indirect Source Regulations 
scheduled for May 18, 20 and 21 

This will confirm our telephone conversation of May 17, 
1976, in which I advised you that our expert would be in Portland 
on May 20, 1976. We intend to be present at the hearings on the 
Indirect Source Regulations and then review the Environmental 
Quality Commission's files with respect to these regulations at 
the Department of Environmental Quality. As I understand it, 
you will attempt to have all of the documents organized. and set 
aside for our review. In the event we have any questions concern­
ing those documents, we will call you before conferring with any 
representatives of the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

REA/kkh 
cc: Mr. Bruce Anderson 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAMS, STARK, HIEFIELD, 
NORVILLE & GRIFFIN, P.C. 

RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 
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DAVID R.WILL\AMS 

DONALD R. STARK 

PRESTON C. HIEFIELD, JR. 

OLIVER I. NORVILLE 

JAMES E. GRIFFIN 

RICHARD E. ALEXANDER. 

<...ARY M. ANDERSON 

M!CHAEL D. ~1LL!AMS 

Mr. Peter Mcswain 

AITORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 

BOISE CASCADE BUILDING 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

June 10, 1976 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morris'on 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Re: Hearings on Indirect Source Regulations -
Our File 75-138 

Dear Peter: 

TELEPHONE 222·9966 

\N RErLY PLEASE REFER TO 

FILE. ~O 

As you know, the Associated General Contractors of 
America, Inc., together with the parties represented by 
Mr. Bruce Anderson in the litigation filed in Lane County 
and in the Court of Appeals, have retained Dr. Walter Daubbe.rdt 
to testify with respect to the indirect source regulations, 
and the proposed amendments thereto, promulgated by the 
Department of Environmental Quality. 

· We have had many discussions concerning extensions 
of time in order for Dr. Daubberdt to review the information 
necessary to fully prepare himself to testify. You indicated 
our requests would be granted and we would be provided to at 
least June 15, 1976, within which to allow Dr. Daubberdt to 
prepare his testimony and present it to you. You indicated 
the request for an extension would be granted so long as the 
Associated General Contractors of America, Inc., together 
with the clients represented by Mr. Anderson, had no objection 
if the indirect source regulations were considered by the 
Environmental Quality Commission at its Medford meeting 
which was then scheduled for July 23, 1976, and is now being 
scheduled for July 30, 1976, and if we were satisfied with 
the Department of Environmental Quality's cooperation with 
respect to providing the information necessary for Dr. Daub­
berdt to prepare his testimony. 

This is to advise you, on behalf of Mr. Anderson 
and myself, that we have no objection to this matter being 
considered at the Medford meeting of the Environmental 
Quality Commission, and we do believe the Department of 
Environmental Quality has provided us a reasonable oppor­
tunity, in terms of time, for Dr. Daubberdt to prepare his 
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testimony. With respect to the information the Department 
of Environmental Quality has made available to us, we assume 
the Department of Environmental Quality has provided us with 
an opportunity to review all of the information in support 
of the indirect source regulations and, particularly, has 
provided us with access to any and all technical studies to 
support the regulations. Based upon this assumption, we are 
also satisfied that the Department of Environmental Quality 
has made all reasonable efforts to comply with our requests 
for inspection of documents. 

It should be expressly understood that, by agree­
ing that we are satisfied with the Department of Environ­
mental Quality's efforts to provide us with access to the 
information we have requested, we are not indicating that we 
concur that any of the information supplied to us supports 
the regulations. 

With respect to that testimony, I understand you 
are in agreement that Dr. Daubberdt may testify anytime 
during the week of June 15, 1976, with the exception of 
June 17, which is an inconvenient date for you. We have 
discussed this with Dr. Daubberdt, and he can be available 
on June 18 at 10:30 a.m. for continuation of the hearings. 
As a result, I would appreciate it if you would discuss this 
possible time with other interested parties and advise me of 
when you would like to continue the hearing. 

In the event the hearing before the Environmental 
Quality Commission continues to be held on July 23, 1976, as 
originally planned, we would appreciate it if Dr. Daubberdt 
were also allowed to appear before it and answer any questions 
the Commissioners may have. However, he will be unavailable 
from July 26, 1976, until August 13, 1976, and in the event 
the hearing is on July 30, 1976, as I understand it is 
presently planned to be, Dr. Daubberdt will not be able to 
appear before the Environmental Quality Commission. 

matter. 

4:1:12 
REA:hn 

Thank you for your continued consideration in this 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAMS, STARK, HIEFIELD, 
NORVILLE & GRIFFIN,~P.C. 

~~~.0~.()~2 cl_t~_(J _ .... 
RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 
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cc: Robert L. Haskins 
Assistant Attorney General 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

bee: George Morton 
Cascade Construction Company, Inc. 
P.O. Box 4267 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Kenneth W. Twedt 
Associated General Contractors of America, Inc. 
1008 N. E. Multnomah 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Normandie Denny 
Associated General Contractors of kuerica, Inc. 
1008 N. E. Multnomah 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Bruce L. Anderson 
Coons, Cole & Anderson 
South Park Building 
101 East Broadway, Suite 303 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Dr. Walter Daubberdt 
Stanford Research Institute 
333 Ravenswood Avenue 
Menlo Park, California 94025 
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DAV\D R. WILLIAM-~ 

DONALD R. STARK 

PRESTON C. H!EFlELD, JR. 

OLNER I. NORVILLE 

JAMES E. GRIFFIN 

RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 

GARY M. ANDERSON 
MICHAEL D. WILLIAMS 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELOR.5 AT LAW 

BOISE CASC...ADE BUILDING 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

June 24, 1976 

Mr. Robert L. Haskins 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

TELEPHONE 222-9966 

IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO 
FILE NO. 

HAND DELIVERED 

Re: Hearings on Indirect Source Regulations 

Dear Mr. Haskins: 

As agreed in the continued hearings on the indirect 
source regulations on June 18, 1976, I am submitting questions 
to be answered by Mr. Simons with respect to the testimony of 
Dr. Daubberdt. 

First, in Dr. Daubberdt's written testimony, he made 
the following statements: 

1. "Our review of the DEQ indirect-source file 
identified only two references that document air quality prob­
lems and control strategies in Oregon: (1) The Oregon State 
implementation plan (SIP) and (2) the transportation control 
strategy (TCS) .• - pages 2 and 3 

2. After stating that the SIP indicates only the 
Portland interstate air quality control region requires a re­
duction in current or proposed mobile source emissions to 
attain compliance for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, photo­
chemical oxidants and hydrocarbons, Dr. Daubberdt stated that: 
"No reference was made to a need for transportation controls 
elsewhere to maintain the national ambient air quality stan­
dards.'' - page 3 

3. "(Moreover, there is no available information 
that objectively documents the degree to which the CAM station 
data are representative of the CED-wide air quality.)" - page 3 

4. "There appear, however, to be no supplemental 
aerometric measurements or model simulations that document 
worst-case concentrations throughout the region." - page 3 
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Mr. Robert L. Haskins 
June 24, 1976 
Page two 

5. After stating that the local variation of the 
cut-off criteria is somewhat arbitrary, Dr. Daubberdt stated: 
"It appears to be based on urban size as an indicator of 
background contribution; however, the indirect-source record, 
as reviewed, did not document the rationale." - page 6 

6. ''Unfortunately, however, the proposed rules do 
not provide a methodology for specifying when and where ambient 
air quality levels shall be assessed, nor do they state how air 
quality data shall be interpreted for assessment of their impact 
on the public health and welfare in view of the ambient (time­
averaged) pollutant standards." - page 8 

7. "On the basis of the available data and analysis, 
it would seem that a technical basis for a PTCP would only exist 
in Portland. Even then the data do not necessarily reflect ad­
verse region-wide air quality conditions.'' - page 10 

As discussed, I would appreciate it if you would have 
Mr. Simons review each of these statements and indicate if he 
agrees or disagrees with the statements and, if he disagrees, 
to state the studies, analysis, facts or other information, to­
gether with its location, upon which he relies. 

Second, I would like to know if Mr. Simons or any other 
representative of the Department of Environmental Quality is aware 
of any aerometric surveys, model simulations, studies or data 
analysis of any kind in the file of the Department of Environmental 
Quality for indirect sources other than that information referred 
to by Dr. Daubberdt in his comments. In the event there is such 
information, we would appreciate being advised of its nature and 
its location. 

Finally, with respect to all of the information requested 
above, we would appreciate being advised as to whether it was used 
in the preparation of the indirect source regulations and whether 
it was provided to Dr. Daubberdt. 

As I advised you on the telephone on June 21, 1976, we 
would appreciate receiving this information within a reasonable 
time prior to July 6, 1976, the date by which we are to submit 
additional materials to Mr. Mcswain as we intend to review Mr. 
Simons' response and provide our comments thereon to Mr. Mcswain. 
I am certain you can appreciate that the information requested 
is very important and constitutes one of the major, if not the 
major, disagreement between the clients represented by Mr. Anderson 
and myself and the Department of Environmental Quality. It is 
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Mr. Robert L. Haskins 
June 24, 1976 
Page three 

information that first Mr. Anderson, and later myself and Mr. 
Anderson, have been attempting to obtain for almost two years and 
we believe that Mr. Simons, or some other representative of the 
Department of Environmental Quality, should certainly know the 
location of such information if indeed it exists. 

If you cannot provide us with the information within 
a sufficient time to give us a reasonable opportunity to review 
it and comment to Mr. Mcswain by July 6, 1976, we will request 
that the Environmental Quality Commission allow us to comment 
upon it at its scheduled hearing on July 30, 1976. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

REA:vw 

cc: Bruce Anderson 
George Morton 
Ken Twedt 

Very truly yours, 

WILLIAMS, STARK, HIEFIELD, 
NORVILLE & GRIFFIN, P.C. 

RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 
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RICHARD E. ALEXANDER 

C,",RY M. ANDERSON 
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HAND DELIVERED 

Mr. Peter Mcswain 
Hearing Officer 

BotsE C:AsC.A~JI' BuJLDJNc 

PORTLAND, Q,ze.GON 97201 

July 6, 1976 

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

Re: Hearing on Indirect Source Regula­
tions - Our File 75-138 

Dear Mr. Mcswain: 

l /- _f_l'HONE 222-9966 

i>: kf:i'LY PLEASE REFER TO 

F!LE '-.";) 

At the continued hearings on the indirect source 
regulations on June 18, 1976, ;•ou will recall that I intended 
to ask Mr. Simons of the Department of Environmental Quality 
certain questions with respect to any comments he had on the 
assumptions and conclusions of Dr. Dabberdt. Mr. Has.dns 
indicated that he would prefer it if these questions were 
submitted in writing, and that Mr. Simons would respo~d to 
them in writing. As a result, on June 24, 1976, I ha,l hand 
delivered to Mr. Haskins a letter, a copy of which I enclose, 
containing questions for Mr. Simons to respond to witi" 
respect to Dr. Dabberdt's testimony. You will note in the 
letter I requested that Mr. Simons' response be made iL 
sufficient time to allow us to respond to it by July 6, 
1976, the date by which you indicated we could supplement 
the record. 

We have not yet received Mr. Simons' response. I 
have discussed this with Mr. Haskins, and he has indicated 
that he would have no objection if, after receiving 
Mr. Simons' response, any comments we had on it could 0e 
forwarded directly to the Environmental Quality Commission 
for its consideration at its meeting of July 30, 1976. 

Finally, as I am certain the record by now reflects, 
the Associated General Contractors of America, Inc., Oregon­
Columbia Chapter, is very much opposed to the indirect 
source regulations as they are now promulgated and proposed. 
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While the Associated General Contractors, Inc., has, on many 
occasions in the past, questioned and been opposed to regula­
tions promulgated by various agencies of the State of Oregon, 
it is noteworthy that this is the first time since the 
1920's, when the Oregon-Columbia Chapter of the Associated 
General Contractors of America, Inc., was organized, that 
its members have been so opposed to such regulations that it 
has determined it necessary to institute litigation. The 
prospective cost of construction, together with the absence 
of any sufficient, representative information upon which 
such regulations could be based, we believe justifies the 
Environmental Quality Commission's electing to discontinue 
the current regulations and abide by those promulgated at 
the federal level, at least until such time as the D,·µc1rt11ent 
of Environmental Quality can produce some sufficient informa­
tion or data on which to reliably and validly base an1 
change from the federal standards. 

4: 6: l 
REA:hn 
Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

F/ILLIAMS, STARK, HIEFIELD, 
NORVILLE & GRIFFIN, P.C. 

RICHARD E. ALEXl,NDER 

cc: Robert L. Haskins 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice, Portland Division 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

bee: George Morton 
Cascade Construction Co. 
Foot S. W. Abernathy 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Normandie Denny 
Associated General Contractors 

of America, Inc. 
1008 N. E. Multnomah 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Ken Twedt 
Associated General Contractors 

of America, Inc. 
1008 N. E. Multnomah 
Portland, Oregon 97232 
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bee : (cont ' d) 

Bruce Anderson 
101 E. Broadway, #303 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
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' .'_Ee. JOHNSON JAMES W. DURHAM 
'ATlORNEY GENERAL 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
PORTLAND DIVISION 

555 STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 
TELEPHONE ( 503) 229-5725 

July 23, 1976 

Mr. Richard Alexander 
Williams, Stark, Hiefield, 

Norville & Griffin 
Attorneys at Law 
Suite 775 
1600 s.w. Fourth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Re: Indirect Source Rules 

Dear Mr. Alexander: 

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENl;;R/ll. 

In response to your letter to me dated June 24, 1976, I 
requested Carl Simons of the Department of Environmental 
Quality ("DEQ") staff to prepare a response. Enclosed is 
a copy of Mr. Simons' July 16, 1976 letter to me, along 
with a copy of his memorandum to me (through John F. 
Kowalczyk), dated July 15, 1976. 

As the enclosures indicate, it is indeed unfortunate that 
Dr. Walter Dabberdt did not take full advantage of the 
opportunity which was afforded him to review all the 
pertinent DEQ records. Nevertheless, DEQ records remain 
open should Dr. Dabberdt wish to review all of the relevant 
records. 

Please call me if you have any quest~ons. 

ej 
Enc. 

/ ) I / 

/Si~c. e~<i!f Y, . / .,/) / 0/ • 

( 
I / JI '-;!""/ / /"'1.,? ,, pJ-41-a .. vlrf . ,, ""fU'6:-tc:~ 

·-ROBERT L. HASKINS 
Assistant Attorney General 



DEPARTMENT Of 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

REvEIVED 
JUL161976 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 
PORTLAND, OREGON 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ° Telephone (503) 229-6279 

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

DEQ-1 

Mr. Robert L. Haskins 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
555 State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

July 16, 1976 

Re: Indirect Source Rules 

Dear Rob: 

Attached is the Department's detailed response to the issues raised 
in Mr. Alexander's letter of June 24, 1976. Please excuse the delayed 
response to your request but the combination of the Air Pollution Control 
Association's annual meeting in Portland in the last week of June, plus 
the July 4th holiday period had caused this delay. 

As indicated in my attached memo, I believe many of Dr. Dabberdt's 
comments related to the proposed Indirect Source Rule are a result of 
the fact he did not spend sufficient time to the review all relevant 
files and supporting d,rta for the Rules for Indirect Sources. The 
Department has vast quantities of ambient air monitoring data and num­
erous air quality studies in it's Ir.direct Source Permit files which 
have been used in the development of the Indirect Source program. All 
this information was made available to Dr. Dabberdt on his visit to the 
Department on May 20, 1976. Normally it would take an individual at 
least several days to review through all this material in order to fully 
comprehend all the information used in support of the proposed rule. 
While it appears Dr. Dabberdt did not fuJly .. .in.v~stigate this information, 
I have provided several examples of ambient air quality studies and 
sources of data which should respond to most of the issues raised in Mr. 
Alexander's letter. 

If Dr. Dabberdt had spent sufficient time reviewing these files, I 
believe he would have had a better Ulicte!"s.taflding of the Department's 
Indirect Source program and the data used in the development of the 
existing and proposed rules. 

• 



Mr. Robert L. Haskins 
July 16, 1976 
Page 2 

If I can be of any further assistance, please advise. 

CAS:ds 
Attachment 
cc: Loren Kramer 

Joe B. Richards 
Morris K. Crothers, M.D. 
Grace S. Phinney, Ph.D. 
Ronald M. Somers 
Mrs. Jacklyn L. Hallock 

Sincerely, 

LOREN KRAMER 

Ztt_L 
C. A. Simons, Engineer 
Transportation and Air 
Maintenance Planning 
Air Quality Division 

Quality 

• 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL OUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Rob Haskins through JFK Da~, July 15, 1976 

From, CAS (}~$ 
Subiect, Response to R. Alexander's Letter of 6/24/76 - Hearings in I. S. Rule 

The following is a response to each point raised in Richard Alexander's 
letter of 6/24/76 to you. 

1. As indicated in your letter to Bruce Anderson dated 5/19/76 there was in­
formation available, eg, "records of the permit program" indicating air 
quality impacts from various Indirect Sources. For example, H_Dr. Dabberdt 
had reviewed for "West Portland Park and Ride Station" and/or the''Tnter­
stal:e~I-205" files he would have found detailed air quality information 
related to the impact of indirect sources on ambient air quality. In 
addition, it was mentioned to Dr. Dabberdt on 5/20/76 that the Department 
has extensive ambient monitoring data which was available for his inspection. 
It appea.rs he did not review this data which would have clearly indicated 
violations of the carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidant standards at • 
several locations throughout the Portland AQCR. 

2. If J)r,_DaJ:>~erdt, had thoroughly researched the Department's Indirect Source 
files ply_s my personnel files (ne only spent several hours on 5/20/76 re­
viewing the files) he would have discovered that the Portland Metro area 
has been designated as an Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) for CO and 
photochemical oxidants. I am sure Dr. Dabberdt is aware that the main­
tenance sections of most State Implementation Plans (SIP's) including 
Oregon's were rejected by EPA. DEQ in response to EPA's actior, submitted a 
preliminary AQMA designation document on March 18, 1974. This preliminary 
AQMA designation document had indicated potential long term maintenance 
problems for carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidants within a section of 
the Portland AQCR. This pre] iminary designation document has been foll owed 
up by a more extensive "AQMA Analysis" which will be submitted to EPA in 
late August of this year. This document will provide detailed air quality 
information related to the impact of mobile sources (autos, trucks, etc.) 
towards maintaining state or National Ambient Air Quality Standard on a 
regional basis. Again, if Dr. __ Dc1_bberdt had spent the time here to thoroughly 
evaluate the Department's files tfi,r-tn-fortnation would have become seH 
evident . • 

3. It has never been claimed that the ambient air data collected at the CAM 
Station is representative of "CBD-wide" air quality. This site is in 
conformance with EPA Criteria for a street canyon monitor and is repre­
sentative of air quality for similiar locations throughout the CBD. It 
should be noted that air quality data taken at our other CBD monitoring 
site (S. W. 4th and Alder) generally supports the air quality trends in­
dicated at the CAM Station. 

4. Ifj!r ___ Dabbei:d-thad spent; sufficient time to review the Indirect Sources 

DEQ 4 

files alone with the Department's ambient air quality and meteorological 
fi 1 es he woul cj___h_c!.YsL_f.ou.n.d several documents i ndi cati ng "worse case" con­
centrations throughout the region. A thorough review of some of the Depart-
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ment's indirect source files would have revealed several studies simulating 
"worse case" air quality and meteorological conditions within the region. 
For example, the "Kruse Way", "West Portland Park and Ride Station", and 
''Interstate 1-205'' indirect source permit files contain extensive air 
quality and meteorological information simulating "worse case" conditions 
within the Portland AQCR. 

I, 

Againa thorough review~0 rambient air quality data collected would have 
revealed thargenerally the more highly urbanized areas of the state with 
associated higher levels of automotive traffic are characterized by generally 
higher background levels. This observation is supported by numerous studies 
sponsored by EPA and others, many of which I am sure Dr. Dabberdt is aware 
of. The cut-off criteria is based on these observations, plus the need to 
efficiently administrate the review of parking facilities. 

Section 340-20-129 (1) (a) (H) speaks for itself as to when and where 
ambient air quality data shall be taken and sections 20-130 (5) {a), (b), 
(c), and (d) indicate the criteria against which the air quality data 
collected and projected shall be evaluated in terms of protecting public 
health and welfare. 

It has never been claimed that a PTCP would be required, at this time, for • 
any other area other than possible for the Portland Metropolitan area. A 
review of the Deaprtment's ambient air quality monitoring data along with 
numerous studies in the indirect source permit files wriuld indicate existing 
or projected violation of mobile-source-related air quality standards in 
several areas of the Portland region. If after further analysis of existing 
and future ambient air quality data along with modeling projections indicates 
attainment and maintenance problems with state and federal mobile-source­
related ambient air standards in other areas of the state, then a PTCP may 
be required for those areas. 

In response to the remaining sections of Alexander's letter I would state 
there are numerous documents, studies, air quality and meteorological data, 
letters, memorandums, etc. that have been used as a basis for the development of 
the Rules for Indirect Sources. The development of the Indirect Source Rules is 
a co 11 ecti ve process that reflects the ideas of numerous i ndi vi duals each of 
which use there own past experiences and informational sources to formulate the 
Rule. As stated previously, the major problem here is the fact that Dr. Dabberdt 
did not spend sufficient time to revim, all relevant files in order tofully 
evaluate the supporting data for the Rules for I. S . 

• I am convinced that if I had the opportunity to informally discuss with Dr. 
Dabberdt his concerns regarding the underlying data and assumptions supporting 
the I. S. Rule, that his comments would not have been nearly as negative and 
possibly positive. 

/ds 

cc: Peter Mcswain 
Tony George 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1709 - 11th STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

July 12, 1976 

Mr. Bruce Anderson 
Coons, Cole and Anderson 
Attorneys at Law 
South Park Building 
101 East Broadway, Suite 303 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR,, Governor 

I am writing in response to your inquiries regarding 
the status of regulation of indirect sources of air pollution 
in California. 

As I indicated to you during our phone conversation 
Thursday morning, the California Attorney General has ruled 
that the State's air pollution control districts (hence, by 
extension, the Air Resources Board) are clearly authorized 
to regulate indirect sources of air pollution, and can deny 
authority to construct such sources where the emissions 
indirectly generated thereby would prevent the attainment or 
maintenance of federal or state air quality standards. This 
ruling can be found at 53 Opinions of the Attorney General 
531 (1973). 

Despite the above-cited authority, the Air Resources 
Board has not, to date, adopted any indirect source regulations 
which would have a statewide effect, and, with one historical 
exception, none of the county, regional, or unified air 
pollution control districts have now or have ever had any 
indirect source regulations. 

As to the historical exception, on December 11, 1974, 
the Bay Area Air Pollution Control District did promulgate a 
regulation providing for the review of indirect sources by 
the district. This regulation was adopted in order to 
comply with regulations applicable to indirect sources which 
had been promulgated by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency. The Bay Area indirect source review rule, which was 
set forth in Division 13 of Regulation 2 of the BAAPCD's 
rules, was comprehensive. It applied to highways and roads, 
parking lots and garages, shopping centers and other retail 
facilities, recreational centers and amusement parks, sports 
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stadiums, airports, residential, commercial or industrial 
developments, metropolitan redevelopment centers, government 
buildings, hospitals and other medical facilities, educational 
institutions, hotels and motels, office buildings, restaurants, 
and theaters. Among its provisions, for example, was a 
requirement that all facilities which would have a new 
associated parking area with a capacity of 1,000 cars or 
more, or which was being modified to increase existing 
parking capacity by more than 500 cars, would be required to 
meet the requirements of all regulations of the district. 
However, several months after this rule was adopted, it was 
rescinded. Just as the rule had been promulgated in order to 
satisfy the mandate of the EPA, it was set aside when Congress, 
at the end of 1974, told the EPA to cease implementation of 
its indirect source review program. 

Although aside from the above no APCD in California has 
ever adopted an indirect source review regulation, one of 
the APCD's, the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control 
District, which has authority in the rural counties of 
Alpine, Mono and Inyo, is currently in the process of formulating 
such a rule. Since the final shape which this proposed rule 
will take has not as yet been determined, it is not yet 
available for public comment, and any inquiries which you 
may have with respect to this rule may be addressed to Mr. 
Lawrence D. Odle, Operations Specialist, Great Basin Unified 
APCD, 192-C East Line Street, Bishop, California 93514. 

I hope that the above answers your questions sufficiently. 
If you have any further need to contact us in this matter, 
please feel free to do so. 

Sincerely, 

Laurence G. Chaset 
Legal Counsel 

LGC:lkt 
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Mr. Douglas M. DuPriest 
Law Clark 
Coons, Cole and Anderson 
South Park Building 
101 E. Broadway, Suite 303 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Dear Mr. DuPriest: 

l)q J, 11'1111( 'I 11 
ofFcologV 

This is in reply to your letter of May 21, 1976, requesting 
information about Washington State's history with the indirect 
source regulation. 

The Department of Ecology adopted an indirect source review 
requirement in the Department Regulation, WAC 18-24. This 
requirement was rescinded in June, 1975 so that at this time, 
there is no statewide requirement for a pre-construction re­
view of an indirect source. 

The Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency, which is the 
regional agency for Seattle, Tacoma and Everett, has adopted 
a local regulation for indirect sources which is currently in 
effect. 

I am enclosing copies of statements and other information that 
explain the department's basis for rescinding the regulation. 

If additional information is needed, please do not hesitate 
to call upon me. 

encs. 
H FD/ j s 

Sincerely, 

OFFICE OF AIR PROGRAMS 

,;)/ r-0 
·/'fCivVv.11 / · i---l/2....0·~ 
Henry JV. Droege, Sup€rvisor 
Air Resource Division 

D~niel J. Evans, Governor John A. Biggs, Diteclor Olympia, Washin(1ton 98504 Telephone (206) 753-2800 

' 
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INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

June 20, 1975 '•-1(1 j\\ I ;' 

.,; \' ,) :;i \''.ii>:' 
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REQUIREMENT FOR PRECONSTRUCTION REVIEW 
OF COMPLEX SOURCES - REPEALED 

'! 1 I ,-. !', 

Two hearings were held to receive public comment on this proposal. 
The Department's position was stated in two documents, "Background­
Complex Source" and "Additional Statement". In these documents is 
a summary of the history of the regulation. The regulation was 
originally adopted to meet an EPA requirement and the record of 
the development of the regulation shows that the major concern was 
to satisfy EPA criteria. The department testified that the pre­
construction review requirement does not appear to have any effect 
upon the two recognized problems resulting from emissions of carbon 
monoxide: 

1. The occurrence of carbon monoxide concentrations in excess of 
the standard in Seattle and Spokane; and, 

2. The possibility that high concentrations may occur at other 
locations. 

There were approximately 20 people at the hearing on May 22 in Lacey. 
Six people testified in favor of the repeal and said that the re­
quirement is expensive because of the cost of the application, the 
cost of litigation, and the cost of delay. The standards may be 
unjustified and too stringent. 

Two people spoke against the repeal and said that it is needed for 
control of emissions, that modeling provides an index and that is 
is needed in order to attain standards. 

There were about 30 people at the hearing on June 9th in Seattle. 
Seven speakers opposed the repeal. They said that the regulation 
is needed to protect residential areas; local agencies could en­
force the regulations; may need to be amended but do not repeal 
it - lower the limits and add residential projects; delay and 
additional cost for the developer may be beneficial; possibly 
other criteria should be added; it is needed as a planning tool; 
SEPA is not an answer; AQMA is untried and unknown. 

Four speakers favored repeal. They said that the program was a 
piecemeal approach; single criteria planning; expensive and in­
effective; control effort is disdirected; a balanced approach 
is needed and current approach is ineffective and counterproductive. 

In addition, approximately a dozen letters were received from 
individual citizens opposing repeal. A letter from John Spellman 
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opposed repeal because of the increased water, sewer, fire, police 
and school service cost and because the "absence of complex source 
regulations which might require private developments to include 
traffic operational improvements to insure adequate traffic flow ... 
would oblige the public sector to 'bear the' burden for such 
improvements." 

The Eastside Citzen's Action League has sent a copy of a Notice of 
Violation which they have filed with EPA because of this proposal. 

The Department's position is that: 

1. The regulation was adopted because EPA required it. 

2. EPA has suspended implementation of its own regulation. 

3. The regulation is ineffective in reducing emissions of carbon 
monoxide in Seattle and Spokane. 

4. Although many individuals have indicated a need for some 
control on new shopping centers, the department's position 
as stated in several public hearings in 1973 and 1974 was 
that the review would not and could not consider the bene­
ficial or adverse effects of the new complex source. The 
only effect to be considered was the potential increase of 
carbon monoxide concentrations resulting from the new source. 

5. The carbon monoxide ambient air standard is not an issue. 
It should be noted that at one time, the department proposed 
that traffic be banned in downtown Seattle and Spokane 
whenever the standard was exceeded. There was very little 
support for this position. 

6. Most of the testimony opposing repeal indicated some concern 
about shopping centers. It should be noted that the sources 
which have been reviewed so far included office buildings, 
schools, motels, and churches in addition to shopping centers. 

The regulation was not intended to control the location of new 
shopping centers. 

;)/4 u 
Henr~ege,~i 
Air Resource Division 
State of Washington 
Department of Ecology 
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BACKGROUND - COMPLEX SOURCES 

The proposal is to eliminate the state-adopted complex 
source review program. If this is done, the state will submit 
the action to EPA as a revision to the Washington State Imple­
mentation Plan for National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

•rhe purpose is to take the department of ecology and 
local air pollution control authorities out of the business of 
dictating land use decisions on the basis of predicted levels 
of air contaminants in the immediate vicinity of projects 
resulting from motor vehicles attracted to such projects. 

There is substantial doubt that the program is an effec-
tive means of maintaining air quality. 
sions are likely to have the effect of 
development, thus increasing the total 
in a given region. The net effect may 
loads on a community-wide basis. 

Complex source deci­
dispersing facility 
vehicle miles travelled 
be to increase pollutant 

Moreover, the program tends to make carbon monoxide predic­
tions the controlling consideration in land-use decision 
making, influencing development in a manner which may be 
contrary to community planning efforts based on a far broader 
set of criteria and concerns. 

The program was adopted in response to federal requirements, 
developed as an outgrowth of litigation, necessitating the 
development of effective means for maintaining national ambient 
air quality standards. It is questionable, as noted, that the 
complex (or indirect) source program is an effective means to 
this end. But for whatever reasons, the federal involvement 
in this matter has been a history of uncertainty and delay. 
As time has gone on, the future of federal efforts has become 
no clearer. At present EPA has suspended the effectiveness of 
federal complex source review provisions in areas where EPA, 
rather than the states, is directly administering the program. 

Washington got into the complex sources business in an 
effort to satisfy requirements emanating from EPA. Now it is 
at least clear that had the state not done so (Washington was 
one of only a few states to enter the complex sources field) 
there would at the moment be no such program in effect in 
Washington. 

The ultimate thrust of the present proposal is an attempt 
to return the program to the federal government (EPA), and, in 
effect to wait for some clarification of direction at that 
level. This will mean, if it can be accomplished, that the 
program ultimately implemented in this state will be consistent 

Attachment A(l) 
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with the program ultimately implemented nationally, both in 
substance and timing. 

The state can always apply to get back into this area at 
some future time. At present, however, the effort to run such 
a program does not appear justified. The review of complex 
sources involves significant manpower and resources, both 
public and private. The air pollution control benefit, if any, 
does not appear commensurate with the large expenditure of 
time, talent and money -- not the least of which is in litiga­
tion costs, 

The history of complex sources is rather involved, The 
highlights in brief are as follows: 

(a) January 31, 1973 - U.S. C_ourt of Appeals for District 
of Columbia Circuit decides case of Natural Resource Defense 
Council, Inc. v. Environmental Protection A enc , 475 F.2d 968 

D.C. Cir. 1973). Paragraph 9 of Court's order directs EPA to 
review all state air quality implementation plans to determine 
whether they adequately provide for maintenance of federal air 
quality standards after such standards are attained. 

(b) March 8, 1973 - EPA disapproves all state plans as 
inadequate regarding future maintenance of standards and announces 
intention to require states to supplement existing programs for 
pre-construction review of new stationary air pollution sources 
with a program of pre-construction review of "complex sources" -
sc,ationary facilities which attract mobile source activity 
resulting in increased emissions, 

(c) June 18, 1973 - EPA promulgates rules requiring states 
to submit complex source regulations as part of implementation 
plans. 

(d) July 5, 1973 - DOE proposes complex source rules, 
amending Chapter 18-24 WAC. 

(e) August 7, 22, 1973 - Hearings in Olympia and Spokane 
on DOE proposals. Substantial critical comment. 

(f) September 17, 1973 - DOE proposes revised complex 
source rules. 

(g) October 1, 2, 1973 
on revised DOE proposals. 

Hearings in Seattle and Spokane 

(h) October 10, 1973 - DOE adopts complex source rules and 
submits them to EPA as implementation plan revision. 

Attachment A(2) 
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(i) October 30, 1973 - EPA proposes federal complex 
source rules to apply in states without approved complex source 
programs. Proposals differ from DOE program. 

(jl November 12, 1973 - EPA adopts transportation control 
plan for Washington setting up parking management program in 
King, Pierce, Snohomish, Kitsap and Spokane Counties. The 
federal rule conflicts with DOE program. 

(kl November 16, 1973 - DOE suspends effectiveness of its 
complex source program pending resolution of conflicts with 
federal rules and proposals. 

(ll November 20, 1973 - DOE proposes to repeal its complex 
source regulations. 

(ml December 17, 1973 - Hearing in Olympia on repeal of 
DOE program. Testimony unanimously favors continued effort to 
retain a state complex sources program rather than acquiesce 
in a federally-managed scheme. 

(nl December 27, 1973 - DOE determines not to repeal its 
complex source program. 

(ol January 15, 1974 - EPA defers effective date of any 
complex source review it may conduct until January 1, 1975. 
EPA likewise suspends its parking management program until 
January 1, 1975 in all areas of Washington State except the 
central business districts of Spokane and Seattle. 

(pl February 13, 1974 - DOE continues suspension of effec­
tiveness of its complex source program for an additional ninety 
(90l days. 

(ql February 25, 1974 - EPA adopts final rules for 
complex sources and officially disapproves DOE rules as submit­
ted on October 10, 1973. EPA's rules, however, have an effec­
tive date of July 1, 1974, and are applicable only to complex 
sources commencing construction on or after January 1, 1975. 

(rl March 28, 1974 - DOE proposes another version of 
complex source rules. Hearings are held in Spokane and Seattle. 

(sl May 17, 1974 - DOE adopts revised complex source 
rules. 

(tl June 13, 1974 - DOE submits revised rules to EPA for 
approval. 

(ul August 15, 1974 - DOE revised rules become effective. 
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(v) November 21, 1974 - EPA approves DOE program and 
withdraws federal program in this state, with exception of 
retaining administration of requirements prohibiting increase 
in residential parking spaces within the central business 
districts (CBD's) of Seattle and Spokane. 

(w) December 30, 1974 - EPA suspends implementation of 
federal complex sources program until July 1, 1975. 

(x) February 1975 - EPA tells a federal court it will 
engage in additional rule making before complex source regula­
tions are reimposed. If additional rule making is completed 
by July 1, EPA says complex source review provisions will not 
apply to any source on which construction has begun within six 
months of the regulation's effective date. 

(y) February 7, 1975 - DOE adopts emergency rule eliminating 
denials of complex source projects but keeping the ability to 
impose conditions of approval in the interests of air quality 
maintenance. 

(z) May 7, 8, 1975 - DOE extends emergency rule for 
another 90 days and announces hearings on proposal to repeal 
complex source program on May 22 in Lacey and June 9 in Seattle. 

The emergency rule now in force was adopted in response to 
EPA's latest suspension of its program and its indication of 
some intention to make further modifications before reimposing 
the program. DOE's intention was to continue air quality review 
of complex sources and provide for imposition of reasonable 
conditions to minimize effects of motor vehicle emissions, but 
to suspend the power to prohibit outright any project while the 
whole subject was again evaluated at the state level. 

The proposal to eliminate the state's program is the out­
growth of this re-evaluation. 

Attachment A(4) 
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PROPOSED FORM OF RULE IF COMPLEX SOURCE 
PROVISIONS ARE ELIMINATED 

Chapter 18-24 WAC 

STATE JURISDICTION OVER MOTOR VEHICLES 

WAC 18-24-010 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND APPLICABILITY. These 
regulations are enacted under the provisions of the Washington 
Clean Air Act to provide for the assumption of jurisdiction by the 
department of ecology over motor vehicles, as defined herein, for 
the purpose of preventing and controlling air contaminant emissions 
resulting from the operation of motor vehicles. 

WAC 18-24-020 DEFINITIONS. (1) "Department" means the depart­
ment of ecology. 

(2) "Motor vehicles" means any operating vehicle or one capa­
ble of being operated which has its own self-contained sources of 
motive power, is designed for the transportation of people or 
property, and is of the type for which a license is required for 
operation on a highway. 

WAC 18-24-030 ASSUMPTION OF JURISDICTION. The department 
finding that the prevention and control of air pollution from motor 
vehicles should be regulated on a statewide basis, hereby assumes 
jurisdiction over motor vehicles for the purpose of controlling air 
contaminant emissions from the operation of such motor vehicles. 

WAC 18-24-040 STANDARDS OF MOTOR VEHICLES. No person shall 
remove or render inope=able any devices or components of any systems 
on a motor vehicle installed as a requirement of federal law or 
regulation for the purpose of controlling air contaminant emissions, 
subject to the following conditions: 

(1) The components or parts of emission control systems on 
motor vehicles may be disassembled or reassembled for the purpose 
of repair and maintenance in proper working order. 

(2) Components and parts of emission control systems may be 
removed and replaced with like components and parts intended by the 
manufacturer for such replacement. 

(3) The provisions of this section (WAC 18-24-040) shall not 
apply to salvage operations on wrecked motor vehicles when the 
engine is so damaged that it will not be used again for the purpose 
of powering a motor vehicle on a highway. 

3ECTIONS TO BE REPEALED: WAC 18-24-050, 18-24-060, 18-24-070, 18-24-080, 
18-24-090, 18-24-100, 18-24-110, 18-24-120, 
18-24-130 

.WTE: Essentially this proposal returns the regulation to the form and content 
it had when originally adopted in 1968 and eliminates all additions 
relating to complex sources made ,since October 1973. 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENT ON COMPLEX SOURCES 

The history of this regulation shows that there has been 

a major attempt to obtain comment from interested citizens 

prior to the adoption and implementation of the regulation. 

Six public hearings were held. In addition, there were at 

least as many meetings to discuss the regulation with small 

and medium-sized groups. Several meetings were held with 

the staff of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 

order to satisfy their requirements. The regulation was 

adopted after considering the ideas of all interested in­

dividuals and groups. 

A review of the hearings and discussions shows that the 

major and almost only theme of the proponents of this regula-. 

tion was that the complex source review program should be 

conducted by a state or local agency rather than by EPA. 

There was very little testimony at any of the hearings or 

concern expressed at the various discussion meetings as to 

the effect of this regulation upon the two defined problems 

in the State of Washington. These two problems are: 

1. High carbon monoxide concentrations have occurred and 

are still occurring in Spokane and Seattle and 

occasionally in certain other communities. 

2. A potential that carbon monoxide concentrations in 

excess of the standard may occur in the future in 

other areas of the state. 

There is considerable doubt that the current program will 

help to resolve either of these problems. I believe there is 

a considerable agreement that some evaluation of the impact of 

complex sources is needed, but it seems apparent to us at this 

time that this evaluation should include other factors besides 

a calculation of the projected carbon monoxide concentration at 

selected points. 

. ;I 
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Complex sources include office buildings, schools, audi­

toriums, churches, theaters, hospitals, and any other type of 

installation which will require more than the minimum number 

of parking facilities described in the regulation. There is 

no doubt that these complex sources will affect the total 

vehicle miles traveled in an area. In some instances, it may 

be shown that the overall effect will be to reduce the total 

vehicle miles traveled in the area, although there will be an 

increase in the immediate area of the proposed source. The 

complex source may improve traffic flow in an area or in­

crease the congestion. It may provide a needed or desirable 

.service which is beneficial to the community or its total 

effect may be detrimental and disruptive. Quite possibly, 

SEPA requirements and the preparation of an impact assessment 

may be a far better way of reviewing the effect of this new 

source than the regulation under consideration today. There 

is a possibility that the progr.am required for certain areas 

in this state under the Air Quality Maintenance Area planning 

may also provide a tool for this evaluation. 

At this time, we believe there are four reasons why the 

provisions requiring a pre-construction review of complex 

sources should be repealed. 

1. The requirement for a complex source review has the 

effect of dispersing public facility developments which 

may be contrary to community planning efforts and may 

increase the total vehicle miles traveled in any given 

'region. 

2. The review procedure and requirement has no impact on 

already existing major motor vehicle attractors. 

3. The impact of the complex source regulation has no direct 

effect on the pollutant sources, namely the motor vehicle. 

4. The review procedure for complex sources requires a rather 

detailed analysis using significant manpower and resources. 

The reduction achieved by the review process appears to 

be insignificant or non-existent in relation to the sources 

,, 
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required. 

For these reasons, the department proposes to repeal the 

portions of the regulation requiring a pre-construction review 

of complex sources. The effective date of this action will be 

after July 1, when the federal regulation will become effective. 

Henry Droege 

May 22, 1975 



STATE OF NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SERVICES 

CAP1TOL COMPLEX 

CARSON C!TY, NEVADA 89710 

Mr. Doug Du Priest 
Coons, Cole & Anderson 
Suite 303 
101 E. Broadway 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Dear Doug: 

May 26, 1976 

MAY 2 8 1976 

I have enclosed a copy of the NAQR and Complex Source 
Application forms as you requested with our phone call today and 
will briefly outline the history of the Complex Source Regulations 
(Article 13). 

The original complex source regulations were similar 
to the original proposed EPA regulations and were adopted February 
25, 1974 (copy enclosed). These regulations were changed by 
legislative mandate by the 1975 Legislature (A.B. 480, copy enclosed) 
and are contained in the NAQR (copy enclosed). 

I hope this brief outline and the enclosures satisfy 
your questions. If you need more information, please call. 

RS/ba 

Enclosure 

Si~;frlj°e ly, 

( 

! ' ,, 

~// (} <1; c::-;,,-~1:I 
v·x,t2./~__,,, c_.r 2~-,!- ,·c.,- L, 

Robert E. Smith 
Environmental Specialist 
Air Quality Control 

A section of the Bureau of Enviroumcntai Health 



Registration Certifirate No . 

-/\PPL! CATI Oil­
COMPLEX SOURCE REGISTRATION 

Department of Human Resources 
Environmental Protection 

Capitol Complex, 201 South Fall Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

702-885-4670 

.,...F o::-:r:-::-,Ar.:gc::e-::-n-,,-cyc:-.U"s:-e-,,0-n.,..l y-

Page 1 of 2 

Name of Applicant ---------------------~---------
Address _____________ ~------------. Phone _______ _ 
City_~"""'~,-;---.,-----c-,c---,--,- State Zip Code 
Company Official or Person to Contact Regarding this Application: -------

Phone "C~1.,..ty _________________ 0S7ta:-tc-e:---------.Zi p Co'd_e ______ _ 
---------------- --------

Engineering or Architectural Firm Responsible for Design and/or Technical Data: 
Firm Name --------------~---------. Phone~-------
C i ty_--c---,c-,----,----------- State Zip Code 
Person to Contact Title -------

Name of Facility: _________ ~-,-------~-------,,,--,------
Street City State 
Loca t i-o-n'---"""u~T=M_C_o_or-d7 i~n-a_t_e_s_: ---- ------------ ------

East North --------------- ---------------
The following required documents are submitted as part of this application: 

1. 

Scaled Plot Plan --~~.,-----------------------Air Quality Background Data 
Meteorol ogi ca 1 Data -----------------------

Traffic Analysis--,,,--,--,-----------------------­
A i r Quality Impact Statement ----------------------

Type of Project 
( ) Apartment or Condominium Bldg. 
( ) Hi gh,1ays & Roads 
( ) Drive-In Theater 
( ) Sports & Entertainment Facility 
( ) Parking Lot or Garage 

( ) Educational Facility 
( ) Shopping Center 
( ) lnstitutitional Facility 
( ) Commercial Facility 
( ) Recreational Facility 

( ) Other-Please Specify --------------------------
2. Type of Activity 

3. 

4. 

( ) New Construction ( ) Modified Source 

Dates of Construction & Operation (Estimated) 
Start of Construction _______ Completion of Construction 
Start of Operation (For phase developments, en.,..te_r_e_s_t~i-ma-t~e-d,_.--
date of operation for each phase) ---------------------

Project Description 
A. Total Acreage to be Developed ~-.---,..,,~--------8. Number of Parking Spaces Serving Facility-

Existing 
New -----

New Construction -------------Modified Source 
C. Number of Entrance Ga~t-e-s_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::-.E~x~i-t~Ga-t~es ____________ _ 



~-"~''ti[~i: i u, ti on- Page 2 of 2 
,J1~;J11; 1:•le:~: . ..)ource Rl:gistration 

1 

,/, u. ilurniJer ~f, 01·1e.llingUnits or Room Accommodations (Apal"trncnt & 

/

•· Cornm2rcial only) 
t. Descr'i b2 th~ Sizes and Types of Fa·c i l iti es in Development _________ _ 

5. ilcmnal Operating Hours of Facility ________ (am)(pm) to ______ (am)(pm) 

6. Describe Vie Availability and Type of l1ass Transit Existing and Proposed to 
Serve the Facility ____________________________ _ 

7. Expected Average Daily Number of People Using or Engaging in Activities 
of Fae il ity ________ _ 

8. Anticipated Traffic Data 
P,. Vehicle Trips Generated Daily by Facility ________________ _ 
B. Maximum No. of Vehicle Trips Generated in: 

1 Hour _____ Identify 1-Hour Period:-----------
8 Hours _____ Identify 8-Hour Period. __________ _ 

C. Identify Supporting Document. ______________________ _ 

9. Expected Number of Employees of Facility ___ ~---------------

10. Air Quality Impact Summary 
A. Meteorological Data 

Parameters 
Stability Class 

Assumed Conditions for Impact Analysis 

Wind Direction (Degrees) 
Wind Speed (Meters/Sec) 

B. A scaled plot plan of facility and surrounding area shall be part of this 
application. 

C. Maximum Expected Impact on Air Quality* 
Receptor Pt. Total Predicted Impact Applicable Air Quality Standard 

·•Identify supporting document _____________________ _ 

11. Statement by the Applicant ________________________ _ 

Application is hereby made to register the above source and to obtain an 
approval for construction of same. 

Signed Date ------------- ---------Title ______________________ _ 

-FOR AGENCY USE ONLY-
Application received, Environmental Protection, by ________________ _ 
Date ________________ Time _____________ _ 
Fee Paid ______________ Check Number ________ _ 



COMPLEX SOURCES 

1. Parking facilities 
a. New 
b. Modified 

2. Highway projects 
a. New 

b, Modified 

3. Airports 
a. New 

b, Modified 

1,000 or more motor vehicles 
500 or more motor vehicle increase 

20,000 or more motor vehicles per 
day within ten (10) years 
10,000 or more motor vehicles per 
day within ten (10) years increase 

(1) 50,000 or more operations per year 
(2) 1,000,000 or more passengers per year 
(1) 50,000 or more operations per 

year increase 
(2) 1,000,000 or more passengers per 

year increase 

4. Retail, commercial and industrial facilities, 

5. Recreation, amusement, sports and entertainment facilities, 

6. Office and government buildings. 

7. Apartment and condominium buildings. 

8. Educational facilities 



COMPLEX SOURCES 

1. Parking facilities 
a. New 
b. Modified 

2. Highway projects 
a. New 

b. Modified 

3. Airports 
a. New 

b. Modified 

1,000 or more motor vehicles 
500 or more motor vehicle increase 

20,000 or more motor vehicles per 
day within ten (10) years 
10,000 or more motor vehicles per 
day within ten (10) years increase 

(1) 50,000 or more operations per year 
(2) 1,000,000 or more passengers per year 
(1) 50,000 or more operations per 

year increase 
(2) 1,000,000 or more passengers per 

year increase 

4. Retail, commercial and industrial facilities. 

5. Recreation, amusement, sports and entertainment facilities. 

6. Office and government buildings. 

7. Apartment and condominium buildings. 

8. Educational facilities 



STATIONARY SOURCES 

Chemical 

1. Acid production 
2. Plastics manufacturing 

Mining 

1. Screening or sizing equipment 
2. Crushing or grinding equipment 
3. Land clearing of over 8 hectares (20 acres) 
4. Asphalt batch plants 
5. Cement batch or processing plants 
6. Refractories 
7. Large ovens or furnaces 
8. Boilers rated at over 1 million kilogram-calories 

per hour (4 million BTU's per hour) 
9. Gypsum processing 

10. Rock, gravel, and sand processing 
11. Diatomaceous earth processing 

Agriculture 

1. Feed and grain processing 
2. Rendering facilities 
3. Alfalfa processing 
4. Seed cleaning and bagging 
5. Cotton ginning 
6. Fertilizer production 

Petroleum Products 

1. Storage of greater than 150 kiloliters 
(40,000 gallons) 

2. Refining 



ASSEMBLY BILL N0 .. 480-ASSEMBLYMAN- MAY 

MARCH 25, 197.5 

Referred to Committee on Environment and Public Resources 

SUMMARY--Cbanges terminology respecting certain air potlution sources 8nd 
modifies requirements for their regulation. fiscal Note: No. (BDR 40~1241) , 

>J '· ,.... . 1·., . .......... ' '., ... ,.; ·:--':':;;,.'.;,; .;;1, ~ 
· ~NATJON~M11tter la 'ttalia ··u new; matter in _.brac~et!J [ ] is 

material to bci omitted,· 

·;- AN A.er.· rela'ting to air. pollution control;· revising definitions respecting certain 
sources of air pollution and modifying requirements for their regulation; . 

.. -~ ,.; . · making changes in the composition of local air pollution control bearing 
boards; and _providing other matters pro~rly relating thereto. · ' 

I - . .·•.-·-/··· 

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and.Assembly, 
do enact as follows: · 

'1" I•'.·. -~.·'-<:,c;·", I : _l', __ ;',;:" ·:'>.''._ 

1 SECTION L Chapter 445 of NRS -is hereby amended by adding . 
2 thereto a new section which shall read as follows: · · · _, .. 
3 1. No regulation adopted pursuant to any provision of NRS 445.401 · 
! to 445.601; inclusive, may be enforced as to indirect sources which is : 
5 more stringent with respect to size cutoffs as ·established for designated 
6 areas pursuant to the United States Clean Air Act of 1963 and the rules 
7, · and regulations adopted in furtherance thereof. · . . . · •• , · 
8 , 2. Should the United States Environmental Protection Agency delay 
9 the effective date for enforcement of its indirect source regulations beyond 

10 January 17;1977, the state's authority· to ·review new complex sources .· 
11 shall expire, Those projects·' approved prior to that date shall continue 

. _,, 

I 
i 
I 

. ! 

12 under the guidelines established in their permit. ,.. . .\::: .. 
13 SEC. 2. • NRS 445.446 is hereby amended.to read ·as follows: ~-•,:,. .. ;g_,_·. 
14 · 445.446 1. "Source" means any property, real or· personal, which ·, :· 
15 ···directly emits or may· emit any air contaminant. . · . 
16 2. "Complex source" means any property or·facility tha(has·~oi 

·· 17 solicits secondary or adjunctive activity which emits or may emit any air 
18 contaminant for which there is an ambient air quality standard, notwith-

·· 19 standing that such property or facility may not itself possess the capability 
20 of emitting such air contaminants. Complex sources include, but are not 
21 tiini ted to: . · . . · · · · · 

· 22 (a) [Shopping centers; · . 2° 
23 (b) Sports complexes; ·. ··,:: 

·,c. 
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l ( c) Drive-in theaters; 
2 (d) Parking lots and garages; 
3 ( e) Residential, commercial, industrial or institutional developments; 
4 (f) Amusement parks and recreational areas; 
5 (g) Highways; . . · · 
6 (h) Sewer, water, power and gas lines,] Highways and roads; 
1 (b) Parking facilities; , · · 
8 (c) Retail, commercial and industrial facilities; 
9 ( d) Recreation, amusement, sports and entertainment facilities; 

10 (e) Airports; 
11 (f) Office and government buildings; 
12 (g) Apartment and condominium buildings; 
13 (h) Educational facilities, 
14 . nd other such property or facilities, which will result in increased air con-
15 -- taminant emissions from motor vehicles or ottler stationary sources. 
16 · SEC. 3. NRS 445.481 is hereby amended to read as follows: .. ·. 
17 445.481 1. The governing body of any district, county or city author-·. 
18 ized to operate.an air pollution control program under NRS 445.401 to 
19 445.601, inclusive; may appoint an air pollution control hearing board. 
20 2. Tbe air pollution control hearing board appointed by a county, 
21 city or health district shall consist of [five] seven members who are not 
22 employees of the state cir any political subdivision of the state. One mem-
23 ber of hearing board shall be an attorney admitted to practice law in 
24 . Nevada, [and] one member shall be a professional engineer registered in 
25 Nevada [.] and one ,nember shall be licensed in Nevada as p general 
26 engineering contractor or a ge11eral building co11tractor as defi11ed by NRS 
27 624.215. [Two] Three shall be appointed for a term of •l year, [two] 
28 three shall be appointed for a term of 2 years and one shall be appointed 
29 for a term of 3 years. Each succee;ling term shall be for a period of 3 
30 years.. ·· . . . . . . , 
31 SEC. 4. NRS 445.546 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
32 445.546 . 1. The district board of health; county l)oard of health or 
3~ ':,oard of county commissioners in each county which has a popula\ion· 
3,._,uf 100,000 or more, as determinecl by the last preceding national census 
35 · of the Bureau of the Census of the United ~tates Department of Com-
36 inerce, shall establish an air pollution control program within 2 years ' : 1 

37 after July 1, 1971, and administer such program within its jurisdictjon· 
38 unless superseded. , ... , ,, . , ,. , ,.. , , . ,,,,,, _ :, ... 
39 2. The program shall: ,., ,, · , . , . , , . . . , , . , , ,, . . ., 
40 .. (a) Establish by ordinanc~ or local regulation standai:ds of emissfon 
41. · control, emergency procedures and variance procedures, which: [equiva, 
42 1 lenttoorstrictertban] .,://:

1
_ • .,: •• : ••• ·; • .'.,_\:~_·:._ s.-, 1.1_.-'i,;,-.. ,·i>.•_:. <; _ 

43 , . (1 J In the q:1se of complex ~o,;rcef, are eq11iyalfriifo;,b1jt,no/stri~ter, 
· 44 than,· and , '·-., ·:, · 1 ,: : ,· -~- ·. ·: .. _-.· . ;: ·- --;., ··.,:,.; ·:1_,,. -- ·-
45 . . . (2) In tfie'·case "of all ·other sources,' are :equivaleni'.to or 'strii:'ter 
46 ·than, ·\· ; ·.' - -. ·:, -__ -' · ;, --,-_·::1i.·,; __ ,.__, 1 -·;:: '.;'..· 1i·-;,~- '.,;.:">:,·-1'.~'.:·,-. ,:~,~ 

47 thoseestablishedbystatuteorstateregulation;and · · ·:.,,• :,.c:,•:· ,; 
48 (b) Provide for adequate administration,. enforce!llent,. ~niu1cuig ~nd · 
49 1staff . . - · · -.· . ._. •' , , '·:! _.,_;,~;;:,i' .:,:.~).,.i·, -f~- .:-

50 3. The district board of heal~, county board of health or boar<! of 
; •·. '. . .,~< 

\ 

<•. ·.--1 

' 
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1 county commissioners is designated as the air pollution control agency 
2 of the county for the purposes of [this act,] NRS 445.401 to 445.601, 
3 inclusive, and the federal act insofar as it pertains to local programs, and 
4 such agency is authorized to take all action necessary to secure for the 
5 county the benefits of the federal act. 
6 , 4. Powers and responsibilities provided for in NRS 445.461, 445.-
7 476 to 445.526, inclusive, 445.571 to 445.581, inclusive, and 445.601 
8 shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of local air pollution 
9 control authorities within their jurisdiction. 

.10 5. The local air pollution control board shall carry out all provisions 
11 of NRS 445.466 with the exception that noFces of public hearings shall 
12 be given in any newspaper, qualified pursuant to the provisions of chap-
13 ter 238 of NRS, as amended from time to time, once a week for 3 
14 weeks, which notice shall specify with particularity the reasons for the 
15 proposed rules or regulations and provide other informative details. 
16 Such rules or regulations may be more restrictive, except as provided in 
17 subsection 2, than those adopted by the commission. NRS 445 .466 shall 
18 not apply to the adoption of existing regulations upon transfer of 
19 authority as provided in NRS 445.598. 
20 6. Any county whose population is less than 100,000 or any city 
2t may meet the requirements of this section for administration and enforce-
22 ment through cooperative or interlocal agreement with one or more other 
.23. counties, or through agreement with the state, or may establish its own 
24 . air pollution control program. If such county establishes such program, 

· . 25 it shall be subject to the approval of the commission. 
26 7. No existing compliance schedule, variance order or other enforce-
27 ment action relating to air pollution by fossil fuel-fired steam generating 
28 . facilities, with a capacity greater than 1,000 megawatts, may be enforced 
29 until July 1, 1977. ,' . 
30 8. The state environmental commission shall hold 1 or more public 
31 hearings prior to July 1, 1976, for the purpose of reviewing air contami-
32 nant emission standards applicable to fossil fuel-fired st.earn generating 
33 facilities. , . 

@ 

I. 

. ,· 
.f. 

,, 
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1.44 

1.60 

I • 

1.61 

3.1.9 

3.2.4 

3.2.5 

3.3.2 

. I 

AMENDMENTS 
TO THE 

STATE OF NEVADA AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS 
.- .... 

Complex source. Any property or facility that has or solicits secondary 
or adjunctive activity which emits or may emit any air contaminant for 
which there is an ambient air quality standard, notwithstanding that 
such property or facility may not itself possess the capability of emit­
ting such air contaminants. Complex sources include, but are not limited 
to: 

a. Shopping centers; 
b. Sports complexes; 
c. Drive-in theaters; 
d. Parking lots and garages; 
e. Residential, commercial, industrial or institutional developments; 
f. Amusement parks and recreational areas; 
g. Highways; 
h. Sewer, water, power and gas lines; 

and other such property or facilities which will result in increased 
air contaminant emissions from motor vehicles. 

Registration certificate. A document issued and signed by the Director 
certifying adequate empirical data for the single or complex source has 

· been received and shall constitute approval of location. 

Vehicle trip. A single movement by a motor vehicle which originates or 
terminates at the single or complex source. 

Contiguous Property. Any property which is in physical ·contact, 
touching, near or adjoining. Public property or public right-of-way 
shall not be deemed as a break in any contiguous property. 

Registration certificates for single and complex sources and operating 
permits for single sources may be issued through an approved local air 
pollution control program. 

Within 5 days after receiving an application for registration, the 
Director shall determine what, if any, additional information is needed. 
Within 15 days after receiving adequate information the Director shall 
make a preliminary determination to issue or deny issuance of a regis­
tration certificate. Within 75 days after receiving adequate information, 
pursuant to Article 13, the Director shall issue ur deny issuance of a 
registration certificate. 

A registration certificate shall oniy expire if construction of a new 
or modified SQurce, including a complex source, is not commenced within 
one year from the date of issuance thereof or construction of the 
facility is delayed for one year after initiated. 

A stop order can be issued at any time before the operating permit is 
granted, except that a stop ordtr for a source shall not be issued after 
construction or modification has commenced if the construction is in 
accordance with the provisions of the registration certificate as sub­
mitted and approved by the Director under Article 13 hereof. 



I 
/·' 13.1 

13.1.1 

13.1.2 

13.1.3 

' . 

13.1.4 

13.1.5 

13.1. 6 

13.l. 7 

GeneraJ. provisions for the review of new sources. 

Prior to the issuance of any registration certificates in•accordance 
with this Article the applicant shall submit to the Director an environ­
mental evaluation and any other information the Director may deem 
necessary to make an independent air quality impact assessment. 

The preliminary·intent to issue or deny issuance of a registration 
certificate for a coI11plex source shall be made "ithin 15 days aft.er 
receiving adequate information for reviewing the registration applica­
tion. The application, the Director's review and preliminary intent 
to issue or deny shall be made public and maintained on file with the 
Director during normal business hours at 201 South Fall Street, Carson 
City, Nevada and in the Alr Quality Region where the source is located, 
at a site specified in a public announcement by the Director for thirty 
(30) days to enable public participation and comment, All comments 
on the Director's review and preliminary intent for issuance or denial 
shall be submitted in writing to the Director within 3Q·days after the 
public announcement. Within the time period prescribed by Article 3.2.4, 
the Director shall make his decision, taking into account written public 
comments on the Director's review and preliminary intent for issuing cir 
denial, project proponent submittal and the effect of such a facility on 
the maintenance of the ambient air quality standards as contained in 
Article 12 and the control strategy contained in the Air Quality Implem­
entation Plan. 

The Director shall not· issue a registration certificate for any source 
if the environmental evaluation submitted by the appli.cant, or if the 
Director determines, in accordance with the provisions of this Article, 
that the source will prevent the attainment and maintenance of the.State 
Ambient Air Quality Standards or will cause a violation of. the applicable 
control strategy contained in the approved Air Quality Implementation 
Plan. 

The Director may impose any reasonable conditions on his approval, 
including conditions r_equiring the source owner or operator to conduct 
ambient air quality monitoring at the facility site for a reasonable 
period prior to commencement of construction or modification, and for 
any specified period after the source has commenced _operation. 

Where a proposed source located on contiguous property 
is constructed or modified in increments which individually are not 
subject to review as provided in this Article, aJ.l such increments 
occurring since the effective date of this Article shall be added 
together for determining the applicability of this Article. 

Approval and issuance of a registration certificate to any 
source construction or modification shall not affect the responsibili­
ties of the owner or owners to comply with any qther portion of the 
control strategy. 

Any source or proposed facility shall, upon written application 
to the Director, receive within thirty (30) days a written notice of 
his determination, either requiring the submittal of an environmental 
evaluation or exempting the source from such requirement. 



13. 2 

13.2.1 

13.2.2 

13.2.3 

13.2.4 

13.2.5 

13.2.6 

' . 
13.2.7 

13.2.8 

13.2.9 

13. 3 

13.3.1 

13.3.2 

13.3.3 

, I 

The following new complex sources or a modification to an existing 
complex source which would cause increases to the existing complex 
source as specified below, or othe.r such facilities as the Director may 
specify upon written notice· shall. apply for registration certificates 
in accordance with this Article. 

Shopping centers with motor vehicle parking areas of greater 
than 500 spaces or which generate greater than 1,000 motor vehicles 
trips/hour or 5,000 motor vehicle trips/eight hours. 

Sports complexes with motor vehicle parking areas greater than 
1,000 spaces or a seating capacity of greater than 3,000 persons. 

Drive-in theaters, with motor vehicle parking facilities of 
greater than 500 spaces. 

Motor vehicle parkings lots or garages with greater than 500 
spaces. 

Residential, governmental, commercial, ind.ustrial or institu­
tional developments which can generate greater than 1000 vehicle 
trips/hour or 5,000 vehicle trips per any eight hour period or which 
have parking facilities of greater than 1000 spaces or residential 
development with greater than 500 individual or multiple occupancy 
units or commercial or institutional facilities with greater than 500 
sleeping or rooming accommodations. 

Amusement parks and recreational areas _.ith motor vehicle 
parking• areas ·of greater than 1,000 spaces- and which can generate 
greater than 1,000 vehicle trips/hour or 5,000 vehicle trips/eight 
hour pe_dod. 

Highways with anticipated average anriual. .daily traffic volumes. 
of greater than 10,000 motor vehicles per day. 

Sewer, water, power and gas lines which are designed to serve 
greater than 5,000 new connections over the next ten years. 

Airports which are expected to generate greater than 25,000 
landings and take-off operations per year by regularly scheduled 
airlines or charter flights over the next ten years or with parking 
areas of greater than 500 spaces or which generate greater than 1,000 
vehicle· trips/hour or 5,000 vehicle trips/eight hours. 

The following new single sources or modificat1ons to an existing 
single source which would cause increases to existing single sources 
as specified below shall submit an environmental. evaluation with their 
application(s) for registration: 

Any single source which can cause, allow or permit the emission 
of an air contaminant of greater than SO pounds/hour. 

Any combination of single sources located at a single premise 
which can cause, allow or permit the emission or an air contaminant 
of greater than 50 pounds/hour. 

Any single source, upon written notice from the Director. 
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I 13.4 

13.4.l 

13.4.l.l 

13.4.l.2 

' . 

13.5 

Environmental Evaluation 

The environmental evaluation required for new or· modified single or 
eomplex sourees; as determined·by this Artiele or as required by_the 
Direc.t:or • shall inelude the· following:. . 

Arr. environmental evaluation shall be a eareful and detailed 
assessment of the environmental aspects of a proposed aetion. 

An environmental·evaluation shall contain adequate environmental· 
safeguarci)'to be implemented by the ?PPlicant to provide for the main­
tenance of aeeeptable air·quality and shall consider: 

a. Ambient air coneentrations before, during and after construction, 
empirically caleulated with recognized methods as approved by the 
Direet:or; or, in the case of existing ambient air eoncentrations, they 
may be measured with approved methods at approved site locations for 
not l.e.ss than one year. Estimates shall be empirically determined for 
ambient. air concentration immediately contiguous to the facility and 
at the point of predicted maximum concentration within the surrounding 
regi.cm .• 

b.. Diffusion models used to determine. th\' location and estimated 
value of highest air contaminant· concentration 'i.ihall contain: . · 

I.. Assumptions and premises·. 
z. Evaluation at the recorded most adverse meteorologicaJ. 

eonditi.ons in the last 100 ·years. 
3. Evaluation at the recorded most adverse meteorological 

conditions in the last year. 
4. Geographic area considered in the evaluation. 
5. Dispersion equations. 
6. • Predicted contaminant buildup~ 
7. Location, type and amount of emissions.· 
8. Meteorological information 

e. Alternate proposals which could be implemented as conditions 
of ap:provaJ.. 

d. Other probable environmental effects, before, during and after 
construction shall be considered in the narrative portion of the 
evaluation. 

The following are exempt from Article 13.2: 

1. Complex source or single sources existing prior to February 25, 1974 
and remaining unmodified thereafter or those facilities which have 

· received local approval and necessary building or construction permits 
by April 1, 1974; and commence a-continuous program of construction 
before July 1, 1974 

2. Those complex sources or single sources obtaining an.exemption 
granted by the President under section 118 of the Clean Air Act of 1970. 
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· ADOPTION, NOW, THEREFORE, By affirmative vote of the members of the 
Nevada State Environmental Commission, these Amendments to the State.of Nevada 
Air Quality Regulations are hereby adopted and compliance therewith ordered. 

f /i,~R 2 7 
To become effective ___________ , 1974 

Glaser, Chairman 
State Environmental Commission 
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STATE OF NF.VADA 
AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS 

WHEREAS, the protectio~ of the air resourcee of the State is deemed 
necessary for (1) the protection of the health, safety, and well-being of its 
citizens, (2) the prevention of injury to plant and animal life and to property, 
(3) the protection of the comfort and convenience of the public and the protec­
tion of the recreational resources of the State, (4) for the preservation of 
visibility and scenic, aesthetic, and historical values of the State; and 

WHEREAS, the problem of air quality in this State is closely related 
to the problem of air quality in adjoining states; and 

WHEREAS, Nevada Revised Statutes direct the adoption and enforcement 
of reasonable rules and regulations, and clearly reveal that it is the public 
policy of the State to preserve the air resources of the State, and to protect, 
maintain, and improve the quality thereof; and to cooperate with other agencies 
of the State, agencies of other states, and the federal government in carrying 
out these objectives; and 

WHEREAS, with the advancement of technology, these regulations will be 
subject to revision and amendment; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Nevada State Environmental Commission adopts the 
following regulations: 
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ARTICLE 1 - DEFINITIONS 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1. 3.1 

1.3.2 

1. 3.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

1.10 

Air-conditioning equipment. Equipment utilized to heat or cool the 
interior of a building or structure. 

Air contaminant. Any substance discharged into the atmosphere except 
water vapor and water droplets. 

Air pollution. The presence in the outdoor atmosphere of one or more 
air contaminants or any combination thereof in such quantity and dura­
tion as may tend to: 

Injure human health or welfare, animal or plant life, or ~roperty. 

Limit visibility or interfere with scenic, aesthetic, and historical 
values of the State. 

Interfere with the enjoyment of life or property. 

Ambient air. That portion of the atmosphere surrounding people, animal, 
and plant life. 

Approved inspector. An individual person who has qualified by passing 
the written examination as prepared by the State Environmental Commis­
sion, has met an equivalency requirement acceptable to the Department 
of Motor Vehicles, and has been issued a certificate as an Approved 
Inspector. 

Associated parking area. A parking facility or facilities owned and/ 
or operated in conjunction with a complex source. 

Atmosphere, All of the air surrounding the earth and external to 
buildings and structures. 

Authorized station. A station licensed by the Department of Motor 
Vehicles for inspecting motor vehicles and pollution control devices 
for compliance with NRS 445 or any applicable federal or Commission 
regulation and for installing, repairing, and adjusting pollution con­
trol devices and motor vehicles to meet the Commission's requirements, 

British thermal units - BTU, That quantity of heat required to raise 
the temperature of one pound of water from 62° Fahrenheit to 63° 
Fahrenheit. 

Certificate of Compliance. A certificate issued by an approved inspec­
tor in a licensed, authorized station that the motor vehicle identified 
on the certificate is properly equipped with the MVPC devices indicated 
on the certificate that such devices conform with the requirements of 
NRS 445 and rules and regulations as adopted by the State Environmental 
Commission. 

1.11 Combustible refuse. Any waste material which can be consumed by combus­
tion. 
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1,12 Commercial fuel oil. A liquid or liquefiable petroleum product normally 
produced, manufactured, uRed, or sold for the purpose of creating useful 
heat. 

1.13 Commission, The Environmental Commission as defined in NRS 445. 

1. 14 Complex source, Any property or facl.lity that has or solicits secondary 
or adjunctive activity which emits or may emit any air contaminant for 
which there is an ambient air quality standard, notwithstanding that 
such property or facility may not itself possess the capability of emit­
ting such air contaminants. Complex sources include, but are not 
limited to: 

a. Highways and roads; 
b. Parking facilities; 
c. Retail, commercial, and industrial facilities; 
d. Recreation, amusement, sports, and entertainment facilities; 
e. Airports; 
f, Office and government buildings; 
g. Apartment and condominium buildings; 
h. Education facilities; 

and other such property or facilities which will result in increased 
air contaminant emissions from motor vehicles, 

1.15 Confidential information, Information or records which: 

1.15 .1 

1.l.5.2 

1.15. 3 

1.16 

1.17 

Relate to quantities or dollar amounts of production or sales; or 

Relate to processes or production unique to the owner or operator; 
or 

Would tend to affect adversely the competitive position of the owner 
or operator, if disclosed. 

Contiguous property, Any property under single or joint ownership or 
operatorship which is in physical contact, touching, near, or adjoining. 
Public property or public right-of-way shall not be deemed as a break 
in any contiguous property. 

Crankcase emissions. Air contaminants emitted into the atmoshpere from 
any portion of the engine crankcase ventilation or lubrication systems. 

1.18 Diesel fuel, Low viscosity oil normally used in compression ignition 
engines. 

1.19 Director. The Director of the Department of Human Resources or his 
designee or person designated by or pursuant to a county or city ordi­
nance or regional agreement or regulation to enforce local air pollution 
control ordinances and regulations. 

1.20 Dusts. Particulate matter released into ambient air by natural, mechan­
ical, or chemical forces or processes. 
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1. 21 

1.22 

1. 23 

1. 24 

1. 25 

1.26 

Effective date, Thirty days after these regulations or amendments to 
these regulations have been filed with the Secretary of State. 

Emission, The act of passi.ng into the atmosphere an air contaminant or 
a gas stream which contains, or may contain, an air contaminant; or the 
material passed to the atmosphere. 

Established place of business. (1) the permanent structure owned either 
in fee or leased with sufficient space to test, inspect, or adjust, if 
needed, one or more vehicles for which a certificate of compliance may 
be lssued; and (2) large enough to accommodate the office or offices of 
an authorized station to provide a safe place to keep the books, certifi­
cates cf Compli.ance, and all other records of this authorized station, at 
which site or location the principal portion of such licensee's business 
shall be open to inspection during usual business hours by any authorized 
agent of the Director of the Department of Motor Vehicles or any author­
ized agent of the Department of Human Resources, 

Exhaust emissions, Air contaminants emitted into the atmoshpere from any 
opening downstream from the exhaust ports of a motor vehicle engine. 

Exhaust gas analyzer, A device for sensing the amount of air contami­
nants in the exhaust emissions of a motor vehicle. 

Existing source, Equipment, machines, devices, articles, contrivances, 
or facilities which are constructed, purchased, or in operation on the 
effective date of these regulations; except that any existing equipment, 
machine, device, article, contrivance, or facility which is altered, 
replaced, or rebuilt which increases the total emission after the 
effective date of these regulations shall be reclassified as a "new 
source". 

1.27 Fleet owner, An owner of three or more vehicles, 

1.28 Fuel, Any form of combustible matter (solid, liquid, vapor, or gas), 
excluding combustible refuse, 

1.29 Fuel burning equipment. 

1. 29 .1 

1. 29, 2 

1.30 

Indirect heat transfer fuel burning equipment, Any device except 
internal combustion engines used for the combustion of fuel in which 
heat is transferred from the products of combustion indirectly for the 
production of useful heat or power, 

Direct heat transfer fuel burning equipment, Any device except inter­
nal combustion engines used for the combustion of fuel in which heat 
is transferred from the products of combustion directly for the 
production of useful heat or power, 

Fugitive dust, Any dust which becomes airborne other than that being 
emitted through a stack or chimney, 

1.31 Garbage, Putrescible animal or vegetable refuse. 
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1.44 Opaei.ty, The property of II substance tending to obscure vision and 
meaaurud in term11 of percent obscuration. The relationship between opa­
cl.ty ond Ringelmann number is approximately equai to the following in 
shadeB of white to gray, 

Opacity 
(Percent) 

20. 
40, 
60. 
80. 

100. 

Ringelmann 
Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

1.45 Open burning, Any fire from which the products of combustion are 
emitted into the atmosphere without passing through a stack or chimney. 

1.46 Operating permit. A document issued and signed by the Director approv­
ing, with or without restrictions, the operation of a new or existing 
single source of air contaminants. 

1.47 Particulate matter. Any material except uncombined water that exists 
in a finely divided form as a liquid or solid at reference conditions. 

1.48 Pathological· wastes. Human and animal remains consisting of carcasses, 
organs, and solid organic wastes from hospitals, laboratories, abattoirs, 
animal pounds, and similar sources. 

1.49 Person. The State of Nevada, any individual, group of individuals, 
partnership, firm, company, corporation, association, trust, estate, 
political subdivision, administrative agency, public or quasi-public 
corporation, or other legal entity. 

1. 50 Process weight. The total weight of all materials introduced into a 
single source operation, including solid fuels, but excluding liquids 
and gases used solely as fuels and air introduced for purposes of com­
bustion of the fuel, 

1.51 Process weight rate, A rate established as follows: 

1.51.1 

1.51.2 

1.51.3 

For continuous or long-run steady-rate operations, the total process 
weight for the entire period of continuous operation or for a typical 
portion thereof, divided by the number of hours of such period or 
portions thereof. 

For cyclical or batch unit operations or unit processes, the total 
process weight for a period that covers a complete operation or an 
integral number of cycles divided by the number of hours of actual 
process operation during such a period. 

Where the nature of any process, operation, or the design of any 
equipment is such as to permit more than one interpretation of this 
definition, the interpretation that results in the minimum value of 
allowable emission shall apply. 
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1. 53 

1.54 

1.55 

1.56 

1. 5 7 

1.58 

1. 59 

1.60 

1.61 

1.62 

1. 63 

ProceAA equipment. Any equipme.nt UHed for storlng, hnnd.11.ng, trnnHJHll'l:­

ing, processing, or changing any material, excludiN\ that equipment· 
specifically defined in these regulatJ.ona ns fuel burning equipment or 
incinerators. 

Reference conditions. All measurements of ambient air quality are 
corrected to a reference temperature of 25° C. and to a reference pres­
sure of 760 milll.meters of mercury (1,013.2 millibars), 

Registered owner, An individual, firm, corporation, or association 
whose name appears in the files of the motor vehicle registration 
division of the Department of Motor Vehicles as the person to whom 
the vehicle is registered. 

Registration certificate, A document issued and signed by the Director 
certifying that: 

a. Adequate empirical data for a single source has been received and 
shall constitute approval of location; or 

b, An environmental evaluation has been submitted for a complex or a 
large stationary source and that all portions of Article 13 and any 
other Articles of these regulations have been complied with and shall 
constitute approval of location and for construction. 

Ringelmann chart. The chart published by the U.S. Bureau of Mines, 
which illustrates graduated shades of gray to black, for use in estl.mat­
ing the light obscuring capacity of smoke. 

Salvage operation, Any operation conducted in whole or in part for the 
salvaging or reclaiming of any product or material. 

Single source, All similar process operations located at a single prem­
ise which can technically and economically be replaced by a single 
process that performs the same function. Two or more pieces of equip­
ment or processes that handle different materials or produce dissimilar 
products will be treated separately. 

Smoke. Small particles consisting predominantly, but not exclusively, 
of carbon, ash, or other combustible material, resulting from incomplete 
combustion. 

Source, Any property, real or personal, which directly emits or may 
emit any air contaminant. 

Special mobile equipment. Every vehicle not designed or used primarily 
for the transportation of persons or property and only incidentally 
operated or moved upon a paved roadway. 

Stack or chimney. Any flue, conduit, or duct arranged to conduct an 
air contaminant to the atmosphere. 

Stop order. A written notice by the Director served on a person or per­
sons causing or engaging in the construction, installation, or altera­
tion of work involving an air contaminant source or sources ordering 
such work to be stopped. 
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1.64 Submerged fill pipe. Any fill pipe, the discharge opening of which is 
entirely submerged when the liquid level is 15 cm (6 inches) above the 
bottom of the tank; or when applied to a tank which is loaded from the 
side, shall mean any fill pipe, the discharge opening of which is 
entirely submerged when the liquid level is two times the fill pipe 
diameter above the bottom of the tank. 

1.65 Uncombined water. Visible mist or condensed water vapor. 

1.66 Vehicle trip. A single movement of a motor vehicle which originates 
or terminates at a single or complex source. 

1.67 Volatile organic compounds. Any compound, containing carbon and hydro­
gen or containing carbon and hydrogen in combination with any other 
element, which has a vapor pressure of 1,055 kilograms per square meter 
(1.5 pounds per square inch) absolute or greater, under actual storage 
conditions. 

1.68 Waste. Useless, unneeded, or superfluous matter; discarded or excess 
material. 

1.69 Wet garbage. Any combination of waste and garbage which contains great­
er than 50 percent moisture. 

-8-



ARTICLE 13 - COMPLEX SOURCES AND LARGE STATIONARY SOURCES 

l'J. l 

13.1.1 

13,1.2 

13.1.3 

13 .1. 4 

13.1.5 

General ProviAions for the Review of New Sources 

Prior to thP. issuance of any registration certificates in 
accordanc.e with this Article, the applicant shall submit to 
the Director an environmental evaluation and any other infor­
mation the Director may deem necessary to make an independent 
air quality impact assessment. The environmental evaluation 
must have approval for any street or highway changes or im­
provements from the county, regional, or State highway agency 
having jurisdiction over the streets and highways affected by 
the complex source prior to submittal to the Director, 

The preliminary intent to issue or deny issuance of a registra­
tion certificate for a single or complex source shall be made 
within 15 days after receiving adequate information for review­
ing the registration application. The application, the Direc­
tor's review, and preliminary intent to issue or deny shall be 
made public and maintained on file with the Director during 
normal business hours at 1209 .Johnson Street, Carson City, 
Nevada, and in the Air Quality Region where the source is located 
at a site specified in a prominent advertisement by the Director 
for thirty (30) days to enable public partlcipation and comment. 
All comments on the Director's review and preliminary intent for 
issuance or denial shall be submitted in writing to the Director 
within thirty (30) days after the public announcement. Within 
the time period prescribed by Article 3.2.4, the Director shall 
make his decision, taking into account written public comments 
on the Director's review and preliminary intent for issuance or 
denial, project proponent submittal, and the effect of such a 
facility on the maintenance of the ambient air quality standards 
as contained in Article 12 and the control strategy contained in 
the Air Quality Implementation Plan. 

The Director shall not issue a registration certifi.cate for any 
source if the environmental evaluation submitted by the applicant 
shows, or if the Director determines, in accordance with the pro­
visions of this Article, that the source will prevent the attain­
ment and maintenance of the State and national ambient air quality 
standards or will cause a violation of the applicable control 
strategy contained in the approved Air Quality Implementation Plan. 

The Director may impose any reasonable conditions on his 
approval, including conditions requiring the source owner or 
operator to conduct ambient air quality monitoring at the 
facility site for a reasonable period prior to the commence-
ment of construction or modification, and for any specified 
period after the source has commenced operation. 

Where a proposed source located on contiguous property is con­
structed or modified in increments which individually are not 
subject to review as provided in this Article, all such incre­
ments occurring since the effective date of this Article shall 
be added together for determining the applicability of this 
Article, 
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13. 1. 6 

13.1.7 

13.1.8 

13. 2 

13.2.1 

13.2.2 

13.2.3 

13.2.4 

13.2.5 

Approval and issuance of a registration certificate to any 
source construction or modification shall not affect the respon­
sibilities of the owner or owners to comply with any other por­
tion of the control strategy. 

Any source or proposed facility shall, upon written application 
to the Director, receive within thirty (30) days a written noti~e 
of his determination, either requiring the submittal of an 
environmental evaluation or exempting the source from such require­
ment. 

The Director shall issue a notice of violation to any owner or 
operator who: 

a. fails to construct a complex source in accordance with the 
application as approved by the Director; or 

b. fails to construct and operate a complex source in accor­
dance with the conditions imposed by the Director as conditions 
of the registration certificate; or 

c. connnences construction or modification of a complex source 
without applying for and receiving a registration certificate 
as required by these regulations. 

The following new complex sources or a modification to an existing 
complex source which would cause increases to the existing complex 
source as specified below or other such facilities as the Direc­
tor may specify upon written notice shall apply for registration 
certificates in accordance with this Article. 

New parking areas or facilities or other new complex sources with 
associated parking areas or facilities with capacities of 1,000 
motor vehicles or more, 

Modified parking areas or facilities or modification of com­
plex sources with associated parking areas or facilities which 
increase parking capacities by 500 motor vehicles or more. 

New highway projects with anticipated average annual daily 
traffic volumes of 20,000 or more vehicles per day within ten 
years of construction. 

Modified highway projects which will increase average annual 
daily traffic volumes by 10,000 or more vehicles per day with­
in ten years after the modification, 

Any airport, the construction or general modification program 
of which is expected to result in the following activity with­
in ten years of construction or modification. 

a. New airport: 50,000 or more operations per year by regu­
larly scheduled air carriers or use by 1,000,000 or more pas­
sengers per year. 
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13. 3 

13,3.1 

13.3.2 

b. Modified nirport: Incre,rne of 50,000 or more operation" 
per year by regularly Acheduled ai.r carriera over the existing 
volume of operations or increase of 1,000,000 or more passen­
gers per yeor, 

The following new single sources or modifications to an existing 
single source which would cause increases to existing single 
sources as specified below shall submit an environmental evalua­
tion with their application(s) for registration, 

Any single source which can cause, allow, or permit the emis­
sion of an air contaminant of greater than 23 kilograms (50 
pounds) per hour. 

Any combination of single sources located at a single premise 
which can cause, allow, or permit the emission of an air contam­
inant of greater than 23 kilograms (50 pounds) per hour, 

13.3.3 Any single source, upon written notice from the Director. 

13.4 Environmental Evaluation: 

13.4,1 The environmental evaluation required for new or modified single 
or complex sources, as determined by this Article or as required 
by the Director, shall include the following: 

13.4.1.1 An environmental evaluation shall be a careful and detailed 
assessment of the environmental aspects of a proposed complex 
source and shall contain the following information: 

a. The name and address of the applicant. 

b. The name, address, and location of the complex source. 

c. A description of the proposed complex source, including 
the normal hours of operation of the facility and the 
general types of activities to be operated therein. 

d. A map showing the location of the complex source and 
the topography of the area with existing prind.pal streets, 
roads, and highways within three miles of the complex source. 

e. A site plan showing the location of associated parking 
areas, points of motor vehicle ingress and egress to and from 
the site and its associated parking areas, and the location 
and height of buildings on the site. 

f, An identification of the principal roads, highways, and 
intersections that will be used by motor vehicles moving to 
or from the complex source. 
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13.4.1.2 

lJ.4.1.3 

g. An eRtimate, as of the first year after the date the com­
plex source will be substantially complete and operational, 
of the average daily traffic volumes, maximum traffic volumes 
for one-hour and eight-hour periods, and vehicle capacitieR 
of the principal roads, highways, and intersections identified 
pursuant to Article 13.4.1.1, section f, located within one­
fourth mile of all boundaries of the site. 

h. Availability of existing and projected mass transit to 
service the site. 

i. Where approval is sought for complex sources to be con­
structed in incremental phases, the information required by 
Article 13.4.1.1 shall be submitted for each phase of the con­
struction project. 

j. Any additional information or documentation that the Direc­
tor deems necessary to determine the air quality impact of the 
complex source, including the submission of measured air quality 
data at the proposed site prior to construction or modification. 

The environmental evaluation for an airport, in addition to 
those items in Article 13.4.1.1, shall contain: 

a. An estimate of the average number and maximum number of air­
craft operations per day by type of aircraft during the first, 
fifth, end tenth years after the date of expected completion. 

b. A description of the commercial, industrial, residential, 
and other development that the applicant expects will occur 
within three miles of the perimeter of the airport within the 
first five and the first ten years after the date of expected 
completion. 

c. Expected passenger loadings at the airport. 

The environmental evaluation for a highway project shall contain: 

a. A description of the average and maximum traffic volumes for 
one, eight, and 24-hour time period expected within ten years of 
date of expected completion. 

b. An estimate of vehicle speeds for average and maximum traffic 
volume conditions and the vehicle capacity of the highway project. 

c. A map showing the location of the highway project, including 
the location of buildings along the right-of-way. 

d. A description of the general features of the highway project 
and associated right-of-way, including the approximate height of 
buildings adjacent to the highway. 

e. Any additional information or documentation that the Director 
deems necessary to determine the air quality impact of the 
indirect source, including the submission of measured air quality 
data at the proposed site prior to construction or modification. 
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13,4.1.4 

13.5 

13.5.1 

13.5.2 

An environmental evaluation shall contain adequate environmental 
safeguards to be implemented by the applicant to provide for the 
maintenance of acceptable air quality and shall consider: 

a. Ambient air concentrations before, during, and after con­
struction empirically calculated with recognized methods as 
approved by the Director; or, in the case of existing ambient air 
concentrations, they may be measured with approved methods at 
approved site locations for not less than one year. Estimates 
shall be empirically determined for ambient air concentration 
immediately contiguous to the facility and at the point of pre­
dicted maximum concentration within the surrounding region. 

b, Diffusion models used to determine the location and estimate 
value of highest air contaminant concentration shall contain: 

1, assumptions and premises; 

2. evaluation at the recorded most adverse meteorological condi­
tions in the last ten years; 

3. evaluation at the recorded most adverse meteorological condi­
tions in the last year; 

4. geographic area considered in the evaluation; 

5. dispersion equations; 

6, predicted contaminant buildup; 

7. location, type, and amount of emissions; 

8, meteorological information, 

c. Alternate proposals which could be implemented as conditions 
of approval. 

d. Other probable environmental effects before, during, and 
after construction shall be considered in the narrative portion 
of the evaluation. 

The following are exempt from Article 13.2: 

Complex sources or single sources existing prior to February 25, 
1974, and remaining unmodified thereafter or those facilities which 
have received local approval and necessary building or construction 
permits by April 1, 1974; and commence a continuous program of 
construction before July 1, 1974. 

Those complex sources or single sources obtaining an exemption 
granted by the President under section 118 of the Clean Air Act of 
1970. 
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STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA 94025 
(415) 326-6200 

Mr. Fred VanNatta 
Oregon State Home Builders Association 
565 Union Street 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Dear Mr. VanNatta: 

July 20, 1976 

Enclosed is a summary of a literature review we conducted 
during our indirect-source analysis for EPA. To my recollection, 
we did not uncover any studies dealing with residential developments. 

WFD:km 

Enclosure (1) 

CABLE: STANRES, MENLO PARK/ TWX 910·•373-1246 

Sincerely yours, 

li};(j,?1F-1~:_,,cd,f-
wa1 ter F. Dabberdt 
Manager 
Environmental Meteorology Program 
Atmospheric Sciences Laboratory 



Table 2 

SUMMARY OF INDIRECT SOURCE LITERATURE REVIEW* 
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Williams, M. (197 5) - - - ;', - - - -
Goldberg, p. ' et al (197 5) - - - - - - - + 
Fay, J., et al (197 5) + - - - - - - -
Environmental Technology 
Assessment, Inc. (1974) - - - - - - * -
_Larsen, R. (1973) - - * - - - - -
Larsen, R. (1974) - - * - - - - -
Hanna, s. (1971) + - - - - - - -
Gifford, F., et al (1973) + - - - - - - -
Ott, w.' et al (1973) - + - - - - - -
Weitzman, L.' et al (197 5) + - - - - - - -
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* For key to symbols see page 23 
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NAPCA (1970) - - - - - - - + 
Zimmerman, J.' et al (197 5) ;, - - - - - - -
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Hotchkiss, R.' et al (197 3) + - - - - - - -
Williams, M., et al (1974) - - - + - - * -
Grinberg, L.' et al (1974) - - - + - - + -
Miles, D.' et al (1974). - - - + - - + -
Ashby, H.' et al (1974) - - - + - - + -
Patterson, R.' and F. Record 
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Pat.L•._ ' " 1 (1974) t,* - - - - - * -
Turner, D.' (1%~) - - - - - -
Bach, w.' et al (1973) - - - - - - + -
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Gerhardt, B • ' et al (1972) + - - - - - + -
EPA (1974m) - - - - - - - + 
Har bridge House, Inc. (1974) - - - - - - - + 
Cosby, J. (1973) - - - - - - - + 
Chock, D. (197 5) - - - - - - - + 
Eisinger, R. (197 5) - - - - - - - + 
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Norco, J.' et al (1973) - - - + - - - -
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(1974) - - - - - -
Fisher, N •' et al (1972) + - - - - -
Lavery, T.' et al (1973) - - - - - -
Hovind, E • ' et al (1972) - - - - - -
Donaldson, _c., et al (1971) 1, - - - - -
Darling, E,' Jr. (197 2) + - - - - -
Patterson, R, (1975b) * - - - - -

Key: 

+ Contains some information pertinent to Guidelines review 
·k Report is of special int~rest to Guidelines review 
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* -
- -
- + 

- + 

- -
- -
- -

7"' Report is a validation of Interim Guidelines screening procedure 
- No basic information for Guidelines development 

l Modeling procedures 
2 Receptor siting 
3 Projection from 1-hr to 8-hr concentrations 
4 Emission factors 
5 Meteorology 
6 Background concentrations 
7 Microscale data base 
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SUMMARY OF INDIRECT SOURCE TRAFFIC t 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
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Watson, H. C. (1972) + - - - -
Kurtzweg, C.L. (1972) - - - - -
Gordian Assoc. (197 5) + - - + -
Patterson, R.M. (June 1975) + * - - -
Patterson, R.M. (197 5) + + - - -
Technical Council on 
Urban Transportation (1969) + - - - -
Beaton, J. (1972) - - - - -
Dunne, M.C. (1972) - - + - -
Burrage, R. (1957) - - - - -
ICSC Bulletin (1974) + - - - -
Patterson and Mahoney (1974) + - - - -
Hart, F.C. (1974) - - - + -
Ashwood, J.E. (19 ) + - - - -
Leisch, J.E. (1967) - - ,~ - -
Pignataro, L.J. (1974) - - - - + 

Tittemore, L. (197 2) - - - - -
Cesario, F. (1974) + - - - -
Lieberman, w. (1974) - - -
Watkins, R. (1974) - - - -
Horowitz, J. (1974) - - . - -

* For key to symbols see page 23, 

24 

Cl'.l z 
0 
H 
H Cl'.l 
u 0:: 

"' 0 "' ..., H H 

~ 
u "' ;;: < u 

--- "' H 

" z Cl'.l H 
;'l 0 < 04 

H "' 04 
z Cl'.l < 
~ 

Cl'.l ;:i H H 
ij ;:!i 0 

04 z 

- + - -
+ + - -
- - - -
- + - -
- + - -

+ - + -
+ - - -
- - -- -
- - - + 

- + - -
- + + -
- - + -
- - - -
- - - -
- - - -
+ - -

- - -
+ - - -
+ - - -
- + - -



C/) 

z 
0 
H 
H ~ u 

"" 0 "" ,_, H ,..:t 
0 u "" ~ ~ ~ z P-< 

0 -- "" H 
c.o c.o i>-1 H c.o z C/) ,..:t 
z z H c.o H z 0 ;;l P-< 
H H H ~ C/) H H P-< 
,..:t "" u "" z C/) < 
"" ~ o'i :>G c.o j C/) ?:i ,::, 

~ 1s H H 
REPORTS 0 ::, ~ z < 0 z O' u P-< "" ,::, z 

EPA (1973) + - - - - - - - -
Sagi, G.S. (1969) - i, - - - - - - -
Hillier, F. (196 7) - * - - - - - - -
Hart, B. (197 5) + - - - - - - + -
May, A. (1968) - - - - . - - - - + 
May, A. (1969) - - - - - - - - + 
Haefner, L. (1976) + - - - - - - - -
Benioff, B. (1970) - - - - + - - - -
Kunselman, P. (1974) + - - - - - + - -

. 

Architectural Record (1972) - - - - - + - - + 
Baker, G. (1951) - - - - - - - - + 
Baker, G. (1958) - - - +· - - - - -
Webb, G. (1956) - - + - - - - - -
Urban Land Institute (1965) - - - + - - - - -
Gruen, v. (1960) - - - - - - - - + 
Lynch, K. (1962) - - - - - - - - + 
Hay, A. (1961). - - + - + -. - - -
Edie, L. c. (1963) - - - - + - - - -
Thayer, s. (1973d) ** - - - - - - - -
Thayer, s. (1973c) ** - - - - - - - -
Axtell, K. (1974) ** - - - - - - - -
Thayer, s. (1974) ** - - - - - - - -
Thayer, s. (1973b) ** - - - - - - - -
lbayer, s. (1973a) ** - - - - - - - -
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Mr, John C. Caldwell 
Attorney at Law 
710 center Street 
P.O. Box 667 

August 9, 1976 

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Dear Mr, Caldwell: 

Re, Fishhawk Lake Sewerage System 
Performance Bond 

This is to inform you that the Commission acted on the petition 
of your clients at its July 30 meeting. 

5301 

It was the Commission's decision that the Fishhawk Lake Recreation 
Club, Inc. should be allowed to substitute the existing bond with an 
$11,650 bond or equivalent. The equivalent is to consist of at least 
$5,000 in cash in an assigned savings account or such other readily 
attachable asset as the Attorney General's Office may approve. The 
Commission accepted the concept of the Club's giving a first mortgage 
on suitably valuable property to secure the remainder of the perform­
ance obligation until such time as yearly deposits of $1,000 by the 
Club make up the remaining $6,650 of the obligation. 

Further, it was the sense of the Commission that the Club would 
be entitled to any interest which might accrue on assigned assets. 

Please feel free to contact Mr. Robert Haskins at the Portland 
Office of the Department of Justice (229-5901) toward formalizing 
an arrangement consonant with the Commission action. 

PWM:vt 

cc: Robert Haskins 
Donald Walton 
Harold sawyer 
E.J. Weathersbee 

Sincerely' Orlginol Signed By 

Loren Kramer 

LOREN ~u 8 9 1976 
Director 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Date: August 6, 1976 
From: 

Clarence Hilbrick thru HLS 

Peter Mcswain 
Subject, 

DEQ 4 

Donald Walton of the Pishhawk Lake Recreation Club, Inc, was 
in Thursday. Ile would like to learn what degree of security the 
monies to be placed in a savings account and pledged in lieu of a 
bond will provide in an emergency. That is, if an emergency occurs 
and the Club is unable to assess repair monies fast enough, would 
the agency move against the account (or any bond which might succeed 
it) and use it to accomplish rapid repair, 

Please see if it is appropriate for someone to draft a letter 
of intent which, after review by counsel, might explain our policy 
for the Club's benefit. 

Thank you. 

dh 

cc: John Caldwell 
Robert llaskins 
Don Walton 



Ms. Kathy Davis 
City Manager's Office 
Medford City Hall 
411 W. 8th Street 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

near Ms. Davis: 

May 24, 1976 

Re, Reservation of Council Chambers 

This is to confirm our reservation of your council Chambers 
for an Environmental Quality Commission meeting on the day of 
July 23, 1976. 

PWM:vt 

Sincerely, 

LOREN KRAMER 
Director 

Peter w. Mcswain 
Hearing Officer 

5383 



To: 

From: 

Subject: 

DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Peter Date: May 20, 1976 

Vi 

EQC Meeting, July 23, 1976 

Reserved the City Council Chambers, Medford for all day (8 to 5 p.m.) 
on July 23 for an EQC Meeting. Per Kathy Davis, City Manager's 
Office (776-7503). Address is 411 W. 8,th Street, Medford 97501. 



To: 

From: 

Subject: 

DEQ 4 

State of° Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Environmental Quality Commission Date: May 20, 1976 
and Division Heads 

Bud Kramer 

EQC Meeting 

We have tentatively scheduled a Commission meeting 
for Friday, July 23rd, starting at 10:00 a.m. in the 
Medford City Council Chambers at 411 W. 8th Street. 
Please keep this date and place in mind for Commission 
business of inteLest to sourthern Oregonians. 

LK:cm 
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